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Background: The Rationale for Pretrial Services   
Pretrial services programs provide an opportunity to reduce jail costs and save resources, while 

upholding public safety and individual liberty, and maximizing court appearances. High rates of pretrial 

detention come at a significant financial cost; nationally, $14 billion are spent each year to detain people 

who have not been convicted of the charges against them.1 In addition to the economic costs, 

unnecessary pretrial detention can come at the expense of public safety. Recent studies have shown 

that detaining low- and moderate-risk defendants for even just a few days is strongly associated with 

new criminal activity both during the pretrial period and after case disposition. A state-wide analysis of 

over 150,000 records in Kentucky, for example, found that low-risk defendants held in detention for just 

2-3 days were 40% more likely to commit new crimes before trial, when compared to low-risk 

defendants held no more than 24 hours.2 After 4 to 7 days, low-risk defendants were 50% more likely to 

commit a new crime compared to those held not more than 24 hours, holding factors constant, 

including offense characteristics, demographics, risk level, and supervision status. 

Mounting evidence from the past decades has shown that pretrial services programs can be more 

successful than money bail in ensuring public safety and court appearances. No research studies have 

found money bail to be associated with increased appearance in court, and in fact data show that 

through cash bail, a considerable number of defendants at highest risk for reoffending are released into 

the community, while many low-risk, non-violent defendants are frequently detained.3 Research shows 

that utilizing a validated risk-based assessment tool to inform pretrial release or detention decisions is 

safer, fairer and more effective than a bail schedule, and jurisdictions that have implemented evidence-

based risk assessments have seen declines in pretrial crime and improved public safety outcomes.4 

Overview of the Sonoma County  Pretrial Supervision Program  
Sonoma County’s Pretrial Services program was implemented in January 2015 as a collaboration 
between the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office and the Probation Department. The program was 
developed as a safe alternative to detention to maximize public safety and Court appearance rates, in 

response to key priorities identified in Sonoma County’s Criminal Justice Master Plan. 

Tasked with developing and implementing the Pretrial Services program, The Pretrial Services 

Operational Workgroup was formed in 2013, including members from the Superior Court, District 

Attorney’s Office, Public Defender’s Office, Sheriff’s Office, Probation Department, Santa Rosa Police 

Department, Behavioral Health and the Information Systems Department. 

Under the pretrial system, a risk assessment is completed on all eligible individuals to measure the 

likelihood of pretrial failure, including failure to appear for Court and/or incurring a new criminal referral 

1 Bernadette Rabuy, Pretrial detention costs $13.6 billion each year, Prison Policy Institute (February 7, 2017). 
2 Christopher T. Lowenkamp, Marie VanNostrand and Alexander Holsinger, Hidden Costs of Pretrial Detention, 
Laura and John Arnold Foundation (November 2013). 
3 Developing A National Model For Pretrial Risk Assessment, Research Summary, Laura and John Arnold Foundation 
(November 2013). 
4 https://university.pretrial.org/viewdocument/questions-about-pretrial-assessment 
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during the pretrial stage. The Court utilizes this assessment to inform defendant release or detention 

decisions and to determine appropriate levels of Pretrial supervision. 

Once an individual is granted Pretrial release by the Court, they are then supervised by a Pretrial 

Probation Officer at the level of supervision ordered to monitor compliance with release conditions, 

support law-abiding behavior and appearance for Court hearings, and respond to violations. The level of 

supervision may be adjusted by Probation if the individual demonstrates compliance for a sufficient 

time, or if compliance problems indicate more intensive supervision is needed. 

Defendants ordinarily remain on Pretrial Supervision until sentencing. If a person on Pretrial Supervision 

fails to appear for Court, receives a new criminal referral or violates conditions of release, Pretrial 

Supervision may be terminated. Terminations for failure to appear and new criminal referrals are 

measured separately as public safety outcomes for the program. While violations filed with the court 

are tracked, they are not assumed to be an unfavorable public safety outcome – they represent 

Probation responding to problem behaviors before a new offense or failure to appear occurs. 

Pretrial at a Glance: January-December 2018 
# % 

Total SPRAT Assessments 5,031 100% 
SPRAT Results 

Dismissed or Early Case Resolution 1,355 27% 
Cash Bail or Bail Bond 1,289 26% 

Released without Pretrial or Bail 336 7% 
Granted Pretrial* 1,325 26% 

Detained 726 14% 
*702 additional grants were ordered without a SPRAT 

Average Daily Population on Pretrial 379 
Median # Days from Booking to Pretrial Release 6 days 
Median Length of Stay on Pretrial Supervision 39 days 

# % 
Pretrial Outcomes 

No New FTA 1,495 85% 
No New Criminal Referral 1,479 84% 

Total Individuals Exiting 1,762 100% 
(excludes 202 defendants who failed to sign up) 

The Pretrial Screening Process  
Pretrial Services staff use the Sonoma County Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool (SPRAT) to assess the risk of 

reoffending and failure to appear for Court, supporting risk-based pretrial decision making. This tool was 

empirically-developed by the Pretrial Justice Institute, based on analysis of data from 10,995 defendants 

who were booked into the Sonoma County Jail on new charges during the 2011 calendar year.  

A SPRAT is conducted on any booked individual who has new charges pending. SPRATs are not conducted 

on individuals booked into custody on murder charges, on a warrant only, held on no-bail charges or on a 
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violation of Post Release Community Supervision (PRCS), Mandatory Supervision (MS), or felony 

Probation. 

The majority of SPRATs are conducted by the Sheriff’s Office at the time an individual is booked into 

custody. The Court may also order a SPRAT to be conducted by a Pretrial Probation Officer on an individual 

who has already been released from custody, or who was cited in the field and never booked into custody. 

The SPRAT weighs various factors to calculate a risk score that reflects the likelihood of pretrial failure. A 

lower risk score indicates a less intensive level of Pretrial supervision, whereas a higher risk score 

indicates a more intensive level. For a more detailed view of the factors assessed by the SPRAT, see 

Appendix 1: Sample SPRAT Report and Appendix 2: SPRAT Risk Factors and Weighting. 

Updates to the SPRAT were introduced in July 2018 to incorporate additional fields on the SPRAT report 

that is provided to the Court. These fields include: (1) specific reasons for a SPRAT override, (2) a 

defendant’s annual income and amount of cash on hand at the time of assessment, and (3) eligibility for 

services through the Justice Mental Health Collaborative Program for defendants presenting with 

mental health concerns. 

Pretrial Supervision Levels 
Pretrial Supervision includes four levels of supervision. These include: 

1. Court Reminder: The defendant is not actively supervised by a Pretrial Supervision Probation 

Officer, but is signed-up on the Offender Link program, administered by the Probation 

Department, to automatically receive telephone reminder calls regarding all upcoming Court 

hearing dates and times. 

2. Basic Supervision: The defendant is under pretrial supervision administered by the Probation 

Department. All defendant-staff contacts take place in the office. Face-to-face contacts occur at 

a minimum of one per month, beginning with the sign-up intake. Defendants on basic 

supervision and charged with DUI receive a minimum of one urine test or breathalyzer test per 

week. 

3. Moderate Supervision: Nearly all defendant-staff contacts take place in the office, but field 

contacts may occur if staff determines they are appropriate. Face-to-face contacts occur at a 

minimum twice per month, beginning with the sign-up intake. Defendants on moderate 

supervision and charged with DUI receive a minimum of one urine test per week and one 

random in-office breathalyzer per week. 

4. Enhanced Supervision: Face-to-face contacts occur at a minimum of once per week, beginning 

with the sign-up intake. Nearly all defendant-staff contacts take place in the office, but field 

contacts may occur if staff determines they are appropriate. Supervision includes address 

verification. Defendants on enhanced supervision and charged with DUI are placed on a 

Transdermal Alcohol Monitoring device. 

All levels of supervision (basic, moderate, enhanced) include placement on electronic monitoring when 

Court-ordered, chemical testing when Court ordered, referral to needed services when Court ordered or 

on a voluntary basis, verification of enrollment in Court required services, and appropriate responses to 

the defendant’s performance during supervision, such as violations of release conditions, and client-
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identified problems. Defendants will also receive telephone reminder calls regarding upcoming Court 

hearing dates and times. 

SPRAT Assessments 
The Sheriff’s Office and Probation Department conducted 5,031 SPRAT assessments in 2018, with a total 
of 14,549 assessments since 2016. The total number of SPRATs completed increased by 8% between 
2017 and 2018. 

FIGURE 1: MONTHLY SPRAT COUNTS (2016-2018) 

14,549 SPRATs conducted since 2016 
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The following charts show by year the counts of SPRAT assessments by race/ethnicity, gender, whether 
the SPRAT was done while the person was in Custody (the Court may order a SPRAT to be conducted on 
a person who has been released), and by offense type. 

From 2016-2018, nearly 60% of all assessments were among white defendants, 28% among 
Latino/Hispanic defendants, and 8% among black/African American defendants, with minimal change in 
the distribution from year to year.  

FIGURE 2: SPRATS BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2016-2018) 
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In 2018, just over three quarters of SPRATs were conducted among males. This trend stayed consistent 

from 2016-2018. 

FIGURE 3: SPRATS BY GENDER (2016-2018) 
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In-custody SPRATs are conducted by Sheriff’s Correctional Officers at booking. SPRATs later ordered by 

the court on in-custody defendants, and SPRATs on out-of-custody defendants are conducted by 

Probation Officers. In 2018, 11% of all SPRATs were done out-of-custody, up from 4% in 2016. The 

increase in out-of-custody assessments may suggest that judges are more frequently ordering SPRATs 

for those out of custody defendants who have not had a risk assessment. 

FIGURE 4: SPRATS IN & OUT OF CUSTODY FIGURE 5: PERCENTAGE OF ALL SPRATS COMPLETED 

OUT-OF- CUSTODY BY MONTH (2018) 
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With respect to charge level, the proportion of SPRATs conducted on felony charges has decreased 

slightly from 50% of all SPRATs run on felony charges in 2016, down to 45% in 2018, as shown in Figure 

6. 
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FIGURE 6: SPRATS BY CHARGE LEVEL 
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The SPRAT classifies the most serious offense present into one of the following categories: 

 Less Serious Misdemeanor  Other Felony  Driving Under the Influence

 More Serious Misdemeanor  Statutory Serious or Violent Felony  Domestic Violence

This report additionally separates Driving Under the Influence and Domestic Violence into 

Misdemeanors and Felonies. See Appendix 3: SPRAT Offense Types for detailed descriptions. In 2018, 

SPRATs were most commonly conducted on Less Serious Misdemeanors (27%), followed by Other 

Felonies (20%). 

FIGURE 7: SPRATS BY CHARGE TYPE 
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Pretrial Screening Recommendations 
According to current policy, under certain circumstances related to a defendant’s charge or prior 
criminal history, the recommended supervision level will be elevated from the initial SPRAT 
recommendation. There are four “enhancements” pertaining to domestic violence charge factors, three 
pertaining to Driving Under the Influence charges, and three related to prior criminal history. Appendix 4 
specifies each of the ten enhancements, as well as the impact on the initial SPRAT recommendation. 

The following two graphs show the SPRAT recommended level of supervision before the addition of any 
enhancements described above, and after the enhancements. Note: Detain or Enhanced Supervision 
means the recommendation is detention, but that if the Court decides to release the person, Enhanced 
Supervision should be used. Additionally, these numbers do not reflect overrides of the SPRAT resulting 
in a recommendation for a more or less restrictive supervision level. 

FIGURE 8: SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS BEFORE ENHANCEMENTS 
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FIGURE 9: SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS AFTER ENHANCEMENTS 
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Figure 10 shows the percent change in the total number of recommendations for each supervision level, 
after the enhancements are applied, for all 2018 SPRATs. Notably, following the SPRAT Enhancements, 
the recommendation of detain or enhanced supervision increased by 230%, while recommendations for 
less restrictive options (court reminder, basic, and moderate supervision) declined consistently. 
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FIGURE 10: PERCENT CHANGE IN RECOMMENDED SUPERVISION LEVEL, BEFORE AND AFTER ENHANCEMENTS (2018) 
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Overrides 
Pretrial Services staff, with the approval of a supervisor, have the discretion to override the SPRAT 

recommendation based on public safety concerns, potential threats to the victim, potential risk of flight 

or other reasons that could adversely impact public safety or Court appearance rates. In mid-July 2018, 

the data structure of the SPRAT was updated to allow for improved tracking and reporting of overrides. 

Override data are presented from August through December 2018, after the new override reporting was 

fully in effect. 

The graphs below show the percentage of overrides up to Detain or Enhanced supervision as well as 

those overrides up to Enhanced supervision, among eligible SPRATs. A SPRAT is considered “eligible” for 

an override up to Detain or Enhanced Supervision if the SPRAT recommendation after Enhancements is 

lower than Detain or Enhanced. A SPRAT would be eligible for an override up to Enhanced if the SPRAT 

recommendation after Enhancements is lower than Enhanced Supervision (i.e. Court Reminder, Basic 

Supervision, or Moderate Supervision). 13% of all eligible SPRATS had overrides to Detain or Enhanced 

Supervision, and 2% of all eligible SPRATs had overrides to Enhanced Supervision. There were no 

overrides down to a lower level of supervision during this time period. 

FIGURE 11: OVERRIDES UP TO DETAIN OR ENHANCED FIGURE 12: OVERRIDES UP TO ENHANCED 
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Between August and December 2018, the most common reason for a SPRAT override was a new law 

violation for a defendant who had an existing grant of pretrial at the time of arrest (23% of all overrides). 

Figure 13 below shows the reasons provided for each SPRAT override. 

FIGURE 13: REASONS FOR SPRAT OVERRIDES (AUGUST-DECEMBER 2018) 

New law violation during pretrial grant 
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Money Bail 
The Pretrial Services Program is designed to provide an alternative to pretrial detention based on 

assessed risk to reoffend or fail to appear for Court, providing a safe release option, where appropriate, 

regardless whether a person has the means to post bail. The percentage of defendants with a SPRAT 

who posted money bail decreased by almost half, from 38% in 2016 to 20% in 2018. Rates of posting 

money bail for racial/ethnic and gender groups were fairly even, with about 20% of each group posting 

money bail in 2018 (data not pictured). 

FIGURE 14: POSTING OF MONEY BAIL PRIOR TO FIRST APPEARANCE (2016-2018) 
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Pretrial Releases by the Court 
The Court receives the SPRAT assessment and makes a decision regarding pretrial placement. These 

decisions may happen at first appearance, but often happen at subsequent hearings. In some cases 

people remain in jail until conviction and then are placed on Pretrial Supervision while awaiting 
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sentencing. Many scenarios exist, including initial money bail, failure to appear, and subsequent 

placement on Pretrial Supervision after arrest on a warrant. Counts of Pretrial Supervision grants in this 

section include placement on Pretrial Supervision at any time prior to sentencing on a case. There were 

a total of 2,119 Pretrial Supervision grants in 2018, a 64% increase overall from 2017. 

FIGURE 15: ANNUAL PRETRIAL GRANTS (2016-2018) FIGURE 16: GRANTS BY GENDER (2016-2018) 
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FIGURE 17: ANNUAL PRETRIAL GRANTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2016-2018) 
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Level of Pretrial Supervision Ordered 
Individuals granted Pretrial release are placed on one of the following levels of supervision: Court 

Reminder, Basic, Moderate or Enhanced. From the start of the program, higher than expected levels of 

supervision were ordered by the Court. In response, Probation increased the number of Probation 

Officer IIIs and reduced the number of Probation Officer IIs in the Pretrial Services Program to 

accommodate the larger than expected numbers of people ordered to Enhanced Supervision. The 

number of individuals placed on Enhanced Supervision has continued to increase considerably, as shown 

in Figure 18. Since 2016, the total number of individuals placed on Enhanced Supervision has increased 
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139%. In contrast, the number of defendants placed on Moderate Supervision between 2016 and 2018 

was nearly unchanged, and the number on Basic increased by 30%. 

Placement on Court Reminder continues to be rare, occurring in less than 1% of all pretrial releases. The 

hundreds of pretrial individuals released with no supervision could benefit from being placed on Court 

Reminder, a low-cost option to support attendance at Court hearings. 

FIGURE 18: PRETRIAL SUPERVISION LEVEL ORDERED (2016-2018) 
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FIGURE 19: MONTHLY PRETRIAL SUPERVISION GRANTS (2018) 
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Pretrial Supervision Offense Types 
Each SPRAT assessment considers the most serious offense present. Based on the most serious offense, 

releases to Pretrial occurred more often for misdemeanors than for felonies. The proportion of releases 

for felony offenses decreased gradually, though minimally, each year from 44% of all releases in 2016 to 

42% in 2018. Of note, there are a very small number of pretrial releases in 2018 without a SPRAT and 

where the charge information is unknown. These 9 grants are excluded from figures 20 or 21. 
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FIGURE 20: PRETRIAL GRANTS BY CHARGE LEVEL (2016-2018) 
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Felony Misdemeanor 

As described previously, the SPRAT classifies the most serious offense present into one of the following 

categories: Less Serious Misdemeanors, More Serious Misdemeanor, Other Felony, Statutory Serious or 

Violent Felony, Driving Under the Influence, and Domestic Violence. 

This report additionally separates Driving Under the Influence and Domestic Violence into 

Misdemeanors and Felonies. See Appendix 3: SPRAT Offense Types for detailed descriptions. As shown 

in Figure 24, the most common pretrial releases were for Less Serious Misdemeanors (25% of all pretrial 

release from 2016-2018), Other Felonies (24%), and Misdemeanor DUI charges (22%). Between 2017 

and 2018, there was a 93% increase in releases for More Serious Misdemeanors, and a 92% increase in 

releases for Less Serious Misdemeanors. 

Of note, if California Senate Bill 10 (SB 10) goes into effect, eliminating cash bail and requiring 

jurisdictions use a risk-based pretrial release and detention system, most defendants charged with a 

Less Serious Misdemeanor or a Misdemeanor DUI (first or second offense) will be automatically released 

without pretrial release conditions. Although under SB 10 more people may be released on Pretrial who 

would have otherwise posted money bail, ultimately we may not see a significant increase in the 

number of people on Pretrial under SB 10 due to the expected decline in misdemeanants on Pretrial. 

Further analysis on the anticipated impacts on the Pretrial population under SB 10 is recommended to 

support planning efforts. 
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FIGURE 21: PRETRIAL RELEASES BY CHARGE TYPE (2016-2018) 
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Presence of Post-Sentence Pretrial Grants 
Typically pretrial release is reserved for the pretrial period, prior to sentencing. However, in 2018 and 

into 2019, Pretrial officers documented circumstances in which individuals were granted pretrial after 

sentencing. In the latter part of 2018, there were over 25 cases identified of individuals with either an 

existing grant of conditional sentence or community supervision, but were placed on Pretrial in response 

to a violation, despite no new pending cases. In a few of these cases, the individual was ordered to CAM 

monitoring in response to the violation, but could not afford the fees. These individuals were then 

placed on Pretrial, which covers the CAM monitoring fees. Further exploration of the reasons why 

pretrial may be used in some circumstances post-sentencing in response to violations is warranted. 

Pretrial Supervision Releases by Courtroom 
All felony cases are heard initially in department 9, the Early Case Resolution (ECR) Court. If the case is 

unable to be resolved in ECR, it will then be transferred to another courtroom that handles felony 

matters. Cases with felony charges that are filed as misdemeanors may also be heard initially in ECR and 

will then be subsequently heard in a misdemeanor courtroom. All other misdemeanor cases are heard in 

misdemeanor courtrooms. A breakdown of the departments is shown below, followed by a table 

showing the total number of pretrial grants ordered in each court room in 2018, by month. 

 Felony courtrooms: 1, 2, 3, 10, 13 

 Misdemeanor courtrooms: 4, 6, 7, 8 

 Early Case Resolution (ECR): 9 

 Specialty/treatment courts: 11, 15 
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TABLE 1: MONTHLY PRETRIAL GRANTS BY COURTROOM (2018) 

Courtroom 

Month 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 11 13 15 

Jan 4 5 1 25 31 18 25 42 7 - 5 -

Feb 4 2 4 26 34 9 17 51 4 - 7 -

Mar 4 8 3 23 34 30 24 48 8 - 7 -

Apr 2 6 1 23 23 28 12 40 5 - 13 -

May 6 6 1 27 32 35 19 36 4 - 5 -

Jun - 5 3 23 26 32 22 62 7 - 1 -

Jul 2 3 2 26 18 36 16 66 5 - 2 -

Aug 1 5 1 29 31 32 18 49 5 - 4 1 

Sep 1 3 1 41 25 42 24 50 3 4 4 -

Oct 2 2 4 33 27 33 25 64 8 5 2 -

Nov 2 2 4 38 18 35 16 40 3 11 1 -

Dec 3 3 6 43 17 34 14 50 2 5 1 1 

Total 31 50 31 357 316 364 232 598 61 25 52 2 

Pretrial Releases With and Without SPRAT Assessments 
Judges may release individuals to Pretrial supervision without a SPRAT assessment having been 

conducted. Data show this occurred with 33% of the releases to Pretrial Supervision during 2018 (down 

from 38% in 2016), representing a missed opportunity to consider assessed risk in hundreds of pretrial 

placement decisions. 

Individuals who are booked with a Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) violation, a warrant, 

murder charges or are held without bail are ineligible to have a risk assessment conducted. A large 

number of these Pretrial releases granted without a SPRAT are for individuals held on warrants. 

Modifying the policy to conduct SPRATs on people booked on warrants could afford a greater number of 

people the opportunity to be screened for Pretrial release, and provide helpful assessment information 

for consideration in Court. 
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FIGURE 22: PRETRIAL GRANTS WITH & WITHOUT A SPRAT FIGURE 23: MONTHLY GRANTS WITH & WITHOUT A 

SPRAT (2018) 
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Pretrial Recommendations and Court Decisions 
Where the District Attorney chooses not to proceed with a case, or where a case is resolved 

immediately as in Early Case Resolution (ECR), Pretrial Supervision is not applicable. The resolution of 

hundreds of cases at first appearance shows ECR is working to speed up the Court process and conserve 

Jail resources. Between 2016 and 2018, there was a 7% increase in the number of cases resolved in ECR, 

and a 16% increase in the number of cases dismissed following a SPRAT assessment. Counts of 

dismissals and early case resolutions are shown in the figure below for 2016-2018. 

FIGURE 24: CASES DISMISSED OR RESOLVED IN ECR AFTER SPRAT ASSESSMENT (2016-2018) 

Early Case Resolutions Case Dismissed 
759 

712 718 

2016 2017 2018 

513 
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The SPRAT assessment provides risk-based information for consideration by the Court in pretrial release 

decisions, and the Court may or may not follow the recommendation from the SPRAT. The following 

table shows how Court decision counts compared against the SPRAT recommendation, once the 

enhancements were applied. 
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TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF COURT DECISIONS AND SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS (2018) 
COLOR CODING: 

Green – The Court’s outcome matched the SPRAT recommended level of supervision. 
Red – The Court placed the individual on a higher than recommended supervision level. 
Blue – The Court placed the individual on a lower-than recommended supervision level. 

Outcome 

SPRAT 
Recommendation 

Released 
NO Bail, 

NO 
Pretrial 

Release 
With Bail, 

NO 
Pretrial 

Court 
Reminder 

Pretrial 
Basic 
Supv. 

Pretrial 
Moderate 

Supv. 

Pretrial 
Enhanced 

Supv. 
Detain Total * 

Court Reminder 
11% 
(11) 

69% 
(68) 

4% 
(4) 

5% 
(5) 

5% 
(5) 

4% 
(4) 

2% 
(2) 

100% 
(99) 

Basic Supervision 
9% 
(37) 

49% 
(203) 

0% 
(1) 

18% 
(75) 

7% 
(31) 

12% 
(49) 

5% 
(22) 

100% 
(415) 

Moderate 
Supervision 

8% 
(58) 

34% 
(260) 

0% 
(2) 

2% 
(16) 

23% 
(176) 

22% 
(167) 

12% 
(89) 

100% 
(768) 

Enhanced 
Supervision 

10% 
(124) 

36% 
(456) 

0% 
(2) 

1% 
(11) 

3% 
(40) 

33% 
(417) 

17% 
(210) 

100% 
(1260) 

Detain or 
Enhanced 
Supervision 

9% 
(106) 

27% 
(302) 

0% 
(1) 

1% 
(13) 

3% 
(34) 

24% 
(272) 

36% 
(403) 

100% 
(1131) 

Pretrial 
Supervision 
Without SPRAT 

,  0% 
1% 
(5) 

19% 
(133) 

26% 
(180) 

55% 
(384) 

, 
0% 

100% 
(702) 

*Totals may not equal 100% due to rounding 

Note, in addition to the 2,027 Pretrial Supervision grants represented above, 98 more Pretrial 

Supervision grants occurred during 2018, many months after the SPRAT was run due to a time lag 

produced by various justice system processes. The grants are not included in the table above. 

When comparing the SPRAT recommendation to the Court’s decisions, a number of missed 

opportunities are identified: 

1. Increased reliance on the SPRAT assessment could safely reduce the use of pretrial detention. 

In 323 instances in 2018, the Court decision was detention when the SPRAT indicated that the 

person would have been a good candidate for some level of Pretrial Supervision. 

2. Money bail still occurred often. Despite the declining use of money bail, a large number of 

individuals whose SPRAT scores recommended pretrial supervision posted money bail. For 

example, nearly half (49%) of all SPRATs with a recommendation of Basic Supervision posted 

money bail, without any form of pretrial supervision. Over a third (36%) of those with a 

recommendation of Enhanced Supervision were released on bail without pretrial supervision. 

According to the SPRAT assessment, these individuals represented elevated risk to reoffend or 

fail to appear and may have benefited from supervision. 
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3. Numbers for Court Reminder remain low. About 80% of individuals with a SPRAT 

recommendation of court reminder were released without any form of pretrial supervision. This 

low-cost option could assist with Court appearance for many who were released with no Pretrial 

Supervision or money bail, as well as those released on money bail. 

4. Hundreds of grants of Pretrial supervision were ordered without a SPRAT having been 

completed, missing an opportunity to consider assessed risk in pretrial placement decisions. 

Pretrial Sign-Ups 
Individuals granted Pretrial release by the Court are directed to complete an orientation with a Pretrial 

Probation Officer. At this initial meeting, the Probation Officer reviews the individual’s terms and 
conditions of their Pretrial release and explains the requirements and expectations of conduct while on 

Pretrial supervision. In 2018, appearance rate at Pretrial Supervision sign-ups was 90%. Attempts are 

made by Pretrial Services to contact the defendant, however, if the person fails to respond and fails to 

report, an arrest warrant is requested and Pretrial is terminated. 

FIGURE 25: SIGN-UPS AFTER PRETRIAL GRANT 

Failed to Sign Up, 
202, 10% 

Signed Up, 
1917, 90% 

Pretrial Outcomes  
Appearance at all court hearings and no reoffending are primary outcomes for participants in Pretrial 

Supervision. Failure to appear in court is identified by the presence of any bench warrant for failure to 

appear or contempt of court signed during the pretrial grant period. New criminal referrals are 

identified by the presence of any jail booking or new court charges, where the offense date of the 

charge (or arrest date, if the offense date is unknown) occurs during an existing grant of pretrial. 

As shown below in Figure 26, rates for the pretrial outcomes (appearance at all court hearings and no 

reoffending) were high in 2018, indicating that Pretrial Supervision is providing a safe alternative to jail 

for participants. Among all new criminal referrals occurring during a grant of pretrial, nearly three-

quarters of these (73%) were misdemeanor charges, shown in Figure 27. Individuals who were granted 

pretrial but failed to sign up with Pretrial Services and were subsequently terminated are not included in 

the outcomes reported. 
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Of note, in 2018 data collection and reporting capacity on program outcomes improved, as Probation 

could more accurately capture pretrial outcomes from the court register and booking and court charge 

data directly, rather than relying on a manual data entry and lookup process. With this improved 

approach, additional events – i.e. new criminal referrals and missed court appearances during a grant of 

pretrial – were captured that may have otherwise been missed. As such, the pretrial outcomes appear 

to be slightly less favorable than in prior annual reports, in part due to this improved accuracy in 

identifying pretrial outcomes. 

FIGURE 26: PRETRIAL OUTCOMES FIGURE 27: NEW CRIMINAL REFERRALS - CHARGE TYPES 

100% 

80% 

85% 84% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

No FTA No New Criminal Referral 

Felonies, 77, 27% 

Misdemeanors, 209, 73% 

Technical Violations 
Probation responds to violations of pretrial conditions to assure that community safety is upheld and 

that participants appear for court hearings. In 2018, Pretrial Officers submitted violations to the court 

for 45% of participants on Pretrial. Technical violations represent Probation's active supervision of 

participants to prevent new crimes and failure to appear. Pretrial release violations are defined as any 

technical violations filed with the Court between the Pretrial grant and termination for any reason, 

including in response to one of the pretrial outcomes described previously (failure to appear in court or 

a new criminal referral). Violations may be filed in response to: failed chemical tests, missed chemical 

tests, missed office visits, detection of alcohol through an alcohol monitoring device, or any other 

violation of pretrial conditions (see Appendix 1 for a sample SPRAT report that includes a listing of 

possible pretrial release conditions). The violations reported may or may not lead to the termination of 

Pretrial. 

Analysis of Gender and Racial/Ethnic Groups  Across Pretrial 
Decision Points  
To examine how different gender and racial/ethnic groups experience the pretrial system, Probation 

conducted a decision point analysis to identify the disproportionate representation of certain gender or 

racial/ethnic groups, at various points in the pretrial system. To identify over- or under-representation 

of certain groups in the pretrial system, we used a method of calculating decision-specific relative rate 

indices (RRIs), often used in criminal justice research to identify racial and ethnic disparities. 
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First, we calculated the rate of occurrence of an event or decision point for each gender and racial/ 

ethnic group. Key events or decision points explored included: 

 Jail booking for a new on-view charge (representing entry into the system) 

 Presence of a SPRAT assessment 

 SPRAT recommendation before enhancements to release or detain/enhanced supervision 

 SPRAT recommendation after enhancements to release or detain/enhanced supervision 

 Court decision to release pretrial or detain 

 Failure to appear in court during a pretrial grant 

 Presence of a new criminal referral during a pretrial grant 

 Failure to appear to sign up for pretrial 

The rate for each decision point is calculated by dividing the number of occurrences of an event for each 

sub-group, divided by the total number of occurrences in the prior decision point. For example, the rate 

of SPRAT assessments conducted for males is calculated by dividing the total number of males with a 

SPRAT by the total of number of males booked into the jail on a new on-view charge. Of the note, the 

total population in the county for each subgroup is considered the first decision point. 

After calculating the rates of each event noted above for each gender or racial/ethnic group, a relative 

rate index (RRI) was calculated by comparing that rate to the rate of a reference group. For gender, male 

defendants serve as the reference group; the rates of each decision point for females is compared to 

that of the males. For the analysis racial/ethnic groups, the rates for Hispanic/Latino and black 

defendants are compared to white defendants. The reference group will always have an RRI of 1.0. Of 

note, only white, black and Hispanic/Latino defendants were included in the race/ethnicity analysis due 

to the limited sample size of individuals from other racial/ethnic groups. Counts and rates for each 

decision point, along with the RRIs for each gender and racial/ethnic group are provided in tables 

following each chart. 

Interpreting the RRI: 
 An RRI below 1.0 indicates the rate of occurrence is less frequent than the occurrence in the 

reference group (i.e. males or white defendants), indicating under-representation at a given 

decision point. 

 An RRI greater than 1.0 indicates the rate of occurrence is more frequent than the occurrence 

in the reference group, indicating over-representation at a given decision point. 

Figure 28 presents the RRIs for female defendants across the pretrial system, in comparison to males. As 

the reference group, the RRI for males (1.0) is represented by the gray line. Results show that compared 

to males, females are considerably less represented across numerous pretrial decision points, including: 

entry into the system (i.e. rate of bookings into the jail for new on-view charges), the SPRAT 

recommendation to detain prior to Enhancements, and the court decision to release pretrial. Female 

defendants are also less likely to fail to appear to sign up for pretrial, and have a new criminal referral 

during a pretrial grant, compared to males. 
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FIGURE 28: RELATIVE RATE INDICES (RRIS) FOR MALE & FEMALE DEFENDANTS ACROSS PRETRIAL DECISION POINTS 
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Total 
Bookings 

SPRATs 
Conducted

Release 
 Pretrial 

Detain/ 
Enhanced 

Release 
Pretrial 

Detain/ 
Enhanced 

Release Detained FTA 
Court 

New Crim. 
Referral 

SPRAT Before 
Enhancements 

SPRAT After 
Enhancements 

Court Decision Outcomes FTA Sign 
Up 

TABLE 3: DECISION POINT ANALYSIS COUNTS, RATES & RELATIVE RATE INDICES (GENDER) 

Male Female 

Decision Point # Rate RRI # Rate RRI 

County Population 245,381 0.49 -- 255,562 0.51 --

Total Bookings (New Charges) 8,225 0.03 1.00 2,515 0.01 0.29 

Total Assessments Conducted 3,936 0.48 1.00 1,095 0.44 0.91 

SPRAT Before Enhancements 

Release on Pretrial 3,546 0.90 1.00 1,021 0.93 1.03 

Detain/Enhanced 390 0.10 1.00 74 0.07 0.67 

SPRAT After Enhancements 

Release on Pretrial 2,710 0.69 1.00 790 0.72 1.05 

Detain/Enhanced 1,226 0.31 1.00 305 0.28 0.89 

Pretrial Decision 

Release on Pretrial* 1,014 0.28 1.00 311 0.28 1.02 

Detained 616 0.16 1.00 110 0.10 0.64 

FTA Sign Up** 166 0.10 1.00 36 0.07 0.67 

Total Pretrial Terminations 1,312 -- -- 460 -- --

Pretrial Outcomes 

FTA Court 201 0.15 1.00 69 0.15 0.98 

New Criminal Referral 222 0.17 1.00 64 0.14 0.82 

* The number of those released pretrial only includes those with a SPRAT assessment who were released pretrial. Defendants released 
without a SPRAT are not accounted for in the total. 
** The denominator used to calculate the rate of FTA sign up is the total number of Pretrial grants 
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Figure 29 presents the RRIs for Hispanic/Latino and Black defendants, in comparison to white 

defendants (represented by the gray bar), for each pretrial decision point. All individuals from these 

three racial/ethnic groups with a SPRAT were included, regardless of charge type. Results from the 

analysis show that overall, Black defendants are considerably overrepresented at entry to the system: 

Black individuals in Sonoma County, who represent just 2% of the population, are over 5 times more 

likely to be booked into the jail on a new on-view charge, compared to white individuals in the county. It 

should be noted that many complex social, economic and historical factors contribute to the 

considerably higher rates of Black defendants booked in the jail on new charges, a consistent and 

historical trend nationwide. This analysis does not point to the cause of these disparities, rather, 

identifies areas warranting further inquiry. 

Across the remaining decision points within the pretrial system, the disparities between Black and white 

defendants are of less magnitude. However, Black defendants are 50% more likely to have a SPRAT 

recommendation of Detain or Enhanced Supervision, compared to whites. They are also about 50% 

more likely to experience a new criminal referral once on pretrial, compared to White defendants. 

Findings also show that Hispanic/Latino defendants are generally represented across the pretrial system 

at similar rates as white defendants. However, while Hispanic/Latino defendants are nearly 30% less 

likely to have a SPRAT recommendation after enhancements of Detain or Enhanced, they are just as 

likely to have a decision to detain pretrial as white defendants. Hispanic/Latino defendants are also less 

likely to fail to appear in court or have a new criminal referral during the pretrial period compared to 

their white counterparts. Tables 3 and 4 provide the counts and rates for each decision point, along with 

the RRIs for each gender and racial/ethnic group. 

FIGURE 29: RELATIVE RATE INDICES (RRIS) BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP ACROSS PRETRIAL DECISION POINTS 
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Total 
Bookings 

SPRATs 
Conducted 

Release 
Pretrial 

Detain/ 
Enhanced 

Release 
Pretrial 

Detain/ 
Enhanced 

Release No Release FTA Court New Crim. 
Referrral 

SPRAT Before 
Enhancement 

SPRAT After 
Enhancements 

Pretrial Supervision 
Ordered 

Outcomes FTA Sign Up 

1.15 1.04 1.02 
0.83 

1.15 

0.71 

1.08 1.01 

0.70 
0.80 
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TABLE 4: DECISION POINT ANALYSIS COUNTS, RATES & RELATIVE RATE INDICES (RACE/ETHNICITY) 

White Hispanic/Latino Black 

Decision Point # Rate RRI # Rate RRI # Rate RRI 

County Population 319,805 0.64 -- 132,018 0.27 -- 7,848 0.02 --

Total Bookings 
(New Charges) 

6,408 0.02 1.0 3,053 0.02 1.15 828 0.11 5.27 

Total Assessments 
Conducted 

2,955 0.46 1.0 1460 0.48 1.04 433 0.52 1.13 

SPRAT Before Enhancements 

Release on Pretrial 2,678 0.91 1.0 1,347 0.92 1.02 372 0.86 0.95 

Detain/Enhanced 277 0.09 1.0 113 0.08 0.83 61 0.14 1.50 

SPRAT After Enhancements 

Release on Pretrial 1,969 0.67 1.0 1,114 0.76 1.15 262 0.61 0.91 

Detain/Enhanced 986 0.33 1.0 346 0.24 0.71 171 0.39 1.18 

Pretrial Supervision Ordered 

Release on Pretrial* 760 0.26 1.0 404 0.28 1.08 101 0.23 0.91 

Not released 417 0.14 1.0 209 0.14 1.01 79 0.18 1.29 

FTA Sign Up** 117 0.09 1.0 59 0.09 0.99 19 0.12 1.31 

Total Pretrial 
Terminations 

1042 -- -- 520 
--

-- 128 
--

--

Outcomes 

FTA Court 175 0.17 1.0 61 0.12 0.70 19 0.15 0.88 

New Criminal Referral 175 0.17 1.0 70 0.13 0.80 32 0.25 1.49 
* The number of those released pretrial only includes those with a SPRAT assessment who were released pretrial. Defendants 
released without a SPRAT are not accounted for in the total. 
** The denominator used to calculate the rate of FTA sign up is the total number of Pretrial grants 
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Conclusions  
The following observations are offered based on Pretrial Services program data from the last three 

years: 

The County’s Pretrial System Has Expanded 
 The total number of pretrial assessments conducted increased by 8% in 2018, with nearly 

15,000 SPRATs conducted since 2016. In addition, the number of SPRATs conducted by Pretrial 

Services on out-of-custody individuals has increased from just 4% of all SPRATs in 2016 to 11% in 

2018. The increase in Court-ordered SPRATs for out-of-custody defendants suggests that the 

Courts may be increasingly relying on the SPRAT to inform pretrial decision-making. 

 The number of defendants released onto pretrial supervision increased 64% in 2018, showing 

an increased use of pretrial release. 

Pretrial Outcomes Remain Strong 
 The rate of people completing Pretrial Supervision without a new offense (84%) is high. 

Among those charged with a new offense during an existing grant of pretrial, the overwhelming 

majority (73%) are for misdemeanor offenses. 

 Court appearance rates also remain high, with 85% of pretrial defendants appearing to all 

scheduled hearings. 

 There may be opportunity to further increase court appearance rates with relatively low-cost 

interventions. Recent evaluations in other jurisdictions, for example, have found that text 

message reminders and modifications to court summons forms that incorporate principles of 

behavioral science can considerably improve court appearance rate.5 

 Data collection and reporting capacity on program outcomes has improved to more accurately 

capture pretrial outcomes. With this improved approach, additional events – i.e. new criminal 

referrals and missed court appearances during a grant of pretrial – were captured that were 

previously missed. As such, the pretrial outcomes appear to be somewhat lower than in prior 

annual reports, in part due to this improved accuracy in identifying pretrial outcomes. 

Use of Money Bail Has Declined But Remains Common 
 The percentage of defendants with a SPRAT assessment who posted money bail at first 

appearance decreased by almost half, from 38% in 2016 to 20% in 2018. Rates of posting 

money bail for racial/ethnic and gender groups were fairly even, with about 20% of each group 

posting money bail in 2018. 

 Nearly 1,000 defendants had a SPRAT recommending pretrial supervision, but were released 

on cash bail only without any form of supervision. This suggests there may be opportunity to 

better manage risk of new criminal activity and missed court appearances through increased use 

of pretrial supervision strategies. 

5 University of Chicago Crime Lab & Ideas42 (2018). Using Behavioral Science to Improve Criminal 
Justice Outcomes: Preventing Failures to Appear in Court. 
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SPRAT Enhancements Continue to Lead to More Restrictive Levels of Supervision 
 While the number of individuals released pretrial has increased over time, the increase has 

been concentrated among those released onto the most restrictive level of supervision. Since 

2016, the number of individuals placed on Enhanced Supervision has increased by 139%. 

 Prior to the enhancements, 9% of SPRATs recommend Detain or Enhanced Supervision, 

though this increased to 30% of all SPRATs once the Enhancements are applied. Pretrial 

outcomes suggest there may be room to rely less on Enhancements and allow less restrictive 

recommendations without adversely impacting public safety or court appearance. 

Further Exploration of the SPRAT Overrides May Be Needed 
 Overrides of SPRATs to the most restrictive level occurred in 13% of all eligible SPRATs. A 

detention override rate below 10% suggests the assessment process is working as it should. 

Rates above 15% can be a cause for concern that the assessment process (the tool and/or the 

staff’s use of it) is not working as hoped. Overrides should continue to be monitored and the 

reasons further explored, should the override rate increase over time.  

Opportunities Exist to Increase Reliance on Risk-Based Decision Making 
 Court decisions that depart from the SPRAT recommendation may suggest an opportunity to 

increase reliance on the assessment of risk to safely manage the Pretrial population, conserve 

jail space, and more effectively apply the resource of Probation Officer supervision.  

 A third of Pretrial Supervision grants occur without a SPRAT having been done, representing a 

missed opportunity to consider assessed risk in hundreds of pretrial placement decisions. 

Modifying the policy (and the computer application) to conduct SPRATs on people booked on 

warrants could afford a greater number of people the opportunity to be screened for Pretrial 

release, and provide helpful assessment information for consideration in Court. 

 Over 300 defendants who received a SPRAT assessment were released without posting bail 

and without Pretrial Supervision. The SPRAT recommended Basic Supervision or higher for 

almost all of these individuals, indicating a risk of pretrial failure that Pretrial Supervision could 

help mitigate. 

 Court Reminder continues to be used rarely, in less than 1% of all grants of pretrial supervision. 

The hundreds of pretrial individuals released with no supervision could benefit from being 

placed on Court Reminder, a low-cost option to support attendance at Court hearings. 

High Volume of Technical Violations Suggests Possible “Net Widening” Effect 
 Nearly half of the individuals on pretrial release had a technical violation filed with the court 

for violating the terms and conditions of pretrial release. Over the last 1-2 years, the approach 

to responding to violations has shifted, where arrests by pretrial officers for violations are now 

rare unless a serious public safety threat exists. Rather, officers respond to violations with a 

more graduated response, and will notify the court of a violation. The high volume of violations 

filed suggests that existing pretrial terms and conditions may contribute to “net widening.” Net 
widening refers to a process that draws individuals further into the criminal justice system. The 

more terms associated with release, the greater the likelihood that an individual will violate 

those terms, potentially leading to subsequent detention.   

 Federal law and Supreme Court precedent uphold a presumption of release on the least 

restrictive conditions necessary to assure return to court and public safety. Further, conditions 
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of release should never be used as a form of punishment. High rates of pretrial violations 

suggest a need to revisit the conditions associated with pretrial release, to ensure all conditions 

are directly tied to the purpose of pretrial (ensuring court appearance and public safety), using 

the least restrictive conditions necessary. 

 Reframing pretrial “supervision” as pretrial “monitoring” may be helpful in reinforcing the

fundamentally different legal status of someone on pretrial release, compared to someone on

community supervision. This language also reinforces the more narrowly defined goals of

pretrial (maximizing court appearance, public safety, and liberty), compared to the goals of

community supervision.

Data Suggest Some Differences in How Gender and Racial/Ethnic Groups 
Experience the Pretrial System 

 A decision point analysis identified some differences in how gender and racial/ethnic groups

experience the pretrial system. Males are consistently overrepresented, compared to females,

across the pretrial system. While Hispanic/Latino defendants are generally represented across

the pretrial system at similar rates as whites, black defendants experience considerable disparity

upon entry to the system. Black defendants are over five times more likely to be booked in the

jail on a new charge, compared to white individuals in the county. They also are more likely to

have a more restrictive SPRAT recommendation prior to Enhancements. Further study is

warranted in understanding how the pretrial assessment and well as existing policies and

practices may differentially impact populations.

 Given the disproportionate representation of black individuals who enter the pretrial system,

there is need to further explore racial disparities across the justice system more broadly,

particularly for decision points further upstream. One example is comparing rates of citation

versus bookings into custody for different offenses, for different racial/ethnic groups. Identifying

where in the system the disparities are most severe can inform policies, practices, and trainings

to mitigate these disparities and create a more fair, equitable system.

 While this analysis cannot point to the cause of the disproportionate representation, it is

intended to raise further questions and encourage further study. Some questions raised

include: How might these findings vary by different types of charges? And, how do we utilize risk

assessment tools that rely on criminal history, without amplifying racial bias, if we know certain

racial groups are more likely to have a criminal history?

 Looking Ahead 
In the coming year, Sonoma County will build upon the strengths and achievements of the existing 
Pretrial Services Program that are presented in this annual report and address areas identified as 
opportunities for improvement. Sonoma County Probation and justice system partners plan to 
revisit the current pretrial system and implement a series of changes to improve the existing 
program. In the next year, Sonoma County will replace the existing SPRAT with the Public Safety 
Assessment (PSA), which predicts failure to appear in court, new criminal arrest while on pretrial 
release, and new violent criminal arrest, and has been nationally validated for predictive accuracy. 
Implementation of the PSA will include local validation studies, and an in-depth examination of how 
the assessment tool impacts different racial/ethnic groups and sub-populations, to ensure the tool 
supports fair and equitable pretrial decision making. Justice partners will also revisit pretrial release 
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policies to ensure that the least restrictive and effective monitoring practices are used. 

By adopting these changes, should SB 10 go into effect following the California referendum in 2020,

Sonoma County will be well-poised to implement the new legislative changes, given that the SPRAT in 

its current form would likely not be approved for use due to the lack of a validation study. Further, 
these changes will lead to a more fair, effective, and research-informed pretrial system in Sonoma 
County. 

Pretrial Services 2018 Annual Report 
27 



    
  

 

 

1·etrial Risk Assessmen t & Recommenclation Rep o1·t 

MM:tDDN YYY 

Defendant Name: 

Assessment Performed By: 

Next Court Date: 

Booking Charges: 
SCR-XXXX 

SCR-XXXX 

SPRAT Risk Category: 

Employment: 

Household Income: S 

Cash on Hand: $ 

Lhiug Situation: 

Pending Filed Charges: 

P1ior Sonoma County Comictious 

No P1ior Out of County Comictions 

No P1ior Out of State Comictions 

Euhanc.emeuts: 
DUI Specific: 

BAC greater than 0.15 

Injury to ,ictim per 

xxxxxx 
xxxxx 

Booking #: 

Two or more DUI Comictions in the past 7 yea1-s 

DOB: 

Booking Date: 

Bail Amount: 

Page 1 of 3 

Appendix 1: Sample SPRAT Report 

Pretrial Services 2018 Annual Report 
28 



   

P l'etl'ial Risk Assessment & Recommenclation Repol't 
MM/DDN YYY 

DV Specific : 

Battery causing injury to ,ictim of DV incident, consistent mth definition in PC 242 

Children present during current DV incident 

One or more ,iolatious of a DV restt·aiuing or stay-away order in the past 7 rears 

Two or more DV comictious in the past 7 rears 

COl'fVICTION lllSTORY/SUPERVISION VIOLATION(S): 

5 or more felony/misdemeanor comictious in the past 7 rears 

3 or more FTA incidents in the past 7 rears (3) 

Ou Court/Conditional Sentence Supenisiou or Probation Department Supenisiou at time of 
-- booking 

Total Enhancements 

SPRAT Release Type: 

SPRAT Release Type with Enhancement: 

Officer Recommendation: 

Recommendation Reason: 

Comments: 

Primary Language: Interpreter Needed: Yes No 

Defendant's residence address is the same as ,ictim of booking offense: Yes l'io 

l\Ieutal Health 
Comments: 

Page 2ol3 
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CONDITIONS OF PRE-TRL\.L RELEASE 
• Recomme-a.dt-d Ttrms ao.d Coadi:tioas for Dtfuda.a.ts rdtasHd to Pr~ Trial Sape-nisioo 

Defendant Name: 

Booking Date: 

RECOMMENCED DESCRIPTION 

□ 
Section 1: STANDARD TERMS & CONDITIONS Of PRETRIAL (AU Apply) 

Report to your Probation offioer as directed or invnediately '4)0n release. 

Inform your Prob.Jtion officer as to )'OUr current res;cferce. employment. and contae1 telephone oombers. 

Ma.ke all coun appearances & appoinbTlents. 

Do not possess/use any aloohol Of controlled substances or associated paraphemaia without valid prescription. 

Submit to random chemical tests as direc(ed by Prob.Jtion and pay $8.20 fee per tesL 

Submit to warrandess search and seian of person, propeny, personal effects, business of vehicle a1 any time oi the day or night by 
any probation department Of law enforcement oifar. 

Submit to warrandess search and seiatt of residence at :my time of the day or reasonable hour of the niglt by any Probation or &.r.v 
enforcement officer. 

Do not own. possess. or use any f.-eanns. weapons. a ammunition. 

Do not leave Sonoma County without notifying your Prob.Jtion Officer. Do not Seave State of Califomia wtlhoot court approYal. 

Be of good oondUC1 and abide by all laws. 

Pay Pre4 Trial Servioes Fee in an amount to be dlo'tennhed by the Probation Department 

Do not drive wtlh any akohol in system. 

□ No marijuana use. even with a 21 5 carcl. 

□ Do not be in a plaoe where alcohol is the primary item of Sob (no b.Jrs or liquor stores). 

□ 
Wear CAM monitor for days • contaC1 within 48 hou-s. "No~ Proba'tion oi any violations. 

□ Do not contaC1 victim directly or in<WeC11y 

□ 
May have peaceful contact wtlh the victim. Do not molest, attack. strike. threaten. harass. sb ~. sexually assalt, or b.Jtter victim, & do 
not disturb victim's peace. 

□ Do not congregate/tequent bcations associated wi'th gang members or wear gang att:re/colors. 

□ Do not contaC1 co4-feodant(s) either dttC11y or indireec:fy. 

□ 
Resiae W1tnlat: 
Or other address approved by Probation. 

Additional Conditions 

□ 

Page 3 ol3 
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Appendix 2: SPRAT Risk Factors and Weighting 

Sonoma Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool 
(SPRAT) 

Risk Factor 
Weighting 
of Points 

Two Charges or Less -1 
Arrest for DUI -4 
Arrest for Domestic Violence -2 
Arrest for Violence -1 
No Prior FTA -2 
Employed or Student -1 
Prior Jail 2 
Pending Cases 2 
Gang Affiliation 1 
Homeless or Transient 3 

Mental Health Code of High Likelihood to 
Commit Violent Behavior 

3 

Point Range -11 to +11 
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Appendix 3:  SPRAT Offense Types 
Item Description 

Less serious misdemeanor All misdemeanor offenses not listed as a More Serious Misdemeanor. 

More serious 
misdemeanor 

All misdemeanor offenses against a person and all non-felony sex 
offenses. 

Other Felony All other felony offenses not listed as a statutory serious/violent felony. 

Statutory Serious or 
Violent Felony 

All offenses listed in Penal Code sections 1192.7 and 667.5(c). 

Domestic Violence Includes the following offenses: 

 PC 243(e)(l) 

 PC 273.5(a) 

 PC 273.6 

 PC 422. 

Driving Under the 
Influence 

All DUI offenses listed in the California Vehicle Code, i.e. VC 23152 & 
23153. 

Appendix 4: SPRAT Enhancements and Response 
Domestic Violence Factors Response 

Children present during current DV incident Increase one supervision level 

Battery causing injury to victim of DV incident, consistent 
with definition in Penal Code 242 

Increase to enhanced to supervision 

One or more violations of a DV restraining or stay-away 
order in the past 7 years 

Increase to enhanced to supervision 

Two or more DV convictions in the past 7 years Increase to enhanced to supervision 

Driving Under the Influence Factors Response 

Blood alcohol content > 0.15 Increase one supervision level 

Injury to victim Increase one supervision level 

Two or more DUI convictions in the past 7 years Increase to enhanced to supervision 

Criminal History Enhancements Response 

Currently on court/conditional/informal probation Increase one supervision level 

Three or more separate failure to appear incidents in past 
7 years 

Increase one supervision level 

Five or more misdemeanor or felony convictions in the 
past 7 years 

Increase to enhanced to supervision 
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	Background: The Rationale for Pretrial Services 
	Background: The Rationale for Pretrial Services 
	Pretrial services programs provide an opportunity to reduce jail costs and save resources, while upholding public safety and individual liberty, and maximizing court appearances. High rates of pretrial detention come at a significant financial cost; nationally, $14 billion are spent each year to detain people who have not been convicted of the charges against them.In addition to the economic costs, unnecessary pretrial detention can come at the expense of public safety. Recent studies have shown that detain
	1 
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	Mounting evidence from the past decades has shown that pretrial services programs can be more successful than money bail in ensuring public safety and court appearances. No research studies have found money bail to be associated with increased appearance in court, and in fact data show that through cash bail, a considerable number of defendants at highest risk for reoffending are released into the community, while many low-risk, non-violent defendants are frequently detained.Research shows that utilizing a 
	3 
	4 

	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 
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	Bernadette Rabuy, Pretrial detention costs $13.6 billion each year, Prison Policy Institute (February 7, 2017). 
	Bernadette Rabuy, Pretrial detention costs $13.6 billion each year, Prison Policy Institute (February 7, 2017). 
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	Christopher T. Lowenkamp, Marie VanNostrand and Alexander Holsinger, Hidden Costs of Pretrial Detention, 
	Christopher T. Lowenkamp, Marie VanNostrand and Alexander Holsinger, Hidden Costs of Pretrial Detention, 
	Laura and John Arnold Foundation (November 2013). 
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	https://university.pretrial.org/viewdocument/questions-about-pretrial-assessment 




	Overview of the Sonoma County Pretrial Supervision Program 
	Overview of the Sonoma County Pretrial Supervision Program 
	Sonoma County’s Pretrial Services program was implemented in January 2015 as a collaboration between the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Office and the Probation Department. The program was 
	developed as a safe alternative to detention to maximize public safety and Court appearance rates, in response to key priorities identified in Sonoma County’s Criminal Justice Master Plan. 
	Tasked with developing and implementing the Pretrial Services program, The Pretrial Services Operational Workgroup was formed in 2013, including members from the Superior Court, District Attorney’s Office, Public Defender’s Office, Sheriff’s Office, Probation Department, Santa Rosa Police Department, Behavioral Health and the Information Systems Department. 
	Under the pretrial system, a risk assessment is completed on all eligible individuals to measure the likelihood of pretrial failure, including failure to appear for Court and/or incurring a new criminal referral 
	during the pretrial stage. The Court utilizes this assessment to inform defendant release or detention decisions and to determine appropriate levels of Pretrial supervision. 
	Once an individual is granted Pretrial release by the Court, they are then supervised by a Pretrial Probation Officer at the level of supervision ordered to monitor compliance with release conditions, support law-abiding behavior and appearance for Court hearings, and respond to violations. The level of supervision may be adjusted by Probation if the individual demonstrates compliance for a sufficient time, or if compliance problems indicate more intensive supervision is needed. 
	Defendants ordinarily remain on Pretrial Supervision until sentencing. If a person on Pretrial Supervision fails to appear for Court, receives a new criminal referral or violates conditions of release, Pretrial Supervision may be terminated. Terminations for failure to appear and new criminal referrals are measured separately as public safety outcomes for the program. While violations filed with the court are tracked, they are not assumed to be an unfavorable public safety outcome – they represent Probation

	Pretrial at a Glance: January-December 2018 
	Pretrial at a Glance: January-December 2018 
	Table
	TR
	# 
	% 

	Total SPRAT Assessments 
	Total SPRAT Assessments 
	5,031 
	100% 

	SPRAT Results 
	SPRAT Results 

	Dismissed or Early Case Resolution 
	Dismissed or Early Case Resolution 
	1,355 
	27% 

	Cash Bail or Bail Bond 
	Cash Bail or Bail Bond 
	1,289 
	26% 

	Released without Pretrial or Bail 
	Released without Pretrial or Bail 
	336 
	7% 

	Granted Pretrial* 
	Granted Pretrial* 
	1,325 
	26% 

	Detained 
	Detained 
	726 
	14% 

	*702 additional grants were ordered without a SPRAT 
	*702 additional grants were ordered without a SPRAT 

	Average Daily Population on Pretrial 
	Average Daily Population on Pretrial 
	379 

	Median # Days from Booking to Pretrial Release 
	Median # Days from Booking to Pretrial Release 
	6 days 

	Median Length of Stay on Pretrial Supervision 
	Median Length of Stay on Pretrial Supervision 
	39 days 

	TR
	# 
	% 

	Pretrial Outcomes 
	Pretrial Outcomes 

	No New FTA 
	No New FTA 
	1,495 
	85% 

	No New Criminal Referral 
	No New Criminal Referral 
	1,479 
	84% 

	Total Individuals Exiting 
	Total Individuals Exiting 
	1,762 
	100% 

	(excludes 202 defendants who failed to sign up) 
	(excludes 202 defendants who failed to sign up) 



	The Pretrial Screening Process 
	The Pretrial Screening Process 
	Pretrial Services staff use the Sonoma County Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool (SPRAT) to assess the risk of reoffending and failure to appear for Court, supporting risk-based pretrial decision making. This tool was empirically-developed by the Pretrial Justice Institute, based on analysis of data from 10,995 defendants who were booked into the Sonoma County Jail on new charges during the 2011 calendar year.  
	A SPRAT is conducted on any booked individual who has new charges pending. SPRATs are not conducted on individuals booked into custody on murder charges, on a warrant only, held on no-bail charges or on a 
	A SPRAT is conducted on any booked individual who has new charges pending. SPRATs are not conducted on individuals booked into custody on murder charges, on a warrant only, held on no-bail charges or on a 
	violation of Post Release Community Supervision (PRCS), Mandatory Supervision (MS), or felony Probation. 

	The majority of SPRATs are conducted by the Sheriff’s Office at the time an individual is booked into custody. The Court may also order a SPRAT to be conducted by a Pretrial Probation Officer on an individual who has already been released from custody, or who was cited in the field and never booked into custody. 
	The SPRAT weighs various factors to calculate a risk score that reflects the likelihood of pretrial failure. A lower risk score indicates a less intensive level of Pretrial supervision, whereas a higher risk score indicates a more intensive level. For a more detailed view of the factors assessed by the SPRAT, see Appendix 1: Sample SPRAT Report and Appendix 2: SPRAT Risk Factors and Weighting. 
	Updates to the SPRAT were introduced in July 2018 to incorporate additional fields on the SPRAT report that is provided to the Court. These fields include: (1) specific reasons for a SPRAT override, (2) a defendant’s annual income and amount of cash on hand at the time of assessment, and (3) eligibility for services through the Justice Mental Health Collaborative Program for defendants presenting with mental health concerns. 
	Pretrial Supervision Levels 
	Pretrial Supervision Levels 
	Pretrial Supervision includes four levels of supervision. These include: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Court Reminder: The defendant is not actively supervised by a Pretrial Supervision Probation Officer, but is signed-up on the Offender Link program, administered by the Probation Department, to automatically receive telephone reminder calls regarding all upcoming Court hearing dates and times. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Basic Supervision: The defendant is under pretrial supervision administered by the Probation Department. All defendant-staff contacts take place in the office. Face-to-face contacts occur at a minimum of one per month, beginning with the sign-up intake. Defendants on basic supervision and charged with DUI receive a minimum of one urine test or breathalyzer test per week. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Moderate Supervision: Nearly all defendant-staff contacts take place in the office, but field contacts may occur if staff determines they are appropriate. Face-to-face contacts occur at a minimum twice per month, beginning with the sign-up intake. Defendants on moderate supervision and charged with DUI receive a minimum of one urine test per week and one random in-office breathalyzer per week. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Enhanced Supervision: Face-to-face contacts occur at a minimum of once per week, beginning with the sign-up intake. Nearly all defendant-staff contacts take place in the office, but field contacts may occur if staff determines they are appropriate. Supervision includes address verification. Defendants on enhanced supervision and charged with DUI are placed on a Transdermal Alcohol Monitoring device. 


	All levels of supervision (basic, moderate, enhanced) include placement on electronic monitoring when Court-ordered, chemical testing when Court ordered, referral to needed services when Court ordered or on a voluntary basis, verification of enrollment in Court required services, and appropriate responses to the defendant’s performance during supervision, such as violations of release conditions, and client-
	All levels of supervision (basic, moderate, enhanced) include placement on electronic monitoring when Court-ordered, chemical testing when Court ordered, referral to needed services when Court ordered or on a voluntary basis, verification of enrollment in Court required services, and appropriate responses to the defendant’s performance during supervision, such as violations of release conditions, and client-
	identified problems. Defendants will also receive telephone reminder calls regarding upcoming Court hearing dates and times. 


	SPRAT Assessments 
	SPRAT Assessments 
	The Sheriff’s Office and Probation Department conducted 5,031 SPRAT assessments in 2018, with a total of 14,549 assessments since 2016. The total number of SPRATs completed increased by 8% between 2017 and 2018. 
	FIGURE 1: MONTHLY SPRAT COUNTS (2016-2018) 
	FIGURE 1: MONTHLY SPRAT COUNTS (2016-2018) 
	14,549 SPRATs conducted since 2016 
	300 400 500 2018 2017 2016 
	200 100 0 
	Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
	The following charts show by year the counts of SPRAT assessments by race/ethnicity, gender, whether the SPRAT was done while the person was in Custody (the Court may order a SPRAT to be conducted on a person who has been released), and by offense type. 
	From 2016-2018, nearly 60% of all assessments were among white defendants, 28% among Latino/Hispanic defendants, and 8% among black/African American defendants, with minimal change in the distribution from year to year.  

	FIGURE 2: SPRATS BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2016-2018) 
	FIGURE 2: SPRATS BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2016-2018) 
	2955 
	Artifact

	White 
	1460 
	Hispanic 
	433 
	Black 
	2018 
	74 
	2017
	Asian/Pacific Islander 
	2016 
	65 
	American Indian/Alaskan Native 
	44 
	Other/Unknown 
	0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 
	In 2018, just over three quarters of SPRATs were conducted among males. This trend stayed consistent from 2016-2018. 
	FIGURE 3: SPRATS BY GENDER (2016-2018) 
	5000 
	5000 
	3936
	3721 
	3632 

	2016 2017 2018 Female 
	Male 
	1156 1009 1095 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 
	In-custody SPRATs are conducted by Sheriff’s Correctional Officers at booking. SPRATs later ordered by the court on in-custody defendants, and SPRATs on out-of-custody defendants are conducted by Probation Officers. In 2018, 11% of all SPRATs were done out-of-custody, up from 4% in 2016. The increase in out-of-custody assessments may suggest that judges are more frequently ordering SPRATs for those out of custody defendants who have not had a risk assessment. 
	FIGURE 4: SPRATS IN & OUT OF CUSTODY FIGURE 5: PERCENTAGE OF ALL SPRATS COMPLETED OUT-OF-CUSTODY BY MONTH (2018) 
	5000 4000 3000 2000 1000 
	4682 4364 4468 195 277 563 2016 2017 2018 In custody Out of custody 11% 9% 4% 4% 5% 8% 12% 15% 19% 16% 19% 12% 0% 4% 8% 12% 16% 20% Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
	With respect to charge level, the proportion of SPRATs conducted on felony charges has decreased slightly from 50% of all SPRATs run on felony charges in 2016, down to 45% in 2018, as shown in Figure 6. 
	FIGURE 6: SPRATS BY CHARGE LEVEL 
	Felony 
	Misdemeanor 3000 2773 
	2016 2017 2018 
	2456 2145 2258 2421 2496 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 
	The SPRAT classifies the most serious offense present into one of the following categories: 
	 
	 
	 
	Less Serious Misdemeanor  Other Felony  Driving Under the Influence 

	 
	 
	More Serious Misdemeanor  Statutory Serious or Violent Felony  Domestic Violence 


	This report additionally separates Driving Under the Influence and Domestic Violence into Misdemeanors and Felonies. See Appendix 3: SPRAT Offense Types for detailed descriptions. In 2018, SPRATs were most commonly conducted on Less Serious Misdemeanors (27%), followed by Other Felonies (20%). 
	FIGURE 7: SPRATS BY CHARGE TYPE 
	133 391 425 441 540 705 1029 1367 Felony DUI Felony Domestic Violence More Serious Misd. Misd. Domestic Violence Misd. DUI Statutory Serious or Violent Felony Other Felony Less Serious Misd. 0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 2018 2017 2016 


	Pretrial Screening Recommendations 
	Pretrial Screening Recommendations 
	According to current policy, under certain circumstances related to a defendant’s charge or prior criminal history, the recommended supervision level will be elevated from the initial SPRAT recommendation. There are four “enhancements” pertaining to domestic violence charge factors, three pertaining to Driving Under the Influence charges, and three related to prior criminal history. Appendix 4 specifies each of the ten enhancements, as well as the impact on the initial SPRAT recommendation. 
	The following two graphs show the SPRAT recommended level of supervision the addition of any enhancements described above, and the enhancements. Note: Detain or Enhanced Supervision means the recommendation is detention, but that if the Court decides to release the person, Enhanced Supervision should be used. Additionally, these numbers do not reflect overrides of the SPRAT resulting in a recommendation for a more or less restrictive supervision level. 
	before 
	after 

	FIGURE 8: SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS BEFORE ENHANCEMENTS 
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	FIGURE 9: SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS AFTER ENHANCEMENTS 
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	Figure 10 shows the percent change in the total number of recommendations for each supervision level, after the enhancements are applied, for all 2018 SPRATs. Notably, following the SPRAT Enhancements, the recommendation of detain or enhanced supervision increased by 230%, while recommendations for less restrictive options (court reminder, basic, and moderate supervision) declined consistently. 
	-25% -67% -47% +94% +230% -100% 0% 100% 200% 300% Court Reminder Basic Supervision Moderate Supervision Enhanced Supervision Detain or Enhanced Supervision 
	FIGURE 10: PERCENT CHANGE IN RECOMMENDED SUPERVISION LEVEL, BEFORE AND AFTER ENHANCEMENTS (2018) 
	FIGURE 10: PERCENT CHANGE IN RECOMMENDED SUPERVISION LEVEL, BEFORE AND AFTER ENHANCEMENTS (2018) 



	Overrides 
	Overrides 
	Pretrial Services staff, with the approval of a supervisor, have the discretion to override the SPRAT recommendation based on public safety concerns, potential threats to the victim, potential risk of flight or other reasons that could adversely impact public safety or Court appearance rates. In mid-July 2018, the data structure of the SPRAT was updated to allow for improved tracking and reporting of overrides. Override data are presented from August through December 2018, after the new override reporting w
	The graphs below show the percentage of overrides up to Detain or Enhanced supervision as well as those overrides up to Enhanced supervision, among eligible SPRATs. A SPRAT is considered “eligible” for an override up to Detain or Enhanced Supervision if the SPRAT recommendation after Enhancements is lower than Detain or Enhanced. A SPRAT would be eligible for an override up to Enhanced if the SPRAT recommendation after Enhancements is lower than Enhanced Supervision (i.e. Court Reminder, Basic Supervision, 
	FIGURE 11: OVERRIDES UP TO FIGURE 12: OVERRIDES UP TO 
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	Between August and December 2018, the most common reason for a SPRAT override was a new law violation for a defendant who had an existing grant of pretrial at the time of arrest (23% of all overrides). Figure 13 below shows the reasons provided for each SPRAT override. 
	FIGURE 13: REASONS FOR SPRAT OVERRIDES (AUGUST-DECEMBER 2018) 
	New law violation during pretrial grant Other Sex Offense High Risk of Violence Refused Pretrial Interview Fearful Victim Severe Injury Overt Threat to Victim DUI with Injury Defendant lives with Victim Violation of Restraining Order 
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	Money Bail 
	Money Bail 
	The Pretrial Services Program is designed to provide an alternative to pretrial detention based on assessed risk to reoffend or fail to appear for Court, providing a safe release option, where appropriate, regardless whether a person has the means to post bail. The percentage of defendants with a SPRAT who posted money bail decreased by almost half, from 38% in 2016 to 20% in 2018. Rates of posting money bail for racial/ethnic and gender groups were fairly even, with about 20% of each group posting money ba
	FIGURE 14: POSTING OF MONEY BAIL PRIOR TO FIRST APPEARANCE (2016-2018) 
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	Pretrial Releases by the Court 
	Pretrial Releases by the Court 
	The Court receives the SPRAT assessment and makes a decision regarding pretrial placement. These decisions may happen at first appearance, but often happen at subsequent hearings. In some cases people remain in jail until conviction and then are placed on Pretrial Supervision while awaiting 
	The Court receives the SPRAT assessment and makes a decision regarding pretrial placement. These decisions may happen at first appearance, but often happen at subsequent hearings. In some cases people remain in jail until conviction and then are placed on Pretrial Supervision while awaiting 
	sentencing. Many scenarios exist, including initial money bail, failure to appear, and subsequent placement on Pretrial Supervision after arrest on a warrant. Counts of Pretrial Supervision grants in this section include placement on Pretrial Supervision at any time prior to sentencing on a case. There were a total of 2,119 Pretrial Supervision grants in 2018, a 64% increase overall from 2017. 

	FIGURE 15: ANNUAL PRETRIAL GRANTS (2016-2018) FIGURE 16: GRANTS BY GENDER (2016-2018) 
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	FIGURE 17: ANNUAL PRETRIAL GRANTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2016-2018) 
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	Level of Pretrial Supervision Ordered 
	Level of Pretrial Supervision Ordered 
	Individuals granted Pretrial release are placed on one of the following levels of supervision: Court Reminder, Basic, Moderate or Enhanced. From the start of the program, higher than expected levels of supervision were ordered by the Court. In response, Probation increased the number of Probation Officer IIIs and reduced the number of Probation Officer IIs in the Pretrial Services Program to accommodate the larger than expected numbers of people ordered to Enhanced Supervision. The number of individuals pla
	Individuals granted Pretrial release are placed on one of the following levels of supervision: Court Reminder, Basic, Moderate or Enhanced. From the start of the program, higher than expected levels of supervision were ordered by the Court. In response, Probation increased the number of Probation Officer IIIs and reduced the number of Probation Officer IIs in the Pretrial Services Program to accommodate the larger than expected numbers of people ordered to Enhanced Supervision. The number of individuals pla
	139%. In contrast, the number of defendants placed on Moderate Supervision between 2016 and 2018 was nearly unchanged, and the number on Basic increased by 30%. 

	Placement on Court Reminder continues to be rare, occurring in less than 1% of all pretrial releases. The hundreds of pretrial individuals released with no supervision could benefit from being placed on Court Reminder, a low-cost option to support attendance at Court hearings. 
	FIGURE 18: PRETRIAL SUPERVISION LEVEL ORDERED (2016-2018) 
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	FIGURE 19: MONTHLY PRETRIAL SUPERVISION GRANTS (2018) 
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	Pretrial Supervision Offense Types 
	Pretrial Supervision Offense Types 
	Each SPRAT assessment considers the most serious offense present. Based on the most serious offense, releases to Pretrial occurred more often for misdemeanors than for felonies. The proportion of releases for felony offenses decreased gradually, though minimally, each year from 44% of all releases in 2016 to 42% in 2018. Of note, there are a very small number of pretrial releases in 2018 without a SPRAT and where the charge information is unknown. These 9 grants are excluded from figures 20 or 21. 
	FIGURE 20: PRETRIAL GRANTS BY CHARGE LEVEL (2016-2018) 
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	As described previously, the SPRAT classifies the most serious offense present into one of the following categories: Less Serious Misdemeanors, More Serious Misdemeanor, Other Felony, Statutory Serious or Violent Felony, Driving Under the Influence, and Domestic Violence. 
	This report additionally separates Driving Under the Influence and Domestic Violence into Misdemeanors and Felonies. See Appendix 3: SPRAT Offense Types for detailed descriptions. As shown in Figure 24, the most common pretrial releases were for Less Serious Misdemeanors (25% of all pretrial release from 2016-2018), Other Felonies (24%), and Misdemeanor DUI charges (22%). Between 2017 and 2018, there was a 93% increase in releases for More Serious Misdemeanors, and a 92% increase in releases for Less Seriou
	Of note, if California Senate Bill 10 (SB 10) goes into effect, eliminating cash bail and requiring jurisdictions use a risk-based pretrial release and detention system, most defendants charged with a Less Serious Misdemeanor or a Misdemeanor DUI (first or second offense) will be automatically released without pretrial release conditions. Although under SB 10 more people may be released on Pretrial who would have otherwise posted money bail, ultimately we may not see a significant increase in the number of 
	FIGURE 21: PRETRIAL RELEASES BY CHARGE TYPE (2016-2018) 
	FIGURE 21: PRETRIAL RELEASES BY CHARGE TYPE (2016-2018) 
	FIGURE 21: PRETRIAL RELEASES BY CHARGE TYPE (2016-2018) 
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	Presence of Post-Sentence Pretrial Grants 
	Presence of Post-Sentence Pretrial Grants 
	Typically pretrial release is reserved for the pretrial period, prior to sentencing. However, in 2018 and into 2019, Pretrial officers documented circumstances in which individuals were granted pretrial after sentencing. In the latter part of 2018, there were over 25 cases identified of individuals with either an existing grant of conditional sentence or community supervision, but were placed on Pretrial in response to a violation, despite no new pending cases. In a few of these cases, the individual was or

	Pretrial Supervision Releases by Courtroom 
	Pretrial Supervision Releases by Courtroom 
	All felony cases are heard initially in department 9, the Early Case Resolution (ECR) Court. If the case is unable to be resolved in ECR, it will then be transferred to another courtroom that handles felony matters. Cases with felony charges that are filed as misdemeanors may also be heard initially in ECR and will then be subsequently heard in a misdemeanor courtroom. All other misdemeanor cases are heard in misdemeanor courtrooms. A breakdown of the departments is shown below, followed by a table showing 
	 
	 
	 
	Felony courtrooms: 1, 2, 3, 10, 13  Misdemeanor courtrooms: 4, 6, 7, 8 

	 
	 
	Early Case Resolution (ECR): 9  Specialty/treatment courts: 11, 15 


	TABLE 1: MONTHLY PRETRIAL GRANTS BY COURTROOM (2018) 
	Table
	TR
	Courtroom 

	Month 
	Month 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	6 
	7 
	8 
	9 
	10 
	11 
	13 
	15 

	Jan 
	Jan 
	4 
	5 
	1 
	25 
	31 
	18 
	25 
	42 
	7 
	-
	5 
	-

	Feb 
	Feb 
	4 
	2 
	4 
	26 
	34 
	9 
	17 
	51 
	4 
	-
	7 
	-

	Mar 
	Mar 
	4 
	8 
	3 
	23 
	34 
	30 
	24 
	48 
	8 
	-
	7 
	-

	Apr 
	Apr 
	2 
	6 
	1 
	23 
	23 
	28 
	12 
	40 
	5 
	-
	13 
	-

	May 
	May 
	6 
	6 
	1 
	27 
	32 
	35 
	19 
	36 
	4 
	-
	5 
	-

	Jun 
	Jun 
	-
	5 
	3 
	23 
	26 
	32 
	22 
	62 
	7 
	-
	1 
	-

	Jul 
	Jul 
	2 
	3 
	2 
	26 
	18 
	36 
	16 
	66 
	5 
	-
	2 
	-

	Aug 
	Aug 
	1 
	5 
	1 
	29 
	31 
	32 
	18 
	49 
	5 
	-
	4 
	1 

	Sep 
	Sep 
	1 
	3 
	1 
	41 
	25 
	42 
	24 
	50 
	3 
	4 
	4 
	-

	Oct 
	Oct 
	2 
	2 
	4 
	33 
	27 
	33 
	25 
	64 
	8 
	5 
	2 
	-

	Nov 
	Nov 
	2 
	2 
	4 
	38 
	18 
	35 
	16 
	40 
	3 
	11 
	1 
	-

	Dec 
	Dec 
	3 
	3 
	6 
	43 
	17 
	34 
	14 
	50 
	2 
	5 
	1 
	1 

	Total 
	Total 
	31 
	50 
	31 
	357 
	316 
	364 
	232 
	598 
	61 
	25 
	52 
	2 



	Pretrial Releases With and Without SPRAT Assessments 
	Pretrial Releases With and Without SPRAT Assessments 
	Judges may release individuals to Pretrial supervision without a SPRAT assessment having been conducted. Data show this occurred with 33% of the releases to Pretrial Supervision during 2018 (down from 38% in 2016), representing a missed opportunity to consider assessed risk in hundreds of pretrial placement decisions. 
	Individuals who are booked with a Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) violation, a warrant, murder charges or are held without bail are ineligible to have a risk assessment conducted. A large number of these Pretrial releases granted without a SPRAT are for individuals held on warrants. Modifying the policy to conduct SPRATs on people booked on warrants could afford a greater number of people the opportunity to be screened for Pretrial release, and provide helpful assessment information for considerat
	486 454 702 777 840 1417 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 2016 2017 2018 No SPRAT SPRAT 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 No SPRAT SPRAT 
	FIGURE 22: PRETRIAL GRANTS WITH & WITHOUT A SPRAT FIGURE 23: MONTHLY GRANTS WITH & WITHOUT A SPRAT (2018) 
	FIGURE 22: PRETRIAL GRANTS WITH & WITHOUT A SPRAT FIGURE 23: MONTHLY GRANTS WITH & WITHOUT A SPRAT (2018) 



	Pretrial Recommendations and Court Decisions 
	Pretrial Recommendations and Court Decisions 
	Where the District Attorney chooses not to proceed with a case, or where a case is resolved immediately as in Early Case Resolution (ECR), Pretrial Supervision is not applicable. The resolution of hundreds of cases at first appearance shows ECR is working to speed up the Court process and conserve Jail resources. Between 2016 and 2018, there was a 7% increase in the number of cases resolved in ECR, and a 16% increase in the number of cases dismissed following a SPRAT assessment. Counts of dismissals and ear
	FIGURE 24: CASES DISMISSED OR RESOLVED IN ECR AFTER SPRAT ASSESSMENT (2016-2018) 
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	The SPRAT assessment provides risk-based information for consideration by the Court in pretrial release decisions, and the Court may or may not follow the recommendation from the SPRAT. The following table shows how Court decision counts compared against the SPRAT recommendation, once the enhancements were applied. 
	TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF COURT DECISIONS AND SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS (2018) 
	TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF COURT DECISIONS AND SPRAT RECOMMENDATIONS (2018) 
	COLOR CODING: Green – The Court’s outcome matched the SPRAT recommended level of supervision. Red – The Court placed the individual on a higher than recommended supervision level. Blue – The Court placed the individual on a lower-than recommended supervision level. 
	Table
	TR
	Outcome 

	SPRAT Recommendation 
	SPRAT Recommendation 
	Released NO Bail, NO Pretrial 
	Release With Bail, NO Pretrial 
	Court Reminder 
	Pretrial Basic Supv. 
	Pretrial Moderate Supv. 
	Pretrial Enhanced Supv. 
	Detain 
	Total * 

	Court Reminder 
	Court Reminder 
	11% (11) 
	69% (68) 
	4% (4) 
	5% (5) 
	5% (5) 
	4% (4) 
	2% (2) 
	100% (99) 

	Basic Supervision 
	Basic Supervision 
	9% (37) 
	49% (203) 
	0% (1) 
	18% (75) 
	7% (31) 
	12% (49) 
	5% (22) 
	100% (415) 

	Moderate Supervision 
	Moderate Supervision 
	8% (58) 
	34% (260) 
	0% (2) 
	2% (16) 
	23% (176) 
	22% (167) 
	12% (89) 
	100% (768) 

	Enhanced Supervision 
	Enhanced Supervision 
	10% (124) 
	36% (456) 
	0% (2) 
	1% (11) 
	3% (40) 
	33% (417) 
	17% (210) 
	100% (1260) 

	Detain or Enhanced Supervision 
	Detain or Enhanced Supervision 
	9% (106) 
	27% (302) 
	0% (1) 
	1% (13) 
	3% (34) 
	24% (272) 
	36% (403) 
	100% (1131) 

	Pretrial Supervision Without SPRAT 
	Pretrial Supervision Without SPRAT 
	,  0% 
	1% (5) 
	19% (133) 
	26% (180) 
	55% (384) 
	, 0% 
	100% (702) 


	*Totals may not equal 100% due to rounding 
	Note, in addition to the 2,027 Pretrial Supervision grants represented above, 98 more Pretrial Supervision grants occurred during 2018, many months after the SPRAT was run due to a time lag produced by various justice system processes. The grants are not included in the table above. 
	When comparing the SPRAT recommendation to the Court’s decisions, a number of missed opportunities are identified: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Increased reliance on the SPRAT assessment could safely reduce the use of pretrial detention. In 323 instances in 2018, the Court decision was detention when the SPRAT indicated that the person would have been a good candidate for some level of Pretrial Supervision. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Money bail still occurred often. Despite the declining use of money bail, a large number of individuals whose SPRAT scores recommended pretrial supervision posted money bail. For example, nearly half (49%) of all SPRATs with a recommendation of Basic Supervision posted money bail, without any form of pretrial supervision. Over a third (36%) of those with a recommendation of Enhanced Supervision were released on bail without pretrial supervision. According to the SPRAT assessment, these individuals represent

	3. 
	3. 
	Numbers for Court Reminder remain low. About 80% of individuals with a SPRAT recommendation of court reminder were released without any form of pretrial supervision. This low-cost option could assist with Court appearance for many who were released with no Pretrial Supervision or money bail, as well as those released on money bail. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Hundreds of grants of Pretrial supervision were ordered without a SPRAT having been completed, missing an opportunity to consider assessed risk in pretrial placement decisions. 




	Pretrial Sign-Ups 
	Pretrial Sign-Ups 
	Individuals granted Pretrial release by the Court are directed to complete an orientation with a Pretrial Probation Officer. At this initial meeting, the Probation Officer reviews the individual’s terms and conditions of their Pretrial release and explains the requirements and expectations of conduct while on Pretrial supervision. In 2018, appearance rate at Pretrial Supervision sign-ups was 90%. Attempts are made by Pretrial Services to contact the defendant, however, if the person fails to respond and fai
	FIGURE 25: SIGN-UPS AFTER PRETRIAL GRANT 
	Failed to Sign Up, 202, 10% Signed Up, 1917, 90% 


	Pretrial Outcomes 
	Pretrial Outcomes 
	Appearance at all court hearings and no reoffending are primary outcomes for participants in Pretrial Supervision. Failure to appear in court is identified by the presence of any bench warrant for failure to appear or contempt of court signed during the pretrial grant period. New criminal referrals are identified by the presence of any jail booking or new court charges, where the offense date of the charge (or arrest date, if the offense date is unknown) occurs during an existing grant of pretrial. 
	As shown below in Figure 26, rates for the pretrial outcomes (appearance at all court hearings and no reoffending) were high in 2018, indicating that Pretrial Supervision is providing a safe alternative to jail for participants. Among all new criminal referrals occurring during a grant of pretrial, nearly three-quarters of these (73%) were misdemeanor charges, shown in Figure 27. Individuals who were granted pretrial but failed to sign up with Pretrial Services and were subsequently terminated are not inclu
	Of note, in 2018 data collection and reporting capacity on program outcomes improved, as Probation could more accurately capture pretrial outcomes from the court register and booking and court charge data directly, rather than relying on a manual data entry and lookup process. With this improved approach, additional events – i.e. new criminal referrals and missed court appearances during a grant of pretrial – were captured that may have otherwise been missed. As such, the pretrial outcomes appear to be slig
	FIGURE 26: PRETRIAL OUTCOMES FIGURE 27: NEW CRIMINAL REFERRALS -CHARGE TYPES 
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	Technical Violations 
	Technical Violations 
	Probation responds to violations of pretrial conditions to assure that community safety is upheld and that participants appear for court hearings. In 2018, Pretrial Officers submitted violations to the court for 45% of participants on Pretrial. Technical violations represent Probation's active supervision of participants to prevent new crimes and failure to appear. Pretrial release violations are defined as any technical violations filed with the Court between the Pretrial grant and termination for any reas

	Analysis of Gender and Racial/Ethnic Groups Across Pretrial Decision Points 
	Analysis of Gender and Racial/Ethnic Groups Across Pretrial Decision Points 
	To examine how different gender and racial/ethnic groups experience the pretrial system, Probation conducted a decision point analysis to identify the disproportionate representation of certain gender or racial/ethnic groups, at various points in the pretrial system. To identify over-or under-representation of certain groups in the pretrial system, we used a method of calculating decision-specific relative rate indices (RRIs), often used in criminal justice research to identify racial and ethnic disparities
	First, we calculated the rate of occurrence of an event or decision point for each gender and racial/ ethnic group. Key events or decision points explored included: 
	 
	 
	 
	Jail booking for a new on-view charge (representing entry into the system) 

	 
	 
	Presence of a SPRAT assessment 

	 
	 
	SPRAT recommendation before enhancements to release or detain/enhanced supervision 

	 
	 
	SPRAT recommendation after enhancements to release or detain/enhanced supervision 

	 
	 
	Court decision to release pretrial or detain 

	 
	 
	Failure to appear in court during a pretrial grant 

	 
	 
	Presence of a new criminal referral during a pretrial grant 

	 
	 
	Failure to appear to sign up for pretrial 


	The rate for each decision point is calculated by dividing the number of occurrences of an event for each sub-group, divided by the total number of occurrences in the prior decision point. For example, the rate of SPRAT assessments conducted for males is calculated by dividing the total number of males with a SPRAT by the total of number of males booked into the jail on a new on-view charge. Of the note, the total population in the county for each subgroup is considered the first decision point. 
	After calculating the rates of each event noted above for each gender or racial/ethnic group, a relative rate index (RRI) was calculated by comparing that rate to the rate of a reference group. For gender, male defendants serve as the reference group; the rates of each decision point for females is compared to that of the males. For the analysis racial/ethnic groups, the rates for Hispanic/Latino and black defendants are compared to white defendants. The reference group will always have an RRI of 1.0. Of no
	Interpreting the RRI: 
	Interpreting the RRI: 
	 
	 
	 
	An RRI below 1.0 indicates the rate of occurrence is less frequent than the occurrence in the reference group (i.e. males or white defendants), indicating under-representation at a given decision point. 

	 
	 
	An RRI greater than 1.0 indicates the rate of occurrence is more frequent than the occurrence in the reference group, indicating over-representation at a given decision point. 


	Figure 28 presents the RRIs for female defendants across the pretrial system, in comparison to males. As the reference group, the RRI for males (1.0) is represented by the gray line. Results show that compared to males, females are considerably less represented across numerous pretrial decision points, including: entry into the system (i.e. rate of bookings into the jail for new on-view charges), the SPRAT recommendation to detain prior to Enhancements, and the court decision to release pretrial. Female def
	FIGURE 28: RELATIVE RATE INDICES (RRIS) FOR MALE & FEMALE DEFENDANTS ACROSS PRETRIAL DECISION POINTS 
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	TABLE 3: DECISION POINT ANALYSIS COUNTS, RATES & RELATIVE RATE INDICES (GENDER) 
	Table
	TR
	Male 
	Female 

	Decision Point 
	Decision Point 
	# 
	Rate 
	RRI 
	# 
	Rate 
	RRI 

	County Population 
	County Population 
	245,381 
	0.49 
	-
	-

	255,562 
	0.51 
	-
	-


	Total Bookings (New Charges) 
	Total Bookings (New Charges) 
	8,225 
	0.03 
	1.00 
	2,515 
	0.01 
	0.29 

	Total Assessments Conducted 
	Total Assessments Conducted 
	3,936 
	0.48 
	1.00 
	1,095 
	0.44 
	0.91 

	SPRAT Before Enhancements 
	SPRAT Before Enhancements 

	Release on Pretrial 
	Release on Pretrial 
	3,546 
	0.90 
	1.00 
	1,021 
	0.93 
	1.03 

	Detain/Enhanced 
	Detain/Enhanced 
	390 
	0.10 
	1.00 
	74 
	0.07 
	0.67 

	SPRAT After Enhancements 
	SPRAT After Enhancements 

	Release on Pretrial 
	Release on Pretrial 
	2,710 
	0.69 
	1.00 
	790 
	0.72 
	1.05 

	Detain/Enhanced 
	Detain/Enhanced 
	1,226 
	0.31 
	1.00 
	305 
	0.28 
	0.89 

	Pretrial Decision 
	Pretrial Decision 

	Release on Pretrial* 
	Release on Pretrial* 
	1,014 
	0.28 
	1.00 
	311 
	0.28 
	1.02 

	Detained 
	Detained 
	616 
	0.16 
	1.00 
	110 
	0.10 
	0.64 

	FTA Sign Up** 
	FTA Sign Up** 
	166 
	0.10 
	1.00 
	36 
	0.07 
	0.67 

	Total Pretrial Terminations 
	Total Pretrial Terminations 
	1,312 
	-
	-

	-
	-

	460 
	-
	-

	-
	-


	Pretrial Outcomes 
	Pretrial Outcomes 

	FTA Court 
	FTA Court 
	201 
	0.15 
	1.00 
	69 
	0.15 
	0.98 

	New Criminal Referral 
	New Criminal Referral 
	222 
	0.17 
	1.00 
	64 
	0.14 
	0.82 

	* The number of those released pretrial only includes those with a SPRAT assessment who were released pretrial. Defendants released without a SPRAT are not accounted for in the total. ** The denominator used to calculate the rate of FTA sign up is the total number of Pretrial grants 
	* The number of those released pretrial only includes those with a SPRAT assessment who were released pretrial. Defendants released without a SPRAT are not accounted for in the total. ** The denominator used to calculate the rate of FTA sign up is the total number of Pretrial grants 


	Figure 29 presents the RRIs for Hispanic/Latino and Black defendants, in comparison to white defendants (represented by the gray bar), for each pretrial decision point. All individuals from these three racial/ethnic groups with a SPRAT were included, regardless of charge type. Results from the analysis show that overall, Black defendants are considerably overrepresented at entry to the system: Black individuals in Sonoma County, who represent just 2% of the population, are over 5 times more likely to be boo
	Across the remaining decision points within the pretrial system, the disparities between Black and white defendants are of less magnitude. However, Black defendants are 50% more likely to have a SPRAT recommendation of Detain or Enhanced Supervision, compared to whites. They are also about 50% more likely to experience a new criminal referral once on pretrial, compared to White defendants. 
	Findings also show that Hispanic/Latino defendants are generally represented across the pretrial system at similar rates as white defendants. However, while Hispanic/Latino defendants are nearly 30% less likely to have a SPRAT recommendation after enhancements of Detain or Enhanced, they are just as likely to have a decision to detain pretrial as white defendants. Hispanic/Latino defendants are also less likely to fail to appear in court or have a new criminal referral during the pretrial period compared to
	FIGURE 29: RELATIVE RATE INDICES (RRIS) BY RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP ACROSS PRETRIAL DECISION POINTS 
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	TABLE 4: DECISION POINT ANALYSIS COUNTS, RATES & RELATIVE RATE INDICES (RACE/ETHNICITY) 
	Table
	TR
	White 
	Hispanic/Latino 
	Black 

	Decision Point 
	Decision Point 
	# 
	Rate 
	RRI 
	# 
	Rate 
	RRI 
	# 
	Rate 
	RRI 

	County Population 
	County Population 
	319,805 
	0.64 
	-
	-

	132,018 
	0.27 
	-
	-

	7,848 
	0.02 
	-
	-


	Total Bookings (New Charges) 
	Total Bookings (New Charges) 
	6,408 
	0.02 
	1.0 
	3,053 
	0.02 
	1.15 
	828 
	0.11 
	5.27 

	Total Assessments Conducted 
	Total Assessments Conducted 
	2,955 
	0.46 
	1.0 
	1460 
	0.48 
	1.04 
	433 
	0.52 
	1.13 

	SPRAT Before Enhancements 
	SPRAT Before Enhancements 

	Release on Pretrial 
	Release on Pretrial 
	2,678 
	0.91 
	1.0 
	1,347 
	0.92 
	1.02 
	372 
	0.86 
	0.95 

	Detain/Enhanced 
	Detain/Enhanced 
	277 
	0.09 
	1.0 
	113 
	0.08 
	0.83 
	61 
	0.14 
	1.50 

	SPRAT After Enhancements 
	SPRAT After Enhancements 

	Release on Pretrial 
	Release on Pretrial 
	1,969 
	0.67 
	1.0 
	1,114 
	0.76 
	1.15 
	262 
	0.61 
	0.91 

	Detain/Enhanced 
	Detain/Enhanced 
	986 
	0.33 
	1.0 
	346 
	0.24 
	0.71 
	171 
	0.39 
	1.18 

	Pretrial Supervision Ordered 
	Pretrial Supervision Ordered 

	Release on Pretrial* 
	Release on Pretrial* 
	760 
	0.26 
	1.0 
	404 
	0.28 
	1.08 
	101 
	0.23 
	0.91 

	Not released 
	Not released 
	417 
	0.14 
	1.0 
	209 
	0.14 
	1.01 
	79 
	0.18 
	1.29 

	FTA Sign Up** 
	FTA Sign Up** 
	117 
	0.09 
	1.0 
	59 
	0.09 
	0.99 
	19 
	0.12 
	1.31 

	Total Pretrial Terminations 
	Total Pretrial Terminations 
	1042 
	-
	-

	-
	-

	520 
	-
	-

	-
	-

	128 
	-
	-

	-
	-


	Outcomes 
	Outcomes 

	FTA Court 
	FTA Court 
	175 
	0.17 
	1.0 
	61 
	0.12 
	0.70 
	19 
	0.15 
	0.88 

	New Criminal Referral 
	New Criminal Referral 
	175 
	0.17 
	1.0 
	70 
	0.13 
	0.80 
	32 
	0.25 
	1.49 

	* The number of those released pretrial only includes those with a SPRAT assessment who were released pretrial. Defendants released without a SPRAT are not accounted for in the total. ** The denominator used to calculate the rate of FTA sign up is the total number of Pretrial grants 
	* The number of those released pretrial only includes those with a SPRAT assessment who were released pretrial. Defendants released without a SPRAT are not accounted for in the total. ** The denominator used to calculate the rate of FTA sign up is the total number of Pretrial grants 




	Conclusions 
	Conclusions 
	The following observations are offered based on Pretrial Services program data from the last three years: 
	The County’s Pretrial System Has Expanded 
	The County’s Pretrial System Has Expanded 
	 
	 
	 
	The total number of pretrial assessments conducted increased by 8% in 2018, with nearly 15,000 SPRATs conducted since 2016. In addition, the number of SPRATs conducted by Pretrial Services on out-of-custody individuals has increased from just 4% of all SPRATs in 2016 to 11% in 2018. The increase in Court-ordered SPRATs for out-of-custody defendants suggests that the Courts may be increasingly relying on the SPRAT to inform pretrial decision-making. 

	 
	 
	The number of defendants released onto pretrial supervision increased 64% in 2018, showing an increased use of pretrial release. 



	Pretrial Outcomes Remain Strong 
	Pretrial Outcomes Remain Strong 
	 
	 
	 
	The rate of people completing Pretrial Supervision without a new offense (84%) is high. Among those charged with a new offense during an existing grant of pretrial, the overwhelming majority (73%) are for misdemeanor offenses. 

	 
	 
	Court appearance rates also remain high, with 85% of pretrial defendants appearing to all scheduled hearings. 

	 
	 
	There may be opportunity to further increase court appearance rates with relatively low-cost interventions. Recent evaluations in other jurisdictions, for example, have found that text message reminders and modifications to court summons forms that incorporate principles of behavioral science can considerably improve court appearance rate.
	5 


	 
	 
	Data collection and reporting capacity on program outcomes has improved to more accurately capture pretrial outcomes. With this improved approach, additional events – i.e. new criminal referrals and missed court appearances during a grant of pretrial – were captured that were previously missed. As such, the pretrial outcomes appear to be somewhat lower than in prior annual reports, in part due to this improved accuracy in identifying pretrial outcomes. 

	University of Chicago Crime Lab & Ideas42 (2018). 
	University of Chicago Crime Lab & Ideas42 (2018). 
	5 
	Using Behavioral Science to Improve Criminal 
	Using Behavioral Science to Improve Criminal 
	Justice Outcomes: Preventing Failures to Appear in Court. 





	Use of Money Bail Has Declined But Remains Common 
	Use of Money Bail Has Declined But Remains Common 
	 
	 
	 
	The percentage of defendants with a SPRAT assessment who posted money bail at first appearance decreased by almost half, from 38% in 2016 to 20% in 2018. Rates of posting money bail for racial/ethnic and gender groups were fairly even, with about 20% of each group posting money bail in 2018. 

	 
	 
	Nearly 1,000 defendants had a SPRAT recommending pretrial supervision, but were released on cash bail only without any form of supervision. This suggests there may be opportunity to better manage risk of new criminal activity and missed court appearances through increased use of pretrial supervision strategies. 



	SPRAT Enhancements Continue to Lead to More Restrictive Levels of Supervision 
	SPRAT Enhancements Continue to Lead to More Restrictive Levels of Supervision 
	 
	 
	 
	While the number of individuals released pretrial has increased over time, the increase has been concentrated among those released onto the most restrictive level of supervision. Since 2016, the number of individuals placed on Enhanced Supervision has increased by 139%. 

	 
	 
	Prior to the enhancements, 9% of SPRATs recommend Detain or Enhanced Supervision, though this increased to 30% of all SPRATs once the Enhancements are applied. Pretrial outcomes suggest there may be room to rely less on Enhancements and allow less restrictive recommendations without adversely impacting public safety or court appearance. 



	Further Exploration of the SPRAT Overrides May Be Needed 
	Further Exploration of the SPRAT Overrides May Be Needed 
	 Overrides of SPRATs to the most restrictive level occurred in 13% of all eligible SPRATs. A detention override rate below 10% suggests the assessment process is working as it should. Rates above 15% can be a cause for concern that the assessment process (the tool and/or the 
	staff’s use of it) is not working as hoped. Overrides should continue to be monitored and the 
	reasons further explored, should the override rate increase over time.  

	Opportunities Exist to Increase Reliance on Risk-Based Decision Making 
	Opportunities Exist to Increase Reliance on Risk-Based Decision Making 
	 
	 
	 
	Court decisions that depart from the SPRAT recommendation may suggest an opportunity to increase reliance on the assessment of risk to safely manage the Pretrial population, conserve jail space, and more effectively apply the resource of Probation Officer supervision.  

	 
	 
	A third of Pretrial Supervision grants occur without a SPRAT having been done, representing a missed opportunity to consider assessed risk in hundreds of pretrial placement decisions. Modifying the policy (and the computer application) to conduct SPRATs on people booked on warrants could afford a greater number of people the opportunity to be screened for Pretrial release, and provide helpful assessment information for consideration in Court. 

	 
	 
	Over 300 defendants who received a SPRAT assessment were released without posting bail and without Pretrial Supervision. The SPRAT recommended Basic Supervision or higher for almost all of these individuals, indicating a risk of pretrial failure that Pretrial Supervision could help mitigate. 

	 
	 
	Court Reminder continues to be used rarely, in less than 1% of all grants of pretrial supervision. The hundreds of pretrial individuals released with no supervision could benefit from being placed on Court Reminder, a low-cost option to support attendance at Court hearings. 



	High Volume of Technical Violations Suggests Possible “Net Widening” Effect 
	High Volume of Technical Violations Suggests Possible “Net Widening” Effect 
	 
	 
	 
	Nearly half of the individuals on pretrial release had a technical violation filed with the court for violating the terms and conditions of pretrial release. Over the last 1-2 years, the approach to responding to violations has shifted, where arrests by pretrial officers for violations are now rare unless a serious public safety threat exists. Rather, officers respond to violations with a more graduated response, and will notify the court of a violation. The high volume of violations filed suggests that exi

	 
	 
	Federal law and Supreme Court precedent uphold a presumption of release on the least restrictive conditions necessary to assure return to court and public safety. Further, conditions 


	of release should never be used as a form of punishment. High rates of pretrial violations suggest a need to revisit the conditions associated with pretrial release, to ensure all conditions are directly tied to the purpose of pretrial (ensuring court appearance and public safety), using the least restrictive conditions necessary. 
	 Reframing pretrial “supervision” as pretrial “monitoring” may be helpful in reinforcing the fundamentally different legal status of someone on pretrial release, compared to someone on community supervision. This language also reinforces the more narrowly defined goals of pretrial (maximizing court appearance, public safety, and liberty), compared to the goals of community supervision. 

	Data Suggest Some Differences in How Gender and Racial/Ethnic Groups Experience the Pretrial System 
	Data Suggest Some Differences in How Gender and Racial/Ethnic Groups Experience the Pretrial System 
	 
	 
	 
	A decision point analysis identified some differences in how gender and racial/ethnic groups experience the pretrial system. Males are consistently overrepresented, compared to females, across the pretrial system. While Hispanic/Latino defendants are generally represented across the pretrial system at similar rates as whites, black defendants experience considerable disparity upon entry to the system. Black defendants are over five times more likely to be booked in the jail on a new charge, compared to whit

	 
	 
	Given the disproportionate representation of black individuals who enter the pretrial system, 


	there is need to further explore racial disparities across the justice system more broadly, particularly for decision points further upstream. One example is comparing rates of citation versus bookings into custody for different offenses, for different racial/ethnic groups. Identifying where in the system the disparities are most severe can inform policies, practices, and trainings to mitigate these disparities and create a more fair, equitable system. 
	 While this analysis cannot point to the cause of the disproportionate representation, it is intended to raise further questions and encourage further study. Some questions raised include: How might these findings vary by different types of charges? And, how do we utilize risk assessment tools that rely on criminal history, without amplifying racial bias, if we know certain racial groups are more likely to have a criminal history? 


	Looking Ahead 
	Looking Ahead 
	In March 2019, Sonoma County was one of eight sites from across the United Stated to be selected by Arnold Ventures to serve as a Pretrial Research-Action Site through the National Partnership for Pretrial Justice. Through this five-year collaboration with national partners including the Center for Effective Public Policy (CEPP) and Research Triangle Institute International (RTI), Research-Action Sites will implement the Public Safety Assessment (PSA), a pretrial risk assessment tool that has been validated
	In March 2019, Sonoma County was one of eight sites from across the United Stated to be selected by Arnold Ventures to serve as a Pretrial Research-Action Site through the National Partnership for Pretrial Justice. Through this five-year collaboration with national partners including the Center for Effective Public Policy (CEPP) and Research Triangle Institute International (RTI), Research-Action Sites will implement the Public Safety Assessment (PSA), a pretrial risk assessment tool that has been validated
	assessments that provide valid, empirically based risk scores; minimize bias; and support fairness in judicial decision making. 

	Sonoma County has a unique opportunity with Arnold Ventures and the National Partnership for Pretrial Justice to build upon the strengths and achievements of the existing Pretrial Services Program presented in this annual report and address areas identified as opportunities for improvement. This effort will include an in-depth study of how the assessment tool impacts different racial/ethnic groups and subpopulations, to ensure the tool supports fair and equitable pretrial decision making. It will also provi
	-


	Appendix 1: Sample SPRAT Report 
	Appendix 1: Sample SPRAT Report 
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	Appendix 1:  Sample SPRAT Report (continued) 
	Appendix 1:  Sample SPRAT Report (continued) 

	Appendix 1:  Sample SPRAT Report (continued) 
	Appendix 1:  Sample SPRAT Report (continued) 
	Appendix 2: SPRAT Risk Factors and Weighting 
	Sonoma Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool (SPRAT) 
	Sonoma Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool (SPRAT) 
	Sonoma Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool (SPRAT) 

	Risk Factor 
	Risk Factor 
	Weighting of Points 

	Two Charges or Less 
	Two Charges or Less 
	-1 

	Arrest for DUI 
	Arrest for DUI 
	-4 

	Arrest for Domestic Violence 
	Arrest for Domestic Violence 
	-2 

	Arrest for Violence 
	Arrest for Violence 
	-1 

	No Prior FTA 
	No Prior FTA 
	-2 

	Employed or Student 
	Employed or Student 
	-1 

	Prior Jail 
	Prior Jail 
	2 

	Pending Cases 
	Pending Cases 
	2 

	Gang Affiliation 
	Gang Affiliation 
	1 

	Homeless or Transient 
	Homeless or Transient 
	3 

	Mental Health Code of High Likelihood to Commit Violent Behavior 
	Mental Health Code of High Likelihood to Commit Violent Behavior 
	3 

	Point Range 
	Point Range 
	-11 to +11 


	Appendix 3:  SPRAT Offense Types 
	Item 
	Item 
	Item 
	Description 

	Less serious misdemeanor 
	Less serious misdemeanor 
	All misdemeanor offenses not listed as a More Serious Misdemeanor. 

	More serious misdemeanor 
	More serious misdemeanor 
	All misdemeanor offenses against a person and all non-felony sex offenses. 

	Other Felony 
	Other Felony 
	All other felony offenses not listed as a statutory serious/violent felony. 

	Statutory Serious or Violent Felony 
	Statutory Serious or Violent Felony 
	All offenses listed in Penal Code sections 1192.7 and 667.5(c). 

	Domestic Violence 
	Domestic Violence 
	Includes the following offenses:  PC 243(e)(l)  PC 273.5(a)  PC 273.6  PC 422. 

	Driving Under the Influence 
	Driving Under the Influence 
	All DUI offenses listed in the California Vehicle Code, i.e. VC 23152 & 23153. 


	Appendix 4: SPRAT Enhancements and Response 
	Domestic Violence Factors 
	Domestic Violence Factors 
	Domestic Violence Factors 
	Response 

	Children present during current DV incident 
	Children present during current DV incident 
	Increase one supervision level 

	Battery causing injury to victim of DV incident, consistent with definition in Penal Code 242 
	Battery causing injury to victim of DV incident, consistent with definition in Penal Code 242 
	Increase to enhanced to supervision 

	One or more violations of a DV restraining or stay-away order in the past 7 years 
	One or more violations of a DV restraining or stay-away order in the past 7 years 
	Increase to enhanced to supervision 

	Two or more DV convictions in the past 7 years 
	Two or more DV convictions in the past 7 years 
	Increase to enhanced to supervision 

	Driving Under the Influence Factors 
	Driving Under the Influence Factors 
	Response 

	Blood alcohol content > 0.15 
	Blood alcohol content > 0.15 
	Increase one supervision level 

	Injury to victim 
	Injury to victim 
	Increase one supervision level 

	Two or more DUI convictions in the past 7 years 
	Two or more DUI convictions in the past 7 years 
	Increase to enhanced to supervision 

	Criminal History Enhancements 
	Criminal History Enhancements 
	Response 

	Currently on court/conditional/informal probation 
	Currently on court/conditional/informal probation 
	Increase one supervision level 

	Three or more separate failure to appear incidents in past 7 years 
	Three or more separate failure to appear incidents in past 7 years 
	Increase one supervision level 

	Five or more misdemeanor or felony convictions in the past 7 years 
	Five or more misdemeanor or felony convictions in the past 7 years 
	Increase to enhanced to supervision 









