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SECTION I. SUMMARY ~ RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE PROGRAM 

The basic functions of the Release on Recognizance Program 
are to make recommendations to the courts regarding eligibility 
for release on recognizance (ROR) and to assure that defendants 
who are released on recognizance appear at hearings and follow 
other criminal justice procedures during the period prior to 
adjudication. 

Gauged by the following criteria, ROR's performance has 
improved during the last year: 

Release On Recognizance Rate. During the first ten months 
of the current fiscal year (July, 1974-April, 1975) 15,444 
defendants were released on their own recognizance~ during 
the corresponding period in the preceding fiscal year 13,983 
defendants were released (Table 1). Releases increased by 
10.4% during the more recent reporting period. Changes in 
the overall percentage of defendants receiving ROR (compared 
to total defendants interviewed) are negligible. In the 1973-
1974 period 46.4% of all defendants interviewed obtained ROR; 
in the 1974-75 period 46.8% obtained ROR. 

Failure To Appear Rate. In the most recent period the average 
percentage of defendants failing to appear at scheduled court 
hearings was 7.2% (Table 2). For the preceding period (July, 
1973-April, 1974) the corresponding failure to appear rate 
was 7.5%. 

Efficiency Index. This concept combines inputs to the program, 
in terms of the percentage of persons receiving ROR, and out­
puts, in terms of the percentage of persons scheduled for hear­
ings who actually appear. (Table 3). The most recent reporting 
period reveals a slight increase in project efficiency, an av­
erage of 439 as compared to 428 during the prior period. Within 
~he most recent four months (January-April, 1975) the efficiency 
~ndex reveals substantial gains. (Table 3). Comparing the 
P~i~adelphia ROR project with similar programs in other major 
c~t~es throughout the country reveals that this project is 
considerably more efficient, as judged by both failure to 
appear rates and efficiency indices. (Table 5). Whereas 
Philadelphia efficiency averages 439, other cities average 
105. 

In general, ROR is effective in meeting the objectives for which 
it was designed: to allow defendants to enjoy pretrial freedom and 
to relieve other segments of the criminal justice system from the 
burden of detaining and processing defendants. 
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SECTION I. SUMMARY - INVESTIGATION AND WARRANT SERVICE UNIT 

The objectives of the Investigation and Warrant Service Unit 
are twofold: 

a. Tq communicate with defendants regarding court hearings 
and other criminal justice procedures, thereby preventing 
failure to appear in court and other adverse actions dur­
ing the pre'trial period which forestall t,he administration 
of justice. 

b. To serve failure to appear warrants to defendants who 
failed to appear at court hearings. 

Employing the following criteria the Investigation and Warrant 
Service Unit has improved in efficiency during the last year: 

Failure To Appear Rate. The fail:ure to appear rate ,?ontinues 
to decrease. For the first ten months of the last f~scal year 
(1974-1975) the ra,te was 7.2%. During the corresponding period 
of the prior fiscal year the rate was 7.5%. 

Fugitive Rate. Defendants who fail to appear at hearings for 
invalid reasons are subsequently classified as fugitives. The 
fugitive rate for a given month is the ratio of defendants 
with outstanding bench warrants to defendants scheduled for 
hearings. The fugitive rate declined from 2.9% to 2.3% during 
the most recent period (Table 2). This indicates a higher degree 
of success in communicating with defendants regarding court 
appearances. 

Voluntary Surrenders. If the unit is communicating effectiVely 
with defendants, an increasing number of fugitives should sur­
render themselves voluntarily, rather than having to be appre­
hended by warrant unit investigators. In 1973, the average 
number of "walk-ins" was 237; by 1974 this figure had increased 
to 286. This improvement suggests that project activity has 
resulted in a marked increase in efficiency in this area. 

Warrants Served. In 1973 the typical number of warrants served 
per month was 710. In 1974 the average figure was 977, an in­
crease of 38%. 

Warrants Served per Man-Hour. In 1973 one warrant was served 
for every 5 man-hours of investigative time. In 1974 the in­
vestigative time required to serve a warrant had declined to 
3.76 hours. 
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Cost Effectiveness. -During the last year the project has 
also demonstrated a substantial gain in cost effectiveness. 
Whereas in fiscal year 1973 the average investigative cost 
per warrant was $29.92, during fiscal year 1974 the cost 
declined to $18.31, a decrease of 40%. 

Efficiency Index. During the most, recent reporting period 
the overall ROR efficiency index stood at 439, as compared 
to 428 during the corresponding ten months (July-April) of 
the previous period. During the most recent 4 months the 
index has increased to an average of 467 (Tabte 3). 

Summary of Performance Measures. Overall, this increased 
,efficiency, monitored through the trend discussed above, 
reflects a general improvement in the level of communica­
tions with defendants -- through the mails, by telephone, 
and in the community -- by investigative and warrant service 
personnel. If further gains in efficiency are to be achieved, 
however, "high risk" defendants should be identified through 
a "profile" technique which identifies and focuses on dif­
ferent groups of defendants having varying communications 
risks. 
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TABLE 2 

RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS 

Jul. Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. 

1972 1973 
FTA Warrants . 250 247 250 256 192 167 162 163 206 248 
Issued 1973 1974 

279 294 272 302 253 237 279 155 200 ' 247 
1974 

217 239 225 203 195 211 198 175 185 207 

1972 1973 
Total FTA 8.5% 8.0% 8.2% . 7.7% 6.2% 5.8% 5.7% 6.6% 7.2% 8.6% 
Rate l 1973 1974 

9.6% 8.7% 8.2% 8.2% 7.7% 8.0% 8.0% 4.6% 5.6% 6.3% 
1974 

7.4% 9.0% 8.2% 7.8% 7.2% 7.2% 5.8% 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% 

1972 1973 
Willful FTA 6.6% 6.6% . 6.6% 6.3% 6.1% 4.2% . 3.2% 4.3% 5.2% 5.8% 
Rate2 1973 1974 

6.7%' 6.9% 6.8% 7.1% 6.5% 6.7% 6.4% 3.8% 4.5% 5.1% 
1974 

6.0% 7.6% 6.1% 

1972 1973 
Fugitive Rate' 2.7% 2.9% 8.0% 3.3% 2.5% 3.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.8% ' 2.7% 

1973 1974 
3.4% 2.1 % l.9% 2.8% 2.5% 2.1 % 2.2% 1.2% 1.4% 2.4% 

1974 
3~ 1% 2.9% 3.4% 

lRatio of FTA Warrants issued ,to Total Persons Scheduled for Hearings. 
2Ratio of thoa missing hearings for invalid reasons to Total Persons Scheduled for Hearings. 
'Ratio of those with outstanding Bench Warrants to Persons Scheduled for Hearings. 

~$Il'i"."',""'>';d-A'.t;;;,....".~,_,.;,"-t.~!(:\:....,....,~,.;.""l"'''''''''_'''_'''~'''(''-·~,'·~~~~,. 

Item J'J1. 

Recommended ROR 2.0% 
Fugitive Rate l 

3.0% 

2.4% 

Not Recommended for 5.4% 
ROR Fugitive Rate2 

4.6% 

4.4% 

Efficiency 276 
Index' 

411 

417 

I 
111 
I 

TABLE 3 

RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS 

Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. 

1972 1973 
1.5% ,1.4% 2.3% 2'.0% 1.8% 1:'3% 1.3% 

1973 1974 
1.7% 1.6% 2.5% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.1% 

1974 
2.3% 2. 3~b 

1972 1973 
8.6% 8.8% 6.9% 6.9% 4.6% 4.8% 3.5% 

1973 1974 
3.4% 2.7% 3.7% 4.3% 3.5% 4.5% 1.8% 

1974 
4.3% 5.3% 

1972 1973 
300 340 ' 338 328 347 326 412 

1973 1974 
426 426 438 439 433 405 439 

1974 
410 405 406 435 446 477 466 

Mar. Apr. 

1.5% 2.4% 

0.9% 1.9% 

2.8% 3.7% 

3.1% 4.0% 

399 406 

452 415 

469 457 

May June 

233 230 

308 235 

7.3% 8.0% 

7.0% 6.9% 

5.0% 5.2% 

6.0% 6.2% 

1.8% 2.2% 

2.5% 2.9% 

May June 

1.2% 1.2%, 

1.8% 2.1% 

3.5% 1.0% 

4.6% 4.6% 

396 378 

401 409 

lFugitive Rate (See Footnote #3) for those recommended for ROR. 
2Fugitive Rate (See Footnote #3) for those not recommended for ROR. 
3r Persons Granted ROR ~ L Persons Interviewed at Police Administration Building X L Persons Appearing at Scheduled 
Hearings + Persons Scheduled to Appear at Hearings x 1000. 

I 
0'\ 
I 

• 

TOTAL! 

2,604 

3,061 

7.9% 

7.3% 
I 

5.4% 

tL1% 

2.9% 

2.3% 

-':;f~'.~~~~1~ 

TOTAL 

1.7% 

1.8% I 

I 

! 

5.0% 

3.7% 

353.8 

424.5 
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TABLE 4 

NUMBER OF FUGITIVES 
SURRENDERING VOLUNTARILY BY MONTH 

May 1972-December 1974 

1972 1973 
Moving Moving 

Number Average Number Average 

Jan. • - * -
Feb. • - * -
March * - * -
April * - * -
May 243 234.2 217 . 259.3 

June 200 225.7 264 232.7 

July 260 230.7 217 252.3 

August 217 205.·7 276 242.7 

Sept. 215 216.7 235 257.7 

Oct. 185 224.7 262 240.3 

Nov. 250 242.7 224 228.0 

Dec. 239 242.3 198 -

AVERAGE 201 237 

*Data unavailable 

-7-

1974 
Moving 

Number Average 

.. 

324 

272 302.0 

310 307.0 

339 301.3 I 

255 302.3 

313 273.0 

251 . 259.0 

213 254.0 

298 

286 

TABLE 5 

ROR EFFICIENCY INDICES FOR 9 CITIES l 

Philadelphia 439 

Los Angeles 46 

Washington 307 

San Francisco 210 

Baltimore 70 

Indianapolis 140 

St. Louis 43 

Chicago 29 

Atlanta 38 

IPhiladelphia data computed from monthly ROR 
statistics. Data for other cities from Paul ,B. Wice, 
Freedom For Sale: A National Study . . Qf Pretrial Release. 
Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath and Company, 1974, 
p. '118. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF ROR TO THE DETENTION POPULATION 

On an average day in March and April of 1975, the detention 

population of the City of Philadelphia prisons was 1,900 persons 

(TaDle 6). On the average day 60 persons are granted release on 

recognizance (Table 6). If ROR were unavailable, assuming that 

the average defendant would wait 14 days until final disposition 

of his case (probably an optimistic assumption) the average daily 

detention population would increase by 400 persons. Assuming a 

cost of $30 per day per detainee~ the increased costs of detention 
-

would be $4,368,000 annually. Since most detention costs are 

fixed, however, this figure overestimates the actual cost of 

adding 400 detentioners. Assuming a more realistic cost of $15 

daily per detainee, however, still results in an annual increase 

in detention costs of over two million dollars. This figure, of 

course, does not take into consideration the increased social 

costs in terms of welfare, unemployment, mental illness, family 

disruption, and other adverse human consequences. 

Short-Term Fluctuations. Data on release on recognizance 

and detention population were compared for eight one-week 

periods, beginning March 3, 1975 and ending April 26, 1975 

(Table 6). It was expected that the detention population 

would vary, according to those granted ROR or those held 

on money bail. However, short-term changes in the deten­

tion population are unrelated to both the number of defen-

dants held on money bail and the number of defendants re-

leased on ROR (Table 6). The hypothesis that the prison 

-9-

population is correlated with short-term fluctuations in 

ROR activity is unsupported by these data. In fact, during 

the period examined, during only two of eight weeks did the 

number of persons held on money bail (not making ROR) cor­

relate with the mean detention population. 

The fact that short-term ROR activity appears to be un­

related to the detention population suggests several ten­

tative interpretations of fluctuation in the detention 

population. 

(1) Fluctuations during a two month period are random, 

because no major policy changes have occurred during 

that time. Only a major change in those ROR'd will 

result in a substantial impact on the detention pop­

ulation. 

(2) The Detention Center is populated with a high percen-

tage of persons having detainers because of parole and 

probation violations. Most defendants in this category 

are ineligible for ROR until the detainer is removed. 

(3) A decision (conscious or unconscious) may have been 

made to keep the detention center filled. Because 

its costs are fixed (within wide limits) the deten-..-

tion center is like a hotel. Judges may tend to keep 

the detention center filled, irrespective of the type 

of cases which are heard. 

-10-



While there is no evider.ce to support hypothesis #3, there 

is'some evidence that numbers 1 and 2 may hold. The average 

detention population has declined within recent years (from 

over 2,000 to around 1,900) while the arrest rate has in-

creased. This suggests that pre-trial interventions are 

having an effect. Secondly, our own evaluation of low-bail 

detainees indicates that the great majority are being held 

on detainers. 

Study of 500 Defendants Held on Money Bail. 

Profile data on the Philadelphia detention population are 

almost nonexistent. Personnel from the Philadelphia prison 

system indicate that virtually all of the profile data avail-

able emanates from the Court's computer system. There is 

also some indications that the prisoner census (COJINT) has 

been inaccurate. The difficulty seems to reside principally 

,in inaccurate updating, resulting in undercounts and over-

counts for most days. Another difficulty with COJINT is 

that it is employed mainly in printing lists for given days. 

The COJINT program's summary and analytic capacity appears 

minimal, particularly in light of the fact that information 

is wiped off the computel.' disk after one month of storage. 

ROR records were also found to be incomplete for research 

purposes. A high percentage of case records, particularly 

those in which the defendant was held in under $1,000 money 

bail, appear to be incomplete for followup purposes because 

they did not show the actual date that the per cent deposit 

-11-

:/ 

- ________ .',,1" 

1.0 

LLJ 
-l 
en 
c:( 
I-

I­
:::> 
0.. 
I­
:::> o 

, U') 
I- ,.... 
:::> en 
0.. ..... 
Z ..... .. 

-l 
0::: ~ 
LLJ u:: 
I- 0.. 
Z c:( 
LLJ 
U 0 

Z 
Z c:( 
o 
..... :::I: 
I- U 
Z 0::: 

::: ~ 
LLJ 
o , 
-l ..... 
c:( 
en 

..... 

U 

u. ...... 
LLJ 

-l ..... 
« 

0::: en 
LLJ 
OJ z 
:E:O 
::;) 

zo 

LLJ 
C.!:I 

~ 

-l 
W 
:::I: 

Z« 
LLJ ...... 
U en 
0::: 
LLJ 
0.. 

V) 
LLJ 
LLJ 0::: 
1-0 
V) 0::: 
LLJ 
0::: 0 
0::: LLJ 
«I-z 
-l« 
«0::: 
I- C.!:I o 
I-

,.... ..... 
N · o 

0'\ 
en 
00 ..... 

N 
~ · ..... 

o::l" 
00 en 

N 
.s:: 
u 
~ 
ItS 

:E: 
I 

M 

.s:: 
u 
!-o::l" 
reOO 

:E: 

· N U., 

co 
N 
N . 
o 

M co 
00 ..... 

1.0 
N 

..... 

U') U') 
..... M 

M 
.s:: 
u 
~ 
re 

:E: 
I 

en 
.s:: 
u 
~o 
re ...... 

:E: 

1.0 . ..... 
U') 

1.0 
M 
co 

.s:: 

1.0 
N 
N . 
o 

1.0 
a 
en ..... 

U') 
U') 

..... 

u 
!-U') 
rea 

:E: ..... 

U') 
U') 

N . 
a 

a 
N 

..... 

co 
M 
N 

en 
N 1.0 

co .s:: N 
u 
~ 
ttl 

:E: 
I 

<;"I') 

N 

.s:: 
u 
~ ...... 
reM 

:::E: ..... 

co co 
~ 

en 
en ..... . 
a 

..... 

U') U') 
...... 

..... M .,... 

~ « 
I 

C> 
M 

.s:: 
u 
!-M 
rt:IOO 

:E: 

. 
U') 

~ 

N 
~ co 

..... 
en ..... . 
o 

..... 

CX) 
(Y) 

0'1 ..... 

..... 

. 
N 
U') 

..... ..... 

,.... 
a 
N . 
a 

-, 

a 
CX) 
N 

. 
co 
o:::t 

a 
a 
o:::t 

-12-



.. -..............- .... 

was paid, only that the defendant was released on 10% deposit. 

Acknowledging these limitations, a sample of 500 defendants 

who did not inunediately make bail ~"as drawn from the bail 

entry log of February, 1975. The principal focus was the 

arrest date, the bail date (if any), the charge, and the 

amount of bail. 

Relationship of Criminal Charge and Average Detention Time. 

Average detention by charge is shown in Table 7. While the 

more serious charges (murder, rape, and aggravated assault) 

understandably haye high detention times, several of the 

less serious charges also reveal detention times. of over 

ten days. For example; those charged with burglary average 

16 days in detention, those charged with theft--ll days, and 

possession of drugs--17 days. While this limited sample is 

far from definitive, the data do suggest a need for a de­

tailed analysis of the reasons for the relatively long de~ 

tention times for these categories of charges, or indeed if 

the-charge is even related to the length of pre-trial deten-

tion. 

Relationship of Bails $1,000 and Under and Detention Time 

Of the 500 cases examined, 114 defendants were held in bails 

of $1,000 or under. Of this group, at least 40 were held 

because of parole and probation detainers~ Another 12 even­

tually made cash bail. Another 12 received a final disposition, 

usually from crash court. No followup data was readily avail-

-13-

able on 23 defendants, meaning that their date of release 

was unknown. None were incarcerated at the time of the 

study. (This followup was conducted in May, 1975--more 

than two months after the initial arrest). The average 

detention time for those having bails of $1,000 and under 

was 15 days, suggesting that even these relatively low bail 

amounts are sufficient to cause moderate periods of incar­

ceration for those who are still presumed to be innocent 

until proven guilty. 

-14-



TABLE 7 

AVEHAGE DETENTION TmE IN DAYS 
BY CHARGE 

(FOR THOSE IN 'vJHICH RELEASE IS INDICATED) 

Charge 

Knowing Possession 
Theft Unauthorized Taking 
Att~mpted Theft Unauthorized Taking 
Burglary 
Att. Burgl ary 
Agg. Assault 
Robbery 
Retai 1 Theft 
Driving Under Influence 
Murder 
pre ~{eapon 
Possessing Instrument of Crime 
F. Disorderly Person D. 
Recklessly Endangering Another Person 
Receiving Stolen Property 
Resisting Arrest 
Resisting Arrest/Auto 
Unlawful Use of Solvents 
Rape. 
Promoting Prostitution 
lndecent Assault 
Sale & Illegal Use of Certain Solvents 
Fugitive from Justice 
Simp1e Assault 
Man/Del/or Poss. WI! Man or Del Cant. Sub. 
Involuntary Manslaughter 
Theft RSP 
Lotteries, etc. 
Attempted Theft Unauthorized Taking 
Burglary 
Attempted Burglary 
Aggravated Assault 
Robbery 
Retail Theft 
Driving Under Influence 
Hurder 
P1C vJeapon 
Possessing lnstrument of Crime 
F, Disorderly Person D. 
Recklessly Endangering Another Person 
Receiving Stolen Property 
Res-ist'109 Arrest 
Res i st·i ng Arre.s tlAu to 

Average Length Of 
No. Cases Detention in Days 

29 17.20 
23 10.86 
4 19.00 

45 16.00 
3 29.00 

26 22.26 
45 16.90 

9 8.20 
8 4.50 

17 18.30 
12 7.40 
3 6.30 
1 5.00 
1 3.00 
1 11.00 
2 5.50 
1 5.00 
1 10.00 
7 25.90 
2 32.00 
1 2.00 
1 8.00 
4 5.25 
8 6.60 
1 12.00 
1 7.00 
2 3.00 
2 6.50 
4 19.00 

45 16.00 
3 29.00 

26 22.26 
45 16.90 
9 8.20 
8 4.50 

17 18.30 
12 7.40 

3 6.30 
1 5.00 , 3.00 
1 11.00 
2 5.50 
1 5.00 

~~~---,--------------------------------------------------
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TABLE 7 (Cont.) 

AVERAGE DETENTION TIME IN DAYS 
BY CHARGE 

(FOR THOSE IN WHICH RELEASE IS INDICATED) 

Charge 

Unlawful Use of Solvents 
Rape 
Promoting Prostitution 
Indecent Assault 
Sale & Illegal Use of Certain Solvents 
Fugitive from Justice 
Simple Assault 
Man/Del/or Pas W/I Man or Del Cont. Sub. 
Involuntary Manslaughter 
Theft, RSP 
Lotteri es, Etc. 
Carrying Concealed Deadly Weapon 
Theft of Services 
Carrying Firearms Without License 
False Alarms to Agencies of Pub. Safety 
Criminal Conspiracy 
Larceny of Auto 
Attempted False Pretenses 
Voluntary Deviate Sex Int. 
Arson Endangering Persons 
Prohibited Offensive Weapons 
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No. Cases 

1 
7 
2 
1 
1 
4 
8 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

Average Length of 
Detention in Days 

10.00 
25.90 
32.00 
2.00 
8.00 
5.25 
6.60 

12.00 
7.00 
3.00 
6.50 
5.00 

14.50 
5.00 

11.00 
11.00 
4.00 
5.00 

16.00 
26.00 
6.00 



.. 

Patterns of Time in Detention. A recent study conducted 

by the Philadelphia Ba.r Association and the Philadelphia 

conunission for .Effective Criminal Justice indicates that 

42.8% of detainees are released within ten days of deten­

tion (See figure 1). In fact, the model detainee has a 

length of stay of one day. About one quarter: of those de­

tained fall into the one-day category. (Table 8). But ex-

arnining those who are held over one month reveals that this 

ca.to.gory (combining those staying 1-2 months, 2-3 months, 

and over 3 months) accounts for over 33 percent of the 

detainees. Upon closer inspectio'n (Table 8) it can be 

seen that ·those held for one day account for less than one 

percent of the total bed days of the detention center, 

while those held over one month account for 87 percent of 

the tota.l bed days. From these data we may conclude that 

it is not the defendant who remains in the institution for 

a fow days until he makes bail who accounts for the bulk 

oJ! daten tion costs. Rather, it is long-term detentioners 

WhO cause detention costs to remain high. From the per-

spective of ROR,there is little that can be done within 

the present p.rogram framework to relieve this problem. 

'1\he, clear priority for an ROR release are the 23 percent 

of detainees who remain in the institution for less than 

l\ d~.Yi the priority for a conditional release are the people 

held f'or over ane mon th accoun ting for 87% of the bed days. 
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The Relationship of Detention Time and Bail Amount. The re-

lationship between the amount of time which a defendant is 

VI detained and the amount of bail is shown in Table 9. For 
4-~ 

the 184 in which clear data was available, it is again 00 ,..... ('\") M o::T o::T o::T L(') 0 cases . . . . . . Ie o::T ,..... 0 
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obvious that bail is the incarceration co .. c:: once money set average 1110 
..c:: ..... 
-+-J -+-J 

time is weeks. Of the 39 defendants, who were held c::c:: over two 0(1) 
E-+-J 
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in bail of under $500, 35 were held parole probation. (1)0 on or (1) 
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TABLE '2 

BAIL AM(I','NT BY TH1E UNTIL RELEASE 

Bail 
Amount 

$ 0 - 499 
$ 500 - 999 
$ 1,000 - 1,499 
$ 1,500- 1,999 
$ 2,000 - 2,999 
$ 3,000 - 3,999 
$ 4,000 - 4,999 
$ 5,000 - 7,499 
$ 7,500 - 9,999 
$10,000 - 14,999 
$15,000 - 19,999 
$20,000 -

'Number 
of Cases 

39 
65 
40 
15 
11 

3 

° 6 
1 
4 
o 
° 
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Mean Days 
Until Re1 ease 

14.6 
J1.7 
13.4 

B.B 
19.3 
21.6 
-0-
4.5 

17.0 
4.3 
-0-
-0-

Summary of ROR Policy Issues Regarding Detention. Listed 

below are specific recommendations relative to ROR's function 

in reducing the detention population. 

1. Profile data on the detention population indicate that 

the typical defendant is detained for one day. ROR should 

develop a detailed profile of this group, exploring ways 

to accomplish release without resorting to incarceration. 

2. Defendants who are held on bails of under $500 are almost 

without exception those who are held because of parole 

and probation detainers. Th~ average detention time 

for this group is 15 days. ROR should explore ways of 

obtaining a faster hearing and disposition regarding 

these factors. 

3. While information regarding detainees who have been 

incarcerated for more than a week appears adequate, 

up-to-date information on defendants having shorter 

terms is almost non-existent. ROR should develop a 

management information system which provides a daily 

listing of: (a) Defendants having low bail amounts 

and steps required to secure ROR, (b) Defendants held 

on detainers, and steps required to remove same, (c) 

Defendants held subseque,nt to a recommendation of ROR 

d~nied by the judge. 

4. The court computer system should provide a weekly, 
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monthly, and annual summary of those incarcerated by 

cha.rge, leng th of incarceration, bail amount, and 

steps required prior to release or disposition. 

5. It i8 possible that those denied ROR because of a 

previous record of FTA could be released under close 

supervision. This is being done, particu1arly for 

those charged with drug possession, burglary, and 

theft. These appear to spend long periods in pre­

trial detention. Possibly other alternatives could 

be found for this group. The new ROR point system 

m,ay help to alleviate this problem. 

Analysis of Bench Warrant Disposition Procedfire 

Lag Time in Warrant Issuance. In cases instituted 

,through private complaints (private ar::aignrnents) the 

warrant must be issued by the administrative judge, 

usually requiring two to three days. Standard Municipal 

Court bench warrants require 2-3 days from the time of 

PTA until time of issuance. The fastest time between 

PTA and warrart issuance occurs for divisional courts, 

Common Pleas Trial Courts, and calender courts--an 

average of one day between FTA and warrant issuance. 

Wal':'rant Service Procedure on FTA (Bench) Warrants. When 

a warrant is received by the warrant service unit the fol-

lowing procedure is followed: 

1. The defendant's detention status is checked to assure 
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'. 

2 •. 

that he is not incarcerated. 

Postcards are sent to the defendant, advising him of 

his fugitive status and advising him of his obligation 

to voluntarily surrender. A copy is sent to the Dis­

trict Attorney's Office. 

3. The defendant's case folder is pulled. If the record 

reveals one or more FTA's in which the defendant did 

not surrender voluntarily, the case is assigned to the 

field staff on the evening of the day which the warrant 

was issued. (Warrants are picked up between 3:30 and 

4: 30 P. M. ) 

4. In those instances in which there is no photograph of 

the defendant in the case folder (when no prior FTA is 

recorded) photographs are ordered from the Police Depart­

ment. This requires two days--during which attempts are 

made to reach the defendant by telephone. 

5. Notification of the warrant is sent to PCIC, the police 

computer. 

6. ~or those defendants who do not voluntarily surrender, the 

primary factor in determining whether the defendant is 

picked up or arrested depends on the excuse the defendant 

offers for the PTA. The defendant is given several war­

nings that he must surrender before an actual arrest 

takes place, although the defendant may receive no war-
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ning if he attempts to flee or hide. 

7." If the defendant is arrested between 6:00 and 11:30· 

A.M., he will be placed on the City Hall bench warrant 

hearing list for that day. If the defendant is ar­

rested during late afternoon or at night he is held 
, 

at the detention center until the hearing' later that 

day (after midnight) or the next day (before midnight), 

since there are no facilities to hold defendants for 

longer than eight hours. 

.. 
8. Bench warrant hearings are held both at the prison and 

in room 876 of City Hall. For the City Hall hearings 

if a defendant surrenders voluntarily in the morning, 

he is given a subpoena directing him to return in the 

afternoon for the hearing. All defendants who are 

transported by warrant service personnel, however, are 

held in the day room until the hearing. The court 

representative appears at the hearing to present in­

formation relative to the circumstances of the FTA. 

He (the defendant} may have moved and not notified the 

court of his new address; he may have been rearrested; 

he may have said that he will never come to court, etc. 

This information is conveyed to the trial commissioner. 

Other excuses, such as hospitalization, are verified 

by court personnel prior to the hearing. 

9. The trial commissioner then makes a decision. Generally, 
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defendants having a hearing at the Detention Center 

will have their bail amount increased--because they 

have been rearrested. Cases heard at City Hall tend 

to be voluntary surrenders (walk-ins}. Generally, 

the trial commissioner takes this into consideration 

and does not increase the bail amount. 

In the review of this process several problem areas were 

revealed by project staff. First there is the reality that 

those arrested during the late afternoon or night must be 

detained at the Deten tion Cen ter., Thi s procedure re suI ts 

in a further increase in the number of one-day detainees 

who are already swelling the detention population. Pos­

sibly, bench warrant hearings should be conducted on a 

continuous basis in City Hall. 

Secondly, there is the matter of the degree of discretion 

which can be exercised by warrant service personnel in de­

ciding to make an arrest. Interviews with staff suggest 

that there may be considerable variation depending upon 

the style and inclination of the individual investigator. 

Again, while no instances of unfair treatment were re-

vealed, the potential appears to be clearly present. The 

code of behavior and ethics in the investigators manual, 

clearly spelled out in writing, answers this need. 

TheC9urt Representative Function. The qualifications and 

functions of the "petitioning" court representative are 
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listed below, as per the job description provided by the 

Pretrial Services Division. 
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Qualifications: 

Functions: 

Job Descr iption . 

COURT REPRESENTATIVE DEPARTMENT 

COURT REPRESENTATIVE 

College Degree 
Ability to pass the City Typing Test 
Driver's License 
Prior eh~erience in Court Bail Program (Desirable) 

.' 

1. Type bail reduction petitions and present them to a 
District Attorney and a Judge for final approval. 

2. Intervie\'l and appear in court' ,\lith information about 
def~ndants at Bench Warrant Hearings; make recom­
mendations concerning the dispositions. 

3. Order Bring-ups for defendants who have been arrested 
on a new charge and are in prison at the time they 

, are due in court for a hearing. 

4.· Obtain continuances for defendants \.;rho are under the 
supervision of the COtlrt Bail Progra~ and are unable 
to attend their hearings. 

5. Participate in Bail Revie,'l for incarcerated defendants 
who have not made bail after two weeks from the date 
of their arrest. 

6. Recommend Conditional Releases by intervie,.;ring a defen­
dant and petitioning for bail ieduction upon the con­
dition that he enter a specified rehabilitation pro­
gram prior to hia trial. 

7. Respond to prison mail including requests from incar­
cerated defendants for bail reductions. 

Evaluation: Job performance evaluation will be per­
formed by the Court Representative Super­
visor on a monthly and quarterly basis. 

Source: Pretrial Services Division 
July 1975 
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l>nterviews with ROR administ.rators indicate that court 

representatives emphasize three functions: 

1. Conditional release recommendations, for those who 

arc held on money bail. Conditions recommended may 

i.nclude narcotics addiction or alcoholism treatment., 

ernployrncm·t counseling, etc. This function is be­

coming an increasingly important duty of court rep­

reS(;D tat:i.ves as the newly developed conditional re­

lctl.sc:: p:t'ogram moves to full-scale operation. 

2. Review Q,E defendan ts held in lieu of bai-l. Court 

representatives explore various alternatives to in­

carceration available through the Philadelphia Criminal 

.1\lS ticc Sys tern. In addition, cases of defendants 

having a previous record of PTA (who are not normally 

recommended for ROR) are carefully evaluated for pos­

sible pretrial release. 

3. Assistance to the Public Defender in those cases where 

bu.il reduction is being requested" Information is 

provided which will aid in presenting the defendan·t' s 

Cl1$C. Currently the court is hearing about 200 bail 

reduction petitions monthly. 

Tho coUrt representative function is crucial to the adrnin­

istrnt;i.on of jus'tico. in tha tit determines whether large 

i1hmbcrs of defendants will ultimately be released on their 

own recogniz.ance or through conditional release. It is 
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recommended that the initial evaluation report for the 

forthcoming fiscal year include both a participant obser­

vation and statistical analysis of court representative' 

functions. The analysis should take into account both the 

efficiency and fairness of court representative procedures. 

Status of ROR Point System. One of the conditions (requested 

by the Pretrial Services Division) for the implementation of 

the 1975 Unified Pretrial Service Grant was that the new ROR 

point criteria developed through the evaluation be adopted. 

Although development of on-line computing capability has 

.. been painfully slow, the system now appears ready for field 

testing. A part of this test will be to validate the weigh­

tings developed through the initial longitudinal study of 

1,800 defendants over a six month period. Results of this 

validation procedure will be presented in the initial eval­

uation report under the new grant. The collection and 

processing of information for the on-going defendant pro­

file continues on schedule. Follow-up data on FTA, slow 

return, rearrest on the same charge, and rearrest on a 

different charge are now being entered in the data bases. 

Following keypunching,computer analysis will proceed. 

Setting Recommendation Levels with the New Point System. 

Employing the data base developed for· the revision of the 

ROR point criteria, a table of estimated release rates, 

FTA rates, and efficiency indices for each point level are 

shown (Table 10). 
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TABLE 10 

FTA POINTS BY ESTIMATED RELEASE RATE, 
ESTIMATED FTA RATE, AND ESnf<1ATED EFFICIENCY INDEX 

'>::)f~J;:;<>'WI>tI:::WJ~~~_' ____ ~ _________________________ ----I 

Points 

O~49 
50~99 

100-149 
150-199 
200-249 
250-299 
300·<$4.9 
350-399 
4DO-4Q9 
500 .. 549 
550 .. 600 

Estimated Release 
Rate 

5.4 
17.6 
39.8 
54.8 
65.1 
72.8 
79.2 
85.0 
93.1 
98.1 

100.0 
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Estimated 
FTA Rate 

1.5 
2.0 
5.0 
6.0 
7.0 
9.0 

14.0 
14.0 
15.0 

'16.0 
19.0 

Estimated 
Efficiency Index 

53 
172 
378 
515 
605 
662 
681 
731 
791 
824 
810 

,-

For instance, setting the reco).nmendation cutoff point at 

199 points should result in an FTA rate of six percent, 

a release rate of 54.8% and an efficiency index of 515. 

This should result in a seven percent increase in the 

release rate and a two percent reduction in the FTA rate. 

The increase in the overall efficiency index should be 

from 439 to 5l5--an improvement of 17 percent. It must 

be emphasized that these are projected rates, based upon 

regression equations. Actual operating levels will have 

to be determined after collection of baseline data devel-

oped through actual operation. 

Refinement of Point System and Theory of Release Through 
Factor Analysis Procedures. 

The sixteen variables employed to predict FTA in the new 

point system were recently factor-analyzed to determine 

underlying dimensions. Four distinct factors emerged 

through a varimax rotation procedure (Table 11): 

Factor 1: Loaded heavily with the defendant's age, the 

fact that he was married, and lived with his 

spouse. We have labeled factor 1 "life cycle 

stage. II 

Fact,or 2 ~ Loaded heavily with the absence of previous 
,0'-' 

arrests, drug use, and failures to appear. 

We have labeled factor 2, "law-abiding gualities." 

Factor 3: Loaded heavily on being employed and time on the 
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job. We have labeled factor 3, "labor force 

participation. ,I 

FActor 4: Loaded heavily on the length of time lived at 

the current address and the fact that the de-

fendant has a phone. We have labeled this 

factor, "communications stabili ty.''' 

of particular interest is the fact that these factors 

diffor somewhat from the original Vera criteria which 

acreS8 "residence and community ties", "family ties", 

"(~oonomic and employment factors"', "criminal history", 

and "character". rrheresults of the factor analysis 

suggest several refinements to the original VERA theory: 

1. Life·cycle stage should replace family ties as an ex-

planatory factor. 

2. CQmmu.nications stability is probably a more accurate 

concept than residence and community ties. The length 

of time that a person has resided at an address and the 

fact that he has a telephone are probably more indicative 

thl,ltthe court is able to communicate with the defendant, 

raJ;her tha.n the fact that he is integrated socially within 

tho community. This finding is particularly important 

in designing and implementing communication systems which 

:fo('ms on assu:r;ingthat th~e.fenda.nt appears in court. 

The ~phasis should be on the capacity to communicate 

-33-

, 

with the defendant, rather than on h;s 
... socia.l and 

family 
ties within the community. The 

system developed by Paul F L 
new point 

• azersfeld 
uation of the Pretrial service~ 

Agency of the Vera 
Institute of Justice (December 

, 16, 1974) also empha-
S~zes telephone access and r 'd ' 

es~ ent~al stabil't , ~ y, 
suggesting that th 

e communications factor - is an over-
arching concern wh;ch . 

... subsumes r 'd es~ ence and ' commun~ty 

in his eval-

ties, rather than the reverse. 
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Age 
Time At Address 
Lives with Spouce 
Phone at Address 
Identification on Person 
Utilities in Name 
~arried 
Employed 
Time on Job 
Money Owed 
Pays Rent or Mortgage 
Tota'l Adul t FTAs 
Heroin User 
Total Previous Arrests 

TABLE 11 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF VARIABLES EMPLOYED TO 
PREDICT FAILURE TO APPEAR 

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX 

VAROOl 
VAR002 
VAR003 
VAR004 
VAR005 
VAR006 
VAROO? 
VAR008 
VAROO9 
VARblO 
VAROll 
VAR012 
VAR013 
VAR014 

Factor 1 Factor 2 
Law Abiding 

Life Cycle Stage Qualities 

0.47829 0.19823 
0.02449 0.03671 
0.56883 -0.00717 
0.02449 0.04678 
0.23592 0.19423 
0.40041 0.18435 
0.73712 0.08074 
0.12263 0.71779 
0.23587 0.85718 
0.15968 0.16050 
0.43201 0.17341 
0.04303 0.05294 

-0.07103 -0.14451 
-0.02388 -0.08695 

Arrested on Same Charge (6 mos.) VAR015 -0.03315 0.01805 
-0.08718 Arrested on Different Charge (6 mos.) VAR016 -0.12002 

FTA-Current Charge VAR017 -0.05940 -0.02088 

Factor 3 
Labor Force 

Participation 

-0.24868 
-0.06194 
-0.01104 
-0.00772 
-0.20265 
-0.13300 
-0.00130 
-0.03264 
-0.11165 
-0.08055 
-0.12156 
-0.02614 
0.37131 
0.50046 
0.53545 
0.53545 
0.36090 

Factor 4 
Community 
Stabil tty 

0.04564 
0.67903 

-0.04188 
0.34101 
0.20082 
0.07939 

-0.01754 
0.07558 
0.14559 

-0.02464 
0.17644 
0.02932 

-0.01043 
-0.02294 
0.00899 

-0.02640 
-0.06866 

I 
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APPENDIX A 

EXCERPTS FROM 

POSSIBLE INTERVENTIONS TO REDUCE SHORT-TER1vl DETENTION 

Issued: 18 March 1975 

Prepared under the direction of 
Walter W. Cohen for the Philadelphia 
Bar Association and the Philadelphia 
Commissioner for Effective Criminal 
Justice under the Sponsorship of the 
ABA BASICS Program 

Contact: Philadelphia Commission 
for Effective Criminal 
Justice 
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Alyson Scott Larrabee 
John D. Bartle 
Room 425 City Hall Annex 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
(215) MU 6-5697 

DESCRIPTION 

INTERVENTION #1 (Bail reform; eliminate 
admissions) 

Se~ nominal bail rather than low bail, but make persons who 
fail to appear liable for the bail amount that otherwise would 
have been set. The effect of this intervention would be to 
eliminate the admission of anyone given low bail but not 
naving a detainer. (Data we have indicate that persons having 
bail set at $1,000 or less constitute approximately 86% of 
all same day bail releases. Thus the impact of this inter­
vention on the short-term detention situation could be sig­
nificant. However, there are detainees on low bail who stay 
in for weeks and longer; thus, this intervention would also 
have an effect on long term detentions.) 

SYS'rEM IMPACTS 

Data show that approximately 16 persons/day are now admitted 
on bail of $1,000 or less and that on a typical day over 100 
persons without detainers are being held on bail of $1,000 
or less. Thus, the impacts of this-intervention (assuming 
a low bail is $1,000 or less) would be: . 

- Decrease detainee admission by approximately 16/day. 
- Decrease beds by over 100. 
- Decrease detainee trips by 16/day minimum (does not 

include elimination of detainee trips to and from hear­
ings and trials). 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

- Change bail policy 

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS 

- Adverse reactions to bail reform 
- May be thwarted by setting bails over the cut-off level. 

leading to a higher average bail level. 
- Increased FTA's. 

DATA NEEDS 

- Number of trips to court of individuals who are being 
detained on low bail. 

- Estimates of FTA rates for those who would be released. 
- Bail releases by bail level for two(2) days to one (1) 

week time to make bail. 
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DESCRIPTION 

INTERVENTION #2 (Bail procedure; elimiate 
admissions) 

Grant HOR to all persons given low bail, under the provision 
that they return within a given length of time with 10% of 
the bail amount. If they can't raise the 10% in the set time 
they are then incarcerated. (Data we hav6 indicate that 
approximately 56% of all bail releases make bail in 48 hours 
or less and that of these, approximately 86% have bail set 
at $1,000 or less. Thus, the impact of this intervention 
on short term detention could be significant.- The impact 
on long term detention should be negligible because, most 
likely, persons who are able to make bail quickly on ROR 
status, could also have made it relatively quickly after 
being c;tdmitted). 

SYS'l'Et1 Ir.1PACTS 

Using the above figures and a daily bail release of 18 per­
Dons (from data we have), it is seen that approximately 8 
persons/day are now released within 48 hours on bail of 
$1,000 or less. Thus, the impact of this intervention 
(assuming the time allowed for ~~king bail is 48 hours and 
that "low bail~ is $1,000 or less) would be: 

- Decrease detaine~ admissions by approximately 8/day. 
- Decrease beds by approximately 10 (6 persons assigned 

a bed for one night, 2 persons assigned a bed for 2 
nights) . 

- Decrease detainee trips by approximately 8/day. 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

- Change bail policy 

potrENTIAL PROBLENS 

- Adverse reactions to bail =eform 
- May be thwarted by setting bails over the cut-off level, 

thereby leading to a higher average bail level. 
- Increased FTA's 
- May cause more crime via those released trying to raise 

the 10% in the allotted time. 

OA.TA NEEDS 

- Bail releases, for periods between 48 hours and one 
week, by bail level. 
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DESCRIPTION 

INTERVENTION #3 (Bail procedure; eliminate 
admissions) 

Provide short term holding at the Roundhouse for persons,who 
have had bail set and who, it is believed, have a reasonable 
chance of making bail in a short time. If they can't make 
bail in the allotted time they are then incarcerated. We 
assume, initially, that because of the high correlation be­
tween low bail and ability to make bail in a short time, 
a primary determinant to be used in deciding to hold a per­
son at the Roundhouse will be his bail level. (Data we have 
indicate that approximately 56% of all bail releases make 
bail in 48 hours or less and that, of these, approximately 
86% have bail set at -$1,000 or less. Thus, the impact of 
this intervention on short term detention could be signif­
icant. The impact on long term detention should be negli­
gible because persons able to make bail quickly while at 
the Roundhouse could probably also have made it relatively 
quickly at the detention center.) 

SYSTEM IMPACTS 

Using the above figures and a daily bail release of 18 per­
sons (from data we have), it is seen 'that approximately 8 
persons/day are released within 48 hours on bail of $1,000 
or less. Thus, the impact of this intervention (assuming 
a 48 hour holding time is allowed at the Roundhouse for 
making bail and that the bail "cut-off" level for holding 
a person is $1,000) would be: 

- Decrease detainee admissions by approximately 8/day. 
- Decrease beds by approximately 10 (6 persons assigned 

a bed for one night, 2 persons assigned a bed for two 
nights) • 

- Decrease detainee trips by approximately 8/day. 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

- Obtain police approval 
- Plan, develop, and operate a short-term holding 

facility at the PAB. 
- Provide all reasonable opportunities for making bail 

at the PAB. 

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS 

- Requires money for developing and staffing a short~ 
term holding facility. 

- Police may object to having correctional personnel 
staff at PAB. 

- Weekend peaking may require too much area given over 
to holding. 
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DATA NEEDS 

- Holding facility costs. 
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DESCRIPTION 

INTERVENTION #4 (ROR policy; eliminate 
admissions) 

Change ROR screening policy so that persons accused of one 
of the "five offenses" may, in certain cases, be recommended 
for ROR. (We have no data to indicate how much this inter­
vention would affect short term detainees but believe it is 
worth investigating further.) 

SYSTEM IMPACTS 

This intervention will eliminate admissions and thus will af­
fect admissions, beds, and detainee trips. Data are needed, 
however, to specify these impacts. 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

Change ROR screening policy 

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS 

- Adverse reactions to perceived leniency, loss of cred­
ibili ty of ROR. 

- FTA 
- Costs of developing and administering another ROR 

screening procedure. 

DATA NEEDS 

- Cost estimates 
- FTA estimates for the "five offenses" 
- Percent of de:ainees admitted and percent of detainees 

incarcerated as a function of .each .of the "five offenses'~ 
and of other detainee characteristics upon which ROR 
would be based. 

- Distribution of detention time for the above categories. 
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INTBRVENTION #5 (summons policy and arraignment 
rules~ eliminate admissions) 

, . t the districts for all persons accused' of 
Issue $urrunonses a ., ' , sdemeanors (In this way 
certain crime categorleS, e.g., m1 d of thes~ crime categor-
the admission of all persons accuse., . 
i ·· .... 'ld bo oliminated at least unt11 tr1al or hear1ng. os WOU . g g ., , ld be affected 
B th short term and long term detalnees wou . ' 
b~ thi,s intervention but we have no data at thlS pOlnt to 
say how many.) 

SYSTEH IHPACTS 
~I 

.' ., t tion could affect ad-By eliminating admlsSl0ns thlS 1n erven d d to 
miBsion~, beds, and detainee trips, but data are nee e 
specify those impacts. 

K!n: IM1>!.'EHEWrA'l'ION STEPS 
~,.~!I 

Chango rules about misdemeanants having to appear at 
a preliminary arraignment. .' tain crime 

_ Shift ROR ,and bail-setting act1vltes, for cer the 
categories from~he preliminary arralgnment to 
preliminary hear1ng~ . b the 
provide data transmlssl0n capabilities etween 
districts and the PAB. 

I)Q',t'Im1r:r:Ar.J PH013t,St..1S 
~';"'ff'-' 

-Rule changes needed , ' 
_ Adverse reactions to perce1ved lenlency 1" 

. . . 'f '. nt and for decentra 1zlng Requires money or equlpme 
ROR and bail setting. 

-PTA 

01\',tIA NBJS DS 
Hi ,_. ;'.*,";~"'''!I " •. :til ( .. .,. 

Distribution of average len~th 
Percent of detainee populat~on 
percent of detainee populatlon 
COS t estimates. 
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of stay, by charge. 
incarcerated by charge; 
admitted, by charge. 

·-
INTERVENTION #6 (Diversion program, screening 

programs, conditional release 
procedures; eliminate admissions) 

DESCRIPTION 

Admit persons directly to diversion or screening programs from 
preliminary arraignment, or make the conditional release de­
cision at preliminary arraignment. (W'e have no data indicating 
the extent to which this intervention would aff.ect short term 
detention but believe it merits further investigation.) 

SYSTEM IMPACTS 

This intervention, by eliminating admissions, will affect ad­
missions, detainee trips, and beds. The impacts on each will 
depend on the number of de'tainees now admitted to diversion 
and screening programs, or conditionally released, and their 
respective detention times. 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

- Change arraignment procedures 
- Increase data gathering and processing during the PAB 

holding period. 

POTEN'rIAL PROBLEMS --- Requires money for additional staff work. 
- Information may be required from agencies that are 

closed after 5:00 P.M. and over weekends. 

DATA NEEDS 

- Cost estimates for additional staff work. 
Numbers of detainees admitted to diversion programs, to 
screening programs and conditionally released, and their 
respective detention times. 
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Df;SCR!l7T,IOn 
i .. .,- <+ .... ; 

INTE.RVENT!ON i7 (Bail procedure~ lessen 
detention time) 

Pacilitate the making of bail at the detention center. 
(This inte:rvention would. probably affect mainly short term 
detainees because those who would benefit the most would 
probn.bly make bail relatively quickly anyway.) 

Thera wO'LU.d be no impact .from this intervention on admis­
.ions and probably no significant impact on detainee trips. 
However, ifthc;I:'€. were an n% increase in the number of per­
sons ubleto n\£d<.e bail the same day, because of thj s inter­
vontion bods would be decreased by approximately 0.07 nT where 
T, 1$ the nvorage time in detention (in days) for persons in 
on bail without a detainer and it is assumed from data we 
havothut 7 persons per day nov/make bail the same day. 

. K!~:t· IHPU·;·rM~N1'i\.rr1!ON STEPS 
~;.~~~;".iPt~""""",,~.. ' 

... Devolop and implement p.rocedures at the detention 
canter to facilitate the making of bail. 

.... May roqnirc:. rnon¢,y for additional staff work. 

~ Cost ostimates 
1\;vc,rago time. in detention for persons in on bail wi th­
out u do.ttd.no.,r. 
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· . ...., 
. INTERVENTION #8 (ROR procedure; lessen 

detention time) 

DESCRIPTION 

Decrease time until ROR review of detainees. (We have no 
data yet to assess the impact of this intervention on 
short-term detention but believe it is worth further in­
vestigation.) 

SYSTEM IMPACTS 

There would be no impacts on admissions or on detainee trips 
_~ecause of this intervention. I~pact on beds' will depend 
on the decrease achieved in detention time and on the number 
of detainees thus affected. 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

- Increase rate of data gathering and processing in 
preparation of ROR review • 

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS 

- Requires money for additional staff work. 
- Requires a more "real time" data system to identify 

DATA NEEDS 

who has not made bail on his own. 

Numbers of detaine.es released as a result of ROR review 
and the time elapsed between such review and their re­
lease. 

- Cost estimates. 
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DESCHIPTION 

n-iTERVENTION #9 (Diversion program, screening 
program, conditional release 
procedures; lessen detention 
time. ) 

Expedite; admission of detainees into diversion programs or 
screening programs, or expedite their conditional release. 
This ma.y involve enlarging the programs if the program size 
is found to be a significant factor in determining how 
quickly people are admitted to them. (We have no data in­
dicating the extent to which this intervention would affect 
Short term detention, but believe it merits further inves­
tigation. ) 

.. ,. 
This intervention will have no impact on detention admissions 
or on detainee trips. Impact on beds will depend on the re­
ductions in detention time produced by the intervention and 
on the number of detainees thus affected. 

- Increase rate of data gathering and processing in 
screening detainees for admission to the above pro­
grams or for conditionally releasing them. 
Possibly, enlarge the programs. 

r?O~~gWrIA.L l? ROHLEMS 
-~~. ~~~~---. 

- Requires money for additional staff work and for pos­
sible program enlargement. 

- Cost estima.tes 
.... Number of detainees admitted to diversion programs, to 

screening programs, and conditionally released, and 
their respective detention times. 
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DESCRIPTION 

INTERVENTION #10 (Crash court procedure; 
lessen detention time) 

Expedite the use of crash court. (We have no data to indi­
cat~ h~w much this,intervention would affect short term 
adm1ss10ns but be11eve it is worth investigating further.) 

SYSTEM IMPACTS 

This,interv7ntion will have no impact on admissions or on 
deta1nee t~1PS. Its impact on beds will depend on the de­
crease~ach1eved in detention time and number of detainees 
thus C&Lfected. 

KEY IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

- Remains to be determined. 

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS 

Remains to be determined. 

DATA NEEDS 

- Numbers of persons released from detention via crash 
court and their length of stay in detention. 

• 
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__ ~TERVENTION #11 (charging procedure; 
eliminate admissions 
and lessen detention 
time) 

.oeSC.R!l?TION 

Wo.rklng with police and/or the Dis trict Attorney's Office, 
try to bring charges more in line with offenses for certain 
crime categories for which there is now a tendency to over­
charge. (We have no data indicating how much this inter­
vontion would affect short term detention but believe it 
morits further investigation.) 

SY.S~L\gt1 IMt'.'ACTS 
~.I 

ny producing a reduction in charges, in certain cases, this 
intervention would result in lower bail levels and increased 
ROn. recommendations. In turn, the admissions of both short 
and long term detentioners would be reduced and detention 
times fOl:' certain of those admitted would be lessened. How­
ever, trying to predict the resultant impact on admissions, 
detaineo trips, and beds would a~pear to be a difficult task. 

Kg·;t It-1J?r/eMl~NTATION STEPS 
.... I' ".' l 

- Obtain the cooperation of the police and the OAts Office. 

- Resistance to change 

r'1\T.~\ NJ{r~OS 
~ 

... RemoJ.n to be determined. 
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The Philadelphia Bar Association Study proposes a number 

of modifications to the criminal justice system to attach 

the short-term detention problem. They are shown in Appendix 

A. Some of the problems raised by these suggested inter­

ventions are discussed in a letter from the ROR Administrator. 

This is included in Appendix B. 

Most of these changes will require a relatively long period 

to evaluate and implement. Discussed below are some 

immediate steps which might be taken by the Pretrial Services 

Division to alleviate the short-term detention problem. 
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APPENDIX B 

COMMENTS ON 
_

?_O_S_Sl~a~~~E~'~l~N~T~E~n~V~E~Nr~rr~O~N~' ~T~O~ 
RS .. ..QUCE SHORT-TEo'""l 

nJ,' DETENTION 

:repa~ed by the Director of 
retr~al Services D -

Gedney .~ ~ ewalne L. , yr., Esqu,lre 
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PllILADELPIlL\ CO~IMON PLEAS A.l~D MUNICIPAL COUUT 

PRETRIAL SERVICES DIVISION 
219 N. Broad Street-6th Floor Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

DEWAn\'E L. GEDNEY, Jr. 
l)irec:l4r 

Walter W. Cohen, Esq. 
Master 
Court of Common Pleas 
Room 200 
1700 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Dear r.1r. ,Cohen: 

21S-MU 6-7411 

April 3, 1915 

I am in receipt of your Interim Report on PossibLe Inter­
ventions to Reduce Short-Term Detention. At your request I 
am responding to some of-the things that were covere~ in the 
report.' Please unders tand that my answers are somewhat linli ted, 
but you have certainly produced a report of some breadth. 

Hy first thoughts concerning the' report can be summarized 
as three overview points. These are as follows: 

1. Long-Term Detention. vfuile your report specifically 
deals \d th the problem of short-term detention, I 
do .not feel that enough mention was made of the dan­
gers associated with long-term detention. It is my 
personal feeling that this problem is the one that 
~hould be addressed first. As noted in your report 
in the table following page 7, only 3% of the bed days 
are taken up by short-term detentioners. Additionally, 
many of the costs of detention that you raise are 
really only associated with long-term incarceration. 
This can be seen by a quick review of the costs that 
you mention in pages 8 through 11 inclusive. For 
example, daily maintenance cost for such things as 
extensive staff services only apply to those that have 
been in detention for a longer period of time. The 
one and two day detentioner does not receive extensive 
staff services. Loss of a job is also so~ething that 
does not occur within the first ~ay or two of detention, 
but rather to those that miss extensive periods of work. 
A similar observation applies, as you indicate, for those 
families that are driven to public assistance t~rough 
long-term incarceration of the family wage earner. And 
again, the Vera observation that those detained had a 

·much higher conviction rate only apply to those that 
were detained up to an~ through trial. For all of these 
reasons, then, I view the problem of long-term detention 
to be the one that most serionsly affects the quality 
of justice. 
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2. Current Detention Reducing Programs. Your report 
mentions that approximately 45~ of those who are 
detained arc roleased within one day. This does 
point out the high nu~)er of those released in a 
short period of time. ~lhat it does not do is look 
to the nt:Jr.1bcr of those who are arrested charged 
with felonies or misdemeanors who suffer no post 
bail setting incarceration at all. This currently 
covers about 72' of the arrest population. These 
people arc either released on EOR, are able to pay 
the requisite financial bail before transportation 
to the Police Aclministration Building, or have the 
charges discharged. This high percentage of the 
populationtbat is imrnedia.tely released compares 
favorably with other cities in t~e United States. 
Were it not for the fact of their release, the pres­
sure On the Detention Center would be unbelievable. 

3. 21 Hou~ a Day Ope~ation. Philadelphia is distin­
guished nationally as being one of the few jurisdic­
tions tho.t h~l.s a Judge si tting around-the-clock. 
Tho fact that this is done, however, raises certain 
problems not found elsewhere. In most jurisdictions 
a person is incarccr~terl until the time of the initial 
bail setting. This is generally at some point on 
the firot available work day following the date of 
arres t. r·tnny pco!?le are then releas ed irrunedia tely 
at the point at which bail is set. In Philadelphia, 
in em effort to move bail setting fon'lard, bail is 
sot. 2~ hours a day. This obviates the need for much 
incarceration while waiting for bail to be set. This 
benefit accrues particularly to those released on ROR. 
Unlike the other jurisdictions mentiQne~, the ROR 
releasee has only had to wait a matter of several hours, 
rather than up to several days, in order to be released. 
Those with money bail, however, are of~en unable to pay 
the amount until financial institutions and the like are 
open. 'rho .cosul t is thn t there is at worst lm·/er deten­
tion in Philadelphia for qOR cases and an equal amount 
of detention for those with financial bail. The ~iffer­
enca is thnt those held in Philadelphia on fiancial bail 
arc held after bail setting and not before. Secondly, 
the 24 hour a day opcration makes it more difficult for 
the bail program to get information. This is mentioned 
inYOtlr report, but may not have been highlighted enongh. 
It might bo useful to compare the time of intervention 
of tho Pretrial Services Division with the arrestee in 
Philadelphia with lhat in other jurisdictions. Data 
obt~:dnc(l in a nationa,l survey shO\o,1s the avernge number 
of hours b0£cre the nrrestee is reached hv the bail . 
project for ~ig'ht ar~C!ric.:ln cities. The a~erage number 
of hourn in tho cities arc as follows: Indianapolis, 4.5 
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hours; Washington, D.C., 18.0 hours; San Francisco, 
18.0 hours; Baltimore, 24.0 hours; Los Angeles, 28.0 
hours; Chicago, 30.0 hours: Atla~ta, 36.0 hours; and 
St. Louis, 60.0 hours. P. Wice, freedOM for Sale 
101 (1974). vihi Ie the bai 1 program in terviews could 
be made more complete in Philadelphia by waiting until 
business is open and criminal justice an~ other ~ocial 
agencies open their doors, this is not ~on~. In the 
long run this approach has appeared to lncrease the 
number of people released on theft- own recognizance 
within a few hours of the time of arrest. Those that 
might be afforded the same style of release because 
of a lack of information can only be assisted at a 
later time. This is currently being dC:lhe. 

I think that your report would be made somewhat more com­
plete if you included information about the 10% Cash Bail Proqram. 
As you are certainly aware, the provisions of the program allow 
private third party sureties to post money to guarantee the ap­
pearan6e of someone with financial bail. Philadelp~ia curr~ntly 
has one of the best 10% programs in the country_ Wlth as hlgh as 
90% of the bails put up by an interested third party. In each 
such case the court sys tem has been' fortuna te t.o "hire 'I the ser­
vices of a ci tizen of t.he 'City of Philadelphia. rr1his third party 
has a financial stake in seeing that the ~efendant returns as 
well as undertaking a moral responsibility to notify the court 
system at any time prior to a schedul~d court a~pearanc~ when 
the person disappears. The presenc~ o~ thes~ thl~d partles has 
appreciably altered the rate at wh~ch the fl~ancl~l rel~asees 
fail to appear. Currently the rate of the flnanclal re~easees 
approa¢hes that of those released o~ the~r own recognizan~e., 
The bail program here has assisted ln thlS process by notlfYlng 
the third part'y sureties of each and every court date. The abo­
lition of 10% releases by several of the Interventions will create 
a subsidiary problem that should be addressed - loss of revenue. 
The 10% Program currently generates over half a million dollars 
yearly to support the operation of the bail pr?gram. One of,the 
key implementation steps would have ~o be t? flnd a way to elther 
replace these funds, or to do a\Vay vllth thelr need. At any rate, 
I feel that the great contribution represented by the 10% system 
should be somewhat more reflec.ted in the report. 

There were seve~al items of a minor nature that I ha~ some 
thoughts about. I am including these s~riatim. They are keyed 
to the page nlmIDer where they appeared ln your report: 

Page 1 - The report states in the first foot~ot~ that the 
figures as to the number released ~lthln s7ven days 
is very close to that cited so~c tlme prcvl?usly. 
mlile the figure for all full week has r~rnal~ed .. 
unchanged, it should be noted thnt the ~lstrlbutlon 
has changed somewhat, so thnt a great many morc peoplQ 
are release.d in the first day, but fewer between the 
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first and second day. This has resulted from cer­
tain changes in bench warrant hearings at the 
Detention Center. The result is that there has 
been so~ewhat fewer days of detention of people 
inca£cerated for a week or less. 

Page 1 - The second footnote 2.1luces to a conununication' 
from me. This should be corrected to reqd that 
approximately 80%, not 50%, of .~he persons having 
bail set have it set outsine the normal work hours 
of 8:30 to 5:00. At the same time'this section 
could say correctly that 50% of those having bail 
set have it set from Friday at 4:00 p.m. to Sunday 
at 4:01) p.m. . 

Page 12 - One might also add as a benefit of detention the 
incentive that it places on the defendant to see 
a case go to ~inal disposition, e.g., Crash Court 
ra~her than to have the case continued. I include 
this because of your discussion of the difference 
between goals, and benefits. I do not necessarily 
subscribe to this as a PFoper goal. 

Page 14 - The report indicates towards the bottom of the page 
that "(f)or the other 90% of preliminary hearing 
date is set; .... "as a matter of strict legalism, 
preliminary hearings are only held in felony cases. 
Misdemeanor cases have no preliminary hearing, but 
rather are set for a trial listing at the time of 
their preliminary arraignment. 

Page 14 - It should be pointed out that the percent of cases 
tha~ are held without bail is now extremely low. 
F'or example 1. 2% of the nmilber of cases were held 
wi thou t bai 1 in 19:7 4 .• , 

Page 15 - Detainers may be a mare serious problem than the 
report indicates. The last paragraph an page 15 
states thnt persons on probation or parole may 
receive a detainer at the preliminary hearing. 
Often something called "wanted cards" have been 
lodged by the applicable officer and are lodged 
at the time of an arrest on other charges. In 
such cases even those who are released on ROR 
would have to be transported to the prison. 
The same effect occurs with Dench Warrants on 
those arrested where a Bench Warrant is lodged 
at the same time. Regardless of how small the 
bail is, there is no possibility of release. 
A great number of those entering the system have 
probation or parole wanted cards, or outstanding 
Bench Viarrnnts. 
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I next read the 10 Interventions that the report outlined. 
I had gome comments about each of them: 

Intervention #1. This suggestion is already available to 
the judge at the Police Administration Building. It lS 
termed Sign O\vn Bail in the City of. Phila(l,elphia. It is 
a release on your own ;ecognizancie (ROR) release which has 

·a financial penalty in the event of a·11ater failure to 
appear. In other places it is called an unsecured appear­
ance bond. It is virtually never used. Its use raises 
several problems, i.e., how do you go about collecting 
the amount of money that it specifies. With conventional 
bail, and I use that term conventional 'a~visedly, the money 
has been posted before the release occurs. There is no 
problem with this after the fact collection. I know of 
no jurusdiction in the United States in vlhich this form of 
release is 'use~ except on extremely rare occasion. This, 
however, does not mean that its usage could not be imple­
mented by Rule of Court or legislative statute. 

Intervention #2. This suggesti6n is something that has been 
spoken about before, but never to my knowledge tried any­
place. I \-lOuld think from a practical --standpoint that it 
would not work at all. The 10% bail system uses money paid 
prior to the release to create an incentive to return. Most 
of that money will be returned to the person who deposited 
it at the conclusion of the case. This is the only form of 
financinl release that I know of that creates an incentive 
to return. There is some sort of an incentive, but one that 
is slightly negative, associated with the unsecurred appear­
ance bond/suggestion in Intervention #1. The old bail bonds­
men system has no incentive either Hay, i.e., the person pays 
for freedom and is really );t.nGQncerned as to Hhether they should 
comeback to court, or to flee. A release such as outlined 
in this section of your report creates a negative incentive. 
Failures to appear \vould most certainly be induced by those 
who would have otherwise come back, but who ~oJere unable to 
raise the money. 

Interventi6n ~3. This certainly would be much kin~er than 
the current system. In sone ways, though, it is like a "bait 
and switch". l'lliile getting rid of short-term r::1etention at 
the-Detention ~~nter, it would create short-term d~tention at 
the Police A~ministration Buil~~ng. The, only savings would 
be in tr ips to the Detention Center. (I t should be noterl. 
that trips to the Detention Center fron the Police Adminis­
tration Building do not always wait until there is a full van. 
This means that some trips could be added with virtually no 
increase in the cost.) It might be' possible to achieve the 
same resl1lt by establishing an interim facility at the Deten­
tion Center for qualifying cases. Those throught to have a 
high likelihood of rapid release. cOllld " .. void full entry, pro­
cessing and save the costs associate~ with that process. 
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Th.itf~IOU 1<1 :J.nva on the cons t.rl1 ction of ne' .... facilities at 
th(; Polle(; 1,>t1rrdni!itrn tion Building and the added burden in 
.attcUI>;pLln9 to r;t.:r:v(~ food and the like at that dm'm-tovm 
facilit.y. On. the othor hand, I would think that such a 
(del11 ty ~lOllld g:rcD.tly case. the impact of the bail setting 
prOCdOS of thoGC thut arc arrested. 

Intcrv~ntion ~4. A study was completed in early'l975 that 
tfhcn'.ld lior'I'!'!i t .a :t:'(wor.unendation of those' accused of one of 
the I. JIs'vc lo,CfcnGcc H• 

Intervontion ~5. The problem associated with a misdemeanor 
citation program is the lack of positive police identification 
1n 1'.1:'1.:1(:1:'1 C;;Wl.W. Ci tt'l,tton and surrunons programs around the 
counLry are qus. La ottc;n lwed as sa.fety valves to permit the 
rclonn~ of leDs cerious coscs before court opens on the next 
wcrkjn~ day. As I in~icQted previously, this is not a prob­
lam 1.n PldlrHjol.phin sincG the court is open 24 hours a day. 
1,lhc PhU;J,l(;;lphin Prnliminary Arraiqnment Court is locater1 at 
t"hc CflJ"l(! [(lc5,lity as the police identification opera tions. 
sinca thn pol i (~(j ',·,ould argtlc that the defendant, or more 
properly nrrcnt00 Rt that point, has to be brought to the 
Polfu0 hdminintration Buil~ing for positive identification, 
.ttfl(·C:fM mH\(!CC~H;O.ry to I.1ZC a summons program instead of 
ho,vinq th(~ parOC)!1 nl/pear before a bai:" se tting judge. 

Intervention ~G.· Some additional problems associated with 
thJ r; f.Hl\jt$I~!,tion h'Quld lie inthc inability to 'utilize com­
rTiun:iti-ba!~('11 Ol':9~U1i?;iltion5 P\ost of the time. This is because 
rc!l(~i1!~r'o {'n~G\Jr in tbo ovcr\<lhclming majority of the cases out­
aido of norrn~l working hours. It should also be recognized 
chne thC.HH\ pet"!;(mH most eligible for diversion are those that 
ttt'C n ll:'e.:vly he :tn,] rch-;asad on convcn tional forms of bail, 
OS!)ccl.;:\11v HOR. , ~ 

Xnl~rvontion 17. This is an extremely good idea. In fact, 
H~ In Orl(' 1 .. n v..'hich. the Pretrial Services D1 vision has recently 
bt;~Jun. to (\:-:prind its cf:orts. Unlike the suggestion in your 
ro~ort, hOWQV0r, our new attempts are to facilita~e the making 
of bail at the Police A~ministrntion Building. T~is has re­
quired thr r0~11ocntion of resources, but basically entails 
a mo}:{~ r.lpid .:l t. t;.t'rlpc to find S01'nCone wi th the requisite amount 
ofll~(lnf'Y an.;1 to {.,j;-:pl.,ir'l. to thon \','hat has to he c!one to secure 
the{;rf·rf'n\.t,lnt~n t'r,>h:",)sr,>. not only ""ill this cut dO'.oJn on the 
stJj' J.t~ thp nt:t~eht.i,on Centor I bU.t IVill also ir.1pact on the nu..rn-
.h0l" of (vl!"lir.qicm,f,t, 1: i n not certain frQr:\the cescription "'lhat 
~x~ctly is pl~nnf,'d at tho ~QtQntion Center but extensive e~­
ft.'lru~ i1't~c:' al.rc'.:Hly bt'>;ing f~lad£! and off hand I can 't tr.ink of 
(;\ny {vhHtif'>fh'l.l \:'\:h~.fi. I \\!ould be J:\orc able to cOi'!'1cnt if the 
dI:D~~d pi 1 (In \~I~H;' ~o:r0 con.cise u.s to h1hat It facili ta.te H mean t. 

Int(~vvt'nti,N\ £.~. 'i'his toe hi:l.s ulrendy begun. Our current 
plnnn ~r0 to 0xtrnd t~~ reviow process to within a few minutes 
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of the time bail is actuall 
of the work that requires c;n~ettan~ to pla~ to do the bulk 
the first working day follo ' ac \11. th outs1.c1e agencies on 
suggestion is really an ext~~~I arr~sth· This ~orm of the 
tervention # 6. . . on 0 t at ment1.oned in In-

Intervention #9. In many ways this is . 
or alternative way of saying h t really an extension 
tion *8. As outlined there w a ,was ~ontaine~,in Interven­
has already begun to extradlt the Pr~t~~al Serv1.ces DiviSion 
~t would appear there ~oUld a~w~ond~t1.~nal Rel~a~e~, although 
1ng more with more staff d ys e he poss1.b1.l1ty of do-
mentioned. I would feel ~g tan en~arged program that you 
aspect would have a very li!'tP~r~1.CularlY ~he diversion 
population and a particularl~ ~, ~mp~c~. on the detention 
d:tentioners. As I indicated e~m~~e 1.mpact on long-term 
w1th the impact of the det t' r 1.er, I am most concerned 
tainees. . en 1.on process on long-term de-

'Intervention ~lO This su t' , 
potential proble~s not me~~~~n~~n,1.s ~xcellent. On~ of the 
Crash Court would iri fact b th 1.S t at the expans1.on of 
of those misdemeanants qUal~fYi~ar~ed ~y. the early releases 
some degree is an alternat' ng _or 1.t. Crash Court to 
conventional bail To th 1.~e for those unable to afford 
cessful in reduci~g deten~io~g~~e that your repo~t is suc­
decreased incentive to sta ' me, and people w1.1l have a 
appear at Crash Court. y 1.ncarcerated until they can 

Intervention #11. A reduction in h 
could possibly b ' t e nature of the charge 
talnable, bail a~~~~t~bO~~ fslowe~, and therefore more at­
a change would result i' unl1.kely, however, that such 
With the exception of tg 1.~~reased ~OR recommendations. 
robbery b 1 e, 1.ve enumerated crimes - rape 

"saul t a~'d ~~~cl·:~y _ O!lf p~1.vate residence, aggravated as~ 
of the recormne'ndation t~ arges <;tre treated equally in terms 
that there Would be sign~~,rec~l~e. It wo~ld s~em unlikely 
these five crimes wer lcan 1.nstances 1.n wh1.ch one of 
~t the time of the pr:lI:fuced to a,lesser included offense 
the type of charges in whi~~r~harra~gnment. These are now 
charge. Therefore I submit ere 1.S a tenden~y to over 
in the nature of t~e ba1.'l ' there w?uld be l1.ttle change 

- . recommendat1.on. . 

d' As w~s noted individually, four of the eleven Intervent1.'ons 
1.Scussed have already been i- 1 

present time. These are ~mp emented, or are possible at the 
elusive. '1'\"0 more of then~m ers on~and ~even through nine in­
planned for implementation ~~e~~entlons d1.scussed are currently 
four and six. On balance th ~ near fu~ure. These are nua~ers 
in your report seemed to ~OIi1~~~(I' ~ho~e 1. terns tha t you presen tC(! 
two ideas that I •. /Quid pres'· .1enS1.Ve,y cover the area. The 'only 
of Interventions ~ouln be a:nio~~o~~~S1.ble additions to your list 
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1. Pi"Dt SU(J:(!tsteiJ l'nte.l'venti,on. The fi.rst suggestion has to 
do with the creation of a work release center for pre-trial 
detainees. ThJ s cente.r ... fOuld enable those \.,.ho had employment 
to beteleased. d'uringthe hours of that employment with an 
understanding tha.t they would spend the remainner of their 
time living at the work release center. Thi~ could be-a 
tac;i.lityranging from a.n extension of the prison to one that 
WO'Jlelba a house located someplace in the corrununi ty. In 
the ar'ca, of systems. impact One could hope for a'reduction 
1n tho hurno.h cos ts by releasing all of' those who \-,ere cur­
rently employed. This would keep families from going on 
welfare and tho defendant from losing his or her job. 
Whi,l~ t,h:l..s would hpve the most meaningful impact to those 
who would othC'r'tlisc have been detainen for long periods, 
the shol;'t-t~rm rcJ .. easc.es are those most heavily involved 
in ¢mploymont. For this reason it would have a measurable 
j,mpact on thQ short- tern oeten tion population. Key imple­
mentation stcpz would be the obtaining of a work release 
facili,ty . Potential problems would have to do with the 
coat of such facilities and the possible increase in fail­
ures to appears fo~ those so released • . 

2.. .ti~()·()J'ld SU(Jf{IJD ted In t;erven tion. Another possibility would 
be accelerated calendars for felons. Such a suggestion 
could J,ncJ udc ~ tipu 10 ted tes timony for some of the prelim­
inary portions of the proceeding and an accelerated trial 
listing for thOSe detained. This would be somewhat like a 
~Crash Court" for felons. It might also be possible to have 
aOcOIGratcd listings for anyone detained in lieu of bail. 
This would tond to bring such cases to a more prompt dis­
position. This would have an impact not only on short-
tt:lrTn dotention, b:"lt on all detention. Key implemen tation 
atops would bo to change certain rules allowing for such 
a.h accolQra ted calendaring. ,Potential problems would lie 
in the legal aspects of due 'process to those not detained, 
but it is something that is being done in other locations. 

l: 'm not~~\'l'rc how helpfu.l the information contained in this 
letter will bo. If any of it is unclear, or if'you desire ad­
dit:ion~l i.n.formation please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dewaine L. Gednev, Jr. ... . 
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