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AUTIIOIlS' NOTES 

The research team for the OBTS feasibility study consisted of the 

following persons: Dr. Gennaro F. Vito, Mr. Jack B. Ellis, Mr. Doug 

Whitesides, Dr. Terry Cox, Mr. Brian Parr, Mr. RobertH. Rhea, Mr. Shannon 

Stoecker, Mr. Jim Erwin, and Mr. Dan Armeni. The team was responsible for the 

data collection on approximately 6,000 felony offenders who were arraigned in 

district court for an index crime offense in the year 1982. The data were 

collected from three counties and took a great deal of time and effort to 

collect. Mr. Whitesides served as the field service coordinator and helped to 

coordinate the collection and coding of the data. Dr. Vito, associate 

professor of the School of Justice Administration, College of Urban and Public 

Affairs, University of Louisville, and Mr. Ellis, SAC manager, directed all 

aspects of the study including development of the research design, development 

of the data collection instrument, analysis of the data and presentation at a 

statewide conference, and drafting of the final report. 

This report is a product of the Kentucky Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis 
Center. 

Co-Direc tors 

Knowlton W. Johnson 
Urban Studies Center 

C. Bruce Traughber 
Office of the Kentucky Attorney General 

The SAC is funded by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Justice, Grant No. 84-BJ-CX-0013. Points of view or opinions stated in this 
documen tare those of the au thors and do not necessarily represent the 
official position or policies of the Bureau of Justice Statistics or the 
University of Louisville as a whole, its trustees, chief administrative 
officers, or any division of the University. 
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DAVID L. ARMSTRONG 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Dear Friend: 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

November 21, 1985 

CAPITOL BUILDING 
FRANKFORT 40601 

The Kentucky Crllninal Justice Statistical Analysis Center is now one year 
old. TIlis report is one of six work products developed by SAC in its first 
year of operation. Each of these reports validates, I believe, the hard work 
'and effort that went into getting the SAC started. 

I am firmly convinced that the lack of good data and analyses has 
contributed to the problems we face in the criminal justice system. 'Ihe SAC 
staff and I are committed to overcoming this deficiency in our criminal 
justice system. 

The entire SAC Team deserves to be acknowledged for their efforts. The 
SAC has also had strong support and encouragement fran the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice--especially from our grant coordinator, 
Mr. Don Manson. 

Please take the tllne to study this research. We can all learn from it. 
If you have questions, please feel free to contact me or the SAC staff. 
TOgether, we can make a difference for criminal justice in Kentucky. 

DLA/mb 

SincerelY'4) 
\S~~A. 

DAVID L. ARMSI'RONG 
Attorney General 
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EXECUTIVE StOOWtT 

The offender based tracking system (OBTS) feasibility study collected and 

analyzed data from arraignment in district court through corrections for the 

population of offenders charged with a part one index crime (murder, rape, 

robbery, as sau 1 t, burglary, la rceny- theft, arson) in 1982 from the 6th 

(Daviess County), 14th (Bourbon, Scott and Woodford counties) and 30th 

(Jefferson County) judicial districts. The year 1982 was selected as the base 

year in order to permit follow-up of offenders released o~ probation, shock 

probation and parole. The three judicial districts were selected to 

approximate the Kentucky criminal justice system. 

The focus of the study was to demons tra te the type of informa tion which 

an OBTS can generate for the purpose of policy making and to determine the 

feasibili ty of implementing such a sys tern on a statewide basis: 

The following policy ques tions provide8 a basic framework for the 

analysis of the OBTS data and the following statements summarize the basic 

findings: 

What Were the Systellwide Disposition Outcoaes (Disaissal, Conyic tion , 
Incarceration) for Index Crille Offenders in 19821 

• 

• 

• 

Overall, the systemwide dismissal rate was 37 percent. 
Unfortunately, the reason for dismissal (i.e., witness problems, 
insufficient evidence, absence of guilt) was not available. This 
finding indicates that OBTS is capable of highlighting systemwide 
problem areas. It is interesting to note that two crimes of 
violence, assault and rape, had the highest rate of dismissal while 
the most serious crime, murder, had the lowest dismissal rate. 

The conviction rate for index crime cases was 57 percent, ranging 
from a high of 69 percent for inu'f'der to a low of 48 percent for 
assault. Ttds systemwide rate includes both lower (district) court 
and higher (circui t) court convictions and thus represents the 
combined conviction rates of both the county and commonwealth 
attorneys. 

The ra te of imprisonmen t for index crime cases (fe lony and 
misdemeanor) was 24 percen,t. The highest rate of jail imprisonment 
(misdemea-nor conviction) was for the crime of arson (12%) while the 
highes t percen tage of 'murder cases (39%) were sent to prison. 
Overall, the lowest rate of incarceration (both jail and prison) was 
recorded among assault offenders. 
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What Was the Pattern of Disposition for Index Cri.e Offenders in 19827 

• The majority of cases came from the 30th judicial district 
(Jefferson County). 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The largest category of cases was larceny-theft. 

The majority of murder, rape and arson cases were disposed of in' 
circui t court. 

The majori ty of robbery, assaul t, burglary and larceny-theft cases 
were handled in district court. 

The predominant sentence in district court was probation, usually 
with some type of special condition. 

The grand jury typically indicted persons in accordance with their 
original charge. 

For every index crime except assault, the majori t:y of offenders 
convicted in circuit court were incarcerated. 

Offenders sentenced to prison for burglary had the highes t ra te of 
parole while offenders sentenced for larceny-theft had the highest 
rate of shock probation. 

What Was the AYerage Sentence Length for Index Cri.e Offenders in 19827 

• In circuit court, persons convicted of rape received the longest 
average sentence (160 months) while offenders convicted 'of 
larceny-theft received the lowest average sentence (42 months). 

• Examining the median sentence (50th percentile), offenders convicted 
of murder, rape and robbery (approxima~ely 120 months) and those 
sentenced for assault, burglary and arson (approximately 60 months) 
received roughly the same sentence, while offenders convicted of 
larceny-theft received a median sentence of 24 months. 

How Long Did It Take to Process an Index Criae Case? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Fifty percent of the cases disposed of in district court took 21 
days to settle. The average time was 33 days. 

The median time from arrest to arraignment in district court was one 
day or less. 

The average time between arraignment in district court and 
indictment by the grand jury was 42 days. Violent crimes tended to 
make this trip more rapidly than other types of crime. 

The average circuit court case took seven months for disposition and 
50 percent of the cases were handled in six months or less. 
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• The average time between disposition and sentencing in circuit court 
was 24 days. 

What Was the Recidivisa Rate of Offenders Placed on Probation and Parole! 

• 

• 

• 

Shock probationers (released from prison after a period of 
incarcera tion of not more than 90 days) had the highest ra te of" 
rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration. 

Felony probationers had a total reincarcera tion rate of 19 percent 
while parolees registered a rate of 13 percent. These rates include 
offenders reimprisoned for a new crime as well as those 
reinca rcera ted for a technical vio la tion of the condi tions of 
supervision. 

In terms of type of crime, most recidivists had committed a property 
crime • 

• Overall, the rate of reincarceration for a technical .violation (as a 
percentage of the number of violation hearings conducted) ranged 
from 85 percent for parolees to 67 percent for probationers. 

It must be stressed tha t the OBTS study did not require the creation of 

new variables. Every variable contained in this study was (and is) collected 

by different agencies. We simply collected this information from each agency, 

merged it (using the offender as the unit of analysis), and conducted our 

analysis. In most cases, these data are already maintained in some type of 

shorthand summary format (I.e., circuit court "stepsheets") which can provide 

a wealth of information. In short, this study demonstrated that an offender 

based tracking system could be constructed using records which currently exist. 

across the Kentucky criminal justice system. 

The basic strength of the OBTS lies in its ability to uni te data sets 

existing in various segments of the criminal justice system around a common 

unit of analysis--the offender. The feasibility study demonstrated only that 

it is possible to construct an OBTS in Kentucky which can generate valuable 

informa tion. 
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BA~OURD AND PURPOSE 

Offender Based Tracking Systems (OBTS) represent an attempt to provide 

systemwide information on criminal justice operations and processes. The 

purpose of an OBTS is to produce da ta on how adu1 t felony arres tees are 

processed through the criminal justice system (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 

1983). This approach offers a number of distinct advantages over statistics 

which are rou tine 1y collec ted and reported by different criminal justice 

agencies. How~ver accurately these traditional statistics may be, they fail 

to provide a "systems rate" perspective in favor of a more narrowly based 

agency perspective (Klein et.a1., 1971). 

There are many advantages associated with OBTS: 

• It clearly rlemonstrates the rate of "system fallout" for cases 
(Adu1 t Felony Arres t Dispos i tions in California, 1984). OBTS 
illustrates the number of individuals who exit the system at various 
points. For example, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1983:3) 
reported that, on the basis of OBTS data from 4 states, 5 out of 100 
felony arres tees were eventually convicted and sentenced to prison 
for more than one year. 

• OBTS has the capability to provide information on the length of time 
it takes to process offenders at different stages of' the criminal 
justice process. 

• OBTS has the potential to track offenders as they exi t from the 
system via probation or parole. In this fashion, the OBTS can 
provide information on recidivism rates and the effectiveness of 
criminal justice programs or policies. 

• OBTS ~an provide da ta to as sess the exis tence and extent of 
sentencing disparity and bias (Petersi1ia, 1983). 

• The sys temwide da ta provided by OBTS can serve as the bas is for 
projections on the level of offenders received by the system in the 
future (i.e., to anticipate prison crowding). 

• These da ta can lead to the produc tion of specia lized repor ts on 
crime specific analysis (Le., exam ina tion of burglary offender 
characteristics, Pope, 1977) or specific sentencing dispositions 
(Pope, 1985, 1978). Through the use of such reports, decision 
makers can obtain sound data to guide policy making, ra ther than 
relying on "educated guesses" about system processing. 

• OBTS provides a sys temwide perspec ti ve on crimina 1 jus tice 
processing. Therefore, it can identify problem areas which may 
require a system level approach and solution. 

1 

1 
t 
t 

. ! 
I ' 
\ 
\ 

I 
I 
f 
I 

J 

')1" 
, , ,,' 

]1 , , 
" e 

] 

iii 
11 

I 
:I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• Fina 11y, and perhaps mos t impor tan tly, an OBTS sys tem can provide 
some measure of continuity of information across criminal justice 
agencies. For example, a police officer can determine, via 
computer, the status and disposition of an offender (his/her case) 
at later stages of the system. 

In sum, OBTS has the capacity to produce informa tion on case processing' 

throughout the criminal justice system. 

The OBTS feasibility study collected and analyzed disposition data from 

arraignment in district court (or direct indictment in circuit court) for the 

population of offenders charged with a part one index crime (from the Uniform 

Crime Report designa tion as classified for the Commonwealth by the Kentucky 

State Police: murder, rape, robbery, assault, burglary, larceny/theft, and 

arson) in the year 1982. Data were collected from the 6th (Daviess County), 

14 th (Bourbon, Scott, and Woodford counties), and 30th (Jefferson County) 

judicial districts of Kentucky. The year 1982 was selected as the base year 

to permit follow-up of offenders placed on probation or parole. The judicial 

districts were selected to approximate the criminal justice system of the 

Commonwealth. The focus of the study was twofold. The first objective was to 

demons tra te the type of po Ucy-re levan t informa tion which an OBTS can 

generate. The second objective was to determine the extent of difficulty in 

implementing such a system throughout the Commonwealth. 

The following policy questions provided a basic framework for the 

analysis of the OBTS data: 

• What were the systemwide disposition outcomes (dismissal, 
conviction, incarceration) for index crime offenders in 1982? 

• What was the pattern of disposition for index crime offenders in 
1982 (detailed description)? 

• What W<lS the average sentence length for index crime offenders in 
1982'1 

• 
• 

How long did it take to process an index crime case? 

What was the recidivism rate of offenders placed on probation and 
parole? 

These ques tions guide the following analysis and presenta tion of the 

research findings. 
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HETHODS AND PROCEDUUS 

Research Setting 

The criminal justice system of Kentucky consists of numerous state and 

local government agencies. Law enforcement activities at the state level are 

directed by the secretary of the Justice Cabinet. The secretary reports 

directly to the Governor and is responsible for the operations of the state 

police, several law enforcement training programs and federal projects on 

victim assistance and juvenile justice. Other police officials are located at 

the local and county levels. In addition, each of Kentucky's 120 counties has 

a sheriff's department. There are 360 police agencies in the Commonwealth. 

Elected to a four-year term, the Attorney General is the official state 

prosecutor. Some 200 attorneys and staff members assist the attorney general 

in the performance of duties. There is one commonwealth attorney's office in 

each of Kentucky's 56 judicial districts; they are elected to a six-year term. 

In addition, each county elects a county attorney who conducts the initial 

screening of felony cases and p~ocesses misdemeanor cases to their completion. 

Defendants are represented by private attorneys, the state's public advocates 

or appointed public defenders. In general, the large urban areas have a full 

time public defender's office while, in most Kentucky counties, the public 

advocate function is subcontracted to a private attorney. 

The state court system i.s directed by the Administrative Office of the 

Courts (AOC) which has a central office i~ Frankfort and one in each of the 56 

judicial districts. Pretrial Services is also under the authority of the AOC. 

Within each of the judicial districts, there is an elected circuit court clerk 

and an appointed staff responsible for administering the affairs of both 

district and circuit courts. The Kentucky Supreme Court consists of seven 

members and the Court of Appeals has fourteen judges. Within each judicial 

district, district court judges oversee the disposition of misdemeanor cases 

at their level and send felony cases to circuit court after a probable cause 

hearing. After the grand jury issues an indictment, felony cases are handled 

in circuit court. This screening process provides a basic focus for the OBTS. 

The secretary of the Corrections Cabinet reports directly to the 

secretary of the Executive Cabinet. The Corrections Cabinet consists of an 

adminis tra ti ve division, a division of ins ti tutional care (including the 

personnel of the eight state prisons) and the Department of Community Services 
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and Facilities Management which includes probation and parole supervision. 

The parole board has five members, including the chairman, who are appointed 

by and report directly to the governor, not the secretary. Members of the 

parole board are appointed to a four-year term. In addi tion, each Kentucky 

county has a jailor who is elected to a four-year term. The jailor typically 

has a staff which provides booking, pretrial detention and contract 

institutional services. 

Juvenile justice is handled on both the county and state levels. County 

officials determine if a juvenile has been involved in a crime. The Cabinet 

for Human Resources has one division located in the Department for Social 

Services which is responsible for the treatment of adjudicated youths. Also, 

Kentucky Youth Advocates, a private youth assistance organization, provides 

vital services. 

Numerous governmental and pri va te socia 1 support agencies a 1so provide 

services for various clients (defendants, offenders, victims) of the criminal 

justice system. For example, the Cabinet for Human Resources provides social 

services on behalf of the 'victims of domestic violence. In many counties, 

private agencies also provide such services. The State Commission on Women 

and the Crime Victims Compensation Board also provide services for victims. 

Finally, the Office of the Governor and the legislative branch of state 

government are responsible for key criminal justice decisions. In particular, 

the legislature has both House and Senate committees on criminal justice 

issues. These committees are staffed by members of the Legislathre Research 

Commission (LRC). In sum, this broad outline provides a brief summary of 

Kentucky's criminal justice system. 

Data Collection and Agency Participation 

Data for the OBTS feasibility study were collected from agencies' offices 

in the 6th, 14th and 30th judicial districts in Kentucky. In each judicial 

district, the starting point was the district court records for 1982. All 

offenders arraigned for an index offense were included in the study. For this 

reason, the OBTS group of offenders constitutes a population (rather than a 

sample) of a 11 offenders in the three judicial dis tric ts who were arraigned 

for an index crime in 1982. However, this group of offenders was not 

representative of the statewide total of 1982 index felons due to the fact 

that our sample of judicial districts was not selected through probability 
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sampling. In an attempt to roughly approximate the criminal justice system of 

the Commonwealth, a large urban (30th district), a midsize (6th) and a rural 

(14th) district were selected for study. Therefore, any conclusions drawn 

from these data must be interpreted with extreme caution since the OBTS data 

do not technically represent felony case processing for Kentucky in 1982. 

Offenders were then tracked as far as they progressed through the 

criminal justice system. If the offender was sent on to circuit court (as all 

felonies are in Kentucky), data were collected from circuit court files. In 

other words, all informa tion on court processing was obtained from hardcopy 

files, records which were maintained in the respective counties. As 

previou$ly stated, the use of 1982 as the base year permitted the follow-up of 

cases which were ei ther sentenced to proba tion or released from prison on 

parole or shock probation. Our goal was to develop an OBTS which would not 

s top a t sen tenc ing bu t track the offender in the communi ty and provide 

different measures of recidivism. Only felony proba tioners, parolees and 

shock probationers were tracked.- The maximum follow-up period for a case was 

three years. The circuit court sentencing data usually indicated if an 

offender were granted probation or release from an institution on shock 

probation. In order to de termine if a sentenced offender was released on 

parole, the computerized information system maintained by the Corrections 

Cabinet (ORION) was consulted. Once the cases were identified, probation and 

parole agency files constituted the source for information on recidivism. 

Yet, it must be stressed that the OBTS study did not require the creation 

of new variables. Every variable contained in this study was (and is) 

collected by different agencies. We simply collected this information from 

each agency, merged it (using the offender as the unit of analysis), and 

conducted our analysis. In most cases, these data are already maintained in 

some type of shorthand summary format (I.e., circuit court "stepsheets") which 

provide a weal th of informa tion. In short, this study demons tra ted tha t an 

offender based tracking ays tem could be constructed using records which 

currently exist across the Kentucky criminal justice system. 

Table 1 on page 6 presents a breakdown of the cases collec ted for this 

study by type of offense and by judicial district. Overall, the bulk of index 

offenders (937.) came from the 30th judicial district, Jefferson County. This 

is the largest urban area in the state so it is natural that it contains the 
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Table 1 

Index Crimes by Judicial District 

Index Crime 

Murder 

Rape 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Larceny/Theft 

Arson 

TOTALS 

6th 

9 
(7.47.) 

10 
(7.5%) 

15 
(2.57.) 

50 
(3.4%) 

88 
(5.9%) 

92 
(5.6%) 

6 
(9.8%) 

270 
(4.9%) 

14th 

9 
(7.4%) 

6 
(4.5%) 

8 
(1.47.) 

37 
(2.5%) 

39 
(2.6%) 

29 
(1.87.) 

1 
(1.67.) 

129 
(2.37.) 

grea tes t number of offenders for 1982. 

30th 

104 
(85.27.) 

117 
(88.0%) 

566 
(96.17.) 

1,393 
(94.1%) 

1,363 
(91.57.) 

1,510 
(92.6%) 

54 
(88.6%) 

5,107 
(92.8%) 

Total 

122 

133 

589 

1,480 

1,490 

1,631 

61 

5,506 

The Jefferson County offenders 

accounted for the overwhelming majority of each type of index crime. Within 

each judicial district, the patterns were distinctly similar. In the 6th 

judicial district (midsize county), offenders charged with larceny-theft (34% 

of the within group total) were the largest group followed closely by those 

charged with burglary (33%) and trailed by those charged with assault (19%). 

The gl:OUP of offenders from the 14th judicial district (rural counties) was 

lead by those offenders charged with burglary (30%) followed by assault (29%) 

and larceny-theft (22%). Offenders from the 30th judicial district fell into 

the following pattern: larceny-theft (30%), assault (27%) and burglary (27%). 

Thus, while their order varied, offenders were most likely to be charged with 

larceny- theft, burglary or 'assaul t. 
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This group of offenders cons ti tu·ted the research popula tion which was 

tracked through the Kentucky criminal justice' system. For the purposes of 
this report, type of crime will remain as the major variable to determine 

groupings of offenders. In the recidivism study, type of case (felony 

probation, parole and shock probation) will define the offender groups through 

the follow-up period. 
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RESULTS OF 'DIE STUDY 

Ezaaination of Syste .. ide Disposition Rates. 

As previously stated, one of the chief advantages of OBTS is that it can 

provide systemwide disposition rates. Such rates can provide an indication of 

the manner in which the criminal justice system is operating and provide broad 
symptoms of problem areas. 

Table 2 on page 9 presents systemwide disposition rates for index crime 

offenders in the three Kentucky judicial districts in 1982. As in the Bureau 

of Justice Statistics publication (1983:3), four general categories are 
reported: dismissed, acquitted, other disposition, convicted. The category 

"other disposition" includes diversion programs, deceased defendants, 

adjudication not reported, and extraditions. These summa~y totals are based 

on the average disposition per 100 arrests. It must be noted here that 

Kentucky police officers do not have the discretionary power to dismiss a case 

before arraignment in district court. Therefore, the rates presented here 

appear to be higher than those from four other states previously published by 

the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1983:3). Finally, among convicted 

offenders, the rates are broken down into cases which were granted probation 

and those which were incarceratecL. Of those imprisoned, the figures represent 

offenders who were sent to jail·(misdemeanor conviction - sentence of one year 

or less) or to prison (felony conviction - sentence of one year or more). 

The first column in Table 2 lists the total average disposition rates for 

index crime offenders. Across the system, 37 of the 100 index crime arrestees 

had theirc!!.ses dismissed while 57 offenders were convicted. Of those 
convicted, 33 offenders were placed on probation and 24 were imprisoned. Of 

those imprisoned, six offenders were sentenced to one year or less (jail) and 

18 offenders were sentenced to prison (one year or more). 

Syste .. ide Dis.iasa1 Rates 

Naturally, these rates vary according to the type of crime. For example, 

the di~missal rate ranges from a low of 17% for murder cases to a high of 50% 

for assaul t cases. I t is in teres ting to note tha t two crimes of violence, 

assault and rape, had the highest rate of dismissal while the most serious 
crime, murder, had the lowest dismissal rate. 
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Table 2 

Outcome for Index Crime Offenders in 
Three Kentucky Judicial Districts, 1982 

Disposi tion Total Murder Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Theft Arson 

for 100 Arrests: 

Dismissed 
Acquitted 
Other Disposition 
Convicted 

of Those Convicted: 

Proba ted 
Imprisoned 

of Those Imprisoned: 

A year or less 
More than a year 

37 
3 
3 

57 

33 
24 

6 
18 

17 
7 
7 

69 

27 
42 

3 
39 

46 
5 
o 

49 

21 
28 

5 
23 

40 
2 
1 

57 

27 
30 

5 
25 

50 
1 
1 

48 

40 
8 

4 
4 

35 
1 
3 

61 

. 41 
20 

6 
14 

42 
1 
4 

53 

40 
13 

5 
8 

Again the overall rate of dismissal for index crime cases was 3770. Given 

this rate, it appears that the OBTS has indicated a problem area. A high 

dismissal rate signifies a potential waste of resources across the criminal 

jus tice sys tem. For example, courts are backlogged and police officers may 

spend time waiting to testify in a case which will not take place. Similarly, 

vic~ims may become frustrated with the criminal justice system due to the 

inability to bring a case to conclusion. Unfortunately, the OBTS did not. 

capture the data on the reason for case dismissal. Without the reason for 

dismissal, it is impossible to determine why a case was eliminated. Possible 

explanations include witness and evidence problems and, of course, innocence 

of the accused. Further analysis of the reasons for dismissal through OBTS 

could lead to the development of programs (diversion, victim/witness 

assistance) and a possible reduction in the dismissal rate. Any reduction in 

this rate would lead to financial savings for the criminal justice system and 

a more efficient use of resources. Future expansion of the OBTS in Kentucky 

will include "reason for dismissal" as a key data element. 
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Another important systemwide figure is the conviction rate. Overall, the 

conviction rate for index crime cases was 57 percent, ranging from a high of 

69 percent for murder to a low of 48 percent for assault. The systemwide rate 

includes both lower (district) court and higher (circuit) court convictions 

and thus represents the combined conviction rates of both the county and 

commonwealth attorneys. It should be noted that the OBTS data set contains 

other informa tion relevant to sentencing patterns which will be analyzed in 

the future. 

Syste .. ide Incarceration Rate 

Finally, Table 2 represents information concerning the systemwide 

incarceration rate. Here, the highest rate of probation (both misdemeanor and 

felony cases) was registered for burglary cases (41%) followed closely by 

assault (401.) and larceny/theft (40%). The highest rate of jail imprisonment 

(misdemeanor conviction) was for the crime of arson (12%) while the highest 

percentage of murder cases (397.) were sent to prison. Overall, the lowest 

ra te of inca rcera tion (both jail and prison) was recorded among assault 

offenders. Only eight percent of assault offenders were sentenced to jailor 

prison. Further analysis of assault cases using OBTS should identify some of 

the reasons behind this finding. 

Dia,osition of eases by Type of Index Criae 

The following analysis presents a more detailed description of the 

disposition of cases by type of index crime. Due to the nature of Kentucky 

criminal law, it was not possible to separate motor vehicle theft cases from 

larceny-theft cases so auto theft cases may be included in the .second 

category'. For this reason, the present study follows offenders charged with 

seven, rather than eight, index crimes. 

Table 3 on page 11 follows the dispo!!1i tion of murder cases wi thin the 

three judicial districts. To be included as a murder case, the offender had 

to be ~charged wi th one of the following crimes under the Kentucky criminal 

code: murder, manslaughter I, manslaughter II, reckless homicide or attempted 

murder. In this study, an offender was included if he or she was charged with 

an index offense. In the case of multiple offenses, the mos t serious index 

crimebecame the key variable for classification purposes. In the murder 
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Table 3 

Disposition of Murder Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

District Court: Arraigned 
N - 122 

* 
* 

*********************************************** 
* * * * 

Waived to Direct Pled Dismissed 
Grand Jury Indictment Guilty 

60.6% 18.9% 9.8% 10.7% 

* 
* 

Probation 
100.O~ 

Circui t Court: to Grand Jury - N - 97 

* 
* 

*************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Original Reduced Dismissed Remanded Other 
73.2% 9.3% 7.2% 2.1% 8.2% 

* * 
************************************************************** 
* * * * * * * 

Pled Alford GBMI Jury/Bench Jury Dismissed Other 
Guilty Plea Conviction Acquitta't 
34.9% 3.6% 1.2% 47.0% 10.9% 1.2% 1.2% 

* * * * 
**************************** 

* * 
Inca rce ra ted 

68.9% 

* 
**************** 
~ * 

Probated 
31.1% 

Parole Shock Pro~ation 
19.6% 17.6% 
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category, the majority of cases were sent from district court to the grand 

jury, ei ther through waiver or di rec t indictment (SO%). Dismissals accounted 

for 11 percent of the cases and the remaining cases (lmO were pled down to 

misdemeanors and disposed of in district court through probation. 

In circuit court, the grand jury repeated the original charge in most 

cases (73%). Offenders whose original charge was reduced continued in circuit 

court (9%) while others were either dismissed, remanded to district court or 

failed to appear. At the disposition stage in circuit court, the majority of 

cases involving murder were convicted by jury or bench (47%) or via a plea 

(guilty, alford, or "guilty ,but mentally ill") (total :z 40%). At sentencing, 

the maj ori ty of the convic ted offenders were sentenced to prison (69%). 

Fo llowing their incarcera tion, 20 percent of the convicted offenders were 

released on parole and about lS percent were placed on shock probation. 

Offenders charged with ei ther rape I, rape II or attempted rape were 

included in this category. As shown in Table 4 on page 13, the majority of 

cases were sent on to circuit court (64%) but a high percentag€ of cases were 

dismissed in district court (26,.0. Offen4ers who pled guilty to a lesser 

misdemeanor cha rge in dis tric t court were sen tenced to proba tion (72%), a 

split sentence (14%) or jail (14%). 

Continuing in circuit court, the majority of cases (78%) continued to the 

final disposition stage where they were convicted by jury or bench trials 

(26%) or their own plea (guilty - 47%, alford - 3%). Most of the convicted 

offenders were sentenced to prison (65%). Some were later released on parole 

(15%) or shoc.k probation (9%) but, once again, most inmates (76%) were still 

incarcerated at the time of the study. 

Table 5 on page 14 revet;l~$ the pattern of disposition for robbery 

offenders. This c~tegory included persons charged wi th robbery I and robbery 

II. Here, the majority of ~ases were, disposed of in district court either via 

dismhsal (33%) ora plea, of guilty to a misdemeanor charge (20%). Of those 

who pleq g\lUty, mostCl!ffend(!'l's were placed on probation (81%). 

At the circuit cou~t level ,the preponderance of cases were continued to 

the le'Vel of final dispo$ltion (90%). Once t.he cases reached this level, the 

overwhelmIng majori ty of offenders were convicted (86%). Most of the 

convicted offenders were sentenced to a prison term (71iO. Of those 

incarcera ted, some inma tes were released via parole (30%), shock proba tion 

(6%) or maximum expiration of sentence (1%). 
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District Court: . 

Table 4 

Disposition of Rape Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Arraigned 
. N "" 133 

* 
* 

*********************************************** 
* * * * 

Waived to 
Grand Jury 

54.570 

Direct 
Indictment 

9.17. 

Pled 
Guilty 
10.6% 

Dismissed 

25.8% 

* 
****************************** 
* * * 

Proba tion Split 
Sentence 

14.37. 

Jail 

Circui t Court: 

71. 47. 

to Grand Jury 
N .. 86 

* 
* 

******************************************** 
* * * * 

14.37. 

O!'tginal 
66.3% 

Reduced 
11.6% 

Dismissed Other 
. 20.970 1. 2% 

* * . 
***************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Pled 
Guilty 
47.0% 

* 

Alford 
Plea 
3.07. 

* 

Jury/Bench 
Conviction 

25.87. 

* 
************************* 

* 
Incarcera ted 

64.77. 

* 
?fr*************** 
* * 

* 
Probated 

35.37. 

Parole 
15.27. 

Shock Proba tion 
9.1% 

: . 13 

Jury 
Acquittal 

10.6% 

Dismissal 

13.6% 

--------~---
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Table 5 

Disposition of Robbery Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

District Court: Arraigned 
N ... 588 

* 
* 

*********************************************** 
* * * * 

Waived to 
Grand Jury 

40.07. 

Direct 
Indictment 

6.5% 

Pled 
Gull ty 
20.4% 

* 

Dismissed 

33.1% 

****************************** 
* 

Probation 

80.6% 

* 
Split 

Sentence 
12.0% 

* 
Jail/ 
Shock 
7.4% 

Ci rcd t Court: to Grand Jury 
N - 257 

* 
* 

************************************************** 
* * * * 

Original 
77 .9% 

Reduced 
11.8% 

Dismissed 
6.6% 

Remanded & Other 
3.7% 

* * 
*************************************************************** 
* * * * * * 

Pled 
Guilty 
66.9% 

* 

Alford 
Plea 
6.1% 

* 

GBMI 

0.4% 

* 

Jury/Bench 
Conviction 

12.1% 

* 
********************************** 

* * 
Incarcerated Probated 

70.9% 29.1% 
* 

~******************************* 
* * * 

Parole 
29.5% 

Shock Proba Hon 
6.0% 

Max Out 
1.3% 

14 

Jury 
Acquittal 

4.8% 

Dismissal/ 
Hung Jury 

9.7% 
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Table 6 on page 16 includes offenders charge~. wi th assaul t and wanton 

endangerment. Most of the offenders charged wi th assault had their cases 

terminated in district court, including a 45 percent rate of dismissal. Once 

again, proba tion was the predominant sentence given to offenders who pled 

guilty to misdemeanors in district court. 

At the circuit court level, over 75 percent of the cases were continued 

to final court disposi tion. Approxima tely 86 percent of the offenders who 

reached final disposition were convicted and most of this group pled gUilty. 

At sentencing, the previous felony pattern reversed itself and more offenders 

were probated than incarcerated. Of those sentenced to prison, 29 percent of 

the offenders were placed on parole, 16 percent were released on shock 

proba tion and nea rly 2 percent were released ou trigh t due to maximum 

expiration of sentence. 

Most of the burglary cases (Table 7 on page 17) were also handled in 

district court. Again, probation was the dominant disposition for offenders 

who pled gUilty. In circuit court, the majority of burglary cases were 

con tinued by the. grand jury. Mos t of these cases we re disposed of through a 

plea of guilty. After conviction, most of the burglary offenders were sent to 

prison. Following incarceration, 42 percent of the convicted offenders were 

released on probation, the highest rate of any crime type. 

As previously mentioned, the larceny-theft group (Table 8 on page 18) 

included "~ose offenders charged with motor vehicle theft. Once again, most 

of these cases were handled in district court with an almost equal number of 

cases either dismissed or concluded with a plea of gUilty. Similarly, the 

previous pattern of disposition repeated itself at the circuit court level as 

the major! ty of cases were continued by the grand jury (with the original 

charge) and most of the cases ending in a guilty plea. Most of the convicted 

offenders were incarcerated. Following incarcera tion, 40 percent of the 

offenders were paroled, 17 percent were shock probated and 4 percent were 

released due to maximum expiration of sentence. 

Finally, offenders charged with arson were tracked, as shown in Table 9 

on page 19. Only 61 offenders were charged with arson in the three judicial 

districts in 1982. Most of these cases were sent on to circuit court. There, 

the ,overwhe lming maj ority of offenders saw their cases carried to final 

disposition. At this level, 75 percent of the offenders were convicted and 
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Dis tric t Court: 

Table 6 

Disposition of Assault Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Arraigned 
N "" 1,480 

* 
* 

************************************************************* 
* 

Waived to 
Grand Jury 

15.3% 

Circui t Court,: 

* 
Direct 

Indictment 
2.7% 

* 
Pled 

Guilty 
36.5% 

* 
Dismissed 

44.9% 

* 
****************************** 
* 

Probation 

90.1% 

* 
Split 

Sentence 
4.3% 

to Grand Jury 
N .. 265 

* 

* 
Jail 

5.6% 

* 
*************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Or!ginnl 
63.0% 

* 

Reduced 
13.2% 

* 

Dismissed 
18.9% 

Remanded 
2.3% 

****************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Other 
2.6% 

Pled 
Guilty 
62.5% 

Alford 
Plea 
2.9% 

Jury/Bench 
Conviction 

17.3% 

Jury/Bench 
Acqui ttal 

5.8% 

Dismissal 

* * * 
************************* 

* * 
Inca rce ra ted 

41.7% 
Probated 

58.3% 

* 
~******************************* 

* 
Parole 
29.4% 

* 
Shock Proba tion 

16.2% 

* 
Max Out 

1.5% 

16 

11.5% 

* 
Other 

0.6% 
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District Court: 

Table 7 

Disposition of Burglary Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Arraigned 
N a 1,490 

* 
* 

*************************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Waived to 
Grand Jury 

26.4% 

Direct Pled 
Guilty 
36.8% 

Dismissed Diversion 

Circui t Court: 

Indictment 
5.2% 29.7% 

* 
****************************** 
* 

Probation 

86.8% 

* 
Split 

Sentence 
7.5% 

to Grand Jury 
N .. 463 

* 

* 
Jail/ 
Shock 
5.7% 

* 
**************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Original 
74.3% 

* 

Reduced 
13.0% 

* 

Dismissed 
8.4% . 

Remanded 
1. 7% 

Other 
2.6% 

1.9% 

***************************************************************** 
* * * * * * 

Pled 
Guilty 
74.9% 

* 

Alford 
Plea 
2.7% 

* 

Jury/Bench 
Conviction 

8.4% 
* 

************************* 
* 

Incarcerated 
62.4% 

* 

* 
Probated 

37.6% 

• ******************************* 

Jury 
Acquittal 

4.1% 

* 
Parole 

* 
Shock Probation 

* 
Max Out 

42.0% 12.8% 0.5% 

17 

Dismissed Other 

9.2% 0.7% 
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Table 8 

Disposition of Larceny/Theft Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

District Court: Arraigned 
N - 1,631 

* 
* 

*************************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Waived to 
Grand Jury 

16.7% 

Direct Pled Dismissed Diversion/ 
Indictment Guilty Other 

5.1% 37.4% 37.2% 3.6% 

Circui t Court: 

* 
****************************** 
* * * 

Probation 

89.0% 

Split 
Sentence 

5.7% 

to Grand Jury 
N • 349 

* 

Jail/ 
Shock 
5.3% 

* 
**************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Original Reduced Dismissed Remanded Other 
82.2% 3.7% 11.7% 2.0% 0.4% 

* * 
****************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Pled 
Guilty 
77.7% 

* 

Alford/ 
GBMI 
0.7% 

* 

Jury/Bench 
Conviction 

7.1% 
* 

************************** 
* .. 

Incarcerated Probated 
55.6% 44.4% 

* 
~******************************* 
* * * 

Jury 
Acquittal 

3.0% 

Parole 
39.5% 

Shock Proba Hon 
16.5% 

Max Out 
3.6% 

18 

Dismissal 

11.5% 
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District Court: 

Table 9 

Disposition of Arson Cases in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Arraigned 
N • 61 

* 
* 

*************************************************************** 
* * * * * 

Waived to 
Grand Jury 

49.21. 

Direct 
Indictment 

13.11. 

Pled 
Guilty 
19.7% 

Dismissed 

11.5% 

Circuit Court: 

* 
***************** 
* * 

Probation 

66.7% 

Split 
Sentence! 

Jail 
33.3% 

to Grand Jury 
N • 37 

* 
* 

****************************** 
* * * 

Original 
79.0% 

R.educed 
18.2% 

Dismissed 
2.8r. 

* * 
**********************~****************************** 

* * * * * 
Pled 

Guil ty 
63.9r. 

* 

Alford 
Plea 
2.8r. 

* 

Jury 
C~nviction 

8.3r. 

* 
************************* 

. , 
* * 

Inc;a rce ra ted 
55.6% 

* 
* 

Parole 
26.7r. 

Probated 
44.4% 

Jury 
Acquittal 

8.3% 

Dismissal 

16.7% 

('1\ 
. 1 \ 

Diversion 

6.5% 

\\ 
v~~--------------

;-:.:~~) 
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more than half of them were sentenced to prison. Eve~tually, 27 percent of the 

arson inmates were paroled. 

z.aalaatloa of Syste .. lde Dl .. laa.la 

One of the systemwide rates, which the use of an offender based tracking 

system makes possible to calculate, is dismissal rate. With OBTS, the rate of 

"system fallout" can be determined. Table 10 contains the rate of dismissal 

for the index crime cases. This percentage was calculated by adding the cases 

dismissed in district court to those dismissed in circuit court (by the grand 

jury and at final disposition). Unfortunately, our OBTS pilot system did not 

include "reason for dismissal" at any stage of the process. Such information 

could easily be included and would prove valuable to policymakers and citizens 

interested in the disposition of cases. This is but one example of how an 

OBTS sys tem could lead to, further analysis and study r:.'f a particular 

subprocess of the criminal justice system. 

Table 10 

Systemwide Dismissal Rates 

Type of Crime 

Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny-Theft 
Arson 

Dismis sa 1 Ra te 

13.1% 
45.9 
40.1 
48.6 
34.9 
41.6 
19.7 

Without the reason, for dismissal, it is impossible to determine why a 

case )was elimina ted. Possible explana tiO'its include witness and evidence 

problems and absence of guilt. Yet it is interesting to note that two crimes 

of violence, assault and rape, had the highest rate of dismissal while the 

most serious crime--murder--had the lowest dismissal rate. 
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Tiae Bet.een Stages of Disposition 

Another way to utilize OBTS data is to analyze the amount of time that it 

takes a defendant to go through the criminal justice system. As time periods 

are de termined for different types of crimes, forecas ting future resource 

needs can be better met. By using incarceration ra tes and the number of 

arrests the amount of time in the criminal justice system can further, pinpoint 

when defendants will be incarcerated and/or placed on probation or otherwise 

leave the court system. Policymakers can better plan for future needs, and 

programs can be developed to meet existing crimin~l justice problems. 

Data from 4,951 cases were utilized. Approximately three to four percent 

of the data needed to be "cleaned", that is, dates were checked for accuracy 

during data collection and data entry. These da ta were not used in the 

analysis due to nega ti ve va lues, inappropria te time spans and 0 ther 

questionable problems. The following maximum time spans were allowed for 

time periods being analyzed in this section: 

Arrest to District Court Arraignment 

District Court Arraignment to 
Dis tric t Court Disposi tion 

District Court Arraignment to 
Circuit Court Indictment 

Circuit Court Indictment to 
Circuit Court Disposition 

Circuit Court Disposition to 
Circuit Court Sentencing 

100 days 

180 days 

180 days 

550 days 

60 days 

These time frames were selected as representative of system operations. 

Longer time frames from the data set were usually attributable to bench 

warrants, missing data, and data entry errors. 

In the study the mean (arithmetic average of all values) tended to always 

be higher than the median (midpoint of all values). This occurred because of 

the skewness of a relatively few number of cases taking an inordinate amount 

of time in the sys tem. 

Days fro. Arrest to District Court Arraisaaent 

From arrest to arraignment in district court the median for all part one 

felony cases was one day or less (FiguJ,"e 1 on page 22)~ 
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cases the median was only two days, excep t in the case of assaul ts. For 

murder and robbery charges the median was only 6 days for 90 percent of the 

cases. Arraignment schedules varied from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and 

the mean for all cases was 5.8 days. For murder, robbery and burglary the 

mean registered a slightly lower rate of 4.2 to 4.4 days. 

Al though few cases are usua lly dismissed or 0 therwise settled at 

arraignment or before a pretrial conference, 10 percent of persons arrested 

for rape had their case disposed within one day or less of arraignment. 

4 percent of the total cases were se ttled a t arraignment. 

Days fro. District Court Arraignaent to District Court Disposition 

Only 

Of the 3,504 defendants included in this part of the study, the median 

for felony cases from arraignment to disposition in district court was 21 days 

while the mean was 32.7 days (Figure 2 on page 24). It should be noted that 

for felony charges to be aisposed in the lower court they would have to be 

plea bargained to misdemeanors. 

Nearly 75 percent of all cases in this part of the study were disposed in 

dis tric t court wi th burglaries mirroring the average. Assaults had the 

highest rate of 84 percent, and larceny cases also registered a rate slightly 

over 80 percent. The disposition rate for murder was just over 20 percent and 

rape 40 percent. 

Of the cases settled in district court, rape and robbery charges had the 

quickest disposition p,riod with a median of 19 days and a mean of 27 and 28 

days, respectively. 

settle (with the 

Burglary and theft 

Pa radoxica 11y, these two ca tegories took the longes t to 

exception of murder) once they reached circuit court. 

(larceny) had negligibly higher medians of 20 and 21 days, 

respectively. Of the 22 cases of arson in the study, disposition in district 

court took 40 days. 

Days froa District Court Arraigaaent to Circuit Court IndictMent 

For cases that were waived to the grand jury and on to circuit court, the 

court process took 44 days for the average case to be indicted from the arrest 

date (Figure 3 on page 25). From arraignment to indictment, the process took 

42 days, or three less than from arrest, and the mean for the same period was 

51.4 days. Violent crimes (murder, rape and robbery) tended to average the 

shortest amount of time before indictment by the grand jury. Arson (61.5 days) 

23 
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and assault (57.4 days) had the longest mean times between ~rraignment and 

indictment. Half of the rape and robbery cases took only 4~ days ~nd burglary 

cases just 41 days. Because of the need for medical documentation in all of 

the assault and murder cases, 50 percent of the assault cases took 49 days and 

murder cases 45 days. For murder cases mean and median tended to be closely 

poled for arraignment to disposition. 

Days fro. Circuit Court lodictaeot to Circuit Court Disposition 

Cases in this sec tion include those tha t not only began as felony cases 

in district court, but also were indicted as felonies by the grand jury. The 

members of the grand jury serve for one month and hear cases presented by the 

commonwealth attorney's office. In Jefferson County, cases are readied for 

presen ta tion by attorneys who confer wi th police officers and victims to 

ascertain the proper charges to be brought in the indictment. These charges 

can differ from those charges waived from district court. If a change occurs, 

usually the charges are reduced to misdemeanors or lesser felonies, but 

charges can also be increased. 

To proceed to disposition of a case from district court arraignment to 

circuit court disposition required an average of 206 days compared to a median 

disposit'ion time of six months or 180 days (Figure 4 on page 27). The av~~rage 

felony case remained in circuit court for 166 days and the median was over 

thirty days fewer (131). 

Property crimes, burglary and theft, took the shortest amount ,of time to 

disposition of 152.4 and 158.4 days, respectively. Fifty percent of these 

cases took four months or less to settle. Most of the de~endants pled to all 

or most of the charges in the indictment and therefore, did not go to' trial. 

The case then spends much less time in the court system. Murder had the 

1arges't mean (230.4 days) and 50 percent of the cases took over 185 days. The 

difference occu.rs due to the complexity of preparing for a murder· trial and 

the fac t tha t a grea ter percentage of cases go to tria 1. However, mos t 

murder cases, as well as rape cases, were presented to the grand jury within 

two we~ks of being waived from district court and had a' mean and median of 45 

days from district court arraignment. Rape and arson cases had substantially 

higher medians and means than the average case. 
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Days fro. Circuit Court Disposition to Circuit Court Sentencing 

From arraignment to sentencing in circuit court cases that were disposed 

and sentenced had a mean age of 182 days and the median totaled 149 days 

(Figure 5 on page 29). Although sentencing usually occurs about 30 days after 

disposition, a mean of 24 days was recorded in the study. As in the case of 

all misdemeanors, n.o presentence investigation (PSI) is required and 

disposition/sentencing dates are synonymous. The difference appears because 

defendants are allowed to waive their PSI and can be sentenced on the 

p leal tria 1 da te. Of the 1,070 defendants included in this section of the 

study, 30.5 percent were sentenced on the disposition date. The amoun t of 

time from disposition to sentencing had a mean of 24 days and a median of 25 

days. 

The time period between disposi tion and sentencing for rape was. 

considerably longer (30 days) than the mean for the average crime. Murder and 

robbery cases had a slightly higher than average sentencing period. Due to a 

number of assault cases being dismissed or settled as misdemeanors, 37 percent 

were sentenced on the date of disposition. Nearly 30 percent of the burglary 

and larceny cases were dismissed/sentenced on the disposition date. 

Circuit Court Conviction Rate 

Table 11 on page 30 presents information on the circuit court conviction 

rate for each type of index crime. These figures were calculated by dividing 

the number of convictions obtained (through plea or jury or bench trial) by 

the number of cases originally indicted by the grand jury for each index 

crime. No te tha t the denomina tor here is not the same one used in the 

previous discussion of systemwide dismissal rates. The analysis revealed that 

circuit court conviction rates ranged from a high of 87.8 percent for murder 

to a low of approximately 75 percent for rape and arson. It should be noted 

tha t the OBTS data set contains other information relevant to sentencing 

patterns which will be anaLyzed in the future. 

Circuit Court Sentences 

Table 12 on page 30 contains data on the length of sentence givan to 

offenders sentenced to prison. Cases granted probation and offenders under a 

life sentence or given the death penalty were excluded from this analysis. 

For each type of index crime, the mean (the average), median (the midpoint), 
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Table 11 

Circuit Court Conviction Rate 

Type of Crime 

Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny-Theft 
Arson 

Table 12 

Conviction Rate 

87.S? 
7 5.8 
85.5 
82.2 
87.4 
85.5 
75.0 

Circutt Court Sentences in Months 
." 

Tlee of Crime Mean Median Mode 

Murder 'It." 156 120 60 
Rape 160 114 20 
Robbery 'It." 145 120 120 
Assault 61 60 60 
Burglary 77 60 60 
La J;'ceny-Thef t, 42 24 12 
Arson 95 66 120 

" 

Excludes cases g~anted probation 
Excludes life sentences 
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and modal (most frequent) sentence is presented. In circuit court, persons 

convicted of rape received the longest average sentence (160 months) while 

offe,ndel's convicted of larceny- theft received the lowes t average sentence (42 

months), Since the mean is affected by extreme scores, the median sentence 

(50th percentile) is another useful basis for comparison across the crime 

types. I t is in te res ting to no te tha t the median sen tence for the three mos t 

serious types of personal crime (murder, rape and robbery) are approximately 

equal, ranging from 114 to 120 months (ten years). Also, the median sentence 

for assault, burglary and arson is approximately 60 months (five years). 

Finally, the least serious of the index crimes, larceny-theft, drew a median 

sen tence of 24 mon ths (two yea 1:'s) • Again, this brief examination of 

sentencing patterns is but a starting point for further analysis of sentencing 

dispositions. Of courae, such analyses should prove v3luable to policymakers 

who may be considering changes in sentencing laws to anticipate the effect of 

proposed changes upon the size of the prison popula tion and 0 ther aspec ts of 

the criminal justice system. 

Reeldivisa Aaalysl$ 

In this presen ta Uon, the focus is placed upon the examina tion of the 

recidivism rates of felony probationers, shock probationers, and parolees. As 

Table 13 shows, the major! ty of the cases tracked in this area were felony 

probationers • 

Table 13 

Recidivism Rates of Felony Probationers, 
Shock Probationers, and Parolees 

Tlpe of Case 

Proba tioners 
Shock Probationers 
Parolees 

TOTAL 

31 

N 

317 
84 

230 

631 

50.3 
13.3 
36.4 

100.0 

----______ 1 
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Each ca tegory of recidivism (arres t, convic tion, reincarcera tion) was 

considered and reincarceration was divided between those offenders returned on 

a conviction for a new crime versus those returned via a technical violation 

of the conditions of supervision. Again, the maximum length of the follow-up 

period was three years. 

Beginning with felony p;,.)bationers (Table 14 on page 33), arrestees 

accounted for 22.1 percent of the total group. A roughly equal number of 

probationers had either completed or were still under supervision at the time 

of the ana lys is. Of those who we -ce a rres ted, 80 percent were convic ted (18% 

of the total group). Almost 66 percent of the convicted probationers were 

incarcerated for a new offense (ll.7% of the total). Overall, roughly 7 

percent of all proba tioners were reincarcera ted for a technical viola tion of 

the conditions of supervision. Therefore, the total reincarceration rate for 

felony probationers was 15.6 percent. This total was lower than that 

determined in a recent study of felony probationers in California by 

Petersilia and others (1985) (22%). 

Table 15 on page 34 presents information on the type of crime committed 

by felony probation recidivists (excluding the technical violators). It is 

clear that misdemeanants and property felons account for the major portions of 

rea rres ts and reconvic tions (approxima tely 70% each). However, in terms of 

reincarceration rates, felonies lead the way (total percentage of 65). This 

is the basic forma t which is followed in the recidivism analysis but, once 

again, it should be considered as only the starting point for fur\:her 

analysis. For example, further information could be provided by comparing the 

crime at conviction with the cd.me committed under supervision in an attempt 

to gain information about the crime patterns of recidivists. Future analysis 

of this data set will explore such relationships. 

The performance of felons placed on shock proba tion is presented in 

Table 16 on page 35. Under Kentucky statute, an offender can be released on 

shock proba tion by the sentencing judge within 90 days of incarceration. 

Action can be taken upon a motion filed by the inmate, counsel for the inmate 

or on the initiative of ttlc:i sentencing judge. Persons ineligible for regular 

probation (Le., convicted of a felony involving a firearm) are also 

ineligible for release on shock probation. 
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Table 14 

Recidivism: Probationers in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Proba tioners 
N = 378 

* 
* 

***************************************************** 
* * * * 

Art"ested 

2S.4? 

* 
* 

Convicted 
7S.0? 

(19.0%) 

* 

C,ompleted 
Supervision 

33.3% 

s till Under 
Supervision 

36.8% 

********************k***************** 
* 

Incarcera ted 
* 

Incarcerated 
as a Violator 

12.7% 

Missing or 
Absconded 

4.5% 

for a New Crime 
34.7% 
(6.7%) (80.0% of the Hearings) 

* * 
******************************* 

* 
Total Incarceration Rate 

19.3% 

33 
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Table 15 

[ Probationers in 1982 

J! 

[ 
Property Personal 

[ 
Sta tus Felony Felony Drugs 

Arrested 28 21 4 

'. 
[ (33.7%) , (25.3%) (4.8%) 

[ 
Convicted 19 17 2 

[ (30.2%) (27.0%) (3.2%) 

[ Incarcera ted 8 7 2 

[ (34.81.) (30.4%) (8.6%) 

I 
[ 

:' ,4> [ 

I 
:k.' I "" :fl' 
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34 
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Misdemeanor 

30 

(36.2%) 

25 

(39.6%) 

6 

(26.2%) 
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Table 16 

Recidivism: Shock Probationers in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Shock Probationers 
N • 84 

* 
* 

***************************************************** 
* * * * 

Arres ted 

25.0% 

* 
* 

Convicted 
85.7% 

(21.4%) 

* 

Completed 
Supervision 

43.5% 

Still Under 
Supervision 

30.4% 

******************************~******* 

* 
Incarcera ted 

* 
Incarcera ted 
as a Viola tor 

10.7% 

Missing or 
Absconded 

1.1% 

for a New Crime 
50.0% 

(10.7%) (69.2% of the Hearings) 

* * 
******************************* 

* 
Total Incarceration Rate 

21. 4% 

35 
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Review of these data in comparison to the other three groups reveals that 

shock probationers registered the highest rate cof conviction and 

reincarceration but also had the greatest percentage of cases successfully 

comple ting their period of supervision. Al though the shock proba tioners 

registered the total highest reincarceration rate (21.4%), this percenta'ge was 

not unexpected since it fell within the range of reincarceration established 

by other studies of shock probation by Faine and Bohlander in Kentucky (1977) 

(22.0%) and Vito and Allen (1981) (17%) in Ohio. Finally, as Table 17 on page 

37 illustrates, property felonies lead all categories of recidivism. 

Due to the fa'ct that so many of the parolees were still under supervision 

at the time of the study (65.7%), it is difficult to conduct any constructive 

analysis of their r/ :idivism ra te (Table 18 on page 38). However, it is 

significant to note that a high percentage of parole violators (85.1%) are 

returned to prison on a technical violation. Once again, Table 19 on page 39 

demonstrates that property c~imes dominate the recidivism crime types. 

Overall, it should be noted that the rate of reincarceration for a 

violation of the conditions of supervision was high; ranging from 85.1 percent 

for parolees to 66.7 percent for probationers. These percentages use the 

number of hearings conducted as the denominator. There are two possible 

explana tions for this finding. First, it is probable, as a result of due 

process requi remen ts, tha t hearings are not held frivolously and strong 

evidence of viola Hon is brought to bear agains t the offender. Second, in 

Kentucky, revocation hearings are held before a judge who may be significantly 

impressed with the seriousness of the charges against the offender. In any 

event, the clear pattern is that the majority of revocation hearings result in 

the reincarceration of the offender. 
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Sta tus 

Arrested 

Convicted 

Incarcerated 

Table 17 

Shock Probationers in 1982 

Property Personal 
Felony FelonL Misdemeanor 

15 4 2 

(71.4%) (19.1%) (9.5%) 

12 4 2 

(66.7%) (22.2%) (11.1%) 

6 2 1 

(66. nO (22.2%) (11.1%) 

37 
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Tablel8 

Recidivism: Parolees in 
Three Judicial Districts in 1982 

Parolees 
N - 230 

* 
* 

***************************************************** 
* * * * Arrested 

11.3% 

* 
* 

Convicted 
84.6% 
(9.6%) 

Completed 
Supervision 

20.4% 

Still Under 
Supervision 

65.7% 

* 
************************************** 

* 
Incarcerated * 

Incarcer~ted 
as a Violator 

10.0% 

Missing or 
Absconded 

2.6% 

for a Ne~ Crime 
27.27-
(2.6%) 

* 
(85.1% of the Hearings) 

* ******************************* 
* 

Total Incarceration Rate 
12.6% 
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Sta tus 

Arrested 

Convicted 

Inca rce ra ted 

Property 
Felony 

11 

(64.6%) 

9 

(69.2%) 

4 

(80.0%) 

Table 19 

Parolees in 1982 

Personal 
Felony 

2 

(11.8%) 

2 

(15.4%) 

1 

(20.0%) 

39 
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Drugs Misdemeanor 

2 2 

(11. 8%) (H.8%) 

1 1 

(7.7%) (7.7%) 
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COBCLUSIOBS 

This brief analysis reveals the wealth of policy-relevant data which an 

OBTS is eapable of generating. The basic strength of the OBTS lies in its 

a bi 11 ty to uni te da ta se ts which exis t in va dous segmen ts of the c dmina 1 

justice syst:em around a common ,unit of analysis--the offender. The 

feasibility study demonstrated not only that it is possible to construct an 

OBTS in Kentucky but also the value of some of the informa tion which it can 

generate. . 

The following significant issues will be considered by the SAC in the 

future: 

• 
• 

• 

Expanding the OBTS across the Commonwealth 

Establishing efficient methods of data collection~ storage, and 
retrieval 

Providing for ana lysis of OBTS data and thorough diffusion of 
research produc ts and information 
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APPENDIX A 

OBTS Data Collection Form 



OBTS 
DATA COLLECTION FORM 

Defendant's Name 
--------------------------

District Court Case Number ----------------

1. Sample ID (See Codebook) 

Record 1 ...L 

Ii 
\1 
Y 

2. Judica1 District (See Codebook) 

3. County (See Codebook) 

4. Sex: (Circle One) 

5. Race: (Circle One) 

6. Date of Birth 

7. Social Security Number 

8. Date of Offense 

9. District Court Arraignment Date 

10. Date of Arres t 

A-I 

...L Male 

2 Female 

.2.. Missing 

..L White 

.L Black 

l Hispanic 

.i±... Other 

...2.. Missing 

=='==1== 
>\_---------

--.-- 1 --1--
--.- -- --

~=I==I== 

• 

1-6 

7 

8-9 

10-12 

13 

14 

15-20 

21-29 

30-35 

36-41 

42-47 

] 

u 
n-

u 

n 
u 
o 
u 
I 
I 
I 

11. Most Serious Felony Charge _______________ ___ 
(See Codebook) 

12. 2nd Most Serious Felony Charge 
(See Codebook) -------

13. Number of Felony Charges 

14. Arresting Agency ____________________________ _ 
(See Codebook) 

15. District Court Bond (Circle One) 

16. District Court Bond Amount $ 

17. District Court Bond Posted 

A-2 

056---------------

1 Cash Bond 

:r 10% Appearance Bond 

:r Property Bond 

""4 Surety Rond 

5 Unsecured Bond 

6 Release on Own 
Recognizance (ROR) 

8 N/A 

..i. tUssing 

...L Yes 

2 No 

JL N/A 

-2.. Missing 

48-50 

51-53 

54-56 

57-63 

64 

65-71 

72 
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I 
I 
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18. Type of Counsel 

(Name: ) 

19. D.C. Preliminary Hearing Outcome 

A-3 

T Private Attorney 

2" Pub lie Defender, 

"3 Assigned Counsel 73 

7;" Self 

S- Other 

9 Missing 

T Waived to Grand Jury 

2" Direct Indictment 

"3 D.C. Trial Da te Set 

'4 Pled Guilty 

5 Dismissed 74 

6" Bench Warrant 

T Diversion 

"8 N/A 

9 Missing 

1 
! II 
1 

I); 
1 .. 
!, 

! Sample ID 

!] 

1] 

j] 
I] 

~".! j
t..;, 

" 

fl. 11 

m 
tJ 

I 

I 
I 
I 

Record 2 

20. District Court Disposition Date 

21. Final District Court Disposition 
(See Codebook) 

22. D.C. Most Serious Disposed Offense 
(See Codebook) 

23. Type of Probation Granted 

(Lis t: --------) 

24. Plea Negotiation 
(See Codebook) 

25. Total Sentence Time (Months) 

26. Actual Sentence Time Served (Months) 

27. Class of Sentenced Offense (Circle One) 
(See Codebook) 

A-4 

------
------ 1-6 

T 7 

==/==/== 8-13 

14-15 

16-18 

T Com. Trea tmen t Cen ter 

T Shock Proba tion 

T Split Sentence 19 

"'4 Misd. Proba tion 

S- Other 

'8 N/A 

"'9 ~issing 

20 

21-22 

23-24 

T A - Misdemeanor 

'2 B Misdemeanor 

T Viola tion 25 

8 N/A 

'9 Missing 



~ 
I 

~, 

( 

[ 
28. Fine (Round to Nearest Dollar) $ --- ------ ---

[ 
29. Restitution Ordered 

L Yes 

1... No 

[ a- N/A 

"9. Missing 

[ 30. Amount of Restitution Ordered $ --- ------ ---0.- _ 

[ 

,~ [ 
, 
l [ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 
.t 
:-;~ 

[ :~!-l 

'. I 
,',.. 

I 
I 
I A-5 

f1 

26-31 

,
',i",ll', -' 

II 

~ 
I 

32 

33-38 

\ 

n 
u 
fl 
o 

'0 
o 
u 
u 
u 
n 
o 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~ _______ • ___ 1 

Defendant's Name -----------------------
Circuit Court Case Number 
(See CATCH Master File Lis~t~in-g-)~--------

Sample ID 

Record 3 

31. Date of Indictment 
(See CATCH Master File Listing) 

32. Type of Indictment (Circle One) 

33. Most Serious Charge Indicted 
(See Codebook) ----------

34. Grand Jury Disposition 
(See Codebook) (Circle~O~n-e~)-------------

A-6 

. 1-6 

3 7 

==/==/== 8-13 

1 Waived to Grand Jury 

2 Direc t Indictment 14 

JL N/A 

..2.- Missing 

15-17 

L Indictment to Original Charge 

JL Felony Charges Reduced 

.1... Dismissed 18 

JL Remanded to District Court 

.2.. Other 

..2... Missing 

:...., _____ ~ __ , _________ ...... _______ ._... _________ __01''__k _____ _'__ __ ''"'_ ________ ~ __ _=__ __ __""'__~~ L. 



Sample ID 

Record 4 

35. PFO Status (Circle One) 

36. Circuit Court Bond (Circle One) 

37. Circuit Court Bond Amount $ 

38. Circuit Court Boni Posted (Circle One) 

39. Circuit Court Arraignment Date 

A-7 

-------
------

T PFO I 

2" PFO II 

"'8 N/A 

'"9 Missing 

T Ca!~h Bond 
l\ 

" 
T 10~· Appearance Bond 

3r Property Bond 

"4 Sure ty Bond 

~ Unsecured Bond 

"6 ROR 

Jr Same Bond as D.C. 

8' N/A 

'"9 Missing 

T Yes 

T No 

8' N/A 

'9 Missing 

-=/==/== 

1-6 

7 

8 

9 

10-16 

17 

18-23 

I 
I 
J.' .' . 

l 

'ml ' " )" -

I 
I 
:1 
I 
I 
I 

40. Type,of Counsel (Circle One) 

(Name: ) --------

41. Circuit Court Disposition Date 

42. Final Circuit Court Disposition __ ~ ____ __ 

43. C.C. Most Serious Disposition Offense 
(See Codebook) 

44. Plea Negotiation ________________________ _ 

(See Codebook) 

45. PFO Disposition ________________________ _ 

(See Codebook) 

46. PSI Ordered (Circle One) 

47. Sentencing Date 

48. Total Sentence Time (Months) 

49. Actual Sentence Time (Months) 
(See Codebook) 

i.1 

A-8 

T Private Attorney 

2 Pub lic Defender 
~"':'!" 

-'" 
L Assigned Counsel 

"4 Self 24 

L Other 

- N/A ~ 

.2... Missing 

--- ,--,-- 25-30 -- -- --
31-32 

33-35 

36 

37-38 

L Yes 

L No 39 

L Waived 

L N'A 

L Missing 

--,--,-- <"f -- -- --
40-45 

46-49 

50-53 



I 
,I 
;' 

I ~ r 

[ 
50. Class of Sentenced Offense (Circle One) T Dea th pena 1 ty 

'2 A - Felony 

[ T B - Felony 

.i. C - Felony 

[ S- D - Felony 

[ 
6 A Misdemeanor 

T B - Misdemeanor 

[ "8 N/A 

9 Missing 

" 
[ 51. Sentencing Disposition (Circle One) T Concurrent 

,.- [ 
{ 

T Consecu ti ve 

T Both 

[ '8 N/A 

[ 
9' Missing 

52. Probation Granted (Circle One) 1 Yes 

[ 2 No 

[ JL N/A 

-2.. Missing 

[ 53. Fine (Round to nearest Dollar) $ --- -~--

--- ---
( 54. Restitution Ordered (Circle One) ..!.. Yes 

" I 
2 No 

~ N/A 

,~ I ...2.. Missing 

;i, 

I 
55. Restitution Amount $ --- ------ ---

I A-9 

-\ 

55 

56 

57-62 

63 

67-69 

, 
\ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' · , ' , ' 

Ij, ! 1 

, I 1,1 

1: ' 

'I;' r. , 

I • 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Probation and Parole Outcome 

Defendant's Name 
-----------------------

Sample ID 

Record 5 

56. Initial Date of Supervision 

57. Type of Case (Circle One) 

58. New Crime Commited by Offender (Circle One) 

59. Seriousness of New Offense 
(See Seriousness Code: Use 
777 • Technical Viola tion, 
888 - N/A, 999 - Missing) 

60. Offender A:r.,res ted (Circle One) 

61. Offender Convicted (Circle One) 

A-lO 

-------

==/==/== 
T Probation 

:r Shock Probation 

T Parole 

T Maximum Expiration 

1 Yes 

2" No 

8 N/A 

.1.. Missing 

T Yes 

2 No 

'9 Missing 

'1 Yes 

2' No 

9" Missing 

- 1-6 

7 

8-13 

14 

of Sentence 

15 

16-18 

19 

20 



" ' 

. ' 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

62. Offender Incarcerated (Circle One) 

63. Probation/Parole Violation Hearing 
(If Pending go to 65) (Circle One) 

64. At hearing Offender was either 
(Circle One) 

65. Supervision Status (Circle One) 

66. Date of Outcome 

A-ll 

1 Yes 

L No 

L Kissing 

1- Held 

L Pending 

.!L N/A 

r- Returned to Institution 

2"" Leniency 

"8 N/A 

L Kissing 

1 Completed Supervision 

2 Still Under Supervision 

.!L N/A 

L Kissing 

--/--/--
-- -- --

• 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25-30 

. L-

\ 
\ 
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