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Types of Assessment Tools or

Screens Used Before Trial Figure 3.1: Screens and Assessments Available

by Population Density

What screens and/or assessments do individuals receive in the period be-

The Scan asked respondents to tween arrest and their first appearance before a judicial officer? N=92

identify all assessment tools or
screens employed after arrest but

Pretrial assessment

Behavioral health screen or

before first appearance. Pretrial assessmentor il

assessment tools were the most Behavioral heaith screen or
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counties (50 percent). Behavioral 0 20 40 60 80
health screens for the purpose | WHigh [ Medium Low )
of jail classification were used SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE

by approximately one-third (36

percent) of counties; a lower percentage, 23 percent, used behavioral screenings
for the purposes of connecting individuals with services. Other types of assessment
tools or screens included: substance use; domestic violence; financial or indigency;
or eligibility for pretrial diversion. (See Figure 3.1)

Characteristics of Pretrial Assessment Tool Usage

The Scan sought to gain more information on how pretrial assessment tools are
used. The responses revealed how long pretrial assessment tools have been in use,
what assessment tools are being used, and who receives the assessment tools.

B LENGTH OF PRETRIAL ASSESSMENT TOOL USAGE

Forty percent of counties have been using pretrial assessment tools for 10 years
or more. Thirteen percent of counties have been using pretrial assessment tools
for 6-10 years. Of the remaining counties using assessments, 24 percent had been
using assessments for 2-5 years, and 23 percent had been using assessments for
less than 2 years.

B TYPE OF PRETRIAL ASSESSMENT TOOL USED

Among counties using pretrial assessment tools, 23 percent were using a locally-
developed assessment tool. The Virginia Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument
(VPRAI or VPRAI-R) made up an additional 18 percent of users, and 19 percent
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of counties indicated "other." The
Public Safety Assessment (PSA)
was in 31 percent of counties
using tools.’®> The PSA accounted
50% for almost half of the assessment

46%

Figure 3.2: Pretrial Assessment Tool Used by County
Which pretrial assessment tool does your county currently use? N=62

W High B Medium Low Total
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SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE Variabﬂity among respondents.
When asked to indicate all instances where pretrial assessment tools are used,
77 percent of counties who used pretrial assessment tools stated that people who
are arrested and booked into the jail on a new criminal charge receive a pretrial
assessment, including 82 percent of high-density, 69 percent of medium-density
and 77 percent of low-density counties. Fifty-eight percent of counties who use
pretrial assessment tools indicated that people who are booked into jail but do
not bond out receive pretrial assessments, including 55 percent of high-density,
69 percent of medium-density, and 54 percent of low-density counties. Fifty-five
percent stated that pretrial assessment tools are administered to people based on
the order of a judicial officer. Less frequent forms of usage include people who do
not bond out after first appearance (34 percent), or people charged with specific
offenses (e.g., only felonies or
only misdemeanors) (29 percent). ( Figure 3.3: Who Receives Pretrial Assessment
(See Figure 3.3) Tool by Population Density
Who receives this pretrial assessment? (Check All That Apply) N=62
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SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE
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The 2009 Survey of Pretrial Services
Programs asked about programs
recommending money bond in
combination with supervision of
non-financial conditions. The Survey

found that 28 percent of programs
reported that they sometimes make
recommendations for combining
monetary bail with non-financial
conditions. The 2019 Scan shows
that in half of the counties surveyed,
pretrial assessments are being used
to set monetary bail, showing that
money and likelihood of success

on pretrial release are still being
conflated.®

a pretrial assessment. Out of responding counties,
low-density counties were more likely to administer
a pretrial assessment tool for a person arrested on
a failure-to-appear warrant; 54 percent conducted
assessments, compared to 27 percent of high-density
and 38 percent of medium-density counties. With
regard to people arrested for a new crime while on
pretrial release, 63 percent of counties who used
pretrial assessment tools stated that they "always"
conducted pretrial assessments, three percent said
they "never" conducted assessments and 31 percent
said they "sometimes" conducted assessments.

Who Conducts Assessments and Shares
Results?

Seventy-six percent of counties that use pretrial
assessment tools stated that the assessments are
conducted by pretrial services staff (79 percent of high-
density, 75 percent of medium-density, and 69 percent
of low-density). An additional 11 percent indicated
that assessments were conducted by jail staff, and an
additional 11 percent indicated "other." Seventy-one
percent of counties who use pretrial assessment tools
stated that assessment required an interview with the
arrested individual.

Ninety-four percent of counties that use pretrial assessment tools stated that
a copy of the assessment tool results is given to the judicial officer presiding at
first appearance. Eighty-one percent said that a copy of the results is given to the
prosecutor, including 79 percent of high-density, 75 percent of medium-density
and 92 percent of low-density counties; a slightly lower percentage (74 percent)
stated that defense attorneys also receive a copy, including 67 percent of high-
density, 75 percent of medium density and 92 percent of low-density counties.

Following Best Practices for Pretrial
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Assessment Tool Usage

EMPLOYING A PRETRIAL
ASSESSMENT TOOL REQUIRES
FRONT-END PREPARATION, AS

Employing a pretrial assessment tool
requires front-end preparation, as well as
ongoing quality assurance and periodic
validation. It also requires explicit
decisions about who will be
assessed and how the results will

WELL AS ONGOING QUALITY
ASSURANCE AND PERIODIC
VALIDATION.
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be interpreted, which should reflect local values around
pretrial liberty, the use of detention, public safety and
community-based supports. Without appropriate
training on how assessment tools are constructed and
designed to be used, and what their limitations are,
assessment tools can be ignored or misused. Because
the Supreme Court in United States v. Salerno (481
U.S. 739 (1987)) said the right to pretrial liberty should
be protected through a hearing with full due process
protections, including the right to counsel, pretrial
assessment tools should not be used on their own to
make the "release or detain" decision. Instead, current
thinking promotes two uses. The research used to create
or locally validate a tool provides an overall analysis of
the arrested population’s court appearance and public
safety rates and can contribute to a dialogue about
local “risk tolerance.” The second use is to guide the
judicial officers on what least restrictive non-monetary
supervision conditions could be applied. An assessment
tool or its attendant release matrix may state that "no
release" is recommended, but that recommendation
should then be interrogated through a separate hearing.
The ABA Criminal Justice Standards Relating to Pretrial
Release, Section V, assume pretrial detention occurs
only after a hearing with due process protections and
that detention only occurs when the court determines
by “clear and convincing evidence that no condition or
combination of conditions will reasonably ensure the
appearance of the person as required, and the safety of
any other person and the community.””

Validation is a process necessary to ensure that the
tool continues to be effective at assessing rates of court
appearance and public safety for that locality. Data
collection and sharing is an essential component of
assessment use; this process creates transparency and
allows users to identify problems and progress.

m USING OUTCOMES FROM ASSESSMENT TOOLS TO
GUIDE CONDITIONS OF RELEASE

Fifty-three percent of counties used the results from
assessment tools to guide non-monetary conditions
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The 2009 Survey of Pretrial Services
Programs revealed that 48 percent
of counties had never validated
their instruments, a figure that was
unchanged from the 2001 survey.
However, from 2001 to 2009, there
was a slight increase in counties
who had conducted validation
studies in the previous 1-3 years.
Thirty-one percent of programs

had conducted a study in that time
frame, compared to 22 percent of
programs in 2001." In the current
Scan, out of counties that reported
having pretrial assessment tools, 45
percent reported having a validation
study, 39 percent reported having no
validation study, and 16 percent did
not know whether such a study had
been conducted.

As part of the validation process,
jurisdictions may elect to test
additional factors to see if they
should be added to the assessment
tool; adding factors without
validating them compromises the
integrity of the assessment. More
often than not, the county did

not test additional factors to see
whether they should be added to
the assessment tool; 11 jurisdictions
with validation studies had tested
additional factors, but 17 either did
not conduct such tests or did not
know whether they had.
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of release, which }s j[he Figure 3.4: Application of Pretrial
recommended  application Assessment Results by Population Density
of assessment. However, Which sentence best describes how the judicial officer incorporates the pretrial
the Scan also revealed that assessment results into his/her decision at first appearance?
nearly three out of four (Eheckall shatappiy)iN =62
respondents (73 percent) o [l High [l Medium Low Total
who had pretrial assessment 90%
tools used them to make the g0
"release or detain" decision, 20% e
: : 63% 629% 62% 62%
1r}clud1ng . 82 percent of | gy ! s '
high-density, 63 percent 50% e A
of medium-density, and 40%
62 percent of low-density 30% _—_
population counties. Pretrial 20% » 16%
12%

assessment tools should not 10% I }
be used for thls purpose' 0% To determine iifthei To gu; _— Toseta Other
As noted earlier detention individual will be non-monetary monetary bail

. ¢ . , released or release conditions
should remain the judge’s detained pretrial

decision, be considered -
only for detention-eligible
charges, and occur after a separate hearing with full due process protections. Half
of counties using pretrial assessment tools used them to set a monetary bond,
confounding a person’s access to money and their likelihood of returning to court
with no new arrests. (See Figure 3.4) These two examples of the misuse of
pretrial assessment tools are alarming and could make jurisdictions vulnerable to
legal challenges.

SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE

In somelocations, decision making frameworks (DMFs) or release matrices are used
to create greater consistency of release conditions for people with similar charges
and assessment scores. Ideally, DMFs are created in tandem with implementation
of a pretrial assessment tool. However, the use of DMFs was not widespread.
Thirty-one counties (34 percent of respondents) indicated that they had DMFs,
51 counties stated that they did not have DMFs (55 percent) and 10 (11 percent)
did not know. The use of DMFs was higher in more densely populated counties;
41 percent of high-density, 36 percent of medium-density, and 19 percent of low-
density counties had these frameworks.

u VALIDATION

Validation is the process of testing a pretrial assessment tool for continued
accuracy; the Public Safety Assessment, for example, calls for a validation every
2-3 years. Twenty-eight counties (45 percent), out of the 62 that use pretrial
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assessment tools, indicated that their
tool had been validated for accuracy
regarding court appearance and
public safety. Seven counties had the
validation conducted within the last

Figure 3.5: Validation of Pretrial
Assessment Tool by Population Density

Has your pretrial assessment tool been validated on your local population? N=62

W High B Medium Low Total
100%

three years, and nine had conducted 90%
a study within the last year. Twelve 80%
counties either had validation studies 70%
that were more than three years old 60%

50%
40%

or did not know how old the study — 44%

36% _38%

was. Sixty-one percent of counties 30%

with validation studies, or 17 out of 20% w% 19% 16%
28, did test for gender, racial and 10% ' II ”"' }
ethnic bias in their assessments. 0% T e—
(See Figure 3.5)

SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE
Key Measurements: Distribution of Levels and Concurrence Rates

Pretrial assessment tools can provide a larger picture of how the system is
functioning as a whole if that information is gathered and analyzed. Looking at
how many people fall into each pretrial assessment level or category, for example,
can help jurisdictions identify how to distribute resources or determine whether
people are being over-supervised. Based on the review of many development
and validation studies, most people coming into contact with the court should
be identified as needing minimal conditions of release, i.e., return to court with
no new arrests, and very few should be identified as needing extremely intensive
resources or supervision. The Scan revealed that 44 out of 62 counties (71 percent)
with pretrial assessments gathered this distribution data;13 percent did not; and
16 percent did not know. (See Table 3.1)

Assessment tools and DMFs provide information to judges to make better decisions,
and the ultimate responsibility for setting conditions or detaining someone lies
with judges. That said, looking at the concurrence rate of judges - how frequently
they agree with the recommendations - can be informative.” Sixteen out of 31
counties (52 percent) with DMFs stated that they looked at concurrence rates; 8
out of 31 (26 percent) said they did not look at concurrence rates and 77 did not
know (22 percent). (See Table 3.1)

Table 3.1: Availability of Data on Pretrial Assessment

Does your County have data on how many persons fall into

0 ()
each pretrial assessment level or category? (N=62) AR kD
Does your County track how often there is a match between
the recommendation of the decision making framework or 529% 48%

matrix and a judge’s release decision? Some jurisdictions
call this a concurrence rate. (N=31)
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FIRST APPEARANCE AND
DETENTION HEARINGS

he decision to detain someone before the resolution of a case is one with wide-ranging

and long-lasting consequences. The overwhelming number of cases in criminal court are
resolved by plea bargains, and detention creates enormous pressure to accept deals while
hindering a person'’s ability to meet with a defense attorney.?’ People who are detained are
more likely than their similarly-situated peers to be sentenced to jail or prison, and for longer
periods of time.?' Pretrial detention is also associated with higher rates of future arrest, lower
employment rates, and lower incomes.??

To better understand how jurisdictions decide whether a person should be released or
detained before trial, the Scan asked about first appearance practices, defined as the court
proceeding where an individual is first brought before a judicial officer to have bail set. This
proceeding may also be known as a bail hearing, initial appearance or arraignment. The Scan
also asked about detention hearings, defined as a separate, later hearing before a judicial
officer with full due process protections, to decide if the person will be held without bail or
released with or without conditions.

SECTION 4 TAKEAWAYS

+ Even though secured money bond was the most commonly available option
for judicial officers at first appearance hearings, in almost half of all counties (47
percent), an inquiry into ability to pay a money bond was not made, including 57
percent of high-density, 28 percent of medium-density, and 52 percent of low-
density counties.

+ More than half of counties (53 percent) stated that victims were notified of all court
dates throughout the case, and an equal percentage indicated that victims were
notified when the accused person is released.

+ More than half of all counties (53 percent) said that people did not meet with their
defense attorney before first appearance.

+ After an initial decision to detain without bail at first appearance, only 56 percent of
counties indicated that there was a follow-up detention hearing.

+ Only 26 percent of counties had a process to automatically review the case of
anyone detained due to an inability to afford monetary bond.



Figure 4.1: Options Available at First Appearance

What options are available to the judicial officer at first appearance?
(Check all that apply) N=91
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Characteristics of
First Appearance

When asked to identify all the ways
that first appearance is conducted,
75 percent of counties indicated
in-person in the courtroom, 65
percent indicated via video, and
15 percent said in-person in jail.
Only low-density counties noted
that they also had first appearance
conducted by telephone; 19
percent of low-density counties

recogmzance bonds bonds
(ROR/OR), (Individualis
nomonetary released and
conditions  liable for
money
amount only

Hs/hedoss In addition to prosecutors and

‘ ) ) defense counsel, 96 percent of

SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGERFIGURE ~ counties said the accused person

was present at first appearance,

40 percent said pretrial staff was present, 25 percent said the victim or a victim

advocate was present (if applicable), and ten percent said the arresting officer

was present. Thirteen percent said "other" was present, and four percent said
behavioral health providers were present.

orcareofa associations pomss ng

responsible  and/or pamupat on  certain items

thirdparty  geography intreatment  (e.g.
s o)

stated they had this option.

Secured money bonds were the most commonly-
available option to judicial officers at first
appearance (96 percent of counties); followed by
release on recognizance (95 percent); restrictions
on activities or geographical areas (86 percent);
prohibitions on owning certain items (85
percent); pretrial supervision (77 percent);
detention (775 percent); electronic monitoring (74
percent); unsecured money bonds (71 percent);
and release into the custody or care of a third
party (64 percent). The graph above (Figure 4.1)
breaks out these options by population density.

At the time of the 2009 Survey of Counties,
involving the nation’s most populous
counties, 31 percent said victims were
notified of the initial pretrial release hearing

date in all cases, and 78 percent said the
victims were notified when the accused
person is released in some circumstances.??

Despite secured money bond being the most
commonly available option, in almost half of all
counties (47 percent), an inquiry into ability to
pay a money bond was not made, including 57
percent of high-density, 28 percent of medium-

In the 2019 Scan involving a broader array
of population densities, 53 percent said that
victims were notified of all court dates (42
percent said victims were notified of first
appearance) and 53 percent said victims
were notified when the accused is released.
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Figure 4.2: Protective Measures for Victims denS#y’ and 52.percent of low
by Population Density density  counties. Seventeen
Which of the following measures does your county offer to provide reasonable percent said that the Judge asks
protection to crime victims and survivors? (Check all that apply) N=91 the individual what he or she can
WHigh  EMedium  [HLow Total ay; 16 percent said the person
100%
90% s submits financial information on
82
3o § an application or form; and 20
65* . .
60% B i percent indicated "other."
50%
40%
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21’33’ [ l i u[ PROTECTIONS
‘o
0% o il
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protectlve ordersthat ing of currently . A A
I di'idy":' °°"'v'v’.'.':f'°° s"'cvcl‘.;‘.’:;'f"" er'v‘.'\',':;/.., oy notification processes in place
e during the pretrial phase, more
= than half of counties (53 percent)
L protecton ) stated that victims were notified

SEE APPENDIX D FORLARGERFIGURE  of all court dates throughout the
defendant’s case, and an equal percentage indicated that victims were notified
when theaccused person is released. Forty-two percent of counties said victims
were notified of first appearance, 40 percent said that victims were notified of the
status of the accused person, and 36 percent said that victims were notified of the
location of the accused person.

As for reasonable protections offered to crime victims and survivors during the
pretrial phase of a case, the following protections were made available. While
temporary protective orders were available in 82 percent of the counties surveyed,
the ability to enforce those protective orders by providing copies of the orders
to victims/survivors (60 percent), professional
assistance (57 percent) or proactive monitoring
(33 percent) were not as frequently available.

(See Figure 4.2)

Profile of Prosecutors and Defense Attorneys

at First Appearance

When asked who was present at first appearance In the 2009 Scan of Counties, 66 percent of
hearings, 76 percent of counties stated that the counties said prosecutors were present at
prosecutor was present, 45 percent stated that the initial pretrial release hearing, and 63

a public defender or appointed counsel (for all percent said defense attorneys were present.
people with charges) was present, and 27 percent In 2019, the gap between the presence
stated that a public defender or appointed counsel of prosecutors and defense attorneys

was wider; 76 percent of counties said
prosecutors were present at first appearance
and 45 percent said a public defender or
appointed counsel was present.
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was present only for people in
custody. Given that the U.S.
criminal justice system is an
adversarial one, predicated
on two opposing but equal
forces, this inequality
between rates of prosecutor
and defender appearance is
concerning; multiple studies
have shown that early access
to counsel is associated with
increased rates of pretrial
release.?* More than half of
all counties (53 percent) said
that people did not meet with
their defense attorney before Figure 4.3: Average Time Between First Appearance and
first appearance. Detention Hearings by Population Density

What is the average time between the first appearance hearing and the
Prosecutors and defense detention hearing? (Check all that apply) N=91

attorneys who are both W High B Medium M Low
experienced in pretrial | 40% 39%

motions and prepared for
each case can also make a 30% FE

difference at this critical

stage by understanding the = ==
meaning of assessments, | 20% 19%

being more familiar with the
nuances of thelaw,andhaving | ;40

knowledge of programs that 6% 6% 5%
can support people on release.

FOI' bOth PrOS@CUtOFS and 0% Less than or equal 3-7 days 7-14 days More than 14 Don’t know
defense attorneys, a plurality to 72 hours davs

of counties noted that the

In 2009, 39 percent of pretrial services programs reported that

they conducted regular reviews of people who were detained,
and an additional 16 percent said they conducted such reviews
under special circumstances.?> Responses from counties in 2019
suggest that automatic reviews of people who are detained could
become a more widespread practice; approximately 1 out 4
counties (26 percent) had an automatic review process.

25%

§ J

attorney reviewing the case SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE
and assessment outcomes

had 6-10 years of experience, although many counties did not know. When asked

whether prosecutorial staff review cases and assessment results before first

appearance, 51 percent of counties said yes, 31 percent said no, and 19 percent did

not know. When asked the same question about appointed or defense attorneys,

42 percent said yes, 40 percent said no, and 19 percent did not know.
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Thirty-seven percent of pretrial
services programs in the 2009 Survey
reported that they tracked what was

then termed “rearrest rates” (the term
public safety rate is preferred now).
Sixty-three percent did not.?® Of the
programs that did calculate this rate,
87 percent only made calculations

Detention Hearings

Although a person may be initially detained at first
appearance, the decision of whether to hold someone
for the entirety of their case or release them (with or
without conditions) should take place at a detention
hearing before a judicial officer, with a prosecutor
and defense attorney present and full due process
protections in force. Following a decision of initial
detention without bail at first appearance, only
56 percent of counties indicated that there was a
follow-up detention hearing with the above-described
conditions. Of those counties with separate follow-up
detention hearings, 92 percent stated that both
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prosecutors and defense attorneys were present at
the detention hearings; 35 percent of counties said
victims or victims’ advocates were present; 22 percent
of counties said pretrial staff were present.

based on people supervised by the
program.

The average amount of time between first appearance and the detention hearing
varied quite a bit. Sixteen percent of counties with follow-up detention hearings
indicated that the hearings took place within 72 hours; another 16 percent
indicated that the hearings took place more than 72 hours but less than 5 days
after the first appearance; 12 percent said the hearings occurred more than 5 days
but less than 7 days after the first appearance; and 38 percent said the detention
hearing took place more than seven days after the first appearance. The remaining
20 percent of counties indicated they did not know the average time between the
first appearance and the detention hearing.

In this case, population densities were associated with differences in timing. Sixty-
one percent of high-density counties with follow-up detention hearings had those
hearings within five days of the first appearance, but only 24 percent of medium-
density and six percent of low-density indicated likewise.

Bond Review Hearings

The detention of people due solely to an inability to afford bond is a concern of many
communities. The Scan inquired whether there was a process in place to review
and amend conditions in order to facilitate release, a process also known as a bond
review. Twenty-six percent of counties had a process for an automatic review after
a person has been detained for a set amount of time; 22 percent allowed for such a
review, but only if the case was brought to the court’s attention; 33 percent said the
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Figure 4.4: Availability of Bond Review (All Counties)

If an individual remains in jail because s/he has not paid for a monetary
condition, is there a process in place to review and amend the conditions in
order to facilitate release? N=91

. Yes, there is a process that
triggers an automatic review
after an individual remains
detained for a set period of time

Yes, there is a process if
individuals remain detained, but
only if it is brought to the Court's
attention

The court holds a bond review
22% only at the defendant's request

[ No, once abond is set there is no
formal review process

Other

\ J/

court held a bond review only at the person’s request; nine percent had no formal
review process; and ten percent indicated "other." (See Figure 4.4)

Key Measurements: Public Safety Rate

The public safety rate, defined as the percentage of people who are not charged
with a new offense while on pretrial release, is a basic measurement of pretrial
justice functioning. The public safety rate reflects the extent to which people can
be released with a reasonable expectation that there will be no impact on public
safety.

When asked to identify all the ways that a county knew its public safety rate, twenty-
two percent of counties indicated that they knew the percentage of people who
did not have a new case filed on them during the pretrial period, and 29 percent
indicated that they knew the percentage of people who did not have a new arrest
during the pretrial period. Sixty-eight percent did not know their public safety rate.
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SUPERVISION AND SUPPORT SERVICES

I n a majority of cases, people can be released on two conditions—return to court as
scheduled with no new arrests—and they will meet these conditions. Beyond the fact
that most people who are released will be successful, little is known about the impact that
supervision has on pretrial success. Studies have found that court date reminders are an
effective and cost-effective way to support people in returning to court. In another smaller set
of cases, additional services may be desirable to reasonably assure that people will return to
court with no new arrests.?”

Inthis section, the Scan soughtto understand the extent to which pretrial supports and services
are used, how they function administratively, and whether court date reminder systems are in
place.

Additionally, this section examined how jurisdictions handle technical violations, which are
violations of supervision conditions such as office check-ins, drug tests, geographic or contact
restrictions. Having a proportional response to technical violations is necessary to honoring
pretrial liberty and still meeting the goals of community safety and court appearance.

SECTION 5 TAKEAWAYS

+ Eighty-five percent of counties reported having some form of pretrial services in
place, including virtually all (97 percent) high-density counties.

+ Nearly three out of four counties (74 percent) had court reminder systems.

+ When asked what steps are taken when a person fails to appear in court, 69 percent
stated that an arrest warrant was issued immediately.
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Pretrial Services and Supervision

Eighty-five percent of counties reported having some form of pretrial services in
place, with nearly all high-density counties reporting affirmatively (97 percent),
followed by medium-density (81 percent) and low-density (69 percent) counties.
Administratively, these services were located in a wide variety of agencies; most
commonly, counties reported that pretrial services were located within probation
(26 percent) or a county department or office (21 percent). Other locales included
the sheriff or jail (12 percent); court department or office (12 percent); state
department or office (12 percent); non-profit agency (10 percent); or, for-profit
agency (3 percent).

Counties that had pretrial services were then asked to identify the duties of the
agency or department. Looking at the results in broad terms, the most common
responses involved the enforcement of court orders; 92 percent stated that they
supervised people, 90 percent said they monitored pretrial conditions, and 87
percent stated they responded to violations of pretrial conditions. (See Table 5.1)

Table 5.1: Duties of Pretrial Services (For counties that have
pretrial services) N=91

Administer pretrial assessment 82% 90% 72% 82%

Make recommendations to court on release 79% 71% 72% 75%
Supervise pretrial clients 92% 95% 89% 92%

Provide referralssfeorr\" ::tztment and other 76% 20% 44% 73%
Monitor pretrial conditions 87% 100% 83% 90%

Reward clientscf:rr‘ :it:il'::'sence to pretrial 249% 43% 229% 299
Respond to violations of pretrial conditions 87% 90% 83% 87%
Provide court with updates on pretrial clients 76% 86% 67% 77%
Call/text/email clients about court dates 79% 62% 50% 68%
Make house visits 24% 24% 17% 22%

Administer surveillance technologies 71% 81% 61% 71%
Administer drug testing 74% 81% 78% 77%

Other 76% 90% 44% 73%
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In the 2009 Scan of Practice, 85 percent
of respondents, representing the nation’s
150 largest counties, reported having a
presence that could provide services such

as assessment or providing information to
courts, but cautioned that “76 percent of
pretrial programs had at least one category
of defendants who were excluded from the
screening process. Thus, the finding that
some screening is available in 85 percent
of the counties in the survey does not
imply that all defendants in these counties
are screened.”

To a slightly lesser extent, pretrial services
involved providing information to the courts.
Among those counties with pretrial services, 82
percent of counties stated that pretrial services
administered the pretrial assessment tool; 77
percent provided the court with updates on people
under their supervision; and 75 percent made
release recommendations to the court. Seventy-
seven percent administered drug testing, and 71
percent administered surveillance technologies,
like electronic monitoring. Seventy-three percent
provided referrals for treatment and other
services. (See Table 5.1)

As far as more direct contact was concerned, 68
percent contacted people via phone, text or email
about court dates, 29 percent rewarded people for
adherence to pretrial release conditions, and 22
percent made house visits. (See Table 5.1)

Most counties (70 percent) with pretrial services
reported that they had differentiated levels of

supervision, while the remaining respondents reported that they did not (23
percent) or did not know whether they did (6 percent). As far as pretrial fees were
concerned, 24 percent of counties with pretrial services reported that people did
not pay for any release conditions. Fifty-five percent reported that they charged for
surveillance technologies, 47 percent charged for treatment or other mandatory
services, 38 percent charged for drug testing and 23 percent charged pretrial
supervision fees. Fifty-seven percent reported charging for "other" services.
Because cases are not resolved at the pretrial phase, requiring payment for the

right to pretrial liberty recreates
many of the same problems as

secured money bond.

Court Reminders

®

PRETRIAL
JUSTICE
INSTITUTE

100%

90% 87%
Studies have shown that court 80%
date reminder systems result 70% 65% oo
in improved court appearance 60% ’
rates, without creating financial 50%
hardships. Nearly three out of four 40%
counties (74 percent) reported 30%

20%
10%
0%

High Medium Low

Figure 5.1: Percentage of Counties with Some Form of Court
Date Notification by Population Density N=91

74%

Total

J

SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE
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having some type of court date reminder system;
26 percent had no such systems. (See Figure 5.1)
As for the type of court date reminder received, the
most popular type of reminder was a text message
(31 percent), followed by a call from a live caller (22
percent); an automated call (18 percent); a postcard
(15 percent); and an email (13 percent).

Thirty-six percent of counties with court reminder
systems reported that all people with a pending case
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In the 2009 Scan of Pretrial Services
Programs, 90 percent of responding
programs noted that drug testing
was available as a tool for monitoring,

and 58 percent had GPS monitoring
available.?® In the 2019 Scan, among
counties with pretrial services, 77
percent reported administering

drug testing, and 71 percent
reported administering surveillance
technologies, a term including GPS
monitoring.

received a court date reminder, and an additional ten
percent said that the system was for people who opted
in. Forty-two percent reported that only people under
pretrial supervision received court date reminders
and 12 percent indicated an "other" category of people
received court date reminders.

Failure to Appear and Technical Violations

While many people associate a failure to appear in court
with an attempt to flee the jurisdiction, the much more
likely scenario is that a person has failed to appear due to personal, organizational
or transportation problems. A study in New York City found that failure to appear
rates dropped by up to 26 percent after implementing behaviorally-informed
alterations to summons forms and pre- and post-court text messages, such as
clearly required actions, dates and locations.2°

When asked what steps are taken when a person fails to appear in court, 69
percent stated that a failure to appear warrant was issued immediately. Thirty-
three percent issued an FTA warrant after a grace period; 36 percent attempted to
contact the person by phone, and 19 percent said a text message or email is sent
to the person. Eighteen percent took other steps, and three percent took no steps
at all.

Key Measurement: Technical Violations, Readmissions and Pretrial Success
Rates

While some jurisdictions are seeking to address mass incarceration by reducing
the number of people who enter the system initially, having financial conditions
or imposing detention for technical violations also contributes to increasing jail
populations. For the purposes of the survey, the readmission rate was defined
as the percentage of people who were booked into jail, released pretrial but then
subsequently taken back to jail for a technical violation. When asked if they tracked
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In the 2009 Survey of Counties, 68 percent
of counties who made follow-up contact
with people who fail to appear in court said

they made a telephone call after a failure

to appear; 36 percent sent a letter; and 16
percent made a home visit.*® In a reflection
of changing technologies, the 2019 Scan
revealed that 36 percent of counties said
they made phone calls to people and 19
percent said they sent an email or text
message.

data on technical violations, 41 percent of counties
said they did track such data, 43 percent said they
did not, and 16 percent did not know. When asked
if the county knew its readmission rate, 70 percent
(26 out of 37) of the counties that tracked technical
violation data said that they did; 16 percent (6 out
of 37) did not; and 14 percent (5 out of 37) did not
know whether they tracked this data. (See Table

5.2)

The pretrial success rate is the percentage
of released individuals who make all court
appearances and are not arrested or charged with
a new offense throughout the adjudication of their
case. Almost half (46 percent) of counties knew
their pretrial success rate; 34 percent responded
that their county did not know their pretrial
success rate and 20 percent did not know if their
County knew its pretrial success rate or not. (See
Table 5.2)

Table 5.2: Tracking Data on Technical Violations, Readmission
Rates on Technical Violations, and Pretrial Success Rates

Does your county track data on technical violations? (N=91) 41% 59%

(Among counties that track technical violations data) Does your county
know its readmission rate for technical violations? (N=37)

70% 30%

Does your county know its pretrial success rate? (N=91) 46% 54%
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COMMUNITY

he consequences of a decision in a courtroom extend beyond the person subject to the

decision. Families, neighbors, victims, employers and others are affected. When the
decisions made by system actors are out of sync with the values of the community, distrust and
discontent arise. The purpose of this section of the Scan is to explore the ways in which the
community is involved in defining the values and policies of the criminal justice system.

SECTION 6 TAKEAWAYS

+ Almost half (49 percent) of counties reported that they did not have a dedicated
stakeholder group to review and discuss pretrial policies and outcomes; 44 percent
did not have a criminal justice coordinating or policy committee to work with system
leaders and policymakers to engage in strategic, collaborative planning.

+ Significant numbers of counties (40 percent or more) did not offer training to judges,
prosecutors or defense attorneys on key pretrial issues such as the state legal
framework for pretrial justice, pretrial assessment tools or alternatives to money
bond.
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Community-Based and Coordinated Entities

Fifteen percent of counties report having court watching efforts (23 percent of
high-density, 12 percent of medium-density and eight percent of low-density
counties); 13 percent reported having community represented on a stakeholder

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

(o]

’ 46%
35% 33%
23% 23%
10% = = 10% = =%
% 10% 8% % r
= H |
ox 0% | EEEN 1 | EN | | SN | | mEaS

Figure 6.1: Presence of Community Entities
by Population Density
Which of the following exist in your county? N=91
HlHigh B Medium Total

77%

Low

Community bail
fund (an
organization that
secures the release
of individuals by
providing the
funds necessary to
bond out)

None of the
above

Commercial bail

Court
i bond agency

Community
group or
representative
as part of
community stakeholder
groups on justice group that
systemdataor oversees pretrial
criminal justice justice
processes

County-or

Y P!
efforts training of

grassroots or

J

SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE

group overseeing pretrial justice.
One in ten counties reported
having county- or system-
provided training for community
or grassroots groups on justice
system data or criminal justice
processes. Four percent — all
high-density counties — reported
having a community bail fund. One
in three counties had none of these
entities. Commercial bail bond
agencies are also a reality in many
communities across the country,
and frequently oppose local or
state-level system change efforts.
In 64 percent of the counties
surveyed, a commercial bail bond
agency exists (See Figure 6.1).

Thirty-six percent of counties reported having a dedicated stakeholder group that
reviews and discusses pretrial policies and outcomes; 49 percent reported having
no such group and 14 percent did not know. A slightly larger proportion (44
percent) had a criminal justice coordinating or policy committee, which is a body
of elected and appointed policymakers and justice system leaders that engage in
collaborative, strategic planning; 40 percent did not, and 16 percent did not know

whether they did or not.

Table 6.1: Availability of Training and Education (All Counties) N=91

Judicial officers presiding at

fi 59% 45% 48% 40% 57% 14% 31%

irst appearance

Defense attorneys 57% 47% 47% 47% 56% 16% 24%
Prosecutors 56% 40% 47% 36% 54% 21% 24%
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Training and Education

Training and education introduce and reinforce values, encourage best practices,
and convey information around pretrial justice decision making. However,
such training does not appear to be widely available. When asked about the training
provided to key system actors, jurisdictions indicated that the following types of
training were provided to the following stakeholders (see Table 6.1).

As for other system actors or community members receiving training on pretrial
justice, 54 percent of counties said law enforcement received training; 36 percent
behavioral health or other public health representatives received training; 36 percent
said victim advocates received training; 31 percent said county administration
received training; 26 percent said county commissioners received training; 20
percent said local elected officials

. . . ( A
re(':elved tral.mng’ 14 per?ent Figure 6.2: Availability of Communications
said community groups received Strategies or Resources (All Counties) N=91
training. Forty-two percent said
" " . o e .Yes .No Don’t Know
other" groups received training.

. . .. 50%

The availability of training, of 5 42%

’ 40% 41% b
course, does not reflect the extent | 40% — ey
to which it is attended or applied. 30% 27% g 29% .
Communications Resources 20%

10%
As jurisdictions change policies o
and manage high-profﬂe CaseS, Does your county have Does your county work Does your county have
. . . communications with the media to communications
a communications strategy 1s a jes for i ge of jes for
oy to media coverage of the pretrial justice with the public regarding
Crltlcal Component Of Change. pretrial justice issues or system? pretrial justice issues?
. . . events (e .g., crime
Effective communications educate committed by individuals
. . released pretrial, jail
the community around key issues crowding)?
. J

and help manage expectations
when crises occur.

SEE APPENDIX D FOR LARGER FIGURE

Counties were unlikely to have such strategies in place. Forty percent of counties
said they had a communications strategy for responding to media coverage of
pretrial issues or events; 33 percent said they did not, and 27 percent were not
sure. (See Figure 6.2) Thirty-one percent said their county worked with the
media to encourage coverage of the pretrial justice system; 41 percent said they
did not, and 29 percent were not sure. (See Figure 6.2) Nearly one in four (24
percent) counties said they had a communications strategy for engaging the public
around pretrial justice issues; 42 percent said they did not, and 34 percent were
not sure. (See Figure 6.2)
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Conclusion

The landscape of pretrial justice has changed rapidly in the last ten years, and we
expect that the next ten years will bring continued evolution. The argument for
changing the paradigm of pretrial justice no longer needs to be made in America’s
most populous counties; what is needed now is a focus on how. Rural — low-
density — jurisdictions continue to struggle with both rising jail populations and
falling resources. How will jurisdictions move
away from money-based detention, deflect

THE ARGUMENT FOR CHANGING people with fundamental needs, and raise

THE PARADIGM OF PRETRIAL the well-being of their communities? How

will jurisdictions come to embrace
JUSTICE NO LONGER I\,IE EDSTO the fundamental notion that pretrial
BE MADE IN AMERICA'S MOST liberty should be the norm, and
POPULOUS COUNTIES; WHAT IS pretrial detention the “carefully limited
NEEDED NOW IS A FOCUS ON exception” How will we center equity in
HOW these efforts, and ensure that those most

impacted by state and local policies lead
efforts to define success?

It’s important to keep in mind that practices to end money-based detention and
mass incarceration can take place before a bail decision is even made. New Jersey’s
expanded use of complaint-summons, a form of citation release, is a significant
driver of the state’s 44 percent drop in jail populations.3* Mecklenburg County,
North Carolina, implemented the Public Safety Assessment, but studies show
that increased rates of release occurred at the decision point before the PSA is
completed, and these changes took place without negative impacts on public safety
or court appearance.3?

Harm reduction strategies have been promising in addressing long-term behavioral
health needs. A law enforcement-based diversion program based in Seattle that
focuses on referring people to services ranging from transitional housing to drug
treatment reported that its participants were 58 percent less likely to be arrested
after participating in the program.3® All of these examples suggest that no single
tool or policy will be effective, and in many cases, such as supervision, we need to
acknowledge areas where more research is needed.

The issues around mishandling of pretrial assessment tools also advises some
caution in viewing pretrial assessment tools as a type of "magic bullet" for system
dysfunction, or out of context of the entire pretrial justice system. If implemented
without first interrogating the purpose of policing and jails in your community, or
your stance on reducing racial and ethnic disparity, tools may at best be ignored
and at worst result in increased levels of incarceration.
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There are many paths to honoring the presumption of liberty as well as the safety
of victims, witnesses and the community. No matter what course jurisdictions
take, we urge the collection, analysis and sharing of data that both measure how
the pretrial justice system is functioning and reflect the values of an inclusive
definition of community. Counties need a baseline measure of where they are,
and then benchmarks showing them when they are moving in the right direction,
and where they need to make course corrections. This Scan included sections on
Key Measurements, so that readers could see what measurements we consider
important and necessary. All measurements should, at a minimum, include
breakouts by race and ethnicity.

What this decade’s Scan shows is that change is difficult, slow and uneven. It
shows that heightened attention doesn’t always translate into equitable, well-
designed policies and rigorously-implemented

practices. The Scan shows that our

desire for technical fixes to cultural THERE WILL ALWAYS BE MORE

issues remains strong, despite the fact
they do not work. All that being said, this THAT CAN BE DONE. THATIS

march for pretrial justice, as a component of THE NATURE OF JUSTICE.

criminal justice, reform is still worthwhile. It
requires the mindset of a journey packed with

persistence and adjustment, rather than the drive to a destination. There will
always be more that can be done. That is the nature of justice.
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Appendix A

List of Counties and Cities

High Density

Bristol County, RI
Bullitt County, KY
Canyon County, ID
Carroll County, MD
Carver County, MN
Catawba County, NC
Charleston County, SC
Colonial Heights City, VA
Dallas County, TX
Delaware County, OH
Douglas County, NE

El Paso County, CO
Greene County, MO
Guilford County, NC
Kent County, MI

King County, WA

Kings County, NY

Lake County, IL

Lucas County, OH
Manassas Park City. VA
Manatee County, FL
Marion County, IN
Monroe County, NY
New Castle County, DE
Nueces County, TX
Oakland County, MI
Ohio County, WV
Oldham County, KY
Pennington County, SD
Philadelphia County, PA
Rowan County, NC

San Joaquin County, CA
Santa Clara County, CA
Union County, NC
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Ventura County, CA
Volusia County, FL
Warren County, NJ
Westchester County, NY
Yuma County, AZ

Medium Density
Ashtabula County, OH
Cache County, UT
Campbell County, TN
Carroll County, KY
Carroll County, NH
Cass County, ND
Chippewa County, WI
Cole County, MO
Culpeper County, VA
Faulkner County, AR
Jefferson County, WV
Kanawha County, WV
Kauai County, HI

Knox County, KY
Litchfield County, CT
Macon County, IL
Merrimack County, NH
Miller County, AR
Putnam County, FL
Sagadahoc County, ME
Santa Fe County, NM
Washington County, AR
Washington County, VT
Windham County, CT
Yambhill County, OR
Yates County, NY

Low Density

Apache County, AZ
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Beaver County, UT
Carbon County, MT
Cass County, MN
Chaves County, NM
Chicot County, AR
Daggett County, UT
Gallatin County, MT
Garfield County, CO
Garfield County, UT
Grand County, UT
Hickman County, KY
Huerfano County, CO
Jo Daviess County, IL
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Klamath County, OR
La Paz County, AZ
Lake County, OR

Lewis and Clark County, MT
Marion County, IA
Medina County, TX
Oglethorpe County, GA
Oxford County, ME
San Juan County, CO
Taliaferro County, GA
Treasure County, MT
Wilson County, KS
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Appendix B
Complete Methodology

The sampling employed for the 2019 Scan of Pretrial Practices utilized a mixture
of random and convenience sampling, including counties in all 50 states and
from a full range of population densities. (The jurisdictions in this Scan also
include two independent cities, but for the purposes of this report, will be
included in the collective term counties.) The data source for the initial random
sample was the 2010 U.S. Census. Locations in Puerto Rico as well as geographies
not included in the 2010 Population Census Data were excluded, resulting in a
dataset comprised of 3,140 counties. The 3,140 counties were sorted into three
density strata: less than 50 people per square mile; between 50 and 249.99
people per square mile; and greater than or equal to 250 people per square mile.
Using a random sample generator, 50 counties were selected from each stratum, a
total of 150 counties. Twelve states were unrepresented in the initial random sample
and several states were overrepresented. Twelve counties in overrepresented
states were replaced with a random sample of twelve counties from states without
representation, while ensuring the quantity in each stratum remained at 50
counties.

Once primary contacts in each of the 150 counties being sampled were identified,
an email with a link and instructions to complete the Initial Screening was sent.
The Initial Screening (Appendix C) was a short form that included background
on the project, a short video, and a link to a recent press release on the Scan of
Pretrial Practices. Out of the 150 initial counties, 46 responded.

The remaining 104 counties were randomly replaced, while ensuring 50 counties
in the sample from each stratum. The above mentioned process of identifying
a primary contact and making multiple attempts to request participation was
repeated with counties that replaced the initial 104 counties and did not respond
or declined to participate in the Scan of Pretrial Practices. Sixteen additional
counties responded, bringing the total number of counties participating to 62.

Every attempt possible was made to ensure all 50 states would be represented in
the survey. Additional counties were identified through convenience sampling as
well as oversampling states without representation.

The existing networks of the Pretrial Justice Institute as well the networks of
our partner organizations also helped facilitate outreach. Partner organizations
included the National Association of Counties, National Center for State Courts, the
Association for Prosecuting Attorneys, the International Association of Chiefs of
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Police, the National Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers, National Association
for Court Management, and the National Center for Victims of Crime. All of these
organizations assisted by endorsing the survey, encouraging participation, and/
or providing contacts through their membership. In addition, 36 counties agreed
to participate based on recommendations provided by partner organizations and
jurisdictions, and nine counties were secured through outreach with partners. A
total of 107 Initial Screenings were completed.

The Scan of Pretrial Practices was released in early March 2019 to the Primary
Contacts, who were given three weeks to complete the survey. The software
platform allowed for the survey to be broken up into multiple sections. The
Primary Contact was not expected to be able to answer the entire survey, but could
delegate sections to colleagues or community members who had better knowledge
of specific topics. However, the Primary Contact had responsibility for ensuring
their county completed the survey by the deadline. Delegates were only able to
complete the section(s) assigned to them by the Primary Contact, but could see
their county’s responses for all sections.

In order to support the respondents, PJI sent multiple email reminders and created
a resource page that included an orientation video, frequently asked questions34, a
PDF of the survey, and an email template for Primary Contacts to inform delegates
that they had been assigned a section of the survey. In addition, PJI staff facilitated
four virtual “Office Hour” sessions for individuals completing the survey. The final
response was 91 completed surveys, with a distribution as shown in table M.1. An
additional 5 counties completed portions of the survey and their responses are also
included in the results below. Percentages may not add to 100 percent because of

incomplete response rates, “check all that apply,” or rounding.
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Appendix C

Figures and Graphs

Section 1: Reducing the Number of People Involved in the Justice System

Figure 1.1: Available Alternatives to Arrest by Population Density

Please choose the alternatives to arrest that are available, by statute or local
policy, to law enforcement in your county. Please include options that may not
be available countywide, but are available in at least one agency.
(Check all that apply) N=96

100% 91%
85%
75% -
57%
9 . SOk 23l 46%
50% 44% 44% 44%
280 37%
= 29%
s -
25% ™ [ i |
0% . | _ L _ L _ LB
Citation Pre-arrest or Co-res!:o.nse or Transporttoa
release booking diversion specialized non-jail based
response to facility specializing
behavioral health in mental health or
detoxification
[l High B Medium Low Total

Figure 1.2: Use of Citation Release (All Counties)

Which statement best describes the use of citation release throughout your
county? Please only consider misdemeanor and felony criminal offenses. N=87

[l All or most of our county’s law
enforcement agencies
regularly use citation release

[ All or most of our county’s law
enforcement agencies rarely
or never use citation release

Citation release is used
unevenly; some law
enforcement agencies use it
regularly and others rarely or
never use it

Don't Know
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Figure 1.3: Types of Pre-arrest/Pre-booking Diversion
Programs by Population Density

Which statement(s) best describes the pre-arrest/pre-booking diversion
program(s) operating in your county? (Check all that apply) N=28

Referral to treatment is made
following overdose

LE pro-actively identifies
individuals in th community
(absent of charges) and
provides referrals

Individuals voluntarily seek
treatment through police or
fire stations

In lieu of arrest or citation, LE
provides individuals with
referral to treatment or services

LE arrests or cites, but charges
are held and individuals are
provided referrals to treatment
or services

LE co-responds with behavioral
health specialists on scene

LE transports individual to
crisis or triage center

o 5 10 15
B High B Medium Low

Figure 1.4: Jail Population Relative to Operational
Capacity by Population Density

For 2018 (or the last year for which you have jail data),
what was the average daily population of your jail? N=92

70%
62%
60%
53%
50% 48% ;
44%
40% E
33%
30% E
22%
20% | 19% 19% 20%
15% 15%
11%
) 10%
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Figure 1.5: Average Daily Population by
Population Density

For 2018 (or the last year for which you have jail data), what percentage of the
average daily population in your jail was in pretrial status? N=92

40%

30%

26%

30%
30% .
26%
23%  23%
22%
20% 3 3 5%
18%
4%  14% 5% =
A
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Section 2: Process and Conditions After Booking

Figure 2.1: Options After Booking/Before First
Appearance by Population Density

Once booked, what options are available for individuals to be released before

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

73%

60%

Bond Schedule

[l High

first appearance in your county? (Check all that apply) N=92

30%

15%

22 10%

i

Delegated Release None

[l Medium Low Total

I Don’t Know

15% 15%

on own rec i
(ROR/OR), no monetary
conditions

1ce

Unsecured money bonds
(individual is released and is
liable for money amount only if
doesn't appear in court)

Secured money bond (an
individual must pay in order to be
released)

Electronic monitoring
Pretrial supervision

Release into the custody or care
of a responsible third party

Restrictions on activities,
associations and/or geography

Participation in treatment or
services

Drug or alcohol monitoring or
testing

Prohibition on possessing certain
items (e.g. weapons)

None of the above

Idon't know

Figure 2.2: Availability of Data on Release Conditions

Does your county have data on how many individuals receive each of the
following types of release conditions? (Check all that apply) N=92
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Section 4: First Appearance and Detention Hearings

Figure 4.1: Options Available at First Appearance

What options are available to the judicial officer at first appearance?
(Check all that apply) N=91

Bl High B Medium Low
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no monetary released and third party geography in treatment (e.g.
conditions liable for or services weapons)
money
amount only
ifs/he does
not make
her/his court
appearance)

Figure 4.2: Protective Measures for Victims
by Population Density

Which of the following measures does your county offer to provide reasonable
protection to crime victims and survivors? (Check all that apply) N=91
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Figure 4.3: Average Time Between First Appearance and
Detention Hearings by Population Density

What is the average time between the first appearance hearing and the
detention hearing? (Check all that apply) N=91

[l High B Medium Low
40% 39%
33% 31%
30%
24% 224 24%
20% 19% S
10% S
6% 6%
0% [ , , , ,
Less than or equal 3-7 days 7-14 days More than 14 Don’t know
to 72 hours days

Figure 4.4: Availability of Bond Review (All Counties)

If an individual remains in jail because s/he has not paid for a monetary
condition, is there a process in place to review and amend the conditions in

order to facilitate release? N=91

. Yes, there is a process that
triggers an automatic review
after an individual remains

detained for a set period of time
Yes, there is a process if
individuals remain detained, but
only ifitis brought to the Court's
attention
The court holds a bond review
22% only at the defendant's request
[ No, once abond is set there is no
formal review process

Other




®

PRETRIAL
JUSTICE
INSTITUTE

IGN  SCAN OF PRETRIAL PRACTICES 2019

Section 5: Supervision and Support Services

Figure 5.1: Percentage of Counties with Some Form of Court
Date Notification by Population Density N=91
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Section 6: Community

Figure 6.1: Presence of Community Entities
by Population Density
Which of the following exist in your county? N=91
[l High B Medium Low Total
80% 77%
70%
64%
60% 8% 3
50%
50% 1 | 46%

o, 5 5
40% o
30% 3

23% 23%

o 5
20% 3 - P
10% % o 10%. ao 10%. L, I 3

4% 4%
s NS N B
Community bail Court County- or Community  Commercial bail None of the
f‘{"d !an watching system-provided group or bond agency above
organizationthat  offorts training of representative
EEEIES t!1e release grassroots or as part of
of mdl.\n‘duals by community stakeholder
providing the groups on justice group that
funds necessary to systemdataor  oversees pretrial
bond out) criminal justice justice
processes
Figure 6.2: Availability of Communications
Strategies or Resources (All Counties) N=91
.Yes . No Don’t Know
50%
o, 0,
. 40% 41% 42%
40%
31% 3%
(<]
30% 27% 29% s
= 24%
20% )
10% -
0% : : :
Does your county have Does your county work Does your county have
communications with the media to communications
strategies for responding encourage coverage of strategies for engaging
to media coverage of the pretrial justice with the public regarding
pretrial justice issues or system? pretrial justice issues?
events (e .g., crime
committed by individuals
released pretrial, jail
crowding)?
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