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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

Pretrial Release: .4 National Evaluation of Pl'acitces and Outcomes 
presents the results of a national study. An Introduction provides a 
brief history of pretrial release practices and describes the overall 
evaluation. The detailed findings, conclusions and recommendations of 
the study appear in three volumes: 

Release Practices and Outocollles: An Analysis of Eight S·ites ana­
lyzes the ways that defendants secure release pending trial as well 
as the extent and correlates of pretrial criminality and failure­
to-appear. 

The Impact of Pretrial Re lease Programs: A Study of Four Jurisdictions 
examines the extent to which program activities result in different 
release outcomes or changed defendant behavior during the pretrial 
period. 

Pl'etrial Release rvithout Formal Progl'ams considers the nature of 
release decision-making in selected jurisdictions that lack pre­
trial release programs, because such programs either were never 
established or lost their funding. 

Each of these volumes is self-contained and can be read singly or in con­
junction with other volumes. The Introduction provides background material 
pertinent to all of them. 

A summary of the evaluation is also available. Entitled Summary and 
Policy Analysis, it provides a nontechnicai discussion of the key features, 
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 volumes of the 
study. 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

The other volumes of the National Evaluation of Pretrial Release 
analyze jurisdictions where pretrial release programs exist. This volume 
considers pretrial release practices in areas lacking such programs. 
These places were studied because of the interest in the issue of long­
term program impact. 

Some analysts have suggested that long-term program operations are 
unnecessary. Rather, programs may be needed only for a short period of 
time to acclimate judges to various release possibilities. After judges 
have reduced their reliance on money bond and begun using a wider range 
of release alternatives, they might continue this behavior, regardless 
of whether a pretrial release program existed. On the other hand, if a 
program disbanded, judges might revert to the release practices that pre­
vailed before the program began. 

To study long-term program impact, we conducted a brief analysis 
of twelve "defunct" pretrial release programs. Using these results, we 
selected Milwaukee, Wisconsin, for more detailed study, including analysis 
of release outcomes fOt' defendants arrested before, during and after 
program operations. We also analyzed program impact over time in Tucson, 
Arizona, based on data collected for other parts of the evaluation study. 

A related program impact issue concerns release practices in areas 
that have never had pretrial release programs. Of particular interest 
is whether release practices are sharply different in such areas, when 
compared with jurisdictions having programs. Because of the widespread 
adoption of changed release practices after 1960, it is possible that 
many areas would have endorsed these changes in the absence of programs. 
To gain insight about this possibility, we studied in detail one juris-
di cti on-Ri chmond, Vi rgi ni a-that had never had a program. I" 

Brief Analysis of Defunct Programs. 

Eighteen programs were identified that had ceased operations at 
some point. Information was available on twelve of these programs: 
Cincinnati and Cleveland, Ohio; Tucson, Arizona; Oakland and West Covina, 
California; Bucks County, Pennsylvania; r'1ilwaukee, Wisconsin; Las Vegas, 
Nevada; Chicago, Illinois; New Haven. Connecticut; Manhattan, Kansas; 
and Lake County, Indiana. r~ost of this information was acquired from 
telephone interviews with persons who had been involved with the program 
(e.g., former directors or judges) and from available program reports 
and previous research analyses. Additionally, site visits were made to 
two jurisdictions (West Covina and Tucson) to obtain more detailed information. 

Ten of the twelve programs studied began in the 1970 ' s, and six of 
these ten were funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA). Only two of the programs \oJel"e under the juri sdi cti on of the 
court system. Moreover, only half of the programs were controlled by 
public agencies, as compared with about 80% of all programs operating 
in the mid-1970 ' s. 
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Annua~ fund~ng range~ fro~ $20,000 ~o almost $200,000. Cost per 
~efen~ant 1nterv1ewed var1~d even more w1dely, from $7 in Chicago to 
~450 1n Cleveland. The maJor factors affecting the cost per interview 
we~e whether vol unteer staff members ~'Jere employed and the extent to 
Wh1 ch supervi sory servi ces were provi ded by the program. Thl:'-~, the 
Tucson program, with its volunteer staff of ten (out of a total staff 
of eighteen) and its lack of emphasis on supervision, was much less 
co~tly than the Cleveland program, which used only paid staff members 
and stressed ~upervisi?n. Cleveland's emphasis on supervision may have 
stemmed from 1tS. handl1ng of ~el)ny def~n~ants only; Tucson's processing 
(~or the defunct program stud1ed was llm1ted to persons charged with 
m1sdemeanors. 

Eligibility for program services also varied widely. Four programs 
interviewed only felony defendants, and three programs focused on mis­
d~meanor defendants. The remaining programs interviewed both felony and 
m1sdemeanor defendants. 

. Seven of the nine programs for which we have the information inter­
v1ewed defendants before their initial court appearance. The other two 
programs did not become involved until after the initial appearance. 
Combined with the eligibility requirements, this diversity of operating 
procedures produced a broad range in the numbers and percentages of 
defendants processed. The Cleveland program, for example, interviewed 
only 10 percent of all eligible defendants. At the other extreme the 
West Covina program interviewed more than 90 percent of all misde~eanor 
defendants in its jurisdiction. 

. Thu~, the nature, cost and extensiveness of program operations 
var1ed w1dely. There were no special operating characteristics to 
distinguish defunct programs from those that continued to function. 

In terms of release rates, four sites had data for time periods 
other than those when programs operated. These very limited data indicate 
that-fo~ whateve~ reason-r~lease rates increased after programs started' 
and cont1nued to 1ncrease \'/h11e they ~'Jere in operation. After the pro­
grams l 

demi~e, rel~ase rates stabilized at the program level; although 
the rates d1d not 1ncrease further, they also did not decline. 

Failure to appear (FTA) data were available for only three of the 
programs studied, and in only one site did these data cover more than 
one ti~e period. In that site (Tucson), FTA rates were higher for own 
re~ogn1zance release~ afte~ the program's demise than during the program's 
eX1stence. In all tnree sltes (Chicago and Cleveland were the other two) 
data were.available to compare FTA rates for defendants processed by the 
program w1th those of other defendants. In each site the FTA rate was 
lower for the program defendants; however, data were not available on 
other characteristics that might have affected the group's FTA rates. 

No site studied had pretrial arrest data across time periods. Only 
two programs had information on rearrests for defendants processed by 
the ~roQr~m vers~s other defendants. In one case (Chicago), there was 
no slgn1f1cant d1fference between the pretrial arrest rates. In the 
other site (Cleveland), the program group had a lower rearrest rate, but 
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the program was so limited in scope that this result may have been due 
to "creaming" the "safe" defendants. 

The analysis of defunct pretrial .release programs ~uggests.that the 
programs studied were a part o~, and ~n some cases possl~ly an lmpetus 
to, a general change in communlty attltudes toward pretrlal r~lea~e. Al­
though release rates increased after programs started, ~here lS llttle 
evidence suggesting that this was due to program operatlons alone. How­
ever it does seem that the information provided to the court by the 
prog;ams was generally considered useful and may have encouraged judges 
to authorize more own refognizance releases. 

Analysis of the Milwaukee Program 

Because of the very limited information available about d~funct. 
programs, we selected one for detailed analy~is~ Milwaukee, Wlsconsln, 
where a program operated as part of the Shrelff s Department and pro­
cessed felony defendants. We considered defendant outcomes for a random 
sample of felony cases arrested before,.during and afte~ p~ogram oper­
ations. These outcomes are summarized In Table 1. As lndlcated, there 
was no'significant change in the rate of release when the "before pr~gram" 
peri od is compared with the "duri ng program" peri od or It/hen the "dun ng 
program" period is compared with the "post program" period. However, 
there is a significant decline in the overall re1e~se.ra~e when the pre­
program and post-program periods ~r~ compared. ThlS lndlca~es that the 
jurisdiction has eAperienced dec11nlng release rates ~ver tlme but 
suggests that this did not result from program operatlons. 

The major difference across the various time periods is in the type 
of release. Because Milwaukee did not use own recognizance release for 
felony defendants, we considered unsec~re~ ~ond and deposit bond as the 
least restrictive types of release. Slgnlflcant1y fewer.defendants were 
released in these ways while the program operated than elther before or 
after its existence. Over the entire time period studied, however, there 
was a significant increase in release on unsecured or deposit bond. 

There were no significant differences in the failure to appea~ or 
pretrial criminality rates across the time periods. Thus, the perlods 
when more defendants were released and/or when they were released on 
less severe conditions were not periods when defendants I post-release 
misconduct rates increased. This suggests, as have our other analyses, 
that higher release rates can be attained with no offsetting increase 
in failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates. 

Analysis of the Tucson Program 

The cross-sectional and experimehtal analyses of Tucson, Arizona, 
discussed in other volumes of this study, permitted consjderation of 
release practices for misdemeanor defendants with and without a formal 
program. The defendant sample for the cross-sectional an~lysi~ was 
selected from a time period during which the program servlng.mlsdemeanor 
defendants was disbanded. Approximately 60 percent of the mlsdemeanor 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF DEF.ENDANT OUTCOMES, 

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 

Before Program During 
(n = 150 ) (n = 

73% 

Program 
151 ) 

66% 

Speed of Release 9.3 days 14.5 days 

bRate of Release on Un- 66% 52% secured or Deposit Bond 

Failure To Appear Rate 22% 15% 

Pretrial Rearrest Rate 26% 21% 

Pretrial Rearrest Con- 17% 15% viction Rate 

After Program 
(n = 149) 

62% 

18.3 days 

78% 

22% 

17% 

12% 

aStatistically significant (.05 level) for the before versus I 
after program comparison. 

bStatistically significant (.05 level) for the during versus J 
after program comparison and the before versus after program 
comparison. 

defendants in the sample had been arrested during the time the program 
operated; the remaining defendants were processed after the program 
ended. Using these data, defendant outcomes were compared for periods 
during and after program operations. 

Additionally, the experimental analysis conducted in Tucson required 
the re-establishment of the misdemeanor program. Some of the staff of 
the former program, including its director, were hired to implement the 
temporary program needed for the experimental test of the impact of 
program processing. The program procedures used in the ~xperimental test 
were reportedly quite similar to those of the earlier program, except 
that routine notification of court dates was added to the test program. 
Consequently, release outcomes when the new program began could be com­
pared with those of earlier time periods. 

Table 2 summarizes defendant outcome data from the "01d program" 
peri od, the "no program" peri od, and the "ne\v program" peri od. As 
indicated, release rates were significant~y higher for the latest time 
period (the new program period) than for the earliest period (the old 
program period). The data suggest that this is due more to a trend in 
the jurisdiction toward higher release rates for defendants charged with 
misdemeanors than to the impact of the program (e.g., release rates did 
not decl ine sharply during the "no program". peri od). , 
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TABLE 2 
SUr,'HARY OF DEFEtlDArlT OUTcm·rES, 

TUCSON, ARIZONA, MISDEMEANOR DEFE:mIlNTS 

Outcorre Old ?ogram Period 
n = 115) 

No ~()gralO Period 
n = 76) 

aRelease Rat~ 56;; 63~ 

S~E:"d of ?~1~~;;: 1.1 days 1. 2 days 

R.'tt! of ::on:lr:rcial Release 70:. 63.: 

Fa i lure To ;'p~;:=r Rate 17~: 13:; 

bPI't!trial Re~ rr:~ '. Ra te 20~ 19~; 

bpretria 1 R~~rr:;: Conviction Rate 8~ 15;; 
\ 

aStatisticallj significant (.05 level) for the old program versus new program peri ods. 

bStatistically significant ( .05 level) for the no program versus new program periods. 

New ~rogram Period 
n = 224) 

68.: 

0.6 dJys 

70. 

13 ; 

5:. 

3" .. 

The only other significant difference across time periods was the 
sharply lower pretrial criminality rate in the ','ne~ pr?gr~m" period, as 
compared to the "no program" peri od. Hmo,ever, 1 t 1 S dl ffl cult to at­
tribute this to the operations of the program, because the program made 
little effort to affect pretrial criminality rates. ~oreover! the ~x: . 
perimental analysis found no significant differences ln pretrlal crlmlnallty 
rates for the line"., program" group, as compared wi til a randomly se 1 ec~ed 
control group. Thus, this difference too seems to reflect a change ln 
the jurisdiction, rather than program impact. 

Analysis of Pretrial Release in Richmond 

Richmond, Virginia, was selected for analysis as.~ ju~isdiction . 
that had never had a pretrial release ~rogram at the tlme lt w~s studled. 
We were interested in whether such a slte would have sharply dlfferent 
outcomes than jurisdictions with programs. 

Table 3 summarizes defendant outcomes for Richmond, as compared 
with the eight sites studied in the cross-sectional analysis. As in­
dicated Richmond had a lower rate of release and a lower rate of non­
financi~l release than ~ of the eight si~es. ~t.als? experienced 
lower rates of failure to appear and pretrlal crlmlnallty. 

Richmond had much less extensive data than the other sites. It was 
particularly difficult to obtain comprehensive information on arrests. 
Thus some of the apparent outcomes differences between Richmond and the 
eight sites may in fact be due to differences in record-keeping. 

In Richmond both charge and prior record were strongly associated 
with release, in terms of both release versus detention and, if released, 
the type of release. The one community.ties variable f?r which reasonably 
complete data were available (local resldence status) dld not affect re­
lease outcomes. 
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TABLE 3 • 
SU11HARY OF DEFEtiDANT OUTCO:·IES, RI CHI·IorlO, v I RGHIIA, 

AND EIGHT CROSS-SECTIONAL AIIALYSIS SITES 

. E i.9.ht Sites 

Outcome Combined 
~i chr.lond Pel'centaQe Rallne 

I 
Release Rate 59% 85;'; 7 J.;-92:~ 

Rate of Nonfinancial Release a33;: 
72~~ 44;:-85% , 

Failure To Appear Rate 3.5% 12.6% 5.7:'::-20.5:': 

Pretrial Rea rres t Ra te 1 . 7~~ I 6. O~: 7.5":-22.2% 

a'ncludes unsecured bond. 

We ~ompare~ the Richmond findings with those of Washington, D.C., 
and Baltlmore Clty, ~laryland, two nearby jurisdictions included in the 
e~gh~-site analysi~, and.with those of Louisville, Kentucky, the juris­
dlctlon from the elght-slte analysis with defendant characteristics most 
similar to Richmond's. Charge and prior record were found importantly 
r~lated to release outcomes in those three jurisdictions, but community 
tles ~actorslla~sQ..af~ec~ed release outcomes within them. This suggests 
that r~f?rm Jurls~lctlo~S may.not so much have replaced their reliance 
on tradltlonal conslderatlons (l.e., charge and prior record) as they 
have expanded the range of factors considered. 

The Richmond findings, and their comparison with other sites must 
be considered suggestive, rather than definitive, because only on~ juris­
diction that never had a program was selected for study (indeed there 
~re,re1at~vely few major cities that have never had a program).' Local 
Jurlsdlctlons may have many peculiarities that affect release practices. 
Consequently, the experiences of a single jurisdiction lacking a program 
may be due to other local circumstances than the absence of a program. 

Conclusions 

thl
'S Thel following conclusions are based on the analysis presented in 

vo ume: 

• Defunct pretrial release programs are not as common as 
ha~ s?me~im~s b~en supposed .. The lack of a listing for 
a Jurlsdlctl0n ln a program dlrectory may simply reflect 
the program's failure to respond to the information 
request, not its lack of existence. Moreover, when a 
program does disband, it may be only a temporary demise. 
We found a number of instances of defunct programs that 
had been re-established. 

, 
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• Many of the defunct programs identified were independent 
agencies. This suggests that such programs may be 
particularly vulnerable to loss of funding. 

• The brief analysis of defunct programs found that they 
varied widely in their characteristics, including 
eligibility criteria, scope of operations, costs, etc. 
There were no sp~cial operating characteristics to 
distinguish defunct programs from those that continued 
to function. 

• Most of the defunct programs studied failed to conduct 
research or evaluation concerning their activities. 
Thus, they had little impact data with which to support 
their requests for continued funding. 

• Many of the defunct programs apparently failed to in­
volve key criminal justice system officials, particularly 
judges, in program planning and implementation. This 
may have contributed to their demise, because the programs 
lacked knowledgeable, powerful advocates when they faced 
opposition and cutbacks. 

• We found little support for the hypothesis that release 
rates would decline if programs disbaQded. For the 
defunct programs where relevant data were available, 
release rates after the p~ogramsl demise usually stabi­
lized at the levels that had existed during the periods 
of the programs I operations. Although the release rates 
.did not decline, they also did not increase. (Only in 
Milwaukee did release rates apparently decline over time, 
including during the program period.) 

• The fact that the two defunct programs studied in detail 
(Milwaukee and Tucson) showed little evidence of program 
impact suggests that the demise of some programs may 
reflect an accurate assessment by their funding agencies 
of their impact. If so, analysis of defunct programs 
could be inappropriate guides to the impact stemming from 
programs that are continued. 

• Time periods when more defendants were released and/or 
when they were released on less restrictive conditions 
were not periods when failure to appear or pretrial 
criminality rates increased. This suggests, as have 
our other analyses, that higher release rates (and 
lower detention costs) can often be attained with DQ 
offsetting increases in failure to appear or pretrial 
criminality rates . 

• It is difficult to locate a major city that has never had 
a pretrial release program. This fact would seem to 
reflect widespread opinion that pretrial release programs 
are useful agencies. 
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• In Richmond, a site that had never had a program at 
the time we studied it, rates of release, failure to 
appear and pretrial criminality were lower than in any 
of the eight sites having programs that were included 
in our cross-sectional analysis. However, data were 
very incomplete in Richmond, particularly for pretrial 
arrests, so some of the differences between it and the 
eight sites may be due to differences in record-keeping, 
defendant characteristics, etc. 

• In Richmond both charge and prior record were strongly 
associ ated with rel ease und with the type of rel ease .. 
The one community ties variable for which reasonably 
complete data were available (local residence status) 
did not affect release outcomes. A comparison with 
three jurisdictions that have programs (two nearby sites 
and the jurisdiction in our eight-site cross-sectional 
analysis whose defendant characteristics were most 
similar to those in Richmond) found that charge and prior 
record were importantly related to release outcomes in 
those sites as well, but that community ties factors 
also affected release outcomes there. This suggests 
that "reform" jurisdictions may not so much have 
replaced their reliance on traditional considerations 
(i.e., charge and prior record) as they have expanded 
the range of factors considered. 

• Much more data is availabl~ when pretrial release programs 
operate than when they do not. Thus, if more complete 
data are desirable, programs certainly help meet this 
objective. 

The findings from the analyses presented in this volume are somewhat 
inconclusive. They are based on a fe\'J sites studied in detail, and rela­
tively little data were available to analyze the periods when programs 
did not operate. Moreover, it is not clear that the findings of the 
defunct program analyses reflect the outcomes that would be experienced 
if currently on-going programs disbanded; the findings may reflect only 
the outcomes from the demise of programs that were not very effective 
and lost their funding for that reason. In addition, it is always dif­
ficult to analyze outcomes over time or across jurisdictions, because 
of the many other changes, besides the presence or absence of a program, 
that may affect the analysis (e.g., certain offenses may be decriminalized, 
arrest patterns may change, judges ' attitudes toward certain types of 
release may be revised, the identity of the judges themselves may change, 
etc.). Consequently, we urge that the analyses of this volume be con­
sidered suggestive, rather than definitive. 

Recommendations 

• Programs should involve key criminal justice system 
officials, particularly judges, in their program 

I 

it 

J, 

, , 
I 

1 .' j l 



( 

( 

() 

-~-------------- ----- ----------

-xii-

planni~g and implementation. This should help in­
crease their impact as well as their likelihood of 
continuation . 

• Independent programs should give serious consideration 
to reorganizing under the umbrella of a public agency, 
such as the court system. Our analysis of defunct 
programs suggests that independent agencies may be 
particularly vulnerable to loss of funding. 

• Programs should attempt to maintain accurate, up-to­
date information on their operations and impact. Such 
evaluative information can be particularly helpful if 
a program comes under attack; once that happens, there 
is not likely to be sufficient time to implement a 
special evaluation study to respond to the criticisms. 

One of the reasons for conducting such a limited analysis of defunct 
programs, and for studying only one jurisdiction that had never had a 
program, was to assess whether additional analysis of this sort should 
be undertaken. We recommend tht it not be implemented. Analyses of 
defunct programs may not accurately reflect the impact of the far more 
numerous on-going programs that are of greater interest. 

Consequently, we recommend that future research concerning program 
impact focus on experimental analyses, involving concurrent random 
assignment of experimental and control groups, of existing programs. 
If experimental analyses cannot be conducted, we recommend that carefully 
designed studies involving comparison groups of defendants be implemented. 
In our opinion the analytic problems of comparisons over time and across 
jurisdictions are too great to warrant additional research focused on 
defunct programs, unless it is the process of and reasons for demise of 
specific programs that are of concern. To assess pretrial release pt'ograms 
as they now operate, we recommend evaluations focused on those programs. 

.-

() 

() 

" 

/ 

Introductory Note 

Acknowledgements. 

Highlights .... 

I. INTRPDUCTION. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

II. BRIEF ANALYSIS OF DEFUNCT PROGRAMS. 

A. Background ............ . 
B. Site Selection and Data Collection. 
C. Program Characteristics . 
D. Impact of Programs ..... . 
E. Causes of Program Demise .. . 
F. Concl uding Remarks ..... . 

III. CASE STUDY OF A DEFUNCT PROGRAM: MIL\tJAUKEE, WISCONSIN. 

A. Background ....... . 
B. Release Practices ... . 
C. Outcomes .... ~ ... . 

IV. CASE STUDY OF A JURISDICTION THAT NEVER HAD A PROGRAM: -
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA ..... . 

A. Background ........ . 
B. Pretrial Release Practices. 
C. Release Outcomes ..... . 

V. PROGRN~ DEMISE AN D REGENERATI ON IN TUCSON, ARIZONA. 

A. Background.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
B. Outcomes During and After Program Operations. 
C. Outcomes When the Program Was Re-Established. 

VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 

A. Introduction ........... . 
B. Brief Analysis of Defunct Programs. 
C. Analysis of the Milwaukee Program. 
D. Analysis of the Tucson Program. 
E. Analysis of Pretrial Release in Richmond. 
F. Conclusions ........... . 

APPENDICES 

A. Summary Descriptions of Defunct Programs ....... . 
B. Interview Guide for Brief Analysis of Defunct Programs. 
C. Supplementary Tables , ............ . 

-xiii-

i 

i i 

iv 

1 

4 

4 
4 
7 

10 
19 
23 

25 

25 
26 
30 

50 

50 
51 
53 

71 

71 
72 
86 

95 

95 
96 
99 

101 
101 
105 

A-1 
[3 - 1 

C-1 



( 

C 

~ ; 

C···'· ~2 

.. ' 

Chapter and Table 

VOLUME III 
LIST OF TABLES 

Chapter II. Brief Analysis of Defunct Programs 

2.1 Availability of Information on Defunct Programs 

2.2 Summary of Release Rates Over Time ..... . 

2.3 Summary of Failure-to-Appear Rates Over Time. 

2.4 Summary of Rearrest Rates Over Time .. 

" 

6 

15 

18 

20 

Chapte~ III. Case Study of a Defunct Program: Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

3. 1 

3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

3.5 

3.6 

3.7 

3.8 

Percentages of Cases with Data for Selected 
Characteristics, by Time Period .... 

Summary of Comparability of Groups Across Time Periods. 

Rate, Speed and Type of Release Across Time Periods 

Bond Amounts Across Time Periods. 

Equity of Release Before Program. 

Equity of Release During Program. 

Equity of Release After Program. 

31 

32 

34 

35 

37 

38 

39 

Summary of Equity of Release and Equity of 
Bond Amounts Across Time Periods. . . ........ 40 

3.9 Summary of Comparability of Released 
Defendants Across Time Periods. . . . ........ 41 

3.10 Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality 
Across Time Periods .......... . 

3.11 Percentage of Cases with Data for Selected Characteristics, 
Defendants Interviewed versus Not Interviewed 

· 42 

During the Program Period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 44 

3.12 Summary of Comparability of Interviewed 
versus Not Interviewed Groups .... 

3.13 

3.14 

Rate, Speed an9 Type of Release for Defendants 
Interviewed versus Not Interviewed ..... . 

Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality for 
Defendants Interviewed versus Not Interviewed 

· 45 

· 46 

47 

3.15 Comparison of Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality 
of Released Defendants bj Program Rating Categories .... 48 

-)(;'1-

, 
. '\ 

" 

., / 

() 

0 

-xv-

VOLUME III 
LIST OF TABLES (CONTINUED) 

Chapter and Table 

Chapter IV. Case Study of a Jurisdiction that Never Had 
A Program: Richmond, Virginia 

4.1 Percentage of Cases with Data for Selected Characteristics. 

4.2 Defendant Characteristics .. 

4.3 Rqte, Speed and Type of Release 

4.4 Bond Amounts .. 

4.5 Equity of Release by Ethnicity. 

4.6 Comparison of Released versus Detained Defendants 

4.7 Comparison of Defendant Characteristics by Type of Release. 

4.8 Failure-to-Appear and Pretrial Criminality 

54 

55 

56 

58 

59 

61 

62 

Rates of Released Defendants. .... ....... 63 

4.9 Comparison of Selected Outcomes for Defendants 
in Ri chmond and Other Sites . . . . . . . . . . 65 

4.10 Comparison of Selected Characteristics of Defendants 

4.11 

in Richmond and Other Sites. . . . . . . ... 67 

Comparison of Characteristics Affecting Release 
Decisions in Richmond and Other Jurisdictions .. ...... .. 69 

Chapter V. Program Demise and Regeneration in Tucson, Arizona 

5. 1 

5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

5.6 

5.7 

Percentages of Cases in "Old Program" and "No Program" 
Groups with Data for Selected Characteristics. . . . 74 

Summary of Comparabi 1 ity of "01 d Program" and 
"No Program" Groups . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75 

Rate, Speed and Type of Release and Bond Amount for 
"01 d Program" and "No Program" Groups . . 76 

Equity of Relea5e for "Old Program" Cases 

Equity of Release for "No Program" Cases. 

Summary of Equity of Release for "Old Program" 
and "No Program" Groups . . . . . . . . . . . 

Summary of Comparability of Released Defendants in the 
"01 d Program" and "No Program" Groups . . . . . . . . 

.' 78 

. 80 

81 

81 
, , 



c 

(i 

! ' 

-xvi-

VOLUME III 
LIST OF TABLES (CONTINUED) 

Chapter and Table 

5.8 Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality for 
"01 d Program" and "No Program" Groups . . . . . . . . . . . 83 

5.9 Percentage of Cases with Data for Selected 
Characteristics, Defendants Interviewed versus 
not Interviewed by Program During "Old Program" Period ... 84 

5.10 Rate and Type of Release for Defendants 
Interviewed versus Not Interviewed .. . . 85 

5.11 Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality for Defendants 
Interviewed versus Not Interviewed ............. 87 

5.12 Summary of Comparability of "No Program" and 
"New Program" Groups ........... . . ....•. 89 

5.13 Rate, Speed and Type of Release and Bond Amount 
for IINo Program ll and "New Progr~amll Groups . . ..... 90 

5.14 Summary of Comparability of Released Defendants in 
the IINo Program" and IINew Program" Groups .. ..... 92 

5.15 Failure to Appear and Pretrial Criminality for 
IINo Program ll and IINew Program ll Groups . . . . . . . . . . . 93 

Chapter VI. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1 

6.2 

Summary of Defendant Outcomes, MilvJaukee, Wisconsin 

Summary of Defendant Outcomes, Tucson, 
Arizona, Misdemeanor Defendants ... 

6.3 Summary of Defendant Outcomes, Richmond, Virginia, 
and Eight Cross-Sectional Analysis Sites .... 

6.4 Data Availability ..... 

100 

102 

104 

108 

I 

f'1 
'\' ..... ] , i 
, I 

tl 
\

1,' ill) 
~jI j 

I 

-xvii-

LIST OF APPENDICES 

A. Experimental Design and Implementation 

B. Methodology for Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 

C. Methodology for Defendant Outcomes and 
Delivery System Analyses 

D. Experimental Procedures 

E. Supplementary Tables 

F. Revie1tJ of the Pima County Criminal Justice 
System During the Experimental Study 



( 

( 

": 

'i C·'· ) 

: 
I 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The other volumes of this report analyze areas where pretrial 

release programs exist. This volume considers pretrial release prac­

tices in areas lacking such programs. These areas were studied because 

of the interest in the issue of long-term program impact. 

Some analysts have suggested that long-term program operations 

are unnecessary. Rather, programs may be needed only for a short period 

of time to acclimate judges to various release possibilities. After 

judges have reduced their reliance on money bond and begun using a 

wider range of release alternatives, they might continue this behavior, 

regardless of whether a pretrial release program existed. On the other 

hand, if a program were disbanded, judges might revert to the release 

practices that were prevalent before the program began.
1 

Although this issue has not been analyzed adequately, past studies 

have noted some interesting findings: 

, . ' 

• A study of defendants granted nonfinancial release 
during the first quarter of 1967 found that only 29~ 
of them had been interviewed by the pretrial relea5e 
program, and even fewer (17%) had been favorably 
recommended for release. 2 

• In other jurisdictions, too, judges have granted 
nonfinancial release to defendants who lacked 
positive, release recommendations from the program 3 
or who had received negative program recommendations. 

• The "Phase I" study of pretrial release concluded 
that a very high percentage of defendants released 
after program intervention had been charged with 
misdemeanors or relatively minor felony offenses. 
Indeed, half the programs responding to the 1975 
survey automatically excluded defendants charged 
with any crime of violence. In the current environ­
ment, it is questionable (though not known) whether 
defendants charged with relatively minor, non-violent 
crimes would be denied nonfinancial release in the 
absence of program intervention. The Phase I study 
suggested that lIin many jurisdictions, if the programs 
did not exist, the judges themselves would question 
the defendants about Heir ties to the community" and 
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would release many of these defendants on nonfinancial 
conditions. 4 

• Based on interview responses, the Phase I study found 
little discernible difference between the pretrial release 
philosophies expressed by the programs· staffs and the judges. 5 

Conse~uently, there are reasons to question whether program impact, 

even if substantial in the short-term, endures in the long-term. 

To study long-term program impact, we conducted a brief analysis of 

twelve IIdefunct·· pretrial release programs. Findings and conclusions 

appear in Chapter II. Using these results, we selected Milwaukee, 

Wisconsin, for more detailed study, including analysis of release out­

comes for defendants arrested before, during and after program operations 

and assessment of release IIdelivery system'· changes over time. The 

Milwaukee analysis appears in Chapter III. 

A related issue concerns release practices in areas that have 

never had pretrial release programs. As discussed in the Introduction 

to this study, major changes in- release decisions began to occur during the 

1960 1s, as many jurisdictions decreased their u~e of money bond. The 

Increased use of own recognizance release and other types of nonfinancial 

release was often accompanied by the development of pretrial release 

programs. However, given the widespread adoption of changed release 

practices that occurred within a short time period, it is possible that 

many areas would have endorsed these changes in the absence of pretrial 

release programs. This possibi'lity is supported by Wayne Thomas· study 

of release practices in 20 jurisdictions in 1971. Thomas found that 

some cities without programs had nonfinancial release rates comparable 

to those of cities with programs. 6 
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To gain insight about release practices in the absence of progra~ 

influences, either present or past, we studied Richmond, 

analysis included both a study of defendant outcomes and 

Virginia. This 

an assessment 

of the pretrial release delivery system. Findings and conclusions 

appear in Chapter IV. 

Chapter V contains a brief analysis of the misdemeanor program in 

Tucson, Arizona. This analysis is based on the cross-sectional data 

) h· h a t,'me period spanning the demise (discussed in Volume I , w,c cover 

of the program, and the experimental data (discussed in Volume II), 

obtained when the program was resDmed. Thus, the analysis considers 

program impact during and after the operations of an initial misdemeanor 

program as well as the subsequent impact of a revised program. 

VI t conclus,'ons derived from the various Finally, Chapter pres en s 

analyses of pretrial release without formal programs. These conclusions 

complement those of Volumes I and II, which consider jurisdictions 

where formal programs exist. 
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II. BRIEF ANALYSIS OF DEFUNCT PROGRAMS 

A. Background 

Many of the pretrial release programs established during the past 

20 years were subsequently disbanded. In an effort to understand the 

causes and consequences of program demise, we interviewed numerous 

officials who had been associated with defunct programs and, where 

possible, obtained records concerning these programs' activities. 

An analysis of this sort provides more than simply an historical 

account of dismantled pretrial release programs. It also allows us to 

conjecture about the requisites of successful program design. While a 

study of extant programs may provide indications of the extent to which 

administrators are flexible and innovative in program design, the 

analysis of defunct programs may identify constraints and limitations 

on such innovation and flexibility. 

Additionally, the analysis of defendant outcomes in locations 

where pretrial release programs were discontinued permits assessment 

of the long-term impact such programs may have had on the criminal jus­

tice system. This was accomplished by comparing rates of release, 

rearrest and failure to appear while the program operated with the 

rates before and after the program existed, for those places having 

these data. 

B. Site Selection and Data Collection 

A number of problems accompanied the study of defunct pretrial 

release programs. One such problem was to identify these programs. 

Initially, we compared lists of programs for different time periods and 

attempted to determine the status of programs missing from the later 

lists. l This approach presented several difficulties. For some 
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programs we were unable to locate anyone in their respective juris­

dictions who remembered that the programs had operated there. In 

otheY' cases, programs not appearing on the later lists we,re still 

operating, sometimes under the same administrative structures. 

Apparently, these programs had simply not responded to the later requests 

for information about their operations. 

Despite these difficulties, the process of comparing lists and 

following up on missing programs did identify a number of defunct 

programs. We also asked various pretrial release researchers and 

practitioners about defunct programs and, as a result, identified 

several additional ones. In total, 18 defunct programs were identified. 

Of these, nine had resumed operations by February 1979, as shown in 

Tabl e 2.1. 

For the places identified as defunct program sites, analysis of 

some of them was limited by the lack of existin~ data and/or the 

unavailability of persons who could remember anything about the old pro­

gram, aside from its existence. The defunct program list was thus 

narrowed, as shown in Table 2.1, to nine programs that could be investi­

gated with any degree of thoroughness: Cincinnati and Cleveland, Ohio; 

Tucson, Arizona; Oakland and West Covina, California; Bucks County, 

Pennsylvania; Milwaukee, Wisconsin; Las Vegas, Nevada; and Chicago, 

Illinois. Profiles of each of these programs are provided in 

Appendix A. In addition, more limited information was obtained for three 

programs, located in New Haven, Connecticut; Manhattan, Kansas; and 

Lake County, Indiana. 

Most of the data for this study were derived from telephone inter­

views of persons who were involved with the programs as well as from 

'--~'--""""'''''''""'''!'~.-:':~~:::~~,:':;:'::,~~~""""-~."",~""",,,,,,,,,".~ .~ . 
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TABLE 2.1 
AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION ON DEFUNCT PROGRAMS 

(AS OF FEBRUARY 1979) 

Program Name and Operational Status Information Availability 
Much Some None 

Resumed OQerations: 

Akron, Ohio X 
Canton, Ohio X 
Cincinnati, Ohio X 
Columbus, Ohio X 
Uuluth, Minnesota X 
Oakland, California X 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania X 

Tucson, Arizona (misdemeanors) X 
Wilmington, Delaware X 

Had Not Resumed OQerations: 

Bucks County, Pennsylvania X 
Chicago, Illinois X 
Cleveland, Ohio X 
Lake County (Gary), Indiana X 
Las Vegas, Nevada X 
~1anhattan , Kansas X 
Milwaukee, \~i scons i n X 
New Haven, Connecticut X 
~Iest Covina, California X 
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available program reports and previous research analyses. A copy of 

the questionnaire used for the interviews appears in Appendix B. In 

addition, site visits were made to two jurisdictions (West Covina and 

Tucson) to obtain more detailed information than the telephone interview 

format permitted. 

The analysis conducted was intended to provide a preliminary indi­

cation of whether a more detailed study of defunct programs would be 

warranted. Consequently, heavy reliance was placed on secondary 

sources of information (e.g., existing studies and summaries of programs' 

operational statistics) and telephone interviews. In addition, the 

entire study was largely completed by one person over about a six-\'1eek 

period. Thus, the study is not an in-depth analysis of defunct programs, 

and the findings and conclusions presented below should be considered 

suggestive and tentative, rather than definitive. 

C. Program Characteristics 

All except two of the twelve programs for which we have information 

began in the 1970'~. They were part of what Wayne Thomas refers to as 

the II new impetus ll to bail reform, following the passage of the Bail 

Reform Act (1956) and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's in­

crease in funding for pretrial release programs. 2 The programs in Bucks 

County, Pennsylvania, and Oakland, California/ had been a part of the 

earlier wave of programs prompted by the success of the Manhattan Bail 

Project. 

Six of the ten second wave programs were funded by LEAA. Of the 

total of twelve programs, four were at least partially funded by private 

foundations, seven by local government, and one by the U.S. Army. 

Administrative control of the twelve programs varied considerably. 

Only two of the programs could be considered as having been under the 
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jurisdiction of the court system (Tucson and West Covina). Cleveland's 

program was administered by a Catholic Diocese; Bucks County's by the 

Quaker Church; Milwaukee's by the Sheriff's Department; Cincinnati's 

and Oakland's were under the Probation Department; Manhattan, Kansas' 

by the Ft. Riley Judge Advocate General '? Office; and the rest by 

private organizations established for the program. Thus, only half of 

these defunct programs were controlled by public agencies, as compared 

with 80 percent of all programs known to exist in the mid-1970's.3 

The amount of funding for these programs ranged from less than 

$20,000 to almost $200,000, and did not necessarily depend on the 

number of persons served. For example, during its two-year existence 

the Cleveland program was given $215,000 and processed only 556 

defendants. The program's expenditure of $450 per defendant was the 

highest of any program investigated--25 times the per-defendant expendi­

ture of the next most costly program. 

At the other end of the scale, both Tucson and Chicago had fairly 

inexpensive programs. With an annual budget of approximately $30,000, 

the Tucson program averaged about $10 per defendant interviewed. The 

Chicago project, with a budget of about $65,000 per year, spent approxi­

mately $7 per defendant interviewed. 

The major factors affecting the average cost pe~ client were whether 

volunteer staff members were employed and the extent to which super­

visory services were provided by the program. Thus, the Tucson program, 

with its volunteer staff of ten (out of a total staff of eighteen) and 

its lack of emphasis on follow-up and supervision, was much less costly 

than the Cleveland program. The latter used only paid staff members 

and provided extensive supervision. Cleveland's emphasis on supervision 
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may have stemmed from the fact that it handled felony defendants 

exclusively. The Tucson program, on the other hand, was limited to 

persons charged with misdemeanors. 

The programs I scopes of operations were largely dependent upon 

eligibility requirements and the point in the criminal justice process 

at which they intervened. Four of the programs interviewed only felony 

defendants, whereas three interviewed mostly misdemeanor defendants. 

The remaining programs attempted to interview both felony and misdemeanor 

defendants, subject to certain exclusionary rules (e.g., capital offenses, 

traffic offenses, or public intoxication violations). Similarly, the 

Manhattan, Kansas, program dealt only with defendants stationed at 

nearby Ft. Ril ey; and the \~est Covina and Cl evel and programs were 

dependent upon the intermittent requests for services from the court. 

Seven of the nine programs for which we have information inter-

viewed defendants prior to their initial court appearance. The other 

two programs (Las Vegas and Bucks County) did not become involved until 

after the initial appearance. Combined with the eligibility requirements, 

this diversity of operating procedures produced a broad. range in the 

numbers and percentages of defendants processed in each of these juris­

dictions. The Cleveland program, for example, interviewed only ten 

percent of all eligible defendants. Moreover, only those charged with 

lesser felonies and referred by the court were considered· eligible. 

At the other extreme, the West Covina program interviewed from ninety 

to one hundred percent of all misdemeanor defendants in its jurisdiction, 

while the Chicago program interviewed approximately fifty-four percent 

of those defendants arrested during its mandated period of operation 

(weekends and holidays only). 
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Thus, the'nature and extensiveness of program operations varied 

considerably. The next ser.tion considers the impact of these varied 

operations. 

D. Impact of Programs 

1. Release Rates 

Four sites (West Covina, Tucson, Chicago and Oakland) have data on 

release rates for time periods other than those in which their programs 

were in operation. This information is summarized below. (Available 

information on release rates for all programs appears in Appendix A.) 

The pretrial release program in West Covina, California, began as 

a part of the Los Angeles County Municipal Court program. It operated 

from September 1971 until September 1974 under county funding. Its 

small staff of one or two part-time Marshall IS Deputies managed to 

interview 75-100 percent of all misdemeanor defendants arraigned in 

the West Covina judicial district. The actual proportion of defendants 

interviewed in anyone month depended upon the particular judge 

conducting the initial appearances for that month, since interviews 

were only conducted by court referral. 

During the program's period of existence, 32 percent of all mis­

demeanor d~fendants arraigned in West Covina were granted personal 

recognizance release pending trial. As a point of reference, the OR 

release rate for all of Los Angeles County in 1971, just prior to the 

program's inception, was 17.2% for felony defendants and 20% for 

misdemeanor defendants. This represented a significant increase from 

the rates in 1962, in which only 2.1% of the felony defendants received 

OR release. 4 
i.' 
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During the first three months after the program ceased operations 

(October-December 1974), there was a dramatic decline in the rate of 

OR releases in West Covina. Of the 2,042 persons arraigned during that 

period, only 13.2% were released on their own recognizance pending 

trial. However, the OR release rate quickly re-established its former 

level of 32%. The rate for the period January-June 1975 was 33.2%. 

During all of 1977 the rate remained steady at 32.2%. 

The analysis of West Covina indicates that most judges habitually 

relied on the defendant's current charge and previous record as a guide 

to pretrial release decisions. Only in marginal cases did they consider 

community ties to be relevant. The increase in OR releases beginning 

in the late 1960 ' s and early 1970 ' s was apparently caused more by a 

chan~e in judicial attitudes, as well as the increasing pressures on 

the court docket and jail, than by the intervention of the pretrial 

release program per se, despite the large increase in the OR release 

rate after the program began. 

Similar factors appeared to have been operating i~ Tucson, Arizona. 

The Tucson .misdemeanant program began in January 1975 as an adjunct to 

the existing felony program. With a staff of three full-time and 15 

part-time investigators, the program interviewed approximately halt of 

the misdemeanor defendants booked in the city. Toward the end of its 

operations (January-March 1977), the data indicate that 26~~ of all 

misdemeanor defendants were released on OR, three percent on third 

party custody, and 28% on bail. Almost a year after the program was 

disbanded, the OR release rates were virtually the same. Approximately 

29% were released on OR, and another 20% were released on bail. More­

over, these figures do not take into account the increasing frequency 

with which citation releases have been employed in recent years. 
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Post-program data are not available for Chicago's pretrial release 

program, which operated until September 1978. However, the program's 

inception did correspond to a significant increase in the use of personal 

recognizance. The Cook County Special Bail Project began functioning in 

August 1970 in an effort to fill a void left by an existing program 

during weekends and holidays. Its staff of four full-time workers, 

two part-time employees and numerous part-time volunteers interviewed 

approximately 54% of all defendants arrested during those days. 

During its second year of operations (May 1972 to May 1973), 11.2% 

of all felony defendants and 24% of all misdemeanor defendants under 

the program's jurisdiction were released on their own recognizance. An 

independent study5 by Consult, Ltd., a Chicago-based research firm, 

found that in 1976, 15% of the felony defendants and 35% of the mis­

demeanor defendants were being released on this basis. As a whole, 

25% were released OR and 74% were released on cash bond. 

The OR release rates for both felony and misdemeanor defendants 

continued to increase during the several years of the program's existence. 

The rates represent a great increase over those in 1962. At that time, 

only 2% of the felony defendants and an estimated 14% of the misdemeanor 
. 6 

defendants were released on OR. 

Nevertheless, the Chicago firm's research indicates that the program 

had very little to do with the changes in release rates .. Its analysis 

concluded that neither the interview itself, nor the fact of verification, 

resuited in any increase in OR releases or any decrease in bond amounts. 

Thus, even five years after the program had begun operating, the study 

concluded that the two most important variables predicting pretrial 
. 

,release decisions' were "identity of the judge" and the "seriousness 

of the charge. 117 
, f 
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Although the information for the Oakland project is sparse, there 

is evidence that the proportion of defendants released on their own 

recognizance increased during the project·s operations. Forrest Di,,8 

t of OR releases was increased from 2% to almost suggests that the ra e 

4% for misdemeanor defendants. Of the 1,119 misdemeanor defendants 

recommended for OR by the program, 625 (55.8%) were released on OR 

by the Court. 

Table 2.2 summarizes the findings on release rates. As shown, 

data are available for a comparison of the pre-program and program 

periods for two sites. In both cases the release rates increased over 

time, but local sources do not credit program factors for this change. 

attributed to such factors as changed Rather, the increases were 

t 1 'eve J'ail overcrowding. judicial attitudes and pressures 0 re 1 

Both of the sites having data on the period of program operations 

experienced increased release rates during that time period. However, 

a local analysis conducteq for one of the sites found that the identity 

of the judge and the seriousness of the charge were better predictors 

of release than program factors. 

t 't perml't a comparison of release rates Finally, data for wo Sl es 

t · with rates after t~e programs· during the period of program opera 10ns 

demise. In one case, the rate went down dramatically at first (from 32% 

released on own recognizance to 13%) but returned to its .former level 

after three months. In the second site, release rates stayed at approxi-

mately the same level after the program disbanded. Thus, in the two 

cases where data exist, there was no sustained decrease in release 

d On the other hand, neither was there rates after the programs ende . 

an increase. 
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In summary, the limited data available indicate that--for whatever 

reason--release rates increased after programs started and continued 

to increase while they were l'n operatl·on. Aft th 
er e programs· demise, 

the release rates stabilized at the program level. 

2. Failure to Appear Rates 

Failure to appear statistics were available for only three of the 

programs studied '(Cleveland, Chicago and Tucson). In each case, the 

statistics are based on the number of bench warrants or bond forfeiture 

orders as a proportion of the total number of defendants released. 
The 

rates for two of the programs, Cleveland and Chicago, are derived from 

research reports made by independent agents. The rates for Tucson were 

derived from program reports. 

The Consult, Ltd. study of the Chicago program counted a bond 

forfeiture as a failure to appear if, after a period of thirty days 

following a missed court date, the defendant still had not appeared and 

a judgment of default was issued. The time period under observation 

was Augu?t-September 1976 and JanuarY-February 1977. For those rel ea,sed 

OR, the group of defendants not interviewed by the program had 26% 

more total bond forfeitures per scheduled appearances than did those 
'fdt't'd 9 ae en an s ln erVlewe by the program. The group ~ interviewed 

also had 25% more defendants who forfeited at least once. 10 

Moreover, persons released on OR who had verified addresses were 

found less 1 ikel,Y to fail to appear than those for whom addresses were 

not verified. The rates were 11.9% and 15.4%, respectively. In terms 

of the number of defendants, 47% more non-verified defendants released 

on OR had forfeited at least once than had verified defendants. 11 

In addition, program reports indicate that interviewed defendants 

with verified information had lower forfeiture rates, regardless of 

• I 
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TABLE 2.2 
SUMMARY OF RELEASE RATES OVER TIME 

I I Post-Progra,m Peri od r 
I 
I Site Pre-Program Period Program Period I 
I 
I 
I 

I West Covina, Calif. 20% for Los 32% 13% during first 

I (Misdemeanor Own Angeles County three post-program 
Recognizance Releases) as a whole months 

I 
I 32-33% afterward I 

I 
I 

I Tucson, Arizona Not Available 26% O.R. 29% O.R. 
i (Misdemeanors) . 28% Ba il 20% Bail 

I More citat; on 
i releases during 
I 
I 

this period 
I 

, , 

Chicago~ Ill; n'oi s 5% of all Second Year: Not Available 
(Own Recognizance, defendants in all 11% (felony) 
Releases, Holiday courts , 24% (m;sdmr.) ; 
Courts) , 

Fifth Year: I 

I I , 15% (felony) I 
i 35% (m;sdmr.) I I 

'" 
I 

I \ 
J 

I Oakland, Calif. Not Available 
, 

Rateincreased Not Available I 
(Mi sdemeanor O\'In 

, 
from 2% to 4% 

I Recognizance Releases) I during the , , 
I 
! 

I period I 
I ! 

r I 

) 

Comments 

Local officials 
attribute increase 
mainly to chanqed 
judicial attitudes, 
coupled with pres-
sures on court 
docket and jail. 

None 

Local study con-
cludes that iden-
tity of judge and 
seriousness of 
charge are better 
predictors of 
release than pro-
gram factors. 

None 
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type of pretrial release (cash or OR) than did those defendants without 

verified information (see Appendix A for details). 12 Thus, existing 

reports suggest that the Chicago pretrial release program, by providing 

verified information, enabled the court to predict a defendant's 

likelihood of appearance better than it would have been able to do 

without such information. 

Failure to appear information on the Cleveland program is not as 

conclusive. An independent survey by Cleveland State University pro­

fessor Allan Warren,13 for example, found that between July 1973 and 

May 1975 there were a total of 16.3 percent oail forfeiture orders 

issued in the Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas. During the period 

of the county's Supervised Release Project (April 1974 to May 1976) the 

program reported that only 23 of its 556 clients (4.1 percent) failed 

to appear for any court date. However, given the small percentage of 

defendants served by this program (less than 10%), it is likely that 

this lower rate simply reflects the type of defendants who were 

admitted to the program rather than the actual success of the program 

in assuring court appearances. 

For the Tucson misdemeanant program, while the available data are 

quite limited, the program's reports indicate that failure to appear 

rates may have increased after the program's demise. During three of 

the last months of the program's operations (January to t~arch 1977), 

the failure-to-appear rate (i.e., bond forfeiture rate) for misdemeanor 

defendants was as follows: 

• released on bail, 38%; 

• released OR, 14%; and 

• released to program custody, 8%. 

A similar study conducted for the month of May 1978 (almost a year 
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after the program had ceased operations) found that the bond fOr'feiture 

rate for those defendants released on bail remained unchanged, while 

the rate for those released OR had increased to 18%. 

Table 2.3 summarizes the findings on failure-to-appear (FTA) rates. 

As shown, only one program had data available on more than one time 

period. In this case FTA rates were higher for own recognizance (OR) 

releases after the program's demise than they had been during the pro­

gram's existence. In addition, three programs have data on FTA rates 

for defendants processed by the program versus another group of defendants. 

In each of the three sites the fTA rate was lower for the program 

defendants; however, data are not available on other characteristics 

which miqht have affected the FTA rates of the two groups. 

3. Rearrest Rates 

Only two of the programs investigated, Cleveland and Chicago, had 

data available on rearrests. In both cases, program "clients" had 

fewer rearrests than non-clients. 

In Cleveland reports indicate that 5.9% of all defendants released 

on bail in 1974 were subsequently rearrested. For those defendants 

accepted into the Supervised Release Project, however, the rate for 

April 1974 to May 1976 was only 3.2%. As in the case of failure-to­

appear statistics, though, this difference should be viewed in light of 

the fact that the program dealt with a small proportion of defendants 

and was thus likely to have chosen only the best risks. 

Data for Chicago are no more convincing. The study by Consult, Ltd. 

found that program interviewees, especially those for whom information 

was verified, had fewer rearrests than those defendants not interviewed 

by the program. However, the diffel'ences were not statistically 

i 
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TA8LE 2.3 
SUMMARY OF FAILURE-TO-APPEAR RATES OVER TIME 

-
Site Pre-Program Period Program Period Post-Program Period 

Chicago, Illinois Not available for Felon~ & Misdemeanor: Not Available 
period immediately 
preceding program; 14% for O.R. releasees 
7% for misdemeanor interviewed by pro-
defendants in 1962 gram 

I 17% for O.R. releasees I not interviewed by I 
j 

! program 
I 

I 12% for defendants 
i with verifi ed addresses 
I 15% for defendants 
I whose addresses were 

I not verified 

Cleveland, Ohio I Not Available 4% for program Not Available 
I 

(Felony Cases) I defendants I 

I 16% (est.) for all 
I eligible defendants I 

I 
j 

Tucson, Arizona Not Available 14% for O.R. releasees 18~& for O.R. 
(Misdemeanor Cases) 38% for bail releasees releasees 

i 38% for bail 
, releasees 
I 
: 

:r I 

) 

Comments 

None 

Program was quite 
limited in scope; 
it served less than 
10% of all eligible 
defendants 

None 

! 

I 
I-' 
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I 
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significant. Interviewed defendants released on OR had a 3.1% percent 

rearrest rate. Of those defendants interviewed and released OR, 

persons with verified information had a 1.4% percent rearrest rate, 

while those without verified information had a 4.2% rate. 

Table 2.4 summarizes the findings on rearrest rates. As shown, 

no program had data available which would permit comparisons across 

time periods. Two programs had information on rearrests for defendants 

processed by the program versus defendants who were not. In one case, 

there was no significant difference between the groups. In the other 

case, the program group had a lower rearrest rate, but the program was 

so limited in scope that this result may have been due to "creaming" 

the "safe" defendants. 

E. Causes of Proqram Demise 

Persons interviewed were asked about the reasons fO'r the programs I 

termination. Common explanations included scarce local finances, lack 

of community support and higher priorities elsewhere. 

Most of the programs lacked the necessary resources or foresight 

to carry out supportive research on their activities. For example, 

only the Milwaukee program attempted to provide estimates of cost 

savings. Also, only for the Chicago program was it shown that inter-

viewing and verification efforts resulted in more accurate predictions 

of failure to appear. Other programs, such as those in Las Vegas and 

Cleveland, reported their clients l success in these two areas, but 

only after forces operating against them had fully developed. 

In Las Vegas, the program was confronted by a stronq bondsmen IS. 

lobby. The bondsmen mounted a pO\'/erful campai gn, charging the program 

with "falsification of data, lack of access to the data, and conflict 
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TABLE 2.4 
SUMMARY OF REARREST RATES OVER TIME 

Site Pre-Program Period Program Period Post-Program Period 

Cleveland, Ohio Not Available 3% for pro<Jj'am Not Available 
releasees 
6% for bail 
releasees 

Chicago, III inois Not Available No significant Not Available 
differences between 
defendants inter-
viewed by the program 
and those not inter-
viewed 
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Comments 

Program was quite 
limited in scope; 
it served less 
than 10% of all 
eligible defendants 

None 
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of interest (the project director's wife serves on the executive board 

of Clark County Community Corrections, Inc.).I1 13 The Las Vegas media 

joined in the attack by reporting the bondsmen's statements and 

granting high publicity to a few instances where released defendants 

had committed new offenses. Finally, in June 1976, the County Corrunis­

sioners were asked to provide $24,086 in County funds to match the 

$41,334 of Federal Block Grant funds already allocated. Despite the 

suoport of several community groups and all County criminal ,justice 

officials, the funding was refused. 

The situation in Las Vegas, however, was uni~ue. In no other 

location did we find that a program had been dismantled because of 

opposition from bondsmen. 

In some cases our interview respondents suggested that judicial 

attitudes may have been partly responsible for program demise. 

Reportedly, judges in some areas thought that they ~ere capable of 

assessing a defendant's likelihood of appearance and risk to the com­

munity without. the program's investigations. Moreover, certain judges 

may have opposed the premises on whi~h pretrial release programs were 

based. While program staff made their recommendations primarily on 

the basis of the defendant's community ties and previous record, 

some judges reportedly preferred to base their decisions on the defendant's 

current charge and prior record. Since criminal records were sometimes 

easily at the court's disposal without the intervention of a pretrial 

release program, and since the court typically had more complete access 

to the prosecuting attorney's information, program evaluations were 

rendered unnecessary. 
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Even where no hostility or opposition from local interests was 

evident, pretrial release ptograms often were subjected to local 

political pressures. In one case, the city felt that increasing the 

numbei~ of defendants on pretrial release was unnecessary, since the 

city was not payi ng for the costs of i ncarcerati on. \~hi 1 e the city 

would have to incur the costs of the program, the county provided for 

the costs of the local jail. Thus, any increase in pretrial release 

would not reduce the city's overall expenditures. 

Most of the programs were apparently affected by local austerity 

measures. The recession in the early 1970's and the alterations in the 

financial mix of city, county, State and Federal funding provided local 

officials with a rationale for discontinuing programs. However, in 

many cases such discontinuances were not necessarily an indication 

that the pretrial release program had a very low ranking in the local 

policy priorities. A number of the officials interviewed indicated 

that the refusal to fund the local program emanated from a strategy 

designed to provoke the State government into assuming financial 

responsibility for the program. Thus, the refusal to fund the program 

came less from a disapproval of its activities than from the hope that 

some other source would finance it. 

Certainly, other programs have faced such financial and attitudinal 

hurdles without having to cease their operations. A critical deficiency 

most of the defunct programs shared was a lack of consensus among all 

criminal justice officials about program goals and methods of operations. 

Fr.om our investigations of other, more durable, programs it appears 

that one early action that should have been taken was to insure the 

involvement of important local officials in program planning and 

, 
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implementation. Including such officials on policy, planning and 

advisory boards might have resulted in their advocacy of continued 

operations, when the programs faced opposition and cutbacks. Moreover, 

greater involvement of the local judiciary might have increased the 

likelihood that a program's investigations and recommendations would 

have been employed in releasing decisions. 

F. Concluding Remarks 

The analysis of defunct pretrial 'release programs suggests that 

the programs studied were a part of, and in some cases possibly an 

impetus to, a general change in community attitudes toward pretrial 

release. Although release rates increased after programs started, there 

is little evidence suggesting that this was due to program operations 

alone. However, it does seem that the information provided to the court 

by the programs enabled greater confidence to be placed in the pre­

dictability of community risk and failure to appear than would have 

been possible without these programs. 

Whether such increased confidence provided justification for the 

added costs of programs depended upon many circumstances unrelated to 

the programs themselves. These circumstances included possibilities for 

alternative funding sources, the strength of the bonding community, 

and judicial attitudes toward program involvement in release. 

The disproportionate number of defunct programs that were funded 

and administered by private agencies reflects these programs' inherent 

vulnerability. Private funding is likely to come about where public 

funding sources are unwilling or unable to support the program. If in 

the period of private administration the program is unable to justify 

its existence on the basis of cost-savings, greater equitabi1ity, 
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decreased community risk or de.creased failure-to-appear rates, it is 

not surpriSing that public agencies would refrain from assuming 

responsibility for the program. Since only the most fortunate private 

programs could expect to afford the costs of operation indefinitely, 

efforts to develop such justification seem critical. Unfortunately, 

the programs studied made few attempts to conduct such analyses of 

their impact. 

Indeed, a major conclusio~ from the brief analysis of defunct 

programs is that very little information exists to assess, in more than 

a cursory manner, these programs' roles in affecting pretrial release 
. 

practices. In particular, no data have been compiled comparing rates 

of release, failure to appear and pretrial criminality for periods 

before, during and after program operations. To fill this knowledge 

gap, Lazar selected one defunct program site, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 

for a more detailed analysis, as discussed in the next chapter. 
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III. CASE STUDY OF A DEFUNCT PROGRAM: 
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 

A. Background 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin, was selected as the defunct program site 

to be studied in detail t because: 

• The program had ended sufficiently recently that defendants I 

records for pre-program and program periods were still 
accessible but long enough ago that a post-program period 
could be studied. 

• The program had operated under the auspicE) of a publ ic 
agency, rather than through private efforts. 

• Although the program was limited to felony defendants, it 
processed a high percentage of them; thus, a random sample 
of felony defendants for the program period would contain 
a 1 arge percentage of persons i ntervi e\IJed by the program. 

• Many of the criminal justice system officials involved in 
the program's operations were still located in Milwaukee 
and were willing to cooperate with the proposed study. 

The Milwaukee analysis of defendant outcomes was patterned after 

the cross-sectional analyses of jurisdictions discussed in Volume I. 

Random samples of approximately 150 felony defendants each v/ere selected 

for three one-year time periods: 

• calendar year 1972, before the program be9an; 

• calendar year 1975, roughly the peak of the program's period 
of operations; and 

• July 1977-June 1978, after the program ended. 

The data collected for individual defendants were the same as those col­

lected in the cross-sectional analyses (see Appendix B of Volume I) and 

covered: 

• background information (e.g., community ties, prior 
record, demographic data); 
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• current charge; 

• type of release, if any; 

• program involvement; 

• failure to appear; 

• pretrial criminality; and 

• case disposition and sentence. 

Analyses of these data for periods before, during and after program 

operations appear in Section C of this chapter. 

The case study of MihJaukee also included an assessment of the 

pretrial release delivery system and the effect that program operations 

had upon it. This delivery system analysis is slmilar to those conducted 

for the cross-sectional and experimental sites, as discussed in Volumes I 

and II. The major difference in the Milwaukee analysis was, of course, 

the need to consider three time periods and thus to assess changes 

that occurred over time. The detailed delivery system analysis of 

Milwaukee is available as a separate working paper;1 a brief summary 

follows. 

B .. Rel ease Practi ces 

Prior to 1973, no criminal justice system unit gathered verified 

defendant information to help judges make release determinations. 

Decisions were based on data and recommendations provided to the judges 

by the prosecution and defense attorneys and on information obtained 

by the judges from the defendants. According to local sources, in the 

1972-73 period between 60% and 75% of all defendants had monetary 

requirements set as conditions of release. By that time, 10% deposit 

bond (first adopted in Milwaukee in 1970) had become a widely used release 

option. 
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The Bail Evaluation program, created in 1973 by the Sheriff's De­

partment, developed in response to the increasing number of felony 

arrests, which had resulted in higher bails and jail overcrowding. The 

program was a part of a "Special Evaluation Unit," staffed by former 

County Probation officials, that supplied four services besides bail 

evaluations: diversion of non-violent, first offenders; classification 

of inmates; development of community resources relevant to the criminal 

justice system; and presentation of course materials at the Sheriff's 

Department Training School. The unit was funded by LEAA on a decremental 

basis until 1976, with local government supplying the balance of the 

funding. 

At full operating capacity, the Special Evaluation Unit had nine 

full-time staff members and an annual budget of $190,000, supporting 

all functions of the Unit. Estimates of staff or money specifically 

allocated to the bail evaluation function are not available. 

Eligibility for bail evaluation was limited to felony defendants, 

but there were no other exclusions. The program operated five and 

one-half days a week, from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on weekdays and from 8:00 AM 

to 12:00 PM on Saturdays. At peak operating capacity in 1975, it was 

estimated that the evaluators interviewed approximately 75% of all felony 

arrestees. 

Bail Evaluations initially occurred in the District Attorney's 

Office at the time of complaint processing, prior to the Initial Appear­

ance before a judge. As the program expanded, evaluations were also 

conducted at the County Jail and at Intake Court, often at the judge ' ? 

request. A standardized questionnaire sought information on the 

defendant's general background, family ties, employment and prior 
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record. Verification of the information was attempted in all cases, 

based on the ability to contact references supplied by the defendant. 

Verified criminal histories were sometimes made available to the evalu­

ators, but only in a small percentage of cases. 

Defendants were rated on the basis of a point system. The evalua­

tors did not make recommendations for specific release options, but 

rather placed defendants in one of four "risk" 'categories (excellent, 

~ood, fair, poor), based on the overall point totals. In cases lacking 

verification, evaluations were presented to the judges, who were informed 

of the non-verified status of the information. All evaluations were 

also made available to the prosecution and defense attorneys. 

After evaluation, most (at least 90%) of the defendants had no 

further contact with the program. The evaluators did not track any 

defendant outcomes, including the final release decision. Nevertheless, 

local sources report that during the program's operation: 

• ~he number of defendants released on unsecured bonds 
lncreased moderately; 

• 10% deposit bond releases increased significantly; 

• dollar amounts of full bails declined; and 

• rates of failure to appear and pretrial criminality were 
not noticeably affected. 

T\,lo major changes in the criminal justice system occurred during 

the program's period of operation. First, there was a turnover of 

judges serving in felony court. While the exact consequence of this 

change is unknow~, some judges who had had to adjust to the establishment 

of the program were replaced by judges who accepted it as a given part 

of the process. Second, jail capacity was slightly expanded, both by 

construction and by the transfer of certain detainees to other facilities. 
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The status of the jail population is reported to have had considerable 

impact on release decisions in the Milwaukee area. 

Interview responses from local criminal justice system officials 

indicated that the program had been well accepted. The facts that its 

evaluations of defendants were neutral and were based on verified 

information were commonly cited as good features of the program. Never-

theless, the program did not receive local funding when the LEAA grant 

ended in 1976, although the other functions of the Special Evaluation 

Unit were continued. 

Several reasons for the program's demise were suggested by local 

officials. First, the ptogram may have been simply a victim of financial 

austerity measures; it \'las one of many programs that were not approved 

for continuation by the County Board of Supervisors. Second, the pro­

~ram lacked data showing its impact, particularly its effect on the 

jail population. Third, the relationship between the judges, who 

supportea the program before the County Board, and the Board is not 

completely harmonious. Some Board members think that judges have 

already relinquished several of their functions and should be able to 

perform bail evaluations by themselves. 

A number of chanoes have occurred in the criminal justice system 

since the program ended. In 1977, the criminal code reclassified many 

misdemeanors as felonies and created some new felony offenses. Judicial 

turnover also occurred that year and resulted in the presence on the 

bench of some felony court judges who had had no experience with the 

former Bail Evaluation program. Moreover, the 1977 Wisconsin Laws of 

Criminal Procedure specifically directed judges to release as many 

defendants as possible on nonfinancial conditions. Additionally, jail 
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overcrowding was apparently reduced during the late and post-program 

years; jail overcrow?ing became more severe until about 1975 and declined 

after that time. 

Since the program's demise, no other part of the criminal justice 

system has performed its functions. The absence of verified defendant 

information at Initial Appearance is reported to have had the effect 

of reducing the percentage of defendants granted unsecured bonds and 

increasing the proportion of defendants ordered to pay full bails. 

Because of the lack of analysis of rates of release, failure to 

appear and pretrial criminality over time, these data were collected 

for samples of defendants arrested before, during "and after program 

operations. Findings are presented in the next section. 

C. Outcomes 

As shown in Table 3.1, more complete data on defendant character­

istics were available during the program period than either before or 

after that time. Data are available for more than half of the sampled 

defendants in each time period for eight items: local residence status, 

current charge, number of prior arrests, number of prior convictions, 

age at first adult arrest, age at arrest, ethnicity and sex. Table 3.2 

presents the results of comparisons of defendants across time periods 

for these characteristics (see Appendix C for detailed data), As in­

dicated,. there were two statistically significant differences between 

the defendant samples before versus during program operations and no 

such differences when defendants during versus after program operations 

are compared. During the pre-program period, defendants were younger, 

averaging 24.8 years of age, as compared with 27.1 years during the 
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TABLE 3.1 
PERCENTAGES OF CASES HITH DATA FOR 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS, BY TIM::: PERIOD 

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

I 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Community Ti es : 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Mari tal status 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income lev~l 
Public assi~tance 
Occupation (excludes unemployed 

defendants) 

Crimina 1 ity: 

Current charge 
Number of prior arrests 
Number of prior convictions 
Criminal justice system status at 

time of arrest 
Age at first adult arrest 

Demographic Characteristics: 

Age at arrest 
Ethnicity 
Sex 

Other: 

Education 

aIncludes cases with missing information. 

Before 
Program 
(n=150) 

100% 
l"' {? 

3°' /0 

37% 
18% 
23% 
33% 

0% 
1% 

22~~ 

100% 
1 00~0a 
100%a 

45% 

70% 

99~~ 

100% 
99% 

24% 

Duri ng 
Program 
(n=151) 

95% 
52~~ 

54~~ 

72% 
53% 
62% 
66% 

9% 
50% 
49% 

99% 
100%a 
lOO%a 

66% 

68% 

100% 
100% 

99% 

61% 

After 
Program 
(n=149) 

100% 
9% 
0% 

43% 
26% 
28% 
41% 

1% 
9% 

21% 

100% 
100%a 
100%a 

46% 

62% 

1 OO~~ 

100% 
100% 

20% 

() 

( 'I 

() 

! 
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TABLE 3.2 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF GROUPS 

ACROSS TIME PERIODS 

Note: N.S. indicates that differences are not significant at 
~he .05 level. The precise significance level is shown 
ln all other cases. 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 
CHARACTERISTI C Before Versus During Versus 

During Program After Program 
(n=301) (n=300) 

Community Ties 

Local residence N.S. N. S. 

Crim'inal ity 

Current charge N.S. N. S. 
Number of prior arrests N.S. N.S. 
Number of prior convictions N.S. N.S. 
Age at first adult arrest N.S. N.S. 

DemograEhic Characteristics 

Age at arrest .05 N.S. 
Ethnicity .0004 N. S. 
Sex N.S. N.S. 
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program period. Additionally, a higher proportion of pre-program 

defendants were members of minority groups than was the case when the 

program operated (84%, as compared with 66%). 

There were no statistically significant differences in the rate 

or speed of release for the pre-program versus program period or for 

the program versus post-program period. However, a comparison of 

release rates before versus after the program shows a significant de-

cline: from 73% to 62% (see Table 3.3). The type of release changed 

significantly for all time periods compared, although the changes were 

not in the direction expected. The use of unsecured bond declined 

after the pY'I.!t;Jram began and increased after its demise: 51% of the 

released defendants received unsecured bonds before the program, as 

compared with 36% during the program period and 47% afterward. The 

rate of release on deposit bond was virtually the same before and 

during the program, but about doubled, to 31%, in the post-program period. 

Table 3.4 indicates the bond amounts for unsecured, deposit and 

full bonds across time periods. For unsecured bonds, the use of both 

the lowest and highest categories increased over time. Four percent 

of the unsecured bonds were for $500 or less before the program began, 

as compared with 11% while the program operated and 28% after its demise. 

Similarly, the percentage of unsecured bonds set at $3,000 or more in­

creased from 4% before the program to 25% during it and 13% afterward. 

There were no statistically significant differences in the amounts of 

full bonds for the three time periods -or for deposit bonds between the 

pre-program and program periods. After the program ended, the amounts 

of deposit bonds declined somewhat: 77% were for $2,000 or less during 

the post-program period, as compared with only 44% while the program 

operated. 
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TABLE 3.3 
. . RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE ACROSS TIME PERIODS 

Before Program During Program After Program 
OUTCOME (n=150) (n=151 ) (n=149) 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

aRate of Release 

Defendants released 110 73% 99 66% 92 62% 
Defendants not released 40 27% 52 34% 57 38% --

TOTAL 150 100% 151 100% 149 100% 

Seeed of Release I 
W 

Mean number of days from arrest to release b 9.3 14.5 18.3 
~ 
I 

d ;\ 

cT~ee of Release 
f' 

Unsecured bond 56 51% 35 36% 43 47% I,i 
" 

\ , 
Deposit bond 16 15% 16 16% 29 31X. . i l, 
Bond 37 34% 47 48% 20 22% 

I; 

U 
TOTAL 109 100% 98 100% 92 100% 

aSignificant at the .04 level for the before versus after program comparison. 
bn=110 before program, n=95 during program, n=91 after program. 
CSignificant at the .07 level for the before versus during program comparison, at the .001 level for 

r 

I 
the during versus after program comparison, and at the .01 level for the before versus after program 
comparison. 

" 
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TJ\IlLE 3.4 
!lorlO ANOUtlTS ACROSS TIME PERIOOS 

----------------------------------~~---------~---------------_r------------, 
Befol'e p~~ _~~,..;Pc...:r...::'o,CJ"_'_'ra:::II;;...I_4_-....:Ac.:.;f:...:t=-=e-'-" ~~ 

_____________________ . ____ rNu::::nc:.:lhc=.e.:.....'·1 p""o' ",,,oh,, p""" , " .. ",b,,· P""o' 
aUn~ecured Uond: 

$500 or less 2 4% 3 lIZ 11 28~ 

$501 - $2,000 33 671. 8 29% 17 44'~ 

$2,001 - $2,999 

$3,000 - $9,999 

$10,000 or' more 

12 2S'~ 10 36'.t 6 

2 4X 7 25% 4 

o 0 0 0 1 

lS% 

10% 

3% 

______ ~T~01~A=_=L __________________________ ~ __ 4~9~ __ ~10~0~~~~--~2~8_4--~1~00~%~+__~3~9~r-c...:lc=.00~~.:....." 

b~os it Ilont!: 

$500 or less 

$501 - $2,000 

$2,001 - $2,999 

$3,000 - $9,999 

$·10,000 01' more 

2 

3 

S 

3 

o 

IS% 

23';' 3 

39% 3 

23:;: 2 

o 0 

11% 
33% 

33% 

22:<: 

o 

2 10% 

l'l 6n 
2 10% 

2 1O'.t 

1 5% 

. ___ l(_JT~J ________________________ -+ ___ l~3~_~1~O[~)r~,_+----....:9~+_~1~00~1.:....., _~--~2~1-+_~10~0~%~ 

FuLl_Jl9.!.!.1: 
$500 or less 

$?01 - $2,000 

$2,001 - $2,999 

$3,000 - $9,999 

$10,000 or mOl'£! 

IS 

12 

6 

3 

o 

42% 19 42% 8 401 

33% 15 33~ 7 3S% 

17: S 11% 2 lOX 
8't 4 9::: 3 IS'); 

~ __ -"-O __ I ___ .1-- __ ----'4c::% __ ~.- 0 ____ 0_ 

__ IQJLlL_. _. ___ _ .. _________ . _____ l§.. . .---lQQ[ _._.1.L . __ . lOfl'X. ____ -'2::;0~_t_.-~H::.:)0:.:.:X, 

aSignifiCJnt at the .01 level fol' the before versus during pl'ogl'am comparison and at the .07 level for 
the dUl'ing versus after' program comparison. 

b 
Significant at the .06 l<!vel for the during versus after progralll compal'ison. 

L. ___ •. _____ ... _. ____ . _ .. _, __ .. _____ ._ --- ----_._-----.--.-----------_._------

-;-",,_.~ .......,..-_"""'~-..~".,.~-.~ ... v.· .. . . 

) 

I 
W 
U1 
I 

\ 

, 

, 

-



, " 

: i 
, , 

... 

--------------- --------~------------------

I"~ 

I: 
\1 

,I 

I 
! 

C) 

-, 

-36-

Information on the equity of release by ethnicity and employment 

status for each time period appears in Table 3.5--3.7 and is summarized 

in Table 3.8. No statistically significant differences were found by 

ethnic'ity in any time period. For employment status, one difference was 

found: during the program period unemployed defendants were less likely 

to secure release (only 57% did so, as compared with 78.5% of employed 

defendants). No differences were found in the rates of failure to 

appear, pretrial rearrest, or convictions for pretrial rearrests when 

unemployed and employed defendants who were released were compared. 

Table 3.9 compares the characteristics of released defendants 

across time periods (see Appendix C for detailed data). As was the 

case with the comparisons of ~ defendants (see Table 3.2), there 

were two statistically significant differences. When compared with the 

program period, released defendants in the pre-program period were 

younger (24.8 years versus 27.1 years) and more likely to be members 

of minority groups (85% versus 61%). 

No'statistically significant differences were found in rates of 

failure to appear or pretrial criminality when either the pre-program 

and program periods or program and post-program periods were compared, 

as shown in Table 3.10. Rates of failure to appear ranged from 15% to 

22% for the three time periods, while pretrial rearrest rates averaged 

17% to 26% and conviction rates for pretrial rearrests, 12% to 17%. 

Based on the preceding data, it does not appear that defendant 

outcomes were affected significantly either by the establishment of the 

pretrial release program or by its demise. No important differences 

in the rate OIL speed of release were found, and the use of unsecured 

bond actually declined during the program period. Failure-to-appear 

, 
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OUTCOt~E 

Rate of Release (All Defendants) 

Defendants released 
Defendants not released --

TOTAL 

( ) 

TABLE 3.5 
EQUITY OF RELEASE BEFORE PROGRAM 

(n=150) 

ETHNICITY 
t'Jh i te ~'1inority 

Number Percent Number Percent 

17 71% 93 74% 
7 29% 33 26% --

24 100% 126 100% 

T~Qe of Release (for Released Defendants) 

Unsecured bond 10 59% 46 50% 
Depos'it bond 3 18% 13 14% 
Bond 4 24% 33 36% 

TOTAL 17 100% 92 100% 

'. 

/' , 

. 
. , 

, 

\ 

) 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
Employed or Unemployed Substitutes 

Numb~r Percent Number Percent 

26 72% 8 61.5% 
10 28% 5 38.5% 

36 i 00% 13 100.0% 
I 

W 
"'-J 
I 

10 39% 6 75% 

5 19% 2 25% !"\ 

11 42% 0 0 i , i 
j 

26 100% 8 100% i; 
:r 1, 

\ 

I 
I 
1 

I 

. \ 

< , 
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OUTCOME 

aRate of Release (All Defendants) 

Defendants released 
Defendants not released -

TOTAL 

-----~~---

( ) 

TABLE 3.6 
EQUITY OF RELEASE DURING PROGRA~ 

(n=15l) 

ETHNICITY 
~'Ihite ~·1inority 

Number Percent Number Percent 

39 75% 60 61% 
13 25% 39 39% 

52 100% 99 100% 

T'(Qe of Rel ease {for Released Defendants) 

Unsecured bond 12 32% 23 38% 
Depos it bond 5 13% 11 18% 
Bond 21 55% 26 43% 

TOTAL 38 100% 60 100% 

aSignificant at the .04 level for 
ethnicity comparison). 

the employment status comparison (not 

) 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
Employed or Unemployed Substitutes 

Number Percent Number Percent 

51 78.5% 20 57% 
14 21.5% 15 43% 

65 100.0% 35 100% 

19 ~8% 5 25% 
6 12% 5 25% 

25 50% 10 50% 

50 1 OO~~ 20 100% 

signific~~~ for the 

I 
W 
00 
I 
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OUTCO~'lE 

Rate of Release (All Defendants) 

Defendants released . 
Defendants not released -

TOTAL 

TABLE 3.7 
EQUITY OF RELEASE AFTER PROGR,llJ~ 

(n=149) 

ETHNJCITY 
l·ihite t·1i nori ty 

Number Percent Number Percent 

37 70% 55 57% 
16 30% 41 43% 

53 100% 96 1 007~ 

T~Qe of Rel ease (for Released Defendants) 

Unsecured bond 21 57% 22 40% 

Deposit bond 8 22% 21 38% 

P.ond 8 22% 1: 22% 

TOTAL 37 1 OO~~ 55 100;' 
~ 
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS 

Emp 1 oyed 01' Unemployed Substitutes 

Numbet Percent Number Percent 

25 69% 14 56% 

11 31 ~;. 11 44% 

36 100% 25 1 001~ 

14 56t~ 5 36% 

5 20% 5 36% 
6 24~~ 4 29% 

25 I 1 OO~~ 14 lOm~ 
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Rate of Release 

Type of Release 
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TABLE 3.8 
SUMt·1ARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE AND EQUITY 
OF BOND A~~OUNTS ACROSS TH1E PERIODS 

BEFORE PROGRAM DURING PROGRAM 
(n=150) (n=151) 

Employment Employment 
Ethnicity Status Ethnicity Status 

N.S. N.S. N.S. .04. 

N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 

AFTER PROGRAM 
(n=149) 

Employment 
Ethni city Status 

N.S. N.S. 

N.S. N.S. 
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TABLE 3.9 
SUMMARY OF CO~1PARABILITY OF 

RELEASED DEFENDANTS ACROSS TIME PERIODS 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Before Versus During Versus 
During Program After Program 

CHARACTERISTIC (n=209) (n=191) 

Community Ti es 

Local Residence N.S. N.S. 

Criminality 

Current Charge N.S. N.S. 
Number of Prior Arrests N.S. N.S. 
Number of Prior Convictions N.S. N.S. 
Age at First Adult Arrest N.S. N.S. 

Demograehic Characteristics 

Age at Arrest . 05 N.S . 
Ethnicity .0002 N.S. 
Sex N.S. N.S. 

" . 
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TABLE 3.10 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

ACROSS TIME PERIODS 

Before Program During Program 
(n=110) (n=99) 

Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

failure to AEEear (FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 24 22% 15 15% 
Defendants who do not FTA 86 78% 84 85% 

Total Released Defendants 110 100% 99 100% 

Pretrial Criminality 

Defendants with rearrests 29 26% 21 21% 
Defendants without rearrests 81 74% 78 79% 

Total Released defendants 110 100% f- 99 100% 

Defendants with rearrest convictions 19 17% 15 15% 
Defendants without rearrest convictions 91 83% 84 85% 

Total Released Defendants 110 100% 99 100% 

"f ,f' 

After Program 
(n=92) 

Number Percent 

20 22% 
72 78% 
92 100% 

16 17% 
76 83% 
92 100% 

11 12% 
81 88% 
92 100% 

I 
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and pretrial criminality rates did not differ significantly across time 

periods. 

It is possible that program impact during the program period is 

obscured by the inclusiol~ of defendants the program did not interview. 

To analyze this, we compared defendants interviewed with those not inter­

viewed during the program period. Results are presented in Tables 3.11-

3.14. There were three major differences between the two groups: inter­

viewed defendants were younger, more likely to be white and more likely 

to be charged with serious crimes than defendants not interviewed. 

There were no statistically significant differences between the two 

groups in terms of rate, speed or type of release (see Table 3.13) or 

rates of failure to appear, pretrial rearrest or convictions for pre­

trial rearrests (see Table 3.14). 

An interesting feature of the program, as discussed earlier in 

Section 8, was its ratings of defendants as poor, fair. good or excellent 

release risks. Table 3.15 compares the defendants given these ratings 

with their subsequent rates of failure to appear, pretrial rearrest 

and convictions for pretrial rearrests. The program seems to have been 

quite accurate in its assessments of defendants. None of the eleven 

defendants considered excellent release risks failed to appear or was 

rearrested. Although two of the fifteen "good " risks failed to appear, 

none was rearrested. The "fair" group p.xperienced a 29% failure to appear 

rate and 14% pretrial rearrest rate, while the "poor" risks had a 6% 

rate of failure to appear and a 29% rate of rearrest. 

In summary, defendant outcomes do not appear to have been notably affected 

by the program's operations, nor do they seem to have changed subsequently. 

Rates of release actually delcined over the.ti~e period studied, from 

1 ' 
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TABLE 3.11 
PERCENTAGE OF CASES WITH DATA 
FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS, 
DEFENDANTS INTERVIEWED VERSUS 

NOT INTERVIEWED DURING THE 
PROGRAM PERIOD 

Defendants 
Interviewed 

Characteristic (n=87) 

Community Ties 

Local Residence 99% 

Criminal ity 

Current Charge 99% 
Number of Prior Arrests 100%a 
Number of Prior Convictions 100%a 
Age at First Adult Arrest 64% 

Demogra~hic Characteristics 

Age at Arrest 100% 
Ethnicity 100% 
Sex 100% 

aIncludes cases with missing information 

Defendants 
Not Interviewed 

(n=62) 

89% 

100% 
100%a 
100%a 

73;b 

100% 
100% 

98% 

. " "~-~~:tt:':It;:.:"~:,\;';::::;::::r.:-"~~>';;'1~'-""">!"J;Il'""-'''---;-~---·­. " 
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TABLE 3.12 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY 

OF INTERVIEWED VERSUS NOT 
INTERVIEWED GROUPS 

(n=149) 

CH,ll.RACTERISTIC SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Community Ties 

Local Residence N.S. 

Criminal it.Y 

Current Charge .001 
Number of Prior Arrests N.S. 
Number of Prior Convictions N.S. 
Age at First Adult Arrest N.S. 

DemograEhic Characteristics 

Age at Arrest .04 
Ethn i c ity .005 
Sex r~. S. 

l 

, 
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Outcome 

Rate of Release 

Defendants Released 
Defendants Not Released 

Total -

Seeed of Release 

( 

TABLE 3.13 
R.l\TE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE 

FOR DEFENDANTS INTERVIEWED 
VERSUS NOT INTERVIEWED 

Defendants 
Interviewed 

(n=87) 
Number Percent 

59 68% 
28 32% 
87 100% 

Mean Number of Days From Arrest 
To Release 15.1 

TYEe of Release 

Unsecured Bond 16 28% 
Deposit Bond 10 17% 
Full Bond 32 55% 

Total 58 U 100% 

Defendants 
Not Interviewed 

(n=62) 
Number Percent 

38 61% 
24 39% 
62 100% 

14.2 
! 

19 50% 
4 11% 

15 39% 
38 100% 

an=55 for defendants i nterv i ewed , n=38 for defendants not interviewed. 
b Release type unknown for one defendant 
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TABLE 3.14 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND 

PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY FOR DEFENDANTS 
INTERVIEvJED VERSUS NOT INTERVIEvJED 

Defendants . Interviewed 
(n=59) 

Outcome Number Percent 

Failure to A~~ear (FTA) 

Defendants Who FTA 8 14% 
Defendants Who Do Not FTA 51 86% 

Total Released Defendants 59 100% 

Pretrial Criminalit~ 

Defendants With Rearrests 9 15% 
Defendants Without Rearrests 50 85% 

Total Released Defendants 59 100% 

Defendants With Rearrest 
Convictions 5 8.5% 

Defendants Without Rearrest 
Convictions 54 91. 5% 
Total Released Defendants 59 100.0% 

" 

. 
Defendants 

Not Interviewed 
(n=33) 

Number Percent 

7 18?; 
31 82% 
38 100% 

10 26% 
28 74% 
38 100% 

8 21% 

30 79% 
38 100% 
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TABLE 3.15 
COMPARISON OF FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY OF 

RELEASED DEFENDANTS BY PROGRAM RATING CATEGORIES 

Proqram Rating Category 
Poor Fa ir Good Excellent 

Item 

Failed to Appear 
Did Not Fa il to 
Appear 

TOTAL 

aArrested Pretrial 
Not Arrested 
Pretl'i a 1 

TOTAL 

bConvicted of 
Pretrial Arrest 

Not Convicted of 
Pretrial Arrest 

TOTAL . -
aSigniffcant at the 

bSignificant at 

, 
" , 

)\ 
:( 
II .-
/' ,/ 
Ii 

)/ 
if 

the 

Number Percent 

1 6% 

16 94% 
17 100% 

5 29% 

12 71% 

17 100% 

4 24% 

13 76% 
17 100% 

. 04 level . 

. 07 1 evel . 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

4 29% 2 13% 0 0 

10 71% 13 87% 11 100% 
14 10m~ 15 100% 11 100% 

2 14% 0 0 0 0 

12 86% 15 100% 11 100% 

14 100% 15 100% 11 100% 

1 7% 0 0 0 0 

~3 93% 15 100% 11 100% 
14 100% 15 100% 11 100% 

-

-, 

l 

" 

TOTAL 
Number Percent 

7 12% 

50 88% 
57 100% 

7 12% 

50 88% 

57 100% II 
p 
11 

5 9% 
ii ,-
:1 

\ 
11 
I 

52 91% 
57 100% . 
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73% before the program to 62% after its demise, with no significant 

improvement in rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality. 

The findings concerning program impact on release rates were 

not what we had expected. We had assumed that, if anything, program 

operations would be associated with higher release rates and increased use 

of less restrictive release conditions. The local criminal justice system 

officials interviewed also thought that would be the case. 

There are two possible explanations for our findings. First, our 

samples were relatively small, and it is possible (though we think unl ikely) 

that they do not accurately refl ect the outcomes for all defendants processed 

over the time period studied. 2 Second, the program may simply have been 

more conservative in its operations than was popularly perceived. 

Although overall program impact appears to have been slight, program 

ratings of defendants seem to have been rather accurate: those considered 

"excellent" risks had no failures to appear or rearrests. Defendants rated 

"good" also performed well, while those considered "fair" or "poor" had 
~ 

much higher violations rates. 
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IV. CASE STUDY OF A JURISDICTION THAT NEVER 
HAD A PROGRAM: RICHMOND, VIqGINIA 

Richmond, Virginia, was selected for the analysis of a jurisdiction 

that had never had a release program at the time it was studied. 

Because a small program for misdemeanor defendants was started in 1978, 

the July 1976-June 1977 period was chosen for detailed stUdy. 

The selection of Richmond for this analysis was based primarily on 

two considerations. First, it was one of the few large cities that had 

never had a pretrial release program (at least until quite recently). 

Second~ it is located relatively close to three program sites that 

were included in the cross-sectional analyses discussed in Volume I: 

I-Iashington, D.C., and Baltimore City and Baltimore County, 11aryland. 

Thus, these three very different programs could be used as a basis of 

comparison for the Richmond findings. 

The analysis of pretrial release in Richmond was conducted in a 

manner similar to that of the cross-sectional sites. For a random 

sample of about 400 arrested defendants, data were collected on back­

ground characteristics, current charge, type of release, failure to 

appear, pretrial criminality, and case disposition (see Appendix B of 

Volume I for more information about the data collection form). Analysis 

of these data appears in Section t, below. 

Additionally, as in the case of the other sites studied, local 

criminal justice system officials were interviewed about pretrial 

release practices. These practices are·discussed in detail in a separate 

working paper
1 

and are briefly described in the next section. 
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B. Pretrial Release Practices 

Upon apprehension an arrestee in Richmond is usually taken before 

, th val,·d,'ty of the arrest and makes a a magistrate, who determ,nes e 

rele~se determination. Although police officers may request a summons 

) t th ' t,'me for most defendants charged (i.e., stationhouse release a ,s 

d f 1 s than 15% with misdemeanors, such requests are reportedly ma e or es 

of the misdemeanor defendants. Thus 5 magistrates make the majority of 

the initial release determinations for defendants. Magistrates, who 

are appointed by the Chief Judge of the Circuit Court, are on duty on 

an around-the-clock basis daily. 

According to Virginia law, an accused shall be admitted to bail 

unless there is probable cause to believe the person will not appear 

for court or constitutes an unreasonable danger to himself/herself or 

the public. amoun t of bail is to be calculated The type of release or 

to insure the accused's presence in court; relevant considerations 

include the nature and circumstances of the offense, the weight of the 

evidence, financial ability to pay, and the character of the accused. 

As outlined in the 1973 Bail Reform Act of the State of Virginia, 

magistrates ask the defendant about .,empl oyment , residence, criminal 

history and prior failures to appear. Magistrates also reported con­

sidering the accused's education, marital status and general demeanor. 

" 
nforma ti on provi ded by the defendant and The magistrates must rely on 

f 't verac,'ty, s,'nce there is no opportunity their own assessments 0 , s 

, (except that the prior record may sometimes to verify the informat,on 

be checked against police records). 

An unsecured bond or Promise to Appear may be issued in all cases 

except those involving crimes punishable by death. If these types of 

. :.-', 
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release are deemed insufficient to insure the accused's 

the magistrate may consider the following: 

• third party custody; 

• restrictions on travel , associates or abode; 

appea rance, 

• execution of a bail bond with sureties or cash; and 

• other conditions to assure appearance, 

At arraignment~ which occurs before a judge the next day, the judge may 

order new release conditions or uphold the initial determination. 

Reportedly, the most common type of release in the jurisdiction is 

unsecured bond. 

Because a release determination is usually made by a magistrate 

before arraignment occurs, the Commonwea lth Attorney (p rosecutor) 

rarely becomes involved in release dec,'s,'ons, N d f or are e ense attorneys 

(usually court-appointed private attorneys) commonly:present when the 

initial release determinations are made, although they will often ask 

the arraignment judqes to set more lenient release conditions for their 

detained clients. 

If released, a defendant must appear for court dates, remain in 

Virginia unless the court grants permission to leave, and keep the 

peace, Violation of these requirements can result in bond forfeiture, 

If a defendant fails to appear for court on a misdemeanor charge, the 

case may be tried in absentia. If the case is not tried in such a 

manner, or if the charge is a felony, e,'thar a 
~ summons requesting the 

defendant's 'voluntary return or a warrant ("attachment") providing fOt' 

the defendant's apprehension will be issued. If a bond forfeiture is 

executed and the defendant returns within 60 days, the court may remit 

part or all of the forfeiture. In addition to a bond forfeiture, the . 

'---'~-..............-- .. "" .. ~-
" 

{; 
}o 

I' 
IJ 

, 
" t' 
h 
p 

Fe 
F " 
! 
I 



('. 

( 

defendant may be charged with failure to appear (a misdemeanor offense) 

or contempt of court. 
The Richmond City Jail has experienced overcrowding in recent years, 

caused in part by the presence of sentenced State prisoners who cannot 

be accommodated at State facilities. The Sheriff, charged with admini­

stration of the Jail, stated that overcrowding had been somewhat 

alleviated by the increased use of unsecured bonds, permitting more 

defendants to be released pending trial. 

Because of the lack of past analyses of release outcomes in Rich-

mond, we selected a sample of defendants for detailed study. Findings 

concerning types of release, equity of release, failure to appear, 

pretrial criminality and similar outcomes appear below. 

C. Release Outcomes 
Table 4.1 shows the availability of i.nformation concerning the 

characteristics of the defendants in the sample. As indicated, reasonably 

complete data were available for seven items: local residence status, 

curre:,t charge, number of prior arrests, number of prior convictions, 

age at arrest, ethnicity and sex. Table 4.2 provides the data for these 

items. Most defendants were local residents (87%), charged with FBI 

"Part II" crimes (economic crimes and crimes against public morality 

composed about half the charges). They averaged one prior arrest and 

one prior conviction. Their mean age was 32.5 years and, as in most 

jurisdictions studied, were predominantly members of minority groups 

(59%) and males (81%). 
Release outcomes are shown in Table 4.3. As indicated, 59% of the 

defendants secured release and on the average this required about 
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TABLE 4.1 
PERCENTAGE OF CASES ~JITH DATA FOR 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 
(n=399) 

I---------------~· '--,------
Percent Characteristic 

Community Ties 
" 

Local Residence Status 
Months at Pr~sent Address 
Marital Status 
Fami ly Support 
With Whom Defendant Lives 
Employment Status 
Income Level 
Public Assistance 
Occupation 

Criminality 

Current Charge 
Number of Prior Arrests 
Number of Prior Convictions 
Criminal Justice System Status at Time of Arrest 
Age at First Adult Arrest 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at Arre.st 
Ethni city 
Sex 

Other ---
Education 

a Includes cases with missing information. 

99% 
1 
5 
4 
4 

13 
4 
1 
6 

100 
lOOa 
100a 

6 
32 

89 
95 

100 

4 
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TABLE 4.2 
DEFENDANT CHARACTERISTICS 

(n=399) 

CHARACTERI STI C 

PART I: Community Ties . 
A. Local Residence 

Defendant is local resident 
Defendant is not local resident 

TOTAL 

PART II: Criminal it~ 

A. Current Charge 

Part I 
Part II 

TOTAL 
Crimes against persons 
Economic crimes 
Drug crimes 
Crimes against public morality 
Crimes against pub~ic order 
Other crimes 

TOTAL 

B. Number of Prior Arrests 
Mean number of prior arrests 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior convictions 

PART III: Demographic Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest 
Mean number of years 

B. Ethnicity 
\·/hite 
Minority 

TOTAL 

C. Sex 
Male 
Female 

TOTAL 

~' .. -~:-----, ~~.~-".--' 
('> 

NUMBER PERCENT 

344 87% 
51 13 

395 100% 

77 19% 
322 81~b 
399 100% 

71 18% 
101 25% 
40 10% 

107 27% 
38 9°1' 70 

42 11% 
399 100% 

1.1 

0.8 

32.5 

153 41% 
225 59% 
378 100% 

324 81% 
74 19% 

398 100% 
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TABLE 4.3 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE 

(n=399) 

OUTCOME 

Rate of Release 

Defendants Released 
Defendants Not Released 

TOTAL 

Speed of Release 

Mean Number of Days From Arrest to Releasea 

Type of Release 

Nonfinancial b 
Financial 

TOTAL 

Own Recognizance 
Unsecured Bond 
Bond 

TOTAL 

an=229 

blncludes unsecured bond. 

NUMBER PERCENT 

234 59% 
165 41% 
399 100% 

0.53 da. 

77 33% 
154 67% 
231 100% 

29 12% 
48 21% 

154 67% 
231 100% 
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one-half day. Most (67%) of the released defendants posted full hond, 

although unsecured bond and own recognizance were also used. Table 4.4 

provides the bond amounts for defendants released on full and unsecured 

bond a's well as for those who were unable to make bail. Unsecured bonds 

were set for lower amounts than other bonds: 92% of the unsecured bonds 

were for less than $500, as compared with only 73% of all bonds set. 

Although most bonds were set for relatively low amounts ($500 or. less), 

many defendants could not make even low bails. Almost 40% of all defend­

ants having bail (of any kind) set at $500 or less were unable to post 

bond. As expected, high bail amounts were most commonly found among 

defendants who could not make bail. Only 2% of the unsecured bond group 

and 7% of the bonded defendants had bails of $3,000 or more, but 18% 

of the defendants who could not make bond had bail amounts that high. 

Table 4.5 presents data on the equity of release by ethnicity (too 

little data were available on employment status to permit a similar 

analysis for it). There were no differences inthe rate or speed of 

release, but minority defendants were more likely than \JJhite defendants 

to be released on unsecured bond release, rather than on their own 

recognizance. When post-release outcomes were considered, minorities 

were found more likely to fail to appear than whites (6% versus 0%) but 

no more likely to be rearrested pending trial. 

Another important consideration regarding release concerns the 

characteristics for which detained defendants differ significantly 

from released defendants and those that distinguish defendants released 

through different mechanisms. Of the seven items identified in Table 

4.1 as having reasonably complete information, detained defendants are 

significantly different from released defendants for five of them; only 
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TABLE 4.4 
BOND AMOUNTS 

NOTE: These differences were significant at the .001 level. 

UNSECURED 
BOND FULL BOND 

AMOUNT Number Percent Number Percent 

$250 or less 23 48% 57 37% 

$251-$500 21 44% 57 37% 

$501-$2,999 3 6% 28 19% 

$3,000-$9,999 1 2% 9 6% 

$10,000 or more 0 0 2 1% 

TOTAL 48 100% 153 100% 

" --::o,.-:~'·-<~:r~·": :-:-·,"-:~,-;':-:::--~Y·7- "~~l"" ,.- , ,- ,v--" 

~'. 

" 

. " 

BOND NOT MADE 
Number Percent Number 

74 47% 154 

29 19% 107 

25 16% 56 

15 10% 25 

13 8% 15 

156 100% 357 

TOTAL 
Percent 

43% 

30% 

16% 

7% 

4% 

100% 
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TABLE 4.5 
EQUITY OF RELEASE BY ETHNICITY 

(n=399) 

l-JHITE 

OUTCOME Number 

Rate of Release (a 11 defendants) 

Defendants Released 139 
Defendants Not Released 100 -
TOTAL 239 

Seeed of Release (for released defendants) 

Mean Number of Days From Arrest to 
Release ~ 0.23 

b Ti:ee of Release (for released defendants) 

Own Recognizance 18 
Unsecured Bond 13 
Bond 62 

TOTAL 93 

an=93 for whites and n=137 for minorities. 

bSignificant at the .05 level. 

", 

MINORITY 

Percent Number Percent 

58% 95 62% 
42% 58 38% 

100% 153 100% 

0.73 

19% 11 8% 
14% 35 25% 
67% 92 67% 

100% 138 100% 
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local tesidence status and ethnicity were similar for the two groups, 

As shown in Table 4.6, detained d~fendants were more often charged with 

Part I crimes and crimes against public morality. They also had more 

extensive prior records, were older when arrested and were more likely 

to be male. 
When types of release are considered, defendants differ significantly 

only by charge and ethnicity, as sholttn in Table 4.7. Bonded defendants 

were more likely to have been charged with Part I crimes; only one 

defendant (out of a total of 35) charged with a Part I crime secured 

release without posting full bond. Few of the deT9ndants released on 

own recognizance (2 out of 29) committed either crimes against persons 

or economic crimes; most had been charged with crimes against either 

public morality or public order. In contrast, almost two-thirds of the 

defendants released on unsecured bonds and one-half the persons released 

on full bonds had been charged vlith crimes against persons or economic 

.. ' 

crimes. As discussed earlier, in connection with Table 4.5, minority 

defendants were more likely to be released through unsecured bonds, 

rather than own recognizance. 
Table 4.8 shows the rates of failure to appear and pretrial criminal­

ity for the sample. As indicated, 3.5% of the defendants failed to 

appear, 1.7% were rearrested during the pretrial period and 1.3% were 

convicted of the pretrial rearrests. Analysis of failure to appear and 

pretrial criminality rates by type of release (own recognizance, unsecured 

bond or full bond) found no significant differences among the groups. 

One reason for studying a jurisdiction that had never had a pre­

trial release program was to determine whether outcomes there would 

seem very different from those in places having programs. 
It was thought 

L 
i 
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TABLE 4.6 
COMPARISON OF RELEASED VERSUS DETAINED DEFENDANTS 

(n=399) 

RELEASE~ DEFENDANTS DETAINED DEFENDANTSl 
{n-234} (n=165) I 

CHARACTER I STI C Number Percent INumber P ercent 

a Current Charge 

Part I 35 15% 42 26% 
Part I I 199 85:~ 123 74":: 

TOTAL 234 100% 165 100::; I 

Crimes A9ainst Persons 49 21% 
Economic Crimes 59 

22 13;~ 

25% 42 25:~ 

Drug Crimes 25 11% 15 9% 
Crimes Against Public 

, ,\lora 1 ity 47 20% 
Crlmes Against Public 

50 36% 

Order 28 12% 10 6% 
Other Crimes 25 11% 15 10% 

TOTAL 234 100% 155 lOO~ 

bNumber of Prior Arrests 
I 

I 
One 30 43% 11 15% 
Two 13 18% 8 12% 
Three 8 11% 12 17% 
Four or Five 15 21~ 31 45% 
Six or Nore 5 7'J~ 7 10~~ 

TOTAL 11 100'~ 69 100:~ 

. c I Number of Prior 
I 

ConVictions, 

One 25 46% 16 25% 
Two 9 17:: 9 14~ 

Three 9 17'~ a 13':: 
Four or Five 9 17'\ 25 41% 
Six or More 2 3% 4 5% 

TOT."L ~4 100;:; 63 100; 
I d Age at Arrest I I 

Under 21 Years 53 25% 23 16% 
22-25 

·1 

52 
26-29 23 

25;'; 31 2i~ 

30-35 
w: 14 iO';; 

36 or Nore 
25 12~ 12 3~ 

~ 55 
TOTAL 208 

25~ 56 45'; I 
100', I 146 1:J0'; i 

eSex 

Mal e 180 77'1, 144 87% 
Female 53 23;~ 21 13% 

TOTAL 233 IGO': I 155 100~ 

aSignificant at the .01 level. 

bSignificant at the .002 level. 
I 

I 
CSignificant at the .04 level. i 
dSignificant at the .006 level. I 

I 
eSignificant at the .02 level. I 
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lABLE 4.7 
COMPARISON OF DEFENDANT CHARACTERISTICS BY TYPE OF RELEASE 

(n=234) 

OWN RECOGNIZANCE UNSECURED BOND 
(n=29) (n=48) 

CHARACTERISTIC Number Percent Number Percent 

a . 
Current Charge 

Part I 0 0 1 2% 
Part II 29 100% 47 98% 

TOTAL 29 100% 48 100% 

Crimes Against Persons 1 3% 16 33% 
Economic Crimes 1 3% 15 31% 
Drug Crimes 4 14% 2 4% 
Crimes Against Public Morality 12 41% 6 13% 
Crimes Against Public Order 7 24% 2 4% 
Other Crimes 4 14% 7 15% 

TOTAL 29 100% 48 100% 

bEthnicity 

White 18 62% 13 27% 
Minority 11 38% 35 73% 

TOTAL 29 100% 48 100% 

aSignific~ntat the .001 level. 

bSignificant at the .05 level. 

BOND 
(n=154) 

Number Percent 

34 22% 
120 78% 
154 100% 

32 21% 
43 28% 
18 12% 
29 19% 
18 12% 
14 9% 

154 100% 

62 40% 
92 60% 

154 100% 
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TABLE 4.8 . 
FAILURE-TO-APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY RATES OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

(n=234) 

I Nur~BER 
j 

OUTCOME PERCENT 

Failure To Appear (FTA) I 
Defendants who FTA 8 3.5% 
Defendants who do not FTA 223 96.5% 
TOTAL released defendants 231 100.0% 

" 

Pretrial Criminality 

Defendants with rearrests 4 1.7% 
Defendants without rearrests 227 98.3% 
TOTAL released defendants 231 100.0% 

Defendants with rearrest convictions 3 1.3% 
Defendants without rearrest convictions 228 98.7% 
TOTAL released defendants 231 100.0% 
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that such a "with and without ll comparison might provide insight about 

the issue of whether programs were responsible for the widespread changes 

in release practices during the past 20 years or whether these changes 

stemmed from other factors and thus might have occurred had programs not 

been established. 

Because only one jurisdiction that had never had a program was 

selected for study, and because there are relatively few major cities 

that have never had a program, the findings of the analysis must be 

considered suggestive, rather than conclusive. As discussed in the 

earlier volumes of this report, local jurisdictions have many peculiarities 

that affect release practices, and the experiences of a single area 

lacking a program may be due to those peculiarities rather than to the 

absence of a program. With these disclaimers in mind, we will now con­

sider the Richmond findings, as compared with those of jurisdictions 

having programs. 

Table 4.9 summarizes selected outcomes measures from the cross-

sectional analysis of eight sites, reported in Volume I, and from the 

Richmond analysis. As indicated, Richmond had lower rates of release 

and lower rates of nonfinancial release than ~ of the eight sites. 

It also experienced lower rates of failure to appear and pretrial 

rearrest. Comparisons with nearby jurisdictions are particularly striking: 

Richmond releases only about two-thirds as many defendants as Washington, 

D.C., Baltimore City or Baltimore County and less than half as many 

defendants are released without (full) bond. The failure-to-appear rate 

is about 60% of that of Baltimore City and the pretrial rearrest rate 

is less than one-fourth the rate in Baltimore City, which has the lowest 

violations rates of the three nearby sites. 



, , 

~, I 

TABLE 4.9 
COMPARISON OF SELECTED OUTCOMES FOR DEFENDANTS IN RICHMOND AND OTHER SITES 

NOTE: Rate of release is shown as a percentage of ~ defendants; other percentages are based on 
released defendants only. 

RATE OF FAILURE-TO-APPEAR PRETRIAL 

) 

.-

SITE RATE OF RELEASE NONFINANCIAL RELEASE RATE REARREST RATE 

Richmond, Virginia 59% a33% 3.5% 1. 7% 

Eight Sites: 
Total 85% 72% 12.6% 16.0% 
Range 73%-92% 44%-85% 5.7%-20.5% 7.5%-22.2% 

Washington, D.C. 87 . 8~~ 85% 13.7% 22.2% 

Baltimore City, Maryland 86.7% 80% 5.7% 7.5% 

Ba ltimore County, ~'laryl and 92.1% 77% 9.6% 17.1% 

a Includes unsecured bond. 
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When considering these outcomes rates across sites, one should 

remember that Richmond had much less extensive data than the other sites. 

It was particularly difficult to obtain comprehensive information on 

arrests: local records were often incomplete; and checks of Statewide 

RAP sheets frequently indicated II no record II of the defendant, even 

though we knew the person had been arrested at least once. The recording 

of failure to appear information in the court records may have been 

similarly incomplete. Thus, some of the apparent outcomes differences 

between Richmond and nearby sites may in fact be due to differences in 

record-keeping. 

The outcomes differences may also be due in part to differences 

in the characteristics of defendants in the various sites. To assist 

in the consideration of this possibility, Table 4.10 compares defendant 

characteristics in Richmond and other sites. As shown, there are im-

portant differences between the defendants in Richmond and those in 

other sites. Richmond defendants were less likely to be local residents, 

less likely to be charged with Part I crimes, more likely to be .charged 

with crimes against public morality, less likely to be charged with 

* crimes against public order, and had less extensive prior records. 

Perhaps the major difference between the Richmond defendants and 

those in nearby jurisdictions is that fully one-fourth of the Richmond 

defendants were charged with drunkenness, as compared with less than 

one percent for the nearby jurisdictions. In some ways Richmond defend-

ants are much more similar to those of Louisville, Kentucky, than to 

* This may simply reflect the fact that prior record information was very 
incomplete in Richmond. 

, 
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TABLE 4.10 
COMPARISON OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF DEFENDANTS IN RICHrIDND AND OTHER SITES 

CHARACTER I STI C WASHINGTON, BAL TIMORE CITY, 
RICHMOND EIGHT SITES D.C. MARYLAND 

Percentage Local Residents 87% 95% 98% 98% 

Percentage Charged \~i th: 

Part I Crimes 19% 31% 40% 27% 

Percentage Charged Hith: 

Crimes Against Persons 18% 18% 19% 22% 
Economic Crimes 25% 26% 29% 23% 
Drug Crimes 10% 11~ 8% 11% 
Crimes Against Public Morality 27% 10% 12% 8% 
Crimes Against Public Order 9% 29% 27% 29% 
Other Crimes 11% 6% 4% 7% 

Mean Number of Prior Arrests 1.1 4.4 2.3 4.5 

Mean Number of Prior Convictions 0.8 1.9 1.1 1.6 

Mean Numbey· of Years of Age When Arrested 32.5 29.5 29.9 29.4 

Percentage White 41% 46% 9% 31% 

Percentage Male 81% 85% 83% 83% 

~~ / 

) 

BAL TIMORE 
COUNTY , 

MARYLAND 

96% 

44% 

19% 
39% 

9% 
6% 

20% 
6% 

3.2 

1.5 

27.3 

72% 

86% 
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those of nearby areas. In Louisville 26% of the defendants studied were 

arrested for drunkenness (Louisville was the only site of the eight 

where drunkenness charges accounted for more than 3% of all charges). 

Additionally, Louisville defendants were somewhat older than those in 

other sites, averaging 32 years of age at the time of arrest. A com­

parison of Richmond's outcomes with those of Louisville shows that 

Richmond's rates of release and of nonfinancial release are lower, 

but the differences are not so great as when compared with nearby juris­

dictions. The comparison of failure to appear rates shows a sharper 

difference than for nearby sites; and pretrial rearrest rates, about the 

same difference. (The rates for Louisville are: 80% released, 43~ re-

leased nonfinancially, 17.1% failed to appear, and 21.4% rearrested pretrial.) 

As discussed earlier, charge and prior record were quite important 

in release outcomes in Richmond, in terms of both release versus detention 

and, if released, the type of release. The one community ties variable 

for which reasonably complete data were available (local residence status) 

did not affect release outcomes. Table 4.11 compares the Richmond find-

ings with those of \'iashington, D.C., Baltimore, Maryland, and Louisville, 

Kentucky. As shown, charge and prior record are importantly related to 

release outcomes in the other jurisdictions as well, although in those 

jurisdictions community ties factors also affect release outcomes. This 

suggests that "reform" jurisdictions may not so much have replaced their 

reliance on traditional considerations (i.e., charge and prior record) 
2 

as they have expanded the range of the factors considered. 

In conclusion, the comparison of the findings for Richmond and other 

jurisdictions illustrates several points. First, Richmond had lower 

rates of release, nonfinancial release, failure to appear and pretrial 

rearrest than the other sites. Second, arrest and release 
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TABLE 4.11 
CO~IPARISON or CIIARACTERISTICS AFFECTING RELEASE DECISIONS 

Irl RICIIMOND AND OTlfER JURISDICTIONS 
tlOTE: X indicates the characteristic \'laS significiJntly related to the release outcollle; D indicates no sigllificant relationship; N.A. indicates the infor,nation was not available. 

RELEASE VERSUS DETENTION 
FINAilCIAL VERSUS NONFINAtICIAL RELEAS E 

Local Re 

Current 

Number 0 

NUlllber 0 

Age at A 

Ethnici 

Sex 

Years 0 

l'lon ths a 

Mari ta 1 

ElllploYllle 

CJS S ta 

Aue at 

lJAl.TIMORE 
BAL TIMORE R I CIINOrID, ~JASIlI NGTON, CITY, LOUISVILLE, R I CI/r·l01lD • HAS II I NGTON , CITY, 

CIIARIICTEHISTIC VIRGlIlIA D.C, /·IARYLAND KENTUCKY VIRGINIA D.C. ~lARYLA/jD s i dence Sta tus a x x x a a x Chargc! X X X X X X X f Pl'ior Arl'ests X X X X a x x f Priur CUllvictions X X X X a a 0 n'es t X a 0 x 0 0 x ty 
0 a 0 x x a a x 0 a 0 a 0 a f Local HesiJence N.A. a x 'x N.A. X 0 t Pl'csenl Address ILA. a 0 x N.A. X a Sta tus N.A. X X a N.A. 0 0 

-
nt Std tllS N.A. 0 X X N.A. 0 a tus at Tillie of Arrest N.A. X X 0 N.A. X X First Adult Arrest ILA. )( a 

I X N.A. a a --~-

LOUISVILLE, 
~UCKY 

X 

a 
x 
X 

0 

a 

a 
x 
x 
a 
x 
x 
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practices may be more similar for jurisdictions that are many miles 

apart than for areas that are quite close to each other. Third, the 

result of any comparisons across jurisdictions must be used with great 

caution, because of the many dissimilarities of the jurisdictions themselves. 

( ) 

(.) 

/ 

A. Background 
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V. PROGRAM DEMISE AND REGENERATION 
IN TUCSON, ARIZONA 

The cross-sectional and experimental analyses of Tucson, Arizona, 

discussed in Volumes I and II, permit consideration of release practices 

for misdemanor defendants with and without a formal program. The 

defendant sample for the cross-sectional analysis was selected from a 

time period during which the program serving misdemeanor defendants was 

disbanded. Approximately 60% of the misdemeanor defendants in the 

sample had been arrested during the time the program operated; the 

remaining defendants were processed after the program ended. Thus, 

defendant outcomes can be compared for periods durin9 and after program 

operations. Results of this analysis and a brief description of the 

program appear in the next section of this chapter. 

Additionally, the experimental analysis conducted in Tucson 

required the re-establishment of the misdemeanor program. Some of the 

staff of the former program, including its director, were hired to imple-

ment the temporary program needed for the experimental test of the impact 

of program processing. The program procedures used in the experimental 

test were reportedly quite similar to those of the earlier program, 

except that routine notification of court dates was added to the test 

program. 

Analysis of outcomes for defendants processed by the test program 

appears in Section C. Coupled with the discussion under Section B, 

this permits consideration of release practices during and after 

program operations as well as when the program was re-established. 

(Shortly after completion of the experimental test, Tucson implemented 
i, 
! 
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a misdemeanor program as part of an " LEAA grant to reduce jail over­

crowding. ) 

B. Outcomes During and After Program O~erations 

The Tucson misdemeanor program began in January 1975 and ended in 

July 1977. Funded by the City at a cost of about $30,000 per year, 

the program's staff interviewed misdemeanor defendants shortly after 

arrest, and, when possible, verified the information provided. This 

information and a release recommendation were given to the court for 

. its use in release decision-making. After release little followup was 

done by the program. 

Interviewing was conducted at the jail each weekday and started 

well before court convened. During the January to March 1977 period, 

the program interviewed about half the defendants arrested on misdemeanor 

charges and under the jurisdiction of the City of Tucson courts. The 

defendants not interviewed had usually posted bond, based on the bail 

schedule, before a program interview could occur; this was especially 

common for defendants arrested on weekends, when the program did not operate. 

The program was under the umbrella of the Correctional Volunteer 

Center, which also operates the program for felony defendants. As in 

the case of the felony program, the misdemeanor program used volunteers 

extensively. Jen part-time volunteers supplemented the three full-time 

and five part-time paid staff. 

Additional information about the misdemeanor program appears in 

Appendix A. The following discussion considers program impact, as 

reflected by a comparison of defendant outcomes during. the last six 

months of program operations (the "old program" period) and during 

the subsequent six months (the "no program" period). This analysis 
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covers only defendants arrested on misdemeanor charges in the City of 

Tucson; misdemeanor arrests within the remainder of Pima County are 

excluded. 

Tabl e 5.1 sholtis the oercentage of "0"1 d program'l and "no program" 

defendants for whom data arc available on 20 characteristics. As indi­

cated, data are available for more than half the defendants in both 

periods for nine variables: local residence status, current charge, 

number of prior arrests, number of prior convictions, criminal justice 

system status at time of arrest, age at first adult arrest, age at arrest, 

ethnicity and sex. One observation based'on Table 5.1 is that more 

background data on defendants are available for the "old program" 

period than for the "no program" period, Even so, there is only one 

additional item for which data are available on more than half the cases 

in the "old program" period (employment status). 

Table 5.2 compares the h/o groups of defendants in terms of the nine 

characteristics with reasonably complete data. As shown, there is only 

one statistically significant difference (,04 level) beh/een the "old 

program" and "no program" defendants: the "old prograr.1" defendants 

were younger at the time of their first adult arrest (21.8 years, as 

compared with 24.6 years). The detailed data upon which Table 5.2 is 

based appear in AppeAdix C. 

Table 5.3 indicates the rate, speed and type of release for the 

two groups. There were no statistically significant differences in 

these outcomes for the "old program" versus "no program" defendants. 

Table 5.3 also shows the bond amounts; virtually all defendants had bonds 

of $250 or less. 
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TABLE 5.1 
PERCENTAGES OF CAS.ES IN "0LD PROGRAM" AND '~NO PROGRAM" 

GROUPS WITH DATA FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

Characteristic "0ld Program" "No Pronram" 
Cases (n=115) Cases (n=76) 

Community Ties: 

Local residence status 85% 84% 

Years of local residence 42% 5% 

Months at present address 32% 5% 

Marital status 34% 5% 

Family support 46% 4% 
With whom defendant lives 31% 4% 

Number of dependents in local area 7% 1% 

Employment status 51% 17% 

Income level 8% 1% 

Public assistance 6% 0% 

Occupation 17% 4% 

Cri I~i na 1 ity : 

Current charge 91% 89% 

Number of prior arrests 100%a 100%a 

Number of prior convictions 100%a 100%a 

Criminal justice system status at 84% 92% 
time of arrest 

Age at first adult arrest 59% 54% 

Demograehic Characteristic~: 
Age at arrest 99% 97% 

Ethnicity 100% 100% 

Sex 97% 100% 

Other: 
Education 3% 1% 

aIncludes cases with missing information. 
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TABLE 5.2 

SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF "0LD PROGRAM" AND "NO PROGRAM't GROUPS 
(n=191) 

.Note: N.S. indicates that differences were not significant at the 05 
level. The precise significance level is shown in all other·cases. 

-
CHARACTERISTIC SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Commun i t~ Ti e s 
Local residence status N.S. 

Cri mi na 1 ity 

Current charge N.S. Number of prior arrests N.S. 
Number of prior convictions N.S. 
Criminal justice system 

status at time of arrest N.S. 
Age at first adult arrest .04 

Demograpnic Characteristics 
Age at arrest N.S. Ethni ci ty N.S. Sex N.S. 
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TABLE 5.3 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE AND BOND AMOUNT FOR 

"0LD PROGRAM" AND "NO PROGRAM" GROUPS 

"01 d Program" Group "No Proaram" Group 
(n=115 ) (~=76 ) 

Outcome Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release 
Defendants released 64 56% 48 63% 
Defendants not released 51 44% 2.8 37% 

TOTAL 115 100% 76 100% 

Seeed of Release 
Mean number of days from 

arrest to release ~ 1.12 1. 25 

Type of Re 1 ease 
Nonfinancfal 44 70% 30 62.5% 
Financial 19 30% 18 37.5% 

TOTAL - 63 100% 48 100.0% 

Own recognizance 28 44% 23 48% 
Citation 16 25% 7 15% 
Bond 19 30~~ 18 38% 

TOTAL 63 . 100~~ 48 100~~ 

Bond Amount. 

$250 or less 70 100% 41 95% 
0 Q 2 5% ct251 -~5nn 

100% I ]0 100~s 43 TOTAL 
a "Old Program II group, and n=24 for "No Program" group. n=25 for 
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As indicated in Table 5.3, detention rates were relatively high in 

both time periods: 44% during the program period and 37% afterward. How-

ever, the detention was of short duration, averaging 1.1 days for the 

program period cases and 1.25 days for the non-program period. This 

probably reflects the fact that many misdemeanor cases are settled at 

the first court appearance (e.g., a defendant may plead guilty and pay 

a fine). Technically, these defendants are detained until trial, because 

they had no period of pretrial liberty. However, since the trial occurred 

soon after arrest, the length of detention was short. 

Table 5.4 considers the equity of release during the "old program" 

period by comp~ring the rate, speed and type of release for white versus 

minority defendants and for employed ve;-';us unemployed defendants (em-

ployment status was used as a proxy for economic status, because income 

data were very incomplete). As shown in Table 5.4, there were no 

statistically significant diferences in the speed or type of release. 

However, there was a significant difference in the rate if rerease for 

• employed versus unemployed defendants (though not for white versus minority 

defendants). Unemployed defendants were more likely to be detained. 

Although unemployed defendants were more likely to be detained, 

that finding by itself does not demonstrate that unemployed defendants 

were treated unfairly. If these defendants were more likely to violate 

release conditions, their disproportionate detention may have reflected 

a deSire to reduce violation rates, rather than discrimination' against 

the unemployed. Because we cannot determine whether the detained defend-

ants would, if fact, have violated their release conditions, had they 

been released, we cannot test this hypothesis directly. However, we 

can consider the violations rates of released defendants who were employed 

:, 
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Outcome 
aRate of Release (all defendants) 

Defendants released 
Defendants not released 

TOTAL--

Type of Release (for released 
defendants} 
Nonfi nanci a 1 
Financial 

TOTAL 

aStatistically significant at the 
ethni city. 

TABLE 5.4 

EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR "OLD PROGRAM II CASES 
(n=115) 

Ethnicitl; Employment 
Employed or 

White 1·1i nority Substitutes 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

29 54% 35 57% 26 76.5% 
25 46% 26 43% 8 23.5% 
54 100% 61 100% 34 100.0% 

20 71% 24 69% 20 80% 
8 29% 11 31% 5 20% 

28 100% 35 100% 25 100% 

.05 level for employment status. Not statistically 

tatus 

Unemployed 
Number Percent 

12 48% 
13 52% 
25 100% 

9 75% 
3 25% 

12 100% 

s i gnifi cant for 
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versus unemployed. The released defendants who were unemployed were no 

more likely to fail to appear for court or to be rearrested during the 

pretrial period than were the employed releasees. If these experiences 

are applicable to the detained defendants as well, then it appears that 

unemployed defendants were treated unfairly. It is possible, however, 

that the detained defendants, who were disproportionately unemployed, 

might have been more likely to violate release conditions than were the 

defendants who secured release. 

Table 5.5 presents information on the equity of release during the 

"no program" period. No statisticallj. significant differences were found. 

It should be noted, however, that some of the comparisons are based on 

very few cases (e.g., the analysis 0f employed versus unemployed defendants). 

Table 5.6 summarizes the findings concerning equity of release for 

white versus minority defendants and for employed versus unemployed 

defendants in the two time periods. I As shown, the only statistically 

significant difference occurred in the rate of release of employed 

versus unemployed defendants during the "old program" period (unemployed 

defendants were more likely to be detained). 

The next topi~ for consideration is the extent of failure to appear 

and pretrial criminality for the released defendants in each of the 

two groups. Table 5.7 compares the released defendants in terms of the 

nine background characteristics considered earlier for ~~ defendants 

in each group (see Table 5.2). As shown in Table 5.7, the two groups 

are comparable for all characteristics except age at arrest (releasees 

from the program period averaged 28.7 years of aqe and releasees from 

the non-program period, 33.5 years of age). The detailed data upon 

which Table 5.7 is based appear in Appendix C. 
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OUTCm1E 

Rate of Release (All Defendants) 
Defendants released 
Defendants not released -TOTAL 

Type of Release (for Released 
Defendants) 
Nonfi nanci a 1 
Financial 

TOTAL 

TABLE 5.5 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR "NO PROGRAM" ~ASES 

(n = 76) 

ETHNICITY 
White Minority 

Number Percent Number Percent 

17 53% 31 70.5% 
15 47% 13 29.5% 
32 100% 44 100.0% 

12 71% 18 58.0% 
5 29% 13 42.0% 

17 100% 31 100.0% 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
Employed or Unemployed Substitutes 

Number Percent Number Percent 

7 87.5% 3 60.0% 
1 12.5% 2 40.0% 
8 100.0% 5 100.0% 

1 14.0% 1 33.0% 
6 86.0% 2 67.0% 
7 100.0% 3 100.0% 
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TABLE 5.6 
SUMMARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR 

"OLD PROGRAM" AND "NO PROGRAM" GROUPS 

Note: N.S. indicates that differences were Not Significant at the .05 
level. The precise significance level is shown in all other cases. 

1I0ld Program ll Group "No Program ll Group 
(n = 115) (n = 76) 

Outcome Employment Employment 
Ethnicity Status Ethnicity Status 

Rate of Release N.S. . 05 N.S . N.S. 

Type of Release N.S. N.S. N.S. N .S. 

TABLE 5.7 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE 1I0lD PROGRAM II AND. "NO PRO-GRAM II GROUPS 
(n=112) 

Characteristic Siqnificance 

Communit~ Ties 

local res i dence s ta tus N.S. 

Crimi na 1 it~ 

Current charge N.S. 

Number of prior arrests N.S. 

Number of prior convictions N.S. 

Criminal justice system status at time of arrest N.S. 

Age at first adult arrest N.S. 

Demograehic Characteristics 

Age at arrest .05 

Ethnicity N.S. 

Sex N.S. 

'---~---- -----
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Table 5.8 provides the failure to appear and pretrial criminality 

data for the two groups. There were no statistically significant dif-

ferences for the "old program" versus uno program" groups. 

Based on the informati·on presented above, no discernible adverse 

impact stemmed from the demise of the misdemeanor program, at least 

during the immediate post-program period. However, it is possible that 

program impact during the "old program" period is diluted by the inclusion 

of many defendants who were not processed by the program. To consider 

this possibility, we analyzed the data from the "old program period" for 

defendants interviewed by the program versus defendants not interviewed. 

Defendants released by the police through field citations were excluded 

from this analysis, since they obviously could never have had an oppor-

tunity to be interviewed by the program. 

As shown in Table 5.9, data are available for more than half the 

defendants in each group for all nine of the variables previously iden­

tified in Table 5.2. The two groups are comparable for each of these 

variables (the detailed data appear in Appendix C). 

Table 5.10 shows the rate and type of release for the defendants 

interviewed versus not interviewed. Although the differences in the 

rates of release were not statistically significant, the differences in 

types of release are highly significant: released defendants who had 

been intervie\'led by the program \'Iere much more likely to have secured 

nonfinancial, rather than financial, release (87.5% of the interviewed 

releasees secured nonfinancial release, as compared to 30% of the releasees 

not interviewed), It should be noted, however, that the comparison is 

based on relatively few cases in each group (24 interviewed and 23 non­

interviewed releasees), 
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TABLE 5.8 

FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 
FOR "OLD PROGRAW AND "NO PROGRAM" GROUPS 

I 

"01 d Program" Group "No Proqram Group" 
(n=64 ) (n=48) 

Outcome Number Percent . Number Percent 

Failure To A~pear (FTA) 
Defendants who FTA 11 17.0% 6 12.5% 
Defendants who do not FTA 53 83.0% 42 87.5~& 

TOTAL released defendants 64 100.0% 48 100.0% 

Pretrial Criminality 
Defendants with rearrests 13 20~b 9 19~~ 
Defendants without rearrests 51 80% 39 81% 

TOTAL released defendants 64 1 OOo~ 48 100~b 

Defendants with rearrest con-
victions 5 801 

/0 7 15~b 
Defendants without rearrest 

convi ct ions 59 92% 41 85% 
TOTAL released defendants 64 100~b 48 100% 
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TABLE 5.9 

PERCENTAGE OF CASES WITH DATA FOR 
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS, 

DEFENDANTS INTERVIEWED VERSUS NOT INTERVIEWED 
BY PROGRAM DURING "OLD PROGRAW' PERIOD 

Defendants 
Interviewed a Defendants Not 

CHARACTE RI STI C 
Interviewed a 

(n=51) (n-48) 

Communit,Y Ties 
Local residence status 94% 77% 

Criminal it'y 
Current charge 100%b 100~~b Number of prior arrests 100% 100% 
Number of prior convictions 100%b 100~~b 
Criminal justice system status 

at time of arrest 94% 83~~ 
Age at first adult arrest 65% 56~~ 

Demogra~hic Characteristics 
Age at arrest 100% 98~~ 
Ethnicity 100~~ 100% 
Sex 96% 98% 

aExcludes citation releases. 

blnclUdes cases with missing information. 
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TABLE 5.10 

RATE AND TYPE OF RELEASE FOR 
DEFENDANTS INTERVIEWED VERSUS NOT INTERVIEWED 

Defendants 
Interviewed 

(n=51 ) 

Defendants Not 
Interviewed 

(n=48) 

OUTCOME Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release 
Defendants released 24 47% 23 49% 
Defendants not released 27 ,53% 24 51% 

TOTAL 51 10m~ 47 100% 

aType of Release 

Nonfinancial 21 87.5% 7 30% 
Financial 3 12.5% 16 70% 

TOTAL released defendants 24 100.0% 23 100% 

aSignificant at the ~0002 level 
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Table 5.11 provides information on the failure to appear and pre­

trial criminality of the interviewed versus not interviewed releasees. 

As shown, there are no statistically significant differences (at the .05 

level). There are also very few cases upon which the comparisons are 

based (24 in each group). 

In summary, the comparison of defendant outcomes for the lIold 

program ll and II no program" periods found few statistically significant 

differences for the two time periods. There were nQ differences in the 

rate, speed and type of release, nor were differences found for failure­

to-appear, pretrial rearrest or rearrest conviction rates. Indeed~ the 

only statistically significant difference between the two time periods 

is that unemployed defendants were disproportionately detained while 

the old program was in operation. 

Because the old program did not interview all defendants arrested 

on misdemeanor charges, this could help explain the general lack of 

differences in defendant outcomes during the two time periods. To 

ana lyze thi s poss i bi 1 ity, 'tIe compared the outcomes of defendants i nter­

viewed versus not interviewed during the old program period (approximately 

half the sampled defendants had been interviewed by the program). Once 

again, most of the comparisons were not statistically significant: There 

was, however, one major exception to this~ interviewed defendants who 

were released were much more likely to have secured nonfinancial, rather 

than financial, release. Thus, although a program interview did not 

affect the overall likelihood of release (or the probability of defendants' 

violating release conditions, if released), it did have an impact on the 

~ of release defendants obtained. 

C~ Outcomes When the Program Was Re-Established 

Approximately 15 months after the "old program ll ended, a "-new pr'ogram ll 

, 
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TABLE 5.11 

FAILURE TO APPEAR ~ND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 
FOR DEfENDANTS INTERVIEWED VERSUS NOT INTERVIEWED 

Defendants Defendants 
Interviewed Not Intervi e\'Jed 

(n=24) (n=24) 
OUTCOME Number Percent Number Percent 

Fail ure to AQQear (FT:!) 
Defendants who FTA 4 17~1, 3 . 12.5% 
Defendants who do not FTA 20 83% 21 87.5% -, 

TOTAL released defendants 24 100% 24 100.0% 

Pretri al Criminality 
l7~b ? 12.5% Defendants with rearrests 4 .., 

Defendants without rearrests 20 83~~ 21 87.5~~ 
TOTAL released defendants 24 100% 24 100. O~~ 

Defendants with rearrest 
convictions 1 4% 2 8°/ ,0 

Defendants Itlithout rearrest 
con vi ct ions 23 96~b 22 92% 
TOTAL released defendants 24 100~~ 24 100% 
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began. It was established as part of the experimental analysis we con­

ducted in the Tuscon area and was modified and continued under a sub-

sequent grant from LEAA to alleviated jail overcrowding. 

The following discussion compares defendant outcomes during the 

"no program" period with those during the "new program" period. For the 

"new program" period, only those defendants in the program group of the 

experiment are considered; the control group is excluded, because there 

was no program involvement with those defendants. (Volume II describes 

the experimental procedures in detail.) 

Table 5.12 compares the defendants in the "no program" and "new 

program" time periods (detailed data appear in ,Appendix C). As shown, 

defendants differed 'in terms of charge (defendants in the new program 

period were less likely to have been charged with Part I crimes; they 

were also less likely to have been charged with economic crimes and more 

likely to have been charged with crimes against public order), criminal 

justice system status at the time of arrest (defendants in the new program 

period were more likely to have been involved with the CJS) and sex (more 

defendants in the new program period were males). 

The rate, speed and type of release, as ItJell as bond amounts, are 

shown in Table 5.13. There are no significant differences for the rate, 

speed or type of release, but bond amounts were higher during the "new 

program" period. 

A comparison of the "new" and "old" program periods sholtis a 

st~tistically significant difference in rate of release. Over time, 

(1977 through early 1979), re1ease rates increased sharply (from 56% 

to 68%). 
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TABLE 5.12 II 
SUM~1ARY OF COMPARABILITY OF IINO PROGRAM 

AND IINEW PROGRAM" GROUPS 
(n=300) 

- - - ~ ~----~ ----

CHARACTERISTIC 
SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Community Ties 
N.S. 

Local Residence Status 

Crimi na 1 ity 
.001 

Current Charge N.S. 
Number of Prior Arre~ts. N.S. 
Number of Prior Convlctlons 

at Criminal Justice System Status .01 
Time of Arrest N.S. 

Age at First Adult Arrest 

I , 
Demographic Characteristics 

N. S. 
Age at Arrest N.S. 
Ethnicity .04 
Sex 
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TABLE 5.13 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE AND BOND AMOUNT 

FOR IINO PROGRAM II AND IINEW PROGRAM II GROUPS 

liND PROGRAM" GROUP IINEW PROGRAM II GROUP 
(n=76) (n=224) 

OUTCOME Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release 

Defendants Released 48 63% 152 68% 
Defendants Not Released 28 37% 72 32% -TOTAL 76 100% 224 100% . 

Seeed of Release 

Mean Number of Days ~rom 
Arrest to Release 1. 25 0.64 

T~pe of Release 

Nonfinancial 30 62.5% 106 70% 
Financial 18 37.5% 46 30% 

TOTAL 48 100.0% 152 100% 

bBond Amount 

$250 or less 41 95% 78 68% 
$251-$500 2 5°[ 10 33 29% 
$501-$1,000 0 0 4 3°1 10 

TOTAL 43 100% 115 100% 

an=24 for IINo Program ll group, and 
bSiqnificant at the .01 level. . 

n=139 for I~New Program ll group 
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When equity of release by ethnicity and employment status is con­

sidered, minority defendants and employed defendants were more likely to 

secure release during the new program period. There were no significant 

differences by type of release during the new program period. For the 

no program period, as shown in Table 5.5 earlier, there were no major 

differences in rate or type of release by ethnicity or employment status. 

Table 5.14 compares released defendants in the two time periods 

(see Appendix C for detailed data). Because the Tucson experiment in­

volved random assignment after release, so that the impact of program 

followup during the release period could be tested, Table 5.14 is based 

on the released defenda nts processed by the program .. Th is is a different 

group of defendants than was considered in the earlier discussions of 

this chapter. 

As shown i~ Table 5.14, the groups differ for one characteristic. 

Defendants in the new program period were much more likely to have been 

charged with crimes against public order and much less likely to have 

been charged with economic crimes. 

Table 5.15 indicates the rates of failure to appear and pretrial 

criminality for the two time periods. Failure-to-appear rates were the 

same, but pretrial criminality rates It/ere significantly lower during the 

new program period. 

In summary, the comparison of the II no program ll and II new program ll 

periods shows few significant differences over time in release outcomes 

or in defendant behavior after release. Although pretrial criminality 

rates were sharply lower while the new program functioned, it is difficult 
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TABLE 5.14 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE /lNO PROGRAM" AND IINEW PROGRAM II GROUPS 
(n=208) 

CHARACTER I STI C SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Community Ti es 

Local. Residence Status N.S. 

Crimi na 1 it~ 

Current Charge .05 
Number of Prior Arrests N.S. 
Number of Prior Convictions N.S. 
Criminal Justice System Status at 

Time of Arrest N.S. 
Age at First Adult Arrest N.S. 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at Arrest N.S. 
Ethnicity N.S. 
Sex N.S. 
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TABLE 5.15 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

FOR "NO PROGRAW AND "NE\~ PROGRAW GROUPS 

"NO PROGRAM" GROUP "NEW PROGRAM" GROUP 
(n=48) (n=160) 

OUTCDr1E Number Percent Number Percent 

Failure To Ap~ear (FTA) 

Defendants Who FTA 6 12.5% 19 12% 
Defendants Who Do Not -FTA 42 87.5% 141 88% 
TOTAL Released Defendants 48 100.0% 160 100% 

apretrial Criminality 

Defendants With Rearrests 9 195~ 9 6°/ /0 

Defendants Without 
Rearrests 39 81% 151 94% 

TOTAL Released Defendants 48 100% 160 100% 

Defendants With Rearrest 
Convictions 7 15% 5 3% 

Defendants Without 
Rearrest Convictions 41 85% 155 97% 

TOTAL Released Defendants 48 100% 160 100% 

aSignificant at the .005 level for both rearrests and rearrest 
convictions. 
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to attribute this to the operations of the program, which made little 

effort to affect pretrial criminality rates. Also, as discussed in 

Volume II, the randomly selected control group experienced the same 

pretrial criminalHy rates as the "new program" group. 

It is, of course, possible that the program did affect outcomes and 

that the apparent lack of impact stems from differences in the character­

istics of the defendants in the two time periods. Because there are so 

few released defendants in the "no program" period (n=48), it is not pos­

sible to control for these differences. 

It should also be noted, however, that the experimental results 

discussed in Volume II also showed relatively little program impact. This 

suggests that the findings presented above may be accurate ones and not 

a result of different defendant characteristics. 

, 
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VI. SUMMAKY, CONCLUSIONS AND R~COMMENDATIONS 

A. Introduction 

This volume considered release practices in areas lacking pretrial 

release programs. Such analysis was of interest in assessing long-term 

program impact. Assuming that program~l were at least partly responsible 

for the decreased use 9f money bond since 1960, one issue of special 

concern is whether program operations seem necessary on a continuing 

basis or whether they are needed only for a short period of time. Once 

judges reduce their reliance on money bond, they may continue this be­

havior, regardless of whether a program exists. On the other hand, if 

a program is disbanded, they may revert to their pre-program release 

practices. 

To study long-term program impact, we conducted a brief analysis of 

twelve "defunct" pretrial release programs. Using these results, we 

selected Milwaukee, Wisconsin, for more detailed study, including analysis 

of release outcomes for defendants arrested before, during and after 

program operations. We were also able to analyze program impact over time 

in Tucson, Arizona, where the cross-sectional analysis (see Volume I) 

spanned a period when the misdemeanor program disbanded and the experi­

mental analysis (see Volume II) considered the impact from re-instituting 

the program. 

A related program impact issue concerns release practices in areas 

that have never had pretrial release programs. Of particular interest 

is whether release practices are sharply different in such areas, when 

compared with jurisdictions having programs. Because of the widespread 

adoption of changed release practices after 1960, it is possible that many 
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areas would have endorsed these changes in the absence of programs. To 

gain insight about this possibility, 'lie studied in detail one jurisdic­

tion---Richmond, Virginia---that had never had a program. 

B. Brief Analysis of Defunct Programs 

Eighteen programs were identified that had ceased operations at some 

point. Information was available on twelve of these programs. 

Ten of the twelve programs studied began in the 1970 ' s, and six of 

these ten were funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
, 

(LEAA). Only two of the programs were under the jurisdiction of the court 

system. Moreover, only half of the programs were controlled by public 

agencies, as compared with about 80% of all programs operating in the 

mid-1970 ' s. 

Annual funding ranged from $20,000 to almost $200,000. Cost per 

defendant interviewed varied even more widely, from $7 in Chicago to 

$450 in Cleveland. The major factors affecting the cost per interview 

were whether volunteer staff members were employed and the extent to which 

supervisory services were provided by the program. Thus, the Tucson 

program, with its volunteer staff of ten (out of a total staff of eighteen) 

and its lack of emphasis on supervision, was much less costly than the 

Clev~land prcgram, which used only paid staff members and stressed super­

vision. Cleveland's emphasis on supervision may have stemmed from its 

handling of felony defendants only; Tucson's processing (for the defunct 

program studied) was limited to persons charged with misdemeanors. 

Eligibility for program services also varied widely. Four programs 

interviewed only felony defendants, and three programs focused on mis­

demeanor defendants. The remaining programs interviewed both felony and 

misdemeanor defendants . 
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Seven of the nine programs for which we have the information 

interviewed defendants before their initial court appearanc~. The other 

two programs did not become involved until after the initial appearance. 

Combined with the eligibility requirements, this diversity of operating 

procedures produced a broad range in the numbers and percentages of 

defendants processed. The Cleveland program, for example, interviewed 

only 10 percent of all eligible defendants. At the other extreme, the 

West Covina program interviewed more than 90 percent of all misdemeanor 

defendants in its jurisdiction. 

Thus, the nature, cost and extensiveness of program operations varied 

widely. There are no special operating characteristics that would seem 

to distinguish defunct programs from those that continued to function. 

In terms of release rates, four sites had data for time periods 

other than those when programs operated. These very limited data indicate 

that--for whatever reason--release rates increased after programs started 

and continued to increase while they were in operation. After the programs' 

demise, release rates stabilized at the program level. 

Failure to appear (FTA) data were available for only three of the 

programs studied, and in only one site did these data cover more than 

one time period. In that site (Tucson), FTA rates were higher for own 

recognizance releases after the program's demise than they had been 

during the program's existence. In all three sites (Chicago and Cleveland 

were the other two) data were available to compare FTA rates for defendants 

processed by the program with those of other defendants. In each site 

the FTA rate was lower for the program defendants; however, data were not 

available on other characteristics that might have affected the group's 

FTA rates. () 

'. 

-Y!j-

No site studied had pretrial arrest data across time periods. Only 

two programs had information on rearrests for defendants processed by the 

program versus other defendants. In one case (Chicago), there was no 

statistically significant difference between the pretrial arrest rates. 

In the other site (Cleveland), the program group had a lower rearrest 

rate, but the program was so limited in scope that this result may have 

been due to "creaming" the "safe" defendants. 

Beside data on program operations and outcomes, we sought local 

perspectives about the reasons for the programs' demise. Common ex­

planations included sca.rce local finances, lack of community support and 

higher priorities elsewhere. 

Most of the programs lacked the necessary resources or foresight to 

car~y out supportive research on their activities. For example, only the 

Milwaukee program attempted to provide estimates of cost savings. 

Another deficiency most of these defunct programs shared was a lack of 

consensus among all criminal justice officials about program goals and 

methods of operations. From our analyses of other, more durable, programs 

it appears that one early action that should have been taken was to insure 

the involvement of important local officials in program planning and imple­

mentation. Including such officials ,on policy, planning and advisory boards 

might have resulted in their advocacy of continued operations when the pro­

grams faced opposition and cutbacks. Moreover, greater involvement of the 

local judiciary might have increased the likelihood that a program's 

investigations and recommendations would have been employed in releasing 

decisions. 

The analysis of defunct pretrial release programs suggests that 

the programs studied were a part of, and in some cases possibly an 

impetus to, a general change in community attitudes toward pretrial 

release. Although release rates increased after programs started, 
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there is little evidence suggesting that this was due to program op­

erations alone. However, it does seem that the information provided to 

the court by the programs was generally considered useful and may have 

encouraged judges to authorize more own recognizance releases. 

C. Analysis of the Milwaukee Program 

Because of the very limited information available about defunct 

programs, we selected one for detailed analysis: Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 

where a program operated as part of the Sheriff's Department and pro­

cessed felony defendants. We considered defendant outcomes for a 

random sample of felony cases arrested before, during and after program 

operations. These outcomes are summar.ized in Table 6.1. As indicated, 

there was no significant change in the rate of release when the "before 

program" period is compared with the "during program" period or when the 

"during program" period is compared with the "post program" period. 

However, there is a significant decline in the overall release rate when 

the pre-program and post-program periods are compared. This indicates that 

the jurisdiction has experienced declining release rates over time 

but suggests that this did not result from program operations. 

The major difference across the various time periods is in the type 

of release. Because Milwaukee did not use own recognizance release for 

felony defendants, we considered unsecured bond and deposit bond as the 

least restrictive types of release. Significantly fevler defendants '.'/ere 

released in these ways while the program operated than either before or 

after its existence. Over the entire time period studied, however, there 

was a significant increase in release on unsecured or deposit bond. 

There were no significant differences in the failure to appear or 

pretrial criminality rates across the time periods. Thus, the periods 

when more defendants were released and/or '.'Ihen they were released on 
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TABLE 6.1 
SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 

Outcome 
Before Program Duri ng Program After Program 

(n 150) (n = = 151) (n = 149) 
a Release Rate 73% 66% 62% 
Speed of Release 9.3 days 14.5 days 18.3 days 

b Rate of Release or. Un-
secured or Deposit Bond 66% 52% 78% 

Failure To Appear Rate 22% 15% 22% 
Pretr-i a 1 Rearrest Rate 26% 21% 17% 
Pretrial Rearrest Con-
viction Rate 17% 15% 12% 

aSignificant at the 04 1 comparison. . evel for the before program versus after program' 

gram comparison, at the .001 level f pr?gram versus dur1ng pro-

1 

bSi gnifi cant at the .07 1 evel for the before ' 

program comparison, and at the .01 l~~e~h~o~u~~~gbP~ogram versus after 
after program comparison. e ore program versus 

less severe conditions \'Jere not periods h w en defendants I post-release 
misconduct rates increased. Th' 1S suggests, as have our other analyses, 

that higher release rates can be attained with ~ offsetting increase 

in failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates. 

One particularly interesting feature of the program was its rating of 

defendants as poor, fair, good or excellent r1'sks. The program seems to 

have been quite accurate in its assessments of defendants. 

eleven sampled defendants who were considered "excellent" 

None of the 

release risks failed 
to appear or was rearrested. Alth h 

DUg two of the fifteen "good" ri sks fa il ed 

to appear, none was rearrested. Th II e fair" group experienced a 29% failure 
. to appear rate and 14% pretrial arrest rate, while the "poor" risks had a 

6% rate of failure to appear and a 29% rate of rearrest. 

, 
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D. Analysis of the Tucson Program 

Analysis of the Tucson misdemeanor program also fails to show 

significant program impact. Table 6.2 summ,arizes defendant outcome data 

from the "old program" perior (January-July 1977), the "no program" 

period (August-December 1977), and the "new program" period (November 

1978-January 1979). As indicated, release rates \'Jere significantly 

higher for the latest time period (the new program period) than for 

the earliest period (the old program period). The data suggest that 

this is due more to a trend in the jurisdiction toward higher release 

rates for defendants charged with misdemeanors than to the impact of 

the program (e.g., release rates did not decline sharply during the 

"no program il period). 

The only other significant difference across time periods was the 

sharply lower pretrial criminality rate in t!>c "ne\'/ program li period, as 

compared to the "no program" peri"od. Hov/ever, it is difficult to attribute 

this to the operations of the program, because the program made little 

effort to affect pretrial criminality rates. Also, as discussed in 

Volume II, the experimental analysis found no significant differences 

in pretrial criminality rates for the "new program" group, as compared 

with a randomly selected control group. Thus, this difference too seems 

to reflect a change in the jurisdiction, rather than program impact. 

These findings are consistent with those of the experimental study 

of the Tucson misdemeanor program. That program was the only one 

studied experimentally for which we found no evidence of program impact. 

E. Analysis of Pretrial Release in Richmond 

Richmond, Virginia, was selected for analysis as a jurisdiction 

** that had never had a pretrial release program at the time it was studied. 

** The study period was July 1976-June 1977. A small program for mis-
demeanor defendants began in 1~78 . 
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TABLE 6.2 
SU~MARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, 

TUCSON, ARIZONA, MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANTS 

Outcome Old Program Period No Program Period 
(n = 115) (n = 76) 

aRelease Rate 56% 63% 

Speed of Release 1.1 days 1.2 days 

Rate of Nonfinancial Release 70% 63% 

Failure To Appear Rate 17% 13% 

bpretrial Rearrest Rate 20% 19% 

bpretrial Rearrest Conviction Rate 8% 15~b 

aStatistically significant for the old program versus new program periods. 

bStatistically significant for the no program versus new program periods. 
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New Program Period 
(n = 224) 

68% 

0.6 days 
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We were interested in whether such a site would have sharply different 

outcomes than jurisdictions with programs. 

Table 6.3 summarizes defendant outcomes for Richmond. as compared 

with the eight sites studied in the cross-sectional analysis (see Volume I). 

As indicated, Richmond had a lower rate of release and a lower rate of 

nanfi nanci a 1 release than ~ of the ei ght 's ites. It a 1 so experi enced 

lower rates of failure to appear and pretrial criminality. 

Richmond had much less extensive data than the other sites. It 

was particularly difficult to obtain comprehensive information on arrests. 

Thus, some of the apparent outcomes differences between Richmond and 

the eight sites may in fact be due to differences in record-keeping. 

In Richmond, both charge and prior record were strongly associated 

with release, in terms of both release versus detention and, if released, 

the type of release. The one community ties variable for which reasonably 

complete data were available (local residence status) did not affect 

release outcomes. 

We compared the Richmond findings with those of Washington, D.C., 

and Baltimore City, t1aryland, two nearby jurisdictions included in the 

eight-site analysis, and with those of Louisville, Kentucky, the juris­

diction from the eight-site analysis with defendant characteristics most 

similar to Richmond's. Charge and prior record were found importantly 

related to release outcomes in those three jurisdictions, but community 

ties factors also affected release outcomes within them. This suggests 

that "reform" jurisdictions may not so much have replaced their reliance 

on traditional considerations (i.e., charge and prior record) as they 

have expanded the range of factors considered. 

The Richmond findings, and their comparison with other sites, must 
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TABLE 6.3 
SUMMARY OF DEFENDANT OUTCOMES, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA, 

AND EIGHT CROSS-SECTIONAL ANALYSIS SITES 

Eiqht Sites 

Outcome Combi ned 
Richmond Percentaqe RanCle 

Release Rate 59% 85% 73%-92% 

Rate of Nonfinancial Release a33% 72% 44%-85% 

Failure To Appear Rate 3.5% 12.6% 5.7%-20.5% 

Pretrial Rearrest Rate 1. 7% 16.0% 7.5%-22, 2~b 

a Includes unsecured bond. 
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. . d s~ive rather than definitive, because only one 
be consldere sugge ~ , 

had a program was selected for study (indeed, 
jurisdiction that never 

h t h never had a program). 
relatively few major cities t a ave ! there are 

't' that affect release 
Local jurisdictions may have many peculiarl les 

ntly the experiences of a single jurisdiction lack-
practices. Conseque , 

d t local peculiarities rather than to the 
ing a program may be .ue 0 

absence of a program. 

F. Conclusions 
are based on the analysis presented in 

The following conclusions 

this volume: 
5 are not as common as 

• Defunct pretrial release p~ogr~~e lack of a listing for 
has sometim~s b~en suppose 'd'rectory may simply reflect 
a jurisdictlon l~ a program 1 d to the information 
the program's.fallure to r~~~~~nce. Moreover, when ~ 
request, not l~S lack ~f ~a be only a temporary demlse. 
program does dlsband

f
, .ltt n~es of defunct programs that 

We found a number 0 lns a 
had been re-established. 

rams identified were independent 
• Many of the d~funct pr~g that such programs may be 

agencies. ThlS sugges~s f d' 
particularly vulnerable to loss of un lng. 

d f t programs found that they 
• The.brie!da~al~si~h~~r ~h~~~cteristi~s, including 

varled Wl e Y ln f erations costs, etc. 
eligibility criter~ai s~~~~t~ngO~haracteristics that 
There w~re.no ~pehc~:fU~ct orograms from those that 
would dlstlnguls. . 
continued to functlon. 

t died failed to conduct 
• Most of the def~nc~.~~o~~~~~r~i~g their activities. 

resear~~ orh:~al~~t~e impact data with wh~ch to 
:~~~~rt ~~eir requests for continued fundlng. 

apparently failed to in-
• r·1any of the de!unct.pro~rams tem officials, particularly 

volve key crimlnal Justl~e Sysd im lementation. This 
judges, in pro~~a~ ~l~nn~~~i~ndemi~e, because the programs 
may have cont!"l U e 0 f 1 advocates \-Jhen they faced 
lacked knowledgeable, power u 
opposition and cutbacks. 
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• We found little support for the hypothesis that release 
rates would decline if programs disbanded. For the 
defunct programs where relevant data were available, 
release rates after the programs' demise usually £tabi­
lized at the levels that had existed during the periods 
of the programs' operations. Although the release rates 
did not decline, they also did not increase. (Only in 
Milwaukee did release rates apparently decline over 
tillie, including during the progra/ll period.) 

• The fact that the two defunct programs studied in detail 
(Milwaukee and Tucson) showed little evidence of program 
impact suggests that the demise of some programs may 
reflect an accurate assessment by their funding agencies 
of their impact. If so, analysis of defunct programs 
could be inappropriate guides to the impact stemming from 
programs that are continued. 

• Time periods when more defendants were released and/or 
when they were released on less restrictive conditions 
were not periods when failure to appear or pretrial 
criminality rates increased. This suggests, as have 
our other analyses, that higher release rates (and 
lower detention costs) can often be attained Witil ..QQ 
offsetting increases in failure to appear or pretrial 
criminality rates. 

• It is difficult to locate a major city that has never had 
a pretrial release program. This fact would seem to 
reflect widespread opinion that pretrial release programs 
are useful agencies. 

• In Richmond, the site that had never had a program at 
the time we studied it, rates of release, failure to 
appear and pretrial crimina1ity were lower than in any 
of the eight sites having programs that were included 
in our cross-sectional analysis (see Volume I). How­
ever, data \'Iere very incomplete in Richmond, particularly 
for pretri a 1 a rres ts, so some of the differences bet\'Jeen 
it and the eight sites may be due to differences in 
record-keeping, defendant characteristics, etc. 

• In Richmond, both charge and prior record were strongly 
associated with release and with the type of release. 
The one community ties variable for which reasonably 
complete data were available (local residence status) 
did not affect release outcomes. A comparison with 
three jurisdictions that have programs (two nearby sites 
and the jurisdiction in our eight-site cross-sectional 
analysis whose defendant characteristics were most 
similar to those in Richmond) found that charge and prior 
record were importantly related to release outcomes in 
those sites as well, but that community ties factors 
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also affected release outcomes there. This suggests 
that "reform ll jurisdictions may not so much have 
replaced their reliance on traditional considerations 
(i.e., charge and prior record) as they have expanded 
the range of factors considered. 

• Much more data is available when pretrial release programs 
operate than when they do not, as Table 6.4 indicates. 
Thus, if more complete data are desirable, programs 
certainly help meet this objective. 

• The findings from the analyses presented in this volume 
are somewhat inconclusive. They are based on a few sites 
studied in detail, and relatively little data were available 
to analyze the periods when programs did not operate. More­
over, it is not clear that the findings of the defunct 
program analyses reflect the outcomes that would be experienced 
if on-going programs disbanded; the findings may reflect 
only the outcomes from the demise of programs that were not 
very effective and lost their funding for that reason. In 
addition, it is always difficult to analyze outcomes over 
time or across jurisdictions, becuase of the many other 
changes, besides the presence or absence of a program, that 
may affect the analysis (e.g., certain offenses may be de­
criminalized, arrest patterns may change, judges' attitudes 
toward certain types of release may be revised, the identity 
of the judges themselves may change, etc.). Consequently, 
we urge that the analyses of this volume be considered 
suggestive, rather than definitive. 

G. Recommendations 

• Programs should involve key criminal justice system 
officials, particularly judges, in their program 
planning and implementation. This should help in­
crease their impact as well as their likelihood of 
continuation. 

• Independent programs should give serious consideration 
to reorganizing under the umbrella of a public agency, 
such as the court system. Our analysis of defunct 
programs suggests that independent agencies may be 
particularly vulnerable to loss of funding. 

• Programs should atte~pt to maintain accurate, up-to­
date information on their operations and impact. Such 
evaluative information can be particularly helpful if 
a program comes under attack; once th~t happens, there 
is not likely to be sufficient time to implement a 
special evaluation study to respond to the criticisms. 

l. 

~. _.d .. "" ..• · . 

.... 

() 

\ ) 

() 

.I 

-108-

TABLE 6.4 
DATA AVAILABILITY 

Note: X indicates data available for 50% or more of cases 

Mi lwaukee· 
E E E 

QJIO 0) 10 10 
S-S- c 5 ~ ~ 

O,aracteri sti c 
00) 'r-
4-0 s- o +-' 0 Richmond QJ s- :::l s- 4- s-
co a.. D a.. c::C a.. 

Communit.l: Ties: 

Local residence status X X X X 

Years of local residence X 

Months at present address X 

Marital Status X 

Family support X 

With whom defendant lives X 

Employment status X 

Public assistance X 

Occupation X 

Criminality: 

Current charge X X X X 

Number of prior arrests X X X X 

Criminal justice system status X at time of arrest 
Age at first adult arrest X X X 

Demographic Characteristics: 

Age at arrest X X X X 

Ethni city· X X X X 

Sex X X X X 

Other: 

Education X 

Ei ght-Site 
Cross-

Sectional 
Analvsis 

X (8 sites) 
X (7 sites) 
X (4 sites) 
X (6 sites) 

I X (5 sites) 
X (6 sites) 
X (8 sites) 

(3 sites) 
X (7 sites) 

X (8 sites) 

X (8 sites) 

X (8 sites) 

X (6 sites) 

X (8 sites) 
X (8 sites) 
X (8 sites) 

(3 sites) 

, 
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• One of the reasons for conducting such a limited 
analysis of defunct programs, and for studying 
only one jurisdiction that had never had a program, 
was to assess whether additional analysis of this 
sort should be undertaken. We recommend that it 
not be implemented. In our judgment, there is no 
reason to think that analyses of defunct programs 
will accurately reflect the impact of the far more 
numerous on-going programs that are of greater 
interest. Rather, we recommend that future research 
concerning program impact focus on experimental 
analyses, involving concurrent random assignment of 
experimental and control groups, of existing programs. 
If experimental analyses cannot be conducted, we 
recommend that carefully designed studies involving 
comparison groups of defendants be implemented .. 
In our opinion the analytic problems of comparlsons 
over time and across jurisd~ctions are too great 
to warrant additional research focused on defunct 
programs, unless it is the process of and reasons for 
demise of specific programs that are of concern. To 
assess pretrial release programs as they now operate, 
we recommend evaluations focused on those programs. 
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York Clty, N. Y.: Vera Institute of Justice, 11j71i'"j.' 

3wayne H. Thomas, Jr., et al., op. cit., p. 36. 

4Ibid ., p" 35. 

5Ibid . 

6Wayne H. Thomas, Jr., Bail Reform in America (Berkeley California: 
University of California Press, 1976), pp. 151-154. ' 

Chapter II 

1These lists were provided by Lee S. Friedman, unpublished appendix to 
liThe Evolution of a Bail Reform," Policy Sciences, Volume 7 (1976), 
pp. 281-313, and Wayne H. Thomas, Jr., op. cit. 
2 Wayne H. Thomas, Jr., op. cit., p. 9. 
3 Hank Goldman, Devra Bloom and Carolyn Worrell, The Pre-Trial Release 
Pro~ram: Working Papers (vJashington, D.C.: Office of Economic Oppor­
tunlty, 1973), p. 9. 

4wayne H. Thomas, Jr., op. cit., pp. 40-41. 

5C ' 1 . onsu t, Ltd., Evaluatlon of the Cook County Special Bail Project, report 
pr~p~red for ~he Join~ Evaluation Committee of the Chicago-Cook County 
Crlmlnal Justlce Commlssion and the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission 
(Chicago, Ill.: Consult, Ltd., 1977). 

6wayne H. Thomas, Jr., op. cit., pp. 40, 68, 77. 

7Consult, Ltd., op. cit. 

8Forrest Dill, Bail and Bail Reform: A Sociological Study, unpublished 
Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at Berkeley, 1972. 
9 Consult, Ltd., op. cit., p. 47. The rates wete 17.4 and 13.8, respec-
tively. 

10Ibid . The rates were 35% for the non-interviewed, and 28% for the 
interviewed, group. 

-110-

• '"' ~~~'. ".'"..,-. "'"-~'~V.t-~ir~.~.1 .'::'-;:"~'_-,,,~.~_-;;-7';""::::~:,.~ ~~-, 

• 



- i.1l-

!lIbi d. 

12 Ibid ., pp. 51-51. 
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Chapter II I 

1Lisa J. Crowley, Delivery System Analysis of Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, 
Working Paper No. 11, February 1980. 

2The sample siz~s of 150 for each time perio~ yielded a lev~l of tolera~ed 
sample unrepresentativeness of between 7% and 8%. Stated dlfferently, ln 
95 samples out of 100 (95% confidence limit) the characteristics of each 
sample would be reliable estimatpr5 of the characteristics of the pop­
ulations sampled within 7%-8%. Samples of almost 400 defendants would 
have been needed to reduce the tolerated error to 5% in 95 samples out of 
100. Thus, for a reduction of ±2-3% error, the samples would have had 
to have been tripled in size. We did not think that such- a gain in 
representativeness was worth the added costs, particularly in view of 
the quite limited data expected to be available for the two time periods 
when the program did not operate. One should remember, however, that the 
existing samples may inaccurately reflect rare characterist~cs or events 
(e.g., pretrial rearrest), although the samples should be hlghly accurate 
for relatively homogeneous characteristics. 

Chapter IV 

1Lisa J. Crowley, Delivery System Analysis of Richmond, Virginia, 
v/~rking Paper No. 12, February 1980. 

2See John S. Goldkamp, Two Classes of Accused (Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger 
Publishing Company, 1979) for an analysis of the reform jurisdiction of 
Philadelphia. Goldkamp concludes that while community ties were con­
sidered in making release decisions, charge and prior record were much 
more important determinants of release. 
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Appendix A. Summary Descriptions of Defunct Programs 

Chicago: Cook County Special Bail Project 
Las Vegas: Clark County Community Corrections, Inc. 
Tucson: Correctional Volunteer Center Misdemeanant Program 
Cleveland: Pre-Trial Supervised Release Project 
West Covina: Marshall's Own Recognizance Investigation 

Program 
Milwaukee: Sheriff's Special Evaluation Unit 
Oakland: Oakland Bail Project 
Bucks County: Bucks County Bail Program 
Cincinnati: Pretrial Release Program 
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CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

Cook County Special Bail Project 

Dates of 'Operation: 
August, 1970-September, 1978 

Private foundation funds, the Illinois Law Enforcement 
Commission (ILEC), and LEAA (with matching local and Source of Funding: 

State funds) 

~ount of Fundin~: 
$60-70,ooo/year (2/3 from ILEC) 

4-5 full-time, 1-2 part-time staff members plus an average of 150-
300 volunteers (part-time) per year (average of 14 volunteers Staff: - per day); volunteers from colleges, social service agencies, 

attorneys 

Administrative Control: private; independent 
~li sdemeanor and felony defendants duri ng It/eekends and 
holidays mostly; usually did not interview those charged 
with disorderly conduct, gambling, curfew violations, 

E1, i g i b i1 ity : 

homicide or rape 

Types of Release Available: cash bond, deposit bond, O.R. or property bond 

Recommendations: information provided directly to court by Project 
attorney, no recommendation 

Basis of Decisions: subjective, based on community ties, previous record 
and current charge; (telephone verification by 
separate staff member) 

Timinq of Interview: 

Scope of Operations: 

before first bail hearing, once a day at lock-ups 
(bail hearings occurred once a day, after bail 
originally set according to a schedule for misdemeanor 

defendants) 
interviewed approximately 54 percent of all defendants 
due to shortage of staff; verification of approximatelY 
50 percent of those interviewed 

(continued on next page) 
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Chicago (continued) 

Release Rates: 1968 4.6% total defendants O.R. led (all courts)* 

May 1972-May 1973 ;1.2: of felony defendants O.R. led 
23.9% of misdemeanor defendants O.R.led 

1974 
1976 sample 

21.9% t0t~1 n.efAndRnts n.~.led 

25.2: total defendants O.R. led 
740/2% t~tal defendants cash bond 
35~o ml sdemeanor defendants O. R. led 
15% felony defendants 0 R led 

15-~~~ ~isldemeanor defenda~t~ cash bond 
o e ony defendants cash bond 

Equity of Release: ** see attached charts 

Follow-up Activities: defendants granted both OR ("1" b d) notified by telephone or 1 tt on s and cash bond 

A 

e er of court dates 

uxiliary Activities: (a) 

(b) 

~;fovidded legal representation when public 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

en er not provided 
provided interpreters h arranged for defendant lW ~n necessar~ for court 
court when necessary s ransportatl0n to 
a rranged for psycho 1 . 1 required oglca treatment when 

advocated bail reform f or entire county 

Failure to Appear Rates: see attached charts*~ 

Rearrest Rates: see attached charts** 

* *:11 other figures refer to Holiday Courts only. 

From Consult, Ltd., Evaluatio report prepared for th J ' ' n of the Cook County Speci alB '1 . g~~f; criminal Justic: c~~;s~~~~u:~~O~hcoTI;ttee of the Chi~~90~~~~~ct, 
Slon Chlcago, Illinois: Consult, L~d., I~~;).Law Enforcement 
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RELEASE RATES BY SERIOUSNESS OF CHARGE: 

. ...., 

Offense I Bond Rate 
~. ,- _._-.--

Class C Misdemeanor 36 . 5~~ 

Class A Misdemeanor 33.5% 

Class 4 Felony 21. n~ 

Class 3 Felony 13.6% 

Class 2 Felony 8.7% 

Class 1 Felony 4.0% 

Murder 001 
'a 

Warrant Cases 0% 

EQUITY OF RELEASE: 

, , Sex ~ of I Bonds 
----~~------t-- '-

Male 22.5% 

Female 30. 8~~ 

Race % of I Bonds Fami ly Present % of I Bonds 
t-lh i te 30.1% 

Yes 17.4% 
Black 24.5% 

No 27.2% 
Hispanic 23.9% 

". 

{i I 
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Item 

Adjusted Total Call 

Adjusted Interviewed 

Pct. Interviewed 

Adjusted Verified 

Pct. Verifi ed 

Pct. of I Bonds-Adj. 

Avg. Volunteers/Day 

-----~-~ ~~--

I 

Tot. Call 

I 

SPECIAL BAIL PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

HOLIDAY BRANCHES 53, 54, and 55* 

(CO~1B I NED) ** 

, 
1974 1975 

16,727 17,011 

9,072 9,230 

54. 2~~ 54.3% 

4,509 4,588 

49.7% 49.7% 
I 

21.9% Not available 

14 14~ 

*Data obtained from SSP Annual Reports for 1974, 1975, and 1976. 

**The Bail Project did not begin operations in Branch 55 until late in 1975. 

" 

, 

'\ 

) 
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1976 

19,128 

10,019 

52.4% 
.-

5,154 

51.4% 

26.3% 

12 
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PROGRAM IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Release Rates and Type of Release 

Interviewed % Cash % I No Bond 
by SBP Bonds Bonds Given 

Yes 76.5 23.3 .3 

No 71.8 27.3 .8 

Verifi ed ~~ Cash % I No Bond 
by SBP Bonds 8~nds Given 

Yes 76.1 23.2 .6 

No 76.7 23.3 0 

B. Rearrest Rates 

Item Not Treated SBP Treated 

Total Cases 843 454 

Number Rearrested 26 13 
, 'I 

Percentage Rearrested 3.1% 2. 9~1, 

: I, 

Item Not Verified Verified 

Total Cases 236 218 

" C Number Rearrested 10 3 

Percent Rearrested 4.2% 1.4% 

. ~ 

j I 
:,·~~··~"t'~'-!c:::.--:::-:~;-"'r't'F·~:::~·~~=~~-1!.~~""'~"""""""~"" ~ 
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C. Bond Forfeiture Rates 

Total 

Cases 

Total Cases 

BOND FORFEITURE RATES 

FOUR MONTH INVENTORY 

Cases With 1 or More 
Forfeitures 

Percent· of Cases With 1 or 
More Forfeitures 

Total Scheduled Appearances 

Total Forfeitures-All Cases 

Percent Total Forfeitures vs. 
Total Appearances-All Cases 

Item 

Cases** 

With 1 or More Forfeitures 

Percent of Cases With. 1 or ~lore 
Forfeitures 

Total Schedules Appearances For All 
Cases 

Total Forfeitures-All Cases 

Percent Total Forfeitures v. 
Total Appearances-All Cases 

1,297* 

421 

32.5% 

2,944 

474 

16 .1~& 

Not Treated* 

843 

294 

34.9% 

1,869 

326 

17.4% 

* "Treated" refers to being interviewed by the SBP 

SBP Treated* 

454 

127 

28.0% 

1,075 

148 

13.8% 

** There were actually 1,135 non-treated cases, but no information was 
available in the Clerk's Office for 292 of those defendants (25.7%). 
No data was available for 165 of the 619 t~eated defendants (26.7%). 
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BOND FORFEITURE RATES OF SBP-TREATED DEFENDANTS 

Percent of Total I Bond Forfeitures 19.5% 

Percent of Verified I Bond Forfeitures 16.9% 

Percent of Non-Verified I Bond Forfeitures 22.7"/ 
~---------------------------------------------.---

Percent of Total Cash Bond Forfeitures 

Percent of Verified Cash Bond Forfeitures 

Percent of Non-Verified Cash Bond 
Forfeitures 

13.2% 

11.8% 

14.5% 

Cook County Special Bail Project, Annual Report for 1976. 

SBP-Treated Cases 

Item Not Verified Verified 

Total Cases 236 218 

Cases With 1 or More Forfeitures 78 49 

Percent of Cases \'/ith 1 or More 
Forfeitures 33.1% 22.5% 

Total Scheduled Appearances For 
All Cases 571 504 

Total Forfeitures--All Cases 88 60 

Percent Total Forfeitures vs. 
Total Appearances--All Cases 15.4% 11. 9% 

.. 
" 

() 

o 
l' , 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

Clark County Community Corrections, Inc. 

Dates of Operation: May 1975-May 1976 

Source of Funding: County and Federal funds 

Amount of Funding: $65,420 ($24,086 from county) 

Staff: 12 full-time, paid investigators 

Administrative Control: private, non-profit organization (Clark County 
Community Corrections, Inc.) 

Eligibility: all adults except those on bench or fugitive warrants and 
those charged with capital murder or non-indictable traffic 
offenses 

~. of Release Available: surety bond, O.R., conditional release 

Recommendations: report presented directly to Court without specific 
recommendations 

Basis of Decisions: point system using Vera criteria; information was 
verified; record checks made 

Timing of Interview: after initial bail decision; access to jail only 
two hours per day 

Scope of Operations: program interviewed 3,654 defendants, or 26% of all 
eligible defendants 

Release Rates: Of those interviewed, the program found 1,200 (or 33%) 
eHgible for O.R.; only 900 I'/ere actutllly granted O.R.; 
another 87 defendants had been found unqualified by the 
program, but were released O.R. by the Court; for entire 
period of operations, 75% of those recommended for O.R. 
received it. The Court acceptance rate gradually increased 
over the months; e.g., during the first 4 months, 63% of 
those recommended received O.R.; during the second 4 months, 
75%; and during the last 5 months, 80% rec~ived O.R. 

Equity of Release: data unavailable 

Follow-UD Activities: minimal; at discretion of the Justices of the Peace 

Auxiliary Activities: mini~al; only at the request of the Justices of 
the Peace 

--"'""",7"""~<'~" -,. , 
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Las Vegas (continued) 

Failure to Appear Rates: Of the 898 defendants released OR, 1.8% (16) 
failed to appear for a schedul~d cour~ ~ppear~nce; 
of those 16 only 12 were consldered wlllful 

Rea rres t Ra tes: 

failures to'appear, thus making the rate only 
1.34% 

In a random sample of 94 ORled defendants, 20 (21.3%) 
were rearrested; only 10 of these actual;y ha? charges 
filed against them, making the rate 10.6%. Elght of 
the rearrests were for felony charges. 

, __ • __ ,,....,.,,,,.,,;,If1·~.-.!~"'i"t~-:>~~~-""" 
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LAS VEGAS, NEVADA, O.R. ACTIVITY DURING PROGRAt1 OPERATIONS 

Number Percent Granted O.R. by J.P. 

Time Period Interviewed Recommended % of those % of those 
for O.R. recommended consid,:!red 

1975 --
May 212 14.2% 55.0% 10 . .8% 

June 214 27.6 54.2 15.0 

July 264 29.5 70.5 25.0 

August 232 22.8 67.9 16,4 

September 241 33.2 71. 3 27.0 

October 266 28.6 84.2 26.3 

November 275 32.7 70.0 24.4 

December 288 43.8 77 .8 35.4 

1976 --
January 295 43.4 76.6 35.9 

February 272 31. 3 85.9 30.5 

~1arch 366 33.3 77 .1 32.2 

April 361 32.1 77 .0 33.8 

May 368 35.1 75.2 28.5 

TOTAL 3,654 32.8% 75.0% 27.0% 

(1,200) 

Source: Joe Sasfy, MITRE evaluation, 1977 

, 
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CLARK COUNTY JAIL POPULATION AND ARREST DATA 
April 1976--January 1977 

~~ I 
Apr; 1 May June July Aug 

r----1a ri ab 1 e 1976 

Average Daily Poppulation of 
Charged Detainees 346 364 394 420 398 

Arrests 2,362 2,454 2,246 2,420 2,521 

Percent of Arrestees 14.6 14.8 17.5 17.4 15.8 
Detained 

-" " 

, 

\ 

) .. 

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan 
1977 

474 428 494 466 481 

2~331 2,618 2,247 2,462 2,304 

20.3 16.3 22.0 18.9 20.0 
\ 

., 
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TUCSON, ARIZONA 

Misdemeanant Program 

pates of Operation: January 1975-July 1977 

Source of Funding: City 

Amount of Funding: $14,000 for first 8 months 
$16,000 for six months at end of 1976 
(approximately $30,000 per year) 

Staff: 3 full-time and 5 part-time paid investigators, plus 10 part­
time vol unteers 

Administrative Control: None. Though servicing the Municipal Courts, 
the program was technically not under the 
administrative control of the Chief City 
Magistrate. Starting in February 1977, the 
program was placed under the administrative 
control of the Director of the Correctional 
Volunteer Center (CVC). 

Eligibility: misdemeanor defendants only 

Types of Release Available: OR, surety bond, citation release, third 
pa rty cus tody 

Recommendations: made directly to Court; recommendations concerned 
qualification for OR and third party custody only 

Basis of Decisions: verification of community ties and prior record 

Timing of Interview: 

Scope of Operations: 

after initial bond set (according to a pre­
determined schedule), but almost immediately 
after booking 

864 interviews of total 1,777 misdemeanor defenGants 
(49%) bebJeen January and March 1977; intervie\1is 
held at jail 5 days a week at 4 a.m.; those n~t 
interviewed had usually bon&d out beforehar:d or 
were drunk (1/3 of all arrests occur durfhg weekends 
and were thus missed) 

Release Rates: (January-March 1977) 
OR: 26% 

. " 

Third Party Custody: 3% 
Bond Outs: 28% 

(May 1978) 
OR: 29% 
Bond Outs: 25% (45% on weekends) 

.-
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Tucson (continued) 
A-14 

Equity of Release: data unavailable 

Follow-up Activities: defendants who were released into C.V.C. custody 
were reminded of court dates 

Auxiliary Activities: 1 % of the misdemeanor defendants were released 
into C.V.C. custody (a total of 25 defendants 
betv/een January and t1arch 1977); these defendants 
were given minimal referral services when requested 

Failure to Appear Rates: see attached chart 

January-March 1977 
Bail: 38% 
O.R.: 14% 
Third Party Custody: 8% 

t~ay 1978 
Bail: 38% 
O. R.: 18% 

Rearrest Rates: data unavailable 
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( Tucson Correctional Volunteer Center Misdemeanant Program 

I:tem January-March May 
1977 1978 

Number of defendants arraigned 1,777 599 
Percent of defendants interviewed 49% n.a. 
Percent released O.R. 26% 25% 
Percent released to third party custody 3% 0% 
Percent released on bond 28% 45% 
Percent recommended for O.R. by Program 19% n.a. 
Agreement Rate: Program Recommendation 

and Court Acceptance 76% n.O. 
Failure to A~~ear Rates: 

Recommended for O.R. 10% 
Released O.R. 9% n.a. 
Released Third Party Custody 8% 
Released on Bond 29% 

Recommended for Third Part~ Release 
5% Released O.R. 

Released Third Party Custody 8% n.a. 
Released on Bond 34% 

Recommended ~!o O. R. 23.1% 
45% Released O.R. 

O"L n.a. Released Third Party Custody ,0 

Released on Bond 57% 

Source: Information provided by Correctional Volunteer Center, 
Tucson, Arizona 
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CLEVELAND, OHIO 

The Pre-Trial Supervised Release Project 

Dates of Operation: April 1974-May 1976 

Source of Fund~: L.E.A.A., CETA, Cleveland Foundation, Catholic 
Community Action in-kind support 

Amount of Funding: $215,000 

Staff: average of 6 full-time (at height of program, there were 25 staff 
members, of which 10 were full-time). most of staff functioned 
~s invRstinatnrs; nth~rs ~ere assi0n~rl tn snecial tas~s, e.g., 
Job and housing assistance 

Administrative Control: Commission on Catholic Community Action, Cleveland 
Diocese 

El igi bi 1 ity: adult felony defendants only, excluding those with two or 
more prior felony (i.e., violent) convictions and those 
charged with non-probationable offenses; only upon referral 
by Court 

Types of Release Available: Surety bond, 10% bond, third party custody 
(supervised release) and O.R. 

Recommendations: No court appearances made; program applied for personal 
bonds and custody orders in the name of the defendants; 
some personal contact between staff and other criminal 
justice officials. 

Basis of Decisions: point system following the Dayton and San Francisco 
questionnaire forms; community ties stressed; information 
verified; record checks made 

Timing of Interview: 

Scope of O~erations: 

before preliminary appearance at Court 

program served approximately 10% of those defendants 
eligible for its services; during the entire period 
of its existence, this amounted to 556 defendants 
served. 33% of clients were charaed with violent 
crimes, 67% with property crimes -

Release Rates: Of the 556 program clients, 45% received O.R., 42% received 
a 10% bond, and 8% a surety bond; in the year before the 
program began, 65% of the felony defendants received a 
surety bond, 10% received a 10% bond, and only 17% were 
granted O.R. 

i, 
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Cleveland (continued) 

Eguity of Release: see attached chart~ 

Rearrest Rate: 3.2% of program clients (18 of 556) 

Failure to App~ar Rate: total July 1973-May 1975 rate: 16.3% (bail 
forfeiture orders) 
April 1974-May 1976 rate: 23 of program's 556 
clients (4.1%) 

Follow-up Activity: program maintained regular and frequent contact with 
clients 

Auxiliary Activities: provided various social services depending upon need 

Note: Program eventually supplanted by Probation Department program 
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DEMOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN 

Male 512 92% 
Female 42 8% 

Sex 

Caucasian 127 . 23% 
Black 

Race 

Age 

Employment 

Education 

416 
Other 11 

Below 18 1 
18-21 268 
22-25 142 
26-30 59 
Over 30 73 
Unknown 1 

Full time Employment 
Part time Employment 
Unemployed 

14elfare 
Social Security (Dis-

abil ity) 
Unemployment Compo 
Support by Others 
Other 

Elementary 
High School 
College 
Less Than Elementary 
Unknown 

Residency Own Home 
Rent 
Live With Others 

Prior Record Previous Felony Arrest 
Previous Misdemeanor 
Previous Juvenile Record 
No Record 

Marital Status Single 
Married 
Dependents 

Source: Allan Warren "A 1 . 

75% 
2% 

0% 
48% 
26% 
11. 6% 
13% 

0% 

142 
50 

304 

54 

29 
25 

142 
60 

347 
167 

1 
12 
25 

14 
166 
372 

177 
166 
107 
206 

401 
151 
174 

29% 
10% 
61% 

17% 

9% 
8% 

46% 
19% 

63% 
30% 
001 

I' 
2% 
5% 

3% 
30% 
67% 

32% 
30~~ 
19% 
37% 

73~b 
27% 
32% 

1 

Cuyahoga County Court'of ~~m~~~sp~:a:on~ppF~~~~~t~r~ P~tterns hin 
, , mlmeograp ed, 1976. 
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WEST COVINA, CALIFORNIA 

Marshall's Own Recognizance Investigation Program 

Dates of Operation: March 1972-September 1974 

Source of Funding: County 

Amount of Funding: Salary for additional Deputy t1arshall; precise 
amount not available 

Staff: 1-2 part-time Marshall's deputies 

Administrative Control: Municipal Courts as part of overall Los Angeles 
County program (through Marshall's Office) 

Eligibility: misdemeanor defendants only; judge must have requested investigation 

Types of Release Available: O.R., surety bond, citation release 

Recommendations: written recommendations to Court 

Basis of Decisions: subjective; based on community ties, current charge 
and previous record; verification of community ties 
and record 

Tim~ng of Interview: before initial appearance, after initial bail deter­
mination 

Scope of Operations: interviewed 75-100% of those arraigned, depending 
on individual judge's requests; average number of 
interviews per month = 100 

Release Rates: April 1969-March 1970 (for entire Los Angeles County) 
18% of all defendants interviewed 

received O.R. 

September-December 1971 50% of those interviewed 
37% of those arraigned 

January-April 1974 36% of those interviewed 
30% of those arraigned 

January-June 1977 32% of those arraigned 

(see attached chart for more detailed information on Hest Covina) 

Follow-up Activity: none; Marshall's office served bench warrants 

Auxiliary Activities: none 

. " ,-
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Failure to Appear Rates: data unavailable 

Rearrest Rates: data unavailable 
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Time Period 

1971 

September-
December 

1972 

Narch- I 
October 
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O R R r~s 1971-1977 West Covina, California, .. epo., 
(monthly averages) 

I .r I 
O.R. nUlI\ber of Number or I Percen t I 

Intervi e',iS I Inter'viewed ReCQr.lf'1en-Arraignments 
(of those I daticns: 

I 
Percen t arraigned) 

283 213 75.4 ;; 30.3 :! 

, 
I I 

460 343 74.6 26.5 

. 1973 I 
February-

! 
June 449 163 36.2 24.3 

I August-
371 85.5 I 15.5 rec2~':er 435 I 

1974 

January-
April 443 357 80.6 5.3 

I 
I May-

I 413 91.0 i 5.6 August ! 454 
I , , 

September- I 
I 

469 91.8 n.a. December 
! 

511 

1975 

I January-
533 100.0 n.a. June 533 

Ju1y-
December 525 525 100.0 n.a. 

1977 I 
I 
I January-

11.1 n.a. June 450 50 

August-
November 319 1 0.2 n.a. 

a. as a percent of those ~rraig~ed 
b. as a percent of those lntervlewed 
Source! West Covina Marshall s O.R. reports 

I 'T I. 
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O. :~. 
Granted 

I ~ 'E! I 

36.3 '.: 48.9~ 

I 
I 31.5 42.2 

! 

I 20.3 56.2 

I I I 

32.1 37.5 I 

( 

29.2 36.2 

20.1 22.1 

13.2 14.3 

3J.2 33.2 

33.3 33.3 

32.2 -

32.2 -

() 

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 

Sheriff's Special Evaluation Unit 

Dates of Operation: 1973-1976 

Source of Funding: L.E.A.A. / County 

Amount of Funding: $190,000 per year, including funds for the diversion 
and social services unit of the program 

Staff: 6 full-time (5 investigators and one Director)and one clerk-typist; 
most were former probation officers; 2 inmate contact workers 
perform the classification and orientation functions (see IIAuxiliary 
Activities ll below) 

Administrative Control: Sheriff's Department 

Eligibility: all felony offenses 

lYpes of Release Available: unsecured bond, third party custody, 
surety bond, 10% deposit bond, work 
furlough 

Recommendations: defendants rated by program as excellent, good, fair or 
poor risks; recommendations given to Court are not for 
specific forms of release 

Basis of Decisions: 

Timing of Interview: 

Scope of Operations: 

point 5ystem; community ties, prior record and current 
charge; verification of information when possible 

Primary---before initial appearance in District 
Attorney's Office. Secondary--at Intake Court 
or for Preliminary Hearing by special request 

(1974) 1,704 bail evaluations were made 
(1975) 2,118 bail evaluations were made 
(Jan-June 1976) 953 bail evaluations were made 

Release Rates: Bail ratings for a sample of 1975 cases were excellent, 8%; 
good, 23%; fair, 30%; and poor, 39%. 

Equity of Release: data unavailable 

Follow-up Activiti.~: none 

Auxiliarv Activities: The Special Evaluation Unit is also responsible for 
the Sheriff's Diversion Program, the Classification 
and Orientation program for the r1i1waukee County 
Jail, and certain training activities within the 
Sheriff's Department Training School. In 1975, 
979 defendants were involved in the Diversion 
Program, plus another 831 in the Worthless Check 
Diversion Program. For the purposes of classification 
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and orientation, the two specially designated in­
mate contact workers contacted all 3,928 jail 
inmates who remained in the jail for over 72 hours. 

I 
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Excellent 
Bail 
Risks 
(31 Cases) 

Good 
Ba il 
Risks 
(84 Cases) 

Fa ir 
Bail 
Risks 
(110 Cases 

Poor. 
Ba il 
Risks 
(144 Cases 

A-24 

BAIL nATING RELATED TO TIME IN CUSTODY po .r OR iO TR L'IL 

Pen:entilge (::) 

78:' 
Bail 
Bail 
Ba il 
Bail 

n 1 Heek 
n 1-4 ~Iks. 

1 month 

67% Bail made wit n 1 week 

Source: 

10~ 

50% 

23% 

4·", 
"T •• 

Bailmadel~i 
8a il 
ilail 

Bail made ~ti 
Ba i 1 made I''; 

Bail mad~ in 
Bail never 

Bail mada Itit 
Ba i1 made I·ti t 
Ba i1 
Ba i1 

~heriff' s O~partment. ,'1i lwaukee County," Aopendi x A, ?'eport 
y the.Speclal EvailJation Unit-Quarterly Financial .lnd 

Narratlve Progress Report," COP No. 2 Quarter ~nding 
September 3D, 1976. ,-

n 1 week 
1-4 wks. 
1 man th 
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E.~cellent 
Sa i1 
Risks 
'28 cases) 

Good 
Sail 
Risks 
(84 cas'es) 

Fair 
Sa i1 
Risks 
(,03 cases) 

:l:lor 
Sa i 1 
2isks 
(139 cases) 
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Ul TI~lATE OISPOSITION IN Cm1PftRISON TO THE BAll EVAlUATIO,'l RATL'lG 

\Cl -10 dJ 

54~ 

.-,a., 
~o;, 

33% 

.~couitta 1 
Probation 
Probation and Hu 

\1P 

Jail Sent. under 4 ars 
~ail Sent. 4 years 

',q.,tt., •• OI •• J"" 
Probation j 
Probation and Hub r Sent. 
Jail Sent. under years 
Jail Sent. 4 year or mor~ I -

I 
Acquittal or Dismissal 
Probation I 
Probation and Huber Sent. 
~ail Se~t. under 4 ye~rs 
Jail Sent. 4 years or nore 

Acquittal or Disc1'ssal 
Drobacion 
Probation and HubJr Sent. 
Jail Sent. under 4 years 
Jail Sent. 4 year~ or more 

Source: Sheriff's Depar':ment, :1i1waukee County, "Appendix A, Report by 
the Soecial Evaluation Unit-Quarterly Financial and ':arracive 
Progress ~eport," CDF No.2, Quarter Ending Septernoer 30, 1975. 
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OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 

Oakland Bail Project 

Dates of Operation: 1963-1966 

Source of Funding: County 

Amount of Funding: Data unavailable 

Staff: 3 full-time investigators and one typist, on loan from the Alameoa 
County Probation Department 

Administrative Control: Probation Department 

Eligibility: Misdemeanor offenses only 

Types of Release Available: O.R., surety bond, conditional release 

Recommendations: presented directly to Court 

Basis of Decisions: subjective; based upon defendant's community ties and 
the expectations for case disposition (dismissal, 
guilty plea or trial); apparently centered upon the 
need to alleviate heavy court caseloads 

Timing of Interview: 

Scope of Operations: 

Either before or after arraignment, depending on 
the time at which a defendant was referred to 
(or voluntarily sought) the program. 

1,119 positive OR recommendations (1963-6) 
1.181 negative recommendations (1963-6) 

Release Rates: Of the 1,119 defendants recommended for O.R. by the program, 
625 (55.8 percent) were released on O.R. The project raised 
the O.R. rate among misdemeanor defendants from 2 percent to 
almost 4 percent. 

, 



, , 

( 

( 

A-27 

BUCKS COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

Bucks County Bail Program 

Dates of Operation: 1964-1975 

Source of Funding: private, church funds (Quaker Church) 

Amount of Funding: unknown 

Staff: volunteer investigators 

Administrative Control: church 

Eligibility: all defendants unable to afford bail 

Types of Release Available: surety bond, deposit bond (10%), O.R. 

Recommendations: None; program made application to court for pretrial 
release . 

Basis of Decisions: subjective; nature of the charge, defendant's finan­
cial situation, amount of collateral available and 
community ties; verification sporadic 

Timing of Interviews: after initial appearance 

Scope of Operations: data unavailable 

Release Rates: data unavailable 
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CINCINNATI, OHIO 

Dates of Operation: 1970-1971 (7) 

Source of Fundino.·. LEA A d 1 1 . . . . an oca funds 

Amount of Funding: unknown 

Staff: full- and part-time st~ff 1 students) , p us many volunteers (especially law 

Adninistrative Control: p~iv~te, ~ith general supervision from the 
Clnclnnatl Bar.Association, the Municipal Courts 
and the Probatlon Department 

Eligibility: unknown 

Types of Re'lease Available: O.R., surety bond, deposit bond third party 
custody, stationhouse citation ;elease 

Recommendations: made directly to Court 

Basis of Decisions: point system, using Vera criteria; verification 

Timing of Interview: unknown 

Scope of Operations: data unavailable 

Release Rates: data unavailable 
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APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR BRIEF ANALYSIS OF DEFUNCT PROGRAMS 
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INTERVIEW GUIDE 

Former Program Directors: 

A. Pre-program period 
1. Types of release available 
2. Number of persons arrested, released on each type of 

release, violating release conditons (failure to appear, 
pretrial rearrest) per year 

B. Program Period 
1. Did the program seem to affect release, failure to appear 

or pretrial rearrest rates? Which of them? How? 
2. Which persons, if any, seemed opposed to the program? 

Supportive of it? 
3. What was responsible for its termination (or suspension)? 
4. At what point in the criminal justice system processing 

did the program interview defendants and make a release 
recommendation? 

5. Under what administrative jurisdiction did the program 
operate? 

6. Hhat proportion of the interview information was verified? 
7. Was a point system used? Subjective? Criteria? 
8. What was the extent of defendant supervision and conditions 

of release? 
9. Were any research reports done on the program? (Obtain, if 

possible.) . 
10. What were the strengths and weaknesses of the program? 
11. Stati sti cs: 

a. Annual budget 
b. Dates of operation 
c. Number of arrests 
d. Types of release available through program and outside 

program and number of defendants for each per.year 
e. Types of de'fendants/charges excl uded from intervi ew 

and their numbers 
f. Numbers of positive and negative recommendations, if 

any, for each type of release 
g. Number of recommendations followed by court 
h. Failure-to-appear rates (how calculated?) 
i. Pretrial crime rates (how calculated?) 
j. Number and types of full- and part-time staff 

C. Post-Program (or Suspension) Period 
1. What caused the termination (or suspension) of the program? 
2. How does pretrial release occur now? What agencies are 

involved? Has something else supplanted the program (e.g., 
citation release)? 

3. In your opinion, has the program had any lasting effects on 
release practices? If so, what are these? 

4. What impact, if any, has the discontinuation of the program 
had upon jail populations and jail costs? 

L 
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5. What impact, if any, has the termination of the pretrial 
releage program had upon defendants in terms of length of 
pretrial detention, types of release available, and equity 
of release? 

6. If the program were resumed, what problems would you expect, 
if any? (For terminated programs only.) 

7. Are statistics available on rates of release, failure to 
appear and pretrial crime? (Obtain, if possible.) 

II. Present Program Directors (for Post-Suspension Period, Where Applicable) 

A. Obtain current statistics, as in I. B. 11 

B. What problems or advantages did you or your predecessor find 
were entailed in starting up the program again? 

C. What allies do you hav~ now that you did not have when the 
program was suspended? 

III. Judges, Public Defenders, Prosecutors 

A. What developments led to the creation of the pretrial release 
program? 

B. How successful would yqu say that the program was? 

C. Would it have been beneficial to you for it to have continued? 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

If so, how? 

To what extent did you use the information/recommendations of 
the program while it was in operation? 

Do you see any difference in your or your colleagues· releasing 
decisions as a result of the termination (or suspension) of 
the pretrial release program? 

Is it your impression that there is a larger, or smaller, pro­
portion of failures-to-appear and pretrial rearrests now than 
there were while the program was in operation? 

What was the major benefit you feel you received, if any, while 
the program was operating? 

How would you change the pretrial release process if you could? 

What types of changes are underway or have occurred since the 
pretrial release program ended? 

J." What impact has the termination of the pretrial.release p~ogram 
had upon defendants in terms of length of pretrlal detentlon, 
types of release available and equity of release? 

() 
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K. How much of the program·s procedures do you think the judges 
have internalized? Of what type? 

L. Do you think judges would have released more defendants and 
on more lenient forms of release, even if there had never been 
a program there? 
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APPENDIX C 

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

C-2 Comparability of Groups Across Time Periods: Milwaukee 

C-3 Comparability of Released Groups Across Time Periods: 
Milwaukee 

C-4 Comparability of "Old Program II and "No Program" Groups: 
Tucson Misdemeanors 

C-5 Comparabil ity of Released Defendants in the "Old Program" 
and "No Program ll Groups: Tucson Misdemeanors 

C-6 Comparability of Defendants Interviewed Versus Not 
Interviewed by Program During IIOld Program ll Period: 
Tucson Misdemeanors 

C-7 Comparability of IINo Program ll and IINew Program" Groups: 
Tucson Misdemeanors 

C-9 Comparability of Released Defendants in the IINo Program" 
and IINew Program" Groups: Tucson Misdemeanors 
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TABLE C-1 

COMPARABILITY OF GROUPS 
ACROSS TI~lE PERIODS: MILWAUKEE 

Before Program During Program 
(n=150) (n=151) 

Characteristic Nlimber Percent tlultlber rercen t 
---

Part I. Comlllunity Ties 

A. Local Residenr.e 
Defendant is local 143 

resident 
95% 137 96% 

Defendant is not 7 5% 6 4% 
local res i dent 

TOTAL 150 100~; 143 100% 

Part II. Criminalit~ 

A. Current Charge 
Part I 

~~ 50% 87 58% 
Pa rt I I 5m~ 63 42~l 

TOTAL 150 10m~ 150 100% 

Crimes Against 36 
Persons 

24); 32 21% 

Economic Crimes 69 46:; 82 55% 
Drug Crimes 22 15~ 17 W, 
Cri mes Aga i ns t 15 10% 7 5% 

Pub 1 i c t'lora 1 ity 
Crimes Against 2 1% 5 3% 

Public Order 
Other Crimes 6 4°~ 7 5% 

TOTAL 15J 100:;; 150 100% 

-
B. flllmber of Prior 

Arrests 
"lean Ilumber of 4.8 5.2 

Prior Arrests 
C. Humber of Prior 

Convictions 
'-lean Number of 3.1 3.4 

Prior Convictions 
D. Age At First Adult 

Arrest 
I·jean Humber of Years 21.3 21.4 

Part 1 I 1. Demoqraphi c 
Cila rac teri s tics 

A. Age at Arrest a 
I·lean flumner of Yea rs 24.8 27.1 

B. Ethnicity b 
Hhite 24 16% 52 34% 
~li nori ty 126 84~; 99 66% 

TOTAL ,150 100~ 151 100% 

C. Sex 
"la le 137 91r. 133 89% 
Female 13 9~ 16 11% 

TOTAL 1---
150 100'~ 149 100% 

."~ 

After Prog ram 
(n=149) 

Illlltlber r~ t'cen t 
-- ""----

142 95% 

7 5% 
149 100;~ 

85 57% 
64 4,·-

149 100;, 

39 26% 

73 49% 
10 7% 
13 9% 

1 1% 

l3 9% 
149 100~ 

4.1 

2.4 

20.7 I , 

26.2 

53 36% 
96 64% 

149 100% 

127 85% 
22 15% 

149 100% 

aSignificant at the .05 level for before versus during the program; not significant 
for during versus after the program. 
bSignificant at the .0004 level for bef?re versus during the program; not significant 
for during versus after the program . 

Ii , 

'" 

. , 



" 

( 

( 

'i C' ; 

ii 
I 

, f 

F f 

. " 

C-3 

TABLE C-2 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED GROUPS 

ACROSS TIME PERIODS: f.1I LWAUKEE 

Before Program 
(n=110) 

Characteristic Number Percent 

Part I. Commun'ity Ties 

A. Local Resi~enr.e 
Defendant is local 107 

resident 
Defendant is not 3 

1 oca 1 ,res i dent 
TOTAL 110 

Part II. Criminality 

A. Current Charae 

97% 

3'.1 

" 
100% 

Duri ng Program 
(n=99) 

Number Percent 

93 

2 

95 

98% 

2% 

100% 

After Program 
(n=92) 

I~umber Percent 

91 

1 

92 

99% 

1% 

100;; 

Part I - 50 45% 48 49% 46 50% 
Part II ~~60~ __ ~5~5~% __ ~ __ ~5~0~~~5~1~% __ -+ __ ~4~6~_~~5~0~~, ______ ~ 

TOTAL ~~1~10~~1~0~0~~' __ ~ __ ~98~~1~0~0~~, __ +-__ ~9~2 __ ~10~0~~ ______ ~ 

Crimes Against 
Persons 

Economic Crimes 
Drug Crimes 
Crimes Against 

Pub 1 i c t·lora 1 ity 
Crimes Against 

Public Order 
Other Crimes 

TOTAL 

B. Number of Prior 
Arres ts 

t1ean Number of 
Prior Arrests 

C. Number of Prior 
Convictions 

20 

55 
19 
13 

1 

2 
110 

4.0 

Mean Number of 2.7 
Prior Convictions 

D. Age At First Adult 
Arrest 

f.1ean Number of Years 22.0 
Part III. Demoaraphic. 

Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest a 
t~ean Number of Years 24.9 

B. Ethnicity b 

18% 

50% 
17% 
12% 

1% 

2% 
100% 

21 21% 20 

49 50% 46 
15 15% 7 
6 6r. 12 

4 4% 1 

3 3% 6 
98 100% 92 

4.1 3.0 

2.2 1.9 

21.9 22.2 

27.8 27.2 

22% 

50% 
8% 

13% 

1% 

7% 
100% 

White 17 15% 39 39% 37 40% 
Minority 93 85% 60 61% 55 60% 

TOTAL ~~1~10~~1~0~0~~'--~--~99~~1~0~0%~--~--~92~~1~0~0%~'------~ 

C. Sex 
Male 
Female 

TOTAL 

101 
9 

110 

92% 
8% 

100~ 

83 
15 
98 

85% 
15% 

100;' 

71 
21 
92 

77% 
23% 

10m, 

aSignificant at the .05 level for before versus during the program; not significant 
for during versus after the program. 
bSignificant at the ,0002 level for before versus during the program; not significant 
for during versus after the program. 
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TABLE C.3 
COfolPil.RABILITY OF "OLD PROGRAM" 

AND "NO PRDGRAW' GROUPS: 
TUCSON 111 SDHIEANORS 

"01 d Program" Group 
(n= 115) 

Cha l'ac tel'i s tic Number Percent 

I: Communitv Ti es 

'Local Res; dence 
Defendant is local resident 90 92% 
Defendant is not local 

8 8% resident 
TOTAL 98 -lOm~ 

II: Criminal itY 

Current Charge 
22% Part I 23 

Pa rt I I 82 7B% 
TOTAL 105 10m; 

7 7% Crimes Aqainst Persons 
Economi c' Crimes 25 24:: 
Drug Crimes 3 3% 
Crimes Against Public 

12 11% Mora 1; ty 
Crimus Against Public 

57 54% Order 
1% Other Crimes 1 

TOTAL 105 100% 

Number of Prior Arrests 
7.1 Mean Number of Prior Arrests 

Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean Number of Prior 

4.2 Convictions ... 

Criminal Justice System (CJS) 
Status at Time of Arrest 

18 19% Involved with CJS 
Not involved with CJS 79 81% 

TOTAL 97 100% 

Age at First Adult Arresta 

~lean Number of Years 21.8 

Part Ill: Demoqraphi c 
Characteristics 

A. Age at Arres t 
30.3 Mean Number of Years 

B. Ethni city 
54 47% Whi te 

Minor; ty 61 53% 
TOTAL 115 100~ 

C. Sex 
100 89% r~a 1 e 

12 11% Female 
TOTAL 112 100;; 

aSignificant at the .04 1 evel 

"No Program" Group 
(n=76 ) 

Nun:be r Percell t 

59 92% 

5 8~: 

64 100:; 

15 22% 
53 78~; 

68 100'; 

3 4" " 
17 25% 
1 2% 

5 7% 

42 62% 
0 0" . 

68 100:, 

5.1 

2.6 

7 10% 
63 90% 
70 100:; 

24.6 

32.9 

32 42% 
44 58% 
76 100% 

62 82% 
14 18% 
76 100": 
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TABLE C.4 
Cor·1PARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE "OLD PROGRAM" AND" NOPROGRAW' GROUPS: 
TUCSON MISDHIEANORS 

"Old Program" Group "No Prog ram" Group 
Relecrsees Releasees 

(n=64 ) (n=48) 

Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

Part I. Community Ties 

A. Local Resi dence 
Defendant is local resident 53 95% 40 98% 
Defendant is not local 

3 resident 5" 1 2" • .. 
TOTI\L 56 100% 41 100~ 

Part II. Cri mi na 1 itv 

A. Current Charge 
Part I 14 22% 12 25% 
Part II 50 78% 36 75% 

TOTAL 64 100;; 48 100'. 

Crimes Against Persons 4 6% 3 6% 
Economic Crimes 15 23% 12 25% 
Drug Crimes 2 3% 1 2% 
Crimes Against Public 

Morality 4 6% 3 6% 
Crimes Against Public 

Order 35 55% 24 50% 
Other Crimes 4 6" " 5 10% 

TOTAL 64 100% 48 100% 

B. Number of Prior Arrests 
t~ean Number of Prior Arrests 3.6 4.0 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
~lean Numbe r of P ri or 

Convictions 1.4 2.0 

D. Criminijl Justice System (CJS) 
status at Time of Arrest 
Involved With CJS 13 23% 5 11% 
Not Involved With CJS 44 77% 39 89~ 

TOTAL 57 100:~ 44 100;, 

E. Age At First Adult Arrest 
t·lean Number of Years 22.4 25.7 

Part III. Demoaraohic 
Cha racteri s ti cs 

A. Age at Arresta 
Mean Number of Years 28.7 33.5 

B. Ethnicity 
~Ihi te 29 45% . 17 35% 
Minority 35 55% 31 65% 

TOTAL 64 100% 48 10m~ 

C. Sex 
t-1ale 56 90% 38 79% 
Female 6 10% 10 21% 

TOTAL 62 100}' 48 100% 

aSignificant at the .05 level 
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TABLE C.5 
COt-1~ARABILITY OF DEFENDANTS INTERVIEWED 

Vc:RSUS NOT INTERVIEWED 8Y PROGRAt.l 
DURING "OLD PROGRAM" PERIOD' 

TUCSON t~I SDEI~EANORS . 

~OTE: There are no statistically Significant differences at the .05 level 

Defendants a Defendants a 
Interviewed Not. I (te r~i ewed (N=511 N=48 

Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

Part 1. Community Ties 

A. Local Res i dence 
Defendant is local res i dent 
Defendant is not local 

43 90% 34 92% 
res i dent 5 10% 3 TOTAL 48 . 100:. 

8% 
37 100:; 

Part II. Criminalitv 

Crimes Against Persons 1 ?.O% 3 6.3% Economic Crimes 11 21.6% 8 16.7% Drug Crimes 
Crimes Against Public 

3 5.9% 0 0.0% 
I~ora 1 i ty 8 15.7% 3 6.3% 

Crimes Against Public 
Order 24 47.1% 28 58. 3~i Other Crimes 4 7.8l; 6 12.5% 

TOTAL 51 100.0~ 48 100.0;; 

8. Number of Prior Arrests 
t~ean Number of Prior Arrests 8.3 7.3 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean Number of Prior 

Con vi ct ions 5.8 3.6 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) 
Status at Time of Arrest 
Involved With CJS 10 22% 7 17.5% 
Not Involved With CJS 35 78~~ 33 82. 5~; 

TOTAL 45 100~ 40 100.0;; 

E. Age At First Adult Arrest 
Mean Number of Years 21.5 21. 6 

Part I I 1. Demoaraohic 
Characteristics 

A. Age At Arrest 
Mean Number of Years 30.8 30.3 

8. Ethni ci ty 
White 27 53% 21 44% 
I~i nority 24 47% 27 56~ 

TOTAL 51 100~; 48 100:, 

C. Sex 
i·lal e 42 86% 43 91. 5% 
Female 7 14% 4 8. 5~: 

TOTAL 49 100;. 47 100.0:: 

aExcludes citation releases 
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TABLE C-6 

COMPARABILITY OF "NO PROGRAM" AND 
"NEW PROGRAM" GROUPS: TUCSON MISDEMEANORS 

Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding • 
. -, 
"t/o Program" I Group 

(n=7G) I 
- , 

Characteristic Number Percent I 

"New Program" 
Group 
i n=2241 

:lumber Percent 

'-- ----r·---I. Community Ties ·1 
! 

Local Residence 
92% j Defendant is local resident 59 206 92% 

Defendant is not local 5 8% 18 8" 
resident I TOTAL 64 100% I 224 100% , 

Part II. Crimi na 1 it~ I 
I 

Current Charge a A. 
22% I Part I 15 25 11% 

Part II 53 78% I 199 89% 
- TOTAL 68 100% ; 224 100~, 

I 
I 

Crimes Against Persons 3 4% I 10 5% 
Economic Crimes 17 25% I 24 11% 
Drug Crimes 1 2% , 1 0·' " Crimes Against Public 5 7% 4 2" " /<tora1 ity 
Crimes Against Public 42 62% 161 72% 

Order 
Other Crimes 0 0% 24 11% 

TOTAL 68 ! 100% 224 1 1001; 
1 

I 
B. Number of Prior Arrests 

One 8 20% 46 30% 
T~/O 7 18% 26 170; 
Three 4 10~~ 16 10:'0 
Four or five 5 13% 32 21% 
Six or more 16 40~ 36 23% 

TOTAL 40 100;;' 156 100:, 

I 

C. Number of Prior Convictions i 
One 11 33% ! 58 48% 
Two 7 21% I 15 12% 
Three 2 6% I 15 12% 
Four or fi ve 6 18;l 25 21% 
Six or more 7 21% f 9 7% 

TOTAL 33 100% 
t 

122 100~, 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) f 
Status at Time of Arrest E! F. 

Involved With CJS 7 ~~~ t 38 26% 
Not Involved With CJS 53 106 74% 

\1)TAL 70 100% 144 lOu;" 

Ii 
E. Age at First Adult Arrest I 21 or younger 19 46% I 89 61% 

22-25 8 20% I 18 12% 
26-29 5 12% 10 7% 
30-35 6 15:; !; 13 9% 
36 or older 3 7% I, 16 11% 

TOTAL 41 100% I 146 100;'; ,. 

(continued) 
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TABLE C-6 
(continued) 

CO~!PARABILITY OF "NO PROGRAM" ANO 
"NEW PROGRAM" GROUPS: TUCSON MISDEMEANORS 

lIOTE: not add to 100'" due to d' . Percenta ges may 

I 
.. roun 1 ng • 

"110 Program" 
Group I 
(11=7G) 

Characteristic Number Percent 
I 

, 
Part III. Demograehi c 
Characteri sti cs 

A. Age at Arrest I 

21 or younger 14 19% I 22-25 
26-29 18 

24% 1/ 
30-35 10 14% 
36 or older 6 8% I 

TOTAL 26 35% I' 
74 100~; II 

B. Ethni city 1I 
11hite 32 42% ,~ Minority 

TOTAL 44 58% ~ 
76 100~; I 

i 
C. Sex c 

I·lal e 62 Female '2% I 
TOTAL 14 18% 

76 100% ~ 

aSignificant at the .001 level. 

bS' 'f' 1 gn1 1 cant at the .01 1 evel. 

CSignificant at the .04 level. 

"New Program" 
Group 
(n=224) 

I , 
:~umber ' Percent 

50 22% 
48 21% 
34 15% 
32 14% 
60 j 27% 

224 100:;: 

I 108 51% 
102 49% 
210 100;; 

202 91% 
21 9" .~ 

223 100% 
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TABLE C-7 

COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN THE 
"NO PROGRAI1" AND "NEW FROGRAI·\" GROUPS: TUCSON ~iISDEI·1EANORS 

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100~ due to roundi ng 

Ilt:O Progl'am" "(lew Program 
Group Releasees Group Releasees 

(n=48) (n=160) 

Characteristic Number Percent Numbe.' PerceL'.L-

Part I. Community Ties 

A. Local Residence 
Defendant is local resident 40 9B?; 149 93:; 
Defendant is not local 1 2% 11 7" 

resident 
100~~ TOTAL 41 100% 160 

Part II. Criminalitl 

A. Current Charge a 
Crimes Against Persons 3 6% 8 5% 
Economic Crimes 12 25% 15 9% 
Dr'Jg Crimes 1 2" 1 1% " 
Crimes Against Public 3 6% 4 3% 

I~oral ity 
24 50% 120 75% Crimes Against Public 

Order 
7% Other Crimes 5 10C; 12 

TOTAL 48 10m; 16.0 100l.; 

B, Number of Prior Arrests 
One 6 21% 26 23% 
Two 7 24;; 22 20% 
Three 4 147: 13 12% 
Four or five 4 14~; 29 26'; 
Six or more 8 28% 21 19'; 

TOTAL 29 100:, 111 100:, 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
40% One 10 44% 34 

Two 7 30?; 18 21% 
Three 0 O~ 13 15% 
Four or five 3 13~ 16 1% 
Six or more 3 13;; 5 6" ., 

TOTAL 23 100:, 85 100;; 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) 
Status at Time of Arrest 

23% Involve~ With CJS 5 11% 30 
Not Involved With CJS 39 89% 101 77'; 

TOTAL 44 100i; 131 100;, 

E. Age At First Adult Arrest 
70 69% 21 or younger 13 43% 

22-25 5 17% 15 15% 
26-29 4 '13% 3 3~ 

30-35 

~ 
17;'; 7 7"' " 

36 or older 10% 7 7% 
TOTAL 100% 102 

1 
100% 

c. (continued) 
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(continued) 

C0I1PARAB I Ll TV OF REL EASE D DEFENDAIITS HI THE 
"NO PROGRAI1" AND "tlEW PROGRA:·~GROUPS: TUCSON HI SDEII,EAtIORS 

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding 

"1'10 Program" "ilel" Program 
Group Releasees Group Releasees 

(n=48) (n=160) 

Characteristic Ilumber Percent NUlllber Percen,L-

Part II I. Demograehic Characteristics 

A. Age At Arrest 
21 or younger 9 19% 41 26% 
22-25 12 26% 32 20% 
26-29 5 11% 22 W; 
30-35 2 4% 25 16% 
36 or older 19 40% 40 25% 

TOTAL 47 100% 160 100:: 

B. Ethnicity 
Hhite 17 35% 73 47% 
Minority 31 65~ 87 53''; 

TOTAL 48 10m: 160 100% 

C. Sex 
Nale 38 79% 139 87% 
Female 10 21~; 21 13;~ 

TOTAL 48 100;; 160 100;, 

aSignificant at the .05 1 evel 
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