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INTRODUCTION

The latest estimates show over 10 million admissions to local jails each year, and an estimated 734,500
people held in county and city jails in 2019. Nationally, local governments spend billions of dollars each
year on jail costs.? At the state level, The Vera Institute of Justice reports Kentucky spent roughly $402.4
million to house people in local jails across the state in 2019.2 Locally, in Jefferson County, KY, the focus
of this report, a total of $55,617,800 was spent on Louisville Metro Department of Corrections (LMDC),
Jefferson County’s local jail.* Across the country, local jurisdictions are confronting decisions related to
limited jail resources, overcrowding, and public health concerns due to COVID-19 cases in jail facilities;®
Louisville Metro is no different.%’ It is imperative to examine who is in jail and for how long, when
developing strategies to reduce jail populations. The purpose of this report is to understand the key factors
driving Louisville Metro Department of Corrections’ (LMDC) jail population from 2010 to 2019.

Jails are typically operated at the county or municipal level and are impacted considerably by the local
surroundings or community structure.® Indeed, the scope of jail admissions and populations reflect the
culmination of policy decisions and practices made across the entire criminal legal system; policies and
practices that are subject to change. Differing demands among local actors — police, prosecutors, defense
attorneys, judges and community correctional officers — and agencies — law enforcement, courts, and
community corrections — impact decisions that affect jail admissions and populations.®

Jails are complex institutions that house a diverse population including those convicted and serving a
sentence typically of less than one year or are awaiting transfer to a prison; individuals who violate
conditions of probation, parole, and bail conditions; and individuals held pretrial who have not yet been
convicted of an offense. The latter comprise the majority of individuals held in local jails across the United
States. In 2019, roughly 65% of individuals were held in jail pending legal processing.'® The growth in
jail populations can be tied, in part, to the reversal of nonfinancial prelease conditions for financial
conditions, and the increase in the amount of bail defendants are ordered to pay.'>*? Relatedly, the average
length of stay has increased nationally, from 14 days in 1983 to 23 days in 2013, a 64% increase.*®

National jail estimates reveal racial disparities in incarceration. Non-Hispanic Black individuals have the
highest jail incarceration rate of any other racial or ethnic group in the United States and are incarcerated
at a rate over three times that of White individuals.4

This report provides a clear picture of what is driving the jail population and can serve as another data
point in broader discussions on the criminal legal system. When managing jail populations, a key step is
understanding the characteristics of individuals admitted to jail and how long they stay. This report begins
by providing background on the Louisville Metro area, the challenges LMDC faces, and the policy efforts
implemented to manage the jail population. Next, the report provides information on admission trends
between 2010-2019. Finally, the following four research questions are examined:

e How have the average lengths of stay in jail changed from 2010 to 2019?

e During each year 2010 to 2019, how many cumulative bed days are used by individuals with
different admission types, charge, and demographics?

e What differentiates releases for short lengths of stay versus longer length of stay?

e For the cohort released in 2010, what are characteristics of individuals who are readmitted (once
or multiple times), compared to those who are not readmitted?



KEY FINDINGS

Admissions

From 2010 to 2019, the annual admissions for LMDC decreased from a high of 43,724 admissions to
28,255 admissions, representing a 35% decline.

In addition to seeing a decline in admissions over the study period, LMDC experienced a decrease in
the average daily population.

Pretrial admissions for a new charge only was the most frequent admission type accounting for 38%
to 48% of admissions during the study period. Misdemeanors were the most common top charge
severity across the study period, except for 2019.

The proportion of admissions was largest where someone was White, ages 25-34 or 35-49 years old,
and male; however the percentage of females increased over time.

Black persons were overrepresented in admissions accounting for just over 20% of the population but
39% of admissions in 20109.

Length of Stay

Research Question: How have the average lengths of stay in jail changed from 2010 to 2019?

The average length of stay increased from 18.9 days in 2010 to 30.4 days in 2019, a 60% increase in
the average length of stay.

Average length of stay was longest for someone admitted as city/county sentenced (45.89 days in 2010
and 44.64 days in 2019) or as a state sentenced/prison transfer (44.37 days in 2010 and 67.39 days in
2019). Individuals admitted to jail pretrial with a warrant had the shortest lengths of stay (4.63 days in
2010 and 9.90 days in 2019).

Average length of stay was longest for someone booked on multiple admission types and multiple
charges (36.90 days in 2010 and 58.89 days in 2019) compared to single admission, single charge
(9.31 days in 2010 and 7.88 days in 2019).

Admissions where a violent felony was the top charge severity had longer lengths of stay (81.14 days
in 2010 and 127.63 days in 2010) compared to violations which had the shortest lengths of stay (3.62
days in 2010 and 5.70 days in 2019). Crime against persons had the longest lengths of stay (46.60 days
in 2010 and 62.08 days in 2019) and traffic charges had the shortest lengths of stay (4.20 days in
compared to 6.16 days in 2019).

Individuals admitted pretrial and required to post a bail amount above $5,000 had average lengths of
stay three times longer than those with bail amounts $5,000 or less.

Black individuals, individuals 18-20 years old, and men had the longest average lengths of stay and
the lengths were increasing during the study period. The average length of stay for Black persons
increased 15 days, compared to a 10 day increase for Whites,

Part I1: Cumulative Bed Days

Research Question: During each year 2010 to 2019, how many cumulative bed days are used by
individuals with different admission types, charge, and demographics?

The number of bed days used by individuals generally increased over the study period, with
considerable ebb and flow between 2016-2019. In 2010, there were 856,554 bed days used for
individuals released in 2010 compared to 909,763 bed days in 2019. Bed day used increased by 6%
across the study period.

Individuals who were booked into jail for multiple admission types and multiple charges accounted
for the most cumulative bed days (380,905 bed days in 2010 and 445,989 in 2019) compared to
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individuals booked on a single admission, single charge (112,284 bed days in 2010 and 69,807 in
2019) and single admission, multiple charges (363,079 in 2010 and 393,748 in 2019).

Individuals booked pretrial admission: new charge only (172,299 bed days in 2010 and 185,523 in
2019) and individuals booked as state sentenced/prison transfer (122,121 bed days in 2010 and
155,956 bed days in 2019) generally accounted for the most cumulative bed days. For multiple
admission combinations, individuals arrested on new charges and a warrant (76,915 bed days in
2010 and 81.385 bed days in 2019). Individuals admitted on a parole violation (1,951 bed days in
2010 and 9,031 in 2019) and hold (4,339 bed days in 2010 and 2,698 bed days in 2019) consumed
the fewest bed days.

Admissions where the top charge was a non-violent felony accounted for the most bed days (332,319
bed days in 2010 and 431,160 bed days in 2019), with violent felony admissions second (264,516
bed days in 2010 and 336,640 bed days in 2019). Misdemeanor admissions saw a sharp decrease in
bed day use from 216,439 bed days in 2010 to 84,894 in 2019. For top charge categories, person
(251, 676 bed days in 2010 and 310,365 bed days in 2019) and property offenses (251,676 bed days
in 2010 and 310,365 bed days in 2019) accounted for the most bed days while weapon (7,430 bed
days in 2010 and 11,379 bed days in 2019) and other charges such as fugitive warrants (5,737 bed
days in 2010 and 13,866 bed days in 2019) accounted for the least number of bed days.

Bail amounts above $5,000 accounted for most bed days across the study for those assigned bail,
accounting for 659,496 bed days in 2019, whereas bail amounts under $5,000 used 143,343 bed days
in 2019.

There were few differences across the study in bed days used by Blacks and Whites. Individuals in
the 25-34 age group and men used the most bed days.

Part I11: Predicting Lengths of Stay

Research Question: What differentiates releases for short lengths of stay versus longer length of
stay?

When predicting whether someone is more or less likely to spend over 30 days in jail, there were
statistically significant differences in the length of stay across categories of age, race/ethnicity, sex,
admission types, release types, charge severity, and charge category.

Overall, the strongest predictors of being in the longer length of stay group (more than 30 days) were
individuals booked on new charges, individuals admitted as state sentenced/prison transfer, and
people charged with crimes against persons.

Part 1V: Predicting Readmission

Research Question: For the cohort released in 2010, what are characteristics of individuals who are
readmitted (once or multiple times), compared to those who are not readmitted?

Of individuals in the 2010 cohort, 69.8% of individuals returned to jail at least once between 2010-
2019. Over a quarter (27.7%) of individuals returned 5 or more times.

Compared to 35-49-year-olds, younger age groups were between 9% to 24% more likely to be
readmitted, while the older age groups were less likely to be readmitted.

Compared to White individuals, Black individuals were 18% more likely to be readmitted while
Hispanic and Asian individuals were less likely to be readmitted.

Males were 14% more likely to be readmitted compared to females.

Those with single admission type, multiple charges and multiple admission type, multiple charges
were 11% and 7%, respectively, more likely to be readmitted than single admission type multiple
charges.
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e Individuals with a pretrial admission, new charges were more likely to be readmitted while those
admitted on a hold were least likely to be readmitted.

e Compared to those admitted with a violent felony, individuals with a non-violent felony top charge
or a misdemeanor top charge were 6-7% more likely to be readmitted.

e Compared to a traffic charge, individuals with a property charge were 10% more likely to be
readmitted while individuals with a drug charge were 6% more likely to be readmitted.

e Of persons in the 2010 cohort, being previously admitted between 2008-2010 (three-year history)
had an 86% likelihood of readmission compared to those without a prior admission.

BACKGROUND CONTEXT

Louisville Metro, or Louisville-Jefferson County Metro Government, is a city-county government that
was formed in 2003 by merging the City of Louisville and Jefferson County governments. The Louisville
Metro area consists of the consolidated city-county of Louisville-Jefferson County and incorporates an
additional 83 municipalities located within the city and county. Louisville Metro is the largest
metropolitan area in the state of Kentucky with a population of 766,757, which includes all municipalities
located within Jefferson County. According to the U.S. Census, 14% of the population lives at or below
the poverty line, and 72% of the population is White while 22% is Black.*® Figure 1 introduces all zip
codes within Jefferson County, Kentucky and presents the variation in median income across zip codes
for 2019. The five median income ranges were created using the Jenks Natural Breaks classification
system. The lowest median income zip codes are clustered in the Northwest area of the county and are
represented by darker color shades. The southern and central areas of the county have the second lowest
median income range and contains the largest number of zip codes. As you move east in the county, the
median income increases.



Figure 1: Median Income in Jefferson County, KY Region by Zip Code
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Figure 2 depicts the variation in the percent of population Black by zip code in Jefferson County, Kentucky
in 2019. As noted previously, the Jefferson County population is 22% Black, and the map shows this
population is not evenly distributed across the county. Zip codes in the western and northwestern portion
of the county have the highest proportion of Black residents, with more than 40% of the population being
Black. The middle of the county contains several zip codes ranging from 17 to 40% Black. Finally, there
are 24 zip codes in the county where less than 17% of the population are Black.



Figure 2: Percent Black in Jefferson County, KY Region by Zip Code
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Jefferson County has one jail, Louisville Metro Department of Corrections (LMDC), which allows
analysis of the jurisdiction’s jail population via a single data source. The jail has an annual budget (FY
2019-2020) of $55.5 million and a capacity to house 1,793 individuals. In 2019, the agency employed 598
workers, 459 of whom were sworn correctional officers. Housing costs were estimated to be $89.69 per
day per individual housed.®

Figure 3 provides the number of admissions to LMDC by zip code in the Jefferson County in 2019. In
2019, there were 28,255 admissions into LMDC, only 24,834 of those admissions included a zip code for
the individual and the remaining 3,421 admissions had missing zip code information or did not have a
permanent residence. The admission counts include individuals who were admitted multiple times in 2019.
Figure 3 shows 2019 admissions by zip code for individuals living in Jefferson County, where darker
colors indicate more admissions. Overall, 22,467 individuals or 90.5% of all admissions lived within the
county and individuals living in the western portion of the county accounted for the highest number of
admissions. Zip codes 40202, 40211, and 40216 are in the western portion of the county and each had
more than 1,700 admissions. Combined these three zip codes accounted for 23.5% of all LMDC
admissions within Jefferson County in 2019.
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Figure 3: Number of Admissions in 2019 by Zip Code
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Figure 4 examines the number of bed days used by zip code for 2019. For the purposes of this report, bed
days are when someone stays longer than 12 hours in jail and/or stays for two or more calendar days (see
Appendix A for definitions). In 2019, a total of 909,763 bed days were used by individuals released that
year. Similar to Figure 3, there was missing zip code information for some individuals and therefore
77,092 consumed bed days did not have corresponding zip code information and are not represented in
the map. Figure 4 shows how many bed days were used by individuals living in Jefferson County, with
darker colors indicating more bed days. Overall, 91.9% of bed days totaling 765,078 actual days, were
used by individuals living in Jefferson County. Individuals living in the western portion of the county
accounted for the highest number of bed days and zip codes 40216, 40211, and 40212 each accounted for
over 60,000 bed days. Combined these three zip codes accounted for 26.2% of bed days used by Jefferson
County residents in 2019.
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Figure 4: Number of Cumulative Bed Days in 2019 by Zip Code
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Most admissions to LMDC start with an arrest. While Louisville Metro/Jefferson County has a single jail,
there were 25 local law enforcement agencies operating within the county during the study period.t’
Among the 25 agencies, the Louisville Metro Police Department is the largest with over 1,100 sworn
officers. There are six other agencies within the county that each employ 30 or more officers including
Jefferson County Sheriff’s Office, Jeffersontown Police Department, Shively Police Department,
Louisville Regional Airport Authority, St. Matthews Police Department, and University of Louisville
Police Department. It is these agencies that are tasked with enforcing laws within the county which
includes arresting individuals for committing crimes. Figure 5 show the number of arrests per year during
the study period. There is no central law enforcement database that contains arrest records for all law
enforcement agencies within the county. Instead, the data includes the number of individuals admitted to
LMDC pretrial for a new charge, a warrant, or a new charge and warrant. Focusing on pretrial admissions
ensures that the data only includes people who were arrested as opposed to those transferred from a state
facility.!

! Data only includes individuals who were cited and booked into LMDC. Individuals who were cited and released are not
included in the counts.
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Figure 5a presents the total number of arrests and a breakdown of arrests by race. From 2010 to 2019, the
number of arrests decreased from 32,487 arrests to 19,721 arrests, a 39% decrease. Arrests for White and
Black individuals also saw a general decline across the study period. For White individuals, the number
of arrests decreased by 36% and Black individuals experienced a 42% decrease. Figure 5b presents the
total number of arrests by the severity of the top charge with felonies being the most severe charge
followed by misdemeanors, violations, and then warrants. Note that many of these arrests included
multiple charges and only the top charge is represented. Arrests for misdemeanors were most frequent
beginning at 19,089 in 2010 but decreasing to 8,750 in 2019, a 54% decrease over time and the primary
driver for why overall arrests decreased during the study period. Felony arrests started at 9,365 in 2010
and ended at 8,898 in 2019 becoming the most frequent arrest type in 2019. Violation arrests decreased
during the study period, whereas warrant arrests increased.

Figure 5a: Number of Total Arrests and Arrests by Race, 2010-2019
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Figure 5b: Number of Total Arrests and Arrest by Top Charge, 2010-2019
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As noted previously, examination of jail populations requires attention to both the volume of admissions
and how long someone stays, or the bed days consumed. Figure 6 and Figure 7 show how admission
volume and bed day use can vary by top charge severity. Figure 6 depicts the top charge severity as a
percent of all admissions and Figure 7 shows the percent of bed days consumed by the top charge severity.
In 2019, misdemeanor and non-violent felony charges were the highest charge for 39% of admissions
each; however, misdemeanor admissions accounted for only 9% of bed days used while non-violent
felonies accounted for 38% of bed days used. Violent felonies accounted for only 8% of admissions but
account for 48% of bed days used in 2019. These figures show a distinction between the volume of
admissions for top charge severity versus the bed days consumed.
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Figure 6: Percent of Admissions by Top Charge Severity in 2019
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Figure 7: Percent of Bed Days Used by Top Charge Severity in 2019
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Disparities in admission volume and bed day consumption also emerge when looking at top charge
categories (see Appendix A definitions). In 2019, 33% of all admissions were for crimes against society,
20% of admissions were for property offenses, and 14% of admissions were for crimes against persons.
Yet, crimes against persons accounted for 38% of bed days. Property offenses accounted for 35% of bed
days and crimes against society accounted for only 9% of bed days.
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Figure 8: Percent of Admissions by Top Charge Category in 2019
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Figure 9: Percent of Bed Days Used by Top Charge Category in 2019
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The previous figures begin to show the complexities involved in understanding jail populations. LMDC
is the only jail within Jefferson County and serves Louisville Metro and 83 additional municipalities.
Furthermore, not all persons admitted to LMDC live within the county, further complicating the ability of
local stakeholders to manage populations. Despite the complexities associated with multiple jurisdictions,
there is a centralized court structure in the County.'® The 30™ District Court and the 30" Circuit Court
cover the entirety of Jefferson County. The District Court handles juvenile matters, city and county



16

ordinances, misdemeanors, violations, traffic offenses, arraignments, and felony probable cause hearings,
among other cases.® The Circuit Court is Kentucky’s highest trial court and has jurisdiction over capital
offenses and felonies.?’ The Circuit Court also houses the state’s Family Court system.

Local criminal justice stakeholders have long recognized the need for collective efforts to manage the jail
population. The Louisville Metro Criminal Justice Commission convenes the Jail Policy Committee, a
group of 18 stakeholders including law enforcement, judges, public defenders, prosecutors, jail
administrators, among others. The Committee works together and relies on a data-driven approach to
understand who is in jail and to identify problems and to develop innovations to better manage the jail
population, promote public safety, and develop best practices. 2

Correctional overcrowding is a significant issue in Kentucky. From 2000 to 2010 Kentucky’s correctional
population grew 45% while the general state prison system as a whole grew 13%.%? To address this growth
and its associated costs, Kentucky passed House Bill 463 which was signed into law in 2011. This law
made a wide variety of changes to the state’s criminal justice system. For example, the law mandated the
use of risk assessment tools to aid in pretrial release and supervision decision making as well as limiting
the ability of the police to arrest for some misdemeanor offenses (even those observed in the officer’s
presence).>

Since 1992, LMDC and other jails in Kentucky have been used to house significant numbers of individuals
sentenced to state prisons.?* Local jails receive a stipend from the state to hold these individuals. In 2019,
the state reimbursement rate was $31.34 per day for housing an individual sentenced to state prison.?®> A
sum substantially lower than both the estimated daily cost for LMDC to house an individual ($89.69 per
day)?® and the daily estimated cost to incarcerate someone in prison ($66.82).2” However, LMDC does
not contract with the state to house individual sentenced to the state for serving their time for class C or D
offenses and only houses individuals who are awaiting transfer to other institutions.

This reimbursement procedure creates perverse financial incentives across the state correctional system.
Housing individuals sentenced to state prisons in county jails is a cost-effective measure for the state. In
poor rural counties, housing individuals sentenced to state prisons is an important source of revenue. In
September of 2016 more than 11,000 individuals sentenced to state prison or 48% of all state sentenced
persons were housed in Kentucky Jails. Seventy-six of the 82 county jails in operation at this time housed
individuals sentenced to state prison.? This practice has created overcrowding in many county jails across
the state. It has also created concerns over the safe housing of sentenced individuals and the ability to
deliver rehabilitative programing.?®

Housing individuals sentenced to state prison in the custody of LMDC reduces the demand on state and
other county facilities while impacting LMDC’s capacity and depleting its resources.®® In 2017, the
average number of individuals sentenced to the state held by LMDC was 346. This average decreased in
2018 to 300 and decreased further in 2019 to 274. While 30 to 40 state sentenced individuals are reportedly
transferred out of LMDC per week, anecdotal evidence suggests longer transfer times for females due to
the lack of bed capacity to house female sentenced to state prison.3!

On January 1, 2017, the Kentucky Supreme Court issued Order 2015-24 which authorized the Non-
Financial Uniform Schedule of Bail Administrative Release Program, commonly referred to as
administrative release.® Through this program, individuals arrested and charged with a non-violent, non-
sexual misdemeanor crime have their risk level assessed by a Pretrial Services Officer using the Public
Safety Assessment risk assessment instrument to determine their flight risk and anticipated criminal
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conduct. An individual who scores low to low-moderate risk are eligible for automatic pretrial release and
therefore are not held until their first hearing.

A number of local efforts have been undertaken to reduce the number of individuals admitted to and
housed in Louisville Metro Department of Corrections. The first initiative includes the establishment of
two bail projects. The Louisville Community Bail Fund was created in 201722 and in May 2018, the
national Bail Project began work in Louisville to post bail for those being held on a bail of $5,000 or less
who could not afford their cash bail.®* This effort reduced the number of incarcerated individuals awaiting
trial. %

Finally, in 2018, LMDC faced considerable jail overcrowding and as a result the Jail Policy Committee
identified five priorities for reducing populations: (1) Transfer of State Inmates; (2) Bail Reform; (3)
Arraignment Court Initiatives; (4) Bench Warrants; and (5) Home Incarceration Program Pilot.*¢ These
priorities resulted in a warrant purge for low level or traffic offenses®’ and the creation of an arraignment
court program?® among other efforts.
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ADMISSIONS

As noted previously, the jail population is a product of two factors, the number of admissions and the
length of stay. The analyses start by understanding the volume of bookings to jail. Figure 10 illustrates
the number of admissions and average daily population in the LMDC jail facility from 2010 to 2019.

From 2010 to 2019, annual admissions decreased by 35% from 43,724 admissions to 28,255
admissions. In 2010 the average daily jail population was 1,930 and this number increased to 1,991 in
2013, then declined to 1,787 in 2015, the only year the average daily population was below LMDC’s rate
capacity. Thereafter, the daily population increased to its peak in 2017 of 2,221 individuals and then
declined to 1,824 in 2019. From 2010 to 2019, there was only a 5% decline in the average daily
population.

Despite seeing a decline in admissions over the study period, LDMC also experienced a smaller
average daily population. This finding is discussed in greater detail later in the report.

Figure 10: Number of Admissions and Average Daily Population
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Average Daily Population, 2010-2019
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ADMISSION TYPES AND NUMBER OF CHARGES

The next group of figures examine the types of admissions and charges associated with bookings from
2010 to 2019. The report explores admission types and charges in multiple forms across three categories:
(1) single admission type, single charge: a person who enters jail with one charge and one admission type,
(2) single admission type, multiple charges: a person who enters jails with two or more charges and one
admission type, (3) multiple admission types, multiple charges: a person enters jail with multiple charges
and multiple admission types. The admission types include holds, pretrial admission for new charges,
pretrial admission for a warrant, city/county transfer, state sentenced/prison transfer, a probation
admission, or a parole admission (see Box 1).

Box 1: Admission Type Definitions
Definitions: As shown in Figure 11, individuals can be booked into jail via single admission or multiple
admission types. The following provides a brief definition of the admission types depicted in Figure 12,
whereas Figure 13 depicts the most common admission combinations made up of two or more of the below
admission types.
e Hold (Ice, Federal, Other Jurisdiction). Individual who was booked into jail on charges
originating from a different county, city, or federal jurisdiction.
e Pretrial Admission: New Charge(s) Only. Individual arrested on new charges and booked into jail.
e Pretrial Admission: Warrant Only. Individuals arrested on an outstanding bench warrant
originating within Kentucky and booked into jail.
e Probation Admission: Individual booked for a probation violation or via a probation warrant.
e Parole Admission: Individual booked for a parole violation or via a parole warrant.
e State Sentenced/Prison Transfer Admission: Individual sentenced to serve time in a state prison
facility and awaiting transfer or is housed in LMDC during court proceedings.
e City/County Sentenced Admission: Individual sentenced to serve a sentence in LMDC.
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Figure 11 and Table 1 displays the number of admissions and charges. From 2010 to 2019, the largest
proportion change in admissions were for single admission with multiple charges (around 50%). Single
admission with single charge and multiple admissions with multiple charges accounted for about 25%
each throughout.

All three categories decreased in the number of admissions with single admission types with multiple
charges decreasing the most (41%b).

In 2019, single admission type with multiple charges was most prevalent category. From 2010 to
2019, the mean number of charges increased from 3.4 to 4.3 while the median number of charges increased
from 2 to 3.

Figure 11: Number and Percent of Admissions by Admission Types and Charges
Number of Admissions by Admission Types and Charges, 2010-2019
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Table 1. Admission Type and Number of Charges in 2010 and 2019

2010 | 2019 (;c)’lé)hi?]?e
Number of Single Admission, Single Charge 11,205 8,003 -29%
Number of Single Admission, Multiple Charges 22,329 | 13,174 -41%
Number of Multiple Admissions, Multiple Charges 10,183 7,041 -31%
Total 43,717 | 28,218 -35%

Single and Multiple Admission Types

Figure 12 shows the number of admissions by single admission types and Figure 13 displays the most
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common multiple admission types. The seven multiple admission types selected for these analyses were
the six combinations in 2019 with the longest length of stay and pretrial new charge and warrant
combination which was the most prevalent combination. The seven combinations may not represent the
most prevalent combinations in previous years. The same combinations were used across the study period

to maintain consistency.

Table 2 shows that from 2010 to 2019 the overall number of single admission types declined by 37%. The
most prevalent single admission type was pretrial with a new charge, which made up 40% or more
admissions from 2010 to 2019. The second most prevalent admission type was admission for
warrant, followed by admission for a new charge and a warrant.
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In terms of change over time, admissions for city/county sentenced decreased the most (69%) for single
admission types while a hold and a new charge decreased the most for multiple admission types (91%).
Following the larger trends, the majority of admission type decreased. However, admissions for parole
violations, probation violations, and hold, though small in volume, all increased.

Figure 12: Number and Percent of Admissions by Admission for Single Admission Types

Number of Admissions by Admission Type
for Single Admission Types, 2010-2019
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Figure 13: Number and Percent of Admission Type Combinations for Multiple Admission Types
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Table 2. Number of Single and Multiple Admission Types in 2010 and 2019

g o _ _ 2010 2019 | o020t
ingle Admission Types (Single and Multiple Charges) g
Pretrial Admission: New Charge Only 21,036 12,131 -42%
Pretrial Admission: Warrant Only 6,167 4,875 -21%
City/County Sentenced Admission 2,751 970 -65%
State Sentenced/Prison Transfer Admission 2,718 2,063 -24%
Probation Admission 414 454 +10%
Hold (Ice, Federal, Other Jurisdiction) 371 376 +1%
Parole Admission 77 308 +300%
Total 33,5634 21,177 -37%
Multiple Admission Types

New Charge and Warrant 5,284 2,715 -49%
Warrant and State Sentenced/Prison Transfer 667 861 +29%
Hold and Pretrial New Charge 462 43 -91%
Probation and State Sentenced/Prison Transfer 422 264 -37%
Probation, State Sentenced/Prison Transfer, and Warrant 210 114 -46%
Probation, City/County Sentenced, and Warrant 184 84 -54%
Probation, State Sentenced/Prison Transfer, and Hold 5 58 +1060%

Top Charge Severity and Category

The analyses now shift to an examination of charges. As noted previously, some individuals are booked
into jail on multiple charges. These analyses focus on the highest or “top charge” severity for each
booking, which ranges from most to least severe: violent felony, non-violent felony, misdemeanor,
violation, warrant, and “other.” The charges were also classified into categories (most severe to least) as
crimes against persons, property, drugs, weapon, crimes against society, traffic, and “other” (see Box 2 or
Appendix A for charge definitions). The top charge severity and top charge category could be associated
with different charges when multiple charges ae involved. For instance, a person arrested on a felony drug
charge and misdemeanor assault charge will have top charge severity as felony and top charge category
as person.

Box 2. Top Charge Severity and Category
Definitions:
Charge severity classifications were obtained from the Kentucky State Police’s (KSP) Kentucky Uniform
Crime Reporting Codes (UOR Codes). KSP assigns UOR codes for all criminal offenses in Kentucky and
identifies those offenses as felony, misdemeanor, violation, warrant, or other category. This report uses the
UOR code type to assign severity, however, the authors further distinguished between violent and non-
violent felonies, where violent felonies required the use of physical force or attempted force against a person
such as homicide, rape, or robbery. The “other” category includes non-criminal offenses such as “prisoner
held in transit” or “justifiable homicide.” See Appendix A for further explanations of our definitions.

Charge category classifications also used KSP’s UOR Codes. KSP links all offenses to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Report (UCR) codes which designates offenses as crime against persons,
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crime against property, or crimes against society. In addition, the UCR codes identify traffic and “other”
offense types. The authors followed the UCR designations, except where noted below. The most frequent
offense for each charge category in 2019 is noted in bold and corresponding KSP UOR code in parentheses.
Appendix A contains further detail on crime type category definitions.

Person: Any offense maintaining a UCR designation as crime against persons. Assault, 4" Degree
Domestic Violence Minor Injury (798).

Property: Any offense maintaining a UCR designation as crime against property. Theft by Unlawful
Taking or Dispossession Shoplifting (23039).

Drug: Any offense maintaining a UCR offense code 35A or 35B drug/narcotic offense. Drug
Paraphernalia- Buy/Possess (42081).

Weapon: Any offense maintaining a UCR offense code 520 weapon law violations. Possession of
Firearm by Convicted Felon (52196).

Crimes Against Society: Any offense maintaining a UCR designation as a crime against society
except if the victim was a person, property was taken, or listed as code 35A, 35B, 90D, or 520.
Failure to Appear (1150).

Traffic: Any offense listed as traffic in UOR codes or listed as a UCR offense code 90D (DUI).
Failure of non-owner operator to maintain required insurance/security, 1 Offense (482).

Other: Non-criminal offenses. Fugitive Warrant Not Required (73300).

Figure 14 displays the number and proportion of admissions by top charge severity, as well as the
percentage of admissions by top charge severity in 2019. Except for 2019, misdemeanor admissions
were the most frequent top charge severity, followed by non-violent felony charges (these two charge
severities accounting for 76% to 80% of admissions throughout the study period). In 2010,
misdemeanor admissions accounted for 54% of all admissions while non-violent felonies accounted for
26%. Admissions for these two categories converged and in 2019, they each accounted for 38%. The
remaining categories were below 10% and consistently accounted for less than 4,000 admissions.
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Figure 14: Number and Percent Admissions by Top Charge Severity

Number of Admissions by Top Charge Severity, 2010-2019
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Figure 15 shows admissions by top charge category. From 2010 to 2014, admissions for crimes against
society were the most prevalent charge category, starting in 2015 admission for property charges
were the most prevalent. These two charge categories accounted for almost 50% of admissions through
the study period.

Figure 15: Number and Percent of Admissions by Top Charge Category
Number of Admissions by Top Charge Category, 2010-2019

16,000
=
S 12,000
[72]
2
£
<
« 8,000
o
> -
Q — —
E
= 4,000
i \
O —
T T T T T T T T T
2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
Admission Year
Society Property Drug Person
Traffic Other Weapon

Data Source: Louisville Metro Department of Corrections



28

Percent of Admissions by Top Charge Category, 2010-2019
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Table 3 shows that from 2010 to 2019, admissions for violations and misdemeanors decreased by
63% and 55%, respectively. Admissions for non-violent felonies as well as for crimes against
persons and property offenses declined the least, ranging from a decline of 5% to 13%. Admissions
for warrants increased by 120% but was the 51" was most common charge severity in 2019.

With respect to specific categories, traffic related charges decreased the most (65%o), followed by
crimes against society (54%). Notably, admissions for drug charges also declined by almost 40%.
Charge categories that involved a person or property decreased the least at 13% and 12%, respectively.
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Table 3. Number of Top Charge Severity and Top Charge Category in 2010 and 2019

Charge Severity 2010 2019 02/8 1C(:)hi(r)11g?9
Misdemeanor 23,403 10,590 -55%
Non-violent

Felony 11,215 10,643 5%
Violation 4,014 1,478 -63%
Violent Felony 3,368 2,231 -34%
Other 801 865 +8%
Warrant 621 1,365 +120%
Total 43,422 27,172 -37%
Charge Category

Society 14,537 6,685 -54%
Property 8,480 7,457 -12%
Drugs 7,766 4,716 -39%
Person 5,918 5,132 -13%
Traffic 5,811 2,046 -65%
Other 567 868 +53%
Weapon 343 268 -22%
Total 43,422 27,172 -37%

ADMISSIONS BY DEMOGRAPHICS

Our next group of figures examine the demographic characteristics of individuals who were admitted into
LMDC from 2010-2019.

Race/Ethnicity

Figure 16 and Table 4 displays the number of admissions to the LMDC by race/ethnicity from 2010 to
2019. White individuals consistently had the highest number and proportion of admissions (over
50%) followed by Black individuals (around 40%). Admissions for Black individuals declined by 42%
while admissions for White individuals declined by 28%. Admissions for Hispanic, Asian and Other
race/ethnicities were very low and generally below a 1,000 (except for Admissions for Hispanics from
2010 to 2012). The final graph in Figure 16 shows that only Black individuals have more admissions
compared to their share of the population during the study period. In 2019, Black people made up just
over 20% of the population in Jefferson County, but 39.3% of admissions compared to White people
accounting for 74% of the population but only 52% of admissions. In other words, Black individuals
are overrepresented in jail admissions.
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Figure 16: Number and Percent of Admissions by Race/Ethnicity
Number of Admissions by Race/Ethnicity, 2010-2019
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Percent of Population and Admissions by Race/Ethnicity in
2010, 2015, and 2019
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Age

Figure 17 and Table 4 shows the age makeup of LMDC from 2010 to 2019. All age groups experienced
declines in admissions from the start of the study period to its end. The age group 25-34 generally had
the highest number of admissions, followed by 35-49-year-olds. These two groups each accounted
for almost 30% or more of the admissions in a given year (generally more than 10,000 admissions
each year). Further, from 2010 to 2019, the younger age groups (18-20- and 21-24-year-olds) had larger
proportional declines compared to 25-34-, 35-49-, and 50-64-year-olds. Although small in volume, only
individuals 65 and older had a slight increase in jail admissions.



Number of Admissions

Percent of Admissions

Figure 17: Number and Percent of Admissions by Age Group
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Sex

Figure 18 and Table 4 displays the number of admissions by sex. From 2010 to 2019, males had the
highest number of admissions compared to females. Both groups decreased in number of admissions,
with female admissions declining less than male admissions.

Figure 14: Number and Percent of Admissions by Sex

Number of Admissions by Sex, 2010-2019
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Table 4. Number of Admissions by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Sex in 2010 and 2019

vear 000 | 2019 | o'change
Race/Ethnicity

White 22,825 16,405 -28%
Black 19,158 11,097 -42%
Hispanic 1,582 578 -63%
Asian 119 94 -21%
Other 40 51 +28%
Total 43,724 28,225 -35%
Age

25-34 14,636 10,071 -31%
35-49 13,002 10,158 -22%
21-24 7,083 2,969 -58%
18-20 4,397 1,511 -66%
50-64 4,371 3,272 -25%
65+ 235 244 +4%
Total 43,724 28,225 -35%
Sex

Male 34,548 20,983 -39%
Female 9,176 7,242 -21%
Total 43,724 28,225 -35%
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RELEASES BY ADMISSION YEAR

Our final analyses examine how individuals were released from jail and uses their admission year rather
than the year the individual was released for the analyses. For instance, someone admitted in 2010 but
released in 2011, will be counted in 2010. Figure 19 provides insight on the patterns of release from
LMDC over the study period. The analyses examine 11 different types of releases described in Box 3 (see
also Appendix A). It is important to note that two of the eleven release types, court order release and other
agency permanent release had inconsistent meaning across the study period. A court order release is a
judicial document directing the jail to release a person currently in custody. While court orders do not
indicate the formal release reason on the document, stakeholders have noted the orders are generally used
for dismissals or pretrial release. Since the court order does not officially state the release reason, a
separate court order release category was created. The lack of specificities in court orders requiring release
introduces ambiguity to our understanding of release types. For instance, if court orders are primarily for
pretrial release, then those two categories would go from the using less than 5 percent of all bed days to
more than 20% of all bed days. Similarly, other agency permanent release type categorizes the release of
individuals to state prisons but can also refer to releases to other state or federal agencies. The inconsistent
use of other agency permanent release and court order release types required us to create separate
categories.
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Box 3: Release Type Definitions

Definitions: LMDC maintains the release reason for all persons leaving the facility. This study identified
eleven (11) unique release reasons and the following provides a brief explanation for each. Appendix A
provides a complete definition for each.

Time Served: Individuals who have completed their sentence in LDMC.

City/County Sentenced Release: Individuals held in LMDC serving a sentence or awaiting
discharge to other jail or city/county agency.

Released to Probation: Individual released onto probation.

Released to Parole: Individual released onto parole or parole warrant/detainer lifted.

Pretrial Release: Bail Paid: Individual released pretrial following the posting of bail.

Pretrial Release: No Bail (Released on own Recognizance; ROR): Individuals released pretrial
via ROR or promise to return, administrative release, or other non-monetary release.

Dismissed: Case dismissed

State Sentenced/Prison Transfer: Individuals released or transferred to a state prison facility.
Other Agency Permanent Release: A broadly used categorization that includes persons released to
state prison facilities and to other agencies.

Court Order: A broadly used categorization that does not provide a specific reason for release.
Other: Any release reason not covered above including those who escaped or died in custody.

The most common type of release was a court order release, with 30 to 35% of admissions being
released on a court order each year. The second most common release type was pretrial release on
recognizance (ROR), accounting for 19 to 27% of annual admissions. In 2010, bail paid was the third
most common type of release (13% of admissions) but by 2019, other agency permanent release was third
most common (19% of admissions).

From 2010 to 2019, individuals released on parole increased by 146% and other agency permanent
release increased by 35%, while the remaining release types decreased. The increase in other agency
permanent release coincided with a 92% decrease in state sentenced/prison transfer releases, indicating a
shift in how LMDC codes release types during the study period. Finally, court order releases decreased

25%.

Table 5. Number of Release Types in 2010 and 2019

2010-2019
Release Type 2010 2019 % Change
Court Order 13,276 9,932 -25%
Pretrial Release: No Bail (ROR) 10,370 5,564 -46%
Pretrial Release: Bail Paid 5,597 3,621 -35%
Time Served 4,426 2,505 -43%
Other Agency Permanent Release Order 3,943 5,326 +35%
State Sentenced/Prison Transfer Release 3,869 305 -92%
City/County Sentenced Released 1,957 508 -14%
Released to Parole 169 416 +146%
Other 62 28 -55%
Released to Probation 40 12 -70%
Dismissed 15 8 -47%
Total 43,724 28,225 -35%




Figure 19: Number of Individuals Released by Release Type
Number of Releases by Release Type, 2010-2019
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Bail

Our last analysis examines the number of individuals admitted to jail pretrial and who were required to
post a financial payment to the court, also known as bail, in order to be released from jail. Figure 20
exhibits the mean and median bail amount for those subject to bail in LMDC from 2010 to 2019.2 The bail
amounts account for inflation and are presented in 2019 dollars, which means all bail amounts from 2010
to 2018 were adjusted to their 2019 equivalent to allow for comparison across the study period. The mean
bail amount increased by 19% over the study period from $12,412 in 2010 to $14,760 in 2019. The
median bail amount increased by 113% from $1,172 to $2,500.

Figure 20: Mean and Median Bail Amount
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Figure 21 displays the bail amounts for 2010, 2015 and 2019 broken down by five categories (under $500;
$501-$1,000; $1,001-$2,500; $2,501-$5,000, and over $5,000), adjusted for 2019 dollars. The most
common bail amount in 2010 and 2019 was under $500 and the second most frequent bail amount was
over $5,000. In 2015 bail amounts over $5,000 were most prevalent and bail amounts of $500 or less was
a close second. The frequency for bail amounts for the other three categories were relatively stable across
the three years.

2 Bail data should be interpreted with caution. Bail amounts can change over the course of a case and the presented figures
may not reflect adjustments made to bail amounts. In some instances, the bail amount paid was entered which may have
differed from the original bail amount set.



Figure 21: Bail Amounts: Years 2010, 2015, 2019
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The first goal

LENGTH OF STAY

of the project was to determine how average lengths of stay in LMDC have changed from
2010 to 2019. From 2010 and 2019, the number of admissions to LMDC declined, as well as a slight
decrease in the average daily population. The purpose of this section is to explore length of stay and the
factors that are associated with longer lengths of stay. The following analyses examines the length of stay

by the year a person was released instead of when they were admitted.

Figure 22 displays the mean and median length of stay (in days) for those incarcerated in LMDC from
The mean length of stay steadily increased from 18.9 days in 2010 to 27.4 days in 2015
where it plateaued only to increase to 30.7 days in 2017 and slightly decreased to 30.4 days in 2019. From
2010 to 2019, the mean length of stay measured in days increased 60% from 18.9 days 30.4 days.
During this same time period, the median length of stay increased 228% from 0.71 days to 2.3 days.

2010 to 2019.

Length of Stay (days)

A second way of understanding the length of stay is to know the distribution of persons admitted. To
simplify the presentation, the report provides the distribution for 2010, 2015, and 2019. Figure 23 provides
the distribution across five length of stay categories: less than 1 day, 1 day to less than 3 days, 3 days to

Figure 22: Mean and Median Length of Stay Amount, 2010-2019
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less than 31 days, 31 days to less than 91 days, and 91 days or more.
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Figure 23: Length of Stay by Year: 2010, 2015, and 2019
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In 2010, 2015, and 2019 the majority of individuals admitted into jail stayed less than 24 hours.
However, the data shows that in 2010 there was a larger volume of individuals that spent less than 1 day
in jail compared to other years. When examining the other four length of stay groups, there is relative
stability across the years. The exception is those who spent 1 to less than 3 days in jail. This group dropped
from 6,303 in 2010 down to 4,082 in 2015 before stabilizing.

Figure 23 illustrates admissions where the person spends more than 90 days in jail had the lowest
frequency across all years; however, this does not capture the full range of stay lengths. Table 6 provides
a breakdown for the frequency of each length of stay distribution over 90 days by year. From 2010 to
2019, individuals spending 91 to 180 days in jail ranged from 3.9% to 4.9% of the overall lengths of stay.

Table 6 also shows that less than 3% of people released from jail stayed between 6 months and 1 year
(181-365 days) across the study period. Further, those staying more than one year increased as a proportion
from 0.5% in 2010 to 1.3% in 2019. It is important to keep in mind that while the frequencies for people
staying in jail 91 or more days is low, the length of their stay means the cumulative space consumed by
these individuals is large. This issue is explored in greater detail in Part Il of this report.
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Table 6. Distribution of Length of Stay Over 90 Days

Years: Frequencies (Percent)
Length of Stay | 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
1637 1755 1847 1748 1663 1544 1576 1709 1670 1438

01-180days | 3900y | (a20) | (a5%) | (a5%) | (a6%) | 47%) | @.9%) | G.1%) | (2.9%) | (4.9%)
161365cays | T2 | BLL | 799 | 819 | 806 | 774 | 745 | 947 | 949 | 8IS
@7%) | (1.9%) | 2.0%) | 21%) | @2%) | @4%) | @23%) | 28%) | 28%) | (2.8%)
366.500days | 138 | 149 | 192 | 187 | 210 | 239 | 18 | 261 | 202 | 204
(03%) | (0.4%) | (05%) | (0.5%) | (0.6%) | ©.7%) | ©0.6%) | (0.8%) | (0.9%) | (0.7%)
sii730days | 4T | 48 74 67 69 79 77 100 | 127 | 106
0.1%) | 0.1%) | (0.2%) | 02%) | ©02%) | ©.2%) | (0.2%) | (0.3%) | (0.4%) | (0.4%)
29 | 38 38 46 58 41 54 66 93 69

731+ days 0.1%) | (01%) | (0.1%) | 0.1%) | (02%) | (0.1%) | (0.2%) | (0.2%) | (0.3%) | (0.2%)

LENGTH OF STAY BY ADMISSION TYPES AND CHARGE CHARACTERISTICS

The next set of analyses look at the intersection of admission types, charge characteristics, and length of
stay. Ostensibly the reason for admission will influence one’s length of stay. Being admitted to jail to
serve a sentence is likely to result in longer lengths of stay than someone arrested on a new charge and is
in jail awaiting trial or someone arrested and released pretrial. Similarly, someone who is arrested on a
serious felony charge may spend longer in jail than someone admitted for a traffic violation. The following
analyses explore these dynamics.

Figure 24 divides admissions into three groups: (1) multiple admission types with multiple charges, (2)
single admission types with multiple charges, and (3) single admission types with a single charge.
Individuals booked on multiple admission types and with multiple charges have average longer
lengths of stays than individuals booked on single admission types, with or without multiple charges.

The mean and median length of stay increased for all groups except the mean length of stay for single
admissions with a single charge (see Table 7). From 2010 to 2019, for multiple admissions and multiple
charges, the mean length of stay increased by almost 22 days (from 37 to 59 days) and the median
by almost 10 days (from 6 to 15 days). Further, the mean length of stay for single admissions with
multiple charges increased by 12 days while the median increased by less than a day.

Table 7. Mean and Median Length of Stay for Admission Type and Number of Charges

Mean Median
2010-2019 2010-2019
2010 2019 Change in 2010 2019 Change in
Days Days
Single admission, single charge 9.31 7.88 -1.43 0.38 1.17 +0.79
Single admission, multiple charges 15.70 28.03 +12.33 0.29 0.88 +0.59

Multiple admissions, multiple charges 36.9 58.89 +21.99 5.83 15.42 +9.59




Figure 24: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Admission Types and Charges
Mean Length of Stay by Admission Types and Charges, 2010-2019
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Table 8 provides an understanding of the length of stay using a categorical length of stay variable and
charge types. In 2019 the average length of stay for 42% of admissions was less than one day across
admission and charge categories. Roughly 49% of those with a single admission type and single charge
served less than one day in jail in 20109.

Table 8. Length of Stay by Admission and Charge Types, Release Year 2019
Length of Stay Categories (frequency)

Admission and <1 1-2 3-30 | 31-91 | 91-180 | 181-365 | 365-540 | 540-730 | Total
Charge Type

Multiple
Admission Types, 1441 558 2532 1398 854 455 91 47 7407
Multiple Charges

Single Admission
Type, Single 3912 909 2758 322 77 14 3 0 7995
Charge

Single Admission
Type, Multiple 7027 1152 3446 961 507 346 110 59 13646
Charges

Total 12380 2619 8736 2681 1438 815 204 106 29048

Similarly, 51% of single admission with multiple charges have an average length of stay of less than one
day during 2019. However, just over 19% of those with multiple admission types and multiple charges
spent less than one day in the LMDC in 2019. Across all admission and charge categories, 81% of
individuals were released in less than 31 days.

Single and Multiple Admission Types

Next, the report explores the average length of stay for individuals booked on a single admission type by
their release year. Recall, single admission types are defined in Box 1: Admission Type Definition. Figures
25 and 26 and Table 9 exhibits the mean and median lengths of stay by single and multiple admission
types for the study period.

In 2010, the mean and median lengths of stay for five of the seven multiple admission types were longer
than any of the single admission types indicating that multiple admissions type generally have longer
lengths of stay than single admission types. This trend was generally also true for 2019. From 2010 to
2019, the mean length of stay increased by more than 60 days for admissions that involved probation
and state sentenced/prison transfer as well as hold and new charges. Conversely the mean length of
stay declined by 107 days for admissions for probation, state sentenced/prison transfer, and a hold (from
196 days to 89 days).

Among single admission types, from 2010 to 2019, the mean length of stay was generally longest for
state sentenced/prison transfer admissions, though the length of stay did increase by almost 23 days
from 44.4 to 67.4. The mean length of stay for city/county sentenced hovered around 40 days. The mean
length of stay for holds decreased from 6.5 to 4 days. Finally, the mean length of stay for pretrial
admissions with a new charge nearly doubled from 7.7 days to 14.4 days.

On the other hand, the median length of stay was longest for individuals admitted for a parole
violation (20 days in 2019), though there was significant dip to below 20 days from 2012 to 2014. For
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most of the study period, state sentenced/prison transfer and city/county sentenced hovered around a

median of 10 t

0 13 days and hold admissions were roughly 6 to 7 days. The median length of stay for

pretrial admissions with a warrant or a new change was below 1 day for the entire study period.

Figure 25: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Single Admission Type
Mean Length of Stay by Single Admission Type, 2010-2019
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Figure 26: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Multiple Admission Types
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Mean Length of Stay by Multiple Admission Types, 2010-2019
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Table 9. Mean and Median Length of Stay by Single and Multiple Admission Types in 2010 and 2019

Mean Median
2010-2019 2010-2019
2010 | 2019 | Changein 2010 | 2019 Change in
Days Days

Single Admission Types
City/County Sentenced Admission 45.89 | 44.64 -1.25 13.58 | 12.08 -1.50
State Sentenced/Prison Transfer 4437 | 6739 | +2302 | 433 | 1046 | +6.13
Admission
Parole Admission 26.66 | 28.21 1.55 215 20.04 -1.46
Probation Admission 22.95 | 23.18 +0.23 5.35 10.42 +5.07
Hold (Ice, Federal, Other Jurisdiction) 10.36 | 5.64 -4.72 6.5 4.00 -2.50
Pretrial Admission: New Charge Only 774 | 14.42 +6.68 0.13 0.42 +0.29
Pretrial Admission: Warrant Only 4.63 | 9.90 +5.27 0.25 0.46 +0.21
Multiple Admission Types
Probation, State Sentenced/Prison 19583 | 887 | -107.13 | 164.48 | 80.35 | -84.13
Transfer, and Hold
Probation, State Sentenced/Prison 11222 | 160.18 | +47.96 | 78.08 |121.13 | +43.05
Transfer, and Warrant
\F;\r/‘)ba“o”’ City/County Sentenced, and | 1 31 | g461 | -1670 | 804 | 67.79 | -12.61

arrant
Warrant and State Sentenced/Prison 9583 | 93.23 2260 5908 | 17.62 _41.46
Transfer
Probation and State Sentenced/Prison 8021 | 141.48 +61.27 476 96.79 +4919
Transfer
Hold and New Charge 26.29 | 90.17 +63.88 7.63 | 13.13 +5.50
New Charge and Warrant 13.81 | 28.43 +14.62 0.83 217 +1.34
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Table 10 explores length of stay using a categorical length of stay variable among single and multiple
admission types. Among individuals with a single admission who stayed less than one day, 71% were
admitted pretrial with a new charge only and 26% were for pretrial admission with a warrant(s).
About 95% of individuals admitted for a single admission type had a length of stay under 31 days.

Among individuals with one of our seven listed multiple admission types who stayed less than one
day, 96% were for pretrial admission new charge and a warrant. About 67% of individuals admitted
for multiple admission types had a length of stay under 30 days.

Table 10. Length of Stay by Admission Type for Single and Multiple Admission Types, Release Year 2019
Length of Stay Categories (frequency)

<1 1-2 3-30 | 31-91 | 91-180 | 181-365 | 365-540 | 540-730 | Total

Single
Admission Type
Pretrial
Admission: 2,825 562 1,107 279 102 29 1 1 4,906
Warrant Only
Hold (Ice,

Federal, Other 30 104 242 3 - - - - 379
Jurisdiction)

Probation
Admission
Pretrial

Admission: New | 7,754 | 1,003 | 2,589 467 261 159 48 17 12,308
Charge Only
Parole Admission 1 5 216 69 10 2 - - 303

State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer
Admission
City/County
Sentenced 134 170 386 191 98 33 6 3 1,023
Admission

Total 10,939 | 2,061 | 6,204 | 1,283 584 360 113 59 21,641

Multiple
Admission
Types

Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer, &
Warrant
Probation & State
Sentenced/Prison 2 5 67 75 77 61 9 11 309
Transfer
Warrant & State
Sentenced/Prison 32 108 407 111 147 113 22 14 967
Transfer
Hold & New
Charge

112 41 204 88 11 4 1 - 461

83 176 1,460 186 102 133 57 38 2,261

1 5 25 22 42 29 5 1 134

10 8 16 4 3 9 1 2 53
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Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison - 2 11 18 4 1 - - 62
Transfer, & Hold
Probation,
City/County
Sentenced, &
Warrant

NewCharge & | 1154 | 200 | 782 | 271 | 162 | 83 16 4 | 2,765
Warrant

Total 1,199 419 1,328 539 455 304 53 32 4,377

Top Charge Severity and Top Charge Category

Figures 27 and 28 display the mean and median lengths of stay by top charge severity and top charge
category from 2010 to 2019. Throughout the study period, individuals admitted for violent felony
offenses and crimes against persons had the longest mean and median length of stay.

For top charge severity, from 2010 to 2019, the mean length of stay increased by more than 46 days
for violent felonies from 81 days to 128 days. Average length of stay for non-violent felonies increased
by 9 days and violations increased by 2 days. Mean length of stay for misdemeanors, warrants, and “other”
offenses decreased between 1 and 2 days each.



Figure 27: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Top Charge Severity
Mean Length of Stay by Top Charge Severity, 2010-2019
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Examination of top charge category shows that the mean length of stay for all seven categories
increased between 2010 and 2019, with the average length of stay for crimes against person
increasing over 15 days during the study period. Average length of stay for crimes against property
and drug offenses increased by 9 days between 2010 and 2019.

Figure 28: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Top Charge Category
Mean Length of Stay by Top Charge Category, 2010-2019
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Median Length of Stay by Top Charge Category, 2010-2019
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Table 11. Mean and Median Top Charge Severity and Category in 2010 and 2019
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Mean Median
2010-2019 2010-2019

2010 2019 Change 2010 2019 Change
Top Charge Severity in Days in Days
Violent Felony 81.14 127.63 | +46.49 14.29 42.63 | +28.34
Non-Violent Felony 28.84 37.93 +9.09 3.00 7.13 +4.13
Misdemeanor 8.64 7.34 -1.30 0.25 0.38 +0.13
Violation 3.62 5.7 +2.08 0.08 0.29 +0.21
Warrant 13.80 12.88 -0.92 1.92 3.96 +2.04
Other 18.67 16.98 -1.69 5.58 5.73 +0.15
Top Charge Category
Person 46.60 62.08 | +15.48 7.29 9.17 +1.88
Property 29.05 38.96 +9.91 2.25 4.83 +2.58
Drug 14.36 23.84 +9.48 0.29 1.21 +0.92
Weapon 20.36 27.61 +7.25 0.88 5.96 +5.08
Society 11.04 11.54 +0.50 0.29 0.58 +0.29
Traffic 4.20 6.16 +1.96 0.04 0.25 +0.21
Other 9.33 14.48 +5.15 4.38 7.17 +2.79




52

Table 12 presents data on length of stay by charge severity in 2019. In cases with multiple types of charges,
the most severe charge is used. In 2019, 63% of those where the top charge was a misdemeanor stayed
less than one day in LMDC. While 34% of those with a non-violent felony stayed less than one day.
However only 13% of those with a violent felony charge stayed less than one day. Sixty percent of those
with violations and 30% of those with warrants were held for less than one day.

With one exception, individuals with felonies were the only individuals held for over one year. Those
with violent felony and non-violent felony charges accounted for 99% of stays ranging from 365 to

540 days and 100% of stays ranging from 540 to 730 days.

Table 12: Length of Stay by Top Charge Severity and Category, Release Year 2019

Length of Stay Categories (frequency)
'Sl'g\?eﬁ?yarge <1 2.3 330 | 31-91 | 91-180 | 181-365 | 365-540 | 540-730 | Total
Violent Felony 358 124 736 442 372 332 111 75 2,609
E;g'n\;'o'e“t 3830 | 831 | 3463 | 1497 | 851 445 92 31 11,050
Misdemeanor 6,710 1,137 2,165 428 167 28 - - 10,635
Violation 881 107 406 65 5 - - - 1,464
Warrant 425 197 598 123 25 4 - - 1,372
Other 144 139 453 111 13 5 1 - 866
Total 12,348 2,535 7,821 2,666 1,433 814 204 106 27,996
Top Charge
Category
Person 1,769 423 1,641 684 423 304 99 65 5,461
Property 3,000 597 2,200 932 577 341 77 29 7,763
Drug 2,332 424 1,301 444 202 112 21 11 4,851
Weapons 106 20 94 36 22 13 1 1 294
Society 3,638 670 1,737 454 168 29 5 - 6,702
Traffic 1,410 254 317 31 28 13 1 - 2,054
Other 93 147 531 85 13 2 - - 871
Total 12,348 2,535 7,821 2,666 1,433 814 204 106 27,996

Table 12 also provides the categorical length of stay by top charge category for the year 2019. The length
of stay for the majority of cases where the top charge category was an offense against society (54%), or a
traffic offense (68%) was less than one day in 2019. Individuals with crimes against persons charge had
some of the longest lengths of stay with 28% of this group detained for more than 180 days. Only 32% of
those charged with crimes against persons were released in less than one day.

Further, 46% of property offenses were released before 3 days, while 28% stayed between 3 and 30 days.
Individuals with a drug charge(s) were released before 3 days in 56% of cases. For crimes against society,
64% of individuals stayed less than 3 days and 90% stayed less than 31 days. For “other” designations,
most (60%) individuals had a length of stay between 3 and 30 days.
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DEMOGRAPHICS
Race/Ethnicity

Figure 29 and Table 13 shows the mean and median length of stay by race/ethnicity from 2010 to 2019.
Black individuals had the highest average length of stay across the study, and from 2010 to 2019 the
mean length of stay increased by more than 14 days from 23 days to 38 days, compared to a 10 day
increase for Whites. Similarly, the mean length of stay also increased for the other four races. Asians had
the second largest increase at just over 12 days.

For the median length of stay, White individuals had the largest increase from 2010 to 2019 at 2.69 days,
whereas the other four races experienced a median increase of less than 1 day.

Figure 29: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Race/Ethnicity

Mean Length of Stay by Race/Ethnicity, 2010-2019
50

N
o
1

Ny
o
|

Length of Stay (days)

,-/\/

[
o
|

—_——-\/
O —
T T T T T T T T T
2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
Release Year
Black Other White Hispanic
Asian

Data Source: Louisville Metro Department of Corrections



Age

Length of Stay (days)

54

Median Length of Stay by Race/Ethnicity, 2010-2019
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Figure 30 and Table 13 depicts the mean and median length of stay by age group from 2010 to 2019.
During the study period the average length of stay increased for all age groups except those over 65
years old. In 2010, 18-20-year-olds had the longest average length of stay and by 2019 the mean length
of stay increased by 25 days for this group from 22 days to 47 days. The 35-49- and 25-34-year-old age
groups experienced the largest median length of stay each increasing over 2 days between 2010 and 2019.
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Figure 30: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Age Group
Mean Length of Stay by Age Group, 2010-2019
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Sex
Figure 31 and Table 13 show the mean length of stay by sex. The average length of stay for males increased
over 13 days from 2010 and 2019, while the mean length of stay for females increased by 7 days.

Figure 31: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Sex
Mean Length of Stay by Sex, 2010-2019
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Table 13. Mean and Median Length of Stay by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Sex in 2010 and 2019

Mean Median
2010-2019 2010-2019

2010 2019 Change 2010 2019 Change
Race/Ethnicity in Day in Day
Black 22.92 37.74 +14.82 0.88 1.63 +0.75
Other 18.38 25.52 +7.14 0.75 1.42 +0.67
White 16.13 25.62 +9.49 0.5 3.19 +2.69
Hispanic 11.83 22.52 +10.69 0.46 0.63 +0.17
Asian 8.84 21.13 +12.29 0.17 0.54 +0.37
Age
18-20 21.57 46.72 +25.15 0.29 0.92 +0.63
65+ 21.7 20.18 -1.52 0.33 0.42 +0.09
35-49 20.23 27.96 +7.73 0.92 3.33 +2.41
25-34 19.02 32.18 +13.16 0.75 3.17 +2.42
21-24 16.98 32.22 +15.24 0.38 1.29 +0.91
50-64 15.16 23.29 +8.13 0.58 1.29 +0.71
Sex
Male 20.79 34.19 +13.4 0.83 3.29 +2.46
Female 11.97 19.02 +7.05 0.29 0.96 +0.67

Table 14 shows the categorical length of stay for race/ethnicity, age, and sex. In 2019, 40% of White
individuals were released within one day, compared to 45% of Black individuals. However, 5% of Black
individuals spent more than 180 days in jail compared to 2.8% of Whites individuals. The majority of
Hispanic individuals (58%) were discharged within 1 day.

For all age groups a substantial number of those admitted were released in less than one day. Yet only
those 18-20 (51%) and 50-64 (62%) years of age had a majority of cases where the length of stay was of
less than one day. In 2019, those 25-34 years of age accounted for 39% of individuals with lengths of stay
of greater than 180 days while individuals 35-49 years of age accounted for 29% of those held for more
than 180 days.

Males account for the highest number of individuals in each length of stay category. In total, 40% of males
are released in one day compared with 50% of females. In contrast, 4% of men were detained more than
180 days compared to 2% of females.



Table 14. Length of Stay by Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Sex, Release Year 2019
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Length of Stay Categories (frequency)
Efﬁﬁ{ci ty <1 1-2 3-30 | 31-91 | 91-180 | 181-365 | 365-540 | 540-730 | Total
White 6,742 | 1570 | 5606 | 1,550 | 815 356 87 30 16,782
Black 5,213 978 | 2,980 | 1,091 | 603 436 112 73 11,529
Asian 55 7 19 5 6 4 0 0 96
Other 22 4 18 5 0 1 1 0 51
Hispanic 350 60 114 34 14 18 4 3 597
Total 12,382 | 2,619 | 8,737 | 2,685 | 1,438 | 815 204 106 | 29,055
Age
18-20 820 140 328 109 82 74 26 18 1,609
21-24 1,450 286 771 266 158 96 18 16 3,070
25-34 4,239 906 | 3,245 | 998 522 321 81 44 10,378
35-49 4,157 926 | 3,419 | 1,009 | 541 249 64 21 10,407
50-64 1,559 341 925 295 126 71 11 7 3,340
65+ 157 20 49 8 9 4 4 0 251
Total 12382 | 2,619 | 8,737 | 2,685 | 1,438 | 815 204 106 | 29,055
Sex
Male 8,608 | 1966 | 6,674 | 2,153 | 1,180 | 697 172 100 | 21,702
Female 3,684 653 | 2,063 | 532 258 118 32 6 7,353
Total 12,382 | 2,619 | 8,737 | 2,685 | 1438 | 815 204 106 | 29,055

LENGTH OF STAY BY RELEASE TYPE

The final section examines the length of stay associated with why someone is released. Figure 32 and
Table 15 show the mean and median length of stay by release type. Individuals leaving the jail as a state
sentenced/prison transfer have the longest mean length of stay across the study period and the
longest median length of stay at the end of the study period. Further, the mean length of stay for
individuals released state sentenced/prison transfer increased by 75 days from 67.5 days in 2010 to 142.6
days in 2019.

During the study period, individuals released as dismissed, other agency permanent release, other, released
to probation, and city/county sentenced experienced a 20 day or more increase in the mean length of stay.
Whereas, only state sentenced/prison transfer and city/county sentenced released individuals had a 20 day
or more increase in the median length of stay.

Individuals released pretrial, both with and without bail, had the shortest average length of stay.
Individuals released on bail experienced a 7 day increase in their average length of stay between 2010 and
2019, although the median length of stay increased just over 1 day. Individuals released on own
recognizance, had the smallest increase in average length of stay of 0.21 days.
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Figure 32: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Release Type
Mean Length of Stay by Release Type, 2010-2019
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Table 15. Mean and Median Length of Stay by Release Type in 2010 and 2019
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Mean Median
2010-2019 2010-2019

2010 2019 Change 2010 2019 Change
Release Type in Day in Day
State Sentenced/Prison Transfer | 751 | 14264 | +7513 | 1027 | 87.96 | +68.69
Release
Time Served 50.76 57.1 +6.34 16.5 28.63 +12.13
Dismissed 48.77 91.81 +43.04 62.96 57.25 -5.71
Other Adency Permanent 2456 | 5625 | +31.69 | 633 | 1125 | +4.92
Other 18.41 65.4 +46.99 4.04 15.54 +11.5
Released to Probation 16.4 37.33 +20.93 4.25 18.71 +14.46
Court Order 155 27.72 +12.22 1.15 1.29 +0.14
Released to Parole 13.89 13.54 -0.35 8.5 9.58 +1.08
City/County Sentenced Release 10.88 60.25 +49.37 0 22.02 +22.02
Pretrial Release: Bail Paid 1.59 8.71 +7.12 0.13 1.29 +1.16
Pretrial Release: No Bail (ROR) 0.73 0.94 +0.21 0 0.08 +0.08

Table 16 shows the length of stay in specific categories of days for various release types. In 2019, 74% of
those classified as state sentenced/prison transfer releases had a length of stay longer than 30 days. Yet
this group was not the largest contributor to sentences over 180 days in 2019. State sentenced/prison
releases contributed 7% of stays for 180 to 365 days, 7% for stays of 365 to 540 days, and 8% for stays

from 540 to 730 days in 2019.

Over a quarter (26%) of individuals in the other agency permanent release category had a length of stay
greater than 30 days. Indeed, this group contributed the most cases to length of stay categories of 180 to
365 days (37%); 365 to 540 days (39%); and 540 to 730 (56%) days in 2019.

In total, 44% of individuals released pretrial with bail paid and 95% of individuals released pretrial on
their own recognizance were released in less than one day.



Table 16. Length of Stay by Release Type, Release Year 2019
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Length of Stay Categories (frequency)

Release Type <1 1-2 3-30 31-91 | 91-180 | 180-365 | 365-540 | 540-730 Total

E:é“a' Release: Bail | 1530 | 553 | 1236 | 119 45 18 6 1 3646

Pretrial Release: No

Bail (ROR) 5337 121 71 26 8 4 0 0 5567

City/County 123 9 177 | 122 60 29 7 5 534

Sentenced Release

State Sentenced/Prison 3 3 81 97 84 65 15 9 361

Transfer Release

Released to Probation 1 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 13

Released to Parole 10 23 364 18 3 1 0 0 419

Time served 244 230 868 727 345 124 22 6 2567

Dismissed 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 7

Court Order 4690 1008 2686 884 494 266 71 25 10139

Other Agency

Permanent Release 329 641 3229 682 395 305 81 60 5769

Order

Other 6 1 15 5 2 3 1 0 33

Total 12382 | 2619 8737 2685 1438 815 204 106 29055
Bail

Figure 33 shows the mean length of stay by bail amount from 2010 to 2019. Bail amounts were categorized
as: $500 or less, $501-1,000, $1,001 to $2,500, $2,501-$5,000, and more than $5,000.

Individuals required to post more than $5,000 had lengths of stay at least two times longer than
other bail amount categories in 2010 and at least five times longer in 2019. The mean length of stay
for an individual with a bail of $5,000 increased by 35 days between 2010 and 2019. The mean length
of stay for the other four categories decreased between 2010 and 2019.




Figure 33: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Bail Amount
Mean Length of Stay by Bail Amount, 2010-2019
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Table 17. Mean and Median Bail Amount by Length of Stay in 2010 and 2019

2010-2019 2010-2019

2010 2019 Change 2010 2019 Change
Bail Amount in Days in Days
< $500 6.07 4.25 -1.82 0.38 0.33 -0.05
$501 to $1,000 9.11 7.63 -1.48 0.83 0.83 0
$1,001 to $2,500 16.1 11.33 -4.77 1.17 1.38 +0.21
$2,501 to $5,000 21.71 18.38 -3.33 2.88 0.49 -2.39
>$5,000 56.04 91.82 +35.78 11.38 31.42 +20.04
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Table 18 describes the categorical length of stay by bail amount. In total, 71% of individuals with less
than $500 in bail were released within one day, compared with 8.9% of individuals with more than $5,000
bail amount. Individuals with more than a $5,000 bail amount accounted for 85% of those with bail set
and who spent more than 180 days in jail.

Table 18. Length of Stay by Bail Amount, Release Year 2019

Length of Stay Categories (frequency)
Bail
Amount <1 1-2 3-30 31-91 91-180 | 180-365 | 365-540 | 540-730 | Total
$o000r | 3383 | 549 642 99 35 5 2 0 4715
501-
$1.000 1376 334 681 94 31 6 0 1 2523
$1,001-
$2.500 1256 376 920 165 69 13 1 0 2800
2,501~
$5.000 991 386 1501 289 101 50 8 0 3326
>$5,000 620 414 2424 1432 1039 685 178 101 6961
Total 12382 2619 8737 2685 1438 815 204 106 20325

INTERSECTIONS OF CHARGES, ADMISSIONS, AND LENGTH OF STAY

The last exploration of length of stay looks at the intersection of admission types and charge
characteristics. One would expect that someone who is required to serve a jail sentence will have a longer
stay than someone who is held pretrial. Further, one would expect that someone who was sentenced for a
non-violent felony offense will serve a longer jail sentence than someone who is sentenced for a violation.
The following tables look at these intersections by looking at the mean and median length of stay for
admission types and charges for the year 2019.

Table 19 examines the mean and median length of stay for individuals booked into jail with a single
admission type and the top charge severity. For cases with a single admission, individuals with violent
felonies generally have longer mean and median length of stay regardless of admission type. For instance,
a person who was booked into jail on a new charge(s) (pretrial admission: new charge only) and whose
most severe charge was a violent felony spent, on average, 67.3 days in jail.
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Table 19. Intersection of Charge Characteristics and Admission Type for Length of Stay, Release Year 2019

Top Charge Severity: Mean (Median)
Violent | Non-Violent . L.
Single Admission Type Felony Felony Misdemeanor | Violations | Warrant | Other
Pretrial Admission: Warrant 50.33 21.49 2.09 0.88 6.36 0
Only (13.33) (4.38) (.25) (.08) (1.42)
Hold (Ice, Federal, 5.64
Other Jurisdiction) 0 0 0 0 0 4)

. .. 10.66 25.13
Probation Admission 0 0 0 (7.41) 0 (12.5)
Pretrial Admission: New 67.63 16.19 3.76 2.46 0.97 0.08
Charge Only (10.38) (.63) (.25) (.13) (.88) (.0)

. 17.29 28.31 19.04
Parole Admission 0 0 0 (17.29) (20.08) | (19.04)
State Sentenced/Prison 296.49 77.14 19.63 18.21 6.39 13.99
Transfer Admission (189.33) (15.44) (6.25) (10) (4.29) | (9.29)
City/County Sentenced 100.78 85.34 19.44 3.20 0 0
Admission (58.33) (51.58) (6.54) (.46)

Within violent felony cases, state sentenced/prison transfers have the longest mean and median length of
stay (mean of 297 days and median 189 days), followed by city/county sentenced (mean of 101 days and
median of 58 days). Non-violent felonies, city/county sentenced are associated with the next longest mean
and median length of stay (mean of 85 days and median of 51 days) after violent felonies.

Table 20 presents the intersection of multiple admission types and charge severity. For cases with multiple
admission types, violent felonies generally result in the longest mean and median length of stay. Violent
felony lengths of stay are much greater for warrant and state sentenced/prison transfer admissions (mean
of 259 days and median of 182 days) and for probation, state sentenced/prison transfer, and warrant
admissions (mean of 268 days and median of 174 days). For non-violent felonies, hold and new charge
admissions (mean of 140 days and median of 84 days) have a longer length of stay than violent felony
hold and new charge admissions (mean of 137 days and median of 32 days). The multiple admission type
probation, county and warrant has a length of stay greater than two months for every top charge category
except other.



Table 20: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Multiple Admission Types and Top Charge Severity,

Release Year 2019
Top Charge Severity: Mean (Median)
Violent Non-
Multiple Violent Misdemeanor | Violations Warrant Other
L Felony
Admission Types Felony
gg?]tt’:;fe”d /f;ﬁ";gn 267.83 137.66 35.94 258 5.42 .
Transfer. & Warrant | (17417 | (113.19) (8.46) (2.58) (5.42)
gre?]?:;fe” df;‘,rfstgtne 218.78 112.32 35.26 26.13 . 14.83
Trancfer (161.65) (76.94) (31.79) (16.33) (14.46)
g‘gﬁ;&fﬁ;ﬂiﬁn 259.09 82.74 12.06 12.72 10.14 .
T ransfor (181.96) (23) (4.96) (11.33) (5.38)
Hold & New 136.72 139.98 9.81 0 0 15.54
Charge (32.25) (84.23) (1.42) (15.54)
g;?}tt)srt]fe” . /ﬁﬁ‘;gn 112.15 99.79 23.94 35.52 . .
Transfer, & Hold (96.44) (87.54) (18.42) (35.52)
Probation,
City/County 113.68 76.88 79.18 73.38 68.38 0
Sentenced, & (77.92) (65.38) (68.46) (75.38) (68.38)
Warrant
New Charge & 97.75 34.93 5.12 2.53 10.41 0
Warrant (38.25) (8.79) (.38) (.29) (6.31)

In Table 21, data is provided related to single admission types and the top charge category. Individuals
admitted for crimes against persons had both the first and second longest length of stay for state
sentenced/prison transfer (mean of 256 days and median of 128 days) and city/county sentenced (mean of
87 days and median of 48 days). Weapons charges resulted in similar mean length of stays for state

sentenced/prison transfer (68 days) and city/county sentenced (42 days) admissions.

Table 21: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Single Admission Type and Top Charge Category,
Release Year 2019
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Top Charge Category: Mean (Median)

_Srl;pg;e Admission Person Property Drugs Weapons | Society Traffic Other
Pretrial Admission: 17.89 15.86 11.78 28.86 5.05 0.5 3.66
Warrant Only @ (2.17) (.92) (.83) (.29) (0)] (1.90)
Hold (Ice, Federal, 5.64
Other Jurisdiction) 0 0 0 0 0 0 (4.0
. - 23.18
Probation Admission 0 0 0 0 (10.42) 0 0
Pretrial Admission: 27.26 15.57 11.02 20.37 5.97 2.67 0.07
New Charge Only (1.46) (.46) (.42) (.88) (.29) 0) (.0)
- 18.46 28.31
Parole Admission 0 0 0 0 (17.29) 0 (20.08)
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?ﬁ‘stg rfﬁ?;r;‘]igf/ 25672 | 10036 | 80.09 67.88 2326 | 36.28 .
on Tra (127.69) | (17.46) | (195) | (29.29) | (7.54) | (185)
City/County 86.75 7129 | 6569 423 3847 | 1542 .
Sentenced Admission | (48.08) (33.5) (29.46) (28.63) (14.5) (3.58)

Finally, in Table 22 multiple admission types by the associated top charge category is examined. Crimes
against persons are associated with longer mean and median lengths of stay for most of the multiple
admission types. Admission for probation, state sentenced/prison transfer, and warrant with a crime had
the longest mean length of stay for crimes against persons (251 days) and property offenses (143 days).
Whereas, probation, state sentenced/prison transfer and hold admissions had the longest average length of
stay for drugs (109 days) and weapons offense (120 days). Finally, admissions for probation, city/county

sentenced, and warrant had the longest average length for crimes against society (114 days).

Table 22: Mean and Median Length of Stay by Multiple Admission Types and Top Charge Category,

Release Year 2019
Top Charge Category: Mean (Median)
_I\I_/IyL:)I;;ple Admission Person Property Drugs Weapons Society Traffic Other
Probation, State
P 251.25 142.72 101.44 32.91

Sentenced/Prison 0 0 0
Transfer. & Warrant | (14634 | (121.46) | (93.38) (5.35)
gre?]?:;fe” df;‘,rfstgtne 10519 | 13681 | 107.76 90.71 61.72 . .
Transfer (137.04) (96.04) (77.42) (37.90) (29.08)
g‘gﬁ;&fﬁ;ﬂiﬁn 194.17 82.00 54.94 62.87 18.27 7.38 9.03
T ransfer (111.27) (22.96) | (12.13) (28.06) (5.67) (3.71) (2.58)
Hold & New Charae 137.13 100.51 105.15 25.75 3.11 1.86 15.54

9 (26.21) (79.21) (10.08) (25.75) (2.13) (1.5) (15.54)
g;‘;‘tt’:;fe”d llgtr?stgn 112.84 83.51 109.05 | 119.75 32.45 0 0
Transfer. & Hold (86.40) (84.46) (84.85) (119.75) (27.46)
Probation,
City/County 88.93 69.95 85.18 0 114.09 0 0
Sentenced, & (68.56) (48.58) | (57.04) (111.08)
Warrant
New Charge & 42.79 37.22 16.94 51.48 7.67 42 0
Warrant (10.04) (6.6) (.96) (11.54) (.38) 0
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CUMULATIVE BED DAYS

The primary avenues for understanding jail populations are the factors associated with admissions and
length of stay. Understanding how many individuals come into jail and their average length of stay is
useful, but it is important to also understand their collective impact. To understand their collective impact,
the report examines cumulative bed days. In the following graphs the cumulative length of stay is
examined, measured as bed days, for all individuals. The measure for bed days entails two parts. First,
someone who stays in jail for less than 12 hours was not counted as consuming a “bed day.” Anyone
staying over 12 hours would count as at least 1 bed days. Once someone stayed longer than 12 hours, the
next factor is how many calendar days they stayed in jail. As shown in Box 4, someone who is booked on
December 16, 2020, and released on December 18, 2020, would count as three bed days, whereas someone
booked on December 16, 2020, at 8:00 a.m. and released the same day at 12:00 p.m. would not be counted
as consuming a bed day. This creates a conservative estimate for the number of bed days consumed.

Box 4: Illustration of Bed Day Calculations

Admitted Released Bed Days

December 16, 2019, 8:00am | December 16, 2019, 12:00pm 0 bed days
(Monday) (Monday)

December 16, 2019, 8:00am | December 16, 2019, 10:00pm 1 bed day
(Monday) (Monday)

December 16, 2019, 8:00am December 18, 2019, 8:30am 3 bed days
(Monday) (Wednesday)

This section of the examine how many cumulative bed days are used by individuals with different
characteristics from 2010 to 2019. Figure 34 provides the cumulative bed days for each year. Again, in
these analyses the year someone was released is looked at, rather than their admission year.

Figure 34: Cumulative Number of Bed Days by Year
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In 2010, there were 856,554 bed days used by individuals released. The trend increased until 2014
reaching 959,824 bed days, followed by a decrease over two years and then a second increase peaking at
1,066,852 bed days in 2018. There was a subsequent decrease in 2018 falling to 909,763 bed days in 2019.
There was a 25% increase from 2010 to 2018, followed by a 15% decrease between 2018 and 2019. While
admissions declined by 35%o, average length of stay increased by 60% from 2010 to 2019 and there
was a corresponding 6%o increase in cumulative bed days.

ADMISSION TYPES, CHARGES, AND CUMULATIVE BED DAYS

Similar to previous sections, admission types and charges and their relationship to cumulative bed days is
explored. Figure 35 and Table 23 present counts of the cumulative bed days for admission and charge
types by release year. Turning to Figure 35, individuals who were booked into jail for multiple
admission types and multiple charges accounted for the most cumulative bed days. The trend line for
this group was relatively stable over the study period beginning at 363,079 bed days in 2010, increasing
to a high of 520,796 bed days in 2017 and declining to 445,989 bed days in 2019. This represents a 23%
increase over the study period. Figure 35 also shows the percent of total bed days for each of the groups.
Individuals booked into jail on multiple admission types and multiple charges accounted for the largest
proportion of jail bed days. Individuals in this group represented 44.5% of all bed days in 2010 and 49.0%
in 2019, the trend peaked at 49.3% in 2017.



Figure 35: Number and Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Admission Types and Charges
Cumulative Bed Days by Admission Types and Charges, 2010-2019
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From 2010 to 2018, multiple admission types with multiple charges accounted for the most bed days
(above 44% throughout the study period), while single admission type with single charges accounted for
the least. There was a 17% increase in the number of bed days for multiple charges with multiple
admission (almost 65,000 additional beds) and an 8% increase in single admission type with single charges
(almost 31,000 additional beds).

Table 23: Cumulative Bed Days for Admission and Charge Types by Release Year in 2010 and 2019

2010-2019
2010 2019 Bed Day | oo eroor)
Change 0 9
Single Admission, Single Charge 112,284 69,807 -42,477 -38%
Single Admission, Multiple Charges 363,079 | 393,748 30,669 +8%
Multiple Admission, Multiple Charges 380,905 | 445,989 65,084 +17%
Cumulative Bed Days 856,554 909,763 53,209 +6%

Single and Multiple Admission Types

Figures 36 and 37 provide the percentage of bed days by individuals booked via single and multiple
admission types during the study period, while Table 24 displays the cumulative bed days by single and
multiple admission types. The seven combinations represent the combinations with the most cumulative
bed days in 2019.

Among single admission types, admissions for pretrial, new charges or as a state sentenced/prison transfer
accounted for the most bed days across the study period except in 2012 when state sentenced/prison
transfer accounted for slightly more bed days. There was a dramatic decline in the number and percent
of cumulative bed days accounted for by city/county sentenced admissions (15.5% to 5.2%; almost
85,000 bed days).

Among multiple admissions, admissions for pretrial new charges and a warrant or state sentenced/prison
transfer and with a warrant used the most bed days across the study period.

There was a 34,000-bed day increase from 2010 to 2019 for state sentenced/prison transfer
admissions and another 31,000-bed day increase for state sentenced and new warrant admissions.
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Figure 36: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Single Admission Types
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Figure 37: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Multiple Admission Types
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Table 24. Cumulative Bed Days for Single and Multiple Admission Types by Release Year in 2010 and 2019

2010-2019
2010 2019 | Bed Day ;01&2019
. - Change o --hange
Single Admission Type
Hold (Ice, Federal, Other 4339 | 2698 | -1,641 -38%
Jurisdiction)
(F;rr:elt;lal Admission: Warrant 31,856 52,033 +20,177 +63%
(P)rﬁlt)rllal Admission: New Charge 172.299 185523 +13,224 +8%
State_Se_ntenced/Prlson Transfer 122,121 155,956 +33,835 128%
Admission
City/County Sentenced 132,653 | 47,065 | -85588 65%
Admission
Parole Admission 1,951 0,031 +7,080 +363%
Probation Admission 10,144 11,249 +1,105 +11%
Multiple Admission Types
Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison Transfer, & 25,606 21,672 -3,934 -15%
Warrant
Probation & State 0
Sentenced/Prison Transfer 35,643 44,203 +8,560 +24%
Warrant & State 0
Sentenced/Prison Transfer 59,776 91,646 +31.870 +33%
Hold & New Charge 12,314 4,854 -7,460 -61%
Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison Transfer, & 1,185 5,597 +4,412 +372%
Hold
Probation, City/County 0
Sentenced, & Warrant 15,438 7,501 -7.937 -51%
New Charge & Warrant 76,915 81,385 +4,470 +6%

Note: n = the number of bed days per category per release year.
Top Charge Severity and Charge Category

Figures 38 and 39 and Table 25 examines cumulative bed days by the top charge severity and top charge
category for each booking during the study period and for 2019 only. Appendix B provides annual
cumulative bed day counts by top charge severity and top charge category. Recall, top charge severity and
category types are defined in Box 2. Throughout the study period, individuals admitted for non-
violent felony offenses and for crimes against persons account for the highest percentage of bed
days.

For top charge severity, from 2010 to 2019, cumulative bed days increased by 29% for non-violent
felonies and 27% for felonies, an increase of over 72,000 and 98,000 bed days, respectively. During
the study period, cumulative bed days for misdemeanors decreased by almost 61%. Cumulative bed
days for warrants doubled during the study period, whereas other charges and violations decreased.

Examination of top charge category shows cumulative bed days were highest for crimes against persons
and crimes against property across the study. Crimes against persons used over 69,000 more bed
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days in 2019 compared to 2010 and crimes against property used over 58,000 more bed days in the
same period. Crimes against society and traffic offenses decreased during the study period, decreasing
by 87,000 and 13,000 bed days between 2010 and 2019. Drug, weapon, and other offenses saw an increase
between almost 4,000 and 13,500 bed days.

Figure 38: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Top Charge Severity
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Figure 39: Percent of Cumulative Bed days by Top Charge Category
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2010 2019 | Bod é%g 02018

. Change 6 Change
Top Charge Severity
Non-Violent Felony 332,319 | 431,160 +72,124 +29.74%
Violent Felony 264,516 | 336,640 +98,841 +27.27%
Misdemeanor 216,439 84,894 -131,545 -60.78%
Other 16,077 15,866 -211 -1.31%
Violation 15,435 9,269 -6,166 -39.95%
Warrant 8,988 19,231 +10,243 +116.13%
Top Charge Category
Person 275,170 | 345,146 +69,976 +25.43%
Property 251,676 | 310,365 +58,689 +23.32%
Society 169,948 82,470 -87,478 -386.61%
Drug 116,518 | 120,008 +3,490 +2.99%
Traffic 27,295 | 13,826 -13,469 -49.35%
Weapon 7,430 11,379 +3,949 +53.15%
Other 5,737 13,866 +8,129 +88.01%
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Table 25. Cumulative Bed Days for Top Charge Severity and Category by Release Year in 2010 and 2019

CUMULATIVE BED DAYS BY DEMOGRAPHICS
Race/Ethnicity

The following analyses examine cumulative bed days based on demographic characteristics, starting with
race/ethnicity. Figure 40 provides the proportion of bed days used by each race/ethnicity and Table 26
illustrates the change in the number of cumulative bed days by race/ethnicity in 2010 and 2019.

In 2010, Black individuals consumed the largest percentage of bed days but by 2019, White
individuals consumed a larger percentage of bed days. During the study period, bed days used by Black
individuals decreased by 6,000 bed days, whereas bed days for White individuals increased by 64,000
days. Bed days for Hispanic individuals decreased by almost 6,000 bed days while bed days for Asian
individuals and “Other” individuals increased.



Figure 40: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Race/Ethnicity
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Age

Figure 41 presents the cumulative bed days for five age categories. Across the study period, individuals
ages 25-34 and 35-49 accounted for the largest percentage of bed days used and both age groups
experienced increases in their total bed day consumption. The 18-20- and 21-24-year-olds used 18%
and 21% fewer bed days between 2010 and 2019. Individuals ages 50-64 also increased, consuming
20,000 more days in 2019 compared to 2010.

Figure 41: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Age Group
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Sex

The final demographic category examined was sex. Presented in Figure 42, this demographic
characteristic showed the largest difference in cumulative bed days used compared to all others. Males
accounted for over 80% of bed days consumed across the study, and the number of bed days used
increased by 22,000 bed days between 2010 and 2019. Bed days used by females increased by 30,000
bed days between 2010 and 2019.

Figure 42: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Sex
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Table 26. Cumulative Bed Days for Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Sex by Release Year in 2010 and 2019

2010 2019 23@3 é(£/9 3 010-2019
Change Yo Change

Release Type
Race/Ethnicity
Black 452,307 | 445,684 -6,623 +1.46%
White 382,695 | 446,724 +64,029 +16.73%
Hispanic 19,680 13,901 -5,779 -29.36%
Asian 1,126 2,098 972 +86.32%
Other 746 1,356 610 +81.77%
Age
25-34 287,423 | 344,317 +56,894 +19.79%
35-49 272,576 | 301,367 +28,791 +10.56%
21-24 124,353 | 101,614 -22,739 -18.29%
18-20 97,527 76,494 -21,033 -21.57%
50-64 69,365 80,754 +11,389 +16.42%
65+ 5,310 5,217 -93 -1.75%
Sex
Male 741,213 | 763,701 +22,488 +3.03%
Female 115,341 | 146,062 +30,721 +26.63%

RELEASE TYPES AND CUMULATIVE BED DAYS

This section examines the cumulative bed days used by release types across the study period. Figure 43
displays the percentage of bed days by an individual’s release type during the study period, while Table
27 displays the change in cumulative bed days in 2010 and 2019.

Those released as a state sentenced/prison transfer consumed the largest percent of bed days in
2010; however, this category had a 200,000-bed day decrease in 2019. This decrease corresponded
with an over 233,000 bed day increase for other agency permanent release between 2010 and 2019. The
finding is indicative of shifts in LMDC coding procedures related to transfer to prison rather than a true
reduction in the number of bed days used by those leaving the facility to go a prison. Individuals released
for time served also saw a decrease in cumulative bed days used between 2010 and 2019.

Individuals released pretrial with bail paid used 24,000 more bed days in 2019 compared to 2010.
Individuals released via court order, a city/county sentenced release, release to parole, and “other” also
saw increases in bed days used. Cumulative bed days decreased for pretrial release (ROR), dismissed, and
release to probation.
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Table 27. Cumulative Bed Days for Release Types by Release Year in 2010 and 2019

2010-2019
2010 2019 Bed Day 3 01062019
Change /o Change

Release Type
State Sentenced/Prison Transfer 261,612 52,059 200,553 -80.10%
Release
Time Served 231,362 150,261 -81,101 -35.05%
Court Order 217,665 290,897 73,232 +33.64%
Other Agency Permanent 99756 | 333365 | 233,609 | +234.18%
Release Order
City/County Sentenced Release 22,039 32,818 10,779 +48.91%
Pretrial Release: Bail Paid 11,166 35,284 24,118 +215.99%
Pretrial Release: No Bail (ROR) 7,589 5,390 -2,199 -28.98%
Released to Parole 2,588 6,329 3,741 +144.55%
Other 1,198 2,202 1,004 +83.81%
Dismissed 851 653 -198 -23.27%
Released to Probation 728 505 -223 -30.63%
Total 856,554 909,763 53,209 +6.21%
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Bail

Table 28 describes the percent of total bed days in a year that are occupied by individuals with differing
bail amounts. This table only includes individuals that were assessed bail and does not capture individuals
who were released pretrial without bail. Figure 44 presents the percentage of bed days used by each bail
amount range. The largest proportion of cumulative bed days are used by individuals booked into jail with
a bail amount of over $5,000, and there was substantial growth in this group over the study period.

During the study period individuals with bail amounts $500 or less used 28,000 fewer bed days in
2019 compared to 2010; whereas the other four groups used more bed days in 2019 compared to 2010.
Individuals with bail over $5,000 used almost 381,000 more days in 2019 compared to 2010.



Figure 44: Percent of Cumulative Bed Days by Bail Amount
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Table 28. Cumulative Bed Days by Bail Amounts in 2010 and 2019

2010-2019
2010 2019 | BedDay | 20 grooe)
i Change o Change
Bail Amounts g
>$5,000 268,510 649,496 +380,986 +141.89%
$2,501 to $5,000 56,059 65,072 +9,013 +16.08%
<$501 51,112 22,524 -28,588 -55.93%
$1,001 to $2,500 29,435 34,395 +4,960 +16.85%
$501 to $1,000 26,647 21,352 -5,295 -19.87%
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INTERSECTION OF CHARGES, ADMISSIONS, AND CUMULATIVE BED DAYS

The last exploration of cumulative bed days looks at the intersection of admission types and charge
characteristics. As shown in the previous section, state sentenced/prison transfer and city/county sentenced
use more bed days than other admission types, and those with more serious charges consume more bed
days than individuals with less serious charges. The following tables look at the combination of admission
type and charge severity/category to see how the intersection relates to cumulative bed days and whether
admissions with more severe charges are using more bed days. The following tables present at these
intersections by looking at the cumulative bed days for admission types and charges for the year 2019
only.

Table 29 examines cumulative bed days by top charge severity and single admission types in 2019. Most
bed days stem from violent felonies and state sentenced/prison transfers which accounted for 87,336 bed
days in 2019. The second highest total occurred for individuals booked pretrial with a new violent felony
charge at 80,463 in 2019. The third highest total occurred when someone was booked pretrial on a new
non-violent felony charge at 78,320 bed days.

Table 29. Cumulative Bed Days by Single Admission Type and Top Charge Severity, Release Year 2019
Top Charge Severity

Single Admission | Violent Non-Violent
Type Felony Felony
Pretrial
Admission: 5,927 34,040 5,200 314 6,552 0 52,033
Warrant Only
Hold

(Ice, Federal,
Other
Jurisdiction)
Probation
Admission
Pretrial
Admission: New 80,463 78,320 24,081 2,341 9 2 185,216
Charge Only
Parole
Admission

State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer
Admission
City/County
Sentenced 12,277 21,246 13,493 26 0 0 47,042
Admission

Total 186,003 184,455 45,354 5,900 15,826 13,314 450,852

Misdemeanor Violations Warrant Other Total

0 0 0 0 0 2,698 2,698

0 0 0 754 0 10,495 11,249

0 0 0 19 8,971 41 9,031

87,336 50,849 2,580 2,446 294 78 143,583

The highest cumulative bed days for misdemeanor offenses corresponded to pretrial new charges at 24,081
cumulative bed days, followed by city/county sentenced admission at 13,493 days. For violation offenses,
the highest cumulative bed days were associated with state sentenced/prison transfer admissions at 2,446
bed days. For the “other” category, probation admissions were associated with the most bed days at 10,495
bed days, whereas for the warrant category, parole admissions were the highest bed day totals at 8,971.
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The top charge severity in relation to multiple admission types in 2019 is examined in Table 30. The
largest number of bed days were for individuals booked into LMDC on new charges and a warrant where
the highest charge was a non-violent felony at 54,588 bed days. The second highest bed day count came
from warrant and state sentenced/prison transfer admission combination where the highest charge was a
non-violent felony at 48,574 bed days. For violent felony charges, individuals admitted on a warrant and
state sentenced combination accounted for the highest number of bed days at 39,876.

Table 30: Cumulative Bed Days by Multiple Admission Types and Top Charge Severity, Release Year 2019

Top Charge Severity
. . Non-
Mult!pl_e Violent Violent Misdemeanor Violations Warrant Other Total
Admission Types Felony
Felony
Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison 10,236 10,859 562 8 7 0 21,672
Transfer, & Warrant
Probation & State
Sentenced/Prison 22,036 21,638 331 83 0 115 44,203
Transfer
Warrant & State
Sentenced/Prison 39,876 48,574 2,826 212 158 0 91,646
Transfer
Hold & New 1,794 2833 210 0 0 17 4,854
Charge
Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison 1,138 4,156 229 74 0 0 5,597
Transfer, & Hold
Probation,
City/County 1,960 3,375 2,019 77 70 0 7,501
Sentenced, &
Warrant
New Charge & 20842 | 54,588 5,686 131 138 0 81,385
Warrant
Total 97,882 146,023 11,863 585 373 132 256,858

For misdemeanor charges, individuals with new charges and a warrant accounted for the highest number
of bed days at 5,686. For charges related to violations, warrants, or other charges, there were no admission
combinations that accounted for more than 212 bed days.

Next the analysis shifts from examining top charge severity, to looking at top charge category. Table 31
examines cumulative bed days by top charge category and single admission types in 2019. Most bed days
stem from crimes against persons and pretrial admissions for new charges only at 87,023 bed days. The
second highest total occurred for individuals booked as state sentenced for crimes against persons charges
at 78,002 bed days.

Table 31 also shows that pretrial admissions for new charges are associated with the highest cumulative
bed days when property (50,933), drug (24,304), weapon (3,375), and crimes against society (15,220)
were the top charges. For a traffic charge a city/county sentenced is associated with the highest cumulative
bed days at 7,827. Finally, parole admissions and the “other” charge account for 8,971 bed days.
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Table 31. Cumulative Bed Days for Single Admission Type and Top Charge Category, Release Year 2019

Top Charge Category

Single

Admission Type Person Property Drugs Weapons Society Traffic Other Total

Pretrial
Admission: 6,301 19,511 12,050 833 12,727 19 592 52,033
Warrant Only

Hold (lce,
Federal, Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,698 2,698
Jurisdiction)

Probation

o 0 0 11249 0 0 0 0 11,249
Admission

Pretrial
Admission: New 87,023 50,933 24,304 3,375 15,220 4,359 2 185,216
Charge Only

Parole

Admission 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,971 8,971

State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer
Admission

78,002 38,938 16,747 2,016 7,238 642 0 143,583

City/County
Sentenced 17,659 9,807 7,507 219 4,023 7,827 0 47,042
Admission

Total 188,985 119,189 60,608 6,443 39,208 12,847 12,263 450,792
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Finally, the top charge category in relation to our multiple admission types in 2019, is presented in Table
32. The largest number of bed days were for individuals booked into LMDC on a new charge and warrant
where the highest charge category was a property offense at 43,470 bed days. For crimes against persons
charges the most bed days were accumulated when individuals were booked for a warrant and as a state

sentenced.

Table 32. Cumulative Bed Days by Multiple Admission Types and Top Charge Category, Release Year 2019

Top Charge Category

Multiple
Admission
Types

Person

Property

Drugs

Weapons

Society

Traffic

Other

Total

Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer, &
Warrant

9,355

10,531

1,442

344

21,672

Probation &
State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer

18,497

17,711

5,358

739

42,305

Warrant & State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer

42,273

36,529

10,054

388

2,263

88

51

91,646

Hold & New
Charge

2,492

1,532

745

27

19

22

17

4,854

Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison
Transfer, & Hold

916

2,552

1,770

121

5,359

Probation,
City/County
Sentenced, &
Warrant

2,535

2,219

4,754

New Charge &
Warrant

21,103

43,470

11,659

1,319

3,823

11

0

81,385

Total

97,171

114,544

31,028

2,594

6,449

121

68

251,975

New charges and warrants were also the admission type associated with the most bed days for drug charges
(11,659), weapons (1,319), and crimes against society (3,823). Warrant and state admission combination
is linked to the most bed days for traffic charges (88) and “other” offenses (51).
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PREDICTORS OF LENGTH OF STAY

The previous sections used descriptive statistics to explain admissions, length of stay, and cumulative bed
days. However, a limitation of descriptive statistics is that they do not account for several factors
simultaneously. That is, descriptive statistics cannot determine if some factors are more influential than
others when admission types, charge characteristics, release types, and demographics are examined at the
same time. This section uses a logistic regression to differentiate what characteristics differentiate stay of
30 days and longer compared to those less than 30 days.

The findings presented are reported as odds ratios and indicate the effect of a given variable considering
other factors included in the model. Odds ratios above 1 indicate that the given variable was associated
with a longer length of stay, while odds ratios below 1 are associated with shorter lengths of stay. For each
set of factors other than admission type, the shaded grey bar indicates the category being used as the
reference category, against which the rest of the categories are compared. The analyses include all
admission types and therefore no reference group is used. Bars shaded in dark blue indicate the
relationship was statistically significant (p < 0.05), while those shaded in the lighter blue were non-
significant (and therefore may not be reliable predictors of court appearance). The pseudo-R2 is also
provided as a measure of the overall goodness of fit for each model.

The logistic regression model describes the predictors of length of stay comparing cases of individuals
booked into jail and released in 30 days or less compared to admissions where individuals stayed longer
than 30 days. Figures 45 to 48 present the findings from the analyses. Note that all factors — demographics,
admission and release types, charge severity and category, and booking history — were included in the
same regression model; however, the findings are presented in multiple figures to ease interpretation.
Across the figures there are significant differences in the lengths of stay across categories of age,
race/ethnicity, sex, admission types, release types, charge severity and category, and booking history.
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Figure 45: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 30 Days: Demographics (n=356,030)
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Figure 45 presents the logistic regression results for the demographic characteristics. The report examines
how age, race/ethnicity, and sex predicts the likelihood someone stays in jail for longer than 30 days.
Figure 41 shows individuals ages 21-24 and 50-64 are less likely to spend more than 30 days in jail
compared to ages 35-49. Individuals ages 18-20, 25-34, and 65 and older are not statistically significant
and therefore not different from 35-49-year-olds.

Turning to race/ethnicity, Black individuals are more likely to be in jail for longer than 30 days compared
to White individuals. Specifically, Black individuals were 7% more likely to stay in jail more than 30 days
compared to White individuals. Hispanic, Asian, and “Other” individuals are not a statistically significant
predictor of lengths of stay over 30 days. The results also indicate men are 12% times more likely to stay
longer than 30 days compared to females.
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Figure 46: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 30 Days: Entrance Characteristics (n=356,030)
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Figure 46 presents the regression findings for admissions and charges. Compared to individuals with
single admission, single charge, individuals with single admission, multiple charges were 40% more likely
to stay in jail for more than 30 days while multiple admission type, multiple charge were 27% more likely.

Analyses of our admission types do not include a reference group, rather each admission type was dummy
coded which allows for our analyses to account for when an admission type is single or in combination
compared to all other possible admission types. For instance, if someone is admitted for pretrial with a
new charge, the analyses include all instances where a new charge was present compared to where a new
charge was absent. Individuals admitted pretrial with a new charge were 70% more likely to stay in jail
for over 30 days compared to individuals admitted pretrial with no new charge. The other six admission
types were also statistically significant and ranged from 13% (holds) to 46% (city/county sentenced) more
likely to spend over 30 days in jail.
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Figure 47: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 30 Days: Release Type and Release Year (n=356,030)
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In Figure 47 findings show that individuals released on a dismissal were the only group more likely to
spend 30 or more days in jail compared to individuals released for time served. Individuals released for
pretrial, on a city/county sentence, on probation or parole, to other agencies, or on a court order were less
likely to spend 30 or more days in jail compared to individuals released for time served. Being released to

a state prison was not statistically significant.

The report examined whether there were longer lengths of stay by release year. The results indicate that
individuals released between 2011-2018 were more likely to spend 30 or more days in jail compared to
individuals released in 2010. The year 2019 was not statistically significant or different from year 2010.
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Figure 48: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 30 Days: Charge Characteristics and Admission History
(n=356,030)
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Figure 48 presents the results for charge characteristics — charge severity and charge type — and admission
history. For charge severity, individuals charged with a non-violent felony, misdemeanor, violation,
warrant, or “other” offense were less likely to serve 30 or more days in jail compared to individuals
charged with a felony. In terms of charge types, individuals booked for crimes against persons, crimes
against property, drug, weapon, crimes against society, or “other” charges were more likely to serve more
than 30 days in jail compared to individuals charged with a traffic offense. In particular, an individual
admitted for a crime against society was 77% times more likely to stay for 30 days or longer compared to
those admitted for a traffic charge. Further, individuals admitted for crimes against a person and property
offenses were both 66% more likely to spend over 30 days in jail compared to those charged with traffic
offenses.

Finally, individuals who had been admitted to jail one or more times during the past three years were less
likely to spend more than 30 days in jail, compared to individuals who had no admissions in the previous
three years.

As a whole, the strongest predictors of being in the longer length of stay group (more than 30 days in jail)
were individuals booked on new charges, individuals admitted as state sentenced/prions transfer, and
people charged with crimes against persons. Those released pretrial, with or without bail, were less likely
to be in the higher length group. The pseudo R? for this model is 0.36, indicating the model explains
roughly 36% of the variability in lengths of stay.
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Two additional logistic regression models were computed using different dependent variables. Appendix
C contains the results for a logistic regression model comparing individuals who stay more than 1 day to
those who stay less than 1 day. The report also provides a model comparing individuals who stay 90 days
or less compared to those who stay over 90 days.
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PREDICTORS OF READMISSIONS

The fourth section seeks to understand the characteristics of individuals who are readmitted to jail. The
following research question was used to guide this section, “For the cohort released in 2010, what are
characteristics of individuals who are readmitted (once or multiple times), compared to those who are not
readmitted?”” Using the cohort of individuals released in 2010, data is examined for individuals readmitted
to LMDC from January 1, 2010, through December 31, 2019. The 2010 cohort consists of 30,131
individuals released in 2010. Note that some of these individuals were booked prior to 2010 while others
were booked in 2010, in both instances a person joins the cohort if their release occurred in 2010. If a
person was booked multiple times in 2010, then their readmission count starts with the second booking.

Table 31 shows that 9,413 or 31.2% of the 2010 cohort were not readmitted to LMDC between 2010-
2019. Roughly 16% of the cohort were readmitted once, 24.9% were readmitted twice, and 27.7% were
readmitted five or more times. The average number of readmissions was 3.6 and readmissions ranged
from 0 to 193.

Table 31: 2010 Cohort Readmission History

Number of Frequency | Percentage
Readmissions

0 9,413 31.2%

1 4,851 16.1%
2-4 7,513 24.9%
5-7 3,672 12.2%

8 or more 4,682 15.5%
Total 30,131

To analyze the factors associated with readmission, logistic regression is used. The outcome variable is a
dichotomous measure that separates individuals who had one or more readmission(s) to jail following
their release in 2010, including any subsequent admissions in 2010 for those who were released/admitted
more than once in 2010. Similar to the previous section, a single regression model is used, and factors are
presented across multiple figures to improve accessibility. As in the previous sections, dark blue indicates
the category is statistically significant, light blue indicates the variable is not statistically significant, and
gray bars represent the reference category against which other categories are compared.
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Figure 49: Predicting Readmissions: Demographics (n=30,026)
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Figure 49 presents the results for our demographic characteristics. Beginning with a comparison of age,
specifically comparing individuals to the 35-49 age group, individuals ages 18-20, 21-24, and 25-34 are
more likely to return to jail (ranging from 9% more likely to 24% time more likely), while individuals
ages 50-64 and 65 or older are less likely to return to jail. Turning to race/ethnicity, Black individuals are
1.17 times more likely to return to jail compared to White individuals, whereas Asian and Hispanic
individuals are less likely to return to jail. The results also indicate men are 13% more likely to return to
jail than females.
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Figure 50: Predicting Readmissions: Entrance Characteristics (n=30,026)
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Figure 50 presents the admission and charge characteristics associated with readmissions. Individuals with
single admission types and multiple charges were 11% more likely to return to jail when compared with
those individuals with only a single charge and admission type, and multiple admission types and multiple
charges were 8% more likely compared to the same groups.

Analyses of our admission types do not include a reference group, rather each type was dummy coded
which allows for our analyses to account for when an admission type is single or in combination compared
to all other possible admission types. For instance, if someone is admitted for pretrial with a warrant the
analyses include all instances where a warrant was present and compares to not being admitted for a
warrant. Individuals admitted pretrial with a new charge were 19% more likely to return to jail compared
to not being admitted for a new charge, and this was the largest effect among admission types. Individuals
with a hold admission (92% less likely) or parole admission (4% less likely) were less likely to return to
jail.
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Figure 51: Predicting Readmission: Charge Characteristics and Admission History (n=30,026)

Violent Felony

Non-Violent Felony 1.0723
Misdemeanor 1.0618
Violation 1.0055
Warrant 1.0817
Other Top Charge Severity 1.0612
Traffic
Person .9930
Property 1.0998
Drug 1.0585
Weapon 1.0183
Society 9843
Other Top Charge Category 1.0707
1+ Prior Admissions 1.8859
Odds Ratios

I Statistically Significant ™ Non-Significant B8 Reference Category

pseudo-Rr? = .12
Data Source: Louisville Metro Department of Corrections

Figure 51 presents the odds ratios for top charge category and top charge severity. Individuals charged
with a non-violent felony or a misdemeanor were more likely to return to jail than those charged with a
violent felony, whereas the other severity categories were not statistically significant predictors of
returning to jail. For instance, an individual who was originally booked on a non-violent felony were 7%
more likely to return to jail compared to a person booked on a violent felony.

For top charge category, individuals charged with a property, drug, or other offense types were more likely
to return to jail (ranging from 5% more likely to 10% more likely) compared to those with traffic offenses.
Individuals charged with crimes against persons, weapon, or crimes against society offenses were not
statistically significant from traffic offenses in terms of determining whether an individual is readmitted.

Individuals with a history of admission were 89% more likely to return to jail than those without any prior
admission to jail.
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Figure 52: Predicting Readmission: Release Type and Release Year (n=30,026)

LOS <1 day
LOS 1-2 days 1.071
LOS 3-30 days 1.0561
LOS 31-90 days 1.0559
LOS 91+ days 1.0304
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Pretrial Release - No Bail 1.0484
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Prison Transfer Release 1.0488
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Released onto Parole 1.0381
Dismissed 1.0169
Other
Other Agency Release 9814
Court Order 1.1451

Odds Ratios

B Statistically Significant B Non-Significant B8 Reference Category

pseudo-Rr? = .12
Data Source: Louisville Metro Department of Corrections

Figure 52 presents the findings related to length of stay, release types, and three-year history. Individuals
with longer lengths of stay for their original booking were generally more likely to return to jail (6% to
7% more likely), except for individuals who were in jail for three months or more, which did not predict
returning to jail compared to those who stayed less than 1 day.

When examining release types, individuals released on parole (4% more likely) or a court order (15%
more likely) were more likely to return to jail compared to individuals released for time served. All the
other release types were not statistically significant.

The pseudo R? for the model was 0.12, indicating the model explains roughly 12% of the variability in
lengths of stay.
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SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to understand the jail population, admissions, and lengths of stay in
Louisville Metro Department of Corrections (LMDC) between 2010 and 2019. Jails are a complex
institution responsible for housing individuals accused and sentenced for a wide range of criminal
offenses. While LMDC is tasked with managing populations, they have little control over who enters the
jail or how long someone stays. As a result, managing jail populations require a multitude of criminal
justice stakeholders to understand what is driving jail populations and work together to develop
appropriate responses. When attempting to manage jail populations, the first step is to have a clear
understanding of who is admitted to jail and how long they stay. This report provides a clear picture of
what segments are driving jail populations and can serve to inform broader discussions on our justice
system.

Admissions are down, but small change in daily population.

Admission to the Louisville Department of Corrections declined by 35% over the study period,
from 43,724 in 2010 to a low of 28,255 in 2019. The data suggest there are two major drivers
accounting for the decrease in admissions during the study period. First, individuals admitted pretrial
on new charges decreased from 21,036 in 2010 to 12,131 in 2019 a 42% decrease, which is
consistent with research showing decreases in arrests.®® Second, admissions for low-level offenses also
decreased. Misdemeanor admissions decreased from 23,403 to 10,590 and violations decreased
from 4,014 to 1,478, which may reflect local and state efforts to reduce arrests for low-level offenses.

Although there was a decline in admission over the study period, the reduction in the average
daily population (ADP) was smaller, just 5% from 2010 to 2019. The ADP increased from 2015 to
2017 peaking at an average daily population of 2,221 before declining to 1,991 in 2019. During the
study period the average daily population was above the jails rated capacity of 1,793 every year
except 2015 (1,787).

Length of stay is key determinant of jail population.

The potential reductions in jail population driven by lower admissions, were largely countered by a large
increase in the average length of stay across the study. The average length of stay gradually increased
from 18.9 days in 2010 to 30.4 days in 2019, an increase of 60%. Although the average length of stay
did decline between 2018 and 2019. This result suggests that length of stay is the strongest driver in
jail population. The increase in average length of stay also corresponded to a 6% increase in bed days
consumed from 2010 to 2019, despite the drop in admissions.

The report shows less than 5% of people released from jail stayed over 6 months across the study period,
and less than 2% of people stayed in jail over 1 year. However, the number of people who spent more
than a year in jail increased from 214 to 379 during the study period. Although the increase is small, the
relative amount of jail resources used by this group is substantial.

The average length of stay varied based on the nature of the charge and admission type. Individuals
booked on violent felonies had the longest lengths of stays and experienced a 46 day increase in the
average length of stay between 2010 and 2019, and the number of bed days spent in jail for violent
felonies increased over time. In 2019, an average person admitted for a violent felony stayed in jail
127 days. While violent felonies length of stay increased, individuals booked on misdemeanors had a
decrease in the average length of stay from 8.6 to 7.3 days between 2010 and 2019. The combined
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decrease in misdemeanor admissions and length of stay resulted in a 61% decrease in bed days
used between 2010 and 2019, suggesting efforts to reduce the impact of low-level offenses on jail
population are working.

Two single admission types stand out for the interplay between admissions, length of stay, and bed days.
From 2010 to 2019, pretrial admissions for new charges and/or a warrant, experienced a reduction in
admissions ranging from 21% to 49%. At the same time, pretrial admissions had the lowest average
lengths of stay, although the average length of stay did increase during the study period. Despite
decreasing admissions and the lowest average length of stay, pretrial admissions accounted for the
largest proportion of bed days consumed for most of the study period. For instance, pretrial
admission new charge only consumed 185,523 bed days in 2019 the largest amount by any
admission type.

Conversely, state sentenced/prison transfer admission had the 5™ highest admission count during
the study period but experienced a 44 day increase in the average length of stay from 2010 and
2019, resulting in the second highest bed day consumption for any admission type. State sentence/prison
transfer admissions also present challenges in combination with probation and/or warrants.

The report also examined six multiple admission type combinations with the highest length of stay, in
addition to new charges and warrant admission combination which was the most frequent multiple
admission type. Four of the six multiple admission types with the longest length of stay involved a state
sentence/prison transfer suggesting that the inability to move state sentenced individuals out of jail in
a timely manner is a primary driver of jail populations.

Bail is a key driver of jail populations.

The report shows most individuals booked into jail are awaiting trial. From 2010 to 2019, pretrial
admissions for new charges, either with or without a warrant, were the most frequent admission
types representing approximately 70% of admissions. While pretrial admissions had lower average
length of stay, they accounted for the most bed days beginning in 2014.

The average length of stay for bail over $5,000 steadily increased over the study period from 56 days in
2010 to 92 days in 2019. Individuals admitted pretrial and required to post a bail amount of $5,000
had mean lengths of stay of at least 3-5 times longer than those with bail amounts for $5,000 or
less across the study period a trend that remained stable across the study period. Among person with
bail set, individuals with more than $5,000 bail accounted for 86% of persons who spent 180 days or
more in jail.

The report shows the presence of bail is a factor in length of stay. In 2019, the average length of stay
for pretrial release bail paid was 7.77 days longer compared to pretrial release on one’s own
recognizance. In 2010, the average length of stay difference between pretrial ROR and pretrial bail was
less than 1 day.

Racial Disparities

There are racial disparities in admissions, average length of stay, and bed days consumed. Black persons
accounted for 39% of jail admissions but just over 20% of the population of Jefferson County in
2019. In comparison, White residents were roughly 70% of Jefferson County’s population and made up
only 58% of jail admissions. The average length of stay for Black persons increased 15 days over the
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study period growing from 23 days in 2010 to 38 days in 2019, a 65% increase during the study period.
This compared to the average length of stay increasing 10 days for Whites, from 16 days in 2010 to 26
days in 2019. Similar to admissions and lengths of stay, there are racial disparities in cumulative bed days.
Despite accounting for roughly 39% of jail admissions in 2019, Black individuals accounted for 49% of
bed days used, compared to White individuals accounting for 58% of admissions and 49% of bed days
used.

In multivariate models, Black persons were more likely to spend more than 30 days in jail compared to
White persons and were more likely to return to jail, even when accounting for admission type and the
nature of the charge.

Familiar Faces

The study shows that readmission to jail is a driver of jail population. Using a cohort of individuals
released from jail in 2010 and examining their readmission between 2010 and 2019, almost 70% of
individuals returned to jail at least one time and 27% returned 5 or more times. The strongest
predictor of returning to jail was whether the individual had been admitted to jail in the three years prior
to their 2010 incarceration. The type of admission and being 18-20 years old in 2010 were also strong
predictors.

Data Limitations

These results provide important insights into jail population trends, there are limitations that should be
noted. First, the analyses do not fully capture the criminal history of individuals booked into jail which
is a key determinant of the release decision.*® Second, the description of top charge only captures the
highest charge associated with each admission and therefore does not capture any complexities
associated with multiple charges. Relatedly, LMDC data does not include information on pending
charges from other jurisdictions, which may complicate the resolution of cases.

Finally, there are limitations with bail data and release types noted in the analyses. Bail amounts are not
regularly updated, and it is possible an individual’s bail amount was reduced or their pretrial release
conditions changed and were no longer required to post bail. Whereas the release types for court order
and other agency permanent release do not have consistent application through the study period. When
looking at bed days, individuals released on a court order or other agency permanent release consumed
the most days in 2019. These two categories were the most frequent release reason and presented unique
issues for the study. Neither court order nor other agency permanent release had consistent meaning
across the study. As noted previously, a court order is a judicial document that does not specify the
formal release reason; however, stakeholders note it is commonly used for cases that are dismissed or
pretrial release. The lack of specificities in court orders requiring release, prevents us from providing
detailed information on release types. For instance, if court orders are primarily for pretrial release, then
those two categories would go from the using less than 5% of all bed days to more than 20% of all bed
days. Similarly, other agency permanent release categorizes release to state prisons but can also refer to
releases to other state or federal agencies. The inconsistent use does not allow us to accurately define
release type.

Many of these data limitations can be addressed by establishing data sharing agreements between agencies
to fill gaps in any singular system. By combining data, stakeholders can gain a more complete
understanding of who is in jail and for how long. In addition to improving data quality, expanding research
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capacity within and across agencies can help stakeholders monitor changes in lengths of stay and evaluate
policy decisions by employing researchers in house or establishing research partnerships.

THE IMPACT OF COVID-19

The study period for this report does not factor in the numerous challenges COVID-19 has created for
jails and broader criminal justice operations across the country. The COVID-19 pandemic further
heightened concerns about crowding in both jails and prisons. Such facilities keep people in close
proximity to one another and are an ideal environment for spreading the virus. Additionally, jail
populations are dynamic as most detainees enter and exit in a matter of hours and days. A situation that
may place those already in the facility, those entering the facility, those living with individuals who
recently left the jail, as well as the entire community at risk.

Many in state and local government have recognized these risks and have created a variety of COVID-19
related protocols to reduce population of incarcerated people. As a result of these efforts, jail populations
declined significantly for much of 2020*! and admission and length of stay patterns are fundamentally
different than they were in 2019. For instance, in February 2020 before COVID-19 took hold, LMDC had
a jail population of 1,851 individuals and by June 2020 this population was reduced to 1,252 individuals
and the jail population stabilized in the subsequent months.*? Who is being admitted into jail and how
long they are staying has also changed. Enforcement has declined meaning there are fewer people entering
with new charges®, but the people who are in jail are staying longer.

The question becomes how can stakeholders use this report when they are confronted with a different
environment? The answer, in part, is that this report provides a ten-year trend line for what the jail
population, length of stays, and bed day consumption looked like in a non-COVID-19 environment.
Stakeholders can see what charges, admission types, and release decisions are impacting jail resources
and consider whether changes are needed. Importantly, as criminal justice operations start to return to
normal, stakeholders will have to decide what operations they want to return to normal and consider how
those operations are related to jail space and resources. To that end, this report can help stakeholders
determine if going back to prior practices is the best course of action. This information may aid in both
the short-term and long-term understanding of the COVID-19 decarceration efforts upon the
administration of LMDC and those who are held there.
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APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS

Data Source: All data in this report was obtained from Louisville Metro Department of Corrections X-
Jail data management system. The data pull was obtained on June 6, 2020 and contains charge-level data
for all individuals released between January 1, 2006, and December 31, 2019. Since the data pull was
based on release date, the data file does contain individuals booked prior to January 1, 2006. The
following provides the variables used in this report including the variable name, the type of measure, and
how measures were defined/operationalized.

Variable

Measure

Definition/Operationalization

Release Year

Date/time variable between
January 1, 2010, and December
31, 2019 (inclusive)

Only admissions that contained a release year were
included in the analyses. Admissions for persons
who were still in custody or who were missing
release date for any reason were dropped. As a
result, the admission counts do not match LMDC
data.

Length of stay

Continuous and categorical
variable

e <lday

e >1dayand < 3 days

e >3 daysand < 31 days
e >31daysand <91 days
e >01 days

For long lengths of stay.
e >91] and <180

> 181 and < 365

> 366 and < 540

> 541 and <730

> 731 days

Length of stay is calculated as a continuous measure
of date/ time released subtracted from date/time
admitted. This length of stay measure uses both date
and time, thus is an hourly time period rather than
a date-only approach. If an observation does not
have time booked and released, then the length of
stay was calculated using date only with the time set
at midnight. In situations where a negative length of
stay was produced, these were coded as <1 day as
these indicate administrative errors. See below as an
example of how to count length of stay based on
hours.

Hours Length of Stay
< 24 hours 0 days
2410 47.9 1 day
4810 71.9 2 days

Bed Days

Continuous variable

Bed days are calculated using two factors. First, bed
days are the number of calendar days spent in jail.
Second, persons who are in jail for 12 hours or less
are counted as 0 bed days. The bed day variable is
based on release year and will include bed days for a
booking for the entire span of the stay and not the
specific release year. See coding example below.

Admitted Released Bed Days
December 16, December 16, 4 hours, 0
2019, 8:00am 2019, 12:00pm bed days

(Monday) (Monday)

December 16, December 16, 14 hours, 1
2019, 8:00am 2019, 10:00pm bed day
(Monday) (Monday)
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December 16, December 18, 49.5 hours,
2019, 8:00am 2019, 8:30am 3 bed days
(Monday) (Wednesday)

Admission
Types and
Charges

Admission with single
admission type and single
charge

Admission with single
admission type and
multiple charges
Admission with multiple
admission types

If a person is booked as a pretrial admission: new
charge only and is only charged with a misdemeanor
theft than that person is classified as: single
admission/single charge. If the same person is
charged with two counts of misdemeanor theft, then
the person is classified as: single admission/multiple
charges. Finally, if the person is booked on new
charges stemming from two counts of misdemeanor
theft and is also booked for a bench warrant, then
that person will be classified as: multiple admission

types.

Admission Type

Hold admission (Ice,
Federal, other agency)
Pretrial admission: Warrant
only

Pretrial admission: New
charge only

State sentenced/ Prison
transfer admission
City/County sentenced
admission

Parole admission
Probation admission
Other admission

e Hold (Ice, Federal, Other Jurisdiction). Individual
who was booked into jail on charges originating from
a different county, city, or federal jurisdiction.

e Pretrial Admission: New Charge(s) only.
Individual arrested on new charges and booked into
jail.

e Pretrial Admission: Warrant only. Individuals
arrested on an outstanding bench warrant originating
within Kentucky and booked into jail.

e Probation Admission: Individual booked for a
probation violation or via a probation warrant.

e Parole Admission: Individual booked for a parole
violation or via a parole warrant.

e State Sentenced/Prison Transfer Admission:
Individual sentenced to serve time in a state prison
facility and awaiting transfer or is housed in LMDC
during court proceedings.

e City/County Sentence Admission: Individual
admitted to jail to serve a sentence in LMDC.

Number of Continuous measure Measure indicates how many admissions types the
Admission person was booked on.
Types

Admission Type
Combinations
for Admissions
with Multiple
Admission
Types

Warrant and State
Sentenced/Prison Transfer
Hold and New Charge
Probation and State
Sentenced/Prison Transfer
Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison Transfer
and Warrant

Probation, City/County
Sentenced and Warrant

The top six multiple admission combinations that
resulted in the longest length of stay using 2019 data
were identified and correspond to the first six
combinations to the left. These 2019 combinations
were reported on for all years, as this will be most
relevant for practitioners. Note that these are
combinations that result in the longest length of stay,
not combinations that are the most frequent.

In this calculation, only admission type
combinations that had a minimum of 30
admissions per grouping were used. Further the
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e Probation, State
Sentenced/Prison Transfer,
and Hold

e New Charge and Warrant

combination new charge and warrant was included
as it was the most frequent combination across the
study period.

Multiple admission types occur through a variety of
avenues. The most common multiple admission type
is someone being arrested for a bench warrant and
on new charges. Other multiple admission types
occur when someone is in state custody but has
active cases in another county. For instance,
someone may be serving their sentenced in a state
prison and is transferred to LMDC for court hearings
related to a separate case. At this point in time the
individual is booked into LMDC as a state
sentenced/prison transfer and for the corresponding
active case, whether it is a warrant, probation
hearing, or new charges.

Release Type e Time Served Release types are based on how an individual leaves
e City/County Sentenced the jail.
Release ° Time Served: _Individuals who have completed
e Released to Probation their sentence in LMDC.
e City/County Sentenced Release: Individuals
* Released to Parole held in LMDC awaiting discharge to other jail or
e Pretrial Release: Bail Paid city/county agency.
e Pretrial Release: No Bail e Released to Probation: Individual released onto
(Released on own probation or shock probated.
Recognizance; ROR e Released to Parole: Individual released onto
L ' parole or parole warrant/detainer lifted.
o Dismissed e Pretrial Release: Bail Paid: Individual released
e State Sentenced/Prison pretrial following the posting of bail.
Transfer e Pretrial Release: No Bail (Released on own
e Other Agency Permanent Recognizance): Individuals released pretrial via
Release ROR, administrative release, or other non-
d monetary release.
* Court Order e Dismissed: Case dismissed
e Other e State Sentenced/Prison Transfer: Individuals
released or transferred to a state prison facility.

e Other Agency Permanent Release: A broadly
used categorization that includes persons
released to state prison facilities and to other
agencies.

e Court Order: A broadly used categorization that
does not provide a specific reason for release.

e Other: Any release reason not covered above
including those who escaped or died in custody.

Number of Continuous measure A count indicating the number of charges a person
Charges was booked into jail with.
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Top Charge
Severity
(appendices may
include charge

Violent Felony
Non-Violent Felony
Misdemeanor

Violations (ordinance and

Charge severity classifications were obtained from
the Kentucky State Police’s (KSP) Kentucky
Uniform Crime Reporting Codes (UOR Codes).
KSP assigns UOR codes for all criminal offenses in

severity based traffic) Kentucky and identifies those offenses as felony,
on admission Warrant misdemeanor, violation, warrant, or other category.
type) Other This report uses the UOR code type to assign
severity, however, the authors further distinguished
between violent and non-violent felonies, where
violent felonies required the use of physical force or
attempted force against a person such as homicide,
rape, or robbery. The “other” category includes non-
criminal offenses such as “prisoner held in transit”
or “justifiable homicide.”
In the event that the statute defining charge category
for a given charge has changed during the course of
the study period, the charge category for a given
admission is based on year of admission.
Top Charge Person Charge type category classifications were obtained from
Type Property the Kentucky State Police’s (KSP) Kentucky Uniform
(appendices may Drugs Crime Reporting Codes (UOR codes). KSP assigns UOR
include charge Weapon codes for all criminal offenses in Kentuqky gnd links all
severity based Society off_enses to t_he Federal Bureau of Investigation’s _
on admission Traffic Unl.form Crime Report offense cpdes (UCR cod-es) which
designates offenses as crime against persons, crime
type) Other

against property, or crimes against society. In addition,
the UOR codes identify traffic and “other” offense types
that are not included in UCR offense codes. The authors
followed the UCR designations, except where noted
below.

e Person: Any offense maintaining a UCR
designation as crime against person

e Property: Any offense maintaining a UCR
designation as crime against property

e Drug: Any offense maintaining a UCR offense
code 35A or 35B drug/narcotic offense

e \Weapon: Any offense maintaining a UCR
offense code 520 weapon law violations.

e Crimes Against Society: Any offense
maintaining a UCR designation as a crime
against society except if the victim was a person,
property was taken, or listed as a code 35A, 35B,
90D, or 520.

e Traffic: Any offense listed as traffic in UOR
codes or listed as a UCR offense code 90D
(DUI).

® Other: Non-criminal offenses.
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In the event that the statute defining charge severity
for a given charge has changed during the course of
the study period, the charge severity for a given
admission is based on year of admission

Bail Amount

Continuous and categorical
variable

e $500 or less
$501-$1,000
$1,001-%$2,500
$2,501-$5,000
>$5,000.

Bail amount is the numeric value provided at the
time of the data pull and generally represents the
initial bail amount. LMDC does not have a standard
practice of updating bail amounts as they are
revised. When an individual is required to post bail
for multiple cases, a composite bail amount was
used. In instances where bail was present but the
amount was listed as $0, the amount was treated as
missing data and removed from the analyses.

All bail amounts are adjusted for 2019 dollars.

Three-Year Jail

Continuous measure

Our three-year jail admission variable was created

Admission using a rolling-level variable for jail admission
History history, counting the number of times the person had
been admitted within three years prior to any given
admission date. A three-year benchmark was used
because this is commonly used in recidivism
research. Alper, Durose, and Markman (2018) found
that 68% of released individuals from prison were
rearrested within three years. 4
Sex e Male LMDC data provides an indicator for male or
e Female female. The dataset did not include data on other
categories.
Age e 18-20 LMDC data provides an age and date of birth for all
e 21-24 persons booked into jail. Age at the time of
e 2534 admission as used to create the age groups. LMDC
e 35-49 does not house persons under 18 years old.
o 50-64
e 05+
Race/Ethnicity | e Non-Hispanic Black Categorization of race/ethnicity were based on
e Non-Hispanic White available data at LMDC. Hispanic does not specify
e Hispanic (all race) the race.
¢ Non-Hispanic Asian
e Other or Unknown
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charge type, demographics). This appendix provides supplemental tables showing the cumulative bed

days by each variable by year.

Table 32. Cumulative Bed Days for Top Charge Severity by Release Year

Release Year

Top

Charge 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Severity

I\:/éf;ﬁ;t 264,516 | 298,961 | 326,750 | 321,669 | 318,471 | 326,295 | 311,057 | 391,699 413,058 | 336,640
Non-

Violent 332,319 | 338,273 | 357,054 | 373,860 | 404,840 | 391,906 | 401,879 | 481,034 494,265 | 431,160
Felony

Misdemea

nor 216,439 | 218,985 | 217,552 | 202,129 | 172,495 | 152,930 | 119,893 | 118,145 105,725 84,894
Violation 15,435 | 20,447 | 15589 | 14,793 12,553 | 14,198 | 17,612 18,838 9,765 9,269
Warrant 8,988 12,585 | 13,242 | 13,976 16,863 | 14,917 | 21,432 21,566 18,368 19,231
Other 16,077 | 15,463 | 18,507 | 20,827 | 24,345 | 15,359 | 15,512 14,764 15,058 15,866
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544
Top

Charge

Category

Person 275,170 | 316,346 | 338,756 | 331,833 | 329,167 | 325,002 | 312,926 | 392,100 407,355 | 345,146
Property 251,676 | 258,755 | 288,350 | 292,856 | 311,233 | 323,521 | 308,225 | 355,862 366,076 | 310,365
Drug 116,518 | 113,986 | 101,472 | 119,622 | 124,291 | 116,363 | 118,525 | 145,010 146,884 | 120,008
Weapons 7,430 5,746 6,538 6,720 4,422 5,942 8,748 7,058 12,259 11,379
Society 169,948 | 174,570 | 177,525 | 156,598 | 147,970 | 116,202 | 106,896 | 109,734 89,993 82,470
Traffic 27,295 | 26,005 | 27,958 | 30,678 | 22,077 | 16,840 | 15,290 17,246 18,422 13,826
Other 5,737 9,306 8,095 8,947 10,407 | 11,735 | 16,775 19,036 15,250 13,866
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544
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Release Year

Release Type 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 2017 2018 2019
E;eitl”a' Release, | 11166 | 13,012 | 14415 | 18307 | 22224 | 30343 | 22,899 | 26703 | 30474 | 357284
Pretrial Release | 7,589 | 10,923 | 13,230 | 17,734 | 8145 | 5711 | 6,077 5631 8,621 5,390
City/County

sentenced 22039 | 18,071 | 25830 | 29398 | 22545 | 25187 | 34,683 | 38551 | 38599 | 32,818
release

State sentenced | 261,612 | 270,018 | 270,787 | 160,238 | 176,547 | 156,384 | 128,608 | 124,064 | 84591 | 52,059
Released to 728 | 1088 | 674 916 643 | 1033 | 2806 | 1942 492 505
Probation

Eaer'gfseto 2588 | 1,749 | 1,361 | 1,398 | 2,384 | 2863 | 3,938 1,912 6,398 6,329
Time served 231,362 | 248,188 | 249,241 | 246,453 | 231,066 | 182,198 | 153,285 | 161,363 | 149,198 | 150,261
Dismissed 851 1,292 924 1,323 | 1,408 956 620 1,071 891 653
Court Order 217,665 | 212,671 | 233,794 | 267,000 | 297,286 | 308,656 | 318,528 | 347,534 | 362,243 | 290,897
Other Agency

Permanent 99,756 | 129,450 | 141,977 | 208,001 | 193,633 | 207,656 | 218,640 | 342,535 | 382,681 | 333,365
Release

Other 1,198 764 1084 | 2232 | 3943 | 6002 | 8346 4,263 2,664 2202
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544
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Release Year

Bail 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Amount

?65520” 51,112 | 36,666 | 34,948 | 40,263 | 53,323 | 39,698 | 36,901 | 37,091 24,188 | 22,524
221&)0 26,647 | 20,700 | 16,959 | 23,011 | 36,271 | 29,117 | 28,125 | 31,195 24,128 | 21,352
ié’ggé_ 29,435 | 23,661 | 29,907 | 34,167 | 52,672 | 48,410 | 49,355 | 51,775 43,176 | 34,395
2’55836 56,059 | 50,987 | 43,732 | 66,279 | 83,995 | 80,387 | 89,361 | 84,035 85,063 | 65,072
>$5,000 | 268,510 | 212,195 | 242,100 | 327,964 | 537,860 | 582,835 | 561,443 | 720,689 | 762,333 | 649,496
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544

Table 35. Cumulative Bed Days for Race/Ethnicity, Age, and Sex by Release Year
Release Year

E;fﬁ{city 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Black 452,307 | 468,607 | 500,006 | 486,998 | 461,391 | 440,803 | 416,518 | 498,645 | 526,972 | 445,684
White 382,695 | 416,673 | 432,679 | 444,798 | 472,113 | 463,291 | 464,255 | 540,823 | 519,736 | 446,724
Hispanic | 19,680 | 20,457 | 19,667 | 16,618 | 21,725 | 18,775 | 14,722 | 11,876 15,708 | 13,901
Asian 1,126 | 1,081 752 1,806 | 1,705 | 2,018 | 2,272 3,179 1,622 2,098
Other 746 408 213 2,789 | 2,890 | 2,102 663 1,046 2,814 1,356
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544
Age

18-20 97,527 | 91,884 | 98,926 | 89,697 | 82,733 | 79,354 | 76,110 | 101,463 | 104,036 | 76,494
21-24 124,353 | 132,718 | 152,317 | 152,532 | 148,332 | 143,675 | 135,604 | 145,020 | 137,460 | 101,614
25-34 287,423 | 322,344 | 349,602 | 347,743 | 362,945 | 368,065 | 341,340 | 400,353 | 399,842 | 344,317
35-49 272,576 | 274,208 | 274,620 | 276,513 | 277,756 | 253,529 | 374,991 | 311,880 | 336,528 | 301,367
50-64 69,365 | 82,700 | 74,654 | 82,571 | 82,283 | 78,925 | 64,992 | 92,115 84,433 | 80,754
65+ 5310 | 3,372 | 3,198 | 3953 | 5775 | 3441 | 5393 4,738 4,553 5,217
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544
Sex

Male 741,213 | 779,010 | 817,220 | 803,270 | 804,686 | 774,192 | 741,104 | 873,167 | 892,755 | 763,701
Female | 115,341 | 128,216 | 136,097 | 149,739 | 155,138 | 152,797 | 157,326 | 182,402 | 174,097 | 146,062
Total 856,268 | 906,785 | 953,110 | 952,549 | 959,076 | 926,588 | 897,556 | 1,054,592 | 1,065,941 | 909,544




110

APPENDIX C: PREDICTING LENGTH OF STAY

The third research question examined the predictors of length of stay. In the main body of the report a
logistic regression model examined the factors that predicted whether someone is more likely to spend
more than 30 days in jail compared to less than 30 days. In addition to a 30-day model (Model 1),
researchers also examined the factors that explain whether someone is more likely to spend 1 day in jail
(Model 2) and whether someone is more likely to spend more than 90 days in jail (Model 3). The findings
for Model 2 and Model 3 are presented in turn.

Figure 53 presents the logistic regression results for someone staying one day or more in jail by
demographics (Model 2). Specifically, the report examines how age, race/ethnicity, and sex predicts the
likelihood someone stays in jail for longer than 1 day. Starting with race/ethnicity, the results indicate that
individuals who were Black (6% less likely), Hispanic (9% less likely), and Asian (1% less likely) were
less likely to spend more than 1 day in jail compared with White individuals. Similarly, individuals ages
18-20, 21-24, and 25-34 were less likely to spend more than 1 day in jail compared to ages 35-49.
Individuals ages 50-64 and 65 years and older were not statistically significant. Finally, men were 8%
more likely to spend one day in jail compared to females.

Figure 53: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 1 Day: Demographics (n=356,030)
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65+
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pseudo-R? = .45
Data Source: Louisville Metro Department of Corrections
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Figure 54: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 1 Day: Entrance Characteristics (n=356,030)
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There were also substantial differences in length of stay across admission types. Figure 54 shows for all
seven admission types, individuals were more likely to spend more than one day in jail. Recall, the
analyses of admission types do not include a reference group, rather each type was dummy coded which
allows for our analyses to account for when an admission type is single or in combination compared to all
other possible admission types. Someone who is city/county sentenced were 81% more likely to spend
over a day in jail compared to those who were not city/county sentenced. Admissions for pretrial new
charge were 77% more likely to spend over a day in jail. Individuals who were admitted on a single
admission type but with multiple charges were 73% more likely to spend a day or more in jail compared
to individuals admitted on a single admission type and single charge. Admissions involving multiple
admission types and multiple charges were not statistically significant.

There was also substantial variation in the length of stay among the release type group. Figure 55 shows
individuals who were released from jail pretrial, with and without bail, were less likely to be detained for
more than one day when compared with individuals who were released for time served. Similarly,
individuals who were state sentenced/prison transfer, were released after serving a city/county sentence,
or released to another agency permanently were less likely to stay more than one day in jail. Individuals
released to parole or released by a court order were 18% and 11% more likely to stay longer than one day.
The results also indicate that individuals released between 2011-2019 were more likely to spend one day
or more days in jail compared to individuals released in 2010.



112

Figure 55: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 1 Day: Release Type and Release Year (n=356,030)
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Data Source: Louisvile Metro Department of Corrections

Figure 56: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 1 Day: Charge Characteristics and Admission History
(n=356,030)
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Figure 56 examines charge types and findings indicate that individuals charged with crimes against
persons (45%), property offenses (26%), drug (3%), weapon (2%), and crimes against society offenses
(20%) were more likely to spend over a day in jail compared to individuals charged with a traffic offense.
Figure 56 also shows that when examining charge severity, individuals charged with a non-violent felony,
misdemeanor, violation, or warrant were less likely to spend a day in jail compared to individuals charged
with a felony.

Finally, the report examines the likelihood of longer lengths of stay among individuals with prior
admissions, and this analysis suggests that individuals with more than one visit to jail in the past three
years were more likely to stay in jail for more than one day, when compared to those individuals without
prior admission to the jail.

The pseudo R? for Model 2 is 0.45, indicating the model explains roughly 45% of the variability in lengths
of stay. This model does the best job explaining length of stay compared to Model 1 (30 days; see
Predicting Length of stay) and Model 3 (90 days).

Our final analyses examine the factors that explain why someone is more likely to spend 90 or more days
in jail (Model 3). Figure 57 shows that Black individuals and males, are 10% and 17% more likely to
spend more than 90 days in jail compared to White individuals and females. Similar to our first model
(30-days in jail, being Asian, Hispanic, or “Other” is not statistically significant. The results also show
that individuals ages 18-20 are more likely to spend 90 or more days in jail compared ages 35-49, whereas
individuals ages 21-24 and 50-64 are less likely to spend 90 or more days in jail compared ages 35-49.
Individuals ages 25-34 and 65 and older are not statistically significant.
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Figure 57: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 90 Days: Demographics (n=356,030)

1.103
Hispanic
Asian
Other

Female
Male

1.173

I Statistically Significant ™8 Non-Significant ™8 Reference Category

pseudo-R? = .31
Data Source: Louisville Metro Department of Corrections



115

Figure 58: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 90 Days: Entrance Characteristics (n=356,030)
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Figure 58 shows those who were admitted with a single admission type and multiple charges and those
admitted on multiple admission types and multiple charges were 52% and 35%, respectively, more likely
to spend 90 or more days in jail, compared to individuals admitted on a single admission type and single
charge. When examining the different types of admissions, the results indicate that individuals with a hold,
a warrant, new charge(s), state sentenced, city/county sentenced, and for probation were all more likely to
spend 30 or more days in jail. Admissions for pretrial new charge were 93% more likely to spend 90 days
in jail compared to those admitted for other reasons. Unlike Model 1 (30 days), individuals admitted on
parole charges were less likely to spend 90 days in jail.

For the effect of release type on length of stay (Figure 59), results indicate several similarities to Model
1. Individuals released pretrial (with or without bail), for a city/county sentence, to probation, to parole,
on a dismissal, on a permanent release to other agencies, or on a court order were less likely to spend 90
or more days in jail compared to individuals released on time served. Unlike Model 1, individuals
transferred to prison were statistically significant and less likely to spend 90 or more days in jail. The
results also indicate that individuals released between 2011-2019 were more likely to spend more than 90
days in jail compared to individuals released in 2010.

In terms of charge types (Figure 60), individuals booked for person, property, weapon, and crimes against
society were more likely to serve more than 90 days in jail compared to individuals charged with a traffic
offense. Individuals charged with a drug and “other” offense were not statistically significant. For charge
severity, individuals charged with a non-violent felony, misdemeanor, violation, warrant, or other offense
were less likely to serve 90 or more days in jail compared to individuals charged with a felony.



Figure 59: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 90 Days: Release Type and Release Year (n=356,030)

Pretrial Release - Bail Paid

~ Pretrial Release - No Bail
City/County Sentenced Release
Prison Transfer Release
Released onto Probation
Released onto Parole

Time Served

Dismissed

Other Agency Permanent Release
Court Order

Other

.201

337

.85
1966
.953
.903

967
.992
.668

.563

1.053
1.09

1.142

1.138

1.14
1.151

1.187
1.204
1171

Odds Ratios

I Statistically Significant ™ Non-Significant M8 Reference Category

pseudo-R? = .31
Data Source: Louisvile Metro Department of Corrections

Figure 60: Predicting Lengths of Stay Over 90 Days: Charge Characteristics and Admission History
(n=356,030)
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Finally, individuals who had been admitted to jail one or more times during the past three years were 16%
more likely to spend more than 90 days in jail, when compared to those who did not return to jail multiple
times. The pseudo R? for Model 3 is 0.31, indicating the model explains roughly 31% of the variability in
lengths of stay. This model did the poorest job of explaining length of stay compared to Model 1 (30 days)

and Model 2 (1 day).
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