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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Across the political spectrum in the United States, there is a growing consensus that too many
people are locked up in jail because they do not havedmey required for releaséJnlike

prisons, jails mainly hold individuals who have been arrested and charged with crimes but are
not yet tried or convicted. The presumption of innocénae well as the human, social and

financial costs of incarceratiénrequires that only people who represent a public safety or flight
risk should be detainetinder a money bail system, dangerous defendants with access to cash
can be released while poor, Raiolent defendants remaininjal A per soddrs det e
releasé shouldnot depend on the ability to pay cash Bail

This report examines recent efforts to reduce the number of detainees in Cook County Jail by
reforming practices in and around bond court. While many factors affect the size of the jail
population, bondaurt judges play an important role because their decisions help determine
whether defendants will be released or held in jail while awaiting trial.

In SeptembeR013 the lllinois Supreme Court intervened in an unprecedented way to oversee
changes in thbond court operations of Cook County Circuit CoBegtween August 2013 and
August 2017, the general jail population declined by about 30%dhlmuat10,200 to
approximately 7,003Si nce t he hi thehshac ofwefdandasts onleredeo,be
releasd without having to pay money upfront increased from approximately 13% to 47%
through May 2017,

Although these figures appear to show a markedly favorable trend, the unfortunate truth is that
they raise more questions than they answer. Due to a lgelbbE information it is unclear how
much of thedecline in the jail populatiothrough August 201Was tied to a reduction ilow-
levelarrests and chargestorchangsin bond court practices. It is not known whetti@re has

been any change the slare ofreleasediefendants whéail to appeain court or commit new
crimes.

These kinds of questions are particularly relevant now because of major policy changes that
cannot be evaluated without adequate datduly 2017 the Chief Judgd@imothy Evanf the
Cook County Circuit Court issued an order that is intended to prevent judges from setting

ILydia Wheeler, fLaw enf dhedid Beptemberl8 ai@ark Pazniobkascakd Keit f o r m
M. Phaneuf , iBai reforThe@liMier fJumwmaeé Paszd@he; i Ki Be@alit
|l aw to change r

Bail? I n One State, ThatGovmiegs nNddv eMakbegrer9 And0nbG;e,MMatt Ar
reform measure, | auds NaomAagus ¥1s204or bi parti sanship, 0
2This position is consistent ardstfohpretridl eleadanehich state thatBar A
financial conditions shoulde used only to ensure appearance in courhahtb respond to concerns for public

safety.See American Bar Associatio@riminal Justice StandardsPretrial Release
https://www.anericanbar.org/publications/criminal_justice_section_archive/crimjust_standards_pretrialrelease_toc.
html (last accessed on November 13, 2017).

SCook County Sshheerriif{Cticstody Dallfr€ountydeporugust 26, 20138 her i f f 6 s, Dai | \
August 31, 2017

4 Civic Federation calculations based on Clerk of the Cook County Circuit @mntral Bond Court Disposition
Audit, January 2011 to May 2017. The percentages represent monthly averages before and after August 2013. Cases
dismissed at #request of prosecutors were not included in the calculations. Inconsistencies over time in the data
are discussed later in this report.
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unaffordablemoneybail amount$. The order took effect on September 2817for felony cases
and is scheduled to apply tasdemeanoras of January 1, 2018

The Chief Judge has said that the share of bond orders requiring upfront cash payment
plummetedsincethe new policy was implementéd\ccording toSheriff Tom Dart thejail
population dropped by almo300 in the firsimonth and a half after the orgebringing the total
decline since August 2013 to about 39%Bfe statisticalresultsof the ordemill be fully
reviewedafterayeaby t he Chi e {8 bufituethaire o He s€eh fvhiether the
evaluationwill be made available to the public.

Up to this point, theffices of theChief Judge and Sheriff have closely conedtiata about

bond court and the jailhe Civic Federation is concerned teathtight controlopens public
officials tocriticismfor using data selectively, and not toasare policy effectivenes$his data
should instead be viewed as a public resource and released to the maximum extent possible.

Cook County should follow the example of other jurisdictions, including New York City, Harris
County, Texas and Washington,®, in more fully disclosing criminal justice datéhis will

enable the public to hold government officials accountable and have more informed discussions
about criminal justice and the effective use of taxpayer resources.

Civic Federation Recommendations

The Civic Federation offers the following recommendationsnmove data accessibility and
coordination among the various agencies that make up the Cook County criminal justice system:

Issue 1: Cook County Bond Court Data

The Civic Federation recommenitist the Chief Judges Qf f i c e
1T Post a dashboard on the Circuit Courtéos
basis with bond court orders and release results anonymously by judge and failure to
appear and rarrest rates; and
1 Produce a periodjpublicly available, comprehensive analysis of bond court procedures
and outcomes.

SOffice of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Cour@gneral Order No. 18.8A Procedures for Bail Hearings
and Rretrial ReleaseJuly 17, 2017,
http://www.cookcountycourt.org/Manage/DivisionOrders/ViewDivisionOrder/tabid/298/Articleld/2562/ GENERAL
ORDERNO-18-8A-Proceduredor-Bail-Hearingsand-PretriatRelease.aspflast accessed on November, 2017).

6 Statemenby Timothy C. Evans, Chiefudge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at Cook County Board of
Commissioners Finance Committee Meeting, October 27,,2{itps://cook
county.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=568667&GUID=907B1ICZF4E94B548
A36E2E434A43.0Options=&Search (last accessed November 13, 2017).

7 Statement by Cook County Sheriff Tom Dahicago TonightWTTW Channel 11, November 2, 2017.

80f fice of the Chief Judge, Ci r c u-ballpreccessiformorepiét Cook Co
r el erewsaeleaseluly 17, 2017.
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Issue 2: Cook County Jail Data

The Civic Federation recommends that the Skeesff Qf f i c e
1T Post the SReportohf 6beD8&hkyi ffos website,;
1 Post adashboard witldlemographic and offense characteristics of detainees; and
1 Produce publicly available, comprehensive aresysfthejail population and trends that
areupdated on a regular and frequent basis.

Issue 3: Special Reports on Bond Court

The Civic Federationecommends thahe Administrative Office of the lllinois Courtandthe
Chief Judgé s Ofpulblishanalyse®of the Public Safety Assessmeisk-assessment toahd
recentpolicy change on cash bailong with the supporting data

Issue 4: Special Repts on the Jail

The Civic Federation r e cdowmmoperaiontirtmatie Chidie Sh
J udge 6 and dé CobkaCeunty Health and Hospitals Systgmroduce and post on its

website reports on the use of electronic monitoringptegalace and severitg f det ai nee
mental health problems and the criminal backgrounds of pretrial detainees.

Issue 5: Analysis of the Impact of Jail Population Reduction on Jail Costs

The Civic Federation recommends that Cook County budget officials in atigmewith the

Sheriff and the Chief Judge examine the feasibility of cost savings and efficiencies over time as a
result of the reduction in the jail population. The analysis should take into atlceuosts of
community corrections, including electromonitoring under the Sheriff and pretrial services
supervision by the Chief Judge.

Issue 6: Criminal Justice Coordinating Council

The Civic Federation recommends that Cook County establish a Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council, led by a representatigéthe lllinois Supreme Court, to improve justice planning,
analysis and coordination capabilities.

Civic Federation Findings

1 Between August 2013 and August 2017, the general jail population declined by about
30% fromabout10,200 to approximately 700.

1 Since that time the general population has faleapproximately 6,200 on November 1,
apparently as a result of the new bond court pddicthe Chief Judgatended to limit
money bail to affordable amouni&he total decline since August 2013 has been
approximately 39%.

1 The jail population is at its lowest level since889but it remains to be seen how this
trend will affect the cost of the jail, estimated at about $550 million annually, or an
average of me than $61,000 per detainee.

9 lllinois Sentencing Policy Advisory CounciQuantifying the County Adult Criminal Justice Costs in lllinois
December 6, 2016, p. Bitp://www.icjia.state.il.us/spac/pdf/Quantifying_
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The number of defendants on the Sheriffo
than tripled from a daily average of 523 in August 2011 to 2,170 on August 31, 2017.
There has been no public assessment of whether EM hasided appropriately or
effectively.

SinceCook County Board Presidenbni Preckwinklerequested assistance from the

lllinois Supreme Court in 2013, the share of defendants ordered to be released without
having to pay money upfront increased from appraxety 13% to 47% through May

2017.

A new tool called the Public Safety Assessment, designed to help bond court judges
make release decisions, was introduced in July 2015. But theleeba no

comprehensive repoabout its effectiveness and the Chief ndgs Of f i ce has
released data or analysis sufficient to confirm its impact.

After being evaluated with the new tool, 16.7% of felony defendants released missed
court appearances after nine months and 17.9% had at least one new felony or

misdemeanorchgre, according to information from

numbers appear to be line with national statistics but are higher than previous figures
released by the Chief Judgebs Office.

The Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts is evaluating tise of the Public Safety
Assessment in Cook, McLean and Kane Counties but has not determined whether the
study will be made available to the public.

Thenew bail policyappears to hav&@gnificantly reducd the use of cash bail as a barrier
toadefendagts r el ease. The Chief Judgeds Offi
after one year, but it is not clear whether the results of this evaluation will be made
public.

Data on Cook Countyds bond court anyd j ai
and lack of responsiveness by public officials experienced by many organizations. To
obtain Circuit Court data, requests must be submitted to the Chief Judge; if approved, the
Chief Judge directs the Clerk of the Circuit to process the data request.

Beg nning in 2009, the Sheriffos Office r
demographics and trends, but no similar analysis has been published since 2013.

Other larggurisdictions such as New York City; Washington, DC; Harris County, Texas
and Mecklenburg County, North Carolida a better job of public disclosuaedcould

serve as models for Cook County.

County_Adult_Criminal_Juite_Costs_in_|lllinois_120616.p¢iast accessed on November 13, 2017). A study by

t he

Cook County Presidentos Office, obtained by the

Act, estimated total jail costs at $528.0 million in FY2014$b82 per detainee per day.
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INTRODUCTION

Across the political spectrum in the United States, theaggi®wing consensus that too many
people are locked up in jail because they do not have the money required for'felbdise.

prisons, jails mainly hold individuals who have been arrested and charged with crimes but are
not yet tried or convicted. Thegsumption of innocenéeas well as the human, social and

financial costs of incarceratiénrequires that only people who represent a public safety or flight
risk should be detainetinder a money bail system, dangerous defendants with access to cash
can bereleased while poor, nerolent defendants remaininjal A per sodds det e
releasd should not depend on the ability to pay cashHail

This report examines recent efforts to reduce the number of detainees in Cook County Jail by
reforming practice in and around bond court. While many factors affect the size of the jall
population, bond court judges play an important role because their decisions help determine
whether defendants will be released or held in jail while awaiting trial.

In SeptembeR013 the lllinois Supreme Court intervened in an unprecedented way to oversee
changes in the bond court operations of Cook County Circuit (Betieen August 2013 and
August 2017, the general jail population declined by about 30%dhmuat 10,200 to
appoximately 7,1002Si nce t he hi thehshare ofuefdndasts ondereddo,be
released without having to pay money upfront increased from approximately 13% to 47%
through May 20173

Although these figures appear to show a markedly favorable, ttndnfortunate truth is that

they raise more questions than they answer. Due to a lack of public information, it is unclear how
much of the decline in the jail population through August 2017 was tied to a reduction in low
level arrests and charges orcttanges in bond court practices. It is not known whether there has
been any change in the share of released defendants who fail to appear in court or commit new
crimes.

These kinds of questions are particularly relevant now becausavgbolicieghat @annot be
evaluated without adequate data. In the most recent example, the ChieTiinotg Evanf
the Cook County Circuit Court issued an order in July 2017 that is intended to prevent judges

VL ydia Wheeler, fiLaw enf dhedid Bepterberl8,e0ld; MarlsPaimiakaskand Keitho r m
M. Phaneuf , ABai l reforThe@liMier fJumwmaeé Paszd@he; i Ki Be@alit
lawtoc hange rul es for pat¢ChicagpTrbune hJuponeget »O0L7pfJjBil Wo
Bail ? I n One State, TIaemningo dNsonwvéetmbMat t9er 2Anyémo rMa,td Ar
reform measure, lauds lawmakersforp a r t i $l&acors Augupt 110 2014.

"This position is consistent with the American Bar A
financial conditions shoulde used only to ensure appearance in courhahtb respond teoncerns for public

safety.See American Bar Associatio@riminal Justice StandardsPretrial Release
https://www.americanbar.org/publications/criminal_justice_section_archive/crimjust_standards_pretrialrelease_toc.
html (last accessed on November 1312pD

2Cook County SshheerriifCtistody Dallfr€ounty&Reporugust 26, 20138 her i f f 6 s, Dai |
August 31, 2017

13 Civic Federation calculations based on Clerk of the Cook County Circuit @amtral Bond Court Disposition

Audit, January 2011 to May 2017. The percentages represent monthly averages before and after August 2013. Cases
dismissed at the request of prosecutors were not included in the calculations. Inconsistencies over time in the data
are discussed later in this report.
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from setting unaffordablmoneybail amounts? The order tok effect on September 18, 2017
for felony cases and is scheduled to applyisdemeanoras of January 1, 2018.

The Chief Judge has said that the share of bond orders requiring upfront cash payment
plummeted since the new policy was implementeticcording to Sherifffom Dart the jail
population dropped by almost 900 in the first month and a half after the'®targing the

total decline since August 2013 to about 39%. The statistical results of the order will be fully
reviewed afterayearbyh e Chi ef 3 butligremiiss tobé seénaviether the
evaluation will be made available to the public.

This report begins with a brief overview of the Cook County criminal justice system and bond
court process. The report then reviews redentlopments related to bond court and examines
the limited data that is publicly available about bond court and the jail. It concludes with
recommendations for significantly expanded public access to information.

HOffice of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Cour@dgneral Order No. 18.8A Procedures for Balil

Hearings and Pretrial Releasduly 17, 2017,
http://www.cookcountycourt.org/Manage/DivisionOrders/ViewDivisionOrder/tabid/298/Articleld/2562/ GENERAL
ORDER-NO-18-8A-Proceduredor-Bail-Hearingsand-PretriatRelease.aspflast accessed on November, 2017).

15 Statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chilefdge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at Cook County Board of
Commissioners Finance Committee Meeti@gtober 27, 201, https://cook
county.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=568667&GUID=907B1ICZF4E94B548
A36E2E434A43&0ptions=&Seareh(last accessed November 13, 2017).

16 Statement by Cook County Sheriff Tom Dahicago TonightWTTW Channel 11, Neamber 2, 2017.

"Oof fice of the Chief Judge, Ci r c u-bailprdcessiformorepretria o o k
r el erewsaeleaseluly 17, 2017.
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COOK COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AND BOND COURT OVERVIEW

The Cook County criminal justice system is composed of five separate agencies, four of which
are headed by el ected officials. The Sherif
each elected directly by voters; the Chiedge of the Circuit Cook is elected by voters to be a
circuit judge and then elected by other judges to oversee the court. The Public Defender is
appointed by the President of the County Board of Commissioners.

The Board President, although not in chawfja criminal justice agency, plays a leading role in

the system and is directly elected by vot€i&.s t he Countyés Chief Exe
President influences policy decisions and possesses executive authority over the budgets of all
County offices ad departments, including those of the other elected offitials.

The Chicago Police Department is not part of County government, but the agency is an important
component of the criminal justice system because its arrest policies have a significanheffect

the number of people held in Cook County Jali

superintendent.

Criminal Justice System Agencies

The Sheriffos Office operates the County Jali

Chicagoo6sSiShataaweksits one of the coun®Thgds | q
Sheriff alsoprovides security for all court facilitiegvhich involves monitoringhe safety of
court officialsandjurors handling prisonersandscreeningpeople enteringouthouse. The
Sheri ff 6s Pothethirelarges pohce depagment jn the State of lllinpisvides
police service to the unincorporated areas of Cook Countgentain other jurisdiction$.

The Cook County Circuit Court is the largestiod 24 judicial circuits in Illinois and one of the
largest unified court systems in the wotfdhll trial courts are consolidated undge Chief

Judye who has centralized authority to coordinate and supervise the administrative functions of
the Court. The Court had 391 judges in 2015, and approximately 1.1 million new cases were
filed that year® The Court has authority over the Juvenile Temporary Detention Center, the

Countybds detention facility for yowhdy peopl
interviews defendants to help judges make bail decisions and monitors released defendants who
are awaiting trialPr et r i al refers to the phase of a de

at final case disposition, such as a guilty plearalimg of guilt or innocence at trial.

®The Board Presidentés role depends oincydgénda. pr omi nenc
19 Civic FederationCook County Modernization Report: A Roadmap for Cook County Govern@snber 25,

2010, pp. 1458146, http://civicfed.org/sites/default/files/CookCountyModernizationReport(jadt accessed on
November 13, 2017).

20 Cook Caunty Sheriff websitehttp://www.cookcountysheriff.org/doc/doc_main.htfigst accessed on November

14, 2017). Singlesite facilities are distinguished from jail systems such as those in New York and Los Angeles that
have multiple sites across their juiigibns.

21 Cook County Sheriff websitédttp://www.cookcountysheriff.org/sheriffs_police/ccspd_main.Htasdt accessed

on November 142017).

22 Cook County FY2017 Appropriation Bill, Volume 2, p-8/

2 llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the Illinois Cou&8,15 Annual Report of the lllinois Courts

pp. 1415.
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The Clerk of the Circuit Court i1 s responsib
personnel attend court sessions to make records of proceedings and determinations. The Clerk
also collects fines aneaés for the Circuit Court.

The State's Attorney's Offiggrosecugsall misdemeanor and felony crimes committethia

County It is the second largestqeecutor's office in the U.S., with more than 700 attorftlys.
addition to direct criminal prosecah,as si st ant St atebds Attorneys
child support orders, protect consumers and the elderly and assist victims of sexual assault and
domesticviolenceT he St ateds Attorney also serves as
County.

The Law Office of the Cook County Public Defender provides legal services for clients who are
not financially able to pay for private legal representaitiquending criminal, child protection

and delinquency matter§hePublic Defender is one dtiie largest criminal defense firms in

Cook County,with over 500 attorneystaffing courtrooms throughout the Courty.

Cost of the Criminal Justice System

In fiscal year 201,/which ends on November30,0 0 k Count y6s budget fo
$1.4 bilion, ornearlyong hi rd of the Countyo6s t*Pumdd $4. 4
safety accounts for 14,036.0 fulli me equi val ent positions (FTE
total 23,233.4 positions in the current fiscal y&€akbout 86% of public Saty appropriations

are related to personnel expen&es.

2Cook County St at bttpss/wubntcookcoumtgstatesattoimey ory/ab@ast accessed on
November 13, 2017).

25| aw Office of the Cook County Public Defender websitgps://www.cookcountypublicdefender.org/ab@ast
accessed on November 13, 2017).

26 Cook County FY2017 Appropriation Bill, Volume 1, p. 65; Volume 2, pp-Afo AA-2, BB-1, U-1, V-1 to V-2,
W-1, X-1, Y-1 and Z1. These figures include appropriations from Cook County taxes and fees as well as federal
and State grants. The lllinois Supreme Court partially reimburses the County for salaries of probation and court
services personnel.

27 Cook County FY2017 ppropriation Bill, Volume 1, p. 103; Volume 2, pp. AlAto AA-2, BB-1, U-1, V-1 to V-

2, W-1, X-1, Y-1 and Z1.

28 Cook County FY2017 Appropriation Bill, Volume 2, pp. AR AA-5, BB-4, U-5, U-10, V-3, V-6, W-2, W-4, X-

3, Y-2, Z-2 and Z£4. Personal servicésclude salaries, employee insurance coverage and other employee costs such
as training and travel expenses, but exclude pension costs.
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The following table shows FY2017 appropriations and personnel levels for the major public

safety
459% ofo t al

agencies in
budgeted

t he
spending

Countyos
and

budget
47 .

5% of

Corrections, which runs the jail, has a budget of $401.1 million and 4,267. 72 TEs.

Cook County FY2017 Public Safety Appropriations and Positions

% of % of
Appropriations| Public Safety Public Safety

Agency (in $ millions) | Appropriations FTEs* FTEs
Sheriff $ 633.4 45.9% 6,667.3 47.5%
Chief Judge $ 284.6 20.6% 3,101.0 22.1%
State's Attorney $ 148.5 10.8% 1,326.9 9.5%
Clerk of the Circuit Court $ 126.1 9.1% 1,629.3 11.6%
Public Defender $ 76.2 5.5% 681.0 4.9%
Other** $ 112.1 8.8% 630.5 4.7%
Total $ 1,380.9 100.0% 14,036.0 100.0%

T
F

he
TE

*Full-time equivalent positions.
**Eacilities/Asset Management, Public Administrator and Department of Homeland Security and Emergency Management.
Source: Cook County FY2017 Appropriation Bill, Volume 2, pp. AA-1 to AA-2; BB-1, U-1, V-1to V-2, W-1, X-1, Y-1, Z-1.

The budget category of public s af @miyaljuice s
operations. The public safety category is too broad because it includesamaral areas such as
the civil litigation activities of the Clerk and Circuit Court. On the other hand, the budget
numbers do not give a complete picture ofltotsts because annual expenses for pensions and
debt service are centralized in the

Total costs are particularly understated for operations like the jail that are both perandnel
building-intensive and are entirely concerned with criminal justice. A study by the lllinois
Sentencing Policy Advisory Council estimated total Cook County Jail spending in Y2016
including pensions and debt sendcat $549.6 million, or an average of $167 per det@jper
day2° In contrast, th&€ook CountyDepartment of Correcti@dFY2016 budget was $327.3
million.3!

The high cost of public safehas beemrentral to discussion of the budgetary challenges facing
Cook Countyin the upcoming fiscal yedf The County faes a $200 million budget gap in

2% Cook County FY2017 Appropriations Bill, Volume 2, p53.

30llinois Sentencing Policy Advisory CounciQuantifyingthe County Adult Criminal Justice Costs in lllinois
December 6, 2016, p. 5. A study by the Cook County
lllinois Freedom of Information Act, estimated total jail costs at $528.0 million in EX26r $162 per detainee per
day.

31 Cook County FY2016 Appropriation Bill, Volume 2, p-4Z. The FY2016 budget number does not include
employee health insurance and certain other costs that were moved out of centralized costs and into department
budgetsim FY2017.

2Greg Hinz, Als thCsaban$swehi,Ocohe 2082014.i habs bk, 0
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FY2018 after the repeal of a sweetened beverage tax that was a key component of the Board
Presidentos roposed budget

Bond Court Process

Numerous factors influence the number of people in jail, including the crimerrate ¢riminal

justice system, key decisions are made by the police, who determine whether to arrest
individuals; prosecutors, who decide whether to charge or divert people who have been arrested;
bond court judges, who rule on whether defendants wikhitedj or released and under what
conditions; and other court officials, including criminal judges and attorneys, whose actions can
speed up or slow down pending cases, thus determining how long defendants who are not
released remain in jaif.

Bond court is the last decision point in the process before a defendant ends up in jail. Individuals
arrested and charged with felonies in Chicago generally have bond hearings at Central Bond
Court(now called the Pretrial Divisioni) the Leighton CriminaCourt Building, which is

adjacer;t6 to the jai® Chicago accounts for approximately 61% of the felony arrests in Cook
County:

Central Bond Court begins at 1:30 p.m. on weekdays. In the early morning, felony defendants
are transported by Chicagoliceofficersto the basement of the jail, where they go through a
series of interview$’ The processow includes screeningsr mental health and substance
abuse issudsy Cook County public health system social workéBefendants are then taken to

a holdirg cell behind the courtroom.

The courtroom is typically packed with family members, often including children. Before court
begins, a public defender or other court worker hands out information about bond court and
briefly explains the process.

¥Hal Dardick, AWith pop tax repealed, Preckwinkle sa
October 12, 2017. For more information, see@héc FederatonCo ok Countydéds FY2018 Reve
Opportunities for Saving®ctober 31, 2017,
https://www.civicfed.org/sites/default/files/blog/documents/cookcountyfy18revenuecrisisbrighgtdiccessed on
November 13, 2017).

34 Ram Subramanian at., Vera Institute for Justice,n c ar c er at i oThéMisusg of dailstin ADerigar :
February 2015, p. 18.

35 Felony cases are criminal charges that involve a sentence of a year or more in prison. Individuals arrested in
Chicago for less seriousieres called misdemeanors post bond at the police station or have bail hearings at branch
courts across the City on weekdays. In suburban Cook County, bail hearings are held on weekdays in five suburban
court districts. On weekends and holidays, all badlrimgs in the County for misdemeanors and felonies are held at
Central Bond Court. For more information, see lllinois Circuit Court of Cook County website,
http://www.cookcountycourt.org/ABOUTTHECOURT/MunicipalDepartment/FirstMunicipalDistrictChicago/Bond
Court.aspxlast accessed on November, 2017).

36 Criminal History Record Information generated by the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority.

37 For a detailed description of the Central Bond Court process in 2014, see lllinois Supreme Couist/sdingn

Office of the lllinois CourtsCircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial Operational RevieMarch 2014, pp. 385,
http://www.illinoiscourts.gov/SupremeCourt/Reports/Pretrial/Pretrial_Operational_Review_Rep@atspdf

accessed on November 13, 2017). The Civic Federation also observed seven bond court sessions from July 2015
through October 2017.

Communication between the Civic Federation and the
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Until recently, hkearings in Central Bond Court typicallyak less than a minuf€ The pace of
the proceedings has slowed somewhat since September 18, 2017, whepoéiayeen money
bail took effect for felony case$.The new policy requires judgesemplain whycash bail is
neededask defendants how much they can afforgagandstateon the recordhat theamaunt
is affordable. However, it can still be difficult to understand what is happeguanty due to
poor courtroom acoustics

The judgecallsoutdae f endant 6s name, the individual i 9

the judge reads the charge and finds probable ¢aliéen a Pretrial Services officer (or
someti mes the judge) announces the dethisndan
intended to measure the risk of release, and the related release recomméhdation.

An assistant Stateds Attorney reads the det
history, including outstanding warrants and failures to appear for dates$. A Public Defender
(oroccasionally a private attorney) gives mit
of residence in Cook County, education, job and family or home situation.

At the end of the hearing, the judge sets apolice officer seated near the judge holds up a
square of paper with the date and location of the next court hearing so family members can see
the information.

Bail is often assumelly the publicto be inextricably linked to money. The confusion is
understadable, given the varied uses of the word, even by legal professionals and within state
statute$? In this report, bail means a process of pretrial release; no bail means that a defendant
may not be released. Bonds are agreements by defendants to abide by the conditions of release
set by the judge. Defendants post cash as a form of bond to meenthetdrail**

The lllinois Bail Statute provides that all defendants are eligible for bail before conviction,
fexcept where the proof is evident, or the
certain offenses, including offenses that carrpaximum sentence of life imprisonment and
offenses where the minimum sentence includes imprisonment without ffdro&etting money

3 1llinois SupremeCourt Administrative Office of the lllinois Court€ircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Operational ReviewMarch 2014, pp. 44. The cases of defendants represented by private attorneys, which are called
first, took four to five minutes; cases handledpoplic defenders took 30 seconds or less. This description has been
confirmed by Civic Federation observations of seven bond court sessions from July 2015 through October 2017 and
numerous other reports, incl ud Centgal Bora&Caurt Reparfpril 3016Sher i f
40 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Cour@gneral Order No. 18.8A Procedures for Bail

Hearings and Pretrial Releasduly 17, 2017. The order took is scheduled to apply to misdemeanors on January 1
2018.

4 llinois Supreme Court Administrative Office of the Illinois Cou®tcuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Operational ReviewMarch 2014, p. 15. According to the U.S. Supreme Court, a person arrested without a warrant
must be promptly taken bafa judge for a determination of probable cause for the arrest.

42The Public Safety Assessment is a relatively new development and will be discussed in the next section of this
report.

4 Timothy R. Schnackeésundamentals of Bail: A Resource Guide Roetrial Practitioners and a Framework for
American Pretrial ReformmSeptember 2014, p. 2.

44 llinois Circuit Court of Cook County website.

45725 ILCS 5/1184(a). Capital offenses are listed in the statute, but lllinois abolished the death penalty.in 2011
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bail or other conditions of release, the law requires judges to consider more than 30 factors
relatingtothe natureafh e char ges, the defendantés cr i mi
appear and the defendantds home and communi

The lawdirects judges to require upfront payments only when no other conditions of release will
reasonably ensure that defendants will appear for future court dates and not pose a public safety

rsk**The | aw states that any a@ash icainlsi sreo walt ¢
financi al abi fThisjangoge wds reeentlg strengtiseaedadyéw law that
takes effect in January 2018. The new | aw i

imposed shallbenemonet ar y ainm ridther e ®ast restfictive

It should be noted that the lllinois bail law appears to be internally contradictory. Both before
and after the recent amendments, the law required that money bail be set according to a
def enda ntoay. Thaslhisiinlaccardance with the traditional purpose of cash bail, which
is to help ensurthat a defendant make future coappearance’ However, the lllinois law also
allows judges to consider public safety when setting money%Etile only wa cash bail can
protect the public is by requiring defendants to deposit more than they can afford and thus
preventing pretrial release.

Regardl ess of t h ecashbalhasbeenicemmomirt Cook Codkudgdsi o n
issue deposit bonds, B-Bonds, which require upfront payment of 10% of the bail amount. A

cash bond, or @ond, requires payment of 100% of the bail amolitBail orders do not

allow any possibility of prarial release, and, as discussed above, are required for certain
offenses>? Recognizance bonds, eBbnds, allow defendants to be released without any upfront
paymentNolle Proequior der s are i ssued when the Stated
prosecution of the case.

Bond to Stand orders are issued when defendaatarrested on warrantisually for violating
parole or the terms of a previous bond ordée judge issuing the warrasets bail prior to the
arrestas a BBond, GBondor No Bail orderAfter arrest, the bond court judge traditionally
allowstheoréd r on t he waAdditianally, infihe casesot neomethry Bbonds, the
defendant must remain in jail until an appearance before the yhmissued the warrant,
usually within two days of arrest.

Since June 2013, Cook County judges have alsedsdE=EM-Bonds, which involve no upfront
cash payment but require defendants to stay at home (with certain exceptions) and to wear an

46725 ILCS 5/11€.

41725 ILCS 5/1166(b) (2) and (3).

48 Public Act 1060001, signed June 9, 2017; 725 ILCS 5/5185).

49 Criminal Justice Policy Program, Harvard Law Schivibyving Beyond Money: A Primer on Bail Reform

October 20186, p. 8.

50725 ILCS5/1104(a) and 1165(a).

511n 1963 lllinois eliminated the role of bail bondsmen, agents who pay money bail for defendants in exchange for a
fee.

52725 ILCS 5/1164(a).

Communication between the Civic FedermtOctobar6,20ld t he
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electronic monitoring (EM) device around their ankléndividuals in the EM program are
moni tored by trbughtl®larklie defide dvhich sends fa $igndl to a receiver
connected to the p Eversttongh ENMBormste not ievbhe ppfranin e .
payment, there is a dollar amount connected with the orders. Defendants who mageeii¢o
pay the 10% depositanavoidelectronic monitoring. Individuals who are homeless or live in
public housing are not eligible for E&hd are detained unless they find other accommodations
or can post thdepositamount

After bond court, defendasmtvho are not releasé@ceither because their friends and relatives
cannot pay the required money bail or because the judge did not alléwabaibooked into the
jail. Individuals eligible for EM are also admitted to the jail before being placed in the $herd s
electronic monitoring program.

Subsequent hearings may be held to reconsider initial bond orders. For the past several years, th
Public Defender 6s Of f-Bondeordérsaaad filecengpuohsao récognsidere v i
amounts that appeartobex cessi ve based on the defen®ant o
The Stateods n e whedriags Withih sewen days tpudefendasts aharged with
lower-level offenses who cannot afford to pay the required cash arffoliit.e Chi ef Jud
newbond court order requires suchhearings for all detainees with unaffordable Bil.

The chart on the following page shows major steps in the pretrial process from arrest through
possible rehearing of a judgeds bail deci si

%The Chief Judgedés Office, through the Adult Probati
electronic monitoring program, which as known as Curfew EM. Individuals in this program are confined overnight.
%5 llinois Supgreme Court, Administrative Office of the Illinois Cour@ircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Operational RevieswMarch 2014, p. 36.

%Communication between the Civic Federation and the
57 Public Act 1060001, syned June 9, 2017; 725 ILCS 5/16(&5).

58 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Cour@gneral Order No. 18.8A Procedures for Bail

Hearings and Pretrial Releaséuly 17, 2017.
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RECENT DEVELOPMENTS CONCERNING BOND COURT

For many years, criminal justice experts and community activists have raised questions about the
prevalenceofmoey bai | i n Cook County and its role
1 Areportin 1987 found that nearly 82% of defendants had to make upfront payments to
avoid jail, even though only about 23% were charged with violent cfifnes.
1 A 2005 study concludetthat the judicial proces§sand specifically high levels of money
baild ii s keeping more defendants i jail wi
1 A threejudge panel of the U.S. District Court in Chicago stated in January 2011 that
many of the individualséid in jail awaiting trial would have been released with small or
no cash bail amounts fAwere it not for th
County to set afflordable terms for bail

Cook County Board President Toni Preckwinkle, who toffice in December 2010, made
reducing the jail population a top priority. Citing the cost of incarceration and damage to
minority communities, the Board President pledged to lower the number-eiaient offenders
in jail and work to keep them from retung through investments in drug abuse and mental
health treatment, education and job trairfihg.

Attempts at Reform

The Board President began by reinvigorating the Cook County Justice Advisory Council (JAC),
which held its first meeting in four years i621°%° In July 2012 the JAC issued a report that
called for numerous changes in Central Bond Court proceéfures.

Some of the recommended changes were undert
creating a new s pac dndividual ¢cafets for agsistand publib defenelerse n t
and pretrial services officers to interview defendants before bail hearings. Interviews were
previously conducted through the bars of a holding pen in an area adjacent to boftl court.

59 Christine A. Devitt et al., lllinois Criminal Justice Infortiwn Authority, The Pretrial Process in Cook County:

An Analysis of Bond Decisions Made in Felony Cases During-8382ugust 1987, pp. 37 and 45. Cited in Eric H.

Hol der, Jr.6s Memorandum to Cook County PANeblthBased Def en
Pretrial System, July 12, 2017, p. 4.

60 U.S. Bureau of Justice Assistance and American University, Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project,

Review of the Cook County Felony Case Process and Its Impact on the Jail PopSlegitember 2005, p. 22.

61 United States v. Cookadrty., . , 761 F. Supp. 2d 794, 800 (N.D. 11I1.
Memor andum to Cook County Public Def encBasedPremgl P. Cam
System, July 12, 2017, p. 7.

2Mi ck Dumke, AToni Preckwi nkl eChisagopgReagiDetembers2h, 2d1h kKhet h e
Board President also set a goal of reducing the number of young people locked up at the Juvenile Temporary
Detention Center.

63 Cook County Board RsidentCook County: Our First YeaDecember 6, 2011, p. 21. The JAC was then called

the Judicial Advisory Council.

64 Cook County Justice Advisory Coundidxamination of Cook County Bond Court (January 2002ne 2012)

July 12, 2012http://www.suffredin.org/pdfs/201207_JusticeAdvisoryExaminationofCCBondCourt. fdft

accessed on November 13, 2017).

%David Spear man, dAAII Eyes on Refor m: HGhiwagdRolicyni nal J
Review October 23, 2013.
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County funding was madavailable for residential placements of detainees who could not be
placed on electronic monitoring (EM) because they were honféless.

The JAC al so worked with the Public Defende

amounts reduced after e court®” With a grant from the MacArthur Foundation secured by the

JAC, the Public Defenderds Office hired cas

detainees that could be used as the basis for motions to reconsider initial bond ordelesxét the n
hearing.

Changes that required the cooperation of other County criminal justice leaders proved more
difficult to achieve. In a speech in December 2015, Illinois Supreme Court Justice and JAC
Chairman Anne Burke said attempts to improve bond coud Waited by conflicting agendas
that made it difficult even to get the leaders into the same $&om.

Strained relations among the criminal just:i
in Cook County. However, tensions were running partitylagh in 2012 and 2013 because of

an increase in the jail population after several years of declines. On February 25, 2013, there
were 9,801 detainees who filled 96% of available 5ts2011 the average daily population

was approximately 8,800.

In media reports, the rise in the jail population was attribuéebuslyto increased arrests,

County budget pressures, slow processing of court cases and more mentally ill detainees due to
the closure of State of lllinois and City of Chicago mental héattiities.”* Criminal justice

system participants blamed each other for the situétion.

The dispute played out in U.S. District Court in Chicago, where federal judges had been
overseeing crowded conditions at the jail since 1974. The latest consent tileciés 2010,
was a sweeping agreement by the County to improve detainee security, upgrade physical
facilities and provide better medical care and mental health treaff@wercrowding made it
harder to comply with the decreghe Sheriff was dismissed from federal oversight in June

66 Cook County Justice dvisory Council Examination of Cook County Bond Court (January 2002ine 2012)

July 12, 2012, p. 7.

Communication between the Civic Federation and the
88 |llinois Supreme Court Justice Anne BurkeCandid Asessment of the Justice Systieynote Presentation at
Robert R. McCormick Foundation Advanced Journalism Seminar, December 10, 2015.

59 United States v. Cook County, IINo. 162946 (N.D. Ill filed May 13, 2010). Sdéni t ed St at esd St a

RegardingAvailability of Electronic Monitoring as a Condition of Release Mar ch 8, 2013, p. 7.

divisions exceeded 100% capacity because detainees had to be housed by classification status, including security
level, gender, health status and otfaetors.

70 Cook County Governmen§TAR Report,4Quarter 2012 p. 114,
https://performance.cookcountyil.gov/views/hgdr8/files/KohNcqV8rAB
IH7gyiste8nAglvElpamko9lo82Lzm4?filename=STARRportFY2012Q4.pdf(last accessed on November 13,

2017).

"“"Stee e Schmadeke, @[i10,000 inmates: Cook County Jail 6s
crime, the closing of ment al ICleicado Tribuné Semtemberr 13,2@18. and
?fiCook County J aChitagoNrengghtWTI® Clzannieltlly Apdl 2, 2013.

73 United States v. Cook County, lINo. 162946 (N.D. lll filed May 13, 2010).
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2017, after having met all the terms of the
federal supervision.

In federal court filingsn 2013 criminal justice system leaders said boodrt judges had

worsened the overcrowding by a change in the conditions of electronic monitoring. Beginning in
November 2012, the judges were requiring defendants to pay money bail before being eligible
for release on EM. Ac ctleenalipnadaice essentially stopized EM i f f
releases and caused the number of defendants on EM to drop to 832 in March 2013 from 1,270
in September 2017.

Chief Judge Evanisasnot explairdthe change in practice, but it occurred shortly after he
complaine at a County Board budget hearing that the Board President had refused his request
for 25 additional pretrial services officéisThe Chief Judge said at the hearing that increased
staffing would improve the quality of information provided to bond caudgygs and make them
more comfortable about releasing defendants. Chief Judge Evans also said the Sheriff was at
fault for not using his own administrative authority to release more detainees from the jail on
electronic monitoring, a practice allowed unttex consent decree when the jail neared

capacity’®

In a document filed in the consent decree case in May 2013, the Board President said criminal
justice system leaders had failed to take steps to reduce the overcrowding for political reasons.
TheBoardResi dent stated that the Stateds Attorn
responsibility for releasing inmates in order to evade blame if a released inmate subsequently
engages in furthér alleged misconduct . 0

Intervention by the lllinois Supreme Court

In September 2013 Board President Preckwinkle sought help from the lllinois Supreme Court. In
a letter to Supreme Court justices, the Boa
criminal case processing times, pretrial services and use ditfmoland asked the Court to

convene a reform commission to oversee an audit and seek data for release to the public. The
letter referred to other jurisdictions, including Pennsylvania and New York City, where state

high courts had stepped in to resolvertsystem problem$,

74 United States v. Cook County, lINo. 162946 (N.D. Ill filed May 13, 2010). Sdeefendant, Thomas J. Dart,
Sheriffof Cok Count ydéds Position Paper MdRch§, 2013 pprigin Eebrearyt r oni ¢
2013 bond court judges began instructing the Department of Corrections that defendants were permitted to be
released under the Sheriffdés authority.

> Cook CountyBoard of Commissioners, meeting of the Finance Committee, October 30 h2pl/Z;00k
county.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=888t accessed on November 13, 2017).

"Hal Dardick, AFor first t i mmeléctmonigneoaitoring needan uCodk pfficiala i |
s a yChigago TribuneMarch 3, 2013.

"7 United States v. Cook County, lINo. 162946 (N.D. Il filed May 13, 2010). Seeook County Board President

Toni Preckwinkl ebs Peti tait@emdsf At t Apmpeiyn tCrnamts ed f,t Bp R&Eip
May 14, 2013, p. 6.

8 Cook County Board President Toni Preckwinkle Letter to lllinois Supreme Court Chief Justice Thomas Kilbride,
September 12, 2013, p. 5.

18

ey

ne:«

ale




The lllinois Supreme Court responded by calling an unprecedented meeting between its seven
members and the major Cook County criminal justice ledd#its Board President, Sheriff,
Chief Judge, Stateds ArcutGaun@eyk, ThéPNoveimberc201B e f e n
meeting focused on pretrial issues and specifically on achieving collaboration among the Cook
County participant$®

This event was followed by regular meetings of wdzhe to b&nown as the Stakeholders
Committee uder the leadership of retired lllinois Chief Justice Ben Miller and retired U.S.
District Court Judge David Co&? A working group of key staff members at each of the
stakeholder agencies was set up to deal with specific issues. The Supreme Courtralzedaga
tour for the criminal justice leaders of bond court systems in Washington, D.C. and Montgomery
County, Maryland, which rely less on cash Bail.

Il n March 2014 the Supreme Courtdés administr
Countyoseprvetesabunit, the only major public
operation$? The reporby the Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts (AOI@)as highly

critical, finding that the pretrial services unit was not fulfilling its missbreducing the

number of lowrisk offenders in jail. The report concluded that the information provided by

pretrial services officers was generally ignored by bond court judges because it was unverified
and incomplet& According to the report, bail desidons varied widely from one judge to

another, and some judges doubted that their colleagues had adequate qualifications féf the job.

The 64page report contained 40 recommendations, including better sharing of information
among criminal justice agensiebond court scheduling changes to allow more time for
collection and verification of information by pretrial services officers; improved training of
judges; and development of comprehensive measurements of bond court performance and
effectivenessOneoft he most sweeping recommendati ons
the judiciary should consider establishing clear and appropriate criteria for pretrial release
r e c o mme n%la anievsmeleasedn May 2016, the Supreme Court stated that all of the
recommendations had been addressed if not comgfeted.

Pl'l'linois Supreme I&dlingistSupremé&Coartor @oeknCountfy Justioe Stakeholders

Me e t inewg reléaseNovember 14, 2013.

80%Justice Millerds involvement ended in 2016.

81 11inois Supreme Court, fAPrincipals in Cook County

Operations 0 n e wsJuly ¥4 201d.s e

82llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the Illinois Couf@s;cuit Court of Cook County Pretrial
Operational RevieMarch 2014.

83llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the Illinois Couf@s;cuit Court of Cook County Pretrial
Operational ReviewMarch 2014, p. 43.

841llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the lllinois Cou@scuit Court of Cook County Pretrial
Operational ReviewMarch 2014, pp. 445.

8 |llinois Supreme CourtAdministrative Office of the lllinois Court€ircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial
Operational ReviewMarch 2014, p. 26. The lllinois Supreme Court adopted its own statewide policy for pretrial
services on April 28, 2017.

8|l 1 1inois Su poissSopeem€@ourtr Announéemént on Recommendations to Advance Pretrial
Services in Cook Countyews releaseMay 4, 2016.
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Recent Bond Court Changes and Related Developments

Avail able data suggest that the Supreme Cou
court orders, although the link cannot be proven conatys® The share of defendants ordered

to be released without having to pay money upfront increased from approximately 13% to 47%
through May 20178 Monetary ordergell from 65% of the total in early 2013 to under 50%

since 2014Shortly before the BoarddPe s i dent asked for the high
Judge introduced a new bond court order that explicitly allowed defendants to be released on EM
without first making cash deposits.

The general jail population declinsthce the intervention bglout 30% fromabout10,200in
August 20130 approximately 200in August 2017° Increased use of electronic monitoring
undoubtedly played a role, but other factors are discussed in the next section of this report.

After the Supreme Court stepped in, @ldef Judge appointed new leadership for the pretrial
services unit, which is a division of the Probation Department and had not had its etvndull
chief® The Chief Judge announced a new schedule for Central Bond Court, with the starting
time delayedy an hour and a haib givepretrial services officers more time to gather
information about defendants.

Recent technological improvements have also facilitated pretrial work. Pretrial services officers
now have laptop computers in the area where ititeyview defendants, providing electronic

access to defendantso ar r%Pseviouslynal vedficatioms hada | h i

to take place after the officers returned to their deskgch left limited time to complete

verifications beforghe start of bond cou?. The computers are also used to collect pretrial
interview information, which was previously gathered manually, and to process risk assessment
scores, which are designed to measure the risk of releasing a defendant prior to trial.

In July 2015, pretrial services officers began providing Central Bond Court judges with risk
assessment scores generated by a new formula called the Public Safety Assessment (PSA). The
PSA produces two scores for each defendant: one for the likelihdaltireg to appear in court

87 Data issues are discussed in the next section of this report.

88 Civic Federation calculations based on Clerk of the Cook Countyi€@ourt,Central Bond Court Disposition
Audit,January 2011 to May 2017. The percentages represent monthly averages before and after August 2013. Cases
dismissed at the request of prosecutors were not included in the calculations. Inconsistencies over time in the data
are discussed later in this repor

8¥Cook County SShheerriif€itidg Dallfr€ouintyd&Reporbugust 26,2015 her i f f 6s, Dai |
August 31, 2017

0f fice of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Co
couredsi F Ser wmews eleasdly,i2@l4.on, 0

“office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court d&ndCook Co
Cal i f oewsrelease@ctober 30, 2014.

92llinois Supreme CourtAdministrative Officeof the Illinois CourtsCircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Services Operational Review Recommendations Progress Rifaoch 16, 2016.

93 llinois SupremeCourt, Administrative Office of the lllinois Courtgircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Operatbnal ReviewMarch 2014, p. 42.
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and the other for the likelihood of committing a crime before ¥i@he formula also flags

defendants deemed likely to commit a violent crime. In March 2016, bond court judges started to
receive release recommendations assediaith the PSA scores, as well as the scores
themselvesThe framework for determining the recommendations is shown in Appendix A,
Exhibit 2.By SeptembeR016 the system had been implemented in all Cook County

courthouse$®

The PSA, which was develogpéy the Laura and John Arnold Foundation, was chosen to
replace a previous risk assessment formula used in Cook County because it was usiigted
data from cases across the couhtywever, it is unclear to what extent bond court judges have
used riskassessment tools or what effect the new formula has had on bail detifats.

related to the PSA is reviewed in the next section of this report.

In addition to electronic streamlining of the pretrial intake process, the County has taken several
stepsto update the technology systems used by the criminal justice agencies and to improve data
sharing between those agencies. In December 2015 the Cook County Board of Commissioners
approved a $2.3 million contractdat@ ibmsl, &@&me
electronic exchanges between all of the County criminal justice agéhties.data bus will

allow for automated court reminders to notify defendants of their court dates to reduce the rate of
failure to appear in court/oice remindersre scheduled to go live in November 2017 and text
reminders will follow in 20188 Electronic information exchanges between the Clerk of the

Circuit Court and Sheriff and between the Clerk of the Circuit Court and the Public Defender are
expected to takeffect by the end of 2017. Additionally, the Clerk of the Circuit Court received
approvalfrom the Board of Commissioneiar a $36.4 million contrador a new case

management systeff.

In May 2015Cook Countywasone of 20 jurisdictions selected to raee150,000 planning

gransas part of t he Ma cyfar, 819Qmilliof Kaiety ahd Justicen 6 s f i
Challenge. The grants were to be used to develop plans to safely tleelncenber of low level
nontviolent offendersn jaild a goal all of theriminal justice leaders in Cook County had

agreed orf%

But the County was not among the 11 governments chosen in April 2016 to receive grants of
between $1.5 million to $3.5 million each to implement their plans over two years. In a speech in
2016,Just e Bur ke said MacArthur representatives

94 Laura and John Arnold Foundation websiitep://www.arnoldfoundation.org/initiative/crimin@listice/crime
prevention/publiesafetyassessmenffast accessed on November 13, 20THe PSA uses ninéctorsto generate

the risk assessment scores. For more information see Appendix A, Exhibit 1.

®Communication between the Civic Federation and the
%®Cook County Sheriff ds OCdniratBend C&ut Repdrtfprl 2086, pp.Pkslt i ce | n
97 File number 1680027 approved by the Cook County Board of Commissioners on December 16, 2015

98 Cook County Bureau of Technologg,nt er pri se Service Bus Progr am: I nt e
Quarterly Report: Q2 201, presented to the Cook County Board of Commissioners Technology and Innovation
Committee on September 12, 2017.

99 Cook County Board of Commissioners, Substitute to Fild491, Proposed Contract approved by the Cook

County Board of Commissioners on Apr2,12017.

Woffice of the Chief Judge, Cook County Circuit Cour
Reduce t he ntiwemeleagdaylsd 20ll%s , 0
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because of concerns that the stakeholders were not aligned and lacked the political will to make
significant reformg?t

After continuing to work with MacArthur over the pa®ar, Cook County wontao-year,

$1.85million Safety and Justice Challenge grant on October 4, 20&MacArthurgrantis

expected t@support ten new positions, including oneithe and six partime data analysts to
assess ongoing projects sastautomated reminders of future court daf8g he grant will also
fund a new pilot program in which the Chica
health system will work to divert neviolent offenders with mental health and substance abuse
problems from the criminal justice system and instead place them in treatment programs.

Ot her recent initiatives include Sheriff Da
level offenders out of jail more quickly. The program started in 2015 witlemnetail theft and
criminal trespasshargesand expanded in 2016 to minor traffic offenses and small volume drug
cases®If the cases are not resolved in a month, then defendants are released on their own
recognizance or on electronic monitoring.

Stae6s Attorney Kim Foxx took office in Decen
justice reformt® Three months later, she stated that her office would no longer oppose release of
detainees held for long periods for Agolent offenses due to tli@nability to make cash

deposits of $1,0000rle$®1 n June 2017 the Stated6s Attorne

begin recommending recognizance bonds for individuals charged with misdemeanors and for
low level felony defendants with no violentrainal history°®

Despite these initiatives, civil rights advocates have continued to criticize the prevalence of
money bail in Cook County. In October 201fraposed class actidawsuitwas filed inCook
County Circuit Courtallegng that requiring the payment of unaffordable amounts of money to
stay out of jail violates Illinois | YWheand
lawsuit, which named five judges, was filed on behatiaf individuals who were arrestexh

theft charges and held the jailbecause they could not afford to post bonds of $1,000 and
$5,000.The advocacy grou@ivil Rights Corp, which is involved in the Cook County case, has
brought similar suits across the count?¥.

101 ]linois Supreme Court Justice Anne Burke, Speech to the Commercial Club of Chinag®3, 2016, p. 45. A
Macarthur Foundation representative confirmed these concerns in communications with the Civic Federation.
2office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Co
awards $1.85M grant t oneWoreldaseOctobens, 3017 usti ce system, 0O
1Cook County Sheriff Thomas rJt.0sDadérRo,c kieGo vDreveskekrdsdS i Lgengs
August 8, 2016.

04Ni ck Bl Kinme F@gx xi Cook Count vy, Shicago@ahightWaTW Gharmed 31, Cand i
October 7, 2016.

Cook County Stateds Attorney, fdGtRefedrsmAewsiccleasetyi Fo X
March 1, 2017.

MCopok County Stateds Attorney, HfAStat e dewsraléagetunerlizy F o X
2017.

107 Zachary Robinson and Michael Lewis, et al. v. Leroy Martin Jr..etNal. 2016 CH 1358{Circuit Court of

Cook County filed October 14, 2016).

108 Civil Rights Corps websitenttp://www.civilrightscorps.org/endingiealth-basedpretriatdetention(last accessed

on November 13, 2017).
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Former U.S. Attorney @neral Eric Holder, a prominent critic of caslil barote a memorandum
onJuly 12,2017 forCook County Public Defender Amy Campan#iiatconcluded it was
Ahighly | i kel yo tbasadtbailtpracticesS/mlatediStaté law ancetlze|ULS hand
Illinois constitutions'®® The Public Defender subsequenthlled on the Illinois Supreme Court

to require State judges to sdtordablemoney bail amounts'©

OnJuly 17,2017 Chief Judgdevansannounced a new policy on money bail thahisndedto

ensure that defendants are not kept in jail solely because they cannot afford to pay mdhey bail.
TheGeneral Order states that cash bail is appropriate only attefendant can safely be
releasedbut monetary conditions are necessary to ersppearane in court!'2In such cases,

the order requires judgés ask abouthed e f endant 6 s abi l ity to pay
finding on the record that the individual
secure release. Defendants whoaamn jail after seven days due to inability to post bond will

be granted new heariag

As part of the new policy, the Chief Judge replaced all of the judges in Central Bond Court and
turned it into a new divisionalled the Pretrial Divisiowith its own presiding judge to focus on

bond courtissues®Bond court continues to be separate
di vision, where defendantsd cases are actua

The new bond court policy took effect on September208 7for felony cases and will apply to
all cases on January 1, 2018. Under the policy, if defendants pose a public safety risk or are
likely to skip court hearingsnless they are detaingddges are supposed to rule that bail is not
appropriate instead oking high money bail to effectively require detention.

A news release announcing the policythst ated
results in a year to determine the impact on the size and makeup of the jail population,

def enda mance at caurp hearirgs and whether individuals commit crimes while their
cases are pendirt¢f The Chief Judge has said that data analysts funded by the new MacArthur
grant would study the impact of the bond court orderthatitheanalysis would be distsuted
totheCount yos cr i mitfiHolvevgr, it eemdine te belseea whatdata will be

made available to the public.

WErjc H. Holder, Jr.os
WealthBased Pretrial System, July 12, 2017, p. 7.
WAndy Gri mm, ACounty o
1, 2017.

111 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court6fo o k Count y, i Ebaibprosessdohraoregretsal ¢ a s h

r el erewsaeleaseluly 17, 2017.

112 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Cour@gneral Order No. 18.8A Procedures for Bail

Hearings and Pretrial Releasduly 17, 2017.

Boffice of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook Cog
news releaseSeptember 15, 2017.

4office of the Chief Judge, Ci r c u-bailpraeessiformorepretrido ok Co
rele a srewsaeleaseluly 17, 2017.

115 Statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at a press conference on
October 4, 2017 on the MacArthur Safety and Justice Challenge grant.
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Due to the new policy and expected increase in the number of released defendants, the Chief
J u d g e 6 sougdtOS adddienafull -time equivalent positions to assess and monitor
defendants in FY2018° The proposed staffing woultbst an additional $6 million and

represent an increase of abd8% from$8 million currently devoted to those functioHd The
Boar d Prpowpsedbedgetréleased on October 5, included only 15 new positions in the
Pretrial Services unit® Even this proposal may face scrutiny given the repeal of the sweetened
beverage tax and resulti$g00 million budgeshortfall11°

After the bond courthanges were announced, the judges named in the bail lawsuit asked that
the suit be dismissed because the Chi®f Jud
But plaintiffsdé | awyer s hauheorder exaecedsltidaef ai n st
Judgeds admini st rjages may noafallowhtleenrder.Coprt aoserderst h a t
maintain that judges are still ordering defendants to pay amounts they cannotZfford.

118 Communication between the Civic Federation and the Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook County,
October 13, 2017.

117 Statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at Cook County Board of
Commissioners FinanceoBmittee Meeting, October 27, 2017.

118 Cook County FY2018 Executive Budget Recommendation, Volume 224.; @ook County FY2017 Executive
Budget Recommendation, Volume 2, p20.

Hal Dardick, AWith pop tax repeabeflj xPbedgetnkl €hs a
October 12, 2017.

120 For more information, see Civic Federation blog, August 18, 2@1¥s://www.civicfed.org/civie
federation/blog/cooicountyjudgesseekdismissalmoneybail-lawsuit (last accessed on November 2817).

121 7achary Robinson and Michael Lewis, et al. v. Leroy Martin Jr..efNal. 2016 CH 13587 (Circuit Court of

Cook County filed October 14, 2016). See Plaintiffébs
Supplemental 519 Motion to Dismiss for Mooiess, filed October 16, 2017.
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DATA

There isittle publicly available, officiainformationon Cok Count y 6 s thejeind c ou
population. While academic and government researchers have produced intermittent8tudies,
the onlyofficial data easily acceifse by the public come from the Set Targetachieve

Results (STAR) reports, an online perf@nce measurement tool implemented by Board

President Preckwinkle in 201%

The STAR reportarenot alwaysupdatedpromptlyand haveonly quarterly datd?* For this
report, he Civic Federatiohassupplemergdthe STARdatawith additional information
provided by County officials without filing a formal request under the lllinois Freedom of
Information Act, which does not apply to the courts.

Several organizations are attempting to obtain data from officials and make it available to the
public. Sincehese efforts have not yet been successfivipeacy groups havesorted to
performingobservations of bond court ahdveproduced reports detailing their findintfs.

Bond Court Data

The only readily available official data on bond court come fronSihwR ReportsBond court
dispositions are reported quarterly in the STAR reports under the Justice Advisory Council,
which is a unit of fibesPoaidi BPnesi demeds nOt
t hat fAdi sposeo of retthe kbondlceuft pidgdithaugh the Cheefalgsdge ob e f o
the Circuit Court has not participated in STAR directly, Judge Evans authorized the Clerk of the
Circuit Court to share certain information with the Justice Advisory Cotiidihe only data
displayed ighe quarterly percentage of Bond Court orders that resuBontls or electronic
monitoring*?’

122 Christine A. Devitt et al., lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authoritire Pretrial Process in Cook County:

An Analysis of Bond Decisions Made in Felony Cases During-8388ugust 1987; U.S. Bureau of Justice

Assistance and American Universifn Assessment of the Felony Case Process in Count, lllinois and its Impact on
Jail Crowding November 1989; lllinois Criminal Justice Information AuthorRyetrial Release andCrime in

Cook CountyAugust 1992; U.S. Bureau of Justice Assistance and American Univ&sitigw of the Cook County

Felony Case Process and its Impact on the Jail PopulaSeptember 26, 2005; David E. Olson et al., Cook
County SheriffQsaReemlty yUgLdatne, | September 2009 t o Ma
Sheri ff 6s JGestrdl Banaé CourtrRepqridpri2016.,

2Civic Federation, fACook County Produces STAR Perfor

20,2011, https://www.civicfed.org/civi€federation/blog/coolcountyproducesstarperformancemanagement

report(last accessed on November 13, 2017).

124 For example, the most recent STAR report information about the jail population and bond court orders is fr

the fourth quarter of FY2016, which ended on November 30, 2016. See
https://performance.cookcountyil.gov/reports/Jusickvisory-Council (last accessed on November 13, 2017).
Yearto-date figures from the first three quarters of FY2017 are printechga p2 of the Cook County FY2018

Executive Budget Recommendation, Volume 1, issued on October 5, 2017.

125 eague of Women Voters of Cook Counyetrial Systems: Report of the Criminal Justice Interest Group
December 16, 2015; Community Renewal Societehalf of the Reclaim Campaig@ipok County Bond Court
Watching Project: FinalRepart February 2016, I njustice Watch staff,
court #jysiice atchNovember 29, 2016.

126 Chief Judge Timothy Evans, letter to Circuit Court Clerk Dorothy Brown, September 27 T2@1Chief

Judgds Of fice has recently begun to postitswebsitd. or mance
1271n 2015 the Civic Federation requestedthdte Boar d Presi dent é6s Office post
data on the Cook County Data Portal. In September 2015 monthly bond court orders by type were posted, covering
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The Civic Federation has also obtained data on bond court orders in the form of monthly reports
entitled fACentr al Bond CouPt ebBi dp atlsaticever@b f A a
period from January 2011 through May 2017, with the exception of five missing months
throughoutthe period he di sposition audits were prepar
for the STAR Reports.

The Civic Fedeaation sought data for the five missing months of disposition audits through a
formal process described on !4TheCl&€KoethelCircaitf t h
Court does not share any data of which it is custodian without authorizatiothieddhief

Judge. A request must be made in writing to the Chief Judge, who may then send a letter
instructing the Clerk to provide the requested information if the request is approved.

The Civic Federation sent its request in JB0&7. Boththe Chief Jude and the Clerk of the
Circuit Court sent notifications in August that the request had been approved and was in process.
However, none of the data requested has been received as of the publication date of this report.

The audits contain daily tallies bbnd court orders by type, along with totals. An example can
be seen in Appendi®, Exhibit 3. The audits also have columns listing the number of defendants
released on Por C-Bonds and qualifying or failing to qualify for electronic monitoring.

However these defendantould have received these basrdlers on any prior day, so the

reports do not give an accurate percentage of defendants that actually achieve release for any
type of lndorder.Nor is there any information on the number of defendaittsIEM orders

who bail out with cash.

While the disposition audits are labeled as if they only contain data from Central Bond Court, the
Clerkbés Office has said that currently the
Cook County. When thesother courts were added to the reports by the Circuit Court remains
unknown.

the period of January 2012 through Aug2815.The data has not been updatedthe portal since that timkn

several months there are significant discrepanicetween the numbers reportedhe disposition audits and the
numbers reported on the Cook County Data Portal. Nei
explained the discrepancidgtps://performance.cookcountyil.gov/Pubafety/CentraBond-CourtOrders/3daz

xsz8 (last accessed on November 13, 2017).

2Cl erk of the Circuit Court, fASpecial Request for EI
http://www.cookcountyclerkofaurt.org/?section=RecArchivePage&RecArchivePage=230 accessed on

November 142017).
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With all of these caveats, the following chart tabulates ¢melbrders by type in each of the
available disposition audits.

Bond Court Dispositions
6,000
I-Bond
= |[EM Bond
= D-Bond
5,000 C-Bond
= Bond to Stand
= No Bail
— |\
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000
o A HdH NN AN NN NOOMOOOMNOMN S S S S S 0n;m;n Wm0 OO OO O N~~~
S gdadggdaggdadaoddadogdoaoadoaadgdaggeg g ggdaggald
C g >S5S 2 2CS §F 2T 2 2SS 52T 22 52T 2L2E RIS L2E S5 L2 SRS
$S22°82822°82822°>82822°>82822°>"82822°>8235=232
Source: Cook County Clerk of the Circuit Court, Central Bond Court Disposition Audits.
Note: Source data may be inacurate or incomplete. See text for description. Excludes Nolle Pros orders.

Electronicmonitoring orders are shown aseparate line graph, because the reports do not
specify which other type of bond order they accompany. The data show that EM orders were
completely suspended from midbvember 2012 to migebruary 2013, when judges were
requiring defendants to pay moneyl eefore being eligible for release on Eff.The line graph
accordingly dips to zero during two of these months in which there were zero EM orders. This

occurred shortly after the Cook County Boar

request for rare pretrial services officersh e Ch i Judgeds Office

ef
aboutt hi s period because the data were provi
data are based on bond court activiy

However, the data also show afshi policy between June and September 2013. Prior to that
month, electronic monitoring was an additiocahdition attached tb, D- or C-Bonds. The
dispositions reports note the total number of EM orders, but do not specify which type of bond
they accapany. Accordingly, they are displayed in the chart as a separate line that does not

129 See pl5of this report.
130 Communication between the Civic Federmtoand t he Chi ef Judgeds Office,
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contribute to the disposition total. Beginning in June 2013, the Court created the IEM category
(shown above in blue), a distinct order in which the defendant can cliogs®h electronic
monitoring or to pay a BBond amountn lieu of EM. However, the original EM category still

exists and appears to be used in a small number of cases when electronic monitoring is imposed
as an additional condition on aBbnd order. Thelata show just six instances of this in 2016,

and Civic Federation observed two instances during alagi@bservationf bond courin

August 2017.

Total bond orders were unusually low during June, July and August 2013 when the new IEM
categorywasbeingnt r oduced. Then in September 2013,
letter to the lllinois Supreme Court, the number of | and IEM orders rose dramaticatythat
monththroughMay 20171 and IEM orders together averaged nearly half of all orders.

Other information would be useful in assessing bond court policy, such as the levenof®
Bonds set by the Court, how long those defendants are jailed, failure to appeaaardtnates
for those defendants who are released and a breakdownabbders by charge or by crime
type, such as violent versus naiolent or felony versus misdemeanor.

The order is only one step in determining whether a defendant will actually be released prior to
trial. The Civic Federation requested additional deden the Chief Judge on three occasions in
September 2016, March 2017 and August 2017, including:

1 Trend data on the levels ofBonds;

1 A breakdown of bond orders by crime type;

1 Actual release rates of defendants;

1 Information on evaluating the PSA; and

1 Budget and staffing information.
In October 201/thirteen months after the initial requasth e Chi ef Judgeds of
some of these questions.

The statistics pr ovi daadlsurbmarizédhinean @ctolbee2016 prasd g e 6
releasesuggest that the major change in bond court orders occurred not in September 2013 but
two years later, with the introduction of the Public Safety Assessiiertierisk tool was
implemented for felony cases in Central Bond Court beginning in July&@td fasuburban
courthouses by March 2016.

The press release was issued aftepartbyt he Cook County Sheriffos
reported that its observations of Central Bond Court in early 2016 showed that judges used the
recommendations of the PSA inlg 15% of caseand that the composition of orders varied

widely depending on which judge presidétiHowever, the six week observation recorded only

one week during which the PSA was fully implemented and its recommendations were being
announced during lmal court proceedings.

131 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook County i St at ement from Chimefs Judg
release October 24, 204
¥2Cook County Sheriff és OCdniratBend CobihReportApril 2086, pJ&i st i ce | ns
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The Chi ef Imaidtgns that ch@nfyes in boad court orders following introduction of

the PSA demonstrate that judges are using theltool. r esponse t o dame Ci vi

request t he Chi ef J uaighadcemparédfthe manthssof April, &dy, anchJune
2015 with April and May of 2016. In the prior period, there were 5,415 bond orders issued to
defendants with nemiolent, nonweapons charges, of which 2,939 (54%) wex IEM-bonds
and 2,346 (43%) are Dbonds. In the later period following PSA implementation there were
2,117 nonviolent, nonweapons orders, of which 1,425 (67%) wererllEM-bonds and 622
(29%) were Dbonds.

TheCl er k6s bond c¢ o danbt comtairsbpeaksiawhsibylenceaouwekapons
chargesHowevertheC 1 e r k 6general dataesshow little change in the pattern of dispositions
sinceSeptembeR013. Before tht, monetary bndorders were 533% of all orders33 Since
SeptembeR013, IBonds and IEM orders have risenroughly equathe number omonetary
orders, at just under 50% each. Orders with the lowest likelihood of defendant release, No Bail
and Bond to Stand, have also dropped in frequency and stayed low. The data show almost no
change from the period justfoee implementation of the PSA in July 2015, through the
completion of implementation iAugust2016.

The following chart shows the bond court disposgigrouped by type.

Bond Court Dispositions - Average Percentage By Type
m|land IEM ®mDand C mNo Bail and Bond to Stand

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%

20%

10%

0%

2011 2012 Jan-May | Jun-Aug | Sep-Dec 2014 Jan-Jun  Jul 2015- Sept 2016-
2013 2013 2013 2015 Aug 2016 May 2017
Introduction of IEM Bond Order lllinois Supreme Court Intervention
PSA
Source: Cook County Clerk of the Circuit Court, Central Bond Court Disposition Audits. Implementation
Note: Source data may be inacurate or incomplete. See text for description. Excludes Nolle Pros orders. Period
BWExcluding nolle pros orders, in which the Stateo6s
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TheCl er k6s data for the mont hs cdine201baridyWprit he |
to May 2016) show that the percentage eB@nds issued for all case types decreased from 53%
in 2015 to 47% in 2016, whileBonds and IEM orders together increased from 42% to 46%.

Subtracting the Chi eiblendnandvgapohsdefendamb feom thetotadl n o n
dispositions allows analysis of bond orders for other charges asiefbllowing chart shows
the number and composition of bond orders b

disposition audits and the figurpsovided by the Chief Judge.

Average Monthly Bond Order by Type
April-June 2015 v. April-May 2016
1,800
39%
1,600 C -
1503 m April-June = April-May
1400 2015 2016
1,200 27%
30%
29% 98(;) 1045
1,000 924
24%
782 18%
800 713
600
8%
400 311 7%
255
4%
200 1% 1% 118
43 35
. ]
D-Bond D-Bond I/IEM-Bond I/IEM-Bond Other Other
Non-Violent/ Violent/Weapons Non-Violent/ Violent/Weapons Non-Violent/ Violent/Weapons
Non-Weapons Non-Weapons Non-Weapons
Source: Chief Judge's Office; Cook County Clerk of the Circuit Court, Central Bond Court Disposition Audits;
Civic Federation Calculations

The first notable difference is thatBonds for norviolent/nonweapons defendants decreased
as a percentage of all orders from 24% to 89Rdnds for all other defendants increased from
29% to 39%. However;Bonds and IE orders also increased for violent and/or weapons
defendants from 12% of total orders to 27%, while these orders fariolemt/nonweapons
defendants actually decreased, from 30% to 18%. The primary reason for this is that the
proportion of defendantsithh nonviolent/nonrweapons charges decreased from 56% of cases to

27%.
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The following chart shows both the total bond orders by charge type as well as disposition
category for the same two periods.

Average Monthly Cases by Charge Type and Bond Order

April-June 2015 v. April-May 2016
80%

73%

70% . .
m April-June = April-May
60% oo 2015 2016
53%
50% 47%
0 46%
44% 42%

40%
30% 27%
20%

0 8%
10% 9% o

0% -

Total Total Non-Violent/ Total D-Bond Total /IEM-Bond Total Other
Violent/Weapons Non-Weapons

Source: Chief Judge's Office; Cook County Clerk of the Circuit Court, Central Bond Court Disposition Audits;
Civic Federation Calculations

The two charts together show that while there was some change in the composition of bond
orders, the most drastic change was in the type of cases appearing before the court. Focusing
only on the subset of nerolent/nonweapons cases in only two shortipds does not allow for

a full understanding of the changes that have occurred in bond Mauet.complete datan

bond court orders broken down by charge typeild allow for a much deeper understanding of
the relationship between bond court policy amel¢thanging composition of crimes being
charged.

Regardless of the factors affecting bond court ordleessuccess of tfeSAwill be measuredyp

the share of defendants safely released beforeltrial. r esponse to the Civi
questions, thelCi e f J u d grevidesidat@ bnfhowcfrequently defendamtko were
releaseccommitted new crimes anissed court datdsetween October 1, 2015 and September

30, 2016.The numbers cover felony defendants who received PSA soodesppear to show

thatthe tool is working to measure individual risk.
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During this period, an average of 16.7% of defendants missed at least one court date within nine
months of being released. The next clgaoups the released defendants by their PSA scores for
failure to gopear, with 1 being the lowest risk and 6 the highest. For example, 28.4% of those
with the highest score missed at least one court appeacamspared with 12.2% of defendants

with the lowest score

Failure To Appear Rates by PSA Risk Score
Defendants Released between October 1, 2015 and September 30, 2016
35%
30% 28.3% 28.4%
25%
20.9%
20% 18.5%
16.7%
15.4%
15%
12.2%
10%
5%
0%
FTARisk1 FTARisk2 FTARisk3 FTARisk4 FTARisk5 FTARisk6 Total
(n=3,403) (n=3,672) (n=4,572) (n=1,441) (n=421) (n=67) (n=13,576)*
*Total number of released defendants in this chart differs slightly from totals in the following charts for
unexplained reasons.
Source: Chief Judge's Office
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Accor di

ng to the Chief Judgeds data, an ave

one new criminal charge within nine months of release. The defendants are grouped by PSA
scores for new criminal activity, with 32.8% in the highest risk categnd 7.3% in the lowest
risk groupfacing newfelony or misdemeanarharges in Cook County.

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

New Criminal Activity Rates by PSA Risk Score
Defendants Released between October 1, 2015 and September 30, 2016

18.8%

14.2%

7.3%

NCARisk 1 NCARisk2 NCA Risk 3
(n=2,311) (n=3,298) (n=3,994)

Source: Chief Judge's Office

32.8%
29.2%
25.0%
17.9%
NCA Risk 4 NCARisk5 NCA Risk 6 Total
(n=2,908) (n=829) (n=238) (n=13,578)
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The Chi ef dlso dhgveed thdefdndanta arrested for viotasffenses while awaiting
trial. The rate ofarrests for newiolent criminalactivity averaged less than 1%nd déendants
designateés higher risks for violendey the PSAvere more than twice as likely to be arrested
for violent crimes.

New Violent Charge by PSA Violence Flag
Defendants Released between October 1, 2015 and September 30, 2016

1.6%

1.39%
1.4%
1.2%
1.0%
0.8%

0 0.60%

0.6% 0.58%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%

Flagged Not Flagged Total

(n=361) (n=13,217) (n=13,578)
Source: Chief Judge's Office

It is difficult to assess these outcomes be
numbers for prior period3.he office had previously issued much lower statigbcs similar

period butonly for the smaller group afefendants under the supervision of court officials. For
example, a news relealsesst yearstated that in the firgight months of 2016 only 2.7% of
defendants supervised by the Pretrial Services unit had another arrestameiss&d court

dates'3*

The numbers in the tables ab@gpear to bén line with nationwide data fo009, the most
recent figure available, which show an average failure to appear rate of 17%-anckse¢ rate
of 16%3> New York City reported a citywide failure to appear rate of 11% for felonies in
2014136

134 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of Cook County i St at ement from Chimefs Judg
release October 24, 208

15U.S. Bureau of Justice Statisti€glony Defendants in Large Urban Counties, 200&atistical Tables

December 2013, p. 21. An earlier study, covering 1990 to 2004, found a failure to appear rate 23&rastrege

of 17%. See 8. Bureau of Justice Statisti€xetrial Release of Felony Defendants in State Colttsember

2007, p. 7.

136 New York City Criminal Justice Agencnnual Report 201,5ecember 2016, pp. 334.
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Washington, D.Cis often cited as a model bond court system because it has virtually eliminated
money bail although it also has the unique advantage of federal futfifihe targets for

making all scheduled court dat@sd remaining arregteeare 87% and 88%mneanindfailure to
appear and new criminal charge rates of 13% and#2¥hebenchmarksvere exceeded ithe

first nine months of FZ015,with 10% of defendants missing court appearances and 9%
arrestedaccording to the most recent website data.

Themost signifcant new develjpment in Cook County bond court is @@BhiefJudgé s Jul vy
2017 order, which is intended to eliminate money bail that defendants cannot-#ffdrd.order

has been in effect since September 18, 2017 for felony defendants and is scheauled to b
extended to misdemeanor defendants on January 1, 2018. Early reports suggest that a far larger
share of defendants are being released without having to make upfront payments since the order
was implemented*°

At a recent Cook County Board hearing on v¥&018 budget,he Chief Judgsaidl-Bonds
haveincreasedo 49.4% since the order took efféaim 24.6%a yearagq while cash bonds
have fallen from 46% to 2296 The use of electronic monitorirfgll from 27% to 14%.The
Chief Judgeaalso indicated thgust2% of the defendantgleased after the new polibad new
criminal activity and 3% failed to appear in c@uthut these statistics covered only a two week
period.

Court watcherhavereported that out of 350-Bonds issued in the first month of theder, 110
were in amounts higher than what defendants stated they could ‘4ffdtek Chief Judge said
that judges may impose highmoneybail amounts if they believe that defendants can afford
more than they clairt3

As with prior statements, it is impsible to evaluate theffectivenes®f policy changes in bond

court without full data. The Chief Judge has said that data will be tracked and shared with Cook
County stakeholders for purposes of evaluating the new order, but has not indicated that any dat
will be released to the publt¢?

137 Criminal Justice Policy Program, Harvard Law Schiibyving Beyond Money: A Primer on Bail Reform
October 2016, p. 15.

138 pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbigtps://www.psa.gov/?q=data/performance_meagiast
accessed on November 13, 2017).

139 Office of the Chief Judge, Circuit Court of GoG@ounty,General Order No. 18.8A Procedures for Bail

Hearings and Pretrial Releasduly 17, 2017.

Ml njustice Watch staff, fANew Cook County bond court
Injustice Watch, October 25, 2017; Chicago ComityuBond Fund, Facebook post, October 18, 2017.

141 statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at Cook County Board of
Commissioners Finance Committee Meeting, October 27, 2017.

142 Chicago Community Bond Fund, Faceboolstp@ctober 18, 2017.

143 statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at Cook County Board of
Commissioners Finance Committee Meeting, October 27, 2017.

144 Statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chief Judge of the Circuit Cou@bok County, at a press conference on
October 4, 2017 on the MacArthur Safety and Justice Challenge grant.
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Jail Population Data

For several years the Sheriffds Office had
University to produce reports on the jail populatibhErom 2009 through 2013 a series of

reports was pduced by LoyoldJniversitythat included irdepth demographic analysis of jail
detainees. Topics included recidivisfithe impact of length of jail stay on prison sentenéftig,

jail mortality,**® patterns of admission by demographic and criminal ch&tgedpatterns of
discharge by typ&®°

However, in 2013 the agreement with Loyola expired and was not renégedeports have

been widely acknowledged as valuable, and continue to be cited despite the lack of any update
since 20131 Dr. Olson expected thatéh Sher i f f 6s own research st
similar reports to the public, but they have not don®s6.he Sher i ff 6s Office
had concerns about the accuracy of the Loyola reports and that it had the staff capacity to
performsuch analysis iouset>?

Three reports prepared by Loyola underdageeementemain unpublished. One was an update

to the jail population report based on 2013 data that was held up by a technical issue. Another
examined the past criminal histories ofremt detainees. The final report contained an estimate
of the portion of the jail population with mental illnesses.

Now the Sheriid s  Opublishesea daily jail population number igwebsite, consisting of

t he popul ati on @ beunintdy tchoer rweadtliso nos éa piocpourinma t
population in custodylhe website also shows thercentage of arrestees from the last daily
intakewho self-identified as having a mental illness. No other description of these statistics is
given, and histodal numbers are not post&y.

Il n addition to the daily population, the Sh
|l ncarceration: a L o &%Xrhelpags contarsbaielf Batemdneby Sheriffs t e

“WReport of the Cook Cou intrim RedorgMaicH 27,2608, Bpe nt ry Counci
Ypavid Ol son, Cook Coun QuarteByhUpdaic$epténber RNt ry Counci | ,
“David Ol son, Cook Coun QuarteByhUpdaic®ctolbesl, W&0ent ry Counci |
“pavid Ol son, Cook Coun QuarteByhUpdaie®cfoliesl, RWent ry Counci l
149 David Olson and Koert Huddlén Examination of Admissions, Discharges & Bopulation of the Cook County

Jail, 2012 March 2013.

150 David Olson and Koert Huddlén Examination of Admissions, Discharges & Bopulation of the Cook Cotn

Jail, 2012 March 2013.

151 Cook Countylustice Advisory CoungiReport of the Justice Advisory Council, Examination of Cook County

Bond Court July12,2012 Attachment IV(percent of pretrial detainees in the jail by cash bail amplllivipis
SupremeCourt, Administrative Office of the lllinois Court€ircuit Court of Cook County Pretrial Operational
ReviewMarch21,2014, pp.2729 (jail admissions by offense type; percentage of discharges from jail by reason;
percentage discharges detained two aeyess; average length of stay by dischargetypeEr i ¢ H. Hol der
Memorandum to Cook County Public Def enecdasedPhemgl P. Cam
System, July 12, 2017, B.(more than 90% of admissions are pretrial); p. 5 greege released ofBlond;
percentage required to post $10,000 or more to secure release); p. 27 (recidivism)

152 Communication between the Civic Federation and David Olson, August 18, 2017.

153 Communication between the Civic Federation and the Cook CotngySi f f 6 s Of fi ce, Febr ug
MCook Count y S htp:miwwnk.dodksounitysheriff.ord(last accessed on November 2017).
¥Cook County Sihlenrjiufsftd sl :rbak insider adBtoken System,
http://www.cookcountysherifbrg/Unjustincarceration/CaseStudyMain.hthakt accessed on November, 2017).
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Dart critiquing the pattern of ov@ncarceration nationwide and in Cook County. The page also
features eighteen case studies, profiling detainees deemed by the Sheriff to have been jailed
unjustly. The case studies all have in common minor offenses, such as shoplifting and
trespassing, lon@jl stays, and a high cost to taxpayers, often exceeding tens of thousands of
dollars per inmate.

While no other data is posted on the 8gkerif

A

defendants released on cash bail to repottéMoreovert he Sheri ffos Office

Board Presidentdos STAR reports, providing q
various correctional programs, both within the jail and in the community.

The Sheriff also producesh e fi Sher i f f @sterdaarepbriywitiRpepulationtdataby
category®’ An example can be seenAppendixB, Exhibit 4. The Civic Federation has
obtained daily reports from both the Board
Office. However, the Sheriffdos Office has not
admissions Yy felony or misdemeanor charge, which the Civic Federation requested on August 2,
2017.

The way the Sheriff classifies various programthe daily reporteias shifted over the last
severalyear$®l n 2013, the reports |isted the fADail
to various alternative programs, including
furlough, variougesidentialdrug r e at ment programs and t he Shgé
been repurposed as a vocational training progtaiome of these programs were for detainees
within the jail, and others for those living outside the jail but still undertha Shdré s s uper
The reports also listed daily totals for detainees in hospitals as well as those temporarily housed
in other counties6 jails.

Over time, the Sheriff has moved alternative programs for those who spend the night at the jail to

anewcategry called simply djail popul ation, 0o al
the daily divisional total, which has been
alternative programs, including elcoctrrecrnii ®n

%See Todd Lighty, David Heinzmann and Jasond Butott o,
suspects getting out faste@hicago TribungJanuary 28, 2017.

1571n addition to the daily reports, the Sheriff maintains weekly reports that contain sudewarglata of the daily
reports in only two categories: AJail Popul ationd an
contain weekly total bookgs, discharges, and shipments, which is the only available data on the population flows

into and out of the jail.

BComparison of Cook ShamitGustd8shDailyiCduriit bogvlarchf2s, 2ztGher i f f 6 s
Daily Report August 31, 2017.

19 Tara Kadiogly Shigriff's boot camp teams up with Land Barfiaily SouthtownMarch 24, 2015.
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The following chart shows the daily report data for the last available date of eachfroonth

March 2013 to August 201 8eparated into four categories: general population, other
populations currently included in jail population, electcamionitoring, and other programs
currently included in community corrections. Prior to March 2013, the chart uses STAR Report
guarterly averages for general population and electronic monitoring. Data for the other two
categories is not presented in the &RIReports during that period.

Population under Custody of the Sheriff
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Source: Sheriff's Daily Count Reports, March 2013 to August 2017; Cook County STAR Quarterly Performance Reports,
Second Quarter 2011 to First Quarter 2013.

There are two notable trends in this data. First, the general population of the jail, shown above in
yellow, rose from around 8,700 in early 2011 to more than 10,000 at its peak in August 2013, the
month before the Supren@ourt intervention. It hasincedeclinel to just above 7,000 in August
2017, amore than 3% drop over fouryear€ ook Countyodés | ai l popul a
national trend that saw total jail populationthe U.Sdrop 7% from a peak of 785,5@9©2008

to 728,200 in 2015%°° The Cook Countyall general population fell 22% over the same

periodi6!

Second, the number of defendants on electronic monitoring, shown in the chart in green, seems
to confirm the patterns shown in the bond court data. Gta€ EM population more than
doubled, from a few hundred to over one thousand, in late 2011. It fell to just over nine hundred

180 Bureau of Justice Statistics, Annual Probation Survey, Annual Parole Survey, Annual Survey of Jails, Census of
Jail Inmates, and National Prisoner Statssfttogram, 1982015

161 Bureau of Justice Statistics, Jail Inmates at Midyear 2008, Statistical Tables, March 2009, p. 7; Cook County
Sheriff®hke Of ffi @«,Jina?9 20l5Report

38




when EM orders were suspended in bond court during late 2012 and early 2013, then rose again
from mid-2013 to a peak of over 2,8(n early 2016. The EM population appears to have stayed
above two thousand since 2015.

What can be concluded from the available bond court and jail population data? Did changes in
bond court policy since the Supreme Court intervention contribute ttethi@e in jail

population since 2013? Given the timing of the decline and the corresponding increase in
electronic monitoring, this is certainly a plausible explanation. On the other hand, the rise in
electronic monitoring is too small to explain theienpopulation decline.

Without more complete datd,is not possible tagorously assess the relative importance of
arother major potential factor in the jail populat@oarrests and case filings. According to the
Administrative Office of the Illinoiourts, total misdemeanor filings in Cook County fell
dramatically from 2011 through 2015, while felony filings stayed roughly level. The following
chart shows the available filings data.

Number of Felony and Misdemeanor Filings in Cook County
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Source: Annual Reports, Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts
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The trend in filings follows the data on arrests, maintainethé lllinois Criminal Justice

Information Authority and given to the Civic Federationllmyola UniversityresearchersThese

data show level felony arrests in suburban Cook County from 2012 to 2016, with Chicago felony
arrests falling from about threledusand per month to about two thousand per month during the
period. Misdemeanor arrests, which vary seasonally and greatly outnumber felonies, fell
dramatically in both Chicago and the suburbs. In Chicago, this is largely the result of a decline in
low-level drug possession arresfs.

The following chart shows the available arrest data.

Cook County Arrests
10,000
Chicago Misdemeanor
9,000
8,000
7,000
6,000  Rest of Cook
Misdemeanor
5,000
4,000
Chicago Felony
3,000
2,000
Rest of Cook Felony
1,000
S SS EA S-S EEEEEEEEEREEREEEEE N
SRELEPMRRESEBEE®ELEERERPERELEETEGE RS ® 5 5
Source: Criminal History Record Information generated by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority.

The explanation for more recent jail population data seems to be less ambiguous. From August
31 to November 1, 2017, the general population fell frad®®7to 6,20183the lowest level

since 1988% and a decline of 39.2% since August 20I8e Sheriff has attributed the decline

to the Chief Judgedbds new polisintended to reguiref e c t
judges to order only affordabteoneybail amounts®®

¥2City of Chi cago iR0®ttaPreRatrDasaboa d hitps://datenetyofchicago.org/Public
Safety/Crimes200X-to-presentDashboard/5cd@y5g, (last accessed November 13, 2017).

3Cook County Sshheerriiffffdoss , ADfrfiti3ty201R ang Navember 1, 2017.

164.S. Bureau of Justice Statistj Correctional Populations in the United States, 1994ly 1, 1996, p. 26.
165 Statement by Cook County Sheriff Tom D&hicago TonightWTTW Channel 11, November 2, 2017.
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Attempts by Other Groups to Obtain Criminal Justice System Data
In the research for this report, the Civic Federation experienced difficulty with simple data

requests from the Cook County Sheriff and Off

reseach effort is just one among mabging undertaken bgther groups that are also working to
improve access to public criminal justice data in Cook County. @tloeip®experiences
confirm the difficulty in obtaining data from some criminal justice agencies

Measures for Justice (MFJ), based in Rochester, New York, is creating a nationwide data portal
with objective countytevel criminal justice measuré® Measures for Justice began collecting
data from five counties in lllinois, including Cook County, il80n coordination with the
Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC). However, even with a directive from the
AOIC encouraging cooperation, MFJ had difficulty obtaining Cook County data. The MacArthur
Foundation, which provided grant fundingMeasures for Justice for data collection in lllinois,
said MFJ had to submit a Freedom of Information Act request to the Cook County Sheriff in
order to get jail data, and received court data from the Chief Judge after a lengthy process but
found the fir$ six months of data were unusable because of recording &fbteasures for

Justice is currently collecting data for fiyear periods from 2002013 and 2012015, and

plans to update each set of measures every two {f8ars.

Tracy Siskaof the Chicago Justice Projeetresearch organization ttemns to access and

analyze criminal justice datdescribed the long and slow process his organization experienced
with a request for felony case data. The Chicago Justice Project submitte@st te the Chief
Judge for 30 years of all felonies on a eksel basis, which is an average of about 30,000 cases

per year. It took almost a year for the Chief Judge to approve the request. Several weeks after the

approval, the Clerk of the Circuit @d told the Chicago Justice Project that the data request
woul d cost $25,000. The cost, the Clerk sai
office to remove identifying information from the cases that did not result in a conviction, a rule
imposed by the Chief Judge despite the fact that all paper court records are a matter of public
record regardless of convictiof?

David Eads, @roPublicadata journalist, developed a data scraper that pulls data from public
individual inmaterecordsdirct | 'y from the Sheriffds websitae
Cook Countyail population. Eaddeveloped the project after experiencing difficubtaining
aggregate data, even though individual inmate records are publicly avaifable.

Severalorganizationsre collaboratingheir effortsto collect justice system data and make it
available to the publi¢’* The Chicago Data Cooperative is a joint effortrgfistice Watch
DataMade, the Invisible Institute, Smart Chicago,@hé&ago ReporterAdler University and

the Chicago Appleseed Fund for Justidembers of the Data Cooperative are currently working

166 The Measures for Justice Data Portal ibtgis://measuresforjustice.org/pdtta

167 Communication between the Civic Federation and the MacArthur Foundation, September 6, 2017.
168 Communication between the Civic Federation and Measures for Justice, September 7, 2017.

169 Communication between the Civic Federation and the Chicago JBstiget, September 28, 2017.
"David Eads, fAHow (and Why) We 6RraPublita July 24c20i7ng Cook Cqg
171 Communication between the Civic Federation bnjdstice WatchSeptember 8, 2017.
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to obtain data from the Sheriff and the Chief Judge on jail population, criminal charges, bond
court decisions and case outcomé&s

Northwesten University, in partnership with Loyola University, the Justice Mapping Center and
DataMade, is developing a Cook County Justice Audit aimed at continuing to build coordination
among the Cook County criminal justice agenci€se Justice Audit integradethis information

using a wekbased platform that allows users on an ongoing basis to analyze their systems at key
decision points and to develop priorities for collaboration and system improvemenfustice

Audit has been in development since 2018 wiil take several more years to complété.

Because of a lack of available bond court dajastice Watchwhich investigates criminal and
social justicassuesand posts reports on its websietermined that observing bond court
directly seemed toebthe only way to obtain bond court dathSeveral reporters observed bond
court in six Cook County courthouses and reported their findings in Novembet2016.

In addition tolnjustice Watchother groupand government agencibave also observed bond

court to collect data and report on their findings including the Cook County Justice Advisory
Council}’®theLeague of Women Voterd! the Reclaim Campaigff and the Cook County
Sheriffos JIJbtSereialofehede greupsifaund ineonsistencies teetivendorders

in similar caseand littlerelationship between teRSArecommendtiona nd t heoondudge s
orders.The Coalition to End Money Bond group of advocacy organizationsganized 100
Aicommuniwayt cchoaisstweCentral Bond Courtvery dayduring the month of
August 2017 to serve as a basis for compari
new bond court ordéf® The courtwatchers plan to monitor bond court one wpekmonth into

the foreseeable future to assessoue@an of t he Chi ef Judgeds or ded

172 Communication between the Civic Federation hijdstice WatchSeptember 8, 2017.

173 Communication between the Civic Federation and Cook County Justice Audit, September 21, 2017.
174 Communication between the Civic Federation bmdstice WatchSeptembe8, 2017.
™l'njustice Watch staff, fAJail Roul dnfustiee WatchdlavémbeZount y g
29, 2016.

176 Cook County Justice Advisory Coundilxamination of Cook County Bond Court (January 2002ne 2012)
July 12, 2012.

17 League of Women Voters of Cook Counfretrial Systems: Report of the Criminal Justice Interest Group
December 16, 2015.

178 Community Renewal Society on Behalf of the Reclaim Campé&igok County Bond Court Watching Project:
Final Report February 2016.

"Cook County Sheriffoés OCdniratBend C&ut Repdrifpril 2086. Just i ce | ns
®WCoalition to End Money Btphvwvw.chic@@oapplegeedcomfegalitiinentt me nt s, ¢
moneybond/(last accessed on November 13, 2017); ThoPp | eds Lob by, AiNew Bond Pol
Popul at i onewsbeleasebaptehenls, 2017.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Issue 1: Cook County Bond Court Data

There are serious issues with acdegwetrial court data and the quality of the ddta.obtain
data from theCook County Circuit Coustarequesimustbe submittedo the Chief Juddge s
Office.’®LIf the request iapproved, the Chief Judge directs the Clerk of the Circuit Court to
process the data request, which may incur a ciéfge.

As previously discussedhe Civic Federation and otherganizationdiave had trouke getting
responses to bond court data requests, and there are problems with data inconsistencies and
reliability. Several groups have tried to get around these problems by making their own attempts
to obtain pretrial system data through direct bond czhsérvations.

As a result of thdllinois Supreme Coud sterventionin 2013 the ChiefJudgés Oih f i c e
cooperation with other justice system leaders has develogtatisticaldashboaran pretrial
serviceswith metrics orfactorssuch agthe number of people taken into custody, case
disposition, rearrests and failures to appg&&rhe Civic Federation has requested, but not
received, the dashboasdn d t he Chi ef Judgeds Office has 1
dashboard wilbe released flicly.

Several jurisdictionseleasepretrial and bond court data. For example, Harris County, Texas
produces an annual pretrial services repithe report includes data case dispositions,
defendant sd char ges and egsesjandmarhyiotber roetricseAn , r i
example of a table from the report showimgneybail amounts and the percentage of

defendants who posted bond is shown in Appe@ixhibit 5.

New York Cityos Cr i mfoalsoleledsessan annua repogwith cy ( CJ
comprehensive data and statistics describing the pretrial process. It includes statistics on the
types of charges, release recommendations made by pretrial interview staff, bond hearing
outcomes, percentage of defendaaible to pay bail by amount and type of chdfgleny or
misdemeanor), release rates by charge severdggeybail amounts set, failure to appear rates

and court reminder outcomes, among other metffSeveral of those graphs are included in
AppendixC, Exhibits6-9.

Bl 1l1linois courts are exempt from the Stateds Freedon
to release data to those who request
®Clerk of the Circuit Court, fASpecial Request for EI

183 llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the Illinois Cour@cuit Court of Cook County Pretrial
Services Operational Review of Recommendations, Sustainability FernewMarch 31, 2017; Communication
between the Civic Federation and the Administrative Office of Illinois Courts, July 7, 2017.

184 The Harris County Pretrial Services 2015 Annual Report is available at
https://pretrial.harriscountytx.gov/Library/2015%20Ami%20Report.pdflast accessed on November 13, 2017).
185The Criminal Justice Agendg a nonprofit that contracts with the New York City Office of the Coordinator for
Criminal Justice to provide pretrial services, conduct pretrial interviews and prahezrch and reports on New
Yorkds criminal justice system.

¥The Cri minal AnouslRepore20L5 gwailatdeyfod download at
http://www.nycja.org/library.phiflast accessed on November 13, 2017).
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The Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia measures outcomes of its pretrial
services program through three key performance measures: the percentage of defendants who
remain arrest free during their pretrial release petleglpercentage of defendants who make all

of their scheduled court appearances during the pretrial period and the percentage of defendants
who remain on release at the conclusion of their pretrial period without noncompfance.

A pretrial reformbill introduced in the U.S. Senate would require annual reporting of several
data metrics for jurisdictions that apply to be a part of the proposed reform pri§§mse

data metrics also providemodelf or a comprehensive evaluation

system. The following are the data metrieach of which areroken down by demographic
variables of age group, sex, race and ethnicity, disability, chisigerofile, and release
condition:
1 The percentage of defendants released from jail prior to thssr disposition;
1 The average time to release from jail for defendants who are released pretrial;
1 The percentage of defendants who are detained for the entire duration of the pretrial
phase of their case;
1 The average duration that pretrial defendants whamat released are in custody in jail
before the disposition of their case;
1 The percentage of defendants released from custody before trial who appeared at all court
appearancesind
1 The percentage of defendants released from custody before trial whoovereested or
charged with a new crime during theepial phase of their case.

The Chief Judge should use the data examples above to develop and publicly release data
repors. Given the attention to wide disparities in orders by Cook County judgesgathshould
include anonymous breakdowns of bond orders by jufitjéhe Civic Federation recognizes

that in order to produce the aforementioned metrics the Chief@uge OWilf need ® obtain
some data from the Sherisfefyogaildataf i ce because

Civic Federation Recommendations ddond CourtData
The Civic Federation recommends that the Ch
T Post a dashboard on tthatisupdatedtann tegul@andr t 6 s
frequent basiswith bond court orders and release result@nonymously by judge
and failure to appear and rearrest rates; and
1 Produce aperiodic, publicly available, comprehensive analysis of bond court
procedures and outcomes.

187 pretrial Services Agency for the District @blumbia, Performance Measures.

188 The bill, S 1593, 115Congress (introduced in the Senate on July 20, 2017), would create a grant program to
provide funding to states or Indian tribes to reform their pretrial systems by encouraging the replaceroeayof m
bail as a means for pretrial release. The models discussed here are data that grantees would be required to report as
part of the grant program. The text of the bill as introduced can be foltigpst/www.congress.gov/bill/115th
congress/senataill/1593/text(last accessed on November 13, 2017).

1891llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the lllinois Cou@scuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Operational ReviewMarch 2014, pp. 44 5; Cook County Sher i f ftitesCerixdlBont e, S
CourtReport April 2016, p. 8; I njustice Watch staff, AJai
Injustice Watch November 29, 2016; I njustice Watch staff, AN
butnote |l i mi nate problems, 0 Injustice Watch, October 25,
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Issue 2: Cook County Jail Data

The Cook Count yhasSihited daténclédsgthe @ittesthumizer of detainees

and the percentage of individuals booked daity selfidentify as having a ental illnessThe

site alschasfiUnjust Incarceration Case Studie&hich profiledetainees deemed by the Sheriff

to have been jailed unjustly. The case studies all have in common minor offenses, such as
shoplifting and trespassing, long jail stays, and a high cost to taxpayers, often exceeding tens of
thousands of dollars per inmaf8 The Sheriffalsofrequently citeselectivestatistics inpublic
testimony andnterviews.

If jail population and admission data were published with breakdowns by charge and by felony
or misdemeanor status, it would help to show to what extent the decline in jail population is
beingdriven by the changing composition of arrests. If data were published with breakdowns by
bond type and level, it would help show the extent to which bond court orders have an effect.
Data regarding length of stay would help to explain another importaablamfluencing the

jail population. Finally, if there were more complete information available on jail population
demographics, including issues such as mental iliness, it would help inform public discussion on
the social implications of justice systeadministration.

A number of other jurisdictiongroduce publicomprehensiveataandreports about their jail
populations For example, New York City produces quarterly jail population reports that include
data on the average daily population, pretrial status of individuals in custodgybail

amounts set and the number of days in custody. The New York City Departn@ortettions

al so produces a nADepartment of Corrections
total admissions and total discharges; breakdowns by race and gender; average length of stay;
percentage of inmates who are high need or highaistkthe top arrests for inmat@$An
example of the fAat a gAppemdix®,&Exhbinl&pshot can b

The Washington, D.C. Department of Corrections produces quarterly jail population reports with
trends in inmate population totals over tlastseveral years and Facts and Figures repdlts
information about the Department of Corrections budget, inmate population (including
demographics), the number of intakes and releases, areas where inmates live, average length of
stay in jail by custodgtatus, charges and-irecarceration rate¥®? An example of one of the

charts in the Facts and Figures report featuring average lengtty diystype of defendant is in
AppendixD, Exhibit 11.

Il n Harris County, Texas, hdlirgCdiocipradycéds seflasi mi
of jail population reports that included jail population data as well as snapshots of breakdowns of

Msee the Cook County Sheriffoés website, AA Note on
BIANYC Department of Correction at a Glance, 0 availab
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/doc/downloads/pdf/DOC_At a_Glarb&17.pdf(last accessed on November 13,

2017).

192These reports can be founchétps://doc.dc.gov/page/inmatiemographicgndstatistics(last accessed on

November 13, 2017).
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the jail populatiorby criminal status andy mental health history, as showrAppendixD,
Exhibit 12,193

MecklenburgCounty, North Carolina produces quarterly jail population reports that contain
characteristics of the jail population, bookings, releases, lengths of stagsess$ed risk
level'The reportdos public safetyAmendix®sEshinient i
13.

Il n Winnebago County, | | producesieporis withjailepopBldtieny i f f 6
bookingsand arrest and crime statistit®SAn exampleofone of the Countyéds
Corrections bookingseports can be found in AppdixD, Exhibit 14.

In addition tothese examples from across the country and in lllinois, a useful example of jail
data reports comes f r opnevibusBledisGibsedrin tHisfrepdite Of f i ¢
Sheriff had an agreement with researchers at laoyaiversity until 2013 to produce research
reports on the Cook Coundigil population. These research bulletins contained valuable
informationthat allowed for criminal justice researchers and advocates to understand the makeup
of the jail.

The Sheriffodos Office s hocoomgtehgnsividata aboateheijjailr i s d |

populations publicly available. The Civic Federation recommends that the Sheriff produce
regularly updated dashboard reports with jail data on inmates irdgusttthat point in timeAn
exampleof adashboards presented in Appendi®?, Exhibit 10, the New York City jail

popul ation fAat a glance. 06 The dashboard sho
walls jail population, broken down by gendeiceaage, felonys misdemeanor and the

percentage of the jail population that is pretrial, has mental health needs and is in custody on a
violent charge.

Following the example adther jurisdictions, the Sheriff should produce analyses regularly that
provide comprehensive data on the makeup of the jail populatiotremds inmetrics over time.
A comprehensive analysis would include the following at the minimum:
1 A demographic breakdown of the jail population by race, age, gender and area of
residence;
1 The number of defendants who are on electronic monitoring, and the percentage of those
defendants on EM who are pretrial and pastviction;
1 The percentage of defendants who are in jail for felonies and misdemeanors;
1 Average length of stap jail and engh of stay by type of offense
1 The percentage of the jail pdption with mental health needs;

193The Harris County January 2016 Jail Population Report is available at
https://gcc.harriscountytx.gov/Documents/Jail%20Population%20Presentation%20and%20Graphs%202016_01.pdf
(last accessed on November 13, 2017).

194The Mecklenberg County Jail Population Trend Report for JarMargh 2017 is available at
https://www.mecknc.gov/CriminalJusticeServices/Documents/Jail%20Population/Population%20FY17%20Q3.pdf
(last accessed on November 13, 2017).

195 These reports are available for download at
http://www.winnebagosheriff.com/index.php?option=com_docman&taskwieat&gid=22&Itemid=156&Itemid=

156 (last accessed on November 13, 2017).
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1 Average daily jail population trends, with breakdowns by offense type (misdemeanor or
felony, violent vs. nonviolentand

1 Trends in dmissions and releases, inding lengths o$tay,by bond order type and bail
amount.

The Civic Federation recognizes that in order to produce the aforementioned metrics the
Sheri ffos Office will need to obtain some d
metrics rely orbond court data.

Civic Federation Recommendation alail Data
The Civic Federation recommends that the Sh
T Post the Sheriffodos Daily Reports on the
1 Post a dashboard with demographic and offense characteristics détainees; and
1 Produce publicly available, comprehensive analyses of the jail population and
trends that are updated on a regular and frequent basis.

Issue 3: Special Reports on Bond Court

In July 2015, pretrial services officers began providing CentwadBCourt judges with risk
assessment scores generditgthe Public Safety Assessment (P3#)felony defendantsThe

PSA produces two scores for each defendant: one for the likelihood of failing to appear in court
and the other for the likelihood of conitting a crime before tridi®® The formula also flags
defendants deemed likely to commit a violent crime. By March 2016 bond court judges started to
receive release recommendations associated with the PSA scores, as well as the scores
themselvesand thePSA was used for felony cases across the County by Septembéef?2016.

However, it is unclear to what extent bond court judges have used risk assessment tools or what
effect the new formula has had on bail decisidie Chief Judgi s  Olia$ rioisseieda
comprehensivevaluation of th&®SA0 s | buphagprovidedlimited statistics showing higher

rates of normonetary bonds for neviolent, nonweapons cases and reduced use of cash bail.

Based on the bond court audit dispositions obtained by the Ederation, the data show

almost no change in bond orders from the period just before implementation of the PSA in July
2015 through the completion of implementation in March 2016, or therddtierever, these

data combined wi t h ntslogeth€ mplethat tidepattgrreod ondsdur t e m
orders may be driven as much by changes in arrests and charges as by court policy. Only a
compl ete data set wil/|l all ow for full evalu

The Chief Judg e 06GvicBddératianevithmlataoon misseddouit dates and new
arrests for felony defendants evaluated by the PSA and released pending trial. The numbers are
difficult to assess due to lack of baseline information.

196) aura and John Arnold Foundation website.
197The PSA is scheduled to be used for misdemeanor defendants beginning on January 1, 2018.
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The Administrative Office of the lllinois Cots is evaluating the use of the Public Safety
Assessment in Cook, McLean and Kane Counties but has not determined whether the study will
be made available to the pubt.

The new bond court polichat took effect on September 18, 2@bnld bring abouéven more
significantc hanges by decreasing the use ofAcash b
news release announcing the new policy stat
results in a year to determine the impact on the sizerakeup of the jail population,
defendant sdé appearance at court hearings an
cases are pendirt§’ The Chief Judge has said that the analysis would be distributed to the
Countyds cr i mi*Holvevgr it remainctebe keerawha daga,. if any, will be

made available to the public.

Civic Federation Recommendation ddpecial Reports on Bond Court

The Civic Federation recommends thatnalyses othe Public Safety Assessmerand the

new cash bail policybyt he Chi ef Jud g erdstrativ@ Offide of¢he Idimoid A d mi
Courts, along with the supporting data, should be madavailable to the public.

Issue 4: Special Reports on the Jail

Certain issues regarding Cook County Jail, including the uskectronic monitoring, the extent

of detaineesd ment al health problems and th
be examined by criminal justice experts. The Shinfith cooperation from the Chief Jude

should use ifhouse researchers tio the analyseor make agreements with academic criminal
justice experts. In either case, data used in the reports should be made available to the public,
with appropriate provisions for confidentiality of heattiated records.

1 Electronic monitoring:Me number of defendants on the
(EM) program has more than tripled from a daily average of 523 in August®26d.1
2,170 on August 31, 20772 As discussed in this report, EM releases declined from late
2012 through miek013de t o a change in judgesd bond
unexplained®® Although the use of EM allows individuals to be released from jail while
awaiting trial, it is still a highly restrictive condition. It should not be used to monitor low
or mediumrisk defendats because of harmful effects on personal relationships and

198 Communication between the Civic Federation tredAdministrative Office of the lllinois Courts, October 26,

2017.

9office of the Chief Judge, Ci r c u-bailpraeessiformorepietrido ok Co
r el erewsaeleaseluly 17, 2017.

200 statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chilefdge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at a press conference on

October 4, 2017 on the MacArthur Safety and Justice Challenge grant.

201 United States v. Cook County, |INo. 162946 (N.D. Il filed May 13, 2010). Sdeefendant, Thomas J. Dart,

Sherif of Cook Countybés Position ,Mar¢gh&,r20l1Re.gar di ng EIl ect
22Cook County Sshheerriiffffooss , ADtafsti3ty20lR.e por t

203 For more information on this change in bond court orders,pl15 of this report.
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employment£® Improved data on EM utilization and compliance were recommended in
the Il linois Supreme Courtods March??2014

1 Mental health population: Theheriff has widely publicized the fact that the jail is being
used inappropriately to house individuals with menéallthproblems2°¢ but data on
mentally il det ai nees has been sparse.
arrestees from the lasaitly intake who seldentified as having a mental iliness, but no
other description of these statistics is given, and historical numbers are not posted. A
report by Loyola researchers on jail detainees with mental health problems was among
thoseneverrelased by the Sheriffoés Office. The
health population has come from a federal court monitor, whose last report showed 29%
of detainees were receiving mental heaiatmenat the jailfrom the Cook County
Health and Hospt al s Syst emds C 2% woa & olttpatent leviel, Ser v i
5.1% on an intermediate level and less than 1% on an acuté%evel.

1 Criminal backgrounds: A report by Loyola researchers showed that although 29% of
those admitted to the jail in 2012 wenarrently charged with a violent crime, about 82%
of those in the jail on any day had one or more prior arrests for a violent®fife.
report expanding on this finding was not
this issue could clarify thdke classification of a detainee as violent depends on whether
you are looking at current or past charges and arrests or convictions. It might also help
the public to understand bond court judg

Civic Federation Recommendation on Special Reports on the Jalil

The Civic Federation r ec o dmithcabgeratiomfeomnthe he Sh
Chi ef Jud gndimesCodakfCbuntg Health and Hospitals Systeth produce and

post on its website reports on the use of ekegnic monitoring, the prevalence and severity

of detaineesd ment al health problems and th
The reports could be written inrhouse or by academic criminal justice experts, but

background data should be made availale to the public, with appropriate provisions for
confidentiality of health-related records.

204 Criminal Justice Policy Program, Harvard Law Schidyving Beyond Money: A Primer on Bail Reform

October 2016, p. 17.

205 [llinois Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the lllinois Cou@scuit Court of Cook County Pretrial

Operational Review Mar ch 2014, p. 37. The report also called
Confinement Curfew EM program.

2%)les|l ey Stahl, 60 Minutes, #AHalf of the |0B&MewsMay Shoul
21, 2017.

207 United States v. Cook County, |INo. 162946 (N.D. Ill filed May 13, 2010). Sedonitor Jeffrey L. Metzger,

M. D. 6 s Re,May2{201R p..28Cérehak Health Services is responsible for providing medical and mental
health treatment for jail detainees.

2David E. Olson and Koert Huddl e, Cook @roBxamingtondher i f
Admissions, Discharges e Population of the Cook County Jail, 20March 2013, p. 5.
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Issue 5: Analysis of the Impact of Jail Population Reduction on Jail Costs

The general population of the Cook County Jail, at aB@0D detainees, is at itswest level

since atleast BB2®*The total population under the She
electronic monitoring, has declined by nearly 3,700, or about 28%, from a recent peak of more
than 13,000 in October 2013 to approximately 9,600 in August 2817.

Inlightofthissi gni fi cant reduction, 1t might seem
would also decrease substantially. The Chief Judge, in a panel discussion at the City Club of
Chicago in May 2015, said the decline in the jail population was savir@otinety $70 million

per year!! At arecent Cook Countgudget hearing he Chi ef Judge sai d t
due to the new cash baiblicy could be calculated by multiplying the daily average detainee

cost by the reduction in the number of detairfées.

However, most jail costs cannot be reduced in proportion to the decline in the jail population.
The majority of jail costs are for personnel andrdase significantlpnly when the reduction in
thenumber of detainees is sufficient to alter-tirthe staffing levels. This happens when the
population reduction is large enough so that housing units can be €dsed.

A recent study by the lllinois Sentencing Policy Advisory Council found that about 88% of Cook
County Jail 6s t ot ary?“0Ofa talsestimhatet per detairie® codt (el ysar ¢ a
of $61,067, more than $53,000 was driven primarily by staffing lé¥els.

Due to the reduction in the jail population, two jail buildingth combined capacity of 520

were demolished in 2017 and anatheilding with capacity of 1,25 expected to btorn
downnext year'® The actions are expected to save more than $3 million in building operating
costs per year and avoid $188 million in maintenance and renovations over the nextdécade.
master plamon reshaping the jail site is being prepai€d.

It remains unclear whaong-termimpact these changes will havetorh e pemrsanmneltcgsts.
Besides the savings on facilities expende®t Boar d Presi dentds propo

209y.S. Bureau of Justice Statisti€prrectional Populations in the United States, 1994ly 1, 1996, p. 26.
210gee p27 of this report for an explanation of these numbers, which do not include individuals in the electronic

monitoring program operated by the Chief Judgeds Of fli

Confinement Unit.

2CityCl ub of Chicago, Videqg bay7,Qalbhitps:Hwwi.citgclub c e , o
chicago.org/video/1007/coatountyjustice(last accessed on November 13, 2017).

212 statement by Timothy C. Evans, Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County, at Coaty 8oard of
Commissioners Finance Committee Meeting, October 27, 2017.

213 Christian Henrichson et al., Vera Institute of Justides Price of Jails: Measuring the Taxpayer Cost of Local
Incarceration May 2015, p. 21.

214llinois Sentencing Policy Advisory CouncfQuantifying the County Adult Criminal Justice Costs in lllinois
December 6, 2016, p. 10.

215These numbers are for the year ended November 30, 2016 and include pension and debt service costs.
218Communicationbete en t he Civic Federation and the Cook Coun
2"Cook County Government, fAPresident Preckwinkle, She
Bui | dmewggraeaseNovember 30, 2016.

218 Cook County FY201Appropriation Bill, Volume 2, p. W4.
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2018has only $527,000 in savings related to the decline in the jail populétfdfhosesavings
stem from a reduction in vacant positions, lower food and uniform cosfewaddetainees
housed outside of Cook County.

Sheriff Dartsaid at a recent budget hearthgtthere are plans to close another jail division if the
number of detainees continues to faflln apresentation to Cook County commissionéns
Sher i f fsted tlaf theinuander of jail officers declined by 17.5% from 3,303 in 2014 to
2,724 in2017 andaverage daily overtime houfsll by 39.2% from 2,279 to 1,385

According to budget documentletCook County Department of Correctisfull-time
equivalent positionsose from 3,666.0 in FY2011 to 4,432.4 in FY2015adgersonnel were
adced tosatisfythe federal consent decréeen in effectand stood at 4,267.7 in FY203%.
Appropriations for salaries and wages at the jail rose by 43.2% to $276.0 mnilkd2017
from $192.7 millionin FY2011 while budgeted overtimacreased by 76.2% $22.9 million
from $13 millionduring the same pericd®

The cost of jail operations is a complex mattedight of the sharp increase in electronic

monitoring, consideration must be given to expenses for alternative corrections programs that do
not involve incarceration. Nevertheledsie tothe size of the jail and the importance of criminal
justice policy, the pubti deserves a detailed accounting of jail costs.

Civic Federation Recommendation ofnalysis of Jail Costs

The Civic Federation recommends that Cook Countypudget officials in cooperation with
the Sheriff and the Chief Judge examine the feasibility of cosavings and efficiencies over
time as a result of the reduction in the jail population. The analysis should take into
accountthe costs of community corrections, including electronic monitoring under the
Sheriff and pretrial services supervision by the Cref Judge. The analysis should be made
available to the public on the Cook County Government website.

219 Cook County FY2018 Executive Budget Recommendation, Budget Briefing, October 5, 2017.

220 statement by Cook Coungheriff Tom Dart at Cook County Board of Commissioners Finance Committee
meeting, October 25, 2017 tibs://cookcounty.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=568655&GUID=8B4B8618
2F8F4BD8-93404FCED331E69F&0Options=&Search= (last accesseNavember 132017).

2lCook County SN2018iShefifoPsesedatipAictober,25, 201 https://cook
county.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=A0&ID=53590&GUID=1669b85330-47c1-9eh9
f3ababee4440&N=RIkgMjAXOCBTaGVyaWzZmIFByZXNIbnRhdGIvbi5wZGY%3d (last acceddmeember 13
2017).

222 Cook County FY2018 Executive Budget Recommendation, Volume 1, p. he4sHeriff was dismissed from
federal oversight in June 2017, after having met all the terms of the agreement.

223Cook County FY2011Appropriation Bill Volume 2, p-56; Cook County FY2017 Appropriation Bill, Volume
2, p. Z54.
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Issue 6: Criminal Justice Coordinating Council

Cook Countyds criminal justice system, comp
knownfor its lack of collaboration and centralized planniftA study in 1992 compared the
structure of the system to a doughnut, with all of the agencies located around a large hole in the
middle2?®

Since late 2013, when the lllinois Supreme Court intervehteeaequest of Cook County

Board President Preckwinkle, the high court and particularly its administrative arm have played a
central coordinating role. Under the guidance of the Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts,

a Stakeholders Committee okthriminal justice leaders has held regular meetings and a

working group of key staff members has dealt collaboratively with specific issues.

The results have been encouraging. |t is no
for the rampup in electronic monitoring, which led in part to the decline in the jail population.
There has been accelerated movement on long needed inforstadiamg projects and more
coordinated efforts to divert low level offenders and individuals with mental heaadth

substance abuse problems from the criminal justice system.

One indication of improvement is the recent decision by the MacArthur Foundation to award
Cook County &1.85 millionSafety and Justice Challenge grant, after turning down the

Co unt yiéason ayegy &go because of inadequate cooperation among the leaders. The

leaders are also more closely aligned on policy in the wake of the November 2016 elections.

Much more work needs to be done to create a criminal justice system that functigramthi
efficiently and engages in comprehensive strategic planning. To that end, the lllinois Supreme
Court should remain in its central role and preside over a new Cook County Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council. Such councils are designed to help ¢mseernment officials improve

justice planning, analysis and coordination capabilfiésembership would include all of the
County criminal justice leaders, the County Board President, the Superintendent of the Chicago
Police Department and a governmsatial services agency that serves people involved with the
criminal justice system.

Cook County previously had a Coordinating Council that was formed to deal with jail
overcrowding at the direction of the federal court overseeing a consent tétnatét has not
been active for many years. Because of the continuing distrust aboakgCountycriminal
justice stakeholders, itas been difficult fothe Cook County Justice Aidory Council (whose
members areppointed by the Board Presideta)fully effect a coordinating role, althoughhtas

224Bureau of Justice Assisted, U.S. Department of Justice, and American University, Adjudication Technical
Assistance Projechn Assessment of the Felony Case Process in Cook County, lllinois and its Impact on Jail
Crowding November 1989, pp-3.

225 John P. Heinz and Peter M. Mkas,Networks among Elites in a Local Criminal Justice Systeaw & Society
Review, Volume 26, Number 4 (1992), p. 846.

226 National Institute of Corrections, U.S. Department of Jus@eadelines for Developing a Criminal Justice
Coordinating CouncilJamary 2002, p. 1.

227 John P. Heinz and Peter M. Manikhigtworks among Elites in a Local Criminal Justice Systeaw & Society
Review, Volume 26, Number 4 (1992), p. 850.
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performed an important public service afbuld continue to pursue its mission of studying the
criminal justice system and recommending improvements.

The lllinois State Commission on Criminal Justice and Senteft@igrmrecommendeth a
December 2016 report that incentives and support be provided to establish local coordinating
councils to develop strategic plans to address crime and corrections?ptfioffowing the
recommendation, thidinois Criminal Justicdnformation Authoritylauncheda project to help
counties develop strategic plans for criminal justice by using Criminal Justice Coordinating
Councils.

Five countied Lake, McHenry, McLean, St. Clair and Winnebageere chosen to participate
in the projectwhich is called the County Criminal Justice Planning Partnership. The request for
proposals specifically excluded Cook County because it was involved in other planning efforts.

Civic Federation Recommendation on a Criminal Justice Coordinating Council

The Civic Federation recommends that Cook County establish a Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council, led by a representative of the lllinois Supreme Court, to improve
justice planning, analysis and coordination capabilities.

228[llinois State Commission on Criminal Justice and Sentencing Refénal, Report December 2016, p. 26,
http://www.icjia.org/cjreform2015/pdf/CISR_Final_Report_Dec_201§lpdf accessed on November 13, 2017).
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APPENDIX A: PUBLIC S AFETY ASSESSMENT EVALUATION TO OLS

Exhibit 1: Nine Factors of Public Safety Assessment Used to Determine Failure to Appear and
New Criminal Activity Risk Level

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RISK FACTORS AND PRETRIAL OUTCOMES

Risk Factor FTA | NCA | NVCA
1. Age at current arrest

2. Current violent offense

Current violent offense & 20 years old or younger
3. Pending charge at the time of the offense

4. Prior misdemeanor conviction

5. Prior felony conviction

Prior conviction (misdemeanor or felony)

6. Prior violent conviction

7. Prior failure to appear in the past two years

8. Prior failure to appear older than two years

9. Prior sentence to incarceration

Note: Boxes where an “X” occurs indicate that the presence of a visk factor increases

the likelihood of that outcome for a given defendant.

Source: Laura and John Arnold Foundation, Public Safety Assessment: Risk Factors and Formula, at
http://www.arnoldfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/PSA-Risk-Factors-and-Formula.pdf.
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Exhibit 1(Continued)

HOW RISK SCORES ARE CONVERTED TO THE SIX-POINT SCALES AND

NVCA FLAG

Risk Factor

Failure to Appear (maximum total weight = 7 points)
Pending charge at the time of the offense

Prior conviction

Prior failure to appear pretrial in past 2 years

Prior failure to appear pretrial older than 2 years

MNew Criminal Activity (maximum total weight = 13 points)

Age at current arrest

Pending charge at the time of the offense
Prior misdemeanor conviction

Prior felony conviction

Prior violent conviction

Prior failure to appear pretrial in past 2 years

Prior sentence to incarceration

New Violent Criminal Activity (maximum total weight = 7 points)
Current violent offense

Current violent offense & 20 years old or younger

Pending charge at the time of the offense

Prior conviction

Prior violent conviction

Weights

Mo=0;Yes=1
Mo=0;Yes=1
O=0;1=22or more =4

Mo=0;Yes=1

23 or older =0;
22 or younger = 2

Mo=0;Yes =3
Mo=0;Yes =1
Mo=0;Yes=1
O=0;lor2=13ormore=2
O=0;1=1;20r more=2

Mo=0;Yes=2

No=0;Yes=2
MNo=0;Yes=1
Mo=0; Yes =1
Mo=0;Yes =1

O=0;1or2=1;3ormore=2

Source: Laura and John Arnold Foundation, Public Safety Assessment: Risk Factors and Formula, at
http://www.arnoldfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/PSA-Risk-Factors-and-Formula.pdf.
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Exhibit 2: Decision Making Framework

Decision Making Framework Matrix
NCA 3 NCA 4 NCA 5 NCA 6
Release with| Release wit
PM PM PSL | PSL Il

Release with PSL Il with
FTA 3 PM PSL | PSL I Curfew
Release with
FTA 4 PSL | PSL | PSL Il Sheriff's EM
Release with
FTAS5 PSL | PSL 1l Sheriff's EM
FTA 6

Source: Cook County Sheri ff 6 Centtaf BondcCeurt RepdrteApril Z016pps7, Just i c e
https://www.chicagoreader.com/pdf/20161026/Sheriff_s-Justice-Institute-Central-Bond-Court-Study-070616.pdf

DMF- Monitoring Level and Contacts
Risk Level (by Monitoring Level Phone Contact  Face-to-Face Conditions of
Color) Contact Monitoring

Dark Green Release w/ No Conditions None None No
Light Green Release w/PM None None No
Yellow PSL I None Ix Monthly | Yes
Amber PSLII None 1x Biweekly | Yes
Light Orange PSLIII 1x Biweekly Ix Biweekly | Yes
Dark Orange Release w/ Sherifl"s EM

Red Release Not Recommended

Source: Cook County Sheri ff 6 <entaf BondcCeurt RepdrteApril 2016pps6. Just i ce I nstitut e,
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APPENDIX B: COOK COUNTY BOND C OURT AND JAIL DATA S OURCES

Exhibit 3: Example of Central Bond CourDisposition Audit Produced by the Clerk of the
Circuit Court

- Molle Pros

- Mo Bail

- Bond to Stand
- I-Bonds

- EMI

- D-Bonds

153 -
- Electronic Monitor

- Admit to Sheriff EM Prg
- Mot Admitted to EM Prg

C-Bonds

Central Bond Court Disposition Audit
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Exhibit 4: Exampl e of

el
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Sheriffés Daily Report

Sheritf's Daily Report

8/31/2017

Under the Custody of the Sheriff

TOTAL MALE AND FEMALE 9.634
Jail Population 7.446
Community Corrections 2,188

Jail Population

TOTAL MALE AND FEMALE 7.446
Di\j‘;%on 2. Division 3 Anm_ax, Division 6. Cermak, Division 08 RTU, Division 9, Division 10, 6.661
Diavision 11 - Male Population :
Davision 4, Cermak, Division 08 RTU - Female Population 436
Division 15 - Outside Counties 145
Division 15 - Hospital 4

Court-Ordered Programming Within Jail Custody
Division 16 - VRIC (Court Ordered) - Male Population 20
Division 3 Annex. Division 2, Divislion 6. Division 08 RTU - PRC (Court Ordered Drug 136
Treatment Program) - Male Population
Division 4 - Women's Residential (Court Ordered Drug Treatment Program) 44
Community Corrections Population

TOTAL MALE AND FEMALE 2,188

Electronic Monitoring {Court Ordered)
Men 1.942
Women 228
MO M s Program (Court Ordered) 0
VRIC Post Release (Court Ordered) 18
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Exhibit4 (Continued)

s

| Cook County Department of Corrections Executive Director's Log

Thursday, August 31, 2017

Prepared By: Larmy Beck

Totals: 7,446 100%

Male 6,966 94%

Female 480 6%
Mo Place
Male  Female Total  Capacity To Stay
Div 1 0 - 0 1,250 0
Div 2 1,935 - 1,935 1,960 72
Div 3 0 - 0 360 0
Div 3-Annex 0 - 0 768 0
Cermak 107 10 117 148 2
Div 4 - 250 250 552 2
Div 5 0 - 0 992 0
Div 6 934 - 934 992 8
Div 08 644 176 820 979 32
Div9 979 - 979 1,066 2
Div 10 701 - 701 768 5
Div 11 1,497 - 1,497 1,536 6
Div 17 W. Residential - 44 44 152 0
Div 15 -HP 4 - 4 - 1
VRIC In Camp 20 - 20 - 0
Outlying Counties 145 - 145 - 0
Totals: 6,966 4801 7,446| 11,523 130
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Exhibit4 (Continued)
AN

f Sheriff's Daily Report

\ SHERIFE
'u.,u,: > 8/31/2017
Under the Custody of the Sheriff
9,634
7.446
2 188

Jail Population
Behind the Walls

[l Division 2, Division 3 Annex, Division &,
Cermak, Division 08 RTU, Division 9,
Division 10, Division 11 - Male Population
Division 4, Cermak, Division 08 RTU -
Fernale Population

. Division 15 - Dutside Counties

i Division 15 - Hospital

Court-Ordered Programming
within Jail Custody

Division 4 - Women's Residential {Couwrt
Ordered Drug Treatment Program)
Division 3 Anmex, Division 2, Division 6,
Division OE ATU - PRC (Court Ordered Drug
Traatment Program) - Male Population
Division 16 - VRIC [Court Orderad] - Male
Population

Q. What does Behind the Walls mean?

A. The behind the walls jail population is physically housed under the Sheriff's
custody 24 hours a day/7 days a week. This includes all the populations listed on
the key above and pie chart to the left - Divisional populations male & female,
Qutside Counties, Hospital, PRC, Women's Residential, & VRIC. Detainees in
court-ordered treatment programs (PRC, Women's Residential, VRIC) are housed
at CCDOC 24 hours a day/7 days week.
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APPENDIX C: EXAMPLES OF PUBLIC BOND COURT AND PRETRIAL DATA
FROM OTHER JURISDICT IONS

Exhibit 5: MoneyBail Amounts and Percentage of Defendants Who Post Bond
(Harris County, Texas)

Source: Harris County Pretrial Services 2015 Annual Report, p. 8,
https://pretrial.harriscountytx.gov/Library/2015%20Annual%20Report. pdf
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