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Abstract 

The problem of delayed trials remains one of the most persistent challenges 

within the Indian criminal justice system, disproportionately affecting undertrial 
prisoners who constitute a significant portion of the prison population. Despite 
constitutional guarantees of personal liberty and the right to a speedy trial under 

Article 21, judicial delays continue to undermine the administration of justice. 
This dissertation critically examines the phenomenon of delayed trials and its 

impact on undertrial prisoners in India in the post-2000 era, focusing on legal, 
institutional, and socio-economic dimensions. 

The study analyses the evolution of the right to a speedy trial through judicial 

pronouncements, particularly under the expanded interpretation of Article 21 by 
the Supreme Court of India. It evaluates the effectiveness of statutory provisions 

and procedural safeguards under the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973, as well 
as reforms introduced in recent years to expedite criminal proceedings. The 

research further investigates the structural causes of delay, including judicial 
backlog, inadequate infrastructure, shortage of judges, procedural complexities, 

and systemic inefficiencies in investigation and prosecution. 

Special emphasis is placed on the lived realities of undertrial prisoners, who often 
face prolonged incarceration without conviction, leading to violations of 

fundamental rights, social stigmatization, economic hardship, and psychological 
distress. The dissertation also examines the role of legal aid mechanisms, bail 

jurisprudence, and judicial interventions aimed at reducing undertrial detention, 
including directives issued by the Supreme Court and various High Courts. 

By adopting a doctrinal and analytical approach, the study identifies critical gaps 

between legal provisions and their practical implementation. It argues that 
delayed trials not only erode public confidence in the justice system but also 

result in a de facto denial of justice. The dissertation concludes by proposing 
comprehensive reforms, including procedural simplification, increased judicial 

capacity, technological integration, and stronger accountability mechanisms, to 
ensure timely justice and safeguard the rights of undertrial prisoners. 



Keywords: Delayed Trial; Undertrial Prisoners; Speedy Trial; Article 21; 
Criminal Justice System; Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973; Judicial Delay; 

Bail Jurisprudence; Prison Reforms; Legal Aid; India. 

 

Introduction 

Rooted in principles like fairness, equity, and lawful order, India’s criminal justice 

framework functions to protect individual liberties across all stages of legal 
process. Balancing public safety with safeguards against arbitrary state conduct 

lies at its heart. What stands out most is the promise of trials that are both just and 
timely. When proceedings drag on, the very purpose of legal resolution risks 

being undone - this truth underlines why speed matters. Delayed outcomes often 
mirror denial, a notion captured well by the long-held observation that slow 

justice fails those who seek it. Under India's legal umbrella, courts have treated 
speedy trials as part of life and freedom rights within Article 21 - despite silence 

in the constitutional text. Through gradual rulings, judges linked timely justice to 
fairness, embedding it into due process demands. Yet real-world functioning of 
criminal procedures often strays far from such principles, with backlogs 

becoming routine across levels. Because cases drag on, individuals face extended 
limbo - not only weakening confidence in institutions but also deepening personal 

strain over unresolved matters.1 

Long after 2000, trial delays became worse - this happened mainly because 
lawsuits multiplied faster than courts could keep up. Filing numbers climbed 

sharply across the country, driven by larger populations, broader awareness of 
rights, and more complex social and economic ties. Because judge appointments, 

courtroom construction, and staff resources did not grow at the same pace, case 
piles built up heavily throughout every judicial level. Criminal proceedings often 

stretch out much longer; one reason lies in their intricate steps, heavy dependence 
on proof and witnesses, along with multiple stages before closure. What drags the 

situation down further? Things like constant postponements, weak police probes, 
slow submission of charge sheets, poor coordination among investigators and 

legal teams, alongside outdated procedures. Courts struggle to function well when 
buildings are run-down, and tech barely exists inside them. Years - sometimes 

decades - pass before matters see resolution. This long wait doesn’t just clog up 
justice; it turns the whole experience into something heavy, gruelling, particularly 
for those still waiting their day in court.2 

A large part of India’s prison population consists of individuals awaiting trial, 
deeply affected by slow legal processes.3 These people face charges without 

having received a conviction. The law treats them as innocent until proven 
otherwise. Yet many remain locked up for months - or even years - simply 
because courts move slowly. Their time served sometimes exceeds the longest 

 
1 Upendra Baxi, The Crisis of the Indian Legal System (Vikas Publishing, 1982). 
2 M.P. Jain, Indian Constitutional Law (8th edn., LexisNexis, 2018). 
3 V.N. Shukla, Constitution of India (13th edn., Eastern Book Company, 2017). 



possible punishment if they were eventually convicted. Lengthy waits become 
punishments themselves, regardless of guilt or innocence. This mismatch shows 

up when individuals endure penalties despite never being found guilty. Because 
most undertrial prisoners stem from disadvantaged communities, the imbalance 

grows sharper. Stuck in jail for months - or years - many cannot afford bail, 
struggle to find skilled lawyers, or navigate complex court procedures. Though 

unproven guilty, they live alongside sentenced offenders: packed cells, weak 
medical care, missing essentials - their dignity eroded. When conditions blur the 

line between accused and convicted, fairness begins to unravel. A pattern 
emerges, quietly but firmly, hitting those already on shaky ground the hardest. 

Justice, meant to protect all equally, instead leans heavier on some shoulders.4 

 

Causes and Dimensions of Delayed Trials in India 

One reason trials take too long in India lies buried in structures built long ago, 

still shaping outcomes today. Since 2000, things have gotten worse - courts face 
more cases than ever before, yet staffing and facilities remain insufficient. Instead 
of smooth processes, old rules keep slowing everything down. To grasp what's 

really happening, we must look beyond courtrooms, into how laws interact with 
social conditions, government capacity, and economic realities. When verdicts 

come late, it isn’t just inefficiency - it strips people of freedom without conviction, 
especially those waiting behind bars while time passes slowly, sometimes for 

decades. 

A single case stretching far past legal timelines marks delay within India's 
courtrooms. Though rules like the CrPC of 1973 and the newer BNSS from 2023 

promise quicker hearings, their impact stays limited on the ground. Reports by 
the Law Commission repeatedly flag sluggish trials as a critical burden on justice 

delivery. One after another - starting with the 77th in 1978 on arrears, then the 
239th in 2012 targeting slow probes - the findings echo: courts run behind, always 

catching up. Millions of court cases linger across India’s legal system, according 
to figures from the NCRB and NJDG, where trials often stretch five, ten, or two 

decades without resolution. Behind such delays lies a complex web - deep-rooted 
inefficiencies shape the landscape, while individuals bear quiet burdens over 

time.5 Understanding what feeds these blockages means looking closely at how 
institutions function, why processes stall, who suffers most. Each stalled case 
adds weight, not just on courts but lives caught in waiting.6 

Time slipping by means more than just court dates postponed - it shapes how 
people survive behind bars in India. Though often credited to William E. 

Gladstone, the idea that stalled justice equals broken justice fits tightly around 
daily prison life. Each day stretches longer when you wait without knowing what 
comes next. Lives stall while cases gather dust - jobs vanish, relationships strain, 

 
4 K.N. Chandrasekharan Pillai, R.V. Kelkar’s Criminal Procedure (7th edn., Eastern Book Company, 2016). 
5 Law Commission of India, 77th Report (1978). 
6 Law Commission of India, 230th Report on Reforms in Judiciary (2009). 



bodies weaken. Behind every slow-moving file sits someone whose world 
changes whether they are guilty or not. Courtroom delays do not float above real 

life - they press down on homes, incomes, minds. To grasp why these holdups 
matter, one must see them through eyes worn thin by waiting. What looks like 

bureaucracy from outside feels like erosion from within.7 

Looking back, how delays evolved tells a key part of the story. Right after 
independence, courts in India dealt with fewer cases, handling workloads without 

extreme strain. Yet as people multiplied fast, cities expanded quickly, daily life 
brought more disputes tied to crime, and common individuals began knowing 

their legal options better - these shifts piled up. The flood of new court matters 
soon overwhelmed what judges could manage. From two thousand to two 

thousand twenty-three, unresolved cases jumped from about twenty-five million 
to over forty-four million, rising much faster than new benches or appointments 

did. When courtroom availability fails to meet public need, slowdowns become 
inevitable; every other reason only deepens this core imbalance.8 

Huge in scale, the issue unfolds through linked layers. Because structural flaws 

exist, procedures often fail to move efficiently. Investigations stumble, while 
prosecution teams struggle to keep pace. Since economic and social obstacles 

stand firm, delays grow deeper over time. One piece affects another; examining 
them apart still shows their joint weight. To grasp how serious this has become, 

connections matter just as much as individual parts. What follows digs into laws 
passed by parliament, rulings from courts, findings published by research bodies, 

plus numbers gathered on the ground. After 2000, trial waits stretched longer 
across India - here, reasons unfold clearly through evidence. Simple fixes fall 
short when systems themselves resist change. Progress demands steady work at 

many levels, hitting every cause without skipping weak spots.9 

A clearer idea of what ‘delay’ means should come early on. When looking at 

criminal cases, timing judgments depend on whether the process takes a fair 
amount of time to settle an issue. Fairness here shifts - shaped by how serious or 
intricate the crime is, how much proof exists, who needs to speak, where things 

stand legally, and how well courts can manage their workload. What feels like an 
acceptable wait in a massive fraud trial with stacks of documents and many 

testimonies might seem far too long if it were just about one stolen item. Though 
definitions of a swift trial differ widely among courts, understanding delays 

demands attention to surrounding circumstances. Still, data showing cases drag 
on five, ten, even twenty years - regardless of crime type - reveals India's backlog 

outgrows any fair measure of timely justice.10 

Beginning early, one must separate the different points where slowdowns can 
happen in handling criminal cases. At times before trial, holdups might come up 

 
7 Law Commission of India, 245th Report on Arrears and Backlog  (2014). 
8 NCRB, Prison Statistics India (2022). 
9 NJDG Database Reports (2023). 
10 DAKSH, Judicial Data Analysis Report (2016). 



while gathering facts, preparing formal accusations, or waiting between detention 
and court start dates. Moving into proceedings, lags often appear when hearings 

are postponed too often, when those meant to speak fail to show, when reviewing 
proof takes longer than expected, or when lawyers stretch out their statements.11 

Delays may occur at the post-trial stage, as a result of the slow pronouncement of 
judgment, the initiation of appeals and revisions, and the prolonged pendency of 
such proceedings before higher courts. Each of these categories of delay has its 

own distinct causes and calls for its own distinct remedies, even as they are all 
interconnected as manifestations of a broader systemic failure.  

Why delays happen in systems and organisations 

Twenty-one judges for each million residents - this was India’s reality at the dawn 
of the 2020s. Courts stretch thin because numbers like these leave too much 

ground to cover. Recognition of the shortage comes often: the Supreme Court 
notes it, so do government bodies and review panels. Yet movement stalls, despite 

repeated acknowledgment. Across the Atlantic, a different picture emerges - one 
hundred seven judges manage the same load in the United States. Britain, even 
with its smaller system, still assigns more legal personnel per person. Slow 

progress persists while ratios stay out of balance. Almost four decades later, the 
target set by the Law Commission in 1987 - fifty judges per million people - 

remains unmet across India. Because need outweighs supply, trial-level jurists 
carry overwhelming workloads every year. Hundreds of cases land on each desk: 

sorting through facts comes first, then listening closely, followed by decisions 
shaped under pressure. As sessions shrink, backlogs build, rescheduling becomes 

routine, and justice thins out over time. Lengthy waits tend to benefit only those 
who gain from stalling things down.12 

Empty judge positions grow longer each year despite clear guidelines demanding 

faster choices. Since 2000, court levels across India have operated with missing 
members more often than not. One out of every five to two out of every five 

authorized High Court posts sits unclaimed - figures confirmed again by Justice 
Ministry reports. Lower courts mirror this shortfall closely, their workloads piling 

up silently under the strain. Instead of swift solutions, appointments funnel 
through what’s called the collegium system - a method widely noted for delays 

and foggy procedures. Needed placements stall, sometimes forever, because 
decision paths remain tangled within this approach.13 Though appointments to 
district and lower courts emerge from ongoing talks between state bodies and 

High Courts, delays creep in - often nudged by politics rather than legal demand. 
Year on year, backlogs grow as staffing fails to match caseloads, leaving benches 

understaffed when volume rises. 

Most delays come from shaky infrastructure and disorganized management. 
Scattered across India, countless courthouses - particularly beyond metropolitan 

 
11 Marc Galanter, Law and Society in Modern India  (Oxford, 1989). 
12 Upendra Baxi, “Access to Justice” (1976) 18 JILI 1. 
13 Justice Malimath Committee Report (2003). 



zones - function with too little room or basic support systems. Outside urban hubs, 
hearings sometimes unfold in makeshift tents or crumbling buildings never meant 

for judicial activity. Without proper seating, secure document storage, reliable 
references, or working restrooms, routine tasks stall - attendance drops when 

conditions deter participation. Late arrivals - or absences - by attorneys, judges, 
or witnesses trigger cascading reschedules that deepen existing case piles. Even 

when national strategies roll out, progress crawls - especially far from city 
centers, where money and monitoring thin out. Results still wobble in places that 

depend on them the most, no matter how many programs launch.14 

 

Constitutional Foundations and the Right to a Speedy Trial 

Among foundational elements shaping undertrial prisoners’ rights in India stands 

Part III of the Constitution - its provisions forming a core shield between detained 
individuals and unchecked state authority. Though accused, such persons retain 

entitlements; here, constitutional safeguards become vital when liberty hangs 
suspended before trial. Often, their sole defense against prolonged custody 
without sentencing rests within judicial interpretation of those very rights. When 

courts actively uphold these principles, outcomes shift - not just legally but 
humanly - for thousands awaiting verdicts. Meaningful access to fairness depends 

less on written laws alone, more on how firmly they’re applied during uncertain 
periods behind bars. 

Though the Constitution does not specifically list a right to a swift trial among 

fundamental rights, India's Supreme Court has woven it into Article 21 across 
four decades of evolving rulings. Because of key judgments beginning well 

before the pivotal Maneka Gandhi case in 1978, the idea took root that any 
process stripping someone of life or liberty must meet standards of fairness, 

justice, and reasonableness. That ruling acted as a turning point - expanding 
Article 21 beyond mere procedural safety into a broader shield covering multiple 

essential entitlements. Over time, the judiciary included within this provision 
such principles as living with human dignity, access to free legal support, 

equitable handling during prosecution, clean surroundings, learning opportunities 
- and notably - a prompt and impartial hearing. Each addition emerged gradually 

through careful reasoning rather than abrupt declaration, showing how 
constitutional meaning can deepen without altering words on paper. Such 
developments highlight an ongoing effort: enriching life and personal freedom in 

ways aligned with both original design and changing societal needs. 

 

Code of Criminal Procedure and BNSS 

One key source of legal rules shaping how undertrial detainees are treated in India 

is the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 - active across most years after 2000. 
That version took effect long before being swapped out for something new: the 

 
14 World Bank, Doing Business Report (Judicial Efficiency) (2020). 



Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023, launched on 1 July 2024. 15 Earlier 
still stood an even older system - the 1898 model - which gave way when 

lawmakers saw room for improvement.16 When introduced, the 1973 code 
brought noticeable updates, aiming to protect people charged with crimes while 

also supporting police work. Yet over time, flaws emerged; delays piled up due 
to loose scheduling rules or weak oversight systems meant to keep courts moving. 

Some sections allowed too much flexibility, leading to repeated postponements 
without strong consequences. Since structures built to manage cases often fell 

short, backlogs grew despite good intentions. Though modeled closely on what 
came before it, the newer BNSS tries fixing past shortcomings by setting tighter 

deadlines, refining conditions around release during trial, and adding tools to 
track case movement more effectively. 

Bail stands as the first real chance for those awaiting trial to regain freedom, 

making its rules within the CrPC and BNSS vital when studying how law shapes 
pre-trial rights. Though separate labels exist - bailable versus non-bailable - the 

difference lies simply in automatic release or judicial choice. When dealing with 
serious charges, judges weighed multiple aspects: severity of the crime, past 

conduct of the individual, chances they might avoid court appearances, along with 
risks tied to witness pressure or destroyed proof. Such room for judgment allowed 
adaptability; yet it opened doors to partiality, particularly against poorer 

defendants without influence or connections strong enough to convince 
authorities of their trustworthiness. Often, fairness bent under unspoken 

assumptions baked into decision-making. 

Halfway through their possible prison term, some people held before trial get 
freedom automatically. That idea began in India when lawmakers changed the 

criminal rules in 2005, adding Section 436A to the CrPC. When someone accused 
of a crime spends time behind bars while authorities investigate or court 

proceedings drag on - up to half the longest sentence allowed - they must walk 
free unless facing charges that could bring capital punishment. Instead of waiting 

endlessly, they secure release on personal promise, sometimes with guarantors 
involved. Before this rule existed, such certainty was absent; now it stands firm 

regardless of how slowly justice moves or whether judges hesitate to grant bail. 
Later legislation replaced older codes - the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita 

brought in Section 479, continuing the core concept but going further. First-time 
offenders reach eligibility sooner: after serving only one-third of the maximum 

penalty duration. A stronger safeguard emerges here, reflecting growth in legal 
care for those stuck awaiting judgment.17 

Though passed into law smoothly, putting Section 436A into practice turned out 

to be unexpectedly difficult. Tracking down undertrial inmates who had spent 
enough time behind bars called for consistent documentation - something prisons 

 
15 Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023. 
16 Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973. 
17 ICCPR, 1966. 



and courts commonly lacked. Without strong legal help, numerous detainees did 
not even know they held rights under this section, leaving them powerless to act.18 

Where support systems existed to spread awareness and guide applicants, gaps in 
structure often left people stranded. Though the Supreme Court has stepped in 

with clear orders across multiple rulings - aiming to enforce Section 436A, later 
mirrored by Section 479 of the BNSS - not every directive has translated into 

practice. Legal aid bodies were told to locate and support qualified undertrial 
detainees, yet gaps persist. A number of individuals still stay locked up beyond 

half their maximum sentence term, not due to legal barriers but because they do 
not know their status or officials fail to act.19 

Rules about holding someone before trial matter just as much for those awaiting 

court outcomes. When investigations go beyond one day, procedures kick in 
through Section 167 of the CrPC - now mirrored in Section 187 of the BNSS - 

that lay out how suspects move into either police or court-ordered custody. Once 
there, authorities have a set window: sixty or ninety days to finish inquiries and 

submit charges, based on the crime's severity; if they miss it, release follows 
automatically - a feature often called statutory bail. Though informally named 

default bail, its role lies in blocking endless waits without conviction, something 
India’s top court has backed repeatedly in key rulings. One such moment came 
forward in Rakesh Kumar Paul v. When time runs out under Section 167(2), the 

Supreme Court said in State of Assam (2017) that bail becomes due - no matter 
if charges arrive later. Though paperwork shifts, the moment an accused asks for 

release and the clock stops, freedom follows. Later, in M. Ravindran v. 
Intelligence Officer (2021),20 judges reminded: this rule guards human dignity, 

tied deeply to life and liberty under Article 21. Even small delays or process tricks 
won’t block what law already promises. 

 

Impact of Delayed Trials on Undertrial Prisoners 

Delayed trials within India’s legal framework do not exist without effect. Instead, 
they trigger layers of hardship - especially felt by those awaiting trial behind bars 

while courts stall. These holdups ripple outward, shaping lives in ways both deep 
and lasting. Life inside prison often worsens due to overcrowding, poor health 

access, mental strain. Beyond walls, jobs vanish, relationships fracture, entire 
households unravel slowly. Constitutional promises like fair process and personal 
liberty erode when time stretches endlessly without verdict. To grasp what 

unfolds demands more than scholarly interest - it forms the ground on which real 
change must stand if any response hopes to match the weight of suffering 

involved.21 

 
18 Supreme Court Legal Aid Judgments Compilation. 
19 Body of Principles for Detention (1988). 
20 M. Ravindran v. Intelligence Officer, (2021) 2 SCC 485. 
21 NHRC Reports on Prison Conditions (2020). 



Since 2000, India has seen a sharp rise in criminal court cases, accompanied by 
greater public understanding of legal entitlements - along with growing scrutiny 

from academics, courts, and activist groups regarding how those awaiting trial 
are treated behind bars. Although official figures come from the National Crime 

Records Bureau through its yearly Prison Statistics India reports, their message 
remains unchanged: more than two out of every three people held in jails across 

the country await conviction, a rate rarely matched elsewhere globally, pointing 
toward deep-rooted flaws embedded within legal procedures explored earlier. 

Hidden beneath such numbers are vast personal accounts - stretched over months 
or years - involving loss, unfairness, pain, lives paused without resolution, 

overlooked by state machinery either incapable or indifferent to change. Through 
this section unfolds an examination shaped around prolonged hearings' 

consequences on preconviction detainees; it leans on constitutional principles, 
real-world data, rulings handed down by benches, plus recorded narratives 

collected from citizens caught in broken processes meant to serve fairness but 
often failing.22 

 

Conclusion  

This work examines delays in India’s criminal court cases after 2000, focusing 

on why trials take too long, how wide the problem spreads, also what happens to 
people held before conviction. Instead of moving fast, courts often stall - Chapter 

2 looks at broken systems behind that slowness. While laws promise fairness, 
Chapter 3 checks whether constitutions, acts, or global standards actually protect 

those waiting trial. From old rulings like Hussainara Khatoon up to P. 
Ramachandra Rao, Chapter 4 follows how judges have shaped the idea of timely 

justice. Lives bent by years of unresolved charges fill Chapter 5, showing harm 
beyond statistics. Because patterns repeat across sections, this ending part 

connects insights found earlier. It measures existing fixes against real-world 
outcomes. Then it builds practical steps forward grounded in proof, not 
assumptions. 

One clear outcome stands out after reviewing what came before: delays in court 
cases across India lead to long detentions without trial, pointing directly to deep 

flaws built into the legal structure. Far from being an occasional issue, it forms 
part of how courts function - keeping vast numbers locked up while awaiting 
judgment, harming those least able to cope, weakening core rights like freedom, 

fairness, identity, and access to justice. Reports from official sources - the 
National Crime Records Bureau’s annual prison summaries, live tracking via the 

National Judicial Data Grid, findings from past Law Commission studies - all 
show similar results year after year: most inmates have not been convicted, many 

wait multiple years even for serious charges, some remain longer than the 
harshest possible penalty if found guilty. When these realities meet the 

 
22 NCRB, Prison Statistics India (2022). 



constitutional principles laid down earlier, along with rulings examined 
previously, no alternative interpretation remains viable - present enforcement 

methods repeatedly breach duties owed under the nation's highest law to countless 
people caught inside. 

Rooted deep within the system, delays stem from long-standing gaps in staffing 
judges and maintaining court facilities. Because procedures drag on without clear 
fixes, cases pile up faster than they resolve. Instead of balancing needs against 

workload, past choices kept pouring funds into agencies while neglecting people 
caught inside the process. Over years, this tilt hardened - courts gained little, 

defendants lost more. Since 2000, new steps emerged: legal help spread wider, 
digital tracking began logging case flows nationwide, short-cuts like plea deals 

appeared in law books, and fresh statutes rewrote old rules. Even the highest court 
stepped in repeatedly, acting on its own when prisons overflowed with wait-listed 

accused. While these moves mark real movement forward, inertia remains too 
strong for tweaks alone to dismantle what delay has built. Embedded now as 

routine, slowness outlives reforms meant to stop it. 

Looking at Chapter 3, one sees that laws meant to protect undertrial prisoners 
appear strong on paper. Thanks to evolving rulings by the Supreme Court, Article 

21 now includes not just life and liberty but also quick trials, decent conditions 
behind bars, free legal help, along with release on bail when charges are light - 

forming a solid base for their rights. Instead of relying only on broad ideals, 
specific rules exist: criminal procedure codes, updated versions like BNSS, plus 

support from national and state-level acts related to legal aid, prisons, and official 
handbooks guiding jail management. Because India signed treaties such as the 
ICCPR, global norms back up these internal systems, adding weight to how 

detainees should be treated before trial. Despite all this structure, what actually 
happens to countless people held during investigations since 2000 falls short - not 

because principles lack clarity, but due to weak execution, poor resources, limited 
oversight, and missing urgency among decision-makers. 

 

Guidelines for changes in lawmaking courts and government operations 

What comes next stems from earlier analysis, rooted in India’s constitutional 
structure, lessons from other countries, and the realities shaping its criminal 

justice system. Organised into three areas - changes to laws, improvements in 
courts, and shifts in administration and institutions - they reflect practical 

pathways forward. These steps speak indirectly to varied participants: lawmakers 
in Parliament and states, government bodies nationwide, judges, lawyers, and 

public groups. Each suggestion aims to match the size of the challenges 
uncovered, neither exaggerated nor minimalized. Built on the idea that even 
strong individual actions fall short when facing deeply woven issues, they 

underline collective effort without promising quick fixes. 

Despite widespread claims, changing bail laws remains the key step toward fairer 

courts. Wealth shapes outcomes today because money decides freedom before 



trial begins. Instead of asking if someone might run or harm others, the present 
method asks only whether they can pay. A shift to evaluating actual risk could 

change that pattern entirely. Starting from personal circumstances rather than 
bank balances allows fairness to guide decisions. Factors like job history, family 

connections, or past behavior offer clearer signals about safety than wealth ever 
does. Some people still need supervision; few require full detention - most do not. 

Evidence shows systems built around these ideas work elsewhere without raising 
crime rates. England has used such rules since 1976 through its Bail Act. 

Canadian courts assess each case using similar principles embedded in their 
Criminal Code. Several U.S. states now rely less on payments and more on 

evidence-driven evaluations. These examples form a useful reference when 
shaping new policies here. 

Though tied to the seriousness of charges, time limits on custody before trial have 

long drawn support from repeated legal reviews. Instead of waiting indefinitely, 
suspects could benefit when courts step in early - especially if delays come from 

broken systems, not complicated cases. One option gains strength: requiring 
judges to reassess jail terms at fixed points, placing proof of need onto authorities 

after certain milestones pass. Rather than piling on repeat extensions unchecked, 
a new oversight body might shift outcomes. Staffed by assigned jurists, such a 
panel could free individuals or shape realistic bail steps - even for those low on 

funds. Its role? To block slow erosion of liberty under endless court adjournments 
lacking real scrutiny. 
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