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the data. The ICPSR council . 
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follow some adaptation of this 
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sfatement with the parentheses indicating 
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" The data for the Pretrial 
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STUDY DESCRIPtION 

The survey invo1ved asking police chiefs, judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, 
and bail project directors in 80 cities a variety of questions concern.ing the 
processing of arrested persons prior to trial. The research objectives included: 
1) developing a model designed to determine the ~ptimum percentage of defen­
dants to hold prior to trial, 2) developing a model designed to make decisions 
on whether a defendant should be released or held in jail prior to trial, 3). 
comparing cities having bail reform projects with cities not having them, 4) 
comparing cities that require arrested persons to provide 10 percent of the 
bond with cities requiring 100 percent of the bond, and 5) determining the causes . ., -

and effects of variations across cities in the percentage of defendants held 
in jail prior to trial. 

The data were obtained by mailing questionnaires in 1969 to judges, prosecutors, 
defense attorneys, and bail project. directors in 80 cities. Of the 280 question­
naires mailed 156 respondents or 56 percent s'ent back usable questionnaires. 
The questionnaire .recipients were determined by consUlting such directories as 
the A.B.A. Criminal Law Directory and the Martindale-Hubbell Legal Directory. 

Related publications: 
S. Nagel, R. Wice, and M. Neff, 

Too Much or Too Little Policy: The Example of Pretrial Release 
(Sage Publications, 1977). 

S. Nagel and M. Neff, 
Legal Policy Analysis: Finding an Optimum Level or Mix (Lexington­
Heath, 1977). 

S. Nagel and M. Neff, 
"Legal Policy Optimizing Models, II Journal of Lega1.Education (Spring, 1977). 
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DECK~ 

Columns 1;'3 

Col. 4 

Col. 5 

Col. 6 

Col. 7 

Col. 8 

Col. 9 

Col. '10 

Col. 11, 

Col. 12 

Col. 13 

Col. 14 

~------~----~---------""',---------------------~ 

Identification 

Blank 

Deck number 
I Deck 1Fl 
2 - Ceck 1/2 

Blank 

CODING F'.EY 

BAIL DA.TA 

Time between arrest and setting of bail' 
I - Same day 
2 - Next day 
3 - More than one day 

Time between arrest and release on ROR 
1 - Same day 
2 .... Next day 
3 - Between 2 days and a'week 
4 More than a week 

System of notification 
1 -, No 
2 - Yes' 

How notification is made 
1 - Phone call 5 -

, , 

Official publication 
2 - Letter 6 - Formal notice to appear 
3 - Personal visit 7 - Advised orally 
4 - Written on court order 8 - Others - bond orders 

Dichotomy of notification (a) Place 
1 Not:ipe given at the courthouse (formal notice, written on court order) 
'2 - Nqtice given after l~aving courthouse (phone call, letter, etc.) 

. 
Dichotomy of notification (b) Oral vs. written 

1 - Oral notice (Phone call, visit) 
2 - Written notice (letter, court order) 

Separate detention facilities 
1·,- No 
2 - Yes 

Approximate 
1 - $1 

jail costs per day per person 

2 - $2 
3 - $3 
4 - $4 
5 - $5, 

6 - $6 
7 - $7 
8 - $8 
Q - $9 

~ 

() 

(), 

, 
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" 

Colo 15 

Col. 16 

Col. 17 

Col. 18 

Col. 19 

Cols 0 20 - 35 

Col. 20 

Col. 21 

Col. 22 

Col. 23 

Col. 24 

Col. 25 

Colo 26 

Col .. 27 

Col. 28 

Colo 29 

Col. 30 

------ _.-._--- ~ 

jail prior to trial Average length of time spent in 
1 - Less than a week 
;2 - One week to a month 

5 - Three months to 4 months 
6 - Four months to 6r"ti,ltJnths 

I , 

3 - One month to two months 
4 - Two months to 3 mont,hs 

'Time detained + 3 months 
1 - Less than 3 months 
2 - Three months and longer 

Bail set by statute or ordinance 
-1 - Set by discretion of judge 
2. - Set by statute or ordinance 

Bondsmen available 
1 - No 
2' - Yes 

Verification system in use 
1; - No 
2 - Yes 

Statistical Data 
0- 0-9% 
1 - 10-19% 
2 - 20-29% 
3 - 30-39% 
4 - 40-49% 
5 . '50-59% 

Number of defendants arraigned 

7 - Over 6 months ,~i 

6 - 60-69'70 
7 - 70-79% 
8 - 80-89% 
9 - 90-100% 

Percentage of defendants interviewed for ROR 

Percentage of defendants re~ommended for ROR 

Perc€''1tage o'f defendants released on own recognizance, 

Percentage of defendants released on hail payment 

Percentage of defendants detained in jail 

Percentage of defendants failed to show 

Fercentageof defendants ROR'd who failed to show 

Percentage of defendants released on bail who failed to ShOlo1 

Percentage of defendants rearrested for new crime 

Percentage of defendants rearrested for new crime - ROR I d 

". ~- -"-' b 

2 

.1 

Col. 31 

Col. 32 

Col. 33 

Col. 34 

Col. 35 

Cols. 36- 50 

Col. 36 

Col. 37 

Col. 38 

Col. 39 

Col. 40 

Col. 41 

Col. 42 

Col. 43 

Col. 44 

Col. 45' 

Col. 46 

Col. 47 

Col. 48 

Col. 49 

, Col. 50 

Cols. 51-60 

Col, 51 

Col.. 52 

Col. 53 

Percentage of defendants rearrested f-or new crime - released on bail 

Percentage' of defendants found guilty - those detained in jail 

Percentage of defendant s found guilty - tho~e ROR I d 

Percentage of defendants found guilty - those released on bail 

Percentage of defendan~s who uSed bondsmen 

5-year trend of statistical, data 
1 - Decrease 
2 - No change 
3 Increase 

5-yr. trend - % interviewed for ROB. 

5-yr. trend - % recommended for ROR 

5-yr. trend - % receiving ROR 

5-yr. trend % released on bail payment 

5-yro trend % detained in jail 

5-yr. trend - % failed to show 

5-yr. trend - % failed to show - ROR I d 

5-yr. trend - % .failed to show - paid bail 

5-yr. trend - % rearrested - total 

5- yr. trend - % rearres ted - ROR' d 

5-yr. 'trend % rearrested - paid bail 

5-yr. trend - % detained found gu~lty 

5-yr. trend - ~~- RORld found guilty 

5-yr. trend % paid bail found guilt.y 

5-yr. trend % using bondsmen 

Pre-release criteria 
I - Not important 
2 - Slightly important 
3 Moderately important 
4 - Extremely imPOrtant 

Present charge 

Past criminal record 

Likelihood of committing a future crime 

3 

of 
L\~' 

1 
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Ii 
:i 
,j 

'\ iii Col,. 54 ,I 

t! Col. 55 
~ 

Cpl~ 56 

Col,. 57 

Col. 58 

Col .• 59 

Co],. 60 

Col. 61 

Col. 62 

Colo 63 

Col.. 64 

Colo 65 

Col. 66 

Col. 67 

Pre.sent employment 

References 

Length of present ,employment 

Living with family 

How long ha~ he lived in city 

How long at his present address 

- '"'-',~-",~ ·'· .. ··0. ><,,~. ~, . . 

4 

Has he previously been released on bail and appeared (past\appearance record) 

Are these criteria weighted 
1 - No 
2 - Yes 

Do they have a bail reform program 
1 - No 
2 - Yes 

St.arting date of program 
1 - 19.63 and earlier 
2- 1964 
3 - 1965 
4- 1966 
5 1967 
6 1968 
7 1969 

Dichotomy of starting date 
1 Before 1965 
2 - 1965 and after 

Sponsor of program 
1- Prpbation 
2 - LegaHiia.idofficer 
3 - Bar association 
4 - The co urt s 
5 - Foundation 

Dichotomy of sponsor 
1 - Private " 
2 - Public (gpvernmenta1) 

Source of staff 
1 - Probation officers 
2- Judges 0 

3 ., Court administrators 
4 - Bail investigators 
5 - Misc. paid personnel 

6' - Parole .Board 
7 - Legal Servic~s 
8- ACLU 
9- Mis.c. 

6 -
7' -
8-
9 ., 

.. 
Law:Students 
Vista volunteers 
Attorneys 
Misc. volunteers 

. , 

Col. 68 

Col. 69 

Col. 70 

CoL. 71 

Col. 72 

Col. 73 

Cols. 74-76 

Col. 74 

Col. 75 

Col. 76 

J Cols. n-80 
~, 

Dichotomy of service of staff 
I ., Regular paid officers of cOUrt 
2- Volunteer~ 

Source of funds 
1 - City 
2 - State 5 - Private foundations 

6 No cost 3 - Federa.l 
4 ., Bar association. 

Dichotomy of source of funds 
1 Governmental 
2 - Private 

Types of charges 
I Misdemeanors 
2 - Lesser felonies 
3 - Lesser felonies and misdemeanors 
4 - Felonies 
5 - Felonies and misdemeanors 

7 ., Misc. 

6 - Felonies and lesser felonies 
7 _. Felonies, lesser felonies, and misdemeanors 

Dichotomy of types of charges 
1 - Misdemeanors, and/or lesser felonies 
2 ., Felonies and lesser felonies 

ExpanSion of bail project 
·1 - No 
2 - Yes 

Attitudes toward the administration of bail - Part III of Questionnaire 
1 -Disagree strongly (--) 4 - Agl;'ee, but not strongly (+) 
2 Disagree but not strongly G) 5 ., Agree strongly (++) 
3 Undecided (0) 

Role of the bondsmen 

Negative View of bondsmt:m 

Role of the presidt,ng judge 

Blank 

(( 

5 
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CODING"KEY - DECK. !HQ 6 

Cols'. 1-3 

Col. 4 

Col. 5 

Col. 6 

Cols. 7-24 

Col •. 7 

Col. 8 

Col. 9 

Col. 10 

Col •. 11 

Col,. 12 

Col. 13 

Col. 14 

Col. 15 

Col. 16 

Col •. 17 

Col. 18 

Col. 19 

Col. 20 

Col. 21 

Col. 22 

I:) 
Col. 23 

Colo 24 

Cols. 25-44 

Identification number 

Blank 

Deck numbel; 
1: - Deck tFI 
2 - Deck tF2 

h • 

Blank 

Attitudes toward the administration 
l' - Disagree. strongly (--) 

of bail (continued) 

2 - Disagree but not strongly ~) 
3 - Und~cided (0) 

4 - Agree, but not strongly (+) 
5 - Agree· strongly (++) 

Posi.tive view of preventive dete'ntion 

·Preyentive detention reduces crime rate 

Pres~nt sy.stem of bail is acceptable 

Incr.eased number RORld will increaSe crime rate 

" Number of defendants RORld is too ~reat 

Defendant's chances of acquittal affected by pretrial detention 

Bail amount is manipulated to detain defendant 

Positive view o·f bail reform proj~ets 

PO' ... dve view of third party parole 

Positive view of daytime release 

Positive view of condit~ona.l release 

'" Bail is usually set too high 

Bail sho.1ld be lowered to more realistic amounts 

Need to enforce laws on bail jumpers· 

Positive view of cash bail alternative 

Importance of a speedy tria:l. 

Prosecuting attorney plays Significant. role 

Pretrial detention facilities are overcrowded 

Demograph:lc charact~ristics of 72 cities 

r 

, .. 

a\ 
II 

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

• 

~ Col. 25 

Col. 26 

• Col. 27 

Col. 28 

Col. 29 

Col. 30 

-Col. 31 

I Col. 32 

Col •. 33 

Bail reform city 
1 - No 
2 - Yes 

Region of the country 
1 - New England 
2 - M:i,ddle Atlantic 
3 - South 
4 - Midwest 

Population 
1 - Under 50,000 
2 ~ 50,000- 99,999 
3 - 100,000-199,999 
4 - 200,000-·299,999 
5 - 300,000-399,999 

Non-white population 
1 - Under 27. 
2 - 2-5.9% 
3 - 6 to 9.9% 
?J. - 10 to 13.9% 
5 - 14 to 17.9% 

Percent working in manufacturing 
1 - Less than 3% 
'2 - 4 to 8.9% 
3 - 9 to 13.9% 
4 - 14 to 18.9% 
5 - 19 to 23 < D"~ 

.. I 
',_,I 

Median income 
1 - Under $3,000 
2. '- $3001- $4000 
3 - $4001- $5QOO 
4 - $5001- $6000 

Ii 
Percent earning under $3,000 

1 .. Less than '3% 
2 - 4-7.9% 
3 .. 8-11.9% 
4 - 12-15.9% 
5 - 16-19.9% 

1967 crime rate 
1 - Under 1400 
2 - 1400-1599 
3 - 1600-1799 
4· - 1800-1999 
5 - 2000-2199 

1962 crime rate. 
1 - Under 1400 
2 - 1400-1599 
3 - 1600-1799 
4 - 1800-1999 
5 ~ 2000- 2199 

5 Southwest 
6 - Plains and Rockies 
7 Far West 

6 - 400,000-499,999 
7 .. 500,000-749,999 
8 - 750,000-999,999 
9 - Over a million 

6 - 18 to 21.9% 
7 - 22 to 25.9% 
8 - 26 to 29.9% 
9 - 30% and over 

6 - 24 to 28.9% 
7 - 29 to 33.9% 
8 - 34 to 38.9% 
9 - Over 39% 

5 - $6001- $7000 
6 - $ 7001- $8000 
7 - $8001- $9000 
8 - Over $9,000 

6. - 20-23.9% 
7 - 24-27.9% 
8 - 28-31. 9% 
9 - Over 31.9% 

6 - 2200-2399 
7 - 2400-2599 
8.- 2600-2799 
9 -: Over 2800" 

6 - 2200-2399 
7 - 2400-2599 
8 - 2600-2799 
9 - Over 2800 

7 

~ 

0 , 

If 
1 
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h , . 
Col. 34 

Col. 3.5 

Col. 36 

Col. 37 

Col. 38 

• .1,' 

Col. :3t/ 

Col. 40 

Col. 41 

Col. 42 

Col. 43 

Col. 44 

Col. 45 

'':' 

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

!J " 

1967 homocide rate, 
1':'0~esl?",tban 3.9 per 100,000 

,;2 -, 4-7.9 
3 - 8-11.9 
4 12-15.9 
5, 16-19.9 
6 20 and abgl've 

1967 burglary rate 
1 Under'499 per 100,000 
2- 56'0-699 
3 700-899 
4 900-1099 
5, 7 ' 1100-1299 
6 ": 1300 and above 

Dichotomy of region 
. 1 -' East 

2 - West 

Dichotomy of region 
1 .... North 
2- South 

Population 
1 Under 500,000 

1,,2 - ,500,000 and above 

o,":-\. '~ 

Non-white Kopulation 
1 - Under 13% 

\\ 2 13% and above 

MaT' lacturing class 
1 ... 23.9% and below 
2: - 24% (f.lnd above 

c-:-; 
Me.dian income 

::'1 

~ - $5999 and below 
2'\. $6000 and aQ,,~v~ .. 

1967 cr5.me rate per 100,000 
1 1999 ~nd below 
2 - 2000 and above 

UoD 

1962 crime rate 
1 .. 1399 and below 
2 . ~400 and above 

. 1967 homociderate 

j
l 'L - 10.9 per 100,000 
~, z' .. 11 an§ above 

"1'< L-

Blank 

and below 

• I] 

"'I 

8 
I 

I 
~ . , 

\.. 
.. 

.W 

i 

C· /'1' ..... , • I . i ,',,< 

, 

" 

, . 
I 

Q , 

". 

,) 
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I, 

" 
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~,~~~ 

IlAlL QUES'L'IONNAlR.E 

GENERAL INS'n1.UC'rIONS: f;" " ~ '" ":: Io, 

t \ , • ,I. . ' 1,1. ... 

1. AU clU'lntiQnn t'I.Icttll)ntine ntl\tJ.rlI:1.cnl 1.nf:ol:Wl.l:f.on ratar to tba yaftr 1960, un!..",,, 
ol;htltw1ae I'J'Pt!c~U(\t1. ' 

'I , i[ • ' 
2. If you are una~~e to answer nny question, please leave 1t blank' and continue 

on to the next question. ", 

3. Please read the instruetions offe~ed'at th~ beginning of each se~tlon of the' 
que8t;(.onna1.l'e. 

o .' . . , . 
, , 

• t' ~ • I I ... 

PART I. ORGANIZATION ANb PROCEDURE IN PRE-TRIAL RELEASE' 
• , I ~ I ,t ." 

InBtructions: If alternative answers nre offered please check your choice •. 

" 

1. What is the app~l(1.tnate-i:\vern~ time between arrest and the)sei:ting of bail? , . . 
Same day , -,. llext day ~ .}!ore than one day _ . 

2. 'What is the apt>~oltima.te average t~e between arrest ,~nd the determlnat,ion of 
whether the accused will be released on his m~n r~cognizanc~? (The release of 
a defen~nnt prior to his trial without hiB haVing' to put up a money deposit. 
Hia releasQ 10 b&Bed upon ~is being identified as a good ris~ not to flee or 
commit further cr1~e6.) , 

I I ' 3. Is there n, oyatem of not::lf1.cntion to tell the defendant when he must appear in 
court? I ' 

PhonQ ellll 
l.etter 

'No -" 
I . • • loO - :. , •• ", ~ • -;". ..... • 

Pernond visit: 
Other (npccify)-:-- " 

'----~----------------
) j 4. Were the pre~l!r111.1 de'tairiees scpnrll\:jld in the detention ineUity from'the 

inmates who wc~c'Bervlng sentences? ' 

j li 
l .5. 

Yes ' '- No ---..; , .' , .... . " 

UhIlt are the apprOXimate j~l1 cOllts per dey per inmate? ,:. . ... ,~. 
, I>,' 0, '. 

$1 
$2--
1»-.,"-- ... !, 

.. 
,I 

{ ~4 ., .' ',. . ;.:; ': • ", . 
$5- . 

' .. 
" .. , 

" 

Other (specify) '_. __ : '_:'_' '_' _ .. ...". ____ _ 

, '1\ , 
Hhn!: '\~Quld you esti~l:e \,'at! thtl averaBO lCllgth of Hille spent it\,.J~,il be!:ore / :t..JI ". '" u. 

trinl'itll' eaehdotAinl!d cI~fendAI\I;'l . __ ._'._-..,.. ______ ....... _ 

11 7" 7.0 the amount of bail which .is required for ench t~'pe of c,:itne specified in 
either a state or local ntntute or ord~nnnee? ' . 

Yoo No 
" . . " ., " .. ' 

'I) 8. Io t\ bondnulIln Ilvailable to hEll? the acclised rnitie the reqUired ~eU? 

1\'0 
.. ' " ,. '. 

9. In 1\ vedHcati(ln system used to check on the validity of thl3 1n~onnnticin 
r,1ven b~ the defendAnt? 

Yeo No_ . ' 
.' ,+. J 

I;. • ~ l' .. :' , 
.• ~~ ~. ~ 'I: J , .. ':. 

PAnr II. AllJ.>Ror.nIATR STA:UST!CAL DA1'A 

) J '/ 
, 1. ~he ~mber o( .l.ndivl'!1I1lJ.8 m:'L'lllsncd (br(\u~ht before It vlngiiJtl.·nte or jw1nc to 

dut'\l1.1n:!.nc whether cllc:l,lnliV!llu,\I. 'should i~r: r41cllcp,d pr.1.0)'" to biu trilll.). 

-.....,..,--_._-"----_._-------,---_._--
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, •• (r'.",:t' ... ·1_2.:. .:',.r 

Inst1:Uctlons: In any Cof the follOWing questions in ~hlch an approximate percentage 
is r.equested, please usp one of the letters UQted below which corres.ponds to. a 

< percenta·ge interval. All statlotics refer to the year 1968. .' 

A •. 
,'. '·b. 

.... "! e. 

0-9 1-
'10-19 . 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49,: 

I. ,0 
;;'1 f. 50';'59 '. 
. t.· J ~ JI' . r ',: •• •. f • .. g. 60-69' '" , I ~ .. ~ L ,! t· '. u. '': !t: 

h. 70-79 '"; .. ' .:,,:0,., :''''.\'' .. ': f' 
) :I.. 80-89 I 

d/·,,' ~'l ,. '':-/1:7.1:;,.: \,: .!: 'j.~.'" 9:0 .. .100 :ti",:.:'· .. ~ I~I::: ! .. '~J'. ': ,,'''e!; 
• ."! l.f ,0, '-:/'; , ,;. ~ ','.1 

2. 1. of anaigned :I.'lldlviduals lnterv1eiAed by nort-judicialpersonne1 for' 

.' , . 

poss~ble release on their ~n recosniz~nce. 
. ".~.~ •• :~ ,.', flit; 1"~t'l :; - . .0 ... 

3.. 1. ofi arraigned individuals reco\t'mended by the abovelnOn~judicial 
personnel, for pre-trlal·release on their "own recogni'Zance. . . : I \' •. :~'. • 

.. 

J 4/ i,7. of' arraigned individuals ~relell..sed on their min' recogn:l.zanc·e·~t" ',,£ 

.J ' 5. 1. of arr4f.gned :l.nd:!.v:l.duAls 'released due. to payment ~f baU.-J,. ".1:" ( 

" It":. ... ·, 

,,, I 

2. \ 6';' r'1. 'oi 'arrargned ·indiv:l.duals'·deta.lned ir{ Jail"prior to' trial!. , '1."/ • ; !' ( •• 

.• , .; .... • .... ,·.lUl .... ,<) :: IV/) _ .. (t.",,·LJ + V," 1 1.'0 .: ":'!" [',: .. -

.1.. c .. U! 1. of arraigned·:!.ndividuals·l-Iho were released 'prior' to their·.triill· <:.: 
' ... and faile.d to IIh~, uP' in' court for their· trial. ..j .. , • I. I·'. • 

- ... f., ... ~.· 'I,:, i .~I'I""""'" . . . 
).. ")" a. 1. of arraigned individuals released on their own recognizance, ..... : , 

•• I ....... l-Iho failed to show 'up in court. for their trial.. . ... ;: ::_ 

I " 

b. ,.. of arraigned indivi.duals released on. payment of bail who 
fai.1ed to show up in. court. 

8,.. 1. of arraigned individuals who were rele'aeed ·pr:i.~r··to th~ir' trial'" 
~ho l-Iere arrested for, committins another crime whi1.e r~leased •. ' .. 

... ,1 . 

t·· .. ' 

""'~ 

J '., j • ... a • • : I I 

1. of arraigned individuais reloaased on their olmrecogni2:ance . 

/i 

J/ 

who. ~Iere arrected for com:nit:ting another crime while re.lcnsed... , . 
. prior to ct';isl. " . .' .. , ..:- :',. ~ 

• I' .' .' .' • ., ~ ...... 

.. , ~..: 
b. % of arra!~ned individ~als released on paYment of bail who ,. , 

were arrcsted for committing another crime while released Brior-
to trial. 

:' . .' :.:' ~.' .'. ,': :. . .' ' ... '.' 

9. 1. of persons detained in jail prior to trial who were found guil~y. _____ ' . '. .......... . ...... - ... . 
a. 1. of persons released on their' own recocnizance ,~ho were found .... ;'. 

guilty.· ...... ,... -.,' .-.- .~ 
! .•.. ,. .,: • ,,' .. ",.. .. ... • . . ..:.. ~:' •• ' ... •• I 

b. % of personB..\ release? ~ment of. bail who were :found guilty.; . 

10.: 1.. of arraigned, inc!ividua19, '101110, use bondsmen.: to rais~. the. nec:essat;y .i:: 
bail:' ..0.: • ; •• '. I J • • .: .... OJ H ! ::',',' ; ~'~':.' '..::.-.-

'rREwa .. -To ind1.cate trenda during the 
just ansHc.red, p.lease go. over 
followj.ng~ymbolo next to the 

lnat five. years concerning the ten· questions 
each question agaih,and place one of the 
question number: , ' 

. . + increas:;> :7' 0 no' channe} - dec'rease" ~ : .. 

' .. ,; .·:,;; ... · ... i:'.:.~~,l·;:,··I;::;: .. ~; if},: 
BAIL IN MY. cO!-f}IDNITY ..• ' ;j; + .e<~ 

r ; E' .. 'f) 

:r "'J.T III. ATtI1'tIDE.S TOW,lID AD!·rr~IS:rMTIOH OJ:' 

Instructions.: Plecee· indi.cate your att;i.tudc ~Q:~ard each of the foll:o\~ing stateJ:lents 
by inoertins. one of. the following symb(':rc!l in the bl!\nl~ space next to. ench. statement., 

, / :fr~.,..tJt~ 
-I- -<- lIer~e n!:rongly 
• -1-' n:;l.'ce but: not Btron81y: "f',J ~.,. 

" .. : 0 . tlnr:l'o::idncl. . . 1,1 

tlt!1n~rlJc but. I.ot st.rol1!~ly 
dinCl[!l'!lC atronzly 

1, ' ... '.t 

. '. 

.-/ ,". ? .' 

I 
i' 
I 

~ 

I '-

; . 

..' 

. , 

.. 
I 

'. 

. , 

, 

i 

,. 
/(.1' 

J' ') 

3. the presiding judge.playe the most significant role in determining 
the si~e of the bond. 

il ,/' .,,., . 
.1 4 .. ' ,.,.. ... ~ ••• .p-.. ..... (. 

4. We ought:, fo-,\tllake more ,lse of preventive detention (i.e., the practice 
'1 of either denying 'ball or setting bail at an unattainably high ~unt 

in order to imprison,6. person who lIIieht px-.::sent a particular clangel: .. 71) . 
to society if left free before tria 1).. t-!:L-

J . 

S.An l.ncreLIG?d use of preventive detention will haip reduce the crime 
rate regardless of the other effects, &i 

6., The presElnt syai:em of bait, based on the defendant I s ability to .rai08 
the required bond, is a good procedure for determining pre-trial 
release. . ;§?l:) 

7. Tho increasing number of defendants released ·on their own recognizance 2 ~1 
is partly responsible for the increaSing crime rate. ~ 

fO.'- I 

B. ·The number of defendants. released on their own recognizance has 
increased t60 great 1:'1 ~!l ,rec~nt years. . I 

> I.. 9. A defendant's. chanMS for acquittal arc :I.nfluenced by whether or not 
he was detained in jail prior to his trial. 

~' I 10. The baH amount is regularly manipula'ted by the courts to accomplish 
a £orm.o£ preventive detention. 

~i} 11: A bail reform program Which r.eleaeed selected defendants through a 
standardized fact-finding mechanism is a good system for administer­
ing bail • 

-. 

..... ( .. 
/. 12. A good alternative o~ modification to the present bail system for soma ~ 

individuals is the third party parole wher.e the defendant is paroled ''') ,;2../ 
in the custody of a willin~ private third party such no his attorney 
or a local minister.. , . 

< • 

/ \. 13. A 80 0d nltcrl'\nt:\.vo or 1110(li~teacion to the prcooot bail nyotGln for 
soma i~\I\ividunltl io dllytllufl rclclluc whore tlto accuocd i(l p~rmitted 
1:0 lOl\vo fen' olll:n1.(11) ""'II/flYIIII\rll: Ilm:IIlK Clln dny IJul; .llIlIot bu l'IlIjllLrlild 
tn 1:"(:111'1\ .t.o In,l.l LIt 11J.l:\hc. 

(" 

.;' ) 

')'" /' 

14. A &pod·altamativc'or modification to the prcsent bail system is 
supervised release where the nccused is released conditi(lned on 
rel"ain1ng Within the court:' s jurisdiction ·and. periodiC cllec1<-ino 
with th~ policy, ~robation offico, or court • 

. . 
15 •. nail io often Get too hiGh fQr tho' ~ver""gc mdn to moot. 

16. In order to tailor the bail /lystc~ ~r(l clQsely t.o the accused's 
financial cnpabiUtieo, bMl should be l\mcred to more realistic 
levels •. 

'. 

. ' . 

71 -. Sf) 

/ .) .. ' 17. l-lorc frequently enforced penal Sll\\ctions ~Iould deter bail junIpers 
more strongly than forfeitura of the bond. 

.'~.) I 18. ,. The tls'e of cash bail fixad by statute or court rule in accordllnc~ 
vith the crime is a good improvement to tho prccent bail system • 

/.: &, 19. 

..... "·1 ,. _, 20. 

A r,rent :I.tll:>rov-;ment to the current a.clmini.ntration oj; bail issue 
l~ould be to aiford the. accused all',ore prompt trial. 

'.C\l~ prosecuting Ilttornay playa a air;nificnnt role in det;q(d.I1'i!;.g the 
Ili~e of the bond. , .. 

21.,~ 'lha detention fneiUt:ier> t:01.'' pre .. trinl datnilmess arE! overcrowded' 
in ou,,' city. 

.' '. 

.. , 
Illutruc:t:iol1ll: III dctclll\in'l ntt \~hcth(n' II d~fendnnt: 1.11 to b~ l'e lea'fwd prior 'to tl.'il\ 1, 
hOi~ 1r.,!>ortc.llt: aro each of tho foltl:lw1nC cr2.tl.ll:1.a uoe:cj h\' ovnlunting thEl do{;clIldnnt 

" UllitiG tho foU.o;~it1g G)'1Iluolr,: 

;.. . ., 

j 

... 

, 



r " ~~ 

, 1t· , \ if 

.'~-~ ~ r:~~' ~-: ~" : r:'-~:~- '~f -. ',~-:,,-:--' 

." 

J • .. , 
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"j " 
\1. 
11 

~ , ~ 
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,'I 

-,-~-.--.----.---~---~-------~ 
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: ,. 
\ j 

0-' 

".~ " .. 

t~.« ~_ \ 
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H+ 
.+r 
+ 
o 

Extremely iclj)ortant ,',' '. 
~ .' Moderately important '\ 

S:1ght'.\.y important: , ' 
Not important 

., ~.'I ~ .1: ;.: 

.... / "': 

.' 'I t' "4 ., 

, .... . '" 
1. present'~harge '. • • ',. .', I.,,~'" I • ~. .' 

, .' .: • • '.I': t :; ~ .: .• 4 ":, , ',; .' 

2. 

3., 

4 .. 

s. 
6. 

7. 

8. 

. 9. 

Past criminal record: 
", 

Likeliho~4 of committing a future~rime 

present~~tp 10yment . ;- , 

. " 
" 

References 

;", •• j~ •• :' J :: .... :. •• 

f; ': •• ~' ': II ..... 0# • 

i ~ .\. !. • i ; i., "I~: I., ,'I • 

.':1: •. ~ .!t~~:· h. :)'''f~'''. t • 

0':" .f 

Lengtho'f present employment 

Living wi~h \lis family 

.' , 

..... 
How long he has lived in I:n~ city 

~ 
How lons ne has lived at his present address' 

'. :. ..: ;'. : ..... 

,!l' t 1
4
'" "!"': .' 

, ',' :,: .:. '.' ~ .. :. \ 

l' 

'\ 

~ ,'. . 

10. Has he previ,ously been'released on paro1e .or .baH, and if so, has he " 
appeared on time ' 

',' :---. . 
.. jf ( 

Are the above criteria we1r;hted according, to: a poin;" scqring Bysteni'~in you~ , 
community? " i, . . " " 

Yes No 

PlIRT V. J3AIL REFOml PROGRlIMS 

. ... :: .... ",' .... : ~!': II'" i; .. 

'. : 

. 

. 
" 

. 
:.. ,', 

" 

- 2- l.. Does your city utilize L\ bail reform program? (A program providing for th~ 
release of lllallY perDons prior to trial. t-lithout having to put up a money deposit. 
Release is based upo~ being identified as a good risk l~hich is determined \.>y· .. , 
a standardized filet-finding mechanism such as the objective formula used by :: 
the Vera Found,.a.tion.) . ~ ... : 

• ",_.. I. • 'r< •• ' 

Yes No 

If your city does not have a bail. reform program as ~bove ~efined, you,need not. 
answer the rest oftne questions. 

, . 

'(:J.:.'''''y z. ~lhat wap· the 'st;i:ting, date o'f youx' program? ____ ...... _________ .;.-_ 

{I' \"'1(;', 3. Who is the sponsor of controlling agency in the program? " 

Probation Depa~tment 
Legal Aid officers --
Bar Association - , 

The courts 
Other (specify) _____ .:.-____ -:' 

(., j.j t.~ 4. t~ho interviews defendants for factual in£omation relevant to pre-trial release? 

' .. 
I .' 

Probation officers 
Law .s"cudentD 
VISTA volunteers ~ 

. Only Judges 
Other (specify), ....:.. ___ "!'-_____ ..:.. 

" 
5.' l~hat is 'the so'urce of funds for .financing the project? 

. ~: 
City _ 
seate 
,Federar-

Bnr Association ' tt 
Othl,11: (spec1fy~ _. ____________ .I' 

; ," 

')/./71.. 6• What t~iG. of crimils does your program have jurisdiction over? .. ' . 
~: ~ I. 

~ 
Felonies I 
LesDer felO'ilicu " 

~ 

I>lisdemeanors 
Othel.~ (r.pec1fY-

------------------~---
7. lias th.;! bail rcfo~n project been expanded nine a its bczj.IUling1 

'Ii 

,.) 

Appendix B: City Classification 

Reform Cities 

Albuquerque, New Mexico' 
Austin, Texas 
Baltiinore, Maryland 
Berkeley, California 
Clin~on, New York, 
-Clev!!larul, Ohio . 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 
Columbus, Ohio 
Crown POint,Indiana 
Denver, Colorado 
Des Moines, Iowa 
Detroit, Michigan 
Herkimer;New York 
Houston, Texas 
Indianapolis, Indiuna' 
Long Beach, California 

Traditional Cities 

Atlanta" Georgia 
Boise. Idaho 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
Charleston, West Virginia 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 
Corpus Christi, Texas 
Dallas, Texas 
EI Paso, Texas 
FliriC Michigan 
Gainesville, Florida 
Galveston, Texas 
Glendale, California 
Hackensack, New Jersey 
Holidaysburg, Pennsylvania 
. Jackson, Mississippi 

Illinois Cities 

Bloomington 
Chicago' 
Decatur 
Elgin' 

Los Angeles, California 
Madison, Wisconsin 
Martinez, California 
New York City, New York 
Oakland, California 
Reading, Pennsylvania 
Redwood, Califronia 
St. Louis, Missourl . 

. Satt take City, Utah ' 
San Francisco, California 
Santa Barbara, California 
Seattle, Washington 
Syracuse, New York 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 
Washington, D,C. 

. Jacksonville, Florida 
Kansas City, Kansas 
Lancaster, Pennsylvania 
Memphis, Tennessee 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
Ogden, Utah 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
Pasadena, California 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Rockville, Maryland 
San Antonio, Texas 
San' Diego, California 
San Mateo, California 
Spokane, Washington 
Trenton, New Jersey 
Wichita, Kansas 

Galesburg 
Kankakee 
Springfield 
Waukegan 
Wheaton 
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