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Introduction

The use of surveillance technology to tag and track people on pretrial release, probation and
parole is on the rise. The COVID-19 crisis in prisons and jails, bail reform efforts and bipartisan
support for curbing mass incarceration accelerated interest in purported alternatives to incarcera-
tion. As a result, the use electronic monitoring devices, including GPS-equipped ankle monitors,
went up dramatically.”

Thanks to the leadership of community organizers and advocates, the harmful and racialized
nature of this type of carceral surveillance has been exposed.? This report seeks to add to those
efforts by examining the specific policies, procedures, contracts and rules that govern the use of
electronic monitoring® of people on probation, parole and pretrial release.* Drawing on over 247
records from 101 agencies across 44 states and the District of Columbia, this report focuses on the
operation of electronic monitoring and reveals the degree to which monitoring impacts all aspects
of everyday life and undermines the ability of people to survive and thrive. In particular, this report
focuses on the specific rules and policies governing people on monitors and how they restrict
movement, limit privacy, undermine family and social relationships, jeopardize financial security
and result in repeated loss of freedom. Unlike traditional models of probation and parole, elec-
tronic surveillance is more intensive, restrictive and dependent on private surveillance companies
that are driven by profit motive. The findings in this report demonstrate what advocates have long
said: Electronic surveillance is not an alternative to incarceration, it's an alternative form of incar-
ceration.® And like incarceration, the deprivations and restrictions of electronic monitoring further
entrench race and class-based subordination.¢

» Imprisoned at home. People on monitors are almost always required to remain in their home
and cannot leave unless they obtain pre-approval—a process that is often not clear and often

requires days of advance planning. For example, in most places, attending religious services,
going to stores, taking children to school or visiting a doctor all require pre-approval.

» No privacy. Agencies in every state contract with private companies to track, analyze and store
location, activity and movement data. This data is often shared with police, courts and other
agencies. The majority of records in our study were silent as to privacy protections or rules
governing the use of the data. In many places, ankle monitors have audio features that allow for
supervising agents to speak with and listen to people on monitors, or the device has a beeping
feature that alerts everyone in earshot of the person on the monitor.

» Numerous and vague rules. People on monitors are required to comply with dozens of com-
plex, restrictive and overlapping rules. People on monitors must comply with both rules gov-
erning general court supervision, as well as rules governing monitoring. Rules are often vague,
broad and open to interpretation. For example, in some places, people on monitors cannot
associate with people of “disreputable character” or “bad reputation” and must conduct them-
selves in an “orderly manner” or with “acceptable behavior.”

» Onerous charging requirements. People on monitors must charge their devices at regular
times every day and for a predetermined and significant number of consecutive hours, some-
times two or more hours at a time. Failure to comply with charging requirements may result
in reincarceration.

» Undermines personal and family autonomy and dignity. People on monitors are subject to a
range of restrictions that invade personal and family life and undermine autonomy and dig-
nity. In most places, people on monitors are limited in where, and with whom, they can live
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and are subject to random home searches, exposing everyone in the house to unpredictable
privacy invasions. Family members, friends and employers are often required to help supervise
the person on a monitor, thus placing them in the role of de facto supervising agent.

> Wealth extracting. The monitoring fees, along with other court costs and monitoring require-
ments (such as maintaining a landline or cell phone), jeopardize financial security when it is
needed most. Monitoring fees, which sometimes range from $2,800 to over $5,000 a year, are
imposed on people who are historically least positioned to pay.

» Monitoring sets people up to fail and be reincarcerated. The number and nature of monitor-
ing rules, combined with the capacity of surveillance technology, facilitates easier detection
of technical rule violations, which in turn drives reincarceration.

> Private surveillance companies profit from, and influence, all aspects of monitoring. Electronic
monitoring is controlled by a small number of companies, all of which recoup millions of dollars
in profit.

Background & Methodology

Brief Overview of Electronic Monitoring in the United States

All 50 states, the federal government and the District of Columbia use some form of electronic
monitoring to track the movement and activities of people on pretrial release, probation and
parole.” Usually, courts (or parole boards) order that a person wear an ankle monitor as a condi-
tion of release from prisons or jails, either before trial or as part of a criminal sentence.

According to a Pew Charitable Trust report, there were 131,000 people on electronic monitors

in 2015, which represented a 140% increase over the prior 10 years.2 The number of people on
monitors today is likely much higher, as monitoring is also used to track people in the juvenile
justice system and in immigration proceedings. While some agencies track the number of people
on monitors, there is no comprehensive statistical portrait of how many people are on monitors in
the United States today, much less any demographic data.

As reflected in the chart below, data from a handful of jurisdictions over the past few years reflect
the extent to which monitors are used.” Most of these numbers were obtained prior to the pan-
demic, and it is likely that the numbers are higher considering the pressure to release people from
incarceration because of the pandemic.

Number of People on Electronic Year (numbers fluctuate over

Jurisdiction Ankle Monitors & Status the course of the year)
Des Moines, lowa'? 16,498 (probation, pretrial and parole) 2018
Marion County, Indiana (Indianapolis)'" 11,130 (probation) 2018
Florida'™ 5,403 (probation) 2019
Colorado™ 4,814 on GPS monitors (probation) 2018
Massachusetts' 4,100 (pretrial, probation and parole) 2020
Pennsylvania' 3,590 (parole) 2018
Cook County, Illinois (Chicago) ' 3,365 (pretrial) 2020
Michigan'’ 3,287 (probation and parole) 2018
Ohio'® 2,277 (parole) 2018
New York' Between 950 and 1,075 (parole) 2018
Arkansas?® 1,111 (probation and parole) 2018
Tulsa County, Oklahoma?' 583 (pretrial) 2018
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Number of People on Electronic

Year (numbers fluctuate over

Jurisdiction Ankle Monitors & Status the course of the year)
Dane County, Wisconsin?? 335 (pretrial) 2018
Milwaukee County, Wisconsin? 329 (pretrial) 2018
Sedgewick County, Kansas? 312 (pretrial and probation) 2018
Kansas? 283 (parole) 2018
Oakland County, Michigan? 241 (pretrial) 2018
Berkeley County, West Virginia?’ 186 (pretrial and probation) 2018
West Virginia?® 169 (parole) 2018
Ada County, [daho® 112 (pretrial) 2018
Kanawha County, West Virginia® 101 (pretrial) 2018
Wyoming®' 69 (probation and parole) 2018

If these jurisdictions are any indication, the number of people on monitors at any given time is

high and increasing.

Surveillance of people on court supervision usually takes one of three forms:3?

1. Radio frequency monitoring tracks whether a person is at a particular location, most often their

home.?? This technology is binary—the surveillance simply confirms someone’s presence at

a particular location. It is most often used to verify compliance with curfew or house arrest.3

Radio frequency monitoring is declining in use, whereas GPS-equipped ankle monitors and

smartphone applications are on the rise.*®

2. GPS-equipped ankle monitoring relies on cellphone towers and satellites to track and
record a person’s location, movement and activity over time. Some ankle monitors also

have audio features.3¢

3. Smartphone surveillance applications allow for both location tracking and communication
between agents and people on monitors, but without the use of a GPS-equipped ankle moni-
tor.3” This version of monitoring sometimes relies on voice verification and facial recognition

methods to ensure that the cellphone is connected to the monitored individual.3® This technol-

ogy is new, and its precise operation requires further study.

Study Methodology

This study aims to understand how electronic ankle monitoring operates through the United
States in a range of jurisdictions and settings, from pretrial monitoring to monitoring in the post-

conviction setting. Because ankle monitoring is used by city-, county- and state-level agencies, we
cast a wide net in terms of our sample size.

We attempted to collect records from the following agencies in every state:

1. State-level agencies that oversee parole and/or probation. Some agencies oversee both proba-
tion and parole and others oversee just one.

2. County- or city-level agencies that oversee pretrial release, probation and/or parole. We
selected the two most populous jurisdictions in the state and focused on the relevant agen-
cies in those places. The arrangement of agencies varied tremendously by jurisdiction. In some

places, one agency (often the sheriff's office) oversaw pretrial release, while other agencies
were responsible for probation supervision.
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Over the course of almost two years, the research team at the George Washington University
School of Law collected 247 records®? from 101 agencies® in 44 different states and the District
of Columbia.*!

Agencies Represented in Study (N=101)

WA

wy

Number of Agencies
1 H2 W3 W4 W5 HM6 MNoData

We attempted to obtain the following records from each agency:

1. Electronic monitoring (GPS or radio frequency) terms & conditions. This record reflects the list
of rules that people on monitors must agree to and follow.

2. Electronic monitoring vendor contracts between agencies and private vendors. These contracts
govern electronic monitoring equipment and/or software, including GPS or other types of sur-
veillance technology.

3. Internal agency policies governing the use of electronic monitoring. This included all policies
and guidelines for the agencies’ administration of the electronic monitoring programs. Internal
policies included, but were not limited to, information relating to program entry, caseload,
supervision standards, guidelines for issuing and responding to violations, guidelines for dam-
aged or malfunctioning equipment, and program completion standards.

4. Standard conditions for adults on supervision. This record reflects the standard conditions,
rules and terms for people who are on some form of community supervision overseen by the
agency. With some exceptions, most people ordered to wear ankle monitors must also comply
with the standard conditions of release.

We obtained the records in this study in various ways. The majority of records were obtained
through informal requests of agencies, followed by formal public record act requests. A minority
of records were publicly available on the agencies’ website.

Of the records we analyzed, 49.50% governed electronic monitoring of people on pretrial release,
50.50% governed electronic monitoring of people on probation and 39.60% governed electronic
monitoring of people on parole.*? The records all related to the use of monitoring in the adult
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criminal court system. Although the smartphone surveillance applications may be increasing in
use, most jurisdictions in our study still appear to be using GPS-equipped ankle monitors.

Each record was reviewed for certain information related to privacy, movement, rules, restrictions
and other data points.*® Rather than describe how monitoring operates by the type of record,
agency or stage in the process, this report evaluates all the records together with the goal of creat-
ing a more comprehensive and holistic view of how monitoring operates within the context of
court supervision.

Findings

In analyzing all the records, one theme became clear: Monitoring and its attendant rules signifi-
cantly burden basic rights, liberty and dignity. It was also clear that monitoring does not exist in

a vacuum and can only be understood in the context of court supervision more generally. The
oppressive nature of monitoring stems not just from the monitoring rules and procedures, but also
from the constraints that accompany general court supervision. What follows are some of the ways
that monitoring limits everyday life.

Restricts Movement

Movement Restrictions Enforced by Digital Surveillance

Electronic monitoring significantly restricts physical movement. The majority of agencies in our
study use electronic monitoring in conjunction with some version of house arrest.** Typically,
house arrest prevents people from leaving their home unless they have prior permission from
the agency official overseeing their supervision. In most places, house arrest is absolute: People
cannot leave for any reason unless they have prior approval, and this includes attending religious
services, going to stores, taking children to school or visiting a doctor.

States with Agencies that Use House Arrest in Conjunction
with Electronic Monitoring

u MT ND
OR
wy -
NV NE
Ks

B House Arrest No Data
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Examples of house arrest rules:*
> “| will be permitted to leave my place of residence, WITH APPROVAL OF THE HOUSE ARREST
OFFICER, for the following reasons: employment, school, attorney visits, doctor appointments,
dentist appointments, counseling or treatment, House Arrest, Probation/Parole appointments,
or meetings with other DOC personnel, church and other emergency situations.”
—Johnson County Department of Corrections, Johnson County, Kansas*

> “While on Home Incarceration, you are required to remain inside of your residence at all times,
except for the times you are scheduled to be out. Inside means no decks, patios, porches, tak-
ing out the trash, etc.”
—Louisville Metro Department of Corrections, Louisville-Jefferson County, Kentucky*”

The vast majority of agency records provide little detail on the process to obtain permission to
leave the house. Most records, for example, do not explain how far in advance permission must

be sought, though of the records that do, most require that permission be obtained at least 24-48
hours in advance.®® In some jurisdictions, people on monitors must obtain this pre-approval from
the private company that runs the monitoring program, rather than the supervising agency.* None
of the records include instructions on how to appeal the denial of a request to leave the house.

Even when permitted to leave their home, people on monitors must abide by strict scheduling
requirements. The majority of agencies in our study require people to follow a set schedule,
and any deviation from the schedule requires pre-approval or permission.>' The schedule
requirement applies to employment and medical appointments, as well as routine activities
and personal errands.

Examples of rules governing permitted activities:
> “| am granted 2.5 hours per week of errand time to attend personal needs such as church
services or grocery shopping. After one successful month of compliance, | will be granted
four hours per week at a consistent time.”
—San Francisco Sheriff's Department, City and County of San Francisco, California®?

> “If authorized release for church, the client will be allowed to attend worship service once per
week for up to four hours (including travel time). If authorized release for grocery shopping, the
client will be allowed to go shopping 1x per week for 1 hour in store...If authorized release for
laundry, the client will be allowed release to laundromat 1x per week for 2 hours.”
—JusticePoint, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin®3

People on monitors also face travel limitations. For example, some jurisdictions designate spe-
cific "restricted areas”>* or "exclusion zones"* that people on monitors are not allowed to enter.
Unauthorized movements, including any deviation from a scheduled or approved travel route,
may be grounds for a violation.>® In many states, unauthorized movement, or leaving home with-
out permission, is considered a separate crime, usually escape.’’

Examples of travel restrictions:
> “When traveling to an authorized location | will use the most direct route possible. There will be
no additional stops made along the way. Any deviation from my schedule and travel routes is
a violation.”
—Lake County Sheriff's Office, Lake County, lllinois>®

> “Should | need EMERGENCY hospitalization and require traveling for hospital medical treat-
ment, | will do so taking the most direct route.”
—Kansas Department of Corrections, Community and Field Services Division, Kansas®?
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» “l will...travel only to approved destinations as established by my Field Agent. | will not enter
any exclusion zone unless authorized to do so by my Field Agent. | will enter into and remain
within any established inclusion zone for the entire time period established by my Field Agent.”

—Michigan Department of Corrections, Michigan®®

The strict restrictions on movement make it difficult, if not impossible, for people on monitors to
do such simple things as take out the garbage, work in the front yard, or drive a family member
to the doctor. Any minor deviation from a preset schedule, or unauthorized movement, may be
considered a violation, exposing the person on a monitor to potential incarceration.

Emergencies are also difficult to navigate. A person on house arrest, or subject to strict schedul-
ing requirements, may not be able to get movement authorization fast enough, forcing them to
choose between playing it safe or taking a sick relative to the hospital and risking a violation that
could land them back in custody.

Driving Restrictions

There are also rules that limit driving. For example, the Indiana Department of Corrections requires
people on supervision to obtain permission from their supervising officer before applying for or
renewing a driver’s license or buying a motor vehicle.®' In addition, the Oklahoma Department of
Corrections prohibits people on monitors from operating a motor vehicle without the supervising
officer's approval and requires that they submit proof of ownership, verification of insurance and

a valid driver’s license in order to obtain approval.®?

Onerous Charging Requirements

Rules specifying when and where individuals must charge the monitoring devices also inhibit
movement. Many of the agencies in our study impose specific charging requirements.®® People on
monitors must charge their devices at regular times every day and for a predetermined and sig-
nificant number of consecutive hours.®* In Washington, D.C., the failure to keep an ankle monitor
charged is a crime.®

Examples of rules related to charging requirements:

» “l will charge the device in an electrical outlet for (2) consecutive hours (or until the device
indicates that it is fully charged) each day. | am responsible for ensuring that the tracking device
remains charged. This may require me to take the charger to my place of employment or make
other arrangements.”

—Arizona Judicial Branch, Adult Probation Services, Arizona%

> “You will charge the tracking device for a minimum of four (4) hours a day and at all times while
at home unless otherwise directed.”
—Florida Department of Corrections, Florida®”

> “I will charge the tracking device once daily continuously for 2 hours a day. | will NOT sleep
while charging. | understand that | may be required to charge at other times if instructed by
Sentinel or the Kansas DOC. If a Low Battery Alert is received it may result in a violation of my
terms of release and my return to jail/prison.”
—Kansas Department of Corrections, Community and Field Services Division, Kansas®®
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> “You are required to charge your tracking unit every day for a minimum of 2 12 hours or until
you see a solid green light on your tracking unit, No exceptions! Not charging your tracking unit
is considered a major violation and may result in your arrest and return to the County Jail. You
are not to charge the tracking unit while sleeping.”
—Cuyahoga County Probation Department, Cuyahoga County, Ohio®’

These charging requirements are often onerous. Consider the typical challenge of always keeping
a cell phone charged. For many people involved in the criminal legal system, there are additional
considerations that make the charging requirements difficult: Unpredictable work schedules,
unreliable access to electricity, and housing insecurity all make it difficult to comply with strict
charging requirements.

B. Limits Privacy

The vast majority of agencies in this study use GPS-equipped ankle monitors, which all have the
capacity to track, record and analyze the location of all people on monitors 24/7.7° Several aspects
of the technology undermine privacy in significant ways.

Audio Functions Undermine Privacy

Some GPS-ankle monitors are equipped with audio features that allow for communication
between people on the monitors and the agents monitoring them.”' Some devices send pre-
recorded messages or buzzing alerts, while others allow for full two-way conversations.”? These
functions allow supervising agents to alert the person on the monitor about a potential problem,
or to talk to them. The audio feature also acts to publicize the existence of the monitor to anyone
within earshot.

States with Agencies that Use Monitors with Audio Functions
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wy
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Private Companies Maintain & Share Location Data

Contracts from 22 states provide that private companies track the movements of people on elec-
tronic monitoring devices and maintain a database of that location data.”® The private companies
then share the monitoring data with the state and local agencies that oversee electronic monitor-
ing.”* Data is shared with agencies in a variety of ways. Many private vendor contracts provide the
public agency with access to web-based systems that they can use to view real-time GPS location
data as well as past notifications and alerts.”® In some places, private companies are notified of

violations of electronic monitoring rules before the violation is reported to the public agency.”®

Examples of arrangements between private vendors and public agencies:

» “All monitoring reports are available through the easy-to-use report generator application of
Sentinel's SenTrak software. Participant activity is posted in realtime so users can view violations
online as they occur or a record of any historical data. Any authorized user can view participant
activity 24 hours a day, seven (7) days a week, 365 days a year.”

—Miami-Dade Corrections and Rehabilitation Department, Miami-Dade County,
Florida, Pretrial’””

» “Contractor [Satellite Tracking of People LLC] shall provide all required access to its secure
Central Information System to authorized County staff, DPOs and local law enforcement agency
stakeholders authorized to participate in the GPS Program. System access shall only be pro-
vided to those persons who have written authorization from the County Program Manager.”

—Los Angeles County Probation Department, Los Angeles County, California, Probation’®

» “Adult GPS records are open to the public, so anyone, including the DA, can have them regard-
less of whether the case is open or closed and regardless of the person’s reason for wanting
the records. If subpoenaed to testify in a hearing, contact Bl [a private monitoring vendor] for
assistance in obtaining copies that are releasable. Bl will provide assistance as this falls under
the EHM/BI contract with BI.”

—Denver Adult Probation Department, Denver County, Colorado, Probation”?

Location Data Shared with Law Enforcement

Few agencies in our study inform people on monitors that their location data is saved and, at least
sometimes, shared with law enforcement.?’ Based on other research, as well as published court
decisions, it is likely that data sharing with law enforcement is common, even if not reflected in the
records in our study.?! Data sharing allows law enforcement to access historical location data and
use it for purposes of crime scene correlation and other police investigations.

Examples of rules that provide for data sharing with law enforcement and other
government agencies:
» People on monitors agree that Pretrial Services Agency may “provide my tracking information
to law enforcement for investigative purposes.”
—Pretrial Services Agency, Washington, DC, Pretrial®?

» People on monitors must “acknowledge that my EM data may be shared with other criminal
justice partners.”
—San Francisco Sheriff's Department, San Francisco County, California, Pretrial®®
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> Bl Incorporated, a private company that administers electronic monitoring for the New Mexico
Department of Corrections, has “the capability to query GPS location information both automat-
ically and individually, including latitude and longitude, and mapping on all defendants/offend-
ers based on specified distance from a specified location within specified date/time range as
means of performing analysis of GPS Offenders at a potential crime scene.”
—New Mexico Department of Corrections, New Mexico, Probation and Parole®

In some jurisdictions, the agency records are less clear and simply note that location data is saved
as an official government record that may be shared with other agencies.®

Example of general data sharing provisions:
> People on monitors agree that “all of my movement will be electronically tracked and will
become an official legal record, which when deemed necessary by my supervising proba-
tion and parole officer (PPO), will be submitted to other agencies for investigative and legal
proceedings.”
—Ildaho Department of Correction, Idaho, Probation and Parole®

Lack of Privacy Safeguards

None of the records in this study inform people on monitors how long their location data is stored.
It is unclear what happens to the data generally. Some agency contracts require private companies
to hold onto location data for many years after the contract ends.?” Other contracts require private
companies to either destroy the data or return it to the agency overseeing electronic monitoring.®

The privacy intrusions also sometimes extend to personal electronic devices. Records from six
agencies in five states explicitly require people to submit to warrantless searches of their cell
phones and other electronic devices.®

The privacy implications of monitoring are cumulative and must be understood in the context of
the other burdens placed on people on court supervision. In most places, people on electronic
monitors are also subject to the general rules that apply to everyone on pretrial release, probation
or parole. People on court supervision (including those who are on monitors) are often subjected
to invasions of their bodily autonomy through random drug testing,® blood and DNA sampling,”’
as well as invasions of their home through mandatory home visits’ that may include warrantless
searches of the home.”

Example of rules limiting privacy for people on general court supervision:
» People on pretrial release and probation in Ada County, Idaho, are required to share all their
medical and treatment history records with the probation department.
—Ada County, Idaho, Pretrial Release and Probation Supervision®
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¢. Undermines Family & Social Relationships

People on electronic monitors are frequently subject to a range of rules and requirements that
undermine family and social relationships. For example, records from five agencies impose limita-
tions related to who may live in the same home as someone on a monitor.” Some jurisdictions
forbid people on monitors from having house guests or allowing anyone to move into the house
without permission.” Other jurisdictions also limit who may visit the home.?”

Examples of rules circumscribing family and social relationships:

» People on monitors are prohibited from “babysitting or being a primary caregiver for any
person, children, or pets without approval.”
—Alaska Department of Corrections?

» People on monitors must “understand that all residents (18 years old and older) of
the household [they] live [in] must agree to the conditions listed on the Cohabitant
Acknowledgement Form.”

—San Diego County Sheriffs’ Department, California®

> “Participants and their family members will receive an orientation, from the Monitoring Service
Unit Chief, the Case Manager [and/or] the Investigator...and they must sign the Program
Agreement acknowledging their understanding of the rules of the program, prior to release.”
—Prince George's County Department of Corrections, Maryland’®

> “l will not allow persons of disreputable character to visit my residence during the period
of home confinement.”
—Kanawha County Sheriff's Office, West Virginia'’

> “Residence that has been investigated by MDOC, found free of alcohol, illegal drugs, weapons
and other unrelated convicted felons.”
—Department of Corrections, Mississippi’®?

» “No individuals may join the household unless specifically approved in advance by the GPS
Deputies. The only felons that will be allowed to live with you are your immediate family.”
—Utah County Sheriff's Office, Utah 1%

House Searches by Supervising Agencies Impact Families

Even when the terms of electronic monitoring do not dictate who may live in the home, they con-
stitute a severe loss of privacy for all cohabitants. In about 40% of jurisdictions in the study, people
on monitors are subject to searches at any time without reasonable suspicion or probable cause,
subjecting people who live with them to searches as well.’*
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States with Agencies that Require Searches of Homes
and/or Electronic Devices
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B Home and/or Electronic Search Conditions M No Data

Family and Friends Are Required to Cooperate with Law Enforcement

Monitoring rules also force the family and friends of people on monitors to take on the role
of police and probation officers. For example, in Michigan, the Oakland County Community
Corrections Division requires that individuals on electronic monitoring must “[rlemain in the
custody of a responsible party of the community who agrees to monitor the defendant and
report any violation of any release conditions to the court.”'%

Examples of rules that require family and friends to cooperate or share information with
law enforcement:
> “Since a client may be harder to reach in the community,” people who live with a person
on a monitor are required to share their contact information with the monitoring officer.
—Dallas County Pretrial Services'%

> People on electronic monitoring must provide their family members' “[f]irst, middle, last and
maiden name; address and phone number; if the family member has been on supervision or
incarcerated; date of birth; highest education level; substance abuse history; [and] if the family
has a criminal history.”
—Virginia Department of Corrections'"”

Interference with Intimate Relationships

Some agencies also have rules that regulate intimate relationships. For example, monitoring rules
in Johnson County, Kansas, provide that “prior to entering into a marriage, financial, or other con-
tract [the participant] will discuss the matter with [their] House Arrest Officer.”'% Likewise, people

The George Washington University Law School | 13



on monitors under the authority of the Mississippi Department of Corrections may only marry
upon the department’s approval.'®

Monitoring rules are often imposed on top of general conditions of release, which often contain
rules that likewise limit social relationships based on broad and vague standards.

Examples:
» Must “avoid persons or places of disreputable or harmful conduct or character.”
—Alabama Bureau of Pardons and Paroles'’°

» Must “avoid persons and places of harmful and/or disreputable character, including establish-

|//

ments whose primary source of income is from the sale of alcoho

—Sedgwick County Department of Corrections, Kansas'"’

> Must “not associate with any convicted felon or person of bad reputation.”
—Mississippi Department of Corrections’'?

» Must “not associate with any person identified by [their] Probation/Parole Officer as being det-
rimental to [their] Probation supervision, which may include persons having a criminal record,
other probationers and parolees, and victims or witnesses of [their] crime or crimes.”

—New Mexico Corrections Department'’3

» Must “agree that [they] will not allow persons of disreputable character to visit [their] residence
during the period of home confinement.”
—Kanawha County Sheriff's Office, West Virginia'™

Jeopardizes Employment, Financial Security & Housing

Undermines Employment

Obtaining and maintaining employment is a common requirement for most people on court
supervision.' Yet certain rules governing both monitoring and general court supervision often
act at cross purposes and undermine the ability of people to seek and maintain a job. As other
research has documented, obtaining a job with a criminal record is difficult, and being on a moni-
tor, as well as being subjected to other rules of court supervision, makes it even more difficult.’®

For example, in most places, policies governing court supervision and electronic monitoring
require that people obtain approval before they accept a job, change jobs or change their work
schedule.” In other places, people on electronic monitors are limited in the hours they can

work, or their hours must be approved by their agency supervisor.'® In Prince George’s County,
Maryland, people on monitors must obtain permission before going to a job interview,""? and

in Sacramento, California, and Kansas, people on monitors cannot work outside of the county,
cannot accept a job with an unpredictable schedule and can only work for a relative with permis-
sion.'? Several agencies also require that people on monitors report their earnings or pay stubs to
the supervising agent.'?'

Many agency rules impact not just the person on the monitor, but their employer as well. Five juris-
dictions, for example, explicitly require the person on the monitor to inform their employer that
they are on supervision.'?? Several agencies permit supervising agents to conduct random checks
at places of employment.’ The Idaho Department of Corrections requires that people on moni-
tors remain in areas of their workplace that receive unobstructed signal reception.’? And people
on probation in Arizona are required to bring their charger to their place of employment to make
sure the monitor remains charged."?
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High User Fees

In most places, people on monitors are required to pay a daily, weekly or monthly user fee.'
The fees are often expensive. Of the agencies that specified what fees they charge, the fees vary
widely, as seen in the table below.

Fee Number of

Frequency Agencies Studied

and Amount  that Charge the

Charged Noted Amount Agencies

Daily Fee 22

$1.50 1 Lancaster County Community Corrections, Nebraska

$2.00 1 Department of Corrections, Arkansas

$3.39 1 Adult Probation Services, Arizona

$4.00 1 Pretrial Services, Maine
North Carolina Department of Public Safety, Division of Adult Correction,

$4.48 1 . )
Community Corrections

$5.00 1 Tulsa County Court Services, Oklahoma

$5.50 1 Department of Corrections, Kentucky

$6.00 1 Division of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Parole Services, West Virginia

$8.00 3 St. Louis County Department of Justice Services, Missouri; Cuyahoga County

' Probation Department, Ohio; Richmond Department of Justice Services, Virginia

Circuit Court of Cook County Adult Probation Department, lllinois; Lake

$10.00 4 County Sheriff's Department Community Based Corrections Center, Electronic

' Monitoring Program, Illinois; Oakland County Community Corrections Division,

Michigan; Utah County Sheriff's Office, Utah

$13.50 1 Department of Corrections, Probation and Parole Services, Oklahoma
Department of Corrections, Alaska; Johnson County Department of

$14.00 2 .
Corrections, Kansas

$15.00 1 Minnehaha County Sheriff's Office, Jail Division, South Dakota

$16.00 1 Ramsey County Correctional Facility, Minnesota

$20.00 1 Fairfax County Sheriff's Office Alternative Incarceration Branch, Virginia
Sacramento County Sheriff's Department, California (if the person under supervi-

$47.00 1 A
sion is self-employed)

Weekly Fee 1

$50.00 1 Sedgwick County Department of Corrections, Kansas

Monthly Fee 5

$25.00 1 Department of Corrections, South Dakota

$88.00 1 Department of Corrections, Mississippi

$240.00 1 Department of Corrections, Wisconsin

$300.00 1 Department of Corrections, Probation and Parole Services, Oklahoma

$350.61 1 Connecticut Judicial Branch, Court Support Services Division

One Time Fee

$25.00 1 Indiana Department of Corrections, Division of Parole Services
$57.00 1 Los Angeles County Probation Department, California

$100.00 1 Virginia Department of Corrections

$300.00 1 Fifth Judicial District Department of Correctional Services, lowa
$1,000.00 1 Rockingham County Courts, North Carolina

$2,275.00 1 Ramsey County Correctional Facility, Minnesota
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In Virginia, people on monitoring through the Department of Corrections cannot have their GPS
device removed until they pay a $100 fee; and the same is true for people on pretrial monitoring
in Canyon County, Idaho. ™’

The costs add up, especially when considering the amount of time—often months, if not years—that
someone spends on a monitor. The Sacramento County Sheriff's Department charges the highest
fees identified in this study: $47.00 per day for self-employed people quickly totals $17,155.00
per year.'?® County-level agencies in Virginia charge some of the highest fees of anywhere: Fairfax

County charges $7,300 per year,'® while Richmond County charges $2,920.00 per year for elec-
tronic monitoring,'® slightly under the average of $3,284.08.

over One Year of Supervision*

Electronic Monitoring®' Supervision Fees, Extrapolated

Average Cost Per Year

State Agencies to Be on a Monitor'32
Alaska Department of Corrections $5,110.00
Arizona Judicial Branch, Adult Probation Services $1,237.35
Arkansas Department of Corrections, Division of Community Corrections $730.00
California ;Ese?glggzzgS;ZtZtProbation Department; Sacramento County $8,606.00
Connecticut Judicial Branch, Court Support Services Division $3,954.36
Circuit Court of Cook County Adult Probation Department; Lake
Illinois County Sheriff's Department Community Based Corrections Center, $3,650.00
Electronic Monitoring Program
Indiana Department of Corrections, Division of Parole Services $25.00
Kansas JDoehpnasrct);eCriuor}t)éoDrerscatl}tgint of Corrections; Sedgwick County $3,930.00
Kentucky Department of Corrections $2,007.50
Maine Oakland County Community Corrections Division $1,460.00
Michigan Ramsey County Correctional Facility $3,650.00
Minnesota Department of Corrections $4,057.50
Mississippi St. Louis County Department of Justice Services $1,056.00
Missouri Lancaster County Community Corrections $2,920.00
Nebraska gifrzr;cg;ennst of Public Safety, Division of Adult Correction, Community $547.50
North Carolina Cuyahoga County Probation Department $1,635.20
Ohio Oakland County Community Corrections Division $2,920.00
Oklahoma gzsign&inut;gec:\)/irizﬁons, Probation and Parole Services; Tulsa $3,450.83
South Dakota Minnehaha County Sheriff's Office, Jail Division $5,475.00
Utah Utah County Sheriff's Office $3,650.00
West Virginia Division of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Parole Services $2,190.00
Wisconsin Department of Corrections $2,880.00
Avg. amount per year: $3,284.08

* Of the records reviewed in this report, many were silent as to the fees charged. Records from agencies in the following states did not contain information on
fees: Colorado, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico,
New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Washington and Wyoming. In addition, many agencies in the states in the table above did not provide any information

on their fees.
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Monitoring fees are often on top of other fees related to court involvement. In most places, people
on monitors also face fees for treatment, court supervision and other court costs."® These costs
undermine financial security when it is needed most.'3*

In 23 states, the billing of fees is handled directly by the private vendor.’™ In some instances, the
contract requires the person on electronic monitoring to participate in an in-person check-in with
the private agency, at which time the equipment is checked, past activity is reviewed, agency-
approved scheduling changes are made, and the staff collects all fees that are owed.’¢ Other
records dictate that the private vendor must report delinquent payments, ' and failure to pay may
result in removal from the program and notification to the court,’® or involvement of a collection
agency in the case of delinquent or partial payment.'®

No Effective Fee Waiver Process

The process for obtaining a fee waiver is often unclear. Of the records collected in our study, the
vast majority provided no information on fee waivers or what happens if someone cannot pay the
monitoring fee or other court fees. Only a small number of agency records contained information
on fee waivers or alternatives to paying fees, such as community service.’®

Examples of how agencies address failure to pay monitoring fees:
> “The defendant may perform 8 hrs of community service per week in lieu of payment for the
EMP [Electronic Monitoring Program] if ordered by the court.”

—Tulsa County Court Services, Tulsa, Oklahoma''

> "l understand that if there is a change in my financial situation, | may request that the amount
| am to pay or how often | am to pay that amount be reassessed. If | am unable to reach an
agreement with the Sheriff's Department regarding the amount | am to pay or how often | am
to pay that amount, the Sheriff's Department will set the matter in court for a judge to resolve
the disagreement.”
—San Diego County Sheriff's Department, San Diego, California’?

Monitoring and supervision fees are on top of other financial obligations that are required as pre-
conditions for being on a monitor. For example, 16 agencies from 14 states require that a person
on electronic monitoring pay for their own landline telephone,' and agencies from seven states
require someone on electronic monitoring to pay for a working cell phone.’** Of the records col-
lected, 15 agencies in 10 states require a person on electronic monitoring have consistent access
to electricity.™®

Undermines Housing Security

Many agency records also contain restrictions on housing. Agencies in 21 states require that peo-
ple on court supervision (which includes people on monitors) only live in “approved” housing.'#
Of such records that require approved housing, agencies in five states require that the person on
electronic monitoring live either within, or outside, certain geographic areas.'” Agencies in two
states have prohibitions against living in temporary housing or hotels while on electronic moni-
toring."8 People on monitors on parole in Kentucky are prohibited from residing in government-
subsidized housing or Section 8 housing, unless the housing rules allow for people with felony
records to reside on the premises.’ Access to stable housing is already a challenge for people
involved in the criminal legal system, and monitoring rules exacerbate that challenge.
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E. Numerous & Ambiguous Rules

People on monitors are often subjected to two distinct sets of rules: Those governing general
court supervision and those governing electronic monitoring. It is important to examine the differ-
ences between these two sets of rules and the implication of being subject to both.

The rules governing general court supervision are often fewer in number and imposed at the
discretion of the court. Of the general conditions reviewed in this study, the number of individual
rules ranged from four to 41, with the average being 14.°

In contrast, there are many more rules governing people on monitors. These rules are imposed in
addition to the rules of general court supervision. The number of monitoring rules varies, but the
fewest number of rules is six, the greatest is 58 and the average number of rules is 21."

The following charts reflect how people on monitors are subject to more rules than people who
are merely under general conditions of supervision. The rules for people on monitors are also
more restrictive that the general conditions of supervision.

Comparative Number of Rules of Supervision
70

Maximum .
60

Maximum ‘

50

40 Maximum .

30

Number of Rules

20

Minimum ‘

10

Minimum ’

Minimum ’

General Release Electronic Monitoring Electronic Monitoring
+General Release

ELECTRONIC PRISONS: The Operation of Ankle Monitoring in the Criminal Legal System



Is versus capital or lower case?

Prevalence of Specific Rules Governing People on Monitors
versus General Supervision*

Must remain at home at all times
(house arrest)

Must abide by a set schedule

Court- or agency-imposed curfew

Specific requirements for charging
electronic monitor

Must allow supervising officer into
home at any time

Limitations on who may live with
person under supervision

Limitations on social gatherings

Must avoid people with
criminal records

Employment requirements

Rule requiring informing supervisor
about changes in employment status

Must maintain and pay for
landline or cell phone

Must have consistent access
to electricity

Cannot be houseless

1.98%

2.97%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

3.96%

.92%

10.89%

1

22.77%

20.79%

7.82%

w

41.58%

41.58%

7.62%

51.49%

50.50%

48.51%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

B General Condition of Supervision [ Electronic Monitoring

* Agencies use a range of policies to supervise people, favoring house arrest, curfews, charging requirements and housing requirements to supervise people with
electronic monitoring.'? In most places, people on monitors are subject to the general conditions of supervision in addition to the rules. A consistent minority of the
agencies studied imposed the same or similar rules as both terms and conditions of electronic monitoring as well as a general condition of supervision.'?
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Lack of Tailoring or Adjustments Based on Need

Unlike general release conditions, there is less flexibility with respect to the terms and conditions
of electronic monitoring. Most of the rules governing people on electronic monitors are contained
in some version of a “user agreement” that does not appear to be subject to negotiation or modifi-
cation by the court.”™ The majority of these terms and conditions appear to be binding and inflex-
ible, though internal agency policies from 14 states suggest that the rules may be modified.®

Vague Rules Subject to Discretionary Enforcement

The terms and conditions governing people on court supervision, as well as the separate terms
and conditions related to monitoring, often contain rules that are ambiguous, overly broad
or open to interpretation.’¢

Examples of ambiguous conditions of general supervision include:

» “He or she shall abandon evil associates and ways...."
—Alabama Bureau of Pardons and Parole™”

» “You shall so conduct yourself as not to present a danger to yourself or others.”
—Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services, Maryland®

> “l must maintain acceptable behavior and conduct which shall justify the opportunity granted
to me by the...Parole Board.”
—New Mexico Corrections Department’s?

» Conduct yourself “in the manner of a responsible citizen.”

—Massachusetts Parole Board'¢°

Examples of ambiguous or overly broad electronic monitoring rules:

» Conduct yourself in “an orderly manner at all times.”
—Cuyahoga County Probation Department, Ohio'¢’

» “l will not behave in such a manner that is likely to result in damage to or malfunctioning
of the equipment.”
—Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, New York'é?

> “l will remain faithfully employed at a lawful occupation and support my legal dependents,
if any, to the best of my ability.”
—Mississippi Department of Corrections’s3

The significance of these rules for people on monitors is threefold: First, the sheer number of
rules makes compliance difficult. Second, many of the rules are either overly broad or ambiguous,
which, coupled with the discretion afforded to supervising agents, may also result in the detection
of more technical violations. Finally, electronic monitors allow for the near-perfect detection of
inevitable imperfections with the myriad of rules. Many of the rules governing people on general
court supervision were contemplated before the advent of monitoring technology. With monitor-
ing technology, people are more likely to be reincarcerated for minor infractions that previously
would have been invisible and ignored.
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F.

Violations & Consequences

The failure to abide by the rules of both monitoring and general court supervision may result in
reincarceration.’®® That said, it is difficult—if not impossible—to determine which violations may trig-
ger reincarceration as compared to other non-carceral responses or sanctions. For example, some-
one on a monitor has no way of knowing whether an unauthorized trip to take out the garbage or
to give a relative a ride will result in being reincarcerated.

Records from only 20% of agencies in our study explain the possible responses to violations."¢®
Given that supervising agents in the pretrial, probation and parole settings are vested with sub-
stantial amounts of discretion, the lack of any guidelines with respect to violations is significant.

Even when a record explains what constitutes a violation, the explanation is often ambiguous.
For example, records from the Idaho Department of Corrections, which oversees monitoring of
people on probation and parole, explain the potential consequences of a violation as follows:

"Failure to comply with any of the following conditions is considered a violation of this
agreement and your probation or parole supervision. Violations will be addressed by your
supervising officer, which may result in a violation of your probation or parole and a term
of incarceration.”'¢®

Other records reflect similar ambiguity and only explain that “sanctions” could be imposed as the
result of a violation.’®” Less than 1% of the terms and conditions explain how someone on elec-
tronic monitoring could contest a violation.'® Very few records have any provision or procedure
for contesting or challenging an alleged violation. Only 4% of the internal policies explain how a
person on electronic monitoring can contest a violation.’? A handful of agencies provide at least
some notice and process for contesting violations.””® For example, with respect to people on mon-
itors on probation, the Richmond Department of Justice Services policy provides: “The officer shall
follow up with the client regarding noncompliance issues within three (3) business days for minor
noncompliance issues and one (1) business day for major noncompliance issues to reinforce the
importance of following the expectations of Home Electronic Monitoring.”"”"

Private monitoring companies are often involved in identifying and processing violations of the
monitoring rules. Typically, private companies are responsible for monitoring the location of
people’s movements and noting violations.'”? Contracts from four states specify that the private
company is responsible for notifying the court of violations.'”® Although the contracts suggest that
the private vendors play a significant role in identifying monitoring violations, most of the con-
tracts do not provide guidance about what counts as a violation.'”*

Power of Private Industry

Although the relationship between government agencies and private vendors varies tremen-
dously, the result appears the same: Vendors wield significant power over monitoring operations.
In many jurisdictions, private vendors play a large role, including supervising people and oversee-
ing and approving schedule changes.”’® In fewer places, the private company provides the equip-
ment, but the public agency appears to operate the program.'’¢ In jurisdictions where the public
agency holds primary responsibility for monitoring and supervising people on electronic moni-
tors, the private surveillance company still plays a large—albeit somewhat undefined-role. "’ For
example, while the Indiana Department of Corrections appears to hold the primary supervisor role
for people on electronic monitors, it is only available for calls during regular business hours, mak-
ing the private company’s monitoring center staff the de facto contact for 16 hours a day."’®
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Private vendors are increasingly taking on responsibilities that are normally considered govern-
mental functions, ranging from the authority to make scheduling changes for people on electronic
monitors'”? to providing warrant processing services'®® and communicating with people whose
movements or actions trigger monitoring system violation alerts.’

In still other jurisdictions, private monitoring companies, or bail bond companies, contract directly
with people detained in jail pretrial and condition their services on people agreeing to, and pay-
ing for, electronic monitoring.'® These arrangements cut out government agencies and make it
almost impossible to determine the precise ways in which monitoring operates. Likewise, because
private companies are not governed by public record laws, it is virtually impossible to determine
how these companies function.

The involvement of private companies in electronic monitoring is significant. Unlike government
agencies, private companies are motivated by profit. The more people remain on monitors for
longer, the higher the profit. Although there are obvious analogies to private prisons, the role of
private surveillance companies is distinct in one crucial way: While there are many state-operated
and -run prisons (and in fact private prisons comprise only a fraction of all prisons), there are no
state- or government-run surveillance companies. The only way a government agency can engage
in monitoring and surveillance is by contracting with a private company.

Multiyear & Multimillion-Dollar Contracts

The contracts between public agencies and private monitoring vendors typically last between one
to three years, with the option to renew.'® Contract amounts vary, and contracts typically stipulate
the total cost shall not exceed a certain amount while also setting rates for various services the
agency may elect to procure during the term of the contract.'® The total cost the agency spends
on electronic monitoring depends on the services and goods provided.

Examples:
Duration Monetary
Name and Location of Agency Name of Private Company of Contract  Cap
Texas Civil Commitment Office'® 3M Electronic Monitoring 2 years $7,400,00.00
Wyoming Department of Corrections's¢ Bl Incorporated 2 years $120,000.00
Cook County Government'®’ Track Group 3 years $4,064,311.50
Los Angeles County Probation Department ¥ Satellite Tracking of People 1 year $560,000.00

Many contracts are structured so that agencies pay as they go. In other words, the more devices
and services they use, the more they pay. This arrangement appears in 54 out of 76 contract
records reviewed in the study.'®’

Small Number of Companies Used By Majority of Agencies in Study

The records reflect that there are four main companies that sell monitoring services: Attenti
(formerly 3M), Bl Incorporated, Satellite Tracking of People LLC and Sentinel Offender Services,
LLC. Of the 76 contracts in this study, 64% involved one of these four companies. Within those

49 jurisdictions, 21 obtain electronic monitoring from these private companies through a cooper-
ating purchasing program with the National Association of State Procurement Officials (NASPO).°
Jurisdictions that use NASPO agreements are indicated in the chart below with an asterisk.
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The Four Major Private Providers of Electronic Monitoring in the Records in Study

Private Company Agencies from Whom We Received Contracts

e Alaska Department of Corrections*

¢ Broward County Sheriff's Office, Florida

¢ Colorado Department of Corrections

¢ Dane County Pretrial Services, Wisconsin*

e Delaware Bureau of Community Corrections

¢ Denver Adult Probation Department

¢ Denver Department of Public Safety

e |llinois Department of Corrections

¢ Johnson County Department of Corrections, Kansas

e Lancaster County Community Corrections, Nebraska

Bl Incorporated L ) .
e Luzerne County Division of Corrections, Pennsylvania

* New Mexico Corrections Department*

¢ North Carolina Department of Public Safety

® Oregon Department of Corrections*

* Pennsylvania Board of Parole and Probation

* Prince George’s County Department of Corrections, Maryland

® Ramsey County Correctional Facility, Minnesota

e Tulsa County Court Services, Oklahoma*

¢ Wisconsin Department of Corrections*

* Wyoming Department of Corrections

¢ Cook County, Government Sheriff's Office and Adult Probation Department, lllinois
e Fairfax County Sheriff's Office Alternative Incarceration Branch, Virginia*
* Florida Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
e |daho Department of Corrections
* Indiana Department of Corrections, Division of Parole Services
Attenti * lowa Department of Administrative Services*
* Michigan Department of Corrections
¢ Oklahoma Department of Corrections, Probation and Parole Services*
® Oregon Department of Corrections*
e Pennsylvania Board of Parole and Probation

* West Virginia Division of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Parole Services*

e Arkansas Department of Corrections, Division of Community Corrections*
* Los Angeles County, California, Probation Department
Satellite Tracking of People * Nebraska Department of Correctional Services*
¢ Orange County, California, Probation Department*
e Utah Department of Corrections*

¢ Canyon County Sheriff's Office, Idaho

¢ Connecticut Judicial Branch Court Support Services Division*

e Cumberland County Pretrial Services, Maine

e Fayette County—Lexington Community Corrections, Kentucky

* Hawaii Department of Public Safety*

e Kansas Department of Corrections, Community and Field Services Division
e Lake County Sheriff's Office, lllinois

* Miami-Dade Department of Corrections, Florida *

Sentinel Offender Services

e Mississippi Department of Corrections*
¢ Nevada Department of Public Safety, Division of Parole and Probation*
* Oregon Department of Corrections*

* Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia
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Cooperative Purchasing Agreements Are Used by 28% of Jurisdictions
in Our Study

The NASPO contracts, which are utilized by 28% of jurisdictions in our study, allow agencies to
utilize the boilerplate terms and pricing lists that the State of Washington Contract #00212 has
with each of the major electronic monitoring private companies—3M, Bl Incorporated, Sentinel
and Satellite Tracking of People— requiring active addendums on the part of the agencies to
regulate their relationships with private companies. These NASPO contracts are quite dense,
with approximately 50 pages of standard terms and conditions, and more than 50 pages of speci-
fications specific to each private company, with Sentinel having 487 pages of specifications.'"
Each of these contracts provides the option for installation and removal services, a full-service
monitoring center staffed by the private company that can respond to violations, and directly
charging people on electronic monitoring, among additional features.'?? Given the ambiguity
in some participating addendums and amendments, it remains unclear to what extent each of
these features are being fully utilized by the agencies.

The prevalence of cooperative purchasing—two or more state or local government agencies pur-
chasing under the same contract'”*-as a contract method for the acquisition of electronic moni-
toring equipment and services raises concerns about quality, cost and oversight, particularly in

a market where a handful of large private vendors appears to dominate the market for electronic
monitoring. Most contracts, for example, say nothing about what happens to the personal data
collected through the monitors. Most agencies appear to adopt pre-existing contracts without
modification, or with only minor modification, demonstrating an interest in cost-saving strategies
that may conflict with other interests such as data protection or stringent review. These contracts
contain few details that suggest that the services being provided involve people, liberty restric-
tions and private data. Most of the contracts appear to be standard government contracts that
govern basic goods and services.

Equipment and Services Are Typically Sold Together

The contracts reveal how much government agencies pay per monitor. As noted previously, these
costs are often shifted to people who are on monitors. Electronic monitoring companies offer an
array of add-on monitoring options such as devices that complaining witnesses can carry alerting
them if the person of electronic monitoring is near and escalation protocols that vary in whether
the person on EM is notified when there is a registered violation on their device. Examples of
monitoring options are italicized below.
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Name of

Agency & Jurisdiction Example of Contract Costs Related to Monitoring Company
Idah . .
gﬁggr?;'scg:ﬁnctgl(s:atr?;”w‘l $8.85 per day for GPS tracking Sentinel
$12.25-$14.50 per day for GPS tracking for domestic
violence cases'?
Cumberland County, )
Maine, Sherriff's Office $8.25-10.50 per day for GPS tracking Sentinel

(pretrial)'®

$6.00-$8.25 per day for radio frequency landline
$7.00-%$9.25 per day for radio frequency cellular

Johnson County

Department of Corrections,

Kansas (probation and
parole)'”’

$3.25-3.65 per day for BI LOC8 Active GPS rental and monitoring

$3.15-$3.50 per day for Bl ExacuTrack One Active GPS rental
and monitoring

$2.75 per day for Bl HomeGuard 206 Cellular Home Curfew Monitor

$1.65 per day for live monitoring center escalation services'?®

Bl Incorporated

Los Angeles County,
California (probation)'?”?

$5.52-$5.82 per day for cellular radio frequency monitoring
and support services, installation and removal

$3.60 per day for radio frequency monitoring and support services,
installation and removal

$5.92-%$6.22 per day for Continuous Active GPS monitoring
and support services, installation and removal

$5.90-$15.00 per day for county-paid adult monitoring services?®

Satellite Tracking
of People

The specific price of the equipment is only one of the expenses accounted for in the contracts
between government agencies and private vendors. The other significant cost to state and local
agencies is the cost of additional electronic monitoring services each private vendor offers, which

include everything from fitting and installing a monitor onto an individual?®®' to responding to that
individual’s monitoring violation.?°2 The records indicate that private vendors market electronic
monitoring equipment and electronic monitoring services as a package.

Examples:

Excerpt from Wyoming Department of Corrections Contract

with Bl International?%3

4. Paymcnt.

A The Agency agrees to pay the Contractor for the services described in Section 5 below. Total payment
under this Contract shall not exceed one hundred twenty thousand dollars ($120,000.00), at the
rates described below. Payment shall be made when services are completed. Payment shall be made
within forty-five (45) days after submission of invoice pursuant to Wyo. Stat. § 16-6-602. Contractor
shall submit invoices in sufficient detail to ensure that payments may be made in conformance with
this Contract.

() Agency agrees to pay Contractor at the rate of two dollars and thirty-seven cents ($2.37) per day
for each actively monitored offender on a HomeGuard 200™, GroupGuard™ or GroupGuard
PLUS™, and four dollars and twenty-eight cents ($4.28) per day on a HomeGuard 206™,
including the day the offender becomes active and the day the offender ceases to be actively
monitored.
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Excerpt from Lake County Sheriff's Office, lllinois,

with Sentinel Offender Services?®*

90102 Price Schedule for Monitoring Services
Item Descrition of Servi Price for Services (Price
Number escription of setvice per Unit of Measure)
1. Standard Radio Frequency Base Unit (Sentinel Dual Trak II® or equal) $2.33
(Price Each per Service Day)
2. GPS Level I Moniloring Pasl;ive GPS (Sentinel Trak Mate I1® or equal) $4.95
(Price Each per Service Day)
3. GPS Level IT Monitoring Intermediate GPS (Sentinel Trak Mate II® $6.80
or equal) (Price Each per Service Day)
4. GPS Level IT1I Monitoring Active GPS (Sentinel Trak Mate II® orequal) | $7.30
(Price Each per Service Day)
5. Monthly Cost for On-Site Technician (Monthly Price) $0.00

Because agencies rely on private companies to provide monitoring services, the contracts reflect

how the commodification of government functions—particularly oversight of electronic monitor-

ing services in pretrial, probation, or parole programs—influences key administrability decisions,

including how monitoring violations are escalated.

Excerpt from Johnson County, Kansas, Contract with

Bl International

VII. Optional Live Calls from Bl Monitoring Center:

Service Description

Live Monitoring Center Escalation Calls Following the Below Procedures for all
Inclusion Zone and/or RF Curfew violations (after a 15 minute grace period):

* On any Inclusion Zone and RF Curfew violations that last beyond the 15
minute grace period, Monitoring center staff will call client to find out where
he is going and why he is out.

* If no contact, continue to call every 20 minutes.

* After 1 hour of no contact, contact emergency contact number. See if they
know where he is or can have him contact house arrest.

* At 2 hour mark, turn over to Adult HA and staff will then take over for
residence check.

In addition, Monitoring Center staff will contact staff at HA immediately if any of
the below occur. Once notified, HA staff will then take over for a residence check:
* Exclusion zones, Proximity tamper, strap tamper, unit case tamper, Missed call
backs over 4 hours, no motions over 24 hours.

Total Price | Total Price per
per Day Day per Unit

per Unit Without 15
Minute Grace
Period

+$1.65 +$1.80

All of the above services but increasing the call interval from 20 minutes to
60 minutes.

+$1.05 +$1.20
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H.

Lack of Quality Control or Oversight

None of the records in our study contain provisions about evaluating the effectiveness of monitor-
ing. There are no provisions about collecting data to measure, for example, if increased surveil-
lance leads to fewer missed court dates, fewer violations or fewer arrests for new offenses. None
of the policies or records provide for any type of study, much less data collection, to determine
the effectiveness of surveillance, or even who is subject to surveillance. Studies and data collection
may be happening, but they are not reflected in documents that were reviewed.

Most of the agency records also say nothing about malfunctioning software or hardware. Of

the records that address malfunctioning devices,?> most simply state that the person with the
malfunctioning device monitor should report the problem to the monitoring agency.?? In some
places, like San Diego County, California, and Canyon County, [daho, agency records provide that
the person on the monitor should be remanded to jail “if electronic monitoring devices are unable
for any reason to perform their function at the designated place of supervision.”?” None of the
records contain provisions for checking if the monitors or software are functioning properly.

Recommendations to End Reliance
on Restrictive Electronic Monitoring

Much can and should be learned from the records in this study.?’® The findings in this study
should also be considered in the context of other research on electronic monitoring, including
important research by scholars, activists and advocates.??” What follows are a few preliminary
recommendations:2"

Monitoring Should Be Viewed for What It Is: Punishment

Short of a prison cell, electronic monitoring is the most restrictive form of government surveillance
and control. Like incarceration, the operation of monitoring depends on the loss of liberty, privacy,
dignity and autonomy. The surveillance impacts not just the person ordered to wear the moni-

tor, but it affects the lives of their friends, families and employers. Often, the people who are in

the best position to support someone returning from custody (such as family and employers) are
forced into the position of being de facto supervisors of the person on the monitor. And their lives,
like the life of the person on the monitor, are subject to constant surveillance by agency officials.

Divest in Monitoring, Invest in Freedom

The criminal legal system must end its reliance on electronic surveillance without replacing

it with incarceration. Support, not surveillance, is the key to successfully reintegrating return-
ing citizens into their communities. This support should be robust, well-funded and decoupled
from the criminal legal system. Support should include access to health care, education, jobs
and housing assistance.

Eliminate Reliance on Private Surveillance Companies

Based on this primary research, private companies increase their profits as more people are
placed, remain and re-placed on monitors. Several of the companies that market monitors have
been the subject of civil rights lawsuits and should not be relied on.2" To the extent that monitor-
ing continues to be used in the criminal legal system, it should be fully run by government agen-
cies without any involvement of private companies.
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D.

VL.

Create Privacy Protections

To the extent that monitoring continues to be used, there should be strict regulations governing
the use of all data collected through monitors. At a minimum, data should not be shared without
a search warrant.

Least Restrictive Options Should Always Be Used

To the extent that monitoring continues to be used, the rules and regulations should be as
least restrictive and burdensome as possible. The rules must be simplified, including the strict
requirements about movement, charging and check-ins. Activities such as work, seeking medi-
cal care and time with family should be presumptively permitted and should not require any
preapproval process.

Evaluate Program Efficacy & Impact
on Marginalized Communities

Although the records in this report shed light on how electronic ankle monitoring operates, much
remains unknown. For example, there is virtually no data on the number of people on monitors

in the United States, much less their demographics. There is also limited data on the reasons that
people are placed on monitors, and whether it is justified based on risk, nature of the charge or
some other factor. There is little empirical evidence studying the effectiveness of monitors as com-
pared to straight release. Of the limited research addressing the benefits of monitoring, none take
into account the ways that monitoring further subordinates and harms historically marginalized
groups. Given the increased reliance on ankle monitors, the lack of meaningful data and research
supporting their efficacy is troubling.

Study Limitations

This report is broad in scope but somewhat limited in depth by virtue of several unavoidable
limitations related to the records. First, practices in pretrial release, probation and parole vary
tremendously. For example, in some places, probation operates at the county level and in other
places, it operates at the state level. For states with probation overseen at the county level, we col-
lected records from the two most populous counties in the state. Relatedly, different jurisdictions
and agencies use different terminology with respect to the type of court supervision and elec-
tronic surveillance more generally. Even the term “electronic monitoring” has different meanings
depending on the agency. These differences complicated the uniformity of comparisons across
agencies and jurisdictions.

Second, while we attempted to collect records from every state, and succeeded in getting at
least one record from most states, there was great variation in our ability to get all the records we
sought from all jurisdictions. Most agencies were not transparent or forthcoming with respect to
making the records easily accessible. As a result, some jurisdictions are overrepresented, and this
study does not purport to perfectly reflect current monitoring practices in the United States.?'?

Third, written policies do not paint a complete picture and are only one data point. Agency
records do not capture the voices and experiences of those directly impacted—namely, the
people who are subject to punitive surveillance, as well as their families and friends. Much can,
and should, be learned from those who are the most impacted.?'® Also not captured in our study
are the perspectives of key institutional actors, such as defense lawyers, prosecutors, judges and
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probation and parole officers. Records do not capture, because they cannot capture, the way
that individual agents may deviate from the written policies. As other researchers have pointed
out, probation, parole and pretrial officers are afforded broad discretion in how they enforce
these rules. Likewise, at sentencing, courts have discretion to add or strike conditions, and rules

and agency records do not reflect that aspect of sentencing.

Fourth, understanding how monitoring operates requires comparing, synthesizing and reviewing
different records. For example, in some jurisdictions, the rules governing monitoring are contained

in a contract with private vendors, and in other places, they are contained in the internal policies.

Likewise, some agencies oversee more than just probation, pretrial release, or parole. Some agen-

cies oversee two or three of these types of supervision. And in most places, people ordered to

wear a monitor are subject to two sets of rules: the rules specific to monitoring, and the general

rules that govern everyone on court supervision (those on monitors and those that are not). As a

result, our study looks at the rules and regulations in the aggregate, across pretrial release, proba-
tion and parole, and across all four different types of records. Although the differences between
records and type of supervision is lost under this approach, there is no evidence that monitoring

practices differ significantly between pretrial release, probation and parole.

vi. Appendix

Records in Study
(Last Updated July 15, 2021)

Type of Records Analyzed

(N=247)

Terms and
Conditions
of EM/GPS
22.67%

Internal Policies
21.46%

Contract with
Private Vendor
29.55%

General Conditions
of Supervision
26.32%

Records in Our Study:
Agency Type (N=247)

Probation
and
Pretrial
5.67%

Parole
27.13%

Probation

27.13%

Probation Parole
and Parole and Pretrial
7.69% 0.40%

Pretrial

30.77%

Pretrial,
Probation
and Parole
1.12%
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Records Relied on in Report

What Does the
State Name of Agency Agency Oversee?  Records Collected
Alabama Bureau of Pardons and Paroles  Probation and Parole ~ General Conditions of Supervision
Jefferson County . . -
Al m ; ) Pretrial neral Conditions of rvision
abama Sheriff's Office etria General Conditions of Supervisio
Alaska Department of Corrections Pretrial, Probation Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
P and Parole Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
. D ment of Correction . .
Arizona epar‘F' N 'to Corrections, Parole General Conditions of Supervision
Rehabilitation & Reentry
. Judicial Branch, Adult . . General Conditions of Supervision, Terms
Arizona . . Pretrial and Probation . ) S
Probation Services and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
. Moh nty Pr ion . . .
Arizona ohave County Probatio Pretrial General Conditions of Supervision
Department
Department of Corrections, Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Arkansas Division of Community Probation and Parole  Internal Policies Terms and Conditions of
Corrections Electronic Monitoring
. . Los Angeles County . Contract, Internal Policies, Terms and
California ; Probation .. . o
Probation Department Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
. . Orange Count . Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
California 9¢ Y Probation .. P
Probation Department Internal Policies
Sacramento Count Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
California oo y Pretrial and Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Sheriff's Department . S
Electronic Monitoring
California San Diego County Protrial Contract, Internal Policies, Terms and
Sheriff's Department Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
. . San Francisco . Contract, Terms and Conditions
California P Pretrial ) L
Sheriff's Department of Electronic Monitoring
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Denver Adult . . .
Colorado . Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Probation Department . o
Electronic Monitoring
Denver Department . -, .
Colorado oep Pretrial Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
of Public Safety
. ntract neral Conditions of rvision
Colorado Department of Corrections Parole Contract, G.e. eral Conditions of Supervision,
Internal Policies
Connecticut Department of Correction Parole Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
- Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
. Judicial Branch, Court Support . . ", !
Connecticut PP Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of

Services Division

Electronic Monitoring

Delaware

Department of Correction,
Bureau of Community

Pretrial, Probation

Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of

. and Parole . o
Corrections Electronic Monitoring
District of Court Services and Offender
. Supervision Agency for the Probation and Parole  Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
Columbia o -
District of Columbia
District of . . . Contract Terms and Conditions
- Pretrial Services Agency Pretrial . o
Columbia of Electronic Monitoring
. Broward Sheriff's Office, . Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Florida ) ) C Pretrial .
Pretrial Services Division Internal Policies
Department of Corrections Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Florida P Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of

and Rehabilitation

Electronic Monitoring
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What Does the

State Name of Agency Agency Oversee?  Records Collected
. Miami-Dade Corrections and . . . .
Florida [ Pretrial and Probation  Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
Rehabilitation Department
Department of Communit General Conditions of Supervision,
Georgia partm: y Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
Supervision B oo
of Electronic Monitoring
Hawaii Department of Public Safety Parole Contract, Internal Policies
Internal Policies, General Conditions
Idaho Ada County Sheriff's Office Pretrial and Probation  of Supervision, Terms and Conditions
of Electronic Monitoring
nyon nty Mi meanor . -, .
Idaho Ca yor County Misdemeano Probation General Conditions of Supervision
Probation Department
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Idaho Canyon County Sheriff's Office  Pretrial Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
. . ontract, Internal Policies, Terms and
Idaho Department of Correction Probation and Parole ¢ o T
Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
L General Conditions of Supervision, Internal
o Circuit Court of Cook County . . P .
Illinois R Probation Policies, Terms and Conditions of Electronic
Adult Probation Department L
Monitoring
Cook County Sheriff's .
L ) Y . . Contract, Terms and Conditions
[llinois Office and Adult Pretrial and Probation ) o
. of Electronic Monitoring
Probation Department
lllinois Department of Corrections Parole Contract, Internal Policies
Lake County Sheriff's
. Department Community . . Contract, Terms and Conditions
lllinois . Pretrial and Probation ) o
Based Corrections Center, of Electronic Monitoring
Electronic Monitoring Program
lllinois Prisoner Review Board Parole General Conditions of Supervision
. Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
. Department of Corrections, . .
Indiana S . Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Division of Parole Services . N
Electronic Monitoring
. Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
. Marion County . . . "
Indiana . . Pretrial and Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Community Corrections . o
Electronic Monitoring
Department of Administrative .
lowa . Pretrial Contract
Services
. Pretrial, Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
lowa Department of Corrections . N
and Parole of Electronic Monitoring
Fifth Judicial District
lowa Department of Probation General Conditions of Supervision
Correctional Services
Department of Corrections, Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Kansas Community and Field Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Services Division Electronic Monitoring
Johnson County Department Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Kansas - yLep Pretrial and Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
of Corrections . o
Electronic Monitoring
. Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
Sedgwick County Department . . L . !
Kansas gw! unty Dep Pretrial and Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of

of Corrections

Electronic Monitoring
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What Does the

State Name of Agency Agency Oversee?  Records Collected
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Kentucky Department of Corrections Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
Jefferson Count . . -
Kentucky . ounty Pretrial General Conditions of Supervision
Pretrial Services
Lexington Division of . . -
Kentucky gton . Pretrial and Probation ~ Contract, Internal Policies
Community Corrections
Louisville Metropolitan . Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
Kentucky . Pretrial . N
Department of Corrections of Electronic Monitoring
Louisville-Jefferson nt .
Kentucky oulsvire Je. erson County Pretrial Contract
Pretrial Services
. Cumberland Count .
Maine . . Y Pretrial Contract
Pretrial Services
Maine Department of Corrections Probation General Conditions of Supervision
Maine Pretrial Services, Inc. Pretrial Internal Policies
Department of Public Safety General Conditions of Supervision,
Maryland . . Parole .
and Correctional Services Internal Policies
Prince George's County . . Contract, Internal Policies, Terms and
Maryland ! Pretrial and Probation o BRVSR
Y Department of Corrections ! ! Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
General Conditions of Supervision,
Massachusetts Parole Board Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
of Electronic Monitoring
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Michigan Department of Corrections Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
. General Conditions of Supervision,
. Oakland County Community . i P iy
Michigan ) L Pretrial Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
Corrections Division ) o
of Electronic Monitoring
. Oakland Count .
Michigan . y Pretrial Contract
Compliance Office
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
. Ramsey County . . -
Minnesota . " Probation Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
Correctional Facility ! oo
of Electronic Monitoring
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Mississippi Department of Corrections Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
of Electronic Monitoring
Missouri Department of Corrections Probation and Parole  General Conditions of Supervision
. . St. Louis County Department . " . o
Missouri ! unty Dep Pretrial Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
of Justice Services
Department of .
Nebraska partn . Probation Contract
Correctional Services
Douglas County Department .
Nebraska 9 A y=ep Pretrial Contract
of Corrections
Lancaster County Communit . -, -
Nebraska . y Y Pretrial Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
Corrections
Department of Public
Nevada Safety, Division of Parole Probation and Parole  Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
and Probation
New . . Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
. Department of Corrections Probation and Parole . oo
Hampshire of Electronic Monitoring
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What Does the

State Name of Agency Agency Oversee?  Records Collected

New Jersey Judiciary Pretrial Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,

New Jersey State Parole Board Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of

Electronic Monitoring

New Mexico

Corrections Department

Pretrial, Probation

Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,

and Parole Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
State Department Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
New York of Corrections and Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Community Supervision Electronic Monitoring
North Department of Public Safety, General Conditions of Supervision,
Carolina Division of Adult Correction, Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
Community Corrections of Electronic Monitoring
North . .
) Department of Public Safety Probation Contract
Carolina
North . . -, .
. Rockingham County Courts Pretrial General Conditions of Supervision
Carolina
Ohio Cuyahoga County Probation Probation General C.O-ndItIOhS of Sup.erV|5|or?, Tgrms
Department and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
. Department of Rehabilitation Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Ohio ) Parole ..
and Correction Internal Policies
. Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Department of Corrections, . . .
Oklahoma ) ) Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Probation and Parole Services ) N
Electronic Monitoring
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Oklahoma Tulsa County Court Services Pretrial Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
Oregon Department of Corrections Parole Contract
Multnomah County
Oregon Department of Community Probation General Conditions of Supervision

Justice, Adult Services Division

Pennsylvania

Board of Parole and Probation

Probation and Parole

Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring

Luzerne County Division

Pennsylvania . Probation Contract
of Corrections
South Dakota  Department of Corrections Parole General Conditions of Supervision
Minnehah ty Sheriff" ) . . -
South Dakota mnenana C;gu.n y Sheriff's Pretrial Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
Office, Jail Division
South Dakota  Unified Judicial System Probation General Conditions of Supervision
Texas Dallas County Pretrial Services  Pretrial Internal Policies
Department of Criminal .
Texas epartment o C.r|.m.|na Parole Internal Policies
Justice, Parole Division
. ) . Int | Policies, T d Conditi
Utah County Sheriff's Office Pretrial mernar rolicies, ferms and L-onditions
of Electronic Monitoring
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Utah Department of Corrections Probation and Parole  Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
Salt Lake County Criminal . . -
Utah unty -nmi Pretrial General Conditions of Supervision

Justice Services
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What Does the

State Name of Agency Agency Oversee?  Records Collected
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Virginia Department of Corrections Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
Fairfax County Sheriff's -
o ) Y . ) Contract, Internal Policies, Terms and
Virginia Office Alternative Pretrial and Probation o ) oo
. Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
Incarceration Branch
- Richmond Department . . General Conditions of Supervision
Virginia . P Pretrial and Probation . P !
of Justice Services Internal Policies
. King County Department . . . -
Washington ) . Pretrial Terms an nditions of Electronic Monitorin
ashingto of Adult & Juvenile Detention etria erms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
. Berkeley Count . . -, ) -
West Virginia y C yo Pretrial and Probation  Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
Community Corrections
- . Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
N Division of Corrections and . o
West Virginia e ) Parole Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Rehabilitation, Parole Services . o
Electronic Monitoring
Kanawha County
West Virginia  Sheriff's Office, Home Pretrial Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring
Confinement Division
Contract, General Conditions of Supervision,
Wisconsin Dane County Pretrial Services  Pretrial Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions of
Electronic Monitoring
; . . Pretrial, Probation ontract, General Conditions of Supervision
Wisconsin Department of Corrections ' c ! G. . ¢ Sup !
and Parole Internal Policies
. . General Conditions of Supervision,
. . JusticePoint . . o
Wisconsin ) Pretrial Internal Policies, Terms and Conditions
(Milwaukee County) ) o
of Electronic Monitoring
Wyoming Department of Corrections Parole Contract, General Conditions of Supervision
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Endnotes

A note on citations:

The endnotes use a shorthand for the different types of records. In general, the endnotes refer

to the following types of records:

» Terms & Conditions: The terms and conditions governing electronic monitoring

> General Conditions of Supervision: The terms that people on court supervision (which most

often includes people on monitors) must abide by

> Internal Policies: The internal agency policy governing monitoring

> Contract: The contract between the government agency and the private company that markets
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20

and sells monitoring devices and services
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ec661ec578326ec3032d52/1626105377079/Immigration+Cyber+Prisons+report.pdf; Just Futures Law, Mijnte, ICE Digital Prisons:
The Expansion of Mass Surveillance as ICE’s Alternative to Detention, May 2021, https://www.flipsnack.com/JustFutures/ice-digital-
prisons-1u8w3fnd1j/full-view.html; Julie Pittman, Note, Released into Shackles: The Rise of Immigrant E-Carceration, 108 Calif. L. Rev.
587 (2020).

See, e.g., MediaJustice, https://mediajustice.org/electronic-monitoring-hotspots/ (last visited July 31, 2021); Aaron Cantd, When
Innocent Until Proven Guilty Costs $400 a Month—and Your Freedom, The Bail Project and Vice (May 28, 2020), https://www.vice.com/
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E-Carceration, Inquest, July 30, 2021, https://inquest.org/the-case-against-e-carceration.

In this report, electronic monitoring refers primarily to GPS-equipped ankle monitors, but a few jurisdictions continue to use radio
frequency monitoring.

For the only other study to focus on the policies and procedures governing electronic monitoring, see Samuelson Law, Tech. & Pub.
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media/assets/2016/10/use_of_electronic_offender_tracking_devices_expands_sharply.pdf.
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E-mail from Eric Schmidt, Oakland Co. Comty. Corr. Div., to Jessica Sullivan, GW Law student, The Geo. Wash. Univ. L. Sch. (June 1,
2020) (on file with author).

Steele Viccellio, Home Confinement Supervisor, Berkley Cnt'y Comty. Corr., to Rebecca Ringler, GW Law student, The Geo. Wash. Univ.
L. Sch. (May 26, 2020, 10:42 ET) (on file with author).

Suzanne Summers, Paralegal, W. Va. Div. of Corr. & Rehab., to Rebecca Ringler, GW Law student, The Geo. Wash. Univ. L. Sch. (Feb. 25,
2020) (on file with author).

E-mail from Patricia Rios, Ada Co., Idaho Co. Sheriff's Office, to Matthew Willard Clauson, GW Law student, The Geo. Wash. Univ. L. Sch.
(Feb. 21 2020) (on file with author).

Harry Carpenter, Home Confinement Chief, Kanawha Cnt'y Sherriff's Off., to Rebecca Ringler, GW Law student, The Geo. Wash. Univ. L.
Sch. (Mar. 17, 2020) (on file with author).

E-mail from CJ Young, Compliance Manager, Wyo. Dep't of Corr., to Rebecca Ringler, GW Law student, The Geo. Wash. Univ. L. Sch.
(Feb 14,2020, 12:29 PM ET) (on file with author).

Kate Weisburd, Punitive Surveillance, Va. L. Rev. (forthcoming 2022).

See, e.g., Pew Charitable Trs., Use of Electronic Offender-Tracking Devices Expands Sharply 2 (2016), https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/
media/assets/2016/10/use_of_electronic_offender_tracking_devices_expands_sharply.pdf.

See, e.g., Catherine Crump, Tracking the Trackers: An Examination of Electronic Monitoring of Youth in Practice, 53 U.C. Davis L.
Rev. 795 (2019).

Id.

Kira Lerner, Chicago is Tracking Kids With GPS Monitors that Can Call and Record Them Without Consent, THE APPEAL (Apr. 8,2019),
https://theappeal.org/chicago-electronic-monitoring-wiretapping-juveniles/; Joshua Kaplan, D.C. Defendants Wear Ankle Monitors
That Can Record Their Every Word and Motion, Washington City Paper (Oct. 8, 2019), https://washingtoncitypaper.com/article/178161/
dc-agency-purchases-ankle-monitors-that-can-record-defendants-every-word-and-motion.

Mike Nellis, Better Than Human? Smartphones, Artificial Intelligence And Ultra-Punitive Electronic Monitoring 20 (2019); American
Probation and Parole Association Submitted by the Technology Committee, Leveraging The Power Of Smartphone Applications To
Enhance Community Supervision (2020), https://www.appa-net.org/eweb/docs/APPA/stances/ip-LPSAECS.pdf.

Ava Kofman, Digital Jail: How Electronic Monitoring Drives Defendants into Debt, N.Y. Times Mag. (July 3,2019),
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/03/magazine/digital-jail-surveillance.html.

“Records” here means documents or sets of documents produced by a supervising agency or private organization, and classified
into one of four categories: Terms and Conditions of Electronic Monitoring (“Terms and Conditions”), Internal Policies, Contracts and
General Conditions of Supervision. Additional documents and correspondence that did not fall into these categories are on file but
were typically excluded from analysis. For example, we excluded bids and other unexecuted contracts.

Two are nonprofits—JusticePoint WI and Maine Pretrial Services.
For a full list of agencies in this study, see Appendix.

There was also some overlap as some agencies oversee a combination of pretrial release, probation and parole, thus these
percentages exceed 100%.

All records relied on in this report are on file with Professor Kate Weisburd and will be available on a public website soon.

See, e.g., Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial and
Probation; Delaware, Internal Policies—Probation and Pretrial; Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Cook Co., lllinois,
Terms and Conditions —Probation; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Connecticut, Terms
and Conditions—Probation; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Dane
Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms
and Conditions—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; Florida, Internal Policies—Probation; Georgia, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Hawaii, Internal Policies—Parole; Illinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Indiana,
Internal Policies—Parole; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Jefferson Co., Kentucky, General Conditions
of Supervision—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Probation;
Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; King
Co., Washington, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal
Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal
Policies—Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Cumberland Co., Maine, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Michigan, Internal Policies—Parole; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; New Hampshire, Internal
Policies—Parole; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Parole; North
Carolina, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Ohio, Internal Policies—Parole; Pennsylvania,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; District of Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial and Probation; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Terms and
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Conditions—Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation;
Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Sacramento Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; San Diego Co.,
California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Terms

and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and
Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Texas, Internal Policies—Parole; Utah Co.,
Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; West Virginia, Terms
and Conditions—Parole.

The examples in this section and others were selected to demonstrate the various ways that agencies phrased common rules. While
most places, for example, require that people on monitors remain on house arrest, the precise wording of the rules varies and the
variation is noteworthy.

Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; King Co., Washington, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and
Conditions—Probation; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole;
Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; San Francisco Co.,
California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms
and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial.

See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Pretrial; lowa, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Pretrial;
Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Vigilnet America)-Pretrial. Los Angeles Co., California, Contract-Probation; Miami-Dade Co.,
Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Nevada, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; New
Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas,
Contract—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212)—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Delaware, Internal
Policies—Probation; Delaware, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Delaware, Internal Policies—Parole; Canyon Co., I[daho, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Connecticut, Internal Policies—
Probation; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio,

Terms and Conditions—Probation; Dallas Co., Texas, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Denver Co., Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal
Policies—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Florida,
Internal Policies—Probation; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Georgia, Internal Policies—Probation; Georgia, Internal Policies—Parole; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Parole; lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Indiana, Internal Policies—
Parole; lowa, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Probation; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Probation;
Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fayette
Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Los Angeles Co., California,
Internal Policies—Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Maryland, Internal Policies—Probation;
Maryland, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Michigan,
Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Internal Policies—Probation; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Parole;
Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Parole; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Probation; New
Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Probation; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole; New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; New York, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; North Carolina, Internal Policies—Probation; North Carolina, Internal
Policies—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Ohio, Internal Policies—Parole; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—
Probation; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Parole; Pennsylvania, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation;
Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Internal
Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah
Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Wisconsin, Internal Policies—
Probation; Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Parole.

See, e.g., San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Internal
Policies—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Missouri, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation;
North Carolina, Terms and Conditions—Parole; King Co., Washington, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms
and Conditions—Pretrial.

San Francisco Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial.
See, e.g., Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

See, e.g., Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; North Carolina, Terms and
Conditions—Parole.

See, e.g., District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation (“Deviation from your schedule and/or approved travel route is a violation.");
Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation (“Deviation from your schedule and/or approved travel routes is a violation."); see also
footnote X (making clear that any rule violation may be grounds for revocation).

Ken Kozlowski, State Statutes, 33 J. Offender Monitoring 13 (2021) (Alaska Stat. § 11.56.320(a)(3-4) Escape in the third degree, Arizona
Stat. § 13-3725 Interference with monitoring devices; classification, Arizona § 5-54-131 Absconding, Colorado C.R.S. § 17-1-102
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Tampering/Escape definitions, Connecticut Stat. C.G.S. § 53a-115 Criminal mischief in the first degree, District of Columbia Stat. §
22-1211 Tampering with a detection device, Florida F.S.A. § 843.23 Tampering with an electronic monitoring device, Ga. Code Ann.,
§ 16-7-29 Removal, destruction, or circumvention of electronic monitoring devices, lllinois 730 ILCS 5/5-8A-4.1 Escape; failure to
comply with a condition of the electronic home monitoring detention program, Indiana IC 35-44.1-3-4(b) "violates a home detention
order or intentionally removes an electronic monitoring device or GPS tracking device commits escape, a Level 6 felony,” Kansas
K.S.A. 21-6322 Unlawfully tampering with electronic monitoring equipment, Louisiana L.S.A-R.S. 14:110.2 Tampering with electronic
monitoring equipment, Massachusetts M.G.L.A. 268 § 16 Escape including disabling, attempting to disable, or defeating electronic
monitoring, Missouri V.A.M.S. 575.205 Tampering with electronic monitoring equipment, New Mexico N.M.S.A. 1978, § 30-22-8.1
Escape from community custody including electronic monitoring, North Carolina N.C.G.S.A. § 14-226.3 Interference with electronic
monitoring devices, Ohio R.C. § 4510.44 Immobilizing or disabling device, prohibitions, South Carolina Code 1976 § 23-3-540
Electronic monitoring; reporting damage to or removing device (felony), Tennessee T.C.A. § 40-39-304 Tampering with, removing
and vandalizing tracking devices, Virginia Code Ann. § 53.1-131.2 Escape, Washington West's RCWA 9A.76.130 Escape in the

third degree).

Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation.

Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

See, e.g., Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole.
See, e.g., Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Parole.

See, e.g., Ada Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arkansas, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Arkansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Berkeley Co., West
Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—
Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fairfax Co.,
Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Internal Policies—Probation; Georgia,
Internal Policies—Parole; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole; lowa, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial,
Probation and Parole; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Kanawha Co.,
West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky,
Terms and Conditions—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Cumberland Co., Maine, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
Massachusetts, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; New Jersey, Internal Policies—Parole; New York, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; North Carolina, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Oakland
Co., Michigan, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Pennsylvania, Terms and Conditions—Parole; District of Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—
Pretrial; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; San Francisco Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co.,
Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

See, e.g., Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Milwaukee Co.,
Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial.

DC ST § 22-1211.

Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation.

Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation.

We collected records from 94 agencies; records from 78 of these agencies say that GPS equipment is used in at least some
circumstances. See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Pretrial; Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Arkansas, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation;
Orange Co., California, Contract (American Justice Solutions)—Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with
Satellite Tracking of People)—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sacramento Co., Terms and Conditions—
Probation; San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Colorado, Contract—Parole;
Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Probation; Connecticut, Contracts—Probation; Connecticut,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; Delaware, Contract—Pretrial; District of Columbia, Contract—Pretrial; District of Columbia, Internal
Policies—Probation; Florida, Contract—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Georgia,
Internal Policies—Probation; Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Parole; Ada Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial; Idaho, Contract—Probation; Illinois, Contract (PBC# 14-83751)—Parole; Cook Co., lllinois,
Contract—Pretrial; Lake Co., lllinois, Contract—Pretrial; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole; Marion Co., Indiana, Contract—Probation; lowa,
Contract—Pretrial and Probation; lowa, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Kansas, Contract—Parole; Johnson Co.,
Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Fayette Co., Kentucky,
Contract—Pretrial; Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Cumberland Co., Maine, Contract—Pretrial; Maryland, Internal Policies—
Probation; Prince George'’s Co., Maryland, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Massachusetts, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Michigan, Contract—
Probation; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (Home Confinement Inc)-Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (Total Court Services of
Michigan)—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation; Mississippi, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; St.
Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation;
Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Vigilnet America)—Pretrial; Nevada,
Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Probation; New Mexico, Contract
(NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)-Pretrial; New Mexico, Terms and Conditions—Parole; North Carolina, Internal Policies—Parole;
Ohio, Internal Policies—Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with
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3M/Attenti)-Probation; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract (Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract (U.S. Communities)—
Pretrial; Pennsylvania, Contract (Alcohol Monitoring Systems, Inc)-Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (Bl Inc)-Probation; Pennsylvania,
Contract (Emerge Monitoring)—Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (Mid Atlantic Monitoring Services)—Probation; Pennsylvania, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Texas, Contract—Parole; Texas, Internal Policies—
Parole; Dallas Co., Texas, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Utah, Internal Policies—Parole; Virginia, Contract—Parole; Fairfax Co., Virginia,
Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Pretrial; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; West Virginia, Contract (NASPO
No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Parole; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms

and Conditions—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212)-Parole; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with BI
Incorporated)-Pretrial; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Wyoming, Contract—Probation.

See, e.g., Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arkansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Arkansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut,
Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Michigan, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; New York, Internal Policies—Parole; New York, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms

and Conditions—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Milwaukee Co.,
Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (requiring people on electronic monitors to respond to alerts and follow commands
emitted from the monitoring device); see also Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (device can vibrate and emit
audible alerts); New York, Terms and Conditions—Parole (device can vibrate and beep); Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—
Probation (device can vibrate and emit tone notifications).

See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—
Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation; Sacramento Co.,
California, Contract—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Colorado,
Contract—Parole; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Probation; Connecticut, Contracts (NASPO
No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; Florida, Contract—Probation; Broward Co., Florida Contract—Pretrial; Miami-Dade Co., Florida,
Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Idaho, Contract—Parole; Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial; Cook Co., lllinois,
Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Lake Co., Illinois, Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Indiana, Contract—Parole; lowa, Contract—Parole;
Kansas, Contract—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Lexington-
Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Cumberland Co., Maine, Contract—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract—Pretrial; Ramsey
Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation; Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation and Parole;
Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial, Probation and
Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract—Pretrial; Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)-Probation and Parole; Texas,
Contract-Parole; Virginia, Contract—Parole; West Virginia, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)-Parole; Wisconsin, Contract
(NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Wyoming, Contract—Probation and Parole.

See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—
Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation; Sacramento Co.,
California, Contract—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Colorado,
Contract—Parole; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Probation; Connecticut, Contracts (NASPO
No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; Florida, Contract—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—
Pretrial; Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Indiana, Contract—Parole; lowa, Contract—Parole; Sedgwick Co., Kansas,
Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Lexington-Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Michigan, Contract—
Probation and Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract—Pretrial; Nebraska, Contract—Probation and Parole; Douglas Co., Nebraska,
Contract—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial,
Probation and Parole; Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Probation and Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract—
Pretrial; Pennsylvania, Contract—Probation and Parole; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation; Texas, Contract—Parole; Virginia,
Contract—Parole; West Virginia, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/Attenti)—Parole; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl
Incorporated)-Pretrial; Wyoming, Contract—Probation and Parole.

See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation; Denver
Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota,
Contract—Probation; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with BI
Incorporated)—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract (Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO
No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—
Pretrial and Probation; Cook Co., lllinois, Internal Policies—Probation; Indiana, Contract—Parole; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial;
Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial (the contract provides that “[t]he Vendor shall
provide a web-based system that is capable of being accessed through a secure (password protected) internet connection from
desktop, laptop or remote means by Agency personnel, who have appropriate security clearance and have been provided Vendor-
supplied security”).

Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation.
Denver Co., Colorado, Internal Policies—Probation.

Of the 57 terms and conditions we collected, only 19 say what happens to the data collected from people on electronic monitors.
Eleven say that the information is shared with law enforcement. See, e.g., Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation;
Denver Co., Colorado, Internal Policies—Probation (shared with law enforcement); Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation (shared
with law enforcement); Georgia, Internal Policies—Probation; Cumberland Co., Maine, Internal Policies—Pretrial (shared with law
enforcement); San Francisco Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; District of
Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (shared with law enforcement); Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Idaho, Terms and
Conditions—Probation and Parole (shared with law enforcement); lowa, Terms and Conditions—Probation, Parole and Pretrial; Johnson
Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole (shared with law enforcement); Louisville-Jefferson
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Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (shared with law enforcement); Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
New Mexico, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; Dane Co., Wisconsin,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (shared with law enforcement); Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation (shared with law
enforcement); Marion Co., Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial (shared with law enforcement).

See, e.g., United States v. Jackson, 214 A.3d 464 (D.C. 2019); Catherine Crump & Amisha Gandbhi, Electronic Monitoring of Youth in
the California Juvenile Justice System (2020), https://www.law.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Samuelson-Electronic-
Monitoring-Youth-California-Add|-Data-11_2020.pdf.

District of Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
San Francisco Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Probation and Parole.

Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Idaho,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; lowa, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Dane Co.,
Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole.

Sacramento Co., California, Contract—Pretrial (five years); Florida, Contract—Probation (seven years); Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—Pretrial
and Probation (at least five years); Kansas, Contract—Parole (five years); Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (Total Court Services of
Michigan)—Pretrial (five years); Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (Home Confinement Inc)—Pretrial (five years).

Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation;
Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial;
Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212)—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Denver Co., Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (“I will submit to a search of my person, property,
residence, vehicle, or personal effects, including but not limited to any electronic devices, by the probation officer when there are
reasonable grounds to search”); Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole (“You will allow a CPO to search your person, residence or premises
under your control, vehicle and/or property under your control, including all electronic devices such as cell phones, computers and
pagers”); Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation ("Upon reasonable suspicion, | will allow

a search without a warrant of my residence, my vehicle, my person or any property under my control, including computers and

phone records, upon request by my ISO or other SCDOC staff with assistance from any law enforcement officer”); Berkeley Co., West
Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial and Probation (“| understand that | shall submit to search without a warrant, of my person,
place of residency, Electronic device i.e. cell phone or motor vehicle by Home Confinement Staff for supervision purposes at any

time during my period of Home Confinement”); Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation, Parole (“You shall...make
yourself available for searches including but not limited to residence, property, computer, cell phone or other electronic device under
your control”).

Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and
Parole; Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Johnson
Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Maryland,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; New Jersey, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; New Mexico, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation and Parole; North Carolina, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oklahoma, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation, Parole.

See, e.g., Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (blood sample upon request); Arizona, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation (DNA sample); San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (blood sample upon request);
Connecticut, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (blood or DNA sample); Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—
Probation (blood sample); Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (DNA sample); Miami-Dade Co.,
Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (DNA sample); Illinois, Internal Policies—Parole (DNA sample); Kansas, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (blood sample upon request); Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of
Supervision—Pretrial and Probation (DNA sample); North Carolina, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (DNA sample; blood
sample upon request); Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (DNA sample upon request); Ramsey
Co., Minnesota, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (DNA sample upon request); South Dakota, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation (DNA sample); Utah, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (DNA sample); Virginia, Internal Policies—
Parole (DNA sample); Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (both upon request).

Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Alaska, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Arizona,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arkansas, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Parole; Sacramento Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Denver Co., Colorado,
General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Connecticut,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; District of
Columbia, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Broward Co.,
Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation;
lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Polk Co., lowa, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Maine, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Mississippi, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Parole; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Las Vegas, Nevada, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Las Vegas, Nevada, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; New Jersey, General Conditions
of Supervision—Parole; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; New York, General Conditions of
Supervision—Parole; North Carolina, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole;
Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Multnomah Co., Oregon, General Conditions of Supervision—
Probation; Utah, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Utah, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Virginia, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Wisconsin, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Parole; Wyoming, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole.
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Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Sedgwick Co.,
Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Ohio,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole.

Ada Co., Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation.

Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions, Pretrial; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Sacramento Co.,
California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial.

San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial, San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial, Louisville-Jefferson Co.,
Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial, Massachusetts, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole.

Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Arkansas, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Broward Co., Florida, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Pretrial; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, Internal Policies—
Parole; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and
Probation; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah Co., Utah,
Term and Conditions—Pretrial; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kanawha Co., West Virginia,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Missouri, General Conditions—Probation; Marion
Co., Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial.

Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial, Probation and Parole.
San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
Prince George's Co., Maryland, Internal Policies—Pretrial.
Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole.

Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial

See, San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial Sedgwick Co.,
Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation; New Hampshire, Internal Policies— Parole; New Hampshire, Internal
Policies— Pretrial; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Arkansas,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; District of Columbia, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Polk Co.,
lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Lancaster Co.,
Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oklahoma, General Conditions
of Supervision—Parole; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Cook Co., lllinois, Internal Policies—Probation; lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Fayette Co.,

Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Internal Polices—Pretrial; Mississippi, Internal
Policies—Probation and Parole; Utah Co., Utah, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Sacramento Co., Terms and Conditions—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut, Terms and
Conditions—Probation; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation

and Pretrial; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Mississippi, Terms and
Conditions—Probation; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Virginia, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Cook Co., Illinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Missouri, General
Conditions—Probation.

Oakland Co., Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial.

Dallas Co., Texas, Internal Policies—Pretrial.

Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole.

Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole.

Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation.

Mississippi, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole.
New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation.

Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (requiring those on supervision to “seek, obtain and maintain
employment, if legally permitted to do so”); Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (the supervisee must
"work diligently at a lawful occupation, advise your employer of your probation status, and support any dependents to the best of your
ability, as directed by your officer”); Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (requiring those on supervision
to have a full-time job, be a student, or be involved in programming).

Amy L. Solomon, In Search of a Job: Criminal Records as Barriers to Employment, Nat'l Inst. of Just., June 2012 at 44, 42; Binyamin
Appelbaum, Out of Trouble, but Criminal Records Keep Men Out of Work, N.Y. Times (Feb. 28, 2015), https://www.nytimes.
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com/2015/03/01/business/out-of-trouble-but-criminal-records-keep-men-out-of-work.html; Stephanie Francis Ward, How to Help
People with Criminal Records Break Barriers to Employment, ABA J., June 26, 2019; Margie Lee Johnson, Give Job Applicants with
Criminal Records a Fair Chance, Harv. Bus. Rev., Sept. 21, 2020.

San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co.,
California, Internal Policies—Probation; Delaware, Internal Policies—Probation and Pretrial; Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions

of Supervision—Pretrial; lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Probation (those on house arrest
who are “short-term clients with a term of nine (9) days or less shall not be permitted to work without permission from the court”);
Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial (employer must sign the schedule to make it valid); Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky,
Internal Policies—Pretrial; Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Internal Policies—
Pretrial (supervisor must agree to provide a work schedule); Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Las Vegas, Nevada,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; North Carolina, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Internal
Policies—Pretrial; South Dakota, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (if terminated, must notify supervisor within 24 hours);
Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Wyoming, General Conditions
of Supervision—Parole; see also Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Probation (cannot be unemployed more than two weeks without approval)
and Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole.

Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal
Policies—Probation.

Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial.
Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—pretrial; see also Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial

See, e.g., St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Probation; Prince George's
Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Dallas Co., Texas, Internal
Policies—Pretrial (If there is no stub, ELM officer must contact supervisor to approve another method); Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole
(depends on level of supervision if the viewing of pay stubs is required).

Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Prince
George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; South
Dakota, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (“you shall advise your current and any future employers, including temporary
positions, of your probation and the nature of your crime to allow for communication between employer and court services officer for
the purpose of setting up wage assignments or inquiry about other job related issues”).

Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Prince
George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Utah
Co., Utah, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation (additionally, in Fairfax “Each inmate in work,
educational, or rehabilitative release programs will be checked on, at a minimum of twice per month telephonically and once per
month in person”); West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Prince
George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole.

Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Parole.
Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Arizona, Terms
and Conditions—Pretrial; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Canyon Co., [daho, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Cook Co., Illinois, Internal
Policies—Probation; Cook Co., Illinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Cumberland Co., Maine, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Dane Co.,
Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Georgia, Internal Policies—Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole; Johnson

Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Internal Policies—Parole; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Internal
Policies—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; King Co., Washington, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Los
Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Massachusetts,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; Michigan, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Mississippi, Internal
Policies—Probation and Parole; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; North Carolina, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Oakland Co., Michigan, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—
Probation and Parole; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—
Probation and Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation;
Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; St. Louis Co.,
Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah Co., Utah, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
Utah, Internal Policies—Parole; West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial.

Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation.
Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation.

When a singular record for electronic monitoring indicated multiple fees (such as for varied with respect to intensity of supervision),
only the highest fee was used for this analysis.

This information was calculated by multiplying each agency's fees by the appropriate unit: One-time fees remained unchanged, daily
fees were multiplied by 365, weekly fees were multiplied by 55, and monthly fees were multiplied by 12. Some agencies provided a
fee range, or two records with two different fees. In those situations, we choose the highest fee.

North Carolina, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Minnehaha Co.,
South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arkansas, Internal Policies—
Probation and Parole; Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Ramsey Co., Minnesota,
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Internal Policies—Probation; Wyoming, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Wisconsin, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Parole; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Massachusetts, General Conditions

of Supervision—Parole; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole

and Pretrial; Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation; Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions
of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation; Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Cook Co., lllinois, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Broward Co., Florida,
General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Ada Co., Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Utah, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Maine, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Delaware, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Denver Co., Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Colorado,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Pretrial; Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, General Conditions
of Supervision—Parole; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation.

See, e.g., Matthew Menendez et al., Brennan Center for Justice, The Steep Costs of Criminal Justice Fees and Fines, 10, 20 (2019),
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/steep-costs-criminal-justice-fees-and-fines; Karin D. Martin et al., Shackled
to Debt: Criminal Justice Financial Obligations and the Barriers to Re-Entry They Create, New Thinking in Community Corrections, (Jan.
2017), https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/nij/249976.pdf. Anna VanCleave, Brian Highsmith, Judith Resnik, Jeffrey Selbin, Lisa Foster,
Hannah Duncan, Stephanie Garlock and Molly Petchenik, Money and Punishment, Circa 2020 (October 6, 2020). Yale Law & Economics
Research Paper Forthcoming, available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3706529 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3706529;
Selbin, Jeffrey, Juvenile Fee Abolition in California: Early Lessons and Challenges for the Debt Free Justice Movement (October 16,
2019). North Carolina Law Review, Vol. 98, 2020, Forthcoming, Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3470837 or http://dx.doi.
org/10.2139/ssrn.3470837.

Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial; Colorado, Contract—Parole;
Connecticut, Contract—Probation; Connecticut, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)~Probation Cumberland Co., Maine,
Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Probation; Hawaii, Contract—Parole;
Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel—Parole); Kentucky, Contract—Probation and Parole; Lake Co., Illinois, Contract—
Probation and Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)—Pretrial; Lancaster Co.,
Nebraska, Contract—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212
with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract—Pretrial; Mississippi, Contract—Probation; Mississippi, Contract (NASPO No.
00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; Nevada, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation and Parole; New Mexico, Contract
(NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; New Mexico, Contract—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Orange
Co., California, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial;
Tulsa Co. Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Virginia, Contract—Parole; Wisconsin, Contract
(NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial.

Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—
Pretrial, Probation and Parole; New Mexico, Contract—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl
Incorporated)—Pretrial.

Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—
Pretrial, Probation and Parole; New Mexico, Contract—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl
Incorporated)—Pretrial.

Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial.
San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial.

See, e.g., Cook Co., lllinois, Internal Policies—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole;
Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Kansas, Internal Policies—Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation;
Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma,
Internal Policies—Pretrial; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co.,
California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (the person needs to petition the court); Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial
(required to perform eight hours of community service per week).

Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial
San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial

Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Hawaii, Internal Policies—Parole; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Terms
and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Massachusetts, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Mississippi,
Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Utah, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Orange Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Virginia, Terms
and Conditions—Parole.

Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kanawha Co.,
West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation;
Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Texas, Internal
Policies—Parole.

Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; District of Columbia, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; Hawaii, Internal Policies—Parole; lllinois, General Conditions
of Supervision—Parole; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky,
Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Michigan, Internal Policies—

Parole; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; New Jersey,
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General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; New York, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Ohio, Internal Policies—Parole; Oklahoma, Internal
Policies—Probation and Parole; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; Orange Co., California, General Conditions

of Supervision—Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and
Probation; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial

and Probation; Texas, Internal Policies—Parole.

New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Parole; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—
Pretrial and Probation; Utah Co., Utah, Internal Policies—Pretrial.

Hawaii, Internal Policies—Parole; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation.
Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole.

Max lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (41); Minimum Utah, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole
(4) All-Average (13). See, e.g., Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (18); Jefferson Co., Alabama, General Conditions
of Supervision—Pretrial (5); Alaska, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (12); Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—
Parole (12) and Probation (16); Mohave Co., Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (3); Arkansas, General Conditions

of Supervision—Probation and Parole (11); Orange Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (5); Sacramento

Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (8); Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (11); Denver
Co., Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (13) and Pretrial (11); Connecticut, General Conditions of Supervision—
Probation (13); Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (13); District of Columbia, General Conditions

of Supervision—Probation (13); Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (14); Florida, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation (18); Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (14); Georgia, General; Conditions
of Supervision—Parole (13); Ada Co., [daho, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation (13); Canyon Co., Idaho, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation (14) and Pretrial (18); Cook Co., lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (14); lllinois,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (4); Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (10); lowa, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation (9); Polk Co., lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (41); Johnson Co., Kansas, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation and Pretrial (7); Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Pretrial (15); Sedgwick Co., Kansas,
General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation (15); Jefferson Co., General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (41);
Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (15); Maine, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (10);
Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (17); Massachusetts, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (12); Michigan,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (14); Oakland Co., Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (11); Ramsey Co.,
Minnesota, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (18); Mississippi, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole
(10); Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (7); New Jersey, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole
(15); New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation (13); New York, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole
(13); North Carolina, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (5); Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—
Probation (14) and Parole (8); Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (15); Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, General Conditions

of Supervision—Pretrial (12); Multnomah Co., General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (15); Pennsylvania, General Conditions

of Supervision—Parole(10); South Dakota, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation (13); Salt Lake Co., Utah, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (4); Utah, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (18); Richmond, Virginia, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (9); Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (11); West Virginia, General Conditions of
Supervision—Parole (18); Dane Co., Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (4), Probation and Parole (18); Wyoming,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation (17).

Max Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial (58); Minimum Ada Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (6); All-Average (21).
See, e.g., San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (29); San Francisco Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial
(22); Denver Co., Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Probation (11); Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole (11) and Probation (25);
Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole (19); District of Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (15); Florida, Terms
and Conditions—Probation (16); Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole (12); Ada Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (6); Canyon
Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (16); Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole (12); Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and
Conditions—Probation (11); Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation (33); Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole (9); lowa,
Terms and Conditions—Probation, Parole and Pretrial (7); Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (55); Kansas, Terms and
Conditions—Parole (13); Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial (33); Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—
Parole and Probation (20); Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (18); Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms
and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial (23); Massachusetts, Terms and Conditions—Parole (16); Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole
(17); Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (11); Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation (11);
Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation (34); St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (39); Lancaster Co., Nebraska,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (13); New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole (14); New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Parole
(15); New Mexico, Terms and Conditions—Probation (16); New York, Terms and Conditions—Parole (6); North Carolina, Terms and
Conditions—Parole (9); Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation (25); Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation and
Parole (32); Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (23); Pennsylvania, Terms and Conditions—Parole (15); Minnehaha

Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (22); Utah Co., Utah, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (58) and Parole (8); Fairfax

Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation (21); Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole (51); King Co., Washington, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial (31); Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial (36); Kanawha Co., West Virginia,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (9); West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole (9); Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial
(29); Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (6); Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation (23); New
Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (18).

Set schedule: Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Los
Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co.,
California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Delaware, Internal
Policies—Probation and Pretrial; Florida, Internal Policies—Probation; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Internal
Policies—Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Canyon Co., [daho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Idaho, Terms and
Conditions—Probation and Parole; lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Indiana, Internal
Policies—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; lowa, Terms and Conditions—Probation, Parole and Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and
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Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Probation; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick
Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Terms and
Conditions—Parole and Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky,
Internal Policies—Pretrial; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Maryland, Internal Policies—Parole;

Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Michigan, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms

and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation;
Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Terms

and Conditions—Probation; St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions

of Supervision—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Probation and
Parole; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole; New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Parole; New York, General Conditions of
Supervision—Parole; North Carolina, Internal Policies—Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Ohio, Internal
Policies—Parole; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Pennsylvania,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dallas Co., Texas, Internal Policies—
Pretrial; Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Virginia,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial;
West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms
and Conditions—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Parole; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation Curfew: Arkansas, Internal
Policies—Probation and Parole; Arkansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation;
Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract (American Justice Solutions; NASPO
No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation; Orange Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Sacramento Co., California,
Internal Policies—Pretrial; Sacramento Co., Terms and Conditions—Probation; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Connecticut, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Delaware, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Florida, Internal Policies—Probation; Georgia, Internal Policies—Probation; Georgia,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; Hawaii, Internal Policies—Parole; Ada Co., Idaho, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Canyon Co., Idaho, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Canyon Co., [daho, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Idaho, Internal Policies—Parole; Cook Co., Illinois, Internal Policies—Probation; Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Illinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kansas, Internal Policies—
Parole; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Probation; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Sedgwick Co.,
Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky,
Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Jefferson Co., General Conditions of
Supervision—Pretrial; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Maryland, Internal Policies—Parole; Prince George's
Co., Maryland, Internal Polcies—Pretrial; Massachusetts, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—
Parole; Michigan, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, General Conditions of
Supervision—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Ramsey
Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—
Probation and Parole; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole; New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Jersey,

Terms and Conditions—Parole; New York, Internal Policies—Parole; North Carolina, Internal Policies—Parole; North Carolina, Terms

and Conditions—Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Ohio, Internal Policies—Parole; Oklahoma, Internal
Policies—Probation and Parole; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Pennsylvania, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Texas, Internal
Policies—Parole; Utah, General Conditons of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal
Policies—Parole.

Must charge monitoring device: Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arkansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; San Francisco
Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole;
Connecticut, Internal Policies—Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole and
Probation; District of Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Internal Policies—
Probation; Ada Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Idaho, Terms and
Conditions—Probation and Parole; Indiana, Internal Policies—Parole; Marion Co., Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial;
lowa, Terms and Conditions—Probation, Parole and Pretrial; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and
Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Cumberland Co., Maine, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Massachusetts, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; St. Louis Co., Missouri,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Jersey, Internal Policies—Parole; New York, Terms and Conditions—Parole; North Carolina, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Probation and
Parole; Pennsylvania, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Fairfax
Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Berkeley Co., West Virginia,
Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Milkwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation.

Must allow supervisor into home at any time: Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arizona, General Conditions

of Supervision—Probation; Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Terms
and Conditions—Probation; Sacramento Co., Terms and Conditions—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Canyon Co., Idaho,
Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Cook Co., Illinois, Internal Policies—Probation; Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Polk Co., lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation;
Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Fayette Co.,
Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Prince George's
Co., Maryland, Internal Polcies—Pretrial; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Michigan,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and
Parole; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Missouri, General Conditons—Probation; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General
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Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—
Parole; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oklahoma, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Utah Co., Utah, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Fairfax Co., Virginia,
Terms and Conditions—Probation; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Milkwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
District of Columbia, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation.

Limitations on co-habitants: Orange Co., California, Contract (American Justice Solutions; NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of
People)-Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego
Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Marion Co., Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, Terms and
Conditions—Parole and Probation; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial;
Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial

Limitations on social gatherings: Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Alaska, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation;
Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Delaware,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Lake
Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Marion Co., Indiana, Terms and
Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Pretrial; Johnson Co.,
Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation; Sedgwick
Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Prince George's
Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, Internal
Policies—Parole; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Missouri, General
Conditons—Probation; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—
Parole; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial; Virginia, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Kanawha Co., West
Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.

Must avoid people with criminal history: Alaska, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—
Probation; Arkansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial;
San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Illinois, General Conditions of
Supervision—Parole; Polk Co., lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Johnson Co., Kansas, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions
of Supervision—Pretrial and Probation; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky, Terms and
Conditions—Parole and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Massachusetts, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, General Conditions
of Supervision—Pretrial; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Missouri,
General Conditons—Probation; Las Vegas, Nevada, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Internal Polcies—Pretrial; Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial; Utah,
General Conditons of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial;
Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; District of Columbia, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation.

Employment: Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Alaska, General Conditions of Supervision—
Probation; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Arkansas,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Los Angeles Co.,
California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Orange Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Sacramento

Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co.,
California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Colorado, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Broward Co., Florida,

General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Canyon Co., Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Cook Co., lllinois, Terms

and Conditions—Probation; Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Marion Co.,
Indiana, General Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Marion Co., Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Polk Co.,

lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Pretrial; Kansas, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation
and Pretrial; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation;
Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Jefferson Co., General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Fayette Co.,
Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Louisville-Jefferson

Co., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Maine, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Maryland, General Conditions of
Supervision—Parole; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Internal Polcies—Pretrial; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—
Probation and Pretrial; Massachusetts, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole;
Michigan, Internal Policies—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Internal
Policies—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Ramsey
Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Mississippi, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Mississippi,
Terms and Conditions—Probation; Missouri, General Conditons—Probation; St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Lancaster Co., Nebraska, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Las
Vegas, Nevada, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole; New Jersey,
Internal Policies—Parole; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; North Carolina, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation; Rockingham Co., North Carolina, General Conditions—Pretrial; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, General Conditions

of Supervision—Probation; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole;
Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Multnomah Co.,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; South Dakota, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation.
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Notify supervisor as to changes in employment: Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Alaska, Terms
and Conditions—Probation; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Arizona, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation; Mohave Co., Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Arkansas, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Orange Co., California, General Conditions
of Supervision—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Sacramento Co., California,
Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation; Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Delaware, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole;
Delaware, Internal Policies—Probation and Pretrial; Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Miami-Dade Co.,
Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Canyon Co., Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Cook Co., Illinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Marion Co., Indiana,
General Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Polk Co., lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms
and Conditions—Pretrial; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole
and Probation; Maine, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Prince
George's Co., Maryland, Internal Polcies—Pretrial; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial;
Massachusetts, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Michigan, Internal
Policies—Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Missouri,
General Conditons—Probation; Las Vegas, Nevada, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; New Jersey, Terms

and Conditions—Pretrial; New Jersey, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; New Jersey, Internal Policies—Parole; New Jersey,
Terms and Conditions—Parole; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, General
Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—
Probation and Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial; Multnomah Co., General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Pennsylvania, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole;
Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; South Dakota, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Utah,
General Conditons of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Virginia, Internal
Policies—Parole; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial;
Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Kanawha Co.,
West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Wisconsin, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation and Parole; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Wyoming, General Conditions of Supervision—
Parole and Probation; District of Columbia, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation.

Access to landline or cell phone: Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract
(American Justice Solutions; NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation; Orange Co., California, Internal Policies—
Probation; San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Denver Co.,
Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Georgia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Hawaii,
Internal Policies—Parole; Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Parole; Cook
Co., lllinois, Internal Policies—Probation; lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Marion Co., Indiana, Terms and Conditions—Probation and
Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Terms and
Conditions—Parole and Probation; Prince George’s Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial; Massachusetts, Internal
Policies—Parole; Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Mississippi, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Mississippi, Terms and
Conditions—Probation; New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—
Parole; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial.

Consistent access to electricity: Los Angeles Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Internal
Policies—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation;
District of Columbia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Canyon Co., [daho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Idaho, Terms and Conditions—
Probation and Parole; Lake Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Johnson Co.,

Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Kentucky, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole

and Probation; Massachusetts, Terms and Conditions—Parole; St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Texas, Internal
Policies—Parole; Utah, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and
Probation; King Co., Washington, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Berkeley Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Probation and
Pretrial; Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; District of
Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation.

Cannot be houseless: San Diego Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole;
Colorado, Internal Policies—Parole; Hawaii, Internal Policies—Parole; Cook Co., lllinois, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Indiana, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Kentucky, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole
and Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—
Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Internal Policies—Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Mississippi,
Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; St. Louis Co., Missouri, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—
Probation and Parole; Ohio, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Minnehaha Co., South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
Texas, Internal Policies—Parole; Utah Co., Utah, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation;
Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Parole; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; District of Columbia, General Conditions of
Supervision—Probation.

See, e.g., Canyon Co., Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Canyon Co., [daho, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (curfew requirement); Johnson Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation

and Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (limitation on social gatherings); Kentucky, General Conditions

of Supervision—Probation and Parole; Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; New Jersey, General Conditions of
Supervision—Parole; New Jersey, Internal Policies—Parole, New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Parole (notify supervisor as to changes
in employment).

See, e.g., Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial and Probation; King Co., Washington, Terms and Condition—Pretrial;
Michigan, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; New Jersey, Terms and Conditions—Parole; San Diego Co., California, Terms
and Conditions—Pretrial.
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155 See, e.g., Arkansas, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Delaware, Internal Policies—Parole, Probation and Pretrial; Fayette Co.,
Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Illinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Kansas, Internal Policies—Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal
Policies—Probation; Maryland, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation; Massachusetts, Internal Policies—Parole; Michigan, Internal
Policies—Parole and Probation; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; New Hampshire, Internal Policies—Parole and
Probation; Prince George’s Co., Maryland, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Sacramento Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; San Diego
Co., California, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Virginia, Internal Policies—Parole; Wisconsin,
Internal Policies—Parole and Probation.

156 See, e.g., Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Alaska, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation;
Arizona, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Broward Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Colorado,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Dane Co., Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Denver Co.,

Colorado, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Georgia, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; lllinois, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Indiana, General Conditions

of Supervision—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision— Pretrial and Parole; Las Vegas, Nevada, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Massachusetts, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Mississippi, General
Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; New York,
General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; North Carolina, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Oakland Co.,
Michigan, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Oklahoma, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Orange
Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Richmond, Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation;
Sacramento Co., California, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, General Conditions of Supervision—
Pretrial and Probation; Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; West Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole;
Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Wyoming, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and
Probation. See, e.g., Kentucky, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation (ambiguity around housing restrictions); see also, Alaska,
Terms and Conditions—Probation, Parole and Pretrial; Arizona, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (noting vague and concise terms).

157 Alabama, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation.
158 Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole.

159 New Mexico, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation.
160 Massachusetts, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole.

161 Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation.

162 New York, Terms and Conditions—Parole.

163 Mississippi, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation.

164 See, e.g., Denver Co., Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Cuyahoga Co., Ohio, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole; lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation; Minnehaha Co.,
South Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Pennsylvania, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole and Probation; Prince George's
Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, General
Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial; Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation.

165 See, e.g., Canyon Co., Idaho, General Conditions of Supervision—Pretrial (Canyon Co. Sheriff's Office); Fairfax Co., Virginia, Internal
Policies—Probation and Pretrial (Fairfax Co. Sheriff's Office Alternative Incarceration Branch); Fayette Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—
Pretrial and Probation (Fayette Co. Lexington Division of Community Corrections; lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole (lllinois Department
of Corrections—Parole Division); Indiana, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (Indiana Department of Corrections-Division of
Parole Services); lowa, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation (Judicial District Department of Correctional Services) (Kentucky,
General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (Kentucky Department of Corrections); Los Angeles Co., California, Internal
Policies—Probation (Los Angeles County—Probation Department); Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Internal Policies—Pretrial (Louisville-
Jefferson Co. Pretrial Services); Maryland, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (Maryland Department of Public Safety and
Correctional Services); Massachusetts, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (Massachusetts Parole Board); Minnehaha Co., South
Dakota, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (Minnehaha Co. Sheriff's Office-Jail Division); New Hampshire, Terms and Conditions—Parole
and Probation (New Hampshire Department of Corrections); Pennsylvania, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation (Pennsylvania
Board of Parole and Probation); Prince George's Co., Maryland, Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial (Prince George's Co. Dept
of Corrections); Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation (Richmond Dept. of Justice Services); Sacramento Co.,
Terms and Conditions—Probation and Pretrial (Sacramento Co. Sheriff's Department); San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—
Pretrial (San Diego Co. Sheriff's Department); Texas, Internal Policies—Parole (Texas Dept. of Criminal Justice—Parole Division); Tulsa Co.,
Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial (Tulsa Co. Court Services); Virginia, General Conditions of Supervision—Parole (Virginia Dept.
of Corrections); Wisconsin, General Conditions of Supervision—Probation and Parole (Wisconsin Dept. of Corrections).

166 See, e.g., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation.
167 See, e.g., Georgia, Internal Policies—Probation and Parole; Idaho, Internal Policies—Parole and Probation.

168 See, Canyon Co., [daho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial, Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial and Probation; Ramsey
Co., Minnesota, Terms and Conditions—Probation.

169 See, lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation.
170 See, lllinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Pretrial and Probation.
171 Richmond, Virginia, Internal Policies—Probation.

172 See, Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Arkansas, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking
of People)-Probation; Broward Co., Florida, Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial and Probation;
Colorado, Contract—Parole; Connecticut, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—Parole
(PBC# 14-83751, 14-83682; No. 0913050, 0914008) and Pretrial; Cumberland Co., Maine, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado,
Contract—Pretrial and Probation; District of Columbia, Contract—Pretrial; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial and Probation;
Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Parole; Indiana, Contract—Parole; lowa, Contract—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas,
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Contract—Pretrial and Parole; Lake Co., Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)—
Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (with Bl Incorporated))—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation; Louisville-
Jefferson Co.; Marion Co., Indiana, Contract—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial;
Mississippi, Contract—Probation; Nebraska, Contract—Probation; Nevada, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation and
Parole; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract
(No. 005156 with Home Confinement Incorporated), (No. 005181 with Total Court Services of Michigan)—Pretrial; Oklahoma, Contract—
Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract (American Justice Solutions), (NASPO No. 00212 with Satellite Tracking of People)-
Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California,
Contract—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Texas, Contract—Parole;
Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Utah, Contract—Probation; Virginia, Contract—Parole;
West Virginia, Contract—Parole; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial.

173 See, e.g., Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial; Connecticut, Contract—Probation; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Los Angeles
Co., California, Contract—Probation.

174 See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Broward Co., Florida, Contract—Pretrial; Canyon Co.,
Idaho, Contract—Pretrial; Colorado, Contract—Parole; Connecticut, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; Cook Co.,
Illinois, Contract—Pretrial; Dane Co., Wisconsin, Contract—Pretrial; Delaware, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial
and Probation; Douglas Co., Nebraska, Contract—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Contract (NASPO No. 4400004070 with 3M Electronic
Monitoring Incorporated)—Pretrial; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Florida, Contract—Probation; Idaho, Contract—Probation;
Illinois, Contract—Parole (PBC# 14-83751, 14-83682; No. 0913050, 0914008) and Pretrial; Indiana, Contract—Parole; Lake Co., lllinois,
Contract—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 201844994 with Bl Incorporated)-Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska,
Contract (NASPO No. 18-1203 with Vigilnet America)—Pretrial; Luzerne Co., Pennsylvania, Contract—Probation; Michigan, Contract—
Probation; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; North Carolina, Contract—Probation; Oklahoma,
Contract—Probation; Orange Co., California, Contract (#MA-057-16011911 with American Justice Solutions, Incorporated)—Probation;
Oregon, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Parole; Oregon, Contract (NASPO No. #00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Parole;
Pennsylvania, Contract (No. 440001344 1with Alcohol Monitoring Systems, Incorporated)—Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (NASPO
No. 4400013438 with Bl Incoroprated)—Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (No. 4400013434 with Emerge Monitoring)-Probation;
Pennsylvania, Contract (No. 4400013435 with Mid-Atlantic Monitoring Services)—Probation; Prince George's Co., Maryland, Contract—
Pretrial; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation; Sacramento Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California,
Contract—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Texas, Contract—Parole;
Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 20201258 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 00212
with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; West Virginia, Contract—Parole; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)-Pretrial;
Wyoming, Contract—Probation.

175 Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial, Probation and Parole; Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—Probation;
Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—Pretrial and Probation; Florida, Contract—Probation; Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel
and STOP)-Parole; Idaho, Contract—Probation and Parole; lowa, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M Electronic Monitoring)—
Probation; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Vigilant America)—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation; Miami-
Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Michigan, Contract—Probation and Probation; Mississippi,
Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; Nevada, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation; New Mexico,
Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (Home Confinement Inc)—Pretrial;
Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (Total Court Services of Michigan)—Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San
Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl
Incorporated)—Pretrial.

176 Connecticut, Contract—Probation; District of Columbia, Contract—Pretrial; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Indiana, Contract—
Parole; Texas, Contract—Parole.

177 See, e.g., Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial (people on electronic monitoring can call government agency or private company
for changes to their schedule); Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with STOP) (the agency handles all schedule changes, but a
solutions technician with the private company may also make changes if requested).

178 Indiana, Contract—Parole.

179 See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Cook Co., lllinois, Contract—Probation; Cook Co., lllinois,
Contract—Pretrial; Florida, Contract—Probation; Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Parole; Idaho, Contract—Probation;
lowa, Contract—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 18-1203 with Vigilnet America)—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co.,
California, Contract—Probation; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract—Pretrial; Mississippi, Contract—Probation; Nevada, Contract—
Probation; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated—Pretrial; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract (No. 005156 with
Home Confinement Incorporated, No. 005181 with Total Court Services of Michigan)-Pretrial; San Diego Co., California, Contract—
Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No.
00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial.

180 Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation, at 79.

181 See generally Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212)—Pretrial; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212)—Pretrial; Wisconsin, Contract
(NASPO No. 00212)—Pretrial.

182 See, e.g., Edwards v. Leaders in Cmty. Alternatives, Inc., No. C 18-04609, 2018 WL 6591449, at *1 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 14, 2018). In our
attempt to collect records, we learned of several jurisdictions where private companies contract directly with people in jails and
prisons. See, e.g., correspondence with St. Louis, Missouri, and Milwaukee County, Wisconsin (on file with author); See also GPS
Monitoring Services, Mr. Nice Guy Bail Bonds, https://www.mrniceguybailbonds.com/our-services/gps-monitoring (last visited July 2,
2021) (offering GPS as collateral for posting bail).

183 See, e.g., Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial and Probation (taking effect in 2019 through 2020 with two one-year options to
renew); Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (Vigilant America)—Pretrial (taking effect in 2019 through 2021 with two one-year options
to renew); Mississippi, Contract—Probation (taking effect in 2019 through 2020 with an option to renew until 2022).

184 See, e.g., Wyoming, Contract—Probation.

185 Texas, Contract—Parole.
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Wyoming, Contract—Probation.
Cook Co., lllinois, Contract (Track Group)—Pretrial.
Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation.

See, e.g., Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212)—Pretrial; Broward Co., Florida, Contract—Pretrial; Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial
and Probation; Connecticut, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)~Probation; Cumberland Co., Maine, Contract—Pretrial; Dane
Co., Wisconsin, Contract—Pretrial; Delaware, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado, Contract—Pretrial; Denver Co., Colorado,
Contract—Probation; District of Columbia, Contract—Probation; Douglas Co., Nebraska, Contract—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Contract
NASPO No. 4400004070 with 3M Electronic Monitoring Incorporated)—Pretrial; Fayette Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Florida,
Contract—Probation; Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Parole; lllinois, Contract—Parole (PBC# 14-83751, 14-83682;
No. 0913050, 0914008) and Pretrial; lowa, Contract—Pretrial; Kansas, Contract—Parole; Kentucky, Contract-Probation; Lancaster Co.,
Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 201844994 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; Lancaster Co., Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 18-1203
with Vigilnet America)—Pretrial; Louisville-Jefferson Co., Kentucky, Contract—Pretrial; Marion Co., Indiana, Contract—Probation; Miami-
Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Nevada, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation;
New Jersey, Contract—Parole; New Mexico, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial; New York, Contract—Parole;
North Carolina, Contract—Probation; Oakland Co., Michigan, Contract ((No. 005156 with Home Confinement Incorporated), (No.
005181 with Total Court Services of Michigan))—Pretrial; Ohio, Contract—Parole; Oklahoma, Contract—Probation; Orange Co., California,
Contract (#MA-057-16011911 with American Justice Solutions, Incorporated)-Probation; Oregon, Contract ((NASPO No. #00212 with
Bl Incorporated)-Parole; Oregon, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Parole; Pennsylvania, Contract (No. 440001344 1with
Alcohol Monitoring Systems, Incorpated)—Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (NASPO No. 4400013438 with Bl Incorporated)—
Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (No. 4400013434 with Emerge Monitoring Incorporated)-Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (No.
4400013435 with Mid Atlantic Monitoring Services Incorporated)-Probation; Ramsey Co., Minnesota, Contract—Probation; San Diego
Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; San Francisco Co., California, Contract—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas, Contract—Pretrial; Tulsa Co.,
Oklahoma, Contract (NASPO No. 20201258 with Bl Incorporated)-Pretrial; Utah, Contract—Probation; Virginia, Contract—Parole; West
Virginia, Contract—Parole; Wisconsin, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)—Pretrial.

See, e.g, Hawaii, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Parole; Arkansas, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with STOP)-Probation and
Parole; Alaska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Bl Incorporated)-Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M/
Attenti)—Probation and Pretrial.

Id.

Id.

Ralph Nash, Karen O'Brien-DeBakey, Steven Schooner, The Government Contracts Reference Book (4th ed. 1998).
Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial.

Cumberland Co., Maine, Contract—Pretrial.

This price includes $4.00 cost of device that the complaining witness carries with them. This contract allows for complaining witnesses
to be notified whenever a person on EM enters an exclusion zone.

Johnson Co., Kansas, Contract—Probation and Parole.

Optional service where monitoring center will follow an escalation protocol involving calling the person on EM and their emergency
contact if there is a violation.

Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation.

The county-paid adult EMP program is separate to probation electronic monitoring, offered as “an alternative to custody to either
alleviate bed space in county jail or as support to the courts in criminal or civil matters.”

In 25% of the records reviewed, the contract provided for the installation and removal of electronic monitoring equipment. See
generally Arkansas, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with STOP)—Probation and Parole; Canyon Co., Idaho, Contract—Pretrial; Dane

Co., Wisconsin, Contract—Pretrial; District of Columbia, Contract—Pretrial; Fairfax Co., Virginia, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with
3M)—Pretrial; Hawaii, Contracts (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel and STOP)-Parole; Idaho, Contract—Probation and Parole; lowa,
Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with 3M)—Pretrial; Kansas, Contract—Parole; Los Angeles Co., California, Contract—Probation; Marion Co.,
Indiana, Contract—Probation and Parole; Miami-Dade Co., Florida, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)—Pretrial; Mississippi,
Contract(NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)~Probation; Nebraska, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with STOP)-Probation and Parole;
Nevada, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with Sentinel)-Probation and Parole; Orange Co., California, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with
Satellite Tracking of People)-Probation; Pennsylvania, Contract (Alcohol Monitoring Systems, Inc)—-Probation; Sedgwick Co., Kansas,
Contract—Probation and Pretrial; Utah, Contract (NASPO No. 00212 with STOP)-Probation and Parole.

See, e.g., Johnson Co., Kansas, Contract—Probation and Pretrial (“on any Inclusion Zone and RF Curfew violations that last beyond the
15 minute grace period, monitoring center staff will call client to find out where he is going and why he is out”).

Wyoming, Contract—Probation.
Lake Co., lllinois, Contract—Pretrial.

Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole, Pretrial and Probation; Canyon Co., Idaho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Connecticut, Terms
and Conditions—Parole; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Parole and Probation; Denver Co., Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial;
District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Parole; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation; Florida, Terms and Conditions—
Probation; Illinois, Internal Policies—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Internal Policies—
Probation; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Kanawha

Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Los Angeles Co., California, Internal Policies—Probation; Massachusetts, Internal
Policies—Parole; Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin, Internal Policies—Pretrial; New Jersey, Internal Policies—Parole; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—
Parole; Oklahoma, Internal Policies—Probation; San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Sedgwick Co., Kansas,
Internal Policies—Probation; Texas, Internal Policies—Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Virginia, Internal
Policies—Parole.

Alaska, Terms and Conditions—Parole, Pretrial and Probation; Connecticut, Terms and Conditions—Parole; Delaware, Terms and
Conditions—Parole; Delaware, Terms and Conditions—Probation; Denver Co., Colorado, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; District of
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Columbia, Internal Policies—Parole; District of Columbia, Internal Policies—Probation; Florida, Terms and Conditions—Probation; lllinois,
Internal Policies—Parole; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Johnson Co., Kansas, Terms and Conditions—Probation;
Kanawha Co., West Virginia, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; New Jersey, Internal Policies—Parole; Tulsa Co., Oklahoma, Terms and
Conditions—Pretrial.

San Diego Co., California, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial; Canyon Co., [daho, Terms and Conditions—Pretrial.
For a legal analysis of these findings, see Kate Weisburd, Punitive Surveillance Va. L. Rev. (forthcoming).

See, e.g., Chaz Arnett, From Decarceration to E-carceration, 41 Cardozo L. Rev. 641 (2019-2020), Avlana K. Eisenberg, Mass Monitoring,
90 S. Cal. L. Rev. 123 (2016-2017), Catherine Crump, Tracking the Trackers: An Examination of Electronic Monitoring of Youth in Practice,
53 UC Davis L. Rev. 795 (2019-2020). See also Avlana K. Eisenberg, Mass Monitoring, 90 S. Cal. L. Rev. 123 (2016-2017); Malcolm

M. Feeley, Entrepreneurs of Punishment: How Private Contractors Made and Are Remaking the Modern Criminal Justice System—An
Account of Convict Transportation and Electronic Monitoring, 17 Criminology, Crim. Just., L. & Soc’y 1 (2016).

These recommendations complement and are in addition to those recommendations by the Center for Media Justice, which can be
found here: https://mediajustice.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/electronic-monitoring-guidelines-final.pdf.

See, e.g., Harrelson v. Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, No. S09X1626 (Ga. 2009) (amicus brief filed by the Southern Center for Human
Rights available at https://www.schr.org/files/post/Harrelson_amicus.pdf?__cf _chl_jschl_tk__=pmd_b347c3428bb6990450cbdf5
94bdecd11ceb65e08a-1627679183-0-ggNtZGzNAjijcnBszQpi), Adams v. Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, No. 1:17-cv-02813-WSD
(N.D. Ga. 2017) (complaint by Southern Center for Human Rights available at https://www.schr.org/files/post/files/LUSE%20v%20
%20SENTINEL%200FFENDER%20SERVICES.pdf), Edwards v. Leaders in Community Alternatives, Inc., No. 4:18-cv-4609 (N.D. Cal.
2018); see also Scott Morris, Lawsuit Alleges Ankle Monitoring Practices Are Akin to Extortion, East Bay Express (Aug. 8, 2018), https://
eastbayexpress.com/lawsuit-alleges-ankle-monitoring-practices-are-akin-to-extortion-2-1.

For a complete list of the agency records in our study, see Appendix.
See, e.g., MediaJustice, https://mediajustice.org/electronic-monitoring-hotspots/ (last visited July 31, 2021).

Utah Co., Utah, Term and Conditions—Pretrial.
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