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STIDULAL;CNS REGATIDING D, C. TAR JAIL PROIECT

It is heroby stipulated and agrecd by the parties to this 1'1t-igation,
through their resvective counsel, that the {following facts may be
considered by the Cort as evidence in this case without further proof:

1, The D. C. Bar Jail Project is an office established to pro-
vide lcgal services to inmates at the D, C, Jail, 1t is funded by
grants from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the
District of Columbia Bar (Unified) and was established in January,
1974, Since September, 1974: the attorney in charge of this Project
has been J. William Erhardt, Esq. X

' 2. On March 27, 1975, following the issuance of Judge Bryant's
Interim Order of March 21, 1975, Mr, Erhardt requested and received
{rom Chief Judge Grecnc of the Superior Court of the District of Colum-
bia authorization to file motio'ﬁs for review of pretrial release conditions
on behalf of prisoners hou‘sc;i in the Jail because of their inability to ob-
tain releese pending their trials in the Superior Courty Chicef Judge
Creene's authorization wae requesied because all of these inmates had
counrcel athoer than Mr, Erhuardt who had been appointed by the Shpecior
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theiv cWlojoing retoose pendiag theic (i Yo, In cpjoovimabedy 50 of L se
cases, opplicatt o for roview of the cunditions of release had already
been fided with thee Saperior Court.

4, In the comaeining cascs (approsimately 120) Mr., Erhardt and
Iis stuff contacted or attermpted to contlact the atforney of record to
communicate additicnal infermation concerning the inmate's eligibility for

release on conditions other than a surety bond, and to request the attorney

to pursue thesc remedics on behalf of his client, In approximately 18 cases,

because the attorney of record could not be contacted or refused to file bail
revicew motions, Mr. Erhardt filed these motions himself, Becaus2 some
judges scheduled hearings on these motions without notifying Mr. Erhardt,
conlacting instead the attorﬁey oi record, Mr. Erhardt does not know the
disposition of most of these motions. However, he is aware of at least four
individuals who were released pursuant to the bail review motions filed by
Mr. Erhardt.

5. In the approximately 110 cases where counscl of record agreed
to file hail review motions, Mr., Erhardt was not notified of the results of
those cfforts, However, in ca ch case the informaiion transmitted by
Mr. Erhardt o the a'.torney: of record was (a) info.rmation which was not
aveilable to the Court ot the time the original conditions of release were
vot, and (L) indorinution which in MMr. Erhacdt's view enhauced the pros-

prcts for obtaining releasce of the defendants on some condition cther than
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of the foltowtne odqditionat conditions cristeds (a) Mr, Evlrdt was uiabie
to condact the adiocney of record; () the atforney of vrecord would not file
a bail review . ;tlbn; or {c¢) the attorney of record authorized Mr, Frloordt
to filc the bail review motion himscelf., As of Qctober 21, 1975, no such

auvthorization Lo s Leen grarted to Mr, Erhardt,

DATE: October , 1975
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