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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

Pretrial Release: A National Evaluation of Pl'actiaes and Outcomes 
presents the results of a national study. An I~troduct'ion 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: 

• Relea.se Pl'actices and Outcomes: An Analysis oj Fioht 
Sites analyzes the ways that defendants secure release 
pending trial as well as the e~tent and correlates of 
pretrial criminality and failure-to-appear. 

o The IlT~pact of Pre tria l Re lease Programs: A Stuc.y oj 
Four Jurisdictions exami nes the extent to \>/hic h program 
activities result in different release outcomes or 
changed defendant behavior during the pretrial period. 

• Pr>etriaZ Release ;\'ithout Formal Pl'ogr'OJ?ls considers the 
nature of release decision-making in selected jurisdictions 
that lack pretrial release programs, because such 
programs either were never established or lost their 
funding. 

Each of these volullles is self-contilinp.ri FInn cFln he tead sinClly or in 
conjunction \·lith other V01UI1l'=S. The :i"';l'caL<d1.Cf! ptlJvides bFlckvnlUnd 
material pettinent to all of them. 

A summary of the evaluation is also available. Entitled SI'1':'7_7.i'iI and 
POU('~I .. :;1QZ..;IS'~S, it provides a nontechnical discussion of the key features, 
findings and recoll!mencations of the overall research effort. 

Additionally, fourteen working papets have been prepared. Twelve 
of the \,/ol'king papers discuss the pretrial release pt'actices in the 
individual jurisdictions studied; the rel::aining papers present detailed 
analyses of defendant outcomes for the two pilot test sites. Important 
findings from the various I'Jorkinq papers have been included in the relevant 
volumes of the study . 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

Background 

This volume of the National Evaluation of Pretrial Release considers 
issues related to program impact. These iDtlude: 

• What impact do pretrial release programs have on the rates 
of release of defendants aYIaiting trial? On the types of 
release (e.g.,'own recognizance, deposit bond, money bail)? 
On the speed with which release is secured? 

• What impact do pretrial release programs have on the "equity" 
of the release process (i.e., are certain types of defendants, 
such as poor individuals or members of minority groups, more 
likely to secure release when formal programs exist)? 

• Do programs result in the release of defendants with a 
significantly different level of risk than defendants 
released in the absence of program activities? 

• Wh~t is the extent of criminality for pretrial releasees 
who receive program followup, as compared with released 
defendants who do not? 

• What are the failure-to-appear rates for pretrial 
releasees who receive program followup versus those 
\'/ho do not? 

• What costs and benefits are associated with program 
operations? 

An experimental design was chosen as the most appropriate way of 
studying these issues. Defendants processed by a program were compared 
I'/ith a control group of defendants not processed by the program. The 
two qroups were selected concurrently, using random assignment procedures 
that-provided individual defendants with an equal probability of selection 
into either group. 

Experiments were conducted in four jurisdictions: Pima County 
(Tucson), Arizona; Baltimore City, Maryland; Lincoln, Nebraska; and 
Jefferson County (Beaumont-Port Arthur), Texas. The Baltimore City 
and 8eaumont-Port Arthur experiments covered both felony and misdemeanor 
charges; Lincoln was limited to defendants charged with misdemeanors. 
In Tucson, separate experiments were implemented at the felony and 
misdemeanor levels. 

To avoid denial of service to defendants, the experiments expanded 
program operations to reach persons not previously processed (e.g., due 

'to budget constraints. that limited a program's hours of operation). As 
a result of this temporary expansion, funded by the National Institute 
of Justice, programs were able to select a control group without decreasing 
the number of defendants processed. 
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In general the experimental procedures worked as follows. The 
program's staffmembers interviewed an expanded group of arrestees, who 
were randomly ass i gned to either the experi menta 1 or control group. For 
the experimental group, the program followed its normal processing 
procedures--typically, a release recommendation was prepared, based on 
ve~ified interview information, and this recommendation was presented to 
a Judge. For the control group, the program in most sites did not pre­
sent a recommendation or the intervie\v to the judge. * Thus, for the 
control group, judges made their release decisions in the absence of 
program information, while for the experimental group judges had access 
to program information. Consequently, a comparison of the release decisions 
made for the experimental and control groups permitted analysis of the 
program's impact on: 

• the overall rates of release of defendants; 

• the speed with which release was obtained; 

• the ~ of rel ease secured by defendants (e. g., O\vn recogni zance, 
deposit bond, money bail); and 

III the "equity" of the rel ease process. 

After the release decisions had been made, two issues were of major 
concern: 

• differences in failure-to-appear (FTA) rates for defendants 
in the experimental versus control groups; and 

• differences in pretrial criminality rates for these groups, as 
reflected in rates of pretrial rearrests and of convictions for 
tllOse rearrests. 

The~e,c~mparisons of,post-release outcomes considered whether program 
act1vlt1es resulted 1n the release of defendants who posed a different 
level of risk in terms of missing court appearances or committing criminal 
acts during the pretrial period. 

Because the experimental and control groups were selected before 
release decisions were made, there was no reason to expect groups of 
released defendants to have comparable characteristics. As a result, 
differences in defendant outcomes after release might be due to factors 
other than program impact. To pe~mit better analysis of program impact 
on ~ost-release outcomes (i.e., failure to appear and pretrial criminality), 
we lmplemented a second random assignment procedure in two of the juris­
dictions. After the rel~ase decision had been made, released defendants 
in those sites were assigned to groups that efther received program 
followup or did not (see Figure 1). Defendant outcomes were then compared 

* SomeYlhat different experimental procedures were used in Baltimore City 
and for felony defendants in Tucson. 
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for these groups to assess the impact of program followup activities. 
Thus, sepal'ate analyses were conducted of program impact on release 
decisions (accomplished by random provision of program information to 
the judges making those decisions) and on defendant outcomes after release 
(accomplished by random provision of program follOlvup to released defendants). 

In some cases the experimental procedures described above had to be 
modified to meet local constraints. The procedures used at each site 
are described in detail in the relevant chapters of this volume. Briefly, 
the major modifi ca ti ons were: 

• For Tucson felony defendants, State law required certain 
information to be provided to the judge making a release 
decision. Consequently, this information from defendant 
interviews was provided to judges for all defendants, 
including those in the control group. -oFfendants in the 
experimental group received "full program services," 
including verification of information and presentation 
of release recommendations to the judge. 

• In Baltimore City, where the program interviewed all 
arrested defendants, the impact of a program modification 
was tested. That modification consisted of extending 
eligibility for an O\'m recognizance release recommendation 
to selected defendants who did not have sufficient "points" 
to receive such a recommendation automatically. While 
defendants in the control group were processed routinely, 
defendants in the experimental group received an automatic 
own recognizance release recommendation. Thus, the 
Baltimore City experiment tested the impact of extending 
a program "service" to a group of defendants who It/ould 
otherwise have been excluded, because of low point scores. 

~ In Baltimore City a second random assignment (after release) 
tested the impact of relatively intensive followup services, 
as compared with minimal post-release supervision. The ex­
perimental group was screened for referral to services, if 
needed, and was required to call the program at least twice 
per \veek-. -Duri ng these ca 11 s, defendants \'iere remi nded of 
court dates and cautioned "to stay out of trouble," Control 
group defendants called the program once a week and the program 
merely acknowledged tne calls. Thus, the post-release ex­
periment tested tile impact of "more " versus III ess II supervi si on; 
it did not test the impact of "some" versus "no" follo\·/up. 

Altogether, the experiments involved 1,570 defendants in the four 
sites. Both Tucson and Baltimore City had relatively large numbers of 
defendants (719 and 528, respectively), while the Beaumont-Port Arthur 
and Lincoln experiments were smaller in scope (193 and 130, respectively). 

The experimental procedures resulted in the selection of groups of 
defendants having similar characteristics in all sites except Beaumont­
Port Arthur. In that jurisdiction, the experimental and control groups 
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differed along six of the 19 background characteristics for which they 
were compared. 

Program Impact on Release Outcomes 

We analyzed program impact on fou~ types of release outcomes: 

• rate of release, that is, the extent to which defendants secured 
release at any point prior to final adjudication of their cases; 

• speed of release, that is the time that. elapsed between arrest 
and release; 

• type of release, that is, the extent to which defendants were 
released on nonfinancial, as opposed to financial, conditions; and 

• eguity of release, that is, the extent to which release outcomes 
(rate, speed and type of release) were similar for defendants of 
different ethnicity and of different employment status. 

As shown in Table 1, three programs had a positive impact on the 
overall rate of release of defendants: Baltimore City, where the impact 
of changed program procedures was tested; Lincoln; and Beaumont-Port 
Arthur. Because the experimental and control groups were not equivalent 
in Beaumont-Port Arthur, we cannot determine conclusively whether the 
apparent program impact was real or d~e to differences in defendant 
characteristics. When we exercised statistical controls, it appeared 
that the program had a positive effect on the release of most defendants. 
However, the impact of program processing was not able to override the 
adverse effect on release of (1) a longer prior record, (2) employment 
as a laborer, or (3) low education. Defendants with any of those three 
characteristics had similar release outcomes ~n both the experi~ental 
and control groups; other defendants fared better when processed by the 
program. 

TABLE 1 
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In terms of speed of release, only the Baltimore City experiment 
showed positive program impact. This Vias also the case for ~ of 
release: in Baltimore City more of the defendants processed by the program 
were released on nonfinancial conditions. 

Program operations affected the equity of the release process in 
three jurisdictions: Tucson, Baltimore City and Lincoln. In tViO sites 
(Tucson and Baltimore City), the program groups showed no differences in 
the rate of release of minority versus white defendants, while in the 
control groups minority defendants Vlere significantly less likely to be 
released.* In the remaining three experiments there were no differences 
in release rates for minority versus white defendants in either the program 

** or control group, ' 

For two sites (Baltimore City and Lincoln), p'rogram operations were 
associated with more equitable release of unemployed defendants than occurred 
in the control group. In Tucson (at both the felony and misdemeanor levelS), 
unemployed defendants were detained at a significantly higher rate than, 
employed persons in both the program and control groups. Only one expe~lment 
showed equivalent release rates for unemployed and employed defendants 1n 
both the program and control groups; that outcome occurred in Beaumont-
Port ArLhur, where, because of the lack of group comparability discussed 
earlier, ~e have somewhat limited confidence in the findings. 

In summary, four of the fi ve programs studi ed experimenta lly sho\,/ed 
an impact on release outcomes; only the Tucson misdemeanor program did not. 
Three programs affected the rate of release; one, the speed of release; 
one, the type of release; and three, the equity of release. By site, 
t'idltiiltljrp rity (\-JherF~ thp effp('t nf r.hanl]prj nrn(Jri'l1Tl prncp.dure<; \Vile; tAc;f~d) 
showed the greatest impact, vii th each re 1 ease outcome measure affected 
favorably. !..incoln was next (b'lo measures affected), followed by 
Beaumont-Port Arthur (one measure affected) and TUcson (one measure for 
the felony study and none for the misdemeanor experiment). 

Program Impact on Failure To ,Il,ppear and Pretrial Criminality 

Table 2 summarizes program impact on post-release outcomes, 
specifically, failure to appear, pretrial rearrest, and pretrial rearrest 
conviction rates, For the three experiments (Tuscon felonies, Lincoln 
and Beaumont-Port Arthur) where only a pre-release random assignment 
occurred, there was one instance of significant outcomes difference between 
program and control groups: in BeauJilont-Port Arthur released program 
qroup defendants had lower rates of rearrest conviction than control 

* No other factors were identified that might account for this difference 
(e.g., the other characterlstics of white versus minority defendants in 
the two groups wer~ quite similar). 
** Although Tucson misdemeanor release rates were significantly higher 
for minority defendants in the program group, this was due to their 
higher employment rate. 
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group defendants. Thus~ in none af.th~se three sttes were ~rogra~. . 
operations associated w1th vlOrse fa1lure to appear or pretnal cnm1nal1ty 
outcomes tnan when tne programs dlQ not function. This occurred ~ven 

TAGLE 2 
SUI"',iRY or rROr,Rfu'l 1:·;I •• eT 011 FAILURE TO ,\PPE.\R ,VIO 

I'f,EWI,\L CRI:W:,\LI TY 

Note: t in~:c~:=s positi'le p"ogram imp,lct on outco",es; 0 indicates no effect. 

PRQGRN-IS IIITHOUT POST- I RELE"SE RA~lb{ji:fAS$1 G;,:·'E:IT 
PROGR,\:·lS III Til POST-

RELEASE RA::OO;'l "SSIG;;;:i:::T 

Tuc!ioll I I Be <lumon t - ,I Tuc50n Ba I t l:~O"~ 
OUT CONE Felonies I Lincoln I Port "I"tr1Ur "1is...!~rCJlIn,.s Cn, 

Fdllure io ~ppedr 0 0 0 0 0 

Pretrial Red rres t 0 0 0 0 0 

Pretrial Redrrest Conviction 0 0 + 0 0 

I 

though two of the three sites had significantly higher release ~a~es 
for program group defendants. Consequently, the release of add:t1onal 
defendants did not lead to increased disruption of cour~ operat10ns . 
(through higher failure to appear ~a~es) .or to gr~ater narm to commun1ty 
safety (through higher pretrial cr1m1nal1ty rates). 

For the two experiments v/here random assignment occurred after release, 
so that the impact of program followup activities could be tested, ~o 
differences were found bet\'Jeen the program and contro 1 ~roups for e1 ther 
failure to appear or pretrial criminality. Althou~h th1S sugge~ts that 
program followup after release has no impact on deTenda~t be~a~10r,.one 
must remember that the tests of followup impact were qU1te 11mlted.1~ . 
scope. In one situation (Tucson misdemeanors) mail!telephon~ not1f~:afl0n 
of coming court dates was tested, and in.the other.s~te (Balt'~ore ~l~Y) 
the ;"mpact of min ima 1 versus lIIore i ntens 1 ve supervl s 1 on \'/~S ana ly~eo. 
Thus our findings cannot be consijered conclusive reQardlng the l~pact 
!.If s~pervision on defendant behavior after release. 

Cost-Effectiveness of Programs 

We undertook a cost-effectiveness analysis, because of the great 
interest in this topic. We considered cost-effectiveness issues frQ~ 
the viewpoint of the criminal justice system (CJS), rather than that of 
defendants, the public at large or another group. Thus, costs w~re 
included in the analysis only if the CJS incurred them and benef1ts, . 
only when the CJS accrued them. Thus, our analysis e~cludes many.posslble 
costs and benefits that might reasonably be included 1n an .analysls 
conducted from a different perspective (e.g., "saved" defe~dants' \'/ages, 
decreased welfare costs for defendants' families or costs 1ncurred by 
victims of pretrial crime). 

We considered four broad categories of costs: 

. . '\ . , 
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• detention; 

• failure to appear; 

• pretrial arrest; and 

• program cos ts . 

Detention costs were based on marginal jail costs and included all detention 
by all defendants. Thus, detention costs for defendants who were eventually 
released were counted, as well as jail costs for persons detained the 
entire pretrial period. 

Failure to appear (FTA) costs included costs associated with the 
initial occurrence of FTA, as well as costs incurred w~en defendants 
returned to court. Similarly, the costs of pretrial arrest had 
several components: apprehension, booking, program costs if defendants 
were re-processed, detention (if any), court processing costs and 
sentencing costs. 

The cost estimates derived for this analysis were often very rough 
ones, because of the many difficulties involved in obtaining accurate 
cost data across jurisdictions. Thus, the cost-effectiveness findings 
should be viewed as suggestive, rather than conclusive. 

Program cost-effectiveness, measured by comparing costs to the 
criminal justice system for the program and control groups, varied widely. 
The most cost-effective prorrams, at least based on our limited analysis, 
were not necessarily those lhat showed the greatest impact on defendant 
outcomes. 

In gellEt'a 1, the more cost-effect i ve progt'al:Js Pt'oc.::sc;ed felony 1 evel 
rlefendants (though not necessaril'l p.:v,clusi·veh\ (lnri 'w~·.';r:ed "';";''';11 
followup after release. The fact that misdemeanor-only programs vlere not 
found cost-effective stemmed from two main reasons. First, most defendants 
charged with misdemeanors were released relatively quickly in both the 
program and control groups. Thus, there was little opportunity for program 
operations to generate savings in detention costs. Second, the rearrested 
defendants were rearrested on relatively minor charges for which punishments 
were not severe. Thus, programs had little potential for accruing savings 
in pretrial arrest and sentencing costs. Because failure to appear costs 
were universally low, the misdemeanor-level programs were unable to generate 
savings that could offset their costs of oper~tions. ' 

At the felony level the more serious nature of the cases led to higher 
bonds and the potential for much longer periods of detention. Additionally, 
rearrested defendants were rearrested on more serious charges, having more 
severe penalties. Thus, felony-level programs-by affecting detention and 
pretrial arrest costs-were able to generate savings that could offset their 
costs. 

In addition to the lack of cost-effectiveness for misdemeanor programs, 
post-release followup activities were not cost-effective. Neither of the 
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two experimental tests of program follo''/up activities showed a positive 
effect on defendant outcomes. In bot~ cases the activities were relatively 
expensive to implement and did not lead to reduced costs in other categories. 

When the relative contributions of various types of costs to total 
costs were considered (see Table 3), failure to appear was the least costly 
category in most sites. In one jurisdiction (Beaumont-Port Art~failure 
to appear actua11y generated revenue, because of the amount of bond for­
feitures collected in that site, 

T,'OLE 3 
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Although actual failure to appear (FTA) costs were relatively 10\'/, 
potential FTA costs are quite high. In the jurisdictions studied, 
prosecution for FTA was rare; during the experiments it occurred only in 
Baltimore City. Had prosecution of FTA ~een more common, costs would 
have been substantially higher, because of the high costs for court 
processing of the charge. Moreover, if harsh sentences were imposed for 
FTA, costs would be even hiaher. Thus, the decision not to orosecute 
for fai1ure to appear seems~a cost-effective one for the criminal justice 
system. 

Pretrial arrest costs were relatively hiqh, especially for the 
experiments that included felony-level defendants (Tucson,'Seaumont-

, , 

I 
I , 

Port Arthur and Baltimore City). These costs were largely due to the 
sentencing costs for defenuants convicted of pretrial arrests and, in 
particular, to the costs of incarceration for those persons sentenced to 
prison. For the Tucson felony control group, 73% of the total pretrial 
arrest costs were due to incarceration costs (for six defendants, sentenced 
to a total of more than 25 years in prison). Comparable percentages for 
Beaumont-Port Arthur and Raltimore City were 90~& and 40~L respectively. 

Another aspect of the analysis of sentencing costs is the way those 
costs differed for the program versus control groups in the three experiments 
that included felony defendants. In each case, the sentences were much 
more severe in the control group than in the program group. In particular, 
the extent of incarceration in the control group was much greater than in 
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the program group. This suggests that the operations o~ pretrial re~ease 
programs may lead to less harsh sentences for felony derendants convlcted 
of pretrial arrests, even though program nppr~tions did not affect the 
overall rate of rearrests. 

The manner in which this impact occurs is not known. Programs may 
serve as advocates for rearrested defendants and help ameliorate sentences 
by providing information about defendants' circulllstances that,would not 
otherwise be available. It is also possible that the mere eXlstence of 
more complete information about defendants has a positive effect on . 
sentences, without the need for programs to serve as advocates. Alternatlvely, 
programs may affect defendant behavior so that less serious crimes are 
committed with the difference in sentencing severity reflecting this 
fact. Fi~allY, it is possible that our findings for three sites, having 
a relatively small number of sentenced defendants, would not be replicated 
if additional jurisdictions were studied or if a larger number of defendants 
were analyzed in the same sites. 

Conclusions 

The experimental analysis of program impact leads to the following 
conclusions: 

• The pretrial release programs studied had a positive effect 
on the release of defendants pending trial. Program operations 
were associated with higher release rates, higher rates of non­
financial release, speedier release and/or greater equity of 
release in four of the five experiments conducted. 

• The improvements in release outcomes were not offset by 
higher rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality 
for defendants processed by the program. 

• There is no evidence from our study that more intensive 
post-release followup has a positive effect on defendants I 

failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates. However, 
our experimental tests of fol1owup activities were quite 
limited in scope, and the findinQs may not be broadly 
applicable to many jurisdictions. 

• There may be great potential for programs to affect release 
outcomes, without increasing failure to appear or pretrial 
criminality rates, through the use of less restrictive 
release recommendation criteria. In the one jurisdiction 
where we tested the effect of relaxing the program's point 
system criteria, every release outcome measure was affected 
positively, and rates of failure to appear and pretrial 
criminality were no higher than in the control group. 

• Unemployed defendants had more difficulty securing release 
than employed defendants. This suggests that the bail 
reform movement's aoal of eliminating release inequities 
associated with income level has yet to be achieved. 

, , 
'j 
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• Release inequities associated with ethnicity were less 
common than those associated with employment status. 
Moreover, program operations tended to eliminate any release 
inequities associated with ethnicity. 

• Programs that included defendants charged with felonies seemed 
to be more cost-effective than programs that processed 
only misdemeanors. 

• Failure to appear was not very costly to the criminal 
justice system relative to other major categories of costs. 
Tndeed, one jurisdiction made a profit on f~ilure to 
appear ~s a result of the large amoun: of bond forfeitures 
c011ected in that site. 

• Failure to appear could become very costly to the criminal 
justice system, if prosecution for failure to appear be­
came more widespread. 

• Pretrial arrest was relatively costly for the experiments 
that included defendants charged with felonies. These costs 
were largely due to the sentences imposed on defendants convicted 
of pretrial arrests, especially when the sentences involved 
incarceration. 

• Pretri~l arrest costs were much higher for the control group 
than the program group in the three experiments that included 
defendants charged with felonies. This difference was largely 
due to much harsher sentences for the defendants convicted of 
pretrial arrests in the control group vis-a-vis the program 
group. The reasons for this difference could not be ascertained. 

Several conclusions aDply to the research tasks, including: 

• It is possible, but difficult, to implement experimental designs 
testing the impact of pretrial release program activities. 

• Although many programs were concerned about the possibility of 
a la\'/suit based on "denial of service" and refused to participate 
in experiments for that reason, no legal challenges arose during 
any of the five experiments. This suggests that program fears 
about possible lawsuits may be much greater than the actual like­
ljhood that such la\'/suits \,/i11 occur. If so, special efforts may 
be needed to allay program fears, if additional experimental 
studies are contemplated. 

• The experimental analyses resulted in findings and conclusions 
about program impact that could not have been developed through 
othet types of analyses. 

• Data needed for a completely accurate, comprehensive analysis 
of program cost-effectiveness were not available locally and 
probably could have been developed only at considerable ex­
pense. Any future efforts to conduct cost-effectiveness analyses 
of programs should be cognizant of this limitation. 

.-
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Recommendations 

1 
.The following recommendations are based 

c USlons from the experimental analyses: on the findings and con-

• Pretrial release program h ld . 
particularly those that ~r~c~~s fc~ntln~e to be supported, 
their greater potential for t e o~y efendants, with 
operations. cos Savlngs due to program 

• Programs should scrutinize thei 
a~ti~ities to determine whetherrtROst-release f~llowup 
~lndlngs suggest that surh act' 't ~y are effectl~e. Our 
lmpact on defendant behaCior bltVlbtes ~ay have l~ttle 
conduct. u e qu 1 te expens 1 ve to 

• Programs should give car fl' 
less restrictive releasee,u conslde~ation to adopting 
fi ndi ngs from the Sa 1timo~:c~~~enda tl o~ criteri a. The 
that such action might. 1 y expenment suggest 
ou~comes, I'/hile not inc~~~~~ase/~~gram impact on release 
tn a 1 crimi na 1 ity ra tes. ng a 1 ure to appea r or pt'e-

• Jurisdictions seeking wa st· . 
system costs should consrder o cut crl~lnal justice 
~e decreased, either pretr·al·w~e~her.lncarceration can 
lcation imprisonment Suc~ e entlon or post-adjud­
some of the sites st~died. costs ~ere qu!te.la~ge in 
prosecutes defendants for f ~{So, lf the JurlsdlCtion 
consider whether this pract~l ure ~o appear, it should 
given its rather high costs~ce merlts continuation, 

• Additional analysis should b 
of release by employment or ~n~~nducted of the equi~y 
programs should study whether thm~ status .. In partlcular, 
release inequities for poor d f edlr operatlons perDetuate e en ants. . 

• Additional analysis should b 
oroqram imoact on sentenci e conducted to determine 
vi~ted of pretrial arrestsn~n~o~ts for de:endants con­
lYlng reasons for such impact. 0 ascertaln the under-

• Because of the \·,ide lIariat' . 
levels of proaram im'act 10n fo~nd.ln.the types and 
well advised fo eval~at 't~t~er JurlsdlCtions would be 
their specific effects. e elr programs and determine 

• Programs should use ex er' . 
of possible chan0e; inPorlmental desl~ns to test the effect 
~ifferent levels~of sup~r~f;~~nober~tlons (e:9., providing 
lNe.re~ease recommendation criter~a~mplementlng less restrict­
vanatlOns I'Jould not raise "de'; . Suc~ te~ts of program 
and could provide great insi hn1a of serVlces concerns 
that are 1lI0st effective With$ t about.t~e ~ro9ram activities 

1n a speclflC Jurlsdiction. 

, 
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I. I1lTRODuCTION 

This volume considers the impact of pretrial release programs on 

release decisions, failure to appear and pretrial criminality. An 

experimental design was chosen as the most appropriate way of studying 

- - --- --------

these issues. This design compared a group of defendants who were processed 

by a program I'/ith an equivalent group of defendants Ivho Ivere not processed 

by the program. The two groups were selected concurrently, using random 

assignment procedures that provided individual defendants with 'an equal 

probablility of selection into either group. 

The experimental component of the national pretrial release evaluation 

was the most difficult to implement. Although there were many reasons for 

this, as discussed in Appendix A, a major one was programs' concern that 

defenda,'(ts in the control group would be "denied service." He tried 

several ways of dealing with this concern (see Appenciix A for details) 

before resolving the issue. The solution adopted, which permitted us to 

implement experimental procedures in four jurisdictions, involved expansion 

of program operations to reach populations not previously processed (e.g., 

due to budget constraints, limiting the program's hours of operation). This 

temporary expansion of program operations was supported by research funds 

the ~ational Institute of Justice provided, in order to facilitate the 

experimental analyses deemed crucial for an adequate assessment of program 

impact. 1 Because the programs had an "overflOll' situation before the 

IBecause existing programs were being expanded, temporarily, the costs to 
the Federal government were relatively modest. A special grant of about 
S75,000 supported the program expansion costs for all of the sites. Par­
ticipating jurisdictions often provided staff support, office space, etc., 
at no charge, so total costs would be somewhat higher. 
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experiments b~gan, their expanded operations permitted them to select a 

"program group" and a "control group" without decreasing the number of 
defendants processed.2 

;he experimental design is shown l'n F1'gure 1.1. The program's staff 
members interviewed an expanded group of arrestees, who were randomly 
assigned to either the experimental or t 1 con ro group. For the experimental 
group, the program followed its normal . process1ng procedures--typically, 

a release recommendation was prepared, ~ased on verified interview 

information, and this recommendation was presented to a judge. For the 

control group, the program did not present a recommendation or the interview 

to the judge.
3 

Thus, for the control group, judges made their release 

decisions in the absence of program informat1'on, while for the experimental 
group judges had access to program informat1'on. C onsequently, a comparison 

of the release decisions made for the experimental and control groups 

permitted analysis of the program'S impact on those decisions. Several 

types of possible program eff t f ec s were 0 particular interest, including 
impact on: 

• the overall ~ of release of defendants; 

• the speed I·lith which release was obtained; 

• the types of rel ease secured by de'Pendanf's ( 
d ' ~ e.g., own recognizance, epos1t bond, money bail); 

• bond amounts; and 

• the "equity" of the 1 - ,. re ease process (e. g., whether certai n types 

2A ' '1 
h d s~m1 ar a~proach for i de~tifyi ng an "overflow" group on a random basi s 
a een successfully used 1n an evaluation of th C tEl -

P~m~ll~~~!~~np~~j~~~mE~~l~~~i~~~kR;~!~~Ch s~~s~~~aa~~SI!~~!~e~:a~~r!~~~~r~E~~~i /e 1m1nary Report," December 1977. . 

Somewh~t different experimental procedures were used in Baltimore City 
and for felony defendants in Tucson, as discussed later. 

f 



f 

c 

c, 

I 

f~ 
Released 

c 

t , 

-3-

FIGURE 1.1 
SUMMARY OF EXPERIMENTAL APPROACH 

Experimental 
Group 

Release 
Decision 

Arrested Defendants 
Eligible for Program 

(Random 
Assignment) 

Control 
Group 

Release 
Decision 

Detained Released 
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of defendants, such as poor individuals or members of minority 
groups, were more likely to secure release when formal programs existed). 

After the release decisions had been made, two issues were of major 
concern: 

• differences in failure-to-appear (FTA) rates for defendants 
in the experimental versus control groups; and 

• differences in retrial criminality rates for these groups, as 
reflected in rates of pretria rearrests and of convictions for those rearrests. 

These comparisons of post-release outcomes considered whether program 

activities resulted in the release of defendants who posed a different 

level of risk in terms of missing court appearances or committing criminal 

acts during the pretrial period. 

An additi ona 1 topi c for study through the experiments was the cost­

effectiveness of programs (see Appendix B for a discussion of the cost­

effectiveness analysis procedures): The experiments compared outcomes 

when programs operated with outcomes when they did not and thus 

provided almost ideal conditions for cost-effectiveness analysis. 

A limitation of the procedures shown in Figure 1.1 is that the 

experimental and control groups would be comparable only before release 

decisions were made. There was no reason to exoect groups of released 

defendants to be comparable, and analysis of their outcome differences 

alone might be misleading. For example, a reasonable outcome of the 

experiment might have been for the experimental group to have both higher 

release rates and worse outcomes, in terms of FTA and pretrial criminality. 

Considering the post-release outcomes alone would have provided an inaccurate 

. assessment of the overa 11 situati on. 
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To avoid such a difficulty, we tried to implement a second random 

assignment, as shown in Figure 1.2. After the release decision had been made, 

released defendants were assigned to groups that either received program 

followup or did not. Defendant outcomes (e.g., failure-to-appear and 

pretrial criminality rates) were then compared for tllese groups to assess 

the impact of program followup activities. Thus, separate analyses were 

conducted of program impact on release decisions (acco~plished by random 

provision of program information to the judges making these decisions) and 

on d~fendant outcomes after release (accomplished by random provision of 

program followup to released defendants). 

Although more powerful than the one-stage random assignment of Figure 

1.1, the experimental design shown in Figure 1.2 was more cumbersome to 

implement. Despite this, the design was successfully used in two of the 

jurisdictions studied. 

In most cases, the random assignment procedures were based on the 

defendant's date of birth. The 366 days of the year \·tere randomly placed 

on two lists. One list of birthdates was designated for the experimental 

group; and the other, for the control group. A program staff person could 

then easily determine which group a defendant was in, by consulting the 

birthdates ' lists. The same procedure was used for the second random 

assignment; the birthdates list for each post-release group (i.e., the 

program followup group and the group without followup) consisted of one­

half the birthdates from the two earlier lists. Thus, roughly half the 

group receiving program followup would initially have been in the experimental 

group (established before the release decisions were made) and the other 

half, in the control group. 

.. ' 
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FIGURE 1. 2 
SUf.1r1ARY OF EXPERIi"iENTAL APPRO/\C:~ \!IT:I 

TVIO-STAGE RANDO~l ASSIGNMENT 

L. Exp'erimenta 1 Group -, 
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This random assignment was relatively easy to implement, because 

the date of birth was usually routinely collected on defendants. 

Additionally, because birthdates could be easily checked from other sources, 

we thought their use would discourage program staff from trying to 

manipulate the experimental and control groups in any way (e.g., placing 

a well-liked defendant who belonged in the control group into the program 

group, if the interviewer thought that might help the pe~son). 

The director of the Lincoln experiment was uncomfortable with 

birthdates as a random assignment mechanism, because a defendant arrested 

more than once during the study period would always be in the same group. 

Thus, we used a different randomization procedure in Lincoln. Because 

we anticipated that it would be about six months before the experiment 

acquired sufficient cases to study, due to the low volume of defendants, 

we randomly assigned each day over a six-month period to be either a 

"research" day or a "program" day. On program days all defendants were 

placed in the experimental group. On research days, all defendants 

became part of the control group. When the experiment was extended for 

an additional three months, we generated another list of program and 

research days for that period. 

Table 1.1 presents summary information on the implementation of the 

experiments, which were conducted in four jurisdictions: Beaumont-Port 

Arthur, Texas; Tucson, Arizona; Lincoln, Nebraska; and Baltimore City, 

t~aryland. T'do of these sites (Tucson and Baltimore City) were included 

in the cross-sectional analyses presented in Volume I. Consequently, 

we were able to compare the experimental groups' characteristics and 

outcomes with the earlier findings for the jurisdictions as a whole, 

fI 
I, 
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TABLE 1.1 
SUMMARY 6F IMPLEMENTATION OF EXPERIMENTS 

r 
BEAUI·IONT -

PORT ARTHUR, TUCSON, ARIZONA TUCSON, ARIZONA LINCOLN, 
ITEM TEXAS I'II SDEMEANORS FELONIES NEBRASKA 

I STARTING DATE OF EXPERIMENT SEPT. 1978 NOV. 1978 NOV. 1978 DEC. 1978 I 

DATE RANDOM ASSIGNMENT 
ENDED I·IARCH 1979 JAN. 1979 ~1ARCH 1979 AUG. 1979 

NUMBER OF RANDOM ASSIGN-
MENTS PER DEFENDANT ONE THO ONE OUE 

TOTAL NUMBER OF DEFEN-
DANTS IN EXPERIMENT 193 424 295 130 

" 

7 I . , 

I 
BAL T HlORE C lTY , 

1·1ARYLAND 

I·'IAY 1979 

AUG. 1979 

TVIO 
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Although only misdemeanor defendants were studied in Lincoln, both 

felony and misdemeanor defendants were included in the experiments at the 

other three sites. In Tucson separate experiments were conducted for the 

misdemeanor and felony levels, because of the structure of the courts and 

the pretrial release program. 

The experimental procedures began in the first site (Beaumont-Port 

Arthur) in September 1978 and in the last site (Baltimore City) in May 

1979. The selection of the experimental and control groups required from 

three to nine months to complete and ended in August 1979. In two 

jurisdictions a second random assignment was implemented, as shown in Figure 

1.2, as well as the first (see Figure 1.1). Altogether, the experiments 

involved 1,593 defendants in the four sites. Both Tucson and Baltimore 

City had relatively large numbers of defendants, while the Beaumont-Port 

Arthur and Lincoln experiments were smaller in scope. 

After the groups had been selected, we waited several months before 

collecting followup data on the defendants. This was done so that as 

many cases as possible would have reached a final disposition, and thus 

data on pretrial performance I'/ould be reasonably complete. Consequently, 

followup data were collected in the fall and winter of 1979-80, with 

analysis conducted shortly thereafter. Appendix C describes the methodology 

used for the study and includes the various data collection forms. 

In addition to analyses of d,efendant outcomes, 'de studied the delivery 

systems through \'/hich release decisions were made. These delivery system 

analyses were similar to those conducted for the sites included in the 

cross-sectional analyses of Volume I. Particular attention was given, 

however, to whether criminal justice system officials changed their 

behavior during the course of the experiment and, if so, the likelihood 

l' .'. 
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that such changes would continue if the programs were to end. 

The next five chapters of this volume discuss each of the individual 

experiments, including: 

• the nature of the pretrial release program; 

• the details of the experiment conducted; 

• the outcomes of the experiment; and 

• the findings concerning program cost-effectiveness. 

Following these discussions, a final chapter of the volume summarizes 

the major findings of the experimental analyses and presents conclusions 

and recommendations derived from them. 

. , , 
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II. THE TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

A. Background 

The Correctional Volunteer Center in Tucson has been in o~eration 

since 1972. At the time of our cross-sectioral analysis (see Volume I), 

the program was processing felony defendants only.4 Although the program 

functioned around the clock and attempted to process all felony arrestees, 

it could not provide full program services to defendants brought to court 

late. This "late arrests" group constituted the "overflow" group for the 

experimental analysis. Rather than using a haphazard approach to processing 

these defendants-with the result that some persons rece·ived fun servi ces 

whi 1 e others received parti a 1 servi ces-·the 1 ate arrestees Y/ere di vided at 

the time of interview into an experimental grcup that received full program 

services and a control group that was interviewed only. 

Because Arizona State law requires judges making release decisions 

to obtain and consider certain specified information about defendants, 

the interview data was presented to the judges for all defendants, 

including those in the control group. This was considered an accurate 

reflection of the conditions that would exist in the absence of the program, 

because in that event the judges would presumably comply with the State law 

by obtaining the required information (\'/hich is very similar to the program 

interview) through some means. For the experimental group, though not for 

the control group, the program also verified the information and presented 

release recommendations to the c~urt. Thus, the experiment tests the impact 

4F . f . h . or more 1n ~rmat10~ on t e pr02ram, see K~istina Peterson, Oelivery 
System Analys1s of P1ma County (Iucson), Arlzona, 110rking Paper rio. 6, 
March 1979. 
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of verified information and program recommendations on the release 

process. 

Although the experiment was limited to the "late arrests" group, 

local criminal justice and program officials thought these defendants 

would be reasonably representative of felony arrestees as a whole. 

No systematic biases were thought to be associated with time of arrest 

for felony charges. (Oriving while intoxicated, an offense much more 

likely to occur at night than during the day, is a misdemeanor charge.) 

In this experiment defendants were randomly assigned before release 

only; no second assignment occurred after release. 5 Hence, the experiment 

used the design of Figure 1.1, rather than that of Figure 1.2. The 

written procedures prepared to guide program staff in the implementation 

of the experiment appear in Appendix D. 

B. Outcomes of Experiment 

A first consideration regarding the experiment is whether the random 

assignment procedures led to equivalent experimental and control groups. 

He considered group comparabil ity for three major types of characteristics: 

• community ties, including family ties, residence and employ­
ment, because these factors often form much of the basis for 
programs I release recommendations; 

• criminality, including current charge (because this may be 
an important determinant of release eligibility and has 
commonly been used to determine bond amounts, e.g., in bond 
schedules) and prior criminal record (because this may be 
associated with both the release outcome and subsequent 
criminality of released defendants); and 

• demographic characteristics of the defendants, such as age, 
ethnicity and sex. 

5The program itself has never emphasqzed routine followup services for 
all released defendants. Instead, it provides intensive followup for a 
specifically selected group of supervised defendants. There was no 
lIoverfl ow ll among these defendants. 

1 
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Many indicators could have been used to assess comparability in each of 

these areas. The indicators selected were chosen because o~ their gen~ral 
use by pretrial release programs to assess release risk, findings from 

existing research that indicate that certain of these indicators ~ay be 

associated with failure to appear or pretrial criminality, and ability 

to acquire the information within the operational constraints of the 

experiments. Nineteen specific indicators were selected, as shown in 

Table 2.1. Besides indicators f6r the three major categories listed 

earlier, we also considered the educational backgrounds of defendants. 

For the Tucson felony experiment data were available for more than 

half the defendants in each group for 17 out of the 19 indic.ators (see 

Table 2.1). The two groupS were comparable for each of these 17 charac­

teristics, as Table 2.2 shows (Appendix E provides the detailed data). 

Table 2.3 indicates the experimental outcomes for rate, speed and 

type of release. There were no statistically significant differences 

(.05 level) between the two groupS for any of these outcome measures. 

Approximately 85% of the defendants in each group secured release at 

some point prior to trial. Of these defendants, 81%-85% were released 

on nonfinancial, as compared to financial, conditions. The mean number 

of days from arrest to release was 3.9 days in one group and 6.6 days in 

the other (see details in Appendix E). 
Because some defendants who were not released had their cases settled 

at arraignment and thus were detained for a very short time (usually less 

than one day), we compared the rates of release for the two groupS with 

release redefined to include defendants detained for one day or less. 

There were no statistically significant differences between the two groups 

on this basis either. Nor were there important differences in the mean 
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TABLE 2.1 
PERCENTAG~iTOF CASES IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

H DATA FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Community Ties 
Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Marital status 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed 

defendants only) 
Public assistance 
Occupation 

Criminality 
Current charge 
Number of prior arrests 
Number of prio~ convictions 
Criminal justice system 

status at time of arrest 
Age at first adult arrest 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethnicity 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n=130) 

98% 

79% 
92% 
92~~ 

92?1, 

94% 
98~~ 

81% 
9% 

55% 

99% 
100%a 
10O%a 

56% 

60% 

10m~ 

99~~ 

100% 

72% 

a Includes cases with missing information. 

CONTROL GROUP 
(n=165) 

96% 
84~~ 

95% 
93% 
96% 
92% 
98% 

72% 
8% 

61% 

100% 
100%a 
100%a 

39% 
51% 

100% 
98~~ 

99% 

79% 

------- -- - - --
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TABLE 2.2 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL 

AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=295) 

CHP,RACTER I ST I C 

Community Ties 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Marital status 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed defendants only) 

Occupation 

Crimi na 1 ity 

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

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethnicity 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

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

N.S. 

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

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

N.S. 

* 

*Indicates the two groups were not significantly different (.05 
statistical level): 

L-___________________________________ _ 

-----------------

( 

-16-

TABLE 2.3 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
" (n=130) 

OUTCO~lE Number Percent 

Rate of Release 

Defendants released 112 86~h 
Defendants not released 18 14% 
TOTAL - 130 100% 

Speed of Release 

Mean number of days from 
arrest to release oj 6.6 

Tt~e of Release 

Nonfinancial 94 85~~ 
Financial 17 15% 
TOTAL 111 100% 

an=107 for experimental group and n=128 for control 

CONTROL GROUP 
(n=165) 

Number Percent 

140 85% 
25 15~~ 

165 100% 

3.9 

108 81% 
25 19~b 

133 1005'; 

group. 

number of days of detention (for both detained defendants and those who 

eventually secured release) in the two groups (see the later discussion 

of cost-effectiveness for details). 

Although we thought there might be a difference in the bond amounts 

for the two groups, no such difference was found. Bond amounts were 

somewhat lower in the experimental group, but the difference was not 

statistically significant (see data in Appendix E). 
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Another consideration regarding possible program impact on release 

outcomes conc.erns the "equity" of release, that is, whether program 

operations seem to result in release outcomes that are fairer than they 

would be otherwise. To analyze this issue, we considered release 

decisions by ethnicity and by employment status (a proxy for income level) 

for the experimental group and, separately, for the control group. Results 

are shown in Tables 2.4 and 2.5 and summarized in Table 2.,6. Both the 

experimental and control groups showed release outcome differences by 

employment status. Unemployed defendants were less likely than employed 
o 

defendants to secure release: 79% of the unemployed defendants in the 

experimental group were released, as compared with 92% of the employed 

defendants; in the control group, 76% of the unemployed defendants and 

94% of those with jobs were released. 

For ~ of release, approximately the same percentage of unemployed 

as employed defendants were released on nonfinancial, as compared to 

financial, conditions. Unemployed defendants in the experimental group, 

though not those in the control group, were detained longer than employed 

defendants prior to obtaining release (an average of 10 days, versus 

3.4 days). 

Analysis of failure to appear (FTA) and pretrial criminality rates 

by employment status suggests that there may be a reasonable basis for 

the disproportionate detention of unemployed defendants, if the likelihood 

of pretrial criminality is considered a legitimate basis for detention. 

Unemployed defendants in the control group (though not in the experimental 

group) who secured release I'Jere much more likely than employed defendants 

to be rearrested during the pretrial period: 22% of unemployed defendants 

were rearrested, versus 7% of employed defendants. Unemployed defendants 

were also much more likely to be convicted for a pretrial arrest: 



, , 

r I 
. " 

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

TABLE 2.4 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

(n=112) 

ETHNICITY 

OUTCOME WHITE MINORITY 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release (all defendants) a 

Defendants released 70 89% 42 82% 
Defendants not released 9 11% 9 18~~ -TOTAL 79 100% 51 100% 

Seeed of Release (released 
defendants) 

Mean number of days/from 
arrest to release Q 6.5 days 6.7 days 

T~ee of Release (for released 
defendants) 

Nonf; nanci a 1 57 83% 37 88~~ 
Financial 12 17% 5 12% 
TOTAL 69 100% 42 10m~ 

aSignificant at the .06 level for employment status; not significant 

Et'lPLOYt~ENT STATUS -EMPLOYED OR 
SUBSTITUTES UNEMPLOYED 

Number Percent Number Percent 

60 92~b 50 79% 
5 8°1 

10 13 21% 
65 100% 63 100% 

3.4 days 10.0 days 

52 87% 40 82% 
8 13~~ 9 18% 

60 100% 49 100% 

for ethnicity. 

bn=66 for white; n=40 for minority; n=58 for employed; n=47 for unemployed. Significant at the .03 
level for employment status; not significant for ethnicity. 
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TABLE 2.5 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR CONTROL GROUP 

(n=140) 

--
ETHN I C lTV EMPLOYMENT STATUS -

~JHITE ~11 NORITY EMPLOYED OR 
OUTCOME I- SU13S1 ITUTES UNEMPLOYED 

Number Percent Number Percent Numbe-r Percent Number Pel'cent 

Rate of Release (all defendants)a 

Defendants released 85 90% 55 77.5% 88 94% 51 76% 
Defendants not released 9 10% 16 22. 5% f) h°/. If) ?t1% 
TOTAL - foo~.; 100 0% 94 1 OO:~ 67 lOO~r-94 71 

Speed of Release (releayed 
defendants) I 
Mean number of days/from 
arrest to release ~ 3.9 days 3.8 days 3.6 days 4.6 days 

Ty~e of Release (for released 
defendants) 

Nonfinancial 64 80% 44 83% 69 82% 38 79% 
Financial 16 20% 9 -1n. 1 " 1 R~! to ?1 'Y" 
TOTAL 80 10m~ 53 10m~ 84 10m; 48 100~~ 

aSignificant at the .04 level for ethnicity and at the . 003 level for employment status . 
b n=79 for white; n=49 for minority; n=85 for employed; n=42 for unemployed. 
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TABLE 2.6 
SUMMARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=112) (n=140) 

Ethnicity 
Employment Ethnicity 

Employment 
Status Status 

N.S. .06 .04 .003 

N.S. . 03 N.S . N.S. 

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

j/ '\ ' .. . . , 

------- ~.--
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14% of the unemployed (released) defendants were convicted, versus 3% 

of the employed (released) defendants. There were no differences in 

FTA rates by employment status. 

The analysis presented above is, of course, a limited 'one, because 

it is based on the experiences of defendants who secured release. The 

apparent bias against unemployed defendants resulted in their greater 

detention. Thus, the analysis of post-release outcomes of employed 

versus unemployed defendants assumes that the detained defendants would 

have had outcomes similar to those of released defendants, had the detained 

defendants been released as well. While this is not an unreasonable 

assumption, it was not one whose validity we could test. 

Although release outcomes differences appeared in both the experi­

mental and control groups by employment status, only the control group 

showed a difference on the basis of ethnicity. Minority defendants 

in the control group were less likely than white defendants to be re­

leased: 77.5% of the minority defendants were released, versus 90% of 

the white defendants (comparable percentages for the experimental group 

were 82% and 89%, a statistically insignificant difference). Unlike 

the situation with employed versus unemployed defendants, there were 

no differences in the failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates 

of released defendants having different ethnicity that might help ex­

plain the differential detention rates. To assess whether the apparent 

lack of bias in the experimental group as compared to the control group 

might be explained by different characteristics of minority versus 

white defendants in the two groups, we compared minority versus white 

defendants in each group i~ terms of the 16 characteristics listed 

earlier, in Table 2.2. Results are shown in Table 2.7. As illustrated, 

a 
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TABLE 2.7 
COMPARABILITY OF WHITE VERSUS MINORITY 

DEFENDANTS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL GROUPS 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Community Ties 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 

Marital status 
. Family support 

With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed 
defendants only) 

Occupation 

Crimi na"li ty 

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

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 

Sex 

Other 

Education 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n=112) 

N.S. 
.0000 
.03 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

. 06 

.003 

.004 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

. , 

CONTROL GROUP 
(n=140) 

N.S. 
.03 
.003 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S . 
.OOS 
. 0003 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 
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the comparison of minority versus white defendants shows virtually 

identical difierenc~s within both the experimental and the control group. 

In each case the groups are different in terms of years of loc~l residence 

(minorities were local residents for a longer period of time), months at 

present address (minorities had lived there longer), and number of prior 

arrests and convictions (minorities had mDre). 

There was one marginally significant difference (.06 level) for the 

experimental but not the control group: minorities in the experimental 

group were more likely than whites to have been charged with crimes 

against persons and less likely than whites to have been charged with 

economic crimes. This difference should presumably have made minorities 

in the experimental group somewhat ~ likely to be detained, \",hen com­

pared with minorities in the control group---the reverse of the actual 

situation. 

On the basis of the comparisons shown in Table 2.7, it does not appear 

that the disproportionate detention of minority defendants in the control, 

as compared to the exp.erimental, group can be explained by different 

characteristics of white versus minority defendants in the two groups . 

Because post';release outcomes of white versus minority defendants also 

fail to explain the differential detention rates, we are left with the 

possibility that program operations in some way influenced release 

decisions to avoid a bias in terms of ethnicity that would otherwise 

have existed. 

Besides program impact on release decisions, we were interested in 

studying program effects on the pretrial behavior of released' defendants. 

As shown in Table 2.S, a comparison of the characteristics of released 

defenda nts found n,o stat is t i ca 11 y sign i fi can t tf ifferences (a t th e .. 05 
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TABLE 2.8 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=252) 

CHARACTER I STI C SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Community Ties 

"Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Mari ta 1 status 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed defendants only) 
Occupati.on 

Crimi nal i ty 

Current charge 
Number of prior ar~ests 
Number of prior convictions 
Age at first adult arrest 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethnicity 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

- _ .. -,~_,_,~~~t~X_. ___ -~"-:;"~ 
< 

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

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

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

N.S. 

--- ----

I 

() 
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level) between the experimental and control groups (see Appendix E for 

details). Table 2.9 compares the released defendants in the two groups 

in terms of rates of failure to appear, pret.rial rearrest and conviction 

for pretrial rearrest. There were no statistically significant differences 

between the two groups. Rates of FTA were 8%-10%; of pretrial rearrest, 

10%-12%; and of conviction for pretrial rearrest 6%-7%. 

Another topic of interest is the effect that particular program 

recommendations have on release decisions and post-release defendant be­

havior. Data related to this issue appear in Table 2.10. As shown, a 

program recommendation for own recognizance (O.R.) release had a major 

impact on the likelihood both that a defendant would be released (96.5% of 

defendants with O.R. recommendations were released, as compared with 78% 

of defen~ants with other recommendations) and that, if released, the type 

of release would be nonfinancial (94.5% of released defendants who had 

O.R. recommendations were released on nonfinancial conditions, as compared 

with 75% of released defendants with other recommendations). 

The type of program recommendation was not associated with different 

rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality for those defendants 

who secured release. This suggests that program recommendation criteria 

are not good predictors of pretrial misconduct, since released defendants 

who were considered worse risks performed no worse than other defendants. 

It should be noted, however, that the rating system was associated with 

higher detention rates for defendants considered poorer risks; a com­

parison of released defendants cannot assess whether those detained would 

have had worse outcomes than those released. Nevertheless, if the 

program recommendations were in fact accurate assessments of probable 

defendant behavior after release, then this accuracy should be reflected 

, 
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TABLE 2.9 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CON.TROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=112) (n=140) 

OUTCOr'1E Number Percent Number Percent 

Failure to A~pear (FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 11 10% 11 8% 

Defendants who do not FTA 101 90% 129 92% 

TOTAL rei eased defendants 112 100% 140 100% 

Pretrial Crlminalit~ 
Defendants with rearrests 11 10% 17 12% 

Defendants without rearrests 101 90% 123 88% 

TOTAL released defendants 112 100% 140 100% 

Defendants with rearrest 
convictions 7 6% 10 7"1 ,0 

Defendants without rearrest 
convictions 105 94% 130 93% 

TOTAL released defendants 112 100% 140 100% 
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TABLE 2.10 
OUTCOMES BY PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION 

(EXPERI~1ENTAL GROUP ONL,() 

OWN RECOGNIZANCE 
( n=57) 

OUTCOME Number Percent 

Rate of Releasea 

Defendants released 55 96.5% 
Defendants not released 2 3.5% 
TOTAL 57 100.0% 

Ty~e of Releaseb 

Nonfinancial 52 94.5% 
Financial 3 5. 5~~ 
TOTAL 55 100.0% 

Failure to Ap~ear (FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 6 11% 
Defendants who do not FTA 49 89% 
TOTAL released defendants 55 10m~ 

Pretrial Criminality 

Defendants with rearrests 7 13% 
Defendants without rearrests 48 87% 
TOTAL released defendants 55 100% 
Defendants with rearrest 
convictions 5 9% 

Defendants without 
rearrest convictions 50 91% 

TOTAL released defendants 55 100% 

aSignificant at the .006 level. 
bSignificant at the .005 level. 

OTHER 
(n=73) 

Number Percent 

57 78% 
16 22% 
73 100% 

42 75% 
14 25~~ 
56 100~~ 

5 9% 
52 91% 
57 100% 

4 7(1/ ,0 

53 93% 
57 100% 

2 3.5% 

55 96.5% 
57 100.0% " !f 

n 
H 
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when only released defendants are considered. Such accuracy was not 

fOClnd. 

Although the findings regarding program recommendation impact are 

not encouraging with regard to the program's ability to identify defendants 

who are likely to fail to app~ar or to be rearrested, it should be noted 

that the higher release rates associated with an O.R. recommendation did 

not result in higher rates of pretrial misconduct. Thus, the release of 

more defendants, and on nonfinancial conditions, did not lead to any in­

creased disruption of court operations or decreased levels of public 

safety. 

C. Comparison With Cross-Sectional Findings 

Because Tucson was included in the cross-sectional study (see Volume I), 

it is possible to compare the experimental findings with those of the 

earlier analysis. One concern in such a comparison is whether the 

characteristics of the defendants in the experimental study were roughly 

comparable to those of defendants in the cross-sectional study. Although 

some differences might be expected because of the different time periods 

i nvol ved (the experimental study covered the per'iod November 1978-March 1979 

and the cross sectional analysis, calendar year 1977), many differences would 

suggest that the experimental group was a special sub-section of Tucson 

arrestees rather than representative of the entire population served by 

the felony program. Because the experiment included only "late arrests," 

the possibility of such a bias existed, even though local program and 

other criminal justice system officials thought it was unlikely. 

When the felony defendants in the cross-sectional and experimental 

studies were ~ompared, they were comparable for most characteristics. 

However, in the cross-sectional study there were fewer defendants who 
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supported a nuclear family. Additionally, defendants in the cross-sectional 

study had longer prior records than the experimental defendants. Finally, 

the groups differed when a six-way charge c~tegorization was considered, 

although they were comparable l'ihen only a Part I/Part II charge classi-

fication was used. Defendants in the cross-sectional study were more 

likely to have been arrested for drug crimes as well as crimes against 

public order and persons; they were less likely to have been arrested for 

economic crimes, crimes against public morality or other crimes. The 

fact that drug crimes tend to follow an epidemic curve suggests that the 

charge differences are due more to differences across the time periods 

studied than to an unrepresentative experimental sample. 

Table 2.11 compares the outcomes for the felony defendants in the 

cross-sectional and experimental studies. The major difference is the 

sharply higher rates of pretrial rearrest and of conviction for pretrial 

rearrests during the time period of the cross-sectional study. 

A related cencern was whether criminal justice system officials in 

the Tucson area would change their normal procedures as a result of aware­

ness that an experiment was underway. To assess this possibility, we 

conducted followup interviews with selected criminal justice system 

officials after the experiment ended. Most of the questions asked them 

sought their perceptions of changes that other CJS officials might have 

made during the experimental period. A short summary of the findings 

appears in Appendix F. 

Of particular interest was the possible impact of the new determinate 

sentencing legislation on failure·to appear rates. There had been some 

speculation among local CJS officials that the prospect of harsher sentences 
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OUTCOME 

Rate of Release 

Speed of Release 

Rate of Nonfinancial Release 

Fa i 1 ure- to-Appea,' Ra te 

Pretrial Rearrest Rate 

--~---'--

TABLE 2.11 
COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES FOR 

FELONY DEFENDANTS IN CROSS-SECTIONAL 
AND EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 

CROSS-SECTIONAL 
STUDY GROUP 

(n=175) 

82% 

3.7 days 

80% 

10% 

27% 

Pretrial Conviction For Rearrest Rate 20% 

-, 

EXPERIMENTAL 
GROUP 

(n=130) 

86% 

6.6 days 

85% 

10% 

10% 

6% 

, )"1 t 'J 

''''/ 

CONTROL GROUP 
(n=165) 

85% 

3.9 days 

81% 

8% 

12% 

7% 
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might encourage more defendants to flee. This did not occur, in part 

because during the period of the experiment the prosecutor rarely invoked 

the new legal provisions available. 

We did not identify any concerted efforts to undermine the experiment; 

indeed some of the magistrates reported that they were unaware that a felony­

level experiment was in progress. Some magistrates did, however, say that 

they attempted to obtain information from defendants about their backgrounds, 

when no such information had been provided to them, and to verify any un­

verified information (e.g., by questioning the defendant about related topics 

or questioning any of the defendant1s friends or relatives who were in court 

that day). Also, the program director thought that the public defenders 

had attempted to verify unverified information and had engaged in special 

efforts to secure release for defendants in the control group. These actions 

were made possible, according to the program director, because of the low 

volume of defendants in the control group each day and could not have been 

undertaken for all arrestees. Finally, the program director thought that 

the felony program had had a IIhalo ll effect on the control group, so that 

overall release decisions were more lenient than they would have been had 

the program not existed at all. 

Any of these reported activities would, if widespread, have served 

to reduce the outcomes differences between the experimental and control 

groups, Although it does not seem that these activities were in fact wide­

spread, the possibility that they were 'responsible for the general lack 

of outcomes differences between the experimental and control groups cannot 

be completely discounted. 

D. Cost-Effectiveness of Program 

It is difficult to provide an accurate assessment of the cost-
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effectiveness of any pretrial release program, hfcause of the difficulties 

in deciding which of many possible costs and benefits to include in the 

analysis and the further problems posed by trY:lng to develop reasonable 

monetary estimates of those costs and benefits. Despite these difficulties, 

we decided-as discussed ear'lier-to try to develop at least rough estimates 

of program cost-effectiveness, because of the great interest in this topic. 

At one level the Tucson felony program1s cost-effectiveness during 

the experimental period could be assessed by noting that its major apparent 

effect on outcomes, as demonstrated in the data presented earlier, was to 

increase the equity of the release decisions made for defendants of different 

ethnicity. Thus, to judge the program as cost-effective would require that 

the increase in the equity of release be valued at a sum at least as great 

as the cost of program operations. Because reasonable people will differ 

on the value that should be placed on equity of release, this approach to 

cost-effectiveness estimation is incon~jusive. 

A second approach is the one documented in detail in Appendix B. It 

focuses on the costs the criminal justice system incurs when a program 

operates, as compared with when it does not. The least-cost situation is 

then considered the most desirable. Besides the costs of program opera­

tions, the costs of detention, failure to appear and pretrial criminality 

are estimated. 

Table 2.12 shows the various costs for the program (experimental) 

group in the Tucson felony experiment. Because Appendix B presents the 

detailed basis for the unit cost estimates shown, we will not discuss 

them here. Most of the items shown in Table 2.12 are self-explanatory. 

Consequently, we will make only a few brief comments about a few of the 

items where the basis of the calculations may not be apparent immediately. 

, 
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TABLE 2.12 
COST SUNI1ARY I PROGRA~1 GROUP, 

TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 
(n=130) 

ITEM 

Detention 

2,031 days @ $10 per day 

Failure To Appear (FTA) 

• 14 occurrences (none at trial) 
--Court and County Attorney costs, 14 cases @ $6.22 
--Public Defender costs, 12 cases @ 35c court costs 

plus SI.84 location costs 
--Bench I·/arrant issued, 9 cases @ SI.87 
--Bench wa rrant servi ce, 1 attempt @ 563. 7D 

• 9 returns to court 
--Court and County Attorney costs, 9 cases @ $24.15 
--Public Defender costs, 7 cases @ $10.58 
--Bail hearings, 1 @531.40 
--No prosecution of FTA; no detention resulting from 

FTA; no bond forfeitures ordered 

Subtotal, FTA costs 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 

• Apprehension, 17 cases @ 516.00 

• Booking, 17 cases @ $8.79 

• Program cos ts 
--3 interviel'/s @ 524.72 
--1 supervised release @ $176.62 

• No detention resulting from PTA 

• Court processing costs 
--Detailed in Table 2.13 
--No jury cos ts 

• Sentencing costs 

Other 

--Pre-Sentence Investigations: 3 convicted defendants, 
Superior Court; weighted, 1.5 @ $106 
6 convicted defendants, City Court; weighted, 3.67 
o $50 

--Probation Supervision: 2 defendants, Superior COUI't, 
5 years @ S242 per year 

--Incarceration: 1 defendant, 12 months @ S300 per month 
--Less fines for 5 defendants (assumed paid) 

Subtotal, PTA costs 

• Fees from deposit bonds 

ProQram 

• Interview and verification, 130 defendants @ $24.72 

• Tracking, 94 defendants @ S53.96 

• No supervised releasees 

Subtotal, Program costs 

TOTAL COSTS 
-----------------. 

I COST 

$20,310.00 

87.08 

26.28 
16.83 
63.70 

217.35 
74.06 
31.40 

$516.70 

S272.00 

149.43 

74.16 
176.62 

5,880.00 

159.00 

183.50 

1,210.00 
3,600.00 
--429.00 

I SI1,275.71 

-230.00 

3,213.60 

5,072.24 

58,285.84 

$40,158.25 

\ 
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Justice Dismissal 
City Dismissal 
City Plea 

( 

TABLE 2.13 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

PROGRAM GROUP, TUCSON FELONY EXPERItl.ENT 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES ADJUDICATED NUMBER 
OF - or4 SA~,lE OJ; Y AS: 

ATTORNEY CASES ORIGINAL ARREST OTHER PTA 

Public Defender 1 0 0 

Court-Appointed 1 0 1 

Court-Appointed 5 0 1 

City Convicted by Judge Court-Appointed 1 0 0 

Superior 
Superior 
Superior 
Superior 
Superior 

. .. , 

Dismissal Pub 1,i c Defender 
Plea Public Defender 
Plea Private 
Dismissal Court-Appointed 
Dismissal Pri va te 

4 2 0 

2 1 0 

1 0 0 

1 0 0 

1 1 0 

" 

COST 

1 @ $91 = 

~ @ $25 = 

4!2 @ $33 = 

1 @ $128 = 

3 @ $496 = 

1!2 @ $1,488= 

1 @ $1,020 = 

1 @ $590 = 

~ @ $340 = 

TOTAL COST = 

$ 91 

12.50 

148.50 

128 

1,488 

2.232 

1,020 

590 

170 

$5,880.00 
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Detention includes all detention by all defendants in the program 

group. This includes any detention of defendants who were eventually 

released, as well as the time spent in jail by persons detained until 

the final dispositions of their cases. 

Failure to appear (FTA) costs include costs associated \~ith the 

initial occurrence of FTA, as well as costs incurred when'defendants 

returned to court. Similarly, the costs of pretrial arrest (PTA) had 

several components: apprehension, booking, program costs if defendants 

were re-processed, detention (if any), court processing costs and 

sentencing costs. In the calculation of court processing costs, we 

usually assumed that the defendant's type of legal representation was 

the same for the pretrial arrest as for the original arrest. 6 Additionally, 

as Table 2.13 indicates, when cases were settled on the same day, court 

processing costs were distributed among the pretrial arrest(s) and 

original case. For example, if one pretrial arrest and the original case 

were settled on the same day, one-half the processing costs were allocated 

to the pretrial arrest. Similarly, if two pretrial arrests and the 

original case were adjudicated jOintly, two-thirds the processing costs 

were attributed to the pretrial rearrests. 

lhe same types of allocations were made for sentencing costs. For 

example, if a defendant was sentenced to imprisonment of 36 months on the 

original charge and an ddditional 36 months on the pretrial rearrest, 

with the sentences to run concurrently, then 18 months of incarceration 

costs were allocated to the pretrial rearrest. The same approach was used 

to allocate probation terms and costs of pre-sentence investigations as well. 

6 
T~e.one exception was when a defendant had a public defender for an 

onglnal a~re~t ~ri~d in Superi~r Court, but was rearrested for a cilarge 
under the Jurlsdlctl0n of the Clty Court, where public defenders are not 
used. In those cases, court-appointed attorneys were assumed to be 
the type of representation. 
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As shown in Table 2.12, total costs associated with the program 

group were about $40,000, with approximately half of this sum due to 

detention costs, followed by pretrial arrest and program costs. Failure 

to appear costs were comperatively low, totaling less than SI,OOO; this 

is largely due to the fact that responses to FTA were not very costly 

ones for the criminal justice system to implement (e.g., FTA was not 

prosecuted, nor did detention result from it). The pretrial arrest costs 

were largely due to the court processing costs involved and to the sen­

tences imposed on defendants convicted of pretrial arrest charges. More 

than one-half of the total pretrial arrest cost was due to court processing 

expenses and about one-third was accounted for by the costs of incarcerat­

ing one defendant for one year. 

Tables 2.14 and 2.15 summarize the costs for the control group. These 

costs were estimated in the same way as for the program group. One item 

which may need further explanation is the inclusion of interview costs 

(the last entry in Table 2.14). This was done because Arizona la~~ requires 

that certain information be provided to the magistrate making release 

decisions. Thus, even if there were no program, the costs of interviewing 

defendants to acquire this information would still be incurred by the 

criminal justice system. 

As indicate~ in Table 2.14, costs for the control group were about 

$145,000. Approximately 80% of these costs were due to the costs of 

pretrial arrest, with most of those costs due in turn to the incarceration 

of 6 defendants for a combined total of more than 25 years. Detention 

was the next most costly item, accounting for about 17% of total costs. 

Interview costs were a little over 1%; FTA costs were again the smallest 

of the four major cost categories, totaling less than $1,000. 
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TABLE 2.14 

COST SUMMARY, CONTROL GROUP, 
TUCSON FELONY EXPERII·IENT 

(n=165) 

ITEM 

Detention 

2,518 days @ $10 per day 

Failure To l\ppear (FTA) 

• 14 occurrences (none at trial) 
-Court ilnd County Attorney costs, 14 cases @ $6.22 
-Pub Ii c Defender' cos ts, 12 ca ses @ 35c court cos ts 

plus $1.84 location costs 
-Bench warrant issued, 9 cases @ 51. 87 
~Bench I·tarrant served, 2 cases @ $63.70 for service 

and $9.00 for hooking 

• 8 returns to court 
-Court and County Attorney costs, 8 cases @ $24.15 
-Public Defender costs, 7 cases @ S10.58 
-Bail hearings, 3 @ $31.40 
-No prosecution of FTA; no detention resulting from 

FTA; no bond forfeitures ordered 

Subtotal, FTA costs 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 

• Apprehension, 28 cases @ $16 

• Booking, 28 cases @ $8.79 

l' Program Cos t;; 
-7 interviel·ts (no verification) @ $12.36 

• Detention resulting from PTA, 554 days @ $10 

• Court processing costs 
-Detailed in Table 2.15 
-No jury cos ts 

• Sentencing costs 

Other 

-Pre-Sentence Investigations: 8 convicted defendants, 
Superior Court; weighted, 5 @ $106 
7 convicted defendants, City and Justice Courts; 
Weighted, 2.5 @ 54 

-Probation supervision: 1 defendant, Superior Court, 
4 years @ 5242 per year * 

-Incarceration: 6 defendants, 303 months @ S300 per 
month 

-Less fines for 7 defendants (assumed paid) 

$ubtotal, PTA costs 

• Fees from deposit bonds 

I nterv i e~ls 

• 165 defendants @ $12.36 

TOTAL COSTS 

* Includes one defendant sentenced to 126 months. 

COST 

$ 25,180.00 

$ 

87.08 

26.28 
16.83 

145.40 

193.20 I 
74.06 
94.20 

$637.05 I 
I 
I 

448.00 I 
246.12 I 

i 
B6.52 I 

5,540.00 

19,023.25 

530.00 

10.00 

968.00 

90,900.00 
-551.00 

----I 
$117,200.89 

-415.00 

2,039.40 

$144,642.34 
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Jus.tice. Dismissal 
I 

Justice Plea 

City Dismissal 

City Plea 

Superior Dismissal 

Superior Plea 
I 

( 

TABLE 2.15 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

CONTROL GROUP, TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES ADJUDICATED 
NU~1BER ON SAME DAY AS OF -- --

ATTORNEY CASES ORIGINAL ARREST OTHER PTA -. 

\ Public * * * Defender 3 1 2 

Public Defender 1 1 0 

Court-Appointed 2 0 0 

Court-Appointed 6 0 2 

Public Defender 7 0 0 

Public Defender 8 2 0 

) 

COST 

3/4 @ $91 = $68.25 

1/2' @ $272 = $136 

2 @ $25 ::: $50 
. 

5 @ $33 ::: $165 

7 @ $496 :a $3,472 

7@ $1,488 = $10,416 

Superior ~ Acqui tted by Judge Public Defender 1 0 0 1 @ $4,716 =$ 4,716 
I 

TOTAL COST =$19,023.25 

* Same defendant; original charge and PTA's were adjudicated on same day, so 3/4 of processing cost was 
allocated to PTA. 
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The cost data presented above for the program and control groups 

cannot be directly compared for two reasons. First, there are more 

defendants in the control than in the program group; this alone should 

cause control group costs to be higher. Second, the pretrial arrest costs 
, 

for the two groups were based on the number of arrests actu~lly experienced 

by them. Thi s number was 1 arger for the contl"ol group than for the 

program group. However, statistical testing of this difference found it , 

insignificant. Thus, the pretrial arrest costs are somewhat inflated for 

the control group. Similar considerations apply to failure to appear 

and detention, although the cost differences are not so great in these 

instances. 

Table 2.16 presents the results of weighting the cost data first to 

account for different group sizes and then to reflect equivalence in 

terms of extent of detention, failure to appear and pretrial arrest. As 

shown, costs for the control group still exceed those for the program 

group by a margin of almost 3-to-l. The difference is due primarily to 

the costs of pretrial arrest in the two groups, with the control group 

receiving more severe sentences, with greater associated costs for the 

criminal justice system. Because of the small number of cases with con­

victions in each group (9 cases, involving 7 defendants, in the program 

group; and 15 cases, involving 10 defendants, in the control group), it 

is possible that this difference is not a real one and that a repetition 

of the experiment would find the cost situations reversed. Only a few 

defendants would need to switch groups to change the pretrial cost results. 

If the finding is in fact valid, there are two possible explanations 

for it. First, even though the program'does not have a statistically 

significant impact on the pretrial arrest rate, as shown in Table 2.9, 
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TABLE 2.16 
Cor1PARISON OF COSTS FOR PROGRAr1 ArID CONTROL GROUPS, 

TUCSON FELONY EXPERr:1ENT 

PROGRAM GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

COST CATEGORY nuantity Cost Quant ity Cost 

Un\~ei qhted 
Detention 2,031 days S 20,310 2,518 days S 25,180 

Failure to Appear 14 cases 516 14 cases 637 

Pretrial Arrest 17 cases 11 ,276 28 cases 117,201 

Other II.A. - 230 N.A. - 415 

Program N.A. 8,286 N.A. 2,039 

TOTAL $ 40,158 $144,642 

Nur'\8ER OF DEFENDANTS 130 165 

I'le i<;1hted To Refl ect Egua 1 
Groue Sizes -

Detention 2,579 days S 25,794 2,518 days S 25,180 

Failure to Appear 18 cases 657 14 cases 637 

Pretrial Arrest 22 cases 14,321 28 cases 117,201 

Other II.A. - 292 N.A. - 415 

Program N.A. 10,523 N,A. 2,039 

TOTAL $ 51,003 S144,642 

NU~1BER OF DEFENDArlTS 165 165 

I i i 
Weighted To Reflect Equal I 

$ 25, 794 1 

Detention, FTA and PTA I 

Detention 2,579 days 2,579 days S 25,784 

Failure to Appear 18 cases 657 18 cases 822 

Pretrial Arrest 28 cases 18,188 I 23 cases I 117,201 
I 

Other N.A. _ 292 i N.A. 
I 10,5231 

I - 415 
I 

Program 

I 
N.A. N.A, I 2,039 

! 
TOTAL $ 54,870 : 

, 
I S145,431 , I I 

NUI'IBER OF DEFENDANTS i 165 I 165 i 
I I 1 .- ... - 0' 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
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I 
I 
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i 
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it may influen~e the release process in such a way that defendants who 

commit less serious offenses (as measured by the severity of the punish­

ments impo'sed for those offenses) are rel eased. 7 For exampl e, the program 

may select for own recognizance release recommendations defendants who 

pose lesser risks of committing serious offenses. Alternatively, the 

program may affect the way the criminal justice system responds to pre­

trial arrests, so that defendants processed by the program are treated 

less harshly than other defendants. 

\'Je cannot determine from the available data which of these possible 

explanations is more likely to be correct. If it is the former, then it 

suggests that the program is having a major impact on the nature, though 

not the extent, of pretrial criminality. If the latter is the better 

explanation, it suggests that the lack of program processing might have 

an inequitable effect on the sentencing of defendants convicted of pre­

trial arrests. In either case the finding, if real, has important impli­

cations. For this reason the topic may deserve further study. 

7Note that this occurs even though ·there is no difference in the overall 
charge distribution for released defendants in the program versus· control 
groups, as ~hown in Table 2.B. Additionally, remember that the experiment 
~ested t~e 1ITIpact of program verification and recommendation on outcomes; 
lnformatlon on defendants" backgrounds was provided to the court for both 
the program and control groups. 
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III. THE TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

A. Background 

A pretrial release program operated at the misdemeanor level iri 

Tucson for about b/o-and-one-half years (from January 1975 to July 1977) 

before local budgetary problems led to its demise (see the "defunct 

program" analyses in Volume III for additional information).B Some of 

the staff members, including the director, of the former program were 

still in contact with the Correctional Volunteer Center (CVC) at the 

time we were discussing experimental possibilities for the area. 

Although we had not wished to implement our experimental analyses 

by establishing new programs, because of the special difficulties usually 

faced by new programs and the possibility that these difficulties might 

bias the findings, Tucson offered a unique situation: a misdemeanor level 

program could be re-established, a little over a year after its demise, 

using some of the same staff as before. Additionally, the program could 

operate under the CVC's umbrella, so that the problems of developing 

program infrastructure (e.g., finding office space, developing needed 

relationships, etc.) could be avoided. Thus, the potential drawbacks of 

establishing a new program seemed offset in the specific Tucson situation. 

The misdemeanor experiment involved the random assignment of defen­

dants both before and after release decisions were made. All defendants 

under the jurisdiction of the City Court of Tucson, except persons charged 

with such relatively minor offenses as jaywalking and trespassing, were 

BSee also Kristina Peterson, Delivery System Analysis of Pima County 
(Tucson), Arizona, \'Jorking Paper No.6, Marchl9T9. 
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interviewed by program staff. For defendants in the experimental group, 

the staff verified the interview information and prepared a release 

recommendation for the court. For control group defendants, n£ information 

was given to the court by program staff; the completed interviews for 

these persons were simply sent to us for inclusion in the data base. 

After release decisions were made, all released defendants were 

again randomly assigned 'to two groups: one that received program followup 

and one that did not. The followup consisted of the program's notifying 

the defendants of coming court dates. This notification was accomplished 

by mail or telephone, in English or Spanish. 

Appendix 0 includes the instructions provided to program staff to 

assist them in implementing the experiment. The next section presents 

the results ,of that impl ementati on. 
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B. Outcomes of Experiment 

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 consider the comparability of the experimental and 

control groups. As shown in Table 3.1, data were available for more than 

half the defendants in each group for 18 of the 19 characteristics listed; 

data were incomplete only for public assistance status. Table 3.2 shows 

that the two groups were comparable for each of these 18 characteristics 

(see detai~ed data in Appendix E). 

Release outcome data are presented in Table 3.3. As was the case for 

the felony study, there were no statistically significant differences be­

tween the experimental and control groups in terms of rate, speed or type 

of release. 9 Additionally, the distribution of bond amounts did not differ 

significantly for the two groups (see data in Appendix E). Nor did the 

two groups differ in terms of rates of release when detention of one day 

or less was included with the released, rather than the detained, defendant 

group. 

Tables 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 consider the equity of release by ethnicity 

and employment status for the two groups. Again, as in the felony study, 

unemployed defendants in both groups were much less likely to secure release. 

In the experimental group, 50% of the unemployed defendants were released, 

as compared with 77% of the employed defendants; in the control group, the 

percentages were 58% and 74%, respectively. Unlike the felony study, 

where unemployed released defendants in the control group were found more 

likely to be rearrested pretrial, there were no such differences in the 

9Unlike the felony study, no information on defendants I backgrounds was 
presented to magistrates for defendants in the control group. 
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TABLE 3.1 
PERCENTAGES OF CASES IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 

GROUPS WITH DATA FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ," COf'lTROL GROUP 

-- - -----~ -------- ~---------
~------- -- -----~~-
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TABLE 3.2 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF EXPE~IMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

(n=424) 

CHARACTERI STIC SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

ComlJlunity Ties 

* N.S. 
CHARACTER I STI C (11=224) (11=200) ----------_._-- - -- -_." -

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
~larital status 

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

~l1ity Ties 
Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 

r'larital status 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed 

defendants only) 
Public assistance 
Occupation 

Crimi na 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 

100% 

84% 
92% 
94% 

95% 

99% 
99% 

87~~ 

48% 
81~~ 

100% 
1000fa 
100%a 

64% 

65% 

100% 
94% 

100% 

83% 

a1ncludes cases with missing information. 

r i 

100% 

81% 
89% 
96% 

92% 

97% 
99~~ 

86~~ 

46% 

85~~ 

100~1o 

100o~a 

100~~a 

62% 
61% 

100% 
96?1, 

100% 

.81% 

-. 

\ 
.j 

Fami ly support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed defendants only) 

Occupation 

Criminal 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 

Eduea ti on 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

* Indicates the two groups were not significantly different (.05 
statistical level. 
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TABLE 3.3 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ! COflTROL GROUP 
( 11_= 2 2 4 ). _. _1 ____ .(n=200)_ 

OUTcor'lE -}(uillber Percent ilumber Percent 

Ra te of Release 

Defendants released 152 68% 136 68% 
Defendants not released 72 325~ 64 32~~ 
TOTAL - -224 100~~ 200 100% 

Seeed of Release 

Mean number of days from 0.64 0.67 attest to release dl 
Tzee of Release 

Nonfinancial 106 70% 99 73% 
Financial 46 30~~ 37 27?~ 
TOTAL ~52 100% 136 'I 10m~ 

an=139 for experimental group and n=125 for control group 
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TABLE 3.4 
EOUrTY OF RELEASE FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

. (n=224) 

1 ETHN Ie ITY EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
I--- EMPLOYED OR 

OUTem-IE } WHfTE MINORITY 
SUBST ITuns UNEMPLOYED 

. NUll1ber Percen t ~IUlllber 1_ Perc en t ; I Number Percent Number Pet'cen t 
a I Rate of Release (all defendants) 

Defendants released I 64 59% 88 76% I 113 77% 38 50% 
Defendants not released 44 41% 28 24% I 33 23% 38 50% i 
TOTAL - 108 . 100% 116 100% 146 100% I 76 100% 

.. Seeed of Release (released 
defendants) - : 

Mean number of da~, from 
arrest to releas~ 

0.5 days 2.1 days I 0.5 days 1. 0 days 
--

I Tyee of Rel ease (for released' 
defendants) 

Nonfinancial 50 78% 56 64% 
I 

79 70% 27 71% 
Financial 14 22% 32 36% 34 30% 11 29% 

\ 

TOTAL I 64 100%. 88 -. 100% 113 100% 38 100% 

aSignificant at the .01 level for ethnicit.y and at the .0001 1 eve 1 for employment status. 
bn=60 for 't:hite, n=80 for minority. n=102 for employed, n=36 for unemployed. -
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OUTCOHE 

Ra te of ~elease (all defendants)a 

Defendants released 
Defendants not released -TOTAL 

Seeed of Release (released 
defendants} 

Mean number of da~J from 
arrest to releas~ 

Tyee of Release (for rel eased 
defendants} 

Nonfinancial 
Fi na nc i a 1 
TOTAL 

( 

TABLE 3.5 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR CONTROL GROUP 

(n=200) 

I 

ETHN IC ITY I Et·1PLOYr~ENT STATUS 
1-------- EMPLOYED OR WHITE M I NOR ITY SUBSTITUTES UNE~'PLOYED 
NUl1lbel~ Percent ~lul1lbcr Percent' Number Percent Number Pel'cen t 

72 66% 64 71% I 96 74% 40 58% 
38 34% 26 29% I 33 26% 29 42% I 

110 100% 90 100% 129 100% 69 100% 

0.6 days 0.8 days I 0.5 days 1.1 days 

l I 

53 74% 46 72% I 72 75% 27 68% 
19 . 26% 18 28% 211- 25% 13 32% 
72 100% 64 100% I 96 100% 40 100% 

aSignificant at the .03 level for employment status; not significant for ethnicity. 
bn=67 for white, n=58 for minority, n=87 for employed, n=38 for unemployed. 
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Speed of Release 

Type of Release 
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TABLE 3.6 
SUMMARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

.. 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=200) (n=224) 

Employment Eniployment Ethnicity Ethnicity Status Status 

.01 . 0001 'N.S . .03 

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

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

1"1 " .. 
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misdemeanor study in post-release outcomes for unemployed versus employed 

defendants who secured release. 

The equity analysis for misdemeanors also shows a difference by eth­

nicity. Minority defendants in the experimental group were much ~ 
likely than white defendants to secure release. To assess whether this 

difference could reasonably be attributed to program impact, we analyzed 

the characteristics of white versus minority defendants in the experimental 

group, as compared with the control group. Results appear in Table 3.7. 

As indicated, there are six characteristics along which white versus 

minority defendants differ significantly in either the experimental or 

control group but not in both. Minority defendants in the control group 

had more prior arrests and convictions than white defendants; in the 

experimental group, prior records of minority and white defendants were 

comparable. Minority defendants in the experimental group, though not 

in the control group, were more likely than white defendants to be local 

residents, to be married, to have the occupation of a laborer and to be 
employed. 

Because of the many differences between the experimental and control 

groups when minority and white defendants are compared, it is possible 

that the higher release rate for minority defendants in the experimental 

group is due to these differences, rather than to program impact. Indeed, 

since unemployed defendants were much less likely to be released, the 

fact that more minority than white defendants were employed in the 

experimental group (but not in the control group) could itself account 

for the release rate difference. This seems to be the case, because 

when we controlled for employment status, there was no statistically 

t 



( 

c 

-52-

TABLE 3.7 
COMPARABILITY OF WHITE VERSUS MINORITY 

DEFENDANTS IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
I-__ --=.;cH..::...A.::.;R~A.::...CT:....::E=--R..::....I _5 T'-I-'-C ___ ..... ___ ~( n= 22 4 L __ -l---'----!-----t 

Community Ties 
Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 

I·la rita 1 s ta tus 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 

Employment status 
Income level (employed 

defendants only) 

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 arrest 

Sex 

Other 

Education 

.004 

.003 

.006 

·.02 
.0002 
.0002 

. 0005 

N.S. 

.02 

N.S. 

N.S. 
tl. S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

.005 

N.S. 

N.S. 

.02 

~------- ~--
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significant difference in release rates by ethnicity.l0 

Table 3.8 shows the rate and type of release for defendants in the 

experimental group who received own recognizance (O.R.) versus other 

recommendations. As in the felony study, program recommendations had a 

strong effect on release outcomes~ 76.5% of the defendants with an O.R. 

recommendation secured release, as compared with 55% of other defendants. 

Moreover, of the defendants with an O.R. recommendation, 80% of those 

released were released on nonfinancial conditions; the comparable per­

centage for defendants lacking an O.R. recommendation was 49%.11 

As discussed in Section A, the Tucson misdemeanor experiment included 

a second random assignment of defendants after release: one group received 

program notification of coming court dates, and the other group did not . 

Table 3.9 shows that the two groups of defendants were eomparable for all 

18 of the characteristics previously considered (see Appendix E for 

details). Table 3.10 presents the failure to appear and pretrial crimin­

ality outcomes for the two groups. There were no statistically significant 

differences in outcomes between the groups.12 Thus, it appears that 

the misdemeanor program1s notification activities had no effect on the 

rate at which defendants failed to appear or were rearrested during the 

pretrial period. 

10However, the significance level for employed defendants was .09, reason­
ably close to our .05 cutoff point. The level for unemployed defendants, 
on the other hand, was .48. 

llFailure to appear and pretrial criminal ity outcomes are not compare'd by 
progr0m recommendation, because of the post-release assignment of defendants 
to groups that either received program followup or did not. 

l2We also separately analyzed the outcomes for the experimental and control 
groups of the first random assignment. In each case the defendants notified 
were comparable, and their failure to appear and pretrial criminality rates 
were not significantly different. 
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TABLE 3.8 
RELEASE OUTCOMES BY PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION 

(EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ONLY) 

I OWN RECOGNIZANCE OTHER 
(n=132) (n=92) 

OUTCO!'1E 
-.- .. r-,. Nurnber[-Percent Number Percent 

I 

Ra te of Releasea 

Defendants released 101 76.5~~ 51 55% 
Defendants not released f-~1 2~. 5% 41 45~~ 
TOTAL -132 100. O;~ 92 iooo~ 

- . 

Type of Releaseb 

tlonfi nanc ia 1 81 80;~ 25 495~ 
Financial 20 20% 26 51% 
TOTAL 101 1005h' 51 100:~ ~ 

aSignificant at the .002 level. 
bSi9nificant at the .001 level. 
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TABLE 3.9 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS FOR NOTIFICATION ANALYSIS 
( n=287) 

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

CHAR/\CTER r STI C 

COI1l/nun i ty Ties 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
!·la rita 1 s ta tu s 

Family support 
\~i th I-/hom defendant 1 i ves 
Employment status 
Income level (employed defendants only) 

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 

pemographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethni ci ty 
Sex 

Otllel' 

Education 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

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

N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 

N .S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
N .5. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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. TABLE 3.10 
FArLURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=160) __ . _J.!l:: 11-7) 

OUTCOHE [.[Umber _ .. Percent Number Percent 

Failure to Aepear ( FTA) 

Defendants ~,ho FTA 19 12~~ 15 12% 
Defendants who do not FTA 141 8go~ 11 ? P.P.9~ 

TOTAL released defendants 160 100~~ I _127 10n~1 

Pretrial Crimi na lJ..!x. 
Defendants with rearrests 9 6°1-,0 6 5% 
Defendants \·,i thout rearrests f--151 94~~ 121 95~~ -
TOTAL released defendants 160 100% 127 100% 

Defendants with rearrest 
convictions 5 3°/ ,0 3 2°' ,J 

Defendants without rearrest 
convictions 155 97~~ 124 985~ 

TOTAL released defendants 160 100~~ 127 100% .--J 
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C. Comparison With Cross-Sectional Findings 

The experimental findings for Tucson misdemeanors can be compared 

with those of the cross-sectional study, covering a period about two 

years earlier. Because Tucson misdemeanor outcomes are discussed in 

greater detail in Volume III, only a brief comparison is presented in 

thi s chapter. 

Misdemeanor defendants in the experimental study differed in three 

respects from those of the cross-sectional study. First, they were 

arrested for somewhat less serious crimes: fewer of them were charged 

with Part I crimes; also, fewer were charged with economic crimes and 

more with crimes against public order. Second, experimental defendants 

had less extensive prior records. However, they were more likely to 

have been involved with the criminal justice system at the time of 

the arrest studied. 

Table 3.11 compares the outcomes for the misdemeanor defendants in 

the cross-sectional and experimental studies. As was the case for 

felony defendants, the largest difference is the sharply lower rate of 

pretriai criminality (as measured by either rearrests or convictions for 

them) during the experimental period. The rate of release also increased 

over time, and the mean number of days required to secure release 

declined. 

As in the felony study, we were interested in whether local officials 

behaved differently during the experimental period than they ~ould have 

ordinarily. Appendix F discusses the results of our followup inter-

views on this topic. Although there do not appear to have been major 

efforts to undermine the experiment, it is possible that some IIcontamina-

tion ll occurred. For example, the director of the misdemeanor study 
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TABLE 3.11 
COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES FOR MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANTS 

IN CROSS-SECTIONAL AND EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 

. 
Cross-Secti onal Experimental 

Outcome Study Group Group 
(n = 191) (n = 224) 

Rate of Re 1 ease 59% 68% 

Speed of Release 1. 18 days 0.64 days 

Rate of Nonfinancial Rel ease 67% 70% 

Failure to Appear Rate 15% 12% 

Pretri a 1 Rearrest Rate 20% 6°/ /0 

Pretrial Conviction for Rearrest Rate 11% 3% 

" 

Conttol 
Group 

(n = 200) 

68% 

0.67 days 

73% 

12% 

5% 

2% 
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reported to us that magistrates would sometimes ask program interviewers 

for information on control group defendants and that the interviewers 

would provide it. The director did not know how often this 6ccurred; 

nor do we, since we were not monitoring the study on-site. Thus, it is 

possible that the lack of outcomes differences for the eXperimental 

versus control groups stems partly from departures from the study design. 

D. Cost-Effectiveness of Program 

At one level the Tucson misdemeanor program's cost-effectiveness can 

be judged by noting that it had no statistically significant impact on 

either release outcomes or defendant misconduct after release and concluding 

that its costs were not offset by any improvements in the outcomes studied. 

Thus, to consider the program r.ost-effective would require a judgment that 

its operations led to intangible benefits that were deemed worth the 

program costs. 

Another way to consider cost-effectiveness is to analyze the costs 

to the criminal justice system of having the program operate versus not 

operate. Tables 3.12-3.15 summarize the cost data for the program 

(experimental) and control groups. Cost estimation det3ils appear in 

Appendix B. 

For the program group total costs were about $24,000, with approxi­

mately three-fourths of the costs attributed to program operations (see 

Table 3.12). Of the remaining cost categories, detention was the most 

expensive, followed by pretrial arrest. As with the felony program, 

failure to appear was the least costly category. Total costs for the 

control group were about $3,400, largely accounted for by detention 

costs (see Table 3.14). 
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TABLE 3.12 
COST Sl!~H~ARY, PROGRJl.H GROUP, 
TUCSON tolISDE:'1EANOR EXPEP.I,~IENT 

I TEl! 

Detention 

389 days @ SID oer day 

Failure To Aooear (FTA) 

• 20 occurrences 
--Court and City Attorney costs, 20 cases @ 66~ 
--Bench 'I/arrant issued, 18 cases @ SOc 
--Bench warrant served, 6 cases @ 518.20 (59.20 for 

service and 59.00 for booking) 

• 10 returns to court 
--Court and City Attorney costs, 5 voluntary returns 

@ 56.43 
--Court and City Attorney costs, S returns through 

arrests @ 57.04 
--Oeten t i on resu 1 t i ng from FTA, 24 days @ S 10 per day 
--No prosecution of FTA; no execution of bond 

forfeitures 
Subtotal, FTA costs 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 

• Aoprehension, 12 cases @ 516 

• Booking, 12 cases @ 58.79 

• Program costs 
--2 interviews @ 530.20 

• Detention resulting from PTA, 

• Court processing costs 
--Detailed in Table 3.13 

78 days @ SID oer day 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

--No jur'Y costs " 

• Sentencing costs . 
--Pre-sentence i nvesti ga t ions, S conVl cted defendants;; 

weiohted, 4.S @ 550 . I 
-Probation supervision, 4 defendants, S years @ 54 

per year I 
-Incarceration, 4 defendants, 2. S Months @ 5300 
-Less fines for 3 defendants (assumed oaid) 

Subtotal, PTA costs I 
Program 

! 
I 
I 

i COST 

53,890.00 

13.20 
9.00 

109.20 

32_1S 

3S.20 
240.00 

S 438 _7S 

192.00 

105.48 

60.40 

780.00 

692.33 

225.00 

20.0u 
iSO.CO 

-1,009.00 
SI,516.21 

• Interview, 224 defendants @ $30.20 I 6,764.80 

• Notification, 160 defendants @ 568.75 
Subtotal, Program costs 

TOTAL COSTS 

1

11.000.00 
517,764.30 

! 
!S23, 909.76 
I , 
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I 
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COURT OUiCO;·iE 
I 

Justice. : Dismissal 

Justice Plea 

City Di slni ssa 1 

City Plea 

* City Open 

* 

( 

TABLE 3.13 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 
PROGRAM GROUP, TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADJUDICATED CASES NUI'1I3ER SETTLED ON S,l\I'iE DAY AS: OF -
ATTORr;EY CASES OR I G HIAL ARREST OTHER PTA 

Public Defender 1 0 0 

Public Defender 1 0 0 

Other than 
Public Defender 4 3 1 

Other than 
Public Defender .~ 0 1 

Other than 
Public Defender 2 0 0 

COST 

1 @ $91 = $91. 00 

1 @ $272 = $272.00 

2 1/3 @ $25 = $58.33\ 

3 1/3 @ $33 = $llO.OO 

2 @ $80.50 = $161.00 

TOTAL COSTS = $692.33 

Costs of open cases were estimated as one-half the cost of a plea plus one-half the cost of a court trial. 
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T,l\BLE 3.14 
COST SU~1MARY, CONTROL GROUP, 
TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

Item 

Detention 
266 days @ $10 per day 

Failure To Appear 

• 20 occurrences 
--Court and City Attorney costs, 20 cases @ 66¢ 
--Bench warrant issued, 18 cases @ 50¢ 
--Bench warrant served, 8 cases @ $18.20 ($9.20 for 

service and $9.00 for booking) 
--Bench warrant service attempted unsuccessfully, 

1 case @ $9.20 
--Less bond forfeiture executed, 1 case @ $135.00 

• 13 returns to court 
--Court and City Attorney costs, 7 voluntary returns 
--Court and City Attorney costs, 6 returns through 

arrest @ $7.04 
--Detention resulting from FTA, 11 days @ $10 per day 

• 2 prosecutions of FTA; 2 cases @ $8.00 
Subtotal, FTA costs 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 
• Apprehension, 6 cases @ $16.00 

• Bookin9, 6 cases @ $8.79 
• Detention resulting from PTA, 1 day @ $10 per day 

• Court processing costs 
--Detailed in Table 3.15 
--No jury costs 

@$6.43 

• Sentencing costs 
--Pre-Sentence Investigations, 3 convicted defendants @ $50 
--Probation suoervision, 1 defendant, 1 year @ $4 per year 
--Incarceration, 1 defendant, 20 days @ $10 per day 
--Less fines for 3 defendants (assumed paid) 

Subtotal, PTA costs 

TOTAL COSTS 

Cost 

$2,660.00 

$ 

13.20 
9.00 

145.60 

9.20 

-135.00 

45.01 
42.24 

11 O. 00 

16.00 . 

255.25 

S 96.00 
52.74 

10.00 

269.00 

150.00 
4.00 

200.00 
-303.00 

$ 478.74 

f $3,393.99. 

-------~------ -----------~~- - -- .---
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TABLE 3.15 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS 

CONTROL GROUP, TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT' 

NOTE: All pretrial arrests were adjudicated in City Court 

Number of Cases ,-\djudicated 
on Sanle Da y .A.s: 

Total Number Original Other Pretrial 
Outcome of Cases Arrest Arrest 

Dismissal , 3 0 0 

Plea 2 0 0 

Convicted by 
Judge 1 0 0 

l 

Cost 

3 @ $ 25 = $ 75 

2 @ 5 33 = $ 66 

1 @ $128 = $128 

TOTAL COST= $269 

, 
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As in the case of the felony-level analysis presented in the last 

chapter, the control group costs cannot be compared directly with the 

program group costs, because (1) the groups are of different size, and 

(2) the costs of detention, failure to appear and pretrial rearrest should 

be weighted to reflect the lack of significant differences between the 

two groups. Table 3.16 presents the weighted cost comparisons. Because 

the Tucson misdemeanor experiment was a two-stage test, analyzing release 

and post-release impact separately, the number of defendants to whom the 

cost categories apply varies. For detention costs all studied defendants 

are used, while failure to appear and pretrial arrest costs apply only 

to the defendants who participated in the notification analysis. 

As shown in Table 3.16, costs for the program group are significantly 

higher than for the control group after the necessary weighting has been 

accomplished. There are no savings in detention, failure to appear ,or 

pretriai arrest expenses to offset the costs qf the program. Based on 

this analysis, neither the pre-release nor post-release program activities 

vJere cost-effective. 
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TABLE 3. Hi 
COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR PROGRAM AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

Program Group Control 
Cost Category Quantity Cost Quantity 

Unweighted 

Detention 389 days, $3,890 266 days, 
224 defts 200 defts 

Fa il ure to appear 20 FTA, 439 20 FTA, 
160 defts 127 defts 

Pretrial arrest 12 PTA, 1 ,m~: 6 PTA, 
160 defts 127 defts 

Program N.A. 17,765 N.A. 

TOTAL $23,~)lO 

vlei qhted To Refl ect Egua1 
Group Sizes 

Detention 
389 days, 3,890 298 days, 
224 defts 224 defts 

Fa il ure to Appear 20 FTA, 439 25 FTA, 
160 defts 160 defts 

Pretrial arrest 12 PT,ll" 1 ,816 8 PTA, 
160 defts 160 defts 

Program N.A. 17,765 N.A. 

TOTAL $23,910 

Weighted To Reflect Egual 
Detention, FTA & PTA 

Detention 
389 days, 3,890 389 days, 
224 defts 224 defts 

Fa il ure to appear 25 FTA, 549 25 FTA, 
160 defts 160 defts 

Pretrial arrest 
12 PTA, 1 ,816 12 PTA, 

160 defts 160 defts 

Program N. A. 17,765 N.A. 

TOTAL 24,020 

Group 
Cost 

$2,660 

255 

479 

0 

$3,394 

52,980 

321 

604 

0 

$3,905 

$3,890 

321 

906 

0 

5,117 
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IV. THE BALTIMORE CITY EXPERIMENT 

A. Background 

The Baltimore City pretrial release program interviews virtually all 

defendants soon after arrest. This is accomplished through around-the-

clock, decentralized operations; program staff work in nine districts as 

well as the agency's downtown headquarters}3 

As in many major metropolitan areas that have adopted pretrial 

release reforms, Baltimore had no "overflow" group of defendants who were 

not interviewed. However, there was a sizeable group of defendants whose 

point scores were too low for them to receive an own recognizance (O.R.) 

release recommendation. Consequently, an experiment was designed, using 

this group of defendants and testing the impact of a program recommenda­

tion for O.R. release on subsequent outcomes. This experiment also 

provided insight about the effects of relaxing the current point 

system criteria, a topic of special interest to Baltimore officials. 

Thus, the Baltimore City experiment differed somel'/hat from the others 

conducted. Defendants with low point scores (i.e., less than the six 

points usually required for an O.R. release recommendation) were split 

into two groups: one group automatically received O.R. release recom-
14 mendations and the other group was processed normally. Although defen-

dants with less than six points are technically not eligible for O.R. 

rel ease recommendati ons, i nterviel'/ers ~re not bound by the poi nt scores 

13 For more information on program operations, see Nathan I. Silver, 
Delivery System Analysis of Baltimore City, Maryland, Working Paper No.1, 
July 1978. 

14All defendants with six or more points I'Jere processed as usual; they were 
not part of the experiment. 
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and may recommend O.R. release if they consider a defendant a good risk. 

Thus, it was possible for members of the control group to receive O.R. 

release recommendations. 

In this experiment the major program service whose impact was being 

tested was the automatic provision of a release recommendation to certain 

defendants. Under normal program conditions such automatic recommendations 

were limited to defendants having at least six points (although in unusual 

circumstances interviewers can override this requirement). We were testing 

the effect of expanding this program "service" to additional defendants, 

who were presumably a "higher risk" group. 

We could not use the entire group of defendants having fewer than 

six points for the study. Figure 4.1 shows the list of acceptable charges 

for study defendants; other charges were considered too serious for in­

clusion in the experimental test. Defendants could be excluded for other 

reasons as well (see Figure 4.1). These exclusions were: 

• defendants detained for transfer to another jurisdiction, 
for probation revocation review, etc.; 

• defendants awaiting trial on another charge; 

• defendants with serious psychiatric problems; 

• out-of-State residents; 

• defendants with a prior record of "flagrant" failure to 
appear (defined as two failures to appeal' I'Jith guilty 
dispositions or four FTA charges since January 1, 1977); and 

• defendants who lacked a verified address. 

The lack of a verified address caused the exclusion of many defend-

ants, because of the program's i nab'i 1 ity to 1 oca te a reference or other 

source of verification before the release decisions were made. The other 

major reason for excluding defendants was charge. The remaining exclu­

sionary factors were used much less often. 

c 
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FIGURE 4.1 
ACCEPTABLE CHARGES AND OTHER REASONS FOR EXCLUSION, 

BALTIMORE RELEASE EXPERIMEHT 

LIST OF ACCEPTABLE CHARGES 

ATTEMPTED FALSE PRETENSE 
ATTEMPTED LARCENY 
ATTEMPTED STOREHOUSE BREAKING 
CENSOR BOARD VIOLATIONS-OBSCE~:ITY LAi·JS 
COMMON ASSAULT WITHOUT RESISTING ARREST, DEADLY WEAPON, BREAKING 

AND ENTERING OR MALICIOUS DESTRUCTION AS·COMPA~ION CHARGES 
DAYTIME BURGLARY WITHOUT WEAPON 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DISORDERLY INTOXICATION-NOT CHROmC ALCOHOLIC 
DISTURBING THE PEACE 
FAILURE TO PAY-COURT, FOOD BILL, TAXI, VlAGES 
FALSE PRETENSE-UNDER $SOO (PER CHECK) 
FALSE REPORT 
GAfvlBL I NG 
IMPERSONATING AN OFFICER 
INDECEtlT EXPOSURE 
INTERFERING 
LARCENY-UNDER $SOO 
LARCENY AFTER TRUST-UNDER $500 
LOTTERY, BOOKMAKING 
MALICIOUS DESTRUCTION-UNDER $500 
PANDERING 
POSSESSION OF HEROIN, BARBITURATES, AMPHETAMINES, OTHER DRUGS 
POSSESSION OF MARIJUANA 
PROSTITUTION, SOLICITING, DISORDERLY HOUSE (not narcotics Violation) 
RECEIVING STOLEN. GOODS-UNDER $SOO 
ROGUE AND VAGABOND 
SHOPLI FTING-UNDER $SOO 
STOREHOUSE BREAKING 
TM1PERHIG 
TELEPHONE MISUSE (Exclude second time against same person) 
THEFT-UNDER $500 
TRESPASSING (not a repeat on same establishment) 
UNLAVIFUL ACTS-RELATED TO ~lHIORS 
t~ELFARE FRAUD 

LIST OF EXCLUSIONS (BESIDES CHARGE) 

DETAINERS 
PRETRIAL REARRESTS 
PSYCHIATRIC CASES 
OUT-OF-STATE RESIDENTS 
UNVERIFIED ADDRESS 
FTA RECORD ONLY IF FLAGRANT VIOLATION (2 FTA'S WITH GUILTY 

DISPOSITIONS OR 4 FTA CHARGES SINCE 1/1/77) 
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In addition to the analysis of impact on release! the Baltimore 

experiment included an experimental analysis of the impact of post-release 

followup services on defendant behavior (see Figure 1.2). Defendants from 

the release experiment who were released on OWL' recognizance were told 

to report to the program I s downtown headquarters .IS There, they were 

divided into two groups: one group received minimum program followup and 

the other group, more intensive followup. Because the program had for 

several years provided some followup contact for ~ defendants released 

on O.R., it was not possible to have a control group that received ~ 

followup; the program staff thought that such a control group would 

represent a SUbstantial service cutback. Also, because at the time of 

sentencing judges often asked about a defendant's call-in record, the 

program staff members were concerned that a control group without call-

in requirements might receive harsher sentences than otherwise. 

The routine followup normally provided t'o defendants consisted of 

monitoring telephone calls from them once a week. During these calls 

the ~efendant would be reminded of coming court dates and encouraged 

to comply with release conditions and "to stay out of trouble." For 

the minimum followup in the control group, weekly calls continued to b'e 

monitored by the program, but 1 ittl e \'.Jas sa i d to the defendant: the call 

was acknowledged and the defendant's address verified, but the defendant 

was not reminded of court dates or other release requirements. For the 

experimental group, defendants were screened to see if they needed any 

special services and, if so, were referred to the appropriate unit of the 

lS The only exceptions were defendants charged with relatively minor offenses, 
such as disorderly conduct, whose cases were likely to be settled the 
following day. The release period for these defendants would be too short 
to implement followup procedures. 
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supervised release program. Drug abuse, alcohol, and mental health services 

were avaiidble through referral to community-based treatment programs. 

Additionally, some defendants were eligible for a diversion program 

providing employment services. 

If experimental group defendants did not need special services~ they 

were referred to the program's "survei 11 ance" uni t. These defendants \'Jere 

required, at a minimum, to call the program twice a week. During these calls 

program staff reminded them of coming court dates and encouraged them to 

comply with release conditions. Some defendants were also required to report 

to the program in person on a periodic basis. 

Thus, the experimental test of post-release followup compared the impact 

of monitoring weekly calls from defendants 'in a rather perfunctory manner with 

the effect of more intensive followup. This more intensive followup consisted 

at least of two calls a week during which defendants were counseled to appear 

for court and stay out of trouble and often included referral to service 

programs as well. 

Because defendants with fewer than six points who were excluded from 

the release experiment might be released on own recogniz~nce by the bail 

comnissioners, it was possible to increase the size of the follovJUp experi-

ment by including these persons. This was accomplished by directing the 

interviewers to refer virtually every defendant release on O.R. with fe\'Jer 
16 

than six points to the program's downtown headquarters. 

The approach for the Baltimore experiment is shown in Figure 4.2. 

As illustrated there and discussed earlier, the experimental procedures 

were more complex than in the other sites studied. Not only was a two­

stage random assjgnment procedure implemented but a supplemental group 

of defendants was also included in the followup stage of the experiment, 

160nly defendants whose cases were likely to be settled the following day 
were excluded, as discussed earlier. 

---------~------------~--------~------
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FIGURE lI.2 
Sur1MARY OF APPROACH FOR B.AL T I MORE EXPER If/lENT 

L DEFENDANTS VI I T~5- OR FH/ER PO I N0J 

,--__ L -f 
MEET CHI\RGE /\ND ,-"Do"-NOr"1EET CHARGE 
OTHER CRITERIA ~OTHER CRITERIA -- --.--.. --~, .. -

(RANDOM ASSIGNMENT) 

,----__ -1 __ 
USU'~L RECot'lf'1DmAT IONl 

I ALHAYS RECOI'1f1END 
I O. R. RELEASE 

I I 
r

J , 
. RELEASE DEC I S I 6~ 

r---~_ J-
RELEASED NOT RELEASED 
ON O. R. Of.! 0 I R. 

~ 
(RANDOM ASSIGNMENT) 

L ~.-
r--M-I N-') ,'IUM -~E THA~ 

SUPERVISION MINIMUM 
SUPERV I SImI 
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though they were excluded from the release stage of the study. Addi­

tionally, the characteristics of the jurisdiction made ex~erimental 

implementation more difficult than elsewhere. The program is a large 

one, with approximately 35 interviewers working three different shifts 

to provide around-the-clock operations. Moreover, the program staff 

work in ten different physical locations. Under these conditions it 

was difficult to get ·the experimental procedures implemented in the same 

way by all interviewers. 

Largely as a result of an unusually high level of cooperation by 

program staff, we were eventually able to work out all implementation 

difficulties and a~biguities. We also took several special monitoring 

steps that had not been necessary in less complex sites. First, 

because the program's downtown headquarters receives all completed 

interview forms on the weekday following the interview, we were able to 

review all cases with fewer than six points to see if they had been 

handled correctly (e.g., that defendants had been excluded only for 

appropriate reasons, that experimental group defendants had always 

received O.R. release recommendations, and that defendants released on 

O.R. had been referred to the downtown office). When errors were 

identified, these were reported to the shift supervisors, who discussed 

them with the individual interviewers. In this way misunderstandings 

about study procedures were quickly identified and corrected. 

When interviewers failed to refer defendants released on O.R. to 

the down"town offi ce, or \'Ihen referred defendants fa il ed to report, 

efforts were made to contact those persons in the intensive followup 

---- -----
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group. In most cases these efforts were successful; the defendants 

reported, and were referred to the appropriate supervision unit. 

. Figure 4.3 shows the form used to monitor the implementation of 

the experiment. One of these forms was completed for each defendant 

having fewer than five points. When errors were identified, the form 

and a copy' of the interview were channeled to the appropriate staff 

person to followup on the problem and, if possible, correct it. 

Besides the daily followup conducted in Baltimore on the experi-: 

mental implementation, we also reviewed copies of the interview forms 

in our Washington offices on a weekly basis. This served as an addi­

tional check to insure that study procedures were imp10mented uniformly 

and accurately. 

, i 
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FIGURE 4.3 
FOLLOWUP FORM: IMPLEMENTATION OF EXPERIMENTAL 

PROCEDURES IN BALTIMORE 

Defendant Name _______________ ---.:B i rthda te ________ _ 

I nves t i g a tor _________________ --!A rres t Da te ______ ---

Eligib1c for study? Yes ____ No Charge ____________ _ 

If yes: __ Program Group (YELLo\~ LIST) or __ Non-Program Group 

__ Supervi si on (BLUE LI ST) or __ ~~inimum Intervention 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* Recommended for OR? Yes No * Released on OR? Yes No 
* Correct action? Yes No * Referred to Office? Yes No 
* * Correct Action? Yes No 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Is follow-up with investigator needed? __ Yes _~No 

Did follow-up occur? __ Yes _---:No 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Did defendant come to office? Yes 

Is follow-up needed to get defendant to office? 

No 

__ Yes _ No (e.g., if 
defendant is in 
m'lnlmum inter­
vention group) 

\1as defendant properly assigned to IIsupervision" or II minimum intervention ll 

group? ______ yes No If not, why not (e.g., court-ordered treament 
for defendant in minimum intervention group)? -----------------

Is follow-up needed with supervision unit? Yes 

Did follow-up occur? Yes No 

Follow-up actions taken to get defendant to office: __________ _ 

Comments: -----------------------------------------
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B. Outcomes of Experiment 

Tab 1 es 4.1 and 4.2 summa ti ze i nforma ti on on the comparabil i ty of 

the experimental and control groups (for the first random assignment, 

testing program impact on release outcomes). The groups were comparable 

for all 17 characteristics for which data were available on more than 

half the defendants in each group (see detailed data in Appendix E). 

As shown in Table 4.3, there were sharp differences between the 

groups for each release outcome: 

• A total of 97% of the experimental group defendants secured 
release, versus 92% of control group defendants. 

• The average time required to gain release was 0.7 days in the 
experimental group and 2.8 days in the control group (see 
Appendix E for details). 

• Many more of the released defendants were released on 
nonfinancial conditions in the experimental group (91.5%, 
as compared with 72%). 

Tables 4.4-4.6 indicate that program operations also affected the 

equity of release by ethnicity and employment status. In both cases 

release rate differences were found in the control group, but not in 

the experimental group: white defendants in the control group were mu~h 

more likely to secure release, as were employed defendants. These 

differences were not explained by differences in the release risks posed 

by white versus minority or ,employed versus unemployed defendants. Based 

on analysis of released defendants, minority defendants in the experimental 

group (though not the control group) were somewhat more likely to be 

rearrested during the pretrial period; however, minority defendants in 

either group were no more likely than white defendants to be convicted 

of pretrial arrests or to fail to appear. There were no failure to 

appear or pretrial criminality rate differences for employed versus 

unemployed defendants released in either group. 

" 
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TABLE 4.1 
PERCENTAGES OF CASES IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 

GROUPS WITH DATA FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Community Ties 
Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 

~1a rita 1 s ta tus 

Family support 
With whom defendant lives 

Employment status 
Income 1 eve 1 (employed 

defendants only) 
Public assistance 
Occupation 

Criminality 
Current charge 
Number of prior arrests 
Number of prior convictions 
Crilllinal justice system 

status at tillle of arrest 

Age at first adult arrest 

Demographic Cha0acteristics 

Age at arrest 

Ethnicity 
. Sex 

Other 

Education 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n=14~) 

9% 
95% 
97% 
99~~ 

100% 
97% 

100% 

82?~ 

33~; 

91;~ 

99~~ 

100Xa 

100%a 

45% 
7l;~ 

100~~ 

100~: 

100~~ 

aIncludes cases with missing information. 

:r I 

CONTROL GROUP 
( n=!§~) 

9% 
94~~ 

99?~ 

100% 
99% 
98% 

100~~ 

87~~ 

27~; 

86~; 

100% 
100~~a 

100%a 

39~~ 

775~ 

100% 
100% 
100% 

96~~ 

- ------ ---------
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TABLE 4.2 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL 

AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=306) 

CHARACTER I STI C SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

* 

Community Ties 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Ma rita 1 s ta tus 
Fami ly support 

With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 

Income level (employed defendants only) 
Occupation 

Crimi na 1 ity 

Current cha rge 

Number of prior arrests 

Number of prior convictions 
Age at first adult arrest 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethnicity 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

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

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

N.S. 

N.S. 
. N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Indicates the two groups were not Significantly different (.05 
statistical level). 

* 



I 

i 

I 

\ 

'II' 

f 

< '. 

I (I 
I 
t 
I 

:r I 

-78-

TABLE 4.3 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n=148) 

CONTROL GROUP 
(n=158) 

OUTCQt·1E NUlllber Percent Number Percent 

Ra te of Release ~I 

Defendants released 144 97% 145 92% 
Defendants not released 4 301 /D 13 8% -TOTAL 148 100~~ 158 100;b 

Seeed of Release QI 

MeAn number of days from 0.7 2.8 
arrest to release ~/ 

T~ee of Release !il 

Nonfinancial 130 91. 5% 105 72% 
Financial 12 8.5% 40 28% 

TOTAL 142 100.0% 145 100% 

aSignificant at the . 06 1 eve 1 . 

bSignificant at the . 05 1 eve 1 . 

cn=138 for experimental group and n=139 for control group. 

dS;gnificant at the .0001 1 evel . 
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TABLE 4.4 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR EXPERTMFNTAL GROUP 

(n=148) 

I ETHN Ie lTY EI·1PLOYMENT STATUS 1 

t---\~Hl:TE--- ---~lINORITY E~lPLOY:::D OR----' 
OUTCOI-iE SUB.~UJ!ll~5 UNEMPLOYED 

1 ________________ N_~l1ber Pet'cent c-!lulllhcr I -':P'-e-r-ce-n-:-t-T,_-t-:N-'-u-m"'b-'er Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release (all defendants) 

Defendants released 
Defendants not released 
TOTAL -

I " 
56 100:~ 88 96% 69 99% 75 
o O~~ 4 4% 1 1% 3 

96% 
401 

/0 

be 100':~ 92 100% 70 100~0 78 100:~ 
I----------------~--~~~~-r-~~-~~_+~--~~~~~~_+-~-+-~---~ I 

~ 

Speed of Release (released 
defendants) 

Mean number of da¥, from 
arrest to release-

Type of Release (for released 
defendants) 

Nonfinancial 
Financial 
TOTAL 

0.7 0.7 

52 93% 78 91% 63 
4 7% 8 9% 6 

------
r-~5~6--1~~1~00~~:~~-+--~8~6--1~~10=0=%~~~69 

---------4-~~ __ ~ _____ __ 
aii=55 for white; n=83 for minority; n=66 for employed; n=72 for unemployed 

" 

0.6 

91% 
9~~ 

100~;, 

67 
6 

73 

0.8 

92% 
801 

10 

100% 

\.0 
I 

, 

\ 

, 
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OUTCOHE 

Ra te of R~lease (all defendants) 

Defendants released 
Defendants not released -TOTAL 

Seeed of Release (released 
defendants ~ 

Mean number of datJ from 
arrest to releas~ 

Tyee of Release (for released 
defendants} 

Nonfi nancial 
Financial 

_TOT~. ___ 

i 

TI-IBLE 4.5 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR CONTROL GROUP 

(n=158) 

ETHNIC ITY c....--. _______ 

WHITE MINORITY 
>-:-: Number Percent ~lull1ber Percent' -.-

a 

60 100% 85 87% 
0 0 13 13% 

60 100% 98 100% 

2.5 3.0 

46 77% 59 69% 
14 23% 26 31% 
60 100% 85 100% 

aSignificant at the .01 level for bot:) ethni city and emp 1 oyment status. 

E~'lPLOYr~Ein STATUS 
EMPLOYED 'OR 
SUBSTITUTES UNEMPLOYED 

Number Percent Number Percent 

70 99% 75 86% 
1 1% 12 14% 

71 100% 87 lOO%l 

! 

3.4 2.2 - -

51 73% 54 72% 
19 27% 21 28% I 
70 100% 75 100% 

bn=57 for white; n=82 for minority; n=67 for employed; n=72 for unemployed. 
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TABLE 4.6 
SUMMARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=148) (n=158) 

Emp-loyment 
Ethnicity 

--Employment Ethnicity 
Sta tus S ta tus 

N.S. N.S. - .01 .01 

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

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

- --- -------
Il-
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To consider whether the release rate differences might be due to 

varied defendant characteristics, rather than to program impact, we 

compared minority versus white defendants and employed versus unemployed 

defendants in the experimental and control groups for each of the 17 

characteristics listed in Table 4.2. The results appear in Table 4.7. 

As indicated, the comparison of white versus minority defendants showed 

similar results in both the experimental and control groups for most 

characteristics. However, in the control group, minority defendants had 

resided in the area for a significantly longer period of time than white 

defendants. Also, in the experimental group, minority defendants were more 

likely to have been charged with economic crimes and less likely to have 

been charged with drug crimes, when compared with white defendants. Both 

of these differences should presumably have worked to the advantage of 

minority defendants in the sontrol group-the reverse of what was found. 

Thus, differences in defendant characteristics do not appear to explain 

the apparent bias in release rates by ethnicity for control group defendants. 

For employed versus unemployed defendants, the major difference 

found was by age in the experimental group: unemployed defendants were 

both older at the time of arrest and had been older at the time of their 

first adult arrest. Because age differences might affect release out­

comes for the experimental group, I'/e analyzed release rates by employment 

status while controlling for age. Defendants were grouped into two 

categories for this analysis: (1) 25 years of age or younger and (2) 26 

years of age or older. Neither group showed a significant difference in 

release outcomes by employment status. Thus, age differences between 

employed and unemployed defendants in the experimental group do not 

account for the overall finding of greater release equity by employment 

-J 
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TABLE 4.7 
COMPARABILITY OF WHITE VERSUS MINORITY AND 

OF EMPLOYED VERSUS UNEMPLOYED DEFENDANTS 
IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

\-Jh i te Ve rs us Employed Versus 
Mi nority Defendants Unemp 1 oye d De fen dan ts 

CHARACTERISTICS Experimental Control Experimental Control 
Group Group Group Group 

(n-148) (n=158) (n=148) (n=158) 

Communit~ Ties 

Loca 1 res i dence status NS NS NS NS 
Years of local resid-
ence NS .03 NS NS 

Months at present 
address NS NS NS NS 

Marital status NS NS NS NS 
Fami ly support NS NS NS NS 
With whom defendant 

1 i ves NS NS ~'IS NS 
Employment status NS NS NA NA 
Income level (employed 

NS NS NA NA defendants on ly) 
Occupation NS NS NS NS 

Criminal ity 

Current charge .03 NS NS NS 
Number cf pri or 

.003 .01 NS NS arrests 
Number of pri or 
convictions .007 .02 NS NS 

Age at first adult 
NS I . O(~(; NS arrest NS 

Demograehi c I 
Cha racte ri s tics 

Age at arrest NS NS .01 NS 
Ethnicity NA NA NS NS 

NS NS NS NS Sex 

Other 

Education NS NS NS .02 

.-

- . 

1 
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status for the experimental group, when compared with the control group. 

Thus, the greater equity of release found for the experimental group 

cannot be explained by differences in defendant characteristics for the 

groups and must instead be considered an effect of program operations. 

Table 4.8 summarizes the comparability of released defendants in 

the experimental and control groups structured for the analysis of eos t -

release outcomes. As discussed in the preceding section, these gro~ps 

were composed from all defendants released on own recognizance (O.R.) who 

had five or fewer points and who did not have their cases settled within 

one court day of release. Thus, the groups included many of the released 

defendants whose cases had been used in the first random assignment 

procedures as well as additional defendants whose cases had been excluded 

from those procedures (e.g., due to lack of a verified address or to the 

seriousness of the charge) but were nevertheless released on O.R. As 

shown in Table 4.8, the released defendants in the experimental and 

control groups were comparable for all of the characteristics considered 

(see Appendix E for details). 

Table 4.9 presents the failure to appear and pretrial criminality 

rates for the experimental and control groups. As shown, there were no 

significant differences between the groups for these rates. Thus, the 

group receiving minimal supervision pel'formed as \vell as the group 
17 receiving more intensive supervision. Because 28 of the defendants 

assigned to the more intensive supervision group did not report to the 

17 we also separately analyzed the defendants who had participated in the 
first random assignment and those \-.. ho hdd not.. The results ItJere the 
same. In each case the experimental and control groups were ~omparable, 
and there were no significant differences between them for fallure to 
appear and pretrial criminality rates. Moreover, we compared the super­
vision outcomes separately for the experimental and control groups of 
the first random assignment. In each case those defendants with minimal 
versus more intensive supervision were comparable, and their failure to 
appear and pretrial criminality rJtes were not significantly different. 
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TABLE 4.8 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n= 323) 

CHI\RI\CTERISTIC SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 
--------------------------T----------~ 

;; I 

Community Ties 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 

Marita 1 sta tus 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income 1 eve 1 (employed defendants only) 

Occupation 

Crimi na 1 i ty 

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

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethnicity 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

N.S. 
N.S. 

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

N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N .S'. 

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

N.S. 

C', 

", 

r---' 
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TABLE 4.9 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

. FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n:171 ) (n952 ) 

OUTCO~lE Number Percent Number Percent 

Fa il ure to A~pear (FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 29 17% 26 17% 
Defendants who do not FTA - f--142 83% 126 830/0 

TOTAL released defendants 171 100% 15? 1000/0 -
Pretrial Criminalit~ 

Defendants with rearrests 13 801 :J 14 9"1 IJ 

Defendants without rearrests 11)R q?~! l1A Q1Cf 

TOTAL released defendants 171 100~~ 152 100~~ 

Defendants with rearrest 
convictions 9 5°~ 6 4°~ '" 
befendants without rearrest 
convictions Hi? ql)0l 1111:; Qh°'! 

TOTAL released defendants 171 100e
:: 152 100% 
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program (and were not located by the programls followup efforts), we 

repeated the analysis, excluding these defendants. The findings were 

the same: the experimental and control groups were comparable, and 

there were no significant differences between them for failure to appear 

or pretrial criminality rates. 

Addi~ionally, because the experimental group included both defendants 

who were referred to treatment programs or other services and defendants 

who were required only to call the program twice a week, vIe compared 

the outcomes of these groups to determine the impact of the greater 

supervision associated with services referral. Once again, there were 

no significant differences in failure to appear or pretrial criminality 

rates for the two groups. (The groups were comparable for all character­

istics listed in Table 4,2 except occupation and number of prior arrests: 

the-group referred to services had a higher percentage of craftsmen, 

operatives and laborers; it also had more prior ,arrests.) 

There are several possible explanations for the apparent lack of 

impact of program supervision activities on defendant behavior during 

the pretrial period. First, supervision activities may simply have no 

effect on failure to appear or pretrial criminality. Past studies have 

h · f .. 18 d f h had mixed findings concerning t e lmpact 0 SuperY1S10n 7 an urt er 

analysis of this topic is now being sponsored by the National Institute 

18 F example, a study of supervised release in the District of C01Um~!~ 
fOU~~ that supervision affecte~ court.app~arance rates.favo~ably but 
no impact on pretrial criminallty. Dlstnct of Columbla Ball.Agency, How 
Does Pretrial Supervision Affect Pretrial Performance? (~ashlngton, D.C.: 
o C Bail Agency May 1978), p. 2. An analysis of supervlsed defendants 
i~ ~hiladelphia iound they had lower failure to appear rat~s, and were 
no more likely to be rearrested pretrial, than defend~nts ln the.c~mpar­
ison rou s studied. Herbert Miller, et al., Evalu~t:on of Condltl0nal 
Relea~e p~ogram (Washington, D.C.: Institute for Crlmlnal Law anrl Procedure, 
Georgetown Onlversity Law Center, 1976). 
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of Justi ce .19 

Second, program followup may indeed have an effect on defendant be­

havior, but the impact of minimum supervision may be as great as the 

effect of more intensive supervision. It should be remembered in this 

regard that the Baltimore experiment did not include a group receiving 

no program follovlup; the EI.xperiment tested "minimal" versus "more intensive" 

supervision, rather than Iisome" supel"vision versus "none. 11 

Another possible explanation is that supervision may need to be 

applied very selectively. If so, comparisons of large groups in which 

all defendants received some followup could obscure the beneficial effects 

of supervision on a much smaller group of defendants. If this is the 

case, a better experimental test would be to identify a group of defend­

ants thought to need supervision and randomly select half of them to be 

supervised. Such an approach is roughly similar to the one in the NIJ-
20 

funded experimental test of supervised release now in progress. 

Finally, the impact of supervision---and particularly of treatment 

or services---may occur over a time period longer than the pretrial 

period. The scope of our study precludes identifying any such longer 

term impact that might result from supervision. 

We do not know which of these possibilities best explains the 

supervision findings. FUrther study of. this topic, perhaps through 

additional experiments, could help answer this question. 

Another topic of interest is the relationship of pOint system scores 

19 
For more information see Test Design: Supervised Pretrial Release 

(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of 
Justice, February 1980). 

20 
Ibid. 
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to release outcomes, failure to appear and pretrial criminality. Table 

4.10 shows that the rate of release tended to increase with the number 

of points. Additionally, at each point level more defendants secured 

release in the experimental than in the control group. Table 4.11 compares 

failure to appear and pretrial criminality rates by point score totals 

(also see Appendix E). As shown, pretrial rearrest and conviction 

rates do tend to decline somewhat as point totals increase. No such 

trend exists for failure to appear, however. 

Another observation based on Table 4.11 concerns the large number 

of defendants with zero points. These are primarily defendants for whom 

verification could not be obtained. Thus, their low scores do not 

necessarily reflect poor release risks, based on the items included in 

the point scale. 

C: Comparison With Cross-Sectional Analysis 

As with Tucson, Baltimore City was included in the cross-sectional 

analysis, discussed in Volume I. Consequently, we can compare the 

characteristics of the defendants in the experiment with those of the 

defendants in the earlier analysis, which was based on a random sample 

of all arrestees in the jurisdiction. 

Because the experiment was limited to defendants with too few points 

to qualify for an own recognizance release recommendation under normal 

program procedures, we expected the experimental defendants to have 

weaker community ties than the cross-sectional defendants. This was 

indeed the case. Experimental defendants had lived at their present 

address a much shorter period of time, were less likely to be married 

and were more likely to live alone or with an unrelated person. They 

[I 
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TABLE 4.10 

RATE OF RELEASE BY POINT SCORES 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n=148) (n=158) 

POINT SCORE 
Total Number Percent Tota 1 Number Percent 
of Defendants Released of Defendants Re 1 eased 

One or less 7 86% 8 75% 

2 15 93% 22 86% 

3 12 100% 28 89% 

4 39 97% 28 96% 

5 30 97% 36 92% 

6a 15 100% 7 100% 

More than 6a 18 97% 15 100% 

TOTAL 136 97~~ 144 92% 

aTech~icallY, th~se defendants should not have been included in the 
experlment. Thelr point scores were initially calculated incorrectly: 
at the time release ?ecis~ons were made, the defendants I-Jere thought 
to ~ave fel'ier t~an Sl x pOl nts. Because the defendants \'iere processed 
as lf they had 1-ewer than six points, we included them in the study. 

,{ 



; 

Point 
Score 

Less Than 0 
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3 

4 

5 
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Il10re Than 6 . , 

TOTAL 
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TABLE 4.11 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

RATES BY POINT SCORES 

Intensive Supervision Group Minimal Supervision Group 

Total Fa il ure Pretrial Pretrial 
Number of To Appea r Rearrest Rearrest 

Conviction Defendants Rate Rate Rate 

7 c9% 14% 14% 

82 15% 5% 4% 

8 50% 13% 13% 

15 0% 13% 13% 

9 11% 33~~ 11% 

13 31% 0% 00 / 7, 

13 8% 0% 0% 

9 c2% 11% 11% 

15 20% 7% 0% 

171 17% 8% 5% 

Total Fa il ure 
Number of To Appear 
Defendants Rate 

5 20% . 
76 18% 

4 251~ 

7 14% 

8 25% 

16 13% 

17 24% 

9 11% 

10 0% 

152 1n~ 

Pretrial 
Rearrest 
Rate 

0% 

11% 

0 

29% 

13% 

13% 

0% 

0% 

10% 

9% 

Pretrial 
Rearrest 
Conviction 
Rate 

0% 

7% 

U% 

14% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

4% 
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were also more likely to be service workers and less likely to be laborers. 

In terms of charge, they were more likely to have been accused of 

economic or drug crimes and less likely to have been charged with crimes 

against public order. Finally, in the analysis of release impact 

(first random assignment) they were more likely to be \'Ihite; and in the 

analysis of supervision impact (second random assignment) they were more 

likely to be women. 

Table 4.12 compares the outcomes for the experimental and cross-

sectional defendants. As shown, more experimental defendants were released, 

and they gained release more quickly than had cross-sectional defendants. 

Although more program group defendants secured nonfinancial (own recog­

nizance) release, fewer control group defendants did so (Vis-a-vis cross­

sectional defendants). Post-release outcomes show a much higher failure 

to appear rate for experimental defendants, when compared to cross-sectional 

defendants, but virtually identical pretrial rearrest and pretrial re-

arrest conviction rates. 

D. Cost-Effectiveness 

The cost-effectiveness analysis based on the Baltimore experiment 

considers the effects of variations in program operations (e.g., ex-

tending own recognizance release recommendations to defendants with 

fewer than six points and providing more intensive versus minimal follow-

up after defendants are released). This is in contrast to the other 

experimental sites, where the impact of having a program at all was 

tested. 

One way to assess the cost-effectiveness of the Baltimore program 

variations is to note the strong impact on all release outcomes of 
\ 



( 

TABLE 4.12 
COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES FOR DEFENDANTS 

IN CROSS-SECTIONAL AND EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 

PART I. RELEASE OUTCOMES 

CROSS-SECTIONAL EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 
STUDY GROUP Program Group Control Group OUTCO~1E (n=811 ) (n=148) (n=158) 

Rate of Release 870/, 97% 92% 
Speed of Release 3.5 days 0.7 days 2.8 days 
Rate of tlonfinancial Release 80~& 92% 72% 

-
PART II. POST-RELEASE OUTCOMES 

CROSS-SECTIONAL EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 
STUDY GROUP Program Group Control Group OUTCor~E (n=703) (n=l71) (n=152) 

Failure To Appear Rate 6% 17% 17~~ 
Pretrial Rearrest Rate 8% 8% 901 

10 

Pretrial Conviction for 4% 5% 4°/ 10 Rearrest Rate 

" 

1 I . " 

, . 

j 

I 
<0 
W 
I 

) 
~. 

.... 

\ 

\ 

l' 



(
,-

•. ~ 

( 

·1 I 

-94-

extending own recognizance release recommendations to selected defendants 

lacking six points: more defendants were released; they were released 

more quickly; they were more likely to secure nonfinancial release; and 

release outcomes seemed more equitable for defendants of different 
\' 

ethnicity and employment status. The increases in release rates did 

not lead to increased failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates. 

Moreover, the program processing costs were minimal, because the only 

change was in the release recommendation; interview and verification 

activities proceeded in their usual manner. Thus, the expansion of 

own recognizance release recommendation eligibility to selected defendants 

having fewer than six points would appear to be a highly cost-effective 

program change. 

In the supervision analysis, defendants with minimal followup had 

the same rates of failure to appear and pretrial criminality as defendants 

with more intensive supervision. Because minimal followup is also the 

less expensive alternative, it would appear to be the more cost-effective 

approach. 

Another way of analyzing cost-effectiveness is to consider the 

costs to the criminal justice system, as was done in the other experi­

mental sites. However, in part because of the large amount of staff 

time devoted to solving implementation problems in Baltimore, we were 

unable to develop unit cost data for that site. To provide at least a 

rough cost-effectiveness estimate, we used the mean cost estimates from 

the other three experimental sites. These estimates were applied to 

the actual experimental outcomes data for both the program and control 

groups. Thus, for example, the cost of serving a bench warrant is the 
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same for both groups (and is based on the mean cost for the other three 

sites), but the number of bench warrants served reflects the documented 

experience of each group . 

Tables 4.13-4.16 present the cost estimates for the program and 

control groups. As in the otller sites, t:lese estimates cannot be com­

pared directly for the two groups, because (1) the group sizes are 

different and (2) the costs of failure to appear and pretrial rearrest 

should be weighted to reflect the lack of significant differences be-
21 

tween the two groups. Table 4.17 provides the weighted cost data for 

the two groups. As shown, costs for the program group were approx­

imately $52,000 and for the control group, 533,000. The cost differ­

ential between the two groups ($19,000) is less than program costs 

alone ($28,000). 

When the two program variations tested are considered separately, 

the findings confirm the conclusions reached earlier. The extension of 

own recognizance release recommendations to additional defendants did 

not affect program interview costs but saved almost 300 days of detention 

costs, valued (probably somewhat conservatively) at about $2,000. More 

intensive supervision, on the other hand, added almost $26,000 to program 
costs and $1,500 to failure to appear costs, while saving only about 
$6,000 in pretrial arrest costs. 

Pretrial arrest costs were hl'gher f tl or 1e control group, due 

largely to the more severe dispositions for convicted defendants. 

Court reactions to failure t o appear, however, were more serious for 

21 
Detention is significantly different between the groups. 
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Detention 

191 days @ 57.11 

Failure To Appear (FTA) 

• 31 occurrences 

-96-

TABLE 4.13 
COST SU~tr'lARY, PROGRAM GROUP, 

BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

!TEll 

--District Court and prosecutor costs, 26 cases @ S8.05 
--Public Defender costs, District Court, 12 cases 

@ $2.33 
--Supreme Bench and prosecutor costs, 5 cases @ SII.28 
--Public Defender costs, Supreme Bench, 1 case 

@ $2.48 
--Bench warrant issued, 23 cases in District Court @ 

$0.78 
--Bench warrant issued, 4 cases at Supreme Bench 

@ S1. 87 
--Bench ~Iarrant served, 13 cases, District Court, 

@ $37.29 
--Bench ~Iarrant served, 2 cases, Supreme Bench, 

@ $55.45 
--No unsuccessful attempts to serve bench ~Iarrants 

• 21 returns to court 
--District Court and prosecutor costs, 19 cases 

@ $14.60 
--Public Defender costs, District Court, 12 cases 

@ 58.51 
--Supreme Bench and prosecutor costs (no Public 

Defenders involved), 2 cases @ 523.75 
--Bond forfeiture hearin9, District Court, 1 case 

@ $11.49 
--Bond forfeiture hearin9, Supreme Bench, 1 case 

@ S24.45 
--Program costs, 5 re-inter'views @ 513.00 
--Detention resulting from FTA, 269 days @ $7.11 
--No bond forfeitures executed 

• Prosecution of FTA 
--15 cases @ S119.00 

Subtotal, FTA costs 

COST 

5 1,358.01 

209.30 

27.96 
56.40 

2.48 

17.94 

7.48 

484.77 

110.90 

277.40 

102.12 

47.50 

11.49 

24.45 
65.00 

1,912.59 

1,785.00 

5,142.78 

(Continued) 
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Till3Lf 4.13 ,col1t i n'Jeuj 
C05 r SU:","!"RJ', rl~Lll;Il'~:'l lilMW, 

[lI\I.TJI·IOflE fXrr.IJI~lr'H 

.-------------_ .. ----------
Pretrial Arrest 

• Apprehension, 13 cases @ 512.89 

• Booking, 13 cases @ $20.60 

• Program costs 
--11 intervie~ls @ $13.00 

167.57 

267.80 

143.00 

• Detention resulting from pretrial arrest, 493 days 
@ 57.11 3,505.23 

• Court processing costs 
--Detailed in Table 4.14 7,015.65 
--No jury costs 

• Sentencing costs 
--Pre-sentence inVestigations: 4 convicted defendants, 

District Court, @ $50.00; 4 convicted defendants, 200.00 
Supreme Bench, @ $94.00 376.00 

--Probation supet'vision: 2 defendants, Supreme Bench, 
5 years @ $190.67 per year 953.35 

--No incarceration 
--Less fines for 3 defendants (assumed paid) - 150.00 

Subtotal, PTA costs $ 12,478.60 

Program 

• Intervie~1 and verification, 148 defendants () $13.00 1,924.00 

• Supervision: surveillance, 124 defendants @ $100.00; 12,400.00 
referral to services, 47 defendants @ S300.00 14,100.00 

Subtotal. pt'ogram costs $ 28,424.00 

TOTAL COSTS 1$47,403.39 
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the program group. Detention resulting from failure to appear averaged 

almost nine days for each occurrence in the program group, as compared 

with only five days for the control group. 
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TABLE 4.14 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

PROGRAM GROUP, BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

Note: No defendant had more than one pretrial arrest. No pretrial arrests were adjudicated_on the 
same day as the original charge. 

Court Outcome Attorney Total Number Cost of Cases 

District Dismissal Public Defender 3 3 @ $107.66 = $322.98 

District Dismissal Other than Public Defender 1 1 ~ $6~.3~ = $69.33 

District Convicted by judge Public Defender 1 1 @ $625.34 = $625.3~ 

District Convicted by judge Other than Public Defender 3 3 @ $342.67 = $1,028.01 

Supreme Bench Dismissal Public Defender 1 1 l!l $3l:'2.66 = $322.66 

Supreme Bench Plea Public Defender 1 1 @ $777.33 = $777.33 

Supreme Bench Plea Other than Public Defender 1 1 @ $526.00 = $526.00 

Supreme Bench Convi cted by !.;\dge Other than Public Defender 2 2 @ $1,672.00 = $3,344.00 

TOTAL COST = $7,015.65 
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TABLE 4.15 
COST SUMMARY, CONTROL GROUP, 

BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

lTEtI COST 

493 days @ $7.11 S 3,505.23 

Failure To Appear (FTA) 

• 26 occurrences 
-Oistrict Court and prosecutor costs, 18 cases 

@ $8.05 144.90 
-Public Defender costs, District Court, 2 cases 

@ 52.33 4.66 
--Supreme Bench and prosecutor r.osts, 8 cases 

@ $11.28 90.24 
-Public Defender costs, Supreme Bench, 3 cases 

• @ 52.48 7.44 
-Bench warrant issued, 17 cases in District Court 

@ $0.78 13.26 
-Bench 11arrant issued, 8 cases at Supreme Bench 

@ $ 1. 87 14.96 
-Bench warrant served, 8 cases, District Court, 

@ 537.29 298.32 
--Bench ~Iarrant served, 3 cases, Supreme Bench, 

@ $55.45 166.35 
--No unsuccessful attempts to serve bench wart"ants 

• 14 re turns to court 
--District court and prosecutor costs, 10 cases 

@ 514.60 
-Public Defender costs, District Court, 2 cases 

@ 58.51 
-Supreme Bench and prosecutor costs, 4 cases 

@ 523.75 
-Public Defender costs, Supreme Bench, 1 case 

@ $9.38 
--Bond forfeiture hearin9. District Court, 1 case 

@ $11.49 
--Program costs, 5 re-interviews @ 513.00 
-Detention resulting from FTA, 127 days @ 57.11 
--No bond forfeitures executed 

• Prosecution of FTA 
-9 cases @ 5119.00 

Subtotal, FTA costs 

146.00 

17.02 

95.00 

9.38 

11.49 
65.00 

902.97 

1,071.00 

S 3,057.99 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 4.15(continued) 
COST SUMMARY, CONTROL GROUP, 

BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

Pretrial '~"rest (PTA) 

• Apprehension. 16 cases @ 512.89 

• Booking, 16 cas~s @ $20.60 

• Program cos ts , 
-14 intervie~ls @ 513.00 

• Detention resulting from PTA, 167 days @ $7.11 

• Court processing costs 
-Detailed in Table 4.16 
--No jury costs 

• Sentencing costs 

206.24 

329.60 

182.00 

1,187.37 

10,407.35 

-Pre sentence investigations: 5 convicted defendants, 
District Court. @ S50.00; 1 convicted defendant, 250.00 
Supreme Bench, @ $94.00 94.00 

--Probation supervision: 3 defendants, District Court, 
3~ years @ $75.67 per year 264.85 

--Incarceration, 2 defendants, 37 months @ $213 per 
month 7,881.00 

--Less fines for 3 defendants (assumed paid) - 250.00 

Subtotal, PTA costs 20,552.41 

Program 

• Interview and verification, 158 defendants @ $13.00 2.054.00 

• Supervision, minimum followup for 152 defendants 
@ 55.00 760.00 

Subtotal, program costs 2,814.00 

TOTAL COSTS $ 29.929.63 

, 
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TABLE 4 .16 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

CONTROL GROUP, BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

{i » 

Note: No pretrial arrest was adjudicated on the same day as another pretrial arrest for the same 
defendant. 

10taT Number of Cases 
Number Adjudicated on 

Outcome Court Attorney of Same Day as Cost Cases Oriqinal Charae 

District Dismissal Public Defender 1 1 !a Ip SlU7.66 = $53.83 

District Dismissal Other than 3 0 3 @ $69.33 = $207.99 Publ if: Defender 
District Convicted by judge Public Defender 4 0 4 @ S625.34 = $L ,501 .36 

District Convicted by judg,e Other than 1 0 1 @ $342.67 $342.67 Public Defender = 

District Acquitted by judge Public Defender 1 0 1 @ 5625.34 = $625.34 

District Open* PUb 1 i c Defender I 0 1 ld $417.B4 = $417 .84 

Supreme Bench Dismissal Public Defender 1 0 1 @ 5322.66 = $322.66 

Supreme Bench Convicted by judge Other than 1 0 1 @ $1,672.00 = $1,672.00 Public Defender 
Supreme Bench Open* Public Defender 2 0 2 @ $1,582.33 = $3,164.66 

Supreme Bench Open* Other than 1 0 1 @ $1,099.00 = $1,099.00 Public Defender 

TOTAL COSTS = $10,407.35 

*Costs of open cases were estimated as one-half the cost of a plea plus one-half the cost of a trial. 
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TABLE 4.17 
COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR PROGRAM AND 
CONTROL GROUPS, BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

Program Group Control 
Cost Category (luantity Cost Quantity -
Unweighted 

Detention 191 days, $1 ,358 493 days, 
148 defts 158 defts 

Failure to appear 31 FTA, $5,143 26 FTA, 
171 defts 152 defts 

Pretrial arrest 13 PTA, $12,479 16 PTA, 
171 defts 152 defts 

Pro ram _Intervi ew 148 (Interview) $1 ,924 1!)8 (I nterv i ew) 
g Foll owup 171 (Fo1lowup) $26,500 152 (Followup) 

TOTAL $47,404 

Weighted To Reflect 
Egua1 GrauE Sizes 

Detention 
204 days, $1 ,453 493 days, 
158 defts 158 defts 

Failure to appear 31 HA, $5,143 29 FTA, 
171 defts 171 defts 

Pretrial arrest 13 PTA, $12,479 18 PTA, 
171 defts 171 defts 

Program_Interview 158 (Interview) $2,059 158 (Interviev.J) 
Follawup 171 (Foll owup) $26,500 171 (Fo11m·JUp) 

TOTAL $47 ,634 

Weiqhted To Reflect 
Egua1 FTA and PTA 

Detent ion 204 days, $1 ,453 493 days, 
158 defts 158 defts 

Failure to appear 31 FTA, $5,143 31 FTA, 
171 defts 171 defts 

Pretrial arrest 18 PTA, $17,221 18 PTA, 
171 defts 171 defts 

program_Interview 1 58 (I nt erv i ew ) $2,059 158 (Interview) 
Fo11owup 171 (Fall owup) $26,500 171 (Foll awup) 

TOTAL 552,376 

Group 
Cost 

$3,505 

$3,058 

$20,552 

$2,054 
$760 

$29,929 

$3,505 

$3,440 

$23,121 

$2.054 
$855 
--

$32,975 

$3,505 

53,681 

$23,121 

$2,054 
855 

$33,216 
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V. THE LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

A. Backgtound 

The lincoln pretrial release program operates through the Intake 

Service Center of the Corrections Divisi~n~2 After arrest defendants 

charged with misdemeanor offenses who are not released through citation 

by the arresting officer are brought to the City Jail for booking. 

Upon booking, Intake Service Center staff screen each arrestee for 

possible pre-arraignment release. Most misdemeanor defendants are 

eligible for release to the custody of an attorney or a responsibl~ 

party; such release is effected when 'the third party appears at the 

jail and signs for the defendant. Arrestees may also be released by 

posting bond (either full or deposit), according to the preset bail 

schedule. 

If defendants do not secure release through any of these mechanisms, 

they may be screened for own recogniz~nce release. All misdemeanor 

defendants are eligible for such screening, provided they' have a 

) dd d are not subJ'ect to "hold lancaster County (Lincoln area a ress an 

status" for failure to appear, probation violation or other reason. 

However, the program operates only 18 hours per week, during the peak 

misdemeanor booking hours over weekends. Program staff estimated that 

they interviewed only about 40% of the arrestees who would be contacted 

if the program operated around-the-clock. 

Defendants screened for own recognizance (O.R.) release are asked 

about their residence, family ties, employment and criminal record. 

They are also asked for at least one reference, who is telephoned for 

22For a more detailed discussion of pretrial release procedures 
see Lisa Crowley, Deliver S stem Analvsis of Lancaster Count 
Nebraska, Working Paper No.9, February 980. 
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verification purposes. The program also conducts a State record 

check by teletype. A point system is used to evaluate the information 

obtained, with seven verified points needed for O.R. release eligi­

bility. The program is itself authorized to release eligible defendants, 

who sign a "Promise to Appear" form in which they agree to appear for 

subsequent court dates. 

The program considers itself responsible for defendants only 

until the time of arraignment, which usually occurs within 48 hours of 

rele2se. If a defendant fails to appear for arraignment, the program 

attempts to contact the defendant and encourage the person to return to 

court. No followup beyond arraignment is conducted. 

At arraignment the judge is responsible for reviewing the release 

conditions of all defendants whose cases were not settled at that time. 

This review occurs, regardless of whether a defendant was released 

prior to arraignment. No information on the defendant is forwarded to 

the court by the Intake Service Center. The judge sometimes refers 

defendants to the Municipal Probation Department for a Bond Investi­

gation. These investigations take place while the arraignment pro­

ceedings continue, with the results returned to the judge by the end of 

the session. Only rarely are attempts made to veri'fy the information. 

In other cases the judge simply questions the defendant about employ­

ment, residence, family ties, etc. and makes a release decision on that 

basis. 

Thus, the pretrial release program has limited involvement in the 

pretrial release process. The program's goal is to provide a cost-

, effective means of releasing defendants prior to arraignment to assist 

in maintaining a manageable level of jail population. The experiment 

, 
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implemented in Lincoln was designed to test the extent to which the 

program's efforts to release defendants prior to arraignment and the 

costs associated with those efforts were offset by savings in detention 

costs or other costs borne by the criminal justice system. 

The experiment involved the expansion of program activities, so 

that interviews could be conducted during an additional 40 hours per 

week. This permitted interviewing during weekday evenings and expanded 

d 1 as signed as IIprogramll the weekend coverage as well. Days were ran om y 

or IIresearchll days. On program days defendants received routine program 

processing. On research days all defendants were part of the control 

group. These defendants were interviewed only, with this information 

sent to us for inclusion in the data base. 

Because of the relatively low volume of defendants processed by 

the program, we thought it would take about six months to obtain 400 

defendants for the experimental study. This estimate was based on 

recent workload data for the program and its estimates of the size of 

the lIoverflowll group not being contacted. 

Although six months was a long time period, Lincoln offered a 

number of advantages as a site for study. First, it was a program 

that released defendants on its own authority soon after booking. 

The potential cost-effectiveness of this approach seemed worthy of 

analysis. Second, no other site in that part of the country had been 

included in any of the components of the pretrial release evaluation. 

Small jurisdictions had been considered too small---or too limited in 

their program eligibi'lity criteria---for inclusion in the cross-sectional 

analyses, and larger sites had had various problems with record-keeping 

systems, etc., that made them inappropriate. Thus, Lincoln filled that 
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regional gap iii our sample. Finally, the Lincoln program was run by 

the Corrections Division, and we had studied few such programs. Most 

had been under the jurisdiction of the courts. 

Thus, the disadvantages of a small volume of defendants in Lincoln 

seemed offset by other factors. In fact the volume was considerably 

smaller than we had estimated. After nine months there were only 130 

defendants in the study. The most likely explanation for this seems 

to be that the estimate was high for the size of the "overflow ll group 

of defendants missed due to limited hours of program operation. It is 

also possible, however, that other release practices in the jurisdiction 

simply changed over time (e.g., the police may have released more defen­

dants on citations), so that the program faced a declining volume of 

defendants eligible for its services. Unfortunately, adequate data do 

not exist at the local level for us to evaluate these alternative 

2xplanations conclusively. 

Another difficulty with the Lincoln experiment. is -that the size of 

the experimental group was much larger than that of the control group. 

Nevertheless, as discussed in the following section, the groups were 

overwhelmingly comparable in terms of the various background charac­

teristics for which they were analyzed. 
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B. Outcomes of Experiment 

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 consider the comparability of the experimental 

and control groups (see Appendix E for detailed data). As shown, for the 

18 characteristics with reasonably complete data, the groups were equivalent 

for 17 of them. Only age at arrest showed a significant difference: de­

fendants in the experimental group were younger than those in the control 

grou p. 

As indicated in Table 5.3, defendants in the experimental gro~p were 

much more likely to be released than members of the control group: 77% 

of the experimental group defendants were released prior to trial, as com­

pared with only 47% of the control group defendants. There were no important 

differences between the groups in terms of the speed or type of release 

for released defendants (see Appendix E for more information on the speed 

of release). If type of release is considered for all defendants, rather 

than released defendants, there is a significant difference between the 

experimental and control groups: more defendants were released on own 

recognizance in the experimental group (72%, as compared to 4~% in the con­

trol group). This difference stems from the vastly different release rates 

for the two groups. 

Because the experimental and control groups differ for defendants' 

ages at arrest, it is possible that the release impact shown in Table 5.3 

is due to this age disparity. To consider this possibility; we analyzed 

the rate of release for older versus younger defendants, As indicated in 

Table 5.4, release was more likely to be secured by defendants in the ex­

perimental group, regardless of age, For older defendants 71% were released 

in the experimental group and only 40% in the control group, a statistically 

significant difference. However, for younger defendants the difference 

. \ 
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TABLE 5.1 

PERCENTAGES OF CASES IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
WITH DATA FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

CHARACTERISTIC 

COl1llllunity Ties 
Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 

~la rita 1 s ta tus 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 

Employment status 
Income 1 eve 1 (empl Dyed 

defendants only) 
Public assistance 
Occupation 

Crimi na 1 i ty 
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 at'rest 

Ethni c ity 

Sex 

Other 

Education 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n=94) 

99% 
79% 
94% 
97~~ 

76% 
94% 
97% 

2°1 10 

79% 
64% 

100% 
100%a 
100%a 

96% 

59% 

98% 
64% 
99% 

89% 

alncludes cases with missing information. 

CONT(ROL GROUP 
n=36) 

100% 
75% 
92% 
94% 
89% 
94% 
94% 

0% 
83% 
75% 

100% 
100%a 
100%a 

89% 

72% 

10m~ 

78% 
lOO;~ 

89% 

--------- - ~ 
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TABtE 5.2 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL 

AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=130) 

CHARACTERISTI C SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Community Ties 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Marita 1 status 
Family support 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Public assistance 
Occupation 

Cd rr.1 na 1 i ty 

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 
Ethni city 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

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

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

N.S. 

.03 
N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

* 

Indicates the two groups were not significantly different (.05 
statistical level). 
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TABLE 5.3 
RATE, SPEED AND TYPE OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=94) (n=36) 

OtJTCO~lE NUlllber Percent Number Percent 

Ra te of Releasea 

Defenda~ts released 72 77% 17 47~~ 

Defendants not released 22 23% 19 53~~ -TOTAL 94 100% 36 10m~ , 

Speed of Release 

~lea n nUlllber of day s from 3.4 2.1 
arrest to release b/ 

T~pe of Release 

Own recognizance 68 94% 16 94~~ 
Bond 4 6% 1 6°1 /0 

TOTAL 72 100% 17 100% 

aSignific.ent at the .003 level. 
bn=66 for experimental group, and n=15 for control group. 

between experimental and control groups did not reach the level of statis­

tical significance used as the cut-off point for our analyses; the signifi­

cance 1 evel of .09 is, hO\oJever, considered of II borderl i ne" importance. Thus, 

this analysis suggests that age differences between the experimental and 

control groups do not account for the extent of the release rate difference 

between the two groups. 
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TABLE 5.4 

c RATE OF RELEASE, BY .L\GE AT ARREST 

EXPERH1ENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

AGE AT ARREST Number Percent Number Percent 

Under 30 Years of Age a 

Defendants released 47 81% 9 56~~ 

Defendants not released 11 19% 7 44% 

TOTAL 58 100~~ 16 100% 

30 Years of Age or Older b 

Defendants released 24 71% 8 40% 

Defendants not released 10 29% 12 60% -
TOTAL 34 100% 20 100% 

ClSignificant at the . 09 1 eve 1 . 

c bs , 'f' t 19n1 lcan at the . 05 level . 
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Additional insight about the release rate difference can be gained 

from Table 5.5, which considers program impact for cases settled at the 

first court appearance versus those disposed of at a later hearing. As 

indicated, the experimental group had a much higher rate of release than 

the control group for cases settled at the first appearance. This result 

stems from the nature of the program: 'i t can rel ease defendants before 

arraignment, and such an early release is difficult to obtain in any other 

way (for defendants reaching this CJS processing stage). For cases that 

continued beyond arraignment there \vas no significant difference in the 

release rates of experimental versus control group defendants. Thus, the 

program impact on release rates is due primarily to its ability to release 

defendants who would otherwise be detained until the next day, when th,ir 

cases would be settled. A subsequent section of this chapter considers 

whether these savings in detention costs, coupled with other program-related 

savings, offset the program's costs. 

Tables 5.6--5.8 consider the equity of release for defendants of 

different ethnicity and employment status. As indicated in Table 5.6, 

the only significant difference in the experimental group was that it 

took unemployed defendants longer to gain release. Before considering 

the findings for the control group (see Table 5.7), it should be noted 

that the control group is relatively small in total and thus that comparisons 

of subgroups of defendants within it are based on very fe\" cases. As 

indicated in Table 5.7, unemployed defendants in the control group were less 

likely to secure release, and those who were released required much longer 

to gain release. Thus, as summarized in Table 5.8, there was apparently some 

bias against unemployed defendants in terms of release outcomes for both the 

experimental and control groups. When post-release outcomes (e.g., failure 

to appear and pretrial criminality) were compared for released defendants 

who were unemployed versus employed. no significant differences were 
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TABLE 5.5 
RATE OF RELEASE, BY CASE DISPOSITION POINT 

.--:- EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

\ CASE DISPOSITION POINT Number Percent Number Percent 

Settled at First Court 
A~pearance~ 

, 

Defendants released 35 69% 4 21% 

Defendants not released 16 31% 15 79% -
TOTAL 51 100~& 19 100% 

Settled After First Court 
Aeeearance 

Defendants released 37 86~~ 13 76.5% 

Defendants not released 6 14% 4 23.5% - - - ---
" 

TOTAL 43 100% 17 100.0% 

aSignificant at the .005 level. 
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TABLE 5.6 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

(n=94) 

ETHN I C ITY 
1--

I OUTCOHE ~JH lTE M I NOR ITY 
Numbel" Percent ~Iulllber Percent , 

Rate of :;>el~:lse (all defendants) 

Defendants released 33 75% 39 78% 
Defendants not released 11 25% 11 22% 
TOTAL -

44 100% 50 100% 

Speed of Re 1 ease a 

Mean nu~ber of dDY~ from 0.5 5.9 
arrest to release .Qj 

·0-

Type of ~elease 
defen~:;ntsj 

(for released 

Nonfinancial 32 97% 36 92% Financial 1 3% 3 8% 
TOTAL j33 100% 39 100% 

I 

aSignificant at the .04 1 evel for employment status; not significant for 

:.1. 1.) 
, #' 

H1PLOYr~Ein STATUS 
EfvlPLOYED -OR 
SUBSTITUTES UNEt~PLOYED 

Number Percent Number Percent 

50 78% 20 74% 
14 22% 7 6% 
64 100% 27 100% 

0.6 9.7 

I 

48 96% 20 100% 
2 4% 0 0 

50 I 100% 20 100% 
ethnicity. 

bn=31 for white, n=35 for mi nori ty, n=44 for employed, n=20 for unemployed 
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OUTCOME 

Rate of Release (All Defendants)a 

O~fendants released 
Defendants not releas0d -

TOTAL 

Sl2eed of Release b 

Mean number/Of days from arrest to 
release £ 

( 

TA.BLE 5.7 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR CONTROL GROUP 

(n= 36) 

ETHNICITY 
~Jhite ~1inority 

Number Percent Number Percent 

11 55% 6 37.5% 
c 45% 10 62.5% J 

20 100% 16 100.0% 

2.2 2.0 

T~l2e of Release (for ReleasEd Defendants) 
Nonfinancial 11 100% 5 83% 

Financial 0 0% 1 17% 

TOTAL 11 100% 6 100% 

} 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
Employed or Unemployed Substitutes 

Number Percent Number Percent 

14 70% 3 21% 
6 30% 11 79% 

20 100% 14 100% 

0.9 7.0 

14 100% 2 67% 
0 0% 1 33% 

i 14 100% 3 100% 

aStatistically significant at the .01 level for employment status; not significant for ethnicity. 
bSignificant at the .007 level for employment status; not significant for ethnicity. 

cn=ll for white, n=4 for minority, n=12 for employed, n=3 for unemployed. 
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Outcome 

Rate of Release 

Speed of Release 

Type of Re 1 ea se 

~ I 
. , 

TABLE 5.8 
SUMMARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n= 94) (n= 36) 

Ethnicity Employment Ethnicity Employment 
Status Status 

N.S. N.S. N.S. .01 

N.S. .04 N.S. .007 

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

, 
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found. Even though this analysis was necessarily limited to released 

defendants, it suggests that unemployed persons do not pose a greater 

release risk than employed defendants. If this is the case, then 

the apparent bias against unemployed defendants in terms of release out­

comes--a bias which was greater in the control group, though present in 

the experimental group as well--may be inequitable. 

Table 5.9 compares the characteristics of released defendants in the 

experimental and control groups (see Appendix E for detailed data). There 

were two important differences: released defendants in the control group 

were much more likely to have been married and to be living with spouses 

or relatives. 

As indicated in Table 5.10, there were no significant differences be­

tween the experimental and control groups for failure to appear or pre-

trial criminality rates. To assess whether this might be partly dup. to 

the different characteristics of released defendants in the two groups, 

we compared the failure to appear and pretrial criminality rates while 

holding constant first marital status and then living arrangement. No 

important differences were found, which suggests that the program in 

fact had no statistically significant impact on failure to appear or 

pretrial criminality rates. While program operations did not result in 

lower failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates, they also did not 

increase those rates--even though many more defendants secured release as 

a result of program operations. 

Another topic of interest is the impact of program recommendations 

on outcomes. Because the program can itself release defendants, a 

recommendation for release has an obvious and immediate impact on release 

outcomes, as shown in Table 5.11. However, there were no differences in 

. . , 
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TABLE 5.9 
SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=89) 

CHARACTER I STI C 

Commun i ty Ti es 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
Ma rita 1 s ta tus 
Fami ly support 

With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Public assistance 
Occupation 

Cri mi na 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 Chara~teristics 

Age at arrest 
Ethn i city 
Sex 

Other 

Education 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
:02 
N.S. 
.01 

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

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

N.S. 
N.S. 

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

N.S. 

, 
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TABLE S .10 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

LXPERJMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=72 ) ( n=l7) 

OUTCOME Number Percent Number Percent 

Fai'lure to' Aepear ( FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 7 10% 3 18% 
Defendants who do not 

, 
FTA 65 90% 14 82% 

TOTAL released defendants 72 100% 17 100% 

Pretrial Criminalit~ 
Defendants with rearrests 7 10% 2 12% 
Defendants without rearrests 6S 90% 15 88% 
TOTAL released defendants 72 100% 17 100% 

Defendants with rearrest 
convictions S 7"l. ,0 1 6°/ ,0 
Defendants without rearrest 
convictions 67 93% 16 . 94% 
TOTAL released defendants 72 100% 17 10m~ 

I 
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TABLE S.l1 
OUTCOMES BY PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION 

(EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ONLY) 

0~N RECOGNIZANCE OTHER 
(n=Sl) (n=43) 

OUTCOME r-- • 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Releasea 

Defendants released Sl 100% 21 49% 
Defendants not released 0 0% 22 51% -TOTAL Sl 100% 43 100% 

Tyee of Release 

Own Recognizance 49 96% 19 90.S% 
Bond 2 MeL 2 q S~~ 
TOTAL released defendants 51 100% 21 100.0% 

Failure to Aeeear (FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 7 14% 0 0% 
Defendants who do not FTA 44 86% 21 100% 
TOTAL released defendants Sl I rOO% 21 100% 

Pretri a 1 Crimi na 1 i t~ 

Defendants with rearrests S 10~~ 2 9.S% 
Defendants without rearrests 46 90~~ l~ ___ -=-~O. 5~ __ 
TOTAL released defendants -5"1 

I 100~0 I 21 lUO.O/o 

I 
i 

Defendants with rearrest 
I convictions 3 6°' 2 9. S~; ,0 

Defendants without 
~I rearrest cOi1vicflons _~? 94~b 19 _90._~ 

TOTAL released defendants Sl "100%~--i 100.0% 

aSignificant at the .0000 level. 
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the type of release or rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality 

of released defendants who received an own recognizance (O.R.) release 

recommendation, as compared with defendants having other recommendations. 

This suggests that program criteria for developing release recommendations 

are not strongly associated with post-release defendant behavior. This 

is supported by the information presented in Table 5.12, comparing post-

release outcomes with point system scores: released defendants with too 

few points to qualify for an O.R. release recommendation had rates of 

failure to appear and pretrial criminality that were no worse than those 

of defendants with higher point scores. (It is possible, of course, that 

defendants not released were worse risks and would, if released, have had 

much ltJorse outcomes and thus have "val idated" the point system criteria. 

Although this possibility could not be tested, the fact that no important 

differences were found among released defendants having different point 

totals makes us doubt its likelihood.) 
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TABLE 5.12 
COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES FOR DEFENDANTS HAVING 

TOO FEW POINTS VERSUS ENOUGH POINTS TO QUALIFY 
FOR AN OvJN RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE RECOMt·1ENDATION 

Experimental Group 

Outcome Too Few Points Enouqh Points 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release a 
--., 

Defendants released 11 39% 59 92% 

Defendants not released 17 61% 5 8% -
TOTAL 28 100% 64 100% 

Failure to Ap2ear (FTA) 
Defendants who FTA 1 9% 6 10% 
Defendants who do not FTA 10 91% 53 90% 

TOTAL released defendants 11 100% 59 100% 

Pretrial Criminality 
Defendants with rearrests 1 9% 6 10% 
Defendants without rearrests 10 91 % 53 90% ----

TOTAL released defendants 11 100% 59 100% 

Defendants with rearrest convictions 1 9% 4 7% 

Defendants without rearrest convictions 10 91% 55 93% 

TOTAL released defendants 11 100% 59 100% 

aSi gnifi cant at the .0000 level for the experimental group and at the .0009 level 

Control Group 

Too Fe\'/ Points EnouCJh Points 
Number Percent Number Percent 

3 18% 13 81% 
14 82% 3 19% '- . 

17 100% 16 100% 

1 33% 2 15% 
2 57% 11 85% 
3 100% 13 100% 

1 33% 1 8% 
2 67% 12 92% 
3 100% 13 100% 

0 0% 1 8% 
3 100% 12 92% 
3 100% 13 100% 

for the control group. 
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C. Cost-Effectiveness of Program 

At one level the cost-effectiveness of the Lincoln program can be 

assessed by observing that its operations resulted in more defendants 

securing release before trial (due mainly to the program's ability to 

release defendants before arraignment) and in somewhat greater fairness 

in the release decisions for unemployed defendants. These outcomes were 

not associated ~lith different rates of failure to appear or pretrial 

criminality, in comparison with the control group. If the improved 

outcomes associated with program operations are valued at a sum at least 

as great as the program's budget, then the program would be considered 

cost-effective. 

Another way of assessing cost-effectiveness is to consider costs to 

the criminal justice system, when the program operates versus does not. 

Table 5.13 summarizes these costs for the program (experimental) group. 

As shown, total costs were apprOXimately $10,000, with about half of this 

amount attributable to the program's interview, verification and release 

activities. Detention and pretrial arrests were the next most expensive 

items, with fllll ure to appear accounti ng for only about 2% of total c:::s ts. 

Costs for the control group, presented in Table 5.15, were approx­

imately $3,000. About two-thirds of these expenses were for detention. 

Pretrial arrests were the next most costly item, with failure to appear 

costs once again relatively low. 

The costs for the program and control groups cannot be compared directly, 

because (1) the groups are of different size, and (2) the costs of detention 

and failure to appear should be weighted to reflect the lack of statistically 

significant differences between the two groups (see Table 5.10 and the 

. d' i) 23 Th accompanYlng lSCUSS on . e necessary adjustments are shown in Table 

23The number of pretrial arrests is identical after the groups are weighted 
to reflect equal sizes. 
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Detention 

375 days @ S7 per day 

Failure To Appear (FTA) 

• 9 occurrences 

TARLE 5.13 
COST SUI1MARY, PROGRAM GROUP, 

LINCOLN EXPERI~lENT 
(n=94) 

!TEll 

--Municipal Court and City Attorney costs, 7 cases 
@ 53.99 

--County Court and County Attorney costs, 2 cases 
@ S7.55 

--Public Defender costs, 1 case @ S2.77 
--Bench warrant issued, 6 cases in ~lunicipal Court 

@ S1. 06 
--Bench warrant service, 1 attempt @ $33 

• 5 returns to court 
--Municipal Court and City Attorney costs. 4 cases 

@ SI1. 88 
--County Court and County Attorney costs. 1 case 

@ 519.98 
--Public Oefender costs, 1 case @ 58.18 
--Bond forfeiture hearin9. County Court, 1 case 

@ 531.00 
--No prosecution of FTA; no detentiol1 resulting from 

FTA; no bond forfeitures executed 

~Subtotal. FTA costs 

I 
Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 

• Apprehension, 10 cases @ SIS.00 

• Booking, 10 cases @ S45.00 

• Program cost,,; 
--1 interview and verification @ S45.80 

• Detention, 10 days @ S7 per day 

• Court processing costs 
-Detailed in Table 5.14 
--Jury costs, 1 trial day @ S20 per day per juror 

• Sentencing costs 
--No probation costs 
--No incarceration costs 
--Less fi nes for 6 defendants 

Subtotal, PTA costs 

ProgrM! 

• IntervieN and verification, 94 defendants :~ 546.80 

• Relea'5e. 51 aefendants @ 518.28 * 

Subtota 1, Program costs 

TOTAL COSTS 

*Althou~h ~ total .)f ';8 dere'1ddnu were re l-:ased or. O\~r1 

t 
I 

I 
! 

COST I 
I 

I S 2 ,625 .00 I 
l I 

S 

S 

$ 

27.93/ 

15.10 
2.77 

6.36 
33.00 

/ 

47 ~? I 
·:J_I 

19.98 
8.18/ 

31. 00 I 
----I 

S 191.84 j 
I 

I 
I 
I 

150.00/ , 

450.001 

I 
46. 80 1 

70.001 

I 
1,337.501 

24:1.0C/ 

, 
I , 

-385.001 
, 

1,909.30 

4,3g9.20 

932.2£ 

5,331.43 
I 

I 
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TABl.E 5. 14 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

PROGRAM GROUP, LINCOLN 

Note: All pretrial arrests were tried in Municipal Court. 

Number of Cases Adjudicated 
Total on Same Day As: 
Number Original Other 

Outcome Attorney of Cases Pretrial Arrest Arrest 

Dismissal Public Defender 1 0 0 

Dismissal Other than Public 1 0 0 
Defender 

Plea I Pub 1 i c Defender 1 0 0 

Plea Other than Public 1 1 0 
Defender 

Convicted by judge Public Defender 2* 1 1 

Convicted by judge Other than Public 1 0 0 
De fender 

Convicted by jury Other than Public 1 1 0 
Defender 

1 
Open** Other than Public 2 0 0 

Defender 

Cost 
~ 

1 @ $54 - $54 

1 @ $31 = $31 

1 @ $116 = $116 

~ @ $93 = $46.50 

2/3 @ $333 = $222 

1 @ $310 = $310 

12 @ $ 31 0 = $1-55 

2 @ $201.50 = $403 

TOTAL COST = $1,337.50 ~ 
-

*Same defendant; both the pretrial arrests and the original charge l'iere adjudicated on the same day, 
so 2/3 of costs were allocated to pretrial arrest. 

**Costs of open cases were estimated as one-half the cost of a plea plus 

. 
- -, 

. " . 
" 

one-half the cost of a trial. 
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Detention 

297 days @ $7 per day 

Failure to Appear (FTA) 

• 4 occurrences 
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TABLE 5.15 

COST SUMMARY, CONTROL GROUP, 
LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

(n=36) 

ITE~l 

-Municipal Court and City Attorney costs (no Public 
Defenders), 2 cases @ $3.99 

-County Court, County Attorney and Public Defender 
costs, 2 cases @ $10.32 

-Bench warrant issued, 1 case in Municipal Court 
@ $1. 06 

-No bench warrants served 

• 3 returns to court 
-Municipal Court and City Attorney costs, 1 case 

@ $11.88 
-County Court, County Attorney and Public Defender 

costs, 2 cases @ $28.16 
-Bond forfeiture hearing, Municipal Court, 1 case 

@ $11.49 
-Bon9 forfeiture hearing, County Court, 2 cases 

@ $31. 00 
-No prosecuti on of FTA; no detenti on resulti ng from 

FTA; no bond foreitures executed 

COST 

$ 2,079.00 

7.98 

20.64 

1. 06 

11. 88 .. 

56.32 

11.49 

62.00 

Subtotal, FTA costs $ 171. 37 
r---------------------------------------,----------4-----------i 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 

• Apprehension, 4 cases @ $15.00 

• Booking, 4 cases @ $45.00 

• Detention, 3 days @ $7 per day 

• Court processing costs 
--Detailed in Table 5.16 
-NG jury costs 

• Sentencing costs 
-No probation costs 
-No incarceration costs 
--Less fine for 1 defendant 

Subtotal, PTA costs 
------.---~ .. ---.--------------------.- --". 

TOTAL COSTS 

$ 

60.00 

180.00 

21.00 

623.50 

-10.00 

874.50 

$ 3,124.87 

-----------------------------------------------~,---------

, 
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TABLE 5.16 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

CONTROL GROUP, LINCOLN 

Note: All pretrial arrests were tried in Municipal Court. 

1 
- I Number of Cases Adj udi cated 

Total on Same Day As: 
Number Original Other 

Outcome Attorney of Cases Pretrial Arrest Arrest 

Dismissal Public Defender 1 0 0 

Convicted by judge Public Defender 1 1 0 

Open* Other than Pub 1 i c I 2 0 0 
Oefender 

Cost 

1 @ $54 = $54 

!2 @ $333 = $166.50 

2 @ $201.50 = $403 

TOTAL COST ~ $623.50 

*Costs of open cases were estimated as one-half the cost of a plea plus one-half the cost of a trial. 
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5.17. As indicated, weighted total costs for the program group were about 

one-half more than for the control group. Although the control group had 

somewhat higher failure to appear and rearrest costs, these additional 

costs were not enough to offset the costs of program operations. 

It should be noted that the cost comparisons of Table 5.17 necessarily 

exclude any "intagible" benefits from the program1s operations, such as 

greater fairness in the release process. Also, it should be remembered that 

programs such as the one in Lincoln that interview relatively small num­

bers of defendants often have relatively high costs of operation. As 

discussed in Volume I (see chapter II), such pro~rams cannot achieve the 

economies of scale available to larger programs. This may help explain why 

the cost comparisons of Table 5.17 are not more favorable to the program. 

. 
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TABLE 5.17 
COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR PROGRAM AND 

CONTROL GROUPS, LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

PROGRA~l GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

COST CATEGORY Quantity Cost Quantity Cost 

Unweighted 

Detention 375 days $2,625 297 days $2,079 
Fa il ure to appear 9 cases 192 4 cases 171 
Pretrial arrest 10 cases 1,909 4 cases 875 
Program N.A. 5,331 N.A. 0 

TOTAL $10,0571 $3,125 

Number of defendants 94 36 

Weighted To Reflect Equal 
Group Sizes 

Detention 375 days $2,625 775 days 5,426 
Failure to appear 9 cases 192 10 cases 446 
Pretri a 1 art~est 10 cases 1,909 10 cases 2,284 
Program N.A. 5,331 N.A. 0 

TOTAL $10,057 ~8,156 

Number of defendants 94 94 

Weighted To Refl ect Equal 
Detention and FTA 
Detention 775 days $5,434 775 days $5,246 
Failure to appear 10 cases 213 10 cases 446 
Pretrial arrest 10 cases 1,909 10 cases 2,284 
Program N.A. 5,331 N.A. 0 

TOTAL $12,887 $8,156 

Number of defendants 94 94 
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VI. THE BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 

A. Background 

_ The Jefferson County Pretrial Infonnation Program, serving the Beaumont­

Port Arthur area, was initiated in 1974 with Federal funds (LEAA) dispensed 

through ;the Texas Criminal Justice council.
24 

The request for funding came 

as a result of a 1973 article passed by the Texas Legislature permitting 

county governments to establ ish personal bond programs. The county govern­

ment assumed funding respon~ibility for the program upon the completion of 

the three-year Federal grant. 

The primary goal of the program is to assist indigents in securing 

personal bond releases from the County Jail. Bail is currently the only 

form of pretrial release in Jefferson County; there is no own recognizance 

release. A personal bond is the least restrictive method of posting bail, 

requiring the defendant to post only a three percent premium on the bail 

amount (subject to a $20 minimum fee), and can be effected only through 

program intervention. The 3% fees are retained by the court and help offset 

the costs of the program; no porti on of the fee is returned to the defendant. 

The program conducts most of its interviews at the County Jail after 

a defendant has been arraigned and bail has been set. The program has no 

contact with city jails where many defendants are initially booked. As a 

result, it cannot process many potentially eligible defendants, who post 

bond through bondsmE:rl and bondi ng attorneys soon after initlal booking. 

The program operates from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday. 

With the exception of several excluded charges, including capital offenses, 

24For more information on the program, see Lisa Crowley, Delivery System 
Ana 1 si s of Jefferson Count (Beaumont-Port Arthur , Texas, l'lorki ng Paper 
No. 0, February 1980. 
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all defendants arrested for State and county violations are eligible 

for program interview. The interview includes questions concerning the 

defendant's family background, employment, other income and expenses, and 

criminal history. The defendant is also asked to supply as many as four 

references. Verification of the information is done by telephone, and 

national and local criminal record checks are facilitated by a computer 

in the jail basement. 

Evaluations are subjective (no r-oint system), brlsed conjunctively 

on the defendant's verified community ties, the nature of the current 

cha-rge and the severity of the prior record. Recommendations are made 

only for personal bond release and are effected by the presentation of 

the interview and recommendation to the appropriate judge, who must 

approve the release. The program may, at this time, request a reconsider­

ation of the bail amount only for those defendants approved for personal 

bond release. 

All defendants released on personal bonds agree to retain private 

counsel in addition to payment of the 3% fee. They are also required to 

maintain \'/eekly contact with the program, either by telephone or personal 

visit. The program notifies the defendants by telephone and often by mail 

of upcoming court dates and generally monitors the defendants' compliance 

with release conditions. If the defendant fails to comply with any of 

the conditions of release, such as by failing to appear, failing to report 

or failing to retain counsel, the program can file an Affidavit for 

Re1ea:;e of Surety (AFRS), resulting in the defendant's al'rest and return 

to jai 1. For the peri od October 1978 to August 1979, acti ons in response 

to non-compliance were taken against 15.3% (57) of the defendants released 

on personal bonds. 
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Because the Beaumont--Port Arthur program was not processing all 

'potentially eligible defendants, the jurisdiction was an appropriate one 

for an experimental study. Program operations could be expanded and a 

centro1 group established without reducing the number of defendants processed 

by the program. A'ithClugh we cOilsidered an expansion to the pre-arraignment 

level, the logistics of working at the various J.P. court locations were 

too cumbersome to implement. Instead, the program expanded its staff to 

provide for more interviewing capability at the County Jail. The program 

initially expanded its hours of operation as well but soon concluded that 

thi s \'Jas unnecessary and returned to daytime, weekday intervi ewi ng only. 

All defendants interviewed during the time pedod of the experiment 

were randomly assigned to one of two groups. The program (experimental) 

group was processed by the program, using its normal procedures. The 

control group did not receive program processing (interviews with control 

~roup defendants were sent to us for inclusion in the data base only). 

Although we had anticipated obtaining about 800 defen'iants for the 

study within a 4-6 month period, only about 200 defendants ultimately 

participated in the study. The original estimate of 800 had been based 

on an analysis of County Jail bookings. However, after the experiment 

began, we learned that many of these bookings did not represent potential 

program clients. This was because the defendants had arranged for bonds 

before they were transferred to the County Jail and \l/ere simply waiting 

for their releases to be effected. Thus, they were not interested in 

becoming program clients. An additional, though less significant, reason 

for fewer experimental defendants than anticipated was a decline in the 

number of arrests after the experiment began. 
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B. Outcomes ot Experiment 

As shown in Table 6.1, data were available for more than half the 

defendants in each group for all 19 of the background characteristics 

considered. Table 6.2 indicates that the groups were not comparable 

(.05 level) for six of these characteristics. Thus, Beaumont-Port Arthur 

was the only experimenta 1 sHe showi ng a major 1 ack of comparabi 1 ity be­

tween the experimental and control groups, a circumstance that both 

complicates and lessens the strength of subsequent analyses. As detailed 

in Appendix E, defendants in the experimental group wer~ more likely to 

have families they were supporting, to have an occupation other than 

laborer, to have fewer prior arrests, to have been older at the time of 

their first adult arrests, to be female and to have more education. 

Table 6.3 compares the rate and speed of release for the experimental 
,,-

and control groups (see Appendix E for detailed data on speed of release).~~ 

The program appears to have had a highly significant impact on release 

rates: 86% of the experimental group secured release, but only 57% of the 

control group did so. 

Because of the lack of comparability between the experimental and 

control groups, it is important to consider whether the difference in 

release rates is in fact likely to have been due to program operations or 

rather was the result of the different characteristics of the defendants 

in the two groups. Consequently, the rate of release was compared between 

the two groups while controlling, one at a time, for the six differences 

in defendant background characteristics noted earlier. Results appear 

in Table 6.4. The percentage released is higher in the experimental group 

25 . 
Type of release was not compared, because the nature of the program 

ensured a difference: defendants could be released on 3r. bond only if 
they were in the experimental group, except in unusual cases. 

,I 
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TABLE 6.1 

PERCENTAGES OF CASES IN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 
GROUPS WITH DATA FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

CHARACTERISTI C EXPERIMENTAL GROUP [ CONTROL GROUP 
(n=132) (n=61) ,-

Communit~ Ties 
Local resi dence status 100% 100%' 

Years of local resi dence 89% 97% 

Months at present a'Jdress 98% 97% 
Marita 1 status 98~& 100% 

Fal11i ly support 62% 70% 

With whom defendant lives 100% 98% 

Employment status 100% 100% 

Income 1 e ve 1 63% 54% 

Public assistance 54% 56% 

Occupation 77% 79% 

Cri mi na 1 ity 
Current charge 100~& 100% 

Number of prior arrests 100%a 100%a 

Number of prior convictions 100%a 100%a 

Criminal justice system 95% 95% 
status at time of arrest 

Age at first adult arrest 785; 6oc1 
:J:oJ 

Demographic Characteristics 

Age at arrest 100~; lOm~ 

Ethni city 100°1, 100% 

Sex 100% 100;b 

Other 
Education 98% ge% 

alncludes cases with missing information. 
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TABLE 6.2 

SUMMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=193) 

CHARACTERI STI C SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

Communit~ Ties 
Local residence status N. S.* 
Years of local resi dence N.S. 
Months at present address N.S. 
Marita 1 status N.S. 
Fami ly support .02 
\~i th whom defendant 1 i yes N.S. 
Employment status N.S. 
Income level N.S. 
Public assistance N.S. 
Occupation .01 

Criminality 

Current charge N.S. 
Number of prior arrests .01 
Number of prior convictions N.S. 
Criminal justice system status at N.S, 

time of arrest 
Age at first adult arrest .04 

Demographic Characteristics 
Age at arrest N.S. 
Ethni city N.S. 
Sex .01 

Other --
Education .01 

(ool * Indicates the two groups were not significantly different 
statistical level). 
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TABLE 6.3 

RATE AND SPEED OF RELEASE FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Outcome (n=132) (n=61) 

Number Percent Number 
I 

Percent 

Rate of Rel easea I 

Defendants released 113 86% 35 57~~ 

Defendants not released 19 14% 26 43% -
TOTAL 132 100% 61 100% 

Speed of Release 
~1ean numbe r of days from 7.1 5.5 

arrest to release .Q.! 

aSignificant a~ the .0000 level. 

b n=102 for experimental group and n=34 for control group. 
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TABLE 6.4 
RATE OF RELEASE BY SELECTED DEFENDANT CHARACTERISTICS, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 

EXPERIt1ENTAL CONTROL 
GROUP GROUP 

Number Number 
CHARACTERI STI C Released Percent Released Percent 

All Defendants 113 86% 35 57% 

Familt Su~~ort 
Supports fami ly 36 95% 12 71% 
Does not support fami ly 36 82% 15 58% 

Occueation 
Other than 1 aborer 63 94% 11 61% 
Labol"er 24 71% 16 53% 

Number of Prior Arrests 
None 56 95% 13 62% 
One through three 41 77% 12 60% 
Four or more 16 70% 10 50% 

Age at First Adult Arrest 
21 or younger 36 74% , 13 50~1, 
22 or older 77 93% 22 63% 

Sex -
Male 84 83% 33 58% 
Female 29 I 94% 2 50% 

Educa ti on I 
I 

I I 
I 

More than high school 32 94% 4 57% 
High school graduate 41 91% 8 44% 
Less than high school 38 75% 22 63% 

-, 

, , 

STATISTICAL I 
SIGNIFICANCE 

LEVEL 

.0000 

.0408 

.0555 

.0010 

.2444 

.0007 

.1030 

.3192 

.0755 

.0002 

.0010 

.0816 

.0368 

.0002 

.3592 
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for every sub-group of defendants considered; however, the differences 

do not always reach a level of statistical significance. In general, it 

appears that the impact of program processing was not able ~o override 

the adverse effect on release of (1) employment as a laborer, (2) a longer 

prior record, or (3) low education. In all other instances, program 

processing seems to have had a significant impact on the release rate. 

Another impact of the program, inherent in its operations, is that 

it permits defendants to secure release by posting a smaller percentage 

of the bond amount than would otherwise be required. Table 6.5 summarizes 

these savings to defendants. As shown, defendants released through the 

program paid $6,712.50 in fees; release through a bondsman or attorney 

would have cost at least $20,762.50. 26 Thus, although there were no dif-

ferences in the total bond amounts set for the experimental and control 

groups, the experimental group realized a significant savings due to the 

lower program fees. 

Tables 6.6--6.8 summarize the findings regarding equity of release. 

As indicated, there were no differences in either group in the rate or 

speed of release for v/hite versus minority defendants or for employed 

versus unemployed defendants. 

Table 6.9 compares the characteristics of released defendants in 

the experimental and control groups. As was the case for the comparison 

of all defendants, there are major differences between the two groups 

(see Appendix E for detailed data). Released defendants in the experimental 

group had lived at their present address for a shorter period of time, were 

more likely to be supporting families, were less likely to be laborers, had 

fewer prior arrests, were more likely to be women and were better educated. 

26This amount was based on a 10% bonding fee. Reportedly, actual fees 
are often higher (12%--15%). 
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TABLE 6.5 
FEES PAID BY DEFENDANTS RELEASED THROUGH PROGRAM, 

COMPARED WITH ESTIMATED FEES OF BONDING AGEIHS 

Number of 
Defendants Estimated 
Released Bonding 
Through Program Total Agents' 

Bond Amount Proqram Fee Fees Fee 

$250 or less 5 $ 20.00 $ 100.00 $ 12.50 

$250--$500 46 20.00 920.00 37.50 

$501--$1 ,000 9 22.50 202.50 75.00 

$1 ,001--$1 ,500 5 37.50 187.50 125.00 

$1 ,501--$2,000 5 52.50 262.50 175.00 

$2,001--$2,999 4 75.00 300.00 250.00 

$3,000--$4,999 2 120.00 240.00 400.00 

$5,000--$9,999 12 225.00 2,700 ."00 750.00 

$10,000 or more 6 300.00 1,800.00 1,000.00 

TOTAL 94 XX $6,712.50 XX 

Total 
Estimated 

Fees 

$ 62.50 

1 ,725.00 

675.00 

625.00 

875.00 

1,000.00 

800.00 

9,000.00 

6,000.00 

$20,762.50 
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TABLE 6.6 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 

(n=132) 

I ETHNICITY 
....---1 WHITE MINORITY 
Number Percent ~lul1lber Percent' 

Rate of Release (all defendants) I 
Defendants released 58 91"1, 55 81% 
Defendants not released 6 9% 13 19~~ -TOTAL 64 100% 68 100?~ 

Seeed of qelease (releused 
defendants) 

Mean number of days from 5.7 8.5 
_~_arrest to release~ 

'-. 

E~lPLOYr~Ein ST I\TUS 
EMPLOYED OR 
SUBSTITUTE~ UNEMPLOYED 

Number Percent Number Percent 

84 89% 29 76% 
10 11~~ 9 ?4o/, 
94 100G

, 3.~ 1671i 

5.3 11.0 
,-,- .. --'-

a n=49 for white; n=53 for minority; n=69 for employed; n=27 for unemployed. 
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TABLE 6.7 
EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR CONTROL GROUP 

(n=61) 

I ETHN IC ITY Et·1P l.oYr~Ejn STATUS 
.--- EMPLOYED OR 

OUTCOI'lE h HHlTE MINORITY I SUBSTITUTES UNEMPLOYED 
Number Percent tlumber Percent' Number Percent Number Percent 

Rate of Release (all defendants) I 
Defendants released 17 71% 18 49% 25 64% 10 46% 
Defendants not released 7 29% 19 51% 14 36~~ 12 54% -TOTAL 24 100% 37 100% 39 100% 22 100% 

Seeed of Release (released 
. defendants) 

Mean number of days from 
arrest to release ~ 

7.1 5.3 5.3 5.9 

a n=15 for white; n= 15 for Ill; nority; n=24 for employed; n=10 for unemployed. 
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TABLE 6.8 
SUMMARY OF EQUITY OF RELEASE FOR 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

.......................... 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 
(n=132) (n=61) 

Ethni city Employment Ethnicity Employment 
Sta tus Sta tus 

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

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

. , 

---------------------------------------------------

. , . 

~ 
~ 
tl ! , 

( ! 
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TABLE 6.9 
S~MMARY OF COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS 

IN THE EXPERI~ENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
(n=148) 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Community Ti es 

Local residence status 
Years of local residence 
Months at present address 
r~a rita 1 s ta tus 
Family support . 
With whom defendant lives 
Employment status 
Income level (employed defendants only) 

Public assistance 

Occupa ti on 

Criminal 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 

SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 

N.S. 
N .S. 

.05 

N. S. 

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

N.S. 
.01 

N.S. 
.02 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

.N.S. 
N.S . 
. 02 

.03 
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TABLE 6.10 
FAILURE TO APPEAR AND PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 

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

» 
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As shown in Table 6.10, there were no statistically significant 

(.05 le~el) differences between the experimental and control groups for 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP I 

failure to appear and pretrial rearrest rates. However, defendants in 

the experimental group were much less likely to be convicted of pretrial 

arrest charges: only 3% of the released defendants in the experimental 
(n=113) 

OUTCor~E Number Percent 

Failure to A~pear (FTA) 

Defendants who FTA 16 14% 

Defendants who do not FTA 97 86% -
TOTAL released defendants 113 100% 

Pretri a 1 Crimi na 1 ito'[ a 
Defendants with rearrests 6 5% 

Defendants without rearrests r-- 107 95% 

TOTAL releaseo defendants 113 100% 

Defendants with rearrest 
convictions 3 3% 

Defendants without rearrest 
110 97~{' convictions 

TOTAL released defendants 113 100% 

aSignificant at the .03 level for convictions; not 
for arrests. 

(n= 35) 
Number Percent 

7 20% 

28 80% 

35 100% 

5 14% 

30 86% 

35 100% 

5 14% 

30 86% 

35 100% 

5 i gn ifi cant 

."- ". 

" 

[, 
Ii 
i '-

group were convicted for pretrial arrests, as compared with 14% of the 

released aefendants in the control group. 

Thus, the higher release rates in the experimental group did not 

result in higher rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality. In-

deed, if conviction for pretrial arrest is considered the most appropriate 

measure of pretrial criminality, because only convictions reflect findings 

of guilt, then pretrial crime was acutally less in the group with the 

higher release rate. 

The post-release outcomes may, of course, be due to the different 

characteristics of defendants in the two groups, rather than to program 

impact. Because of the relatively small number of defendants who failed 

to appear or were rearrested pretrial, we cannot test this possibility 

through controls of the type used in the analysis of release rate differences. 

The impact of program recommendations is shown in Table 6.11. They 

had a highly significant impact on the rate of release: all defendants 

recommended for program release secured release, as compared with 76.5% 

of the other defendants in the experimental group. For released defendants, 

program recommendations were not strongly correlated with failure to appear 

or pretrial criminality rates. Released defendants recommended for program 

release and those with other recommendations were equally likely to fail 

to appear, be rearrested or be convicted of a pretrial arrest. 

C. Cost-Effectiveness of Progr~m 

At one level, the cost-effectiveness of the Beaumont-Port Arthur 
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TABLE 6.11 
OUTCOMES BY PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION 

(EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ONLY) 

Program Release 
(n= 51) 

Outcome Number Percent 

Rate of Rel easea 

Defendants released 5'1 100% 
Defendants not released 0 0% 

TOTAL 51 100% 

Fa i1 ure To AEpear ( FTA) 
Defendants who FTA 5 10% 
Defendants who do not FTA 46 90% -

TOTAL released defendants 51 100% 

Pretrial Criminalit~ 
Defendants with rearrests 2 4% 
Defendants without rearrests 49 96% 

TOTAL released defendants 51 1 om~ 

Defendants with rearrest 2 4% convictions 

Defendants without rearrest 49 96% convictions 

TOTAL released defendants 51 100% 

aSignificant at the .0005 level. 

Other 
(n= 81) 

Number Percent 

62 76.5% 
19 23.5% 

81 100.0% 

11 18% 
51 82% 

62 100% 

4 6.5% 
58 93. 5~~ 

62 100.0% 

1 2% 

61 98% 

62 100% 

• 

" '. 
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program can be assessed by comparing its costs and impacts and making a 

value judgment about whether those impacts are sufficiently large to off­

set program costs. Tangible program effects include the following: 

• On the whole, more defendants were released. Exceptions 
were defendants with longer prior records, low education 
or a laborer's occupation. 

• Uefendants were able to secure release at a much reduced 
fee (3% through the program, versus at least 10% through 
a bondsman or attorney). 

• The increased rate of release did not result in higher 
rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality. 
Indeed, the rate of convictions for pretrial arrests 
was significantly lower in the experimental than in the 
control group. However, these findings may be at least 
partly due to the different characteristics of released 
defendants in the two groups, rather than to program 
impact alone. 

If these benefits, plus any intangible program effects not included in 

the present study, were deemed worth the program's costs, then the 

program would be considered a cost-effective one. 

Another way to analyze cost-effectiveness is to consider the costs 

to the criminal justice system of having the program operate versus not 

operate. Tables 6.12--6.15 summarize the cost data for the program 

(experimental) and control groups. Cost estimation details appear in 

Appendix B. Most items were calculated as in the other sites studied. 

The major difference between Beaumont-Port Arthur and the other sites is 

that the program collects fees from released defendants. Consequently, 

these fees are used to offset part of the costs for the program group. 

One other cost difference for Beaumont-Port Arthur is that the juris­

diction levies a $15 per month fee on each defendant on probation. Thus, 

the costs to the criminal justice system of probation supervision are 

much less than in the other sites studied. 
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TABLE 6.12 
COST SUMMARY, PROGRAr~ GROUP, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 
(n = 132) 

Item 

Detention 
1,622 days at $4.32 per day 

Failure To Appear (FTA) 
• 18 occurrences (assumed not at trial) 

--District Court, 10 cases @ $20.08 
--County Court, 8 cases @ $19.49 
--Bench warrant served, 7 cases @ $15.66 

($7.66 for service and $8.00 for booking) 
--Bench warrant service attempt, 4 cases @ $7.66 

• 14 returns to court 
--District Court, 9 cases @ $27.11 
--County Court, 5 cases @ S24.89 
--No prosecuti on of FTA 
--Detention resulting from FTA, 94 days @ $4.32 
--Less bond forfeitures executed ;n 3 cases 

Subtotal, FTA costs 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 
• Apprehension, 8 cases @ $7.66 
• Booking, 8 cases @ $8.00 
• Program costs, 1 interview @ $35.93 
• Detention resulting from PTA, 60 days @ $4.32 
• Court processing costs 

-Detailed in Table 6.12 
-No jury costs 

• Sentencing costs 
--Pre-Sentence Investigations: 3 convicted 

defendants (4 cases); weighted, 1.67 @ S68.00 
--Probation Supervi~ion: 2 defendants, 6 years 

@ $177.00 less $15.00 per month reimbursement 
from defendants 

--Incarceration: 2 defendants, 85.5 months @$129.60 
-Less fine for 1 defendant (paid) 

Subtotal, PTA costs 

Program 
• Interview, 132 defendants @ $35.Y3 
• Followup, 94 defendants @ $63.18 
• Detention resulting from violation of release 

conditions, 10 days @ $4.32 
• Less fees @ 3% of bond amounts 

Subtotal, Program Costs 

TOTAL COSTS 

Cost 

$ 7,007.04 

200.80 
155.92 

109.62 
30.64 

243.99 
124.45 

406.08 
-2.00U.OO 
-$728.50 

61.28 
64.00 
35.93 

259.20 

2,873.00 

113.56 

-18.00 
11,080.80 

-300.00 
514,169.77 

4,742.76 
5,938.92 

43.20 
-6,712.50 

$4,012.38 
$24,460.69 

--~--------------- -
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TABLE 6.13 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

PROGRAM GROUP, BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR 

Note: All attorneys were privately retained. 

Number of Cases Adjudicated 
Total tlumber on Same Day As: 

Court Outcome of Cases Original Arrest Other PTA 

District Plea 2 1 0 

District Open* 2 0 0 

County Plea 2 1 0 

County Open* 1 0 0 

Justice Dismissal 1 0 0 

TOTAL COST 

*Costs of open cases were estimated as one-half the cost of a plea plus one-half the 

-, 

.J 

Cost 

l~ @ $372 = $558.00 

2 @ $306 = 
$1612.00 

. 
l~ @ $177 = $265.50 

1 @ $383.50 = 
$383.50 

1 @ $54 = $54.00 

$2,873.00 

cost of a trial. 
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TABLE 6.14 
COST SUMMARY, CONTROL GROUP, 

BEAUMONT--PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 
(n=61) 

ITUl COST 
---------------------------------------~--------r_--------~ 

Detention 

1,629 days @ $4.32 per day 

Failure To Appear (FTA) 

• 9 occurrences (assumed not at trial) 
--District Court, 7 cases @ $ 20.08 
--County Court, 2 cases @ $ 19.49 
--Bench wa' 'rant served, 3 cases @ $7.66 for 

service and $ 8.00 for booking 
--Bench warrant service attempt, 2 cases @ $ 7.66 

• 7 returns to court 
--District Court, 6 cases @ $ 27.11 
--County Court, 1 c~se @ $ 24.89 
--No prosecution of FTA 
--Detenti on resuHi ng from FTA, 24 days 8) $ 4.32 
--Less bond forfeitures executed in 2 cases 

Subtotal, FTA costs 

Pretrial Arrest (PTA) 

• Apprehension, 8 cases @ $ 7.66 

• Booking, 8 cases @ 8.00 

• No detention resulting from PTA 

• Court processing costs 
--Detailed in Table 6.14 
--No jury costs 

• Sentencing costs 
--Pre-Sentence Investigations: 

5 convicted defendants (7 cases); 
weighted~ 4.67 @ $ 68.00 

--No probation supervision costs 
~Incarceration: 3 defendants, 109 months, 

@ $ 129.60 
--Less fines for 2 defendants (paid) 

Subtotal, PTA costs 

$ 7,037.28 

140.56 
38.98 

46.98 
15.32 

162.66 
24.89 

103.68 
- 3,500.00 

-$ 2,966.93 

61.28 

64.00 

1,438.24 

317.56 

14,126.40 
-858.00 

$ 15,149.48 

L_. __ ~OTA_L,_C_OS_T_S _________________ ___l_$_1_9_,2_1_9_.8_3-, 
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TABLE 6.15 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS FOR PRETRIAL ARRESTS, 

CONTROL GROUP, BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR 

---------

N t o e: All "'"t a~ orneys were prlva t 1 t' d e IY re a 1 ne . 

Court Outcome 

District Plea 

County Dismissal 

County Plea 

County Convicted 
by judge 

*One defendant had 2 PTAls, 
The other defendant in this 
allocated to PTA. 

Number of Cases Adjudicated 
Tota 1 tlumber on Same Da As: 

of Cases Original Arrest Other PTA Cost 

3 2 1 1.17 @ $372 = $435.24* 

1 0 0 1 @ $59 = $59.00 

3 0 1 2 @ $177 = $354.00 

1 0 0 1 @ $590 = $590.00 

TOTAL COST $1,438.24 

both settled with original charge; two-thirds of costs were allocated to PTA. 
category had one PTA, settled with original charge; one-half of costs were 
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Costs for the program group totaled about $24,000, with more than 

half accounted for by pretrial arrest expenses (largely the incarceration 

costs for two defendants). Costs for detention were about half the 

pretrial arrest costs, with program costs the next most expensive item. 

Failure to appear (FTA) actually generated funds for the criminal justice 

system, because the bond forfeitures collected more than offset FTA-

related expenses. 

Costs for the control group amounted to about $19,000. As with the 

program group, pretrial arrest was the most expensive cost category; 

most of those costs stemmed from incarceration expenses for three defendants. 

Detention accounted for about one-third of total costs, and failure to 

appear generated revenue for the criminal justice system. 

Costs for the program and control groups cannot be compared directly, 

because (1) the groups are of different size, and (2) the costs of failure 

to appear should be weighted to reflect the lack of statistically sig­

nificant differences between the'two groups.27 The necessary adjustments 

are shown in Table 6.16. As indicated, total costs for the two groups 

were about equal. Thus, the costs of operating the program are apparently 

offset by saved failure to appear, pretrial arrest and detention costs. 

27 For both the number of pretrial arrests (though not the number of 
defendants with pretrial arrests, as shown in Table 6.10) and detention, 
the differe~ces between the groups were statistically significant. 
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TABLE 6.16 
COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR PROGRAM AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 

Program Group Control 
Cost Category Quantity Cost Quantity. 

Unweighted 
Detention 1622 da. $7,007 1629 da. 

Fail ure to appear 18 cases -729 9 cases 

Pretrial arrest: 
Arrest 8 cases 3,293 8 cases 
Sentencing 4 cases 10,876 7 cases 

Program N.A. 4,012 N.A. 

TOTAL 132 def'ts. $24,459 61 def'ts. 

Weighted To Reflect 
Egual Grou~ Sizes 
Detenti on 1622 da. $7,007 3519 da. 

Failure to appear 18 cases -729 19 cases 

Pretrial arrest: 
Arrest 8 cases 3,293 17 cases 
Sentencing 4 cases 10,876 15 cases 

Program N.A. 4,012 N.A. 

TOTAL 132 deflts. $24,459 132 def'ts. 

Weighted To Reflect Egual 
FTA and Pretrial Arrest 

Detention 1622 da. $7,007 3519 da. 

Failure to appear 19 cases -773 19 cases 

Pretrial arrest 
Arrest 8 cases 3,293 17 cases 
Sentencing 4 cases 10,876 15 cases 

Program N.A. 4,012 N.A. 

TOTAL 132 def'ts. $24,415 132 def'ts. 
'--,,----...:... 

Group 
Cost 

$7,037 
-2,967 

1 ,564 
13,586 

0 

$19,220 

$15,200 
-6,409 

3,378 
29,346 

0 

$41,515 

$15,200 

-6,409 

3,378 
29,346 

0 

$41 ,515 

~\ 

'I 
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VII. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Program Impact on Release Outcomes 

Four of the five programs studied experimentally showed an impact 

on release outcomes; only the Tucson misdemeanor program did not. As 

shown in Table 7.1, three programs affected the rate of release; one, 

the speed of release; one, the type of release; and three, the equity 

of release. By site, Ra1timore City (where the effect of changed program 

procedures was tested) showed the greatest impact, with each release 

outcome measure affected favorably. Lincoln was next (two measures 

affected), followed by Beaumont-Port Arthur (one measure affected) and 

TUcson (one measure affected for the felony study and none for the mis­

demeanor experiment). 

Tile apparent effect of program operations on release equity deserves 

special comment. In two sites the program groups shol'/ed no differences 

in the rate of release of minority versus white defendants, while in the 

control groups minority defendants were significantly less likely to be 
28 

released. In the remaining three experiments there were no differences 

in release rates for minority versus white defendants in either the program 
29 

or control group. 

The analysis of equity of release by employment status found two 

sites where program operations were associated with more equitable 

28 
No other factors were identified that might account for this difference 

(e.g., the other characteristics of white versus minority defendants in 
the two groups were quite similar). 

29 Although Tucson misdemeanor release rates were significantly higher 
for minority defendants in the program group, this was due to their 
higher employment rate. 
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TABLE 7.1 
SUMt·1ARY OF PROGRAM IMPACT ON RELEASE OUTCOMES 

Note: + indicates positive program impact on outcomes; 0 indicates no effect. 

TUCSON TUCSON BAL TIMORE 
OUTCOME FELONIES MISDEMEANORS CITY 

Rate of Release 0 0 + 

Speed of Release 0 0 + 

Type of Release 0 0 + 

Equity of Release: 

By Ethni city + 0 + 

By Employment Status 0 0 + 

*Not applicable. 

;r i - -, 

,~ 
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BEAUMONT-
LINCOLN PORT ARTHUR 

+ + 

0 0 

0 NA* 

0 0 

+ 0 
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release of unemployed defendants than occurred in the control group. In 

two of the remaining experiments (the Tucson felony and misdemeanor 

analyses), both the program and control' groups showed unemployed defend­

ants detained at a significantly higher rate than employed persons. Only 

one experiment had equivalent release rates for unemployed and employed 

defendants in both the program and control groups. This suggests that 

equity of release by employment status (our proxy for income level) may 

remain a problem after 20 years experience with bail reforms designed to 

eliminate the discrimination against poor persons that was inherent in 

a money ba i1 system. Al though pretrial rel ease programs reduced this 

inequity in some of the jurisdictions studied, they did not always do so. 

B. Program Impact on Failure To Appear and Pretrial Criminality 

Table 7.2 summarizes program impact on post-release outcomes, 

specificaily, failure to appear, pretrial rearrest, and pretrial rearrest 

conviction rates. For the three experiments where only a pre-release 

random assignment occurred, there was one instance of significant out-

comes difference between the program and control groups: in 8eaumont­

Port Arthur released program group defendants had lower rates of rearrest 

conviction than control group defendants. Thus, in none of these three 

sites were program operations associated with worse failure to appear or 

pretrial criminality outcomes than when the programs did not function. 

This occurred even though two of the three sites had significantly higher 

release rates for program group defendants. Thus, the release of additional 

defendants did not lead to increased disruption of court operations , 
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TABLE 7.2 
SUMMARY OF PROGRAM IMPACT ON FAILURE TO APPEAR AND 

PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 

Note: + indicates positive program impact on outcomes; 0 indicates no effect. 

PROGRAMS WITHOUT POST- PROGRAMS WITH POST-
RELEASE RANDOM ASSIGNMENT RELEASE RANDOM ASSIGNMENT 

Tucson Beaumont- Tucson Ba It i more 
OUTCOME Felonies Lincoln Port Arthur Misdemeanors City 

Fai 1 ure To Appear 0 0 0 0 0 

Pretrial Rearrest 0 0 0 0 0 

Pretrial Rearrest Conviction 0 0 + 0 0 

I ...... 
U1 
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(through higher failure to appear rates) or to greater harm to community 

safety (through higher pretrial criminality rates). 

For the two sites where random assignment occurred after release, 

so that the impact of program followup activities could be tested, no 

d'fferences were found between the program and control groups for either 

failure to appear or pretrial criminality. Although this suggests that 

program followup after release has no impact on defendant behavior, one 

must remember that the tests of followup impact were quite limited in 

scope. In one jurisdiction, mail/telephone notification of coming court 

dates was tested, and in the other site the impact of minimal versus 

more intensive supervision was analyzed. Thus, although our findings 

suggest that programs' post-release activities may have little effect, 

these findings cannot be considered conclusive. 

This issue is now receiving further scrutiny under an NIJ-sponsored 

"test design" of the impact of supervised release. vlhen finished, 

that study will provide additional insight about the effect of programs' 

post-release activities on defendants' outcomes. 

C. Cost-Effectiveness of Programs 

Program cost-effectiveness, measured by comparing costs to the 

criminal justice system for the program and control groups, varied widely. 

The most cost-effective programs were not necessarily those that showed 

the greatest impact on defendant outcomes. 

As shown in Table 7.3, the most cost-effective program operated at 

the Tucson felony level, where program group costs were only 38% of con­

trol group costs. Both the Beaumont-Port Arthur program and Baltimore 

City's changed release criteria (first random assignment) "Jere a'iso cost-

effective. Baltimore City's post-release followup (second random assign-

ment), the Lincoln program and the:! Tucson misdemeanor program resulted in 

I 
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TABLE 7.3 
SU~1MARY OF COST -EFFECTIVENESS DATA 

-
RATIO OF 
PROGRM~ 

PROGRAM CONTROL TO CONTROL 
EX PER I~1ENT GROUP COSTS GROUP COSTS GROUP COSTS 

, 
Tucson Felony $ 54,870 $ 145,431 0.38 

Beaumont-Port Arthur 24,415 41,515 0.59 

Baltimore City: 

Release 3,512 5,559 0.63 

Post-Release 48,864 27,657 1.77 

Lincoln 12,887 8,156 1. 58 

Tucson Misdemeanor 24,020 5,117 4.69 

• I 
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higher costs for the program group; those costs exceeded control group 

costs by 58% to 369%. 

The cost-effective programs processed felony level defendants (though 

not necessarily exclusively) and had minimal followup of defendants 

after release. Neither of the programs that processed only misdemeanor 

defendants was cost-effective. Nor was Baltimore City's more intensive 

supervision cost-effective, when compared with the minimal supervision 

received by the control group. 

Additional insight concerning cost implications of program operations 

can be gained by considering the relative contributions of various cost 

elements to total costs. Table 7.4 presents this information. As shown, 

failure to appear was the least costly category in all sites except Baltimore 

City. Indeed, in one jurisdiction (Beaumont-Port Arthur) failure to 

appear actually generated revenue, because of the court's policy of 

collecting on bond forfeitures. These collections more than offset the 

additional CJS processing costs incurred by the failures to appear. 

Although actual failure to appear (FTA) costs were relatively low, 

it is important to point out that potential FTA costs are quite high. In 

the jurisdictions studied, prosecution for FTA was rare; during our ex-

periments it occurred only in Baltimore City. Had prosecution of FTA 

been more common, costs would have been substantially higher, because of 

the high costs for court processing of the charge. Moreover, if harsh 

sentences were imposed for FTA, costs would be even higher. Thus, the 

decision not to prosecute for failure to appear is a cost-effective one 

for the criminal justice system. 

Program costs ranged from 16% to 74% of total costs for the program 

groups studied. These costs were major contributors to total costs in 

each of the experiments where programs were not cost-effective. 
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TABLE 7.4 
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL COSTS, BY MAJOR COST CATEGORIES 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

GEAUMONT-
TUCSON FELONY PORT ARTHUR BAL TIMORE CITY LI NCOLN , . 

Program Control Program Contro"! Progl~ain Control Program Control 
COST CATEGORY Group Group Group Group Group Grou Group Group . 

Detentoj on 47% 18~~ 29% 37% 30/ 10 11% 42% 67% 

Failure to Appear 1% 10
/ /0 -3% -15% 10% 11% 2% 5% 

Pretri a 1 Arrest 33% 81% 58% 79% 33% 70% 15~b 28% 

Program 19% 1% 16% 001 
10 55~:' 9% 41% 0% 

TOTAL 100~~ 100~~ 100% 100?; 100% 100% 100~~ 100% 

, , "-

-0 

. 
1 i . , 

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

TUCSON 
1~I SDEMEANOR 

"1 
Program Control 

Group Group 

16% 76% 

2</ 
/0 6% 

8% 18% 

74% 00 / /0 

100% 100% 
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For the control groups studied, the highest cost category was pre­

trial arrest in the experiments that included felony defendants and de­

tention in the two misdemeanor-only experiments. The high pretrial arrest 

costs in the experiments including felony cases were largely due to the 

sentencing costs for defendants convicted of pretrial arrests and, in 

particular, to the costs of incarceration for those persons sentenced to 

prison. For the Tucson felony control group, 78% of the total pretrial 

arrest costs were due to incarceration costs (for six defendants, sen­

tenced to a total of more than 25 years in prison). Comparable percentages 

for Beaumont-Port Arthur and Baltimore City were 90% and 40%, respectively. 

For the misdemeanor-only experiments, pretrial arrests costs were 

much les~ important contributors to total costs. Moreover, sentencing 

costs often reflected a profit for the criminal justice system, because 

of the more frequent use of fines,and less common use of incarceration as 

sentences for misdemeanants. 

Thls analysis of cost elements suggests that, in cost terms at least, 

there is little need for concern about failure to appear. On the other 

hand, pretrial arrest seems to be much more costly to the criminal justice 

system than is commonly realized. Because much of this cost is due to 

the incarceration of a few defendants, jurisdictions seeking cost savings 

may need to take a closer look at whether the benefits of those expenses 

merit their costs. 

Another aspect of the analysis of sentencing costs is the way those 

costs differ for the program versus control groups in the three experiments 

that included felony defendants. In each case, the sentences were much 

more severe in the control group than in the program group. In particular, 
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the extent of incarceration in the control group was much greater than in 

the program group. This suggests that the operations of pretrial release 

programs may lead to less harsh sentences for felony defendants convicted 

of pretrial arrests, even though program operations did not affect the 

overall rate of rearrests. 

The manner in which this impact occurs is not known. Programs may 

serve as advocates for rearrested defendants and help ameliorate sentences 

by providing information about defendants I circumstances that would not 

otherwise be available. It is also possible that the mere existence of 

more complete information about defendants has a positive effect on 

sentences, without the need for programs to serve as advocates. Alternatively, 

programs may affect defendant behavior so that less serious crimes are 

committed, with the difference in sentencing severity reflecting this 

fact. Finally, it is possible that our findings for three sites would 

not be replicated if additional jurisdictions were studied. Because of 

the importance of the topic, we recommend that it receive further study. 

As noted earlier, the two misdemeanor-only programs were not found 

to be cost-effective. This occurred for two main reasons. First, most 

defendants charged with misdemeanors were released relatively quickly 

in both the program and control groups. Thus, there was little oppor­

tunity for program operation~ to generate savings in detention costs. 

Second, the rearrested defendants were rearrested on relatively minor 

charges for which punishments were not severe. Thus, programs had little 

potential for accruing savings in pretrial arrest and sentencing costs. 

Because failure to appear costs were universally low, the misdemeanor­

level programs were unable to generate savings that could offset their 
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costs of operations. 30 

At the felony level the more serious nature of the cases led to 

higher bonds and the potential for much longer periods of detention. 

Additionally, rearrested defendants were rearrested on more serious 

charges, having more severe penalties. Thus, felony-level prograllls­

by affecting detention and pretrial arrest costs-were able to generate 

savings that could offset their costs. 

In addition to the lack of cost-effectiveness for misdemeanor programs, 

we found that the post-release followup activities studied were not cost­

effective. Neither of the two experimental tests of program followup 

activities showed a positive effect on costs. In both cases the activities 

were relatively expensive to implement and did not lead to reduced costs 

in other categories. The combined effect of a misdemeanor-level program 

and post-release followup probably accounts for the very high costs of 

the Tucson misdemeanor program vis-a-vis the control group (see Table 7.3). 

Finally, the limitations of the cost-effectiveness analysis presented 

above should be stressed once again. The analysis was based on a consider­

ation of costs to the criminal justice system only and thus excludes 

many possible costs and benefits that might reasonably be included in an 

analysis conducted from a different perspective. Moreover, the cost 

estimates derived were often very rough ones, because of the difficulties 

of obtaining the data needed for more accurate estimates from the sites 

studied. Thus, the cost-effectiveness findings should be viewed as sugges­

tive, rather than definitive, and should be subjected to further testing 

30 This suggests that misdemeanor-level programs might be cost-effective 
in jurisdictions where defendants charged with misdemeanors are detained 
for long periods of time or where they are rearrested for charges 
carrying severe penalties. 

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

() 

-166-

in other jurisdictions. 

D. Conclusions 

The experimental analysis of program impact leads to the following 

conclusions: 

• The pretrial release programs studied had a positive effect 
on the release of defendants pending trial. Program oper­
ations were associated with higher release rates, higher 
rates of nonfinancial release, speedier release and/or greater 
equity of release in four of the five experiments conducted. 

• The improvements in release outcomes were not offset by 
higher rates of failure to appear or pretrial criminality 
for defendants processed by the program. 

• There is no evidence from our study that more intensive 
post-release followup has a positive effect on defendants' 
failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates. However, 
our experimental tests of followup activities were quite 
limited in scope, and the findings may not be broadly 
applicable to many jurisdictions. 

• There may be great potential for programs to affect release 
outcomes, without increasing failure to appear or pre-
trial criminality rates, through the use of less restrict­
ive release recommendation criteria. In the one jurisdiction 
where we tested the effect of relaxing the program's point 
system criteria, every reledse outcome measure was affected 
positively, and rates of failure to appear and pretrial 
criminality were no higher than in the control group. 

• Unemployed defendants had more difficulty securing release 
than employed defendants. This suggests that the bail 
reform movement's goal of eliminating release inequities 
associated with income level has yet to be achieved. 

• Release inequities associated with ethnicity were less 
common than those associated with employment status. 
Moreover, program operations eliminated the release 
inequities associated with ethnicity. 

• Programs that included defendants charged with felonies 
were more cost-effective than programs that processed 
only misdemeanors. 

• Failure to appear was not very costly to the criminal 
justice system relative to other major categories of costs. 
Indeed, one jurisdiction made a profit on failure to 
appear as a result of bond forfeiture collections. 
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• Failure to appear could become very costly to the criminal 
justice system, if prosecution for failure to appear be- & 

came more widespread. 

• Pretrial arrest was relatively costly for the experiments 
that included defendants charged with felonies. These costs 
were largely due to the sentences imposed on defendants convicted 
of pretrial arrests, especially when the sentences involved 
incarceration. 

• Pretrial arrest costs were much higher for the control group 
than the program group in the three experiments that included 
defendants charged with felonies. This difference was largely 
due to much harsher sentences for the defendants convicted of 
pretrial arrests in the control group vis-a-vis the program 
,group. The reasons for this difference could not be ascertained. 

Several conclusions apply to the research tasks, including: 

• It is possible, but difficult, to implement experimental designs 
testing the impact of pretrial release program activities. 

• Although many programs were concerned about the possibility of 
~ lawsui~ based on "denial of service" and refused to participate 
1n experlments for that reason, no legal challenges arose during 
any of the five experiments. This suggests that program fears 
about possible lawsuits may be much greater than the actual like­
lihood that such lav/suits will occur. If so, special efforts may 
be needed to allay program fears, if additional experimental 
studies are contemplated. 

• The experimental analyses resulted in findings and conclusions 
abcut program impact that could not have been developed through 
other types of analyses. 

• Data needed for a completely accurate, comprehensive analysis 
of program cost-effectiveness were not available locally and 
probably could have been developed only at considerable ex­
pense. Any future efforts to conduct cost-effectiveness analyses 
of programs should be cognizant of this limitation. 

E. Recommendations 

The foliowing recommendations are based on the findings and conclusions 

from the experimental analyses: 

• Pretrial release programs should continue to be suoported 
particularly those that process felony defendants,' with ' 
their greater potential for cost savings due to program 
operations. 
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• Programs should scrutinize their post-release followup 
activities to determine whether they are effective. Our 
findings suggest that such activities may have little 
impact on defendant behavior but be quite expensive to 
conduct. 

• Programs should give careful consideration to adopting 
less restrictive release recommendation criteria. The 
findings from the Baltimore City experiment suggest 
that such action might increase program impact on release 
outcomes, while not increasing failure to appear or pre­
trial criminality rates. 

• Jurisdictions seeking ways to cut criminal justice 
system costs should consider whether incarceration can 
be decreased, either pretrial detention or post-adjud­
ication imprisonment. Such costs were quite large in 
some of the sites studied. Also, if the jurisdiction 
prosecutes defendants for failure to appear, it should 
consider whether this practice merits continuation, 
given its rather high costs. 

• Additional analysis should be conducted of the equity 
of release by employment or income status. In particular, 
programs should study whether their operations perpetuate 
release inequities for poor defendants. 

• Additional analysis should be conducted to determine 
program impact on sentencing costs for defendants con­
victed of pretrial arrests and to ascertain the under­
lying reasons for such impact. 

• Because of the wide variation found in the types and 
levels of program impact, other jurisdictions would be 
\A/ell advised to evaluate their programs and determine 
their specific effects. 

• Programs should lise experimental designs to test the effect 
of possible changes in program operations (e.g., providing 
different levels of supervision or implementing less restrict­
ive release recommendation criteria). Such tests of program 
variations \A/ould not raise "denial of services" concerns 
and could provide great insight about the program activities 
that are most effective within a specific jurisdiction. 

~~-----
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND IMPLEt1ENTATION 

This appendix discusses the design and implementation pf the ex­

perimental analysis of pretrial release. Among the topics considered 

are the reasons for selecting an experimental deSign, the difficulties 

in locating jurisdicitions where experiments could be undertaken, how 

these difficulties were handled, problems that arose during the implement­

ation of the experiments, the ways these problems were resolved, and an 

assessment of our experiences in conducting experimental research, 

A. Reasons for Selection of Experimental DeSign 

Because of the wide range of issues to be addressed in the national 

evaluation of pretrial release, several different types of analyses were 

undertaken. These included both cross-sectional and experimental analyses 

of defendant outcomes as well as assessments of the "del ivery systems" 

used for pretrial release decisions. 

The cross-sectional analyses were based on eight jurisdictions in 

which random samples of arrested defendants were selected and studied, 

after the fact, using data from existing records. Questions addressed 

included: 

• What was the extent of criminality among pretrial releasees? 

• What were the failure-to-appear rates of releasees? 

• Were different types of release, such as money bail and 
release on recognizance, associated with different rates 
of criminality or failure-to-appear? 

• Were certain defendant characteristics (e.g., age, race, 
sex, current charge, prior criminal record, community 
ties) associated with different rates of criminality or 
failure-to-appear? 
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The cross-sectional analyses, while providing much insight about 

Could not adequately consider rall release processes and outcomes, 

ues related to ,program impact. Such issues include: 

What impact do pretrial relea~e p~ograms have en the rates 
• of rel ease of defendants a\'1a i ti ng tri a:? On the types of 

release (e.g., own recognizance,.deposlt b~nd, money bail)? 
On the speed with which release lS secured. 

What impact do pretri al rel ease programs have on the "equity" 
• of the release process (i.e., are certai~ ty~es of defendants, 

such as poor individuals or members of mlnorlty $rou~s, more 
likely to secur~ release when formal programs eXlst). 

Do programs result in the release of defendants with a 
• significantly different level of risk than defendants released 

in the absence of program activities? 

What is the extent of criminality for pretrial releasees who 
• receive program followup, as compared with released defendants 

who do not? 

• What are the fail ure-to.·appear rates for pretri a 1 re; easees 
who receive program follnwup versus those who do not, 

t' s '> • What costs and benefits are associated with program3pera lon, 

An experimental design was considered the most appropriate way to 

lyze these lssues. , Such a design, by randomly assigning defendants 

her to be processed by a program or not, would permit assessment of 

Y gram impact through a straightforvlard comparison of outcomes for the 

groups. 

The benefits of experimental analysis have been widely cited in 

, h th d 1 A l'mental design is literature concernlng researc me 0 s. n exper 

research approach most likely to avoid ambiguous findings and the 

1,. !> for example Howard E. Freeman, liThe Present Status of Evaluatio~ 
<; ~~rch II reprinted in Marcia Guttentag and Shal~m Sn~r, ed., E~ab~~tl~~ 
=~~~ies ~eview Annual, Vol. 2 (Bevrrly Hills, Callfornla: Sage, u lca ~ons, 
;":,- 1977) and Henry W. Riecken and Robert F. Boruch, ed., Soclal, Exper 
~;;~;iation: A Method for Plannin and Evaluatin Social Interventlon 
(;Je;':J York City, N.Y.: Academic Press, Inc., 1974. 
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resultant, possibly interminable and unresolvable, arguments over inter­

pretation of study results. By its nature, an experimental design usually 

leads to unequivocal findings of unchallenged validity. 

Besides the general agreement among researchers that an experimental 

design is the best way to assess program impact, there has been widespread 

agreement that such analysis is needed in the pretrial release field. The 

spread 'of pretrial release programs began after a controlled experiment, 

the Manhattan Bail Project, demonstrated in the early 1960 l s that selected 

defendants released on non-financial conditions would appear for court 

dates at least as reliably as defendants released on bail. As a result 

of these f'indings, many jurisdictions started pretrial release programs. 

Currently, more than 100 such programs exist throughout the country; most 

are funded by some level of government . 

Although the Manhattan Bail Project led to the widespread adoption 

of pretrial release programs, it did not result in similar replication of 

experimental analysis deSigned to evaluate program impact. Indeed, after 

a comprehensive review of the "state of knowledge" regarding pretrial 

release, the National Center for State Courts concluded: 2 

Most of the questions that were unanswered a decade ago are 
still unanswered .... The most glaring problem is the lack of 
comparative analysis on the performance of the money bail 
system ~is-~-vis the various alternatives to it., .. [TJhe 
most reliable I'/ay of doing such a cOll1parative analysis is 
through controlled experiments. None have been conducted 
over the past decade .... It is somel-,hat ironic that the bail 
reform movement, which received so much'of its early impetus 
from the dissemination of the results of the control group 
experiment conducted by the Manhattan Bail Project, should 
have so totally ignored the potential benefits of well 
designed research studies during the past ~ecade. 

2Wayne H. Thomas, Jr., et al., Pretrial Release Programs, National Evalu­
ation Program Phase I Summary Report (Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, April 1977). 
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The need for experimental analysis of pretrial release programs has 

been emphasized by other researchers as well. At the end of an extensive 

study of pretrial services, including both release and diversion, Abt 

Associates concluded that many important questions concerning program 

impact remained to be answered. Abt further stated: 3 

Questions such as these require the use of controlled field 
experiments. Properly executed, this design produces results 
of virtually unimpeachable validity. The random assignment 
of a sufficient number of subjects to treatment and non-treat­
ment status provides assurance that the groups under observation 
are similar in all respects and that any observed differences 
in outcomes may be attributed to the treatment delivered. 
Without equivalent groups, any differences that emerge can be 
attributed to the effects of selection rather than the particular 
treatment strategy. 

Such analysis of program impact was considered especially important 

at this time. Because pretrial release programs have existed for a 

number of years, it has been suggested that judges may have "internalized" 

program criteria. Thus, they might question defendants about their com­

munity ties, if there \'/ere no programs providing this information.
4 

An 

experimental analysis would permit an assessment of the extent to which 

such judicial behavior occurred. 

B. The Experimental Design 

The experiments were intially planned to operate as follows: 

• Two groups of defendants would be analyzed: a group which 
was processed by the program (i.e., the "experimental" group) 
and a group which was not processed by the program (Le., the 
II con trol" group). Any defendant \'Iould have an egual chance to 
be in either group. 

3Abt Associates, Inc., Pretrial Services: An Evaluation of Polic Related 
Research, A Report Prepared for the National S.cience Foundation Cambridge, 
~lass.: Abt Associates, Inc., 1974). Volume 1, p. 5. 

4Although such information would not be verified, it was not c'lear that 
lack of verification would affect release decisions and outeomes. 
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• Members of the "program" group woul d recei ve normal program 
processing, ';/hile members of the IInon-program" group would 
be processed by the criminal justice system without program 
involvement. 

• After each group contained about 400 defendants, the program 
would return to its normal operating procedures. 

• Outcomes of defendants in both groups would be tracked. 
Such outcomes would include release, failure to appear 
and pretrial criminality. 

• A compari son of the outcomes for the "program" and the 
"non-program" groups would indicate the program's impact 
(since the only difference between the two groups of 
defendants would presumably be that one was processed 
by the program and the other was not). 

Because this design provided for random assignment of defendants 

before release decisions were made, defendants in the program and control 

groups who secured release might not be comparable. If they were not, 

any differences in their failure to appear or pretrial criminality rates 

might be due to differences in defendant characteristics, rather than 

program impact. Consequently, the design shown in Figure 1 was developed, 

based on discussions with National Institute of Justice officials. In 

addition to the random assignment before release decisions were made, 

a second random assignment would be made after release. Released defendants 

in each of the original experimental and control groups would be randomly 

ass i gned either to a group for whi ch the program provi ded its normal 

follow-up and supervision services or to a group for which these services 

were not provided. This design would permit the failure-to-appear and 

pretrial criminality rates to be compared for groups which were similar 

in terms of their exposure to program activities during the post-release 

period. Thus, the impact of these program activities could be isolated 

and assessed. 

Although we recognized that this design would be more difficult to 
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implement, we thought its advantages outweighed its problems. Eventually, 

it was successfully implemented in two of the four experimental sites. In 

the other two jurisdictions only the first-stage random as?ignment (before 

release) occurred. 

C. Criticisms of Experimental Design 

Some persons-particularly staff of large, well-established pretrial 

release programs-rejected the premises of the experimental analysis. They 

thought that lack of program impact might be found under experimental 

conditions but could be explained as a program "carry-over" effect. This 

was considered especially likely by them, because the experimental design 

requi red the progl"ams to process some defendants at the same time that 

the control group was not processed. Thus, judges vJOul d be "reminded" 

of program criteria throughout the experimental period and might apply 

these criteria to the control group. If the programs were to cease op­

erations' altogether, it vias thought that the program carry-over effect 

woul d fade over time, with judges eventually reverting to "pre-program" 

decision-making behavior. 5 

Although this criticism ~ay be valid, programs should nevertheless 

recognize the possibility of achieving the same level of impact through 

modified, less costly operations. If there is little evidence of program 

impact when an experiment is conducted, it ~~y be prudent to reG1rect 

5 
We looked at this issue to a limited extent in our analysis of "defunct" 

programs, although that analysis faced the limitation that defunct programs 
may not be representative of programs that show greater durability. 
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program activities. For example, if the control group members were handled 

in the same way as defendants processed by the program, and if this were 

attributed to a carry-over effect of the program, this suggests that the 

program may not need to process evert defendant in order to have an impact 

on all defendants. Operations could be systematically cut back, with the 

effects tested, until a point was reached where release outcomes were 

affected by the decline in program processing. Similarly, if no impact 

occurs soon after a program's demise, perhaps a program needs to operate 

only intermittently, rather than continuously. 

An additional concern raised about the experiments was that they 

could not address the issue of "false positives," that is, the extent to 

which defendants were being detained who could safely have been released. 

To have addressed this issue would have required the release of some 

defendants who were being detained, and judges-were not willing to make 

such releases on a random basis. They believed that certain defendants 

were being detained for good reasons, and they were not willing to expose 

the community (or themselves) to the possible risks involved in a test 

of the validity of those reasons. 

Although we were unable to conduct experimental analyses regarding 

"false positives," we think it is an important issue and one that should 

recei ve further study. Our fi ndings-and the general fi ndi ngs over ti me 

that as more defendants are released, failure to appear and pretrial 

_ criminality rates remain at reasonable levels--suggest that it may be 

possible to release still more defendants without significantly increasing 

the level of "harm" (as reflected in failure to appear and pretrial 

criminality rates). Additionally, a few small-scale studies in which 

defendants initially selected for detention were later released (on a 
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random basis) found that those defendants did not pose substantially 

greater release risks than other released defendants. Nevertheless, rrost 

of the judges we interviewed expressed extreme reservations abut the 

possibility of randomized release of defendants currently being detained. 

These reservations were expressed, despite-the fact that most detained 

defendants had been given at least a theoretical means of securing release, 

namely, the posting of bail. 6 

D. Site Selection Difficulties 

Identification of sites amenable to experimental analysis proved 

a difficult task. Despite the fact that pretrial release programs were 

largely an outgrowth of the experimental Manhattan Bail Project, the 

concept of experimentation was not a familiar one to many of the programs 

we contacted. Often the programs expressed an interest in participating 

in the study, but wanted to select a "comparisoR" group rather than a 

"control" group. F 1 or examp e, programs suggested comparing program 

defendants directly with various groups of defendants not processed 

(e.g., defendants missed by the program because of resource constraints 

or persons arrested before the program began). 

Even programs in agreement about the benefits of experimental analyses 

were often reluctant to participate (if not openly hostile to the idea). 

These programs usually expressed concern about the ethics and legal ity 

of structuring a control group of defendants who would not receive the 

program's "services." The more convinced a program is that its services 

are beneficial, the more likely it is to question the merits of establishing 

6Th "f 1 ·t - ,,-. ~ .a ~e POSl lVes lssue could be tested for most defendants in rrost 
Jurlsdlctlons by establishing a bail fund and using it to secure the 
release of randomly selected defendants. 
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a control group. 

In certain cases (e.g., in the State of Kentucky), programs operate 

under statutes that require all defendants to be interviewed and information 

relevant to release determinations to be provided to the court. Under 

such conditions, a controlled experiment might be unlawful. In other 

places (f..g., Rochester, New York), there was no statutory requirement 

to interview all defendants and provide release-related information to 

the court, but the program had dQn~ so for a number of years. Such 

programs viewed selection of a control group as a lIdenial of service ll 

to defendants. Because of the frequency with which this issue arose, it 

is considered in some detail below. 

E. The IIDenial of Service ll Issue 

An important issue posed by experimental analysis is whether "services ll 

will be IIdenied" to members of the control gr.oup and, if so, whether this 

constitutes an unfair or unlawful practice. An experimental study of a 

program in a related field illustrates one way that this issue has been 

treated. The following discussion describes that situation and compares 

it with the pretrial release experiment. 

The Court Employment Project (CEP) diverted defendants from the 

criminal justice system, provided them with employment services and led 

to a dismissal of charges for defendants who successfully completed the 

program. When proposing experimental analysis of the program, researchers 

noted that CEP could not serve all the defendants eligible for it, due 

to resource constraints. Therefore, procedures for selecting a control 

group could be viewed as altering the manner in which defendants were 

chosen for program services; the procedures would not affect the total 

size of the served group or the fact that some defendants would go unserved. 
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In this case, however, an opinion by LEAA's General Counsel indic~ted 

that a straightforward random assignment of defendants to groups served 

versus not served by the program might be unconstitutional. This opinion 

was based largely on the fact that the prosecutor agreed not to prose­

cute those defendants \'Jho successfull y compl eted the program. LEAA' s 

General Counsel stated that: 7 

It ~s gen~rally r~c~gniz~d that a prosecutor is given wide 
lat1tude 1n exerc1s1ng h1S discretion in determining whether 
or not to prosecute .... However, the prosecutor's discretion 
m~st be based up?n a justifiable standar~ .... 1·Jhel'e a justi­
f1able standard 1S not used, the exercise of discretion is 
arbi~rary and subject to challenge as a,denial of equal pro­
tect10n or due process. In addition where a classification 
is used, it must rest upon real diff~rences which are rele­
vant to the purpose for \'Jhich the' classification is made .... 

This office is of the opinion that the use of a random assign­
me~t p~o~edure to determine whether or not to prosecute is not 
a,Just1f~able standard. The selection of control group parti­
c1pants 1S not based upon real differences. 

When the proposed random assign~~nt of defendants was rejected, the 

research staff sought another defendant assignment mechanism which would 

still yield a useful analysis. Such a mechanism was found and works as 

follows: 

• ~10re defendants are screened for el igibil ity by the CEP 
staff than can be admitted into the program. 

• Within a given time period, eligible defendants are 
assigned to CEP as long as there are ope~ings. When 
no more slots are availtlble, the l'emaining defendants 
screened during that time period are placed in a non­
CEP group (i.e., a "control " or "ovet'flO\·," gl'oUr). 

7~lel1lorandul11 from' LEI\A is Off; ce of Genera"1 Counse 1 
Acting Chief, Courts Division, National institute 
Criminal Justice, dated D-ecembet' 12, 1974. 

to Cheryl V. ~lartorilna, 

of La\" Enforcement and 

ji 
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• Tne time periods during wnlcn defendants are assigned 
to CEP and non-CEP groups are of varying lengths (e.g., 
5 hours, 2 hours, 4 hours, etc.), determined on a 
random basis by the research staff. Thus, CEP staff 
canr.Jot bias the program and overflow groups by assur­
ing that certain defendants will be placed in one 
group or the other. Although the lengths of the time 
periods are randomly determined, within a time period 
defendants are assigned to CEP on a IIfirst come, first 
served" basis until the CEP slots available for that 
time period have been filled. 

In addition, the research was associated with another change in CEprs 

procedures: the screening of eligible defendants was expanded to in­

clude persons prev1~usly missed (e.g., defendants arrested on weekends). 

Thus, it could be argued that the net effect of the selection procedures 

for identifying CEP and overflow groups was to make CEP's selection of 

clients more equitable. During the research period ~ defendant would 

have an "equal probabilityll of becoming a CEP client. 

Although this experimental approach to analysis of CEP's impact \'/as 

accepted by researchers, program staff and attorneys concerned with 

protecting defendants I rights, there are some important differences be­

tween the CEP program and a typical pretrial release program. For example, 

the prosecutor played a key role in the CEP program but is usually not 

involved in pretrial release decisions. Thus, the legal objections to 

simple random assignment raised by LEAA's General Counsel might not apply 

to pretrial release programs, since those objections were based largely 

on the prosecutor's role in CEP. 

In addition, the criminal processing of defendants selected for 

CEP participation ceases--permanently, if defendants are successful in 

the program, but at least temporarily even for those who fail--while no 

such cessation occurs for members of the control group. This situation 

was quite different from the one proposed for the experimental analysis 

" 
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of pretrial release programs, where release determinations would be made 

by the court for all defendants in both groups. Thus, no defendant would 

be denied the possibility of release as a result of the experiment. 

Although it could be argued that a defendant who received a favorable 

recollTllendation for release might be more likely to secure .release than a 

similarly situated defendant in the control groupJ such an outcome was 

not a foregone conclusion. Indeed, some researchers have suggested that, 

once a pretri a 1 rel ease program "sens iti zes II judg.es to the ci rcums tances 

under which defendants can II sa fely" be released on nonfinancial conditions, 

the program itself is no longer ne~ded:8 it could be abolished, and there 

would be little change in release outcomes. An experiment would provide 

a test of this hypothesis. 

Although program offi ci a 1 s were concerned that "denial of servi cell 

to someone in the control group might IIharm li the defendant, it is not 

clear that a p\"'etrial release program's "services" will always be of 

benefit to a defendant. Indeed, it can be argued that some defendants 

are harmed by v"irtue of receiving a program's "services,1I For example, a 

defendant who does not receive.a favorable program recommendation for 

release, in a jurisdiction where such recommendations' are common, rray be 

much less likely to secure release than if no release-related information 

were previ ded to the court for any defendants. 9 Thus, wi thout experi menta 1 

analysis, the extent to which the activities of a pretrial release program 

constitute a service or a benefit--and a benefit to whom--cannot c.e 

determined. 

8See , for example, Wayne H. Thomas, Jr., et al., op. cit., pp. 34-36. 

9Medi cal 1 iterature provi des many examples of cases where the "treated" 
group had worse outcomes than the control group. 

! ' 
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F. Possible Legal Challenges 

Some progtams expressed concern that an experiment might be challenged 

in the courts. It is somewhat ironic that experimental findings that 

showed the greatest program impact would also provide the strongest case 

for a successful legal challenge after the experiment ended (i .e., a 

defendant in the control group could claim unfair denial of service only 

if the. study results documented program impact on release outcomes). 

Program concerns regarding possible lawsuits were particularly 

difficult ones to address, because the areas of law that were involved 

appeared to lack clearly established precedents. Thus, it was difficult 

to estimate either the likelihood that formal legal proceedings would be 

initiated against the experiment or the probability that such a case would 

be won. The mere possibility of a lawsuit, however unlikely, probably 

discouraged some programs from participating in the study. 

One program was especially concerned about the financial implications 

of a court case. Although program and criminal justice system officials 

in the jurisdiction thought such a case was unlikely to occur, and even 

less likely to be won by a plaintiff, they I'/ould still face the legal 

costs of responding to the lawsuit. They were not willing to assume full 

responsibility for such a financial burden and suggested that the Federal 

government share this risk. 

This led us to discuss with National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 

officials 'tlhether they could provide "indemnification" to a grantee or 

to a program participating in a grantee1s research study. Federal pre­

cedent for such indemnification existed with the Department of Health, 

Education and ~~elfare, which had assumed financial responsibil ity for 

any lawsuit resulting from at least one experimental study in the health 
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area. In that case, the contractor had been required to obtain insurance 

against financial damages from possible lawsuits, and no firm had been 

wi11ing to provide such insurance. Consequently, the government became, 

in effect, the insuror. 

Because the issue of indemnification could have many ramifications 

for NIJ, and because it did not seem likely to be resolved both favorably 

and quickly, we sought other solutions as well. One was Ilpartial indem­

nification ll : assurance for a jurisdiction that legal fees not exceeding 

a certain sum ($5,000 or so) would be borne by the Federal government 

(perhaps through its grantee), if participation in the study led to a 

court case. This would have avoided the financially open-ended liability 

from full indemnification, while assuring a program that it would not be 

fully responsible for .legal costs arising from the study. 

We also considered the possibility of buying insurance to cover the 

costs of lawsuits. However, preliminary inquiries suggested that our 

situation was not amenable to such a solution. Insurance companies 

usually provide insurance against situations that have a small probability 

of happening to any single client (i.e., fire, automobile accident, death 

at an early age), though many clients are at risk. Thus, the funds 

collected from persons who do not experience the adverse circumstances 

insured against will more than offset the payments to those who do. In 

our situation, there were not a large number of potential clients seeking 

similar coverage. Consequently, there was no way to spread the risk of 

payment over a large number of insurance policies. Although the probability 

of payment might be small in our case, if a lawsuit did arise, the in­

surance company would be unable to cover its costs with premiums paid 

by other organizations. Thus, the insurance possibility seemed a remote 
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one and was not actively pursued beyond preliminary inquiries. IO 

We also considered various ways in which our experiments might be 

structured to make a legal challenge as unlikely as possible. Some op­

position to experimental analysis stemmed from concern that certain 

defendants in the control group might be detained when, if they had been 

in the program group, they would have been released. One way considered 

to avoid this outcome was to identify defendants in the control group 

who did not secure release at the initial courPappearance. For those 

defendants, program-developed information relating to release could be 

provided at the bail review hearing (which many jurisdictions hold within 

24 hours or so). 

Such an approach would have minimized possible harm to defendants, 

but it had certain limitations. Program impact on initial release rates 

could have been assessed, but it would have been impossible to determine 

whether control group defendants released at the bail review hearing 

would have eventually secured release without the program's intervention. 

This limitation would also have affected the analysis of defendant ou~­

comes (e.g., court appearance rates, pretrial criminality rates), although 

different assumptions could have been made about the eventual release of 

defendants initially detained to test the sensitivity of study findings 

to this factor. 

This approach a'iso faced other problems. For example, there might 

have been some prejudice again5t defendants initially detained, so that 

IOM~r~ recen~ly, insurance ~ompanie~ have apparently begun writing more 
P(ollcles to lnsu~e cor~oratlons agalnst possible lawsuits for damages 
e.g., class actlon su~t~ br~ught against firms for marketing harmful 

p~oducts) .. Thus, obtalnlng lnsurance against lawsuits in connection 
wlth experlmental studies might be more feasible today. 

. , . 
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they were less likely to secure release tha~ if the program information 

had been provided at the first court appearance. Additionally, if some 

defendants in the'control group had secured release at the bail review 

hearing, as a result of the program information provided, they would have 

been detained longer than if the program information had been provided 

initially. Thus, while this approach might have minimized possible harm 

to defendants in the control group, it would not have eliminated the 

possibility altogether. Consequently, because of its limitations, we 

did not try to implement this approach. 

Another variation considered was to test the impact of providing 

"much" versus "little" information to release decision-lTIakers. H owever, 

this was thought less desirable tha~ an experiment testing the impact of 

"program" information versus "no program II information, so we continued 

our efforts to f'ind suitable sites for that test. The experiment im­

plemented in Baltimore City does, though, analyze the effect of a variation 

in program operiltions, rather than ()f "program" versus "no program" sit-

.uations. Additionally, because of a State law requiring provision of 

certain informa~ion to the judge, the Tucson felony experiment tested the 

provision of this information versus the "full program services" sit­

uation, including verification and recommendation. 

Althougn programs raised ~any concerns about ~ossible lawsuits, no 

legal challenges arose in any of the sites that participated in the 

experimental analyses. This suggests that programs I fears about possible 

lawsuits greatly exceed the likelihood that such court cases will develop. 

G. Site Selection 

To help avoid possible problems associated with the "denial of 

services" to defendants and allevi-ate program concerns about legal challenges, 
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we sought sites that could expand their operations into an "overflow" 

group of defendants. As a resul t of such expansion, a control group of 

defendants could be selected without reducing the total number of persons 

processed by the program. 

Several possible overflow situations seemed amenable to experimental 

analysis. For example, some programs conducted interviews only during 

certain hours (often only on weekdays), and other programs excluded 

many charges fl"om eligibility. Such programs were likely candidates 

to expand their operations on an experimental basis for a short period 

of time. However, they would need additional "resources to support their 

expanded activities. 

Because of the National Institute of Justice ' s continued interest 

in experimentation, it agreed to make funds available to participating 

programs to expand their operations. In some cases the experimental 

procedures were limited to the overflow group only (e.g., the TUcson 

felony experiment covered "late arrests" only), but in other sites the 

entire (expanded) population processed by the program was subjected to 

experimental procedures (e.g., Beaumont-Port Arthur). 

~ve also considered establishing new programs in jurisdictions lacking 

them, rather than expanding on-going programs. However, the special 

problems of setting up new programs, and the somewhat unusual conditions 

faced during any start-up period, discouraged active consideration of 

this possibility. He did SUppor't a new program for the Tucson misdemeanor 

study, but that program both (1) operated under the umbrella of the 

existing felony program and (2) was staffed by many of " the same persons 

who had worked with a similar misdemeanor program that had ended the 

preceding year. 
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Altogether, about two dozen programD were contacted personally 

before four participating jurisdictions were located. We made site visits 

to five jurisdictions that ultimately did not participate in the experi­

ments as well as to the four sites that agreed to do so. Additionally, 

we talked to directors and staff of many more programs at annual con­

ferences, including the National Symposium on Pretrial Services and the 

meeting of the New York Association of Pretrial Services Agencies. Also, 

at the 1978 Symposium in San Diego, California, programs were informed 

of our study, and we ta 1 ked to many staffmembers about the poss; bil ity 

of participating in the experiments. Moreover, the Pretrial Services 

Resource Center included an item in its monthly newsletter describing 

our study and our search for programs. Finally, we used various "word-

of-mouth" contacts, particularly through our Advisory Panel and the 

Resource Center, to identify jurisdictions where experimentation might 
be feasible. 

Ultimately, as discussed in the individual chapters of this volume, 

experimental analyses began in four sites: Baltimore City, r~aryland; 

Lincoln, Nebraska; Beaumont-Port Arthur, Texas; and Tucson, Arizona. 

The search for programs had begun in January 1978, and the first experi­

ment began in September of that year. 

H. Study Implementation 

To implement the experiments, we first met with appropriate local 

officials to explain the study's goals and overall approe'ch. After 

necessary approval s \'Jere obtained, we worked with program staff to 

develop step-by-step procedures and to insure that these were fully 

understood. The procedures were written, so that program staff could 

refer to them whenever necessary (see Appendix D). 
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We were particularly concerned that the program understand the 

need to follow the procedures exactly, because we would usually not be 

on-site ourselves,while the experiments were in progress. We had 

frequent telephone conversations with program staff, especially during 

the early days of the experiments, to help insure that possible problems 

would be resolved before they became serious ones. 

Data collection for the cross-sectional study WnS underway in 

Tucson at the time the experiments began there, so our staff was able 

to assist with initial implementation difficulties on-site in that case. 

\~e also spent a considerable amount of time on-site in Baltimore City 

while the experiment was in progress there. Because of the short 

distance between Baltimore City and our offices, vie were able to 

provide more on-site assistance and monitoring there than in the other 

experimental jurisdictions. 

One problem to which we gave special attention, in part because 

we would not be able to provide on-site monitoring, was the randomization 

method. If possible, I'le 't/anted a randomization approach that would permit 

us to check for errors. If we used a system that involved reference to 

a list of random numbers (e.g., opening an envelope for each study 

defendant to determine if the person should be in the program or con-

trol group), there would be no way for us to ascertain I'lhether the random 

order was in fact followed. It vlould be relatively easy for individual 

staff members to place a few defendants they IIliked li in the program 

group by manipulating the 'order of processing until that occurred (e.g., 

opening envelopes until the next program case appeared, then II go 'ing 

back ll to pick up the control cases skipped). 

Although an individual staff person might think, despite our admoni­

tions to the contrary, that manipulating the groups for a few defendants 
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would have little effect on the overall results of the experiment, the 

compounded effect of several staffmembers behaving similarly could 

destroy group comparability.11 Thus, we sought a randomization approach 

that might avoid these difficulties. At the same time, we needed an 

approach that could be implemented easily, so that staffmembers would 

make few mistakes using'it and so that program processing of defendants 

would not be delayed (hence, we could not have program staff call us 

for each defendant, to determine the appropriate group placement). 

The approach developed is based on the defendant's month and day of 

birth. The days of the year were randomized and placed on two lists. 

One list 'lIas designated the IIprogram groupll and given to program staff. 

At the time of interview the program staffperson was to check the defen­

dant's date of birth against the list. If the date appeared on the list, 

the defendant vIas placed in the program group; if not on the list, the 

control group. Because date of birth usually appeared in most records, 

the accuracy of the randomization could be checked easily. Because pro-

gram staff knew this, we thought that knowledge alone would discourage 

attempts to manipulate group composition. 

It was, of course, psosible that II word would get around ll to defendants, 

so they would lie about their birthdates. However, we considered this 

unlikely, in part because the experiments were relatively short in 

duration in most cases. 

IIBased on our discussions with staffmembers at participating programs, 
we had no reason to think that any of them would try to manipulate the 
randomization procedures. Nevertheless, we considered it desirable to 
remove all possible temptation to do so (particularly since any such 
temptation might ~rise several weeks later, when memories of our urgings 
about the importance of the experimental design had faded and interviewer 
sympathy for a particular defendant might be strong). 
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d random assignment occurred after 
For those sites where a secon 

developed a second list of randomized 
release decisions had been made, we 

The program group of the second list contained half the 
birthdates. 

of the first list and half the birth­
birthdates from the program group 

dates from the control group of the first list. Thus, the post-release 

d· 'd d between defendants processed by the groups would be equally lVl e 

program before rel ease and those not processed. 

1· . ht get switched, inadver-We had some concern that the two lsts ml 9 

tently, during part of the experiment. ~'Je took two precauti ons to try 

to avoid this. 
First, we tried to the extent possible to have individual 

Thus, interviewers were concerned 
staff members work only with one list. 

f the f irst random assignment; they had no reason 
only with the list or 

even to see the second list. Similarly, the staff handling post-release 

followup activities had no reason to be concerned about the earlier 

To l'mplement this, of course, required a division of randomization. 
1 t'vities For the programs labor between pre-release and post-re ease ac 1 • 

studied, such a division of labor was relatively easy to obtain. 

The second 

different color. 

h h ll'st printed on paper of precaution was to ave eac 
f to the lIyell ow" During training, staff were told to re er 

or the "blue" list, as appropriate. Thus, if lists became mixed at some 

point, staff members should know immediately whether they had the correct 

one, 
This randomization approach see~s to have worked effectively. In 

. d B lt' re City) the number of the two largest experlments (Tucson an a lmo , . 

roug hly equal, and the characteristics of defendants in each group was 
. 1 t This occurred for the defendants in the two groups were equlva en . 

second randomization as well as the first in each of these sites. 
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In Beaumont-Port Arthur, one of the two smaller experimental sites, 

the randomization results were not as satisfactory: the program group 

was much larger than the control group (132 defendants versus 61), and 

the two groups were dissimilar for six of the nineteen defendant charac­

teristics compared. We cannot explain this result. It is possible that 

the size of the experiment was simply too small to obtain comparability; 

if the group sizes had been greater, perhaps defendant differences would 

have eventually balanced out. This explanation is not completely satis-

factory, however, because of the imbalance in group sizes. In the larger 

sites the group sizes were more nearly equivalent at all stages of the 

study. 

Another possibility is, of course, that the program staff manipulated 

the group composition. For example, staff could have screened out cer-

tain defendants from participation in the study: control group defendants 

who seemed like good risks could have been skipped, as well as program 

group defendants who seemed like poor risks. Because the program con­

ducts post-arrai·gnment interviews at the jail, and because many jailed 

defendants post bond without program involvement, it would be difficult 

for us to identify such biased program selection of defendants. (The 

other programs studied required intervie\ving of all defendants before 

arraignment, so selection bias in the overall pool of defendants would 

have been virtually impossible. The Beaumont-Port Arthur program, on 

the other hand, has much more discretion in its interviewing procedures, 

in part because the jurisdiction considers pretrial release a "privilege," 

rather than a I r ight." 12 ) 

12See the discussion in Lisa Crowley, Delivery System Analysis of Jeffer­
son County (Beaumont-Port Arthur), Texas, Working Paper Number 10, 
Februa ry 1980. 
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Although program staff could have manipulated the study design, 

that explanation too is unsatisfactory. Because it is a small program, 

the di rector is aware of all staff acti vi ti es and indeed conducts much 

of the interviewing himself. In our judgment he is unlikely to have 

biased the study. In our many discussions with him, he clearly under­

stood the research design and the reasons for it, and he also clearly 

believed that his program would be proved effective in any impartial 

test of its impact. Given these facts, there would be little reason for 

him to attempt to bias the defendant groups and every reason to avoid 

any actions that might lead to questionable study results. 

Thus, for Beaumont-Port Arthur, we are left with a puzzling finding 

regarding group composition and no fully satisfactory explanation for it. 

In Lincoln a different randomization approach was used, because 

program staff objected to the randomized birthdates mechanism. Their 

reason was that rearrested defendants would always fall in the same 

group. They wanted a method that would provide a method for a rearrested 

person to be in the program group at some point in the study, rather than 

confining some defendants always to the control group based on dates of 

birth. Consequently, we randomized the days of the year for the six­

month period we thought the experiment would require13 and designated 

each day as a "program" or "research II day (see Appendi x 0 for more 

information). On program days, the program carried out routine processing 

of defendants. On research days, defendants were interviewed and the 

completed forms were sent to us for inclusion in the data base; no 

further 'program processing occurred. 

, 3 
1 In fact the experiment ran for nine months. 
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We had some concerns about this approach. One was that arresting 

offi cers mi ght bi as the groups if they knew whi ch days had "program" 

versus "research"designations. For example, a defendant arrested late 

at night (e.g., 11 P.M.) might be delayed for booking until early the 

next morning (e.g., 1 A.r~.), if the officer \vished to affect the defen-

dant's chances for program processing. Because of this concern, we 

asked program staff to keep the list of program and research days as 

confidential as possible--not, for example, to post it in their offices 

at the jail. 

It would, of course, be even easier for program staff to conduct 

such manipulation of the groups. We attempted to deal with this 

possibil ity by stressing the need for 'strict 'adherenc'~,'ici the study 

design in o~der to obtain valid findings. In this site, as in most 

others, we considered the program director .the key to successful imple­

mentation. Because the director seemed to understand the possible 

difficulty, and the need to avoid it, we were reasonably confident that 

the study design would be implemented without interviewers' biasing the 

group composition. 

One problem we did not anticipate stemmed from the fact that some 

days would have no defendants, due to the small volume of defendants 

el i gi bl e for program process ing. vJhen a new di rector took over the 

program, an unnoticed design modification occurred: whenever there ItJere 

no defendants on a "program" day, the next day was re-designated a 

program day. 

The fact that this occurred without our being aware of it reflects 

the fact that Lincoln received the least monitoring of the various 

experimental sites. It was the easiest experiment to implement, had 



c 

( 

A-26 

very straightforward procedures and was a low-volume site. Because we 

had two more complex experiments underway in other sites at the same 

time, Lincoln received relatively little attention. 

The re-des i gna tion of some "research" days as IIprogram" days may 

partly account for the imbalance in the number of defendants in the 

program (n=94) versus control (n=36) groups. Despite this imbalance, 

the two groups had equivalent characteristics. There vias only one 

significant difference between the two groups for the eighteen charac­

teristics compared: program group defendants were younger than members 

14 
of the control group. 

While Lincoln illustrates that problems may arise when monitoring 

is somewhat lax, Baltimore City shows the ways that intensive monitoring 

can help identify problems early, so that they can be resolved before 

becoming serious. In Baltimore we Here faced with implementing our 

most complex experiment in the largest jurisdiction studied. The study 

required interviewers to screen defendants for study eligibility, based 

on point system scores, charge and other criteria. Once an eligible 

defendant was identified, the birthdates list was used to determine 

whether the person would be processed as a IIprogram" or "control" 

7 r 

group defendant. Finally, all defendants released on own recognizance 

who had fewer than five points were to be referred to the program's 

downtown headquarters for supervision screening. 

Besides these multi-step procedures, the Baltimore experiment 

required consistent implementation by approximately 35 interviewers, 

14It is possible, of course, that this compara~ility m~rely reflects 
the overall homogeneity of eligible arrestees 1n the l.lncoln area: vlhen 
compared with Beaumont-Port A~thur defendants, for example, the llncoln 
study groups were much less d1verse. 

--~-------------- ----------------------------
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working three shifts, stationed in ten different physical locations 

throughout the city. To have the experimental procedures implemented 

successfully under these conditions required some special actions on our 

part as well as unswerving commitment by the program's top staff. 

It should also be noted that our experiment was conducted during 

a time when the program experienced somewhat higher turnover and higher 

vacancy rates than usual. This placed considerable stress on the 

remaining staff and gave them less time to devote to mastering compli-

cated experimental procedures. 

Interviewers were trained three times before consistent implementa­

tion of procedures was obtained. In part this occu~red because there 

were a number of special problems that individual interviewers handled 

differently; once these were identified (e.g., whether to refer a 

defendant whose case would be settled the next day to the office for 

supervision screening), consistent procedures for all interviewers to 

follow could be developed. Additionally, some procedures were modified 

during the retraining process. For ex~mple, we had initially planned 

to extend study eligibility to defendants with unverified addresses. 

However, interviewers objected so strenuously-and the initial inter-

vie~"s showeL; 50 many errors in the handj ing of thes~ cases-that we 

excluded those defendants. 

Besides interviewer training, we also developed more extensive 

monitoring procedures. Completed interview forms were reviewed on a 

daily basis in Baltimore and again, on a Weekly basis, in \oJashington 

for correct handling. vJhen errors were 'found, they were called to the 

attention of the shift supervisor, who discussed them with the inter­

viewer. In this way any remaining confusion about study procedures 

was identified and resolved. 
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There were some unexpected findJngs that resul ted from the monitoring 

activities. One is that some interviewers were not calculating point 

scores correctly. Although interviewers are not bound by the point 

score in terms of release recommendations (the program considers point 

scores as "guides" rather than "rules"), it was nevertheless surprising 

to find that some interviewers did not understand the point scoring 

system. 

We also found that a higher percentage of defendants received six 

points or more after the experiment started than had been the case 

during a baseline analysis, completed a short time earlier to estimate 

the 1 ikely vol ume of study cases. \..Je suspect that in "borderl ine" cases, 

more interviewers were exercising their discretion in favor of defen-

dants, so as to avoid the special study procedures for persons with 

fewer than six points. 

I. Assessment of Implementation 

In general the experiments were implemented most successfully in 

the two sites (Tucson and Baltimore City) that had been part of the 

earlier cross-sectional analyses. In those sites we obtained a larger 

number of study cases, and there were no problems with group compara­

bility. Those were also the sites \."here two-stage randomization pro­

cedures were employed. Our extensive familiarity with these sites as a 

result of the cross-sectional study was a great aid to successful 

experimental implementation. Additionally, the program staffs may have 

been somewhat more at ease working with us, as a result of our earlier 

dealings with them. 

This suggests that time allocated to developing a detailed under­

standing of a jurisdiction to be studied may be time well-spent, even 
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though it may delay actual implementation of experimental procedures. 

In our case, the difficulties of finding participating sites may have 

made us too eager,to begin the analysis and not sufficiently circumspect 

in our screening of all jurisdictions for appropriateness and volume 

of defendants. 

Additionally, we should probably have made periodic site visits 

to the participating jurisdicfions, rather than relying primarily on 

telephone contact and review of mailed interview forms to identify 

potential problems. Such site visits might have permitted us, for example, 

to identify and correct some error in, or mi sunders tandi ng of, study 

procedures that led to the imbalance of group sizes in Lincoln and 

Beaumont-Port Arthur. 

J. Factors Affecting Successful Implementation 

.Despite the implementation difficulties of our experiments, they 

were on the whole successfully completed and resulted in a number of 

significant findings. Based on our experience, we found several major 

factors responsible for successful implementation. Two of the most 

important of these were persistence and flexibi'lity. Often proOram 

objections could be handled, once they were clearly understood, in ways 

that did not affect the validity of the.study. 

Programs themselves sometimes suggested feasible alternatives, as 

our discussions continued. For example, the Tucson program identified 

the "late arrests" group as an overflow situation, after we had initially 

concluded that the site did not meet the overflow criterion. Similarly, 

the Lincoln staff was uneasy about using birthdates as a randomization 

mechanism, but had no problem using randomized days of the week, an 

equally acceptable approach. 
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Additionally, there is no substitute for cooperative top staff in 

the jurisdictions studied. The more time researchers spend with them, 

expl aining the reasor.s for the stt~dy procedures, the more 1 i keiy they 

are to understand and be supportive of the researchers· needs. We do 

not subscribe to the theory that program staff should know as little 

as possible about the study, so that it will be difficult for them to 

manipulate its outcome. Our experience indicates that supportive top 

staff {and local criminal justice system officials as well) are vital 

for successful study implementation. 

In this case we received unusually high levels of cooperation from 

----------

officials in all the participating jurisdictions. Without the continuing 

interest a'nd commitment of program directors and staff as well as the 

appropriate crimfnal justice system officials, no experiments would have 

been completed successfully. It was the willingness of many persons in 

the local jurisc'~tions to help us solve various implementation diffi-

culties that ultimately assured the experiments· success. 

K. Was It Worth It? 

It is reasonable to ask whether the experimental findings warranted 

the level of effort required to implement the analyses. In our judgment 

the answer is an affirmative one. The experimental findings regarding 

program impact seem much more straightforward to us than the results of 

the cross-sectional analyses. Moreover, some of the findings could 

only have been derived from an experimental approach, such as the cost­

effecti ven~ss compari sons and the results regardi ng the equity of rel ease .. 

decisions with and without a program. 

It is too soon to determine whether programs will change their 

operations, as a result of the experimental fi~dings. For example, the 

~ 
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findings suggest that current post-release followup activities may have 

little effect on defendant behavior. Although Tucson has decided not 

to continue the notification activities begun as part of the experimental 

test, it remains to be seen whether other jurisdictions will make similar 

changes-or, alternatively, will conduct similar tests of program 

impact. 

L. Actions To Encourage Experimentation 

Because experimental analysis often provides the best evaluative, 

information about a program, the National Institute of JU$tice (NIJ) 

may wish to undertake activities that would create a more supportive 

environment for such analyses. Legal precedents concerning the conditions 

under II/hich experimental analysis can be conducted are far from well-

established. More researchers might be encouraged to consider experi­

mental designs, if this area were better defined legally. Thus, NIJ 

may wish to have a legal scholar (or perhaps more than one) review the 
Iii legal issues related to experimental analysis. ~ 

If NIJ continues to support experimentation, through its Test Design 

program as well as research studies, there may eventually be some type 

of court case. It may be to NIJ·s advantage to prepare for this possi-

bil ity now. Moreover, NIJ may wish to consider whether a IItest case ll 

should be brought that might resolve many of the legal issues now debated 

(and sometimes used as a basis either for researchers· fai ling to con-

sider the possibility of experimental analysis or for program staffs· 

reluctance to participate in it). 

--'-~----

I5At the first Advisory Panel meeting for the_r;b.trial release evaluation, 
Barry Mahoney suggested that this wou1d be an 'Jj::jJortant activity, possibly 
affecting a broad spectrum of potential research efforts. 
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Additionally, mJ may wish to pursue the possibil ity of acquiring 

insurance--for itself, grantees or participating sites--against the costs 

of any lawsuits that might arise as a result of experimental analyses. 

Such insurance would remove programs' financial concerns about possible 

liabilities of undetermined magnitude. 

Another way of gaining greater acceptance for experimentation might 

be to work with programs·as they are starting their operations. It is 

likely that many activities could be phased in, so that experimental 

analyses could be conducted. However, there will still be a need for-

expe}'imental analyses of on-going programs. New programs can be expected 

to face different problems, perhaps resulting in different outcomes, 

than programs that have become well established. Unless ability to 

survive is alone considered a sufficient evaluation of a program, then 

older programs will need to be assessed as well as newer ones. Resolu­

tion of the legal issues posed by experimental research would facilitate, 

though by no means assure, experi~entation involving older, better 

established programs. 

M. Concluding Remarks 

Many objections to experimental analysis stem from concern that it 

may be lI une thical" to establish a control group of individuals ~Jho are 

not pr'ocessed by the program whose impact is being eval uated. In 

response to this concern, Robert Boruch has observed that failure to 

discover whether a program is effective may itself be unethical :16 

16Robert F. Boruch, "On Common Contentions about Randomized Field Experi­
ments,1I reprinted in Marcia Guttentag and Shalom Saar, ed., Evaluation 
Studies Review Annual, Vol. 1 (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 
Inc., 1976), p. 187. 
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[IJf one relies solely on nonrandomized assessments to make 
judgments about the efficacy of a program, subsequent decisions 
may be entirely inappropriate. Insofar as a failure to obtain 
unequivocal data on effects then leads to decisions which are 
wrong and ultimately damaging, that failure may violate good 
standards of both social and professional ethics. 



( 

,ll,PPENDIX B 

METHODOLOGY FOR COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS 

( 

c.: 

'7 1 
,- .--~-, ~ ~,,~~. '-~ -.-

~ 

-----------------

" 

. , , , 
", 

: (') 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I . INTROOUCTIO~I .. 

A. Background 

B. Jai 1 Costs 

C. Failure To Appear Costs. 

D. Pretrial Arrest Costs. 

E. Program Costs. . 

F. Other Cost Considerations. 

II. TUCSON COST ESTIMATES .. 

A. Jail Costs . 

B. Failure To Appear Costs. 

C. Pretrial Arrest Costs. 

D. Program Costs. 

III. LINCOLN COST ESTIMATES 

A. Ja il Costs ... 

B. Failure To Appear Costs. 

C. Pretrial ,ll,rrest Costs. 

D. Progra~ Costs ... 

IV. 8EAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR COST ESTIMATES. 

A. Ja il Costs . . 

B. Failure To Appear Costs. 

C. Pretrial Arrest Costs. 

D. Program Costs. 

Page 

8-1 

B-1 

B-3 

8-5 

B-8 

B-I0 

B-12 

8-15 

8-15 

8-15 

8-25 

8-30 

8-33 

8-33 

8-33 

8-37 

8-40 

8-42 
JI 
11 

8-42 
, 

'( 
l ~ 

8-42 .! 
l' 
:;-" 

8-45 11 
i1 

8-46 ~ , 
Ii 
I) 
If 
1-/ ' 1'; 
ii 
I; 
U 1, 
d 
!i 
; ! 
~ t 

II 
~ J , 
;1 ,; 
il 
! 1 



c 

(-

f I 

V. BALTIMORE CITY COST ESTIMATES 

A. Introduction .. 

8. Cost Estimates 

J 

Page 

B-48 

B-48 

B-48 

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

? '. 

II (J 
1 

I 

I 
f 
! 
I 

I 
1 

I ( 1 

I 

I 

() 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

An important consideration regarding public expenditures is whether 

the funds have been used in a cost-effective manner. This is of par­

ticular concern during times of budget cutbacks and public clamor for 

reduced taxes. Because of the widespread interest in cost-effectiveness 

issues, we conducted a brief analysis of the experimental sites. This 

appendix presents the methodology used for that analysis. 

It should be noted that we studied the cost-effectiveness of pretrial 

release programs, not the cost-effectiveness of pretrial release practices. 1 

These may differ, because many persons (e.g., judges, attorneys, bondsmen) 

besides program staff affect release outcomes. Additionally, we con-

sidered cost-effectiveness issues from the viewpoint of the criminal 

justice system (CJS), rather than that of defendants, the public at 

large or another group. Thus, costs were included in the analysis only 

if the CJS incurred them; similarly, benefits were counted only when 

they were accrued by the CJS. This perspective permits consideration of 

the impact of pretrial release program activities on other CJS agencies 

but does not require us to make questionable assumptions about such 

program effects as "saved" defendants' wages, decreased vie 1 fare costs for 

defendants' fam'ilies or costs incurred by victims of pretrial crimes. 

The experimental sites provide a good basis for analysis of the cost­

effectiveness of programs, because defendant outcomes in the absence 

1 See Stuart Nagel, Paul Wice and ~1arian Neef, Too Much or Too L ittl e 
Policy: The Example of Pretrial Release, Sage Professional Papers in 
Administrative and Policy Studies, Volume 4, Series No. 03-037 (Beverly 
Hills and London: Sage Publications, 1977) for an approach to the 
analysis of the cost-effectiveness of overall release policies. 
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of program activities can be compared with outcomes for similar defendants 

processed by the program. This avoids a major difficulty with past cost­

effectiveness analyses of pretrial release programs, namely, the assumption 

that if defendants had not been released they would have been detained 

for a time period equal to the actual time that elapsed between arrest 

and disposition of their cases. 2 In fact, it is reasonable to think 

that (1) some defendants would have secured release eventually, e.g., 

by posting bail, and (2) defendants might have had their cases disposed 

of more quickly if they had actually been ~etained until final case 

disposition, rather than released. In the experimental sites the extent 

of detention can simply be directly compared for the "program" and 

"no-program" groups; assumptions about eventual release outcomes are 

unnecessary. 

Another major problem with past studies is they often included 

fixed costs, particularly when counting savings in detention costs, 

rather than limiting the analysis to the marginal costs of the activity. 

Thus, costs that could not be avoided were included along with the 

variable costs that could in fact have been saved. 

To some extent, the rfmitations of past studies reflect the poor 

data available for such analyses. Records are usually not maintained in 

ways that facilitate such analyses, and the work involved in developing 

reasonable estimates of marginal costs may be excessive .. These problems 

with existing records have affected the present study as well. Although 

we attempted, whenever possible, to develop marginal cost estimates, we 

2See the discussion in Wayne H. Thomas, Jr., et al., Nati~nal Evaluation 
Program Phase I Summary Report (l~ashington, D-:C:.-: -U.S. Department of 
Justice, LEAA, April 1977), p. 46. 
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were sometimes limited to average cost data, as discussed in later 

sections. 

Table illustrates the way the cost-effectiveness analysis was 

structured. As shown, cost estimates of five types were derived for the 

experimental and control groups: jail costs, failure-to-appear costs, 

pretrial crime costs, program costs and other costs. These costs were 

summed, weighted to reflect equal group sizes and compared to determine 

the group with the lesser cost and thus the ~ore cost-effective approach. 

Each cost category is described below, followed by discussions of the 

detailed cost estimates for each site. 

TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF APPROACH FOR COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS 

OF PRETRIAL RELEASE PROGRAMS 

ITEM EXPERIMENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP 

Jail Costs 

Failure-to-appear costs 

Pretrial crime costs 

Program costs 

Other costs 

Total costs (unweighted) 

Total weighted costs 

B. Jail Costs 

Jail personnel were asked to estimate the variable cost per day of 

detention. These costs included food, clothing, linen, etc., and 

! 
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excluded fixed costs (e.g., capital expenditures, jail administration, 

etc.). By considering all personnel expenditures as fixed, these esti­

mates reflect a lower bound on jail costs. Because some staff reduc­

tions could probably occur if jail populations were permanently reduced, 

an upper bound was also estimated. This was based on the total operating 

budget of the jail, less a portion of the staff costs. 

These cost estimates per inmate-day were then multiplied by the 

number of days of detention for each of the defendants in the experimental 

and control groups to estimate total jail costs. Such estimates are 

probably somewhat conservative. For example, the jurisdictions we 

studied typically charged other areas more than the variable costs per 

day for housing their prisoners. In Tucson, reimbursements from other 

jurisdictions were billed at $21 per day, as compared with our variable 

costs estimate of $10 per day. 

Additionally, if a new jail would have to be built to accommodate 

an increased inmate population, then capital costs should be included 

in the jail cost estimates. Although some of the jails in the experimental 

,jurisdictions were overcrowded, we did not consider the capital costs 

of new construction in our cost estimates. 

Our estimates are also conservative because of their focus on 

criminal justice system costs alone. A recent study of the full costs 

of incarceration in New York City found those costs to be much higher 

than generally estimated. 3 Direct costs of the Department of Correction 

3Coopers and Lybrand, The Cost of Incarceration in New York City (Hackensack, 
N.J.: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1978). See also Carl M. 
Loeb, Jr., "The Cost of Jailing in New York ,City," Crime and Delinquency, 
October 1978, pp. 446-452. 
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averaged $58.12 per prisoner day, and outside services provided by the 

Department of Health, General Services Department, Department of Special 

Service,s, etc., totaled an additional $13.75 per prisoner day. t~oreover, 

additional costs of more than $55.00 per day were generated as a result 

of lost earnings, higher welfare payments, lost real estate taxes and 

similar expenses. 

C. Failure-To-Appear Costs 

Failure-to-appear (FTA) costs may occur at three different points 

in time: when the FTA occurs, when (and if) efforts are made to return 

the defendant to court and when the defendant returns to court. Costs 

associated with the occurrence of FTA include the costs of a delay in 

court proceedings, while the defendant's name is repeatedly called, 

or the additionai costs of processing routine paperwork. In some juris­

dictions the occurrence of FTA results in virtually no immediate costs: 

the defendant's name is called, and if no one answers, the next case is 

called within a few seconds. Thus, the characteristics of each juris­

diction had to be considered in estimating the costs associated only 

with the occurrence of FTA. Additionally, costs of FTA occurrence 

varied by the point at \'Jhich the FTA occurred: costs were typically less 

for an FTA at arrdignment than for one at trial. 

Responses to failure to appear varied by individual defendant. 

Court records were reviewed as part of the defendant outcomes data col­

lection activities and information was acquired for the following 

responses (by defendant): 
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• no action taken; 

• release revoked; 

• bench warrant issued; 

• bond ordered forfeited; 

• FTA prosecuted; 

• warning mailed; 

• conditions added; and 

• bai 1 set. 

Costs were estimated for each of these responses, based on the staff time 

required for criminal justice system personnel to implement each action. 

Knowledgeable local officials (e.g., judges, court clerks, prosecuting 

attorneys, public defenders, police officers) were asked to approximate 

the staff time requ~red for each action and the average salary of the 

CJS staff involved. Fringe benefits were added to these salary estimates, 

based on the ove~all fringe benefit rates used in the annual budget. 

This approach is equivalent to estimating the marginal opportunity 

costs for each action. Marginal costs are assumed to consist of the 

staff time (and related fringe benefit costs) consumed by the action. 

Additionally, it is assumed that if the staff time were not being used 

in that fashion, it would be productively allocated to another important 

CJS task (e.g., prosecuting attorneys would spend mbre time preparing 

their cases for trial, judges would spend more time deciding on senten­

ces, etc.). 

Several of the FTA responses required special care and/or additional 

information to estimate their costs accurately. These were: 

(1) Release revoked: In this case it was impurtant to know if 

the defendant was apprehended and detained, and, if so, the 
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length of the detention. These data were collected for 

each of the study defendants. 

(2) Bench warrant issued: In this case it was important 

to know if efforts were made to serve the bench warrant, 

or if it had been issued only. This information was sought 

from court records. Costs of serving (or attempting to 

serve) bench warrants were estimated by police department 

officials. Additiannlly, when a bench warrant was served, 

the defendant was usually booked again, thus generating an 

additional booking cost. 

(3) Bond ordered forfeited: In this case it was important to 

know whether the forfeiture was actually enforced (and, 

if so, for what amount) or whether the forfeiture was 

merely ordered. Data on the forfeitures shown fn the 

court records were acquired for the study defendants. The 

forfeiture amounts actually recovered were then subtracted 

from the costs of FTA. 

(4) Conditions added: For this action it was important to know 

if efforts were made to enforce these conditions. If so, 

e.g., if the pretrial release (PTR) program were charged 

with responsibility for supervising the defendant more 

closely, then these costs had to be estimated and included 

in the analysis. Consequently, court records were reviewed 

to determine whether the added conditions involved added 

costs for the pretrial release program. 

(5) Bail set: When bail was set, it was important to know if 

the bail had been made. If not, there was an increase in 

f 
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detention costs. Consequently, study defendants who had bail 

set (or increased) in response to FTA were tracked to determine 

whether detention resulted and, if so, the length of the 

detention. 

(6) FTA prosecuted: In this case, costs to the CJS include the 

costs of prosecution. These costs depend, in turn, upon the 

court in which the FTA occurred. 

Finally, failure to appear may result in additional costs at the 

time a defendant returns to court. When a defendant is returned to 

court through rearrest (either for FTA or on another charge), an addi-

tional court appearance usually occurs. Even when no additional appear­

ance is involved, the court proceedings at the time of return are usually 

somewhat longer than they would otherwise have been: often the reason for 

the failure to appear and the pros and cons of changed released con­

ditions are discussed in court; also, special paperwork may be required. 

On the average, these additional costs at the time of return were esti­

mated as requiring approximately 20 minutes of court time. Details of 

cost estimation for specific sites are discussed in later sections. 

D. Pretrial Arrest Costs 

The approach for estimating pretrial arrest costs was similar to 

that for failure to appear: each component of arrest costs was identi­

fied and separately estimated. The five major cost components were: 

• apprehension; 

• booking; 

• pretrial release; 

• court processing; and 

• sentencing. 
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Police officials were asked to estimate the costs of apprehension 

of a typical defendant. They were also asked to estimate the booking 

costs for a typical defendant. 

Additional pretrial release program costs were incurred when a 

defendant was processed by the program after the rearrest. Thus, the 

costs of program processing for a typical case \vere included for 

rearrested defendants handled again .by the program. 4 Also, the con-

ditions of release sometimes c,hangn.d as lt f .. a re~u 0 rearrest, and some 

of these changes had cost implications. In cases where detention was 

ordered, or resulted from setting or increasing a bond amount, the 

length of the detention was multiplied by the marginal jail costs per 

day to estimate det~ntion costs. In cases where bond forfeiture was 

ordered, the amount actua lly recovered was determi ned from court records. 

In cases where conditions were added or supervision increased, the 

CJS staff time required (if any) to enforce such restrictions was 

estimated and costs applied. 

Court processing costs varied according to the methods used to 

obtain the dispositions. Where possible, estimates were derived for 

four major methods: 

• plea s ; 

• dismissals; 

• trials by judges; and 

• trials by juries. 

:ThiS.;o~slnot c)onstitute double-counting of program costs because (as 
escrl eater those costs are est~mated on a wnrkloa~ u~it basis anrl 

ap~lied to the number of workload unlts associated with the experiment. 
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Estimates \'Iere usually based on processing costs for a typical case. 

Because of the nature of the available data, we were rarely able to 

estimate the marginal costs of court processing and had to use average 

costs estimates instead. 

Sentences for pretrial arrests that resulted in convictions also 

affected the cost analysis. Specifically, incarceration and probation 

sentences increased the CJS costs associated with the arrests, and fines 

decreased those costs. The marginal costs of jail per day per inmate 

were u?ed to estimate incarceration costs. One difficulty with estimating 

incarceration costs was that the served length of incarceration could 

be less than that sentenced. Although information was sought on the 

average length of time served by char~~, such data were not readily 

available. 

For probation, costs were estimated on the basis of the hours of 

a probat'ion officer1s time spent on a typical case each month, multiplied 

by the associated salary and fringe benefit costs, multiplied by the 

length of the probation. The cost of an average Pre-Sentence Investi­

gation (PSI) vIas estima·ted in a similar manner. 

For fines, an effort was made to determine the amounts actually 

paid by each defendant. If defendants served time in jail in lieu of 

paying fines, the length of the incarceration was recorded, and the costs 

included in the analysis. 

E. Program Costs 

Unlike the cost categories discussed earlier, where marginal cost 

estimates were of greatest usefulness, program cost estimates reflected 
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average costs. This was because the experimental procedures were 

designed to study the impact of a pretrial release program, as compared 

with the absence of such a program. Since if there were no program, 

there would be neither fixed nor variable costs, average cost estimates 

were the appropriate ones for this part of the analysis. (The earlier 

cost estimates, on the other hand, assumed that the various CJS com­

ponents---courts, jails, police departments, etc.---would exist and incur 

certain fixed costs, without regard to the existence or demise of a 

pretrial release program; thus, marginal costs were of primary interest.) 

In each jurisdiction, total program costs were split into those 

that affected the interview-verification-recommendation process and 

those that occurred after the release decision had been d ( rna e e.g., 

processing the released defendant, notifying the person of coming court 

dates, etc.). The technique used for deriving these costs was to estimate 

the total staff time spent on each function and to apply those per­

centages to the total budget. Average costs per defendant were then 

developed by dividing the pre-release cost figure by the number of 

defendants interviewed and the post-release estimate by the number of 

defendants involved in the post-release activities. For example, if a 

jurisdiction spent 75% of its staff time on pre-release activities, and 

25% on post-release functions and had an annual budget of 5300,000, 

then the cost estimates by activity would be $225,000, prE-release; and 

$75,000, post-release. If the annual workload were 30,000 interviews and 

20,000 post-release followup cases, then average costs would be $7.50, 

pre-release; and $3.75, rost-release. 

These estimates of av~rage costs per function were applied to the 

defendants studied in the experimental jurisdictions to develop a total 
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program cost estimate. Thus, the total cost estimate reflected the fact 

that program functions (and costs) varied by type of release (e.g., 

bailed defendants usually received no post-release program services). 

Any treatment costs associated with released defendants were 

excluded from the analysis. This was be.cause those costs were borne 

by social service programs, not by the CJS. Additionally, to assess the 

"true" costs of treatment would have required consideration of the bene-

fits resulting from treatment--a task beyond the scope of the present 

project. 

One additional cost consideration applied to the Beaumont-Port Arthur 

program, which collects fees in connection with program-recommended 

releases. These fees were offset against program costs. 

F. Other Cost Considerations 

Another source of CJS costs is the court's reaction to cases where 

release conditions are violatetl (e.g., if a defendant does not comply 

with the supervision requirements imposed). Data on these responses were 

collected for the individual defendants studied and, when those responses 

had CJS cost implication~~ the costs were included in the analysis. 

This occurred only rarely, however. 

Another cost consideration concerns dep~~it bonds, since these 

generate fees that are retained by the court. ~::{" ~ were deducted 

from total costs. 

Additional fees imposed in certain jurisdictions ~ere also deduc~~ct 

from total costs. For example, some sites required defendants represented 

by a public defender to make small payments (e.g., $15 or so) for these 

services, and Beaumont-Port Arthur collected a monthly fee fr0~ probationers. 

-----~~--
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As the above discussion indicates, the use of a CJS cost perspective 

excludes many possible costs and benefits which might result from program 

operations and release decisions. These include: 

• costs incurred by defendants (e.g., bail payments, job losses 
or family strife caused by detention); 

• be~e~its accru~ng ~o released defendants (e.g., improved 
ab111ty to ass1st 1n the preparation of a defense); 

• ~GNP~ ~osts and lost taxes, caused by detained defendants' 
1nab1l1ty to work (and contribute to GNP or the tax base); 

/j "bitterness" costs stemming from the detention of innocent 
: defendants; 

• welfare costs attributable to families former1y supported by 
detained defendants; 

• costs of decreased "civil liberties" for detained defendants; 
and 

• any costs of pretrial crime which are not borne by the CJS 
(e.g., costs .to the victim, increased "fear of crime" by the 
general publ1C or costs of private sector security expenses 
stemming from such increased fear). 

Although analyses of these and similar costs would be useful for some 

purposes, such analyses were beyond the scope of the present study. 

Finally, it should be stressed that costs, however they are defined 

and calculated, are not the ~ considerations that are appropriate 

for overall analysis of pretrial release programs. Such considerations 

do, however, provide a useful component of such analysis and were included 

in the national pretrial release evaluation for that reason. 

The following sections discuss the cost estimates for specific sites. 

Summary data were acquired from interviews with local CJS officials 

and from various documents and records (e.g., annual reports, court 

records). Additionally, selected data on individual defendants were 

obtained during the collection of data for the defendant outcomes analysis. 

Because of the nature of the available data, many of the cost estimates 

~------------------------------------------
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d,'scussed subsequently', these estimates should are very rough ones, as 

be viewed as "ball-park" figures, rather than as precise calculations. 

The data collection for the cost analysis (excluding individual 

defendant data) required approximately one person-week in each site. 

Analysis of these data took another two to four person-weeks per site. 

If more resources had been allocated to the cost-effectiveness analysis, 

it is possible that more precise estimates miqht have been developed. 

However, such a level of precision was not deemed necessary for the 

present study, when alternative uses of the study's resources were taken 

into consideration. 

------~ ---~ 
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II. TUCSON COST ESTIMATES 

A. Ja i1 Costs 

Jail costs were estimated in several ways. J~il staff reported that 

1978 costs were $21 per day, and that this amount was charged to other 

jurisdictions. This sum is a high estimate of jail costs, because it 

is not based solely on variable costs. The variable costs of food, 

clothing, linen and medical care amounted to $4.53 per inmate-day. 

This is a low estimate, because some staff costs should be considered 

variable and included as well. When adjusted to include some staff costs, 

jail costs were an estimated $10 per day per inmate. 

B. Fa il ure-To-Appear Costs 

Failure to appear (FTA) costs were calculated separately for Superior 

Court and City Court, because of the different costs of CJS personnel. 

Table 2 shows the staff costs for Superior Court personnel. 

TABLE 2 
PERSONNEL COSTS, SUPERIOR COURT 

Court Personnel Salary and Fringe Costs Per Hour 

Judge $25.08 

Bailiff 6.45 
Court reporter 11 .56 
Courtroom clerk 7.92 
Judge's secretary 7.16 
Senior clerk 4.97 

Court costs when an FTA occurs vary, depending on whether the FTA 

occurs at arraignment or at trial. For an FTA at arraignment, the 

8-15 
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defendant's name is called; the case is set aside; the name is called 

again; and a summons or bench warrant is issued. This consumes about 

five minutes of time each for the judge, court clerk, court reporter 

and bailiff at a total cost of $4.07. 

For an FTA at trial, about two hours would be lost waiting for the 

defendant, trying to locate him or her, issuing a bench warrant, and 

hearing motions to continue. The judge, court clerk, court reporter 

and bailiff would be involved, at a total cost of $102.02. For a jury 

trial, there would be additional juror reimbursement costs of $36 

(12 jurors X $1.50 per hour X 2 hours). Also, a portion of the jury 
5 

fee costs of the Superior Court budget should be allocated to a jury 

trial FTA. These costs averaged $321.27 per trial-day in 1978, or 

547.66 per trial-hour. A two-hour loss due to FTA would therefore cost 

an estimated $95.32. Thus, total additional FTA costs for jury trials 

\'lOuld amount ':0 $131.32 ($36.00 + $95.32), for a total cost of $233.34 

($131.32 + $102.02) .. 

Any FTA also ge~erates costs for the senior clerk, who issues the 

summons or bench warrant and, if necessary, sends a copy to the sheriff. 

This takes 15-30 minutes, at an average cost of $1.87. 

When a defendant returns to court after failing to appear, the 

judge's secretary calls the defense and prosecuting attorneys to notify 

them. This takes about five minutes and costs 57¢. In court, there 

will be a discussion of the FTA and perhaps an additional court appearance. 

On the average, about 20 minutes of time will be involved for the judge, 

court reporter, court clerk and bailiff, at a cost of $16.83. Thus, 

5These costs include food, lodging, etc., associated with jury trials. 

.. 
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total costs Upon return of the defendant amount to $17.40 ($16.83 + 

$0.57). 

If there is a separate hearing for modification of release con­

ditions, an additional 15 minutes of time would be required for the 

judge, court reporter, court clerk and bailiff, at a cost of $12.75, 

plus 10 minutes of time for the senior clerk to file the motion and 

set the hearing data, at a cost of 80¢, for a total cost of $13.55. 

For a bond forfeiture hearing, the same staff time would be required, 

plus an additional 10 minutes of clerical time to process the motion, 

for a total cost of $14.35. 

If the FTA is prosecuted, there would be additional court proceSSing 

costs; the FTA would not be merged with the original case. As disc;.:ssed 

later, Superior Court proceSSing costs are estimated at $122 for a 

dismissal, $366 for a plea and $1,220 for a trial. 

FTA also generates costs for the County Attorney (prosecutor) and, 

for defendants represented by the Public Defender, the Public Defender. 

For the County Attorney's staff, hourly salary and fY'inge costs are: 

• attorney--$12.54; and 

• cl erk--$4. 72. 

An FTA at arraignment consumes about two minutes of time for the attorney 

and clerk, while the defendant's name is called, and about 20 minutes 

of time for the clerk who is involved in issuing the summons, for a 

total cost of $2.15. 

If an FTA occurs at trial (a rare event), the attorney would lose 

about three minutes of time before gOing to work on a backup case, and 

the clerk would need about 20 minutes to help prepare the bench warrant, 

for a total cost of $2.20. 
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Upon return of the defendant, about 25 extra minutes of time would 

be required for the attorney, and 20 extra minutes for the clerk, at a 

total cost of $6.75. Additionally, if a motion for bond evaluation is 

heard, 20 minutes of attorney time will be required, at a cost of $4.18. 

If a bond forfeiture motion is filed, its preparation requires 15 minutes 

of attorney time ($3.14) and 10 minutes of clerical time (76¢) and the 

court hearing requires another 15 minutes of attorney time ($3.14), 

for a total cost of $7.04. 

Although rarely done, if the FTA is prosecuted, costs would involve 

a 30-minute attorney review to decide to prosecute ($6.27), a 30-minute 

attorney submission to the Grand Jury ($6.27), one hour of clerica"1 

preparation and filing-time ($4.72), and about half the usual costs of 

court processing (discussed later). Thus, prosecution costs would total 

$17.26 plus $109 for a dismissal, $327 for a plea and $1,090 for a trial. 

For the Public Defender's Office, hourly"salary and fringe costs 

are as follows: 

• attorney-$10.58; 

• 1 ega 1 secretary-$6. 17; and 

• criminal investigator--$11.17. 

An FTA at arraignment consumes about 2 minutes of attorney time, costing 

35¢. If an FTA occurs at trial, the attorney would lose about two-and-

a-half hours, waiting and preparing a written motion for continuance, 

at a cost of $26.45. 

Additionally, an effort would be made to locate the defendant. At 

a minimum, the attorney would make a five-minute phone call, and the 

secretary would send a letter (taking about 10 minutes), at a cost of 

$1. 84. If the defendant was not located in this way, a criminal 

( .~ 
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investigator could spend 2~ hours following up on the ca~e, at a cost 
of $29.77. 

i 

For defendants returned to court, the attorney will !conduct an 

interview at the jail (30 minutes). Additionally, the cdurt appearance 
I 

, 

following an FTA will be more involved than otherwise and require an 
, 

extra 30 minutes of attorney time. Thus, total 

return of the defendant will amount to $10.58. 

i 
additionall 

! 

I , 

costs upon 

If there is a motion to modify rel ease conditi ons, ~hi s I'd 11 requi re 

30 minutes of secretari a 1 time, 30 minutes of attorney prll;eparati on time 

and 30 minutes of attorney court hearing time, for a total cost of $1 
3.67. , 

If there is a bond forfeiture hearing, approximately 20 ~nutes of 

attorney time will be needed (five minutes for review and 15 minutes 

for the court hearing), at a cost of $3.50. 

According to the Public Defender's" office, no separate prosecutions 

for FTA in Superior Court had ever been handled by their office" 

FTA may affect police costs as well, because the police must serve 

bench warrants. Based on workload data for the Felony and Fugitive 

"'arrant Oivision of the Tucson Police Department for the October 1978-

July 1979 period, it cost $63.70 to serve a felony warrant (6.37 hours 

at $10.00 per hour). Additionally, when a warrant was successfully 

served, the defendant was usually booked again, at a cost of $9.00 

(derivation discussed later). 

Table 3 summarizes FTA costs for the court, County Attorney, Public 

Defender and police for Superior Court. 

FTA costs for City Court are summarized in Table 4. Court costs 

are based on the following hourly salary and fringe rates: 

• jydge--$15.61; 

• bailiff-$7.23; 
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TABLE 3 
COSTS OF FTA IN SUPERIOR COURT, TUCSON 

Item Court County 
Personnel Attorney 

Occurrence of FTA: 
Arraignment $ 4.07 $. 2.15 

Court trial $102.02 $ 2.20 

Jury Vial $233.34 $ 2.20 

Bench \I/arrant $ 1.87 0 

Efforts to locate defendant 0 0 

Return of Defendant after FTA: 
Additional costs at first court appearance after FTA $ 17.40 $ 6.75 

Hearing for modification of release conditions $ 13.55 $ 4.18 

Bond forfeiture heari ng $ 14.35 $ 7.04 

Prosecution of FTA: -

Preparation 0 $ 17.26 

Dismissal $122.00 $109.00 

Pl ea $366.00 $327.00 

Trial $1,220.00 $1,090.00 
.. 

;r f 

Public 
Defender 

$ .35 

$ 26.45 

$ 26.45 

0 

$ 1.84 to 
$29.77 

$ 10.58 

$ 13.67 

$ 3.50 

0 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 

. Police 

$ 0 

0 

0 
$ 63.70 
(service) 
$ 9.00 
(booking) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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TABLE 4 
COSTS OF FTA IN ~ITY OR JUSTICE COURT, TUCSON 

Court City Public Item Personnel Attorney Defender* 

Occurrcnc'e of FTfl. : 

Arraignment $ 0.49 $ 0.17 $ 0.29 
Court trial 

1 
5.19 0.15 $ 22.10 

Jury trial 9.65 $ 0.75 $ 22.10 

Bench \·tarrant 0.50 0 0 

Efforts to locate defendant 0 0 S 1 .60 
$27.85 

Return of Defendant after FTAI 
Add it i ona 1 ~osts at first court appearance after FTA $ 5.58 $ 1. 46** S 8.84 

Prosecution of FTA: 

Dismissal $ 5.00 $ 2.00 $ 4.42 

Plea 3.00 5.00 4.42 

Court trial 15.00 16.00 N.A. 

Jury trial 102.00 16.00 N.A. 

*For Justice Court only. Court-appointed attorneys are used in City Court. 

**If the defendant returned voluntarily: B5¢. If the FTA occurred at trial: $4.01 plus 
$4.58 per witness subpoena. 

to 

Police 

$ 0 
0 
0 

$ 9.20 
(service) 
$ 9.00 
(booking) 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

CD 
I 
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• court clerk--$5.98; and 

• warrant clerk--$6.07. 

For an FTA at arraignment approximately one minute is lost by the judge, 

bailiff and court clerk; at a cost of 49t. For an FTA at trial an addi­

tional 10 minutes is lost, for a total cost of $5.19. If a jury is 

involved, there are additional costs of juror's fees (12 jurors X 

10 minutes X $9.00 per day = $2.16) and jury maintenance ($16,775 annual 

cost ~ 146 trials = $114.90 per trial, averaging 8 hours; 10 minutes ~ 

8 hours = 2% X $114.90 = $2.30), amounting to $4.46. Also, each occur-

rence of FTA generates about two minutes' work for the court clerk, 

and three minutes' work for the warrant clerk at a total cost of 50t. 

Several costs are associated with the defendant's return to court. 

vlhen a warrant is returned, the warrant clerk matches it with the 

defendant's file (five minutes), the court clerk swears out a new com­

plaint (two minutes) and the judge signs the complaint (one minute), 

for a cost of 96¢. Also, the next appearance requires an extra ten 

minutes of time from the judge, bailiff and court clerk, at a cost of 

$4.62, so that total costs for the defendant's return to court are $5.58. 

If the FTA is prosecuted, the case will be merged with the original 

case, providing the defendant's plea is the same in both. Processing 

costs will be approximately one-fourth those of a typical case (discussed 

later), or $3.00 for a plea, $5.00 for a dismissal, $15.00 for a 

court trial and $102.00 for a jury trial. 

For the City Attorney (prosecutor), costs are based on the following 

hourly salary and fringe costs; 

• attorney--$10.57; and 

• secretary--$5.00. 

. . , 
... 
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For an FTA at arraignment an attorney loses about one minute of time, 

at a cost of 17t. For an FTA at trial an attorney loses about two 

minutes of time and a secretary, five minues (filing the paperwork), 

for a cost of 7St. 

Upon return of a defendant an additional six minutes of attorney 

time is used and five minutes of secretarial time, for a cost of 

$1.46. If the defendant returned voluntarily, the costs would be 

less: only five minutes of attorney time would be required, for the 

motion to quash the bench warrant, and costs would thus be 85t. If 

the FTA occurred at trial, additional costs are incurred upon the 

defendant's return. The attorney must check the new tri a 1 dati! wi th 

witnesses, make sure there are no other conflicts and check the com­

puter for correct entries; this requires about 15 minutes to do, at 

an additional cost of $2.55. Also, the City Attorney's office esti­

mates that each subpoena issued costs about $4.58. So the costs of a 

defendant's return to court after FTA at trial total $4.01 ($1.46 + 

$2.55) plus $4.58 per witness sUbpoena. 

If the FTA is prosecuted, it will likely be merged with the 

original case. Costs are estimated as one-fourth the usual case 

processing costs (discussed below), or $2.00 for a dismissal ~ $5.00 

for a plea, and $16.00 for a trial. 

For the Public Defender's office, hourly salary and fringe costs 

are: 

• attorneY--$8.84; 

• legal secretary--$5.64; and 

• criminal investigator--$11.14 . 

For an FTA at arraignment approximately two minutes of attorney time is 

lost, at a cost of 29t. Fo)' an FTA at trial about two and one-half hours 
, 
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of attorney time is used, while waiting for the defendant and preparing 

a written motion for continuance; this costs $22.10. Additionally, 

efforts will be made to locate the defendant. Such efforts range from 

a five-minute call by an attorney and a letter sent by a secretary 

(ten minutes), at a total cost of $1.60, to a two and one-half hour 

followup by a ~riminal investigator, at a cost of $27.85. 

For defendants returned to court the attorney will conduct an 

interview at the jail (30 minutes). Additionally, the court appearance 

following the FTA will require an extra 30 minutes of attorney time. 

Thus, total additional costs upon return of the defendant will amount 

to $8.84. 

If there is a motion to modify release conditions, this will require 

30 minutes of secretarial time, 30 minutes of attorney preparation time 

and 30 minutes of attorney court hearing time, for a total cost of 

$11.66. If there is a bond forfeiture hearing, approximately 20 minutes 

of attorney time will be needed (five minutes for review and 15 

minutes for the court hearing), at a cost of $2.91. 

If the FTA is prosecuted, it is likely to be settled through a 

plea bargain involving the original charge as well. Consequently, 

additional Public Defender costs are minimal. About thirty minutes of 

attorney time would be required, at a cost of $4.42. 

Police costs for serving bench warrants were estimated from work­

load data for the Misdemeanor vJarrant Division of the Tucson Police 

Department for the period August 1978-July 1979. The average warrant 

took 55 .. 2 minutes of police officer time, at a cost of $10.00 per hour, 

for a per-warrant cost of $9.20. Booking costs (discussed below) when 

warrants were successfully served averaged $9.00 per defendant. 

. 
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..:.C.;;..' --,-P_r_e_t r_i_a_'l_: \;. y~: .~ Costs 

Costs of apprehension by the police depend upon whether the officer 

is dispatched or on-site and whether the situation is an emergency. 

For emergency situations (e.g., burglaries in progress, family 

fights), the average time from dispatch to clearinq is 39.35 minutes 

and from arrival on-site to clearing, 58.0 minutes. For situations 

that are not emergencies, dispatch time averages 40 minutes and on-site, 

55.5 minutes. Two officers, with salary and fringe costs of $10.00 

each, are involved in each case. The average apprehension cost for 

the four situations described above is $16.00 per arrest. 

Booidng costs were based on hourly salary and fringe costs of 

$7.58 for detention officers working in the Sheriff's Department and 

$10.00 for officers of the Tucson Police Department. Booking takes 

about 30 minutes of detention officers' time (five minutes for the 

booking officer, 15 minutes for the floor jailer and ten minutes for 

the identification technician) and an additional 30 minutes for the 
.. 

police officer. Thus, total booking costs are $8.79 ($3.79 + $5.00). 

Court processing costs for pretrial arrests depend on the court, 

the way the case is settled (i.e., by dismissal, plea, trial by judge 

or jury), and whether the pretrial arrest is adjudicated through 

separate court appearances or is handled jointly with the original 

charge. Table 5 summarizes these processing costs. 

Costs for the County Attorney were derived from workload estimates 

and budget data for 1978. The County Attorney's office weights dis­

missals, pleas and trials as follows: 

• dismissal-one workload unit; 

• plea-three workload units; and 

• trial (either judge or jury.)-ten workload units. 
/' 
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TABLE 5 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS, TUCSON 

CJS Organization Dismissal Plea Trial 

Felon.!:: Cases: 

County Attorney $ 218 $ 654 $ 2,180 

Superior Court 122 366 1 ,220a 

Public Defender 156 468 1 ,560 

Court-Appointed Attorney 250 250 250 

Misdemeanor Cases: 

City Attorney $ 7 $ 21 $ 70 

12 $58, court City Court 18 $407, jury 

Justice Court 24 71 237 

Public Defenderb 60 130 700 

Court-Appointed Attorney c c c 

aS976 for a court trial and $1,464 for a jury trial (plus costs of 
the jury). 

bJustice Court only. 

cCosts are included in City Court processing costs. Court­
appointed attorneys cost an average of $103 per case. 
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On this basis, the office had 7,015 workload units in 1978, and an 

adult, cr.iminal, felony court budget of $1,529,270. Thus, each work­

load unit cost $218.00. A dismissal (one unit) cost $218.00; a plea 

(three units), $654.00; and a trial (ten units), $2,180.00. 

The same weighting scheme was applied to the Supetior Court work-

load and budget to derive its costs: 

• dismis.sal-$122.00; 

• plea-$366.00; and 

• trial--$1,220.00. 

Trial costs were considered to be about 50% more costly for jury trials 

than for court trials, so jury trial costs were estimated at $1,464.00 

and court trial costs at $976.00. Additionally, jury trials incur 

juror costs of $12 per day per juror plus $381.27 per trial-day for 

jury maintenance costs. 

Costs for a public defender were based on workload estimates and 

budget data, with the budget reduced by the amount of fees collected 

from defendants. One workload unit was valued at $156.00, so that a 

dismissal cost $156.00; plea, $468.00; and trial, $1,560.00. Costs 

for court-appointed attorneys average $250.00 per case. 

Estimates for misdemeanor cases were more difficult to derive. 

For example, the City Attorney's office did not maintain separate 

budget or workload data for criminal, as compared to civil, cases. 

Rough allocations of both were made, and the weighting system used for 

felony cases was applied to these estimates. Resulting costs were 

approximately $7.00 per workload unit, or $7.00 per dismissal, $21.00 

per plea and $70.00 pertrial. 

To derive estimates of the City Court processing costs, the City 

Court Administrator allocated individual cost items to jury trials, 
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court trials, pleas, and dismissals. For example, the jury trial cost 

estimate was developed as shown in Table 6. 

TABLE 6 
JURY TRIAL COST ESTIMATE, CITY COURT 

Item Amount 
'. 

10% of cost for 1l1agi strates $15,74" 

14~ of cost for judicial service 7,466 

100% of jury cost 16,775 

10% of cost for lawyers for indigents 11 ,313 

5% of cost of other professional services 1 ,424 

10% of cost of caseflow management 6,674 

Total cost estimate $59,393 

Total number of jury trials 146 

Cost per jury trial $407 

A similar approach was used to develop the cost estimates for court trial, 

$58.00; plea, $12.00; and dismissal, $18.00. 6 

Costs for Justi ce Court were eas i er to deri ve and \'/ere based on 

straightforward comparisons of workload units and the budget for criminal 

cases. The cost of one workload unit was $23.68, so dismissal cost an 

estimated $24.00; plea, $71.00; and trial, $237.00. 

The Public Defender handles misdemeanors only for Justice Court; 

indigent defendants in City Court are represented by court-appointed 

attorneys. The costs of court-appointed attorneys (averaging $103 per 

case) are included in the estimates of City Court processing costs. 

6Costs of dismissals are higher than pleas, because the dismissal proceeding 
in r;ity Court is somewhat more f,ormal and includes some additional steps. 
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Publ ic Defender costs for Justice Court \'/ere based on \<Jorkload and 

budget data, with the budget reduced by the amount of the fees collec­

ted from defendants. One workload unit cost $60.00, so a dismissal cost 

an estimated $60.00; plea, $180.00; and trial, $600.00. 

Additional pretrial arrest costs stem from the sentences imposed on 

defendants convicted of pretrial arrests. For incarcerated defendants, 

the daily costs of detention (discussed earlier) were used to estimate 

the costs of incarceration. For defendants placed on probation, costs 

were developed from Probation Department data. Table 7 summarizes the 

probation cost estimates. Costs of Pre-Sentence Investigations (PSI IS) 

were developed on the basis of the person-hours of staff time required 

to conduct them in 1978. For Superior Court 10.5 hours of probation 

officer time at $9.01 per hour were required to research and write the 

PSI report and appear in court, and 2.14 hours of clerical time at 

$5.43 per hour were also needed, for a total cost of $106.23 per PSI. 

For misdemeanor cases 5.86 hours of officer time at $8.56 per hour were 

required, \'1ith clerical time pl~ovided by the court. Thus, PSI costs 

were estimated at $50.16 (5.86 hours X $8.56 per hour). PSI's are 

conducted for all convicted defendants. 

Court. 

Superior Court 

TABLE 7 
PROBATION COSTS, TUCSON 

Pre-Sentence 
Investigations 

-. 

(felonies) $106 

City Court (misdemeanors) $ 50 

Supervision 

$242 

$ 4 
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Average supervision costs were derived by estimating the total 

costs applicable to supervision and dividing by the annual supervised 

caseload. Average costs were $242 per case per year for felonies and 

$4 for misdemeanors. 

D. Proqram Costs 

Table 8 sunrnarizes the derivation of program costs by function for 

the felony program. As shown, the cost for interview and verification 

averaged $24.72; for tracking, $53.96; and for supervision, $88.31 per 

investigation and $176.62 per supervised release. Approximately half 

the interview and verification costs were for the interview; and the 

other half, for verification. Thus, the cost of the interview alone 

was estimated at $12.36; and verification, also 512.36. 

He hired and paid the staff for the misdemeanor program for the 

duration of the experiment. Thus, these costs can be easilJ identified. 

Other costs (e.g., overhead, fringe benefits) were estimated as bearing 

the same relationship to staff costs for the misdemeanor program as 

they do for the felony program. Thus, staff costs were assumed to be 

61% of total costs for the misdemeanor program. As shown in Table 9, 

the cost per interview averaged $30.20, and the cost of followup noti-

fication averaged $68.75 for the misdemeanor program. 

-. 
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TABLE 8 
FELONY PROGRAM COSTS, BY FUNCTION 

Interview and 
Item Verification Tracking Supervision Overhead TOTAL 

Annual program costsa .$ 34,184 $ 22,790 $ 22,790 ~67,416b $147,180 

Allocation of overhead to functions 29,663 19,551 18,202 r-67,4l6 0 

Imputed costs of volunteers 29,200 14,600 7,300 0 51 ,100 (at $3.50 per hour) 

Costs of CETA workers 10,723 10,723 16,085 0 ~7,531 

TOTAL $103,770 $ 67,664 $ 64,377 0 $235,811 

\I}orkload units 4,197 1 ,254 defend- 729 units c 0 N .A. interviews ants released 
on O.R. 

$88. ~1 , 

Cost per workload unit $24.72 $5~.96 
investigation 0 N.A. $176.62, 
supervision 

aAnnualized, based on costs through May 28, 1979: 
brncludes administration, supervision and other costs not directly applicable to specific program functions. 
c471 supervision investigations, weighted at 1 each; and 129 supervised releases, weighted at 2 each. 
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TABLE 9 
MISDEMEANOR PROGRAM COSTS, BY FUNCTION 

Item Interview Notification 

Cost of salaries $ 5,925 $ 5,140 
Estimated additional costs 

Allocation of overhead to functions 6,880 5,860 

TOTAL $12,805 $11 ,000 

t~orkl oad units 424 160 defend-
interviel>/s ants notifi ed 

Cost per workload unit $30.?O $68.75 

. 

Overhead 

$ 3,456 

9,284 

-12,740 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

$14,521 

9,284 

0 

$23,805 

N.A. 

N.A. 
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I I I. LINCOLN COST ESTIMATES 

A. Jail Costs 

Local officials estimated total jail costs at $18 per day per inmate. 

Operating costs were $10.58 per day per inmate, calculated by dividing 

the annual number of inmate-days into the annual budget for operating costs. 

Because operating costs include some staff salaries which must be con­

sidered fixed, since a core staff is needed to operate the jail at any 

inmate level, jail costs were further reduced to an estimated $7.00 

per day for variable costs only. 

B. Failure-to-Appear Costs 

As in Tucson, failure to appear (FTA) costs for Lincoln vary by 

the court in which they occur. Table 10 summarizes these cost estimates 

for Municipal and County court as well as for the prosecuting and 

defense attorneys. 

Hourly salary and fringe costs used to derive these estimates for 

Municipal Court are: 

• judge-$17.00; 

• bailiff--$8.70; 

• clerk/stenographer--$5.67; and 

• docket clerk-$6.00. 

\1hen an fTA occurs, approximately five minutes of time is' lost by the 

judge, bailiff and docket clerk, while the defendant1s name is called 

and in some cases motions are heard. Additionally, five minutes of 

clerical time is needed to issue the bench warrant. Thus, total costs 

when an FTA'occurs are $3.10. 

When the defendant returns to court, approximately 15 additional 

minutes are used by the judge, bailiff and docket c1erk, at a total 

13-33 
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TABLE 10 
COSTS OF FAILURE TO APPEAR (FTA), LINCOLN 

Part I. Municipal Court 

. Item Court City Public 
Personnel Attorney Defender Police 

Occurrence of FTA: 
Lost court time $ 3.10 $ 0.89 $2.77 0 

Bench warrant o . 1.06 0 $33 (service) 
$45 (booking) 

Return of Defendant after FTA: 
Additional costs at first 7.93 court appearance after FTA 3.95 8.18 0 

Bond forfeiture hearing 7.93 3.56 3.50 0 

Prosecution of FTA N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Part II. County Court 

Item Court County Public 
Personnel Attorney Defender Police 

Occurrence of FTA: 
Lost court time $ 3.8l a $ 3.74 $2.77 0 

Bench warrant 0 0 0 $33 (service) 
$45 (booking) 

Return of Defendant after FTA: 
Additional costs at first 13.70 6.28 court appearance after FTA 8.18 0 

Bond forfeiture hearing 13.70 13.80 3.50 0 

Prosecution of FTA N.A. N.A. N.A. N "Il.. 

aAbout $56 for failure to appear at trial (rare). 
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cost of $7.93. " If there is a separate bond forfeiture hearing, this 

too will require about 15 minutes of court time, at a cost of $7.93. 

There is no pro.secution for failure to appear in ~lunicipal Court. 

Cost estimates for the City Attorney are based on the folloltJing 

hourly salary and fringe rates: 

• attorney--$10.70; and 

• clerk-$4.70. 

When an FTA occurs, five minutes of attorney time is lost in court, at 

a cost of 89¢. If a bench warrant is issued, an additional six minutes 

of attorney time is needed, at a cost of $1.06. 

Upon return of the defendant, approximately five minutes of clerical 

time is needed to obtain the defendant's folder and about 20 additional 

minutes of attorney time is used to review the case, at a cost of 

$3.95. If a bond forfeiture hearing occurs, it will require another 

20 minutes of attorney time, at a cost of $3.56. 

Public Defender costs are estimated on the basis of the following 

hourly salary and fringe costs: 

• attorney--$14.00; and 

• clerk-$5.00. 

tJhen an FTA occurs, approximately 10 minutes of attorney time is used, 

waiting for the defendant in court and requesting that the matter be 

continued as well as trying to locate the defendant. Also, five minutes 

of clerical time is used, filing papers relating to the FTA. Thus, 

total costs are $2.77. 

Upon the defendant's return to cour.t, approximately 35 additional 

minutes of attorney time, at a cost of $8.18, is spent in court, in 

conference and in the preparatton and filing of motions related to the 

-, 
• ! 

I~·.;·· I , 
:1 , 
I 
! 

/; 0 

(. ') 

8-36 

FTA. If a bond" forfeiture hearing is hel d, an additi ona 1 15 minutes 

of attorney time at a cost of $3.50 is required. 

Pol ice costs rel ated to FTA consi st of the· costs of serving bench 

warrants and of booking the defendants located. The Lincoln police 

department has a special warrant unit, which has average labor-related 

costs of $28.00 per warrant. The mileage costs for an average warrant 

are estimated at $5.00, so total costs are $33.00. Booking costs are 

estimated as costing $35.00 for detention officials (who check the 

defendant's record, computerize additional data, search the defendant 

and make an inventory of the items held) and about $10.00 for the 

arresting officer (roughly one hour of time at $9.69 salary and fringe 

costs per hour). 

For the Courty Court, hourly salary and frin~e rates are: 

• judge--$17.00; 

• clerk-$4.50; and 

• records clerk-$10.40. 7 

When an FTA occurs, usually about 5 minutes is lost by the judge and 

records clerk while waiting for the defendant and an additional minute 

while ordering a bench warrant, for a cost of $2.73. Also, about 15 

minutes of clerical time is needed to type and file the paperwork at a 

cost of $1.08. Thus, total costs are $3.81. If the FTA occurred at 

trial, two hours of productivity might be lost at a cost of $54.80, 

but such FTA's are rare. 

Upon the defendant's return to court, approximately 30 additional 

minutes of time is spent on the case by the judge and records clerk, at 

7There is no full-time bailiff in County Court. 
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a cost of $13.10. If there is a separate bond forfeiture hearing, this 

too will take about 30 minutes and cost $13.70. FTA is usually not 

prosecuted at the misdemeanor level. 

For the County Attorney salary and fringe costs are: 

• attorney--$ll.OO; and 

• clerk--$4.60. 

l~hen an FTA occ'urs, about 12 minutes of attorney time is involved (both 

in and out of court) and about 20 minutes of clerical time, for a total 

cost of $3.74 (including time associated with getting a bench warrant 

issued). 

When the defendant returns to court, approximately 30 additional 

minutes of attorney time and ten additional minutes of clerical time is 

used, for a cost of $6.28. If there is a separate bond forfeiture 

hearing, about 30 minutes of attorney time will be spent in preparation 

and another 30 minutes in court. Also, 30 minutes of clerical time 

will be needed, so total costs will be $13.80 ($11.00 for the attorney 

and $2.80 for the clerk). 

Costs for the public defender and police are the same as in Municipal 

Court. 

C. Pretrial Arrest Costs 

Costs of apprehension by the police vary considerably, depending on 

the nature of the offense. The minimum cost would entail about 30 

minutes of police officer time at $9.70 per hour, or $4.85 total. 

At the other extreme, two officers might spend 3~ hours each responding 

to an assault, at a cost of $63.00. Charges like disturbing the peace 

or drunkenness would involve about ,~ hours of officer time, for a cost 

1\ 
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of about $15.00. Booking costs, as discussed in connection with failure 

to appear, were $45.00 per case. 

As in Tucson, court processina costs for pretrial arrests vary by 

the court and the "lay the case is settl ed (i. e., di smi ssa 1, pl ea, tri a 1) . 

Table 11 summarizes these costs . 

TABLE 11 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS, LINCOLN 

CJS Organization Dismissal Plea Tri a 1 

Municieal Court Cases: 

Court $26 S 78 S260a 

City Attorney 5 15 50 
Public Defenderb 23 23 23 

County Court Cases: 

Court $14 S 42 S140a 

County Attorney . 48 144 480 

Public Defenderb 
• 86 86 86 

aplus $20 per day per juror for jury trials. 

bNet of $25 per case average reimbursement from defendants. 

Cost estimates for Municipal Court were derived fro~ the total 

1978-79 criminal budget (estimated) and weighted workload data (using 

the same weights as in Tucson: dismissal = 1, plea = 3, and trial = 10). 

On this basis costs were $26.00 for a dismissal, $73.00 for a plea and 

$260.00 for a trial. Additionally, a jury trial involves reimbursements 

to jurors at the rate of $20 per day per juror. 
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For the City Attorney similar budget and caseload data were used. 

A dismissal cost an estimated $5.00; a plea, $15.00; and a trial, $50.00. 

For the Public Defender, sufficient workload data by case outcome were 

not available to develop separate cost estimates for dismissals, pleas 

and trials. Overall, the office handled 752 Municipal Court cases 

(both misdemeanor and traffic charges) at a cost of $36,185.00, or 

$48.11 per case. Because defendant reimbursement to the Public Defender 

averaged $25.00 per case, this sum was deducted from the total costs, 

leaving a per case cost of about $23.00. 

For the County Court budget and workload data yielded cost estimates 

of $14.00 per workload unit, or $14.00 for a dismissal, $42.00 for a 

plea and $140.00 for a trial (plus jury costs for jury trials). 

Similarly derived estimates for the County Attorney were $48.00 per dis­

missal, $144.00 per plea, and $480.00 per trial. For the Public Defender's 

office, overall budget and caseload data yielded a per-case cost 

estimate of $111.00 for County Court misdemeanor cases. An average 

defendant reimbursement of $25.00 was subtracted from this sum, for a 

net cost of $86.00. 

8ecause our experiment was limited to misdemeanor charges, we did 

not make a major effort to determine the costs of felony case processing. 

Rough estimates, based on total budget and workload data, are as 

foll ows: 

• District Court--$148.00 per case; 

• County Attorney--$200.00 per case; and 

• Public Defender--$197.00 per case ($222.00 total less $25.00 
defendant reimbursement). 

Additional pretrial arrest costs stem from the sentences imposed on 

defendants convi cted of pretri a 1 arrests .. For incarcerated defendants, 

(v 
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the daily costs· of detention (discussed earlier) \vere used to 

estimate the costs of incarceration. For defendants placed on proba­

tion, cost estimates were developed from Probation Department data. 

Table 12 summarizes these estimates. Municipal Court Pre-Sentence 

Investigation (PSI) costs were based on an average of 4~ hours time for 

a probation officer at $6.50 per hour plus 30 minutes clerical time at 

$5.30 per hour, for a total cost of $31.90. PSI's are not ordered 

for all convicted defendants; they are most commonly done in alcohol­

related cases. Supervision costs wer~ derived from annual budget and 

caseload data and averaged $46.00 per case per year. 

Cost estimates for County Court were based on annual budget and 

caseload data and averaged $108.00 per PSI (ordered for about 75% of 

convicted defendants) and $153.00 per case per year for supervision. 

D. Program Costs 

Table 13 summarizes the derivation of program costs by function. 

Program costs consist of two screeners who work 20 hours per week at 

$3.50 per hour, for a total annual cost of $7,280.00. The program 

also receives clerical support amounting to about eight hours per week 

at a salary and fringe cost of $4.47 per hour~ or $1,860.00 per year. 

Program workload was estimated at: 

e 45% for screening and interview; 

• 40% for verification; and 

• 15% related to the release of defendants. 

The program interviewed 166 defendants (annual basis) and released 75 

persons, at a cost per interview of $24.78, per verification attempt 

of $22.02, and per release of $18.28. 

,I 
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TABLE 12 
PROBATION COSTS, LINCOLN 

Pre-Sentence 
Investigations 

$ 32 

108 

TABLE 13 
PROGRAM COSTS, LINCOLN 

Interview Verifi cati on 

$3,276 $2,912 

8r 744 

$4,113 $3,656 

166 166 
interviews attempts 

$24.78 $22.02 

. " 

Supervision 

$ 46 

153 

Release TOTAL 

$1 ,092 $7 ,280 

279 1 ,860 

$1 ,371 $9,140 

75 tLA. releasees 

$18.28 N.A. 

I ( 
I ; 

I 

··1 

I 
I 
i 
j 

I 

. IV . BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR COST ESTIMATES 

A. Ja i1 Costs 

Local officials estimated the current total costs of detention at 

$12.00 per day. Variable costs of food~ medical care and c)othing were 

estimated at $3.17 per day. The most reasonable cost estimate probably 

lies between these two amounts, because some staff costs should be 

considered variable and some, fixed. As part of a local research study 

conducted several years ago,S variable detention costs were estimated to 

be 36% of the total detention costs; on this basis the costs would be 

$4.32 per day (36% of $12.00). 

B. Failure-To-Appear Costs 

Table 14 summarizes fai1ure-to-appear costs for courts on the 

Beaumont-Port Arthur area. For the District Court, hourly salary and 

fringe costs are: 

• judge~$23.70; 

• bai1iff--$7.90; 

• court reporter--$10.07; and 

• c1erk-$5.73. 

When an FTA occurs, ftPproximately five minutes of court time is lost, 

by the judge, bailiff and court reporter, at a cost of $3.45. Addi-

tiona11y, about one hour and 15 minutes of clerical time is used, at a 

cost of $7.16. Thus, total costs for FTA occurrence are $10.61. When 

the defendant returni to court, approximately 30 additional minutes of 

court time will be needed, at a cost of $20.80. 

8Ronald J. Pry, A Descriptive Study of Pretrial Release on Personal 
~ond in Jefferson County, Texas, 1975, p.18. 
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For the County Court, hourly salary and fringe costs are: 

• judge--$20.68; 

• ba i 1 iff --$6.39; 

• court reporter--$10.07; and 

• cl erk--$5. 56. 

When an FTA occurs, approximately five minutes of court time is lost, 

involving the judge, bailiff and court reporter, at a cost of $3.07. 

Also, about one hour and 15 millutes of clerical time \\fill be needed to 

type a capias, prepare a judgment, etc., at a cost of $6.95. Thus, 

total costs for an FTA occurrence are $10.02. If the FTA occurs at 

trial, a wait of two hours may occur, at a cost (for judge, bailiff 

and court reporter) of $74.28 (plus $6.95 clerical costs). Upon the 

defendant's return, about 30 additional minutes of court time (judge, 

bailiff, court reporter) will be used, at a cost of $18.58. 

District Attorney costs for both courts are estimated on the basis 

of hourly salary and fringe costs of $12.62 per attorney. !4hen an FTA 

occurs, about 40 minutes of attorney time is used in court and in 

preraration of a judgment, at a cost of $9.47. Upon the defendant's 

return to court, an additional 30 minutes of attorney time is used, at 

a cost of $6.31. 

No additional defense attorney costs are incurred by the CJS when 

FTA occurs. There is no public defender in the area, and court-

appointed attorneys are paid by the case. 

Police costs associated with FTA consist of the costs of serving 

bench warrants and booking apprehended defendants. The average cost per 

warrant is $7.66, calculated by dividing the total salary costs for the 

warrant squad by the number of warrants served. 800king costs are $8 

per case. 
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TABLE 14 
FAILURE-TO-APPEAR COSTS, BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR 

Upon Occur- lInon RetL! rn Item rence of FTA of DefendaY'!t 

District Court $10.61 $20.80 

County Court 10.02a J 18.58 

District Attorney 9.47 6.31 

7.66 (warrant 
Police 0 service) 

8.00 (booking) 

aFor FTA at trial, costs are around $80.00. 

TABLE 15 
COURT PROCESSING COSTS, BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR 

CJS Organization Dismissal Plea Trial 

District Court: 

Court $ 80 $240 $800 
District Attorney 44 132 440 
Court-appoi nted attorney 200 200 500 

County Court: 

Court $ 15 $ 45 $150 
District Attorney 44 132 440 
Court··a ppo i nted attorney 125 125 125 

Justice Court: 

Court $ 10 $ 30 $100 
District Attorney 44 132 440 
Court-appointed attorney 75 75 75 
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C. Pretrial Arrest Costs 

Because costs of apprehension could' not be derived, the cost of 

serving a warrant ($7.66) was used as an estimate (probably a low one). 

Booking costs were $8.00 per case. 

Court processing costs are summarized in Table 15. These estimates 

were derived from annual budget and workload information, weighted as 

in Tucson and Lincoln (i.e., dismissal = one workload unit; plea = 

three units; trial = ten units). The cost per wOl'kload unit was $80.00 

for District Court, $15.00 far County Court and $10.00 for Justice 

Court. Thus. d1smissals, pleas and trials cost $80.00, $240.00 and 

$800.00, respectively, in District Court; $15.00, $45.00, and $150.00 

in County Court; and $10.00, $30.00, and $100.00 in Justice Court. 

(Jury costs are included in the cost estimates for trials.) 

District Attorney costs were also estimated from budget and 

weighted workload data (for all courts combined). Resulting costs were 

$44.00 per workload unit, or $44.00 for a dismissal, $132.00 for a plea 

and $440.00 for a trial. 

Average payments to court-appointed attorneys are $200.00 per case 

in District Court, $125.00 per case in County Court and $75.00 per case 

in J.P. Court. Also, when District Court cases go to trial, court­

appointed attorneys are paid an average of an additional $300.00 per case. 

Pretrial arrest ~psts also result from the sentences imposed on 

defendants convicted of pretrial arrests. For incarcerated defendants, 

the daily costs of detention (discussed earlier) were used to estimate 

the costs of incarc~ration. For defendants placed on probation, cost 

estimates were developed from Probatio~ Department data and are shown in 

in Table 16. The cost of a Pre-Sentence Investigation was estimated at 
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$68.00, based on budget and workload data for this function. PSI's 

are conducted for all defendants convicted of felonies and about 15% 

of those convicted of misdemeanors. 

TABLE 16 
PROBATION COSTS, BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR 

Court Pre-Sentence Investigation Supervision 

All courts $68 $177a 

aprobationers pay $15.00 per month, which is not reflected 'j n 
this figure. 

Supervision costs were also estimated from total budget and workload 

data and average $177.00 per case per year. This is offset by the $15.00 

per month fees probationers pay while on probation. The average length of 

a probation sentence for a misdemeanor is six months, and early termination 

is rare. For felony cases, the average length of probation is about seven 

years, with approximately 15% of the cases terminated early. 

D. Program Costs 

Table 17 summarizes the derivation of program costs by function. 

These costs are for three full-time employees, including one paid through 

C.E.T.A. The cost per defendant for interview and verification is 

about $36.00 and for followup after release, about $68.00. The program 

also collects a fee from each defendant released through the program; 

this fee is 3% of the bond amount (no defendants are rele,ased without 

bond); however, a fee of $20.00 is required on bonds of $500.00 or less. 

These fees reduce the CJS costs of the program's operations. 
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TABLE 17 

c PROGRAM COSTS, BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR 

Interview and I 
Item Verification Fo 11 owup Administration 

Staff ~Costs $13,325 $13,206 $ 8,844 

Allocation of admini-
stration to 4,422 4,422 -8,844 
functions 

i 

TOTAL r $17,747 $17,628 0 
j 
I 494 279 defen-Hork load un its 1 interviews dants re- N.A. 

1 eased , 
through 

I program i 

Costs per workload $63. 18 N.A. $35.93 unit 

c 

r I 

TOTAL 

$35,375 

0 

i 
I 

$35,375 

I 

I N.A. 
I 

I N.A. 
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V. BALTIMORE CITY COST ESTIMATES 

A. Introducti on 

Because we were unable. to derive detailed cost data for Baltimore City 

but wished to develop at least a rough cost-effectiveness analysis for the 

program changes tested, we used the mean unit costs from the other 

experimental sites for estimating purposes. This approach has obvious 

disadvantages, since the cost structure of Baltimore's criminal justice 

system may be quite different than that of the other sites. However, 

this drawback is partly offset by the fact that the unit costs are applied 

to the actual experimental outcomes data for both the program and control 

groups. Thus, for example, the cost of serving a bench warrant is the same 

for both groups (and is based on the mean cost for the other three sites), 

but the number of bench warrants served reflects the documented experience 

of each group. 

Although far from ideal, this approach seemed more satisfactory than 

conducting no cost-effectiveness analysis of Baltimore City. Because 

the anAlysis is based partly on the mean costs from the three other 

sites, these estimates are derived below. 

B. Cost Estimates 

Table 18 summarizes the cost estimates for detention, failure to 

appear and pretrial arrest. For program costs we used the $13 per 

interview estimate developed as part of the cross-sectional study (see 

Volume I, Chapter II). Surveillance costs were estimated as $100 per 

case; referral to services, $300 per case; and minimum followup (for 

the control group), $5 per case. These are very imprecise estimates, 

based on our cross-sectional analyses and our observations of the 

relqtive time expended on different activities by program staff during 

the experiment. 

8-48 
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TABLE 18 (CONTINUED) 
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COST ESTIMATES FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Beaumont - Mean 
Item Tucson Lincoln Port Arthur (Ba lti more City 

Estimate) 

• Bond forfeiture hearing 
( 

TABLE 18 
COST ESTIMATES FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

-Higher court, without $21 .39 $27.50 $ NA $24.45 Public Defender 
--Higher court, addi-

8eaumont - Mean 

Item Tucson Li nco 1 n Port Arthur (Ba lti more City 
Estimate) 

tional Public Defender 3.50 3.50 NA 3.50 
costs A. Variable Daily Jail Costs $10.00 $ 7.00 $ 4.32 $ 7.11 

--Lower court, without NA 11 .49 Publ ic Defender NA 11 .49 B. Failure To A~~ear 
1. Occurrence --Lower court, additi orr 

al Public Defender NA 3.50 NA 3.50 
costs 

3. Prosecution of FTA 

• Hi gher Court 
--Without Public 6.22 7.55 20.08 11 .28 

Defender 
• Higher court 

--Dismissal, without 231.00 NA NA 231.00a 
Public Defender 

-Addi tiona 1 Public 2.19 2.77 NA 2.48 
Defender Costs 

• Lower court 
-Dismissal, addition-

al Publ ic Defender NA NA NA NA 
-Without Public 0.66 3.99 19.49 8.05 Defender 

costs 
-Plea, without 693.00 NA Public Defender NA 693.00 

--Plea, additional Pub- NA NA NA NA lic Defender costs 

-Additional Publ ic . l.89 2.77 NA 2.33 
Defender Costs 

• Bench warrant issued 
-Higher court 1.87 NA NA 1.87 ( 

--Trial, without 2310.00 NA I Public Defender NA 2310.00 
-Lower court 0.50 1.06 NA 0.78 

• Bench warrant served 
-Trial, additional 

Public Defender NA NA NA NA 
costs 

-Higher court 72.70 78.00 15.66 55.45 

-Lower court 18.20 78.00 15.66 37.29 

• Lower court 
--Dismissal, without 7.00 NA NA 7.00a 

Public Defender 

• Bench warrant service 
attempted 

-Hi gher court 63.70 33.00 7.66 34.79 

-Lower court 9.20 33.00 7.66 16.62 --Dismissal, addi-
2. Return to Court tional Public 4.42 NA NA 4A2 

Defender costs 

-Pl ea, without 8.00 NA Public Defender NA 8.00 

--Plea, additional 
,~ 

Pub1 ic Defender 4.42 NA NA 4.42 
costs 

• Hi gher court 
-Without Pub1 i c 24.15 19.98 27.11 23.75 Defender 
-Addi tiona 1 Public 10.58 8.18 NA 9.38 

Defender Costs 

C) 
--Trial, without 

31 .00 Publ ic Defender NA NA 31.00 

-Trial, additional 
Public Defender costs NA NA NA NA 

.1 c: 

• Lower court 
-Without Public 7.04 11.88 24.89 14.60 

Defender 
-Additiona 1 Public 8.84 8.18 NA 8.51 Defender Costs 

f I 
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TABLE 18 (CONTINUED) 
COST ESTIMATES FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Beaumont -
Item Tucson Li nco 1 n Port Arthur 

C. Pretrial Arrest 

l. Apprehension $16.00 $lS.OO $ 7.66 

2. Booking 8.79 45.00 8.00 

3. Court Processing Costs 

• Higher court 
--Dismissal, without 340.00 62.00 124.00 

Public Defender 

--Dismissal, addi-
200.00b tional Public 156.00 86.00 

Defender costs 
--P1 ea, without 1020.00 186.00 372.00 

Public Defender 
--Plea, additional 

200.00b Public Defender 468.00 86.00 
costs 

--Trial, without 3156.00 620.00 1240.00 
Public Defender 

--Trial, additional 
SOO.OOb Public Defender 1560.00 86.00 

costs 
• Lower court 

--Dismissal, without 2S.00 31 ,00 59.00 
Pub 1 i c Defender 

-Di smi ssa 1, addi-
125.00b 

tional Public 60'.00 23.00 
Defender costs 

-- Pl ea, wi tho ut 33.00 93.00 177 .00 
Pub 1 i c Defender 

--Plea, additional 
Public Defender 180.00 23.00 12S.00b 
costs 

--Trial, without 128.00 310.00 590.00 
Public Defender 

--Trial, additional 700.00 23.00 125.00b 
Public Defender 
costs 

c 
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Mean 
(Ba lti more City 

Estimate) 

$12.89 
20.60 

175.33 

147.33 

526.00 

251 .33 

1672.00 

~ 715.33 

38.33 

69.33 

101.00 

109.33 

342.67 

282.67 
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TABLE 18 (CONTINUED) 
COST ESTIMATES FOR BALTIMORE CITY 

Item TUcson Li ncol n 

4. Sentencing Costs 
• Pre-Sentence 

Investi ga tions 
-Hi gher court $106.00 $108.00 

-Lower court 50.00 32.00 
• Probation Supervision 

(Annual Cost per Case) 
-Hi gher court 242.00 lS3.00 

-Lower court 4.00 46.00 

aMean of $119 used for Baltimore estimate. 

bCourt-appointed attorney. 

Beaumont-
Port Arthur 

$68.00 
68.00 

177.00 
177.00 

Mean 
(Baltimore City 

Estimate) 

$94.00 
50.00 

190.67 
75.67 
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APPENDIX C 
METHODOLOGY FOR DEFENDANT 

OUTCOMES AND DELIVERY SYSTEM ANALYSES 

The data needed for the defendant outcomes analysis was almost 

identical to the information required for cross-sectional analyses. A 

few data elements (e.g., number of dependents) were deleted, because the 

information acquired in the cross-sectional study had been very incomplete. 

Also, several data elements were added for use in the cost-effectiveness 

analysis. This information included days of detentiqn resulting from 

failure to appear or pretrial rearrest, whether bond forfeitures were 

collected or merely ordered, and the length of incarceration or probation 

sentenced for pretrial rearrest convictions. The data collection guide 

appears at the end of this appendix. 

Although the data needs were largely the same as for the cross-

sectional study, a different data collection approach was used. Par-­

ticipqting programs sent copies of completed interview sheets to our 

office, where the information was coded in machine-readable form. 

After sufficient time had elapsed so that most cases would have reached 

final disposition, data collectors were hired locally and trained by our 

field supervisor, one of the persons who had collected data for the 

cross-sectional study. The local data collectors recorded the followup 

information needed on "summary sheets" and sent these to our office, where 

the data were coded and merged with the interview information. Each 

completed case was checked by the field supervisor for completeness and 

* consistency before it was added to the data base. 

* In Baltimore the data were coded by the data collectors, as the 
information was acquired. A person who had collected data for the 
cross-sectional study served as first-line supervisor of the Baltimore 
data collection activities and was on-site each day to answer questions 
that might arise. The field supervisor also assisted in resolving 
Baltimore data collection problems. , 
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The data collection guide· appears at the end of this appendix, along 

with the summary sheets used by the local data collectors. The interview 

forms used by participating programs appear in Appendix D. 

After the data were collected 3 the experimental and control groups 

were compared for 19 characteri sti cs to determi ne whether they \'l'ere 

equivalent. Then, release outcomes (rate of release, speed of release, 

type of release, equity of release) were compared for the two groups. 

Similarly, the characteristics of released defendants were compared to 

determine if the groups were equiyalent; then, post-release outcomes 

(failure to appear, pretrial rearrest, conviction for pretrial rearrest) 

were compared. When groups were not equivalent, controls were exercised 

to study the effect of the groups' differences on outcomes. 

The delivery system analyses for the experimental sites were 

patterned after those of the cross-sectional study. Additional questions 

were asked about possible changes in CJS procedures or officials' behavior 

that might affect the outcomes of the experiments. (Appendix F summarizes 

these findings for Tucson.) Also, data on criminal justice system costs 

were sought for inclusion in the cost-effectiveness analysis. Because 

most of the questions asked were identical to those of the cross-sectional 

study, the interview guides are not repeated in this appendix. 

The delivery system information was used to prepare case studies of 

Lincoln and Beaumont-Port Arthur, the two sites not included in the 

cross-sectional analyses. Additionally, important findings from the delivery 

system analysis are included in the relevant chapters of Volume II. 

A brief cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted, using information 

derived from b'oth the delivery system interviews and the data on individual 

defendants. Appendix B discusses the approach for this analysis in detail. 

. 
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DATA COLLECTION GUIDE 
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----------------------------------------------------------------

I. ·4 

DEFENDANT/SI'l RECORDING FORM 
FOR EXPERIMENTAL SITES 

Instructions: When data for a question is missing, always fill in ALL the columns with 
"O'SII. 

INFORf:1ATION 

A. IDENTIFIERS 
1 Coding Sheet No. 

DT-
Site 1.0. No. 

rom 
Defendant 1.0. No. 

mmmm 
Study Type 

raT 

B. DEFENDANT DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Date of Birth 

mnOTnTTTi2T 
Age at time of arrest for this 

n3T \T4Toffense 
Ethni city 

nsT 

Sex 
mT 

C. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Marital Status 
TT7T 

Does Defendant (D) support family? 
nsr 

With whom does (D) live? 
n9T 

BLANK 
T20T 

BLAi~K 

"(2ff (22) 

:r I 

CODES 

06 = Tucson 09 = Lincoln 
10 = Baltimore 11 = Beaumont 

02 = experimental group 03 = control group 
04 = experimental group (Tucson felony stud) 
05 = control group (Tucson felony study) 

Month, Day-Use tV/O digits for each 
(viz.! 02 12 = February 12th) 
Use two digits, e.g., ~ __ O_ 

Black = 
Hispanic Surname 
White = 3 

Oriental = 4 
~ 2 Other = 5 

American Indian = 6 

~la 1 e = 1 
Female = .z 

Married, living with spouse = 1 
Married, not living with spouse = 2 
Divorced = 3 
Wi dO\'Jed = 4 
Never Married = 5 
Yes, A1imony = 1 
Yes, Supports Child = 2 
Yes, Alimony and Child Support = 3 
Yes, Other type of family support = 4 
No ,: 5 

Parent = 1 
Spouse = 2 
Guardian = 3 

Other Relative = 4 
Non-Family Person = 5 
Alone = 6 

( 

1 r II : lI:i 1:', I 1 I.:: 

1 (J L" 1 III ' " I d I:" L :' 
(23) 

IF (23) lIIlSI·:!.!r is "1", 

tIUlllt)(~)" 0 I" yea rs 0 r 1 uc i11 
1~~) TZ5T residence? 

j:l;IllIH'1" 0 f IloUlllilS i1 t pl'(~SOIl t 
T26T (2 rr '(zlf) II ddt"es S 

I S person lin aJ i Oil? 

Employed at tilile of arrest? 
IT6T 

If (30) anSI',t:r is "1", 

~,,'l1a tis uccupa t i Oil? 
f31T ("32) 

If (30) an S ',';E! r is" 2" , 

\,1 il at\': a S tile 1 a S t 0 c cup ii t ion? 
ITj) '(34)" 

illllll,:'(:'l' 0 r ilil.,r~ Lhs (l t job 
nsf (36)" (:37f if (30) al1s"':el'-"is "I" 

r:s r Illlrll.l~c1 ',"I'L't:; '/ cell'lli nqs 
\38)" ("39f (flO}' Frolll job, ';f-(30) is "I" 

I r IIIII'I'IP 1 (l'.'I't!. 11111111)(21' 0 Ie 
(~l) (;1~)' (.1J)' 1I1l)'ILlI~ 1I11l~:,lpltlycu 

!3LANK 
( ·1 ,1 ) 

Is dl'/',IL!"IIL p,' 1,1/lIil.,. "t'C('iViIlV 
(~"s r u II,!' r t1 ""1 n f I':: 111 i C d~) S i st ,111 C e '? 

(excluding unemployment compensation) 

C-5 

Yes = 1; No = 2 

Use t.\'IO digits. 

Use t.1l,·ec (li9ils. 1 month or less = 00] 

Yes. 1 eq,11 = 
y (? s, ill ev (\ 1 -= 2 
1:0 = 3 

','es = 1 
i/o = 2 
Housel·life = 3 

Foreign-born, status 
Un k n 0\'/11 = 4 

Fu l1t i n:e S tilden t ': ~ 
El11ployed and Stud2nt = 5 

r'"orrssiOrlal/Tet:;n:ic,1] = 01 
(·lalh:ser's/ {1,Jlili n i 'i t.t"U tors = 02 
Sa1es/Hetilil = 03 
Clericu1 = 011 
Cl"tl ftslllC?Il/Ful'o;l'en :; 05 
(I P e '" c'l t i \' l? S (I? X C I~ P tTl' (111 S [H) " t c\ t ion) = a l' 
Tr-.,nspol'tc'ltion Eql!iplllcnt ()r·eratives = 07 
Laborel's (except Fum) = OC; 
Farm 1,':oJr~:e,.s -= 09 
S e I" '/ ice \'/0 I' ;; e r S = J 0 
P r i 'I tl ten 0 use 110 1 d ',','0 ,. k e ," s = 11 
,ll.,·med Forces = 12 
Use three digits. 1 month Ot less = 001 

f~ecord ulilDunt, using Lhf'GC digits .. 

Use tll:'oo ui9iLS 

y [~S = 1 
1-10 = 2 
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I iii Olil·i:d I (Ii! 
====:;-"!=-====:=:.~-.. -- _. ..~. -:-.:-. -:-.--:-. -:-. ,-:-.-:-.-:-. -:-. -+---:::============== 

,; " d d II d L (' :.; d)(J 0 I () I' I' n I I (",~. i (J 11.1 I ~; C II () t I I . I 
EOllCaLiollJl achieveJJ:12l1l lo dille 

C f46l-
rnllcuc ul-ad. -=:~ SUllie Collc(jC = 3 
ll'dlnical or \/OCilt;O"(ll Sciiool in additioll 
Lu It i Uh SCi1001 Gr'aJucl te = t1 
II i ~J h S c tt 0 01 G r a cl. = 5 Tech Jl i calor If 0 c tl -
tional witilOut 11.5. Grad. = 6 Some H.S. = 7 
Less thah High School = B 

-----------------------__ --_------1----------------
D. CR It,! 1 ilAL H I STORY 

Does 8::fendant have a jUlienile ill'I'est 
(47) recorc? 

Is Defendant a veteran? 
"[4sr Age tit fil'st aJul L art'cst 
\49T nen-

ilun:ber of prior ad'JI t anests 
rm TJ"2) 

ilur.lber of Drior adul t convictions. 
n3T Ts1T 

BLANK 

00 not cOJ",p1ete (58-63) if dEfr.ndc.'It 
has less than 3 Jrior arrests or if 
defendant has no~ been arrested at 
least twiCE for at least one partic-
ular charge. 

Host ftequent charge in total 

T58j T5"91 record. 

Second most frequent charge 

t65T {6"IT 

Thi rd most frequent charge 
'(6-2l- (63l-

[Jelle of llIosl recellt 
\64)- f6-5) lS6T l6'if previous Jrrest 

t" _. _ ._._ _ __ _. Time of Arrest for 
'-. 168T (69) T7o) T71l Current Arrest (charae 

under study) 

Yes = 1, No = 2 

Yes = 1, No = 0 

If ol1ly dille of i1l','l!St is i1','clilJl.:lr., 1"':Ili:'cl 

it on ilel" Codes She~ t for 1 d ter cOl1vet'S i 0/1. 

Use Crime Codes Sheets 

Use continuous 24-hr. times (e.g., 1415=2:15 PM) 

. 
• -t 

, 

'1 
i 
! 
! 
M .r 
.~ 
~ 
" " 'I 
~ 
~ 
Ii 

Ii Ii r, 

~ 
l 
i 
~ 
'I , 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I , 
I 

I 
I 
; 

! 
! • I 

I 

. " 

" 

. ; 

( ; 

INFOR~1ATION 

BLANK 
T721 Tm T74T 

Has the defendant failed to appear in 
[/'5) the past? 

If (75) answer is "1", How many times? 
T76T 

E. PRESENT ARREST AND RELEASE FOR PREVIOUS 
c CHARGE' 

Date of Arrest 
rrrr T78T \79J" T80T 
IDENTIFIERS 
2 Coding Sheet Number 

T8TJ 
Site 1.0. Number 

182T T83T 
Defendant I 0 No 184T 1m T86T 187T ... 

Status at time of arrest 
T88T 

If answer to (86) is "3" or "4", list 
Probation or Parole Officer's name on 
Names Sheet. 

If anS\'ler to (88) is other than "1", 
list most serious charges for which 
released prior to arrest under study: 

If ansl'Jer to (88) is "2", what type of 
T95Trelease? 

C } T%T T97T T98T T99TDate of Previous Release 

C-7 

Yes = 1 
No '" 2 
Record Number 

- -~~~---- --

CODES 

Use Data Coding Sheet 

No otherCJS involvement = 1 
On PTR for another charge = 2 
On probation = 3 On parole = 4 
2 and 3 = 5 Outstanding Warrant=6 
6 and 2 = 7 6 and 3 = 8 
4 and 2 = 9 

Use Crimes Codes Sheet 

~If answer to 88 above involves two statuses 
1. e., 5. = ~+2, and the charge for each 
status 1S known, code the charges for the 
numb~rs they. represent in order from lowest 
to h1ghest, 1.e., 89-90=crime for 2 
91-92=charge for l) -' 
Ba i1 bond = 1 
ROR = 2 
Deposit bail = 3 
Unsecured bond = 4 

Use Date,Coding Sheet 

Conditional Rel~ase=5 
Supervised Release=6 
Citation release=7 
00 Not Release=8 
Summons Warrant=9 
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INFORMATION 

F. RELEASE INFORMATION (CHARGE UNDER STUDY) 
Was defendant given release option pending 

~.-,--.,-: 

(100) t ri a 1 ? 

Date of Release 
( 1 01.) ( 1 02) ( 1 03) ~( 1~04~) 

Time of Release 
( 1 05) Ti06T Ti07T ""T"":( 1-=""08=-r-) 

Original Type of Release by Officials 
~(1-09-"'-) 

If money invoived (i.e., the ansv/er to 
{ilOfprevious question is code "1", "3", 114" 

or "6"), specify amount. 

If percentage involved, specify 
T1lTT 

Type of release by officials after all 
~(~11~2~)reconsiderations, if different 

Date of last reconsidera­
TTT3TTTT4TTTT5T TTT6Ttion of release conditions 

New amount, if appropriate 
TiT7T 

New percentage, if appropriate 
nm 

If there were conditions or supervision, 
TTT9Tindicate the kind [for Baltimore, this 

refers to final supervision conditions] 

Was someone in PTR program charged with 
Tf20Tthe responsibility of seeing to it that 

the defendant got to court at the proper 
time? 

BLANK 
~{1~21"""';} 

CODES 

By judge = 1; PTR Program acting on its 
own = 2; By Bail Commissioner = 3; 
By Magistrate Other than Judge = 4; 
Don1t Know by Whom = 5; Not Released = 6; 
Arresting Officer = 7; Pre-set Bail = 8; 
Sheriff1s Dep1t. = 9; 
Use Date Coding Sheet 
If (D) failed to get release put zeros in 
( 1 01 ) - ( 1 04 ) 
Use continuous 24-hour times (e.g., 1415= 
2: 1 5 P~l) 

Bail = 1; ROR = 2; Dep. Bail = 3; Unsec. 
Bond = 4; Condo R. = 5; Supervised Rel. = 
6; Citation Rel. = 7; Release Denied = 8 

Below $250 = 1; $251-$500 = 2; $501-$1000 = 
3; $1,001-$1,500 = 4; $1,501-$2,000 = 5; 
$2,001-$2,999 = 6; $3,000-$4,999 = 7; 
$5,000-$9,999 = 8; $10,000 or more = 9 
5% = 1; 10% = 2; 15% = 3; 20~~ = 4; 
25% = 5; 20%-50% = 6; Over 50% = 7 

Use codes in (109) 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use codes in (110) 

Use codes in (111) 

Report to drug treatment program during 
pretrial period = 1; Alcohol prog~am =.2; 
Report to manpower/job program [d~verslon]= 
3; Supervisory Custody = 4; Survelllance = 
5; Mental Health = 6; Minimum call-ins = 7; 
Normal call-ins = 8 

Yes, Personally Responsible [Supervision 
Group] = 1; Yes, General Program Respon­
sibility [Normal Call-ins, errors under 
study procedllre] = 2; No [Minimum Call-insl 
3; No [excluded from supervision study] = 
4; [Brackets = Baltimore study] 

I 
."" ". 

-. 

INFORMATION 

If raising of resources was necessary 
\T22Tfor release, how did defendant raise 

them? 
BLANK 

Tf23T 
Program Involvement: 

Was defendant interviewed by PTR 
"{T2liTProgram? 

When was this done (if done), for: 
TT25Tfirst time? 

If the answer to (124) is yes, 
TT26TTT27Thow many hours after arrest? 

How was information verified? 
n28T 

If checked, how many references were 
1T29Tchecked? 

C-9 

Was information gathered on the defendant 
TT3IT}available and presented to release source? 

What release recommendation was made by 
TImPrograrn? 

If money involved, specify amount 
TT32Trecommended 

If percentage involved, specify per­
TT33Tcentage recommended 

If conditions or supervision were recom­
m4)mended, \'/hat were they? [for Ba ltimore 

this refers to initial supervision referral] 

Has defendant been employed during the 
TT35Tpretrial release period? 

. If Yes, list occupation during 
Tf36T TTIlTthat time 

CODES 

Other than bondsman = 1; Bondsman = 2 

Yes = 1; No = 2 

Immediately after arrest = 1; After 
first bail hearing = 2; At time of 
subsequent arrest = 3; 

Telephoned references = 1; Visited 
references = 2; Checked files = 3; 
1 and 2 = 4; 1 and 3 = 5; 2 and 3 = 6; 
1,2 and 3 = 7; Did not verify anything = 
8 

Indicate number (9 or more = 9) 

Yes = 1; No = 2 

Indicate type using (95) codes; except 
Do Not Recommend = 9 
Use codes in (110) 

Use codes in (111) 

Report to drug treatment program during 
rretrial period = 1; Alcohol program = 2; 
Report to manpower/job program = 3; Super­
visory Custody = 4; Report to PTR = 5; 
5 and 1,2, or 3 = 6; 4 and 5 = 7; Counsel­
ing/Mental Health = 8; Surveillance = 9 
Use codes in (30). 0 if not released; (D) 
believed he could get job back = 6; (D) 
bel i eve d he \'J i 11 los e job -= 7; Not e : 
Answer (136), (137) and (138) only if (135) 
is 1, 5 or 6. 

Use codes in (31) and (32) 
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INFORMATION 

Is this the same job defendant held 
TT3:BTprior to arrest? 

G. PROGRAM INTERVENTION (If Applicable) 
Frequency of program contact with (D) 

1TI9T 

Average length of contact 
moT 

Primary mode of contact 
mIT 

Types of service provided to (D) by 
TTmProgram 

Did (D) comply with release conditions? 
nm 

C-10 

If no, what action did program take? 
TT44T(Record adrlitional r~~ronses, co~binaticns 

or modifications on New Code Sheet) 

If this action resulted in 
Ti45T nm 1T47Tdetenti on, what was the 1 ength 

of detention? 

H. WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE 
Number of witnesses against (D) 

Tf48T ~( 1~4 9--'-:) 

Number of witnesses for (D) 
moTTfm 

Was a police officer a witness? 
Tfm 

Were weapons or apparatus used? 
1ffiT 

-- -7 7 

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

CODES 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Unemployed = 0 

Once a week or more = 1; Less than 1, 
but at least once a month = 2; Less than 
once a month = 3 
Less than 15 minutes = 1; 16-30 minutes = 
2; 31-60 minutes = 3; more than 1 hr. = 4 
Telephone = 1; In person at Program Office= 
2; In person, elsewhere = 3; Mail = 4; 
1 and 2 = 5 
Reminded (D) of court dates = 1; Counseled 
(D) = 2; Referred (D) to services = 3; 
Monitored (D) compliance with conditions 
of release = 4; 1 and 4 = 5; 1, 3 and 4 = 
6; 1, 2, 3, 4 = 7 List Combinations or 
others on New Codes Sheet 
Yes = 1; PTC = 2; FTA = 3; Non-report = 
4; Failure to retain attorney = 5 
T"i-::ci to locate (D) by phone:: 1 
Tried to locate (D) by mail = 2 
Tried to locate (D) by personal visit = 3 
Issued petition for release revocation/ 
affadavit for release of surety (AFRS)=4 
Issued petition for bench warrant = 5 
Notified police of fugitive status = 6 
Lectured (D)/reyiewed circumstances = 7 
1, 2 or 3 and 4 = 8 1, 2 or 3 and 7 = 9 

Record number in days (i.e., 001, 010) 

Yes, but not only witness = 1; 
Yes, only witness = 2; No = 3 
Yes, weapons involved, found in possession= 
Yes, weapons involved, not found in pos­
session (includes involved, unknown if 
found in possession) = 2; Yes, apparatus 
involv'ed, found in possession = 3~ Yes, 
apparatus involved, not found in possess.=4 

.r 

. " 

I 

I 
5 
! 

f 
I 

J 
U ,{ 

! ' 
~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
~ 
~ 

INFORMATION 

Has (D) confessed to crime charged? (this 
TT54Trefers to pretrial confession) 

Was (D) caught 1n the act or at the scene 
('T55Tof the crime charged? 

. Type of representation 
n56T 

Relation of victim to (D) 

C-11 

nm no ~t~8~in 

I. COURT APPEARANCES AND DISPOSITIONS FOR 
THREE MOST SERIOUS CHARGES FOR WHICH TRIED 

What is the most serious charge 
msT TT59T 

\ BLANK 
'moT 

3 Coding Sheet No. 
11m 

Site 1.0. No. m2T ...-.-( ,-=630"T"") 

Defendant 1.0. No. 
m4T (165) mn -.-..( 1""=67"-'-) 

Date of first scheduled 
TT68T (169) (170) ~(1~7=1~)appearance on this charge 

Number of real 
TT72Tthis charge 

BLANK 
11m 

scheduled appearances for 

Number of all postponements for'this charge 
nm 
, In which court was (D) tried? (NOTE: If 
TT75Tmore than one court, record the court in 

which disposition occurred) 

I C) 

,I 

CODES 

Yes, both involved and found in pass. = 5 
Yes, both involved, not found in poss. = 6 
No = 7 
Yes = 1 ; No = 2 

Yes = 1 ; No = 2 

Private attorney = 1; Public Defender = 2; 
Court appointed private attorney = 3; 
Self-representation (llpro sell) = 4; 
Status Unknown = 5 

Immediate family = 1; Prior acauaintance = 2 
=3; Commercial = 4; Non-commerdal = 5; 
'Police Officer = 6; No victim = 7; 
Multiple Victims = 8 

Use Crime Codes Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Record number. 9 or more = 9 

Record number. 9 or more = 9 

Municipal Court [Lincoln] = 1; 
County Court [Lincoln, Beaumont] = 2; 
District Court [Lincoln, Beaumont, Balti­
more] = 3; J.P. Court [Tucson, Beaumont]=4; 
City Court [Tucson] = 5; Superior Court 
[Tucson] = 6; Supreme Bench [Baltimore] = 
7 



( 
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INFORMATION 

Date of disposition for 
tr76T (177) TT78TTf79Tmost serious charge 

Charge for which tried nsoT ~( 1~81~)' 
Outcome of trial 

T182T 

Type of Sentence 
n83T ~( 1~84~) 

, Length of unsuspended in-
TT85T (186) TT87Tcarceration 

Length of unsuspended 
TT88T (189) TT9QTProbation 

...-.:-:~Wha tis the second most seri ous 
TT9TT (192)charge? 

Date of f.irst 
TT93T (194) TT95T TT96Tscheduled appearance 

on this charge? 
Number of real scheduled appearances 

TT97T on this charge 
Nun~er of all postponements for this 

Tf98}cha rge 

In which court was defendant tried? 
TT99)(If more than one court, record court 

in which disposition occurred) 

;t i 
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CODES 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Crime Codes Sheet (Record change, 
reduction, etc. from original charge) 
Pled no contest = 1; Pled Guilty = 2; 
Dismissed or not prosecuted = 3; 
Acquitted, Judge = 4; Acquitted, Jury = 
5; Found Guilty, Judge = 6; Found Guilty, 
Jury = 7; Not Convicted (other than 3, 4 
or 5) = 8; Bail Forfeited in Lieu of 
Appearance = 9 

Incarceration = 01 02, 04, 05 = 14 
Probation = 02 01,02,04,05 = 15 
Suspended Sent. = 03 01. 02. 04 =' 16 
Fine = 04 IIV01unteer il Services = 17 
Treatment = 05 01,02,05 = 18 
02 and 03 = 06 01 and 02 = 19 
02, 03, 04 = 07 04 and 05 = 20 
01, 04 = 08 01 and 05 = 21 -
02,03,05 = 09 01,02,03,04 = 22 
02 and 04 = 10 02, 03, 04, 05 = 23 
03 and 04 = 11 01,02,03 = 24 
05 and 07 = 12 01, 02, 03, 05 =25 
02 and 05 = 13 Time Served ~ 26 

Record number of ~ 

Record number of months 

Use Crime Codes Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Record Number. 9 or more = 9 
I 

Record Number. 9 or more = 9 

Municipal Ct. [Lincoln] = 1 
County Ct. [Lincoln, Beaumont] = 2 
District Ct. [Lincoln, Beaumont, Balt]=3 
J.P. Ct. [Tucson, Beaumont] = 4 
City Ct. [Tucson] = 5 
Superior Ct. [Tucson] = 6 
Supreme Bench [Baltimore] = 7 

", 

" 

n r 
I 
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INFORMATION CODES 

I' 
L 
I 
I
: (C"~\" ============================1=========================== .... ~ 

1. 

Date of disposition for Use Date Coding Sheet 
T200T (201) T202T -'-( 2=0=3'-) second most seri ous charge 

Charge for which tried 
T204T ~( 2~0 S=-r) 

Outcome of trial 
\256T 

_____ Type of sentence 
(207) (208) 

Length of Dnsuspended 
(209) (210) T2TTTIncarceration 

Length of Unsuspended 
(212) T2T3T T2T4TProbation 

What is the third most serious 
(21S) W6fcha rge? 

Date of first scheduled 
(217) T2T8TT2T9T T22QTappearance on this charge 
-r=~Number of real scheduled appearances for 
(221)this charge 

BLANK 
TmT. 

. ~. 

Number of all postponements for this charge 
TmT 

In which court was defendant tried? (If 
T224}more than one court, record court in which 

disposition occurred) 

Use Crime Codes Sheet (record change, 
reduction, etc., from original charge) 
Pled no contest = 1; Pled Guilty = 2; 
Dismissed or not Prosecuted = 3; 
Acquitted, Judge = 4; Acquitted, Jury= S; 
Found Guilty, Judge = 6; Found Guilty, 
Jury = 7; Not convicted (other than 3, 
4 or S) = 8; Bail forfeited in lieu of 
appearance ;: 9 

02, 04, 05 .: 14 
01, 02, 04, OS = 15 

= 03 01. 02. 04 = 16 

Incarceration = 01 
Probation = 02 
Suspended Sent. 
Fine = 04 
Treatment = OS 
02 and 03 = 06 

IIVolunteer ll Services = 17 
01, 02, OS = 18 

02, 03, 04 = 07 
01, 04 = 08 
02, 03, OS = 09 
02 and 04 = 10 
03 and 04 = 11 
05 and 07 = 12 
02 and 05 = 13 

. Record number of da vs 
-'-

01 and 02 = 19 
04 and OS = 20 
01 and 05 = 21 
01, 02, 03, 04 = 22 
02, 03, 04, OS = 23 
01, 02, 03 = 24 
01, 02, 03, OS =25 
Time Served = 26 

Record number of months 

Use Crime Codes Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Record number. 9 or more = 9 

Record number 9 or more ;: 9 

Municipal Ct. [Lincoln] = 1 
County Ct. [Lincoln, Beaumont] = 2 
District Ct, [Lincoln, Beaumont, Balt]=3 
J.P. Ct. [Tucson, Beaumont] = 4 
City Ct. [Tucson] = 5 
Superior Ct. [Tucson] = 6 
Supreme Bench [Baltimore] = 7 

---=-, 
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INFORMATION CODES 
c·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

( 

Date of disposition for 
1225)- (226) (227) T228Tthird most serious charge 

Charge for which tried 
~T23JT 

Outcome of trial 
mTT 

Type of Sentence 
12m TillT 

Length of Unsuspended 
T234T .(235) (23'6TIncarceration 

Length of Unsuspended 
T237T (238j \239TProbation 

What was the total amount of Unsuspended 
T240JFines (excluding court costs) for A~ 

charges (1st, 2nd and 3rd most serious 
charges) RECORD EXACT AMOUNT ON NEW CODES 
SHEET 

Identification: 
Code Sheet No. 

(24Tf 

Site I. D. No. 
(242) "(243T 

Deferidant 1.0. No. 
12m T245T (246) 77'( 2"""'47.-T") 

BLANK 
T248T 

Y I 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Crime Code Sheets (record changes, 
reduction. etc. from original charge) 
Pled no contest = 1; Pled Guilty = 2; 
Dismissed or not prosecuted = 3; 
Acquitted, Judge = 4; Acquitted, Jur~ = 
5; Found Guilty, Judge = 6; Found GUllty, 
Jury = 7; Not Convicted (o~her.than 3, 4 
or 5) = 8; Bail Forfeited ln Lleu of 
Appearance = 9 
Incarceration = 01 02, 04, 05 = 14 
Probation = 02 01, 02, 04, 05 = 15 
Suspended Sent. = 03 01,02, 04 = 16 
Fine = 04 IIVolunteer ll Services = 17 
Treatment = 05 01, 02, 05 = 18 
02 and 03 = 06 01 and 02 = 19 
02, 03, 04 = 07 04 and 05 = 20 
01, 04 = 08 01 and 05 = 21 -

102, 03, 05 = 09 01, 02, 03, 04 = 22 
02 and 04 = 10 02, 03, 04, 05 = 23 
03 and 04 = 11 01,.02, 03 = 24 
05 and 07 = 12 01, 02, 03, 05 =25 
02 and 05 = 13 Time Served = 26 
Record number of days. 

Record number of months. 

Below $250 = 1 
$501 -$1,000 = 3 
$1,501-$2,000 = 5 
53,000-54,999 = 7 
$10,000 or more = 9 

$251-$500 = 2 
$1,001-$1,500 = 4 
$2,001-$2,999 = 6 
$5,000-$9,999 = 8 

" 

~ 
It i 

Ii 

\ 
, j 

( . ) 

INFORMATION 

J. FAILURE TO APPEAR 

Date of first failure 
T249T f25IDT T25TT T252Tto aonear for the most 

serious charge 

Date of next actual 
T253T (254) T255T T256}court appearance 

How did (D) get to court after this FTA? 
TmT 

Actions taken by court in response 
to the FTA 

If any of these actions 
"(26T) m2T "'r:( 2=6=3'T") resulted in further' detenti on 

of the defendant~ what was the 
length of detention? 

If bond forfeiture was ordered. was it 
T264}actually executed? 

If IIYes ll
, for what amount? (Record 

T265Texact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

If bench warrant was issued, was it 
T266}actually served? 

If (D) was rearrested for the FTA, Vias 
T267Tshe/he intervie\"ed again by the pretrial 

release program? 

If "conditions added ll involved the pretrial 
T268Trelease program, what were they? (Record 

additional responses', 1Il0difications or 
combinations on New Codes Sheet) 
Reason for FTA 

\269; 

C-15 

CODES 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Own volition, contacted court within 
30 days = 1; Own volition, other = 2; 
Arrested and in jail = 3; Located by 
Program = 4; By bondsman = 5; (D) Still 
at large = 6; (D) Forfeited bail in Lieu 
of Appearance = 7; Tried in Absence = 8; 
Located by attorney = 9 

None = 1; Release revoked = 2; Bench 
Warrant = 3; Bond forfeited = 4; FTA 
prosecuted = 5; Mailed warning = 6; 
Conditions added = 7; Set Bail = 8; 
Bench warrant subsequently recalled = 9 

Record the number of ~ 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don1t know = 3 

Belol" $250 = 1 
$501 -$1,000 = 3 
$1,501-$2,000 = 5 
$3,000-$4,999 = 7 
$10,000 or more = 9 

$251-$500 = 2 
$1,001-$1,500 = 4 
$2,001-$2,999 = 6 
$5,000-$9,999 = 8 

Yes = 1; No = 2; No, but service 
attempted = 3; Don1t know = 4 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don1t know = 3 

Required to report more often to 
program = 1; Required to report in 
person to program = 2; Placed on 
program1s supervised release [Tucson]=3 
Scheduled for confllcting appearance = 1; 
In jail = 2; 111 = 3; Unknown = 4; 
Court error = 5 



r-
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C-16 

INFORMATIor~ 

Date of second failure to 
(270) (271) (272) T273Tappear for the most serious 

charge. 

Date of next actual court 
T274T (275T W6T T277Tappearance. 

How did (D) get to court after this FTA? 
T278T 

Actions taken by court in 
response to the FTA 

CODES 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Own volition, contacted court within 
30 days = 1; Own volition, other = 2; 
Arrested and in jail = 3; Located by 
Program = 4; By bondsman = 5; (D) Still 
at large = 6; (D) Forfeited bail in Lieu 
of Appearance = 7; Tried in Absence = 8; 
Located by attorney = 9 

None = 1; Release revoked = 2; Bench 
Warrant = 3; Bond forfeited = 4; FTA 
prosecuted = 5; Mailed warni~g = 6; 
Conditions added = 7; Set Ball = 8; 
Bench warrant subsequently recalled = 9 

If any of these actions resulted Record the number of days 
T282TT283T T284Tin further detention of the 

defendant, what was the length 
of detention? 

~ If bond forfeiture was ordered, was it Yes = 1; No = 2; Don't know = 3 

,( 

T285Tactually executed? 
If "yes", for It/hat amount? (Record 

T286}exact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

If bench warrant was issued, was it 
T287Tactually served? 

If (D) was rearrested for the FTA, wa~ 
T288Tshe/he i ntervi e\'/ed aga in by the pretn a 1 

release program? 
If "conditions added ll involved the pretrial 

T289Trelease program, what wer~ ~hey? Record 
additional responses, modlflcatlons and 
conditions on New Codes Sheet) 

Reason for FTA 
......,,( 2~9 0::-'-) 

.. 

Gelol'/ 5250 = S2S1-S50C = 2 
5501 -Sl ,000 = 3 $ 1 ,001 -S I ,5 00 
Sl ,501-S2,COO = 5 
$3,000-54,999 = 7 
$10,000 or more = 9 

52,001-52,999 
$5,000-59,999 

Yes = I; No = 2; No, but service 
attempted = 3; Don't know = 4 

Yes = I; No = 2; Don't know = 3 

Required to repod Illore often to 
pro~JI'alll = 1; Required to report in 

= 4 
= 6 
= 8 

person to program = 2; PI aced on 
program's supervised release [Tucson]=3 

Scheduled for conflicting appearance = I; 
In jail = 2; I11 = 3; Unkno\'/n = 4; 
Court error = 5 

.< 

" 

I 
~ ,I 

C-17 

INFORMATION 

Date of third failure to 
T29TT (292) T293T (294)appear for the most serious 

charge 

Date of next actual court 
T295T (296) T297T T298Tappearance 

How did (D) get to court after this FTA? 
ffl9T 

Actions taken by court in 
response to the FTA 

CODES 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

wn volition, contacted court within 
30 dllYS = I; 0\'iIl vo lit ion, 0 ther = 2; 
~rrested and in jail = 3; Located by 
Progl'all1 = 4; By bondsman = 5; (D) Still 
at lal'ge = 6; (D) Forfeited bail in Lieu 
of Appearance = 7; Tried in Absence = 8; 
Located by attorney = 9 

;Ione = I; Re I ecJ se I'e'loked = 2; Bench 
Wal'rant = 3; 80nd forfeited = 4; FTA 
prosecuted = 5; Mailed warning = 5; 
Conditions added = 7; Set Bail = 8; 
Bench warrant subsequently recalled = 9 

If any of these actions resulted Record the number of ~ TJOJT (304) T3IT5Tin further detention of (D), 
what was the length of detention? 

\ If bond forfeiture was ordered, was it 
T3Q6Tactuallyexecuted? 

If "yes II, for \'/hat amount? (Record exact 
T307Tamount on New Codes Sheet) 

If bench warrant was issued, was it 
T3Q8Tactua 11 y served? 

If defendant was rearrested for the FTA, 
T3Q9Twas she/he i ntervi ewed aga i n by the 

pretrial release program? 

If "conditions added" involved the pretrial 
TJTOT re 1 ea se progrlllll, l'/lla t I'/ere they? Record 

additional responses, 1I10dificutions llnd 
conditions 011 NCI'/ Codes Sheet) 
Reason for FTA --

(311 ) 

Yes = I; U 0 = 2; Don I t k n 01" = 3 

S e 1 Ot.~.' :: 2 5 -: = 
$50: -~l ,2~0 = 3 
51 ,SOI-~,2,r,'''J ::: " 
53,CJ:-S~)0?] = 7 
$1 0 , SI20 O~"' .. ,: (e = a 

~: ,~'Jl-~! ,:~') = ~ 
~~,DJ1-S2,~:] = 0 

~~.JJ8-S9,00~ = 8 

Yes = 1; No = 2; No, but service 
attempted = 3; Don't know = 4 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don't know = 3 

1~r.qIJi 1'('eI LIl "{'pnl' ~ 11:(1),(' n nC'1l to 
pn)~/I"\'II .~ I; !;(I'III i"I~'1 Lu 1'{'puJ'L i!l 
P(~)";l!1l ! I) jll'{l'II',111I 'I. Pldced Oil 

p r () q I'. \Iii 1 S S \ : P l' I' V i ~,(' d I 'l,lll',1 S e [ III C S () 11 '1 = 3 

Schedllled 1'01: cLln!'1 idinU ,\ppelll"IIlCe = 1; 
In jJil = :2; 111 = 3; l'nkl1o\'.'Il = ,;; 
Court eITOI' = 5 

II ('J 
----------------------------------------~--------------------------------



C-18 

INFORMATION CODES 

(========~=~~~~~~==~==+=================== 

I 

" 

( 

K. PRETRIAL CRIMINALITY 
Date of first new arrest 

( 312) nT3T T3T4T 13T5T 
Most serious charge for which re-

1=316) ~arrested 
Total number of charges for the arrest 

......,(3~18-) 

In which court was defendant tried? 
~(3=1~9~)(If more than one court, record court 

in which disposition occurred) 

How did release conditions change as a 
~(3=2~0~)result of this arrest? 

5 Coding Sheet No. 
(321) 

Site 1.0. No. 
(322) T323T 

Defendant 1.0. No. 
(324) (325) (326) T327T 

If any of these actions resulted 
(328) T329T~(~33~0~)in further detention of (D), 

what was the length of detention 

If bond forfeiture was ordered, was it 
~(3~3~1~)actually executed? 

If "Yes", for what amount? (Record 
1332)exact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

Was defendant reinterviewed by the program 
~(3~3~3~)as a result of this arrest? 

If "conditions added II or "supervision 
(334Jincreased" invclved the pretrial release 

program, what did it include? (Record other 
responses, modifications or changes on New 
Codes Sheet) 

:t i 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Crime Codes Sheet 

i~unicipal Ct. [Lincoln] = 1 
County ct. [lincoln, [3eaumont] = 2 
District Ct. [Lincoln, Ge()Ulllont, [3alt]=3 
J.P. Ct. [Tucson, Beaumont] = 4 
City ct. [Tucson] = 5 
Superior Ct. [Tucson] = 6 
Supreme Bench [Baltimore] = 7 

Detained = 1; Bond forfeited = 2; 
Conditions added = 3; Supervision 
increased = 4; Bond Increased = 5; 
ROR recinded and bail set = 6; Treatment 
ordered = 7; No change = 8; Unsecured 
Bond status recinded and bail set = 9 

Record number of days 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don't Know = 3 

Below $250 = $251-S500 = 2 
$501-$1,000 ~ 3 $1 ,001-Sl ,500 = 4 
$1 ,501-S2,000 = 5 $2,001-$2,999 = 6 
$3,000-$4,999 = 7 $5,000-$9,000 = 8 
$10,000 or more = 9 

Yes = 1; No = 2 
Required (D) to report more often to 
program = 1; Required (Q) to report in 
person to program = 2; Placed (0) on 
program's supervised release [Tucson]=3 

I 

I!. i. 

" 

I: 
1\ 

C-19 
,I 

Ii l'~\~, ============I=NF=O=RM=A=T=IO=N==============+===============C=OD=E=S==========~ 
\~ \\...,\! Date of disposition for 
H "T'"( 3=-=3=5~) T336T T337T T338T t his a rre s t 
Ii 

I
I Outcome of trial 

TTI9T 

; 
I 
I 

( 

( 

If judge or jury trial, what was 
(340) T34TTthe number of trial days (include 

jury examination days). Record 
number of trial days even if that 
trail subsequently ended in dismissal 
ar plea. (Note whether it was judge 
or jury trial on New Codes Sheet) 
Most serious charge for which tried 

T342T T343T(Record charge, reduction, etc., 
from charge at arrest) 
Type of Sentence 

T344T T345T 

. Total length of unsuspended 
T346TWT (348)incarceration for all chClrnes 

stemming form this-arrest . 
Total length of unsuspended 

T349T (350) T35TTprobation for all charges 
stemming from ills arrest. 

Total amount of unsuspended fines for all 
T3mcharges stemrlling from this arrest (Recora 

exact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Pled no contest = 1; Pled Guilty = 2; 
Di smi sscd 0)' I~O t pl'osecuted = 3; 
Acquitted, Judge = 4: Acquitted, Jury = 
5; Found Guilty, Judge = 6; Found Guilty, 
Jury = 7; Not Convicted (other than 3, 4 
01' 5) = 8; i3ail Forfeited in Lieu of 
Appearance = 9 

Use Crime Codes Sheet 

Incarceration = 01 01, 02, 04 = 16 
Probation = 02 "Volunteer" Services = 17 
Suspended Sent. = 03 01, 02, 05 = 18 
Fine = 04 01 and 02 = 19 
Treatment = 05 04 and 05 = 20 
02 and 03 = 06 01 and 05 = 21 
02, 03, 04 = 07 01, 02, 03, 04 = 22 
01 and 04 = 08 02, 03, 04, 05 = 23 
02, 03, 05 = 09 01, 02, 03 = 24 
02 and 04 = 10 01, 02, 03, 05 = 25 
03 and 04 = 11 Time Served = 26 
05 and 07 = 12 Choice of fine or equivalent 
02 and 05 = 13 incarcel'ation = 27 
02, 04, 05 = 14 04 and 26 = 28 
01, 02, 04, 05 = 15 02, 04, 26 = 29 
01, 02, 04, 26 = 30 01, 02, 26 = 31 

Record number of days 

Record number of months 

Below $250 = 1 S251-$500 = 2 
$501-$1,000 = 3 $1,001-$1,500 = 4 
$1,501-$2,000 = 5 $2,001-$2,999 = 6 
$3,000-$4,999 = 7 $5,000-$9,000 = 8 
$10,000 or more = 9 

, 



( 

( 

C-20 

INFORMATION 

If there is an indication that (D) paid 
~"..."..... 

(353)fine, for what amount? (Record exact 
amount on New Codes Sheet) 

Date of 2nd new arrest 
\354T msT T356T T357T 

Most serious charge for which re­
maT T'35§Tarrested 

Total number of charges for the arrest 
T36TIT . 

What court was (9) tried in? (If more 
~(3~6=1~)than one court, record court in which 

disposition occurred) 

How did release conditions change as 
"",""="",,=-r' 
(362)a result of this arrest 

If any of these actions 
T'363T (364) T365Tresulted in further deter:tion 

of (D), what was the length of 
incarceration? 

If bond forfeiture was ordered, was it 
T366Tactuallyexecuted? 

If "yes", for I'/hat amount? (Record 
T367}exact amount on Nel'l Codes Sheet) 

Was (D) reinterviewed by the program 
T368Jas a result of this arrest? 

If "conditions added" 01" "supervision 
T369Tincreased" involved the pretrial release 

program, what did it involve? (Record 
other responses, changes or modifications 
on New Codes Sheet) 

:t I 

CODES 

Use codes as in (352) 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Crime Codes 

('lunicip111 ct. [Lincolnl = 1 
COllnty Ct. [Lincoln, r,C,ltl/::ontJ = 2 
District Ct. [Linealll, ~le(llnliont, Galt]=3 
J.P. ct. [Tucson, 8eilUI1!Ont] = 4 
City Ct. [:ucscn] = 5 
Supel'ior" Ct. [Tucson] = S 
Supreme Bench [Ga Hir.:ore 1 = 7 

Detained = 1; Bond forfeited = 2; 
Conditions added = 3; Supervision 
increased = 4; Bond Increased = 5; 
ROR recinded and bail set = 6; Treatment 
ordered = 7; Ho change = 8; Unsecured 
Bond status recinded and bail set = 9 

Record number of days 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don't Know = 3 

55:)1-'31 ,J":J = 3 51 ,001-S1 ,500 = :i 
$1 ,5'Jl-52,O;)O = 5 ~?,OOl-S2,999 = 6 
53,COO-5~,999 = I 55,000-59,000 = 8 
S 1 0, GOO or lilO!'O = 9 

Yes = 1; No = 2 

ReCJui red (D) to repot't llIore often to 
flt'09ralll = 1; r~equi ]'ed (D) to report in 
person to progralll = 2; Placed (0) on 
program's supervised release [Tucson]=3 

~ i. 

INFORMATION CODES 

(~~.=====================+==================~ 
Date of disposition for 

T370T (371) (372) 1313)this arrest 
Outcome of trial 

I 13741 
I 
I 
~ 

.. ~ 

l 

If judge or jury trial, what was 
T375TT376Tthe number of trial days (include 

jury examination days). Record 
number of trial days even if 
trial subsequently ended in dis­
missal or plea. (Note whether it 
was judge or jury trial on New Codes 
Sheet) I 

I 
, Most serous charge for which tried ! T377T (378)(Record charge, reduction, etc. from 
! charge at arrest) 

" Type of Sentence 

* 
I' 1J7§T T380T 
~ ( , , ., 
1. 
H 

i 
~ 
~ 1, 

~ 
i 
i 
! 
I 
! 
! 
! 
i'l 
! 

I 
I 
l 
1 
I 
! 

Total length of unsuspended 
T38TTT382T ~(3=8=3~)incarceration for ~ charges 

stemming from this arrest. 
Tot~1 length of unsuspended 

T384T nasT -r( 3='8=6~) proba t i on for ~ clla rges 
stemming from this arrest. 

Total amount of unsuspended fines for all 
T387Tcharges stemming from this arrest. (Record 

exact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Pled no contest = 1; Pled Guilty = 2; 
Dismissed or not prosecuted = 3; 
Acquitted, Judge = 4; Acquitted, Jury -
5; Found Guilty, Judge = 6; Found Guilty, 
Jury = 7; Not Convicted (other than 3, 4 
or 5) = 8; Bail Forfeited in Lieu of 
Appearance = 9 

Use Crime Codes Sheet 

Incarceration = 01 01,02,04 = 16 
Probation = 02 "Volunteer" Services = 17 
Suspended Sent. = 03 01, 02, 05 = 18 
Fine = 04 01 and 02 = 19 
Treatment = 05 04 and 05 = 20 
02 and 03 = 06 01 and OS = 21 
02, 03, 04 = 07 01, 02, 03, 04 = 22 
01 and 04 = 08 02, 03, 04, 05 = 23 
02,03, OS = 09 01,02,03 = 24 
02 and 04 = 10 01, 02, 03, 05 = 25 
03 and 04 = 11 Time Served = 26 
05 and 07 = 12 Choice of fine or equivalen' 
02 and 05 = 13 incarceration = 27 
02, 04, 05 = 14 04 and 26 = 28 
01, 02, 04, 05 = 15 02, 04, 26 = 29 
01,02, 04, 26 = 30 01, 02, 26 = 31 

Record number of ~ 

Record number of months 

Below $250 = 1 $251-$500 = 2 
$501-S1 ,000 = 3 $1,001-$1,500 = 4 
51,501-$2,000 = 5 $2,001-$2,999 = 6 
$3,000-$4,999 = 7 $5,000-$9,000 = 8 
$10,000 or more = 9 



( 

( 

INFORMATION 

If there is an indication that (D) paid 
T38'8Tfine, for \'1hat amount? (Record exact 

amount on New Code Sheet) 
Date of 3rd new arrest 

\3891" T390T (391) T392T 
Most serious charge for which re­

(393) TJ94Tarrested 
Total number of charges for the arrest 

T395T 
In which court was defendant tried? 

T396)(If more than one court, record court in 
which disposition occurred) 

How did release conditions change as a 
~(3=9=7~}result of this arrest? 

C-22 

If any of these actions resulted 
\398T T399T "7"(":"":;40=0-'--)in further detention of (D), 

what was the length o~ detention? 

6 Code Sheet Number. 
Til 

Site 1.0. No. 
mm 

Defe~dant 1.0. No. 
mmmm 

If bend forfeiture was ordered, was it 
\8Tactua 11y executed? 

If "yes", for \'Jhat amount? (Record 
T9Jexact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

Was (D) reinterviewed by the program as 
nola res!llt of this arrest? 

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

CODES 

Use codes as (387) 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Crime Codes 

Hunicipal Ct. [Lincoln] = 1 
Coullty ct. [Lincoln, 8euu/Ilont] : 2 
Di s tri ct Ct. [L i nco 1 n, [3eaumont, Ba It]:3 
J.P. Ct. [Tucson, Beaumont] : 4 
City Ct. [Tuc.son] : 5 
Supetior Ct. [Tucson] : 6 
Supreme Bench [Baltimore] : 7 

Detained = 1; Bond forfeited: 2; 
Conditions added: 3; Supervision 
increased = 4; Bond Increased: 5; 
ROR recinded and bail set = 6; Treatment 
ordered: 7; No change = 8; Unsecured 
Bond status recinded and bail set = 9 

Record number of days 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don't Know = 3 

'elow $250 = 1 $251-$500 = 2 
'501-$1,000 = 3 $1,001-51,500 = 4 
'1,501-$2,000 = 5 $2,001-S2,999 = 6 
~3,000-$4,999 = 7 $5,000-$9,000 = 8 
)10,000 or more = 9 
Yes=l; No=2; 

-, 

IJ 

f 
Ii 
P C-23 
I ---------------------------------------- -,---------------------------------------

INFORMATION 

If "conditions added" or supervlslon 
nnincreased" involved the pretrial release 

program, what did it involve? (Record 
other responses, changes or modifications 
on New Codes Sheet) 

Date of disposition for 
(l2) 1TIT n4T mJthis arrest. 

Outcome of trial 
Ti6T 

'1 I If judge or jury trial, what was the 
1 \TIT nsTnumber of trial days (include jury 
I examination days). Record number of 
I trial days even if trial subsequently I ended in dismissal or plea. (Note 

"

,' whether it \'1as judge or jury trial on 
Ne\v Codes Sheet) 

ij ( ) i . 7Tn\ Most serious charge for which tried 
i \l9, \2ITT(Record change, reductions etc., from 
~ charge at arrest) 

i Type of Sentence 
f -rm T22J 
i 
~ 

i 
~ 
I 
I 
~ 

i 
u 
~ 

I 
i ~ 
I 

Total length of unsuspended 
T23T T24T T25Tincarceration for all charges 

stemming from this-arr~st. 

Total length of unsuspended 
_. T26T T2IT T28Tprobat;Qn for aJ 1 charges 

( ) stemming from this arrest . 
.... ",. 

CODES 

Requi I"ed (0) ·to repott more often to 
program = 1; Required (D) to report in 
person to program = 2; Placed (0) on 
program's supervised release [Tucson]=3 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Use Crime Codes Sheet (Record change, 
reduction, etc. from original charge) 
Pled no contest = 1; Pled Guilty = 2; 
Dismissed or not prosecuted = 3; 
Acquitted, Judge = 4; Acquitted, Jury = 
5; Found Guilty, Judge = 6; Found Guilty, 
Jury = 7; Not Convicted (other than 3, 4 
01" 5) = 8; Bail Forfeited in Lieu of 
Appearance = 9 

Use Crime Codes 

Incarceration = 01 01, 02, 04 = 16 
Probation: 02 "Volunteer" Services = 17 
Suspended Sent. = 03 01,02,05 = 18 
Fine: 04 01 and 02 : 19 
Treatment = 05 04 and 05 : 20 
02 and 03 : 06 01 and 05 = 21 
02, 03, 04 : 07 01, 02, 03, 04 = 22 
01 and 04 : 08 02, 03, 04, 05 = 23 
02, 03, OS = 09 01, 02, 03 = 24 
02 and 04 = 10 01, 02, 03, 05 = 25 
03 and 04 : 11 Time Served: 26 
05 and 07 = 12 Chotce of fine or equivalent 
02 and 05 = 13 incarceration: 27 
02, 04, 05 : 14 04 and 26 = 28 
01, 02, 04, 05 = 15 02, 04, 26 = 29 
01,02,04, 26 = 30 01, 02, 26 = 31 

Record number of ~ 

Record number of months 



r 

c 

C-24 

INFORMATION 

Total amount of un suspended fines for all 
""{29Tcharges stemming from this arrest. (Record 

exact amount on New Codes Shees) 

If there is an indieation ~hat (D) paid 
noTfine, for what amount? (Record exact 

amount on New Code Sheet) . 
Date of 4th New Arrest 

nn T32T TTIT Tm 
Most serious charge for which re­

T35T ~arrested. 
Total number of charges for the arrest 

T37T 
In which court was (D) tried? (If more 

138Tthan one court, record court in which 
disposition occurred) 

How did release conditions change as a 
T39Tresult of this arrest? 

If any of these actions resulted 
140T T41T \42Tin further detention of (D), If/hat 

was the length of detention? 

If bond forfeiture was ordered, was it 
T43Jactually executed? 

If IIYes", for \"hat amount? (Record 
T44Jexact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

Was (D) reinterviewed by the program as 
T45Ja result of this arrest? 

If "conditions added" or "supervisfon 
\46Tincreased" involved the pretrial release 

program, what did it involve? (Record 
other responses) changes or modifications 
on New Codes Sheet) 

II I 

---- ----

CODES 

Below 5250 = 1 5251-5500 = 2 
$501-S1 ,OO'J = 3 Sl ,001-51 ,500 = 4 
$1 ,501 - $ 2 ,0')8 = J 

S3,OOO-S~.999 = 7 
510,000 or ;:!OI'E: = 9 

~2,OOl-S2,999 = 6 
55,000-$9,000 = 8 

Use carles as ahove (29) 

Use Date Coding Sheet ' 

Use Crime Codes 

HlI:1icipcJl Ct. [Lincoln] = 1 
COllllty Ct. [Lincoln, r.ei\ll:~:OJltJ = 2 
District Ct. [Lincoll1, S~iHl!;lont. Galt]=3 
J.P. Ct. [Tucson, l3ec1un~ontJ = 4 
City Ct. [Tucson] = 5 
Superior Ct, [Tucson] = 6 
Supreme Bench [Baltimore] = 7 

Detained = 1; Sand forfeited = 2; 
Conditions added = 3; Supervision 
increased = 4; S'ond Increased = 5; 
ROR recinded and bail set = 6; Treatment 
ordered = 7; No change = 8; Unsecured 
Sand status recinded and bail set = 9 

r-ecord number of days 

Yes = 1; No = 2; Don't Know = 3 

Below $250 = 1 $251-SSJO = 2 
~~5Gl-S1 /)00 = 3 51 ,O;)l-Sl ,500 = :1 
Sl ,5()1-:~2,OXl =:.; S2,J01-S2,999 = 6 
S3,OOO-S~,999 = 7 ~5.000-S9,OOO = 8 
$10,000 or II!OI"e - 9 

Yes = 1; No = 2 

Required (0) to report more often to 
program = 1; Required (D) to report in 
person to program = 2; Placed (D) on 
program's supervised release [Tucson]:3 

!I l. 

" 

I 
I 
I 
! , 
I 

I ( i ' 

I 
! 
! 

I 
1 , 
I , 

(\ 
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C-25 

INFORMATION 

Date of disposition for this 
WT T48T 149T T50Jarrest. 

Outcome of trial 
T5lT 

If judge or jury trial, what ~as 
T52T T53Tthe number of trial days (includ~ 

jury examination days)? Record 
number of days even if trial sub­
sequently ended in dismissal or plea. 
(Note whether it was judge or jury 
trial on New Codes Sheet) 
Most serious charge for which tried 

T54T T55)(Record change, reduction, etc., 
from charge at arrest) 

Type of Sentence 
T56TTm 

, Total length of unsuspended 
T58TT59T \6OTincarceration for all 

charges stemming from this 
arrest. 
Total length of unsuspended 

T6TTT62T T63Tprobation for all charges 
stemming from this arrest. 

Total amount of unsuspended fines for all 
T64Tcharges stemmi ng from thi s arrest. 

(Record exact amount on New Codes Sheet) 

CODES 

Use Date Coding Sheet 

Pled liO COl1t~st = l' ~j]2,.J i-uil-\I = 2' . . ' I,',' oJ , 

!J1S:~:lS~~C(! Ol~ '~:':: 1);"05nC,;f,)0 = '1. 
......... " .: ... _ "I I '..;.. . , .... ~ \. ... - ~ oJ , 

L •• lp.1 • t.. '. t.. (.. L. .. ' •• ~~ ~ = .. : ~ ,", c C ,,: It: e j _ J u :' '.: = 
:::, C' " .. 'I l" ;" - 1', - ~ " " 
... , I \.Ii1/I{. ~U I I :"," VU~:~;{? :: !J; :'Ju;~d ! ... ~U~ 1 tv, 
JUI'f: = 7; ';Ji: CO!1Victed (othe:" t::.:ln 3, '4 
')' ,. \ - ", ,1 - ; I r. -, !' L' , 
• ,"".;.' I ,I , .. Cd' : (' 1 t .... ( 1 !l 1 e u ::n 
,I.;)pecll'uilce = 9 

Use Crime Codes 

Incarceration = 01 01, 02, 04 = 16 
Prohation = 02 "Volunteer" Services: 17 
Suspended Sent. = 03 01, 02, 05 = 18 
Fine: 04 01 and 02 = 19 
Treatment = 05 04 and 05 = 20 
02 and 03 : 06 01 and 05 = 21 
02, 03, 04 = 07 01, 02, 03, 04 = 22 
01 and 04 = 08 02, 03, 04, 05 = 23 
02, 03, 05 = 09 01, 02, 03 : 24 
02 and 04 = 10 01, 02, 03, 05 = 25 
03 and 04 = 11 Time Served = 26 
05 and 07 = 12 Choice of fine or equivalent 
02 and 05 = 13 incarceration: 27 
02, 04, 05 = 14 04 and 26 = 28 
01, 02, 04, 05 = 15 02, 04, 26 = 29 
01,02,04. 26 = 30 01.02, 26 : 31 

Record number of days 

Record number of months 

':t~ ! (,I,.,' '::_ ~~.~: 
.: .: .... ~ .. 1 ,~'\ 
.. I - •• 

';.:.: : - : ' .•• ) ',I 

.. 1 . 1 _ ~ j ."'\" 
. , '" • ~" • ~J 

~-~',.~:1- ~,\:r.}..: 

: ... , .L;J-: :.J 11. .. ~~) r 
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INFORMATION 

If there is in indication that (D) paid 
T65Tfine, for what amount? (Record exact 

amount on New Code Sheet) 

L. POINT SCALES [Baltimore, Lincoln] 

Residence 
T66T 

Time in Area 
"C67) 

Family Ties 
T68T 

Employment/Substitutes 
T69T 

Miscellaneous [Baltimore] 
rroTDiscretionary [positive points-Lincoln] 

_~rug-Alcohol [Baltimore] 
T7f}Discretionary [negative points-Lincoln] 

FTA/Escape/Parole/Probation Conviction 
T72T[Baltimore ONLY--Lincoln BLANK] 

( 

Prior Record--Negative Points 
rm 

Prior Record--Positive Points 
T74T[Lincoln ONLY--Baltimore BLANK] 

C-26 

CODES 

Use Codes as in (64) 

RECORD POINTS AWARDED OR SUBTRACTED 
ON INTERVIEW FORMS 
(space 35 on Lincoln interview) 

(space 32 on Lincoln interview) 

(space 40 on Lincoln interview) 

(space 47 on Lincoln interview) 

(space 52 on Lincoln i ntervi e\'J) 

(space 52 on Lincoln interview) 

( 

(space 51 on Lincoln interview) 

(space 51 on Lincoln interview) 

C-27 

DATE COOES SHEET 

Instt"uctions: Four digits will be used to code dates. lhe first diQit Ivi11 
refer to the calendar year (e.g., 1977=7, 1976=6, etc.). The last tliree 
digits vii 11 StlOl'1 t.he month and day, ilS coded frOl11 the follDl'/ing table (e.g., 
I'larch 14 = 074, j'lovernber 1 = 306). EX(1II1f,lles of date codes are: 

!.'liH"cll 1'1, 1977 
\1 u /1 e 10, 197 L1 
November 1, 1976 
January 3, 1977 

~lo/Day 

Jan. 1 
2 
3 
£l 

5 
6 - 7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

'15 
lS-
17 
1'-' 'J 

19 
20 
21 
22 
21 
2,1 

--25-
2G 
27 

~~~ -213 

29 
30 
31 

* 

C 0* 

01 o 
o 
00 oC 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 

02 

.-}i 

-

oi 
01 
01 
01 
01 
01 
oi 
01 

5 
6 
7 
13 
9 
(f 
1 
L 
3 
,1 

5 J 
6 
7 

0 
0 

8 
0' 

1 
i-

0 2 (I 

Ho/DelY 

Feb. 1 
2 
" J 

4 
5 
6 
7 
!3 
0 

--rTI-
11 
12 
13 
l~ 
IS 
16 
17 
18 --.-:-
19 
20 

0 2 1 
0 (. y 

2 

21 
--,:,;j-

c.c. 

·0 3 23 
0 1 24 
0 ---;(5-

0 26 
0, 27 
() 

2S 
26 
'! 7 
21 

,- ,.--~~ 1.\-
J L. I) 

")0 0, 
() 

0 
30 
lG 

29 

CD = Code 

CD 

032 
033 
034 
035 
036 
037 

'038 
039 
0110 
O~n-

042 
0113 
0·1'4-
0<15 
046 
047 
048 
049 

1-050 
051 
052 

OS3 
054 
055 
'056-
057 
058 
ose) 
UGO 

7 n 711 
11162 
6306 
7003 

~lol Day CD 
- ._-
t-lar. 1 061 

2 062 
3 063 
4- Ob4'-
5 065 
6 066 
7 06/ 
8 06f3 
9 069 

!-'--ib- 1)70 
11 Oll 
12 072 

-13 orr-
1,1 07<1 
15 075 
16 076 
17 077 
18 078 
19 ~-(j79 
20 ono 
21 081 

--~T 082 
23 083 
24 0['.·1 

--25- lJHs-
26 ODG 
27 Ofl7 

--2~f- tJHB 
, 

29 Ofl9 
30 090. 
31 091 

r·lo! Day CD r·lo! Day CD t-lol Day CD 
.---'- ,------ .---

Apr. 1 092 tolay 1 122 Jun. 1 153 
2 093 2 123 2 154 
3 094 3 124 3 155 
4 095 ,j- 'l2'5 4 156 
5 096 5 126 5 157 
6 097 6 127 6 158 
7 09'S 7 i2e 7 159 
8 099 8 129 8 160 
9 100 I) 130 9 161 

--n.f -lor --l(j- -131' --10' '16'2-

11 102 11 132 1 1 161 
12 103 1? 133 12 IG4 

iT 104 i 3 - -13'4- --iY -16S-
14 105 14 135 14 166 

15 106 15 136 15 1 G 7 
--!"E,- lOT -n;-1-3T --1b- i6u 

17 108 17 138 17 169 
18 109 18 139 18 170 

---~ -no '-11]- -T,lo 19 "lTl 19 
20 111 20 H41 20 172 
21 112 21 142 21 173 
22 iTr 22 143 27 174 
23 114 23 1.1~ 

")~ 175 .:...) 
I 

2 ·1 115 2") I 1 :15 ~>l J29-i 
--2~)- 'TiS- --25- -Tln,- --2S- 177 

26 117 26 1 ·17 26 178 
?7 1113 ')- j;lB 27 179 I.. I 

--2'(',- -11'9-' --c}f- ~ FI~f --zif" Ilm-
29 120 29 150 29 1n1 
30 121 30 151 30 182 

J 1 1St! --_.--- ,-
tcontinued) 
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t·la/Day 

Ju I. 1 
2 

C-28 

OATES COOl: S/H;U (CONTlNUtU) 

CDIr-/'t'lo/Day I CD Mo/Day _~~G'IO/Da:G' flo/Day_ CD folD/Day CD 

183- 'AUg. 1 '214 Sep. 1 2~51 Oct. 1 275 Nov. 1 
184 2 215 2 246 i 2 276 2 

3 W5 3 216 ~ ___ 3 2<17 I 3 277 
1---,r--lM- r Ij- -21'7 lr 24ifl If 27~r+---

1) lU7 5 218 5 2/19/ 5 279 

306 Dec. 1 336 
307 2 337 

3 338 
+--~ j39 

5 3,10 

61B8 6219 6250,' 6280 
7 18iJ 7 2 20 7 25T T 8r 
8190 8221 8252, 8282 
9191 9222 9253; 9283 

1---:-1':-0 192 fa 2 23+--~1 0 25/1 i 1 & .. .-t----. 

11 193 Jl 224 11 255 1 11 285 
12 194 12 225 12 256! 12 286 

1-----;1 ~r 1 95 13 ' 226 13 2571 13""'0 -ri----. 
14 196 14 227 14 2581 III 288 
15 197 15 228 15 259; 15 ~89 
16- 19lCI IG 229 16 bO; 10 290 b jZl 
17 199 17 230 17 261! 17 291 17 322 
18 2 Q~ ;. . 1.9 23 .L 18 262 I 18 29 2 13 

1-----;I'-;C9-+"';;20 1 19 232 19 c 53 i lY"0 9- +---. ~ 
20 20;' I 20 233 20 264 I 20 294 L 20 20 
2 1 2 () 3 21 2 34 2 1 26 5 I 2 1 2 ~J 5 2 1 J ;~ G 2 1 3 Ij G 

~--:22- 2041--zr 235 '2' 266-'! 2 ;::06- 22- '32T --22" 35T 
23 205 H3 236 23 267 It 23 297 23 3211 2J 358 
2~ 206 24 237 242GB 24 298 24 329 24 3S9 
25 207- 25- 238 - 25- 269 2-S- -299 2S-r33tr --'25- 350-
26 2U8 26 239 26 270 26 300 26 331 26 361 
27 209 27 r' 240 '27 271 27 301 27 332 27 362 
23 2lcf 2'8241 28 272 28 302 23 3T3 28 36-3-
29 211 29 242 29 273 29 303 29 334 29 364 
30 212 30 243 30 274 30 304 30 335 30 36? 
31 213 31 244 31 305 31 366 

*CO ::0 CODE 

I' 1 • 'f" 

~ 
If I 
tl 

( .j 

f! r, 

", 

I 

I 

C-29 

NEW (ODE SHEET 

!NSTRUCT!ONS: Whene~er.an answer to A question does not readily fit within 
~he mean~ng of an eXlstlng code category, or whenever there are specific 
lnstructlons to record answers on the New Codes Sheet, use this sheet to 
record the relevant defendant 1.0. numbers, question numbers and the answers 
for which no codes are shown or spaces allotted. Also record the Site 
identification information in the spaces provided below. 

IDENTIFICATION: Site 1.0. No. ---
STUDY TYPE: 

Defendant 1.0. No. 
and New Ans\'/ers 

Question Number. 
. 

I 

I 

Name of Data Collector ----------------------------------



(, 

( 

( 

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

C-30 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

A. occupation (31-32) Section C 

Examples: professional/Technical-Occupations loJhere advanced school or training is 
necessary, e.g., lawyer, doctor, engineer, etc. 
Craftsmen-gevelopll1ent of specific skills, e.g., electrician, painter, etc. 
Operatives-variou's machinists, crane operator, etc. 
Transportation Operatives-bus driver, chauffeur, taxi driver, etc. 
Laborer-construction, assembly-line workers, etc. 
Service-skilled and unskilled public-oriented service, e.g., nurses aide, 
loJaitress, janitor, parking lot attendant, security gurad, etc. 

Use new codes sheet if category cannot be determined 

B. Crime Codes Sections 0, E, I, K 

Refer to Crime Code Sheet and Uniform Crime Reporting Sheet. 

Some common unlisted examples: 
Assault with a Deadly Weapon = Aggravated Assault (05) 
Breaking and Entering = Burglary (06) 
Shoplifting; Larceny/Theft (07) 
Unauthorized Use, Tampering = Auto Theft (08) 
Endangerment, Harrassment = Simple Assault (09) 
Bad/Worthless Check = Fraud (12) 
Criminal or t~alicious ~iischief, Destruction of Property = Vandalism (15) 
Sodomy, Child t~olestation, Indecent Exposure, Peeping Tom = Other Sex Offenses = (18) 
Desertion, Non-Payment of Support = Offenses Against Family and Children=(2l) 
Open Container, Drinking in Public, Alcohol Sales Violations = Liquor Laws 

(23) 
Public Nuisance, Disturbing the Peace = Disorderly Conduct (25) 
Loitering = Vagrancy (26) 
Any drug charges other than Marijuana or Hashish = Narcotics Distribution (19) 

or Possession (29) 

Possession of Burglary Tools = Apparatus (35) 

40 = all other offenses not provided for in previous codes. Includes 
felonies and misdemeanors (e.g., obstructing justice, resisting 
arrest, kidnapping, trespassing). 

32 = offenses particular to a region. 

C. Criminal History Section D 

If defendant has no previous criminal record, record zeros under a~e at first 
adult arrest as well as for remainder of section. Do not count minor traffic 
offenses as previous criminal history. 

D. Types of Releases Section F 

;t I 

. (100) = the person/office that made the last pretrial release decision for 
initial release from custody. 

; 
. '\ 

r 
t: 

( 

, \ 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 
(page 2) 

C-31 

- ----- -~-

If defendant was not given relc(lse option, the sequence of codes 
(100) = 6; (101-108) = Zeros; (109) = 8 

------------

1• c • 
",. 

If defendant was given a release option, regardless of actuality of 
release, (e.g., bail granted, but not posted), a code other than 116

11 should 
be recorded in (100). 

For ~ases disPQsed of at initial appearance prior to bail hearing when 
preset ball was the only option and the defendant did not post it prior to 
ap~earanc~, the seque~ce of codes is (100) = 8; (101-108) - -'et'os (109) 1 
ThlS applles to all sltes with preset bail schedules. - L; =. 

E. Program Intervention Section G 

(14) Relea~e com~l~ance.refers to co~ditions regarding court appearance, 
pretrlal crlmlnaltlY, contact wlth treatment or pretrial release programs. 

(144)Some possible respons~s ~o non-com~liance: mail or telephone notifications, 
program or court resclndlng recognlzance, conditions added, new bail set, etc. 

(145-7)Detention may result from recognizance revocation time spent on release 
reconsideration, inability to post new bond, etc. ' 

F. Weight of Evidence 

(148-151) Count only witnesses where there is evidence that they testified 
or where there is an indication of intention to testify, such as a 
summons or subpoena. 

G. Court Appearances and Dispositions Section I 

(158-:9) (101-2) 215-6) ~~2_nj, 3rd Host serious ctlal'(leS 
ThlS refers to charges as sta~ at arres\.~;m1~~-r-~~~~rocessed 

(168-171) (193-6) (217-22) First Scheduled Appearance 
This ~efers to the first appearance where something occurred other than 
pretrlal release proceedings, which are usually held automatically soon 
after arrest. This is usually not the initial appearance unless the case 
is dismissed, bound over to another court or there is an immediate plea. 

(172) (197) (221) Real Appearance 
A Real Appearance is one where: 

(1) The defendant was required to appear 
(2) The defendant did appear 
(3) Substantial proceedings took place (no postponement) 

(174) (198) (223) Postponement 
Incl udes pre-~'pp'earance and at-appearance postponements. 
postponement lS one where no substantial proceedings took 
from postponement. 

An at-appearance 
place aside 

(176-9) (200-3) (225-8) Date of Disposition 
This refers to t~e date of outcome and not the date of sentencing, which 
may occur some tlme after: The pretrial period ends on this date. Con­
s~quen~l~, arrests and fallures to appear occurring in the period of post­
dlSposltlon and pre-sentence are not included . 
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DATA COL~~CTI0N PROCEDURES C-32 
(page 3) 

(180-1) (204-5) (229-30) Charge fO,t, !'Jhlch Tried 
Charges at arrest will not necessarily be the same as the charges for 
which a defendant was tried. Often concurrent cases are merged, charges 
are dropped, added or changed. If space isn't available, a single count 
for a given charge may represent several counts of the same charge. 

"Charges for \·thich tried" reflect a combination of the most serious 
charges of the case, the range of charges or the charges for which the 
defendant was ultimately convicted and sentenced. 

Attempt, when possible, to make charges listed under (176-9) (200-3) 
(225-8) correspond to charges under (180-1) (201-5) (229-30). 

When charges were changed from arrest to disposition, and there were 
codes for these new charges, then the codes were used. If the charge 
remained the same but was reduced from a felony to a misdemeanor or in 
degree, then 42 was used for charge for which tried. 

EXAMPLE: Robbery 

o 4 
TT58)- nm 

Grand Theft 

o 7 
(158) (l59j 

Theft 

o 7 
1T8oTnm 

Petty Theft 

= 4 2 
"""'""( 1-=-:800-.--) nan 

In the case of OWL, defendant often pleads guilty to a lesser traffic 
charge, such as reckless driving. This would be coded as 2 2 = 

(158) (159) 
4 2 

"{T8W (181) 

(182) (206) (231) Outcome of Trial 

8 = Not Convicted 

This refers to STET (dismissal subject to reopening), probation before 
verdict or jury {PBV, PBJ;,or Diversion, \'Ihere JPon cOlOplet'iQn of or promise to 
attend diversion treatment proGram, charges are not prosecuted. 

(183-4) (207-8) (232-3) Type of Sentence 

Whatever part of the sentence is suspended, should not be coded as the 
sentence itself. For example, if sentence is 30 days jail suspended and 
one yellr pt'oba t ion, thi s shaul d be coded as "suspended sentence" and 
"probation", not as "incarceration ll and "probation". 

(185-190) (209-214) (234-39) Length of Sentences 

if i 

Record only amounts of unsuspended time. For cases with convictions of 
several charges for w~ich concurrent sentences are given,divide the total 
length of the sentence among the charges. 

, . 
. . " .' 

(,') 

l • .. 
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DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES C-33 
(page 4) 

II. Failure to Appear (FTA) Sectioll d.' 

If defendant notified the court prior to scheduled appearance that he 
would be absent, but the judge was not notified and issued a bench 
warrant, this is not counted as ~n FTA. 

If defendant contacted th( court on the same day that the FTA occurred 
and a bench warrant was issued but then quashed or recalled, check these 
responses under "Actions". 

If defendant failed to appear and was required to appear and did not 
contact the court, it is counted as an FTA and the court's response, 
which is usually noted on the court jacket, varies in each case. 

FTA's are not considered pretrial crimes. If the FTA is prosecuted, 
this should be noted under "Actions", and the processing of the FTA as 
a sepaY'ate charge should be recorded, if space is available, under "2nd 
or 3rd most st:rious charge". 

(261-63) (282-84) (303-05) Length of subsequent detention may be 
determined by checking new bond receipts or other court, program and 
booking records. 

(266) (287) (308) Service of bench warrant-date of service or attempts 
to serve may be noted by the law enforcement official on the copy of the 
bench warrant in the court folder. 

I. Pretrial Criminality S~ction K 

This refers to rearrests for new offenses when the offense and arrest 
occur after arrest or release for the study charge and prior to its disposition. 

(320) (362) (397) (39) This refers to the changes from the last known arrest 
and not necessarily from the arrest under study, for those defendants with 
more than one rearrest. 

(328-330) (363-65) (398-400) (40-42) If defendant wcis not re-released, 
calculate time between new detention and disposition of charge. (Also 
see note under FTA) 

(353) (388) (30) (65) May be determined by receipts or by court papers 
indicating actions taken in response to non-payment. 

; 
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C-34 
{Rli·1E V!:JLS SilrLl 

i,'urder and non-neqliqent (voluntary) manslaughter = 01 

manslaughter by negligence (involuntAry) = 02 

forcible rape = 03 

robbel"y = 04 

aqgravated assault = 05 

burglary (includill(] breaking and entel'ing) = 06 

larceny/theft (except auto) = 07 

auto theft = 03 

other assaults = 09 

arson = 10 

forgery/counterfeiting = 11 

fraud = 12 

embezzle~ent = 13 

stolen property = 14 

rna 1 i c i 0 us des t )" u c t ion (van d ali Sill) = 15 

'o'Ieapons = 16 

prostitution and co::~:n~I'cialized vice = 17 

sex offenses (other than 03 and 17) = 18 

narcotic drug distribution = 19 

qaJllbling = 20 

offenses against falllily and children = 21 

driving under the influence of liquor or narcotics = 22 

liquor laws = 23 

drunkenness = 24 

disorderly conduct = 25 

va~p'anc.v = 26 

suspicion = 27 

failure to appear = 28 

nat"cotics or p.waphernalia possession = 29 

warijualiJ distribution = 10 

Ill,WijUnlh1 possession = 31 

minor local offenses = 32 

violation of probation or parole = 33 

conspiracy = 34 

possession of criminal apparatus excluding drugs = 35 

other offenses = 40 

reduced charge = 42 

-, 
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C-35 

OFFEtIS ES r N UtH FORt·: CR It'1E RCPORTI I!G 

Offe:lses in' Uniform Ctime Reporting are divided into two groupings 

designated as Part I and Pal't II offenses. The Part r offenses al'e as 
follol'ls: 

1. CRIf.1INAL HOi·lICIO!:-(a) r·lurdet and non-neg'l igcnt manslaughter: All 
\'!illful felonious homicides ilre distinquished f1'011l deaths caused by neqligence. 
Excludes attempts to kill, assaults to kill, suicides, accidental deaths, 
or justifiable homicides. Justifiable homicides are limited to: (1) The 
kill ing of a person ~y a law enforcement officer in line of duty; and (2) The 
killin'J of a person in the act of cOlllmitting a felony by a private citizen. 
(b) t·:anslaughtel' by negliCJence: Any death \',hich the police investi<]ation 
established \':as primarily attributable to gross negligence of some individual 
other than the victim. 

2. FORCI8LE R~P!:-The carnal knm·,ledae of a female, forcibl'/ and 
aqainst her \·:ill in the cCLegories of I'ape"by force, assault to rape, and 
attellpted rape. excludes statutory offenses (no force used-victim under 
age of consent). 

3. ROBBERY-Stealing or taking anything of value frorl the care, 
custody, or control of a person by force or '/iolence 01' by putting in 
fenr, such as strong-arm robbery, stickups, armed robbery, assaults to rob, 
and attempts to rob. 

4. AGGRP,V.£l,TED ASSJ\UL T -P,ssaul t I'li th intent to ki 11 01" for the purpose 
of inflicLinq severe bodily injury by shooting, cuttin9, stabbinq, maiming, 
poisoning, scalding, or by the use of acids, explosives, or other means. 
Excludes simple assaults. 

5. GURGLp.R,(-GREJ\~~I1:G OR ENTERIilG-Burglary, housebreaking, safecracking, 
or any breaking or unla\·,ful entry of a stnJcture \·,ith the intent to commit 
a felony or a theft. Includes attempted forcible entry. 

6. LARCEiiY-THEFT (except auto theft)-The l1nla\· .. ful Lakin.!, carrying, 
lc'.:tiil1q, 01' ridil1~1 ,1\"ilY of propl?)'tv fl'oPI tlll~ po<;scssion or constrl1ctivr. 
possession or dll()tlll~l'. Till~~'Ls of bi\:ycles, 11UI.()I::,)hill~ 11CC('SSLlI'ic's, sliop­
liftillo, pocket-pickil1~l, 01' lllly steJlill(] or propel't.v 01' ill't.iclo \· .. hich is 
Ilot t.lkC'!1 ~)V fcwce .llla violol1co or hv fraud. Excllldes CI!lheZ21clllcnt, 
"con" <]uliles, forgery, \·:ort!1less clleeks, ctc. 

7. AUTO THEFT -Unla\·,ful taking or steal in~1 or attelliPted theft of a 
lilotor vehicle. A Illotor vehicle is a self-propelleci vehicle that travels 
on the surface but not on rails. Specifically excluded from this category 
al'e motor boats, construction equipment, airplanes, and fanning equipment. 
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The Part II offenses are: 

8. OTHER ASSAULTS (SII-1PLE)-l\sC:;(lults l'lhich are not of an a!]gravated 
nature. 

9. ARSO~J-I,'!illful or malicious burning I'lith or \·:ithout intent to 
·defrAud. Includes atteillpts. 

1 I 

10. FORG[RY Arm COUfHERFEITli'iG-i·lakinq, alterin(J, uttering 01' possessing 
\·:ith intent to defraud anything false \'ihich is Illude to appeal' tl'ue. In-
c·l udes attempts. 

.11. FRAUD-FraudL;lent conversion and obtainin~ p:oney or ptoperty by 
false pretenses. Includes bad checks except forgeries and counterfeiting. 
Also includes larceny by bailee. 

12. E:'1BEZZLUiCIT -"iisappropriation or misappl ication of [,JOney 01' 

property entrusted to one's care, custody, or control. 

13. STOLEr! PROPERTY; BUYING, RECEIIJHU:;, POSSESSU1G-Buying, receiving, 
and possessing stolen property and attempts. 

14. \Jj!.:1DALIS:,~-~·!illful or malicious destl'uction, lnJury, disfigurement, 
or defacement of property without consent of the o~mer or person having 
custody or control. 

15, 1 .. !E,ll,pm:S: C.t.RRYII:G, POSSESSIIlG, ETC.-All violations of regulations 
or statutes controlling the carrying, using, possessing, furnishing, and 
manufacturi~g of deadly weapons or silencers. Includes attempts, 

16. PROSTIiUTIOr: Ai;:) CO;'::,lERCIALIZED VICE-SE:x offenses of a COI!'p,ercial-
ized nature and attempts, such as prostitution, keeping a bal'/dy house, 
procuri ng or transport i ng \'/omen for il11lllora 1 Durposes. 

17. SEX OFFEr!SES (EXCEPT FORCIBLE RAPE, PROSTITUTIO::, fl.::D CO:';~':ERCIAL-
IZED '/ICE)-Statutory rape, offenses against chastity, common decency, 
morals, and tile like. Includes attempts, 

18. fJARCOTIC DRt.:G LA~'!S-Offenses relatinq to narcotic druqs, such as 
unlal'lful possession, sale, use, gro\'/in9, l11anufactul"irFj, and making of 
narcotic di"U9S. 

19. G,'\:,18LIi:G-Proll1oting, pemitting, 01' en~J~liIlCJ in gull:blill~l. 

20. OFFEf'lS[S AGMNST THE FfiI·lILY l\:-.ID CHILDREi~-rlonsupport, .neql ect, 
desertion, or ubuse of fi1ndly ulld cl1iidren. 

21. DRIVI:JG UilDER THE ItIFLUErlCF-Drivin9 01' operc1tin~ allY motor vehicle 
or coml11on carrier while drunk or under the influence of liquor or narcotics, 

22. LI0UOR Lf\I .. IS-State or local liquor la\'l violations,.except 
I'drunkenness" (class 21). Excludes Federal violations. , 
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23. DRUW(EfiNESS-DI'unkenness 01' intoxi ca t i on. 

24. DISORDEqLY Co:.! DUCT -Breach f')f the peace. 

25. VfiGRA:1CY-Va~abondage, beo91na, loiterin!], etc. 

26. A~L OTHER OFFEilSES-All violations of State Ot' local 1 
1 

w aws, except 
c asses 1-25 and tl'affic offenses. 

27. SUSPICIOq-Arrests for no specific offense Jnd released \·:ithout 
formal charges being placed. 

_ 28. CURFE!'! MID LOITERInG LA\!S (JUVEr:ILES)-l)ffenses relating to violation 
OT local curfew or loitering ordinances where such laws exist. 

29. RUilJl,t.IAY (JUI,'EUILES)-Limited to juveniles taken into protective 
custody under provision of local statutes as runaways. 

, 



c 

APPENDIX D 

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES 

• Tucson, Arizona 
• Ba 1t i more, ~la ryl and 
It Lincoln, Nebraska 
• Beaumont-Port Arthur, Texas 

( This appendix provides the procedures 
~eveloped for use by program staff in 
lmplementing the various experiments. 
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ANALYSIS OF PRETRIAL RELEASE IN THE TUCSON/PIMA COUNTY AREA: 

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES 

INTRODUCTION 

In order to analyze the impact of pretrial release programs, ~he 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has commissioned a 
multi-city study of release practices. This study, part of LEAA's 
National Evaluation Program, is being conducted by The Lazar Institute, 
a research organization based in Washington, D.C. The study considers 
several major pretrial release issues, including: 

• What impact do pretria1 release programs have upon 
rel ease rates? 

• Do proqrams resul t in increased "equity" of rel ease 
(e.g., by leading to the release of more poor defendants 
than would otherwise occur)? 

• What is the extent of criminality among pretrial releasees? 

• To what extent do defendants on different types of pretrial 
release (e.C)., O\-m recognizance, money bail, supervised 
release) return for scheduled court appearances? 

• How do the operations of pretrial release programs affect 
defendant outcomes (e.g., court appearance rates, pretrial 
cri~inality rates)? 

• What costs and benefits are associated with pretrial 
release programs? 

To address these issues, the study provides for experimental analysis, 
comparing defendants who are processed by a pretrial release program with 
an otherwise equivalent group of defendants who are not processed by the 
program: Analysis of outcomes (e.g., release rates, court appearance 
performance, pretrial criminality) for the two groups will permit assess­
ment of program impact. 

The "ideal" situation for implementing this research approach is in 
a jurisdiction where the pretrial release program is not able to inter­
view all defendants who might potentially be eligible for the program's 
services (e.g., the program may lack the resources needed to provide full 
service to all eligible defendants). The defendants not served comprise 
an "overflow" group, wh i ch exceeds the program IS servi ce capacity. Under 
these conditions, a comparison group of defendants not served by the 
program can be identified through modifying the process for selecting 
"program" versus "overflow" defendants. This can be done in a way that 
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insures each defendant of an equal opportunity to he in cithet' group, 
while the program's overall client loads relllain at the sal1l8 level (or even increase). 

The Tucson/Pima County area no\-, has an "overflOl'/" situation. For 
felony defendants, the overf101'/ consists of defendants \'Iho are brought 
to court late; the pretrial release program t'Lln by the Correctional 
Volunteer Center (eVC) does not have sufficient tilile to pt'ovicle full 
set'vi ces to a 11 of these defendants. I\t the: lIIi sdrlllcanot' 1 eve 1, no progl'llill 
services at'e curl'ently pl'ovide:d to any defendants; thus, the "over-flOl'/" 
group consists of all misdemeanor arrestees. 

These overflow situations provide the ideal conditions for conducting 
experimental analysis of program impact. A cooperative reseal'ch effort 
involving Lazar, CVC and various Tucson/Pima County officials is planned 
for the area. The following sections of this paper describe the specific 
procedures to be used to implement such analysis at the felony and misde­
meanor levels, respectively. I 
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PROCEDURES FOR THE FELONY STUDY 

1. All defendants except the "late a~'rests" qroup will be 
processed by CVC in its normal manner. 

2. All defendants in the "late arrests" group will be 
intel'viewed by evc. 

3. If a defendant in the "late arrests" group was born on 
one of the days listed in Exhibit A (BIRTHDATES FOR 
PROGRAM GROUP}, that defendant will receive full program 
services· (e.g., verification of information and prepara­
tion of a release recommendation, provided to the court). 
To allow time for the provision of full services to these 
defendants, the program may sometimes have to ask the court 
to consider a defendant at a later time in the court session 
than would normally occur (e.g., after consideration of 
the out-of-custody cases has begun). 

4. If a defendant in the "late arrests" group was Nnr born 
on one of the days 1 is ted 'j n Exh i bit A (B I RTHDATES FOR 
PROGRAM, GROUP), .9!ll.z the completed interview form vii 11 
be provlded to the court; no verification will be done, and 
no recommendation will be provided to the court. For these 
defendants it is important that the court not ask CVC to 
provide any information beyond the complet~interview. 

5. 

Any such requests would result in the overflow group (i.e., 
the "minimum services" group) receiving more than minimum 
~ervices; this would tend to diminish the-extent of program 
lmpact when the overflow group is compal'ed with the program 
group (i.e., the "full services" group). 

Enter the names of all defendants interviewed in the 
"late arrests" group on the MASTER LIST (Exhibit B). 
Also record the defendant's date of birth and check the 
appropriate column to indicate whether the defendant is 
in the Progr.:3m Group (which receives full program services) 
or the Overflow Group (which receives minimum services). 
Finally, indicate the study number for the defendant in 
the last column of the MASTER LIST. Study numbers should 
be aSSigned consecutively as defendants' names are entered 
on the MASTER LIST (for example, the first defendant will 
have study number 1, the second defe~dant will have study 
number 2, and so on). The MASTER LIST will be used as a 
control sheet to keep track of all defendants included in 
the experimental analysii at the felony level; thus, it is 
particularly important that the MASTER LIST be completely 
accurate and kept up-tO-date. 

-:;':':;"'4, 

I 



( 

( 

1 I 

0-4 

6. A records check of criminal history, Statewide if possible, 
should be made for every defendant on the MASTER LIST (that is, 
for every defendant i ntervi evled as part of the study). If 
the records check is the same as the information provided by 
the defendant durinq the interview, make a notation to that 
effect on the interv;e\'1 form (e.g., write "same records" 
above the i ist of past charges on the interview form). If 
the records check is different from the information provided 
by the defendant during the interview, complete a CRIMINAL 
HISTORY SUMMARY (Exhibit C) for the defendant. 

7. Complete the VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY (Exhibit 0): 

(a) Copy the names and study numbers of ~ 
defendants on the MASTER LIST onto the 
VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY sheet. 

(b) Check tile appropriate columns to indicate 
the type of verification conducted and enter 
the number of references checked. Note that for 
defendants in the Overflm'l Group, the column 
checked should always be "checked files ll (since 
criminal records should be checked for all 
defendants), and IINone" shoul d be entered for 
the number of references checked. 

(c) Provide the information indicated concerning the 
defendant's release. One or more of the following 
should be written in the "TYPE OF RELEASE" column: 

• ROR; 

• Third party custody, CVC; 

• Third party custody, not CVC; 

• Su rety Bond; 

• Un secured appea rance bond; 

• Conditional release; or 

• Other. 

If the type of release is "Other," please describe it. 
If the defendant was released on bond, complete the 
columns showing the bond amount and the estimated 
percentage paid. 
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Note that defendants may be released at various times 
and thus the release information on. the VERIFICATION/ 
RELEASE SUMMARY sheet may have to be checked and re­
corded over a period of several days. 

8. Send ~OPIJ_~. of the fO"llowing materials to Lazar f:ach ~'Ieek: 

-MASTER LIST (one list of all defendant interviewed 
as part of the study during the reporting period) 

-INTERVIEYI FOR~lS (one form for each defendant on the 
~lASTER LIST) 

-COVER SHEETS SHOWING THE PROGRAM'S RELEASE RECOMMENDATIONS 
(one sheet for each defendant on the MASTER LIST \'1ho 
received a program recommendation, that is, for each 
defendant in the "program group'!) 

--CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY (one form for each defendant 
whose interview information did not correspond with 
the criminal records check) 

--VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUM~1ARY (send each sheet on which 
an entry has been made during the reporting period) 

9. A target date of early November has been set for the start of 
the felony study. It is expected to take about four months 
to develop a group of 400 defendants (200 "program" defendants 
and 200 "overflow" defendants). At the end of that time, 
the CVC program would return to its normal operating procedures 
for all defendants. After sufficient time had elapsed for 
the study defendants! cases to reach final dispositions, 
Lazar staff· would visit Tucson to collect data on court 
appearance performance, pretrial arrests and case disposi­
tions for all defendants in the study group. Comparisons 
of outcomes for "program" versus "overflow" defendants 
should provide considerable insight concerning CVC's 
impact on the release process and on defendant outcomes. 
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PROCEDURES FOR THE MISDEMEANOR STUDY 

1. The misdemeanor study will be limited to offenses tried 

2. 

3. 

in the City Courts of Tucson. Jail records will be reviewed 
to determine vlhich arrestees should be included in the study. 
Very minor offenses, will be excluded, such as: 

• j ayvla 1 kin g; 

• leaving the scene; 

• reckless driving; 

• traffic (except OWl); a~d 

• trespassing. 

Bench warrant arrests will also be excluded. Note that 
OWL is included, although other traffic offenses are 
excluded. If possible, defendants who are likely to bond 
out will be included in the group eligible for program 
interviews. 

( a) If a defendant is not screened out on the basis of the 
review of jail records, enter the defendant1s name and 
date of birth on the MASTER LIST (Exhibit E). 

(b) Check the defendant1s date of birth against the list 
entitled BIRTHDATES FOR PROGRAM GROUP (Exhibit A). 

(c) If the defendant1s birthdate appears on that list, the 
defendant wi 11 be in the Program Group. If the 
defendant1s birthdate does not appear on that list, 
the defendant will be in theoverflOlv Group. Mark the 
appropriate column on the MASTER LIST with an X. 

(d) Next, record the study number for the defendant. 
Study numbers should be assigned consecutively as 
defendants I names are entered on the MASTER LIST 
(for example, the first defendant will have study 
number 1, the second defendant will have study number 
and so on). 

(a) Interview all defendants li~ced on the MASTER LIST. 
Use the interview form shown in Exhibit F, or a 
similar form. 

(b) If the defendant is in the Proqram Group, verify the 

2, 

interview information (by checking criminal records and 
talking to references) and prepare a release recommenda-
tion for the court. Use the recommendation form shown 
in Exhibit G, or a similar form. 
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If the defendant is in the Overflow Group, conduct the 
interview only; do not present either the interview 
information or a release recommendation to the court. 

Magistrates making the release decisions will tell 
all released defendants to report to the CVC staff 
person (stationed--';;-the COlwtrOOIl1 or right outside). 

If the released defendant is included in the study 
(in either the Program Group or the Overflow Group), 
the evc staff person will compare the defendant1s 
date of birth with the list entitled BIRTHDATES FOR 
NOTIFICATION GROUP (Exhibit H). NOTE THAT THIS LIST OF 
BIRTHDATES IS A DIFFERENT ONE THAN WAS USED TO DEVELOP 
THE PROGRAM AND OVERFLOW GROUPS; THIS LIST INCLUDES HALF 
OF THE PROGRAM GROUP BIRTHDATES AND HALF OF THE OVERFLOW 
GROUP BIRTHDATES. 

(c) If the defendantls birthdate appears on the list 
entitled BIRTHDATES FOR NOTIFICATION GROUP, the 
CVC staff person will explain the program1s noti­
fication procedures to the defendant. 

(d) If the defendant1s birthdate does not appear on 
the list, the CVC staff person will tell the 
defendant that he or she is free to go. 

A records check of criminal history should be made for every 
defendant on the MASTER LIST (that is, for every defendant 
interviewed as part of the study). If the records check 
is the same as the information provided by the defendant 
during the interview, make a notation to that effect on the 
interview form (e.g., write Il same records ll above the list of 
past charges on the interview form). If the records check 
is different from th~ infomation provided by the defendant 
during the interview, complete a CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY 
(Exhibit C) for the defendant. 

Complete the VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY (Exhibit D): 

(a) Copy the names and study numbers of all defendants 
on the MASTER LIST onto the VERIFICATION/RELEASE 
SUMMARY sheet. 

(b) Check the appropriate columns to indicate the type of 
verification conducted and enter the number of 
references checked. Note that for defendants in 
the Overflow Group, the column checked should always 
be II checked files ll (since criminal records should be 
checked for all diefendants), and IINone l1 shoul d be 
entered for the number of references checked. 

\ 
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Provide the information indicated concerning the 
defendant's release. One or more of the following 
s ho ul d be written in the il TYPE OF RELEASE II column: 

• ROR 

• Third party custody; 

• Surety bond; 

• Unsecured appearance bond; 

• Conditional release; or 

• Other. 

If the type of release is "Other," please describe it. 
If the defendant was released on bond, complete the columns 
showing the bond amount and the estimated percentage 
pai d. 

Note that defendants may be released at various times 
and thus the release information on the VERIFICATION/ 
RELEASE SUMMARY sheet may have to be checked and recorded 
over a period of several days. 

7. For the defendants in the Notification Group. maintain records 
of the notification done. Complete the NOTIFICATIGN SUMMARY 
(Exhibit I) for each defendant. 

8. Send COPIES of the following materials to Lazar each week: 

-1·1ASTER LIST '(one 1 ist of all defendants interviewed as 
part of the study during the reporting period) . 

- I NTERVI E\·/ FORMS (one forfTI for each defendant on the MASTER LI sT) 

-COVER SHEETS S~JO~nNG THE PROSRAr~ 1 S RELEASE RECOMr~ENDATIONS 
(one sheet for each defendant on the MASTER LIST who 
received a program recommendation, that is, for each 
defendant in the Program Group) 

-CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMtMRY (one form for each defendant whose 
interview information did not correspond with the criminal 
records check) 

-VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY (send each sheet on which an 
entry has been made during the reportirg period) 

-NOTIFICATiIN SUMMARY (send one sheet for each defendant 
whose case reached final disposition during the reporting 
period) 

9. 

0-9 

It is expected to take about eight weeks to develop a group 
o~ ~OO-400 de~endants who are released awaiting final dispo­
Slt~O~ of.thelr ~a~e~. At the end of that time, only the 
notlflcat~o~ ~ctlvltles would continue as part of this study; 
t~ese actlvltles a~e ex~ected to continue for an additional 
elght wee~s, at.whlc~ ~lme all cases in the study should have 
r~a~hed flnal dlSposltl0n. At that time, Lazar staff would 
V~Slt ~u~son to collect data on pretrial arrests and case 
dlSposltlons of all defendants and on the court appearance 
perfor~ance of defendants not in the notification group. 
Compansons of outcomes for IIprogramli versus 1I0verflowli 
defendants, ~nd for ~'notified'.' v~rsus IInot notified ll defendants 
should prcVlde,conslderable lnslght concerning the impact of 
a formal pretrlal release program on the misdemeanor release 
process and on defendant outcomes. 

Figure 1 provides a summa~y of the overall approach to the 
Misdemeanor Study. 
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Fiuure 1 

Silmmary of ADDroach for Misdemeanor study 

J\rt'es ted Defendull ts I 
Eli 9 i b 1 e f 0 I' Pro 9 r (J Ii1 . 

//. """, 
/(Randorn I\SSignrnen~ 

'-
Program Group 1 

I Release Decision 

I---J 
I Released/ . 

/\,\a ndorn As s i gnment) 

r, 1 

Program I I No Program 
Notification; Notification L--. __ --..,,---l 

Tota 1 Group With I 
Pr09ram Notification I 

T , 

r-0:;rflow Group 1 

I 
Release Decision 

Released 

1\ 
~ ,,(RandOm Assignment) 

I prog!a: 1 No \rogram 1 
.Notifi cati on: Notifi cati on I '"-_--,.. ___ J 

Total Group Without 1 
Program Notification 

r' 
II 
r 
I 

( 

January 2 
.,. 3 

4 

o 
I 

::, 

15 
17 
19 
20 
23 
25 
25 
27 
29 

February 5 
" -o 

j·1arch 

Aod 1 

9 
10 
11 
13 
14 
15 
16 
19 
22 
23 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

4 
05 
7 
<; 

12 
1<1 
15 
17 
IS 
20 
21 
25 
30 

1 
4 
5 

10 
11 
12 
14 
15 
22 
23 
24 
25 
to/ 

23 
29 

:"cy 1 , 
2 
3 .. 
-:; 

~ I) 
, 1 
I. . ~ 
I~ 

13 
i~ 
17 
, Q 
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24 
?" _0 

27 
29 
30 

June 3 
6 
a 

12 
14 
15 
16 
17 
19 
21 
22 
23 
2"-
2G 
27 
29 

July 4 
7 
3 , , 

I~ 

1 " .0 
13 
19 
21 
22 
23 
?-... 0 
27 

,;ugus t 
3 
I .. 
5 
7 
8 

12 
13 , , 
,'T 

15 
19 
22 
23 
:2lj 

28 
21 
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SeD r.e!l:be'· 2 
3 

1.) 

I.! 
i 3 
19 

22 

23 
29 

October 3 
.. 6 

7 

9 
13 
14 
17 
22 
24 
26 
28 

:io'/ember 2 
5 
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" 9 
11 
12 
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30 
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:; 
:5 
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lJ 
17 
20 
23 
2:1 
27 
~3 
30 
31 



.' 
r 

c 

( 

( 

0-12 

EXHIBIT B 

MASTER LIST 
PIMA COUNTY FELONY DEFENDANTS STUDY 

to --~--~-'--~~r---Pe ri od from ----r--;-;---::;:-:-:---:-:-::7::1----- ( mo n th, day, yea r ) (month, day, year) 

Date of Group (Check One) Study 
NAME Birth Program Overflow Number 

,.-
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EXHIBIT C 

CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY 

STUDY NO. 
----------------------- NAME ---------------------

AGE AT FI RST ADULT ARREST _______________________ _ 

NUMBER OF PRIOR ADULT ARRESTS 
----------------------------------

NUMBER OF PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS ---

TOTAL NUMBER OF MONTHS INCARCERATED AS PART OF SrNTENCES SERVED FOR 
ADULT CONVICTIONS MONTHS 

DATE OF MOST RECENT PREVIOUS ARREST 
---------------------------

DATE OF RELEASE FROM MOST RECENT INCARCERATION __________ _ 

NUMBER OF MONTHS OF LAST INCARCERATION 
---------------------- MONTHS 

MOST FREQUENT CHARGE IN TOTAL RECORD ______________ _ 

HAS DEFENDANT FAILED TO APPEAR FOR COURT IN THE PAST? 

DON'T KNml NO YES NUMBER OF TIMES 

( 
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EXHIBIT D 

VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY 

Type of Verification 
(Chec_k as n,Ja~1t a~ apply) 

I 
"'0 Vl Vl 

I 
OJ Q) OJ ........ 
C U u en OJ 
o c '0 C -0 -i...l C QJ-D 

Number of Type (s) J::QJ QJQJ OJ o >,'r- Vl'r-

Study I o..!- -i...l!- ~ Vl I c4-..s:::: !- rtJ !-
References Date of of OJ QJ ,,... OJ U QJ I 'r- -i...l QJ QJ U 

.- 4- Vl4- GJr-1 -05->, ..s:::: r- Vl 
Release Release Name Number i OJ QJ 'r- QJ ..s:::: 'r- 'r- OJ C -i...lo...QJ Checked I-C:: :> 0: ULLI Cl:>c::( 
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*INDICATE: ROR (Released on Recognizance) 

TPC, CVC (Third Party Custody, evc) 
UAB (Unsecured Appearance Bond) 
CR (Conditional Release) 

TPC, not cve (Third Party Custody, not CVe) 
SB (Surety Bond) 

Other -- describe 
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Estimated 
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Bond Percentage 
Amount Paid 
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EXHIBIT E 

MAST~LISI 

TUCSON MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANTS STUDY 

to 
(month, day, year) (month, day, year) 

Da te of I Group (Check On~ 
Birth I Program Ovel"flOlv 

1 

! 

I 
I 

I 
i 
( 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

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

Study 
Number 

( 

I 
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EXHIBIT F 

ST.\TE OF .\JUZON/\. 

\'5. ----------:--7"-:---:--"....---:----___ _ 
·f.'rlnll:,.I~nd.'n!·i ,,,,rntll 

:Jdll! flt 1:1111.11 .'·P!JI! IldlH,'" I j .II! 

~Io. i).JI.) ~'~Jr 

Courl 
Pima COtlnl),. Slale of :\nlllna 

~I).,DI·:. _____________ _ 

TO 'n f E DEFESO:\,\'T: Th~ ~olllj"'''lng ininrmaticn is for 'he PlIrP('St1 ·)f \:t!!C:r.::.1:nq :hl! ('O:1':':lon., '.1i: !~ .. 1;t~Jt::1 ',"t"jU 

n1J\ ::t-' ;cn
l

,bc:t1 at Uu,:; tllnt' Y!l~l .Ht' no! :'~~l!lrtld '0 .Ins",\'~r 10\ llJ~~:10a 'I flU :.~.'\: ':~ .•• tr:~.\,.)r ":!::--:: ~~ ~'::-1. 
tul to ~nu. nlE~ Jns'.\"l·r~ ~.I')U ~I·.t· !o :hl~ lr)dllWIr~~ qlJllStilln, \\j,1 '1~1 ",,,ld :J\' ~:~I' '~l!r' : 'r :t:tl .:\!r;\tl-;t~ :::' ':~lfl'\!". 
;-:llnln~ the '·ondilions I"){ .·nl~f :~ir'J~t1. HI)\\·t!\'~r. rotH .1I~.s\\'l·rs will :~f' ';:~t'r\f'd ,l\!.it:ht :!~., :11:."::!!.!t:l,.,i1 ):";;J;JI;~'1 
hI.' 'he polic"!, Jnd \\'I:h 'ht! jt1h!rt'fll.t'S \'nll '.olJf",clf '~I\'{~ ,1" '~~t! :IHn1. \n\ l!iS,';'c'{'Hit ,t':' '1'.1\ :".~!tl!.t .1 :U":;"'f ~.I •• 
'Jf h,lrshp:- ':olldltllJn.i Of r"!WJ"~' \II\' ,n(orr~l.lttnn "'ou :;:\d lIl,l\' bl' 'hl',f J'.!.L:':-.! .. 111.1\ '::1, )1 .1::\ ' .. i.h';, '::J'tt"f. 

Jr, 
• D'liendJnl's LJSI,'\,lIn~ ill, Ele. L<!Jis I.D ~:umber 

,:i;ge Ddle of Birlh 

-_--.• DeicnciJnt's Social Sec:Jrtl)' ,'\0. 

~o or" 
Count> T);>e c:.ISS 

I - ~eJis Cc~~. 
Oiiense Dol:e 

,\10. Day 'I'c;:~r 

-.- .... 1 - ---- .. 
-~ f)" te ~f ;;';:;::;;1 . - T) Pl! [Jf i1ITp~1 
DJ\' 't' e~: - Til;l~ I _, \ R ..... f."n·Ofl\· 

LJnl~ ul Jnlen'ielV 

= ;U~:I-:I' c..r ':Oil! r~'lr" \','t1rralH 
] :. (,;r.1wf iun '.',·':':f:!"! 

.. - : ·'Pt!rI.:Jf CIJUrI • .... UfJal IT '. 
:: :"HJP':Ol)f':Jurt \\'Jr-:"'"!' 

::',,1J,1I1(1I1 ""J',H~'Jn 
:: F~!Oi1""r':J;:llI"'~ W-UrJnl 

C _ 'Jul 'JI C::"Jn1i' "hs:-:l'me~r..Jr 

V.S. Citizen? If no, how Iflng In [:.5. 
y~s -. ~. ' .• Yeals '.lonrhs UJys Plnc~ of i3irrll 
~.;o 

, . 

= i? C'-I'nI!!JI ',:IS !<r. .... JI:~ .• 
_ '.', .. r~ I'll :' 'n\l:(' ,., w~;"" Ir 

'll _;., · .. ·I:;~I,'.111.!h,! '" "l'~,lr 
·t.·._:~.Hl' ~'I.~:C:~ :11'. ';,:,. 

11 :: I i-' -rJI: C ,~.rrrrSf 
1~ ~ ~ :.~,',:,~ ,'t !j:dn! ~--\ 
lJ _ I? Iral:.c \\'u:Jn' r:jJ~" 

.-

:5 ....~" ,-:- ,.~".1 .... .:! a .. :,J1 

':. ,.~.' ~-,- .• 1';-: \ . - . - ~;:- ' ..... -
,~,,! .. :~~1 'C: .~-;;; 

i; ":.t'. ,t ':-'1':'.)" ::.l::: ~ 
:ij :: Cil '"! - .. csen :-. ~:: iT' 
:1,1 :: : •••• ,: - ;:~."'1 ;:1:" r; ~ -:-t' 
::.1 _ r):h~r .: .... :' ., 

E:hnlclly 
=: C.lllc.l~lan 5. Ortenrnl 

.==-- .\rall.Jble Idenlt:lculinn oIl fJn""in~ 
.'(, .- :--:one "t. -, ~~lill~.!n' 

'.:d.-: 
~""'~::::t: 

I = '. [CXlCJII':\ merican 
[J1.wk 
\.J(I, .. t! .... !tl~rlcan 

0, ,- \1!!,'{lc.Jn .\'a(lonai 
Olher spec:fy i 

1. On';cf 'l L;cenl\i? 5 ',\/~I~·1;.1 
SOC :ai S~ctJrtt) ~o. r) Q!ht4 f -:p~ t:::", 

l. :illJ.~erl 

~ForHo\\'Long? 
'I'ears 

--==:' .. \dtlrc,s Where You R,.'S;rl~,· 

Strecl ~Jo., 

Cily 
\\'(.O'lf' rhunt::'J.\I.lml~ 

Stule Zip ?!1 
!\cia[lo!~!tht!) 

\\'Iltlnl On Ynll 1.i", With? ,'J,lmes 

_- .'\,llure III R"~IJ~n~p 
-:: \.lll~ ~'!.li)li'h ... cI 

\Io!"nhs 

Stn~jt; 
I -" \t.drtl'd 

.• :\r~tlr,ll \,1 

:: J)I',llrl ''': 

\\'Id,,\\ f'rl 

Je', ~ 

" f~Jt~':':lln,:, -) ~':r~ 
\·:.,rl"'I'L .. drtl f\P.J(ln!1 .. ni;' 

1';"lhl,l I .... 

~'!'I', . i "I ~t I , 

11\\ n~ 1I\:IIH\ ..J. 

r.l\ ~ :on:-N.lnll!d Icn:1nI 

ShiHrs :cnl \'.' :r:t'llib 
:-;hdr,~:"1 I ... '~:t .... ' fJlllilr 

-= !'I\~ 'I;,) r"!lf-- .. I:'II·p:-~.··! H ':-"'I:!. 
'i 7' ,t', .... 'IJ .. ··1: .. \ 1 t •••.• r' -'.1 ~ 

l andlord'$ n~l1IC! 

.\ddress 

2. :::-':0 If no. whose n,ltn~? 

0-16 



c 

( 

c 

Prlll'ious .1ddrt!Ssp.s. how lun~. with II'hnrn'{ .\r~ Ihere III', ;p,\l;l.·' pr"plt!nh . .iUC!l .l!J f';',I;':\ '!t 
\'Oll .Ind yuur fJI1lIi'.' IP..! 11';1t1rlt!ltl Il'~. 

1'111.11 Timl! inlhl! I'urson .\rt!.I:' 
YC.lr~ ,\IUIIIII' ,1.1\ ~ 

\"I1.,t i, Yllur \1.11IitH! .\dd:t'!'t'" to: .. ·~;I.r' ~\·.~ •• t~:tl!~L"J 

'i11l·,'1 IIr f' ll. tlll\ 

Tulnl Time III .\rt/OIlJ? 
Years .\Iunlhs On)'s 

Whal is vour employment status 
lcorie as many as t\\ol 

elll 

I. _ r:rnoIO\ p!:2 ru ililme ;;;: ~ P.~H~ri ,., , 
.: E~:;!J·.Jo'd pJrI.llme _ ' .... nernpl.I)·.pd SU;JC .Lp.d 

). i "~'lJPII:l\e:l see~nlj =>y :J:rl~" 
- ~;ut:')'.;rtenl LntH~lpIO\·~a. :101 )"I: ... ln~ 
_. ~IUUr!:IU "!'mplo\"ml!nt 

:: ;:::il e:r.;)loyp.d Emploreu.1~ h!Ju!'Ic\\o,(e 

Ernpiurer, "drne POSition 

:\ddress P~onP. 

n011' manY hours do you work per I\'pek? 
~ .. ~JI: we c~ntJc: ,"our employer) = Y!:!!5 = 
Ho'o\' man\' iobs na\'e you worked In :he Idsl 
• \\ r;ah'f! rnonlhs? 

':;h.ll IS .. our :nonthiv Income 
H·, '"if)ij.l~'; I:om ~mpJoymtlt1I" .? 

- .. Do IOU have nnv Illher sources of Income. 
- IS~;~I~I'thrce irom C;'OIC~'; oiicr~d beio\\' I 

"'Of'; •• ', ~t>(,.u(lI'" 
~I1CIJI S:-CUrtl\' dlsabdlfv 

"'-1' ~ 'h~Joaill\' 
- ·.~j-·!:5 r!!lIremen! 

• t~ .1:·,.:II( 

~ ,'" ' .... 
• ~a::m.!j) rne>H InSUtJnc'! cornpensauon 
!'"·aOJ ,':Imps 

HI l.hl ''l f!~pcnaent cnlitJr'!rt 
11 ..: ·.·.M~r.pn S compp.nsa(lon 
_ :: ~111. .:; "1~t:t.::Il"" ar.~ t:c:ln':'.Jns aiSlslance 

IJ --:- \Icn~\' irom !nt'nus 
J~ . '.I:::.~,' :jom reIJt1\t:s 
15 -: ~o!l·.n: I,lood 
th . ..: :t;ll'l!n~ itlp~rvj 
I: -: :nnl'w·· .. nl busln~S'i, pr(lp"!ftY1)rtentallncome 
It! -: C~,IHL!1I'S 

Telal ;;1or,thll' Income from al! sources? 

If',flU nrp. n horne OIV"~r ",hnl is the 
v"lurl 01 "'Iur homeillflololiorsl 
',vh.lI ~i :hp I)lll!i(ilndln~ 
:-l~'!'!~rt'':I' tlllulInl" tin dulllfSI 
Wha; i~ \ our monthl), out!;ty lor huusin~? 

I .:: \lurl~J~e payil!~nl :!. = Rent 

\\,h.11 Me ynur 10lJi ';il\'ll\~S l:l uollar~ OIlIl.ln"? 

·\"'ll.!r~ ., 
LI:: your maior t!eb.~ ,?r ,:!IJ!";atlom: 

Tutul amount ofiJilis. dehts. 
loans outstnndln4? (in dod.lr~1 
( _. 'filial "mount 1lvatlabltl 
t~ P~)st b-unt! (in doilars) 

:-10 

,. " .. '" 

If ),OU are un"'"plo),ed,holV lon~ ~inc~ lour lasl je 

Years \1 dHh!ll 8-,1\ S 

(r I;au Jrp. lH"r,plo\"r,d for 'tI:;~ th.ln t'.\ ,)', :Hf:i 

or-unemploye~. wilat -.·.~S :,,:,,,r 

P rp'\'IOUS laD? 

,.\ddres5 .It wnrk 

Phone _..:-_ ._. 

Par how lung ~ '("1r5 ~.Ioa:~, Da\'s 
From .- i .) . 

OJ\' I: ~Ionlh _ .. Year _ Dd\ _ :-!on!h leur 
If:."Oli are unemployeci. hot': lor.g ~II\'~ ycu b~en 3e'!J...Jn:! 

e~ploymenl? Da~:; ~.t~ln:H.) 
What kind '11' work tin I IIU .!o~ 

'.\'hal kl nd .of s;,ti!; dO ;, Illl nJ I'~ I 

_ =~ \V~~.! is the hio;;hl!>1 ?,rnri" of schllul \'ou 

fompleted? 
'-'- -- \\'hal degrees or diplllntJS do ~ ou. h: ,.~? = -"une 2._ u.:' D. 

1 = High School Dipiurna 1, Colleg~ 
---. ,\re \'OU cur:pn!ll' onrol,,)n Ill .. 

1 ~~ ~~ii~:~hcoj ~' ~ ~'~~I~~I~~'~I'rH .• ~ --= ~ :! ~I~~~: 
1.\'!'1ere? F'~r ho'.\ ~,'f 

lIow much uf ','Ollr il!com" is de"'ClI~d :0 ~~£ 
support oi the household?' x, _= . :I,' = S,l:ne 
2 = Hali 1. = "Ios: 4. _ \" 

<- - - How much dop~ ),our CIHllribulion reprE':>~nt " 
the tOlal hous~hold ,upPllr!! __ \ : ';,,;:e_ \ = Some .!.': :-L. ... t ) ._ \ 1t) .. 1 -4 _ ,~it 

lIo\\' ,nunl' in \,I)ur huu"lpholtl .'lrf! curn'nt~~ 

pmplu\,f'!d":' _ iC.lli!'"\ f."Ir ,tJ':;::. L.!. 1."". ') '1. .'r \1, '1'1 

..... h\I'lIj,.P~IIJ·.i'j ... tI:.::l·~~· 0I~'t'!'1:,:d' 
\ _~ ~.(/( ,lpptll"Jbit! : _ I"" - ... ' 
'Shnlls (he icn~(h or \'our ~rnu~i~" ·J!l1ol'.J\·nlt!:tt 

1111 PIlln:!lS/ 

F IIlld)' IOr.OIll!' Illllnlhil iWIIl ,'nl;JI'l'.'fIlCIlI 

TIll a I iamti'.' l:leOIl!!! imn: ,111 ;UlHC"', 1f!10nlhh! 
Vcterull '1~lu, Rr;lnch or sero'lce 

_ '.~;;'.'~t 
t -: ':cldrJn 

.. lc.~' ",') 
; -: elohi l; .oI:.! 

--: '~U\" \.:- 'ff r 
:: ~C::"Ier\e< 
: \',l11UII.II t~II.ltd ;').'r·,·1 ,. 

:_ T)'JI" nf discahrt;e 
.: -'01 JUpllr.1111t> ~ .:. ~LIoI c~'ntJll.cr 
:; Honor,toit! 5 _ ~':lnO"Ot,JIlI'" 
.: C~nr.t.Ji ') \~I.!·!I1. •• 11 , = C"lIpsltaht~ U.JltI 'li OI'~;:,lf:;e ~~ \l£!:~h 'Lttf 
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EXHIBIT F 
Do )'0\1 Want tho court 10 apPoint d lawyer to rapresent 
you In IhlS cas!!? 1. = Ye~ 2. = ~o ,. _ Veterans AdmlnldtrotiCln lIent1lil. 

~:or a V,.lnntn 
""'oran .. .J;r"nlli .UI.U!\III\( lit:lh:IIU 

J CONTINUED) 
.. \re I'OU oI0le 10 OOlaln thlf s~rvlces at a lawyer without 
Incu'm..ag substantial hardship to I()ursplf or your 
faml{y1 1. ::::; Yes ~. = ~(J If "no" ,tate your reason 

1)0 you huve any other property whfchJis.(lqt needed by 
lOUr (emily for day-to-day liVing whl~ you coUld use 
10 pay for an attorney? 

ApproXlInale value lin dolldfsl; 
ApprOXImately how much can you dlford 10 contribute 
10 Iho COSI oi In attorn~y euch monlh 10 represenl I'OU 
In IhlS cJse? 

~ '.'ijHtrI,n preVlutu rnnllicl Wllh \ \ .lJrtlmtlv nol rl"Ce1Vln't 
'JHnttIllJ 

''t'eIHt.!l:n not currenlly rftCl!IVlnl( aenrilll~ 

Hove you ever been arre:ltud before? t. '" 
2. 

Have you ever been relua.tId on 
1. Bond 2. = ROR 1 = '.ellher 
(code one or morel 

,-\re you currently releaoed on 
1. -:: Bond 2.":: ROR J: "ulther 
(cnde one or morel 
If you are currently pendln~ on J ielony charge, \IIho IS 
Jrlur lawyer! 

Whl!n is you r next r.ourtJ1a!b1 .\I<)nlh· 

T .. pe ot' h~afln~ 
\\ hdllS vour Pimd t:IlUIIII' ,~UpprIlJr C:uun 
COlNP number! 

Whut Me the charges pending a'lalnsl you I 

LIST IN OIRONOLOGICAL ORDER DiE HISTORY OF YOUR ,\DULT CRI~fJNA!. OIARGF.5 

J. 

'1 

III 

0.1. luri.dlctlon 
OI.poolt1on/ 
S"nlenCIt 

TYp. 
I Pmi>O II on 
Pn","=d. 

Parol./ 

.~cn .. J 
TIme ~en'ftd Oe,. 

YI"I Moo O'Y' Compl .. od 

What are the total number of prior felony arre3l!1? What are t.he number of prior felony ~nvictioru? 

What are the lotal number' o{prior misdemeanor arrt!Sts? What are the number of convictions? 
Have you ever fatled to appear for court? 
If 1 = Yes .:: Pelony = .\lisdemeanor 
;\re you currendy on prooallon? 1. Yes~, 
.\re I'OU currentl\' on paroie? 1. .:: Yes 2, 
;\re ~ou currentl\' on dtl'erslon? 1. = Yes 2, 

= Traific 
_ :>10 

If Yes. why did you fatl to dPpear ior cOUrt? (slale reason I 

: .~o = :-10 
What IS ),our Probatton and/or Parole Officer'~ name? 
, -- Stotus at time of arre.tt = VUI HOR-non locollelonv 
(code as many JS fOUr) = l)ul RI)R-Io..al m"uem •• nor 

t : .~ew c.u~ ~. :: {Jut ROR-non 10ed! 
I .: fJn urooallon-{elon\ 'ilISLlernt).llnor 

: On pfOt)dllon-mISOem6oJnOr '1. = OUI bono-loc.ll {Alonv 
: On p"ci~~lale IJ :: Oul Cool1-non local 

~ ..: F"'(jl!t81 ptoCl~1I0n.Ollrold 11 :: Oul bond-loc.l1 
: OUI ROR-focal (Hlony rnl.sdnnlf!rtnor 

lJo )'OU have anyone else who can venfy Ihe mformalHln you ha\'e \{Iven? 
\'"Am" RlJldllOn~nlo ~honR 

I:! = 0u1 blJOd-non l()i"!.jl 
mlSo"mednor 

1J .:: On 1]f\'t!rSlon 
14. = !n CU510a\'-o .. nllln~ 

felonv 
:S = In CU~(Of.1\·-p~ntun~ 

'nl!hlt!nt~nof 

ttL St!I"\'ln~ flmtt-I.,lon,· 

Who Wlll be re3poruibla for your rerum to court? P~rson or OrganIzation 
x. = :0-:0 one J. :: Parents 6.':: Roommate 9 . .:: Girlfnend C 

I .:: S~ii 4. = Sibling 7 .:: Or~Bnizatlon 10. = EmplQyer 
1. :: Spouses. = Frlendls)8 . .:: Relatl\'e 11. = Other ,\ddress 
Is fl~ld vertfication required? 1. = Yes 2. = .--:0 
If ·I'es. please provide us wllb directions. Will thel' be In Coun todav I 

Works at' or can be localed'al 

.\ddr,;ss 

1- Y~s 

1'; : Sdrvan~ tim&-
:nUd"m NI. nor 

!B : 1:ell\4.s«i to p.H lin" 
19 : ',\'orJ-t?OIMSd ~ritllu 
:0 - tn C\Jll00'J\ -.;rhet 

Relatiooshlp 

Phone 

2. -" 
.~o 

Phone 

, 
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EXH IE fT G 
0- 19 

P!"',' I:OU~IT" rRE-i~'~I·lL ~[L:ASE i'PC),jI:CT 

~"t::";re"js :,:;<, - "erif'ed community ties. 
:~C':'~"'efiG~ ;,C~ .. '::IL '/ to Jrd par,:y :ustody 'Jf: 
:.:~ ;'~ren.::; ~:R - : ';L' to 3rd :Ja r tj cus tee Y Ji ~Co-r-r-p.-c-t l-o-n-a ..... l--:·..,..Io .... l-!J-n,-te-e·-r--;-~~-"n-t-:"e-r-. ----­
:ei"r'::~l1t }uu;ifies for ~OR - [f infor'lldtlon 'J1Ven Cdn oe 'Ierlr'ied, 
';) ~.:c;:)r·,;,e!'datlon • ?raJect r':lPahs 'iElIn,lL in this CJse, (See o.e'rar'<s: 
:ecQ1"lrend:; ':0 ~CR i:xlsting communit:1 tles ,10 not offset seriousness of c~an;e(sj, 
=ec:;,..':le"d s :iO :CR ,:ef enoan t C!J rren t 1 Y JU t :In qOR Jr 30NO '0'1/pend i ng f e 1 ony . 

::5' :~r-;c= .. =!.-" l: 
~ ... =s=r'::.' ":'.'93C: ____________ _ _ ___________ ~ge: ________ _ 

7:1e:pcne ',0.. for: _______________ :06: _____ _ 

\·,i til : ________________________________ __ 

jJ ~~ i -iT.e ,rj 'Jeson : ________________________________ __ 

'iei"i~" eo ~.(: ___________________________________ :.,0"0:: _____ _ 

:.n:J I vjr-en L: =.Ji:--:-'c ------ .::' ~. 

~~ i ::~~"'.~ ',e. '::or. _____________________________________________ _ 

'J;: ____________________________________ _ 

.~ ...... -=": :/. 

:~~~""::! ... ,: 3:! :c'£ _____________________________________ _ 

_~.:.!. :~.:;. ;~::..:r1s -------------_. - ---_.------
.. _ .. _----. ---

: ... :;; :"i'T :;.:~~S~: ____________________________ _ 

;:.CR ______ _ 
::cnd ______ _ 3/? 

:,~, ------- ~rOj~ct. Staff 
Dl.sm, _____ _ 

Sentenced ____ _ 

," 

------~ ----

[ 

fl.' ".' 

I 
.' 

/ 
j 

,.. 
\ 

( ) 

January 1 
II 3 
II 

" 
" 
" 
" 
II 

" 
" 
" II 

" 
" 
II 

" 

5 
6 
7 

11 
12 
14 
15 
17 
18 
20 
22 
25 
29 
31 

February 1 
" 3 
II 

II 

" 
" 
II 

II 

II 

" 
" 
" 
II 

II 

II 

5 
6 
7 
9 

12 
17 
19 
20 
21 
23 
25 
27 
28 

March 1 
3 
4 
8 
9 

II 

II 

" 
II 

II 

II 

II 

II 
II 

II 

II 

" 
II 

II 

II 

II 

11 
13 
14 
15 
16 
20 
21 
22 
23 
26 
30 
31 
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EXHIBIT H 

BIRTHDATES FOR NOTIFICATION GROUP 

.April 1 
II 
II 

" 
" 
II 

II 

2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 

II 11 
II 12 
II 15 
" 17 
II 20 
II 21 
II 25 
II 27 
II 30 

May 1 
" 3 

5 
7 
8 

II 

" 
" 
II 10 
II 11 
" 13 
II 15 
II 16 
" 17 
" 19 
II 26 
II 27 
II 30 

June 2 
" 6 
" 10 
" 11 
" 12 
" 19 
II 20 
II 22 
II 26 
II 27 
II 28 
II 29 

IJuly 1 
" 3 

4 
6 
8 

" 
" 
" 
" 11 
" 13 
" 14 
" 15 
II 16 
II 17 
" 18 
II 19 
II 23 
It 25 
II 26 
" 28 
" 31 

August 2 
" 
It 

3 
5 

" 10 
" 11 
II 12 
" 13 
II 14 
" 16 
II 18 
II 20 
II 22 
" 26 
II 27 
" 29 

September 6 
" 9 
" 14 
" 15 
" 16 
" 18 
" 19 
" 24 
" 25 
II 27 
" 28 

October 3 
II 

II 

" 
" 
" 

4 
5 
6 
8 
9 

" 10 
" 11 
II 13 
II 14 
II 17 
II 19 
II 21 
II 22 
II 23 
II 25 
II 30 
II 31 

November 2 
II 

" 
It 

" II 
II 

" 
" 
" 
II 

II 

" 

4 
6 
8 

10 
15 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
27 
29 

December 1 
II 

" 
II 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
II 

" 
" 
" 
II 

3 
4 
6 

10 
11 
14 
15 
16 
18 
19 
20 
21 
23 
27 
28 

, 



EXHIBIT 1. 

NOTIFICATION SUMMARY 

Study Number ___________ _ Name -----------------------

Date of Scheduled Date Notification Di d Defend- Did Case Reach 
Court Appearance Mailed dant Appear? Final Disposition? 
(month, day, y,- , (month, day, year) yes no yes no 

~: 

I 

0 

( 

I 

I 

( I J 
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EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS OF PRETRIAL RELEASE IN BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 

INTRODUCTION 

In order to analyze the impact of pretrial release proqrilnlS, the 
La\·, Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has commissioned a 
multi-city study of release practices. This study, Dart of LEAA's 
National Evaluation PrOql'nlll, is beinq conducted by' The Lazur Institute .... , 
a research organization based in I .. Jashill'lton, D.C. The study considers 
several major pretrial release issues, including: 

• \·Jl1at impact do pretrial release programs have upon 
release rates? 

• Do programs result in increased "eCjuity" of release 
(e.~., by leading to the release of more poor defendants 
than would otherwise occur)? 

• What is the extent of criminality among pretrial releasees? 

• To what extent do defendants on different types of pretrial 
release (e.g., ovll1 recognizance, money bail, supervised 
release) return for scheduled court appearances? 

• Hm" do the services of f)Y'etrial release programs affect 
defendant outcoll!es (e.g., court arpeclt'ance rutes, pretrial 
criminality I'ates)? 

• What costs and benefits are associated with pretrial 
release programs? 

To address these issues, the study provides for experimental analysis. 
cotaparing defendants \·,ho are processed by a pretrial I"elease program \'lith 
an otherwise equivalent group of defendants who are not processed by the 
program. Analysis of outcomes (e.g., release rates,court appearance 
perforlllC'lnce, pretrial crilninul ity) fo~ the tVIO ql"OLIPS \·fill permit assess­
nlent of program illlj)(ICt. 

In Balt:il!1ore this t'E~searci1 apPl'oClcl1 I'til1 be illljJlf:I;.('nt~d for clefelldant<; 
I eceivinr] five or' re\':I~r veri fied pll:nts 011 lho 1J0int S( a 10. nUI"r defendants 
(i.e., tl10sr reccivinf].l r.ot,ll of' six or l'ICH"e noints) \·:ill not he included 
in this sLlIdy. Oefellciullts l'eceivin~1 un (IPP1"opt'i(1te point s('(11(' tot(1l \'lill 
be I"tlndolllly divided into tV/O ClI"OUPS so that every such rlefendc1IlL hns clll equlIl 
opportunity of beiJlCl in either <lroup. 

r,esidf~s havino five or fel';el' points, dcfC'llrli111tS included in this s'tudy 
must !lave been alTested 011 the charlles ShOl-1I1 ill tht~ "List of Accuil!,clble 
Charges" only. In addit-ion, the exclusions shDl'Jrl in the "List of Exclusions 
(Cesides Charge)" must not apply to these defendants. 

0-22 
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ATTE~WTE[) FAI.Se PflEHflSE 
f\TT[~'PTED It-RC[;!y 
ATHI·iPTCO ST()~[,IIOUS[ BRCAnr:c 
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C[USOR I~OMW V I 01./\T I Oi!S-Ol~:.r.CIi TTY LA\·}S 
CtJI'l,"lOIi J\SS/dJLT !·!ITlIO:.JT flLSISTIr:(~ ARREST, OCM)lY \'IEllron, !3REM:UiG 

!\r!D EnTeR I ilG OH HALl C I OUS DESTRUCT! Ofl I\S COMPAN I Of~ CHARGES 
DAYTnlE BURGLARY \'JITIIOUT HEI\PON 
DISORDCRlY COflDUCT 
DISORDEf~lY I;rroxICI\TION-NOT CHRONIC ALCOHOLIC 
o [STURlll r!G THE PEt~CE 
rAILURE TO PAY-COURT, FOOD DILL, TAXI, \~I\GES 
F/\LSE PREHfJSE-UNDER $500 (PER CHECK) 
Fi\LSE REPORT 
GNiGlfilG 
rr·1PERSOnI\T WG !III OFFI CER 
Ii1D[CE;~T EXPOSURE 
I ilTERFER r I:G 
L;\RCEilY -UilDER S500 
LARCEny AFTER TRUST-UNDER $500 
LOTTERY, !30m~i'lAf:I,'IG 
l·l/l.Ll C I OUS DESTHUCT IOfJ- UIlDER $500 
Plt-.rlOER I f:C 
POSSCSSIOU OF HCROIN, BARBITURATES, A!·lPHETN·1INES, OTHER DRUGS 
POSSESS [Oil OF liMH JUNlt~ . 
PROSTITUTIOU, SOLICITIrlG, DISORDERLY HOUSE (not narcotics violation) 
RECE [V IilG STOlEfi GOODS-UNDER $500 
ROGUE I\;ID V J\Gl\eOIlO 
SHOPl I FT I i'IG-UlmER $500 
S TORCHOUS E [3 REAK rr~G 
T/\r·iPE Ri i!G 
TELEPllor:E FlISUSE (Exclude 'second time aqainst same person) 
THEFT-UNDER $500 
TRESPASSING (not a repeat on same establishment) 
UNLAWFUL ACTS--RELATED TO MINORS 
WELFARE FRAUD 

LIST OF EXCLUSIONS (BESIDES CHARGE) 

OET 1\1 :ICRS 
PRETRIAL REARRESTS 
PSYCHIATRIC CASeS 
OUT-OF-STATE RESIDENTS 
UNVERIFIED ;illDrmss 
FTA RECOIID ONLY IF FL.I\GRANT VIOLATION (2 FTAtS WITH GUILTY 

DISPOSITIONS OR 4 FTA CHARGES SINCE 1/1/77) 

. . " 

---- -------------------------- ----

• I , I . , 
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PROCEDURES FOR INTERVIEWERS 

1. All defendants with six or more points will be processed as usual. 

2. If a defendant has five or less points, ALWAYS RECOMMEND O.R. if: 

--the charge is acceptable, 
-the listed exclusions do not apply, and 
-the defendant's birthdate is on the "!3irthdates for Program Group" 

list. 

3. P!J;L recommendation may be made for a defendant with five or less 
poi nts if: 

--the charge is not acceptable, 
-any listed exclusion does apply, or 
-the defendant's birthdate is not on the "Birthdates for Program 

Group" list. -

4. ALL defendants with five or less points who are released on O.R. 
should be referred to the PRSD office, unless the charge is disorderly 
conduct or a similar charge which will be settled in court the next day. 

5. It is essential that all interview forms for defendants with five or 
less points be completed in full during the time period of this 
study. In particular, the forms should be pointed up, and the 
recommendations and charges should be clearly indicated. 

6. The folders for all defendants with five or less points should be 
marked in the upper left-hand corner, as follows: 

~ eligible for Survey 

~ not eligible for Survey 

If the case is not eligible, the reason should be written next to 
the C[) mark Te."g., charge, out-of-State, rea rrest, FTA, etc.). 
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PROCEDURES FOR CENTRAL OFF! CE PERSONNEL 

If any defendant with five or less points is released on OR, 
Program Staff will compare the defendant's date of birth with the list 
entitled "BIRTHDATES FOR SUPERVISED GROUP." NOTE THAT THIS LIST OF BIRTH­
DATES IS A DIFFERENT ONE FROM THE LIST USED TO DEVELOP THE PROGRAM AND 
NON-PROGRAM GROUPS: IT INCLUDES HALF OF THE PROGRA~1 GROUP BIRTHDATES 
AND HALF OF THE NON-PROGRAM GROUP BIRTHDATES. 

1. If the defendant's birthdate appears on the "BIRTHDATES FOR SUPERVISED 
GROUP" list, the defendant is to be given an appropriate form of 
supervision, such as being required to report to a referral program, 
come to the release program in person, be placed in someone's custody, 
etc. The minimum supervision for defendants in this group will be 
to call in at least twice a week. During these calls, defendants 
will be reminided of their next court dates, their addresses will be 
verified, etc. All defendants on the SUPERVISED birthdate list are 
to be assigned some form of supervision, beyond that now received by 
all defendants. 

2. If the defendant's birthdate does not appear on the "BIRTHDATES FOR 
SUPERVISED GROUP" 1 i st, the defendant wi 11 be requi red to ca 11 in 
once a "leek ONLY. NO ADDITIONAL SUPERVISION \'/i11 be required for ~ 
defendant in this group. Additionally, when these defendants call in, 
they will not be reminded of their next court dates; their addresses 
will be verified only. 

Figure 1 presents a summary of the overall approach for the experimental 
analysis in Baltimore. 

7 , 

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

i. 

I: 
n 
I) 

I: (J 
!I 
11 

Defendants wi th 5 or Fewer Poi nts I 

0-26 

Figure 1: Summary of Approach for Baltimore Experiment 

" 
~ 
I 
I 

-
Defendant has acceptable Defendant has unacceptable 
charge and exclusions do charge or an exclusion 
not apply applies 

~heck "Birthdates for Program Group" list 

Defendant's birthdate Defendant's birthdate 
is on list is not on list -

Recommend O.R. 
~1ake usual recomnendati on I rel ease (AU-JAYS) 

l RELEASE DECISION I 
1 

[!eleased on O. R. I I Not Released on O. R.j 

Refer to PRSD vi a Survey I 
Referra 1 Form (AUJAYS) I 

! Check "Birthdates for Supervised Group" list I 
+ 

Defendant's birthdate Defendant's birthdate 
is on list is .nQ1. on 1 ist 

~ ~ 
Provide more than Provide minimum I 
minimum supervision superV1Slon 

, , 

" 



a 

,I 
I 

~T--': 

q, 
3I~:-HC';i::S "OR pr,) JR'~:'1 :lROUP 

JanlJci ry 2 ,II..:!,! , 
5i!D tell'oe" , , 

~ 
3 

2 ~ 

5 
~ 

oj 
-3 

I 'J IIJ , , 
'-

3 
" 

IJ 
' , 15 
1:' 

I 3 I" 
13 

~ 9 I? 
1': 

21 

~ 

20 
17 

22 23 
:3 

,~ 

~.l 
?-

2'; 
25 

~~ 
?-

?-
2G 

.!J 
.0 "~ 

27 
27 

~I 

29 
"0 

23 
L 

30 
29 Februdry 5 

" a ,1une 3 :Jc tcber 3 9 
6 

5 10 
3 11 

12 
9 13 

14 
13 IJ 

15 
1 J 15 

15 
17 ; 6 , -
22 

,/ 19 
19 2J 22 
21 

25 23 
'- 28 25 
23 26 
24 Iloverrber 2 ?"' 
2G 

5 
-, 
28 

27 
5 29 

29 
3 
9 ild reo .1 

July .j 
II 6 

7 
12 7 

3 1 J 9 1': 
15 12 , -
, -,~ 

" 
14 

1-3 
1 ~ 15 

~9 :9 1? 
21 

2':) 13 
22 ?? 20 
23 

~-
21 

25 
25 25 

27 25 30 
:3 .'~ugus t 1 
30 April 

" 3 ~ 
J Jece:.'Der 2 5 
5 .: 10 
7 

5 11 
3 

ii 12 
12 

7 14 
1 J 10 :5 , , " 

1 ~ 
, .. ?' 
l:i 

':0 
, .. 
'::3 

19 
~] 

,~ l-=-
.. 25 

23 
~, ~. :5 ;:3 :3 

28 .:0 

\ 
2~ 

31 
31 

11-27 
II 



i _. 

1 

( 

District 

---

: 

. 
- , 

EXHIBIT B: MASTER LIST, BALTIMORE CITY DEFENDANTS STUDY 

Date: 

Note: Include all defendants with 5 or less points. 

POlnt Group (Check One) Total 
Name of Defendant (If 5 Reason for Date of Birth Program Non-

: or less) Exclusion * Program 

,~. 

*For example, if arrested on murder charge, write "murder"; if out-of-State resident, \-Jrite "out-of-State." 

" 

o 
I 

N 
co 

\ 

, 

, 



Complete for ALL STUDY GROUP Defendants 

Name of, Defendant 
;'"0110 (Check; Qr.e \ 
;rrC9r·~~rQQiF. 

/1 
\. 

EXHIBIT C: RELEASE DECISION 

Commissioner's Amount or Date of Release Pe rcen ta ge , 
Decision* if Applicable Release 

-

Comp lete ONLY for 

~e 1 ease Cect s i on 
H <econsideratlon 

-

*Indicate ROR, bail bond, deposit bond, third party custody, conditional release or other (describe). 

" 

Defendan ts wi th RCL rASE REV I E\~ 
-,-

P"'']rlm 
:eCOlrt":e'1~Htl;.n 

dt ~'.!cons tcel";!t len 'Iu,'b~r of 
(f"':.l'.J~e ~r O\.ort ~r' Poi nt5 H 
cercentJ;,! i ~ !n:,.~ tecons ;d'!ra t,.:n 

I -, 

-

)\ 

o 
I 

N 
\.D 

, 

" 

, 
r 
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EXHIBIT 0 
(\ 
\\ .' 

BIRTHDATES FOR SUPERVISED GROUP 

Janua ry 1 Apr; 1 1 ,July 1 October 3 " 3 " ? II 3 " 4 
II 5 II " " 4 " 5 

..) 

" 6 " 4 
" b " 6 " 7 " () 
II 8 II 8 

~ 

II 11 II 7 II 11 II 9 " 12 II 8 II 13 II 10 
II 14 " 11 II 14 II 11 
II 15 " 12 II 15 II 13 " 17 " 15 II, 16 II }If " 18 " 17 II 17 II 17 
II 20 " 20 

18 II 19 " 22 II 21 
19 II 21 " 25 " 25 23 " 22 

II 29 II 27 25 II 23 
II 31 II 30 26 " 25 

28 " 30 Februa ry 1 ('lay 1 " 31 " 31 " 3 II 3 II 5 " 5 
November 2 " 6 " 7 August 2 

II 4 " 3 " 7 II 8 
II 6 II 5 " 9 " 10 
II 8 

, 
II 10 

\ II 12 II 11 
" 10 II 11 

II 17 II 13 
II 15 " 12 

II 19 II 15 
" 19 II 13 

II 20 " 16 
II 20 II 14 

II 21 " 17 
II 21 II 16 

II 23 II 19 
" 22 II 18 " 25 " 26 
" 23 " 20 " 27 " 27 
II 24 " 22 " 28 " 30 
" 27 II 26 
\I 29 ,. 27 (·fa rch 1 June 2 

" 29 " 3 " 6 
December 1 

II 4 " 10 
" " ..) 

II 8 II 11 Septel1:ber 6 
" 4 

II 9 II 12 9 
II 6 I' 14 

II 11 " 19 
II 10 II 15 " 13 " 20 
II 11 

" 
II 16 " 14 /I 22 

14 " 18 
/I 15 /I 26 

15 II 19 
'\~ 

" 16 II 27 
16 II 24 

II 20 II 28 
18 " 25 " 21 II 29 
19 " 27 

II 22 
20 " 28 " 23 
21 " 26 
23 

to' ( " 30 
27 

E i 
II 31 ! 

" 

. 
I 

28 I: 
f 
I, ",;:"'-c .. " 

I, 
I' 
It 
Ii 
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lXHIBIT E: SUPERVISION SUMMARY 

I 

In 
Date Supervisecl Type and Frequency 

of Group? Supervision (e.g., 
Name* Birth Yes No 

in twi ce per week) 

. 

. 

*Include all defendants with five or fewer pOints RELEASED ON O.R. 

" 

~' I 

of 
call-

Comments 

CJ 
I 

W .... 

, 

\ 

, 
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c. 

c 

C
·,.· 

,. 

o ROR 

o ROR _ No' Rec 

o LPC 

o REJ 

o Sa" Red 

O· All C, 

OEF!WDANT"S NAME 
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FH OATE ___________ OISTR'CT _____ PAAT _____ _ T1ME ____ _ 

ARRESTOA:T~E~==========================~R~EL~E~A:S:E~O~A~TE~~~;===~~~==============::; 
SERV'CES 

rDEN::~O_N_EE_O_S ___ ~ __ ~ __ ~_~ __ +-_-+ __ +-_-1 __ ~_~~_-r_~ 
SERV'CES TO BE RENDERED 

PRE-TRIAL RELEASE SERVICES DIVISION 
OF THE 

SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY 

(Las.-'-'----------O:(F-lIs-,"------(""M""""')- I 0 NUMBER ------------

AhilS/Maraen tlarne _______________________________________ _ 

DISltlct Court Case No _________________ Ind, C~ CI. ::0 -------------------

COMPLAINT NO 

SA'L REV'EW 
Oate' ______________ JUdge ___________ ~ _______ _ 

Rec Ball Aco,oved 

ATTORNEY OF RECORD ____________________ ,.--- Phone Number ____________ _ 

o Pr ..... are AIlOlney o Public Oe'~nae( 

RELEASE OF INFORMATION STA T~ 

I agree to ar:ON '~IS lnler .... H! .... w,m the IJOcerSla"amQ Itlal IMe mtormnllon provided WI/I be used 10 delermln€' an~ poss;b1e release 
on own rccoq,,':;tncC" 'he Cil?lI'n9 of b;ld. ;meUQ' oln"r malfrrs pNI;unlng 10 prr·lflill relCilse or d~len"on I und("to;land thai If I am 
'ounrj gwlty. lhl'i In/ormanon m.1Y be mnce available for a pre-sentence In .... csllgilI1on, and may be provided 10 the OllllSlon 01 Par011! 
and Prcbatlon andlor OIVlSlon 01 Corrcctlon J undcrstand Ihlll this Informallon IS subJecl to vCllllcallon and ag(f~e loa I references may 
be Contacled 

I a!f,rm l!'lal me Information gIVen IS frue anc accurate 10 Ihe best 01 my knowledge and ability 

Wllness Signalure 

Oafe Oale 

-------------------

, 

\ 

} 
-, 
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De/encan,.s Name (lasl. First. Middle. MaIdel'll Aliasles) 

So< .1 Age 
..I We'gnt I Scars 0' Marks 

.1 LbSI 

100B 
I Lenc;pn 01 rime," Bailimore Area _Vr _Mo Place 01 81':1'1 c 

Ap, No I Z,p COdC Presenr Address Phone No 

c o 
Dawn Slay Every Night 

DYes DNa 
$ __ ' __ __ Mo 

ORen, Lengltl 01 Present Aesldence: 
__ v, 

c c 
o CPareni :J Spouse C Gu~rdlan C Other Relalwe o Non.ramlly Person 

o 0 
Lef'lgrn 01 TltT'le liVIng W"I'l 

Marllal Stalus CMartlecl o Separared o o.vorced 

c No Chlldref'l DVes DNa I o Volunlary o Courl Order 

Commanrs 

o eves Dale LaSI Worked 

Presenl Employer Pho·,e No 

o o f-T_y_PO_oI_\_"O_r' _______ -i~~~, ~-%~ ~~ .. ages S __ , __ ., Leng," 01 Ernol0Y 

SuPervisor S Name ~ ~ T"ean Conlacl? eYes r No I Will Take Back? OVes DNa 

~::n~ Any Presen, Income? (;] 'fes C;NO 

o tJ;;;""mploymenl 

o PenSIon 
o Olner Income. o Soctal ServIces 

o SS, 

o SocIal SeCurtlY 

o VA DtSaOthty 

o Famtly Sucporl o SavlO9s o Workmen s Compo 

o O,hor (Spec,~) 

c How Long Ami S Conlac! Pnone No 

I [j Fun rime Ptlor EfT'c~oylT'enl From To o I Typo 0' IVo', I ReaS'," lor Leav,"g I Address Name 01 Errp·oyer 

CommenlS 

I Slud~nf? eYes C No I fl Full 'Tlme [l Pari TIme How Long In School 

G 0 ~~----~ __ -----------------J------------~-------------~---------------------------
SettOOI LaSI Anended I Hr91'1eSI Grade Counsellor 

1 _. ! 

Drug Ptobl~m" ~ Prior 

Ever rcllren O'u9~') KInd QI Drugs 

"1 Yes 
I \'".r. 

CommentS 

Comp/elea 

~J None 

'''ow Otren 

I How Long 

I Pll':''1C No 

How LQrlQ 

I Counse"or 

Yes 

I Pnone No 

No 

, 
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Ever Fall 10 APpear? nYes ~NO When 
10 CARDS 

OU'orers LICense No ______________ _ 

Mealcal Ass.:lance No 

Patenls Name 
REfERENCES 'OR VERlfleAfI~ li ~\II!.~'f.~~~ 

Aocless ~ \l:\. \\ '\\ ~ 
Spouse: Name Aadress ~ Phone No 

Olh(·r Aelanves Name Adoress Phone tJo 

O:"er Relerences Name ACOress Pnone No 

CFIII.lj~.Al. ;;ECC~O ;".J"'II 

-calC Place 

I 
I ~--~--+---~---===] 

corwlCIIUns 

~ ~ Otner tSoeClly) __ _ 

NATURE OF OFFeflSE Tn.s It'll~;;"a!IOn IS NOT to De COlalnee I,om lOe oelenoan! 

Cnarge(s) 

Weapon Use-rJ? 

PC'fsonallr.:url' 
n Yes 
C Yes ONe 

01<0 
Tyoe 01 Weapon 

NallJ(e ana E,rer.! 

HosPlIal 

I ~p'~JC. 
y~s Nt) 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Conlacteo? 
Yes No 

Years Ma"lt:o 

Years Knewn 

PIOO~tIY Taio.en'IIIDe~S:'IO:Y:.C~'~_=-::~~~=--:-_____ -======================= 
OesctJpt,on_ -================-=--__ ================= Delenaant 5 't:1al·on 10 VIctim _ == _________________ --::===-: 

Aeco .... ereo? iJ Yes 0"0 DYes ONe Valu1!S ____ 

~::::::~_~O~Y:es~~O~I='o~~o:e~s:cr~lo=e~-==_===================== 
Tnre"us M,lde Againsl V/,lOesst!'S? 

CO·OErEfIOANnSJ ===============_ ___ -=================== Otf"cr R1!le~JI'!' Inlcrmaflon_ 

C OWN REeOG Cs 10% US-___ FULL 

'111m me tCllO~ln9 conalltOns Verlflcallon neeoco 

RE"ASONS FOR RECOMMEEII~IO~A~T~IO~N~..:.No~~:.:":',.:O~P:IS:...:==~ ______ ================== 
~urceOIV"II:"':C,:,,:on~_==============~====================== Commenls _ 

eYes :::: NJ 

SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR DATE 

Have 'Iou palO or a9reea 10 pay any perSon any conSlcerallon for nus refea~e1 

:-} Yes 0 No II yes. eaptaln 

COMMENTS 

( 

·2 

·2 
·4 

o 
·1 
·2 
·3 
·4 

Inr 

4 
3 
2 

·2 

·2 
·4 

o 
·1 
·2 
·3 
·4 

Ver 

2 
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To be recommenoed. a oelendanl needs 

f. A verlhea Ball/more area aOdfcss. ANO 
2. A minImum 01 6 veufied pOlnls from Ihe IOllowmg. 

RESIDENCE (In Baillmore Areal 

Present aaoress 5 years or more 

Present address 2 years OA Presenr ana Pnor 3 years 
PreseOl address 6 monlhs OR Present and Prior 1 year. 
Present address 4 monlns OR Present and Prior 6 monlhs. 

TIME IN BALTIMORE AREA 

5 years or more CcanlinUOUS) 

FAMIL Y TIES (In Ballimor. Areal 

lJves wllh Parent, Spouse or Guardian. 
lives Wllh Other Relahvd 
LIves Wllh Non-Iamlly Person 

EMPLOYMENT OR SUBSTITUTES 

Presenl/ull-Ilme lab 3 years, where employer will lake back 

Presenl lulHlme lob 1 year or more 
OR Present and PfJor full-lime- Jabs 2 years 
OR Il'lIermJtlenr Walk wHn same company or unIon 3 yeals 

Plesenr tull-lime Job 5 momos or more 
OR Presenl and PrIor lull-lime lobs I year 
OR Parr-tIme 100 1 'lear Qr more 
OR FuJI-lIme sluoeOl 6 man Ins or more 

OR ReceIVing SOCIal Services 551, SOCial Secun/y. PenSion, or VA Disabdlly 8enefJls 6 monrhs or more 
OR Laid oft OutIng lasl 4 monms 110m full-lime Job where employec:J al teasl 1 year 

Currenr tull-ume 100 

OR Pari-lime Jab 3 monlhs or more 
OR Full-lime stUdent 

OR ParI-time sluaeni 3 months or more 

OR ReceiVing SOCial Services. 5SI, SOCIal Securny. Pension. VA DIsability 8enefJls. or UnemPloymenr CompensatIon 
OR LaiC off aur.ng Jasl 4 memns 

OR PenClng or tecel'lJOg Workmen's CompensalJon 

OR Flfm commllmenl fa start WOrk WIthIn nex.1 2 weeks (Cannot be a ..... ardee unless lully explaIned In comments J 
OR Regular Family S~pPort or SubstantIal SavIngs 

O.THEA FACTORS ICannot be awarded unless fully explarneo In commenls J 
Poor Healtn. O .... er 60 years Old. or Pregnanr 

EAfenua'I09 ReSPOnSIbilitIes Ce 9 ChIldren. ncusenola. CIVIC Ot churCh aU lies, ele I 

DRUG OR ALCOHOL PROBLEM 

Kno'Meage 01 arug a~alcl,cn anOior alCOholism (Rebullable WI!h trealment conCllron) 

FTA. ESCAPE OR PAROLE/PROBATION VIOLATION 

COI'IVlctjon 01 FT A. ESCJPd Of PdrOlelPrC03~lon Vrola~ion 
2 or more ConVictions 01 FT A. Escape ParofdiP'cballon V,ola h)". or ComOlnallon meree' 

PRIOR RECORD 

Negalive pain Is are assessed on Ihe baSIS at Ihe 10lal numoer of ollense POInts acnlevec Tl1e un liS are as follows 

a UnllS - eacn Felony convlcllon 

2 Untls - Each Mlsoemeanor convIction (wl/hln lasl 7 years) 
I UOI' - each t\1JscU~meanor com'lellon (over 7 years ago} o I 2 

3 4 5 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 or more 

INVESTIGATION FORM. REVISED AUGUST 1. 1977 
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ANALYSIS OF PRETRIAL RELEASE IN THE LINCOLN, NEBRASKA AREA: 

PROCEDURES 

INTRODUCTION 

In order to analyze the impact of pretrial release programs, the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has commissioned a 
multi-city study of release practices. This study, part of LEAA's 
National Evaluation Proqram, is being conducted by The Lazar Institute, 
a research organization based in Washington, D.C. The study considers 
several major pretrial release issues, including: 

• What impact do pretrial release programs have upon 
rel ease rates? 

• Do programs resul t in increased "equity" of rel ease 
(e.g., by leading to the release of more poor defendants 
than would otherwise occur)? 

• What is the extent of criminality among pretrial releasees? 

• To what extent do defendants on different types of pretrial 
release (e.g., own recognizance, money bail, supervised 
release) return for scheduled court appearances? 

• How do the operations of pretrial release pronrams affect 
defendant outcomes (e.g., court appearance rates, pretrial 
criminality rates)? 

• What costs and benefits are associated with pretrial 
release programs? 

To address these issues, the study provides for experimental ana­
lysis, comparin0 defendants who are processed by a pretrial release 
progra.m \vith an otherwise equival ent group of di~fendants who are not 
processed by the program. Analysis of outcomes (e.g., release rates, 
court appearance performance, pretrial criminal ity) for the blo groups 
will permit assessment of program impact. 

The "ideal" situation for imolementing this research approach is 
in a jurisdiction where the pretrial release program is not able to 
intervieltl all defendants \'Iho miqht potentially be eligible for the 
program's services (e.g., the program may lack the resources needed 
to provide full service to all eligible defendants). The defendants 
not served compri se an "overflolt/" group, It/hi ch exceeds the program's 
service capacity. Under these conditons, a comparison qroup of de­
fendants not served by the pro~Jram can be identified through modifying 
the proceSS-for selecting "program" versus "overflow" defendants. 
This can be done in a way that insures each defendant of an equal 
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opportunit~ to be in either group, while the program's overall client 
loads remaln at the same level (or even increase). 

. The Lincoln, Nebraska area now has an "overflow" situation 
Slnce the pretrial release program operates on1y during selecte~ 
weekend hours, t~e overflow consists of defendants who are arrested 
~n week~ays: ThlS o~erflow situation provides the ideal conditions 

r~;e~r~h U~~;~~t ef~~~~ ~r~~a ~a~~~ ~.y~~~ g[ v~~~2~a~f i~~~~~~ti~n~o~~erat i ve 
lnco ~, and V~rlOUS Lln~oln offic.ials is planned for the area The 

;~~l~~~~;. sectlons of thls paper describe the proposed procedu~es for 
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PROPOSED PROCEDURES 

1. 

2. 

The Lazar Institute, under the terms of its grant from LEAA, 
will provide the Lincoln pretrial release program, run by 
the Division of Corrections, with the funds needed to expand 
its activities. As a result of this expansion, defendants 
would be interviewed throughout the week, rather than on 
weekends only. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

On some days each week, the program will operate as 
it does now: interviewing defendants. verifying informa­
tion and making release recommendations. On other 
days each week, the program will conduct research only: 
defendants will be interviewed as part of the research 
project, and their criminal records will be checked, 
but no release recommendations will be made. 

To determi ne whether it is a "program" day or a "re­
search" day, pretrial release staff should consult 
EXHIBIT A (LIST OF PROGRAM AND RESEARCH DAYS FOR PRE­
TRIAL RELEASE ANALYSIS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA). The 
distribution of program versus research days shown in 
Exhibit A was randomly generated, in accordance with 
valid statistical procedures. It is essential that 
the program and research days lis~ed in Exhibit.A be 
follo\'/ed exactly during the expenmental analysls 
period; any changes could bias the analysis and in­
validate the research findings. 

As Exhibit A indicates, over a 26-week period, there 
woul d be a total of 91 "program" days and 91 "research ll 

days. There I"ould also be 45 "program" 'l'/eekend days. 
(F'riday, Saturday and Sunday) and 33 "research'.' 
weekend days. Thus, the number of defendants ln the 
"program" group may some'l'/hat exceed the number in the 
"resea rch" qrotlp. 

The net result of these procedures should be that more 
defendants are processed by the pretrial release program 
than would be if the program continued to operate as 
it now does. This expectation is based on the pro­
gram's estimate that at present it reaches about 
4m~ of the potentially eligible defendants ,arrested 
each week. Expanding the program's operatl0ns from 
weekends only to daily should permit virtuall~ all 
of the potentially eliqible defendants to be lnter­
viewed. If half the d~fendants are interviewed on 
"program" days, then approximately 50% of the poten­
tially el igible defendants would be Droc;ssed by the 
program, as compared with the current 40%. 

. 
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3. (a) On a~'y given day, program staff will check the 
~ooklng l~g at the jail to screen out any obviously 
lnapproprlate defendants (e,g., those with ineligible 
charges or who are in transit to another jurisdiction). 

(b) ~ny def:ndan~ not s~reene? out when the booking log 
15 checked wlll be lntervlewed by the pretrial release 
program staff. In addition, the defendant's criminal 
records will be checked. EXHIBIT B (INTERVIEW AND 
VERI FICATI ON loJORK SHEET -PRE- TRI AL RELEASE PROJECT) 
sho~l? be.used for the interview and criminal records' 
verlflc~tlcns: EXHIBIT B represents a revised version 
o~ ~he lntervlew form now used by the program; ad­
dl!lonal ques!ions have been added to permit more de­
talled analysls of the research findings. 

(c) The ANSWER CATEGORIES GUIDE (EXHIBIT C) shoul d' be 
used when compl et i ng each i ntervi ew form. Pl ease use 
only ~he c~te~ories listed there for the specific 
questlons lndlcated; this is necessary so that the 
data f~om Linc~ln will be comparable with the in­
formatlon obtalned from other areas. 

(d) Note that the revised interview form includes a 
section ("Criminal Records Information") which is to 
be compl,eted by checking criminal records rather 
than by, questioning the defendant. ' 

(e) If it is a "program" day, as determined by EXHIBIT fJ, 
(LIST OF PROGRAM AND RESEARCH DAYS FOR PRETRIAL 
RELEASE.ANALYS!S IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA), the program 
~taff wl~l reVlew the intervie\·/ and criminal records 
lnformatlon and attempt to securE the release of 
appropriate defendants, just as is currently done. 

(f) If it is a "researc~" day, as determined by EY.HIBIT A, 
th~ ~rogram staff 1'1111 only conduct the interviel'/s and 
crlmlnal records checks; no attempts will be made to 
secure the release of ~ defendants on "research" days. 

4. If a d~fendant is interviewed on a "research" day, it is 
essentlal that that defendant remain in the "research" 
group. The defendant should not be interviewed again on 
~ s~b~equent "program" day, even if the person is still 
In Jall on that day. 

5. (a) Enter the names of all defendants interviel'led on the 
MASTER LIST (EXHIBIT D). 

, , 

, 
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Send COPIES of the following materials to Lazar each week: 

-r·1ASTER LIST (one 1 ist of all defendants contacted during 
the reporting period) 

- INTERVIEH FORMS (one form for each defendant on the 
~lASTER LIST) 

-RELEASE SUr.l~lARY (send each sheet on which an entry has 
been made during the reporting period) 

(a) A target date of early December has been set for th~ 
start of the study. It is expected to take ab~ut SlX 
months (26 weeks) to develop a group of approx1mately 
400 defendants (200 from IIprogramli days. and 200 from. 
IIresearchli days). At the end of that tHne, the p~etrlal 
release program would return to its normal operat1ng 
procedures. 

(b) 

(c) 

After sufficient time had elapsed for the study de­
fendants' cases to reach final dispositions, Lazar staff 
would visit Lincoln to collect data on the co~rt a~p~ar­
ance performance, pretrial arrests and case d~SPOS1t10~S 
for all defendants studied.' To accomplish th1S analysls, 
the Lazar staff will need access to relevant court and 
police records on the defendants studied. 

After all data have been collected, Lazar will prep~re 
a report on the Lincoln program as well a~ a compos1te 
report on all sites included in the pretr1al release 
evaluation study. Comparisons of outcomes for ?efendants 
on IIDroaramli versus IIresearchli da'ys should prov1de 
cons1de;able insight concerning the Lincoln program's 
impact on the release process and on defendant outcomes. 

--- ------- ---- ------ ----------
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(b) Also re~ord the date of the interview and check the 
appr?prlat~ column to indicate whether the defendant 
was 1nterv1ewed on a IIproqram" day or a "researchll 
day. 

(c) ~inally, indicate the study number for the defendant 
1n the last column of the f.1A.STER LIST. Study numbers 
should be assigned consecutively as defendants' names 
are entered on the MASTER LIST (for example, the first 
defend~nt will have study number 1, the second defen­
dant w1ll have study number 2, and so on). 

(d) The MASTER LIST will be used as a control sheet to 
keep t~ac~ of al~ defendants included in the study; 
Thus, 1t 1S part1cularly important that the MASTER LIST 
be completely accurate and kept up-to-date. 

Complete the RELEASE SU~1MARY sheet (EXHIBIT E): 

(a) Copy the names and study numbers of all defendants on 
the MASTER LIST onto the RELEASE SUMI:)AAy sheet. 

(b) Provide the information indicated co~cerning the de­
fendant I s rel ease. One or more of the follOl'ling 
should be I'lritten in the IITYPE OF RELEASE" column: 

• ROR; 

• Surety bond; 

e 10~~ deposit bond; 

• conditional release; 

• til; rd party custody; or 

e other. 

If the type of release is "other,'1 please describe 
it. I f the defendant ~/as re 1 eased on bond comD 1 ete 
the col umns shol'lin CJ the bond amount and th~ estimated 
percentage pa i d by the defendant. 

(c) Note that defendants may be released at various 
times and thus the information on the RELEASE SU~1r~ARY 
sheet may have to be checked and recorded over a 
period of several days. 
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EXHIBIT A 

LIST OF PROr,RAf1 AND RESEARCH DAYS FOR PRETRIAL 
RELEASE ANALYSIS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 

,I -

Thursday [Friday 
\.leek I 
Number Sunday Monday Tuesday \oJednesday 

1 Program Program Researcr. Program Research Research 

2 Proqram Research Program Research Research Program 

3 Research Program Research Program Resea rch ~esearch 

4 Program Research Research Research Research Research 

5 Program Research Research Research Program Program 
. '" 

6 Resea rch Program Program Research Proqram Program 

7 Research Program I Program Resea rch Research iprogram 

8 Program Research Research Program Program Research 

9 Program Program Research Research Program Research 
-' 

10 Program Program Research Program Research Program 

11 Program Research Research Research Research Program 

12 Proqram Program Resea rch Program Program Resea rch 

13 Research Research Program Research Program Research 

14 Resea rch Program Program Research Research Program 

15 Research Research Research Research Research Program 

16 Research Research Program Program Program Program 

17 Research Program Proqram Research Research IResearch 

18 Program Research Proqram Program Research Program 

IS Research Pro9ram Research Program Resea rch Program 

2(, Program Research Program Program Research Program 

21 Research Program Research Research Research Program 
, 

22 Program Research Research Program Research Program 

23 Research Program Research Program Program Program 

24 Program Program Research Program Research Research 

25 Research Program Program Program Research Program 

26 Research Research Research :Research Program Research 

Saturday 

Program 

Program 

Research 

Research 

Pro gram 

Research 

Research 

Program 

Research 

Program 

Progran. 

Resea rc h 

Program 

Research 

Program 

Program 

Research 

Research 

Program 

Program 

Program 

Program 

ProCjram 

Research 

Program 

program 
- _---...1.-_, 

- \ 
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i 
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I 
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LI ST OF PROGRAr-l AND RESEARCH DAYS FOR PRETRIAL 
RELEASE ANALYSIS IN LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 

Heek r--'-'-- r 
I 
I 1 (lumber Sunday /'londay TlIeSd~l-IedneSday Thursday I Friday I Saturday . 
I I 27 Program Program I 

Research Program Research I Researclll Program 
'I 

28 Program Research Pi-ogram Reseal'ch Resea I'cll ResearCh/prOgram 
-

29 Research Program Research Progt'am Research Program Program 
i 

30 Research Program Program Program I Program Research Prog ram 

31 Program Res earch Program Program Research Program Research 

32 Program Progl'am Research Resea rch /Research Program Progtam 

33 Resea rch Research Program Program Progl'am Research Research 
. 

34 Research Resea rch Research Progl'am Program Program Research 
I 

35 Program Program Research 
I 

Research Research Research Research 
-

36 Program Research Research Research Resea rch Research Program I 
37 Research Program Prog ram Research Program Research Research 

38 Program Program Research Program Program Research Program 

39 Research Research Program Research Program Program Research 

---------

i'leek 
rlufllbel' 
---_. 

27 
-----

28 
-.- --.-. 

?9 
----._. 

30 
- ---

31 
---_. 

32 
--_. 

33 
-

34 

35 
-"--

36 

37 

38 
-.--

39 
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EXHIBIT B 

Ir~'ER\lIE'.v AND VCRIFler,TIC:l WOR~~ SIH. '_ T - f- ' r ~ E - T r.: I A L r ~!: l 1. .~ 5 ~~ i· i W J [ C T 

J~-"II(YIOVI AOO""I 

_I_+ ___ -tl ___ . _______ . _________________________________ -- ---_._-
J1 

-- ---- ----.------------------_.-._---... _-------- --._--- .. - -----_. -- .- .-._._---

ill 

--- ----- --'-

~---l----------.-----------.---------------.----- ---- .-... -- ----­

r-~------+------------------------------------------------------------nl 
~~J ___ J _________________________________________________ ._. _______ _ 
L!ll 

~~--~------------------------ --------------------._-------------1 
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EXHIBIT C 

ANSWEq CATEGORIES GUIDE 

RACE (ITEM 17) 

Black 
Hhite 
Hispanic Surname 
Oriental 
Other 

9CCUPATI ON 

Record so that occupation can 

Professional/managerial 
Sales/retail 
Clerical 
Cra ftsma n/ fo reman 
Operatives 
Laborers (except farm) 
Farm \'/orkers 
Servi ce workers 
Private household workers 
Armed Forces ' 

be coded later as: 

PRESENT COMPANY EMPLOYING (ITEM 41) 

Write housewife 
by a compan'y or or ~.tudent, where aoolicabl . 

o the r e mp loy e r ' . e , 1 f not e mp 1 0 ve d 

TERMS (ITEM 43) 

Indicatp estimated 
weekly earnings from job 

EDUCATI ON LEVEL 

Less than high school 
Some high school 
Tec~nical or vocational school 
,wlthout high school groduation 

Hlgh school graduate 
Techn!c~l or vocational school in 

S addltlon to high school graduation 
ome college 

College graduate or more 
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EXHIBIT 0 

MASTER LI ST 

Period from to 
----~(~m-o-n~t~h-,-d~a-y-,--y-e-a-r~)--~-- -----~(~m-o-n~t~h-,-d~a-y-,--y-e-a-r~) 

NA~lE 
Date Group (Check One) Study 
I ntervi elved Proqram Research Number 

I 

( 

----
" 
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EXHWIT E 

REL EASE SUMMARY 

Oid programlwas Defendant Released 
Reconmend In Accordance with Type(s) 

Study Rp,lpi'lSp.? I ProC"jram Recommendation? Date of of 
Number Yes No Release Release* 

\ 

" 

. 
Bond 
Amount 

I, 

Estimated 
Percentage 
Paid 

o 
I 

, 

\ 

, 
I 

"...,....- \' 
, 
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ANALYSIS OF PRETRIAL RELEASE 
IN BEAUMONT,- PORT ARTHUR, TEXAS 

Background 

In reGent years many communities have been exploring nel'l I'Jays of making 
pretrial release decisions. A widely adopted technique for facilitating 
these decisions has been to designate special staff l'Iho: 

• interview defendants soon after arrest about their length of 
residence in the area, local relatives, employment history and 
similar matters reflecting community ties as well as about their 
cri mi na 1 record; 

• verify the information provided by defendants, through telephone 
calls to references and checks of police records; 

• provide this information to the magistrates who decide which 
defendants will be released pending trial; and 

• maintain contact with released defendants and remind them of court 
appearance dates. 

Before such procedures were adopted many magistrates had been forced to make 
release decisions on the basis of very limited information about the defendant. 
Often this information consisted only of the police report about the arrest, 
perhaps supplemented by a quick check of police files to assess the defend­
antis prior criminality. 

Usually, magistrates possessed no reliable data about the defendant's 
background, family ties and responsibilities, employment history, income 
bracket or (for a repeat offender) past performance at meeting court dates. 
In addition, information about the defendant's criminal record was often 
incomplete. Thus, release decisions were being made in isolation, without 
access to information which might indicate whether a particular defendant 
seemed to be a "good risk" fot' release. 

Moreover, after release, defendants had no contact with the court until their 
first appearance dates. Until then, no one knew if the defendants were still 
in town, much less whether they intended to appear in court when scheduled. 

The new techniques for providing information to the magistrates before the 
release decisions were made (and maintaining contact with defendants after 
release) were designed to mitigate these problems. Criminal justice officials 
in the comnunities adopting these techniques hoped that their introduction 
would lead to better release decisions, that is, the release of more defend­
ants who were good risks and the detention of more defendants who were poor 
risks. 
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The National Evaluation Study 

Although the new techniques have been widely adopted and are thought by many 
to be effective, there has not been adequate evaluation of their impact. To 
remedy this situation, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
has engaged The ,Lazar Institute to conduct a National Evaluation Program 
"Phase 11" study of pretrial release. 

The evaluation will analyze the impact of the new release techniques on overall 
rates of release, the equity of release, subsequent court appearance rates and 
community safety. An important part of the study involves a comparison of the 
outcomes (e.g., whether released, 'court appearance performance, pretrial 
crimi na 1 ity) of defendants processed by the new techni ques I'Jith the outcomes 
of a similar group of defendants who are not processed in this way. 

Possible Participation By Beaumont 

Beaumont, Texas, has been suggested as a possible jurisdiction for conducting 
such analysis. Recently, several criminal justice officials in Beaumont have 
expressed interest in possible changes in release procedures. For example, such 
changes were discussed with Mr. Bruce Beaudin, Co-Investigator of the Lazar 
evaluation, during his technical assistance visit to Beaumont as part of 
another project. In addition, Beaumont was represented at the National Sym­
posium on Pretrial Services, held in San Diego in early April. 

These expressions of interest in various pretrial release practices raise the 
possibility that Beaumont's participation in the national evaluation study 
would be mutually advantageous. The national evaluation study is seeking sites 
where experimental analysis of pretrial release changes can be conducted; in 
return for participation, Federal funds would be made available to cover the 
cos ts of a tvJO- to three-month experiment. From the resul ts of the experiment, 
Beaumont officials could determine whether chang2d release procedures merited 
adoption on a continuing basis. 

Experimental Procedures and Benefits 

The proposed experiment would operate as follows: 

• Lazar Institute staff would work with appropriate Beaumont officials 
to hire and train individuals who would interview defendants soon a~ter 
arrest. These individuals would also verify the information provided 
by the defendants. 

• During the experimental period, interviewed defendants would be split 
into two groups: for Group A the interviel'l information \'Jould be 
provided to the magistrate making the release decision. For Group B 
the interviel'l information \'Iould not be provided to the magistrate; 
release decisions for these defendants would be based on the type of 
information available at the present time. 

• All release decisions would be made by a magistrate; the proposed 
changes would affect only the information available to the magistrate 
when those decisions are made. 

lilt 
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• The special experimental staff would maint~in co~tact.w~th the 
released defendants in Group A until the flnal dlSposltl0n of their 
cases. Released defendants in Group B would be treated as they are 
now; no special contact would be maintained with them. 

At the end of the experimental period, Lazar Institute research staff 
• would track the outcomes (e.g., whether released, court appearance 

performance, pretrial criminality) of defendants in both groups. 

• Lazar Institute staff would prepare a report pr~s~nting the result~ 
of the analysis. From this report Beaumont offlclals could determlne 
whether the new procedures (i;e., those appljed to ~he defendan~s 
in Group A) or the old ones (applied to defendants ln Group B) were 
more appropriate for use in Beaumont in the future. 

Besides its possible usefulness to Beaumont, the proposed exper~men~ would 
provide insight of value to other communities whic~ may be conslderlng changes 
in their current pretrial release procedures. Inslght gleaned fr~m the Beau­
mont analysis ~ould also facilitate informed judgments at the natlon~l ~eve~ 
about the value of various pretrial release procedures and the most apPloprlate 
roles for them within the criminal justice syster~. Thus, the results of 
Beaumont's participation in the national eval~a~10n study could have a broao 
impact on pretrial release procedures and pollcles around the country. 
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STUDY PROCEDURES 

The Interview and Release Process 

1. Check the jail card copy to screen out any obviously inappropriate 
defendants. 

2. If a defendant is not screened out, enter the defendant's name 
and date of birth on the MASTER LIST (Exhibit A). 

3. (a) Check the date of birth against the list entitled 
BIRTHDATES FOR PROGRAM GROUP (Exhibit B). 

(b) 

(c) 

If the defendant's birthdate appears on that list the 
d~fendant will be in the Program Group. If the d~fendant's 
blrthdate does not appear on that list, the defendant will be 
in the Overflow Group. Mark the appropriate column on 
t~e MASTER LIST with an X. (The column entitled Special Case 
wlll be used ~ when the Pre-Trial Release Program Director 
so ~ndicates; this is for very unusual cases that may arise 
durlng the four-month study period.) 

Next, fill in (on the MASTER LIST) the cause number, if it 
is known, and the study number. Study numbers should be 
assigned consecutively as defendants' names are entered on 
the MASTER LIST (for example, the first defendant will have 
study number 1, the second defendant will have study number 2, 
and so on). 

4. For a defendant in the Program Group, follow the usual program 
procedures. Be sure to complete an INTERVIEW FORM (Exhibit C) 
and a VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY form!1Exhlbit D). 

5. For a defendant in the Overflow Group, complete the SHORT INTERVIEW 
FORM to obtain background information needed for the study (see 
Exhi bit E). 

6. When completing any interview form, be· sure to use the ANSWER 
CATEGORIES GUIDE for the items listed on it (see Exhibit F). 

Other Activities 

7. Complete the CRHHNAL HISTORY SUMMARY (Exhibit G) for every 
defendant on the MASTER LIST. 

8. (a) Copy the names and study numbers of all defendants on the 
MASTER LIST onto the RELEASE INFORMATION FORM (Exhibit H). 

(b) Fill in the RELEASE INFORMATION FORM, providing release 
information for each defendant shown on the MASTER LIST. 
Use program records for defendants released through the 
program and the daily jail sheet for all other defendants. 
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9. Check the daily jail sheet to see if any defendant on the 
MASTER LIST is rearrested. Fill in the REARREST DATA SHEET 
every time a defendant on the MASTER LIST is rearrested (see 
Exhibit 1). 

10. Send COPIES of the following materials to Lazar (once a week 
at first, less often later): 

--MASTER LIST (one list of all defendants contacted during the 
reporting period) 

--INTERVIEW FORMS (one form for each defendant on the MASTER LIST) 

--VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY FORMS (one form for each defendant 
in the Program Group) 

--CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY FORMS (one form for each defendant 
on the MASTER LIST) 

--RELEASE INFORMATION FORMS (send each form on which an entry 
ha~ been made during the reporting period) 

--REARREST DATA SHEET (send each form on which an entry has been 
made during the reporting period) 

.. 

The Lazar Institute 
1800 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 785-4320 

Refer questions to: 
~1ary Toborg 
r,1artin Sorin 
Raymond Milkman 

Period from 

Name 

.' 

" 
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MASTER LIST 

--7(m=,7o~n~t~h-,~d-a-y--,-y---e-ar~)---
to 

--~(~m~o7.n~t~h~,~d~a~y~,--y-e-a-r-)~--------

Groun t~heck One 
DOB Pro- Over- Special CaU::J8 Stud~r 

a;ram flow Case Number Hwnb9r 
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1 ~ 
1 i 
1 J ,-
20 
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EXHIBIT B 

BIRTHDATES FOR PROGRAM GROUP 
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June 3 
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3 

12 
1 ~ 
15 
15 
17 
19 
21 
" ~-
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July -l 
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.J 

1·3 
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:5 
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1.0. # 

NAME 

ADD 

LIVE ----------
W/WHOM ______ ~-----------
HOW 

OTHER 
IIAMES 

CHARGE 

CAUSE 

BOliO 
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INTERVIEW FORM EXHIBIT C 

DATE OF ARREST 
ARRESTED' 

BY 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

LOIlG PH _____ COURT 2 J 
------- TO TAL YE A R S OF ----------

PRIOR RES _________ HOW LONG ______ LOCAL RESIDENCE ______ _ 

CHILDREN ____________________ _ FAN IL Y SUPPORT 
MAR. ---------------------

DOB ____ AGE SEX RACE STATUS liT. IH . SNT 

ED ____ SS# _____ _ _______ MLTRY ________ _ DL# 

ARREST RECORD 
Misdemeanor Juvenile 

2 _______________ _ 

3 ______________ _ 

4 ____________ __ 

DISPosrrIOIIS 

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

2 _______________ _ 

3 ________________ _ 

4 ________________ ~ 

P R~;AT I 0111 PAROL E IN FO ________________________ _ 

EI1PLOYMEIIT 

EMPLOYER _______ _ SUPV 1101,1 LONG ___ _ 

WAGE ________ SKILLS ______ ADD OR PH ______ _ 

I r JIIENPLOYED, 
WHY & HOW L OIlG ? __________________________________________________ _ 

PAST 
EMPLOYER II/FO _____________________________ _ 

IHCOME ! EXPENSES 
SPOUSE'S 
EMPLOYER _______ , 

HOW 
LONG ItiCOl-lE ______ _ 

OTHER SOURCES 
OF I tICOME ____________________ _ DE~TS 

HOME: OWNED ___ RENT S ___ 'BUY $ PROPERTY OWNED ______ _ 
ANourlf S 

Name 
REF ER EflC E S 

Relation 

----------------.~--. -------------
DATE, BACKGROUND 

Address 

INTERVIEWER TH1E _____ CHECKED BY _____ _ 

A TTORtI E Y _______ OFF'! C E PH .,--_________ HOME PH 

DA TE ______ _ 

. \ 

;: 
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VERIFICATION/RELEASE SUMMARY EXHIBIT 0 

I. D. # NAME 

TYPE OF VERIFICATION ( CHECK ONE): 

Telephoned references only 
Checked files only 
Telephoned references and 
Did not verify anything 
Other (please specify) 

checked files 

NUMBER OF REFERENCES CHECKED: 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
~1ore than four 

******************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED FOR RELEASE? 

Yes 
No 

BONO AMOUNT: 

$--------~------

DATE OF RELEASE: 

(month, day, year) 

JI ' 

0-56 

RETURN FORt~ TO: 

The Lazar Institute 
1800 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
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0-57 

SHORT INTERVIEW FORM EXHIBIT E 

1.0. #______ DATE OF ARREST 
~!O'l t(lorr.-ro:I!i!) -------

NAME _________ ";UWII.I(SXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXB:ip:XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

ADO ______ 2 _____ 3 

LIVE 

_________ CHARGE 

_________ CAUSE 

_________ BOND 

______ 2 3 _____ _ 

W/I,/HOM ______ 2 3 _____ _ 

HOI4 
LONG ___ RHXXXXX X oX xxxxx xxxxx tOORIXXxt<X x xxxxxxx xx xxxxx XXZ oX x xxx xxxxxxx XXXXl XXXXXXXXX x XXXX XX 

TOTAL YEARS OF 
PRIOR RES _______ HOW LONG LOCAL RES IDEtlCE -----
CHILDREN FAMILY SUPPORT 

MAR. ---------------
DOB ____ AGE SEX RACE STATUS 

ED ____ SS# __________ l):0'Ii(XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXMVWlXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

Felony 

2 __________ _ 

3 ___________ _ 

4 __________ _ 

2 __________ _ 

3 __________ _ 

4 __________ _ 

ARREST RECORD 
Misdemeanor 

DISPOSITIONS 

PRO BAT I 011/ PAROL E I II FO _______________________ _ 

EI~PLOYI~EilT 

S<tlll:\'XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 110101 LOll G ----, EMPLOYER _______ _ 

WAGE _______ SKILLS ___ IY-O:llX.'O~X~YlXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

1 r JIIH1PLOYED, 
WHY & HOW LOIIG? ______________________ _ 
PAST ---, 
EMPLOYER IIIFO ___________________________ _ 

INCOME! EXPENSES 
DP.'1l t1 S B'X! f«)'.J 
:t:HP'1\ !):'i.'E"~ XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX"(:tJl(~XXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX X XXX X xxx :n::o:Cl 10: EX X '( X xxxX'( n:xx xx X X 

OTHER SOURCES 
OF 1 NCOHE O:Z:S.WXXX~X,~XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

~!(xxx>D:~Hi.'{)(XXXXXXXXX:RoE~·,n:X;$<XXXXXXXXXXOOXX$XXXXXXXXXXXX:f:olr.Oll:£fl';'J'.'t:xu',mgi).IX;(XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

:.\\{'~l):tOl:fXX'!r: ~H:§IS~N~:€:?: 
~ ~.n;i:oYn: Aiolrr:u<s.g ~·ni;jW~ 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

xxxxxyXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
DA TE , ~crK.li;RO:tXXD 

I NTE RV lEW E R TIM E .~;(,,~~~:W:x~XxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxXXjf{\(I;:ri:XXXXXXXXXXX 

Uff.I0:~ :U:»Xx X X X X XX X X X X X X X X X X X X X i>:f.ro<t! IX~}I X:< X X X X X XX XXX X X X XX X XX X X X X X X:HO'~ ~ X;p.~ X X X X XX XX X X X X X XXX X X 
, 
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c. 
LIVE W/WHOM 

Parent 
Spouse 
Guardian 
Other relative 
Non-family person 
Alone 

FAMILY SUPPORT 

Supports family 
Child support only 
None 

RACE 
Negro 
White, Mexican-American 
White, Other 
Oriental 
Other 

MARITAL STATUS 
Married, living with spouse 
Separated (married, not 

living with spouse) 
Divorced 
Wi dO\ved 
Never married 

EDUCATION 
Less than high school 
Some high school 
Technical or vocational 

school without high 
school graduation 

High school graduate 
Technical or vocational 

school in addition to 
high school graduation 

Some college 
College graduate or more 

,----

ANSWER CATEGORIES GUIDE EXHIBIT F 

0-58 

PROBATION/PAROLE INFORMATION 
On probation at time of arrest 
On parole at time of arrest 
Outstanding warrant at time of arrest 
On pretrial release for another 

charge at time of arrest 

EMPLOYER 
Include housewife or student, 

where applicable 

WAGE 
Record so that weekly earnings can be 

computed later on 

SKILLS 
Record so that occupation can be 

determined later on: 

Professional/managerial 
Sales/retail 
Clerical 
Craftsman/foreman 
Operatives 
Laborers (except farm) 
Farm workers 
Servi ce \vorkers 
Private household workers 
Armed Forces 

PAST EMPLOYER INFO 
Include skills, so that occupation 

can be determined later on 
(see above item) 

OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME 
Show public assistance separately 

. .. 

,. /, 

---------

0-59 EXHIBIT G 

CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY 

1.0.# _________ _ NAME __________ _ 

JUVENILE ARREST RECORD? YES NO DON'T KNOW 

AGE AT FIRST ADULT ARREST _______________ _ 

NUMBER OF PRIOR ADULT ARRESTS ______________ _ 

NU~1BER OF PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS _____________ _ 

TOTAL NUMBER OF MONTHS INCARCERATED AS PART OF SENTENCES SERVED FOR 
ADULT CONY I CTI ONS MONTHS 

DATE OF MOST RECENT PREVIOUS ARREST ____________ _ 

DATE OF RELEASE FRO~l MOST RECENT INCARCERATION ________ _ 

NUMBER OF ~10NTHS OF LAST INCARCERATION _________ MONTHS 

MOST FREQUENT CHARGE IN TOTAL RECORD ___________ _ 

HAS DEFENDANT FAILED TO APPEAR FOR COURT IN THE PAST? 

DON'T KNOW NO 

• 
YES NUMBER OF TIMES 

RETURN FORM TO: The Lazar Institute 
1800 M Street, N.W. 
Washington,. D.C. 20036 

\ 
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REARREST DATA SHEET EXHIBIT I 

-
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APPENDIX E 
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

E.l--Comparability of Experimental and Control Groups, Tucson Felony 
Experiment 

E.2--Days from Arrest to Release, Tucson Felony Experiment 

E.3--Bond Amounts, Tucson Felony Experiment 

E.4--Comparability of Released Defendants in Experimental and Control 
Groups, Tucson Felony Experiment 

E.5--Comparability of Experimental and Control Groups, Tucson Misdemeanor 
Experiment 

E.6--Bond Amounts, Tucson Misdemeanor Experiment 

E.7--Comparability of Released Defendants in Experimental and Control 
Groups, Tucson Misdemeanor Experiment (Notification Analysis) 

E.8--Comparab'ility of Experimental and Control Groups, Baltimore Analysis 
of Release Impact 

E.9--Days from Arrest to. Release, Baltimore Experiment 

E.10--Comparability of Experimental and Control Groups, Baltimore Analysis 
of Supervision Impact 

E.ll--Defendant Outcomes by Point Score Totals 

E.12--Comparability of Experimental and Control Groups, Lincoln Experiment 

E.,13--Days from Arrest to Release, Lincoln Experiment 

E. l4--Comparability of Released Defendants in the Experimental and Control 
Groups, Lincoln Experiment 

E.15--Comparabi lity of Experimental and Contl·'ol Groups, Beaumont-Port 
Arthur Experiment 

E.16--Days from Arrest to Release, Beaumont-Port Arthur Experiment 

E.17--Comparability of Released Defendants in the Experimental and Control 
Groups, Beaumont-Port Arthur Experiment 
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TABLE E. 1 
CUMPARAHILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

Expe(imental Group Control Group 
n = 130) . (n= l65) 

Characteristic Number Percent 
-,-Number Percent 

Pal't I: CommLin it x: Ti es 
A. Local Residence 

Defendant is local resident 109 83% 142 89% 
Defendant is not local 
resident - 18 14% 17 11% 

TOTAL 127 100% 159 100% 

B. Years of Local Residence 
Mean number of years , 12.8 14.0 

C. Months at Present Address 
Mean number of months 57.6 70.0 

D. Marita 1 Status 
Married 22 19% 28 18% 
Separated, divorced, 18 15% 33 21% 
widow(er)ed 

Single 79 66% 93 60% 

TOTAL 119 10()% 154 100% 

E. Fami ly Support 
Supports nuclear fami ly 36 30% 49 31% 
Other 84 70% 109 69% 

TOTAL 120 100% 158 10m~ 

F. Living Arrangement 
Lives with parent or 40 33% 56 37% 
guardian 

Lives with spouse 22 18% 27 18% 
Lives with relatives 15 '12% 15 1 m~ 
Lives with non-family person ~4 20% 34 22% 
Lives alone 21 17% 20 13% 

TOTAL 122 1 005~ 152 100% 

G. Employment Status 
Employed or substitutes 65 5a 94 58% 
Unemployed 63 49% 67 42% 

TOTAL 128 10()% 161 lUO% 

H. ~~eekly Earnings (for employed 
defendants) 
Mean weekly earnings $169 $202 

1. Occupation 
Professional and managerial 3 4% 6 6r. 
Sales and cleric~l 8 11% 13 13% 
Craftspersons and operatives 28 40% 35 35~~ 

Laborers 14 20 29 28~~ 

Service and other 18 25% 18 18% 

TOTAL 71 100% 101 100% 
- ~ 

(continued) 
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TABLE E.l (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

, TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT TABLE E. 2 
UAYS FROM ARREST TO RELEASE, TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

Group Control Group Experimen~ai 
(n = 165) (n = '130) Characteristic Number Percent Number . Percent 

Part II: Crimina1it,l 
A. Current Charge 

65 50% 79 48% Part I 
65 50% 86 52% Part II , . 

130 100% 165 100% TOTAL 

EXPERIf'IENTAL GROUP CONTROL GROUP (n=130) (n=165) 
NUM8ER OF DAYS I Nurnbe r Percent Number Percent 0-1 

77 69~~ 94 67% 2-3 
20 16% 37 22% Crimes against persons 
55 43% 68 41% Economic crimes 
25 19% 28 17% Drug crimes 

public 5% 5 3% Crimes against 6 moral ity 
public order 1 1% 3 2% Crimes against 

22 17% 24 l5~~ Other crimes 

5 4% 7 5% 4-7 
4 4% 6 4°' ,0 , 8-14 
4 4% 13 go/ 

I 
,0 15-28 

7 6% 5 4cI 
10 29-56 

10u% 165 1 UO% 12Y TOTAL 
B. Number of Prior Arrests 

2. 1 2.0 Mean number of prior arrests 
C. Number of Prior Convictions 

'1.1 Mean number of prior , 
1.2 . _. 

convictions 

7 6°' 0 oe/ 10 
10 57-84 

2 2°' 3 201 10 
.0 Missing Informati on 

6 5°/ 12 9°' ,0 
10 

D. Age at First Adult Arrest 
21. 9 21.3 Mean number of years 

Part III: DemoQraQhic 
Characteristics 

Subtotal, released defendants 112 100% 140 100% Defendants detained until fi na 1 case disposition 
18 25 

A. Age at Arrest 
28.0 27.3 Mean number of years 

B. Ethnicity 
79 6n~ 94 58% Hhite 
50 39% 68 42% Minority 

1 OO~f 162 100% TOTAL 129 

TOTAL DEFENDANTS 
130 165 

I I 
c. Sex 

~la1 e 116' 89% 144 88% 
Female 14 11% 20 12% 

TOTAL 130 100% 164 100% 
" 

Part IV. Other 

A. Education 
15 16% 32 25% Less than high school 
41 44~& ·47 36% High school graduate 
37 40% 51 39% More than high school 

, 
TUTAL 93 100% 130 100% 

. ., / - , 
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TABLE E.3 
BOND AMOUNTS, TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

DEFENDANTS WHO MADE BAIL 

Experimental Group Control Group 

BOND A/'~OUNT 
Number Pel"cent Number Percent 

Under $250 1 7% 0 0% 

$251-$500 0 m~ , 1 401 
/0 

! $501-$1,000 3 20?~ 3 13% 

I $1,001-$1,500 6 4m~ 8 35% 

$1,501-$2,000 0 0% 0 0% 

$2,001-$2,999 2 13% 2 9°/ ,0 

$3,000-$4,999 1 7"' 10 5 22% 

$5,000-$9,999 1 l"' ') 13% 70 J 

$10,000 0)' more' 1 7~~ 1 4% 

TOTAL 15 100~~ 23 100% 

" 

." '" 

;t I 

DEFENDANTS WHO DID NOT MAKE BAIL 

Experimental Group Control Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

0 0% 1 6% 

2 12% 1 6% 

3 19% 0 00
' k 

3 19% 5 29% 

1 6% 0 001 
/0 

2 12% 4 24% 

3 19% 1 6% 

2 12% 3 18% 

0 0% 2 12% 

16 100% 17 100~~ 
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TABLE E,4 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN 

EXPERIMENTAL MID CONTROL GROUPS, TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n = 11c) (n = 140) 

Characteristic 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Part I. Communit~ Ties 
A. Local Residence 

Defendant is local resident 96 88% 125 91% 
Defendant is not local 13 12% 12 9% 

resident -

TOTAL 109 100% ] 37 100% , 

B. Years of Local Residence 
t~ean number of years 13.3 14.8 

C. Months at Present Address 
Mean number of months 58.6 75.7 

D. Marital Status 
t~arri ed 18 l85~ 26 20% 
Separated, divorced, 14 14% 30 23% 

widow(er)ed 
Single 69 68% 76 57% 

TOTAL 101 1 OO~~ 132 100% 

E. Fami 1y Support 
Supports nuclear family 31 30% 44 33~~ 

Other 71 7m~ 91 67% 

TOTAL 102 100% 135 100% 

F. Living Arrangement 
Lives with parent or guardi ai 35 34~~ 51 39~~ 

Lives with spouse 18 17% 25 19?1, 
Lives with relatives 15 14% 12 gOI 

,0 

Lives with non-family person 21 20~~ 26 20~s 

Lives alone 15 i4% 17 13% 

TOTAL 104 100% 131 100% 

G. Employment Status 
Employed or substitutes 60 54.5% 88 63% 
Unemployed 50 45.5% 51 37% 

TOTAL 110 100.0% 139 100% 

H. Occupation 
Professional and Managerial 2 3°/ 6 6% {O 

Sales and Clerical 6 9~' 13 14% 10 

Craftspersons and Operatives 27 42% 32 34% 
Laborers 13 20% 26 285~ 

Service and Other 16 25% 17 18% 

TOTAL 64 100% 94 100% 
(continued) 
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TABLE E.4 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, TUCSON FELONY EXPERIMENT 

Experimental Group Control Group 

Characteristic (n = 112) (n = 140) 
; 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Part II. Cri mi na 1 ity 

I A. Current Charge: 
Crimes aqainst persons 16 14% 31 22% 
Economic crimes 50 45% 55 39% 
Drug crimes 23 21% 26 19~~ 

Crimes against public 4 4% 4 3% 
morality 

Crimes against public order 1 1% 3 2°/ ,0 

Other crimes 17 15% 21 15% 

TOTAL 111 100% 140 100% 

B. Number of Prior Arrests 
Mean number of prior arrests 1.9 1.8 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior l.1 1.0 

convictions 
D. Age at First Adult Arrest 

Mean number of years 22.1 20.6 

Part III. Demogra~hic 
Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest 
Mean number of ~ears 28.2 27.7 

8. Ethnicity 
White 70 63% 85 62% 
Mi nori ty 41 37% 53 38~~ 

TOTAL 111 100% 138 100% 

C. Sex 
Male 98 87.5% 122 87~~ 

Female 14 12.5% 13 13% 

TOT.A.L 112 100% 140 100% 

Part IV. Other 
A. Education 

Less than high school 32 40% 41 37% 
High school graduate 31 40% 36 32% 
More than high school 17 2n~ 35 32~& 

TOTAL 81 100% 112 100% 
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TABLE E. 5 
COMPARABILITY OF ~XPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n = 224) (n = 200 ) Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

Part I. Communit~ Ties 
A. Local Residence 

Defendant is local resident 206 
Defendant is not local 18 resident 

TOTAL 224 

B. Years of Local Residence 
Mean number of years 

C. Months at Present Address 
Mean number of months 

D. Marital Status 
Married 45 
Separated, divorced, 
widm<l(er)ed 64 

Single 102 

TOTAL 211 

E. Family Support 
Supports nuclear family 55 
Other 157 

TOTAL 212 

F. Living Arrangement 
Lives with parent or 53 guardian 
Lives with spouse 48 
Lives with relatives 19 
Lives with non-family person 49 
Lives alone 52 

TOTAL 221 

G. Employment Status 
Employed or substitutes 146 
Unemployed 76 

TOTAL 222 

H. Vieekly Earnings 
$100 or less 35 
$101-$200 57 
$201 or more 24 

TOTAL 116 

, . 

17.6 

55.7 

. . " 

92% 
8% 

100% 

21 % 
31% 
48% 

100% 

26% 
74% 

100% 

24% 
22% 

9% 
22% 
23% 

10m~ 

66% 
34% 

100% 

30% 
49% 
21% 

100% 

181 90.5% 

19 9.5% 

200 100.0% 

15.6 

51. 1 

31 16% 
50 26% 

111 58~~ 

192 100% 

48 26% 
136 74% 
184 100% 

50 26~b 

32 17% 
21 11% 
41 21% 
49 25~b 

193 1 Oo~~ 

129 65% 
69 35% 

198 100% 

34 32% 
49 46% 
23 22% 

106 100% 
(contlnued) 
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TABLE E.5 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Characteristic (n = 224) (n = 200) 

Number Percent Number Percent 
1. Occupation 

Professional and managerial 17 9% 12 7el. 
" Sales and clerical 13 7% 15 9% Craftspersons and operatives 76 42% 60 36% Laborers 42 23% 55 32% Service and other 34 19% 27 16% 

TOTAL 18L 1 OO~~ 169 1 OO~b 
Part II. Criminalit,x: 
A. Current Charge 

Part I 25 11% 27 13.5% Part I I 199 89% 173 86.5% 
TOTAL 224 100% 200 100.0% 

Crimes against persons 10 4% 14 7% Economic crimes 24 11% 26 13% Drug crimes 1 0% 1 1 0/ 
/0 Crimes against publ i c 

4 2% 6 3% mora 1 ity 
Crimes against public order 161 72% 130 65% Other crimes 24 11% 22 11% 

TOTAL 224 100% 199 100% 
B. Number of Prior Arrests 

Mean number of pri or arr'ests 2.3 2.5 
C. Number of Prior Convictions 

Mean number of prior 
convictions 1.4 1.5 

D. Criminal Justice System 
(CJS) Status at Time of 
Arrest 
Involved with CJS 38 26~b 39 32~b Not involved with CJS 106 7 4~~ 84 68~~ 

TOTAL 144 1 OO~~ 123 100% 
E. Age at First Adult Arrest 

t·1ean number of years 24.6 22.9 
Part II 1. Demogra~hic 

Characteristics 
A. Age at Arrest 

Mean number of years 31. 5 30.6 
B. Ethnicity 

White 108 51% 110 58~; ~1inority 102 49% 81 42;~ 
TOTAL 2'10 100% 191 100% .. 

(continUed) 
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TABLE E.5 (CONTINUEU) 
COMPARA~rLITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT " 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Characteristic (n = 224) (n = 200) 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Sex 
~1a 1 e 202 91% 188 94% 
Fema 1 e 21 90

/ 10 12 6"/ 10 

TOTAL 223 100% 200 100% 
Part IV. Other 
A. Education 

Less than high school 36 19% 29 18% 
High school graduate 73 40% 71 44% 
More than high scho'ol 76 41% 61 38~& 

TOTAL '185 100% 161 100% 

" 
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TABLE E.6 

BOND AMOUNTS, TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

-

Defendants Who Made Bail Defendants vJho Did NOT Make Bail 
Experimental Control Experimental Control 

Bond Amount Group Group Grou~ Group 
Numbel~ I Percent I Number I Percent Number Percent Number! Percent 

i 

Under $ 250 19 43% 18 50% 59 83% 54 84% 

$251-$500 22 50% 18 50% 11 16% 9 14% 

$501-$1,000 3 7% 0 0% 1 1% 1 2% 

t 

I TOTAL 44 100% 36 I 100% 71 100% 64 100% 
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TABI:, E.7 

COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL GROUPS, TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 

(Notification Analysis) 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n=160) (n:::127) 

CHARACTER I STI C Number Percent Number Percent 

I. Communit~ Ties 

Local Residence 
Defendant is local resident 149 93% 123 97% 
Defendant is not local 

7% 4 3°,1 resident 11 10 

TOTAL 16'0 100% 127 100% 

Years of Local Residence 
Mean number of years 16.8 16.3 

Months At Present Address 55.9 52.7 
Mean number of months 

t·larita 1 Status 
Harried 38 24% 22 18% 
Separated, divorced, 

44 28% 29 24% vii d 0'.'1 ( er) ed 
Single 75 48% 71 58% 
TOTAL 157 100% 122 Ido~;. 

Fami ly Support 
Supports nuclear family 44 29% 36 30% 
Other 108 71% 84 70% 
TOTAL 152 100% 120 100% 

Living Arrangement 
Lives with parent or guardian 44 28% 31 25% 
Lives with spouse 39 25% 24 19% 

12 8% 15 1 ')01 Lives wi~h relatives .<'/0 

Lives with non-family person 37 24% 32 25~~ 

Lives alone 23 15% 24 19~h 

TOTAL 155 100~~ 126 10m~ 

Employment Status 
Employed or substitutes 120 75~~ 88 70% 
Uneilip 1 oyed 40 25% 38 30<,1 .- -'126 

" -
TOTAL 160 100~~ 100'\ 

Hef~kly Ell rni !1C1S 

S100 01" less 34 29;'~ 34 33~~ 

$101-$200 61 52% 45 43% 
$201 or more 22 19% 25 24% 
TOTAL 117 100% 104 10m~ 

Occupation 
Professional and managerial 11 8% 12 10% 
Sales and clerical 11 8% 7 6% 

, Craftspersons and operati ves 69 51% 40 35% 
Laborers 24 18% 31 27% 
Service and other : 21 15% 25 22~& 

TOTAL --136 100% 115 100/~ 

(continued) 
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TABLE E _7 (CONTINUED) 
CO~lPARABI LITY OF RELEAS.tD DEFENDANTS IN EXPERIMENTAL 

AND CONTROL GROUPS, TUCSON MISDEMEANOR EXPERIMENT 
(Notification Analysis) 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n=160) (n=127)1 CHARACTERISTIC Number Percent Number Percent 

Part II. Criminalit~ 

A. Current Charge 
Crimes against persons 8 5% 6 5% Economic crimes 15 9% 11 9% Drug crimes 1 1% 1. 1% 'Crimes against public 

mora 1 ity 4 3% 3 2% Crimes against public 
order 120 75% 92 73% Other crimes 12 l"' 13 10% TOTAL "----risO 

/0 

100% 126 100% 
B. Number of Prior Arrests 

Mean number of pl"i or arrests 2.3 
, 

2.2 j 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior 

convictions 1.3 1.1 
D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) 

Status at Time of Arrest 
Involved with CJS 30 23% 29 28~~ Not involved with CJS 101 77% 76 72% TOTAL 131 100% 105 100% 

E. Age at First Adult Arrest 
Mean number of years 22.9 24.4 -Part III. Demograehic 

Characteristics 
A. Age at Arrest 

Mean number of years 30.3 30.1 
B. Ethn i city I I 

I l.Jhi te 73 47:'; 63 53~~ I I~inority 
TOTAL 82 53~~ 56 I 4 7;~ I 

155 100% I 119 100% 1 
C. Sex I I 

Male I Female 139 8n~ I 118 93% 
21 13;; 9 r' TOTAL ,0 

, 
160 100% 127 1QO%~ 

Part IV. Other 
I 

A. Education I 
j 
I 

Less than high school 29 22% e'2 ! 
! 

High school 9raduate 20% 
46 35;~ 52 I 40D1 

More than high school UIO 

56 4')<1 35 32~~ TOTAL viC' I 
131 100~~ 109 

f 
100% j - .... _-- -.-

I 
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TABLE E. 8 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BALTIMORE ANALYSIS OF RELEASE IMPACT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimen ta 1 Control 
Group Group 

(n- 148) (n=158) 
Characteristic 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Part I. Communiti: Ties 

A. Local Residence 
140 95% 152 97% Defendant is local residen~ 

7 5% 5 3% Defendant is not local resldent 

TOTAL 147 100% 157 100% 

B. Years of Local Residence 
Mean number of years 20.4 21.7 

C. Months At Present Address 15.0 22.7 Mean number of months 
D. Marital Status 

Married 7 5% 8 5cI 
(0 

\oJi dow( er) ed 43 29% 49 3n~ Separated, divorced, 
97 66% 101 64% Single 

TOTAL 147 100% 158 100% 

E. Family Support 
fami 1y 23 16% 30 19% Supports nuclear 

125 84% 126 81% Other 

TOTAL 148 100% 156 100% 

F. Living Arrangement . 
24 17% 25 16% Lives with parent or guardlan 
7 501 7 5% Lives with spouse ." 

18% 35 247~ 28 Lives with relatives 
52 36% 64 41% Lives with non-family person 
26 l8~~ 31 20% Lives alone 

TOT.A.L 144 100% 155 1 005~ 

G. Employment Status 
70 47% 71 45% Employed or substitutes 
78 53% 87 55% Unemployed 

TOTAL 148 100% 158 100% 

continued) 
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TABLE E.8 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

SAL TIr10RE ANP,LYSIS OF RELEASE IMPACT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimental Control 
Group Group 

(n= 148) (n=158) Characteristic 
Number Percent Number Percent H. !veekly Earnings 

$100 or less 9 17% 9 16% $101-,$200 34 63% 41 71% $201 or more 11 20% 8 14% 
TOTAL 54 100% 58 100% 

I. Occupation 
Professional and managerial 2 2% 9 7°/ /0 Sales and clerical 11 8% 8 6% Craftspersons and operatives 47 35~h 36 27% Laborers 35 26% 41 30% Service and other 40 30% 42 31% 

TOTAL 135 100% 136 100% 
Part I I. Crimina 1 ity 
A. Current Charge 

Part I 54 36.5% 35 22% Pa rt II 94 63.5% 123 78% 
TOTAL 148 100% 158 1 OO~~ 

"-Crimes against persons 25 17% 36 23% Economic crimes 52 35% 34 22~~ Drug crimes 21 14% 29 18% Crimes against publ i c moral ity 12 8°1 16 10% (0 Crimes against public order 26 18c~ 28 18% Other crimes 12 8°/ 15 10% /0 

TOTAL 148 1 OO~~ 158 100% 
B. Number or Prior Arrests 

Mean number of prior arrests 2.5 2.7 
C. Number of Prior Convictions 

Mean number of prior convictions 1.5 1.7 
D. Age at First Adult Arrest 

Mean number of years 22.6 24.1 
Part II I. Demograehic Characteristics 
A. Age at Arrest 

Mean number of years 26.9 28.2 

(continued) 
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TABLE E.8 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BALTIMORE ANALYSIS OF RELEASE IMPACT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
- ,-

Experi menta 1 Control 
Group Group 

Characteristic (n= 148) (n=158) 
Number Percent Number Percent 

B. Ethnicity 
I~h ite 56 38~~ 60 38% 
Minority 92 62% 98 62% 

TOTAL 148 100% 158 100% 
-.. -

C. Sex 
Male 118 80% 129 82% 
Female 30 20% 29 18% 

TOTAL 148 100% 158 100% -
Part IV. Other 
A. Education 

Less than high school 83 58% 90 59% 
High school graduate 47 3,)01 

.J 10 40 26% 
More than high school 13 9°1 10 22 14% 

TOTAL 143 100% 152 100% -" - -
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TABLE E.9 
DAYS FROM ARREST TO RELEASE, 

BALTIMORE EXPERIMENT 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n = 148) 

NUMBER OF DAYS Number Percent 

0-1 128 89% 

2-3 6 4°' 70 

4-7 3 2% 
8-14 1 1% 
15-28 0 0% 
29-56 0 0% 
57-84 0 0% 
85-112 0 0'1 10 

Missing i nfol"111ati on 6 4:~ 

Subtotal, rel eased 
defendants 144 100;(, 

Defendants detained 
unti 1 final case 
di sposition 4 

TOTAL defendants 148 ---

CONTROL GROUP 
(n = 158) 

-
Number Percent 

123 85:~ 

6 4°' /0 

3 2°;': ,0 

3 2°/ /0 

1 1% 
1 1% 
0 0% 
2 2?; 

6 4;'i 

145 100% 

13 

~58 

r 
?, 

E 

r 
~' 

I , 
! 
t 



( 

( 

c 

E-18 

TABLEE.10 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BALTIMORE ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION IMPACT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimental Control 
Group Group 

Characteristic (n= 171) (n= 152 ) 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Part I. Communitt Ti es 

A. Local Residence 
Defendant is local resident 165 97% 142 95% 
Defendant is not local resident 5 3% 8 5% -

TOTAL 170 100% 150 100% 
"'l 

B. Years of Local Residence 
Mean number of years 22.4 21.1 

C. Months at Present Address 
Mean number of months 46.0 33.5 

D. Marital Status 
Married 13 8% 14 9% 
Separated, divorced, widow(er)ed 49 29% 45 30% 
Single 108 64% 90 60~; 

TOTAL 770 100% 149 1 OO~& 

E. Family Support 
Supports nuclear family 36 21% 31 21% 
Other 135 79% 117 79% 

TOTAL 171 100% 148 100% 

F. Living Arrangement 
Lives with parent or guardian 45 27% 34 23% 
Lives with spouse 12 70 / 15 10% /0 

Lives with relatives 28 l7~~ 21 14~~ 

Lives with non-family person 52 31% 55 37% 
Lives alone 32 19% 23 16% 

TOTAL 169 100% 148 100% 

G. Employment Status 
Employment or substitutes 93 54% 75 50% 
Unemployed 78 46% 76 50% 

TOTAL 171 100% 151 100% 

(continued) 
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TABLE E.l0 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BALTIMORE ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION IMPACT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
, 

Experimental Control 
Group Group 

(n= 1711 (n=152) 
Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

H. Weekly Earnings 
$100 or less 16 21% 9 17% 
$101-$200 46 61% 29 55% 
$201 or more 13 17% 15 28% 

TOTAL 75 100% 53 100% 
I. Occupation 

Professional and managerial 3 2°/ JO 6 5% 
Sales and clerical 10 7% 17 13% 
Craftspersons and operatives 53 35% 43 32% 
Laborers 33 22% 30 23% 
Service and other 51 34% 37 28% 

TOTAL 150 1001; 133 100% 

Part I r. Criminal ity 

A. Current Charge 
Part I 56 33% 44 29% 
Pa rt II 115 67% 108 71% 

TOTAL 171 100% 152 100% 

Crimes against persons 39 23% 31 20% 
Economic crimes 47 28~~ 43 28% 
Drug crimes 26 15% 28 18% 
Crimes against public morality 29 17~~ 27 18% 
Crimes against public order 14 . 8~~ 13 9% 
Other crimes 16 9% 10 7% 

TOTAL 171 100% 152 1 OO~b 

B. Number of Prior Arrests 
Mean number of prior arrests 2.1 2.0 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior convictions 1.2 1.1 

D. Age at First Adult Arrest 
Mean number of years 23.2 24.1 

Part HI. Demogra~hic Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest 
Mean number of years 28.2 29.1 

(eontinued) 
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TABLE E.10 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BALTIMORE ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISION IMPACT 

Percentages may not add to 100% due to roun~ing. 

Experimental 
Group 

(n=171) 

Control 
Group 

(n=152) 
Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

B. Ethnicity 
t~hite 54 32% 62 41% 
Minority 117 68% 90 59% 

TOTAL. 171 100% 152 100% 
C. Sex 

Male 128 75% 115 76% 
Female 43 25~~ 37 24% 

TOTAL 171 100% 152 100% 
Part IV. Other 
A. Education 

Less than high school 99 60% 83 56% 
High school graduate 46 28~~ 36 25% 
More than high school 20 12% 28 19~~ 

TOTAL 165 100% 147 100% 
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TABLE E-ll 
IJEFENDANT OUTCOMES BY POINT SCORE TOTALS 

2 or Fewer Points 3-4 Points 5 Points 
Outcome Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent -

Released 45 87% 102 95% 62 94% 

Not Released 7 13% 5 5% 4 6% 

TOTAL 52 100% 107 100% 66 100% 

Failed To Appear 35 17% 9 20% 5 17% 

Did Not Fail to 169 83% 37 80% 25 83% Appear 

TOTAL 204 1 OO~~ 46 100% 30 100% 

Rearrested Pretrial 18 9% 6 13% 0 0% 

Not Rearrested 186 91 % 40 87% 30 100% Pretrial 

TOTAL 204 100% 46 100% 30 100% 

Convicted of Pre- 13 6% 1 2% 0 0% trial Rearrest 

Not Convicted of 191 94% 45 98% 30 100% Pretrial Rearrest 

TOTAL 204 100% 46 " 00% 30 100% 

:; / 

6 or More Points 
Number Percent 

55 100% 

0 0% 

55 100% 

6 14% 

37 86% 

43 100% 

3 7% 

40 ~3% 

43 100% 

1 2% 

42 98% 

43 100% 

TOTAL 
Number Percent 

264 94% 

16 6% 

280 100% 

55 17% 

268 83% 

323 100% 

27 8% 

c96 Y2% 

323 100% 

15 S% 

308 95% 

323 100% 
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TABLE E.12 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Characteristic 

Part I. Commun it~ Ti es 

A. Local Residence 
Defendant is local resident 
Defendant is not local resident 

TOTAL 
B. Years of Local Residence 

Mean number of years 

C. Months at Present Address 
Mean number of months 

D. r1arital Status 
~1arri ed 
Separated, divorced, widow(er)ed 
Single 

TOTAL 

E. Family support 
Supports nuclear fami ly 
Other 

TOTAL 
F. Living Arrangement 

Lives with parent or guardian 
Lives with spouse 
Lives with relatives 
Lives with non-family person 
Lives alone 

TOTAL 

G. Employment Status 
Employed or substitutes 
Unemployed 

TOTAL 
H. Public Assistance Status 

On public assistance 
Not on public assistance 

TOTAL . 

. . , 

Experimental 
Group 

(n= 94) 
Number Percent 

90 97% 
3 3°/ 10 

93 1 om~ 

13.6 

24.1 

12 13% 
22 24% 
57 63% 

91 100% 

11 1 5. 5~~ 
60 84.5% 

71 100.0% 

15 17% 
11 13% 
10 11 ~~ 
29 33% 
23 26% 

88 100% 

64 I 70% /, 

~~~~ 
91 I 100% 

11 15% 
63 85% 

74 100% 

Control 
Group 

(n= 36) 

Number Percent 

33 92% 
3 8% 

36 100% 

15.0 

37.9 

9 27% 
12 35% 
13 38% 

34 100% 

6 19% 
26 81% 

32 100% 

2 6% 
9 27% 
3 9°1 /0 

6 18% 
14 41% 

34 100% 

20 59% 
14 41% 

34 100% 

3 10% 
27 90% , 

30 100% 

(continued) 
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liABLE E. 12 (CONTI NUED) 
COMPARABI LITY OF EXPERH1ENTAl AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

lINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experi men ta 1 Control 
Group 

(n= 94) 
GI'OUp 

(n= 36) 
Characteri stic Number Percent Number Percent 

L Occupation 
Professional and managerial 2 3°1' ,0 0 0% 
Sales and clerical 2 3% 1 4% 
Craftspersons and operatives 13 22% 12 44% 
Laborers 26 43% 12 44% 
Service and other 17 28% 2 7% 

TOTAL 60 100% 27 100% 
Part I I. Criminalit~ 

A. Current Cha.rge 
Part I 8 8.5% 1 3% 
Part II 86 9l. 5% 35 97% 

TOTAL 94 100.0% 36 100% 
Crimes against persons 4 4% 2 6% 
Economic crimes 11 12% 2 6% 
Drug crimes 3 3°/ 10 1 3% 
Crimes against publ ic moral ity 19 20% 5 14% 
Crimes against public order 44 47~~ 17 47% 
Other crimes 13 14% 9 25% 

-
TOTAL 94 1 OO~~ 36 100% 

B. Number of Prior Arrests 
Mean number of prior arrests l.8 2.3 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior convictions l.l 1.9 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) Status 
at Time of Arrest 

Involved with CJS 4 4% 1 3% 
Not involved with CJS 86 96~~ 31 97% 

TOTAL 90 1 OO~& 32 100% 
E. Age at First Adult Arrest 

Mean number of years 25.1 28.0 

Part III. Demogra~hic Characteristics 
A. Age at Arresta 

Mean number of years 30.3 36.0 

(continued) 
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TABLE E.12 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimental Control 
Group 

(n= 94) 
Group 

(n=36) 
Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

B. Ethn i ci ty 
\'Jhite 44 73~~ 20 71 ~; 
Minority 16 27% 8 29% 

TOTAL 60 100% 28 100% 

C. Sex 
~1a 1 e 83 8 Q o' J70 32 89% 
Female 10 11% 4 '11 % 

TOTAL 93 100% 36 100% 

Part IV. Other 
A. Educati on 

Less than high school 34 40% 14 44% 
High school graduate 23 27% 13 41% 
More than high school 27 32% 5 16% 

TOTAL 84 lOO% 32 100% 

aSignificant at the .03 level. 
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TABLE E.13 
DAYS FROM ARREST TO RELEASE, 

LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(n=94) 

NUMBER OF DAYS Number Percent 

0-1 56 78% 

2-3 6 8% 

4-7 2 3% 

8-14 0 0% 

15-28 0 QOI 
/0 

29-56 1 1% 

57-84 0 0°/ I. 

85-112 0 0% 

113-140 1 1% 

Missing Information 6 8% 

Subtotal, released 
defendants 72 100% 

Defendants detained 
until final case 
di sposition 22 

TOTAL defendants 94 

CONTROL GROUP 
(n=36) 

Number Percent 

12 71% 

0 0% 

2 12% 

1 6% 

a 0% 

0 0% 

0 0% 

0 0% 

0 0% 

2 12% 

17 10mb 

19 

36 
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TABLE E.14 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN THE 

EXPERIMENTAL AND C,)NTROL GROUP'S, LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimental Control 
Group Group 

(n= 72) (n= 11) 
Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 

Part I. Communit~ Ties 

A. Local Residence 
Defendant is local resident 70 99% 17 100% 

Defendant is not local resident 1 1% 0 0% 
-

TOTAL 71 100% 17 100% 

B. Years of Local Res idence 
Mean number of years 13.8 17. 1 

C. Months at present address 
Mean number of months 24.1 49.5 

D. Marital Status a 
Married 10 14% 7 41 ~~ 

Sepa rated, divorced, widow(er)ed 19 27% 6 35% 

·Single 41 59% 4 24% 

TOTAL 70 100% 17 100% 

E. Family Support 
supports nuclear family 10 17% 5 31 % 

Other 49 83% 11 69% 

TOTAL 59 1 Ooo~ 16 100% 

F. Living Arrangement
b 

Lives with parent or guardian 11 16~6 1 60r 
/J 

Lives with spouse 9 13~~ 7 41% 

Lives with relatives 9 13% 1 601 
/0 

Lives with non-family person 24 35~; 1 6°1 10 

Lives alone 15 22:~ 7 41% 

TOTAL 68 1 OO~~ 17 100% 

G. Employment Status 
Emp1nyed or substitutes 50 71% 14 82% 

Unemployed 20 29% 3 18% 

TOTAL 70 100% 17 100% 

H. Public Assistance Status 
On public assistance 8 14% 2 13% 

Not on public assistance 49 86% 13 87% 

TOTAL 57 100% 15 100% 
(continued) 
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TABLE E.14 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN THE 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
-

Experimenta 1 Control 
Group Group 

(/1= 72) (n= 17) 
Cha racteri st i c Number Percent Number Percent 

1. Occupation 
Professional and managerial 2 4% 0 0% 
Sales and clerical 1 2% 1 8% 
Craftspersons and 
Laborers 

operatives 11 23% 7 58~~ 
20 42% 3 25% 

Service and other 14 29% 1 8% 

TOTAL 48 1 OO~~ 12 100% 

Part II. Criminalit~ 

A. Current Charge 
Crimes against persons 3 4% 2 12% 
Economic crimes , 10 14% 1 6% 
Drug crimes 2 3°1 
Crimes against pub1 i c moral ity 

/0 a oor ,0 

Crimes against 
14 19% 4 24% 

Other crimes 
public order 33 46% 7 41% 

10 14~~ 3 18% 

TOTAL 72 100% 17 100% 

B. Number of Prior Arrests 
Mean number of prior arrests 1.8 1.9 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior convictions 1.1 1.5 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) Status 
at Time of Arrest 

Involved with CJS 2 3% 0 0°/ /0 

Not involved with CJS 67 97~~ 15 100% 

TOTAL 69 1 OO~~ 15 1 Oo;~ 

E. Age at First Adult Arrest 
Mean number of years 24.3 24.9 

Part I I I. Demo9raphic Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest 
Mean number of years 29.5 30.8 

.. 
B. Ethni city 

Hhite 33 70% 11 79% 
~linority 14 30% 3 21% 

TOTAL 47 100% 14 100% 
(continued) 
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TABLE E.14 (CONTINUED 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN THE 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, LINCOLN EXPERIMENT 

Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.' 

Characteristic 

C. Sex 
Male 
Female 

TOTAL 

Part IV. Other 

A. Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
More than high school 

TOTAL 
aSignificant at the .02 1 eve 1 . 

bSignificant at the . 01 level . 

. . " 

Experimental 
Group 

(n= 72) 
Number Percent 

63 89% 
8 11% 

71 100% 

25 38% 
14 2n~ 
27 41 ~I, 

66 100% 

Control 
Group 

(n= 17) 
Number Percent 

14 82% 
3 18% 

17 100% 

5 31% 
9 56% 
2 13% 

16 100% 
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TABLE E-15 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 
Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Experimental Group Control Group 
Characteristic (n = 132) (n = 61 ) 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Part I. Communit~ Ties 
A. Local Residence 

Defendant is local resident 131 99% 61 100% 
Defendant is not 1 1% 0 0% local resident 

TOTAL 132 100% 61 100% 
B. Years of Local Re3idence 

Mean number of years 19. 1 18.4 
C. Months at Present Address 

Mean number of months 47.6 68.9 
D. Marital Status 

~larri ed 34 26% 14 23% 
Separated, divorced, 35 27% 15 24% wido\'/( er )ed 
Single 60 47% 32 53~~ 

TOTAL 129 100% 61 100% 
E. Family Supporta 

Supports nuclear fami ly 30 37% 7 16% 
Other 52 63~~ 36 84% 

TOTAL 82 100% 43 1 om~ 
F. Living Arrangement 

Lives with parent or 48 36~& 26 43% guardian 
Lives with spouse 32 24?& 12 20% 
Lives with relatives 27 (n~ 14 23% 
Lives with non-family person 12 9% 6 1 O~~ 
Lives alone 13 1 O~~ 2 30 / 

,j 

TOTAL 132 1 OO~~ 60 100% 
G. Employment Status 

Employed or substitutes 94 71% 39 64% 
Unemployed j8 29% 22 36% 

TOTAL 132 100% 61 100% 
H. Weekly Earnings 

$100 orl e.ss 9 11% 2 6% 
$101-$200 38 46% 14 42% 
$201 or more 36 43% 17 52% 

TOTAL 83 100% 33 100% 
(continued) 
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TABLE E-15 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 

Experimental Group Control Group 

Characteristic (n = 132) (n = 61) 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Public Assistance Status 
On public assistance 11 15. 5~~ 1 3°' '" Not on public assistance 60 84.5% 33 97% 

TOTAL 71 100.0% 34 100% 

Occupation b 
Professional and managerial 10 10% 1 2% 
Sales and clerical 12 12% 1 2% 
Craftspel'sons and operatives 28 28% 10 21 % 
Laborers 34 34% 30 63% 
Service and other 17 17% 6 13% 

TOTAL 101 1 om~ 36 100% 

Part II. Criminalit~ 

A. Current Charge 
Part I 57 43% 38 62% 
Part II 75 57% 23 38% 

TOTAL 132 100% 61 100% 

Crimes against persons 14 11% 8 13% 
Economic crimes 77 58% 34 56% 
Drug crimes 14 11% 6 10% 
Crimes against publ i c 1 1% 0 0% morality 
Crimes against public order 14 11% 11 18% 
Other crimes 12 9% 2 3% 

TOTAL 132 100% 61 100% 

B. Number of Prior Arrests b 
Mean number of prior arrests 1.5 2.3 

C. Number of Prior Convictions 
Mean number of prior 0.7 1.0 convictions 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) 
Status at Time of Arrest 
Involved with CJS 7 6% 3 5% 
Not involved with CJS 119 94% 55 95% 

TOTAL 1~6 100% 58 100% 

E. Age at First Adult ArrestC 

Mean number of years 24.5 21. 5 

Part II I. Demo9ra~hic 
Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest 
Mean number of years 28.0 25.7 

(continued) 
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TABLE E-15 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARABILITY OF EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 

Experimental Group Control Group 
(n = 132) (n = 61) Characteristic 

Number Percent Number Percent 
B. Ethni city 

White 64 48.5% 24 39% Minority 68 51.5% 37 61% 
TOTAL 132 100.0% 61 100% 

C. Sex b 
Male 101 76.5% 57 93% Female 31 23.5% 4 7% 

TOTAL 132 1 00. O~~ 61 100% 
Part IV. Other 
A. Education b 

Less than high school 51 39% 35 58% High school graduate 45 35% 18 30% More than high school 34 26% 7 12% 
TOTAL 130 100% 60 100% 

aSignificant at the .02 1 eve 1. 
bSignificant at the .01 1 eve 1. 

I 
J 

I 
CSignificant at the .04 1 eve 1. . ___ J --._-p._- .... . __ ._ .. 
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TABLE £.16 
DAYS FROM ARREST TO RELEASE, 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMENT 

~-----------------------rE-x-p-er-l-'m-e-nt-a~'~Gr-O-u-p-r--c~o~n:t~rO~l~Gr·~--~i·. 
(n - 132) tn = 61) 

Number of Days Number Percent Number Percent 

;< I 

0-1 

2 - 3 

4 - 7 

8 - 14 

15 - 28 

29 - 56 

57 - 84 

Missing information 

Subtotal, released 
defendants 

Defendants detained until 
final case disposition 

TOTAL defendants 

.. 

67 

12 

2 . 

7 

3 

9 

113 

19 

132 I 

" , 

59% 

11% 

2% 

6% 

3% 

8% 

2% 

10% 

100% 

11 

5 

11 

3 

4 

o 

o 
1 

35 

26 

61 

31 % 

31% 

9% 

Oot 
to 

100% 
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TABLE E-17 
COMPARABILITY OF RELEASED DEFENDANTS IN THE 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS, 
BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR EXPERIMHlT 

Experimental 

Characteristic Group (n=113) 
Number Percent 

1. Community Ties 
Local Residence 
Defendant is local resident 112 99% 
Defendant is not local resident 1 1% -

TOTAL 113 100% 

Years of Local Residence 
Mean number of years 19.2 

Months at Present Addressa 
Mean number of months 48.0 

Ma rita 1 S ta tus 
~1arried 29 26% 
Separated, divorced, widow(er)ed 32 29% 
Single 49 45% 

TOTAL 110 100% 

Family supportb 
Supports nuclear family 29 40% 
Other 43 60% 

TOTl,L 72 10mb 

Living Arrangement 
Lives with parent or guardian 40 35% 
Lives with spouse 28 25% 
Lives with relatives 21 19% 
Lives with non-family person 11 I O~~ 
Lives alone 13 11% 

TOTAL 113 1 OO~~ 

Employment Status 
Employed or substitutes 84 74% 
Unemployed 29 26% 

TOTAL 113 100% 

VJeek1y Earnings 
$100 or less 8 11% 
$101-$200 33 45% 
$201 or more 32 44% 

TOTAL 73 1 OO~~ 

Public Assistance Status 
On public assistance 10 16% 
Not on public assistance 51 84% 

TOTAL 61 1 OO~~ 

Control Group 
(n=35) 

Number Percent 

35 100% 
0 0% 

35 100% 

17 .1 

78.7 

9 26% 
10 28% 
16 46% 
35 100% 

5 19% 
22 81% 
27 100% 

12 35% 
9 26% 
8 24% 
.4 12% 
1 301 

,0 

34 100% 

25 71% 
10 29~b 

35 100% 

0 0% 
8 40% 

12 60% 
20 100% 

0 0% 
24 100% , I 
24 100% 
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TABLE E-17 (CONTINUED) c 
Experimental 

Characteristic Group (n =113) 
Numoer Percent 

J. Occupationc 
Professional and managerial 10 11 ~~ 
Sales and clerical 12 14% 
Craftspersons and operatives 24 28% 
Laborers 24 28% 
Service and other 17 19% 

TOTAL 87 100% 

Part I I. Criminality 

A. Current Charge 
Crimes against persons 12 11% 
Economic crimes 65 57% 
Drug crimes 13 11% 
Crimes against public morality 1 1% 
Crimes against public order 11 10% 
Other cdmes 11 10% 

TOTAL 113 100% --
Number of Prior Arrestsd B. 

( Mean number of prior arrests l.2 

C. Number of Prior Convictions I Mean number of prior convictions 0.6 

D. Criminal Justice System (CJS) 
Status at Time of Arrest 
Involved with CJS 6 5.5% 
Not involved with CJS 103 94.5% 

TUTAL 109 100.0% 

E. Age at First Adult Arrest 
~1ean number of years 25.4 

Part II 1. Demographic Characteristics 

A. Age at Arrest 
~lean number of years 28.5 

B. Ethni city 
White 58 51% 
Minority 55 49% 

TOTAL 113 100% 

C. Sexd 
Male 84 74% 
Female 29 26% 

TOTAL 113 100% 

(~ 

:I / 

Control Group 
(n=35) 

Number Percent 

1 4°L ,0 

0 0% 
8 30% 

16 59% 
2 7°/ 10 

27 100% 

5 14% 
16 46% 
6 17% 
0 0% 
7 20% 
1 3% 

35 100% 

2. 1 

0.7 

2 6% 
32 94% 

34 100% 

2l.8 

27.3 

17 49% 
18 51 % 

35 100% 

33 94% 
2 6% 

35 100% 
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TABLE E-17 (CONTINUED) 

Experimenta 1 Control Group 
Characteristic Group (n= 113) (n=35) 

Number Percent Number Percent 
PRrt IV. Other 
A. Education e 

Less than high school 38 34% 22 65% 
High school graduate 41 37~~ 8 24% 
More than high school 32 29% 4 12% 

TOTAL 111 100% 34 100% 

aSignificant at the . 05 level . I 
bSignificant at the .04 level .. I 
CSignificant at the . 01 level . I 

i 

dSignificant at the 
I 

.02 1 eve 1 . I 
i eSlgmflcant at the .03 level. 
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APPENDIX F 

REVIEW OF THE PIMA COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
DURING THE EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 
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APPENDIX F 

REVIEW OF THE PIMA COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
DURING THE EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 

A. Introduction 

The implementation of the experimental study through Pima 

County's Correctional Volunteer Center (CVC) created a situation where 

two groups o'f defendants received differential program treatment (Table 1). 

Because the different branches of the criminal justice system were in-

formed of the nature of the experiment and because the differential 

program treatment tended to overtly identify some defendants with a 

particular group, it was questioned whether the other branches (i.e., 

defense, prosecution, magistrates) in any way changed their normal 

operating procedures to compensate for this. In addition, a change in 

the criminal code, instituted two months prior to the start of the 

Type of Study 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 

TABLE 1 
EXPERH1ErITAL PROCEDURES 

Defendants Defendant Information Presented 
Interviewed Groups to Release Authority 

by evc 

All Felons Program Verified Interview and 
not Normally Recommendations 
In terv i e\-Ied 
By Existing Overflow Unverified Interview 
Program 

All City Program Verified Interview and 
Court ~lis- Recommendation 
demeanants 

OVE.rflow No Information 

F-l 
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experimental study, is one which would have potentially affected release 

determinations. A mandatory sentence statute for previously convicted 

felons went into effect in October 1979, possibly increasing the risk of 

flight for those defendants falling in this category. 

A brief review of the criminal justice system during the experiment 

was done four months after its completion in an attempt to ascertain 

differences between the cross-sectional and experimental studies as well 

as any possible biases within the experiment itself. 

B. Commissioners 

Commissioners are responsible for making the release decisions for 

all felons processed at weekday Initial Appearances. Two of the three 

commissioners serving during the period of the experiment also served 

during the sample period of the cross-sectional study. 

It appears that all three commissioners proceeded in their release 

considerations without special regard to what "group" the defendant 

was in. Two commissioners claim to have not been cognizant that an 

experiment was even being conducted. This does not seem unreasonable: 

since only a subset of felony defendants were in the experiment, the 

number of purposefully unverified interviews presented may not have been 

recognizably greater on a daily basis than the number of unverified 

interv;e\./s normally presented due to the inability to verify. The 

number of verified interviews, even during the experiment, is much greater 

proportionately. 

All the commissioners expressed a hesitancy to release defendants 

on personal recognizance when there was no verified information. How-

ever, as the law requJres defendants to be released on the most lenient 

terms practical, the commissioners made efforts to determine what reported, 

" 

F-3 

unverified information was reliable. 

The commissioners typically asked the defendants in court questions 

regarding employment, martial status, community ties and criminal history 

and then checked to see if the answers corresponded to those on the cve 

interview. One commissioner also mentioned comparing the information on 

the CVC interview with that on the defendant's financial statement; which 

occasionally highlighted discrepancies. A defendant's relative or friend 

present in court was viewed as some~·!hat helpful in verifying information, 

but there was some amount of skepticism on the part of the commissioners 

concerning the "sincerity" of the reference. It most often depended on 

exactly who the contact was, and the person's presence alone was said 

not to have much impact on the release determination. In lieu of hard 

data, the "gut reactions" of the commissioners were the basis of many 

decisions. 

The commissioners did not detect any change in procedure on the part 

of either the public defenders or the county attorneys during the ex-

periment. Time limitations prevent them from securing information of 

their own by the time of the initial appearance. 

As the law permits consideration of the nature of the offense in 

determining release, all the commissioners stated that they were more 

likely to release defendants with non-violent crimes on personal recog­

nizance without the aid of verified information. \.Jhile risk of non-

appearance is generally the most important concern, one commissioner's 

explanation for using offense as a criterion was that "the defendant may 

not show up, but at least he won't hurt anyone." 

It does not seem that there was an increase in the incidence of 

other types of non-monetary releases as "middle ground" alternatives 

\ 
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between personal recognizance and bail for those defendants with un­

verified interviews. Unsecured bonds were not popular in general with 

any of the commissioners. Third party custody to an outside party was 

considered only if there was some evidence of other community ties and 

most often only if the would-be custodian was a parent. Third party 

custody to the Correctional Volunteer Center is generally used only if 

the CVC has already established and verified community ties, \'.Jhich they 

had not done with the "overflow" defendants in the experiment. 

One commissioner noticed that during the experiment there was an 

increase in the number of review hearings requested in response to un­

verified data. A review hearing may be requested by either the commis­

sioner or the defendant. A review hearing affords other parties, i.e., 

the public defender, county attorney, the CVC or the defendant, an op­

portunity to secure information for a release review at a later time, 

usually within the next two days. (During the experiment, the CVC was 

restricted from securing verified information at any time on "overflow" 

defendants.) Thus, it is possible that the experiment had an effect not 

only on release rates but also on the number of release reconsiderations 
1 

and on the amount of time elapsed between arrest and release, 

In trying to determine the impact of the CVC recommendation alone 

on commissioners' decisions, two of the three stated that the contents 

of the report were more important than the recommendations themselves, 

IThis turned out not to be the case. For felony defendants, there were 
seven bail reconsideration hearings in the experimental group and nine 
in the control group, or 5% each. Nor was time from arrest to release 
significantly different for the two groups. 
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and one stated that he considered both equally. There were no "rubber 

stamp" approvals based on the CVC recommendati ons alone, and whil e the 

information generally held greater weight than the recommendation, at 

least one commissioner stated that he felt "more comfortable" when a 

recommendation was made. 

The institution of the "mandatory sentence" statute did not seem 

to have a great impact on release decisions during the experiment. Often 

it was not even a possible consideration as the county attorney did not 

have the information needed to stipulate that he was prosecuting the 

case in this manner by the time of the Initial Appearance. For several 

reasons, detailed later, the mandatory sentence statute was not widely 

utilized during the period of the experiment. One commissioner stated 

that when stipulated it was one consideration but not of major importance. 

Only one commissioner stated that with the mandatory sentence in mind he 

looked at the defendant's criminal record, when available, for prior 

convictions regardless of the county attorney's stipulation, and in 

general believed that it had some impact on the defendant's likelihood 

to flee, resulting in a decrease in the rate of personal recognizance 

releases and an increase in bail amounts. 

C. Special Commissioners 

Special Commissioners are responsible for making the release decisions 

on all felons and.city court misdemeanants processed at weekend and holiday 

Initial Appearances. They are practicing attorneys selected to serve by 

the Chief Judge. All three special commissioners serving during the 

experimental study did not serve during the sample perIod of the cross­

sectional study. 

(\ 
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The special commissioners expressed recognition of the fact that 

bel'ng con·,·ducted, but claimed that its existence had the experiment was 

no effect on their normal release considerations. All three communicated 

. based on a "right to release" and a that their release decislons were 

lipresumption of personal recognizance." 

This attitude was especially true when dealing with misdemeanants, 

admittedly affected by their simultaneous handling of both felonies and 

misdemeanors, which made misdem~anors appear inconsequential in compar-

ison. All three claimed a tendency toward releasing most ~isdemeanants 

regardles s of the presence of verified information, on personal recognizance 

with the possible exceptions of out-of-State residents and defendants 

with extensive prior histories of failing-to-appear. In the absence of 

verified information, questions on community ties, employment, family 

d asked of the defendants in court. The commissioners and prior recor were 

used their personal knowledge of the area in asking certain questions to 

determine the validity of the information. One commissioner was of the 

opinion that most misdemeanants do not tend to lie about the information 

given. 

In determining release for felons without verified information, the 

1 k d those quest,'ons pertaining to the defend-commissioners similar y as e 

. 1 record, considered the nature of the offense antis background and crimlna 

and the circumstances surrounding the arrest and listened to the arguments 

d d f One commissioner stated that the veri-of the prosecution an e ense. 

fication was not as important as the consideration of the charge and 

other information regarding the offense. Another commissioner expressed 

considerable skepticism regarding the recommendation of the county 

d II t' 0 II than attorneys, claiming that they were geared more towar persecu, n 
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liprosecution. II Unless the' county attorney had hard evidence backing 

his request for a substantial bail and was known in the past to be 

legitimate in his requests, this commissioner most often rejected the 

recommendation. Similar to the other commissioners, Special Commissioners 

lIsed "gut reactions" in making their decisions and \'Jere more likely to 

release defendants with non-violent felonies on personal recognizance 

in the absence of verified information. 

- The "Mandatory Sentence" statute did not seem to affect the felony 

release considerations of the-se commissioners during the experiment. 

One commissioner stated that prior convictions were already one criterion 

used in determining release and that repeat offenders were often given 

bonds even before the creation of the Statute. Other positive points, 

such as the existence of community ties, outweighed consideration of 

the mandatory sentence. Another commissioner did not believe that the 

mandatory sentence statute had the effect of increasing the defendants I 

likelihood to flee, explaining that "most defendants donlt realize the 

seriousness of their situation until theylre brought to prison." 

The presence of a defendantls relative in court was of moderate 

importance in the release consideration. One commissioner used the 

mere presence as a criterion in itself; another considered the person 

as a potential verifier, and another often granted third party custody 

releases, especially in the case of younger felons. 

The impact of the CVCls recommendation alone on the decision widely 

varied among the commissioners. One regarded the contents of the report 

as more important than the recommendation; one considered both equally; 

and one in~tially considered all the information, but later merely looked 

at the recommendation unless the CVC representative was ne\'/ on the job. 
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Aside from the already existing liberal release attitudes of these 

commissioners, one commissioner stated that there was also some com­

munication by the jail administr'ation to the Special Commissioners of 

a fear of weekend overcrm'lding, which translated into a "get lem out" 

policy; but this held true always, not just during the period of the 

experiment. During the experiment, the commissioners did not distinguish 

any change in the procedures of the county attorneys or the public 

defenders, except that there were more review hearings requested by the 

public defenders. Two commissioners themselves requested more review 

hearings, but discontinued this after receiving some criticism from the 

court over the duplication of proceedings resulting from this. 

D. City Magistrates 

City Magistrates, or judges, are responsible for making the release 

determinations for all city court misdemeanants processed at weekday 

Initial Appearances. Of the six magistrates serving during the experi­

ment, three also served during the sample period of the cross-sectional 

study. 

Release screening by the CVC of misdemeanants was ne\'!ly instituted 

for the experimental study and had not been done by the program since 

June 1977. While the magistrates seemingly did not alter their release 

considerations merely by identifying the defendants with a particular 

"group," they reported wide variance in their acceptance and utilization 

of the program's reports and recommendations. Two judges were quite 

liberal in their approach to release and readily accepted the program 

and its recommendations; two were moderate in their approach, somewhat 

skeptical of the program, and in borderline cases were more likely to 
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heed the city atto~ney's release recommendations; two operated relatively 

independently of the program and tended to be stricter in their release 

decisions. 

The two judges who were more liberal in their approach had a tendency 

to release most misdemeanants on personal recognizance regardless of the 

charge or the presence of verified .infonnation, though when presented, 

relied on the CVC1s report and recommendation and attested to the program's 

util ity. 

The other judges experienced an extended period of adjustment to 

the initiation of the CVC misdeweanor program. At least two had a pro­

pensity toward setting bails rather than releasing jefendants on their 

personal recognizance. In determining release, at least one of these 

judges considered family connections, community ties, employment and the 

classification of the misdemeanor offense. The judge asked certain 

questions thoug~t to make it obvious if the defendant had falsified the 

information. 

This judge felt that due to the time of day that certain arrests 

were made, the program could not sufficiently verify much of the infor­

mation. In addition, it was felt that the program placed too much 

emphasis on certain community ties, looking at the "quantity" rather 

than the "quality" of the ties, and this judge therefore \-/as in agree­

ment with the program's recommendations only about 60% of the time. The 

judge believed that the defendant's knowledge of the possibility of 

serving jail time, even for misdemeanors, loosened minimal ties. 

E. Prosecution 

1. County Attorney 

The county attorneys claimed not to have changed their procedures 
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in any way during the experiment. In cases where information on a defendant 

was unverified the standard procedure was to present a stricter release 

recommendation or to request the setting of bail pending a review 

hearing. It was impossible to exert any extra effort in attempting to 

obtain defendant infonnation by the time of the Initial Appearance. 

One county attorney believed that the "mandatory sentence" statute 

resulted in an increase in failures to appear for trial, so prior felony 

convictions were usually pointed out to the commissioners at Initial 

Appearance. However, in practice, the statute was not uniformly invoked 

during the period of the experiment. The existence of a prior conviction 

noted on a rap sheet is not sufficient to prosecute a case on such grounds. 

Certifications, copies of the conviction and other documentation must be 

obtained from the court clerk. This is particularly costly and time 

consuming if the conviction occurred outside the jurisdiction. The 

process is additionally hindered by inaccurate record keeping systems. 

In addition, many arrests made just after the statute was introduced 

(the experimental period) were for older warrants or offenses committed 

prior to the statute's existence, and the statute could not be applied 

retroactively to these. At the time of the experiment, 60% of the defendants 

were being charged under the new code and 40% under the old. Even at the 

time of our followup interviews, 20% were still being charged under the 

old code. 

The statute did produce an inexplicable increase in dismissals (42%) 

and a substantial decrease in trials (66%). An expected result was an 

increase in pleas and plea-bargaining, where the mandatory sentence was 

applied, but the classification of the crime for which the defendant was 

convicted was reduced, resulting in a lighter mandatory sentence. 
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2. City Attorney 

The city attorneys similarly reported no change in their procedures 

during the experiment. Their input into release decisions for misdemeanors 

is not as significant as is the county attorneys I for felonies. 

One city attorn.ey expressed the opinion that the major benefit of 

the CVC misdemeanor program was in the notification of defendants for 

court dates and not in the release s ' It creenlng. was believed that most 

misdemeanants remaining in the system after Initial Appearance and who 

did not bond out prior to Initial Appearance (about 35%) were released on 

their personal recognizance by the magistrates anyway. 

F. Program Outlook 

1. Felony Study 

Program personnel stated that the commissioners knew which defendants 

'Nere, in whi ch "groups, II due to the presence or absence of the tradi ti ona 1 

cover sheet on the program's report h' h t· d , w lC con alne the court summary 

and program recommendation. In addition, it was claimed that due to the 

public defenders' hostility toward the experiment, they openly informed 

the commissioners that defendants without verified information were denied 

consideration by the program because of their random assignment to the 

"overflol</" group. It was also reported, that pub 1 i c defenders contacted 

the program prior to Initial Appearances to try to ascertain which defendants 

were in the overflow group and then attempted to contact friends or 

relatives of the defendant to request their presence in court. 

Aside from normal consideration of prior record, program representa­

tives did not additionally consider the "mandatory sentence" statute in 

their recommendations. 
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2. Misdemeanor Study 

Program personnel stated that the grouping of defendants was not so 

readily distinguishable to the judges in the misdemeanor study because 

the advent of misdemeanor screening was new and judges were not as 

famil iar with the procedures as \vere cOllllllissioners with the felony progl~al1l. 

The younger judges were perceived to have regularly followed program 

recommendations and to have released most misdemeanants on personal 

recognizance anyway. Older judges were perceived to have disregarded 

the program1s information and to have used their own questions to determine 

release. 

It was felt by the program director that in both studies, but especially 

in the felony study, the mere presence of a pretrial release program had 

a IIhalo ll effect on release decisions. As a result, he thought, releases 

for defendants in the overflow groups were more lenient during the 

experimenta 1 peri od than they I'JOul d have been if the program had not 

ex i s ted a tall. 
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