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· Search and Seizure: Invasive searches of inmates during the intake process do not require reasonable suspicion that the inmate has a concealed weapon or other contraband. 

I. Facts and Procedural History

New Jersey police arrested Albert Florence on an outstanding bench warrant for failure to appear at a hearing to enforce a fine. During the jail intake process, Florence was asked to disrobe. Correctional officers then checked him for scars, gang tattoos and contraband. At a second jail, Florence was required to allow an officer to visually inspect his body openings. He was also required to lift his genitals, turn around and cough while squatting.
Florence later sued the jailers in a § 1983 action, claiming the search violated the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments. 

II. Invasive Jail Intake Searches

The Supreme Court noted that, in its previous cases, it has established that correctional officials have been permitted to create reasonable search  policies to detect contraband in their institutions. Whether such policies are reasonably related to legitimate security interests are within the professional expertise of those officials. Consequently, the Court will defer to those officials unless there is substantial evidence showing that the response to the threat is exaggerated. Here, Florence failed to meet that standard.
The Court held that correctional officials have a significant interest in conducting a thorough search of every new inmate during the intake process. Jails and prisons must take measures to reduce the threat that gang members pose to the general population and to each other. Moreover, detecting contraband is a serious responsibility regardless of the type of charge on which the inmate is booked. Inmates booked on minor charges may be coerced into bringing contraband into the jail. 
Additionally, they may pose a greater threat than their most recent booking indicates. The Court noted that Timothy McVeigh, Joel Rifkin and one of the 9/11 terrorists were detained for minor offenses that belied their dangerousness. The Court also noted that limiting invasive intake searches may be difficult because jail officials often do not have access to complete criminal histories. Such histories may be ineffective when an inmate uses a false identity.
