2
L

last more than one year. A surprisingly large number of felony defendants who skip town
remain at large after one year, approximately 30%. Altematively stated, some 7% of all
released felony defendants skip town and are not brought back to Justice within one year.
We call FTAs that last more than one year, fugitives. In Table 7 we present estimates of
treatment effects on fugitives using matching estimators. ¢

The results in Table 7 are stark; the fugitive rate is lower for those released on
surety bond than for any other type of release and only surety matters. The surety
advantage is similar across categories — fugitives rates are approximately 50% lower for
tho#e féleased §n surety _bonds compared to every other category.

Table 7 ﬁrdvides st:rorlg evidence that bounty hunters are highly effective at
recapturing defendants who atiempt to flee justice, considerably more so than the public
police. We can isolate the bounty hunter effect even more precisely, by focusing on the
fugitive rate conditional on FTA. Table 7 at looks at the probability that a released
defendant Wﬂl became a fugmve and how this probability varies with release type. “The
pmbablhty of bemg a fugitive, however can be decomposed into the probability of not
showing up for trial and the probability of not being recaptured within one year, We now
focus more specifically on the latter probability. Given that a defendant fails to appear
what is the profnability that the defendént i1s not brought to justice within one year and
how does this vary with release type? Note that once a defendant has decided to abscond
there 1s no reason why anything other thaﬁ the different effectiveness of public police and
bail enforcement agents should have a systematic effect on the probability of being

recaptured.

* In order to match appropriately we create new propensity scores based on the probability of being a fagitive
conditional on FTA. Results available upon request.
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The main diagonal of Table 8 contains the mean fugitive rate conditional on FTA
along with the number of observations in each category. The estimated treatment effect
for the row versus column variables are shown in the off diagonals. The probability of
remaining at large for mere than a year conditional on an initial FTA is lower for those
released on surety bond. The surety treatment results in a fugitive rate that is lower by
3.5, 6.8, and 13 percentage points (18%, 20%, 52%) compared to own recognizance,
deposit bond and cash bond respectively. Similarly, the own recognizance, deposit and
cash bond treatments result in fugitive rates that are 28%, 41%, and 80% higher than
under surety.

There are also some interesting non-surety effects. Note that the fugitive rate
conditional on an FTA is higher for deposit and cash bond relative to release on own
recognizance. Earlier (see Table 5) we had found that the FTA rate was lower for deposit
and cash bond relative to release on own recognizance. What this suggests is that
defendants on cash and deposit bond are less likely to fail to appear than those on own
recognizance but if they do fail to appear they are less likely to be recaptured. We
discuss two potential explanations for this finding, one based on incentives and the other
on unobservables. First, all else equal, a defendant on deposit or cash bond is more likely
to appear than a defendant released on his own recognizance because the latter
defendants gets their deposit or cash bonds returned to them when they appear.
Similarly, a deposit bond defendant who flees is more likely to stay hidden because the
costs of returning (paying the whole bond) are larger than on own recognizance. Once
the cash bond defendant has failed to appear for a significant amount of time, however,

his bond is sunk so ex-post the cash and own recognizance defendants are in a similar
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situation. Nevertheless, ex-ante the cash bond defendant who intends to flee is likely to
take greater precautions against being recaptured in order not to "waste” the cash he put
up on bond.

The first explanation for the higher rate of fugitives on cash or deposit bond
relative to own recognizance is a true "treatment” explanation. It may be, however, that
the deposit, cash, and surety bond defendants differ from the own i”ecogmzance
defendants in ways not captured by the observables. Assume, therefore, that the higher
fugmve rates condmenal on FTA for deposit and cash bond defendants are inflated as a
result of unnbserved factors Thls has two Important unphcat:ons firstif if an
unobserved variable increases the probabﬂity that a defendant will FTA for a year it also
seems likely that the same variable will make it more probable that the defendant will
FTA. Thus, the treatment effects on FTA in Table 5 are positively biased, i.e. if we could
control for unobserved variables the measured effects would be even more negative
| '(ia;rger in abselute s:ze) F urthermore and more zmportanﬂy, 1t seems plausible that any
unobserved Vanable that mﬂa‘res the fugitive rate for deposit and cash bond defendants
will also inflate the fugitive rate for surety bond defendants. Since we estimate that the
surety treatment reduces fug:tt:;ve rates, controlling for unobserved variables would tend
to make the measured effect more negative, i.e. once again increase the size of the effect.
Alternatively stated, to the extent that unobservables are similar in the deposit, cash and
surety bond samples any reduction in the deposit and cash treatments towards zero
implies a corresponding reduction in the surety treatment away from zero.

We discuss the potential influence of unobserved variables at greater length

below.
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Kaplan-Meier Estimation of FTA Duration

The higher rate of recapture for those released on surety bond compared to other
release types can be well illustated with a survival fanction. For a subset of our data, just
over 7000 observations, we have information on the time from the failure to appear until
recapture (return to the court). A survival function graphs the percentage of observations
that survive at each time period. We estimate a survival function for each release type
using the non-parametric Kaplan-Meier estimator. Typically, the Kaplan-Meier estimator
is use.d only for preliminary analysis and is then followed by a parametric or semi-
parametric model. Although parametric and semi-parametric models allow for covariates
they require sometimes tenous assumptions about functional form. Instead, we follow
our earlier approach of creating matched samples. Thus, using the same procedure as
earlier, we create three matched samples surety v. own, surety v. deposit and surety v.
cash. We then compare the survival function across each matched sample. The matching
procedure .é.n'sﬁr'és that covariates are balanced across the matched samples so it is not
necessary to include additional controls for covariates.

Figure 1 presents the survival functions. In each case the survival function for
those on surety bond is markedly lower than that for own recognizance, deposit bond, or
cash bond. The ability of bail enforcement agents relative to police to recapture
defendants who skip bail is evident within a week of the failure to appear.”’ By 200 days

the surety survival rate is some 20 to 30 percentage points or 50 percent lower than the

¥ A number of estimates have been made that bounty hunters take into custody between 25,000 and 35,000 fugitives a
vear, depending on the vear (sec various sourees in Drimmer 1996, also Barr 2000). These figures are consistent with a
recaphure rate of over 93 percent and are consistent with the number of fugitives on surety bond. It appears, thersfore,
that almest ail fugitives on surety bond are recaptured by bail enforcement agents and not by the police. Bounty
hunters, however, will somtimes track down defendants and then tip police as fo their whereabouts so police will
sometimes be involved in some aspects of recapture,
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survival rate for those on cash bond, deposit bond our out on their own Tecognizance, 1.€.
the probability of being recaptured is some 50% gher for those released on surety bond
relative to other releases. (Note that there are three surety bond survival functions, one
for each comparison group, but that these are nearly identical). Figure 2 presents a
similar regresssion matching on propensity score and bail. The survival functions appear
more ragged but otherwise the results are very similar,

Table 9 shows the results of a log rank test. Let #;<1,<....<t;55 be the ordered end
of FTA spells; let d; be the number of FTAs released on type 7 returned to court in day

and ny be the population on release 7 still at large. The null hypothesis is
Hy Ay =2,(1) == A (1) (5)

where A(f) is the hazard function at time t against an alternative hypothesis that at least
one A,(¢) is different for some ti. As described in Kalbfleisch and Prentice (1980) for the
null to be true the expected number of failures of release typeiattime tare e, =nd, /n,

AT
and the test statistic, which is distributed 37, is
V= SN s =) ®)
The log rani;: test confirms Figures 1-2; we can easily reject the null of equaiﬁty of
the survivor functions - defendants released on surety bond are much more likely to be
recaptured (i..e. less likely to remain at large, "survive") than are those released on their
own recognizance, deposit bond or cash bond.
Exploration of the Impact of Unobserved Variables
Judges may observe variables, such as defendant demeanor and {(m som;a cases)
things like defendant work and residence history, that we do not. In assigning

defendants to release treatments, however, judges must choose the least restrictive form

consistent with reasonable assurance that the defendant will appear at trnal. "Cream
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skimming," therefore, is built into the release process and without observing the
unobserved, we can plausibly assume that the effect of unobserved variables is to
increase the probability of FTA and FTA duration. Since we find that the surety
treatment lowers FTA rates and FTA duration we can regard our estimates as lower
bounds on the surety treatment effect. Surety bonds, therefore, are, if anything, more
effective at reducing FTA rates and.duraﬁon than our results suggést.
We now provide further evidence, albeit cirumstantial, that supports the
conclusion that ungbse:védgwiii_te_ﬁ&-to inflate FTA rates and duration. Bond dealers
have an inceﬁtiﬁ};é toensuretha’: thelr cﬁargejs“z;é,hew up at i:riél. Typically, .however, the
reaﬁeSt ofa défendanf is not gréﬁﬁdé f(;r the forfeiture of the bond dealer's bond *®
Although bond dealers may monitor their charges and such monitoring might perhaps
reduce rearrest rates there is otherwise little reason to think that, after controlling for
observables, release assignment influences rearrest rates (note that we control for such
observables as crime type, defendant age, a previous history of arests e Tfwe
assumé that ﬁﬁe treaﬁﬁeﬁ% .ef.fects fo? fearrest rates are zero and we .;ssume that
unobserveds have the same directiangl effect on FTA rates and duration as on rearrest
rates then the sign of the measured effepté on rearrest rates will indicate the sign of any
potentiai.e.ﬁ'ect.s. én F TA rates aﬁd 5%2@011.
Tables 10 (matching on propensity score) and 11 (matching on propensity score
and bail) present "treatment effects” for the various release types on rearrest rates. Our

assumption is that these effects represent the influence of unobserveds and that the si en

* The only circumstance where this might occuy 35 if the defendant is arrested in another state and for this reason fails
to show ap at trial. Reynolds (2002} suggests that parole and probation bonds be created such that bond dealers would
forfait their bonds if the defendant was rearrested. If this were to occur then bond dealers would have the same
incentives to reduce defendant rearrest as they today have to ensure that defendants appear at trial.
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of the influence suggests the sign of any influence of unobserveds on FTA rates and
duration. The most consistent result is that relative to release on own recognizance
rearrest rates are higher for those released on deposit, cash, or surety bond. Judges are
apparently doing their job in assigning the least dangerous to own recognizance. There
appears to be only small differences between deposit, cash and surety bonds relative to
own recognizance (with surety bonds having perhaps a slight adveintage 1n reducing
rearrest rates). The surety bond treatment is positive relative to all other release types,
the difference is statistically significant with respect to cash bonds and own TECogniZance
but not deposit bond. (Also, the cross diagonals are not always consistent as they
typically were in earlier tables). The results mathing on bail and propensity score are
similar. The positive sign on the surety treatment suggests that unobserved variables tend
to increase rearrest rates and hence suggest that if unobserveds have any mnfluence on
FTA rates and durations it is in the direction of raising such rates and durations.
o ; The.crc@-g}qmm_ii}g nature of assignment to release, the evidence from deposit
and.cash bond fﬁgiﬁve fates conditional on FTA, and the evidence from rearrest rates all
suggest that unobserveds work in the direction of higher FTA rates and durations for
those released on surety bond. The estimated treatment effects of surety bonds in
reducing FTA rates and durations is therefore, if anything, an under-estimate.
Conclusions

When the default was for every criminal defendant to be held until trial it was
€asy to support the institution of surety bail. Surety bail increased the number of releases
relative to the default and thereby spared the innocent some jail time. Surety release also

provided good, albeit not perfect, assurance that the defendant would later appear to stand




trial. When the default is that every defendant is released, or at least when many people
believe that "innocent until proven guilty” establishes that release before trial is the 1deal,
support for the surety bail system becomes more complex. How should the probability of
fmiling to appear, and all the costs this implies including higher crime rates, be traded-off
against the injustice of imprisoning the innocent or even the injustice of imprisoning the
not yet pfoven guilty? We cannot provide an answer to this quesﬁen but we can provide
a necessary input into this important debate.

Compared to sxmlla;r defendants released by cher methods defendants released on
surety bond are Iess hkely to faﬁ to appear and are much 1ess likely to remain at large for
extended penods of time. We mterpret this finding as indicating the effectiveness of
bond dealers and bail enforcement agents ("bounty hunters") at discouraging flight and at
recapturing defendants. Our results suggest that it is bounty hunters, not public police,

who are the true long arrms of the law.
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Table 1 : Algorithm for the estimation of 67"

Step 1 Estimate the Propensity Score via an Ordered Probit
For each treatment T=1...M and individual N=1...K obtain
. . i "‘}ﬁf r
LB (3), B2 (..., B2 ()] and compute pi (x) = L5
(x ) + P £ T)
Step 2 Match Observations. Calculate the outcome for pair of observations
For a given pair of treatments m and 1;
i) Choose an observation i that received treatment m
11) Match i to an observation j in the treatment subsample that is less
than the caliper distance and closest to i in terms of %™ (x). Ifno
such observation exists drop observationi. (In the case of
multivariate matchmg ‘closeness’ is based on the Mahalanobis
distance.)
iii) Repeat 1) and ii) until no observations in m remain.
iv) Using the matched comparison group compute sample mean of
Ey(Y"|T =m)and E,(¥' |T=1)
Step 3 Compute the estimate of the treatment effects
Oy =E(Y™|T=m)-E(¥"|T=0
Table 2: Mean FTA Rates by Release Category, 1988-1996
Own Deposit Bond | Cash Surety | Emergency
Recognizance : Bond Bond Reigasc
: 'Own - 26% e F e | e
Recogmzance [21,477] % 3% 9% -18%
Deposit Bond 21% o o .
[2968] 0% 4% -23%
Cash Bond 21% or ok
[2378] 4% 23%
Surety Bond 17% or s
. [9 05 1] -27%
Emergency 44%
Release [566]
Mean FTA rates for release categories are along the main diagonal with the number of observations
in sguare brackets. Off dzaaonal elements are the difference between the mean FTA rate for the ow
category and the mean FTA rate for the column category.
* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level.




Table 3: Ordered Probit on Stringency of Release, also includes county

and vear fixed effects (not shown).

Varable Coefficient Std. Error P-Value
Time to Trial -.5840323 0037841 0.000
Local - 2236601 1821932 0.220
Clearance Rate

Age 0008741 0006485 0.178
Female - 1942633 0166902 0.600
Murder 8933799 0751958 0.000
Rape 3707915 0512138 0.000
Robbery 3884066 0324539 0.000
Assault 1530621 0285269 0.000
Other Violent 2070112 0403428 0.000
Burglary | .0478598 .0298808 0.109
Theft ° -.0973431 0280607 0.001
Other Property | ~.1567544 .0295343 0.000
Crime ‘ o

Drug 2171987 0272274 0.000
Trafficking

Other Drug -.1094124 0276005 0.000
Crime

Driving Related | -.0029089 0415815 0.944
Crime

Active Criminal | 202072 0141458 0.000
Justice Status L B SR
Previous* 12290783 0136314 0.000
Felonies

Previous 1298379 0151584 0.000
Failure to

Appear

Number of 58,599

Observations

w2

Lhn




Table 4: Mean Absolute Standardized Bias and (Variance of Standardized Bias) Before and

After Matching
Own Deposit Bond | Cash Bond Surety Bond
Recognizance
Before | After | Before | After | Before | After | Before After
Own 0 0 16 16.5 11 11 14 11
Recognizance (206) | (140) (80) (66) | (131) | (153)
Deposit Bond 16 16 0 0 17.6 17 204 20.1
(205) (99) (251) | (216) | (403) | (204)
Cash Bond 109 10.9 17.6 17.5 0 0 16.1 143
(80) (51) 251 | (244 {255y | (140)
SuretyBond | 14 11.7 204 21 16 13 0 0
PR (131) | (163) | .403) | (274) | (255) | (126)

For each variable in T

able X (the ordered probit) the standardized bias is the difference in the before and after

~mean divided by the square root of the weighted average of the variances. It can be interpreted as the bias in
percent of the average standard deviation. The mean absolute standardized bias {MASB]) is the average across

all variables of the absolute standardized biases. The variance of standardized bias, reported below the

MASB in parentheses, is the variance of the standard biases taken across all variables,

Table 5: Treatment Effects of Row versus Column Release Category on FTA Rates,

1988-1996
Own Deposit Bond | CashBond | Surety Bond
1. Recognizance | ...
N g‘"’n U T +3.3%% +4.1%* +6.8%
ecognizance
Deposit Bond -3.7%* 22% 2.0% +3.0%**
Cash Bond -7.5%* -2.2% 23% +2%
Surety Bond ~7.1% -3.0%* 5% 17%

Mean FTA rates for release categories for the fuil sample are along the main diagonal. Off diagonal
elernents are the difference between the mean FTA rate for the row category and the mean FTA rate
for'the column category.

* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level {two sided),
** Stastically significant at the greater than 5% level,
** Statistically significant at the greater than 10% level.




Table 6: Treatment Effect of Row versus Column Release Category on FTA Rates using

Samples Matched on Propensity Score and Bail Amount, 1988-1996

Deposit Bond Cash Bond Surety Bond
Deposit Bond 22% +3.49,% % +2.5%**
Cash Bond -1.6% 23% -.3%
Surety Bond -2. 3% % +.6% 17%

Mean FTA rates for release categories for the full sample are along the main diagonal. Off diagonal
elements are the difference between the mean FTA rate for the row category and the mean FTA rate for the

column category.
* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level {(two sided).

** Stastically significant at the greater than 5% level.
** Statistically significant at the greater than 10% level.

Table 7: Treatment Effect of Row versus Column Release Category on the Fugitive

Rate, 1988-1996

Own . Deposit Bond | Cash Bond Surety Bond
Recognizance
Own 8.3% o 0 o
Recognizance [1779] 0.6% -0.5% *4.0%
: —
Deposit Bond 1.2% 7.3% 0.5% +3.6%%
[216]
Cash Bond o 0 8.5% 0
0.6% 1.0% [204] +4.7%
&0
Surety Bond -5.3%# 4.8%* 3.4%# >0
: [323] .

Mean fugitive rates, defined as FTAs that Tast longer than a year, for release categories for the full
sampie are along the main diagonal. Off diagonal elements are the difference between the mean
fugitive rate for the row category and the mean fugitive rate for the column category.

* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level (two sided).
** Stastically significant at the greater than 5% level.
** Statistically significant at the greater than 10% level.




Table 8: Treatment Effect of Row versus Column Release Category on the Fugitive

Rate, Conditional on FTA, 1988-1996

Own Deposit Cash Bond | Surety Bond
Recognizance Bond
Own 32% 0 5 0/ % &y 07
Recognizance [1779] -17% % 7%
Deposit Bond +10.4%* [;41?] 7% +8 7%
1)
Cash Bond +8.0%+ 5.5% é%:f} +17.3%
9
Surety Bond 5,595 6.8%FF | 139+ 21%
[323]

Mean fugitive rates, defined as FTAs that last longer than a year, for release categories for the full

sample are along the main diagonal. Off diagonal elements are the difference between the mean

fugitive rate for the row catégory and the mean fugitive rate for the column category.

* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% leve! (two sided).
** Statistically significant at the greater than 5% level.
** Statisticaily significant at the greater than 10% level.

Table 9: Log Rank Test of the Equality of the Hazard Functions

Matching on Propensity Score Matc;t: ﬁiﬁ}igigﬁs@
Surety v. Surety v. Surety v. Surety v. Surety v.
Own Deposit Cash Deposit Cash
Surety 823 671 639 495 344
[620] [546] [458] [603.73] [462.71]
Own 047 o
R IR S (11807
“Deposit g ' 385 485 571
[709] [665] [462.271
Cash 449
[330.29]
Total 1770 1256 1124 1066
Iz against null of equaiity of 104% 51* 123# 47 .03%%* TG 45%**
hazard rates
Matched on: Pr{surety) Pr{surety) Pr{surety) Prisurety) Pr{surety)
and bail and bail

Column eniries equal the actual number of FTAs returned to court. Column entries in brackets represent the
expected number of FTAs returned.
* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level (two sided).
** Statistically significant at the greater than 5% level.

** Statistically significant at the greater than 10% level.




Table 10: Treatment Effects of Row versus Column Release Category on Rearrest

Rates, 1988-1996

Own Deposit Bond | Cash Bond | Surety Bond
Recognizance
Own 26% -5.2%% -4.6%* -5.5%%*
Recognizance [5607] (1.2 (1.2) (.87)
Deposit Bond +4.9%% 28% +1.9% -0.03
(1.2) [841] (1.7) 1.4
Cash Bond +4.9%* -4,8* 32% .78%
(1.4) (1.8) [801] (1.6)
Surety Bond +3.6%* +1.3% +4 . 0%%* 25%
(77) (1.3) (1.5) [2260]

_Mean rearrest rates for release categories for the full sample are along the main diagonal with
numbers of rearrests below in square brackets. Off diagonal elements are the difference between the
mean FTA rate for the row category and the mean FTA rate for the column category in the matched

samples with standard errors below in parentheses.
* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level (two sided).
** Stastically significant at the greater than 5% level.

** Statistically significant at the greater than 10% level.

Table 11: Treatment Effect of Row versus Column Release Category on Rearrest Rates
using Samples Maiched on Propensxty Score and Bail Amount 1988-1996

|- Deposit Bond - 1 Cash Bond "~ 1 Surety Bond
Dep051t Bond 28% +4 9%** -1.1
[841] (2.2) (14
Cash Bond -2.4 32% -2.75%
= (2.2) [801] (1.9)
Surety Bond 14% +4.2%%* 25%
(1.5% (1.8) [2260]

Mean rearrest rates for release categories for the full sample are along the main diagonal with numbers of
rearrests below in square brackets. Off diagonal elements are the difference between the mean rearrest rate
for the row category and the mean rearrest rate for the column category in the matched samples with
standard errors below in parentheses.
* Statistically significant at the greater than 1% level (two sided).

¥* Stastically significant at the greater than 5% level.
** Statistically significant at the greater than 10% level.
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FOR GONSIDERATION IN CHOOSING
METHOD OF PRETRIAL RELEASE

SOME HARD “FACTS” REGARDING THE PROBLEMS. SURROUNDING
THESE “OWN RECOGNIZANCE™ " (FREEJ " RELEASES " THROUGH - -

TAXPAYER-FUNDED AGENCIES,

FACT: with SECURED release, defendants are far more likely to come back

ta court and answer the charges against them.

*Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, NCJ-148818, November, 1954
*NATIONAL PRETRIAL RESOURCE CENTER, April, 1694

FACT: experts acknowledge that SECURED release is the more
responsible method.,

“Willlam Barr, U.S. Atorney General under President George Bush: "Private
bail has done an excellent job of ensuring that defendanis get to court . and
payer. it's a system that has a long history of

. Ihey do it at no cost to the tax
success.”

FACT: the community is safer under the SECURED release approach.
More persons are rearrested while; out o FREE-rslease than-when: i -

"NATIONAL PRETRIAL REPORTING PROGRAM, U.S, Department of

Justice, NCJ-139560 :

FACT: State Legislators favor SECURED releass.

"SAMUEL A. BRUNELLI, Executive Director, Ameriean Legistative Exchange
Council: "The publicly funded pretrial release system has @Biled the Amgriczn

people.”

FACT: The FREE release approach is grossly unfair to the law abiding
citizen. The process of getting out of jail, being monitored while out
and being encouraged to appear in court is expensive. Somebody

has to pay for this, and there are only two funding services:

1. The accused who got himself into jail, or

2. The taxpayer citizen who did not get himself into jail,

i
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FACT: With SECURED release, private industry is in place to provide a
service and do work that otherwise must be performed by, and at the
cost of, local government. Utilizing the private sector is now being
sesn as more desirable.

“0r. Morgan Reynalds, U.S. Congress Joint Committee On Economics: “Shut
down pretriai release bureaus and so-called free bends in faver of competitive,
commercial ball bends, ™ :

FACT: there is a place for FREE relsase. The justice systemn needs a way
to get the person out of jail who is a first offender (no prior record),
charged with a non-violent offense and who is truly a financial
indigent. But when FREE release is routinely given to the multiple
offender, or the violent offender or the person capable of paying for
his own release, then FREE release acts against the best interests
of the community, Unfortunately, it is used in this broad, non-
restrictive, unfair way today.

“Pratrial Services Director, Tucson, Anzana, July 28, 1993; “We don't care
how much money they have . . . whether they live in a shelter or have a
haouse in foothills.”

"the Housion Chronicls, June 13, 1883. *In the iast 21 months the
perpetrators of 8,357 crimes, of which 2,826 ware felonies, including murdar,
mansiaughter, rape and sexus! assault on a child, were released on ball
bonds funded . . . by the taxpavers, through the County Pretrial Releass

FAGCT:. theFREEféléass systemeisifor the most partica;secraticall butis:
select few. Until recently, state lawmakers were unaware of the
system’s abuses. Taxpaying citizens, whose money underwrites the
local FREFE reiease agency, do not even know it exists. If they do
find out about it they are generally outraged.

Example: When an article was recently run in a local newspaper about the
types of serious offenders being released by the iocal FREE RELEASE
AGENCY {Houston Chronicle, Monday, June 13, 1894 citizens unsolicited
written protests flooded in.

FACT: the FREE release approach literally “flies in the face” of our common
sense. It we reward poor performance we will get an increase in poor
performance. '
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FACT: the FREE release programs are VEry expensive to the jocal taxpayér.-

When these programs began (all populous counties now have them),
they had few employees and low budgets. o
Today, for many of them, employees are numerous and the annuaj
budgets run into the millions.

FACT: the SECURED release approach is in keeping with the proven desires
of the voting public. Recent polls have shown that what is wanted is;. .
LESS GOVERNMENT, LESS TAXES and LESS CRIME; and that is .
exactly what is delivered by SECURED, release, |

just the opposite: MORE GOVERNMENT, MORE TAXES and MORE
CRIME, -

*Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, NCJ-14881 13, November, 1994

“NATIONAL PRETRIAL REPORTING PROGRAM, U.5. Department
of Justice, NCJ-138560

We will be pleased to provide effective evidence and statistics

I  Statistics conclusively prove, on the other hand, that FREE release creates
i demanstrating the truth of all these assertions.

CONCGEUSIONE 6tal igovemmentsleadersactasssthias
country are casting critical eyes at continued government-
sponsored pretrial release of state case defendants. Many
are cutting funding, closing agencies or refusing funding
requests; witness Washington, D.C., Dallas, San Diego,
Albuquerque, and Houston just to name a few. The
consideration seems to be, “Why fund programs in the

face of the experts telling us they do not work?”
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Executive Summary

Since 1965, the share of gross domestic product {GDP) devoted 10 the U.S. eriminal justice system
has more than doubled. Yer the amount of crime reported o the potice is near an all-tme high and the
amouant of viclent erime repored is ar an all-time high. Pethaps itis time to consider twrning more of the
criminal justica burden over to the more efficient, inncvative private sector, which already plays an impor-
rnt part in the system. For example:

€ There are nearly three Gmes ag hany private secunity goards as public law enforcement officers
-~ 1.5 million in 1990. and the private sector spends almost twice as much on private security
38 we pay in 1axes 10 support the public police.

® Privawe bounty hunters, or bail enforcement agents, maks the private bail bonding system work
for persons accused of crimes by tracking down and apprehending those whe try to flee.

® And the private sector on occasion has been used innovatively in other ways — to prepare
cases for district Anomeys, to prosecute criminal cases and to employ prisoners behind bars,

This study analyzes ways w expand the role of the private sector 10 reduce crime and lessen the
ourden of criminal justice for taxpayers. The proposed reforms include:

L. Contract out nonerime, nonemergency police functions (o privaie security firms, allowing
public law enforcement officers o concentras more of their own efforts on crime. Pay bo-
nuses or special incentives 1o depariments that achieve independently verified reductions in
crime.

2. Make greater use of reserve law enforcement officers and explore ways 1o expand their ranks,

3. Shut down pretrial release bureaus and so-called free bonds in favor of competitive, commer-
c1al bail bonds.

4. Increase the use of private rewards for criminal convictions, including bounties offered by

commercial insurance policies. |

3 Pay bounty hunters for recovering criminals who are. wanted on bench warrants (orders by
judges or courts 10 arrest persons charged with criminal offenses).

6. Make greater use of private aitomeys to prepare and/or ltigate criminal cases ar private ex-
pense in order to expand prosecutor resources at no taxpayer expense.

7. Reduce legal obstacies to integration of criminal prosecution and civil remedies in order to -
raise the price of crime 1o criminals and conipensate victims more adeguately.

8. Require convicts eligible for probation and paroie to post a privare bond to guarantee good
behavior, thas Snsuring supervision by a bondsman, raising the cost of commiting another
crime or violating the terms of their release and encouraging self-conrrol,

9. Accelerate private construction and operation of prisons to control costs and raise quality.

10, Accelerate the privaze employment of prson labor and explore private employmen: of convict
labor alongside nonconvict labor. ‘

The debate over crime has been in a rut for decades, with conservatives emphasizing tough poli-
cies and liberals emphasizing soft remedies and improved economic opportanites. Privatzing the crimi-
nal justice system on an incremental basis is o win-win solution: the innovation and productivity of
Private enterprise can reduce crime, reduce taxes and improve the protection of ¢ivi] liberties.
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Using the Private Sect.or‘ o Qez-a; Cﬁme A
Introduction: The Failure of
the Criminal Justice System

The U.S. criminal justice system costs billions of dollars to operate
each year, and the cost is growing rapidly as police, courts and prisons are
added. As Table Ishows:

@ In 1965, the justice system cost taxpayers $4.6 billion, about six-
tenths of 1 percent of gross domestic product (GDP).

® By 1993 the cost hiad grown to abour $100 billion, 1.57 percent of
GDP.

® The number of justce system employees grew from 600,000 in
1965 to nearly 2 million in 1993.1

- Despite these increases in spending and personnel, the number of

*The more respurces govern- . i : . et - R . . :
ment upplies to the war on ;encus crimes rf:pemd f” the police is near an all-time high [see Figure 1) and
rime, the less effective they | the number of violent crimes reported to the police is a2 an all-time high [see
cem 1o be.” Figure IT}.2 The more resources government applies io the war on crime, the

less effective they seem to be.

In light of this government failure, is it possible that the private sector
could be more successful? Let’s mke a look.

TABLEI

Spending on the Criminal Justice System!
B ~ ‘Spendingasa . Number of People

o - ’i’ota}_' Ex?enditéfesl-’-. o Percéntof . Employed -
~Year {mniltians 8) S GDP . (thousands) .
1965 $ 4,573 63 600
1970 ‘ 8,571 .84 775
1975 14,954 94 1,011
157% 26,028 1.65 1,178
1985 45,607 1.13 1,369
1988 60,980 124 1,601
19%0 74,000 1.34 1,722
19932 100,000 1.57 2,660
I public sector expenditures, all levels of government. Includes some civil coust expenditures which are not
separated from the towl ‘
2 Pretiminary estimates,

Seuree: U.S. Burean of Justice Stanstics, Seurcebook of Criminal Justice Siatistics, apnual.
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Public Bail: A System That Doesn’t Work

In addition to the commercial bail bonding system, we have 3 pablic
bail sysiem administered by tax-funded pretrial release (PTR) bureans. These
are usually operaed by county governments, which hisworically were adminis-

sut 27 percent of trative subdivisions of state government. PTR swff members interview defen-
zf;f:’*;ﬁ; _;;5: ;";gi f:fm dants and recommend to judges whether they should be released. In the public
o bail system, defendants rarely post any kind of monetary bond, usually being

released under g personal recognizance bond. The.defendant simply promises
the judge that he or she will appear in court. As a consequencs, the defendant

has Iirtle or nothing 10 lose if he or she fails to appear.

Origins of Public Bail. Why do we have tax-funded bai)? The system
otiginated in the mid-1960s, Irs original intent was to provide selective help -
for mdzﬂcms charged with nonviolent crimes who couldn’t afford to post bond.
Buti it rapidly ﬁvolved into an mchscnmmase rezﬁasa mechanism 10 cap the jail
papulanon. It ha_s failed mberabiy o accomplzsh any of its aims. According
to Gerald Monks, the Hous;én bail bondsman, defendants who can get no help
trom family, friends or coworkers usually “have robbed, lied 10, or otherwise
mistreated their {riends, relatives, employees, or cowarkers to the extent that
they will not come to their rescue to pay bond. Many of them believe they {the
defendants) should stay in ja.ii."“g

Higher Fuogitive Rates. Since the salaries cf PIR saff members do
ot ﬂﬂ down when defendan;s faﬁ 10 apgea.r mey dc nat have tha same incen-
tives as private ‘bail bondsmen to ‘keep their fugitive rate 1o 2 minimom. And

-
since the defendants bear no cost when they fail to appear, predictably the no-
show rate is high. Studies show thar:30
@ As many as half of the criminal defendants released before wial by
. PTR agencies have previously jumped bail,
_ © Half of the defendants released have one or more prior felony convic-
fendanis on public buail .
OMUniz rwice s many crimes tons.

Wse on private bail” ,
@ Overall, about 27 percent of defendants saparvised by PTR agencies

fail to appear in court.

Higher Costs. This poor performance harms the general public in two
ways. First, the taxpayers pay a small fortune in rearrest warrants, Second, while
1 on release, the defendants commit more crimes. In these respects, the PTRs

contrast unfaverably with private agencies.5!
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@ A 1986 Department of Justice study found that PTR defendants

commitied twice as many crimes while awaiting trial as did defen-
dants released on private bail,

® Thispoorperformance pessists despite the fact that PTR often releases
the most atractive or eligible pasoners while private bail bondsmen
deal with the remainder.

Administering public bail is expensive for waxpayers. For example,
public bond cost $356 per defendant in Harris County (Houston), Texas, in
1992. The Harris County PTR agency had one staff employee for every 16
defendants it supervised, comparad o one staff person for every 87 defendants
supervised by a private bail bond company in Houston2 Yer, as noted above,
commercial bail agems have a fugitive raw that is less than one-third that of
the pubﬁrz agencies.¥® The only time the public police are likely to zet prison-
{erson PTR release whoj jump badl {s during a routine wraffic stop when they
check to see if the driver is wanied for any offanse 34 Detectives, already
burdened with caseloads of 60 t6 200 cases, do not have the incentive or
wherewithal o track them down. Many urban countiss have more than
50,000 fugitves and the nadonal 1ol surely exceeds 1 million — and that
does not include parole and probation violators.

Inadequate Standards. Some criminal court judges refuse to deal
with prewrial release agency bonds because they release fclﬁﬁy defendants on
their “honor” with “little or no recourse against them for failure © appear in
o court,” according 1o Judge Ted Poe, 228th Distriet Conrt in Houston. 3> The
ﬁizg: ﬁ;ﬁ Z“'_;f;z:;f;e_ . ;aoenc::es shouid be abelmhed bu:, a3 w;_ﬁ; axzy gevemmcm agan::y, this isa:

‘ ; politically difficult feat. thnv that, some state legislators have tried to force.
PTR agencies 10 apply more responsible release criteria (the so-called Uni-
form Bail Act), including no release of those with prior criminal convictions
or those who have “jumped” previous free recognizance bouds. These efforts
have been pmmpt@d by high-profile, vicious crimes commitied by felons

released on PTR agency recommendations. 56

Encouraging Irresponsibility. Perhaps the worst thing about publlic
bail is that it removes the pressure on the criminal w depend on his family and
begin o rehabilitate himself. All recovery programs recommend support
groups 10 help prevent relapses. Free bail separates the criminal from the
support group that matters most — his family. “If you go over to the jail after
a bond hearing, you’ll see these people getting out on pretrial release and
they’1l all be high-fiving each other and they'll be saying, ‘I can’t believe they
‘bought that crap again.” These guys have the system figured out,” says Frank
Di Racco, private bail bondsman.3?
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Telephone: (800) 383-0145 Fax: (503) 597-0332

113 West Rusk, Tyler, Texas 75701

DATE: February 1, 1995
FROM:  Jerry Watson

TOI: Gary Barrelt
STRIKE BACK!

SUBJECT: 10% CASH DEPOSIT BAIL

We recently passed a Bill in New Jersey that did away with 10% cash deposit
bail in most cases. If (10%) was widely used in that state before enactment
of N.J.A. 526/212.

Here are some of the arguments iéé ué.éd there 'againét opponents of the Bill.

FOUR MYTHS THAT ARE COMMONLY USED IN SUPPORT OF 10%:

Myth No. 1: The type of Bond System has no Impact on the Appearance
Rate of the Defendant.

A worthwhile discussion of this subject needs to begin with the.
reminder that the purpose of bail is fo insure a defendant’s
appearance at his’her court proceedings. In a recent article,
Mr. Charles J. Hollenbeck cites a study which concludes that
New Jersey has a “significant number of defendants who have
failed to show up for courl.” He goes on to note a Supreme
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Court commiitee study that identified the reasons for this failure
to appear to be (i) lack of enforcement resources, (ii) inefficient
noticing of defendants, and (i) other systemic problems. Mr.
Holienbeck wrongfully concludes that the use of the private bail
bond system will not address these problems.

The failure to appear issue is not unigue to New Jersey.
Numerous state legislatures and judicial cormmittees faced with

this have funded studies similar to those conducted in New |

Jefsey in an effort to :dantn‘y the causes of defendants’ fajlure
to appear. Currently, for reasons | will explain; 45 states prefer
to use a form of privately. funded bail bonds to combat the
problem. Thmugh the use of bail bonds the failure to appear
rate is lowered. Thus, both the state judicial system and the
state iaxpayers benefit.

- When =z defendant fails to appear in 2 case where he has

@oo

posted bail in the form of 10%, unsecured cash, the defendant

simply forfeits the 10%. The remaining 80% of the bail amount
is most likely uncollectible. When a defendant fails to appear

- __.aftar posting a private bail: band the friend or family member -
-who co-signed for the bond is also at risk.  The stakes are

much higher and the defendant is more iskeiy to appear.
Common sense confirms that the more economic incentive a
defendant has to appear for his court appearances, the more
likely he is to appea{

Because the defendants’ friends or family members have an

economic interest in the defendants’ appearance, they provide .

notice to the defendants of upcoming court dates and are often
willing to act as the informal enforcers for the court. These
factors go a long way toward solving the problems identified by
the New Jersey Supreme Court. The end result is a benefit to

the taxpayers because couri lime, court salaries, and law’

enforcement efforts are not wasted by the non-appearance of
a defendant. ,
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When a defendant fails to appear in a case where he has
posted bail in the form of 10%, unsecured cash, it becomes the
state’s obligation fo track, locate and apprehend him. This
places a burden on overworked court personnel and law
enforcement, all at taxpayer expense. Should the state be
unsuccessiul in locating the defendant, the state is left with one
tenthy of the bail set by the court, lronically, if the state is
successful in locating the defendant, the defendant will
probably be re-released on 10% bail and the risk of flight begins
anew.

When a defendant fails to appear in a case where he has posted
a bail bond, it becomes the bonding company’s obligation and
financial fespcnszbzi ty to track, locate and apprehend him. If the

defendant fails to appear, co-signers are available to assist the -

bonding company in locating and returning the defendant to the
court. Because the bonding company is securing the
appearance of absent defendants, law enforcement officials are
free to do other work. Furthermore, if an appearance is not
made and the bonding company fails to bring the defendant
back, the court will receive 100% of the bail from the solvent

surety

Myth No. 2:

Tnere is anether pos:twe ramd‘isatzan ach:eved by the use of bail
bonds which receives little attention in the usual discussions
regarding this issue. As mentioned above, a defendant who
uses a bail bond typically elicits assistance from his/her family,
friends or co-workers, Private bail resulis in a pro-family
approach toward involving the defendant's support network in
confronting the problems and consequences of the defendant’'s
actions. Both the defendant and society benefit from this
arrangement. |

Uge of a Private Bail Bond Sgﬁem will Result in _Jail
Overcrowding. ‘

‘In 1980, California initiated a 10% ball option as a five-year test
program to alleviate overcrowding in its jails. Upon the
expiration of that period California elected not to continue the

@003
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Myth No. 3:

program because the facts demonstrated that 10% cash baii
did not alleviate overcrowding.

Some authorities have postulated that the use of the public
10% cash bail system resuits in higher incarceration rates.
These individuals explain that judges are more likely to set bail
higher If the only consequence to the defendant when he/she
fails to appear is the loss of the 10% posted with the court.
Where there is no obligation to a bonding company for the

remaining 80%, and where none of the defendant’s friends or -

family are indemnitors, the risk of non-appearance is greater.
Hence, the judges wiil compensate by setting bails higher.

When analyzing the bail systems, we must always remember
that the judge determines the amount of bail early in the
criminal process. The judge’s decision, not the bail system
itself, will determine whether the deferndant is able to obtain
histher release. If ball is determined by taking into account a
defendant's ability to pay, a defendant should have a
reasonable chance of obtaining pretrial release regardiess of
the bail system in use. '

- As can be seen, the amount of money paid by the defendant to
obtain a release under either system is the same 10%. Thus,
the use of one system over the other will not have a significant
impact on the release rates of defendants. The more
significant factor is the amount at which the judge sets the bail
in the first instance.

An important aspect of the bail system debate is the claim that

a private bail system will adversely affact indigent people. The

‘See Reiﬁvenﬁﬂg Bail: A Misguided Public Policy Initiative, William B.
Shatz p. 24 (January, 1993)

@nog
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problem becomes a social consideration when we recognize
that a higher percentage of the indigent are minorities,

As was mentioned previously, the cost to the defendant is
determined by the judge at the time the bail is set. In order to

remedy any disparate treatment of minorities, the problem

needs to ‘e addressed at the inception of the process, that is,
at the time bail is'set.

Furthetmme a bonding company has more flexibility when

dealing with defendants. Bending agents are often willing to set

up payment pians Ccmpetftson in the free market can also

~result in the bond premium being reduced. The court system,

- Uﬁfﬁﬂﬂn&%&iy; does mt have the ﬁembi lity to meet the needs of
the ;30@; ' :

Fina-ﬂy, when looking at this issue it is also necessary to
understand and consider “criminal indigency.” There is a
segment of the defendant population who experience financial
indigency because of a pattern of habitual arrest, conviction
and incarceration. Where a defendant (whether minority or

-majority) dces not have the i nanc;ai resources.or support

" network necessary to make bail because of their repeated

Myth No. 4:

criminal behavior, it is not the fault of the system.

We ai? a.g.ree that crim'i'na éefendants in this country are entitled

to a presumption of innocence. This is one of the tenets upon

which our system of criminal law is based. At the same time, |

however, this country has always recognized that bail serves a
fundamental purpose in our criminal justice system. The
defendant's rights, including the presumption of innocence, are

~ protected by the Bill of Rights which prohibits “excessive bail.”

The states’ interests in insuring the appearance of defendants,
and the efficient operation of the court system, are protected by

putting in place a bonding system that results in defendants
‘appearing for their scheduled court hearings.

@oos
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The institution of bail has been used in this country for over two
hundred years, and no one can reasonably argue that the
imposition of bail damages the presumption of innocence as it
exists today. In fact, 45 states now rely on private bail bonds
as a means of protecting their criminal justice system.

The issue is not “how do we protect the presumption of
innocence?” Rather, the issue is “how do we best achieve all ,
of the goals of the criminal justice system as effectively and
efficiently as possible?” As we have seen, the use of a private
bail bond system addresses many of the existing problems.
Private bail bonds provide a financially sound and inherently fair
systemn that does not require taxpayer-funded assistance. The
costs of monitoring and locating a defendant are borne
exclusively by the bonding company.

Conclusion

Probably the most telling example of the success and preference for bail
bonds over 10% cash is the experience of California. .In addition to finding
that a 10% cash bail program did not alleviate jail overcrowding; California
concluded that 1) bonds were more successful in assuring reappearance of
defendants, and 2) taxpayers carried a significantly higher financial burden
with 10% cash as opposed to bonds.

In its 1992-1993 legislative session, the Colorado General Assembly heard
and considered Mouse Bill 1297 which propased 10% cash as an alternative
to bail bonds. After thorough debate by proponents of both public and private
bail, and legislature concluded that bail bonds were preferred and defeated
HE 1297,

In 1994, at the request of the Racial Bias Task Force, the Minnesota
Legislature and the Minnesota Supreme Court considered amending their-
rules to provide for 10% cash bail. After carefully considering the issues
involved, and for the reasons set forth in this letter, both the Legislature and
the Court refused to modify the existing system.

08/12/03 TUE 87:27 FaAX @oos
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10% CASH DEPOSIT BAIL
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| hope these arguments/comments re the unworkability of 10% are helpful.

I have many more thoughts on the subject and we can explore the matter
further if you like.




B

T
B

SEs i g
s T
”',t%-if’ 2

R Y

% i

T

SEE i
si%ﬁ} L =
y A ; ac

Sy T
ik




_68/11/03 MON 08:01 FaX 7 , ‘ o ooz

In the classic form, 10% cash deposit bail is simple. The defendant posts with the
court cash in the amount of 10% of the penal sum of the bail, If all court appearances are
* made, the defendant is refunded 90% of the deposit with the court keeping the remainder.
Ifthe defendant falls to appear; the court keeps all cf the dcposnt

Ther\. are a*; least five mcﬁzads af prﬁtr;al raiease {1} release on own recﬁgmzance
(ROR) No Dollar ammzm set for bail.], (2) cash bail [Defendant posts full amount of bail.],
(3) unsecured financial bail [Defendant posts no dollar amount and is released on promise
1o appear, upon failure of which, he is obligated for full amount.}, (4) surety bail [A private
party guarantees appearance of defendant in court, otherwise, the agent pays the court the full
amount.}, and, the subject of this report, (5) cash deposxt bail [Defendant pays a smail :
percentage of the bond set.]. |

i e 3 Mﬂ SN 1 A A O N s

The time honored purpose of bail since the time of Edward the Confessor in England,
bas been to insure the appearance of the defendant in court. - Of all the above methods of
pretrial release, cash deposit bail is the least effective. The supposed financial windfall to
the court (that is, the forfeiture of the cash deposit upon his failure to appear [FTA}) is
illusory because it is offset by the cost of each FTA. '

The cost is not only ﬁsca! Cash deposit bail spawns a high number o*’ FTAswhoin
turn prey on iﬁcal citizens driving up the community’s crime rate.

’}Z'hese two failures associated with the 10% cash deposit bail program —~ financial loss
and increased crime - are driven by the high failure to appear rate. These failures will be
demonstrated in this report to be the inevitable result of the 10% cash deposit bail system.
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Wherever they have been tried, 10% cash deposit bail pmgrams have pmduced three

phenomena:

HiGH FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES.

One need only review a few historical examples, from diverse
gcographmai areas, to conciude that far too many people released on
deposit bail snnply don’t come back to court. .

comprehensive study showed that over 40% of those 50 xeleased
failed to appaar

i@ooy

’In 1973 Gregon passed a 10% deposit bail Bill. A later

In 1964, Iiiijw:s became the first state to adopt the 10% cash -
‘deposit approach. The Illinois Crimina! Justice Information

Authority reports that the failure ta appear rate is 21% for -

women and 30% for men.

C‘ﬁ}ii‘arziia_ is probably the most telling example of deciding

‘against 10% cash deposit bail.  After the completion of 2 -

comprehensive deposit bail pilot project California concluded

that (1) deposit bail did not alleviate jail overcrowdmg, (2)
commercial honds were more successfal in  assuring

reappearance of defendants, and (3) taxpayers carried a _

significantly higher financial burden with deposit bail.

New Jersey had a 10% program for years, In.1995 the
legislature dismantled the pmgram ‘because of its horrendous
failure.

Other States Recent Refusals: a number of other stéteé, N

just in their most recent sessions (Texas and Minnesota, for two

-1-
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examples}), have turned down 10% cash deposit proposals after
finding that such programs create not only crime increases but
huge local government Costs. )

As just one proof of the fact that persons rcleased on deposit bail are less apt
to make their court appearances, please see Exhibit A. This data, compiled by
the National Pretrial Reporting Program, a program of the Department of
_Justice’s Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics is conclusive -- it was the result
“of some 15,000 state case defendants closely “acked” for missed court

appearances and re-arrests. ' 2

ESCALATES CRIME RATE.
Dﬂpesit,b‘aﬁ ?rogéms are proven to be pubﬁc:safety dan g'ers.'

There is no question but that persons meased retrial via a 10% cash deposit
program comunit more crimes than persons rdeascd on a commercial, private
sector bond. And the recidivism differential is considerable. o

In Ilinois a state criminal justice research project showed deposit baii release -
re-arrest rates of 17% for women and 39% for men. For commercial bond
releases, however, a nationwide study {:-f enormous scope shows that the re-
arrestrate is only 9%. : . :

Notice Exhibit B, taken from the same U.S. Justice Department report.
mmuemd above, Thzs table reveals that narqom released on deposit bail are
1 as are persons unde; o

commerczal suraty centxeis.

y"perts in the ﬁeid all agree: thereis a ci,zwt correlation between the number
of bail fugitives at large in 2 commamty and the number of sericus crimes
cemmmed there. ‘

Deposit bail programs breed bail fugitives at large and thereby increase the
- pumber o*‘ crimes commitred. :

Foog
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When a deposit bail reieasee fails {o appear, who goes,aﬁer him? Locail i{aw
enforcement has too many pressing priorities rather than to allocate resources
to chasing FTAs. - Some jurisdictions have thousands of fugitives. For
example, Prince George’s County in Maryland with 30,000, and Puﬂadeiphia
with around 50, QQB ou{standm g warrants for FTAS

Even ﬁwﬁgb a“pOS’t bail may appear to make %:E‘ze court money, 1; assuredly
makeﬁ more crime victims, and puts more citizens in harm'’s way.

HH S EQQEQMEC !ZNSQLWBNES&

The idea that mmm&m is better equipped to reigase and monitor people
accused. of crimes rather than the- private sector is a total fabrication.
Fm’in@rmnra, g@ve:mmeat TUn Programs are’ terribly a}fpfznswe in ferms of
perstmn&i costs. No ‘deposit bond program csn monitor the day to day -
activities of a person after release. Deposit bond fulfills only half c:f the
equation -- thus explaining their dlsma, failure to appear rates.-

VD - TN TR Y7 TN T A RN

R ——

Caﬂ this high failure to appear rate be translated into actual dollars? Tt can.
A very comprehensive study performed by leading experts in the field of

assessing the effects of pretrial release m:scandu{:z on the local justice system
was cempze:ea m May, 1?9’? '

T’ms weﬂc eri‘txned Runaw‘ psses, underwritten and published by The
American Legislative Exchange Council, shows the actual cost to the Jocal
system, per failure to appear, to be $1,273.81, Please see Exhibit C, a copy cf .
the Executive Summary pags fmm that extens;ve report.

It’s simple: deposit bail will generate, reguiarly, large numbers of failures 1o
appear. These in turn, become actual and substanttai monc‘tary iesses to the '
local government. :

CONCLUSION: a2 10% depési{ bail program will increase the crime rate, be fiscally
irresponsible and burden the local criminal justice system. It should not be implemented.
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* Nearly half of the defendants placed

" on emergancy release (44%;) and
about a third of the defepdants re- -
leased on unsecured bond (35%j) had
missed at ieast 1 court appearance . -

o on pretrfai refease

Fa:fure to appear in courr

surety bend (16%), conditional refease ‘defendant's appearance in court as

had previousty 1 ‘mssed a {:cm ‘
' - uled ce}urt appearances A bench B

i

| Miséonduct by defendants ptaead

“missed one of more court dates {"ab

A pr;mary goal of any pretnai retease
decision by the court is to ensure the

-scheduled. “Among those feiony defen
- dants who were released prior to case !
rduspcsﬁzon 3.out of 4 made all sched— ;

?fwamant was iss;aed iaf tha arress tha :
| remaining 25% because they hag .. =/

- 714). Two-thinds of these defendants’

“had been returned to.the court bythe
“end of the. ?-year study period, whz!e a
- third of them 8% of aII releas
" dants, re

Tabla 14 “Released !eiony deferidants wha failed Io maka a schedulsd
court appearance by selected deiendam charactarisﬁcs, 1992 R

Perrenz of reiensed Ieiony defenciams :

et Iy Megt counties;

Defendant pumbarof

. ] viclent offienses (7%
Rsmmed Hemned -

Mgs: sericusarraﬁ! cha ge T
- 8,388 -

CViolant offersses < -
" Properiy nifanses oThA4E
- Drug offenses - - 10,858
Pu!siw:«ufﬁer aﬂenses C 298
. Mata arTes -
Famale . AR -
-‘Race e R
- vBlack - IR0
- Vyhite e 12,535
‘,"_,O!her T oo 3es

caiﬁlgpanicaﬂgm . N
: Nom}iﬂpamz: R : o
12.568

characleristic__ " gefencans T Tcs!a} Jtozourt g fugitive -
Aﬂ re!easad defandams {33.4:29345A‘ R S

1. to-appear rate c:f éafendams who had-

++| - most likely ¥ havé a bench warrant

Blsck - T
o White! 766 . LB
i Other ag1 B8
 Hizpanic, any race - B.88% i BRI
‘Aga atarrest - o R T A :
Undter 21 7,528 wO0%  TE% . ERY% - 15% 8% -
2124 10 100 77 2 w T
[ 2528 T 5,264 i I i R B A
- - B 218 g 073 .27 .. %8 g
SSaralder S ; A L - ) A V4 8
Ccurzappearan»e s-*stcry ST .
- Failed 16 appear CE957 U T00%  BR% . . 38% ,23% 1%
" Made @l aposarantes 8388 - 10D - 78 2 - 18 5
Had np pring s:zesis ’ 12,586 - 100 B8O - 20 n 8
Typeofrawasa ST S
Recognizancs 12,054 -
Surety bond . B84
Conditionst - 4,205
Full cash bong o.ans
Deposithond. T I2,4030 T
Unseeurad Bond 2248 .
Emergency 756
et aiil .

?‘5‘3*8‘ Pata on !*:n uoun a,,pga:anba regord lor u"sa cuTent case ware availanle for
99% of pases smreh;mg a dalendant released prior a caba dispositon, All-defendants
Who fafed 10 2pnedr in cour and were not ratumed to the court wilhin the T-year smzfy
Pened ars counted as fugitves. Some of these detencants may have been rerimed g
e count at g Tter ate. Detai may not add 1o total because of rounding..

:‘:ﬂ an delendants with known race and Mispanic origin. See Mezmcf

58 13 for a discussion of undemeparting of Hispanic origin.

‘with pubi;cmraer offences. 18%) ot

' '_.{ current case neariy twsce 'the fanure—

g By type of releass, d&fendants on
‘emergency release (4&%} were ih

“issued because they falled to: ‘appear,
in.¢ourt, aithsﬁ hinZ.out 010 SUC
cases ’:hey were: re*:.s"ﬁzd 10, i‘zé cmzrt.
.The next hghes’c %rUF&*iG‘&QQEdf rat
- was for deieadants released. on Unsew‘_
cured z:aonc (42%} BEf‘C‘T warmants for
- failure to appear were less likely to be
-issued for defenéan .eleased on
' ’surety pond 11 5%} cundzﬁanai felease.
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and a bench warrant was issued, the

- failure to appear cccurred within 1 -
week of release in 12% of the cases,
‘cases, and within 3 months in 74% of |

. appear in court, ths median ime baw -,

* missed court date was 46 days.”

© Time from talease o

‘ Barcentof |
Lo falure ica auﬁear

“Celendanis |

: Ewaﬂk ) . 12%
- tmoth . . CoER
S dmonthy . 7

B months -7

CYyesr .o o - T ’10{3 o
’ 'Ma_ﬁﬁ)an ‘ 45 da:,rs

ﬁsz‘um af fug:fzw defendants ‘
to: ti}e caun

defendants had failed to appear in
court as scheduled and wera still fug;-

The perceptage of deierzdants > who .

lease was ungecured bond (15%) or :
emergency reiease {13%) than when

1 month of their fat{ura io'appear, and

-

8 months. Afthe’ ehd of the 1-year

endants who had failed to appear had

mamsng thsrd were s’aii fugm\zes

?"m& immfai?me m ?arcaﬂief SRR
Wek ko
menh - . 3o

mopthy . U8,

. Mot ranmed ‘
1] y&ar

“Some defandants rasumed 1© e court
veluntanily, and tha banch wanant to
irelr amast was szhdrawm R
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"' | Dalandant
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. Property offerses 10,147
‘ Drug offenses 10,748
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wers returned to-the court within ~ ~
about half had been retumed after -~ | |
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Evidence gf 5
Fajied System

A Study of the Performance of
Pretrial Release Agencies in California

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

T S

Too many crimes are being committed by repeat crimi-
nals who have been through the judiciaj system at [east
once before. A symptom of this problem is the failure
of released defendants to appear for wial, since they
e likely to commit additjonal crimes while on pre-
tal releass. '

When eriminal suspects are arrested, faw are actually
forced to be confined 1o Jail untit rial, Most are re.-
leased pending wial. Pratria! releass options fall into
one of two broad categories; povate secured release
and government secured release. ‘

The government secured release programs were inj-.
tially developed o serve only truly indigent, non-dan-
gerous defendants. Like many governiment programs,
they have since expanded beyond their original intent,
Government pretrial release Programs have become

the most common form of pretrial release in ‘most

suates, and the only form in some statas,

2 ﬁjssmdy found thar in the. counties of San
Diego, LosAngeles and San Francisco, private se-
cured release is muck more effective than govern-
ment secured release in ensuring defendants ap-
pear for trial,

More than 60% of defendants are teleased prior to trial
by the counts of the nation’s 75 fnast populous cites.
In the three counties examined in this sdy, thar pum-
ber is lower, a lirtle more than 409, Of those that are
teleased in the three counties, g shm majority (52%)
are released under some form of government secured
release without the requirement thar they past finan-
cial security for their promise to appear for trial, The
others are released under some form of private secured
releage, generally surety bajl which requires the post-
ing of a bond. :

April 1695

AMERICAN Leciscarve Exchance CGL?NCRM%

San Frangisco County relies more heavily on govern.
ment secuved release than the other two counties, with
nearly 70% of released defendants in such programs.
In comparison, in San Diego County less than 409, of
the released defendants patticipate in governmen se.
cored release programs. But, in San Franciscs County,
33% of released defendants had their refenses revoked
due to a violation of the release order, whersas, only
4% of the defendants released in San Diego County
had their releases revoked,

Defendants released on surety bail {the pre-
dominant private secured telease program) in the
three counties are more likely 10 be violent and
repeat offenders than those released on govern.
pent secured release withour financial security.

B However, a defendant is more than rwice ar
likely to fail 1o appear for trial if released on gov-
Ernment secured release without financial secy.
fity than if released on 2 private surety bail pro-
gram,

B For those without a prior record of arrest or
conviction, defendants on Bovernment secured

refease ate five times more likely 1o fail to appear
for trial,

E Defendants released on any noo-financial gov-
enment secured release are over three times more
likely 10 fail 10 appear on multiple occasions.

® It is estimated thar the failure 10 appear rate in-. O
Los Angeles County would fall from 27% 0 19%
if the proportion of defendants released under a
surety bond rose from its current 40% 1o 86%.

More than 700 crimes per day are comumitted by de-
fendants released prior to trial ! Ir is probable that
most of them are committed by the same people who
feal 1o appear for trial. B y shifting away from govern-
ment secured releases toward privately secured relesses
the “failure 10 appear’ rate oan be cut dramatically and
the streets and neighborhoods can be made safer.

4 Qo
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& Some other viclatian that

evacation of their pre~

{ the 25% of released

© had a bench warrant

Hieiramest becauss they did
urt as scheduledg,

Tepresenting 8% of ajl

efendants, were sgi) fugi-

ear.

reledse.’O

S are drawn from a sam-
ses fied in State cowis
9g . The casas were fol-
< YBEr 3s part of the
*trial Reparting Program
Sored by the Bureay of
s, .

* Murdar defendants (24%) were the
least likely to be releasad gdorio
czase dispastion, (ollowed by defend-
ants whese maost sarious arrest
charge was rape (48%), rabtery
(5Q%s}, or burglary (51 %]}

* A sixth of the defendants detainec:
-until case disposition ware. held with—

out bail. Defendants held without bait
-comprised 8% of all felony defend—
| ants, witty defendants. charged.witir
murder (40%) the most likaly to te
denied bail,

* Among defendants already on pre-
trial release for a prior case when ar-
rested on the current felony charges,
36% were released again. Thirty-two
percent of these arrested whils on
paroie and 44% of thase already on
probation were releaseeh ©  “an .,

* Twenty-seven percent of refeased
defendants had at least one prior fel-
ony conviction, including 9% with

a prior conviction for 2 violent felony.
Ameng detained defendants, 57%
ftad a prior coaviction, including 21%
with at least one priar conviction for
a violent felany.

* Among released dafendants who

- ¢ase. Thisswas about twica the-

¥ el g

~gg@;£§§§ﬁeraﬂ‘§z“retﬁat relaase rate of

had fafled o appear in court at least

Cnce 0n 3 previcus charge, 38% had
a bench warrant issued becausa they
fafded to appearduring the currant

failure-to-agpear rate of other re-
-ieas_ed:defenda__nts;:{zﬁ%}; _

* About 14% of all released defend- ;
ants were rearrastediwhile: o pretriab | -

relgase, 10% for a felony. Asleased: - |« -

defendants with at least ane prior
conviction (13%) were about twics as
likely to be rearrested as those with
aa orior convictions (%), Twenty-
nine percent of released defendants
with five ar morg priar canvictions
were rearrestad while on pratizl |
release. ) -

B3% recorded hv the 1489 NPAR
was similar to that four®in 1950
{65%;) and 1988 {86%). Fallure-to-
appear rates hava alse ramainad
canstant at about a fourth of thoge.
rélgased. The 1992 rearrest rata of
14% for defendants on-pretrial re-
lease reprasented a slight decrease:
from the 18% rate racerded in 1988 ,
and 1884,
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Nearly half of the defendants placed Misconduct by defendants Placed  waram Was issuad for the"é}rlés:i ‘o"f"th‘a‘

on 8mergency release (449} and on pretrlal release femaining 259 because they hag
aDout & third of the defendants ra- missed ane gr More sourt dateg {tavle
easad 0n unsecured bang \35%) had  Failure 10 appear in coun 14). Two-thirds of these defendants
missed at least 1 ooyt appearance had been feturned to the court by the
Uring a previeus casa. Lower pere A primary goal of any pratrial release end of the 1year Study period, while a
-CceMages of defendan:s released on decision by tha coyrt is 1o ensura the thirg of them, 8% of af released defen.
‘surety bond {16%}, conditlanal release  dafendant's appearance in court asg dants, remaineq fugitives, =

{18%), recogrizance {21%), full cash scheduled. Amang these felony defan- "
band (22%), or deposit kond {(25%) dants who were released prior to case  Tha Pereentage of defandants who
had previeusly missed a court disposition, 3 cut of 4 made gl sched-  fajled to appear varied somewhat by.
appearance, uled court appearances, A bench e type of arrest ¢hargs. Bench war-
. fants for failure o appea, were issued
mare ohien for relegseq property da.”

Tabls 14, Released Telony datendants who failsd to maka a Schedulad

court appearance, by selecred dafendant characteristies, 1992 fendants (259%) ang drug defendants
: Parcent of releasad feian defendants {2-?%} than for defendants charged
? porcen vven ity Bl V{Itf? putlic-order offenses (18%) or
_ Ma%s &l ' _ viglent offenses 7%, .
’ . ouiX i, i ' .
“f Delandant Nurmber af . éppear Attumes  Remainad f ) .
charattefistic defendants Total " anras Total  wtovt a3 fugitive Rates of failure 0 appear varied fittle
by sex or age, | race, failure-to.
All rolaased dstendants 33,484 Wo%  7s% 28y % a% agp ear?ata% !afg ed frg ;27% far
Hff;#jﬁﬂ;lﬂgs arrast charge 8159 0% s —_ e e black defendants to 21% for whiteg
Slant affenzas L1 B T - & 3 )
Propenty oenses 11,448 100 7 29 20 ia and 15’3’? for Qefer}qanm of other races.
; Orug affensas 10,958 60 I 27 19 8 When Hispanic angin was considereg,
Fublic-order oftsnses 2918 e & '8 13 & fallure-to-appear rates were higner for
; Sax Hispanics (30%) ang non-Hispanic
i Mais 27.7c8 0% 7% 8% gy, 37 | biacks (28%) than for other defend-
Famals 5,596 100 78 2 14 8 aﬁats (R5%)
Raca _
: %‘gﬁ ?Eiﬁé 223"’ ’ 53""’ §§'° :? : 3 A defendant's court appearance history
Char 385 100 s 15 10 - for previous arrests was related to the
robability of failing to appearon the
wHispanlec ortgin® oD _ S I SERear g
ﬁaﬁen-fzfpam ¢ current charges. . For those who had
ko ’?’5§§ Jo 7% B 5% §¢ | missed one or more court dates in the
L -] e i . .
Other - 391 100 86 14 q 5 past, about 38% fafled to maks .. S
Hispanic; any raca 5885 ] ] 30 17 13 scheduled court appearance during the -
-Age at srresy ] Current case, nearly twice the failure-
" Under 21 ?,823 1 gg% ;g% gg% :gaf ;‘3% to-appear rate of defendants a;ho had
21-24 B.11 1 ' galnd
25.29 8264 pes 7 e 18 5 made ail couft apgfaran;ei related
3034 5318 100 73 27 18 3 to prior arrests (22%} or had no prior
t . 35 arolewr 744z 100 75 a5 17 8 arrasts (20%).
: Court sppearance histary .
" Failsd o appear s‘geg rgg% §§% 323% fg‘f" ‘g% By type of release, defendants on
ade al appearances 8.39 ! rgency release (49%) wers the
T M j 1 12,58 100 80 20 ] 8 emergency
ﬁ:}:c prar amests as8s : most likely to bave a bench warrant
gho o relsase, g issued because they falled to appear
Becagnizancy 12084 100%  7am % % 9% | ISsU ,
uref?rgcnd 6,764 - 100 85 @‘?? * 2 3 in court, althaugh in 7 out of 10 such
C&?&%:i d b o > Iy H cases they were returned to the aourt,
£3s] Y . . . .
2pasit bongt 2,403 100 79 21 15 5 The next {:jghesz failure-to-appear rate
nsecured band 2.249 100 $8 Az o, 19 was for défendants refeased on unse-
- ergeney 788 % - & 4 36 I cured bond (42%). Bench warrants for

2 Data an the SouUn appearance recard for the current tasy wers availabla for failure to appear were iess likaly to be
U of cases involving g defendant releasec pricr fo case disposition, Al defendants issued for defendanis refeased an
“‘@9 failed 1o appenr in court and wera ot retumed 1 tha court within the 1waar stucly surety band (1 5%}.' conditional relaasa
S8 ars countad as lugitves, Some of these defartants may have been retumad 1o o it bond {219}, f i h
2 Court at a fatar date. Detail My 10t adkd 19 otal because of raunding, (19%j), deposit bond { o), fu cas
28 on deferdanis with known race ang Hispanic onigin, Sze Mathodotogy bond {22%} . O personal recognizance
Page 1S for a discussion of uAcerraporting of Misparic origin, (26%).




failure 1o appear ceoyrrad within 1
week Of release in 12% of the cases

he £ases, Foral defendants faifirg
peear in coun, the megian time ba-
twWeen pratnal release and the initig]
issed court date was 46 days.

me lrem relaase o Percant of
taifure 1o anpasr delendants

| wauk 15%
-3 manthks 74
& months §a
Ayear 100

* Median 45 days

§ Return of fugitive defendgants
ifo the cour? :

{ Overall, about 1 in 13 released falany
defendants had failed to appaar in
-tourt as scheduled and were still fugl-
-ives at the end of the yearlong study,
The percentage of defendants who
were fugitives at the end of the study
was higher when the methad of re-
‘8ase was unsecured bond {19% or
gmergency releasa (13%;) than when
{some other type of release was used.

About a third of the defendants for

{om 2 bench warrant was issued
1 returned 1o the court within. -

tmonth of their filure to appear; and

- out half had heen rgturmed after

B Months. At the end of the 1-year

£y period, about two-thirds af all de-

B

Pe?cast of
ggfgndagfs

14%%

% returned to the court
tha denct warrant for
3 withdrawn,

When a defendant missed a court date ~ Among those detendants who fajied 1o
and 2 bench warrant was issued, the agpear, the percentage who wers stil

» highest for those who had been sued remained fugits
withis T month of refeasa in 35% of the

ases, and within 3 maonths in 74% gf Tabla 15, Ralaased felony datanda

ooy

ey

released on unsecureq hond {a4%),

Less than a thig of the defendants tor

fugitives at the eng of the study wag Wwham a bench warrant had been is.

vES when they

nts whe were rearrested whie
to | anpretrial release, by soiectad dafandant characteristics, 1992

Pareant of raizasag {elany delangants in he 75 izrcest counties:

Asarrestad
Defendam . MNumberol Mgt Misce
i

All ralagsad

defandants 30,051 86% 14% 10% 3%
Most surious orlginal ‘
BITagY Sharge -
Viaisnt offerises 8,991 88% 12% 8% %
Property offansag 10,147 28 14 3! 4
Drug atfansas 10,148 84 8 13 4
Pubdic-arger sHenses 2,765 a1 9 7 2
Bax | .
Mala ’ 24,839 85% 158% 1% 3%
Famala 3,184 o1 9 g 3
Raca . ‘
Black 15,830 85% . 15% 2% 4%
Whits _ 11,329 29 11 B 3
Othar . 365 a5 s 3 0
RacerHispanie origin®
MNan-Hispanic
Black 11,292 85%  18% 11% 4
White 8311 g1 9 7 a
Cthar 361 g4 & g Q
Hispanic, any raca 5,128 84 16 72 4
Age at arrast
Ursdar 21 ro0s 84% 16% 12% 4%
2134 15307 88 14 1t 3
35 ar cider &730 89 1 9 -
Type of reloage : -
= Financial reiease AN vl . BE% 124, - % . 4%
- Straty bone - ) -1 21 g & 3
Full sash bong: 2,897 84 18 13 4
Denasit bond 2,475 84 18 14 3
Property bond 294 g1 9 3 5
Moofirantial rejessa 15,089 86% T1% 3%
L Recognizance: 9,738 as 11 [
LCondional 4,075 50 7 2
“UnSgclred Boad . 2228 54 18 1.
Emergency raleass L B2% 2% &%
Number of grior sonvictions
10 or more 1154 §2% 38eL X% 1%
58 2,393 74 28 19 7
24 4,891 a2 18 14 a
1 4,107 88 14 18 4
Naong 15,570 81 2 7 2
Most sarioys
prier conviction
Falany 7,684 8% 24% 9% - %
Misdemeanar 4,948 88 14 & &
Nona 15,842 g1 g 7 2
Note! Rearrest data wers colfaciad or 1 year, Rearrasts ecuring after the and of thig
t-year shidy Seriod are not Inciuded in the tabia. information on rearrasts in futlgdictions
other than tha ong granting the prawval raleass was not slways availaple. Raarest datg .
wern availztia for 249 of released dafendants, Detail may not acd o 0t becausa of reunding,
"Bayed on dafandants with known s and Hispanic erigin, Soe Methodalogy on page 18
for & discussion gf underrepenting of Hispanic arigin,
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. ifoos

s Currant B8 Fublicotions Catalag
LW eNTOrCEMERT raporty —w
Nalional data an Siata and lecal
police and sharifis deparmants;
sparations, squipman, peraannel,
salarias, spending, aclicies, and
Brograms
{1 fedaral statistics — Pederal case
procassing: ievestigation Hrough
© prosacutian, adiudication, sentancing,
incarcersﬁonA
£1Drugs and rime w. Samencing and
lima served by drug offendars, drug
w58 &t ime of arime by ial mmatee
andf Stats prisenany. ang ather ity
data on drups, trimas, and law
enfarcemant

o be acided to any BUS mailing

e N

T

i " ’
iease put me on the mratling ligt tar

Daytime voica ghona: { )

O hamtles expendituse ang ampioy-
ment — Sgandiag sad stalfing by
Federal/Statatioeal Jovarnments and
by funclion foalics, GOUELS, corrga-
liens, ate.}

O Privacy ang Security of sriminai
history information ang informa
o pofley — New Stale legislation;
mainiaining and reipgsing inteffigenca
and invastigative racords: data ity

T BSS bulisting & spacdal repars —
Timaly feports of the most surrent
jumice data

O 81me falony courtg - Defondant
demegraghics and oriminal history;
preisial relsase, nrossoution, sty

cation, and sentencing; State fglony

Taws! hdigent defenge

st T
I Corractiang FAROrtS e Raauity of
s:-.:mpie Burveys any “engueas of jais,
pUBans, pargla, prabation, and ather
COIZRGONS daty
£2 Natlonal Grimp Vietimization
SH{‘!E}; TBPONs —The galy engaing
aalional survey of wims victima
U Saurcenook of Criminal Justics
Statistics annual ~ Broac-sagag
data fraom 1504 SOICRs {400+ tatiay,
108+ figures, wbject intiex, anno
iated biblivgraghy, Addrogas of
saurces)
USeng ma » Ghup form for thy
Nl Qatslog ires 5 timas 2 year,
whitl 2bs3acts toth private and
Severnmant Liming justics publica.
Bans and kists upaoming conlarantes
anct waining sessiong It the ok,

PR Name:
1. Dlease il in this page and ™

ok to (410) 792-4355 or foid, itk
armp. and mail to: Orgamization:

825 Ginaringhouse

0. Box 179, Cept, B/5-015 .

Annapoils Junetlon, MD 26709-0179 Straet of box:

Clty, State, 21P:
You will receive an annya

Faxnme: L. 3

S 1, we st o0 INTERNET addrass:
m R we : T -
om the maiting “s:ﬁﬁ ¥ lamintarested in recalving BJS rapans siectronically: . yes ]
Lam intarested in receiving BJS repents an CO-ROM: yes no
Q arder copies of recent 848 e
pOMs, attach & list of the fitles Criminal justice intzrast
nd NCJ sumbars of the reparts  Organizaion and it i home: -
you desire, - address s used above
U.5. Department of Justice Official Business BULK RATE
Office of Justice Programs Pangity for Private Use $300 POSTAGE & FEES 5AID
Bureay of Justics Statistics i COwBIS
Permit No. G-91
Vashington, D.C, 20531 e
NCPA Policy Report No. 181
Maxrch 1954
ISBN 1-356808-015-8

Nationai Center for Policy Analysis
12635 N. Ceniral Expeessway

Suite 720
Daiias, Texas 75243
{2143 386-6272




Assembly Comm:ttee on Corrections and the Courts

DATE . P g g{z
Moved by vwf\é P il Seconded by .*’ A VA
AB 7734 5B Clearinghouse Rule
AJR 8JR
A B8R Cther
A/S Amdt
A/S nmdt te A/8 Amde
A/S Sub Amdt  oiethd
A/S5 Amdt to A/S Sub Amdt
A/S Amdt to A/S Amdt to A/S Sub Amdt
Be recommended for: [J 1ndefinite Postponement
| Pagssage E_] Tabling
[:l Introduction D Congurrence
@ Adoption B Nonconcurrence
[} Rejection R L
B I Committee Member : _A':yg . No Abment Not |
S S A ' voting -f -
1. | Rep. Garey Bies, chair =
2. | Rep. Sheryl Albers, vice-chair -
3. | Rep. Greg Underheim E
4. | Rep. Carol Qwens fer
5. | Rep. Frank Lasee %W
&. | Rep. Scott Suder &
8. | Rep. Mark Pocan 7
5. | Rep. Pedro Colon &
10. | Rep. Tony Staskunas &
11. | Rep. Sheldon Wasserman - io
Totalg
MOTION CARRIED [] MOTION FATLED [

s\comelerkirollcall. §




Assembly Committee on Corrections and the Courts
DATE ; )

& e
Moved by Zud Seconded by 54 éii‘?}(
AB_ 374 SB Clearinghouge Rule
ATR S5JR
A, SR Other
A/S amdt
A/S Amdt te A/S Amdt
A/S Sub Amdt
A/S Amdt to A/S Sub Amdt
A/8 Amdt to A/S Amd:t to A/S Sub Amdt
Be recommended for: [] Indefinite Pogtponement
[} Passage []”Tabling
E] Introduction E] Concurrence

E] Adoption E] Nonconcurrence

] Rejection

Committee Member' *Aye No Abgzent Not:
: : voting
1. | Rep. Garey Bieg, chair Ei
2. | Rep. Sheryl Albers, vice~chair =z
3. | Rep. Greg Underheim =
4. | Rep. Carol Owens o
5. | Rep. Frank Lasgee j{”
6. | Rep. Scott Suder &
& [Rep.iMarkoPocan .. o oo | T g w o
9. | Rep. Pedro Colon z
10. | Rep., Tony Staskunas Y
1L, Rep. Sheldon Wamserman ;§

Totals

MOTTON CARRIED [ ] MOTION FATLED []
s’comclerkirolicall.




