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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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FIGURE ES.1
Criminal Case Flowchart for Grayson County

Victim Reports
to Police

Observed by
Police

Investigation

Indictment

Pretrial
Release (bond,
bail, citation)

ArrestDistrict
Attorney
Review

Grand Jury

No Bill

JAIL

Adjudication

Trial –
Acquitted

Trial -
Convicted

Guilty Plea
Exit System

Exit System

Sentencing

Community
Supervision

Alternative
Sanctions
(community
service, day

reporting, etc.)

Financial
Sanctions

Imprisonment
County Jail
State Jail

State Prison

Sentencing
and
Sanctions

Adjudication

Prosecution
and Pretrial
Processing

Crime

Crime
Committed













Grayson County Comprehensive Correctional Needs Assessment
Final Report

Pulitzer/Bogard & Associates, LLC 13 1

FIGURE ES.3
Inmate Profile Highlights

Jail Inmate Characteristics
(for County's Responsibility Inmates only)

Average
Annual Beds
Used 7/2000 -

6/2004
Convicted Offenders 164.7 beds
Pretrial Detainees 115.6 beds

Misdemeanants (pretrial and sentenced) 61.2 beds
Felons (pretrial and sentenced) 219.1 beds

Inmates arrested by Sherman Police Department 61.7 beds in
2003-2004

Inmates released to the Texas Department of Criminal
Justice (including state jails)

89 beds

Inmates released on surety bonds 24.5 beds

Inmates charged with probation violation 18.2 beds
Inmates charged with driving while intoxicated 21.5 beds
Inmates charged with drug offenses 29.2 beds
Inmates charged with assaults 14.5 beds
Inmates charged with burglary, theft, forgery 24.8 beds
Inmates charged with traffic offenses 15.9 beds

County Population, Crime and Jail Trends

Grayson County is in the midst of change. The county’s population is increasing,
crime patterns are changing, and the jail population is rising dramatically. As Figure
ES.4 on the following page shows, the jail population has grown at a rate that far
exceeds the overall county population growth, and in a manner that does not
correlate to crime rates.

While the county general population grew steadily from 1993 to 2004, the number of
index crimes has fluctuated, and has actually dropped markedly since 1997. At the
same time, the jail population (inmates for which the county was responsible under
state law) soared from an average daily population of 95 in 1993, to an average of
nearly 400 in the year 2004. It is clear that there is no strong correlation between
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The third largest convicted population in the jail is comprised of offenders who have
violated the conditions of their parole, who have an average length of stay of 61.3
days. Other jurisdictions have found effective alternative programs that provide an
alternative to jail for some of these offenders.

Pretrial detainees (inmates who have not been convicted), comprise the majority of
inmates in the jail. In 2003 and 2004, these detainees occupied 73.2 percent of the
jail beds on an average day. Pretrial detainees who are charged with A and B
misdemeanors represented an average of 60.3 of the inmates in the past two years,
with an average length of stay of 4.35 days. These detainees are more likely
candidates for increased diversion from jail, and it may also be possible to expedite
their cases to reduce the length of stay for those detainees who are not able to gain
release from jail prior to trial.

Pretrial state jail felons averaged 24.7 beds on an average day in the past two years,
with an average length of stay of 20.3 days. These detainees are also candidates for
increased diversion and reduced length of incarceration.

Parole violators who were charged with new offenses occupied 23.7 beds on an
average day, with an average length of stay of 116.9 days. As with the pretrial felons
and pretrial misdemeanants, some diversion might be possible, along with
opportunities to expedite case processing and reduce length of incarceration.

Based on our research and meetings with county officials, staff and stakeholders, we
have identified a range of new programs that offer the potential to safely reduce the
demand for jail beds, for both today and in the future, for Grayson County. These
appear in Figure ES.8.

FIGURE ES.8
Potential New Programs and Services Suited to Grayson County
New Programs, Services, and Policies that Implemented

Potential
Program

Program Features

1. Increased
Use of
Citation
Release

Involves the decision by law enforcement officers to issue a citation (like
a ticket) ordering a defendant to appear in court, rather than admitting
him/her to the jail for detention. A police chief indicated at the March
Advisory Committee meeting, that this option has been used in the past
with success.

2. Pretrial
Release
Program
(currently
under
considera-
tion)

(Screening, supervision, 3 percent bond). A comprehensive pretrial
release program has several components, beginning with the screening
of all detainees prior to their initial arraignment in the jail. The screening
process identifies appropriate release options, which are presented to
the Justice of the Peace for consideration. Screening efforts continue
for detainees who are ordered held at the jail, with recommendations for
bond or bail changes as appropriate. The program also offers
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supervision for selected defendants who are released from jail with
conditions prior to trial. Such defendants would be released using a 3
percent bond option that is allowed under state law.

3. Electronic
Monitoring

Currently used for some parolees in the county. This program provides
an extra measure of supervision, and may be used alone, or in
combination with other options (such as supervised pretrial release, day
reporting, probation, pre-release, and reentry). Defendants and
offenders usually pay a fee to help defray the cost of the equipment.

4. Day
Reporting
Center

A day reporting center provides a physical location at which a variety of
programs and services may be provided to defendants and offenders.
Often, electronic monitoring programs are housed in day reporting
centers. In its most basic form, the center provides a place to which
defendants and offenders may report on a daily (or less frequent) basis
as ordered by the court as a condition of release or sentence. Drug
testing and other services are sometimes provided at day reporting
centers, as well as various treatment programs.

5. Inmate
Case
Manage-
ment, Case
Expeditor

Because of the complexity of the criminal justice process, it is easy for
cases of inmates detained in the jail to become sidetracked and delayed
in the system. The best way to ensure that every inmate's case is
moving along expeditiously is to provide a form of case management
that tracks the progress of the case through all facets of the process:
case filing, assignment/provision of attorney services, pretrial hearings
and proceedings, bail/bond review, and other milestones in the process.

6. Improved
Court
Operations

Many changes have recently been implemented, or are on the drawing
board, to improve the efficiency of court operations, including:
restructuring of court administrative practices; improvements in the
appointment and oversight of appointed attorneys; accelerated filing of
charges by law enforcement agencies; wide-ranging improvements in
case flow management proposed by the OCA report; longer Grand Jury
terms and other changes in the management of the Grand Jury;
improved case tracking for jailed defendants; and decreased time
before pleas are negotiated. Improved court operations will reduce the
time it takes to reach a final disposition in criminal cases, thereby
reducing the amount of time that many defendants are detained in the
Grayson County Jail. Note: as court caseloads continue to grow, it is
essential for additional staff resources to be provided as needed for
prosecution, administration, and other functions. If staffing does not
keep pace with demands, pretrial detainee length of stay will continue to
grow, and the demand for jail beds will increase.

7. Drug Court
(recently
implement-
ed)

Recently created by Grayson County officials, the drug court provides a
holistic approach to the handling of defendants who have substance
abuse problems. This interdisciplinary program increases the likelihood
that the defendants and offenders will receive the programs and
services they need, while ensuring the safety of the community.

8. Mental Similar to the drug court, the mental health court would provide a
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Health
Court

comprehensive approach to the handling of defendants and offenders
with mental illnesses. The court would also link programs and services
in the community, in an effort to ensure continuity of service after the
defendant or offender is released from the criminal justice system.

9. Community
Service
Work
Program

The county currently uses community service work activities on a limited
and ad hoc basis. An expanded and centralized work program would
offer additional resources to the courts, as an alternative sentence, or
as an alternative pretrial release option. The program would provide a
single point of contact for local governments, schools, non-profit
organizations and other public entities that are seeking low-cost labor.
Crews of workers would be supervised by program staff, and the
"customers" would contribute toward the cost of the program.
Nationally, many of these programs are self-supporting using the
revenues they generate from fees.

10. In-Jail
Work
Programs
(for
sentence
reduction)

Most Grayson County Jail inmates are currently idle. But in some jails,
more than half of all inmates are working 6 or more hours per day inside
the jail. A jail work (sometimes called "industry”) program would provide
opportunities for sentenced inmates to work in exchange for sentence
reduction, or to work off their fines. Pretrial detainees would be allowed
to work on a voluntary basis. Most of these programs are self-
supporting using the revenues they generate for their products and
services. Several programs actually generate excess revenues (as
much as $200,000 annually in Hampden County, Massachusetts), that
goes back to the county to help offset the cost of the jail.

Weekend DWI
Program

Originally conceived and tested in Maine, this program has gained
prominence throughout the United States. Instead of admitting first-time
offenders required to go to jail, where they are idle and do not have
programs, they are sentenced to participate in a three-day weekend
program. Usually housed at local schools, the offenders work each day
making repairs, painting, landscaping, and doing other work for the
school. In the evenings, they are provided with intensive substance
abuse education and counseling. Most of these programs are operated
without cost to the county, using offender fees to offset the costs. The
programs are offered every month, or less frequently, based on need.

11.Reentry
Program-
ming

85 percent of the inmates who are admitted to the Grayson County Jail
will return to their homes in Grayson County after release. For some,
return to the community is hampered by the months of confinement in
the jail, or by lengthy prison sentences. In recent years, the need to
prepare offenders for successful release into the community has gained
national recognition, and has garnered federal support. Reentry
programs attempt to address the offender deficiencies before they are
released, such as work habits, employment problems, job-seeking skills,
driving and transportation, housing, education, treatment and other
needs. Research suggests that reentry programs can reduce the rate of
recurrent crime, therefore lowering the demand for jail beds.
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Most of the proposed programs and policies described above could be used alone, or
in concert with each other. Several judges have stated that they would welcome the
availability of more options when it comes to pretrial release decisions and
sentencing.

If all of the proposed programs were implemented with the current inmate population,
the demand for jail beds today would decrease by more than 102 beds on an
average day (26 percent reduction). Similarly, when this reduction is applied to the
projected growth, along with the classification and peaking factors, over 306 beds
could be reduced for the year 2025 (20 years), reducing the projected number of
beds from 1,183 to 877.

Potential Near-Term Cost Savings

As of August 2005, the county housed approximately 50 prisoners in other counties,
at a cost of $40.50 per day. Implementing the proposed programs and system
improvements described above would potentially reduce the current jail population by
approximately 102 inmates, eliminating the need to send prisoners to other counties,
and saving nearly $739,000 in boarding out fees in the first year. In addition, the
County would have 52 fewer inmates in the Grayson County Jail, which would reduce
operating costs by approximately $759,000. The boarding out savings and reduced
operating costs would total over $1,498,000 in the first year.

In addition, there are new costs associated with creating and operating the new
programs and services that will reduce the jail population by 102 inmates. The cost
of the proposed new programs and services would be $776,300, for an estimated
reduction of 102 inmates on an average day. The average cost per day for the new
programs and services would be $20.85 per jail inmate diverted. This compares
favorably with the cost of housing inmates in the jail or boarding inmates in other
counties ($40/day and $40.50/day respectively). Thus, by implementing the
proposed programs and services for the 102 diverted inmates, the county would be
spending approximately half of what it currently costs to incarcerate this population.

Figure ES.9 on the following page illustrates the proposed program costs.
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FIGURE ES.9
Estimated Programs and Services Costs and Revenues

Potential Program Description of Cost Elements Est.
Annual
Costs
(2005)

Est.
Revenues

*

Net
Annual

Cost
(in

current
dollars)

Increased use of citation
release.

This involves a change in law
enforcement policies. There would be no
additional costs to implement.

-- -- --

Pretrial Release Program
(currently under
consideration).

Using the program in Midland County, TX,
as a model, staffing would be three full-
time professional staff and one clerk. $150,000 -- $150,000

Electronic Monitoring This program would be managed by the
staff of the Day Reporting Center (see
#4). Equipment costs are offset by
offender fees.

-- -- --

Day Reporting Center Based on average daily caseload of 60
clients, 5 full time staff, drug testing costs,
leased facility, and treatment costs. $462,000 ($65,700) $396,300

Inmate Case
Management, Case
Expeditor

One full-time staff based in the jail in the
first year. Can expand based on
measured success. $40,000 -- $40,000

Improved Court
Operations

These improvements can be
accomplished by reallocating existing
resources and implementing new policies
and practices.

-- -- --

Drug Court (recently
implemented)

Already implemented and budgeted.
-- -- --

Mental Health Court Full-time caseworker plus purchase of
services account. $80,000 -- $80,000

Community Service Work
Program

Full-time coordinator, crew supervisors
(contractual) and equipment/supplies.
Estimate based on two crews of 10
offenders each, charging $300 per day.

$130,000
($130,000

to
$150,000)

--

In-Jail Work Programs (for
sentence reduction)

Full-time work coordinator and supervisor,
equipment and supplies. $50,000

(value of
inmate labor
would vary)

$50,000

Weekend DWI Program 3-day program every two months.
Number of participants would vary.
Program fees are established to recovery
all costs from participants.

-- -- --

Reentry Programming Full-time reentry manager/ volunteer
coordinator. Modest purchase of service
account.

$60,000 -- $60,000

TOTAL $972,000 ($195,700) $776,300

*Revenues are estimated from projected earnings of clients.
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Potential Long-Term Cost Savings

Annual operating costs. For purposes of illustration, assume that future jail per diem
costs would likely be at least $50 per day, in current dollars. This rate is higher than
the current jail per diem, as it reflects the operation of a much larger facility with
adequate program and support services, that is fully staffed (compared to the current
cramped and understaffed facility). The 102 current beds that would be reduced by
new programs and services would grow to 307 beds in 20 years. The annual
operating cost savings associated with reducing the size of a new jail by 307 beds
would be $5,603,000 in today’s dollars.

The costs for the new programs and services have been estimated at
$20.85/inmate/day, in 2005 dollars. Therefore, the cost of operating these programs
and services resulting in the reduction of 307 beds would be approximately
$2,336,000. The net annual savings to the county in today’s dollars could potentially
and approximately be $3,266,000. Conservatively assuming that the $3,266,000
would be a target goal for annual operating savings at the end of 20 years, the
financial benefit to the county would be in the tens of millions of dollars.

Construction Cost Savings. The future construction cost savings would also be
substantial but are more difficult to project, as many variables would need to be
considered. For illustration purposes, if 307 offenders would be diverted from jail,
they would likely be lower security inmates, who most likely would be housed in
either medium or minimum security housing. Assuming that 307 beds were not built,
that might translate into a savings of approximately 62,000 square feet. Using an
average construction cost for 2005 for jails in the Dallas area of $170 per square foot,
and adding in project costs of 30 percent, the one time capital savings would
calculate out at approximately $13.7 million.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are offered for consideration by Grayson County
decision-makers:

1. Jail and court officials should work with Information Technology personnel to
develop a daily report that identifies, on a cumulative basis, jailed defendants for
whom charges have not yet been filed.

2. The district attorney, in coordination with other law enforcement agencies, should
establish recommended time frames for the filing of charges, and work closely
with law enforcement agencies to achieve.

3. The performance of appointed attorneys should be closely monitored by the
courts to ensure that timely services are provided to indigent defendants. In
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addition, court appointed attorneys should be as appointed as early in the process
as possible. Appointed attorneys should be provided with training that clearly
describes expectations for their performance.

4. Data and information about lab test delays should be collected and analyzed. A
cost analysis should be conducted to determine if, and when, private lab services
might prove more cost-efficient.

5. The wide-ranging caseflow management recommendations that address all of the
case management issues identified above and offered in the OCA report should
be revisited and, if possible, implemented. This should include the development
of comprehensive and detailed local court rules.

6. Comprehensive, participatory, long-term planning should be implemented for the
Grayson County criminal justice system. Additional research should be
conducted, as needed, to inform ongoing planning efforts. There appears to be a
high level of cooperation between all elements of the criminal justice system and
other agencies and systems in Grayson County. To solidify, reinforce and expand
this collaboration, the county should consider creating a formal Criminal Justice
Board composed of a small number of key criminal justice system officials that
would meet at least monthly to focus on the system and potential improvements.

7. Comprehensive planning should address management information issues and
needs, ensuring that sufficient hardware and software is provided to all facets of
the system. Training and cross-training activities should be developed and
implemented to improve the efficiency and accuracy of data entry. The county
continues to invest in a comprehensive and in-depth information management
system. Ongoing efforts are being made to tailor the system to the needs of each
criminal justice agency, and to generate management information that will
improve operations. The structure of the system does not readily support
spontaneous queries from individual users, but the county's Information and
Technology department is working with the Software Group to develop a wider
range of report and analysis options. These efforts should continue, as effective
policy-making demands the ongoing availability of data and information. Ideally,
an interdisciplinary group of officials and staff should be convened to determine
and describe the information and data that are still needed to facilitate
management and improvement of the system. Once such a framework has been
constructed, Information Technology staff would be able to create necessary
protocols and reports.

8. Grayson County should continue to support effective inter-agency cooperation
and expand existing programs such as the new Drug Court, as well as criminal
justice system organizational initiatives such as the new court coordinator
functions.
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I. INTRODUCTION
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I. INTRODUCTION

Project History

In July of 2004, Pulitzer/Bogard & Associates, LLC, (P/BA) a nationally recognized
criminal justice consulting firm, was invited to conduct a one day site visit to Grayson
County by the Commissioner’s Court and the Sheriff’s Office, to tour the County’s
overcrowded jail system and to advise on what appropriate planning steps should be
taken to address the County’s future correctional needs.

Subsequent to the site visit and based on preliminary interviews with the County
Judge, all of the other Commissioners, the Sheriff, the Chief Deputy and key jail
personnel, P/BA was requested to submit a comprehensive planning proposal to the
County for its review and consideration. That proposal was submitted in late August
of 2004. The proposal addressed four major areas, or "tracks" of activity, essential to
the success of the planning effort as follows:

A. Analysis of Criminal Justice System and Alternatives
B. Data Collection, Analysis and Projections
C. Operational and Architectural Programming
D. Site Analysis and Site/Adjacency Diagrams and Capital and Operating

Costs

Our proposed approach to meet Grayson County’s needs mirrored the planning
approach as taught at the Planning of New Institutions (PONI) program at the
National Institute of Corrections Jail Center in Colorado. In fact, Curtiss Pulitzer
helped develop the original and current content for the PONI program, and has
delivered the training to numerous counties over the past 25 years. In June 2003,
key decision-makers from Grayson County, including County Commissioner Short,
County Commissioner Whitlock, Sheriff Gary, and Chief Deputy Brown, attended the
week-long training program.

In late September, the Commissioner’s Court accepted the P/BA proposal and
authorized funding for Tracks A and B to commence. This report represents the
culmination of this first phase of work. It is anticipated that the next two tracks of
activity, C and D, will be soon be authorized by the Commissioner’s Court.

Methodology

In early October, the data collection effort began. At the same time, working in
consort with the Sheriff’s Office, we recommended that a broad-based Criminal
Justice Advisory Committee be created to advise and inform the planning team
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE GRAYSON
COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE

SYSTEM
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II. DESCRIPTION OF THE GRAYSON COUNTY CRIMINAL
JUSTICE SYSTEM (TRACK A)

Introduction

The criminal justice system in Grayson County is a complex series of activities and
decisions that creates many different "paths" for defendants and offenders. Figure
II.1 on the following page presents an overview of the criminal justice system.

The process can be divided into five major categories:

1. Crime and Arrest
2. Prosecution and Pretrial Processing
3. Adjudication
4. Sentencing and Sanctions
5. Corrections

While the criminal justice process is complex, Figure II.1 on the following page is a
simplified description of the overall judicial process. Subsequent tables that appear
later in this chapter of the report examine specific steps in the criminal justice process
in Grayson County.

The following pages provide a brief outline of the process in Texas, with commentary
and information garnered from interviews with Grayson County criminal justice
system representatives and the analysis of jail data.

1
This is followed by an analysis

of the criminal justice system process and its impact on the jail based on data
extracted and analyzed from the county’s Criminal Justice Information System
(CJIS).

1 Two publications of the State Bar of Texas, and numerous publications of the Texas Office of Court
Administration, were especially helpful in the preparation of the report.



Grayson County Comprehensive Correctional Needs Assessment
Final Report

Pulitzer/Bogard & Associates, LLC 35 3

FIGURE II.1
Overall Criminal Justice System Flowchart

Source: U.S. Dept. of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics
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Prosecution and Pretrial Processing

If the District Attorney (prosecutor) believes that the arrest was justified and that
available evidence supports the arrest, the accused person will be charged with a
crime. If the alleged crime is a felony, the case is referred to a grand jury to
determine whether or not an indictment will be issued, charging the person with the
crime.

What constitutes a crime? The state legislature passes laws that define crimes and
corresponding ranges of punishment. Figure II.3 describes the criminal laws in
Texas, and corresponding punishments that are allowed.

FIGURE II.3
Texas Criminal Laws

MISDEMEANORS
Category Punishment Example(s)

Class A
up to 1 year in a county jail and/or a
fine up to $4,000

Assault (causes bodily injury); Stalking (first
offense); Violating Protective/Magistrate's Order
(first offense); Criminal Trespass (habitation);
Burglary of a Vehicle; DWI (one prior conviction);
Theft/Criminal Mischief of $500 or more

Class B
up to 180 days in a county jail
and/or a fine up to $2,000

Terroristic Threat; Indecent Exposure; Harassment;
Disorderly Conduct (discharge/ display firearm);
DWI (first offense); Theft/Criminal Mischief of $50 or
more

Class C fine not to exceed $500
Assault (threatens bodily in-jury or causes offensive
or provocative contact); Theft/Criminal Mischief of
less than $50
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Charging can be done directly with a document known as a "bill of information" or an
“information,” or a grand jury can issue an indictment. A grand jury is a group of
county residents that determines whether there is sufficient evidence to charge a
person with a crime. The grand jury does not determine guilt or innocence of a
defendant; which is the responsibility of the "petit" jury during the trial portion of the
criminal process. In Grayson County, grand juries are convened by the district
attorney, usually every two weeks, although additional sessions are scheduled when
warranted by the number of pending cases. Concerns have been expressed about
the term of the grand juries, which sometimes makes it difficult to meet statutory
deadlines when evidence results are delayed in state laboratories, but recent state
legislative changes allow a grand jury to be convened for six months instead of three
months. Once implemented, this should improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
the grand jury process in many ways.

Scheduling priority is given to the cases of defendants who are in jail. Some officials
believe that more frequent meetings of the grand jury might further expedite the
disposition of such cases.

Judicial officials and staff offered several suggestions for improving the grand jury
process in Grayson County. One suggestion was to draft probable cause papers and
a warrant, and apprehend a defendant before the case is presented to the grand jury.

Both an information and an indictment are formal charging instruments that describe
the crime and the person who is accused, and give a court jurisdiction to try the case.
Capital felonies (those that could result in a death sentence) may only be charged by
indictments.

When an information or indictment is filed and the defendant is not in custody, a
capias may be issued. A capias is a writ issued by the court or clerk that orders the
arrest of a person accused of an offense, and instructs the arresting agency to bring
the accused before that court immediately, or on a day or at a term stated. If the
defendant is out on bond, he/she is notified by mail of a hearing date.

Two concerns were identified by Grayson County officials. First, sometimes police
agencies delay filing charges with the district attorney and leave defendants in jail for
days, or even weeks, without being able to move forward with the process. Second,
there are increasingly lengthy delays in processing evidence (especially drug tests) at
state laboratories. The delays suspend the court processing, leaving many detainees
in jail until the results allow prosecutors and defense attorneys to move forward
again. Both of these practices result in a delay of cases that involve jailed
defendants, increasing their length of confinement and creating more demands for
jail space. Our research confirmed the serious nature of these concerns; however,
data limitations kept us from quantifying them.
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Texas law makes for provisions for the release of such defendants. The following
excerpt from the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure details the conditions under
which a detainee may be released from a county jail if court procedures are
experiencing lengthy delays.

Excerpt from Texas Code of Criminal Procedure

Art. 17.151. Release because of delay

Sec. 1. A defendant who is detained in jail pending trial of an accusation
against him must be released either on personal bond or by reducing the
amount of bail required, if the state is not ready for trial of the criminal action
for which he is being detained within:

(1) 90 days from the commencement of his detention if he is accused of
a felony;

(2) 30 days from the commencement of his detention if he is accused of
a misdemeanor punishable by a sentence of imprisonment in jail for
more than 180 days;

(3) 15 days from the commencement of his detention if he is accused of
a misdemeanor punishable by a sentence of imprisonment for 180 days
or less; or

(4) five days from the commencement of his detention if he is accused
of a misdemeanor punishable by a fine only.

Sec. 2. The provisions of this article do not apply to a defendant who is:

(1) serving a sentence of imprisonment for another offense while he is
serving that sentence;

(2) being detained pending trial of another accusation against him as to
which the applicable period has not yet elapsed; or

(3) incompetent to stand trial, during the period of his incompetence.

Courts

The various types and levels of courts in Grayson County are central to the
administration of the criminal justice process. The overall structure of courts in Texas
is described in Figure II.4 on the following page. Cases start at the "bottom" and
work their way up into higher courts, based on the seriousness of the offense.
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FIGURE II.4
Court Structure in the State of Texas

Source: Texas Office of Court Administration

Figures II.5 and II.6, from the Texas Office of Court Administration, describe the
types of criminal cases in Grayson County in the year 2004, and the activity
associated with those cases.
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FIGURE II.5
Grayson County District Court Activities, 2004
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FIGURE II.6
County-Level Court Activities, Grayson County, 2004

The number of cases filed (initiated) and disposed has varied significantly from year
to year in Grayson County, as Figure II.7 illustrates.
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FIGURE II.7
Misdemeanor and Felony Cases in Grayson County, 1997 - 2004
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Felony case filings have increased dramatically in the past three years, from 1,017 in
2001 to 1,840 in 2004. During the same period, misdemeanor filings dropped from
4,792 to 3,718. The district attorney’s operations have a major impact on these
figures, as cases are processed for filing and brought to disposition. As with judges,
a change in the office-holder might significantly impact the criminal justice system.

Adjudication

When a case is ready to be adjudicated, there is usually an arraignment or First
Appearance with an attorney in the court where the case will be decided. At the
arraignment, the defendant makes a formal response, or plea, to the charge(s). The
defendant may plead guilty, not guilty, or nolo contendere (without admitting guilt, the
accused will not contest the charges). The defendant is given a copy of the
indictment and conditions of bond (if applicable). If the defendant does not have an
attorney, the court inquires if the defendant intends to represent him/herself, and
whether the defendant qualifies for a court-appointed attorney. As indicated earlier,
the vast majority of cases in Grayson County courts are resolved by guilty pleas.
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If the accused enters a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, the next step is sentencing.
If the accused enters a plea of not guilty, the case proceeds to trial. As the case
moves toward trial, the defense attorney and prosecutor often file pretrial motions
that require hearings in front of the court. These motions contribute significantly to
the time that it takes to finally dispose of a case. Pre-trial hearings can address such
legal issues as:

1. arraignment of the defendant, if necessary;
2. appointment of counsel, if necessary (usually accomplished much earlier in the

process);
3. motions for change of venue (to move the case to another location);
4. motions for continuance (to allow more time for one side or the other);
5. defense motions to discover the state's evidence in the case;
6. defense motions to suppress (exclude) evidence;
7. motions to reduce, revoke, or amend bond;
8. any other defense motion.

These matters are decided by the judge, and sometimes require that the defense
and/or prosecution present evidence or witness testimony. In Grayson County,
defendants who are awaiting trial in jail must be escorted to the courthouse for such
proceedings, and staff must wait with them. Several officials confirmed that many
inmates never actually appear in front of the judge, even though they are in court,
because the attorneys are not ready and need more time.

The decision-maker in a trial may be either a judge or a jury. All defendants facing
serious criminal charges have a right to a jury. Juries consist of 12 jurors in the
district courts, and six in the county courts and justice of the peace courts.

As Figures II.5 and II.6 confirm, very few cases in Grayson County are actually
decided in trials, although many progress up to the point that a trial would actually
start. Grayson County officials have expressed frustration that plea negotiations are
often finalized at the last minute, sometimes after a jury has been selected and the
trial is ready to begin. In most of these cases, the defendant remains in jail while the
adjudication process moves slowly towards its conclusion.

Plea negotiation, or plea "bargaining," is common throughout the adjudication
process. Usually a plea negotiation involves a sentence agreed upon by the
defendant and the prosecution which is less than what a jury might give in exchange
for the defendant’s guilty plea. According to the Texas Bar Association, "In the
interest of expediency and moving cases through the courts, plea bargaining typically
is encouraged."

Figure II.8 describes the prosecutorial and pretrial processing stages in the criminal
justice process in Grayson County. The chart also identifies responses to some of
the steps in the adjudication process that may result in diversion and/or detention, as
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well as actions that often cause delays in the process, which in turn potentially
lengthens the stay of defendants housed in the county jail.

FIGURE II.8
Prosecution and Pretrial Processing

Steps in the
Process

Diversion from Processing or
Detention

Where Delays Occur

Prosecution - District attorney declines to
prosecute

- Deferred prosecution (process
is suspended and charges will
be dropped if the defendant
complies with conditions for a
set period of time)

- Law enforcement officers
do not submit papers to
district attorney and cause
delay in filing of charges

- Cases pending grand jury
settings

Pretrial
Processing

- Defendants may be released
from detention if the court
revises bail, bond or other
conditions of release

- Processing of evidence by
the State frequently causes
delays

- Length of grand jury term
sometimes creates
problems when evidence is
not processed quickly
enough

- Lack of sufficient meetings
of the grand jury

- Defense attorneys are not
always appointed quickly
for indigent defendants

- Defense attorneys do not
always meet with clients in
a timely matter (contrary to
Senate Bill 7 requirements)

- Defense attorneys have
difficulty arranging for a
client who is housed out of
county to be returned for
consultation

- Plea agreements often do
not occur until the last
minute before a trial is
scheduled
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5. Psychiatric and minimum, medium, and maximum security units (prisons) for
inmates convicted of capital, 1st , 2nd, and 3rd degree felonies, and inmates
awaiting execution.

6. Private prisons - serve as pre-release centers for prisoners awaiting release on
parole.

In recent years, state prisoners have "backed up" into county jails due to crowding in
the state system. This situation eased substantially in recent years, but the state
prisons are again nearing capacity. Many Grayson County officials worry that the
state backups will recur.

Figure II.10 describes several criminal justice system responses in Grayson County,
which may divert offenders from incarceration or offer opportunities for work while
incarcerated. Delays in pre-sentence investigations can cause increases in the
length of stay of in-custody defendants.

FIGURE II.10
Diversion from Processing or Incarceration

Steps in the
Process

Diversion from Processing or
Incarceration

Where Delays Occur

Sentencing
and Sanctions

- Deferred sentencing (process is
suspended and charges will be
dropped if the defendant complies
with conditions for a set period of
time)

- Monetary sanctions, service,
supervision, treatment, and
residential options defer offenders
from secure confinement

- In-house jail programs allow
offenders to reduce their sentences
by working

- Early (or pre-) release from jail
shortens the length of time in secure
confinement

- Pre-sentence investigations
may delay sentencing

- Defense attorney might not
move the case forward as
fast as the client wishes and
is allowed continuances by
the court

- Cases may not be
presented to the grand jury
in a timely manner, and
without an indictment the
court may not resolve the
case (accept a plea) or
order a PSI.

A Simplified Flowchart for Grayson County

At the beginning of this chapter, Figure II.1 provided a diagram of the criminal justice
process, developed from a national perspective. The Grayson County District
Attorney’s office has developed a simplified chart that shows the major elements of
the process as they are currently implemented. Figure II.11 on the following page
presents a modified version of the District Attorney’s flowchart, with enhanced
information provided by the project team.
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FIGURE II.11
Criminal Case Flowchart for Grayson County
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Information vs. Data

The CJIS database is a very comprehensive and detailed resource for the staff and
officials who operate the criminal justice system. Some officials describe it as
“robust,” which is an appropriate term for the depth of information contained for each
case. For each criminal case, extensive information is entered by various users. As
with any such database, there are errors and omissions, and we encountered some
of these during our research. A study conducted by the Office of Court
Administration (OCA)5 in 2002 encountered similar difficulties.6

Although the Project Team tried to create a true random sample of the CJIS
database for purposes of this analysis, because there are so many variations in the
way cases are processed, it was impossible to collect comprehensive court
processing data and to establish uniform benchmarks. By illustration, the time that it
takes to move a case from arraignment or First Appearance with Attorney to
adjudication (guilt or innocence) is affected by many variables, such as drug cases
that require the processing of evidence by state laboratories, which can take months.
Similarly, court-ordered mental health examinations sometimes add time to the
processing of a case. Other factors, such as crowded court dockets and defense
strategies, affect the time it takes to complete a case.

However, it is possible to examine the way that the system operates and to verify –
with specific case studies – problems and delays that are encountered. The project
team initially attempted to electronically extract complete case processing files from
the CJIS database, similarly to what it had done with the jail population files.
However, we discovered that the CJIS database is not yet structured to allow the
“seamless” tracking of offenders through the complexities of the judicial process, nor
cannot it produce useful case management reports when queried. A sample of cases
from the CJIS database was created, to examine the way that the judicial system
operates and to verify, with specific case studies, problems and delays that are
encountered. The project team worked with county officials to identify over 100
“problem cases” and created its own database by piecing together various data
elements from CJIS that involved inmates housed at the jail in the past year. These
cases illustrated several specific problem areas in the county’s criminal justice
system. Jail staff and officials helped the consultants to interpret findings, and to
verify the impact on the jail. The cases were neither intended to be a random sample
of all cases in the court system, nor representative of daily court operations. Rather,
they were researched to verify that the range of practices which were reported
currently exist.

5 Case Management Review: Grayson County, Office of Court Administration, Austin, Texas. 2002.
6 Ibid. p. 28. “A review of a very small number of cases in the automated case management system
and verification of data on a jail population report support statements by employees that the
information in the system is not accurate…. A report on jail population showed 49 people in jail over 30
days with no pending case filed. In a sample audit of five of these cases, three were actually already
sentenced or pled guilty to charges, while the information on the other two cases was accurate.”
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As we examined these problem cases in depth, we were usually able to identify one
or more factors that caused the court processing to take longer than expected. In
some cases, these factors were not under the control of local officials; in other cases,
it is possible that local policies and practices could have reduced the delay in court
processing. We assembled these cases into a small database, as a basis for
verifying the following findings.

As we navigated through dozens of screens for over 100 cases in CJIS, we also
discovered apparent errors and omissions. We attempted to disregard cases in
which there were identified errors, but sometimes it was not always clear that
information was missing from the system. It was also necessary to move between
several components of CJIS in order to assemble a complete picture of each case.

The County is planning to enhance its current software to better integrate the data
entered into the jail, courts/clerks and district attorney’s respective databases. The
planned enhancements will also allow the entire database to be analyzed as a
management tool. In addition, training is needed to increase the accuracy of the data
that are entered. This is particularly important for those departments responsible for
the highest volume of data input such as the jail, district attorney’s office (charges
filed and any change of charge), and the clerk’s offices (filed cases, settings, and
dispositions).

When we examined the cases that we describe on the following pages, we scoured
the case information in CJIS in an effort to find alternative explanations for the delays
and problems that were identified. At times we consulted with jail officials who had
access to additional resources, and who could draw on their own experience with the
system. The cases we describe are intended to be illustrative. They are offered as
verification of the existence of specific conditions and problems in the system.

Problem Area: Delay in Filing of Charges with District Attorney

Many officials have expressed concerns and frustrations about the filing of charges.
This is another practice that remains problematic in Grayson County. As Figure II.11
illustrates, when a crime is witnessed by a police officer and an arrest is made, the
suspect is often detained at the jail. But it is impossible for the criminal case to move
forward until the police officer files charges with the district attorney. Sometimes this
process takes weeks, even months, while the defendant is jailed. State law provides
relief in some cases through limited time standards. Nonetheless, many inmates are
effectively in limbo, detained at the jail until the district attorney receives needed
paperwork from the arresting agency.

In one case study we examined, the defendant was admitted to jail in September
2004. There were no hearings or recorded court events until March 2005, and the
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filing date was not until late April 2005 (229 days after admission to the jail). The
defendant eventually pled guilty to the charge (burglary) and was scheduled for
sentencing in July.

Of the 57 cases we examined, where we could thoroughly track the arrestees and
create a new database, 11 (19 percent) had no filing date. For those with a filing
date, the longest time between jail admission and the filing date was 316 days. The
average time between jail admission and filing was 110 days.

In an effort to identify jailed inmates for whom charges have not been filed, the
Sheriff’s Department produces an “on-view” list daily. This list identifies every inmate
who is detained at the jail who was admitted the previous day, but for whom charges
have yet to be filed. This list is a good starting point, but it is not cumulative; it
addresses only the previous 24 hours. The problem cases are those who have been
detained weeks without filing of charges.

Recommendation A: Jail and court officials should work with Information
Technology personnel to develop a daily report that identifies, on a
cumulative basis, jailed defendants for whom charges have not yet been
filed.

While the Sheriff may ensure that his deputies file charges in a timely manner, the
Sheriff and his staff do not have the authority to compel other law enforcement
agencies to submit their filing paperwork to the district attorney. Addressing this
problem will require a concerted effort by the district attorney, courts and law
enforcement agencies. In this instance, the district attorney could be pivotal in
establishing strict policies and expectations for the timeliness of filing. While the
district attorney could decline to prosecute cases that do not comply with the policy,
at the present time the district attorney has expressed reservations about
implementing such a policy.7 From the comments received back from the judiciary,
there appears to be agreement and support for time standards being enforced.

Recommendation B: The district attorney, in coordination with other law
enforcement agencies, should establish recommended time frames for the
filing of charges, and work closely with law enforcement agencies to
achieve compliance.

Problem Area: Defense Attorney Representation

Many jailed defendants require the assistance of an appointed attorney. In 2004, the
county courts appointed attorneys for 1,075 cases. Whether appointed or retained

7 In Collin and Dallas Counties, the district attorney sets the policy for law enforcement as to when
reports are filed.
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privately by the defendant, the defense attorney is an advocate who should move the
case toward resolution.

The OCA report acknowledged that “jail population costs are a major expenditure for
any county,” and noted that Grayson County gives priority to those cases in which the
defendant is in jail. In fact, the CJIS system is set up to display a prominent “flag”
that indicates when a defendant is currently in jail.

In 2001, the Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 7, “The Texas Fair Defense Act,”
which required changes in Grayson County practices. The goal of Senate Bill 7 is to
ensure the efficient provision of competent defense attorneys for indigent defendants.
Grayson County currently contracts with local attorneys to provide services for
indigent defendants. The attorneys are paid on an hourly basis. In recent months
there have been discussions in the court system about changing this practice by
contracting with a single entity for all services, or even establishing a public defender
agency within county government.

Appointment of Attorney

The Fair Defense Act requires timely action on requests for appointed attorneys. In
one case study we examined, it took 108 days for an attorney to be appointed. Until
the attorney was appointed, there were no court hearings or events for the case.

For 49 cases for which we able to identify the date of attorney appointment, the
average length of time before an attorney was appointed was 26 days. One judge
noted, however, that not all defendants request the appointment of counsel as soon
as they are arrested.

Recent changes in the administrative structure of the courts appear to be improving
the efficiency with which appointed attorneys are assigned to appropriate defendants.

Contact Between Attorneys and Jail Clients

The Fair Defense Act requires that once appointed, the attorneys “make every
reasonable effort to contact their clients by the end of the first working day after the
date on which the attorney is appointed, and to interview the defendant as soon as
practicable after the attorney is appointed.” Local court rules could provide specific
guidance to appointed attorneys regarding expectations for their performance. It is
our understanding that Judges Henderson, Siebman and Blake have already started
work on this issue.

Jail officials have expressed frustration with the lack of contact between some
defense attorneys and their clients. In an effort to monitor this situation, each
attorney visit is recorded by the jail. This information is not part of the CJIS
database, but potential attorney/client contacts outside of the jail are recorded in
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CJIS as part of the “event” record (hearings, trials and such). Between the jail
records and the CJIS information, we were able to identify several cases in which
there has been limited, and sometimes no, contact between an inmate and his/her
attorney. This informational gap could be easily corrected if attorneys, or at least
appointed attorneys, were required to complete a form when he/she first meets with a
client at the jail. The form would confirm the timeliness of the meeting, could be
retained by the attorney, and could be submitted to the court with the fee voucher to
provide a record of compliance with Senate Bill 7.

In one case we examined, although an attorney was appointed four days after the
inmate was admitted to jail, the attorney had not visited his client in the jail for more
than three months, nor had there been any court events or hearings at which the
attorney and client would have met.

The OCA report offered recommendations to further improve the management of
appointed attorneys.8 Emerging technology may offer another solution for this
problem. Video visitation is becoming more prevalent in jails. This offers new and
efficient opportunities for attorneys to consult with their clients from varied locations,
including their offices.

Recommendation C: The performance of appointed attorneys should be
closely monitored by the courts to ensure that timely services are provided
to indigent defendants. In addition, court appointed attorneys should be
appointed as early in the process as possible. Last but not least, appointed
attorneys should be provided with training that clearly describes
expectations for their performance.

Finding the resolve to aggressively manage appointed attorneys is difficult in a small
legal community such as Grayson County. But the scale also makes it possible to
deliver indigent defense services in an efficient and effective manner.

Problem Area: Delay in Receiving Lab Reports

Many officials have expressed frustration with the apparently growing delay
associated with receiving lab results from the state, particularly in the context of drug
charges. Some officials indicated that waiting for test results often delays the filing of
charges against detained defendants, because the findings from the state lab affect
the level of charge(s) to be filed. In addition to delays in filing charges, lab result
delays also result in delays in negotiating pleas. As an example, the lab results often
confirm the type of illegal substance involved with the crime, the exact amount, and
the purity. These results can cause charges to be amended. It is difficult to engage

8 Ibid. p. 36 “Court administrator should monitor that each inmate consults with his/her attorney early in
the process”. p. 35. “Moreover, if attorneys are required to meet their clients at the jail facility, this
would reduce transportation costs and the strain on limited jail manpower.”
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arraignment and have established effective procedures to produce pleas at the
earliest possible time. Judges should consider establishing a process to accept guilty
pleas at arraignment, in addition to other scheduled hearings. If not, then those
cases should be scheduled in a timely manner on a guilty plea docket.

Attendance of prosecutors and defense attorneys should continue to be mandatory at
plea negotiation conferences. In one district court, the defendant is also required to
be present. The OCA report notes10 that “…in order to make the plea negotiation
conference a meaningful event, attendance by both the prosecution and defense
should be mandatory.” In at least one district court, weekly plea dockets require
prosecutors, defendants and defense attorneys to be present, and pleas are often
taken the same day. The report also suggests that the number of plea negotiation
conferences should be limited.

We encountered many instances in which pleas were entered at the last minute,
usually on the date of a scheduled trial. In one case, five pretrial hearings were
scheduled, and four jury trial dates. The defendant finally pled guilty shortly after the
last pretrial hearing, 17 months after the initial arrest.

Continuances

Nationally, many courts have established strict continuance policies that require
continuance motions to be submitted in writing, and to include the client’s signature.
Judges should adopt a firm approach when considering continuances, preferably
granting them only in instances of unforeseen circumstances. A court should grant
motions for continuance only for the very shortest time, consistent with the reasons
given for the request. Agreed continuances should only be granted for pre-trial
hearings, and even these should be closely monitored if discovery issues are keeping
a case within the system longer than is appropriate. The CJIS system rarely
identifies the reason(s) for continuances, which makes it difficult to analyze the
problem. An enhanced database would make it easier for judges to rule on a
continuance if they were given a complete case history, including the age of the case
and the number of continuances previously granted. Ideally, this information should
be available through the county’s management information system. It should also be
directly available to the courts on the docket sheets, which are accessible without
going through the MIS.

Many Hearings and Events

Although the CJIS database was rarely specific about the reasons for which cases
were continued or rescheduled, we were able to identify practices that verified
problems in this area.

10 Ibid. p. 24.
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In one case study, the inmate has been in jail for over a year on one charge. He has
been scheduled for the plea docket four times, and for five jury trial dates, the first of
which was five months after his arrest.

Recommendation E: The wide-ranging caseflow management
recommendations that address all of the case management issues identified
above and offered in the OCA report should be revisited and, if possible,
implemented. This should include the development of comprehensive and
detailed local court rules.

Other Efficiencies

As the new form of court administration settles in, additional efficiencies should be
explored. Reducing the number of times that prisoners are taken from the jail to
court, and the amount of time they spend in court, should be a high priority, not just
for efficiency considerations, but for safety concerns. Ensuring that prisoners’ cases
are always heard first will help. At least one court has implemented this policy.

One court official suggested requiring paperwork for pleas to be completed the day
before the hearing, including any necessary PSI interviews. If pleas for which all
paperwork has been completed were to be heard first, it will reward the parties for
their efforts and further reduce the amount of time that prisoners spend in the
courtroom.

Problem Area: Preparing Paperwork for Offenders Sentenced to Prison

The cost of holding offenders who have been sentenced to state prison, while their
paperwork is being processed, has been the subject of a recent initiative.
Extraordinary progress has been made on this problem in recent months, due to
interagency collaboration and the resolve of all parties to reduce the time it takes to
prepare “pen packs” and make sentenced offenders “paper ready” for transfer to
state custody.

It would be easy for this progress to be eroded in the future if the parties do not
maintain a high priority on this issue. It is also advisable to cross-train staff to ensure
that more than one person in each affected office is able to complete needed steps in
the process.

Problem Area: Sufficient Staff and Resources

Are there sufficient staff and resources available to the courts, the district attorney,
the clerk’s offices, the defense bar and other criminal justice agencies? Many staff
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Recommendation F: Comprehensive, participatory, long-term planning
should be implemented for the Grayson County for the criminal justice
system. Additional research should be conducted, as needed, to inform
ongoing planning efforts.

Some Additional Observations about Grayson County

During the six months the project team has been working in Grayson County, we
have been impressed with the openness and commitment of criminal justice officials
and staff. The legal system is based on an adversary model, but Grayson County
officials are able to execute their duties professionally and yet still maintain close
working relationships with each other. Without exception, we found officials to be
candid about their work and the local system, and open to potential improvement and
enhancements.

Many of the recommendations from the earlier court study have been implemented in
some of the courts. Much credit is due to officials and staff who continue to make
changes and to innovate. The challenge for the County is to expand implementation
of these improvements to all components of the criminal justice system.

Policies are set by many different officials. For example, the Sheriff is attempting to
discourage use of the jail for Class C misdemeanants. To accomplish this, he is
working with police officials throughout the county. Similarly, judges, law
enforcement officials, prosecutors and correctional officials are able to establish
policies that guide them in their work.

We have seen evidence of effective inter-agency cooperation, as officials solicit
cooperation and support from their colleagues. The development and
implementation of the new Drug Court is a good example of innovation that has been
realized through collaborative efforts. Another example is the recent reorganization of
court administration in Grayson County. The creation of “Court Coordinators” who are
assigned to each court will help expedite case processing. The new Chief Court
Coordinator will be working with the Sheriff’s Office and district attorney in helping to
track in-custody cases and expedite their judicial processing.

Similarly, changes in pretrial bonding options (the 3 percent option) are being
considered by a multi-disciplinary group of county officials, under the leadership of
one of the judges. In October 2004, Grayson County District Judge Rayburn Nall, Jr.
submitted a proposal to the county commissioners outlining a pretrial services office.
The proposal was based on a similar program in Midland County. Texas law allows
courts to assess a fee on a personal bond when the bond is based on a report
prepared by a pretrial services personal bond program. The fee is equal to 3 percent
of the bond amount, or $20, whichever is greater. In 2003, Midland County collected
$128,000 in bond fees, which offset most of the costs of the program.
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Another judge is leading an effort to improve the current indigent defense system. It
appears that many new policies and initiatives are started with an innovative intent by
one criminal justice system official, who then effectively enlists the cooperation and
support of others throughout the county.

There is also a high level of cooperation between all elements of the criminal justice
and other agencies and systems in Grayson County. To solidify and expand this
collaboration, the county should consider creating a formal Criminal Justice Board
composed of a small number of key criminal justice system officials that would meet
at least monthly to focus on the system and potential improvements. Several years
ago, Travis County established a similar board called the Criminal Justice System
Coordinating Committee, that meets monthly. The Committee has proven effective in
creating a more streamlined criminal justice process, that in turn helps in-custody
pre-trial detainees move through the system faster, thereby freeing up costly jail bed
resources.11

It does not appear, however, that new criminal justice activities and programs once
initiated are routinely evaluated to determine outcomes. As new programs are
conceived and implemented, evaluation protocols should be incorporated at the
outset.

The county continues to invest in a comprehensive and in-depth information
management system. Ongoing efforts are being made to tailor the system to the
needs of each criminal justice agency, and to generate management information that
will improve operations and facilitate the tracking of individuals from the time of their
arrest through the prosecutorial, judicial and disposition processes. As we stated in
Chapter I, the structure of the system does not readily support spontaneous queries
from individual users, but the county's Information and Technology department is
working with the Software Group to develop a wider range of report and analysis
options. These efforts should continue, as effective policy-making demands the
ongoing availability of data and information. As stated earlier, technology
enhancements that allow for more efficient courtroom utilization, case assignment
and in turn workload distribution similar to those being used by the federal court
system may prove to be good long term investments.

Ideally, an interdisciplinary group of officials and staff should be convened to
determine and describe the information and data that are still needed to facilitate
management and improvement of the system. Once such a framework has been
constructed, Information Technology staff would be able to create necessary
protocols and reports.

11 An informal interdepartmental committee also presently meets in Fannin County.
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Recommendation G: Comprehensive planning should address
management information issues and needs, ensuring that sufficient
hardware and software are provided to all facets of the system. Training
and cross-training activities should be developed and implemented to
improve the efficiency and accuracy of data entry.
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III. THE GRAYSON COUNTY INMATE
POPULATION (TRACK B)
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III. THE GRAYSON COUNTY INMATE POPULATION (TRACK B)

Jail Occupancy

Many forces shape the jail population. State law requires Grayson County to accept
custody of all lawfully-committed persons presented for confinement. The capacity of
the jail has been established by state officials at the Texas Commission on Jail
Standards (TCJS), and in recent years Grayson County has increasingly relied on
other counties to house an overflow of inmates. The current jail and annex have a
combined rated bed capacity of 382 beds based on state standards, insufficient to
house the current inmate jail population. This situation is further complicated by the
limitations of the jail in terms of the level of security of beds provided. The jail has a
very limited number of maximum and higher security beds. In recent years, the
number of inmates who require that custody level consistently exceeds the jail’s
capacity, requiring contracts with other counties who can provide high security beds.
Recently, the county petitioned the Commission for relief, and was granted a
temporary waiver to allow it to house additional inmates in the jail. At the same time,
the county is mandated by contract to house 35 federal inmates, but until recently
voluntarily accepted many more federal inmates as boarders in exchange for a fee.
This practice has also recently been eliminated, and only contractually mandated
federal inmates are now housed in the Grayson County Jail.

FIGURE III.1
Local and Contract Inmates 1/1993-11/2004
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Figure III.1 shows the steady increase in local inmates – inmates for whom the
county is responsible under state law. The chart also shows the extent to which the
county has accepted federal (and occasionally other county) inmates. In 1999, the
county opened an annex at the airport to house federal inmates for the Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS). The INS contract was canceled shortly after
September 11, 2001, but the annex continues to operate at a lower capacity, housing
low security county inmates.

The county has accepted federal inmates through various contracts with the United
States Marshals Service (USMS) since the mid-1990’s. The Marshals Service
contributed substantial funding for the jail addition, and the county signed a contract
to house at least 35 USMS inmates until the year 2011.

As Figure III.2 shows, historically, the number of inmates housed in other counties
has usually been lower than the number of boarders accepted by Grayson County.
In addition, the county is currently boarding out its inmates on a year to year contract
with Civigenics, a private vendor at the present per diem of $39 to $40.50 per day,
depending on the volume of boarders. Federal inmates are being boarded in the
county at a per diem of $45 per day. Therefore, the county was actually earning
revenue until recently on its contract situation. While the uncertainties of contracting
out Grayson County inmates cannot be viewed as a long term solution, contracting
with the federal government on a long term basis should be part of any long range
planning, both as a revenue stream for the county to offset operating costs, and as
means of ensuring that the federal courts remain in Sherman.



Grayson County Comprehensive Correctional Needs Assessment
Final Report

Pulitzer/Bogard & Associates, LLC 71 7

FIGURE III.2
Contract vs. Housed Elsewhere – 1/1993-11/2004

Figure III.3 provides a “close-up” of the past three years.

FIGURE III.3
Closeup: Contract vs. Housed Elsewhere
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annex, which have a combined bed capacity of 382 beds. This situation is
complicated by the limitations of the jail in terms of the level of security of beds
provided. The jail has a very limited number of maximum and higher security beds
and in recent years the number of inmates who require that custody level consistently
exceeds the jail’s capacity, requiring contracts with other counties who can provide
high security beds.

FIGURE III.4
Local Inmates Plus Contract Inmates: 1/1993-11/2004
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information about an individual – as if you were opening a file and reading the
contents.

The current system is able to generate many types of reports, such as lists of
inmates with certain characteristics, or total numbers of inmates in certain categories.
However, the information in the system is not "fully relational," which means it is
difficult to compare several types of information for many cases at the same time.
We were able to accomplish this, to a limited extent, by receiving large exports of jail
information, which we then loaded into different relational database computer
programs for analysis.

The county’s system often resists taking the information that has been entered and
turning it into data that may be used to understand and manage the criminal justice
process. For example, dates of admission and release from the jail are pieces of
information for each inmate; but the number of days spent (a "calculated field" that is
created by subtracting the release date from the admission date) was a data element
that we had to create.

Similarly, critical information about the criminal charges for which inmates are
admitted to custody was not uniformly entered into the system. When we analyzed
the charge information, we found over 12,000 unique charges had been entered for
the 32,750 inmate admissions in the database. There were many of variations of the
same offense, such as Driving Under the Influence, and this affected our ability to
analyze the information efficiently.

At the beginning of the process we presented a list of "data elements" that we
requested from the county. We described 63 distinct items (and groups of items) we
were hoping to find. We were able to secure information for 60 percent of those data
elements, but nearly half of the information we received was difficult to analyze (such
as the charge description) or was incomplete (such as inmate classification, which
was blank for over 90 percent of the inmates).

For the 40 percent of the data that we were not able to secure, we were told that the
data were not available, according to the county's contractual programmer, the
Software Group. The portion of unsecured information included all of our inquiries
into the court and district attorney's databases. Thus, we had to utilize the jail’s
limited court information for the analyses of court processing of offenders.

Characteristics of Jail Inmates

It is important to understand the characteristics of the inmates who comprise the jail
population on a day-to-day basis. To that end, the county has made extensive data
available to the consultants (see Chapter I for a discussion of the data). Data were
analyzed for all persons admitted to the jail between July 1, 2000 and June 30, 2004,
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and who were released before January 1, 2005. This database involved 32,750
individual admissions to the jail.

This database was comprised of all the inmates housed at the jail during the four-
year period, including federal inmates housed under contract to the U.S. Marshals
and Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), and inmates housed in Grayson
County for other counties. We presented initial findings from the total database to the
Criminal Justice Advisory Committee in December 2004. The findings from the entire
database are presented in Appendix C of this report, as the First Interim Report
presented to the Advisory Committee.

In December 2004, the Committee agreed that subsequent analysis should exclude
the contract inmates, and focus only on inmates that the county was required to take
under state law. We conducted extensive analysis on these inmates, and our
findings are presented in the following pages. We refer to these inmates as
"County's Responsibility," which means that they were inmates for whom the county
was responsible under state law, and not inmates who were accepted through
discretionary contracts with other counties and federal agencies.

The following describes key inmate profile characteristics for the County’s
Responsibility inmates only.

Average Length of Stay [ALOS] - The 28,262 inmates in the County's Responsibility
database spent a total of 409,271 days in confinement and the average length of stay
[ALOS] was 14.48 days.

Admissions vs. Detention Days - To fully understand the characteristics of the jail
population, it is necessary to look at both the number of admissions and the number
of days spent by each inmate (e.g., detention days). The following tables provide
data for both variables whenever possible.

Gender - 23.25 percent of the persons who were admitted during the four-year period
were female, but they accounted for only 16.1 percent of the detention days. The
average length of stay for female inmates was 10.03 days, compared to nearly 15.83
days for males.

Figure III.5 shows the number of male and female inmates, by month, starting in
1993.
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FIGURE III.5
Male and Female Inmates

Custody Status - Using state guidelines, the county assigns a "Custody Status" to
each inmate. Figure III.6 below describes the custody status of the County's
Responsibility only inmates.

FIGURE III.6
Custody Status – County's Responsibility Inmates Only

Custody Status

# of
Admis-
sions

% Admis-
sions

Detention
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% Deten-
tion Days

Average
Annual
Beds
Used ALOS

Convicted Felons - County 734 2.60% 11,465 2.80% 7.9 15.62
Convicted Felons – ID 134 0.47% 10,112 2.47% 6.9 75.46
Convicted Misdemeanants 3,166 11.20% 23,628 5.77% 16.2 7.46
Convicted SIF – County 24 0.08% 802 0.20% 0.5 33.42
Convicted SIF – State 487 1.72% 54,416 13.30% 37.3 111.74
Paper Ready Inmate 800 2.83% 116,275 28.41% 79.6 145.34
Paper Ready SAFP 24 0.08% 820 0.20% 0.6 34.17
Parole Violator – Blue Warrant (No
New Charge) 284 1.00% 17,401 4.25% 11.9 61.27
TDCJ-SAFP Sentenced Inmates 83 0.29% 5,564 1.36% 3.8 67.04
Subtotal: Convicted Offenders 5,736 20.27% 240,483 58.80% 164.7 67.04
Bench Warrants 146 0.52% 8186 2.00% 5.6 56.07
Parole Violator with a New Charge 115 0.41% 13,445 3.29% 9.2 116.91
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Pretrial Class A & B
Misdemeanants 12,228 43.27% 53,213 13.00% 36.4 4.35
Pretrial Class C Misdemeanants 5,134 18.17% 4,342 1.06% 3.0 0.85
Pretrial Felons 4,384 15.51% 78,928 19.29% 54.1 18.00
Pretrial State Jail Felon 518 1.83% 10,525 2.57% 7.2 20.32

Subtotal: Pretrial
Detainees 22,526 79.73% 168,788 41.20% 115.6 20.32

Subtotal: Misdemeanants 20,674 73.15% 89,369 21.84% 61.2 4.32
Subtotal: Felons 7,588 26.85% 319,902 78.16% 219.1 42.16

When the contract inmates were removed from the database, the profile of jail
inmates changed markedly. As Figure 14 of the first Interim Report (Appendix C)
showed, until recently the breakdown was nearly 25 percent of all of the jail beds
were occupied by contract federal inmates, 75 percent County's Responsibility
inmates. With the federal and other contract inmates removed, the County's
Responsibility inmates come into focus.

The average length of stay for felons was almost ten times that of misdemeanants
(42.16 days for felons compared to 4.32 days for misdemeanants). 73.15 percent of
all the persons admitted to the jail in the four years were charged with
misdemeanors, but because of their short length of say, they accounted for only
21.84 percent of the beds (detention days).

Figure 14 (in Appendix C) presented data from analysis of all four years in the
database. We also looked at custody status by year and discovered some interesting
trends. For example, as Figure III.7 shows, the number of detention days served by
pretrial class A and B misdemeanants in 2003-2004 was more than double the
number of days for 2000-2001, even though the number of admissions was nearly
identical. Similarly, pretrial class C misdemeanants were nearly three times as
prevalent in 2003-2004 than in 2000-2001 (detention days), even though the number
of admissions actually fell.

In terms of beds, the Class A and B pretrial misdemeanants occupied an average of
53.4 beds in 2003-2004, not because more detainees were admitted, but because
the length of stay doubled. The Class C detainees occupied 4.5 beds on the average
day. These trends merit further analysis.
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FIGURE III.8
Arresting Agency

Arresting Dept

Number
of

Admis-
sions % Admits

Detention
Days

% Deten-
tion Days

Avg.
Beds
Used ALOS

Grayson County Sheriff 11,093 39.25% 228,504 55.83% 156.5 20.60
Sherman Police Dept. 7,115 25.18% 74,639 18.24% 51.1 10.49
Denison Police Dept. 2,969 10.51% 46,180 11.28% 31.6 15.55
TX Dept. of Public
Safety 2,763 9.78% 18,976 4.64% 13.0 6.87
Van Alstyne Police
Department 906 3.21% 8,343 2.04% 5.7 9.21
Whitesboro Police
Dept. 637 2.25% 7,528 1.84% 5.2 11.82
Howe Police
Department 749 2.65% 5,410 1.32% 3.7 7.22
Pottsboro Police Dept. 390 1.38% 3,170 0.77% 2.2 8.13
Whitewright Police
Dept. 274 0.97% 2,049 0.50% 1.4 7.48

The figures for the Grayson County Sheriff require clarification. In addition to
arresting defendants and bringing them to the jail, the Sheriff also takes custody of
defendants and offenders at court, and admits offenders who turn themselves in at
the jail. For example, about one-fourth of all the detention days attributed to the
Sheriff are associated with state prisoners, which would drop the 39.2 percent in
Figure III.8 to under 30 percent for that one variable. It was difficult to further stratify
the Sheriff’s inmates due to limitations of the data..

When the annual breakdown was examined, the experience of the Sherman Police
Department was noteworthy. As Figure III.9 demonstrates, while the number of
inmates admitted to the jail by the Sherman Police Department declined over the four
years, the number of beds occupied by their arrestees grew by 58 percent, because
the length of stay more than doubled (from 7 to over 14 days).

FIGURE III.9
Sherman Police Department, Admissions and Detention Days

Yr. 00-02 Yr. 01-02 Yr. 02-03 Yr. 03-04
Admissions 1,863 1,881 1,774 1,597
Detention Days 12,970 17,737 21,421 22,511
Avg. Length of Stay 7.0 days 9.4 days 12.1 days 14.1 days
Avg. Daily Beds Used 35.5 beds 48.59 beds 58.69 beds 61.7 beds





Grayson County Comprehensive Correctional Needs Assessment
Final Report

Pulitzer/Bogard & Associates, LLC 80 8

FIGURE III.10
Reason for Release from Jail

(July 2001 – June 2004)

Release Code
# of

Admits
%

Admissions
Detention

Days

%
Detention

Days

Avg.
#

Beds ALOS
TX Department of
Corrections 939 3.32% 129,876 31.73% 89.0 138.31
Laid Out (Served
Sentence) 6,161 21.80% 71,236 17.41% 48.8 11.56
Released to Other
Agency 1,355 4.79% 66,500 16.25% 45.4 49.08
Transferred to State
Jail 337 1.19% 35,754 8.74% 24.5 106.09
Surety Bond 13,634 48.24% 35,719 8.73% 24.5 2.62

Released on Probation 321 1.14% 15,386 3.76% 10.5 47.93
PR Bond (Personal
Recognizance) 334 1.18% 9,332 2.28% 6.4 27.94
Charges Dismissed 189 0.67% 7,856 1.92% 5.4 41.57
Transferred to Parole
Violator Facility 112 0.40% 7,793 1.90% 5.3 69.58
Transferred to
Substance Abuse
Felony Punishment
Facility (SAFP) 98 0.35% 6,957 1.70% 4.8 70.99
Released by Order of
Judge 426 1.51% 5,621 1.37% 3.9 13.19
Attorney Posted Bond 557 1.97% 4,871 1.19% 3.3 8.75
Released to
Immigration and Nat.
Service 65 0.23% 4,440 1.08% 3.0 68.31
Paid Cash Bond 957 3.39% 2,004 0.49% 1.4 2.09
Paid Fine 2,618 9.26% 1,914 0.47% 1.3 0.73
Subtotal Avg. # Beds 277.5

Although inmates released to the Texas Department of Corrections occupied
approximately 96 beds on an average day in 2003-2004 (Figure 19), the average
length of stay for these inmates has decreased markedly since 2000-2001, from 186
days to 115 days. However, the number of beds occupied has increased again since
dropping in 2002 and 2003, and will likely continue to increase as the state system is
growing very rapidly, and is backing up more and more inmates into the county jail
system. Note that the total average number of beds represents the average daily jail
population for the four year period beginning July 1, 2001.
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FIGURE III.11
Released to Texas Department of Corrections

Yr. 00-01 Yr. 01-02 Yr. 02-03 Yr. 03-04
Admits 194 215 227 303
Detention Days 36,036 28,977 30,037 34,826
ALOS 185.8 134.8 132.3 114.9
Average Annual Beds Used 98.7 79.4 82.3 95.4

Type of Bond - Most inmates had more than one charge, and in these cases a bond
is usually established for each charge. The County's Responsibility inmates admitted
in the four years had over 50,000 bonds set for them. Forty-nine percent of the
bonds were surety, and nearly 49 percent were cash bonds. Only 399 personal
recognizance bonds were set.

FIGURE III.12
Type of Bond

Bond Type Total Number Percentage
Surety 24,926 49.03%
Cash 24,880 48.94%
Personal
Recognizance 399 0.78%
TOTAL 50,627

Offenses/Charges - As discussed earlier in this report, it proved difficult to analyze
the offenses with which jail inmates were charged. After several unsuccessful
attempts to analyze the initial four-year database, we were finally able to manually
integrate limited offense codes for an 18-month period (January 1, 2003 – June 30,
2004). We analyzed all admissions during that period (10,432 admits, accounting for
161,871 detention days).

Figure III.13 presents the most frequent offenses, in order of the number of detention
days. These 57 individual offenses represented nearly 60 percent of the admissions
and detention days. Figure III.14 presents the same offenses in alphabetical order
by offense.
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FIGURE III.13
First Offense, January 1, 2003 – June 30, 2004

OFFENSE 1

In Order of Number of
Detention Days Used
(see codes at bottom of chart)

#
Admits

#
Detention

Days ALOS
%

Admits

%
Detention

Days

Average
Annual
Beds
Used

Motion to revoke probation 279 9,939 35.6 2.67% 6.14% 18.2
Driving while intoxicated 786 8,755 11.1 7.53% 5.41% 16.0
Poss CS PG 1 <1g 195 5,408 27.7 1.87% 3.34% 9.9
Poss Marij <2oz 486 4,848 10.0 4.66% 2.99% 8.9

Assault causes bodily injury family
violence 346 4,451 12.9 3.32% 2.75% 8.1

Theft stolen prop >=$20 <$500 by
check 366 4,231 11.6 3.51% 2.61% 7.7
Parole (violation) 107 4,050 37.9 1.03% 2.50% 7.4
Driving while lic suspended/sr 270 2,953 10.9 2.59% 1.82% 5.4
Theft stolen prop >=$50 <$500 273 2,921 10.7 2.62% 1.80% 5.3
Federal charges 140 2,823 20.2 1.34% 1.74% 5.2
Motion to adjudicate guilt 119 2,778 23.3 1.14% 1.72% 5.1
Public intoxication 323 2,582 8.0 3.10% 1.60% 4.7
Agg assault w/ deadly weapon 79 2,269 28.7 0.76% 1.40% 4.1
Assault causes bodily injury 125 2,125 17.0 1.20% 1.31% 3.9
Poss CS PG 1a >=4000 Au Analogue 66 1,960 29.7 0.63% 1.21% 3.6
Driving while intoxicated 2nd 161 1,762 10.9 1.54% 1.09% 3.2
Driving while lic suspended/invalid 150 1,708 11.4 1.44% 1.06% 3.1
Theft stolen prop >=$1500 < $20k 73 1,601 21.9 0.70% 0.99% 2.9
Criminal trespass 163 1,516 9.3 1.56% 0.94% 2.8
Forgery financial instrument 76 1,446 19.0 0.73% 0.89% 2.6

Evading arrest detention w/ vehicle 56 1,416 25.3 0.54% 0.87% 2.6
No liability insurance 134 1,411 10.5 1.28% 0.87% 2.6
Driving while intoxicated 3rd or more 77 1,277 16.6 0.74% 0.79% 2.3
Speeding 108 1,227 11.4 1.04% 0.76% 2.2
Burglary of habitation 69 1,137 16.5 0.66% 0.70% 2.1
Unl carrying weapon 68 1,031 15.2 0.65% 0.64% 1.9
Bench warrant 35 971 27.7 0.34% 0.60% 1.8
Agg sexual assault child 23 928 40.3 0.22% 0.57% 1.7
Fail to appear 76 883 11.6 0.73% 0.55% 1.6
Poss CS PG 1 >=4g<200g 42 857 20.4 0.40% 0.53% 1.6
Evading arrest detention 71 854 12.0 0.68% 0.53% 1.6
Fail to identify fugitive from justice 46 832 18.1 0.44% 0.51% 1.5
Poss CS PG 3 < 28g 31 788 25.4 0.30% 0.49% 1.4
Indecency w/ child sexual contact 23 776 33.7 0.22% 0.48% 1.4
Robbery 24 771 32.1 0.23% 0.48% 1.4
Burglary of building 67 769 11.5 0.64% 0.48% 1.4
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Terroristic threat 23 745 32.4 0.22% 0.46% 1.4
Man del CS PG 1 >=1g<4g 16 743 46.4 0.15% 0.46% 1.4
Unauth use of vehicle 38 691 18.2 0.36% 0.43% 1.3
Poss transport chemical w/intent to
manufacture CS PG 1/1a 36 687 19.1 0.35% 0.42% 1.3
Manslaughter 2 653 326.5 0.02% 0.40% 1.2

Prohibited weapon
switchblade/knuckles 25 623 24.9 0.24% 0.38% 1.1
No operator license 86 566 6.6 0.82% 0.35% 1.0
Issuance of a bad check 50 530 10.6 0.48% 0.33% 1.0
Theft stolen prop >=$500 <$1500 33 518 15.7 0.32% 0.32% 0.9
Disorderly conduct 27 508 18.8 0.26% 0.31% 0.9
Harassment 22 488 22.2 0.21% 0.30% 0.9
Assault - Class C family violence 35 487 13.9 0.34% 0.30% 0.9
Credit card or debit card abuse 18 475 26.4 0.17% 0.29% 0.9
Viol of protective order 42 462 11.0 0.40% 0.29% 0.8
Burglary of vehicle 40 417 10.4 0.38% 0.26% 0.8
Possess drug paraphernalia 45 416 9.2 0.43% 0.26% 0.8
No safety belt 54 413 7.6 0.52% 0.26% 0.8
Manufacture/delivery CS PG 1 <1g 17 404 23.8 0.16% 0.25% 0.7
Criminal mischief >=$50<$500 57 403 7.1 0.55% 0.25% 0.7
Unrestrained child 8 375 46.9 0.08% 0.23% 0.7

Injury child/elderly/disable w/ int bodily
injury 13 365 28.1 0.12% 0.23% 0.7

TOTALS
6220

admit
97023

det. days
15.6
days

59.62%
of all

admits

59.94%
of all det.

days
177.4
beds

Codes: PG = Penalty Group
CS = Controlled Substance
g = gram

Figure III.13 underscores the diversity of offenses with which jail inmates are
charged. The most frequent offenses range from traffic offenses (such as suspended
license, speeding), to violent felonies (aggravated assault, manslaughter). It is
important to remember that all offenders who end up in state prison are first admitted
to county jails, where they are held until they have been adjudicated.

The top two individual charge for which inmates were admitted to the Grayson
County Jail involved the revocation of probation – an alternative sanction that is used
to divert offenders from confinement, or to reduce their period of confinement in the
first place. A similar offense, Motion to Adjudicate, also involves the failure of
offenders to comply with the terms of their release. The fact that so many offenders
are failing on probation and parole must be discussed and debated. When parole
violators are also considered, over 10 percent of the daily jail population is housed as
the result of a violation of their release conditions.
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Figure III.14 below provides a different perspective on the same offense findings.

FIGURE III.14
First Offense, Alphabetical, January 1, 2003 – June 30, 2004

Offense 1

In alphabetical order by offense #
Admits

#
Detention

Days ALOS
%

Admits

%
Detention

Days

Average
Annual
Beds
Used

Agg assault w/ deadly weapon 79 2,269 28.7 0.8% 1.4% 4.1
Agg sexual assault child 23 928 40.3 0.2% 0.6% 1.7
Assault - Class C family violence 35 487 13.9 0.3% 0.3% 0.9
Assault causes bodily injury 125 2,125 17.0 1.2% 1.3% 3.9
Assault causes bodily injury family
violence 346 4,451 12.9 3.3% 2.7% 8.1
Bench warrant 35 971 27.7 0.3% 0.6% 1.8
Burglary of building 67 769 11.5 0.6% 0.5% 1.4
Burglary of habitation 69 1,137 16.5 0.7% 0.7% 2.1
Burglary of vehicle 40 417 10.4 0.4% 0.3% 0.8
Credit card or debit card abuse 18 475 26.4 0.2% 0.3% 0.9
Criminal mischief >=$50<$500 57 403 7.1 0.5% 0.2% 0.7
Criminal trespass 163 1,516 9.3 1.6% 0.9% 2.8
Disorderly conduct 27 508 18.8 0.3% 0.3% 0.9
Driving while intoxicated 786 8,755 11.1 7.5% 5.4% 16.0
Driving while intoxicated 2nd 161 1,762 10.9 1.5% 1.1% 3.2
Driving while intoxicated 3rd or more 77 1,277 16.6 0.7% 0.8% 2.3
Driving while lic suspended/sr 270 2,953 10.9 2.6% 1.8% 5.4
Driving while lic suspended/invalid 150 1,708 11.4 1.4% 1.1% 3.1
Evading arrest detention 71 854 12.0 0.7% 0.5% 1.6
Evading arrest detention w/vehicle 56 1,416 25.3 0.5% 0.9% 2.6
Fail to appear 76 883 11.6 0.7% 0.5% 1.6
Fail to identify fugitive from justice 46 832 18.1 0.4% 0.5% 1.5
Federal charges 140 2,823 20.2 1.3% 1.7% 5.2
Forgery financial instrument 76 1,446 19.0 0.7% 0.9% 2.6
Harassment 22 488 22.2 0.2% 0.3% 0.9
Indecency w/child sexual contact 23 776 33.7 0.2% 0.5% 1.4
Injury child/elderly/disable w /int bodily inj 13 365 28.1 0.1% 0.2% 0.7
Issuance of a bad check 50 530 10.6 0.5% 0.3% 1.0
Man del CS PG 1 >=1g<4g 16 743 46.4 0.2% 0.5% 1.4
Manslaughter 2 653 326.5 0.0% 0.4% 1.2
Manufacture/delivery CS PG 1 <1g 17 404 23.8 0.2% 0.2% 0.7
Motion to adjudicate guilt 119 2,778 23.3 1.1% 1.7% 5.1
Motion to revoke probation 279 9,939 35.6 2.7% 6.1% 18.2
No liability insurance 134 1,411 10.5 1.3% 0.9% 2.6
No operator license 86 566 6.6 0.8% 0.3% 1.0
No safety belt 54 413 7.6 0.5% 0.3% 0.8
Parole (violation) 107 4,050 37.9 1.0% 2.5% 7.4





Grayson County Comprehensive Correctional Needs Assessment
Final Report

Pulitzer/Bogard & Associates, LLC 86 8

FIGURE III.15
State of Residence

Home State
Number of

Admissions
%

Admissions
Detention

Days

%
Detention

Days

Avg.
Beds
Used ALOS

TX 25,649 88.88% 370,427 87.94% 253.7 14.44
OK 1,477 5.12% 18,226 4.33% 12.5 12.34
UNKNOWN 1,136 3.94% 20,618 4.89% 14.1 18.15
AR 82 0.28% 1,154 0.27% 0.8 14.07
PA 16 0.06% 958 0.23% 0.7 59.88
MO 43 0.15% 905 0.21% 0.6 21.05
CA 46 0.16% 904 0.21% 0.6 19.65
GA 16 0.06% 837 0.20% 0.6 52.31
KS 31 0.11% 825 0.20% 0.6 26.61
LA 55 0.19% 717 0.17% 0.5 13.04
KY 11 0.04% 627 0.15% 0.4 57.00
VA 13 0.05% 626 0.15% 0.4 48.15
AZ 28 0.10% 571 0.14% 0.4 20.39
CO 28 0.10% 419 0.10% 0.3 14.96
FL 34 0.12% 419 0.10% 0.3 12.32
TN 15 0.05% 348 0.08% 0.2 23.20
IL 27 0.09% 345 0.08% 0.2 12.78
NE 6 0.02% 322 0.08% 0.2 53.67
MI 13 0.05% 272 0.06% 0.2 20.92
NV 4 0.01% 235 0.06% 0.2 58.75
OH 3 0.01% 219 0.05% 0.2 73.00
WA 6 0.02% 205 0.05% 0.1 34.17

Note: We were unable to identify inmates who were not U.S. citizens from the data that were
provided.

For those inmates who were residents of Texas, we were usually able to determine
their county of residence, as shown in Figure III.16 below.

FIGURE III.16
County of Residence (Texas)

Home County
(Texas Only)

Number of
Admissions

%
Admissions

Detention
Days

% Detention
Days

Avg.
Beds ALOS

Grayson 16,941 85.12% 230,053 86.06% 157.6 13.58
Collin 1,113 5.59% 11,455 4.29% 7.8 10.29
Dallas 335 1.68% 4,418 1.65% 3.0 13.19
Lowe 311 1.56% 4,592 1.72% 3.1 14.77
Cooke 226 1.14% 2,922 1.09% 2.0 12.93
Fannin 202 1.01% 1,623 0.61% 1.1 8.03
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Denton 131 0.66% 1,546 0.58% 1.1 11.80
Marshall 62 0.31% 558 0.21% 0.4 9.00
Tarrant 46 0.23% 608 0.23% 0.4 13.22
Lamar 42 0.21% 439 0.16% 0.3 10.45
Harris 36 0.18% 548 0.21% 0.4 15.22
Smith 31 0.16% 803 0.30% 0.6 25.90
Travis 31 0.16% 191 0.07% 0.1 6.16
Hopkins 20 0.10% 93 0.03% 0.1 4.65
Hunt 19 0.10% 506 0.19% 0.3 26.63
Wood 18 0.09% 143 0.05% 0.1 7.94
Gregg 14 0.07% 60 0.02% 0.0 4.29
Bexar 13 0.07% 158 0.06% 0.1 12.15
Midland 13 0.07% 278 0.10% 0.2 21.38
Palo Pinto 13 0.07% 19 0.01% 0.0 1.46
Taylor 13 0.07% 262 0.10% 0.2 20.15
Johnson 12 0.06% 376 0.14% 0.3 31.33
McLennan 12 0.06% 12 0.00% 0.0 1.00

For those inmates who lived in Grayson County, Figure III.17 describes their city of
residence.

FIGURE III.17
City of Residence (only Grayson County Residents)

Home City
(Grayson
County Only)

Number of
Admissions

%
Admissions

Detention
Days

%
Detention

Days

Avgr.
Beds
Used ALOS

Collinsville 159 0.92% 2,206 0.95% 1.5 13.87
Denison 5,526 31.88% 93,313 40.02% 63.9 16.89
Gordonville 189 1.09% 3,161 1.36% 2.2 16.72
Gunter 133 0.77% 756 0.32% 0.5 5.68
Howe 393 2.27% 3,780 1.62% 2.6 9.62
Pilot Point 35 0.20% 579 0.25% 0.4 16.54
Pottsboro 910 5.25% 6,257 2.68% 4.3 6.88
Sadler 112 0.65% 1,511 0.65% 1.0 13.49
Sherman 8,731 50.37% 110,632 47.44% 75.8 12.67
Southmayd 38 0.22% 417 0.18% 0.3 10.97
Tom Bean 131 0.76% 830 0.36% 0.6 6.34
Trenton 35 0.20% 524 0.22% 0.4 14.97
Van Alstyne 396 2.28% 3,331 1.43% 2.3 8.41
Whitesboro 547 3.16% 5,897 2.53% 4.0 10.78

Age - Using each inmate’s date of birth, we were able to calculate age at the time of
admission. Figure III.18 summarizes our findings. It is noteworthy that on an
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average day, 54 percent of all inmates in the Grayson County Jail are over the age of
30, and 23 percent are over the age of 40. This is much higher than national norms.

FIGURE III.18
Age at Admission, County's Responsibility Inmates

Age
#

Admissions
%

Admissions

Cumulative
%

Admissions

#
Detention

Days

%
Detention

Days

Cumulative %
Detention

Days
<18 403 1.43% 1.43% 2,338 0.57% 0.57%
18-21 5,853 20.71% 22.14% 53,366 13.04% 13.61%
22-25 4,946 17.50% 39.64% 63,934 15.62% 29.23%
26-30 4,308 15.24% 54.88% 69,955 17.09% 46.32%
31-40 7,060 24.98% 79.86% 126,617 30.94% 77.26%
41-50 4,305 15.23% 95.10% 75,766 18.51% 95.77%
51-60 1,136 4.02% 99.12% 14,600 3.57% 99.34%
61-70 232 0.82% 99.94% 2,668 0.65% 99.99%
71-80 15 0.05% 99.99% 26 0.01% 100.00%
>81 3 0.01% 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00%

Education - Inmates self-report the number of years of school they have completed at
the time of admissions. Figure III.19 shows that 85.5 percent of the County's
Responsibility Inmates admitted to the Grayson County Jail reported that they
completed high school or less.

FIGURE III.19
Education

Education Level % Admissions
Cumulative
Percentage

% Det.
Days

Cumulative
Percentage

6 or less 2.70% 2.70% 2.30% 2.30%
7 through 9th 12.90% 15.6% 16.50% 18.80%
10-11th 27.80% 43.4% 34.70% 53.50%
12th 37.40% 80.8% 32.00% 85.50%
Over 12th Grade 19.20% 100% 14.50% 100.00%

Race - More than 75 percent of the County's Responsibility Inmates admitted to the
Grayson County Jail were white.
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FIGURE III.20
Race

Race
Number of

Admissions
%

Admissions
Detention

Days
% Detention

Days ALOS
Asian 17 0.06% 941 0.23% 55.35
Black 5,016 17.75% 95,507 23.34% 19.04
American Indian 2 0.01% 1 0.00% 0.50
White 23,231 82.20% 312,821 76.43% 13.47

Ethnicity - 7.4 percent of the County's Responsibility Inmates reported being
Hispanic.

FIGURE III.21
Ethnicity

Ethnicity
Number of

Admissions
%

Admissions
Detention

Days
% Detention

Days ALOS
Hispanic 2,550 9.02% 30,108 7.36% 11.81
Non-Hispanic 25,421 89.95% 375,297 91.70% 14.76
Unknown 291 1.03% 3,866 0.94% 13.29

Repeat Admissions - An analysis of the data reveals that 13,958 individuals
accounted for 28,434 admissions during the four years. 38 percent of these
individuals had 2 or more admissions during that time frame, and these individuals
accounted for 69 percent of all the admissions and 77 percent of the total detention
days. These individuals had an average length of stay of 59 days. As is the case
nationally, recidivism is a major issue in driving both the number of both admissions
to jail and the number of beds occupied by these repeat offenders.

Medical and Mental Health – The data we originally analyzed from the four year data
base were self-reported and appeared inaccurate. Accordingly, we worked with the
Sheriff’s Office jail medical personnel in conducting a manual review of inmate
records to gain a better insight into the mental health problems at the jail.

Figure III.22 shows the findings of a “snapshot” survey of all inmates (County's
Responsibility and contract inmates) housed in the Grayson County jail in mid-
February, 2005. The data were derived from a review of each inmate’s medical file.
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FIGURE III.22
Medical and Mental Health

Medical & Mental Health Condition as of 2/22/05 Number Percent
Number of inmates in jail 452 Includes

Federal Inmates
Inmates on daily medications 128 28.32%
Inmates on meds which are psychotropic drugs 49 10.84%
Inmates who requested MHMR past 30 days 50 11.06%
Inmates seen by MHMR or other resource 28 6.19
Inmates who admitted drug use 228 50.44%
Inmates who admitted alcohol use 187 41.37%
Inmates who had been admitted to psych hospital 140 30.97%
Inmates who are potential suicidal 126 27.88%
Inmates who displayed signs of impairment on admission 34 7.52%

As can be seen from these data, inmates housed in the Grayson County jail system
have severe mental health problems, which appear higher than the national norms.
Of particular note is the large percentage who had been admitted to a psychiatric
hospital and the percentage of potentially suicidal inmates. As planning for the jail
progresses, we advise that this snapshot survey be conducted again to validate
these statistics.

Classification – As classification data iare not automated, here we also had to rely on
manual data collection efforts. Two of several planned “snapshots” of the jail
population in terms of the level of security that has been “classified” for each inmate,
have been conducted to date. Note that this "snapshot," and the one that follows it in
Figure III.23, includes all inmates (County's Responsibility and contract inmates).
Figure III.24 represents the classification distribution in mid-February, 2005.

FIGURE III.23
Classification

Classification Number Percent
High 2 0.42%
Close Custody 14 2.97%
Medium Assault/Escape 54 11.44%
Medium 220 46.61%
Medium Pre-Sentenced 55 11.65%
Minimum Pre-Sentenced 94 19.92%
Minimum 7 1.48%
Low Minimum 20 4.24%
Very Low Minimum 6 1.27%
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An additional classification "snapshot" was conducted on March 21, 2005, including a
breakdown of male and female inmates. The two snapshots track fairly closely,
although there was a slight increase from February to March in the percentage of
higher risk inmates, particularly those classified in the Close and Medium
Assault/Escape classification categories.

FIGURE III.24
Classification (March 21, 2005 Shapshot)

Classification
Male % Male Female %

Female
Total % Total

High 2 0.51% 0 0.00% 2 0.45%
Close Custody 21 5.33% 1 1.89% 22 4.92%
Medium Assault/Escape 59 14.97% 4 7.55% 63 14.09%

Medium 183 46.45% 15 28.30% 198 44.30%
Medium Pre-Sentenced 40 10.15% 5 9.43% 45 10.07%

Minimum Pre-Sentenced 68 17.26% 18 33.96% 86 19.24%

Minimum 11 2.79% 3 5.66% 14 3.13%
Low Minimum 7 1.78% 6 11.32% 13 2.91%

Very Low Minimum 3 0.76% 1 1.89% 4 0.89%

A Brief Review

The preceding pages offer some insights into the inmates who were the County's
Responsibility, and were admitted during a four year period beginning July 1, 2000
through June 2004. Figure III.25 describes some of the highlights in terms of the
average number of beds that were occupied by inmates on a typical day during the
four-year period.

FIGURE III.25
Inmate Profile Highlights

Jail Inmate Characteristics
(for County's Responsibility Inmates only)

Average
Annual Beds
Used 7/2000 -

6/2004
Convicted Offenders 164.7 beds
Pretrial Detainees 115.6 beds

Misdemeanants (pretrial and sentenced) 61.2 beds
Felons (pretrial and sentenced) 219.1 beds
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Inmates arrested by Sherman Police Department 61.7 beds in
2003-2004

Inmates released to the Texas Department of Criminal
Justice (including state jails)

96 beds

Inmates released on surety bonds 24.5 beds

Inmates charged with probation violation 18.2 beds
Inmates charged with driving while intoxicated 21.5 beds
Inmates charged with drug offenses 29.2 beds
Inmates charged with assaults 14.5 beds
Inmates charged with burglary, theft, forgery 24.8 beds
Inmates charged with traffic offenses 15.9 beds

Some possible alternatives to incarceration might be targeted at reducing the
numbers of inmates that fall into some of these categories.
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IV. COUNTY POPULATION, CRIME
AND JAIL TRENDS
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IV. COUNTY POPULATION, CRIME AND JAIL TRENDS

This chapter of the report provides a brief overview of Grayson County's general
population trends, crime trends, and the historical jail population.

Grayson County is in the midst of change. As Figure IV.1 shows, the county’s
population is increasing, crime patterns are changing, and the jail population is rising
dramatically. It would be nice to find strong causal relationships between the
county’s general population, crime patterns, and the jail population, but this is not the
case, as shown in Figure IV.1 below.

FIGURE IV.1
County Population, Index Crimes, and Jail Population

0.0

50.0

100.0
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350.0

400.0
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CountyPopulation(times 1,000) 95.0 96.0 96.9 97.8 98.7 99.7 100.6 101.5 104.6 107.6 110.6 113.6

Jail Aver DailyPop. 99.1 71.5 88.3 113.1 176.5 212.0 214.1 249.2 273.8 304.5 306.8 389.3

IndexCrimes (Times 10) 86.3 91.4 85.6 100.2 114.3 87.5 77.5 78.5 84.6 82.2

Yr 93 Yr 94 Yr 95 Y596 Yr 97 Yr 98 Yr 99 Yr 2000 Yr 2001 Yr 2002 Yr 2003 Yr 2004

While the county general population grew steadily from 1993 to 2004, the number of
index crimes has fluctuated, and has actually dropped markedly since 1997. At the
same time, the jail population (inmates for which the county was responsible under
state law) soared from an average daily population of 95 in 1993, to an average of
nearly 400 in the year 2004. It is clear that there is no strong correlation between
county population growth or crime trends, and the jail inmate population.

83.7
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Crimes rates have dropped in recent years, and shown in Figures IV.2 and IV.3.

FIGURE IV.2
Violent Crime Rates
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FIGURE IV.3
Property Crime Rates
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Larceny-theft 3,179.60 2,973.80 3,036.10 2,906.00 2,885.90

Motor vehicle theft 226.6 212.2 252 234.6 211.9
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As Figures IV.2 and IV.3 demonstrate, the rates of violent crime and property crime
(compared to the county population) have dropped in the past five years.

One theory suggests that higher incarceration rates actually reduce crime by
“incapacitating” offenders who are in custody, thereby delaying their opportunity to
return to the community and commit more crimes. We are unable to validate this
theory in Grayson County at this time.

Demographic trends, such as in-migration and out-migration, also affect the jail but
are beyond the control of county officials. The Office of the State Demographer has
developed several different “scenarios” to predict the growth of the county, as shown
in Figure IV.4 below. These varied scenarios predict very different growth patterns.

FIGURE IV.4
Grayson County General Population Projections

YEAR Scenario
0.0

Scenario
0.5

Scenario
1.0

Scenario
2000-2002

2000* 110,595 110,595 110,595 110,595
2005 112,381 114,162 115,987 117,047
2010 114,329 118,083 121,588 123,746
2015 116,011 121,919 127,162 130,289
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2020 116,983 125,109 132,044 135,997
2025 117,396 127,731 136,450 140,896
2030 117,383 129,957 140,652 145,279
2035 117,015 131,901 144,998 149,310
2040 116,308 133,516 149,757 153,190

*Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census

The preceding projections describe four different growth scenarios, including one that
was based on the growth rate from 2000-2002. Our research indicated that the
various sources of population growth rates (e.g., Texas State Data Center and Office
of the State Demographer) are in disagreement about the actual current county
population.

FIGURE IV.5
Varied County Population Projections
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Incarceration Rates

The Texas Commission on Jail Standards monitors jail practices. The Commission
compiles data about jail use patterns for each county. Figure IV.6 suggests that
Grayson County’s incarceration rate (jail average daily population compared to


