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Over the past 15 years the traditional American practice of routinely 

pretr 4n l. "release of criminal defendants upon the posting of conditioning the ~u . 

money bail has received a significant challenge through the implementation of 

pretrial release progra.ms. These programs dcve'loped out of a concern for the 

With pretrial freedom almost wholly contingent plight of indigent defendants. 

upon a person's ability to raise money, the traditional bail system placed 

at an obvious and significant disadvantage.' The impoverished individuals 

d.iscriminatory nature 0 ~ f th~s system was further compounded by the fact that in 

1 J'udges usually relied solely upon the alleged offense setting the amount of bai , 

involved, with little or no • con.s~deration of the defendant's ability to raise 

money or the de.gl;ee of risk that would be posed by his release. 1 

. of pretrial release programs is The prilncipal operating assumptJ.on 

consider the ties each defendant has to the that judges in setting bail should 

f h t ~es are substantial, they alone w:L11 local community and that, i t ese • 

sufficiently guarantee future cotirt appearances. The belief is that persons 

the local J'urisdictions in areas such as famploy­who possess sign:lficant ties to 

ment, residence atnd family ave , .. h an intrinsic motIvation for re~aining in the 

"nd ·can be safely released on their personal promises to appear, jurisdiction ... 

factors SUCll as an extensive prior criminal history or at least unless other 

offe'nse suggest that the defendant poses a high pretrial an aggrevated alleged 

release risk in terms of possible future crime. 

Inc. , 
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Pretrial release programs arc designed to assiyt the courts in tIle 

release of defendants on their personal promises to appear. In pursuit of their 

objective of facilitating the safe use of nonfinancial releases, certain acti­

vities are common to virtually all pretrial release plograms. Pretrial release 

program intervention typically involv~s interviewing of persons in pr.etrial 

detention, verification of the information obtained in these interviews, screening 

of defendants for pretrial release eligibility, and" preparation and submission 

of pretrial release recommendations to the court. Underlying these act:1.vities 

is an assumption that the background information and recommendations provided 

by the program will influence the court's use of nonfinancial releases, and 

thereby promote the release of some persons who would otherwise be detained on 

money bail. In addition, most programs serve a further function in maintaining 

contact with defendants released through their intervention, on the assumption 

that such follow-up will prevent failures to appear which might otherwise occur 

if the defendant forgets or becomes confused as to when or where he is to appear. 

In this paper we present our assessment of the state of knowledge con­

cerning the effectiveness of pretrial release programs in achieving their 

objective of facilitating the use of 'nonfinancial releases while at the sallie 

time insuring that released defendants appear in court as reqUired and abstain 

from criminal conduct during the release period. Based upon site ~isits to 

10 pretrial l"L~l~a~Q progrnms, structured tl'll'phOlw int~rviClt."s comluctad with 

the directors of OV0r 109 pror,nlms, nnd our {lSS0SSIlIt;nt of mCistinB 

lHrroturc in the field, \.,e present our findings as to what is known nnd tvlwt is 

not klh.1Wll Ctlt1l':l'l"ning the impact DE pretrial re10:lsl' pt"L'grnms in six {lrctl~: 
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nonfinancial release rates 

overall pretrial release rates 

speed with which pretrial releases arc obtained 

lessening the inequality of the bail system on indigents 

failure to appear and pretrial crime rates 

economic costs and benefits of pretrial release programs 

Two characteristics of pretrial release programs which clearly emerged 

during this study heavily influence the gerteral tone of this report. Neither 

came as any surprise to Phase I staff; both were, in fact, of these findings 

outset as ~mpos~ng serious limitations on ~l1hat could be recognized at the ~ ~ 

accomplished during Phase I. The first characteristic is the diverse nature of pre-

trial release programs. A:though pretrial release programs are unified in the common 

f nonf~nancial release of criminal defendants, goal of promoting the sa e ~ 

enormous differences exist in hm., the programs pursue this objective. Funda-

mental and significant differences exist in the organizational structure and 

d ' the roles they assume in the operating proceduras of the programs, an 1n 

criminal justice syst,em. In an apP2ndix to this report we present a series of 

h ' II' ht' h d' 't we found -In tIle I)ronrams. ' An obvious evalua-tables ~nl 18, ~ns t e 1vers~ y ~ ~ 

tion isslJe is hm., these differences affect program Sliccess, but during the 

Phase\ I study we \vc>.re unable to ~ollect adequate data to make' this. type of 

judgment. IIL'nee, although Wo. aro. able to make so::1c jllJgr\l'nt~ as to progr:llll 

1 d 1 , s as to the l1ll'rits of di f-,impnct r,Cnt'tlllly, WI) nro. lInub C to rt1\., ,cone .USl,.~'n. 

fercnt organizational and op0rati0nal procedures. 
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The second characteristic of the procrams Wllich complicates their eVa­

luation is the high degree of intt'gration most hnve achieved. Nost pretrial 

release prog~ams--and all of the largest ones--are no longer cxp~rimental under­

takings outside the existing court process bllt rather arc deeply ingrained in 

that system. Although tIle fact of institutionalization suggests chot the programs 

have been accepted as important and worthy undertakings, it at the same time 

makes it exceedingly difficult to isolate the programs' impact [rom that of 

the system as a whole4 As a consequence, it is difficult to assess what impact 

an on-going pretrial release program actually has on the rate of nonfinancial 

releases and the overall rate of pretr;iJal release. Furthermore, since the cost,-

effectiveness of a pretrial re.lease program is primarily contingent upon its 

impact on the overall rate of pretrial release, we are unable ~o reach firm 

conclusions in this area. 

prograniS 
__ oJ 
uuu their 

integration into the criminal justice system make it difficult to assess the 

relative effectiveness of different operational procedures and to determine 

the impact which on-going, institutionalized programs have on pretrial release 

practices, we believe that the track record of pretrial release programs as 

instrumente for constructive change is good. In this paper, we therefore 

begin in Section II with a discussio~ of pretrial release programs as instru­

ments for change. Sections III and IV are then concerned with the impact of 

pretrial release programs as on-going agencies and the impact which dlrferl'nt 

program procedures havt:! on the n ttainml'nt of pr1.)13rnm gl),lis nllt! prugram CCH,t 

effectiveness. hIe do not, hm-,cvor, att0mpt to drml conclusions HH to which 

procedures work b~st. [ , Ol~ wll,'lt till' In'otl>rnm' S <',oals This is In!galy nUnctlon L «~ 

arc> amI of tht.~ poli.tienl cnvlronlll~nt "tithin ,"hich it opcrnt~B. 

. Ill.... ___ -------
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II 

Although serious problems exist in eVnluating pretrial release pro-

grams as long-term, on-going agencies, these difficulties should not mask the 

fact that the programs have demonstrated an ability to bring significant changes 

in bail practices. The original pretrial rBleasc program, the Manhattan Bail 

Project, substantially influenced bail practices in New York City2 and, a~ 

t~!is success became evident, a national bail reform movement emerged with the 
i/ 

establishment of similar programs throughout the country. Unified in the common 

goal of facilitating the nonfinancial release of criminal defendants, these pro-

grams collectively have enjoyed remarkable success. Nationally, pretrial release 

practices have changed considerably over the 1,5 years that pretrial'release pro-

grams have been in existence. The almost total reliance placed upon money as the 

criterion for pretrial release prior to the 1960's has given way in many juris-

dictions to the extensive use of nonfinancial releases. 

2The impact of the ~[anhattan Bail Project on the court's use of own 
recognizance was drmmtically demonstrated through the use of a control group 
experiment during the program's first year. This study showed'that judges 
granted nonfinancial releases in 60 percent of the cases favorably recommended 
by the program but to less them 15 percent of the control group ~\!hich was 
equally qualified [or release but for \;,hom the program had withheld it~ 
recommendation. This study is reported i.n Charles Arcs, Anne Rankin, and 
Hcrbt.2rt Sturz, liThe ~(nnh:lttan Bnil Pro.i~'ct: An Intt'lrim Rerrort'. on the URe of 
PretrJal Parah'," El:\o/ Yllrk l'l1ivL'r17ity~ __ R('vi.S~' Vol. 38 (1963). Pf).67-85. 

c", Over its first t\.,rQ nnd one-half yeurs of. operation, (Octob~r 1961 
through }Iarch 196/1), thl" HMlhatUln II.lil Project had assisted in th1 nonfinancial 
rch,.l:$l'! oC OV(lt 2,000 d~f0mlants. D. Freed and p. ~~altl, Rupra note 1, p. 62. 
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The jnct't'IlBt~ whfeh hall (){'t~lIrr('r1 'iu th~ une! of nonfinancial relCHses 

has been particularly dFnmatic in scv(lral jurisdictiohs which implemented pre~ 

trial relensc programs in the 19608. A nationnl study of p·retrj.al release 
. . 

practices by Wayne Thomas showed, for example, that from 1962 to 1971 the rate 

of nonfinancial release in felony cases increased from none to 56 percent in 

. Washington, D.C.; fr~m three to 47 percent in Des Moines; from five to 45 per-

3 
cent in San Diego; and from none to 33 percent in Philadelphia. Overall, in 

. 
the 20 cities that Thomas studied, the rate of nonfinancial releases in 

felony cases increased from less that five percent .of the defendant population 

4 in 1962 to 23 percent in 1971. In misdemeanor cases the increase was from 10 

percent in 1962 to 33 percent in 1971. 5 

Thomas' study also shows that this increase in the use of nonfinancial 

releases was directly reflected ~n a decrease in the percentage of criminal 

defendants detained in custody for the duration of the pretrial period., In felony 

cases the detention rate in the 20 cities studied decreased from 52 percent in 1962 

to 33 percent in 1971. 6 In misdemeanor cases the decrease in the detention rate 

was not as dramatic, going from 40 percent in 1962 to 28 percent in 1971. 7 ThonlBs 

observed, however, that the detent.ion percentage in misdemeanor cases was heavily 

influenced by the lat3e number of cases which terminated at the defendant!s 

3tvaync Thomas, IlA Decnde of Bail Reform II (Unpublished Manuscript 
in draft form, dated February 1975), pp. 40-41. (Thomas' fintlings are based 
011 analYHis or 400 case sumples drawn from each of 20 jurisdictions for the 
years 1962 and 1971.) 

4l.!?.!:.'L·. , p. 39. 

5 Ib itl. , p. 82 

6B:!~' p. 37. 

71bh~, p. 75. 
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initinl court tl1JPC,,~nrance. lie! f.ound thnl vUl'y f(l\o/ of LIla durouclnnts tnvolv(,!d 

in these cases secured ~retrial rc10nn0. \ Thus, considering only thoRe misd0meanor 

cases which advanced beyond flr~t apponrnncil', Thomns foUtHl chilt thu percentage 

of detained defendants decreased from 21 percent in 1962 to just 12 percent in 

1971. 8 

The extent to which changes d:l.cl occur in jur:i sc\ictions implementing 

pretrial release progrnms in the 1960~s docs not menu, of courHc, that a juris-

diction starting a program today will achieve similar results. First, the speed 

with which the bail reform movement spread in the 1~60!s9 indicates that dis-

satisfaction with the traditional bail system was widespread. Clearly, the time 

was right for bail reform and proponents of pre.trial release'. programs capitalized. 

Second, over the period from 1962 to 1971 most jurisdictions experienced a large 

increase in the number of persons arrested for criminal~ offenses--particu1arly 

for offenses j'nvn 1 vj ne n,qrrnti r !'lnn r1 rue 1 ;lwA--Rncl thi:; i.ncreased arrest rate 

in the face of limited jail capacities may have had a significant influence on 

the changes \>lhich did occur. It is thus possible that some changes in pretrial 

release practices ~.;rou1d have occurred even without the rise of pretrial release 

programs. Third, Thomas' study reflec ts changes \.;rhich oc~u~l'(>d fronl a year, 1962, 

in which nonfinancial release was a little used and little understood method 

of pretrial release to a year, 1971,'when the bail reform nmvcmcnt was in full 

bloom. By 1971 Thomas found that even in jurisdIctions which hud never had a 

'o, 

pretrial re1Nlse progrnm, the lise of nonf:i.nanci:l1 r(>lc:H~~s \~ns s()nietlml~s slIbstantia1. lC 

9During thl' )'~'anl or ll)h!, and l')fi'i tIll' lHlt\\t~\'r of Pt'\.'tt"inl t'l'I(,IH1l' I'ro-
grmu:'l Im~n':l:l~·d 1'1','::1 :dx L~\ :~b .. lY-('lh_" l.Vl'~. l"l'it',h~n, IInh' !.o\'\>1utioll III n,dl 
Rt.,,,rOl~l1\: A \~IH'killg l\li\~'t' \,\' til\.' Cl'lbtl'r fIll' till! Slla!\' t.lf Litt' Gr.ty ~tIld r.t:~. Envil'on­
"\tInt" (Nl'W lIa\'t.'I\, t:"ll\t\.: \'.\h' t~ni\'l\rHit:y, ll\::tltuL'i~'n t\,1' Slll,.·l .. ll ,lI\d Pol icy 
Studl0H),lQ7A, p. 44. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• o 

• 

• 

• i.': 

• 
C) 
• 

Hence, 

. .........--, .... _ ......... __ .. u, .... · .. _* ._1.1_-....... _' ......... t:;.;I 

-8-

i 
/i 

II 
l.~. aSEll1!wlng Lht, Ill!c"'u for a prd dill l:ulc"!flSt.'l pt'ofirmn Loday con-

sideratjon must fi.r~~t bie givcm to. those. chnngcR wit I ell hnvc nlrC'ncly occurred in 

bail pract~ces. PrC't1'ial release. progrnms ar~ p~Qcllcnt~cl on nn nssllmption that 

the troditionn1 bail syste~ wJth its reliance ,upon financial resource~ rC'Aults 

in the needless detention of many persons wilo can be safely released without a 

money bond. In essence, the role of a pretrial rclcm'c IH'ogrnm is to identify 

these individuals and recommend thcir.re1ensc t~ th~ court. In a jurisdiction 

in which nonfinanc:l.a1 releases arc now bc1 ne routinely used, n beginning pre­

trial release program is not likely t~ have the imp~ct which programs had in 

the 1960's. On the other hand, if nonfinancial releases arc still seldo~ 

utilized in a particular jurisdiction, and if a SUbstantial number of d~fendDnts 

are spending a considerable amount of time in detention before posting surety 

bonds, the introduction of a nQ~'program may significantly increase the ~elense 

rate" and reduce pretrial detention time--and do so in a manner which is.not 

significantly disruptive of basic operating procedures in the jurisdiction. 

The desirability of pretrial release programs as instrunlents for change 

is enhanced by the case with which they arc implemented. During our Phase 1 site 
\ 

visits we were impressed with the unobtrusi~e nature of t~e programs. In con-

ducting their interviews and p~esenting release recommendations, the programs 

~o not disrupt the routine processing cases; rath~r they fit well within the 

(!xf~ting system. The programs do not seck the relC'Qfle of all dcfcndnnts as n 

matter of right nnd they do not chal1<.'ngc thl.! US(\ of ml>t'l~y hni.1 p(l~ se. T1H.'Y 
'\ 

do, hO\~cver, provid~ a m~':!:r:1nism for tl.'l(>:lsing a mlbHLanti(ll tHlmbcr of clu,llHil'cl 

dcfcnd:mLs without Lile imponition of l\I(')nuy b.1U. t\thl'thl'l" tlll'Y inLti:.lLC lhl'~H' 
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8ubntantiill changes hovC' occurred in the use of nonfiiHlncial releases after 

, . 
prvtr:fal r<'1'~<H;c progrfltrls ,,'cre ImplVll1!'nt:(!CI. 'In short, pretrial re1case pro-

8rtlmH havf2 dcmonHtrntclo [111 .1biJ.ity to pr.oduce· sip,'nificnnt changes in bail 

practicGs through decidedly non-radical metins. 

Quite obviously tllo success which, prctrial release progrorns have had 

in promoting tho usc of nonfinancial release varies greatly from onc jurisdistion 

ta anpthcr. Extornal factors sueh as the receptivity of local judges to the use 

ot: nonfinancial rc1eascs 9 the degree of overcrowding which does or does not 

exist in local dC'to.ntion fneil:i.ties, and the Iloopcration which the program 

recoivQs from the eourt, police, prosecutor's office and defense' attorneys can 

011 hove an important bearing on whetller a program is successful or not. Like-

wise, tho program's own policies ~overning when and who to inte~view, the extent 

to which the interview information must be verified, and the release criteria to 

impose can influence the number of favorable release recommendations'made. ll 

However, in light of the changes which have occurred in jurisdictions impll:!menting 

progt':.:mm, it rippcwrs thn t the programs are generally correc t in a number of the 

bnsic Mlsumptions \~hich underlie their intervention. He believe that the pn)- , 
, 

grums hove ful~y domoJstrated that: 

The traditional bail system is unduly harsh in its r01iance 
upon Cinancial rasources as the sole critorion for pretrial 
rdcoso; 

Thraunh th0ir intorvi~wing nnd s~rc~ning uf prutrial d~tnincQs. 
th" llt'<.'),gt',.ull:l ~';m 1l.h.>nLify Ulany \\'h~) CJu:l1Hy ft)r nOllf!n;lnl.~lal 
r"l<."uw ~)n lhl.' h~H;in l.1t ~ir.nH icnnt ti0$ La thl:' local commu­
nitYi anJ 

111n ~H~I..'tlt1n [\t \<'\\ tli:W\I~b; l:lIlrl.' full¥ lhl.' itapat't \"hicll progr':l11l pro<"l'­
dtlt'\~~l h.lV\.' 0\\ thl.' ,h'lI i\'\'\~l\h'nt \1t' l'l','gt\t:a ~~\,.11 s, 
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TIll' l't,'l'(\lnntPl1t!.H: i.lll\~ m"dt' by prl't.r' in I rl'lt'lLH0 programs nrc 
given co[wLdLlrublu weight. by juJges 11\ making prLlct.i::ll 
release decisions. 

In assessing the vlnbility of pretrial release pr.ograms as instruments 

for change, a second area of obvious concern is the performance of defendants 

while on release. Most of the programs contB~tcd during this Phase I study 

were able to supply some information on failures to appear by persons released 

upon their recommendations. Although failure to appear rates computed by the 

programs themselves must be viewed Hith caution--given the obvious interest 

they have in presenting favorable results and in light of the various methods 

that might be used to compute a no~nappearancc rateI2_-we believe that the con-

sistently low rates reported by the programs show o'vn fccognizance to be a 

workable alternative to financial bail in terms of in~~ring appearance in 

court. Of the 44 programs which provided failure to appear rates in response 

to our questionnaire survey, 28 (64~ reported a failure to appear rate of 

five percent or less. "Thirty-nine of the 44 programs (89%) indic~ted a non-
, '. .. ~ ~ '. t •• 

appearance rate of less than 10 percent. Although program-supplied data com-

paring the nonapp~arance rate of defendants on nonfinancial release with that 

of defendants on bail are fragnlentary, they do suggest' that there is nO dis­

cernable pattern between the rates for the two categories of defendants. l3 The 

most relevant data in this area are probably those found in Thomas' study since he 

12A 1973 survey of pretrial release pronrams by the Office of Economic 
Opport:un:ity; Office i~H P1.anning, R~'scarch nnd Evnllwtion., di~closcd that the 51 
pretrial rcleos0 pr0~rnmA wllielt rcport~J fnilur0 to appenr rat0S had used 37 
differ0nt mothl,ds loll" l'nlculation, Sl't' lIank Gl,")ldtnan, Devr,:}. Bloom, nnd Carolyn 
t.'orrC'll, Till' Prl·triai. RL'll':l~t.' Pn")';r~\!l) ( t~aHhingtlH\, D.C.: Office of Planning, 
Research ~~;d--I~~:i'h-;:it-iun-o-r -tii:lu-:S--:- 0fticc of Economic Opportunity, July, 
1973), pp. 21-~~. 

130n1y 13 of. tl\(' rrn\~rw:l!-> \,'l' H\lrvl'\'~',d Wl'l'O nbl(~ to supply compm;1.ftot1 
fuilllrL' tl.\ :IPlw.ll' r.lt~'!;tor dl'il'lId,1I1tB nd~'.I::l'd on rIlHIl'Y bnil. Of the~e 13, ~H.>V(ln 
r('pol'tL'd trw bail r.'1'.\ r"ltl' to Ill' higltl'r, nv .. , ~'hl\\ ... ~·d th~' l'ottlJl> to be vi1:tthtlly 
the snrnL' and 0110 indh'aLl'd tlt,IL till' Rl)R tHH1"PP~'.LL·.tlh·\' r~lLLl wn~; higlwr. 
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employed n sttlndard definition and method of tn(';:tsuremcnt :in computing non-

llppatlt':m(u! tnt"'} •. He 01HO found that tiwrc wns no dtstinct. pattern of lower 

F'fA 'rat('!~ fen: OfH~ fWtticulut' form of release and that within the S:ilme juris-

diction thore WtW goner;!l1.y only 11 slight variation in the F'I'A rates of 

def('ndnnc{; on Im1.1 and nonfintmcial rcl.lHlse. 14 It thus appt'ars thnt pretrial 

pronramn are ~orrcct in their further assumption that: 

t'olc1lncu 

howevcr, 

very fow 

-,.. PCft'sH')nH '1:1.'1 (~i1Hcd on own racop;niznnce on the basis of progtnm 
rccoOlm~mdnt.j()ns perform tiS wull While on pretrial relcwse in 
tCTIDS of making thair required court appearnnces as do 
defendants on financial bonds. 

Another nrC!8 of concern in assessing the pel'fo1;il1ance of persons 

through pt'ogram intervent.ion is that of pretrial crime. Unfortunately, 

this is nn aren that has not been addressed in any notional study and 

of the pl."ograms we contllcted could supply information on the rate of 

ranrrcots for persons released throu~h their intervention and even fewer had 

datu on tho compat:ison rotc for defendants on bail. Comparative data which \"ere 

~mppli~d by four p't"ogrums arc inconclusivel5 but we have no reason to believe 

~hat th~ ratc of rearrests for persons released through program intervention 

is nppr0c!obly different from that of defendnnts on bail. 

Although the clato to support the ossumption that pretrial release pro-

crunm can op<'rntc without negative conscqucnc.es in thl:! areas of failure to appear 
I / 

tln\l Ilt'(>;trt.\l \:l.'iml,' m.·~) not concl.usive, the opinions or ju"~g('s, prosecutors 

pnblh,' (h\rl'Nlt~l'$ and locnl sovC'rn.M~nt officinls in jurisdictions ,,'here programs 
\ 

)/, 
h\\}'\1I.,' 'l'h~'\~\nH \ ~!.l'.r:1 t\l'\t c 3) Chpt. 9 .. 

p' 
"'rill' fl'\ll' pl'\)~~l'.u:\~~ l'l!l)(,H'lin~ I'l',II'I'l':;\. r,lt.'R ll'I' lh,rl,tl(lants on bail und 

·t\t\ufhl,HWLd \,\'l".Hl' \.'I't't' ~:p1it ~\Vl\t\l\'--t\\o ~I\l'\dn)~ .\ hh~h~'l' \'l',lrrt.'Rt rate> for 
,ll'hlhtmt', in lh'l1l ta.llwjal r~'h'\\~~\'\ \lI\J l'.,'l) ul\ll\dnn h.lill'd dl·ll.'lhl,u\t:; hnvJng Lhe 
hil':ht·t' t\tll.' .. 
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are now operating offt'r importont further sppport for the proposition that the 

programs do not serioLlsly jeopardize the intC'grl'ty of the crimlnnl justice system 

or the public safety. During our Phase I site visits, we Interviewed various 

actors in the criminal justice system and not a sinnlc person in Bny of the 

visited jurisdictions expressed the belief that the program should be dis-

continued because of the poor pcrformnnce of persons on releLlse. In viC\tl of the 

fact that this is such an obviolls area of concern,. we believe that the lack of 

criticism is rather remarkable. 16 Further~ore, no pretrinl release program to 

our knowledge has ever been discontinued because the performance of defendants 

while on release was found unsatisfactory. 

In concluding that pretrial release programs are effectiVe vehicles 

for change, we have emphasized the changes which have occurred in jurisdictions 

implementing programs and' the fact that these changes have apparently occurred 

without negative consequences in the areas of failure to appear and pretrial 

crime. We believe that this alone is an important measure of success, espeCially 

in view of the fact that the changes ,,,hit!h have occurred in the use of non-

financial release appear to be lasting. Since the development of pretrial 

16 
It is "'orth noting that most criminal justice officials in juris-

dictions where programs arc operating have ri genernlly hinh opinion of tho 
pronrmns. In an cnrJler study the ~ntionnl Center for St.:ltc Cour:,ts conducted 
a national sun'I.'Y of the ~ltt1tudcs of judges, county executives, public d~fcndars, 
district attornl.'YS, policl~ c.hiefs nnd shoriCf:; ttH.,rard pn'tr1.al rl."!lonsc programs. 
The rC'sul ts llisc lo~,l.!cl tlwt nlt.,n' tll:ln 90 pcrCL'l1t' l)L tilt' r '~rondl'nts felt 
thn t pn:-t ria t I'L'\h\:l~l' pror,r:mlR either improvc-d tHo funt't itm inn of tha cr iminnl 
justice> prOCL'~iS in thdr ju:-i.*;dictions v~'ry :.dgniflcantLy (5<>;';) or IwlpcJ some­
what (36~;). ~i.r1l'Ly-t\"ll Iwrrl'tlt inti kilt~'d th,lt tht.'v gt'lwl".lll y favor tht,) o()(!ration 
of· such pnw.r~\::t~~. ~:,tt iLltMl Cl!tltl'r for Stal,,' Cllllrtli, .1\1\ • .I:v.'llJID.l.i!'JJ.J1J-1:'\l,U"'z 
I{,,1lt,.,( R."h'l",'h .'·1 ,t l ,· Frf,'I'ltV,·:',,,;·; ,1I' t'r,·tri.lt I!l·!.·;!··.· [lI'P!·,t'::m'; llJ~·Il\'l·t·, Culo-
;',{d~;:' '-;:.;.Il i.'l;~l:{l·\:·, t;l'~"t' (~~·L:·St.lt-,.; C,H;I:L'H: "l'li;»), 'p.: \'1.): ~"', ... 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
( 

• 

-13-

tf!lt:onc x'rOJ~rm'w ln 1:h(' 196().r. Wl' hnva witnessed an" increasing trend in the use 

or r~Je:w(l on rl!cof~niznnt(· by JudIcitll initiative,17 often wholly independent of 

any f,f('i~rm:1 Intt·rvl.·ntiull, and Lh(l UBI[! of nonfinancialreleaso.s at t.he police 

J(~w,·l in the £(}T,'tIl of t~ltatlot1 rl'l":JHCS. Th:i,s suggests that the major impact of 

n tn'ctrinl releu!.lo pt"of~r.lrl in noc sl,mply in the number of releases generated but 

X'tlthm: in {;Jwngjn{~ Jutlh:i~ll tttt:itudas toward the usc of nonfinancidl releases. 

Hmwy bl111 Ln no ',unger tlw only nmt!hanism for obtaining pre.trial release and 

the unt~ (If non1' j tlillll' ia 1 itH."t:!H of pn·trial release seems assured in the future. 

Jur1wHet tum; In wh!c!h I::hC'ir u(W is still t'e1£ltively low might be well advised, 

llwT:l'fnrt', to (~onnidt"t implementation. ol II pretrial release program. 

17Thot'1:1n' study, !lttP~ttl note 3, revealed that in jurisdictions in ~.;rhic~ 
pr~tr!al r(llea!}(~ llt'ogri1m~; wt.1r(.~ Opi.~rnCing, the progrnms were actively involved ~n 
onlv fI f'l"l\I">lfnn (\1' HIO t'M'lll nf\nF:i.!1::,m~~.:ll t'CJ.C:~3C:J. Frequently judges ,v6ra found 
to ill.· gl"Hndnr, lwni'inauC'i<ll rel!i!Clscs without the. program's intervention. 'ole 
Dbn~rvpd thio'uame practice in savaral of the cities visited during Phase I. 
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III 

. E.R.t~I:R.rN~ ~RJ~LT~:\.s,r': .l'H!~~l.llN!S Ml r1l:I(:-:I:rm~!" 
ON-(;O r Nr: ,\(;I':~;C u~s : em: l' I m: Il:(; I ~tP.\CT __ J __ ..... ____ ... ____ ,Iw"",,, ...... _ ... ~... .. .. ~ .. _ ... __ • 

While the future ,usc of vnr:ious forms of nOlifirJAncinl release seems 

assured, the future of pretrial release programs is less clear. Despite the 

fact that pretrial release programs arc now opqrating in well over 100 juris~ 

dictions,18 and although mnny appenr to be well int~8ratcd into the local 

criminal justice system, the future long-term existence of the programs is for 

from assured. It seems obvious that in the life of every pretrial releas~ 

program a de,::ision will have to be made at the state or local level as to 

whether the benefits derived from the program make it worthy of continued 

tax-levy funding. Hany of the programs which started in the 1960's did not 

survive this decision and were terminated \.;rhen initial grants from foundations 

ran out and the local jurisdiction was confronted with the burden of pr'ogrnm 

funding. 19 As a result, despite the 15 year history of pretrial release pro-

grams, most of the programs today have been in operation for only a relatively 

short time. Of the programs we surveyed, 35 percent had been in operation 

for less' tha,n two years and over two-thirds of the programs have been 

started in the last five years (See Table 7~ Appendix). MQreover the 

majority of the new programs are funded primarily by the federal government 

througll LEAh grants. Hence, although pretrial release programs nre now enjoying 

l8Durinc this PllDse I study, we identified 134 op0rationn1 pretrial 
reh'ase pt"ogr.lm::; and coelpleted a phone survey vith 109 of them. 

191n his Hl1rkinr, pnpcr, "TIlt:! evolution or Bait RL,rOrlll," L('c S. 
f'riL'dm:m C'l)l!1pan'J a VL'l"it Foundiltinn liHt l)f 89 prOp,r;!I1\'l ~dlil!ll \.,rl'r" stlll"t.:-U 
prit't" to l<}ll') \:ith t!l~~ oro lh'l: of rnl~~rar.:·; (l!h,·I·.ltin!~ in lt17"L Ill' rl'p0l"lt'll 
lll,lt 30 of tilt.' ~~I) IH'l"~I';1::1:; \.'l'r0 II\) lot\\~l'r O[h'l'oILing us of 1973. Sel! Lee S. 
FriL'tim.l1l, l.;~ll\.t::.l. nOl .. ' 9, p. :17. 

() ' .. 
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rpl~~oe prnnrnrn~ contInua La influanc~ pretrIal rclc~se practicQs as long-tcrm~ 

tltllwu [undinE} from the t:1 ght budW·ts of financially hard-prc~scd local j uris-

dict10tw afler initial U~AA [unulnn runs out? 

Clrarly dccioion m~kcr9 at the local leval in the past have not been 

fully p(lrmHHh'u that pr(!trial r(.~1(HH1c programs nrc cC)$t-e(fcc~ivc operations-­

that tilt! IH'JwfitD derived Crom. the program of'tset· the '(~osts of program opera-

t!mw. If the prograftl9 urc to be more successful in this argument in the 

futurcl they muot eiva greater attention to supporting their assumption that 

t.hey IHmi.t;t in tile!, release of persons who would othcrlY'ise be detained. During 

thiD PhUflC 1 study W~ were unsuccessful in collecting suitable data by which 

t .. o tent the ('xtent to l.;hich this critical assumption is true. 

r~l,( .. tWc pror,l'ilmG hnvc on the detention population. Host programs-,~and all of 

the lorgeot nnd wltnt appear to be the most succ&ssful ones in terms of number 

of nonUlluneiul relcnscs gmwracod--do noC focus their activi.ties solely upon 

l'Hn,'OOtlo who cnnnot: offord boil. Reflecting their judglllent that the injustice 

of makins n peroon buy his rolease is sufficient to merit program intervention 

10 all cnn~8 whQt'c tha defendant qualifies for relonse t 65 perc~nt of the pro-

!tl'mll~j w\~ out'Vl.'y,,'tl l,ntlu'V,-'tW !.'Hher prior LO ot," nt tha time of the defendant IS 

A1 Lhour,h tl1l're nrc some very 300d 

\;~'ul,l th' fuUy \',:p.lbh· \\t ~'I.·~·utint~ h'l.',i.!\' I..'Vt'l\ tdt!t,\\lt. thL' pro!U'<II:1'S t1l!rvh'l'!L 

thm. t"j,.,;t: t!h~ .1, •• ·.W;I('t i,'ll Lh.lt ,\ \\tl\'*'bl-~~n\' r,'l.lt tl\\l::.1dp I.'Xl~,tH Ih'[\h'l'n thl.' number 
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of non-fInnncinl i'plt'Hm.'*, p,rnnt;Nt nnc\ j:J!l population rt.ductlon. 20 

Once this assumption is rejected, the difficult issue of identifying what 

proportion of the program's total release pop~latlon would not have been rclcnsec.l 

but for program intervention arises. We firmly believe that Cor mnny classes of 

criminal defendants--particularly felony defendants for whom tile release dc~ision 

is more complex and often controversial--thc information and ~ecommcndations supplied 

by the program arc critical to that decision. We also believe that the pro8roms can 

serve a valuable, on-going function as an overall pretrial r(~lense system monitor and 

as'a source for constructive change within that system. At the same time, however, 

the increased willingness on tIle part of judges and police in many jUrisdictions to 

usc nonfinancial releases on their mffi initiative in the cases of misdemeanor defend-

ants raises questions regarding the need for program intervention in these cases • 

If program intervention simply prQduces results that would be achieved anyway 

in terms of the release of misdemeanor and minor felony defendants, then it 

becomes difficult to justify funding. One key question, not definitely ans\.;rerable 

by this study, is whether the programs actually provide for the raleoso of persons 

who ~.;rould othenviso be detained in suffi9icmt numb.ers to off~.Qt .. tI1!~:!-r ,operat~ng 

expense. 

In questionning the impact of pretrial relea$e programs on pretrial de-

tention, critics tended to focus upon the release criteria the programs employ. 

I) 

.-\. .... _. . 
20~!ost cost-h('tlL"'fit studies which hnvc been conducted by I;rctrial r(~­

letlsc pror,rnmn hwc i.1SSUI:lI.,J that ('Vl~t:'y p(!l'SOn r:l()d~I.'d by ~ht~' pl'os:rnm would hnve 
othl'r\d.$I..' languislwd in i:d.l for tltl! dllr~ttiOl't oj: th~ pl ..... trwl PI.'I'lIHI. By 
multiplviflt" thl.\ nUmbL'l' of 1ll1rsons rclcmwd by tht:'. progr,lnt by tllo aVl'rnBc numbur 
of days'to"disposi.tiOtl in thl.! hwal jur[sdlctioll tlll.'HQ st\ldiL1S nttc'll1pt to.~ll\tl\r­
mInt' the 1111::1bl'r l'If d~\t~nttl>n days "s;tVl>cl

ll by thl' progr':llll. NlIltlplyilll~ thiH l1,l1ll1-
hL'r ·bv th.,' l~l\Ht:-PI.'l.·-d:1\,· of m:l inta ininr. a pl'l'lwn in j~l ii, tho prl1!"r:~1!l ,\rriv(':; at 
a dt.'t'~'lu:il>n t.'l)~t s:\\'in~~~; (lst.1r.mL\;.~ \\'hi('h (')fl.~·n runs intl1 hUIllIt"l'dH (It L!lnmi,lIld:l of 
d~~ll;ln;. 1\1r tltt' n·.t~;,l:lS tl.) h~ l'XPI· ... \~;*.lJ in til,,' Ih'Xt: Hl'VI't',ll p,1t;t:~t".tph:;, h'l' 

Ih') i(.'vc till' .IHslllllnti,lll l:l.lt .111 l"'!';.·tl:l t'I'll"'~:~'d b:: lhl..~ prl)gt"l:t .... ·lHlld o LhL'I'\-.'i'h' 
rl.'t:I.tln lh.'titllWd Ll ::i::~pt" 1Illrl'.d i:;t i\'. 
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do JH·X'tILf. t. tll£'m t.o nmdnt in thcrc·l<:llfl(.\ of p~rsons who would a therwise be. detained. 

f.ueh cnrlt1d.!II11 io not new. It htu; been f'rp'lucntly argued th<l~, the criteria used 

by thr~. fJl'ogr:tMI~ arc ht'ilvl1 j' r:liddl(· ... t~lnHs or lC'ntcd in their emphasis upon employ­

n1t~nt·f l'('oll!(ltw(' and fmnUy fltnbilitj', and thne the programs thereby discriminate 

annln~IL 1nd1;wnt:n 1n much thl' m.1me manner ns the traditional bail system. 

A lleudy of: til(' nroohlyn Pretrial Serviccr. Agt>ncy by Paul F. Lazarsfeld 

iodinated bina ocninnt minority d~ft>ndnnts in the program's release criteria. 

WhU (! (,I, pm,"cent of clH~ wItt to dcfcnd~n.ts qualified for a favorable releaso 

rcconm~ndotion, only 49 pureent of the black defendants and 45 percent of the 

Sponioh deEcndnntu were siallarly qu,alified. 21 I d n a dition, our o,Yn brief study 

or tltC' ncnv{~r llrctriat RolcaGI.! Program indicated that uncmployc.d defendants were 

lubatuntinl1y und~r-rcrrencnted in the favorably recommended PQPula~ion of that 

pronrnm. 22 Alth()u~1h far from conclusive, such ~indings do suggest that the 

!.tllpnr.t; whi(;h prett'i:ll rclc.lsa programs have on reducing the pretrial detention 

population ond in lessening the discriminatory nature of the bail system on indi­

ncntn 4md minot'itil.'tl luay bt' r<.~duccd somewhat because of the release criteria presently 

bein{~ C'rnploy('d. 'l'hc't'o dpC'D appent' to be an obvious correlation between indigency 

end iactOl'D Duell as cmn loVlllcnt, rosidenc'" and family bili ' r #' ~ ~ s~a ty which the programs 

nrc now \wlnr. os pl.'cuictors of release reliability. 

tole nrt' \H\,lhlc.,· and um~illing to conclude from this, howevar, that the 

Pt'l\)~r.lf,l!l hay,,· uo lrll"h~t ~n llr('tt'ia! dot'Cntion or in reduction of the inequality 

~,r tIn' tt.hlHhll\.tl Ihl:il ':'''':,'r.tt\l:l. '1'1\ "J. 1 d f i . c crl~tna Q'enlant population generally and 

th(;' }\"r""ll:l t'\·h'.\I'\·;.l t.hl·\m!~h pt'\-'~tram intcrvfJntion spt.\cifically are not wealthy. 

<>1 • . t'. \\at r. f, \.' .\ i 
~il tl'l,\\ru f,,,:tH"t,.,~, 

l'i., I) ~ it. "\1 

?\ 
A ~ .. ':'a;h· \\t ill,) \' \l,,'. 1'1'\"\ th,,' U.·I\\'t'r Prl.'trt,11 R(.'h'.HH.' Pr\l)~rtllllIH 

tilt ' h~,ih\tt~.! t~.lt';t~.,'n it ,,'1 ~'d"I'nl \H tlh' th.\(\'n".wt~; inl"rvh'\o,:'IL',t \>'1.'1',' 

Ulh ;~l"'.'~<,i, ,lnt\:' :1\ ~,·h.·!tt ,': ~\,·l·,.'a. l.\"'llr.lhh' l·I.'t·'\t'~:\:\'lhh'(1 hy th,' ptt.l~~rar\ 
,ml Uh t fi. rl~! •• Rl ." t;l., ,!.'.,G::mt. r,·l,.l·,\,l \dllh'lH. h.'allt wl.'r,,' ul\,,'mph>YI.,d. 
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Hnny oC them nre impovcrl~hcd indl,vlduals who cannot llfford tho CQstsof n 

bail bond or could. do so only at grout inconvcn.tlm('<.~ tl) thcmr·wlv('s or the.tr 

families and friends. Hithout dnta to p"ovidc nl ae t 1 kt .. • 1 , Cllra C )t'on (own, we. can 

conclude at this time. only thDt thn dnfcn~,'l[lts 1 ill b . ~ ~ •• - _ now )0 nc ro cnsnt y prctrJnl 

release :progrmns include n mixture of persons who coul d llHord bail tlnd, many 

who could not. \"hile a need exists to m:peritm.'nt: t,..),tb clifforcnt release 

.. criteria in order to better address the nc~)ds of indig<.'nts, ,."e do bcliuvC' that 

nonfinancial reloases are now providing for the release of mnny persons wlw 

would be detained if forced to rely upon money bail. 

A second concern as to the impact on pre.trial detention of on-going 

pretrial release programs is ~>1hether the programs aloe in fac t necessary to 

generating the nonfinancial releases wh~ch are 0'" nro t d ... n"r"ne. Hhile pretrial 

release programs may have an important initial influence on release pr,\cticcs in 

decisions as long-term, on-going agencies. Once. a pretrial releas~ progr.am 

has demonstrated that release on nonfinancial conditions is a workable alterno-

tive to the use of money bail and educated the judges in its usc, is it still 

necessary for the program to collect background information and present release 

recommendations? 

One of the most significant 'questions to emcrf,e. from th is PilaHe. I study 

concerns .tlle extent to which pretrial release programs have a continuing impact 

as long-term, on-going aGencies. To whot extent arc bail decisions nct~nl1y 

influenc~d by program intervention? Two observations prompt U9 to qUC'Rtion 

W'hechcr program intervontion acutnlly makes n difference in a significant num-

ber of cast,'$. First, information slIpplied by thl) progl',H1W Indicntl's that th~\ 
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., 

tn.'l!{ h;wl." b"unrout {nely uow.im,d on low ntHl mediulU bail llmou~~i't:s, it is ,certninly 

!lU<lftt!Qnahh
' 

'Hheth(;'r. nLveo the elmngcs \I1hlch lwve occurred in judicial attitudes 

. t()wm:d the UDC at nOrlrin:lncial rol('os(.~.s, such. would be the case today. We 

OU6p(!.et thtlt; \tdthout prOnrtlln intervention, tha judges themselves wouldl\vcry 

likely qucwtion the dcf1andants in thase. cases about thcir:community tics, and in 

6 Dubocantinl percontage of those cases would grant a nonfinancial release. 

JudiciAl will1ncneos to Grant nonfinancial releases without program intervention 

WUG firot. docurncmtco in n atudy of New York City bail practice,s in 1967 by 

S, AndrQw Schaffer of t~Q Vera Institute of Justice. While the use of own 

l?eeor,t'\'iz~lttCC was substontial in tiew York at that time, Schaffer found that the 

lh:ob'tlC!on nCivnt:mCin'~' s pretrial release program was actively involved in only a 

Btnull pct'cc.ntnge of those relcns£:s. Specifically, he found that of the 5,358 

d(.\t(mclnnts tranted nonfinancial r'elease during the first three months of 1967, only 

as. Bpe.rcct\t h:1'1 beon intcrvietle.d by the. p't'otrial rclca~c .p:rog'ttlr. ... and o,~.11 16.9 

23 
pe).'C(.mt hud buon favot'ably recommended for release. In his study of bail 

prncciccG in 1971, Thomas found a similar pattern in many of the cities he visited 

nnd, p~rhnps even more significantly, found that cities without organized pre­

t'd.nl relcl1GC pror,.rams had ro tes of nonfinancial release \ihich were comparable 

to and Mtnetimc.s higher than cities with such projects.
24 

Sucondly) in intet'viC\~s with pretrial teleL'tsc progrnm direc.tors and 

j\.\dgcn we found little discQrnibJ 0 difference. bct\.'ec:-n the pretrial release 

1lllll{)SOIl\rics of thl' progl:nr:m ,md the jutlr,cs. Although pretrial release Pl'O­

r,l'\\mn t','ilY \h.Hl~ ~\ signU,ici.mc initial ch;.\llOt\A" to bail prtlcticcs in a 

-"---...... "-
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jurisdict:i.()U where own rC'cogni?ancc is little usod, it appOtlrS thnt, over tl,n\C, 

the attitudes of tht' court mld prognlm mcrr,u ~n w)lcn ncmf1.nnnci.al release 
;'. 

is appropriate. This wft b 1i 1 \ , .... c· eve, exp ains in lnrnc purt ,,,hy thl1 progrn.ms nrc 

generally well received in the jurisdictions in which they arc operating and ,·,hy 

favor.able program cl i ( rccommon at. ons hove a high ra te of ncceptnncc by the judges. 

There is, in fact, som£!! evidence thn t ,the j udgus nrc morc' il1clinccl to the usc 

of nonfinane.ial releases than mnny of the progt'nms. '·le observed that judges 

not only routinely release defendants on the fnvoralllo recommendation of 

the programs but that in addition ~hey often grant releases to defendants 

recommended (usually because the program had only unverified information) 

not 

and 

occasionally grant nonfinancial release despite a negative program recommcndQ.,:-

tion. If we can conclude from this that the programs arc recomml;mding only the 

most 'highly qualified defendants for release on nonfinancial conditions. but 

that the judges are willing to extend nonfinancial releases ~ven further, then 

it is likely that those persons no'~ recommended by the programs would continue 

to be released even without program intervention. 

The danger in this supposition, howev~r, ~s th~t it it . .~ ~ u cons cers progr,m 

impact only in terms of the recomnlendations wh~ch ar n m"de. 1 ~ ~ ~ Tlis may be a very 

misleading measure of program impnct. As on-gOing agencies, the impact of pre­

trial release progrnms nUly be much more indirect. It may be thnt while the 

recommendation mnda is not criticnl, the background infot'lIInti<?11 on 'community tics 

providoJ by the program is. EVen in those cases in ~"htch the judge gl'ants Ll nt"ln'" 

finnnci.:11 rclensc withollt n Cnvor:tblc pragt'atll rec(HlIf'Jl'IHlat ion or JIJ~~pitl.! a nt.'1\:Jt lve 

recOl.nm~ndaticn, thl.! bnckr,ound intorm:ltton $Upp1i~,tl by, thl.' progr:t1tl nwy IHlVL' pl:I}'\.\t.! 

a c r:i ti('i11 rtl h')n till' ,J Ild,\~l' ' ~', .... ' 1",'1."'" ,I",.', I.,', {"II. t' 1 I .... < " • ~ .. '" " .H'l!anlll.'lt nt. tliH till1\~, lh~'I'l'('()rl\, 

dlr.count tIll.' posslhilit.y tlt.lt t..he prl,\gr:1JllB ~~(2 LI1f.JlIl'll('l' tIll,,! llHl' ('iC nonUn.uwf.ll 
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rcl(l(1o(w and thnt this influence 8(1es bcyond !lImply those cases in which the 

progrmn prCiH~ntEl ;l rnvornblc>. r.clc.~(\sc.1 rccomnll' nun t ion. 

Secondly, pretrial release programs mny indircctly influence the' 

court's usc of nonfJnnnc:iol releDses through their cnpncity to provide super­

vision for d~fcndants granted this form of relense (Soc Table 15, Appendix), 

In mn:l.ntnitting eontnet wHh d!?fcndants on own recognizance, the programs are 

filling a role normally nssumed, if at all, b~bondsmen. Moreover, in a few 

jurisdictions--notnbly Philndclphla--pretrial relcnse programs assume the 

further bondsman function of recapturing persons who flee the court process. 

Whether or not this follow-up activity is genuinely vaiuable in reducing 

foilures to appear, the fact that it is provided may increase the use of nan-

financial relcnseby the court. 

In. short, we arc presently unable to clSSCSS with any degree of confi­

dencQ tho degree of impact which any program in particular and pretrial release 

h t . 1 d t ntion And, until we ' .. now progrnms in general have. on t crate ot' pre "rJ.a e e. ti, 

this, we cnnnat begin to answer the question as to whether pretrial release 

progrllnlS are or ore not cost effective operations. We anticipate, hO~-lever, .. ~ . 

tlUtt the failure to resolve this issue may spell the end of some pretrial re-

lease programs when th~ local jurisdiction is confronted .~ith assuming the 
i 

burden of funding n $100,000 or more project that preVijUSlY has been operating 

with (Nh.rral tl\Olll.~Y, r 
// 
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IV 

In the pursuit (tf, their common objective> of fllC!ilitntlng· the safe 

nonfinancial relcase of criminal defendants, prctrinl talonsD programs typi-

cally nl10catc their resources to five functions: 

interviewing of persons in pretrial detention 

. , . verification of the information obtained in these intervie~-ls 

// 
:; 

I 
\\ 

\\ 
\\ 

screening of defendants for pretrial release eligibility 

preparation nnd submission of pretrial release reconunendntions 

-- follow-up procedures with released defendants 

lvhile these actiVities are common to virtually all programs, enormous 
~\ 

di:1fferences exist in the organizational structures and operating procedures 
.:/7/ 

# , 

it tltaL lh~ various p'cograms employ in perto):mine each of these functions (Sec 
il 
II 

If Appendix). AJ:though an obvious evaluation issue is ho~., these differences in 
\~--

structure and procedures influence program success, there are serious methodo-

l~gica1 problems in such interprogram comparisons. 

The majUr problem is the lack of suitable performance data by which 

t~-~easure and compare progranl success. Although pretrial release programs do 

quite consistently maintain data in two important evaluation areas--number of non-

financial releases gruntcd and failures to oppuor by persons released through 

thriir intervuntion--neithcr effectively lends itselr to comparative analysis. 

For mwmplc, the nUlllber of nonflnonc.tul releuses crnncctl is esslmtially mcnnin3-

less without [urtht'r knowlNlgc ns to \"hat pcrcentngc of the totnl defendant 

populat Lon thi~ num!wr rt.'prcsCllts. Tlte pert.'cntur,eH of ullnf 1n:ll\1.'101 reluns(.'s hl'lng 

.. 
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reported by tlw pr()gram::; nrc generally bruwd twt upon the toLnl defendnnt 

• populati.on but rntlH'r lIpon the number of pror,ram interviews' conducted or the 

number of release recommendations mnde. Since pronrnms difter in the percen-

tllBoS and typ~'s or d!1fl'l1dtmts inturviewed, sueh calt!ulntions do not provide n 

suitable basis for comparison. For example, a program with a 50 percent 

nonfinancinl rclaasc rotc is not necessarily more effective than a program 

• with n 25 percent rclcapc rate. It may be that the first pronram's rate is 

derived primarily by rclensj,ng misdemeanor defendants Hho in the second jur~.s-

diction arc routi~ely released on police citations. The impact on the rate of 

• pretrial datcntion--which in term~ of cost effectiveness is t.he critical 

issue--may be grester in the second program. 

With failures to appear" the initial prob!ems are definitional ones--

• what. is a fai.lure to appear and ho\v is the rate of nonappearance to be 

o measured? Pretri81 release programs are far from uniform in defining and com-

puting failures to nppcar. Some pretri.;tl release programs consirl.ar any missed 

• c~urt nppcarnncc a failure to appear; others. count only those in which the 

defendant failed to return to court within an allotted period of time. In 

computing 0. failure to appesr rate some programs consider onl;/ the number of 

• persons ro,lensed nnd th~ number who failed to appear; others base their 

calculations on the number of l1!ipeorances made. and missed by released defendants. 
, 

".C1H~ l,ntt<.~r llwthod LY11ically yields 8 lo\ver failure to nppear rate since, rather 

• than count i ng (,,1I.'h tIl, fl'Illlan t; once, e.}ch of the numerous appearance,s made Ly the 

f:vl.'l\ if Htand;n'll dl~finit ion:> and methods of nt('asut'(.!mcnt arc used, 

• 
() 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• o 

• 

• 

• 

• 
o 
• 

Docs the fact thnt Ollt! p'Lo~;rnrn <tcll Lt'Vl\S ,1 :-;J gni r i ~',\nt ly ] o"/~'r (ailun' to "Plll'at 

rate than ,1Oother mc.'t1t\ that the fIrst progrnm (~mploys hetter r.cn.'C'ning procc-

dures or is the lower rate the rCHult of better follOtv-up procodtll'cs? It mny 

be that differences in the rate of failure to appenr reflects neither. Variables 

beyond the a.bility of the program to control--suc.h as Lhe local court's procl:!-

dure for declaring and recording failures to appear or the policies of the 

police and court in pursuing and prosecuting persons who fail to appeDr may 

account for differences in FTA rates. In short, the number DE variables which 

can influence nonappenrances makes it exceedingly diffjcult to attempt ·intc,r-

program comparisons in this area. 

Moreover, the impact which different operational procedures have on 

program results may simply not be as important as it might appear. The organi-

zation and operating procedures of pretrial release programs are heavily 

1 1 l ' d and p·o14ce off 4cials want or will permi,t and, in influenced. by Hlat oca JU ges ~ • 

turn, the success \vhich prett'ial release programs enjoy is largely contingent 

upon the cooperation they received from the court~ and police. The fact that a 

particu~ar type of program works well in one jurisdiction docs not necessarily 

mean that a: similar program \vould achieve the same results in a second juris­

diction. The fact that a program appears generally un'successful does not 

necessarily indicate that procedurally it is a bad program. The receptivity 

d ~ntervcnt1'od may be far more ·influential in of the local ju ges to program ~ 

. tl\un are the procedut'cs emplo~,·c.~J by the program. govcrn1ng program success 

In the follmvinr, dist!lIssion \ve do not, tl\L'r~for('t atLempt to descrihe 

a "model" or "ideol" prctr~al relcas~ prOnrar!l. He bl~licvc thnt the nctivit.ies 
f. 

of pNtrinl LL'1.l':U:C \s.~l,grams h.:lv(' proven g(~t1l'r,llly Sllt't.'l'SHful in gl'tlC'rat1.ng 

I "'1 t tl \ 'lIn' tJ"n' rC:l~wn:\b]".· ,l~:~i\lrin:~ LII:Il' p .. 'r:;\ltlli nonfin:lnci.:ll rl~_ C{1:;l.'Z; \,'lll .C a' ··11;. b. ,'- ,~ 
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lUllonr, ch(l pror,r{lmn J mont or the iHlfllHllpt.1orw ~lh I dl undC'rllc thci r intervention 

npl,,·tn' iWIlQrally sound. 'rha one critic·ttl ,HWllI~lpLi()n which is in doubt concerns 

llwir abLJ Jty to provldc for tIl(' release of a substontinl numbC!r of dcfendnnts 

who would ot:llt't"w;rw be detllltwd. In cliHCUf-winG the relative merits of different 

typ<w or program intcrvc.'tlt.:i.on "Ie nrc, thcrdorc, primarily concerned with how 

th(~y impact. on the tnt" of pretrial dt't C'ntion. In turn, thi s mcnt)s tllat each 

or(>o of program activity in dincu9Bcd in terms of cost c£fectiv~ncsH, which, 

09 prcvlounly amphnuiz0cl 1s largely contingent upon promoting the release of 

pCrOOtlll who would ot!wndoe be detalilcd. 

A. In..tCLr.~~,\:!.in.s. 

Hont pretrial release programs strive to intervic\ol defendants as close 

00 ponniblc to the time of their arrest. Nearly t\olo-thi1."45 of' the programs 'ole 
):~t~,· 

conCactl.:'u int;ct'vic\.] prCltrial dctnil'lces bet\'1Ccn the time DE the:i.r ar.rest, and 
, .. 
their first court appearance (SeQ TDble 10, Appcndjx). There arc significant 

advantageo in such a practice [or both the court and for the program. The court 

n~(a'ivcu background illformation on dcfendants at the time of the initial boil 

decision., when such inf.ormation is mo~t critical, and the program will be able 

to recomnwnd fovorubly mol'lY more defendants than it would if its intervention were 

dclayQd uncil nftcr this first npP)rarance. Quite conSistently prctrial release 

program" wl\ich int~rv~n~ eloRc to#thc time or arrest arc involved in more non­

flu"l\\t.''ial \.·\·h·il:h.'~; them arl' pr(.lgr,,'m~~ ,,,hi('1\ tnLI.'n·~'m" l;lt~'r. This '[act is 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

•• 
o 
• i 
l 
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allthorization. As a con8(,~qllC'ncc, the prO)1rnm rC'twt'ted. that in 1971, 54.9 perccnt 

of the c1efcncl.:mts seClIred rcl(,lI~it' on own rc.'cogll.i?tlllCC Lhrough its lntervent.Lon.25 

By contrast, with the DnUns progr,1m, 'olhich .:in 1971 hnd an average delay or nlC)re 

than nine days bet\ ... ecn arrcst and rclC'ase throllgh the pt'ogran, evalllators found 

that dllring onc lO-doy poriod tile progrllm released only 28 persons out of some 

1 99 f 26 , 1 de 'cndants scrc:cnccl for possible relc.'lIsc. The correlll tion between the 

speed with which a program operatcs and the number of rcle~ses generated is not 

a surprising finding. Conditions in American jails being what they are, it is 

not unexpected to learn that defendants tend to secure release by whatever 

method is fastest--even surety bail--rather than waiting the time necessary for 

a ncmfinancial release. Included in the exiting defendants are undoubtedly 

many who \olould qualify for a program release recomrncnda tion. 

Aside from increasing the nllmber of persons released through the 

program, a second advantagc of early intervention is D reduction 

in the amount of tine released dctcnciants must sp~nd in detention. Compared to 

delays of several days--and somQtimes a week or more--which exist in programs 

which do not intervene until after first appearance, most persons released by 

programs 'olhich intervene close to the time of arrest secure release prior to--,*or 

at their first court appearance. If early inter~ention is combined with the 

allthority to release defendants withollt seeking prior jlldicial approval, thetin~ 

" 

26f{obL'rt L. BC)gl)PlnlllV and h'r11 Lun r;;lll:;, "An Ev:llu:1tion oE the Dnllas Pre­
tria 1. Rc h~~h;L' 11 rn j l'l' t ," :iyyJJ I"~:'~'-l.l '1·,:l~J.l.:~ .:J} '.t 1.1:}1:1.1, \'0 I. :! () (l ~ 7 2) I pp. 515-5:.! 1. 
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1 3,',ln K'lr1J" ~¥ urn "t ,iW\ It 1"'1",4 tan tw t'ut dt'il:'1.1t. tt·.llly. 'l'lH,' S:wla Clarn l'r~~-

1 1, -.,A.-I"· t. 1:1"',· r." ,'lu"h .... ··tl·o""it llJ in t1i~d(,.t1(HlnOr cnses) reported t t Srtl i'f< t·! Vi(' .. rt~?r~H'Lt ...... I ~« ,. .. ,,,, .... ." ~ 

frum Ofrl'Hl;. to nonfinnndal pretrial 

in 1970 to just 2,1, hours in 1971.
27 

In lI,JIIHion to till' ob'lhH19 bwwfit to defendants who spend less tinle 

in dH:('lIt1Hn~ rhl'l'tt ifl ;lim) noml.! cost snV'inr,s to tht' jut'iHd:iction in the early 

intl*lvf'utl l1u of lif/'"ri<ll t'(.ll,tl:w progr:U!l!j. The jail dctention population is a 

tmwl1pu H( hM it till' IHl!;.!wr of d(~r(mdnnts <,or\?,\itted to jail nnd the length of 

tlt!'if r.tay. Ih'm:1~; {'''(til if n pt'o~~rnm do(w not relc\\so persons who would other­

wlou In" di'ta1m.'d, tIt(! fact that ita intervention provides an earlier release 

than \>}I\ul\l iH"hC'1;'wlrw he t)btuinad dous result in some daten tiOll cost-savings. 

Ulwu n lH.'Hl~l';;tm can Vr.'\}V ld(~ ror the release on weekends of persons v1\'\0 '-1ould 

otJU't'tdt;t;< be Imld uul.U a Honda}, bail henriu!:;. the,se savings can be sign:Lficant. 

HO\>1CV(lf. tJw mnjtrr juU cost; ... saving to be renlized through a pretrial 

n'lN:H1P \Il'0i\rm'l lit'S in the rclcnsCl of persons '(-rho would otherwise be detained for 

th{t dur.tUon or tlll~i r prct'l."in1 pc-tiod. In tetu\s of achieving obj ectives such 

nn ),'N]ud.\W. t,h\! diH .... tH',ion potm1at:ion und lasscninu the inequnlity of the brtil 

U}lEltl'm !,n' imlhwlHG, carly intct'V'.:mtion is not necasstn:i~Y the most efficient 

IH'tH'\'Jllln." 1'hl..~ d,ms\'r ~':<ists thaI: with early intervention n program can achieve 

~m illJ\'t'lltlDiv\' t'\,~\~()t'll ,,£ nonfirmnc,:tolrcl('nscs simply by skimming off the best 

rt'1,<,l!W t'!tit'~ .mll }\ .. ' ratline tho!'\(\ pe1:sonsthc bn:fl reform moV'ement was intended 
. 

t n st b\il vundnmcntally, if llretrinl 
h) h\i'lWf 1 t.".~ ~ h":Vtl.' 1"\'1 HMlH roo pl,)or Or'O,;' .' /: 

'H,h-h," l~ri~ '.r In l ~n',' t,\ t1\' ~~,~~t I.,rfl,.'ctlvl.' th .. 'J' r'\\~t Htnictut"C chelr procedUl'cs 

.1.,.' •• ,': > ':'."" "l','\' 1: Ll\ t'~h"u,\' ~.:·~t.cttl and ~,a~'t")' th.lt sy~tQ1\1 bQy!')nd \\·twr" it 
.t\'~M.~"l ",.. • ... ,. ',' t 

l'l·53. 
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In the timing qf its initiol interviews nnd in thc selection of p~rsons 

to be intcrvi0wcd, the pror,rnms orc dl.'fininr"tlwit' tnrr,C't popnlnt.:ions. Pt'opcr 

selection of this tnrcct group is criticnl to'rro~rnm cosL effectiveness, If, 

for example, currt'nt release practicos pl'(wid~ for Lhe routiltc lISC of citotion. 

releases for misdemeanor d0fendnntR, nnd if the D,.olice 10 1'1\ f."ct '" 'A release a large 

proportion of clc[endnnts on citations, tllt'n it m:lkt's 1 ttt10 Sl'lUW <:ost-wise t.:o 

implement a scparnte prc~trial rcl(.~ase progr:Ull to Rcn~vi,cc those defendants. :Police 

citation releases offer the quickest mechanism for pretrial r01cnsc and nrc also 

much less ,costly to the jurisdiction than a prctrial relcBse program. In fact, 

in light of the success of police citation releases in some. cities I jurisci:i,ctions 

might be well advised to consider such a procedurc preferable to a pretrial 

release progrnm in the cases of m.isdemeanor defendants. 28 
.. 

It is the more serious felony cases; that make the more detailed back-

ground infol~ation and release eligibility screening of a pretrial release pro­

gram particularly valuable. It is in these cases that: ·the information supplied by 

the program ,,10uld appear to have the greatest im()act on custody/release decisions. 

28 • 
. In the statc of Connecticut, for example, the i»1t101 bail dccision 
J.S made by the police. A study of hnil prn(·tiC'~s in thQ Si'X:th C:i reuit Co"n:t of 
ComiC"ctlent (}!I.:'\o1 H,lV""!1) 'lndi.cntLlR thnt t\\C' poll.N1 in ChntjllrJsdictitJn mnk() 
extensive usc of nonfinancial n.'lt'as~18. [)lIrin(~ ,\ tf\t'l'~' ~'(mt!l :h.'l'ilHl in 1973, 
86 percent of th() nrlt'st poplIlal:inn s~'l·ur~·d pt'l'trl~~l "~'h';l::;~' :tnd 50 pcrcl'r'lt 
were rt:1t.'nsL'ti on nonlin,ll) ... ·jal clll\diti~)n;->. l'lIrth~'t·:'\(l1·l.!, (,1111.y !:;/x pt;'tcC'nt: of the 
defendants \\'(lr~' d~'t:tIlh'~l !fli1.'l'r t:h,ll't ;,:!, hOlll·~;. Tlw m:ljt1l'itv l1f n'l(.'(uwd 
dcfC'nd.mtl:1 \..'l'tl1 lrl'l,J l'ithl..'r i1m·\l\di~lL\.·ly hy l'icatL('Ht rdl'<.t~~' (17 pwrcunt:) 

_. or within thr('~' h~1nrs Ol i.H1('kin:~ VI:' ['l'rC('nt). !''In' thOll,' dl.'l·~IIHt;.mt:s rt:.'ll'~lflL'd 
--within thrl'(' h~1Ut'S, \.'n.tL!,11W ~llhl 1'l'\J::li:~l':~ lP :q~pt.';\r olltnulllh'l.'l,d b;llt lHmJn 

thrl"1..' tIl (IIh'. 5l'~ ~!.li,,'\'~m t,\,t'll'\' ,\\1.1 .hlhn ~:,·:;lth~at,)n, Till' PI','ll·i.t) Pl\)('l'!"~ 
)n t·ll., gj:..t!! Cir,''1!t! \. 'n.l~1I it.n;· ... ' .".1 L.·.:~ .\",\l::;i.~ c;\>\.,. 1I,\\,~·li',~t:l~nn~·\:r.:t-
cut: talL' CniVl'r!:it'\', ll(·d .---
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lft~1Itt'vcr, t'Y('1l ill fdony (~.I:jN;, tl)(~ wimlom of IntC!rviuwlt1g nIl u('ientlnnts 

1r':rif'~HHtt41y :l(l.tl'f .lrrl·'.1. liIU'H: (! emWH ('l'N n lS~ I (: ,-b '1 1 J 1'1 t )f til'"' J'llrl·'.!{diction's 

I t l'f. ("',.. (· ..... "I"('J,". til" pol.tc·(), r)rnctic~ :is to arrest a substnn-ru pa~c pr"rIJ[v~. . v< h~~ ~. ~ , 

Hal mjl~l!wr of jwrr.o,rw Oft H'tmpi<'.i.on of faJony offcmncs Clnd t.hon to release them 
'. 

w1.t.hfn hourn or ,1 <Iny without clwrnil1g, cost-wlse it would not be an ~fficient 

lrt'tW('(hlt'C to inu!rvI('w all fdony art"(.wtcc!S irnmedj,atcly Dfter arrest. The time 

und r,i(Jfwy !JIIl'lIt: 1ntervl('whlf~ fWrGOtUl VJho arc no longer in the.' system at the 

Cost-,vise t fWl the prO!~l'au 1(1 r(.'ady to act in their behalf is not 'veIl spent. 

tlwpror,rlilll would he more aJ:Uc1e.tlt if it delayed its interviewirtg until after 

th~ deciolon haD been muda to prosecute. The danger in not doing this is 

~xrMrliflcd by tho Dpnvcr Pretrial Release Program which interviewed 3,425 

tplany dcfQndnnto in its first six months of operation but sub~itted less than 

O e 1 t 1 ~t Ov~.r h~lf of thn. persons arrested on felonies 2.n 0 0.( t woe euocw 0 t to cou... ... Q .... 

11 4 ·.t·· t· • r o"J.·smJ.·s.""Col 0" reduced co misdl.:!mcanors aher ,lUI hI!; L f U l'l'l. .lOu n,w tIWH" ena ges ....... 

/I.H Wto' hnve 01 f(.'ody not:cd, hOWl\VCr, onC' oithe consequences of delayed 

1ntrrvll1\dllg in likoly to be a dramatic re.duction in the number of persons 

t'(.\ll"Ufwd tln.'llUnh t>ro~1t'nlll intervention. There may be some offsetting advantages. 

l~:!l'tlL t th(l IH'of,rM\ will, be It.Hls costly if it interviews only those per-

tH:'nnl",ho Of,'{' luH: <1npahll~ or sC'cut'ing release without its intervention. Second, 

:if tlh: prl,'l~r.II~\ tind:l that: 1\.'w of the persons intl?t'vicwctl qunlify for release under 

fh. \"~~bttll}~ I,·t'tt:~·l·l~\, thin nh\)\lld spm: th~ l~n'gr{\m to Qxp('rimant '.Jilh its release 

t~r H t'ri.\ ,"hl 1'\\;.;. fl, ly ,ll..h\l:tnltl.'rnJ tlvl.' rl .. h~'Hjt' muchnui$l!l$ such as various forms 

ot ,,','u,t U hm.tl \\, \'.tM', ) \. '" '!_ ~ ' .. , .. ~ ,,, 1 1'1, r.oP\l,~ •. il'~ 'll'~t\ P"-.~,Oll.B not rolcnsud ~.v the time of 
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tlme lIu foclwing more dJrccLly upon Liw pen;otm trHty tn llt:l.!d oC cheir serViCei\'l. 

B. Verifi('nt.j.c2.'}. 
. 

Verification of the inform~lti()n provlde.'d by dC'(t.HHlnnts in tho in1l::i<1.1 

interviews is an integral port of the nctivity of most pr0trial relcose pro-. 
groOlS. Underlying this verification nctivity is an aSSUMption that a defendant 

who has an obvious interest in securing pretrial rclcnAe cannot be trusted to 

provide totnlJy accunl.te in£ormntion dllr:i.ng his intcrvil"'l ntH! that, thcrc.'.fore, 

D progrnm should not make pretrial release recommendations until this information 

has been independently verified. In order to verify the information supplied by 

the defendant, most programs attempt to contact an employer, friend or relative 

of the defendant by telephone (Sec page 18 j Appendix). Primarily because of 

the heavy, often exclusive reliance placed upon the telephone for verification, 

pretrial release programs generally have a problem in that many of their 

cases simply cannot be verified. Sometimes a defendant cannot supply phone 

numbers for any references and often it is impossible to make contact with a 

reference even when a phone number is given. An early study of the D •. C. Bail 

Agency by the Department of Justice suggested that as long as programs rely 

upon the telephone for verifications, the problem of substantial numbers of 

unverifiable cases will remain: 

"lo/e t\lerc unable to find any tnbulation bv the Bail Agency ot 
the frequcncy with which it is unnblc to-v~rify dcf~ndDnts 
because the n~r.l'n'nce lnl!ks n phOll(.\ or bl.'cause the rcfl::rence 
was not n t home. In the com'se of the vcrifi cn tLon (>ff~r~s t 
hot.Jcvcr, 22~'~ of the de[cndants in our s~mplC' ~n)\lNI v0nE=:­
oble on] V aftur a v Lsi r., nnd alH~tlll'r ll:~ rvqu Lr'l,t! \1n cv('n~np, 

tl"ll'plwt1c' <-,;tll to complcLl' vvr tr i l~n til)ll. ThllS, ~ t nppcnrs 
that the> n':lll AI'l'ncv t.,.Lll a1\--(l)'$ 1l.:\Vl' a subBtant.lnl numbt'r of 
dcfcndnnts whom"it ~(lnnl)t vl'rify so long nsit;qUmits its 

• • \\' c·\ t 1,' ,,-vc ri flea t ion. crt 0 rts to mt) rn ll\!~ p \ 1Ill,. • . ,I. 

29J <lr.ll'S S. Itl'\'lll11dn tInt! tJ. .\nt!ll'llv fitdt;:-;'l'hl'>y,t,i1ccpjrpr!llI\..('.t~.!1 .. ~~1. p.r'~~ .• '. 
Trial \)vtl'!H it'" O:~I~;lIill';tl'n. !l.r.: Ofl il'l- l)f Cri::lill.il .iU.ilit:l', tr.B. Ill'p.n'li.ll'nt. 
o{ JU!;·L-il.·~;' t'll),'). Pl'. 2.3-2:,. 
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om' n Hrnt eout:L {lPIH'nl'mHn~ hav(' a pnrticulllrly SI.!r:i.Oll:'i probl em with verification 

hN'UUfJ[' of the limlLeu time avnUnblc for this activity. The Denver Pretrial 

" . 
rODeu in thr two hourn available ouch morning prior to court"penpite the lack 

:",,,1 

of vN'Hif'ation, hmJi.'v{~l·, til(' n"nvcr program and m:lny othm:s as well will pre-

tH'nt tJUv('r1f1 ... d 1nformnc:ioll to t:ha COU1't at first appcDt'ance, DlChough with-

huldlDR any prntrlal rcl~nuc r~aommcnUotlon. Not lntrcquently the judgris will 

nrmlt nunflu.;}nciul r(ll~am .. 'n un the bonis of this unv(.)t'iCied information. From 

ChI,o, W(' t;.(lnt~'tivi·ly coo('l\hlc thnt t:hos(~ progrmor. \o,lhfch are still adhering to the 

prortl~u of pr~R~oLinn only verifi~d cosos to judGes are unnecessarily limiting 

tho11' \~C~I"H·tf WhctfH'f it is vot'ifiod or not, the 1nfo1.1:lo.tion collect~d by the 

/1) 

fAHh'JHJ .1ft· wilHn~\ tl' r.l\lttt: Ill.lnf:in:mcial r~\h\:lm'$ IIp('In unvl'riflc.·d proermn inEot"-
<I.J. 

'" • ..oJ 
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crimtnnl record, $llfUc:i<'nt vl'rificnti.on mny tH.' ()bl'~lln('(l ~dmply by Hub-

stantiating his nnml' (lnt! ('urrL'nt residt'IH~t' frolll pap~'I':; c:\t'l'il't! on hIs pcr$ol1. 

D0f0ndnnts clwrgl'd \o7l til Illore serious cr. imina1 COndll\'~t mtty, of courSl'. r<.'qu i l'e 

more complete verification. In any cnsc, by employing different levels of 

verification, the prop,rnm can put its primnry efforls tvhnrn vcriHention in most 

critical nnd proc(!ss defendants involved in lN1H ~~t'l''lOl1S cm)l~S ml)l'~ quickly, 

In doing so the programs t.,i11 enhnncc their COl'lt effcc tiVPHOSS. 

C. Screoning for Relense EligipJ,li~ 

Implicit in the operationul procedures of 011 prctrinl release programs 

is the belief that nonfinancial releases should be sel0ctivcly employed. The 

programs do not seck the nonfinnncial relense of all defendants as a matter of 

righ t, bu t ra thel." recommend the release only of those persons \"ho nppcal' 

qu~lified. On the assumption that a defendant's pretrinl release reliability 

can be measured on the basis of the extent and stability of his ties to the local 

community, pretrial release progrnms screen defendants to determine their local 

con tae ts in the areas of employmen t, residence and family. Underlying thi~l 

screening is a belief that a defendant with strong tics to the local conmrunily 

has an intrinsic motiv,1tion for remaining in ,the jurisdiction and is thus unlikely 

to flee. In addition, all progrnms consider the defencl.;tnt' s prior crimin~11 

histor.y and most also consldC!r the pending chorp,es. Both of tlll'He factors t.,111 

hnve nn l),l;!viotls bcnring on the dl'f(.'tldant' s soutene!:' if hl' is CO\\WiCLl.'d mid the 

nSSlImpLil'ln iB that the r.!orc !h,'V('t"(' tht.! potcnti;ll !WllLl.'lh.!t', till' n\lort' likt'ly thv 

. 
\,'Idl'll h,lf tlh'r:l frllm (,'illwr t"'lhllll'r illg .1:1 illl ('l'VlL'~" ~1r pn':;~'llLinl\ nny 1'1'11.':11:(' 

, , 
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tlt':aly hal r uf lhe· 1'~·11gbH·I" ~.J(' mlt'vf,.·yf'c1 rt'!HH'll·d lhilt tlIl'Y l'xdudc clt'[cmdants 

l'htJI1~,1t1 with fln~ ('rf~~" of Vl"lt'IU't' (St'P 'It:}ht('~; H ilnd 9, Aplwndi.x). 

C;Ofwc1otw of thC' [;Jt~tt.h.lt their rut.un! c·xh\l(.'l1c·C' i~ conUngent upon 

rn:I.1ntnln:lnr. un aCC(·pl.ahly low rut.u of non'l!)lW;Il~1ltH:l', vlrtunlly all pretrinl 

1lt·l.el1!l(' fit'nt;t·'l!'l~; havt.' r:minUtlnN! d:ltO on the' ra.t(' o( nonnpp(!ornn('(! by defcmdnnts 

LIH'Y mw$,f)tc!d in r.:dnjn;~ r~\lt'imc. lIencc', oE all the potmH:jnl monSlIl"CS of pro­

nrnm "CfC'rtiven"no, tllO failure to appaur rate is the most readily available, 

1n Section U \1m ccmmll'(\tll.<) that:. th(~ consistently 10\01 nonappearance rates 

1'('II01'I;('d by the programs HUlH}cst that tho progrmns nre correct in their 

ammmption that tim pernona rclC!osc.d through their J.ntel:vcntion \11111 meet their 

tuture court obl~gotiDna Dt least os well os defendants on money bail. The 

}f:mhattnn Buil l'roJ(>ct: rl'l)Qrt:ml n nonnppear:mcc rate of less than one percent 

r~rOermjm r(~port.cd Hlmilnrly low rates. Although most programs today still report 

low nonopp~nranee rDt~D, we did observe much more variance between the programs 

in thin ot'C'u. \~hilc 89 p<H'ccnt or the programs had nonappearance rates of less 

than lO lll't'cqmt, c\.;o programs rcportud rotes of 15 and 16 percent. 

It is impassible. however, to know whnt significance to attach to 

d 1 CI'\\J,'\'OI:,':. itt th~~ 1:,1to of np[h,~i.lral\(,u from one Pt'ogl.'um to tlnot hL\r. Some variation 

in toh\' i.\1~P~iN~'d ~d\'\ply h~'crH1SL' 1.1w pro!~rm:)~~ art' flU' frolll uniform jn de-

iinhtl~ (.1 11 nr,· tll ,1('1'1,'.1\' ,ulll t,'t'mptlt ill~: ell" r.lillH·l.~ tl.) npp\."ar r'ltl'. l'lw 

l,t\l, n( "tHt'\'t'!\'ut 'll'\\'n~~ t1l\\ Pl·ll~~r.p!u 1:; r~'fl\',,'t~'\l in t:h~' rl'sul t:H of th!.\ 1973 OEO 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

!. 
I 

• 

'. 
() 

• 

used 37 c1H£ercnt methods of calculntiol1. 31 

. 
Despite thC' jmperfC'ct nature of the dntn in th1.R nr('ll, two conclusions 

can be tentatively advnncC'd. First, chC'rc dOC'H not npp00r to be any discernible 

pattern bet'wecn the pcrformnnce of detcndantR on non-financial relctlsl' 

and defenc1ants on bnil. In his study of bail practices in 20 juris-

c1ictions in 1971, Thomas found that within n single jurisdiction th(~re was 

generally only a slight variation in the PTA rntt~s of the two groups. In some 

cities he found that defendants on nonfinancial release had the higher rotc of 

nonappearance, while in others defendants on bail hud the higher rate. In eithe~' 

case, however, the differences between the rates were generally slight. 32 Data 

supplied by pretrial release programs to the 1973 OEO study, as well as that 

provided for this study, are consistent with Thomas' study in showing no distinct 

pattern of lower FTA rates for on~ particular form of relense. 

number of persons released and the rate of nonappearance. Although Thomas did 

report that the increase in defendants released over the perioa from 1962 tD 

1971 was accompanied by a rise in the nonappearance rate from about 6 percent in 

1962 to 9 percent in 1971, he also round that some cities ,""hich had had the 

larges t increase in releases over this period maintnj.tted vc\,;;.'10l-t nonnppenrance 

rates. In the dnta 8uppU,t:.!d by prpgrnnts to Lhis study, \-1l' foun.d no 

correlation bet\vcen the rate of non(inatlcinl re.]l'n~lt'H <lilt! the rate or failure to 

appear. Programs l ... hich have the higl\1.~r rel("lsc r.1l<.'R do not !'.I.'lh·rally IHlVl' non-

llpp!.>orancQ ratt'S any diffu:t'I.'nt frl.'m progt'nl1w I'lud\ lL)ss netiv!.' :in gl'IH't'nUtl{' 

rt·1Nlsl'S. --------
31Goldm<m. lHll()1lI .lthl,t·,\l)'1'l'll, lH1pt~;l notl' l~" Ill'. 2l·<~2. 
32 ' . 

\L 1'hom.ls, :~.ltPy:l. Iwtt' 3, p. UH. 
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:, 

fl ;! 
1/ 
jl 

r'rOfn titS,s f:wt Of1(' minht conclude that mnny of thl! pron~;nms touay 
II 

('oul d r,r(?Htl y C!xpnnd t:iw ntJI!\~)(Ir or d(·f(·ndnntH tC1Nlscd rJtl nonfinan~~al condi-
, \' 

\~, 

Hmw without. j copard1r.lnF; thel r<1 te of nontlppcarnnce. In the past ,two pro-

r,r.II1I!1 have, in fact, Cound this to be the cosc. As a result of a serious 

oVt.l rrrot-IlJing in the Santa ClllraCounty jail, the pretrial release program in 

tlHlt. j\lr:{lal1(~tJotl won uuthorizcd to release o11'misclcmcanonts, except public 

intoxic,H;!on dprm~dntlls, dudnS a eriol reriod in 1972. Thl! result \.,ns that 

n~arly 90 percent of all misdOmcanor defendants were released and the non­

appearance rate remained virtuall, ~nchnnged.33 Perhaps even more instructive, 

becDuno it involved axpondinn th~ release rnte in felony cases, was the experience 

of the Brooklyn Pretrial Services Agency during a two-week period in 1974. During 

thin period, the progrUlll I s release rate increased from a norm of 42 percent to 

66 percent without odvQrsQJ~ affecting the nonappearance rate. 34 

Such inter ... pt·ogrllm comporisions of release and failure to appear rates 

nrc. how('v{\l;; :.1 trauchC'rous under catting • First, there is the previously mentioned 

problem of inconsistency among the programs in how these rates are computed. 

Second, in ~ddit:iOt\ to tho proportion of defendants r~lens('d, there are other 

fnatol's which may influence failure to appeat rates. These include the personal 

attributes of dcf~ndDnts, the severity of the alieged offense, the procedures 

employed by tht.' progl·nm and thco court in notifying defendants as to court dntes, 

tha sUPQrvinion In'ovluou d\lring the relcnse por:i,od t local court and poltce practices 

33(\'nV~\1'~MC h'll ui th n~lIHlhl .T. ObQt·t, Dirccttl[" Suntu Clura County Pre­
trIal r~(\h"\:i\\ l'l'\\Ht'.Ulh July. 1')15. 

:llI.t•lUl\"s \~., Tlh'rll'~hll\. "Prl\ t rtil t S~rv i ('l'R Atwncy 0pt.:!rn t ions Rt."por t. Ap r11 
1 ... AI't'n ~\t\ 11\';'." (::r,h'!.l\'ll, ~:l'\" \\')"\\: nt'\I,\:~l\'n l'fl'tri.tl SI.'rvtt'l'S An(H\l~Y' 197/,). 
'Ih,' nt\hlv l\Hlthl til.a tIf ,tll :.\'ht't1uh"l .lppt·,\r.lI\l.~l\~~ fl'I' th\.' l'XP':IIH!t.·d rl'\it.'ll$1..' dl.,rl'nd­
.\lH',~ ~;,7 l't'l't'tut t\lh~"t .in iUiti.ll \,·.Irnmt'~ t\\\· f.lilllt'~\ t,\ 'Ippl·.\r--H IwgUg£bt(.'\ 
,HUt'hth'\' It'll'! ttw :~ •• ·\'\'I\'.)H I't'.\ r.n\,' by ,h·fl'lhi.mt!, 1','ll',IH,,'d lItHk'r tht! IH'l'''' 

\f.ub I m,,~ ,~\\\:~ 1.ll,,' \\l :I.! i',·l\'nU. 
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II 
in apprehending and prosecuting de rcndant::; who fail tQ nppNlr, and the nmoltt 

of dclny that exists between release and casq disposition. In short thcrc.~ n;tc 
\\. 

'\ 
n number of factors which mny influence the rate of nonnppcnranac aside [rom ~ 

I; 
II 

the program's selection criteria. To date, however, there hus been very littlii! 

research addressing the question as to what fnctors influence the nonnpPNtr'nncc 

of criminal defendants. 'l'he two ruos t thorough s tudics--one by Halcom }iceley 
J 

// 
and John HcNaughton, the other by Hi1l1nm Lnndes--slIggest thnt it is f:fifficult 

to. find a positive correlation between any of the variables and l;tk~lihood of 

nonappenrance. 35 

What emerges is simply the fact that the ?nst majority of persons 
i/ 

released prior to triyl do nppearist;'equired. ':Vb dote, researchers hllve not 

be(h~, . .?ble to c;Leatly isolate any factor ol:\:;vrribination of factors '''hich ~ithcr 

explains why failures to appear occur or identifies in advance persons who will 

not appear. The fact that pretrial release prDgrams have demonstrated over the 

past 15 years that persons who meet their release criteria arc acceptable 

release risks does not prove that less stringent criteria would not be usnble 

predictors of pretrial release reliability. At this time \"e hav~ no basis for 

concluding that persons who do not meet existing criteria nre in fact bad risks 

~n terms of nonappearance. 

A second area of obvious concern in evaluating ~\C performnnce of 

defendants on release is that of ~~cLrial crime. It t:lOy very woll be that it is . 
~ 

the risk of pretrial crime, ntH! not the rlsk of nonnppc.'nrnnco, that. aCCOllnt:~1 [or 

the custody status of nInny Gl'tn!tu,d c.1cCl·ndants. Ir: n dCll..'l1UnnL is chnrp,c.'d \dth 

a serious or vioh'llt criml', or if he hns on ('xt:('mdvc:> prior rl.:'cord.I.o jucllW~:' ar(.~ 

(/ " 

\" 
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. • 4If.'I1II' 

not: likely to f~r<mt nonfillancinl relc:tRC' no maLLer hm" strong the community 

tion. Ctm(:('l':n ov('r p<HH:iblcfllght from Lll'" judsuiclion mny be a factl~)r 

In tlH~ dac.i.HJ;on to dcmy such rclc.>f.lse, but it is fairly obvious tho t the risk 

chat thll d(lfcHldant night conunit additional crimes is also a major factor. 

Although defendants believed to be dangel:ous on the basis of the 

fronm0ntory information oVdiloble to a court at the time of initial arraignment 

nrc not lilc~tly to be released throu.gh a pretrial release progrnm, :i, t is still 

-relevant to inquire about the extent to which the pt'ogrOlns are successful in 

obtaining releBse for defendants without jeopardizing the public safety. Un-

fortunately, this is an area in which very little is known. In part, this is 

bCCElUSo. of the difficulty of measuring the extent or pretrial crime committed 

by rclcnsod defendants. The most logical measures of ptetrial crime are rearrests 

nnd convictions, but:. neither alona is really satisfactory as an indicator. 

No cros~l-j\iris(1j,ctional studies have attempted to assess the compa.rative 

c.£fcctivcmess of different programs in light of rearrest or conviction rates, 

and theta hnve been only a few studies in single jurisdictions. Of the 109 pro-

grams tho t we surveycd in the course of this Phasa I s t,udy, on1;: 18 were able to 

prov!da even fragmentary dnta on rearrests of defendants that clley had assisted 

in ooining release. Th~Ae programs rQPortcd rearrest rates ranging from less 

.. 
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D. Release Rccnmmcndations 

The impact Wllich a prettinl release pronrnm will have on bail prnrtlres 

is ultimately contingent upon the usc judncs makc of tllC information gathered 

and recommendations I)resentcd. l.T1 'J f ' d wH.C a ew proJccts 0 have the authority to 

release some qualified defell,l'lnts ge er'll tl d f u, -- n l, y lose accuse o' mlsdemeanors--

36 without prior J'udicial ap't)rovn1, nlost l' d progrnms nrc 1mitc to gnthering infor-

mation and prescnting recommendations. Till ' le re case (ecLsion is one for judges 

to make. 

Since 1970 the most significant change that~iDs occurred in the 

operation of pretrial re1~ase programs is in the number and types of recommenda-

tions made. The Manhattan Bail Project and most of the early programs were 

focused solely upon identifying defendants qualified for mm re,cognizance and 

recommending their release to the court. Today the posture of most programs has 

changed to 'one in which mformat10n on. all j,nterviewed dei:endants is pre8ent:ecl 

to the court. In those cases in which the defendant does not qualify for non­

financial release under the program's own criteria, the programs either make 

no rccommendation or a negative one. Of the programs which intervene at first 

appearance, 58 percent will make a recommendation against the usc of non-

financial release when they feel it is warranted (See Table 11, Appendix). 

The secont! signj Hcant chanee \"hich has occul.-rccl in the recomlllcnda-

tion prac tices of pretrial release programs involves the lIfW of ,conditional 

rule<lsL's. Started initially in the District of Ct1lumbin', tilt' lise of condi-

tional releases has grown remurkably over the pnst Ec.'\" yt'ars. 

t::1H'Y 
( Sl'l' 
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~"" . 

~pv!·nty ... two pr'r(".(mt or th(.' prOnr;lm~ which intervene> nt first appearance indi­

cnt,·!.! tIm!: tht!y now rn:-.kr' condit loltal reI ('Jl!H! rccmrun<wdnt ions in oppropriate 

Throuch tll~ une ,,(conditional nonfinancinl releases, the programs arc 

oceklns to expand Lite number of defendants released without bail. The assumption 

10 elitlt (;LICh (.I practice wJ.Il ennblc tlll,\ court to safely release additional, 

hir,lwr r{!Jl~ dcfendnnta. 'rhe type of coneli tions' which are typically imposed on 

dpr~ndnnts include rcqulrc~cnts tllDt he live at a certain address, not associate 

wIth c{lrtain pcrHOt'1G or groups, obtain or maintain a job, enroll in school or a 

job traininc program, abide by curf~w restrictions, or obtain counseling for 

alcohol or drUB abuDe. 

Two principal issues arc raised by conditional releases: First, do 

they in fact provide fox the release of additional higher risk defendants? 

Second, ora they genuinely valuable in reducing the risk posed in t~e release 

of de>fcndnnto? As to tho .first: quC'stion, there is some evidence that 

conditional rQl~nses do allow for the release of additional, higher risk 

d{\ £ <!ndonto. Conditional releases started and have been used t . 1 mas extens~ve y 

10 the District of Columbia. In the District the usc of conditional releases 

did hove the dC8i~od effect of increasing the nucber of defendants released 

wUhout:. baiL Accor<ling. to the Agency's annual reports, the rate of non­

f:tnilm"illl l't,h'CI1c\S incq;w,r.ccl from 48 percent of the dofcndnnt population in 1969 

to 61 I'~rr0nt in 1971. ~l·~tll ~ r ill • ,'.. (hr.lO c, no prett' n re NlBC program in the ,country 

t'~'l'ur\,H Un' t'('lNUh\ of ,as t1:lny ft.'ltll\y dt.'!fC'm.l;\Hts m:i dOI.'$ the 1), C. Bail Ag~ncy. 

In ~ddlti~n. J compr~I\~nHivu Qv~luntion of n cunditionnl ralvnsc program in 

n\·~. Ht' tt\\·~~. I\~w.t--tll·' l\oll~ CO'l""\.!' (~ • t: C-' • I' 37 • ,.. \ ...... ,ommun.1. y ,lHTl'l'LHH\H rl)r,rm11 --inuicat:.'!. 
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that conditional releases can fncili tnLe the rt'l C(l!W of h inlwr risk 

defendants. 

Although the use oE conditional releases hns hnd tIle effect of 1n-

creasing the number of persons rclC'Q::lcd ,v:i.thout.bn:il jn tlw District, it 

resulted initially in a shurp decrease in Lhe usc of simple TCt0llHC on recognIzance 

(ROR). Previously, ROR had been used in better than flO percent of: the cases, after 

the widespread implementation of conditional releases in 1971 the use of strnigllt 

ROR dropped to about 10 percent. Hence, one of the immediate consequences of condi-

tional releases in the District,. of Columbia was a shurp drop in the number of simple 

ROR' s. This suggests that \""he~ judges are allmved the option of using the more 

restrictive conditional releases they will be inclined to do so in prefe.rence 

to the use of ROR. In Des Haines, ,hO\\fevcr this did not occur. According to 

the program's evaluator, conditional releases 'vere selectively employed and did 

not reduce the number of defendants granted nonfinancial releases without condi-

tions. The difference in the results in the District and Des Moines may lie in 

th~ fact that in th~ District conditional releases are considered at the defend­

ant's first bail hearing, \lhile in Des Hoine.s de[<;mdants arc screened for condi-

tional release only after the initial bail decision has been mndc. 

The impact 'vhich the imposition of conditions hns on the pr('trlnl 

release pc:rformance of dcfcndnnts is unkno\o,'n. Accordi ng to L1K' third YCltlr 

evaluation of the 'Polk County COliU:lutllty Corrections Program, till' "hlgh rhik" 

dl'fcnd;1llt*' r('lNh.;cd to the p/lor,tnm hnt.! a two IwrCl'llt fLl tl\ln~ to tlpPC';lr rotl' <till! 
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it 21 (lI t rt'('ut; :t'(~iltt'NH. r:itt·. j8 n(.fLh~rt'(ltc WHH flpprc·clnbly different from th<lC 

nrhf/'v{',J by dl·fr'fHl,Hlt!. on oehf·r Lornu; of rc.·JNU3e, UnrorLurHlt(~J.y, however, we 

haw' no way of knmt!nn wlwtlwr (.'itlwr LIlt' Fl'A or rI.·arn~fit rutes \"ou] d have 

tWNl rJtHerl'nt without. etl(! jmpmdtion of conditionB. 

Ono d1nturbinc note on the una of conditional r~lcascs on a wide-scale 

cowJ ~ t f Hno • In 1973 the n. C. Bail Agency r~portcd that 2,608 defendants had vio-

Int~d one or mora of the concJj L.i OtH) impol:wd on thei~ 1'eleuse. 39 This raises a 

.oll~n 1 fienn t (lUcnt1,on aD towline the program or the court should do when such 

vlo]atlonn occur. In the District of Colom~ia, apparently very little is done-­

of the 2.608 r~pDrtcd violations, sanctions were imposed in only 58 cases. 40 

Whether conditionol relcnses arc genuinely va1uable in increasing the 

(If d('l'l~rHlnnt (; while on t'tHCHSC) t:lwy hnvc clearly given new purpose to pretrial 

conditional releases Dnd oamet100S to suggest the type of conditions which should 

bo :!f:1JHUH'd. SN:ondly, the tn:onrnm's 1.'010 in maintoj,nin~ c,ontuct with released 

d('ft"nd;mttf han iner\"IHiN] irnporcnnc,e in that the programs are nOt" involved in 

H. §}JJw r~~l!:J,1J<Il",(~L J~\:1~;;l,;~~!!-Ln~\'.fl~1)1.~lnSl! . 

.. 
viii, 

~\)Il. t~. I;,\il \;'·.I,'l'\·~· .'\I"l'I,\' l"\"!~'\l't r • 11)"> \ I' l' I l'V • ',' '" I., 1,'1l ",ll'lh·lhl-:-\.,P.q, 
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pretrial period (S~u Tnble 15, Appendlx). necnu};C' of the lnck of progr<lm 

experimentation with different levels of follow-up contHct, \"C' do not knOt." 

how valuable SUCll activity actually is in reducing fallures to appenr. Nor 

do we know much about the relative merits of differ0nt types of follow-up 

activity. This is an issue that ~hould be addressed by future research. 

With the development of conditional releases, the amount of program time 

and money allocated to follow-up has increased significnntly, and yet we have 

no information by which to judge the impact of this activity on the performnnce 

of released defendants. It may be that follow-up activity is extremely 

important and if properly implemented, could allow for the safe release of 

a considerable number of defendants who are now judged ineligible for non­

financial release. On the other hand, it may be that fol10w-u~ contact is of 

little uti~ity. The Hennepin County Court Seryices Agency assists in the 

release of approximately 1,000 defendants annually, employs no follow-up 

procedures and yet, according to director Richard Scherman, has a non­

appearance rate of less than one percent. 41 

4lConversation with Richard Scherman, Director 'Hennepin County Pre­
trial Services, July, 1975. 
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AI (;h'.Jn;~tt tIll' H;mh4ll;.t:nll nnUProjt1ct sCt'vc'd ns ol model for mony of the 

rliat'ai'tl'rhwll by divl,;rrlHy. Vllxl:lI;..iorw in bot.h fltntc Olnd l()cal lows, funding 

GnUre(Hl~ Ilrnnrnm GcaHn, nnd .1uriodictionnl politics hnva resuJ ted in lvide 

dhE'fnif :ieHUtm in the ptogril:llHJ I operating goOlls, structures, and procedures. 

'flm lmrrWrJl: of .t:hito appendix in to highlight some of the more significant 

hn 11 rctorru. 

'1~fw datu Ilncd in ch(! survey were obtl.lined through telephono incervic\"s 

01 lO~ prvtrlo1 rCluoOc pro~rilm directors or ocher SOUlor scaff members. The 

tHUV('Yl·d rlrO}~r,lftH~ were compil<~d from inloL-motion sUp'plicd by the National 

Aornl~lntfon of Pretrial S~rviccD Ac~nc1~9t the records of researchers who hOld 

don~ oimUnr pt·(·vlnt.w G\ll'VOYr., and thQ Law gnforc~mQnt Assistnnce Administra-

tion. It 81h'ultl b~ I\ott'd that in spite DC c.airc£ul cfforts tnkcm in compiling 

fund Ina or wh~ "p~rat~ within th~ structuru of n rnr~nt orCtlni~tltlon, mny hove 
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as its primary function facilitating the reloRse of defendnnts prior to trial 

on a non-financial basis. 

In a few cases in which telephone interviews wore not fensible, the 

program directors agreed to complete mailed qU~HtionnnircB. We received 

excellent cooperation from program directors and staff in both the telephone 

interviews and the qucstionn.:d.rcs and \"ish to express O:.lr gratitude to these 

persons, without whose willingness to supply information this revic,~ ,,'ould 

not have been possible . .. 
The remainClcr of the appendix is divided into three sections, the 

first dealing wich program funding and organizational structures, the second 

with program procedures, and the third consisting ofa list of , all programs 

included in the survey. 

t, 

~.~l __________________________________________ ~ __ 
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A • ~1!r'l!I,1 :;J,.wUYf· ,,:-\0 t,l I "lJt;l. 

Tuhlc' 1 ,;lto~mt.lt(· fwrr.cnt of pn~flrllnw surveyed which fell into each 

eHt"f~')ry or udminiutrnUv(· uuthorlcy. As indic.ltcd by the. table, the. vast 

f "!ofltr(,ll"c.l by nuhUc (r}6%) ruther than private. rmJar! ty o. prns~rnm(;· ",,!ere '" " " 

Types of Agencies Operating 
Pretrinl Release Programs 

Distdbution 

Port ot probaLion or parale 
ngmlcy 

Oth(·r puhl1 e 

Pr:l.vn t t~ 

Port of Public Defender's office 

lli\l't (if Dlat:;t;tct At: torney's 
o£r1(w 

'rU1'Al" 

3lJ% 

31% 

17% 

14% 

3% 

1% 

100% 

(36) 

(32) 

(18) 

(15) 

( 3) 

~ 1) 

(105) 

Ct'J:lIHln'd t~) th\.· t\\'t'\"t't\ta~NS rlo'ported in u· similar survey done for the. Office of 

1 \'\7~ }! 1 ~·l'v"'."'lcd that 7S~~ of the programs at that ttl'\l\Wi:ltlJ \la\p~\t't utli t y itt . ~, v \11 \,~(' 1. ..." 

th:,' w,'r,,· l'uhUdy ,'Illllt'nl h'u. l:nll:' £ith.linr.fl ith.\iC:llC that tho number of programs 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• o 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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B. Sburces of FI!!ldlnt.. 

Tables 2 anel 3 sho\., thnt the most frequcnt BOutt:l" o( project funding is 

local government. Either municipal, cOllnty, or stotl! goveroml.'l't \<JOlS tht~ pr1-:-

mary source of funding [or 56% of the programs.· The second most common source 

of funding is the federal govcrriincnt, which is the pt'illl<lry Sl)Ul:Ce of fundit1~ '.,', 

for 41% of the programs. These tables further indicate that privnte monies arc 

a minor source of program support; none of the projects surveyed reported pri­., ' 

~, , . 
vat~ ,sources as their primary rcsQurcl!., and 

as a secondary funding source. 

Table 2 

-, 
only f:tve indicated private sources 

,. , ""to 
", t, 

" 

Primary S0ur~es of Pr~tr1al Release Pro8~~m F~~din6 

!Ending Source J) i ~ 1.:1:1,hu t:i on 

Hunicipal government 12% (13) 

County government 35% (38) 

State funds 9% (10) 

LEAA block grants 33% (36) 

LEM discrctiol1::lry grants 5% ( 5) 

3% ( 3) 

ather t!% (II') 
--- ~- .. - '. >< """" .... 

TOTAL lOO~; , (09) 

" 

." 

,,..' 
I' .' 

(~ 
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Secondary Sources of Program Funding 

Municlpol 80vcrnmcnt 

County govarnamnt 

State funds 

Lr~AA block gran ts 

LEAh discretionary grants 

Other fedornl dgencies 

l>dvlltc foundations 

Ot1i~t' 

No secondary oOUrce reported 

TOTAL 

Discributjon 

3% 

23% 

10% 

4% 

4% 

1% 

( 3) 

(25) 

(11) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 1) 

6% . (5) 

l/~ ( 1) 

46% (55) 

100% (109) 
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Budget inform3tion ~.;ras obtalned from 101, progrllms in the survey. Tt\blc 

4 indicates that the size bf the programs' nnpual budgots range from under 

$21,000 per yenr to over $1,000,000. The majority of the ptogrnms surveyed, 

however, had budgets of $150,000 or less (72%),' with 5~ of the programs having 

an annual budget of under $40,000. 

'l'able 4 ----
Annual Budgets of Pretrial Release Programs 

Size of Budget Dis triJ.ilJ tion 

Less than $21,000 19% (20) 

$21,000 to $40,000 16% (17) 

$41,000 to $6U,UUU 11% (11) 

$61,000 to $100,000 19% (20) 

$101,000 to $150,000 16% (17) 

$151,000 to $200,000 6% ( 6) 

$201,000 to $500,000 6% ( 6) 

$501,000 tQ 
1\ 

$9\]9,000 1.% .( 4) 

$1,000,000 or over 3% ( 3>-
TOTAL 100% (104) 

Menn Annual Budget: $148,000. 

Medinn Annunl Budgot: $ 72,000. 

, . 

... L~ __ 
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Tnblc.n 5 and 6 nhow the distribution of full-time and port-time program 

atatr slzps, A faw of thc programA (5%) arc run totally by part-time persollnel, 

wh:Uc a much grencer proportiQo,.ure run solely by full-time staff (46%). The 

majority of {ll'ogrotl'lo have tcm or fewer full-Hnic staff members (76%), while the 

lnr~('!1t Durvcycd, tIl(! Pretriul Services Agency in New Y.nk, had a full-time 

staff or 120 persons. Only ni11c programs (8%) nmkn in tensive usc of volunteer 

ocurc 

'l'able 5 

Number of Full-Time Staff 

No full-time stnff 

1-2 full-time stnff 

3-4 full-time staff 

5-6 full~timQ stnff 

7 ... 8 f\lll ... time stnff 

9-10 full-time Btnff 

11~15 full-time stnff 

16-20 rull~tiN~ statf 
~;; 

Hott) thnn21 Cull-time stuCr 

rm'At. 

Distribution 

5% ( 5) 

22% (24) 

22% (2 l .) 

13% (1t,) 

8% ( 9) 

67- ( 7) 

6% .~ 7) 

6"1 I. ( 7) 

5~1 (.21 ,~ , 

100% (108) 
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Number of Part-Time Staff 

Number of Staff 

No pnrt-tinte staff 

1-2 part-time sta£'~ 

3-4 part-time staff 

5-6 part-time staff 

7-8 part-tithe staff 

9--10 part-time staff 

11-15 part-tillle starr 

16-20 part-time staff 
'<'-

"'\ 
More than 21 part-time staf\f; 

I' 

TOTAL 

• 

.. 

Q!..stribl.ltiol1 

l.6% (50) 

18% (19) 

6% ( 7) 

:11% (12) 

4% ( fi) 

3% ( 3) 
1'1 

,,,,, 
( 3) .J/. 

4% ( 4) 

6% ( 6) 

100% (108) 

\\ 

I) 

c\ 
\ 
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. 
E. i'rogr.nm AfJc nnc1~.r..£.c of:...-Ful)sil.!.l.Q 

1 1 1 1 f · t . I ..... "lensc TI,Jrogr.mns vlere stnrted in tht: early A t mugl tIC lrst pre rln ~~ 

1960's, more than twO-tiliids of thu programs survcy~d were five yeurs old or 

~'llile many programs arc less and 35% had been started in the last two years. w ....... 
initiated through the use of federal monies, mast such programs arc required, 

1 t t t ~nue Our survey reflects this after a few years, to seek loca sup par a can. . 

fact, with 61% of the programs started in the last two years receiving federal 

funds as their primary source of revenue while only 11% of the programs five 

Totals 

35% (38) 

34% (37) 

31% (34) 

100% (109) 

. , 
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• 
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II. PROGJ~AN OPER"TTO~~S 

A. Elinible Clientele 

Each progrnm dircc~or was questionncd about his project's policy with 

regard to exclusion of defendants from program eligibility. Most programs 

surveyed would ei.ther not interview or not preS'cnt recommendiltions on certnin 

types of defendants. The classes of exclusions fell into two general cate-

gories: persons excluded because of the charge against them and persons ex-

cluded for reasons other than the nature of the alleged offense. 

Most of the programs surveyed excluded persons charged with serious or 

'violent crimes, and many excluded persons arrested on narcotics offenses or 

public intoxitation. Ten of the programs responding were designed to handle 

solely felony cases and seven to handle only misdemeanors; the rema~ning pro­

grams served both categories of defendant. Table S shows the percent ~£ pro-

grams surveyed which exclude defendants in various charge categories. 

Table 8 

Program Charge Exclusions 

Programs Which 
Type of Char@ Exclude These Charges 

Homicide and murder 59'%' (63) 

Other violent crimes 48% (51) 
~. 

Narcotics off~nsus 22% (2 /, ) 

Public intoxication or DWI 20% (21) 

Other 29% (31) 

All misdcm~nnors excluded 9"' I> (10) 

7% ( 7) 
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the basis 

as a lack 

muumJ. t.1lw eh;JfHt· (~.Y.cluoionrJ, tlw hasis for. tlwse exclusion categories mny 

lit' ('1 U/t'r local judld.ll polley or tlH.! progr1.lm's uccisi()l\. Table 9 shows the . . 
f'l'l'('t'.}!: of tAt tJ~~rm1i'i !alrvc·yt'd u9ing d Hferent typC.!s of non-offC'nse rclnted ex-

Non-Off~nse Related 
Progrom Exclusions 

Progrnms 

of 

of 

!,YJHl of. J;~!'JJ~!i1rm Which Exclude These Defendantn 

,nI'UJ'lI'V Itt·hi (,n \.1;1J't'Hnt m' dt~taiIH.~t" trom 
mwt 1I1't' 1ut'!taHt'UO:l 

I'HJjN't un,lhll~ to v\~t':ffy information 
nh.'u tl}" till' dt: f t-ml.m t 

Jk'ft·tht.UH h,\rl 41 1""I.'o\'u of pdor fnilures 
La ol~'eJr in court 

M'i'uMll.l WJtl iU"1',','n (,\1 \"hUI:' "'\1\ probn t iOll , 

JhH't,l", 01' l'r,'tr!.ll t'l'h'\"f~e 

i\~'~ n' nJ ha· • • t "l i.-1' f\'\'\\hl ,Ii' \Tir.h' 
t't":nf t t \,,1 '\Jl i l~' \lH t'l'\'t l' i:11 ft' h-,wl.' 

67% 

40% 

39% 

35% 

30% 

24% 

19~~ 

16% 

(72) 

(43) 

(39) 

(37) 

(32) 

(21,) 

(20) 

(15) 

? th ... 
, 
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ce.ss at which progrmTl pt'rsonnel net to obtn in til" r('1(,[18c of dcfonc1onts. Ontl of 

the most consistent findings of prCViotlH studiC's or pretrial 't'clcusc programn is 

that the program's release rate (relative to thu Lotnl arrest population) is 

greatly affected by its speed of opC'ration8; in flC'naral, the sooner the program 

1 tl It: ~~~ of' "r·rcst~es that will be intervenes after arrest, t 1e gren tel' 1e porcet "ul! u "~i 

released through its efforts. During the course of this survey, a pattern seemed 

to develop bctNeen the type of agency administering the program nnd the point 

in the pretrial process at ,.,hich tht> progrnm effected releases. The data on 

cross-tnbulnt~d vith nnency structure and are pre-point of intervention were u _ '" Y Q 

sented in Table 10. It is interesting to note that it is more 'likely for pro-

to 4ntervene £0110\.,ing the. defendant's first court appearance bation-run.programs • 

Point of Intervention By Orgunizutiona1 Status 

Point of Intervention 

Prior to first court 
appearance 

At first court 
appcurnnce 

After first court 
appNlt"uncc 

TOTALS 

Probation 

8% ( 3) 

42i~ (15) 

.)9? _,if5)' 

100% (36) 

courts.. Public Frivate 

31% (10) 28% ( • r' 
. 0% ( 0) 

35% (11) 44~~ (11) 91% (11) 

3r: r • J'n '1~~' (7) qrl (1) _ .. "')..!o:.._ .... \_l .• ~ __ .... -..~ .• _' ______ '_" __ 

lOO~~ (32) lOO~~ (25) 100i~ (12) 

Combined 

19% (20) 

4 6~~ (/10) 

35~:._(3n. 

100% (105)· 

L-_________________________________ . 
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Hrr.,t u;tln :lJllu',jfnfl('C, tlnd it in Jmwt common for progr<ltns to intcrvc,'l1e 

In mhUt ion to n ninr;lc primm'y point of intervention; how(>vcr, many 

~jrlW('tmi urt{aU,at th~ l'CqU(lGt of thn court or defense. attorney; and usually at 

WU'lIj rmhH' uCter the Hr!H~ boil sctting hCD.ring (61% of the progrD;ms surveyed 

rri~irt(ld crure than one point of intQrvention). Or, as many projects report, the 

I!'Wm.Ull wU 1 {''Oot 1nu(\ to work with a defendant \0,1110 has been recommended for rc-

li'MH" hy tht' pru.iN~c hut was donied such release by the court. Frequently the pro-

}~T';;m \.I'U 1 J'P"tmhrnH n l"l:'comnmnclution based on more comple.te informacion or ror 

(fH+~;) nutt'tl that rclf.!m:lI." efforts in some cases continued subsequent to the pri-

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Just as the structures of programs I their fund tn!~, and thci r points ot 

intervention vary, so do the types or recommendations mude. Nost progrllms 80b-

mit more than one typa of release racommendation, and mnny make recommcnclntion3 

for varying types of non-financial release (usulllly stratified along levels of 

defendant supervision) or for specific bail amounts ~vhen non-fimmcial rclNHHl 

is not advised. Table 11 shows the percent of programs moking each typa of 

release recommendation. 

Table 11 

Types of Program Recommendations Hade at First Court Appearance* 

T~pe of Recommendation 

OR l'~ith no conditions or supervision 
requirements 

Conditional release 

Supervised release 

Release to a third party 

Denial of OR 

Specific bail amounts 

Deposit bail (10% bail) 

Distribution 

63% 

72% 

41% 

49% 

58% 

40% 

26% 

*First court appearance was chosen as the intervention point ·to 0xaminc 
since it is the most frequent point of intcrvcntiqn. Of the 66 pro­
grams which do intervene at this point,' 60 rr~Mant some typo of 
recommendation while 6 pn'sl.'l1t informat1.l1ll lHlly. 

i( ... _. ____ . _~k __ _ 
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itwt viBt)t,her or not tIm pn!trial l"clcOlwl project provided any assistance in 

P1fty-twu (49:) or ehe directors noted that some form of field citation 

.h WWtJ 1:u tlwir Jurlr.cJ1C"tion ror uffenses other th::m tr<ll£fic, housing, or health 

r.nt)r< vi\$laU,HIi:f,.. 1h'1fJ l"{'IH.·cnenttl a substantial increase in the use of field 

,'Hot hmu {iW:l' tho 291~ fiuure r('I)Ort.cd in the 1973 OEO sUl~vey. 'l'ahle 12 sho~~s 

ltr.lU f.w' ti(ll'n that the Ull(, of £ield citutions is limited almost exclusively to 

\Wf~ of fll'ld cHnUono :16 whether ot' not the pretrial l,'clo(\ISC programs have had 

1m)" dh:'('('t; i1\Vl'\lver.:tl nt 1n vt'Qmot::ing the use of this type of. release. Since 88% 

of tlm d1rN~torG t'cpt)rt:tng the UDC of field citations in th\t!ir jurisdictions 

'I I, 
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Percent of Jurisdictic.ms Hhich U!,C Fl t'ld 
Citations for Given Orrunsc Categories 

Offense Category 

Minor misdemeanors 

All misdemeanors except assault 

All misdemeanors 

All misdemeanors and minor felonies 

TOTAL 

JlIdsdictionfl 
~ng Ci tn,don Hdt.'nscs 

56% 

8% 

(29) 

( 4) 

33% (17) 

~ i_~ 

100% (52) 

--'-,--..J 

A second type of non-financial release used pr10r to the first cburt 

appearance in many parts of the country is kno~vn as "stationhouse release.:J 

This occurs following the arrest and booking, but prior to bail setting by a 

judicial officer. Fifty-six d~~ectors (51%) reported that stationhDuse releusB 

is in use in their jurisdictions, but undcr a wide variety of conditions nnd 

implementation strategies. It should also be noted that most jurisdictions employ 

a bail schedule which allows quick release of ronny classes of arrestecs, but since 

thci bail schedule constitutes the use of traditional money bail, it is not con-

sidcred tn this survey. Table 13 shows the number of jurisd~ctions which use 

some form of stationhouse release and thc range or opproachC's tuken. As indicated 

by the table, the most frequent form of statil'mhollS(I rt.:'it.'asc is through tIll' dforts 

of pretrial rcl(lase program pcrs~nncl or law cnrorC0m~nt officials. 

,; 
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',M/f'uff"UI,t':;-'tH nff if 1 a I {] r(~l ('(WP 

nn"'utc"Pfl uil tiwl r (J"m autlmri ty 

Pn't rti~l U'lt\iHHI pru~:rn:wi r4!lt~'w() 
arn'f •. f:tlj<O un tiwir own .mtito):'ity 

}t~'j,t !'·In 1 1'1' 1 '_\IfA~ prm~r,anrj rclc3uf' 
nnl'otf'.'!i ,HI iii4iH'nval of t:ourt 
Hf,f:('fH'fH,lt tV(' {t~.a •• duty jud!w> 

l'rf't r 101 l'l' h,.HW rH'nrn'amn. trml,>(> 
r"~·'lw1.r:1I'udtlt {hUt) t-o lau ('nfm:(!l'm~nt 

(~ourt "'"nr~p!lint't'tt oCfic i~ll mak(,G 1"(.'­

lt~LHH' dt~\. 1!dun 

'rO'fAI .. 
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Juri scl:i (' t i OilS • ..-.:to!~-

39% (22) 

32% (18) 

13% ( 7) 

9% ( 5) , 

..u..t 

100~: (56) 
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E. Verificat Ion Prorl'ciut'l'!' - ---~---~ ..... ... _---
Almost all of ,the pror,rnms surveyed se(.lk to vt'rify tilt, infornmtlol\ r,ivt'n 

by the defendant during the OR interview. Over halF of the programs (57%) roly 

totally on telephone verHication, although n number of programs (43%) nm ... tine 

"street verification" (in \vhich progrnm staff travel to the defendant I s area of 

residence to verify community tics in person--used principally in cases \vharc 

the defendant d<'1CS not have a telephone), verbal verifications ,<lith family mombcrs 

who appear in court, or verification through the mnil. 

F. Defendant Evaluations 

Pretrial release program recommendations arc generally made on tho basis 

of factors such as the defendant's ties to the community, the nature of the 

alleged offense, and the defendant's prior record. Once the program has obtained . 

background intormation from the defendant, the information must be compiled 

into an index of the defendant's probable reliability ",hile on pre-

trial release. Although the Nanhattan Bail Project used an objective point 

scale for this compilation (i.e., assigning pOint values to the different 

indices of community ties, etc.), many programs are no", using subjective or com-

bined subjective and objective evaluations. Of the 60 programs that prOVided 

information on the type of defendant evaluation used, 27:~ (16) used totall~ 

objectiv.e evaluations, while 3n~ (22) used totally subjC'ctivt\ evaluati0t:ls. The 

romaining programs used a combination of subjeccive and objective techniques, 

which most often menns a subjuctivl! evaluation with n point sculc scrvJng us a 

guide • 
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" 
" 

Afl(tr Ui(*prm~rmll luw oht.dn('d th'" rchUHiC or a defendant, additional 

hrJ'ly llotHy dt'Cl'n!lunw of upcoming court appcnrunces and/or require that 

dd"l'.ul,mtn ,~lweM. in u1lh the pror,r.tm pt~riodically. As indicated in Tnble 14, 

U!iuut t;,\lil""tb1rdn of tho projacCG t'C!qo!rc the defendant: to contoct the program 

• hn~ tnt: tlw l'f'1l~aGC T,ttriot.!. or those ellO t do require chis) 27% demand a single 

t"ht"t~,"'~n 1WHh thl' Ilt"oI~ta~n withi\ tW<}nty-four hours of release, while 40% require 

u'l:ul£u' rht'l\;t:".inn dur!nc the ('ntll'c pretrial period. Finolly, the vast majority 

of IlrHl~rm:~, (,.n~) pt'ovid{< defcm(lnntG with notification of future coutt appearances. 

Slngl(\ (>hl~t"k"'1n within 2ft hours of 
r\·1tlrmt~ 

Chl"rk<7,in at t'(,'r.u1ar intct'vnlo 
throur,houtrelllnm,\ fli.:q:iod 

N.) l'\Hlt""n"h'm1\.~ eont~ct tc~uit'cl.l 

DistributioQ 

27% (29) 

40% (42) 

33% (35) 
~- -----.--

100% (106) 

• 

I. 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 
o 
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In nddition to notiflcnLlon of dercnd~nts, and tho t'I.~ql.l:i.rcmcnt of pt'rtodic 

check-ins, most pretrial release programs'survoycd take same nction in the ('vent 

of a failure to appenr. Eighty-one percent of the directors noted tllDt th0ir 

program staff generally attempt to persuade individuals \-,1ho htlVe missecl their 

court date to report voluntarily to the court, nnd 64% of tho dircctori stac0d 

that in eases where such persuasion rails, the programs prov:idc information to 

law enforcement personnel to aid in tIle forcible re~urn of the defendant • 

Finally, 26 of the programs (24%) stated that program staff have the power to 

arrest fugitives themselves) although only 15 of the 2/• programs ae tuolly 

exercise this authority (see Table 15). 

Table 15 ---
Type of Program Action taken Atter Detendant Fails to Appear in Court 

!ype of Ac don 

Program attempts to secure voluntary return 
of defendant 

Program provides information to police to aid 
in the apprehension of the defendant 

Program has power of arrest 

Program takes no action following failure to 
appear 

Distribut:1&.!!. 

81% (87) 

6/.% (66) 

24% (26) 

18% (29) 
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111. J'i'LUtU"J. f.'~'U'j~/'a: t'lttttWA!li; !WWlfr'li'r 
" _"_ .. ~~.~;l;;.;:_ ..... R r :t.",;~_, .. ::;':~_J'~ .. ~ : • .\1t."~.jIj>;I'~~,,~-,,,. 

1Iu.~ fullow,fur. fHtt'er-i;ll n-h-.v,c· l)l"Ogr41m!~( w(~rc 1 nc1 ud ('(.1 in the Plws(' I 

Af'fvnnrt: 
I... ,< ~.' -., 

Pluwru>: IhnrLltlJ',·l.lt i(lJW Cor.wi imion 
322 W('r;t ~:'I·.h!nl;l~on f;tt't~(~t 
lllwcuhc Ar1zum'l 

Ih.*t'h:l\oy em l'ro.1cC't 
2~OO n~m~~roft \~ny 
8crkel~y. California 94704 

llrob'lt hm or tlnroh-
6013no (~ounty i'retriul RclcaiH,' Program 
(100 Union AVimue 
J.·nir£:l(~ltl t C,1l,UOt'llit19/f533 

Own n(·eonn:J.~on<w D:lv:lnlon or tht.' 
J.oa An~~{!1{i8 Sup,·t1or COUl,'tn 

417 fhmth lii(>,f. 6trtf (>t.. SUitl' 1275 
Lon Imgl'l(Hi. (~al Hornin 

80tm of t~at.t:o on Amriotunc{' i}Jld 
R"hnbUihltion Ptor,rmn 

106 \~t'tlt lUth Str('l~t 
l.OB An&~~lt'fm) Cal Horn:ta 90061 

Pr~trldl n~I~J9~ Proj~~t of Alom~da County 
t..CRt UnMlhhl\' 
O.\khn'h (;.,11b-1'n1" f'~r.Oi 

Sm, ~~lh't)' {·\~unt'.. '~~l~! l'f\.\j\.'\'c 
in& H,u'~ ltu H m {',"t' t. ~hll t,,' S 
Gvd~I~J ('t~. rdllf~lnld ~~~"J 

O~ tl in "nB \'~ !tm l\h"'~PI l't','!Mt h'h t\I·i'.trtr~,,·nt 
~; m l~l' ,~~ I.\~nl~~t • ,'~'nft H,'u .0\' 

.~ ft~t \:., t fl~.· il ', ... :. 

!;5ftl ~~h" .'~ .. ,~ JlS.-hU\ 

• 

• 

• 

• o 

• 

• 

I. 

• 

San l~rnncisco UniJ:Troj C'l!t 

850 UrY:lnt SLrl10t 
Room 30/,) 11:111 or Jll~t.t.CC 
Snn Francisco, California 94103 

-221\-

Santa Clara County Pretriul Release 
Pror,rllln 

675 North 1st Street 
San Jose, California 

\: 
Detention Re~ense Progrnm ',-"'m 
700 Civic Canter Drive, '~est: 
Room 202 
Santa Anna, California 

Santa Cruz County Pretriu1 Release 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Colorado: 

HI Paso County Courts OR 
EI Paso County Judicial Building 
Colorado Springs, Cclcrndo 80903 

Denver Pretrinl Release Program 
1139 Delaware Stroet 
Denver, Colorauo 80:!01, 

Hetamorphosis 
Box 466 
Fort Collins, Colorado 80522 

Connecticut: 

Police Projc<.'t 
266 Pearl Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06105 

SuperIor court Bail ProJt.·l't 
266 Pearl Str~~t 
H~lrtrl'rtl, Col\tw~tlcut 0(,10; 

Ct.H\t\l.'~· t it'u t U:1 i1 (;,11':/:\ h~s l,\t\ 
770 Gh.llW 1 St t'\'t't 
Nt''''' 1l.lVl·l\, C\lm\I.·~· L h'ut (hnm 

, . 

'" 
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ConnC'c t oj cut continued: -_ ... __ . -

Redirection Center 
New HnvC'o Corrections Center 
245 Whalley Avenue 
New Haven, Connecticut 06511 

Dclm ... are: 

Pretrial Release Programs 
Division of Adult Corrections, 

State of Delaware 
800 \~cst Street 
Hilmington, Delaware 19801 

District of Columbia: 

D. C. Bail Agency 
601 Indiana Avenue, 'N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20004 

Florida: 

Circuit Court OR 
Pinellas County Courthouse, Room 495 
315 Haven SLreeL 
Clearwater, Florida 33516 

Pretrial Intervention Unit 
P. O. Box 1072 
Gainesville, Florida 32601 

Florida Parole and Probation Commission 
Suite N-I06 Duval County Courthouse 
Jacksonville, Florida 32202 

Dade County Pr~triDl Release Program 
Dade County Metropolitan Justice Building, Room 430 
1351 North West 12th Stieet 
Miami~ Florida 33125 

Flotidrt 11ntolc and Probation 'Conuni8sion 
P. O. Box 391 
Orlando, Florida 32802 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• o 

• 

• 

• 

• 

~. 

Pretrial RalanRs ProRrnm 
1135 Jefferson Street, N. W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30318 
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Cobb County Court Pret~ial Service 
Agency 

P. O. Box 649 
Marietta, Georgia 30060 

IlHnois: 

Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois 
Hunicipul District and Criminal Division 
Room 2600, Chicago Civic Center 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Cook County Speciul Bail Project, Inc. 
22 East VanBuren 
Chicago, Illinois 60605 

Indiana: 

Bail Bond Project 
Civic Center Complex, Room 210 
Evansville, Indiana 47708 

Allen County Superior Court Services 
Room B-l2, City County Building 
1 Hain Street 
Fort iVi'-'fne, Indiana 46802 

Harion County Pretrial Services 
908 La Rosa Buil~ing 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Iowa: 

Pre'-Triul Release Program 
Scott County Jail 
428 Ripley 
Davenport, IO\"a 52801 

Depnrtment of Court Services - 5th Judicial System 
15!,6 6th Avenue 
nas N,).i.tlL's, 101'::1 5031!, 

, , 

,. ',. ,.'.... S'" " "., .. ..t 

• I 
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't1dJ'~~~ (""Qn1 '( '~;Q~!"<B'f~"'~'fjt l:mart ~~"rvh'('" 
t lIv", I t Kwh ~i' ~. Ii ,m,l ~'t'h aid t H'lt lim G4'l1tcr 
HI' i5'lU ~,)~ [c"d 
J.t';dtW,ttvt;l, i!~~H ud\;{ 1.0';01 

g·,'ffOf'C.j £"mntyJ'rt.Hj,11 f1"J.'a!H' llrop,rom 
~~m :r\,f:I~n~ 'it it !; t rtf 'I:'t t B~~j)r.I !ii)O 
B,W4$!j"/l1.U{-. t~('ntm;':J' {dIUJl 

Han tl,~jd t'fH~"~ f;. Pith ,1wUd:ll Ointric.t Court 
l!w.e.1 e~tn (H~u'th'mr,!! :iu:f Idh~}~ 
Jl;'~!ln il'!m~;t'f Vmf'jbna ItHHH 

2'a .. h ,tmU~>i'll Ubtri{'t 
l·'lH, of PrilJmli'rf~ l·l'tll~t'am 
Jt~m:']:ant .kHI't'-:IIH l'H,rlt.h Cmn.'t.h;Jm~(l 
C;rt'Ud, t.mdnlml.l amYl 

l.rtfavt'f tt- l'n'nial n,'lf<11DC l)ro~l:'.lm 
It~H Gr ... 1olm'I.~ !it t('t't 
1,KJtilj1\:lh'. 1.mtinLm,1 10501 

IH~Jtfirt M t\lrnl·v· n IHvinion and nOR Pr<;)gramn 
von 1ulmH' ""'I'HIH' 
thvw Orl.nmn. 1.lmiui.m;\ 10119 

ItrNrJ'll U.·!t',1tm lHvhrlon 
fiulrrn:;\· 'I1t'l'h'h (,I' Ih11 t, ittttH,*t' City 
.f)f~Un.lbh· $hU 1.Un~·; , 
St1lUr~,*I'\', ~:at'Yl,m\l ~n~n:! 

.·ft"U h 1 th- h'am,' 'i\f.\~~r,'l~l 
n.1i!t1rh~~~\ ~\hunt .. · ~\l\lrth,\mlt~ 
<h~«n.~~~. ~hf \: l rn\,i 

!~ut h'U; ~ "'n~H; v' ~:.'~.n h~~u'.t· 
~U ~~ f,~~,u 'i'~ h ... t 
It~ r4~~h ,. ~,h'~nv~ U';' ntu ... 
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Hlchignt'!.: 

WnshtC'nm ... County PTR Progrflm 
Room 2, County Dulldlng 
Ann Arbor, Nichignn 

Recorder's Court ROR 
1441 St. Antoine 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
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Wayne County Circuit Court Pretrial Re18Dse Program 
Cadilla To~ers Buildinn - 36th Floor 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

Pretrial Release Program 
Probation Depattmcnt 
919 Beach Street 
Flint, Hichigan 48502 

6lst District Court Probation Program - ROR 
Hall of Justice 
333 Monroe, N. W. 
Grand Rapids, }!ichigan 

Personal Recognizance Program 
2414 Lake Street 
Kalamazoo, Hichigan 49001 

Hinnesota: 

Duluth Co~nission Corrections Project 
17 No"rth 4th Avenue \o/cst 
Duluth, Minnesota 55802 

Missouri: 

Intake Service Center 
St. Louis County Department 

of Welfare nnd Corr~ctions 
7900 Forsyth Avenue 
Clayton, Missouri 63105 

State Parole Office 
State Office Building, Room 567 
615 East 13th Str0et 
Kansas City, MisHouri 6~106 

Prctrijl Rcl~a"e 
Room 2:!O ~:unil'fl'al'ClHtrtn nllil~tillg 
1320 N.trkl·t; $L l·~·~'t 
St. I.uu i~;, :'lb:tourl hJ H)') 
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t .. ffg~ ',1«~ f~ U' !;,'If'mri'Jt ion I'TIt i:rftnrllr.'l 
i'f,l~i ~~ 1/;'h (,.I~·r(. uf! 
tHm~!<f t~;''1 J;~dj~lh~"f 
l.Jnnj!n. !1'~~lra!,k:i MVHJ9 

(f,':nha #·;H~. ProjL'ct 
IMJa mft! UI*~"nd 
Omah;h ~~l'l)r ;y,t, a M1102 

~;HJ.h·tl. 
"':..; . 

• . 
Cm::.,!,'U (:ounty I>TH 
C;of:~lr"H Cllunty l't'l)haUu~, fJelMl'tment 
3~'7 :~;ft~d. fit'l'«'''-!: 
C;;W;ltt'tI, ~~"\<1 .1etta,'.;; 03102 

t·'tH"')t rf.!UO t:1 n:x nPro~rmn 
J~,at:a (h' Hfit~I', ::ew ,J l'nwy 

'Unton Cmmty f'rnhnUNl Uelltlrtlll(>t\t 
llnmJ l'nlj,'et Un1 t 
COOl't hdlJ/JIl 
1·;11 r.I1IH.'t lit Ih!\4 ,.1(' r1J(ly 01207 

n~\! t I'r~~gl\m 
HHt!tl ~01 
!Hl;" tt.'unt·l, AV(lHlH' 

J(1!'t'f.l(')' CH)'l Nt\~ J .. ·rm"y 01306 

lk\OMl'l, Hlmh~ftl\al (~ou't't' nail Proj(lct 
f}20 ~lhhh.' !}t l'l'(\ t 
l:rw~d'. t !h'w .1('.1'11(·Y 01102 

t~oordlnat(' RaU Ifttit 
Il{WfUlh" t~mmty l'r\)b,\ci\'}n Dc.~pnrtmont 
COUl:t !h'm~\' ,\nm'X 
llu~ t\~rthJ~'h !\\'W J,,~rtwy 01!WS 

Ih' h'.tl i'~ ,N\ n~\'\'\'1)~\H ," ,m\~~' l'ro i~\' t 
~:ltuh l~'\ul (\'urt rh\h.,Uon 
·M~i\ ~ lfl N* ~;. 
AU'U\U\h:t"i'~\' \c !k\1 }!l'~k\' 
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Prisoner Release Program Inc. 
74 Niagara Street 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Probation Department ROR Onit 
H. Lee Dennison Building 
Hauppauge, New York 11787 

Probation Department 
Tompkins County Courthouse 
Ithaca, New York 14850 
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Nassau County Probation Department 
County Courthouse 
202 Old Country ROad 
Hineola, New York 11501 

Pretrial Services Agency 
242 Nadison Avenue 
Ne\ol York, New York 10017 

RelElase On O\YIl Recognizance 
Office of Probation 
80 Lafayette Street 
New York, New York 10013 

Clinton County Bail Project 
Clinton County Courthouse 
Plattsburg, New York 12901 

Probation Department 
Courthouse 
10 Market Street 
PQughkeeps.ie? New Y:~n;k. ~26Ql 

Honroe County Pretrial Services Corp. 
65 Broad Street, Room 200 
Rochester, New York 14614 

Ondonngo County Pretrial Release Program 
County Probation D2~rtrtmcnt 
County Offic~ Butldinq 
Syracuse, New York 13202 

Oneida County Comprchonsive Pretrial 
Int('t'v~nt Ll1tl Sl'l'yi.ce 

County C\.lllrtlh:HUt.l 

Utlcn. ~l'W Y~H'k 

.' 
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l~N·t rill! f~'" ;"1'1'- l'rt~'!f.,rn 
(:i~rjrl l}.f'Li,J. fi;,. U,.U U$~ 
U~;'f'!4;' ft,. UHtth t~.lfolhl.tl 28202 

C!UC1!r,'t l·md (;mmty I'l:i~ l~rl.il&ra!:l 
1n r'l'.m~l iu fa n~·t 
f':l'l~'Ut:l'Jn If', ~'·¥rth Cm:'olina 
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!~f~"':JH t:nuut+' i'n'trial ltllli'auc l·ro~rnm 
'l*JIJ ~:~mt h u% h.~tL""lY Su,·{.!t 
h};:f'$m, mlif$ Md(j~~ 

fit ar J;, t!mmt;,t It%'N.r1nl H{lleonc Pn,jN:t 
'nil' Jf,lfV~ll'd nuHtUn~ 
101 ttuJwt '\vt:mm flouth, noon 212 
GrmHm, Oh10 1.4102 

Cr~Olpr ~Inelftnat! Doll frojcct 
~l'J {~f'nU'al l"lfJ;,t~ay 
Chwinnat 1, UhIo 

l~fNr£al r.uJ',,~rv1Iwd n{'lw~,fu~ 
.:lttlfl It.lVm~ .-\\'('nu!~f. Hoom ::WI 
th'Vt>!llml. Ohio !.~ll(. 
h'(\ t ri"t t fh'l {>.HHlP1,·oI~rm~l 
100 HtlUr.h fUfit, Stft"'''t 
t{)l.ttrJ\mtlt Ohio 

l'u'tl'lal It/ll~;:HW Jhu'(':m. Inc. 
:rn \~N~t n,rnt Hrrl.'ct, Suit~, Mit 
fJ.tytOth Ohlt't 4!}4t)2 

)tfPtttnl lh-h'a'w l'roRt'm'l 
1 Su.m,¥h in SqtMH'. H,'o!"l q49 
't'\)h'd;l. (~hh',tf SM~t 

~k\'" f~,l~' lth'U"Ltl ih,"ll""':" .t'r~~ h\{'t; 
l~th·t~"~'i~4·'h ~~hU't;. n",\;1 JUH 
.. ~ .. ~ f;"ilen~ ',.: .. \n 
1uh',h l"~!',,l:1 \ 
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h'nshinr,ton County PrC't rj n1 Rcl NIBl' 

Wnshingtot\ County CtlurthcHlsC', Room 200 
Hillsboro, Orrgnn 97123 

Mid Columbus ComMunity Corrections Office 
119 East 2nd Street, Room 208 
The Dallc~, OrC'gon 97058 

Pennsylvania: 

Eric County £011. Bond Assistance Program 
Box 26/1 
Gannon College 
Eric, Pennsylvania 16501 

Delnware County'Court Bail Program 
Delaware County Courthouse 
Media, Pennsylvania 19063 

Pretrial Service Division 
Philadelphia Common Pleas and Hunicipal Caulot 
219 North Broad Street 
Philadelphi.a, Pennsylvania 19107 

Bail Agency of the Court of Common Pleas 
Jones Annex 
305 Ross Street 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 

Community Release Agency, Inc. 
Pretrial Supervised Release 

. 400 Hanor Building 
546 Forbes Avenue 
Pittsburgh~ Pennsylvania 15219 

Chester County Nominal Bail Progr~m 
F and M Building 
High. and ~lark('t Streets 
'~est Chester, Pcnnsylvnnin 19380 

Knox County PTR Pn1gt"ilnt 

11111 Nnin Strl.'l't 
Knoxville, l\H1ncs~;ce 37902 

M~mphis-Sh~lhy C0uuty PTR Progr3m 
1 l,Q l\dam~l. Ihll"!\ 9n 
Mt;;'mphb;, 'l\\nnl.·~;:;~·l' 3, .. 103 

Pr~'tri~11 Tk I ~'i1:i\' Prtl\~r.LI:t 
~:"lll'~l ('lUIl't th1tl':t'. I{~'~\:~l 'r:! 
X,I:,!w il 11.-, 'l\·nth,':l:'I·\.' :37~n l 
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,~~Ju!' J1n,'ktt itm n~'ij.inff'ut 
<~~ll$ Lif"r. tI.m /"mlm~O !itn'tH, Gat,lc-H Uuildlon m tJ~ll.n f 1 @ ~,d:l '(tIm 

Uanin et.,)'wt:l tt'rl~ i\~!f'n<'y 
OWl {~t'h'lhMl t~IHut JjuL/,ding 
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Fre~ Bond Pronram 
Courthouse 
Charleston, West Virginia 

Probation Dcpnrtmont 
Cabel County COl1l·thouIX~, Room 211. 
Huntington, He-st Virginia 25701 

'~isconsin : 

Legal Services of Dana County 
124 South Pickney S trect 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

Offender Evaluation Program 
Safety Building, Room 307 
821 West State Street 
Hilwaukee, tUscol1sin 
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