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Emily who over the long months of research showed us such thoughtful hospitality and friendship that we discovered 

a home away from home in Miami. 

But the list of individuals who facilitated our work in Dade County is much longer. We feel very fortunate 

for our opportunity to work with and to learn from the The Honorable Gerald Kogan--then Administrative Judge 

for the Criminal Division in Circuit Court and currently Justice of the Florida Supreme Court. Judge Kogan 

supervised the working committee created for the project, guided its direction, and otherwise made his time and 

advice available when need (which was often) as various findings and versions of bond hearing guidelines were being 

considered. Former County Court Judge Chuck Edelstein took a special interest in our work and gave advice and 

constructive criticism that sent the research in productive directions. We welcomed his thoughtfulness, especially 

considering his long record of commitment to issues relating to improving pretrial release and addressing 

overcrowding in Dade County. Judge Marshal Ader of County Court and Judge Sydney Shapiro also contributed 

useful input to the project as members of the working committee. As the implementation stage of the guidelines 

research approached, the late Honorable Edward D. Cowart, the Honorable Ralph Person and the Honorable 

Herbert M. Klein, in turn, played important roles in managing the process. 

Yet, still more officials supported our research effort. Fred Crawford, Director of Metropolitan Dade 

County Corrections and Rehabilitation Department, in particular, went out of his way to make sure the research 

team was able to gather the data related to the correctional facilities throughout the three years of the research. His 

staff, including Deputy Director Kevin Hickey and Assistant Division Director for Administration, Frank Brophy, 

deserve our special thanks for making our data collection easier by clearing the path of obstacles. In short, we were 

greatly impressed by the cooperation and professionalism of the Metro-Dade Corrections staff, both at the jail and 

in the central office. 
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A division of that Department was Tim Murray's Pretrial Services staff which deserves a word of thanks all 

its own. It is impossible to express fully our gratitude and appreciation for the hard work and professional spirit 

Dade County's Pretrial Services staff at all levels. Most of the work, most of the innovation, most of the re-training, 

,most of the change involved in the development and deployment of bond hearing guidelines fell to them. Among 

those to whom we owe thanks most directly are Wilh.emina Tribble, Julio Morales, Maxine Harris, Julie Oglesby, 

Will Davis, Larry Turini and Mary (Mericie) Lantes, to confine ourselves to just a few of the many. 

Lastly, but far from least considering the importance of data collection to this undertaking, we would like to 

thank M. David McGriff and his former staff--and the current administrative staff of Circuit Court--for assisting us 

in obtaining the large amount of data we required for the studies we conducted. Dr. McGriff, then Criminal Court 

Coordinator and now Executive Director of the Advocate Program, Inc.--was a resource beyond our dreams in this 

area: he assisted us in drawing our sample, in understanding Dade County practices, in obtaining access to the 

agencies holding the data we needed and in appraising our findings with a sharp critical perspective and his burly 

good humor. He even found us working space in an already crowded court. We are especially grateful to his recent 

counterparts as well, Susan Witkin, Director of the Research and Systems Division of the Circuit Court and Ann 

Green, current Criminal Court Coordinator. They have also assisted us in answering our questions about court data 

and practices and have been very gracious in allowing us to collect our final data and hardly complained when we 

were underfoot and in the way (which surely was often). Of course, without the spedal cooperation of John J. 

Nelson, Officer in Charge, Office of the Clerk, Circuit and County Court in Dade County, and his staff, we would 

never have peen able to muster the amount and kinds of information we were able to develop in our analysis of 

Dade bail and detention practices. To him and his staff, we offer our thanks. 

Boston, Massachusetts 

We decided to select the Boston Courts not because our work there looked to be easy (far from it), but 

because of the interest expressed by the Honorable Arthur Mason, the Chief Administrative Justice of the Trial 

Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Henry L. Barr, Administrator of the Trial Court, and Chief 

Administrative Justice, the Honorable Thomas R. Morse, Chief Administrative Justice of the Superior Court of the 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts. These individuals argued that the need for improvement in bail practices and the 

use of pretrial detention in the Boston area was great and, because of the crowding crisis at the Charles St. Jail, 

urgent. 

Once the decision was made to work in two 'Boston Courts, the Boston Municipal Court and Suffolk 

County Superior Court, many other officials offered their cooperation and support. In Suffolk County Superior 

Court, in addition to Judge Morse, Judges Donahue and Mulligan served on a working committee which reviewed 

the fmdings and offered direction for the initial investigations. Our work there was staffed by Michael McEneaney, 

Chief Bail Commissioner, who assisted us in many ways and showed us hospitality on our many visits to his court. 

We are grateful as well to Daniel F. Pokaski, Clerk of Superior Court, for his cooperation in allowing us to squeeze 

in among the office staff to pour through the court files and to record our data. Donald Moran and Ken Lehane of 

the Superior Court Probation staff were also of valuable assistance. 

In the Boston Municipal Court, we had the pleasure of working under, the guidance of two Chief 

Administrative Justices, the Honorable Theodore Glynn and the Honorable Joseph F. Feeney. Although the BMC 

did not request initially to participate in the research--and some of the judges saw no need for an examination of the 

BMC's bail and pretrial release practices--we met often with its judges in meetings to discuss findings and 

individually to learn of their particular concerns. We were treated courteously and experienced some of the most 

candid debates about our findings and bail practices we have yet encountered. We are thus appreciative of the time 

and thought given by each of the judges participating and trust that, although they did not ultimately decide to 

implement the guidelines produced through'the long process, that a contribution to the examination of problems 

areas in court functioning in the bail area was still made. Eugene Levine, Executive Secretary for the BMC, who 

served as our'day-to-day liaison with the court, has our thanks for his efforts on behalf of the project. He has, 

undoubtedly, one of the best ·offices in Boston. In addition, we thank the BMC Probation Department, without a 

doubt one of our most accomodating hosts in Boston. Particularly because of the cooperation of John Tobin, Chief 

Probation Officer, but also due to the assistance of other members of his staff, especially Francis Burke and Thomas 

Lally, we were able to find space for data collection, to draw our sample and to ask questions about Boston court 

practices freely. On a daily basis, we probably inconvenienced no agency more than the BMC Clerk's Office. For 
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the assistance he provided and the patience with our research he exhibited, we would like to give our special thanks 

to Robert E. Block, Assistant Clerk. 

A rather unique feature in our Boston work was the interest and cooperation of the office of District 

Attorney Newman Flanagan. His staff, particularly Paul Leary and Tom McDonough, not only spent considerable 

time answering our questions but also arranged for us to collect important data available only in the District 

Attorney's files. Another very positive part of our research experience in that city was the interest and cooperation 

of two successive Suffolk County Sheriffs, Dennis J. Kearney and Robert Ruffo. It seemed above all, these two 

individuals seemed eager for positive results from our research, seeing in it a possible resource, as we had hoped it 

would be, for addressing jail overcrowding. Nancy Waggner of the jail staff was particularly helpful in facilitating 

our data collection at the jail and in serving as a resource for us as we tried to understand Boston's processes and 

problems in the bail area. 

But the list of cooperating officials in Boston is much longer. The Commissioner of Probation for the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Donald Cochran, went very graciously out of his way to help us collect some of 

the criminal history data our research required. We are grateful for the cooperation of Joyce Murphy, 

Superintendent of the Massachusetts Correctional Institution at Framingham, who permitted us to collect data 

regarding female detainees, and to Frank Carney, Director of Research for the Massachusetts Department of 

Corrections, who helped us make the appropriate arrangements. 

The Research Staff 

Coordination and supervision of data collection in three geographically remote research sites placed a 

major responsibility on the shoulders of the research team's supervisory staff. During the first phase of the project, 

Dr. Kimberly Kempf, the project's first coordinator, had responsibility in all areas, from instrument design, hiring 

and supervision of coders and data collection, cleaning of data and production of descriptive analyses. She played a 

fundamental role in laying the research foundation for what turned out to be a very long project and her work was 

instrumental in the progress of the project. And, as the work progressed, Lisa Martin became indispensable in a 

wide range of project activities from supervision of data collection 'and data cleaning to production of reports and 
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graphics and, ultimately, to assisting in the administration of the grant. Lisa's ability to accomplish almost any task 

came in handy throughout the project. Project coordinator and research analyst Doris Weiland assumed overall 

analystic duties during the second half of our work; her critical review of the data, computer and analytic skills and 

careful attention to detail were responsible in large part for the quality of our fmal product. We are appreciative of 

her special contribution. Donna Richardson served as research assistant during the first part of the grant and 

contributed a great deal of hard work. LaSaundra Scott ("Radar") was our secretary par excellence; where would we 

be without her? 

In the sites, many hands deserve our gratitude for their labors in data collection. Our thanks to Linda 

Williams, Maureen Madden and the many students and coders who worked on our data collection in Maricopa 

County. We are grateful for the efforts of Jaime Mervis, Andrea Goldblum and our many coders in Miami. Finally 

in regarding our work in Boston, we thank Russ Immarigeon and Janet Weiner and the staffs they supervised during 

data collection in the Boston Courts. 

In closing, we would also like to thank D. Alan Henry, Director, and Andy Hall, and J.J. Perlstein, 

members of the staff of the Pretrial Services Resource Center in Washington, D.C., who served as observers-

advisors during the earliest stages of our processes in the sites and Walt Smith, of course, who was a critical 

consumer of some of our earliest reports. Their partnership aided us in our efforts to have a practical impact on the 

systems involved in our study. 

By now, we have easily proved our case that this research depended on the efforts and cooperation of many 

persons. Due to limitations of space, we have not mentioned them all. For those whose names we have not listed, 

please accept our warmest thanks for a job well done. 

John S. Goldkamp, Ph. D. 
Department of Criminal Justice 
Temple University 

Michael R. Gottfredson, Ph.D. 
Department of Management and Policy 
University of Arizona 

September, 1988 
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Chapter One 

DECISION GUIDELINES FOR BAIL 

CONTEMPORARY ISSUES ABOUT BAIL 

Criticism of and controversy surrounding bail practices in the United States have been prevalent during 

most of this century.1 At the heart of the long-standing debates about bail are fundamental questions concerning 

the appropriate goals of the decision, the means available to achieve those goals, the criteria that should govern the 

release or detention of defendants before trial, and the consequences of bail decisions to defendants, to society, and 

to the court process. A vast literature has now documented the problems experienced by bail systems in the United 

States and the attempts to institute reform (e.g., Goldfarb, 1967; Wice, 1973; Thomas, 1976; Goldkamp, 1979). This 

literature has focused on several recurring issues: the purposes of bail; alternatives to fmancial bail; information 

needs of bail, decisionmakers; and the consequences of bail decisions. 

The Purpose(s) of Bail and Pretrial Detention 

There are significant questions about the legitimate goals of the bail decision and the legitimate uses for 

pretrial detention. Early research and commentary documented illegal, punitive uses of bail and detention by 

criminal court judges (Pound and Frankfurter, 1922; Beeley, 1927; Foote, 1954). Recently, the Constitutional 

debate has focused most often on whether, in addition to assuring the appearance of defendants at court, judges 

could decide bail in response to the threat of additional crime during pretrial release (Foote, 1954; Freed and Wald, 

1964; American Bar Association 1968; Eryin, 1971; Goldkamp, 1979). The outcome of this debate has shifted 

noticeably:up to the late 1960's the practice of using pretrial detention to protect the public from dangerous 

defendants was highly controversial, but it has now emerged from its sub rosa status to near universal acceptance.2 

I See, for example, Frankfurter and Pound (1922), Beeley (1927), Moley (1933), Foote (1954), Ares, Rankin and 
Sturz (1963), Freed and Wald (1964), American Bar Association (1968), Angel et al. (1971), Thomas (1976), 
National Association of Pretrial Services Agencies (1978), Goldkamp (1979). 
2 When Congress debated and then passed the "Preventive Detention" law for the District of Columbia in 1970, no 
other laws recognized any other goal than assuring a defendant's appearance in court at the pretrial stage. See D.C. 
Code Ann. sees. 23-1321 to 23-1332 (1981 & Supp. 1985); Hearings Before the Sllbcomm. 011 Constitutional Rights of 
Comm. 011 the Judiciary, 91st Cong., 2nd Sess. (1970). Since that time approximately 35 states, the District of 
Columbia and the federal law have provisions that can be interpreted as allowing a public safety orientation (see 
Goldkamp, 1985), 



The passage of the Federal Bail Reform Act of 19843 (commonly referred to as the Federal preventive detention 

law) and its subsequent favorable review by the United Staltes Supreme Court in U.S. v. Salern04 are but the most 

recent indications that the constitutionally acceptable goals of bail may include public safety. 

Decision Alternatives: Beyond Financial Bail 

Providing alternatives to money bail has been a persistent aim of bail reform. For example, the original 

platform of bail reform included an attempt to persuade judges that many defendants who lacked fmaneial 

resources could be released on personal recognizance directly (as opposed to financial bond) and be trusted to 

return to court faithfully when required (Freed and Wald, 1964). 

There were additional alternatives as well, such as "conditional release", the nonfinancial release before 

trial on various conditions. These often resemble conditions of probation, conditions usually reserved for 

adjudicated offenders.5 Another innovation was deposit or "ten percent" bail, which allowed the defendant to 

deposit a small percent of the full bail amount (roughly equivalent to the bondsman's usual fee) with the court. This 

deposit was to be returned upon successful attendance at the required proceedings.6 Attempts to implement wide 

scale use of nonfmancial conditiol'ts, conditional release and deposit bail have not always met with success. Failures 

have been due to preference for financial bail among judges and the interests of bondsmen which are seriously 

threatened by shifts in court practices away from strict reliance on cash bail? 

The Relevancy of Information to Bail Choices 

An important contribution of the movement to reform bail practices in the United States was an emphasis 

on the information that ought to be considered by judges in their bail determinations. The Vera Institute's New 

! Federal Bail Reform Act of 1984, Pub. L. 98-473, tit. II, ch. 1,98 Stat. 1976 (1984). 
U.S. ,107 S.Ct. 2095, 95 L. Ed. 2d 697 (1987). 

5 For an analysis of the kinds of conditions provided for in the laws of the United States, see Goldkamp (1985). The 
Federal Bail Reform Act of 1984 (supra, note 4) as well as its predecessor, the Federal Bail Reform Act of 1966 
(pub. L. No. 89-465, sec. 3(a), 80 Stat. 214; codified as 18 U.S.C. sec. 3146 (1966), offer good examples of 
nonfinancial release conditions. 
6 Deposit bail was intended to make release more affordable to defendants, while still holding them responsible for 
the entire amount should they fail to appear in court. Unlike the use of bondsmen, who would keep the fees 
whether defendants appeared or not, the deposit with the court was seen as providing some incentive for the 
defendant to return (to reclaim his/her bail--minus a sm.1U service charge). 
7 The role of the bondsman in pretrial criminal justice has long been criticized. See, for example, the discussions of 
bondsmen in Pound ana Frankfurter (1922) and Beeley (1927). The bondsmen today remain a powerful political 
force in many places and continue to resist reform of bail practices that they view as encroaching on their ability to 
make profit. 
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York program sought to encourage greater use of OR (release on personal recognizance) at the initial appearance 

stage by providing judges with information regarding defendants' community and family ties.8 This campaign was 

really an attempt to re-examine the criteria that should guide bail judges (who generally relied solely on the 

seriousness of defendants' charges). Efforts to broaden the kinds of information judges had available to guide the 

selection among the newly emerging bail options were reflected, for example, in the Federal Bail Reform Act of 

1966. This law suggested a large number of criteria for judicial consideration.9 Certainly discussions about the 

value of certain information for bail decisions did not end there. Now, there is a debate about the value of 

information relating to drug abuse for the bail decision. Some jurisdictions have even experimented with urine 

testing of defendants at the stage immediately prior to the bail/pretrial release decision (Wish, 1986; Carver, 1986; 

Toborg and Bellassai, 1987). 

The Consequences of Bail Decisions: Equity and Effectiveness 

Issues about bail come into sharpest focus when it is recalled that this decision has as one consequence the 

release or detention of persons accused of crime prior to their trial. A perennial criticism of bail practices holds 

that a system allocating release and detention among the criminally accused on the basis of their ability to afford 

fInancial bail is inequitable because it discriminates on the basis of economic status. But a focus on detention also 

raises the question of effectiveness. Although the concept of "effectiveness" at the bail stage is diffIcult and merits 

full discussion (see Chapter Nine of this report), it should be noted here that charges by some that too many 

dangerous defendants are released to prey upon the public and by others that the jails are hopelessly overcrowded 

because of judicial decisions about bail are complaints about the effectiveness of bail decisions. Current re-

examination of bail and pretrial release laws are motivated principalJy by these jail crowding and public safety/crime 

control concerns. 

Bail Guidelines: A Decisionmaking Approach 

The research reported here builds upon the findings of an experiment conducted in the Philadelphia 

Municipal Court. That research was designed to learn whether voluntary decision guidelines (Gottfredson, Wilkins 

8 Recommendations for broader use of information at the bail stage, particularly information describing 
Sefendants' "social" background were made as early as 1927 (Beeley) and 1954 (Foote). 

For a discussion of the criteria suggested by state and federal law for judicial bail determinations, see Goldkamp 
(1985). 
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and Hoffman, 1978) could productively address the kinds of problems described above. The Philadelphia experi­

ment (Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1985) tested such guidelines in relation to the equitable treatment of defendants, 

the phenomena of flight and pretrial crime, and jail overcrowding. Each of these problems was conceptualized as a 

problem in the way that judges make decisions and the aim was to minimize these problems by focusing on the 

decisionmaking process. 

The Philadelphia study tested the proposition that the issues stubbornly characterizing the practice of bail 

were, like problems related to parole and sentencing, productively attacked as "normal" problems of decisionmaking. 

Inequitable treatment of defendants, flight and crime during pretrial release and jail overcrowding were "normal" 

problems in the sense that they were artifacts of highly sUbjective decisionmaking by large numbers of judges who 

made use of few options, who relied on very little reliable information, and who made their decisions under con­

ditions of low visibility, securely within the realm of judicial discretion. The voluntary, self-help guidelines were 

designed to aid the judge as a front-line decisionmaker in making better bail decisions. As a consequence, the court 

as a whole would make better decisions. Thus, concerns about defendant flight or defendant crime could best be 

addressed, it was argued, through structuring the decision, managing the use of information and providing 

systematic feedback on performance. Similarly, jail crowding could be mitigated by reviewing bail policy and 

devising a tool to make the court's decisions overall more systematic rather than inventing (potentially self­

defeating) emergency release measures as crises presented themselves. 

Although the idea of bail guidelines derives from work at the paroling and sentencing stages of the process, 

the bail decision is in some ways less complex and in other ways more of a dilemma than the sentencing and parole 

decisions. It is arguably less complex because the aims of bail are strictly utilitarian and thus unclouded (in theory 

at least) by retributive concerns. But, the bail decision may be more frustrating than the other decisions; if 

punishment cannot be one of its goals, it should be easy to measure its effects and to improve its practice, but this is 

rarely done. Because bail centers on prediction by the judge of a defendant's likely future conduct, it should be 

easier to comment on the effectiveness of bail practices than on the effectiveness of sentencing practices. Judges' 

decisions and their outcomes, the use of release and detention and defendants' behavior during pretrial release can 

be observed, measured and evaluated in a relatively straightforward fashion, unobscured by the ponderous 

philosophical questions that surround sentencing reform. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

5 

The decision guidelines for bail developed in the Philadelphia study (like those to be described later in this 

report which were developed in Boston, Maricopa County and Dade County) were designed to be a voluntarily 

employed decisionmaking tool to assist judges in their bail tasks. In appearance, they followed the familiar grid 

format (Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1985) positing "presumptive" bail decisions for designated categories of 

defendants. The intent behind the use of the guidelines is that, if they have been designed properly, they ought to be 

invoked by the judges in a majority of the cases. In a minority of instances, special features of cases would lead to 

decisions outside of the guidelines--in a more or less restrictive direction. Decisions outside of the ranges suggested 

by the guidelines would be accompanied by a notation by the judges of the reasons why a "departure" was necessary: 

Later examination of departures, judges' reasons for departures, as well as other data relating to bail decisions, the 

use of pretrial detention and the performance of defendants within guidelines categories would be used to modify 

the guidelines if necessary, or at least to feed back to the court their effects. 

The research describing the development and the experimental implementation of bail guidelines in 

Philadelphia has been described at length elsewhere (Goldkamp, Gottfredson and Mitchell-Hertzfeld, 1981; 

Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1984; Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1985; Goldkamp, 1987). Here, it may be helpful to 

highlight some of the questions pursued in this earlier research and some of the subsequent findings so that the 

stage for the present study may be set. 

AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF BAIL GUIDELINES 

The experiment undertaken to evaluate the Philadelphia bail guidelines assessed a number of hypotheses about 

voluntary decision guidelines. Some of the simpler questions were also among the most fundamental: Could judges 

work in a collaborative relationship with researchers to review and debate bail policy and to examine its practice 

through empirical means? Could decision guidelines be developed to assist judges in their day-to-day 

decisionmaking duties and the court as a whole in effectuating its overall bail policy? If developed, would judges 

make use of the guidelines in the manner intended? Would they note reasons when they disagreed with the 

guidelines so that the guidelines could later be re-examined and modified, if necessary? If used, would the voluntary 

guidelines system bring about change in important areas of concern? 
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Other hypotheses were more complex: Could the equity of bail decisions be enhanced so that similarly 

situated defendants could be treated more similarly? Could the highly discretionary bail decision be made more 

visible and therefore more accountable to acknowledged policy aims and governing criteria? Could bail decisions be 

made more effective? 

To examine these and other questions, an experiment was designed and implemented with the cooperation 

and supervision of the Municipal Court. Of the 20 judges sitting at the time, 8 were randomly selected to employ 

the guidelines as "experimental" judges and 8 were selected to be studied as control judges. Once a sufficient 

number of cases had been collected, statistical analyses were performed to review the use of the guidelines and to 

contrast dec!sions made under the experimental and control approaches. (The experiment, which is simple to 

summarize, was difficult to conduct. See Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1985, for a fuller narrative.) 

Findings from the Philadelphia experiment were encouraging in a number of respects. First, it was demon­

strated that the process of empirical analysis and policy debate could be meaningfully carried OUl within the 

judiciary and that a guidelines tool could be produced as a result. The visibility of the decision was increased in the 

acknowledgment of policy goals and explicit criteria relating to those goals. (The Philadelphia judges focused on 

concerns for both flight and crime among defendants and also placed a great emphasis on implementalion of a 

framework for making decisions more equitable.) The dimensions shaping the decision grid--cha:-:-:J;e severilY and 

risk of flight and/or crime--were defined by particular definitions or criteria. 

The study showed that judges employed the guidelines about as frequently as expected (the guidelines were 

followed in about 75 percent of the cases) and that their decisions differed notably from the decisions of the control 

judges. When their decisions deviated from those suggested by the guidelines, reasons were noted in a majority of 

instances. 

Given research findings that bail decisions were disparate and that the disparity was in large part 

attributable to the judge deciding bail at a given moment, a prime concern of the Philadelphia judges was to 

enhance the equity of decisions. Although the concept of equity at the bail stage requires agreement on a number 

of definitions--which were debated by the judges--one view was that "similarly situated" could henceforth be 

measured by using the policy framework implicit in the guidelines themselves. That is, defendants falling in each of 

the guidelines categories should generally be treated like others falling in the same categorie~. Using the guidelines 
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as the yardstick, it was determined that defendants were treated substantially more comparably under the guidelines 

than under traditional practices. It was concluded that one of the clearest contributions of the guidelines was to 

reduce disparity in bail and pretrial detention and to increase the equitable treatment of defendants overall. 

Of course, the Philadelphia judges were equally interested in increasing the effectiveness of their bail 

practices in adopting the bail guidelines. Like the judges in the current study, the Philadelphia judges asked the 

research staff to determine whether particular defendant or case attributes were predictive of defendant flight or 

crime during release and, if so, how did they compare to the criteria relied on by judges in making their decisions in 

practice. 

There were several problems in pursuing this goal and in measuring its success. First, it was necessary to 

agree upon a deftnition of effectiveness at the bail stage and this was a bit more involved than might have been 

expected. Logically in discussing effectiveness the judges ftrst pointed to rates of failure to appear (FTA) and 

rearrest among defendants they released, and assumed that if guidelines were to increase the court's effectiveness, 

they would be reduced. 

Further discussion made it clear, however, that such measures of "effectiveness" do not serve the purpose 

sufftciently well. FTA and rearrest rates are closely tied to rates of pretrial release and detention and cannot be 

usefully interpreted standing alone. (Which is more effective, a court that releases 20 percent of its defendants and 

records a 10 percent flight rate or a court that releases 80 percent of its defendants and also records a 10 percent 

rate?) 

The effectiveness of bail practices under guidelines would further be confounded by the design of the 

guidelines themselves. In their debate about the policy themes that ought to govern guidelines, the Philadelphia 

judges chose to adopt a predictive classiftcation as one of the two guidelines dimensions in the hope that it would 

improve the predictive accuracy of their decisions. They also incorporated a second dimension based on the severity 

of the defendants' criminal charges. The empirical analysis had demonstrated that the seriousness ranking was not a 

good predictor of flight or crime; in fact, it was nearly related in an opposite fashion (it appeared that the more 

serious the charge, the lower the likelihood of future misconduct during release). Of course, in choosing to include 

the severity dimension, the judges knew this. They argued, however, that they needed a simple means of dif-
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ferentiating the kinds of costs associated with different risks. Releasing a high risk "numbers runner" who then 

recidivates, the reasoning went, is a different problem than releasing 'a low risk rapist who then rapes again. 

The point is that the juxtaposition of these two dimensions in the guidelines resulted in a presumptive 

decision framework in which the thrust of the risk dimension was substantially diluted (counterbalanced) by the 

inclusion of the severity dimension--a policy choice made by the court. From the outset, therefore, an evaluator of 

the effectiveness of the guidelines could not reasonably expect the risk classification of defendants to have the 

impact on flight or crime that, say, guidelines based solely on risk alone might have had. 

There was an additional reason why the impact of the predictive dimension on the effectiveness of decisions 

would be less dramatic than might be supposed: the guidelines were meant to be voluntarily applied. Because their 

rationale posits that empirically designed decision aids are most productive when used in the context of SUbjective 

decisionmaker expertise (they were intended to structure discretion, not eliminate it), they were not meant to be 

followed one hundred percent of the time. Thus, even if the influence of the risk dimension had been somehow 

undiluted by the influence of the severity dimension, the fact that judges followed the guidelines in only 75 percent 

of the cases meant g priori that the effectiveness of the risk measure would be tempered. 

Nevertheless, the experimental findings suggested that use of the guidelines resulted in a slightly more 

effective bail approach than the traditional Philadelphia practice. Or, stated differently, given the notable changes in 

decisionmaking that were documented and the substantial increase in the equity of bail decisions that resulted, it 

was rather a positive finding to learn that flight and crime rates were at least made no worse. 

Again the reader is requested to examine the findings of the guidelines experiment in closer detail in the 

other sources. Their summary here has been purposefully brief. As a result of the research 'findings, however, the 

Philadelphia Municipal Court became the first court in the United States to adopt bail guidelines in 1983. Since that 

time, the guidelines have been reviewed periodically and modified as the occasion warranted. In an inleresting, if 

unforeseen development, because of the policy structure that the bail guidelines offered, the Municipal Court moved 

to replace the judges at the initial bail stage with bail commissioners who have been since that time deciding bail at 

initial appearance based on the bail guidelines. 

Although the results of the Philadelphia study were encouraging about the utility of voluntary decision 

guidelines for bail, the generalizability of that work is questionable. The Municipal Court in Philadelphia is, in some 
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ways, like most lower courts in urban America in it structure and functions. But in other ways it is unique and 

responds to a unique socio-political climate. The leadership of that court during the time of the study was strong 

and progressive, interested in improving the practices of the court even despite significant obstacles to change. The 

court as a whole was relatively sophisticated concerning the developments in criminal justice. The research team 

had engaged in previous work in the court and had d(:veloped positive working relationships with all key personnel. 

The court records were in significant respects automated and the collection of excellent follow-up information was 

possible. And, the court system had developed a comprehensive pretrial services agency, the leadership of which 

was attracted to the guidelines concept. These and other considerations made it reasonable to raise the question of 

the generalizability of the Philadelphia guidelines research to other major jurisdictions. It was to assess this issue 

that the current study was undertaken. 

ASSESSING THE UTILITY OF BAIL GUIDELINES 

The National Institute of Justice funded the current research in 1984, six full years after the preliminary 

research began in Philadelphia. Concern about bail practices had grown, not lessened during this time. In 1978, 

approximately 23 states and the District of Columbia had laws reflecting a public safety or "danger" orientation;10 

by 1984 11 more states and the federal jurisdiction had altered their laws to permit a "danger" focus at the 

bail/pretrial release stage. See Figure 1.1. Although by 1984 the U.S. Supreme Court had still not yet definitively 

addressed questions about the constitutionality of "preventive detention" or bail practices oriented toward public 

safety concerns, case law had contributed important decisions adding to the signs that the "danger" orientation was 

acceptable.11 

At the same time that legislatures and the United States Congress were revising their bail laws to 

incorporate public safety aims, jail overcrowding--one of the principal motivations for the original Vera reforms in 

the early 1960's and for the bail research in Philadelphia--had worsened considerably. Jail popUlations had 

10 Of course, this is less remarkable than the increase from 1970 to 1978: only the District of Columbia had a 
"danger" oriented law in 1970. 
:11 See, for example, Murphy v. HUllt, 455 U.S. 478 (1982); Hunt v. Roth, 648 F.2d 1148 (8th Cir. 1981); Parker v. 
Rotll, 202 Neb. 850, 278 N.W. 2d 106, cert. denied, 444 U.S. 920 (1979); U.S. v. Edwards, 430 A.2d 1321 (D.C. App. 
1981) (en banc), cert. denied, 455 U.S. 1022 (1982); and Schall v. Marlin, 104 S.Ct. 2403. 
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increased approximately 48 percent during that period; the unconvicted population increased about 50 percent. See 

Figure 1.2. 

The problems of overcrowding and public safety made more critical the need to resolve the question about 

the generalizability of voluntary decision guidelines for bail. Such guidelines are meant to help decisionmakers 

adapt their behayior to the consequences of their decisionmaking policy. These consequences can easily include 

both constraints deriving from jail capacity and concerns about community safety. Because the guidelines ma.ke 

provision for systematic feedback concerning the results of decisions, they lines can, in theory, adapt to changing 

policy orientations. The purpose of the current research, then, is not only to determine whether bail guidelines can 

live up to the promise shown in the Philadelphia experiment when implemented in jurisdictions differing in 

important respects from Philadelphia, but to address their relevance for contemporary emphases on public safety or 

jail overcrowding. It is important to stress that it is not a question of attempting to persuade other jurisdictions to 

employ the Philadelphia guidelines; rather the question is how the guidelines process--the creation and use of 

voluntary guidelines with a focus on equity--can be adapted to different bail setting goals with what results. An 

additional advantage of studying applications of bail guidelines in additional jurisdictions is that evidence concerning 

the assumptions underlying guidelines in the pretrial arena can be accumulated, knowledge of the relative strengths 

and weaknesses of guidelines under a variety of circumstances not touched upon in their initial implementation. 

The guidelines approach involves analysis and revision of both policy and practice in targeted problem 

areas, undertaken on behalf of the decisionmakers themselves. It thus stands as a major contrast to legislative 

strategies involving bail which often sidestep the practicalities of day-to-day realities in the hopes that the 

announcement of a favored policy will mandate stubborn problems out of existence. It is possible to raise 

substantial questions about the impact preventive detention laws are likely to have on pretrial crime. Prior 

guidelines research signals alarm about possible inadvertent side-effects of such policies on jail popUlations. Yet 

laws in many states have been broadened with the intent of increasing the probability that the courts will detain 

larger numbers of defendants outright. Most of these new laws have not greatly concerned themselves with 

empirical examination of what the bail courts actually do, or with the complexity of the task they face. 
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Figure 1.1 

Number of 
jurisdictions 
with danger 
laws 

Growth of danger-related bail/pretrial release laws in the U.S., 
1970-1984 

40 

30 

20 

10 

1 
o 

1970 

24 

1978 
Year 

36 

1984 

[ Note: Jurisdictions include states, the District of Columbia, and the Federal .iurisdiction.] 

Source: J. Goldkamp, "Danger and Detention" (1985) 

Figure 1.2 Growth of jail populations in the United States, 1978-1984 
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In a sense the .agenda for change implicit in decision guidelines is more sweeping than such legislative 

measures. Guidelines aim for nothing less than to affect day-to-day decisionmaking by affecting the rules and 

traditions involved in case decisionmaking. But the method for problem solving is in fact more conservative in its 

targeted, step-by-step approach, and is anchored in a ftrm understanding both of past practices and of projections of 

its likely impact on future practices. The Philadelphia research suggests that change can be effectuated in an 

evolutionary fashion, on a category-by-category basis with an ability to adjust to emerging realities. 

The goals of the current research are simple to summarize: 1) undertake the development of guidelines in 

three major urban courts, 2) seek to implement the guidelines once they are developed, and 3) evaluate their initial 

impact so that they may be modifted as necessary. This report describes research in three urban court systems 

aimed at learning whether the lessons, if not the detail, of the Philadelphia research can be applied to other 

jurisdictions with equally satisfactory results. 
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Chapter Two 

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH SITES: THE COURTS IN BOSTON, DADE AND MARICOPA 

COUNTIES 

SELECTION OF THE RESEARCH SITES 

To begin our research, it was necessary to select three sites which not only had the willingness to participate 

in the self-study process but which also exhibited features likely to prove challenging for the method and likely to 

provide useful examples for other court systems not studied. Selection of the sites was guided by three general 

screening criteria at the outset: 1) they had to be different in important respects from Philadelphia; 2) they had to 

have concerns about aspects of bail/pretrial detention practices they would like to address; 3) they had to have 

histories of jail overcrowding. 

The point of the first criterion, to be different from Philadelphia, was simply intended to construct tests of 

the guidelines approach in diverse settings. We sought to learn whether the methodology could be tailor-made to 

address profitably the localized concerns of different kinds of courts operating in different environments. In this 

regard, one important consideration in choosing sites was the nature of the bail/pretrial release laws governing bail 

practices in the various states. The Philadelphia courts, of course, operated according to the dictates of Pennsylva-

nia law. Pennsylvania law exhibited some of the reform-inspired provisions deriving .from passage of the landmark 

bail reform legislation, the Federal Bail Reform Act of 1966.10 For example, it included a presumption favoring 

the'release of defendants before trial o~ personal recognizance (ROR) and it listed a large number of criteria 

judges should consider in making the bail decision. Unlike the model bail reform legislation, however, Pennsylvania 

law did not specify that defendants should be released under the least onerous conditions possible. Moreover, the 

law was vague on whether the defendant's propensity to commit additional crimes was a legitimate concern.ll We 

10 Pa. Rules. Crim. Pro. 4003 appeared to permit consideration of the danger a defendant may pose to himself or 
others in the judge's consideration of ROR, but not in the assignment of financial bail. While the prevailing 
interpretation of the law at the time was that bail was to be decided only basep on a concern for defendant flight, the 
judges of the Philadelphia Mu.r.ticipal Court decided as a matter of policy to include risk of rearrest as well as risk of 
fl~ht in the guidelines. 
1 See Goldkamp (1985) for discussion. 
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thus sought sites that differed in significant respects about the presumptions concerning pretrial release and the 

legitimate goals of the bail decision. 

In Philadelphia, the research and the guidelines system devised relied on the existence of a well-established 

pretrial services agency. That agency had the responsibility of assembling background, criminal history and case 

information through defendant interview before their first judicial appearance (referred to as preliminary 

arraignment in Pennsylvania) and computer criminal history checks. In addition, prior to the advent of guidelines 

the pretrial services staff made recommendations concerning the suitability of ROR or, at a subsequent stage, the 

release of defendants on conditions. Because bail guidelines were intended, among other things, to be an 

informational tool, procedures for collecting, verifying and summarizing information would play an important role 

in the eventual adoption of guidelines in a given jurisdiction. In reviewing sites for participation in the study, it was 

considered advantageous to choose at least one site having no formal pretrial services support system. We thought 

it important to address the question of whether the existence of such an agency is a requisite for meaningful 

guidelines construction. 

We also thought it desirable to incorporate variability in the structures of the court systems in which we 

were going to try to develop guidelines. Again, the Philadelphia court consisted of about 22 Municipal Court judges 

who rotated into the bail assignment. The court operates around the clock, every day of the year and is highly 

centralized. It is administered by a President Judge, chosen by the other sitting judges. How applicable is the 

guidelines concept to other structures? Many "bail courts" consist of commissioners, appointed for the task by a 

larger court system but having little or no other judicial experience. Some systems rely on a very small number of 

decisionmakers who "take turns" in the bail courts in addition to other substantial duties; others involve only a few 

individuals who spend most of their time setting bail. Some are very nearly adversarial systems, with both the state 

and the defense are allowed to offer opinions and evidence; others involve little more than the defendant, the judge, 

and the law enforcement agency- responsible for the arrest. Some systems rely heavily on bail schedules, with any 

hearings amounting to "appeals" of the schedule; others have no guidelines of any sort other than the relatively 

vague factors permissible in statute. There are strongly led court systems where the presiding judge dictates policy 

that generally is followed by other judges and there are court systems where it is pretty much every judge for him or 

herself. Our task was to incorporate as much variability as possible into our sites to test the generalizability of the 
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guidelines concept. Clearly, we could not, with resources for three sites, tap all of the potentially important 

variability. Nor do we have a design that will permit the unambiguous partitioning of failure of decision guidelines 

according to dimensions such as those discussed above. But our aim is more modest--to seriously test the 

applicability of guidelines in very different sites. If they have use in all of them, then at least the "uniqueness of 

Philadelphia" argument will not hold. If there are failures, we hope to have gathered sufficient information to 

deduce why. 

As indicated above, our site selection also took into account jail crowding. One possible contributor to 

crowded jails is bail practices that are inefficient and chaotic, practices that hold categories of defendants needlessly 

and non-systematically. In Philadelphia, the jail facilities (appropriately named the Philadelphia Prisons) had been 

plagued by extreme overcrowding for more than a decade--and had been under suit since 1971. In developing their 

guidelines, the Municipal Court judges did not specifically build in provisions to accommodate jail population levels. 

However, later during debates in that city about the "source" of overcrowding, the Municipal Court was able to use 

the guidelines as evidence that it had examined and improved its bail practices and as a lens through which to assess 

the status of the pretrial population and the appropriateness certain population reduction strategies affecting bail. 

A theme in the current research was to determine whether guidelines could be designed with more specific 

reference to the jail problems facing the jurisdictions to be studied. 

With these criteria in mind, many of the major courts in the United States were contacted. First, letters 

were written and telephone conversations were held with mid-level court officials to determine if particular courts 

would, according to general criteria, be potential candidates. Before considering a court system a serious 

candidate, however, telephone conversations were held either with the chief court administrator or the presiding 

judge to determine if guidelines might offer a useful tool. Once the list of serious candidates was narrowed to seven 

jurisdictions, the staff made site visits to observe the system and discuss the possibility of guidelines development 

and research with court officials. As a result of the site visits, strong interest was expressed on the parl of five 

judiciaries. The three finally chosen, including courts in Boston, Phoenix and Miami, were selected with an eye to 

regional diversity and to making limited resources for the research to go as far as possible. The selection of 

courts in Boston, Miami and Phoenix certainly resulted in varied settings for the research. It is instructive to gain a 
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brief overview of the three court systems in the study, in terms of the bail or pretrial detention concerns that 

occupied the courts, their legal frameworks, and the structure of the pretrial crimrn:al process. 

THE BOSTON COURTS 

Local Concerns about Jail Crowding and "Defaulting" Defendants 

Boston would appear to be an excellent site for such a study not only because of its urban character, but 

because at the time the study was initiated there was evidence of strong public and judicial concern about jail over­

crowding and the flight of defendants before trial. The bail practices in the Boston Municipal Court and the Suffolk 

County Superior Court, for example, had come under criticism in a Boston Globe series published during 

September, 1984, questioning the apparently high rate of felony defendants who were able to thwart prosecution of 

their cases merely by not attending court. In a number of instances, defendants were located by the investigative 

reporters living quietly at their normal home addresses. During the spring of 1985, the local press featured the story 

of the mother who followed a young man she suspected might be her daughter's attacker after overhearing him 

describe the crime on a bus. Although this incident was picked up by the national media with a focus on its "self­

help" implications for criminal justice, it was later discovered that the suspect had been on pretrial release and 

probation (in juvenile matters). 

In addition, the overcrowded conditions of the Charles Street Jail--serving Suffolk County at the heart of 

Boston--had been the source of great media, and even judicial attention. The jail, built in 1851, had in recent years 

exceeded its capacity of 266 detainees by a large margin and continued to suffer from a deteriorating physical plant. 

As the project staff were considering site alternatives, the overcrowding at the Charles st. Jail had become 

increasingly the center of public debate and media attention. Furthermore, decade-old litigation14 had reached a 

decisive point. The judge presiding over the case had named a special committee to supervise emergency actions 

ordered to address the crowding problem. Because the facility dealt solely with a pretrial population, there 

appeared to be a serious interest on the part of the judicial leadership to consider the impact of bail practices on the 

jail population. 

14 Inmates of Suffolk County Jail v. Eisenstadt et al., 360 F. Supp. 676-693, 1973. 
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The Legal Context: Massachusetts Law Governing Bail 

The Massachusetts law governing bail restricts the goals of bail at a defendant's first appearance to assuring 

appearance in court and clearly emphasizes a presumption favoring release of defendants on personal recognizance 

(without fmandal conditions). In fact, the law provides. defendants with a right to have the decision reviewed at the 

next Superior Court session when they have not secured ROR. Protection of the community from dangerous 

defendants is recognized as a bail agenda in the statute, but is limited to the narrow instance when a newly arrested 

defendant is found to be on pretrial release pending adjudication of an earlier criminal charge.13 

The Massachusetts judge may deny release to such a defendant after a hearing and upon a determination 

that there is probable cause to believe that the defendant committed a crime during pretrial release and that the 

defendant will "seriously endanger any person or the community." Because of this special combination of a broad 

emphasis on assuring appearance and release of defendants under nonfinancial conditions and a very narrow role 

for public safety concerns, the Massachusetts law presents an interesting legal framework within which to conduct 

the guidelines decisionmaking research. Indeed, it may by claimed that the Massachusetts law within which the 

Boston Municipal Court considers pretrial release is at one end of the continuum of statutes; it places a very heavy 

emphasis on the interest of pretrial defendants to liberty under the least restrictive conditions and a reladvely light 

emphasis on the interest of the state (commonwealth) in community safety. Overall, the interest in orderly justice 

is the principal aim of the decision. The Massachusetts law thus meets our sampling criterion of maximizir1g 

variability along this important dimension for testing the versatility of the guidelines concept. 

Court Structure and the Pretrial Process in Boston 

The courts in Massachusetts are a recently unified state system led by the Chief Justice of the Supreme 

Judicial Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and administered by the Chief Administrative Justice of the 

Trial Courts. The Trial Courts include the "felony" or major trial courts known as the Superior Court, the limited 

jurisdiction courts including the District Courts and the Boston Municipal Court, as well as others. Theoretically, 

the court "departments" within the Trial Courts are not organized in a hierarchical fashion; all report to the Chief 

Administrative Justice of the Trial Courts. Despite the new organizational chart, however, there are vestiges of 

traditions that are not quite so horizontal. In planning its approach in Boston, we agreed initially to a two-pronged 

15 Ann. Laws Mass. C. 276 :58. 
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approach with primary emphasis on bail practices in the Boston Municipal Court (serving Suffolk County or central 

Boston) and secondary emphasis on the Superior Court (which has statewide jurisdiction as the major felony or trial 

court as well as special relevance to Boston). 

Figure 2.1 illustrates the flow of criminal cases entering the system in the central Boston area, over which 

the Boston Municipal Court has jurisdiction. Bail is decided both immediately after arrest at the police station (not 

by a judge but by a bail commissioner who is a judicial designee14) as well as at the defendant's first appearance in 

court ("arraignment") by a Boston Municipal Court judge shortly thereafter. All criminal cases--whether the 

equivalent of felonies or misdemeanors15_-must be arraigned promptly in Boston Municipal Court. Between the 

arrests (many of which took place the night before) and morning arraignments, all defendants are processed by the 

court probation s\.aff so that, ideally, information relating to a defendant's prior record may be presented to the 

arraignment judge. Often the staff is able also to report on previous court appearances and absences. If a 

defendant has not gained release at this stage, he or she has the right to a review of bail by the Superior Court 

within 48 hours. 

Serious felony cases (having penalties of 5 years or mere) are next scheduled for "probable cause" 

(preliminary) hearings in Municipal Court to determine whether they will be bound over to Superior Court for trial. 

After being bound over, cases are also reviewed by the grand jury which must issue an indictment before a case can 

move to arraignment in Superior Court. Bail, which may be reviewed at the probable cause stage, is re-decided by a 

Superior Court judge at Superior Court arraignment. Generally, cases in which the penalty will not include a 

sentence to the state prison system (i.e., misdemeanor and lesser felony cases) are scheduled for trial in Municipal 

Court. Although bail may be raised at a number of stages in the two-tiered court system, the key judicial 

14 The state office of the bail commissioner reports to the chief justice of the Superior Court. 
15 Under common law in Massachusetts, crimes are not classified as felony/misdemeanor, but rather whether they 
are eligible for state prison terms and the length of incarceration that may be imposed. 
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stages of interest to this research are arraignment in Municipal Court, review of Municipal Court decisions in 

Superior Court and arraignment in Superior Court. 

The Superior Court is also a court of original jurisdiction for cases resulting from direct indictment by the 

investigating grand jury. Such felony cases have their first appearance at arraignment in Superior COUft, at which 

charges are read and bail is decided. 

In terms of structure, then, the Boston courts are in some respects similar to the Philadelphia system; the bail 

decision is made by several actors in the process, but fundamentally by lower court judges whose bail setting is only 

one small part of their judicial activities. The court is "governed" by a chief judge, referred to as the Chief 

Administrative Justice, who has generai administrative responsibilities in addition to actively sitting. 

CIRCUIT AND COUNTY COURTS IN DADE COUNTY 

Public Safety and Jail Overcrowding in Dade County 

Dade County has experienced one of the most rapid demographic changes of any American population 

center in the last decade. Of the three research sites, it has the most diverse ethnic make-up. Not only has the area 

emerged as a nucleus of a large Hispanic population with roots in the Caribbean basin, but it has accepted several 

waves of refugee immigration from Cuba and Haiti that have taxed its resources. The rapid change has challenged 

law enforcement over the years in areas ranging from homicide to drug smuggling and has tested the ability of the 

criminal justice system to respond. The Dade County Jail, a predominantly pretrial institution, has been the target 

of litigation in Federal District Court since 197516 because of crowding related problems. Although plans for new 

construction are on the books, popUlation pressures have increased in recent years and continue to be a source of 

major concern to Dade County officials, including the judicial leadership. 

The Legal Context: A Strong Public Safety Orientation 

In many ways, Florida stands in contrast to Massachusetts concerning the presumptions about bail. For 
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the most interesting of all the states which have enacted new danger laws.19 First, it is one of the few states 

explicitly stating the purpose for bail determinations in a bail statute: 

the purpose of a bail determination ... is to ensure the appearance of the criminal defendant at 

subsequent proceedings and to protect the community against unreasonable danger from the 

criminal defendant..?O 

Secondly, detention based on public safety concerns is expressly permitted. In redrafting the state law, the 

legislature announced its intention to detain upon arrest "persons committing serious criminal offenses, posing a 

threat to the safety of the community, or failing to appear for trial.,,21 In fact, the Florida law departs from all other 

jurisdictions in announcing the primacy of the public safety agenda at the bail stage: instructing that "the primary 

consideration" in bail proceedings should "be the protection of the community from risk of physical harm of 

persons.,,22 

This reform of Florida law accompanies a weakening of some of the emphases of reform statutes common 

since the bail reform movement of the 1960s. The principle of release under least drastic conditions, is particularly 

diluted, notwithstanding legislative mention of "reducing the costs of incarceration by releasing ... those persons not 

considered a danger ... who meet certain criteria.,,23 Drastically restricting the notion of presumed release on 

personal recognizance or release under least restrictive conditions, the Florida law only weakly suggests a 

preference for nonmonetary release "for any person" so fortunate as to be "granted pretrial release.,,24 Because 

cash bond is retained under the Florida law, however, both the traditional sub rosa means of securing the detention 

of defendants and the more recent, formal preventive detention procedures (requiring a hearing, etc.) exist side-by-

side. 

A final, unique feature of the legal framework governing bail practices In Florida is the new victim's 

provision which not only requires the state to notify victims or witnesses when defendants have gained pretrial 

19 20 Fla. Stat Ch. 903.046. 
Fla. Stat. Ch. 907.041. 

21 Id. 
22 Id. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
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release, but also provides for "consultation" with victims of felonies involving "physical or emotional injury or 

trauma" by the state's attorney regarding pretrial release.25 

Clearly then, Florida meets our criterion for sample selection that we maximize variability in the attitude 

the state has taken in law about bail. When viewed in conjunction with Boston, Dade county might qualify as the 

opposite end of the continuum, provi~ing a test of the guidelines concept in an explicitly danger oriented system. 

:Court Structure and the Pretrial Process in Dade County 

The court system in Dade County is structured as a two-tiered, hierarchial system. Judges are elected to 

each of the courts and chief presiding judges are elected by vote of all presiding judges in each court. Although the 

County and Circuit Courts are separate organizations, the are closely tied together by function and substantially 

influenced by the leadership of the chief administrative judge of the Circuit Court. Bail is largely the responsibility 

of the Circuit (or major trial) Court; however, County Court judges preside over bond hearing (the initial bail 

decision in felony cases) for the Circuit Court during the week and Circuit Court judges preside on a rotating basis 

on weekends. AU persons ar.ested in Dade County are booked at the central jail (Pretrial Detention Center) and, 

shortly after. b,ooking is completed, have the opportunity to post bond in an amount designated by the bond 

schedule--except for persons charged with nonbondable offenses?6 If release is not secured at that point, felony 

defendants will have bond decided by a judge at the next bond hearing, which is scheduled twice daily and on 

weekends. (Because of the large number of Circuit Court judges in the county, any given judge wiII decide bond 

relatively rarely.) 

Misdemeanor cases that have not secured release immediately through the bond schedule, will have the 

opportunity to have bail decided by a County Court judge within a day at jail arraignments at which pleas are also 

accepted. Misdemeanors are scheduled for trial in Count)' Court, while felonies are scheduled for arraignment and 

then trial in Circuit Court after a bond hearing in that court. Preliminary hearings are not routinely held, but a 

probable cause determination is made by judges at the bond hearing. Persons for whom bail has been denied 

(because the offenses are nonbondable) have a hearing within 5 days to review bail and probable cause. 

25 Fla. Stat. Ch. 960.30 (1984). 
26 At the time of the research the following offenses were nonbondable: murder, rape, robbery using 
firearm/deadly weapon, sexual battery and other sex offenses, kidnapping, burglary with assault or armed, 
possession of bomb/explosive devices. 
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Other than booking stage release available to all defendants via the bond schedule, the key bail stages in the 

Dade County courts are the misdemeanor arraignments and the bond hearing. Felony defendants are screened by a 

pretrial services program which is operated by the corrections department (which runs the jail), usually prior to the 

bond hearing. See Figure 2.2. At the time of the beginning of the research, the pretrial services program generally 

would make recommendations to the bond hearing judge, either asking for custody of the defendant or not. 

U the Court assigned a defendant to pretrial services, what is called an "alternate bond" was set at the same 

time. This alternate bond usually was the amount specified in the bond schedule originally. 

Most defendants receiving referral to the pretrial services agency would then either be released 

immediately on personal recognizance, placed in a supervised release program, or allowed to PO&t the alternate 

bond in the meantime. Because the corrections program actually has custody of these defendants, they do not 

generally release them until they are satisfied that they have sufficient background information. In some cases, they 

will subsequently decline to release defendants already given to their custody if later information suggests they are 

poor risks. The pretrial services agency also has the power to release immediately persons charged with nonviolent 

felonies who have no record of prior convictions which resulted in incarceration, A large number of defendants 

first booked on felony charges have their cases bound down (transferred) to County Court to be handled as 

misdemeanor matters, in which case they re-begin processing at County Court arraignment. 

The structure of the Dade process thus introduces interesting dimensions to our test of the versatility of the 

bail guidelines concept. The existence of a bail schedule is an important consideration, as is the highly centralized 

character of the judicial process. Additionally, the role of the pretrial service agency is important in Dade (unlike 

Boston), but it has a distinctively different role to play in the process than did the pretrial service agency in 

Philadelphia. It also is located administratively in a different branch of government than was true of the 

Philadelphia court agency. 



Figure 2.2: The processing of defendants in Dade county. by pretrial custody status 
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SUPERIOR COURT IN MARICOPA COUNTY 

Public Safety. Jail Overcrowding and Divided Jurisdiction in Maricopa County 

At the beginning of the research project, jail overcrowding had been the subject of a Federal suit in 

Maricopa County since the late 1970s--a time when the jail population reached more than 1,550 in facilities with a 

capacity of 1,300.27 The Federal District Court ordered a population limit and a plan to develop alternatives to 

incarceration, in addition to requiring other improvements. During the research, a new 3,000 bed jail facility was 

opened; it was immediately ruled to capacity and began to ~xperience crowding related problems. Comprehensive 

action to address the pretrial and other aspects of the jail problem have been made more difficult by the divided 

jurisdiction of the City of Phoenix (misdemeanor) and Maricopa County courts. 

The Legal Context: A Recent Public Safety Emphasis 

Arizona statutes governing bail and pretrial release were revised in 1970 and the constitution was 

amended in 1982 to permit the outright detention of defendants based on public safety concerns. Not only does the 

constitution now include the traditional limitation of a right to bail excluding persons charged with capital offenses, 

but persons charged with felonies who were on pretrial release in prior felony matters may be denied bail (and 

thereby release) categorically as well. The most recent amendment provides that defendants charged with felonies 

found to "pose a substantial danger to any other person or the community" may be detained if, after a detention 

hearing, no conditions of release can reasonably assure the safety of the community.28 Because felonies in Arizona 

include offenses for which the penalty may be one or more years in incarceration--a broader classification than in 

many states--the detention-for-danger provision may apply to a potentially large number of criminal cases. The 

Arizona law mentions release on personal recognizance and on conditions but does not include a presumption for 

nonfinancial release or release under least restrictive conditions. The characteristics of the Arizona law thus seem 

to place it somewhere between the laws of the other two sites on the conceptual continuum, although perhaps closer 

to Florida's example. The provision for a detention hearing for those the state seeks to detain outright because of 

27 Hart v. Hill, CIV 77-479 PHX EHC-MS (1980). See Pryor and Murray, "Maricopa County, Arizona: On Site 
Technical Report," Pretrial Services Resource Center, 1981. 
28 Ariz. Const. Art. II:22; Ariz. Stat. Art. 12:13-3961. 
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dangerousness resembles Florida's "Arthur" procedures and the lack of a strong presumption for least restrictive 

conditions sharply distinguishes Arizona from Massachusetts. 

:Court Structure and the Pretrial Process in Maricopa County 

Maricopa County includes the City of Phoenix, a number of surrounding population centers and some 

rather remote rural areas. Jurisdiction for processing criminal cases is shared by the Superior Court, the Municipal 

Court of Phoenix and local Justice Courts located in the outlying districts outside of Phoenix. With few exceptions, 

the Superior Court, located in downtown Phoenix in a building adjacent to the main jail, handles the initial 

appearances of all defendants charged with felonies and all arraignments for felony cases. (Some felony arrests in 

the most remote locations have initial appearances in Justice Courts.) The Phoenix Municipal CourL is responsible 

for all misdemeanors falling within city limits, except for weekends at which time they are processed by Superior 

Court. 

Initial appearances for both misdemeanor and felony defendants in the County occur in the basement of 

the jail attached to the Superior Court, in adjoining rooms. See Figure 2.3. Five law-trained bail commissioners 

handle the bail tasks of both the Superior and Municipal Courts through a cooperative agreement between the two 

courts. Preliminary hearings occur in the 18 Justice of the Peace Courts scattered through Maricopa County. 

For about a decade, the Superior Court has administered a pretrial services program assigned the 

responsibility of interviewing felony defendants prior to initial appearance 'at the central Phoenix location and of 

presenting a recommendation with background information to the initial appearance commissioners. Misdemeanor 

cases are not served by a pretrial services program. 

The central role played by the commissioners, with the administrative and ,policy oversight of the Superior 

Court, makes the Maricopa court system of considerable interest in the question of the versatility of guidelines. On 

the other hand, the presence of an existing pretrial service function, working under the direction of the court system, 

parallels the Philadelphia experience. Thus, Maricopa provides an opportunity to examine the prospecL for 

guidelines that is, as with Boston and Dade, different enough from Philadelphia's example to believe that a 

meaningful test is possible. 
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Figure 2.3: The processing of defendants in Maricopa County, by pretrial custody status 
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POPULATION, CRIME, CRIMINAL COURT CASELOAD AND JAILING: 
A COMPARISON OF THE RESEARCH SITES 

Quite obviously, the three court systems selected for the research were located in geogra.phical areas--the 

Northeast, the Southeast, the Southwest--that differed considerably in character. As population centers dealing with 

crime (among their other social problems), they exhibited different histories as well. The following general data are 

briefly summarized to illustrate these differences. 

Population trends 

Figure 2.4 charts the population trends in the three metropolitan areas over the 10 years prior to the 

beginning of the research. The two southern cities, Miami (Dade County) and Phoenix (Maricopa County), bear a 

remarkable resemblance. Each has slowly but surely grown from areas of just under to just over 1.5 million inhab-

itants from the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s. For most of that period, the Boston metropolitan area, with a much 

larger population, had been experiencing a gradual and then a precipitous drop in population. This drop seemed to 

be reversing itself in 1983, just prior to the beginning of the research. 

Figure 2.4 Population trends in Boston. Miami and Phoenix metropolitan statistical areas 
from 1970. 1980 to 1984 
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Offenses known to the police 

Although the Uniform Crime Reports data describing crime reported to area police departments has well-

known limitations, they may still serve as useful rough indicators of the "crime problem" experienced by the justice 

systems in the sites studied. 

Figure 2.5 contrasts the number of total index offenses29 per 100,000 inhabitants reported to the police in 

the three jurisdictions between 1975 and 1984. At the beginning of that period Phoenix and Miami show reported 

index offense rates markedly higher than Boston. However, while each of the jurisdictions reveal a slight decrease 

at ftrst and then a slight increase, the similarities stop at about 1978. Beginning in 1979 the crime rates in Miami 

increase abruptly. The rates in Phoenix begin a notable decline and in Boston they show a slight decline. By the 

end of the period, the Phoenix reported index crime rates were near the low level of the Boston rates, while the 

Miami rates appear to have headed up again. 

Other differences are demonstrated when particular subcategories of crimes are considered in more detail. 

For example, when violent offenses reported to police are compared--see Figure 2.6--the Miami area more 

strikingly stands apart from the other two sites, both in its generally higher rates each year and in its generally 

upward thrust in violent offenses. Phoenix and Boston show very similar patterns, ending up at rates only, slightly 

higher than ten years previously. 

When total property offenses are examined, the curves do not differ strikingly, except that the Miami rates 

have moved to the highest among the three sites by the decade's end to a point nearly one-third higher than 

Boston's. See Figure 2.7. 

In 1975, Boston citizens reported motor vehicle thefts to police at rates more than twice those shown in 

Miami and Phoenix. See Figure 2.8. During the ten years, the Boston rates declined gradually but steadily as the 

Miami motor vehicle theft rates increased steadily. By 1984, the rates in two cities approached each other near a 

mid-point. Reported motor vehicle theft in Phoenix decreased ever so slightly throughout the 10 year period. 

29 In its series, Crime in the United States for the relevant yeaJiS (see FBI, Crime in the United States, Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975-84), the Federal Bureau of Investigation lists the numbers of index 
crimes known to police per 100,000 inhabitants. Index offenses are murder, non-negligent manslaughter, forcible 
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft and arson. 



Figure 2.5 Total index offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in Boston, Miami 
and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 
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Figure 2.6 Total violent offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in 
Boston, Miami and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 
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Figure 2.7 Total property offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in Boston, Miami 
and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 
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Figure 2.8 Total motor vehicle theft offenses known to police per 100,000 inhabitants in 
Boston, Miami and Phoenix (MSAs), 1975-1984 
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:Arrests 

It can be argued that arrest rates may at least serve as rough indicators of the volume of cases entering the 

earliest stage of the criminal process. Obtaining reliable arrest data is quite difficult, particularly in areas served by 

more than one police agency--as was the case in each of the sites. The following charts employ much narrower data 

sources than the "offenses known" indicators given in the VCR. In fact, these data had to be requested from state 

agencies the size of whose reporting bases varied considerably. 

Arrests per 100,000 inhabitants for index offenses appear very similar in Miami and Phoenix through 1979, 

at which point the two cities part company. See Figure 2.9. Phoenix arrests blip up temporarily in 1980 but then 

begin a decline, leveling off in 1984 at a level slightly lower than in 1975. The Miami rates jump up in 1980 and even 

out at a higher rate than at the beginning of the decade. 

The different character of the crime problems experienced in the sites is again reflected when arrests for 

murder and robbery, for example, are examined. In Phoenix, arrests for these crimes remain relatively stable 

throughout the decade. They jump precipitously in Miami. See Figures 2.10 and 2.11. Arrests for motor vehicle 

thefts during the same period so~r in Miami, while they appear nearly unchanging in Phoenix. See Figure 2.12. 

The characteristics of arrestees entering the systems in the "three sites are important because arrest 

decisions by police established the nature of the caseload to be processed by the criminal courts and because of their 

possible influence on the local jail populations. 

:Bail-Relevant Criminal Caseloads 

Another way to contrast the courts involved in the researc~ is to compare the volume and nature of the 

bail-relevant caseloads they dealt with. Figure 2.13 shows that during 1984, the year the study began, the Dade 

County courts processed an estimated 56,000 entering criminal cases, more than three times the volume entering 

the other two court systems.30 

30 These estimates were projected from the samples studied to arrive at an annualized criminal caseload in the 
criminal court systems. For example, in Maricopa County, the sample includes all relevant cases entering the 
system during June and July of 1984 or during one-sixth of the year. Multiplied by six, the sample provides a rough 
estimate for the courts annual criminal caseload. In Boston the sample in the BMC included all cases entering 
between April and October, 1984, or during half a year. Of course, these estimates of annual bail-relevant criminal 
casesloads suffer important limitations. First, to the extent that the cases entering during the sample months 
differed from cases entering during other months, the annualized estimate will be biased. (This would be more of a 
problem in Maricopa County, but less of a problem in Boston, for example.) In addition, the estimate is of the 
annual bail-relevant criminal cases entering the respective court systems, excluded are the kinds of cases excluded 
from the samples (non-bondable criminal cases as well as cases involving only probation or par~:/le revocation, only 
bench warrants or warrants from other locations.) 
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Figure 2.9 Arrest rates for index offenses in Boston, Miami and Phoenix between 
1975 and 1984 
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Figure 2.10 Arrest rates for murder offenses in Boston, Miami and Phoenix between 
1975 and 1984 
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Figure 2.11 
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Arrest rates for robbery offenses in Boston, Miami and Phoenix between 
1975 and 1984 
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Figure 2.12 Arrest rates for motor vehicle theft offenses in Boston, Miami and Phoenix 
between 1975 and 1984 
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Figure 2.13 Estimated annual criminal caseload of entering ("new") cases in Boston 
Municipal Court, Dade County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior 
Court during 1984, by seriousness of charges (modified index v. non-index) 
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The caseloads differed also in the proportions of felonies and misdemeanors processed by the courts.31 A 

majority of the cases processed by the Boston Municipal Court involved misdemeanor charges. In the Dade County 

courts, misdemeanor and felony cases entered in almost equal numbers during 1984. In Maricopa County's 

Superior Court, roughly nine of ten entering cases were felony matters during that time. 

Because definitions of felony and misdemeanor crimes vary across the sites, Figure 2.13 further 

characterizes the kinds of criminal cases processed by the court systems by applying a modified version of the FBI's 

UCR classification of offense$ into index and non-index offenses across jurisdictions.32 Note that, according to this 

classification, a majority of the total cases entering each of the court systems annually involved non-index charges. 

The second columns show the composition of the populations targeted by the guidelines research: in the Boston 

31 Note that the differing deftnitions of felony between Arizona, Florida and Massachusetts make the comparisons 
uneven. In Arizona and Florida, offenses punishable by more than one year are classified as felonies. In 
Massachusetts, which does not formally classify offenses according to a felony misdemeanor grading, offenses with 
incarcerative penalties of 5 years or more are considered felonies. 
32 We dropped motor vehicle theft and larceny from the FBI's index offense list to provide a measure of more 
serious offenses. See note 30, above. 
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Municipal Court the relevant case load in 1984 would have been composed of approximately 13 percent index cases 

and 87 percent non-index cases. In Dade County, the courts ultimately requested a focus primarily on felony cases; 

thus, the targeted population included offenses that were more serious, roughly 34 percent involved cases with index 

crimes. In Maricopa County, a felony focus was decided upon as well: the targeted caseload in 1984 was comprised 

of about 35 percent index-offense cases. 

The Local J ail Populations 

Figure 2.14 depicts the estimated average annual populations33 of unsentenced persons in the local jail 

facilities in each of the study sites during the years preceding and including the periods studied. The Dade and 

Maricopa County populations had been moving up rapidly, surpassing "crowded" levels around 1980 and heading 

toward their absolute ceilings (about 1,350 in Da(·.~ls jetention center and about 1,500 in Maricopa's new, 1985, 

facility). The popUlation of the Suffolk County Jail (Boston's Cha.rles St. Jail) had reached its maximum capacity of 

less than 300 inmates in the late 1970s, thus its flat curve gives a deceptive appearance of stability. (lLs popUlation 

had "stabilized" at overcrowded levels for most of the last ten years.) 

Prior to the conclusion of our analyses of bail/pretrial release decisionmaking data, we studied the jail 

populations in each location during the fall of 1985 (see Appendix B for a more detailed discussion of the jail 

studies). Tables 2.1 and 2.2 summarize the characteristics of the three populations and, in particular, persons 

awaiting trial. 

In Boston, nearly all inmates (about 96 percent) were awaiting trial on the date of the jail prolik 

(November 18, 1985). In Dade County, of the 2,900 persons confined in Dade facilities overall, ~oughly 58 percent 

33 These numbers are estimates because of the great difficulty in locating reliable data describing the jail 
populations in the jail systems over time. The Boston data, based on records of head counts taken over the years, 
appeared reasonably reliable (both for the total and pretrial populations), particularly because the Charles Sl. Jail is 
largely a pretrial detention facility. The Dade pretrial population is based on averaging the daily head counts for 
unsentenced prisoners at the Women's Annex and the Dade County Detention Center, although we had to estimate 
the years before 1979 based on annual bookings. We discovered in examining the overall popUlation of the Dade 
correctional facilities that the computerized list provided by the County overstated the population of the facilities 
between 16 and 25 percent when actual head count lists were contrasted. Reliable daily head count Ii~ts were only 
available from 1979 on. In Maricopa County, reasonably reliable population data were available from 1977 on. We 
should note as well the discrepancy between the jail's classification of sentenced versus unsentenced and our more 
precise definition of persons awaiting trial versus those not awaiting trial (persons awaiting trial as well as persons 
awaiting sentence, etc., are ind',lded among "unsentenced" inmates). 
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were confmed awaiting trial on the date of the study (September 19, 1985). In Maricopa County, the population of 

persons awaiting trial accounted for about 44 percent of all inmates in custody on the date of the study (September 

21, 1985). Of course, all persons held awaiting trial on particular charges were not confmed exclusively for bail­

related reasons: in Boston 77 percent of detainees were held only because they could not post bail; in Dade County 

75 percent fell into that category; in Maricopa County only 47 percent of the persons awaiting trial had no other 

reason associated with their confinement. 

Figure 2.15 helps contrast the make-up of the local jail populations further by comparing the charges 

associated with their detained defendants. Detainees in the Dade County and Maricopa County jails showed more 

than four times the proportion of defendants with cases involving weapons charges than defendants held in Boston 

on the study date. Dade and Maricopa County defendants also held greater proportions of detainees having drug­

related charges. In the Boston jail, proportionately more defendants were held on charges involving crimes against 

the person and a slightly higher proportion of defendants had charges alleging harm to a victim than in the other jail 

facilities. 

These comparisons are important to set the stage for the research. The courts participating in the study 

exhibi,ted criminal caseloads differing both in size and in the kinds of cases processed. This mix certainly presents 

problems for many comparisons among the three court systems, problems we will attempt to be cognizant of as we 

proceed. But this mix is precisely what we sought in the ftrst place; our sites differ in pretrial law, court 

organization, region, crime problem, case mix, and demography. They have in common general problems with the 

visibility, equity and rationality of their pretrial decisionrnaking and concerns about jail overcrowding and 

community safety. 



Figure 2.14 Estimated annual average daily pretrial population in the local jail, by research 
site, 1975 to 1985 
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Figure 2.15 Criminal charges of defendants detained in local jails, by research site, 
on a single day in fall, 1985 
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Table'2.1 Characteristics of populations of local jail facilities, by site, by 
custody status, 1985 

Population 
characteristics 

Suffolk Countya 

Number Percent 

Jail 

Dade Countyb 

Number Percent 

Average annual total population for 1984d 

320 2,800 

Average annual population awaiting trial for 1984 
310 1,349 

Population on study date in 1985e 

323 2,900 

Custody status of inmates 
Total 323 100.0 352 100.0 
Awaiting trial 311 96.3 203 57.7 
Other 12 3.7 149 42.3 

Awaiting trial 
Total 311 100.0 203 100.0 
Awaiting trial 

only 238 76.5 153 75.4 
Awaiting trial 

and other 73 23.5 50 24.6 

Maricopa CountyC 

Number Percent 

1,840 

937 

2,484 

404 100.0 
177 43.8 
227 56.2 

177 100.0 

83 46.9 

94 53.1 

Table 2.2 Characteristics of defendants awaiting erial, 1985, by site 

Suffolk Countya 

Population 
Characteristics~ Number Percent 

-Total awaiting 
trial 311 

Weapons charges 
Total 309 
No 294 
Yes 15 

Drug charges 
Total 309 
No 257 
Yes 52 

Person victims 
Total 304 

119 
185 

No 
Yes 

Injury to 
Total 
No 
Yes 

victims 
152 

42 
110 

100.0 

100.0 
95.1 
4.9 

100.0 
83.2 
16.8 

100.0 
39.1 
60.9 

100.0 
27.6 
72.4 

~ 

Dade Countyb 

Number Percent 

203 

203 
166 

37 

203 
152 

51 

202 
100 
102 

102 
35 
65 

100.0 

100.0 
81. 8 
18.2 

100.0 
74.9 
25.1 

100.0 
49.5 
50.5 

100.0 
35.0 
65.0 

Maricopa CountyC 

Number Percent 

177 

174 
142 

32 

174 
119 

55 

164 
108 

56 

50 
22 
27 

100.0 

100.0 
81. 6 
18.4 

1.00.0 
68.4 
:n.6 

100.0 
65.9 
34.1 

100.0 
44.9 
55.1 

aBased on a 100 percent sample of persons in jail on November 18, 1985. 
bBased on a 12 percent sample of persons in jail on Septenber 19, 1985. 
cBas'ad on a 16 percent sample of persons in jail on September 21, 1985. 
dThese averages were based on head count data or other summary data 
provided by the jail officials in each site' 

eSee Appendix C for estimates of error associated with these figures. 
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Chapter Three 

DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH: SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

SAMPLING STRATEGY AND THE PURPOSES OF THE DESCRIPTIVE PHASE 

It is possible to construct guidelines for the bail decision in many ways (Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1985; 

Gottfredson and yoUfredson, 1984). Depending on the particular philosophy of guidelines construction one adopts, 

there will be implications for the kinds of data to be collected (if, indeed, data are to be collected at all), the types of 

cases to be represented, and the decisionmakers to be included. It is essential, therefore, that we note assumptions 

that shaped the guidelines technique used in this study, and the data collection and empirical analyses undertaken in 

each of the jurisdictions. 

First, we undertook to assist courts in the development of voluntary guidelines. It was a voluntary process 

in the sense that the courts agreed at first only to examine their bail/pretrial release practices--through use of 

descriptive research--and to review the policy implications of what they found. They also agreed to consider how 

some version of guidelines might or might not be designed to tackle important problem areas. At that time, at a 

point considerably far along in the research process, each court would make a determination whether to make use 

of the resource developed or not. In other words, none of the courts committed itself in advance lo adopling a 

product sight unseen. But the guidelines themselves were also meant to be voluntary, in the sense that they were to 

be developed as decisionmaker aids that left provision for meaningful discretion. 

Second, the guidelines research process was conceived to involve four distinct phases: 

a) a rigorous descriptive analysis of current (or recent past) practices, that was meant lO describe 

representative operating practices of the court as a whole. 

b) a discussion with the court of the findings and their apparent implications [or policy and 

development of decision guidelines. 

c) an implementation of a finalized version of guidelines (depending upon the court's decision). 
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d) an evaluation of initial use of the decision guidelines and feedback to the court concerning their 

possible revision. 

The General Research Plan 

Data collection for the description of decisionmaking practices at the pretrial stage followed a similar plan 

in each of the courts, although the focus and the particular sampling strategy depended on a diagnosis of the 

criminal process and the areas each of the judiciaries wished to emphasize. In general, we sought to collect data 

describing a large number of cases which had recently entered the criminal process at the bail/pretrial release 

stage, to follow the cases through the system long enough to determine if they had secured release, and to observe 

whether they failed to appear in court or were rearrested while on release or, if they were not released before trial, 

to determine how long they were detained. By "recent" we attempted to draw a sample recent enough to reflect 

"current" court practices, but "old" enough to assure that by the end of data collection most of the cases would have 

proceeded to final disposition. 

The goal was to be able to examme factors influential in the judicial determination of bail, the 

determination of release, and the likelihood of flight or crime during pretrial release. Specific analyses in each of 

these areas were reported back to the courts as particular problem areas singled out for altention by them. In 

addition, the jail populations were analyzed so that inferences about the impact of pretrial release decisionmaking 

on the jail could be discussed. 

Sampling to Meet the Concerns in Each Site 
. ". 

This general approach was adapted to the practicalities and interests of the courts in ~ach of the sites. At 

the same time, we designed our data collection procedures to be as similar as possible, so that some comparisons 

among the jurisdictions could be made, once appropriate cautions were exercised. The strategies employed in each 

of the jurisdictions are briefly summarized here. 

Maricopa County: Superior Court of Arizona 

Discussion with the judicial leadership revealed that the principal thrust of the guidelines research would 

focus on felony defendants. Thus, all "new" felony cases entering the process at initial appearance in Superior Court 

in Maricopa County during June and July, 1984, were included in the sample of defendants studied for guidelines 
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purposes. Although 3,667 defendants appeared before commissioners at initial appearance in Superior Court 

during that time, 1,435 were excluded because they were not relevant to the bail/pretrial release qu~stions being 

examined.34 The remaining, total sample of entering felony cases included 2,232 defendants who had bail decided 

at initial appearance during June and July by five commissioners sitting three sessions per day. Preliminary 

examination of the court records indicated that this procedure would result in sufficient numbers of serious cases 

(those which generally occur least frequently) to permit meaningful analyses and would also result in nearly 

proportionate representation of the five commissioners who were deciding bail in Maricopa. 

A large amount of information describing defendants and their cases from booking until their status 8 

months later was collected. Cases were tracked for 90 days to learn whether pretrial release had occurred; if, by the 

time 90 days had elapsed, release had not occurred, the defendant was considered "detained" for the purposes of the 

research. If released at some point prior to 90 days after initial appearance, defendants were tracked on release to 

determine whether rearrests or failures to appear in court were recorded. 

During the research at a point about a year before implementation of decision guidelines--on September 

21, 1985--a sample of the local jail popUlation was also draWn to depict persons held in custody "on a given day." A 

16 percent random sample of the 2,484 inmate population on that day yielded a sample of 405 persons for study. 

Dade County: Circuit and County Courts 

The committee of judges assembled to supervise the guidelines research in Dade County initially requested 

that both misdemeanor and felony cases be considered. Fortunately, all criminal cases were booked at the central 

jail before being channeled into the separate court systems (County Court for misdemeanors and Circuit Court for 

felonies) so that a list of entering cases could be compiled for sampling purposes. 

Because bond hearings for felony defendants (equivalent to initial appearance in Maricopa County) were to 

be an important focus, the scheduling of judges sitting at bond hearings had to be considered. It was found, for 

example, that one County Court judge generally sat in Circuit Court to conduct bond hearings in felony cases during 

34 Exclusions included persons held on misdemeanor charges, persons appearing because of bench warrants or 
fugitive warrants only, or persons absent without leave from local or state correctional facilities. The rationale 
behind such exclusions was that more would be learned about typical pretrial release decisionmaking by con­
centrating on criminal cases entering the system without mixing them with categories of special defendants whose 
cases would generally be handled quite differently. 
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the week (9 to 4) but that a variety of Circuit Court judges were rotated in to sit at bond hearings on weekends. In 

order to include a sample of felony cases representing decisions of a sufficient number of judges, it was decided to 

sample weekends--Friday, Saturdays and Sundays. While this same County Court judge would still be over-included 

because he decided bond every Friday morning, many other judges decided bond on Friday afternoons and during 

the rest of the-weekend. 

Populations of entering misdemeanor and felony defendants were defmed with the help of the Research 

and Systems Division of the Dade County Court Administrative Office. Minus excluded cases (cases involving 

nonbondable offenses, fugitives or escapees), 2,238 felony cases and 1,972 misdemeanor cases entered the system on 

weekends between June 1 and September 2, 1984. Since a sample of roughly 2,000 cases was desired and an 

emphasis on felony cases was considered important (because of bond hearing), a stratification with disproportionate 

sampling was employed. Roughly two-thirds of the weekend felony cases were randomly selected (n=1,492) and 

one-fourth of the misdemeanor cases were randomly selected (n=493) to produce a total sample of 1,985 cases. As 

with the Maricopa sample, a 90 day period was used to determine whether defendants gained release before trial; if 

they were released, their cases were tracked for 90 days to learn of any failures-to-appear in court or rearrests for 

new crimes. 

On September 19, 1985, the collective population of the Metropolitan Dade Corrections and Rehabilitation 

Department jail facilities stood at 3,455. A random sample (n=431) was drawn to describe that population on a 

"given day." 

Boston: the Boston Municipal and Suffolk County Superior Courts 

In discussing the appropriate focus of a guidelines development process in Boston courts, the Trial Court 

suggested that both the Boston Municipa~ Court, a central urban limited jurisdiction court comparable to but larger 

than other district courts in the state, and the Suffolk County Superior Court, a state-level major trial court located 

in central Boston, might be worthwhile arenas for investigating and exploring bail issues. On the one hand, the 

Municipal Court was the court processing the largest volume of incoming criminal cases, though more misdemeanor 

than felony in number. On the other hand, the Superior Court received felony-level cases produced from direct 

indictments, cases bound over from the BMC and other district courts in the area, and reviewed bail decisions of 
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defendants detained after initial bail decisions at arraignment in the BMC or the other courts. The bail review 

function, mandated by statute,35 seemed particularly important to study. 

With primary emphasis given to the Boston Municipal Court, the two court systems were studied in the 

following manner. Cases entering the Municipal Court at arraignment were sampled using a list kept by Municipal 

Court Probation. So that a sufficient number of serious cases (which were relatively rare in the BMC caseload) 

could be included in the study, the approximately 4,500 cases entering between the beginning of April and the end of 

October, 1984 (after subtracting exclusions36) were stratified on the basis of charge seriousness.37 All of the 

serious cases (involving index offenses minus larceny and motor vehicle theft) during that period (n=603) were 

included in the sample, and one-third of the roughly 4,000 less serious (non-index cases) (n= 1,376) were randomly 

taken, resulting in a total sample of 2,193 cases. 

Several smaller samples were taken to investigate Superior Court case processing. First, to examine cases 

entering the judicial process directly at Superior Court arraignment, we randomly sampled one-third of the Court's 

direct indictments for the year of 1984 to produce a sample of 356 cases. This excluded cases unavailable for coding 

due to sealed fUes.38 Second, bail reviews were studied by including all available bail reviews (n=564) during 1984 

from any lower court in the area. To study "bind over" cases entering Superior Court at the arraignment stage, we 

examined only the BMC cases that were bound over during the seven month period in 1984 that were already 

collected as part of the BMC sample (n= 164). 

A particular problem was encountered in trying to obtain systematic information describing the subsequent 

criminal histories of defendants released before trial for the Superior Court and Municipal Court samples: such 

information was not routinely available in a reliable form from the probation agencies, who generally held 

information relating to prior criminal records. Because criminal history was kept in manual card files by the 

Commissioner of Probation, separate sampling was required to obtain this important information. Given existing 

procedures, expense, time and space, it was necessary to limit the request for record checks to two subsamples of 

35 See Mass. Gen. Laws Ann. vol. 45 sec. 58 (1987 Supp.). 
36 Exclusions included cases listed for arraignment but not involving bail determinations, such as those dismissed or 
otherwise disposed at arraignment. 
37 We employed a modified version of the FBI's VCR non-index v. index classification, dropping larceny and motor 
v~hicle theft from the "index" category. 
3 Thirty cases were either missing from the records or sealed and unavailable in this category. 
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defendants, one a 500 defendant random sample of the Municipal Court defendants, the other the Superior Court's 

356 defendant direct indictment sample. 

In addition, we studied all the cases (n=324) held in the Charles St. (Suffolk County) Jail on November 18, 

~985 in order to describe persons confmed there on a "given" day. 

THE COLLECTION OF DEFENDANT AND CASE DATA IN THE JURISDICTIONS 

Data collection was designed to permit us to address several analytic goals. First, it would be necessary to 

chart the progress of criminal cases as they passed through the early stages of the criminal process and beyond. 

This would be important so that key decisionmaking stages could be identified and their impact on later outcomes 

analyzed. Second, a central analytic goal was to examine a large sample of bail decisions made by a variety of judges 

or judicial officers so that inferences could be drawn about themes governing their transaction. Third, we wanted to 

examine the allocation of release and detention among entering defendants and attempt ~o discern patterns 

differentiating the two groups. Fourth, we wanted to follow the performance of defendants during pretrial release 

(at least for a 90 day period) and try to determine attributes of defendants or their cases that appeared related to 

misconduct (flight and crime). Finally, once decision guidelines were developed, we saw it as critical that we try to 

project the impact ,of their future implementation on like cases. 

Accomplishment of these goals meant that several kinds of information were needed, including 

demographic, social background, case·related, charge, and prior criminal history data. In practical terms this meant 

that a number of agencies in each of the jurisdictions would have to be consulted. In Boston, for example, data 

collection required access to records located in eight agencies, including the Municipal Court Clerk's Office, the 

Superior Court Clerk's Office, the Municipal Court Probation Department, the Superior Court Probation 

Department, the District Attorney's Office (two departments), the Office of the State Commissioner of Probation, 

the Office of the Suffolk County Sheriff and the Massachusetts Correctional Institute at Framingham. No 

computerized files were available for court or case information or criminal history. 

In Dade County sources of data were located in records held by four principal agencies, the Research and 

Systems Division of the Administrative Office of Circuit Court, the Pretrial Services Division of Metropolitan Dade 

Corrections and Rehabilitation, and the offices of the Circuit Court Clerk and the County Court Clerk. The Court 
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assisted the research by providing computerized lists of entering criminal cases and allowing access to a 

computerized criminal history me. 

In Maricopa County, the Court Administrator's Office of Superior Court, the Pretrial Services Division of 

Superior Court, and the Maricopa County Sheriff's Office offered access to the necessary mes and provided 

computerized case and criminal history information whi~h greatly expedited data collection. 

Although a great deal of information was collected describing large cohorts of cases entering the judicial 

processes, not all of the desired information was equally available in the three jurisdictions. Although this discovery 

is not in itself surprising, it foreshadowed information-related difficulties that would confront development of 

guidelines in one fashion or another later. Indeed, the presence or absence of particular data items is itself a 

significant finding from this research, documenting the considerable variability among these court systems in their 

"essential data base". The fact is, what one court could not imagine doing without, another court lacks utterly; the 

information base that some decisions rest on would surprise the general public and criminal justice professionals 

alike. Table A3.l contrasts the availability of key information (indicated by the proportion of cases in which the 

information was missing) in the three sites. (See Appendix A) 

Dade County, for example, did not routinely record certain kinds of demographic information that would 

have been helpful. Maricopa County did not always have certain charge-related and victim-related information 

available. Perhaps most dramatic was the large number of cases in Boston for which criminal history data (prior 

and subsequent to the case being studied) was not available at all. 

The sites differed as well in the reliability of the data, even when available. For example, when defendants 

were interviewed by pretrial services in Dade and Maricopa Counties concerning their drug abuse habits, the 

interviewers generally placed little faith in the responses obtained. In Boston, when criminal history information 

was available, it was not often complete; comparison of criminal history information from Municipal Court 

Probation mes, the jail files and the Probation Commissioner's mes showed inconsistencies. 

But regardless of the quality or the quantity of the available information in the three sites, the data we collected 

represented the actual data that the decisionmakers themselves had to rely on in setting bail. Whatever the 

deficiencies present in this data, they are the appropriate vehicle to begin to model the decisions and review their 

consequences for our three sites. 
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Chapter Four 

THE CRIMINAL CASELOAD: A COMPARISON OF THE DEFENDANTS AND THEIR CASES IN THE 
THREE COURTS 

In order to better interpret the discussion that follows, it is essential to first gain an impression of the differ-

ences among our three sites in the people and cases that routinely come before them. Thus, before we report the 

fmdings of our guidelines research ( in which we shall describe the processing of criminal cases and the character 

and consequences of the bail decisionmaking in each of the participating courts) we will present a brief comparison 

of the characteristics of the defendants and their cases entering the systems. 

Table A4.1 summarizes selected demographic, criminal charge and prior criminal history characteristics of 

our samples of defendants entering the criminal process in the Boston Municipal Court, Circuit Court in Dade 

County, and Superior Court in Maricopa County--the three principal foci of our research.39 It should be kept in 

mind that the following descriptions are of our samples, drawn as described above, and thus do not represent a 

simple random sample of the cases before these courts. Although we will, from time to time, refer to characteristics 

of the courts, it is these sample characteristics that we refer to. 

Demographic Characteristics 

Slight differences among the courts are evident when the age and gender of the entering defendants are 

examined; more noticeable differences occur when the race/ethnicity of defendants is considered. Circuit Court 

defendants, for example, are somewhat older (with a median age of 28 years) than defendants in the Boston 

Municipal Court and the Superior Court in Maricopa County (whose median ages were 25 and 26 years). Female 

defendants accounted for twice the proportion of defendants in the Boston Municipal Court (28 percent) than in the 

Circuit and Superior Courts (13 percent in each instance). 

39 Table A4.2 in the appendix describes the attributes of defendants and their criminal cases entering the criminal 
process in the remaining two courts studied, the Suffolk County Superior Court in Boston and Dade County Court. 
More specifically, after preliminary descriptive research focusing on both the Boston Municipal Court and the 
Suffolk County Court, both courts agreed that the greatest impact could be produced by focusing on the Boston 
Municipal Court. In Dade County, a similar development occurred. At the outset, the judicial working committee-­
comprised of Circuit and County Court judges-Masked that the research focus on both misdemeanor and felony case 
processing. Near the conclusion of the descriptive phase of the research, the committee asked that the focus shift 
exclusively to felony cases--thus the emphasis on Circuit Court. 
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A more marked difference is found in the racial/ethnic composition of the caseloads of entering defendants 

in the three systems. See Figure 4.1. White defendants accounted for only 22 percent of the caseload entering the 

Circuit Court in Dade County, but were 42 percent of defendants in the Boston Municipal Court and 55 percent of 

the defendants entering the Superior Court in Maricopa County. Black defendants accounted for 45 percent of 

Boston defendants and 39 percent of Dade defendants, but only 15 percent of Maricopa defendants. The courts 

differed as well in the proportions of entering defendants who were Hispanic: in Dade County 35 percent of 

entering defendants were Hispanic, in Maricopa County 26 percent were; but only 6 percent of Boston Municipal 

Court defendants were Hispanic. 

Criminal Charges 

Given their different jurisdictions, of course, entering defendants in the three court systems may be dis tin-

guished as well on the basis of their criminal charges. As we noted above, the Boston Municipal Court accepts 

misdemeanor and felony cases for initial proceedings, though serious charges are comparatively rare. Both the 

Circuit Court ill Dade and the Superior Court in Maricopa County are primarily felony courts. However, beyond 

the obvious, gross differences in the seriousness of criminal charges associated with entering cases, Figure 4.2 

highlights a number of other charge-related characteristics that set the courts apart from one another. 

First, using the modified index v.nonindex classification borrowed from the FBI as a gross measure of 

charge seriousness,40 Figure 4.2 shows again the similarity in the charges of defendants entering the Maricopa and 

Dade courts (with 35 and 33 percent index charges respectively), and the generally less serious nature of the 

offenses adjudicated by the Boston Municipal Court (only 13 percent of BMC defendants were charged with index-

level offenses). The similarity of even the Dade and Maricopa County courts seems to hide some important 

differences, however. Of the three courts, Circuit Court defendants seem proportionately to be most often charged 

with weapons offenses (nearly three times the proportion of the other two courts), with drug offenses (a slightly 

greater proportion than the other courts), with crimes involving person-victims (somewhat more than Maricopa 

defendants but twice the proportion of BMC defendants), and with crimes involving injury to victims (more than 

three times the proportion of the other courts). 

40 As we noted above, we have dropped larceny and motor vehicle theft from the FBI "index" category, but 
otherwise have left the classification intact. 
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Figure 4.1 Comparison of characteristics of defendants entering the criminal ·process in the 
Boston Municipal Court, Dade County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior 
Court, 1984: race/ethnicity 
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Figure 4.2 Comparison of the criminal charges of defendants entering the criminal process 
in the Boston Municipal Court, Dade County Circuit Court and Maricopa County 
Superior Court, 1984 
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Criminal History 

Figure 4.3 highlights selected criminal history measures describing defendants entering the three court 

systems during the study periods in 198441. Nearly half of the Dade and Maricopa County defendants had arrests 

within the last three years.42 Fewer BMC defendants showed recent arrests (37 percent compared with 51 and 49 

percent of the other defendants respectively). Each of the groups of defendants, however, showed just under one-

flfth having prior arrests for serious crimes against the person. A slightly greater proportion.of Dade defendants (31 

percent) had prior arrests for drug-related offenses than Maricopa defendants (27 percent). Boston defendants had 

notably fewer prior arrests for drug offenses. 

Figure 4.3 
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Comparison of the criminal histories of defendants entering the criminal process 
in the Boston Municipal Court, Dade County Circuit Court, Maricopa County 
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Arrests 
within 3yrs. 

Arrests: 
serious 
crimes 
against 
person 

Arrests: 
drug 
offenses 

56 
.SMC 

!Sl Dade County 

o Mcricopa 'County 

30 

22 

Convictions Convictions: Convictions: Convictions: 
serious felony drug 
crimes offenses 
against 
person 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

41 It may be useful to recall that the rigor of prior criminal history information may not be comparable in each I 
jurisdiction. While each of the systems had its weaknesses and acknowledged shortcomings in their criminal history 
information (particularly its geographical limitations), the Boston information may have been most problematic. 
Thus, it is difficult to know whether differences in criminal history rates among the defendant groups arc due to I 
actual differences or differences in the thoroughness of the criminal history information available. 
42 The measure "arrests within the last three years" is used both because recent history has been found to be more 
accurate (as criminal history systems improve) and because it has been viewed as more relevant The reader may I 
then understand better the apparent discrepancies between arrest and conviction statistics (the former seeming 
incongruously smaller than the latter). 
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Dade defendants showed a higher proportion (56 percent) with previous convictions than both Maricopa 

(47 percent) and Boston (36 percent) defendants. Convictions for serious crimes against the person were rare 

among all defendants: 10 percent of Maricopa defendants, 5 percent of Dade defendants, an.d 9 percent of Boston 

defendants had such histories. Maricopa defendants showed the highest rate of prior felony convictions (30 

percent), when compared with the rates of Dade (20 percent) and Boston (14 percent) defendants. Maricopa 

defendants led the way in prior drug convictions (22 percent) over Dade (15 percent) and Boston (11 percent) 

defendants. 

There are thus substantial differences among our samples in the characteristics of the defendants they 

include. In general, the Maricopa and Dade samples involve defendants with cases that are more than the cases in 

the Boston sample. There are greater proportions of minority group members in Maricopa and Dade than in 

Boston, and the prior records of the defendants in the Boston sample are shorter. These differences, many of which 

certainly influence bail setting and the consequences of release, obviate any simple comparisons among our sites. In 

subsequent sections of this report when we do make comparisons for some purposes these differences will have to 

be taken into account. 
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Chapter Five 

DESCRIPTION AND DIAGNOSIS: BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING IN THREE URBAN 
COURTS 

In Some Ways Each Court Is Unique 

In Chapter Two, we described the structure of the courts participating in the research and the paths taken 

by cases entering the criminal process. Certainly, there are clear and important differences among the courts--in the 

way things are done, in the way tasks are valued, and, even, in what things are called--and one of the goals of the 

guidelines research is to recognize and address this uniqueness. For example, booking procedures are decentralized 

in Boston, carried out in each police precinct. Defenda"nts are either temporarily held or released at the severai 

police locations that fall within the jurisdiction of the Boston Municipal Court. However, all defendants must report 

to the BMC for "arraignment" at the next scheduled session. Thus, "intake" is not "centralized" until the first judicial 

stage at which defendants are interviewed by BMC probation officers who conduct a record check, and then attend 

arraignment (which is held twice a day, weekdays). If they do not secure release as a result of the judge's bail 

decision at that stage, defendants are transferred to the Suffolk County Jail to await further proceedings. 

In Maricopa County, booking procedures are heavily--if not totally--centralized. Most bookings occur at 

the central jail location in Phoenix, at the same location where bail commissioners conduct initial appearances. 

Because of the very large distances between central Phoenix and the outlying towns in Maricopa County, some 

bookings occur at police locations on the periphery of the county. Hence, most defendants are booked in the same 

building in which their initial appearance will be held (three times a day, seven days a week) and are not released 

from custody until appearing before a Superior Court commissioner. If release is not secured, they a.re returned to 

the jail for further processing. 

In Dade County, persons arrested for felony offenses are booked at the Dade County Pretrial Detention 

Center which is located across the street from the court where the bond hearing will occur in Circuit Court. 

Interestingly, once the police have finished with booking procedures, felony arrestees may gain immediate release by 

paying bond specified by a bond schedule--by making use of a bondsman or raising the required amount in other 

ways. If defendants do not gain release from jail at the booking stage, they are presented at the next bond hearing 

to a County Court judge sitting in Circuit Court during weekdays or a Circuit Court judge if the arrest occurs on a 
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weekend. (Bond hearings occur twice daily, seven days a week.) Defendants who do not gain release as a result of 

the bond hearing are returned to the jail to await further proceedings. 

In Boston, a Municipal Court judge determines "bail" at "arraignment"; bond has a specific meaning 

designating special alternative financial arrangements equivalent to a particular bail amount. "Bondsmen" are very 

rarely in evidence. No "pretrial services" exist in Boston, although BMC Probation improvises several pretrial 

services-like functions. In Dade County, "bail" is referred to as "bond" which may be set according to schedule or at 

the "bond hearing;" "bondsmen" mayor may not be employed by the defendant to secure release. The "pretrial 

services" program in Dade County is a division of the corrections department with locations at the jail and the court. 

In Maricopa County, the Superior Court commissioner decides "pretrial release" at "initial appearance." This may 

involve nonfinancial release ("OR") with particular "conditions of release" attached or "secured bond" (financial bail) 

with or without similar conditions. "Bondsmen" may be used as well in Maricopa County. The "pretrial services" 

program in Maricopa County is a division of court administration. 

In Some Ways All Courts Are Similar 

These structural, procedural and "cultural" differences notwithstanding, each system shares similarities with 

the others in the performance of bail/pretrial release tasks. To put it simply, at some point, defendants are booked, 

presented to the judiciary and may be released or detained pending adjudication--although not necessarily in that 

order. 

This similarity in the "things courts do" and the common focus on the deprivation of liberty permilled us to 

bring one conceptual focus to this research. It allowed us to follow a similar strategy in each of the principal court 

systems. In each, the leadership of the courts assembled a working committee of judges and other related officials 

to participate in and to guide the guidelines research. The goal of these working committees, (".Iudicial Steering and 

Policy Committees"), was to provide direction for the empirical investigation and "diagnosis" of the bail deci­

sionmaking apparatus, to surface policy issues of importance, and to shape, critique and reline bail decision 

guidelines, when and if they emerged. 

Thus, in Maricopa County, the presiding judge of the Superior Court convened a group to be chaired by the 

criminal presiding judge and to include a justice of the peace, court commissioners (who had bail responsibilities), a 

court administrator, and officials representing the pretrial services staff. In Dade County, a similar procedure was 
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followed by the presiding judge. The criminal presiding judge chaired a working group of Circuit and County Court 

judges, the director of the pretrial services program and the Court's chief research officer. In Boston, the Chief 

Administra~ive Justices of the Suffolk County Superior Court and the Boston Municipal Court convened separate 

committees to guide the guidelines research. 

In its fIrst phase, the goal of the process was to be descriptive, educative as to the nature of bail practices 

and their impact, and to help surface key issues. Making use of the research staff, data were collected describing a 

large number of defendants for whom bail decisions were made (see descriptions of the samples in Chapter Three). 

Examination of their cases as they progressed into the criminal process, analysis of the decisions made about them 

as well as of their later outcomes provided the basis for a review of bail practices--for a selfodiagnosis--and for 

discussion of particular features that the courts might wish to improve upon. 

A brief description of the transaction of bail, pretrial release and detention in each of the sites is presented 

in this section and summarized in Table AS.l. The next chapters will focus in more depth on the special character 

of the fmdings in each site and on more in-depth analysis of bail decisionmaking and its effects. 

BAIL DECISIONS AND PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Release at Booking and the Earliest Judicial Stage 

Persons arrested on felony charges in Maricopa County did not have a means of gaining release at the 

booking stage. In Boston, arrested persons who were to be arraigned subsequently in Municipal Court gained 

release at the station house after booking in nearly half (48 percent) of all cases during the period studied. Dade 

County felony arrestees were able to post bond required by the bond schedule at the booking stage in about 20 

percent of all cases. 

In Boston and Maricopa County, all of the entering defendants must appear before a judge (or judicial 

officer) at the fIrst judicial stage (arraignment and initial appearance, respectively). In Dade County, only felony 

defendants who have not posted the bond amount noted on the bond schedule attend bond hearing in Circuit Court. 

In addition to the bond schedule releases (the 20 percent of entering cases noted above) an additional one percent 

of the studied defendants gained release before bond hearing because they were eligible for direct, administrative 
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release by the pretrial services program.43 In short, 79 percent of Dade felony defendants attended bond hearing to 

have bond determined by a judge. 

In each of the jurisdictions, judges/commissioners employed financial bail (or bond), nonfinancial bail 

(personal recognizance release or OR) and denied bond44 at the first judicial stage. Figure 5.1 depicts the use of 

these bail options among the three courts. Boston defendants were assigned nonfinancial release (ROR) in 68 

percent of the cases, Dad~ defendants were given ROR 67 percent of the ~i.l1:le, but Maricopa defendants were 

granted nonfinancial release in only 40 percent of the cases. Financial bail/bond was assigned most frequently in 

Superior Court (58 percent of the time), and notably-less frequently in the other courts (30 percent of the time in 

Circuit Court and 28 percent of the time in the BMC). Denials of bail occurred in each court in 2 or 3 percent of 

the cases. 

Even though bail/bond was used in similar proportions of cases in two of the courts, at least the financial 

option was used quite differently by each judiciary. Reflecting no doubt the large number of misdemeanor cases, 

the average (median) financial bail in the BMC, for example, was $100. The median bond was $3,750 in Circuit 

Court, however, but $2,000 in Superior Court. This last difference is probably explained by the fact that since 

financial bond is used so rarely in Dade County, it is relatively high when it is assigned. In Maricopa County, the 

Superior Court commissioners employ secured bond in a majority of cases but in lower amounts. 

Figure 5.2 further illustrates the different uses of financial bail by comparing the decision ranges most 

common in each court. At arraignment in Boston Municipal Court, the judges assigned nonfinancial release 72 

percent of the time, compared to 69 percent of the time in Circuit Court and only 41 percenl of the time in Superior 

Court in Maricopa County. Bail was rarely set in amounts over $500 in Boston (3 percent of the cases). In Dade 

County, 6 percent of felony defendants were assigned bonds over $10,000; such bonds were set 8 percent of the time 

in Maricopa County. The median bail/bond amounts shown in Figure 5.2 and Table AS.1 highlight the differences 

among the courts further: (assuming ROR is the same as a bail of $0) the median bail for Boston Municipal Courl 

defendants was $0, for Dade defendants it was $11, and for Maricopa defendants it was $085. 

43 By administrative order, the Circuit Court authorizes defendants charged with nonviolent offenses and having no 
prior convictions for violent offenses to be released directly by Pretrial Services. 
44 The samples excluded categories of defendants for whom bond and thereby release could be routinely denied by 
statute. The denials of bail referred to in this instance were not provided for by statute, but rather retlected some 
informal denial policy--for example, concerning probation detainers or bench warrants--followed within the courts. 
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Figure 5.1 Use of bail decision options at first judicial stage in Boston Municipal Court, 
Dade County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, 1984 
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Figure 5.2 Distribution of bail amounts assigned to entering criminal defendants, 
by court, 1984 
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Pretrial Release and Detention . 

The bail decision, how it is made and its effects, are at the heart of the guidelines research. However, one 

might choose to set aside the "niceties" of decisionmaking and ask, rather, what the results of the process were--in 

terms of the release and detention of defendants and the performance of defendants who secured release. This is 

because, in most jurisdictions in the United States, the "bail" decision and the "release" or "detention" decision are 

not necessarily the same thing. Although judges in Boston, Dade and Maricopa County might decide the release of 

defendants directly when selecting the personal recognizance (OR) option, they are not deciding detention directly 

when employing a financial option. Some defendants can afford release when bail is set at certain levels and some 

cannot. Thus, while a judge may be hedging in the direction of making release unaffordable or affordable in 

particular cases, the release or detention outcome may be determined rather on the basis of a defendants financial 

resources at the time of arrest. 

Two useful ways of measuring pretrial detention and release among defendants entering the criminal 

process are a) to determine release status shortly after the initial bail decisions, for example, within 24 hours of 

booking; or b) to determine whether a defendant was ever released before the adjudication of his/her case. Table 

AS.l contrasts the rate of release measured both ways, secured within one day of booking or achieved within 90 days 

of booking and/or prior to adjudication.45 

Again, given the large number of misdemeanor cases entering the Boston court system, the frequent use of 

ROR and of low bails, it's not surprising that 78 percent of defendants gained release within 24 hours. SLxty-percent 

of the Dade felony defendants did, but only 45 percent of the felony defendants in Superior Court in Maricopa 

County gained release within 24 hours. Ninety-four percent of BMC defendants were released within 90 days or 

prior to the adjudication of their cases; 80 percent in Dade ultimately secured pretrial release; 55 percent of 

Maricopa defendants were released before trial. 

Figure 5.3 compares the timing of release of defendants before trial in the three court systems. In each of 

the jurisdictions, the bulk of the release that occurred had been effectuated within the first 24 hours or so. The 

45 The rationale behind use of the first measure is that it reflects the impact of the bail decision, while the second 
measure adds the effects of the system's other opportunities for release and review not directly tied to the initial bail 
decision. The second measure, release or detention within 90 days or prior to adjudication, whichever is sooner, is 
sometimes difficult to interpret. A defendant detained for 90 days (as long as his/her case has not been completed) 
will be considered detained under this measure, just as a defendant who was confined for two weeks and then had 
his case adjudicated. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

61 

initial "burst" of release in Maricopa is changed only very slightly and gradually, so that between one day and 90 days 

just ten percent more defendants gain pretrial release. In Boston and Dade County that proportion of defendants 

are added to those released between day one and day seven. In Boston, a release rate of nearly 90 percent is 

reached at that time and can be little improved upon through the remainder of the 90 day period of observation. In 

Dade County, still another 10 percent were released between the one week and 4 week mark, although the 

maximum release of 80 percent of felony defendants appears to have been reached then and changes little after that. 

Even in Boston where at least a small number of defendants spend time in jail before trial, detention is 

brought about through the vehicle of cash bail. In fact, just the fact that the judge resorts to a fmancial bail increases 

the chances that the defendant will probably spend some time in detention. Of defendants for whom a cash bail was 

set, 58 percent were released within one day in Boston, 11 percent in Dade County and 10 percent in Phoenix. 

Eighty-six percent of Boston's fmancial defendants gained release within 90 days, only 51 percent of Dade County's 

fmancial bond defendants gained release and 25 percent of Maricopa defendants within that period. Interestingly, 

the average (median) bail paid by fmancial defendants securing release in the 1984 study varied across jurisdictions 

as well: the median posted bail in Boston was $100, in Dade was $4,000, and in Maricopa was $1,600. 

The relationship between amounts of financial bail chosen by judges and prospects for release is illustrated 

in Figure 5.4. In Maricopa County, even bails under $500 appear to have caused the detention of a majority of 

defendants. In Boston and Dade, it required bails of over $500 to hold a majority of defendants, at least for some 

period. In Dade County, bonds of over $1,000 served to hold 9 out of 10 defendants in detention. 

Detention as a Dynamic Measure: the Context of Case Processing 

Although these two measures of the use of pretrial detention among entering criminal defendants are 

helpful in comparing the pretrial processing of cases in the three court systems .. each measure has limitations. A 

more accurate picture of the detention reSUlting from bail decisionmaking may be important when considered in the 

context of the processing of cases within each of the courts. 

1. Early adjUdication and detention: For example, the measure of release throughout the pretrial 

period (through 90 days or until adjudication, whichever comes sooner) may be very misleading, depending upon the 

extent to which a jurisdiction disposes of cases prior to 90 days. Figure 5.5 contrasts the rate of adjudication (within 

90 days) in each of the courts for defendants overall as well as for released and detained defendants. First, we find 



Figure 5.3 Days until release in Boston Municipal Court. Dade County Circuit Court and 
Maricopa County Superior Court: cumulative percentage of defendants 
released during 90 days following booking 
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that the courts differed notably in their rates of early adjudication of cases. The quickest pace is found in Superior 

Court in Maricopa County, where 89 percent of entering felony cases were adjudicated within 90 days of booking; 66 

percent of the Circuit Court cases in Dade and 54 percent of Boston Municipal Court cases were completed within 

that period. Or stated more simply, after 90 days, only 11 percent of the caseload remains in the adjudicatory 

process in Maricopa County, 33 percent remains in Dade County, and 46 percent remains unresolved in Boston 

Municipal Court. 

That figure also shows that in each jurisdiction, a larger proportion of the cases of detained defendants than 

of released defendants were adjudicated within that period. The difference in adjudication rates between detained 

and released defendants is greatest in Boston, is noticeable in Dade County, and is slight in Maricopa County. 

There are several interpretations that can be made of this finding. First, one might assume that this is evidence of 

"expedited" handling of the cases of detained defendants, a principle espoused in a number of recent laws.46 Or, 

second, one might conclude that detention brings about the conclusion of many cases, either as a pressure on the 

defendant to plead or as an incentive to agree to time served in exchange for release. In any event, the findings 

from Figure 5.5 suggest that the magnitude of detention may be overestimated when measured in the manner we 

have chosen: many cases are detained through their pretrial periods, but often these periods fall short of 90 days. 

2. Early "dropout" of criminal cases and detention: Figure 5.6 adds to this kind of analysis by 

examining the frequency with which cases are completely "dropped" (dismissed by the judge, dropped by the 

prosecutor, or otherwise discharged) prior to 90 days. Dropped or dismissed cases further point to detention 

periods shorter than 90 days--as well ~s detention that may have been inappropriate. (To the extent that the system 

has detained people whose cases are later dropped from the process, the use of detention in th'e first place may be 

questioned. 47) 

That figure shows a rather low dropout rate in the Boston Municipal Court (occurring in only 13 percent of 

the cases), but rather high rates in Dade County and Maricopa County. Roughly half of entering felony defendants 

in those sites drop out within 90 days of booking. The rates of dropout vary little by custody status in the 

jurisdictions. 

46 See Goldkamp (1985: Figure 9 and accompanying text). 
47 See Dan Freed's "imbalance ratio," Feely (1979). 



Figure 5.5 Adjudication of cases within 90 days of booking, by court, 
by custody status, 1984 
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Figure 5.6 "Drop out" (dismissal, dropping) of cases within 90 days of booking, 
by court, by custody status, 1984 
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Nevertheless, one may conclude that a large number of detained defendants in two jurisdictions ultimately had their 

charges dropped or cases dismissed.48 

3. Days spent in confinement by pretrial detainees: From the fmdings relating to the early 

adjudication of defendants' cases in each of the jurisdictions we can draw the inference that many defendants who 

are detained "throughout their pretrial periods" are spending less than 90 days in confmement. Figure 5.7 charts the 

average (median) number of days spent in confinement by those detained in the three jurisdictions: in Boston and 

Dade County, the median stays are relatively low (13 and 20 days, respectively); in Maricopa County, the median 

stay of Superior Court detainees is 90 days. We may conclude that detention among Boston Municipal Court and 

Dade County detainees is shorter term, but that detention in Maricopa County is longer term, averaging roughly 

four times longer.49 

4. Jail days: an overall caseload measure; Still a simpler measure of the pervasiveness of detention 

among entering criminal defendants in the three sites is to compare the jail days associated with their processing. 

Figure 5.8 shows that defendants entering the system through the Municipal Court in Boston and the Circuit Court 

in Dade County average 4.4 and 11.2 days in jail per defendant. Yet, in Maricopa County, the average is 42.7 days in 

jail per defendant. It is perhaps predictable that the Boston defendants would average the smallest amount of time 

in jail, considering the predominantly misdemeanor nature of their criminal charges. Particularly striking, however, 

is the large difference between the average jail times of Dade and Maricopa County defendants, given the roughly 

comparable make-up of their criminal caseloads. 

48 In Maricopa County a large share of the early "dropouts" may be accounted for by the prosecutorial practice of 
"scratching" cases within the first 48 or 72 hours, oft.en to be refiled by the prosecutor at a later date. The 
"scratching" or dropping of charges at this time results from the fact that the prose~utor does not routinely review 
criminal charges until several days after a defendant has been arrested. Cases are scratched when it appears that 
there is not enough evidence to support the prosecution of charges at that time. In Dade County a similar 
phenomenon, but extending to 14 days, occurs because there is no routine indictment or preliminary hearing process 
to screen charges; rather the prosecutor produces the information that serves as the basis of formal processing. As 
a result, a large number of cases are dropped at approximately the 14-day limit and/or a sizeable number are 
transferred to County Court for processing as misdemeanor cases. 
49 The reader should note that the median days in confinement has an artificial ceiling of 90 days because of the 
approach taken in the research. The pro[.,rress of defendants' cases was followed only up to 90 days to determine 
whether pretrial release was secured. If the defendant had not been released by that time--and still had not had 
his/her case adjudicated--not further effort was made to check for release before trial because of limitations of time 
and resources. Of course, many defendants may have been detained for longer periods--thus, the odd-appearing 
finding that the median length of detention in Maricopa County among detainees was 90 days. 



Figure 5.7 MedJan days in confinement (up to 90 days) by detainees, by court, 1984 
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Figure 5.8 Average jail days (per defendant) generated by bail practices in Boston Municipal 
Court, Dade County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, 1984 
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THE PERFORMANCE OF DEFENDANTS DURING PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Flight and ,Rearrest 

Despite the cO;Dsiderable variation in detention practices among the three jurisdictions (ranging from 

detention of 6 percent of entering defendants in Boston to 20 percent in Dade County and 45 percent in Maricopa 

County), a majority of defendants did gain release prior to adjudication of their cases. Figure 5.9 contrasts the 

performance of released defendants in Municipal, Circuit and Superior Court. During the period studied, Boston 

defendants who gained release failed to appear in court two and one-half times as often as Maricopa defendants 

(who failed to appear 8 percent of the time) and twice as often as Dade County defendants (who missed court 10 

percent of the time).50 Boston defendants also recorded slightly higher rearrest rates than the other two court 

Figure 5.9 Defendant misconduct during pretrial release (failures to appear. rearrest. 
either/both). by court. 1984 
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50 A "failure l\" appear" is recorded in the study when a bench warrant (or alias capiases in eade County) has been 
issued for missing a required court appearance. Actual rates of failure-to-appear may have' been higher if 
"unintentional" failures were included. For example, in Boston 28 percent of released defendants missed a court 
appearance; although warrants were issued only for 20 percent. In each study, once it was determined that 
defendants h!~d gained release, they were followed for 90 days--or until their charges had been adjudicated if earlier­
-to see if FTAs, or arrests on new charges had occurred. 
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systems, 13 percent were rearrested in Boston compared to 11; percent in Maricopa and 7 percent in Dade County. 
, 

Not more than two percent of released defendants were rearrested for "serious" crimes against the person in any of 

the sites.51 When flight and crime measures are combined to form a general measure of misconduct during pretrial 

release, Dade County defendants appeared to perform best overall--only 15 percent failed to appear and/or were 

rearrested--Maricopa defendants "failed" 17 percent of the time, and Boston Municipal Court defendants performed 

most poorly, failing at roughly twice the rate of the other two jurisdictions (at 33 percent). 

In the aggregate, these descriptive characteristics of our tlll'ee sites establish the two themes noted at the outset of 

this chapter. The early stages of the judicial process, from arrest to pleading, have commonalities regardless of 

jurisdiction. The bail decision under study here has significant deprivation of liberty connotations regardless of the 

court system. It also has implications for community safety and the integrity of the court system itself, albeit at 

substantially different levels depending on jurisdiction. Our courts also differ considerably in some ways relevant to 

the issue of guidelines; they differ in time, in cases, in preferred release mechanisms, in detention levels and so 

forth. The similarities suggest that guidelines may be appropriate; the differences present a challenge to their utility 

and acceptability. 
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51 Serious rearrests include rearrrests for the following kinds of offenses: murder, voluntary manslaughter, I 
involuntary deviate sexual intercourse, forcible rape, statutory rape, robbery, kidnapping, aggravated assault, assault 
by a prisoner, arson with personal injury, battery. Of course, the terminology describing criminal offenses varies 
from jurisdiction to jurisdiction; thus, by "serious offenses," we mean these offenses or their closest equivalents. I 
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Chapter Six 

THE NATURE OF BAIL DECISIONMAKING: RELEASE AND DETENTION IN SUPERIOR COURT, 
MARICOPA COUN1Y 

INTRODUCTION:CONCEPTUALIZING THE BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISION 
AT THE FIRST JUDICIAL STAGE 
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We have already described some features of the defendants and their cases entering the three court 

systems. In Chapter F~ve, we briefly contrasted the decisions made about each cohort of defendants and their 

detention or release outcomes. We found differences among the sites in the characteristics of defendants entering 

the court systems and in the kinds of offenses with which they had been charged. In reviewing the bail decisions 

made regarding the entering defendants and the subsequent use of pretrial release and detention, we again noted 

key differences--even between Dade and Maricopa Counties, the jurisdictions with the most similar felony 

caseloads. 

For example, although the Boston Municipal Court generated the highest rate of release among its heavily 

misdemeanant caseload, it also produced by far the highest rates of defendant misconduct during pretrial release. 

Circuit Court in Dade County managed to release 80 percent of its felony defendants before trial and yet still 

succeeded in producing the lowest flight and crime rates among defendants on pretrial release of the three sites. 

Finally, the Superior Court in Maricopa County released dramatically fewer defendants than its companion courts, 

about half the proportion of defendants released in the Dade Court. However, the frequent resort to pretrial 

detention in that jurisdiction did not produce misconduct rates that were even as good as those found in Dade 

County. 

Beginning with this chapter, our objective is to focus more directly on the bail decisionmaking generating 

these phenomena in each of the courts individually. To accomplish this, we begin with an attempt to define what we 

mean by the bail decision, so that we have a common conceptual framework for analysis. Then, on the basis of large 

samples, we report on the results of statistical analyses designed to "predict" or "explain" bail decisions made by 

judges and commissioners in each of the court systems. We then turn to detailed consideration of the consequences 

of bail decisionmaking, the use of pretrial detentinn and release, and the performance of defendants gaining pretrial 
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release. In this chapter we examine decisionmaking in Superior Court in Maricopa County; in the next two chapters 

we turn to practices in Circuit Court in Dade County and Municipal Court in Boston. 

In analyzing bail decisions in each of the courts, we collected data that judges (and commissioners in 

Maricopa County) would have ha~ available at the time of the bail task. (Of course, we made use of subsequent 

information to chart the later outcomes of the cases in which decisions had been made.) The purpose of these 

analyses was to discover patterns or regularities in decisionmaking associated with particular attributes of 

defendants or their cases. The assumption is that if patterns can be found in the types of variables used by these 

decisionmakers, then these patterns might represent important policy themes that implicitly guide the judges or 

commissioners in the setting of bail. Finding such patterns--or lack of patterns as the case might be--would provide 

the basis for a review of practice and discussion of policy among the court officials, particularly when combined with 

the findings characterizing pretrial practices and case processing in each of the courts. 

Choosing a Conceptual Framework 

As a logical first step in the descriptive phase of guidelines development in each court, it was necessary to 

decide upon a useful way of conceptualizing the bail/pretrial release decision for purposes of analysis and 

consjderation within the judicial committees. While perhaps an academic undertaking in its own right, the choice of 

a working model of the bail task was accomplished through analysis and discussion by the jUdges. Although, on its 

face, the bail decision might not appear overly complex, theoretically at least it could be conceived of in different 

ways. 

First, as we have noted earlier, there is debate--even within courts and among decisionmakers--over the 

appropriate goals of the bail decision. In each of the states where the research was conducted, a provision 

authorizing consideration of the potential danger posed by a defendant can be found in the state law; the autho­

rization is for broad consideration in Arizona and Florida, but is strictly limited in Massachuselts law. In all three 

states, a main theme of the bail task is to assure the attendance of defendants in court. Individual judges and court 

systems as a whole, therefore, vary according to the degree they consider either or both of these goals. 

Beyond questions of appropriate goals, a working model of the bail task may be viewed in different ways. 

For example, is the bail decision a "pretrial release" or detention decision or a (mostly financial) "bond" decision, of 
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which release or detention is the often inadvertent result? Is the bail decision a simple, single choice decision? 01' 

is it a decision consisting of contingen.t, step-wise considerations? 

As Figure 6.1 illustrates, sevelral theoretical conceptualizations of the bail decision are possible and were 

considered by the judicial working groups in each location. Figure 6.1 displays, for example, four of the principal 

alternatives: 

1. Bail as a simple choice of a financial amount: 

Under this alternative, the judge's task is relatively straightforward, involving only the choice of a fmancial 

amount ranging from ROR ($0) to any financial amount imaginable. 

2. Bail as a two-step choice: 

Under this model of the decision the judge performs a two-stage conceptual task. On the first stage, the 

screening stage, he/she decides whether a defendant is a nonfmancial or a fmancial candidate. Second, if the 

defendant is a nonfmancial candidate, the judge may next decide whether or not any conditions ought to be attached 

to release, such as supervision or drug treatment. If the defendant was not considered an appropriate nonfinancial 

candidate, the second stage consists of selecting a particular amount of fmancial bond. 

3. Bail as deciding release under the least restrictive conditions: 

Another conceptualization derives from the laws of many states, the District of Columbia and the Federal 

law which establish a presumption that a defendant should be released under the least restrictive condition that 

assures appearance and minimizes the threat to the community. Thus, a first task would be to decide whether or 

not a defendant could be released outright, on a mere promise to appear. If this would not satisfy the judge's 

perception of the risk posed by the defendant, he/she would consider and/or reject options involving increasing 

restrictions on the defendant's liberty, such as third party custody or supervision by a pretrial services program or a 

probation department. Resort to financial bond would be considered a comparatively drastic (and restrictive) 

decision choice. In some states, the judge could consider outright detention of the defendant after having rejected 

release under lesser options. 

4. Bail as a detention versus release decision: 

Finally, judges might be making an outright detention versus release decision in each easel. If the task 

followed the theoretical model of the bail task outlined in the laws of the District of Columbia and the recent 
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Figure 6.1 . Alternative conceptualizations of the bail/release decision 

~--------------------~I Model I: Choice of Financial Amount (one step) 

Model II : Two Step Decision 
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Federal legislation, the judge could be determining whether a defendant should be released or detained quite 

directly, on a fIrst step. On a second step, the judge could be selecting conditions of release, if any were to apply, or 

could be deciding whether to detain the defendant temporarily (such as when probation or parole violations might 

be involved or medical exams) or for the full pretrial period. It could be argued, of course, that bailsetting under 

traditional practices has followed this version, albeit in a sub rosa fashion. That is, judges have manipulated bail in 

setting it either within or outside of the reach of a defendant's ability to post it to cause his or her release or 

confInement. 

These models of how the bail decision was transacted were discussed with the judicial working committees 

until, in conjunction with analyses of the decisionmaking data, one version was chosen to serve as the vehicle for 

discussion and further analyses. Once a common analytic framework could be agreed upon, analysis focused on 

explanation of the decisions made by the judges and commissioners. 

THE BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISION IN MARICOPA COUNTY 

Agreeing on a Working Model of the "Pretrial Release Decision" 

To begin examination of bail decisionmaking in Superior Court, we analyzed data describing 2,200 

Maricopa County felony cases entering the system between the beginning of Jupe and the end of July, 1984. To lind 

a working model of the bail task in Maricopa County--referred to there as the "pretrial release decision"--data were 

organized as if to comport with the four models depicted in Figure 6.1 above. Multivariate analyses were conducted 

to determine whether knowledge of defendant or case characteristics could explain variability in the various 

decisions or decision stages.52 

52 Statistical analyses of bail decisions or components of the decisions employed the following general procedures: 
The first task was to reduce the number of relationships under consideration for mulitvariate analyses belween up lo 
60 independent variables and the various dependent measures. Correlations were lirst examined as well as 
interrelationships among independent variables. As a rule of thumb, relationships showing a gamma of less than .2 
were discarded. 

Subsequently, independent variables were grouped into one of several categories: demographic, charge­
related, prior criminal history, and system-related. Multiple regression was then employed as a rough screening 
device to identify independent variables showing the greatest contributions to explaining the, variance in the 
criterion. Using a best-subsets routine and exercising controls (by altering the order of entry in regression) each 
category of independent variable was reduced to its strongest measures. 

If the dependent measure was interval-level (for example, we treated bail amounl as an interval level 
measure, although we employed the logarithm of the bail amount in analysis), we concluded the mulitvariate 
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The model subdividing the bail decision into consideration of least restrictive release options in a sequential 

fashion (Model 3) received little empirical support.53 Although it appeared to receive strong empirical support, the 

model portraying the decision as a direct choice between release and detention (Model 4) was not regarded by the 

working committee as an intuitively justified representation of the way decisions were made.54 (Although this 

model may not have been viewed as accurately evoking the commissioners conceptualization of the bail task, the 

release versus detention outcome may represent the effect of the commissioners' decisions quite well, see the 

discussion of detention in the next section.) 

In a technical sense, both Model 1 and a modified version of Model 2 received strong empirical support in 

the sense that defendant attributes or case characteristics were able to "explain" roughly 90 percent of the variance 
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in decision choices. (See Table 6.1.) Analysis of Model 2, the two-step version of the pretrial release decision, I 
showed strong results on the first stage where nonfinancial (ROR) versus financial (secured bond) options were 

considered. On the second step, when the choice was to decide whether to assign conditions of release among 

nonfinancial defendants, the solution was decidedly weak. When the choice was an amount of secured bond, 

regression was moderately successful. 

Because it appeared that little systematic differentiation among defendants was detectable on the sr:"')nd 

stage nonfinancialj condition decision, we concluded that the conditions or no conditions sub-decision would not 

analysis with regression. If the dependent variable was dichotomous--and most were--we stopped regression 
analysis once we had roughly ten or fewer candidate independent variables remaining. At this stage, marginally 
related variables were temporarily kept in the analysis. For the dichotomous measures, we attempted to model 
decisions using logit procedures until we found a parsimonious model that best fit the data (including consideration 
of interactions). One advantage of using regression for screening analyses was that we were able to contrast the 
strength of solutions.across jurisdictions using R2. . 
53 As Figure 6.1 shows, this model subdivided the pretrial release decision into four decision components sequenced 
accurding to restrictiveness from least to most restrictive. In the first component, the commissioner decided 
whether to assign outright ROR without restrictive conditions (although standard conditions to appear and refrain 
from crime applied) or not. Without knowledge of the pretrial services recommendation for ROR instead of 
secured bond, nine independent variables explained about 19 percent of the variance (R 2 = .19), knowing the 
recommendation,45 percent. The next step involved the choice among those not receiving outright ROR whether 
to assign third party release or not: regression analysis was able to explain 10 percent of the variance with six 
independent variables (R2= .10) and 49 percent with knowledge of the recommendation. The next decision 
component decided among persons not receiving outright ROR and not assigned third party release whether 
supervision by pretrial services would be assigned or not; here the R2 was .08 based on five independent variables, 
but .70 when knowledge of the recommendation was added. On the last step, the choices had been narrowed to 
cash bond (secured bond) and the only decision was to select a given amount, this analysis is the same as discussed 
in the text above. ' 
54 Knowledge of nine variables was able to explain 70 percent of the variance in release versus detention of 
Maricopa defendants. 
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play a role in a working model of the pretrial release task. The judicial committee concurred in this view; they 

argued that the first model (Modell) was perhaps too simplistic a framework and that they felt comfortable on an 

intuitive level with the modified version of Model 2. 

Factors Explaining Bail Choices in Maricopa County 

Not surprisingly, it was found that variables explaining the bail decision in Maricopa County under Model 

1--as the simple choice of cash amounts (from ROR or $0 to any dollar amount)--were generally those explaining 

the bail decision as a two stage operation. The components of the two-step model, however, seemt?d to be influ-

enced by different emphases and thus reflected qualitatively different decision concerns. See Table 6.1. 

Defendants were more likely to be considered suitable candidates for nonfinancial than financial options 

when they had no outstanding warrants, were longer term residents of Maricopa County, had no prior arrests, were 

not viewed by the p()lice as posing risks of flight, had earned wages during the previous year, had not been charged 

with offenses involving use of a weapon, had no prior felony conviction, did not live alone, and, finally, were 

recommended for nonfinancial release by the pretrial services program. Thus, the "ROR decision" appeared 

influenced by "community ties" as well as some charge and prior history variables. The selection of amounts of 

secured bond for defendants viewed as financial candidates, however, appeared more heavily oriented to 

considerations of the seriousness of the charges. These findings of different emphases in the ROR and financial 

choices correspond to findings in previous research that have been interpreted as reflecting a greater public safety 

or danger orientation among decisionmakers when financial bail is employed. 

In several respects, these findings are of special note. In reviewing and interpret.ing these findings, the 

Superior Court commissioners appeared comfortable in the suggestion that these attributes of defendants and their 

cases played a primary role in their bail determinations. There was some surprise, however, as well as a little 

disbelief, in the finding that the police notation on the arrest report that the defendant was believed to pose a risk of 

flight was taken seriously by them. Although some admitted that they viewed the police information seriously, other 

commissioners stated the belief that police officers generally viewed defendants as poor risks and almost always 

made that notation--causing them to view the notation with some skepticism. 

Two findings, taken together, however, were of more important consequence for the guidelines resear.ch. 

The first is that by statistical standards and considering previous research, the power of the regression solutions--the 



Table 6.1 Factors influential in commissioners' decisions at initial appearance 
for entering felony defendants (from regression analysis) using Model 
I (choice of bail amounts) and·Model II (two-step decision), Maricopa 
Countya Superior Court, June-July, 1984 

Model of pretrial 
release decision 

Model I 
Simple choice of 
financial amounts 
($0 thru any amount) 

(n = 2,179) 

Model II 
Two-step decision 

1. Choice of 
nonfinancial or 
financial options 
(n = 2,188) 

2a. If nonfinancial: 
conditions versus 
no conditions of 
release 
(n = 892) 

2b. If financial: 
selection of 
amount 
(n = 1,296) 

Influential factors 
(explanatory variables) 

Outstanding warrants 
Police: risk of flight 
Length of residence 
Recent prior arrests 

Robbery charges 
Any sexual assault victims 
Reported wages 
Weapons used 
Prior ~onvictions 
Lives alone 
Nonfinancial recommendationb 

Outstanding warrants 
Length of residence 
Recent prior arrests 
Police: risk of flight 
Reported wages 
Weapons used 
Prior convictions/felonies 
Lives alone 
Nonfinancial recommendationb 

Drug related offense 
Defendant under 21 
Present address in Maricopa 
Number of victims 
Length of residence 
Nonfinancial recommendationb 

Severity of most severe 
booking charge 

Any sexual assault victims 
Robbery charges 
Police: risk of flight 
Number of charges 
Alcohol or drug related 

charges 
Weapon used 
Employment status 
Nonfinancial recommendationb 

.34 

.86 

.29 

.90 

.07 

.07 

.40 

.40 

Significance 

< .00 
< .00 

< . bo 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
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aLogit analyses were conducted to model Model II, steps 1 and 2a. Under Model II, .~ 
the following factors fit the data well: outstanding warrants, length of residence, 
recent prior arrests, police noting risk of flight and pretrial services recommendation 
for nonfinancial release (goodness of fit Chi-sq. 83.69, degrees of freedom 127, P valuel 
.999). Without pretrial service recommendation, the logit model is not significant. 
bThe contribution of this variable to the explanation of variance when entered last may be 
estimated by subtracting the r2 without the variable from the total r2. II 
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ability to explain nearly 90 percent of the variance in decision choices made by the commissioners in Superior Court 

using knowledge of eight or nine kinds of information about a defendant or his/her case--is extraordinary. (Usually, 

such analyses report explaining 30, 40 or, perhaps, 50 percent of the variance.) Ordinarily; such a successful analysis 

would permit the conclusion that we have rather certainly identified the factors judges or commissioners rely on in 

making their decisions. Discussion in the working committee could then proceed to flush out the policy implications 

of the reliance on the handful of factors. 

The second striking finding is the relative importance--rather dominance--of one piece of information, the 

recommendation of the pretrial services interviewer to the commissioner for either nonfinancial or financial bond. 

Of the 86 percent of variance explained in the analysis of the bail decision as a simple choice of financial amounts 

(Modell), knowledge of the pretrial services recommendation contributed 52 percent when entered last (Le., when 

the effects of other relevant factors were controlled). Of the 91 percent of variance explained in the analysis of the 

choice between nonfinancial and financial options, 61 percent was contributed by the pretrial services 

recommendation after controlling for other relationships. Stated another way, without knowledge. of the pretrial 

services recommendation for ROR or secured bond in defendant's cases, we would have been able to report rather 

modest and tentative findings. 

The Importance of the Pretrial Services Recommendation in the Commissioners' Pretrial Release Dec;isions 

Without knowing much else, if we could know the staff's recommendation concerning nO(llfinancial or 

financial bond, we would make few mistakes in guessing what the commissioners subsequently decided. An 

examination of the data reveals that the commissioners' nonfinancial pretrial release decisions, for example, agreed 

with the recommendations made by pretrial services in more than 96 percent of all cases. See Figure 6.2. 

Moreover, given a recommendation for a secured bond option, the odds were rather small that the defendant would 

secure release either within the next 24 hours or within 90 days. As Figure 6.3 suggests, the secured bond 

recommendation, thus, translated into a high probability that a defendant would be detained, other things being 

equal. 

Because of the apparent influence of the recommendations in initial appearance decisionmaking, discussion 

in the Superior Court judicial working committee focused on looking for an explanation. 



Figure 6.2 Relationship betwe~n pretrial services recommendation and bail decision 
in Maricopa County, 1984 
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Figure 6.3 Relationship between pretrial services recommendation and pretrial release 
(within 24 hrs., within 90 days), in Maricopa County, 1984 
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In trying to understand why the pretrial services recommendation appeared so influential, we considered 

several explanations: 

1) The commissioners valued the recommendation highly because it represents an objective 

evaluation of defendants according to explicit screening criteria agreed upon by the commissioners. From an 

empirical perspective, this explanation would assume that known kinds of information (such as prior flight, prior 

record, etc.) would playa known and predictable part in an analysis of recommendations. 

If, for example, defendants with no local ties, prior records of flight, and long prior criminal histories of 

arrest were routinely "scored" in such a way by pretrial services that they wef(~ consistently not recommended for 

nonfinancial release, then defendant flight, local ties and arrests would emerge as "predictors" of recommendations 

for ROR. This would in turn explain why the pretrial services recommendation had emerged as such a powerful 

predictor of commissioners decisions. 

2) The recommendation was valued so highly by commissioners in part because of the high regard 

they had for the independent (subjective) judgment of the pretrial services staff who interview defendants and 

review background information before making up the recommendations. This explanation recognizes that the 

judgment--and therefore recommendations--of different interviewers could vary from staff member to staff member. 

Thus, for example, interviewers working on the night shifts may be more conservative about their recommendations 

simply because it is more difficult for them to verify the information they are receiving. Or, recommendations could 

vary with the predilections and antipathies of individual interviewers as they react to criminal cases they confront. A 

statistical analysis in this case would find that known criteria would be unlikely consistently to "explain" pretrial 

services recommendations, as the different interviewers reacted differently to information. Rather, 

recommendations woqld depend most often on the "recommender". 

3) A third explanation also assumes that the pretrial services recommending process is subjective. 

This hypothesis does not explain the high rate of agreement between recommendations and commissioner decisions 

on the basis of high regard for the independent judgment of the pretrial services staff, but sees the phenomenon as 

the result of an accommodation of staff to decision maker. More specifically, perhaps pretrial services interviewers, 

having worked closely with the six commissioners over long periods, have learned to anticipate the ways in which 

their subjective recommendations would be received. 
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· For example, staffer X might know that commissioner Y would never entertain granting ROR in a case 

involving drunken driving. Over time, then, staffer X has learned instead to recommend secured bond in those 

cases. COIp.missioner Y receives the recommendation he expects, and, as a result, almost always agrees with it. 

To determine which explanation was more likely, we examined the recommendations of the pretrial 

services staff much as we have examined the commissioners' decisions. We attempted to learn if we could predict 

recommendations (whether there was a recommendation for nonfmancial versus fmancial bond) using all the 

various items of information we had available. Unfortunately, not having anticipated this fmding, we had not 

recorded the identity of each of the interviewers making recommendations. 

What we found was that we were able to "explain" recommendation decisions rather modestly based on 

knowledge of the following kinds of defendant or case attributes (see Table A6.2).55 

1. arrests within the last three years; 

2. length of residence in Maricopa County; 

3. outstanding warrants; 

4. prior felony convictions; 

5. living arrangements (alone or with others); 

6. wages last year. 

7. robbery related charges; 

8. prior misdemeanor convictions. 

To the extent that patterns governing the recommendations could be detected, it appeared that pretrial 

services interviewers were relying on apparently relevant kinds of information regarding the kinds of charges 

involved, the defendant's prior history, local ties and income. When pretrial services staff were asked about the 

results, they agreed that, while there were no explicit screening criteria employed to screen defendants 

systematically, interviewers were instructed to take these kinds of criteria into account in making there subjective 

recommendations. In fact, these are factors not unlike some listed in the Arizona statutes and considered by judges 

and pretrial services programs in other parts of the country. 

55 Regression, used to reduce the data in preparation for logit analysis, produced an R2 of .27 using 8 independent 
variables. The fmallogit model is shown in Table 6.2. . 
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Thus, recommendations were found to follow some, albeit weak, themes and could not be described as 

wholly random. However, it is also notable that--in terms of mUltiple regression results--two-thirds of the variance 

went unexplained. This finding suggests either that recommendations were to large extent athematic (random) or 

that we failed to consider important information that could have increased our ability to account for the variability 

in recommendations. Given the large number of descriptors of defendan~s and their cases that were examined, this 

latter explanation is unlikely--with a single exception. We did not, record the identity of individual staff 

"recommenders." Perhaps if we had that information available we could have added substantially to our ability to 

predict recommendations. But, had that been the case, we would have been left with the conclusion that 

recommendations depended substantially on the recommenders. 

To some extent then, our analysis has called into question the soundness of our first hypothesis concerning 

the relationship between recommendations and commissioners' decisions: explicit, consistently applied criteria were 

not found to govern objective recommendation policy. 

Looked at another way, we could have asked the question whether--assuming that the recommendation 

from pretrial services is shorthand for scoring defendants on specific criteria--after controlling for the effects of the 

explaining variables listed above in an analysis of commissioners' decisions, the recommendation contributed 

powerfully to explaining outcomes in their initial appearance decisions. Here we are asking what effecl the 

"unexplainable" part of the pretrial services recommendation had on the commissioners' decisions. When lhis 

analysis was carried out, we still found that, independent of other concerns, the pretrial services recommendation 

was the single dominant influence. (See Table 6.1.) Further analysis showed that, after controlling for these eighl 

factors in analysis of commissioners' decisions, the powerful influence of the pretrial services recommendation 

remained. (Table 6.1, Model II, step 1.) 

We conclude that the influence of the pretrial services recommendation is to a certain eXlenl unique, nOl 

explained by available information, and relied on by commissioners at least partly as a recommendation UUdgment) 

per se. While we have empirical evidence that emphasizes the highly subjective nature of the recommending 

function, we are not able to shed light on explanations 2 or 3 above. That is, we cannot say whether commissioners 

were relying strongly on the largely unguided judgment of the pretrial services interviewers or whelher the 



82 

agreement between the two is the result of a flexible accommodation to commissioners' preferences by pretrial 

services recommenders. 

This fmding has important implications: For one thing, beyond their summary of information collected 

through the interview of defendants, the judgment of the pretrial services staff who prepare the recommendations 

for initial appearance may play an important role in the commissioners' decisions. 

The recommendation heavily influences the decision to place defendants in a nonfinancial versus financial 

(secured) bond category. However, it appears to have little influence on the particular amount of secured bond 

chosen by the commissioner. Thus, where there"is no recommendation to guide them, commissioners exercise more 

discretion and, as we see in the next section, produce decisions which may vary considerably between them. 

The Role of Charge Seriousness in Pretrial Release Decisions 

Another somewhat surprising finding has to do with the role of the seriousness of the charged offense in 

pretrial release determinations. Although judges' over-reliance on the seriousness of the defendants' charges has 

been criticized in legal commentary concerning bail practices in the Uniled States over the last 25 years, most 

previous research has nevertheless shown this factor to be the most powerful influence in initial appearance 

decisions.56 Charge seriousness has not appeared to play the expected dominant role in Maricopa County" release 

determinations that it has in other jurisdictions. 

In the analysis of the pretrial services recommendation, the only charge related factor to play an even 

somewhat influential role was whether or not robbery charges were involved in the defendant's case. This may 

indicate a concern for seriousness on the part of the interviewers, or it may indicate a concern for a certain "kind of 

charge". Overall or general seriousness of the defendant's charges did not appear to be a dominant factor. 

In our analysis of Modell more charge-related measures appeared to figure into commissioners' decisions: 

the presence of robbery charges, of crimes with a victim of sexual violence, and of weapons charges. Although these 

factors point to the presence of charges for serious offenses, they do not reflect general seriousness but rather "kind 

of offense" concerns. 

56 Severity of charge has not been found to relate to prediction of flight or crime during pretrial release, although 
kind of charged offense has. 
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In Model 2, in which the commissioners flrst sorted defendants conceptually in.to nonflnancial versus 

secured bond categories, only the presence of weapons charges appeared to flgure in at all on the flrst decision step. 

However, in the second decision step in which commissioners select an amount of secured bond, almost nothing but 

charge severity (as measured by the statutory grading of offenses) played an influential role. After the statutory 

ranking charge measure (clearly an overall severity measure), most of the other factors importantly related to the 

selection of bond amounts seemed to reflect th~ presence or absence of various serious charges. (See Table 6.1.) 

The surprising fmding is that in an overall sense, unlike other jurisdictions studied, the seriousness of the 

current charges are not the sole or dominant factor that commissioners relied on. Instead, they appear to rely on 

the pretrial services recommendation principally--which we have seen is not dominated by seriousness of the 

charged offense. 57 

Different Treatment of Similar Defendants Based on the Commissioner Presiding at Initial Appearance 

In earlier research in Philadelphia, it was discovered that, after taking into consideration other relevant 

factors, bond decisions varied by judge (Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1985). To a notable extent, particularly in the 

use of fmancial options, a defendant's bond depended on which offlcial was presiding at initial appearance. 

In Maricopa, where initial appearance responsibilities were handled by five commissioners (as opposed to 

20 judges as in Philadelphia), we also found a role for decisionmaker variation after controlling for other factors. 

Under the Modell framework, which conceptualized the commissioner's choice as selection of a dollar 

amount from zero to any amount, knowledge of which commissioner was presiding contributed significantly (in a 

statistical sense) but not importantly, to prediction of the initial appearance decisions. 

Under the two-step format (Model 2), the presiding commissioner did not playa role in the lirst step 

decision dividing defendants into financial versus nonfinancial groupings. However, on the second step involving the 

57 Of course, one explanation for this rather unique behavior may be that we do not measure the seriousness 
of the offenses charged very well if we employ the statutory classification of offenses as our ruler. To examine this 
possibility, we decided to ignore the statutory grading and create instead a measure that might reflect the 
commissioners' views of offense severity. This alternate measure ranks all offenses (in ollr study) according to how 
often commissioners assigned nonfinancial release to defendants so charged, arguing that in the most serious cases 
nonfinancial release would be given very rarely and in the least serious cases, it would be given quite frequently. 
When measured in this manner, we found that seriousness did appear to be even less influential than previously. 
For example, when we entered the statutory grading of offense last in a regression of commissioners' financial bond 
choices, the R2 increased from .32 to .40. When the second, non-statutory version of charge severity was entered 
last, the R2 increased to only .37. 
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selection of cash amounts, decisionmaker variation appeared to p'lay a role. In the selection of particular amounts 

of secured bond, after other factors were held constant, knowledge of which commissioner was presiding increased 

our ability to account for variability in decisions by approximately 25 percent. See Table A6.3. 

Apparently, commissioners tended to be consistent when they had recommendations to follow--in choosing 

between ROR and secured bond--but they tended to act much less consistently in similar cases when, unguided, the 

task was to select amounts of secured bond. Because it is through secured bond that detention is achieved, this 

finding of decisionmaker disparity has important implications for the allocation of pretrial detention as well. 

PRETRIAL DETENTION OR RELEASE RESULTING FROM INITIAL APPEARANCE 

The commissioners did not necessarily agree with the model of decisionmaking that assumed that the bail 

decision was, at least implicitly, a detention versus release decision. For the sake of argument, however, and 

because of the important impact of the bail decision, we could consider the initial appearance decision more 

forthrightly as a choice--albeit somewhat murky--of release versus confinement for felony defendants. This is not an 

unreasonable leap in logic if we recall that a large share of the pretrial release, at least, is determined directly when 

a commissioner assigns nonfinancial release. 

In fact, we know ,that roughly 40 percent of the felony defendants in the study were released on nonfinancial 

conditions at initial appearance and that only 47 percent overall gained release within 48 hours (and that only 55 

percent ever gained release prior to adjudication of their cases). Thus, 89 percent of initial releases were as a result 

of OR release at initial appearance, and 73 percent of all releases (early or later) were OR releases. In short, it 

would not be much of an exaggeration to argue that because so few secured bond defendants were released the 

commissioner's resort to secured bond at all is almost tantamount to a detention decision. Whatever the amount 

selected, only 14 percent of defendants secured release through secured bond within 48 hours. (Refer back to 

Figure 5.4 in the previous chapter.) Simply stated, when a commissioner set secured bond in a case at $500 or 

higher, the odds were approximately nine out of ten that the defendant would be held for longer than 48 hours. 

Thus, merely choosing a bond at that level was the functional equivalent to deciding that the defendant would be 

held. 
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Given the importance of the detention outcome of the initial appearance decision (for the defendant, for 

the Court and for the jail), we examined the factors most influential in dividing defendants into the two classes of 

accused, the confined and the released--whether we can agree that there is a detention decision being made or not. 

In examining the allocation of release and detention among Superior Court defendants, multivariate 

analysis revealed the following characteristics of defendants and their cases to be central: 

1. whether the charges involved a class 3 felony; 

2. the existence of outstanding warrants or detainers; 

3. whether the defendant had a record of recent arrests (within the last 3 years); 

4. 

5. 

6. 

whether the defendant reported earnings for the last year; 

whether the defendant had a telephone; . 

whether the pretrial services staff recommended nonfinancial release; 

Other factors constant, having outstanding warrants or detainers and/or having recent arrests added to the 

prospect~ of detention; having felony three charges, a verified local address, and having a telephone lowered the 

defendant's chances. These fmdings parallel those reported for the analysis of the bail decision: community ties, 

criminal charge and prior history measures played a role in differentiating the detained and released defendants. 

However, the pretrial services recommendation to the commissioner (for n~nfinancial versus financial 

bond) once again predominated: In regression terms, it accounted for roughly twice the variance in custody 

outcomes of all the other items of information taken together. Logit analysis produced a model of the 

release/detention decision that fit the data substantially better whe~ the pretrial services recommendation was 

included. (Without the recommendation, a successful model could not be generated.) If a defendant was 

recommended for secured bond instead of nonfmancial release by pretrial services, the chances were great that--

other factors notwithstanding--detention would result. (See Table A6.4.) 

THE PERFORMANCE OF DEFENDANTS DURING PRETRIAL RELEASE 
IN MARICOPA COUNTY 

The Judicial Steering and Policy Committee in Superior Court was interested in examining the 

consequences of the pretrial release decisions occurring at initial appearance. As was noted earlier, Maricopa 

defendants were followed up for a period of 90 days from release to determine the extent of failure to appear in 
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court (FTAs) and rearrest for crimes committed during the pretrial period. A major goal was to discover factors 

predictive of defendant misconduct during pretrial release. 

Earlier we noted that of all felony defendants securing release prior to adjudication in Maricopa County, 8 

percent failed to appear in court for a required proceeding and 11 percent were rearrested for crimes occurring 

during the pretrial period. 

At least four problems make statistical prediction of either version of pretrial misconduct difficult III 

Maricopa County (and elsewhere). 

First, statistically, it is difficult to predict an extremely rare occurrence--and certainly "failures" occurring in 

less than one in ten cases of released defendants are rare.58 

Second, it is difficult to examine the phenomena of interest when only about half of all defendants secure 

pretrial release. The large detention proportion in Maricopa makes this problem worse there than elsewhere. The 

resulting study can only analyze a limited or selective sample of defendants. Many of those detained may have been 

equally good risks, but since they were not released, we were unable to study them. We were only able to study 

those released and, thus, it is difficult to generalize about the risk characteristics of Maricopa defendants overall. 

Third, to the extent that the system causes the detention of higher risk defendants generally--as opposed to 

randomly holding defendants regardless of their risk attributes--then the bias problem is accentuated. Presumably, 

the job is to predict which defendants among lower risk releases will perform like higher risk defendants, most of 

whom may have been screened out of the sample by detention. 

Finally, there is the very practical problem of information. The success of statistical prediction is also tied 

to the availability and accuracy of descriptors of defendants' backgrounds, histories and cases that may be related to 

outcomes during pretrial release. Jurisdictions vary in the degree and variety of information available. 

Predictors of Pretrial Flight 

Given the limitations caused by the high rate of detention and the low rate of flight among those who do 

gain release, we would not expect our statistical efforts to produce strong results. Nevertheless, in the analysis of 
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58 For a good discussion of statistical prediction of future events in criminal justice, see S. Gottfredson and D. 
Gottfredson (1986). Note that, in actuality, we are talking about "post-diction," that is, trying to identify correlates of I 
the phenomellOn once it has already occurred as if we were predicting flight and crime from the vantage point of the 
bail/pretrial r~lease decision. 
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FfAs, we were able to discover a model of several predictors that fit the data well and helped to distinguish among 

lower and higher (flight) risk defendants. (See Table A6.5.) They included the following: 

1. Police see defendant as flight risk: the police arrest report indicates that the arresting 

officer believed the defendant posed a risk of flight. This item increased the likelihood 

that defendants would flee. 

2. Living alone: increased the defendant's risk of flight. 

3. Charges involving a person victim: when defendants were charged with crimes against the 

person, other factors held constant, they were less likely to fail to appear in court. 

4. Defendant having telephone: lessened the prospects for subsequent flight from court. 

s. Prior record of FTAs: a prior history of failing to appear in court added to the chances 

that a defendant would do so again during pretrial release, other factors taken into 

account. 

Predictors of Pretrial Crime 

The limitations described above did hamper discovery of predictors of rearrest of defendants during 

pretrial release. When taken together, three factors related to rearrest during pretrial release at the bivariate level, 

such as prior FTAs, having more than one suspect involved in the alleged offense and/or earning wages during the 

last year, however, could produce a satisfactory prediction. (See Table A6.6.) 

Predictors of Misconduct Generally (Flight and lor Crimru. 

Because the decisionmakers might also have liked to consider defendant performance during pretrial 

release more generally as either flight or crime, we attempted to identify factors that could predict defendant failure 

during the pretrial release period. Multivariate analysis seeking to predict misconduct as generally defined, 

identified the following attributes as important (see Table A6.7): 

1. Police view defendant as flight risk: the arresting officer's notation of the defendant as a 

potential flight risk was related to greater chances of subsequent failure. 

2. Charges involving crimes against the person: lessened the chances of subsequent 

misconduct. 
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3. Living alone: made the defendant a poorer risk than otherwise, once other relevant factors 

had been controlled. 

4. Robbery charges: when robbery charges were included among the defendant's current 

charges, the odds for failure increased, after taking other factors into account. 

5. Prior history of FfAs: increased the chances for failure. 

6. Police cite risk and defendant has prior hAs (interaction): when both factors were 

present, they increased the prospects that a defendant will engage in misconduct. 

7. Police cite risk and defendant lives alone (interaction): when both factors were present, 

they added tei the probability of defendant failure. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS DESCRIBING PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING AND ITS 
OUTCOMES IN MARICOPA COUNTY 

In this chapter, we have examined ways of looking at the Superior Court commissioners' decision task at 

initial appearance, we have attempted to discover factors most influential in producing those decisions and we have 

considered some of the critical outcomes of the decisions, such as release versus detention, and flight and pretrial 

crime. 

Several findings seem especially important: 

1. The bail/pretrial release decision could be conceptualized best either as a two step (nonfinanci,al 

versus financial; amount of financial bond) decision or, almost as usefully as a choice of simple amounts of bond. It 

did not appear to. operate as a choice of least restrictive alternatives, as legai theory 'might suggest. 

2. The pretrial services recommendation played a powerful role in influencing the commissioners' 

choices. 

3. The pretrial services recommendation could not be adequately "explained" statistically by available 

characteristics of defendants or their cases; rather, i.t appears to some extent to be based on the subjective judgment 

of the recommenders. The recommendation was found not only to affect greatly choices between nonfinancial and 

secured bond options, but to play an important part in determining whether a defendant gained release. The 

recommendation was not found to influence commissioners' choices when, having decided that secured bond was 

appropriate, they selected particular amounts of secured bond. 
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4. When commissioners resorted to use of secured bond, the result was that the vast majority of 

defendants were detained, at least temporarily. When secured bond exceeded $500--which it usually did--detention 

(for longer than 48 hours) resulted in approximateiy 90 percent of the cases. 

5. In the selection of particular amounts of secured bond, when all other factors were held constant, 

which commissioner was presiding at initial appearance had an important influence in the kinds of decisions 

defendants received. 

6. An unusually large number of defendants were held before trial in Maricopa County (whether 

measured as detained for 24 hours or longer or as detention throughout the pretrial period). 

7. Associated with the high rate of detention among Maricopa felony defendants were low rates of 

failure-to-appear and rearrest for crimes occurring during pretrial release. However, as we shall see in our 

discussion of Dade County, comparison with other jurisdictions suggested that similarly low rates could be achieved 

without such a frequent resort to pretrial detention. (See the discussion of the effectiveness of pretrial release 

practices in Chapter Nine below.) 

8. Defendants who did achieve pretrial release were studied for a follow-up period of 90 days to learn 

the nature and extent of pretrial flight and crime. Because only just over half of defendants secured release and 

because of the low rates of failure among them, development of predictive factors associated with pretrial 

misconduct was constrained. A reasonably good prediction of flight (FfA) during pretrial release was derived. 

Prediction of rearrest for crimes during pretrial release was not as successful. A reasonable prediction of general 

misconduct (flight and/or crime) during pretrial release was obtained. 
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Chapter Seven 

THE NATURE OF BAIL DECISIONlVIAKING: RELEASE AND DETENTION AMONG FELONY DEFENDANTS 
IN CIRCUIT COURT, DADE COUNTY 

Initially, the Judicial Steering Committee in Dade County directed the research staff to examine bail and 

pretrial release practices for both misdemeanor and felony defendants. After discussion of the preliminarY results at 

the first few meetings, the committee requested that we focus our attention on cases being processed as potentially 

bondable felonies.59 

The path taken by felony cases was quite different from the one followed by misdemeanors. Dade County 

felony arrestees were booked at the central pretrial detention facility to await a bond hearing. The bond hearing, 

presided over by a County Court judge during the week and a Circuit Court judge on weekends, could be held very 

shortly after arrest, or as much as 12 hours later, depending on the timing of the arrest and the next scheduled court 

session. Theoretically, all bondable defendants were interviewed by pretrial services staff before the bond hearing; 

however, felony defendants had the opportunity to pay their bond as specified by a bond schedule, or to have the 

money posted by a friend, relative or in a number of cases, a bondsman. 

Early in our study of the bond/release process in Dade County we discovered that pretrial release was 

determined at two early stages, rather than one as in Maricopa County. First, nearly one-fifth of all defendants 

gained pretrial release by posting bond via the bond schedule at the jail before the bond hearing. Second, the 

remaining defendants appeared before a judge--after a pretrial services interview--for a bond hearing. 

BOOKING STAGE RELEASE: THE IMPACT OF THE BOND SCHEDULE 

Approximately 80 percent of felony defendants gained pretrial release within 90 days of booking in Dade 

County during the study period. However, nearly 20 percent secured release in less than one day by posting bond 

59 The following offenses listed under the Florida penal code are not bondable at the first judicial stage: attempt or 
solicitation for capital felony with a firearm (775.087), possession of bomb or explosive device (790.161), burglary or 
breaking and entering, armed (810.020, burglary with assault (810.020), forcible rape (794.021), kidnapping for 
ransom (805.020), kidnapping (787.01), murder in the first and second degree (782.040), rape (794.010), robbery 
using firearm/deadly weapon (812.130), sexual battery by threats (794.011), sexual battery on minor by adult 
(794.011), sexual battery on minor by minor (794.011), sex offenses (794.021). 
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immediately after booking using the bond schedule. Thus, roughly one in five felony defendants gaining release did 

so promptly as a result of the bond schedule. 

Like traditional bond schedules used earlier in the twentieth century, the Dade County bond schedule ranks 

offenses according to their seriousness60 and assigns an amount of bond that must be posted to permit a 

defendant's early release. Certainly, members of the judicial work committee were aware of the controversy 

surrounding the use of bond schedules.61 Critics have argued that schedules discriminate against poor defendants 

by setting a fIXed price on release according to the charged offense rather than taking into account individual factors 

that might demonstrate the potential risk a defendant posed. In other words, what on the surface appears equitable-

-setting bonds for similar offenses at fIXed levels--merely means that defendants who could raise bail could obtain 

release while those who cannot, do not. Bond schedules thus produce release or detention largely on the basis of a 

defendant's financial assets (or lack thereat) rather than on the basis of criteria related to his or her propensity of 

flight or crime. Related to this criticism is the controversy surrounding the role of bondsmen who, because of this 

structural role for financing in release determinations, entered the process for profit. 

Because of this well-known criticism of bond schedules, our investigation focused as a first step on the role 

played by the bond schedule. If fully 20 percent of all entering defendants were paying for their release before 

appearing before a judge and before being reviewed by pretrial services, a number of important questions had to be 

asked: 

1. How did defendants gaining release by paying the bond required by the schedule differ from those 

who appeared at the bond hearing and had bond set and release determined through judicial channels? 

2. How did these defendants "perform" during pretrial release, compared to the other defendants 

who underwent a more thorough and thoughtful review prior to a bond decision or pretrial release? 

These questions are important because, if we found, for example, that only a defendant's (on hand) assets 

determined booking stage release, we might question both the fairness and effectiveness of the bond schedule. 

Fairness would be an issue because only those with financial resources were achieving release; effectiveness would 

be an issue because the availability of financial resources may not be a good determinant of a defendant's 

60 This is done periodically by a committee of judges and is based mostly on the way offenses are graded under the 
criminal code--with some exceptions principally relating to local ordinances. 
61 For good examples of critical discussions in this area, see Beeley (1927), Foote (1954), A.B.A. (1968). 
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dependability.62 . (Consider the case of an alleged drug trafficker, for example, with plenty of assets but little 

intention of returning to court.) 

If defendants released at the booking stage differed little in the character of their cases or their likelihood 

of misconduct during pretrial release from those released later, we could ask if it i.s more appropriate to have later 

releases released earlier or early releases released later. We will discuss the first question here and treat the second 

issue in a subsequent section in which the performance of Dade defendants is analyzed. 

The Determinants of Release at the Booking Stage 

The ranking of offenses incorporated into the bond schedule appears to begin by categorizing .defendants 

according to their statutory grading (felonies 3, 2 or 1) and then subdivides those broad categories into 

subcategories judged to be worthy of lower or higher amounts of bond. The factors that differentiate among 

SUbcategories of bond appear to include vruious indices of the seriousness of the offense charged, such as whether 

the crime involved robbery or drug charges, whether force was used, whether a weapon was used. 

When the bond schedule is used for obtaining release, the defendant must post amounts required for each 

of the charges--not just the most serious. The number of charges, by implication, is a factor in the schedule's 

ranking of the seriousness of charges and in the prospects for a dcf:endant's release by posting bond at booking. 

(Under this system, it is possible for' a defendant charged with several charges of lesser seriousness to have a higher 

bond to post than a defendant charged with one more serious charge.) 

Multivariate analysis of the factors associated with whether defendants secured release as a result of the 

bond schedule prOduced the following interesting findings: 

To some extent, gaining release at the booking stage was related to the seriousness of charges as might 

have been expected. This was expected in the sense that it was slightly more unlikely that defendants charged with 

offenses ranked as more serious by the schedule (thus having higher bonds) would obtain booking stage release. 

Other factors, however, appeared much more important in the explanation of who gained release and who did not: a 

defendant's financial resources, living arrangements and having a telephone were very influential. Those with 

62 In Part D. of this chapter, we present our predictive analyses of pretrial flight and crime among Dade felony 
defendants who gain release. No factors that could be construed as relating to a defendant's assets or economic 
status emerged as predictors of misconduct during pretrial release. 
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resources, those not living with close family or friends, and those having a telephone were clearly more successfu1.63 

See Table A7.1. 

Determining Differences between Defendants Released at the Booking Stage and Defendants Released Later 

The Dade County bail system did not release all defendants before trial. Some (20 percent) were released 

immediately as the result of the bond schedule mechanism and some (another 60 percent) gained release later after 

going through the bond hearing stage. Using multivariate analysis, we attempted to distinguish between the earlier 

and later releases. Table A7.2 shows that given the information we had at our disposal strong, clear differences 

were not found. 

Because attributes differentiating defendants gaining release at the booking stage and defendants gaining 

release sometime later were not identified, we conclude that they did not appear to differ thematically from one 

another to a marked degree. Overall, therefore, of the defendants whom the system was going to release, whether a 

defendant gained release early or later occurred in large part randomly. 

DECISIONMAKING AT THE BOND HEARING STAGE 

For the remaining 80 percent of entering felony cases we studied during 1984, pretrial release or detention 

was determined by a judge's bond decision at the bond hearing in Circuit Court.64 To simplify our analysis of an 

estimated 1,772 cases reaching this major decision stage (on weekends between June and October during 1984), we 

once again discussed conceptualization of the judges' decision task with the Judicial Steering and Policy Committee 

that had been assembled by the presiding judge of Circuit Court and chaired by the criminal presiding judge. Like 

the Maricopa County judges and commissioners, the Dade County judges found it helpful to \jew the decision task 

as a two-part decision: the first part involving a choice between nonfinancial release and cash bond; the second 

involving selection of a form of nonfinancial release or, for financial defendants, a bond amount. 

63 Because a good measure of a defendant's immediate assets was not available in our data, we reasoned that the 
judges determination that a defendant should be afforded a public defender could be used as a stand-in measure. If 
a judge at a bond hearing determined that a defendant'did not have the ability to pay for his/her own counsel, we 
reasoned that this could serve as a measure of the defendant's resources. It turned out to be the most important 
factor in explaining who gained release at the bOOKing stage. 
64 Actually, the correct estimate is 79 percent, approximately 1 percent of defendants are permitted release through 
court administrative order prior to the bond hearing stage by pretrial services. 
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The Judge's Choice Between Nonfinancial and Financial Bond: the First Decision Component 

Although we attempted to determine how judges' differentiated between candidates for nonfinancial 

release (of any form) and fmancial bond, statistical analyses were unable to detect strong systematic themes. (See 

Table A7.3.) To some extent, being charged with drug trafficking and other drug-related offenses, being charged 

with robbery, or being charged with first degree felonies, and having prior arrests for serious property offenses were 

associated with a higher probability of fmancial bond. Having a telephone decreased the odds of receiving fuiancial 

bond. 

There are several possible explanations for this rather surprising finding. First, perhaps we have not 

recorded important information concerning the defendant or his/her case, and as a result have not been able to 

detect its influence. Our major suspicion, however, is not that key information was missing from the various agency 

fIles and court records we examined, but instead that the pretrial services oral, in-court recommendation may have 

been playing a very important role. Because the oral recommendation was not documented, we were not able to 

record it with other data or to consider it in our analyses. 

If we assume that there was a great concordance between pretrial services recommendations and judges' 

bond hearing decisions, we should have been better able to explain the judges' choice between fmancial and non-

financial options statistically--if only that information had been available. Thus, because pretrial services 

recommendations were not noted (i.e., did not leave a "paper trail"), we were unable to assess their importance in 

fact, particularly after the effects of other factors have been taken into account. 

Although this explanation is certainly possible, it would nevertheless be surprising if the pretrial services 

recommendations did not also rely on some criteria we had recorded and measured. Thus, it remains unusual that 

these factors have not explained the judges' choices better and raises the possibility that judges as a group apply 

criteria inconsistently in their assignment of financial versus' nonfinancial bond at the bond hearing stage.65 

As Table A7.3 shows, we also attempted to learn whether, holding other factors constant, the judge 

presiding at bond hearing made a difference in the likelihood that defendants would receive nonfinancial versus 

65 Or, to be fair, we could also infer that judges may be very consistently following the recommendations of pretrial 
services staff, but that the recommendations of the staff are not explained by reliance on consistent, measurable 
criteria. Without data, we cannot say. We can only report the overall result which is that the differentiation 
between use of nonfinancial and financial options at the bond decision cannot be well explained by the factors that 
were available to us in our research. 
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fmancial release. In fact, the presiding judge did make a statistically significant but practically inconsequential 

difference. 

For Nonfinancial Defendants: Choosing between Pretrial Services and Other Nonfinancial Options 

Approximately 69 percent of felony defendants reaching the bond hearing stage were assigned nonfinancial 

release of some sort. Roughly 70 percent of the nonfmancial decisions were assigned to pretrial services for 

supervision or routine notification. Judges had a number of nonfmancial pretrial release options to consider, and 

therefore we sought to determine the kinds of attributes of defendants or their cases that might have played 

important roles in the judges choices. At the time of the study, there were, in addition to ordinary pretrial services 

supervision, drug/alcohol referrals, a domestic abuse program and a Hispanic support/supervisory program 

available for nonfinancial defendants and not associated with the pretrial services program.66 Our analyses 

identified several themes differentiating modestly among defendants to be assigned to pretrial services and 

defendants to be assigned the other nonfinancial alternatives by judges at the bond hearing. (See Table A 7.4.) 

Being Hispanic, having drug or alcohol related problems and being charged with certain offenses increased the 

probability slightly that defendants would be assigned to the alternative programs. 

The Near Total Dominance of the Bond Schedule on Judges' Bond Choices and "Alternate Bond" 

Just less than one third (31 percent) of felony defendants were assigned cash bond at the bond hearing 

stage in Circuit Court. Although we noted above that we were not successful in establishing how these defendants 

differed from those given nontinancial release, we next attempted to determine how judges chose among bond 

amounts in cases in which some form of nonfinancial release had been ruled out. 

We began by asking how important the bond schedule was in intluencing the judge's choice of bond amount 

at the bond hearing. Our finding is that in the cases for which nonfinancial release was not granted, the amount 

suggested by the bond schedule was nearly the exclusive governing factor. (See Table A 7.5.) One secondary factor 

was also (but much less) important: if the defendant was charged with drug trafficking, cash bond was likely to be 

higher. 

66 In the period between the background study of bail/pretrial release practices and the development and 
implementation of guidelines, a number of these programs became organizationally affiliated with the pretrial 
services program. 
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As a result of our analysis and discussion of the results with the Judicial Steering and Policy Committee in 

Dade County, we soon found that the conceptualization of the bail task we had employed (Model 2 in Figure 6.1 

above) really did not apply well, principally because the bond schedule was such a powerful influence on bond 

hearing decisionmaking. Before the bond hearing, 20 percent of entering felony defendants gained release on cash 

bond using the bond schedule. The bond hearing appeared largely as a decision to either stick with the bond 

dictated by the bond schedule (this was the case with about 45 percent of defendants) or to make an exception-­

based on a rationale supported by the pretrial services recommendation or other organization--and grant a 

nonfmancial release. 

This fmding was so powerful that there was no detectable effect based on the presiding judge, once these 

factors had been taken into consideration, because there was nothing (no variability in decisions) left to explain. (In 

other jurisdictions we found a great diversity in cash bond decisions among judges, after other factors have been 

taken into account.) 

The centrality of the bond schedule in judges' decisions at the bond hearing was also reflected in another 

unusual practice, referred to as "alternate bond." Alternate bond was an amount of bond dictated by the bond 

schedule that was set as a sort of "backup" when a nonfmancial release option was selected; i.e., the apparent 

rationale was that should anything go wrong during the defendant's supervision by pretrial services, the defendant 

automatically had a fmancial bond requirement in effect. In some respects, then, alternate bond resembled what is 

referred to as "unsecured bond" in other jurisdictions. Unsecured bond is used in those locations to permit the 

release of defendants without requiring the posting of any financial security, but implying that, should the defendant 

violate any of the conditions of release, he or she would owe the specified amount of unsecured bond to the court 

(much as would a defaulting defendant who had a cash bond set). 

This practice had another effect, however; it permitted defendants assigned to pretrial services for 

supervision during the pretrial period to "buyout" of that supervision. In essence, the defendant had the choice of 

either agreeing to the terms of supervision or to post the cash bond and avoid supervision. 

The practice of alternate bond was unusual, but can probably be explained as one reason way judges felt 

more comfortable about using nonfinancial release more frequently during the days when pretrial services were 

being first developed in Dade County. In a sense, the judge was able to shift the responsibility for nonfinancial 
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release to the pretrial services agency, using alternate bond to say what the bond would have been, if he or she had 

not been persuaded to take a chance on pretrial services. This'interpretation is further supported by the fact that 

the pretrial services program was run as part of the corrections department. Judges could assign nonfmancial 

release and feel that the defendant's behavior was now the responsibility of corrections, not of the Court. 

RELEASE OR DETENTION BEFORE TRIAL AT THE BOOKING AND 
BOND HEARING STAGES 

Perhaps the most important result of the booking stage or bond hearing (for the defendant, the courts and 

the jail) was whether the defendant gained release or awaited proceedings in jail. Figure 7.1 depicts the stages at 

which Dade County felony defendants gained release from custody during the study period. (See also Figure 5.3.) 

Release within Forty-eight Hours of Booking 

We examined the factors associated with release within 48 hours to determine the impact the bond 

schedule and the bond hearing had on the pretrial release or detention of defendants overall. Approximately two-

thirds of defendants (66 percent) had secured release through one means or another by that time. We reasoned 

that although approximately one-fifth of defendants were still able to secure release at a later date, defendants 

released early in the process as products of early decisions.67 may be said to represent the system's "intentional" 

release deci&ions. 

When taking many factors descriptive of defendants and their cases into account in multivariate analyses, 

several emerged which modestly explained the release or detention of defendants before trial within 48 hours. (See 

Table A7.6.) 

First, factors related to the seriousness of a defendant's charges increased the likelihood that the defendant 

would not be released within two days. These included the seriousness ranking from the bond schedule and the 

presence of burglary and robbery charges. The assignment of a public defender reduced the likelihood of release 

within that period of time.68 Records of recent arrests and prior convictions for property crimes and for 

6/ For the purposes of this analysis, we consider the policy of permitting release through the bond schedule at 
bgoking a "decision." 
6 We said earlier that this variable may also be understood as a "stand-in" indicator of a defendant's lack of 
financial assets. Thus, the alternative interpretation is that after the effects of charge-related factors are controlled, 
lack of financial resources serves to increase the probability of detention. 
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misdemeanors were related to lower chances of release within 48 hours. A small but significant effect on a 

defendant's prospects for release was found when the judge sitting at the bond hearing was considered. (That is, the 

chances of release varied with the judge presiding.) 

However, the analysis was not successful in identifying criteria that were strongly related to the prospects of 

release or detention at this stage. One interpretation of this fmding may be that whether a defendant is released or 

detained at this stage was partly random. 

Means of Release 

Dade felony defendants gained release before adjudication through the means shown in Figure 7.2. We 

attempted to determine which criteria may have played a role in their use in multivariate analysis. We are unable to 

report statistically meaningful results in comparing means of release, except when examining nonfinancial versus 

fmancial release generally. 

Financial versus Nonfinancial Release 

Among released defendants, we attempted to determine whether there were important differences between 

those gaining release by posting cash and those released through nonfmancial means. Slight differences between the 

groups could be detected. (See Table A7.7.) 

Defendants assigned a public defender, charged with drug-related offenses, and employed, had greater 

probabilities of release through cash bond. Having a public defender, having a verified local address, and not living 

with a close family member increased the odds of financial release. Having prior FT As, being charged with ~ crime 

against a person or a crime involving stolen property increased the chances that the defendant was released on 

financial bond. Being black and having bond decided by Judge 41 also increased the odds that release would be 

financial, other factors held constant. 

THE PERFORMANCE OF DADE FELONY DEFENDANTS DURING 
PRETRIAL RELEASE 

In Chapter Five, we reported that of the Dade County felony defendants gaining release before trial, 

approximately 11 percent failed to appear in court and 6 percent were rearrested for crimes committed during the 

pre-adjudicatory period. Of course, tHe Steering Committee discussed whether these rates of defendant misconduct 
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Figure 7.1 Pretrial release of felony defendants entering the criminal process in Dade County I 

Circuit Court, by decision stages, summer 1984 
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Figure 7.2 Means of release (nonfinancial vs. financial) of persons gaining release 
before trial in Dade County, April-October, 1984 
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should be viewed as favorable or unfavorable statistics (we will treat this question, the "effectiveness of pretrial 

release," in Chapter Nine) and asked us to develop predictors of flight and crime. 

Prediction of Defendant Flight 

Because of the unavailability of some defendant-related and other kinds of potentially relevant data in 

Dade County69 and the relatively low rates of defendant misconduct, the multivariate analysis of failure to appear 

among defendants discovered only several weak predictors that helped distinguish among low and high (flight) risk 

defendants, after laking the effects of other factors into account. (See Table A 7.8.) 

Our best model of flight included the following factors: 

1. Prior failures-to-appear (based on bench warrants and/or alias capiases): the greater the 

2. 

3. 

4. 

number of prior failures-to-appear, the higher the likelihood of flight. 

Judge deciding bond: After other factors were controlled, the judge who decided bond 

slightly but significantly affected the probability of defendant flight.70 

Felony 2: charges designated by statute as felony 2s added to the probability that a 

defendant would fail to appear in court. 

Having a telephone: defendants having telephones showed a lower risk of flight, after 

other factors were controlled. 

Note that, although charge-related factors were related to the probability of flight (whether they were 

felony 2s, which were largely theft-related), the general seriousness of charges was not a good predictor (it was not 

statistically related). In addition, the identity of the judge deciding bail (whether the judge was Judge 36 or not) 

made a difference in the probability that defendants would flee. 

69 See the discussion of some of the obstacles to successful statistical prediction described in the context of 
Maricopa County in Chapter Six above. See also Table 3.1. 
70 The predictive analysis of failure to appear was conducted using the same method as analyses described earlier in 
this report. Bivariate analyses of a very large number of demographic, charge-related, prior history and system 
variables were conducted to identify relationships meeting a minim*ll statistical standard. MUltiple regression was 
used next to help screen out independent variables having little explanatory power when controls were exercised. 
When a reasonably small number of candidate variables had been located in this manner, logit analysis was 
conducted to develop a model that fit the data well. In this analysis, a minimally adequate regression analysis was 
produced (the results described are from that analysis), but no significant logit model could be derived. We 
conclude that our predictive analysis of flight among Dade defendants yielded results that were very weak indeed. 
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Prediction of Pretrial Crime 

For some reason, prediction of rearrest for crimes committed by defendants during pretrial release was 

somewhat more successful (based on logit results). Two criminal history measures figured most importantly in the 

model developed (see Table A7.9): 

1. Arrests within the last three years: the greater the number of recent arrests, the higher the 

probability of rearrest during pretrial release, other factors constant. 

2. Prior felony convictions: the presence of a felony record was related to increased odds of 

rearrest during release. 

The general seriousness of the criminal charges (either measured by statutory grading or the bond schedule 

ranking) was not related to rearrest. Although these two factors alone generated a satisfactory statistical model of 

rearrest, a better model was constructed when knowledge of the bond judge's identity and of whether the defendant 

gained release before or after the bond hearing stage was taken into account (both factors decreasing the prospects 

of rearrest. (Early release and not having bail decided by judge 17 improved the prospects for no rearrests during 

pretrial release. 

Prediction of Misconduct (Flight or Rearrest) 

We could argue that the Court's concern at the early bond stages could be usefully thought of as a more 

generalized concern for the prospects of defendant misconduct, meaning the prospects for flight or crime. When we 

tried to predict simply whether a defendant would "fail" (either be rearrested or flee) during pretrial release, we 

were not able to develop a model that fit the data well (see Table A7.10): 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS DESCRIBING BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING AND ITS 
OUTCOMES IN DADE COUNTY 

Summarized briefly, the multivariate analyses of data describing the progress of felony defendants entering 

the criminal process in Dade County during the summer of 1984 produced the following principal findings: 

1. Pretrial release 01" detention of defendants occurred as the result of two principal stages in Dade County: 

the booking stage (at which defendants may post the bond specified by the schedule), and the bond hearing (at 

which defendants may be released under nonfinancial conditions or have financial bond set). 
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The bond schedule specified bond to be paid by the defendant at booking according to a ranking of 

offenses. (In the event that defendants were charged with mUltiple charges, each charge :.vas ranked and assigned a 

bond amount.) 

Although to some extent persons charged with seriously ranked offenses showed poorer chances of posting 

bond at the booking stage than persons charged with offenses ranked less seriously, the principal determinants of 

release at the booking stage were factors indicative of a defendant's financial assets or ability to afford' bond and are 

not related to his/her probability of flight or pretrial crime. 

2. Persons securing release before the bond hearing via the bond schedule at the booking stage differed very 

little from persons securing release at later stages. 

3. At the bond hearing, analysis organized the judges' choices into two stages for study: in the first, the judge 

decided between the appropriateness of financial and nonfinancial options; in the second, the judge decided which 

'nonfinancial options (pretrial services versus others) and financial amounts are appropriate. 

In the first stage, roughly 69 percent of felony defendants were given nonfinancial options and 31 percent 

had secured bond set at the bond hearing. 

Multivariate analysis was not able to .explain well how judges distinguished between nonfinancial and 

financial bond decisions, although weak themes were detected. When other factors were controlled, the seriousness 

of charges (from the bond schedule ranking) did not explain the prospects of financial versus nonfinancial bond 

choices by the judges well. 

We draw two conclusions: 

a) Probably, the in-court, oral recommendation of staff of the pretrial services and other programs 

had great influence on the judges' choices at the bond hearing (since this was oral and nol 

documented, we can only assume this). 

b) The choice between financial and nonfinancial options by judges at bond hearing was to some 

extent inconsistent and unpredictable. We infer this because, since pretrial services 

recommendations would be based on criteria we did have available to examine, these criteria 

would be found in our analyses to explain the judge's choice statistically as well. They did so only 

in a very weak sense. 
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4. Of the defendants receiving nonfinancial decisions at the bond hearing, approximately 70 percent were 

assigned to pretrial services. In analyzing the judges' choices between pretrial services and other nonfinanCial 

options, some patterns we·re found: defendants living in the Dade area, living with close family or friends, 

defendants having co-defendants in their cases, and black defendants had greater chances of assignment to pretrial 

services. Hispanic defendants, defendants having prior felony convictions, defendants charged with alcohol or drug 

related offenses had smaller likelihoods of nonfinancial release through pretrial services. 

5. Approximately 31 percent of defendants reaching the bond hearing had (fmancial) bond set. Analysis of 

factors relied on by judges in selecting particular bond amounts revealed one major finding: the bond schedule 

ranking was the dominant factor in the selection of bond amounts. To a very secondary degree, whether or not the 

defendant's charges involved drug trafficking was influential in determining bond amount. 

The dominance of the bond schedule in pretrial release decisionmaking in Dade County emerged 

powerfully. When we consider that it served as the vehicle for the release of 20 percent of defendants after booking 

and served as a virtual judge's guide for the bonds of financial defendants at the bond hearing (another 24 percent 

of all defendants) and for the "alternate bonds" for the remaining defendants, we are led to reconsider the 

conceptual model of the bail task in Dade County. Rather than the "two step" task we had agreed to analyze 

(consisting of the choice between nonfmancial and financial options, and then of choosing nonfinancial conditions or 

the amount of fmancial bond), a more forthright conceptualization is a model that uses the bond schedule as the 

presumptive guide. Judges appear to be asking the question of pretrial services, for example, "Why should I not 

assign the bond specified by the bond schedule in this case?" 

6. Roughly two-thirds of felony defendants obtained release within 48 hours (81 percent were released within 

90 days). Analysis at the post bond hearing stage (or within 48 hours of booking) showed some rather weak roles 

for several criteria determining release versus detention: release did depend on the general seriousness of charges, 

the presence of burglary or robbery charges. Having a history of prior arrests and prior convictions for property 

crimes as well as having been assigned a public defender were associated with lowered chances for release within 

that period. We believe that, in this context, it is more appropriate to regard the appointment of the public defender 

as a reflection of a defendant's financial status, rather than a factor somehow lowering the defendant's prospects for 

release. 
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7. However, to a large extent the differentiation between detained and released defendants was unexplainable 

in multivariate analysis. We conclude that this inconsistent use of pretrial detention is the product of several 

phenomena: a) the partly random effect of the bond schedule at the booking stage on the release of defendants; b) 

the partly random effect of the judge's choice between finaqcial and nonfinancial options at the bond hearing; and c) 

the partly random effect of the bond schedule on release when applied to the judge's selection of bond amounts at 

the bond hearing. 

8. Of all felony defendants gaining release before adjudication, 25 percent gained release by means of the 

bond schedule at booking, 60 percent by nonfmancial bond and 15 percent through financial bond after the bond 

hearing. 

The vast majority of defendants having cash bond set at the bond hearing were detained, at least for the 

short term; 85 percent were not released within 48 hours. 

As Figure 5.4 showed earlier, the level of bond set did not correspond directly in a monotonic fashion with 

the odds of pretrial detention in Dade County. Rather, bond set in any amount over $500 detained a majority 

longer than two days. Bonds of over $1,000 detained defendants in at least 9 of 10 cases for two days 01' more; 

higher bonds were, in effect, "overkill." Thus, in a vast majority of cases receiving financial bond at the bond hearing 

stage, the judge's resort to fmancial bond was tantamount to a detention decision--at least for the short term. 

9. However, bond hearing defendants with bond set increased their probabilities of release considerably over time, 

from 15 percent within two days of booking to 52 percent within 90 days. The odds that bond defendants would 

secure release within 90 days was nearly unrelated to the amount of bond that had been set at the bond hearing. 

For, example, 44 percent of defendants with bond set between $1,001 and $3,000 by the bond hearing judge 

secured release within 90 days; 65 percent of defendants with bonds over $1.0,000 did. Thus, particularly over the 

long run, bond amounts were not reliable yardsticks for determining detention. 

10. Multivariate analyses sought to identify factors predictive of failure to appear and rearrest of defendants during 

pretrial release. These factors, which are modest in their power, are summarized in the text. (Predictive analyses, 

their strengths and limitations, are discussed in more depth in Chapter Nine.) The general seriousness of criminal 

charges was not a predictor of (was not systematically related to) flight or crime by defendants who gained pretrial 

release. 
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11. The means of release m~de a marginal difference in the prediction of rearrest: pretrial services and surety 

release showed slightly lower probabilities of rearrest than other means of release, after the effects of other factors 

had been taken into account. 

In the prediction of failure-to-appear (FrA) and the prediction of misconduct generally (either failure to 

appear or rearrest) means of release did not appear to make a meaningful difference. 

12. Bond decisions and their outcomes (detention v. release, FrA, rearrest) were affected somewhat by the identity 

of judge presiding at the bond hearing, after the effects of other factors were taken into account. 

13. The seriousness of charges, for example as ranked by the bond schedule, was very influential in multivariate 

analysis of bond and release decisions, but was not statistically related to prediction of flight or pretrial crime. See 

Figure 7.3. 

Figure 7.3 The relationship between the seriousness of defendants' charges (according to 
the bond schedule) and pretrial misconduct among released Dade County 
defendants, 1984 
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Chapter Eight 

THE NATURE OF BAIL DECISIONI'v.IAKING: RELEASE AND DETENTION AMONG DEFENDANTS 
ENTERING BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT 

INTRODUCTION: THE LIMITATIONS OF INFORMATION 

Our work in Boston, which began by working with two separate Judicial Steering and Policy Committees 

(one in the Suffolk County Superior Court and one in the Boston Municipal Court), shifted its focus to concentrate 

centrally on bail/pretrial release decisionmaking in the Boston Municipal Court as the work progressed into more 

advanced stages.71 The working committee of the "BMC" often was expanded into open meetings with all judges of 

the court, schedules permitting. 

From the beginning, the discussions of research results and observation of bail practices in the Boston 

Municipal Court were marked by candor and skepticism. In the committee's direction to the research staff 

concerning which problems to investigate and in the judges' interpretations of the findings presented, consensus was 

not often achieved within the group. In neverthe'less agreeing on the importance of the guidelines research, many 

judges expressed the view that--although they recognized many problems with the bail system in their court--there 

was little else the judges themselves could do to improve matters. 

In the views of some of the judges, for example, the Boston Municipal Court was already releasing almost 

all its criminal defendants because of the pressures resulting from the overcrowded local dete,ntion facility, the 

Charles St. Jail. These judges noted (and our research later confirmed) that several other courts in the Boston area-

-including the Suffolk County Superior Court--were more responsible for contributing to the population of the 

Charles St. Jail than was the Municipal Court. Other judges expressed frustration with the poor quality of the 

information they often received at the initial bail stage (at BMC arraignment), but argued at the same time that any 

improvement in the information gathering procedures would require resources that were not then, nor would they 

71 Descriptive analyses and meetings to discuss descriptive findings were conducted in Superior Court during the 
first year and a half of the project's work in Boston. The project shifted its energies to concentrate on Municipal 
Court for two principal reasons: a) project resources could not support two independent guidelines development 
processes in the same system; b) the bulk of bail decisions were made at the arraignment stage in Municipal Court. 
This strategy recognized the importance of bail decisionmaking in Superior Court, however, especially in its bail 
review and initial bail determination functions. It was argued that, should guidelines development be successful in 
the "front-line" court (the Boston Municipal Court), extension of guidelines to the Superior Court would be a logical 
next step. . 
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be available anytime soon. Certain of these judges also expressed the fear that the efforts required to collect better 

information--such as would be involved in a guidelines program--would also cause the proceedings to bog down and 

as a result contribute to the system's delay. 

In addition to the periodic meetings that were held to discuss fmdings being generated by the research staff 

concerning various aspects of the pretrial release process, the staff submitted written questionnaires to the judges 

and interviewed most of them privately as well. In private interviews, many of the judges were critical of important 

aspects of the system, but were not hopeful that meaningful action could be undertaken successfully. 

In informal questionnaires, the judges ranked the availability of information as a key problem in performing 

bail decisionmaking tasks. In fact, when the judges were asked to rank the items of information they considered to 

be most essential to have available at the bail determination, they ranked most highly the same items ranked by 

them under another question as the most often unavailable or unreliable. This theme of poor information was to 

become a fact of life with which the research staff would become closely familiar (and one that most heavily 

influenced the outcome of the guidelines research in Boston). 

In our discussion of data collection (see Chapter Three above), we reported that to assemble information 

that was as complete as possible pertaining to the cases of the defendants we studied, we examined the files and 

records of eight agencies.72 Obviously, our ability to study bail decisions, release and detention and their 

consequences, depended on the availability and quality of information. Table A3.1 contrasted the extent to which 

different kinds of information were unavailable in the Boston court system as compared with the Arizona and 

Florida courts involved in the study.73 Two prime examples were criminal history information and arrest report 

information describing the alleged crime causing the defendant's arrest. (Interestingly, the District Attorney had 

this at arraignment, but the judge did not). 

We ca1l attention to this issue, the availability and quality of information in the Boston court system, not 

only to explain the constraints imposed upon statistical analysis, but tQ underscore what may be an important, if 

painfully obvious fhlding. Just as the research was constrained by uneven information pertaining to defendants and 

72 Those agencies included the following: the Clerk's Office for Municipal and Superior Courts, the probation 
offices for each court, the District Attorney's Office, and the Suffolk County Jail, the Office of the Commissioner of 
Probation and the Massachusetts Correctional Institute at Framingham. 
73 When. information is not obtainable in more than about 15 percent of the cases, it's reliability may be open to 
question. Some items of information were missing in more than half of all cases. 
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their cases--and the research staff had the benefit of many months of search and the cooperation of each of the 

agencies--the judges making decisions at arraignment faced even greater difficulties in obtaining sound information 

systematically just a few short hours after the defendant's arrest. 

Against this background, then, our examination of bail decisions in approximately 2,000 cases entering the 

Boston Municipal Court between April and October, 1984, centered on the following stages: a) release at the 

booking stage prior to the defendants appearance in court; b) bail decisionmaking in Municipal Court--including the 

influence of the assistant district attorney's recommendation; c) release or custody after 24 hours; and d) failure to 

appear in court and rearrest among released defendants. I 

THE DETERMINANTS OF RELEASE OR CUSTODY AFTER POLICE BOOKING 

Just under half of the Municipal Court defendants had secured release at the police station just after arrest 

and prior to appearing in court as a result of having bail set or ROR assigned by a commissioner.74 Multivariate 

analysis was employed to discover factors most influential in determining whether a defendant would be released 

through the bail commissioner after booking or remain in custody until arraignment in Municipal Court the next 

day. (See Table A8.1.) 

We were able to explain the different pre-arraignment custody outcomes (release or detention) very poorly, 

even considering all the information we had available. Given that we analyzed the data available to the 

commissioners and are unable to "predict" their decisions, it may be that defendants were freed or held in custody 

until court on a nearly random basis. Although one might argue that this finding is not particularly important 

because of the relatively minor hardship imposed by the short period of police station custody before court-­

I between 12 and 15 hours--it is a puzzling finding because of its apparent influence at later stages. 
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74 In Massachusetts, "commissioners" have a different meaning than in Maricopa County. Although they answer to 
a Chief Bail Commissioner for the state and that official reports to the Chief Justice of the Superior Court, they are 
not judicial officers in tbe sense of acting jUdges. Rather, they are part-time officials authorized to set and accept 
~~il at the police station at the booking stage and retain a fee for each bail posted. 

We followed the data reduction, regression and logit procedures described in the earlier analyses and were 
unable to develop a model that fit the data well. 
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The Prosecutor's Recommendation Concerning Bail at Arraignment 

In ~he Circuit Court in Dade County and in Superior Court in Maricopa County, the judge's (or commis­

sioner's) bail decision at initial appearance had the benefit of a recommendation from pretrial services staff who had 

interviewed the defendant and reviewed his or her background. In the Boston Municipal Court, the Probation 

Department improvised a similar role by orally presenting available prior record and court attendance information 

to the judge at arraignment, except that a recommendation relating to the bail decision was not routinely made. 

In observing the arraignment proceedings in the BMC, the research staff was struck by the active role 

played by the prosecutor in bail proceedings. In Dade County, the District Attorney's staff played a role in the bond 

hearing--but not usually an influential one. In Maricopa County, a representative of the District Attorney's office 

was not present for the initial bail determination. In the BMC, the prosecutor played a central role, which included 

reading to the judge information about the charges from the police arrest report (which, surprisingly, the judge did 

not have) and making a recommendation in particular cases for higher bail. 

Because of the apparent importance of the prosecutor's role, we sought to learn the extent to which judges 

relied on or were influenced by the prosecutor's recommendation. To examine this question, we received the 

permission of the District Attorney to examine his mes for our sample of defendants to see when the Assistant 

District Attorney on duty at BMC arraignments noted that a particular recommendation should be made. 

One problem with this was that often the decision to make a particular recommendation was made on the 

spot and was not recorded. In discussion with the District Attorney's staff we learned that in important cases, 

written notes--however informal--would probably have been placed in the case me. In fact, recommendations were 

noted in 11 percent of the cases. 

Nevertheless, we reasoned that the influence of the prosecutor's recommendation could fairly well be tested 

by comparing cases in which we found a written note with those in which none was found. Although we were 

interested in the assistant district attorney's recommendation ultimately to learn of its influence in judges' decisions, 

we were tirst interested in learning how it was derived, or what factors seemed to guide it. 

In examining which factors were most influential in leading the prosecutor to make a recommendation 

regarding bail (nearly always for a higher bail), we found that available information did not explain the 
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recommendation well. Of the factors that were found to explain the presence or absence of a recommendation, 

those representing the seriousness of a defendant's charges were most prominent. See Table AS.2. 

We conclude that the inability to explain statistically the presence of an assistant district attorney's 

recommendation may stem from difficulty in obtaining an accurate written summary of the recommendation and 

the reasons behind it (which we were informe~ by the District Attorney's staff might often have had more to do with 

prosecutorial strategy than bail risk), from the subjective nature of the assist~nt district attorney's recommendation, 

and from the differences likely to occur given different approaches individual assistant district attorneys might have 

taken. 

Arraignment: the Judge's Choice between Financial and Nonfinancial Bail Options 

With the concurrence of the participating judges at our BMC meetings, we followed the conceptual models 

of the bail task we had employed in Arizona and Florida earlier and first looked at the judge's decision at 

arraignment in the BMC as involving two stages: the screening of defendants into nonfmancial (ROR) versus 

fmancial options; and selection of particular amounts of cash for cash candidates and conditions of release for 

nonfmancial candidates. In the first decision component, about 70 percent of all defendants had personal 

recognizance set by BMC judges at arraignment, with the remaining 30 percent relegated to some amount of 

fmancial bail. 

Our meetings and discussions with the BMC judges led us to approach our analyses somewhat differently in 

Boston than in the other jurisdictions. When we asked how bail decisions were made, we were frequently referred 

to the Massachusetts statute that outlines criteria judges should take into consideration. The implication was that 

the judges decided bail by relying C!n the instructions provided by law. 

As a result, we thought it made sense to check that belief with the data we had available. To do this, we 

first attempted to translate the 17 criteria listed in the law76 into attributes of defendants and their cases measured 

in our data. For example, we assessed the "nature and circumstances of the offense" by considering any and all 

76 Massachusetts criminal procedure law (c. 276 sec. 58) lists the following criteria to be taken into account by the 
bail judge: the natu.re and circumstances of the offense, the potential penalty, family ties, financial resources, 
employment record, history of mental illness, reputation, length of residence in the community, record of 
convictions, illegal drug distribution, present drug dependency, flight to avoid prosecution, use of Qlias or fraudulent 
i.d., prior failure to appear in court, on release at time of arrest for previous charge, on probation, parole or other 
release pending completion of sentence, on release pending sentencing or appeal. 



112 

information we had available describing the alleged offense, its seriousness, injury to victims, use of force, presence 

and use of weapons, etc. In fact, we employed 20 items of information descriptive of a defendant's charges to 

measure the importance of this criterion in the law. 

There were 'some criteria--such as the defendant's "reputation" and whether a defendant was "on release 

pending sentencing or appeal--that we were unable to measure. Others we may have been unable to measure well 

or systematically for all defendants--such as the use of alias or fraudulent 1.D. or a present drug dependency. Such 

information was simply not available or was available in small numbers of cases. In all, we selected 40 items of 

information to represent the 17 criteria suggested by the statute in our analysis of the judges' choice between 

nonfinancial and fmandal options. (See Table A8.3.) We found that knowledge of all of these factors failed to 

explain very well the variability in judges' choices between nonfinancial bail (ROR) and fmancial bail. 

We conclude that knowledge of the criteria listed in the Massachusetts statute--roughly but generously 

measured--offered a rather poor prediction of how judges chose between nonfmancial and fmancial options. 

Arraignment: The Judge's Selection of Cash Amounts in Financial Cases 

Of the roughly 28 percent of defendants having financial bail set, more than half had bail set at $100 or less. 

Bail over $1,000 was exceedingly rare, occurring in 5 percent of all entering criminal cases. Low as the bail amounts 

in the BMC appeared to be, the use of cash bail by BMC judges was important because it was the vehicle by which 

detention of some defendants was obtained--whether temporarily, or in a small number of cases, throughout the 

pretrial period. When bail was set at $500 or less at arraignment, a majority (60 percent) of the cases secured 

immediate release. When bail was set over $500, a majority were not released within one day. 

When examining the use of fmancial bail by the BMC judges at arraignment, we again sought to learn 

whether statutory or other criteria appeared to play influential roles in the judges' choice of specific bail amounts in 

cases in which financial bail was to be assigned. We were more successful in identifying criteria guiding this aspect 

of the judges' task. See Table A8.4. Severa! defendant/case attributes provided a modest explanation of the 

variability in selection of cash amounts. 

The possible penalty associated with charges and several measures of the nature of the criminal charges 

appeared to account for the most influence among the factors representing the statutory criteria. In fact, the 

following charge-related measures were important: the overall seriousness of the most serious booking charge 
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(based on possible sentence); a record of prior arrests for serious personal crimes; whether the charges involved 

serious crimes against the person; whether the charges involved sales of drugs (illegal distribution); whether the 

charges involved an index offense; and whether the defendant had a record of substance abuse. When other factors 

were controlled, the race and gender of defendants did not appear to influence judges' choices. 

We also found that two other factors made a significant though slight difference in the choice of cash bail 

amounts for BMC defendants, even after taking the effect of other factors into account: the presence of the assistant 

district attorney's recommendation and the identity of the particular judge presiding. 

Although we were better able to "explain" the selection of cash amounts than the larger choice between 

nonfinancial and fmancialoptions, an important finding is that a large amount of the variability in judges' decisions 

was still not able to be explained by statutory or other factors. We conclude that to a large extent this was because 

decisions were not characterized by measurable patterns or themes and were inconsistent. 

RELEASE WITHIN 48 HOURS OF BOOKING 

As we have noted previously, the major reason for examining bail decisions at the first judicial appearance 

IS because of their practical result, the release or detention of defendants before trial. We reported that 

approximately 94 percent of all entering BMC defendants would gain release within 90 days or before the 

adjudication of their cases. This certainly represents a high rate of release among criminal defendants, but not 

unusually high when it is recalled that the BMC caseload substantially involved misdemeanor cases. While we may 

conclude that BMC defendants were seldom detained for long periods, a sizeable proportion of defendants were 

jailed at least briefly?7 As Figure 5.4 showed in an earlier chapter, the majority of defendants having bail set at 

$500 or more by the Municipal Court judges were detained for some period longer than 24 hours, 9 out of 10 

defendants with bails higher than $5,000 were held for some period. 

We have already discussed the period spent in custody between arrest and arraignment of more than half of 

entering defendants. Interestingly, 97 percent of defendants who had been released prior to arraignment were 

continued on release as a result of the judge's bail decision at arraignment, though 3 percent were taken into 

II The rate at which BMC defendants secured release over time is represented in Figure 5.3 above. 
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custody at that point. Of those held after booking until arraignment, 65 percent were released after bail and 35 

percent remained confmed. 

We examined detention of defendants after 48 hours, reasoning that the judges' decisions at arraignment 

would have had the most direct impact of the defendants' custody status by this point. Roughly 85 percent of 

defendants had gained release by that time. Fifteen percent remained confined. When we considered all the items 

of information describing defendants and their cases in multivariate analysis, we could explain the release versus 

detention of defendants very poorly. (See Table A8.5.) 

PREDICTING THE PERFORMANCE OF BMC DEFENDANTS DURING PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Like the judges in Miami and Phoenix, the Boston Municipal Court judges expressed an interest in learning 

of predictors of defendant flight ("default") or crime during pretrial release. Thus, the research staff attempted the 

same kinds of predictive analyses described above in the context of the Maricopa County and Dade County 

research. The judges were particularly interested in learning whether statistical analyses (not revered equally by all 

participating judges, to be sure) would point to defendant attributes that they did not routinely consider or give 

sufficient weight to in their bail determinations. 

Presentation of the predictive results with the BMC judges was introduced with a discussion of the 

limitations and uses of statistical prediction. For example, while at least some skepticism was voiced by the BMC 

judges concerning the value of statistical prediction, the research staff reported the recent research showing the 

greater accuracy of statistical methods over subjective methods in predictive decisionmaking and explained the 

findings showing that statistical tools used in conjunction with the SUbjective judgment of decisionmakers can 

improve prediction over the level that would have been achieved by decisionmaker judgment alone. 

As the obstacles to good statistical prediction in criminal justice applications were reviewed with the 

working committee (see the discussion of prediction in Maricopa County in Chapter Six), it was clear that two 

problems woul.d be particularly difficult in Boston: the quantity and quality of information available describing 

defendants, their histories and their cases; and the availability of rearrest information in specific. 

The measurement of defendant attendance in court (FT As or "defaults" in Boston) and rearrests for crimes 

occurring during the pretrial period each presented special problems. First, the study of defaults was facilitated by 
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the fact that the Clerk's office kept reliable records of defaults and the warrants that were issued as a result. 

Information concerning the rearrest of released defendants, however, was quite difficult to obtain because of the 

manual system of storing and retrieving criminal history in Massachusetts,?8 In fact, we were only able to acquire 

such information with the special cooperation of the Commissioner of Probation who, still, could allow us only to 

check the records of a subsample of our BMC defendants. Because of the amount of labor required by the 

Commissioner's staff to retrieve the arrest histories of 2,000 defendants during their particular pretrial release 

periods, we were only able to gather follow-up information regarding arrest on 414 of approximately 2,0000 releases. 

(These cases were a percent random subsample of the unweighted released Boston defendants.) 

The problem of sample bias, however, was not going to present quite the problem encountered in Maricopa 

County, for example, where only 55 percent of defendants gained release before trial. In the BMC, 94 percent 

gained release within the 90 day period and thus were at risk. 

Prediction of Defendant Flight 

As we had in the other jurisdictions studied, we followed the Boston defendants securing release after 

BMC arraignment for a period of 90 days or until their cases were adjudicated, whichever came first, to learn 

whether they absconded or were rearrested during the pretrial period. Default information was available for our 

entire sample (approximately 29 percent of BMC defendants defaulted). 

The purpose of mulitivariate analysis was to identify factors predictive of flight when taking into account the 

effects of other factors. Three independent variables and two interactions contributed to a model that fit the data 

adequately (see Table A8.6): 

1. Telephone: after taking the effects of the other variables into account, having a telephone 

reduced the likelihood a defendant would fail to appear in court. 

2. Employment status: being unemployed appeared to increase the prospects of defaulting. 

3. History of prior defaults: increased the prospects for flight, other factors held constant. 

78 At the time of our research the manual card catalogue system was being replaced by a computerized system, but 
only for new cases entering the system. 
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4. Telephone and prior defaults (interaction): after the effects of other factors are taken into 

account, not having a phone and having prior defaults added to the chances that 

defendants would default. 

S. Unemployed and recent prior failures to appear: after the effects of other variables, being 

tmemployed and having a prior history of defaults contributed to a higher probability of 

flight during pretrial release. 

Prediction of Rearrest Among BMC Releases 

Our follow-up of defendants for purposes of learning of rearrests for cnmes alleged to have been 

committed during pretrial release was limited to the 414 case subsample of defendants who had to be specially 

checked through the records held by the Commissioner of Probation. As a result of the limited sample size, 

predictive analysis was more difficult. The variables included in one of our best models predicting rearrest included 

the following factors (see Table A8.7): 

1. Outstanding bench warrants: increased the prospects of rearrests for crimes committed 

during pretrial release. 

2. Female victim of crime: charges involving a female crime victim added to the likelihood of 

rearrest. 

3. Indication of history of substance abuse: increased the likelihood of rearrest. 

4. Prior misdemeanor convictions: added to the likelihood of rearrest. 

S. Outstanding warrants and female crime victim: these two conditions together add to the 

likelihood of rearrest, after the effects of other factors have been taken into account. 

6. Substance abuse and female crime victim: the presence of these two factors interact to add 

to the prospects of defendant rearrest. 

Prediction of Defendant Misconduct Generally (Either Default or Rearrest) 

Using the same 414 case subsample, we attempted to develop a model predictive of either rearrest or 

defaulting among defendants during pretrial release. (See Table AS.S.) Neither regression nor logit analysis 

produced a model that fit the data reasonably well. 
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SUM1tIARY OF FINDINGS DESCRIBING BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING AND ITS 
OUTCOMES IN THE BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT 

In this section we briefly summarize the key fmdings from the multivariate analyses of bail decisionmaking 

and pretrial release in the Boston Municipal Court. 

1. A first and fundamental finding in our study of bail in the Boston Municipal Court was discovered in trying 

to assemble data descriptive of defendants moving into the system: important information describing defendants, 

their backgrounds, histories, and cases was often not available--at least in reliable form--in time for judges' decisions 

at arraignment in the BMC. Information-related difficulties (which translated into data related difficulties for the 

research staft) were obvious, both in terms of the needs of the bail/pretrial release task at the arraignment stage 

and in comparison to other court systems. 

In its efforts over many months to reconstruct information concerning the BMC cases in the study from the 

records of the cooperating agencies, the research team encountered serious problems relating to the availability and 

quality of important information. A key problem, for example, involved the availability and reliability of prior 

criminal history information, though other kinds of information needs were also not consistently and rigorously met. 

Particularly in comparison with other jurisdictions studied, Boston judges--who of course did not have the luxury of 
• 

time that the researchers had--appeared sometimes to make bail decisions in the absence of central information. 

Given the difficulty the research staff encountered over months of data collection, it is unreasonable to 

expect that the Probation Department serving the Boston Municipal Court would routinely be able to provide full 

and accurate information to the presiding judge, given the short period of time between arrest and arraignment in 

Municipal Court in which this task must be accomplished. This fact of life in the Court was underscored in our 

interviews with the BMC judges and in their responses to questionnaires. 

2. Under half of all entering defendants secured release at the booking stage as a result of the decision of the 

part-time bail commissioner located at the police station. Analysis of the booking stage bail decision was not able to 

detect thematic differences between the attributes of defendants held (or their cases) and of those released. Initial 

(bivariate) differences based on the race and sex of defendants did not stand up to further analysis, when other 

factors were taken into account. 
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The importance of this rmding, that the awarding of detention versus release at the pre-arraignment stage is 

not well explained, is heightened when it is learned that detention at this stage had an apparent impact at 

subsequent decision stages. 

3. Recommendations made by the assistant district attorney at the arraignment stage were recorded in about 

11 percent of the cases examined. Overall consistent patterns in whyther or not a recommendation was noted could 

not be found, indicating either difficulty in measuring the recommendation (which is often not recorded in the fIle 

but rather is only orally made) or inconsistency among prosecutorial staff in making the recommendations. The 

minor patterns that were noted seemed to reiate to the seriousness of a defendants charges: recommendations were 

more likely, the more serious the charges. 

This rmding appears consistent with the discussions held with the prosecutor's staff concerning the purposes 

of their recommendations at arraignment. Often, they explained, the recommendation had more to do with 

prosecutorial strategy relating to the processing of the case, rather than estimates of the defendant's risk of flight or 

crime during pretrial release. The assistant district attorney's recommendation took on importance in later 

decisions, but was not found statistically to be related to risk of default or rearrest among released defendants. 

4. Efforts to explain the judges' choices between nonfmancial (ROR) and financial bail options through 

multivariate analysis were not very successful. Forty items of information intended to reflect 17 criteria specified in 

the law as appropriate bail considerations were examined to determine the extent of their influence in the judges' 

decisionmaking. Our analysis revealed little influence. Overall, knowledge of the kinds of information mentioned 

as governing criteria in the Massachusetts statute was not very helpful in predicting bail outcomes wh~n conceptual­

ized as an initial choice between nonfinancial and financial bail options. 

Specifically, only four of the statutory criteria appeared to playa role. These included the potential penalty, 

flight to avoid prosecution (measured as evidence of current bench warrants), the defendant's financial resources, 

and charges relating to illegal drug distribution. The race or gender of defendants did not appear to change their 

chances for nonfin;mcial release, once other factors were considered. 

The district attorney's recommendation and custody before arraignment contributed to the prospects that 

judges would choose cash bail over ROR, after the effects of other factors had been taken into consideration. The 

identity of the presiding judge did not appear to make a notable difference. 
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Our tentative conclusion is that, overall, the Municipal Court's use of nonfinancial bail options was 

inconsistent or disparate when similar kinds of defendants were compared. This conclusion is tempered by the 

knowledge of difficulties found in gathering information. 

5. When we analyzed the judges' choice of particular cash amounts for defendants who would not receive 

ROR, we found some patterns of modest strength: principally, the greater the possible penalty and the more serious 

the charges, the higher the likely bail. 

The defendant's custody prior to arraignment did not make a difference in the choice of bail amounts after 

controls were exercised; however, the presence of a recommendation by the assistant district attorney and the 

identity of the judge presiding at arraignment ~id make differences in the levels of bail likely, after the effects of 

other factors were considered. 

In general, however, the lack of ability to detect strong patterns governing the choice of bail amounts in 

financial cases reflects disparity or inconsistency in bail setting when similar defendants are compared. 

6. Nearly 80 percent of defendants secured release shortly after arraignment in Municipal Court. Our analysis 

was not able to discover strong, thematic differences between those held and those released at this stage. 

Apparently the prospects of being confined for more than one day were unaffected by a recommendation by the 

assistant district attorney or the identity of judge presiding at arraignment. However, the fact that a defendant had 

been confined prior to arraignment had a notable effect on the prospects for further detention, even after the effects 

of other factors were taken into account. 

7. Boston Municipal Court bail decisions generated a very high rate of pretrial release, roughly 94 percent 

within a 90 day period measured from the time of arrest. Associated with this rate of release were very high rates of 

failure-to-appear (FfAs or "defaults") and moderately high rearrest rates; nearly one-third of BMC defendants 

gaining release either had bench warrants issued for defaulting or were rearrested for crimes committed during the 

pretrial period. We should note that such rates are generally high among misdemeanor courts in the United States 

(and, in comparison with the two other court systems studied, the BMC is a predominantly misdemeanor-level 

court) and that most of the rearrests were not for serious crimes. 

8. Predictive analysis was undertaken to identify factors associated with misconduct among released 

defendants. Development of models of FrA and rearrest separately were modestly successful; however, when the 
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criterion was the prediction of either rearrest or failure to appear we were unable to develop sufficient statistical 

models using regression or logit analyses. 

9. Knowledge of the judge's choice of nonfinancial over financial bail at the arraignment stage did not prove 

to be a predictor of defendant defaulting and was only very slightly related to risk of rearrest. When we attempted 

to predict defendant misconduct more generally (as either llight or crime), whether the person had financial bail or 

ROR assigned to permit release made no significant difference in the likelihood of subsequent misconduct when 

other factors were taken into account. 
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Chapter Nine 

ISSUES IN COMMON: QUESTIONS OF VISIBILITY, EQUITY, RATIONALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS IN 
THE THREE COURT SYSTEMS 

In its investigative stages, the guidelines research in the Maricopa County, Dade County and Boston courts 

was descriptive and analytic. In its descriptive aspect, the research task involved a careful mapping of the progress 

of large samples of defendants through the criminal process in each location and study of the decisions that 

produced the release or detention of defendants and that were responsible for the performance of defendants given 

pretrial release. In its analytic aspect, the aim of the research was to digest the descriptive findings in working 

groups of judges and researchers and to evaluate the quality of the decisionmaking "job" performed by the courts. 

Thus, through a mixture of data and discussion, interpretation and debate, the purpose of the research was 

to identify areas of pretrial release and detention decisionmaking that were troublesome--in their operation or 

effect--or that should be improved. The question was whether the undesirable side-effects of bail/pretrial release 

decisionmaking, such as crises of jail overcrowding, crimes and flight from court by released defendants, could be 

minimized by the development of a decisionmaking and policy resource, bail/pretrial release guidelines. 

Although the challenges faced by each of the court systems in this area differed in character and scope, they 

can be usefully understood from the perspective of several issues they shared in common: issues relating to visibility, 

equity, rationality and effectiveness of bail/pretrial release decisionmaking. These issue-themes, which have been 

described elsewhere (e.g., Gottfredson, Wilkins and Hoffman, 1978; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1988; Goldkamp 

and Gottfredson, 1985) can serve as a useful evaluative framework for comparing the separate sites. 

THE VISIBILITY OF BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING 

One of the criticisms of traditional bail practices has been that through the discretionary manipulation of 

cash bail, judges have been able to bring about the detention or release of defendants before trial in a nearly sub 

rosa fashion.. Thus, the considerations that have played a part in the decision to release or to detain remain 

mysterious or at least of very low visibility. As we will describe in the next chapter, the guidelines approach to 

decisionmaking assumes that there is value in developing a more explicit decisionmaking framework, one in which 

the goals of the decision task as well as the criteria that come into play in pursuing those goals are known and are 
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reviewable. Evaluation of the court's performance of bail/pretrial release functions is hardly possible without some 

explicit referents for framing the analysis. 

The courts we studied varied in the ways their decisionmaking was governed by explicit themes. The 

commissioners' choices be!ween secured bond and personal recognizance release in Maricopa County's Superior 

Court, for example, co\lld, in one sense, be said to have been operating according to a highly predictable criterion, 

the recommendation of the pretrial services staff. In fact, using the language of regression, a very large proportion 

of the variance of their decision choices could be explained by that single piece of information. 

However, what at first appears to be a highly visible form of decisionmaking turns out to be just the 

opposite 1!?on further analysis, foro-as we noted in Chapter Six--how that recommendation itself was arrived at was 

largely inexplicable. Whether our inability to "predict" pretrial services recommendations was due to a lack of 

reliance on explicit criteria by the staff or by a highly SUbjective (and varied) use of agreed upon criteria was difficult 

to determine. Yet, the result was that this important judicial determination which greatly affected 

defendants'chances for release or detention before trial was apparently based on goals and criteria that were not at 

all clear. 

Characterizing the visibility of the pretrial release/detention decision in the Dade County court system is 

also problematic, despite the appearances given by the use of the highly explicit and visible bond schedule. In one 

sense, of course, we would certainly have to agree that a defendant entering the criminal process in Dade County 

during our study could know a great deal about his/her prospects of pretrial release. After all, merely by knowing 

his or her criminal charges, the defendant could determine right at booking what amount of money would be 

required to post bond accocding to the bond schedule. 

Despite this impression, however, our analyses caused us to question how systematic the impact of the bond 

schedule on pretrial release actually was. First, release via the bond schedule at the booking stage was only partly 

explainable or predictable in a statistical sense. To the extent that this was true, we conclude that such release is 

often athematic or random in its occurrence. 

Second, to the extent that our analyses did reveal some--albeit modest··-knowable or predictable patterns 

governing the securing of release at this stage, issues other than the visibility of pretrial release determinations 

surface. More specifically, we found that the seriousness of the charges obviously affected defendants' chances for 
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booking stage release (obviously because the more serious the charges, the higher the bond the defendant had to 

raise), but also that, after the seriousness of the charges, the defendant's ability to pay, and other factors, such as 

having a telephone and his/her living arrangements also figured into the prospects for release or detention. We 

would argue, in fact, that the questions to be raised at the booking stage concerning the determination of release or 

detention do' not involve visibility (the bond schedule is very explicit) as much as "rationality" (which, as we will 

discuss shortly, focuses on the relationship of the criteria employed in release decisions to the goals of the decision 

process). 

The bond hearing in Circuit Court, however, also raised questions about the visibility of the pretrial release 

determinations. Empirical study of bond hearing decisions was unable to identify strong themes governing the 

judges' choices between nonfinancial and financial bond options. It would be normal to conclude as a result that 

these decisions were highly subjective and erratic, and, therefore, that the process was a very low visibility 

undertaking. 

However, in-court observation gave us cause to reconsider that inference. Clearly, we had not been able to 

measure the most important determinant of the judges nonfinancial versus financial choice, the pretrial services 

staff's oral recommendation for nonfinancial release. We were not able to measure this because, at the time of the 

study, the recommendation was usually not written on any document. Because it was not recorded we were not able 

to determine its impact empirically--which was certainly great--nor were we able to determine how it was arrived at 

in the first place. 

In this sense, like our analysis of the c<;>mmissioners' choices in Superior Court in Maricopa County, we can 

both state that the judges' choices between nonfinancial and financial options at the bond hearing stage was 

governed by a knowable criterion, the pretrial services recommendation, and yet also not in a predictable pattern, 

principally because the pretrial services recommendation was not explicitly formulated. 

In contrast to what we characterize as the low visibility release determinations at the booking stage and in 

the bond hearing choice between nonfinancial and financial options, the judges' choices of bond amounts at bond 

hearing (for defendants for whom nonfinancial options had been ruled out) were quite predictable. They were 

based nearly exclusively on the amounts posited by the bond schedule. Thus, if pretrial services personnel had not 

been able to convince the judge to release the defendant on nonfinancial terms, the bond schedule amount was the 
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preferred choice. In fact, in-court observation confirms this fmding: before each decision, the bond schedule 

amount is announced to the judge (and courtroom) over a microphone and/or closed circuit television sound in a 

loud voice. 

The determination of pretrial release or detention in Dade County, then, was partly based on concerns or 

criteria that were unknowable--of low visibility--and partly based on clear-cut themes linked to the bond schedule's 

ordering of criminal charges. 

We have reported in Chapter Eight that our analyses of bail/pretrial release decisions for defendants 

entering the Boston Municipal Court process failed to reveal strong patterns or themes. This was true at the 

booking. stage, at the BMC arraignment stage (especially in the choice between nonfinancial and financial options) 

and when release within forty-eight hours was examined. Although we were often told in our discussions and 

interviews that bail determinations were based on consideration of the criteria spelled out in the relevant 

Massachusetts statute, our analyses were not able to demonstrate this. When an effect was found, it was primarily 

related to the seriousness of the defendant's charges. It is very difficult to conclude, therefore, that bail/pretrial 

release decisionmaking in the Boston Municipal Court overall operated according to explicit, "visible" themes. 

THE EQUITY OF BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING IN THE THREE COURTS 

The conceptual ideal of "equitable treatment" of defendants at the pretrial stage is easier to describe than it 

is to measure in practice. Ideally, equitable decisionmaking would assign roughly comparable decisions to similar 

kinds of defendants. If the bail decision waS not so often a subterranean detention decision (one camouflaged by 

the use of cash bail) but was more forthrightly decided (as was hoped for in the Federal Bail Reform Act of 1984, 

for example), this would more directly mean that similar defendants would face similar prospects of being detained 

,~J.w 

before trial. The measurement of this concept empirically is somewhat more complicated, however. 

The difficulty in assessing the "relative equity" of bail/pretrial release decisions stems from the lack of an 

agreed upon "yardstick" that can be employed to compare outcomes for "similar" defendants (see Goldkamp and 

Gottfredson, 1985). Of course, this is one of the major problems that development of decision guidelines for 

pretrial release seeks to address. Traditionally, bail has been governed mainly by the seriousness of the alleged 

offenses (e.g, bond schedules). Bail reformers of the 1960s argued, alternatively, that considerations of defendants' 
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community ties was the more appropriate standard. In the next chapter, we will discuss the ways in which the 

decision guidelines that were developed in this study offer a different answer to the "yardstick" question. At this 

point, we might summarize briefly by stating that some standard related to the purposes of the bail/pretrial release 

decision (whether the traditional charge measure, the bail reform criteria, or some other) should be seen to 

organize decisions that are made. 

Thus, analysis of equity-related problems in the practices of the three court systems we studied ought to 

include two elements: the determination that decisions or release and detention have followed some noticeable, 

overall pattern and that the nature of the pattern found is an arguably appropriate one, given the decision goals. 

Consideration of the first element is closely related to the visibility question discussed above. If no patterns 

are found in statistical analysis, or if only very weak patterns are detected, the decisions can be characterized as 

being both of low visibility and as inequitable. Stated another way, to the extent that decisions are inconsistent or 

athematic, they cannot be treating comparable defendants in roughly similar ways. When sentencing or paroling 

practices were discussed in the past, such "unwarranted variation" was referred to as "disparity" or inconsistent treat­

ment of similar categories of offenders. 

Using the language of multiple regression, to the extent that variance in choices cannot be explained by 

appropriate factors, we may conclude that choices are disparate, are characterized by "unwarranted variation" 

(Gottfredson et aI., 1978) or, in short, are randomly produced. Or, using the framework of logit analysis, 

inequitable or inconsistent treatment of similar defendants can be inferred from the inability to construct models of 

the decision/outcome that fit the data well (that meet minimum statistical standards). 

In reviewing the analyses of decisions in each of the court systems, as a general rule we can sLaLe that 

bail/pretrial release decisionmaking rarely was strongly explained by measurable factors of any kind. Even when 

some patterns were found more modestly to explain decisions, to a substantial extent the variability in bail choices 

had no explanation other than "unwarranted variation." From this,we conclude that disparity characterizes the 

treatment of defendants at the first judicial stage. 

We can, however, point to two notable exceptions. In Superior Court in Maricopa County, the nonfinancial 

versus financial choices were very strongly predictable: they were heavily related to the recommendations of the 

pretrial services staff who interviewed defendants prior to initial appearance. In Dade County, the judges' selection 
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of bail amounts for defendants not being assigned nonfmancial options corresponded very closely with what the 

booking stage bond schedule suggested. Assessment of the implications of these exceptions, however, falls into the 

second element of the discussion of equity at bail and pretrial release, the extent to which the governing criteria or 

patterns when found are appropriate, given the aims of the bail task. 

In the instance of the Superior Court commissioners in Maricopa County, we are forced to draw our 

inferences based on the multivariate analysis of the recommendations made by the pretrial services staff. Recall 

that we found that these recommendations were to some extent predicted by a number of community ties-, charge­

and criminal history-related factors that, one could argue, were standards reasonably related to defendants' risk of 

flight or crime (if not strongly statistically, at least on an intuitive level). But recall also that the magnitude of the 

relationship was quite modest. To a more notable extent, we concluded that we were unable to discover the themes 

that brought about the pretrial services recommendations that so influenced the commissioners' choices. 

In the example of Circuit Court in Dade County, we also noted a role for the recommendation of the 

pretrial services staff--except that, because it was oral, we were not able to measure it for use in our analyses. But 

the rmding that financial bail choices by bond hearing judges were heavily tied to the bond schedule presents a 

clearer question in our consideration of the equity of practices there. Certainly, we may at least say that among 

defendants who have not been awarded nonfinancial release options, similar defendants (at least based on the 

charge criterion) were treated similarly. We would next need to ask whether the traditional charge criterion is the 

appropriate yardstick to measure the consistency of decisions. 

The long-standing debate has juxtaposed two' different interpretations of this custom. Those favoring the 

reliance on criminal charges as the backbone of bail considerations tend to argue that more seriously charged defen­

dants, bec'!-use they face more onerous penalties, present greater risks of flight and crime to the court (see, e.g., 

Mitchell, 1969). But others, particularly proponents of bail reform, have argued that the seriousness of the 

defendant's charges bear little statistical relationship to probable flight or crime during a period of pretrial release 

and that d.etention becomes a matter not of weighing criteria reflecting the goals of the bail decision (the concerns 

of flight and crime) but rather a question of the defendant's ability to afford given amounts of bail. (In our 

discussion of the development of guidelines in the next chapter, another interpretation of the traditional criminal 

chargf; standard at bail is described.) 
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PRETRIAL RELEASE IN THE THREE COURTS AND THE UTILITY OF 
PREDICTIVE CLASSIFICATIONS 

Comparing the Effectiveness of Pretrial Release 

In the previous chapters, we reported the failure-to-appear (PTA) rates, the rearrest rates and the general 

"failure" rates for defendants released in each of the cities studied. In addition, we reported the results of analyses 

that sought to identify combinations of variables (descriptive of defendants, their cases or histories) that could 

predict defendant outcomes during pretrial release. We return to the analysis of defendant "outcomes" in this 

section as its relates to the theme of evaluating the relative effectiveness of pretrial release in each of the courts. 

Although usually poorly defined, the concept of effectiveness lies at the heart of public policy related to bail 

and pretrial release. While some critics of the system argue that bail practices chaotically permit the release of 

criminals who either abscond or prey upon the public by committing additional crimes during pretrial release, others 

are contending that bail practices have the opposite effect: they needlessly confine defendants who could safely be 

released and thereby generate jail overcrowding. Both of these kinds of issues are related to the effectiveness of 

pretrial release. Ineffective bail practices contribute both to crime and flight among released defendants and to jail 

overcrowding from inappropriate uses of pretrial detention. 

Although both kinds of concerns are often debated, reasonable measures of the system's effectiveness in 

doing the bail/pretrial release job are seldom employed. In discussing defendant performance during release, rates 

of FTAs and rearrests are employed. When jail overcrowding is the concern, levels of the jail population are 

reported. Although fitting for some purposes, such measures may be highly misleading. We employ a measure that 

attempts to link together the two sides of the "effectiveness" coin, release and detention. 

To illustrate, we can first consider the defendant performance statistics recorded in each of the sites in 

Table 9.1. 

This table summarizes the percent of released defendants engaging in "misconduct," variously measured, in 

each of the sites. Using this commonly reported measure, it would appear, for example, that Maricopa County 

produces the lowest PTA rates, Dade County produces the lowest rearrest rates, and Dade County produces the 

lowest general "failure" rates. (Roughly the same is shown when just defendants charged with Part I index offenses 

are examined.) 



Figure 9.1 
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The problem, of course, is that we have learned that these jurisdictions placed different proportions of their 

defendant popUlations at risk. Maricopa, with the lowest PTA rate, released only 55 percent of its defendants within 

a 90 day period, while Dade County released 80 percent and Boston 94 percent. Surely, these measures do not 

reflect the overall effectiveness of practices well, because they do not link the performance rates with release or 

detention rates. 

Figure 9.1 illustrates the simple measure of effective pretrial release we have constructed to better ground 

performance rates in the context of release rates. Each column in Figure 9.1 represents 100 percent of the 

defendants entering the criminal process in each system. Each column is divided into three parts: the bottom-most 

section (black) represents the percentage of defendants detained (and therefore ineligible to engage in misconduct); 

the middle segment (white) represents the proportion of defendants released but engaging in some form of 

misconduct; the top portion of each column (striped) represents the percentage of all defendants achieving release 

and not engaging in misconduct. 
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Table 9.1 Defendant performance summary: percentage of released 
defendants failing to appear, rearrested for new crimes, or 
both, by court 

Court Sxstem 
Defendant 
Performance BMC Dade CtX. Maricopa CtX· 

All released 
defendants 
FTA 21 11 8 
Rearrest 14 6 11 
Serious rearrest 1 2 3 
Failure eFTA or rearrest) 38 15 17 

Index-offense 
defendants onlx 
FTA 25 11 7 
Rearrest 10 6 10 
Failure 30 16 16 

Using this schematic, we can derme effective pretrial release as that' share of the defendant cohort entering 

the process in a court system which is released vvithout pretrial misconduct. Or, stated another way, effectiveness of 

a court's pretrial release practices is reduced for two reasons: a) to the extent that defendants are detained, and b) 

to the extent that defendants are "erroneously" released (they are released but fail to appear or are rearrested). 

Figures 9.1 through 9.3 (see also Figures A9.1 through A9.3 describing the effectiveness of release when 

only the most serious charges in each court are considered), then, throw into question the inferences concerning the 

effectiveness of practices drawn from consideration of simple defendant performance rates. Far from having the 

most effective pretrial release practices from the perspective of FTAs, seen in this light, Maricopa County appears 

rather to be the least effective. The Boston Municipal Court produced the largest percentage of "rearrest-free" 

release when compared.to the other jurisdictions. However, when we combine flight and rearrest into one measure 

of effectiveness ("failure"), Dade County boasts the greatest effectiveness. 



Figure 9.2 Comparison of effective pretrial release in Boston Municipal Court, Dade 
County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, (FTA) 
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Not only does this measure norm defendant performance to a jurisdiction's release practices, it permits an 

analysis of the source of ineffectiveness or effectiveness. For example, despite low rates of defendant misconduct 

during release, Maricopa County's low effectiveness rating derived from its extensive use of pretrial detention. In 

contrast, the Boston Municipal Court practices generated v~ry little detention, but a rather large amount of 

"erroneous" release. The overall effectiveness of the Dade County release practices stemmed from a use of 

detention roughly one-half that of Maricopa County and an "erroneous" release rate about one-fourth that 

associated with the practices of the Boston Municipal Court. 

Within the context of the guidelines research, this measure of effectiveness is useful because it can help 

target areas needing improvement, which prospective guidelines might be designed to address. For example, the 

reason for the higher rate of detention in Maricopa County Superior Court could be explored and guidelines 

development could be oriented to assure the appropriateness of detention. In Boston, the focus might shift to 

improving the performance of released defendants, given their high rates of failure. Though pretrial release might 

be viewed as effective in a more balanced fashion in Dade County, the guidelines development process might be 

geared toward minimizing the use of detention while maintaining suitably low failure rates. 

The Development of Predictive Classifications Relating to Risk of Defendants Misconduct 

Critical debate about the bail/pretrial release function has often centered on questions about prediction. 

Early advocates of bail reform, for example, in part based their argument that judges should consider a defendant's 

community ties on their belief that the judges' traditional criterion at bail, the seriousness of the charges, was not a 

good predictor of defendant risk (see, e.g., Schaeffer, 1970) and that the community-ties measure offered a better 

standard (Vera Institute of Justice, 1972). Opponents of preventive detention laws--such as the District of 

Columbia's code and the Federal Bail Reform Act of 1984--have argued that prediction a~ the bail stage was not 

accurate enough to warrant detention decisions based on anticipated future conduct of defendants and that error 

associated with such prediction would generate a very large amount of erroneous pretrial detention (e.g., Angel et 

aI., 1971). The United States Supreme Court quite recently stated that judges' ability to make predictions in 

deciding detention did not need to meet statistical standards (see, e.g., Schall; Salerno). 

In response to questions asked by each of the judicial working committees, however, our approach 

employed statistical prediction, first, as an analytic tool, and, ultimately, as a dimension in decision guidelines--
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again based on the directions given by the courts in development of the decision guidelines. Theoretically, 

predictive analysis of bail/release outcomes was conducted for two principal reasons. First, the bail/pretrial 

decision is and always has been essentially a predictive decision in which the judge seeks to weigh the likelihood that 

a defendant, if released, would flee or commit additional crimes and then selects a bail option that matches that risk. 

Normally he or she does so in a rather subjective fashion and with little guidance. If this is true, then it makes sense 

to evaluate the predictive capacities of courts as they make these predictions. Second, research has demonstrated 

that, however imperfect, choices resulting from statistical prediction will out-perform choices made on the basis of 

strictly subjective ("clinical") decisionmaking every time. (See Meehl, 1954; Monahan, 1981; Gottfredson and 

Gottfredson, 1986.) Thus, although decisionnmaking based on statistical prediction may not reac}; the "\1o-error" 

ideal, it does more often produce "correct" results than subjective choices. In employing statistical pred;<:tio;,ttrst as 

an analytic tool and later as one dimension in the guidelines, we recognize that a combination of the two kinds of 

decisionmaking--statistical and subjective--probably produces the most reasonable decisionmaking overall (Dawes, 

1979). 

In Chapters Six through Eight above, we reported some results of multivariate modeling designed to 

produce predictions of defendant performance: failure to appear in court, rearrest, or both kinds of misconduct. At 

a later stage, we discussed the utility and appropriateness of statistical prediction as a feature of a prescriptive 

guidelines system. At the descriptive/developmental stage of the research, however, our aims were illustrative, 

designed to respond to the judges' questions: How would statistical models of defendant performance help us in 

making decisions about defendants? Compared to what a statistical approach might say, how do our decisions look? 

We noted earlier that our ability to predict defendant performance during pretrial release was constrained 

by at least three obstacles: sample bias (to the extent that defendants were nol released from jail before trial in a 

jurisdiction, their performance cannot be systematically studied), lack of information or data (some potentially 

relevant data describing defendants and/or their cases were not available in each of the sites), and the rarity of the 

outcomes being predicted (statistical prediction is most difficult when the phenomena under study are infrequent, 

such as pretrial flight and crime). In each of the sites we attempted to model failure to appear (ITA), rearrest, and 

then failure generally construed (either flight or crime). 
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Beyond reporting variables that, when taken together, can "predict" or model defendant performance 

during pretrial release, the purpose for developing predictive classifications was to identify criteria that, when 

weighted according to the models, could classify defendants into groups characterized by differing probabilities of 

misconduct. The most satisfactory models derived for the classification of defendants based on flight and crime 

concerns (taken together) for each site are summarized in Table 9.2.19 Although the models differ somewhat--

between Maricopa County and the other two sites--each was based on weightings of charge-related, ties-related, and 

prior history-related variables. 

By assigning points based on the weights of each of the variables included in the models,80 each defendant 

can be assigned a "score" according to a probability of misconduct. A classification of defendants is produced by 

selecting cutoff scores so that several categories of defendants can be distinguished based on differing probabilities 

of flight or crime during pretrial release. The groupings of defendants based on these scores and the probabilities of 

misconduct associated with them are displayed in Table 9.3.81 (Examples of how defendants would be grouped on 

the basis of these predictive classifications are described in the next chapter.) 

The principal use for classifications based on the probable risk of flight and crime groups of defendants 

might pose is to provide a tool for the evaluation of current decision practices and for improving future practices. In 

the next chapter, which describes the development of decision guidelines, we will discuss the applicability of 

predictive classifications for improving future decisions. The use of these classifications for evaluation of current 

decisionmaking is illustrated here and in the next section. 

Perhaps the simplest way in which the predictive classifications are helpful in the evaluation of current . ' . 

practices is in providing a characterization of the risk attributes of the defendant case load in each jurisdiction. 

Using the Boston Municipal Court classification, for example, we have seen from Table 9.3 above thal only about 6 

percent of entering defendants fell within the highest risk grouping (Group 4), in which three in every live 

defendants could be expected to fail to appear in court or be rearrested for crimes occurring during pretrial release. 

79 In each of the sites, multivariate analyses proceeded in the same fashion (see note 52 above). Burgess models 
performed better than logit derived models in both Dade County and the Boston Municipal Court. A model was 
not viewed as acceptable until the resulting classification was validated--using the split half procedure. See 
Appendix D for a summary of the validation of the predictive classifications derived in each of the siles. 
SIT The "points" derived from the Maricopa logit formula are divided by a constant and rounded as shown in Table 
11.1. 
81 Of course, classifications based o~ just failure to appear or just rearrest could also be ( and were) developed. For 
the sake of brevity we use only the classification based on risk of flight and/or rearrest in this discussion. 



Table 9.2 Predictive classification models for misconduct during pretrial 
release, by site 

Maricopa County Superior Court 

Prior failures to appear 
One 
Two or more 

Police: risk of flight 
Person victim 
Defendant lives alone 
Charges involve robbery 
Police: risk of flight and FTAs 

With one prior FTA 
With two or more prior FTAs 

Police: risk of flight and lives alone 
Constant 

Dade County Circuit Court 

Lives with spouse or child 
Has telephone 
Property charges only 
Any robbery charges 
Any drugs charges 
Prior arrests within past 3 years 

One 
Two or more 

Prior failures to appear 
One misdemeanor or one felony FTA 
One or more felony and misdemeanor 
Two misdemeanor or two felony FTAs 

One or more prior felony convictions 
Two or more prior arrests on drug charges 

Boston Municipal Court 

Li~es with spouse or child 
Has telephone 
Property charges only 
Any robbery charges 
Any drug charges 
Prior arrests within past 3 years 

One 
Two or more 

Prior failures to appear 
One 
Two or more 

One or more prior felony convictions 
Two or more prior arrests on drug charges 

Weight 

1 x .541 
2 x .273 

1.013 
- .514 

.548 

.675 

1 x .122 
2 x '.267 

.415 

.012 

1.000 
2.000 
2.000 

-2.000 
-1. 000 

-1. 000 
-2.000 

-1. 000 
-2.000 
-2.000 
-2.000 
-2.000 

1.000 
2.000 
2.000 

-2.000 
-1. 000 

-1. 000 
-2.000 

-1. 000 
-2.000 
-2.000 
-2.000 
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I Table 9.3 Classification of defendants according to probability of misconduct 

(rearrest and/or flight), 1984, by site 

I Risk His conduct Percent Percent 

I 
group points Number Percent released misconduct 

Maricopa County Superior Court 

I Total ------ 2,232 100 54 l7a 

1 1 to 34 322 14 59 7 

I 2 35 to 67 1,130 51 61 15 

3 68 to 107 565 25 43 20 

I 4 107 to 224 215 10 35 53 

I Dade County Circuit Court 

Total ------ 2,308 100 81 l5a 

I 1 5 to 7 442 19 95 6 

2 2 to 4 855 37 88 12 

I 3 -2 to 1 654 28 76 23 

I 4 -9 to -3 356 15 57 30 

.Boston Municipal Court 

I Total ....... -.... 4,580 100 94 33b 

1 5 to 7 779 17 99 16 

I 2 1 to 4 2,415 53 95 34 

I 3 -4 to 0 1,123 24 92 39 

4 -10 to -5 262 6 82 54 

I aOf released and at risk defendants. 
bThese numbers are derived from a special subsamp1e of cases (n = 414) which when 

I 
weighted total 955, with 40 cases missing. 

I 
I, 
I 
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In Maricopa County, 10 percent were classifiable as highest risk. In Dade County, 15 percent of entering defendants 

fell into the highest risk category. 

A second way in which the predictive classifications may provide a useful framework for assessing current 

practices is in characterizing the risk attributes of defendants held in the local jail facility. Figure 9.4 classifies the 

populations of pretrial detainees held in the jails of each of the jurisdictions according to their respective four-part 

risk (flight/crime) rankings.82 

In Maricopa County, nearly one fourth (22 percent) half of the detained popUlation falls into the highest 

risk category, but fully 13 percent are characterized as reasonably low risk. About one-fifth of the defendants held 

in the Dade County jail facilities were classifiable in the highest risk category, but, even in Dade County, roughly 30 

percent of detainees fell within the lowest two risk groupings. In the Boston jail, just under half of detainees were 

classified within the two lowest risk groups. 

In trying to determine the extent to which portions of the pretrial jail populations might be released as part 

of strategies to reduce crowding, the risk classifications can provide a roug',h tool for pinpointing categories of 

defendants for whom on-release options might be productively considered. Although risk attributes would not be 

the only criteria considered in weighing alternatives to incarceration, they certainly would provide a useful source of 

information. Even relatively small percentages of defendants falling within lower risk groupings can translate" into 

large actual numbers of defendants in the larger jails. 

Statistically derived classification schemes can also be helpful in assessing the "rationality" of bail/pretrial 

release decisionmaking, which is discussed in the next section. 

THE RATIONALITY OF BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISIONMAKING IN THE THREE COURT 
SYSTEMS 

Another important analytic theme central to the guidelines research concerns the "rationality" of 

bail/pretriai release decisionmaking. As we have explained earlier (Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1980; Goldkamp 

and Gottfredson, 1985; Goldkamp, 1987), by a decision's rationality, we do not mean to imply that the goal is to 

combat "irrationality." Rather we are viewing the task as evaluating the extent to which the criteria seen to guide the 

82 See Table A9.4. For discussion of the jail samples studied in each of the sites, see Chapter Two above. See 
Appendix B for standard error tables surrounding the estimates based on each of the samples. 
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decisionmaking process relate to its legitimate goals. In fact, this approach Cl,Ssumes the more discretionary a 

decision is and the greater the room for unguided decisionmaker subjectivity, the greater the need for evaluation of 

the way the decision is made and its results. 

More specifically, if we assume the goals of the bail/pretrial release decision involve minimizing defendant 

flight from court (FTAs) and crime committed by released defendants, then the criteria relied on by judges ought to 

bear a relationship to those goals. (Of course, it can be argued, given the imperfect state of decisionmakers' 

predictive skills in criminal justice settings, whether the relationship between decision criteria and decision goals 

sho~ld exhibit a strong statistical relationship or merely an intuitive relationship.83) Optimally, to be characterized 

as "rational"--within our meaning of the term--a strong statistical relationship should be found between the 

predictors of judges' choices at bail and the outcomes of flight and crime. 

In Table 9.5 the relationships between the variables predicting bail decisions as a group in each of the sites 

and flight and crime are summarized, using the measure of mUltiple correlation (multiple r) for comparative 

purposes. In general, we find relationships that range from weak to slight.84 

Given that earlier we found that bail/pretrial release decisions in each of the sites could only be poorly 

explained statistically and tha~ the poor predictors of bail decisions can predict defendant performance only rather 

poorly, we conclude that bail/pretrial release decisionmaking was not "rational," in the sense that in each of the sites 

it did not appear to optimize bail/pretrial release choices based on the most appropriate use of available 

information. 

Using the predictive classification systems we described above, we can also evaluate bail/decisionmaking in 

a somewhat different fashion to shed light on the rationality question. In this analysis we assume that to be 

considered "rational" bail/pretrial release decisions ought to operate strongly in line with the risk attributes of 

entering defendants. For example, at a simple level, we would expect persons rated as lower risks--either based on 

risk "points" or on the grouped risk classifications--to receive OR or lower bond amounts generally and be less often 

detained than their higher risk counterparts. 

83 Certainly, the Supreme Court has not adopted the view that predictive deCisionmaking should be evaluated on a 
~tatistical basis. See, e.g., Schall; Salerno; Barefoot. 
M We are seeking to gauge the rationality of judicial decisions by determining the predictive power of the criteria 
we have inferred as guiding those decisions. Although we can study all decisions made, we can only evaluate the 
statistical relationship with defendant performance using defendants who gained release. In Boston, only 4 percent 
did not gain release within 90 days; in Dade County, 20 percent did not; in Maricopa County, 45 percent did not. 



Table 9.5 Testing key predictors of bail decisions as predictors of defetldant performance 
during pretrial release, by site 

Dependent variables: possible outcomes 
• Key predictors of 

bail decisionsa 
Failure to Rearrest Failure 

appear 

Independent variables from prediction of outcomes: 

Site: Dade County Circuit Court 

Nonfinancial v. financial bail 
Drug trafficking Has a telephone 
Prior arrests for Prior arrests for 

serious property serious property 
offense offense 

Has a telephone Robbery charge 
Robbery charge Drug trafficking 

C~ses - 1,818 
r - .10 

Cash bail amount 
Seriousness of 

charge based on 
bail schedule 

Drug trafficking 
Prior felony 

conviction 
Prior weapons 

conviction 

c~ses - 554 
r - .82 

Cases:" 1,856 
M~ltiple r - .14 
r - .02 p-.OOO 

Prior weapons 
conviction 

Prior felony 
conviction 

Seriousness of 
charge based on 
bail schedule 

Drug trafficking 

Cases - 1,856 
M~ltiple r - .10 
r - .009 p-.002 

Site: Maricopa County Supekior Court 

Nonfinancial v. financial 
Outstanding warrants 
Length of residence 
Recent prior arrests 
Pol~ce: risk of flight 

,r-.....::....l.2. 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 

C~ses - 2,232 
r - .90 

Key predictors of 
bail decisionsa 

Cash bail amount 
Severity of most 

serious charge 
Sexual assault 
Robbery charge 
Pol~ce: risk of flight 
,r"'~ 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 

Cases - 1,296 
r2 - .59 

bail 
Police: risk of flight 
Outstanding warrants 
Length of residence 
Recent prior arrests 
M~ltiple r - .26 
,r- - .07 p •. OOO 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 

Cases - 1,200 
M~ltiple r - .27 
r - .07 p-.OOO 

Failure to 
appear 

Police: risk of flight 
Severity of most 

serious charge 
Sexual assault 

Mzltiple r - .26 
.r - .07 0-.000 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 
Multiple r - .27 
,rZ - .07 0-.000 

Robbery charge 

Cases - 1,200 
M~ltiple r - .27 
r - .07 p-.OOO 

Prior arrests for 
serious property 
offense 

Robbery charge 
Drug trafficking 
Has a telephone 

Cases - 1,856 
M~ltiple r - .16 
r - .02 p-.OOO 

Prior felony 
conviction 

Prior weapons 
conviction 

Seriousness of 
charge based on 
bail schedule 

Drug trafficking 

Cases - 1,856 
M~ltiple r - .17 
r - .03 p-.OOO 

Recent prior arrests 
Outstanding warrants 
Police: risk of flight 
Length of residence 
~ltiple r - .10 
.r - .01 p-.015 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 

Cases - 1,200 
M~ltiple r - .11 
r - .01 p-.012 

Rearrest 

Robbery charge 
Sexual assault 
Police: risk of flight 
Severity of most 

serious charge 
Mzltiole r - .11 
,r - .01 0-.009 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 

Cases - 1,200 
M~ltiple r - .12 
r - .02 p-.002 

Prior arrests for 
serious property 
offe~se 

Has a telephone 
Drug trafficking 
Robbery charge 

Cases - 1,856 
M~ltiple r - .15 
r - .02. p-.OOO 

Prior weapons 
conviction 

Prior felony 
conviction 

Seriousness of 
charge based on 
bail schedule 

Drug trafficking 

Cases - 1,856 
M~ltiple r - .14 
r - .02 p-.OOO 

Police: risk of flight 
Outstanding warrants 
Recent prior arres~s 
Length of residence 

M¥ltiple r - .17 
.r- - .03 p-.OOO 

Nonfinancial release 
recommended 

Cases - 1,200 
M~ltiple r - .18 
r - .03 p-.OOO 

Failure 

Police: risk of flight 
Robbery charge 
Sexual assault 
Severity of most 

serious charge 
Mzltiple r - .17 
.r - .03 0-.000 

Nonfinancial release 
reconunended 

Cases - 1,200 
M~ltiple r - .19 
r - .04 p-.OOO 
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Table 9.5 Testing key predictors of bail decisions as predictors of defendant performance' 
during pretrial release, by site (cont'd.) 

Key predictors of 
bail decisionsa 

Dependent variables: possible outcomes 
Failure to Rearrest Failure 

appear 

Independent variables from prediction of outcomes: 

Site: Boston Municipal Court 

Nonfinancial v. financial 
Severity of most 

serious charge 
Recent prior arrests 
Selling drugs, most 

serious charge . 
Prior protrial release 

C~ses - '4,580 
r - .10 

Cash bail amount 
Severity of most 

serious charge 
Serious personal 

offense 
Selling drugs, most 

serious charge 
Serious personal 

offense 

C~ses - 1,293 
r - .18 

Prior pretrial 
release 

Selling drugs, most 
serious charge 

Severity of most 
serious charge 

Recent prior arrests 

Cases - 4,318 
M~ltiple r - .03 
r -.0009 p-.442 

Serious personal 
offense 

Selling drugs, most 
serious charge 

Severity of most 
serious charge 

Prior arrests, 
serious personal 
offense 

Cases - 4,318 
M~ltiple r - .06 
r - .004 p-.004 

Recent prior arrests 
Prior pretrial 

release 
Selling drugs, most 

serious charge 
Severity of most 

serious charge 

Cases - 915 
M~ltiple r - .22 
r - .05 p-.OOO 

Serious personal 
offense 

Prior arrests, 
serious personal 
offense 

Severity of most 
serious chargety 

Selling drugs, most 
serious charge 

Cases - 915 
M~ltiple r - .07 
r . - .005 p-.33l 

aIndependent variables from multivariate analysis of judges decisions. 

Selling drugs, most 
serious charge 

Recent prior arrests 

Cases - 915 
M~ltiple r - .06 
r -.003 p-.222 

Selling drugs, most 
serious oharge 

Prior arrests, 
serious personal 
offense 

Seriqus personal 
offense 

Severity of most 
serious charge 

Cases - 915 
M~ltiple r - .07 
r - .006 p-.277 
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Figures 9.5a-9.5c exhibit the relationship between judges' decisions and the risk classification of defendants, 

for example. Moderate, nearly monotonic relationships were found in the ex-pected directions in each of the sites 

when the assignment of nonfinancial versus financial choices are compared (the lower the risk the greater the use of 

nonfmancial bail). Similar relationships do not appear when the assignment of financial bail/bond is examined 

among defendants not receiving OR. A somewhat less direct but moderate overall relationship is found when the 

use of release versus detention of defendants is compared within 48 hours of booking. 

If we wished to compare the jurisdictions on the basis of the strength of the relationships shown between 

their decisionmaking and risk attributes of defendants, it would be difficult to single out an exemplary site. Table 

9.6 summarizes these relationships using Pearson's r and employing both the risk points (ungrouped risk ratings) 

and risk classifications. When looking at the choice between nonfinancial and financial options in each site, the 

correlations were slight, but slightly stronger in Maricopa County. In examining the selection of cash bail amounts, 

the correlations between judges' choices and risk attributes were weak in each location. When we examined the use 

of detention as an immediate impact of the bail/pretrial release decision, some differences in the slight to moderate 

relationships were found: the relationship between detention (more than 48 hours) and risk was strongest in Dade 

County (r=.35). 

In summary, keeping the limitations of our data in mind, our analysis of the relative "rationality" of 

decisionmaking in the study sites might best be concluded by reporting that bail/pretrial release decisionmaking was 

not strongly related to the risk of flight or crime posed by defendants appearing before the court, rather the simple 

correlations varied from slight to moderate at best. If by "rational," we mean that decisions should be not only 

logically but empirica!ly related to risk attributes of defendants, the evidence is not strongly supportive. 

Having pointed out the weakness of the empirical relationships between the criteria apparently guiding the 

judges' bail choices in each of the sites and the outcomes of concern (forms of pretrial misconduct), we ought to 

acknowledge the nearly similar weakness of the statistical relationships between empirically derived criteria and 

misconduct. Table A9.7 compares the strength of the correlations between the decisionmaker and statistically 

derived criteria and pretrial misconduct. Generally, the statistically derived criteria are slightly to noticeably better. 
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Table 9.6 Relationship between bail decisions, case outcomes, defendant 
performance and risk scoring, by court system, 1984: Pearson's r 

Decisions, 
outcomes, and 
performance 
with risk scores 

Boston 
Municipal 

Released before first appearance 
Ungrouped scores .24 < .00 
Grouped scores -.24 < .00 

Bail decision 
Ungrouped scores 
Grouped scores 

Log bail/bond (ROR as 
Ungrouped scores 
Grouped scores 

-.24 
.23 

$0) 
-.25 

.24 
Log financial bail/bond 

Ungrouped scores -.15 
Grouped scores .14 

Released within 48 hours 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

Court system 

Dade County 
Circuit 

r p 

.24 
-.24 

-.21 
.20 

-.20 
.30 

.12 
- .17 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

.04 

.03 

.01 

.03 

Ungrouped scores .27 < .00 .35 < .00 
Grouped scores -.26 < .00 -.35 < .00 

Released within 90 days or prior to adjudication 
Ungrouped scores .16 < .00 .32 < .00 
Grouped sc'ores - .15 <.00 - .31 <.00 

Days in jail 
Ungrouped scores -.16 < .00 
Grouped scores .15 < .00 

-.30 
.28 

Cases dropped or dismissed within 90 days 
Ungrouped .01 .19 -.04 
Grouped -.02 .12 .03 

Cases disposed within 90 days 
Ungrouped .01.21 
Grouped -.04 < .00 

Of released, failures to appear within 
Ungrouped -.08 < .00 
Grouped .11 < .00 

Of released, rearrests within 90 days 

-.08 
.08 

90 days 
-.16 

.17 

.09 

.08 

.05 

.06 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

Maricopa County 
Superior 

r p 

n/a 
n/a 

.29 

.29 

.31 

.31 

.13 

.12 

-.27 
-.28 

-.17 
- .17 

.20 

.20 

- .44 
- .43 

-.26 
-.24 

.33 

.27 

n/a 
n/a 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

< .00 
< .00 

Ungrouped -.24 < .00 -.16 < .00 .13 < .00 
Grouped .24 < .00 .16 < .00 .10 < .00 

Of released, rearrests for serious personal offenses within 90 days 
Ungrouped -.06 .03 -.10 < .00 .04 .09 
Grouped .07.02.11 <.00 .03 .17 

Of released, failures to appear or rearrests within 90 days (failure) 
Ungrouped -.13 < .00 -.20 < .00 .26 < .00 
Grouped .19 < .00 .21 < .00 .21 < .00 

aIn interpreting Pearson's r, it should be remembered that in Dade and 
Boston, lower risk scores (ungrouped) point to higher risk (grouped), 
while in Maricopa, lower risk scores (ungrouped) indicate low risk 
(grouped). As a result, relationships between ungrouped risk scores 
and decision or performance variables that are negative in Dade or 
Boston should be interpreted as "positive" in a logical sense. 



Figure 9.4 Classification according to risk of pen~ons detained in jail facilities, 
by site, fall 1985 

60 

50 

40 

Percent of 0 
defendants :3 

20 

10 

Lowest 
risk 

55 

2 :5 

Risk of f1ltj1t and/or rearrest 

• Boston detainees 

~ Dade detain68s 

o Maricopa detainees 

22 

4 f-!ighest 
nSK 

Figure 9.5a The relationship between judges' choice of nonfinancial decision and defendant 
risk of flight and/or crime, by site 
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Figure 9.5b The relationship between judges' assignment of financial bond and defendant 
risk of flight and/or crime, by site 
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Figure 9.5c The relationship between release within 48 hrs. of arrest and defendant 
risk of flight and/or crime, by site 
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Chapter Ten 

PREPARING FOR CONSTRUCTION OF DECISION GUIDELINES FOR BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE: 
CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE DECISIONMAKING MODELS 

Introduction 

In each court, our descriptive research and group discussions led to the next, more difficult step of trying to 

devise decision guidelines helpful in establishing an overall policy and as a day-to-day decisionmaking tool. Defming 

the task in general terms was simple: the goal was to devise a decisionmaking aid that would incorporate the 

particular court's policy aims, that would bring together key pieces of information relating to defendants and to their 

cases, and that would point to preferred decisions for usual kinds of cases. Arriving at a specific product for each of 

the three court systems, however, meant addressing a number of important policy and practical questions. 

This next stage in our process was indeed difficult because it asked--without having the courts' prior 

commitment to adopt a final product (sight unseen)--not only what such guidelines should look like (given the 

diverse policy goals) but also what kind of an impact they might be expected to have. Thus, as the task for the 

working committees shifted from examination, interpretation and critique of findings relating to past bail practices 

to development of a tool for shaping future practices, the debate became more involved. A great deal more was at 

stake in deciding how to shape future policy than was risked in discussing the strengths and weaknesses of court 

practices of the past. 

In each site, before actual construction of decision guidelines could begin, the judicial working committees 

first had to agree on the theoretical model of guidelines that would be most suitable to their needs. In this chapter, 

we summarize the process of consideration of alternative models that occurred in each site and illustrate some of 

the kinds of guidelines models that were reviewed by the courts. 

Models of Decision Guidelines for Bail and Pretrial Release 

Perhaps predictably, as the research turned to the development of decision guidelines, judges within each of 

the working committees rather directly requested that the research staff "show" them what the best version of 

decision guidelines might look like. (For example, they asked to see the guidelines that had been developed and 

implemented in the Philadelphia courts.) Because we believed that to be helpful the guidelines should be seen to 
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address the specific needs of each of the courts, we resisted the temptation to make a recommendation regarding 

the kind of model that might be most suitable and, rather, proceeded to illustrate the kinds of models that courts 

might frnd helpful. 

In our discussions, we reviewed the kinds of questions that were raised in the descriptive research stage in 

the context of "decisionmaking." That is, in deciding upon the substance of guidelines that would be influential in 

future proceedings, questions relating to the goals of the bail/pretrial release decision, the information to be relied 

on in meeting those goals and the decision options available to act on the information in light of the goals were the 

kinds--among others--that had to be addressed (see Gottfredson, 1987). 

Depending on how the judges viewed the decisionmaking task and how they viewed questions relating to 

goals, information and decision alternatives, a variety of decision guidelines· could be conceived. The form the 

guidelines might ultimately take could depend not only on how importantly these kinds of questions were viewed by 

the courts, but also on the weight to be given to particular themes (such as crowding or flight, for example) and on 

the level of change being sought. For example, a court system like Boston might wish to develop guidelines closely 

linked to current practices, but stressing the improvement of information involved in the bail decision. Another 

jurisdiction, like Maricopa County, might wish to pursue more dramatic changes in decisionmaking, so that the use 

of pretrial detention is reduced. 

From a practical perspective, two dimensions were central in decision guidelines the courts considered: a 

conceptualization of the nature of the decision task (similar to the discussion presented above in Chapters Six 

through Eight); and the descriptive versus prescriptive thrust of the guidelines. 

The first dimension, selection of a conceptualization of the bail/pretrial release decision task, was 

important if judges were to be comfortable intuitively with the guidelines tool. (That is, if the decision task were 

presented in a fashion alien to the day to day decisionmaker, judges would be unlikely to employ them in the 

intended fashion.) The second dimension was important because of the value that judges mayor may not place on 

the fashion in which bail operated in current practice. The guidelines could be made to be rooted squarely in past 

traditions--to the extent that these could be uncovered by empirical analysis--or they could be devised on a purely 

normative basis, based mostly on judges' visions of how bail ought to operate in an ideal world. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

147 

In this chapter we discuss five examples (not an exhaustive listing) of decision guidelines that were 

considered by the judicial working committees. They include 1) guidelines viewing bail as a two stage decision 

(descriptive and prescriptive versions); 2) guidelines viewing the decision as a direct detention versus release choice; 

3) guidelines· based solely on the actuarial classification of defendants according to risk (of flight or crime or both); 

4) guidelines based on detention and risk; and 5) guidelines based on risk and the seriousness of the criminal 

charges (the Philadelphia model). 

A TWO-STEP APPROACH: CHOOSING BETWEEN NONFINANCIAL AND FINANCIAL BAIL AND THEN 
SELECTING THE APPROPRIATE CONDITIONS/AMOUNT 

Under this model--which we tested earlier during the descriptive phase as model 2 in Figure 6.1 above--the 

judge's task at the first judicial stage was viewed as involving two levels of choices. First, the judge determines 

whether [manciaI or nonfinancial bail is appropriate, Second, the judge sets the conditions of (nonfinancial) release 

or selects an amount of bail. During our discussion of descriptive findings, judges in each of the locations had 

expressed some comfort with this conceptualization of the bail/pretrial release decision task. However, even given 

preference for this model, there remained the determination of a relatively descriptive or relatively prescriptive 

orientation. 

A "Descriptive" Two-Step Model 

One version of guidelines based on this model of the task would seek to formalize the traditional practices 

studied by employing criteria that best explained how judges' choices were usually being made in the particular 

court. That is, to the extent certain variables "explained" judges' decisions in the past, the decision guidelines would 

be shaped so that they would guide judges' choices in the future .. Thus, depending on our success in identifying 

"predictors" of judges' recent decisions, defendants would be scored and placed into groups each having a 

presumptive bail decision assigned to it. 

To illustrate how this kind of two-stage guidelines model might work, we turn to our analysis of 

commissioners' decisions at initial appearance in Superior Court in Maricopa County. From our analysis of the 

commissioners' ~.hoices between nonfinancial and secured forms of bond, several characteristics appeared to be 
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central.8S Using these characteristics and weighting them to reflect their influence in the commissioners' I 
decisions,86 we can place defendants in two categories, one (Part I) in which defendants in the recent past nearly 

always received OR and one (Part II) in which they almost never did. See Figure 10.1. 

The pretrial services staff would classify each defendant ftrst as a "Part I" kind of defendant--destined to 

receive some nonfmancial form of release--or as a "Part II" kind of defendant--destined to have fmandal bond 

assigned by scoring the defendant on the criteria listed in Table 10.1. That is, the pretrial services staff would 

interview each defendant to focus on the following kinds of information which would be used to place them within a 

suggested decision category: whether there were outstanding warrants, how long each had resided in the area, the 

record of arrests within the last three years and the seriousness of the charges (using a special scale), and whether 

the police believed the defendant might flee. 

Figure 10.1 Hypothetical two-part guidelines: a) nonfinancial versus secured 
options; b) amount of secured bond 

Part I 
Choosing Nonfinancial Versus Secured 

Part I I 
Choosing Amo~Secured Bond 

Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Secured 
1 2 3 4 5 6 2 3 4 5 6 

Standard spJcial GJ to 
onditions conditions Part II 

$1 $1,001 $1,501 ~2,501 $4 ,001 ~7,501 
to to to to to to 

$1,000 $1,500 ~2,500 $4,000 ~7 ,500 ~15,000 

Guidelines Category (please check): Conmissioner's Decision: _______ _ 

___ Nonfinancial - Standard Conditions If Exception, give reason: _____ ___ 

(L ist: ________ _ 

_ Nonfinancial' Special conditions 

___ Third party custody 

_Supervision 

_Other ( _______ _ 

_ Secured Range ($ ___ to __ _ Cor.missioner ____________ _ 
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85 We exclude the role of the recommendation of the pretrial services staff here for the purposes of illustration. 
Earlier, we pointed out that it was the most important "predictor" of commissioners' choices betwe<m nonfmancial I 
~nd fmandal release. 
~6 Parameter estimates from logit analysis were divided by a constant and rounded to form "pomlts" for scoring 
defendants. I 
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Table 10.1 Scoring of defendants on Part I factors under Model III (nonfinancial 
v. financial options), Maricopa County 

Factor Part I points Example's score 

Outstanding warr.ants 
No 
Yes 

Least serious charge 
No 
Yes 

Weapons charges 
None 
One or more 

Defendant lives alone 
No 
Yes 

Wages reported 
No 
Yes 

Length of residence 
o to 3 months 
4 to 12 months 
12 or more months 

o 
7 

o 
-7 

o 
4 

o 
4 

o 
-2 

o 
-7 

-13 
Prior arrests in last three years 

No 0 
Yes 5 

Police: defendant might flee 
~ 0 
Yes 3 

Add points 18 

Decision Part I Number of 
groupings points defendants 

1 lowest to 3 510 
2 4 to 6 280 
3 7 310 
4 8 to 11 425 
5 12 to 15 334 
6 16 to highest 373 

Total -----_.------ 2,232 

41 

Percent of 
defendants 

22.9 
12.5 
13.9 
19.0 
15.0 
16.7 

100.0 

Example Defendant 
Total Part I points 
Classification Group 6 - GO TO PART II 

7 

o 

4 

4 

o 

o 

5 

3 
18 

Percent 
with ROR 

73.9 
62.2 
45.9 
31.4 
13 .0 
9.1 
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Depending on defendants' ratings on these items, the pretrial services staff could determine whether the 

suggested decision would fall into the nonfmancial category. If so, the points earned would further differentiate for 

the commissioner employing this version of guidelines whether the defendant should be released under normal 

("standar~") conditions of release, or whether more restrictive but still nonfmancial conditions ought to apply. If the 

defendant's ratings placed him out of the nonfmancial categories, the staff member would turn to a second rating to 

determine the appropriate range of cash bond that ought to be assigned. 

Table 10.1 classifies the following example of a defendant to illustrate the use of this version of guidelines 

derived for Maricopa County: 

The defendant is charged v.rith a burglary (second degree). He was in the process of 

committing the burglary when the police arrived at the scene. The defendant fired two shots from 

a pistol at the officers without hitting them before being apprehended. The defendant has an 

outstanding 'warrant for his arrest on charges in another Arizona county. He has been arrested 

twice in the past three years and has one felony conviction for which he spent one year in prison. 

He is currently unemployed, lives alone and does not yet have a telephone installed. The police 

have expressed the opinion that he might flee if released before trial. 

Table 10.1 shows how pretrial services staff would have rated this defendant under such a "descriptive" 

system. First, we see that he would have earned 41 points. Second, in looking at the array of <111 Maricopa felony 

defendants studied, we learn that this score places him in Part I group 6 in which defendants in the past seldom 

received nonfinancial decisions at initial appearance. Figure 10.1 posits that defendants in groups 5 or 6 under Parl 

I of the descriptive guidelines should have secured bond be set under financial (Part II) guidelines. 

Classitication of defendants'under the Part II guidelines for secured or financial bond is based on a another 

scoring system derived from the empirical analysis of the commissioners' choices of different bond amounts. The 

criteria on which defendants are scored in this section of the descriptive guidelines include the seriousness of the 

charges, whether a victim of sexual violence was involved in the charges, whether a robbery charge was included, 

whether the police indicated a risk of flight, whether a weapon was allegedly involved, and whether the crime 

involved an alcohol or drug-related offense. 
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Table 10.2 demonstrates how Maricopa felony defendants in the study would have been distributed among 

Part II categories of suggested secured bond amounts. Using the evaluation scheme outlined in Table 10.2, the 

defendant in our example rates a total of 61 points, placing him in the second highest bond group, for which the 

average bond has been close to $6,850 in the recent past. Given this classification of the defendant by the pretrial 

services staff, the commissioner's job would be to decide whether an amount within the range suggested by the 

guidelines would be appropriate or whether an exceptional decision would be required and then follow the 

procedures discussed in the previous example. 

In each of the sites, this two-step, descriptively based model of guidelines was developed and discussed with 

the judicial working committees. Should any of the courts have chosen to further develop and then to adopt this 

version of guidelines, it was argued that several advantages over current practices might be expected. First, this con-

ceptualization would structure bail/release decisions as nearly as possible in line with current practices. And, even 

though it would not prescribe decisions that would be very different than those now seen, it would contribute other 

enhancements to the decision process. For example, it would make the criteria guiding bail decisions explicit, 

readily apparent to judges and pretrial services staff. This would lead to a more systematic collection of information 

and to more consistency among bail/pretrial decisions. In enhancing consistency, the framework based on explicit 

criteria would contribute more equitable decisions in the court as a whole. 

Discussion of this version of guidelines pointed to several disadvantages as well, however. First, although 

the explicit decision framework would add visibility and consistency to the bail process and reduce the extent to 

which similar defendants are treated dissimilarly, it would not change decisionmaking practices-oat least not very 

much. Thus, if the Court felt that particular issues needed to be addressed in guidelineS-osuch as a reduction of 

flight among released defendants or rearrests--a version based 011 modeling current practices would not necessarily 

have the desired impact. The gUIdelines would be aimed rather at preserving and reorganizing the status quo. 

Another problem ,,{as practical: to the extent that our analyses of the nonfinancial versus financial decisions 

were not able to identify systematic criteria influencing the judges' choices, or at least were not able to locate strong 

themes--and this was true of each of the sites--our descriptive guidelines models would be based on relatively weak 

criteria. One implication of this is that the guidelines would treat these criteria as dominant criteria. 



Table 10.2 Sco~ing of defendants on Part II factors under Model III (amount of 
secured bond) 

Factor Part II points 
Seriousness of charge 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Charges: sexual assault 
No 
Yes 

Charges: robbery 
No 
Yes 

Charges: weapons 
No 
Yes 

Charges: alcohol or drug related 
No 
Yes 

Number of charges 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 or more 

Police: defendant might flee 
No 
Yes 

Add poi~ts 

Decision 
groupings 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 

Part II 
(bond points) 
43 to 48 
49 to 53 
54 to 57 
58 to 60 
61 to 67 
68 to highest 

Median secured 
bond amount 
$ 700 

1,375 
2,050 
3,425 
6,850 

20,750 
2,055 

Example defendant 
Total Part II points 
Classification 

61 
Group 5 

o 
1 
2 
2.5 
3 
4 
5 

o 
10 

o 
8 

o 
4 

o 
-3 

6 
7 

10 
13 
25 

0 
3 

46 

Number of 
defendants 

179 
1,060 

554 
181 
198 

60 
2,232 

Interquartile 
range 
$ 245 to 1,519 

564 to 2,240 
1,028 to 3,299 
1,380 to 9,492 
2,741 to 12,338 
8,229 to 33,004 

Example's score 

2 

o 

o 

4 

o 

6 

3 
46 

Percent of 
defendants 

8.0 
47.5 
24.8 
8.1 
8.9 
2.7 

100.0 

Range 
1,274 
1,676 
2,271 
8,112 
9,597 

24,775 
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As a result, having weak but detectable criteria institutionalized as the henceforth guiding criteria, it would be 

difficult to claim that the guidelines were "descriptive" in the sense that they reflected traditional practice. 

Modifying the Descriptive Two-Step Approach 

Although the two stage model just described would have the advantages of explicitness, consistency and 

ease of application, the decision guidelines would be based on a description of current practices. And, thus, they 

would not dramatically change the Court's overall approach--for example, to the use of pretrial detention. In 

addition, it is unlikely that either the choices of nonfinancial versus secured bond options (Part I) or the selection of 

particular amounts of secured bond (Part II) would be more related to prediction of flight or crime than they were 

in the recent past. 

Thus, a possible alternative model of guidelines would modify the decisions suggested within particular 

guidelines categories (under either Part I or Part II) using data relating to detention, flight, crime, etc. For example, 

perhaps the guidelines falling within the lowest secured bond group in Part II could be moved to the "special 

conditions" category under Part I. Or, perhaps suggested bond amounts within Part II categories should be lowered 

to reduce the use of detention in the expectation that, perhaps supplemented by special conditions of reporting or 

supervision, flight and rearrest rates will not be increased. 

Figure 10.2 shows the data pertaining to each of the categories of Part I and Part II guidelines that could 

prove helpful in taking the prescriptive approach. Figure 10.3 uses the information to suggest changes that might be 

considered in revising the descriptive approach to arrive at prescriptive guidelines. 

A second means of modifying this model of guidelines based on a description of court practices might be 

more normative in emphasis, through discu~sion and debate of how bail/pretrial release decisions ought to occur. 

The Steering Committee might decide, for example, that specific criteria ought to be made central in bail decisions-­

whether or not research identified them as playing an active role currently--and that guidelines ought to be 

developed based on them. The court would then decide which criteria should be important and how they should be 

weighted relative to one another. 

Our difficulty in modeling bail decisions in the Boston Municipal Court, for example, suggested that the 

strictly descriptive approach might not be viable. In an exercise designed to develop a modified version of bail 

guidelines, we asked the Boston judges to assign weights (from 1 to 17 points) to each of the 17 criteria listed in the 



Figure 10.2 Hypothetical two·part guidelines: a) nonfinancial versus secured 
options; b) amount of secured bond 

Part I 
Choosing Nonfinancial Versus Secured 

N 
}'oOR 
'Yodet. 
%FTA 
%rear 
%fail 

Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Secured 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

510 280 310 425 334 ~73 
74 62 46 31 13 9 
23 35 49 64 81 85 
4 8 5 8 14 19 

10 12 10 12 14 13 
13 19 14 19 22 28 

Guidelines Category (please check): 

____ Nonfinancial . Standard Conditions 

(Li st : _________ _ 

__ Nonfinancial - Special Conditions 

__ Third party custody 

__ Supervi s ion 

__ .Other ( _______ _ 

__ Secured Range ($, ___ to, __ _ 

N 
Med$ 
},.det. 
%FTA 
%rear 
%fai l 

Part II 
Choosing Amo~Secured Bond 

2 3 4 5 6 

179 1,060 554 181 198 60 
$685 $1,370 $2,055 $3,425 $6,849 ~l3,8l4 

32 48 61 65 80 82 
2 6 11 14 11 5 

11 11 10 13 9 24 
13 16 19 21 17 29 

Commi ss i oner' s Deci s ion: _____________ _ 

If Exception, give reason: ________ _ 

Commi ssi oner ________________ _ 

Figure 10.3 Hypothetical two-part guidelines: a) nonfinancial versus secured 
options; b) amount of secured bond 

Part I 
Choosing Nonfinancial Versus Secured 

Part II 
Choosing Amount of Secured Bond 

Nonfinancial Nonfinancial secured 
1 2 3 4 5 6 2 .3 4 5 6 

$1 $801 :1>1,300 il'2,500 f$3,501 !t8,000 
to to to to to to 
$800 $1,200 $2,000 $3,500 $5,000 $15,000 

Guidelines Category (please check): Commissioner's Decision: 

__ Nonfinancial Standard Conditions If Exception, give rfilason: _______ _ 

(Li st : ___________ _ 

__ Nonfinancial - Special Conditions 

__ Third party custody 

__ Supervision 

___ Other ( __________ _ 

__ secured Range ($, ___ to, ___ _ Comnissioner ----------------

I 
Ii 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Massachusetts statutes as those that should be considered at bail based on how important these items should be in 

bail decisions generally. 

The average scores assigned by the judges are summarized in Table 10.3. For example, a glance at the 

judges' ratings shows that the "nature and circumstances of the offense" was rated as the most important factor in 

making the bail decision. The defendant's financial resources were rated as the least important. (In fact, the most 

important item was given 17 times the weight of the least important item.) Thus, rather than basing guidelines on 

what the research has shown (or not shown), a court could devise an approach using sr£i;~H:tory or other criteria. The 

overall scores received by defendants would place them in certain classes whlch had certain presumptive bail 

decisions tied to them, such as ROR, ROR with special reporting conditions, financial bail, etc. 

GUIDELINES FOR PRETRIAL DETENTION 

Judges may not agree with the description of their task at the bail stage as in effect involving a direct, 

explicit choice between custody and release of particular defendants. But, wishlng to be candid and accountable for 

their decisions, judges might argue that guidelines should be fashioned not for a "bail" decision, but rather for a 

"detention" decision--using the rationale employed by Congress, for example, in enacting the Federal preventive 

detention law in 1984.87 Findings from our research are consistent with this conceptualization of bail practices (that 

beneath the vagueness of bail decisions lies a sub rosa detention decision) For example, in all of the sites, when bail 

is set at any amount over $500, a majority of defendants will not be released within 24 hours. It may be reasonable, 

therefore, to consider anything over $500 to be tantamount to a detention decision: 

Thus, forthright "detention" decision guidelines might be structured to place the defendant within a 

category of release or detention. For defendants falling within presumptive release categories, the guidelines might 

further designate appropriate conditions of release. Like the two-step guidelines described above, detention 

guidelines might be developed empirically, from analyses describing the use of pretrial detention in each of the sites, 

or might be crafted by normative modifications of the empirical model according to knowledge of decision outcomes 

as they were recorded in the recent past. 

87 If this model were selected by the judges, of course, an interesting question would present itself, if the decision 
were to be viewed as a "detention" decision, to wh,lt extent would "detention hearings" and other procedures need to 
be added into the process along with the guidelines. 



Table 10.3 Scoring .of defendants on Part I factors under Model III (nonfinancial 
financial options), Boston Municipal Court 

Statutory criteria Weight 

Nature and circumstances of 17 
offense 

Prior failure to appear 15 

Record of convictions 15 

On probation, parole, or other release 11 
pending completion of sentence 

On release pending sentence or appeal 10 

Flight to avoid prosecution 9 

One release for previous charge 8 
at time of arrest 

Use of alias or fraudulent I.D. 7 

Present drug dependency 7 

Employment record 6 

Length of residence in community 5 

Family ties 4 

Potential penalty 4 

History of mental illness 4 

Illegal drug distribution 4 

Reputation 1 

Financial resources 1 

Defendant score 

1 (least serious) 
17 (most serious) 

o (none) 
10 (one) 
15 (two or more) 

o (none) 
5 (one, not serious) 

10 (one or more, serious) 

o (none) 
11 (yes) 

o (none) 
10 (yes) 

o (no) 
9 (yes) 

o (no) 
8 (yes) 

o (no) 
7 (yes) 

o (no) 
7 (yes) 

o (stable) 
6 (not) 

o (2 years or more) 
2 (more than 1 year) 
5 (less than 1 year) 

o (close, verified) 
4 (no close ties) 

o (5 years or less) 
2 (6 to 10 years) 
4 (more than 10 years) 

o (none) 
4 (yes) 

o (none) 
4 (yes, alleged) 

o (reasonably good) 
1 (not good) 

o (no resources) 
1 (has resources) 

v.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

157 

Descriptive Detention Guidelines 

Once again, knowledge of the attributes of defendants and their cases associated with their release or 

detention before adjudication wou~d allow us to classify defendants into categories with different probabilities of 

detention. See Figure 10.4, version I. 

Each of the categories would designate whether defendants with like characteristics would be released or 

detained. If detained, defendants would be scheduled for appropriate reviews and hearings as required by law and 

placed on expedited calendars, for example. If designated for release, it would next be determined under what 

conditions, if any. 

Prescriptive (Preventive?) Detention Guidelines 

Descriptive detention guidelines could be designed so that roughly the same level of pretrial detention 

wmlld result as has been occurring in the jurisdiction. However, using the kind of information presented above in 

Figure 10.2 to illustrate the example of Superior Court in Maricopa County, guidelines for detention could be 

modified to effect a lower rate of detention, moving, say, from the 45 percent usually held throughout the pretrial 

period to 30 percent of the felony defendants (version n in Figure 10.4). 

For example, some defendants who would be detained in group 4 (version I) seem to have shown 

reasonably low rates of failure to appear and of rearrest when released in the past. Thus, this category could be 

modified to be moved to a release category, for whom special or restrictive conditions of release would be set (such 

as supervision, calling in, etc.). In addition, some of the defendants usually falling within group 5 would be identified 

as now being suitable for release under special conditions. 

ACTUARIAL GUIDELINES BASED ON THE DEFENDANT'S RISK OF FLIGHT, REARREST OR BOTH 

In our discussions of models of decision guidelines each court might find useful, we also considered 

guidelines based purely 011 empirical risko-either solely on a defendant's risk of flight, or risk of crime, or both, if 

desired. This version of decision guidelines would posit release conditions and assign bond or detention according 

to the classifications we described above in Chapter Nine and would resemble actuarial tables like those insurance 

companies employ to determine driver premiums. 
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For example, actuarial guidelines based on assessment of defendants' risk of flight and/or rearrest could be 

formulated for Boston Municipal Court defendants. By evaluating defendants according to criteria outlined ~ 

Chapter Nine, the probation staff would focus particularly on the kinds of information outlined in the discussion of 

prediction of default and/or rearrest above and would classify defendants into one of four groups according to their 

relative risk of flight and/or rearrest for which decisions would be suggested by the guidelines. See Figure 10.5. 

Actuarial guidelines would therefore place each defendant in a risk class and suggest that in most cases 

defendants would be treated as if they shared the risk attributes of a particular class. The court might decide that 

such guidelines could be based only on risk of flight or only on risk of rearrest, or could decide that both concerns 

were appropriately considered. 

These guidelines would not mirror current decision practices because, as we have seen, in each of the 

locations, factors predictive of judges' decisions have not been shown to be strongly related to factors predictive of 

flight or crime by defendants during pretrial release. In addition, although the empirically derived risk 

classifications would represent an improvement--from a statistical point of view--over the current intuitive 

approaches taken by judges, they would still represent only marginal improvement and would still be far from ideal. 

Thus, the decision to employ guidelines totally governed by useful though imperfect risk-related criteria would 

represent a notable departure from present practice for any of the courts. 

PRETRIAL DETENTION GUIDELINES BASED ON DEFENDANT RISK 

Figure 10.6 illustrates how concerns for directly structuring the use of pretrial detention as a result of bail 

decisions and for orienting decisions to be more related to risk might be combined in a fourth version of decision 

guidelines. 

Goals in this approach would involve both addressing the use of pretrial detention more explicitly and 

align~,\;1g the use of detention and release of defendants more closely with the risks of flight and crime they pose. In 

this fashion, not only can the use of detention be carefully monitored, but conditions of release responsive to the 

risks posed by defendants who will be released before trial can be implemented in a systematic fashion. Of course, 

because of the frank nature of the detention decision and the importance of a risk classification, a court choosing 

this model of decision guidelines would certainly be embarking on a path of dramatic change. 
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Figur~ 10.4 Hypothetical guidelines based on release/detention 

Probability of Detention 

Version I 

Version 
N 
% ROR 
Med $ 
% FTA 
% Rearrest 
% Failure 

Version II 

Figure 10.5 

Risk of 
Misconduct 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

652 
78 

$1,650 
21 
4 

12 
15 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

2 3 4 5 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

2 

342 
59 

$1,500 
36 
9 
9 

17 

2 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

Released Detained 
(Special 
Conditions) 

Current rate 
of Detention 

(45%) 

3 4 

171 184 
42 30 

$1,775 $1,650 
53 63 
4 6 
9 12 

12 16 

Current rate 
of Detention 

(45%) 

3 4 

Released Released 
(Special (Special 
Conditions) Conditions) 

Detained 

5 

883 
7 

$2,054 
87 
17 
13 
25 

5 

Detained 

Modified rate 
of Detention 

(30%) 

-, 

Bail guidelines based on risk of flight and/or crime for the Boston 
Municipal Court 

Lowest 

II 
Medium low 

III 
Medium 

IV 
Highest 

Expected failure 

1 in 6 

1 in 3 

1 in 2 

3 in 5 

Suggested decision 

ROR 

ROR/Standard Conditions 

ROR/Special Conditions 
(Inc. Bail $1 to $500) 

Restrictive Conditions 
(Inc. Bail $50l to $5,000) 

Detention 



Figure 10.6 Hypothetical release/detention guidelines based on risk of failure 

Risk 
of 

Failure 

Low 

High 

2 

3 

Low ... 

Certain 
Relepse 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

. Released 
(Standard 
ConcH t i ons) 

Probability of Detention 

Release 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

Released 
(Special 
Conditions) 

Release/ 
Detention 

Released 
(Standard 
Conditions) 

Released 
(Special 
Conditi ons) 

Detained 

• High 

Certain 
Detention 

Detained 

Detained 

Detained 

GUXDELINES BASED ON RISK AND THE SERIOUSNESS OF THE CHARGE 
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A fmal example of how decision guidelines could be formulated to assist. decisionmaking at the bail stage 

would employ a risk dimension and a <;iimension representing the relative seriousness of defendants' charges. See 

Figure 10.7. This is the most traditional kind of guidelines format (see discussion of the Federal parole guidelines, 

for example, in Gottfredson et al., 1978) and was the approach taken by the judges in the Philadelphia courts in the 

original experiment. Despite the fact that this model of decision guidelines was the last presented for discussion to 

the judicial working committees, it is the version unanimously selected for further refmement in each of the sites. 

The rationale--and the variations--employed by the courts in their selection of the risk/charge seriousness model of 

decision guidelines for bail\pretrial release--are interesting. 

In each of the courts, the notion that day-to-day decisions could be improved by making available 

information ranking defendants according to their relative likelihood of flight from court or of crime during pretrial 

release was appealing. Yet, in none of the courts was there expressed a great affinity for "statistics" or a wish to base 

decision guidelines solely on risk. The selection of the charge seriousness dimension for inclusion within the 

guidelines in large part was viewed as logically and intuitively counterbalancing the risk dimension. 
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Risk 
of 

Failure 

Figure 10.7 Detention guidelines based on offense seriousness and risk of failure 

Seriousness of Charged Offense 
Low .......... ------------------------------: ....... High 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Low 

Nonfinancial Nonf i nand a l Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial $1,001 $ 2,001 
(Standard (Standard (Standard (Standard (Standard to to 
Conditions) Conditions) Conditions) Conditions) Conditions) $1,500 $ 3,000 

Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial $1 $1,501 $ 2,001 
2 (Standard (Standard (Standard (Special to to to 

Conditions) Conditions) Conditions) Conditions) $1,000 $2,000 $ 3,000 

Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial $1 $1,001 $2,001 $ 3,001 
3 (Standard (Standard (Special to to to to 

Conditions) Conditions) Conditions) $1,000 $1,500 $3,000 $10,000 
High 

Nonf i nand a l Financial 

That is not to suggest that choice of an offense seriousness dimension was not without debate. Over the 

last two decades, part of the criticism of bail practices focused on the nearly exclusive reliance by judges on the 

seriousness of defendants charges in setting bail. Critics argued that, since the task of the bail decision did not 

involve punishment (which might more appropriately be seen to guide sentencing decisions), it was not an 

appropriate bail concern (or, at least, it should not be the sole concern). (See Foote, 1954.) In addition, reliance on 

defendants' charges has been viewed in the critical literature as contributing to inequity-osuch as represented by the 

use of traditional bond schedules--because release was tied to the defendant's ability to afford given amounts of bail. 

Moreover, recent research (including this research) has not shown charge seriousness to be a good predictor of 

defendant misconduct during pretrial release. 

However, the argument was made in each of the courts that, despite being a very poor yardstick of likely 

flight or crime, the severity of a defendant's charges might still serve a useful purpose in deciding bail/release by 

acting as an assessment of the potential "costs" of mistakes that could be made by judges who would otherwise be 

making their decisions based on the risk ranking of defendants according to the proposed bail/pretrial release 

guidelines. For example, while the guidelines risk classification alone might suggest that "numbers runners" all be 
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detained (because they have a very high probability of repeating their crimes), the low charge severity rating might 

suggest that such defendants represent a low potential cost to the court system, that a "mistake" made by the judge 

in releasing this kind of defendant would not result in a major harm to society, to victims, witnesses or the integrity 

of court processes. In fact, given the seriously overcrowded jails in most jurisdictions, the severity rating's low cost 

assessment might strongly suggest that the courts avoid detaining such "nuisance-level" defendants. 

Or, to cite another illustration of the value of juxtaposing cost (charge severity) to risk, risk alone might 

indicate that an alleged rapist could be depended on (was classified as so low risk) to return to court and not to 

repeat the crime during the pretrial period. The severity rating of the alleged offense, however, might suggest that-­

risk aside--the potential cost of a "mistake" in releasing such a defendant (or releasing such a defendant without 

sufficient restraints) could be very costly, given the possible harm to a victim that might result. Thus, the use of a 

charge severity ranking in these instances would suggest that the Court, as well as the public, would have more to 

lose in the event of a misjudgment in the latter case than the former. 
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Chapter Eleven 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE DECISION GUIDELINES IN MARICOPA COUNTY, 
DADE COUNTY AND BOSTON 

STRUcrURING THE GUIDELINES: OPERATIONALIZING DECISIONMAKING POLICY BY DEFINING 
THE DIMENSIONS OF THE DECISION MATRIX 

Although it is true that the general model of decision guidelines chosen by each of the judiciaries for 

fllI'ther development was the same--essentially a decision matrix defined by a charge seriousness and defendant risk 

dimension--the processes leading to these selections were independent and were shaped by the local concerns of 

each of the courts. In this section, we briefly describe the special rationales that shaped the choice of a decision 

guidelines format for pretrial release in each location. 

Designin~ the Risk and Seriousness Classifications in the Maricopa Countv Guidelines: the Role of Police Opinion. 
a Special Focus on Defendant Danger and on Injury to the Victim 

Once the leadership of the Superior Court felt comfortable in opting for a seriousness-risk format for its 

pretrial release guidelines, it faced several important policy decisions concerning the specific form various 

components of the guidelines would take. 

For example, although the court leadership had indicated a preference for a risk classification incorporating 

risk of crime (defendant rearrest) and risk of failure-to-appear (PTA) taken together as "risk of misconduct", two 

risk classifications had been developed and presented to the jUdges. (Two were presented because neither was 

clearly more powerful statistically and each had different themes.) The items forming the alternative risk scales to 

be used by pretrial services staff in classifying defendants for the guidelines are shown in Table 11.1. The principal 

difference between the two models was that in one pretrial services would consider whether the police have 

indicated in the arrest paperwork whether they believed the defendant might flee, while in the other the question 

would be more factual, asking instead whether the police indicated that the defendant had been arrested, with evi-

dence of the crime in his/her possession. (Defendants with such indications--that they might flee or that they had 

evidence in their possession, depending on the model--would be ranked as higher risk) 

Because some members of the working committee suspected that, if given the chance, police officers would 

describe most defendants as likely to flee, the risk model employing this item was seriously debated. There was a 

I 
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Table 11.1 Scoring of defendants on risk factors under pretrial release 
guidelines, Mari.copa County Superior Court 

----------------------------------------------------------------~~----------Factor 

I 
I 

Weight Pointsa 

----------------------1 
Prior fai1ur.~s to appear 

None 
One 
Two or more 

Police: risk of flight 
No 
Yes 

Charges involve property only 
No 
Yes 

Defendant lives alone 
No 
Y(~s 

Charges involve robbery 
No 
Yes 

Police: risk of flight and FTAs 
No 
With one prior FTA 
With two or more prior FTAs 

Police: risk of flight and lives alone 
No 
Yes 

Add Point 

lx.541 
2x.273 

1.013 

.548 

.675 

lx.122 
2x.267 

.415 

.012 

o 
67 

o 
34 

o 
37 

o 
45 

o 
28 

1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

----------------------1 Percent of Risk Bond Number of 
group points 

1 1 to 34 
2 35 to 67 
3 68 to 107 
4 108 and over 

. Total -----------

defendants 
322 

1,130 
565 
215 

2,232 

defendants 
14.4 
50.6 
25.3 

9.6 
100.0 

I 
I 

apoints are calculated by dividing the weight by a constant, .015, and rounding.· I 
bBy agreement, the value for 2 or more failures-to-appear was doubled and rounded to 
40 points to enhance its negative impact. 
cTo keep the points all positive, rather than subtracting 34 points for crimes 
agaj,nst the p(j~son (associated with lO1i,Ter risk), 34 positive points ,,,ere given for I 
the appropriate category: charges involving no crimes against the pe.rson. 
dTh~s value was de-emphasized slightly (by half) when it was learned that the police 
measure was t>ased in large part on a record check of the first FTA measure. I 
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feeling among one or two commissioners, for example, that the police almost always reported that the defendant 

might flee in their arrest paperwork. Upon consulting the data, the research staff was able to report that, to the 

contrary, police had noted a concern for defendant flight in only about 25 percent of the defendant cohort studied. 

There was also some feeling among the commissioners that, once the police became aware of the weight that would 

be given to their comments in scoring defendants for the guidelines, they might manipulate the information in the 

hope of increasing defendants' risk rankings (thus lowering the chances of pretrial release). After considering the 

two models and the questions being raised, the judicial leadership opted for the model including the police 

comments reflecting their belief defendants might flee. The leadership argued that the prospects of success of the 

guidelines system would only be enhanced if other parties, such as the police, could see that their cooperation was 

considered important by the Superior Court. 

Beyond their agreement with the general rationale for its inclusion in the pretrial release guidelines, the 

judges had other policy related questions to decide regarding the charge seriousness dimension. The first, seemingly 

simple problem was to select a dermition of "charge seriousness." Should defendants' charges be ranked according 

the felony/misdemeanor grading outlined in Arizona's criminal code? Should all charges be ranked cumulatively, 

or should just the most serious charge be employed as for the purposes of classifying a defendant? 

Finally, a two-part seriousness approach was decided upon which resulted in six groupings of charge 

seriousness. First, the severity of defendants' charges would be ranked according to a seriousness classification 

based on empirical analysis of how commissioners differentiated among criminal charges (in contrast to how the 

state penal code might have classified the charges).88 Second, a checklist of "special severity factors" would adjust 

the initial ranking of charges upward in instances involving weapons use, injury to victims or repeated counts of 

especially serious offenses. See Figure 11.1. 

The commissioner-based part of the severity ranking was decided upon partly so that the decision 

guidelines would incorporate a measure reflecting the practices of the decisionmakers who would be the ultimate 

consumers and partly so that as consumers they would feel intuitively at home in employing the guidelines. The 

88 The analysis simply subdivided defendants charges into their smallest generic groups and, assuming a minimum 
number of cases existed for the analysis, determined the proportions awarded ROR (personal recognizance 
release). The reasoning was that a) commissioners were very influenced by the seriousness of defendants' charges 
in making their choices between nonfinancial and financial options--though this influence was not measurable 
merely through the penal code ranking, and b) charge categories more often assigned ROR were viewed by 
commissioners' as less serious. 
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second part of the severity classification of defendants' charges was to highlight the Court's public concern for I 
victims of serious crimes, weapons use and for cases in which a number of very serious charges were involved. In 

fact, because the commissioner based ranking also reflected the commissioners' individual level concerns for I 
precisely these kinds of dimensions of defendants' criminal charges, the severity scale sharply weighted defendants I 
alleged to have used weapons, to have injured a victim or to be charged with repetitive counts of serious charges in a 

more restrictive direction. The severity dimension represented a "double whammy" where these kinds of charges I 
were concerned. 

I 
Reconciling Bail/Pretrial Release Guidelines with the Traditional Bond Schedule in Dade County 

In Dade County, the judicial working committee probably felt comfortable with a charge seriousness I 
dimension in the proposed guidelines because of the long tradition of relying on a bond schedule ("standard bond") I 
at the system's earliest processing stages. Although their comfort was not as great with a risk dimension, two factors 

may have contributed to their acceptance of it. First, the judicial leadership felt determined to learn whether a more I 
I 
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objective system for effecting pretrial release could reduce the pressures of jail overcrowding which were continually 

at the crisis stage. Secondly, the Circuit and County Court were accustomed to transferring the "risks" of their bond 

decisions to the pretrial services agency itself. 

This interesting practice was demonstrated by the way in which ROR unsupervised was usually decided: 

although it is true ~hat outright ROR would occasionally be assigned, more often the sitting judge would assign the 

defendant to "PTS" (Pretrial Services) or to the responsibility of that agency as a form of nonfmancial pretrial 

release. In fact, assignment to "PTS" was usually preceded in court by the judge's asking of the pretrial services 

staff member if the agency "wanted" a particular defendant. The implication was that, once transferred to pretrial 

services, a defendant on pretrial release was not the Court's responsibility. Thus, the Court could view the 

guidelines as a more objective system for pretrial services to employ in deciding whether or not to "take" defendants 

entering the criminal process. 

Not surprisingly, then, the adoption and shape of the risk and seriousness dimensions was determined 

largely by the concerns and responsibilities of the leadership of the pretrial services agency. The four group risk 

classification that was adopted for the guidelines is depicted in Figure 11.2. The design of a charge seriousness 

dimension was guided by the need to answer questions similar to those addressed by the Court in Maricopa County. 

In attempting to resolve the first question regarding the organization of the seriousness dimension, the 

developmental process in Dade County could not avoid coming to grips with the strong traditional role of the bond 

schedule. Our research had revealed that roughly 20 percent of entering felony defendants secured release by 

posting the amounts of bond specified by the court bond schedule immediately at the booking stage. Our research 

had also revealed that judges were very often influenced by the bond schedule in selecting bond amounts at the 

bond hearing stage. We also knew that the bond schedule was based primarily on the statutory ranking of offenses 

in the Florida penal code but was also modified occasionally by the Court's bond schedule committee. As a result, 

and unlike our experience in Philadelphia, Maricopa County and Boston, there would be no "individualized" 

measure of charge seriousness we would discover through empirical analysis of judges' decisions. 

Because the guidelines system would not replace or abolish use of the bond schedule--when this prospect 

was discussed by the working committee, it was dismissed with a roll of the judges' eyes--it seemed important to 

have the guidelines seriousness dimension linked conceptually to the ranking of charges employed by the standard 
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bond schedule. Thus, it was decided to use the ranking of offenses (and all offenses were ranked, not just the single 

most serious) implicit in the bond schedule. Because under then existing court practices, all of a defendant's 

criminal charges were classified and assigned a dollar bond by the standard bond schedule, the guidelines for Circuit 

and County Court treated the defendants' bond schedule bond (the total dollars designated by the schedule) as 

tantamount to the assignment of seriousness "points." The reasoning is that the Court's bond schedule (which 

considered only the seriousness of charges) was really a seriousness scoring device. 

The Dade County guidelines, then, used the bond sche~ule "score" (amount of dollars) as the means for 

classifying defend(,Jlts within one of eight severity groupings: bond schedule bond falling between $1 and $1,000 

placed a defendant's charges within the least seriously ranked group,; bond schedule bond higher that $7,500 placed 

a defendant in group 8 ,vith the most seriously charged defendants. (Note that although the ranking of offenses was 

therefore borrowed directly from the bond schedule, the presumption that defendants would be required to post a 

designated amount of bond was not.) See Figure 11.2. 

An advantage to this system, of course, was that--since the bond schedule bond amount was known and 

recorded right at the booking stage--pretrial services staff had to do no severity classification of its own. Rather, the 

staff member selected a severity ranking based on the bond schedule amount. A potential disadvantage was the fact 

that all of the defendants' charges would figure into the classification of severity, not just the most serious--for this 

was the practice employed by the Court's bond schedule. The problem with this practice was that, defendants 

charged with a gamut of charges of lesser seriousness might end up ranked more seriously than defendants charged 

with a single but rather serious felony offense. 

Flight. Crime and Crowding in the Boston Municipal Court Guidelines 

As the research described various aspects of bail decisionmaking and the use of pretrial release and 

detention in Boston, there was a great deal of discussion of the meaning of the findings among the judges of the 

Boston Municipal Court. There seem.ed to be little doubt in the Court that something had to be done about 

crowding at the Charles st. Jail, for example; but there seemed also to be a growing feeling (growing with 

presentation of findings showing that BMC judges caused the release of about 94 percent of incoming defendants) 

that the BMC was not responsible. Certainly, there seemed to be some dismay expressed by the BMC judges when 

reviewing the findings showing that roughly 1 in 3 of the released defendants either failed to appear in court as 
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required or were rearrested for new crimes allegedly committed during their periods of pretrial release. However, 

the judges expressed reservations about implementing a system that might even slightly affect the low rate of pretrial 

detention--given the crowded jail facilities. The judges complained about the poor quality of information available 

at the arraignment stage, but seemed to believe that little could be done to change the situation. 

Against this background, the development and discussion of decision guidelines seemed marked by 

uncertainty and indecision. In contrast to the ambivalence shown by the committee of judges itself, the Court's 

Chief Justice argued that the Boston Municipal Court needed to try to improve its bail practices and requested that 

guidelines be developed for eventual implementation by the Court. In a letter to the research staff, the Chief Justice 

requested that the design of the guidelines reflect a number of concerns, such as the seriousness of the defendants' 

charges and the risk they pose of defaulting and/or being rearrested. In addition, he requested that the following 

factors be taken into account: a) a defendant's ties; b) the safety of victims or witnesses; and c) the impact of 

guidelines on the jail population. In response to his request, the staff proceeded to draft the guidelines shown in 

Figure 11.3. 

Like the Arizona model, the Boston version employed a judge-based measure of charge seriousness th~t 
,'" 

was derived from study of the judges' assignment of ROR. The severity classification resulted in only four offense 

rankings--in contrast with SL"{ in Maricopa County and eight in Dade County--because of the large number of 

offense specific categories in which the large majority of defendants received ROR. (Remember that, In 

comparison with the other two court systems, the Boston Municipal Court processed a large number of 

misdemeanor defendants, most of whom gained ROR at arraignment.) 

The development of a defendant risk dimension, which included factors relclting to community ties, injury Lo 

the victim and other concerns raised by the Court's leader, faced a number of ob:stacles: first, potentially relevant 

information was sometimes not available in Boston Court data, and, in contrast with court appearance data, rearrest 

data were difficult to come by89 (see our discussions in earlier chapters). The model of risk ultimately chosen (and 

validated on the Boston data) was the simple model originally developed for the Florida pretrial release guidelines. 

89 The bench warrant information was kept very accurately in manual records by the Boston Municipal Court 
Clerk's office; however, arrest data were kept in manual files in the state offices of the Commissioner of Probation. 
Because of the labor involved in manually checking the records of 2,000 defendants, we were required to gather this 
information for a small subsample (414 cases) instead. This meant that the modeling of risk of flight and/or crime 
could occur using only the small sample, thus limiting the power of the statistical solutions. . 
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SHAPING FUTURE PRACTICE: ESTABLISHING THE GUIDELINES RANGES 

The Process of Drafting Presumptive Decision Ranges for Bail and Pretrial Release 

By designating that two dimensions would govern the formulation of guidelines, the individual courts had 

made important policy decisions regarding future bail practices: first, that bail/pretrial release decisions would be 

guided by concerns for defendant dangerousness as well as likelihood of flight; second, that the seriousness of 

charges and the relative risk of flight and rearrest would be the overall therp.es organizing judges' daily bail 

decisions; and, third, that the information required to classify defendants according to these two dimensions was the 

information to be given the highest priority in bail/pretrial release decisionmaking. Given the diversity of views 

expressed by judges on each of these matters, the choice by each of the courts of these defining dimensions 

represented important steps toward clarification of bail/pretrial release policy. Thus far, therefore, the courts had 

said that defendants would be classified into categories defined by severity of charges and relative risk for the 

purposes of bail/pretrial release decisions. Thus, in Maricopa County, 24 "classes" of defendants were defined by 

dimensions shaping the decision grid; in Dade County, 32 classes and in Boston 16 classes of defendants were 

produced. 

The next major step in constructing the decision guidelines was to put substance into the overall structure 

suggested by the courts' choices of guidelines dimensions by determining the ranges of decisions to be suggested for 

each category of defendants. Thus, the court policy represented by the goals and themes inherent in the dimensions 

of the guidelines would be put into action by, in a sense, announcing that defendants with X charge characteristics 

and Y risk attributes would usually be assigned Z conditions of release. 

Designation of the presumptive decisions to be suggested for each of the categories of defendants, however, 

also involved important policy decisions by the courts involved. The way the presumptive decision ranges would be 

specified would depend on the reasons the courts had decided to become involved in the guidelines research in the 

first place. It was in the establishment of the ranges ultimately designated by the courts that each court would be 
, 

making progress (or not) I:oward realization of their original goals. 

For example, having decided on the governing dimensions and the information needed to support those 

dimensions operationally, one of the courts could have decided that important accomplishments had already been 

realized: goals for bail had been clarified, information to be employed by judges in pursuing those goals had been 
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specified, and a fair classification of defendants in light of these goals had been devised. In many courts in the 

United States, these steps would, in themselves, represent a major policy advance away from the totally 

discretionary bail systems of the past. A court satisfied with guidelines development for these purposes might then 

devise suggested decision ranges based on what defendants in each of the classes usually have received as decisions 

in the recent past. This could be determined through simple empirical analysis. Other courts might start, at this 
\ 

point--having acknowledged the advances in policy and clarification of goals and information--and devise 

presumptive decisions that would bring about a degree of change in decision practices among judges that would be 

intended to accomplish certain goals, such as the reduetion of pretrial detention or of defendant flight. 

In each. of the courts, the research task then turned to postulating decision ranges and estimating their 

likely impact: Most simply stated, the courts wanted to know if decision ranges could be established that could 

reduce the use of pretrial detention without increasing misconduct of defendants during pretrial release. Superior 

Court in Maricopa County and Circuit Court in Dade County were under a great deal of pressure to consider the 

likely impact of guidelines on detention and public safety. (In fact, the presiding criminal judge in Dade County 

stated that guidelines would not be considered if there was a chance that they would add to the use of pretrial 

detention.) In Boston, assuming that it would be difficult to expect to reduce the already extremely low rate of 

detention (only 6 percent of defendants were being detained), the question was more whether the extremely high 

rate of flight and rearrest among defendants (occurring in one-third of all released defendants) could be lowered 

noticeably without adversely affecting the jail population. 

Beginning with Descriptive Data 

Once the dimensions structuring the decision grids had been agreed upon, the next task was for the 

research staff to draft suggested decision ranges for the guidelines for review and revision by the judicial working 

committees. The drafting process, which was a policy making exercise informed by descriptive data, began by 

examining defendants within each of the categories formed by the charge seriousness and defendant risk dimensions 

according to the decisions made in the past, the courts' use of detention, and the performance of each category of 

defendants during pretrial release. (These kinds of data have been simply summarized in Tables All.2a, Al1.2b, 

and All.2c.) 
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Using these data, a first version of decision zones could be produced that generally reflects what the Court's 

past practices have been. For example, we could adopt the rule that the guidelines will suggest decisions that have 

been designated because they represent the "average" past range of decision made for defendants with attributes in 

given categories. Or, we could say that categories of defendants showing ROR assigned in a majority of past 

decisions should have ROR suggested as the presumptive decision for future decisions under the guidelines. 

Referring to the data for Maricopa County for example (Table A11.2a), we found that defendants in categories or 

"cells" 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, and 19 had ROR assigned a majority of the time. 

In cells having nonfinancial release assigned in a minority of instances, we could designate the median bail 

or bond amount--or perhaps the interquartile range or values of the 50 percent of cases surrounding the median 

bond amount--as the preferred decision for like cases in the future. 

Modifying the Suggested Decisions Based on the Policy Dimensions 

Using this approach as a point of departure to anchor the suggested decisions within categories of the 

guidelines within the context of recent practices, suggested decisions or decision ranges (of bond) could have been 

developed for all defendant categories with the result that the bail/pretrial guidelines will be based on an averaged 

picture of a court's past practices. Even if this "descriptive" version of decision guidelines were the express goal of a 

particular court, this first draft method would encounter some limitations that would have to be corrected by policy 

decisions. 

For example, certain categories of defendants would turn out to be relatively rare. (Only 6 Maricopa 

defendants of roughly 2,000 fell into category 1, for example.) Thus, basing decision ranges on an average of past 

decisions could prove unreliable over the long run. Further, the averaged past decisions method could also produce 

guidelines that would be illogical given a court's choice of policy dimensions. For example, given that categories are 

defined by rankings of seriousness and risk, it would be illogical to posit ROR as the presumptive decision for future 

defendants falling into categories 1 and 3 in Maricopa County, while suggesting a financial bond amount for 

category 2 defendants. 

In fact, selection by the courts of the explicit policy orientations represented by the charge seriousness and 

risk dimensions of the guidelines preordained conflict with a purely averaged or "status quo" approach to decision 

guidelines--at least to the extent that these dimensions did not govern past decisionmaking implicitly. That is, by 
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choosing the severity and risk emphases, the courts had determined that the restrictiveness of decisions suggested by 

the guidelines ought to correspond with the relative severity of the charges and relative risk posed by the defendant. 

Thus, formulation of suggested decision ranges became a little more complex with the requireIJ1ent that presumptive 

decision ranges be made to vary with the two dimensions conjointly. 

Considering these policy requirements, the research staff then proceeded away from the strictly averaged 

approach and began again by choosing key matrix categories as points of reference. So, for example, a first point of 

reference in the development of the Maricopa guidelines might be cell 1, because according to the logic of the 

guidelines dimensions this category included defendants with the lowest severity and lowest risk rankings. A look at 

the data suggested that an appropriate suggested decision would be the least restrictive available, nonfinancial 

release (it had been ,assigned in the past virtually 100 percent of the time). (See Table A11.2a.) 

A second key point of reference might be the cell at the other extreme of both dimensions, cell 24 

representing t,he most seriously charged and highest risk defendants. The median bond assigned by Superior Court 

commissioners in the past for defendants with attributes placing them within this category was $9,042. If the 

research staff employed the interquartile range around the median,for example, as its m.ethod of designating a range 

for future decisions within the guidelines, the data show that the 25th percentile case had bond set at $2,055 and the 

75th percentile case had bond set at $21,920. With suggested decisions for these two categories--theoretically the 

least and most serious extremes--thus posited, the research staff could then turn to other key cells that ought to 

serve as points of reference, such as cell 19, and cell 6, and perhaps cell 10 and 16, the guiding principle being that 

the restrictiveness of suggested decisions correspond with both relative severity and risk rankings. This was the 

procedure followed in beginning to draft the "suggested decisions" (the presumptive bail/pretrial release decisions) 

that would provide the central substance of the decision guideli'nes in each of the sites. 

Consideration of Other Policy Goals: Equity 

Once such a draft had been completed by the research staff, other policy goals of the court working groups 

also had to be taken into consideration. In each of the courts, for example, the judges had expressed a desire to 

bring about more equitable decisionmaking. If the notion of equity for the purposes of bail can be translated as 

somehow assuring that like defendants be treated to more similar decisions than previously, then guidelines ranges 

should also reflect a concern for consistency. In some categories, then, basing the range on the middle 50 percent of 
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amounts from past decisions would have the effect of centering future decisions toward the value of the former 

median case within each category. In some instances in which former decisions were extremely disparate, however, 

the middle-50-percent approach might not accomplish this goal. In a sense, having a suggested decision range 

varying from $2,000 to $22,000, as in the example of Maricopa's cell 24 just described, might be little better than 

having no range at all. In this kind of situation, it was argued, the participating court might wish to establish a range 

more closely centered around the median value of $9,000. 

Further Adjustments Based on the Court's Use of Pretrial Detention and Defendant Performance During Release 

To this point, the drafting process had considered mainly past decisions in light of the policy dimensions 

that the courts had selected to serve as the overall structure of the guidelines. However, data describing a court's 

past use of pretrial detention and the performance of defendants who gained pretrial release were also considered 

important in suggesting modifications to the suggested decisions within each guidelines category. For example, it 

would be illogical to discover that past decisions had detained lower risk and lower severity defendants more often 

that their higher severity and higher risk counterparts. Thus, part of the drafting process took such anomalies into 

consideration and "corrected" suggested decisions in order to align the likdy use of pretrial detention with the 

seriousness and risk dimensions, where detention patterns differed from decisionmaking patterns in past cases. 

Similarly, in each of the sites, the research staff identified categories of defendants in which failures-to­

appear and rearrests were seldom recorded, but in which detention was often employed. These categories then 

became candidates for establishing presumptive decisions that would be clearly less restrictive than in the past--to 

encourage greater pretrial release in the lower risk categories. Or, the opposite was also encountered; categories of 

defendants generally showing low rates of detention in the past but having undesirably high rates of flight and crime 

associated with them became candidates for presumptive decisions of a more restrictive sort. 

Questions about the Kinds of Decision Choices Suggested hy the Guidelines 

So far, we have summarized the guidelines construction process as if the decision options to be employed 

were limited to nonfinancial release (ROR) or financial bail or bond in some amount. The use of cash bond, 

however, has long been criticized on a number of grounds. Although we will not review them in detail here (but see 

Beeley, 1927; Foote, 1954; Goldfarb, 1967; Thomas, 1976; Goldkamp, 1979; Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1985), they 
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have included concerns that a cash-based bail system discriminates against the poor, that the use of cash 

camouflages a sub rosa system of preventive detention, and that it has invited corruption (through the resort to 

profit-oriented bondsmen in brokering the release process). Another criticism of the use of financial options at bail 

is that cash fails adequately to serve as a condition of release likely to minimize either propensity toward flight or 

threat <;If additional crime by released defendants. 

It 'was interesting that in each of the jurisdictions none of the judges working on the development of 

guidelines expressed satisfaction with cash bail as the currency of the bail/pretrial release decision. Discussion in 

each of the judicial working committees questioned the judges' routine reliance on cash bond. Each court agreed 

that a range of decision options was needed, but saw some difficulty in thinking that guidelines could merely 

eliminate the use of cash bond. 

As a result of these kinds of concerns about the centrality of financial bailor bond in the pretrial release 

practices of the study sites, the guidelines development process sought to surface more directly the implications of 

the judges use of cash bail and to devise additional release conditions that did not involve financial assets but 

responded more practically to the goals of the bail process. First, the empirical analysis had shown that in each of 

the sites, certain amounts of bond seemed to serve to define boundaries between release and detention. When 

bonds amounts were set over $500 in each site, the bail decision was tantamount to a decision to hold the defendant 

in jail. See Figure 11.4. Thus, in adjusting suggested ranges of bonds in the construction of the guidelines, the 

research staff and court could be made aware of the implications of amounts of bond for the likely use of pretrial 

detention that would result. 

Secondly, the guidelines in each of the locations sought to make use of an additional category of suggest,ed 

decision option for middle-risk, middle severity cases, an option not leading to detention but providing more 

restrictive conditions on the release of these categories of defendants. For lack of a better term, the guidelines in 

each of the locations posited that specified categories of defendants be assigned "special conditions of release," as 

opposed to standard conditions (ROR with agreement to refrain from crime and to attend court) or and financial 

conditions (amounts of bond). To a certain extent, particularly in Dade County, these kinds of conditions already 

existed; however, to a degree they would also have to be developed for the first time, particularly in Maricopa 

County. 



Figure 11.4 The levels of bond causing the detention of defendants, by court 
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These kinds of concerns guided the drafting and redrafting of the suggested decisions for each category of 

defendants in the guidelines and for each of the court systems. Based on input from the judicial working 

committees, the draft guidelines were revised until it appeared that they met the policy concerns the courts had 

articulated. See Figures 11.5 through 11.7 for examples of the fmal product. 
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I Figure 11.5 Pretrial release guidelines for Maricopa County Superior Court 
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Figure 11.6 Pretrial release guidelines for,Dade County Circuit Court 
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Chapter Twelve 

ESTIMATING THE IMPACT OF THE BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE GUIDELINES ON FUTURE BAIL 
PRACTICES 

Limitations and Assumptions in "Projecting Impact" 

183 

To assist the courts in deciding whether to implement the bail/pretrial release decision guidelines, the 

research staff conducted analyses aimed at estimating the impact guidelines would have on existing practices. In 

Dade County and Boston, in fact, the courts requested an analysis of impact on the use of pretrial detention both in 

the hope that guidelines might reduce the use of detention and in the fear that guidelines might increase the use of 

detention, given the jail crises in those locations. In Maricopa County, the Court wished to learn whether the 

guidelines could help reduce the Court's use of pretrial detention, which the descriptive analyses had revealed to be 

considerable. 

To estimate the impact that guidelines might have on the three courts systems, we asked the simple 

question: To what extent would the decisions in our sample of past cases be different had they been made according 

to the newly drafted bail/pretrial release guidelines? 

Analysis of the likely impact of the guidelines, of course, amounts to trying to predict how decision making 

will be affected by use of the guidelines in the future. Like other kinds of predictive analyses, the analysis of the 

future impact of guidelines was constrained by certain limitations and assumptions. The first limitation was, of 

course, that our findings would be tied to the characteristics of the cases in our sample. To the degree that future 

defendants entering the courts differed from the sample defendants we studied, our estimate of impact might be 

unrepresentative. 

There was another limitation our analysis had to confront. In principle, decision guidelines of the voluntary 

sort we have been developing are not intended to be followed by judges in 100 percent of the cases. They are 

intended as a policy resource in two ways: first, they are designed to be an overall compass reflecting the policy 

directions the Court wishes to pursue in its decisionsmaking and second, to be a case-by-case decision aid which 

posits a decision that will usually accomplish the policy' aims of the Court. Depending on the particular court's need 

for change to meet its goals, we can say that to be useful, the judge-decisionmakers should be making decisions thal 

fall within the suggested ranges a majority of the time. The guidelines approach expects that a minority of cases will 
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be decided as exceptions to the guidelines, for acknowledged reasons which the judge records. Thus, even in a 

jurisdiction seeking to effect noticeable change, agreement with guidelines should never be 100 percent, but rather 

closer to, say, 75 percent of the cases. 

In our analysis of impact, however, we cannot estimate a 75 percent effect as soundly as we can estimate the 

effect that the -guidelines would have were they followed 100 percent of the time. So, a limitation of our analysis of 

impact is that it will exaggerate the actual impact of guidelines to a degree depending upon what the actual rate of 

agreement between judges decisions and the guidelines ranges would be. The following analysis flrst examines the 

likely impact of guidelines on the distribution of bail decisions and then estimates the projected impact on the use of 

pretrial detention. 

THE LIKELY IMPACT OF DECISION GUIDELINES IN MARICOPA COUNTY 

In constructing decision guidelines for use by Superior Court commissioners in Maricopa County, the 

special characteristics of the flnal model obviously would determine the nature of the impact of guidelines on 

decision practices. For example, if the Court had preferred a model of pretrial release guidelines based primarily 

on mirroring current practices (essentially descriptive guidelines), little change would be the likely result, except that 

many fewer atypical decisions would be produced. The explicit format would have helped the commissioners to 

center their decisions in certain categories witbin a range deflned by the way they made decisions in like cases in the 

recent past. 

But as the model flnally chosen in Maricopa County differed from that purely descriptive orientation, the 

likelihood that it would restructure future decisionmaking notably increased. In short, because commissioners' 

recent past decisions had been governed exclusively neither by charge severity nor by defendant risk, the final 

I • 

version of guidelines which would seek to do this could be expected to produce decisions that differed from those 

practiced in the past. 

Aligning the decisions suggested by the guidelines according to the severity of a defendant's charges 

presents the least amount of change in future decision patterns. This is because the severity measure used as one of 

the guidelines dimensions is derived from study of the relative use of nonfinancial conditions by the commissioners 

as a group. (Of course, commissioners did not always agree in their ranking of offenses; thus, the resulting ranking 
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of offenses is a generalized measure.) To the extent that this theme becomes in future decisiortmaking one of two 

primary emphases--as opposed to one of several in the past--the severity dimension in guidelines does represent a 

more structured use of severity. Consideration of special emphasis "severity factors" would also accent this theme a 

bit more than in the recent past. 

Greater change in practices is posed by use of the risk dimension. Clearly, commissioners weighed the risk 

of flight and crime posed by defendants in making their decisions at initial appearance. But as a group, their 

diverse, subjective approaches appeared to have relied on factors not strongly predictive of flight and crime in a 

statistical sense. 

. To the extent that commissioners' decisions in the past have conformed to severity concerns (and thus 

would not differ much from the severity ranking used in the guidelines), they have not conformed to risk concerns. 

Our research has shown that in Maricopa County the severity of offenses is almost unrelated to the prospects of 

pretrial flight or crime among Maricopa (and other) defendants. 

We can estimate the nature of some of the projected changes by applying the draft guidelines to the 

defendants we studied from the summer of 1984. In addition, we can apply the guidelines to our data describing 

persons held in pretrial detention in Maricopa County on one day in the fall of 1985 and determine whether they 

would have received different decisions under guidelines. 

Estimating the Impact of Guidelines on Decisions in MaricoDa County 

Table 12.1 summarizes the decisions and outcomes characterizing defendants in our summer 1984 sample 

falling within given categories of the guidelines. By contrasting this information with the decisions suggested by the 

guidelines for each category, we can approximate in a rough way how different decisions under guidelines might be. 

In other words, we superimpose the guidelines grid (see Figure 11.5 above) over the data in Table 12.1 and try to 

draw conclusions about differences. 

This is a rough method for projecting the likely impact of guidelines producing an estimate of the maximum 

possible effect. The actual effect will be somewhat less because we will be taking the guidelines literally, as if 

commissioners would be following the suggested decisions in 100 percent of the cases. 

To begin our assessment of the differences that would be produced through use of the guidelines, we 

consider how defendants would be distributed in the guidelines grid. The results are summarized in Tabies 12.2a 
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and 12.2b. We fIrst examine the effects of the grid used alone and then of the grid as modifIed by the Court's 

"special severity factors" which have the effect of moving certain defendants into higher severity categories. 

Use of NonfInancial Release: By superimposing the guidelines decision grid over the data in Table 12.2a, 11 

categories (the upper left half of the grid) would involve some form of nonfInancial release (which we have 

abbreviated by calling ':standard" or "special") and 3 categories would permit nonfInancial options (but low amounts 

of secured bond could also be chosen). (For this discussion we include these three categories in the nonfinancial 

section of guidelines.) 

Approximately 69 percent of the felony defendants we studied would now fall into these presumptive 

nonfinancial release categories. This compares with 40 percent of the studied defendants who actually did receive 

some version of nonfinancial release. A maximum estimate is that nonfinancial release will be increased by 29 

percent under the guidelines--before taking into account the extra severity factors also included in the guidelines. 

When we adjust the guidelines decisions to take into account whether a weapon was used in the offense, whether a 

victim suffered any injury, and whether there were repetitive serious counts (see 12.3), the maximum projected use 

of nonfinancial options at initial appearance drops <to 64 percent. 

Although the impact would be less because we do not expect that commissioners will follow the guidelines 

m 100 percent of the cases, this finding is important l?ecause any increase in the use of nonfinancial release 

translates into an increase in the use of release (or, a reduction in the use of pretrial detention), an important goal 

in a jurisdiction experiencing crowded jail facilities. 

Use of "Special" Nonfinancial Conditions of Release: One explanation for the' projected greater use of OR 

and reduced use of detention is the guidelines' reliance on more restrictive or "special" conditions of release for 

targeted categories of defendants (defendants who would have been detained in the past). Formerly, under the 

practices we recently studied, what we called "special conditions" (which we roughly measure as either third party 

custody or supervision by pretrial services) were assigned in 16 percent of all cases and were not focused on a small 

number of categories (the highest proportions of defendants receiving these conditions were located in Cells 1 (33 

percent), 2 (28 percent), 3 (27 percent) and 14 (24 percent). Under these guidelines, the proportion would be 25 

percent and would be focused on Cells 5, 10, 15, 19 and 20, the middle severity and middle risk kinds of cases. 



Table 12.2a The d~stribution of 1984 Maricopa County felony defendants within guidelines categories: without taking into account special 
severLty factors 
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Table 12.2b The distribution of 1984 Maricopa County defendants within guidelines categproes: taking into account special 
severity factors 
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(n = 6) 

J OR/Standard 

1.3% 

(n = 30) 

f--
lOR/Standard 

0.2% 

(n = 4) 

I ORIS tandard 

0% 

(n = 1) 

lOR/Special 

2 

0.6% 

(n = 14) 

lOR/Standard 

10.3% 

(n = 229) 

, ORIS tandard 

2.7% 

(n = 60) 

lOR/Standard 

0.8% 

(n = 18) 

lOR/special_to $500 

Most serious 

Charge severity 

------3 4 5 6 

7.0% 3.0% 1.5% 1. 9% 

(n = 28) (n = 157) (n = 67) (n = 34) 

I OR/St~ndard lOR/Standard lOR/speCial to $ 750 I $1,000 to $5,000 

14.7% 16.5% 6.4% 5.2% 

(n = 328) (n = 369) (n = 143) (n = 116) 

lOR/Standard lOR/Special I $ 500 to $1,500 I $3,000 to $7,500 

4.9% 7.3% 3.2% 3.0% 

(n = 110) (n = 163) (n = 71) (n = 68) 

lOR/Special to $ 750 I $ 500 to $1,500 I $1,000 to $2,500 I $ 5,000 to $10,000 

1.4% 3.3% 1.6% 3.4% 

(n = 31) (n = 73) (n = 36) (n = 76) 

__ J$50~~~ $1,500 I $1,500 to $3,500 I $2,000 to $5,000 I $10,000 to $15,000 

Total n = 2,232 



Table 12.3 Estimating the impact of guidelines: comparison of initial appearance 
decisions projected under guidelines with past decisions for Maricopa 
County felony defendants, 1984 

Decision category 
Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 

Decision a~~roach Financial§. TotalQ __ Standard S]2ecial 
Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Past (1984)c 60 40 24 16 

Guidelines without 
special severity) 31 69 45 24 

Guidelines with 
special severity 36 64 39 25 

aCases bondable by law but denied bond in practice are included in this category. 
bThis category represent$ the total of cases receiving or possibly receiving nonfi­
nancial bond, whether "special" or "standard.'" Included as well are the guidelines 
categories which suggest a choice of either special conditions of release or low 
amounts of bond. In practice, in these categories bond could be d!:>cided as either 
nonfinancial or secured financial. 
cThis category reports what the actual bond decisions were for defendants in our 
study of 1984 felony defendants looked at using the guidelines categories for com­
parison. Thus, this table shows what defendants in the past received in given guide­
lines categories compared to what they would receive if guidelines had been in effect 
at the time. 

Table 12.4 

Lowest 

R 
i 
s 
k 

Use of "special" conditions (supervision, third party 
custody) among 1984 cases using guidelines categories 

[Percent of defendants in category) 

Severity 

Cell 1 Cell 2 Cell 3 Cell 4 Cell 5 

33 29 25 28 15 

Cell 7 Cell 8 Cell 9 Cell 10 Cell 11 

20 22 17 18 20 

Cell 13 Cell 14 Cell 15 Cell 16 Cell 17 
25 10 14 11 11 

Cell 19 Cell 20 Cell 21 Cell 22 Cell 23 
0 7 3 1 0 

Highest-

Cell 6 

23 

Cell 12 

9 

Cell 18 
9 

Cell 24 
1 
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Secured Bond under the Guidelines: Secured bond would be permitted in 13 categories (though it would 

be presumed in only 10 of these). We compared the bonds that would be suggested under the guidelines with those 

received by defendants in these categories in the past. Table 12.1 (above) shows the median bond that had been set 

for each of the 13 fmancial bond categories of guidelines in 1984. If we multiply the median bond in each category 

by the number of defendants that were in that category and add the totals for each of the 13 categories we obtain a 

weighted median for all secured bond defendants. If we then divide by the number of defendants in those 13 

categories (n= 1,027), we can find an averaged median bond for defendants we studied. 

We, can follow a similar procedure using the middle bond amounts suggested by the guidelines for each of 

the 13 secured bond categories. (We multiply the median guidelines bonds by the number of defendants falling in 

each category, add the totals and divide by the total number of bond defendants or 1,006). We obtain the following 

results: 

1984 decisions 

Projected under 
guidelines 

Weighted median bond 

(all bond defendants) 

$2,513,814 

$3,021,375 

Averaged median bond 

($2,698,291/1,006 defs.) 

$2,499 

$3,003 

This approach suggests that, assuming all secured bond defendants would receive the middle bond 

suggested for their category, the average bond would be raised approximately $500. The impact this is likely to have 

is uncertain, when we recall that if b,;:>nds were set over $500 in the first place they would usually cause the detention 

of the defendant. 

Estimating the Impact of Guidelines on Pretrial Detention 
Detention as a Result of the Pretrial Release Decision: Because detention is not decided directly in all cases 

(release is a direct outcome of a nonfinancial release decisions, but when bond is set release depends on the 

defendant's unknown ability to afford bond), it is somewhat more difficult to estimate the impact of guidelines on 

the use of pretrial detention. As an outside estimate, we can begin with the knowledge that if we expect 

nonfinancial release in 66 percent of the cases (up from 40 percent), we cannot expect detention to result in more 

cases than the number having bond set--or 33 percent of the cases. This compares with 54 percent of defendants in 
the sample who were held at-least more than one day?O So, assuming very conservatively that all financial 

90 Again, this assumes that guidelines would be followed in 100 percent of the cases and that defendants in cells 
specifying choices between ROR and low bonds amounts all would be given ROR. 
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defendants would be detained, this measure estimates that the number detained would be reduced at least 21 

percent. 

Because of the importance of questions about the impact of pretrial release guidelines on the use of pretrial 

detention, we have tried to estimate their effects a little more thoroughly. Table 12.S presents comparative data for 

each category of Maricopa County defendants. The "projected" rate of detention in each cell was arrived at from 

the suggested decisions in the decision guidelines. In categories in which the guidelines suggested OR, the projected 

impact was that 0 percent of defendants would be detained (either longer than one day or throughout the pretrial 

period. In categories with a range of cash bond suggested we determined a probability of detention (for detention 

measure as more than one day and for detention throughout the pretrial period) associated with given levels of 

financial bond91 and made the assumption that defendants falling in each of these categories would receive the 

highest amount of bond within the suggested range.92 

Cell-by-cell analysis shows that in the middle and lower severity and risk categories the use of pretrial 

detention would be decreased, while in the more seriously charged and higher risk categories greater use of 

detention would occur. Overall, however, we estimate that detention for longer than one .day should decrease at 

least 10 percent93 but perhaps as much as 20 percent94 with almost comparable reductions in detention throughout 

the pretrial period. 

Table 12.6 summarizes a similar analysis conducted to estimate the impact of guidelines on the number of 

"jail days" associated with bail practices. The approach taken was similar to that employed in the preceding analysis 

estimating the effects of guidelines on detention. First, the actual total number of days spent in jail by defendants in 

91 The probabilities of pretrial detention associated with given amounts of bond were the following in Maricopa 
County: 

% Detained % Detained % Detained 
Bond range >One day >Two days throughout 

$ 1-S00 6S.7 63.4 S3.7 
SOl-1QOO 87.0 8S.5 77.8 
1001-S000 92.1 90.6 77.8 
> SOOO 97.8 96.0 78.1 

92 Of course, we could have assumed that commissioners would usually set bond at the midpoint of the guidelines 
ranges, thus lowering the bonds and decreasing the estimates of detention somewhat. 
93 This estimate assumes that defendants in categories with a choice of OR "special" or low bond would all be 
detained. 
94 This estimate assumes that defendants in categories with a choice of OR "special" or a low bond would all be 
released. 
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Table 12.6 Estimating the impact of guidelines on jail days associated with the processing of entering felony defendants in Haricopa County Superior Court 

1984 

Projected 

1984 

Projected 

1984 

Projected 

1984 

Projected 

Hn - 0.3 Mn ~ 41.5 Hn - 29.1 
Sum - 2.0 Sum ~ 581.0 Sum - 816.0 

Mn - 0 Mn - 0 Hn - 0 
Sum - 0 Sum - 0 Sum - 0 

(n - 7) (n - 14) (n - 28) 

I ORIS tandard lOR/Standard lOR/Standard 

Mn - 12.2 Hn - 23.7 Mn - 30.7 
Sum - 367.0 Sum - 5,348.0 Sum - 9,996.0 

Hn - 0 Mn - 0 Mn - 0 
SUIII - 0 Sum - 0 Sum - 0 

(n - 30) (n - 226) (n - 326) 

lOR/Standard tOR/Standard lOR/Standard 

Hn - 26.0 Mn - 40.8 Hn - 52.3 
Sum - 104.0 Sum - 2,451.0 Sum - 5,702.0 

Hn - 0 Mn - 0 Hn - 71.0 
Sum - 0 Sum - 0 SUID :- 7,739.5 

(n - 4) (n - 60) (n - 109) 

lOR/Standard I ORIS tandard lOR/Special $750b 

Hn - 1.0 Hn - 28.5 
Sum - 1.0 Sum - 485.0 

Mn - 0 Hn - 49.7 
Sum - 0 Sum - 844.3 

(n - 1) (n - 17) 

lOR/special $500b 

1984 Total defendants (n - 2,207) 
Total jail days - 94 211 
Hean jail days - 42.7 per defendant 
.~Sums were calculated on unrounded means 

Hn - 62.3 
Sum - 1,869.0 . 

Hn - 72.2 
Sum - 2,166.8 

(n - 30) 

I $1,500 

Hn - 30.8 . Hn - 47.9 
Sum - 4,748.0 Sum - 3,208.0 

Mn - 0 Mn - 771.0 
Sum - 0 Sum'- 4, 57.3a 

(n - 154) (n - 67) 

lOR/Standard lOR/Special $750b 

Hn - 40.3 Hn - 43.1 
Sum - 14,594.0 Sum - 6,075.0 

Hn - 0 Hn - 72.2 
'Sum - 0 Sum - 10,184.1 

(n - 362) (n - 141) 

lOR/Special I $1,500 

Hn - 54.2 Hn - 57.3 
Sura - 8,832.0 Sum - 4,012.0 

Hn - 72.2 Hn - 72.2 
Sum - 11,773.2 Sum - ,5,056.0 

(n - 163) (n .,. 70) 

I $1,500 I $2,500 

Hn - 71.9 Mn - 67.2 
Sum - 5,251.0 Sum - 2,420.0 

Hn - 72.2 Hn - 72.2 
Sum - 5,272.6 Sum - 2,600.2 

(n - 73) (n - 36) 

I $3,500 I $5,000 

pro~ected total defendant ( n - 2~207) 
Pro ected total jail days - 7lJ9l~.1 
Pro ected mean 1ail days - 32.0 

bUsing 3 OR SPEcIAL categories as non-cash 
Projected total jail days - 58~574.0 
Projected mean jail days - 26.~ 

Mn - 38.2 
Sum - 1,299.0 

Hn - 72.2 
Sum - 2,455.7 

(n - 34) 

I $5,000 

Hn - 62.6 
Sum - 7,264.0 

Hn - 74.5 
Sum - 8,639.0 

(n - 116) 

I $7,500; 

Hn - 6" .0 I 

Sum - 4,35).0 

Hn - 74.5 
I Sum - 989.8 

(n - 67) 

I $10,000 

Hn - 60.7 
Sura - 4,1.31.0 

Hn - 74.5 
SUID - 5,436.6 

(n - 73) 

I $15,000 

(Note: The estimates of the impact of guidelines assume 100 percent compliance with guidelines and that judges would select the maximum bail amounts 
permitted in each category. Sums of jail days were calculated on unrounded means.] 
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each of the categories in 1984 was calculated. Then jail days values associated with the decision ranges suggested by 

the guidelines were determined. For example, in categories suggesting nonfinancial release, the expected number of 

jail days was assigned as O. Analysis was conducted to determine an average number of jail days associated with 

given levels of fmancial bail. Assuming again that commissioners would select the highest bond in the suggest bond 

ranges, the number of jail days associated with that bond level was assigned to all defendants falling in. given 

categories. 

The results show that under guidelines the sample defendants would have been detained for 22,245 less jail 

days--a reduction of 24 percent. Or, stated another way, bail practices under the 1984 procedures in Maricopa 

County produced an average of 42.7 jail days per entering felony defendant compared to an estimated 32.6 expected 

under the guidelines system. This estimate suggests that the costs of housing inmates in the jail can be considerably 

reduced using the guidelines system. 

The Likely Impact on the Jail Population: Another way to estimate the impact of guidelines on detention is 

to examine the data we collected describing a sample of defendants detained in the Maricopa County jail. The 

approach here is quite simple: we merely classify defendants held in Maricopa County on a given day as if they were 

to have bond decided under the draft pretrial release guidelines. 

To do this, we are not able to take fully into consideration the effect of the special severity factors, because 

our jail information was not as complete as our information describing the sample of 1984 felony defendants. On the 

basis of the guidelines matrLx alone, however, we were able to classify defendants detained in Maricopa County on 

September 21, 1985, according to severity and risk. See Table 12.7a and 12.7h. 

Forty-three percent of the detained defendants are ranked within the two lowest risk categories; 30 percent 

fall within the two least severe charge categories. Remarkably, without considering the special severity factors 

which are part of the guidelines approach, 44 percent of those held would be suggested OR releases under the 

guidelines: 31 percent OR with standard conditions and 13 percent OR with special conditions of release. 

This comparison, of course, exaggerates the releasability of the detainees in three ways. First, it does not 

consider the effects of the special severity enhancements (weapons use, injury to victim, and repetitive serious 



Table 12.7a The distribution of 1985 Maricopa County pretrial detainees within guidelines categories: without taking into account special 
severity factors . 

Lowest risk 

Probability 
of flight 

and/or crime 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Highest risk 

- - -

Least serious Most serious 

Charge severity 

..... :.: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

3.6% 1.2% 1.2% 3.6% 0% 1.2% 

(n = 6) (n = 2) (n = 2) (n = 6) (n = 0) (n = 2) 

lOR/Standard I ORIS tandard lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Special $ 750 I $ 1,000 to $ 5,000 
r' 

7.7% 1.8% 4.8% 6.5% 1.8% 2.4% 

(n = 13) (n = 3) (n = 8) (n = 11) (n = 3) (n = 4) 

lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Special I $500 to $1,500 I $ 3,000 to $ 7,500 

10.1% 3.0% 8.9% 8.3% 4.8% 6.0% 

(n = 17) (n = 5) (n = 15) (n = 14) (n = 8) (n = 10) 

lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Special to $ 750 I $ 500 to $1,500 I $1,000 to $2,500 I $ 5,000 to $10,000 1 

0% 0% 5.4% 8.3% 1.8% 7.7% 

(n = 0) (n = 0) (n = 9) (n = 14) (n = 3) (n = 13) 

lOR/Special I OR/Special I;~ $500 I $500 to $1,500 I $1,500 to $3,500 I $2,000 to $5,000 I $10,000 to $15,000 

Total n = 167 

- - - - - - - - - .. - - .. - - -
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Table l2.7b The distribution of.1985 Maricopa County pretrial detainees within guidelines categories: taking into account special 

severity factors 

Lowest risk 

Probability 
of flight 

and/or crime 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Highest risk 

Least serious Most serious 

Charge severity 
liliiii( ... 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. 7% 2.8% 1.1% 1.1% 1. 7% 1. 7% 
I 

(n = 3) (n = 5) (n = 2) (n = 2) (n = 3) (n = 3) I 

lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Standard lOR/Special to $ 750 I $ 1,000 to $ 5,000 

4.0% 5.1% 2.3% 4.5% 5.1% 1.1% 

(n = 7) (n = 9) (n = 4) (n = 8) (n = 9) (n = 2) 

lOR/Standard I ORIS tandard lOR/Standard lOR/Special I $ 500 to $1,500 1$ 3,000 to $ 7,500 

0.2% 5.6% 3.4% 9.6% 6.2% 4.5% 

(n = 11) (n = 10) (n = 6) (n = 17) (n = 11) (n = 8) 

lOR/Standard I ORIS tandard lOR/Special to $ 750 I $ 500 to $1,500 I $1,000 to $2,500 I $ 500 to $10,000 

0% 0% 4.0% 2.8% 6.2% 19.2% 

(n = 0) (n = 0) (n = 7) (n = 5) (n = 11) (n = 35) 

lOR/Special lOR/Special to $500 I $500 to $1,500 I $1,500 to $3,500 I $2,000 to $5,000 I $10,000 to $15,000 

Total n = 167 
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counts)95 and it takes the guidelines too literally. Further, we are making the unlikely assumption in this estimate 

that none of the detainees were "unusual cases," the kind likely to be treated as exceptions under the guidelines. 

Finally, this estimate does not consider the extent to which defendants previously not held in jail might be confined 

as a result of the guidelines. 

THE ESTIMATED IMPACT OF THE GUIDELINES ON DECISIONS IN DADE COUNTY 

A similar analysis of the likely effect of guidelines was carried out for the Circuit Court in Dade County. 

Yet so concerned was the court leadership about the possible side-effects of a guidelines approach on the critically 

crowded jail facilities in Dade County that the research staff worked closely with the pretrial services program to 

draft two versions of guidelines with varying impact for the committee's review. The difference between version I 

and version II is in the decisions suggested for cells 25 and 26. Under version I these categories offer a choice 

between nonfmancial release with special conditions and low amounts of bond; under version II the suggested 

decisions involve only nonfinancial release with special conditions. 

Like the Maricopa analysis, the analysis began by superimposing the draft guidelines over the data 

describing the decisions and outcomes, characterizing the defendants in the 1984 sample we studied. See Table 12.8. 

Tables A12.9 and A12.1O display the distributions of 1984 defendants within the two versions of guidelines. Table . 

A12.11 compares the percentage of defendants actually receiving nonfinancial versus financial release in 1984 with 

the percentages that would have received each kind of decision under the two proposed version of guidelines (again, 

assuming judges agreed 100 percent of the time with the guidelines). 

The Use of Nonfinancial Release: Under version I, we estimate that the use of nonfinancial release would 

increase 7 percent from 69 to 76 percent. Under version II, the estimated increase in the use of nonfinancial release 

would be 12 percent. 

The Use of "Special" Conditions of Nonfinancial Conditions of Release: A rough estimate of bond hearing 

defendants assigned the equivalent of what we now call "special" conditions of release in 1984 might include those 

assigned to pretrial services and then supervised and thQse released to ADAP (Alcohol Drug Abuse Program) 

95 We do know that at least 18 percent were charged with weapons offenses; however, we could not determine if 
weapons were alleged to have been used as the guidelines would require. We also know that a victim suffered some 
harm in 17 percent of the cases.) 
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or DIP (Domestic Intervention Program). Approximately 20 percent of the 1984 defendants fell into those 

categories. Under the guidelines, we estimate that from 8 to 11 percent more of entering felony defendants would 

be classified within "special" conditions ranges. 

The Use of Secured Bond: In striking contrast to the slight increase in average bond amount projected 

under the guidelines in Maricopa County, our estimates point to a sharp drop in the average bond amount in Dade 

County among bond defendants under guidelines. 

1984 decisions 

Projected under 

guidelines 

Weighted median bond 

(all bond defendants) 

$3,470,500 

1,426,825 

Averaged median bond 

(weighted bond 1554) 

6,264 

2,575 

The Estimated Impact of Guidelines on the Use of Pretrial Detention in Dade County 

Using the same procedure outlined above in the discussion of Maricopa County, we estimated the likely 

detention associated with each category of the proposed guidelines and for defendants overall (here we limit our 

discussion to version II, the one with the greater likely impact). Table 12.12 suggests that the effect of the 

guidelines would be to reduce the use of pretrial detention noticeably in the lower risk-lower seriousness categories 

of defendants and increase the use of detention in the higher risk-higher severity kinds of categories. Overall, 

assuming guidelines were followed 100 percent of the time (which they would not be), the use of detention for more 

than two days would be reduced from 17 to 24 percentage points (depending on assumptions about what judges 

would do in the categories giving choices between nonfinancial-special conditions and low amounts of cash bond). 

Table 12.13 summarizes the analysis estimating the impact of the guidelines decision on the number of jail 

days associated with bail practices. If the 1984 sample of defendants had the decisions suggested by the (version II) 

guidelines rather than their actual decisions, the total number of jail days generated by the Court's bond decisions 

would have been cut roughly in half. The average of 11.2 jail days per defendant characteristic of bond practices in 

1984 would be reduced to 4.2 jail days per defendants. 

The Likely Impact on the Jail Population: Table A12.14 shows the result of classifying our fall, 1985, 

sample of pretrial detainees according to the version I guidelines. Assuming unrealistically that guidelines would be 
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followed 100 percent of the time, a remarkable 40 percent of Dade County's detainees would fall within nonfinancial 

release categories. 

THE LIKELY IMPACT OF BAIL GUIDELINES IN THE BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT 

The Estimated ImpflJ'J"of the Guidelines on Decisions in Boston Municipal Court 

By superimposing the draft guidelines (see Figure 11.7 above) on the Boston defendant sample, we 

compared the likely decisions under the proposed guidelines with what Municipal Court judges actually had 

assigned--assuming that judges in the future would follow the guidelines 100 percent of the time. 

The Use of Nonfinancial Release: Table A12.15 shows that in 1984 the estimated popUlation of defendants 

studied entering the Boston Municipal Court received ROR approximately 71 percent of the. time. Under the 

version of guidelines proposed, Defendants would receive ROR 92 percent of the time, if we assume that no 

defendants in the ROR/special to low bond amounts categories would receive ROR or 95 percent of the time if we 

assumed the opposite. 

The Use of "Special" Conditions of Nonfinancial Conditions of Release: We were unable to identify use of 

the equivalent of what we refer to as "special" conditions of release in the BMC data (there was no pretrial services 

program or equivalent supervisory program). The draft guidelines would propose that from 36 to 39 percent of the 

cases--or slightly more than one-third of all the cases in nonfinancial categories--would be targeted for restrictive 

conditions of release. This focused use of "special" conditions was intended to respond to the research findings that 

roughly one-third of all BMC defendants either fail to appear or are rearrested during the pretrial period. 

The Use of Secured Bond: As we project that the BMC guidelines would increase the use of ROR notably 

and target special conditions of release on a large number of medium risk defendants, we estimate that the average 

bond amount for the (now smaller) category of defendants receiving bond would increase slightly, from 

approximately $200 to $350, not an increment likely to affect the use of pretrial detention. 



1984; decisions 

Projected under 

guidelines 

Weighted median bond 

(all bond defendants) 

$ 68,300 

123,750 

Averaged median bond 

(weighted bond/554) 

189 

342 
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Using the procedures described above in the Maricopa County and Dade County discussions, we used the 

decisions suggested by the guidelines to project a level of pretrial detention. Table A12.16 summarizes the 

comparisons between our estimates of detention in the future and the actual use of detention in each of the 

guidelines categories. We estimate that the rate of detention for longer than one day will be reduced from 21 

percent of entering defendants to 13 percent. 

In the same fashion, we attempted to analyze the likely impact of the draft guidelines on the jail days 

associated with bail practices in. the BMC. In 1984, the estimated population of BMC defendants entering the 

system between April and October were confined for a total of 19,825 jail days (see Table A12.17) ; this would be 

reduced to 3,963 jail days under the guidelines--a reduction of 80 percent. The average of 4.3 jail days per defendant 

in the 1984 sample could be reduced to an average of .7 jail days per defendant under the guidelines; this represents 

a reduction in the average jail days of 84 percent. 

The Likely Impact on the Jail PopUlation: When the population of defendants held in the Suffolk County 

Jail on the date of the jail study was classified according to the draft bail guidelines, approximately 8. percent would 

be classified as appropriate for outright release on OR (Standard). (See Table A12.18.) At least another 40 percent 

would be classified as candidates for release under restrictive nonfinancial conditions (OR/Special)., Thus, even if 

this estimate based on an unrealistic 100 percent compliance with guidelines is cut in half, nearly one in four of 

defendants held on a given day could be released under some version of nonfinancial release. 
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I A Concluding Note: Limitations of the Estimates of Impact 

I 
It is worth reiterating some of the limitations of the estimates we are making of the possible impact of 

initial appearance guidelines on release practices. First, when we apply the guidelines to the sample of felony 

I defendants we studied, we make two assumptions for the exercise: 

a) that future defendants will resemble 1984 defendants rather closely; 

I b) that guidelines will be followed in 100 percent of the cases. 

:1 Regarding the first concern, we do not anticipate that the composition of the defendant population will 

change greatly over time. Still, the proportions falling into the different categories will affect the use of nonfinancial 

I and secured bond options, as well as pretrial release and detention. For that reason, cell specific estimates, because 

they deal with specific categories of defendants rather than defendants overall, will prove most valuable. 

I We have already noted that our estimates represent a maximum possible effect because guidelines are not 

I 
intended to govern all cases. Rather than generating 100 percent compliance among decisionmakers, we would 

expect them to be invoked (i.e., the suggested decisions followed) in 70 to 80 percent of the cases. Because we can-

I not estimate well the nature of the likely departures from guidelines, we cannot meaningfully project the impact of 

guidelines any more closely. We imagine, for example, that judges or commissioners will wish to set nonfinancial 

I bond in categories suggesting secured bond upon occasion and that they will employ secured bond from time to lime 

I 
when the guidelines suggest nonfinancial options as a rule of thumb. 

Finally, we should stress the limitations of our estimates of the effects of guidelines on the jail population. 

I While it is clear that detention may be reduced by guidelines (and refocused according to risk and severity 

concerns), our application of guidelines to the local popUlations of detainees overestimates the likely impact for two 

I reasons: 

I 
a) once again, we "pretended" that guidelines would be applied literally in 1QO percent of the cases--

we have explained why this is not a practical assumption; 

I b) Similarly, the estimate of the impact on the jail population may be exaggerated. Recall that a 

minority of cases decided under guidelines will be decided as "exceptions." One could argue that in 

I a jurisdiction which has been sifting through the detention popUlation to find suitable candidates 

I 
for release, those remaining in jail might all be appropriately classified as special exceptions. In 

I 
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fact, many of the defendants who fall into nonfinancial decision categories may have special holds 

or other unusual circumstances that we do not examine when placing them in the guidelines. 

Even considering the limitations of our analyses, we conclude that a) the net effect--though less than the 

maximum effects reported here--will be in the direction of more release; and, b) the guidelines may be adjusted to 

adapt to release effects as they are used. 
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Chapter Thirteen 

CONCLUSION: THE DEVELOPMENT OF BAIL/PRETRIAL RELEASE GUIDELINES IN MARICOPA 
COUNTY, DADE COUNTY AND BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT 
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In our research in these three urban courts, the development of decision guidelines specific to each 

jurisdiction and acceptable to them marked only the midpoint in our study. Yet ahead were long and trying 

implementation and evaluation phases to see what, if anything, our research and collaboration with three urban 

courts had accomplished. But this first phase provided us with an enormous amount of knowledge about the 

characteristic and the unique operations of the pretrial process in American criminal justice. It also provided us 

with the first glimpse of the adaptability of the guidelines model to varied circumstance. In this Chapter we briefly 

review some select, but important, lessons from the many that emerged from our research desr.ribed so far. (In 

future volumes we will present a discussion of implementation and of empirical findings from our efforts to evaluate 

the guidelines that were adopted by our study jurisdictions). 

The overriding purpose of the research described here was to discover the extent to which the guidelines 

methodology first developed in connection with parole and sentencing decisions (Gottfredson, Wilkins and 

Hoffman, 1978) and implemented successfully in one large urban court system for bail (Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 

1985) could find application in diverse court systems. As discussed in Chapter One, despite decades of reform in 

the pretrial process, that have indeed made for a fairer and more rational process, the general picture of pretrial 

decisionmaking is still one'that departs substantially from what is desirable. By and large, pretrial decisionmakcrs 

do not have a clarity of purpose marked by focused goals and by an explicit policy of how the various goals of the 

decision might be simultaneously considered; they do not have adequate information concerning how the data they 

receive (when they in fact do receive them at all) are related to the achievement of those goals; they do not receive 

systematic feedback about how the cases they do decide fare in the system; they do not have the means to ensure 

. that equally situated cases are treated equally; and they do not have adequate resources for all purposes Gails are 

full, pretrial supervision staff are too few, time is too short). 

Our first task was to contact a large number of courts throughout the country, seek their interest and select 

three systems for participation in the study. In selecting jurisdictions, several criteria were important: they first had 
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to be willing to collaborate (we did not seek a commitment to implement whatever was developed, of course), they 

had to have large caseloads, overcrowded jails (not by any means a difficult criterion to achieve), and be 

administratively diverse, reflecting to as large a degree as possible the diversity of the pretrial processes in American 

criminal justice. Our study jurisdictions met these criteria adequately and serve, we believe, to give a fair test to the 

generalizability of the voluntary guidelines approach. 

Before we summarize the specific findings, one large and, perhaps most important "finding" of all, should 

be noted: at the outset of our work, when we looked for sites to study, we were overwhelmed with positive responses 

from the courts throughout the country. Most had some notion of what "guidelines" were all about and there was a 

near universal agreement that at least in principal guidelines were desirable. Most courts simply had neither the 

resources not the expertise to develop them. Then, when we selected the specific jurisdictions to study, we were 

once again overwhelmed, this time by cooperation. The courts we contacted were all highly professional, open to 

outside scrutiny, willing to work with researchers interested in trying to make things better, and, in every case, 

confronted by serious problems of overcrowding in their jails. The judges and administrators in our study sites gave 

generously of their time whenever they were asked, took our policy and feedback sessions seriously, and were 

uniformly committed to making the pretrial process fairer, more rational and more effective. Thus our first finding: 

the urban court systems are accessible for research, willing to collaborate, and interested in learning much more 

about themselves. Generally, the research resources available to the criminal court system are so inadequate, the 

information needs so obvious, and the desire to learn so great that the courts are anxious to collaborate in empirical 

research. 

The Nature of the Pretrial Process 

As described in Chapter Two, the three court systems differed both by law and by custom in terms of their 

procedures, their decisionmakers, their support staffs, their goals, and the adequacy of the information available at 

the first court release decision point. This latter point was perhaps most striking and of considerable consequence 

as our research progressed. In Boston, for example, the judge could not know from the information supplied to lJim 

or her what the prior criminal record of the arrestee was, or even the current pretrial release status, in one out of 

five cases. 
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With respect to the structure of decisionmaking in our study sites, diversity was the hallmark. They ranged 

from a system in which a single judge made most of the decisions most of the time with the assistance of an 

organized pretrial staff working under the department of corrections (Dade County) to a system in which numerous 

judges rotated the assignment in the absence of a modern pretrial service agency (Boston). Maricopa, with its 

system of several commissioners (who doubled as City Court pro tern judges) and a large and modern pretrial 

services agency working as an arm of the court, was yet another model. 

Our selection criterion of variability was also well served by the nature of the criminal defendants entering 

the various court systems in the study. On sheer numbers of defendants alone, the study sites differed substantially, 

reminding us that even in the largest cities in the country the size and scope of the criminal courts system can 

themselves vary dramatically; Dade County's court processed over three times the number of defendants at the bail 

stage than did the other two courts. The relevant pretrial detention facilities in Maricopa and in Dade County held 

about 1,500 defendants, while the jail serving the BOf,ton court we studied held only about 300. 

Our study courts had differing case loads, both with respect to the characteristics of the defendants 

(ethnicity varied among the sites) and criminal charges. Seriously charged felony defendants were in the small 

minority in the Boston Municipal Court, in comparison to the other sites. Drug cases more frequently came before 

the Dade court. 

The range of options used by the decisionmakers in our study with respect to release or detention before 

trial reflects the diversity of procedures found in American courts. The proportion released before booking, the use 

of bond schedules, the use of ROR, the relative amounts of money bail required to be released, the detention rates, 

and the misconduct rates all varied enormously among our sites (see Chapter 5). 

We discovered that despite considerable variation in detention practices early in the process, the majority of 

defendants did gain release before their trial and that the misconduct rates before trial are generally quite low. In 

particular, serious crime committed by the pretrial population is very rare. 

Bail Decisionmaking in American Courts 

One of our first tasks in each of the study sites was to develop a model of pretrial release decisionmaking 

and to study the correlates of the decision. In each site a very large sample of appropriate cases was selected and 
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extensive multivariate analyses undertaken (Chapters 6 through 8). Additionally, we studied the correlates of failure 

to appear in court and pretrial rearrest in each site. 

We discovered that the role of the pretrial service agency (in the two sites having one) and the form of their 

recommendation played a large role in the process of release or detention before trial. In one site the 

recommendation of the pretrial staff was, for all practical purposes, indistinguishable from the decision of the 

judge; in another site, agency representatives "agreed" to take clients in court at the bond hearing; in the third no 

agency exists. 

Despite this important variability, in all sites common factors were important in the initial bail decisions. 

Overwhelmingly, the seriousness of the charges facing the defendant determine the form and prospects for release. 

Beyond this, however, it was difficult to discover much consistency in bail decisionmaking, either within or between 

the courts in the study. In fact, our empirical analysis (informed by discussions with the bail decisionmakers) led us 

to conclude that bail decisions were disparate--they could not systematically be explained by objective factors 

available to us. (In Boston, at the request of the judiciary, we even constructed an empirical model based on the 

criteria suggested by statute since the judiciary told us that they followed these "guidelines". This "legal" model failed 

to be associated with the actual decisions of the Boston Judges, contrary to their predictions but consistent with the 

expectations of the guidelines approach.) On this basis alone, the need for explicit decision making guidelines was 

evident. 

With respect to the effectiveness of the decisions made in the three courts we studied, we discovered that 

here too the courts varied substantially. With respect to misconduct ratesgeneraUy (see Chapter Nine), they ranged 

from 16 percent of released felony defendants in Dade and Maricopa to 30 percent in Boston. In terms of effective 

releases, (effectiveness being defined as the proportion of all defendants entering the process who were not detained 

and not released later to fail to appear as required or to be rearrested), our study courts abu differed dramatically; 

Maricopa County Superior Court displayed the lowest effectiveness because of its frequent resort to detention, 

although its proportion of released defendants engaging in misconduct was comparatively low. Again there was 

considerable evidence of the need for explicit guidelines that provided the decisionmakers with knowledge of the 

consequences of their decisions on a systematic basis. 
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The Guidelines Development Process 

In each site we worked with a steering and policy committee formed expressly to aid in the collaborative 

work. After the descriptive work resulting in the findings briefly summarized above, each site began the process of 

thinking through the various forms that guidelines might take and the implications of adopting different models. 

The research team developed several models for the consideration of each committee and a series of meetings were 

held in each site to discuss the virtues and defects of each model. The models had different assumptions and 

radically different forms. One was a strictly "actuarial" approach that would take the best of the predictors of 

pretrial flight and rearrest and combine them into guidelines that would consider nothing but these two classical 

aims of the decision. Another was a two-staged model, in which first the decision about release or detention was 

made and then, for those released the method of release was considered. Considerable empirical work was involved 

in this phase of the research, with the project team developing models at the suggestion of the court committee, 

constructing appropriate forms and fitting the models to the data for the site (see Chapter Ten). 

In many respects, this phase of the collaborative research was most stimulating to the policy committee. 

The choices were real choices, each embodying a different vision for the pretrial process. The research staff noL 

only presented the models, but deVeloped material about their likely effects. Also, the research staff briefed the 

steering and policy committees about the social scientific literature and debates about such relevant topics a? the 

consequences for prediction, the bail setting practices of other courts and the guideline models in use elsewhere in 

the criminal justice system. The process was iterative, with the site committees sending the researchers back Lo the 

drawing board for additional models and more data time and time again. In every case, prescriptive, descriptive, 

actuarial and legalistic guideline models were bu.ilt, examined empirically, critiqued and modified. 

In the end an important finding emerged: despite the diversity of organization, staffing, legal codes, 

resources, and caseloads, all three sites opted for some form of matrix guideline system of the now classic form that 

simultaneously considered the seriousness of the case and the actuarial probability of misconduct. Of course the 

details of the models differed substantially; the predictors of risk differed both on grounds of availability and 

efficiency of defendant information and the jurisdictions had different notions of "severity" of the offense. Much 

work had to be done to tailor the classic guidelines form to the needs and preferences of the specific jurisdictions. 

But the general discovery should not be lost in this detail (however time consuming and difficult the detail was, see 
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Chapter Eleven)--the pretrial decisionmakers saw virtue in an explicit policy that tempered the actual risk the 

defendant posed if released with the seriousness of the crime bringing the defendant to the court to begin with. 

After the selection of the classic matrix model, site specific goals began to playa more prominent role. In 

Maricopa the judiciary was especially concerned about crimes in which weapons were used and in which persons 

had been injured. Similar concerns were shared by Dade County judges; in both sites public reaction was an 

important concern. In Dade County, the tradition of relying on a bond schedule had to be reckoned with. In 

Boston, the judges wished to reduce the remarkably high failure-to-appear ("default") rate without decreasing the 

use of pretrial release among defendants. 

Thus another important finding emerged from this study: although the classic matrix model was seen to be 

the most preferable one, it would not be possible to develop a "generic" guidelines model and simply mail it to 

jurisdictions throughout the country. Significant local and situational modifications are vital components to an 

acceptable pretrial guidelines model, as is the participation of the decisionmakers in the development of the model 

itself. Put together with what has been learned in other settings, the conclusion seems inescapable, that all criminal 

justice decisionmakers concerned with the deprivation of liberty are greatly attracted to a system that considers their 

own risk in making an error (seriousness of offense) and the objective risk to the community of wrongful releases 

and a system that allows such concerns to be applied more equitably than is generally the case. Other 

considerations are clearly subordinate to these, including the state of crowding of the correctional facilities. 

Constructing a Policy Tool 

Once the sites had settled In principle on the .matrix model and once the research team had given 

operational meaning to the concepts of risk and seriousness, hard work had yet to be done on the precise nature of 

the matrices and how they might actually be implemented in the ongoing court processes in some of the busiest 

court systems in the country. One important task was to establish presumptive decisions and decision ranges for the 

cells of the guidelines matrix, a normative task given that the combination of empirical risk and charge seriousness 

was novel in each of the study sites. This process was truly as much a part of the development of pretrial policy as 

the adoption df the matrix form itself. Whatever constituted the presumptions in these cells was to be the new 

policy of the court. Thus, preferred cash bail sums, alternative modes of release (supervised, ROR) had to be 

inserted into this new form. To assist the policymakers with this task, the research team "fit the data" from our 
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samples to various presumptions for each cell (i.e., that the cell would be an ROR cell or that the presumption 

I 

would be for cash bail of, say, $500), seeking misconduct and detention rates that would be expected under various 

decisions. Throughout all of this the research staff presented data about equity and how various scenarios would 

impact on the fairness of the guidelines. 

Once the steering and policy committees in each s~te settled on the specific nature of their matrix and once 

presumptive decisions had been established (both Maricopa and Dade forced their guidelines toward greater use of 

nonfinancial release options because of jail overcrowding), the research team used the models to predict their likely 

impact on the jails, misconduct rates and releases. Not surprisingly, given that the matrices were established to 

optimize t,hese goals, the guidelines seemed to have a plausible chance of reducing jail populations, lowering or 

keeping constant the misconduct rates, and enhancing the consistency of decisionmaking in the pretrial process. 

Implementation and Evaluation 

We discovered much in the first phase of this research both about the pretrial process and about the need 

for and willingness to accept explicit decision guidelines for bail. Among diverse courts a common model emerged 

as most desirable to the courts themselves and uniformly, the courts saw great merit in the concept. In the next 

volume we describe the second phase of this research designed to assess the generalizability of voluntary guidelines 

for bail, a phase in which we assisted the courts in deciding whether to implement and if so, how. We also present 

evaluation data on how well these guidelines systems achieved their goals. 
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APPENDIX A 



I 
I Table A3.1 Availability of key data from system records, by site, 1984 

'Dade County Maricopa County Boston Municipal 

I 
Court 

Missing data Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

I 
Total 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 4,580 100.0 

DemograEhic 
Age 0 0 1 - .0 202 4.4 

I Sex 0 0 3 0.1 0 0 
Race/ethnicity 6 0.3 11 0.5 177 3.9 
Refugee status 687 29.8 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

I' Address 36 1.5 52 2.3 104 2;3 
Address verified 1,199 51. 9 29 1.3 n/a n/a 
Resident status 1,346 58.3 62 2.8 3,119 68.1 

I 
Living arrangement 1,349 58.4 837 37.5 1,760 38.4 
Phone 461 20.0 57 2.6 2,001 43.7 
Driver's license 803 34.8 2,177 97.5 3,650 79.7 
Marital status 1,334 57.8 74 3.3 846 18.5 

I Number of children 1,364 59.1 83 3.7 1,298 28.3 
Length of employment 910 39.4 66 3.0 2,393 52.2 
Student status 1,383 59.9 1,320 59.1 1,436 31.4 

I Years of schooling 2,218 96.1 1,734 77.7 3,870 84.5 
Veteran status 1,383 59.9 2,208 98.9 2,082 45.5 
Income 1,425 61 .. 7 814 36.5 1,942 42.4 

I 
Physical condition 1,361 59.0 1,353 60.6 1,089 23.8 
Mental health 1,366 59.2 1,351 60.5 1,085 23.7 
Substance abuse 1,372 59.5 1,257 56.3 1,227 26.8 
Treatment for alcohol abuse 1,420 61.5 1,364 61.1 2,708 59.1 

1 Treatment for drug abuse 1,416 61. 3 1,370 61.4 2,675 58.4 

Charge related 

I Statute (first charge) ° ° 3 0.1 6 0.1 
Felony grading 2 0.1 23 1.0 9 0.2 
Attempt/conspiracy/ 

I 
solicitation ° ° 4 0.2 30 0.7 

Number of counts (first 
charge) ° ° 3 0.1 10 0.2 

Weapon (first charge) 2 0.1 633 28.4 121 2.6 

I Force (first charge) ° ° 641 28.7 154 3.4 
Number of charges ° ° 5 0.2 4,577 99.9 
Number of suspects 12 0.5 7 0.3 493 10.8 

I Number of victims 12 0.5 131 5.9 75 l.6 
Defendant knew victim 200 8.6 556 24.9 3,842 83.9 
Male victims 190 8.2 574 25.7 3,835 83.7 

I 
Female victims 190 8.2 562 25.2 3,836 83.8 
Number of sexual assault 

victims ° ° ° ° 3,816 83.3 
Race of victim 653 28.3 667 30.3 4,091 89.3 

I Number of elderly victims 483 20.9 599 26,8 4,021 87.8 
Age of victim(s) 753 32.6 679 30.4 4,158 90.8 
Injury to victim(s) 65 2.8 525 23.5 4,077 89.0 

I 
I 



I 
Table A3.l Availability of key data from system records, by site, 1984 (cont/d) 

I Dade County Maricopa County Boston Municipal 
Court 

Missin~ data Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent I 
Total 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 4,580 100.0 

Forcible entry 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
Property stolen or damaged 11 0.5 57 2.6 38 0.8 
Drug type 9 0.4 62 2.8 3,572 78.0 

I Drug quantity 27 11.7 738 33.1 702 15.3 
Nuniber of drugs 5 0.5 617 27.6 24 0.5 

Prior record I Number of prior arrests 42 1.8 4 0.2 946 20.6 
Number of recent prior 

arrests 42 1.8 54 2.4 945 20.6 I Number of prior arrests 
for serious personal 
offenses 40 1.7 15 0.7 952 20.8 

I Number of prior arrests 
for serious property 
offenses 40 1.7 18 0.8 958 20.9 

I Number of prior arrests 
for drug offenses 40 1.7 17 0.8 958 20.9 

Number of prior arrests 
for weapons offenses 40 1.7 22 1.0 952 20.8 I Number of prior convictions 48 2.1 35 1.6 952 20.8 

Number of prior felony 
convictions 42 1.8 87 3.9 957 20.9 

I Number of prior misdemeanor 
convictions 48 2.1 108 4.8 958 20.9 

Number of prior convictions 

I for serious personal 
offenses 40 1.7 18 0.8 955 20.9 

Number of prior convictions 
for serious property I offenses 40 1.7 18 0.8 955 20.9 

Number of prior convictions 
for drug offenses 42 1.8 35 1.6 955 20.9 

I Number of prior convictions 
for weapons offenses 43 1.9 18 0.8 958 20.9 

Probation/parole 40 1.7 7 0.3 894 19.5 
Number of prior failures to I appear on felonies 53 2.3 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Number of prior failures to 

appear n/a n/a 15 0.7 965 21.1 I Number of prior failures to 
appear on misdemeanors 51 2.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Outstanding warrants 28 1.2 8 0.4 918 20.0 

I Pretrial release status 34 1.5 18 0.8 848 18.5 

aBased on a total weighted n of 4,210 cases. 
bBased on a total n of 2,232 cases. I cBased on a total weighted n of 4,580 cases. 

I 



------~ 

I Table.A4.1 Charac'teristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court 

I' Court system 

I Boston Municipal Dade County: Maricopa County: 
Court Circuit Court Stt:l2erior Court 

Characteristics Number Percenta Number Percenta Number Percenta 

I Totalb 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 

Demo~ra2hics 

I Age 
Median years 4,378 25 ' 2,299 28 2,226 26 

I Race/ethnicity 
Total 4,403 100.0 2,302 100.0 2,221 100.0 
White 1,922 43.7 517 22.4 1,223 55.1 

I 
Black 2,062 46.8 908 39.3 334 15.0 
Hispanic 275 6.2 801 34.7 574 25.8 

Other 144 3.3 76 3.3 90 4.1 

I Sex 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,229 100.0 
Male 3,279 71.6 1,999 86.6 1,949 87.4 

I 
Female 1,301 28.4 309 13.4 280 12.6 

Marital status 
Total 4,580 100.0 935 100.0 2,158 100.0 

I Single 3,049 66.6 559 59.8 1,246 57.7 
Other 1,531 33.4 376 40.2 912 42.3 

I Education 
Median years 709 12 73 11 498 12 

I 
Local resident 

Total 4,580 100.0 2,271 100.0 2,170 100.0 
No 187 4.1 119 5.2 369 17.0 

I 
Yes 4,393 95.9 2,152 94.8 1,801 83.0 

Employed 
Total 3,528 100.0 1., 3.24 ' ,100.0 2,170 100.0 

I No 1,863 53.0 438 33.0 867 40.0 
Yes 1,655 47.0 886 67.0 1,303 60.0 

I 
Char~e related 
Possible penalty 

Total 4,571 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 
< 5 years 3,278 71.7 0 0 0 0 

I > 5 years 1,293 28.3 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 

Index charges 

I Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 
Non-index 3,977 86.8 1,542 66.8 1,457 65.3 
Index 603 13.2 766 33'.2 775 34.7 

I 
I 
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Table A4.1 Characteristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court (cont'd) 

Court system 

Boston Municipal Dade County: Maricopa County: 
Court Circuit Court SU12erior Court 

Characteristics Number Percenta Number Percenta Number Percenta 

Tota1b 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 

Prior criminal history (cont'd.) 
Arrests for drug offenses 

Total 3,626 100.0 2,268 100.0 2,215 100.0 
None 2,870 79.2 1,65 773.5 1,524 68.8 
1 or more 756 20.8 611 26.5 691 31. 2 

Arrests for weapons offenses 
Total 3,635 100.0 2,268 100.0 2,210 100.0 
None 2,967 81. 6 1,853 81. 7 2,072 93.8 
1 or more 668 18.4 415 18.3 138 6.2 

Prior convictions 
Total 3,753 100.0 2,261 100.0 2,197 100.0 
None 2,110 56.2 1,303 57.6 1,150 52.3 
1 or more 1,643 43.8 958 42.4 1,047 47.7 

Prior felony convictions 
Total 3,627 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,145 100.0 
None 2,967 81.8 1,847 80.0 1,478 68.9 
1 or more 660 18.2 461 20.0 667 31.1 

Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Total 3,640 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,124 100.0 
None 2,138 58.7 1,491 64.6 1,552 73.1 
1 or more 1,502 41. 3 817 35.4 572 26.9 

Prior convictions for serious personal offenses 
Total 3,631 100.0 2,268 100.0 2,214 100.0 
None 3,219 88.6 2,161 95.3 1,987 89.7 
1 or more 412 11.4 107 4.6 227 10.3 

Prior convictions for serious property offenses 
Total 3,630 100.0 2,268 100.0 2,214 100.0 
None 3,395 93.5 2,085 92.0 1,963 88.7 
1 or more 235 6.5 183 8.0 251 11.3 

Prior convictions for drug offenses 
Total 3,626 100.0 2,266 100.0 2,197 100.0 
None 3,119 86.0 1,926 85.0 1,710 77.8 
1 or more 507 14.0 340 15.0 487 22.2 



Table A4.l Characteristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court (cont/d) 

Boston Municipal 
Court 

Characteristics Number Percenta 

To tal ° 4,580 100.0 

Prior criminal history (cont/d.2 

Court system 

Dade County: 
Circuit Court 
Number Percenta 

2,308 100.0 

Prior convictions for weapons offenses 
Total 3,627 100.0 2,265 100.0 
None 3,226 88.9 2,121 93.6 
1 or more 401 1l.1 144 6.4 

On probation/parole 
Total 3,68'6 100.0 2,268 100.0 
No 3,109 84.3 2,121 93.5 
Yes 577 15.7 47 6.5 

Prior failures to appear 
Total 3,659 100.0' 2,308 100.0 
None 2,276 62.2 1,705 73.9 
1 or more 1,383 37.8 603 26.1 

Outstanding warrants 
Total 3,679 100.0 2,280 100.0 
None 3,010 8l. 8 2,005 87.9 
1 or more 669 18.2 275 12.1 

On pretrial release at this arrest 
Total 3,731 100.0 2,275 100.0 
No 3,316 88.9 2,239 98.4 
Yes 415 11.1 36 l.6 

apercentages are adjusted for missing cases. Missing 

Maricopa County: 
Superior Court 

Number Percenta 

2,232 100.0 

2,214 100.0 
2,139 96.6 

75 3.4 

2,224 100.0 
1,890 85.0 

334 15.0 

2,216 100.0 
1,927 87.0 

289 l3.0 

2,224 100.0 
1,834 82.5 

390 17.5 

2,113 '100,0 
2,020 9l.3 

193 8.7 

cases can be calculated by 

I 
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£~~~~a~~~~gt~:r~~~~~nt~~~l~a~~O:a~;~~!er:~~:~~ weighted estimates of the defendant I'· 
populations. The Maricopa sample is a "total" sample of entering felony defendants. 
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Table A4.2 Characteristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court 

Characteristics 

Tota1a 

Demographics 
Age 

Median years 

Race/ethnicj,ty 
Total 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

Sex 
Total 
Male 
Female 

Marital status 
Total 
Single 
Other 

Education 
Median years 

Local resident 
Total 
No 
Yes 

Employed 
Total 
No 
Yes 

Charge Related 
Possible penalty 

Total 
< 5 years 
> 5 years 

Index charges 
Total 
Non-index 
Index 

Court system 

Suffolk County: 
Superior Court 
Number Percentb 

356 

328 

301 
143 
114 

37 
7 

354 
320 

34 

281 
177 
104 

266 

139 
6 

133 

249 
116 
133 

354 
39 

315 

356 
211 
145 

100.0 

27 

100.0 
47.5 
37.9 
12.3 
2.3 

100.0 
90.4 
9.6 

100.0 
63.0 
37.0 

11 

100.0 
4.3 

95.7 

100.0 
46.6 
53.4 

100.0 
11.0 
89.0 

100.0 
59.3 
40.7 

Dade County 
Court 

Nuni.ber Percentb 

1,977 

1,969 

1,969 
537 
682 
610 
140 

1,577 
1,480 

497 

32 
12 
20 

1,897 
88 

1,809 

1,055 
341 
714 

1,977 
1,977 

o 

1,977 
1,973 

4 

100.0 

28 

100.0 
27.3 
34.6 
3l.0 
7.1 

100.0 
74.8 
25.2 

100.0 
37.5 
62.5 

c 

100.0 
4.7 

95.3 

100.0 
32.3 
67.7 

~OO.O 
100.0 

o 

100.0 
99.8 

.2 



Table A4.2 Characteristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court (cont/d) 

Court system 

Characteristics 
Total 

Suffolk County: 
Superior Court 
Number Percent 

356 100.0 

Charge related (cont/d.) 
Weapons charges 

Total 356 100.0 
69.1 
30.9 

No 246 
Yes 110 

Drug charges 
Total 
No 
Yes 

Person victim 
Total 
No 
Yes 

Sexual assault victim 
Total 
No 
Yes 

Injury to victim 
Total 
No 
Yes 

Prior Criminal History 
Recent arrests (within 3 

Total 
None 
1 or more 

356 
267 
89 

273 
96 
77 

259 
247. 

12 

241 
209 

32 

years) 
316 

91 
225 

100.0 
75.0 
25.0 

100.0 
71.8 
28.2 

100.0 
95.4 
4.6 

100.0 
86.7 
13.3 

100.0 
28.8 
71.2 

Prior arrests for 
Total 

serious personal offenses 

None 
1 or more 

Prior arrests for 
Total 
None 
1 or more 

316 100.0 
158 49.8 
159 50.2 

serious property offenses 
317 100.0 
247 77.9 
70 22.1 

Dade County. 
Court 

Number Percent 
1,977 100.0 

1,977 100.0 
1,921 97.2 

56 2.8 

1,976 100.0 
1,788 90.5 

188 9.5 

1,977 100.0 
1,905 96.3 

72 3.7 

1,977 100.0 
1,973 99.8 

4 .2 

1,965 100.0 
1,925 98.0 

40 2.0 

1,977 100.0 
866 43.8 

1,111 56.2 

1,949 100.0 
1,624 83.3 

325 16.7 

1,949 100.0 
1,616 82.9 

333 17.1 
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Table A4.2 Characteristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court (cont/d) 

Court system 

Characteristics 
Total 

Suffolk County: 
Superior Court 
Number Percent 

356 100.0 

Prior criminal history (cont/d) 
Prior arrests for drug offenses 

Total 317 100.0 
58.7 
41. 3 

None 186 
1 or more 131 

Prior arrests for 
Total 
None 
1 or more 

Prior convictions 
Total 
None 
1 or more 

weapons offenses 
317 100.0 
172 54.3 
145 45.7 

319 100.0 
118 36.9 
202 63.1 

Prior felony convictions 
Total 317 100.0 
None 204 64.4 
1 or more 113 35.6 

Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Total 317 100.0 
None 135 42.6 
1 or more 182 57.4 

Prior convictions for serious personal 
Total 317 100.0 
None 215 67.8 
1 or more 102 32.2 

Prior convictions fbr serious property 
Total 317 100.0 
None 272 85.8 
1 or more 45 14.2 

Prior convictions for drug offenses 
Total 317 100.0 
None 243 76.7 
1 or more 74 23.3 

Prior convictions for weapons offenses 
Total 317 100.0 
None 220 69.4 
1 or more 97 30.6 

offenses 

offenses 

Dade County 
Court 

Number Percent 
1,977 100.0 

1,977 100.0 
1,460 73.8 

517 26.2 

1,949 100.0 
1,688 86.6 

261 13.4 

1,949 100.0 
930 47.7 

1,019 52.3 

1,977 100.0 
1,664 84.2 

313 15.8 

1,977 100.0 
1,011 51.1 

966 48.9 

1,949 100.0 
1,857 95.3 

92 4.7 

1,949 100.0 
1,841 94.4 

108 5.6 

1,949 100.0 
1,584 81. 3 

365 18.7 

1,949 100.0 
1,841 94.4 

108 5.6 



Table A4.2 Characteristics of sample defendants entering the criminal process 
during study period, 1984, by court (cont'd~ 

Court system 

Characteristics 
Total 

Suffolk County: 
Superior Court 
Number Percent 

356 100.0 

Prior criminal history (cont/d} 
On probation or parole 

Total 206 100.0 
No 261 85.3 
Yes 45 14.1 

Prior failures to appear 
Total 317 100.0 
None 175 55.2 
1 or more 142 44.8 

Outstanding warrants 
Total 317 100.0 
None 253 79.8 
1 or more 64 20.2 

On pretrial release at this arrest 
Total 300 100.0 
No 250 83.3 
Yes 50 16.7 

Dade County 
Court 

Number Percent 
1,977 100.0 

1,949 100.0 
1,917 98.4 

32 l.6 

1,977 100.0 
1,640 83.0 

337 17.0 

1,948 100.0 
1,724 88.5 

224 n.5 

1,949 100.0 
1,937 99.4 

12 .6 

apercentages are adjusted for missing cases. Missing cases can be calculated by 

) 
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I 
I 
I 

subtracting variable totals from sample total. 'I 
bNote that the Suffolk County is a "total" sample of direct indictment cases. The 
Dade sample is a weighted estimate of misdemeanor cases. 
cNo information available. '1 
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Table A5.1 Comparison of case processing measures in the three research sites 

Court system 

Boston Municipal Dade County Maricopa County 
Processing Court Circuit Court SU12erior Court 
measures Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Totala 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 

Released at booking 
Total 4,387 100.0 2,276 100.0 n/a 
Not released 2,309 52.6 1,818 79.9 n/a 
Released 2,078 47.4 458 20.1 n/a 

Released via bond schedule 
Total n/a 2,276 100.0 n/a 
Not released n/a 1,818 79.9 n/a 
Released n/a 458 20.1 n/a 

Attending first appearance 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,276 100.0 2,232 100.0 
Not attending 33 0.7 458 20.1 0 0 
Attending 4,547 99.3 1,818 79.9 2,232 100.0 

Bail decision 
Total 4,484 100.0 1,8l8b 100.0 2,229 100.0 
Nonfinancial 3,130 68.8 1,217 66.9 892 40.0 
Financial 1,293 28.2 554 0.5 1,296 58.1 
Denied bond 61 l.3 47 2.6 41 1.8 

Bail/bond (ROR as $0)' 
Median ($) 4,519 0 1,774b 0 2,179 685 

Financial bail/bond 
557b Median ($) 1,296 100 3,775 1,288 2,000 

Released within 24 hours (of booking) 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,158 100.0 
Not released 969 20.9 903 39.1 1,155 53.5 
Released 3,611 79.1 1,405 60.9 1,003 46.5 

Released within 48 hours (of booking) 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,207 100.0 
Not released 667 14.6 787 34.1 1,180 53.5 
Released 3,913 85.4 1,521 65.9 1,027 46.5 

Financial defendants released within 48 hours (of booking) 
Total 1,293 100.0 557b 100.0 1,295 100.0 
Not released 441 34.1 478 85.8 1,141 8.1 
Released 852 65.9 79 14.2 154 11.9 

Released within 90 days or prior to adjudication 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,294 100.0 2,228 100.0 
Not released 262 5.7 438 19.2 1,017 45.6 
Released 4,318 94.3 .1,856 80.8 1,211 54. L~ 

Bail of released financial defendants 
Median ($) 1,110 100 285 4,000 318 1,644 



Table A5.1 Comparison of case processing measures in the three research sites 
(cont I d.) 

Court system 

Boston Municipal Dade County Maricopa County 
Processing Court Circuit Cou.rt SU:Qerior Court 
measures Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 

Days in jail per defendant 
Mean 4,562 4.4 1,840 11.2 2,207 42.7 

Days in jail per 1,000 defendants 
Mean 4,562 4,400 1,840 11,200 2,207 42,700 

Cases disposed within 90 days 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,294 100.0 2,232 100.0 
Not disposed 2,102 45.9 773 33.7 242 10.8 
Disposed ·2,479 54.1 1,521 66.3 1,990 89 1. 

Cases dropped or dismissed within 90 days 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.lJ 
Not dropped 3,986 87.0 1,222 51. 5 1,043 46.7 
Dropped 594 13.0 1,086 48.5 1,189 53.3 

Of released, failures to appear (with warrant) within 90 days 
Tota1C 4,318 100.0 1,840 100.0 1,205 100.0 
No FTA 3,397 78.7 1,640 89.2 1,111 92.2 
FTA 921 21. 3 200 10.8 94 7.8 

Of released, rearrests within 90 days 
Tota1C 915d 100.0 1,819 100.0 1,195 100.0 
Not rearrested 785 85.8 1,706 93.8 1,068 88.7 
Rearrested 129 14.2 113 6.2 136 11.3 

at' released, rearrests for serious personal offensese within 90 days 
TotalC 915d 100.0 1,856 100.0 1,204 100.0 
Not rea.rrested 903 98.7 1,819 98.0 1,171 97.3 
Rearrested 12 1.3 37 2.0 33 2.7 

Of released, failures to appear or rearrest within 90 days 
Tota1C 915d 100.0 1,856 100.0 1,211 100.0 
Not failing 611 66.8 1,573 84.7 1,004 82.9 
Failing 304 33.2 283 15.3 207 17.1 

Range of effective release 
Total 4,580 100.0 2,308 100.0 2,232 100.0 
FTA 3,397 74.2 1,640 72.0 1,111 49.8 
Rearrest 785d 82.2 1,706 75.6 1,068 47.8 
Either/or 611d 64.0 1,573 68.6 1,004 45.0 

a.Note that the Boston and Dade samples reflect weighted estimates of the defendant 
gopu1ations. The Maricopa sample is a "total" sample of entering felony defendants. 

Includes defendants who posted bond before bond hearing. 
cThe number of defendants at risk (released) in each of the samples was: Boston 
Municipal Court (4,318), Dade Circuit Court (1,856) and Maricopa Superior Court 
(1,211). Actual totals may add to less than this number because of missing 
information. 
dThese numbers are estimates derived from a special subsample of cases (n = 414) 
which when weighted total 955. 
eSerious personal offenses included assaults, kidnapping, rape, robbery, murder, 
manslaughter and arson with personal harm. 

---------... ----
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II Table A5.2 Comparison of case processing measures in the three research sites 
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Court system 

Processing 
measures 

Suffolk County 
Superior Court 

Direct Indictment Sample 
Number Percent 

Total 356 100.0 

Released at booking 
Total n/a 

n/a 
n/a 

Not released 
Released 

Released via bond 
Total 
Not released 
Released 

schedule 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

Attending first 
Total 
Not attending 
Attending 

appearance 
356 

1 
355 

Bail decision 
Total 
Nonfinancial 
Financial 
No bond 
Other 

345 
149 
179 

13 
4 

Bail/bond (ROR as $0) 
Median ($) 

Financial bail/bond 
Median ($) 

326 

177 
Released within 24 

Total 
Not released 
Released 

Released within 48 
Total 
Not released 
Released 

hours 
2L~9 

33 
216 

hours 
249 

33 
216 

100.0 
0.3 

99.7 

100.0 
43.2 
51. 9 

3.8 
1.2 

300 

2,500 

100.0 
13.3 
86.7 

100.0 
13.3 
86.7 

Financial defendants 
Total 

released within 24 hours 

Not released 
Released 

110 100.0 
33 30.0 
77 70.0 

Financial defendants released within 48 hours 
Total 110 100.0 
Not released 33 30.0 
Released 77 70.0 

Released within 90 days or prior to adjudication 
Total 356 100.0 
Not released 101 28.4 
Released 255 71.6 

Bail of released financial defendants 
Median ($) 109 1,000 

--------------------------

Dade County 
Court 

Number Percent 

1,977 100.0 

1,977 
1,219a 

758b 

1,977 
874 

1,103 

1,977 
4 

1,973 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

1,215 

1,219a 

277 
942 

1,219a 

253 
966 

489 
265 
224 

489 
241 
248 

1,215 
209 

1,007 

285 

100.0 
61. 7 
38.3 

100.0 
42.2 
55.8 

100.0 
.2 

99.8 

o 

495 

100.0 
22.7 
77 .3 

100.0 
20.8 
79.2 

100.0 
54.2 
45.8 

100.0 
49.2 
50.8 

100.0 
17.2 
82.8 

500 



Table AS. 2 Comparison of case processing measures in the three research si'tes 
(cont'd) 

Court system 

Suffolk County Dade County 
Processing SU]2erior Court Court 
measures Direct Indictment Sample 

Number Percent Number 

Total 356 100.0 1,977 

Days in jail per defendant 
Mean 249 5.7 1,215 

Days in jail per 1,000 defendants 
Mean 249 5,700 1,215 

Cases dropped/dismissed within 90 days 
Total 356 100.0 1,219 
Not dropped 354 99.4 750 
Dropped 2 0.6 469 

Of released, failures to appear within 90 days 
Total 
No FTA 
FTA 

Of released, rearrests 
Total 
Not rearrested 
Rearrested 

Of released, rearrests 
Total 
Not rearrested 
Rearrested 

254 100.0 
251 98.8 

3 1.2 
wi thin 90 days 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

for serious personal 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

1,002 
846 
156 

982 
846 
136 

offenses within 
1,006 

998 
8 

Of released, failures to 
Total 

appear 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

or rearrests within 90 days 

Not failing 
Failing 

Range of effective 
Total 
FTA 
Rea.rrest 
Either/or 

release 
356 
255 
n/a 
n/a 

100.0 
71. 6 
n/a 
n/a 

aCases completed \vithin 24 hours. 
bCases not completed within 24 hours. 

1,007 
762 
245 

1,007 
846 
846 
762 

Percent 

100.0 

2.5 

2,500 

100.0 
61. 5 
38.5 

100.0 
84.4 
15.6 

100.0 
86.1 
13.9 

90 daysc 
100.0 

99.2 
.8 

100.0 
75.7 
24.3 

100.0 
69.4 
69.4 
62.5 

cSerious personal offenses included qssau1ts, kidnapping, rape, robbery, murder, 
manslaughter and arson with personal harm. 
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I 
I Table A6.2 Multivariate analysis of the pretrial services recommendations for nonfinancial 

release among entering felony defendants, Maricopa County Superior Court, 

I ______________ J_u_n_e_-J_U_l_y __ l_9_8_4_. __________ ~,------------------------______________________ _ 
Dependent variable Total n Number recelvlng recommendation 

Nonfinancial recommendation 2,232 911 

1------------------------
Regression analysis: II Ind~pendent variables: 

I 
I 

Recent prior arrests 
Length of residence 
Outstanding warrants 
Prior felony convictions 
Wage income 
Lives alone 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Robbery charge 

Logit analysis: 
Variables in final model: 

Recent prior arrests 
Length of residence 
Outstanding warrants 
Prior felony convictions 
Lives alone 
Wage income 
Robbery charge 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 

'I Results: 
r2 = .27 p = <.000 Goodness of fit Chi-sq = 128.24 

1, _____ <M_l_·s_s_i_n_g_: __ l_l_3_) __________________________ D_F __ = __ 1_2_4 __ p_v __ al_u_e __ = __ ._3_8 ______________________ _ 

'I 
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I 
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I 

I 



Table A6. 3 Multivariate analysis of bail decisions among entering felony defendants, 
Maricopa County Superior Court, June-July, 1984: The effect of the 
presiding commissioners 

Dependent variable 
Nonfinancial versus 
financial release 

Total n 
2,188 

Number with nonfinancial release 
892 

Re~ression analysis: Logit analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Commissioner based severity 
Outstanding warrants 
Length of residence 
Recent prior arrests 
Police: risk of flight 
Wages reported 
Lives alone 
Wea~ons charges 

,1:- = .32 
Non~inancial release recommended 

,1:- = .90 
Judges 4,3,2,1 

Res~lts: 
r = .90 P = <.000 
(Missing = 157) 

Dependent variable 
Cash bail amount 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Commissioner based severity 
Any sexual assault victim 
Any robbery charges 
Police: risk of flight 
Number of charges 
Weapons charges 
AlcQhol or drug related charges 

:);b = .32 

Total n 
1,288 

NO~~i~a~~~al release recommended 

Judges 2,4,3,1 

Results: 
r2 = .42 p = 0 
(Missing = 1) 

Variables in final model: 

Outstanding warrants 
Length of residence 
Recent prior failures to appear 
Police: risk of flight 
Nonfinancial release recommended 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq = 83.69 
DF = 127 P value = 1.00 
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Table A6.4 Multivariate analysis of release within 48 hours among entering 
felony defendants, Maricopa County Superior Court, June-July, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Released within 48 hours 

Re~ression analvsis: 
Independent variables: 

Address verified 
Prior recent arrests 
Employment status 
Prior felony convictions 
Length of residence 
Drug charges 
Police: risk of flight 
Has a telephone 
Prior pretrial release 
Sub~tance abuse 

.r,- = .40 

Total n 
2,207 

Number released within 48 hours 
1,027 

Lo~it analysis: 
Variables in final model: 

Nonfinancial release recommended 
Employed full time 
Drug charges 
Prior felony convictions 
Has a telephone 
Recent prior arrests 

Nonfinancial release recommendeda 

Res~lts: 
r = .70 p = <.000 
(Missing = 237) 

aDominant independent variable 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq: 382.62 
DF = 448 P value = .99 

(Model without nonfinancial 
release recommendation: results 
are not significant) 

Table A6.5 Multivariate analysis of failure to appear among felony defendants 
released before trial, Maricopa County Superior Court, June-July 1984 

Dependent variable 
Failure to appear 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Police: risk of flight 
Lives alone 
Person victim 
Has a telephone 
Prior failures to appear 
Drug treatment 

Res~lts: 
r = .12 p = <.000 
(Missing = 168) 

Total n 
1,205 

Number with FTA 
94 

Logit analysis: 
Variables in final model: 

Police: risk of flight 
Lives alone 
Person victim 
Has a telephone 
Prior failures to appear 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 33.39 
DF = 27 P value = .19 



Table A6.6 Multivariate analysis of rearrests for crimes during pretrial 
among entering felony defendants, Maricopa County Superior 
Court, June-July, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Rearrest during pretrial 
release 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Prior failures to appear 
Defendant only suspect 
Reported wages 
PrioT pretrial release 
Person victim 
Age of defendant 
Prior arrest for serious 

personal offense 
Weapon involved 
Drug charge 

Results: 
r2 = .05 P = <.000 

(Missing = 7) 

Total n 
1,193 

Number rearrested 
132 

Logit analysis: 
Variable in final model: 

Prior failures to appear 
Defendant only suspect 
Reported wages 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq = 1.5 
DF = 4 P value = .83 
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Table A6.7 Multivariate analysis of pretrial misconduct (failure to appear 
or rearrest) among felony defendants during pretrial release, 
Maricopa County Superior Court, June-July, 1984 

Dependent variable 
FTA or arrest 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Police: risk of flight 
Person victim 
Lives alone 
Robbery charge 
Prior arrests 
Employment status 
Outstanding warrants 
Drug treatment 
Property stolen 

Res~lts: 
r = .07 p = <.000 
(Missing = 6) 

Total n 
1,211 

Number with FTA/rearrest 
207 

Logit analysis: 
Variables in final model: 

Police: risk of flight 
Person victim 
Lives alone 
Robbery charges 
Prior failures to appear, 

one v. two or more 
Police: risk of flight and 

lives alone 
Police: risk of flight 

and prior failures to 
appear, one v. two or more 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 
DF = 17 P value = .69 

13.73 



Table A7.l Multivariate analysis of release at booking among entering ~elony 
defendants, Dade County Circuit Court, April-October, 1984 

I 
I 

Dependent variable 
Released at booking stage 

Total n 
2,276 

Number gainin~ booking sta~e release 
458 I 

Re~ression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Counsel appointeda 

Reported wages 
Lives with friend or relative 
Lives with spouse or child 
Lives alone 
Has a telephone 
Rec~nt prior arrests 

£-= .42 
Seriousness of charge based on 

bail schedule 

Results: 
r2 = .45 p = <.000 
(Missing = 32) 

Table A7.2 

Dependent variable 
Early v. late release 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Race, hispanic v. other 
Prior arrests 
Offense involved force 
Drug charges 
Stolen property 
Has a telephone 

De~2.n~a~~7knew victim 

Seriousness of charge based on 
bond schedule 

Results: 
r2 = .09 
(Missing 

p = <.000 
456) 

Lo~it analysis: 

Total n 
1,852 

Variables in final model: 

Counsel appointed 
Lives with friend or relative 
Lives with spouse or child 
Seriousness of charge based 

on bail shedule (level 5) 
Has a telephone 
Recent prior arrests 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq = 181.84 
DF = 252 P value = 1.00 

Number ~alnlng early release 
459 

Logit analysis: 

Not significant 
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Table A7.3 Multivariate analysis of nonfinancial versus financial bail decisions 
for felony defendants reaching bond hearing stage, Dade County Circuit 
Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Nonfinancial v. financial 

Total n 
1,772 

Number with nonfinancial release 
1,217 

Regression analysis: Logit analvsis: 
Independent variables: 

Trafficking in drugs, most serious 
charge at bookinga 

Prior arrests for serious 
property offense 

Has a telephone 
Robbery, most serious charge at booking 
Any drug charges 

Fe~2.n~ \~harge 

Judges 6,16,15 

Results: 
r2 = .11 p = <.000 
(Missing = 79) 

aDominant independent variable. 

Not significant 



Table A7.4 Multivariate analysis of nonfinancial decisions (pretrial services 
v. other disposition) given felony defendants reaching the bond 
hearing stage, Dade Coun·ty Circuit Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Pretrial services v. other 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Alcohol or drug charge 
Lives with spouse or child 
Lives with friend or relative 
Substance abuse 
Forcible entry charge 
Prior arrests on weapons charges 
Defendant is only suspect 
Counsel appointed 
pri~r felony convictions 

r- = .11 
Ra~~, hispanic v. othera 

!'.- = .18 
Seriousness of charge based on 
b~nd schedule 
!'.- = .18 

Presiding judge: 20, 33, 16, 
41, 37, 18, 15, 17, 26, 36 

Res~lts: 
r = .21 p = <.000 
(Missing = 70) 

aDominant independent variable 

Total n 
1,261 

Number with pretrial services 
670 

Logit analysis: 

Not significant 
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Table A7.5 Multivariate analysis of judges/cash bail decisions for felony defendants 
not given nonfinancial release, Dade County Circuit Court, April-October, 
1984 

Dependent variable 
Bond amount 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables 

Total n 
554 

Seriousness of charge based on bail schedule 
Trafficking in drugs 
Prior felony conviction 
Prior weapons conviction 
Recent prior arrests 
Lives with friend or relative 

Results: 
r2 = .82 P = <.000 
(Missing = 46) 

Table A7.6 Multivariate analysis of pretrial release of defendants within 48 
hours of booking, Dade County Circuit Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Released within 48 hours 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables 

Recent prior arrestsa 

Has a telephone 
Prior convictions on serious 

property offense 
Robbery charges 
pr!~r=m~~~emeanor convictions 

Seriousness of charge based on 
b~il schedule 
.r- = .15 

Presiding judge: 16 

Results: 
r2 = .16 p = <.000 
(Missing = 93) 

Total n 
2,308 

Number released within 48 hours 
1,521 

Logit analysis: 

Not significant 

II aDominant independent variable 

I 
I 



Table A7.7 Multivariate analysis of financial vs nonfinancial decisions for 
released defendants, Dade County Circuit Court, 1984 

I 
I 

Dependent variable 
Cash release 

Total n 
1,856 

Number gaining financial releasJl 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Address verifieda 

Race, black vs. other 
Prior failures to appear on 

misdemeanor charges 
Lives with friend or relative 
Lives alone 
Lives with spouse or child 
Person victim 
Property stolen 
Bur~lary charge 

.r.- = .28 
Pub~ic defender 

.r.- = .40 
Presiding judge: 41, 26 

Results: 
r2 = .41 P = <.000 
(missing = 68) 

aDominant independent variable 

679 

Logit analysis: 
. Variables in final model: 

Address verified 
Prior failures to appear on 

misdemeanor charges 
Race, black vs. other 
Person victim 
Property stolen 
Lives with friend or relative 
Lives alone 
Public defender 
Presiding judge: 41 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 258.20 
DF = 242 P value = .23 

(Results 
defender 
Goodness 
DF = 132 

of logit without public 
and presiding judge: 
of fit Chi-sq =153.73 

P value = .10) 
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Table A7. 8 Multivariate analysis of failure to appear by felony defendants during 
pretrial release, Dade County Circuit Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Failure to appear 

Total n 
1,840 

Number with FTA 
200 

Regression analysis: Logit analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Prior failures to appeara 

Has a telephone 
Felony 2 charge 
Wea~on involved 

.r,- = . as 
Release before or after bond hearing 
Paid own b9nd 
sur~ty release 

.r,- = . as 
Presiding judge: 18,20,17,16,37,15, 

6,41,26,36 

Results: 
r2 = .07 p = <.000 
(Missing = 26) 

aDominant independent variable 

Variables in final model: 

Prior failures to appear 
Presiding judge: 36 
Felony 2 charge 
Has a telephone, 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 
DF = 11 P value = .27 

13.38 



Table A7.9 Multivariate analysis of rearrest of felony defendants during pretrial 
release, Dade County Circuit Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Rearrested 

Total n 
1,819 

Number of rearrested 
113 

Regression analysis: Logit analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Prior arrests 
Prior arrests on drug charges 
Recent prior arrests 
Prior felony convictions 
Felony 1 charge 
Property damage 
Grand theft, most serious charge 

at booking 
Carrying a concealed firearm 
Cou~se1 appointed 

,r- = .11 
Surety release 
Burglary or breaking and entering, 

most serious charge at booking 
Pre~ria1 services release 

,r- = .13 
Presiding judge: 17, 41 

Results: 
r2 = .14 
(Missing 

p = <.000 
549) 

Variables in final model: 

Recent prior arrests 
Prior felony convictions 
Presiding judge: 17 
Release before or after 

bond hearing 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq = 68.03 
DF = 83 P value = .88 

(Model without last independent 
variables: goodness of fit Chi-sq 
DF = 56 P value = .56) 

I 
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Table A7.10 Multivariate analysis of misconduct (failure to appear or rearrest) by 
felony defendants during pretrial r.elease, Dade County Circuit Court, 
April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
FTA or rearrest 

Total n 
1,856 

Number with FTA/rearrest 
283 

Regression analysis: Logit analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Prior failure to appear on 
misdemeanor charge 

Prior failure to appear on 
felony charge 

Has a telephone 
Grand theft, most serious charge 

at booking 
Prior convictions of felony charges 
Age of defendant 
Sale or possession of drugs, most 

serious charge at booking 
Serious personal offense 
Carrying a concealed firearm 
Substance abuse 
Force involved 

Res~lts: 
r = .08' P = <.000 
(Missing = 52) 

----------------- --------

Variables in final model: 

Prior failure to appear 
Prior misdemeanor 

convictions 
Has a telephone 
Knew victim 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 57.37 
DF = 38 P value = .02 



I 
Table A8.l Multivariate analysis of prearraignment release of entering defendants, Boston II 

Municipal Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Released prior to arraignment 

Total n 
4,475 

Number released prior to arraignment 
2,078 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Severity of most serious charge 
Possession of drugs, most serious 

charge 
Prior arrests for serious personal 

offenses 
Failure to appear with bench warrant 
Num~er of charges 

.!,- = .09 
Race, white vs. other 

Results: 
r2 = .10 
(Missing 

Table A8. 2 

p = <.000 
= 132) 

Multivariate analysis of DA's 

Logit analysis: 

Not significant 

recomme·ndation for nonfinancial release at the 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

arraignment bail decision for entering criminal cases, Boston Municipal Court, 
April-October, 1984 I 

~-----------Dependent variable 
DA recommendation 

Total n 
4,580 

Number with recommendation 
503 

Regression analysis: Logit analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Severity of most serious chargea 

Substance abuse 
Serious personal offense 
Sex of defendant 
Sale of drugs, most serious charge 
Index charge 
Prior convictions, serious 
p~rsonal offense 
.!,- = .18 

Prearraignment release 

Res~lts: 
r = .19 p = <.000 
(Missing = 114) 

aDominant independent variable 

Not significant 
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Table A8.3 Multivariate analysis of judges' financial vs. nonfinancial decisions for 
defendants at the arraignment stage, Boston Municipal Court, April-October, 
1984 

Dependent variable 
Nonfinancial v. financial 

Total n 
4,424 

Number with nonfinancial release 
3,130 

Regression analysis: Logit analysis 
Independent variables: 

Severity of most serious 
charge at booking 

Recent prior arrests 
Selling drugs, most serious 

charge at booking 
Prior pretrial release 
Larceny, most serious charge 

at booking 
Prior arrest for serious 
p~rsonal offense 
.!:,- = .11 

DA recommendation 
pub~ic defender 

r = .12 
Judges 7,8,3,10,11,9 

Res~lts: 
r = .14 p = <.000 
(Missing = 166) 

Not significant 

Table A8.4 Multivariate analysis of judges'choice of cash bail amounts for defendants not 
assigned nonfinancial release, Boston Municipal Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Bail amounta 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Total n 
1,293 

Severity of most serious charge at booking 
Prior arrests, serious personal offense 
Selling drugs, most serious charge at booking 
Serious personal offense 
Index crime charge 
Sub~tance abuse 

I,- = .19 
DA ~ecommendation 

I,- = .21 
Judge 3,8,10,11,7 

Res~lts: 
r = .23 p = <.000 
(Missing = 2) 

aDepe,!),dent variable is log of cash bail 



Table A8.5 Multivariate analysis of release of entering defendants within 48 hours, 
Boston Municipal Court, April-October, 1984 

------~----------------------------------------------------------~---------------Number released wi'thin 48 hours 

I 
I 

Dependent variable 
Released within 48 hours 

Total n 
4,580 3,913 I 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Prior failures to 
appear 

Any robbery charges 
Force involved ' 

Logit analysis: 

Prior arrests for serious personal 
offense, two or more 

Forcible entry charge 
Public defender ,appointed 
Outstanding bench warrants 
Has

2
drive'r's license 

r- = .13 
Pr;arraignment releasea 

Results: 
r2 = .17 p = <.000 
(Missing = 123) 

aDominant independent variable 

Not significant 

Table A8. 6 Multivariate analysis of failure to appear among defendants during pretrial 
release, Boston Municipal Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Failure to appear 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Has a telephone 
Prior failures to appear 
Unemployed 
Failure to appear with 
b~nch warrant 
,£- = .05 

pr;ir~a~~~ent release 

Judges 10,8,3,7,9 

Results: 
r2 = .07 p = <.000 
(Missing = 122) 

Total n 
4,318 

Number 'V{ith FTA 
1,265 

Logit analysis: 
Variables in final model: 

Has a telephone 
Unemployed 
Recent prior failures to appear 
Has a telephone and recent 

prior failures to appear 
Unemployed and recent prior 

failures to appear 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 
DF = 2 P value = .38 

1. 93 
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Table A8.7 Multivariate analysis of rearrest of defendants during pretrial release, 
Boston Municipal Court, April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable 
Rearrest 

Regression analysis: 
Independent variables: 

Prior failures to appear 
Outstanding bench warrants 
Index charge 
Weapons charge 
Substance abuse 
Female victim 
Prior misdemeanor 

c~nvictions 
£- == .09 

Race, black vs. other 
Race, white vs. other 
Race, hispanic vs. other 

Res¥lts: 
r = .09 
(Missing 

p = <.000 
3) 

Total n 
9l5a 

Number rearrested 
130 

Logit analysis: 
Variables in final model: 

Outstanding bench warrants 
Female victim 
Substance abuse 
Prior misdemeanor conviction 
Outstanding bench warrants and 

female victim 
Substance abuse and female victim 

Goodness of fit Chi-sq 
DF = 4 P value = .42 

3.86 

aThese results are based on a special subsample of cases (n = 414) which when 
weighted total 955, with 40 cases missing. 



Table A8.8 Multivariate analysis of misconduct (failure to appear or rearrest) 
among defendants during pretrial release, Boston Municipal Court, 
April-October, 1984 

Dependent variable Total n Number with FTA/rearrest 

I 
I 
I 

FTA or rearresta 915 0 304 

----------------------1 
Re~ression analysis: Lo~it analysis: 

Independent variables: 

Unemployed 
Has a telephone 
Substance abuse 
Drug charges 
Sale of dr~gs, mos~ serious charge 

at booking 
Possession of drugs, most serious 

charge at booking 
Female victim 
Index crime charges 
Prior arrests on weapons charges 
Damage to property 
Prior misdemeanor convictions 
Person victim 
Outstanding bench warrants 
Prostitution and disorderly conduct, 
m~st serious charge at booking 
.r,- = .10 

OR release 
Surety release 
pr~ir~a~r~ment release 

DA 2ecommendation 
.r,- = .12 

Judges: 10, 9, 7, 3, 11c 

Res~lts: 
r = .16 
(Missing 

p = 0 
34) 

Not significant 

aUsing failure to appear with bench warrant. 
bThese results are based on a special subsample of cases (n = 414) 
total 955, with 40 cases missing. 
CJudge 10 was the dominant dependent variable, contributing .03 to 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

which when Weightel 

the r2. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table A9.7 Comparison of correlations of predictor scores of bail decisions and 
predictor scores of defendant performance with actual defendant 
performa~ce, by court 

Defendant performance 

Predictor 
scores 

Failure to 
appear 

r p 

Maricopa County Superior Courtg 

Predicted bail decisions 
Nonfinancial v. 

financial 
Cash bail amount 

- .06 
.d5 

.02 

.04 

Predicted defendant performance 
Failure to appear .02 .21 
Rearrest 
Failure to appear 

and/or rearrest 
Burgess score 

n/a 

n/a 
- .11 

Dade County Circuit CourtQ 

Predicted bail decisions 
Nonfinancial v. 

financial 
Cash bail amount 

.07 
-.02 

n/a 

n/a 
<.00 

<.00 
.22 

Predicted defendant performance 
Failure to appear .21 <.00 
Rearrest 
Failure to appear 

and/or rearrest 
Burgess score 

n/a 

n/a 
-.16 

Boston Municipal CourtQ 

Predicted bail decisions 
Nonfinancial v. 

financial - .00 
Cash bail amount - .04 

n/a 

n/a 
<.00 

.46 

.01 

Predicted defendant performance 
Failure to appear .15 <.00 
Rearrest 
Failure to appear 

and/or rearrest 
Burgess score 

n/a 

n/a 
- .08 

n/a 

n/a 
<.00 

Rearrest 

r p 

- .07 
- .02 

n/a 
.10 

n/a 
- .11 

-.03 
- .03 

n/a 
.09 

n/a 
- .16 

.20 

.04 

n/a 
.17 

n/a 
-.24 

.01 

.27 

n/a 
<.00 

n/a 
<.00 

.07 

.08 

n/a 
<.00 

n/a 
<.00 

<.00 
.10 

n/a 
<.00 

nla 
<.00 

aBased on released and at risk defendants, n=121l. 
bBased on released and at risk defendants, n=1856. 

Failure to appear 
and/or rearrest 

r p 

- .06 
.02 

n/a 
n/a 

.04 
- .12 

.04 
-.04 

n/a 
n/a 

.05 
-.19 

.01 
- .02 

n/a. 
n/a 

.23 
- .13 

.02 

.27 

n/a 
n/a 

.10 
<.00 

.03 

.06 

n/a 
n/a 

.02 
<.00 

.39 

.37 

n/a 
n/a 

<.00 
<.00 

cBased on released and at risk defendants. For failure to 
appear, n=4318. Rearrest and failure, correlations are based 
for which rearrest data were available, n=915. 

on a subs ample of cases 



Figure AS.1 
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Comparison of effective pretrial release in Soston Municipal Court, Dade 
County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, index offenses 
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Figure AS.2 Comparison of effective pretrial release in Soston Municipal Court, Dade 
County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, index offenses 
only (FTA) 

100 . 
90 

eo 
70 

60 

Percent 50 

40 

:30 

20 

10 

0 

Boston Ut"'1ic~al Court 
(n - 5 :3) 

Dade County 
Circuit Court 
(n - 75S) 

Court 

Mmcopa County 
Supenor Court 

(n - nS) 

lSI Effective 
Release 

CJ FTA 

• Detained 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 

Figure A9.3 Comparison of effective pretrial release in Boston Municipal Court, Dade 
County Circuit Court and Maricopa County Superior Court, index offenses 
only (rearrest) 
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Table A9.4 Classification of persons awaiting trial in pretrial detention on 
study date (Fall, 1985)a,according to risk of flight/crimeb , by site 

Risk group 

Maricopa County 

Total 
Lowest 

Highest 

Dade County 

Total 
Lowest 

Highest 

Boston Suffolk County 

Total 
Lowest 

Highest 

1 
2 
3 
4 

1 
2 
3 
4 

1 
2 
3 
4 

Number 

177 
23 
43 
72 
39 

203 
13 
45 

103 
42 

311 
4 

129 
139 

39 

Percent 

100.0 
13.0 
24.3 
40.7 
22.0 

100.0 
6.4 

22.2 
50.7 
20.7 

100.0 
1.3 

41. 5 
44.7 
12.5 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

aThe dates of the "on-a-given-day" population studies were the following: Suffolk 
County--November 18, 1985; Dade County--September 19, 1985; Maricopa.County-- I 
September 21, 1985. 
bNote that each risk classification coincidentally involves four risk groupings. 
Risk attributes forming the classification were similar in Boston and Dade Counties. I 

I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
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la£stRisk 

Prdxbility 
of flight 

arrl/or crine 

~trisk 

Toole All.m. BsCkgrturl data for .g}Iidilires fonrulatim: classificatirn of M3ricqn felay Men:lants axo~ to draft release grl.relires, ly b:ril 
decisicns, reta1tlm, Merrlant perfolJIErCe, ani case processirg rutcaIEs, Jue-July, 1984. . 

least serirus MEt serirus 

Q-m-w severity 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

cellI Cell 2 Cell 3 Cell 4 Cell 5 Cell 6 
(n=6) (n=14) (n=28) (n=1S7) (n=67) (n=34) 

%RR 100 %RR 43 %RR (4 %RR 61 %RR 24 %RR :JJ 
tofu ~ .(O)a ~ 0 M::b $ (O)a ~ 1,7~ M::b $ (O)a ~ 1,002 

M::b ~ (O)a ~ 1,3t8 
M::b 3 (O)a ~ 1,:JJ7 M::b ~ w(O)a ~13,7c8 IQ ( ,0) 0 IQ (0,1781) IQ (0,1~) IQ ( ,1370) IQ ~ ,27L1J) 2,740 IQ ( ,137m) 

% I£t> 1 day 0 % I£t> 1 day :JJ % I£t> 1 day 32 % I£t> 1 day 36 % I£t> 1 day 60 % I£t> 1 day 47 
% FlA. 17 % FlA. 0 % Fn\ 0 % FfA ,I % FfA 3 % FfA 0 1 

% Rearrest 0 % Rearrest 25 % Rearrest 10 % Rearrest 5 % Pean:est 0 % Rearrest 5. 
% Failure 17 % Failure 25 % Failure 10 % Failure 6 % Failure 3 % Failure JI % Dl-q:p:rl 67 % Dr<wrl 79 % Dr<wrl 79 % IXtw:rl 77 % IXq:prl 70 % I>rqp:rl 

Cell 7 Cell 8 Cell 9 Cell 10 Cellll Cell 12 
(n=30) (n=229) (n=328) (n=369) (n=143) (n=ll6) 

%RR 80 %RR 62 %RR 55 %RR. 48 %RR 41 %RR ~ 
M::b 8 (O)a ~ 0 M::b $ (O)a ~ 0 M:h $ (O)a ~ 0 M::b $ (o)a ~ 1,~ M::b ~ (O)a ~ 822 M::b $ (O)a ~ 3,425 
IQ ( ,0) 0 IQ (0,41l) 41l IQ (0,842) 84.2 IQ (0,1370) IQ ( ,27L1J) 2,740 IQ (685,12330) 1l,(45 

% I£t> 1 day 13 % lEt> 1 day 30 % I£t> 1 day 38 % I£t> 1 day 48 % lEt> 1 day 55 % I£t > 1 day 76-
% FfA 4 % FfA 4 % FfA 4 % FfA 5 % FfA 5 % FfA 10 
% Rearrest 8 % Rearrest 10 % Rearrest: 10 % Jkarrest 12 % Pean:est: 8 % Rearrest 15 
% Failin:e II % Failure 13 % Failure 13 % Failure 16 % Failure 13 % Failure ~ 
% Drq:p:d (JJ % Dr<wrl 65 % Drq:p:d 65 % Drq:p.:d 69 % IXq:prl 51 % Drq;prl 59 

Cell 13 Cell 14 Cell 15 Cell 16 Cell 17 Cell 18 
I (u=4) (n=60) (n=1l0) (n=163) (n=71) (rF68) 

%RR 25 %RR 35 %RR 26 %RR 22 %RR 18 %RR 13 
M::b $ (O)a ~ 685 Mil $ (O)a ~ 1,~ Mil ~ (o)a ~ 959 M::b $ (o)a ~ 1,370 M::b $ (o)a ~ 1,791 M::b $ (O)a ~ 4, llO 
IQ (0,959) 959 IQ (0,1370) IQ ( ,2055) 2,055 IQ (274,?Jm) 2,726 IQ (479,3836) 3,357 IQ (llm,205:JJ) 19,4:JJ 

%I£t>lday 75 % I£t> 1 day 52 % I£t> 1 day (4 % I£t> 1 day 71 % lEt> 1 day 77 % I£t> 1 day 85 
% FfA 33 % FlA. 3 % FfA 10 % FfA ~ % FfA . 28 % FfA 5 
% Rearrest 68 % Rearrest 9 % Rean.-est 12 % Rearrest 13 % Pearrest: 21 % Rearrest 0 
% Failure 68 % Failure 9 % Failure 79 % Failure 29 % Failure 38 % Failure 5 
% Dr<wrl 25 % Drewed 33 % Drewed 24 % Drq:prl 3!J. % IXq:pEd 28 % Dl:qJp2d 35 

Cell 19 Cell 20 Cell 21 Cell 22 Cell 23 Cell 24 
(n=1) (n=18) , (n=31) (n=73) (n=36) (n=76) 

%RR 1m %RR 33 %RR 10 %RR 3 %RR 6 %RR 4 
M::b $ (o)a ~ 0 Mil $ (o)a ~ 1,~ M::b $ (O)a ~ 1,370 M:h $ (o)a ~ 2,740 M::b $ (O)a ~ 2,055 M::b $ (O)a ~,0+2 
IQ (0,0) 0 IQ (0,1370 IQ (4ll,2055) 1,644 IQ (1370,3!J.25) 2,055 IQ (la27 ,5480) 4,453 IQ (2055,21920) ,865 

% I£t>l day 0 % I£t> 1 day :JJ % I£t > 1 day 84 % I£t > 1 day 92 % lEt > 1 day 86 % I£t > 1 day 85 
% FfA 100 % FfA 46 % FfA .' 27 %FfA 44- %FfA :JJ %FfA . 18 
% Rearrest 0 % Rearrest 39 % Rearrest: 27 % Rearrest 22 % Rearrest 20 % Rearrest 29 
% Failin.-e 100 % Failure 62 % Failure 54 % Failure 56 % Rillure 45 % Failure 39 
% Drq:p:d 0 % Drq:p:d 28 % Drq;r.Erl 10 % IXtw:rl 10 % Drq:pErl ,3 % Drq:p:d 22 

- ------_ ... _---- ---- - L-__ 
--------~---

a M:rlian bail ca1ailaUrl irc1u:iing $0 
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of flilbt: 
riVor crirre 
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4 

HigEst: lli.k 

Tru1e All.2b llcd;gra.rd data for ~ fomulat:iro: c1assi.ficat:iro of fu:E felcty mfin:lart:s accordirg tn draft: release !}li.cb1.ires, I:!t bill. d:ci.sioos, mta:Jt:iro, Merrmt: (Xri"omIlIre, arl case 
~~ cutccrnES, 1984 

least: rerirus lobst: serirus 

Ch3J:g! ~rity 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

CellI Cell 2 Cell 3 Cell 4 CellS Cell 6 Cell 7 Cell 8 
(n=31) (rFfiJ) (n=29) (n=28) (n=32) (n=39) (n=39) (0=28) 

% N:nfira:dal ~ % N:nfirErdal 87 % N::tlfinIcial 79 % N::t1firarial 93 % N::a1finn::ial 91 % N:x1fin3rcial 87 % N::t1finIdal 88 % N::cl:irnrcial 22 
M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $0 M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (O)a $ 0 M:h $ (O)a $:0,(00 

%IEt:>2~ ]5 % lEt:> 2 ~ 9 %IEt:>2~ 16 % lEt:> 2 ~ 6 % lEt:> 2 ~ 19 % IEt:>2~ 16 %IEt:>2~ Xl %IEt:>2~ 44 
% FIA 12 % FIA 2 % FIA 6 % FIA 6 % FIA II % FIA 0 % FIA 5 % FIA 6 
% Rearrest: 0 % Fean:est: 0 % Rearrest: 0 % Rem:rest: 6 % Rearres ill % Rearrest 5 % Rearrest 0 % Fearrest: 0 
% Failure II % Failure 2 % Failure 6 % Failure II % Failure ]5 % Failure 5 % Failure 5 % Failtn:e 6 
% l'a.rrl d:xn ill % Ihnl d:xn 23 % l'a.rrl d:xn 32 % Ihnl ro.n 22 % Ihnlro.n ill % Ihnl<hn 0 % Ihnl<hn 12 % Ihnl<hn 0 
% DL-q:p:d 45 % Ikc:fl:e:l 35 % IXq:perl 58 % DL-q:p:d LA % Du:wed 52 % fuwrl 56 %fuwrl 36 % fuwrl 33 

Cell 9 Cell 10 Cellll Cell 12 Cell 13 Cell 14 Cell ]5 Cell 16 
(IF45) (n=131) (n=70) (n=71) (n=127) (n=79) (rFti6) (0=63) 

% N:nf:inn::ial 89 % N:nfirnrcial 77 % N:r1finn;ial 78 % N::t1firacial 72 % N:nf:inn::ial 76 % N:nfirnrcial 86 % N::ofinn;ial 77 % N::t1firorcial 40 
H:h $ (O)a $0 ~fu $ (O)a $0 Itil.$ (o)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (O)a $ 0 M:h $ (O)a $Xl,(OO 

%IEt:>2~ 28 % lEt:> 2 ~ 31 %IEt:>2~ 42 %IEt:>2~ 33 %IEt:>2~ ~ % lEt:> 2 ~ 29 % lEt: >2 ~ 31 % lEt:> 2 ~ 58 
% FIA ]5 % FIA 6 % FIA II % FIA II % FIA 8 % FIA II % FIA 9 % FIA 141 
% Rearrest: 4 %~t: 4 % Rearrest: 6 % Rearrest: 6 % Rearrest: 8 % Rearrest: 4 % Rearrest: 6 % Pean:est: 0 
% Failure 19 % Failure 10 % Failure 14 % Failin:e 16 % Failure 15 % Failure 13 % Failure 13 % .Failure 14 
% Ihnlch.n 17 % Ihnl chon 28 % 1hn1<hn 42 % 1hn1<hn 37 .% 1hn1d:xn 2l % 1hn1<hn 8 % Ba..n::l d:xn 14 % Jb..rrl d:xn 5 
% Drq:prl 45 % JA.-q:p:d 57 % IXq:pOO 51 % I>rqp3d 54 % I>rqp3d 56 % fuwrl 51 %Drq¢ 39 % IXq:perl Xl 

CeU17 Cell 18 Cell 19 Cell Xl Cell2l Cell 22 Cell 23 Cell 24 
(n=37) (n=I<15) (0=67) (0=67) (n=102) (o=.:£» (n=73) (n=73) 

% N:nf:inn::ial 59 % N:nfirnrcial 64 % N:ufirarcial 76 % N:nfinn;ial 67 % NrIfinrcial 69 % N::tlfinarcial 72 % N:uEira"cial 66 % N::ofirercial .:£> 
~fu $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (o)a $ 0 M:h $ (O)a $ 0 
%IEt>2~ 54 %ret:>2~ 47 %IEt:>2~ 46 %IEt:>2~ 49 % lEt:> 2 ~ 45 % lEt:> 2 ~ 37 % lEt:> 2 ~ 47 % lEt:> 2 ~ 47 
% FIA 22 % FIA 8 %FIA 31 % FIA 27 % FIA II % F1A 13 % FfA 16 % FfA . 13 
% Rearrest: 18 % fual.l:est: 10 % Rearrest: 10 % Rearrest: 13 % Rearrest: 9 % Rearrest: 4 % Rearrest: 3 % Rean:est: 3 
% FailUl."e 39 % Failure 18 % Thilure 40 % Failure 37 % Failure 17 % Failure 17 % Failure 16 % Failure 16 
% Ba..n::l d:xn 8 % 1hn1d::l..n 13 % 1hn1d:xn 37 % Ihn1 ro.n :n % 1hn1d:xn 29 % 1hn1<hn 31 % Ba..n::l d:xn 13 % 1hn1d:xn 9 
%Drq¢ 58 % JA.-q:p:d (Q % IXq:pn 40 % I>rqp3d 42 % Dtq:fed 53 % J:lrq:p:d 41 % Dr.twrl 62 % J:lrq:p:d 51 

Cell 25 Cell 26 Cell 27 Cell 28 Cell 29 Cell 30 Cell 31 Cell 32 
(n=17) (0=42) (n=39) (0=42) (0=67) (n=31) (n=34) (n=59) 

% N::t1fir..n;ial 64 % N:r1finard31 70 % Nufirnrcial 56 % N::rJfirarial 65 % N::a1finn::ial 48 % N::nfinm;ial 37 % N:l1fin:n::ial 48 % N::ofirercial 36 
M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (O)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $0 M:h $ (o)a $ 2,(00 M:h $ (O)a $ 4,500 M:h $ (o)a $1,500 M:h $a (O)a $ 9,(00 

% lEt:> 2 ~ 64 %IEt:>2~ 44 %IEt:>2~ 84 %IEt:>2~ 74 %IEt>2~ 72 % lEt:> 2 ~ 70 %IEt:>2~ 64 %IEt:>2~ 81 
% FfA 67 % FIA 6 % FIA 40 %FIA 23 %FIA 19 %FIA 29 % FfA II % FfA 14 
% Rearrest: 40 % Rearrest: 18 % Rearrest: 40 % Rearrest: ]5 % Rearrest: 12 % Rearrest 14 % Rearrest: 22 % Pearrest: 0 
% Failure 83 % Failure 18 % Failure 53 % Failure 31 % Failure 26 % Failure 36 % Failure 33 % Failure 13 
% Jb..rrl cb.n 46 % fu.n:l ch.n ]5 % Inn:! ch.n 44 % Jb..rrl <hn 19 % Jb..rrl d:xn 16 % Jb..rrl cb.n 10 % Ba..n::l d::l..n 5 % fu.n:l d::l..n 3 
% DL-q:p:d 55 % JA.-q:p:d 59 % IXq:pn 36 % Drq:red :n % DL-q:p:d 56 %fuwd 35 % Drxwrl 68 % IXq:perl 41 

a I-trlian bill. ca1cu1ated irdlll~ $0. 
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Table All.2c Background data for guidelines formulation: classification of Boston Municipal Court 
defendants according to draft guidelines, by bail decisions h detention, defendant 
performance and case processing outcomes, April-October, 19t14 

Least serious Most serious 

Charge severity 

1 2 3 4 

Cell 1 Cell 2 Cell 3 Cell 4 
(n=668) (n=95) (n=lO) (n=7) 

% Nonfinancial 89 % Nonfinancial 70 % Nonfinancial 100 % Nonfinancial 0 
Mdn ~ ~lOg Mdn ~ ~lOg Mdn ~ ~O Mdn ~ ~300 
Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) 300 

% Det > 1 day 7 % Det > 1 day 25 % Det > 1 day 0 % Det > 1 day 15 
% FTA 16 % FTA 17 % FTA 30 % FTA 42 
% DA Rec. 3 % DA Rec. 27 % DA Rec. 0 % DA Rec. 44 
% Bindover 0 % Bindover 6 % Bindover 0 % Bindover 44 
% Dropped (90 days) 14 % Dropped (90 days) 8 % Dropped (90 days) 30 % Dropped (90 days) 15 

Cell 5 Cell 6 Cell 7 Cell 8 
(n=1,800) (n=470) (n=53) (n=77) 

% Nonfinancial 81 % Nonfinancial 61 % Nonfinancial 36 % Nonfinancial 18 
Mdn ~ ~lOg Mdn ~ ~20g , Mdn ~ ~200 Mdn ~ ~250 
Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) 100 Mdn a (0) 200 

% Det > 1 day 13 % Det > 1 day 25 % Det > 1 day 35 % Det > 1 day 40 
% FTA 28 % FTA 31 % FTA 19 % FTA 24 
% DA Rec. 6 % DA Rec. 26 % DA Rec. 27 % DA Rec. 43 
% Bindover 0 % Bindover 4 % Bindover 15 % Bindover 45 
% Dropped (90 days) 13 % Dropped (90 days) 12 % Dropped (90 days) 28 % Dropped (90 days) 21 

Cell 9 Cell 10 Cell 11 Cell 12 
(n=780) (n=199) (n=76) (n=64) 

% Nonfinancial 69 % Nonfinancial 41 % Nonfinancial 40 % Nonfinancial 41 
Mdn ~ ~lOg Mdn ~ ~200 Mdn ~ ~100 Mdn ~ ~300 
Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) TOO Mdn a (0) 100 Mdn a (0) 100 

% Det > 1 day 27· % Det> 1 day 41 % Det > 1 day 43 % Det > 1 day 45 
% FTA 44 % FTA 33 % FTA 29 % FTA 33 i 

% DA Rec. 11 % DA Rec. 28 % DA Rec. 43 % DA Rec. 53 
% Bindover 1 % Bindover 10 % Bindover 12 % Bindover 32i 
% Dropped (90 days) 9 % Dropped (90 days) 18 .% Dropped (90 days) 21 %$ Dropped (90 days) 21 

Cell 13 Cell 14 Cell 15 Cell 16 
(n=125) (n=66) (0.=29) (n=43) 

% Nonfinancial 68 % Nonfinancial 37 % Nonfinancial 15 % Nonfinancial 3 
Mdn ~ ~25g Mdn ~ ~150 Mdn ~ ~300 Hdn ~ ~500' 
Mdn a (0) Mdn a (0) 100 Mdn a (0) 300 Mdn a (0) 500, 

% Det > 1 day 32 % Det > 1 day 41 % Det > 1 day 69 % Det > 1 day 79 1 

% FTA 2 % FTA 36 % FTA 41 % FTA 30 
% DA Rec. ·13 % DA Rec 16 % DA Rec. 34 % DA Rec. 49 
% Bindover 2 % Bindover 12 % Bindover 31 % Bindover 58 
% Dropped (90 days) 13 % Dropped (90 days) 14 % Dropped (90 days) 10 % Dropped (90 days) 9 

-- - ~ 

aMedian bail calculated including $0. 
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Table A12.9 The distribution of 1984 Dade County felony defendants within guidelines categories (Version I): defendants at bond hearing 

Least serious Most serious 

Charge severity 

...... .. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2% 4% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

(n = 31) (n = 67) (n = 29) (n = 28) (n = 32) (n = 39) (n = 39) (n = 28) 

J PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard J PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard / PTS/Standard /$500 to $2,000 

4% 4% 
I 

2% 7't, 7% 4% 3% 3% 
I (n = 45) (n = 131) (n = 70) (n ~ 71) (n = 127) (n = 79) (n = 56) (n = 63) 
I 1 PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Special I PTS/Special 1$1,500 to $3,0001 

I 

2% 6% 4% 4% 5% 3% 4% 4% 

(n = 37) (n = 105) (n = 67) (n = 67) (n = 102) (n = 50) (n = 73) (n = 73) I I PTs/s~ecial to I PTS/Sfecial to I PTS/Srecial I PTS/Special I PTS/Special I PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 500 $ ,000 1$2:500 to $5,000 

1% 2% 2% 2% 4% 2% 2% 3% 

(n = 17) (n = 42) (n = 39) (n ~ 42) (n = 67) (n = 31) (n = 34) (n = 59) I PTS/S7ecial to , $ 50 
I PTS/Special to 

$1,000 I $500 to $1,500 I $750 to $2,500 1$1, 500~~3, 50~ /$2,500 to $4,500 1$3,000 to $5,000 1$6 ,_~o to $~l, OO~ 

Total n = 1,840 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Lowest risk 

Probability 
of flight 

and lor crime 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Highest risk 

-:::::c.-:: 

Table A12.l0 The distribution of 1984 Dade County felony defendants within guidelines categories (Version II): defendants at bond llearing 
• 

Least serious Most serious 

Charge severity .. .. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2% 4% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

(n = 31) (n = 67) (n = 29) (n ~ 28) (n = 32) (n = 39) (n = 39) (n = 28) . 

I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard I $500 to $2,000 

2% 7% 4% 4% 7% 4% 3% 3% 

(n = 45) (n = 131) (n =70) . (n - 71) (n = 127) (n = 79) (n = 56) (n = 63) 

1 
PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard L PTS/Standard J PTS/Standard I PTS/~tandard I PTS/Special I PTS/Special I $1,500 to $1,000 

2% 6% 4% 4% 5% 3% 4% 4% 

(n = 37) (n = 105) (n = 67) (n = 67) (n = 102) (n = 50) (n = 73) (n = 73) 

I PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special I PTS/Special I PTS/Special I PTS/SRecial to 
$ 00 

I PTS/Special to 
$1,000 1 $2,500 to $5,000 

. 1% 2% 2% 2% 4% 2% 2% 3% 

(n = 17) (n = 42) (n = 39) (n = 42) (n = 67) (n = 3l) (n = 34) (n = 59) 

L PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special ISpecial to $750 
I PTs/s~ecia1 to 

$ ,500 1$1,500 to $3,500 1$1,500 to $4,500 1$3, 000 to $5,000 1$6,000 to $11,000 

Total n = 1,840 



Table A12.11 Estimating the impact of guidelines: comparison of bond hearing decisions 
projected under versions of guidelines with past decisions for Dade County 
felony defendants, 1984 

Decision approach Financial 

Past (1984)b 

Version I guidelinesb 

Version II guidelinesb 

Detention population (1985) 
Under Version I guide1inec 

Percent 

31 

23 

19 

50 

Decision categor~ 
Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 

Total§. Standard 
Percent Percent 

69 49 

77 39 

81 39 

50 12 

Nonfinancial Special 
Special to bond 
Percent Percent 

20 n/a 

28 10 

31 11 

25 13 

aThis category represents the total of cases rece~v~ng or possibly receiving nonfinancial 
bond, ,vhether "special" or "standard." Included as well are the guidelines categories 
which suggest a choice of either special conditions of release or low amounts of bond. 
In practice, in these categories, bond could be decided as either 'nonfinancial or secured 
financial. 

bn = 1840 
cn = 203 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

.Lowes t risk 

Probability 
of fhghl: 

and/or crime 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Highest risk 

Table A12.14 The distribution of 1985 Dade County pretrial detainees within guidelines categories (Version I) 

Least seriotis Most serious 

Charge severity --
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

0.5% 0% 0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0% 3.4% i 

(n = 1) (n = 0) (n = 0) (n = 3) (n = 1) (n = 1) (n = 0) (n = 7) 

I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard I $500 to $2,000 I 

2.5% • 1.0% 1.5% 1.5% 2.5% 2.5% 0.5% 10.3% 
I 

(n = 5) (n = 2) (n = 3) (n = 3) (n = 5) (n = 5) (n = 1) (n = 21) I 

I PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard J PTS/Standard I PTS/Standard 1 PTS/Standard I PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 1$1,500 to $3,000 

7.4% 2.5% 2.0% 4.9% 5.4% 4.9% 1.5% 22.2% 

(n = 15) (n = 5) (n = 4) (n = 10) (n = 11) (n = 10) (n = 3) (n = 45) 

J PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 1 PTS/Special 
I PTs/s~ecial to 

$ 00 
I 'PTs/stecial to 

$ ,000 1$2,500 to $5,000 

5.4% 1.0% 1.0% 0.5% 3.4% 1.5% 1.0% 6.9% 

(n = 11) (n = 2) (n = 2) (n = 1) (n = 7) (n = 3) (n = 2) (n = 14) 

I PTs/s~ecial to 
$ 50 

I PTS/Special to 
$1,000 J $500 to $1,500 1$750 to $2,500 1$1,500 to $3,500 1$2,500 to $4,500 ~{II to $5,000 1$6,000 to $11,000 

Total n = 203 



Table A12.1S 

I 
Estimating the impact of guidelines: comparison of arraignment decisions II 
projected under guidelines with past decisions for Boston Municipal 
Court defendants I 1984 I 

Decision Categorx 
Decisions approach Nonfinancial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 

I Financial Total Standard S~ecial 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Past (1984) 29 71 71 0 

Guidelines 5 95 56 39 

8a 92a 56 36 a 

apercentages treating ROR/special to low bail categories as financial .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
II 
I 
I 
II 



·.- - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. -.-

1984. 

ProjoctEd 

1934 

ProjoctEd 

1~ 

ProjoctEd 

1934 

ProjoctBd 

TID1e Al2.16 FstiJm~ tre inpxt of !}rlrelires m tre use of pretrial retrot:im ~ ect:eJ:irE refinlalts in Ihsttn MJUcipal Cam: 

N fuLCa1t N fureri: N fu=nt N l\m:mt 

>11By ~45) 6.8 
>2~ 7~ 2.0 
~ lliys 4 1.0 

>11By r) 0 
> 21Dys O~ 0 
~~ 0 0 

ce 668) lID.O 

I mvstcnlard 
> 1!By ~238~ D.2 
> 2 lliys 15) 8.3 
~ lliys ( ffi) 3.6 

> 1 fuy ~ O~ 0 
> 2lliys 0 0 
~~ 0) 0 

I,Em) 100.0 

I mvsrarlat-d 
> 1 fuy ~214~ 27.4 
> 21Dys 139 17.8 

9:l lliys 58, 7.4 

>11By ~ 0) 0 
>2~ O~ 0 
~~ 0 0 

(700) 100.0 

I Irn;Special 

> IIBy ~ li)~ 31.8 
> 2lliys 3'. 27.2 
~ lliys 15) ll.7 

> 1 fuy ~ O~ 0 
> 2lliys 0 0 

~~ J~ 0 
100.0 

I Irn;Special 

N fult:eli: 
1~ Total (4,562) lOO]f 
fut> 1 my (954) 20.9 
fut > 2 chys (fA7) 14.2 
fut ~ ~ (248) 5.4 

> lIlly (23) 24.5 > 1 fuy ~ 0) 0 
> 21Dys ~ 3~ 3.0 > 21Dys O~ 0 
~ lliys 3 3.0 ~ lliys 0 0 

> 1 fuy ~ 0) 0 
> 1 fuy ~ O~ 0 

> 21Dys O~ 0 >2~ 0 0 
~~ 0 0 ~~ 0 0 

95) 100.0 ce 10) 100.0 

I mvsrarlird I~ 
> 1 fuy (119~ 25.3 > 1 fuy ~ 19~ 35.1 
> 2lliys l 92 19.5 > 2lliys 12 22.3 
~ lliys ( 26 5.6 ~ lliys 7) 12.8 

> 1 fuy ~ O~ 0 > 1 fuy ~ O~ 0 
>2~ 0 0 >2~ 0 0 
9:l~ 0 0 ~~ 0 0 

470 100.0 ce ~53) 100.0 

I~ial I~ 
> 1 fuy ~ 81~ li).7 > 1 fuy ~ 33) 42.9 
>2Daj 55 27.5 >2~ 27~ 35.0 
~lliy 1B 8.8 ~ lliys II 14.4 

> IIBy ( 0) 0 > IIBy r.7) 39.1 

> ~ IDys ~ 8~ 0 >2 ~ 23.3~ 30.6 
0 ~~ 9.3 12.2 ~(199 100.0 ce 76) 100.0 

l~ial I KRA>ecial to $:ID 

>11By ~ 27~ li).5 
;~~ f W~ 68.8 

> 2lliys 27 li).5 58.5 
9:llliys ]2 18.0 ~ lliys 7 24.2 

> 1 fuy ~25.8~ 39.1 
> 1 fuy ~.2l 69.6 

> 2 lliys 20.2 D.6 > 2lliJs .1 65.9 
~~ 8.1 12.2 9:l~ 9.2 31.7 

66) 100.0 ce 1 29) 100.0 

IRF~to$:ID ~ 
N fu=nt 

ProjoctEd total (4).~2) 100.0 
fut> 1 my (182.'~ 4.0 
fut> 2 chys (158.8 3.5 
fut 9:l diYs ( 70.8 1.6 
1'reati]ll; '1 ~ial to =iI cells as n::n-crlt 
fut> my . ) 2.8 
~ > 2 chys (115.3) 2.6 
fut ~ ~ ( 53.4) 1.2 

> 1 fuy (1) 14.5 ! 

>2~ ~O~ 0 
I 

~ Iliys 0 0 

> 1 fuy ~ 2.7) 39.1 I 
> 21Dys .9~ 12.2 
~~ 2.1 D.6 

ce 7) 1~ 
$n>1 

> 1 fuy ~31~ 39.9 
> 2lliys 24 D.9 I 9:llliys 6) 7.8 

> 1 fuy ~3O.1~ 39.1 
> 2 lliys 23.6 D.6 • 

9:l &aI ~ 9.4) 12.2 I ce 77) 100.0 

~ 
> 11By ~29) lIf.7 I 

>2~ 27~ 41.6 
9:llliys 8 12.4 

> 1 fuy (44.5~ (fJ.6 
> 2 IDys ~42.2 65.9 

9:l ~ 20.3 31.7 
ce (fA) . 100.0 

~ 
;~~m~ 79.2 

76.8 
~ lliys (D :n.5 

> 1 fuy ~29.9~ (fJ.6 
> 2 lliys 28.3 65.9 . 
~~ D.6) 31.7 I ce 43) 100.0 

~ 
> 1 IBy = futaired !:! fun 1 my 
> 2 ~ = futaim:lIlDte fun 2 ~ 

9:l lliys = futairul thrtJ.Jdnn: 

<l.Jirelires ~ 
mvsrarlird~ with ro..dre anliticn; 
~ial = ill with restrictive anliticn; 
~ial to $7':fJ - dDice: ill or 10.1 lxnl 

(N:Jte: 'fre estiImtes of tre inpxt of !}lirelires as.s.nes 100 pert:alt COlpllin:e with g.rirlelires ad trot j~ ¥O.Jld select nmdnun bail alIlllts pennitt:ed in ea:h catEglry.] 



Table A12.17 Estimating the impact of guidelines on jail days associated with the processing of entering defendants 
in Boston Municipal Court 

1984 

Projected 

1984 

Projected 

1984 

Projected 

1984 

Projected 

Mn = 1.3 Mn = 0.6 
Sum = 889.1 - Sum = 57.0 

Mn = 0 Mn = 0 
Sum = 0 Sum = 0 

Cn = 668) Cn = 95) 

I ROR/Standard I ROR/Standard 

Mn = 3.3 Mn = 5.2 
Sum = 5,938.3 Sum = 2,462.1 

Mn = 0 Mn = 0 
Sum = 0 Sum = 0 

Cn = 1,800) Cn = 470) 

I ROR/Standard I ROR/Special 

Mn = 3.7 Mn = 6.8 
Sum = 2,880.6 Sum = 1,347.9 

Mn = 0 Mn = 0 
Sum = 0 Sum = 0 

(n = 125) (n = 199) 

I ROR/Special I ROR/Special 

Mn = 8.8 Mn = 9.8 
Sum = 1, 101. 2 Sum = 642.0 

Mn = 0 Mn = 5.7 
Sum = 0 Sum = 382.8 

(n = 125) Cn = 66) 

I ROR/Special I ROR/Special to $200 

1984 Total defendants (n = 4,562) 
Total jail days = 19,825.7 
Mean jail days = 4.3 

Mn = 0.3 Mn = 0.4 
Sum = 2.9 Sum = 3.0 

Mn = 0 Mn = 5.7 
Sum = 0 Sum = 40.6 

Cn = 10) (n = 7) 

I ROR/Standard I $300 

Mn = 3.2 Mn = 7.6 
Sum = 168.9 Sum = 582.3 

Mn = 0 Mn = 5.7 
Sum = 0 Sum = 446.6 

Cn = 53) (n = 77) 

I ROR/Special I $450 

Mn = 10.1 Mn'= 15.6 
Sum = 768.4 Sum = 1,003.9 

I Mn = 5.7 Mn = 19.5 
Sum = 440.8 Sum = 1,248.0 

(n = 76) (n = 64) 

I ROR/Special to $200 I $600 

Mn = 14.3 Mn = 36.7 
Sum = 414.2 Sum = 1,563.9 

Mn = 19.5 Mn = 19.5 
Sum = 565.5 Sum = 838.5 

(n = 29) (n = 43) 

J $600 I $1,000 

Projected total defendants (n = 4,562) 
ProJected total jail days = 3,962.8 
Projected mean j~il days = 0.9 
Usin ROR S ecial to cash cate ories as non-cash 
Projected total jail days = 3, 39.2 
Projected mean jail days = 0.7 

[Note: The estimates of the impact of guidelines assume 100 percent compliance with guidelines and that judges would 
select the maximum bail amounts permitted in each category. Sums of jail days we~e calculated on unrounded 
means.] -------------------
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Table A12.1B The distribution of 1985 Suffolk County pretrial detainees within guidelines categories 

Lowest risk 

Probability 
of flight 

and/or crime 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Highest risk 

Least serious Most serious 

Charge severity 

liliiii( .. 

1 2 3 4 

0.3% 0.7% 0% 0.3% 

(n = 1) (n = 2) (n = 0) (n = 1) 

I ROR/Standard 1 ROR/S tandard I ROR/Standard I $100 to $300 

6.9% 17 .0% 3.1% 14.1% 

(n = 5) (n = 2) (n = 3) (n = 3) 

I ROR/Standard I ROR/Specia1 I ROR/Specia1 I $250 to $450 

4.8% 14.8% 5.2% 19.6% 

(n = 14) (n = 43) (n = 15) (n = 57) 

I ROR/Specia1 I ROR/Specia1 
ROR/S~ecia1 to 

$ 00 I $300 to $600 
i 

1.4% 3.4% 1.4% 6.2% I 

(n = 4) (n = 10) (n = 4) (n = 18) 
I I ROR/s~ecia1 to I ROR/Specia1 $ 00 __ I $300 to $600 I $500 to $1,0001 

------- ------

Total n = 291 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1,1 
"I 
II 
i I' 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I· 

, . 

APPENDIX B 



- - - - ... 
CARD ONE: START 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS 

'Sequence number 01 
(l-5) (6-11) 

.. -
Booking number 

-
02 
02-17) 

- -.. -".- - - - - ., - -....... 
--------------~ 

Superior 
Court number 

OJ 
08-19) 

Precinct number 

Coder 
'1A.1 COPACo,""-= j 

04 Social security number 05 (Open) 
(20-28) (29-32) 

0--' , 1 I I ,- Tn I I I IL---L......-! D I_LI -r-T-I D~Jl)]C'1 
3» 

CHARGE INFORMATION 

Statute number 

6-11 First charge 
(-33-44 ) 

12-17 Second charge 
(45-56) 

18-23 Third charge 
(57-68) 

21,-28 Fourth charge 
(69-80) 

CARD THO 

-- Sequence number I I 
(1-5) 2 

29-34 Fifth charge 
(6-17) 

35-40 Sixth charge 
(18-29) 

'····r~u ] 
01 

41-1,6 Seventh charge I 
(30-1, 1) -.A.---&-~--l-_-'-----o 
47-52 
(42-53) 

53-58 
(54-65) 

59-61, 
(66":]7) 

Eighth charge 

Ninth charge 

Tenth charge 

" 

, -0 

I I I 
!-r---r--r-t['=rr 

65 If more than 10 charges, how many? 
(78-79) 

CD 
00 to 
96 
98 
99 

number of charges 
nla, less than 10 
missing information 

Severity 

D 
0 
0 
D 

o 
o 
D 
o 
D 
o 

*A/C/S 

0 
0 
D 
0 

o 
'0 
o 
D 
o 
D 

*O=no 
l=attempt 
2~conspiracy 

3=solicit 

No, Counts 

U~ 
U~ 
I I I 
CI--' 
r=r=J 
cr-I 

66 Number of suspects 
(80) 

D 
1 to 
5 self evident 
6 more tll:1I\ 5 

**Heapons. *l~*Force 

D 0 
D D 
D 0 
0 0 

D 0 
D 0 
D· I~ 
[] CI 
'-J [] 
I~ [-I 

~'*O=no ***O~IIO 

l=yes,threat l=verbal 
2:-::yc::;,u:=;c 

9=mifi··;j 11[; 

information 

2~physlcnl,thren 

3=physlcnl,use 
9=mjssing 

information 

7 more th:1O 1. numher unknown 
9 missing Jnformtltion 

CARD TIlR~:E 

Seqllcnce number 
(1-5) 

D.:=J=CJ-LI 
VICTIHS ---

67 Number of victims 
(6-7) 

01 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

nU111bcr of victims 
vic.tims notl2'd, numher tll1kIlO\.:n 

miSSing illformntJon 

If item fi7 is 00, enter R or 0 8 in 
items 158-82. 

68 Docs defendant kno" 'JJ.·.rll"(·" 
(8) 

C] 
o no 
1 yes 
9 mi~.~dl1;~ Inf",r·l11;"!tf"l1 

69 Dcfclld~lnt'!",; n"'l;ltiOIl~~hip Ii"! 

(9) victim's) 
SpolJ"e 

L_J 
7() GhUd 
(TO) 

D 
71 Parent 
(It) 

o 
72 
Ti2) 

1=.1 
SJbling 

~ 

:1 



I 

73 
(3) 

D 
74 
(14) 

o 
75 
(5) 

o 

Relative 

Friend 

Acquaintance 

76 Number of male victims 
(16-17) . 

00 to 
96 = number of male victims 
97 = male victims noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

77 Number of female victims 
(18-19) 

[1-·/ 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of female victims 
female victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

78 Number of victims of sexual assault 
(20-21) 

[n 
00 t:o 
96 = number of victims of sexual assualt 
97 

99 

sexual assault victims noted, number 
unknown 
missing information 

79 Race of victims 
(22) 

D 
o white 

black 
2 Hispanic 
3 Native American 
4 other 
5 multiple victims, more than one race 
9 missing information 

80 Number of elderly victims 
(23-24) 

00 to 
96 = number of elderly vlctJms 
97 = cltle~ictlms Iloted, number unknown 
~iss_r.fo~ll _ __. .. 

81 Age of most serious victim 
(25-26) 

IT-I 
(Code in 
00 to 

years, round to nearest year), 

94 
95 
96 
99 

age in years 
95 years or older 
othero(specify ~------------­
missing information 

82 Injury to the most serious victim 
(2n 

D 
o no injury 
I minor harm 
2 treated and discharged 
3 hospitalized 
4 death 
8 n/a, no person victim 
9 missing information 

LOSS/DAHAGE 

83 Number of premises forcibly entered 
(28-29) 

r-!~ 
00 to 
96 
97 
98 
99 

number of premises forcibly entered 
forcible entry noted, number unknown 
n/a 

84 
(0) 

D 

missing information 

Property stolen and/or damaged 

o no 
I property stolen 8 = n/a 
2 property damaged 
3 llroperty stolen and dam'q:"d 
4 ~ property crImI! noted, whether stolen (lr 

d:lInnged unknown 
9 missing information 

85 
01-36) 

Estimated value of property stolen 
and/or damaged 

,-----,-----,-----,---,-----,-rJ 
000001 to 
999996 e5tj~atcd dollar ijal~e 
999997 more than $999,996 
999998 n/a 
999999 missing information 
(Spec:: if y p rope r ty _______________________ _ 

2 

- - - .. .. -

DRUG CHARr.ES 

86 
137) 

Cl 
Type of drtll; inv(J) vc:d 

o alcohol 
I marijuam.l 
2.= cocaine 
3 heroin/opiate 
4 barbltuate/sedative 
5 amphetamine 
6 0 the r (s p e ci f Y _--:; __ -;-______ _ 
8 n/a, no drugs involved 
9 missing information 

" 

87 Number of drug units (pills, dosage, 
08-42) cignrett~s) b) I I d 

a 0 more tlan rlJg 
[]--r I =oJ 0 = no I = yes 

(see instructions) 

BOOKING/BEFORE INITIAL APPEARANCE 

88 Oate of booking (admission) 
(43-48) 

LL_l=<I __ ]~LI 
mO.l1th day year 

89 
T(9) 

Oefendant interviewed by AID 

o 
a no 
1 yes 

YO Alll n'c:""",,,,,,dn!:I(IJ' record .. d 
(';11 ) 

Ll 
o .jop(' shown 
1 Oil 
L ~ 1)1l \" i Lh c,,,.d it lUll,; 

3 thinl p:"oty cllstody 
4 All> slIpervi:;lon 
5 SeC II red huml 
6 secured banel with condItions 
7 potentially nonbondnble 

- .. - - ... - -



~ - - - -, -INITIAL APPEARANCE 

91 Date of initial appearance 
(51-56) -

.• _n I n 

month day year 

92 Judge (see code) 
(57-58) • 

'-0 
93 Initial appearance disposition 
(59) 

o 
o no bond 
1 OR 
2 unsecured appearance bond 

-

3 unsecured appearance bond with conditions 
f~ secured appearance bond 
. 5 secured appearance bond with conditions 

6 other (specify ) 
9 missing information 

94 
(60-65) 

000001 
999995 
999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 

95 
(66) 

o 
96 
(67) 

D 
97 
(58) 

o 
98 
(69) 

D 
99 
UO) 

D 

to 

If item 93 is (2,3,4,5) then code amount 
to be paid (in dollars) 

ITJ 
bond amount 
more than $999,995 
nonbondable case 
n/a, no bond amount 
missing information 

Conditions of release set at initial 
appearance. Code 0 ; no, 1 ; yes 

AID supervision 

Third party custody 

Prohibition of return to scene of crime 

Restrictions on residence 

Restrictions on travel/driving 

- .. ...... - - .. - - - .. 100 
(71"> 

o 
101 
Uz) 

[J 

Restrictions on associations 

Restrictions on employment 

102 Restrictions on education 
(73) 

o 
103 Prohibition of indulging in m) intoxicating liquors or certain 

drugs 

D 
104 Prohibition of possession of weapons 
(75) 

o 
105 
(76) 

D 

Other (specify 

Arresting officer's comments (Form 4) 
Code 0 ; no, 1 = yes 

106 
7.71) 

D 
107 
Tis"> 

D 
108 
(79) 

0 
109 
(80) 

0 

Defendant attempted to avoid or 
resist arrest 

Evidence of the crime was found in 
defenda~t's possession 

Defendant admItted lnvolvemellt in 
crImp 

lJefelld;lI\t made threats against 
witnesses or others 

CARD FOllR 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 

-'-----1---..L-LI~ 
3 

Illl Information indicntcd tiw dl'l eIH\;",t 

m ml~lt flee if relcnsed 

[] 
111 
ill 

Officer opposed an ullsccured rc l""S'l 

o 
JUSTICE OF TilE PEACE COllllT 

112 
(8-1/1) 

Justice court number 

co-r=r-CD 
.:!..!1 Case disposed at justice cOllrt 
(15) 

o 
0 no 3 = other, scratched by 
1 yes, dismissal county attorney 
2 yes, pled guilty 
8 n/a, not a justjce court case 
9 missing information 

ARRAIGNNENT 

114 Date of arraignuent 
(16-21) 

rnr-,-o 
month day year 

115 Arraignment disposition 
(22) 

D 
Refer to codes listed for 93. 

116 Prior bond dispositi<'n changed at 
(21) arraignment 

LJ 
o no 
I l~ss restrictive 
2 more restrictive 
9 missing information 

117 
(2 /,-29) 

CD 
I f 'item 115 I.s (lI,~) tb~n elIde 
amount to h~ pnid (in dollnrs) 

0='-' Refer to codes listed for item 94. 



-

UIAl{(;[,S Al ,\/U<All;Ni·1EN 1 

Item 

118-120 First charge 
(30-37) 

121-123 Second charge 
(38-45) 

12 /1-126 Third charge, m:m-
127-129 Fourth charge 
(54-61) 

130-132 Fifth charge 
(62-69) 

133-135 Sixth charge 
QO-77) 

Statute number 

'--I ,. 
I 

Severity 

o 
D 
D 
o 
o 
D· 

''<AlC/S 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

136 bonding 
08-80) agency I --CD (see item 153) 

CARD FIVE 

-- Sequence number I I 
(1-5) 5 

137-139 
(6-13) 

Seventh charge I I~ 

140-142 
04-21) 

143-145 
(22-29) 

146-148 
(30-37) 

Eighth charge I -, I I 
Ninth charge 

I I I 
Tenth charge o I I 

149 
(38) 

Disposition of case at arraignment? 

o 
o = no 

yes, dismissnl 
2 = yes, pled guilty or no contest 

8 n/a 
9 missing information 

RELEASE INFORHATION 

150 Date of release 
09-44) 

'-L_D_I,_--,--, 
month day year 

888888 not released prior to dispositIon or 
within 90 days 

- - - - - .. 

o 
o 
D 
D 

-

D 
o 
o 
o 

*O=no 
I=attempt 
2=conspiracy 
3=solicit 

151 Length of detention 
(45-47) 

cr 
000 to 
996 
9,9 

II 
doy:; detnlnpd 
missLng jnJormation 

152 Oht;)ined release at t~hich stnge? 
V18) 

0 
o 
I 
2 
3 

4 
5 
9 

not relensed 
hefore initial nppenrance 
on date of initlnl appenrance 
after fnltlnl apppar;)nce and before 
nrrnlgnmcnt 
on date of arraignment 
morc th:ln (lnp day n ftpr n rrn I r.IIIl1I'nt 
mi""lng I"fonllntl"" .. _'I .. .. -

153 
(!,9) 

Ncans ot relr:·;)s~ 

o 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
8 
9 

OR 
paid own bond 
surety release 
third party custody 
other (spectfy ) 
n/a, not released . 
missing information 

If item !)3 is (2) then corle bflnrl i ng aw',,:-:: 
in item 111), otlH!nJlsf' !.Ise n/:) C(1<1 .. ,:;. 

IJENOGRAPII[CS/TIES 

1.'54 Sex 
TSfJ) 

D 
o male 
I [ema I.e 

155 
151) 

D 
whlte 
hl:1ck 

Race 

o 
I 
2 IIJ spanic 
3 Natjve American 
4 Oriental 
5 other (specify 
9 missing informati<~~------· 

(56 
(52-57) 

I~ 
month 

Ilir.thdal<: 

'-CI I ] 
day ye:t'-

[57 Present adcJrc!'s: :I.lri.-I'p·' CPU,,' ,-
(58) -

[~ 
o no 
t yes 
9 missing information 

158 Addr.ess waR verified 
(~) 

D-
o = no 
[-= yes 
9 = t'n-f.oc;ri!"!g f'"!.f';l!"!!"' .. 1r:!""'! 

1<<1 
oJ. 

((,O-f,::,) 
LC'llgth (I r n'" I delle/! t n th" :t rt':\ 

(cllde ill lIlonths) 

r=L=[] 
on(l~ _ 

.. 996_1hcr_'!1th_' 
,}9'l =- mi<1~}:_np, infnr-~nt I-Oil 

.. -



- .. ll>~ ve,c.,AM·g 1. an#lIgl!mcnt 1_ 
(l)J) 

D 
o alone 
1 spouse/child 
2 relative/friend 
9 = missing information 

ill Phone 
(64) 

o 
o 
1 
9 

no 
yes 
missing information 

163 Marital status 
(66) 

o 
1 single, neyer married 
2 married 
3 widOl~ed 

4 divorced 
5 common law 
6 separated 
7 other 
9 missing information 

3 

164 Number of children 
(67-68) 

00 to 
96 number of children 

other (includes 
institutionalized) 

6";' 

dl 

97 
99 

children noted, number unknown 
missing information 

FINANCIAL STATUS 

165 
(69) 

D 
Employment status 

o unemployed 
1 disabled 
2 retired 
3 part-time 
4 full-time 
9 missing information 

- .. 
1(.1> 
rnr-72) 

).,'ngM, 01 JIIJPIO}"III""t \e,:de i~thSJ III!~ 
(79) 

-_ .. ' ... 
li(1spit:1i i;:C!d Jor ill"!)!:11 ",',.bl"",,, 

! u-r 
unemployed 999 missing 

to 
000 
001 
995 
996 
997 

number of months employed 
employed, length unknown 
not applicable (honsewife, student, 
retired, disabled, inmate, other) 

167 
(73) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 

Student 

9 missing information 

168 Number of years in school completed 
(74-75) 

0""] 
00 to 
12 number of years schooling 
13 
14 
15 
16 
99 

169 
(76) 

some college/technical training 
2-year/associate degree 
college degree 
post college education 
missing j~formation 

Veteran 

o 
u no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

170 Heans of support 
(77) 

D 
1 
2 
3 

wages 
unemployment compensation 
welfare 

4 = social security, disability, retirement, 
V.A. 

5 savings 
6 family/friends 
7 other 

HEALTH 

171 Physical problems 
(78) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

5 

D 
no 
yes 

o 
I 
9 missing information 

17J 
(W) 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes, 

Substance abuse 

past 
2 = Y(·R t prr!:Pllt 
3 = yes, past and present 
4 = yes, unspecified 
9 = missing information 

CARIJ SIX ----

(1-5) 
Sequence numher 

I 6 J 
Type of drug used, 
If no drug used, i.e. item 171 = a, 
code as an 8. If defc~dallt usps 
drug specified, code I (y:!s), .If 1I0t, 
code 0 (no), nllel if no fnforn':Itjoll I" 
provided, 9 (missing). Sec coding 
mnnual for classification scheme. 

174 Alcohol 
ill 

0-
175 Hadjuana 
ill 

0' 
12.~ 
(8j 

o 
177 
(9) 

o 
178 
( I 0) 

o 
179 
( I I) 

D 

Cocaine 

Heroin/Opiate 

Barbituate, sedf!tive or tranqlllli7.er 

Amphetamine 



-

•• P' .. _ .... 4 .. __ ._. 

180 
(2) 

Other (specify ______ _ 

o 
181 Treatment for alcoholism 
(13) 

D 
o = no 8 = nla 
1 yes 
9 = missing information 

182 
TIt;) 

Treatment for drug addiction 

o 
no 8 = nla 
yes 

o 
1 
9 missing information 

PRIOR CRUIINAL RECORD 

183 Number of prior arrests 
(fS-16) 

,--[] 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior arrests 
noted. number unknown 
missing information 

Number of recent prior .rrests 184 
ill-18) (within past three years of this case) 

00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of recent prior 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

arrests 

185 
09-20) 

Number of prior arrests for serious 
personal offenses 

r 
00 to 
96 number of prior arrests for serious 

personal offenses 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 miSSing information 

lP.6 
m-22) 

Numh~r of prior arpoot~ for 
serious property offenses 

00 to 
96 number of prior arrests 

property offenses 
noted. number unknown 
missing information 

97 
99 

for serious 

.. - - - .. 1_ .. 

III I 
(23-24) 

{~lItJ1l)t'r ul pr lO[ ell I t!5lti LUJ 

drug offenRes 

u~ 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior arrests 
npted. number unknown 
missing information 

for drug offenses 

188 Number of prior arrests for weapon 
(25-26) offenses 

00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior arrests 
noted. number unknown 
missing information 

for weapon offenses 

189 Number of prior convictions 
(27-28) 

0=1 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
noted. number unknown 
missing information 

190 Number of prior felony convictions 
(29-30) 

00 to 
96 
97 

number of prior felony convictions 
noted. number unknown 

99 missing information 

191 
01-32) 

r-T~ 

Number of prior misdemeanor 
convictions 

00 to 
96 
97 

numher of prior misdemeanor convictions 
noted. number unknown 

99 missing information 

192 
m-34) 

00 to 

Number of prior convictions for 
serious persona] offenses 

96 number of prior couvictions for serLolls 
I>crsonal OfCC':i~~ 

97 noted. number unknown 
99 missing information 

6 

1 :IJ 

ill-36) 
uUI,II/C"1 U' itl 1\.1( \~"·U. L .. L..), 

property offenseR 

LUI I 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
property offenses 
noted. number unknown 
missing information 

for serious 

194 Number of pr-ior convictionR for drllg 
(37-38) offenReR 

D~ 
00 to 
96 number of prior convictions for drug 

offenses 
97 
99 

noted. number unknown 
miRRing information 

195 Number of prior convictions for w~aron 
(39-40) offenses 

'·-0 
00 to 
96 number of prior convictions for weapon 

offenses 
97 noted ;-- number unknown 

196 On probation or parole at time of 
m-42) arrest 

o no 
I yes 
9 ml!lsing inforlll:l t (on 

197 
143-44) 

1--0 
00 to 

Record of non appearance at prior court 
proceedings_ (number of FTA's) 

96 number of FTA's 
97 noted. number unknown 
99 missing information 

198 
(45-46) 

'-[J 
00 to 

Number of outstanding warrants or 
holds 

96 number- ot outBtnnni'lg w;:rrllllts or 
detainers 

97 noted. number unkllOlm 
99 missing information 

.. - .. - - .. - - - .. .. 



- -. - __ ...:._f ___ - f_ 
199 
(47) 

Defendant is on pretrial release for 
a previous charge 

o 
o no 
1 yes, felony 
2 yes, misdemeanor 
3 yes, charge unknown 
9 missing information 

200 
(48) 

D 
o no 

Counsel appointed 

1 yes, public defender appointed outright 
2 yes, public defender with weekly fee 

required 
3 yes, private counsel 
9 missing information 

201 
(49-50) 

1=rJ 

If item 200 is (2) then specify in 
dollars the weekly contribution 
required of the defendant, otherwise 
code nla = 98 

FOLLOW-UP INFORNATION 

202 Review: current case disposed before 
(5T) 90 days? 

o 
0 no 
I case dismissed 
2 yes, pled guilty or no contest 
3 yes, acquitted 
4 yes, found gUilty 
9 missing information 

203 
(52-57) 

If item 202 is (1-4), then code date of 
disposition. OtHerwise code 888888 
for not applicable (n/a) 

.! I. I 
month day year 

204 F3iled to appear within 90 days 
(58) -

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 not released 
9 missing information 

- .. - - .. .... 
205 Date of first nonappearance in 
759-64) court 

I I 
month day year 

206 Rearrested within 90 days of 
(65) release 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
8 not released 
9 missing information 

207 
(66-67) 

Most serious offense for which 
rearrested (see coding manual) 

1=rJ 
01 miscellaneous 
02 public order 
03 weapons 
04 public administration 
05 other personal 
06 other property 
07 drugs (manufacture, delivery, sale) 
08 aggravated assault 
09 burglary 
10 robbery 
II serious personal 
97 not released 
98 not rearrested 
99 missing information 

208 Statute and severity ranking of 
(68-74) most serious offense 

a h 

209 Date of first rearrest 
ill-80) '-r-If_-',_-, -0 
month day year 

7 

- - - .. -ADDRESS ADIJENIJUH 

210 
(-) 

1. Print defendant's address 
(No., street, town, zip) 

211 Print address of scene of crime 
(-) 

.. 



-

--------_._ .. 
CARD SEVEN 

Sequence number 
0-5) 

1 h I 
CASE DISPOSITION 

212 If case was completed eight months from 
(6) I.A., at what stage? 

D 
0 not completed 
1 all charges dismissed or dropped 
2 case diverted 
3 conviction: pled gUilty 
4 conviction: found guilty (trial) 
5 acquitted on all charges 
6 sentenced 

213 
ill 

If item 212 is (6) then code type of 
sentence, otherwise use nla code 

I:=J 
o suspended sentence 
1 probation only 
2 fine or restitution only 
3 incarceration only 
4 probation and fine or restitution 
5 probation and incarceration 
6 fine or restitution and incarceration 
7 probation, fines or restitution, and 

incarceration 

214 
(8:"9) 

If item 213 is (1,4,5,7) code length of 
probation in months 

95 more than 94 months 
98 nla 

215 
(lO-12) 

If item 213 is (3,5,6,7) code length 
of incarceration in months 

[ ul 
994 more than 993 months 
995 part-time sentence only 

(specify length 
996 life sentence 
997 capital sentence 
998 nla 

- - - .. - . -
8 

- ... .. - .. ·iJIt - - .. .. - -



- - - -
CARD ONE 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

[-I 11 I 
I Booking number 
(5-10) 

""'- I 

-

2 Arreat ?recinct number 
(1l-12) 

l~D 

3 Superior court number 
(13-18) (most recent) 

/, nate of study 
(19-24) 

month day year 

10ld2Ld8151 

5 Date admitted to jail 
(25-30) 

month day_~ 

I I I LLl 

- -

6-9 Which vf the following reasons are holding 
the defendant in jail? (If there are less 
than four reasons, write 98 in all 

6 
(31-32) 

unused spaces). 

01 
02 
03 

'---'"'----' 04 

bailor awaiting IA 
bench warrant 
probation violation 
parole violation 
awaiting sentencing 
sentenced inmate 

I 
(33-34) 

8 
(35-36) 

-I 

I-I 
9 
(37-38) 

-, 

!-. 

05 
06 
08 
09 ~ 
10 = 

12 
98 

awaiting transport to prison 
appeal 
request from another jurisdiction 
held for Federal government 
nla 

99 ~ missing 

.. ' .. .. -. - .. ' - .- -Jail Population Study 
Naricopa County 

- .. -
[ GOder} 

BAIL INFORNATlON 

10 Date of arrest 
09-44) 
month daj year 

I I I I' ] 
11 
(45) 

o 
12 
(46-51) 

Is defendant being held on new 
charges for which slhe has not posted 
bail'! 
o no 
1 = yes 
9 = missing 

Date of initial appenr~nce 
(most recent) 

month 0 year 

I I I I I 
13 
(52-57) 

l 
000000 
000001 to 
999996 
777777 
999998 
999999 

14 
(58-63) 

I-I 

Hhat was the original (Ii\) ball 
amount for these charges? (sum of all c;lses) 

ROR 

cash amount 
held without bail 
nla, not held on bail 
mlsslng 

Hhat Is the total bail amount now 
holding the defendant? (sum of all cases) 

000000 = ROR 
000001 to 
999996 
777777 
999998 
999999 

cash 11mount 
held without bail 
n/a, not held on ball 
missing 

15 Total number of JP court numbers 
(64) 

o 
o to 
5 number of JP court nmnbers 
6 more than 5 
7 Grand Jury indictment 
8 nla, no new charges 
9 mj ssing 

16 JP court number (f:f.rnt c:ts(') 
(65-71) . 

( 
17 JP court number (second c:tse) 

·(72-78) 

CI I~=O 
18 
(79-80) 

Total number of all cases 

I rpC'j ~ to 
JlTJllIhrr 
III')re than five 

CtiIillTWO 
7 
8 
9 

Grand .Jury indictment 
n/a, 110 new cli:lrgc!=) 
missing 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

LJ_l Iz 1 
19 
(5-11) 

(-J 

JP court number (third case) 

20 JP court number (fourth case) 
02-13) 

l-'--r-r-cr-r-, 
21 JP court number (fifth C;Jse) 
09-25) 

[-[]-rr=I-CJ 
22 
(21i) 

CI 

If held on ball, d~[enciallt I.!l at 
who t s t:lge of process I ng? 

o before IA (N or F) 
1 H: betl,'een fA and JP arraignment 
2 N: bct{~een JP arr. itnd adjudicati.nn 
3 F: between IA and JP preliminary hearing 
4 F: between JP prel. hr. :lIld SC <lrrnignlllcllt 
5 F: h('t~ccn SC ;t .... ;-. nOld adjud1(';ltioli 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 



I" .• ~l'OIi-~. ___ ._. _____________ _ 

23 Total number of charges 
(27) (sum of all cases) 

D 
1 to 
5 
6. 
8 
9 

number 
more than 5 
n/a, not held 
missing 

on bail 

24 
(28-33) 

Statute number (most serious charge) 

25 Seriousness level (item 24) 
(34) 

D 
26 Offense type (item 24) 
(35) 

o 
crime against person 

2 robbery 
3 burglary 
4 mther property crime 
5 drug-related 
6 weapon 
7 prostitution 
9 missing 
0 otht:r (specify 

27 Statute number (second serious) 
(36-41) 

'--I 
28 Seriousness level 
(42) 

o 
29 Offense type 
(43) 

o 
crime against person 

2 robbery 
3 burglary 

" (h:ug-r~ la ted 
5 weapon 
6 prostitution 
7 victimless 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 
0 other 

- - -. - - - -

30 Bad the defendant secured release 
(44) previously on these charges? 

o 
o = no indication that bUild was pas led 
1 = yes, HOH 
2 yes, pusted by defendant 
3 yes, posted by third party 
4 yes, posted by bond agency 
5 yes, other (specify 
8 II/a, not held on bai-:l--;(=-s-e-n-t-e-n-c-e-('"'I)----
9 missing 

31 AID interviewed defendant 
(45) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

32 AID recommendation 
(46) 

D 
o none shown 
1 OR 
2 OR with conditions 
3 third party custody 
4 AID supervision 
5 secured bond 
6 secured bond with conditions 
7 potentially non bondable 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

33 Arresting officer thought defendant 
(47) attempted to avoid or resist arrest 

(Form 4) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not held un bail 
9 missing 

34 Police found evidence of the crime 
(48) in defendant's possession (Furm 4) 

D 
o 
1 
8 
9 

... 

no 
yes 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

2 

.. - .. .. _I 

35 Defendant adm.ltted invo1ve!llt'nt in 
(49) crime (Form 4) 

[J 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not held on hail 
9 ud.ssing 

36 Defendant made threats against 
(50) (~itness(s) or others. (Form [,) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 nrissing 

37 InformatIon indicated the deft'THl.1nt 
(51 ) mi~;h t [lee if released (Fn rm II) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

38 Police opposed rele;]se (Fonn !.) 
(52) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

39 If charges involve loss or danmge to 
(53) property, indica te amount: 

o 
U no loss or dnmage 
1 $100 or less 
2 $101 - $500 
3 $501 - $1,000 
4 mo!:e than $ I; 000 
5 nnted, amount unknuwn 
fI n/n, not held on hnf 1 
9 -, mlssJnr. 

40 
(54) 

If charges involve victims, 
indicate number: 

o 
o to 
5 lIumber of victims 
6 more than 5 
7 nuted, number unkllol.'n 
8 n/n, not held on ball 
9 missing 

.. .. - - - -. 



- -, - ------.-.- -41 
(55) 

I.evel of injury to most injured victim 

D 
o = no injury 
1 = minor harm 
2 treated and discharged 
J hospitalized 
4 death 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

42 Relationship of defendant and victim 
(56) (item 41). Defendant is: 

D 
o = stranger 
1 = spouse 
2' child 
3 parent 
4 sibling 
5 other relative 
6 friend. 
7 acquaintance 
8 n/a, not held on bail, br no victim 
9 missing 

43 Number of female victims 
(57) 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 
7 
8 
9 

more than five 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

44 Number of male victims 
(58) 

D 
o to 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

45 
(59) 

D 

number 
more than five 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

Number of elderly victims 

o to 
5 number 
6 
7 
8 
9 

more than five 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

- .. - -46 
(60) 

Defendant repres(!nted by: 

o 
o no counsel 
1 public defender 

-
2 public defender with weekly f~e 
3 court appointed prlv:tte cOllns(!1. 
4 private counsel 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

-
47 
(61-62) 

Record of appearance at prior court 
proceedings 

L[] 
00 to 
96 
97 
98 
99 

number of failures to appear 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

48 Other pending cases 
(63-64) 

-r] 
00 to 
96 
97 
98 
99 

number of other pending 
noted, numher unknown 
n/a, not held on bail 
missjng 

charges 

49 Seriousness level of most seriolls 
(65) charge in pending case 

o 
50 Total amount of bail set on item 48. 
(66-71) 

1--' 
000000 = IWR 
OOOOOl to 
999996 
999998 
999999 

C:lsh illllount 

nla, not held on ball 
miSSing 

51 
(72) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 

Pcndjllr, cnSCfi: t=>C'rfOll!; crj(IJ(' :11",[1 (n!:t 
per-son (munIer, rape, kldnnp, :tgg. 
assault) 

8 n/a, not held on hail 
9 missing 

3 

- -, - -52 
(7'l) 

Pending cas(!s: ruhhery 

o 
o no 
) yes 
8 n/a 
9 miSSing 

S3 Pending cases: bllrgl'HY 
(74) 

D 
o no 
) yes 
8 n/a 
9 ml ssing 

5t, I'endjng cases: drtlf'.-re)at('d 
(75) 

o 
o no 
) yes 
8 n/a, not held 00 bail 
9 missing 

55 Pending cases: weapun 
(76) 

CI 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/n, not held on bnl1 
9 missing 

56 
177-78) 

-0 
Next hearing scheduled 
(see item 22) 

00 JP arraignment 
01 .Il' pr(OJ Iminary hC.1ring 
02 .11> t r In 1 
UJ JP sentencing 
(JI, ~ SC arr;lIgolllf'nt 
05 SG p'-<:trl.11. conferr'lH:e 
Or, SC tr.lnJ 
07 sc sentencing 

.. 

) LI = SC other (specify --:~ ______ _ 
DB n/o, not held on bail 
09 miSSing 

-



57 Open 
(79-80) 

1-1--1 
CARD THREE 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

.~-L-....LI -::...13 / ____ _ 

58 Trial date set 
(5-10) 
month day year 0_, I I 

000000 
999997 
999998 
999999 

no 
awaiting sentence, still on bail 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

59 
TIl) 

Number of continuances related to this 
case 

o 
o to 
5 
6 
8 
9 

numb~r of continuances 
more than five 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

BENCH HARRANT INFORHATION 

60 
TIl-13) 

How many bench warrants are holding 
this defendant? 

I - I 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of warrants 
noted, number unknown 
missing 

61 Hhat is the total amount of bench warrant? 
TI4-19) 

I r=r--,-
000000 
999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 

62 
(20-25) 

[-I 
999998 
999999 

63 
(26) _0 

to 
cash amount 
noted, amount unknown 
n/a, not held on bench warrant 
missing 

Statute number (most serious bench 
warrant) 

n/a, not held on bench warrant 
missing 

Seriousness level (item 62) 

- - - - -

PROBATION ViOLATlON INFORNATlON 

64 Is defendant held on probation 
(27) violation? 

o 
o no 
1 yes, new charge-related 
2 yes, technical 
3 yes, unspecified 
9 missing 

65 Date of detainer (issued) 
(28-33) 
month day year 

I r I 
999998 
999999 g 

nla, not held on probation violation 
m!ss!.ng 

66 
(34-39) 

Statute for most serious conviction 
for which defendant was on probation 

D.~-1-I---'-II 
999998 
999999 

n/a, not held on probation violetion 
missing 

67 
(40) 

D 

Seriousness level (item 66) 

PAROLE VIOLATION INFORNATION 

68 Is defendant held on parole 
(41) violation? 

D 
0 no 
1 yes, new charge-related 
2 yes, technical 
3 yes, unspecified 

69 Date of detainer (issued) 
(42-47) 
month day year o I I 
999998 
999999 

n/a, not held on parole violation 
missing 

70 
(48-53) 

Statute for most serious conviction 
for I~hjch defendant served sentence 

I-eel n I 
999998 n/a, not held on parole violntion 
999999 missing 

II 

- .. - - - -

71 
(54) 

o 
Seriousness level (lte~ 7U) 

INfORHATlON ON DEFENDANTS AHALTD!9 SEt;TE"CU'.t..: 

72 Is defendant beJng held a;.;:.itinp. 
(55) sentencing? 

o o no 
I = awaiting sentence but helel fnr 

another reason 
2 
9 
73 

yes 
missing 

Date of conviction 

(5(,-61) daf ... _. ):p.a r ... I f'!!TI'-I-- . I 1-.-1 
999998 
999999 

74 
(62-67) 

n/a, not awaiting sentence 
missing 

Dat~ scheduled for sentencing 

month day year 

I I I I I I 1 
999998 
999999 

75 
(68-73) 

n/a, not awaiting sente·lce 
missing 

Date presentence inve~ti'~tion 
reported ~o court 

month dav=cenr 
rl~-l -[] 
999997 not completed 
999998 n/a, not aHaiting sentence 
999999 missing 

76 Date mental evnluntion 
(7/1-79) reported to cOllrt 

l~i~1 l~(-J=J~ 
999997 
999998 
999999 

not requested 
n/a, not awaiting sentence 
missing 

SENTENCED PRISONER INFOR~lAT10N 

77 Is defendant 11 sentenced prlsollcr? 
(80) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 ~ iliff", In?, 

CARll FOUR 

Sequcnce number {1-4) 
--.~j- - .. -



- --.~.~-. 
78 
(5-6) 

I 
Length of minimum sentence 

00 = less than one month 
01 to 

.. -
60 between one month and five years (months) 
75 five years one day to ten years 
80 = more than ten years 
81 = other ( 
98 = nla, no~E~s~e~n~t~e~n~c~e~d'-----------------------
99 missing 
79 
(7-8) 

Length of maximum sentence 
(use same codes as item 78) 

80 Date ot sentenc~ 
(9-14) 

month Drear r-'- - 1:1 
999998 nla, not sentenced 
999999 miSSing 

81 Other conditions of sentence 
TIS) 

o 
o none 
1 probation 
2 fines 
3 restitution 
4 community service 
5 work fllrlough 
5 other ( 
8 n / a, no'7t--s-e:-n:-t"'e=n-"c-"e"'lar----------------------
9 miSSing 
82 Statute for most serious sentence 
06-21) 

[ 1=:=J 
999998 = n/a, not sentenced 
999999 = miSSing 

83 
(22) 

o 
84 
(23) 

o 
o = no 

yes 

Seriousness level (item 82) 

Was sentenced person detained before 
canviction? 

1 
8 
9 

n/a, not s~ntenced 
missing 

85 Was sentenced person detained after 
(24) conviction? 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 = nla, not sentenced 
9 missing 

-, - - - "-'86 I~as time already served part of 
(25) sentence? 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 nla, not sentenced 
9 missing 

87 Length of time-served credit 
(26-27) 

D~ 
00 to 
96 number of months 

number unknown 
n/a, not sentenced 
mls" I"". 

97 
98 
99 

88 Expected d:lte of releuse 
(28-33) 

month dab'~ LIJ . 
999997 life sentence, no release 
999998 n/a, not sentenced 
999999 missing 

-

89 If sentenced crime(s) involved loss 
(4) or damage to property, indicate 

amount: 

D 
o $100 or less 
1 $101 - $500 
2 $501 - $1.000 
3 more than $1,000 
7 noted, amount unknOlVT1 
~ nla, not sentenced 
9 missing 

90 If sentenced crime(s) involved 
(5) vic tj IUS, indica te nUlUber: 

o 
o to 
5 number of victi~s 
6 more than 5 
7 noted, number unknOl.:n 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 miSSing 

5 

- -, - - - -
91 Le'Jel of injury tel most injured vlt:tl:n 
TIo) 

o 
o no injury 
1 minor lwnn 
2 trc,lted and dischnrged 
3 h05pitaliz~d 
4 de.1 th 
8 n/n, not sentenced 
9 missIng 

92 I!elatf.onshlp of defel1dunt uud 
(7) victim (item 91). Defendant Is: 

[] 
() -, !: I r:lIlp,l'l­
I ! i 1''' II ~: fl 

2 chi Id 
3 parent 
4 sibling 
5 other relntive 
6 friend 
7 acqun!ntance 
8 nla, not sentenced 
9 missing 

93 Number of female victims 
(8) 

o 
o to 
5 numher 
6 lUore tll:ll1 five 
7 noted, number unknolm 
8 nla, not sentenced 
9 missing 

94 Number of male victims 
(9) 

[-] 
o to 
5 number 
6 more than five 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 miSSing 

95 Nllmber of elderly v[ctJm~ 
'(t;'O) 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 InOl'e tllilt1 ff ve 
7 Il(llCll, IltJIOI)er lJllkllOwn 

8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 missjng 

I 

.' 



.... ~---. 

OIlIER REASON FOR DETENTIONS 

96 Is the defendant being held for any 
(41) other reason not previously noted? 

o 
o '" no 
1 awaiting transport to prison 
2 appeal 
3 request from another jurisdiction 
4 held for Federal government 
9 missing 

DEHOGRAPHICS/TIES 

97 
(42) 

Defendant was resident of Haricopa 
County at time of custody 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

98 Living arrangement 
(43) 

D 
o = alone 
I spouse/child 
2 relative/friend 
3 institution/group home 
9 missing 

99 Relatives/friends in Haricopa County 
(44) 

o 
0 no 
1 relative 
2 friends 
3 spouse 
4 child 
5 2 or more 
9 = missing 

100 
(45) 

Harital status 

o 

-

o single, never married 
I married 
2 widowed 
3 divorced/separated 
4 common law 
5 other 
9 missing 

- - - - - -

101 Employment at time of custody 
ill) 

o 
o no, unemployed 
2 no, housewif.e, student, retired, 

disabled, inmate 
3 yes, part-time 
4 yes, full-time 
9 missing 

102 Heans of support (if employed and 
(47) nothing contrary is stated, co(le 1) 

D 
o none noted 
1 w'lges 
2 unemployment compensntion 
3 welfare 
4 socl,\J seeurlty, disahillty, r!'t I n'lIIt'lIt , VA 
5 savings 
6 family/friends 
7 other 
9 missing 

103 Number of years of schooling 
(48-49) 

00 to 
12 number 
13 
14 

some college/technical training 
2-year/associate degree 

15 co llege degree 
16 
99 

post college education 
missing 

104 
(50) 

o 
o = mnle 

Sex 

1 = females 

105 Hace 
(51) 

o 
o white 
1 black 
2 lIisp:mic 
3 Native American 
4 Oriental 
5 other 
9 missing 

6 

-. - - - .- .. 

106 Birthdate 
( 52-57) 
month dnv venr 

[-r=r-r:J~D 
999999 = missing 

HEALTH 

107 Is there an indic'ltion of past mentnl 
(58) hen]th problems? 

D 
o 
1 
9 

no 
yes 
missing 

108 
(~9) 

ls there nn Jncllentlon 1)( pr('!:ellt 
nwntnl. hC:llth pr"hlt'lIIs'! (III Jnll) 

CI 
o no 
1 yes 
2 yes, institutionalized 
9 missing 

109 Physical problems 
(60) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

110 
(6l) 

History of alcohol. abuse 

D 
o 
1 
2 
9 

no 
yes 
yes, trentmcnt noted 
mlsslnR 

III 
(r;:n 

History of drug abuse 

[J 
o no 
1 yes 
2 yes, treatment noted 
9 missing 

- -' - - - -



- .. ~-- .... _ ... -.- ... -
PRIOR CRUlINAL RECORD 

lL2 
(63) 

0 
113 
(64) 

0 
114 
(65) 

0 
115 
(66) 

0 
ll6 
(67) 

0 
117 
(6S) 

0 
118 
(69) 

0 
119 
(70) 

0 
120 
171> 

0 

Use the following codes in this section: 

o to 
5 
6 
7 
9 

number 
more than five 
noted, number unknown 
missing 

Number of prior atrests 
(one date equals one arrest) 

Number of recent prior arrests (within 
past 3 years) 

Number of prior arrests: serious crimes 
against the person (murder, rape, kidnapping, 
agg. assault) 

Number of prior arrests: serious 
property crimes (arson, grand theft/larceny) 

Number of prior arrests: robbery 

Number of prior arrests: burglary 

Number of prior arrests: drug-related 

Number of prior arrests: weapons 

Total number of prior convictions 
(each statute counted separately) 

-. 
121 
ill) 

D 
122 
(73) 

o 
123 
(7t;) 

o 
124 
ill) 

o 
125 
(76) 

o 
126 
Til) 

o 
127 m) 

D 
128 
ill) 

o 
129 
(80) 

o 

- - - .. 
Number of prior convictions: 
j uvenHe only 

-
Number of prior convictions: serious 
personal crime against the pers2n 

Number of prior convictions: serious 
property crime 

Number of prIor convictions: robbery 

Number of prior convictions: burglary 

Number of prior convictions: 
drug-related 

Number of prior convictions: weapons 

Number of prior felony convictions 

Number of prior misdemeanor convictions 

7 

- _: - - - -



CARD ONE: START 
Sequence nurrI::ler 

(1-5) 

I I II 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS 
01 Book i ng nunbers 
(6-11) 

I I 
02 Date of booking 
(12-17) 

, I I I I 
03 Fi rst charge 
(18-27) 

I I 
Gr. Att. \.I. Drg_ 

I I I I I I 
04 Second charge 
(28-37) 

Gr. Att. \.I. Drg. 

I I I I I I I I 
05 Third charge 
(38-47) 

Gr. Att. \.I. Drg. 

I I I I I I 
GUIDELINES CLASSIFICATION 
06 Severity level: before special factors 
(48) 

~ 1-6 = level 9 = missing 

07 Special severity factors 
(49) 

~ 
1 = weapon used 
2 = injury to victim 
3 = two or more serious counts at 

levelS or higher 
4 = 1 and 2 
5 = 1 and 3 
6 = 2 and 3 
8 = no change 
9 = missing 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

08 Final severity level 
(50) 

~ 1-6 = level. 9 = missing 

RISK SCORING 
09 Beginning score 
(51) 

10 Prior HAs 
(52- 53) 

OJ 
00 = none 
06 = one 
40 = two or more 

11 Police note flight risk facts 
(54-55) 

OJ 00 = no 67 = yes 

12 Property offense 
(56-57) 

OJ 00 = no, person offense 

13 Defendant lives alone 
(58-59) 

OJ 00 = no 37 = yes 

14 Charges involve robbery 
(60-61) 

OJ 00 = no 45 = yes 

15 Police flight risk and FTAs 
(62-63) 

OJ 
00 = no 
08 = police note and FTA 

34 = yes 

17 = police note and two or "more FTAs 

16 Police note risk and lives alone 
(64-65) 

OJ 00 = no 28 = yes 

17 Total risk points 
(66-68) 

I I 

18 Risk 9f'1UP 
(69) 

~ 1-4 = group 9 = missing 

OTHER GU1DELINES INFORMATION 
19 Unusual circumstances 
(70-72) 

1st 2nd 3rd 

~~D 

I 

I 
I 

For values 0 to 6 see coding instructil-
7 = other(specify) ________ -I __ 

9 = missing 

20 More than 3 unusual 
(73) o 0 = no 1 = yes 

circumstances gllJn? 

8 = nla 9 = missin~ 

21 Suggested decision celL? 
(74-75) 

OJ 1-24 = cells 99 = missing 

22 Suggested special conditions 
(76- 77) 
1st 2nd 

O~ 

I 
I 
I 

o = none indicated 
1 = PTS supervision 
2 = third party I 
3 = other(specify) ________ ~_ 
9 = missing 

23 More than two speciaL conditions? 
(78) I 00 = no 1 = yes 8 = nla 9 = missin£ 

DECISION 
24 Commissioners decision 
(79) 

o 
a = nonfinancial standard 
1 = nonfinancial special 
2 = secured bond 
9 = missing 

25 BLank 
(80) 

o 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



I 
I 

j~< 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CARD TWO 
__ Sequence nurrber 
(1- 5) 

[ I 1 1 12 1 

26\\1 f secured bond, give amount 
(6-1'1 ) 

" 

ITI I 1 

000001 to 
99"9995 = bond arr.ount indo II a rs 
999996 = rllore than $999,995 
999997 = no bond amount set 
999998 = nonbondable case 
999999 = missing 

27 Other conditions and restrictions 
(12-14) 
1st 2nd 3rd 

DOO 
o = none 
1 = scene of the crime 
2 = victim 
3 = weapons 
4 = alcohoL, license 
5 = reside at 
6 = contact 
7 = reside with 
8 = other 

28 More than 3 other conditions 
(15) an~ restrictions 

D 0 = no 1 = yes 8 = n/a 9 = missing 

29 Guidelines followed by commissioner? 
(16 ) 

O 0 = no 8 = n/a checked 
1 = yes 9 = missing 

30 If not followed reasons given 
(17-20j 

1st 2nd 

CD CD 
00 = nonbondab l e 
01 = prob_/parole hold 
02 = sentenced 
03 = fugitive 
04 to 
20 = other(specify) 
88 = not follOWed, but no reason given 

31 More than two reasons given? 
(21) 

Do = no 1 = yes 

39 Phone 
(35) 

00 = no 1 = yes 9 = missing 

32 Name of commissioner making decision 40 Health problems 
(22) (37-37) 

D 
1 = Kiefer 
2 = Strohson 
3 = Wiehn 
4 = Jackson 
5 = Lo Bue 
6 = Bixby 
7 = otherCspecify), ________ _ 
9 = missing 

DEMOGRAPHICS/TIES 
33 Date of birth 
(23-28) 

34 Age 
(29-30) 

1 1 1 I 

CD 
35 Gender (sex) 
(31 ) o 0 = male = female 

36 Race/ethnicity 
(32) 

D 
o = white 
1 = black 
2 = Hispanic 
3 = Native American 
4 = Oriental 
5 = other 
9 = missing 

37 Present address: Maricopa County? o 0 = no 1 = yes 9 = missing 

38 Length of residence 
(34) 

D 

00 = none indicated 
01 = physical 
02 = drug 
03 = alcohol 
04 = mental health 
05 = 1 and 4 

06 = 1 and 3 
07 = 1 and 2 
08 = 2 and 3 

09 = 2 and 4 
10 = 3 and 4 
99 = missing 

41 Marital status 
(38) 

o 
1 = single 
2 = married 
3 = widowed 
4 = divorced 
5 = common law 
6 = separated 
7 = other 
9 = missing 

42 Defendant's living arrangements 
(39) 

o 
o = alone 
1 = spouse/chi ld 
2 = relative/friend 
3 = other(includes institutionalized) 
9 = missing 

43 Length of employment 
(40) 

D 
o = unefll)loyed 
1 = 6 months or less 
2 = more than 6 months and less than 1 year 
3 = 1 year or more 
6 = emloyed, length unknown 

2. 

o = less than one month 
1 = 1-3 months 
2 = 4-6 months 

8 = n/s, (housewife, student, retired, disabled) 

3 = 7-12 months 
4 = 13-24 months 
5 = more than two years 
9 = missing 



44 Employer indicated? 
(41) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = unemployed 
9 = missing 

45 Spouse employed 
(42) 

D 
o = spouse's employer not given 
1 = spouse's employer given 
8 ~ n/a, not married 

46 Monthly pay (not net) 
(43) 

D 
o = no monthly pay 
1 = sum up to $500 
2 = $501-999 
3 = $1,000-1,900 
4 = $2,000 or more 
8 = employed but pay not known 
9 = missing 

47 Afford lawyer 
(44) 

D 
o = requests PD 
1 = def_ says can afford 
9 = missing 

48 Social security number 
(45-53) 

I 1 1 1 

4'9 Lawyer appointed 
(54) 

D 
o = PVT or private 
1 = PD 
2 = NE 
9 = missing 

1 I I 1 

SOIA date (date of initial appearance) 
(55 -60) 

I I I 1 I 1 

51 Was person released within 48 hrs_? 
(61) 

00 = no 1 = yes 

52 Date of release 
(62-67) 

1 I 
888888 = not released 

9 = missing 

53 Date case terminated if within 90 days 
(68-73) 

I I 1 I 
000000 = case not terminated before 90 days 
Note: if scratched, enter date two days later 

than IA date. 

54 Type of release 
(74) 

o 
o = OR 
1 = sec~red bond 
2 = other 
8 = not released 

55 Failure to appear during release? 
(75) (within 92 days of IA) 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = not released 
9 = missing 

56 Blank 
(76-80) 

I I 
CARD THREE 

I 1 

__ Sequence nurrber 
(1 -5) 

57 Date of FTA 
(6-11) 

1 I 
If no date/no FTA -- enter 888888 

58 Rearrested during release? 
( 12) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = not released 
9 = missing 

59 Date of rearrest 
(13-18) 

[I I 1 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(Enter date from colurm following Reart'est/FTA 
If no date--no rearrest (no statute numbel 
- -enter 888888) 

60 If rearrested, statute number for new c rgE 
(19-25) Gr_ 

I I I I D I 
61 Prior arrests 
(26) 

I D 
o = none 
1 = one I 2 = two 
3 = three or more 
9 = missing 

62 Prior convictions I (27) 

0 I o = ,none 
1 = one 
2 = two 
3 = three or more I 9 = missing 

63 On probation or parole? 
(28) 

I 00 = no 1 = yes 

64 Presently out on pretrial release? 
(29) I 00 = no 1 = yes 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



- - - - - - - - - - - - -KEYPUNCHER NOTE: This page only, left to right/top row to bottom row. 

CARD ONE: START 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS 

. Sequence number 01 Jail number 
(I-5) (6-14) 

r 1 1 I [8J4 1 ·1 

> 
CHARGE INFORNATION 

Statute number 
4-9 First charge 
(34-45) 

10-15 Second charge I 
(46-57) 

16-21 Third charge I 
(58-69) 

22-26 Fourth charge I 
(70-80) 

CARD mo 

---- Sequence number -/ I 
(1-5) 2 

27-32 Fifth charge I ] 
(6-17) 

33-38 Sixth charge I J 
(18-29) 

39-44 Seventh charge I 
(30-41) '-_ --'_--'---"_--'-_'----' 
45-50 Eighth charge 
(42-53) I~ I 
5i-56 
(54-65) 

Ninth charge 

I 
57-62 Tenth charge 
(66-71) I I J 

63 ~f more than 10 charges, how many? 
(78-79) 

00-96 = number of charges 
98 n/a, less than 10 
99 = missing information 

........ .,. 

02 
(15-24 ) 

Court number 

/I I 8 I 4 I 
a b c 

Severity *A/r:/S No. Counts **WeaEons ***Force 

0 
0 
0 
D 

o 
D 
o 
D 
o 
o 

D 
D 
0 
0 

D 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

*O=no 
I=attempt 
2=conspiracy 
3=solicit 
4=principle~ 

, 
I 

J--=rJ 
I J 

64 
(80) 

Number of suspects 
i 
: 

o I 
1-5 self evident 

6 more than 5 

0 
0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

D 
0 
0 

X 

o 
D 
D 
o 
o 
o 

**O-no ***0.00 
l-yes,threat I-verbal 
2=yes,use 2-physica],threa 
9=missing 3=physical,use 

information 9=missing 
information 

7 more than 1, number unknown 
9 = missin~ information 

/ 

- - - -
Coder 
I-__ DADE COUf>TY 

~----------~--

03 
(25-33) 

Social security number 

CARD THREE 

Sequence numoer 
(1-5) 

T 13 I 
VICTHIS 

65 
(6-7) 

Number of victims 

i r-T] ·1 00-96 = number of victims 
97 = victims noted, number 

unknown -
99 = missing information 

If item 65 is 00, enter 8 or 98 
in items 66-80. 

66 Does defendant know 
(8) victim(s)? 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

67 Defendants relationshJp 
(9) to victim(s). 

Spouse 

D 
68 Child 
(10) 

o 
69 Parent 
(Tl) 

o 
70 Sihlipg 
(12) 

o 
71 Relative 
(T3) 

o 

- -



72 Friend 
(4) 

D 
73 Acquaintance 
(5) 

D 
74 Number of male victims 
06-17) 

J 
00-96 number of male victims 

97 male victims noted. number unknown 
99 ~ missing information 

75 Number of female victims 
(18-19) 

0--' 
number of female victims 00-96 

97 
99 

female victims noted. number unknown 
missing information 

76 Number of victims of sexual assault 
(20-21) 

cr···, 
00-96 number of victims of sexual assault 

97 = sexual assault victims noted. number 
unknown 

99 

77 
1(2) 

D 

missing information 

Race of victim 

o white 
1 = black 
2 Hispanic 
3 other 
4 mUltiple victims. more than one race 
9 missing information 

78 Number of elderly victims 
123-24) ,- [ 

number of elderly victims 00-96 
97 
9!l 

elderly victims noted, number unknown 
Mis~ing !nformatiD~ 

- - - - - -

IY Age or most scrlUUS VlC[1m 
125-26) 

I~--I 
(Code 
00-94 

95 
-96 
99 

in years. round to nearest year). 
age in years 
95 years or older 
other (specify ~ _______ . 
missing information 

80 Injury to the most serious victim 
1(7) 

D 
o no injury 
1 a minor harm 
2 K treated and discharged 
3 - hospitalized 
4 - death 

-8 -n/a. no person victim 
9 D missing information 

LOSS/DAMAGE 

81 Number of premises forcibly entered 
128-29) 

I 
01-96 number uf premises forcibly entered 

97 forciblO ~ntry noted, number unknown 
98 n/a. also ~ 0 
99 missing information 

82 Property stolen and/or damaged 
(30) 

D 
o no 
1 property stolen 3 = stolen and damaged 
2 = property damaged 8 = n/a 
4 - property crime noted. whether stolen or 

damaged unknown 
9 missing information 

83 
(31-36) 

Estimated value of property stolen 
and/or damaged 

II-I 
000001 to 
999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 

= estimated dollar value 
more than $999.996 
n/a, 
missing information 

{Specify property~ ________________________ __ 

2 

- _. - - - -

DRUG CIiARilliS 

84 
TIn 

o 
Type of drug involved 

(If more than I code drug 
of highest quantity) 

o alcohol 
1 marijuana 
2 cocaine 
3 heroin/opiate 
4 barbituate/sedative 
5 amphetamine 
6 other (specify __ ~ __ ~_. 
8 n/a. no drugs involved 
9 missing information 

85 Number of drug units 
TI~-42) dOllage. ~ 19aretteR) 

{pills. 

I I 0 I ~~n:ore than 1 drug 
l=yes 

~8ee insrructions) 

BOOKING/PRE-BOND HEARING 

86 Date of booking (adminsion) 
(43-48) 

I _ I 
month day year 

87 Total bail schedule bond 
(49-54) 

,-,--,--, . I 
aooooo = PTA/OR 
000001 to 
999995 bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than $999.995 
333333 = nonschecili I e 
999998 - non bondable case 
999999 = missing information 
88 
(55-60) Schedule bond for most serious 

c ha r:.&£... .~--. __ --. 
I-I I 

000000 '" PTA/OR 
OOOGOI to 
999995 
999996 
333333 
999998 
999999 

-
bond amount in dollars 
more than $999.995 
Ilonscht,llllie 
IWllbolltl'lb 1(, case 
mIssing information 

.- - - - - -



_,r_ - - - -
89 
(61) 

Did defendane pose bond before bond 
hearing? 

o 
o = no 
1 yes 
9 = missing information 

BOND HEARING 

90 Date of bond hearing 
(62-67) 

I I I I I I mont I . day year 
91 Judges (see code) 
\1>"6-69) 

I , I 
92 Bond hearing disposition 
(70) 

D· 
o 
1 
2 c 

3 

no bond set 
cash bond 
third party 
PTR 

custody 

4 = PTR and third party 
5 c ADAP/DIP 
6 = CHIC 
7 
9 

other (specify ~ _______ . 
missing information 

93 
(71-76) 

If item 92 is (1) then code amount to 
be paid (in dollars) 

C...J-' -'-----'--'-.1----' 
000001 
999995 
999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 

94 
(77-80) 

to 
bond amount in dollars 
more than $999,995 
nonbondable case 
n/a, no bond amount set 
missing inform~tion 

(Sep. inst~uctions) 

, I J I , 
a bed 

CARD FOUR 

Sequencp. number 
0-5) 

LI I-I-~-I 

95 
(6-11) 

If alternate bond is set, how much is 
it? 

ITI 
000001 to 999995 = bond amoune in dollars 
999996 more than 999,995 
999997 nonbondable case 
qqqqqR = p/'l r\n }'",nrf .,tf"n"· .. ., r ... __ 

- - - - - -
FELONY ARRAIGNNENT 

If not felony, insert nla values in items 96 
thru 100. 

96 Date of arraignment 
02-17) 

I I I I I LJ 
month day year 

97 
(8) 

Arraignment disposition 

D 
o - no bond set 
1 - cash bond 
2 - third party custody 
3 = PTR 
4 PTR and third party custody 
5 = ADAP/DIP 
6 a CHIC 
7 - other (specify ________ , 
8 c n/a 
9 = missing information 

98 Prior bond disposition changed at 
(9) arraignment 

D 
o no 
1 c less restrictive 
2 
9 

more restrictive 
c missing information 

99 
(20-25) 

If item 97 is (1) then code amount to 
be paid (in dollars) 

L1-1 --L-I----I---'---.J 

bond amount in dollars 
= more than $999,995 

000001 to 
999995 
999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 

- nonbondable case 
= nla, no bond amourtt set 

missing information 

100 
(26-31) 

If alternate bond is set, how much 
is it? 

I 
000001 to 
999995 
999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 

bond amount in dollars 
more tnan 999.915·' 
nonbondable case 
nla, no bond amount 

= missing information 

3 

set 

- - - - - .. .. 
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CHARGES AT FELONY ARRAIGNHENT 

Item Statute number 

101-103 First charg~ 

I (32-39) 

104-106 Second charge 

I (40-47) 

107-109 Third charge 
(48-55) 

110-112 Fourth charge 
(56-63) 

113-115 Fifth charge 

I (64-71) 

116-118 Sixth charge 
I I (72-79) 

119 (Open) 

D (80) 

CARD FIVE 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 5 
120-122 Seventh charge , 

-I (6-13) " 

123-125 Eighth charge 

I I (14-21) 

126-128 Ninth charge 

I I (22-29) 

129-131 Tenth charge 
(30-37) 

132 Disposition of case at arraignment? 
ill) 

o 
o no 
1 yes, dismissal 
2 yes, pled guilty 
3 yes, transferred to county court 
8 n/a, always was a misdemeanor charge 
9 missing information 

JAIL ARRAIGNHENTS ,(COUNTY COURT) 

133 Date of jail arraignment 
(39-44) , 

,~-~ I 
month' day year 

I 
I 

- - - - -

J 

I 

-

Severity *A/C/S 

0 D 
0 tJ 
D 0 
0 D 
0 D 
D D 

D D 
D D 
D D 
0 0 

*O~no 

l~attempt 

2~conspiracy 

3~solicit 

134 Jail arraignment case disposition 
(45-46) 

00 = dismissed 
01 = pled not guilty (for jury trial) 
02 pled not guilty (for nonjury) 
03 = plep 2uilty (tim~ sp-rved) 
04 pled guilty (time served, fine) 
05 pled guilty (time served, fine, probation) 
06 pled guilty (time served and more time: 

0-3 months) 
07 = same as 06, but 4-6 months 
08 diversion (PTI guile withheld) 
10 !'laine' as 06, tmt more than 6 months 
11 items 03, 04 or 05 and adjudication 

withheld (WII) --

l.15 
(47) 

o 
Jail arraignmp.nt bond disposition 

o = no bond set 
1 = cash bond 
2 = PTA 
3 = PTR 
4 = PTR and third party custody 
5 = ADAP/DIP 
6 = Cllle 
7 ,., other (npecj.fy ______ _ 
3 = n/a, 
9 = missing informati9n 

136 
148-53) 

If item 135 is (0,1) then code amount 
to be paid (in dollars) 

,--, 
000001 to 
999995 = bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than $999,995 
999997 = non bondable case 
999998 n/a; no bond amount set 
999999 = missing information 

137 
(54-59) 

If alternate bond is set, how much 
is it? 

1-] 
000001 to 
999995 bond amount in dollars 
999996 more than $999,995 
999997 nonbondable case 
999998 n/a, no bond amount set 
999999 = missing information 

~ If not disposed at jail arraignment, 
(60) at what stage was case disposed? 

D 
o county court arraignment 
1 county court trial 
2 other ____ _ 

139 
(61-66) 

Date of later disposition noted in 
item 138. 

'-1-[ I 
month day year 

140 
W-68) 

Disposition at post j~il arraignment 
stage 

ITl 
Refer to codes listed for item 134 above. 

12 acquitted 
13 found 
14 found 
15 fOllnd 
16 (ollnd 
17 fOllnd !~her _ 

9~a, n""'k1,1!1!!11111!!!1 - - _8=_ - - - -qQ "'; .... ~fn(Y 
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- -.... - ... -----.--.-
RELEASE INFORNATION 

141 Date of release 
(69-74) 

.1 I~ml 
month day year 
888888 = not released prior to disposition or 

within 90 days 

142 Length of detention 
U5-77) 

[J--I 
000 
996 
999 

to 
: days detained 
E missing information 

-

143 
(78) 

Felonies only: obtained release at which 
stage? 

D 
o not released 
1 - before bond hearing 
2 on date of bond hearing 
3 after bond hearing and before arraignment 
4 on date of arraignment 
5 = more than one day after arraignment 

·9 missing information 

144 
(79) 

o 
Means of release 

o = paiq own bond 
1 surety release 
2 third party custody 
3 PTR: administrative order (A.O.) 
4 PTR: release as low risk 
5 PTR: supervised release 
6 = other (specify ) 
8 = n/a. not releas~ 
9 = missing information 

(If item 144 is (4,5) code appropriate value 
for item 145. otherwise code·n/a convention 
(8). If item 144 is (1) then go to page.8 
of the form and code bonding agency in item 

14S Person given to PTR. later PIR 
(sO) did not accept 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

202. 

- - -
CARD SIX 

____ Sequence number 
0-5) 

r 16-[ 

DEHOGRAPHICS/TIES 

146 Sex 
W 

D 
o - male 
1· = female 

147 Race 
TIT 

D 
o - white 
1 - black 

-

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

= Hispanic (nationality unknown) 
Hispanic: Cuban 

= Hispanic: Puerto Rican 
= Oriental 

other 
missing information 

148 Refugee status 
(Sf 

o 
o no 
1 = yes 
9 missing information 

149 Birth date 
(9-14) 

LI~ __ CL~ 
month day year 

150 Present address: Dade County 
ill) 

D 
o no 
1 = yes 
9 m!ssin~ ilifQrmdtion 

151 Address was verified 
ill) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

5 

- - - - - -
152 
ill-19) 

'-engeh of resluE:nce in the area 
(code in months) 

r=r=n -
000 to 
996 number of months 
999 missing information 

153 Defendant's living arrangement 
(20) 

D 
o alone 
1 spouse/child 
2 relative/friend 
3 other 
9 mLsslng Information 
154 
(21) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

155 Driver's licence 
(22) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

156 Marital status 
(23) 

D 
1 single. never married 
2 married 
3 widowed 
4 divorced 
5 COllllllon] ~IW 

6 separated 
7 other 
9 missing information 

157 Number of children 
(24-25) 

(--0 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of children 
children noted. number unknown 
miss1.ng information 

- .. 
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FINANCIAL STATUS 

158 Length of employment (code in months) 
(26-28) 

r--r-" 
000 E unemployed 
001 to 
995 = nu~berof months employed 
996 employed, length unknown 
997 c not applicable (housewife, student. retired, 

disabled, inmate, other) 

159 Student m) 
o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

160 Number of years in school completed 
(30-31) 

0--] 
00 to 
12 c number of years schooling 
13 c some college/technical training 
14 Q 2--year/associate degree 
15 = college degree 
16 A post co~lege education 
99 missing information 

161 Veteran 
(32) 

D 
o no 
1 = yes 
9 = missing information 

162 
(33) 

o 
1 = wages 

Means of support 

2 = unemployment compensation 
3 c welfare 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

Gocial security, 
savings 
family/friends 

di3nbilit~·, rl!tiremp.nt, V.A. 

c other 
missing 

- - - - - -

~ 

163 Physical problems 
TN) 

o 
o = no 
1 ~ yes 
9 = missing information 

164 Hospitalized for mental problems 
TIS) 

D 
o - no 
1 a yes 
9 - missing information 

165 Substance abuse 
(3'6) 

o 
o - no 
1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

- yes, past 
yes, present 

c yes, past and present 
yes, unspecified 
missing information 

Type of drug used. 
If no drug used, i.e. item 165 = 0, code 
"as an 8. If defendant uses drug specified, 
code 1 (yes), if not, code 0 (no), and if 
no information is provided, 9 (missing). 
See coding manual for classification scheme. 

166 Alcohol 
(37) 

D 
167 Marijuana 
(38) 

o 
168 
(3"9) 

o 
169 
(40) 

D 

Cocaine 

HerOin/Opiate 

170 Barbituate, sedative or tranquilizer 
(41) 

D 
171 
(42) 

~ 

Amphetamine - - - -

172 
(43) 

o 
Other (specify ____ ' 

173 Treatment for alcoholism 
(44) 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = N/A 
9 = missing information 
174 Treatment for drug addiction 
ill) 

o 
o = no 
1 eyes 
8 = N/A 
9 = missing information 
PRIOR CRIHINAL RECORD 

175 Number of prior arrests 
(46-47) 

U~ 
00 to 
96 number of prior arrests 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 missing information 

Number of recent prior arrests 176 
m-49) (within past three years of this case) 

00 to 
96 
97 = 
99 

, 
nllmher of recent prior arrests 
noted, nUlllher unknown 
missing information 

177 
(50-51 ) 

Number of prior arrests for serious 
personal offenses (see coding manual 
for listing of serious personal 
offenses) 

r I 
00 to 
96 number or prior arrests for serious 

personal offenses 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 ~i~s~ng ipform~tion 

- - - - - -
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- - - - - -
1/0 ~UIIIUer OL prlOr arr~SCb lur ~~LLUUS 
(52-53) property offenses (see coding manual 

for listing of serious property 
offenses) 

Cl~ 
00 to 
96 number of prior arrests 

property offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

97 
99 

for serious 

179 Number of prior arrests for drug 
·(54-55) offenses 

00 to 
96 number of prior arrests for drug offenses 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 missing information 

180 
(56-57) 

I 
00 to 

Number of prior arrests for weapon 
offenses (see coding manual for 
listing of weapon offenses) 

96 number of prior arrests for weapon offenses 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

181 Number of prior convictions 
(58-59) 

'-Cl 
00 to 
96 number of prior convictions 

noted, number unknown 
missing information 

97 
99 

182 Number of prior felony convictions 
(60-61) 

[=r=J 
00 to 
96 number of prior felony convictions 

noted, number unknown 97 
99 missing information 

183 Number of prior misdemeanor convictions 
(62-63) 

LJ 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior misdemeanor convictions 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

.. - - - - - - - - - - -
184 
(64-65) 

Number 01 pr10r COIlV.lctl.OIl$ lC)C !:iCr l.UUh 

personal offenses (see coding manual 
for listing of serious personal 
offenses) 

O-UI 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
personal offenses 
noted. number unknown 
missing information 

for serious 

185 
(66-67) 

Number of prior convictions for serious 
property offenses (see coding manual 
for listing of serious property 
offenses) 

00 to 
96 = number of prior convictions for serious 

property offenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

186 Number of prior convictions for drug 
(68-69) offenses 

eCl 
00 to 
96 number of prior convictions for drug 

offenses 
97 
99 

noted, number unknown 
missing information 

187 
(70-71) 

[J-' 
00 to 

Number of prior convictions for 
weapon offenses 

96 number of prior convictions for weapon offenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing 
188 On probation or parole at time of 
02-73) arrest 

r~~ 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing inf.~rmation 

189 
(74-75) 

Record of appearance at prior felony 
court proceedings (number of FTA's) 

00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of Alias Capiases 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

7 

IYO 
(76-77) 

00 to 

Record of appearance at prior 
misdemeanor court proceedings 
(number of FTA's) 

96 = number of bench warrants 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing ~nformation 

191 Number of outstanding warrants or 
(78-79) detainers 

00 to 
96 a nlllnber of outstanding warnlnts or 

detainers 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 missing information 

192 Defendant is on pretrial release 
(80) for a previous charge 

o 
o no 
1 yes, felony 
2 yes. misdemeanor 
3 yes, charge unknown 
9 missing information 

CARD SEVEN 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 

I 7 I 
193 Counsel appointed 
«(,) 

D 
o no 
1 yes, public defender 
2 yes, private counsel 
9 missing information 

FOLI.OI.'-UP INFORNATlON 

194 Review: current case disposed 
(7) before 90 days? 

o 
0 no 
1 - cnse dismissed 
2 yes, pled guilty 
3 yes, acquitted 
4 yes, found gUil ty 
5 diversion 

(J'Tl ell! J t IHthheld) 
6 bond estreachure 
<) missing Jnfornwtion 

-
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195 
(8-13) 

If item 194 is 1-5, then code date of 
disposition. Otherwise code 
888888 for not applicable (n/a) 

1,-' .1 I 
day month year 

196 Failed to appear within 90 days 
0"4) 

o 
o = no 

yes 1 
8 
9 

not released 
missing information 

197 
(15-20) 

Date of first nonappearance in court 
(of AC or BW) 

-( I, I I 
month day year 

198 
TIT) 

o 
o ~ no 
1 = yes 

Rearrested within 90 days of release 

8 a not released 
'9 ~ mfssLng information 

199 
(22-23) 

"UrJ 

Most serious offense for which 
rearrested (see coding manual) 

01 = miscellaneous 
02 c public order 
03 weapons 
04 = public administration 
05 = other p~rsonal 
06 = other property 
07 drugs (manufacture, delivery, sale) 
08 = aggravated assault 
09 = burglary 
10 = robbery 
11 = serious personal 
97 = not released 
98 not rearrested 
99 missing information 

200 
(24-30) 

a 

Statute and severity ranking of most 
serious offense b 

(~=rl 
201 Date of first rearrest 
rn-36) 

r-~r--J ,I '-0 
day month year 

- - - - - -

202 Bonding agency 

(37-39) 

'/ J J 

ADDRESS ADDENDUM 

203 1. Print defendant's address 
(_) (Ho., street, towr., Zip} 

8 - - - - - -

204 2. 
(-~ 

- -

Print address of original 
address 

- - - -
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- --- -
CARD ONE 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

J 
(5-10) 

I .. 1-1-) 
Jail number 

2 ' Court number 
(11-16) 

C'r-I --.--,.--.--.---. 
3 Date of study 
(17-22) 

month dar year 

I a I 91 1 9 I 815 I 

--

4 Date admitted to jail 
(23-28) 

month dar ~ 
I I I I 

- -

5-8 ~Iich of the following reasons are holding 
the defendant in jail? (If there are less 
than four reasons, write 08 in all 

5 
(29-30) 

I 
6 
(31-32) 

7 
(33-34) 

8 
(35-36) 

I 

unused spaces). 

01 
02 

I ~~ 
05 
06 
07 

1 10 
11 
12 
98 

1
99 

bail 
bench warrant or alias capias 
probation violation 
parole violation 
awaiting sentencing 
sentenced inmate 
awaiting transport to prison 
appeal 
request from another jurisdiction 
held for Federal government - -. 
n/a 
missing 

- --II/ILL Inl'Ulhll\l11Jl< 

9 
(:17-/,2) 

Date of arrest 

month dar ~ 
I I I I 

- -
10 
(43) 

Is defendant being 
for which s/he has 

held on charges 
not posted bail? 

D 
11 
(44-1,9) 

o = no 
1 = yes 

What was the original bail schedul.e 
amount for these chnrge!l1 

o I=eLI 
000000 = PTA 
000001 to 
999996 
33))33 

cash amount 
no schedule amount noted 
(explain 

777777 
9999911 
999999 

held with-o-u-t~b-a~i~l----------------
n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

12 Date of bond hearing 
(50-55) 
month day year 

CL_I I~n 

13 
(56-61) 

What was the bail amount set at bond 
hearing? 

I~ ITI 
000000 
000001 to 
999996 
33))33 

ROR 

cash amount 
no schedule amount noted 
(explain 

777777 
999998 
999999 

14 
(62-67) 

held wlth-o-u~t~b-a~l~I-----------------
n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

What is the total bail amount now 
holding the defendant? 

[J 
000000 = ROR 
000001 to 
999996 
777777 
99999!l 
999999 

cash amount 
held without bail 
n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

- - - - --Jail Popuition Study 

I Cod" Dade c~ 

15 If held on bail. defendant 1s at ",hat 
(611) stage of processing? 

o 
a c before bond hearing 1M or F) 
1 = M: No trial date set 

2 H: Ihllliting tria 1 

3 F: Bond hearing to arraLRnment 

4 F: Between grand jury arraignment 

5 F: Between circuit court and aci.lud lcation 

8 = n/a 
9 = missing 

16 
(69) 

Total number of charges 

o 
1 to 
5 
6 

number 
more than 5 

8 
9 

n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

17 Statute number (most serinus charge) 
(70-75) 

'---I 
18 ,Seriousness level (item 17) 
(76) 

D 
19 Offense type (item 17) 
(77) 

o 
I serious crime against person 
2 robbery 
3 burglary 
'I = othc!" propC'!rt~' cri~c 
5 = drug-related 
6 
7 
8 
9 
a 

= weapon 
= profititution 

n/a, not held 
misfiing 
other 

on bail 

-

',I 
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178-80) 
UI'CII 

[]-n 
CflRU nm 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

'-=rJ 1 21 
21 
(5-10) 

Statute number (second serious) 

22 Seriou5ness level (item 21) 
ill) 

o 
23 Offense type (item 21) 
(2) 

o 
= crime against person 

2 robbery 
3 burglary 
4 other property crime 
5 drug-related 
6 weapon 
I • prostitution 
B n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 
o other 

24 lIad the defendant secured release 
(3) previously on these charges? 

o 
o = no indication that bond was posted 
1 = yes, ROR/PTA 
2 yes, PTS supervision (third party, CIIIC, 

ADAP, DIP) 
3 yes, PTS administrative order 
4 yes, posted by defendant 
5 yes, posted by third party 
6 = yes, postea by bond agency 
7 yes, other (specify 
1:1 II/a, not held on bail (sentenced) 

9 misr-ing 

- - - - - -

LJ 1"1:;' .llllCl.VJ.cwcU UClCluJalll 

(4) 

o o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

26 PTS recommendation 
05) 

o 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

27 
(6) 

o 

none shown 
ROR 
third party custody 
PTS: low risk release 
prs supervision 
secured bond 
s~cured bond with conditions 
potentially nonbondable 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

Person give to PTS, later prs did 
not accept 

o no 
1 = yes 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 = missing 

28 If charges involve loss or damage to 
(7) property, indicate amount: 

o 
o no loss or damage 
1 $100 or less 
2 $101 - $500 
3 $501 ~ $1,000 
4 more than $1,000 
5 noted, amount unknown 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

29 If charges involve victims, 
(8) indicate number: 

o 
o to 
5 numhpr of vf.rtfmR 
6 more than 5 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

2 

- - - - - -

JU 

09) 
Ll!Vel. UL ..1.llJU1) Lv "t· "l. 1lIJUI'-u "LLl.UII 

o 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
8 
9 

no injury 
minor harll' 
treated and discharged 
hospitalized 
death 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

31 
(20) 

Relationship of defendant and victim 
(item 30). Defendant 1s: 

o 
o 
1 
2 

stranger 
spouse 
child 

3 = parent 
4 = sibling 
5 = other relative 
6 = friend 

acquaintance 7 
8 
9 

n/a, not held on bail, or no victim 
missing 

32 Number of female victims 
(2l) 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 more than five 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

33 Number of male victims 
(22) 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 more than five 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

34 Number of elderly victims 
(23) 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 more than five 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a, nut held on bail 
9 missinSt 

- - - - -
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- - .. .. ---_ .. 
j-j lIefcndant represented by: 
(24) 

D 
I - public defender 
2 - public defender with weekly fee 
3 - court appointed private counsel 
4 private counsel 
8 n/a. not held on bail 
9 missing 

36 
(25-26) 

Record of appearance at prior court 
proceedings 

I r-ul 
00 to 
96 
97 

number of failures to appear (AG. BW) 
noted. number unknown 

98 n/a. not held on bail 
99 misoing 

37 Other pending cases 
(27-28) 

00 to 
96 
97 
98 
99 

I 
number of other pending 
noted. number unknown 
n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

charges 

-

38 Seriousness level of most serious charge 
(29) in pending case 0 

o 
39 Amount of bail set on item 38. 
00-35) 

L <--I --'----'----L..--'---I 

000000 
000001 to 
999996 
999998 
999999 

40 
(6) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 

ROR 

cash amount 
n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

Pending caseD: serious crime against 
person (murder. rape. kidnap. agg. assault. 
aggravated battery) 

8 = n/a. not held on bail 
9 r. missing 

- - - -
4 I ("'-'lid i l1i; C.l~;l!S: rohlt. o r·. 
(7) 

Cl 
o no 
I yes 
8 n/a 
9 IIIlssing 

42 I'ending cases: burglary 
(8) 

o 
o 
I 
8 
9 

no 
yes 
nla 
missing 

-

43 Pending cases: drug-relateci 
(9) 

0 
o = no 
1 yes 
8 n/a. not held on bail 
9 missing 

44 Pending cases: weapon 
(40) 

o 
o no 
I yes 
8 n/a. not held on bail 
9 missing 

45 Next hearing scheduled 
(41) (see supervisor's instructions) 

D 
46 
(42-47) 

Trial date set 

month ~o~ 

D-I_LI~ 
000000 
999998 
999999 

no 
n/a. not held on bail 
missing 

47 Number of continuances related to 
(48) this case 

D 
o to 
5 number of continuances 
6 more than five 
8 n/a. not held on bail 
9 missing 

3 

- - - - - -
BE:;CII "0:.1'10.,:,1 1',,11,::: i : --- ...... _-- ~ -~- . 

48 Ih,',.., r:;.llIjO bl.·(I.11 ..... ,rr Jflt~; fll" :d LI') 

(49-50) c<lpi"s<:" ,Irc ".ddi"l: th'" .!<,l .. n.!,"'t? 

[ __ [J 
00 to 
9& IlIlt1i!H:r of \.,.··lrr:Jnt'. 

97 noted. num"'~r unknu:-m 
99 m[ssin~ 

49 
(:51-)(,) 

(~hat is the total amollnt of bCllell 
wnrrant.s? 

[-I-l-I~-Cl 
(lOOOO() 
999996 
999997 
99!J!J98 
999999 

to 
cash amount 
noted, amount unknown 
n/a. not held Oil bench .",rr:lI1t 
missing 

50 Statlltc number (most s('rious l>el)clt 
(57-62) warrant) 

n-J-[] I I 
999998 
999999 

51 
(63) 

D 

n/a. not held on bench Harr:lllt 
missing 

Seriousness level (item 50) 

PItOl!ATION VIOLATION Tt~FOI(:oIAT J ml 

52 Is defendant held on probation 
(64) violation? 

D 
o 110 

I yes. new charge-related 
2 yes. technical 
3 ycs. unspecified 
9 IIIls5lnl: 

53 !late of detainer (is5Ilcd) 
(65-70) 

i~f-I cia] r5~ 
999998 II/a. not hcld on pmba t ion v io 1.1l j (HI 

999999 = missing 

-
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54 
01-76) 

StJtlltl! for most sl!r:ious conviction for 
"filch defendant was on probation 

T 
999998 = n/a, not held on probation violation 
999999 2 missing 

55 Seriousness level (item 54) 
U7) 

o 
PAROI.E nOI.ATION INFORl-IATION 

56 Is defendant held on parole 
(l8) violation? 

o 
o ;, ng 
1 = yes, new charge-related 
2 = yes, technical -:-___________ _ 
3 = yes, unspecified 

57 Open 
(79-80) 

CD 
CARD THREE 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

,----,---,--.Lil 
58 Date of detainer (issu~d) 
~-IO) 
month day year 

I I L ( 
999998 
999999 

n/a, not held on parole violation 
missing 

59 
01-16) 

Statute for most serious conviction for 
which defendant served sentence 

0_ CI 1·1 
99999B = nla, not held on parole violation 
999991 - missing 

60 Seriousness level (item 59) 
TT7) 

o 

- - - - - -

iN FOHN.\"!' ION u:~ IlI:FEtIl>At\ rs AI':'\ I I I::,; :; i :. I I ;.LI '.!. 
--.~- ~ ~ ... --

61 Is defendant being held m<.litillil 
TI8) sentencing? 

o 
o no 
1 = yes 
9 missing 

62 Date of conviction 
TI9-24) 
month day =lar 

I I [I =l 
999998 
999999 

n/a, not awaiting sentence 
missing 

63 Date scheduled for sentencing 
(25-30) 
month day TI 
I I I I 
999998 = nla, not awaiting sentence 
999999 missing 

64 Date presentence investigation 
(31-36) reported to court 
month day year 

I I . I I I, 
not completed 999997 

999998 
999999 

n/a, not awaiting sentence 
missing 

65 Date mClltal evaluation reported 
(31-42) to court 
month day year 

[] I I 
nut requested 999997 

999998 
999999 

n/a. not awaiting sentence 
missing 

SENTENCED PRISONER INFORHATION 

66 Is defendant a sentenced prisoner? 
(43) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

- -
4 

- - - -

67 I.l:n;~th ,,r Lilll~. 

(4!,-4S) 

III 
00 = less than one ""Ilth 
UI to 

L'.f ::. \." 

60 het,",ccn ont! month ;Ind f be yt!.~rs (",nnt":;) 
75 five years one day to ten years 
80 more than ten years 
81 other ( 
98 n/a. no':t~s~e~n~t~e~n~c~e~d~-------------------

99 mlss1nl: 

6B 
(46-47) 

CD 
Len/;th of maximllm sentcnce 
(usc same codes as item 67) 

69 Date of sentence 
(48-53) 

Etr~f I YO 
999998 n/a, not sentenced 
999999 missing 

70 Other conditions of sentcnce 
(Sl,) 

D 
o nune 
1 probation 
2 fines 
3 restitution 
{, cOllllllllnlty service 
5 work furlollgh 
6 other ( 
8 nla, no~t~s~e~'~lt~e~n~c~e~d-----------------------

9 misSing 

71 Statute [or most serioll~ selltence 
05-60) 

[~ I 
99999B 
999999 

72 
(61) 

D 

n/a, not sentenced 
mlssing 

Seriousness level (item 71) 

73 Has ::entep.ced person detained before 
(62) conviction? 

D 
o 
1 
8 
9 

no 
yes 
n/a. not sentenced 
missing 
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- -
7;, 
(1.1) 

o 
o no 
I = )'es 

- --... - -
\~'I:: !a'nlen(~l·d pel'son det.IIIII!e\ .. I tCI' 

cllnv IClIIIII:/ 

8 = n/a. 1I0t sl!lltenced 
9 missing 

-
75 \~as I:ime already served parI: of scntence? 
(64) 

o 
o = no 
1 eyes 
8 n/a. not sentenced 
9 c missing 

76' !.ellgth of tlme-served credit 
(65-66) 

C[=J 
00 to 95 number of months 
96 
97 
98 
99 

",' less than one month 
number unknown 
nla, not sentenced' 
missing 

Expected date of release 

999998 
999999 

re sentence, no release 
n/a, not sentenced 
missing 

78 
(73) 

If sentenced crime(s) involved 1055 or 
damage to property, indicate amount: 

D 
o no loss or damage 
1 $100 or less 
2 =$101 - $500 
3 $501 - $1,000 
4 = more than $1,000 
5 D noted, amount unknown 
8 - nla, not sentenced 
9 mJssing 

79 If sentenced crime(s) involved victims, 
(74) indicate number: 

o 
o to 
5 = 
6 = 
7 
8 
9 

number of victims 
more than five 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not sentenced 
missing 

- - - - - -
110 
(7'» 

I c·vt·1 of In jllry til ''' .. ·.1 III jlll .. 1 '. i, II", 

[] 
o no Inlur}' 
I = minor harm 
2 
3 
4 
8 
9 

treated anti dIschargl!d 
hospitalized 

= denth 
nla, not sentenced 

- missing 

81 Relatlons\dp of defenuilnt ilnd victim 
(76) (item 80). Defendant is: 

CJ 
o - stranger 
1 spouse 
2 chJld 
3 pnrent 
4 sibling 
5 other relative 
6 frlenu 
7 acquilintance 
8 n/n, not sentenced 
9 = missing 

82 
(77) 

Number of femal~ victims 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 more thiln five 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 miss lng 

83 
(78) 

Number of male vlc~Jms 

o 
o to 
5 - number 
6 - more thnn (Ive 
7 noteu, number unknow~ 
8 n/a, nol: sentenced 
9 = missing 

84 Number of elderly victims 
(79) 

D 
o to 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

number 
more than five 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, nol: sentenced 
missillg 

5 

- - - - -
OIIlUI 1<1..\:;11;: I.::' 1.1 L'.j ;, ••... 

H'; I!. lit.· t)'·I'·Il·L~lIt Ih'i!I~', III--Itl (fJ! .,: .• : 

(SO) othe!" l'e.!~."J1 nnt pr .. ·~'i,'II"ily :1,'(Lodf 

r-J 
(J no 
1 u""';Jilillg tr;lI1Spol-t to pri~;ul1 

2 appeal 
3 reqll(''it from ilnother jurisdiction 
I, Iwld for Feuer:!l gnVl'rnment 
9 missing 

CllfW ~'OiiR 

S(!(IIH.'IICC IlUmIH' r 
(1=4) 

[=r-CL_~l 
IJEt'I!l(;I~~ csn,! lOS 

86 lJefendnnt wns resident of 1l"le (,,""ty 
(~) at time of custody 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

87 l.iving arrangement 
(if) 

CI 
o alnne 
\ spouse/child 
2 relativc/frlenu 
3 In'ltltutlonlgr,,,,p I"","! 
'J ml:'::lnl\ 

88 I(elntlves/frlends In lJ;u\e Count·: 
(7) . 

1.._1 
0 no 
1 reliltIve 
2 (r i enel<; 
3 spollse 
4 child 
5 2 or mnre 
9 mlsslng 

-".'."'~ -

~i 
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89 
(8) 

D 
JlaritaJ status 

o D single, never married 
1 - married 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

- widmted 
divorced/separated 

c common law 
- other 
3 missing 

90 
(9) 

Employment at time of custody 

o 
o c no, unemployed 
~ s no, housewife, student. retired. disabled. 

inmate 
3 yes, part-time 
4 - yes, full-time 
9 - missing 

91 Heans of support (if employed and 
{TO) nothing contrary is ~tated. code 1) 

o 
1 = wages 
2 = unemployment compensation 
3 = welfare 
4 Q social security, disability. retirement. VA 
5 D savings 
6 ~ family/friends 
7 - other 
9 - missing 

92 Number of years of schooling 
(11-12) 

" I -, 
00 to 
12 = number 
13 c some college/technical training 
14 - 2-year/associate degree 
15 - college degree 
16 = post college education 
99 s missing 

93 Sex 
(13) 

o 
o - male 
1 ~ female 

- - - - - -

94 Hace 
(T4) 

o 
o = white 
1 ~ bL:!ck 
2 - Hisp;mic 
3 - Native American 
4 = Oriental 
5 D other 
9 = missing 

95 Birthdate 
(15-20) 
month day year 

I I I I II 
999999 = missing 

HEALTH 

96 Is there an indication of past mental 
(21) health problems? 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes 

" 9 = missing 

97 Is there an indication of pres~nt 
(22) mental health problems? (in jail) 

o 
o c no 
1 = yes 
2 yes, institutionalized 
9 missing 

98 Physical problems 
(23) 

o 
o = no 
1 Dyes 
9 = missing 

99 
(24) 

History of alcohol abuse 

'--0 
o no 
1 yes 
2 = yes, treatment noted 
9 c missing 

6 

- - - - - -

100 History of ,lnq "I"I:,'! 
ill) 

o 
o = no 
1 Dyes 
2 = yes, treatment noted 
9 - missing 

PRIOR CRIHlNAL RECORD 

Use the following codes in 
this section: 

o to 
5 number 
6 more than five 
7 noted, number unknown 
9 missing 

101 Number of prior arrests (one date 
(26) equals one arrest) 

o 
102 Number of recent prior arrests (Within 
(2]) past 3 years) 

o 
103 
(28) 

o 
104 
(29) 

o 

Number of prior arrests: serious 
crimes against the person (murder. 
rape, kidnap, agg. assault) 

Number of prior arrests: serious 
property crimes (arson. grand 
theft/larceny) 

105 Number of prior arrests: robbery 
(30) 

o 
106 
(31) 

Number of prior arrests: burglary 

o 
107 Number of prior arrests: 
(32) drug-related 

D 

- - - - - -
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- -
lUI!. 
(33) 

0 
109 
(34) 

0 
110 
ill) 

0 
111 
(36) 

0 
112 
ill> 

0 
Jl3 
TIS) 

D 
114 
(39) 

0 
JlS 
(40) 

0 
116 
(41) 

0 
117 
(42) 

D 
118 
(43) 

D 

- - - - -
Number- of pr-ior- arr-ests: wt!<Ipons 

Total number of prior convictions (each 
statute counted separately) 

Number of pr-ior convictions: 
juvenile only 

Number of prior convictions: serious 
personal crime against the person 

Number of prior convictions: serious 
property crime 

Number of prior convictions: robbery 

Number of prior convictions: burglary 

Number of·prior convictions: 
drug-related 

Number of prior convictions: weapons 

Number of prior felony convictions 

Number of prior misdemeanor convictions 

/" - - - - - - - - - - - -

7 



CARD ONE: START 
__ Sequence nurrber 
(1- 5) 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS 
Q1 Jai l nunber 

(6-14) 

18 
17 I 1 I I I I I I 

02 Felony case 
(15) 

~ 0 = no = yes 

03 Court nurrber 
(16-23) 

1
8 

17 1 1 1 I I 1 I 

04 Court type 
(24) 

n 0= F 

U 1 = B 

2 = T 
3 = M 

05 Social security 
(25-:33) 

4 = P 

I I I I 1 I I II J 
CHARGE INFORMATION 
06 Total charges 
(34-35) 

OJ 
08 Nl.I11ber of suspects 
(38-39) 

OJ 
09 Fi rst charge 
(40-50) 

07 Total counts 
(36-37) 

OJ 

Sev.Att_~. F. Org. 

I I I I I I I I I I I I 
1Q Second charge 
(51-61) Sev.Att_ W. F. Org_ 

[I II I I I I I I I I 
11 Third charge 
(62-72) Sev.Att. W. F_ Org. 

I I I I I I I I I I I J 

DADE COJNTY 

cooer ____________ __ 

12 If drug charges, type of drug 
(73) 

D 
o = alcohol 
1 = marijuana 
2 = cocaine 
3 = heroinlopiate 
4 = barbituate/sedative 
5 = a~etarnine 
6 = other (specify _________ _ 

8 = nla, no drugs involved 
9 = missing information 

13 Nl.JIlber of drug uni ts 
(74-77) 

I I I I I 
~ Nl.I11ber of kinds of drugs involved 
(78) in charges 

D 
1-5 = number of drugs 

6 = more than 5 drugs 
B = nla 
9 = missing information 

.12 Number of victims 
(79-80) 

CD 
01 to 96 = number of victims 

97 = person crime noted, nl.ll1ber 
unknown 

98 = nla, no person victim 
·99= missing information 

If item 15 is 98, enter 8 in 
items 16-19 

CARD TWO 
__ SeqJence fll.Ililer 
(1-5) 

16 Does defendant know victim(s) ? 
(6) 

D 
o = no 
1 = child 
2 = spouse 
3 = parent 
4 = sibl ing 
5 = friend/aquaintance 
6 = other 
7 = combination of 1 thru 6 

8 = nla 

I 
I 
I 
I 

9 = missing information 

17 Charges involve victim of sexual I 
(7) assault 

1 = yes 8 = nla I 
18 Charges involve elderly victim(SI 
(8~ (over 60) ? 

D 0 = no 1 = yes 8 = nle 

19 Injury to most serious victim II 
(9) 

D 
o = no injury 
1 = minor harm 
2 = treated and released 
3 = hospitalized 
4 = death 
8 = nla, no person victim 
9 = missing information 

LOSS/DAMAGE 
20 Premises forcibly entered? 
(10) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

D
o = no 
, = yes 

a = nla, not a J 
property cri 

21 Property stolen andlor damaged I 
(11) 

D 
o = no 
1 = property stolen 
2 = property damaged 
3 = s to l en and damaged 
4 = property crime noted, whether 

stolen or damaged unknown 
8 = nla, not a property crime 
9 = missing information 

I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
III BOOKING/PRE-BOND HEARING 

22 Date of booking (admission) 
(12-m 

I II I I I I I 
I month day year 

23 Total bond schedule bond 
(18-23) 

I [[ I I I I I 
I 000000 = PTA/OR 

000001 to 

III 

III 

999995 = bond amount indo llars 
999996 = more than $999,995 
333333 = nonschedule 
999998 = nonbondable case 
999999 = missing information 

24 schedule bond for most serious charge 
(24-29) 

I I I I I I I I 
I 

000000 = PTA/OR 
000001 to 
999995 = bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than $999,995 
333333 = nonschedule I 999998 = nonbondable case 
999999 = missing information 

I 25 Did defendant post bond before bond 

(30) hearing ? 

I D (if yes, enter values for N/A 
thru question 35) 

a = no 
1 = yes I 9 = missing informar.ion 

UBS CLASSIFICATION 

I 26 Severity level 

~ (0 '-8· ,,,., 

I, 27 Risk Points 
. (32-33) Spouselchild 

I rn OO=no 

(34-35) Phone 

I 

9 = missing 

+1 = yes 

+2 = yes 

(36-37) Property charge 

[[] 00 = no +2 = yes 

(38-39) Drug charges 

[[] 00 = no -, = yes 

(40-41) Robbery charge 

[[] 00 = no -2 = yes 

(42-43) Arrests in 3 years 

[[] +1 = a -1 = 1 -2 = 2 or more 

(44-45) Prior arrests: drugs 

[[] 00 = 0 or 1 -2 = 2 or more 

(46-47) Prior felony convictions 

[[] 00 = no -2 = 1 or more 

(48-49) Prior FTAs 

[[] +1 = 0 -1 = 

28 Risk points total 
(50-52) 

I I I I + or -

29 Risk grot.p 
(53) 

-2 = 2 or more 

o 1~4' = grot.p. 9 = missing 

30 Unusual circumstances 
(54-56) 

2 3 

ODD 
o = none 

1-6 = lIlusual ci rcunstances 
7 = other (specify) _____ _ 

9 = missing information 

31 More than 3 unusual circumstances 
(57) 

9 = missing 

32 Suggested decision cell number 
(58-59) 

[[] 1-32 = cell 99 = missing 

33 Suggested special conditions 
(60-62) 

2 3 

000 

2. 

a = none 7 = other (specify) 
1 = PTS low risk 
2 = PTS st.pervision 
3 = CHIC 

9 = missing 

4 = ADAP 
5 = DIP 
6 = victim cosign 

34 More than 3 suggested special condition" 
(63) 

1 = yes 9 = missing 

35 Did PTS ask judge to rescind previous 
(64) pretrial release o 0 = no 1 = yes 8 = not on PTR 

BOND HEARING 

36 Date of bond hearing 
(65-70) 

I I I I I I I 
month day year 

888888 = nla, no bond hearing 

37 Judges 
(71- 72) 

[I] 

(see coding instructions) 

38 Bond hearing disposition 
(73) 

o 
a = bond denied 
1 = cash bond 

2 = PTR 
3 = PTR and supervision 
4 = PTR and third party 
5 = PTR and ADAP/DIP 
6 = PTR and CHIC 
7 = other (specify) _______ _ 

8 = nla, OR, RIC 
9 = missing information 



39 Bond hearing bond amount 
(74-79) (If item 38 is 1, code amount 

to be paid in dollars) 

I 1 I 1 I 1 I 
000001 to 
999995 = bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than $999,995 
999997 = no bond dec i s i on (def. absent) 
888888 = nonbondable case 
999998 = n/a, nonfinancial disposition 
999999 = missing information 

40 Were charges totally dismissed at 
(80) bond hearing? 

1 = yes 

CARD THREE 
__ Sequence nunber 
(1-5) 

I I I I 13 I 
41 Decision departs fran suggested 
(6) decision? 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes, it's higher 
2 = yes, it's lower 

42 Reasons for departure given 
(7·12) by judge 

1 2 . 3 

DJDJDJ 
00 = none given 

1-16 = reasons 
17 = other (specify) _____ _ 

43 More than 3 reasons given? 
(13) 

1 = y!!S 

44 Guidel ines c~leted by staff in time 
(14) for bond heari~g? o 0,= no 1 = yes 

45 Bond hearing alternate bond amount 
(15-20) (If alternate bond is set, code 

amount to be paid in dollars) 

I I I I I I I 
000001 to 
999995 = bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than 5999,995 
999997 = no alternate bond decision 
888888 = nonbondable case 
999998 = n/a, no alternate bond set 
999999 = missing information 

FELONY ARRAIGNMENT 
46 Date of arraignment 
(21-26) 

I 1 I 1 1 IJ 
month day year 

888888 = n/a, no arraignment 

47 Arraignment bond disposition 
(27) 

D 
o = no bond set 
1 = cash bond 
2 = third party custody 
3 = PTR 
4 = PTR and third party custody 
5 = AOAP/DIP 
6 = CHIC 
7 = other (specify ______ _ 

8 = n/a 
9 = missing information 

48 Prior bond disposition changed at 
(28) arraignment? 

D 
0= no 
1 = yes, less restrictive 
2 = yes, more restrictive 
9 = missing information 

49 Arraignment bond amount 
(29-34) (If item 47 is (1), code amount 

to be paid (in dollars) 

[I I i I fJ 
000001 to 
999995 = bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than 5999,995 
999997 = no bond decision (def. absent) 
888888 = nonbondabl e case 
999998 = n/a, nonfinancial disposition 
999999 = missing informat,ion 

50 Arraignment alternate bond amount 
(35-40) (If alternate bond is set,lod( 

amount to be paid in dol s) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 
000001 to 
999995 = bond amount in dollars 
999996 = more than $999,995 J 
999997 = no alternate bond decisi 
888888 = nonbondable case 
999998 = n/a, no alternate bond sl 
999999 = missing information 

CHARGES AT FELONY ARRAIGNMENT 

51-52 First charge 
(41-47) 

Sev. I 

11111110-
53-54 Second charge 
(48-54) 

Sev. I 
I I I I I 110 II 

55-56 Third charge 
(55-61) 

57 Disposition of 
(62) 

case at arraignment? 

I D' 
~ : ~:~,":~s:~:::~~all charges) I 
2 = yes, plead guilty (all charges) 
3 = yes, transfered to county coull 
4 = some drol=f)ed, most seri ous l~ed 
5 = none dropped, but some lowered 
8 = n/a, no felony arraignment 
9 = missing information 

RELEASE INFORMATION 

58 Date of release 
(63-68) 

I I I 1 I I I 

I 
I 
I 

month day year I 
888888 = not released prior to 

disposition or within 90 ys 

I 



I 
I 

59 Means of release 
(69) 

I oq;d "" 00,0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 = surety release 
2 = third party custody 
3 = PTR: administrative (A.O.) 
4 = PTR: release at low risk 
5 = PTR: supervised release 
6 = other (specify _______ _ 
8 = n/a, not released 
9 = missing information 

60 Bonding agency 
(70-71) CIf item 59 is (1), enter code CD for bonding agency) 

DEMOGRAPHICS/TIES 

61 Sex I (72) o 0 = male = female 

I 62 Race 
(73) 

I 0 
I 
I 
I 

o = white 
1 = black 
2 = Hispanic (nationality unknown) 
3 = Hispanic: Cuban 
4 = Hispanic: Puerto Rican 
5 = Oriental 
6 = other 
9 = missing information 

63 Refugee status 
(74) 

I ,0 

• o = no 
1 = yes 
9 = missing 

I 64 Bi rth date 
(75-80) 

I II I I I I I 
month day year 

I 

CARD FOUR 
__ Sequence nunber 
C1 -5) . 

I I I 1 14 1 
65 Present address: Dade Co~ty 
(6) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 
9 = missing information 

66 Length of residence in the area 
(7-9) 

I I 1 I 

000 to 
996 = nunber of months 
999 = missing information 

67 Phone 
(10) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 

68 Marital status 
(11) 

D 
1 = single, never married 
2 = married 
3 = widowed 
4 = divorced 
5 = conmon law 
6 = separated 
7 = other 
9 = missing information 

FINANCIAL STATUS 
69 .Length of employment 
(12) 

D 
o = unenp l oyed 
1 = 6 months or less 
2 = more than 6 months and less 

than one year 
3 = 1 year or more 
6 = employed,. length I.I"lknown 
8 = not applicable (housewife, student 

retired, disabled, inmate, other) 

70 Means of support 
( 13) 

o 
1 = wages 
2 = unenployment compensation 
3 = welfare 
4 = social security, disability, 

retirement, V.A. 
5 = savings 
6 = family/friends 
7 = other 
9 = missing 

!i£&I.t! 
71 Physical problems 
(14 ) o 0 = no 1 = yes 9 = missing 

72 Mental problems 
(15 ) 

0 0 = no 
1 = diagnosed 

2 = hospitalized 
9 = missing 

n Acini tted sl.bstance abuse 
(16-17) (most often used drug) o within last year 

o = no 
1 = yes, dai ly 
2 = yes, weekly 
3 = yes, monthly 

D current 

4 = yes, once a month or less frequent l y 
5 = yes, frequency I.I"lclear 
9 = missing information 

If item 73 = 0, code 8 for items 74-76. 

74 Type of drug used 

o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = n/a, no drugs used 
9 = missing information 

(18-19) Alcohol o within last year D current 

(20-21) Marijuana o within last year D current 

(22-23) Cocaine o within last year D current 
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(24-25) Her9in/Opiate 

~.within last year D current 

(26-27) Barbituate, Sedative, or Tranquilizer 

~ withi'n last yea~ D current 

(28-29) Amphetamine 

~ within last year 

(30-31) PCP 

~ within last year 

(32-33) Other (specify 

~ within last year 

75 Treated for alcoholism 
(34) 

~ 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = nla 
9 = missing information 

D current 

D current 

D current 

76 Treated for drug addiction 
(35) 

~ 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = nla 
9 = missing information 

77 Did defendant admit to prior arrest 
(36) *(from interview) 

1 = yes 

78 Did defendant admit to prior conviction 
(37) *(from interview) 

1 = yes 

79 Defendant admitted spending a night 
(38) in jail before *(from interview) 

1 = yes 

PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 

80 Number of prior arrests 
(39-40) 

[[] 
00 to 
96 = number of prior arrests 
97 = noted, number lJ'lknown 
99 = missing information 

*If item 80 = 00, code 98 for items 81-99 

81 Number of recent prior arrests 
(41-42) (within past three years of this 

[[] case) 

00 to 
96 = number of recent prior arrests 
97 = no~ed, "".rrber lJ'lknown 
99 ~ missing information 

82 Number of prior arrests for serious 
(43-44) personal offenses 

[[] 

(see coding manual for listing 
of serious personal offenses) 

00 to 
96 = number of prior arrests for serious 

personal offenses 
97 = noted, nl.llber lJ'lKnown 
99 = missing information 

83 Nl.Ilber of prior arrests for serious 
(45-46) property offenses 

[[] 
00 to 
96 = nl.llber of prior arrests for serious 

property offenses 
97 = noted, nl.llber lJ'lknown 
99 = missing infonnation 

84 Nl.Ilber of prior arrests for drug 
(47-48) offenses 

[[] 
00 to 
96 = nl.llber of prior arrests for drug 

offenses 
97 = noted, nUTber lJ'lKnown 
99 = missing information 

I 
85 Number of prior arrests for drug

l (49-50) possesion only 

CD 
00 to I 
96 = nl.llber of prior arrests for drug 

possesion only 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information I 

5 

86 Number of prior arrests for drudll 
(51-52) manufacturing/sales/distri~;ol CD offenses only 

00 to I 
. 96 = number of prior arrests for drl 

manufacturing/sales/distribut 
offenses only 

97 = noted, nl.JTlber unknown 
99 = missing information I 
87 Number of prior arrests for weapon 
(53-54) offenses (see coding manu1ltfo CD listing of weapon Offenllf) 

00 to I 
96 = number of prior arrests for w on 

offenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

88 Number of pri or convi ct i ons 
(55-56) 

CD 
0-1) to 
96 = number of prior convictions 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

I 
I 
I 
I 

89 Number of prior 
(57-58) 

felony convictions 

I CD 
00 to l 
96 = number of prior felony convic s 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing infc~mation I 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

90 Number of prior misdemeanor 
(59-60) convictions 

CD 
00 to 
96 = number of prior misdemeanor 

convi ct i ons 
97 = noted, nunber unknown 
99 = missing infonnation 

91 Number of prior convictions for 
(61-62) serious personal offenses 

CD 
(see coding manual for listing 
of serious personal offenses) 

00 to 
96 = number of prior convictions for 

serious personal offenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing infonnation 

92 Number of prior convictions for 
(63-64) serious property offenses 

CD 
(see coding manual for listing 
of serious property offenses) 

00 to 
96 = number of prior convictions for 

ser i ous property o,ffenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing infonnation 

93 Number of prior convictions for 
(65-66) drug offenses 

CD 
00 to 
96 = number of prior convi cti ons for 

drug offenses 
97 = noted, I'UTb!r unknown 
99 = missing infonna,tion 

94 Number of prior convictions for I (67-68) drug possession offenSes 

CD 
only 

I, 00 to 
! 96 = number of 

I 
I 

prior convictions for 
drug possesion offenses only 

97 = noted, I'UTb!r unknown 
99 = missing infonnation 

95 Number of prior convictions for 
(69-70) drug manufacturing/sales/ CD distribution offenses only 

00 to 
96 = 'number of prior convictions for 

drug manufacturing/sales/ 
distribution offenses only 

97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

96 Number of prior convictions for 
(71-72) weapon offenses 

CD 
00 to 
96 = number of prior convictions for 

weapon offenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

97 On probation or parole at time 
(73-74) of arrest 

CD 
o = no 1 = yes 
9 = missing information 

98 Record of appearance at prior 
(75-76) felony court proceedings CD (number of FTAs) 

00 to 
96 = number of Alias Capiases 
97 = noted, number unknown 
99 = missing information 

99 Record of appearance at prior 
(77- 78) misdemeanor court proceedings CD (number of FTAs) 

00 to 
96 = number of bench warrants 
97 = noted, number lI1known 
99 = missing information 

100 Number of outstanding warrants or 
(79-80) detainers 

CD 
00 to 
96 = number of outstanding warrants or 

detainers 
97 = noted, number lI1known 
99 :,missing information 

CARD FIVE 
__ Sequence number 
( 1-5) 

I I I \ \5 I 
1Q1 Defendant is on pretrial release for 
(6) a previous charge 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes, felony 
2 = yes, misdemeanor 
3 = yes, charge lI1known 
9 = missing infonnation 

102 COlZ'lsel appointed 
(7) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes, public defender 
2 = yes, private counsel 
9 = missing infonnation 

CASE FOLLO~-UP INFORMATION 

103 Review: Current case disposed before 
(8) 90 days ? 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes, dismissed (totally) 
2 = yes, pled guilty 
3 = yes, acquitted 
4 = yes, found guilty 
5 = diversion (PTI Guilt Withheld) 
9 = missing infonnation 

104 Date of case disposition 
(9-14) 

I I I I I I 
month day year 

I (I f i tern 103 = 1-
code disp. date) 

888888 = case not disposed 

DEFENDANT FOLLO~-UP INFORMATION 

*If the defendant was released within 2 day~ 
after bond hearing, complete section A. If 
the defendant was released within 3 to 90 
days after bond hearing, complete section E 
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1 SECTION A 

105 Falled to appear within 90 days 
(15) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = not released 
9 = missing information 

106 Date of first nonappearance in court 
(16-21) (of AC or B~) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 I 

month day year 
888888 = did not fail to appear 

1QZ Sond estreature noted this case 
(22) 

1 = yes 8 = n/a 

108 Rearrested within 90 days of release 
(23) 

D 
o =no 
1 = yes 

8 = not' released 
9 = miss'ing information 

109 Most serious offense for which 
(24-25) rearrested (see coding manual) 

CD 
01 = miscellaneous 
02 = public order 
03 = weapons 
04 = public administation 
05 = other personal . 
06 = other property 
07 = drugs (manufacture, delivery, sale) 
08 = aggravated assault 
09 = burglary 
10 = robbery 
11 = serious personal 
97 = not released 
98 = not rearrested 
99 = missing information 

. 11Q:111 Statute number of most 
(26-32) serious offense Sev. 

IIIIIIJO 
~ Date of first rearrest 
(33-38) 

I I I I I I I 
month day year 

S88888 = n/a, not rearrested 

I SECTION B 

.ill Failed to appear within 90 days 
(39) 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = not released 
9 = missing information 

114 Date of first nonappearance in court 
(40-45) (of AC or B~) 

1 I 1 1 1 I I 

month day year 
S88888 = did not fail t~ appear 

11i Bond estreature noted this case 
-(46) 

D 0 = no 1 = yes 8 = n/a 

112 Rearrested within 90 days of release 
(47) 

D 
o = no 
1 .= yes 
8 = not released 
9 = missing information 

I 
117 Most serious offense for which I 
(48-49) rearrested (see codlng manual 

OJ 
01 = miscellaneous 
02 = public order 
03 = weapons 
04 ~ public administation 
05 = other personal 
06 = other property 
07 = drugs (manufacture, delivery, 
08 = aggravated assault 
09 = burglary 
10 = robbery 
11 = serious personal 
97 = not released 
98 = not rearrested 
99 = missing information 

~ Statute number of most 
(50-56) serious offense Sev_ 

IIIIIIJO 
120 Date of first rearrest 
(57-62) 

I I I I I I I 
month day year 

88888B = n/a, not rearrested 

DRUG TEST RESULTS 

161 Date of test 
(63-68) 

I' I ·1 I I I I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

month day year I 
122 Number of drugs tested positively 
(69) 

o I 
1-5 = number ~f drugs tested positivell 

6 = more th~n $ 

8 = n/a 
9 = missing information 

123 ~hich of the following drugs testJII 
positively on screening test? 
o = no 1 = yes 9 = missing 
8 = n/a, not tested I 

(70) marijuana 

.0 I 
_ .• __ ._.,_< ...... .--,.....a .... .......,.. __ .. _ .• _ ... '_~ ..... ~· ~_ ........ • ,< __ .. __ .... __ ...... ~ .... _ ...... """"'-" ... _._. --...... ,.--<----.... -~- ... __ .... 

I I 



I 
II (71) cocaine 

.0 I (72) PCP 

o . I . (73) heroin 

I 0 
(74) other opiates 

I 0 
(75) amphetamines 

I 0 
I 'O·lOOhOl 

I (77) other -----

,0 I 124 Blank 
(78-80) 

I []I] 

I CARD SIX 

_ Sequence nlJ1'ber 
(1-5) 

I I I I I 16 1 

I .. 125 Which of the following drugs tested 
positively on confirming test? 
o = no 1 = yes 9 = missing 

• I II (6) mari juana 

.1 ,t~ L.in, 
I

i 0, 
: (8) PCP 

I· 0 
(9) heroin 

I 0 

(10) other opiates 

D 
(11) amphetamines 

D 
(12) alcohol 

D 
(13) other ____ _ 

D 
ADDRESS OF DEFENDANT 

126 Address of defendant known ? 
(14) 

D O=no 1 = yes 

127 Print defendant's address 

Nurber 
(15-20) 

I I I I I I 1 
Street name 
(21-40) 

I I 1 I I I I. I I I I I I I 1 1 I I I I I 
ST./AVe./etc. City 
(41-45) (46-60) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
Zip code 
(61-65) 

I I I I I I 
128 Blank 
(66-80) 

LIIIIIIIIIIIIIII 
CARD SEVEN 
_ Sequence nunber 
(1-5 ) 



ADDRESS OF CRIME 

1£2 Address of crime known? 
(6) 

DO=no 1 = yes 

130 Print address of erime 

NLI11ber 
(7-12) 

I I I I I I I 
Street name 
(13 -32) 

I I I I I I I II I I I I I I -I I I I· I I 
ST./Ave./ete. City 
(33-37) (38-~) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
Zipeode 
(53-57) 

1 I I I I i 

. 
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9. 



- - - - - -
CARD ONE: START 

IDENTIFICATION NUHBERS 

-. .. .. - - - - -KEYPUNCHER Nlrt£: This page only, left to right/top row to bottom row. 

'-T 

- ... - .. 
BOSTON ~1UNn;ii>i\L COURe -r 
Coder 

-
Sequence number 1 Docket number 2 Jail number 3 Booking number 4 Social security number (1-5) (6-10) 

r I It I 
6 
(30) 

Probation/parole hold 
too 

o '> 
F~ 

CHARGE INFORHATION 

(1l-14) 

[J 
7 If more than 10 charges, 
(31-32) how many? 

Statute number Severit~ *A/C/S 
8-13 First charge 

D D (33-44) 

14-19 Second charge 
(45-56) 0 0 
20-25 Third charge 

0 0 (57-68) 

26-31 Fourth charge 
I- D 0 (69-80) 

CARD Tl-IO ---
__ Sequence number 

GJ (1-5) 

32-37 Fifth charge 

I LJ D 0 (6-17) 

38-43 Sixth charge 

I 0 0 (18-29) 

44-49 Seventh charge 

0 0 (30-41) 

50-55 Eighth charge 

0 (42-53) I 0 
56-61 Ninth charge 

0 0 (,4-(;5) 1 
62-67 Tenth charge 

0 0 (66-77) I 
*O=no 

l=attempt 

(15-19) (20-28) 
5 
(29) 

rTA bench 
warrant too 

IUT] ,--,---11 CcrJ C) 

No. of Counts **Wea~ons ***Force 

(-I, 0 0 
I 0 0 
I D 0 

0 0 

I I -, D D 
c:=U 0 0 
LLJ CI C] 

I I D 0 
0 D 
0 0 

**O=no **1:0=110 
I=yes,threat l~v(,l-hn 1 

68 Number of suspects 
(78) 

D 
1 to 

I 5 = self evident 
6 more than 5 

1
7 more thnn I, nlJOIher IInknown 
9 mIssing lnformatl"" 

VICTIHS 

69 Number of victi~s 
(79-80) 

I nl~ 
00 to 
96 number of victims 
97 
99 

victims noted, ;lumber unknolm 
missing information 

CARD TIIRI~E 

Seqllenc~ numher 
(1-5) 

D~ L_liJ 
If item (,9 Is 00, enter 8 or 91l III 
item!. 70-84 

70 Does defendant know vlcti.m(s)? 
. (6) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing lnformntion 

2=consplrncy 2=yes,use 2=physlcnl, 
3=sollcit 9=misslng threat 

information 3~physical, 

lise 
9=missfng 

InformatIon 



- -

71 
(7) 

Defendant's relationship to victim(s) 

Spouse 

o 
72 
(8) 

o 
73 
("9) 

o 

Child 

Parent 

74 Sibling 
(10) 

o 
75 Relative 
(1l) 

o 
76 Friend 
(12) 

o 
77 Acquaintance 
(13) 

D 
78 Number of male victims 
(14-15) 

I-I 
00 to 
96 number of male victims 
97 
99 

male victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

79 Number of female victims 
(16-17) 
( ... _-[J 
00 to 
96 = number of female victims 
')7 
99 

female victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

flO 
(18-19) 

Nnmhpr of vfr:.tim~ nf qpYll~l 
assault 

-[J 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of victims of sexual assault 
sexual assault victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

- - - _._' -

81 ({;lce of victim 
(20) 

D 
o white 
1 black 
2 Hispanic 
3 other 
4 multiple victims, more than one race 
9 miSSing information 

82 Number of elderly victims 
(21-22) 

(--0 
00 to 
96 number of elderly victims 
97 
99 

elderly victims noted. number unknown 
missing Information 

83 Age of most serious victim 
(23-24) 

'--I] 
(Code in years, round to nearest year). 
00 to 
94 age in years 
95 95 years or older 
96 other (specify ~ ____________________ __ 
99 miSSing information 

84 In~ury to the most serious victim 
(25) 

o 
o no injury 
1 minor harm 
2 treated and discharged 
3 hospitalized 
4 death 
8 n/a, no person victim 
9 missing information 

LOSS/DAHAGE 

85 Number of premises forcibly entered 
(26-27) 

/---:-rJ 
01 to 
96 IlUlnbcr o~ ~~emi~es ~oTcib]y cn:c~cd 
97 forcible entry noted, number unknown 
98 n/a 
99 miSSing information 

2 

.. ... alii .. -

Hb Property stolen and/or tI;m:tgetl 
(28) 

o 
o no 
1 property stolen 
2 property damaged 
3 stolen and dr.maged property 
4 property crime noted, whether stolnn or 

damaged unknown 
9 missing information 

87 
(29-34) 

000001 to 
999996 
999997 
999998 

Estimated value of property stolen 
and/or damaged 

cn~ 
estimated dollar value 
more than $999.996 
n/a 

999999 = mlsnlng InformatIon 
(Specify property ______________________ __ 

D({UG ClIARGES 

) 

88 
TIS) 

Type of drug involved (f f more than on,,· 
drug. code the drug ,,·jth the larg"st 
quantity) 

D 
o alcohol 
1 marijuana 
.2 cocaine 
3 amphetamine/barbituate 
4 hallucinogens (LSD, PCP) 
5 heroin 
6 other (specify __ ~ __ ~ ______________ __ 
8 n/a, no drugs involved 
9 = 'missing inf('rmation 

89 
TI6-39) 

Number of drug units of drug coded in 
item 88 (dosage, pills, clgar~ttes) 

'---I 
(See coding instructions) 

90 
(40) 

Hore than one drul! was involved 

o 
o 
1 
8 
9 

-
no 
yes 
T)/a 
missing information 

- .. - - -

I 
. I 



- - - -_.- .-----.. 
BOOKING/PRE-ARRAIGNMENT 

91 Date of police booking 
(l; 1-46) 

CL I. I 
month day year 

92 Pre-arraignment bail decision 
(l;7) (Bail Commissioner) 

o 
o no bail 

ROR 
2 cash bail 
3 percentage cash bail 
4 third party custody 

-

7 other (specify ______________________ __ 
8 nla 
9 miSSing information 

93 
(48-53) 

[ 

Cash amount in dollars (if item 
92 is (2» 

000001 
999995 
999996 
999998 
999999 

to 

94 
(54) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
8 nla 

bail amount 
more than $999,995 
nla • 
missing information 

Did defendant obtain pre-arraignment 
release? 

9 missing information 

BOSTON MUNICIPAL COURT ARRAIGNMENT 

95 
(55-60) 

Date of Boston Municipal Court 
a'rraignment 

I nr I 
month day year 

96 Judges (see instructions) 
(61-62) 

I~ 
97 Boston Municipal Court arraignment 
(63) bail decision 

D 
o no bail 
1 ROR 
2 cash bail 
3 percentage cash bail 
4 third party custody 
7 0 the r (specify ---:,--________ -----__ 
9 missing information 

.. .. - .. .. -98 
(64-69) 

Cash bail (if item 97 is (2), then 
code amount to be paid in dollars) 

I-I I -I 
000001 
999995 
999996 
999998 
999999 

99 
UO) 

o 

to 
bail amount in dollars 
more than $999,995 
nla 
missing information 

Boston Municipal Court prdbation 
interviewed this defendant 

o not interviewed 
1 defendant refused interview 
2 interview completed 
9 miSSing information 

100 District Atto~ney recommendatIon 
(7l) recorded 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

101 Charges were totally dismissed at 
(72) arraignment 

D 
o = no 
1 = yes 

102 Counsel appointed 
ill) 

o 
0 no 
I yes, public defender for bail decision 

only 
2 yes, pllhllc defeneIer appoInted olltrl!:ht 
3 yes, pllblic defender wLth fce 
4 yes, private counsel [or bail decision 

only 
5 yes, private counsel 
6 other (specify 
9 missing information 

BAIL nEVIEW AT SUPERIOR COURT 

103 Ilail review was he] d 
(74) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 

J 

- - - -104 Date of b:1i 1 rev il'\~ 
(75-80) 

CD '--0 
month day YP'lr 

CARD FOUR 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 

,-,----,-,I --10.i.J 
105 Bail review decision 
ill 

o 
no hall 
Iwn 
cash bail 
percent~6e cash bail 
third party custody 

-

o 
I 
2 
3 
4 
7 
8 
9 

other (specify _______________ . 
nla, no bail revl~w 
missing information 

106 Prlnr bail rhanRed at hnll rcvlpw 
ill 

o 
o no change 
I yes, less restrictiv~ 
2 yes, more restrictive 
8 nla, no bail review 
9 missing information 

--

J 

107 
(8-13) 

Cash bail amount to be paid (If It~m 
105 is (2» 

O(JOOOl to 
999995 bnll amount In dollars 
999996 more than $999.995 
999998 nla 
999999 misl';ing information 

108 Defendant obtained r~leann at hail 
(II.) review 

o 
o 
I 
8 
9 

no 
~s 

nla 
missing information 



-

liN 
ill) 

Uelendant bound over tor arraignment 
in Superior Court? 

o 
o no, scheduled for Boston Municipal Court trial 
I = no, dismissed/dropped after Boston Hunicipal 

Court arraignment and before Superior Court 
arraignment 

2 yes, bound over to Superior Court 
9 missing information 

CHARGES AT SUPERIOR COURT ARRAIGNHENT 

Statute number Severity *A/C/S 
110-112 
(16-23) 

113-115 
(24-31) 

116-118 
(32-39) 

119-121 
(40-47) 

122-124 
(48-55) 

125-127 
(56-63) 

128-130 
(64-71) 

131-133 
(72-79) 

134 
(80) 

CARD FIVE 

First charge 

Second charge 

Third charge 

Fourth charge 

Fifth charge 

Sixth charge 

Seventh charge 

Eighth charge 

Deposit was forfeiLeo 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 

,- I Is I 

I 
I I 
I I 
o 

135 Date of Pre- I I I 
(6- 1 I) limina ry hea ring 

month day year 
~ Prior bail changed at preliminary hearing 

c==J refer to codes listed for 106 

137 
~ Custody status changed 

D 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

o = no 1 = yes released 2 = yes detained 9 missing 

138 Cash bail amount 

(14-19) [ I I I I Irefer 

139-140 

to codes listed in 107 

(20-21) I open 

- - .. - .. - .. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 

.. -

'. 

4 

.. - -

141 Vate of Superior Court nrr:ligmnent 
(22-27) 

[ I I I I I ] 
month day year 

142 
(28) 

Sup(Orior Court :lrr:lJ:~nrlJp.nt h:lfl d"ccjr;inJl 

o 
o no bail 
1 ROR 
2 ca!'h 1);1 I) 
3 percent<1ge cnsh bail 
4 third party release 
7 other {specify 

~, 

8 n/n, no bail re-v~i-e-w--------------------------
9 mlsMIng Information 

143 Prior ball changed at SuperIor Court 
(29) arraignment 

o 
o no charge 
I yes, less restrictive 
2 yes, more restrictive 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

144 Cash bail amount (if Item 142 is (2») 
(30-35) 

000001 
999995 
999996 
999998 
999999 

to 
bail amount in dollars 
over $999,995 
n/a 
missing information 

1115 
()(j) 

Case disposed 'It SuperIor Court 
arraignmeJlt? 

o 
o no 
I ycs, dismIssal 
2 pled guilty 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

RELEASE INfOHNATlON 

146 Date of relense 
07-112) 

D~ I __ LJ 
month day year 

- - - .. - -



- - ... --' -.. -~-- .. " -

~~"¥ 

147 Length of detention 
(43-44) 

1 
00 to 
96 : days detained 
99 missing information 

148 Obtained release at which stage? 
ill) 

o 
o not released 
1 before Boston Municipal Court arraignment 
2 on date of Boston Municipal Court arraignment 
3 after Boston Hunicipal Court arraignment 

(Boston Municipal Court cases) 
4 on date of bail review 
5 on date of Superior Court arraignment 

(Superior Court cases) 
6 after Superior Court arraignment 

(Superior Court cases) 
9 missing information 7 = preliminary hearing 

149 Means of release 
(46-) 

D 
o OR 
1 paid 9Wfl bail 
2 surety release 
3 third party custody 
4 other (specify 
8 n/a, not releas-e~d~--------------------------
9 missing information 

DEMOGRAPHICS/TIES 

150 
ill) 

o 
o = male 

Sex 

1 = female 

151 Race 
(48) 

o 
o white 
1 bl"cl< 
2 Puerto Rican 
3 other Hispanic 
4 French Canadian 
5 Oriental 
6 other (specify 
9 missing informa~t~i-o-n-----------------------' 

- - -, -152 Ilirthdatc 
(49-5 /.) 

Lo=cr=o 
munth da, year 

153 Present address: 
(55) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 miSSing information 

- .. 
Boston area 

154 
(56-58) 

Length of residence in the area 
(code in months) 

[J 
000 to 
996 
999 

number of months 
missing information 

155 
(59) 

Defendant's living arrangement 

o 
o alone 
1 spouse/child 
2 relative/friend 
9 miSSing informatIon 

156 Phone 
(60) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

157 
ill) 

Driver's license 

o 
o no 
1 yell 
9 mUlllI,ng Infonnatlon 

158 Marital Status 
(62) 

o 
1 llingle. never married 
2 marrIed 
3 widowed 
II divorced 
5 cOJUJOon law 
6 separated 
7 other 
9 missIng Information 

5 

- - - .. 
15~ Number 01 cIlildr ... 1I 

(fi3-(,I" 

n-] 
00 to 
96 number of childrcn 

.. 
97 
99 

chil dren noted, nllmber IJnl{nmm 
missing information 

FINANCIAL STATUS 

160 Employment status 
(65) 

o 
a unemployed 
1 disabled 
2 retired 
3 part-time 
4 full-time 
9 missing Information 

lfi1 
(66-68) 

Length of employment 
(code in months) 

I--r-o 
000 unemployed 
001 to 
995 
996 
997 

162 
(69) 

o 

number of monthH clllployed 
employed, length unknown 
not applicable (housewife. student. 
retired, disabled, inmate. ot,her) 

Student 

o 
1 
9 

no 
yes 
missing infnrmation 

.. 

163 Number of years in s('hl),,1 t.:""'pll'I",·,1 
(70-71) 

D~ 
00 to 
12 
13 
14 
15 
1(, 

99 

164 
(72) 

o 

number of years schooling 
some college/technical tr:Jlning 
2-year/associate degree 
college degree 
pnc::t rnl1p~p pclllr;ltinn 

missing informntlon 

Veter.,n 

o no 
I yes 
9 mlRRing in[ormntlon 

I 



-

;; 

165 Means of support 
ill) 

o 
wages 

2 unemployment compensation 
) welfare (SSI) 
4 social security, disability, retirement, 

V.A. 
5 savings 
6 family/friends 
7 other 

HEALTH 

166 
04) 

o 
o ~ no 

yes 

Physical problems 

1 
9 missing information 

167 Mental problems 
TIS) 

D 
o no 
1 yes, files indicate mental problems 
2 yes, hospitalization for mental problems 
9 missing information 

168 
TI"6) 

o 
0 no 
1 yes, 
2 yes, 
) yes, 
4 yes, 

Substance abuse 

past 
present 
past and present 
unspecified 

9 missing information 

169 m) 

o 
170 
TIS) 

o 

Type of substance abuse. If no drug 
used, i.e. item 168 = 0, then code as 
an 8. If defendant uses drug specified, 
code 1 (yes), if not, code 0 (no), and 
if no information is provided, 
9 (missing). 

Alcohol 

Marijuana 

- .. - - ~ -

17l 
ill) 

o 
172 
(flO) 

o 
CAHO SIX ---

Cocaine 

Heroin/Opjate 

Sequence number 
( 1-5) 

,---,-I_LW 
17) lIarh1tllate, sedative or tranqllllb:cr 
W 

D 
174 Amphetamine m 
o 
175 Other drug (specify _____ _ 
(8) 

D 
• 176 
(9) 

Tr~atment for alcoholism 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

177 Treatment for drug .,ddiction 
nO) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

PHIOR CHIHINAL RECORD 

178 Number of prior arrests 
(IT-I 2) 

r 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior arrests 
noted, number ttnknown 
miss~lg information 

6 - - -' - .. .. 

Number of recent prIor arrests 179 
(13-14) (tdthin past three years of this cnsC') 

C[J 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

nllmber of reCl'nt prior arnlsts 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

180 
m-16) 

Numb.r of prior arrests for sC'riotts 
persona] offenses 

D __ J 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior arrests 
personal offenses 
noted, nllmber unkno~1 
mloslng information 

for serious 

IHI 
(17-18) 

rJlllllllf"" of pr (If' :lfr":!I:: f fli' ::,.; (nll'j 

property offenses 

00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior arrests for serious 
property offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

182 Number of prior a,rests for eJrllg 
(19-20) offenses 

00 to 
96 
97 

Ilumher of prior arn~st.s fC)l- ,]rllf~ (lff(OfI';IH: 

noted, number unknown 
99 missing information 

183 Number of prior arrests for ~enrnn 
(21-72) offenses 

r~l-1 
00 to 
9(, number of prior "rrests fnr 1~(':'1"'n of r""!",,, 
97 nott'd. numher unkno\\'tl 
99 missing information 

184 Number of prior convictions 
m-24) . 

r 
00 to 
9(, number of prior convictions 
97 noted, number unknown 
99 mIssing informntion 

- - .. - - -



- - - .. - - --
185 Number of prior felony convictions 
(25-26) 

I ·1---' 
00 to 
96 
97 

number of prior felony convictions 
noted, number unknown 

99 missing information 

186 Number of prior misdemeanor convictions 
(27-28) 

D~ 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior misdemeanor convictions 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

187 
(29-30) 

Number of .prior convictions for serious 
personal offenses 

,--) 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
personal offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

for serious 

188 
TIT-32) 

Number of prior convictions for serious 
property offenses _no 

00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
property offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing inform?tion 

for se.rious 

189 Number of prior convictions for drug 
(33-34) offenses 

I--J~ 
00 to 
96 number of prior convictions for drug 

offenses 
97 
99 

noted, number unknown 
missing information 

190 Number of prior convictions for weapon 
(35-36) offenses 

I··-Tl 
00 to 
96"= number of prior convictions for weapon 

offenses 
97 = noted, number unknown 

.. - - - - -
191 
ill) 

On probation or parole nt time of 
arrest 

o 
o no 
I yes 
9 missing information 

192 
(38-39) 

Record of appearance at prior court 
proceedings (number of defaults) 

00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of defaults 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

193 Numher of outRtnndlng W:lrrnntR or 
(1,0- 111) c1etllllll'rn 

r-o 
00 to 
96 number of outstanding warrants or 

detainers 
97 
99 

noted, number unknown 
missing information 

194 
(42) 

D 
o no 

Defendant is on pretrial release for 
a previous charge 

1 yes, felony 
2 yes, misdemennor 
3 yes, cll:lrge unknown 
9 missing information 

FOLLOI~-UP INFORNATION 

195 Review: curreut case disposed 
(43) before 90 days? 

o 
0 no 
I case dismissed 
2 yes, pled gUilty 
3 yes, acqu itted 
4 yes, found guilty 
9 mi..H$illg l.ufocumtiull 

196 
(44-49) 

If item 133 is (1-4), then code date 
of disposition. Otherwise code 
888888 for not applicable (n/a) 

[! I. 1 
day montll ye:lr 

7 

- - - -
197 
(SO) 

lJefnulted within YO "ays 

D 
o no 
1 yes, default without warranl 
2 yes, default with wnrrant 
8 not released 
9 missing information 

.. 

198 IJnte of first nonnppearnncc Ip 
TIl-56) court 

D 11=0 
month day year 

199 Rearrested within 90 dnys of 
(57) release 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 not released 
9 miSSing information 

200 Host serious offense fClr I~hlch 

{5R-59) rearrested (see coding mnnu:l]) 

'--I 
01 = miscellaneous 
02 public order 
03 weapons 
04 public administration 
05 other personal 
06 other property 
07 drugs (m:lnufacture, delivery, nale) 
08 :lggravated ass:lult 
09 hurglary 
10 robbery 
II serious personnl 
97 not released 
98 not rearrested 
99 missing information 

201 Statute and severity r:lnking of 
(60-66) most serious offense 

a b 

[ I 
202 Date of first rearrest 
(07-72) 

o I 1 
montll day yeilr 

.. 



- .. 

CASE DISPOSITION 

203 
(73) 

If case was completed nine months from 
Boston Municipal Court arraignment, 
at what stage? 

o 
{) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

not completed 
all charges dismissed or dropped 
case diverted or goes to mediation 
conviction: pled guilty 
conviction: found guilty (trial) 
acquitted on all charges 

6 sentenced 7 = continued wlo a finding 

204 
(7"4) 

If item 203 is (6) then code type of 
sentence, otherwise use nla code 

D 
o = suspended sentence 
1 =·probation only 
2 fine or restitution only 
3 incarceration only 
4 probation and fine or restitution 
5 probation and incarceration 
6 fine or restitution and incarceration 
7 probation, fines or restitution, and 

incarceration 

205 
ill-76) 

If item 204 is (1,4,5,7) code length 
of probation in months 

' .. _[J 
95 more than 94 months 
98 nla 

206 
(77-79) 

If item 204 is (3,5,6,7) code length 
of incarceration in months 

994 more than 993 months 
995 part-time sentence only 

(specify length 
996 life sentence 
997 capital sentence 
998 nla 

207 
(ilO) 

Information obtained from Commissioner 
of Probation on rearrest 

o o no, no rearrest found 
1 yes, rearrest recorded 
8 nla, not in sample of 500 

- - - - ,- .. 

ADDRESS ADDENDUM 

208 
(-) 

209 
(-) 

-

t. Print defendant's address 
(No., street, town, zip) 

2. Print address of scene of crime 

8 

- - .. .. - - - - - -
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BOSTON SUPERIOR CI)[;P}.-_-I 

Cod.:r __________ ._._ 

-----_#_ .. _-----------
CARD ONE: START 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS 

Sequence number 1 
0-5) (6-10) 

Docket number 2 
(tl-14) 

Jail number 3 
(15-19) 

Booking number 4 
(20-28) 

Socjal security number 5 
(79) 

Reason for Superior 
COllrt Involvement 

t -=r -I I I , I I· I~--,----,L--.L---' 
SUPERIOR COURT CHARGE INFOR}~TION 

----------- t 
6-11 First charge 
30-41 
12-17 Second charge 
(42-53) 
18-23 Third charge 
(54-65) 
24-29 Fourth charge 
(66-17) 
30 
(78-80) 

Open 

CARD TWO 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 
31-36 Fifth charge 
(6-17) 
37-42 Sixth charge 
(18-29) 
43-48 Seventh charge 
(30-41) 
49-5l, Eighth charge 
(42-53) 
55-60 Ninth charge 
(54-65) 
61-66 Tenth charge 
(66-77) 

Statute number 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I I 
I I I 
I I I I 
I I I I 
I I 

I--)-r;-, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 
l=t=r~ 

Severity 

D 
0 
0 
D 

D o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

I I ---I ,~ 

*A/C/S 

0 
0 
0 
0 

o 
D 
o 
o 
o 
o 

No. of Counts 

[J_1 
[-,-] 
01 
I I I 

CD 
CD 
I I I '-'-I CD 
,--" I 

**Heapons 

0 
l~ 
0 
D 

o 
o 
o 
D-
O 
LJ 

I--I-r--r-I-r-l [=1 () d I r",- t Inllf r: tm"n t 
f nlln C;r:rncl .Jory 
b(1 iJ rev lew 

*1'*Force -,-

Cf 
0 
0 
D 

D 
o 
[J 
o o 
LJ 

1 
2 [rom ~!unic ipa 1 

COllrt, boond ov(,r 
3 from r,hllllclpni 

Cnurt, hound OVl.!r 

anti (:r;u,,1 .Jury 
l, othl!r 

(sJl'~clry 

68 Number of suspects 
(80) 

o 
1 to 
5 = self evident 
6 
7 
9 

more than 5 
more than I, number unknown 
missing infornmtion 

CARD THREE 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 

'--'--'---'---ILLl 
ViCTIMS 

69 
(1.-7 ) 

Nllmher of victims 

~ 

*O=no **O=no ***O=no 1--'-' 

67 If more than 10 charges, 
(78-79) how many? 

[T-I 

l=attempt 
2=conspiracy 
3=solicit 

l=yes,threat l=verbal 
2=yes,use 2=physicaI, 
9=missing threat 

information 3=ohvsica.J, 
us£' 

9=mlsslng 
informatiOl 

00 to 
96 number of victims 
97 = vlctims noted, numher unknown 
Y9 = mlsRlng inrormntloll 
Lf item 69 is 00, enter 8 or 98 In 
70-85. 

j tpm'; 



--._----

- -

70 
(8) 

Does defendant know victim(s)? 

o 
0 no 
1 yes, defendant is spouse 
2 yes, defendant is child 
3 yes, defendant is parent 
4 yes, defendant is sibling 
5 yes, defendant is friend 
6 yes, defendant is acquaintance 
7 more than one victim 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

71 
(9-10) 

,.=rJ 
Number of male victims 

00 to 
96 number of male victims 
97 
99 

male victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

72 Number of female victims 
01-12) 

I·-I] 
00 to 
96 number of female victims 
97 
99 

female victims noted, number unknown 
miSSing information 

73 Number of victims of sexual 
(13-14) assault 

00 to 
96 number of victims of sexual assault 
97 
99 

sexual assault victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

74 
05) 

o 
o white 
I black 

Race of Victim 

2 Hispanic 
3 other 
4 multiple victims, more than one race 
9 missing information 

- - - .., - -

75 Number of elderly victims 
06-17) 

I 
00 to 
96 number of elderly victims 
97 
99 

elderly victims noted, number unknown 
missing information 

76 Age of most serious victim 
08-19) 

(Code in 
00 to 

years, round to nearest year). 

94 
95 
96 
99 

age in years 
95 years or older 
other (specify 
missing informatlon 

77 Injury to the most serious victim 
(20) 

o 
o no injury 
1 minor harm 
2 treated and discharged 
3 hospitalized 
4 death 
8 nla, no person victim 
9 missing information 

LOss/DN-lAGE 

78 Number of premises forcibly entered 
(21-22) 

[=0 
01 to 
96 
97 
98 

number of premises forcibly entered 
forcible entry noted, number unknol'n 
n/a 

99 missing information 

79 
(23) 

Prope rty fl to Il'n .111<1/ or d.1111:1J:C'cI 

D 
o no 
1 property stolen 
2 propC'rty damaged 
3 stolen and damaged property 
4 property crime noted, loJhether stolen or 

damaged unknown 
9 missing information 

2 

- - - - -

80 
(24-29) 

Estimated value of property stolen 
and/or damaged 

l-r I_U_I 
000001 to 

estimated dollar value 
more than $999,9% 
nla 
missing infurmation 

999996 
999997 
999998 
999999 
(Specify property __________________________ __ 

DRUG CIIAIU:ES 

81 Type of drug involved (if more t"'lIl <HlP 

(30) drug, code the drug with the hugest 
quantity) 

o 
o nlc:ohol 
1 marijuana 
2 coclline 
3 amphetamine/barbituate 
4 hllilucinogens (l.SD, PCP) 
5 heroin 
6 other (specify 
8 nla, no drugs i-n-v-o~l-v-e~d~-------------------

9 missing informntion 

82 
(31-34) 

Number of drug units of drug codecl in 
item 81 (dosage, pills, cigllr~tt(5) 

CII---L----L----I 
(See coding instructions) 

83 
(35) 

D 
o - 110 

1 yes 
8 n/a 

More thlln one drug was involvecl 

9 missing information 

SUPERIOR COURT BAIL DECISION 

84 Dnte of Superior Court 1>.1(1 ,1('(,('1("" 
(36- 1,1 ) 

C]-I I I 
dllY montll yellr 

- - - - .. -



- --- ~l-__ .""_ 

85 Superior Court bail decision 
(1.2) 

D 
o = no bail 
1 = ROR 
2 = cash bail 

percentage cash bail 
third party release 
supervised probation 

-
3 
4 
5 
7 
8 
9 

other (specify ______________ __ 
n/a 
missing information 

86 Prior bail changed at Superior Court 
(43) bail decision 

o 
o no change 
1 yes. less restrictive 
2 yes. more restrictive 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

87 Cash bail amount (if item 85 is (2» 
(44-49) 

rei 
000001 
999995 
999996 
999998 
999999 

88 
(50) 

o 
no 

to 
bail amount in dollars 
over 999.995 
n/a 
missing information 

Case disposed at Superior Court 
bail decision 

o 
1 
2 
8 

yes. dismissal 
pled gUilty 
n/a 

9 missing information 

89 
(51-52) 

,-e] 
Superior Court Judge 
(consult list) 

""CASE HISTORY 

Booking/Pre-Arraignment 

90 Date of police booking 
(53-58) 

[ 1 I I I I I 
mon h d?y year 

-. -91 
(59) 

- .. -Pre-arraignment bail decisi.on 
(Bail Commissioner) 

o 
o no bail 
1 ROR 
2 cash bail 
3 percentage cash bail 
4 third party custo.dy 

-
7 other (specify ____________ ___ 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

92 
(60-65) 

I·n-I 
Cash amount in dollars (if item 
91 is (2» 

000001 to 
999995 = bail amount 
999996 = more than $999,995 
999998 n/a 
999999 missing information 

93 Did defendant obtain pre-arraignment 
(66) release? 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

Nunicipal Court Arraignment 

94 Date of Municipal Court arraignment 
(67-72) 

! I I I I I 
month day 

95 
(73-7/1) 

n~ 
96 
(75) 

o 

yenr 

!loston Munldpnl Court Judge 
(collsult 1 ist) 

~lniclpa] Court arraignment 
bail decision 

a no b<lil 
1 ROR 
2 cash bail 
3 percentage cash bail 
4 third party custody 
5 supervised probation 
7 other (specify -, ____________ . 
9 missing informatlon 

3 

"- - - - - -
97 (See instructions for Item 97) 
(76-80) 

r""-1--'l1==C1 
CARD FOUR 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 

I 4 I 
98 
(6-15) 

Reasons noted by judge [or decision 
(0 = no, I = yes, 
9 = missing information) 

LL I C I d LC~o-Lr~jJ 
a) prior recor.d 
b) circumstances of offense 
c) poor commu~lty tics 
d) poor family ties 
e) prior FTA 
f) mental Illness 
g) financial resources/emplnynwnt 
II) potential penalty 
i) pretrial release for previous charge 
j) drug dependency 

99 
(16-21) 

I -
000001 
999995 
999996 
999998 
999999 

to 

Cash amount to be paid (if item 96 
is 2,3) 

bail amount 
more than $999,995 
n/a 
missing information 

NOl11lcipal Court Probable _Calise lIenr"~g 

100 1l,I11 decision at prohn"]" ("IIIJ';C 

(U) hen ring 

o 
o 110 b;IH 
1 ROR 
2 cash bail 
3 percentage cash bail 
4 thIrd party custody 
7 other (specify _______ __ 
8 n/a 
9 miSSing information 



-

lOl 
ill-28) 

102 
(29) 

D 

Cash amount to be paid (if item lOO 
is 2,3) 

, -, 
Earlier bail decision changed at 
Probable Cause Hearing 

o no change 
1 yes, less restrictive 
2 yes, more restrictive 
8 n/a 
9 missing information 

Charges at Hunicipal Court Arraignment 

136 
(25) 

D 
o 
1 
2 
9 

Hllnl,' !1':1 1 Court pn,hat!o" 
interviel-:ed thi:; defendant 

not interviewed 
defendant refllsed tllter'lic" 
interview completed 
missing infol"ma t lon 

137 District Attorney 
(26) recommendation recorded 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 miSSing information 

Statute number Severity *A/c/s No. of Counts 1:*Weapons ***Force 138 
(27) 

Counsel al'pointed 

103-108 
(30-41) 
109-114 
(42-53) 
115-120 
(54-65) 
121-126 
(66-77) 
127 
(78-80) 

First charge 

Second charge 

Third charge 

Fourth charge 

(See instructions 
for item 127) 

CARD FIVE 

Sequence number 
(1-5) 
128-133 Fifth charge 
(6-17) 

,--r I 1- r--T] 

I I I I I 
I I I I I 
I I I I I 
I I 

\. 
I 

I 5 I 
I I 

134 
(13) 

Charges were totally dismissed at 
arraignment 

o 
o no 
1 yes 

0 
D 
0 
0 

o 

135 

0 
0 
0 
D 

o 
*O=no 

I I I 
I I I 
CD 
I I I 

l=attempt 
2=consplracy 
3=solicit 

09-24) Open 

CI 1<=1 

l, 

- - - - - - -_. - - -

o 
D 
D 
o 

**O=no D 
l=yes,threat 
2=yes,use 
9=misslng 

o 
o 
o 
D 

[J 
***O=no 

1=verbal 

information 

2=physicaJ, 
threa t 

3=l'hyslcal, 
use 

9=missing 
informntlon 

D 
0 no 
1 yes, public defender for bail 

decision only 
2 yes, public defender appointed 

outright 
3 yes, public defender with fee 
4 yes, private counsel for hail 

declsion only 
5 yes, private coun!;el 
6 other (specify 
9 missing information 

Previous flail Reviel. at Sllperi(Jr __ C;~1,:!"_r 

139 Bail reviet; t;rJS hc lei 
(2S) 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes 

140 
ill) 

CI 

flail revict; decision 

o 1:0 bail 
1 ROR 
2 cash boil 
3 percentage cash buil 
4 third party cUBtody 
7 other (!lpeclfy 
8 nla, no bail revlel'-------
9 ml!lsing infonnatinJl 

- - - - - - - -

~~ 
~.., 



-, .. .. -~~.--. .. .. 
141 Earlier bail decision changed at 
(30) bail review 

D 
o no change 
1 yes, less restrictive 
2 yes. more restrictive 
8 n/a. no bail review 
9 missing information 

142 
N-36) 

1J=r 

Cash bail amount to be paid (if item 
140 is (2)) 

000001 
999995 
999996 
999998 
999999 

to 

143 
(37) 

bail amount in dollars 
more than $999,995 
n/a 
missing information 

Defendant obtained release at bail 
review 

o 
o no 
I yes 
8 ~ n/a 
9 missing information 

RELEASE INFORHATION 

144 Date of release 
(38-43) 

I I I I 
month day year 

145 Length of detention 
144-45) 

00 to 
96 days detained 
99 missing information 

146 Stage where release was first obtained 
(46) 

o 
o before Municipal Court arraignment 

1 as a result of Municipal Court arraignment 
2 as a result of bail review 
3 
4 
8 

as a result of Superior Court arraignment 
as a result of Probable Cause Hearing 
nla 

9 missing information 

- - .. - .. -147 Means of release 
ill) 

0 
o OR 
1 paid own bail 
2 surety release 
3 third party custody 
4 other (specify ~~ ________________ ___ 
8 n/a, not released 
9 missing information 

DEMOGRAPHICS/TIES 

148 Sex 
(48) 

o 
o = male 
I = female 

149 Race 
(119) 

o 
o 
I 
2 
3 
4 ~ 
5 

white 
black 
Puerto lUcan 
other Hisp;]nic 
French Canadian 
Oriental 

6 other (specify 
9 missing information 

ISO Birthdate 
(50-55 ) 

Open 
(56) 

I I I I '0 
month day year 

151 Present address: Boston area 
ill) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

152 
C58-60) 

000 to 

Length of residence in the area 
(code in months) 

996 number of months 
999 = missing information 

5 

- - - - .. 
153 Defendant's living nrrnngement 
(6]) 

0 
o alone 
1 spolise/chlJ d 
2 relative/frIend 
9-= missing information 

154 Phone 
((;'2) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

155 Driver's license 
(63) 

C] 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing inform;]tion 

156 Marital status 
(64) 

D 
I single, never m;]rrled 
2 married 
3 wIdowed 
4 divorced 
5 common Jaw 
6 separated 
7 other 
9 missing information 

157 Number of children 
(GS-66) 

00 to 
96 number of children 
97 
99 

chIldren Ilotpcl, nUlllher unknown 
miss 1 nil in [0 nua t Ion 

-



-, -

FINANCIAL STATUS 

158 
(67) 

o 
Employment status 

o unemployed 
1 disabled 
2 retired 
3 part-time 
4 full-time 
9 missing information 

159 
(6ii-70) 

r-I ./ 
Length of employment 
(code in months) 

000 = unemployed 
001 to 
995 
996 
997 

number of months employed 
a employed, length unknown 

not applicable (housewife, 
retired, disabled, inmate, 

student, 
other) 

160 
(iT) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 

Student 

9 missing information 

161 Numbe,r of years in school completed 
rn-73) 

IT] 
00 to 
12 = number of years schooling 
13 some college/technical training 
14 2-year/associate degree 
15 college degree 
16 post college education 
99 missing information 

162 Veteran 
(7"4) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing information 

- - - .. - -

163 
(75) 

D 

Neans of support 

1 = wnges 
2 unemployment compensation 
3 welfare (SSr) 
4 social security, disability, retirement, V.A. 
5 savings 
6 fnmily/friends 
7 other 

HEALTH 

164 Physical problems 
(76) 

D 
o no 
I yCl'l 

9 missing informntJon 

165 Nental problems 
Til) 

D 
o no 
1 yes, files indicate mental problems 
2 yes, hospitalizntion for mentnl problems 
9 missing information 

166 Substance abuse 
(78) 

D 
o no 
I yes, past 
2 yes, present 
3 yes, past and present 
4 yes, un"peciff.ed 
9 mIssing informl1t1on 

Type of substance abuse. If no drug 
used, 1.e. item 166 = U, then code 
ns 1111 H. J f dcfel1dnnt liSt'S drllg 
specified, code I (ye,,) , if not, code 
o (no), and if no information is 
provided, 9 (missing). 

167 Alcohol 
(79) 

o 
168 Nl1rijuana 
(80 ) 

o 
6 

CAIW SIX ----
Sequence number 

(1-5) 

I!J <---->--...... ~-

169 Cocl1ine 
(b) 

o 
170 Hcrnln/(JpI:Jtl' 
(7") 

D 
171 lIarbitunte, sedative or 
(8) trl1nqu!llzer 

n 
172 Amphetnmlne 
(9) 

o 
173 Other drug (specify _______ ' 
(10) 

o 
174 Treatment for alcoholism 
ill) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing informntion 
175 Treatment for drug addiction 
( 12) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 mIssIng informntlon 

PRIOR CRHIINAL RECORD 

~ Number of prior arrest" 
(13-14) 

[IJ 
UO to 
96 
97 
99 

I1wnber of prior arrests 
noted. number unknoHn 
missing information 

- .. - - - - - - - - -



.. - ........... ----------_ .. -
Number of recent prior arrests 177 

ill) (within past three years of this case) 

I --I 
0-5 

6 
7 
9 

number of recent prior arrests 
more than 5 
noted but unknown 
missing 

178 
ffi-l7) 

Number of prior arrests for serious 
personal offenses 

U'-I 
00 to 
96 number of prior arrests 

personal offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

97 
99 

for serious 

179 
TTIi-19) 

Number of prior arrests for serious 
property offenses 

[J 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior arrests 
property offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

for serious 

180 Number of prior arrests for drug 
(20-21) offenses 

r=rJ 
00 to 
96 number of prior arrests for drug offenses 

noted, number unknown 97 
99 missing information 

181 Nu~ber of prior arrests for weapon 
~-23) offenses 

CD 
00 to 
96 number of prior arrests for weapon offenses 

noted, number unknown 97 
99 missing information 

182 Number of prior convictions 
(24-25) 

I~ 
00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

- - '- - .- -183 Number of prior felony convictions 
06-27) 

1-0 
00 to 
96 
97 

number of prior felony convictions 
noted, number unknown 

99 missing information 

184 Number of prior misdemeanor 
(28-29) convictions 

00 to 
96 
97 

number of prior misdemeanor convictions 
noted, number unknown 

99 missing information 

185 
ffi-3I) 

Number of prior convictions for 
serious personal offenses 

r 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
personal offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

for serious 

186 
W-33) 

Number of prior convictions for 
serious property offenses 

,-r-I 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

number of prior convictions 
property offenses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

for setious 

187 Number of prior convictions for drug 
(34-35) offenses 

CD 
00 to 
96 

97 
99 

numbet of prior convictions for drug 
offeilses 
noted, number unknown 
missing information 

188 Number of prior convictions for 
(36-37) weapon offenses 

[rJ 
00 to 
96 

97 

number of prior convictions for weapon 
offenses 
noted. number unknown 

7 

- - - -.- -189 
(38) 

On prohation or pan.tc nt l illl" "f 
arrest 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missIng InformatIon 

19U 
(J9-40) 

'T-] 

Record of appearance at prior court 
proceedings (numher of defaults) 

00 to 
96 
97 
99 

number o[ defnults 
noted, number unknowo 
missing information 

191 
(7,(-42 ) 

Number of outstandinc warrants or 
detainers 

D~ 
00 to 
96 number of outstanding warran's or 

detainers 
97 
99 

noted, number unknOlm 
missing information 

192 
(43) 

o 
o no 

Defendant is on pretrial release for 
a previous chat'ge 

1 yes, felony 
2 yes, mIsdemeanor 
3 yes, charge unknown 
9 missing information 

FOLl.OH-liP INFOR~IAnON 

193 Car-e ~:"s disposed within 90 d:ty·; or 
(1010) Superior Court ball decIsillu 

D 
o no 
1 cnne dismissed 
2 yes, pled guflty 
3 yes, acquitted 
4 yes, tound guiity 
9 missing information 

194 
(115-50 ) 

D 
month 

If item 193 fs (1-[0). then code cl:rtp 
of disposition. Othcn:ise code 
888888 for not oppllcahle (n/a) 

I-C. I 1 
cloy year 



- -

195 
TIT) 

Defaulted within 90 days 

D 
o no 
1 yes, default without warrant 
2 yes, default with warrant 
8 not released 
9 missing information 

196 Date of first nonappearance in 
152-57) co~rt 

I~I. I I I 
month day year 

197 Rearrested within 90 days of 
(58) release 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 not released 
9 missing information 

198 
TI9-60) 

Most serious offense for which 
rearrested (see coding manual) 

I U_[] 
01 miscellaneous 
02 public order 
03 weapons 
04 public administration 
05 other personal 
06 = other property 
07 drugs (manufacture, delivery, sale) 
08 aggravated assault 
09 burglary 
10 robbery 
11 serious personal 
97 not released 
98 not rearrested 
99 misSing information 

199 
TIl-67) 

Statute and severity ranking of 
most serious offense 

'---I _ul==r I 
d 

( 
t> 

laO Date of first rearrest 
(68~73) 

I~.-I I I 
month day year 

- - - .. - -

CASE DISI'OSlTlON 

201 
(YT,) 

If case was completed nine months 
from Superior Court bail decision, 
at what stage? 

o 
not completed o 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

all charges dismissed or dropped 
case diverted or goes to mediation 
conviction: pled guilty 
conviction: found guilty (trial) 
acquitted on all charges 
sentenced 

202 If item 201 is (6) then code type of 
(75) sentence, otherwise use nla code 

D 
o suspended sentence 
1 probation only 
2 fine or restitution only 
3 incarceration only 
4 probation and fine or restitution 
5 probation and incarceration 
6 fine or restitution and incarceration 
7 probation, fines or restitution, and 

incarceration 

203 
Tf6-77) 

If item 202 is (1,4,5,7) code length 
of probation in months 

n~ 
95 = more than 94 months 
98 = nla 

204 If item 202 is (3,5,6,7) code length 
(78-80) of incarceration in months 

L&-I -'---' 
994 more than 993 months 
995 part-time sentence only 

(specify length 
996 life sentence 
997 capital sentence 
998 n/a 

8 

- ,- - ,- - -

AlJlJln:ss AIJIJEtmUt-f 

205 
(~) 

J. Print defendnnt's nddress 
(No., street, town, zip) 

206 2. Print address of scene of crIme 
(-) 

- - - - -



- - - -
CA"IiiJONE 

Sequence number 
0-4) 

[1 I d 
1 
(5-10) 

Booking number 

-

2 Arrest precinct number 
(11-12) 

3 
(13-18) 

Docket number 
(most recent) 

I 
4 Date of study 
(19-24) 
month daI year 

I 1 I 11 1 81 81 51 
5 Date admitted to jail 
(25-30) 
month d3I year 

I I I I I 

- -

6-9 Wh1.ch of the following reasons are holding 
the defendant in jail? (If there are less 
than four reasons. write 98 in all 

6 
(31-32) 

IT] 
7 
(33-34) 

, i , 
8 
(35-36) 

9 
(37-38) 

[=r~ 

unused spaces). 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
08 
09 
10 
12 
98 

bailor awaiting arraignment 
bench warrant 
probation violation 
parole violation 
awa1t1ng sentenc1ug 
sentenced inmate 
awaiting transport to prison 
appeal 
request from another jurisdiction 
held for Federal government 
n/a 

99 = missing 

- - - - .- -
BAl!. INFORNATLON 

10 Date or arrest 
09-44) 
month daj year 

I I 
11 Is defendant being held on new 
(45) charges for which s/he has not posted 

bail? 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

12 Date of BHC/District Court Arraignment 
(46-51) (most recent) 
month dal year 

I I I 
13 What was the original bail amount 
(52-57) for tlll!se charges? (B~lC/District 

Court Arraignment) 

IT-' 
000000 
000001 to 
999996 
777777 
999998 
999999 

ROR 

cash amount 
held without bail 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

14 Hhat is the total bail amount now 
(58-63) holding the defendant? (sum of all 

cases) 

[J-cr I 
15 If held on bail, defendant is at 
(6!.j ...,hac scage 01: pl:ocess.1II~? 

D 
o before RHC/District Conrt Arrn!~~~cnr 
1 hetween arra ignment and PC lIear.l.n,',. 
2 between PC Ilea ring and SC Arraignment 
3 after SC Arraignment 
8 nla, not held on bail 
9 missing 

- - - -Jail Population Study 
Boston 

I Co<l~r - J 
Total number of chat-ge<; 

-
16 
(65) 

o 
(SUl'1 of all cases, new charges, 
not defaults) 

1 to 
5 number 
6 
8 
9 

more thnn 5 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

17 Statute numher (most ser 1 n,," chaq:e) 
(66-71 ) 

[--I T 
18 Seriousness level (item 17) 
(72) 

D 
19 Offense type (item 17) 
(73) 

o 
1 crime against person 
2 rG_bery 
3 burglary 

" other property crime 
5 drug-related 
6 weapon 
7 prostitution 
9 missing 
0 other (specify 

20 Statute number (second scrlous) 
(74-79) 

[].-l--1--l--1-....J 
21 Seriousness ] evel 
(SO) 

D 
C7iiU1·Wo 

Sequence nllmber 
(1-4) 

IT LLJ 

-



-

22 
(5) 

Offense type 

o 
crime against person 
robbery 
burglary 4 = other property crime 
d rug-rela ted 
weapon 
prostitution 
nla 
missing 

2 
3 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
o other (specify ___________________________ . 

23 
(6) 

Had the defendant secured release 
previously on these charges? 

o 
0 no indication that bond was post~d 
1 yes, ROR 
2 yes, posted by defendant 
3 yes, posted by third party 
4 yes, posted by bond agency 
5 yes, other (specify 
8 nla, not held on bail (sentenced) 
9 missing 

24 Defendant interviewed for bail review? 
(l) 

o 
o no 

yes 
9 missinp; 

25 If charges involve loss cr damage to 
(8) property, indicate amount: 

D 
o no loss or damage 
1 $100 or less 
2 $101 - $500 
3 $501 - $\,000 
4 more than $ I ,000 
5 noted, amount unknown 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

z6 If cn3rges 1nvolve vict:itns, 
(9) indicate number: 

o 
o to 
5 number of victims 
6 more than 5 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 nla, not held on bail 
9 missing 

- - - - - -

27 
TIO) 

Level of injury to most injured victim 

o 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
8 
9 

no injury 
minor harm 
treated alld discharged 
hospitalized 
death 
nla, not held on bail 
missing 

28 
TIl) 

Rel;ltionship of defendant and victim 
(item 27) Defendant is: 

D 
o stranger 
1 spouse 
2 child 
3 I'nrent 
4 sibling 
S other relative 
6 friend 
7 acqunlntance 
8 n/a, not held on bnil, or no victim 
9 missi:1g 

29 Number of female victims 
TI2) 

o 
o to 
S number 
6 
7 
B 
9 

30 
TI3) 

more than five 
noted, number unknowll 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

Number of male victims 

o 
o to 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

number 
more than fi.ve 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not held on batl 
missing 

3l 
TIl,) 

Number of elderly victims 

o 
o to 
5 number 
6 more than fIve 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 nla, not held on bail 
9 missing 

2 -.- - - '- -

32 
TIS) 

o 
Defendant represented b}: 

o no couusel 
1 I'"b) Ic defplldcr 
2 publIc defend/~r with "'eekly [ec 
3 court appo Luted pri va te C<'UI1>,e J 
4 private counsel 
8 n/a, not held on bail 
9 missing 

33 
TI6-17) 

[T~ 

Record of appearance at prlor court 
proceedings 

00 to 
96 
97 

number of [atlur('s to appear 
notr.-cl, numher unknown 

98 n/a, lIot held on hall 
99 mLss Lng 

34 
TIIl-l 9) 

Other pending cas('s 
(nnt d,·ra,,1 ts) '-1-' 00 to 

96 
97 
98 
99 

35 
(i0) 

o 

number of other pending charges 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

Seriousness level of most serious 
charge in pending case 

36 Total amount of bail set on item 34 
(2)-26) 

U_J~,~~ 
OU()O(JO = ROR 
(JOOOOl to 
999996 c:jsh amollnt 
999998 = n/n, not held on b~IJ 

IlII!;::;-fl1~ 999999 

37 
(27) 

Pend I.ng cnses: ser iOlls crim" :lg" I nst 
person (murder, rape, kidn.,p, a1\)\. 
assnult) 

D 
o = 
1 yes 
8 n/n, not held on b:jil 
9 missing 

- - - - - -



- - - - . - .. -
38 Pending cases: robbery 
(28) 

0 
0 no 
1 = yes 
8 = n/a 
9 = missing 

39 Pending cases: burglary 
(29) 

0 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 " n/a 
9 " missing 

40 Pending cases: drug-related 
(30) 

0 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 = n/a, not held on bail 
9 = missing 

41 
(3l) 

Pending cases: weapon 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes 
8 " n/a, not held on bail 
9 = missing 

42 
(32) 

o 
Next hearing scheduled 

o " arraignment (BNC/District Court) 
1 PC Hearing 
2 SC Arraignment 
3 stages after Arraignment and before 

final adjudication 
8 n/a, not h~ld on bail 
9 missing 

43 Trial date set 
(33-38) 
month dav vear 

000000 
999997 
999998 
999999 

I I ,. 
no 
await.illg 
n/a, not 
missing 

sentence, still on bail 
held on bail 

- - .. - - - -44 Number of continuances related to this 
(39) case 

0 
o to 
5 
6 

number of eontillnnnces 
more than five 

8 
9 

n/a, not held on bail 
missing 

BENCH I~ARRANT INFORNATlON 

45 
(40-41) 

I 
00 to 

1I0w mnny bench warrnnts are holding 
this defendant? 

96 numher of wnrrnnts 
.97 noted, number unknown 
99 missing 

46 What Is the total amount of hench 
(42-47) warrant? -----

000000 to 
999996 cash amount 
999997 noted, amount unkno~~ 
999998 nla, not held on bench ~Jarr:!nt 
999999 missing 

47 
(48-53) 

999998 
999999 

48 
(54) 

o 

Statute number (most serious bench 
warrant) 

.~O 
n/a, not held on bench warrant 
missIng 

Seriousness level (item 47) 

PROBATION VIOLATION INFORHATION 

49 Is defendant held on prohat.ion 
(55) violation? 

o 
o no 
1 yes, new charge-reJated 
2 yes, technical 
3 yes, unspecified 
9 mlssirg 

3 

-50 
(56-61) 
month 

- - .. 
nate of detainer (issued) 

day ~ 
I I I-D 

-
999998 
999999 

n/n, not h,!lt1 Oil prnh:ltlon vfnJ.'~fr"l 
missing 

51 
(62-67) 

Statute for most serious conviction 
for which defendant WIS on proh:Jtioll 

L--.L---.L_-,--.LU 
999998 
999999 

n/a, Ilot held on I'rOI';lt[PII violation 
missIng 

52 Seriousness level (Item 51) 
(68) 

o 
I'AltOLE VIOLATION INFOJ!!1ATlOlI 

53 
(69) 

r~ 
o = no 

Is de[endnut he].1 on parol" ',Iolat lun? 

= yes, new charge-related 
2 = yes, t echn ica 1 -;-_______________________ _ 
3 = yes, unspecified 

54 Date of detainer (issued) 
(70-75) 

EI~Irn 
999998 n/a, not held on porole vlolntion 
999999 = miSSing 

55 Open 
(76-80) 

eel-CD 
CARD TIIHEE -----

. Ti-4) 

56 
('i-Ill) 

SeCJ1Ience number 

I 31 
Statute for most serious cn~vfction 
rnr r.rhirh flflrOntl:nlt ~prvn/l C:r>nr ".111''''' 

[J~-I-l-I-] 
999998 
999999 

II/n, not held on pnroLe violntlon 
missing 

-



-

57 
Ol) 

o 
Seriousness level (item 56) 

INFORNATION ON DEFENDANTS AI~AITING SENTENCING 

58 Is defendant being held awaiting 
(l2) sentencing? 

D 
o = no 
1 awaiting sentence but held for 

another reason 
2 yes 
9 missing 

59 Date of conviction 
(T3-18) 
month day TI 
I I I I 
999998 n/a, not awaiting sentence 
999999 missing 

60 Date scheduled for sentencing 
09-24) 
month day year 

I I I I 
999998 n/a, not awaiting sentence 
999999 missing 

---Iii' Date presentence invE!stigation 
(25-30) reported to court 
month dar year 

I I I 
999997 
999998 
999999 

not completed 
n/a, not a\~aiting sentence 
missing 

62 Date mental evaluation reported to 
(31-36) court 
month dar year 

I I I I 
999997 
999998 
999999 

not requested 
n/a, not awaiting sentence 
miSSing 

SENTENCED PRISONER INFOR}ffiTION 

63 
(37) 

Is defendant a sentenced prisoner? 

o 
o = no 
1 yes 
9 = missing 

- - - - - -

64 Length of minimum sentence 
(38-39) 

CD 
00 = less than one month 
01 to 
60 het\~e"n one month nnd five years (months) 
75 five years one day to ten years 
80 more than ten years 
8l otlH!r C 
98 n/a, n07t~s~e~n~t~e~n-c~.e-d~~~~~~~~~~-
99 missing 

65 
(40-41) 

1-0 
Length of maximum sentence 
Cuse same codes as item 64) 

66 Dnte of sentence 
(42- /,7) 
month day yenr 

I I I' I 
999998 
999999 

67 
(48) 

D 
o none 

n/a, not sentenced 
missing 

Other conditions of sentence 

1 probation 
2 fines 
3 restitution 
4 community service 
5 work furlough 
6 other ( 
8 n/a, no-t~s-e-n-t-e-n--c-e~d~---------------------' 

9 missing 

68 Statute for most serious sentence 
(49-54) 

[ 0 
999998 
999999 

69 
(55) 

tJ 

n/n, not sentenced 
missing 

Seriousness level (item 68) 

70 
(56) 

Hns s('ntt'nced person detnined hefore 
conviction? 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a. not sentenced 
9 missing 

I, 

- - - - - -

7l 
(7) 

Wns sentenced person detnined after 
conviction? 

o 
o no 
I yes 
8 n/n, not sentenced 
9 missIng 

JJ:. H.~s time already served pnrt of 
(58) sentence? 

r~ 
o no 
1 yes 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 mIss ing 

71 I.('nr,th "f tflllf'-';t~rved en·df t 
( S9-(,IJ) 

eel 
00 to 
96 
97 
98 
99 

number of months 
number unknown 
n/a, not sentenced 
missing 

74 Expected date of relense 
(61-66) 
monlh day venr 
f--D'~~CI 
999997 
999998 
999999 

life sentence, no relence 
n/a, not sentencted 
missing 

75 
(67) 

If sentenced crimeCs) involved loss 
or damage to property, indicate 
amount: 

o 
o $100 or less 
I $IOl - $500 
2 $501 - $1,000 
7 noted, amount unknown 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 missing 

76 It sentenced crime(s) involved 
(6il) victims, indjc:tte Illlmher: 

LJ 
o to 
5 numher of victims 
6 more th:lIl five 
7 noted, number unknown 
8 n/a. not sentenced 
9 mi.!lsing 

- - - - - -



- - - .. - - -77 Level of injury to 
(69) 

most injured victim 

D 
o = no injury 
1 =-minor harm 
2 
3 
4 
8 
9 

treated and discharged 
hospitalized 
death 
n/a, not sentenced 
missing 

78 Re12tionship of defendant and victim 
(70) (item 77)_ Defendant is: 

o 
o = stranger 
1 = spouse 
2-= child 
3 parent 
4 sibling 
5 other relative 
6 friend 
7 acquaintance 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 missing 

79 Number of female victims 
(70 

o 
o to 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

80 
(72) 

o 

number 
more than five 
noted, number unknown 
n/a, nDt sentenced 
missing 

Number of male victims 

o to 
5 number 
6 
7 
8 
9 

III 
(73) 

o 
o to 

more than five 
noted, number unknDwn 
n/a, not sentenced 
missing 

Number of elderly victims 

5 number 
6 more than five 
7 noted, number u~known 
8 n/a, not sentenced 
9 missing 

- - - - - -OTIIER REASONS FUR DETENTION 

82 
(74) 

Is the defendant being held fDr any 
other reason not previously nDted? 

o 
o no 
1 awaiting transport to .prison 
2 appeal 
3 request frDm another jurisdiction 
4 held for Federal government 
9 missing 

DENOGRAPHICS/TlES 

83 Defendant was resident Df Boston 
(75) at time of custody 

CI 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

84 Liviug arrangement 
(76) 

o 
o alone 
1 spouse/child 
2 relative/friend 
3 ~ institution/group home 
9 = missing 

85 Relatives/Friends in Boston 
('in 

o 
0 nD 
1 relative 
2 friends 
3 spouse 
4 child 
5 2 or mDre 
9 missing 

85 
('i8) 

Harital status 

0 
o single, never married 
1 married 
2 1~i.doHed 

3 Jivcrced/separated 
4 cOlilmon law 
5 other 
9 missing 

5 

- - - .. -87 Employment <1t time of cust.)dv-
(79) -

o 
o no, unemployed 
2 nD, housewife, student, ~etjred, disabled, 

inmate 
3 yes, part-timg 
4 yes, full-time 
9 missing 

88 Neans of suppDrt (if employed and 
(80) nothing contrary is stated, code I) 

o 
o 
1 

nDne noted 
wngeA 

2 1l1H.·rupJoYlllf.·ot COIIIJH'l1n:rt Ion 
J wellare 
4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

social security, 
savings 
family/friends 
other 
missing 

CARD FOUR 

Sequence number 
(1-4) 

r I I Q 

disability, retjrement, VA 

89 
0-6) 

Number of years of schooling 

LLI 
00 to 
12 number 
13 SDme college/technical traiuing 
14 2-year/associate degree 
IS college degree 
16 pust college educatiDn 
99 missir.g 

90 Sex 
(7) 

o 
o 
1 

male 
femaJe 

.. 



-

91 Race 
(8) 

o 
o = white 
1 = black 
2 = Hispanic 
3 = other 
9 = missing 

92 Birtbdate 
(9-14) 
month day year 

I I I I I 
999999 = missing 

HEALTH 

93 Is there an indication of past mental 
(15) health problems? 

o 
o = no 
1 = yes 
9 = missing 

94 
(16) 

Is there an indication of present 
mental health problems? (in jail) 

D 
o no 
1 yes 
2 yes, institutionalized 
9 missing 

95 PhYSical problems 
(17) 

o 
o no 
1 yes 
9 missing 

96 Hi.story of alcohol abuse 
(18) 

D 
o no 

----t yes 
2 yes, treatment noted 
9 missing 

97 
(19) 

History of drug abuse 

o 
o 
1 

no 
yes 

2 yes, treatment noted 
9 missing 

- - - - - -

PRIOR CRIMlNAL RECORD 

Use the following 
o to 

number 
mo rc t!t:1t1 fIve 

codes in this section: 

5 
6 
7 
9 

noted, number ullknown 
missing 

98 Number of prior arrests 
(20) (one date equals one arrest) 

o 
99 Number of recent prIor arrests (within 
(21) past 3 years) 

o 
100 Number of prior arrestE: serious 
(22) crimes against the person (murder, 

rape, kidnapping, agg. assault) 

o 
101 Number of prior arrests: serious 
(23) property crimes (arson, grand 

theft/larceDY) 

o 
102 Number of pri.or arrests: robbery 
(24) 

o 
103 ~umber of prior arrests: burglary 
(25) 

D 
104 
(26) 

o 
lOS 
(27) 

o 
106 
(28) 

D 

-

Number of prior arrests: drug-related 

Number of prior arrests: weapons 

Total number of prior convictions 
(each statute counted separately) 

6 

- - - - -

107 
(29) 

o 
108 
()O) 

o 
109 
TIT) 

[J 
110 
ill) 

o 
111 
(D) 

o 
112 
(34) 

o 
113 
(35) 

o 
1L4 
(31) 

o 
115 
ill) 

[J 

-

Number of prior convfctlo~s: 
juveni.le only 

Numher of prior c0nvictlon!:: H(:rl'JOIH 
pernolln J crjuH: ill::1 [n::t till;' IH,,.:if)1) 

Number of prior c0nvictiono: serloos 
property crime 

Number of prior convIctIon:;: robh('ry 

Number of prior convictIons: bllrgl.-try 

Number of prior cOllvictions: 
drug-related 

Number of prior COIlV ict! Oil!;: t-.t('~:lpon<; 

Number of prior felony convictions 

Number of prior misde~ennor 
convictions 

- - - - -
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Table Cl.l Error estimates: Dade County courts sample 

Sample Magnitude of estimate 
Percent 

Stratum 1 
Felonies (unweighted) 10/90 
Population = 2,238 20/80 
f = .67 30/70 
n = 1,492 40/60 

50/50 

Stratum 2 
Misdemeanors (unweighted) 10/90 
Population = 1,972 20/80 
f = .25 30/70 
n = 493 40/60 

50/50 

Combined sample (weighted) 10/90 
n = 1,985 20/80 
weighted n = 4,285 30/70 
w Stratum 1 .53 40/60 
w Stratum 2 = .47 50/50 

f = sampling fraction 
n = sample size 
w = weight 

Range of error (+ or -) 
1 Standard 2 Standard 

error 
Percent 

0.6 
0.8 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

1.2 
1.6 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 

0.7 
0.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

errors 
Percent 

1.2 
1.6 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 

2.4 
3.2 
3.6 
3.8 
4.0 

1.4 
1.8 
3.8 
3.8 
3.8 



Table Cl.2 Error estimates: Boston Municipal Court sample 

Sample 

Stratum 1: 
Index offenses 
Population = 603 
f = 1. 00 
n = 603 

Stratum 2: 
Non-index offenses 
Population = 4,394 
f .33 
n = 1,376 

Ma~nitude of estimate 
Percent 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

Combined sample (weighted) 10/90 
n = 1,979 20/80 
weighted n = 4,580 30/70 
w Stratum 1 .12 40/60 
w Stratum 2 = .88 50/50 

f = sampling fraction 
n = sample size 
w = weight 

Ran~e of error (+ or -) 
1 Standard 2 Standard 

error 
Percent 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.7 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 

0.6 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 

errors 
Percent 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1.4 
1.8 
2.0 
2.2 
2.4 

1.2 
1.6 
1.8 
2.0 
2.2 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table C1.3 Error estimates: Suffolk County Superior Court samples 

Sample 

Sample 1: 
Direct indictments 
Population = 1084 
f = .33 
n = 356 

SamIlle 2: 
Bail reviews 
Population = 564 
f = 1. 00 
n = 564 

Sample 3: 

Magni~ude of estimate 
Perc9nt 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

Cases bound over from BMC 10/90 
Population =- 164 20/80 
f = 1. 00 30/70 
n = 164 40/60 

50/50 

Combined sample 
n = 1,084 10/90 
weighted n = 1,796 20/80 
w Sample 1 .60 30/70 
w Sample 2 .31 40/60 
w Sample 3 = .09 50/50 ,I 

f = sampling fraction 
n = sample size 
w = weight 

Range of error (+ or -) 
1 Standard 2 Standard 

.§..!IQI 

Percent 

1.3 
1.7 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.8 
1.0 
1.2 
1.3 
1.3 

errors 
Percent 

2.6 
3.4 
4.0 
4.2 
4.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1.6 
2.0 
2.4 
2.6 
2.6 



Table C1.4 Error estimates: ivIaricopa County j ail population sample, 
September 21, 1985 

Sample 

Population 
f .17 
n = 405 

Magnitude of estimate 
Percent 

2,430 10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
SO/50 

f sampling fraction 
n sample size 

Range of error (+ or -) 
1 Standard 2 Standard 
~ 

Percent 

1.4 
1.8 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 

errors 
Percent 

2.8 
3.6 
4.2 
4.4 
4.6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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Table C1. 5 Error estimates: Dade County jail population sample, 
September 19, 1985a 

Stratum 1: 
male defendants 
Population = 3,047 
f = .125 
n = 380 
w = .88 

Stratum 2: 
female defendants 
Population = 408 
f = .12.5 
n = 51 
w = .12 

Combined sample 
Population = 3,455 
n = 43la 

Magnitude of estimate 
Percent 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

10/90 
20/80 
30/70 
40/60 
50/50 

f = sampling fraction 
n = sample size 
w = weight 

Range of error (+ or -) 
1 Standard 2 Standard 
~ 

Percent 

.5 
.7 
.8 
.8 
.8 

1.4 
1.8 
2.1 
2.3 
2.3 

.5 

.6 

.7 

.8 

.8 

errors 
Percent 

1.0 
1.4 
1.6 
1.6 
1.6 

2.8 
3.6 
4.2 
4.6 
4.6 

1.0 
1.2 
1.4 
1.6 
1.6 

a The sample was later reduced to 354 cases because 77 cases could not be coded. 
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APPENDIX D 



Table Dl.l Observed percent failure for entering felony defendants in the construction and 
validation samples, Maricopa County Superior Court, by risk groups derived from 
modified final logit model fitted to failure on release 

otal 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Failure 
group score 

released 
1 to 34 

35 to 67 
68 to 107 

108 an.d over 

Construction sample 

LCR = 
[IF.R.E. 
t Chi sq 61.69 with 3 DF; P 

Construction sample Validation sample 

Observed 
Released defendants failure 

Number Percent percent 

766 100 15 
118 15 7 
448 59 13 
153 20 18 

47 6 53 

<.000 

Released defendants 
Number Percent 

445 100 
73 16 

247 56 
95 21 
30 7 

Validation sample 

MCR 
P.R.E. 
Chi sq 27.72 with 3 DF; P 

Observed 
failure 
percent 

20 
8 

19 
22 
53 

<.000 



Table Dl.2 Observed percent failure for entering felony defendants in the construction and 
validation samples, Dade County Circuit Court, by risk groups derived from Burgess 
model fitted to failure on release 

Construction sample Validation sample 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Observed Observed I 
failure Released defendants failure 

~~-Q~~ ____ . __ ~~~ ____ ~~~~ __ ~~~~~ __ ~p~e~r~c~e~n~t~ ____ ~N~um~b~e~r~ __ ~P~e~r~c~e~n~t~ __ ~p~e~r~c~e~n~t~_ 
Failure Released defendants 

Risk group score Number Percent 

Total released 1,202 
1 5 and over 263 
2 0 to 4 484 
3 -2 to 1 334 
4 -3 and under 121 

Construction sampie 

MCR 
P.R.E. 
Chi sq 43.91 with 3 DF; P <.000 

100 
22 
40 
28 
10 

15 
8 

12 
22 
28 

654 
153 
265 
158 

79 

100 
23 
40 
24 
12 

Validation sample 

MCR = 

P.R.E. 
Chi sq 43.40 with 3 DF; P 

15 
4 

11 
23 . 
31 

<.000 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Table Dl.3 

I 
Observed percent 'failure for entering felony defendants in the construction and 
validation samples, Boston Municipal Court, by risk groups derived from Burgess 
model fitted to failure on release 

I 
I 

Risk group 

lota1 released 
1 

I ~ 

Failure 
score 

5 and over 
1 to 4 

-4 to 0 
-5 and under 

I Construction sample 

f
CR = 

. R.E. 
hi sq 17.29 with 3 df; P 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Construction sample Validation, sample 

Observed 
Released defendants failure 

Number Percent percent 

635 100 33 
119 19 19 
313 49 34 
167 26 38 

36 6 51 

<.0006 

Released defendants 

MCR = 
P.R.E . 
Chi sq 

Number Percent 

280 100 
48 17 

154 55 
61 22 
17 6 

Validation sample 

23.02 with 3 df; P 

Observed 
failure 
percent 

33 
6 

35 
41 
58 

<.0000 




