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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

Pretrial Release.' A National Evaluation of Practices and Outcomes 
presents the results of a national study. An Introduction provides a 
brief history of preti"ia~ release practices and describes the overall 
evaluation. The detailed findings, conclusions and recommendations of 
the study appear in three volumes: 

• Release Pl'actices and Outcomes: An Analysis of Eight 
Sites analyzes the ways that defendants secure release 
pending trial as well as the extent and correlates of 
pretrial criminal ity and failure-to-appear. 

• The Impact of Pretrial Release Programs: A Study of . 
Fow' ~TuT'isdictions exami nes the extent to whic h program 
activities result in different release outcomes or 
changed defendant behavior during the pretrial period. 

• Pretrial Release Without Formal Programs'considers the 
nature of release decision-making in selected jurisdictions 
that lack pretrial release programs, because such 
programs either were never established or lost their 
funding. 

Each of these volumes is self-contained ~nd can be read Singly or in 
conjunction \'Iith other volumes. The Intl'oduction provides bnck~round 
material pertinent to all of them. 

A summary of the evaluation is also available. Entitled Sumnar"{ and 
:'cliC'LJ Anal!Jsis, it provides a nontechnical discussion of the key fe'atures, 
findings and recommendations of the overall research effort. 

Additionally, fourteen working papers have been prepared. Twelve 
of the working papers discuss the pretrial release practices in the 
individual jurisdictions studied; the remaining papers present detailed 
analyses of defendant outcomes for the two pilot test sites. Important 
findings from the various working papers have been included in the relevant 
vo 1 uilles of the study. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

Introduction 

This volume of the National EValuation of Pretrial Release presents 
the results of an analysis of release practices and outcomes in eight 
jurisdictions. The sites selected for study were Baltimore City, ~laryland; 
Baltimore County, I~aryland; \vashington, D.C.; Dade County (Miami), Florida; 
Jefferson County (Louisville), Kentucky; Pima County (Tucson), Arizona; 
Santa Cruz County, California; and Santa Clara County (San Jose), California. 

The'lIdelivery system" for' pretrial release decisions was studied in 
each jurisdiction. This analysis identified the major steps .in the 
pretrial release process and the most important organizations and indi­
viduals involved in that process. The role and specific procedures of the 
pretrial release program received particular attention during this part of 
the study, which required extensive on-site collection of information. 
Interviews were conducted with program staff, judges, prosecuting and 
defense attorneys, law enforcement officers, bondsmen, and other persons 
involved with pretrial release matters. Additionally, various publica­
tions dealing with release practices in each jurisdiction were reviewed. 

The sites studied represent a wide range of pretrial release prac­
tices. Collectively, many specific types of release (e.g., 01'111 recogni­
zance, money bail, third party custody) were used in these jurisdictions, 
and a variety of criminal justice officials (e.g., ,judges, bail commis­
sioners, lai'l enforcement officers) were responsible for release decisions. 
Also, the specific roles of the pretrial release programs differed across 
sites. In some jurisdictions, programs interviewed virtually all defen­
dants taken into custody, i'/hile in other sites, programs i involvement 
vias more limited. 

In addition to the delivery system analysis of each site, a sample 
of defendants vias studied from point of arrest to final case disposition 
and sentencing. Existing records were used to collect extensive data on 
the backgrounds of defendants, release decisions, program involvement, 
case outcomes, court appearances and pretrial arrests. These data were 
used to analyze the release process as well as the court appearance and 
pretrial criminality outcomes of defendants released through different 
mechanisms, such as own recognizance or money bail. 

The total sample for the eight sites was 3,488 defendants. Usually, 
the sample was randomly selected over a one-year period from all arrests 
except those for minor traffic offenses. 

The Release Process and Outcomes 

Eighty-five percent of the defendants in the eight-site sample 
secured release at some point before trial. Release rates ranged from 
73 percent to 92 percent in individual sites. 

Viewed in historical perspective, these findings suggest a continua­
tion of a trend toward higher release rates of defendants prior to trial. 
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An analysis by Wayne Thomas of release rates in 20 cities in 1962 and 
1971 found major increases over the ti me peri od: re 1 ease rates for 
felony defendants increased from 48 percent to 57 percent and for mis- , 
demeanor defendants, from 60 percent to 72 percent. Nevertheless, at 
the end of the period, in 1971, only about half of the cities released 
as many as 70 percent of the defendants before trial. In contrast, each 
of the eight sites included in the cro~s-sectional analysis had a release 
rate of more than 70 percent between 1976 and 1978; indeed, in all sites 
except one the release rates exceeded 80 percent. 

Despite the increase in release rates, the detention of defendants 
remains a serious problem in many jurisdictions and often has contributed 
to jai 1 overcrowding. r'1any of the detendants detained until tri al were 
jailed for relatively long time periods: one-third of them fpr more 
than 30 days and 20 percent for mor'e than 90 days. Addi ti onally, defen­
dants who secured release before trial sometimes did so only after a 
SUbstantial jail term: about three percent of the released defendants 
had been jailed for 30 days or more prior to release. 

The major reason for the detention of defendants was inability to 
post bond. Only a very small percentage of defendants were detained 
outright, with no possibility of release provided to them. 

In general as the bond amount increased, so did the percentage of 
defendants detained until trial. Forty percent of the defendants Ivith 
bonds of $5,000-$9,999 and 65 percent of the persons with bonds of 
SlO,OOO or more were jailed the entire pretrial period, as compared with 
detention rates ~f 25 percent for defendants with bonds of $1,001-$4,999 
and 29 percent for persons with bonds of $1,000 or less. 

Although bond played an important role in the detention of defen­
dants, its impact on release \'las considerably less: most def.endants 
were released without any conditions involvinq money. A total of 61 per­
cent of all defendants in the sample were released on "nonfinancial" 
conditions (i.e., on conditions that did not involve money), and 24 per­
cent of the sampled defendants were released on "financial" conditions. 

A wide variety of release mechanisms I-/ere used in the sites studied. 
After arrest there were several ways for a defendant to secure release 
Ivithout appeating before a judge', bail commissioner or other magistrate 
of the coutt. First, the arrestinq officer could make a field release 
of the defendant. This procedure, a form of licitation release" used 
for minot charges, is similar to issuing a traffic ticket and does not 
require taking the defendant into custody. If the person is taken to 
a police station or jail for booking, stationhouse release (another 
type of citation release) may be approved at that time, again by law 
enforcement officials. In Santa Clara County a similar release process 
operated under the authority of the local pretrial release program. 

Additionally, some jurisdictions had bail schedules, listinq bail 
amounts for various charges. Defendants in those sites could secure 
release at any time by posting the bond amounts shO\vn. 

Altogether, more than one-fifth of the sample obtained release 
prior to an appearance before a court official. Although mo?t of these 
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defendants I'lere released on nonfinancial conditions, about one-third of 
them posted bond, based on a bail schedule. 

The remaining defendants in the sample usually appeared before·a 
judge, bail commissioner or other magistrate within a few hours. In 
most of the sites studied, the magistrate received information from the 
local pretrial release program about the defendants' community ties, 
criminal history and other pertinent factors. 

A variety of release conditions were set by the magistrates in the 
sites studied. Ovm reco.9I!Jzance (O.R.) release was initially authorized 
for 35 percent ofthe saillple. Such release usually required only a defen':' 
dant's promise to appear for court. Although some jurisdictions attached. 
other conditions to O.R. release, such as a requirement to call the pretnal 
re1e~se program periodically or to reside within the area until trial, 
defendants were rarely prosecuted for violating those conditions. 

Supervised release sometimes entailed the defendant's reportin~ to 
a social service agency for treatment (for drug, alcohol or mental nealt~ 
problems) or employment assistance. Often, hOlt/ever, supervision consisted 
only of more frequent reporting to the pretrial release program than was 
required for defendants released on their own recognizance. 

Under tlli rd party custody release, a thi rd party was formally charged 
\,/ith responsibility for the defendant and could, if necessary, return 
the person to court for reconsideration of release conditions. The 
third party. was usually a relative, social service agency or pretrial 
release program. 

Instead of the nonf~nancial release conditions discussed above, 
magistrates could require the posting or promise of money bond. The 
least restrictive financial release condition l'/as unsecured bond: in 
this case the bond amount had to be paid to the court only if the 
defendant failed to appear. Both deposit bond and full bond required 
the defendant to raise money before release could be obta~ned. Under 
deposit bond a pet'centage (usually 10 percent) of the bail amount was 
posted \,/i th the court, and most of that "depos i t" vias returned if the 
defendant appeared for all court dates. Failure to appear, however, 
made the person who posted the deposit liable for the full face value 
of the bond. 

Full bond was usually arranged through a surety, or bondsman, who 
re(jllfred payment of a nonrefundable fee fot' thi s servi ce. Typi ca lly, 
hnnric;l'len'S fees I.:ere iJbout ten percent of the face va 1 ue of the bond. 
Sureti' u01lC1 V/iJS used in all sites studied except Louisville; because 
cO/llillercial bonding for profi t ~'/as declat'ed illegal by statute in the 
State of Kentucky in 1976, Louisville has no bondsmen. 

Most jurisdictions have a formal process for reconsidering the bond 
amounts of defendants detained because they cannot make bail. At this 
reconsideration, or "bail review," any type of release may be ord~red: 
nonfinancial release may be set; or the bond may be lowered, relllaln 
unchanged or even be raised. For the sample stu?ied, approxiilla~e1y half 
of all defendants for \'/hol11 bail \'Ias set by a lIlaglstrate had tlleH bonds 
reconsidered. As a result of this reconsideration, about one-half of the 
defendants Vlere released on nonfinancial conditions. 
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Any defendant who had a bond set but was not released at bail review 
could, of course, secure release prior to trial by raising the bond 
amount or, more commonly, the bondsman's fee. About one-fourth of the 
defenda~ts whose bonds were reconsi dered secured release after posting 
the :ey1~ed bond amount, which was usually a lower sum than had been 
set 1n1tlally. 

. "!"hus, the re 1 ~ase process in vo 1 ved a va ri ety of" cri mi na 1 j usti ce 
off1c1als and provlded a number of release options. The process 
~ncomp~ssed several stages at which a defendant could secure release 
ln~lud1ng arrest, booking, initial appearance in court and bail revi~w. 
Th1s.pro~ess ~a~ be viewed as a sorting mechanism, which at each sta~e 
perm1tted addlt10nal defendants to secu~e release. 

The release ?utcomes of defendants vat'ied along many cha·racteristics. 
For example, deta1ned ?efe~dant5 were more likely "chan released persons 
to have been.charged 1'l1th 'Part I" offenses, that is, charges considered 
the most ~erlous by th~ F.B.I.: 43 percent of detained defendants were 
charged wlth Part I cr1mes, as compared with 35 percent of the persons 
released on f~nanc~al conditions and 27 percent of the individuals 
relea~ed ~onf1nanc1ally .. In addition, detained defendants had an average 
of 9.0 pr10r ar~ests, wh11e persons released on financial conditions 
a~e~aged 5.2 pnor arrests and defendants released on nonfinancial con­
d1tlons had 2.9 prior arrests. 

. The comnuni ty ties of detained and released defendants also varied. 
Detaln~d. defe~dants were 'less likely than released defendants to have 
b~e~ llv1ng w1th ~pouses when arrested and were more likely to have been 
llvlng alon~ or wlth unrelated persons. Detained defendants were also 
much more llkely than released defendants to have been unemployed when 
arreste?: 59 percent of detained defendants were unemployed, as com-
pa red Wl th 38 percent of released defendants. 

Release outc?mes varied along many dimensions besides charge, prior 
r~cord a~d commumty ties. To identify the most important factors asso­
clated wlth release outcomes, multivariate analyses were conducted. 
Those analyse~ were based on comparisons of groups of defendants. TvlO 
of the com~arlsons considered the net effect of the release process, 
through w~lch arre~ted defe\~dants were either detained or released 
before trla1 and, 1f released, secured release on either nonfinancial 
or financial conditions. 

. ~ thi rd compari son consi dered the rel ease condi ti ons set by court 
offlclals. Because approximately 20 pet'cent of the defendant sample was 
released before the first court appearance, those defendants were 
e~cluded from the analysis of court decisions. Because court officials 
d1d not know whether defendants for whom bond was set would be able to 
post.the ~ond and thus secu~e re~ease~ an analysis of defendants having 
nonflnancla~, as compared w1th f1nanc1al, release conditions set by 
the ~9urt.d1ffers from an analysis of defendants who secured release on 
no~flnanc~a1, as compared with financial, conditions. The former anal­
YS1S provldes .the great~st ins~gh~ about the release decision-making 
processes of Judges, ball commlSS10ners and other magistrates, while 
the latter analysis permits an assessment of the results of those 
processes. .) 
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The three specific comparisons related to the release, process were: 

• defendants detained until trial, as compared to defendants 
released before trial; 

• defendants released on financial conditions, as compared 
to defendants released on nonfinancial conditions; and 

• defendants for \vhom magistrates set financial release 
conditions, as compared to defendants for whom magistrates 
set nonfindncial release conditions. 

The multivariate (1I10gitll) analyses identified the most important 
variables that affected these release outcomes or decisions and also 
assessed the accuracy of prediction that could be accomplished \'Iith those 
variables. Several types of variables ItJere considered, including: 

• defendant variables, such as demographic characteri~tics, 
community ties and criminal history; 

• case variables, such as the charge and \'Ieight of the evidence; and 

• syste~ variables, such as the involvement (if any) of the pre­
trial release program in the release process and the source of 
the last release option for a defendant (e.g., judge, bail com­
missioner, bond schedule, arresting officer, etc.). 

The three analyses differed considerably in their ability to predict 
the release outcomes or decisions accurately. The analyses of both 
financial/nonfinancial release outcomes and the setting of financial/non-. 
financial release conditions \'Jere more successful than the release/detentlon 
prediction (or, more precisely, Il re trodiction,1I that is, retrospective 
attempts at prediction \vith archival data). 

The resul ts of all three analyses \'Iere strikingly simi lar in tenns 
of the variables that were found to have the greatest effect on release 
outcomes and release deCisions. In each analysis, system variables \'Iere 
far more important than defendant or case variabl~s. Program recommen­
dations had an especially strong effect. In partlcular, a program recom­
mendation of bail release was importantly associated with the detention 
of defendants \/ith thei r rel ease on fi nanci al conditi ons when rel eased, 
and with thei~ having had financial release con~itio~s set b~ ~ourt 
magistrates. Pro~ram recomT:1endations for deposlt ball, condlt~onal . 
release and denial of own recognizance release were also assoclated wlth 
detention or financial release, as \vas the lack of a release recol11l1enda­
tion. Forty-four percent of the defendants for \vhom bail was recolll1llended 
\'Jere detained unti 1 trial as were 28 percent of the defendants who 
received no release recofi1l~endation after program interview. In comparison, 
the detention rate for ~ defendants was 15 percent. 

The effect of the lack of a program recommendation on r~lease. out­
comes deserves special comment, because programs often descrlb~ ~hls.as 
a II neutral li action, one that might be taken due'to lack of venflcatlon 
or for a similarly II neutral li reason. However, the lack of a :ecommenda­
tion is evidently not perceived by the court as a neutra1 actlon; rather, 
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i~ is strongly associated with the setting of financial release condi­
tlons, and, due to defendants I inabilities to meet those c6iiditions, 
with higher-than-average detention rates. 

Other variables besides program recommendations that were importantly 
re~ated to. release outcomes and release decisions included charges of 
c:lInes agal~s~ per~ons~ a larger number of arrest charges, involvement 
wlth t~e crlmlnal Justlce system at the time of arrest (i.e., on 
proba~lon, ~arole or pretrial release for another charge) and a record 
of prlOr fallure to appear. Defendants with these characteristics 
wer~ more likely to have had financial release conditions set by 
maglst:ates and to have secured release, if at all, through financial 
mechalll sms. 

Failure to Appear 

For mo~t,defe~dants in most jurisdictions the legal basis of 
release declslons 1S whether the person will appear for court. Conse­
quently, restrictions on release or the imposition of conditions that 
must be met to secure release can occur only if these are needed to 
prevent the defendant1s flight . 

. Historically, the posting of money bail \'las considered necessary 
to lnsure that defendants Would appear in court. The increased use of 
alternati~es to trad~tional mo~ey bail, such as own recognizance release 
and deposlt bond, ralsed questlons about their impact on defendants I court 
appearallce rates., Thus, the extent to which released defendants appeared 
fo: court \'Ias ~n lmportant topic for consideration in the National Evalu­
atlon of Pretnal Release. 

The.over\'Jhe]ming ~ajority of the defendants studied appea~ed for 
court: ln the elght-slte sample, 87.4 percent of all released defendants 
appeared for' evel"Y required court date. Conversely, 12.6 percent of the 
released defendants missed at least one court appearance. 

In many \'Iays this ~s a re~arkable finding, particularly since failure 
to a~pear (FTA) was.deflned qUlte broadly. In general, if a defendant \'laS 
requ1red to appear 1n court on a certain date and did not do so the 
abs~n~eyas conside:ed a failure to appear. Despite this very ;'n~lusive 
def1n1tlon, sev~n-e1ghths of all released defendants made every court 
appearance requ1 red of them. 

The overall rate of release \'laS not systel1latically related to the 
t"ate?f court appearance across the eight sites. The jurisdiction \vith 
the h1ghest release rate also had one of the highest court appearance 
tates. The site,with the 10\vest release rate had a court appearance rate 
roughly 1n the 1l11ddle of the rate range fOI~ all sites. 

Nor were there systematic differences in court appearance rates for 
defen~ants released on nonfinancial versus financial conditions across 
the elght Sltes, The overall court appearance rate for defendants 
released on nonfinancial conditions was 87.8 percent and for defendants 
released on financlal conditions, 86.4 percent. In SOIne sites rates 
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It/ere hiqher for defendants released on nonfinancial conditions; in other 
sites~ for persons released financially. 

Many defendants Ivho Illi ss court appearances may have no i ntenti on 
of tryin~j to evarlp. justice. Instead~ they have forgotten the court 
date, have become ill and neglected to notify the court or in some 
cases have been jailed on another charge. 

Tlventy-nine percent of the defendants who missed a court appearance 
returned to court of their own volition within 30 days, and an additional 
16 percent returned voluntarily after that time. Approximately one-third 
of the defendants were returned to court as a result of an arrest, usually 
for another charge. Moreover, six percent of the defendants who missed 
court dates were tried in absenti9 Qr forfeited bail in lieu of appearance 
(a type of fine). Consequently, 17 percent of the defendants Ivho failed 
to appear for court were still at large at the time data were collected 
for tile National Evaluation of Pretrial Release. This is a "fugitive" 
rate of two percent of all released defendants. 

Another aspect of the analysis of court appearance outcomes is the 
extent to which failure to appear disrupts court processing. Although 
fel" fa i 1 ures to appear Ivere "wi llful ," and even fewer I',ere successful 
attempts to evade justice, a large percentage of missed appearances would 
have serious cost implications for the criminal justice system. The 
c01Jrt appearance rates presented earlier cannot be used to consider this 
topic; those rates were defendant-based, that is, they reflected the per­
centages of defendants who missed an appearance. Because defendants may 
be required to make several appearances and may miss more than one, an 
appearance-based measure is a better indicator of the court disruption 
caused by failure to appear. 

Altogether, the released defendants in the sample were required 
to make 8,896 appearances (for all charges associated with the original 
arrest) and showed up for 8,361, or 94 percent, of them. Thus, only six 
percent of all court appearances were missed. -

The evaluation also compared defendants who appeared for all court 
dates with persons who missed a~ least one court date, to determine 
I'/hether the tv/O groups had very different characteristi cs, By charge, 
defendants who failed to appear were more likely than other released 
defendants to have been charged with Part I crimes. They were also 
more likely to have been charged with economic crimes and less likely 
to have becn charged with crimes against persons or drug crimes. 

In terms of prior record, defendants who missed court appearances 
had more serious criminal records than persons who reliably showed up 
for court. Defendants who failed to appear had an average of 5.8 prior 
arrests and 2.4 prior convictions; as compared l'Iith 3.2 rrior arrestc; 
and 1.3 prior convictions for defendants who always appeared for court. 

There were also differences in cOlllfllunity ties. Defendants I'lho 
missed court dates were less likely than othet released defendants to 
have been living with spouses and were more likely to have h~en living 
Itlith unrelated persons. They It/ere also more likely to have ~een unemployed: 
49 percent of the defendants who failed to appear were unemployed, as 
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compared with 37 percent of the released defendants l'Iho made all their 
~~~rf,ap~e~ranhces. Additionally, defendants who missed court appe~rances 

lve ln t e lo~al area a shorter time; nevertheless, their average 
length of local resldence was almost 19 years. 

As was the case for the releas t d' 
appearance outcomes varied along ma~yO~i~~~~~on~S~~~~~d ea~lier, co~rt 
~~~~~1 a~~~ ~f~~u~~ ~~ u;~es. To i denti fy, the, most impor'~!n~ ~~~~~r~n or 
similar in nature to tho~~ ~~~~~~~e~u~tlvar~ate analyses wer~ conducted, 
However, addit~ o~al vari ab 1 es were i nC~~d;~ ~~s~h~ui~~~~p a~~ deci s ions. 
an~lyses" speclflcally, i1.lJst-release variables, such as the ty~~p~~r 
~~r~~~et'h!y~~s~~ legal representation, and number of postp'Ji1ements 

who 
t'J~en compared with defendants who made all court dates, persons 

falled to appear were more likely: 

• to have been on both probation and pretrial release for 
other charges when arrested' , 

• to have had more prior arrests; 

• to have been of Hispanic ethnicity; 

• to have had more charges associated wi th the arrest; 

• to have been released on deposit bond; 

• to have been represented by a publ ic defender' , and 

• tto.halve had a larger number of postponements during the 
rla of the case. 

Additi ona 11y, defendants who failed t' . 

~~e~h;h~;~:~d~~~~,C~~~~!s~~~~e(~~a~~~~a~:~:af~~~~~e~e~~tl~~~~Yn~~ ~~~~d 
weapons were used or if d ,Wl cnmes where no 

, use, ~ found ln the defendants' possession). 

The finding regarding the import f H' . . , 
,s~ecial comment. This may reflect a :~~e~. l~pan~;, ethnlclty deserves 
tlon team during the deliv ,1 ua ~on esc .. ued to the evalua-
sufficient. spanish-speakin~r~e~r~~~~ll:J~~:~e~~~ ~~'~~~~~l tl~e ~~Ck of 
system to lnsure an adequate int t f JUS lce 
speak little English. Thus it ~rpre e~ or Hispanic d~fend~nts Ivho 
failed to appear because th~y ha~saPOSslbledthat ma~y Hlspanlc defendants 
proceedings and requirements. poor un erstandlng of the court 

very ~~;~~~~~~ n~~y th~r:~~~;~e~e ~~a~: 1 program
t 

reconmen da ti ons, whi ch were 
in the multivariate analysis of courtease ou comes, were not important 
cators of program activities were ulSOa~~~ar~nc~/utcom~s. Other indi-
appearance outcomes analyses. s19111 lcant ln the court 

The analyses did not identify a set of characteristics that could 
be used to predict with reasonable accuracy th d f d e e en ants who would 
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fail to appear. This inability to develop accurate predictors reflects 
the difficulty of tr_~ng to predict an event that is relatively rare 
and experienced by pel'sons l>Jith diverse characteristics,. Only a sma~l . 
percentage (12.6 percent) of defendants failed to appear, and those lndl­
viduals did not have strikingly different characteristics from other 
defendants. 

,ll,lthouah defendants who \'Jould fail to appear could not be predicted 
accurately,~defendants who would appear for court could be identified 
with a high degree of accuracy. Because such a large percentage of 
defendants did appear for court, a prediction of appearance for all 
released de-fendants would necessarily be accurate much of the time. For 
the eighi-site defendant sample a prediction that every released defen­
dant would appear for all court cases would have been correct. in 87.4 
percent of the cases. In comparison, the mUltivariate analyses correctly 
classified 89.5 percent of the released defendants. 

Pretrial Criminality of Released Defendants 

One of the most controversial issues surrounding pretrial release 
practices concerns the criminality of released defendants and su~gested 
ways of adequately protecting the public from such c:imes .. ~esp~te 
widespread concern about release practices and pretrlal crlmlnallty, 
most of the laws governing release decisions have not permitted con­
sideration of the possible "dangerousness" of a defendant. Historica~ly, 
the legal basis of release decisions has been whether the defendant wlll 
appear' for court, and conditions of release (bail, supervision, etc.! 
have been constr~ined to be the least restrictive ones preventing fllght. 

This situation has been questioned by many persons, and a change 
which often has been suggested is the legalization of "preventive deten­
tion." Such a policy, I·Jhich exists in the District of Columbia and 
several States, would permit the detention of dangerous defendants. 
Opponents of preventi ve detenti on, however, note the di ff~ culti es o·~ 
predicting dangerousness and stress the fact that preventlve detentlon 
may violate certain Constitutional principles regarding the treatment 
of defendants \'Jho have been accused of cri mes, but not found gui 1 ty of 
of them. 

In the past discussions of pretrial criminality issues were hindered 
by lack of data. Consequently, an important goal of the National Evalua­
tion of Pretrial Release w~s to develop data on the extent and types of 
crimes cOlllmitted pending trial. The primary measure of "pret:ial crimi­
nal ity" was arrests for offenses alleged to have occurred dunng the 
prr:trial period--:--fi:rrests for minor traffic offenses were excluded, as 
I'lere arrests for failure to appear in the initial case selected for study. 

Although arrest data have been used frequently for analyses of crime, 
these data have serious limitations. For example, victimization studies 
have shown that more crimes occur than are renected 'in arrest data. All 
crimes are not reported to the police, and even the reported crimes are 
not always "cleared" by arrest. 
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An additional drawback of arrest data is that an arrest does not 
reflect guilt: .A~ arrested person may be found innocent of the offense 
charged; the ln1t1al charges may be reduced to lesser offenses; all 
charges may be dropped by the prosecutor or dismissed by the court· and 
so on. To ove:come.this limitation of arrest data, additional anaiysis 
was c~nducted 1n Wh1Ch onlJ:' convictions (i .e., court findings of guilt 
or gU1lty pleas) for pretrlal arrests were considered as pretrial crimes. 

The o~er~l~ pret~ia~ arrest rate for the eight sites was 16 percent. 
Rates for 1nd1v1dual Jurlsdictions ranged from 7.5 percent to 22.2 percent. 

Defendants released on nonfinancial conditions had a 15.3 percent 
rearrest'rate and persons released on financial conditions, 18.1 percent. 
As was the case ~or ~he court a~pearance ra~es discussed earlier, there 
I~ere no systemat~c d1~ferences 1n.pret:ial arrest rates for defendants 
t~le~~pd on nonf1~anclal versus f1nanc1al conditions across the eight 
s~tes .. In so~e sltes r~tes we:e higher for defendants rel eased non­
f1nanc1ally; 1n other sltes, f1nallcially. 

Nor were total release rates systematically related to rearrest rates. 
The sites with the highest rearrest rates had release rates ranging fran, 
the 10\>Jest of the eight sites to one of the highest. 

Most rearr~st~ occurred fairly early in the release period: 
cent occurred w1th1n one.we~k a! the original arrest, 45 percent 
four weeks, 66 percent w1th1n e1ght weeks, and 80 percent within 
1·/eeks. As a result, rearrests occurred more quickly than 8ither 
to appear or the disposition of cases of released defendants. 

16 per-­
withill 
tlve 1 ve 
failut'e 

Many defendants were rearrested repeatedly during the pretrial period. 
About 30 percent of the rearrested defendants were rearrested Illore than 
once, some as many as four times. On the average, each rearrested defen­
dant had 1.4 pretrial arrests. 

. As~essment of the seriousness of pretrial criminality requires con-
sl~eratl?n of the types of charges for which defendants were rearre~ted. 
T/llrty-e1ght pet'cen~ of all rearrests I'Jere for Part I offenses and 62 per­
cent for P~rt I~ ct'lilles. In addition, the most cOlllmon rearrest categot'y 
I'las ~COnOllll c cnllle (31 percent), fo 11 owed by crimes aga i nst persons and 
publ1C order (20 percent each). 

Hhen convictions wen' considered, rather than arrests, the data 
showe~ that 7.8 percent of all released defendants were convicted of a 
pretrlal arrest. Thus, about half of all pretrial arrests resulted in 
a conviction. 

Analysi~ of the senter:ces imposed shO\'/ed that 4q percent of the sell­
tences st~HlIlllng frol~' pretl'lal arrests involved incarceration. About half 
of. those 10carcet'at~ons \'I~r~ for relatively less serious crimes (e.g., 
cnmes.agalnst.publ1C lIl?rallty, such as prostitution and drunkenness, 
an~ cr~llles ~galnst publ1C order, such as disorderly conduct and driving 
whlle lntoxlcated). 

Besides assessing the extent and type of pretrial arrests, the National 
Evaluation of Pretrial Release compared defendants who were rearrested 
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with those who were not. Defendants with pretrial arrests were originally 
charged with more serious crimes than defendants who were not rearrested: 
42 percent of the rearrested group was originally charged with a Part I 
crime, as compared with 27 percent for other defendants. In addition, 
rearrested defendants had a much higher incidence of economic crimes 
(40 percent versus 23 percent) as their original charges and a much lower 
proportion of crimes against public order (19 percent versus 33 percent). 

Rearrested defendants also had more extensive prior records than other 
defendants. They averaged five prior arrests and 2.5 prior convictions, 
as compared with three and 1.2, respectively, for other defendants. 

In terms of community ties, rearrested defendants were less likely 
than other released defendants to have been living with spouses and more 
likely to have been living I'lith parents. They were also mbre likely to 
have been unemployed: 50 percent of the rearrested defendants were unem­
ployed, as compared with 36 percent of the released defendants who were 
not rearrested. 

Rearrest outcomes varied along many dimensions other than charge, 
prior record and community ties. To identify the most important charac­
teristics associated with pretrial arrest, multivariate analyses were 
conducted. These analyses used the same procedures that had been employed 
for the analyses of court appearance outcomes. The results identified 
several differences as the most significant ones, when rearrested defendants 
were compared with persons not rearrested pending trial. Specifically, 
rearrested defendants were more likely: 

• to have had more prior arrests; 

• to have been charged originally with an economic crime; 

• to have been charged originally with offenses in which the 
victims were not prior acquaintances (as compared with offenses 
where the vi ctims were known or there were no vi ctims) ; 

• to have had bail amounts set originally between $1,001 and 
$1,500; 

• to have been represented by a public defender; 

• to have had more court appearances in the original case; 

• to have failed to appear for court for the original charge; 

• to have been unemployed; and 

• to have been younger at the time of the original arrest. 

Additionally, rearrested defendants I'lere less 1 ikely to have had thei r last 
release option provided by a bail commissioner or to have represented 
themselves on legal matters at trial. 

Pretrial release program recommendations, which had been important in 
the analyses of release outcomes and unimportant in the court appearance 
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~na~yses, were not significant in the rearrest analYses. Nor were other 
lndlcato~s of program activities important in the multivariate analyses 
of pretnal arrests. . 

No set of variables was identified that could predict rearrest with 
reasonable accuracy. The situation is similar to that discussed for 
failure to appear for court. Because pretrial arrests were relatively 
rare and were scattered among defendants wi th di verse characteri sti cs 
a~curate predictors of rearrests could not be developed. At the same' 
tlme, accurate predictions about defendants who would not be rearrested 
coul d be made with rel ati ve ease, because the great majority of defendants 
were not rearrested pending trial. . 

Conclusions 

• The eight sites use~ a variety of pretrial release practices; 
m?reover, th: pretrla~ rel~as~ programs in those sites used many 
dlfferent methods of ldentlfYlng and processing arrested defendants. 

• The trend t?ward releasing more defendants pending trial, as 
documen~ed ln a study of the 1962-71 period, continued throuqh 
the penod covered by the present study (roughly 1977). .. 

• The trend toward releasinq more defendants on nonfinancial 
conditions also continued-through the time period of the present 
study. 

• Program recommendations I'lere strongly rel ated to release out­
comes and release decisions. 

• Most released defendants (87 percent) appeared for all court 
dates. However, two percent of the released defendants studied 
had,n?t, returned to court by the time of the data collection 
actlvltles (usually at least one year after the initial arrest). 

• Most re1~~sed de!endants (84 percent) were not arrested during 
the pretn a 1 pen od. However, some defendants were rea rrestpd 
re8e~tedlY (as many as four times) while awaiting trial on the 
onglna1 charge. 

• There were ~o systematic relationships between release rates and 
rates of fallure tO,appear or pretrial arrest across sites. Nor 
I'lere there systelllatlc relationships between rates of nonfinancial 
release and rates of failure to appear or pretrial arrest. 

• No reliable predictors of either failure to appear or pretrial 
arrest could be identified. 

• Sp~ed~er trial~ would have had a more substantial impact on 
reauc:ng pretrlal arrest rates than could have been attained by 
applYlng the study's "best" rearrest prediction criteria to 
a1~ ~efe~dants. While use of the best predictors of futUre 
crlmlnallty would have reduced the pretrial arrest rate for the 
study sample by 16 percent, trials within 12 weeks of arrest 
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\'Iould have resulted in a 20 percent decrease and trials within 
eight weeks, a 34 percent decline. Even if trials h~d been 
held within four weeks of arrest, however, the pretrlal arrest 
rate would have declined by only slightly more than half .. 
Forty-fi ve percent of the rearrested defendants were rearrested 
withi n four weeks. Indeed, one-si xth of all rearrested defendants 
were rearrested within one week. 

Recommendati ons 

• Jurisdictions 'should seek ways to release more defendants 
pend'ing trial. Available evidence suggests that highe: release 
rates can be achieved without increases in rates of fall~re 
to appear or rearrest. 

• Programs should revise their release recommendatio~ poli~ies, 
so that specific recommendations are made for all lntervlewed 
defendants. Such action is needed, because the lack of a recom­
menda ti on does not have the effect of a II neu tra 111 acti on; 
rather, it is highly 'likely to result in the setting of financial 
release conditions. 

• Courts should implement systematic followup procedures to identify 
fugitives who have not returned to court after a certain period 
of time (e.g., 90 days). 

• There is no need for tougher court responses to ~ fai 1 ures to 
appear, and such actions should not be undertaken. [vlany defend­
ants who fail to appear do not act as if they are willfully 
trying to evade justice; indeed, they often return to court 
of their own volition within a short time. 

• Efforts to promote speedier trials should be continued. However, 
trials will have to occur much more quickly than has commonly 
been proposed, if pretri a 1 arrests rates are to be reduced 
substantially. 

• Efforts should be undertaken to reduce the extent to which 
defendants are rearrested repeatedly during the pretrial period. 

• Because of the great interest in preventive detention, the exper­
iences of jurisdictions that have authorized preventive d~tention 
should be studied. Of particular importance is the extent to 
which the "dangerousness" provisions have been used and the 
resulting impact on pretrial arrest and detention rates. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

This volume presents the results of an analysis of release practices 

and outcomes in eight jurisdictions, located around the country. These 

sites are Baltimore City, Maryland; Baltimore County, Maryland; \~ashington, 

D.C.; Dade County (Miami), Florida; Jefferson County (Louisville); Kentucky; 

Pima County (Tucson), Arizona; Santa Cruz County, California; and Santa 

Clara County (San Jose), California. 

Sites were chosen to refleci geographic dispersion, a wide range of 

release types and broad eligibility for program participation (especially 

in terms of criminal charges). Additionally, jurisdictions were required 

to have enough program clients and other releasees to warrant analysis, 

and records had to be reasonably complete and accurate. Another key site 

selection criterion was the willingness of local criminal justice officials 

to cooperate with the study, both by making records available to the 

research team and by making themselves accessible for interviews. 

Two types of analysis were conducted in each jurisdiction: an 

analysis of the "delivery system" for pretrial release decisions and an 

analysis of the outcomes of defendants processed by that system. The 

defendant outcomes of primary interest were release (or detention) and, 

for released defendants, the extent of failure to appear and pretrial 

criminality. Factors (e.g., defendant characteristics, seriousness of 

the case, program involvement) related to each of these outcomes were 

identified and compared to assess whether factors related to release 

decisions and outcomes were also related to subsequent failure to appear 

or rearrest pending tria1. 

Chapter II discusses the pretrial release delivery systems of 
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the eight sites. This includes an assessment of the pretrial release 

programs, their relationships with other components of the criminal justice 

system, and the general community and criminal justice settings within 

which the programs operate and release decisions are made. 

Chapter III begins the analysis of defendant outcomes, based on the 

data collected for a sample of defendants in each jurisdiction. An over-

view of the approach to the outcomes analysis is presented, in~luding 

brief discussions of the sample selection and data collection procedures 

as well as a description of the characteristics of the composite, eight­

site sample. 

Chapters IV through VI each consider a major aspect of the defendant 

outcomes analysis. Chdpter IV evaluates release outcomes, including 

the rate, type and correlates of release. The results of three major 

comparisons are presented: 

• defendants detained until trial, as compared to defendants 
released before trial; 

• defendants released on financial conditions, as compared 
to defendants released on nonfinancial conditions; and 

• defendants for whom magistrates set financial release 
conditions, as compared to defendants for whom magistrates 
set nonfinancial release conditions. 

Chapter V considers the extent to which released defendants failed 

to appear for court. Additionally, the chapter discusses the character­

istics that are associated with failing to appear and the accuracy with 

which these characteristics might predict failure to appear. 

Chapter VI analyzes pretrial criminality, as reflected by arrests 

during the pretrial period and convictions for those arrests. The 

extent and type'of pretrial criminality are discussed, as well as its 

timing and correlates. The issue of prediction is also considered. 
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Chapter VII integrates key findings from the preceding chapters by 

considering the interrelationships of factors affecting release, failure 

to appear and pretrial criminality. Of particular interest is the extent 

to which the factors affecting release are associated with those affecting 

failure to appear or pretrial criminality. The chapter also presents major 

conclusions and recommendations, based on the findings discussed in the 

preceding chapters. 
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II. PRETRIAL RELEASE SYSTEMS 

A. Introduction 

This chapter discusses the IIdelivery systems ll through which defendants 

are provided with pretrial release opportunities. An understanding of 

the pretrial release systems studied is essential for proper interpretation 

of the d~fendant outcomes analyses presented in later chapters. An im­

portant consideration in that regard is whether IIbetter ll outcomes (e.g., 

lower rates of failure-to-appear or pretrial crime) are associated with 

certain program or community characteristics that are amenable to change 

through public policy decisions. If so, implementing such changes might 

reduce the current levels of dissatisfaction with pretrial release 

practices and their outcomes. 

For the eight sites analyzed in this volume, pretrial release 

programs are involved in the release process. Consequently, their 

varied methods ot operation are considered in detail. Also discussed 

are the effects of other criminal justice agents on the release process 

and the relationships of these groups with pretrial release programs. 

Such criminal justice agents include judges, prosecuting and defense 

attorneys, police officers, sheriffs and others who manage jails, and 

bonding agents. In addition, the nature of the communities is briefly 

considered, because such factors as recent crime trends may affect the 

release practices of a jurisdiction. 

A detailed delivery system analysis of each jurisdiction is avail­

able as a separate working paper. Summaries of these papers are included 

in Appendix A. Each delivery system analysis ,required extensive 

on-site collection of information. Much of this information was acquired 

through interviews with various individuals involved in the pretrial 
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release process. These individuals included program directors and 

staff, judges, bail commissioners, prosecutors, defense attorneys, 

police officers, jail officials, bonding agents, representatives of 

social service agencies to which pretrial releasees were referred, local 

criminal justice planners, government officials. Altogether, approximately 

200 perso,ns were interviewed in the eight sites, with the average inter­

view taking 45-60 minutes to' complete. 

In addition to interviews, the delivery system analysis required 

collection of specific data on program resources, number of defendants 

processed, etc. These data were acquired from existing reports published 

by the program, from information prepared for the study team by the programs 

or from perusal of agency records. ,Besides these activities, relevant 

publications dealing with pretrial release were reviewed. These publi­

cations included annual reports of the agencies involved in the release 

process; operating procedures manuals from the release programs; court 

rules, laws and major court cases affecting release in the jurisdiction; 

and research studies of the area's release practices and outcomes. 

Information from these various sources was used to prepare delivery 

system working papers for each site. These papers discuss: 

• program setting (the nature of the jurisdiction, crime trends 
within it, and organization of the local criminal justice 
system as it applies to pretrial release); 

• description of the pretrial release program (history, goals, 
organization, eligibility criteria, resources, scope of 
operations) ; 

• discussion of program procedures (interview, verification, 
recommendation, follow-up after release); and 

• program impact, based on information provided by the program 
or other local sources. 
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Each delivery system paper was sent to the program director, and some­

times to other local criminal justice officials as well. Any comments 

were consid~red during the revision process. 

A more detailed description of the methodology for the delivery 

system analysis appears in Appendix B. That appendix includes the 

specific topics discussed in interviews with the various criminal 

justice agents and the detailed information sought concerning program 

operations. 

The cross-jurisdictional analysis of pretrial release delivery 

systems discussed in this chapter was developed by considering the 

findings for each of the eight sites from a comparative perspective. 

Important characteristics shared by differe t 
, jurisdictions were identified, 

as were variations across areas and possi reasons for this diversity. 

Before presenting these results, the ne In of the chapter provides 

a brief description of each area. All data on program impact and de­

fendant outcomes in this chapter were developed through the delivery 

system analyses and thus are based on information provided locally. 

Subsequent chapters present the results of analyses of defendant out­

comes based on data collected for a sample of defendants processed in 

each jurisdiction. 

B. The Areas Studied 

Baltimore City has a well-accepted pretrial release program, in 

continuous operation since 1968. It prov'ides around-the-clock interviel'J­

ing of approximately 37,500 defendants per year. This is accomplished 

soon after arrest through decentralized operations, with program staff 

working in nine districts as well as at the downtown headquarters of 

the agency. 
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Interviewers use a point system to rate the information both provided . . 
by the defendant and verified through telephone calls to references and 

checks of official records. Recommendations concerning release are made 

to bail commissioners, who have the initial release authority i~ the 

jurisdiction. Bail reviel'/ by a District Court judge occurs within 24 hours 

for defendants who do not secure release as a result of the bail commis­

sioner~' decisions. The program also conducts a second scree~ing of 

defendants at the jail to determine whether additional persons might 

qualify for release (e.g., by verifying information with refel~ences who 

did not answer the telephone earlier). These program efforts were inten­

sified, starting in 1975, when jail overcrowding in Baltimore became a 

matter of serious concern. 

In Baltimore City, the most common types of release are own recog­

nizance and surety bond. Although deposit bond, third party custody 

and other release options are available in the jurisdiction, they are 

not widely used. All defendants released on own recognizance, regardless of 

whether the program recommended such release, are monitored by the program. 

At a minimum each defendant must call the program once a week; during 

the call the defendant is reminded of the next cou.rt date. Some defendants 

receive additional supervision, either "surveillance" (e.g., periodic 

visits with a program staff member) or referral to a local service program 

(drugs, alcohol, mental health or employment). 

The Baltimore Pre-Tr.ial Release Services Division, part of the 

Supreme Bench, has an annual budget of approximately $500,000, which 

funds 37 staff posjtions. In addition, the agency has made extensive 

use of Public Service Employe~s, provided through the Comprehensive 

Employment and Training Act (CETA) program, to supplement its staff. In 

1977 the agency had 54 such employees. 
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Although it is the neighboring jurisdiction to Baltimore City, 

Baltimore County has a much different pretrial release program. Started 

in 1972, the Baltimore County Pre-Trial Release Division, within the 

District Court, operates as part of the bail review process. Thus, all 

defendants interviewed have failed to secure release at their earlier 

appearanc~ before a bail comnissioner. Consequently, the program·s 

operations affect many fewer defendants than in Baltimore City.. Less 

than 20% of the County· s arres tees were reported to be i ntervi ewed by. 

the program (about 1,800 defendants per year) as compared with more than 

80% of the City·s arrestees. 

As in Baltimore City, the Baltimore County program staff try to 

verify as much of the information provided by a defendant as possible. 

However, release recommendations are based on a subjective assessment 

of the defendants, rather than point scale ratings. 

The most common types of release in Baltimore County are own recog­

nizance and bail. Many of the defendants (about one-third) released at 

bail review are referred to programs for services and follow-up during 

the pretrial period. Drug, alcohol and psychiatric treatment are the 

most common requirements for defendants granted a conditional release. 

Defendants released on nonfinancial conditions at bail review must call 

the program weekly. The program also contacts the referral agencies 

to determine whether the defendants in fact sought services there. 

Partly because of its limited .scope of operations, the Baltimore 

County Pre-Trial Release Division had one of the smallest budgets of 

any program studied: $73,000 per year, provided by the State. These 

funds supported five full-time and two part-time staff members, who 

ran the program on a five-days-a-week, eight-hours-a-day basis. 
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Un 1'i ke the Baltimore City program, the Baltimore County agency, 

based in Towson, has not been well accepted locally. In the past, 

program staff had been criticized for being too oriented toward social 

work activities. At the time of the present study, the program was being 

reorgani zed. 

The Sa ltimore County pronram ,. s th 1 ~ e on y one studied which operates 

exclusively after the defendan+ 

magistrate. However, other prc~ 

"ial appearance before a releasing 

J0;ed (including Baltimore City) 

incorporate a second intervention ,'n th 1 e re ease process, so that defendants 

still detained after the first interview and recommendation procedures 

might have their release requirements reconsidered. 

The Washington, D.C., Pretrial Services Agency, located within a 

60-mile radius of the Baltimcre programs, is different from both of them. 

First established as a small-scale effort in 1963, the Agency has contin­

ually expanded its operations, received increased support, and been 

sanctioned by law. Currently, it interviews all arrestees (except 

those who post bond from a bail schedule at the police station) coming 

before all courts in the District of Columbia. Thus, the D.C. program is 

the only one studied which interviews defendants charged with Federal, as 

well as local, crimes. 

The program operates around the clock~ as does the one in Baltimore 

City, and interviews about 28,500 defendants pel' year. A fter attempting 

to verify informati on provided by a defendant, Agency staff either develop 

a release recommendation or decide to make no recommendation for that 

case. A point system is used for defendants who may be released at the 

police station through the citation program.- Such defendants are inter­

viewed by telephone, and A gency recommendations are given to the police, 

who make the release decision. All other defendants are interviewed in 
, 
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person at the "lock-up" by Agency staff, who base their recommendations 

on both objective and subjective considerations (not point totals) and 

present those recommendations to judges at arraignment. 

A variety of release types are commonly used in Washington, D.C. 

Besides citation release, these include own recognizance, third party 

custody, cash (deposit) bond and surety bond. Supervised release, once 

stressed'by the program, has been deemphasized. Although the District 

of Columbia is one of the few jurisdictions in the country where "preven­

tive detention" has been authorized for "dangerous ll defenda~ts, this 

legislative provision has been little used. Most defendants released on 

nonfinancial conditions are required by the releasing judges to call the 

program weekly; the program also mails reminders of each court date to 

the defendants it monitors. In addition, Agency staff maintain regular 

contact with third-party custodians to coordinate services and ex~hange 

information about condition compliance. Staff also develop compliance 

reports on all convicted defendants and give them to the probation 

office for use in preparing presentence reports. 

The D.C. program has one of the largest budgets (currently more than 

one million dollars) in the country. Some of its present funds were 

provided by LEAA to help develop a computerized data base. This computer 

system is now being used to facilitate both routine Agency operations 

and research studies. The program has approximately 50 permanent staff 

positions and also employs several part-time workers (often law students); 

it usually receives some volunteer help as well. 

The importance of. pretrial release practices in the District of 

Columbia transcends their local impact. Partly because it is the nation's 

capital, where Congress meets and Federal funding sources are located, 

many changes in the criminal justice system are adopted in l'iashington 

before they become widely used in the rest of the country. For example, 

'. 
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Washington established one the nation's earliest pretrial release programs. 

It was also the first jurisdiction to have the preventive detention of 

dangerous defendants authorized within it. Consequently, pretrial release 

practices and outcomes in viashington, D.C., may affect national as well 

as local policies. 

The fourth East Coast jurisdiction included in the study is Dade 

County (Miami), Florida. Created in 1971, the Dade County Pretrial Release 

Program expanded a bail project run during the preceding five years by 

VISTA volunteers. At first under corrections, the program was moved to 

the courts in 1973 and back to corrections in 1978. The Dade County 

program is the only one of the eight that was not both run by the courts 

and expected to remain under the courts' administrative authority. 

The two transfers of the Dade County program partly reflect its lack 

of local acceptance. This is somewhat surprising, since Dade County has 

for several years been a nationally recognized leader in its use of pre­

trial diversion (e.g., early identification and referral of defendants 

to various social services). 

The pretrial release program operates twelve hours a day, seven days 

a week. It interviel'/s only felony defendants. Indeed, one reason the 

program was selected for study is that it is one of the few southern 

programs that processes felony cases; most programs in that region are 

limited to misdemeanors. 

As a result of the program's limited eligibility, it reportedly 

interviews only about 15% (approximately 9,000 persons per year) of all 

arrested defendants. About 70% of the felony defendants who ,do not post 

bond (as specified by a bond schedule) soon after booking into the jail 

are interviewe~ by the program; the remaining 30% are ineligible due to 

residence or other restrictions or are simply missed because of a shortage 
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of staff; lack of a Spanish-speaking interviewer or another reason. 

After the interview, if a program staff member cons)ders the 

defendant potentially eligible for an own recognizance release recom­

mendation, the,information provided will be verified, if possible, through 

telephone calls to references and a records check of criminal history. 

Usually, 'verification is accomplished for only a small percentage of the 

interviewed defendants, so that the release dec~sions of magistrates 

take place largely with unverified infonnation. The program develops 

its release recommendations subjectively. 

The major types of release in the jurisdiction are bond and own 

recognizance (OR). The program has had a quite limited impact on OR 

releases, as shown by its reports that only 12% of the defendants 

interviewed over a six-month period in 1978 were both re:dmmended for 

OR release by the program and released on OR by a magistrate. Such 

"program reieasees" are required to call the program each week; they 

are reminded of their next court date during these calls. 

If defendants either fail to call or mi~s court appearances, the 

program may initiate field investigations to try to locate them. These 

field activities \Vere more common in the past than they are now, how­

ever, due to recent staff cutbacks. The program declined from a 

staff of 14 persons in 1976 to 8 individuals in 1978. It has no 

volunte~rs or CETA workers to supplement the regular staff. 

The decrease in staff stemmed from a budget cut, from $180,000 

to $104,000 per year, reflecting a decline in the County's overall 

budget. These fundina decreases for the program have compounded its 

operational problems. Apparently never regarded as an essential and 

effective component of the local criminal justice system, the program 
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reduced its services and lost more' esteem after the cutbacks. 

Jefferson County (Louisville), Kentucky, was selected for study 

partly because it is the largest urban area within a State that has 

adopted an unusual approach to pretrial release. In 1976 the Kentucky 

legislature, at the encouragement of the Governor, abolished commercial 

bail bonding and established a Statewide system of pretrial services. 

Each judici!al circuit in the State, including those serving rural areas, 

has a ~retrial services program. All local programs are coordinated by 

a central staff, who also work with the programs to develop Statewide 

guidelines and procedures. 

In principle, all defendants arrested within Kentucky are to receive 

ident';cal pretrial release processing; in practice, differences remain, 

because of local peculiarities. Nevertheless, Kentucky's efforts to 

provide consistent Statewide services to all defendants are both unique 

and of interes~ to many other jurisdictions. Consequently, the 

worki ng paper on the Loui svi 11 e de 1 i very system also i ncl udes a discuss ion 

of the Statewide program and a case study of the way pretrial services 

are provided in a rural area: the 34th Judicial Circuit, comprising 

l4hitley and ~lcCreary Counties (with a combined popUlation of about 40,000 

persons) in southeastern Kentucky. 

The Louisville program operates around the clock, seven days a 

1·/eek. In 1977 it interviewed about 19,000 defendants, 65~.: of all 

pel"sons booked into the County Jail. P,fter verifying the informc:tion 

through telephone calls to I"eferences and checks of criminal records, 

program staff use the Statewide point system to rate defendants. This 

information is then provided to the magistrates who make release decisions. 

The most common types of release in Louisville are O\I/n recognizance and' 

deposit bond. 
.\ 
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All defendants released on own recognizance are monitored by the 

program. A common release condition is that the defendant call or 

visit the program once a week. The program also mails reminders of 

coming cdurt dates to the defendants. When defendants fail to appear, 

the program tries to contact them and encourages them to return for court. 

Fund5 for pretrial release in Kentucky come from the State budget. 

The annual allocation for the Louisville area is estimated at $378,000, 

which supports 34 permanent employees. Staff turnover has been high, 

partly because the salary levels set by the State are lower than those 

for other local positions requiring comparable backgrounds (e.g., jail 

guards). Although this turnover has caused internal problems for the 

program, it does not appear to have affected its level of acceptance 

by other parts of the criminal justice system. The program seems generally 

considered an improvement over the pretrial practices that existed before 

its initiation. 

The Pima County (Tucson), Arizona, program is also a firmly 

established part of the local criminal justice system. Although the 

program was not set up by law, as was the Louisville agency, Arizona 

statutes require that certain background information on defendants be 

provided to magistrates making release decisions. In Tucson, the 

provision of such information is one of the duties'of the pretrial release 

program, run by the Correctional Volunteer Center. 

Started in 1972, the Center has interviewed only felony defendants 

for most of its history. A two-year effort to process misdemeanor 

defendants ended, due to budgetary problems, shortly before 'our on-

s.ite ana lysi s of the juri sdi cti on. However, servi ce for mi sdemeanor 

defendants was subsequently resumed, as part of a Federally funded program 
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to reduce jail overcrowding. Thus, the Pima County analysis in this 

chapter covers only the felony level operations which were in effect at 

the time of our study, although the Center now handles all arrested 

defendants. 

The program operates seven days a week, 24 hours a day. Consequently, 

virtually. all felony defendants are interviewed soon after booking--a 

total of about 4,200 persons per year. After verifying the information 

through telephone calls to references and checks of criminal records, 

program staff make a subjective overall assessment to develop a release 

recommendation. The program may recomnend release on own recognizance 

(OR) or third party custody, recommend against OR release or remain 

neutral and make no recommendation. ~1agistrates, who make all release 

decisions, commonly use OR or bond when defendants are released. 

The program maintains little contact with released defendants, 

unless they have been released to the program1s custody or required to 

participate in a drug, alcohol or similar program. In th~se cases, 

Center staff maintain either telephone or personal contact with the 

defendant and, if applicable, the social service program. 

Although the Center does not have extensive follo\.oJup contacts with 

defendants, it has an unusually well developed tracking system. It 

includes data on all felony d~fendants, regardless of whether they were 

interviewed by the program, and tracks both pretrial rearrests and court 

appearance performance. 

The Center also operates a supervised release component, which 

permits a reconsideration of release conditions. The defendant is 

interviewed in more detail, and Center staff members try to determine if 

release to a community-based program or on other conditions seems feasible. 
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If the court releases such defendants, they are usually required to report 

to the Center in person at least three times a week. The center conducts 

about 500 supervised release investigations each year . 
• 

The Correctional Volunteer Center has an annual budget of $171,500, 

with approximately one-third provided by CETA and the rest by the County. 

The Center, as its name suggests, makes extensive use of volunteers. 

Students receive college credit for working with the Center arid are extensively 

used as interviewers. Volunteers provide about 40% of the Center's total 

interviewing hours. In 1977 the program used 60 volunteers to supplement 

its permanent staff of 15 persons. 

Another program studied in the west was located in Santa Cruz County, 

California. Like both Tucson and Hiami, Santa C.ruz has a lar:ge Hispanic 

population. In the case of Santa Cruz, many of these individuals are 

migrant workers, ~mployed in the agricultural section of the county, 

near Watsonville. 

An unusual feature of pretrial release in Santa Cruz is that defendants 

may be ·released at several points in the: criminal justice process, under 

the authority of various officials. First·, the arresting officer may 

make a field release of a defendant charged with a misdemeanor or infraction 

of local ordinances. Defendants taken into custody may be released at 

the jail by the sheriff, who is empowered to release any person charged 

with a misdemeanor but must obtain a judge's telephone approval for 

defendants accused of felonies. A defendant may also secure release by 

posting the bond amount shown on the bail schedule for the offense charged. 

. . , 
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Thus, by the time the Santa Cruz County Pretrial Release Program 

contacts defendants, most of them have had several prior release opportunities. 

This is partly responsible for the program's small volume of interviews, 

about 2,000 per year, or roughly one-third of the potentially eligible 

defendants. 

The 'program operates seven days per week, 10 hours per day. After 

interviewing a defendant, the infonnation provided is verified through 

telephone calls to references and checks of criminal records. A sub­

jective assessment of the defendant is made and included in a written 

court report sent to the arraignment judge. The program may recommend 

for or against DVm recognizance, recommend a bail reduction or make no 

recommendation (commonly done when verification is lacking). 

The program mails reminders of the next court date to defendants 

released on own recognizance at arraignment. Also, it usually calls 

defendants the day before a court appearance to provide an additional 

reminder. If a defendant who was recommended for own recognizance by 

the program fails to appear, program staff will attempt to locate the 

person. Typically, this is done by calling the defendant or a reference. 

If located, the defendant is urged to contact the court, which may then 

vacate the bench warrant issued automatically upon a failure to appear. 

The Santa Cruz program operates with an annual budget of $59,000, 

provided by the County. There are three permanent staff members and one 

Public Service Employee. 

Although the program, established in 1975, seemed reasonably well 

accepted at the time of our study, much of its apparent support 

dissolved when the County ~xperienced budgetary problems. During these 
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difficulties in 1978, the program at first seemed likely to be disbanded. 

Morale was understandably low, and the director left. Since that time, 

the program has been reorganized. After a somewhat shaky period the 

program recovered and is now functioning at an expanded level of opera­

tions, supported in part through LEAA's jail overcrowding program. 

The eighth program in our study is located about 25 miles from 

Santa Cruz. However, the Santa Clara County Pretrial Release Program, 

headquartered in San Jose, operates very differently from the one in Santa Cruz. 

Begun in 1970, the program operates around the clock each day. 

Program staff, stationed at each of the County's three main booking 

facilities, intervie\'/ defendants soon after booking, verify the information 

provided, and rate the defendants by using a point scale. Persons charged 

with misdemeanors who have sufficient points may be released by the program, 

, t th t t'm Defendants accused of felonies usually acting on lts own, a ale. 

can be released only by judges. 

The program mails a reminder of the first court appearance to all 

defendants released on own recognizance. This is the only follo\,lup con­

ducted, unless a defendant on own recognizance fails to appear for a court 

date. When this occurs, the court notifies the program, whose staff members 

try to locate the person and to encourage a return to court. 

The program also operates a supervised release component. Defendants 

\'1ho di cI not secure own recogni zance release and have not posted bond may 

be referred by the court for a supervised release review. Program staff 

then interview the defendant in more detail than previously, make a sub­

jective assessment of the situation, and report a recommendation to the 

court. Defendants granted supervised release must call the program each 

week and are sometimes required to report in person as well. 
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If defendants in Santa Clara County fail to call, program staff will 

try to contact them and remind them of their release conditions. Add­

itionally, defendants granted supervised release may be required to 

participate in drug, alcohol, employment or other programs. Consequently, 

pretrial release st~ff maintain contact with these service prog;lms to 

monitor defendants I compliance with release conditions. This information 

is reported to the court for possible use in sentencing decisions. 

As in Santa Cruz, a defendant may be released by the arresting officer 

or may post the bail amount shown on the bond schedule before a program 

intervie\'1occurs, This helps explain the fact that the Santa Clara program 

does not interview all potentially eligible defendants. It interviews 

about 85% of the eligible defendants in felony cases and 75% in misdemeanors. 

The program intervie\vs about 14,300 defendants per year and receives about 

3,200 annual referrals for supervised release reviews. 

The program's yearly budget of about $425,000, provided by the County, 

supports a staff of 19 full-time, permanent employees. The program also 

has four Public Service Employees, An unusual feature of the program/is its 

computerized system, which includes direct access to local crimi~al 

history information. One consequence of this is the relative ease 

with which data on program performance can be obtained. 

The Santa Clara County program, unlike its neighbor Santa Cruz, is 

well accepted and highly regarded by virtually all local criminal 

justice officials, One result is that the program received the smallest 

cut (5~~) in its budget request of any agency in the County when local 

services ~ere scaled back in the aftermath of the passage of Proposition 

Thirteen. 
( 
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As this brief review of the eight programs studied has shown, ther,e 

are some regional differences in release practices. For example, the 

South has few pretrial release programs which extend eligibility to 

defendants charged with felonies, and California makes more extensive 

use of field releases by the police than most other States. Nevertheless, 

programs ,in close proximity may differ more than those separated by 

great distances. Baltimore City and Baltimore County in ~.1aryland have 

vastly different programs, as do Santa Cruz County and Santa Clara County 

in California. Indeed, the programs in Baltimore City and Santa Clara 

County share more similarities with each other than with their neighbors. 

Consequently, location alone cannot explain the diversity in program 

operations. This diversity and possible reasons for it are considered 

in greater detail in subsequent sections of this chapter. First, however, 

the programs I community settings are described. 

C. Nature of the Communities 

Table 2.1 presents selected information about the eight sites. More 

detailed descriptions of the areas are available in the individual delivery 

system working papers. As shm·Jn in Table 2.1, two jurisdictions (Pima 

County and Santa Cruz County) have populations of less than one-half 

million and two areas (Dade County and Santa Clara County), more than one 

million. The remaining four sites have betlveen one-half million and one 

million residents. All areas except Baltimore City and Washington, D.C., 

were experiencing population growth, and even Baltimore City and Hashington, 

D.C., were within growing metropolitan areas. 

The economic structures of the jurisdictions varied considerably, 
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TAOLE 2.1 
COMl1WlITY CIIARACTER I STl CS 

BAm MORE 

I 
fiALTlHORE rJEFFERSOH 

CHARACT En. [ST I C 
CITY, COU/lTY , HASfHHGTOH, DADE COUNTY, COUNTY, P If1A COUIITY, 

~IARYLI\fID 11ARYLAtID D.C. FLORIDA KENTUCKY ARIZONA 

Population (estimate; 850,000 700,000 675,000 1,500,000 725,000 450,000 
.-

Population Growth Trend DOWI U'f DOl-IN UP UP UP 
---------,-

Economy DIVERSIFIED WI! ITE COLLAR GOVERN/·1E/IT , SERV ICES, TRADE INDUSTRIAL GOVEflNl·1ENT, 
SERVICES <;ERVICES, TRADE 

--, - -------
Unemployment Rate 9% 6~~ 9% 7'% 4% 5.5?: 

-----
Reported Offenses, Index Crimesa 

Four-Year Trend b/ DOl-IN . UP DOWN DOWN UP UP 
Two-Year Trend sr DOIm UP DOIm DOl-IN DOWN DOWN 

-
Arrests, Index Crimesa 

Four-Year Trend b/ DOWN DOWN bUHN DOWN UP UP 
Two-Year Trend sr UP UP DOWN DOWN DOWN DOlm 

Number of Arres ts, Index Crimes, 
'(977 ~ 21,000 7,000 7,400 16,000 7,600 4,350 

---------- -
aIndex crimes are mlll'der, rape, robbery. aggravated assaul t, burglary: lal'ceny and auto theft. 

.bI974-77 for all jUl"isdictions except PiulU COlJnty and Santi! Cruz County, where the 1973-76 period was used. 

cI976-77 for all jurisdictions except Pima County and Santa Cruz County, where the 1975-76 perIod was used. 

d1977 for all jurisdictions except Pima County and Santa Cruz County, where 1976 was used. 
-- ---

SOURCE: Infonllation reported in del Ivery system olnalyses of individual jurisdictions, Welt'king Papers Nos, 1-8. 
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SA/nA CRUZ SI\fIT A "ciJ\Ri\-
COUNTY, COUNTY , 

CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA ,_ 

165,000 1,200,000 

UP UP 

GOVERN/1ENT, WI lITE COL LAR 
SERVICES, 

TRADE 

12% 6.5% 

UP UP 
UP Dmm 

UP UP 
UP DOWN 

1,050 4,550 
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ranging from heavily industrial Jefferson County to predominantly sub­

urban Baltimore County. Unemployment rates were rel ati vely hi gh in 

Baltimore City, ~Jash;ngton, D.C., and Santa Cruz County; unemployment in 

the other sites was close to or below national rates. 

Over a four-year period reported offenses for Index Crimes increased 

in all jurisdictions except Baltimore City, \vashington, D.C., and Dade 

County. For the most recent two years within the four-year period, three 

additional areas (Jefferson County, Pima County and Santa Clara County) 

experienced declines. Arrest trends on the whole paralleled changes in 

reported offenses; different arrest trends occurred only in ~altimore 

County for the four-year period and' in Baltimore City for the two-year 

period. 

D. Prog ram Goa 1 s 

Table 2.2 indicates the stated goals of the programs stUdied. Such 

stated goals may not, of course, accurately reflect the operational goals 

of a program. As local situations change, programs may change their day­

to-day responses to them more quickly than they update written policies. 

For example, the Baltimore City program has been actively working to 

reduce jail overcrowding for several years, but this goal does not appear 

in the program's statements of objectives. 

Despite the limitations of stated objectives, they at least indicate 

goals which are of sufficient program concern to warrant documentation. 

As shown in Table 2.2, all the programs shared the goals of providing 

better information to the courts, helping qualified defendants secure 

release and avoiding failures to appear for court by released defendants. 

In addition, six of the eight programs stated that helping defendants 

obtain needed services (drug, alcohol, ~mployment, etc.) was a goal. Five 
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TABLE 2.2 
STATED PROGRAM GOALS 

SAL TIfvl0RE SAL TIMORE HASHING- DADE 
GOAL CITY COUNTY TO~I, D. C. COUNTY 

Provide Better Information To 
The Courts X X X X 

Help Qualified Defendants 
Secure Release X X X X 

Help Avoid Failures-To-Appear 
For Court By Released 
Defendants X X X X 

Help Defendants Obtain Needed 
Services X X X 

Reduce the Ja i 1 Population X X 

increase the Equity of Release 
Practices X X 

Increase the Level of Cooper-
ation Among Criminal Justice 
Agencies X X X 

--
SOURCE: Information reported in delivery system analyses of individual 

Working Papers Nos. 1-8. 
~------------ .. 
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programs expressed the ~oal of reducing the jail population, and four 

each sought to increase the equity of release practices and to increase 

the level of cooperation among criminal justice agencies. 

E. Program Scope 

Table 2.3 provides summary information on indicators of program scope. 

As shown,.three programs have significant eligibility restrictions: 

Baltimore County's program interviews only those defendants who do not 

secure release at their initial appearance before a bail commissioner, 

while the programs in Dade and Pima Counties are limited to felony charges. 

Thus, the defendant populations eligible for program interviews in these 

three jurisdictions are much more limited than in the other areas studied. 

All programs have some eligibility limitations. None of the programs 

studied extends eligibility to juvenile defendants tried in juvenile courts, 

and all programs except the one in Washington, D.C., exclude Federal charges. 

Addit i ona lly, programs common ly excl ude persons who ha ve escaped from 

custody (fugitives) or \-/ho have been arrested for probation or parole 

violations, capital offenses or traffic charges. Certain restrictions apply 

only in a fe~ areas. For example, Dade and Santa Clara Counties exclude 

arrested defendants al'/aiting trial on other charges, and Jefferson County 

excludes persons :"!itn l11ental disorders. HOIvever, these various exclusions, 

\·,hen combined, do not l)iilit the universe of eligible defendants to the 

same extent as the restrictions identified in Table 2.3 as Significant. 

Be~ides eligibility considerations, program scope reflects the extent 

to Ivhich those defendants who are eligible are in fact intervievled. As 

shown in Table 2.3, the percentage uf eligible defendants interviewed 

ranges from 36% in Santa Cruz County to 100% in Baltimore County. The 

high percentage for Baltimore County results from its eligibility definition. 
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INDICATORS 

Signi ficant El igibil i ty Restrictions 

Percentage of Eligible Defendants 
Interviewed 

Days and Hours 0 f Opera bi on 

Interview Timing: 
Iliunediately After Booking 

Before Initial Appearance, But 
Necessarily Immediately After 
Booking 

After Initial Appearance 

Number of Intervie~/s Per Yea r 

Overall Scope Rating 

-~-- ~--------
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BALTINURE BALTINORE 

TA[]LE 2.3 
INDICATORS OF PROGRI\N SCOPE 

- JEFFERSON 
CITY, COUNTY , HASHINGTON, DADE COUNTY, COUNTY, 

r·1ARYLAND I1ARYLAND D.C. FLORIDA KENTUCKY 

NONE Defendants NONE Felony Charges NONE 
Not Released Only 
at Initial 
Appearance 
Only 

85X 100X 9TY. 68%a 65Xb 
I 

7 Days, 24 5 Days, 8 7 Days, 24 7 Days, 12 7 Days, 24 
/lours Ilout·s . Hours Hours Hours 

X X X 

Not 

X 

X X X 

37,500 1,800 28,500 g,OOO 19,300 

HIGII LOW HIGII LOH IIIGH 

P I~'A COUNTY, 
ARIZONA 

Felony. Charges 
Only 

98~~ 

7 Days, 24 
flours 

X 

X 

4,200 

LOW 

apercelltage shown is based on defendants seen at bond hearings and thus excludes persons who make bond before the hearings; 
available to make the Dade County percentage comparable to those for the other sites. 

SANTA CRU~r-SANTA CLARA 
COUNTY, COUNTY " 

CALIFORNIA CALIFORN1~ 

NOllE NONE 

36% 79% 
--

7 Days, 10 7 Days, 24 
Hours Hours 

X 

X 

X 

2,000 14,300 

LOW HIG/I 

accura te da ta are not 

bpercentage shown is based on all defendants booked at the jai 1; some of these defendants were not eligible for program consideration. More 
precise data are unavailable. 

, ........... 

SOURCE: Informd tion reported in delivery system analyses of individual jurisdictions, Workin9 Papers Nos. 1-8. 
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Since only defendants who are still detained at the time of program inter­

view are eligible for an interview, the program cannot miss any eligible 

defendants; those who secure release before the program has an opportunity 

to contact them are by definition ineligible. 

Neither Baltimore City nor Pima County, two programs that also 

interview a high percentage of eligible defendants, has a bail schedule 

applicable to program defendants (although Pima County has a bail schedule 

covering misdemeanor charges, which are excluded from program con-

sideration). Thus, defendants in these jurisdictions cannot be missed 

due to posting bond prior to interview. This is a possibility in the 

remaining five areas, although in Louisville the bond schedule covers 

misdemeanors only. Of these five sites, only Washington, D.C., interviews 

virtually all the eligible defendants. 

Further insight concerning possible reasons for the variation in 

the percent?]e of eligible defendants interviel,ed is provided by con­

sideration of the programs I days and hours of operations. As shown in 

Table 2.3, only the Baltimore County program operates less than seven 

days a week; of the remaining programs, 6nly Dade and Santa Cruz Counties 

function less than 24 hours a day. A consequence of not operating on an 

around-the-clock basis is that the elapsed time between arrest and intel"-

vi evJ may be as much as twel ve hours in Dade and Santa Cruz Counti es and 

40 hours in Baltimore County. In the other jurisdictions, defendants are 

reportedly interviewed within an hour of booking in most cases. With a 

longer passage of time, more defendants are likely to post bond rather than 

wait for a program interview and the possibility of nonfinancial release. 

Only programs which operate 24 hours a day can, of course, interview 

defendants immediately after booking. Both Dade and Santa Cruz Counties 
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interview before the initial appearance, as shown in Table 2.3, while 

Baltimore County contacts defendants after that stage. Several of the 

programs which interview defendants immediately after booking also make 

a second consideration of persons who remal'n d t' d f e alne a ter the initial 

appearance. Baltimore City, Pima County and Santa Clara County have 

routine procedures for thl'S. In add't' th J ff 1 lon, e e erson County program 

is sometimes asked to conduct such "second screenings" of defendants. 

The Tucson program shows that operating schedules and interview 

timing may help overcome the limitations imposed by narrow eligibility 

definitions, Tucson's Correctional Volunteer Center serves only felony 

defendants, However, the fact that it operates around the clock allows 

it to interview 98% of all eligible defendants, 

The Washington program illustrates the way in which broad eligibility 

definitions combined with around-the-clock service and early interview 

timing can produce the greatest scope of operations. The District of Columbia 

Pretrial Services Agency interv1el'ls most ml'sdemeanor d f d e en ants immediately 
aft2r booking and felony defendants 'th' Wl ln six to eight hours of booking. 

It is thus able to contact over 90% of all defendants in the District and 

fully 97% of all eligible defendants. 

When the Tucson case is compared to the Miami program, we again 
observe the impact of operating schedules and 

-i ntervi el'/ timing, Both 
programs are excluded from serving misdemeanor defendants But b 

' ecause 
of its early and around-the-clock operations th T 

, e ucson program is able 
to interview virtually all of its eligl'ble 

clients, while the Miami 
program only interviews about two-thirds, 

This discrepancy may be explained 
in part by the fact that the M' , 

laml Pretrial Release Program only operates 
for tYJelve hours of each day (seven days a k) 

wee . It is thus unable to 
interView immediately after booking in every case. 

Because the jurisdiction 

bond before they are contacted by 
has a bail schedule, defendants may post 
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the program. 

These examples illustrate the importance of eligibility requirements, 

the timing of program operations and the existence of a bail schedule. 

No one factor may be said to be more important than the others in determining 

a pretrial release program's scope of operations. Instead, these factors 

combine to produce a broad range of program capabilities. 

Table 2.3 indicates the total number of interviews conducted by 

each program annually. The volume of interviews ranges from 1,800 for 

Baltimore County to 37,500 for Baltimore City. These figures on numbers 

~f interviews are not adequate by themselves for grouping programs in 

terms of their scope of operations, however, because a small jurisdiction 

would necessarily have a small number of interviews. Consequently, the 

sCJpe groupings shown in the last line of Table 2.3 are ba~ed on several 

factors. The three !)rograms with significant eligibility restrittions­

Baltimore, Dade and Pima Counties-are considered low in scope, because 

they exclude sizeable portions of the defendant population. Santa Cruz 

County is also considered a low scope pt'ogram, because it interviews 

such a low percentage (36%) of the eligible defendants. The remaining 

four programs-in Baltimore City, Viashington, D.C., Jefferson County 

and Santa Clara County-are considered high in scope. They have broad 

eligibility and interview from 65% to 85% of the eligible defendants. 

This categorization of programs in terms of high and low scope 

should be viewed as strictly descriptive. A high scope program is not 

necessarily more desirable than one with low scope. Indeed, a low scope 

program may be target~ng its efforts on defendants who need them most, 

while a high scope program may be interviewing many persons who would 

secure release any~'/ay and thus be incurring costs which may be unnecessary. 
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To assess the relative merits of high versus low scope operations, 

therefore, requires the simultaneous consideration of other program 

characteristics. 

F. Program Interventi on 

While scope reflects the percentage and types of defendants selected 

for prog~am processing, intervention considers the ways those defendants 

are handled by the program. Specific aspects of intervention, include: 

• routine followup of released defendants; 

• supervision of certain defendants; 

• response to failures-to-appear; and 

• reporting to the court on compliance ~~ith release conditions. 

As shown in Table 2.4, five of the programs provide routine followup 

for ~ defendants released on o\'in recognizance. Baltimore County and 

Dade County limit their followup activities almost exclusively to defendants 

released on own recognizance after a program recommendation for such a 

release, and Pima County does not conduct routine followup on releasees. 

The nature of routine followup varies widely among the seven programs 

that provide it. Washington, D.C., and Jefferson County require defendants 

to call the program weekly; both of these programs also mail the defendants 

reminders of all court dates. Baltimore City, Baltimore County and Dade 

County receive weekly calls from defendants, but do not mail reminders 

of court appearances. Neither Santa Cruz County nor Santa Clara County 

requires periodic contact initiatQd by defendants. However, Santa Cruz 

County ma il s noti ces of all cOut,t dates and ca 11 s defendants to remi nd 

them of appearances. Santa Clara County provides the fewest routine 

followup services (except, of course, for Pima County, which provides 

none): it mails reminders of defendants' first court appearances only. 
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TABLE 2.4 
INDICATORS OF PROGRAM INTERVENTION 

INDICATOR SAL TIMORE BALTIMORE 14ASHING-
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C., -

Extent of Routine Followup: 
All defendants released on own X X recognizance (OR) 
Onl; defendants released on OR after X program recommendation for OR 
None 

Type of Routine FollO\·/up: 
Monitor weekly calls by defendants X X X 
Ma; 1 reminders of all court dates X 
Mail reminders of first court date only 
Call defendants to remind them of 
each court date 
None 

f- _., 
Si gnif; cant Supervised Release YES YES YES Acti viti es? 

, 

, , Type of Supervised Release Activities: 
Referra 1 to services X X X 

Third party custody X 
Surve ill ance by program X 

Percentage of Interviewed Defendants 5% 30% 6% Who Are Linked With Service Programs 

Number of Defendants 
(all types) Per Year 

Supervised 
Pi 540 1,780 
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DADE JEFFER-
COUNTY SON CO. 

X 

Xa 

X X 

X 

NO NO 

N.A .. N.A. 

N.A. N.A. 

PIMA SANTA 
COUNTY CRUZ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

YES NO 

X 

X 

10% N.A. 

130 N.A. 

(CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CLARA 
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X 

YES 

X 

X 

5% 

600 
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TABLE 2.4 (CONTINUED) 
INDICATORS OF PROGRAM INTERVENTION 

INDICATOR SAL TIMORE BALTIMORE l·JASHING-
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

Response to Failure To Appear for: 
All defendants on OR or supervision X X 

Only defendants I'Jho were recommended X for release by the program 
None 

Report On Defendant Compliance With 
Release Conditions: 

All guilty defendants on OR or X _ supervision 
Only guilty defendants who were X recomfllended for release by the program 
Only supervised defendants 
None X 

avera 11 Intervention Ra t i ng: 
Routine followup HIGH Lo\~ HIGH 
Supervision HIGH HIGH HIGH 

Failure to appear response HIGH LOW HIGH 
Compliance reporting LOW HIGH HIGH 
Aqgregate HIGH t~EDIUM HIGH 

aAlso defendants ordered by the judge to call the pr.ograrn. 
bData not avail abl e. 

. SOURCE: Inforrclation reported in delivery system analyses of in'dividual 
Nos. 1-8. 

DADE JEFFER- PIMA SANTA 
COUNTY SON CO. COUNTY CRUZ 

X 

Xa X 

X 

X 
X X X 

Lo\~ HIGH LOW LOVJ 
Lo\~ LOH HIGH LOW 
LOI~ HIGH LOW LOVJ 
LOW LOW HIGH LOW 
LOW MEDIUt~ MEDIUM LOW 

jurisdictions, Working Papers 
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CLARA 
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LOW 
HIGH 
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The two programs with the least routine followup, Santa Clara and 

Pima Counties, have significant supervised release activities, along with 

Baltimore City, Baltimore County and Washington, D.C. These programs either 

have a s.eparate component whose sole responsibil ity is supervision or are 

heavily involved in developing third party custody arrangements and referring 

defendants to social services. The three programs without significant 

supervised release activities will occasionally provide super~ision, or 

assist with service referrals and third party custody, but these activities 

do not constitute major program components and affect few defendants. 

The most common type of supervision is referral to services and monitor­

ing defendants' compliance with referral requirements. Four programs provide 

such referral: Baltimore City, Baltimore County, Washington, D.C., and Santa 

Clara County. Two programs, Washington, D.C., and Pima County, facilitate 

release to custody of a third party, usually a relative or social service 

agency, responsible for monitoring the defendant's pretrial behavior. 

Programs that help link defendants with social service agencies. whether 

through referral or third party custody, usually maintain contact with those 

agencies regarding defendant compliance with release conditions. The per­

centage of defendants who are linked with service programs, in the five 

areas \'ihere this occurs, is about 5% in Baltimore City, YJashington, D.C., 

and Santa Clara County; an estimated 10% in Pima County; and approximately 

30;; ill Baltimore County. Baltimore County's heavy use of service programs 

stems partly from the nature of the defendants it handles: all have failed 

to secure release at an earlier appearance before a magistrate. Although 

many of the defendants for whom services are arranged in the other juris­

dictions I'/en: not released at an initial appearance, only Baltimore County 

constrains program activities to such defendants. 

Another type of supervision, conducted in three jurisdictions, is 

direct "surveillance" by the programs themselves. In Santa Clara County 
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Pima County and Baltimore City, supervised defendants may be required to 

visit the program periodically, as well as maintain telephone contact with 

it. 

Most programs try to locate defendants who fail to appear for court; 

only Pima County lacks such activities (on a routine basis). Five programs 

try to 10,cate .9Jl defendants It/ho were released on own recognizance or super­

vision. Two programs, in Baltimore County and Santa Cruz Cou~ty, make 

location attempts only for the defendants they recommended for release. 

Although location attempts are usually made through telephone calls to the 

defendants or to the references they named when interviewed, Dade County 

will sometimes conduct a field search for a defendant. Such field activities 

used to be more common, both in Dade County and elsewhere (e.g., Washington, 

D.C., and Baltimore City), but budgetary difficulties have resulted in 

cutbacks. 

Once located, defendants who failed to appear are encouraged to contact 

the court. They are also reminded of the penalties for failing to do so. 

For example, failure to appear may be prosecuted as a separate charge (as 

in Jefferson County, where failure to appear on a felony charge is itself a 

felony) or the program may recommend that the court rescind own recognizance 

release (as in Baltimore City). 

The last aspect of program intervention shown in Table 2.4 concerns 

reporting on defendant compliance with release conditions. Four programs 

make such reports to the court for possible use in sentencing decisions. 

Although Washington, D.C., prepares reports on all guilty defendants 

released on own recognizance or supervision, the other three programs 

have more limited reporting: Baltimore County, for defendants recommended 

by the program for release. and Pima and Santa Clara Counties, for 

supervised defendants. 
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The last part of Table 2.4 provides overall intervention ratings for 

As w,'th the earl,'er ratings for program scope, these the eight programs. 

must be considered descriptiv~ only. A program with high scope may be 

conducting unneeded activities, while a low scope program may be providing 

the services most necessary (and desired) in the jurisdiction. Alternatively, 

a high scope program may meet local needs precisely, while a low scope 

program may deal with so few defendants that its impact is imperceptible. 

As shown in Table 2.4, three programs have a high level of routine 

foll o\'1Up: Balti more City, Washington, D. C., and Jefferson County. Each 

of these programs monitors weekly telephone calls from all defendants re­

leased on own recognizance, and tl'lO of the programs (\.Jashington, D.C. and 

Je:ffersQn County) also mail i~eminders of all court ::ates. The remaining 

five programs provide much more limited followup: 

• Baltimore County and Dade County monitor weekly telephone calls, 
but usually only from defendants they recommended for release; 

• Santa Cruz and Santa Clara Counties, in contrast, provide follow­
up to all released defendants, but do not maintain weekly contact 
with them; and 

• Pima County does not conduct routine followup. 

In terms of supervision, the five programs (Baltimore City, Baltimore 

County, Washington, D.C., Pima County and Santa Clara County) with sig­

nificant supervised release activities are rated high; the other three, 

low. For failure-to-appear response, the four programs ( Baltimore City, 

h· 0 C Jefferson County and Santa Clara County) I'lith high 'ratings \.Jas 1 ngton, ." 

try to locate all defendants on own recognizance or supervision who miss 

court appearances. The remaining programs either try to contact only 

defendants they recommended for release (Baltimore County, Dade County and. 

Santa Cruz) or do not routinely try to locate persons who <3il to appear 

(Pima County). Finally, for compliance reporting, the four. programs that 
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make such reports (Baltimore County, Washington, D.C., Pima County and 

Santa Clara County) are rated high; the rest, low. 

Table 2.4 also provides an aggregate rating, based on consideration 

of all four intervention factors. These ratings are somewhat arbitrary, 

except for Washington, D.C., rated high in each of the four areas and 

high in the aggregate, and Santa Cruz and Dade Counties, rated low on all 

factors and low overall. The other five program~ have four cqmbinations 

of high and low ratings on the'individual factors. All were rated medium, 

other than Baltimore City, considered high because of high ratings for 

both routine followup and supervision (it also provides a high level of 

response to failures to appear). Santa Clara, the only other program with 

high ratings in three of the four areas, was rated medium overall because 

of low routine followup. 

G. Program Role in Release Decisions 

Besides a program1s goals, scope and intervention, its role in 

release decisions merits consideration. This role is determined by the 

nature of the activities conducted, the types of release recommendations 

made, the manner in which the recommendations are developed and provided 

to releasing officials, and the impact of the recommendations, as shown 

in Table 2.5. 

All of the programs provide recommendations to the court for use 

in release decisions. (Although Jefferson County technically provides 

only lIinformation'l on whether defendants are qual ified for own recog­

nizance, this information is used in the same way as IIrecol11mendationsll 

in other jurisdictions.) In addition~ the Santa Clara County program 

itself releases qualified defendants charged with misdemeanors, and the 

Washington, D.C., program provides recommendations to the police for 

use in citation (stationhouse) release decisions. 
, 
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TABLe: 2.5 
PROGRAN ROLE IN RELEASE PROCESS 

c 
CHARACTERISTIC SAL TI~1ORE SAL TIl10RE HASHING- DADE JEFFER- PIMA SANTA 

CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY SON CO. COUNTY CRUZ 
Nature of Program Activities: 

Release qualified defendants charged 
with misdemeanors 

Provide recommendations to po1ic~ for 
use in their citation release decision X 

Provide information to court for 
use in their release decisions X X X X X X X 

Types of Recommendations: 
Own recognizance X X X X X X' X 

Not qualified for own recognizance X X X X X 

Sail X X X 

Supervision (including third party 
custody) X X X X 

No recommendation ("neutral") X X X 

Citation release X 

Preventive detention hearing X 

Recommendation Determi~~d Bv: 
Point system or "objectiv~" 'system X X X 

Subjective assessment X X X X 

";:;':;.;;1!T1enda t ion Pravi ded: 
Ora i I:' X X X X X X 

( 
in d"iting X X I X X X 

In 5c~arute report X X X X 

Through interview form X 

Impact of Recommendation: 
Percent~e of i ntervi e~led defendants 
who are both recommended for OR and 49% 58%a released on OR 12;>; 12% 53% 30% 33% 

Percentage of interviewed defendants 
who are released on OR without a 7% Q/ 5"c Q/ program recowmendation for OR ,. 5% 9% 8" .. 

aEs:imate; includes all nonfi nanci a 1 re 1 eases for a 11 courts. 

~Data not available. 
c~ . 
~uper1or Court only; includes all nonfinancial releases. 

SOURCE: Information reported in delivery system analyses of individual jurisdictions, WorY-ina Papers 
Nos. 1~8. 
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The types of recommendati ons m3de by the programs vary wi de ly. 

Dade and Jefferson Counties have the most limited range of release 

recommendations: each of these programs indicates only whether the 

defendant is judged qualified or not qualified for own recognizance. 

Washington, D.C., and Pima County also recommend supervision, including 

third party custody, and sometimes make no recommendations, actions 

they describe as "neutral". In addition, Washington, D.C., makes two 

types of recommendations unique among the jurisdictions studied: for 

citation release and for a preventive detention hearing. Finally, four 

programs recommend bail in certain instances: Baltimore City, Baltimore 

County, Santa Clara County, and Santa Cruz County. 

Three programs (Baltimore City, Jefferson County and Santa Clara 

County) use a point system to help develop their recommendations, while 

four programs rely on subjective assessments. Washington, D.C., uses 

a point system to develop its citat_ion release recommendations and an 

objective system without points for all other cases. 

Programs making subjective assessments state that they consider 

the same factors as are commonly included in point systems: residence, 

employment, criminal record, etc. In addition, Pima County, alone among the 

programs studied, considers the seriousness of the current charge when 

developing its release recommendations. 

For subjective systems the weiohting of the various factors is 

not indicated as explicitly as for point systems. However, even programs 

that use point systems report that they so~etimes ignore the point totals 

and make a different recommendation, particularly if a defendant's score 

is close to the total needed for an own recognizance recommendation. As 

a result, the distinction between a point system and a subjective one 

may sometimes become blurred in practice. 

\ 
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All programs try to verify the information upon which recommendations 

are based by calling references provided by the defendant and checking. 

criminal records. However, the Dade County program is unable to complete 

much of the verification process before court begins. Consequently, 

most of the information it gives the court is unverified. 

Programs usually provide their recommendations both orally (e.g., 

through a program representative present during the court's release 

proceedings) and in writing. However, Baltimore City and Jefferson County 

(and Washington, D.C., in the case of citation releases) make only oral 

reports, and Santa Cruz County communicates only in writing. Five of 

the six programs that make written reports develop separate documents 

for this purpose; Dade County merely proviu.::._ the interview form, which 

includes a section on program recommendations. Reports to the court are 

given only to the magistrate, except in Washington, D.C., and Pima County, 

where they are also shared with the prosecution and defense attorneys. 

The impact of program recommendations is shown in the last part of 

Table 2.5. In terms of impact on own recognizance (OR) release, four 

programs have high percentages of defendants who are both recommended 

for OR and released on OR. These percentages range form 49% to 58% for 

the four programs: Baltimore City (49%), Washington, D.C., (58%), Jefferson 

County (53%) and Santa Clara County (57%). Both Pima and Santa Cruz 

Counties have about one-third of their interviewed defendants both 

recommended for, and released on, OR; the comparable rate for Baltimore 

and Dade Counties is 12%. 

Another indicator of program impact is the extent to which defendants 

who are not recommended for OR are nevertheless released on OR. For 

the five jurisdictions where these data are available, between 5% and 10% 

of the defendants interviewed by a program but not given a recommendation 
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for OR release were in fact released on OR. This indicates that for 

some defendants programs are somewhat more conservative in their OR 

release policies than are the magistrates making the release decisions. 

H. Point Systems 

As indicated in the last section, four programs employ point systems 

in their development of release recommendations: Baltimore City, Jefferson 

County and Santa Clara County in all cases and Hashington, D.C., for 

citation releases. Table 2.6 summarizes those point systems. As shown, 

each program awards positive points for residence, fam,'lv t,'es 
j C\i"Jd employ-

ment or substitutes (e.g., homemaker or student). Each program has also 

identified other factors for which positive points are awarded, although 

these factors vary from place to place. Points are deducted in each 

jurisdiction for prior conVictions, and three programs deduct points for 

other reasons as well. Additionally, the programs commonly exclude 

certain defendants from eligibility, regardless of their point totals. 

For example, Baltimore City and l~ashington, D.C., both require verified 

area addresses. 

As shown in Table 2,6, the number of points needed for an own recog­

nizance recommendation and the po,'nt ranges in the jurisdictions are as 
fol101'/s: 

• Baltimore City: 6 points needed, range of point system ,'s 
-10 to +14; 

· ~~~h~~g!~~; D.C.: 4 points needed, range of point system is 

• Jefferson County: 8 points needed., range of point system 
-37 to +22; and is 

• ~~n~~ ~~~~a County: 5 points needed, range of point system is 

Jefferson County has an unusual1y w';'de point spread: 59, as compared with 
24 for the next widest point scale spr.ead. Jefferson County is also the 

program that has deSigned its point awards so that each defendant will only 



i1-
t 

~ I 

ITEM 

l 

TABLE 2.6 
ANALYSIS OF POINT SYSTEMS 

POINT RANGE 
liS II PERCENTIIGE OF TOTIIL PO lilTS NEEDED FOR OR 

RECONt1ENDIIT I ON 

f--------------------IliA[ffi,"'10T.;HE,,--,,--~-III-SI-,I-Nr-~T-0-rl-, "-J-E-FF-' E-R-SO-N-'S-II-N--T' A-CiJi'Rj\ . flllL TINORE WIISIWIGTON, 
CITY, D.C. COUNTY, COUNTY, CITY, D.C. \ 

JErFERSON 
courm, 

KEIITUCKY 

SANTA CLIIRII 
COUrny, 

CIILI~OmlIlI f--________________ +r.::..ll1::.:R~YL:::..;II::.:crlD=___lu"c,.Li t.i!Jip'Jn4LJs; )--l-_K"",:IE.u.NHI.L,1JIIIl:.KL-. W:ALl£QIllillL_ ...J1L\RYUIN,llL-n-f_W ta t lOlls} 

-

Positive Points: 
-Res i dellce-~-

Family Ti es 

Employment or Substitutes 

Subtota 1, COITlllunity Ties 

Other Positive Points (see details 
be 1 o',·J) 

Subtotal, Positive Points 

lli:9~tt ve .J'..o i n~: 
Prior ConvIctions 

Other Negacive Points (see detai ls 
be 10\~) 

Subtotal, Negative Points 

TOTIIL POINT RIINGE 

~t~. ° to 3 1 to 5 o to 3 ----~..:::-_+-..!-~=--__ll-.::.....:=-=---H-_-=-O ,.,t::::o....;8::..::3:.:::X __ Q..l9_~ 131. to 63% ~.to 60%_ 

~._3_ o to I) ° to 4 o to 3 -. ° to 50:~ ° to 100Z 0 to 50% Q to 60ll 

° to 4 o to 4 o to 5 ° to J o to 67% o to 100't o to 63% o to 60:~ 

o to 12 o to 11 1 to 1'1 0 to g 

o to 2 o to 2 a ° to 8 0 to 3 f--=-=-"::""-I--'::""":'=""'::"--I---'::""':"'--'=---+-;:""":":;""';=---H __ -,-0 ....;t;.;0,_3""J""X-t __ 0"---,t-,-0-"S""OZ",,, _\_ 0 to 1 OO:~ o to GO'_ 

0 to' 14 0 to 11 a 1 to 22 

-4 to 0 '-4 to 0 -5 to 0 

-6 to 0 -8 to ° -33 to 0 

-10 to 0 -12 to 0 -38 to ° 
-10 to 14 -12 to 11 -37 to 22 

o to 12 

-1 to 0 

0 

-1 tl) 0 

-1 to 12 

o to 233% o to 325:-f 1 J% to 276~ 1-_--'O:...::to"--".2.:.,:40""X:..., 

_-.6=-.;7..::%_t;:,,:o:.....::,0_+-....;1c,::0=ot to 0 

~ 00% to _L. -200% to 0 

-167% to 0 -300r. to 0 

-63% to 0 -20% to ° 
-413% to -=O~_+-_---"O=--_--l 

-'176% tp_..::0_+_...::-2::..::0c:;:X_t:.::oc...::..0 ---I 

-167% to +2337 -300% to +3251. -463% to +276: -20~ to +2401, 

Poi n ts Needp.d for OR Reconiliellda t i on 6 4 8 5 100% 100% 100% 100',1: 
-- ---- -, 

( CONTINUED) 
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--- IlATIl1'10HE 
CITY, 

r·1ARYLAND 

AnalYsis of "Other Posi tive Points": 
IIollleOl1ner 0 

Telephone 0 

Hea 1 th or Age Considerations 0 to 1 

Prior Conviction Record 0 

Special Responsibilities (e.g., ch i I dr(!r~ o to 1 

Soneone Expected at Arraignment 0 

Anal~sis of "Other Negative Points": 
Prior FJilure to Ap~ear -4 to 0 

Drug Use -7. to () 

Prior Violation of Probation or Parole -4 to 0 

Prior Escape -4 to 0 

Currently AWditing Trial 0 

Currently on ProbJtion or Parole 0 

AWOL Record (Curren t' Mi I i ta ry Personne I 
Only) 0 

-------- ~.--

TABLE 2.6 (CONTINUED) 
ANALYSIS OF POINT SYSTEMS 

POINT I1AIIGE 

SA~TA CLARA WASil I llGTON, L;,EFrERSON 
D.C. COUIITY, COUllTY , 

cit~ti.9nll- ~NI.u.cK'L- J:l\Ll£ 0 P.ll llL_ 

0 to 1 o to 3 (I 
->-

0 to 1 o to 1 0 ----
0 0 0 to 1 

0 o to 3 o to 2 

0 0 0 

0 o to 1 0 

-1 to 0 -30 to 0 0 

-2 to 0 
I 
I () 0 ---

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

-5 to 0 0 0 

-5 to 0 0 0 

0 -3 to 0 0 

AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PO /tITS IlEEDED fOR OR 

RECot111EfIDAT I ON 

IlALTHlORE WASHltlGTOlI, ,)ErFERSOII SANTA CLARA 
CITY, D.C. ,) COUlITY, COUllTY , 

--.l1llRYLAllll- _Wtatlons WITUCKY CAL lFORIl IA 

__ 0 __ 0 to 25% o to 38% 0 

0 0 to 25); 0 to 13% 0 -
o to 17% 0 0 o to 20% 

0 0 0 to 38'); o to 40'l.: 

o to 17% 0 0 0 

0 0 0 to 13~. 0 

-67% to 0 -"5~, to 0 -375% to n 0 

-33% to 'J -!;OX to 0 :l I 0 

·67% to 0 0 0 0 
, 

-67% to 0 0 Q- 0 _.-
-0 -125% to 0 0 0 

0 -125:1', to 0 0 0 

0 0 -38X to 0 0 

a The 2 points in the "other" category are awarded onl.Y if they are needed for the defendant to reach the 4 point total required for an OR recommendation. 

, 
SOURCE: Information reported in del Ivery system analyses of individual jurisdictions, Working Papers No. I (Baltimore City), 3 (Jefferson County!. 

7 (Santa Clara County), and 8 (Washington, O.C.): . 
~. 
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receive at least one positive point, based on residence. The other programs 

set their minimum values for each positive point category at zero. 

Because each jurisdiction requires a different point total for an own 

recognizance (O.R.) recommendation. the weights ~eflected by the same 

point values may vary, e.g., two points represent half the total needed 

for an O.R. recommendation in Washington, D.C., but only one-fourth the 

number necessary in Jefferson County. To facilitate comparisons of the 

four point systems, therefore, Table 2.6 shows the points for each category 

as a percentage of the total points needed for an O.R. recommendation. 

As indicated, ma~imum positive points range from 233% of the required 

points in Baltimore City to 325% of the needed points in Louisville. 

Ba ltimore City and \1ashi ngton, D. C., gi ve grea'cer wei ght to communi ty 

ties factors (where they reflect maxima of 200% and 275%, respectively, 

of the points needed for an OR recommendation) than the other two 

programs. Jefferson County gives an unusually high weight to "other" 

factors; indeed, it is possible to accumulate all the points needed 

for an O.R. recommendation on the basis of these items alone. 

Negative points range from a maximum of -20% of th~se needed for a~ 

O.R. recommendation in Santa Clara County to a maximum of -476% in Jefferson 

County. Prior convictions are weighted less heavily than "other" negative 

factors in all jurisdictions except Santa Clara County. Jefferson County 

provides unusually heavy weights for prior failure to appear: a total of 

35 points, or 375% of the total needed for an O.R. recommendation, can 

be deducted for this item. Fifteen points are subtracted for a failure 

to appear (FTA) on a felony charge at any time; ten points for FTA on a 

misdemeanor charge within the last five years and five points for FTA on 

a traffic charge within the last two years. 

Table 2.6 also indicates the specific items considered under the 

"other" positive and negat'ive point categories. Both I'/ashington, D.C., 
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and Jefferson County award positive points for home ownership and having a 

telephone. Jefferson County also adds points if the defendant expects 

someone at arraignment or has no prior convictions. Santa Clara County 

is the only other jurisdiction to award points for prior record; in that 

case, points are added if the defendant has either no prior convictions 

or one misdemeanor conviction. Santa Clara County also increases the 

defendant"s point total because of health or age considerations, as does 

Baltimore City. Finally, Baltimore City will add points to defendants I 

scores if they have special responsibilities (e.g., children needing their 

care). Thus, "other" positive points can be a~Jarded for a variety of 

reasons in the four jurisdictions. These additions for'lIother" factors range 

from a maximum of 33% (Baltimore City) to a maximum of 100% (Jefferson 

County) of the total points required for an O.R. recommendation. 

Several factors are also incorporated into "other" negative points, as 

shown in Table 2.6. The individual items listed for "other" negative points 

will not equal the total points sho~m earlier in Table 2.6 for this 

category. This situation occurs because of the way that programs group 

their items for deduction. For example, Baltimore City deducts a maximum 

of four points for prior FTA, escape or violation of probation or parole; 

if all of these events occurred, the point deduction maximum is four, not 

a multiple of four. The "other" negative point factors are listed as they 

are in Table 2.6 to facilitate comparisons among the four programs, rather 

than to show the groupings of items used in individual point systems (the 

detailed point systems for the programs are presented in the working papers 

describing the pretrial release delivery systems for those jurisdictions). 

Table 2.6 shows. as was mentioned earlier, that Jefferson County makes 

a large deduction (up to 375% of the required point total) for prior 

faiJure to appear; Baltimore City and \~ashington, D.C., also subtract points 
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for this. Drug use deducts points in two jurisdictions, Baltimore City 

and Washington, D.C. Other deductions occur in Baltimore City for prior 

violation of probation or parole or for p,rior escape; in Washington, D.C., 

for defendants cur:rently awaiting trial or on probation or parole; and in 

Jefferson County, for defendants in the military who have been absent 

without leave (AwOL). Santa Clara County does not deduct any points for 

"other" factors. 

Because of the weights assigned, certain characteristics make it 

highly unlikely that a defendant will be eligible for an own recognizance 

release recommendation. For example, in Jefferson County, prior FTA can 

deduct as many as 30 points from a defendant's total score; this is 375% 

of the eight-point total needed for own recognizance release eligibility, 

based on the point system. Indeed, prior FTA in Jefferson County receives 

the greatest maximum weight of any single factor, positive or negative, 

in any of the sites studied. The next most heavily weighted items, 

each comprising as much as 125% of the point total needed for an OR recom-

mendation, are "currently ahaiting trial" and "currently on probation or 

parole" for \~ashington, D.C., citation cases. 

I. R~sources 

Table 2.7 summarizes the financial and staff n?:$ources available to 

the eight programs. As shown, annual expenditures ranged from a low of 

S59,420 in Santa Cruz County to a high of $766,200 in l~ashington, D.C. 

Expenditure levels are declining only in Dade County; elsevJhere, they are 

either increasing or not changing. 

Funds are now cpmmonly being provided by the county, city or State, 

although five programs (Baltimore City, Baltimore County, Washington, D.C., 

Pima County and Santa Clara County: r,.'\d received LEAA funds in the past. 

Other Federal agencies had also aided these programs in prior years: the 
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TABLE 2.7 
PROGRAM RESOURCES 

progr.lms except !Jade, Jefferson and Santa Cruz Counties, where FY 1978 data are sho~m. 
-.----------------Tni7lIi1MORETliAITi~lORE ~---- -"JFf'l''Fh'i'S''''Orr-r-----·-,-

ITHI C lTY , COUNTY, WASH I f'lGTON, DA[jE COUNTY, COUNTY , 
t-_________________ ~I..;;.·lA"-'R.;..:;Yl'-'A'-"ND'-- ~lARYlAlm _.-!l:..C_._ FLORIDA KENTUCKY 

Annual Expenditures $489,330
a 

$73,300 $766,200 b $i04,135 $377,720 

P I11A COUNTY, 
ARIZONA 

$171 ,soa d 

Bud ge t Trend lEVel UP UP DOWN N.A. LIP 

Source of Funds CITY STATE CONPRESS COUNTY, STATE STATE COUNTY 

Ever Received LEAA Funds? YES YES YES NO flO YES 

Number of Staff: c 
Permanent S ta ff 37 3 46 8 25 lS 

Publ ic Service Employees (CETA Norkers 54 0 0 0 0 0 

Vo 1 un teers 0 0 5 0 0 60 

Part-Time Sta ff 0 2 8 0 9 

TOTAL STArF 91 5 59 8 34 76 

i l) 

SANTA CRUZ SANTA CLAIlA 
COUNTY, COUNTY , 

CJlLIFORNIA CALIFORNIA ----
$59 ,420 $426,0·10 

lEVEL UP 

COUNTY COUNTY 

NO YES --_. 
3 19 

4 

0 0 

0 5 
------. 

4 26 . ____________________________ L ______ ~ ________ ~~ ______ . __ _L ________ ~. ______ ~ ________ • __ ~. ________ _J ___________ I 

a 
From budgeted sums only; excludes CETA support. 

bExcludes lEAA grant of 5139,300 for development of computer system. 
cExcludes 14 vacant p03itions. 

------------------
SOURCE: Information reported in delivery system analyses of individual jurisdictions, Working Papers Nos. 1-8. 
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Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) had assisted both Baltimore City and 

Dade County, which had also been aided by the ~10del Cities Program, 

funded through the Department of Housing and Urban Development :. !,UD). 

Additionally, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) program 

of the Department of Labor has helped several pretrial release agencies 

by permitting them to supplement their staffs with Public Service Employ­

ees. As ~hown in Table 2.7, Baltimore City makes extensive use of these 

employees; they comprise more than half the staff there. 

Beside Public Service Employees, pretrial release programs use volunteers 

and part-time workers (often law students) to increase their staff 

resources. Pima County relies heavily on student volunteers, who can 

receive college credit for their work at the program. Approximately 

one-third of the total Pima County staff time is provided by volunteers. 

Table 2.8 presents information about the full-time, permanent staff 

members of the programs. As shown, a 11 of the staff in Ba ltimore County 

and Dade County and about 75% of the staff in Baltimore City and Santa 

Clara County have worked at their respective programs for at least two 

years. Only about one-third of the staff in Washington, D.C., Pima County 

and Santa Cruz County have been employed at their programs that long. 

pefferson County's program was less than two years old at the time it was 

studied.) 

Program staff are relatively well educated. More than half the 

staff members had college degrees, except in Baltimore City, Dade County 

and Jefferson County. 

Two programs (Baltimore County and Dade County) had a preponderance 

of staff with prior criminal justice system experience. At most programs 

between one-fifth and one-third of the staff had such prior experience. 

Most programs had a predominantly white staff; only Washington, D.C., 

and Dade County had a majority of blacks on their staffs. However, all 
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TABLE 2.8 
CHARACTERISTICS OF PROGRAM STAFF 

BAL TIMORE BALTIMORE HASHING-
CHARACTERI STI C CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

Number of Full-Time Permanent 
Staff (ftlled positions only) 37 3 46 

Percent Employed By Program At 
Least Two Years 75% 100% 36~; 

Percent With College Degree 38% 67% 96% 

Percent With Prior Criminal Justice 
System Experience 35% 67% 22% 

Percent ~~hi te 70% 100% 47% 

Percent Male 76% 33% 52% 

Age: a 
Percent Under 25 19% 0% 82% 

Percent 26-30 46% 67% 4~1 10 

Percent 31-45 22% 0% 13% 

Percent Over 45 13% 33% 0"1 10 

apercentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error. 

DADE JEFFER- PIMA 
COUNTY SON CO. COUNTY 

8 25 15 

100% N.A. 33% 

25% 41% 74% 

63% 21% 33% 

37% 68% 80% 

13% 50% 47% 

13% 65% 53% 

63% 18% 27% 

25% 15% 20% 

0% 3% 0% 

SOURCE: Information reported in deliver~1 system analyses of individual jurisdictions, Work; ng 
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programs except Baltimore County, Pima County and Santa Cruz County 

employed black staff members. In addition, Hispanics comprised about 20% 

of the staff in Pima and Santa Clara counties and one-third in Santa Cruz. 

Four of the programs (Baltimore City, Washington, D.C., Jefferson 

County and Santa Clara County) had largely fTlale staffs; the other four 

were primarily female. Most program staffs are relatively young, with 

from 47%.(Santa Clara) to 100% (Santa Cruz County) of the employees under 

30 years of age. Only three programs (Baltimore City, Baltimore County and 

Jefferson County) had any staff members who were over 45 years old. 

J. Costs 

It is difficult to derive accurate cost estimates for comparative 

purposes because of many factors, including: 

• Some programs do not have to pay for selected items (e.g., office 
space, certain staff costs) which are included in the budgets of 
other programs: 

• Program~, and other criminal justice agencies, rarely maintain 
their recot~s so as to facilitate cost estimation and comparison. 

9 Programs may engage in vastly different activities, which are 
described with the same labels (e.g., "interviewing" may include 
extensive verification efforts or virtually none; "supervision" 
may require considerable staff intervention or very little). 

• The cost of living varies greatly around the country; programs 
in more expensive areas can be expected to cost more than those 
in other areas. 

Although program costs should be offset by any savings they cause, estimates 

of such savings are quite difficult to acquire. For example, the extent 

of savings in jai~ costs depends on whether program activities result in 

less detention than would otherwise occur. However, because the programs 

are operating, it is not possible to determine the amount of detention 

which would occur if they were not. (It was partly in response to such 

problems that we worked vlith four jurisdictions to develop the experiments 

discussed in Volume II. These experiments permit a comparison of defendant 

outcomes---detention, failure-to-appear, pretrial crime, etc.---with and 
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'without program intervention. Such analysis also permits a more precise 

estimate of programs' costs and cost-effectiveness than is possible for 

the eight sites discussed in this volume.) 

Despite the limitations of cost analysis for these eight sites, Table 

2.9 provides the best estimates possible of program costs per defendant. 
I' 

These estimates are extremely rough ones, because of the many difficulties 

of determihing costs, allocating them to such program activities as 

conducting interviews or providing ~upervision, and developing comparable 

data across sites. While the cost data presented are useful for assessing 

differences in the order of magnitude of various costs, they should not 

be used for more precise comparisons (for example, if costs of $100 and 

$10 are indicated, there can be reaso.nable confidence that the $100 

activity---or program---is substantially more costly than the other, but no 

such conclusion about cost differences should be drawn for estimates of 

$100 and $95). 

As shown in Table 2.9, the cost per interview, based on dividing 

annual expenditures by annual interviews, ranged from $11 in Dade County 

to $41 in Pima County. For the four programs with supervision data, costs 

ranged from $22 per supervised defendant in Baltimore County to $371 per 

supervi sed defendant in Santa C1 ara County. 1 Such a vii de cost range for 

supervision reflects the vastly different nature of the supervision 

provided in the various jurisdictions. As discussed earlier, under the 

secti on "Program Interventi on," Sal timore County primari ly refers defend­

ants to local social service agencies, while Santa Clara County also moni-

tors supervised defendants (who must call and/or visit the program peri­

odically) through~ut the releas~ period. 

Because some programs provide supervision, the cost per interview 

estimates were adjusted to reflect this. Programs' overhead costs were 

allocated to interview or supervision functions in the same proportion 

I , , 
; 
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TABLE 2.9 
PRoGRAI1 COST ESTlNATES 

-- -11Al.tH;oRt- -iiAIHMoR'El WASH INGToN DADE COUNTY! jEFrERS'ON PIHA COUNTY I SANTA CRUZ I SANTA CLARA' 
Item C lTV • Cou/ITY. • , COUNTY • COUNTY. COUNTY , 

~!ARYLANo 11ARYLAND D. C. FLoR I DA KENTUCKY ARIZONA CALIFORNIA ClIUfl)RIHL -
Annual ExpemJi tures 

a $1)89,330 $ 73,300 $766,2oob $104,135 $377,720 $171,500 $ 59,1)20 $426,040 
- -

NUfilber of Intervie~,s Per Yt:!a r 37,540 1,830 28,500 9,230 19,300 4;200 1,960 14,300 

Cost Per Interview $13.03 $·10.05 $26.88 $11. 28 $19.57 $40.83 $30.32 $29.79 
f---

Estimated Annual Cost of Supel'-
$169,04od vision r;.l $ 11,700 N.A. tLII. $38,600 N.A. $230,000 

---_ . ..--- ------ f--. 
Nunilier of Defendanls Supervised 

Per Year y 550 1,780 II. A. N.A. 130 N.A. 620 
1---

Cost Per Supervised Defendant S./ $22 $95 lLA. ILA. $297 N.A. $371 

--------- --
Cost Per Interview, Adjusted 

$13.o3c for Supervision $33.66 $20.95 $11. 28 $19.57 $31.64 $30.32 $13.71 

Es lima ted Avel'dge Sa I a ry of 
In terv i e~ll!rs $10,000 $12,000 $12,500 $ 9,200 $ 8,000 $ B,ooo $14,500 $12,300 

Cost Per Interview, Adjusted 
S24.54c for Supervision and Staff $33,66 $21,54 $11 .28 $19.57 $42.31 $36.23 $16.46 

Cost Per Interview Rating LOW 111GB Lol-l LOW LOW IUGII IIIGII LOl~ 
-f----

/lumber of Defendants Whu Are 
/loth Reconlocnded For OR and 
Released On 0.1< Per' YJ!ar 18,395 220 Hi,51Se 1, 110 10,230 1,260 650 8,150 

---- --
Cost Per OR Release Affected 

8y Program (Adjusted For 
Supervision and Staff) $501.: $335 $37 $94 $40 $141 $109 $29 

, " 1------ ----.-- --
Cost Per Release Rating LOW HIGII LOl~ II I Gil LOW IUGII IfIGII LoH 

-- .. -
d Froill budgeted sums only; does IIOt include expendi tures fOl' Publ ic Service Employees or similar costs budgeted by otlter 
orClanizations (e.g., costs of space needed to conduct interviews at the jail). Da ta sltmm a re for FY 1977 for ,111 sites 
e'xcept Jefferson County and Santa Cruz County. I·,ltere FY 197B wa~ used. 

bE;~cludes LEAA grant of $139.300 for development of computer systel~. 

cnle supervision component was in its early stages of development during the time period shown; estimates of tlte number of 
$UperVlsed defendants and the costs of supervision are not avai lable. 

dlncludes costs of routine fol10wup for all defendants, . 
CEstimate; includes all nonfinancial I'p-leases, 

SOURCE: Information reported in del ivery system analyses of indiviclual jurisdictions, Working Papers Nos. 1-8. 
- --. ----
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as the direct costs of those functions (e.g., if supervision costs were 

one-half of interview costs, overhead costs were allocated one-third to 

h' d t 't 'w'ng) As shown in Table 2.9, the supervision and two-t lr s 0 ln erVle, . 

cost per interview, adjusted for supervision, ranged from $11 in Dade 

County to $34 in Baltimore County, 

The cost per interview data were also adjusted to reflect the fact 

that som~ programs do not pay all their staff expenses from their own 

budgets, For example, Baltimore City makes extensive use of Public Service 

Employees, and Pima County relies heavily on volunteers. Since these staff 

d 1 h if they generated opportunity costs (i .e., they could be use e sew ere 

t ' 1 release act,'v,'t,'es), costs for their services were not employed in pre rla 

were imputed and added to the programs I budgeted costs. For this purpose, 

the cost of a Public Service Employee or vo;unteer was estimated as 80 

percent of the average salary of a permanent interviewer. (The average 

Public Service Employee or volunteer was not considered equivalent to the 

average interviewer, because of the greater demands that can be placed on 

permanent staff.) 

Additionally, Public Service Employees were assumed to work full-time, 

while volunteers were estimated by the programs to work an average of about 

five hours per week each in Pima County and 13 hours per week each in 

Washington, D.C. Finally, all Public Service Employees and volunteers 

were assumed to work on interviewing activities, rather than supervision. 

This assumption was made because supervision at most programs requires 

greater skill and training than interviewing and thus could be presumed 

to be conducted prim~rily by paid permanent staff. Using these assumptions~ 

and retaining the earlier cost adjustment for supervision, costs per inter­

v,iew ranged from $11 in Dade County to $42 in Pima County. 

An i nteresti ng feature' of these cost estimates is the way they vary 

by the number of defendants interviewed annually. This is illustrated in 

-----~----
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Figure 2,1. As shown, the costs follow roughly a U-shaped pattern: the 

three programs (Baltimore County, Santa Cruz and Pima Counties) that 

interview the fewest defendaf~ts have the highest costs per interview; Dade 

County, with a moderate volume of interviews~ has the lowest costs per 

interview; as the number of interviews becomes quite large, costs per 

intervie\;I increase, but they increase at a slower rate than for the earlier 

decl ines ,(i .e., the slope of a line connecting the low volume programs and 

Dade County on Figure 2.1 would be steeper than that of a similar line 

connecti ng the hi gh vo 1 urne programs and Dade County). 

Figure 2.1 has implications for program planning. In particular, 

straight-line cost per interview projections should not be made. At low 

interview levels, the percentage cost increase associated with expanding 

the number of interviews may be less than the percentage change in 

interview volume; at high interview levels, these cost increases may be 

greater. 

The last section of Table 2.9 considers program costs as related to 

own recognizance (OR) releases affected by program activities. This provides 

a rough measure of the cost of attaining program impact on the release 

process. For estimating purposes, an OR release was considered "affected 

by program activities " if the program recommended OR release and the 

defendant was released on OR. As shown, the costs per OR release affected 

by the program (retaining the earlier cost adjustments for supervision and 

staff) ranged from $29 for Santa .. Cl ara County to $335 for Ba 1 timore County, 

Figure 2.2 relates these costs to the number of OR releases affected by 

the program annually. Once again, the programs with the fewest interviews 

had thE: highest unit costs. The four low-volume programs had unit costs 

ranging from $94 for Dade County to $335 for Baltimore County. Unit costs 

for the four hi gh-vol ume programs ranged from $29 for Santa Cl ara County 

to $40 for Jefferson County. 
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FIGURE 2.1 
COST PER INTERVIEW COMPARED WITH ANNUAL NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS 
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FIGURE 2.2 
COST PER 0l.JN RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE AFFECTED BY PROGRAIV] 

COMPARED WITH ANNUAL NUMBER OF OWN RECOGNIZANCE RELEASES AFFECTED BY PROGRAM 
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programs vary considerably (from $94 to $335). This is not the case with 

the high-volume programs; their per-defendant costs vary wi~hin the narrow 

range from $29 to $40. Additionally, the high-volume programs show 

gradually increasing unit costs as volume rises. There is no discernible 

unit cost trend for the low-volume programs. 

When compared with Figure 2.1, Figure 2.2 shows the greatest program 

shift for Dade County, which has low costs per interview, but high costs 

per OR release affected by the program. Although Dade County interviews 

a relatively large number of defendants, only 12% of those interviewed are 

both recommended for and released on own recognizance. 

A limitation of the information jisplayed in Figure 2.2 stems from 

the measure used to assess program impact. Programs may, of course, affect 

the release process through mechanisms other than their impact on own 

recognizance release. For example, the mere provision of information may 

lead to changed release decisions, even if programs do not make recommend-

ations regarding the type of release. 

An additional limitation of the analysis presented is that there is 

usually no way to know \vhether OR releases "affected ll by a program would 

have occurred without program intervention. Only Baltimore County operates 

so as to preclude this possibility, and even there defendants might 

eventually have secured release by posting bond. Consequently, program 

costs per release are probably higher than those shown in Figure 2.2. (As 

mentioned earlier, the experimental analyses discussed in Volume II deal 

with this issue of program impact on release.) 
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with the characteristics of the other criminal justice agents within the 

jurisdiction. Of particular importance are the jail conditions, the 

nature of the release authorities, the extent to which the prosecuting 

attorney and the defense attorney become involved in pretrial release 

deliberations, and the role of professional bondsmen. 

Jail overcrowding played an important part in the histories of aTl 

eight programs. As shown in Table 2.10, four of the sites studied are 

currently experiencing jail overcrowding problems, with inmate populations 

exceeding jail capacity by percentages ranging from 24% in Pima County 

to 92% in Baltimore County. The four jurisdictions without overcrowded 

jails at the present time had them in the recent past. Thus, all eight 

jurisdictions have been under pressure to alleviate jail overcrowding, 

even though some of the sites have experienced declining arrest rates 

(see Table 2.1, presented earlier). In five sites (Baltimore City, 

Washington, D.C., Dade County, Santa Cruz County and Santa Clara County) 

jail conditions led to court cases, which provided additional pressure 

to reduce overcrowding. 

In some jurisdictions jail overcrowding has been exacerbated by the 

lack of other facilities for persons with problems that prevent them from 

leading "normal" lives. A jailer in Santa Cruz County estimated that 

about 30% of the current inmates did not belong in jail, but rather in 

treatment programs which could deal with their drug or mental health 

problems. Because existing treatment facilities were not willing or able 

to take all potential referrals from the criminal justice system, these 

individuals remained in jail. Such situations occur even though most 
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c TABLE ~. 10 
SELECTED CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS 

BALTIMORE BALTIMORE \·/ASHING- DADE JEFFER- PIMA SANTA 
ITEM CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY ·scm CO. COUNTY CRUZ 

Jail Overcrowding ,",urrently urrently n Past n Past n Past urrent- In 
y Past 

Jail population as percentage ot 
capacity in overcrowded sites 133~ 192% n.a. n.a. n.a. 124% n.a. 

Reactions to jail overcrowding: 
Renovate existing jai~ X X X X X 

Bui ld new jai 1 Under f..0mpleted omplet- Plan-
Construc- d ned 
tion 

Expand pretrial releafe activities X X X X 

House inmates elsewhere X X 

Nonfinancial release authorities: 
Judges X X X X X X X 

Court commissioners X X X 

Police officers X X X 

Sheri ff X 

Program officials 

Bail schedule: 
( Mi sdemeanors X X X X X 

Felonies X X X 

I Present Jt release heJring~: 
v X X X X I Prosecutor II 

Defense attorney X X X X X 

Percentage of defendants represented by 
90% 90% 6-"c 5O%c 85% 85% public defender or court-appointed n.a. :l1O 

attorney 

Number of bonding agents 15 5 3 100 0 3 3 

aData are for 1976 for Baltimore City, 1977 for Baltimore County, and I978 for Pima County and Santa Clara 
County. 

b,-lai n Ja i 1 oniy. 
cFelonies only. 

Source: Information reported in dElivery system analyses of individual juri sdi cti ons, Working Papers 
Nos. 1-8. 
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jails are geared toward the routine processing of "normal" defendants, 

rather than the handling of persons with serious physical or psychological 

problems. 

Jurisdictions have responded to jail overcrowding in various ways. 

A common reaction was t~ renovate the existing jailor to build a new 

one. All sites except Baltimore City and Santa Clara County have endorsed 

such jail capacity expansions. 

Additionally, jurisdictions frequently supported increased activities 

by the pretrial release program. 2 Indeed, the Baltimore County and Santa 

Cruz County programs were established primarily in response to jail 

overcrowding. Moreover, jail conditions were an important consideration 

in both the initiation of the Santa Clara County program and the subsequent 

addition of a supervised release component to its activities. The develop­

ment of supervised release in Pima County also coincided with increased 

concern over jail overcrowding. In Baltimore City the pretrial release 

program modif-ied its operations in response to jail overcrowding 

problems: it expanded its staff to provide around-the-clock intervlewing 

of defendants, decentralized its activities so that interviews could 

be conducted soon after arrest and initiated procedures for a second 

screening of the jail population to determine whether some detainees 

might be recommended for release (e.g., by verifying previously unverified 

information) . 

Finally, besides efforts to increase jail capacity or to decrease 

the number of detained defendants, jurisdictions have transferred inmates 

to other facilities to alleviate overcrowding. In Baltimore County 

some defendants are detained at police lock-ups located throughout the 

county rather than in the overcrowded central jail. In Santa Cruz 
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County in th'2 past certain inmates ItJere housed at the San Francisco County 

Jail at San Bruno, approximately 40 miles away, under a contractual 

arrangement between the two counties. 

All of the responses to jail overcrowding have posed problems for 

the local jurisdictions. Renovating existing facilities or building 

new ones are expensive propositions, particularly unattractive at a 

time when taxpayers in many communities are opposing increased governmental 

expenditures. Housing defendants elsewhere also presents difficulties. 

If space is available in a nearby jurisdiction, it will be costly to rent, 

and defendants I relatives, friends and attorneys will have long distances 

to travel to see them. Using police lock-ups as detention facilities 

is also unsatisfactory, since most of these lock-ups were designed as 

short-term holding cells, not as places for long-term residence. Finally, 

efforts to detain fewer defendants raise the possibility that persons 

of increasingly greater risk may be released. Partly because of these 

difficulties, several jurisdictions have i~plemented a multiple response 

to jail overcrowding in an effort to balance the increased costs of 

adding to jail capacity with the increased risks perceived as a likely 

outcome of higher release rates. 

Another important aspect of the criminal justice system that affects 

pretrial release is the nature of the release authorities in the various 

jurisdictions. As shown in Table 2.10, judges make at least some non­

financial release decisions in all the sites studied. In Baltimore City, 

Baltimore County and Santa Clara County, hOI-lever, the judges ' role is 

primarily to review earlier decisions made by court commissioners who, 

unlike judges, are not required to be attorneys (except in Santa Clara 

County). The police make nonfinancial release decisions in four jurisdictions 
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(Washington, D.C., Pima County, Santa Cruz County and Santa 'Clara County) 

by authorizing citation release for defendants charged with relatively' 

minor offenses. The sheriff in Santa Cruz County and the program in 

Santa Clara County can also release such defendants. Moreover, the 

police and sheriffs are involved in the financial release process in 

jurisdictions with bail schedules. Each site except Baltimore City has 

a bail schedule for at least some charges; defendants who post bail based 

on these schedules often do so from the police station or jail, soon 
after booking. 

When release hearings are held, both the prosecuting and defense 

attorneys are usually present in five of the jurisdictions (Washington, 

D.C., Dade County, Jefferson County, Pima County, and Santa Cruz County). 

If the defense counsel is a public defender or court-appointed attorney, 

as is usually the case, such counsel may be designated at the release 

hearing itself. Only in Washington, D.C., do representatives of the public 

defender's office attempt to determine the defendants who are likely to 

be assigned to them at the release hearing and to develop information 

pertinent to the release decision. Even these efforts begin only shortly 

before the release hearing and are quite limited in scope (e.g.; the 

attorneys may try to verify unverified information obtained by the pre­

trial release program). The public defender's office in Pima County used 

to engage in such activities as well but now relies al~ost exclusively on 

the information developed by the pretrial release program. 

One situation in which prosecuting attorneys become especially 

concerned about release decisions involves arrests of "career criminals" 

in Jefferson County. Under Kentucky's persistent felon statute, persons 

convicted of two previous felonies are automatically sentenced to ten 

• 
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years in prison if they are convicted a third time. For such defendants 

the prosecuti ng attorney makes every effort to prevent rel ease by ar'gui ng 

for high money bail. According to local sources, more than 80% of the 

defendants prosecuted as career criminals in Jefferson County are in 

fact incarcerated pending trial. 

In several jurisdictions, prosecutors will sometimes dismiss cases 

shortly after the pretrial release program has completed its interview and 

verification activities. To avoid wasting criminal justice processing 

efforts on cases which will not be prosecuted, the Santa Clara County 

prosecutor's office ran a "preprocessing center" in 1975-76. The center, 

which operated around-the-clock, reviewed the charges and evidence against 

defendants before booking, so that poor cases would be screened out of the 

criminal justice system as quickly as possible. Although the center's 

operations apparently led to a reduced number of bookings, the prosecutor's 

office decided not to seek additional funding for it. 

In our interviews with them, prosecuting and defense attorneys alike 

frequently commented on the usefulness of the information provided by the 

pretrial release programs. In general these attorneys were supportive of 

their respective programs. Predictably, prosecutors were inclined to 

vie\~ the program as biased in favor of more liberal release policies than 

the prosecutors felt were justified. They often viewed release as a 

direct threat to their successful prosecution of a case. Many times, they 

maintained, release of a defendant jeopardized witness cooperation. In 

addition, prosecutors were more inclined than the defense attorneys to 

suggest that the court paid more attention to program and defense attorney 

suggestions than to prosecutors I suggestions regarding release. Most 

agreed, though, that the court tended to weigh both sides of the argument. 
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Although not a formal part of the criminal justice system, bonding 

agents have important roles in the release process in all jurisdictions 

except Jefferson County. Since commercial bonding for profit is illegal 

throughout the State of Kentucky, no bondsmen operate in Jefferson County. 

The number of bonding agents in the other jurisdictions varies from three 

to one hundred. These bondsmen play an important role in determining 

whether a defendant with financial release conditions set by the court 

will be freed or jailed pending trial. 

Bondsmen in several jurisdictions commented to us that they were 

becoming less selective about their clientele, because ·increased rates of 

nonfinancial release had considerably diminished their universe of potential 

clients. Bondsmen blamed both pretrial release programs and liberal judges 

for this situation. Bondsmen sometimes complained that many defendants 

released on own recognizance (OR) had the financial means to post bail. 

Consequently, the bondsmen suggested that the community I'/oul d be best served 

by a release policy that concentrated on bonds and supervised releases, 

rather than OR releases. In their view this would insure that only those 

defendants who were unable to post bail would require the services of a 

governmental agency. As a result, program costs could be reduced and 

taxpayers I money saved. 

n'lo of the States represented by our sampl e of programs have especi ally 

powerful organizations of bonding agents. In both Florida and California 

these organizations have defeated efforts to pass State legislation that 
/ 

would facilitate the release of defendants without surety bond. Although 

legislation was passed in California in 1979 that established a 10% 

deposit bond option, the law as enacted was substantially less broad than 

the initial proposal. Partly due to the opposition of the bonding lobby, 

the law was restricted to misdemeanor charges, rather than applied to all 

, 
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offenses; its implementation was delayed until January 1981; and a five­

year limit on the law was set. 

There are other features of the criminal justice process which deserve 

mention. One is the role of the police, who initiate the pretrial period 

through their arrests of defendants. In four jurisdictions (Washington, D.C., 

Pima County, Santa Cruz County and Santa Clara County) the police are directly 

involved in release decisions as well, because of their citation release 

authority. Moreover, police may participate indirectly in other release 

decisions by making criminal record information available to the pretrial 

release program and hence to the court. 

In three jurisdict-ions, persons we interviewed raised the possibility 

that police officers mig:1t 1I0ver-chargell defendants (e.g., charge burglary 

instead of the less serious crime of petty theft). In Santa Cruz County, 

the prosecutor1s screening process was thought to handle this problem 

adequately, since "excessive" charges would be reduced early in the 

criminal justice process. In Dade County, over-charging was considered 

limited to cases involving assaults on police officers. These situations 

are aggravated there by police perceptions that judges are too lenient 

with those who assault police officers and that charges are often in­

appropriately reduced from felonies to misdemeanors. 

Santa Clara County tries to avoid police over-charging of defendants 

by requiring the arresting officer to complete a "bail affidavit." This 

form describes the circumstances of the arrest in detail, including whether 

weapons, injuries or drugs were involved in the alleged offense. The 

officer signs the form and de~lares under penalty of perjury that all 

the information provided is correct. 

Besides their role in the arrest and release processes, the police 

are responsible for apprehending defendants who fail to appear for court, 
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when warrants are issued for the arrest of these individuals. Although 

most police departments reported that they were too understaffed to allocate 

much effort to this function, several indicated that they made special 

efforts to apprehend any defendants whose original arrest involved an 

assault on a police officer. 

Police officers often commented to us that they thought many suspects 

were released too easily. This opinion was held even of lesser crimes, 

partly becaus~ such crimes often involve substantial 'police effort. 

Another aspect of the criminal justice system that has affected the 

pretrial release process is court reform. Three of the States studied 

reorganized their court systems during the 1970 1s: Maryland in 1971, 

Florida in 1972 and Kentucky in 1976. Kentucky1s court reform occurred 

very shortly after the Statewide pretrial release system was adopted and 

this confounds attempts to assess the impact of the changed release 

procedures alone. 

As discussed above, many characteristics of the criminal justice 

system may affect pretrial release practices within a jurisdiction. These 

characteristics may also affect the acceptance level of a pretrial release 

program; a topic considered in the next section. 

L. Program Integration into the Local Criminal Justice Sytem 

The programs studied reflect different degrees of integration into 

their respective criminal justice systems: some programs are integral 

parts of those systems, while others function as satellites of them. 

High integration is shown by such characteristics as strong linkages with 

other parts of the criminal justice system, high visibility within the 

system, continued and perhaps increasing local financial support and a 

generally favorable--and widely expressed--disposition toward the program. 

1 
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Five programs are considered to have high integration: Baltimore 

Ci ty, ~~ashi ngton, D. C., Jefferson County, Pima County and Santa Cl ara 

County. These programs are characterized by high levels of local support, 

maintained for more than five years in all cases except Jefferson County. 

There I the current program was authorized by State legislation in 1976. 

Additionally, these programs have high visibility and many linkages with 

other criminal justice system components. On the whole, the criminal 

justice system officials we interviewed in the programs I respective juris-

dictions expressed high regard for the programs I operations. 

The three programs with low integration--Baltimore County, Dade 

County and Santa Cruz County--have not received significant local support. 

Moreover, each of these programs was either being reorganized at the time 

it was studied (Baltimore County, Dade County) or was reorganized shortly 

thereafter (Santa Cruz 'County). These programs also had relatively low 

visibility and few strong linkages with other criminal justice system 

components. Interview responses from criminal justice system officials 

suggested that the programs were "tolerated," rather than "endorsed." 

Table 2.11 summarizes several major indicators for the eight juris­

dictions and programs studied. As shown, these indicators do not explain 

the observed differences in integration. For example, reported offenses 

for Index Crimes increased over a four-year period in two of the low 

program integration sites and in three of the high program integration 

jurisdictions. Arrests were down in two low integration and two high 

integration sites an~ up in all other locations. Thus, crime trends are 

not systematically correlated with high or low program integration. 

All of the low integration programs had low ratings for their scope 

of operations. Although Pima County also had low scope, it had attempted 
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TABLE 2.11 
PROGRAM INTEGRATION, AS RELATED TO SELECTED 

COMMUNITY AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 

BAL TIMORE BALTmORE HASHING-
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 
High Low High 

DADE 
COUNTY 

Low 

Index Crimes, Four-Year Trend: a 

Reported Offenses Down Up Dmvn Down 

Arrests Down Down Down Down 

Program Scope Rati ng High Low High Low 

Program Intervention Rating 
(Aggregate) High Medium High ~ow 

Program Recommendation Impact High Low High Low 

Basis of Recommendations Point Subjective Objective Subjec-
System Assessment System tive 

Assess-
ment 

Cost Per Interview Rating Low High Low Low 

Cost Per OR Releasing Rating Low High Low High 

Ja i 1 Overcrowding Currently Currently In Past In Past 

JEFFER- PIMA 
SON CO. COUNTY 
H.i gh High 

Up Up 

Up Up 
I 

High Low 

Medium Medium 

High Medium 

Point Subjec-
System tive 

Assess-
ment 

Low High 

Low High 

In Past Current 
ly 

a1974-77 for all jurisdictions except Pima County and Santa Cruz County, where the 1973-76 period 

" 

SANTA SANTA 
CRUZ CLARA 
Low High 

Up Up 

Up Up 

Low High 

Low Medium 

Medium High 

~ubjec-Point 
tive ~ystem 
Assess-
BTIent 

High Low 

High Low 

In Past Cur-
rently 

was used. 
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to broaden its operations in the past (and after the time period of our 

study was successful in doing so once again). 

In terms of program intervention, the low integration programs had 

low or medium ratings. But such ratings were not always associated with 

1m" integration. Jefferson County, Pima County 'and Santa Clara County 

each had medium intervention but high integration. 

Only two programs received low ratings for program recommendation 

impact (based on the percentage of interviewed defendants who are both 

recommended for OR and released on OR, as shown in Table 2.5); both were 

low integration programs. The third low integration program received a 

medium rating for program recommendation impact. Four out of five high 

integration programs also had high,ratings for this impact measure. 

All three of the low integration programs based their recommendations 

on subjective assessments, rather than point systems. However, Pima 

County also used subjective assessments but had high integration. ' 

Two of the three 'J ow i ntegrati on programs had hi gh costs per i nter­

view; however, the third program had the lowest costs of the eight sites. 

When program costs are considered in terms of the OR releases affected 

by the program (as discussed earlier, in Section J), the three low inte­

gration programs have either high or medium costs. Both of the programs 

with low costs have high integration. However, two programs with medium 

costs and one with high costs also have high integration. 

Although two of the low integration sites are not currently experi­

encing jail overcrowding, the third has the \"orst overcrowding of any 

site studied. Thus, this factor, too, fails to explain differences in 

program integration satisfactoriiy. Such explanations must be based on 

combinations of the above factors as well as such additional considerations 
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as the local political climate and program impact on rates of release, 

failure to appear and pretrial criminality. 

The programs studied usually possessed impact data, based on the 

defendants they 'interviewed and/or recommended for release. These data 

are reported in the individual working papers describing the pre-

trial release system of each site. However, the data are rarely comparable 
: 3 

across sltes and are often incomplete or inaccurate within a site (e.g., 

failure-to-appear rates may be available for defendants released on own 

recognizance but not for persons released on bond). 

To overcome these limitations, we collected extensive data, using 

comparable definitions of outcomes, on a sample of defendants in each 

site. The results of the analyses of these data are presented in the 

following chapters. 
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FOOTNOTES 

Chapter II 

lSusan Weisberg conducted an extensive cost analysi~ ~f pretrialtr$~~~se 
ro rams Based on 1974 data, she estimated supervl s 1 on costs ?r .. II 

P gd f.'d t for IIlowll supervision and $360 per defendant for hlgh 
per e.e~ an See Susan Weisberg, Cost Analysis of Corr~ct1onal S~andards: 
~~~~~~~~l~~~grams (Washington, b.c.: U.S. Government Prlntlng Offlce, 
LEAA, 1978), pp. 82-85. 

2There is also some evidence that release decisions.made on a dai~y basis 
~ay reflect the current jail population. An analysls.0~ release In. 
Washington, D.C., found a strong correlation between Jall overcrowdl~~ 1 . 
and release rates: the greater ~h~ jail POlPdu1atio~, t~~el~:~~r~~e Al.l R~t~-
h d that financial release condltl0ns wou e se . .. 
o~ P 1 B Wice Pretrial Release and Misconduct in th~ Dlstrlct of 

~~lum~~a, PROMIs'Research.prOject, PUhbldica~~o~ ~~d(~~~~~~~~o~97~)~·~. 111-20. 
Institute for Law and Soclal Researc, ra a, 

3A 1973 survey found that 51 ~retri~l release program~ we~e ~s~~~d~~n 
di~ferent methods of calculat 1 ng fallure-to-appear. ee an W k" 

I d Carol n Worr~~l The Pre-Trial Release Pro ram: or lnq 
~~~~~s B1~~~h~~gton, D~ C.: Off'i c~ of Economi c Opportunity, July 1973 , 
pp. 21-22. 
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II I. INTRODUCTION TO OUTCOMES ANA.LYSES 

A. Background 

Three broad issues of the evaluation concern the outcomes of defendants. 

These issues consider: 

• the extent, types and correlates of release; 

• fai 1 ure-to-appear rates; and 

• pretrial criminality. 

To address these issues, we selected a sample of cases for detailed 

study from each of the eight jurisdictions. In general the sample was 

randomly selected from all arrests over a one-year period, with traffic 

charges other than driving while intoxicated excluded. 

In two sites (Dade County and Santa Clara County), lack of records 

for a one-year period reauired analysis of a shorter time span. More­

over, in these same two sites the sample was not selected from all arrested 

defendants: in Dade County, the sample consisted of felony defendants 

only, and in Santa Clara County defendants released through field citations 

by the police were excluded. Despite the sampling limitations in Dade 

and Santa Clara Counties, there were compelling reasons for including 

them in the study. Dade County is one of the fel'l juri sdi cti ons in the 

south where the pretrial release program handles felony defendants (and, 

indeed, it handles felony defendants exclusively), and the Santa Clara 

County program is one of the few in the country that can itself release 

certain defendants. 

Additionally, the sample for Jefferson County \'/as selected only from 

defendents arrested within the Louisville city limits. Although the 
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pretrial release program serves the entir~ county, acquisition of 

arrest records from the suburban areas would have been inordinately time­

consuming. Since the bulk of the arrests in Jefferson County occur with­

in Louisville, the sample was limited to that area. 

The size of the sample in each site was determined by the expected 

number of defendants who would have failed to appear for court or been 

arrested during the pretrial period. These estimates were based on data 

and approximations provided by the local jurisdictions and were sometimes 

inaccurate. Nevertheless, the sample in each site turned out to contain 

cases of both failure to appear and pretrial rearrest. Appendix A includes 

brief summaries of the release, failure to appear and pretrial crime out­

comes for each site. Additionally, Appendix B provides a more detailed 

discussion of the sampling approach used in each site. 

To analyze the eight sites in the aggregate, we weighted the data 

for each site to reflect the probability of selecting defendants from 

that site for study. This weighting was based on the total universe of 

arrested defendants used to select the individual site samples. Table 

3.1 shows the sample size in each jurisdiction, the size of the universe 

from which the sample was selected, and the weighted sample size for the 

area. 

Unless otherwise stated, all analyses in this report are based on 

weighted data. Calculations are rounded, where ap'propriate, to the 

nearest whole number. Because each number is rounded individually, rows 

and columns in the various tables will sometimes not add up to the precise 

total shown. 

Because of the sampling approach used, the sample for each site 

should reflect the local situation rega~ding the characteristics of the 
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TABLE 3.1 
SAMPLE SIZE AND UNIVERSE BY SITE 

SAMPLE SIZE SIZE OF WEIGHTED SA~lPLE 
JURISDICTION (Unweighted) UNIVERSEa SIZE 

Baltimore City, Maryl and 556 37,391 811 

Ba ltimor~ County, ~laryl and 419 18,528 402 

Washington, D.C. 442 30,000 651 

Dade County, Florida 427 9,860b 214 

Louisville, Kentucky 435 19,200 416 

Pima County, Arizona 409 16,534 359 

Santa Cruz County, California 430 8,605 187 

Santa Clara County, California 370 19,389c 448 

TOTAL 3,488 159,507 3,488 

aAll samples'were drawn from one year's arrests excepting those in Dade 
County and Santa Clara County, Ylhi ch were from six months of arrests. 

bFelonies only. 

cExcludes defendants released on field citations by the arresting police 
officers. 
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arrested defendants, the types of charges that are most prevalent in the 

jurisdiction, the release outcomes in the area, and the failure to appear 

and pretrial criminality experiences of released defendants. Since the 

jurisdictions vary considerably, as discussed in the preceding chapter, 

the samples also differ. For example, defendants are not prosecuted for 

public intoxication in Washington, D.C., but more than one-fourth of all 

arrests.in Louisville ar.e for drunkenn~ss. Similarly, local residents 

arrested in Baltimore City had lived there more than 23 years on the 

average, as compared with 13 years for local residents arrested in Santa 

Cruz County, an area which attracts a large transient population. Con­

sequently, analyses of aggregate data sometimes mask significant 

differences across sites. When they are important, such differences are 

discussed in the analyses presented in subsequent chapters. 

B. Description of the Sample 

( To describe the sample, we selected nineteen variables which 

cons)der defendants' community ties, criminality and background character­

istics. Table 3.2 shows the extent to which these data were available, 

both overall and for individual sites. As indicated, data were acquired 

for more than half the sampled defendants in each site for local residence, 

employment status, most serious arrest cliarg,e, criminal Justice system 

status \-Ihen arrested, age, ethnicitY and sex. Of the variables shown, 

information was least complete for public assistance status and education 

level, where only three sites had data on more than half the sampled 

defendants. 

1. Community Ties 

Community ties are considered in terms of residence (3 variables), 

family ties (4 variables), and employment-related indicators (3 variables). 
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TABLE 3.2 
PERCENTAGE OF CASES WHERE DATA ARE AVAILABLE FOR INDICATED ITEMS 

(n = 3,488) 

ALL BAL TIMORE BALTIMORE I·JASHING- DADE LOUIS-
ITEt~ SITES CITY COUNTY TO~I, D. C. COUNTY VILLE 

Communit~ Ti es: 
Local Residence 95~~ 98% 95% 97% 97% 91% 

Years of Local Residence (for 
local residents only) 75?~ 99% 18% 76% 51% 79% 

Months at Present Address 63% 95% 15~~ 71% 40% 69% 

Ma rita 1 Status 73~~ 99% 22% 80% 54% 72~{' 

Family Support 65?6 98% 20% 60% 43% 71% 

Number of Dependents ~ 

Living Arrangement 69~~ 97% 22% 74% 52~~ 72~~ 

Employment Status 91 ~~ 99~0 92% 90% 95% 95% 

Occupation of Employed 
Defendants 97% 100% 93~b 80% 100% 100% 

Last Occupation of Unemployed 
Defendants 60~~ . 84% 43% 50% 22% 54% 

Public Assistance Status 47~~ 93% 8% 27% 23% 67% 

PI~lA 
COUNTY 

91% 

61% 

48% 

56% 

57% 

51% 

66% 

86% 

11% 

7% 

( CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

90% 

75% 

24% 

48% 

30% 

44% 

82% 

91 ~~ 

91% 

47% 

SANTA 
CLARA 

100% 

93~~ 

6n~ 

97% 

77% 
--

86;~ 

99;~ 

1 OO~; 

78~~ 

50~~ 
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TABLE 3.2 (CONTINUED) 
PeRCENTAGE OF CASES WHERE DATA ARE AVAILABLE FOR INDICATED ITEMS 

(n = 3,488) 

ALL BAL TIMORE BAL TIt~ORE l'IASHING- DADE LOUIS-
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY VILLE 

Criminal it~: 
Most Serious Current Charge 1 OO~~ 100% 100% 1 OO~~ 100% 100% 

Criminal Justice System Status 
When Arrested 89% 96% 99% 58~~ 100% 96~~ 

Number of Prior Arrests ~ 

Number of Prior Convictions ~ 

Age at First Adult Arrest 63% 70% 85% 43% 62% 69% 

Background Characteristics: 
Age At Arrest 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Ethni city 93% 100% 99% 72% 100% 99% 

Sex 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 
'. 

Education 42% 93% 15% 70% 1% 0% 

.. 

PIMA I SANTA SANTA l 
COUNTY I. CRUZ CLARA 

1 OO~b .• 100% 1 om~ 

91% 96;~ 100;; 

61% 47% 60% 

98% 98% 100% 

89% 95% 100% 

99% 99% 100% 
! 

8% 67% 9°' /0 

af Mis~ing dat~ were coded as zeros; ,consequently, cases with missing data cannot be distinguished from cases I 
havlng a value of zero. InformatlOn on the number of dependents was often not available. However, 
data on the number of prior arrests and number of prior convictions 
defendants (i.e., for more than 95% of the cases in the sample). 

were ascertained for virtually all 
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Table 3.3 summarizes the sample characteristics for the residence variables. 

As shown, 95% of the sample were local residents, who had lived in the 

area an average of 20 years and at their present address for more than 

five years. The shortest periods of local residence occurred in the 

three western jurisdictions and Dade County. 

Table 3.4 presents the family ties characteristics of the sample. 

More than half the defendants studied had never been married, and more 

than half the remaining defendants were separated, divorced or widow(er)ed. 

The highest proportions of married defendants occurred in Louisville and 

Santa Clara County (27.2% and 29.4%, respectively), and the lowest in 

Hashington, D.C., and Pima County (16.7% each). As suggested by their 

marital status, few of the defendants (slightly more than one-third of 

the sample) were responsible for family support. Only about 20% of the 

defendants had one or more dependents in the area. About one-third of 

the sample lived with a parent or guardian, 22% with a spouse, 32% with 

another relative or an unrelated person and 13% alone. 

Table 3.5 summarizes employment-related indicators. More than 40% 

of the defendants were unemployed at the time of arrest. The percentage 

unemployed ranged from about one-third in Baltimore County and the two 

California sites to almost one-half the sample in Baltimore City. 

For employed defendants the most common occupational category vias 

craftsperson or operative, follo\t/ed by laborer. In every site except 

Washington, D.C., these categories accounted for more than half the 

occupations of the employed defendants; Washington, D.C., had a dispropor-

tionately large number of service workers. Santa Clara County had the 

highest percentage of employed defendants with professional, technical or 

managerial occupations (18.5%), while Washington, D.C., had the lowest (4.1%). 

For unemployed defendants, their last occupation had most often been laborer 
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Local Residence: a 

Defendant is local resident 
Defendant is not local resident 

TOTAL (=loO~O b 

Years of Loca 1 Residence: a,c 

Mean number of years 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four or five 
Six through ten 
Eleven through fifteen 
Sixteen through twenty 
Twenty-one through thirty 
More than thirty 

TOTAL (= 1 Om~)b 

;t I 
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ALL 
SITES 

95.2% 

4.8% 
(3,331 ) 

20. 1 

4.0% 

2.8% 
2.7% 

5.0% 

8.3% 

6.3% 
22.6% 

35.1% 

13.2% 

(2,376) 

( 

TABLE 3.3 
RESIDENCE CHARACTERISTICS 

(n = 3,488) 

BAL TIMORE BALTIMORE HASHING-
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

98.3% 90. 4~~ 97.7% 

1. 7% 3.6% 2.3% 
(792 ) (382) (632) 

23.4 d 21.3 

1. 1 % 0.9% 2.2% 
0.95; 1. 6% 3. 2~~ 
1. 1 % 0.9% 2.5% 

3.8% 1 . 8~~ 3.5% 
3.6% 4.5% 5.7% 

3.m~ 8.5% 5.0% 
25.6% 26.1% 21.8% 

40.9% 45.0% 44.2% 
19.2% 10.6% 12.0% 

(775 ) (66) (467 ) 

DADE LOUIS- PIMA 
COUNTY VILLE COUNTY 

87.9% 96.0% 87.6% 

12.1% 4.0% 12.4% 

(207) (379) (325) 

17.3 22.7 15. 1 

3.2% 3.3% 12.1% 

3.2% 3. O~'" 5.0% 

1. 6% 1. 3% 3.5% 

5.3% 3.0% 8.0% 

16.6% 5.6% 13.1 % 

9.1% 5.0% 8.5% 

23.5% 22.5% 21.6% 
31.6% 36.8% 19.6% 

5.9% 19.5% 8.5% 

(94) (289) (175) 

(CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

87.2% 

12.8% 
(167) 

12.8 

10.6% 

4.3% 
5.1% 

9.0% 

21.2% 

14.5% 
14.9% 

15.7% 

4.7% 
(111 ) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

96.2% 

3.8% 

(448) 

14.8 
7.7% 

4.3% 

6.n: 
8.6% 

15.6% 

9.?% 

19.6% 

23.3% 

4.9% 
(401 ) 
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CHARACTERISTIC ALL 
SITES 

Months at Present Address: a 

Mean number of months 64.S 

1-3 months 17.0% 
4-6 months 9.9% 

7-12 months 14.0% 
13-24 months 10.4% 
25-60 months 17.6% 
61-120 months 13.0% 
121-240 months 12.4% 
More than 240 months 5.7% 

TOTAL (= 100%)b 2,184 ) 

aSignificant at the .0000 level. 
bMissing data'excluded from total. 
cFor local 

I 

residents only; n = 3,171. 

( 

TABLE 3.3 (CONTINUED) 
RESIDENCE CHARACTERISTICS 

(n = 3,488) 

BAL TIMORE BALTIMORE \'/ASHING-
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

73.2 d 73.1 
16.0% 11 .5% 

6.4% 12.5% 
12.6% 12.8% 
10.6% 9.9% 
18.4;:; 21 .4% 
14. n~ 11.9% 
14. 8~~ 11.2% 
7 . O~~ < 8.7% 

(775 ) (60) (459) 

dData available for less than half the cases. 

DADE LOUIS-
COUNTY VILLE 

d 52.9 
16.0% 
10.0% 
15.7% 
11. 0% 
18. 6~b 
15.4% 
13.0% 

0.3% 
(86) (287) 

PIMA SANTA 
COUNTY CRUZ 

d d 

(172) (44) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

50.1 
1G.0% 
13.9% 
20.5% 
11 .1% 
14.0% 
11.5% 
9 .8°~ 
3.3% 

(300) 

-
I 

"-J 
00 
I 

- \ 

I 

, 

\ 

\ 



.' 

. 
r I 

- -, 

- ~--- -------- --- -------------

CHARACTER I STI C ALL 
SITES 

Marital Status: a 

Married 21 . O~~ 
Separated, divorced or 23.5% widow(er)ed 
Never married 55. 5~~ 

TOTAL (= 1 OO~n b (2,548) 

T~~e of Famil~ su~~ort:a 
Child support and/or alimony 16.2% 
Other family support 20.8% 
None 63.0% 

TOTAL (= 100%)b (2,256) 
-

Number of De~endents in Area: a 

Mean number of dependents 0.51 
None (or missing data) 79.3% 
One 7.6% 
Two 5.0% 
Three 3.7% 
Four or five 3.0% 
Six or more 1.4% 

TOTAL (= 100%) (3,488) 

TABLE 3.4 
FAMILY TIES CHARACTERISTICS 

(n = 3,488) 

BAL TI~10RE BAL TIt~ORE ,I HASHING- DADE 
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY -

18.4% c 16.7% 18.9% 

26.2% 19.8% 16.2% 

55.4% 63.6% 64.9% 
(801 ) (89) (521 ) (114 ) 

20.3% c 17.7% c 
18.2% 9.8% 
61. 5% 72.5% 
(792 ) (80) (390) (92) 

0.90 0.08 0.38 0.35 
63.7% 95.0% 84.2% 87.8% 

1~. n~ 2.6% 6.3% 2.3% 
8.1% 2.0% 3.8% 4.0% 
6. 8~~ 0.1% 2.7% 2.6% 
5.4% 0.3% 1.6% 2.1% 
2.4% 0.0% 1. 3% 1. 2% 

(811 ) (402) (651 ) (214) 

-, 

LOUIS- PIMA 
VILLE COUNTY 

27.2% 16.7% 

25.2% 13.2% 

47.6 70.0 
(300) (199) 

23.2% 11.2% 
24.2% 21.1% 
52.6% 67.7% 
(297} (203) 

0.86 0.41 
66.2% 82.6% 
12.6% 6.4% 
8.0% 3.7% 
5.5% 4.2% 
5.5% 2.9% 
2.0% 0.2% 

(416) (359) 

( CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

c 

(89) 

c 

(55) 

0.43 
88.8% 

2.6% 
2.1% 
1.4% 
1. 2% 
4.0% 

( 187) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

29.45~ 

28.2% 

42.4 
(435) 

2. n~ 
35.8°1 

62.1% 
(347} 

0.29 
87. 9~6 
3. 6~s 
3.8% 
2. 2~~ 
1 .9?; 
0.5% 

(449) 

I 
'-J 
\D 
I 

- \ 

I 

\ 

, 

, 
, 

l' 



;r I 

~------------- ---------------------------------

ALL 
SHES 

Living Arrangement: a 

Lives with parent or guardian 33.6% 

Lives with spouse 21.5% 
Lives with other relative 15.5% 
Lives with unrelated person 16.8% 
Lives alone 12.5% 

TOTAL (=100%)b (2,418 

aSignificant at the .0000 1 eve 1. 
bMissing data excluded from total. 

TABLE 3.4 (CONTINUED) 
FAMILY TIES CHARACTERISTICS 

(n = 3,488) 

BAL TIMORE BALTH10RE \-JASHING-
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

35.9% c 37.1% 

17.6% 18.7% 
20.0% 16.0% 
16'.1% 18.1% 
10.5% 10 .1% 
(789) (89) (480) 

cData available for less than half the cases. 

DADE LOUIS- PIMA 
COUNTY VILLE COUiHY 

36.0% 34.0% 28.4% 

18.9% 25. 3~~ 18.7% 
12.2% 12.8% 14.4% 
14.0% 15.1% 19.2% 
18.9% 12.8% 19.2% 
(In) (299) ( 182) 

SANTA SANTA 
CRUZ CLARA 

c 27.4% 

32. 2~& 
11.1% 
16.2% 
13.1% 

(81 ) (386) 
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INDICATOR 

Emelo~ment Status: a 

Employed fulltime 
Unemployed 
Fulltime student 
Employed and student 
Housewife 

TOTAL {= 1 OO~O b 

Occueation of a c 
Emelo~ed Defendants: ' 
Professional, technical, mana-
gerial or administrative 
Sales or clerical 
Craftsperson or operative 
Laborer 
Farm, service or private house-
hold worker or armed forces 

TOTAL (= iOO%)b 

( 

TABLE 3.5 
EMPLOYMENT-RELATED INDICATORS 

(n = 3,488) 

ALL SAL TH'tORE SAL TH'IORE \'JASHING-
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

52.8% 48.2% 58. O~~ 47.1% 
41.3% 48. 4~1, 32.4% 46.3% 

4.0% 2.4% 6.3% 5.1% 
1. 0% 1. 1% 1. 2% 1. 3% 
0.9% o. 0~6 2.0% 0.3% 

(3,181 (799) (369) (582) 

9.9% 9.1% 11. 1 % 4.1% 
11.1 % 12.7% 11.4% . 12.2% 
35.7% 35.5% 41.5% 33.7% 
26.6% 33.0% 15.7% 15.5% 

16.7% 9.7% 20.2% 34.5% 
(1 ,625 (403) (199) (218) 

DADE LOUIS-
COUNTY VILLE 

52. 6~~ 56.0% 
40.0% 38.6% 

6.2% 2.2% 
0.7% 0.7% 
0.5% 2. 4~b 

J202) (396) 

5.7% 6.9% 
8.6% 8.6% 

45.0% 44.0% 
19.6% 29.7% 

21. 1% 10.8% 
(105 ) (222) 

PI~lA SANTA 
COUNTY CRUZ 

47.4% 59.8% 
44.0% 34.8% 

6.7% 2.3% 
1. 5% 1. 1% 
0.4% 2.0% 

(235) (153) 

8.2% 10.9% 
8.2% 8.2% 

40.4% 42.5% 
15.6% 18.1% 

27.5% 20.2% 
(96) (84) 

( CONTI NUED) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

62.0% 
33. 2~; 

3.0% 
0.6% 
1.1 % 

(444) 

18.5% 
12.3% 
21.0% 
39. 5~~ 

8. 6~; 
(299) 
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Last OccuQat i on of, a d 
Unem~loyed Defendants: ' 
Professional, technical, mana-
gerial or administrative 

Sales or clerical 
Craftsperson or operative 

Laborer 
Farm, service or private house-
hold worker or armed forces 

TOTAL (= 100%)b 

Public Assistance Status: a 

Receiving public assistance 

Not recelvlng public assistance 
TOTAL (= 100%)b 

~Significant at the .0000 level. 

TABLE 3.5 (CONTINUED) 
EMPLOYMENT-RELATED INDICATORS 

(n = 3,488) 

ALL BAL TH'10RE BALTH~ORE \'IASHING-
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

3.5% 2.7% e 0.0% 

10. 5~~ 9.9% 16.5% 

23.3% 21.0% 20.9% 

44.3% 53.1% 28.6 

18.4% 13.3% 34.1% 
(787) ( 327) (51 ) ( 134) 

15. n~ 18.1% e e 
84.3% 81.9% 

(1,628) ( 751) (33) ( 178) 

Missing data excluded from total. 
~For persons employed fulltime when arrested only; n = 1,680. 
eFor persons unemployed when arrested only; n = 1 ,314. 

Data available for less than half the cases. 

" 

DADE LOUIS- PIMA 
COUNTY VILLE COUiHY 

e 3.5% e 

9.3% 
25.6% 

37. 2~s 

I 24.5% 
(18 ) (82) (11 ) 

e 7.2% e 
92.8% 

(50) (279) (25) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

3.6% 
6.3% 

39.6% 

28.8% 

21.6% 
(48) 

e 

(87) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

9.5% 
10.7% 

15.9% 

57.4% 

6.5% 

(116)'1 

12.6% 
87.4% 
(225) 
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(44.3~~), follmved by craftsperson or operative (23.3~O and farm, 

service, private household worker or armed forces (17.1%). 

Approximately one-sixth of the defendants or their families were 

receiving public assistance. Reasonably complete data (i.e., for 50% 

or more of the cases) were available only for three sites: Baltimore 

City, where 18.1% of the defendants received public aSSistance; Louisville, 

7.2%; and Santa Clara County, 12.6%. 

2. Criminality 

Criminality is considered in terms of the most serious current 

charge and four variables concerning prior record. Table 3.6 shows the 

charge distribution in terms of the Uniform Crime Reports (U.C.R.) 

. classification used by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). IlPart 

I" crimes are criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 

assault, burglary and theft (including motor vehicle theft). Overall, 

31% of the sample was charged with Part I offenses. Not surprisingly, 

the highest percentage of Part I charges occurred in Dade County, where 

only felony charges were studied. Baltimore County and Washington, D.C., 

also had relatively high proportions of defendants charged with Part I 

crimes: 44% and 40%, respectively. The fewest Part I charges (about 

22% of the total) occurred in Louisville and the two California sites. 

Although~the FBI's crime categorization reflects overall crime 

severity, it provides little insight about specific crime groupings of 

interest. For example, both Part I and Part II offenses include crimes 

against both persons and property. To facilitate analysis of these types 

of crimes, we used a six-part categorization: 

• crimes against persons (murder, nonnegligent manslaughter,. 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, other assaults, arson) ; 
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TABLE 3.6 
MOST SERIOUS CURRENT CHARGE (BY CHARGE GROUPS) 

(n = 3,488) 

CHARGEa ALL BAL TI~10RE GAL TIMORE HASHING- DADE 
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY 

Patt. I crimes 31 . 2~~ 27.3% 44.1% 39.6% 47.2% 

Part II crimes 68.8% 72.7% 55.9% 60. 4~~ 52.8% 

Crimes against persons 18_0% 22.2% 19.2% 19.2% 27.2% 

Economic crimes 26.2% 22.7% 39.3% 29.2% 31. 9% 

Drug crimes 10_5% 10.8% 9.1% 8.4% 27.7% 

Crimes against pub 1 i c mora 1 ity 10.4% 7. 8~~ 6.3% 12.0% 2.8% 

Crimes against public order 29.2% 29. 4~b 19.9% 26.9% 8.7% 

Miscellaneous crimes 5.7 7.0% 6 . .2% 4.3% 1.6% 

TOTAL (=100%)b (3,483) (808) (401) (651 ) (213 ) 

aSignificant at the .0000 level. 

bMissing data excluded from total. 

LOUIS-
VILLE 

22.6% 

77 .4% 

21.9% 

21.9% 

6.2% 

34.3% 

12.9% 

2.8% 

(416) 

PIMA SANTA 
COUNTY CRUZ 

27.1% 21.6% 

72.9% 78.4% 

11.5% 7.9% 

24.2% 22.3% 

13.2% 11 .2% 

5.1% 6.7% 

36.4% 47.0% 

9.5% 4.9% 

(359) ( 187) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

22.2% 

77.8% 

9.0% 

20.5% 

7.9% 

3.3% 

52. 3~; 

6.8% 

( 449') 
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• economic crimes (burglary, larceny, theft, forgery, fraud, 
embezzlement, stolen property); 

• drug crimes (distribution or possession of narcotics or 
marijuana) ; 

• crimes against public morality (prostitution, sex offenses 
other than forcible rape or prostitution, gambling, liquor 
law violations, drunkenness); 

• crimes against public order (weapons, driving l'ihile intox­
icated, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, minor local offenses); and 

• miscellaneous crimes (malicious destruction, offenses against 
family and children, failure to appear, violations of parole, 
conspiracy, possession of implements of crime, and other crimes). 

As shm·mil:l Table 3.6, the most common crime category was crimes 

against public order (29.2%), followed by economic crimes (26.2%), crimes 

against persons (18.0%), drug crimes (10.5%), crimes against public moral-

ity (10.4%), and miscellaneous crimes (5.7%). The two California jurisdictions 

had disproportionately large numbers of defendants charged with cri~es 

against public order (approximately half the sample in each site). Dade 

County had relatively high percentages of defendants charged I'/ith crimes 

against persons (27.2;;) and with drug crimes (27.7%). Baltimore County 

had a high percentage of charges for economic crimes (39.3%) and Louisville, 

for crimes against public morality (34.3%). 

Table 3.7 provides more detailed information on the most serious 

charges faced by the defendants in the sample. Interesting observations 

concerning this 35-charge distribution include: 

• Almost half the defendants sampled in Santa Clara County 
were arrested for driving while intoxicated (OWl); Santa 
Cruz County also had a high incidence of OWl arrests 
(30% of the total), as well as a disproportionately high 
rate of arrests for minor local offenses (12%, as compared 
with 2% for the overall sample). 

• A[1proximately one-fourth of the sa~lp1e l'ias arrested on a 
single char~e in Baltimore County (larceny/theft) and 
LOUlsville (drunkenness). Louisville also had twice the 
incidence of simple assaults that was found· in the total 
sample (16% versus 8%) . 



(" 

~ I 

TABLE 3.7 
MOST SERIOUS CURRENT CHARGE (BY INDIVIDUAL CHARGES) 

(n :: 3,488) 

CHARGE a ALL BALTH~ORE BAL TIt~ORE HASHING- DADE 
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY 

Murder an.d voluntary I'lanslaughter 0.6% 0.7% 0.1% 0.9% 0.9% 

Involuntuy manslaughter 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 

Forcible rape 0.7% 0.5% 1.2% 0.5% 0.5% 

Robbery 
~-

3.5% 2.9% 4.1% 7.5% 6.8% 

Aggravated assault 5.2% 6.0% 5.6% 6.3% 10.1% 
Simple assault 7.8% 12.1% 8.1% 4.1% 8.7% 

Arson 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Subtotal, cril,les against persons (18.0%) (22.2%) ( 19.2%) (19.2%) (27.2%) 

Burglary 6.6% 3.4% 6.3% 9.7% 14.8% 

Larceny or theft (excl. auto) i2.4% 11. 7% 24.3% 11.3% 9.6% 
Auto theft 2.1% 2.0% 2.4% 3.4% 4.2% 
Forgery or counterfeiting 1.1% 0.5% 1.4% 2.0% 0.9% 
Fraud 2.2% 3.8% 2.7% 1.1% 1.6% 
Embezzlement 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 
Stolen property 1.5% 1. 3% 2.2% o.n~ 0.7% 

Subtotal, economic crimes (26.2%) (22.7%) (39.3%) (29.2%) (31. 9%) 

" 

LOUIS- PI~lA 
VILLE COUNTY 

0.0% 1. O~ 
0.2% 0.2% 

0.5% 0.7% 
1.4% 1. 5% 
3.7% 4.6% 

15.7% 3.4% 
O. 5~~ 0.0% 

(21. 9%) 11. 5%) 

4.8% 6.1% 

11. 3% 11.5% 

0.7% 1.5% 
0.7% 0.5% 
2.1% 1.5% 
0.0% 0.0% 
2.3% 3.2% 

21. 9%) 24.2%) 

(CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

0.5% 

0.2% 
0.2% 
0.9% 
1.6% 
4.4% 
0.0% 

(7.9%) 

4.7% 
12.3% 

1.2% 
0.0% 
2.6% 
0.0% 

1.6% 

22.3%) 

SArHA 
CLARA 

0.5% 

0.3% 
1.4% 
1.4% 
2.7% 
2.5% 
0.3% 

(9.0%) 

7.1% 
7.4% 
1.4% 
2.2% 

1.4% 
0.0% 

1.1% 

~20. 5~O 
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CHARGE a 
, ... 

Narcotics distribution 
Narcotics possession 
Marijuana distribution 
Marijuana possession 

Subtotal, drug crimes 

Prostitution or commercial 
Other sex offenses 
Gambling 
Liquor law violations 
Drunkenness 

Subtotal, crimes against 
public morality 

Heupons 

Driving while intoxicated 
Disorderly conduct 
Vagrancy 
Minor local offenses 

Subtotal, crimes against 
public order 

-------~--~-------------------

( 
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TABLE 3.7 (CONTINUED) 
MOST SERIOUS CURRENT CHARGE (BY INDIVIDUAL CHARGES) 

(n = 3,488) 

ALL BAL TI~10RE BALTH~ORE l<JASHING- DADE 
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY 

1. 6% 1.4% 2.1% 0.2% 3.1% 
3.3% 2.9% 1.8% 3.8% 12.2% 
O. 97~ O. 2~~ 1.2% 0.2% 2.1% 
4.7% 6.3% 4.0% 4.1% 10.3% 

(10.5% ) (10. 8~h) (9.1%) (8.4%) (27.7%) 

vice 2.8% 1.1% 0.3% 9.5% 0.2% 
0.8% 1.3% 0.4% 0.7% 1.4% 
1. 3% 3.6% 1.6% 0.9% 1. 2% 
1. 8~~ 1.1% 4.0% 0.7% 0.0% 
3.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 

(10.4% ) (7.8%) (6.3%) (12.0%) (2.8%) 

3.8% 3.6% 1. 9% 6.6% 8.2% 

15.7% 4.2% 8.9% 17.6% 0.5% 
6. 8~~ 17.3% 6.5% 2.7% 0.0% 
1.0% 1. 4% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
1.9% 2.9% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

(29.2%) (29.4%) (19.9%) (26.9%) (8.7%) 

LOUIS- PIMA 
VILLE COUiHY 

i. 2% 2.4% 
1.4% 2.0% 
1.2% 3.2% 
2.5% 5.6% 

(6.2%) (13.2%) 

4.1% 0.7% 
0.5% 0.2% 
0.2% 0.0% 
'3.5% 3.2% 

26.0% 1.0% 

(34.3%) (5.1%) 

·1.8% 4.2% 
4.8% 19.8% 
3.9% 6.4% 
1.6% 2.9% 
0.7% 3.2% 

(12.9%) (36.4%) 

( CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

0.5% 
1.9% 
0.7% 
8.1% 

(11.2%) 

0.0% 
0.5% 
0.0% 
4.0% 
2.3% 

(6.7%) 

1.6% 
30.0% 

3.5% 
0.2% 

11.6% 

(47.0%) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

2.7% 

4.1% 
O. 5~~ 
0.5% 

(7.9% ) 

1.1% 
0.8% 

0.0;" 
0.3% 
1.1% 

(3.3%) 

2.5% 

47.7% 
1.4% 
0.3% 
0.5% 

(52.3~~) 
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TABLE 3.7 (CONTINUED) 
MOST SERIOUS CURRENT CHARGE (BY INDIVIDUAL CHARGES) 

(n = 3,488) 

CHARGEa ALL BAL TIt/lORE GAL TIMORE (.JASHING- DADE 
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY 

11alicious destruction 1.6% 2.9% 2.0% 0.9% 0.0% 
Offenses aga ins t family and 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% children 
Failure to appear 0.6% 0.5% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 
Violation of parole 0.4% 1. 6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Conspiracy 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 
Possession of implements of crime 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Other 2.7% 1. 8~~ 4.0% 1.1% 1.2% 

Subtotal, miscellaneous crimes (5.7%) (7 . O~~) (6.2%) (4.3%) (1. 6%) 

TOTAL (=100%)b (3,483) (808) ( 40'1 ) ( 651) ( 213) 

aSignificant at the .0000 level. 
bMissing data excluded frrnn total.' 

-
L.OUIS- PIMA 
VILLE COUNTY 

1. 4~~ 0.7% 

0.2% 0.5% 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.2% 0.2% 
0.2% 0.0% 
0.7% 8.1% 

(2. 8~;) (9.5%) 

(416) (359) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

1.6% 

0.0% 

0.2% 
0.0% 
0.2% 
0.0% 
2.8% 

( 4 . 9~~) 

( 187) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

1.4% 

1.1% 

O. 3~~ 
0.3% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
3.8% 

(6 . 87~) 

(449) 
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• Baltimore City experienced a higher rate of arrests for 
disorderly conduct than the other sites (17%, as compared 
with 7% for the jurisdiction with the next highest rate, 
Baltimore County) . 

• Washington, D.C., had relatively high arrest rates for 
robbery (7.5% versus 3.5% for the total sample) and 
prostitution (9.5% versus 2.8% for the total sample) . 

• Dade County's arrest rates for aggravated assault, burglary 
and weapons charges were-approximately twice those of 
the tot61 sample. Somewhat surprisingly, for a site 
~here only felony charges were studied, the arrest rate 
for marijuana possession was also twice that of the total 
sample. 

Besides the current charge, prior record information provides insight 

about the defendant sample. As shown in Table 3.8, approximately one­

fourth of the defendants studied were already involved with the criminal 

justice system (CJS) at the time of arrest. The most common type of CJS 

involvement was that the defendants were on probation (10.5% of the total 

sample), followed by awaiting trial on another charge (6.7%), paroled 

(3.9%) and other (2.7%). 

Washington, D.C., and Santa Clara County had the highest rates of 

defendant involvement with the CJS (35.3% and 31.4%, respectively), while 

Lou'isvi'lle and Santa Cruz County had the 10Vlest (15.4% and 13.6%, respect­

ively). Although Louisville had a low overall rate of CJS involvement, 

it had a disproportionately large percentage of defendants on pretrial 

release at the time of the arrest studied (11.3% versus 6.7% for the 

total sample). Of the defendants with CJS involvement in Louisville, 

almost three-fourths of them were on pretrial release, rather than probation 

"and parole. In the other jurisdictions, defendants with CJS involvement 

at the time of arrest were more likely to be on probation or parole than 

on prp.trial release. 

Washington, D.C., had an especially high incidence of defendants 
\ 



ALL INDICATOR SITES 

Criminal Justice S~s tem a 
Statu's at Time of Arrest: 
On pretrial release 6. 7~~ 
On probation 10.5% 
On parole 3.9% 
Other CJS involvement (includ- 2.7% ing combinations of above) 
No CJS involvement 76.2% 

TOTAL (=100%)b (3,108) 

Number of Prior Arrests: c 

Mean number of arrests 4.4 
None (or missing data)d 39.4% 
One 14.7% 
Two 8.0% 
Three 5.4% 
Four or five 9.3% 
Six through ten 11.9% 
More than ten 11.3% 

TOTAL (=100%) (3,488) 
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TABLE 3.8 
PRIOR RECORD 
(n = 3,488) 

BAL TIMORE SAL TH~ORE 
CITY COUNTY 

1. 9% 6 .6~~ 

14.5% 10.7% 
4.1% 3.7% 

0.2% 6.1% 

79.3% 72.8% 

(775 ) (395) 

4.5 3.2 
27.2% 44.1% 
15.5% 15.6% 
10.1% 8.8% 
7.9% 3.1% 

12.1% 7.2% 
15.3% 13.6% 
12.1% 7.6% 

(811 ) (402) 

HASHING- DADE LOUIS- PI~lA 

Tml, D.C. COUNTY VILLE COUNTY 

7.1% 4. 9~h 11.3% 7.3% 

11.4% 11.8% 2.6% 7.5% 
11.4% 0.9% 1.4% 3.8% 

5.6% 4.2% 0.0% 1.8% 

64.7% 78.1% 84.6% 79.6% 

(375) (213) (398) (326) 

2.3 4.8 8.3 5.1 

54.1% 37.0% 30.8% 39.9% 
14.9% 14.3% 15.6% 15.2% 

7.7% 8.2% 6.4% 8.1% 
3.8% 4.2% 6.0% 4.6% 
7.9% 8.9% 8.3% 9.3% 
7.2% 13.8% 13.6% 9.5% 

4.3% 13.6% 19.3% 13.4% 

(651) (214) (416) (359) 

( CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

3.9% 

7.5% 
2.2% 

0.0% 

86.4% 

(179) 

3.5 
52 .. 1% 
9.8% 
8.1% 

4.2% 
8.1% 
8.1% 
9.5% 

(187) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

12.1% 
12.4% 
<1.9% 

5.0% 

68.6% 

(446) 

4.6 
39.5% 
13.2% 

5.5% 

6.3% 
9.9% 

11.8% 
14.0% 

(449) 
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Number of Prior Convictions: c 

Mean number of convictions 

None (or missing data)d 

One 
Two 
Three 

Four or fi.ve 
Six through ten 

More than ten 

TOTAL (=100%) 

Age at First Adult Arrest: a 

Mean number of years of age 

Under 21 
22 - 25 
26 - 29 

30 - 35 

Over 35 

TOTAL (=100%)b 

aSignificant at the . 0000 level . 
bW . lsslng data excluded from total: 

ALL 
SITES 

1.85 

53.1% 
16.6% 

9.1% 
5.6% 

7.0% 
5.3% 
3.2% 

(3,488) 

23.2 

60.6% 
15.9% 

7.5% 

6.7% 

9. 25~ 

( 

TABLE 3.8 (CONTINUED) 
PRIOR RECORD 
(n = 3,488) 

SALTmORE SAL TH~ORE 
CITY COUNTY 

1.56 1.48 

45.5% 59.7% 
20. 3~~ 13.1% 

11. 5~~ 8.0% 
7.4% 6.6% 

9. 55~ 5.9% 

4. 9~~ 5.1% 

0.9% 1. 7% 

(811 ) (402) 

23.8 23.0 

57.1% 66.4% 

16.3% 12.8% 

7.2% 7.2% 

8. 3~'a 4.8% 

11.1~~ 8.9% 

(2,175) (565) (341) 

HASHING- DADE LOUIS- PIMA SANTA SANTA 
TO~I, D. C. COUNTY VILLE COUNTY CRUZ CLARA 

1.11 2.07 2.64 2.65 2.09 2.20 
64.3% 55.3% 45.1% 54.5% 60.0% 47.4% 
17.2% 12.9% 17.2% 14.9% 11.6% 17.0% 

7.2% 7.7% 10.1% 10.3% 7.9% 7.9% 
2.5% 3.7% 7 . 4~~ 2.4% 5.8% 7.7% -
3. 6~~ 10.3% 6.7% 6.8% 5.8% 7.4% 

3.4% 6.3% 9.0% 4.6% 4.0% 6.3% 

1.8% 3.7% 4.6% 6.4% 4.9% 6 . 3"~, 

(651) (214) (416) (359) (187) (449) 

e 21.2 25.2 22.3 e 22.3 

71.6% 53.0% 63.5% 69.1% 
12.1% 13.4% 19.7% 9.7% 

6.8% 10.7% 5.6% 7.8% 

5.3% 7.7% 6.8% 6.0% 
4.2% 15.1% 4.4% 7.4% 

(278) (132) (285) (218) (89) (267) 

CSignificant at the .0001 1 eve 1 . 

dData were missing for less than 5% 
of the defendants. 

eData available for less than half the cases. 
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on parole. Almost three times as many defendants in Washington, D.C., 

were on parole when arrested than in the total sample (11.4% versus 3.9%). 

Table 3.8 also indicates the number of prior arrests and convictions 

for the sample. The mean number of prior arrests was 4.4 overall and 

ranged from 2.3 in Washington, D.C., to 8.3 in Louisville. Although 39% 

of the sample had no prior arrests that we could determine, almost one­

fourth of the defendants had more than six previous arrests, and 11% had 

more than ten. 

The mean number of convictions for the sample was less than half the 

mean number of arrests: 1.85, as compared with 4.4. Louisville and Pima 

County had the highest mean number of I:::onvictions (2.64 and 2.65, respect­

ively), and Hashington, D.C., had the lowest (1.11). 

Data on age at first adult arrest are available for 63% of the sample. 

These defendants had a mean age of 23.2 years Ivhen fi rst arrested as adults. 

Defendants had the lowest mean age (21.2 years) in Dade County, the site 

where only felony charges were sampled, and the highest (25.2 years) in 

ville. Sixty percent of the total defendants for whom these data are 

available were under 21 Y2ars of age when first arrested as adults; in 

Dade County more than 70% of the sampl e I'/as under 21 years 01 d at the 

time of the first adult arrest. 

3. Background Characteristics 

Louis-

Table 3.9 presents selected background information on the sampled 

defendants. As shown, defendants averaged 29.5 years of age when arrested 

for the charge studied. Defendants were youngest in Baltimore County 

(27.3. years) and oldest in Louisville (32.0 years). Almost half (47.7%) 

the sample was under 26 years of ag~ when arrested, and more than one-

fourth (27.2%) was under 22 years old. Approximately one-fourth (23.0%) 
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CHARACTERISTIC 

Age at Arrest: a 

Mean number of years of age 

Under 21 
22 - 25 
26 - 29 
30 - 35 
Over 35 

TOTAL (=100%)b 

Ethnicit~:c 

Black 
Hispanic 
White 
Other 

TOTAL (=100%)b 

- . 

- --- - ~--------- - ---------------

( " 

TABLE 3.9 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

(n = 3,488) 

ALL SAL TIMORE BAL TIt~ORE \·JASHING-
SITES CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. 

29.5 29.4 27.3 29.9 

27.2% 28. 5~~ 37.4% 22.7% 
20.5% 19.5% 22.7% 21.1% 
15.4% 16.2% 10.9% 17 . 2~~ 
13.9% 13.2% 11. 6% 17.0% 
23.0 22.6% 17.4% 22.0% 

(3,474) ( 808) (402) (649) 

44.1% 68.1% 27.3% 89.0% 
9.3% 0.7% 0.3% 1.6% 

45.6% 30.6% 72.4% 9.4% 
1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

(3,243) (810) ( 395) (470) 

'. 

" 

DADE LOUIS- PIMA SANTA 
COUNTY VILLE COUNTY CRUZ 

28.0 32.0 29.3 28.1 

29.5% 23.4% 28.4% 28.0% 
21.8% 16.8% 21.1% 24.9% 
15.5% 14.7% 14.7% 16.6% 
16.2% 12.4% 11.4% 12.8% 
17.1% 32.6% 24.4% 17.6% 

(214) (416) (353) (183) 

48.7% 37.8% 9.1% 4.4% 
15.5% 0.2% 27.2% 20.4% 
35.1% 61.9% 59.1% 73.5% 

0.7% 0.0% 4.7% 1. 7% 

(214) (413 ) (319) ( 177) 

( CONTINUED) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

30.1 

23.3% 
20.3% 
15.6% 
15.3% 
25.5% 

(449) 

12.7% 
29.5% 
56.2% 
1. 7% 

(446) 
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CHARACTERISTI C ALL 
SITES 

Sex: d 
--
Male 84. 9~~ 
Female 15.1% 

TOTAL (=100%)b (3,467) 

Education: c 

College graduate 3.0% 
Some college 12.6% 
High school and/or vocational 27.4% schOol graduate 
Some high school 42.5% 
Less than high school 14.5 

TOTAL (=100%)b (1,467) 

aSignificant at the .0001 level. 
bMissing data excluded from total. 
-CSignificant at the .0000 level. 
d,~ot significant at the .OS level. 

( 

TABLE 3.9 (CONTINUED) 
BACKGROU:n) CHARACTERISTICS 

(n = 3,488) 

BALTH-lORE BAL TIt~ORE HASHING-
CITY COUNTY Tml, D.C. 

82.8% 85.9% 83.2% 
17.2% 14.1% 16.8% 

(807) (400) I (649) 

1. 4?1, e 1.6% 
9. 6~{' 10.7% 

24.9% 30.6% 

45.9% 45.9% 
18.3 11.1 

( 757) I (61) (452) 

eoata available for less than half the cases. 

DADE LOUIS- PIMA 
COUNTY VILLE COUNTY 

88.3% 84.9% 88.4% 
11.7% 15.1% 11.6% 

(214) (412) (355) 

e e e 

(3 ) ( 1 ) (29) 

SANTA 
CRUZ 

86.3% 
13.7% 

(184) 

8.8% 
24.2% 

32.3% 

22.1% 
12.6 

(124 ) 

SANTA 
CLARA 

85.1% 
14.9% 

(446) 

e 

(41) 
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of the sample was over 35 years of age, with Louisville having an 

especially high percentage (32.6%) of defendants in this age group. 

By ethnicity the sample was 46% white, 44% black, 9% HisDanic and 

1% other' (American Indian or Oriental). The samples were predominantly 

white in Santa Cruz County (73.5%), Baltimore County (72.4%), Louisville 

(61.9%), Pima County (59.1%) and Santa Clara County (56.2%) and primarily 

black in \~ashington, D.C. (89.0%) and Baltimore City (68.1%). Dade County 

had more black than white defendants (48.7% versus 35.1%) and also had a 

relatively large group of Hispanics (15.5% of the sample). Other sites 

with relatively high Hispanic representation in the sample were Santa 

Clara County (29.5%), Pima County (27.2%) and Santa Cruz County (20.4%). 

The sample was 85% male and 15% female. There were no statistically 

significant differences by sex across the eight sites. 

Education data are available for 42% of the total sample and are 

reasonably complete for three sites (Baltimore City, Hashington, D.C., 

and Santa Cruz County). Less than half (43.0%) the defendants graduated 

from high school or vocational schoo~; 43% dropped out of high school; and 

or e ree Sl es W1t reasonably complete 15% never attended h1'gh school. F th th 't . h 

data, the highest education level occurred in Santa Cruz County, where 

one-third of the defendants had attended college. The least educated 

defendants were in Baltimore City: almost two-thirds of them had received 

less than a high school education. 

C. Overview of Outcomes Analyses 

The next three chapters present the analyses of defendant outcomes 

for the ei ght-site sampll'l_. Ch t IV ap er . tonsiders relE~se outcomes, in-

cluding rates of release and detention, the most common tipes of release 

secured (e.g., own recognizance, money bail), the correlates of release, 

.. , 
.. 
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and the extent to whicn release outcomes can be predicted. 

Chapters V ana VI analyze failure to appear and pretria.l criminality, 

respectively for released defendants. This includes analysis of the 

incidence and correlates of failure to appear and pretrial criminality, 

identification of the most important factors associated with each, and 

consideration of the accuracy with which either failure to appear or 

pretrial criminality might be predicted at the time of release. 

Technically, the findings and conclusions of these analyses can only 

be considered representative of the defendant universes from which 

the samples were selected. Thus, the findings reflect the situations in 

eight jurisdictions for roughly the 1976-77 time period. It was not 

possible to sample from a national universe of defendants (or even from 

a national universe of pretrial release programs), so that the findings 

would directly represent those for the nation as a whole. However, the fact 

that many of the same patterns appear in the various sites studied, despite 

the differences among those sites and among the characteristics of 

defendants arrested within them, suggests that the findings may be broadly 

applicable to other jurisdictions as well. 

.. 
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CHAPTER IV. THE RELEASE PROCESS AND O(JTCOMES 

A. Overview of Release Process 

The eight sites considered in this volume use a variety of release 

alternatives~ as shown in Figure 4.1. After arrest, there are several 

ways that a defendant can secure release without appearing before a court 

magistrate. First, the arresting officer may make a field release of the 

defendant. This procedure, used for minor charges, is similar to issuing 

a traffic ticket and does not require taking the defendant into custody. 

If the person is taken to a poJice station or jail for booking, station-

house release may be authorized, again by law enforcement officials. In 

Santa Clara County a similar release process operates under the authority 

of the local pretrial release program. 

Additionally, some jurisdictions have bail schedules, which prescribe 

bail amounts for various charges. Defendants arrested on such charges can 

secure release at any time by posting the bonds indicated. 

Defendants who are not released through one of these mechanisms will 

usually appear before a magistrate within a few hours. At that time the 

magistrate will either set conditions that could permit the defendant's 

release or, in unusual cases, order the person detained until trial. In 

most of the sites studied, the magistrate receives information about most 

defendants from the local pretrial release program and considers these 

data when making release decisions. (Almost 70% of the defendants in the 

sample were interViewed, and recommendations were made for about two-thirds 
of those interViewed.) 

A variety of conditions can be set which permit a defendant's release. 

Own recognizance (O.R.) release usually requires only a promise by the 

defendant to appear for court. 
Some jurisdictions attach other conditions 

-97-
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to O.R. reiGe~e, such as a requirement to call the program periodically 

or to reside withiri the area until trial, but defendants are rarely pros­

ecuted for violations of these conditions. 

Supervl$ed release sometimes entails the defendant's reporting to a 

social service agency for treatment (for drug, alcohol or mental health 

problems) or employment assistance. Often, however, supervision consists 

only of more frequent reporting to the pretrial release program than is 

required for defendants-on own recognizance release. 

Under third party custody release, a third party is formally charged 

with responsibility for the defendant and can, if necessary, return the 

defendant to court for reconsideration of release conditions. The third 

party may be a social service agency, relative, friend or pretrial release 

program. 

Instead of these nonfinancial release conditions, magistrates may 

require the posting or promise of money bond. The least restrictive 

financial condition is unsecured bond; in this case the bond amount must 

be paid to the court only if the defendant fails to appear. Both deposit 

bond and full bond require the defendant to raise money before release 

can be obtained. Under deposit bond a percentage (usually around 10%) 

of the bail amount is posted with the court, and most of that "deposit" 

is returned if the defendant appears for court. Failure to appear, however, 

makes the defendant (or other person who posted the bond) liable for its 

face value. Full bond is usually arranged through a surety (bondsman), 

who requires payment of a nonrefundable fee (commonly about 10% of the 

bond amount) for this service. 

Jurisdictions usually have a formal process for reconsidering th~ 

bond amounts of defendants who are detained because they cannot make bail. 

11 
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At this reconsideration ("bail review") any type of release may be ordered: 

nonfinancial release conditions may be set, or the bond may be lowered, 

remain unchanged, or even be raised. A defendant not released at bail 

review may, uf course, secure release prior to trial by raising the bond 

amount (or, more commonly, the bondsman's fee). 

Table 4.1 shows the number of defendants in the study sample who 

received the various types of release. Table 4.1 incorporates the final 

release type for defendants who had their initial release conditions changed 

at bail review. As indicated, the most common release outcomes were own 

recognizance (42% of the sample) and full bond (almost 20% of the sample). 

In addition, about 15% of the sample was detained until trial. Of those 

detained, 80% could not make their bonds, and 20% were either ordered de­

tained until trial or never had a release option determined, because of 

early adjudication of the case. 

Table 4.2 shows the types of release included in the sample for the 

individual sites studied. As shown, only own recognizance and full bond 

were included for all sites. 

As illustrated in Figure 4.1, the release process involves a variety 

of criminal justice system officials and provides a number of release 

options. The process also encompasses several stages at which a defendant 

may secure re1ease, including arrest, booking, initial appearance before a 

magistrate and bail review. This process can be viewed as a sorting 

mechanism, which at each stage permits additional defendants to secure 

release. The net result of the process is to separate defendants into 

two groups: released and detained. The next section of this chapter 

considers the differences between those two groups in detail. 

Although the comparison of released and detained defendants provides 
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TABLE 4.1 
RELEASE OUTCOMES FOR STUDY SAMPLE 

(n=3469) 

Field release or stationhouse release 

Program relea,se 

Bond release, per bond schedule, prior to appear­
ance before magistrate (full bond) 

Ovln recogni zance 

Supervised release or third party custody 

Depos it bon d 

Full bond or unsecured bond, after appearance 
before magistrate 

Subtotal, released defendants 

Bond not made 

Detained (either ordered detained or release 
option never determined) 

Subtota 1, detained defendants 

TOTAL sample 

Defendants 
Number Pe rcent 

336 9.7% 

149 4.3% 

264 7.6% 

1,449 41 . 81~ 

197 5.7% 

168 4.8% 

395 11.4% 

(2,958) (85.3%) 

405 11 . 7% 

106 3.1% 

(511 ) ( 14. 7%) 

3,469a 100.0% 

aprecise release outcome was unavailable for 19 defendants. 



TABLE 4.2 
RELEASE TYPES IN THE STUDY SAMPLE, BY SITE 

Release T'ype BAL TIMORE BALTIMORE WASHING- DADE 
CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY 

Field r'el,~ase 

Stationhouse release X 

Program release 

Bond release, per bond schedule, 
prior to appearance before X X 
magi s tra te 

, 

Own recognizance X X X X 

Supervised release X X X 

Third party custody X X 

Unsecured bon d X X 

DeDos it bon d X X 

Full bond X X X X 

aAlthough .field release is used in Santa Clara, these cases were excluded from 

" 
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" 

LOUIS- PIMA SANTA 
VILLE COUNTY CRUZ 

X X 

X 

:< X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X X 

the study sample. 

SANTA 
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much insight about the release process, it is important to remember that 

a released defendant may have been jailed for a longer period of time 

than a detained defendant. This can occur because some cases are adjudi-

cated at the~initial appearance (e.g., a defendant charged with disorderly 

conduct may plead guilty and pay a fine), so that a person who was 

technically detained until trial may have been jailed only a few hours. 

On the other hand, a defendant who was released only after relatives 

raised the required bond amount might have been detained for several weeks, 

or even months, before the funds were obtained. Thus, the length of time 

detained is an important consideration 'in the analyses presented in sub-

sequent sections. 

After the analysis of released versus detained defendants, the chap­

ter compares defendants released on nonfinancial conditions with those 

released through financial means. Finally, the chapter assesses magis­

trates l release decisions by comparing the defendants for whom nonfinancial 

release conditions were set with those for whom financial conditions were 

imposed. This analysis includes only the defendants whose release con­

,iitions were determined by a magistrate, not the defendants who secured 

release through another means (e.g., field release by a police officer). 

The analyses of the setting of nonfinancial versus financial release 

conditions and the securing of nonfinancial versus financial release are 

both important. The former provides insight concerning the magistrates ' 

decision-making processes; the latter analysis cannot address this issue, 

because magistrates do not know the eventual release outcomes of their 

decisions involving financial release conditions. The latter analysis is 

important, because of the assessments in sUbsequent chapters of defendant 

behavior during the pretrial period. Of particular interest in these 
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assessments is whether the failure to appear and pretrial criminality 

experiences of released defendants differ according to the conditions 

(nonfinancial or financial) attached to the release or are related to the 

factors most~likely to lead to these differing types of release. 

B. Analysis of Release and Detention 

1. Release Rates 

The overwhelming majority of defendants in the sample gained release 

pending trial. Of the 3,469 persons for whom release information was 

available, 85.3% (2,958) were r::,leased. The majority of those not released 

were defendants who had not made their bails. While only 3.1% (106) of the 

defendants were detained outright, 11.7% (405) were allowed bail but did 

not gain release. Those who did not make their bails comprised 79.3% of 

those not released. 

Release rates ranged from 73% to 92% in individual sites, as shown 

in Table 4.3. In all sites except one (Louisville), inability to post 

bond was the major reason for detention. The relatively high percentage 

of defendants detained outright in Louisville was due,primarily to persons 

arrested for public drunkenness, whose cases were often settled at their 

initial court appearances. 

2. Length of Detenti on 

One-in-seven of the defendants in the sample were detained until 

trial. Approximately one-third of these persons were detained one day 

or less, as shown in Table 4.4. For the other defendants, detention was, 

on the average, relatively lengthy. The mean length of detention from 

arrest to trial disposition for defendants never given any release option 

(i.e., detained outright) was 42 days. For persons who did not post 
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Site and Sample Size** 

Ba lti more City (n=550) 

Ba 1 timor,e County (n=416) 

Hashington, D.C. (n=442) 

Dade County (n=426) 

Louisville (n=432) 

Pima County (n=405) 

Santa Cruz County (n=428) 

Santa Clara County (n=337) 

( j 

TABLE 4.3 
RELEASE RATES BY SITE (UNWEIGHTED DATA)* 

(n=3, 436) 

Detained Until Tri a 1 
Re leased Total Detai ned Detained Outright 

Number Percent Number I Percent Number Percent 

477 86.7% 73 13.3% 7 1. 3% 

383 92.1% 33 7.9% 2 0.5% 

388 87.8% 54 12.2% 6 1.4% 

358 84.0% 68 16.0% 18 4.2% 

346 80.1% 86 19.9% 64 14.8% 

294 72.6% 111 27.4% "1 1. 7% I 

385 90. O~~ 43 10.0/; 3 0.7% 

288 85.5% 49 14.5% 5 1. 5% 

*Differences are statistically significant at the 0.0000 level. 
**Sample size includes only defendants for whom a release categorization could be made. 
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Bail 
Number 

66 

31 

48 

50 

22 

104 

40 

44 

. 

Not Made 
Percent 

12.0% 

7.5% 

10.9% 

11 .7% 

5.1% 

25.7% 

9.3% 

13.1% 
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Number of Days 

One or less 

2 - 7 

8 - 29 

30 - 90 
~lore than 90 

TOTAL 
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TABLE 4.4 
LENGTH OF DETENTION 

Defendants 
Not Released 

Number Percent 

172 33~& 

53 10% 

116 23% 

74 14% 
97 20% 

512 100% 

• y' 

Defendants 
Released 

Number Percent 

2,666 89.0% 
122 4.1% 

108 3.6% 
47 1. 6% 
34 1 . 1 ~~ 

2,977 100.0% 
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their bails the overall average was about 50 days. Defendants detained 

because they could not make bail were jailed an average of 43 days when 

the amount was not reconsidered, and 69 days when the amount was recon­

sidered but jailed to result in release. Thus, failure to gain release 

often meant a fairly lengthy period of pretrial custody. 

·,Table 4.4 also indicates the length of detention for defendants who 

eventually-secured release prior to trial. As shown, some of these 

defendants were released only after a substantial jail term: about 3% 

of the released defendants had been jailed for 30 days or more before 

release. On the average the number of days from arrest to release for 

defendants released on full or deposit bond was about four and one-half 

days. 

3. Defendant Characteristics Related to Release or Detention 

a. Demographic Characteristics 

Sex and race were frequently related to detention. Members of ethnic 

minority groups (especially blacks) and males were detained more often 

than whites and females. While about 14% of the whites were detained, 

about 16% of minority defendants were detained. Hence, the influence of 

ethnicity, while statistically significant, is not large. Sex, on~ne 

other hand was highly influential, with only two-thirds the proportion of 

women as men detained. Finally, those detained tended to be slightly 

older at arrest than those released (see Table 4.5). 

b. Background Characteristics 

Community ties such as marital status, family support responsibilities, 

residence, employment and the like were heavily associated with the release 

or detention of defendants. In general, strong community ties and release 

went hand-in-hand. Specifically, persons who were married were half as 

--
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TABLE 4.5 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO RELEASE* 

Released Detai ned Total 
Characterj sti c Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Ethni ci ty (n=3~224) 
, .. 

Whi te 1 ~263 86.0% 20'6 14.0% 1 ~469 100.0% 

Black 1 ~ 190 83. 7% 232 16.3% 1,422 100.0% 

Hi spani c 260 86. 1 ~~ 42 13.9% 302 100. O~~ 

Other 25 78.1% 7 21. 9% 32 100.0% 

Sex (n=3,448) 

Male 2,472 84.5% 453 15.5% 2,925 10Q.0% 

Female 470 89.8% 54 10.2% 523 100.0% 

Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 

Age at Arrest (n=3,455) 2,946 29.3 508 30.7 3,455 29.5 

*Tab1es contain only variables with differences that are statistically 
significant at the .05 level. 
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likely to be detained as others (see Table 4.6); less than one-in-twelve 

of those who were married were detained~ but one-in-six of those with 

other marital statuses were detained. While those supporting families-­

either in the traditional manner or through alimony and child support-­

were detained ten percent of the time or less, persons who did not support 

any family were detained almost twenty percent of the time. Similarly, 

persons who lived with spouses were least often detained, while those with 

other living arrangements were detained far more often. The proportion 

of those living alone who were detained was two-and-one-half times that 

of those living with "a spouse. -Those with fewer dependents in the area 

were also more likely to be detained. 

Underscoring the great impact of community ties upon release or 

detention is the finding that over one-third of the defendants who were 

not local residents we~e detained, as compared to about one-eighth of 

local residents. Detained defendants had also lived at their present 

addresses a shorter time than had released defendants. 

While over ninety percent of those who were emp10yed or were full­

time students, or both employed and students, were released, persons who 

were unemployed or were housewives were released about eighty percent of 

the time. Among those who were employed, persons employed as laborers~ 

farm workers, and those in the armed forces (probably being held for 

military processing) were far more likely to be detained than others. 

Also, those on public assistance were more likely to be detained than 

those not receiving such assistance. 

c. Cri mi'na 1 Hi story 

Detained defendants tended to have far worse prior records than 

released defendants. On the average, detained defendants had roughly 

I 
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TABLE"4.6 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO RELEASE 

Released Detilined Total 
Character; sti c Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

t1a ri ta 1 Status (n=2,534} 
Si ngl e/y!i dowed 1 ,212 83.6% 237 16.4% 1,450 100.0% 
Separated/Divorced 461 84.2% 87 15.8% 549 100.0% 
Married 493 92.1 % 42 7.9% 535 100.0% 

SUl2l2ort of Familt {n=2,242L 
None 1 ,173 82.2% 254 17.8% 1 ,427 100.0% 
Alimony and/or Child 325 89.5% 38 10.5% 363 100.0% 

Support 
Supports and Lives With 415 91.9% 36 8.1 % 452 100.0% 

L·i vi ng "Arrangement {n=2 ,404} 
Alone 241 80.1 % 60 19.9% 301 100.0% 
Unrelated Person 339 83.6% 67 16 . 4~~ 406 100.0% 
Relative 316 85.0% 56 15.0% 372 100.0% 
Pa rent/Gua rdi an 691 85.4% 118 14.6% 809 100.0% 
Spouse 476 92.0% 41 8.0% 517 .100.0% 

Local Residence (n=3,315} 

No 104 64.6% 57 35.4% 161 100.0% 
Yes 2,740 86.9% 414 13.1% 3,154 100.0% 

Em1210tment Status at 
Arrest {n=3,168} 

Unemployed, part-time job 1 ,213 81 .4% 278 18.6% 1 ,491 100.0% 
Full-time job 1 ,515 90.3% 162 9.7% 1 ,677 100.0% 

Pub1 ic Assistance (n=1,6l9) 
Yes 211 83.7% 41 16.3% 202 100.0% 
No 1 ,206 88.2% 161 11.8% 1 ,368 100.0% 

Characteristic Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 

Number of Relatives inArea 2,958 0.3 510 0.2 3,469 0.3% 

Number of Dependents 2,952 0.6 510 0.3 3,463 0.5% 

Months at Present Address 1 ,886 65.9 284 56.7 2,171 64.7% 

, ( 
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three times the prior arrests and convictions of those released (see 

Table 4.7); and among those defendants who had a prior record, more of 

those who were detained had FBI Part I charges as their most frequent 

prior arres~ charges. Aside from liquor law violators and chronic alcohol­

ism arrestees, detained defendants had disproportionately frequent prior 

arrests for robbery, aggravated assault, narcotics possession, larceny/theft, 

and burglary. In addition, twice as many (proportionately) of those 

detained had failed to appear in previous trials as among those released. 

More of the detained defendants were already involved witn the criminal 

justice system (CJS) at the time of arrest. While almost 80% of those who 

were released were not involved with the CJS, only about 60% of the detained 

were similarly situated. Persons on parole, probation, pretrial release, 

or some combination of these were especially likely to be detained than 

persons not involved with the criminal justice system. Overall, about 24% 

of the defendants who were involved with the CJS at the time of arrest were 

detained. 

4. Case Characteristics Related to Release or Detention 

Detained defendants tended to have far more serious current cases 

than those released (see Table 4.8). While 42.8% of those detained were 

arrested for Part I charges, only 29.2% of those released were arrested 

for these charges. Table 4.8 shows that defendants arrested for miscel-

laneous, morality, personal and economic crimes were most likely to be 

detained. Those arrested for drug-related and public order crimes, on 

the other hand, were least likely to be detained. The specific charges 

which were most likely to result in detention were, in order of likeli-

hood: murder, drunkenness, violation of probation/parole, robbery, vagrancy, 

failure to appear, auto theft and forcible rape. Persons arrested for 

a major charge of gambling, marijuana possession, embezzlement, involuntary 
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TABLE 4.7 
CRIMINAL HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO RELEASE 

Re leased Detai ned TO.ta 1 
Characte.ri sti c Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Most Serious Past 
Charge (n=l ~272) 

Part I 335 73.6% 120 26.4% 456 100.0% 

Pa rt II 659 80.7% 157 19.3% 816 100.0% 

Liquor law 12 40.5% violations 
18 59.5% 30 100. O~~ 

Drunkenness 32 51.1% 31 48.9% 63 100.0% 

Robbery 50 69.5% 22 30. 5~~ 72 100.0% 

Aggravated Assault 36 70.9% 15 29.1% 51 100.0% 

Narcotics Possession 38 71.7% 15 28.3% 53 100.0% 

La rceny /Theft 119 74.8% 40 25.2% 160 100.0% 

Burg1 a ry 108 74.9% 36 25.1% 144 100.0% 

Previous Failure 
!o A~~ear (n=2,182) 

Yes 296 70.2% 126 29.8% 421 100.0% 

No 1 ,523 86.5% 237 13.5% 1 ,760 100.0% 

Criminal Justi ce Ststem 
Status at Arrest 
{n=3,0~':IJ 

.' 

Parole and Pretrial 4 35.3% 6 64.7% 10 100.0% 
Rel ease ! 

Pretri al Release and 
Probation 10 46.2% 12 53.8% 22 100.0~~ 

Act i ve l'/a rran t 32 61. 5% 20 38.5% 52 100.0% 

Pa ro 1e 88 72. 4~~ 34 27.6~~ 122 100.0% 

Pretri al Release 162 78.9% 43 21.1% 206 . 100.0% ' 

Probation 259 79.9% 65 20.1% 325 100. O~; 

No Involvement 2,072 88.0% 283 12.0% 2,355 100. O~~ 

Characteristic Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 

Number of Prior Arrests 2,958 3.6 510 9.5 3,469 4.4 

Co Number of Pri or 2,958 1.5 510 4.0 3,469 1.9 
Convi cti ons 

I .. 
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TABLE 4.8 
CASE CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO RELEASE 

Released Detained . 
Characteroj sti c Number Percent Number Percent 

Most Serious Current 
'Charge . 

FBI Designation 
(n=3,464) 
Part I 862 79. 87~ 218 20.2% 

Part II 2,092 87 _.8% 292 12.2% 

Charge Categories 
(n=3,464) 
Morality 271 75.3% 89 24.7% 

r1i sce 11 aneous 151 76.7% 46 23.35{, 

Persons 512 82.3% 110 17.7% 

Economic 758 83.6% 149 16.4% 

Public Order 917 90.5% 96 9.5% 

Drug-Related 346 94.5% 20 5.5% 

Specifi c Charges 
Murder 9 41.1% 12 58.9% 

Drunkenness 61 47.6% 67 52.4% 

Parole/Probation 
Violation 9 59.4% 6 40.6% 

Robbery 75 62.3% 45 37. 7~~ 

Vagrancy 23 62.7% 14 37.3% 

FTA 12 63.1% 7 36.9% 

Auto Theft 50 68.5% 23 31.5~~ 

Rape 17 70.3% 7 29.7% 

Relation of Victim to .. 
Defendant {n=2,791} 
Multiple Victims 73 76.3% 23 23.7% 

No Acquaintance .178 83.3% 35 16.7% 

Commerci al 329 85.8% 55 14.2% 

No Victim 1,356 87.9% 186 12.1% 

Prlor Acquaintance 255 88.5% 33 11.5% 

" , , 

-, 

-; . 
! 

Total 
Number Percent 

1,081 100.0% 
2,384 100.0% 

360 100.0% 
197 100.0% 
622 100.0% 
906 100.0% 

1,013 100.0% 

366 100.0% 

, 
21 100.0% 

128 100.0% 

14 100.0% 

120 100.0% 
37 100.0% 
19 100.0% 
73 100. m~ 
24 100.0% 

95 100.m~ 

213 100.0% 
384 100.0% 

1,542 100.0% 
288 100.0% 

(continued) 
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TABLE 4.8 (continued) 

( 
Rele.ased Detained 

Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent . 
Immediate Family 89 89.0% 11 11.0% 
Police Officer 95 90.2% 10 9.8% 
Non-Commercial 57 90.7% 6 9.3% 

Weapons or Apparatus Used 
(n=2,910) 
Both Weapons and 

Apparatus Found 3 72.9% 1 27.1% 
Heapons Used, Not Found 86 73.4% 31 26.6% 
Heapons Used, Found 194 83.9% 37 16.1% 
Neither Used 2,115 87.3% 307 12.7% 
Apparatus, Found 103 88.9% 13 11.1% 
Apparatus, Not Found 17 89.9% 2 10.1% 

Characteristic Number Mean Number Mean 

( Number of Arrest 
Charges (n=3,464) 2,954 1.42 510 1. 57 

c 

~;. /1 ;; I 
~ ; 

o •• 

Total 

Number Percent 

100 100.0% 
105 100.0% 
63 100.0% 

4 100.0% 
117 100.0% 
231 100.0% 

2,421 100.0% 
116 100.0% 

19 100.0% 

Number Mean 

3,464 1.47 
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manslaughter or arson were virtually never detained. 

Aside from the charges, certain other case characteristics increased 

the likelihood of detention. For example, detained defendants had more 

arrest charges. Also, the relation of the defendant to the victim and use 

of a weapon or apparatus in the crime were important. In particular, crimes 

involving multiple victims, crimes where weapons and apparatus were both 

used and found in the defendant's possession, and crimes where weapons were 

used but not found in the defendant's possession led relatively more often 

to detention. 

5. CJS Activities Related to Release or Detention 

Although not being interviewed by the pretrial release programs did 

not lead to a higher likelihood of detention, other program activities did 

have an effect upon whether defendants were released. About one~in-eight 

of the defendants interviewed immediately after arrest was eventually 

detained, whiie about one-in-three of those interviewed only after an 

initial bail hearing was not released (see Table 4.9). This is at least 

partly due to the fact that defendants held after an initial bail hearing 

are likely to be considered worse release risks than the average person 

arrested. Consequently, higher bail amounts and detention rates might 

be expected for these persons. 

Hhether and how the programs I interview information was verified also 

affected release outcomes. Hhen no verification could be done or when only 

files could be checked (usually applicable to prior record information), 

the defendant was less likely to be released. ~But when both telephone 

and file verification (by far the most common method, used in 72.4% of 

the cases) could be employed, interviewed defendants were released 91% 

of the time. Among those interviewed, about twice as many references were 
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TABLE 4.9 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM ACTIVITIES RELATED TO RELEASE 

( 

Released Detained Total 

It-em Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
I---

I T i r~~e of Program Inter-
I . 

vie'.'J (n=2,375} i 

, After First Bail 
Hearing 106 68.9% 48 31.1% 154 100.0% 

Immediately After 100.0% Arrest 1,930 86.9% 291 13.1% 2,221 

Mode of Information 
Verification ~n=2,367~ 
Only Checked Files 357 70.2% 152 29.8% 509 100,0% 

No Verification 70 71.4% 28 28.6% 99 100. O~~ 

Files and Telephone 1,559 91.0% 155 9.0% 1,714 100.0% 

Other 41 87.2% 4 12.8% 46 100.0% 

c 
Program Recommendation 

(n=2,066) 
Do Not Release on OR 13 46.7% 15 53.3% 29 100.0% 

Bail Bond 52 56.4% 41 43.6% 93 100.0% 

Conditional Release 15 62.5% 9 37.5% 24 100.0% 

No Recommendation 430 73.2% 158 26.8% 588 100.0% 

Depos it Ba il 8 84.4% 1 15.6% 9 100.0% 

Own Recognizance 1,085 97.2% 31 2. 8~~ 1,116 100.0% 

Supervised Release 37 98.9% 1 1.1% 38 100.0% 

Stationhouse Release 166 100.0% 0 0.0 166 100.0% 

Unsecured Bond 3 100.0% 0 0.0 3 100.0% 

Characteristic ~lull1ber ~lean Number Mean Number Mean 

Number of References 
Checked (n=3,469) 2,958 0.66 510 0.38 3,469 0.62 
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checked for those released as for those detained. Overall, the indication 

seems to be that those both interviewed and detained had fewer favorable 

references to give interviewers for verificaticn. The result was that 

negative or neutral program recommendations were more frequently made, 

and these more often led to detention. 

Overa 11, a lido fiOt i~el ease on ROR" i recommendati on was associ ated 

with a 53.3% likelihood of detention. A recommendation in favor of a bail 

bond resuHed, dUe to i nabi 1 i ty to pay, ina 43.6% 1 ike 1 i hood of detenti on. 

A recommendation that non-financial release with added conditions be grant­

ed yielded a 37.5% likelihood of detention. And a neutral (do not recommend) 

position by the program yielded a 26.8% likelihood. These figures should 

be compared to an overall 12.4% detention rate for defendants interviewed 

by programs. 

6. Relative Importance of Related Variables 

a. Bivariate Relationships 

The preceding discussion reveals many factors which are related to 

\vhether a defendant is detained. Among the demographic characteristics, 

an ethnicity other than white or Hispanic and male sex are associated with 

an increased likelihood of detention. In terms of community ties measures, 

not being married and not lTv'ing with and supporting a family (i .e., being 

single with a resulting living arrangement) seem to be indicators of more 

frequent detention. Similarly, unemployment and the receipt of public 

assistance, out-of-area residence and greater residential transience are 

associated with more detention . 

These factors may be directly involved in more detention, as when 

they portend less ability to meet financial or custodial release conditions 

.~ , 
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or result in an unfavorable program recJmmendation due to weakness of com­

munity ties. The racial and sexual differences could also illustrate in­

equitable biases in the release process. 

However: rather than a direct effect on detention, these factors may 

sir:ply be strongly associated with other factors (such as criminal history 

indicators) that are the real explanation for the differences in detention. 

As discussed earlier, detained persons had more prior arrests and con~ 

victions, more prior failures to appear, and more serious prior charges 

than those released. Further, they were more often involved with the 

criminal justice system upon arrest and were arrested for more serious 

offenses than those released. Such charges as murder, drunkenness, parole/ 

probation violations, robbery, vagrancy, and others--as shown in Table 4.8-­

led to a disproportionate incidence of detention until trial. Some in­

dicators of case seriousness, such as the use of a weapon and the relation­

ship of the victim to the defendant, also seem related to whether a defend­

ant will be released. 

Release programs also seemed to have a major impact upon release out­

comes. This relation is almost surely derived from program evaluation of 

most of the previously discussed characteristics. This is summirized for 

the court in the program's recommendation, which Table 4.9 shows is related 

to release. Specifically, a negative recommendation on OR release frequently 

leads to detention. In addition, though, the extent to which interview 

information can be verified as well as the timing of the program's inter­

ventiQn (later intervention is often to try to help defendants unable to 

gain speedy relp~ses) have a relation to the incidence of release or 

detention. 

To determine the most important factors ~ffecting release (or, 

----.. --_._-_._----- -~---------------------------------
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conversely, detention), additional analyses were conducted. First, bi­

variate correlational analyses were performed to identify the variables 

having the greatest statistical significance. Table 4.10 presents the 

results of tbis analysis. While all the variables shown are highly 

significant, the strongest relationships with release are for local residence, 

employment, no involvement with the CJS, successful information verification, 

and a program OR recommendation. On the other hand, not supporting a 

family, being unemployed, having previously failed to appear (and, as a 

result, receiving other than a non-financial program release recommendation), 

and having more than an average number of prior arrests and convictions are 

most strongly related to detention. A first look at factors which are 

most highly related to explaining release and detention reveals, then, that 

a defendant's rating by the program's interviewer on the basis of com­

munity ties and prior record has a great influence upon ultimate release 

or detention. 

b. Discriminant Analysis 

The next step in the analysis WdS to assess the strength of the factors 

listed in Table 4.10 in explaining whether a defendant was released. This 

required multivariate analysis. Because most of the independent variables 

are dummy-coded categories and the dependent variables are all dichotomies 

(for example, defendants either did or did not gain release), discriminant 

analysis was used as an exploratory intermediate tool in the effort to 

locate the most highly related independent factors. \~e employed both a 

stepwise procedure--which begins by selecting the single best discriminating 

variable, followed by the second-best, third, and so on--and a direct method 

which considers all entered variables ' explanatory power as a unit. The 

stepwise procedure yielded a list of the best variables for discriminating 
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TABLE 4.10 
RELEASE/DETENTION CORRELATIONS* 

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT SIGNIFICANCE 

1 

.001 Ethnicity-American Indian -.0543 

Married, Living With Spouse .0967 .001 

iiever Ma rri ed -.0549 .003 

Traditional Family Support .0936 .001 

Does Not Support Fa~ily - .1174 .001 

Lives With Spouse .0935 .001 

Lives Alone -.0620 .001 

Is A Local Resident .1365 .001 

Is Employed .1297 .001 

Is Unemployed ~ .. 1432 .001 

Occupation-Manager/Administrator .0705 .002 

Occupation-Laborer -.0891 .001 

Previously Failed to Appear -.1582 .001 

Not Involved With CJS at Arrest .1486 .001 

On Pretrial Release at Arrest -.0459 .005 

On Probation at Arrest -.0491 .003 

On Parole at Arrest -.0716 .001 

On PTR and Probation at Arrest -.0909 .001 

Arrested on Outstanding Warrant -.0594 .001 

On PTR and Warrant at Arrest -.0452 .006 

On PTR and Parole at Arrest -.0795 .001 

Source of Release is Program 
.001 Acting Alone .0914 

Source of Release is Bail 
.001 Commissioner .0979 

Source of Release is Arresting 
.001 Officer .0671 

Source of Release is Preset Bail -.1988 .001 

Source of Release is Sheriff's 
.001 Department .1165 

Defendant Was Caught in the Act .0783 .001 

Number of Ch~rges at Arrest -.0617 .001 

.. 't" 

NUMBER** 

3,224 
2,534 
2,534 
2,245 
2,245 
2,404 
2,404 
3,315 
3,168 
3,168 
1,624 
1,624 
3,470 
3,091 
3,091 
3,091 
3,091 
3,091 
3,091 
3,091 
3,091 

3,470 

3,470 

3,470 
3,488 

3,470 
3,470 
3,470 

(contlnued) 
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H 
TABLE 4.10 (continued) 

\J ( 
" II 
i' 
'! 

~ VAlUABLE COEFFICIENT S I GfJ I FI CANCE NUMBER** 
~ 
it 

i Number of Prior Arrests -.2281 .001 3,470 
Number of Prior Convictions -.1930 .001 3,470 

~ , 
Number 9f Prior FTA's - .1172 .001 3,470 
Number of Dependents .0748 .001 3,482 

I t~aj or Arrest Charge-Drug Related .0888 .001 3,483 
~ r~aj or Arrest Charge-Moral ity -.0960 .001 3,483 
i Major Arrest Charge-Public Order .0943 .001 3,483 
~ Ii Major Arrest Charge-Miscellaneous -.0587 .001 3,483 
P, 
I' Program Recommendation-Bail -.2069 .001 2,On Ii 
~ 
H Program Recommendation-ROR .3146 .001 2,On 
p 
~ Program Recommendation-Conditional i' 
I' Release (" -.0822 .001 2 ,on ,', 

I: Program Recommendation-Supervised 
i' Release . 046~? .018 2,On 
~ ( Program Recommendation-Do Not 
~ 
I: Release on OR - .14n ,001 2,077 
1 Program Recommendation-No 

i Recommendation -.2760 .001 2,077 

Time of Interview-Immediately After 
~ 
~ Arrest .0607 .001 3,488 

~ Time 'of Interview-After First Bail 
~ Hearing -.1015 .001 3,488 

~ Information Verified by Files Only - .2301 .001 2,380 

Information Verified by Files and 
~ Telephone .2469 .001 2,380 
il L-

» Information Not Verified -.0847 .001 2,380 

~ Weapons Used, Not Found -.0768 .001 2,929 ,I 
~ 

I~ 

II Multiple Victims of Crime -.0615 .001 2,807 
~ 

~ * 

i Based on PeDrson correlational analysis of dummy-coded and continuous 

\ j 
variables related to release/detention outcome. 

, 

t 
** For entire variable, rather than the dunm~-coded subvariable shown. 

j For example, n=3,224 for all ethnicity categories, not for American 
1 

~ (Ji Indian alone. ! \ 
, , 

I ': 
i <' 
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between released and detained defendants. The best of these variables 

are listed in Table 4.11. 

The overall (canonical) correlation of .58 indicates that all of 

the 42 variables entered in this analysis accounted for about one-third 

(.58 squared) of the variance in the released/detained outcome, most of 

Imich vias accounted for by the variables show_n in Table 4.11. Hhat is 

striking in these results is the extent to which system measures, especially 

of program recommendation activities, show up as related to whether defendants 

gain release. Factors which normally enter·into the program's recommendation, 

community ties and prior record items, do not appear among the most sig­

nificant factors, but leave the analysis due to their stronger association 

v/ith the recommendation than with the release outcome. Sex and ethnicity, 

two inequitable determinants of release, do not appear in and of them-

selves to be important determinants of release and detention in the presence 

of program intervention. 

c. Prediction (Losit) Analysis 

The ultimate goal in performing these preliminary analyses, which 

help explain the pattern of relationships leading to release or detention, 

is to determine to what extent these outcomes can be predicted with avail­

able information. Attempting to predict identifies the pieces of information 

that best determine outcomes and how well they do so. Further, prediction 

analyses indicate not only areas of possible association a~ong variables, 

but also the extent to which, with specific pieces of information, one 

can correctly identify defendants' outcomes. Hence, the degree of success 

in prediction (or, more correctly, retrodiction-that is, retrospective 

attempts at prediction with archival data) is an indication of the likely 

impact of the variables considered upon the outcomes studied. 

- " 
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TABLE 4.11 
STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

FOR RELEASED/DETAINED OUTCOME 

1 

F TD ElHER WILKS' SIGNIFICANCE DF 

VARIABLE DR REI·IOVE LA~1BDA CHANGE IN RAO'S V 

Program recommended OR 55.2 .81 0.000 

On parole and PTR at arrest 37.4 .77 0.000 

Source of release was bond 
schedule 20.3 .75 0.000 

On parole at arrest 18.5 .73 0.000 

Program recommended con-
ditional re~ease 16.8 .72 0.000 

Program recommended bail 
release 10.6 .71 0.000 

Charge is miscellaneous 8.9 .70 0.000 

Source of re10~se is bail 
commissioner 5.7 .69 0.000 

Defendant caught in act 5.7 .69 0.000 

Defendant is 1 oca 1 resident 3.1 .68 0.000 

Program did not verify 
i nformati on 3.3 .68 0.000 

Defendant occupation of 
laborer 2.6 .68 0.000 

Arrested on outstanding 
warrant 2.7 .68 0.000 

Program recommendation-do 
not release on OR 2.3 .67 0.000 

Program recommendation not 
made 3.8 .67 0.000 

Defendant interviewed after I 
first bail hearing 1.5 .67 0.000 

Number of charges at arrest 1.3 .67 0.000 

Multiple victims 1.0 .67 0.000 

--
UNSTANI)ARD I ZED 

DI SCR 11m/ANT 
FUIlCTlON 

COEFFICIENTS 

0.24 

-5.47 

-1.42 

-1.81 

-5.49 

-1.64 

-0.59 

-0.19 

-0.30 

-0.58 

-0.29 

-0.18 

-1.06 

-1.64 

-0.89 

-0.20 

-0.10 

-0.23 
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To perform prediction calculations, we used logistic regression 

analysis. This technique produces information on the extent to which 

the probability of the analyzed outcome (e.g., detention) is accounted 

for by the data for the independent variables considered in the analysis. 

A logit tleasure of r"lultiple Association, analogous to the multiple cor­

relation coefficient (R2) of multiple regression analysis, indicates 

the percent of total variation explained by the logit model. Also, a 

breakdown of true and false positives and negatives seryes as a guide 

to the areas in which prediction is more or less successful for each 

outcome (dependent variable). This provides an indication of the gain 

to be made in using the logistic equation as compared to, say, the flip 

of a co in. 

One caution shoul d be noted before proceeding to actual results: 

as in all statistical analyses, the number of cases ,and variables involved 

affects the degree of success. This is because increases in the numbers 

of either reduce the homogeneity of the data set. Increased variation 

reduces the ability of the equation to explain the pattern of relation­

ships. Thus, the reader should be careful to note the number of cases 

involved \'Jhen a high level of predictive accuracy is cited in the follOl'Jing 

analyses. In general, analyses containing more cases and variables will 

be less successful. When there are few of each of these and a small 

Measure of Multiple Association, the prediction is clearly unsuccessful. 

In all analyses we have utilized only cases with complete informa­

tion for all variables included in the model. \'Je follow convention here, 

although this reduces the number of cases. In general. we used only 

variables with more than 2.000 cases. While some variables of potentially 

great use may have been eliminated because of this, we believe the 

increase in applicability of the resulting prediction is heightened, 

• y 
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because it is tested on the broadest possible base of cases and variation 

and uses variables where information is regularly available for most 

defendants. This increases the utility of the findings at the program 

and pol icy l~evel. 

In performing these logit analyses, we separated categories of 

vari,ables to test their independent predictive power. Categories included 

defendant" case and system variables. (For later analyses of failure 

to appear and pretrial criminality we also included post-release inde­

pendent variables.) Combining these categories afterward indicated the 

extent to which there is interaction among them. The "total model ll 

reported is the entire battery of best predictor items for each outcome. 

Results were also tested and refined for individual sites' data 

sets. Again, data availability in individual sites, along with weighting 

of site sample data, affected the relative contributions of each site 

to the analyses (indicated with site IIn'sll in the reported results) and, 

to some extent, the success of site-by-site predictions. These are 

reported, along with the percentage of cases (after weighting) entered 

in each site's analysis. Hence, a site with high true positive and 

negative ,classifications and a large proportion of cases involved is 

one where the prediction applies broadly and very successfully. One 

with a high proportion of correct predictions but a low number of cases 

is one where a useful prediction can be made but, due to data availability 

limitations, the scope of applicability is limited, though it could 

increase if more compl ete data became avail abl e for predi cti ve factors. 

Table 4.12 presents the,prediction results for the release/detention 

outcome. Ovet"all. the variables account for about 20 percent of the 

defendants' probabilities of release/detention, as shown by the Measure 

of Multiple Association, with a total of 1,189 defendants included (about 
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TABLE 4.12 
RELEASED-DETAINED PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DE-5CRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE P ROBAB I L ITY 
~_--____ --~----__ ---~-----~---~--------4 

SISTEr'l VARIABLES 
Program recommended bail 
Program recommended OR 

, Program recommended against 
i OR re lease 
I 
I Program made no recommenda t ion 

Source of release is bail 
commissioner 

Source of release is bail 
schedule 

None of information was verified 
Interviewed after first bail 

hearing 
Intervi ewed by program 

CASE VARIABLES 
Multiple victims of offense 
Miscellaneous offense is major 

charge 
Caught in act or at scen? of 

crime 
Number of arrest charges 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
Defendant is local resident 
Defendant is employed as laborer 
Defendant was on parole for 

another charge when arrested 
Defendant had an outstanding 

warrant for another charge 
when arrested 

-2.5677 

0.0095 

-3.2975 

-2.1729 

-0.7551 

-0.3069 

-0.6615 

-1. 0688 

1.6664 

-0.6889 

-0.8875 

-0.4869 

-0.1240 

0.1666 

-0.8570 

-1. 5635 

-1.1981 

Measure of Multiple Association: 19.9% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect is 124.6 with 17 d.f. 

Number of Cases is 1,189 

. " 

-2.4110 

0.0092 

-2.7291 

-2.1522 

2.5601 

-0.8888 

-1.0432 

-2.1014 

1.6324 

-1.2731 

-1. 9639 

-1.6734 

-1.0411 

0.3331 

-3.4063 

-2.5806 

-1.4298 

0.0160 

0.9283 

0.0063 

0.0316 

0.0105 

0.3735 

0.2983 

0.0357 
0.1031 

0.2041 

0.0500 

0.0949 

0.2983 

0.7414 

0.0007 

0.0099 

0.1527 

(continued) 
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TABLE 4.12 (continued) 

Classification of Results* 
Actua 1 : ~ Released Detained Detained Released 
Predicted: Detained Detained Released Released 
Percents: 0.1% 0.9% 6.5% 92.5% 

*-In this analysis "released" was considered a "positive" outcome; 
"detained," a "negative" one. 
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one-third of those studied). The predictive equation works quite well 

at classifying outcomes, as shown by the fact that 93.4 percent of the 

defendants' predicted outcomes were the same as their actual outcomes. 

The equation works much better for release than for detention, which is 

a relatively rare phenomenon, affecting 7.4 percent of the cases in 

t~e analysis. What this indicates, given the actual detention rate of 

14.7 percent for ~ defendants studied, is the paucity of data, 

especially for the measures used in these analyses, for detained defen­

dants. ~luch of this can be traced to the lower frequency of program 

intervention for these defendants, with resultant lessening of informa-

tion assembled. 

The resulting predictions are not notably successful. A prediction 

that every defendant will be released, based upon knowledge that this 

is true 85 percent of the time, \vill be almost as successful. For 

those detained, the prediction equation was correct 13 percent of the 

time; for those released, 100 percent of the time. 

As Table 4.13 indicates, system factors contribute most of the 

predictive power, far more than case and defendant variables. \4ith a 

simple knowledge of only defendant and case information, albeit the best 

predictors (see Table 4.14), virtually none (7.4 percent) of the actual 

probabilities of release/detention can be predicted. With system vari­

ables we can do twice as well (15.2 percent), but predictions are still 

not very accurate. 

Because defendant and case factors plus system factors seem to 

account for a "total" of 22.6 percent, rather than the actual total of 

19.9 percent of the probabilities, we can infer that there is some inter­

action among them. One interesting effect of the interaction of case/ 

. . , 

. . 

, . 

TABLE 4.13 
RELEASED/DETAINED PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 2: SYSTEM VARIABLES 

_. 

DESCRlpnON COEFFICIENT 

Program recommended bail -2.8321 
Program recommended OR 0.1757 
Program recommended against -3.7482 OR release 
Program made no recommendation -2.4918 

Source of release was bail 0.7419 commissioner 

Source of release was ba i 1 -0.3034 schedule 
None of information was verifi ed -0.6261 
Intervi e~ved after fi rst ba i1 -1 . 1347 hearii:9 
Interviewed by program 1. 1820 

Measure of Multiple Association: 15.2% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 95.53 with 9 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,189 

Classification of Results* 

t VALUE 

-2.7570 
0.1771 

-3.2106 

-2.5677 

2.6487 

-0.9121 

-1.0358 

-2.3286 

1.8616 

PROBAB I LITY 

.0058 

.8572 

.0014 

.0102 

.0081 

.3628 

.2983 

.0198 

.0629 

Actual: 

Predicted: 
Percents: 

Released 
Detained 

0.2% 

Detained 
Deta 1 ned 

0.2% 

Detained 
Released 

7.2% 

Released 
Released 

92.4% 

*In this analysis "released ll was considered a IIpositive ll outcome; 
"detained," a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 4.14 
RELEASED/DETAINED PREDICTION RESULTS 
MODEL 3: CASE AND DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

DESCR! PTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE 

j ," SE . I~A VARIABLES 
Multiple.victims of offense -0.4990 -0.9660 

r·liscel1aneous offense is major , 
charge -0.7510 -1.8250 I 

Caught in act or at scene of crime -0.3450 -1. 2845 

Number of arrest cnarqes -0.2600 -2.2857 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
Defendant is local resident 0.9520 2.0548 

Defendant is employed as laborer -0.9270 -3.9771 

Defendant was on parole for 
another charge when arrested -1. 8330 -3.4462 

Defendant had outstanding warrant 
for another charqe when arrested -2.0216 -2.5693 

Measure of Multiple Association: 7.4% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect is 46.4 with 8 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,189 

Classification of Results* 
Actual: Released Detained Detained 
Predicted: Detained Detained Released 
Percents: 0.1% 0.1% 7.3% 

*In this analysis "released" was considered a "pos iti ve" 
"detained," a "negative" one. 

PROBABILITY 

0.332 

0.067 

0.197 

0.022 

0.040 

0.000 

0.000 

0.010 

" __ 

Released 
Released 

92.5% 

outcome; 
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J' ,. 

-131-

defendant and system variables is that when the effect of the former is 

removed, the sign of the coefficient for release set by a bail commis­

sioner changes from negative to positive. This indicates that in and of 

themselVEs bail commissioner hearings contribute to release. However, 

the case and defendant factors associated with detention overcome this 

relationship and create an apparent propensity to detain. 

Looking at the effect of system variables upon defendant/case factors, 

the significance of the number of arrest charges and an outstanding warrant 

in relation to detention, and of local residence in relation to release, 

indicates that independent of system impact there is some slight effect 

of case and defendant characteristics upon ultimate release or detention. 

In summary, accurate predictions of the likelihood of detention could 

not be made. Nevertheless, to the extent that predictions could be made, 

some variables were more important than others. The better predictors, 

in the total model, are program recommendations of (1) bail, (2) no OR 

release and (3) no recommendation. These, plus first interview held 

after bail hearing and release decision made by bail commissioner, are 

the significant system factors; all point (negative coefficient signs) to 

a likelihood of detention. If the offense was classified as miscellaneous 

(vandalism, family/child offenses, suspicion, FTA, probation/parole 

violation, conspiracy, possession of apparatus, minor local Offenses), 

if the defendant was employed as a laborer--a very frequent occupation 

among defendants in and out of jail, because of its unSkilled, transient 

nature-or if the person was on parole when arrested, detention was most 

likely to occur. 

d. Site-by-Site Variations 

In addition to overall analysis of the eight sites, analyses of .. ,' 
individual sites \'Iere also conducted. Table 4.15 sumillarizes the results. 
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Number of 
Cases 

Site ( He i qh te d) 

. Ba 1 ti more 360 City 
f---

Sa 1t i more 184 County 

Wi!sh in 9 tor.: , 53 D. C. 

Dade 87 County 

Louis- 183 
'.;1 lle 

. , Pima 32 County 

Santa Cruz 73 County 

Santa Clara 217 County 

TOTAL, 
8 SITES 1,189 

. . . , 
7 1 

TABLE 4.15 
RELEASED-DETAINED PREDICTION RESULTS BY SITE 

Percentage of C1Jssification of Results Site I s Cases Measure of 
Included in r~u1tiple Fa 1 se True False 
Analvsis Association Nega t'i ves Nega ti ves Positives 

44~~ 28. 9~~ O. 3~~ 0.8% 5.8% 

4675 96. 1 ~~ O. 55~ 4.9% 0.0% 

8°/ /J 1 00. O~~ 0.0% 5.7% 0.0% 

41% 33.1% 2.3% 4.6% 6.9% 

4·a 34.5% 2.7% 4.4% 8.7% 

9°1 IJ 14. A. O. O~~ 0.0% o.m~ 

39:'~ 64. 2~~ O. O~~ 9.6% 4.1% 

52~~ ll5.0;t. O. O~~ 0.9% 2.8% 

34~'~ 19.9% 0.1 % 0.9% 6. 5'}~ 

. 

True 
Positives 

93.1 % 

94.6% 

94.3% 

86.2% 

84.2% 

100.0% 

86.3% 

96.3% 

92.5% 

Best 
Battery 

System 

System 

System 

Casel 
Defel~dan t 

System 

N.A. 

System 

No Major 
Differ-
ences 

System 

I 
I-' 
W 
N 
I 
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As shown, Pima County, and Washington, D.C., played virtually no role in 

this stage of the analysis, due to the requirement that data be available 

for all variables included in the analysis. 

The higher site-by-site Measures of Multiple Association reflect the 

use of different variables in each site after those exhibiting multi­

collinearity were eliminated. While the actual independent variables 

which best predict release or detention are highly individual as to site. 

the pattern of best predictors is clear. In the majority of the sites 

system factors have more of an effect on release than others. that is. 

system action resulting from or in the absence of specific defendant and 

case information is the best source of prediction regarding ultimate 

release or detention. 

In Washington, D.C., the apparently perfect prediction should be dis­

counted, due to the very small proportion of cases. There is enormous 

interaction between system and defendant/case variables, which separately 

score only 33.6% and 19.3%, but together score 100%. 

In the next best site, Baltimore County. a much higher proportion of 

the cases \o.Jas included in the analysis. There. program recommendation of 

bail (in this post-hearing-interview site) almost always led to continued 

detention. 

Table 4.16 shO\'/s results from Baltimore City, which contributed the 

largest share uf cases (30%) to the overall analysis. 

7. Relationship of Release Outcomes to Case Dispositions 
and Sentences 

Past studies have considered the im~act of release outcomes on sub-

sequent case disposition and sentencing. specifically, whether the fact 

of detention alone has an adverse effect on the outcomes of later criminal 
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TABLE 4.16 
BALTIMORE CITY RELEASED-DETAINED PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

Si:stem Variables 

No verification of ' information -0.6920 -0.7160 0.478 
Interviewed by program after 

first bail hearing 13.0360 0.0423 0.968 

Program recommended bail release 0.7450 0.5350 ' 0.589 
Program recommended OR release 2.4940 2.4690 0.014 
Program made no release 

recommenda t ion 0.1260 0.1440 0.888 

Release option given by bail 0.6540 1 .0590 commissioner 0.289 

-Case Variables 

Multiple victims of offense 1.1490 0.0460 0.960 
Miscellaneous offense is major 

cha rge -0.6620 -0.7210 0.472 

Caught in act or at scene of crime -2.6050 -2.4400 0.015 
Number of arrest charges 0.1750 0.4770 0.631 

Defendant Variabl es 

Defendant is employed as laborer -0.4630 -0.9480 0.342 
Defendant was on parole for another 

charge when arrested -1.7430 -1.5920 0.112 

Measure of Multiple Association: 28.9% 
Chi-Squared for No Effp.ct is 51.0 with 12 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 360 

Class1fication of Results* 
Actual: Released Detained Detained Released 
Predicted: Detained Detained Released Released 
Percents: 0.3% 0.8% 5.8% 93.1% 

*In this analysis "released" \o.Jas cons idered a "pos iti ve" outcome; 
"detained,1I a "negative" one. 
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justice processing stages. Findings have been mixed, as the following 

examples illustrate: 

• Rankin's 1964 study of a group of New York City defendants 
found that detention was associated with harsher case dis­
positions and sentences, after controlling for the effects 
of prior record, bail amount, and type of counsel.l! 

• A 1972 analysis by Single of indigent defendants in New 
York City also concluded that detention was associated 
with a greater likelihood of conviction and incarceration, 
after controlling for several other factors that might affect 
both detention decisions and subsequent case outcomes (such 
factors as charge seriousness, weight of the evidence, 
prior record and family ties were considered).~ 

• A re-analysis of Single's data, published by Landes in 1974, 
concluded that the apparent relationship between detention 
and harsher subsequent outcomes was in fact spurious, be­
cause both detention and case outcomes were related to 
antecedent variables.lV 

• A study of defendants arrested in Philadelphia in 1975 
concluded that there was no relationship between detention 
and the likelihood of conviction, but that there was a 
relationship between detention and harsher sentencing 
outcomes.Y 

Thus, the findings from past studies are inconclusive about the effect of 

detention alone on subsequent case outcomes and sentences. Most studies 

that have considered this topic have noted that detained defendants 

are both more likely to be found guilty and more likely to be sentenced 

to prison terms. However, it is not clear whether these outcomes reflect 

harsher treatment of defendants because they were detained pretrial or, 

alternatively, reflect only the fact that certain defendants are more 

1 i ke ly-due perhaps to, the characteri sti cs of thei r cases-to be deta i ned, 

to be found guilty and to be incarcerated when sentenced. 

Although the issue of the relationship between detention and sub-

sequent case outcomes was not one addressed in the National Evaluation 

of Pretrial Release, the topic is one that deserves further study. For 

this reason the following data comparing disposition and sentencing out-

comes for released versus detained defendants are presented. Because of 

\ 

~ , 
I 

" 

-136-

the scope limitations of the study, no statistical controls were exercised 

for such potentially influential factors as charge seriousness, strength 

of the case against the defendant, prior record, and so on. 

Table 4.17 shows that detained defendants were more likely than 

re~eased defendants to be convicted: 68.2% of detained defendants were 

convicte~ of the most serious charge associated with their arrests, as 

compared with 54.9% of released defendants. Moreover, if convicted, 

detained defendants were much more likely to receive incarceration sen­

tences: almost three-fourths of all detained defendants who were convicted 

were incarcerated, as compared with less than one-fourth of released 

(convicted) defendants. Finally, when the length of the sentence is 

considered (including ~ sentences, both non-'incarceration and incarceration), 

detained defendants received sentences that were more than twice as long 

as released persons (26.7 months versus 11.5 months). 

As stated earlier, these findings by themselves are inconclusive, 

because of the lack of statistical controls. However, the large differences 

between the subsequent outcomes of released and detained defendants­

especially the great difference in incarceration rates-suggests that 

additional analysis of this topic is warranted. If detention itself does 

in fact adversely affect subsequent case dispositions and sentences, the 

implications for the nation's pretrial release processes-and the American 

system of justice-are serious ones, given that most defendants are de­

tained because of inability to post bond. 

C. Analysis of Financial and Nonfinancial Release Outcomes 

The preceding discussion dealt with factors related to release and 

detention. This section considers differences among defendants released 

nonfinancially l!:1d per'SOIiS released under financial c.onditions. 

j 
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TAGLE 4.17 
CONVICTION RATES, INCARCERATION RATES AND SENTENCE LENGTHS 

FOR RELEASED AND DETAINED DEFENDANTS 

Released Detained Total 
Defendants Defendants Defendants 
(n=2,860) (n=510) (n'=3, 370) 

Item 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Convicted of Most 
1 ,570 54.9% Serious Arrest Charge 348 68.2% 1 ,918 56.9% 

Incarcerated for Most 
343 21 .8%a 258 74.1 %a 602 31 .47;a Serious Arrest Charge 

Length of Sentence for 
Most Serious Chargeb 1 ,570 11 .5 mo. 348 26.7 mo. 1 ,918 14. 1 mo. 

I aAs a percentage of convicted defendants. 
. 

I blncludes all sentences I sentences).-
(i .e., both non-incarceration and incarceration 
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As Figure 4.1 showed, financial and nonfinancial releases can take 

many forms. Nonfinancial releases, which are more numerous, include: 

• field release; 

• stat40nhouse release; 

• program release; 

• own recognizance (OR); 

• supervised release; and 

• third party custody. 

The first three occur quite soon after arrest and are usually reserved 

for minor charges. The last three, particularly OR release, often follow 

program screening. 

Financial releases include: 

• bond schedule release; 

• surety bond; 

• deposit bond; and 

• unsecured bond. 

Surety (and, to a lesser extent, deposit) bond may lead to detention 

until trial, due to the defendants I inability to pay the required amounts. 

Table 4.18 show~ that mean bail amounts were usually higher for defendants 

who did not make bail than for persons who did. 

1. Release Rate:; 

OVer half (61.4%) of all defendants studied were released on one of 

the nonfinancial forms of release~ 44% of all defendants had financial 

ternis of release available to them at some point in the criminal justice 

system processing. However, only about half of these defendants (23.8%), 

actually were released on such conditions prior to trial. Another 7.2% 

gained release only after their release options were changed t~ nonfinancial 

types of r.elease. 



<. 

TABLE 4.18 

MEAN AND MEDIAN BONDa AMOUNTS b (BY SITE) 

I 

Bail Made Bail Not Made Total 
Mean Median Mean Median Mean 

Site Amount Amount Number of Amount Amount Number of Amount Number of 
Category Category Defendants Category Category Defendants Category Defendants Probabil ityc 

Baltimore City 3.03 2 94 3.70 2 66 3.31 160 .0330 

Baltimore County 3.29 2 65 5.87 7 31 4.12 96 .0868 

Hashington, D.C. 3.36 3 59 5.59 6 46 4.34 105 .0009 

Dade County 5.15 5 195 5.08 5 49 5.14 244 .0086 

Loui svi 11 e 2.76 2 188 3.73 2 22 2.86 210 .0000 

Pima County 2.71 1 77 2.37 1 102 2.52 179 .0581 

Santa Cruz Co. 3.18 3 60 4.34 3 38 3.83 98 .0004 

Santa Cl ara Co. 3.76 2 108 3.67 3 36 3.74 144 .0100 

Total 3.44 3 846 4.01 3 390 3.63 1,236 .0000 
(weighted) 

~For defendants with surety and deposit bail release. options. 
Amount Categories: 1 = Under $250, 2 = $251 to $500, 3 = $501 to $1,000, 4 ~ $1,001 to $1,500, 
5 = $1,501 to $2,000, 6 = $2,001 to $2,999, 7 = $3,000 to $4,999, 8 = $5,000 to $9,999, 9 = $10,000 or more. 

cBased on Chi-Square test. 
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The extent of nonfinancial, as compared to financial, release varied 

widely across sites, as shown in Table 4.19. The highest nonfinancial 

release rates occurred in Washington, D.C., and Santa Cruz County; the 

lowest, in.Louisville, where extensive use is made of deposit bond. 

2. Defendant Characteristics Related to Financial or 
Nonfinancial Release 

a. Demographic Characteristics 

Of the demographic characteristics studied, only ethnicity was sig­

nificantly related to different types of release. Hispanics and whites 

were more likely to be released financially than blacks (see Table 4.20). 

b. Background Characteristics 

Community ties characteristics were of great importance in affecting 

defendants' forms of release, as shown in Table 4.21. Separated or 

divorced persons were more likely than others to be given financial release. 

Persons who were not local residents were almost twice as likely to be 

released financially as local residents (this was also true for the few 

non-citizens in the sample). Also, those given financial releases had 

fewer relatives in the area and shorter periods of residence at their 

present addresses. Employment, a partial measure of ability to pay, did 

not affect release types, with 28% of the unemployed and 27% of the 

employed defendants given a bail release. 

c. Criminal History 

While the overall distribution of previous charges does not differ 

significantly for those given each type of release, certain charges, 

especially aggravated assault, liquor law violations and stolen property 

offenses were more often on the records of those with financial releases, 

as shown in Table 4.22. More importantly, those who had failed to appear 

in the past were twice as likely as others to be given a bail release. 

I 
In 

. ~ - .. 

Site 

Ba ltimore Eity 

Baltimore County 

Washi ngton, D. C. 

Dade County* 

Loui svi 11 e 

Pima County 

Santa Cruz County 

Santa Cl-,ra County** 
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TABLE 4.19 
TYPES OF RELEASE BY SITE 

Nonfinancial 

79.6% 

76.9% 

84.6% 

55.0% 

44. O~~ 

82.1% 

84.5% 

65.3% 

Fi nanci a 1 

20.4% 

23. n~ 

15.4% 

45.0% 

56.0% 

17.9% 

15.5% 

34.7% 

*Sample vias limited to felony arrests, as is release program. Mix 
of release types shown may overstate total use of financial releases. 

**Figures understate use of nonfinancial release in Santa Clara, 
because sample did not include citation releases. 
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TABLE 4.?O 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

FINANCIAL OR NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

Financial Nonfinancial 

Cha racte ri s ti c Number Percent Number Percent 

Etnni citi (n=2, 739) 

Hispanic 92 35.5% 168 64.5% 

',4hi te 372 29.4% 891 70. 6~~ 

B1 ack 304 25.6% 886 74.4% 

Other 5 20.0% 20 80.0% 

. . , 

Total 

Number Percent 

260 100.0% 

1 ,263 100.0% 

1 , 190 100.0% 

25 100.0% 

::1 !, 

-, 

I () 
~ 

1 

-143-

TABLE 4.21 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

FINANCIAL OR NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

Financial Nonfinancia1 . 
Chal"acteristi c Number Percent Number Percent 

Marital Status (n=2,167) 

Separ~ted/Divorced 139 30.2% 323 69.8% 

Ma rri ed 130 26.4% 363 73.6% 

Single/Widow(er)ed 292 24.1% 921 75.9% 

Local Res i dence 
(n=2,844) 

No 49 47.0% 55 53.0% 

Yes 728 26.6% 2,013 73.4~~ 

Citizenshi~ (n=2, 801 ) 

U.S./Lega1 Alien 749 27.3% 1,992 72. 7~~ 

Foreign/Illega1 Alien 33 55.0% 27 45.0% 

Characteristi c Number ~1ean Number Mean 

Number of Relatives in 827 O. 1 2,131 0.4 
Area {n=2,958} 

Months at Present 425 57.8 1 ,461 68.2 
Address (n=1,886) 

-

Total 
Number Percent 

461 100.0% 

493 100.0% 

1 ,212 100.0% 

104 100.0% 

2,740 100.0% 

2,741 100.0% 

60 100.0% 

Number Mean 

2,958 0.3 

1,886 65.9 
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TABLE 4.22 
CRHlINAL HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

FINANCIAL OR NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

. Financial Nonfi nanci a 1 
Cha racteri sti c Number Percent Number Percent 

i·ios t Se ri ous Past Cha rSje 
{n=994 } 

Pa rt I 133 ·39.6% 203 60.4% 

Pa rt I I. 238 36.2% 420 63.8% 

Liquor laYI 9 70.1% 4 29.9% 
violations 

Sto 1 en P rQperty 7 63.7% 4 36.3% 

Aggravated Assault 18 50.0% 18 50.0% 

Previ ous Failures to 
ft.~~ear (n-l,819) 

Yes 162 54.9% 133 45.1% 

No 414 27.2% 1 ,109 72.8% 
. 

CJS Status at Arrest 
(n=2,628) 

On PTR 81 50.0~~ 81 50. O;~ 

Harrant 15 46.6% 1 7 53.2% 

Pa role 39 42.4% 53 57.6~b 

Probation 98 36.4% 171 63.6% 

No Invol vement 533 25.7% 1,540 74.3% 

Characteristic Number t~ean Number Mean 

Age at First Arrest 569 22.5 1,229 23.6 
(n=1,798) 

I Number of Prior Arrests 827 5.2 2, 131 2.9 (n=2,958) 

Number of Prior Con- 827 2.0 2,131 1.3 
victions (n=2,958) 

Number of Prior FTA's 827 0.4 2,131 0.1 
(n 2,958) 

Total 
Number Percent 

335 100.0% 

659 100. O~b 

12 100.0% 

11 100.0% 

36 100.0% 

296 100.0% 

1 ,523 100.0% 

162 100.0 

32 100.0% 

92 100.0% 

269 100'.0% 

2,072 100.0% 

Number ~lean 

1 ,798 23.2 

2,958 3.6 

2,958 1.5 

2,958 0.2 

----~~--------------,--------------------~-----
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Similarly, those given bail releases had. twice as many prior arrests 

and convictions as those given nonfinancial releases. Also, defendants on 

pretrial release, probation, parole, or arrested on a warrant were far 

less likel~ to be released nonfinancially than uninvolved arrestees. 

Finally, defendants released on financial conditions were younger than 

other released persons. 

3. Case Characteristics Related to fipancial or Nonfinancial Release 

The seriousness of the case against the defendant has a notable in-

fluence upon the manner in which freedom from jail is achieved. Not 

surprisingly, those with more serious cases are also more likely to have 

to pay for their releases (see Table 4.23). Hhere there are many witnesses 

involved, for and against the defendant, including police officers; when 

the defendant was not picked up in the act but only after an investigation; 

where there were clearly victims of the offense; and, most importantly, 

when a weapon (or apparatus) was used, financial release was more likely. 

Thus, the weight of the evidence in the case seems to playa major role 

in release type. 

Also of apparently great importance was the defendant's current charge 

seriousness, perhaps related to the other case seriousness factors discussed 

earlier. Serious (Part I) charges, especially crimes against persons, 

were likely to result in the posting of a bond. Among the more numerous 

offenses robbery, aggravated assault, narcotics distribution and drunken-

ness were unusually frequent fources of bond releases. 

4. Criminal Justice System Activities Related to'Financial or 
Nonfinancial Release 

Program involvement was quite important in relation to the type of 

release (see Table 4.24). Defendants not interviewed were almost twice 

as likely to be released financial)y. When interview information could 
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TABLE 4.23 

c. 
CASE CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO. 

FINANCIAL DR NDNFINANCIAL RELEASE 

Financial Nonfinancial Total 

~'laracteri sti c Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Police Dfficer a Witness 
, ~-2 ,CJ87} 
t 
I Yes, not only witness 197 37.9% 322 62.1% 519 10.0..0.% 
I No 128 35.6% 232 64.4% 361 10.0..0.% 
I 

I Yes, only ~itness 321 26.6% 886 73.4% 1 ,20.7 10.0..0.% 
, 
I ~JeaRons or .l\pQaratus -Used (n=2,519} 

Dne or both 167 41.3% 237 58.7% 40.4 10.0..0.% 
Neither 571 27.0% 1 ,544 73.0.% 2,115 10.0..0.% 

Caught in Act or at Scene 
tn=2,4D5} 

No 215 36. 9~~ 367 63.1% 582 10.0..0.% 
Yes 4·96 27.2% 1 ,327 72.8% 1 ,823 10.0..0.% 

Relation of Victim to 
Defendant tn=2,432) 

~lulti p 1 e vi cti ms 33 45 . 2~~ 40. 54.8% 73 10.0..0.% 
No acquaintance 70. 39.5% 10.7 60.. 5~1, 178 10.0..0.% 
Prior acquaintance 94 37.0.% 161 63. D~I, 255 10.0..0.% 
Immedi ate fami ly 33 36.9% 56 63.1% 89 10.0..0.% 
Police officer 26 '27.7% 68 72.3% 95 10.0..0.% 

c 
Commerci al 87 26.4% 242 73.6% 329 1 DO.. D~; 
No Victim 351 25.9% 1 ,0.0.5 74.1% 1 ,356 10.0..0.% 
Non-Commercial 12 20..6% 45 79.4% 57 10.0.0.% 

.. 
Current Charge (n=2,954) 

Pa rt I 288 33.4% 574 66.6% 862 1 00.. D~& 
Part II 537 25.7% 1,555 74. 3?~ 2,0.92 100..0.% 

Charge Categories 
Persons 194 37.9% 318 62.1?~ 512 1 0.0.0.:;; 
Miscellaneous 48 32.1% 10.3 67.9% 151 1 DO.. D~~ 
Morality 83 30..7% 188 69. 3~~ 271 10.0.. D?~ 
Drug-related 99 28.7% 246 71. 3~~ 346 10.0..0.% 
Economic 20.6 27. H; 552 72. 9~~ 7S8 1 DO.. D~~ 
Publ ic Drder 194 21 .2% 723 78.8% 917 10.0..0.% 

Speci fi c Cha rges 
Fami 1y jChil d 7 64.4% 4 35.6% 11 10.0..0.71, 
Failure to Appear 8 6 3. 85~ 4 36.2% 12 1 DO. .m~ 
Drunkenness 32 53.0.% 29 47.0% 61 10.0.0.% 
Robbery 39 51.6% 36 48.4% 75 10.0..0.% 
Aggravated Assault 66 42. D~~ 91 58.0.% 157 10.0..0.% 
Na rcoti cs Distribution 20. 40..2% 3D 59.8% 50. 1 00.. D5~ 
Marijuana Distribution 12 38.3% 19 61.7% 31 1 DO.. D~h c 

(continued) 
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TABLE 4.23 (CDNTINUED) 
CASE CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO. 

FINANCIAL DR NDNFINANCIAL_RELEASE 

Characteristic Number Mean Number Mean 
Number of Arrest Charges 

(n=2,9~4) 825 1. 64 2,129 1. 34 

Number of Witnesses for 827 0.2 2,131 0..0. the Defense (n=2,958) 
Number of Witnesses 

Against Defendant 827 1.8 2,131 1.1 
(n=2,958) 

Number t~ean 

2,954 1. 42 

2,958 0..1 

2,958 1.3 

-
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TABLE 4.24 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM ACTIVITIES RELATED TO 

FINANCIAL OR NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

Financial Nonfinancial Total 

Item ~ Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

P roqralll Intervi ew (n=2,949) 

:10 361 39.7% 549 60. 3~b 910 100.0% 

~ Yes 462 22.7% 1,578 77.3% 2,039 100.0% 

I t·lode of Informati on Veri-
i fication (n=2,026' i , 
I No verification 34 48. 2~~ 36 51.8% 70 100.0% , 
I Only checked files 164 46.0% 193 54.0% 357 100.0% 

I Files and Telephone 253 16.2% 1,306 83.8% 1 ,559 100.0% 
Other 9 22.0% 32 78.0% 41 100.0% 

Program Recommendation 
(n=1,811J 
Unsecured bond 3 100.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 
Bail bond 38 71.6% 15 28.4% 52 100.0% 
No recommendation 244 56.8% 186 43.2% 430 100.0% 
Conditional release 8 53.3% 7 46.7% 15 100.0% 
Do not release on OR 3 24.9% 10 75.1% 13 100.0% 
Ovm recogni zance 63 5.8% 1,022 94.2% 1,085 100.0% 
Supervised release 1 3.9% 36 96.1 % 37 100.0% 
Stationhouse release 1 0.9% 165 99. 1 ;~ 166 100.0% 

Source of Pretrial Release 
(n=2,950J 

Bail schedule 276 94.8% 15 5 . 2~~ 291 100.0% 
Judge 363 30.5% 826 69.5% 1 ,189 100.0% 
Bail commissioner 185 19.4% 768 80. 6;~ 953 100.0% 
Program acting on its own 1 0.7% 159 99.3% 160 100.0% 
Sheri ffl s Depa rtment 0 o.m~ 253 1 no. O~~ 253 100.0% 
Arresting Officer 0 0.0% 88 100.0% 88 100. O~& 
Other 0 O. O~& 14 100. Oib 14 100.0% 
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not be verified through telephone contact with references plus access to 

rap sheet files, the defendant was far more likely to be released on bail. 

Program recommendation, or no recommendation, is also associated with 

financial (elease. When ROR is recommended, as it was for six of every 

ten interviewed and released defendants, a nonfinancial release almost 

always occurs. Also, because of their role in reviewing release conditions 

of those detained and deciding releases in the absence of a program inter-

view, judges were the officials most responsible for financial releases. 

The preceding discussion presents a fairly cohesive picture of the 

defendant likely to be released financially. He (85% of financial releasees 

are male) has relatively weak local ties. His prior record is more lengthy 

than those of nonfinancial releasees, and he has shown a much greater 

propensity for failing to appear. At arrest he is more likely already 

to be involved with the criminal justice system. 

Hi s case is characteri zed by a substanti a l"Iy wei ghti er body of 

evidence against him, and his charge is often more serious. He is 

likely to have been interviewed by the pretrial release program. How-

ever, the program is likely, because of unsatisfactory interview information 

and unsatisfactory reference verification, to withhold an OR release 

recommendation. At that point the releasing magistrate, whether because 

of the weakness of the interview information or because of the serious-

ness of the case and charge, is likely to offer a financial release option. 

5. Relative Importance of Related Variables 

a. Discriminant Analysis 

Examination of the discriminant analysis and canonical correlation 

results yielded 43 independent variables related to financial/nonfinancial 

release. The squared canonical correlation of 47.6% indicates that these 
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43 variables do a fairly good job of discriminating among these two groups 

of released defendants. 

When these variables were entered into a stepwise discrimi~ant 

analysis, Z5 emerged as most related to this outcome measure. These are 

listed in Table 4.25 

By far, the largest contributor to statistical significance in the 

discrimination among the two groups of defendants is a program recommen­

dation for OR release. Predictably, availability of a bail schedule 

release is highly related to financial release. A previous failure to 

appear is very strongly associated with a financial release as well. 

In summary, this is a fairly good battery of explanatory variables. 

The most statistically significant factors are program recommendation, 

source of release, previous failures to appear, number of witnesses in 

the case, type of current charge, verification of interview information, 

number of charges at arrest, criminal justice system status at time of 

arrest, and local residence. 

b. Prediction (Logit) Analysis 

The final step in the analysis of release types is to determine 

hO~1 well financial versus nonfinancial release can be predicted. Table 4.26 

presents the results of the logit analysis of this topic. As shown, only 

12.5% of the cases were misclassified in the analysis. These included 

26.9% of the financial releasees and 7.4% of the nonfinancial releasees. 

Most of the variables differentiate significantly among the probabilities 

associated with eac~ release type. These are also usually associated 

with large coefficients. 

These results show that the program1s recommendations and related 

activities, along with the defendant1s source of release, are very much 

related to the probability of securing financial versus nonfinancial 
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TABLE 4.25 
STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

F 10 'liTER '.IILY-S· SIIi~IIFIr.MIf:£ OF 

Var'j abl e OR flUIOVE l/\/10IlA CHI\IIGE III RAO' S v 

Pro~~ram recommended OR 
release 519.98 .69 0.000 

Source of release was bond 57.99 .66 0.000 
schedule 

Previous failure to appear 62.85 .63 0.000 

Number of witnesses against 50.34 .60 0.000 

Program recommended super- 39.68 .58 0.000 
vised release 

Current charge is person 20.32 .57 0.000 
crime 

Information verified only 19.68 .56 0.000 
ft'om fi 1 es 

Number of charges at arrest 11 .67 .56 0.000 

On PTR when arrested 6.65 .56 O. 001 

Current charge is public 5.96 .55 0.001 
order crime 

Number of witnesses for 5.85 .55 0~001 

Defendant is local resident 4.45 .55 0.004 

Program recommended ba i1 4.74 .55 0.003 
release 

Program recommended 
unsecured bond 

4.36 .54 0.004 

Program made no recommenda- 7.99 .54 0.000 
tion 

Program recommended deposit 12.76 .53 0.000 
bail 

Judge is source of release 3.72 .53 0.008 

On probation when arrested 2.29 .53 0.037 

On parole ~/hen arrested 2.37 .53 0.033 

Victim no prior acquaintance 1.68 .53 0.073 

Defendant is divorced 1.49 .53 0.091 

None of inforl113t'i011 verified 1. 56 .53 0.083 

Program recommended con- 1.43 .53 0.097 
ditional release 

No v/ea pon used 1.10 .53 0.146 

Source of release is bail 1 .62 .53 0.074 
cOIPmi s s i oner 

--
L'U" r ~'W,~~Dll£D 

01 SCP. (I'lI':MIT 
reno I~:/ 

COUfICIEllTS 

0.07 

-0.39 

-0.66 
,-0.08 

0.14 

-0.21 

0.43 

-0.13 

-0.38 

0.24 

-0.08 

0.42 

-1.86 

-2.89 

-1 .53 

-1.77 

-0.39 

-0.17 

-0.28 

0.14 

-0.14 

0.28 

-1 .23 

0.07 

-0.26 
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TABLE 4.26 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION 'COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 
. 

System Variables 

Program recommended bail release 
Program recommended OR release 
Program recommended deposit bail 
Program recommended unsecured bond 
Program recommended conditional 

release 
Program recommended supervised 

release 
Program made no recommendation 
Source of release is judge 
Source of release is bail 

commissioner 
Source of release is bond schedule 
Information verified only with 

files 
None of information verified 
Defendant interviewed 

Defendant Variables 

Previous failure to appear 
On PTR when arrested 
On probation when arrested 
On parole when arrested 
Local resident 
Di vorced 

Case Variables 

Major charge is crime against 
person 

Major charge is public order crime 
Number of arrest charges 
Number of witnesses against 
Number of witnesses for 
No relation to victim 
No weapon used 

Measure of Multiple Association: 50.4% 

-4.32 
1.06 

-4.16 
-15.57 

-4.28 

0.05 

-4.01 
-3.48 

-2.98 

-7.49 
0.64 

0.02 
3.76 

-1. 12 
-0.49 
-0.53 
-0.47 
0.53 

-0.70 

-0.62 

0.73 
-0.26 
-0.21 
-0.30 
0.34 
0.05 

Chi Squared for No Effect is 869.82 with 27 d.f. 
Number of cases is 1,511 

Classification of Results* 

-4.19 
1.08 

-3.03 
-0.08 

-2.77 

0.04 

-4.16 
-3.67 

-.3.14 

-6.96 

2.69 

0.04 
3.79 

-4.93 
-1 .41 
-2.06 
-0.86 
1. 16 

-2.28 

-2.63 

3.10 
-2.56 
-3.62 
-1 .67 
1.04 
0.20 

0.0000 
0.2801 
0.0027 
0 .. 9362 

0.0056 

0.9681 

0.0000 
0.0002 

0.0019 

0.0000 

0.0072 

0.9681 
0.0001 

0.0000 
0.1585 
0.0394 
0.3898 
0.2460 
0.0226 

0.0085 

0.0019 
0.0105 
0.0003 
0.0949 
0.2983 
0.8415 

Actual: Nonfinancial Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predicted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 
Percents: 5.5% 19.0% 7.0% 68.5% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release" was considered a "positive" 
outcome; "financial release," a "negative" .one. 

--------------------------
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release. Only one background item, .marital status, is so related. How­

ever, two other "defendant" variables-previous failure to appear and 

criminal justice system status at time of ar-rest-also influence the type 

of release.· The seriousness of the charge and case, as indicated by the 

severity and number of charges as well as the number of witnesses, also 

exhibit strong influences on release type. 

A p~ofile of the defendant most likely to be released on financial 

conditions can be constructed from this information. Sometimes already 

involved with the criminal justice system when he goes to court~ he has 

either a financial or no recommendation from the program, due to a slight 

extent to his weaker local ties. The releasing magistrate also often 

faces a defendant arrested for a serious charge or with several charges 

and with a case where the weight of the evidence against the defendant is 

heavy. On the other hand, defendants who have a greater likelihood of 

nonfinancial release are persons who have been interviewed by the pre-

trial release program and who have been charged with public order offenses 

(such ~s ~riving while intoxicated, disorderly conduct or vagrancy). 

A major question is whether system variables or case variables, 

especially the charge and number of charges, play the greater role in 

determining release type. The answer is that system variables far out-

weigh all others and that case variables are least important of all. 

Tables 4.27-4.29 shmv this. Note that system variables alone yield a 

43.4% predictive accuracy (as reflected in the measure of multiple 

association), as compared ~vith 10.3~b for defendant variables and 5.5/~ for 

case variables, which are primarily related to the charge. 

There is some slight interaction of case and system factors. When 

these are placed in a single model, they yield a 48.1% prediction level, 

as compared to that for a system-p 1 us-defendant model of 45.6%. Overall, 
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TABLE 4.27 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

MODEL 2: CASE VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

t,jajor charge is crime 
person 

against -0.202 -1.23 0.2187 
t·lajor charge is public order 0.318 2.14 0.0324 crime' 
Number of arrest charges -0.315 -4.18 , 0.0000 
Number of witnesses against -0.173 -3.94 0.0000 
Number of witnesses for -0.093 -1.06 0.2891 
No relation to victim -0.154 -0.69 0.4902 
No weapon used 0.241 1.39 0.1645 

Measure of Multiple Association: 5.5% 
Chi Squared for No Effect is 95.27 with 8 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,511 

Classification of Results* 

Actual: Nonfi nanci a 1 Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predicted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 
Percents: 2.2% 2.2% 23.8% 71.8% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial re1ease" was considered a "positive" 
outcome; "financial release," a "negative" one. i 

-. 
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TABLE 4.28 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

MODEL 3: DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBAB I L lTY 

Previous failure to appear -1.61 -9.45 0.0000 
On PTR when arrested -1 . 17 -4.69 0.0000 
On probation when arrested -0.82 -4.47 0.0000 
On parole when arrested -0.96 -2.56 0.0105 
Loca 1 resident 1.48 4.35 0.0000 
Divorced -0.75 -3.70 0.0002 

Measure of Multiple Association: 10.3% 
Chi Squared for No Effe'ct is 178.39 with 7 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,511 

Classification of Results* 

Actual: Nonfinancial Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predicted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 
Percents: 5.2% 8.3% 17 , 7?~ 68.8% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release" was considered a "positive" 
outcome; "financial release," a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 4.29 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE 

MODEL 4: SYSTEM VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT I t VALUE PROBABILITY 

Program recommended bail release 
Program recommended OR rel ease 
Program recommended deposit bail 
Program ~ecommended unsecured bond 
Program recommended conditional 

release 
Program recommended super-vised 

release 
Program made no recommendation 
SOLi:"ce of release is judge 
Source of release is bail 

commissioner 
Source of release is bond schedule 
Information verified only with 

files 
None of information verified 
Defendant interviewed 

-4.02 
0.46 

-3.90 
-13.91 

-3.95 

0.63 

-3.58 
-3.54 

-2.76 

-6.96 

0.66 

-0.22 
2.79 

Measure of Multiple Association: 43,4% 
Chi Squared for No Effect is 749.16 with 14 d.f. 
Number of cases is 1,501 

Classification of Results* 

-4.21 
0.52 

-3.11 
-0.12 

-2.69 

0.47 

-4.06 
-4.81 

-3.73 

-7.85 

3.07 

-0.46 
3.10 

Actual: 
Predi cted: 
Percents: 

Nonfinancial 
Financial 

9.9% 

Financial 
Financial 

20.5% 

Financial 
Nonfinancial 

5. n~ 

0.0000 
0.6031 
0.0019 
0.9920 

0.0072 

0.0000 

0.0000 
0.0000 

0.0002 

0.0000 

0.0019 

0.6455 
0.0019 

Nonfinancial 
Nonfinancial 

64.0% 

*In this analysis non lnanCla re ease II f' '1 1 II was consl'dered a IIpOsl'tl've ll 

outcome; "financial " release, a IInegative ll one. 
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however, most of the prediction that can be accomplished is due to system 

measures. pa~ticularly program activities and the interview responses 

that lead to them. 

Note that with case variables alone, only 8.5% of the financial 

releases were predicted correctly, that is, almos~ nine of every ten 

were misclassified. Results were far better for nonfinancial releases. 

Of the case-related items, standing alone, the most important are 

number of charges and witnesses, as well as the charge. However, the 

coefficients are not very large. 

The defendant variables model was somewhat more successful. However, 

only one-third of the financial releasees were correctly classified. 

It is noteworthy that when defendant variables are considered alone, 

they are ~ quite significantly related to the release outcome. Of 

particular importance are previous failure to appear and involvement with 

the criminal justice system at arrest, which are associated with financial 

release; and local residence, which is as?ociated with nonfinancial release. 

However, as stated earlier, by far the most critical items affecting 

the type of release are those measuring the criminal justice system's 

reaction to the defendant and case. Table 4.29 shows the impact of these 

variables. With system variables alone 78.2% of the financial releases 

and 85.4% of the nonfinancial releases were predicted accurately. These 

variables also account for 43.4% of the precise predictions of defendants I 

probability scores. Hence, they are 86% as effective as the total pre­

dictor battery used in Modell. 

By themselves, program recommendati ons of ba il, depos it bail, con-

ditional release, and no recommendation as well as release either by a 

judge or a bail commissio.ner or through the availability of a bond schedule 

are all highly related to financial release, (Note that an unsecured bond 
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recommendation is an unreliable predictor, as it is very insignificant 

statistically.) On the other hand, being interviewed by the program, 

in and of itself, Yields a good relative likelihood of a nonfinancial 
release. 

c. Site-by-Site Variations 

. A few of the sites varied considerably from the aggregate in the 

ability of these variables to predict the type of release. In Pima County, 

an extremely low proportion of the probabilities, 18.4%, (see Table 4.30) 

were predicted accurately by the equation. The reason for this, and for 

the importance of the defendant and case batteries there, is that only two 

of the twelve system variables were present in the analysis, with the 

others eliminated because of multicollinearity problems. In Baltimore 

County an unusually high measure of multiple association ~/as found, but 

a mere 10.9% of that site's cases were included in the analysis. 

A more interesting result was found in Santa Clara County, where 

with 52% of the cases, 82.7% of the exact probabilities were correctly 

predicted by these variables. In Santa Clara County, only 10.5% of the 

financial releases and 1.9% of the nonfinancial releases were mis-

classified. Table 4.31 shows the results of the analysis for the total 

variable set. A comparison with Table 4.32 shows that 97% of the predictive 

accuracy was due to system variables. 

significance for) infol1T1ation verification, public order charge and a 

statistically significant. These were no weapon used, and (borderline 

Only a few of the variables in the total model (Table 4.31) were 

program reconunendati on of bai 1. 

D. Analysis of Type of Release Decision 

The preceding sections of this chapter have discussed actual release 

outcomes: release versus detention and financial versus nonfinancial 
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TABLE 4.30 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE, BY SITE 

~-

Percentage of Classification of Results Number of Site's Cases Measure of 
Cases Included in t~ult i p 1 e Fa 1 se True False 

Site (i-lei qhted) Analvsis Association Neqatives Negatives Pos iti ves 

Ba 1 ti more 614 75.7% 53.8% 4.6% 13.7% 5.4% City 

Baltimore 44 10. 95~ 71.4% 2.3% 47. n~ 4.5% 
County 

lt12.shingtor:, '106 16.3% 58.n 0.9% 1. 9% 4.7% D. C. 

Dade 79 36.9% 50. 2~~ 5.1 % 26.6% 10.1% County 

Louis- 252 60.6% 44.5% 4.0% 34.5% 10.3% 'Ii 11 e 

Pi ma 44 12.3% 18.4% 4.5% 9.1 % 15.9% County 

San ta Cruz 71 40. O~~ 59.5%' 2.8% 18.3% 7.0% Coun ty 

Santa Clara 291 52. m~ 82.7% 1.4% 23.0% 2.7% Coun ty 

TOTAL, 1,511 51.4~~ 50 .4?-~ 5.5% 19.0% 7.0% 
8 SITES 

" 

- " 

if I 

True 
Pos iti ves . 

76.4% 

45.5% 

92.5% -

58.2% 

51.2% 

70.5% 

71.8% 

72.9% 

68.5% 

Best 
Battery 

System 

,Case/ 
Defendant 

System 

System , 

System 

Case/ 
Defendant 

System 
-

System 

System 

I 
I-' 
U1 
to 
I 
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TABLE 4.31 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE, SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DESCRl PTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

S~stem Variables 

Program recommended ba i 1 release -2.91 -1.74 0.0819 
Program recommended OR release 0.98 0.76 0.4473 
Program made no recommendation -0.28 -0.31 0.7114 
Source of release is judge -12.95 -0.11 0.8493 
Source of release is bail schedule -20.10 -0.17 0.8650 
Information verified only from 2.02 1.85 0.0643 

files 

Defendant Variables 

Defendant previously failed 0.64 0.35 0.7263 
to appea r 

On PTR when arrested -0.58 -0.51 0.6101 
On probation when arrested -0.65 -0.54 0.5892 
Divorced 0.59 0.46 0.6455 

Case Variables 

Charge is for public order offense -1 .67 -1.76 0.0784 
Number of arrest charges -0.52 -0.74 0.4593 
Number of witnesses against 0.27 I 0.55 0.5823 
No acquaintance of victim 1.38 1.06 0.2891 
No weapon used 2.65 2.09 0.0366 

Measure of Multiple ~ssociation: 82.7% 
Chi Squared for No Effect is 274.82 with 15 d. f. 
Number of Cases is 291 

Cl ass ifi cat i on of Results* 

Actual: Nonfi nanc i a 1 Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predicted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 
Percents: 1.4% 23.0% 2.7% 72.9% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release ll was considered a "positive" 
outcome; IIfinancial" release, a "negative ll one. 
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TABLE 4.32 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE, SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

MODEL 2: SYSTEM VARIABLES 

DES C 1<'1 PTI ON COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

Program recommended bail release -3.19 -1.89 0.0588 
Program recommended OR release 0.45 0.41 0.6818 
Program recommended supervised 

release 14.42 0.05 0.5961 
Program made no recommendation -0.88 -1 .07 0.2846 
Source of release is judge -12.67 -0.10 0.8887 
Source of release is bail schedule -18.85 -0.15 0.8808 
Information verified only from 

1. 65 1.67 0.0949 files 

Measure of Multiple Association: 80.1% 
Chi Squared for No Effect is 274.37 with 7 d. f. 
Number of Cases is 291 

Classification of Results* 

Actua 1 : Nonfinancial Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predi cted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 
Percents: 1. 0% 23.0% 2.7% 73.2% 

*In this analyisis "nonfinancial release" was considered a "positive" 
outcome; IIfinancial release," a IInegative ll one. 

., 
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release. This section considers the correlates and predictors of the type 

of relea~;e set by a magistrate, regardless of whether it resulted in 

release. 

ConceP1tually, this analysis requires that the study sample include 

only those defendants who appeared before a magistrate to have release 

conditions set. Thus, defendants who gained release without such a hearing 

are excluded. Such defendants received field (citation), stationhouse, 

direct program or bail schedule releases. (Whenever a defendant who could 

have secured release through a bail schedule appeared before a magistrate, 

the person was included in the analysis.) 

1. Release Rates 

As Figure 4.1 showed, 71.5% of the defendants studied had their 

release options set by a judicial decision. This figure is composed of 

66% nonfinancial, and 31% financial decisions, with the remaining 3% 

detained with no release option following a hearing. In terms of actual 

release outcdmes, two-thirds of the defendants with a financial release 

option set by a magistrate do not post the funds prior to a reconsideration 

of the amount at a new hearing. Twenty-five percent of all defendants 

with a financial condition set at a hearing do not gain release, and 

another 23% are released only after their bonds are changed to nonfinancial 

conditions. 

2. Defendant Characteristics Related to Financial and 
Nonfinancial Release Decisions 

a. Demographic Characteristics 

As Table 4.33 shows, only the sex of the defendant, among demogra~hic 

characteristics, is related to the type of release decision granted a 

defendant. Female defendants were less likely than males to receive a 

financial release decision. 
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TABLE 4.33 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

RELEASE DECISION 

Fi nanci a 1 Nonfinancial 
Number Percent Number Percent 

729 34.8% 1 ,363 65.2% 

108 28.5% 271 71.5% 

Total 
Number Pe rcent 

2,093 100.0% 

379 100.0% 
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b. Bac~ground Characteristics 

A number of background (i.e., community ties) factors are related to 

the type of release decision. As shown in Table 4.34, these include 

the defendant1s marital status, living arrangement, residency, and 

employment. Persons who are divorced or separated, living with an un­

related person or alone, and unemployed are somewhat more likely to be 

given a financial release option. Defendants who are not local residents, 

important for an OR release recommendation by many programs, are twice 

as likely as others to get a financial release option. 

c. Criminal History 

Several criminal history measures, also employed by release agencies 

in reaching recommendations, are associated with the release decision 

(see Table 4.35). These include prior failures to appear, criminal 

justice system status at time of arrest, number and type of prior arrests 

and convictions, and age at first adult arrest. Defendants with more 

prior arrests and convictions, especially for Part I charges, persons 

It/ho have failed to appear in the past, and defendants already involved 

with the criminal justice system when arrested were most likely to be 

granted a financial release option. Persons with a previous failure to 

appear had twice the chance of other defendants of receiving a financial 

release option. Defendants not involved with the criminal justice 

system when arrested were about half as likely as others to be given a 

financial release option. 

3. Case Characteristics Related to Release Decision 

Case characteristics also vary by the type of release decision, as 

shown in Table 4.36. The current charge seriousness seems especially 

important, with a far larger proportion of those arrested for a Part I 

charge or a crime against a person receiving a financial release decision. 

The Part I charges of murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and auto 

----- ---- ----~ 
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TABLE 4.34 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

RELEASE DECISION 

Fi nanci a 1 Nonfinancial 
Cha racteri sti c Number Pe rcent Number Percent 

Marital Status {n=1,947) 
Divorced/Separated 159 37.3% 264 62.7% 
Single/Widow(er)ed 385 34.0% 748 66.0% 
Marri ed 110 28.0% 283 72.0% 

Living Arrangement 
(n=1,894) 
Alone 88 38.2% 142 61.8% 
Unrelated Person 123 37. n 203 62.3% 
Pa rent/Guardi an 218 32.9% 444 67. 1% 
Relative 95 31.7% 204 68.3% 
Spouse 101 26.7% 277 73.3% 

Em~lo~ment Status 
n=2,354) 

No employment/part- 419 36.2% 737 63.8% time employment 
Full-time employment 367 30.7% 831 69.3% 

Local Residence (n=2,402) 

No 67 62.3% 40 37.n 
Yes 721 31 . 4~~ 1,575 68.6% 

Total 
Number Percent 

421 100.0~~ 
1 ,134 100.0% 

393 100.0% 

230 100.0% 
326 100.0% 
662 100.0% 
298 100.0% 
377 100.0% 

1 ~ 156 100.01b 
1,198 100.0% 

107 100.0% 
2,295 100.0% 
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TABLE 4.35 
PRIOR RECORD CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

RELEASE DECISION 

Financial Nonfinancial 

Characteri sti c Number Percent Number Percent 

Most Freguent Charge in 
Prior Record (n=984) 

Part I 188 43.2% 247 56.8% 
Part Ii 174 31.7% 375 68.3% 

Previ ous Failure to 
Aeeear (n=1,70l} 

Yes 208 63.9% 117 36.1% 
No 424 30. 8~~ 952 69.2% 

CJS Status at Arrest 
(n=2,285) 

On parole 66 56.4% 51 43.6% 
Warrant 18 54.5% 15 45.5% 
On pretrial release 74 51 .6% 70 48.4% 
On probation 128 45.2% 155 54.8% 
No invol vement 498 29.1% 1 ,213 70.9% 

Cha racteri sti c Number Mean Number ~lean 

Age at First Adult 
Arrest (n=l, 712) 640 22.2 1,071 23.4 

Number of Prior Arrests 840 6.3 1 ,644 3.3 
(n=2,484) 

Number of Prior Con- 840 2.4 1 ,644 1.4 
victions (n=2,484) 

Total 
Number Percent 

435 100.0% 
549 100.0% 
.. 

325 100.m{. 
1 ,376 100.0% 

117 100.0~; 
33 100.0% 

144 100.0% 
283 100.0% 

1 ,711 100.0% 

Number Mean 

1 ,712 23.0 

2,484 4.3 

2,484 1.8 

.< 
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TABLE 4.36 
CASE CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO 

RELEASE DECISION 

Fi'nancia1 Nonfi nanci al 

Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

Wea~on or A~Qaratus Used 
(n=2,122) 

One or both 196 48.2% 211 51.8% 
Neither 537 31.3% 1 ,178 68.7% 

Cauaht in Act or at Scene 
(n=2,062J 
No 255 41.8% 355 58.2% 
Yes 460 31.7% 992 68.3% 

Relation to Victim 
(n=2,053) 
Multiple victims 49 55. 6~~ 39 44.4% 
No acquaintance 80 44.0% 102 56.0% 
Prior acquaintance 112 41.5% 157 58.5% 
Immediate family 38 40.8% 55 59.2% 
Commercial 110 33. 4~~ 219 66.6% 
Police officer 27 28.8% 66 71.2% 
No victim 270 28. r~ 672 71 .3% 
Non-commercial 15 25.8% 42 74.2% . 

Most Serious Cha rge 
(n-2,479) 
Pa rt I 384 42.9% 512 57.1 % 
Part II 453 28.6~~ 1 ,130 71.4% 

Categori es 
Persons 245 44.9% 300 55. 1% 
r~i sce 11 aneous 62 41.2% 89 58.8% 
r~ora 1 i ty 80 34. 9~~ 150 65.1 % 
Economic 251 34.3% 481 65.7% 
Pub 1 i C 0 rde r 136 24.7% 414 75.3% 
Drug-related 63 23.1% 208 76.9% 

Specific Charges 
Violation of parole/ 13 91.4% 1 8.6% 

proba ti on 
Failure to appear 14 75.6% 4 24.4% 
r·1urder 10 71. 8% 4 28.2~~ 

Robbery 73 67. 3~~ 36 32. 7~~ 
Drunkenness 39 62.4% 24 37.6% 
Vagrancy 13 50. O~b 13 50. O~~ 
Rape 10 48.3% 11 51.7% 
Auto theft· 26 45.5% 31 54.5% 
Aqqravated Assault 73 44. 9?-~ 89 55.1% 

Characteristic Number Mean Number Mean 
Number of charges at arrest 837 1. 74 1 ,642 1.40 

(n=2,479) 
Number of wi tnesses against 840 2.00 1 ,644 1.30 

defendant (n=2,484) 
Number of witnesses for 839 0.23 1 ,644 0.05 

defendant (n=2,484) 

Total 

Number Percent 

407 100.0% 
1 ,715 100. O~~ 

610 100. m~ 
1 ,452 100. 05~ 

89 100. O~~ 
182 100. O~b 
269 100.0% 

93 100.0% 
329 100.0% 

93 100.0% 
942 100.0% 

56 100.0% 

896 100.0% 
1,583 100.0% 

546 100.0% 
151 100.0% 
230 100.0% 
733 100. O~~ 
550 100.0% 
271 100.0% 

14 100.0% 

18 100. O~~ 
13 100. O?~ 

109 100. O~:' 
63 100.0% 
26 100.0% 
21 100.0% 
57 100.0% 

162 100. O~s 
Number Mean 

2,479 1.51 

2,484 1. 50 

2.484 0.11 

I 
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theft accounted for 23% of the financial release decisions, though they 

accounted for less than 15% of the arrests. 

The weight of the evidence in the case against the defendant also 

contributed heavily to the release decision. Multiple victims, the 

defendant's having been caught after an investigation, the use of a 

weapon or apparatus, and the presence of a large number of witnesses all 

indicated that a financial release option was especially likely. 

4. Criminal Justice System Act'ivities Related to Release Decision 

Several criminal justice system,factors were very important to the 

release decision (see Table 4.37). When the program was unable to verify 

the intervie't' information adequately, when it interviewed only after the 

first bail hearing, or when it did not interview at all, the defendant 

was much more likely to be given a financial release option. Almost 

any recommendation other than for OR led quite frequently to a financial 

release decision. When the defendant's original source of a release 

option was a bond schedule (later subjected to court review) and when a 

judge, rather than a bail commissioner, was the decisionmaker, a financial 

decision was also more likely to result. 

5. R~]ative Importance of Related Factors 

a. Discriminant Analysis 

Following bivariate correlation analysis, a reduced number of dummy-

coded and continuous variables was entered into a stepwise discriminant 

analysis. About two dozen of the 41 variables used produced the bulk of 

the discriminatory power. These are listed in Table 4.33. The analysis 

yielded a canonical correlation coefficient of 0.677, which showed that 

these variables successfully discriminated grours . ' 

As Table 4.38 shows, program OR recommendation was enormously sig-

nificant in affecting the distribution of release decisions. Also of 
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TABLE 4.37 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 

RELATED TO RELEASE DECISION 

Financial Nonfinancial 
Item Number Percent Number Percent 

Program Interview 
{n=2,479} 
No 226 37.2% 381 62.8% 
Yes 610 32.6% 1 ,262 67.4% 

Time of rnterview 
{n=1,879} 
After first hearing/ 57 other 

41.6% 80 58.4% 

Immediately after 554 arrest 
31.8% 1 ,188 68.2% 

Verification of Informa- ',' 

tion {n=1,86n 
Fi 1 es only 220 53.4% 192 46.6% 
None 39 51. 4% 36 48.6% 
Phone and fil es 343 25.7% 992 74. 3~b 
Other 13 28.3% 33 71 . 7~~ 

Program Recommendation 
{n=l ,631 } 
Unsecured bond 3 100. O~b 0 0.0% 
Surety ba il 72 84.3% 13 15.7% 
Depos it ba il 6 68. 35~ 3 31.2% 
No recommendation 322 63.6% 185 36.4% 
Conditional release 14 62.2% 8 37.8% 
Stationhouse release 1 50. O~~ 1 50.0% 
Do not release on OR 7 40. 2~; 10 59. 8~6 
Own recognizance 77 8. 1 ~~ 869 91.9% 
Supervised release 2 5.0% 36 95. O~~ 

Source of Release 
{n=2,474) 
Bond schedule 25 65.3% 13 34.7% 
Judge 531 39.1% 826 60. 9~s 
Bail commissioner 280 26.7% 768 73.3% 
Other 2 6. 9~~ 27 93. 1 ~~ 

Total 
Numbe r Percent 

607 100. O~~ 
1,872 100.0% 

137 1 00. m~ 

1 ,742 100.0% 

412 100.0% 
75 100.0% 

1 ~ 335 lOO.05~ 
46 100.0% 

3 100.0% 
86 100.0% 
9 100.0% 

507 100.0% 
22 100.0% \ 
2 100. O~~ 

17 10O.0~~ 

946 100.0% 
38 100. O~~ 

38 100. O?~ 
1,357 100. O~b 
1,048 100.0% 

29 100. O~~ 
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TABLE 4.38 
STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

EOR RELEASE DECISION 

Variaple 

Program recommended OR 
Program recommended super-

v·i sed rel ease 
Number of, charges 
Prev i ous FT A 
Program recommended bail 
Charge is crime against 

person 
Information verified only 

from fi 1 es 
Number of witnesses against 

Source of release is 
bond schedul e 

Local resident 
On parole when arrested 

On PTR when arrested 
Program recommended 

unsecured bond 
Program made no recommenda­

tion 
Program recommended condi­

tional release 
Program recommended deposit 

ba i 1 

Charge is public order crime 
On PTR and probation when 

arrested 
On outstanding warrant when 

arrested 
Charge is drug-related crime 

No victim of crime 
Source of release is bail 

commissioner 
Lives with spouse 

F 1(1 ~IITER 
OR PE~IO'lE 

617.39 

63.51 

43.06 

43.46 

14.39 

13.13 

8.78 

9.11 

5.66 

4.13 

4.58 

3.75 

2.42 

3.78 

7.15 

13.32 

2.48 

1.62 

1.54 

1. 1 B 
1. 24 

1. 62 

1.12 

WI U:S' 5 I G::r F 1 CA!ICE OF 
LJlI100A CHAfIGt: 1 II RAO' 5 V 

.666 

.633 

.612 

.591 

.584 

.578 

.574 

.570 

.567 

.565 

.563 

.561 

.560 

.558 

.555 

.549 

.548 

.547 

.547 

.546 

.545 

.54-2 

.542-

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.002 

0.007 

0.004 

0.010 

0.037 

0.009 

0.000 

0.000 

0.032 

0.084 

0.091 

0.138 

0.129 

O. 079 

0.145 

U'I'T! ':0,,001 lEO 
OISr.PWJI:(.IH 

Fl·:ICTI(':1 
COEFF 1 C 1 EIIrS 

0.004 

-1.805 

-0.129 

-0.598 
'-0.004 

-0.195 

0.322 

-0.061 

-1.304 

0.424 

-0.536 

-0.286 

-2.570 

-1.590 

-2.360 

-1.805 

0.221 

-0.503 

-0.5S~ 

0.196 

-0.104 

-0.342 

0.238 
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great distributional significance were a recommendation for supervised 

release, the number of charges against the defendant and whether the 

person previously failed to appear. The unstandardized discriminant 

function coefficients suggest that the program recommendation variables 

~re the strongest separators of the two groups. 

b. Prediction (Logit) Analysis 

The 10git analysis results, shown in Table 4.39, indicate that a 

reasonably successful prediction of the likely release option set at a 

hearing can be made. Using all related variables, 39.7% of the exact 

defendant probabilities were predicted correctly. Only 16.1% of all cases 

-were misclassified. Also, 13% of the nonfinancial release decisions and 

23% of the financial decisions were classified incorrectly. 

As suggested by the preliminary discriminant analyses presented 

earl i er, program recommendat'ions are very important predi ctors of the 

actual release decisions. A program recommendation of bail, deposit 

bond, or the lack of a recommendation are strong indicators of a likeli­

hood that the decision will be for a financial form of release option 

(Conditional releas~ is also related to a financial release option, 

though the level of statistical significance does not reach the con­

ventional cutoff point of .05).. ROR or supervised release recommendations 

are related to nonfinancial release decisions for the sample, but are 

not statistically significant. 

Connected with these variables are the interview and its criteria. 

An interview, in and of itself, is more likely to be associated with a 

nonfinancial than a financial release decision. If verified information 

shows the defendant is a local resident, (lives with a spouse, not sig­

nificant), and has not failed to appear in the past, this points toward 

a nonfinancial program recommendation, release decision, and release 
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TM3LE 4.39 

PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION 
MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

Sys tern Va ri ab 1 es 
Informa~ioo verified only from 

fil es 
Program recommended bail release 
Program recommended ROR release 
Program recommended deposit bond 

release 
Program recommended -unsecured 

bond release 
Program recommended conditional 

release -
Program recommended supervised 

rel ease 
Program made no release 

recommendati on 
Release option given by bail 

commi ss i oner 
Release option available per bond 

schedule 
Interview by program took place 

Case Variables 
No victim,of offense 
Crime against person is major 

charge 
Drug-related offense is major 

charge 
Morality offense is major charge 
Number of arrest charges 
Number of witnesses against 

Defendant Variables 
Defendant lives with spouse 
Defendant is local resident 
On PTR when arrested 
On parole when arrested 
On PTR and probation when arrested 
Warrant outstanding for another 

charge when arrested 
Failed to appear in past 

0.481 

-3.006 
1 .108 

-2.576 

-13.063 

-1.977 

1.282 

-1.966 

0.076 

-1.431 

1.527 

0.603 

-0.545 

0.209 

0.602 
-0.350 
-0.106 

0.077 
0.899 

-0.800 
-1 . 137 
-1.421 

-0.372 

-1.273 

2.311 

-3.597 
1.438 

-2.217 

-0.080 

-1.627 

1 .214 

-2.606 

0.459 

-1 .859 

1.907 

2.357 

-2.488 

0.658 

2.357 
-3.706 
-1 .851 

0.374 
2.242 

-2.326 
-2.630 
-1.428 

-0.421 

-5.940 

~easure of Multiple Association: 39.7% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 1020.6 with 25 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1239 

Classification 
Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

of Results* 
Nonfinancial 
Financial 

7.1% 

Financial 
Financial 

24.4% 

Financial 
Nonfinancial 

9.0% 

0.021 

0.000 
O. 151 

0.030 

0.936 

0.105 

0.226 

0.009 

0.645 

0.057 

0.057 

0.019 

0.012 

0.515 

0.019 
0.000 
0.066 

0.719 
0.026 
0.020 
0.009 
0.156 

0.674 

0.000 

Nonfinancial 
Nonfinancial 

59.4% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financial release decision," a "negative" one. 
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outcome. If the defendant is currently involved with the criminal 

justice system and/or has failed to appear in the past, the person is 

likely to get a financial release option. 

Varia91es associated with the case against the defendant are also 

significant predictors of the release decision. When there are several 

current arrest charges and witnesses against the defendant, the person 

is likelY' to get a financial release option. This is also true if the 

charge is for a crime against a person.· On the other hand, when there 

was no victim, or when the charge was either drug-related (not statistically 

significant) or a "moralityll offense (e.g., gambling, prostitution, liquor 

law violations), a nonfinancial release option was most probable. 

Finally, when the release source is a bail commissioner, rather than 

a judge, there is a slightly greater (though not statistically significant) 

chance of nonfinancial release. If the original option came from a bail 

schedule, the chances are it will remain financial when considered by a 

magistrate. 

An important related question is the extent to which each of the 

major variable categories contributes to the overall predictive accuracy. 

When \'ie separately analyzed each. of those categories-system, defendant 

and case variables-we found that system factors were most important by 

far, followed by defendant and then case variables. The results for these 

models are presented in Tables 4.40-4.42. The system factors alone con­

tribute, disregarding possible interaction effects, 33.2% of , the total 

39.7% prediction of the exact release decision probabilities. Defendant 

variables alone accounted for 11.4%; and case variables, 6.1%. The fact 

that the total of 33.2% and 11.4% and 6.1% far exceeds 39.7% indicates 

that there is interaction among these variables. This interaction will 

be explored after the individual batteries of predictors have been con­

sidered. 
. , 
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TABLE 4.40 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL 

RELEASE DECISION 
MODEL 2: SYSTEM VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT 
~ 

Program recommended bail release -2.73 

Program recommended OR release 1. 79 

Program recommended depos i t ba il -2.07 
releas~ 

Program recommended unsecured -11 .68 
bond release 

Program recommended conditi ona 1 -1.26 
release 

Program recommended supervised 2.04 
re 1 ease 

Program made no recommendation -1.45 

Information verified only from files 0.52 

Source of release is bail commis- 0.35 
sioner 

Source of release is bond schedule -1. 53 

Defendant was interviewed 0.74. 

Measure of Multiple Association: 33.2% 

Chi Squared for No Effect is 1131.09 with 12 d.f. 

Number of Cases is 1,333 

Classification of Results* 

t VALUE 

-3.78 

2.77 

-1.99 

-0.07 

-11.77 

2.11 

-2.30 

2.67 

2.27 

-2.06 
1 09 I 

--~ .. 

P ROBAS I L ITY 

.0001 

.0056 

.0466 

.9442 

.0000 

.0349 

.0214 

.0076 

.0232 

.0394 

.2757 

Actual: 
Predi cted: 

Nonfinancial 
Financial 

13.6% 

Financial 
Financial 

27.6% 

Financial Nonfinancial 
Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 

Percents: 5.6% 53.3% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financial release decision," a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 4.41 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION 

MODEL 3: DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

• DESCRIPTION 
! 

COEFFICIENT I t VALUE 

Defendant lives with spouse 
Defendant is a local resident 
Defendant was on PTR for another 
charge when arrested 
Defendant was on parole for 
another charge when arrested 
Defendant was on PTR and pro­
bation when arrested 
Defendant had an outstanding 
warrant for another charge when 
arrested 
Defendant had failed to appear 
in past 

0.357 

1.836 

-0.903 

-1. 391 

-1. 744 

-2.126 

-1. 775 

Measure of Multiple Association is 11.4% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect is 1500.4 with 8 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,333 

Classification 
Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

of Results* 
Nonfinancial 
Financial 

6.8% 

Financial 
Financial 

14.2% 

2.191 

5.252 

- 3.323 

- 4.350 

- 2.441 

- 2.556 

-10.338 

Financial 
Nonfi nanci a 1 

19.0% 

PROBABILITY 

0.028 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.082 

0.033 

0.000 

Nonfi nanci a 1 
Nonfi nanci a 1 

60.1% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financial release decision" was considered a 
"negative" outcome. 
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TABLE 4.42 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION 

MODEL 4: CASE VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE P ROBAB I LI tv 

No victim of offense - 0 . .082 -0.454 0.653 
Crime against a person is major 
charge - 0.088 -0.547 0.582 
Drug-related offense is major 
charge 0.465 1.932 0.053 
Morality offense is major charge 0.377 1. 959 0.050 
Number of arrest charges 0.398 -5.797 0.000 
Number of witnesses against 
defendant - 0.173 -4.133 0.000 

Measure of Multiple Assiciation: 6.1% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 1591.2 with 7 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,333 

Classification of Results* 
Actual: Nonfi nanci a 1 Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predicted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfi nanci a 1 
Percents: 4.1% 6.9% 26.3% 62.7% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financi a 1 release decision," a "negative" one. 
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Table 4.40' shows that in terms of strength the program recommendation 

(excluding one for unsecured bond, which probably occurs too infrequently 

to affect the release decision significantly) is the single most important 

determinant of the type of release decision. If the program favors a non­

financial release, the defendant is likely to get one. If it makes no 

recommendation or favors financial conditions, these will be set. Other 

system measures are important, but to a far lesser degree. 

Table 4.41 shows that current involvement with the criminal justice 

system and/or a prior failure to appear can lead to the setting of a 

financial release condition. Local residence is a good indicator of a 

nonfinancial release, as is a living arrangement with a spouse. Used 

alone, these variables would correctly classify three out of every four 

defendants. However, more than half (57.2%) of the defendants given 

financial release conditions would be misclassified (19.0% out of a total 

of 33.2%). 

Table 4.42 shows that case characteristics alone are very poor pre-

dictors of release hearing decisions. Again, the nonfinancial release 

decisions are correctly classified most of the time. This is not surprising, 

because they outnumber financial release decisions by a two-to-one margin. 

However, case factors that.are related to financial release decisions 

(~"'hen unaffected by other factors)-no victim of the offense, the number 

of witnesses against the defendant, and a serious personal crime charge-,· 

misclassify 79.2% of the uefendants who received financial release options. 

There is little interaction among case and defendant variables. Table 

4.43 shows that the derived measure of multiple association when these 

are used together is very close to their combined measures when used 

separately-16.2%, as compared to the total of 11.4% and 6.1%. There is 

also little interaction among case and system variables. Table 4.44 

shows that the measure of multiple association from combining these drops 

" 
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TABLE 4.43 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION 

MODEL 4: CASE AND DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION 

CASE VARIABLES 
No victim of offense 
Crime against a person is major 
charge' 
Drug-related offense is major 
charge 
Morality offense is major 
charge 
Number of arrest charges 
Number of witnesses against 
defendant 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
Defendant lives with spouse 
Defendant is a local resident 
Defendant was on PTR for 
another charge when arrested 
Defendant was on parole for 
another charge when arrested 
Defendant was on PTR and pro­
bation when arrested 
Defendant had an outstanding 
warrant for another charge 
when arrested 
Defendant had failed to appear 
in past 

COEFFICIENT 

- 0.165 

- 0.240 

0.420 

0.321 

0.396 

- 0.154 

0.348 

1. 912 

- 0.942 

- 1. 215 

- 1.183 

- 1. 843 

- 1. 776 

Measure of Multiple Association: 16.2% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect i5 1418.9 with 14 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,333 

Classification 
Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

of Results* 
Nonfi nanci a 1 
Financial 

7.2% 

Fi nanci a 1 
Financial 

1:,2% 

t VALUE 

-0.838 

-1. 376 

1. 614 

1.522 

-5.471 

-3.397 

2.051 

5.269 

-3.365 

-3.581 

-1. 459 

-2.170 

-10.053 

Financial 
Nonfi nanci a 1 

18.0% 

PROBABILITY 

0.412 

0.170 

0.107 

0.128 

0.000 

0.000 

0.046 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.148 

0.030 

0.000 

Nonfi nanci a 1 
Nonfi nanci a 1 

59.6% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"posit'il/e" outcome; "financial release decision," a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 4.44 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR 

FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION 
MODEL 5: SYSTEM AND CASE VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

System Variables 
Information verified only from 

files 
Program recommended bail release 
Program recommended OR release 
Program recommended deposit bond 

release 
Program recommended unsecured bond 

release 
Program recommended conditional 

release 
Program recommended supervised 

rel ease 

I 
Program made no re 1 ease 

recommendation 
Release option given by bail 

commissioner 
Release option available per bond 

schedule 
Interview by program took place 

Case Variables 
No victim of offense 
Crime against person is major 

charge 
Drug-related offense is major 

charge 
Morality offense is major charge 
Number of arrest charges 
Number of witnesses against 

defendant 

0.535 

-2.574 
1.818 

-1 .942 

-12,043 

-1 .104 

1.973 

-1. 512 

0.188 

-1.499 

0.835 

-0.375 

-0.508 

0.287 

0.653 
-0.351 

-0.112 

2.673 

-3.468 
2.725 

-1.795 

-7.331 

-0.987 

1.996 

-2.323 

1 . 191 

-1.963 

1.206 

-1 .616 

-2.394 

0.915 

2.690 
-3.822 

-2.077 

Measure of Multiple Association: 36.5% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 1075.4 with 18 d.f. 
Number if Cases is 1,333 

Classification 
Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

of Resul ts* 
Nonfinancial 
Financial 

9.4% 

Financial 
Financial 

25.8% 

Financial 
Nonfinancial 

7.4% 

0.007 

0.000 
0.006 

0.073 

0.000 

0.322 

0.045 

0.020 

0.234 

0.050 

0.230 

0.107 

0.016 

0.362 

0.007 
0.000 

0.038 

Nonfinancial 
Nonfinancial 

57.5% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
IIpositive" outcome; "financial release decision," a "negative" one. 
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very little from their separate totals--from 39.3% ~o 36.5%. 

There is considerable interaction among system and defendant character­

istics. Separate models produce measures of multiple association that 

total 44.6%1 A combined model produces only 36.7%, as shown in Table 4.45. 

Two features of this should be noted. First, these two groups of variables 

comprise most of the predictive power of the release decision. Second, 

the interaction observed when defendant and system factors are combined 

in the analysis seems reasonable. 

When the statistical significance of the defendant variables and 

system variables in the combined model is compared to that in the indivi­

dual models, an interesting observation can be made. Sizeable declines in 

statistical significance occur for many measures. No longer significant 

are a program's OR and supervised release recommendations, release by a 

bail commissioner, living with spouse, or outstanding warrant. On the 

other hand, a large increase occurs in the significance and strength of 

the program interview, from a probability of .28 (not significant) to 

a probability of .08 (of borderline significance). Additionally, its co­

efficient almost doubles. These findings show that many of the factors 

considered in the program's recommendation and the recommendation itself, 

while still important in the combined model, are no longer as important 

as in the individual models; moreover, the simple fact of program inter­

view gains in importance. Not even the identity of the person making 

the release decision was as important as the program's activities. 

c. Site-by-Site Variations 

Table 4.46 shows substantial differences in the ability of these 

variables to predict release decisions from site to site. Accompanying 

these variations are wide differences in the proportion of the sites' 

cases included in the analysis. In most of the sites, substantial problems 
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TABLE 4.45 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR 

FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION 
MODEL 6: SYSTEM AND DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

DESeRI PTI ON 

S~stem Variables 
Information verified only from 

fi1 es . 
Program recommended bail release 
Program recommended OR release 
Program recommended deposit bond 

release 
Program recommended unsecured 

bond release 
Program recommended conditional 

release 
Program recommended supervi sed 

release 
Program made no recommendation 
Release option given by bail 

commissioner 
Release option available per bond 

schedule 
Interview by program took p1 ace 

Defendant Variables 
Defendant lives with spouse 
Defendant is local resident 
Defendant was on PTR for another 

charge when arrested 
Defendant on parole for another 

charge when arrested 
Defendant on PTR and probation 

when arrested 
Defendant had outstanding warrant 

for another charge when arrested 
Defendant failed to appear in past 

COEFFICIENT 

0.461 
-3.145 
1 .108 

-2.720 

-12.628 

-2.050. 

1.376 
-1.895 
0.245 

-1 .517 
1.352 

0.090 
0.806 

-0.676 

-1.275 

-1.848 

-0.439 
-1 .264 

Measure of Multiple Association: 36.7%. 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 1071.3 with 19 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 1,333 

t VALUE 

2.292 

-3.934 
1 .516 

-2.468 

-0.076 

-1.806 

1.343 
-2.649 
1 .533 

-2.024 
1.783 

0.457 
2.054 

-2.013 

-3.176 

-1.966 

-0.515 

-6.009 

Classification 
Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

of Resul ts* 
Nonfinancial 
Financial 

9.4% 

Financial 
Fi nanci a 1 

23.9% 

Financial 
Nonfinancial 

9.3% 

PROBABILITY 

0.022 
0.000 
0.131 
0.013 

0.447 

0.072 

0.180 
0.008 
0.126 

0.043 
0.075 

0.652 
0.040 
0.044 

0.001 

0.050 

0.610 

0.000 

Nonfi nanci a 1 
Nonfinancial 

57.5% 
r------------------------------------------------------------.---

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financial release decision," a "negative" one. 
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Site 

Bal tilllore 
City 

Ba 1 ti mo re 
County 

vlt!sh in 9 tor: , 
D.C. 

Dade 
Coun ty 

Louis-
'ii 11 e 

Pi III a 
County 

San ta Cruz 
County 

Santa Clara 
County 

TOTAL, 
8 SITES 
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TABLE 4.46 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR RELEASE DECISION, BY SITE 

Percentage of 
C1Jssification of Results NUillber of Site's Cases ~1easure of 

Cases Incl uded in r~ul tiple Fa 1 SP. True False (i-lei qh ted) Analvs'is Association Nequtives Ne.fja ti ves Pos it i ves 

687 84.7% 47.6% 6.6% 21.7"(0 5.7% 

69 17.2% 52.3% 4.3% 66.7% 7.2% 

85 13.1% 79.1% 0.0% 9.4% 2.4% 

74 34.6% 43. 5~s 10.8% 37.8% 9.5% 

253 60.8% 44.2% 5.1% 38.3% 9.9% 

47 13.1% 69.3% 0.0% 14.9% 4.3% 

23 12.3% 82.9% 4.3% 39.1% 4.3% 

95 22.6% 79. 8/~ 1.1 % 14.7% 3.2% 

1 ,333 53.9% 39.7% 7.1 % 24.4% 9.0% 

. 
True 

Pos iti ves 

66.1% 

21.7% 

88.2% 

41.9% 

46.1 % 

80.9% 

52.2% 

81.1% 

59.4% 

! ) 

Best 
Battery 

System 

System 
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with missing data lowered the reliability of predictions. In Baltimore 

City and Louisville, on the other hand, the results are based on sub­

stantial proportions of the cases. The Louisville results for all variables 

and system variables only are shown in Tables 4.47 and 4.48, respectively. 

In the former, defendant variables make an impressive showing. However, 

when they are used alone, they do far less well in predicting the release 

decision than tre three system variables by themselves. These three 

variables, all program activity measures, account for virtually all of 

the predictive accuracy in Louisville. 

E. Conclusions 

This chapter has shown that many characteristics of defendants, 

their cases and criminal justice system intervention are related to 

release outcomes and decisions. These findings are summarized in Table 

4.49. Additionally, Table 4.50 presents the best predictors of release 

outcomes and decisions, identified through multivariate (logit) analyses 

that considered interrelationships among variables. 

In general, release or detention, an outcome depending upon the 

actions of several unrelated actors, could be predicted only weakly. 

Predictions were more successful for nonfinancial/financial release out-

comes and for nonfinancial/financial release decisions. 

In every outcome analysis where the relative impact of system, 

defendant~ and case variables were considered, system factors were always 

much stronger predictors than the others. Program activities in particular­

especially the interview and recommendation-are the most useful predictors 

of a defendant's release type. Also, ~nterview items such as marital 

status, local residence, employment, length of residence at present 
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TABLE 4.47 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR 

FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION, LOUISVILLE 
MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DESCR1PTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

S~stem Variables 
Program recommended OR release 4.310 3.930 0.0000 
Program made no recommendation 1.300 1 .120 0.2670 
Information verified only from -0.146 -0.188 .0.8493 files 

Case Va ri ab 1 es 
Crime against person is major 0.004 0.009 0.9283 charge 
Drug-related offense is major -0.409 -0.566 0.5687 charge 
Public order offense is major 0.141 0.224 0.8259 charge 
No relation to victim 0.050 0.096 0.9203 
Number of arrest charges -0.175 -0.818 0.4122 
Number of witnesses against -0. 151 -0.933 0.3524 

Defendant Variables 
Previous failure to appear 1 .180 -2.450 0.0143 
Loca 1 resident 11 .600 0.065 0.9442 
On PTR at arrest -1.230 -1.980 0.0477 
On parole at arrest -1 .910 -1 .340 0.1802 
Lives with spouse -0.417 -0.944 0.3472 

Measure of Multiple Association: 44.2% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect is 155.01 with 14 d. f. 
Number of Cases is 253 

Classification of Resul ts* 
Actual: Nonfinancial Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Predicted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfinancial 
Percents: 5.1% 38.3% 9.9% 46.6% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial rel ease decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financial release decision," a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 4.48 
PREDICTION RESULTS FOR 

FINANCIAL/NONFINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION, LOUISVILLE 
MODEL 2: SYSTEM VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t VALUE PROBABILITY 

Program recommended OR release 4.160 3.950 0.0000 
Program made no recommendation 0.611 0.551 0.5823 
Information verified only from 0.105 0.143 0.8887 

files 

Measure of Multiple Association: 39.1% 

Chi-Squared for ~o Effect is 136.82 with 3 d.f. 

Number of Cases is 253 

Classification of Results* 

Actua 1 : Nonfinancial Financial Financial Nonfinancial 
Pred'icted: Financial Financial Nonfinancial Nonfi nanci a 1 
Percents: 4.3% 37.2% 11 .1% 47.4% 

*In this analysis "nonfinancial release decision" was considered a 
"positive" outcome; "financial release de<Cision," a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 4.49 
FACTORS RELATED TO RELEASE OUTCOMES 

AND RELEASE DECISIONS 

FINANCIAL/ 
~ 

RELEASE/ NONFINANCIAL 
FACTOR DETENTION RELEASE 

Demogra~hic 

Ethnicity X X 
Sex X 

Background 
Marital Status X X 
Fami ly Support X 
Living Arrangement X 
Local Residence v X 1\ 

Employment X 
Public Assistance X 
Number of Relatives in Area X X 
Number of Dependents X 
Months at Present Address X X 
Citizenship X 

Criminal History 
Status at Time of Arrest X X 
Number of Prior Arrests X X 
Number of Prior Convictions X X 
Most Serious Past Charge X X 
Previous Failure to Appear X X 
Age at First Arrest X 

Case Characteristics 
Most Serious Charge X X 
Number of Arrest Charges X X 
Weapon Use X X 
Relation to Victim X X 
Police Officer a Witness X 
Caught in Act X 
Number of Witnesses For X 
Number of Witnesses Aga'inst X 

System Variables 
Time of Interview X 
Mode of Verification X X 
Program Recommendation X X 
Program Interview X 
Source of Release X 

'---. -. 

RELEASE 
DECISION 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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S~stem Variables 
Program ~ecommendation 
Source of Release 
Information Verification 
Program Interview 

Case Vari abl es 

Relation to Victim 

Charge 
Caught in Act 
Number of Cha rges 
Weapon Use 
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TABLE 4.50 
PREDICTION RESULTS 

; 

RELEASE/ 
DETENTION 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

FINANCIAL/ 
NONFINANCIAL 

RELEASE 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Number of Witnesses Against X 

Number of Witnesses For X 

Defendant Variables 
. 

Local Residence X X 

Employment X 

Arrest Status X X 

Marita 1 Status X 

Prior Failure to Appear X 

Living Arrangement 

RELEASE 
DECISION 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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address, criminal justice system status at time of arrest, number of prior 

arrests, number of prior convictions, and previous failure to appear also 

contribute to the release outcome through the interview and recommendation. 

That is, it appears that the program's role in the release process has be­

come so routinized in many places that its recommendation often determines 

the release type. 

The court has a relatively passive role in many release d~cisions. 

In less than one-third of the cases, the court decides a bail amount; 

however, setting bail is often tantamount to a detention order. This 

may be fostered by economic means' determinations, which are frequently 

conducted at probable cause/release hearings to determine whether the 

defendant needs appointed counsel. The result is knowledge by the court 

of the defendant's ability to make bail and a consequent ability to use 

bail-setting to detain the person. 

In performing these various analyses, we have taken a somewhat dif-

ferent approach than have other researchers. We have not, for example, 

attempted to find explanations for bail amounts. Rather, we have taken 

an evaluative approach, attempting to determine whether and which com­

ponents and antecedents of release decisions are related to the later 

success or failure of the release in terms of the defendant's refraining 

from failure to appear and pretrial arrest (topics considered in the 

following chapters). 

Studies such as those conducted by LandesS attempt to determine 

whether factors that affect bail amounts are surrogates for preventing 

bail crime and failure to appear. The great frequency with which non­

financial releases--primarily simple releases on OR--are used today, 

relative to the use of financial methods, indicates that unless most 

release violations are committed by those released on bail (a finding 
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our data do not support), analysis including all major forms of release 

and their relation to release performance is needed. Only when the major 

factors affecting release and types of release are identified can we de­

termine whether factors associated with release decision outcomes are 

reasonably connected to failure to appear and pretrial arrest outcomes. 

A major' hypothesis underlying this approach is that activities of the 

pretrial release sy?tem can affect, through the propriety of its decisions, 

the level of violations of release conditions. 

A recent study by John Goldkamp6 of defendants in Philadelphia offers 

useful insights about the release process. Although release condition' 

violations are not examined, each release option is analyzed to develop 

an explanation for its use. 

Goldkamp found tha.t OR releases were largely accounted for by charge 

seriousness for the current arrest and prior criminal record. The more 

serious the charge, the less likely was OR release. Community ties 

factors were also associated with OR release, but only weakly. 

Goldkamp also found that the amount of cash bail (deposit bond) was 

explained by the charge--in this case, the presence of a weapons charge-­

and the number of charges and prior arrests. In short, factors that 

detracted from the likelihood of OR release contributed to the serverity 

of the bail option as well as the use of that option. 

Our findings do not agree completely with Goldkamp's 1975 study of 

Philadelphia. We did not find charge severity or type to be the best 

predictors of release type among the eight sites studied. However, these 

variables were included in the set of best predictors for all three of 

the release analyses we conducted. Furthermore, ah examination of Gold­

kamp's multiple regression analyses indicates that most of the independent 

variables he used were also significant in our findings. 
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Most of the factors we identified as related to release or detention 

are the same as those Goldkamp found. Again, however, our findings differ 

as to the relative importance of these factors. Although w~ found (as 
. 

did Goldkamp) that charge seriousness, CJS status at time of arrest and. 

prior arrests are good predictors of detention, we also found that program 

recommendation far outweighed these in impact. 

We have emphasized the role of the program in release decisions--

a role which is intervening between the defendant and case characteristics 

on one hand and the actua 1 re 1 ease deci s i on on the other hand--because 

the criminal justice process does not end with release or detention. In 

the following chapters we explore whether the factors used by programs 

and the court in making release decisions bear a logical relationship to 

the presence or absence of release condition violations (i.e., failure to 

appear or pretrial arrest). Thus, we will be particularly interested in 

whether the type of release given a defendant is associated with the 

degree of release violation risk or whether it is likely that varying 

the stringency of release conditions matters little, except for defendants 

never released. 

The following chapters, which consider release violations, excluue 

detained defendants. Such defendants do not have the opportunity, for 

the most part, to fail to appear or be rearrested prior to trial. Because 

they are incarcerated, we cannot know what they would have done if released. 

Thus, we can only examine the outcomes of released defendants and identify 

factors that might permit release decisions to be made so as to reduce 

the incidence of failure to appear or pretrial arrest. 
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Chapter IV 
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v.The Judges of New York City," Criminal Law Bulletin, Volume 8. 

3William'M. Landes, ilLegality and Reality: Some Evidence on Criminal 
Procedure," Journal of Legal Studies, Volume III (1974), pp. ~87-337. 

4John S. Goldkamp, Two Classes of Accused: A Stud. of Bail and Detention 
in American Justice Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1979). 
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CHAPTER V. FAILURE TO APPEAR (FTA) 

A. Introducti on 

The extent to which released defendants appear when scheduled for 

trial has long been used as a measure of release system performance. The 

more defe~dants miss appearances, the less successful the release practices 

are deemed. The connection between release and appearance is ~n old one, 

going back to the origins of the American system of criminal justice in 

the English common law. Then, as now, release and its attendant conditions 

depended upon the perceived likelihood-a kind of prediction-that the 

defendant would flee if released. The stronger the suspicion that flight 

would result, the more stringent the burden of release upon the defendant. 

Today, persons believed to be poor risks can be assigned many forms of 

release-among them surety bail, supervised release, third party custody 

release, and others-that impose payment or reporting requirements designed 

to prevent flight. 

The prevention of flight as a policy is also rooted in the goal of 

fostering obedience to law and legal rulings. Aside from causing simple 

operational ,disruption of court functioning, numerous failures to appear, 

like other forms of defiance of court rulings, serve to demean the legit­

imacy and, ultimately, the authority of the legal system, for it has long 

been held that an unenforced law is in fact no law at all. 

A release policy that is aimed at reducing the incidence of failures 

to appear would employ factors related to its likelihood in reaching 

release decisions and would also react to incidents of such violations 

in a manner designed to deter violations among the general defendant 

population (and! certainly, for the specific violator as well). Hence, 
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this chapter explores the incidence and correlates of failure to appear 

and, more importantly, attempts to determine the extent to which the 

prevention of this outcome inheres in the process of granting releases. 

We are, unfortunately, unable to study this for detained defendants. 

Thus, the analysis is limited to persons released prior to trial disposition. 

B. Incidence of Failure to Appear 

The defendant-based appearance rate (that is, the proportion of 

defendants who did not miss an appearance) for the sample was 87.4%. 

Conversely, 12.6% of all released defendants missed at least one appearance. 

In many ways this is a remarkable finding, particularly since failure to 

appear was defined quite broadly. In general, if a defendant was required 

to appear in court on a certain date and did not do so, the absence was 

considered a failure to appear.1 Despite this very inclusive definition, 

seven-eighths of all released defendants made every court appearance 

demanded of them. 

Another way of assessing court appearance performance is with an ap­

pearance-based FTA rate, which indicates the proportion of appearances 

that l'Jere missed due to failures to appear. Altogether, the released 

defendants in the sample were required to make 8,896 appearances (for 

all charges associated with the original arrest) and showed up for 

8,361, or 94 percent, of them. Thus, only six percent of all court 

appearances were Missed. 

The rates of failure to appear varied from site to site, as reported 

in Table 5.1. Defendant-based rates varied from a low of 6 percent to a 

high of 21 percent. Similarly, appearance-based rates (for the most serious 

charge) ranged from blo percent to 11 percent. Usually, the appearance­

based rate is about one-half the size of the defendant-based rate. 
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TABLE 5.1 
INCIDENCE OF FAILURE TO APPEAR, GY SITE 

NUMBER OF 
RELEASED DEFENDANT-BASED APPEARANCE-BASED SITE 8EFENDANTS FTA RATE FTA RATE 

Baltimore City I 704 5.7% 2.4% 
Baltimore County 369 9.6% 5.4% 
vJashi ngton, D.C. 571 13. n; 6. 35~ 
Dade County 179 18.4% 6.7% 
Louisville 334 17 .1% 6.7% 
Pima County 261 13.6% 6.6% 
Santa Cruz County 168 20.5% 11. 2~~ 
Santa Clara County 388 16.1% 3.3% --_. 
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The overall rate of release was not systematically related to the FTA 

rate across sites. The jurisdiction with the highest release rate (Balti­

more County) had one of the lowest FTA rates. The site with the lowest 

release rate (Pima County) had an FTA rate roughly in the middle of the 

range for all sites. 

Nor were there systematic differences in FTA rates for defendants 

released on nonfinancial versus financial conditions across the eight 

sites. As shown in Table 5.2, the overall FTA rate for defendants re-

leased on nonfinancial conditions was 12.2% and for defendants released 

on financial conditions, 13.6%. In some sites rates were higher for 

defendants released on nonfinancial conditions; ir, other sites, for persons 

released financially. 

For the combined eight-site sample, Table 5.3 indicates FTA rates by 

specific types of release. As shawn, the highest FTA rates were found for 

defendants released on deposit bond, citation (field) release, or station-
• 

house re1ease, closely follo\'1ed by persons released to third party custody. 

The 10\'Jest FTA rate occurred for defendants on own recognizance reiease, 

with the rate for defendants who posted full bond only slightly higher. 

C. Consequences of failure to Appear 

The 374 defendants who failed to lppear missed 525 appearances, or 

1.4 eJch. Many of the defendants who failed to appear (29% of them) 

returned to court of their own volition within 30 days. Another 16% re­

turned of their own volition after 30 days. One-third (32%) were returned 

to court after being arrested, usually for another charge. Six percent of 

the defendants were" tried in absentia or forfeited bail as a fine in lieu 

of appearance. Finally, 17% of the defendants who failed to appear were 

fugitives who had not returned to court at the time of our data collection 

activities (usually ~t least one year after the arrest studied). As a 

", 

r 
t· 
i: 

!i 
I 
\ 

( 
1 
! 

~ 
H 

1
0 

1 

- 19"6-

TABLE 5.2 
FAILURE TO APPEAR (FTA) RATES BY SITE AND BY RELEASE CONDITIONS 

FOR DEFENDANTS FOR DEFENDANTS 
RELEASED ON RELEASED ON 
NONFINANCIAL FINANCIAL 

SITE TOTAL CONDITIONS CONDITIONS 

Baltimore City (n=704) 5.7% 5.0% 8.3% 

Baltimore County (n=369) 9.6% 10.7% 6.0% 

Washington, D.C. (n=571) 13.7% 14.9% 6.7% 

Dade County (n=179) 18.4% 22.1% 15.4% 

Louisville (n=334) 17.1% 13.2% 20.1% 

Pima County (n=261) 13.6% 14.8% 10.3% 

Santa Cruz County (n=168) 20.5% 21. 9% 13.1% 

Santa Clara County (n=388) 16.1% 14.1% 20.0% 

TOTAL, 8 sites (n=2,977) 12.6% 12 . 2~b 13.6% 
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TABLE 5.3 

c FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES BY TYPE OF RELEASE 

NU~1BER OF FAILURE TO APPEAR 

TYPE OF RELEASE DEFENDANTS NW1BER PERCENT 

Own recognizance 1 .648 168 10.2% 

Full bon.da 659 79 12.0% 

Depos it bon d 168 34 20.2% 

C ita t ion (f i e 1 d) release 281 57 20. 2~s 

Stationhouse release 55 11 20.0% 

I b Third party custody 148 25 16. n~ 

TOTAL 2,959 374 12.6% 

a Incl udes unsecured bond. 

b Incl udes supervised release. 
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percentage of a'll released defendants, this is a fugitive rate of about 

2%. 

Responses to failures to appear usually involved the issuance of a 

bench warrant. This was true for 86% of first FTA occurrences. In almost 

half of these cases, 42.7%, the original release conditions were also changed. 

In 30.4% of the financial release FTA cases bonds were ordered forfeited, 

although we do not know if the forfeiture orders were enforced. In 12.7% 

of the cases, nothing was done. Bail was set (or increased) in many of 

the FTA cases, with 205 bails set after the FTA. Only 5.4% (19) of the 

failures to appear were prosecuted. However, of these, 79% led to con-

victions. 

Reasons for the failures to appear were usually not recorded in the 

records used as data sources. However, of the 374 defendants who failed 

to appear, there was a recorded court error in ten of their cases; in 

four, the defendant was ill; in five, there were conflicting appearances 

scheduled; and in seventeen, the defendant was unavailable due to 

incarceration. 

D. Defendant Characteristlcs Related to FTA 

1. Demographic Characteristics 

Neither sex nor race is significantly related to failure to appear. 

Age, however, long found to be related to.criminal behavior in general, 

is related, with defendants who fail~d to appear younger than persons who 

did not (see Table 5.4). 

2. Background Characteristics 

Many background factors are related to whether a defendant fails to 

appear, as shown in Table 5.5. Persons who are unmarried, have no family 

to support, are not local residents, and are not employed are most likely 

to fail to appear. These factors are also commonly included in program 
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TABLE 5.4 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

FAILED TO APPEAR DID NOT FAIL TO APPEAR TOTAL 

CHARACTERISTI C NL.:mber ~lean Number Mean Number 

Age at Arrest 372 28.0 2,574 29.5 2,946 
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TABLE 5.5 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

DID NOT 
FAILED TO APPEAR FAIL TO APPEAR TOTAL 

CHARACTERISTIC Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

MARITAL STATUS 
(n=2,167) 
Divorced 26 14.8% 147 85.2% 172 100% 
Single 169 14.3% 1,011 85.7% 1,180 100% 
Widow(er)ed 4 13.4% 28 86.6% 32 100% 
Separated 29 10. H~ 260 89.9% 289 100% 
Married 42 8.5% 451 91.5% 493 100% 

FAMILY SUPPORT 
(n=1,913) 
None 153 13.1% 1,019 86.9% 1,173 100% 
Child Support and/or 

Alimony 40 12.3% 285 87. 7~~ 325 100% 
Traditional 30 7.3% 385 92.7% 415 100% 

LIVING ARRANGEMENT 
(n=2,063) 
Unrelated Person 55 16.1% 285 83.9% 339 100% 
Relative 42 13.4% 273 86.6% 316 100% 
Parent/Guardian 83 12.0% 609 88.0% 690 100% 
Alone 28 11. 5% 214 88.5% 241 100% 
Spouse 35 7.4% 440 92.6% 476 100% 

. 
LOCAL RESIDENCE 

(n=2,844) 
No 28 26.8% 76 73.2% 104 100% 
Yes 329 12.0% 2,411 88.0% 2,740 100% 

EMPLOYMENT 
(n=2,728) 

No 168 16.m~ 880 84.0% 1,048 100% 
Part-Time 19 11.4% 147 88.6% 166 100% 
Full-Time 159 10 .5% 1,356 89.5% 1,515 100% 

Farnl\vorkers 24.0% 
Service workers 14.6% 
Average (-lith KnO\vn Occupations 10.6% 

I 

Number Mean Number ~1ean Number ~lean , 
Number of Dependents in 

Area (n=2,952) 371 0.34 2,581 0.59 2,952 0.56 

Years of Local 
Residence (n=2,044) 244 18.8 1,800 20.4 2,044 20.2 " . 

Months at Current 
Job (n=1,046) 101 29.1 945 43.0 1,046 41. 7 . 

I .\ 



r 

c. 

c-

I' I 

-201-

interviews, which are the basis for program recommendations, which the 

last chapter demonstrated were strongly related to release outcomes. 

3. Criminal History 

Table 5.6 shows the impact of prior criminal activity on the like-

lihood of failure to appear. Prior convictions, a factor in programs' 

point scqle evaluations, are significant, as are previous failures to 

appear, the nature of past charges (with economic crimes especially im­

portant) and the defendant's criminal justice system status at time of 

arrest. Persons who have failed to appear in the past and who are al-
, 

ready involved with the criminal justice system at arrest are almost 

twice as likely to fail to appear in a new case. 

E. Case Characteristics Related to Failure to Appear 

As shown in Table 5.7, there are no strong relationships between 

charge seriousness and likelihood of failing to appear, although defend-

ants charged with FBI Part I crimes have somewhat higher failure to 

appear rates than other defendants (14.8%, as compared to 11.8%). The 

weight of the evidence in the case is related to the incidence of FTA. 

When the case is a relatively simple and minor one, where the arresting 

police officer is the only witness, and when there is no clear victim 

or the victim is a member of the defendant's immediate family, the 

incidence of FTA is low. Quite high rates, however, attend cases where 

there were multiple or commercial victims. 

F. Criminal Justice System Factors Related to Failure to Appear 

Program recommendations, timing of program interview, and source of 

release are all associated with differing FTA rates. A program recom-

mendation against release on OR, for stationhouse release or no recommendation 
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TABLE 5.6 
CRIMINAL HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

DID NOT 
FAILED TO APPEAR FAIL TO APPEAR TOTAL 

, 

CHARACTERISTIC Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

PREVIOUS FTA 
(n=1,819) 

Yes 64 21.6% 232 78.4% 296 100.0% 
No 185 12. 2~b 1,338 87 . 8~& 1,523 100.0% 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
STATUS AT ARREST 
(n=2,628) 
On PTR 34 21.1% 128 78.9% 162 100.0% 
Outstanding Warrant 6 18.2% 27 81.8% 33 100. O~~ 
On Probation 48 17.9% 220 82.1% 268 100.0% 
On Parole 16 17.4% 77 82.6% 92 100.0% 
No Involvement 234 11.3% 1,838 88.7% 2,072 100.0% 

Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 

NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS 
(n=2,958) 374 5.8 '2,584 3.2 2,958 3.6 

NUMBER OF PRIOR CON-
VICTIONS (n=2,958) 374 2.4 2,584 1.3 2,958 1.5 
NUMBER OF PREVIOUS 
FAILURES TO APPEAR 
(n=2,958) 372 0.36 2,584 0.15 2,958 0.17 

MOST FREQUENT CHARGE IN RECORD (FOR DEFENDANTS WITH THREE OR MORE PRIOR 
ARRESTS) 

Average FTA Rate 17.1% 
Fraud 43.9% 
Narcotics Possession 27.6% 
Prostitution 25.0% 
Robbery 24.7% 
Larceny/Theft 22.8% 
Burglary 19.9% 

" , 
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TABLE 5.7 
CASE CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

FAILED DID NOT 
TO APPEAR FAIL TO APPEAR TOTAL 

CHJl.RACTERISTI C Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

MOST SERIOUS CURRENT 
CHARGE (n=2,954) 

FBI DESIGNATION 
Part I 127 14.8% 735 85.2% 862 100.0% 
Part II 246 11.8% 1,845 88.2% 2,092 100.0% 

CHARGE CLASSIFICATION 
Economic 134 17.7% 623 82.3% 758 100. O?~ 
Morality 39 14.2% 232 85.8% 271 100.0% 
Public Order 106 11.6% 810 88.4% 917 100. O?~ 
Persons 52 10.1% 460 89.9% 512 100.0% 
t1iscellaneous 15 10.0% 136 90.0% 151 100.0% 
Drug-Related 28 8.0% 318 92.0% 346 100.0% 

SPECIFIC CHARGES (Overa 11 , 12.6%) 

Rape 28.9% 
Prostitution 27.9% 

(". 

~" 

Fraud 20.9% 
Forgery 20. 8~~ 
Larceny/Theft 18.1% 
Auto Theft 17.8% 
Burglary 17.2% 

-

POLICEMAN A WITNESS 
(n=2,087) 
Yes, Not Only Witness 76 14.7% 443 85.3% 519 100.0% 

No 52 14.4% 309 85.6% 361 100.0% 

Yes, On ly Witness 126 10.5% 1,081 89.5% 1,207 100.0% 

RELATION TO VICTIM 
(n=2,432) 
Multiple Victims 17 22. n~ 56 77. 3~~ 73 100.0% 
Commercial 51 15.4% 278 84. 6l~ 329 100.0% 
No Acquaintance 24 13 . 6~~ 153 86.4% 178 100.m~ 

Prior Acquaintance 32 12.6% 223 87.4% 255 100.0% 
No Vi ctim 162 11.9% 1,195 88.1~:' 1,356 100.0% 
Police Officer 11 11.3% 84 88.7% 95 100.0% 

I Non-Commercial 3 5.2% 54 94.8% 57 100. mb 
, Immedi ate Fami ly 4 4.0% 86 96.0% 89 100.0% 
i 
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is associated with a higher than average rate of FTA. Program interview 

of the defendant other than immediately after arrest yields higher FTA 

rates--probably because post-arraignment interviews serve to release 

some defendants held with high bails who are poorer risks. Also, release 
. . 

other than by a bail commissioner (or the program on its own, used only 

in Santa Clara County) is likely to produce a higher than average rate of 

failure to appear (see Table 5.8). 

G. Summary of Pre-Release Factors Related to Failure to Appear 

The factors known prior to release that contributed to higher or 

lov/er FTA rates were largely the factors used by programs in interviewing 

and evaluating defendants. Community ties and prior record are often 

related to FTA, as is the programs' interview timing and recommendation. 

When these are unfavorable, the defendant is more likely to fail to 

appear. Failure to appear is also more likely to occur when the weight 

of the evidence is heavy. 

H. Post-Release Factors Related to Failure to Appear 

There is a significant difference in court appearance performance 

for different types of releases. Stationhouse, citation, deposit bond, 

third party custody and supervised releasees fail to appear more often 

than persons released on bailor OR (see Table 5.9). When employed defend­

ants kept their jobs, they were much less likely to fail to appear. 

Program followup activities also affected the likelihood of failing 

to appear. General program responsibility, involving brief telephone 

call-ins at regular intervals, seems to have best impressed upon defend-

ants the date of and need to attend scheduled court appearances. This 

was aided when the reminder was accompanied by monitoring the defendant's 

compliance with such release conditions as calling in and reporting 

ii 
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TABLE 5.8 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FACTORS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

FAILED TO APPEAR 

ITEI~ Number Percent 

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION 
(n=1,81l) 
Do Not Release on OR 6 45.8% 
Stationhouse Release 35 21.2% 
No Recommendation 

~lade 71 16.5% 
Ba'i 1 8 14.3% 
Supervised Release 4 9.9% 
OR 90 8.3% 
Conditional Release 0 0.0% 
Depos it Ba il 0 0.0% 

~Unsecured Bond 0 0.0% 

TIME OF INTERVIEW 
(n=2,046) 
At Subsequent or Pre-

45,5% vious Arrest 5 

After First Bail 
Hearing 14 I 13.2% 

Immediately After 
228 11.8% Arrest 

SOURCE OF RELEASE 
(n=2,950) 
Arresting Officer 23 25.6% 
Sheriff 47 18.4% 
Pre-set Bail 45 15.4% 
Judge 176 14.8% 
Program On Own 16 10.0% 
Bail Commissioner 68 7.1% 
Other 0 0.0% 

1 I 

. -

DID NOT 
FAIL TO APPEAR 
Number 

7 
131 

359 
45 
34 

995 
15 
8 
3 

6 

92 

1,702 

66 
206 
247 

1,012 

. 
.\ 

144 
886 

14 

Percent 

54.2% 
78.8% 

83.5% 
85.7% 
90.1% 
91.7% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

54.5% 

86.8% 

88.2% 

74.4% 
81.6% 
84.6% 
85.2% 
90.0% 
92.9% 

100.0% 

TOTAL 
Number Percent 

13 100.0% 
166 100.0% 

430 100.0% 
52 100.0% 
37 100. m~ 

1,085 100.0% 
15 100.0% 
8 100.0% 
3 100.0% 

11 100.0% 

106 100.0% 

1,930 100.0% 

88 100. O~~ 
253 100.0% 
291 100.0% 

1,189 100.0% 
160 100.0% 
953 100.0% 

14 100.0% 

---~----.-------------
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TABLE 5.9 

POST-RELEASE FACTORS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

DID NOT 
FAILED TO APPEAR FAIL TO APPEAR TOTAL 

ITU1 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
TYPE OF RELEASE 

(n=2,959) 

Deposit Bond 34 20.2% 134 79.8% 168 100.0% 
Citation Release 57 20.2% 
Stationhouse, 

224 79.8% 281 100.0% 

Release 11 20.0% 44 80.0% 55 100.0% 
Third Party 

Custody, Super-
vised Release 25 16.7% 123 83.3% 148 100.0% 

Sa il 79 12.0% 580 88.0% 659 100.0% 
OR 168 10. 2~~ 1,480 89. 8~~ 1,648 100.0% 

I -

EMPLOYMENT DURING 
PRETRIAL PERIOD (n=685) '/' 

Lost Job 39 13. 9~~ 240 86.1% 279 100.0% 
Kept Job I 16 3.9% 391 96.1%, 407 100.0% 

~ 

PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR ASSURING APPEARANCES 

I (n .. 2,923) 

Particular Person 8 15.5% 41 84. 5~~ 49 100.0% 
None 263 14.9% 1,501 85.1% 1,763 100.0% 
Genera 1 Program 101 '9.1% 1,010 90.9% 1,111 100.0% -. 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF 
PROGRAM CONTACT WITH 
DEFENDANT (n~I,063) 

! 

16-30 rninutes I 36 1 17.5% I 170 1 82,5% I 206 100.0% 
31-60 minutes I I I I 18 12.6% 128 87,4% I 147 100.0% 
15 minutes or less I 44 .1 6.2% I 666 I 93.3% 711 100.0% 

, 
1 

,--

r'lODE OF CONTACT 
(n=l,058) 
In Person, Not at 

Offi ce 1 20. 9~b 5 79. l;~ 6 100. O~~ 
Mail 50 14.6% 290 85.4% 339 100. o,~ 
Telephone 46 6.8% 620 93. 2~~ 665 100.0% 

1 Phone and Office 2 6.1% 38 93,9% 41 100.0% 
j 
I 

t C) 

In Person at Office 
Only 0 0,0 7 100.0% ? 100.0% . , - ---

(continued) 
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TABLE 5.9 (continued) 
POST-RELEASE FACTORS RELATED TO FAILURE TO APPEAR 

DID NOT 
FAILED TO APPEAR FAIL TO ,L\PPEAR TOTAL 

ITE~l Number Percent Number Percent Number 

TYPE OF SERVICES 
PROVIDED BY PROGRAM 

(n=1,196) 
Reminded of Court 

Appearances Only 69 14.0% 423 86.0% 492 
Broad Range of 

Services (inclu-
ding counseling, 

I monitoring com-
pliance, referral) I 22 10.8% 181 39.2% 203 

Reminded of Dates j 
I 

and Monitored Com-
pliance With Con-
diti ons 26 5.2% 474 94.8% 500 

DEFENDANT COMPLIANCE 
WITH REPORTING AND 
OTHER RELEASE CON-
DITIONS (n=1,188) 
. No 86 48.9% 90 51.1% 176 

Yes 28 2. 8~~ 984 97 . 2~~ 1,012 

TYPE OF LEGAL REP-
PRESENTATION (n=2,345.) 

Public Defender 97 18.5% 425 81. 5% 521 
Court Appointed 45 12.9% 305 87.1% 350 
Attorney Status Un-

87.6% 365 knol'Jn 45 12.4% 320 
Self-Represented 47 10.6% 400 89. 4/~ 448 
Private 56 8.5% 604 91. 5~~ 661 

=r~umger ' Mean Number Mean Number 

NUMBER OF REQUIRED 
APPEARANCES, MAJOR 
CHARGE (n=2,958) 314 2.5 2,584 1.9 2,958 

NUM8ER OF UNRELATED 
POSTPONEMENTS, MAJOR 
CHARGE (n=2,955) 373 1.4 2,582 0.8 2,955 

DAYS FROM ARREST TO 
RELEASE (n=1,072) 160 24.7 912 12.0 1,072 

Percent 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.m~ 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 
100 . O~; 
100.0% 

Mean 

1.9 

0.8 

13.9 

(continued) 
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TABLE 5.9 (continued) 
POST-RELEASE FACTORS RELATED TO FAIl.URE TO APPEAR 

DID NOT 
FAILED TO APPEAR FAIL TO APPEAR TOTAL 

ITEr~ Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 
DAYS FROM RELEASE TO 
FIRST APPEARANCE ON 
MAJOR CHARGE 

(n=2,670) 322 20.9 2,347 24.3 2,670 23.9 
DAYS FROM RELEASE TO 
FINAL DISPOSITION, 
MAJOR CHARGE 

( n=2 , 7T6) 292 147.0 2,483 76.1 2,776 83.6 
D~YS FROM RELEASE TO 
EITHERFTA OR, FOR 
DEFENDANTS WITHOUT 
FTA, CASE DISPOSITION 

(n=2,796) 354 56.9 2,442 77.7 2,796 75.1 

. 
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to mandated referral services (such as alcohol, drug, or employment). 

It is not surprising that defendants who did not comply with such conditions 

were seventeen times as likely to fail to appear as defendants who com-

plied. 

The defendant's type of legal representation was also highly associ-

a ted wi tho 1 i ke 1 i hood of fail i ng to appea r. Th is is perhaps to be expected, 

because persons for whom counsel is appointed by the court are usually 

defendants with weaker community ties, including employment. Thus, persons 

with public defenders were far more likely to fail to appear than others. 

Defendants with strong community ties who could afford a private attorney 

were much less likely than others to fail to appear. 

When trials are lengthy (perhaps reflecting the seriousness of the 

case), as indicated by many appearances and postponements, defendants 

are more likely to fail to appear. Additionally, defendants who have 

vlaited a long period to gain release are more likely to;:'ail to appear 

than others, even though their first appearances after release occur 

sooner than for those not detained for a long period. Also, most failures 

to appear occur within 60 days. Finally, the time from release to case 

disposition was almost twice as long for persons who failed to appear 

as for other defendants, although this may simply reflect the delay in 

court processing caused by the failure to appear itself. 

1. Relative Importance of Related Factors 

1. Biv.;:riate Relationships 

The preceding discussion indicates that several dozen independent 

items are related to failure to appear. Table 5.10' presents correlation 

coefficients obtained for all of the major pre-release items. As indicated, 

I 

" 

--~ 

.1 
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TP8LE 5.10 
FAILURE TO APPEAR CORRELATiONS (PRE-RELEASE FACTORS)* 

I NUMBER OF 
DESCRIPTION POEFFICIENT CASES** PROBABILITY 

! 

SYSTEM VARIABLES 

I Interviewed by program at 
subsequent arrest I 0.0536 2977 0.002 

Program recommended ROR 
release -0.1301 1821 0.001 

Program recommended c ita ti on 
release 0.0924 1821 0.001 

Progr'am recommended den i a 1 
of OR release 0.0907 1821 0.001 

Program made no release 
recommendation 0.0795 1821 0.001 

Release option given by 
judge 0.0546 2977 0.001 

Release option given by I bail commissioner -0.1140 2977 0.001 
I 

Release option given by I 

police officer 0.0673 2977 0.001 

CASE VARIABLES I 
Victim member of defendant's 

immediate family -0.0500 2448 0.007 
Multiple victims of offense 0.0543 2448 0.004 
Economic offense is major 

charge 0.0894 2972 0.001 
Drug-related offense is major 

charge -0.0509 2972 0.003 
Number of arrest charges 0.0577 2977 0.001 

DEFENDANT VAR!ABLES 
Hispanic ethnicity 0.0483 2756 0.006 

. Married and living with spouse -0.0670 2181 0.001 
Never married 0.0646 2181 0.001 
Defendant supports nuclear family -0.0740 1929 0.001 
Defendant does not support a famil~ 0.0534 19(~9 0.009 
Defendant lives with spouse -0.0749 2077 0.001 
Defendant lives alone 0.0586 2077 0.004 
Defendant is a local resident -0.0838 2860 0.001 
Defendant is unemployed 0.0785 2741 0.001 
Defendant was on PTR for another 

charge when arrested 0.0617 2646 0.001 
Defendant was on PTR and probation 

when arrested 0.0592 2646 0.001 
Defendant had failed to appear in 

past 0.0888 29.77 0.001 
Number of prior failures to appear 0.0934 2977 0.001 
Number of prior arrests 0.1273 2977 0.001 
Age at first adult arrest -0.0592 1812 0.006 

*Based on Pearson correlational analysis of dummy-coded and continuous 
"{ 

variables related to tailure to appear. \ 

**For enti re vari ab 1 e, t'ather than the dummy-coded subvari ab 1 e shown. 
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there are many items that are statistically significant, but few of very 

strong association. 

2. Discriminant Analysis 

Numero~s other analyses were performed in an attempt to identify 

the best set of independent factors related to failure to appear. Table 

5.11 presents the results of a stepwise discriminant analysis that pro­

duced the two dozen or ~o most highly related factors. AccordYng to this 

analysis, which with a total of 42 variables yielded a canonical correlation 

coefficient of .518, the most highly related factors were number of ap-

pearances, number of cha rges, representati on by a pub 1 i c def,ender, 

release on deposit bond, being on both pretrial release and probation 

when arrested, and the number of postponements in the case. All these 

were associated with a higher likelihood of failing to appear, with 

arrest status the single strongest indicator. 

3. Prediction (Logit) Analysis 

Logit modeling was conducted to identify the best predictors, how 

well they predict and the batteries of variables that contributed the 

most to predictive accuracy. Table 5.12 indicates that the variables 

included in the analysis correctly classified 99% of the defendants who 

did not fail to appear and 11.3% of the persons who did. Thus, the 

prediction of failure to appear was only slightly successful. 

Among the defendant variables, CJS status at time of arrest was by 

far the best predictor of failing to appear. In the case variables cat­

egory, use of weapons or a drug-related charge (e·9·, narcotics distribution 

or possession, marijuana distribution or possession) were good predictors 

of failure to appear: Program interview at subsequent arrest also in­

dicated greater likelihood of failure to appear, as did representation 

. ,. 
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TABLE 5.ll 
STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

FOR FAILURE TO APPEAR 

VARIABLE 
F TO EIITER WILKS' SIGNIFICANCE OF 

UN STA~IDARD I ZED 

OR REI·IOVE LAMBDA CHAfIGE IN RAO' S V 
DISCRIMINANT 

FUNCTION 
COEFFICIENTS 

Number of appearances in 
most serious case 31.19 .950 0.000 -0.182 

Number of charges 1.5.71 .925 0.000 -0.210 

Represented by public 
defender 15.69 .901 0.000 -0.558 

Released on deposit bond 12.46 .883 0.000 -0.746 

On PTR and probation when 
arrested 12.96 .864 0.000 -3.239 

Hispanic ethnicity 7.05 .853 0.004 -0.633 

Number of prior arrests 7.02 .843 0.004 -0.030 

Traditional family support 6.98 .833 0.004 0.488 

Number of postponements in 
most serious case 10.21 .784 0.000 -0.194 

Interviewed at time of sub~ 
sequent arrest . 6.65 .765 0.003 -1.961 

Weapon used, not found in 
possession 4.05 .760 0.020 0.722 

Major charge is for drug-
related offense 3.63 .755 0.027 0.599 

Previously failed to appear 2.18 .752 0.085 -0.236 

Age at atrest 1.24 .751 0.193 0.017 

Local resident 1. 20 .749 0.199 -0.436 

Program recommendation-do 
not release on OR 1. 26 .749 0.187 -0.825 

Type of lawyer is private 1.19 .745 0.199 -0.253 

Police officer is 
only witness 1. 03 .743 0.231 -0.162 , 

I 

Lives with unrelated person 1.06 .742 0.224 -0.260 

Program recommended station-
house release 1.17 .739 0.199 -0.525 
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TABLE 5.12 
FAILURE TO APPEAR PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

. DESCRIPTION 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
Defendant was on PTR and probation 
when arrested 
Defendant is of Hispanic ethnicity 
Defendant supports nuclear family 
Defendant had failed to appear in 
past 
Defendant is local resident 
Defendant lives alone 
Age at this arrest 
Number of prior arrests 

CASE VARIABLES 
Weapon involved but not found in 
possession 

I 
Drug-related offense is major 
cnarge 
Police officer is only witness 
Number of arrest charges 
SYSTEM VARIABLES 
Interviewed by program at 
subsequent arrest 

I Release option available per bond 
schequle 
POST-RELEASE VARIABLES 
Represented by private attorney 
Represented by public defender 
Released on deposit bond 
Number of court appearances for 
major charge 
Number of postponements in trial 

COEFFICIENT t VALUE 

2.990 2.26 

0.856 2.62 

-0.654 -1.88 

0.143 O.CfO 

-0.169 -0.32 
0.555 1. 81 

-0.013 -0.90 

0.051 2.98 

-2.100 -1.98 

-0.776 -1.84 

0.388 1.50 

0.337 3.03 

1.01-0 0.59 

-0.127 -0.28 

0.480 1. 38 

1.090 3.20 

1. 470 3.44 

0.091 1. 73 

PROBABILITY 

0.0238 
0.0088 
0.0601 

0.6818 
0.7490 
0.0719 
0.3735 
0.0027 

0.0477 

0.0658 
0.1336 
0.0006 

0.5552 

0.2005 

0.1645 
0.0014 
0.0006 

0.0836 

of major charge 0.232 3.37 0.0006 ____________ ~ ___ ~~ __ L-~~~--~~~~ 

Measure of Multiple Association: 19.7% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 123.5 with 19 d.f. 

Number of Cases is 928* 

• y 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 5.12 (continued) 
FAILURE TO APPEAR PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

CLASSIFICATION OF RESULTS** 
No FTA 
No FTA 
88.3% 

Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

FTA 
No FTA 
9.4% 

No FTA 
FTA 
1.1% 

FTA 
FTA 
1.2% 

*By site the number of cases (weighted) and percentage of each site's 
total cases included in the analysis was as follows: 

Baltimore City 428 52.8% 
Baltimore County 42 10.4% 
Washington, D.C. NONE 
Dade County 56 26.2% 
Louisville 128 30.8% 
Pima County NONE 
Santa Cruz County 32 17.1% 
Santa Clara County 218 51.8% 

**In this analysis "FTA" was considered a "positive" outcome; "no FTA," 
a "negative" one. 

, 
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by a public defender or release on deposit bond. Other statisticaliy 

significant predictors included ethnicity, number of prior arrests, 

number of arrest charges ~nd number of postponements in the case. 

The finding regarding Hispanic ethnicity deserves special comment. 

This may reflect a situation described to us during the delivery system 

interview$, namely, the lack of sufficient Spanish-speaking personnel 

within the criminal justice system to insure an adequate interpreter 

for Hispanic defendants who speak limited English. Thus, it is possible 

that many of the Hispanic defendants who failed to appear did so because 

they had a poor understanding of the court proceedings and requirements. 

Table 5.13 presents the prediction results for post-release variables 

considered by themselves and Table 5.14, for pre-release variables alone. 

As indicated, the predictive power that was found is split about equally 

between pre- and post-release variables. 

By themselves the post-release variables yield a measure of multiple 

association of 11.8%. All pre-release variables yield a measure of multiple 

association of 11.2%. The exclusion of system factors (see Table 5.15) 

lowers the measure of multiple association only to 10.7%. Thus, the major 

factors affecting the incidence of failure to appear are defendant and 

case variables, and post-release factors. 

Overall, the predictive accuracy is too low to try to develop a 

profile of the defendant who is likely to fail to appear; less than one­

third of the persons who actually failed to appear were so classified by 

the logit model. The re;Btive scarcity of failure to appear makes it 

relativ~ly easy to predict release success in terms of complying with 

orders to appear, however. The logit model correctly classified 99% of the 

defendants who did not fail to appear (who comprised 87.4% of all released 

defendants) . 
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TABLE 5.13 
FAILURE TO APPEAR PREDiCTION RESULTS 

MODEL 2: POST-RFLEASE VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT 
. 

Represent~d by private attorney 0.469 
Represented by public defender 1.194 
Released'on depos it bond 1. 537 
Number of appearances in trial 0.097 
Number of appearance postponementsl 0.238 

Measure of Multiple Association: 11.8% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect is 73.98 with 5 d.f. 

Number of Cases is 928 

CLASSIFICATION OF RESULTS* 
Actual: FTA No FTA 

Predicted: No FTA No FTA 
Percents: 10.6% 88.8% 

* 

No FTA 
FTA 

0.7% 

FTA 
FTA 
0.1% 

t VALUE 

1.42 
3.71 
4.15 
2.16 
3.78 

PROBABILITY 

0.1556 
0.0002 
0.0000 
0.0308 
0.0001 

In this analysis IIFTA" was considered a "positive" outcome; II no FTA,II 
a "negative" one. 
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TABLE 5.14 
FAILURE TO APPEAR PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 3: ALL PRE-Rt~EASE VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION 

CASE VARIABLES 
Weapon used, not found in possession 
Major charge is drug-related 
offense 
Police officer only witness 
Number of arrest charqes 
DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
On PTR and probation when arrested 
Hispanic ethnicity 
Supports nuclear family 
Previously failed to appear 
Local resident 
Lives with unrelated person 
Age at arrest 
Number of prior arrests 
SYSTEM VARIABLES 
Interviewed at subsequent arrest 

COEFFICIENT t VALUE 

-1. 960 -1.88 

-0.618 -1.52 
0.079 0.33 
0.393 3.87 

2.380 1. 88 
0.880 . 2.93 

-0.665 -2.01 
0.494 1.57 

-0.520 -1.02 
0.476 1.65 

-0.025 -1.81 
0.538 3.36 

1.640 1. 36 

P ROBAB I L ITY 

0.0601 

0.1285 
0.7414 
0.0000 

0.0601 
0.0034 
0.0444 
0.1164 
0.3077 
0.0989 
0.0703 
0.0006 

0.1738 
0.466 1.16 0.2460 Source of release is bail sched.'~~1.::;.52-L_~~_-L-_'="':"':::'=---I-__ -=""':'';::''':'':'-=----t 

Measure of Multiple Association: 11.2% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 69.89 with 15 d. f. 

Number of_~as_e~.-:...:i s::........::9.::.2::::..8 __________________________ _ 

CLASSIFICATION OF RESULTS* 

Actual: 
Predicted: 
Percents: 

FTA 
r~o FTA 
10.0% 

No FTA 
No FTA 
89 . 1~~ 

No FTA 
FTA 

O. 3~~ 

FTA 
FTA 
0.5% 

* 1 . IIFTAII I'las consl'dered a IIpositive ll outcome; IIno FTA,II In this ana YS1S, ~ 
a IInegative ll one. 
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TABLE 5.15 
FAILURE TO APPEAR PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 4: DEFENDANT AND CASE VARIABLES 

, 

DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT 

CASE VARIABLES 
Weapon used, not found in possession -1. 880 
Major charge is drug-related offense 0.606 
Police officer is only witness 0.074 
Number of arrest charqes 0.392 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
On PTR and probation when arrested 2.320 
Hispanic ethnicity 0.934 
Supports nuclear family -0.642 
Previous failure to appear 0.464 
Local resident -0.557 
Lives with unrelated person 0.500 
Age at arrest -0.027 
Number of prior arrests 0.054 
Measure of Multiple Association: 10.7% 
Chi-Squared for No Effect is 66.94 with 12 d.f. 
Number of Cases is 928 

CLASSIFICATION OF RESULTS* 
Actual: FTA No FTA No FTA FTA 

Predicted: No FTA No FTA FTA FTA 
Percents: 10.0% 88.9~& 0.5% 0.5% 

t VALUE 

-1.81 

-1. 50 

0.31 
0.39 

1.84 
0.32 

-1.96 
1.49 

-1.09 
1. 75 

-1.82 
3.39 

P ROBAB I LI TV 

0.0703 

0.1336 
0.7566 
0.6965 

0.0658 
0.7490 
0.0500 
0.1362 
0.2757 
0.0801 
0.0688 
0.0007 

*In this analysis IIFTAII was considered a "positive ll outcome; "no FTA,II 
a "negative ll one. 
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J. Relation of Predictors of Type of Release and Predictors of 
Failure to Appear 

Table 5.16 shows that some of the factors which predict-albeit 

weakly-failure to appear also predict the setting of a financial release 

condition. The presence of many arrest charges, involvement with the 

criminal justice system and a prior failure to appear all point toward 

a failure, to appear and toward a financial release decision. A previous 

failure to appear, involvement with the criminal justice system, and 

many arrest charges were also related to a higher likelihood of detention 

(in the bivariate analjses).2 

Hence, to the extent that failure to appear can be predicted, release 

and release type, based largely on program recommendations, take account 

of several factors related to the likelihood of failure to appear and 

impose harsher release options upon defendants more likely to fail to 

appear. At the same time, several factors that are related to failure to 

appear are not good predictors of release decisions, and vice versa. 
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TABLE 5. 16 
FINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION AND FAILURE TO APPEAR PREDICTORS 

Note: + indicates a direct relationship with the outcome shown in 
the column heading; - indicates an inverse relationship; and 
o indicates no relationship. Stated differently, + indicates 
that defendants I'lith the characteristic shown were likely to 
have financial release conditions set (first column) or were 
likely to have failed to appear (second column). 

ITEM 

SYSTEM VARIABLES 

Program recommendation-financial 
Program recommendation-OR 
No program recommendation 
Source of rel ;;ase-bond schedul e 
Source of release-bail commissioner 
Information verification 
Program interview 
Time of interview-at subsequent arrest 

CASE VARIABLES 

No victim 
Drug charge 
Personal charge 
Mora 1 ity charge 
Number of charges 
Number of witnesses against 
I~eapon used 
Police officer only witness 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

Local residence 
Arrest status-involved I'lith CJS 
Prior FTA 
Living arrangement-spouse 
Living arrangement-alone 
Hispanic ethnicity 
Fami ly support 
Age-younger 
Number of prior arrests 

() ~ not statistically significant 

FINANCIAL 
RELEASE 
DECISION 

+ 
(-) 
+ 
+ 

( - ) 
-
-
0 

( - ) 
+ 

+ 
(+) 
o 
o 

+ 
+ 

( - ) 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

, 

FAILURE TO 
APPEAR 

0 
0 
0 

(-) 
0 
0 
0 

(+) 

o 
( -) 
o 
o 
+ 
o 

(+) 

( - ) 
+ 

(+) 
o 

(+) 
+ 

(-) 
(+) 
+ 

c 
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FOUTNOTES 

Chapter V 

lAPpendix B discusses definitional problems regarding fail ute to appear 
(FTA) and the way these problems were handied .. in tlie present study. Unless 
otherwise stated, all FTA rates are defendant-based, rather than appearance­
based, rates. 

2Recall that most detainees had a financial release option available to them. 
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CHAPTER VI. PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

A. I nt roduct ion 

One of the most controversial issues surrounding pretrial release 

practices concerns the criminality of released defendant$ and suggested 

ways of adequatelY protecting the public from such crimes. Chief Justice 

Warren B~rger is among the p~rsons who have proposed that a defendant's 

possible threat to the community not be overlooked in setting. bail.
l 

Moreover, a public opinion survey conducted in 1978 found that 37 percent 

of the respondents though it was a "serious problem which occurs often" 

for courts to grant bail to persons previously convicted of a serious 

crime. This belief \'/as shared b'y persons of different ethnicity, income 

and self-described classifications of liberal, moderate and conservative.
2 

Despite widespread concern about release practices and pretrial 

criminality, most of the laws governing release decisions have not per­

mitted consideration of the possible "dangerousness" of a defendant. 

Historically, the legal basis of release decisions has been whether the 

defendant will appear for court, and conditions of release (bail, super-

vision, etc.) have been constrained to be the least restrictive ones 

preventing flight. Thus, a defendant who poses a poor risk of appearing 

for trial can have a variety of conditions imposed to increase the like­

lihood of appearing, but a defendant who poses a poor risk of being 

crime-free during the pretrial period cannot legally be subject to 

similar limitations designed to reduce the probability of crime. 

This situation has been questioned by many persons, and a change 

\oJhich often has been suggested is the legalization of "preventive deten-

tion." Such a policy, which exists in the District of Columbia and 

several States, would permit the detention of dangerous defendants. 
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Opponents of preventive detention, however, note the difficulties of 

predicting dangerousness and stres~ the fact that preventive detention 

may violate certain Constitutional principles regarding the treatment of 

defendants who have been accused of crimes, but not found guilty of 

them. 3 

The sharpness of the disagreement over policies concerning pretrial 

crimina~' is illustrated by the 1974 findings of a national survey of 

criminal justice policy-makers who were asked to rate sixteen' possible 

goals for pretrial release. The goal, "helpi.ng to ensure that individuals 

who might be dangerous to the community are not granted pretrial release," 

was ranked second in importance by pol i ce chi efs, fi fth by sheri ffs, 

sixth by judges and eighth by cou~ty executives and district attorneys. 

In contrast, public defenders and program directors ranked this goal 

fourteenth, or third from last. 4 

In the past discussions of pretrial criminality issues were hindered 

by lack of data. For example, a 1975 survey of 115 pretrial release 

programs found only 19 projects that maintained data on the rearrest 

rate for defendants released on nonfinanci al conditions; even fewer 

programs (four·) had information on the rearrests of bailed defendants.
5 

The fact that so fe\'J programs have data on pretrial criminality is 

partly due to the difficulty of obtaining adequate information about it. 

Arrest data may be protected by a variety of confidentiality provisions, 

making access legally difficult; police agencies may be reluctant to 

cooperate with the program, thus making access hard as a practical 

matter; and the records themselves may be incomplete, poorly organized 

or otherwise difficult and time-consuming to use. 

Because of the lack of information on pretrial criminality and 

the widespread interest in the topic, an important goal of the National 
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Evaluation of Pretiral Release was to develop data on the extent and 

types of crimes committed pending trial. The primary measure of "pretrial 

criminality" was arrests during the pretrial period for offenses alleged 

to have occurred during the pretrial period. Arrests for minor traffic 

offenses were excluded, as were arrests for failure to app~ar in the 
.J 

initial case selected for study. Pretr'ial arrests that occurred outside 

the eight sites were included, whenever these could be identified (e.g., 

by checking arrest records on a Statewide basis or for neighboring juris­

dictions of other States, such as the Indiana area bordering Louisville, 

Kentucky) . 

Although arrest data have been used frequently for analyses of crime, 

these data have serious limitations. For example, victimization studies 

have shown that more crimes occur than are reflected in arrest data. All 

crimes are not reported to the police, and even the reported crimes are 

not ahoJays "cleared" by arrest. 

.An additional drawback of arrest data is that an arrest does not 

reflect guilt. An arrested person may be found innocent of the offense 

charged; the initial charges may be reduced to lesser offenses; all 

cha rges may be dropped by the prosecutor or di smi ssed by the court; and 

so on. To obercome this limitation of arrest data, additional analysis 

I'/as conducted in which only convictions (i.e., cour·t findings of guilt 

or guilty pleas) for pretrial arrests were considered as pretrial crimes. 

HO\vever, such analysis may understate actual levels of pretrial cl'imi­

nality. This can occur when plea bargaining practices result in quilty 

pleas for the original arrest charges, with the rearrest charges not 

prosecuted. 

1 n B. Incidence of Pretrial Criminality 

'0 11 Of the 2,977 released defendants in the sample, 476 were rearrested 
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while awaiting trial on the original charge. Thus, 16 percent, or 

about one of every si x released defendants, were rearrested. Rates for. 

individual sites ranged from 7.5 percent to 22.2 percent, as shown in 

Table 6.1. 

TABLE 6.1 
PRETRIAL ARREST RATES BY SITE AND BY RELEASE CONDITIONS 

Fo r De fen dan ts For, Def~ndants 
Re1e'ased on Released on 

Site Total Nonfinanci a1 Financial 
Conditi ons Conditions 

Ba ltimore City (n= 704) 7.5% 6.8% 10.4% 

Baltimore County (n=369) 17.1% 15.1% 24.4% 

\~ashi ngton, D.C. (n=571) 22. 2~h 22.9% 18.3% 

Dade County (n=179) 17.5% 23.8% 12.3% 

Louisville (n=334) 21. 4% 21. 1 % 21.6% 

Pima County (n=261) 22. 1% 22.2% 19.2% 

Santa Cruz County (n=168) 9.6% 9.3% 11.5% 

Santa Cl a ra County (n=388) 14.6% 11.8% 22.0% 

Total, Eiqht Sites (n=2,977) 16.0% 15 . 3~~ 18.1% 

Defendants released on nonfinancial conditions had a 15.3 percent 

rearrest rate and persons released on financiai conditions, 18.1 percent. 

As was the case for the court appearance rates discussed in the last 

chapter, there were no systemati c di fferences in pretri al arrest rates 

for defendants released on nonfinancial versus financial conditions 

across the eight sites. In some sites rates were higher for defendants 

released nonfinancia1ly; in other sites, financially. 

Nor were total release rates systematically related to rearrest 

rates. Ths sites with the highest rearrest rates had release rates 

ranging from the lowest of the eight sites to one of the highest. ' 
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When convictions were considered, rather than arrests, the data 

showed that 7.8 percent of all rele'ased defendants were convicted of a, 

pretrial arrest. Thus, about half of all pretrial arrests resulted in 

a convi cti on. 6 . 

Analysis of the sentences imposed showed that 49 percent of the 

sentences stemming froln pretrial arrests involved incarceration., About 

half of those incarcerations were for relatively less serious crimes 

(e.g., crimes against public morality, such as prostitution and drunken­

ness, and crimes against public order, such as disorderly conduct and 

driving while intoxicated). 

C. Nature of the Charges 

Assessment of the seriousness of pretrial criminality requires con­

sideration of the types of charges for which defendants were rearrested. 7 

As Table 6.2 shows, 38 percent of all rearrests \--Jere for F.B.I. Part I 

offenses. 7 Th' , 
1S 1S slightly less than the incidence of such charges 

at original arrest. 

TABLE 6.2 
REARREST AND ORIGINAL CHARGES, BY TYPE OF OFFENSE 

Type of Offense Re,arrest Charjle Or; CJi na 1 Charjle 
Number Percent Numbe r Percent 

Part I 182 38~~ 205 43;~ 
Part II 294 62% 271 57% 

TOTAL 476 1 OO~~ 476 1 OO~b 
Crimes against Persons 96 20~h 87 18% 
Economi c Crimes 147 31% 194 41% 
Drug Cri mes 51 11% 36 8% 
Crimes against Public ~'iora 1 i ty 50 11% 48 10% 
Crimes against Public Order 94 20% 89 19% 
t~iscellaneous Cri mes 38 WL 22 5°/ ,0 

10 

TOTAL 476 100;h 476 1 OO~~ 
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In terms of the six-category classification by type of offense,S 

the most common rearrest category was economic crimes (31 percent), follovled 

by crimes against persons and public order (20 percent each). For the 

six categories the major difference between original and rearrest charges 

was the smaller percentage of defendants rearrested for economic crimes 

(31 percent of the rearrest charges, as compared with 41 percent of the 

original 'charges for rearrested defendants). 

Table 6.3 compares the origin"al and rearrest charges for rearrested 

defendants. The di agonal of the tabl e shows that more than ha If of the 

defendants originally arrested for economic, drug or publi: morality 

crimes were rearrested on similar charges. This was less often the case 

for persons arrested for crimes against public order, crimes against 

persons, or miscellaneous crimes. For example, for the 87 rearrested 

defendants who had originally been charged with crimes against persons, 

only 26 defendants (30 percent) vJere rearrested for crimes against 

persons. Nevertheless, a statistical test of the relationship between 

original and rearrest charges showed that overall there was a fairly 

1 ' h' 9 strong re atlons lp. 

D. Ti me to Rea nest 

Table 6.4 shows the cumulative percentage of pretrial arrests that 

had occurred at different times after the original arrest, as compared 

with the cumulative percentage of the cases of released defendants that had 

reached disposition. As indicated, pretrial arrests occur much more quickly 

than case dispositions: eight weeks after original arrest, 66% of the 

first pretriul arrests had occurred but only 54% of the case dispositions. 

Almost one-half of the pretrial arrests occurred within four weeks of the 

original arrest . 
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T/I.IJLE 6.3 
TYPE OF REARREST CIIARGE VERSUS TYPE OF ORIGINAL CIIARGE 

tlote: Columns and rOl~S may not add to totals shOl~n. due to rounding. 

-~~est Crimes Aga ins t Economi c Ca t~C)ory Persons Crimes Drug Crimes 
Original 
Cila rlli! Ca t~90 r'j __ ......." tlurnbel' Percen t Number Pe rcen t Number Pe rcent 

Crimes against 26 30~ 19 21% 10 11 ~& persons 

Ecorlomi c crimE:S 43 22;; 
r--='--

98 .--ilJ. 13 7" " 
~ug crimes 2 7% 4 12% 20 56% 

Cri n'es against 3 ?" 4 9:~ 1 3% publ ic mOl-a 1 ity_ 
., 

Crimes against 15 17% 14 16% 6 6% publ ic order --
Miscellaneous crimes 6 29:~ 8 36:':: 1 6% 

TOTAL 
--

r--9~ , 20'1,; 147 31% 51 11% 

-, 

Crimes Against Cri Illes Aga i ns t 
Publ i c Moral ity Public Ol'der 

Number Percen t Number Percent 

4 5% 22 25% 

4 2% 19 10% 

2 5% 7 200:: 

30 630:.: 4 9% 

7 8% 39 44% 

2 10% 3 13:: 

50 11% 94 20% 

Miscellaneous 
Crimes 

thunbe I' Percent 

6 7% 

16 8% 

1 1% 

5 11% 

8 9% 

2 8'1, 

38 8% 

TOTAL 

Number Percen t 

87 100% 

194 100% 

36 100% 

40 100% 

89 100% 

22 10O~ 

476 100't. 
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TABLE 6.4 
CU~1ULATI VE PERCENTAGE OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS HITH PRETRIAL ARRESTS AND 

SETTLED CASES, BY ELAPSED TIME AFTER ORIGINAL ARREST 

Number of Weeks after Rea rrests 
Cases Reachi ng 

Original Arrest (n=470) 
Disposition 

(n=2,258) 

1 16% 8% 

4 45% 33% 

8 66% 54% 

12 80% 70% 

More than 12 1 OO~~ 100% 

Table 6.5 indicates the cumulative percentage of first pretrial 

arrests that had occurred at four, eight and t\"Jelve weeks after release, 

by the pretrial arrest charge. As shown, the more serious Part I charges 

occurred somewhat later than other charges: at eight weeks after release, 

63 percent of the Part I charges had occurred, as compared with 71 percent 

of the Part II charges. 

8y charge category, crimes against public morality occurred most 

quickly after release (81 percent within eight weeks) and crimes against 

persons most slowly (61 percent within eight weeks). When specific 

pretrial arrest charges are considered, robbery occurs relatively slo\,/ly: 

only 47 percent of the l"obbery charges occurred with eight \"/eeks of 

release. Disorderly conduct charges, on the other hand, occur relatively 

quickly: 91 percent within eight \'.Jeeks of release. 

These data suggest that speedier trials would have only a limited 

impact on pretrial arrest rates, unless trials were held much more quickly 

than the 60- to 90-day periods commonly discussed. By 60 da~s, two-thirds 
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TABLE 6.5 
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE OF FIRST PRETRIAL ARRESTS 

BY ELAPSED TIME AFTER RELEASE, BY REARREST CHARGE 

Pretri al Arrest Charge 
Four Eight 
Weeks l'leeks 

Part I 38% 63% 

Part II 52% 71% 

TOTAL 46% 67% 

Crimes against persons 44% 61% 

Economic crimes 38% 6n~ 

Drug crimes 40% 66% 

Crimes against public morality 66% 81 % 

Crimes against public order 55~~ 73;~ 

Miscellaneous crimes 55~~ 67% 

Specific charges: 
Robbery 315~ 4n~ 

Aggravated assault 56% 69% 

Burgl ary 23% 68% 

La rceny 44% 65~~ 

Simp 1 e assault 49% 69?~ 

Di sorderly conduct 78% 91% 

Twelve 
\veeks 

79% 
83% 

81% 

79?~ 

8n~ 

76% 
91% 
83~& 

79% 

58% 
94~1, 

80% 
82~~ 

90% 
96% 



r 

( 

1 I 

~---~ ------------

-231-

of the pretrial arrests had already occurred; and by 90 days, four-fifths. 

However, the pretrial rearrest rate reductions that could be achieved 

through speedier trials would be greater for more serious (Part I) 

crimes and crimes against persons. More than half the first pretrial 

rearrests for robbery could have been avoided for the defendants studied, 

if trials had occurred within eight weeks of release. If trials had 

been held \'Jithin four weeks, more than two-thirds of the robbery pretrial 

arrests and more than three-fourths of the burglary pretrial 'arrests 

could have been avoided. 10 

Speedier trials would have a greater impact .in some sites than 

others, as shown in Table 6.6. In \~ashington, D.C., almost one-half the 

first pretrial arrests occurred more than eight weeks after release. In 

contrast, only 16 percent of the first pretrial arrests in Santa Cruz 

County occurred after eight weeks. Indeed, in Santa Cruz County fully 

60 percent of the rearrests occurred within two weeks after release. 

Table 6.7 shows the time to rearrest by original release type. 

Pretrial arrests occurred more quickly for defendants released on finan-

cial conditions than for persons released nonfinancially. Almost four­

fifths of the pretrial arrests by defendants vJith financial releases 

occurred withi n ei ght weeks, as compa red to three-fifths by defendants 

with nonfinancial releases. The slowest rate of pretrial arrest occurred 

for defendants on supervised release or third party custody. 

E. 1··1ul tipl e Rearrests 

t'lany of the defendants with pretrial arrests \'Jere rearrested repeatedly 

during the pretrial period. Thirty percent of the defendants vJith one 

pretrial arrest also had a second; 31 percent of the persons with two 

pretrial arrests also had a third; and 27 percent of the defendants with 
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TABLE 6.6 
CUMULATIVE PERCEf'J~AGE OF FIRST PRETRIAL ARRESTS 

BY ELAPSED TIl'iE AFTER RELEASE, BY SITE 

Site Four Eight Twelve 
l~eeks l·Jeeks I'leeks 

Baltimore City (n=640) 68% 81% 94% 
Baltimore County (n=356) 37% 67% 63% 
Washing~on, D. C. (n=539) 337& 52% 72% 
Dade County (n=166) 

\ 56% 81% 97% 
Louisville (n=307) \ 54% 82% 93% 
Pima County (n=245) 41% 65% 76~~ 
Santa Cruz County (n=152) 84% 84~;' 84~~ 
Santa Clara County (n=36:3) 51% 63~~ 6~O/ ::>'0 

TABLE 6.7 
CU~iULATI VE PERCENTAGE OF FI RST PRETRIAL ARRESTS 

BY ELAPSED TIME AFTER RELEASE, BY TYPE OF RELEASE 

Type of Release Four Eight Twelve 

Pretrial 
Arres t Rate 

7.3% 
16 . 95~ 
22.1% 
19:3% 
23.1% 
22. O~~ 

9.9% 
15.7% 

Pretri a 1 
\'leeks Vleeks Weeks Arrest Rate 

O\'Jn recogni zance (n=1,534) 45~& 64~b 81 ;~ 14. 7ib 
Citation (n=305) 40% 60% 65~~ 14.1% 
Supervised release, thi rd pa rty 

29% custody (n=142) 44% 63% 28. 9~~ 
Subtotal, nonfinancial 

release (n=1,981) 42~; 61% 76~~ 15. 6~~ 

Bail (n=595) 52?~ 76% 84~~ 17.5% 
Deposit, unsecured bond (n=176) 59;~ 85)~ 95;; 2 3. 3i~ 

Subtotal, financial 
rel eas e (n=771) 52~~ 79?:' 87~{' 18. 8~~ 

TOTAL (n=2,752) 46°~ 67% 81 ~~ 16. 4~~ 

Jc 



t 
,~ 

:- I 

, ---

... 

l''''':,., 
\\ . 
Il •. 

-233-

three pretrial arrests also had a fourth. On the average each rearrested 

defendant had 1.4 pretri a 1 arrests. 

Table 6.8 shows the charge distribution for the first and subsequent 

pretrial arrests. As indicated, there were no statistically significant 

differences in the seriousness of first and subsequent arrests, as 

measured by the F.B.Lls Part I and Part II categorization: 42 percent 

of the subsequent and 38 percent of the first pretrial arrests were for 

Part I crimes. However, the specifi c types of charges differed for fi rst 

versus subsequent rearrests: substanti ally more of the subsequent 

rearrests were for economic crimes (38 percent versus 31 percent), and 

fewer of them were for crimes against public order (10 percent versus 

20 percent). Also crimes against persons comprised a smaller proportion 

of the subsequent rearrests than they had of the first pretrial arrests 

(17 percent versus 20 percent). 

F. Conseguences of Pretrial Arrest 

Table 6.9 shows the reactions of the court, based on court records, 

to pretrial arrests. The most common type of reaction was related to 

setting or increasing bail. However, the single most common finding 

was that no action occurred that was recorded. Only at the third pretrial 

arrest were there substantial increases in the extent of detention ordered 

and decreases in the extent to which no court action occurred that was 

recorded in court files. ll 
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TABLE 6.8 
CHARGE DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST AND SUBSEQUENT PRETRIAL ARRESTSa 

Note: Percentages may not add to tota 1 s shown, due to roundi ng. 

Fi rst Subsequent Second Thi rd Fourth 
Pretri a 1 Pretrial Pre tria 1 Pretri a 1 Pretri a 1 

Cha rge Arrest Arrests Arrest Arrest Arrest 
(n=476) (n=202) (n=145) (n=45) (n=12) 

Part I 38% 42% 44~~ 39% 33% 

Part I I 62% 58% 56~~ 61% 67% 

TOTAL 100% 1 OO~~ 100% 100% 100% 

Crimes against persons 20% 17% 17% 21% 0% 

Economi c crimes 31% 38% 39~b 34~~ 44% 

Drug crimes 11% 1 3~~ 11% 19% 23% 

Crimes against pub1 ic moral i ty 11 ~~ 11 ~~ 13% rl 
10 8% 

Crimes against public order 2m:; 10% 11 % 80/ fa 10% 

Miscellaneous crimes 801 
10 1m~ 10% 11 % 15% 

TOTAL 1 OO~~ 1 OO~~ 100% 100% lOm~ 

aThe charge distribution for first versus subsequent pretrial arres ts is statistically significant at the 
.05 level for the six-way categorization shown. Part 1/ Part I I differences are not significant. 
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TABLE 6.9 
REACTIONS OF THE COURT TO PRETRIAL ARRESTS 

Fi rst Second Third 

Action Pretrial Pretri a 1 Pretri a 1 
Arrest Arrest Arres t 

Detained 6% 3% 11% 

Bond increased 18% 29% 41 ~; . 
Bond set 28% 19% 22% 

Other change 10% 10% 10% 

No acti on recorded 38% 39% 16% 

TOTAL 100% 1 OO~b 1 OO~~ 

Number of cases 397 107 29 

G. Defendant Characteristics Related to Pretrial Arrest 

1. Demographic Characteristics 

As shown in Table 6.10, black and Hispanic defendants \vere somewhat 

more likely than \vhite defendants to be rearrested during the pretrial 

period. About one in every five black/Hispanic defendants was rearrested. 

as compared to one in every seven of the white defendants. 

Younger defendants were also somewhat, more 1 ike ly to be rea rrested. 

The mean age at arrest for rearrested defendants was 26.7 years; for 

other defendants, 29.8 year~. 

TABLE 6.10 
DEHOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO PRETRIAL fl.RREST 

Rearrested Not Rearrested Total 
Characteristic Number Percent r~umber Percent Number Percent 

Ethnicit~ (n= 2,737) 
Black 229 19.2% 962 80.8% 1,190 100.0% 
Hispanic 48 18.7% 211 81.3% 260 100.0";~ 

l.Jhi te 177 14. O~~ 1 ,086 86.0% 1 ,263 100. O$~ 
Other 0 0.0% 25 100. 01~ 25 100. O/~ 

NU'11ber Mean Number r~ean Number ~'lean 

Age at Arrest (n= 2,965) 473 26.7 2,492 29.8 2,965 29.3 
~ .. . 
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2. Background Characteristics 

Several differences in background characteristics existed between 

defendants rearrested and persons not rearrested, as shown in Table 6.11. 

In general, rear-rested defendants had weaker communi ty ties than persons 

not rearrested. 

Rearrested defendants were more often single, separated or divorced, 

and, as a result, either did not contribute at all to the support of a 

family or vJere paying alimony and/or child support. They also-as sug­

gested by their lower age-vlere more often living with a parent; in 

addition, they were more often living alone or with a relative than with 

a roommate or spouse. 

Rearrested defendants were almost one-and-one-half times as likely 

to be unemployed as persons not rearrested. In addi ti on, for employed 

defendants, rearrested persons had been at their present jobs a shorter 

time than defendants who were not rearrested. Rearrested defendants 

were also more often on some form of public assistance. 

3. Ct"i mi na 1 Hi story 

There were sharp differences between the criminal records of 

rearrested defendants and other defendants, as shown in Table 6.12. 

Rearrested defendants started to engage in criminal activity earlier in 

life than persons not rearrested. They had b/ice as many prior arrests 

and convictions as other defendants and also had more prior failures to 

appear. Moreover, defendants who had failed to appear in the past were 

much more likely to be rearrested than persons \'Jho had not failed to 

appea r. 

Rearrested defendants were very likely to have been involved with 

the criminal justice system at the time of the original arrest studied. 
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TABLE 6.11 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO PRETRIAL ARREST 

Rea rres ted Not Rea rres ted Total 
Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Ma rita 1 S ta t us (n=2,167) 

Single/widow(er)ed 234 19.3% 979 80.7% 1 ,212 100.0% 
Separated/divorced 81 17.6% 380 82. 4~~ 461 100. O~& 
Married 64 12.9% 429 87.1% 493 100.0% 

Fami1~ Sueeort (n=1,913) 

Alimony/child support 62 19.1% 262 80<9% 324 1 00. m~ 
None 221 18.8% 952 81.2% 1 ,173 100.0% 
Traditional family support 43 10.3% 373 89.7% 415 100.0~& 

Living Arrangement 
{n=2,063} 

Pa rent 140 20.3% 550 79.7% 690 100.0% 
Alone 46 19.2% 195 80. 8~& 241 100.0% 
Relative/guardian 57 18.0% 260 82.0% 317 100.0% 
Unrelated person 53 15 . 5 ~~ 287 84.5% 339 100.0% 
Spouse 62 13.0% 414 87.0% 476 100.0% 

Eme1 o~ment (n=2,728} 

None 225 21.5% 822 78.5% 1,048 100.0% 
Pa rt-ti me 24 14.4% 142 85.6% 166 100.0% 
Full-time 200 13.2% 1 ,315 86.8% 1 ,515 100.0% 

Public Assistance 
{n=1,417) 

Yes 40 19. 2;~ 170 80.8% 211 100.071, 
No 164 13.6% 1 ,042 86.4% 1 ,206 100.0% 

Number ~1ean Number Mean Number Mean 

Number of Relatives in 
Area (n=2,977) 473 0.6 2,504 0.2 2,977 0.3 

Number of Months at 
Present Job (n=1,048) 140 30.8 907 43.3 1,048 41.6 . 

- -,,~ 

{", 

\ 
I' 
ii 
1 

I 

-238-

TABLE 6.12 
CRIMINAL HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO PRETRIAL ARREST 

Rea rrested Not Rea rres ted Tota 1 
. Characteristi c Number Percent Number Percent Numbe r Percent 

Most Freguent Charge in 
Record {n=994} 

Part I 110 32.8% 225 67.2% 335 100.0% 
Pa rt I I 136 20.6% 523 79.4% 659 100.0% 

Speci fi c Cha rges 
(Average rearrest rate 
among those previously 
arrested, 24.7%) 

Pros ti tuti on 12 47.0% 14 53.0% 26 100.0% 
Narcotics possession 15 39.9% 23 60. 1 ~~ 38 100.0% 
La rceny/theft 42 35.2% 77 64.8% 119 100.0% 
Robbery 17 34. 2~b 33 65 . 8~~ 50 100.0% 
Heapons 9 32.4% 18 67.6% 27 100.0% 
Auto theft 5 31 . 7~~ 11 68.3% 16 100.0% 
Aggra va ted assa ult 11 31.5% 25 68.5% 36 100.0% 
Burgl a ry 33 30.6% 75 69.4% 108 100.0% 

Previ ous Fa il ure to 
Apeear (n=1,8l9} 

Yes 83 28.2% 212 71.8% 296 100.0% 
No 272 17.9% 1 ,251 82.1% 1,523 100.0% 

CJS Status at Time of 
Arrest (n=2,628) 

On paro 1e 39 42.4% 53 57. 6~~ 92 100.0% 
On pretrial release 42 26.2% 120 73.8% 162 100.0% 
Outstanding warrant 8 24.2% 25 75.8% 33 100. O~~ 
On probation 64 23. 8~~ 205 76.2% 269 100. O~;; 
No involvement 275 13.3% 1,797 86. 75~ 2,072 100. O~~ 

Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 

Age at First Adult 
Arrest (n=1,812) 373 21.5 1,439 23.7 1,812 23.2 

Number of Prior Arrests 
(n=2,977) 473 6.2 2,504 3.1 1,977 3.6 

Number of Prior 
Convictions (n=2,977) 473 2.7 2,504 1.2 2,977 1.5 

Number of Previous 
Failures to Appear 
(n=2,977) 473 0.4 2,504 0.1 2,977 0.2 

\ . 
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Overall, 28 percent of the defendants involved with the criminal justice 

system at the time of the original arrest were'rearrested, as compared, 

to 13 percent of the persons not involved. Persons on parole at time of 

original arrest were espeiia11y likely to be rearrested. 

Rearrested defendants \'Jere also likely to have had more serious 

prior charges. One-third of the defendants with Part I charges as their 

most frequent prior charges were rearrested, as compared to one-fifth 

of the persons with Part II offenses as their most frequent prior charges. 

Defendants with past charges of prostitution, narcotics possession, 

larceny/theft, robbery, weapons, auto theft, aggravated assault and 

burglary were most likely to have been rearrested pendinq trial. 

H. Case Characteristics Related to Pretrial Atrest 

Table 6.13 shows that the original arrest charges differed for 

defendants subsequently rearrested, as compared to persons not rearrested. 

Almost t\'Ji ce the proporti on of defendants with Part I offenses had 

rearrests, when compared to defendants with Part II charges. Especially 

likely to be associated \'Jith rearrest was the charge category of economic 

offenses. Specific offenses highly related to rearrest included prosti-

tution, forgery/counterfeiting, auto theft, burglary, and larceny/theft. 

Several indicators of the weight of the evidence in the pending case 

were also associated with the likelihood of rearrest. There were more 

likely to have been multiple, unacquainted, and commercial victims in the 

pending cases against rearrested defendants. Also, it was less likelY 

for the arresting officer to have been the only l'Jitness in the case. In 

addition, there were more witnesses against the defendant. 

~. Criminal Justice System Factors Related to Pretrial Arrest 

As shown in Table 6.14, persons who were rearrested were more likely 

to have been intervie\'Jed by the pretrial release program than not 

. , 
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TABLE 6.13 
CASE CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO PRETRIAL ARREST 

Rea rres ted Not Rea rrested Total 
Character; sti c Numbe r Pe rcen t Numbe r Percen t Numbe r Percent 

Charge (n=2,954) 
Part I 198 23.0% 664 77 .0% 862 100. O~~ 
Pa rt II 272 13.0% 1 ,819 87.0% 2,092 100.0% 

Charge Categories 
Economic 189 24.9% 569 75.1 % 758 100.0% 
r~oral ity 48 17.8% 223 82. 2~~ 271 100.0% 
Persons 85 16.7% 426 83. 3~~ 512 100.0% 
r~i sce 11 aneous 22 14.4% 129 85.6% 151 100 . O~~ 
Drug- re 1 a ted 36 10. 4~~ 310 89.6% 346 100.0% 
Public Order 90 9.9% 826 90.1% 917' 100.0% 

Specific Charges 
Prostitution 31 35. 1 ~~ 58 64.9% 89 100.0% 
Fo rge ry / counte rfei ti n 9 12 33.3% 24 66.7% 36 100.0% 
Auto theft . 15 29.0% 36 71.0% 50 100. O;~ 
Burgl a I"y 50 27.6% 132 72.4% 182 100.0% 
La rceny /theft 89 24.1 % 279 75.9% 368 100.0% 

Multiple Charges 
( ra te = 21. 8%) 

Poltce Officer a \vi tness 
(n-2,087) 

Not on ly 'IJitness 105 20.3% 414 79.7% 519 100. O~~ 
No 61 17.0% 299 83.0% 361 100.0% 
Only witness 140 11.6% 1,067 88.4% 1,207 100.0% 

Relation to Victim 
{n=2, 432} 

Hultiple victims 23 31 . 4;~ 50 68. 6~~ 73 100. O~~ 
No acquaintance 48 26.9% 130 73. 1 ~~ 178 100.0% 
Comnerci a 1 67 20.5% 262 79. 5;~ 329 100.0% 
Prior acquaintance 39 15.4% 216 84. 6~~ 255 100.0;& 
Police officer 12 l2.5;b 83 87. 5;'~ 95 100.Oc~ 

Non-comne rci a 1 7 12.5% 50 87. 5~~ 57 100. O~~ 
No vi ctim 158 11.6% 1 ,198 88.4% 1 ,356 100. O~& 
Immedi ate fami ly 8 8.7% 82 91 . 3~~ 89 100.0% 

Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 

Number of Witnesses 
Against Defendant 
(n=2,977) 473 1.5 2,504 1.3 2,977 1.3 
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TABLE 6.14 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO PRETRIAL ARREST 

Rea rrested Not Rea rrested Total 
Characteri sti c Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Source of Release 
(n=2,950) 

Judge 266 22.4% 923 77.6% 1 , 189 100. m~ 
Sheri ff 39 15 . 4~~ 214 84.6% 253 100.0% 
Bail schedule 44 15.1% 248 84. 9~~ 291 100. 0% 
Arresting officer 11 12.4% 77 87.6% 88 100.0% 
B ail commissioner 98 10. 3~~ 855 89.7% 953 100. O~b 
Program on own 15 9.3% 145 90. 7~~ 160 100.0% 
Other 0 0.0% 14 100.0% 14 100.0% 

Program Interview 
(n=2,949j 

Yes 344 16.8% 1 ~696 83.2% 2,039 100. 0% 
No 126 13.8% 734 86.2% 910 100.0% 

Time of Interview 
(n=2,046) 

( 

Other than below 5 50. O~~ 5 50 . O~b 10 100.0% 
Immediately after arrest 323 16.8% 1 ,606 83.2% 1 ,930 100.0% 
After fi rst bail hearing 16 14.6% 91 85.4% 106 100. m~ 

Program Recommendation 
(n=1,811) 

Do not release on OR 5 36. n~ 8 63. 3;~ 13 100.0% 
Unsecured bond 1 33. 3~~ 2 66 . 7~~ 3 100. O~~ 
Conditional release 4 29.9% 10 70.1% 15 100. O?h 
Bail 12 23.3% 40 76. 7?~ 52 100.0% 
Stationhouse release 31 18.6% 135 81.4% 166 1 00. m~ 
No recommendation 78 18.1% 352 81 . 95~ 430 100. 0% 
O\-m recogni zance 153 14.1% 932 85.9::: 1,085 100. 0% I Supervi sed release 4 9,,9% 34 q() 1 </ 37 100. O;~ '. t,..i. I .J 

Deposi t bai 1 a 0.0% 8 ' 1)(', 'let 8 100. O~b I " . . " • LJ IJ 
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interviewed. Program recommendations against release on own recognizance 

or for conditional release or bail release were more often given to 

defendants who were in fact rearrested. Program recommendations for 

stationhouse, own recognizance, supervised or deposit bond release, as 

well as cases with no recommendations, were associated with lower inci-

dences of rearrest. 

Releases by judges were most likely to have been associated with 

rearrests. Defendants r~leased by the sheriff at the stationhouse or 

through a bond schedule had about average rates of rearrests. Persons 

released by the arresting officer in the field, by'a bail commissioner, 

or by the release program acting on its own (used only for misdemeanor 

defendants in Santa Clara County) were l~ss likely to be rearrested 

pending trial. 

J. Summary of Pre-Release Fa.ctors Related to Pretrial Arrest 

r~any of the factors that differentiate, at a bivariate level, betloJeen 

defendants who \'Jere rearrested and persons I'/ho were not rearrested pre-

trial are included in programs' release recommendation criteria. These 

factors include marital status, living arrangement, employment and 

criminal history. 

In addition, rearrested defendants' pending cases tended to have 

been more serious than the cases of other defendants. The charges were 

more often serious and the weight of the evidence \'Jas somewhat stronger. 

Many of these factors affected program recommendations. Own recog-
," 

nizance release was recommended less often for defendants \'Jho were sub-

sequently rearrested than for other defendants. The sources of defendants' 

releases, sometimes related to defendants' forms of release or reviews 

of release conditions, were also associated with the likelihood of rearrest. 
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K. Post-Release Factors Related to Pretrial Arrest 

( Table 6.15 shows that the type of release given a defendant was not 

significantly related to the likelihood of rearrest. Specifically, 

financial and nonfinancial types of release showed only small differ-

ences in rates of rea.rrest. 

TABLE 6.15 
TYPE OF RELE,n.SE AND PRETRIAL REARREST 

" ... 
Rearrested Not Rearrested Total 

Type of Release Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

T1Qe of Re 1 eas e {n=22958) 
Financial 147 17 . 8~b 679 82.2% 826 100.0% 
Nonfinancial 325 15.2% 1 ,807 84.8% 2,132 100.0;~ 

Total 472 16.0% 2,486 84.0% 2,958 100.0% 

Specific release types: 
Custody release 32.7% 
Deposit bond 21.9% 
Surety bai 1 16. n~ 
Own recognizance 14.3% 

Custody and deposit bond releases, each used frequently in one or 

two sites, had higher than average rates of pretrial rearrest. Overall, 

however, the type of release was not strongly associated with the like-

1ihood of rearrest. 

Many other post-release factors were related to pretrial arrest, 

as shown in Table 6.16. Most notable is the finding that defendants 

who failed to appear in their pending cases were almost three times as 

likely to be rearrested as persons who did not fail to appear. 

Defendants who were rearrested had more appearances, postponements 

and noti ces to appear in thei r tri a 1 s than other defendants. In' additi on, 

r 
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TA[JLE 6.16 
POST-RELEASE FACTORS RELATED TO PRETRIAL ARREST 

-B.~,::-sted No t Reil.!~s ted_ 
Fac tor 

Number Percen t NUlllber Percent 

Average .Len~l of P rog,'alll Con til c t with De fendan t (n=1,063) . 
24.9~ 154 75.1X 16-30 minutes 51 

15 minutes or less 98 13.8% 613 86.2% 
31-60 minutes 10 6.7% 137 93.3% 

Ty~e of FnllOl'ltlJL Services Provided b~ P,'o~ralll (n= 1,196) 
Rp.minded of dates, counselled, re ferred to services and 

51 25.1% 151 74.n moni tored cOlllpliance wi th conditions 
Reminded of dates, referred to services and ilion i tored 

6 18.6!. 25 81.4% compliance with conditions 
Rf:ninded of dates 87 17 .6~ 406 82.4", 
Reminded of dates and moni tOI-ed comp1 iance with condi tions 40 8.6% 426 91 ,tl:';; 
Other 1 16.7% 5 83.3% 

Defendant Comp 1 i ance wi th Release Conditions (n= 1,188) 
No 104 59.3% 72 40.7% 
Yes 73 7.2% 939 92.8% 

T~pe 0 f LeIJa 1 Represen til ti on (n= 2,345) 

Cou;·t-appoin ted a ttol'ney 96 27. 3~ 254 72.n 
Pub1 ic defender 119 22.31. 403 77 .2"!. 
Attorney, status unknOl'm 65 17.8% 300 82.2% 
Pri vate attorney 95 14.3~ 566 85.7% 
Se 1 f- represented 32 7.2% 415 92.8% 

Fa i1 ure to IIPll_ear (n= 2,977) 

Yes 131 27.7'J, 342 72. 3'~ 
110 246 9.8;:' 2,258 90.2': 

f--- Number ~lean Number f1ean 
Number of IIppearances in Trial, Most Serious Charge 473 2.4 2,504 1.9 
Average Number of Notices to Appear for Trial 470 3.1 2,494 2.7 
Number of Postponements in Trial, Most Serious Ch. 472 1.7 2,502 0.7 Number 0 f Days from Release to First App~arance ii, 

404 28.6 2,281 23.3 Trial for Most Serious Charge 
Humber of Days from Re1 ease to Disposition in Trial 

429 138.6 2,359 73.7 for I·lost Serious Charae 

," 

~ I 

Totil1 --
flurnbe r Percen t 

206 100.0% 
711 100.0.t. 
147 100. a!. 

202 100. D~~ 

30 100.0;' 

492 100.0% 
466 100.07-

6 100.0:~ 

176 100. OX 
1,012 100.0% 

350 100.0% 
521 100.0% 
365 100.0% 
661 100.0% 
448 100.0% 

473 100.0~ 
2,504 100.0r. 

th!!.nl!,q Me2~ 
2,977 1.9 
2,954 2.7 
2,974 0.8 

2,686 24.1 

2,789 83.7 
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their number of days from release to first appearance in their trials was 

greater, on the average, than for other defendants. Not surprisingly,' 

the number of days from release to case disposition was also greater for 

rearrested defendants than for persons not rearrested, by a factor of 

almost two. 

Defendants represented by court-appointed attorneys and public 

defender~ were more likely to be rearrested than persons represented 

by t~emselves (probably in minor cases that reached dispositi~n quickly) 

or by private attorneys. Specifically, defendants represented by court­

appointed attorneys were twice as likely to be rearrested as persons 

represented by private attorneys. 

There were also differences in release program followup activities. 

Persons whose average post-release contacts with programs were relatively 

long were 1 east 1 i kely to be rearrested. Defendants with very short 

contacts, such as a weekly call, had rearrest rates that were about 

average. Defendants with contacts of moderate 1 ength, 1 as ti ng 16-30 

minutes each, were most likely to be rearrested. 

The types of services provided to released defendants by programs 

were also associated with the incidence of rearrest. Possibly because 

of proper identification of the need for supervisory set'vices, defendants 

given the broadest range of followup contacts (including reminders of 

appearance dates, counseling, referral to social service agencies, and 

monitoring of compliance with reporting conditions) were most frequently 

rearrested. Defendants given only simple reminders of appearance dates 

also had a higher than average incidence of rearrest. Persons who were 

poth reminded of appearance dates and had their compliance with release 

conditions monitored by programs were far less likely than other 

defendants to be rearrested. 
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L. Relative Importance of Related Factors. 

1. Discriminant Analysis 

To isolate the most highly related factors, controlling their inter­

relations, a stepwise multiple discriminant analysis was performed. As 

shown in Table 6.17, this resulted in a reduction of the number of related 

factors. By far the most highly related independent measures were the 

defendants' source of pretrial release, type of legal representation, 

and whether failure to appear occurred; all these are post-release events. 

The relation of the defendant to the victim was also strongly related to 

pretrial arrest. 

Less strongly related, but still making important contributions, 

were the current charge, the defendants' criminal justice system status 

at the time of arrest for the pending charge, employment status, age 

at current arrest, prior record, bond amount, average number of notices 

to appear for trial, number of trial appearances, and family support 

responsibilities. The contribution to the overall discrimination between 

the groups rearrested versus not rearrested of number of appearance 

notices, representation by a public defender, number of trial appearances, 

and support of family were not statistically significant, however. 

Overall, a canonical correlation coefficient of .51 was obtained, 

with 44 entered variables, indicating that these variables explained 

about 26 percent of the differences in rearrest behavior of the two 

groups compared. Most of this derives from the variables shown in 

Table 6.17. 

Because of the great number of variables, only 609 cases with com­

plete data Ivere used in the analysis. This number was increased in 

subsequent analyses, such as the prediction analysis discussed in the 

following section. 
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( 
TABLE 6.17 

STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR PRETRIAL ARREST 

L'~IS T !·llJr·'o I ZED 

F 10 I tITER WILKS' SIG'IIFICMICE OF 01 seq 1I·lIt:rm 
FU:ICTlC:1 

VARIABLE OR REI·IOVE LAHBOA CHANGE r~ RAO'S V COEFFICIEI/TS 

Source of release is judge 24.70 .96 0.000 0.048 

Self-represented at trial 19.77 .89 0.000 0.528 

Defendant failed to appear 16.32 .87 0.000 -0.918 

Not a prior acquaintance 12.08 .85 0.000 -0.657 
of vi ctim 

Represented by court- 10.26 .84 0.001 -2.400 
appointed attorney 

Source of release is bail 7.44 .80 0.002 0.828 
commissioner 

Charge is economic offense 6.13 .79 0.005 -0.270 

On PTR and probation when 5. 17 .79 0.010 -2.390 
a rres ted 

Not employed 4.45 .78 0.016 -0.320 

Age at arrest 4.22 .77 0.018 0.016 

Represented by private 3.69 .76 0.027 -0.064 

( attorney 
Number of prior arrests 4.03 .76 0.020 -0.019 

Bail amount between $1,001 2.91 .75 0.047 -0.664 
and $1 ,500 

Number of notices to appear, 1. 91 .75 0.107 -0. 162 
major charge 

Represented by public 1. 87 r • :J 0.110 0.433 
defender 

Number of trial appearances, 1. 34 .75 0.175 -0.063 
major cha rge 

Support of nuclear family 1.66 .75 0.130 0.300 
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2. Prediction (Logit) Analysis 

Table 6.18 reports the results of a logit analysis of the likelihood 

of rearrest. This analysis used the 17 most highly r~lated independent 

variables and controlled for multicollinearity among these items. As 

shown, the variables included in the analysis correctly classified 

97 percent of the defendants who were not rearrested and 16 percent of 

the persons who ~ere rearrested. Thus, the prediction of rearrest was 

only slightly successful. 

Failure to appear in the pending case and bail of a moderate amount 

($1,000-$"1,500) in the pending case were the strongest of the statis­

tically significant predictors. Other important variables included 

representation by a public defender, lack of acquaintance with the 

victim, an economic offense as the charge in the pending ("original arrest") 

case, a greater number of court appearances in the pending case and a 

higher than average number of pr~OI" arrests. Unemployment, although 

only of "borderline" statistical significance, was also associated with 

the likelihood of rearrest. 

Several variables were related to a low probability of rearrest. 

Older defendants, persons released by a bail commissioner and defendants 

who represented themselves at their trials were less likely than other 

persons to 'be arrested. 

If these variables had been used to make release decisions about 

released defendants= the result would have been to reduce the pretrial 

arrest rate by 16 percent; that is to say, 16 persent of the defendants 

who actually were rearrested were so identified by the prediction equa­

tion. However, the prediction equation also predicted rearrest for 

defendants who were in fact not rearrested. Indeed, if the prediction 

equation had been used to make decisions about the released population, 
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TAGLE 6.18 
PRETRIAL ARREST PREDICTION RESULTS 

MODEL 1: ALL RELATED VARIABLES 

DESCRIPTION COEFF! CIENT t VALUE 

Defendant Variables 

Defendant supports nuclear family -0.352 - 1 .310 
Defendant is unemployed 0.354 1.820 
Defendant was on PTR and proba- 0.935 0.909 

tion when ~rrested 
0.043 3.040 Number of 'prior arrests 

Age at this arrest -3.410 -2.890 

Case Variables 
Vi cti m no pri or acquaintance of 0.787 2.790 

defendant 
Economic offense is maj or cha rge 0.445 2.110 

S~stem Variables 
Release option given by judge 0.140 0.577 
Release option given by bail -1. 060 -3.530 

commissioner 
~,a i 1 amount was between $1 ,001 1.270 2.690 

and $1,500 

Post-Release Variables 
Represented by private attorney -0.285 -0.896 
Represented by public defender 0.870 2.800 
Represented by courf-appointed 0.523 1 .350 

attorney 
-1.550 3.930 Represented by self 

Number of court appearances 0.101 2.320 
for major charge 

~umber of ways defendant was 0.156 1.270 
notified of appearances 

1.090 4.210 Defendant failed to appear in trial 

Measure of Multiple Association: 15.4% 

Chi-Squared for No Effect is 164.99 with 17 d. f. 

Number of Cases is 1,167 

Classification of Results* 

P ROBAB 1 LITY 

. 1902 

.0688 

.3222 

.0027 

.0039 

.005J 

.0349 

.5687 

.0005 

.0072 

.3681 

.0051 

.1770 

.0000 

,0203 

. 2041 

~ .0000 

Actual: Reanested Not Rearrested Not Rearrested Rearrested 
Predi cted: Not Rearrested Not Rea rrested Rearrested Rea rrested 
Percents: 14.3% 80.5% 2.3% 2.8% 

*In this analysis, IIrearrested" was considered a "positive" outcome; 
II no t rearrested,1I a IInegative ll onp.. 

. . , 

\ 

t 
I 
I , 
1 
I' 
l-

f: 
1; 

!: 
M 
¥ 

~ 
" 

~ 

~ 
l 

I 
I 
I 
! 
!, 
~ 

! 
! 

I ,I 
1; 
I, 
H 
i. 
~ 
~ I· 
'f 

U 
U 
'I 

~ 
i 
! 

I 
f 
! 

I 
I 

C., 

,I' ,-
~ { \;1 

-250-

almost as many "safe" defendants would have been detained as II r isky ll 

defendants. As shown in Table 6.18, the analysis predicted rearrest 

When it did not occur for 2.3 percent of the released defendants, and 

the analysis predicted rearrest when it did occur for 2.8 pe~cent of 

the released defendants. 

Thus, as stated earlier, the prediction analysis was only slightly 

successful. This reflects the difficulty of trying to predict an event 

that is relatively rare and experienced by persons with diverse charac­

teristics. Only a minority (16 percent) of defendants were rearrested 

pending trial and those indivjduals did not, on the whole, have strikingly 

different characteristics from other defendants. 

It is highly possible that even the modest reduction estimated for 

the pretrial arrest rate exceeds the likely reduction that would occur 

if the prediction approach were used in the future. Typically, pre­

diction techniques derived for one defendant sample over one time period 

are less effective when aoplied to other samples or other time periods. 12 

Also, some of the variables shown in Table 6.18, while important ana­

lytically, are not suitable for use in making release decisions. For 

example, although younger defendants are more likely to be rearrested, 

few persons would support a release policy based on age considerations . 

Besides these limitations, predictions of pretrial arrests are based 

only on data for released defendants. Hence, there is no way to judge 

the accuracy of such predictions, if they were to be applied to detained 

defendants as well. 

r~. Relationship of Predictors of Release Type and Predictors of 
Pretrial Arrest 

l Table 6.19 compares the best predictors of pretrial arrest (even 

though these predi,ctors were, on the whole, not very successful ones) 
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TABLE 6.19 
FINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION AND PRETRIAL ARREST PREDICTORS 

i~ote : + indicates a direct relationship with the outcome shown in the 
column heading; - indicates an inverse relationshi~; ~nd 0 
indicates no relationship. Stated differently, + lndlcates that 
defendants with the characteristic shown were likely to have 
had financial release conditions set (first column) or were, 
likely to have been rearrested pending trial (second column). 

ITEM 

SYSTEM VARIABLES 
Program recommenda ti on-fi nanci a '1 
Program recommendation-OR 
No program recommendation 
Source of release-bond schedule 
Source of release-bail commissioner 
Source of release-judge 
Information verification 
Program interview 
Bail amount between 

CASE VARIABLES 
No victim 

$1 ,001 and $1 ,500 

Victim not a prior acquaintance 
Drug charge 
Persona 1 cha rge 
r~ora 1 i ty cha rge 
Economic charge 
Number of charges 
Number of witnesses against 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 
Local residence 
Arrest status-involved with CJS 
Pri or FTA 
Lives with spouse 
Family support 
Age-younger 
Number of prior arrests 
Unemployed 

( ) = not statistically significant 

, . " 

FINANCIAL 
RELEASE 
DECISION 

+ 
( - ) 
+ 
+ 

(-) 
0 
-
-
0 

o 
( - ) 
+ 

o 
+ 

(+) 

+ 
+ 

( - ) 
o 
o 
o 
o 

PRETRIAL 
ARREST 

0 
0 
0 
0 
-

(+) 
0 
0 
+ 

o 
+ 
o 
o 
o 
+ 
o 
o 

o 
(+) 
o 
o 

( - ) 
+ 
+ 

(+) 

-. 

J 

I , 
i 

i I . 
! 

I 
I 
1 

I 

( 

-252-

with the best predictors of financial release decisions. As shown, 

there is little relationship between the two sets of variaples. Only 

involvement with the criminal justice system at the time of the original 

arrest studied was associated with both rearrest and the setting of 

financial release conditions, and only release by a bail commissioner 

was related to both the absence of rearrest and the setting of nonfinan-

cial rel~ase conditions. In general, the best predictors of rearrest 

were not included in the set of the best predictors of release decisions, 

and vi ce versa. 

N. Alternatives for Reducing Pretrial Arrests 

Proposed alternatives for reducing pretrial arrests can be assessed 

with the data from the National Evaluation of Pretrial Release. One 

widely supported proposal is to hold speedier trials. However, this is 

unlikely to cause major reductions in pretrial arrest rates unless trials 

are held much more quickly than the 60- to 90-day periods commonly discussed. 

Two-thirds of all pretrial arrests occurred within 60 days of the original 

arrest; indeed, almost one-half the pretrial arrests occurred within 

30 days. 

However, the pretrial arrest rate reductions that could be achieved 

through speedier trials would be greater for more serious (Part I) crimes 

and crimes against persons. For example, more than half the pretrial 

arrests for robbe~y could have been avoided if trials had been held within 

eight Iveeks of release. If trials had occurred within four Iveeks, more 

than tlvo-thirds of the pretrial arrests for robbery and more than three­

fourths of the burglary rearrests could have been avoided. 

Another possibility for reducing pretrial crime is to reduce the 

extent· of multiple rearrests during the pretrial period. If all rearrested 
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defendants had been rearrested only once, rather than an average of 1.4 

times each, total pretrial arrests I'lould have declined by 29 percent. 

One proposal for reducing multiple pretrial arrests is to revoke a 

defendant's release at the time of the first rearrest. This could ue 

implemented (subject to certain procedural limitations, such as a finding 

of probable cause) by including "no rearrest" as an initial release con­

dition and· revoking the release for violation of that condition. Various 

ways that multiple rearrests might be reduced are now being explored in 

a research study sponsored by the National Institute of Justice. 13 The 

impact of such alternatives as improved mechanisms for providing rearrest 

information to releasing magistrates and harsher court responses to 

pretrial arrests will be considered. 

A third approach that has been recommended for reducing pretrial 

arrest rates is to permit the preventive detention of defendants who are 

considered likely to commit crimes during the pretrial release period . 

Unfortunately, no reliable way of identifying such defendants has yet 

been developed. Past studies have not been notably successful in their 

ability to predict pretrial arrests. Nor are the findings from the 

National Evaluation of Pretrial Release more promising. 

The best prediction technique for pretrial arrests developed as 

part of the National Evaluation of Pretrial Release would, if followed 

for the sample of released defendants studied, have reduced the pretrial 

arrest rate by one-sixth. However, to achieve this reduction would have 

required the detention of almost as many defendants I'/ho were not 

rearrested pretrial as persons who were. Thus, there would have been a 

substantial (30 percent) increase in detention, with its attendant costs 

for both the criminal justice system and defendants, but only a modest 

decline in the pretrial arrest rate. 
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Moreover, it is highly possible that even the modest reduction 

estimated for the pretrial arrest rate exceeds the likely reduction 

that would occur if the prediction approach were used in the future. 

Typically, prediction techniques derived for one defendant sample over 

one time period are less effective when applied to other samples or 

other time periods. Additionally, predictions of pretrial arrests are 

based only on data for released d~fendants. Thus, there is no way to 

judge the accuracy of such predictions, if they were to be applied to 

detained defendants as well. 

It is quite likely that if preventive detention were more widely 

adopted, the impact would be much less than either the advocates or the 

opponents of such action anticipate. Pretrial arrest rates are unlikely 

to be reduced drastically. Also, the extent to which detention might 

increase is questionable, for several reasons, including: sub rosa 

preventive detention may exist now, through the setting Df high money 

bail; detention facilities are often overcrowded, which produces reluc­

tance to increase jail populations; detention itself is costly; and most 

proposed legislation includes procedural safeguards to limit the deten­

tion that can occur. Thus, the magnitude of the controversy over. 

preventive detention, and the intensity of the debate about it, may far 

exceed its potential impact on either pretrial arrest or detention rates. 

Additional analysis of the likely effect of preventive detention is 

an important area for future research. Because several States permit 

consideration of IIdangerousness" when making release decisions, the impact 

of such legislation could be studied. Of particular interest would be 

the extent to which the dangerousness provisions were used, the conditions 

under which they were used, changes in detention and pretrial arrest rates, 

and judicial opinions about the efficacy and utility of the legislation. 
, 



r 

( 

-255-

In addition to speedy trials, reduction of multiple rearrests and 

preventive detention, a variety of policies have been proposed to 

reduce pretrial criminality. These include: 

• imposi ng consecuti ve, rather than concurrent, sentences for 
pretri al crimes, so that no one can commit "two (or more) 
crimes for the pri ce of oneil; 

• providing supervision during the pretrial period for defendants 
thought to pose high rearrest risks; and 

• changing the court calendaring of cases, so that cases 
i nvol vi ng defendants consi dered hi gh rearrest ri sks woul d 
be tried relatively quickly. 

In summary, in terms of reducing pretrial arrest rates, the findings 

of the National Evaluation of Pretrial Release suggest that speedier 

trials would have a more substantial impact than could be attained by 

application of rearrest prediction criteria to all defendants. While 

use of the best predictors of future criminality would have reduced the 

pretrial arrest rate by 16 percent, trials \'Jithin 12 weeks of arrest would 

have resulted in a 20 percent decrease and trials within eight weeks, a 

34 percent decline. Even if trials had been held within four weeks of 

arrest, hO\,/ever, the pretrial arrest rate would have declined by only 

s 1 i ghtly more tha n half. Forty-fi ve percent of the rearrested defendants 

were rearrested within four weeks. Indeed, one-sixth of all rearrested 

defendants were rearrested within one week. 

The findings of the National Evaluation of Pretrial Release and other. 

studies suggest that major reductions in pretrial arrest rates will require 

several types of actions. No single solution--whether preventive deten-

tion, speedier trials, elimination of multiple arrests or another approach--

is likely by itself to reduce pretrial arrest rates dramatically. 

Moreover, reductions in pretrial arrests may not result in reductions 

in total arrests. Whether this occurs depends on the dispositions of the 

original cases and the sentences imposed upon guilty defendants. Only 

1 I 
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about one-half of all arrests studied resulted in findings of guilt. 

defendants we re given suspended sentences, placed on Also, many guilty 

probation or otherwise permitted to remain in the community. The extent 

t · to engage in criminality is illus-to which such persons may con lnue 

trated by the fact that 16 percent of the defendants in the eight-site 

sample were on probation or parole at the time of the arrest selected 

for study. 

-, 
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FOOTNOTES 

Chapter VI 

l\aJarren. E. Burger, "Annual Report to the Ameri can Bar Associ at; on," 
February 8,1981. 

2Yankelovich, Skelly and White, Inc., The Publ ic Image of Courts: A 
National Survey of the General Public, Judges, Lawyers and Community 
Leaders, Volume I, May 1978, pp. 184-7. 

3For more'information on preventive detention, see Arthur R. Angel, et al., 
"Preventive Detention: An Empirical Analysis," Harvard Civil. Rights-__ 
Civil Liberties Law Review, Volume 6 (1971), pp. 291-395; Nan C. Bases 
and William F. McDonald, Preventive Detention in the District of Columbia: 
The First Ten Months (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown Institute of Criminal \ 
Law and Procedure and the Vera Institute of Justice, March 1972); John 
H. r~itchell, "Bail Reform and the Constitutionality of Pretrial Detention," 
Virginia Law Review, Volume 55 (1969), pp. 1224-1230; and Laurence H. 
Tribe, ~An Ounce of Detention: Preventive Justice in the World of John 
Mitchell," Virginia ~aw Review, Volume 56 (1970), pp. 371-401. 

4Russe 11 V. Stover and John A. Ma rt in, "Results of a Ques ti onna ire Sutvey 
Regarding Pretrial Release and Diversion Programs," in National Center for 
State Courts, Policymakers' Views Regarding Issues in the.Op~ration.and 
Evaluation of Pretrial Release and Diversion Programs: F1nd1ngs from a 
Questionnaire Survey (Denver, Colorado: National Center for State Courts, 
1975), p. 25. 

SWayne H. Thomas, Jr., et al ., National Evaluation Pro ram Phase I Summarv 

Report: Pretrial Release Pr8grams Was~i~gton,.D.C.: ~.S. Depar~ment of 
Justice, Law Enforcement Ass1stance Adm1n1strat1on, Aprl1 1977), p. 83. 

6This is probably an understatement of the "true" extent of guilt, because 
only convict;ons for the pretrial arrest charges were conside~e~. Ho~ever, 
both the oriqinal and rearrest charges may have been handled J01~tly 1n a 
plea bargain: resulting in dismissal of the rearr~st charge and a guilty 
plea on the original charge. 
"7 

.'Recall that Part I offenses are criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary and theft, including auto theft. All other 
charges are Part II offenses. 

8Recall that specific charges were classified as follows: 

• crimes against persons: murder, nonnegligent manslaughter, 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assult, other assaults, 
arson; 

e economic crimes: burgl'ary, larceny, theft, forgery, fraud, 
embezzlement, stolen property; 

• drug crimes: distribution or possession of narcotics or 
marijuana; 
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• crimes against public morality: prostitution, sex offenses 
other than forcible rape or prostitution, gambling, liquor 
law violations, drunkenness; 

• crimes against public order: weapons, driving while intoxicated, 
disorderly conduct, vagrancy~ minor local offenses; and 

• miscelJaneous crimes: malicious destruction, offenses against 
family and children,' failure to appear, violations of parole, 
conspiracy, possession of implements of crime, and other 
crimes. 

~McNemar'~ chi-square was 28.5 with 15 degrees of freedom; this was 
statistically sig~ificant at the .05 level. 

10Although pretrial arrests could have been aVOided, the arrests might, 
of course, still have occurred. Reduction in the total arrest tate, both 
pre- and post-ttial, would depend on the case disp'osition and sentence 
for the original charge. 

llCourt reactions to multiple rearrests are now b.eing studied by r~artin D. 
Sorin, under a grant from the National Institute of Justice (No. 81-IJ­
OX-DOlO), "Judicial Responses to Multiple Pretrial Rearrests." 

12See Michael R. Gottfredson, "An Empirical Analysis of Pre-Trial Release 
Decisions," Journal of Criminal Justice, Volume 2 (1974), pp. 287-304, 
for a discussion of this point. 

13r1artin D. Sorin, "Judicial Responses to t1ultiple Pretrial Arrests," 
grant a\'Jarded by the rlational Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of 
Justice, February 26, 1981. 
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CHAPTER VII. RELATIONSHIPS AMONG RELEASE OUTCOMES, 
COURT APPEARANCE, PRETRIAL ARREST AND PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

Several topics of interest for the National Evaluation of Pretrial 

Release concern relationships among release outcomes, court appearance, 

pretrial arrest and program activities. These include: 

• whether the factors that had the qreatest influence on release 
decisions also had major effects ~n court appearance and pre­
trial arrest; 

• the impact of exposure time on reducing release risk, as 
measured by the likelihood of either failure to appear or 
rearrest; 

• the relationship between outcome measure~ and the. levels of 
programs I integration into their respect1ve pretr1al release 
systems; and 

• the relationship between program recommendations and sub-
sequent outcomes of defendants. 

Each of these topics is considered below. Following this, the major 

conclusions and recommendations from the eight-site cross-sectional 

analyses discussed in this volume are presented. 

A. Relationships Among Factors Affecting Release, Court Appearance 
and Pretrial Arrest 

By law most release decisions must be based solely on the likelihood 

that defendants will appear in court, and conditions of release must be 

t · fl' ht However, many persons have the least restrictive ones preven 1ng 19 . 

questioned whether the use of money bond reflects only concerns about court 

appearance or inciudE5 considerations of defendant "dangerousness" a::: 

well. If dangerousness is indeed a factor, then the sE~tting of money 

bond at a level thought to exceed the defendant's means may be an attempt 

to achieve sub rosa preventive detention. 

This issue has been analyzed through comparisons of variables associated 

with release decisions, court appearanc~ outcomes and pretrial arrests. 

-259-
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study of indigent defendants in New York City suggested that bail decisions 

were more closely related to pretrial arrest than court appearance like­

lihood, and an analysis of persons arrested in Washington, D.C., found that 

the factors affecting release decisions were sometimes associated with 

.neither court appearance nor pretrial arrest likelihood. 1 

Table 7.1 presents the findings from our multivariate analyses of 

eight sites. The most important variables associated with (1) the financial 

versus nonfinancial release decisions of court magistrates, (2) failure to 

appear for court, a~d (3) pretrial arrest are shown. Of the 12 most im­

portant and statistically significant variables associated with release 

decisions, oniy two were also significant in the failure to appear 

analysis and none was a significant rearrest predictor. 

These findin9s suggest, as did the Washington, D.C. study, that 

release decisions can be improved for either potential goal of the release 

system, i.e., reducing the likelihood of failure to appear or minimizing 

the probability Clf pretrial arrest. Such improvement could be attained 

by changing release practice~, so that considerations associated with 

failure to appear or pretrial arrest outcomes were substituted for con­

siderations that are not. However, given the poor predictive power of 

the failure-to-appear and rearrest analyses, such revis~ons might result 
in only rather small improvements. 

B. Effect of Exposure Time 

Reducing court delay has often been suggested as a means of reducing 

failure-to-appear and pretrial arrest rates. Defendants at risk for 

longer periods of time are expected to have higher ,dtes of failure to 

appear and pretrial arrest than persons whose cases are settled more 

quickly. Analysis of the effect of exposure time on failure to appear and 

rearrest is complicated by the fact that either event may cause court 

I 
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TABLE 7.1 
PREDICTORS OF FINANCIAL RELEASE DECISION , 

FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL ARREST 

Note: + indicates a direct relationship with the outcome shown in the 
column heading; - indicates an inverse relationship; and 0 indi­
cates no relationship. Stated differently, + indicates that 
defendants with the characteristic shown were likely to have had 
financi~l release conditions set (first column) or were likely to 
have fal1ed to appear (second column) or were likely to have been 
rearrested pending trial (third column). 

FINANCIAL FAILURE PRETRIAL 
ITEM RELEASE TO ARREST DECISION APPEAR 

SYSTEM VARIABLES 

Program recommendation--financial + 0 0 
Program recommendation--OR (-) 0 0 
No program recommendation + 0 0 
Source of release--bond schedule + ( - ) 0 
Source of release--bail commissioner (-) 0 -
Source of release--judge 0 0 (+) 
Information verification - 0 0 
Program interview - 0 0 
Time of interview--at subsequent arrest 0 (+) 0 
Bail amount between $1,001 and $1,500 , 0 a + 

CASE VARIABLES 
No victim - a ' a 
Victim not a prior acquaintance a 0 + 
Drug charge (-) (-) a 
Personal charge + a 0 
Morality charge - a a 
Economi c cha rge 0 0 + 
Number of cha rges + + 0 
Number of witnesses against (+) 0 0 
\~eapon used 0 - 0 
Police officer only witness 0 (+) 0 

DEFENDANT VARIABLES 

Local residence - (-) 0 
Arrest status--involved with CJS + + (+) 
Pri or FTA + (+ ) 0 
Living arrangement--spouse (-) 0 0 
Living arrangement--alone 0 (+) 0 
Hispanic ethnicity 0 + 0 
Fami ly support 0 . ( - ) (-) 
Age--younger 0 (+) + 
Number of prior arrests 0 + + 
Unemployed 0 0 (+) 

() = not statistically significant 
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TABLE 7.2 
PERCENTAGE OF DEFENDANTS SURVIVING WITHOUT 

FAILURE TO APPEAR OR REARREST, OVER TIME, BY TYPE OF RELEASE 

NUMBER OF WEEKS AFTER RELEASE 
TYPE OF RELEASE 2 4 8 12 

Own Recognizance (n=1,527) 94% 88% 81% 74% 

Citationa (n=302) 88% 85% 82% 79% 

Supervised Release, Thi rd Pa rty 94% 87% 76% 69% 
Custody '(n=137) 

Subtota 1, Nonfi nanci a 1 Re 1 eas e 
93~~ 87% 81% 75% 

(n=1,966) 

Bail (n=593) 93% 85% 76% 71% 

Deposit Bond, 
Bond (n=170) 

Unsecured 91% 82% 67% 62% 

Subtotal, Financial Release 93% 84% 74% 69~~ 
(n=763) 

TOTAL, All Release Types 93% 86% 78% 72% 

aInc1udes both field and stationhouse release. 

• TABLE 7.3 
PERCENTAGE OF DEFENDA:rrS SURVIVING HITHOUT 

FAILURE TO APPEAR OR REARREST, OVER TIME, BY SITE 

16 20 

68% 65% 

77% 71% 

68% 62% 

71 % 66% 

66% 64% 

62% 54% 

65% 62% 

67% 63% 

NU~1BER OF WEEKS AFTER RELEASE 
SITE 2 4 8 12 16 20 

Baltimore City (n=639) 9n~ 87% 83% 80% 79% 77% 

Baltimore County (n=355) 96% 93% 86% 79% 73;~ 69% 

l-iashington, D.C. (n=530) 92;~ 90/~ 85~~ 79;~ 75% 71 ?b 

Dade County (n=167) 91 ~~. 85~~ 71 ~~ 5 7/~ 50% 445~ 

Louisville (n=300) 91% 82% 68% 60% 60% 57% 

Pima County (n=244) 91 % ' 84~~ 73% 66% 545b 44~~ 

Santa Cruz County (n=151) 85% 77% 73% 73% ' 731~ 66% 

Santa Clara County (n=361) 93% 85% 7n 76% 72;~ 68% 

TOTAL, Ei ght 5i tes (n=2,747) 1 93% 86% 78% 72~~ 67% 63% I 
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delay, as \IIell as result from H. For example, when defendants fail to 

appear, court proceedings are delayed ~ntil the person returns. Addition­

ally, rearrest on a new charge may retard court processing of the original 

cha rge. 

A paper by Stevens Clarke et al. 2 provides the most detailed analysis 

to date of the effect of exposure time. In that analysis the interrelation-

ships of failure to appear, pretrial arrest and exposure time were handled 

by defining court disposition time as the number of days from the defend­

ant's release until (1) the case was disposed of by the court, (2) the 

defendant failed to appear, ~ (3) the defendant was rearrested on a 

new charge, whichever occurred first. This approach was used in the 

following analysis. 

Table 7.2 shows the percentage of defendants who "survived" for 

different lengths of time without failure to appear or rearrest, by type 

of release. 3 Figure 7.1 provides a graphic illustration of these data. 

Overall, during the first eight weeks the likelihood that defendants 

would appear for court and not be rearrested dropped about 5 percentage 

points for each two weeks their cases were open; subsequently, the decline 

for each two-week period was half as much (2.5%). 

By type of release, the survival curves are very similar for own 

recognizance, bail and supervised release/third party custody. For 

citation release (both field and stationhouse release) the percentages 

of defendants \IIho survived without FTA and rearrest were usually higher 

than average. Defendants released on deposit and unsecured bond had 

lower than average survival rates; however, because most of these 

defendants were from a single site (Louisville), this may reflect only 

the lower survival rates experienced by that site in general. 

Table 7.3 and Figure 7.2 show the survival rates by site. As 
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FIGURE 7.1 
PERCENTAGE OF DEFENDANTS SURVIVING WITHCUT FAILURE TO APPEAR OR 

Percentage of REARREST, OVER TIME, BY TYPE OF RELEASE 
Defendants 
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FIGURE 7.2 
PERCENTAGE OF DEFENDANTS SURVIVING WITHOUT FAILURE TO APPEAR OR 

REARREST, OVER TIME, BY SITE 
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indicated, survival rates were usually higher than average in Baltimore 

City, Baltimore County and 14ashington, D.C. They were consistently lower 

than average in Dade County, Pima County and Louisville. For the two 

California sites ( Santa Cruz County and Sqnta Clara County) survival 

rates were lower than average within the first eight weeks after release 

and higher than average for later time periods. 

C. Program Integration into Release System 

The delivery system analyses (see Chapter II) indicated that five 

pretrial release programs were highly integrated into their sites' pre­

trial processing mechanisms; these programs were located in Baltimore 

City; l-iashington, D.C.; Louisville; Pima County; and Santa Clara County. 

In contrast, the programs in Baltimore County, Dade County and Santa Cruz 

County were weakly integrated into the overall pretrial release delivery 

systems of their jurisdictions. 

Table 7.4 summarizes ~ata on defendant outcomes for the high program 

integration sites, as compared with the low program integration sites. 

Program impact is measured by considering defendants who were released 

on own recognizance after receiving a program recommendation of OR release 

("Pr.ogram OR") as compared with other released defendants. As indicated, 

Program OR releases comprised 41% of all releases in the high program 

integration sites and only 7% of all releases in the low program inte­

gration sites. Failure to appear rates were lower for defendants released 

on Program OR than for other released defendants in both sets of sites. 

In each case FTA rates for Program OR releasees were 71% of the FTA rates 

for all released defendants. 

Wh~n pretrial arrest rates are compared for Program OR and other 

releasees, the Program OR releasees had lower rates in the high program 
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TABLE 7.4 
DEFENDANT OUTCOMES FOR SITES \-JITH HIGH 

VERSUS LOW LEVELS OF PROGRAM INTEGRATION 

Hi gh Program 
Item Integrati on 

Sites a 

Pe rcentage of All Released Defendants 41% Who Were Released on Proqram ORc 
Ratio of FTA Rate for Program OR Re- 0.71 1easees to FTA Rate for All Releasees 
Ratio of Pretrial Arrest Rate for Program 

OR Releasees to Pretrial Arrest Rate 0.87 
for All Re 1 easees 

Low Program 
Integra ti on 

Sites b 

7% 

0: 71 

1. 65 

aBaltimore City; Washington, D.C.: Louisville; Pima County; and Santa 
Cl a ra County. 

b -
Bal timore County, Dade County, and Santa Cruz County. 

c Program OR releasees were released on OR after receiving a program 
recommendation for OR release. 
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integration sites and higher rates in the low program integration sites. 

Program OR releasees in the high program integration sites had pretrial 

arrest rates that were only 87% as high as those for all released defend­

ants (14.5% versus 16.7%). In the low program integration sites pretrial 

arrest rates f6~ Program OR releasees were almost two-thirds higher than 

for all released defendants (24.1% versus 14.6%). 

The most st~iking difference between the high and low program inte­

gration sites is the percentage that Program OR releasees comprise of 

all releasees. This measure of program impact for the high integration 

sites is almost six times its level for the low integration sites. This 

suggests that programs with low integration may affect so few defendants, 

and have so little total impact on the release system, that they have 

little visibility and few local advocates. Thus, they are not highly 

integrated into pretrial processing and may be particularly vulnerable to 

funding cuts, reorganizations and so on. 

O. Relationship of Program Recommendations to Outcomes 

The strong impact of program recommendations on release outcomes 

was discussed in Chapter IV. Table 7.5 summarizes release outcomes by 

the various recommendations. As shown, 92% of the defendants who received 

an own recognizance release recommendation were released on nonfinancial 

conditions; only 8% were required to post money or detained until trial. 

Of the defendants who received a bail release l'ecollunendation, 40~~ were 

released on financial conditions, 44% were detained, and only 16% were 

released nonfinancially. Thus, the program recommendations were closely 

related to eventual release outcomes for the sites studied. 

Defendants \/ofithout a recommendation were unlikely to be released 

nonfinancially, though the lack of a recommendation did not have as adverse 

, 
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TABLE 7.5 

( 
RELEASE OUTCOMES BY PROGRAr~ RECO~1~·1ENDATION 

Program Recommendation Deta i ned Financi al 
Rel ease 

Own Recognizance Release (n=1,116) 3% 5% 
Other Nonfinancial Release (n=227) 4% 4% 
Bail Re 1 eas e (n=94) 44~~ 40% 
Other Financial Release (n=12) 8% 67% 
No Recommendation or Recommendation 

28% 40% Against Release (n=616) 
T0TAl (n=2,065) 12% 18% 

c 

c 

'I I 

Nonfi nanci a 1 
Release 

92% 
92% 
16% 
25% 

32% 
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an effect as a bail re1ease recommendation. About one-third of the 

defendants without recommendations were released nonfinancially; this 

was twice the proportion of nonfinancial releases among defendants with 

bail recommendations. 

Overall, judges and magistrates released slightly more defendants 

nonfinancially than the programs recommended. Seventy percent of inter­

viewed defendants were released on nonfinancial conditions. but only 65% 

of in te rvi ewed defen dan ts rece i ved program recorrunen da ti ons of non fi nanci a 1 

release. ThUS, the progr.ams studied apparently use somewhat more restrictive 

recommendation criteria than their respective judicial systems use for 

release decisions. 

Table 7.6 summarizes defendant outcomes by program recommendations 

for the 60% of the sample for which program recommendation information 

was available. As shown, if the program recommended release, 94% of the 

defendants secured release, most of them on nonfinancial conditions. If 

the program recommended against release or did not make a recommendation 

(i.e., remained "neutral"), only 725b of the defendants were released, 

most of them on financial conditions. In terms of post-release outcomes, 

defendants released after program recommendations for release had lower 

rates of failure to appear and pretrial arrest than defendants released 

after other program recommendations. 

From these data it is not possible to determine whether programs 

are having a positive effec't on the release process by successfully 

identifying and recommending for release defendants who are better risks 

(in terms of failure to appear and pretrial arrest) or whether programs 

simply "cream" the defendant population with their recommendations for 

release and, as a result, recommend release only for defendants who are 
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TABLE 7.6 
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS TO 

RELEASE OUTCOMES, FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL ARREST 
(n = 2,065) 

ProQram Recommenda ti on 

Outcomes For Release Against Release 

(n= 1 ,449) 
or IINeutral ll 

(n-616) 

Release Outcome: 

Released, Nonfinancial 86% 32:~ 

Released, Financial '8% 40% 

Not Re 1 eas ed 6% 28% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 

Failure to Appear Rate 10.0% 17.4% 

Pretrial Arrest Rate 15.0% 18.7% 
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such good risks that they would have secured release without program 

intervention. To consider the issue of program impact on the release 

process, a' di fferent study des i gn was needed, one that woul d compare a 

group of defendants \vho were processed by a pretri a 1 release program 

with an equivalent group of persons not processed by the program. Volume 

II of this report presents the results of analysis based on such a study 

design. 

E. Conclusions 

• The eight sites used a variety of pretrial release practices; 
more0ver, the pretrial release programs in those sites used many 
~ifferent methods of identifyinq and processing arrested 
defendants. 

• Unit costs of program activities were much higher for 
programs that handled the fewest defendants. Larger 
programs were able to achieve economies of scale in 
service delivery. 

• The trend toward releasing more defendants pending trial, as 
documented in a study of the 1962-71 periQd, continued through 
the period covered by the present study (roughly 1977). 

• The trend toward releasing more defendants on nonfinancial 
conditions also continued through the time period of the present 
study. 

• Program recommendations were strongly related to release 
outcomes and release decisions. 

• Most released defendants (87%) appeared for all court dates. 
Howev~r, 2 percent of the released defendants studied had not 
retu ,led to court by the time of the'data collection activities 
(usually at least one year after the initial arrest). 

• Most released defendants (84%) were not arrested during the 
pretrial period. However, some defendants were rearrested 
repeatedly (as many as four times) while awaiting trial on 
the original charge. 

• There \'Jere no systematic r'elationshirs between release rates 
and rates of failure to appear or pretrial arrest across' sites. 
Nor were there systel11atic relationships between rates of non­
financial release and rates of failure to appear or pretrial arrest. 

• No reliable predictors of either failure t~ appear or pretrial 
arrest could be identified . 
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• Speedier trials would have had a more substantial impact on 
reducing pretrial arrest rates than could have been attained by 
applying the study's "best" rearrest prediction criteria to 
all defendants. While use of the best predictors of future 
criminality ",ould have reduced the pretrial arrest rate for the 
study sample by 16 percent, trials within 12 weeks of arrest 
\'lOuld have resulted in a 20 percent decrease and trials within 
eight weeks, a 34 percent decline. Even if trials had been 
held I'lithin four vleeks of arrest, hm'lever, the pretrial arrest 
rate would have declined by only slightly more than half. 
forty-five percent of the rearrested defendants were rearrested 
within four I'leeks. Indeed, one-sixth of all rearrested defendants 
were rearrested within one week. 

Recommendations 

• Jurisdictions should seek ways to release more defendants 
pending trial. Available evid~nce sugge~ts that highe~ release 
rates can be achieved without 1ncreases 1n rates of fa1lure to 
appear or rearrest. 

• Pretrial release programs should revise their r~lease recommenda-~ 
tion policies and eliminate the practice of mak1ng no recommendat10n 
in certain cases. Such action is not perceived as neutral by 
the court but is, rather, highly likely to lead to the setting 
of financial release conditions. 

• Courts should implement systematic followup procedures to 
identify fugiti ves who have not returned to court after a 
certain period of time (e.g., 90 days). 

• There is no need for tougher court responses to ~.ll fail ures to 
appear, and such actions should not be under~aken. Many. 
defendants \<lho fail to appear do not act as 1 f they are 1'1111-
fully trying to evade justice; indeed, they often return to 
court of their own volition within a short time. 

• Efforts to promote speedier trials should be continued. However, 
tri a 1 s wi 11 have to occur much more qui ckly than has commonly 
been proposed, if pretrial arrest rates are to be reduced sub­
stantially. 

• 

• 

Efforts should be undertaken to reduce the extent to which 
defendants are rearrested repeatedly during the pretrial period. 

Because of the great interest in preventive d~tention, th~ 
experiences of jurisdictions that hav~ autho~lzed preve~t1ve 
detention should be studied. Of part1cular 1mportance 1S the 
extent to which the "dangerousness" provisions have been used 
and the resulting impact on pretrial arrest and detention rates. 
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FOOTNOTES 

Chapter VII 

1William M. Landes, "Legality and Reality: Some Evidence on Criminal 
Procedure," Journal of Legal Studies, Volume III (2), June 1974, 
p~. 287-337; Jeffrey A. Roth and Paul B. ~Jice, Pretrial Release and 
M1SC?ndu~tjn the Di~trict of Columbia, PROMIS Research Project, 
Publ1cat10n 16 (Wash1ngton, D.C.: Institute for Law and Social Research, 
draft dated November 1978). 

2 
Stevens H. Clarke, Jean L. Freeman and Gary G. Koch, "Bail Risk: A 

~lultivariate Analysis," The Journal of Legal Studies, Volume V(2), 
June 1976, pp. 341-385. 
3 

These percentages ~on~ist of the surviva1 fractions, as computed by 
C~arke et a1. ,.m~lt1p11ed by 100%. The surviva1 fractlon indicatina the 
cnance of surv1v1ng from the beginning to the end of the nth week w~s 
computed as f0110ws: 

The numerator ",as equa1 to the nUlilber who "survi ved" the enti re 
week and whose cases were not disposed of until a later week, 
p1us half of those whose cases were disposed of without fai1ure 
to appear or rearrest during the nth week. (Ha1f, rather than 
all ~ ?f the latter defendants ",ere counted because their dis­
pos1t10ns occ~rred at various times during the nth week and 
therefore the1r exposure periods were on the average shorter 
than ~ fu11 weeks.) The denominator was equa1 to the number of 
defendants wh~ had avoided nonappearance and rearrest, and whose 
cases were st11l open, by the end of the (n-l)th week minus 
ha lf of those whose cases I'/ere di sposed of-without fa i 1 ure to 
appear or rearrest during the nth week. Ibid., p. 359. 

Similar1t, "the chance of surviving.from the date of release until the end 
of the ~ h week was c?mp~ted as the chance of surviving unti1 the end of 
the (~_I)th week mult1plled by the chanse of surviving from then until the 
end of the nth week." Ibid. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUMMARIES OF DELIVERY SYSTEM ASSESSMENTS AND 
DEFENDANT OUTCOMES ANALYSES 

This appendix provides summary information on the delivery 
system and defendant outcomes analyses conducted for the 
eight sites discussed in this volume. The delivery system 
summaries, reproduced from the more detailed working papers, 
include selected outcomes data, based on existing analyses 
provided by the jurisdictions and on interviews with local 
criminal justice system officials. These outcomes data 
sometimes differ from those derived through :)ur collection 
of data on a sample of defendants. This is largely because 
the two sets of data are based on different definitions and 
different time periods. 
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BAL TIMORE CITY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The Pre-Trial Release Services Division, part of the Supreme Bench 
of Baltimore City, was established in 1968 to test the usefulness of non­
financial release in the area. Originally funded by the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, and in later years by LEAA and State funds as \ole 11 , the 
program is now completely supported by the City of Baltimore. Program 
expenditures for FY 1977 amounted to $489,000, which funded a staff of 
37 permanent employees. The program also receives the services each year 
of about 50 temporary Public Service Employees, provided through the local 
CETA program. 

Scope of Operations 

The program interviews virtually all arrested defendants to'assess 
their appropriateness for non-financial release. In Fiscal Year 1977 
the program interviewed 37,543 defendants, an estimated 85% of all 
arrestees. Defendants not interviewed include those awaiting extradition 
to another jurisdiction, individuals unable to respond to questioning 
because of drunkenness or mental disorders and persons who are simply 
missed by the agency (e,g., because of a shortage of staff on a particular 
day) . 

Program Procedures 

After arrest a defendant in Baltimore is taken to one of nine police 
districts for booking. Soon after the police processing has been com­
pleted, a pretrial investigator will interview the defendant. T~is is 
made possible by the program's practice of providing around-the-clock 
staff coverage of each police district. 

The interviewer asks about the defendant's residential situation, 
family ties, employment history, references, criminal record and similar 
information indicated on a standard form. This information is verified 
through telephone calls to the defendant's references and a check of 
police records. A point system is then used as a guide for developing 
a release reconm~ndation, although in practice some investigators develop 
their recoillmendations first and compute the point scores later. 

Once a release recoillmendation has been developed, the pretrial investi­
gator pl-esents it to the court cOl1imissioner, located in the same buil?ing, 
Court cOlllmissioners are pal"t of Galtimore's District Court system, IvhlCh 
is the entry point for all criminal cases. Charged with responsibility 
for hearing and deciding pretrial matters, especially those related to 
release, court commissioners are not required to have any formal legal 
education (although eight of the 34 current comnissioners are attorneys). 
Commissioners do, however, receive instruction regarding the constitutional, 
procedural and practical aspects of the pretrial decisions they must make. 
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Usually, only the court commissioner, pretrial investigator and 
defendant are pr~sent a~ the bail hearing. The prosecutor, defense 
attorney, arrestlng offlcer and any complaining witness in the case will 
n?rm~lly no~ be prese~t. Often the pretrial investigator and court com­
m1SS10ner w111 have dlscussed the defendant's situation and perhaps 
have determined the .release outcome, before the formal hearing. 

If a defendant is not released by the court commissioner an auto­
matic bail review hearing is held before a District Court jud~e within 
~4 hours. When release ~ granted in Baltimore, at any judicial level, 
1t can take a variety of forms, including own recognizance, conditional 
release, p,ercentage bail, third party custody or surety bond. 

In re~ent years, court officers have released more defendants on 
Dlo.Jn recognl zance than Ivere recommended by the pretri ali nves ti ga tors 
For ~xample, dur~ng a 35-week period at the end of FY 1976, 85% of t~e 
totai own recognlzance releases had been recommended by the pretrial 
program, and t~e remaining 15% (a weekly average of 45 defendants) had 
been released ln the absence of such a program recommendation. 

All defendants released on own recognizance are required to call the 
program on a weekly basis. During these calls program staff remind defen­
dants of their next court dates. 

If a de~en?a~t fails to c~ll.as scheduled, program staff Ivi11 try 
to call the 1ndlv1dual. If thlS 1S unsuccessful, no further action will 
be taken unless the defendant fails to appear in court. At that time the 
program's "surveillance team" \vi11 try to locate the person, through 
teleph~n~ calls or personal contacts, and return the individual to custody. 
In add1t10n, the court may issue a bench warrant for the arrest of a non­
appearing defendant. In this case, the police may also try to locate 
the person. 

Release Rates 

At present the Pre-Trial Release Services Division has a release rate 
of about 49%, calculated as the percentage of interviewed defendants for 
\vhom the program recommends O\'m recognizance release and \'/ho are in fact 
released on that basis. This.release rate represents a slight increase 
over the 1 ast fe\'1 years. OUr'! ng the FY 1975-6 peri od program release 
rates were 41-45%. ' 

, Altho~gh the overall own recognizance release rates for the jurisdic­
tlO~ are h1gher, because court officers release some defendants on less 
s t.~~l ngent terl:ls than the ~rogral:l l"~c?lI1l11ends, these l"a tes rarely exceed 
60,0, ~n Balt1111?re thel"e lS a slgl1lf1cant reliance on surety bonds as the 
mecharllsl11 by \vh1Ch l11any defendants seCLwe pretrial fl"eedol11. In part, this 
reflects ~he fact that many criminal justice officials in Baitimore appear 
to have h1gh regard for the bail bond system, as it functions locally. 
The use of surety bonds may also reflect the relative conservatism of 
program st~ff, court commissioners and judges concerning the merits of 
own recognlzance release and the extent to which it should be applied. 

, 
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Failure-to-Appear and Pretrial Criminality Rates 

The program's failure-to-appear rate is currently 3.5%. This,is 
calculated as the percentage of defendants, released on own recogn1zance 
at the program's recommendation, who miss a court appearance. When these 
data are adjusted to exclude defendants who voluntarily appear at a later 
date or are located by the program or police, the resulting fugitive rate 
is less than one-half of one percent. 

Pretrial criminality rates are also very low. For example, the 
rearrest rate for program-recommended releasees was 1.9Z for FY 1977. 

There are several possible explanations for the low rates of failure­
to-appear and pretrial criminality. The program's followl-up p:"ocedures , 
may be extraordinarily effective in ensuring court appearances and ~ete~r1ng 
pretrial crime. Alternatively, the program may be overly conservat1ve 1n 
its policies, recommending only defendants who are clearly ilgood risks" 
for release and not recommending defendants who might in fact turn out 
to be equally ilsafe." 

Program staff seem to believe that higher rates of release might lead 
to increased rates of failure-to-appear and criminality. Such increases, 
it is feared, would adversely affect the high level of acceptance which 
the program has achieved within Baltimore's criminal justice system. 

Historically, a major goal of the program has been to secure and 
maintain the cooperation of the rest of the criminal justice system and 
the community. Its success in achieving this goal is shown in part by 
the fact that the program has been in continuous operation for ten years. 
And, although program release rates have not increased substantially in 
the last few years, other aspects of the program have expanded, For 
example, the program recently enlarged its ro'le i~ identifying service. 
needs of defendants and referring them to appropr1ate programs for aSS1S­
tance. Thus, the Pre-Trial Release Services Division has become a well­
established and well-integrated part of criminal justice system operations 
in Baltimore, 

ti 1f, ,. , 

--------- ----

PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Note: All data are for FY 1977 unless otherwise indicated. The program's 
fiscal year is from September 1 through August 31. 

Impact en Release Rates l 

Program-recommended own recognizance release rate: 49% 

Percentage of program recommendations for own recognizance release 
rejected by court: 1 % 

Rates of own recognizance release, December 1975 to August 1976: 
Program-recol11mended: 40% 
Total released by court: 47% 

Failure-To-Appear (FTA)2 

FTA rate for program-recommended releasees: 3.5% 
Fugitive rate: 0.5% 

Pretrial criminality3 

Pretrial criminality rate for program-recommended releasees: 1.9% 

Speed of Operations 

Time between arrest and interview: One hour (estimate) 
Time between interview and release: Four hours (estimate) 

Eligibility 

Virtually all arrestees are eligible to be interviewed. Program 
excludes Federal cases, defendants in transit to another jurisdiction and 
convicted prisoners. 

Scope of Interviewing 

Percentage of eligible arrestees interviewed: 85% (estimate) 

Staff Turnover 

NUl11ber of terminations as a percentage of total positions: 42% 

Descriptive Inforillation 

Number of interviews: 37,543 
Number of program-recommended releases on own recognizance: 18,499 
Budget: $489,333 
Permanent staff positions: 37 
Public Service Employee positions: 54 

A-5 
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(Footnotes) 

1. The program-recommended own recognizance release rate is defined as 
the percentage of interviewed defendants for whom the program recom­
mends own recognizance release and who are in fact released on that 
basis. 

2. The failure-to-appear rate is defined as the percentage of defendants, 
released on own recognizance at the progr~m's recommendation, who 
miss a court appearance. The fugitive rate is defined as the per­
centage of defendants, released on own recognizance at the program's 
recommendation, who have not returned to court (either voluntarily 
or involuntarily) as of the end of the fiscal year. 

3. The pretrial criminality rate is defined as the percentage of defendants, 
released on o\'In recognizance at the program's recommendation, \'Iho 
were rearrested during the pretrial release period. 

.. 
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Background 

BALTIMORE CITY: 

SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of 556 defendants interviewed by the Pretrial 

Release Division of the Supreme Bench during the period of July 1, 1976--

June 30, 1977, was collected by study staff during late 1977 and early 

1978. We collected data to learn about rates and correlates of re-

lease, release equity, failures to appear and pretrial crime. The 

sample excluded cases involving most traffic offenses, juvenile defendants 

and those not booked. 

Types of Release 

Of the 550 defendants in the sample for whom release data was avail­

able, 477 (86%) were released. These included 315 (57%) released on OR 

with program approval, 66 (12%) given OR release without or against 

program recommendations ("Special Supervision" cases), and 96 (17%) re-

leased on bail. Of the remaining 73 defendants, 66 (12%) failed to post 

bonds authorized f6r them and 7 (1%) were detained with no release option. 

Defendants who were not released had weaker community ties, were 

more often unemployed and had more serious prior records than those who 

were released. 

The major differences between defendants released OR and those re-

leased on bail were in the more serious past and current criminal justice 

characteristics of the latter group. Bailed defendants had had more 

prior arrests and failures to appear and more current involvement with 

the criminal justice system when arrested. These charges were generally 

A-7 
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more serious and more likely to be multiple than those of OR defendants. 

Also, the evidence in their cases tended to be more conclusive. 

Special Supervision defenQQ,nts (i .e., those released 0,-: OR without 

or against the program's recommendation) had worse prior records and 

weaker c9mmunity ties than those given a ,Program OR release. The former 

had had more prior arrests and failures-to-appear. They also had shorter 

residencies at their present addresses, more often "lived alone and, when 

interviewed, received lower point scale scores. 

Failures to }ppear 

Twenty-seven defendants (5.7%) among those in our sample who were 

released failed to appear for at least one trial date. On the average, 

this occurred 32 days after release. Significantly, the rates for each 

type of release ',Jere 3.5% (11) of the program OR releasees, S.3% (8) of 

the bail rele~sees, and 12.1% (8) of those released on Special Supervision. 

In general, factors associated with differences in release type 

were also associated with the incidence of failure to appear. Serious-

ness of criminal record and strength of community ties were usually 

inversely related to the FTA rate. 

Those who failed to appear had recei \red fewer PO"j nts for res i dency, 

family ties and employment than those who had not failed to appear. They 

also had had more points deducted for their prior records, which usually 

included more prior arrusts and convictions. In their current cases, 

those who failed to appear were somewhat more likely to be charged with 

an FBI Part I (serious) off~nse. 

The tri a 1 s of those who failed to appear took 120 days to reach 

disposition as compared to an average of 40 days for those who did not 

fa il to appear. And ten of the t\tlenty-seven failures occurred for 
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unavoidable reasons. 

Court action when defendants failed to appear was fairly tough. 

Bench warrants were an automatic response and were issued in 26 of the 

27 cases. Bonds were ordered forfeited in two cases. Bail was set or 

increased in 23 cases. Six existing release types were revoked (changed) 

and twelve defendants were prosecuted for failing to appears wjth six 

convictions resulting. 

While 45.5% of the defendants came to their next court appearances 

of their own volitions, 54.5% came to court after having been arrested. 

The overall appearance-based FTA rate was 2.51%. 

Pretrial Crime 

The rate of pretrial rearrest in Baltimore was 7.5% (36) of released 

defendants. Program OR releasees again performed better than others. 

The rates by type of release were OR, 5.4% (17); bail, 10.5% (10); and 

Special Supervision~ 13.6% (9). The average rearrest took place 25 days 

after release. Almost 14% of those rearrested were rearrested more than 

once. 

Persons arrested and convicted of pretrial crimes tended to be 

already involved with the criminal justice system at the times of their 

original arrests. Accordingly, they had had more points deducted from 

their scale scores than others. They also had weaker community ties, 

with resultant low point scale scores, especially in regard to employment 

Clnd residence. 

In their original trials, they were more often represented by 

priv3te attorneys. They I'Jere less likely than others to be acquainted 

with the victims and had more witnesses again~t them than those not 
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rearrested. In their trials they had more appearances to make. 

There was little association between original arrest and rearrest 

charges. About 11% of those rearrested also failed to appear in their 

trials. 

In ?2 of the 36 (first) rearrest cases, bond was either set for 

the first time (16 cases) or increased (6 cases). In 10 cases no change 

was made; in 3 supervision was imposed; and in 1 detention was utilized. 

Of the 5 persons rearrested a second time, bond was increased for 3 and 

set for 1, while in the other case supervision was imposed. 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The Baltimore County Pre-Trial Release Division \'/as established 
in 1972 in response to a major reorganization of the r·laryland court 
system and the new legal requirement to provide defendants with 
at least t\'IO pretrial release hearings. Initially funded by LEAA, 
the Di vi s ion is nm'/ supported fully by the State budget. At the 
time of this evaluation, the staff was composed of three full-time 
Investigators, one Supervisor, and one Director, with no clerical 
or secretarial support. All offices are currently situated in 
the Towson District Court building, although plans have been made 
to expand the staff and decentralize the offices to the other court 
locations in Baltimore County. 

Program Procedures 

Following arrest, a defendant is taken to the nearest police 
station for booking. The first pretrial release hearing takes 
place immediately afterwards at the Initial Appearance. The Court 
Commissioner who presides over this hearing has the authority to 
releAse a defendant on personal recognizance or to set bond. Any 
defendant \'/ho is not released on O.R. or is unable to post bond by 
the time the Pre-Trial Release Division begins its next interviewing 
procedures, is eligible for a second release hearing. 

The Pre-Trial Release Division staff interviews defendants, 
obtains criminal recotds and veri fies as much of the information as 
possible. Hh/2n the presiding judge calls for Bail Revie\'/ Hearing, 
the Investigators submit a written recommendation report together 
with the information they have gathered about the defendant. 

Recommendations are based on subjective decisions rather than 
a point system. They may include a stipulation that the defendant 
is in a "high-r'jskil category, i.e., that there exists a somewhat 
greater risk that the person will fail to appear at court. By 
r,laryland 1 a \'1 , the risk of failure to appear constitutes the only 
condition under which a defendant may be denied personal recogni­
zance.release. In l3altimore County, a large percentage (40~n of 
the defendants are tecollllllended fot' release 011 the condition that 
they participate in one of sevel'ill intervention programs designed 
for aleolfol, dtug or me'ntal health therapy. 

The presiding judge may alter the original conditions of 
release, based on the Investigator's report. In the past fe'.'1 years 
eighty to ninety percent of the Division's recommendations have 
been fully accepted by the Court. A defendant may be rel eased by 
(1) personal recognizance, (2) third party custody, (3) conditional 
release, (4) "IO~~ bond", or (5) cash or security bond. 

A-ll 
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The Division maintains weekly contact with those defendants 
released after Bail Review. Defendants are required to call the 
Investigators, and constant contact exists between the staff and 
the various referral programs. 

Scope of Operations 

Since the program only interviews those defendants who are 
not released at their first pretrial release hearing (the Initial 
Appearance), the average number of cl ients per month (approximately 
150) represents only 19;b of all those persons arrested in Baltimore 
County. The Division operates only on weekdays between 7:30 a.m. 
and 3:30 p.m. The length of time that a defendant will be in 
pretrial detention \'/ill therefore vary according to the day and 
time of arrest. 

Release Rates 

The number and percent of defendants granted some form of 
pretrial release has steadily increased since the program began 
in 1972. Of those interviewed by the Division, an average of 
11. n; (1972-1977) vlere granted O.R. rell:!ase. Together with the 
Court Commissioners' releases, fully 63~~ of all defendants receive 
personal recognizance release. The Division has also tended to 
recommend lower bond amounts than those initially established by 
the Commissioners. Of those cases for \'/hich the Division recommends 
a bond, 6S~~ of the Commissioners' recommendations are left 
unchanged but at least 24% of the original amounts are lowered and 
only 11~ are raised. Of the total interviewed only 1% are refused 
any form of rel eas e. 

Failure to Appear and Pre-trial Criminality Rates 

According to Pl'e-Trial Release Division reports, the failure 
to appear rates in Baltimore County are very 101'/ by national 
standards. During the period between r·lay 1972 and December 1977, 
the total number of defendants in thi s category represented an 
average of 1.3~ of all those people on pretrial release. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SlI~1MARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Impact on Release Rates (Rates of own recognizance release, ~lay 1972-
December 1977)a 

Comnissioner recommended: 60% 
Program recommended: 11. 7% (200 of the total PTR recommendations) 
Total: 63.1% (of all arrestees) 

Failure t? Appear (~lay 1972-December 1977)b 

Overall rate for all defendants given Bail Review: 1.3% 
Rate for program-recommended rel easees: 1. 2~~ 

Pre t ria 1 C r i III ina 1 it y c 

Rate for program-recommended O.R. releases: 5.2% (July-December 1975) 
Overall: 4.2% (average from 1973-1977) 

Speed of Operations d 

Time betlveen arrest and Initial Appearance: 3 hours 
Time bet\-/een Initial Appearance and Program Interview: 1-12 hours 
(if arrested Sunday afternoon through Friday morning); 1-36 hours 
(if arrested Friday afternoon through Sunday morning) 
Time between Interview and release: 1-4 hours 

Il..i.fLi b i 1 it 1. 

All arrestees not released on their own recognizance by the 
Court Comnissioner, includina those charged with serious 
felonies. -

Scope Qf Interviewing (1977) 

Percentage of eligible arrestees interviewed: 9S~ (those not 
making bail before interview, and excluding those already 
released) 
Percent.-'ge of all arrestees interviewed: 17.6% (1,826 clients 
out of 10,376 total Initial Appearances) 

Descriptive Information 

Number of intervie\'Is: 1826 (Janutlry - Decelllber 1977) 
NlIlllb~r of r~I'Oqralil-reC0I1I111e/1ded rel eases on 0\'111 recogni zance: 200 
(Jtlnuar.y - Decelllber 1977) 

Budget: $73,000 (1977 approximation) 
Permanent staff positions: 

Administrative Head: 1 (part-time) 
Supervising administrator: 1 (part-time) 
Investigators: 3 (full-time) 
Inves ti gator/secreta ry: 2 (currently vacant) 
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NotES 

a. Rel ease rates refer only to those defendants rel eased on personal 
recognizance. They exclude those released on bond, conditional, 
rel ease, etc. 

b. Failure to Appear is def-ined as the number of defendants who 
were interviewed by the program and subsequently failed to 
appear for court. It is cal cul ated by counting the number of 
bench warrants served, including those cases where FTA charges 
were eventually waived. 

c. Pretrial Criminality is the number of defendants who were 
interviel'led by the Division, released and subsequently rearrested 
for another unrelated crime while awaiting trial. It does not 
include those defendants rearrested during this period who 
\'Iere released by the Court Commissioner and never reinterviewed 
by the program. It also excludes those defendants originally 
released by the Court Commissioner, those persons arrested for 
crimes related to the initial offense (additionai charges) or 
to those persons arrested following the disposition of the 
ori ginal case. 

d. The amount of time between Initial Appearance depends primarily 
on the day and time of arrest. Since the program only operates 
on weekdays from 7:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. and interviews only 
take place in the mornings, those people arrested early Friday 
afternoon 1'lOuld have the longest \'Iaiting period for the interviel'l 
and Bail Hearing. 
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BACKGROUND 

BALTIMORE COUNTY: SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of 419 defendants arrested for non-traffic offenses 

during calendar year 1977 was collected by the evaluation staff 

during the Fall of 1978. Prior record information was obtained from 

State of ~laryland rap sheets provided by the State Police. The data was 

~ollected to determine rates and correlates of release, release equity, 

failures-to-appear and pretrial crime in Baltimore County. 

TYPES OF RELEASE 

* 

The Baltimore County program intervenes only in the cases of those 

defendants who have not obtained pretrial release 48 hours after original 

release-setting. As a result, it interviews a minority of defendants 

arrested. Study data show that 15% (63) of the 418 defendants in the 

sample for whom release data was available were interviewed. 

By far the most frequent type of release was non-program own recog­

nizance (OR), which was given to 73% (280) of those released (385). Second 

most frequent was non-program bail, affecting 12% (46) of those released. 

Non-program unsecured bond affected 4% (16). 

Program releases thus affected only 11% of released defendants in 

Towson. There were twenty program-fostered bail releases, or 5% of those 

released; 15 program-fostered OR releases (or 4%) and 9 program-fostered 

unsecured bonds, or 2%. Thirty-three defendants, or 8% of the sample, 

were not released pretrial. Of these, almost all (31) were held due to 

* An exception was D.W.I., which was included. 

A-15 



c, 

c 

7 / 

A-16 

inability to post their bonds. 

Comparing all persons (whether or not program-fostered) receiving OR 

releases and all persons ,receiving bail releases indicates major differences 

among them. Those released on bails had somewhat stronger community ties, 

but more serious current cases than those given OR. Persons released on 

bail had more dependants, years of local residence and months at current 

address. 'However, they also were more likely to be unemployed and were 

half as likely to be female. They were far more likely to have been inter­

viewed (28%) than those released on OR (5%), which indicates that many of 

those eventually released on bail had been detained after arraignment. In 

their cases, the program checked a larger number of references, probably 

in an effort to give them every possible consideration. 

Those released on bail had more prior failures-to-appear than ORis. 

And \~hile 40% of the latter were arrested for Part I offenses, this was 

true of 55% of the former. While 23% of the ORis had multiple charges, 47% 

of those bailed did. At the times of their arrests, more of those bailed 

were already actively involved with the criminal justice system, and were 

especially likely to already be on pretrial release. In their cases, those 

on bail had twice as many witnesses against them, were three-and-one-half 

times as likely to have used a weapon and were less likely to have been 

caught in the act. Fourteen percent had confessed prior to trial. A larger 

proportion was not acquainted with their victims. 

Those who were granted program-fostered bail instead of being released 

on bail without program intervention had far worse criminal records: they 

had three times the number of prior convictions; more prior failures-to­

appear; were one-and-one-half times as likely to have been arrested for a 

Part I offen~e and had had more multiple charges at arrest. While non­

program bail defendants took an average of one day to gain release, it took 
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program bail defendants an average of ten days. 

Program unsecured bond defendants had some stronger comm~mity ti es 

(e.g., residence and living situation) than those given program OR, but 

had less employment. More were young and students. All had worse 

current charges. 

Program OR defendants had longer local residence and employment than 

non-program OR IS. Howevel~, they had more pri or fa il ures-to-appear and 

more witnesses against them. Further, they were 20% more likely to have 

a current Part I charge against them and tWl'ce as 1 'k 
1 ely to have multiple 

charges. Instead of taking an average of one day t ' 1 o galn re ease, program 

ORis took five days. All of them were originally held due to inability 

to make their bails, which had a med1an amount of between three and five 

thousand dollars. 

Comparing kinds of program-fostered releases indicates that the sole 

factor differentiating program financial and program non-financial releases 

was the current charge. Program financially released defendants were 

somewhat more likely to have more serious and multiple charges (program 

unse~ured bond defendants were over 90% likely to have a Part I charge). 

Program OR defendants were more likely (33% versus 2%) to be given 

referrals to treatment or supervision, 

Those who did not ever gain pretrial release had markedly worse 

criminal justice histories than those released in some way. They had 

several times as many prior arrests and convictions; more juvenile records; 

more previous incarceration; more prior failures-to-appear; more current 

criminal jUstice system involvement; more confession~ (27% versus 7%); 

and more witnesses against them. They were more likely to have a Part I 

charge (71% versus 44%) and multiple charges (55% versus 28%). While 
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they had longer local residences and more dependants, they Qlso were 

more than twice as likely to be unemployed. And only one of those detained 

was a female as compared to 15% of those released. 

Three-quarters of these defendants were interviewed by the program 

as compared to about 10% of those released. While those released took 

110 days. from arrest to disposition, those not released took 88 days. 

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR 

Almost 10% (9.6% or 37) of the 385 released defendants failed to 

appear for at least one court date: Differences in the FTA rate by type 

of release (program bail, 15.5%; non-program OR, 10.8%; program OR, 8.5%; 

non-program bail, 4.9%; and unsecured bonds, 0%) were not statistically 

significant. 

On the average, failures-to-appear occurred 113 days after release, 

with an average of another 92 days elapsing until those who failed-to­

appear complied with their notices to appear. In all, 5.4% of appearances 

of those released were missed. 

Those who failed-to-appear had more extensive criminal records than 

those who did not: they were younger at their first arrests and had 

three-and-one-half times as many prior arrests, and five times as many 

prior convictions. Eighteen percent of them had failed-to-appear before, 

as compared to 3% of the others. At arrest, more were already inv01ved 

with the criminal justice system. Those on probation were especially 

likely to fail-to-appear. At their trials they were more often represented 

either by themselves or by public defenders' and they tended to have had 

more postponements at their trials than others. 

Forty percent of these defendants returned for trial of their own 

volitions only after having been apprehended. Twenty-seven percent returned 
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entirely of their own volitions within 30 days. Eight percent each were 

either arrested or remained fug,·t,·ves. S' t ,x een percent were tried in 
absentia. 

Bench warrants were issued in 70% of the cases; existing releases 

were revoked in 43%; bail was set in 51%; and one bond was forfeited. 

No action 'was taken in 19% of the cases, of which all but one FTA was 

unavoidable due either to court error, incarceration, or a conflicting 

appearance in another case. 

PRETRIAL CRIME 

The rate of pretrial arrests for new offenses was almost twice the 

fai1ure-to-appear rate in Towson. Sixty-six of the released defendants 

(17.1%) were rearrested a total of ninety-nine times during their period 

of release. Twenty-nine percent of those rearrests resulted in direct 

(non-consolidated) convictions (a pre-trial crime rate of 5%). Differences 

in rates of rearrest for each type of release (non-ptogram bail, 27.1%; 

program OR, 25.4%; program bail, 24.8%; unsecured bonds, 17.7%; and non­

program OR, 14.5%) were not statistically significant. Data concerning 

impact upon release was available in only about half of the cases of re­

arrest. Of those cases, bonds were increased in 37%; no action was taken 

in another 37%; bail was set in 20%; and treatment was ordered in 6%. 

Economic crimes were most likely to be found among the rearrests, 

comprising 38% of the rearrests. Second most frequent were crimes against 

persons (24%). S,'nl,"lar1y th , ose rearrested were more likely to have 

been originally arrested for an economic or personal crime than those 

who were not rearrested. Twenty-one percent of those who were rearrested 

also failed-to-appear in their trials. The average (first) rearrest 

took place 54 days after release. 
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Those who were rearrested and convicted of the new charges had much 

worse prior records than those not rearrested. They had three times 

as many prior arrests and convictions, and ~t original arrest were more 

likely to already be on probation or parole. They accounted for a larger 

proportion of Part I charges than those not rearrested and were almost 

. 1 h . st them F'jnally, their twice as likely to have mult1p e c arges aga1n . 

trials seem to have been more complicated, in that they had been notified 

d · 1'n more "'ays than those not rearrested and of impen 1ng appearances " 

had twice as many postponements in their original trials (possibly as a 

result of being involved in more than one trial). Although the average 

time to case disposition was 111 days for those not rearrested, it was 

151 days for those who were r€~rrested in Towson. 
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WASHINGTON, D.C.: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background ' 

The District of Columbia Pretrial Services Agency is the successor 
to one of the earliest experiments in bail reform in the United States. 
Begun in 1963, the program vIas sanctioned by legislation in 1966 and has 
been in continuous operation since that time. The program operates seven 
days a week, twenty-four hours a day. 

By law, the Agency must interview all arrestees in the District of 
Columbia who are to appear before any of its judicial officers. Eligi­
bility therefore includes both misdemeanor and felony defendants of the 
various courts. It also includes those persons charged with intoxication 
or a traffic violation. 

An unusual feature of the Pretrial Services Agency is its automated 
data base. Developed in 1974, this computerized information system is 
used to facilitate both daily pro~)r~m operations and the implementation 
of research studies. 

Program Procedures 

Agency staff conduct interviews t~roughout the day. Defendants 
charged with misdemeanors are interviewed by telephone shortly after 
booking to determine eligibility for "citation", release. Felony defend­
ants, and misdellleanor defendants \'/ho do not qualify for citation release, 
are interviewed in person after they have been transferred to the "lock­
Up" at the Court Suilding. Information is collected on the defendant's 
coml11unity ties (address, home ownership, employment, family ties), physical 
and mental condition (including drug and alcohol problems), and previous 
criminal record. 

Following the interview, Agency staff attempt to verify the infor­
mation. References provided by the defendant are called, and police and 
F.B.I. l"ecords are checked. Staff members make a subjective assessment 
of the infol"mation and develop a release recommendation. A point systelll 

. is used only for citation releases. 

The rlgency lIlay recolllmend release. recommend a preventive detention 
hearing, or 111l1ke no recommendation. Recommendations for release are 
usually for personal recognizance, conditional release or third party 
cust.oJy. 

1\11 doFC'l1d.ll1tS gl',liltt?cI nonfill<lllci.ll l'l'lC'llSe IlIUSt telcphone the I\gcncy 
at least ol1ce a 1·leek. During these calls the defendllnt is reminded of 
the next court date. A written reminder, qenerated by the Agency's 
COI.(l"luter system, is also mailed to the defendant. In additiun, Agency 
staff maintain regular contact with third-party custodians to coordinate 
services and exchange information regarding condition compliance. 
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Following the conviction of a defendant, but prior to sentencing, 
the Agency submits a complianc'~ report to the probation officer preparing 
the pre-sentence report. Befo~e writing these compliance reports, Agency 
staff collect all available information on the defendant from the program1s 
files and contact relevant persons (e.g., third party custodians) for up­
dates and verification. 

Release Rates 

OVer the 1974-77 period, the release rate for personal recognizance 
and third party custody combined was consistently about 45%. Citation 
releases declined somewhat during that time, but still accounted for 15% 
of the total cases papered in 1977. Financial release rates increased 
slightly, from 201 in 1974 to 22% in 1977. Detention rates were less than 
20% throughout the period. 

The 1974-77 release rates represent large increases over those that 
existed prior to the establishment of the Agency. In 1962 most defendants 
were detained throughout the pretrial period: only 38% of the felony 
defendants and 51% of the misdemeanor defendants secured release prior to 
trial. Unfortunately, the extent to which the increases in release rates 
may have resulted from the Agency1s operations rather than other factors 
cannot be accurately assessed. 

Failure To Appear and Pretrial Criminality Rates 

In 1974, the failure to appear rate for all released felony defendants 
vias 10.610 and for mi sdemeanor defendants, 11. 0% .. JJ\'Jillful II fa il ure to 
appear rates were substantially lower: 4.1% for felony cases and 3.0% 
for misdemeanors. 

Rearrest rates in 1974 were 13.4% for felony defendants and 6.8% for 
misdemeanor defendants. When these rates are calculated only for rearrests 
that resulted in convictions, they fall to 5.1% and 3.0%, respectively. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Release Rates (Calendar Year 1977) 

Percentage of papered cases (all courts) released on --

Own recognizance: 
Third party custody: 
Citations: 

34% 
12% 
15% 

Perc~ntage of Superior Court defendants 

t t d 40% Recommended for O.R. or third par y cus 0 y: 

d 45% Released on O.R. or third party custo y: 

Failure To Appear Rates (Calendar Year 1974). 

Own recognizance: 
Third party custody: 
Cash (deposit) bond: 
Surety bond: 

Felony 
10.4% 
11.6% 
12.3% 
10.2% 

Pretrial Rearrest Rates (Calendar Year 1974) 

Felony 

Own recognizance: 
Third party custody: 
Cash (deposit) bond: 
Surety bond: 

Speed of Operations 

10.7% 
13.8% 
24.6% 
IB.2% 

Misdemeanor 
9.1% 

18.1% 
23.2% 
10.9% 

Misdemeanor 

5 . 7~6 
14. 91~ 
8.7% 
6. 5~~ 

Time between arrest and interview: varies from less than one hour 
for citation cases to as much as six hours for other defendants. 

Time between i ntervi el'l and release: va ri es from 1 ess than one hour 
fo)' citation cases to as 1I1uch as 12 -15 hours for defendant~ 
booked in the evening and held until arraignillent the followlng 
day. 

Eli 9 i b 11 ity 

All arrestees in the District ?f.Columbia.wh? are to appear before 
any of its judicial office~s a~e el~glble. ThlS lncludes persons charged 
with intoxicdtion or trafflc vlolatlons. 
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Scope of Interviewing 

Percentage of eligible arrestees interviewed: ' Virtually all. Only 
.' defendants who post bond (according to a bond schedule) at the 

police station prior to Agency contact are systematically missed. 

Descriptive Information 

Number of interviews: 28,500 (calendar year 1977) 
Budget: $1,017,300 (calendar year 1978) 
Permanent staff positions: 53 (calendar year 1978) 
Vacancies: 9 (December 1977) 
Volunteers: 5 (December 1977) 

" 
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BACKGROUND 

WASHINGTON, D.C.: 

SU~~MARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of defendants arrested or cited (for non-traffic 

charges)lduring calendar year 1977 was collected by the evaluation staff 

to answer questions concerning rates of release, equity of release, failures 

to appear, and pretrial crime. The data was retrospective, with the cases 

of all of the defendants in the study having been disposed prior to data 

collection. Data on 442 defendants 'was gathered. 

TYPES OF RELEASE 

Most of the defendants were released pretrial. In all, 87.8% (388) 

of them gained release. The two most frequent types of release were 

citation, 34.5% (134) of those released, and program ROR, 29.9% (116). 

An additional 8% (31) of the released defendants obtained OR releases 

without or against program approval. Of the 108 defendants for whom bail 

was authorized, 55.6% (60) were released, constituting 15.5% of all 

releases. Lastly, another 12.1% (47) of those released were placed in 

the custody of a third party (usually Bonabond). Only six defendants 

(1.4% of 442) were not offered any form of release. All of them had 

been arrested for FBI Part I offenses, including two for murder, one for 

forcible rape and one for burglary. 

Current charges were very important determinants of release and 

release type in Ivashington. Those not released (detained and bail not 

1DWI cases were included, however. 
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not made) had more than twice the incidence (76.4%) of Part I charges 

of those released (35.3%). In addition, the former had worse prior 

records in terms of numbers of priot' arrests, convictions and FTA's. 

Those who did not make their bails had twice the proportion (53%) 

of bails over $1,000 of those who made their bails (27%). Again, this 

seems a function of the charges, with 74% of the charges against those 

who did not make their bails being for Part I charges as compared to 40% 

of those who made their bails. 

Bail seems to be given instead of OR when the defendant has weak 

community ties and is involved currently with the criminal justice system. 

Also, while all of those who got OR'ed had been interviewed, only half 

of those bailed had been. The use of a citation instead of an arrest 

and OR release is almost exclusively a function of arrest charge. While 

50.4% of those OR'ed through the program came in on a Part I charge, 

only 15.6% of those cited did. And, while 24.3% of the former were 

currently involved with the CJS, only 5.7% of the latter were. Community 

ties were of less importance for those given citations, as they had 

weaker ties than those OR'ed and averaged a total of only 3.25 points 

on the citation release point scale. However, those ~ited had one-tenth 

the prior convictions of those OR'ed through the program. 

Lastly, those placed in third party custody were little different 

from those given an OR. Here the identities of the releasing officials 

were probably important. 

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR 

Of the 388 defendants in the sample who were released, 53 (13.7%) 

failed to appear for at least one court date. The average time to (first) 

FTA was 70 days from pretrial release. The defendant-based FTA rates 
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by type of release were: citation, 17.9%; custody, 14.9%; non-program 

OR, 12.9%; program OR, 12.1%; and bail, 6.7%. These differences were 

not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

There were no significant differences between those who were 

released and did not FTA and those who did. Only post-release mode of 

contact by the program showed a borderline difference, with a larger 

proportion of those who FTA'ed having been contacted by mail than among 

those who did not FTA where there \'1as a larger proportion contacted by 

telephone. 

After bench warrants had been issued for almost all of these 53 

defendants, forty percent of those who failed to appear were arrested. 

The existing releases of about one-third were revoked and bail was set 

for almost all of the fifty-three. Hhile one-quarter were prosecuted 

for their failures-to-appear, only 4% were convicted. Fourteen defend­

ants failed-to-appear a second time (64% were arrested), and five failed 

a third time. In addition, there were five double FTA's on the same 

charge and two triple FTA's. While the average time from arrest to case 

disposition was 128 days for those released and not failing to appear, 

for those who did fTA that time averaged 201 days, with 17% of these 

defendants having no disposition recorded, and presumably being fugitives. 

On the average, it took 44 days for first FTA's to occur following 

first appearance. And 126 days elapsed, on the average, until the next 

appearance took place. 

PRETRIAL CRH1E 

Washington, D.C. had a high rate of pretrial arrests. Of the 388 

released defendants, 86 (22.2%) were rearre.sted. The average time to 

rearrest (first) wai 71 days from release. In all, released defendants 
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were rearrested 117 times. Twenty-two defendants (or 41.5% of the FTA's 

and 25.6% of those rearrested) both FTA'ed and were rearrested. By type 

of release, the pretrial arrest rates were: custody, 38.3%; non-program 

OR, 25.8%; program OR, 23.3%; bail, 18.3%; and citation, 16.4%. These 

differences were statistically significant. (Using conviction rates as 

indicators of pretrial crime, the rates for the types of release were: 

custody, 21.3%; program OR, 12.9%; citation, 9.0%; bail, 6.7%; non-progra~ 

OR, 6.5%.) 

Defendants who were both rearrested and convicted on a rearrest 

charge had worse past and present criminal records than those not re­

arrested. More were involved with the criminal justice system at the 

times of their arrests, especially involving those on parole, and 

pretrial criminals tended to have many more prior arrests and convictions. 

There were more FBI Part I charges and more multiple charges among the 

pretrial criminals, too. While those not rearrested had a Part I pro-

portion of 32.1%, among pretrial criminals the proportion was 45.4%. 

Among the former, 16.8% had more than one charge at arrest, while among 

the latter the proportion was 31.4%. Those rearrested had a dispro­

portionately high number of charges of larceny/theft and prostitution 

at original arrest. They also had a longer exposure time, with their 

times from release to first appearance averaging ten days above the others I • 

At rearrest robbery, 1 arceny/theft, and PY'ostituti on were frequent 

charges, wit~ those three charges accounting for 45.3% of (first) rearrest 

~ .' . 

charges. Persons originally arrested for "victimless" crimes 2, economic/ 

property crimes, and 1J,0ther" crimes tended to repeat similar crimes, 

but those originally arrested for crimes against persons did not. (The 

repeat frequencies were 82.4%, 57.6%, 52.6% and 29.4%, respectively.) 

There was no change in the release conditions of 40.5% o~ those 

rearrested; while bail was set for 32.1% and conditions were added for 

11.9.%. Less than 4~; were detained. About half (51.2%) of those re-

arrested were convicted of the new charges against them, It/hile the 

original case dispositions of those released but not rearrested took an 

average of 125 days from release, this time was 182 days for those 

rea rres ted. 

2 
The categories of charges are: 

• Crimes Against Person~: murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, slmple assault· 

• Economic Crimes and Crimes Against'Property: burglary, larceny/theft 
auto theft, arso~, forgery/counterfeiti ng, fraud, embezz 1 ement s to 1 e~ 
property, vandallsm; , 

• "Vi~~imlessll Crim~s: prostitution, gambling, liquor laws, drunkenness, 
marlJuana possesslon; . 

• Other Crimes 

f 
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DADE COUNTY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The Dade County Pretrial Release Program (PTR), created in 1971, 
represented an expansion of a bail project run during the preceding five 
years by VISTA volunteers. At first under the Department of Corrections 
and Rehabilitation, PTR was transferred to the Administrative Office 
of the Courts in 1973 and back to Corrections in the fall of 1978. 
Funding for the program has been provided by Dade County. Program 
expenditures for FY 1977 amounted to $104,135, a substantial decrease 
from the FY 1976 level of $180,000. This decrease, reflecting an 
ove-i'all decline in the County's budget, resulted in a staff cut from 
14 to 8 persons. 

Scope of Operations 

The program interviews most of the defendants charged with felony 
offenses who do not post bond soon after they are booked into the jail 
(on the basis of a bond schedule). In the six-month period from March­
August, 1978, the program interviewed 4,614 felony defendants, or 
an estim~ted 68% of the felony defendants who appeared at bond hearings. 
Defendants not interviewed include those who are ineligible (e.g., 
persons charged with capital offenses, such as murder or rape, and 
defendants not arrested in Dade County or not residents of Dade or 
nearby counties) and those who are simply missed (e.g., because of a 
shortage of staff, lack of a translator, etc.). 

Program Procedure,s 

The program conducts interviews at the Dade County Jail twice 
daily, at six a.m. and at one p.m. Eligible defendants are asked a 
series of questions about their ties to the community and their criminal 
record. They are also asked for the names of refet'ences v/ho can 
verify the information provided. The staff membet' v/ho intervievls a 
defendant normally calls the person's references for verification; 
these calls are made from the Program's offices at the Metropolitan 
Justice Building. Usually, verification will be done for only a small 
percentage of the interviewed defendants. The relatively few defen­
dants who are selected by the Program for a recognizance release 
recommendation \-/i 11 have their criminal history and community ties 
verified, but few others will. Despite this, all the interview results 
are presented to the magistrates at bond 11earings, with no distinctions 
made bebJeen veri fi ed and unveri fi ed i nforl1lati on. 

The Program develops its release recol1llllendations subjectively, 
based on very imprecise guidelines. Recommendations are developed 
before the bond hearing begins. During the bond hearing, a Program 
representative presents the completed interview form to the judge as 
each defendant is called. Judges frequently ask PTR staffmembers for 
their reconm~ndations about alternative forms of release in cases where 
defendants have not qualified for release to the Program. 
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After the bond hearing a Program staffmember goes to the Dade 
County Jail to explain the rules of the Program to defendants released 
to it. An Program releasees are required to telephone their "case 
worker" at the Program each vleek. A defendant is usually assigned to 
the PTR staffmember I'lho conducted the original interview. At times a 
f~eld investigation will be made to try to establish personal contact 
w1th the defendant. For example, such investigations may occur when 
there has been no telephone contact for more than two weeks, the 
defendant has failed to appear for court, or mailed notices have been 
returned undelivered. Although field work was an important aspect 
of the Program's overall followup efforts in the past, recent staff 
cuts have led to a curtailment of these activities. 

Program Impact 

Impact data compiled by the Program are quite limited in scope. 
In addition, changes in the content and format of monthly reports 
make it difficult to derive measures of program impact over time. 

Despite data limitations, it appears that an extremely low percen­
tage of defendants are released through PTR: approximately 12% of 
the defendants interviewed during the six-month period from March­
August 1978 were released to the Program. During this time approxi­
mately one-tenth of all defendants released to the Program were 
accepted at the insistence of the magistrate, over the objection of 
PTR. 

In terms of failure-to-appear the Program reports that 5.7% of 
scheduled court appearances are missed by the defendants released to 
the ~rogram .. This rate includes non-appearances at preliminary 
heanngs, v/h1Ch are not mandatory. Such non-appearances at preliminary 
hearings account for an estimated one-third to one-half of all missed 
court dates. 

Data are not available on rearrest rates alone; rather, the 
rearrest information is included \'lith cases \'Ihere release was 
rescinded for reasons other than co~nission of new crimes. The combined 
rearrest/rescission rate reported by the Program over a six-month 
period in 1978 ranged from 2% to 6% of the total case terminations 
recorded in each month. 

Program Acceptance 

The Dade County Pretrial Release Prograll1 has not been a particularly 
\'/el~ ~ccepted c~lllponent of the local criminal justice system. Many 
off1Clllls are vlrtually Uni1WlIre of the Prograill's existence; others 
confuse it with tile 1l10re visible Pretrial Intel'vention Proql'ul1l. 
Magistrates, I'lho in theory should be active supporters of the Proqram 
because of the assistance it can give them in making mdre informed 
release decisions and in supervising pretrial releasees, have expressed 
frustration with PTR's unwillingness to accept more defendants. -

The Program's problems have been exacerbated by SUbstantial budget 
cuts 1n recent years. These cuts have contributed to reduced pretrial 
services and program conservatism, which have led in turn to reduced 
acceptance and further cuts. , 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Impact on Release Rates l 

Program-recommended own recognizance release rate: 12% (March­
August 1978) 

Failure-to-Appear (FTA)2 

FTA rate (appearance-based) for program-recommended releasees: 
5.7% (March-August 1978) 

Pretrial Criminality3 

Rearrest/rescission rate: 2-4% (April-September 1978) 

Speed of Operations 

Time between arrest and interview: Depends on time of arrest; 
program interviews are conducted at 6 a.m. and 1 p.m. 

Time betv/een interviel'l and release: Four hours (estimate) 

Eligibili~ 

Arrestees charged with felony offenses are eligible for program 
consideration unless they are accused of capital, non-bondable 
offenses (e.g., murder, rape); neither arrested in Dade County 
nor a resident of Dade, Broward or Monroe Counties; probation/ 
parole violators; fugitives; ~/anted on pending charges; prisoners 
in transit; charged with Federal crimes; or eligible for 
alcohol programs or TASC, a program for drug abusers. 

Scope of Interviewing4 

Percentage of defendants appearing at bond hearings who were 
interviewed: 68% (March-August 1978) 

Staff Tumover 

There has been minimal turnover in personnel over the last few 
years, although there have been budget cutbacks which caused 
staff reductions (e.g., from 14 persons in 1976 to 8 individuals 
in 1978). 

Oescri pti ve Inforlnati on 

Number of interviews: 4,614 (March-August 1978) 
Number of program-reconmended releases on own recognizance: 545 
(March-August 1978) 
Budget: $104,135 (FY 1978) 
Permanent staff positions: 8 (FY 1978) 
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Fo'otnotes 

1. The program-recommended own recognizance release rate is defined as 
the percentage of inte~viewed defendants for whom the program 
recommended mm recogrll zance re 1 ease and who are in fact re 1 eased 
on that basis. 

2. Th~ FTA rate includes failures to appear at preliminary hearings, 
WhlCh are not mandatory: Non-appearances at these hearings account 
for an estimated one-thlrd to one-half of all missed court dates .. 

3. Avail~ble data on rearrests are included with cases where release 
~as rescinded for other reasons than rearrest. The rate shown 
1S a percentage of the total case terminations recorded. 

4. The number of defendants appearing at bond hearings excludes 
defendants who bonded out directly from the jail. 
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BACKGROUND 

DADE COUNTY: 

SU~1MARY OF DEFFNOANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of 427 felony defendants a·rrested during the first 

six months of 1978 was collected by the evaluation staff during the 

summer of 1978 (with data on undisposed cases collected in December, 1978). 

Lazar collected data to determine rates and correlates of release, release 

equity, failures-to-appear, and pretrial crime. The sample excluded mis­

demeanor and traffic arrests. 

TYPES OF RELEASE 

Of the 426 defendants for whom release data was available, 84.1% 

(359) were released. By far the most frequent form of release was bail, 

involving 54.3% (195) of those released. Third party custody release w.as 

next most frequent with an additional 24.5% (88) of those released receiving 

that form of release. Own recognizance releases were infrequently used 

in Miami for felony cases. Only 39 defendants, or 10.9% of the released, 

It/ere given "Pretrial Release," Miami's version of OR release through a 

program. Another 36 defendants, 10%, were given OR releases by judges 

acting without program recommendations. 

The most numerous source of pretrial detention in Miami was detention 

in lieu of bond, which affected 50 defendants who comprised 11.7% of the 

sample and 73.5% of those detained (18 defendants were given no release 

option of l-'lhom 10 were arrested on robbery charges). Those detained 

until trial disposition had their cases disposed of somewhat more quickly 

than others. While the average time from arrest to disposition was 69 

days, it was 52 days for those detained (custody release cases averaged 
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78 days). 

The Miami program interviewed half (54.4%) of felony defendants 

during the study period. It was its practice to select those interviewed 

persons.believed to be good risks for "Pretrial Release" for positive 

release recommendations in court. In those cases, the program verified 

the interview information prior to making a recommendation. In cases not 

selected, however, the interview information was given to the releasing 

judge without verification. 

Although all of the defendants released on "Pretriql Release" had 

been interviewed by the program, most (67%) of those released on bail had 

not been. (Insufficient interviewing seems a factor contributing to the 

low incidence of "Pretrial Release.") Of those \'Iho were interviewed, 

persons released on bail tended to be older at arrest, and to have fewer 

dependants, and much fewer years of local residence, months at current 

addresses and months of employment on current,jobs. They were more likely 

to be Hispanic or 't/hite than those given "Pretrial Release", who were over­

whelmingly (80%) black. Those in the bail category \·/ho were employed \'Jere 

more often white collar or skilled workers than those in the "Pretrial 

Release" category. Lastly, those released on bail were slightly more likely 

to have been arrested on multiple charges (51%) than the others (46%), although 

they were less likely to have been arrested for a Part I offense (36% versus 

46%) . 

Few factors were found to differentiate those released in a third 

party's custody from those given "Pretrial Release." Again, fewer were 

interviewed (77%) with weaker verification of the information for those 

interviewed. Custody releasees were more often Hispanic or white and 

had much fewer months on their jobs. The major difference, however, 

was a higher incidence of current criminal justice system involvement at 



c 

( 

A-36 

the time of arrest, especially probation. 

Persons. given non-program OR had weaker community ties (number of 

dependents, months on job) than those on "Pretrial Release." Again, 

fewer of them had been interviewed (67%). One important difference' 

was that those released on OR by judges acting on their own had more 

prior failures-to-appear than those recommended by the program. 

By far the clearest picture of differences is presented by a com­

parison of those who made their bails and those who did not. The latter 

had greater community ties (three times the length of local residence, 

two times the length at current residences) than some who were rel~ased. 

But they were more often unemployed (or employed as laborers and transportation 

operatives). In terms of prior and current criminal behavior they differed 

greatly. Persons who did not make their bails had twice as many prior arrests, 

convictions and failures-to-appear as those who did. While 15% of those 

released on bail had failed-to-appear at least once, 41% of those detained 

in lieu of bail had done so. Most notably, while 36% of those who made 

their bails were currently charged with a Part I charge, 70% of those detained 

in lieu of bail were arrested for these charges~ 

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR 

Over eighteen percent (18.4%) of the 359 released defendants failed­

to-appear for at least one court date. There was no significant difference 

among the available types of release. In all, 6.7% of appearances l'lere 

missed by released defendants. On the average, failures-to-appear occurred 

72 days after release. 

Those who failed-to-appear had lengthier prior criminal records than 

those who did not. They had twice the number of prior arrests and two­

and-one-ha1f times the number of prior convictions. They had had much 
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time in previous incarceration. They were more likely to have a current 

charge which was economic in nature. Such charges include burglary, 

larceny/theft, auto theft, forgery/counterfeiting, fraud, embezzlement 

and stolen property charges (with the first charge predominating). 

Finally, persons who failed-to-appear in Miami were less likely to be 

acquainted with their victims (as one would expect in econom1c crimes). 

One-third of those who fai1ed-to-appear were fugitives six months after 

their releases. Another 30% were a~rested. One-fifth returned of their own 

volition within 30 days. Another 13% were arrested and subsequently 

returned voluntarily and two of the 66 were returned by their bondsmen. 

Responses to fai1ures-to-appear by the Dade County courts were firm. 

Bench warrants were issued in virtually all the cases. Releases were 

revoked in 55% of them. Twelve bond forfeitures took place. And bail 

was set in 11 cases. In only one case was nothing done. (Four of the 

defendants missed an appearance due to incarceration in another case.) 

PRETRIAL CRH1E 

The rate of pretrial crime in Miami was about the same as the FTA 

rate. Sixty-three of the released defendants, or '17.5%, I'lere rearrested 

(thirty, or 8.4~~, were convicted). The average number of days from 

release to rearrest was 38. And persons released on "Pretria1 Release" 

and in third party custody were more likely to be rearrested (though not 

convicted of the rearrest charges) than those released on bail (who 

tended to be among those with higher bails) or non-program OR. The re-

arrest rates were: Bail, 12.3%; non-program OR, 19.4%; custody release, 

23.9%; and "Pretria1 Re1ease," 28.2%. Those originally arrested for an 

economic crime were likely to be rearrested for a similar crime. However, 

only one-fifth of those originally arrested for crimes against persons 
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were rearrested for such crimes. In all, the 63 rearrested defendants 

accounted for 80 rearrests. On first rearrest (which was the onl~ re­

arrest for most of these defendants), bail was increased in 26% of the 

cases, no action was taken in 23%, the defendants were detain~d in 21%, 

bail was set in 16%, conditions were added in 8%, and supervision was 

increased in 5%. 

Th9se who were rearrested were far more likely (40%) than others 

(14%) to have failed-to-appear in their trials. In addition, they had 

committed more prior failures-to-appear. Pretrial criminals (that is, 

those both rearrested and convicted of the rearrest charge) had two-and­

one-half times as many prior arrests as others and three-and-one-half 

times as many prior convictions. They had over twenty times as many 

months of prior incarceration. 

At arrest for the original charge, they were more likely to be 

already involved with the criminal justice system and especially likely 

t9 be on probation. They were more likely to have a policemen as a 

witness against them and to be represented at their trials by public 

defenders. At their trials they had more appearances to make and more 

appearance postponements. 

Rearrested defendants in Miami were out on release one-half of the 

time of others from release to first appearance. However, disposition of 

their cases took one-and-one-half times as long as the cases of those not 

rearrested. Finally, while those not rearrested had their cases disposed 

of in an average of 59 days from release, those rearrested were exposed 

an average of only 38 days from release to rearrest. 
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JEFFERSON COUNTY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

In Februa ry 1976, the Kentucky 1 egi s 1 a ture enacted a 1 aw \,/hi ch 
abolished comnercial bail bonding and established a Statewide system of 
pretrial services. The support of the Governor, who had a long-standing 
interest in bail reform, was instrumental in passing the bill before local 
bondsmen could mount effective opposition to it. 

To implement the legislation, the Pretrial Services Agency \'/as esta­
blished as part of the Administrative Office of the Courts. Athree-person 
central staff located in Frankfort coordinates operations throughout the 
State. Each of Kentucky's 56 judicial circuits is served by a pretrial 
services program, which functions in accordance/with Statewide guidelines 
concerning eligibility, assignment of "points" to individual defendants 
being consi dered for rel ease recommendations and other program procedures. 

Individual programs have considerable autonomy in day-to-day opera­
tions, within the framework of the standardized Statewide procedures. 
Such local autonomy is considered essential by most of the Agency's staff, 
because of the divel'sity of the jurisdictions served. For example, the 
30th Judicial Circuit, Jefferson County, is the center of the Louisville 
metropolitan area. It had more than 36,000 arrests in 1976, and has a 
judiCiary conSisting of 23 District Court judges and 16 Circuit Court 
judges. Although Kentucky has other urban areas (~.g., Lexington and 
Covington), msot of the State's 120 counties are rural. The tl'JO-county 
34th Judicial Circuit, for exam~le, has a total population of about 40,000 
persons, and the largest town (Corbin) has a little over 7,000 residents. 
In 1976 the two counties had a total of 3,200 arrests, with about two­
thirds of them alcohol-related (mainly public drunkenness and driving 
\'/hile under the influence of alcohol). The two-county area is served by 
a single District Court judge, aided by one trial commissioner, and a 
single Circuit Court judge. 

The State's diversity influenced the present structure of the Pretrial 
Re1ease Services Agency. The central staff develops guidelines to be 
used throughout the State and visits local program periodically to try 
to assure consistent interpretations of these guidelines, but individual 
programs are free to tailor other aspects of their operations to local 
condi tions. 

Paralleling the ililplelllentation of Statewide pretrial services has 
been a comprehensive court reorganization, \'/hich resulted in a unified 
COUI't system. In January 1978, a Distri.ct Court \'/aS established in each 
of the 56 judicial cit'cuits. This court, \'/hich handles all misdel!leanor 
cases and felony cases through preliminary hearings, is the one having 
the greatest contact with the Pretrial Services Agency staff. 

As part of the court reorganization, judges are now required to be 
licensed attorneys. This requirelllent led to considerable turnover in the 
trial bench in January 1978, particularly in the rural areas. Pretrial 
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Servi ces offi cers througlJout the State ass i sted lilany newly el ected [Ii s­
trict Court judges in understanding the peculiarities of their local 
criminal justice systems. 

Funds for the Pretrial Services Agency (PSA) were initially 
. provided from a contingency fund available to the Governor for speciai 
projects. During the first year of operation, PSA exp~nd~d $1.5 
million from this fund; durina the second year, $1.8 m11110n. Currently, 
the program receives funds under the budget for the judic~al ,branch;. 
expenditures this year are expected to total about Sl.9 m11110n. Th1S 
budget supports 105 PSA staff members, working throughou~ the State. . 
In addition, local programs are sometimes supplemented w1th staff prov1-
ded through the CETA program or with interns from universities. At 
present, 28 CETA workers and 27 student interns 'are employed at local 
pretrial programs. 

Staff turnover has been a continuing problem for the Agency, parti­
cularly in urban areas. It is commonly agreed that the turnover results 
from two factors. First, the work involves long hours, late shifts 
and in some areas unpleasant and cramped working conditions in the jails. 
Second, salary levels are generally 101'1 in comparison with other positions 
requiring similar training and demanding the same amount of responsibility. 
For example, the starting salary for corrections officers in Louisville 
is almost $2,000 per year above that of pretrial officers. 

Scope of Operations 

During 1977, approximately 195,000 individuals were arrested and 
placed in custody in Kentucky. Of these individuals, 65% were contacted 
by a pretri a 1 offi cer and offered Agency servi ces. The rema i ni ng 355~ 
consisted of persons immediately posting bond (in accordance with the 
IIUniform Schedule of Bail," which covers most misdemeanors) or pleading 
guilty, along I'/ith those automatically ineligible for progt'am considera­
tion (e.g, Federal prisoners). The Agency staff interviewed 34% of the 
tota 1 arrestees, or about ·66 ,:~OO defendants. 

Program Procedures 

Most individuals arrested in Kentucky are brought to the jail for 
booking. They are contacted there by a Pretrial Services Agency represen­
tative who determines 'if they are eligible for nonfinancial release. An 
arrestee is informed of the right to refuse pretrial services and forego 
an interview. If this right is invoked, several release options may 
still be available. These include posting a bail bond according to the 
Uniform Schedule of Bail, posting a 10~ cash deposit or executing a bail 
bond secured by property, cash or securities. 

Certain defendants are not eligible for a program interview. These 
include defendants in a Federal case, juveniles, probation or parole 
violators (who are being held for that reason), escapees from custody, 
oersons with mental disorders, accepted referrals to diversion programs 
~nd nrisoners in transit to another jurisdiction. 
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If a defendant is eligible for program services and wishes to 
receive them, the local pretrial officer must do four things: 

• interview the defendant and complete the interview form; 

• verify the information aiven throuoh one or more of the references 
supplied by the defenda~t; ~ 

• check the person's prior criminal record through local services 
and/or the Kentucky State Police; and 

• apply ~he verified information to the objective point scale to 
determ1ne if the defendant is eligible for a recommendation for 
release on personal rec00nizance. 

.I! a defendant has the requisite number ~f points and is not dis­
~u~11f1ed for any other,reason, ,the pretrial officer normally telephones 
a Judge to present the 1nformat10n. The hours that judges are available 
vary from circuit to circuit. 

In cases where an arrestee is inel igible due to a lack of sufficient 
points, the pretrial offi~e~ presents the circumstances to the judge, who 
ma~ order release on cond1t10ns that attempt to rectify the lack of 
p01nts. For example, a deft:ndant may be released v/ith the requirement 
that a certain residence be maintained or a job secured. 

A special 1124-hour review" is available to any defendant who continues 
to be detained 24 hours after the imposition of release conditions 
because of inability to meet ~hose conditions. To assist the court, the 
pretrial program will update the defendant's interview form, attempt to 
verify pr~viously unverified information and re-tally the points earned. 
All pertinent information is presented to the trial judge, who must provide 
written reasons if release is still denied. 

Whenever defendants are released to the program, the pretrial staff 
monitors compliance with conditions of release. For example, a common 
condition is that the defendant call the Agency once a week; records are 
kept of these contacts, and efforts are made by the Agency to locate 
defendants \-,ho fa il to report. The Agency a 1 so tri es to notify defendants 
of upcoming court dates. However, this is often not done in rural juris­
dictions, because of the generally speedy trials there and due to lack of 
program staff to perform this function. 

The prograll1 also 1l10nitors deFendants' appearances for COU1"t dates, 
I F defendants fail to appear, pretrial officers trv to contact thelll and 
encourage thell1 to return to court as soon as possible. If a defendant 
does not voluntarily return to court, pretrial officers assist the court 
in obtaining a \-/arrant for bail jumping and provide information to the 
police which may be helnful in locatin~ the individual. 
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Release Rates 

The Pretrial Services Agency interviewed 66,557 individuals (34% 
of total arrestees) in 1977. Of these, 72% were found eligible for 
persona 1 recogni zance. Of thi s gl"OUp, 1,850 defendants had thei r cases 
resolved prior to presentation; the remaining 46,072 defendants were 
presented to the judiciary for release. For various reasons. about 20% 
of the eligible defendants presented were rejected by the judiciary for 
program release. The courts rejected the Agency's determinations some­
what less frequently in the opposite situation, but did order nonfinancial 
release for 2,927 of the 18,625 defendants found ineligible by the program. 

Failure-to-Appear and Rearrest Rates 

During 1977 the Agency reports that 1,311 defendants released through 
the program failed to appear in court as scheduled. This represents a 
failure-to-appear rate of 2.22% of all required court appearances and 
3.55% of all defendants released through the Agency. 

Of those defendants failing to appear, 85% were charged with mis­
demeanors. Somewhat over half of the total failures to appear involved 
alcohol-related charges 01" traffic violations. 

Many of the defendants who fail to appear are quickly apprehended. 
Of the 1,311 program clients who failed to appear in 1977,438 had not 
been located by January 1, 1978. This repr'esents a fugitive rate of 
about 1% of all persons released through the program. 

Unfortunately, these appearance and fugitive rates cannot be compared 
with those which existed before the Statewide pretrial services program 
began. IJeither the courts nor the pri vate ba il bondsmen ma i nta i ned the 
records which would be needed for such a comparison. 

Besides analyzing appearance rates, the Agency attempts to identify 
persons who are arrested for a second offense while on program release. 
The Agency teports that 1,657 program releasees v/ere rearrested ~'ihi le 
on program release during 1977. This represents 4.4% of the defendants 
tel eased through the Agency during that year. 

The 34th Judicial Disttict Program 

The 34th JlIdicial District consists of Hhitlcy and ~lcCreal'Y counties, 
in the extreme southeastern part of the State. This district is served 
by one Prctl-illl Services officer. pnid throu9h the AdlllinistY'ative Office 
of the Courts, and t~'IO CETA workers (one in each county). 

During the first quartel' of 1978, the program contactEd 92~(' of all 
persons arrested and interviewed 84% of arrestees. Of those interviewed, 
96% secured program release. This indicates that the judiciary is cooper­
ating with the program and using the information supplied. Italso 
indicates that most of the defendants arrested in the jurisdiction have 
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sufficient community ties to qualify for nonfinancial release. 

During 1977 the program recorded only two failures to appear out of 
960 scheduled court appeatances. Also in 1977, seven of the 919 indivi­
duals released by the program were rearrested while awaiting trial. These 
low rates of failure to appear and rearrest can be largely explained by 
the fact that most cases reach disposition at the first court appearance, 
soon after arrest. Thus, there is little time to forget a court date and 
little opportunity to commit pretrial crime. 

The 30th, Judicial District Program 

The 30th Judicial District consists of Jefferson County, center of 
the Louisville metropolitan area. The Pretrial Services Agency there has 
a staff of 34 persons, including 25 full-time employees and 9 part-tim2 
interviewers. The program functions 24 hours per day, seven days a 
week. There are three eight-hour shifts, with from three to seven persons 
on a shift, depending on the day of the week and the time of day. 

The program conducts 
cramped facility. Due to 
must interview defendants 
in the busy booking area. 
Agency interviewed 65% of 
County Jail in 1977. 

its intervievling at the County Jail, a new but 
space limitations, the Pretrial Services Agency 
through the bars of the holding cell, located 
Despite these difficult working conditions, the 

the 29,688 persons ~'Iho ~'iere booked into the 

About 67~~ of the defendants intervie",ed \",ere found eligible for 
nonfinancial release. Of these, 2% had their cases resolved before the 
interview results could be presented to a judge. Of the total number 
interviewed, found eligible for release and presented to a judge, 80% 
were released without money bail. Thus, the programis reco~nenJations 
for release were not followed by the judges in 20~b of the cases it had 
approved. 

In addition to release rates, appearance rates are an important 
indicator of impact. Fl"om the program's inception in June 1976, until 
February 1978, a total of 15,515 defendants were released on non-financial 
conditions. Of these defendants, 1,284 missed a court date out of 
34,451 scheduled appearances. Thus, the failure-to-appear rate was 8.3% 
of all non-financial releasees and 3.8% of all required court appearances, 
highel" than comparable Statewide rates. The highel" rates in Jefferson 
County are attributed to the high rate of conti~uances per case, the large 
number of courtrooms and the transient nature of the defendant population. 

r'lost defendants \·,ho fai 1 to appear eventually return to court. Of 
the 1,284 total failures to appear since the program began, 346 fugitives 
were still at large as of February 1978. This represents an overall 
fugitive rate of 2.3% of all non-financial releasees and 1.0% of all scheduled 
court appearances. 

Another important indicator of program impact is the rearrest rate 
for released defendants. Care must be taken in interpreting rearrest 
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data, particularly since there is no way to determine whether the offense 
for which the second arrest occurred was committed before or after the 
crime for which the defendant was originally taken into custody. 

The Jefferson County Pretrial Services Agency reports that 893 of 
the 14,804 program releasees from the period June 1976 to February 1978 
were rearrested on additional charges. That represents a rearrest rate 
of 6%, slightly higher than the overall Statewide rate. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Note: All data are for calendar year 1977 unless otherwise indicated. 

Imoact on Release Rates l 

Program-recommended nonfinancial 
release rate 

Percentage of program recommenda­
tions for nonfinancial release 
rejected by court 

Percentage of program recommenda­
, tions against nonfinancial 

release rejected'by court 

Failure-to-Appear (FTA)2 

Defendant-based FTA rate 

Appearance-based FTA rate 

Fugitive rate 

Pretrial Criminality3 

Rearrest rate for defendants on 
nonfinancial release 

Speed of Operations 

State­
wide 

55.0% 

20.0% 

16.0% 

3.6% 

2.2% 

1. 2% 

4.4% 

34th 
Ci rcuit 

84.0% 

NA 

NA 

Under 1% 

Under 1 % 

Under 1% 

Under 1% 

30th 
Ci rcuit 

53.4% 

20.0% 

15.5% 

4 
8.3% 

The speed of operations varies around the State. Court rules require 
tha PrGtrial ~e1~ase Agency to provide verified information to the court 
within 12 hours of an defendant's arrest. 

Eli g i b 11 ity 

Most arrestees are eligible to be interviewed. Ineligible arrestees 
consist of defelldants in a Federal case, juveniles (except for traffic 
violations), probation Ot' parole violators, escapees frolll cllstody, p~rsons 
\'lith mental disordel's, accepted referrals to a d'ivel'sion progt'al11 01' 

prisoners in transit to another jurisdiction. 
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State- 34th 30th 
wide Ci rcuit Circuit 

Sco~e of Interviewing 

Percentage of eligible arrestees 
contacted 65.0% 55.0% 100.0% 

Percentage of eligible 
arrestees interviewed 34.0% 40.0% 65.0% 

Staff Turnover 

From the inception of the Statewide program until January 1979, 
staff turnover was 56% in urban areas and 30% in rural areas. 
Descri~tive Information 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Number of interviews 

Number of program-recommended 
nonfinancial releases 

Budget (July 1, 1977-June 
30, 1978) , 

Permanent staff positions 

CETA vJOrkers 

Student interns 

66,557 

47,932 

$1 .8 r.li 11 ion 

105 

28 

27 

1,094 

919 

NA 

2 

o 

19,292 

12,930 

$377 ,720 (Es t. ) 

34 

o 

o 

The program-recommended nonfinancial release rate is defined as the 
percentage of interviewed defenda~ts for whom the program recommends 
nonfinancial release and who are 1n fact released on that basis. 

The defendant-based FTA rate is defined as the percentage of defen­
dants on nonfinancial re~ease who miss a court appearance. The 
appearance-based FTA rate is defined as the pe~cent~ge of scheduled 
COUt't appearances missed by defendants on nonf1nanc1al release. ,The 
fugitive rate is defined as the percentage of , defendants o~.nonf1nan­
cial release \'Iho had not returned to court (elther volllntalllY,or , 
involuntarily) as of January 1, 1978, for State\~ide,and 34th Clrcult 
data and as of February 1, 1978, for the 30th C1rcult. 

The pretrial criminality rate is defined as the percentage of defen­
dants on nonfinancial release who were rearrested during the pretrial 
release period. 

For the time peri'od June 1976 until February 1978. 

( 

() 

Background 

LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY: 
SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 

BASED ON STUDY SAMP~E 

Data on a sample of 435 defendants arrested in the city of Louisville 

during calendar year 1977 were collected by study staff during the spring 

of 1978., These data w~re used to analyze issues concerning the rates of 

release, failure to appear and pretrial criminality in the jurisdiction. 

Rates and Types of Release 

Of the 432 defendants in the sample for whom release data were available, 

34ci (80%) were released, including 141 (41%) released on their own recog­

nizance (OR) with program approval, 11 (3%) OR'ed without or against program 

recommendation (Judge OR), 175 (51%) released on ten percent deposit bond 

(Deposit Bond), and 19 (5%) released on bail bond (Public Bail). Of the 
. remaining 86 defendants, 64 (15%) were never offered release and 22 (5%) 

did not post the bonds authorized for them. 

Among OR and Deposit Bond defendants there were many differences. The 

latter tended to have weaker community ties and worse prior records than 

the former. Their present charge distributions did not differ signifi­

cantly. Deposit bond defendants tended to receive lower point scale totals 

than OR's. 

Defendants who were not released tended to have the most prior arrests 

and the weakest community ties in the sample. Of special significance was 

the prevalence of drunkenness and liquor law violations among their current 

charges. There were no significant race or sex differences between released 

and detained defendants, but the latter tended to be older, in keeping with 

their longer records. 
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As a whole~ detuined defendants tended to be convicted~ mostly as 

the result of guilty pleas~ more often than those released. Their sentences 

tended to be short due to the nature of their charges. 

The case outcomes of OR and Deposit Bond cases tended to be quite 

simi 1 ar, 

Failures-to-Appear 

Fifty-nine defendants in our sample failed to appear at least once 

and d'id so an average of 35 days after release. These consisted of 14% 

(20) of the OR's~ 20% (35) of the Deposit Bonds~ and 21% (4) of the Bails. 

None of the Judge OR's failed-to-appear. When appearance-based rates are 

examined~ the program OR's do much better than the Deposit Bonds. However~ 

this is largely an artifact Of differences in average numbers of appearances 

to be made. 

Those v/ho fail ed to appear had vleaker community ti es and more contact 

with the criminal justice system than those who did not fail to appear (FTA). 

Court response to FTA's generally was fairly tough and included arrest~ 

revocation of release~ or issuance of a bench warrant in many cases. 

Pretrial Arrests 

Louisville had an exceptionally high rate of pretrial arrests. Seventy­

four (21%) of all released defendants were rearrested~ including 29 (21%) 

of the OR's~ 38 (22%) of the Deposit Bonds~ 4 (21%) of the Public Bails~ 

and 3 (27%) of the Judge OR's. In addition~ over one-third of those re-

arrested were rearrested more than once in the pretrial period with a 

total of 109 rearrests for these 74 defendants. 

Persons rearrested but not convicted of pretrial crime tended to be 

similar to those convicted. When persons rearrested but not convicted 
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were compared to those not rear t d th res e, e former differed only in having 

more prior convictions and FTA's and more currellt trl"al appearances. 
Looking at all persons rearrested. or' " 1 h , 19lna c arge type tends to be moderately 
related to rearrest charge type. 

Pretrial Crime Convictions 

Forty-three of the seventy-four t d d rearres e efendants were convicted 
of pretrial crimes: 21 (15%) of the OR's, 20 (11%) of the Deposit Bonds, 

and 2 (11%) of the Public Bal"ls. N f h one 0 t e Judge OR rearrestees were 
convicted. 

Pretrial criminals (as measured by .") convlctlons more frequently had 

economic and property original cha~ges than other defendants. 

Pretrial criminals were more often convicted on their original 

charges and were given harsher sentences. Ab out one-third of their 

sentences for pretrial crimes involved incarceration. 

Pretrial criminals tended to have more serious prior 

community ties~ and more serious cases at original (lrrest. 

records, weaker 

OR and Depos it 

Bond release groupings had similar incidences of convictions for rearrests. 

.\ 
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PI~lA COUNTY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The Correctional Volunteer Center (C.V.C.) was originated in 1972 with 
funds provided by LEAA. The following year, Arizona State la\'/ revisions 
extended the potential of own recognizance release. All defendants charged 
with non-capital offenses were given the right to be conside~ed for non­
financial release. As an immediate result, the C.V.C. became a permanent 
aspect of the Pima County criminal justice system. 

During most of its history, the C.V.C. has served only felony defendants. 
A two-year effort to provide services for misdemeanor defendants faltered 
when the county refused to provide financial support. Nevertheless, the 
felony program enjoys wide support in the community. 

One of the most notable aspects of the C.V.C. is its management 
information system. Specially designated staff maintain thorough and 
detailed records of all felony defendants with the use of an exemplary 
defendant tracking system. A strong data base thus exists for program 
evaluation a~d monitoring. 

Proqram Procedures 

C.V.C. investigations occur at the County Jail immediately following 
booking. They are conducted by trained volunteers and include questions 
regarding any drug, alcohol, health, or financial problems the defendants 
may have. During the interview, the defendant is also asked to supply at 
least two references to verify the information. Verification is performed 
at the C.V.C. offices, primarily by the regular paid staff members. Criminal 
records are obtained, and the County Attorney is occasionally contacted 
for a release recommendation. 

Recommendations are made on the basis of all the information gathered 
as well as the extent to which the information is verified. No point 
system is used to arrive at a recommendation. The C.V.C. may make specific 
recommendations for release or non-release or may simply issue a neutral 
recommendation. The last may OCCU\'" if the defendant is on probation or 
parole, if the charge is first degree murder or parole/probation violation, 
or if the verification procedure produced discrepancies in the information. 

At the pl'esent time, very 1 itt1e contact is maintained \'Iith defendants 
I'el eased on 0\'111 recogni zance. Neither the Court no)' the proqralll requi res 
the defendants to maintain sucll contact. HO\'lever, the program does monitor 
the extent to I'!hich defendants ful fi 11 any other conditiolls the Court mav 
have illlposed for tileit' release. -

Supervised release investigations may begin at the request of the 
defendant or any criminal justice official following the Initial 
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Appear~n~e. !he Supervised Release staff re-interviews the defendant 
the crlmlnal record, and contacts both the Public Defender (or private 
attorney) and the County Attorney for suggestions. 

re-checks 

If the defendant is willing to participate in a community intervention 
program~ the C.V.C. Investigator obtains a letter of acceptance from the 
approp~late agency and includes this with an overall summary and recom­
mendatlon to the Court. Those released under supervision are closely 
monitored by the C.V.C. 

Scope of Operations 

The C.V.C. ~ay consider only felony defendants for investigation. The 
coverage of thlS category of defendants is virtually complete and only 
t\'IO percent of the felony cases (viz., those originating from Direct Grand 
Jury indictments) are not investigated. The O.R. program operates seven 
days a week, 24 hours-a-day. Supervised Release investigations occur five 
days a week during regular office hours (8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). 

Release Rates 

T~ta1 r~lease rates during the period June 1975through August 1978 
remalned vlrtually unchanged. For all forms of non-financial release the 
rate during this period was 51.5 percent of the total defendants book~d. 
The total number of defendants granted supervised release between November 
1974 and August 1978 was 598, or 37% of the total cases investigated. 

Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality Rates 

The tOt~1 failure to appear rate for those defendants released on their 
own recoqnlzance was very close to the rate for those released on bond In 
the las~ half of 1975, for example, these rates were 15.1 and 14.9 per~ent, 
respectlvely. The FTA )'ate for those granted supervised release was slightly 
lower. In the last half of 1976, for example, the rate was 13.4 percent. 
The.rearrest rates for those defendants on O.R. and bond were also similar. 
D~rlng the last half of 1975, the rates were 9;3 and 9.0 percent respec-
tlvely. ' 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Release Rates (Calendar Year 1977) 

Percentage of felony arrestees rp.leased 

Percentage of all i nterv i e\'1ee.s released 

Percentage granted Supervised Release: 
recommended; 27% of cases investigated 

on O.R. : 48. 3~b 

on O.R. : 49.4% 

81. 5% of those 

to Aepear 

Regular O.R. (Last Half of Calendar Year 1975): 
F.T.A. rate for those released on O.R.: 15.1% 

F.T.A. rate for those released on bond: 14.9% 

,Sueervised Release (Last Half of Calendar Year 1976): 
F.T.A. rate of those interviewed by O.R. program (violation 

of conditions): 13.4% 

F.T.A. rate (minus those subsequently produced for Court) of 
program interviewees: 10.3% 

Pretrial Criminality (Last Half of Calendar Year 1975) 

Rearrest rate of those on O.R.: 9.3% 

Rearrest rate of those on bond: 9.0% 

Seeed of Oeerations 

Time between arrest and interview: less than one hour 

Time .between interview and release: less than 24 hours; average 
5-6 hours 

Supervised release, average pretrial detention: 39 days 

El i gi bil ity 

All felony defendants are eligible for prograln services. Those 
charged with capital offenses or for felony offenses while on pretrial 
release for another felony offense may not be reco~nended for O.R. Direct 
Grand Jury indictments cause approximately 2 percent of all felony defend­
ants to b.e Illi ssed by progr'alll. 
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Scoee of Interviewing 

Percentage of eligible arrestees interviewed: 98% (CY 1977) 

Descriptive Information (CY 197Z.1 

Number of interviews: 4,197 

Number of Supervised Release investigations: 471 

Number of program-recommended O.R. releases: 1,254 

Permanent staff positions: 15 

Number of volunteers: 60 

Budget: $171,500 

---------
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BACKGROUND 

PIMA COUNTY: 

SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of defendants arrested during calendar year 1977 was 

rates of collected by the evaluation staff to answer questions concerning 

release, equity of release, failures to appear, and pretrial crime. Dif-

ferentiation of felony, program-period misdemeanor, and non-program period 

d . the an~lysis of the data to make assess-misdemeanor defendants was ma e ln ~\ 

ment of variations in progri:£mmatic processing of defendants possible. 

TYPES OF RELEAS~ 
Of the 405 defendants in the sample for whom release data was available, 

72.6% (294) were released, includipg 76 (18.8%) released on their own recog­

nizance (OR) with the approval of one of the programs; 113 (27.9%) OR'ed 

without or against program recommendation; 78 (19.3%) released on bond; and 

27 (6.7%) receiving citations. Of the remaining 111 defendants (27.4%), 

almost all were detained due to not posting the bonds set for them (104 or 

92.7% of the detained defendants). Another 8 (2%) of the defendants were 

never offered release. 

One hundred seventy-five, or 43.2%, of the defendants in our sample 

of 1,977 Pima County arrestees were arrested for felony charges. Eighty­

two percent of these were .released, with 35.3% prograln OR's; 30.1% non­

program OR's (15% of allOR's received supervisory conditions); and 16.8% 

bail bonds. In addition, 14.5% were offered bail, but did not make it, 

while another 3.5% were not offered release. 

There were 191 City of Tucson misdemeanor defendants in the sample. 
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Sixty percent of them were arrested during the months of the misdemeanor 

release program's operation. There was a significant difference in the 

rates and types of release awarded in the program and post-program periods. 

A larger proportion of defendants was released in the post~program period 

than before (63.2% versus 55.3%). Most of the difference in the incidence of 

detention was in the bond-not-made category. Total OR's did not change 

appreciably'(24.5% program; 30.2% post program). However, bail releases 

increased from 16.7% to 23.7%. Citations dropped from 14~~ to 9.2%. 

Weaker community ties, worse prior records and the nature of the charges 

at arrest contributed heavily to whether or not defendants were released 

in Tucson. In general, those not released (mostly those unable to make 

their bails) more often lived alone, were not employed, had shorter local 

residencies and fewer verifiable references than those released. Detained 

defendants had far more prior arrests and convictions than those gaining 

release. Often those not released were charged with murder, robbery, pos-

session or sale of stolen property, liquor violations, and minor local 

offenses. 

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR 

About ten percent (10.1%) of released defendants failed to appear and 

did so an average of 62 days after release. Almost half of them (47.2%) had 

been released on OR without or against program recommendations, with this 

group having a rate of 16.8%. Of those bailed, 10.3% failed to appear, 

while of those given citations, 26% failed to appear. Program OR's had 

the lowest FTA rate, 9.2%. A comparison of felony and program period city 

misdemeanors revealed roughly the ,same rates of FTA, 10.9% and 9.6%, respectively. 

The same can be said in comparing city misdemeanors during the program and 

non-program periods. Those rates are 9.6% and 7.9%, respectively. 
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Persons who ~ail to appear in 1ucson tend to have been arrested on 

more serious charges than persons who appear for court. Many more of those 

who failed to appear were arrested for FBI Part I offenses than were other 

defendants (45.5% versus 27%), with most of the difference occurring in the 

incidence of larcenies and thefts (25% versus 9.1%). In addition, those 

who FTA are younger and, when employed, have held their jobs for a shorter 

time. Further, they have had more previous incarceration. Lastly, those 

who FTA have had far more postponements in their cases than those who have 

not failed to appear. While those whq did not FTA had an average of one 

postponement in their trials, those who did FTA had an average of 2.5, with 

no important differences in their numbers of appearances. 

About one-third (31.6%) of defendants who failed to appear became 

fugitives. One-quarter (23.7%) returned of their own volition within 30 

days. Another 18.4% returned of their own volition in more than 30 days. 

Thirteen percent were routinely being arrested and placed in jail. Responses 

to FTA's in Tucson were quite firm: in 41% of the cases, release was 

revoked, while in 75% a bench warrant was also issued. These responses 

are in accordance with the nature of the FTA's, with only 10% having been 

unavoidable (scheduled for a conflicting appearance or unavailable due to 

i ncarcerati on) . 

PRETRIAL CRIME 

Tucson defendants in our sample had a relatively high rate of pretrial 

arrests. Of the 294 defendants released, 65 (22.1%) were rearrested. (In 

a spec1al additional sample of 25 supervised felony program releasees, 7 

or 28% were rearrested.) The average time to first rearrest was 53 days 

after release. The felony defendants had almost twice the rearrest rate 
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of the program period city misdemeanants (30% versus 17%). There was no 

si gnifi cant difference, however, when city mi sdemeanants were compared 

during the program and non-program periods (the rates were 17% and 13%). 

Persons released on OR through a program had the lowest overall 

rearrest rate (18.4%). That rate did not differ appreciably from the rate 

for bailed defendants (19.2%) or non-program defendants released on OR 

(22.1%). However, citation-released defendants had a higher rearrest 

Those who were rearrested and convicted on the rearrest charge(s) 

tended to have much more serious criminal justice characteristics than 

those not rearrested. Those rearrested had more often failed to appear 

in the past; had twice as many prior arrests and convictions; and more 

months of incarceration. At the time of their original arrests, these 

defendants were more often currently involved with the criminal justice 

system (especially on pretrial release or parole) and had more serious 

charges at arrest, with 41.7% having Part I charges as compared to 25.1% of 

those not rearrested. Those arrested for burglary, theft and narcotics 

distribution were especially likely to be rearrested. About one-third 

(35.7%) of rearrests were for Part I offenses, with larceny/theft beOing 

the most frequent (19.6%). There was no correlation between original and 

rearrest charges, however. When charges were categorized as personal 

(murder, non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 

assault, other assaults), economic/prooperty (burglary, larceny, theft, 

arson, forgery, fraud, embezzlement, stolen property, vandalism), IIvictim­

less ll (prostitution, gambling, liquor law violations, drunkenness, 

possession of marijuana), and 1I 0 ther ll crimes, no important finding of I 
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repeated offense types was made. Of those originally charged with 

crimes against persons; for example, only 16.7% were rearrested for 

such charges. 

Persons who were rearrested tended to have more involved cases. 

They had more appearances to make and many more postponements than those 

not rearrested. Those released on bail and rearrested had twice as 

frequently received bails in excess of $1,000 than those not rearrested. 

And of the persons who either failed to appear or got rearrested, 19% 

both failed to appear and were rearrested. 

The 65 rearrested defendants were rearrested a total of ninety-

five times. On the first rearrest, no action was taken to change the 

release conditions of half of these defendants, while bail was set for 

one-third. The same was true for those rearrested a second, third and 

fourth time, with some increase being found in the incidence of no 

action occurring as the number of rearrests per defendant increased . 
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The Santa Cruz County Pretrial Release Program, an arm of the Munici­
pal Court, was established in 1975. A number of forces contributed to the 
creation of the program-a bad jail overcrm'lding situation, local judicial 
initiative, and community pressure. The program is responsible directly 
to the Municipal Court judges; a Pretrial Policy Committee assists in hiring 
staff and acts in an advisory capacity to the program. The program is 
funded entirely by the County (about $57,000 in 1977-1978) although there 
is currently one Public Service employee who is funded by an additional 
$10,800 in CETA funds. At the time of this evaluation the staff was 
composed pf four persons; one has since left, and staff size will be frozen 
at three for the next fiscal year. 

Scope of Operations 

The program interviewed 1,959 defendants in 1977; there were 7,178 
bookings in that year. Historically, about 25% of annual jail admissions 
have been Court-ordered commitments and remands and not eligjble for ~re­
trial release, so 1,959 interviews represent about 36% of eligible bookings 
in 1977. Defendants not interviewed include those with certain types of 
detainers ("holds"); those vlith minor traffic or intoxication charges; 
defendants arrested on Superior Court warrants; and defendants simply 
missed by the program. 

Program Procedures 

After arrest a defendant in Santa Cruz is taken to either the Santa 
Cruz County Jail on Front Street or to the Watsonville Police Department 
for booking. The program interviews defendants after booking. The staff 
works from approximately 6:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. and concentrates its 
interviewing efforts in the mornings, so that reports may be prepared 
before daily arraignment court at 1 :30 p.m. During the interview a defendant 
is asked about residency, family ties, employment situation and prior 
criminal history as well as asked to provid~ the names of several ref­
erences \'Iho may be contacted. The program call s the references to veri fy 
information supplied in the interview; criminal record data are obtained 
from State and local law enforcement agencies. 

After the verification process is c;ollipleted, the staff prepares a court 
report, \'Ihich sUllimarizes all the pertinent information developed regarding 
the defendant. In addition, the report contains a release recoll1mendation 
based on the program's subjective evaluation of th~ defendant. No point 
system is used. The release recommendations made by the ptogram are of 
four types: recollimendation for own recognizance release; recommendation 
against O\'m recognizance release; recommendation for a bail reduction; and 
no recommendation (usually used vlhen important information could not be 
verifi ed) . 
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J. The ~oun I:epo~t and rel~a:~e :ecommendation are presented by vlay of 
~he Clerk s Offlce ~O the Mun,~,~al Court Ju~ge handling the arraignment 
~alendar. (For some releases tllls.proces~ nllght take place by telephone; 
ln that ca~e, program staff transmlt the lnformation.) Judges alone have 
the authorlty to release persons at arraignment; however, the Sheriff is 
empowered.by law to release mi~demeanants,after booking, and he does so 
t~ aconslderable ~xt~fit. The Sheriff may also recommend release of felons 
bJ telephone to a Judge, vlho makes the release decision. 

If no r~lease or ba~l red~ction i~ gra~ted at arraignment, the defen­
dant has.a ~lght to a ball reVlew hearlng wlthin five days. Defendants 
who ~re lndlgent and ca~not hire an attorney can obtain the services of a 
PUb~lC ~efender at.arralgnment; t~e Public Defender's office has a represen­
tatlve ln court dally .. The Pretrl~l Release Program itself does not have 
a co~rtroom tepresentatlve. The staff receives a copy of the day's 
a~ra~gnme~t calendar, on which defendant outcomes are noted. Defendants 
ale lmmedlat~ly ~ent a f~llow-up letter reminding them of their next court 
appearance; lf tlme permlts, the program will call defendants a day in 
advance of court appear:ances. . 

For appea~an~es Qt~er than arraignment, the program follows up only 
on defendants lt lntervlewed who were granted own recognizance release 
If defe~dants fail to make a court appearance, a bench warrant is issu~d 
automat1cally by the Court. The program will attempt to locate defendants 
who are rel~ased on their own recognizance on the recommendation of the 
program; th1S follow-up usually consists of a phone call to the defendant 
~r a reference. Law enforcement officers may also locate FTA defendants 
1n the course of their other duties. 

Release Rates 

In 1977, the Santa Cruz Pretrial Release Program interviewed 1 959 
defendants, of whom 521 were not eligible for release. The program'considers 
the release rate to be the number of own recognizance released defendants 
as a percentage of e~igible interviewed defendants. In 1977, 800 defendants 
we~e.rele~sed o~ the1r own recognizance; this represents 56% of the 1,438 
el1g1ble lnter~l:\·"ee~ (and 4l~: of ill defendants intervie\'ied.) If the 
percentage of 1nLerv1ewed defendants for whom own recognizance release is 
~ec~mmen~ed by the program and who are released on that basis is calculated, 
lt 1S 84h (651 out of 779). Judges frequently release defendants even when 
own recognizance release is not recommended. 

Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality Rates 

The program defi nes a fa i 1 ure-to-appear as a defendant Vlho fai 1 s to 
ma~e a court appearance and for whom a bench warrant is issued. The rate 'of 
f~llures to appear is calculated as a percentage of those defendants inter~ 
Vlel'ied by the progral11 and released on their 01'111 recognizance (regardless 
of \1hat the pro~rall1 recommendation \Vas). In 1977 the annual FTA I'ate so 
deflned was 8.5% for felony cases and 14.3% for misdemeanor cases; the 
ov~rall average was about 11%. Accurate statistics on FTA rates for 
bal~ed defendants and defendants released by the Sheriff are not currently 
ava11able. . 
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The Pretrial Release Program does not keep statistics on the nu~ber of 
defendants released on their own recognizance who are rearrested whlle o~ 
release. The Defendant Outcomes Analysis portion of th~ present study wlll 
eXdmine rearrest rates for sampled defendants to determlne the extent of 
pretrial criminality among releasees. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Note: All data are for calendar year 1977 unless otherwise indicated. 

Impact on Release Rates 

Program recommended own recognizance release rate: 45% 

Percentage of defendants released by court when own recognizance 
release not recommended: 23% 

Percentage of eligible interviewees O.R. led: 56% 

Percentage of all interviewees O.R. led: 41% 

Failure-To-Appear 

FTA rate for felony defendants recommended for O.R. by program: 5.4% 

FTA rate for misdemeanant defendants recommended for O.R. by 
program: 9.5% 

FTA rate for all felony defendants interviel'/ed by program: 8.57; 

FTA rate for all misdemeanor defendants interviewed by program: 14.3% 

Pretrial Criminality 

Data are not available. 

Speed of Operations 

Time between arrest and interview: Varies from 5 minutes to 20 hours. 

Time between interview and release: Several hours. 

Eligibility 

There are no charges which automatically exclude arrestees from con­
sideration for release. However, the program excludes certain defendants 
as a practical matter-defendants I'lith detainers (holds) from other agencies 
or jurisdictions; those I'lith minor traffic or intoxication charges; and thOSE! 
arrested on Superior Court warrants. Some defendants bailout and are 
missed by the program. 

Scope of Interviewing 

Percentage of eligible arrestees interviewed: 36% (approximation) 
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Descriptive Information 

Ilumber of i ntervi e\'IS : 1,959 
Number of interviewed defendants eligible for own recognizance 

consideration: 1,438 
Number of program-recommended releases on own recognizance: 651 
Budget: $57,077 (1977-1978) 
Permanent staff positions: 3 
Public Service Employee positions: 

" 

BACKGROUND 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY: 

SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of 430 defendants arrested or cited for non-traffic 

* offenses, during the period of July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977, was 

collected by the evaluation staff during the Spring of 1978. Prior 

criminal record information was obtained from the Bureau of Identification 

of the California Department of Justice. The data was collected to 

determine rates and correlates of release, release equity, failures-to­

appear, and pretrial crime in Santa Cruz County (including Watsonville). 

TYPES OF RELEASE 

Of the 428 defendants for whom release information was available, 

385 (90%) were released. Early releases were most prevalent in Santa 

Cruz. Thirty-six percent (139) of those released were released in the 

field with citations and 33% (127) were given stationhouse release by 

the Sheriff's OR Program. Sixteen percent (60) of those released 

utilized bail bonds. Nine percent (33) were released on non-program OR. 

And only 7% (26) were released on Program OR. (The program interviewed 

only 22% of the defendants in the sample.) 

Most (93%) of those not released w~re detained after not making 

their bonds. 

Aside from possessing stronger comnun.ity ties than persons released 

on citations, those released on Sheriff's OR had quite different charges 

at arrest. Those released by officers in the field on citations were 

* An exception was OWL, which was included. 
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frequently charged with minor local offenses or possession of marijuana 

or liquor law violations or minor larcenies and thefts. Those released 

at the stationhouse by the Sheriff's OR Program were predominantly (68%) 

brought in for Driving While Intoxicated. 

Persons released on Program OR had stronger community ties than 

those re leased by the Sheriff but had worse pri or records and current 

cases. Program OR defendants had more relatives and dependents living 

locally and longer residence at their current addresses, but they also had 

three times as many prior arrests and six times the prior convictions. 

They had somewhat more previous failures-to-appear. At arrest 24% were 

already involved with the criminal justice system in some way (parole, 

probation, or pretrial release) as compared to 10% of the Sheriff's OR 

defendants. Program OR defendants were also more likely to have been 

caught during the commission of their crimes and were far less likely 

to have committed crimes with no victim (Sheriff's OR~ 80% with No 

Victim; Program OR, 48%). Lastly, a noticeable segment of the Program 

OR releasees (15%) were charged with burglary (although like the Sheriff's 

OR defendants, with 68%, many Program OR defendants (48%) were charged 

wi th D\oJI). 

Defendants given OR release by the court instead of by the release 

program had weaker community ties (number of relatives and dependents, 

years in the community, time at present address, references checked). 

But the major difference seems to be in the extent to which they were 

interviewed by the program which interviewed all persons released with 

its help, but only Qne-third of those given OR release by the court. 

Similarly, those given a bail release were much less often inter­

viewed. than 'those released OR through the program and they had somewhat 

weaker ties. A major difference, which is difficult to explain, is . 
" 
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that those released on bail averaged one-quarter of the prior convictions 

of those given program OR. This is probably due to the relatively late 

intervention of the program which results in some of those with relatively 

better prior records obtaining bail release before the program gets to 

them. This is shown by the fact that it took bailed defendants an average 

of 3.6 days to obtain their releases after arrest, while it took program OR 

defendants an average of 5.2 days (this difference is not statistically 

si gnifi cant) . 

Differences between those who made their bails and those who did 

not indicate that the latter had worse ties and records. They also had 

somewhat higher average bail amounts (by about $500). Those who did not 

make their bails had two-and-one-half times as many prior arrests and 

convictions. Fifty-eight percent of their current arrests were for 

F.B.I. Part I charges, as compared to 29% for those released on bail. 

They I'Jere three times as likely to have used a weapon and less likely to 

have been charged with an offense not involving a victim. They were 

likely to be single males living alone on public assistance. 

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR 

The failure-to-appear rate was quite high in Santa Cruz County. 

In all, 20.5% (79) of the released defendants (385) failed to appear at 

least once, There were significant differences in the FTA rates for 

each type of release. Citation releasees had an FTA rate of 26.1%, 

Sheriff's OR releasees had a 20.5% rate, and non-program OR defendants 

had a rate of 15.2%. Program OR defendants had a 15.4% rate and bail 

releasees had the lowest rate, 13.1%. Overall, those with an early 

form of release were twice as likely to fail to appear as others. 
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Defendants who failed-to-appear had weaker community ties than 

those who did not. They were less often married, twice as likely to be 

unemployed, were more likely to be living with a non-family person and 

more often not a local resident. They were two-and-one-half times as 

likely to have failed-to-appear in the past. They were also more likely 

to be charged with drunkenness, narcotics possession offenses or larcenies. 

Most of those who failed to appear (this information was available 

for 42 of the 79) returned for trial of their own volition within 30 days 

(52%). Over one-third, 36%, returned because they were arrested and the 

other 12% returned in other ways. 

In most cases (79%), bench warrants were issued, existing releases 

were revoked (62%), and bail was set (75%). Bonds were forfeited in 

four cases. Three failures were prosecuted and resulted in one conviction. 

No action was taken in 19% of the cases. Only three of the failures 

were due to a known unavoidable cause. 

PRETRIAL CRIME 

The rate of pretrial rearrest for new offenses was approximately 

one-half of the FTA rate. Overall ~ 9.6% of the released defendants were 

rearrested. There were important differences in the 'rates of rearrest by 

type of release. Four percent of the citation releasees were rearrested 

and 12.1% of the non-program ORis were rearrested. Eleven-and-one-half 

percent of those rel eased on bail were rearrested; 11.8% of the Sheriff l s 

OR releasees were rearrested and 19.2% of the program ORis were rearrested. 

In all, these 37 defendants were rearrested 50 times during their pretrial 

releases. 

In the majority of cases, rearrest either resulted in no change in 

release conditions (42%) or in the setting of bail (39%). Only one 
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bond was forfeited. One-third of the rearrests were for either drunken-

ness or driving while intoxicated. Only 17% of the (first) rearrests 

were for serious (Part 1) offenses. In view of the fact that those re-

arrested had a higher incidence of such serious offenses at original 

arrest (30%) than those not rearrested (16%), it seems that the pretrial 

charges were less serious than the original charges of these defendants. 

Second rearrests, however, were more serious, with three of the nine 

having been for Part I offenses. 

Those who were rearrested accounted for a disproportionate share of 

the FTAls. Forty-one percent of those rearrested also failed to appear 

as compared to 19% of those released but not rearrested. Overall, 24 

of the 50 rearrests, or about half, led to non-consolidated convictions 

(using conviction as an indicator of pretrial crime yields a pretrial 

crime rate of 6.2%). 

While those rearrested had longer residences at their addresses 

and more relatives than other released defendants, they were also twice 

as likely to be unemployed. They were more likely to have been intei'-

viewed by the program and to have more references checked. More 

importantly, however, they had much worse prior records, having 

had three times the number of prior arrests and prior convictions. 

At their trials they were twice as likely as others to have been 

represented by a "public" defender. In addition, they received notifi­

cation to appear in more ways than others and had had more appearances 

to make in their trials than others. 

, 
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY: 

DELIVERY SYSTEM HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The Santa Clara County pretrial release program was originated by a 
Judicial Executive Committee composed of both Municipal and Superior Court 
judges. It was funded briefly by L.E.A.A. and since 1971 by the county. 
Its scope of responsibilities has expanded from a misdemeanant O.R. program 
to include 'felony O.R. IS and Supervised O.R. The program is technically 
independent of other county departments and has a staff consisting of the 
Director, two Supervisors, 12 full-time interviewers, several part-time 
interviewers and 4 clerical members. Its budget is approximately $440,00 
per year. 

Program Procedures 

Pretrial Release Specialists are stationed at each of the three main 
booking facilities every day, 24-hours-a-day. Specialists intervie\'l the 
defendants immediately after booking and then verify the information. A 
point system is employed which does not take into account the nature of 
the charge. The program has the authority to release misdemeanor defendants 
if they have secured the required number of points. Felony cases are 
immediately referred to a judicial officer (betv/een 8 At~ and 10 pr~) with a 
program recommendation. 

The types of release available in Santa Clara County include: O.R., 
Supervised O.R., Conditional Release, and Surety Bond. Defendants granted 
an O.R. release are reminded of their initial court date by mail approx­
imately 3 days before the appearance. 

Those not granted O.R. and who do not post bail may be again referred 
to the program for re-investigation and Supervised Release consideration. 
Supervised clients are monitored more closely by the program and must be 
contacted at least once a week. 

At the conclusion of the pretrial period, the program prepares a report 
on the defendant concerning compliance with any release conditions. These 
reports may be used by the Ccurt for sentencing purposes. 

Scope of Operations 

Those eligible for program services represent approximately 66 percent 
of all persons ar~ested. The program actually interviews about 85 percent 
of the eligible felony defendants and 76 percent of the eligible misdemeanor 
defendants. Thus, of the 27,704 persons booked in 1977, 18,165 were eligible 
and 14,293 were interviewed. 
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The number of cases referred to the Superv1'sed R 1 1977 1 ( e ease program in was 3, 93 or an average of 266 per month). 

Release Rates . 

The num~er of defendants granted O.R. has increased over the ear 
~:ro~ 5't4l9b1n 1972 to 7,729 in 1977) although the rate has been f~irl; 

ea y a a out 55 percent of those interviewed. 

Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality Rates 

Fa11ure to Appear rates have been fairly steady for the I 
\~h~'f~~~:~t~od~;~~~/~~dl~!~-19~8 p~riod. The percent of suchr~~;:~d~nts 
between 2 1 and 38Th 1 . no su. seque~tly return to Court has ranged 
d . " ere 1S no d1scern1ble tendency for misd 
tefendants to skip more or less than felony defendants Rates~~~a~~;se 

wo gro~ps ranged from 2.2 to 3.9 percent and from 1.2·to 4.1 ercent 
respect1vely. Those defendants who simply missed a scheduled ~ourt ' 
;~~~~~a~~~lr~~re~~~t a much higher proportion of program clients. In the 

- , 1S group totaled 6.4 - 7.1 percent of the O.R. defendants. 

. 19~~e very ~parce information existing on rearrest rates suggests that 
~~a ta~proxd1~atelY.5.6 percent of all O.R. male defendants were 

rres e pen 1ng tr1al for another offense I th 1 t 
~~~~~~~~:J~lY 13 percent of those defendants'on ~upe~vi:!d ~~f;!~; ~:r~974, 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS SUMMARY 
BASED ON PROGRAM REPORTS 

Impact on Release Rates (1977) 

Program recommended own recogn i zance rel ease rate (both Programs 
combined): 

57% (of those interviewed) 
29% (of those booked) 

Supervised Release Rate: 20% (of those referred) 
2.3% (of all bookings) 
4.5% (of all those interviewed by 

O.R. Specialists) 

Total Released (O.R. and Supervised Release): 

62% (of those intervie\'Jed) 
32% (of those booked) 

Failure to Appear (Fiscal 1976 Skip Rates)a 

FTA Rate for Felony Defendants Released on O.R.: 3.0~ (of 
felony defendants released) 

FTA Rate for Misdemeanor Defendants Released on O.R.: 2.6~ (of 
misdemeanors defendants released) 

Total FTA Rate for Regular O.R. Program Clients (Felony and 
Misdemeanor): 2.7% (of total released) 

FTA Rate for Defendants Released on Bail (Refers only to those 
defendants interviewed by the Proqram who had sufficient 
points for O.R.): 5.1% (of these bailed defendants, 1971) 

Total FTA Rate for All Defendants Released Following Supervised 
Release Investigation: 7.9% 

Pt'etrial Criminal ity 

Rearrests of Those Defendants Released on O.R. by Regular O.R. 
Program: 5.6% (August-December 1974, males only)' 

Rearrests of All Defendants Released Following Supervised 
Release Investigation: 13% (.l\ugust-Decelliber 1974) 

Rearrests of Those Defendants Released on Bail: 6.5:': (of those 
intervie\'Jed by the Regular O.R. staff vJho had sufficient points 
for an O.R.) 
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Speed of Operations (1978) 

Time between Arrest and Interview: less than one hour 
Time between Interview and Release: misdemeanor cases = 30 minutes 

felony cases = 2-6 hours 

El i gi bil ity 

Regular O.R. program: All arrestees except those with outstanding 
warrants, parolees, probationers and those charged with drunkenness. 

Supervised Release Program: All defendants referred for investi­
gation by the Court. 

Scope of Interviewing (1977) 

. Percentage of Eligible Arrestees Interviewed: 79% 

Percentage of All Arrestees Eligible: 66% 

Percentage of Eligible Felony Defendants Interviewed: 85~ 

Descriptive Information 

Numbet' of Intervie\'Js Per Year: 14,300 (1977) 
Number of Program-Recommended O.R. Releases: 7729 (1977) 
Budget: S441,OO'O (fiscal year 1978-79) 
Permanent Staff Positions: 19 
Public Service Employee Positions (CETA): 4 

a. Skip Rates-Rates of defendants who fail to appear minus those 
defendants who return voluntarily or by the program 
or police. 
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BACKGROUND 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY: 

SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 
BASED ON STUDY SAMPLE 

Data on a sample of defendants arrested and booked (for non-traffic
1 

and non-citable charges) during the period December 1, 1977 to May 31, 1978 

was collected to answer question? concerning r~tes and types of release, 

release equity and the release condition violations of failure-to-appear 

and pretrial crime. The data was retrospective in nature, with the cases 

of all of the defendants in the study having been disposed prior to data 

collection. Data on 337 defendants was gathered. In addition, a supple­

mentary sample of 28 Supervised Own Recognizance Program (SORP) defendants 

was taken, for a total of 365 defendants studied. 

TYPES OF RELEASE 

Most of the 337 defendants were released during the pretrial period. 

In all, 85.5% (288) gained release. The two most frequent types of release 

were program OR, accounting for 47.6% (137) of those released, and bail 

bonds, accounting for 38.2% (110). Non-program OR's, where the program 

either made no recommendation or opposed OR release, accounted for the 

remaining 14.2% (41) of releases. (Six defendants, 2.1% of those released 
in the main sample, were released via the SORP program, but are classified 

here \'lith regular OR's. SORP supplementary sample (n<"28, N=365) release 

outcomes will also be discussed.) 

Of the 14.5% of the defendants not released, the majority (90%--44 

of 49) were held in lieu of bonds. Only about one percent of all defend-

1DWI cases were included, however 
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ants were detained outright (one charged with murder, one with a narcotics 

distribution charge, one for OWl, one for drunkenness and one whose charge 

is missing from the data). 

In general, those not released (bond not made and detained) had 

weaker community ties, worse prior records and worse current charges than 

those released. And a disproportionately large proportion of black defend­

ants were detained. 

Those detained were more often unmarried and not supporting a family, 

living with a parent or alone, unemployed or employed in menial occupations 

and were younger than those released. Detained defendants had much more 

prior arrests and convictions as well as prior FTA's and were more often 

involved with the criminal justice system (especially already on pretrial 

release or probation) than others. In addition, many more of the criminal 

charges for which they were arrested were for FBI Part I offenses and 

twice as many were arrested on multiple charges. Not surprisingly, 

detained defendants did less well on the program's point scale than those 

released (78.3% of defendants were interviewed; 79.9% of those released 

and 68.8% of those not released). 

Assignment of bail rather than a program OR release tends to be 

associated with much the same factors as lead to detention (usually bail 

not made) instead of release. Those given bail have weaker community ties, 

(fewer are married or employed, more are on public assistance, have fewer 

dependants, shorter local residencies, are younger, a~d did less well on 

the point scale), worse prior records (more prior arrests and convictions 

and more current CJS involvements) and worse current charges (much more 

Part I and multiple arrest charges). What is different is that while 

100% of those given program OR's had been interviewed by the program, this 
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was true of only 55% of those released on bail. 

Similar differences distinguish among the ORP and SORP defendants. 

What is notable is the higher incidence of Part I charges, especially 

burglary charges and the incidence of socio-criminal problems among SORP 

defendants, with half (54.5%) being assigned to a manpower referral 

program and one-third (36.4%) assigned to a drug treatment agency. 

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR 

Of the total of 316 defendants released (including SORP), 51 (16.1%) 

failed to appear for at least one court date (in addition, five persons 

failed to appear more than once on the same charge). The average time to 

first FTA was 43 days from pretrial release, while the average time from 

release to case disposition for those who did not FTA was 77 days. Persons 

released through the Pretrial Services agency exhibited markedly lower FTA 

rates than others. 0RP releasees had a 10.2% rate and SORP defendants had 

a 14.3% rate. On the other hand, bail releasees had a 20% rate and non­

program OR defendants (i.e., those released without or against the program's 

recommendation) had a 26.8% FTA rate. Overall, 3.25% of all defendants I 

appearances were missed due to FTA's. 

Strong action tended to be taken in Santa Clara County against FTA's. 

Fifty percent of those in our sample who failed to appear were arrested. 

Another one-third returned of their own volition within thirty days. The 

rest (16.7%) were fugitives at the time of our data collection. Bench 

warrants were issued for 82% of the FTA's. Existing releases were 

revoked for 43%. Bonds were forfeited in just under 18% of these cases. 

Two of the 51 were prosecuted and in seven cases no action of any kind 

was taken (two persons were unable to appear due to illnesses). 

There were many factors differentiating those who failed to appear 
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from those who did not. These included community ties, criminal history 

and current case. Specifically, those who failed to appear were more 

often unmarried (single or separated); living with a relative (those 

living with a spouse had a low rate); three times as likely to be un­

employed; more likely not to be local residents; service or transport 

workers if employed; having a last occupation of laborer if currently 

unemployed and younger than others at first adult and current arrests. 

I n terms of pri or record, they had t\,li ce the number of pri or a rres ts 

and convictions; four times the number of prior FTA's and were twice as 

likely to be currently involved with the criminal justice system as not 

to be. 

I-Ihere there were agency recommenda t ions, fi ve of the nine II do not 

release" recommendations in the sample were applied to them. Although 

they had more references checked than non-FTA's, they scored an average 

of one-half the points on the point scale of the non-FTA's. getting 

fewer points for residence, family ties and employment, while getting 

more points deducted for prior record and receiving less credit for not 

having a recent conviction. Persons who failed to appear were more likely 

than others to have been arrested for an FBI Part I charge (including two 

of the five arrested for forcible rape). They were especially likely to 

come in on economic charges (especially burglary, larceny/theft, forgery/ 

counte\~feiting, fraud and vandalism). They were also more likely to have 

been arrested on multiple charges (39.2% versus 20.8% for the non-FTA's). 

In their cases they were far more 1 i ke)y to have been represented by a 

public defender. They also had more appearances than others, but received 

fewer notices to appear. And they had three times the number of post­

ponements of others. 
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PRETRIAL CRIME 

Of the 316 defendants in our sample who were released pretrial 

(including SORP), 46 (or 14.6%) were rearrested a total of 70 times 

for new offenses occurring during their pretrial periods. As with FTA's, 

program releasees performed much better than those released in other 

ways. Specifically, ORP defendants had a rearrest rate of 8.8%. SORP 

defendants had a rate of 10.7%. Bail releasees had equal FTA and rearrest 

rates of 20%. Non-program ORis had a 22% rearrest rate. The average time 

to rearrest was 57 days from release. As with factors associated with FTA, 

some of the characteristics which are associated with non-program releases 

separate the rearrested from the not rearrested releasees. Additionally, 

FTA and rearrest were themselves highly associated with 22 of the 46 persons 

rearrested (47.8%) also having failed to appear. 

About half of those rearrested (47.3%) were convicted of pretrial 

crime. Factors which were related to both rearrest and convictions for 

pretrial crime involved defendants I community ties, prior records and 

current cases. 

Pretrial criminals in Santa Clara County were more likely to be 

living with their parents (and were younger than others) and were more 

often unemployed. On the point scale, they received fewer points than 

other defendants for employment and no recent previous convictions, ane 

had more points deducted for prior record. Overall, they received one­

half the point scale totals received by others. Pretrial criminals had 

twice the prior arrests and convictions of those not rearrested. They 

also had more prior FTA's. Those currently involved with the criminal 

justice system at the times of their original arrests had far higher 

probability of rearrest than those not involved. However, pretrial 
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criminals and other defendants did not have a different distribution 

of arrest charges in their original cases. Lastly, pretrial criminals, 

like FTA's, were more likely to be represented by public defenders than 

by other kinds of counsel; and had more appearances in their cases than 

others. 
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I. SITE SELECTION! CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES 

Procedures for the selection of the eight cross-sectional sites began 

with collection of information concerning pretrial release programs through­

out the country. Such information included agency profiles developed by 

the Phase I study, whi ch provi ded, for approximately 100 programs, agency 

operations, defendant eligibility, workload and release violations data. 

In addition to this source, information was obtained from the Pretrial 

Services Resource Center and individual release agencies. 

From this large quantity of information, which was of varying timeliness 

and accuracy, jurisdictions with programs were grouped into five categories: 

Places with Full Eligibility and Interviewing, Places That Do Not Interview 

All Eligible Arrestees, Places vJith Limited Eligibility, Places Interviewing 

After Arraignment, and Places Emphasizing Supervision. For all jurisdictions 

I>/here it was available, information concerning release eligibility exclusions 

by charge, size of defendant population, number interviewed by the program, 

proportion interviewed as compared to the number booked, timing of inter-

views in defendants I processing, and use of releasee super.vision was compiled. 

After careful deliberation, and in consultation with the study's Advisory 

Panel, criteria for the selection of potential research sites were devised. 

There were both substantive and practical criteria. 

We decided to study only jurisdictions with publicly funded release 

programs. Also, because our goal was to develop a data base which would 

permit cross-jurisdictional comparisons involving a broad rarige of criminal 

arrest charges, we sought to study sites with few exclusions from con-

sideration for release on the basis of offense. Moreover, we did not usually 

pursue the study of programs unable to determine the eligibility of large 

numbers of defendants, unless other considerations warranted the study of 
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such jurisdictions. (For example, an exception was made in Miami, where 

only felony defendants are interviewed, to satisfy geographic considerations.) 

Within their eligibility guidelines, we sought to study places with programs 

that interviewed most of those eligible to be intervie\'/ed for consideration 

for program-fostered release. 

Because it was desired to study the outcomes of pretrial release 

under varying circumstances, we sought to study a mixture of operating 

approaches and levels of intervention. Of particular importance was the 

range of types of releases offered. Our goal was to be able to study many 

types of nonfinancial and financial releases. Another operational considera-

tion was the timing of program intervention in defendants· cases, usually 

either soon after arrest or not until after an arraignment had produced a 

release offer a defendant had not met. The use of post-release supervision, 

including referral to social and treatment programs, was another parameter 

entering into our selection of sites, as was the use of objective (point 

scale) or subjective methods of rating the eligibility of interviewed 

defendants. Finally, coverage of the major geographic regions of the country 

and study of jurisdictions of varying size were considered in making selections. 

Naturally, many of these substantive factors interacted in our selection 

decisions so as to cause us to seek sites possessing a few characteristics 

not yet adequately represented by sites already chosen, vlhile other sites 

provided variation along many dimensions. 

Practical considerations also had considerable impact upon the selections 

made. One feature of these selections was that they resulted from a con-

tinuing process and were not all made prior to da~a collection. One conse­

quence of this was that the accuracy of existing information about programs, 

given their often fluctuating life cycle, needed updating as the project 

proceeded. Hence, updating of information concerning sites that seemed 

-. 
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desirable was done as a part of the selection process. This included .uP­

dating existing data on programs' eligibility requirements, extent of coverage, 

time of intervention, budget and staffing, use of supervision, provision 

of release recommendations and the violations rates currently belng ex­

perienced. Additionally, it was necessary to determine whether release 

program, courts· and police department information on defendants was centrally 

located, since record decentralization would fragment and lengthen data 

collection efforts, which were usually conducted by a team of three 

researchers working at one site at a time. 

Another practical consideration was whether the needed files were 

available for the time period to be studied. Some sites which were other­

wise desirable could not be studied because of data availability problems. 

In addition, the use of some kind of uniform, unbroken numbering system 

for arrested defendants· records was needed, so that sample cases could be 

efficiently selected for study. 

If the results obtained from the consideration of each of these sub­

stantive and practical factors supported the study of a jurisdiction, we 

then sought its cooperation in a research effort. Here there were sometimes 

problems. Some jurisdictions· administrative judges, for example, felt 

that too much organizational time had already been consumed by research 

studies and refused to cooperate. In other cases the agencies and chief 

judges were willing to cooperate, but the Sheriff·s Department was unwilling 

to allow outside access to its records. When these cooperative arrangements 

were crucial, such refusals caused us to drop the site from consideration 

for the study. For instance, none of the·probation-run release agencies 

that we contacted was willing to participate in the research. 

Because pretrial release is often insufficiently evaluated locally, with 
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programs unable to assess their violations rates or extent of arrestee 

interviewing coverage, it was often deemed useful by program officials to 

cooperate in an evaluation conducted by an impartial outside agency. 

Officials were also quite interested in learning of other agencies' op­

erating procedures and their consequences "for rates of release and violations 

elsewhere. Thus, our ability to provide both post-research site and com­

parative results was often helpful in gaining the cooperation of agency 

offi ci a 1 s. 

In all several dozen candidate sites were contacted, of which eight 

were studied in the following temporal order: Baltimore City, Maryland; 

Santa Cruz County, California; Louisville, Kentucky; Dade County (Miami), 

Florida; Baltimore County, Maryland; Pima County (Tucson), Arizona; Santa 

Clara County (San Jose), California; and Washington, D.C. 

, 

f
·'·· 

I: 

., 

II. SELECTION OF SAMPLES 

In each site we usually drew a simple random sample of defendants. 

The source populations for the samples we~e usually contained in lower 

court complaint files. (In Baltimore City, where we were told that the 

release program interviewed virtually all arrested defendants, we sampled 

program interview folder numbers.) Hence, our populations were composed 

of arrests (or in some places arrests plus citations) that resulted in the 

filing of complaints. The lower court records automatically contained 

cases tried in felony courts because initial arraignments arose in the 

lower courts, regardl ess of where they may have eventually been tri ed 0)" 

whether the defendants were released pretrial. 

These procedures stelrmed from our broad focus on pretri al rel ease 

practices and outcomes. This led us to sample all defendants, released 

or not, as well as those released with and without program assistance. 

Such sampling permits assessment of jurisdiction-wide outcomes and com­

parison of program with non-program consequences for defendants and release 

outcomes. 

Because the issues we I'Jere studyi ng were defendant-, rather than 

case-centered, we used the ~ numbers drawn to i dent i fy the persons we 

would study. Those numbers were selected by computer, without replacement 

into the population pool sampled. The computer was instructed to randomly 

select a designated number of case numbers from the set(s) of numbers 

collected for the time period (usually one year) to be studied. Besides 

the main sample, supplemental samples of various sizes were generated and 

used for substitutions to yield samples of designated size when main list 

cases were dropped from study. 

The basis for sampling was the same in every site. Our goal was to 
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select at least one program OR-released defendant, in each site, who was 

likely to have been rearrested pretrial at a 95% confidence level. Program­

provided figures concerning rearrest rates (or estimate of rates developed 

by using surrogate FTA rates) along with population sizes were used to 

produce each site's appropriate sam~le size at accepted levels of sampling 

error. Because of the imprecision of the information upon which the sample 

estimates were based, we usually also required selection of a sample of at 

least 400 defendants for study. 

Once a case number was selected, defendant- and charge-based exclusions 

were made. These included juvenile defendants, persons being held for 

other jurisdictions, and commitments. We also excluded traffic offenses 

other than dri vi ng whi 1 e i ntoxi cated (OW!). 

Such exclusions necessitated the supplemental case number lists. Once 

a supplemental list \lIas used, after main list sampling occurred, it was (li 

used in its entirety. This was done to avoid introducing bias into the 

sample through the ~se of only a portion of a supplemental list. (The 

numbers on each list I'/ere arranged in numerical order to facilitate their 

use on-site.) 

To reduce the number of exclusions and to make it easier to handle 

cases arising in the sample which were themselves the result of pretrial 

arrests, a standard practice was followed that whenever it was found that 

a defendant had had more than one arrest in the period studied, the earliest 

non-excludable case became the one to be studied. The consequences of this 

procedure were that it made the unit of analysis the defendant and rendered 

some pretrial arrests studiable as such rather than as cases to be tracked 

to determine if they gave rise to pretrial arrests themselves. Another 

consequence was that it eliminated multiple studies of the same defendant 

when a defendant had multiple arrests in the study period. 
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Table 1 shows the sizes of the samples drawn in each of the sites. 

It also shows the program-provided estimates of their pretrial crime rates. 

Most of the rates stemmed from either old findings or guesses based on the 

FTA rates. Because the actual pretrial arrest rate found by our research 

was always higher than the programs I estimates, the sample sizes used ex-

ceeded the numbers required. In addition, supplemental samples of sub­

populations were drawn in three sites as aids in the analysis of the re~iability 

of findings made for the small numbers of some defendants (e.g., those on 

supervised release) who were randomly sampled in the main samples. The 

"Source of Sample" row shows the sources of case numbers sampled. Where 

there were breaks in the number sequences, these were taken into account 

in the sampling procedures. 
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Silmple Size l 
- ----------_._---
Supplemental Sample Size 
(Approximate suh-population) 

Description of Supplemental 
l~opU I at i on Sampled 

Program's Estimate of Program OR 
Pretrial Crime Rate5 

Time Period Sampled 
inS ite 

Source of Sample 

( 

TARLE 1 
SNlPlES SEl.ECTED I tI CROSS -SECT! orlAl S 11 ES 

BALT mOR-E --BAIYlHoRE -------
CITY, COUIITY, WASflIfiGTON, DADE COUlITY, 1.01J1~VIIH, 

r·IIIRYhIlN_D _ ~IAHYlArID D.C. FLORIDII _J:ErITUC~_ ------
37,391 18,528 30,000 9,8602 

19,200 

556 4194 Q'12 '127 435 -_._---
77 

(2,700) 

Prog ram and 
Cus tody 
Re I easees 

.-----.-- .. 
1.5X 0.9% 14.8% 31, 6'1, 

7/1/76 - Calendar Ca 1 endal' 1/1/78 - Calendar 
6/30/77 1977 1977 6/30/78 1977 

------AiJprox iiila te- -------
Releilse Iy 75% lower' LO~ler Court Upper Court lO\~er COUl't 
Program Cou;·t Case Docket Case Files Case Fi 1 es 
Intervim~ Files, 25';); Li stings (Felony Cases 
Fi I es . Only) 

Release Pro-

P HIA COUNTY, 
ARIZONA 

16,53'1 

409 

25 
(600) 

Supervised Pr 
gram Releasees 

9% 

Calendar 
1977 

Sheri ff' s 
Department 
Booking log 

----_._---- ______ ~llLfilQ'i.:,..... ___ . 
-----.~-.--.. ---

~Total of Samples and Supplemental Samples is 3,5135. 
3Six months felony only sample. 
4Six monlh sample. 
r,Slratified sample of Program and lIon-Progt'am cases, 
"lJsed in conjunction wi til number released OR by prou,'am to determine minimum sample sizes needed. 

--' --------_._-- -.-. ------ .------.-------------------
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SANTA CRUZ SAriTA CLARA 
-----, 

I COUNTY , COUIITY , 
TorAl \ CALIFORNIA . CALIFORr~ 

19,3893 8,605 IS9,507 

430 342 -3,'1601 
-~ 

23 125 
(170) (3,'170) 

----
Supervised Own 
Recognizance 
Progr~m 
Releasees --_. -----

"01 5.6A. l.{u 

._---
7/1/76 - 12/1/77 - Cl:J 

6/30/77 5/30/78 I I 
I-' '-1 I-' 

lower Court Ja i1 s' Case Files Bool:ing Santa Cruz logs and l1atson-
vi lIe 

-----
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III. DATA COLLECTION 

A. Data Collect~on Guide: Formation, Goals and Content 

A data collection guide for the field data collection effort was con­

structed following a literature review and discussions with pretrial release 

practitioners and researchers. The focus of these activities was on identi-

fying the major issues to be addressed by the study. Once these issues 

ItJere specified, the data needs of the study ItJere determined. Besides data 

on items that have been found important in past studies of similar issues, 

we considered numerous additional data elements, tailored to the particular 

needs of the pretrial release evaluation. 

Our main goal in the construction of the data collection guide wai 

to ensure the collection of comparable data within and across each of the 

sites. often use d,'fferent definitions of outcome measures, Because programs 

we attempted, to the extent possible, to develop and employ uniform opera­

tional definitions of events, In general, these definitions were defendant-

based and broad in scope, 

The major terms which required careful delineation were failure 

to appear, pretrial arrest, appearance and postponement, Such events 

are defined differently in many places, and varying data sources are often 

relied upon as indicators that one of them has occurred. Thus, it is not 

surprising that a study of pretrial release conducted by the Office of 

Economic Opportunity in 1973 found 37 definitions of "fail ure to appear" 
. 1 

in use among fifty-one programs surveyed. 

IHank Goldman, et al., The Pretrial Release Program n.lashington, D.C.: 
Office of Economic-OPportunity, 1~73), pp. 21-22. 
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We used failure to appear in a broad sense. We were attempting to 

delineate the size and correlates of failures to appear without resort to 

the lines of organizational responsibility ill jurisdictions which affect 

definitions used by programs. Such local considerations lead to violations 

rates including only those of program responsibility. For us, an FTA was 

counted whether or not the program was held responsible if the defendant 

was required to appear. 

If the defendant notified the court prior to the scheduled appearance 

that he or she wo~ld be absent, but the judge was not notified and issued 

a bench warrant, this was not counted as an FTA. However, if the defendant 

contacted the court on the same day, but not prior to the time that the 

FTA occurred, and a bench warrant was issued but then quashed, this was 

considered an FTA. In general, if the defendant was a "no - show, II we con-

sidered the person to have failed to appear. 

It was often difficult to ascertain whether an FTA occurred unless the 

court specified that a missed appearance was an FTA by issuing a bench 

Ivarrant. HOvJever, we searched every available case document in determining 

whether a defendant failed to appear before reaching a decision. 

Consideration of FTA also required us to define "appearance" and 

"postponement. II Fa r us an appea rance was "rea 111 when the defendant IS 

presence was required, the defendant did appear, and some proceedings 

took place. A postponement, whether before or at appearance, was said 

to occur when nothing took place other than a change in the appointed 

date for substantial proceedings. 

Pretrial crime was by far the most complicated concept to define. 

It has tlvO components: arrest an'd criminality. Pretrial arrest, as we 

refer to it, occurs when a defendant already facing trial for another 
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offense is ~rrested during the period of pretrial release for an offense 

which occurred during the period of release. Such an arrest may occur 

between the dates of release and disposition of the current case. We 

did not count arrests arising from offenses which occurred prior to the 

date of release (e.g., those resulting from an outstanding warrant). 

If we were unsure of the date of an alleged offense, we usually did not 

count it ~s a pretrial arrest. We also did not count minor traffic 

arrests. Nor did we consider arrest for failure to appear for the case 

under study as a pretrial rearrest. We did, however, count rearrests by 

other jurisdictions, when we were able to determine them, as well as 

those by the site under study. 

"Pretl"ial crime" requires both a pretrial arrest and some indication 

of a finding or admission of guilt for the rearrest charge(s). The latter 

condition can be satisfied either by the outcome of a trial for the new 

offense (finding of guilt or guilty plea) or apparent consolidation of 

original and rearrest cases resulting in a finding or admission of guilt. 

Consequently, we collected data on the dispositions of rearrests, as well 

as their occurrence. 

The data collection guide, which appears at the end of this appendix, 

was designed to be a complete guide to the variables, code choices, and 

coding format to be used in the field. The guide underwent several 

revisions that added code items or adjusted for differences in objective 

point scales. In terms of the variables measured, however, no changes 

of consequence took place during the study of the eight sites. The 

guide called for the collection of as many as two hundred pieces of infor­

mation concerning each defendant studied. These items fell into several 

categories: Defendant Identifiers, Demographic Information, Background 

. ~ : 
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Information, Criminal History, Present Arrest and Release for Previous 

Charge, Release Information, Charge Under Study (including Program In­

v~lvement), Post-Release Program Intervention, Weight of the Evidence, 

Court Appearances (including Failure to Appear), Disposition of Charge(s), 

Pretrial Criminality, Verified Points, and r~iscellaneous. 

A defendant tracking sheet listing all available identifiers was 

used to insure study of the correct defendants as collection of data moved 

from one agency to another. A "New Codes" sheet was used when new infor-

mation which did not easily fit within eXisting codes was found. These 

sheets, as well as site-specific operating procedures and defendant char­

acteristics, led to adaptation of the coding schemes, when needed. A 

Julian calendar (Date Coding Sheet) was used to translate dates to a 

numeric form, and an FBI listing of offenses was used for coding of 

charges. 

B. Implementation Procedures: General and Adaptive 

A pilot test of the data collection guide and procedures was carried 

out in Baltimore City, Marlyand, during the fall of 1977. This site was 

selected because of its proximity and the relative completeness of the 

records found there in exploratory visits. 

In order to select a sample of program-interviewed defendants, it 

'lIas necessary for project staff to affix identifying numbers to about 

half (17,000) of the defendant interview folders maintained by the release 

program for the study period chosen. These consisted of the folders of 

all defendants interviewed but not recom~ended for own recognizance release 

by the program and therefore not numbered for tracking. 

After the pilot test and revision of our procedures, Baltimore was 

studied as one of the project's sites. We may use Baltimore as an example 
\ , 
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of the relation between arrest populations and our samples. Of the 

approximately 49,000 persons arrested in the study period there, some 

37,000 were booked and remained in the criminal just'ice system by the time 

of the first bail hearing. Others were excluded. To obtain the 556 

defendants needed for our sample there, 632 cases were drawn. Thus, 

seventy-six were dropped due to charge and other exclusionary factors. 

The IIData Coll ection Procedures II that follow the IIData Collection 

the overal l and site-specific guidelines used by our team Guide ll discuss 

as they collected data in sites across the of three field researchers 

country. They offer guidance to those seeking information on the ways 

1 d As these procedures in which major discretionary elements were emp oye . 

indicate, adaptive mechanisms were employed in different sites when ab-

Th e items discussed are keyed to data collection guide solutely necessary. 

space numbers. 

C. Use of Confidential Criminal Histories (Rap Sheets) 

Collection of prior record and rearrest information required access 

to rap sheets. These, or documents composed from them, were essential 

in the determination of the extent and nature of defendant~' past 

arrests, convictions, dispositions, and sentences. They were also useful 

court alp habetical defendant arrest docket books, in in conjunction with 

finding all arrests which each defendant under study had during the release 

period. Police offense reports and other documents were often useful in 

f th alleged Offense, as opposed to the rearrest. determining dates 0 e 

In general, we 

were rearrested. 

relied on local records in ascertaining which defendants 

This was done because it was not always possible to 

dates from other J"urisdictions and because local police determine offense 

( 
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departments often received arrest reports from State and Federal agencies. 

Also, many of the jurisdictions we studied were county-wide, and the sizes 

of these counties made it likely that most rearrests would Occur within 

them. Lastly, rap sheets covering broader jurisdictions were often out­

of-date by several years. 

In several jurisdictions (Santa Cruz, California; Santa Clara, Calif­

ornia; and Baltimore County, Maryland) local Officials were prevented by 

State law from providing rap sheets directly to us. After lengthy nego­

tiations and petition procedures we were able to reach agreements by which 

State rap sheets could be provided to the project without breaching the 

confidentiality requirements of the applicable laws. 

The process of obtaining State rap sheets where there are strict 

confidentiality statutes, as there are in California and Maryland, may 

be instructive for other research projects. One consideration is that 

they are not provided free of charge, but must be paid for at a nominal 

rate. (In our case, the charge was $1.65 per rap sheet search in 

California and $2.00 in Maryland.) 

It was necessary to prove that vIe were, in fact, working on a research 

project with funding source documentation. The data to be provided had 

to be for purely statistical purposes with no use of defendant identifiers. 

This proved a problem, because it was essential that we be able to match 

rap sheets with the test of the data \ve had collected for each defendant. 

~1e were successful in developing a plan whereby \ve sent double-compartment 

envelopes containing the coded data forms and defendant identifier tracking 

forms for each defendant to the agencies responsible for criminal records. 

Access to the coded data was a satisfactory indication of the purely 

statistical nature of the project. The identifier sheets were used by 
,\ 
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agency personnel to locate a defendant's records; when the correct rap 

sheet was located, it replaced our tracking sheet in the envelope. The 

tracking sheets were retained by the agency, and all identifiers were 

removed from the rap sheet copies provided. To prevent accidental 

separation of a now-anonymous'defendant's data forms and rap sheet, the 

project Defendant 10 Number was noted on the rap sheet. The information 

was sent both ways by mail in boxes. The process vlorked very smoothly 

and took from two to six weeks per site. Upon receipt the rap sheet 

information was coded, thus completing data collection for affected sites. 

D. Data Collection and Coding Reliability 

Periodic checks of the interpretations of data elements in the field 

were made. Particular attention was paid to such matters in Baltimore, 

the first site studied, though checks were made in several of the sites. 

Not only I'/as the use of specific items checked but al so the rel iabil ity 

of the data collectors was checked and errors corrected. The technique 

employed was to randomly select ten percent of the compl~ted cases and 

have the data collectors re-do and then discuss each other's cases with 

supervisory p'ersonnel. This served to reveal inconsistencies in the ways 

items or codes were being applied. It also alerted them to any simple 

errors they may have been making. When systematic errors were discovered, 

all applicable cases were corrected. In general, the results of these 

checks revealed very few inconsistencies or errors. 
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IV. DATA ENTRY PROCEDURES; 
CODING AND PREPARATION FOR ANALYSIS 

In order to save funds, reduce errors and speed analysis, the data 

were coded in the field on scannable Optical Mark Reading (OMR) forms 

by the data collectors. Coding of the data was done on-site as the data 

was collected. 

Optically scannable forms were printed, using a general coding sheet 

format availabJe off-the-shelf from a form printing company. The location 

of a facility wil ling and able to scan our forms proved troublesome. However, 

once a satisfactory tacility was located (at the Howard University Medical 

School), the method proved extremely advantageous. It removed potential 

copying, coding and keypunching errors. It avoided possible losses of 

data source documents. It vastly increased the speed with which the 

data were available for analysis. (Whereas a keypunch operator can pro-

duce an average of ~O verified, punched cards per hour, the scanner pro­

duced 2,400 card images per hour with no need for verification.) Further, 

we were able to use a computer to check some of the fields on the data 

tapes produced by the scanner to check our data cases for the purpose 

of editing them ("cleaning" of the data). 

If raw data had been collected in the field to be subsequently coded, 

it is estimated that an additional $21,600 would have been expended for 

coding personnel, taklng lnto account the extra time coding caused our 

fleld team to work on-site. Keypunching, at an average cost of $500 per 

1,OUO verified cards, would have cost $9,UOO. The estimated total cost 

for these taSkS would have been $30,600. Instead, the scanning 

B-19 
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cost, including forms, was about $1,400, plus a relatively small invest­

ment of additional staff time. 2 

2For a detailed discussion of optical data entry, see Martin D. Sorin, 
Data Entry Without Keypunching (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 
forthcoming 1981). 
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V. DATA PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS 

A. Location and Computer Programs 

The primary computer installation util ized for analysis was t.he' 

University Computing Centel" at The Johns Hopkins University. The 

majority of the computer-assisted analysis, as well as the sampling, 

was done by Professor David A. Pyne of the Mathematical Sciences Depart­

ment of that University and his assistants. 

The primary computer program used was the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS). Also used was the Bio-Medical Data Package 

(B~1DP). A program to perform the project's logistic regression analyses 

was written by Professor Pyne. A copy of that program is available upon 

request. 

B. Use of Comparison Groups 

In order to facilitate analysis of the data, categories of the major 

dependent variables were used to construct comparison groups. The asso­

ciation of independent variables was tested to explain membership in the 

groupings. The major comparison groups I/Jere derived from types of release 

and violations of release conditions. In the initial analysis of data 

from each site, defendants were as:signed a type of release. Across the 

ei ght sites there \'Jere twelve di fferent types: 

• surety bail; 

• pro gram OR; 

• non-program OR; 

• bail not made; 

• detention; 

• deposit bond; 

• citation; 

B-21 
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• third party custody; 

• unsecured bond; 

• program bond; 

• sheriff's OR; and 

• supervised own recognizance program (Santa Clara only). 

In each site groups of defendants who were assigned to two different 

release types were compared to determine the correlates and consequences 

of their differing releases (e.g., defendants released on program OR were 

compared with tho·se released on surety bail). Other release groupings 

were also compared, especially those released versus those detained. 

No site contained all tvJelve types of release options. Where very 

few defendants could be classified in a release type, they were grouped 

with the next most similar type. For example, three persons in the Baltimore 

City sample were given deposit bond. This was far too few for fruitful 

compa ri son. Therefore, they \'Jere grouped with defendants offered surety 

bond releases. 

The major violations used as dependent variables were: 

• failure to appear; 

• pretrial rearrest; and 

It pretriar crime (conviction). 

Usually the defendants (released defendants only) were sorted into dichotomous 

gtoupings (violators-non-violators) and correlates were determined. 

In the analysis of data ftom all eight sites, aggregated main sample 

data were used. The major comparison groups used at that stage Ivere: 

• released -- not released; 

• financial release -- nonfinancial release; and 

• maqistrate-set financial release -- magistrate-set nonfinancial 
release. 
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The violations comparison groups were the same as for individual sites 

(i.e., failed to appear versus did not; rearrested pretrial versus not; 

and convicted for pretrial arrest versus not). 

C. Weighting of Data 

It was our conclusion that the data we had collected represented 

m'Jch of the range of variations in the ways programs operate, where . 

they are located! the defendqnts they ~erve, et cetera. (The results of 

our site selections, discussed earlier {n this Appendix, are fully profiled 

in the text of this volume.) Because of this and in order to simplify 

the development of conclusions from the massive quantity of data collected, 

the site-by-site data \'Iere aggregated. Cases from each of the sites were 

statistically weighted to adjust for differences in the population sizes 

from which they were sampled. The intention was to weight a site's cases 

as a function of its population's contribution to the total universe 

sampled. Hence, we turned the sites into strata of one "national" sample. 

Our inferences from that point stem from one sample composed of eight 

site strata. While we do not assume that the resulting aggregate is a 

simple random sample of pretrial release programs or defendants on a 

natio'nal scale, we do assume that it is reasonable to make inferences 

about pretrial release within this special universe of eight sites and 

from it to such other places as share their important characteristics. 

The weighting procedure employed the weights shown in Table 2. 

Unless otherwise stated, discussions in this report refer to data which 

have been weighted and do not accurately reflect individual sites except 

where they are discussed separately. The effect of the weights is not 

to change proportions within a site, but rather to change absolute numbers 

I 
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of cases within a site and the relative contributions of individual sites 

to the aggregate data base. 

TABLE 2 
WEIGHTING OF SITE DATA 

Poou- He i 9ht Site lation Sample (Rounded in table) 

Baltimore City, Md. 37,391 556 1.4588 

Santa Cruz County, 8,605 430 .4341 Cal Hornia 

Louisville, Kentucky 19,200 435 .9574 

Dade County, Florida 9;860 427 .5009 

Baltimore County, Md.* 18,528 419 .9592 

Pima County, Arizona 16,534 409 .8769 
-, 

Santa Clara County, 19,389 342** 1 .2298 Cc:\l ifornia 

Viashington, D.C. 30,000 442 1.4723 
,. 

TOTAL 159,507 3,460 

*Weighting of original strata incorporated. 

Weighted 
Sample 

811 

187 

416 

214 

-l02 

359 

~21 ** 

651 

3,46'1 

**An errol~ in the ",eighting procedure resulted in the inclusion of 23 
Santa Clara SORP defendants, dr;"1n as a supplemental sample, in the 
aggregated data set. With a weight of 1 .2298, these 23 became about 
28. This accounts for the figure of 3,488 reported in the text for the 
weighted sample total. The unweighted total was thus 3,483 rather 
than 3,460. 

( 
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D. Technigues Used in Analysis 

Initial analysis involved generation of marginal frequency statis-

tics for categorical variables, and descriptive summary statistics for 

continuous variables. (This was preceded by extensive work to set up 

system files containing variable formats, names, value labels, and data 

transformations.) Bi-variate analyses were done using crosstabular statistics 

and one-way analyses of variance. Where indicated by calculated variances, 

non-parametric significance tests were employed. 

The categories of nominal variables showing statistically significant 

relations (.05 or better) to the dependent variables were converted in 

mUltivariate analyses to dummy variables with dummy codes of zero for 

absent and one for present. This greatly increased the number of related 

"variables." To isolate the more important ones, they were entered into 

bivariate Pearson's Product Moment correlation an~lyses. Those with 

adequate numbers of cases (usually at least 2,000), high t-test results 

(usually significance levels of .001) and correlation coefficients that 

were not trivial (i.e., at least .01) were deemed to have passed a second 

screening. Continuous variables (which were not dummy coded) were entered 

in the correlations runs as well. 

The resulting refined set of the variables most highly related to 

the dependent variable were then included in discriminant analyses to trim 

the set further. Then logit model studies were conducted to isolate the 

very best independent predictors of the outcomes. Such analyses were done 

on the aggl'egated data and site-by-site with \veighted data, using indepen­

dent variables which had been gleaned from the aggregate--as opposed to 

site-by-site--analys'is. Variables which were related to the dependent vari-

ables in only one or two sites were not included in the aggregate analyses, 

>-~ 
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as the purpose was not to study pretrial release in a few sites, but 

c rather across many of the sites. 
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DEFCNDANT/SITE IDENTII=ICATION SHEET 

(Complete for every defendant) 
B-28 

Site 1.0. No.: 

Defendant I. D. no.: 

Study Type: 

Date of An"est: 

Charges (Abbreviation~): 

Site Case Reference Numbers 

/luJilber 

Baltimore = 01, Santa Cruz = 02, 
Louisville= 03, Miami = 04 
TO\'lson =- 05, Tucson = 06, Santa Cl ara = 07 
Washington, D.C. = 08 
Consult Identification Number list. 

Retrospective = 1 
Experimental Group = 2 
Control Group = 3 
Supplemental = 04 
Tucson City Court Misdemeanor = 06 
Tucson County Court Misdemeanor = 07 

_ ---... --- -.- -- - -. -_. - --. - -- -- ----._- ,.. - .... 

Ident ify each one. Such numbers inc lude 
P.D.I.D., N.C.I.C., Docket No., etc. 

------ -- - --- -I Description 

" 

'. 

Name of Defendant ______________________________ _ 

Da te of Bi rth_, ______ _ 

l\liases --- --- ,- --------

---------_ .. --- ----,- ------
Address 0 f De (enJa n t _____________________________ -

C i t:y and Sta te! ______________ -:--_______________ -:--

De fend a n.t I s Telephone Numbe r·_-,--,-_~=__.____r-----------------'-----
(Area Code) 

Places You Collected Data _____ ~ ______________________________ __ 

~ames of Courts Which Tried This Case 

Nilme 0 f Da ta Co 11 ec tor ___________ _ ____ Date Form COlllpleted _____ __ 

~ - ... . . , 
.... -'.> ..• ~-__:-.""=--.~~'l!'.:!r.'~ .' .... ----•... "'~"' .•.. -.~. 

1 I • Y 

I 

I 
I 
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NEW CODES SHEET 

(Complete for ever.Y defendant) 

Instr-uctions: Wllcncvcr on answer Lo i1 CjlIrstion docs not rCcldily fil. l'Iilliin tile 
nle'ci"iiTngofan existing code caLcvofY or c·"lls for an uncodiliJlc clnswer, lIse this 
sheet to record the t"elevant question numbers and the ans\'ler for whicll no codes 
are shown or spaces allotted. ALWAYS be sure to record the Site and Defendant 
,Iden'tification information by carefully copying it from the preceding sheet in 
the spaces provided below whether or not you expect to list anything else. Do 
this immediately after filling out the preceding Defendant/Site Identification 
Sheet. ,Lastly, clo not separate this Sheet frolll the rest of this defendant's 
forms. Use additional Sheets if needed, recording Identification Information 
on each one. 

IDENTIFICATION: Site 1.0. No. From DiS Identification Sheet 

Defendant 1.0. No.: From D/S Identification Sheet 

Study Type: From O/S Identification Sheet 

Question number Uew Answers 

.. 

-- -

.' 

- -

-

Name of Data Collector Date Form COllipleted ------------------------------- --------
(Use reverse side for comments relating to this case) 

.. !"~--~- .,..-
- .•• "'." ... ~~ .. ,-~.~.~. "'-,,",~---':- ·,tw.-!,,-_~, __ ,_, 

• 



r 

(~ 

( 

8-30 

DEFENDANT/SITE DATA RECORDING FORM 

InsLrucLions: 1~lIcfl daLiJ for a (plcsLiullir. IlIi<;:,iI19, a/\'lilYS fill ill 1\/.1. 1.11(' COIUllillS 
witi,-;-;O's'rr:- Hhen ailS\'Ier will not Fit in existing codes, use NE\·I CODES SHEET. 

==================================f==============================-'~"-

CODCS _--.. __ . ____ --=.:.1 f:..:.:.·IF...::O:.:.;R:....::f.1I\...:...T:.....:;l...::O.;...:.N ______ 
t 
_________ .::.::..:=.:::....-________ ..••• _ . 

fl.. IDENTIFIERS 

Coding Sheet (10. 

nr Place a "1" in this column 

From D/S Identification Sheet Site I. D. No. mm 
mmmm Defendant I. D. ~Io. From D/S Identification Sheet 

Study Type From D/S Identification Sheet TaT 
~-----~------- ---"- ··---1-----------------

8. DEF ErlDANT DEt·l0GRAPH 1 C 1 NFORI·1AT lOti 

Date of Girth 
ygr- DOT n1T Dzr 

Age a t time of a rrest for thi s 
DJr Tf4Toffense. 

Ethnicity 
TisT 

Sex 

C. BACKGROUND IfJFORI·1ATIOil 

t·iarital Status 
DlT 

Does Defendant (0) support family? 
f1Sf 

With whom does 0 live? -
.. (19) 

Total number of relatives in area 
(20) 

Total number of dependents 
'(2i; t~2)in area 

I·lonth, Year-Use blo digits for each 
(viz. 02 52 = February.1952) 

Use two digits, e.g., _3 ___ 0_ 

Glack = 1 
IIispanic Surname = 2 
\'Ihi te = 3 

Hale = 1 
Female = 2 

' .. 
Oriental = 4 
Other = 5 
American Indian = 6 

Married, living with spouse = 1 
Married, not living with spouse = 2 
Divorced = 3 
Hi dOl'led = 4 
Neyer Married = 5 

Y(l<;, I\lililony = 1 
Yes, Supports Child ~ 2 
Yes, I\limoll.Y umJ Child SlIPI10rt = 3 
YP$, OLhet' Lype-'of ('umily support = I} 

110 :: 5 

Parent=l, Spouse=2, Guardian=3, 
Other Relative=4, Non-Family Person=5 
Alone=6 

9+ = 9 

Use two digits 
,'fI. ;. 

INFORMATION 

Local Hesident? 
(23T 

If (23) answer is 1'1", 

Number of years of local 
~ T25T residence? 

number of mQIl tllS a t present 
126T TIlT TZSTaddress 

(29T 
Is person an alien? 

Employed at time of arrest? 
nor 

If (30) anSI-IeI' is "1", 

Hhat is occupation? 
\TIT\32T 
If (30) answer is "2", 

mY IT4T 
What was the last occupation? 

Number of months at job 
T35T D6T '(37) if (30) ans~Ier is "I" 

_ -" Estimated weekly. earnings 
T38Tmf (4QT from job, if (30) is "l" 

If 1I11ell1p 1 oyeci, nLJIJ1ber of 
T41T (4Z) (4Tr mOil ths unelJ1p 1 oyed 

ff4r 
Income fo)' ycar prior Lo un'cst 

. Is defendJllt or family receiving 
(45) any form of public assistance? 

8-31 

Yes = 1 
No :: 2 

Use two digits. 

CODES 

Use three digits. 1 month or less = 001 

Yes, legal = 1 Foreign-born, status 
Yes, illegal = 2 Unknown = 4 
No = 3 

Yes = 1 
Ho = 2 
Housewife = 3 
Fulltime Student = 4 
Employed and Student = 5 

Professional/Technical = 01 
Hanagers/Administrators = 02 
Sales/Retail = 03 
Clerical = 04 
Craftsmen/Foremen = 05 
Operatives (except Transportation) = 06 
Transportation Equipment Operatives = 07 
Laborers (except Farm) = 08 
Farm Workers = 09 
Service workers = 10 
Private household workers = 11 
Armed Forces = 12 
Use three digits. month or less = 001 

Record amount, using three digits. 

Use three digits 

(lver $?IJ ,000 = 1 $?3,Q99-$21,OOO 
S2(),9~)~)-$1Il,()()Ll = J$17 ,9~1:)-$lS,tlU() 
$14,999-$12,000 = 5 $11,999-$ 9,000 
$ 8,999-$ 6,000 = 7 $ 5,999-$·3,000 

Yes = 1 
No = 2 

Under $3,000 = 9 

= 
.. 

= 
= 

i' 
11 

II 
8 
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Educational achievement to date 
T46T 

D. CRIMINAL HISTORY 

Does D~fendant have a juvenile arrest 
. (4:) record? 

Is Defendant a veteran? (Sites 06, 
T48) 08 only) 

Age at first adult arrest 
T49T noT --

Number of prior adult arrests 
TmT52T 

Number of prior adult convictions. 
T53T T54T 

Total number of months incar­
(55) T56T \57-rcerated as part Of-sentences 

served for adult convictions. 

Do not complete (58-63) if defendant 
has less than 3 prior arrests or if 
defendant has not been arrested at 
least twice for at least one partic­
ular charge. 

Most frequent charge in total 
"(58T T59T record. 

Second most frequent charge 
T60T T6IT 

Third most frequent charge. 
T62T Tm 

Date of most recent 
-0&4) ~ T66T T67f previous arrest 

Date of release from 
T68T 169) V5T T7IT most recent i ncarcer­

ation. 

1 I 
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COOES 
-===.--:-=----~.=---... 

Graduate School or Professional School = 1 
College Grad. = 2 Some College = 3 
Technical or Vocational School in addition 
to High School Graduate = 4 
High School Grad. = 5 Technical or Voca­
tional without H.S. Grad. = 6 Some H.S. = 7 
Less than High School = 8 

Yes = 1, No = 2 

Yes = 1, No =-0 

If only date of arrest is available, record 
it on New Codes Sheet for later conversion. 

Murder and nonnegligent (Voluntary) Manslaugh­
ter= 01 Manslaughter by Negligence (Involunt~ 
= 02 Forcible Rape= 03 Robbery= 04 Aggrava­
ted Assault= 05 Burglary (including Breaking 
~ entering)= 06 Larceny/Theft (exc. Auto)= 07 
Auto Theft= 08 Other Assaults= 09 Arson= 10 
Forgery/Counterfeiting= 11 Fraud= 12 Embez­
zlement= 13 Stolen property= 14 Malicious 
Destruction (Vandalism)= 15 Weapons= 16 Pros­
titution & Comm. Vice= 17 Sex Offenses (other 
than 03 and 17)= 18 Narcotic Drug Distribu­
tion= 19 Gambling= 20 Offenses Against Fam­
ily and Children= 21 Driving under the Influ­
ence of Liquor or Narcotics= 22 Liquor Laws 
= 23 Drunkenness= 24 Disorderly Conduct= 25 
Vagrancy= 26 Suspicion= 27 Failure to Ap­
pear= 28 Narcotics or Paraphernalia Poss.= 29 
Marijuana Distribution= 30 Marijuana Poss.=31 
MinQr Local Offenses= 12 Violation of Proba­
tion or Parole= 33 Conspiracy:= 34 Pos­
ession of Criminal Apparatus Excluding 
Drugs=35 Other Offenses=40 Reduced Charge=42 
~lonth and year 

~lonth and Year 

r 
I 
! 

I 
I 
I 
\ 

1 Uf"OW·l/\ r 1 Oij 

"wilber of monLhs of last in­
-(72) [73T f74rcarceraticiil--

Has the defendant failed to appear in 
(0Jthe past? 

If (75) anS\ver is Ill", How many 
mT tinles? 

E. PRESEIJT ARREST AND RELEASE FOR 
PREVIOUS CHARGE 

Date of A!"rest 
rrtT T7fD mT 185) 

IDENTIFIERS 

Coding Sheet Number 
(81 f 

Site 1.0. Number 
(82) (83) 

Defendant 1.0. No. 
(84) (BSY- r&ST (8'T) 

Status at time of arrest 
\88) 

I fan s \'/e r to (88) is" 3" 0 r "4", 1 i s t 
Probation or Parole Officer's name on 
Names Sheet. 

If anSl-ler to (88) is other than lilli, 
list most serious charges for which 
released prior to arrest under study: 

t:l-33 

Use three digits 

Yes = 1 
No = 2 

Record number 

CUI) I ~i 

Use Date Codin9 Sheet 

Place a "2" in this column 

From DIS Identification Sheet 

From D/S Identification Sheet 

No other CJS involvement = 1 
On PTR for another charge = 2 
On probation ~ 3 On parole = 4 
2 and 3 = 5, Outstanding Warrant = 6 7 = 6 
and 2 8 = 6 and 3 9 ~ 4 and 2 . 

For codes, see Sheet 1, (58) and (59) 

l} . 
, , 
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INFORHATlON 

If answer to (88) is "2," what type of 
T95T release? 

Record amounts, percentages, conditions, 
on New Code Sheet. 

Date of Release 
T96) T97T 198T T99T 

F. RELEASE INFORMATION (CHARGE UNDER STUDY) 

Was defendant given release option 
(lOO)pending trial? 

Date of Release 
-------.~ ... 

(101; (102)(103)(10~) 

__ . __ ~ __ . _ Jime of Release 
(105) (106)(107)(108) 

__ Origina'l Type of Release by Officials 
(lU9) 

If money involved (i .e., the anSl'ler to 
(llO)previous question is code "1'1, "3", "4" 

or "6"), specify amount. 

If percentage involved, specify nm . 

B-34 

CODES 

[3(1 il bond = 1 
ROR = 2 
Deposit bail = 3 
Unsecured bond = 4 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Conditional release: 1j 

Supervised release ~ 6 
Citation release = 7 
Do Not Release = 8 
Summons Warrant = 9 
Note: if bail was set 
and D. made full cash 
bail, note on New Corles 
Sheet. 

By judge = 1 PTR Program Acting on Its Own = 2 
By Bail Commissioner = 3 By Magistrate other 
than Judge = 4 Don1t Know by Whom = 5 
Not Released = 6 Arresting Officer = 7 
Pre-set Bail = 8 Sheriff's Dep't. = 9 
Use Date Coding Sheet 
If D. failed to get release put zeroes in 
(21-24). 
Use continuous 24-hour times (e.g., 1415 :: 
2:15p.m.) 

Bai1= 1 ROR= 2 Dep. Bail= 3 UnsEc: Goncl=:1 ) 
Condo R. ~ 5 (In site 08, 5 = Detent10n H~a~lngn 
Sup. Rel. = 6 Cit. Rel. = 7 Release Den1ea = 0 

If Cash Bail, Note on New Codes Sheet 
8elow $250 = 1 $251-S500 = 2 
$501-S1 ,000 = 3 $1,001-$1,500 = 4 
Sl :501-$2,000 = 5 $2,001-$2,999 = 6 
S3,OOO=$4,999 = 7 $5,000-$9,999 = 8 
$10,000 or more = 9 

5~,i = 1 1 O~(, = 2 15% = 3 20% = 4 
25% = 5 29-50% ~ 6 Over 50% = 7 

Type of release by officials after all Use codes in (109) 
(ll2)reconsiderations if different 

Date of last reconsidera- Use Date Coding Sheet 
(111) Tl14)\TT5)\TT6)tion of release condition 

New amount, if appropriate 
(ffiT 

New percentage, if appropriate 
( 118) 

If there were conditions or supervision, 
(119)indicate the kind 

C
'<·- __ Was someone in PTR program charged with 

(120)the responsibility of seeing to it that 
'the defendant got to court at the 
proper time,? 

1 f 

, .' • <' 

Use codes in (110) 

Use codes .in (111) 

Report to drug treatment program during pretrial 
period = 1, Alcohol program = 2, Report to 

< manpower!j ob program = 3, Supervi sory Custody = 4 
Yes, Personnally Responsible = 1, 
Yes, General Program Responsibility = 2, 
No = 3 

" ~ ,. -~-" -"' ----~~~~~="'-:..:--~~-~-... 'l.-:::_=-.-~ 
.. "t, 

.~ ;. , 

" 

INFORf~ATION 

If raising of resources was necessary 
(T22)for release, how did defendant raise 

them? 

(ill), 

Program Involvement: 

< Was defendant interviewed by PTR 
(rzzn Program? 

When was this done (if done), for 
(125 ) fir s t time? 

il£6L 11~Z) If the answer to (124) is yes, 
hoI'! many hours after C\rrest'l 

How was information verified? 
(TZ8r 

If checked, how many references ~ere 
( 1 29)checked? 

Was information ~athered on the defen­
(f3Qfdant available and presented to 

release source? 

Hhat release recommendation I-las made 
(131)by program? 

If money involved, specify amount 
( 1 ~~)recoJlll11en~ed 

If percentage involved, specify per­
(133) centag~ recolllmenrled 

_If conditions or supervision were 
(134)recommencied, what were they? 

, __ Has defendant been employed duri n9 the 
(135)pretl'ial -release oerjod.? 

If Yes, list occupation during 
ll'36f'(T37)that time 

B-35 

CODES 

Other than bondsman = 

Yes = 1 
No = 2 

Bondsman = 2 

Immediately after arrest = 1 
After first bail hearing = 2 
At time of subsequent arrest = 3 
At time of previous arrest = 4 

Telephoned references = 1 
Visited references = 2 
Checked files = 3 
1 and 2 = 4 
1 and 3 = 5 
2 and 3 = 6 
1, 2 and 3 = 7 

If 125 = 4 and info 
not re-verified, 128 = 0 

Did not verify anything = 8 

Indicate number (9 or more = 9) 

Yes = 1 
No = 2 

Indicate type (lsinq (95) codes; r.xcept 
Do Not Recommend = 9 

Use codes in (110) 

1 Use codes in (111) 

Report to drug treatment program during pretrial 
peri od = 1, A 1 coho 1 program = 2, Report to manpowel 
job program = 3, Supervisory Custody = 4 
Rep-ort to P.TR = 5!and .1;'2, or 3 = 6, 4 and 5 = 7 
Use codes 1n (30). 0 1f not released. _ 
believed he could get job back = 6, 0 believed h 
will lose job = 7 Note: Answer (136-137)and(13. 
only if (135) is 1, 5 or 6. 

Use ,codes in (31) and (32) 

Ie 

, 
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IN FORt'lAT ION 

Is this same job defendant held 
(T38Giprior to arrest? 

G. PROGRAM INTERVENTION (If Applicable) 

__ Frequency of program contact wi th 
(139) defendant 

Average length of contact 
(l40r 

Primary mode of contact 
(Till) , 

Types of service provided to 0 
. (142) by program 

Did defendant comply with release 
(1.4?) condi ti ons 

If NO, what action did program take? 
(T44T 

H. vlEIGHT OF EVIDENCE 

____ Number of v/itnesses agai nst 
(145)(146)defendant 

Number of witnesses for 0 
(147)(148")' 

Was a police officer a witness? 
( '-49) 

Were weapons or apparatus used? 
(TSOT 

Has defendant confessed to crime 
.(lSrjcha rged? . 

. ~.- ,.. 
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Yes = 1 
No = 2 

CODES 

o if 0 uneillp 1 oyed 

Once a week or more = 1 
Less than 1, but at least once a month = 2 
Less than once a month = 3 

Less than 15 minutes = 1 
16 - 30 minutes = 2; 31 - 60 minutes = 3 
More than one hour = 4 

Telephone = 1; In person at program offices = ( 
In person, elsewhere = 3; Mail = 4 1 and 2 = 5 

Reminded 0 of court dates = 1 
Counseled 0 = 2; Ref~r~ed 0 to services = 3 
Monitored 0 compliance with conditions of 
release = 4; 1 and 4 = 5; List cOlllbinations 
or others on New Codes Sheet 1,3 and 4 = 6 
1,2,3,4 = 7 
Yes = 1 
No = 2 

Use New Codes Sheet 

Yes~ but not only witness = 1 
Yes, only witness = 2 No = 3 

Yes, weapons involved, found in possession ~ 1 
Yes, weapons involved, not found in pass. ~ ? 
Yes, apparatus involved, found in poss. = 3 
Yes, apparatus involved, not found in poss. -
Yes, both involved and found in poss. = 5 
Yes, both involved, not found in poss. = 6 
No = 7 

Yes = 1 
No = 2 

. , 
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I _l'las defendant caught in the act or Yes = 1 
/: (152)at t;,e scene of the crime charqed? No = 2 

Ii _)ype of representa ti on i ( 1531 
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Relation of victim to Defendant 
(1541 

1. COURT'APPEARANCES FOR THREE MOST 
SERIOUS CHARGES FOR WHICH TRIEO* 

*List Names of Courts, Judqes and 
Cities for Section I on N~mes Sheet. 

Most Serious Charge 

Hhat is charge? 
(155)(15-6') 

Date of first scheduled 
(T57J(T58)(159T(1GO)appearance ~n this 

__ Code Sheet No. 
( 16i) 

cha rge 

Site r. o. No. 
(T62T(Tb'3j 

(f6'4'r (16S) (1'66) (167) Defendant I. O. No. 

, ____ ~_ .. __ Null1bet· of real scheduled 
(168)(169)appearances for this charae 

,-- ., __ Ho\', 11Iilny ways \'/aS 0 notified of 
(1?0)(171)scheduled appearances 

Private attorney = 1 
Public defender = 2 
Court appointed private attorney = 3 
Self-representation ("pro se") = ~. 
Attorney, Status Unknown = 5 
~nrned~ate family = 1 Prior acquaintance = 2 
~,o pn or acgua i ntance = 3 COl11merci a 1 = 4 
Non-~ollll~erclal = 5 Police Officer = 6 
No Vlctlm = 7 Multiple Victims = 8 

Use (58-5~) Codes to identify and 
to deternl1ne relative seriou'sness of charge. 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Place a 113" in this space. 

Copy from DIS Identification Sheet 

Copy from DIS Identification Sheet 
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Fa il uJ'e to appear tor Uri s clic1r l ju, 
if applicable: 

Date of failure to appear 
(172) [173-) (Tf4) (i 75) 

Date of next actual court 
IT76) \T77) (T78) (179) a p pe a y'a n ce 

Holt' did D get to court after this FTA? 
[T80) 

'\ 
I 

j 
Actions taken by court in 
response to the FTA 

Number of all postponements by 
[i84)[iS5)court for this charqe 

Reason for FTA 
(, nB6) 

Second Most Serious Charge 
[i87) (lag) 

Date of first scheduled 
(189} (T9fJ) (l§n (192)appearance on this 

(second) charge 

Number of real scheduled 
(!93) ('i94)appearances for thi s charqe 

How many ways was D. notifi8ri nf 
(195)(196)app~arances for this charge 

Failure to appear for this charge, 
if applicable: 

Date of failure to appear 
(T9if(T98}(199) (206f 

. Date of next actual court 
t, ("201l" ("W2} ~ (204) appea rance 

HoW did D get to court after this FTA? 
\205T 

-~~ ~.~-----~~ 

(,I )I)/. t, B-38 

: Not.e: Ir Cherc· ie, Jllon' !.T,d,1 (Jfll'll/\ I," :'" 
Stlille clla rlje, ans\</(',' ttll ton I"T/\ qLJl>~; L i I:!I', 

(stdY'tinCj'\</ith "\'/hat is Chclt'qe" and endil"l 
It,ith "r'lethod of Notification") on th,:; hdt~I' "r 
NeVi Codes Sheet and write "Double FTI\" c1C,'(",', 

top of Defendant r.D. Sheet. and code number 
of FTA's minus one in (390). 
Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Own volition, contacted court within 30 days=l 
Own volition, other= 2 Arrested and in jail=3 
Located by program= 4; by bondsman= 5 Defen­
dant still at large= 6 Defendant forfeited 
bail in lieu of appearance~ 7 Tried in absencc=G 
None = 1; Release revoked = 2; Bench 
warrant = 3; Bond forfeited = 4; FTA 
prosecuted = 5; Mailed warninq = 6; 
Conditions added = 7. ,Set Bail = 8 
Convicted of FTA = 9 (List sentence 
on New Codes Sheet) List up to three. 
Include ~r2-appearance and at trial postpon~­
ments on this charge. 

Scheduled for conflicting appearance = 1; 
In jail = 2; III = 3; Unknown = 4 Court error=5 

Use (58-59) Codes to identify and 
to detennine relative seriousness of charge. 

Use Oate Coding Sheet 

See (168-169) 

Use'Date Coding Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

, Own volition, contacted court within 30 days=l 
,Own volition, other= 2 ,!\rrested and in jail=3 
, Located by program= 4; by bondsman= 5 Defen-

dant still at large= 6 Defendant forfeited 
hili1 in 1 ;PI/ nf .1'lf"ll'l;')I"?'1('" -, 

." 

. 

~.-- ------ ---------- --~~-~-----------------~~-~~~-~ 
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I (I (206) 

'(207) 

Actions taken by court in 
response to the FTA 

I 
Ii 
i (208) 

NUiliber of a 11 postpollerllents for 
(209) (2l0)this charQ('~ 

Reason for FTA 
(211 ) 

Third ~'Iost Serious Charge 
(212) (213) : 

, Da te of fi rst schedul ed 
(214)(215)(216)(217) 

(third) charge 

rlumher of real scheduled 
(218)(2151appearances for this charae: 

)j __ . ,. JlO\</ man'y wa.Ys was D notified of ! (-) (2Z0}(22Tjappearances for this charge 

fi 
n 
f1 

~ 
~ 
11 

I 
" 

i 
i 

Failure to appear for this charge, 
if applicable 

Date of failure to appear 
(222)( 2~~r3T( 224)' (225)-

Date of next actual court 
(226T(227f( 228)( i29 )appea rance 

How did D get to court after this FTA? 
(230T 

(231 ) 

(232) 

(m) 

I\c t. i 0115 r.lkpll hy ('oun in 
re~pollsc I-n { lie rT;\ 

~ , NUlllber of all postponell1en ts fOI' 

" () (234)(235)this charge 

- Reason for FTA 
(236r 

None = 1; Release revoked = 2; Bench 
warrant = 3; Bond forfeited = 4; FTA 
ptosecuted = 5; NJiled \·/tlrninq = 6; 
Conditions added = 7. Set Btlil = 8 
Convicted of FTA = 9 (List sentence 
on New Codes Sheet) List up to three. 

,Include pre-apoearance and at trinl ros t"pone­
,ments on this charge. 

Scheduled for conflicting appearance = l' 
In jail = 2; III = 3; Unknown = 4 Court ~rror=5 

Use (58-5~) Codes to identify and 
to detenlllne relative seriousness of ciiJi:~~ .. 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

See (168- 169) 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Own vol~t~on, contacted court within 30 days=l 
Own volltlon, other= 2 Arrested and in jail=3 
Located.by program= 4; by bondsman= 5 Defen­
da~t ~tll~ at large= 6 Defendant forfeited 
ball ln lleu of appearance= 7 
None = 1; Release revoked = 2; Bench 
warrant = 3; Bond forfeited = 4; FTA 
prosecuted = 5; Mailed warning = 6' 
Conditions added = 7. Set Bail = 8 
Convicted of FTA = 9 (List sentence on 
New Codes Sheet) Li~t up to three. 
Inclu~e pre-trial and at trial postponements 
on thlS ,charge. 

Scheduled for conflicting appearance = 1; 
In jai 1 = 2; III = 3; UnknOl'/Il = 4 Court error=5 

, . i 



( 

J. DISPOSITlOII OF CililflG[(:') (fill" c:ase studied) 

Time nf ilrrest: Us'! c:untinllous 211-hl1lw tillies (e.g., 1415 

Identi fication: 
4 

124'1)' Code Shee t 110. 

(242) (243) Site 1.0. No. 

-- --. -- -- Dpf. I.D. 110. 
(244) (245} (246) (247) . 

Original Ch~rge~ 
At ilrrpst 

(248) (249) 

(250) (251 ) 

(252) {253i 

J M'lst Serinw; 
CtI.1rges for 
which Tried 

(272) (273) 

(2e4) (Z8S'j 

OUI CI)II1(' Uate of 
of Trial Oi ~pos it ion 

(262) (263) (iG·ti) (265) (266) 

(274) (275) (276) filii (2 iii i 

(286) (2Eii) (2Mj (289) C290j 

(254")" (255) 
U~e Sheet I, 
(~8) ~ nd (59) 
Cod~~ 

Use O~te Coding Sheet 

(256) (257) 

(ml) (259) 
List, in order of 
seriou~n~ss. Use 
Sheet 1 (58) and 

Pled no conte~t ~ 1 
Pled Gu i I ty = 2 
DismiSSed 01' lIot Prosecllted J 
ilcQuitted, Jlldge = 4 
ilcquitted, Jur~ ~ 5 
rOIHld Gil i I ty, JUlilfP = G 
Found Gil i Il.y. J,lry ~ 7 
/lill Convicted (nt.h!'l· th,1n J. 

(59) codes. If 
more than 6. use 
tie'''' Codes Shee t 

4 or 5) ~ 11 • 
Bail forfeiU:d in liPIl of appr.,r~"CI' q 
Ll ~ t T I"i ~ 1 Cmll" t ( s) ,) nrl J lIdf)~ ( s) 

on Ilillilps :,hee l 

Total len'lth of i"rar(~I,.,lio" se.,lenced for '!l.! rh,wfJl's 
(297) 

(30 d.1yS or ier,s = 1 1-3 mon ... IIS = 2 4-6 rnonl!J~ J 
7 IIlanths to I i'C,w 4 1-3 vpar~ - 5 4·5 yrar~. 
6-10 y!'ar~ ~ 7 11-70 years ~ A Over 70 yrars - 9 

G 

2: l:'p.m.). 

Type of 
Sentence fur 
eoleh Charge 

Length of Sentence for 
cach C1wr'le (:-lont.hs) 

j 
lnr,wcrr.,tilln ~ 01 
p,'"bal i 011 = 02 
)w,pl!lllfed Sent. = 0] 
fi III' ~ 04 
Trl'.ltlllcnt ~ 05 
02 ,\ OJ = 06 
O?, 03 F. 0,1 - 07 
a I .~ f)4 - 01: 
07. OJ ,\ or, , 09 
(l;' 1> 04 • If) 

List sentencinq cDurt, 
cIty and Judqp on 
1/,1r,'')S !jheet 

03 t, 0:1 ~ II; 
05 ... 07 - 12 
07 f, O~ ~ 1 J 
02. O~. 05 = 14 
01. 07. on. or, ~ l'i 
01. 02. 04 = If. 
"Volunteer" services 
01, 02, 05 = 18 
01 & 02 = 19 
04 & 05 " 20 
01 & 05 = 21 
01, 02, 03, 04 22 
02, 03, 04, 05 23 
01, 02, 03 = 24 
01, 02, 03, as = 25 

17 

OJ 
I 

+:> 
o 

\ 
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1:, PP.[TRlf,L CRII'Il:;r,LlTY (excurlillq FTII) 

First 
q"d ,','e 5 t 

Date of Rearr",t. • 
ifnI" liE:! ChM'le) 

I·la jOl' 
CI1.ll',][' 

Tnt .11 
fI'l, or 

(fill I q(~'j 

lIllIl re 1 C.l se 
Loc.l- (;(1110 i t itJlI~ 
t i Illi Ch,HH)l'd 

lJ" t'J 0 r 
o i ~plJ';i l ion 

(290)(2~S) (30n) (301) (302) (303) (304) (305) (306) (307) (Jon) (309) (310) 

5 Co.!e SlIpc! ::0. 
(32J"j 

Si te I.fl. Uo, 
om (l7.]) 

/ 
(321) ~3(5) (326) (377) 

I , 
S!1-:opd 
"(~-3l'n~st 

Til i "'I 
~e3""C$ ( 

(317) (JIB) (Jig) (320) (328) (329) 

(343) (344) (345) (346) (347) (348) 

; 0 ;'·tll 

"~J"t"!:t (362j (363) ()64) (j65) 

Use Da te Cod i ng Shee t Use Sheet 1 
(58) and (59) 
Codes 

*Rearrests are all arrests other than 
and subsequent to the firs: arrest 
of the defendant occurring ~ithin the 
study period. 

(J30) (331) 

(350) 

(368j (369) 

= 9 
9 or more j 

Release J = 1 
Nearby J '= 2 
Distant J = 3 

(332) (333) (334) (335) (336) 

(357) (353) (354) (355) 

( 370) (371) (372) (373) (374) 

I Use Date Coding Sheet 

, 
LIST MOST SERIOUS CHARGE: Detained = 1; Bond 
forfeited = 2; Conditions added = 3; Supervision 
1ncreased = 4; Bond Increased = 5; ROR rescinded and 
bail set = 6; Treatment ordered = 7; No change = 8. 

" 

~lajur CII.l,.gl~ 

for ~/lIich 
CUllvir:trd 

(3! 1) (312) 

(375) (376) 

Use Sheet 1 
(58) and (59) 
codes; Not 
Convicted = 41 

Outcome 
of Tri a 1 

(313j 

(339) 

(358) 

(117) 

Use Sec­
tion J 
CodeS 

Type of 
Sentence 

I'J c!loIl1. 
(114) (315) t316 

~ .!-,,':\ 
(340) (341) (342) 

~~ (359) (160') (lfi I) 

t1!!L~. 
(37A) (379) (380)' 

Use Section J 
Codes. List sen­
tencing court, 
city and judge 
on Names Sheet 

\ 

, 



( 

L. 

( 

c 

INFORMATION 

VERIFIED Points awarded defendant-­
(Baltimore only) 

Residence 

Time in Baltimore area 
(382) 

(383) 
Family Ties in Baltimore area 

(384) 
Employment or substitutes 

"Other Factors" (health and 
1385) extenuating) 

Drug or Alcohol Problem 

FTA, Escape, or Parole/Probation 
T387T Violation 

Prior Record 

1 I 

8-42 

. 
- \ 

-----------, .. , 

CODES 

Record number of verified points 
awarded defendant for this 
criterion 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Record number of verified points 
deducted from defendant's score 
for this criterion 

II 

1/ 

r I { 
! 
I: 

B-43 

I ================:::'-=========='l~==================== ''''---------'1"-

f: (J INFORMATION CODES 

~ =====L=,,==V=E=R=IF=I=E=D=P=O=IN=T=S=A=W=AR=D=E=O=D=E=FE=N=D=AN=T========~=============================== 
lli (Louisville) 
k 
U 
1 

L. 

Residence 
T381) 

Personal Ties 
(382) 

Economic Ties 
(383) 

Mi s ce 11 aneous 
(384) 

No Previous Criminal Record 
(385) 

FTA and Other-Previous Criminal 
(386) Record 
(387) 

388 Bl ank 

VERIFIED POINTS AWARDED DEFENDANTS 
(Santa Clara) 

Residence 
~(3""'="'81~) 

Blank 
-r-::( 3~8 2""'"") 

Fami ly Ti es 
""""(3C=S3'"""") 

-r::-:::~E,mp 1 oyment 
(384) 

Blank 
-r-::( 3:-=":85::-"- 386) 

Prior Record 
-r::( 3=-=8 7;-'-) 

Record number of verified points 
awarded defendant for this criterion 

1/ 

" 

II 

II 

Record number of verified points 
deducted from defendant's score for 
th i s criteri on 

Record number of verified points 
awarded defendant for this criterion 

Points deducted for prior record 
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CODES 
INFOR~1ATION 

==================~====~========================I 
Prior Record 

\388T 

L. VERIFIED POINTS AWARDED DEFENDANT 
(Washington, D.C.) 

Residence 
-.-:{ 3-=-=8 l-r-} 

Time in area 
f382T 

Family ti es 
T383T 

Employment 
'(384) 

Pri or Record 
T385T 
386 387 388 Blank 

M. MISCELLANEOUS 

Location in Santa Cruz County 
T389f SORPjORP in santa Clara County 

-r--~Multiple FTA on same charge 
(390) 

Rearrest outside jurisdiction, 
(391) ascertained from statewide rap 

sheet 

Positive points awarded for having light 
or no prior record 

Record number of verified points awarded 
defendant for this criterion 

Record number of verified points deducted 
from defendant's score for this criterion 

Santa Cruz = 1, Watsonville = 2 
SORP = 3, ORP = 4 

Record number subtracting one 

1 = Yes 

" 

tl ~' 
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DATE CODES SHEET 

Instructions: Four digits will be used to code dates. The first diqit will 
refer to the calendar year (e.g" 1977=7, 1976=6, etc.). The last tl;ree 
digits will show the month and day, as coded from the following table (e.g., 
March 14 = 074, November 1 = 306). Examples of date codes are: 

r,larch 14, 1977 
June 10, 1974 
November 1, 1976 
January 3, 1977 

~10/Day CD* r·io/ Day CD 

Jan. 1 001 Feb. 1 032 
2 002 2 033 
J 3 034 

7074 
4162 
6306 
7003 

~lo/ Day 

Har. 1 
2 
3 

CD 
--

061 
062 
063 003 I ..J 

£1 004 I 4 035 1 4- 0G4 
5 005 I 5 036 5 065 
6 006 6 037 6 066 
7 007 7 038 7 067 
8 008 8 039 8 068 
9 009

1 
9 O~O 9 069 

10 010 10 'cf41 10 1J70 
11 011 I 11 042 11 071 
12 012 0 12 01131_ 12 072 
13 013 13 044 13 073 
14 014 14 045 14 074 
15 015 15 046 15 075 
16- 016' 

0 __ -;-

047 16 076 16 
17 017 17 048 17 077 
1() 018 18 049 18 078 

I) 

19 019 ---i9 -.;-- --i9 079 050 
20 020 20 051 20 080 
21 021 21 052 21 081 
22 022' 22 iS3 f---;2"Z- 082 
23 023 23 0 054 23 083 
21~ Q~_~_ 0 __ ~~U_0_~5 24 0811 
g- 025 25 056 2"s 1fErS' 
26 026 26 057 26 086 
,,-, 027 

.,,,, 058 27 Oil7 i, or t.. I 

28 -O2:()~ ---2Lf" 05.(f --28- o Bfr-
29 029 29 060 29 089 
30 030 I 30 090 
31 031 I 31 091 

* CD = Code 

t·lo/ Day CD /'10/ Day CD /·101 Day CD 
f- r--' 

Apr. 1 092 May 1 122 Jun. 1 153 
2 093 2 123 2' 154 
3 094 3 124 3 155 
4 095 if . 125 4 156 
5 096 5 126 5 157 
6 097 6 127 6 158 
7 098 7 128 7 159 
8 099 0 129 8 160 \) 

9 100 9 130 9 161 
10 lOe --io- -13f --10-- '1'602-
11 102 11 132 11 163 
12 103 12 133 12 IG4 
i3 104 13 13'f --fr l6!) 
14 105 14 135 14 166 
15 106 15 136 15 167 
1's 10T~6-~-JT 1'6-1615 
17 108 17 138 17 169 
18 109 18 139 18 170 
19 110 19 140 Ef 171 
20 111 20 141 20 172 
21 112 21 142 21 173 
22 113 22 143 22 174-
23 114 23 1<14 23 175 
24 l15 24 145 24 ~~ 2"s '116- -25- 146 25 177 
26 J 17 26 147 26 178 
27 118 27 14B 27 179 

'---,~ -i 1"9- --/8'- -pr:r 11l0-28 213 
29 120 29 150 29 181 
30 121 30 151 30 182 

31 152 ---_ .. ----,--
~continued) 
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OATES CODE SHELr tCONTINUEU) 

I-Io/Day CD." r ~Io/Day CD ~Io/Day CD~-Io/Day CD No/Day CD flo/Day CD 

Jul. 1 183 Aug. 1 214 Sep. 1 245 Oct. 1 275 Nov. 1 306 Dec. 1 336 
2 184 2 215 2 246 ~ 276 2 307 2 337 
3 185 3 216 3 247 3 277 3 308 3 338 

f----4:-+-;-l"o:;...:;r ( 4 217 4 248 4 278 4 309 4 339 
Ii 187 I 5 218 5 249 5 279 5 310 5 340 
6 13B" 6 219 6 250 6 280 6 311 6 341 

1---~7=-+--=1:";":89 7 220 7 -iSl 7 281 7 3-1~ 7 34"r 
8 190 8 221 8 252 8 282 8 313 8 343 
9 191 9 222 9 253 9 283 9 314 9 344 

f-----:-10;'-+-"='1""92 10 ~23 10 254 10 284 luhlS 10 -]4!) 
11 193 11 224 11 255 11 285 11 316 11 3~6 
12 194 12 225 12 256 12 286 12 317 12 3~7 

1----=13 195 13 226 13 7.57 13 287 13 318 13 3Lir 
14 196 14 227 14 258 14 288 14 319 14 349 
15 197 15 228 15 259 15 289 15 320 15 ~50 
16 198 16 229 16 260 16 290 16 321 fbi J5T-
17 199 17 230 17 261 17 291 17 322 17 352 
18 200 t" 13 231 18 262 18 292 18 323 18 353 
19 201 19 232 19 263 19 293 19-jJ2q 19 354 
20 202 U O 233 20 264 20 294 20 325 20 " 355 
21 203 21 234 21 265 21 295 21 326 21 31)G 
22 204 22'2"35 f----Z2 266 22121)0- 22-"-J2T" ~2- 35T-
23 205 HI 23 236 23 267 23 297 23 328 23 358 
24 206 _ 211 23 7 2~ iGS 24 298 24 329 24 3S() 
25 207 25 238 25 269 2~r--zg9 2!)\-J3Ci" --25- 360-
26 208 26 239 26 270 26 300 26 331 26 361 
27 209 I 27 240 27 271 27 301 27 332 27 362 
28 210 I 28 -241 28 272 28 307"- 28-'-13"3 28 -363 
29 211 I 29 242 29 273 29 303 29 334 29 364 
30 212 30 243 30 274 30 304 30 335 30 365 
31 213 I 31 244 31 305 31 366 

*CD = CODE 

:; I 
. , 

" 

I r"." 
; \.~,,~ 
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DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 
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DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

A. Salnp 1 e 

Juvenile, Federal and traffic (other than Driving While Intoxicated(DWI) 
and Manslaughter by Auto) charges are excluded from consideration as 
study charges. Juvenile and traffic charges are also excluded from 
consideration as (1) pretrial crimes and (2) adult criminal history. 

B. Occupation, Section C (31-32) * 

Examples: 
Professional/Technical-Occupations where advanced school or training 

is necessary, e.g., lawyer, doctor, engineer, etc. 
Craftsmen-development of specific skills, e.g., electrician, 

painter, etc. 
Operatives-various machinists, crane operator, etc. 
Transportation Operatives-bus driver, chauffeur, taxi driver, etc. 
Laborer-cons tructi 011, assernb ly-l i ne \'lOrkers, etc. 
Service-Skilled and unskilled pUblic-oriented service, e.g., nurses 

aide, waitress, janitor, parking lot attendant, security guard, etc. 

Use nevi codes sheet if category cannOL be determi ned. 

C. Cri me Codes 

Refer to Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) list and codes (58-59) 

Some comnon unlisted examples: 
Assault with a Deadly Weapon = Aggravated Assault (05) 
Breaking rind Entering = Burglary (06) 
Shopliftinq = Larceny/Theft (07) 
Endangerment, Harrassment = Simple Assault (09) 
Bad/Worthless Check = Fraud (12) 
Destruction of Property = Vandalism (15) 
Indecent Exposure, Peeping Tom = Other Sex Offenses (18) 
Desertion, Non-Payment of Support = Offenses Against Family and 

Children (21) 
Open Container, Drinking in Public, Alcohol Sales Violations = Liquor 

La\'/s (23) 
DistlJrbillCl the Peace = Disorderly Conduct (25) 
Loiter~ng-= Vagrancy (26) . 
Any drug chat'ges other than ~'lat'ijuana = Nat'coties Distriblltion (19) 

or rossession (29) 
Possession of Burqli'lt'y Tools = I\pparatus (35) 

40 = all othc( offenses flOt provided fat' ill previolls codes. Includes 
felonies an~ ~isrlemeanors, obstructinri justice, resisting arrest, 
kidnapping, trespassing. 

32 = offenses particular to a region. 

Use new codes sheet or 40 for other crimes. 

* Refers to Data Collection Guide space nUmbers p 
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D. Types of Releases Section F 

100 = the person/office that made the last pretrial release decision 
for initial release from custody. 

If defendant was not given release option, the sequence of codes is: 
(100) = 6 (101-104) = BLANK (109) = 8 . 

If defendant was given a release optic'l, regardless of aC'~uality of 
release, (e.g., bail granted, but not posted), a code other than 116 11 should 
be recorded in (100). 

For cases disposed of at initial appearance prior to bail hearing when 
preset bail was the only option and the defendant did not post it prior 
to appearance, the sequence of codes is: (100) = 8 (101-104) = BLANK 
(109) = 1. This applies to all sites with preset bail schedules. 

E. Court Appearances Section I 

FIRST SCHEDULED APPEARANCE (157-160) (189-192) (214-217) 
This refers to the first appearance where something occurred other 

than pretrial release proceedings which were usually held automatically, 
soon after arrest. This is usually not the initial appearance unless 
the case was dismissed, bound over to another court or there was an 
immediate plea. 

REAL APPEARANCE (168-169) (193-194) (218-219) 
A Real Appearance is one where: 
(1) The defendant was required to appear 
(2) The defendant did appear 
(3) Substantial proceedings took place (no postponement) 

POSTPONEMENT (184-185) (209-210) (234-235) 
Includes pre-appearance and at-appearance postponements. An 

at-appearance postponement is one where no substantial proceedings 
took place aside from rescheduling. 

F. Disposition of Charges Section J 

Charges at arrest will not necessarily be the same as the charges 
for which a defendant was tried. Often concurrent cases are merged, 
charges are dropped, added or changed. If space isn't available, a 
single count for a given charge may represent several counts of the 
same charge. 

IICharges for \vhich tried ll reflect a combination of the most 
serious charges of the case, the range of charges or the charges for 
which the defendant was ultimately convicted and sentenced. 

Attempt to make order of charges at arrest correspond to the order 
of charges for which tried: 

(248-249) = (260-261) 
(250-2Gl) = (272-273) 
(252-253) = (284-285) 
Plea bargaining is the most frequent method of disposing of a 

case. Several possible ways to infer that the case was plea bargained 
are: 

··11 
/. 
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( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3 ) 

B-50 

defendant pleads guilty (or no contest) to one charge and the 
rest are dismissed or not prosecuted. 
defendant pleads guilty (or no contest) to a lesser charge or 
code 42. 
If there were pretrial crimes, defendant pleads to a charge in 
one of the cases and the remaining charges are dismissed. The 
disposition date may often be the same for all the cases. 

When charges were' changed from arrest to disposition, and there were 
codes for these new char~es, then the codes were used. If the charqe 
remained the same but was reduced from a felony to a misdemeanor or in 
degree then 42 was used for charge for which tried. 

Example: Robbery 

o 
(248) 

4 
~ 

Grand Theft 
o 7 

moT (251) 

Theft' 

o 7 
(260 ) (261 ) 

Petty Theft 
4 2 

(272) (273) 

In the case of OWL, defendant often pleads guilty to a lesser traffic 
charge, such as reckless driving. This would be coded as _2 __ 2_ --±- _2_ 

, " 

OUTCOME OF TRIAL (262) (274) (286) 

8 = not convicted 

In some sites this refers to STET (dismissal subject to reopening), 
probation before verdict or jury (PBV, PBJ). 

In other sites, this refers to DIVERSION, where upon completion 
of or promise to attend diversion treatment program, charges are not 
prosecuted. 

DATE OF DISPOSITION (263-266) (275-278) (287-290) 

This refers to the date of outcome (114, 126, 138) and not the 
date of sentencing, which may occur some time after. The pretrial 
period ends on this date. Consequently, arrests and failures to appear 
occurring in the period of post-disposition and pre-sentence are not 
included. 

TYPE OF SENTENCE (267-268) (279-280) (291-292) AND LENGTH OF SENTENCE 
(269-271) (281-283) (293-295) 

For all sentences that include both incarceration and probation, 
the length of probation is coded under length of sentence and the 
length of incarceration is coded under (296). For cases with con­
victions of several charges for which concurrent sentences were given, 
the total length of the sentences was divided among all the charges. 

When incarceration ;s coded for minor charges, and when the 
defendant was not released during the pretrial period this usually 
refers to "credit for time served," and not additional incarceration. 

. , 

'I ( 
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G. Failure to Appear (FTA) 

1. If defendant notified the court prior to 
that he or she would be absent but the . d scheduled appearance 
a bench warrant, this was not ~ounted as J~n g~T~as not notified and issued 

, . 
2. If defendant contacted th t 

occurred and a bench warrant was .e cour on the same day that the FTA 

~s(~~n:J~ and the court's respons~s~~e~h~u~T!h(~8i)(~~~1(2j~jSw~:sc~~~ed 

3. If defendant failed to app d 
not contac~ the court it was cod dear an was required to appear and did 
which was noted on th~ court jack!t as a~ dFT~ and the court's response, 
2, 3, 8). ,var1e 1n each case (most often codes 

It was often difficult to ascertain what was a 
specified a non-appearance as an FTA and res n F!A u~less the court 
warrant. The reason for the FTA (186)(211)(2Po36nd)ed by 1SSu1ng a bench 

was rarely stated. 

t h
' FTA's are not considered pretrial crimes 
1S ~"'as noted as code 5 undet "actions taken·byI~o~~~.FrTA was prosecuted 

P rio r FT A (75) (76 ) Th ' . f 
P - ,1S ln ormation was usually obtal'ned from rogram records or from rap sheets. 

H. Pretrial Criminality 

This refers to rearrests for new ff 
after release for the study char e ando ~nses w~en t~e of~e~se occurred 
ally the~e would be arrest datesg\vhiCh ~r~~r ~oh~ts d~Spos1~10n. Occasion­
unknown 1f the offense actually took pla~ ~lih~n t~lS perlOd, but it was 
coded as pretrial crimes. e a lS t1me. These were not 

I. Source~ for Finding Pretrial Arrests 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Defendant court indices for local jurisdictions 

Program tracking records 

FBI and State rap sheets 

Miscellaneous documents in 
a rearrest court or program folders which indicate 

Rap sheets usually have the least ' 
of arrest and charges. Date of offe am~~nt o~ ~nformation-just date 
?ft~n not included. The most reliab~!e~e 1Spos1t1on a~d,sentence are 
lndlces and program records dep d' thod was ex~m1nlng local court 
methods were. If a rearrest was e~o~~a O~t~?W ehxtenslVe .pr?gr~m tracking 
the study arrest, all the n ' W1 l~ t e same Jur1sdlction as 
cases. Arrests in other 'u~~~~~ar~ lnformat~on Ivas available in most 
Location (306, 331, 350, ~69). ct10ns are d1fferentiated by codes under 

.\ 



( 

( 

7 r 

-- -----------------

B-52 

1. D.C. 

The only site that "no papered" cases as a means of early dismissal. 
This was done by the prosecuting attorney within hours after the arrest. 
These cases were not considered for study or for pretrial criminality. No 
other site discharged cases so shortly after arrest. 

2. Tucson, San Jose 

All rearrests qualifying as pretrial crimes were considered, even 
those cases which \'!ere dismissed prior to preliminary hearing (this 
applies to all sites, but was particularly prevalent in these two sites). 

J. Locations of Arrest Information 

Baltimore: court index, program 

Santa Cruz: court index, program, State rap sheet 

Louisville: court index, program, State rap sheet 

Miami: court index, FBI rap sheet 

Towson: court index, State rap sheet 

Tucson: court index, program, State rap sheet 

San Jose: program~ FBI rap sheet 

D.C.: court index, program 

Information on criminal history and current involvement was also obtained 
from these sources. 

K. Biographical Information 

The most complete source of informa.tion was the program interview. 
If there was no interview, other possible sources of information were the 
citation, the police report, the booking report, the probation or pre­
sentence report. The program interview was the only verified source of 
information. 

1. Mi ami 

Only verified the information of those few defendants who were released 
through the program. Used unverified program interviews and police reports. 

2. Baltimore, Louisville, D.C., San Jose 

Biographical information on most defendants from verified program 
interview. 

3. Santa Cruz 

Relied mostly on arrest and booking reports. Program interviewed 
very few defendants and verifi ed the data. . 
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4. Tucson 

Approximately one-third of the defendants were arrested for felonies; 
most of these were interviewed by the Correctional Volunteer Center, and 
the information was verified. Another third were arrested on misdemeanors 
handled by city court in the first half of the year and were interviewed 
by CVC, but the information was not verified. For the rest of the defendants, 
very little information was obtained, the only sources being police records 
and the city court computer. 

5. Towson 

Twenty to thirty percent of the defendants were interviewed by the 
program and the information was verified. Most defendants filled out a 
questionnaire \'/hen they appeared before a bail commissioner and this 
information was not verified. Some information was obtained from the 
arrest reports. 

L. Arrest and Court Information 

All sites had defendant indices. These were used to locate defendant 
files. The defendant's first arrest in the study period was used as the 
study arrest unless the information was unobtainable. 

1. Tucson 

Reliable information on. date and time of arrest, date, time, and 
type of release obtained from police and jail computer printouts. All 
indicated felonies had court jackets and papers. County misdemeanors had 
a 11 necessary court documents as well. For city court mi sdemeanors, 
papers were generated only for cases that were not disposed of at initial 
appearance, which was the minority of cases. What little information was 
available for these cases was taken from jail and police computer printouts, 
arraignment dockets and the city court computer. 

2. Baltimore 

District court case jackets and superior court computer had fairly 
complete and reliable data. Program was secondary source of re,liable data. 

3. Santa Cruz, Lousiville, Miami 

Court records and pol ice reports \vere the primary source for thi s 
data. 

4. D.C. 

Accurate dates of arrest and release were often unobtainable. There 
were no arrest reports in the program or court folders. ~Jhen the exact 
date of arrest was not specified, the date of interview, which should 
fall within 24 hours, was used. If a defendant was not relea~ed on recog­
nizance or bail at the initial appearance, date of release was unspecified. 
Used any related papers in attempt to ascertain reasonable release dates. 

: 
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Sample Populations 

Baltimore-sampled program files for period 7/1/76 -- 6/30/77 

Santa Cruz-sampled criminal records in clerk's office for both 
Santa Cruz and Watsonville. Period: 7/1/76 - 6/30/77 

Louisville-sampled criminal records in clerk's office for year 1977 

t.1iami-sampled criminal records in circuit court for felonies only. 
Period: first half of year 1978. Supplemental sample of OR 
defendants supervised by program and unsupervised (8)=4. 

Towson-two sample groups. Approximately 300 defendants sampled from 
district court records and approximately 100 defendants sampled from 
supervised program cases. The program group consisted of defendants 
who were interviewed by the program for their first arrest in the 
study period. 

Tucson-sampled Pima County Sheriff's booking computer printout for 
year 1977. Supplemental sample of defendants released and supervised 
by CVC (3)=4. 

San Jose-sampled booking log for period 12/1/77 -5/30/78. In all 
sites defendants charged with Federal offenses and traffic offenses 
other than OWl and manslaughter by auto were excluded. 

D.C.-sampled 10lver court docket listings for period 1/1/77 -- 12/31/77. 

N. Refiling of Charges 

Miami-If a case was discharged in ~1a9istrate Court and then later 
direct-filed within 7 days, the case was tracked from initial arrest 
to disposition as all other cases, and the discharge was ignored. 

Tucson--If a case vias discharged in county court and then later 
refiled as a direct indictment in Superior Court and there was an 
indication of the State's intention to refile shoy·tly, the County 
Court dismissal was ignored and the case was tracked from initial 
arrest to final disposition. 

This situation did not arise in the other sites. 
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METHODOLOGY FOR DELIVERY SYSTEM ANALYSIS 

The national evaluation of pretrial release included an analysis of 

the "delivery system ll used to make release decisions in each jurisdiction 

studied. Because an important goal of the evaluation was to assess the 

role of formally established programs in the overall pretrial release 

process, we studied each program's relationships with other criminal justice 

system components. We also solicited the views of various criminal justice 

system officials about the local pretrial release process and pretrial 

release program. 

AHhough analysis of the delivery system for pretrial release Itlas a 

topic for independent study, this analysis was also vital for the defendant 

outcomes segment of the evaluation. Because different jurisdictions may 

have somewhat different processing stages and may use different "labels ll 

for similar events, it was essential to understand the local systems-with 

their peculiarities and unique features-in order to collect the defendant­

based data in comparable ways across sites. Accurate analysis and inter-

pretation of these data also required insight about the pretrial release 

practices of the jurisdictions studied. Thus, the delivery system analysis 

served multiple purposes. 

The delivery system analyses were developed from three major sources 

of information: 

• interviews conducted with local criminal justice system 
officials and other individuals having knowledge of pre­
trial release practices (e.g., bonding agents); 

• various reports and documents available locally (e.g., 
annual'reports, research studies, manuals of program 
procedures); and 

• a small amount of observation of pretrial release 
practices (e.g., the programs' interviews with 
defendants, the judges' setting of release conditions). 
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Typically, one to two weeks of staff time was spent in on-site data col­

lection. Prior to arriving in the jurisd"iction, the delivery system 

analyst had reviewed the relevant laws governing release in the jurisdiction, 

developed a preliminary list of persons to be interviewed, and made some 

of the key appointments. The initial ~ist of interviewees was developed 

during a conversation with the pretrial release program director, who 

was asked both to suggest individuals who should be contacted and to 

provide the names of the chief judge, prosecuting attorney, director of 

the public defender's office, sheriff, police chief, jail administrator, 

etc. This list was supplemented by the delivery system analyst as greater 

knowledge of the local release system was gained. 

The first on-site tasks were usually to interview the program director, 

key staff and chief judge. In addition, as part of the initial orientation 

to program operations, the delivery system analyst commonly toured the 

various facilities where program activities take place (e.g., jail, court, 

program offices). Additionally, the major stages of the release process 

were observed (e.g., program int,erview and verification, court proceedings" 

followup activities). After obtaining an understanding of specific pro­

gram goals and procedures, the delivery system analyst interviewed the 

following individuals: 

• judges and magistrates; 

• prosecuting attorneys; 

• defense attorneys; 

• law enforcement officials; 

• jail officials; and 

• bonding agents. 
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Other persons who could provide additional insight about release practices 

were interviewed, as appropriate. Such persons included the directors 

and staff of social service agencies to which released defendants might 

be referred, representatives of criminal justice system planning agencies 

and local government officials. 

Table 3 provides a summary of the interviews conducted in each of 

the eight sites. As shown, the types of persons most frequently inter­

viewed consisted of judges and magistrates (27% of all interviews), followed 

by program directors and staff (23% of all interviews). 

Interview guides were developed for the major categories of persons 

interviewed. These guides appear at the end of this paper. The inter­

view guide used at the program facilitated acquisition of information 

about the program1s: 

• history; 

• goals; 

• organizational structure; 

• staff composition and salaries; 

• funding sources and amounts; 

• eligibility criteria; 

• specific procedures, such as 

-i ntervi ew, 

-verifi cat ion, 

-presentation of information to the court, and 

--followup with released defendants; 

• impact on rates and types of r~lease, failure-to-appear 
or pretrial criminality; 

• research and evaluation activities; and 

• relationships with other components of the 
criminal justice system. 

---I 
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TABLE 3 
SUMMARY OF INTERVIEWS 

CATEGORY 
BAL TIt/lORE GALT I t~ORE \-IASHING- DADE 

CITY COUNTY TON, D.C. COUNTY 

Program Directors 1 1 1 1 

Program Staff 6 4 4 6 

Judges and Magistrates 4 10 5 5 

Prosecuting Attorneys 1 3 2 2 

Defense Attorneys 1 1 2 1 

Law Enforcement Officials 1 4 2 1 

Jail Officials 2 1 2 2 

Bondsmen 0 3 3 1 

Social Service Agencies 0 2 2 1 

Others (e.g., planners, 1 oca 1 
government officials) 3 2 1 1 

TOTAL 19 31 24 21 

~. I 
.. , 

JEFFER- PI~IA SANTA 
SON CO. . COUiHY CRUZ 

1 1 1 

3 5 3 

12 7 6 

2 1 1 

3 1 1 

1 2 3 

2 1 i 

N.A. 2 1 

0 5 5 
~ 

3 2 6 

27 27 28 

SMITA 
CLARA 

1 

8 

7 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

26 

-' 

TOTAL I 
8 

39 

56 
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12 

11 

16 

20 
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Interviews with individuals not directly associated with the program 

usua lly covered: 

• the nature of the person's overall involvement in the 
pretrial release process; 

• the nature and extent of contact with the program; 

• opinions about the utility of the program's activities; 

• typical reactions of the person to failure-to-appear or 
pretrial rearrest by a released defendant (e.g., whether 
a prosecutor asks for, or a judge sets, a high bond); and 

• suggestions for improving the pretrial release program 
and/or local release practices. 

After completing the interviews and acquiring appropriate documents 

and reports about the release process, the analyst assimilated the in­

formation and prepared a delivery system paper. Each paper followed 

the outline shown in Figure 1. Drafts of the papers were sent to the 

program directors, and sometimes to other local officials as well, for 

their review. Any comments were considered during the process of re­

vising the draft papers and preparing the final v~rsions of the delivery 

system analysis working papers. 
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FIGURE 1 
DELIVERY SYSTEM ANALYSIS OUTLINE 

PROGRAM SETTING <1 

A. The Jurisdiction Served 
l. The Community 
2. Crime Trends 

B. The Local Criminal Justice System 
l. Judicial Authority 
2. Prosecutorial Authority 
3. The Defense Bar 
4. The Police 
5. Detention Facilities 
6. Bonding Agents 

C. Local Criminal Procedure 

THE PRETRIAL RELEASE PROGRAM 

A. Hi story 

B. Present Goals 

C. Organization 

D. Program Procedures 
l. Eligibility Determination 
2. Interview and Verification 
3. Recommendations for Release 
4. Follow-up Activities 

E. Resources 
l. Budget 
2. Staff 
3. Faci 1 iti es 

< , 

PROGRAM H1PACT 

A. Release Rates 

B. Failure To Appear 

C. Pretrial Criminal ity 

D. Program Acceptance 
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INTERVIEW GUIDES 

Program Director and Staff 
Judge 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Defense Attorney 
Jail Official 
Law Enforcement Officer 
Bonding Agent 
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PROGRAM DIRECTOR AND STAFF: 
INTERVIEYJ GUIDE 

The Lazar Institute is conducting an evaluation of pretrial release, 
as it functions in a variety of communities located throughout the 
country. An important aspect of the study is to understand the opera­
tions of pretrial release programs and their interrelationships with 
major parts of the criminal justice system. To understand youf program 
better, I would like to ask you a number of questions about its goals, 
resources, procedures and relationships with other organizations. 

Background 

1. It would be helpful in becoming oriented to your program if 
you would briefly describe how your progr~n was set up and 
why this was done. 

YJhen did the program begin its operations? 

Who decided that a pretrial release program should 
be started? 

Were you involved in setting the program up initially? 

How was the program funded initially? 

2. Has the program undergone any major changes since it began? 
If so, please describe these changes and \.,rhy they were made. 

3. 

4. 

YJhat administrative hierarchy, if any, do you operate \.,rithin 
(e.g., branch of the court, part of the county government, 
division of probation department, etc.)? 

- Do you have an organization chart which shows this? 
If so, may I have a copy? 

What are the present goals or objectives of your program? 

How \'Jere these goals established (e.g., by the program, 
the funding source, State statute, etc.)? 

Have these goals changed over time? If so, in what 
way? Why were these changes made? 

Structure 

5. How is your program organized? 

Number of components? 

Staff assigned to each component (number, type)? 
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Do you have an organization chart of your program? If so, 
may I have a copy? 

HbW many different physical facilities does your program staff 
work in? 

- Hhat is done at each faci 1 ity? 

What are the days and hours your program operates? 

Are the days and hours of operation different at the 
various facilities? 

Local Criminal Justice System Processes and Organization 

8efore as~ing detailed q~estions about your program1s specific procedures, 
I would llke to know a 'lttle bit about the criminal processes in this 
area, so that I can put the information about your program into the 
proper context. 

9. 

10. 

Hould you briefly describe what happens to a defendant between 
arrest and trial? 

- Vlhere is the defendant physically taken after arrest? 

Vlhere is booking done? 

How soon is a release decision made? By whom? 

What are the.t~p~cal steps in the criminal process 
here. (e.g., lnltlal appearance, preliminary hearing 
arralgnment)? ' 

How are the courts organized (e.g., by seriousne~s of the charge, 
geographic bou~daries, etc.)? 

Vlhen would a case be transferred from one court to 
another (e.g., felony cases may ot"iginate in one court 
and reach disposition in another)? 

About hO\'1 many judges \'lOrk in each court system (e.g., 
District Court. Superior Court)? About how many in 
each system hear pretrial release matters? M'e these 
judges rotated? How often? 

'. 

() 
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What types of pretrial release are available in this jurisdiction? 

Own recognizance (OR)? 

Surety bond? 

Deposit bond? 

Percentage required for deposit? 

Percentage of deposit returned if defendant appears? 

Unsecured personal bond? 

Supervised release? 

Conditional release? 

Third party custody? 

Citation release? 

Stationhouse release? 

Other (specify)? 

Please describe how each of the. available types of pretrial release 
operates. 

Who makes the release decision? 

At what point in defendant processing is the decision 
made? About how long after arrest? 

What happens if defendant fails to meet the release 
conditions (e.g., financial penalties, issuance of 
bench warrant, etc.)? 

13. Can the program release any defendants on its own authority? 
Under what conditions? 

14. Vlhat State statutes govern pretrial release matters? (Obtain 
copy or citation, if possible.) 

15. Vlhat local ordinances affect pretrial release? (Obtain copy 
or citation, if possible.) 

16. Hhat court rules affect pretrial release? (Obtain copy or 
citation, if possible.) 
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What other written regulations, aside f~om those of.the.prog~am 
itself, affect pretrial release? (Obtaln copy or cltatlon, lf 
possible.) 

What are IItypical ll bond amounts in this area? 

Program Procedures 

The next set of questions deals with the specific procedures of your 
program. 

El i gi bil ity 

19. Who is eligible to receive the services of your program? 

20. Are defendants excluded from program participation because of: 

--the charges against them? Which charges are excluded? 

--a warrant from another jurisdiction? 

--arrest for a probation or parole violation? 

--other factors? What are they? 

21. What is the source of these exclusions, e.g., by statute or agency 
guidelines? 

22. Why are the exclusions made? 

The Interview Process 

23. Please describe the way that defendant interviewing is conducted. 

--How do you decide which defendants to interview? 

--l1hen is the interviel'!ing done? How soon after arrest? 

--Who does the interviewing? 

--Where does the interview take place? 

-About hOI'! long does the i ntervi ew take? 

--What specific questions are asked? May I have a copy of the 
interview form? 

--What is the defendant told about the interview? That it will 
be verified? How it will be used? 

, " 
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24. How may different individuals do the interviewing? 

-How ate they recruited and trained? 

-How do you ensure consistency among your interviewers? 

25. About what percentage of the total defendants arrested are 
interviewed by your program? 

--What are the major reasons why the other defendants are 
not interviewed? 

--made ba i 1 ? 

-not eligible? 

-physical or menta'/ condition of defendant (e.g., 
drunk, on drugs, emotionally disturbed)? 

-insufficient program staff? 

-other? Please explain. 

Try to obtain estimates of the number or percentage of defendants 
missed for each reason. 

26. Are there any special problems 'faced by the interviewing staff 
(e.g., backlogs of defendants, language difficulties, timely 
processing of defendants to fit arraignment schedules, inadequate 
space)? If so, please explain. 

Verification 

27. Do you verify the information provided by the defendants? 
(a) If so, please describe the way this is done. 

-How much of the information is verified? Which 
specific items? 

--HOII/ many people are usually called to verify the 
information? 

-Who does the verification? 

-11hat training is provided to staff doing the 
verification? 

--During what hours is verification usually done? 

--Where is the verification done? 

(b) If no verification is done, what are the reasons? 
Skip to the next section. ,\ 
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28. About what percentage of the interviews are verified? 

-\~hat are the major reasons why all interviews are not verified 
(e.g., no answer when references called, shortage of staff)? 

29. Do you find that the information provided by the defendants is 
usually consistent with the information obtained from references? 

--About what percentage of the time? 

--Are there any patterns of inconsistency you have noticed? 

30. Are there any special problems faced by the verification staff 
(e.g., too few telephone lines, too little time to conduct 
verification)? If so, please explain. 

Use of Information 

31. What use is made of the information obtained on the defendants? 

-Is it rated by means of a point system? 
If so, may I have a copy of the point system? 

-Is it used to derive recommendations for release? 
If so, how are these recommendations developed? Are there 
formal guidelines? 

-What types of recommendations are possible? Which recommendations 
are most commonly made? (Check for conditions, referral services, 
diversion.) 

-Is it provided to a judge or other judicial officer? If so, 
in what form (e.g., copy of interview sheet, special written 
report, oral communication only)? At what point in the criminal 
justice system process? 

-Is it provided to anyone else (e.g., defense attorney, prosecuting 
attorney)? If so, in what form? At what point in the criminal 
justice system process? 

--Who provides the information to the criminal justice system 
officials (e.g., special staff person, individual interviewers)? 
Is this done in person? 

-About how much time elapses between the interview and the 
provision of information to the court? 

-Is unverified information treated differently than verified 
information? In what ways? 

~~~---- ~--- ------
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32. About what percentage of the defendants receive a recommendation 
for own recognizance release? For other types of release (probe 
for specific types)? Other recommendations (specify)? No 
recommendation? 

33. About what percentage of the program's recommendations are followed 
by the judicial officet~s who receive them? 

-What seem to be the most common reasons for not following 
program recommendations (e:g., judges release defendants with 
unverified information, judges do not release defendants charged 
with certain crimes)? 

34. For defendants who secure releJse, about how much time elapses 
between arrest and release? 

Follow-Up Procedures 

35. After a defendant has been released, what follow-up procedures 
are used to help assure later court appearances? 

-Does the program ma i 1 remi nders to the defendant? How often:' 
How soon before scheduled court dates? 

-Does the program call the defendant? Visit the defendant, 
at the program or at the defendant's place of work? 

-Does the defendant have any responsibility for contacting 
the agency during the pretrial period? 

-By telephone, mail or in person? 

-How often? 

-What is done if the defendant fails to maintain this 
contact? 

--Does the program contact third-party custodians or referral 
services to monitor defendants' pretrial activities? 

--Under what conditions? 

LHow often? 

--By telephone, mail or in person? 

-How would you characterize the program's relationships 
with the various referral ~rganizations? 

--What use is made of the information? 

--Who is responsible for any program follow-up activities? 
How are these staff members trained? 

:, , 
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36. Does the program follow-up on all released defendants, including 
those who were not recommended for release by the program? 

37. Does the program refer defendants to other local agencies for 
services? 

---About how often does this occur? 

---Which agencies are used most often? 

Failure-To-Appear 

38. Does the program have special procedures for defendants who fail 
to appear in court? If so, please describe these procedures. 

---Does the program try to locate the defendant? 

--In what ways (tele~hone, personal search, through references)? 

---Who conducts these activities? How are these individuals trained? 

---If the program does locate the defendant, what is done then 
(arrest defendant, try to persuade defendant to contact the court)? 

---Can the program revoke release? How? 

---Can the program apply additional supervisory measures? 

---Can the program issue or execute bench warrants? 

39. What actions does the court take when a defendant fails to appear? 

---Are bench warrants issued routinely or only under certain 
circumstances? What circumstances? 

---Is there a waiting period before a bench warrant is issued? 
If so, how long is this waiting period? 

40. About what percentage of the bench warrants for failure-to-appear 
are actually executed? 

---Who executes most of them? 

41. Can a defendant who fails to appear and is arrested be released 
again? 

---Always or only under certain circumstances? Which circumstances? 

---About what percentage of the defendants who fail to appear and 
are arrested are later released again? 

" \ 
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. 42. What is the failure-to-appear rate for defendants on own recognizance 
release? 

---How is this rate calculated (e.g., based on number of defendants 
or number of appearances, excl udes "non-wi-ll ful" FTA)? 

---What ~s.the FTA rate for own recogn~zance releasees recommended by 
the plogram versus those released wlthout a program recommendation? 

43. What is the failure-to-appear rate for defendants released on bond? 

---On deposit bond? 

---Conditional release? 

---Supervised release? 

-Other? 

Pretrial Criminality 

44. 11hat is th~ rate of pretrial criminality for defendants released on 
own recognlzance? 

-How.is this rate calculated (e.g., rearrests during the pretrial 
perl~d,.rear~ests for new charges during the pretrial period, 
con~lctlons lor rearrests which occurred during the pretrial 
penod)? 

---What is the pretrial criminality rate for defendants released 
on bond? 

---On deposit bond? 

---Conditional release? 

---Supervised release? 

---Other? 

Release Rates 

45. About what percentage of all arrested defendants are released: 

---On own recognizance? 

--On surety bond? 

--Deposit bond? 

--Unsecured personal bond? 

--Supervised release? 
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--Conditional release? 

-Third party custody? 

-Ci tation rel ease? 

--Stationhouse release? 

--Other (specify)? 

46. About what percentage of al1 arrested defendants remain in jail 
until the final disposition of their cases? 

47. Have you observed any particular trends in release rates (e.g., 
more defendants being released, more defendants being released in 
certain ways)? If so, what is the nature of these trends? 

Equity of Release 

48. Is any information available about the characteristics of defendants 
who are released in different \'Iays (e.g., own recognizance, surety 
bond), as compared with the characteristics of all arrestees or of 
detained defendants? 

--Note: Characteristics of interest include age, race, sex, 
employment status, income level, etc. 

Research and Evaluation 

49. Do you conduct any research or evaluation activities? If so, 
please describe them. (Obtain copies, if appropriate.) 

50. Have any other evaluations been done of your program? If so, 
please describe them. (Obtain copies, if appropriate.) 

Budget 

51. What are the sources of funding for your program? 

52. What is the size of your current annual budget? Has this changed 
much in recent years? 

53. Do you anticipate any funding difficulties for your program in the 
future? 

Staff 

54. What is the size of your staff? How are the positions allocated 
by function?' 

55. How many persons are employed full-time? Part-time? Volunteers? 

56. How do you recruit staff? What are the requirements for the 
positions? 

-----------------_--.---""""','--
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57. What are the backgrounds of the staff? Do these backgrounds vary 
by position? 

58. How much turnover is there on the staff? Do you think this is 
too much, too little or about right? Why? 

59. Are there any staff activities not discussed before that we should 
be aware of? If so, what are these? 

Relationships With Rest of Criminal Justice System . . 
60. How would you characterize your relationships with local judges? 

61. How are local judges selected? What are their terms of office? 

62. How would you characterize your relationships with the prosecutor's 
office? 

63. What actions by the prosecutor affect your program, and in what ways? 

--Does the prosecutor charge certain offenses so that the defendant 
will be ineligible for a program interview? About how often are 
defendants, once ineligible by offense, made eligible for m'ln 
recognizance release by a reduction of charges? HO\,I does the 
program handle this situation? 

--Does the prosecutor oppose release for certain defendants because 
of an apparent belief that this would hinder the plea bargaining 
process? 

--Does the prosecutor take any special actions with regard to 
defendants who fail to appear for court dates or who commit pre­
trial crimes? What are these actions, and how do they affect 
your program? 

64. How would you characterize your relationships with the criminal 
defense bar locally? 

65. How are most defendants represented (e.g., Public Defender, court­
appointed attorneys)? 

66. How would you characterize your relationships with local police 
officers? 

67. How many different law enforcement agencies do you deal with? 

68. Do the police: 

--Overcharge defendants? Frequently rearrest released defendants 
on charges that are later dropped? 

--Help locate defendants who miss court dates? Does the 
program provide information to help them? 
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How would you characterize your relationship with the Sheriff's 
Department? 

What are the general conditions in the local jail? Overcrowded? 

How would you characterize your relationships with local bonding 
companies? 

How many bonding companies are-there? How "powerful" are they? 

How.would you characterize your relationships with the local media? 

-How \vould you characterize the coverage the local media provide 
of matters relating to pretrial release? 

74. How would you characterize your relationships with local government? 

Other 
75. Can you suggest a good source of information on local crime trends? 

76. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about your ~rogram 
or its relationship to other local organizations? 

I would like to obtain some informatiun about your program's funding and 
staff before I leave the area. I have several short forms for recording 
this information and would like your advice on how they could most easily 
be completed. (Explain forms and determine a way to get them completed.) 

Check on items to obtain: 

• Organization Char~(s) 

• Copies of forms the program uses 

• Procedures manual? 

• Evaluation reports? 

• Other helpful information on the program? 

, . . 
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City 

State 

LEAA 

Other (spec i fy) 

Item 

Budget 

I::xpenditures 
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Funding Summary 

Period 

Amount Starting Date Ending Date 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 

I 
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BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY 

FY 1977-Budget FY 1977-Expenditures 

Category Amount Percent Amount Percent 
>.-

Personnel 
I 

Office Space 

Office Supplies 

Telephones 

Travel 

Fringe Benefits 

Mailing Costs 

Other (specify) 

TOTAL $ 100% $ 100% 
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BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM COMPONENT 

FY 1977 -Budget FY 1977-Expenditures 

Component Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Administration (including 
clerical) 

Interviewing and Verification 

Supervision (of release) 

Education 

Referral Service Staff 
. 

Other (specify) 

TOTAL $ 100% $ 100% 

I 

I 



Type 

Full-time 

Part-Time 
- . 

Volunteers 

TOTAL 

(-;,. 

c 
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STAFF COMPOSITION 

Number of persons employed 

6/30/76 6/30/77 

-
. 

. . " 

,.-. 
as of 

12/31/77 

,. .;;./ . 
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STAFF SUMMARY 

. Authorized Positions (f-'TE)* 'Fi11ed Positions (HE ).* 
Component 

FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 6/30/75 6/30/76 6/30/77 12/31/77 

Administrative 

Clerical 

Interviewers 

Supervisory sta ff 

Education 

Surveillance 

Other (specify) 

-

.-

TOTAL 

*FTE = Full lime IquivCJ1ent 



Below 
Type $7,000 

Administrative 

Clerical 

Interviewers 

Supervisory Staff 

Educational Staff 

Surveillance 

Other (s pec ify) 

TOTAL 

:r i 

STAFF SALARIES 

Number employed at the following salary levels 

$7-9,000 $9-11 ,000 $11-14,000 $14-17,000 $17,-20,000 

" 

) 

Above 
$20,000 
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STAFF CHARACTERISTICS (12/31/77) 

c 
Characteriscic - ---:mb:---r----;~r:e-ntage ----I 

11h i te 

, 

Bl ack 

Other r1i nori ty 

Female 

Under 25 years of age 

26-30 years of age 

31-45 years of age 

Over 45 years of age 

c Employed 1-11 months 

Employed 1-2 years 

Employed 2-3 yea rs 

Employed 3-5 yea rs 

Employed more than 5 years 

College education 
(2 or fewer years) 

------
College degree 

Advanced degree 

Previous Criminal Justice 

( System Experience 

-
Hired Through CETA 

;; i . , 
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JUDGE: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. Please describe your contacts with the pretrial release program. 

--How long have you been involved with the pretrial release program? 

--Were you on the bench before the program was established? What 
was the pretrial release system like then? 

2. What are your views on the usefulness of the pretrial release 
program? Have these views changed over time? 

3. ~Jhen a defendant is brought before you, what ki nds of thi ngs interest 
you in deciding about release? Is there anyone characteristic which 
is more important than the others? 

4. What use do you make of the information the pretrial release program 
provides? How accurate does this information seem to be? 

5. Please describe the way you handle each case before you: 

--Do you ask the program representative, if one is present, about 
the defendant? 

-Do YOIl rely on the program's report? 

--Are you interested in using only verified information? 

--Does the presence of a defendant's family or friends affect the 
release decision? 

--How much time, on the average, are you able to devote to considering 
the defendant for release? 

6. What methods of release are available to defendants? In what order 
do you consider these methods (e.g., own recognizance, then release 
with conditions, supervised release, surety bond release)? 

7. Do you generally follow the program's recommendations? 

--If not, what are the major reasons why you usually do not follow 
the program's recommendations? 

--Do you release fewer or more defendants than the program recommends? 
On more or less restrictive conditions than recommended? 

8. Do you think the existence of the pretrial release program has 
affected your release decisions? If so, in what ways? 

9. Are you generally satisfied with the program's follow-up on released 
defendants? Why or why not? 

I . 
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10. How do you treat a defendant's failure-to-appear? 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

--Is a bench warrant automatically issued? If not, under what 
conditions? 

--Do you revoke or modify release conditions? 

--If the nonappearing defendant was released on bond, what actions 
are taken with regard to the bonding agent? 

--Is the bond forfeited after a certain time period? How long? 

--Are the forfeitures collected? 

How do you handle pretrial criminality? Does a second arrest 
affect your handling of the first offense in any way (e.g., b~ . 
setting an earlier trial date for the first offense or by modlfYlng 
release conditions)? 

Do you think that "preventive detention II should be openly permitted 
for defendants who may be likely to commit crimes? Why or why not? 

How long have you been a judge in this area? 

--How were you selected for this position? 

--How long is your term in office? 

Were you working within the criminal justice system before you became 
a judge? 

--Did you have any involvement with pretrial release during that 
time? Is so, what was the nature of that involvement? 

Can you suggest a source of information on the court processing 
costs incurred for various stages of the judicial process? 

What do you think would happen if there were no pretrial release 
program in this area? 

17. Do you have any suggestions for changes in the present release 
program in this area? 

18. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about the pretrial 
release system in this area? 

-. 
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PROSECUTING ATTORNEY: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. How much contact do you have with the pretrial release program? 
What is the nature of this contact? 

2. What is your opinion of the work that the pretrial release 
program does? Does its work help or hinder your own? In what 
ways? 

3. Do you think of the pretrial release program more as a neutral 
information-gathering agency or as an advocate for defendants? Why? 

4. About how often would you say that you and other prosecutors are 
in agreement with the staff of the pretrial release program about 
the defendant's release? What are the most common reasons for 
disagreement? 

5. Do you receive any information about defendants from the pretrial 
release program? Routinely or only under certain conditions? 

--Do you find this information helpful? Why or why not? 

6. Could you describe the way a case is typically handled by you 
or an attorney on the staff? 

--When and how do you find out about the case? How is case 
assignment to individual attorneys handled? 

--Who handles any preliminary screening of the case for charge 
reduction, dismissal, etc.? 

--How much time elapses between finding out about the case and 
making the first court appearance? 

--Do you participate in the release proceedings? In what way? 

7. About what percentage of your cases are settled by plea bargaining? 
Is the plea barbaining process affected by the type of release 
(or the lack of release)? In what ways? 

8. How effective do you think own recognizance release is in this area? 
How does it compare with release on surety bond? Hith other 
types of release? 

9. Under what circumstances would you or a staff attorney ask that 
a defendant be held without bailor ask for an exceedingly high bail? 

-Is the risk of flight or potential "dangerousness" more important? 

--How receptive are judges to these requests? 

j 
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Do you think that "preventive detention" should be openly permitted 
for defendants who may be likely to commit crimes? Why 0'(' why not? 

If a defendant fails to appear for a court date, what actions will 
you take if the person is apprehended or voluntarily returns at a 
later date? 

-Is the failure-to-appear prosecuted as an additional offense? 
Under what conditions? About how often? 

-Do you accelerate the trial process? 

-Are you less likely to plea bargain? 

-Do you ask for a more severe sentence in the event of a guilty plea 
or conviction? 

12. What are your responsibilities as prosecutor? Does your authority to 
prosecute cover all non-Federal criminal offenses in the area? If 
not, how is this authority distributed locally? 

13. How long have you served as prosecuting attorney for this jurisdiction? 
How did you become the prosecuting attorney? What is your term of 
office? 

14. How many attorneys practice for this office? How is the office 
organized? 

15. Are there guidelines to be observed when handling pretrial matters? 
Are these written? 

16. How are ne\,1 attorneys trained in handling pretrial matters? How is 
thei .. ~"or'k in thi s area revi ewed? How much cons i stency do you 
think there is acy'oss the various attorneys on the staff? 

17. Can you suggest a source of information on the costs of prosecuting 
a case through various stages of the criminal process? 

18. Were you working in the criminal justice system before you became 
the prosecuting attorney? 

-Did you have any contact with the pretrial release program at 
that time? What kinds of contacts? What was your opinion of 
the program? 

19. Were you working in the criminal justice system before the pretrial 
release program was established? 

-What was the pretrial release system like then? 

-What are the major changes that have been made as a result 
of establishing the program? 
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What do ~ou t~ink would happen if there were no pretrial release 
program 1n th1S area? 

Do you have ~ny suggestions for changes in the present operations 
of the pretr1al release program? 

Is there anything else you would like to tell me about 
release processes in this area? the pretrial 

(Obtain copy of annual report, if appropriate.) 
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DEFENSE ATTORNEY: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. Please describe how most criminal cases are defended in this area. 
How much of the work is done by a public defender's office? 8y a 
local legal aid society? 8y retained counsel? 8y court-appointed 
counsel? 8y attorneys chosen from bar association registers? How 
are these attorneys paid for their work? What sort of specialization 
is there among defense counsel? 

2. What is the quality of defense services that defendants receive in 
this area? Are there wide variations in quality? How does the 
local bar deal with this, if at all? 

3. How would you characterize the bar's relations with the criminal 
courts? Are there any prominent problems that attorneys have 
with the judges? 

4. What is the quality of judicial service in this area? How do 
individual judges differ from others in their application of the 
law? How do they apply the law regarding pretrial release? Are 
they generally accepting of the more reformist approaches to pre­
trial release? Does the practicing bar encourage them to do so? 

5. Hhat efforts have been made by the local bar to extend pretrial 
release service to area defendants? Was the bar instrumental in 
getting the agency institutionalized (e.g., did it provide money, 
legal advice, suggested guidelines)? Has the local bar brought 
suits for the enforcement of pretrial release rights? If so, 
what was the nature of these suits? 

6. Do you have any contact with ":h2 pretrial release agency? What 
do you think of its activities? 
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JAIL OFFICIAL: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

What are the general jail conditions in the community? 

What is the available jail capacity? How many defendants are 
normally detained in the jail(s) at any given time? 

Are there a)ny defendants who are housed in prison (i.e., post­
conviction facilities? Are there any defendants who are housed 
in the jails along with convicted criminals? 

Please describe the sanitary, hygienic, and medical facilities 
available to defendants. 

Are defendants able to obtain drugs while detained? What sorts 
of disciplinary problems, if any, exist in the jails? Is there 
any problem associated with violence among defendants? 

What improvements have been made or are needed in the jail system? 
Have there been any lawsuits that have tried to improve jail 
conditions? What has been their result? 

How much space is availab1e to agency interviewers? Are they 
ab~e to conduct interviews without interruption? What amount of 
prlvacy do defendants have while talking with interviewers? 

8. How do i ntervi ewers treat defendants? 

9. What is the nature of the relationship between jail and agency 
staff members? 

10. Have any special arrangements (of schedules, office space, etc.) 
been necessary to accommodate agency interviewers? 

I 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. How long have you been on the police force? Were you here before 
the pretrial agency was established? Before own recognizance 
release became popular? 

/ 2. Has own recognizance release been well accepted among police officers? 
How do they regard it, as compared w"ith surety bond release? 

3. How'do the police officers get along with staff members of the 
pretrial agency? Does the agency often request information f~om 
you (e.g., previous record, history of flight)? Does the pollce 
department ever have need of information that the agency has? Are 
there any difficulties (e.g., confidentiality, administrative, 
legal) that you encounter? 

4. Please describe the "lay that a person routinely becomes a defendant 
and is processed through the system. How many arrests are made as 
a result of patrol or Ilbeatli work? As a result of complaints? As 
a result of investigations? As a result of using informants? How 
many of these arrests result in bookings? 

5. What sort of considerations go into your booking and charging 
decision? Are there any off~nses here that are ineligible for 
own recognizance release? Any kind of release? Does this affect 
the charge? 

6. Once a defendant has been charged, what role does the police officer 
assume at the release hearing? Is the officer usually an active 
participant? 

7. If a defendant fails to appear at a scheduled a~pearance, does the 
police force or arresting officer have special procedures to locate 
the individual? 

8. Do you have any data on rearrest rates? 

9. Are there 9ny special problems that are created by own recognizance 
release? Does it have any special advantage~ for the police 
department? 

10. What recommendations would you have for the pretrial agency? 

~ 
Ii 
II c·' 
Ii .") 
I 

(.
' 

) 

B-9U 

BONDING AGENT: INTERVIEW GUIDE 

1. How long have you been active in the bonding business in this area? 

2. What are the legal requirements, State and local, for conductinq a 
bonding business (e.g., licensing, absence of recorded criminal 
activity, capital, insurance)? How difficult is it to fulfill these 
requirements? Have you ever had any problems because of them (e.g., 
loss of license and other disciplinary measures, loss of insurance)? 

3. How many bonds do you write in a year? What face value do these 
bonds represent? 

4. How much money or collateral do you have to post to the court when 
you bond a defendant? Do all bonding companies post about the same 
amount? 

5. How many bonding companies operate in the area? Do all of them 
handle the same kinds of clients or is there specialization? 

6. Ple~se describe your typical client (e.g., income, age, dependents, 
savlngs and resources, usual amount of bail)? 

7. How fully do you try to have the defendant collateralize the bond? 
What kind of collateral do you require of defendants? What kind 
is acceptable? 

8. What is your estimate of the success you have in assuring the 
defendant's appearance? 

9. If ~ defendant fails to appear in court, when do you first learn 
of It? Do you try to stay in touch vlith defendants before trial? 
How often are you able to locate the defendant within a week of 
the non-appearance? ~Jithin two weeks?, Within a month? How many 
are you unable to locate at all? Do you have contacts in other 
communities who help you locate missing defendants? Will you try 
by yourself to locate missing defendants? 

10. What usually happens to you when one of your defendants is missing? 
How much time does a court give you to locate the person? How 
much time elapses before the court orders you to pay on the bond? 
How often are you required to do so? Is it usually the face amount 
or less than the face amount? How much less? 

11. In the event that you nave to pay on the bond, are you normally 
cov&,'ed by the defendant I s co 11 a tera 1 ? Do you often go to court 
to r~cover from th~ defendant? How many defendants are judgment­
orQl~r ? 

12. How many of your clients commit crimes or are rearrested while 
awaiting trial? D~ they usually get released afterward? Do you 
write their bonds? 
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How active are you in political and civic matters? Is there a 
local association of bonding companies? What does it do? 

Do you think that bonding will continue as a method of release? 

What do you think of the efforts of the pretrial release agency? 
Do you think of them as competition? Are there certain offenses 
that they handle and you do not? Are there offenses that you handle 
and they do not? 
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GLOSSARY 

Note: For definitions of common criminal justice system terms not :listed 
below, see SEARCH Group, Inc., Dictionary of C\'iminal Justice Data 
Terminology, (l'Jashington, D.C.: U.S. Dep<lrtment of Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Adnlinistration, 1976). 

Appearance-See "Court Appearance." 

Arraignment-The court appearance in I'lhich a defendant is infonned of 
the charges which have been brought. 

Arrest- Taki ng a person into custody by authori ty of 1 a\'i, for the purpose 
of charging the individual with a criminal offense. 

Bail Commissioner-A magistrate authorized to make release decisions. 
Bail commissioners exist only in certain jurisdictions. 

Bench l~arrant-A document issued by a judicial officer directing that a 
person who has fail~d to obey an order or notice to appear be 
brought before the court. 

Bond Forfeiture-The loss of a bond posted to guarantee a defendant's 
appearance for required court proceedings. Such forfeiture may 
be ordered by the court when the defendant fails to appear. 

Bond Schedul(~-A list shOl'iing bOLd amounts for specified offenses. A 
defen"'1nt charged with one of these offenses can secure release 
by posting the amount indicated (either personally or through a 
third party, such as a bonding agent). 

Bonding Agent--A person or company whi ch posts the bond requi red for a 
defendant to secure release. A commercial bonding agent receives 
a fee from the defendant for this service; the fee is usually 
about 10% of the face value of the bond. See also "release on 
bond." 

Bondsman-See "Bonding Agent." 

Booking-An administrative action, by 1m'J enforcement offici~ls, vlhich 
records an arrest and identifies the person, place, tlme, arresting 
authority and reason for the arrest. 

Case Disposition-The final judicial de~is~on I'lh'ich terminates a criminal 
proceeding by a judgment of convlctlon or acquittal, or a dismissal 
of the case. 

Cash Bond-See "Rel ease on Bond." 

Ch'arge--A formal allegation that a specific person has committed a 
specific offense. 
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Citation Relea5e-Either field release or stationhouse release. 

Community Ties-Links with the local jurisdiction, as shown by length of 
residence in the area, the number of relatives in the area, extent 
of family sUl!lport t nature of employment and similar factors. 

Conditi ana 1 Rel ease--Re 1 ease of an accused pel'son, \'/ho has been taken 
into custody, upon a promise by the accused to abide by certain 
rules and to arpear in court as required for criminal proceedings. 
COll1mon conditions of release are to stay away from complaining 
witnesses, to reside in a certain area and to refrain from un-
1 awful behavi or. 

Conviction-A judgment of a court that the defendant is guilty of the 
offense cha rged. 

Court Appearance-The act of coming into a court and submitting to the 
authority of that court. As used in this study, a "real" scheduled 
court appearance is one in which (1) the defendant had to appear 
(i .e., not just the attorney); (2) the defendant did appear; and 
(3) court proceedings other than simply a postponement occurred. 

Crimes Against Persons-As used in this study, crimes against persons 
consist of murder, non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, 
robbery, aggravated assault, other assaults and arson. 

Crimes Against Public Morality-As used in this study, crimes against 
public morality consist of prostitution, sex offenses other than 
forcible rape or prostitution, gambling, liquor law violations and 
drunkenness. 

Crimes Against Public Order--As used in this study, crimes against public 
order consist of weapons offenses, driving while intoxicated, 
disorderly conduct, vagrancy and minor local offenses. 

Deposit Bond--See "Release on Bond." 

Detention--Incarceration of an accused person before trial. 

Disposition--See "Case Disposition." 

Drug Crimes--As used in this study, drug crimes consist of distribution 
or possession of narcotics or marijuana. 

Economic Crimes--As used in this study, economic crimes consist of burglary, 
larceny, theft, forgery, ft'aud, embezzlement and stolen property. 

Failure-To-Appear (FTA)--The act of not showing up for a required court 
proceeding. Measures of failure-to-appear are usually either 
defendant-based '(e.g., the number of defendants who miss a court 
arpearance) or appearance-based (e.g., the number of court appear­
ances which are missed). Sometimes estimates of "willful" FTA are 
also derived; such estimates exclude failures to appear l'ihich occur 
because of forgetfulness, sickness or similar reasons. 
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Release-Release of an accused person by a law enforcement officer 
at the time of arrest, without taking the accused into custody, 
upon a promise to appear in court as required for criminal pro­
ceedi ngs. Also ca 11 ed II s urmlOns II re 1 ease. 

Financial Release-The release of an accused person, \'1hen the releas~ is 
conditioned in some way upon the posting of money or the promlse 
to pay a certain sum if required court appearances are not made. 
Includes release on bond, unsecured bond and deposit bond. ' 

Forfei tur.e-See IIBond Forfei ture r II 

Fugiti ve-A person who fa i1 ed to appear for requi red court proceed; ngs 
and was not subsequently returned to court (either voluntarily or 
in vo 1 un ta ril y) . 

Index Crimes-See "UCR Offense Classifications." 

Initial Appearance-The first appearance of a defendant in the court which 
has jurisdiction over the case. Sometimes called a preliminary 
hearing. 

Nonfinancial Release-The release of an accus~d person, ~/hen the release 
is in no way conditioned upon the postlng or promls~ of money. 
Includes release on own recognizance, release to thlrd party, 
conditional release, supervised release, citation release and 
stationhouse release, as long as these types of release are not 
coupled with the posting or promise of money. 

Offense-An act committed in violation of a law forbiddino it. 

Oltm Recognizance (OR)-See "Release on Ol'm Recogni~ance." 

Parole-The status of an offender conditionally released from prison prior 
to the expiration of the personls sentence and placed under the 
supervision of a parole agency. 

Part I Crimes-See "UCR Offense Classifications. II 

Pa rt II Crimes-See "UCR Offense Cl ass ifi cat ions. II 

Persona 1 Recogni zance-See liRe 1 ease on 01'/11 Recogni zance. II 

Plea 

Point 

Bargaining-The exchange of prosecutorial or judicial c~ncessions, 
cOl1Ynonlya lesser charge, the dismissal of other pendlng charges, 
or a recol11mendation by the prosecutor for a reduced sentence, in 
return for a plea of guilty. 

System-A rating scheme in I'lhich points a~e assigned for various 
factors (e.g., residence, employment, prlor r~c?rd). A defendant 
must receive a certain minimum score to be ellglble for an own 
recognizance release recommendation from a pretrial release program. 
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Postponement-The deferring of court proceedings until a later date. 

Preliminary Hearing-See "Initial Appearance." 

Pretrial Criminality-An unlawful act corrnnitted \'1hile al'laiting trial for 
another alleged offense. In this study pretrial criminality is 
measured by (1) arrests for new offenses allegedly cornnitted during 
the pretrial period and (2) convictions for these arrests. The 
term "pretrial criminal" is used only for defendants who were con­
victed as a result of a pretrial arrest. 

I 

Pretrial Release Program-An organization I'/hich facilitates decisions 
about the release of defendants during the time between arrest 
and disposition of the case. Usually, such pt'ograms intervie\'1 
defendants about their community ties, verify the information 
provided, and present this information to a judicial officer who 
makes the release decision. Programs may also notify released 
defendants of coming court appearances and offer other follow-up 
services during the release period. 

Preventive Detention-Incarceration of an accused person before trial in 
order to avert crimes which the person is considered likely to 
commit if released. 

Pt'obable Cause-A set of facts and c'i rcumstances \'/hi ch I'loul d induce a 
reasonably intelligent and prudent individual to believe that an 
accused person had committed a specific crime. 

Probat.:v;,-The conditional freedom grunted by a judicial officer to a 
convicted offender, as Tong as the person meets certain conditions 
of behavior. 

Release on Sail-See "Release on Bond." 

Release on Bond-The release of an accused person \'/ho has been taken into 
custody, upon a promise to pay a certain sum of money or property 
if the person fails to appear in court as required. 

If no money or property is required to be deposited in advance, 
this is an "unsecured bond" or "unsecured appearance bond." 

I f money or property is requi red to be deposi ted in advance, 
and is deposited by a third party (such as a bonding agent) rather 
than by the defendant, t.his is a "surety bond," A cOllIllercial 
bondi /19 agent clla rges a fee (us ua lly a I'Qulld 10\ 0 f the face va 1 ue 
of the bO/1d) for serving as a sut'ety; this fee is not refunded 
if thp accused ret'SOIl appeClrs in court as I'equired. Rondinq agents 
also often require collateral for aH or part of the remaining bond 
amount. 

If only a percentage of the bond amount must be deposited in 
advance, with most of that deposit returned if the accused person 
appears in court as required, this is a "deposit bond" or "per­
centage.bond" (sometimes called a "cash bond"). 
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Release on Olvn Recognizance (ROR or OR)-Release of an accused person \vho 
has been taken into custody, upon a promise to appear in ~ourt as 
required for criminal proceedings. This study distingu'ishes between 
"Program OR," in vlhich the release vias recommended by the program, 
and "Judges' OR," in which the person was released a'gainst or in the 
absence Gf a program recommendati on. 

Release to Third Party--Release of an accused person who has been taken 
into custody to a third party who promises to return the accused 
to,~ourt for criminal proceedings. 

Sentence-The penalty imposed by a court upon a convicted person, or the 
court decision to suspend imposition or execution of the penalty. 

Sheriff's OR-See "Stationhouse Release." 

Stationhouse Release-Release of an accused person by a law enforcement 
officer after the booking process has been completed, upon a promise 
to appear in court as required for criminal proceedings. Sometimes 
called "Sheriff's OR." 

Supervised Release-Release of an accused person, who has been taken into 
custody, upon a promise by the accused to report periodically to 
pretrial release program staff, court officials or staff of another 
organization. The extent of supervision varies widely; "little" 
supervision is much like conditional release (where a condition is 
periodic reporting, e.g., through a weekly telephone call) and 
"extensive" supervision is similar to third party custody. 

Surety Bond-See "Release on Bond." 

Suspended Sentence--The court decision postponing the execution of a 
sentence that has been pronounced by the court. When the court 
suspends a sentence, it retains jurisdiction over the person and 
may later execute the sentence. 

Third Party Custody---See "Release to Third Party." 

Trial-The examination of issues of fact and lalv in a case, beginning 
vlhen the jury has been selected in a jury trial, or when the first 
witness is sworn, or the first evidence introduced in a court 
trial, and concluding when a verdict is reached or the case is 
dismissed. 

UCR Offense Classifications-Crime categories used in the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation's Uniform Crime Reporting program. Part I Offenses 
are those crimes which are the most likely to be reported, which 
occur with sufficient frequency to provide an adequate basis for 
comparison, and which are serious crime~ by nature or volume. Part I 
offenses are criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny-theft and motor vehicle theft. Index 
crimes consist of all Part I crimes except negligent manslaughter 
(a type of criminal homicide). Part II Offenses are those crimes 
that do not meet the Part I criteria of seriousness or frequency. 

IInseclJred Appearance Bond-See "Release on Bond. II 
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