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L INTRODUCTION 

EVALUA nON OF SUPERVISED 
PRETRIAL RELEASE: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Public demand for greater restraint in pretrial release comes at a time 
when virtually all urban jails are tremendously crowded. Lawsuits have forced jail 
managers to restrict the use of jails in many cities including New York, Chicago, 
~altimore, New Orleans, San Francisco, Miami, Portland and San Diego. The 
~n~reased use of pretrial detention is an important contributor to overcrowded 
Jails. The u.s. Department of Justice reported that in 1982 the national jail 
populatIon was almost 210,000 - an increase of one-third since 1978. This survey 
also revealed that the proportion of jail inmates who are pretrial detainees had 
increased from 54 percent in 1978 to 60 percent in 1982. 

The pretrial handling of the felony defendant is a topic of heated national 
debate. There are some who argue that pretrial release 'practices are overly 
lenient and increase danger to the public. They call for new bail release laws 
which heed the future dangerousness of the pretrial defendant. President Reagan 
has repeatedly urged reform of the bail system ttl protect citizens from dangerous 
criminals. The President's views have been echoed by other national leaders such 
as Chief Justice Warren Burger and Senator Edward Kennedy (Wheeler and 
Wheeler, 1982). Recently California voters overwhelmingly approved a state 
constitutional amendment inducing "public safety" as a major criterion in all 
felony pretrial decisions. 

The enormous capital outlays required for new jail bed construction have 
discouraged most jurisdictions from expanding their pretrial detention capaci­
ties. This public policy dilemma -- of increased pressure to tighten controls on 
pretrial release together with the severe shortage of correctional resources for 
pretrial detention -- has stimulated an exploration of new methods of pretrial 
release. 

Supervised Pretrial Release (SPR) represents one option that is responsive 
to both sides in the national debate on pretrial release. Defendants in supervised 
release agree to comply with court-ordered conditions that are closely monitored 
and more restrictive than typically required in Own Recognizance (O.R.) release. 
Ideally, supervised release programs focus on defendants who are too risky to 
release on O.R. but who constitute good pretrial release candidates if provided 
appropriate levels of supervision and services. Thus, SPR programs incorporate (1) 
careful screening for eligibility, (2) a range of controls in lieu of pretrial 
detention, and (3) potential release options for defendants who are passed over by 
O.R. programs and who cannot post bail but who may still constitute good risks for 
pretrial release. . 
IL The National Test Design of Supervised Pretrial Release 

In March 1980, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) began a national test 
design of the SPR concept. As part of its research and development mandate, NIJ 
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proposed to field test a number of approaches for supervising defendants released 
pretrial to assure their appearance at court. The field test required that key 
program elements of supervised pretrial release be uniformly implemented and 
evaluated at three sites. Specific goals of the test were: 

1. To assess the impact of different types of supervised release conditions 
on the failure to appear rates of program participantsa 

2. To assess the impact of different types of supervised release conditions 
on the rates of pretrial crime of program participants. 

3. To assess the impact of the supervised release program on pretrial re­
lease practices and jail populations. 

4. To assess the costs \)f SPR to victims and the criminal justice system. 

The three sites chosen for the field test were: Daye County, Florida, Milwaukee 
County, Wisconsin and Multnomah County, Oregon. 

This Executive Summary is intended to provide the reader with a condensed 
summary and simplified overview of the major findings resulting from the three 
year evaluation. These findings are followed by a discussion of the policy impli­
cations which flow from the analysis as they relate to the issue of supervised 
pretrial release. A description of a model SPR program also is provided for 
practitioners interested in implementing a similar program for their jurisdiction. 
Those interested in a more detailed discussion of the research design, data 
analysis and conclusions should consult the full final report. 

In. MAJOR FINDINGS 

A. Types Of Defendants Selected For SPR 

A total of 3,232 felony defendants were interviewed as candidates for SPR 
at the three sites. Approximately.52 percent of those interviewed actually en­
tered the experimental SPR study and had the following distinguishing character­
istics: 

All SPR defendants had felony charges and had been denied pretrial 
release at their initial court appearance. 

The most frequent criminal charges SPR defendants faced were for 
burgJa..ry (22 percent), theft (12 percent), assault (11 percent), robbery 
(10 percent), and drug related crimes (10 percent). 

SPR defendants spent an average of 9 days in pretrial detention before 
relea:se to SPR. 

The median bail amount was $2,000. 

SPR defendants had an average of .5 prior arrests and 2 prior convic­
tions. 

----~-~~---
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In terms of their social characteristics SPR defendants could be de­
scribed as follows: 

Youthful (age 16-26 years) 
Male (89 percent) 
Black (49 percent), White (2.5 percent) and Cuban/Haitian (18 
percent) 
Unmarried (89 percent) 
No dependents (64 percent) 
Unemployed (.52 percent) 
Living with their parents or some other family relative (48 percent) 
Having a phone available at their place of residence (68 percent) 

Comparison of these characteristics with other felony defendants 
booked into jail showed that the SPR defendants' characteristics, were 
defendants similar to those felony defendants who were not released or 
had difficulty in gaining immediate pretrial release. 

Across all three sites, the SPR defendants comprised only .5 percent of 
all felony jail bookings. 

B. Levels Of Supervision And Services Delivered 

After screening by staff, defendants were randomly assigned to two test 
groups. The supervision only group was to receive: (1) one phone contact plus two 
face-to-face contacts per week during the first 30 days of release and (2) one 
phone contact per week after the initial 30-day period. Any combination of three 
missed phone or in-person contacts would constitute a violation of supervision 
requirements. For the supervision plus services group, the minimum requirements 
included: (1) one phone contact and one face-to-face contact per week during the 
first 30 days and (2) appropriate participation in a designated service. A combina­
tion of two consecutive missed in-person contacts with the service agency and one 
missed contact with SPR staff constituted a violation of pretrial conditions. 

In actuality the sites reported the following levels of supervision and types 
of services: 

The median length of SPR supervision was 48 days. 

During that time an average of 16 phone contacts and 12 face-to-face 
contacts (or a total of 28 contacts) were made by staff per defendant. 

Eighty percent of the SPR defendants met the required number of 
weekly phone contacts. Only 60 percent met the required number of 
face-to-face contacts. 

For those defendants receiving social services, they received one type 
of service which principally was vocational! employment training or 
drug/ alcohol counselling. 

Despite efforts to maintain standards of supervision and services for all 
three jurisdictions, each' site established unique styles of providing supervision and 
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ser:rice,s to their defendants. Portland placed strong emphasis on tight supervision 
mam~'7med through frequent phone contacts and strict enf0rcement of release 
c~:mdltlo~s. Services, were principally delivered by external social service agen­
Cle~. Milwaukee rehed heavily on frequent face-to-face contacts to supervise 
the!r de~endants. Conditions of release were strictly enforced. Services were 
dehver~a by staff, emphasizing employment services. In marked contrast to the 
other sl~es, Miami provided levels of supervision and services generally below the 
test :t:Slgn standards. Services were infrequently or not at all delivered, releas~ 
c,ondltlons wer~ rarely enforced, and the project continually suffered from exces­
s~ve casel~d sizes that frustrated efforts to provide minimum levels of supervi­
SIon or services. 

C. Impact On Court Appearance Rates 

,The firs~, major impa~t question to be, answered by the research was to 
learn I~ superVIsIon and services suppressed faIlure to appear and fugitive rates. L 
AnalYSIS was done comparing the randomized groups as well as defendants re­
leased through other means. 

Most SPR defendants (86 percent) appeared for all of their required 
court hearings. 

Cou~t appearance rates varied significantly among the three sites 
rangmg from a low of 81 percent in Miami to a high of 98 percent in 
Portland. 

Court appearance rates were systematically higher for SPR defendants 
compared to felony defendants released on O.R., citation, and bail. 

C:0~rt appearance rat?~ were essentially equivalent for both the super­
VISIon only and superVISion plus services test groups. 

Most FTAs occurred within the first four weeks of release. However 
there was '!- ,mOderate increa~e in FTAs prior to sentencing suggestin~ 
that superVISion must be consistently applied throughout the duration of 
a defendant's pretrial release status. 

F~gitive rates were low in all three sites ranging from 2 percent in 
Milwaukee and Portland to 8 percent in Miami. These rates were gener­
ally lower or equivalent to fugitive rates for persons released on 0 R 
citation, or bail. • ., 

Miami had higher FTA and fugitive rates compared to the other two 
sites. 

D. Impact On Pretrial Arrest Rates 

Analysis was also completed to evaluate the impact of SPR on pretrial 
arrests. Here again comparisons were made among the sites and between the 
randomized test groups. 

-.5 --

Most SPR defendants (88 percent) successfully completed their period 
()f pretrial supervision without being arrested. 

Pretrial, arrest rates were similar for both the supervision only and 
supervision with services test groups. 

Unlike the analysis of FTAs and, despite the low level of supervision, 
Miami's pretrial arrest rates were essentially equivalent to the other 
sit(~'s arrest rates. 

The finding that the pretrial arrest rates for the Miami SPR program were 
roughly equivalent to the other two sites, independent of the fact that Miami pro­
vided minimal supervision to its SPR clients is especially noteworthy. If supervi­
sion were to have an independent effect on arrest rates, one would have expected 
Miami to have higher pretrial crime rates which it did not. 

These results also suggest that neither supervision nor superVISion plus 
services are inherently superior in reducing pretrial crime. An alternative expla­
nation is that defendants charged with more serious crimes are less likely to 
commit additional crimes while on pretrial release due to other factors surround­
ing the defendant's criminal case (e.g., the threat of imprisonment if convicted, 
frequent contact with counsel, etc.). Lazar's (1981) national study of pretrial 
release produced a similar finding - that supervision improves court appearance 
rates but exerts little influence on rate of pretrial crime - as did earlier studies of 
supervised release programs in Des Moines, Philadelphia and Washington, D.C. 
(NCCD, 1973; NIl, 1980). 

E. Predicting FTA and Pretrial Arrests 

Despite the generally low rates of FTA and pretrial arrests among the SPR 
defendants, analysis was done to isolate the defendant and programmatic factors 
discriminating the large number of successes from the few failures. Developing 
stable predictors is a difficult task because FTAs and pretrial arrests, as observed 
above, are relatively rare events. For example, one could predict, without any 
information, that every SPR client would not FTA and this prediction would be 
correct nearly 90 percent of the time. While it is unlikely that predictive analysis 
could measurably improve staff release recommendations, the discovery of factors 
associated with FTAs and pretrial arrest would, at a minimum, identify defendants 
who should receive the higher level of supervision. 

Bivarate analysis was first done to select defendant characteristics asso­
ciated with FTAs and pretrial arrests. Stepwise multiple regression analysis was 
then used to identify which of these variables were most predictive of FT As or 
pretrial arrests with the following results. 

Only a small proportion of the variance in FTAs (8.6 percent) and pre­
trial arrests (7.6 percent) could be explained by the variables tested in 
the regression equations. 

The best predictors of FTAs were the number of face-to-face and phone 
contacts per week. As the rate of these contacts increased, the rates 
of FT A decreased. 

.:.. 



f -6 --

Other predictors of FT As were defendants charged with property crimes 
who had no telephone at their place of residence, and who did not pay 
utility payments. 

The best predictors of pretrial arrest were the number of prior felony 
arrests and age at arrest. Younger defendants with more numerous 
prior arrest records were more likely to be arrested. 

Other predictors of pretrial crime were the number of face-to-face 
contacts, defendants charged with property crimes, and the number of 
prior jail sentence and prior commitments to drug centers. 

A~econd statistical technique, discriminant function analysis, was used to 
see if one could identify successful from failures using the same variables. As 
expected, this method of prediction correctly classified only 21 percent of the 
defendants who FT A and only 4 percent of those were arrested pretrial. Con­
versely, the model correctly predicted 99 percent of the successful cases, demon­
strating again the difficulty in isolating these few cases likely to fail. 

F. The Costs of SPR to Victims 

Data were also collected o.n the number and types of crimes committed by 
defendants while on SPR. The research also attempted to measure the amount of 
personal injury or property loss suffered by the victims of these criminal events. 
Also examined was how prosecutors and courts handled instances of pretrial crime 
by SPR clients. 

Twelve percent of all SPR defefldants (including non-randomized man­
dated cases) were re-arrested while under SPR supervision. 

Two percent of all SPR releases were, rearrested for crimes of 
violence. Seven percent were re-arrested for property crimes. 

Two percent of all SPR releases were arrested more than once. 

Of all the SPR releases who were re-arrested, about half (49 percent) 
were again released on pretrial status principally through O.R. or bail. 
About half (48 percent) of these charges were later dismissed by the 
court or dropped by the prosecution. 

The total amount of property stolen and damaged resulting from this re­
arrest was approximately $106,000. 

The average non-reimbursable loss to victims was estimated to be $600 
per property crime. 

46 citizens suffered personal injury. 

Fifteen percent of these victims suffered injuries requiring 
hospitalization. 

Most victims (54 percent) did not know the defendant. 
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The social characteristics of these victims were similar to the defen­
d~n~s. Dispr0p?rtiona.te numbers were black, Hispanic, with no or 
mlnImal- occupatlonal skills and a high unemployment rate. 

G. Criminal Court Dispositions Of SPR Cases 

. Co~si~erable attellti?n has traditionally been directed toward analyzing the 
relationshlp oetween pretrial release and court disposition. Researchers have 
observed t~at defendants re~aining in custody throughout their pretrial hearings 
are more likely to be convlcted and receive more severe sanctions than those 
released. Consequently, analysis was done to learn how the courts sentenced SPR 
defendants in relation to other felony defendants and to what extent failure on 
SPR affected sentencing. 

A signif~cant pr<?po~tion of SPR defendants had their cases dropped for 
prosecutlon or dlsmlssed by the court. The dismissal/drop rate ranged 
from 15 percent in Milwaukee to 67 percent in Miami. 

If convi~ted, mo~t. SPR de~endants (73-85 percent) were placed on 
communlty supervlslon, - typically probation. 

?nly a small propor~ion of all SPR defendants, ranging from 17 percent 
In Portland and Mll waukee to less than 2 percent in Miami were 
committed to state prison. ' 

',rhe rate of commitment to state prison, however was three to four 
i;imes higher for SPR defendants who FT A'd or who were re-arrested 
then for SPR defendants who reported no FTAs or re-arrests. 

These court disposition rates for SPR defendants were relatively similar 
to the disposition rates of other felony defendants released via bail and 
O.R. 

Felony defendants who were not released to SPR or any other method of 
pretrial release had significantly higher commitment rates to prison. 

H. Impact On Jail Crowding 

By releasing defendants to SPR who otherwise would have remained in 
detention for substantial periods of time~ it was hypothesized that bed space 
~ould be ~reed up an~ jai.l <;r0wding .eased. T?is objective goal is particularly 
Important In terms of JustifYing the hlgh operating costs of intensive supervision 
programs like SPR. 

Based upon data collected for the SPR clients and other felony bookings on 
lengths of detention stays, the number of theoretical bed space saved by SPR was 
calculated. Using a statistical estimation procedure, SPR hypothetically saved a 
total of 93,408 detention days or a total of 256 beds for the three sites. 

A more direct measure of the impact of SPR on jail crowding is the actual 
size of the pretrial jail population in each jurisdiction as measured before and 
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after SPR began. All three sites reported a slight decrease in their jail popula­
tions after SPR was introduced but thereafter the jail populations remained fairly 
constant or increased slightly. The difference in beds saved between the theoreti­
cal estimate and the actual experiences of each si te is explained by external 
factors that exerted greater influence on jail population growth (e.g., a court­
ordered cap on the jail population in Portland or the sudden and massive immigra­
tion of Haitians and Cubans into Miami). SPR was also limited in controlling 
pretrial jail populations because it applied to such a small proportion (5 percent) 
of the felony pretrial bookings across all sites. Nevertheless, there were indica­
tions in Portland and Milwaukee that SPR did help control the growth of the 
pretrial population. 

I. The Costs Of SPR To The Criminal Justice System 

Analysis was also done to estimate the extent that SPR programs could 
produce cost savings for the criminal justice system. Since a primary goal of SPR 
was to reduce jail crowding the focus was on savings in jail operations and 
construction costs. 

The methods for evaluating SPR's costs are somewhat complicated and 
require some explanation here. Two types of costs were estimated, operating 
costs and construction avoidance costs. Operating costs cover expenditures 
associated with the daily operations of a facility or program. These can be broken 
down into broad categories such as salary, fringe benefits, supplies, and adminis­
trative support. In assessing the operating cost savings, SPR's program costs are 
compared with the jail's operating costs for a similar population (i.e., what would 
it cost to maintain a 60-75 inmate population in SPR rather than in jail). 

Construction avoidance costs estimate how much money would be saved by 
using SPR to avoid future cell construction. Estimates are based on how many 
beds SPR frees up by accepting defendants who otherwise would not be released. 
The key assumption here is that without SPR crowding would have continued and 
ultimately resulted in additional funds for construction of new beds. 

Three scenarios or simulations were done to illustrate how SPR can add or 
reduce criminal justice costs depending upon how it is used. The first two simula­
tions addressed operating costs only. The first operating cost model assumes that 
SPR did not result in a reallocation of the jail's existing operating budget. In this 
case, SPR was simply an additional program funded by the county with no 
corresponding adjustment in the jail's existing operating costs. The second 
scenario assumes that SPR's operating costs were covered by eliminating or 
transferring jail staff and using these savings to finance the SPR program. 
Reductions of jail operating expenditures are made possible only because the 
pretrial population has been reduced by SPR. 

The third scenario, which is probably the most realistic of the three, as­
sumed that SPR is funded with additional revenues from the county with no asso­
ciated decrease in the jail operations budget because the jail is already crowded. 
The SPR program is used to reduce the pretrial population to its design capacity. 
Consequently, there are minimal operational cost savings in inmate support ex­
penses. 

r
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Based upon these cost analysis models the following conclusions were 
reached: 

SPR, if used to avoid construction costs, will produce substantial 
criminal justice system savings (estimated at $400,000 per year using 
the assumptions noted in the construction avoidance mode!). 

SPR, if not used in lieu of construction or to reduce the current 
operating budget of the jail by reducing existing jail personnel will add 
substantially to existing criminal justice system costs (estimated at 
$130,000 per year using the assumptions noted abqve). 

Since most jails are overcrowded and understaffed, SPR is unlikely to 
produce any immediate cost savings and is more likely to increase 
operating expenses. However, in the long term it may reduce the need 
for increased capital outlays for new jail beds. 

IV. POLICY IMPUCA nONS AND CONa..USIONS 

Having reviewed the major findii1gs of SJ;'R programs l,II1der actual field 
conditions, what broad conclusions can be reached regarding the utility of SPR? Is 
it a program worthy of consideration by judges and practitioners interested in 
improving pretrial release standards and performance? More specifically what 
can be said relative to the following central questions? 

1. Does SPR Endanger Public Safety? 
2. Are Services Needed? 
3. Will SPR Reduce Jail Crowding? 
4. Will SPR Reduce Costs? 
5. Do Practitioners Support SPR? 
6. What Would A Model SPR Program Look Like? 

A. Does SPR Endanger Public Safety? 

No. Compared to other pretrial release programs SPR does not pose a 
higher risk to public safety. A primary objective of the SPR test design was to 
learn if there existed a pool of defendants who either could not secure immediate 
release because of financial reasons or who were viewed as marginal risks by the 
court, but who could be safely released under proper supervision. The research 
clearly showed that SPR cases report generally lower FTA and fugitive rates than 
other pretrial release options (bail, O.R., etc.). 

B. Are Services Necessary To Reduce Pretrial Arrests and FTAs? 

No. The most rigorous component of the SPR test design evaluated the 
effectsoi supervision alone versus supervision with services. Analysis consis­
tently showed that the delivery of social services had no systematic impact on 
FTAs, fugitive, or pretrial crime rates. This is not to say that services should 
never be afforded defendants in obvious need. Rather, these services should be 
selectively reserved for a carefully screened minority of defendants requiring 
crisis level intervention. Pretrial agencies staffed principally with professionally 



-10-

trained social workers, drug counselors, and employment specialists will have no 
greater impact on defendant behavior than an agency whose staff is oriented 
toward supervision. 

Intensive supervision, which is often lacking in many pretrial programs, is 
the centerpiece of SPR. Indeed, pretrial release programs should be encouraged 
to expand their activities from screening and court recommendations for release 
to providing varying levels of supervision intensity. In particular, the relatively 
efficient use of routinized phone contacts which increases accessibility to defen­
dants would likely enhance appearance rates and impi"ove credibility with the 
court. 

This is not to advocate intensive supervision for all defendants, many of 
whom pose no or little threat to the public. Pretrial agencies must be prepared to 
ofi:'t~r meaningful levels of supervision to the defendant charged with felonies or 
serious/gross misdemean0rs if they expect the court to act favorably on release 
recom mendati ons. 

C. Can SPR Reduce Jail Crowding? 

SPR by itself will not reduce a jail's population but it can be used to help 
alleviate jail ,:rowding if used in concert with other policy options. Many factors 
contribute to the size of a jail's pretrial population. This study observed that far 
reaching external events such as race riots, changing law enforcement and court 
policies, federa! and local court orders capping jail populations, and changing 
demographic characteristics influence how large the jail population will grow. 
SPR, by design, is limited to only a small percentage of those felony defendants 
unable to gain immediate release. Since misdemeanor defendants compromise the 
major bulk of jail admissions (NCCD, 1984), a felony focused program like SPR 
can oniy have a limited impact on pretrial crowding. SPR is only one component 
of a full array of pretrial services and options available to the court to manage its 
jail population within available resources. 

D. Can SPR Save Money? 

In the short ,term !!2; in the long term yes. Most jails are attempting to 
deal with crowded conditions with staff levels intended to safely operate their 
facilities at their rated capacities. Starting up an SPR program will require 
additional funding. In the context of a crowded jail facility, reductions in the 
jail's current staff cannot be made to "pay" for the new SPR program since staff 
are presently overworked. Thus, in the short term, jurisdictions will be faced with 
the immediate costs of funding the new SPR program as well as maintaining its 
current operating expenditures for the jail and other pretrial functions. 

However, SPR can become a means for avoiding future capital construction 
costs. Cost-savings claims would be justified if there is reasonable evidence that 
the existence of SPR allows a jurisdiction to reduce its current capital construc­
tion program for expansion, replacement, or renovation. 
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E. What Is The Cost of SPR to Victims? 

Whenever persons are released from custody, a certain number of them will 
commit additional crimes at great social cost. Research efforts are continuing to 
try to identify those screening models and supervision methods which will 
minimize the extent of harm inflicted upon the public. Unfortunately, even use of 
the most sophisticated predictive models cannot prevent the release of defendants 
who will commit new crimes. 

SPR programs as tested here had relatively high success rates. Twelve 
percent of all the defendants released to SPR were rearrested for additional 
crimes. Most of these new crimes were for a misdemeanor type property offenses 
such as petty theft and trespassing. But there were other crimes of a much more 
serious nature which caused great property loss and physical injury. Victims, on 
the average, suffered property losses and damages exceeding $600 per household 
or per commercial property. Fifteen percent of the victims suffered physical 
injuries sufficient to require hospitalization. And the unknown costs of medical 
care must be added to the property losses noted above. 

If all the SPR releases had been detained until the court's final disposition 
(an estimated .50-60 days of pretrial incarceration) these damages and injuries 
would not have occurred. But a preventive detention policy at this scale would 
entail the expensive pretrial detention of 88 percent of the SPR defendants who 
were not rearrested including those defendants whose charges were eventually 
dropped or dismissed by the court. SPR, as does other community release 1>\0-
grams, presents a difficult tradeoff where the justice system eases some of its 
problems (jail crowding, unnecessary detention of good risks, etc.) at the expense 
of public safety. Programs like SPR become unacceptable when the costs to 
public safety become too high. 

Given the reality of a small but certain amount of crime to be inflicted 
upon a community as a result of SPR, we believe it critical for jurisdictions which 
institute SPR programs to have available victim compensation funds and serv!ces 
for those persons victimized by SPR and other pretrial releases. Such serVices 
would ease public concern over the program and provide much needed 
compensation. A careful monitoring of the extent of injury and property damage 
should be maintained to constantly evaluate the impact of SPR in the community 
and to ensure public safety is being maintained at its highest level. 

F. Will Practitioners Support SPR? 

Yes. One of the less visible but more significant' accomplishments of SPR 
was its acceptance by criminal justice practitioners as a viable pretrial release 
option. At the beginning there was some concern expressed in Portland by the 
prosecutors and in Milwaukee by the judges. But over time, as the programs 
demonstrated they were indeed delivering intensive levels of supervision, they also 
gained credibility. 

Across all the sites, judges denied release in only 10 percent of all cases 
recommended fur SPR release. Judges, in particular, welcomed the creation of a 
pretrial release option which entailed certainty in supervision, a component not 
often found in pretrial programs. 

.. 



,--....... --""""""--~ ....... -- -- ~ - -

, 
r 
r 

( 

( 

-12 --

The ffii.')st telling evidence of support lies in the fact that SPR has continued 
to exist at each site despite the termination of federal grant money. Each site 
was able to secure local funds largely because each jurisdiction became convinced 
that SPR was worthy of continued funding. In Miami the program was consoli­
dated within the larger pretrial services agency. Milwaukee cut back on its 
screening of felony defendants but continues to deliver intensive supervision and 
services to cases referred by the court. Portland's program has continued inta.ct 
and remains under the administrative control of the jail administrator. All pro­
grams are expected to continue with local funding for the next few years. 

G. What Should A Model SPR Program Look Like? 

Although much has been learned through this SPR test design, much more 
data and experience will be needed to refine the concept of SPR. As additional 
SPR programs are tried and evaluations completed we will learn more about what 
forms of supervision, administrative structure, and screening techniques will be 
most effective in identifying the best candidates for release. 

Despite these caveats, a number of recommendations for implementa ton of 
an SPR program within a jurisdiction can be stated as follows: 

V. MODEL SPR PROGRAM COMPONENTS 

A. Contextual/Administrative Considerations 

1. Support for SPR must COl'lIe from judges, prosecutors, and public defen­
ders. Of the three, judicial support is most critical to the program's 
success since they alone can grant release from pretrial detention. 

2. The program can be placed under the administrative control of proba­
tion, sheriff, pretrial services, or private non-profit (PNP) agencies. 
PNP operated programs tend to be less costly to operate than those of 
local public:: agencies due t.o lower personnel costs. However, public 
agencies are likely to have more credibility and experience with the 
courts. 

3. Prior to implementation of SPR, there should be some empirical evi­
dence that traditional pretrial r'(IV':ase mechanisms (O.R., 10 percent 
bail, surety bail, citation release) arc being used and for the appropriate 
cases. 

4. Funds should be set aside in the SPR budget to provide victim com­
pensation and services to those citizens victimized by released SPR 
defendants. 

.5. A basic management informa.tion system should be maintained to moni­
tor screening, intervention and outcome measures on a monthly basis. 

B. 

<) 

I 
I 
I;) 

c. 

D. 
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Screening Standards 

1. Only defendants charged with felony crimes who are· .. 
~~sleshoto glaId·n

b 
pretrial release through other tr~ditional rel~:~l~g~~h~~ 

u e screened. 

2. Screen~ng should no! begin until after charges are filed and initial ba.l 

3. 

4. 

~;"~~~~:~~~~~~r~~~o';[ye f~~:i\::~· t~!: ~: ~:i!~Ut~~~:!~;:,~~n:s 
~~~~~~~ewe:s, .in ad~ition to social history data, should have secured an 
history of~~~~~s ~~~7. record prior to screening which includes a 

T~e. fOl~ow~ng Idefend~nt ~~aracteristics should be considered in deter­
mining ot re ease SUItabIllty as well as supervision level. 

a. Severity of Current Offense 
b. Number of Prior Felony Arrests 
c. Type of Prior Felony Arrests 
d. Number of Prior Drug Commitments 
e. Telephone At Defendant's Residence 
f. Utility Payments By Defendant 

Supervision Standards 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

D~ring t~e .first 30 days of pretrial release the defendants should 
celve a mInimum of 1 face-to-face plus 2 phone contacts per week. re-

After t~~ first 30 days, supervision can be adjusted downward to a mini 

~~~n~l fa%!~:f~~~t~~t~~~s.week at the discretion of staff and with 

The .level o~ supervision should be increased 
tencIng hearings. moderately prior to sen-

Social services are optional and should be d 
greatest need. reserve for those cases in 

Caseloads should not exceed 25 defendants per caseworker. 

Outcome Standards 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The defendant-based appearance rates should approximate 90 percent • 

The defendant-based pretrial crime rate should not exceed 10 percent. 

The majorit~ .of pretrial crimes committed by SPR defendants while 
under supervision should be minor property crimes. 

The defendant-based fugitive rate should not exceed five percent. 
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FOOTNOTES 

The evaluation used multiple designs and data sets to answer the four major 
impact questions listed above. To measure the impact of SPR on failure to 
appear rates (FT As) and pretrial crime rates, an experimental design was 
implemented. Defendants eligible for SPR were randomly assigned to two 
test conditions; (1) supervision only or (2) supervision plus social services. 

The study was also interested in learning how the SPR rates compared with 
other release options (e.g., bail, O.R., etc.). A random sample of felony­
charged defendants were analyzed to make comparisons with the SPR 
defendants within each jurisdiction. 

Time series analysis was done to measure the impact of SPR on jail popu­
lation growth. 

Finally, an intensive follow-up survey was completed of all SPR defendants 
who were re-arrested while under SPR jurisdiction. Each arrest was 
carefully analyzed to measure the extent of harm (both financial and 
personal) caused by released defendants. 

In this study, an FTA was defined as missed court appearance resulting in a 
formal bench warrant for that failure to appear. Instances where defendants 
missed court appearances but the court chose not to issue a bench warrant 
were not recorded. This strict definition was necessary to provide compa­
rable and objective data on FTA rates across the three SPR sites. FTA rates 
can be calculated in two ways: (1) the proportion of defendants who miss at 
least one of their court appearances or (2) the proportion of total court 
appearances missed by the defendant. The first method is the most rigorous 
measure of FTA because it discounts many positive court appearances made 
by the defendant. The second measure presents a picture of the disruption 
of the court process caused by FT As. In the full report both measures of 
FTA rates are presented. Most of the analysis actually show appearance 
rates reflecting the proportion of defendants successfully completing their 
court obligations. ' 
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