If you have issues viewing or accessmg this file contact us at NCJRS. gov

i
£y
3
;
i

NCIRS

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCIJRS cannct exercise
control over the physical condition of the doruments submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document guality.

| . !

22
122

&S

L
iz Jlis e

s 5

lles

o
25 4.0
. et

A———
S—
f—
—
—

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART : |
NATIONAL BUSEAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Microfilming procedures uéed to create this fiche comply with
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504 :

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are | t
those of the author(s] aad do not represent the cfficial
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION |
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE ='
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

D at e 6/27/75

tnl " e ti’,

ATy g o s - _ o

) ! {u/{"“/ A
. i ’ . l""\!a o 7
Library . :
National Councii on Crime & Dahmuwc,/
. . Continental Plaza
i 411 Hackensack Avenué
/ Hackensack, New Jersey 07601 R
N
3
V PR ) frmes ey .1 ‘*E i'::&ﬂ% ?\l MH . %
(T = . -
SRR i L.Mu @:{w eyt - -
L:?.‘:.' 2Cty »AL:’\.JH':”‘ e T L E- .

PR o e ST R =
!’%
3, -

OE‘\“&L COUNCIL ON CRINME AMND DEL!F\‘C‘UENC‘Y

D E Vi Ty YT R E PR 3o 0 O A B (o L S SN Ty S LR LSRR TP T S Rt prli i ]

R TRTCA M wetyes

PP’"F%‘E,M& ;,x,.w/“agfj WITH SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

FOR ”Hﬁ@‘éﬁﬁ? RISK™ D 'Ft?:v‘f(f}/lz\ﬂ’&

EVALBATION BEPORT #3

AL AR AT TR ST, Qe AT PR oIy A NI R AT I SRR Yo S r S e ]
..:e:'.ammmmmmmmamzw&mmﬁemmw&#&mm}mmwmrwam R
Peter §. Venezia, Ph.D.
Director,
Program Evaluation
May, 1973

Suite U, Brintey Bidy. cr
609 Second Street
Davig, Catifornia 95616




R e T

b ey

Library

National Council on Crime & Delj
W o n i
Continental Plaza quency

41T Hackensack Avenue
Hackensack, New Jersey O76OL ‘wv'sz!’sﬁi‘ i

PRETRIAL RELEASE WITH SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
FOR “HIGH RISK” DEFENDANTS —

THE_THREE-YEAR EVALUATLON.

OF THE POLK COUNTY' "BEPARTMENT OF
COURT SERVICES.

COMMUNITY,CQRRECTEQﬂ?WERQHE&TW

EVALUATION REPORT #3

Evaluation Staff:
PETER S. VENEZIA, Ph.D., Director
ROGER STEGGERDA,kAssociate Project Director
DANA L. BROWN, Data Specialist
WILLIAM C. GREENE-QUIJANO, Research Assistant
CHARLEENE DISON, Research Assistant
GUY E. PASELA, Statistical Associate
ARIANE BOWES, Secretary
JANE GOETTSCH, Research Assistant
ALLAN McCUTCHEON, Research Assistant
CHERYL BRADY, Secretary/Research Assistant

The evaluation was conducted and this report
was produced by the Research Center of the
National Council on Crime and Delinguency,
Davis, Californid, under contract to the Des
Moines Office of Community Development, Des

/ Moines, ITowda.

L

VCCDﬁﬂESEARCH CENTER PETER S. VENEZIA

SUITE D, BRINLEY BLDG. o
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 ' May, 1973

kST,
|
l

" ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We wish to express our sincere appreciation to the directors
and staffs of the Community Corrections and the Pre-Trial Release

Projects for their substantial assistance and cooperation.

Further, we are grateful to Captain Arthur Ferguson and others

in the Des Moines Police Department, Shirley Page and others in
the Polk County District Court Clerk's Office, the staff in the
Des Moines Municipal Court Clerk's Office, and, especially, the

judges of the Fifth Judicial District.

We wish finally to acknowledge Bernard J. Vogelgesang, who as

Director of the Polk County Department of Court Services has

ceaselessly promoted within the Department an atmosphere conducive

“to cogent evaluation.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgements
Table of Contents

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Release Prior to Trial

The Issues
The Recommendation
Pretrial Release in Des Moines

The Des Moines Community Corrections
Project
Project History

Project Operation

Evaluation Methodology

Evaluation Plan
Project Goals and Assumptions

The Research Model
Data Collection
Statistical Analyses

Evaluation Results

Defendants Studied
Defendants Described
Defendant Group Differences

Client Selection
Project Services to Defendants

ii

ii

vii

[ N e o

~

13

14
15
21
24
27

28

29
33
37
41
43

TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont.,)

Pretrial Release Outcome
Appearance for Trial
Pretrial Offense Allegations
Pretrial Jail Time
Public Assistance
Income Changes
Bail
Legal Representation and Fees

Post-Program Outcomes

Court Outcome
Conviction Rates
Incarceration Rates

Sentence Lengths

- Recidivism

Arrests and Convictions
Recidivism Seriousness

Recidivism Conclusions
Financial Effectiveness
Societal Effectiveness

Evaluation Conclusion

FIGURES

Des Moines Model Neighborhood

Corrections Project Organizational
Chart :

The Research Model

iii

75
79
81

82

10

19

S

PO e PR RS

i Sk

ENTTRR. o SOTR S i,

R omm o ommmeo

3
R

o
B



IT.

III.

Iv.

VI‘

VII.

VIII.

TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont.)

TABLES

Original Assignments, by Group, of
Defendants Interviewed During the
Third-Year Evaluation Period .
December 16, 1971 through

December 15, 1572

Original Assignments, by Group,

of Defendants Interviewed During the

Three~-Year Evaluation Period
February 3, 1970 through
December 15, 1972

Three-Year Socio-Demographic Pro-
files of Three Defendant Groups:

Project-Released (C), Bail Released (B),

and Project-Rejected-Jailed (G)

Ten Client Characteristigs Related
to Failure in the Community Correc-

tions Program

Number of Services Provided ?o Defen-
dants Released to the Community Correc-

tions Project for Years 1970, 1971,
and 1972

Number of Defendants Who Received

Each Type of Service Provided by the

Community Corrections Project for
1970, 1971, 1972

Closed Cases for All Defendants

Studied During the Community .Correc-—

tions Evaluation = Year Three and
Three Years .

Appearance in Court over a Three-Year
Period of Three Groups of Defendants
Released Prior to Trial - Those Re-

leased: on Bail (B); to Community
Corrections (C); and on Bail afterxr

Rejection by Community Corrections (Q)

iv

31

31

35

39

44

46

47

XI.

XIT.
XIIT.

XIV.

XVI.
XVIT.
XVIII.

XIX,

XX,

XXI.

R e e R BT

TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont.)

Three-Year New Offense Allegations
Lodged Dpuring the Pretrial Periods
of Bail Releasees (B) , Project De-
fendants (C), and Those Rejected

by the Project but Released on
Bail (Q)

Jail Time Analysis for Three Years
of Community Corrections Project
Operation

Time-To~Trial for the Three Year
Project Period

Through-Time Comparisons of Public
Assistance Rates for Two Defendant
Groups and Two Time Periods

Three-Year Prearrest vs. Pretrial
One-Month Income Comparisons for
Jailed and Released Defendants

Amount of Bail, Posted and Unposted,
Set by the Court for all Eligible
Pefendants Interviewed by Project
Staff During Three Years

Comparisons of Legal Representation
and Attorney Fees Paid by Jailed and
Released Defendants - Three Years

Closed~Case Defendants Charges
Dropped vs. Not Dropped

Closed Case Defendants Convictions
vs. Non-Convictions

Post-Conviction Incarceration Rates
Prior to Sentencing

Incarceration Rates of Sentenced
Defendants

Sentence Lengths for Convicted Defendants
Post~Disposition Arrests and Convictions

of All Offenders in Groups C, B, and
G in 1972

49

52

53
54

56

57

60
63
54
65
65

67

72




XXII.

XXITI.

XXIV.

TABLE OF CONTENTS (cont.)

Post-Disposition New Arrests and
Convictions of Defendants in Groups B,
¢, and G in 1972 Who Were Not Incar-
cerated for Their Original Charges

Comparison of Groups B, C, and G (1972)
On the Basis of Seriousness of Post-
Disposition Offenses .

Comparison of Groups B, C, and G (1972)
On the Basis of Recidivism Scores

APPENDICES

Codesheet and Offense Code List Used
By Des Moines Model Neighborhood
Corrections Project

Statistical Analyses of Community Corrxec-

tions Clients' Characteristics, as
Related to Failure vs. Non-Failure
in the Program

Summary of Multiple Regression on
Outcome )

vi

74

75

77

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Evaluation of the Polk County Department‘of Court
Services Community Corrections Programveffectiveness
is diéng conducted by the Research Center of the National
Council on Crime and Delinguency. The first-year (1970)
evaluation indicated the project's general success. The

second-year results underscored the prior findings and

provided a more comprehensive description of the project's

achievements in terms of its goals and underlying assump-
tions. This, the three-year report, describes conclu-
sively the success of pretrial release to supportive
services.

Comparisons among greups of defendants--pretrial
releasees vs. those not released--served as the basis
for the evaluation. The findings and recommendations

that resulted from this approach are listed below.

Client Characteristics. Assessment on thirty-one indi-

vidual, social, and demographic defendant characteristics

provided a profile of clients released to’the project.
Contrasted with this were two comparison groups. One,
a group of non-released defendants who were not recom-
mended for release to the project, was shown to be much

more marginal as compared to the project group--marginal

in the sense of a higher expectation of pre- and post-trial

vii
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reéidivism. The other, composed of defendants released
on bail, was slightly less marginal. (Pages 33-41)

Based upon three years of defendants' pretrial out-
comes, ten client characteristics were identified that
are related to failure in the program. These findings
are preliminary in nature, and are not acceptable for

practical application. (Pages 37-40)

Client Selection. The project staff is able to exclude

from the program a group of defendants for whom the risk
of pretrial release failure (i.e., threat to the community)

is greater than that posed by those selected for the

program. (Pages 41-72)

Appearance for Trial. More than ninety-eight percent of

the project's clients appeared. The available evidence

from bail release in Polk County indicates the same

appearance rate. (Pages 45-47)

Pretrial Offenses. The project's defendants and those

released on money bail do not differ as to offense alle-
gations (approximately twenty-two percent) during the

release period. (Pages 48-50)

Primary Goal Effectiveness. If "safe pretrial release"

is defined as release without any greater risk of failure
to. appear for trial and of new offenses during the pre-

trial period, then the project's selectivity and suppor-
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. tive services to

489 defendants
are Llevi : .
Goal: achieving the primary

== To obtain the safe pretrial release of high
risk defendants who would ordinarily remain
in jail in Des Moines until trial because they
do not meet ROR "community étability" Criteria
and can not afford bail, (Pages 45-50)

Pretrial Jail Time.

; The project's existence saved 25,681
efend jail-~ |
ant jail-days. Of these, 13,006 days would h
been ser -
erved by defendants who were not found guilty

4

ultimately. (Pages 50-53)

Pretrial Employment and Income.

4

thus, thei i i i
r their income is maintained rather than lost com

let : it i ) ai
P ely, as it is for Jailed defendants. (Page 55)

Legal Representation.

People released to the project were

7 x h R r

1 . 0

counsel. (Pages 59-61)

Court Outcome.

Several findings pertain to this factor:
~= Def i
endants released prior to trial are less often

convi - jai
nvicted than those jailed. However, the project's

clients show only a trend in that direction

(Pages 62-64)

ix




. . defendants--especially those who are not convicted--and
== The project defendants are less often incarcer-

ated than those jailed, subsequent to conviction. their families. —(Pages 81-82)
(Pages 64-66) : ‘ Evaluation Conclusion

~— Sentence lengths for those in the project who are The Des Moines Community Corrections Project is
convicted and incarcerated are shorter than those . | . demonstrating its viability and effectiveness. It is
of defendants jailed prior to trial and are shorter accomplishing its goals at no financial or social costs
than those imposed upon bail releasees. (Pages 66-67) to society. Based upon these findings, the National

. ; Council on Crime and Delinquency recommends that this
Secondary Goal Effectiveness. The considerable amount of :

_ ‘ ‘ ‘ o pretrial approach be implemented wherever community
inconclusive evidence available so far indicates that those

. . ] . ) support can be generated for its acceptance.
individuals who are provided with the project's pretrial,

A . . . ) It is recommended that the project staff:
rehabilitative services are less likely to commit new

. ) : -- Work together with the evaluation staff to iden-
offenses subsequent to the pretrial period than are defen-~ ;

~ . _ . . tify and apply a set of selection criteria used
dants who do not receive project serxrvices. Until further
. . . , to make the judgement of "poor risk for release
study in completed, this finding may be accepted tenta-
L o . . . ., to the project". On the basis of the obtained
tively as indicating that the project is accomplishing
: ; . R selection criteria, improve its success rates and,
its second goal=-that of reducing future recidivism.

thereb its efficiency.
(Pages 68~78) Yor Y

Financial Cost Effectiveness. Based upon the $518,234

expended by the project and the $716,929 saved during

the three years, the most conservative statement is that

the project is at least paying for itself. (Pages 79-80)

Societal Effectiveness. The evidence is conclusive that

the community is benefiting from the program and that

" release to the project prevents unnecessary hardship for

”

xi.




Release Prior to Trial

The Community Corrections Project was a demonstra-
.tion program. It was designed to explore the feasibility
of one method of alleviating a natiénwide condition that
results in severe inequities and hardships for individuals
as well as in critical, moral, and financial problems for
society. Currently, as part of Polk County Court Services,

it is continuing with the same focus.

The Issues

The judiciary in any localiiy is empowered to decide
whether or not persons arrested and charged with a criminal
offense will be released pending txial. Those not released
await final disposition for days, weeks, and often months--
depending upon the prosecution caseload, the gravity and
complexity of the case, and the condition of the court
calendar.

" The impact of the pretrial releazse decision is exten-
sive. A released defendant is one who may live with and
support his family, maintain his ties to the community,
and apply himself to his own defense by searching for
witnesses and evidence, by keeping in close touch with

his lawyer,kand by obtaining the assistance of private
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counsel. An imprisoned defendant may be subjected to

the squalor, idleness, and possibly criminalizing effects
of jail. He may be confined though literally innocent;
many Jjailed defendants are not convicted. He may be
confined while presumed innocent, only to be freed when

found guilty; many jailed defendants, after they have

- been convicted, are placed on probation or given suspen-

ded sentences instead of being imprisoned. In additioﬁ,
society relies upon the court for protection when the
decision is made about releasing a defendant. If a re-
leased defendant fails to appear for trial, the law is
flouted. If a released defendant commits crimes, the
community is endangered.

The method used most often to deal with these compli-
cated issues is money bail in an amount fixed by the court. -
A defendant without acéess to that amount of money is re-
manded to jail. The ordinary device defendants use to
furnish bail is to pay a fee, commonly ten percent of the
bail, to a bondsmaq who posts a bond with the court for
the full amount. The glaring weakness of the money bail
system is that it discriminates against poor defendants,
thus running directly counter to the law's avowed pufpose
of treating all defendants equally. Also, a massive side
effect of money bail is that it costs taxpayers millions

of dollars a year for non-released, incarcerated defendants.
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Communities spend as much as eighteen dollars per day

to house, feed, and guard each jailed defendant--including
the defendant who is in jail solely because he is finan-
cially unable to raise bail.

Beyond this, evaluating a defendant's reliability in
terms of dollars 1is so difficult thét, perhaps inevitably,
most jurisdictions have come to use what might be called a
standard crime-pricing system. On the theory that the
likelihood of a defendant's appearance for trial depends
upon the size of the penalty he‘faces and therefore upon
the seriousness of the charge against him, bail rates are
often preordained--a stated amount of dollars for each
specific crime. The effect of fixed rates and their dis-
parity from place to place is to leave out of considera-
tion the individual--not only his financial means but his
background, character, and ties to the community.

Although bail is recognizedyin the law solely as a
method of insuring a defendant's appearance at trial,
judges often use it as a way of keeping in jail persons
they fear will commit crimes if released before trial.

As well as this procedure's being of dubious legality,

it is ineffective in many instances. Professional crimi-
nals or members of organized criminal elements have little
difficulty posting bail, although, since crime is their

way of life, they are clearly a threat to society.

1

il

v ..'?,

The Recommendation

After pondering the issues, including the diffi-
culty of identifying the relatively small percentage
of defendants who are significant risks in terms of
flight or criminal conduct before trial, the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
made a specific recommendation:

Bail projects should be undertaken at the
State, county, and local levels to furnish
judicial officers with sufficient informa-
tion to permit the pre-trial release without
condition of all but that small portion of
defendants who present a high risk of

flight or dangerous acts prior to trial.*

Tbis recommendation was based, in part, upon the
knowledge obtained from the Manhattan Bail Project--an
experiment with the increased use of release on the de-
fendant's own recognizance as an alternative to bail.

The Bail Project, launched in 1961 by the Vera Foundation*#*

and the New York University Law School, demonstrated that

judges released more defendants on their own recognizance

when presented with verified information about the defen-

dant's community ties (family, residence, and employment)
than without such information. It showed, also, that

defendants with firm community ties could be counted on

* U.S. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1267, p. 132.

**on June 20, 1966, the Vera Foundation was reorganized as the
Vera Institute of Justice.




to return to court for trial, whether or not money bhail
was posted. These results led to the establishment of

a permanent pretrial release operation in several juris-
dictieons, including Pclk County, Iowa (the City of Des
Moines and its enviréns). Changes iﬁ bail practice oc-
curred, as well, in nearly one hundred other communities

in over half of the states across the country.

Pretrial Release in Des Moines

The Des Moines Pretrial Release Project implemented

the release on own recognizance (ROR) type of approach in
1964. Since then, this operation and its counterparts
elsewhere have reconfirmed the findings of the Manhattan
Bail Project. Annually in Polk County, approximately 1800
defendants are eligible for bail. The Pretrial Project's
efforts result in release for almost 800 of these people,
many of whom would be unable to raise bail money. Another
600 post bail and are released. Most of the remaining 400--
the high risk group--would stay in jail pending trial because
they are financially unable to make bail and do not‘meet the
project's objective criteria for release.

k Five criteria are used and in order to be recommended
for release by the Pretrial Project, a defendant must have

a Polk County address at which he can be reached and a total

of five points.* Point ratings are based upon information

obtaihed from defendants. Law students conduct individual
interviews of arrestees, verify the information (usually
by telephone), and provide their reports to the court.

The decision on release remains with the judiciary.

A five—yéar summary of resﬁlts indicated that the pro-
ject was accomplishing what it set out to do.** During the
1964 to 1969 period, it was instrumental in the pretriél
release without bail of 3800 people. Of these, 2.4 percent

failed to appear for trial.

Despite its major accomplishments, the Pretrial Release
Project met only part of the need. OFf necessity, it had
to ignofe those defendants who could neither post bail
nor be released on their own recognizance. These people
were viewed as poor risks for safe release prior to trial.
The Pretrial Release Préject did not have the resources
to reduce the risk factor by working closely with indi-
viduals during the release period and by providing them
with the services required to develop their community ties.

Another approach was needed to address this problem.

*The selection criteria, with respective point ranges following, are:
(1) length of present residence--1 to 3; (2) number and type of family
ties--1 to 3; (3) length of residence in Polk County-—ten years or more,
X point; (4) length of. present employment~-~1 to 4; and (5) number and
type of prior convictions~-minus 1 to 2.

**Jones, James E., The Des Moines Pre-Trial Release Project, 1964-
1969, bes Moines, Iowa: lawley Welfare Foundation and Polk County-City
of Des Moines, 1968. ' ‘
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The Des Moines

Community Corrections Project

Project History

In 1969, a number of concerned citizens in Des Moines=--

including judges, businessmen, civic leaders, newspaper edi- S

tors, probation officials, and others--felt that something
more could be done to improve pretrial release. Consti-
tuting themselves as an informal Ad Hoc Committee, they
expressed the belief that a significant proportion of those
defendants remaining in jail prior to trial was not danger-
ous and coul@.be released. This stimulus, together with the
sponsoxrship of the Iowa Council of the National Council on
Crime and Delinguency (NCCD), and the catalytic action of
the Des Moines Model Cities Agency, produced the process
by which ideas were translated into an operational approach.

Initially conceived as the Des Moines Model Neighborhood
Corrections Project, this approach aimed at the pretrial
release to supportive services of marginal defendants--those
who could neither post money bail, nor be released on their
own'recognizance. This thrust has been maintained during
the project's three years of existence, since Febrﬁary of
1970.

Funding for the project'has come from all levels of

goverrnment, with respective annual budgets of $222,500;

e
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iernard Vogelgesang, Director, Polk Count
venue, Des Hoines, Towa 50314.

$143 582;
’ and, $152,1597. Originally, the Department of

1

’ The NCCD, a Private
agenc d 1 i
Y, does not Ordinarily operate local Projects but
it agreed ¢+ i |
g to do so untii local government assumed admini

strativ 7
€ control of the Program. On January 1, 1971 this
'

tOOk ,Dlacea Ille pIOgIal[l WaS lllCOI POIated aS tlle COImllulll ty

Correcti j j
ions Project into the newly-created Polk County

Department ]
of Court Serv1ces~—together with the Pretrial

Rel j
ease Project, and County Probation Services

that time, the Project

Since

has increaseg substantially its
staff ang caseload.

Project Operation#

Modifi i
lXications of staff patterns have been made during

the thr a '
€€ Year period. The current project Staffing is

depi vt i i
Picted by the Organizational chart on the next page

In addition,

y Court Services, 604 College
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‘ij . Guidance is provided to the project by an Advisory
| . "
i ‘ Council. Through time, it has been composed of most of
Polk County ‘ % :
Board of Supervisors ; those persons who were members of the Ad Hoc Committee,
Municipal District : plus additions such as representatives of the Sheriff's
Court e _ Court )
"~ | Director, Department |.-~ : Office and Department of Social Services, and several
of Court Services i .
- ‘ residents of the Model Neighborhood.
| All defendants who are interviewed by Pretrial’ Re-
Director : lease staff and who are not released (except traffic,
Division of . ) )
Community Services intoxication, or simple misdemeanor cases) are referred
to the Community Corrections Project. Other sources of
Pre-trial Services

referrals are attorneys, judges, and agencies or indi-

I

Court Liaison
Suparvisor

viduals who are interested in particular defendants.

Those referred to the project are interviewed in jail

by a project Jail Interviewer. The interview is brief,

-t i ¥ 3 & ’ o » 0 ’ » 0
Pre-trial Release Community Corrections : : concentrating upon the defendant's social, criminal,
!

J i

. . - R and employment histories, and his current friends, resi-
Municipal Court Superviser :
and City Jail : Jail Interviewer . » dence, and job. The veracity of his information is checked
[ Court Liaiscn Officer '
‘ ont i th v has
1 Counselor ] by contacting e people he gives as references, as well

[ 6 Counselors = ~ as other reliable sources.
. rie : : o
6 Interviewers Z Secretaries '

1 Secretary %

Whether or not a defendant is to be recommended for

release to the project is a decision made by the Project

viewer, acting in concert. Based upon all available infor-

E . Director, the Court Liaison Officer, and the Jail Inter-
i
1
i
%

mation, the decision is subjective--qguite unlike the point
Figure 1 . ; ' system applied by the Pretrial Project. Primarily, the

Des Moines Model Neighborhood Correcticns Project : : question underlying the determination of the defendant's
' ' Organization Chart




~-11-

acceptability is, "Can the project be of help to the poéen—
tial client?"

The court has the final authority on release. If it
accepts a release recommendation, a bail bond form is
signed by the defendant as primcipal and surety. The
bond and the project'; recommendation are thep filed in
the Court Clerk's Office.

In the client's initial meetiné with the project coun-
selor to whom he has been assigned, the requirements of
the Community Corrections Project and the procedures and
processes of the client's supervised release are explained
to him. When it is certain that the client understands
his role in the project and the conditions of his release,
he is reguired to read and sign a performance contract
specifying‘the conditions and expectations for him while
under supervision of the Community Corrections staff.

Typically, a person released to the project must report
daily to his counselor. Apart from personal, family, or
group counseling, he may be required to spend some evenings
at the project office for classes or films on: alcoholism,
drug abuse, the Concentrated Employment Program, the.use of
legal counsel and welfare services, the effects of mari-
juana, planned parenthood, medical insurance, vocational
rehabilitation services, and remedial education. In addi-
tion, he may be referred to one or more of a variety of

public and private agencies for such services as: employment,

.~
p
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budget Planning, child care training, drug or alcohol-

1sm treatment, psychiatric diagnosis and/or therapy,

medical treatment, remedial education, vocational eval-

uation, etc. The overall effort is to meet flexibly the

needs of the individual defendant, upgrade him in line

with his interests andg potential, and encourage him to

develop stable community ties.

A file, maintained on each client released to the

project, contains all information pertinent to him in-

cluding: the release investigation and recommendation;

results of psychiatric, psychological, educational, and

vocational evaluation; records of therapy and remedial

efforts; and a narrative, chronological history of the

supervision process. The history serves several functions

in that it documents: +he degree and rate of client pro-

gress; all important contacts and events (a necessary legal

safeguard for the project and counselor); and the informa-

tion upon which to base a final report to the court prior

to the sentencing of a convicted client.
The final report includes the counselor's outline

of the project's experience with the defendant during the

release period, and a description of any positive commun-

ity, family, or employment ties that have been formed or

strengthened during this time. Sufficient client progress

while under supervision is taken as an indication that
rehabilitation could be continued within the community.

In this type of situation, the counselor's recommendation

qgeew o
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to the court is usually one of probation with suspended

sentence. If the court follows the recommendation, the

offender is transferred to the probation section of Court
Services. This transfer within the department, and a
quick forwarding of the client's file to his probation
officer, provide a smooth transition f{pm pretrial to
post-sentencing supervision.

Some of the project's clients.do not appear for trial,

and others are arrested on new charges. In these instances,

the release bonds are revoked. Unlike the Pretrial Project,

two other conditions can lead to bond revocation and return
to jail upon the project's recommendation: failure to
make identifiable progress in the program, and abrogation

by the client of the contract he signed upon his release to

the project.

Evaluation Methodology

One outstanding feature of the project has been its

emphasis upon a comprehensive evaluation of effectiveness.

As a pilot demonstration program, its accomplishments had

to be examined in order to determine its value as a perma-

nent program. As an ongoing service and as a possible model

for replication elsewhere, its results must bé specified in

concrete terms so that others may assess its values. It is

with these aspects of assessment that the annual research

reports deal.

Evaluation Plan
—=—2=20n Plan

e andgd Dellnquency, Davis,

California, Lt
With close Ccollaboration and information input

from pros - -
Project staff, the plan was in operational form by

7 2 e

to the
NCCD Research Center to conduct the firgt vear'
| : ar's
evaluati
tion. fThe Second-year evaluation wag funded at

I

th . |
e periog December, 13970, chrough vecember, 1971 A
’ .

= 4 n

the secong ear’ ¢
A% S contract. In September of 1972, the

resear ¥ i i
ch funding was increased to include evaluation of
o
the
Other components of the Polk County Court Servi
¥ ices.
Five s i
eparate, yet 1nterlocking, stages were delineated‘
for the evaluation Process.

— g o .
pPecification of the assumptions underlying the

r‘ (O | ot oy e
project's stated goals and mecheds.

== Development of the research model which.would
provide the basig for eéxamining the validity of
the assumptions and of the degree of goal accom-
plishment.

-_— R -4
ormulation of a data collection system by which

the information needed by the research model could

be obtained.

i




-~ Statistical analyses of the data to test hypotheses

developed from the assumptions.

-- Provision of annual reports of findings.

Project Goals and Assumptions. The Community Corrections

Project has been aimed at two overriding goals, within the
context of community-based treatment: ‘
~~ To obtain the "safe" pretrial release of "high
risk" defendants who would ordinarily remain in
jail in Des Moines until trial because they do

not meet ROR "community stability" criteria and

can not afford bail. By "safe" is meant appear-

ance for trial and the absence of new offenses
while awaiting trial.
-~ By means of the community-based, rehabilitative,
and upgrading services provided by the project
to those defendants released to it, to reduce the
amount of future crime committed by this group.

Subsumed under these goals or collateral to them are
alidity of which is

[o SRS N

a number of specific assumptions, the v

examined by the evaluation.
-- There are individuals in the group of high risk

defendants who can be safely released, without

bail, prior to trial.
-- The project staff can select from this group the

most likely candidates for release.

~- Those individuals released to the project are

t
hey hag not been releaseqd

.

== Those ingiw+
1viduals released to the proj
Ject prior

e S i e

-
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studied, they were indicative of the project's effective-~

The Des Moines Model Neighborhood Corrections
Project had as its primary first-year goal the
selection and safe pre-trial release into the
community of at least 100 of approximately 400
defendants jailed due to inability to post money
bail or to meet release—on-reqognizance (ROR)
community stability criteria.

The primary goal was achieved. - Of 141 defen-
dants interviewed, eighty-one were released to
the project's full-range community treatment
program during an eight-month operational period.
All sixty-one defendants whose cases reached
court disposition appeared for trial. Five
criminal violations (8.2%) were charged to
people in this group. These results compare
favorably with what is known about pre-~trial
release (ROR} outcomes in Des Moines and
elsewhere, including bail release. Thus,
this community-based demonstration program
is showing that defendants, who have been
considered poor risks for pre-triel release,
can be released with no greater danger to
the community than that presented by per-
sons on money bail,

In addition, the project demonstrated
that it could: significantly reduce jail
costs, alleviate the hardship of non-
convicted defendants, and generally pay
for itself.

One of the most striking findings is
that the project appears to have a direct
impact upon the criminal justice system.
Defendants released to the project, com-
pared to a pre-selected control group of
comparable non-released defendants, were
less likely to be incarcerated subsequent
to conviction. Also, the released defen-
dants employed private counsel more often
than did those not released. '

Based upon all available evidence, the eval-
uation of effectiveness indicates that the Des
Moines Model Neighborhood Corrections Project
should be continued and augmented. Also, there

T e
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18 sufficient basis to consider the

broject as 4 model for i
or i1mplementati
elsewhere, * : g mELen

The s ~ye
econd-year research report provided a more

in ter F it
ms of its goals and underlying assumptions

Comparis
“MParisons among groups of defendants~~pretrial

releas
€es vs. those not released~-were the basis for

the ' i i
evaluation. The findings and recommendations that

resulted from this approach were:

fi;fgfdggira_:;s?ijticsé Assessment on thirty-one

Vg P .1a » and demographic defend » -

E?rlStl?S brovided a profile of clients rejzgs;gaiic
?e Project. A comparison group composed of

released defendants who could have peen rele nog—

to t@e broject was shown to pe slightly mor e

marg%nal, 4s compared to the project grou —f

mirglnal in the sense of a higher expocta€;01

Ol pre- and post-trial recidivism, ) )

Aeggarance for Trial. Almost ninety-eight per t
of.the project's clients appeared. All ava?lagjn

evidence from the Des Moines Pre-Trial Releise ©

Program’ and from bail release in Polk County

lj?dlcate Llle Same appeazaIJCe 'zatel al‘;‘CSt '2‘11]Etb

Pre~?rial Offenses.  The broject's defendants
and those released On money bail had the same
rate of offense allegations (approximatelg
se;enteen and one~half bercent) during the
release period. Similar findings 1

x 11Ngs exist £
the ROR type of approach, o

Program Selectivitg. Those defendants rejected
by the project as POOor releasce risks but later
re%eased on bail, had the highest raée of prefl
trial new offense allegations (thirty-nine percent)

*Venezia, P.S., Des Moines Mod .

.S. townes Model Netghborhood Coypests /
oozl PuS., , / rrections Pr ]
?g;zﬁrch Lva&gaizon Report Mumben 1 (February 3, 1970 o Z;cizggiC§6
1 ¢ Des Moines, Iowa: Model City Agancey, February 3, 197i ’
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, s ions
Thus, the project staff's selection decision
14
tend to be accurate.

5 ~trial
Primary Goal Effectiveness. If 7safe prelt
Jease” is defined as release without anjl
rieater risk of failure to appear fbr’tilaeriod,
gnd of new offenses during the pre-tria ii;e
2hen the project's selectivity and suppore
services to 231 second-yeadar defendants ar
achieving the primary goal: .
--To obtain the safe pre—triallgeiizjiazily
‘gh ri ts who wou
high risk defendan ' ' :
regain in jail in Des Moines 5ntil tiial
because they do not meet ROR communidg
stability" criteria and can not affor

bail.

i ] ject's existence
~-Trigl Jail Time. The proje 5 exis
grii£;l§97l saved 3343 defendant jail dagg.by
O; these, 1231 days would have been serzi.mately.
d fendants who were not found guilty, ulti
e :

) ject's
Pre-~Trial Employment and Incomei. gis igo;VOid
f 3 ids it clie
loyment assistance a. . ‘ : oid
e:gmpgogment; thus, their income'is'ma;nta;ailed
;ather than lost completely, as it is for

defendants.

. ; le released to the
~esentation. Peop s
Legéicieiére able, more often than those jailed,
proj

- -her
to provide their own defense attorneys Z?Lh
thai relying upon court-appointed counsel.

i ndi ] this
Court Outcome. Several findings pertain to

factor:
) ) less
-— Defendants released prior to t;izl a;iwever’
] han those jailed. ver
ften convicted t | ©
zhe project’s clients show only a trend i
hat direction. . .
;;e project defendants are less oftez igc
cerated than theose jailed,; subsequen

»

CORY1CteO§engths for those in the project.who
?entgggvicted and incarcerated do not difiigd
cic i ficantly from those of defeniants jai 's
S{qni zo trial. However, the proqect group's
gz;zences are shorter than those imposed

upon bail releasces.

‘there is sufficient basis to consider the project g

e —— e

*Venezia, P.S., Des Moineg Camnunity Corrections Progect Evaluation
Report Number Two, Dpavis, California: National Council on Crime and

Delinquency Research Center, February 1972

Secondarg Goal Effectiveness. The small amount of .
inconclusive evidence available so far indicates §
that those individuals who are provided with the ‘
broject's pre-trial, 'ehabilitative services are
less likely to commit new of fenses subsequent to
the pre~trial beriod than are defendants who

do not recejve broject services. yntj] further
study is completed, thisg finding may be accepted
tentatively as indicating that the pbroject is
accomplishing its second goal--that of reducing
future recidivism. ‘

Financial Cost Effectiveness. Based upon the $143,582
expended by the Project and the $135,000 saved during
the second ear (exclusive of indirect savings) the
most conservative Statement is that the project is
baying for itself.

Societal Effectiveness, The evidence is conclusive
that the community ig benefiting from the brogram
and that release to the Project prevents unnecessary
hardship for defendants——especially those who are
not convicted--and their familjes

Evaluation Conclusion. The Des Moines Communi ty
Corrections Project is demonstrating its viability
and effectiveness. It is accomplishing its goals
at no financial Or sccial costs o Society. Based
upon  these results, the evaluation staff Trecommends

model for implementation elsewvhere.

It is recommendeq that the project staff:

-~ Make évery effort to reduce, for its defendants,
the amount of time spent ip Jjail prior to release.

== Work together with the evaluation staff to iden-~
‘tify ang delineate the selection criteria used
to make the Judgement of "poor risk for release
to the project.

== On the basis of the obtained selection criteria,
iinprove itg success rates and, thereby, its
efficiency, * ’
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The Resecarch Model. Depicted in Figure 2 (on the next

page) is the method that was used for grouping defendants
according to pretrial release decisions made about them.
Originally, the experimental design included a "cohtrol"
group (Group F). During the project's planning phase,
the observation was made that the probable number of
defendants who could be released to the project &180)
would exceed the project's capacity for service (120),;
especially during the first-year developmental stage.

The decision, concurred in by project staff, the Advisory
Committee, and the Model Cities Agency, was to shift some
of the "overload" to a separate group ccmparable to the
released~to-project "experimental group" (Group C+D).
These people were not, however, reccmmended for release--
nor were they released to the project. This was accom-

plished by assigning to this non-release control group,

on a chance basis (by means of a table of random numbers),

twenty percent of those who were interviewed and decided
upon favorably. Thus, in evexy five defendants who would
have been recommended for release, one was passed over as
though he had not been interviewed but was kept track of
as part of a separate group. Assignmehts te the control
group were terminated, hcwever, in May, 1971. Project
administrators and concerned citizens insisted upon this
when the project's ekbansion made its services available

to virtually every eligible defendant.

PR s v o R,

Pre-Triall Bail ‘ ’
Non

(ROR) Release “ . |Release
800 ™ 600 400

-22a

Polk County Defendaﬂgém
1,800/year

| ]

Recommend Not Recommended |
Re]eage to for Release
Project - to Project

- 1! - ] ! 1
elease Not Random Not Rel d
to Project Relea§ed Non-Recommendation Released ° igse
to Project for Release to Project Project
— L
[
[A [B cl | o] |k F-—’S 'QL—-lG HI I IJ

Released to Pre-Trial Project.

Released on money bail.

Experimental group--released to project upon staff
recommendation.

Released to project upon staff recommendation, but

on a less than full-time, or on a "work release" basis.

= Recommended for release to project, but court denies
release.

Control group--randomly selected group comparable to ;
Group C, but not recommended for release, and not released.
= Rejected as poor risk for release.

= No project interview or recommendation; jail detention.

B 10

1]

Ineligible for project consideration.

Placed in project by court decision; previously rejected
by, or not considered by, the project.

= Originally in Group G, but later released on bail.

= Originally in Group F, but later released on bail.

N L R ol o) ! - m [wo) OO >
H

Figure 2

The Research Model
(A11 numbers are approximations.)



~-23-

The method of selection (chance) allowed the assump-
tion that the control group differed frdm the experimental
group on one aﬁtribute only--release to the project. If
this assumption was valid, then differences between the
two groups--in outcomes (such as convictions, court dispo-
sitions, and sentence lengths) may be seen as related
to pretrial events. TFor example, if significantly fewer
experimentals (Group C+D) than controls (Group F) are
later convicted, then there is evidence to support the
assumption that release prior to trial is related to
outcome in court. This type of experimental versus control
approach is often of crucial importance to evaluation of
project efféctiveness——yet it is rarely employed, and when
it is attempted, often its purpose is defeated by subse-
qguent events. The latter was the situation in this eval-
uation.

The experimental portion of the research design
required that the control group (F) be representative
through time, and that defendants assigned to this group
would remain in it. Neither of these conditions was met,
As was stated, no additions were made to the control group
after May, 1971, and thirteen of the original forty-eight
control defendants were subsequently released prior to
trial. These events had unknown selective effects upon‘

Group ¥ and it could not be viewed as a control group

-
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differing from the project group in one way only--
non-release prior to trial. The most that can be said
about Group F is that within it were defendants who
could have been released to the project, and who would
have been released if there had been sufficient project
capacity at the time of their availability.*

The overall "tracking" approach permitted other
sub~group comparisons that, through time, began‘to pro~-
vide information to resolve such crucial issues as: the
extent to which society is jeopardized (failure to appear
and new offenses) by the various forms of pretrial release
(Groups A, B, C, and D); identification of the factors
associated with the judicial decision not to release
(Group E); and improvement of the selection process for
pPretrial release (by a specification of releasee attri-
butes associated with success or failure during the pre-
trial period) so as to increase the number released with-
out any greater risk to the community. These issues are

addressed later in the report.

Data Collection. The cornerstone of any program evaluation’

is a comprehensive data collection--one that is tailored to
the needs of the project, identifies project elements,

allows for comparisons of subgroups, and records specific

*Frull details on the composition of this group, and the research

results derived during the first two years of evaluation are included
in Evaluation Reports 1 and 2, previously cited.




attributes and outcomes of individuals. In addition, the
sought-for data must be collectable--~they must exist some-
where before they can be collected--and the data collection
instrument (codesheet) must be short-form in design and

easily usable if the data are to be collected accurately.

‘The current codesheet is reproduced'in Appendix A. Each

item was examined in the light of relevance, availability
of information, and acceptability to project staff before
its inclusion in the data collection. Some codesheet
changes were made as a result of first and second-year
experience. Further revisions are being made as a result
of the expanded Court Services.

The oriéinal plan was to obtain a completed codesheet
for individuals in each of the subgroups (A through J).
In May of 1970, the project staff began the data collection
by coding (entering the required information on codesheets)
for the released-to-project cases (Group C+D). When the
first evaluation contract was approved in October, 1970,
full-time data collection assistance was obtained for coding
of all other cases. Sources from which information was

obtained were: - Project Staff, Polk County Attorney's Office,

Clexrk of District Court, Clerk of Municipal Court, Pretrial

Release Program, Polk County Jail, the Des Moines Police
Department, and several lawyers (concerning fees). The

collection effort was hampered; however, by several factors:

ST
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-~ Though data on more than 2000 Pretrial relcasees

have been collecfed, evaluation resources were,

for three years, insufficient to process and

analyze the data for information pertinent to

this report. Due to the expanded research con-
tract, however, these tasks are nearing completion.
A separate report on Pretrial Release is anticipated
for release in July of this year.

In January, 1971, when the Data Specialist attempted
to obtain summary data on Bail Releaée Outcome,

she found that this information was virtually non-
existent in Polk County. A painstaking examination
of all criminal dockets for 1970 yielded the number
of people who forfeited bail, and the total amount
of bail forfeited. The picture this presented,
though, was totally inaccurate. It was discovered,
for example, that defense attorneys often obtain
trial postponements until absconded clients have
been returned; that new offense charges are not
recorded along with bail information, and do hot

result, necessarily, in bail forfeiture; and that

new offense convictions in other states are not
ruled, always, as bail forfeitures. In an effort
to obtain further information, the Data Specialist

interviewed each known bail bondsman in Polk County.
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Her report was that they either could not or
would not provide specific information. Thus,
the Pretrial New Offense and the Failure-to-
Appear rates given in this report for the Bail
Group are seen as under-estimates of the actual
rates of occurrence. This is the case despite
redoubled efforts at data collection for this
group in the second and third years. The valu-
able result obtained from this attempt was the
significant increase in group size (six in year
one, 162 in year two, and 204 in year three)

that has permitted a study of court dispositions.

Statistical Analyses. The data input cut-off date of

n -~

December 16, 1972, provided a third year ané & three

yvyear sample of defendants for study. Data processing and
analyses were conducted at the NCCD Research Center.

The first approach to the data was to summarize and tab-
ulate the information obtained, by data item, for each

group. This provided descriptions of the characteristics

of the various subgroups and supplied the basis for com-

parisons. The subgroup comparisons were of two general

types: (1) on input data--attributes such as age, offense,

area of residence, etc.; and (2) on outcome--new offense

charges, appearance for trial, convictions, etc. The

latter were aimed at examining the validity of the stated

assumptions and at the evaluation of project effectiveness.

S AT I
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Lastl i
tly, all available data was sifted for information

elements pertinent to cost effectiveness

Evaluation Results

The vi i i
vViewpoints ang conclusions contained in thig

report
port are the sole responsibility of +he author Based

’

N
. } ’

m o
any of the findings are definitive. Those that must b
s e

viewed as tentative are identified asg such.

The findings below are set forth in summary and
tabular fashion. A deliberate effort was made to avoid
involvedq explanations of research methodology and statisg=-
tical techniques., Instead, complete data Summaries, and
descriptions of statistical procedures, are obtainable,
upon request, from the author--for those who wish to
check, replicate, or go Beyond the reported results.

A brief discussion of "significant" versus "not signifi-

cant" di i
' differences ig hecessary, however, before proceed

ing further.

Many comparisons were made among subgroups to determine
the ways, if any, in which they differed on such factors as
defendants' attributes ang outcomes. In general, when
Comparing small groups of people the likelihood is that
"differenceg" among them will hbe observed~~and the smaller

the groups, the greater the probability of "apparent"
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differences. For example, of 1000 fifth-grade youngsters,
two randomly selected groups of fifty each are likely to
show a greater difference in average height than would
two groups of 500 selected in the same way. A few very

short children swiected by chance into one of the two

‘groups of fifty would reduce noticeably the average height

of that group, while those same children would have much

less effect on the average height of a group of 500.

The essential idea is that chance is a possible fac-
tor underlying observed differences among groups-—-especially
with ones as small as those dealt with in this report. The
need, therefore, is to be cautious in accepting an obtained
difference as really distinguishing bet&een two groups.

The probability that chance could account for a given set
of findings must be evaluated before conclusions are
drawn. In the report of results below, differences
between groups are discussed as:

-~ Significant: the probability that chance couldi
account for the given result is less than five
percent,

-— Not Significant: the probability that chance
could account for the given result is greater

than five percent.

1}

Defendants Studied

Per Table I (on page 31), at least 440 people were

interviewed in jail by the project staff during the
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twelveQmonth period from December 16, 1971, to December
16, 1972. A total of 217 were recommended for release
(Groups C and E). Of these, 207 were released to the
project upon its recommendation. In addition, four who
were not recommended for release were placed in the pro-
ject by judicial decision (Group J). 1In all, 211 persons
were released to the project during the third year of
operation. This was two less than the 213 of the pre-
vious twelve months.

The 207 defendants in Group C became project clients
upon its recommendation. The ten people in Group E are
those who the court, contrary to project recommendation,
refused to release. Group F, the original control group.
had been terminated in year two. Therefore, no defendants
were assigned. ' Of the remaining defendants interviewed,
181 were rejected by the project staff as poor pretrial4
risks (Group G), forty-two were found to be ineligible
for release consideration due to emotional instability or
refusal to partiéipate (Group I), and four were released
to the project by the court after the project had rejected
them (Group J).

In addition to the above defendants there were others
who were not interviewed but‘who were included in the study.
These defendants were assigned to: Group H~-composed of

16 people ineligible for bail due to special conditions such
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-31- as holds placed on them by other jurisdictions; and, those
% who were released after posting bail (Group B, 204). Those
TABLE I

in the latter group were Polk County defendants (except
Original Assignments, by Group,

i d Lo _l’:“ -
of Defendants Interviewe _ ‘
During %he Third-Year Evaluation §§r1?372
December 16, 1971 through December R

those in Justice of the Peace Courts) who were released

on money bail during 1972, after being interviewed by the

* O O
. :

these defendants (90%) were not recommended for release
' I J Total
Group Assignment C E F G

subsequent to the interviews.
1 releaqse on
¥ yot included are an wunknown nunber of defendants whose

bail, ete., precluded project action beyond interview.
s .

Table II (on the preceeding page) is in identical

format to the preceeding table. Here the data summary

refers to the three years of project operation. Not shown
TABLE 1II

Original Assignments, bx Gfgqp,
e Threectes EvaTuation Ddr?n% were not interviewed by Community Correcticns staff.
the Three-Year Evagugt1ggb23r;g 1972

February 3, 1970 through BDec r 15,

are forty-five people in Group H and 338 in Group B who

For the three-year period, eighty-nine percent of

those released on bail, after being interviewed by Pre-
75 16 | 924
i 489 23 35 256
Number Interviewed

trial Release staff, were rejected for release con the basis

1 J Total . o
Group Assignment ¢ E F o | of the interviews.

This group, then, for year three and for
three years, is comprised of people who did not meet the

Pretrial Release Project's criteria, but who were released

~-~-on bail.

In these two respects, Group B was similar to

the Community Cocrrections Project's clients {Group C). The

people in both groups were at large in the community, prior
to trial,; after having been rejected for pretrial release

upon initial screening. At least one factor differentiated

them-~the manner of obtaining pretrial freedom. Those in

Group B were able to and did post bail, while those in Group

C either were not able to or were not forced to ralse money

o TR
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in order to obtain pretrial release.

Most of this report concerns itself with these two
groups and with Group G--those people who did not raise
bail and who remained in jail after rejection by both
projects. Comparisons among these groups provided the
results upon which many of the conclusions are based.

In order to obtain the results, more than 3000 compari-
sons were required by: the eight groups, for the two
time periods, across the fifty-six codeshee; items (with
an average of five categories pex item). In all, eight
man months of data correction, processing, and analyses
were required. Much of the obtained informetion—--that
which was not'directly pertinent to the issues addressed
in this report--has not been included. BDue to the need
for brevity and reduced publication ccst, compiete data
summaries and statistical desbriptions have been omitted
from this document. They are, however, obtainable, upon

request and at cost of reproduction, from the author.*

Defendants Described

One of the first steps in evaluating a project that
provides services to people is to describe as precisely
as possikle the group of individuals served. The three-

al

year, socio-demographic profile of Group C (the project's

*Mail requests to him at the: National Council on Crime and
Delinguency Rescarch Center, Suite D, Brinley Building, 609 Second
Street, Davis, California 95616.

g
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" e tcomes are Compared,
n of the groups' "input"
is, an initj i
Y 1nitigl dlfferences among gr
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tors that may h

characteristics.

ave relevance to
This has been done by

assigned to -
€ach of the three groups, though th umb
of people Varies slightly - N
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TABLE TI1

Three-Year Socio-Demographic Profiles of Three

Defendant Groups:
Bail Released (B), and
Project-Rejected-Jailed (G)

(For each item, the modal category is given.

Project-Released (C),

Statisti-
cally significant differences for Group B or Group G, as
compared to Group C are indicated by asterisks.
tistical tests and significance levels used are identified
at the end of the table.)

The sta-

Category
Item Description C=489 1 B=338 | G=290
6 Age Average yrs. 26.5 26.4 27.0
7 Sex Male 83% 87% Q2%**
7 Race Anglo 64% 70% 69%
8 Residence District W/in Des Moines 89% G51% Bau*
’ W/in Model City 35% 34% 36%
9 Status at Time Not undev Any 80% 76% 72%*
of Avrrest Sentence
10 Age at First Average yrs. 19.5 18.7 18.4
Offense :
1T Number of One or 96% 88% 92%**
Prior Arrests More
12 Number of Juvenile None 62% 61% H4%*
Convictions
13 Number of Prior One or 63% 61% 88%**
Adult Convictions More
14 Number of Adult None 68% 66% B3%**
Jail Sentences
15 Number of Prior None 80% 79% 65%**
Prison Sentences ;
16 Aliases None 88% 92% 914
18 Number of Arrest One vs. Two 71% 73% 67%
Allegations or More
Against Prop. 25% 25% 27%
Against Persons 17.6% || - 9% * 16%
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TABLE III (cont.)

38 Alcohol Difficulties

Naone Known

Category
Item Description C=4891)1B=338 | G=290
20 Marital Status Unmarried 74% 75% 78%
21 Years of Average yrs. 10.8 11.1 10.6
Schooling
22 Residence in Area Resident - 95% 93% 87 %% *
One Year 75% 72% 62%**
or More
23 Number of Resi- One or More 68% 70% 75%*
dence Changes 1in
Last 12 Months
24 Employment Unemployed 56% 62% 59%
25 Number of dobs Average No. 1.3 1.7 1.4
Last 12 Months
26 Number of Months Average Mos. 8.2 10.4 10.2
on Last Job
27 Willing to Willing 74% 74% 68%
Further Education
28 Number of None 57% 53% 65%*
Dependents ‘
29 Number of Relatives One or Hore 81% 8% 72%%%
in Polk County ;
30 Health Good 77% 90%** 88%
31 Military Service None 69% 7% 68%
32 Attitude Desirable G0% Go%** 91%
34 Receiving Public None S1% 92% 93%
Assistance
35 Annual Incorwe Average incone $3358 |[$3177 $2614
36 Income for One Average Income $228 || $214 $158
Month Prior to
Arrest
37 Drug Difficulties None Known 67% 66% 64%
70% 72% 69%

*Significant at the 5% level. **Significant at the 1% level. :
(The reported significance levels were obtained by meens of the Totlowing

tests, as appropriate:
Probability.)

x?, two-tailed "t", and Fisher's Exact

e
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no significant changes in defendant characteristics through
time.* This speaks well for the reliability of the data
collection, and indicates a remarkably unvarying defendant
population. The tabled three year data, then, can be

_accepted as describing the third-year defendant groups.

Defendant Group Differences. Much research evidence has

accumulated to show that client characteristics are related -
to outcome in a treatment program.** That is, for correc-
tional’approaches such as probation and pafole, client
attributes such as sex, age, race, employment, number of
aliases, number of prior convictions, type of offense, etc.,
are related to success vs. failure. As can be seen from
Table III, the Bail Release Group (B) was quite similar to
the Community Corrections Group (C), except for three
characteristics: "Type of Offense," "Health," and
"Attitude."

If these three attributes are related to client out-
come in the Community Corrections Program, it might be
posSible to draw some implications as to how well Group B
defendants would have been expected to perform had they been
released to the program. In order to determine which

client attributes (if any) are related to program outcome,

*See Evaluation Report Number 2, op. c¢it., Appendix C for comparison
data from years one and two.

**Venezia, P.S., and A.W. Cohn, Probation Information: A Tentative
Model,: Davis, California: National Council on Crime and Delinquency
Research Center, December 1968, pp. 18-31,

B R e s e AR A et T
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Group C was partitioned into "Failures" vs. "Non-Failures"
and the two subgroups were compared on each of the thirty-
one client characteristics. Failures were defined as those
clients who:

== Absconded

-= Refused to appear in court’
and those who were returned to jail due to:

-- Project recommendation

-~ New offense arrest

~- Absconding.
All others were considered non-failures,

The results of this analysis are provided in Appendix B,
for just those characteristics that were found to be related
to program outcome. The ten factors that discriminate
failures from non~failures are tabled on the next page, in
terms of relationship to failure. A further analytic step,
multiple regression analysis, was applied to the same data
in oxder %o estimate the degree of relationship of each
characteristic to outcome. These findings are pro&ided
and discuésed in Appendix C. Briefly,‘the correlations
with ocutcome were not Very high, and there was considerable

ovexlap among the characteristics. More work will be

.needed utilizing techniques like factor analyses and step-

wise regression, with larger samples of cases, before prac-

tical results such as a predictive scale could be developed.

D
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TABLE TV

Ten Client Characteristics
Related to Failure in the
Community Corrections Program

Ttem

l

Characteristic

11

12

15

22
24
30
32
37

Race
Residence

Number of
Prior Arrests

Number of Prior
Juvenile Convictions

Number of Prior
Prison Sentences

Length of Residence
Employment

Health

Attitude

Known Drug
Difficulties

Black (as opposed to Anglo)
W/in City

One or More
More than One
One or More

Less than One Year
Unemployed

Pocr

Poor

One or More

<t
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In terms of the three defendant characteristics that
differentiated Group B from Group C in Table III--fewer
offenses against persons, better health, and better atti-
tude~-only two, health and attitude, are related to pretrial
outcome in the Community Corrections Project (Table IV).
Group B was better than Group C on these attributes.

Since both groups had been rejected by the Pretrial Re-
lease Project, then, other conditions being equal, a better
pretrial outcome for Group B might be expected. Defendants
released on bail, however, are seen generélly hy the commun-
ity as better risks because they can afford bail and because
they stand to lose money if they "fail to appear" or comnmit
an offense. On the other hand, Community Corrections clients
are viewed as "high risks" but are provided with supportive
services during the pretrial pericd. It is asserted by the
project that this type of pretrial support in the community
reduces risk.

These issues can not be resolved by use of the exist-
ing data. Definitive answers could be obtained froﬁ data
on a sufficient number of defendants (at least 100) assigned
randomly to two control conditions:

-~ Defendants ineligible for the Pretrial Release

Project, who. are willing and able to post bail,
but who are released on their own recognizance

-- Defendants who are eligible only for release
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to supportive services, but who receive none
during the pretrial release period.

These two groups, in addition to the three currently being

studied (including those in the Pretrial Project) would
provide the basis for discovering the critical factors

related to low-risk pretrial release. At this point

in time, the only accept: ‘e assumption with regard to

Groups B and C is that they do not differ in terms of

pretrial release outcome. This assumption is examined

later in the report.

Client Selecticn

Comparison of Group G (those rejected by the project)
with Group C addresses another issue-~thet of Community
Corrections' client selection. The twelve Group G charac-

teristics asterisked in Table III show the differences

between the two groups. Seven of these attributes deal

with criminal history (items 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15),
and four pertain to roots in, and ties to, the community
(items 22, 23, 28, and 29). Each of these characteristics
is negative‘for Group G, as compared to Group C. TaKen
together, these eleven differences indicate that the

Group G defendants possess more extensive criminal his-
tories, are more transient, and have fewer community ties.
The remaining. factor (item 8) described Group G as having

fewer people residing within Des Moines as chosed to

outside the city limits. On the basis of the above, it

Tt

-42-

i g1 sase to
can be assumed that the decision +o recommend relea

the project may be based upon a set of criteria which the

project staff have not made explicit.
i i ent
The group rejected for release was quite differen

roject ior research indicates
from that accepted by the project. Pr

1 (1] d be
that these defendants who were nweeded out coul

i i i rat
expected to have had a significantly higher failure rate,

' . ho
if they had been released to the program, than those wh

| i i * Further
were actually released to Community Correctlions. u

faiitvre vS.

[l

support for thig idea was chtained from the

i i 1 ten
non~failure findings provided 1in Taple IV. Of the
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j found to distinguish
ity Corrections Project, four were founc 't

expected failure.
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Group G from Group C in the diregtlon o=

j i ictions, and
These were: More prior arrests, juvenile convict '

. s x
in the area A fifth factor, residence within the city;,
in .

residents, tended toward non~failure.
ject ££ 1 arentl
on balance, then, the project starI 1S appa %

) i 2fendants
able to exclude from the progect a group of defen

: alon
for whom the risk of pretrial re-ez

hose
to the community) is greater than that posed by t

E W cection cf the report.
bear on this point in the "outcome secti

#yVenczia, Cohn, Op. eit.

ge Failure {(i.e., threat
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Project Services to Defendants

The tables in this section provide summary data on

the project's service inputs to clients. >In Tzble vV,

on the next page, the number of services provided to

. clients is compared for each of the three years of oper-
ation. The only fact of significance is the third year

shift to greater service input. During 1972, there was

a smaller proportion of project clients receiving no

services.,

According to the data summarized in Table VI, on

the next page, several changes have taken pPlace through

time in types of services provided to clients. Most

notably, financial aid and employment assistance have

decreased, while there was an increase .in assistance

with education, psychological sexrvices, and personal

counseling. It is impossible to determine to what degree
these shifts in service input reflect changing: client
needs, available resources, project focus, or all three.
The project staff is in the best position to assess this

situation.

Pretrial Release Outcome

This section describes the Community Corrections

Project's impact on events prior to trial. Before pro-

ceeding into the results, it is important to note that

the numbers of defendants available for study in the

o i o s L L R
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TABLE V

Number of Services Provided
to Defendants Released to'the
Community Corrections Project

for Yea

rs 1970,

1971, and 1972

(taken from Item 45)

Number of Services

None One Two Three Total

_ or Mo:e .

No. of Defendants No. % |No. % | No. %[ No. % [No. A
1970 Defendants 8/10% 8/10% | 17/21% | 48/59% 81
1971 Defendants 30/14% |33/15% | 38/17% ({119/54% 220
1972 Defendants 8/ 4%*,20/10% | 48/24% (127/63% {203

*The shift from "none" to "one or more" from 1971 to 1972, is

TABLE VI

statistically significant at the .01 level.

Number of Defendants Who Received
Each Type of Service Provided by the
Community Corrections Project

for 1970, 1971, 1972
(taken from Item 45)
DEFENDANTS
1970 1971 1972

Type of Service No. % No. % No. %
Lodging 5 3% 16 4% 18 4%
Financial Aid 27 14% 20 4% | 10 2%
Education 9 5% | 70 15% | 69 14%
Employment 43 22% 72 16% 63 13%
Medical 18 9% 45 10% 23 8%
Psych§1ogica1 31 16% | 90 20% {118 24%
Pefsona] Counseling 20 10% 1117 24% 1152 31%
Vocational Training |21  11% | 12 - 3% | 13 39
’Transportation 20 10% 19 4% 23 5%
Total 194 100% {461 100% 489 100%

b




various groups are significantly fewer than those indi-
cated in Tables I and II. Here, only "closed cases"--
those for which there was a court disposition--are perti-
nent to the analyses. The number of available cases was
reduced further by a few instances of incomplete coding
on the necessary data items. In Table VII, on the next
page, are shown the number of cases that were closed as
of December, 1972, in each of the grdups, for year three

and three years.

Appearance for Trial. One of the conditions for release

prior to trial by whatever means, is that the accused
appear in court when summoned. Failure to do so is not

only a breach of the release agreement, it is also a

crime. Appearance rates were determined for three groups:

those released on bail (B); those released to Community
Corrections (C); and, a subgroup of B--those who had been
rejected by Community Corrections, but had been released
~later on bail (Q). Relatively small in number, Group Q
defendants might be viewed as "high risks"” due to their
rejection for non-bail reiease. The factor of "high
risk", however, is somewhat dubious--this group's charac-
teristics (age, sex, race, etc.) did not differ from
either those of Group B or Group C. Accepting equality
on input measures, the fact remains that the defendants

‘in Group Q were rejected for pretrial release by both

ot mp e o s
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TABLE VII

Closed Cases for Al1l Defendants
Studied During the Community -
Corrections Evaluation - Year Three
and Three Years

Year Three Three Years
Group | Total Closed Total Closed
Cases Cases
B 204 125 338 249
(Q) | (54)  (32) (88)  (60)*
C 207 129 489 398
E 10 8 23 19
F -- -- 35 34
G 181 127 250 231
H 16 15 &5 iy
I 42 27 71 53
J 4 1 16 12

*Group Q is a subgroup of Group B, comprised of

people rejected by Community Corrections but sub-
sequently released on bail.
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programs-~Pretrial Release and Community Corrections.
The data in Table VIII, below, provide the first cluek
as to how this group fared, as compared to the other
two.

TABLE VIII

Appearance in Court over a Three-Year
Period of Three Groups of Defendants
Released Prior to Trial - Those Released:
on Bail (B); to Community Corvections (C); and
on Bail after Rejection by Community
Corrections (Q)
(taken from Item 53)

Closed| Appeared| Rate of
Group Cases |for Triall|Appearance

B 181 | 179 98.9%
C* 398 391 $8.2%
Q 60 60 | 100.0%

*The third-year appearance rate was 99.2%.

Easily seen is that the three groups did not differ
significantly on appearance rates. Some doubt exists,
though, about the degree to which the obtained Group B
rate accurately reflecte reality. The extreme diffi-
culty in obtaining pretrial outcome data on these defen-
dants was described on page 29. Since nonappearance for
this group tended to be masked, the tabled fate may be
an overly high estimate. The least that can be said is
that those defendants released‘to Community Corrections
were not any more guilty‘of "failure to appear" than

were those released on bail.

o e e i
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The somewhat surprising fact is that the appearance
rate of those rejected by Community Corrections and then
released on bail is no worse than the other two groups.
It is best to put this finding into context with the

others to follow before risking any interpretations.

Pretrial Offense Allegations. 1In Table IX, on the next

page; are given the three-year data reflecting the raﬁes
at which released defendants were alleged to have com-
mitted new offenses during the pretrial period. Data
collection resources were not sufficient to follow through
on these defendants for court findings and dispositions.
ft is enlightening that those defendants rejected by
the project, but later released on bail (Q) had the high—’
est rate of pretrial new offense allegations. This is
another piece of evidence (in addition to the Group G
attribute profile and the failure vs. non-failure analyses)
to indicate that though the project staff have not speci-
fied the criteria upon which a "poor risk" judgement is
based, their decisions tend to be accurate. Although pre-
liminary research has been done as part of this evaluation
to identify factors predictive cf danger to the community,
it is still required that project staff delineate the
criteria upon which risk judgements are based. By making
the selection criteria overt, they can be examined and,

perhaps, improved.
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TABLE IX

Three-Year New Offense Allegations
Lodged During the Pretrial Perijods
of Bail Releasees (B), Project Defendants (C),
and Those Rejected by the Project
but Released on Bail (Q)

(from Item 46)

. Group | Accused Number of Allegations Percent
Groups| Total | Defendants| Allegations | Per Defendant| Accused
Q 64 22 29 1.4 34 .4%*
B 188 39 66 1.7 ' 20.7
C 438 102 145 1.4 23.3

*Significantly greater than B at the .05 level, and than C at the

.10 level.

The results obtained from Group Q, combined with the
finding of no difference between Groups B and C, support
the first two project assumptions. These, as stated
earlier, were:

~— There are individuals in the group of nigh-risk,

jailed defendants who can be released safely,
without bail, prior to trial.

~- The project staff can select from this group the

most likely candidates for release;
If "safely" is defined as without any gréater risk of
failure to appear for trial and of new offenses than that
experienced by the bail release approach, then both assump-
tions are supported by the above findings. The most
conservative statement that can be made is that defen-

dants released to the Community Corrections Project are

BRI
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no gr T ori
greater risks to the community than those released on

mone i i
Y bail, This, taken together with the fact that

489 defendants were serviced by the Program in a three-

Year period, indicates that the project is achieving

its Primary goal:

= To obtain the safe pretrial release of high

r ] o
isk defendants who would Ordinarily remain in

Jail in Des Moines until trial because they do
not meet ROR "community stability" criteria

and can not afford bail.

Pretrial Jail Time.

The number of days released to the
Project (not served) by Group C was calculated by adding

together the number of days from release to:

The point at which charges were dropped, for
those defendants whose charges were dropped

Date of termination in Project, for those

returned to jail.

~-= Date of trial, for those acquitted.

== Date of court disposition, for those convicted.

In addition, days frgm arrest to interview andffrom inter-

view to release were obtained. a similar process was

followed in Calculating jail-days served by groups EFGIH

(those who remaineg in jail). 1In order to make the two

groups comparable, a mythical release date was computed
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for each of the "in-jail" defendants by subtracting
eighteen days (the number of Group C days from arrest
to release) from the total days served in jail.

For the three years, 25,681 man-jail-days were not
served by the 421 people in Group C (using the Table X
average of sixty-one days "served" by Groups EFGIH).

This saving could be significantly increased i1f the
average of eighteen days from arrest to release (same
as for years two and three) was tc be cut by at least
half for the project's defendants.

Perhaps one of the most important findings from this
jail-time analysis is that, over z three-year period, an
average of seventy-four days was spent in jeil by each
person who could not obtain pretrial release but who was
not convicted, uitimately. During this time, the project
saved 176 of these people, whose cases were dropped,
dismissed, etc., a total of 13,006 days in jail (Group C =
176 X Groups EFGIH seyenty-four day average) .

An intéresting sidelight is one that deals with the
court process. The Table XT analyses, on page 53, show
that for the defendants stﬁdied, ﬁhe average time to trial
was 110 days for those on pretrial release and seventy-
‘nine days (significantly less) for those in jail., fThis
fact indicates that the Polk County Court continues to

succeed in itsgs efforts to. provide speedier trial for

e i S
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TABLE X

Jail Time Analysis .
for Three Years of Commun?ty
Corrections Project Operation

Number Number

aroup Hren Cases” Days Mean

C From Arrest to. 489
Project Interview

From Interview
to Release

6,210 12.7

481. 2,549 5.3

Days Supervised 421 35,490 84.3
by Project o
- é ] Er;m-Arrest to 338 1,555 4.6

Project Interview’

From Interview
to Release

Days of Pretrial 138
Release

] 5&21:Days "Served" 381
(Closed Cases)

221 3,403 15.4

13,068 94.7

- - -

23,241 61.0

- - - — - -
-

EFGIH

FOR THOSE NOT CONVICTED:

Y b g

C Days Supervised 176 13,?2? ) _7?.2
o é B Ba;s-o; éa;]- 138 13,?89 ) _9%.?
- EFéIQ ) %1me Served in Jdail| 108 7,981 73.9

jailed defendants-~though there was no sighificant reduc-
tion during 1972 (year three) as compared to 1971 (year

two) There was a significant decrease, however, in

time to trial for those released; 1971--123 days, and

SR R s oy y I e
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TABLE XI

Time-To-Trial Analysis for
the Three Year Project Period

Defendant N Average Significance
Groups Days to Trial
RelTeased
(C J B) 589 109.9
VS,
Jailed
EFGIH 381 "79.1 <,001
C vs. 397 117.2
B 181 90.9 <.01
Jailed 381 79.1 <.001
B vs. 181 90.9 Not
Jailed 381 79.1 Sig
Rel. Yr. 2= . 365 122.9
Vs.
Rel. Yr. 3 255 95.8 .001
Jail Yr. 2 204 80.5 Not
VS, )
Jail Yr. 3 177 77.6 Sig.

1972~=-ninety=-six days.

Public Assistance. The comparisons made on this factor

among the various defendant groups are shown in Table XII,
on the next page. Groups B and C were examined for through-

time changes in public assistance rates and, as is indicated

" =54~

TABLE XII

Through-Time Comparisons*
of Public Assistance Rates
for Two Defendant Groups
and Two Time Periods
(Items 34 and 47)

Public Assistance Pre-Arrest Public Assistance Pre-Trial
Groups Yes No % Yes Yes No % Yes
C 42 444 8.6 39 357 8.9
B 25 303 7.6 6 29 17.1

* No significant differences were found as a result of any of the
comparisons.

in the table, there were no significant differences between
the pre-arrest and pretrial rates for each of the groups.
The results were the same when the group rates were com—
pared with each other for the pre-arrest and pretrial
periods. These findings show that the proportion of
people receiving public assistance were the same for

Group B and C defendants, and\that the group public assis-
tance rates did not change from prior to arrest through
the pretrial period. One proviso is that the pretrial
rate of public assistance (17.1%) remains in.doubt due

to the small number of cases for which this data item

was coded. Thus, after three years of project operation,
there is no evidence to indicate that the project's sup-

portive services result in reduced public welfare costs.
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Income Changes. In Table XIII, on the next page, the

average one-month pre-arrest and pretrial incomes are shown
for Groups B, C, Jailed, and Released. The only signifi-
cant differences involved those defendants jailed. While
the incomes for each of the other groups did not change
from one period to another (as compaﬁed to themgelves and
other groups) earnings of those ‘jailed decreased drama-
tically--to virtually none~-from pre-arrest to pretrial.
Therefore, release to the project definitely permits
defendants who would have remained in jail to maintain

their incomes.

Bail. Project data with regard to bail are summarized
in Table X1V, on pages 57 and 58. The total amount of
bail, set for those released to the project was $2,709,600.
At the ten percent fee for a bondsman, $270,960 or an
average of $555 for each of the 488 defendants would have
been required for bail release. Bail amounts for the other
groups, except for Group B, did not differ significantly
from those for Group C. The average ten percent bail fee
for Group B's 337 defendants was $252 (significantly less
than Group C, at the .01 level). This may be,tied in with
the fact that these defendants, as compared to the project
group, were less often charged with "offenses against

persons" (Table III, Item 18)--the type of offense for

which typically bail is set high.

Three-Year Prearrest vs.
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TABLE XIII

One~Month Income Comparisons

for Jailed and Released Defendants

(From Items 36 and 48)

Pretrial

Groups Interval Number| Average One- Significance
Month Salary
c Prearrest | 435 $229
VS,
i Pretrial 404 $264 Not Sig
B Prearrest 291 $214
Vs,
Pretrial 41 $ 75 Not Sig. (.10)
Released] Prearrest 742 $224 7
Vs,
Pretrial 459 $198 Not Sig
Jailed . Prearrest 391 $164
VS,
Pretrial 272 $ 3 L0071
C vs. Prearrest 435 $229
B Prearrest 291 $214 Not Sig.
Released| Prearrest 742 $224 Not Sig.
Jailed Prearrest 391 $164 .02
Released| Prearrest 742 $224
Vs,
Jailed Prearrest 391 $164 .02
C vs. Pretrial 404 $264
B Pretrial 41 $ 75 Not Sig. (.10)
Released| Pretrial 459 $198 Not Sig. (.10)
Jailed Pretrial 272 $ 3 .001
Released | Pretrial 459 $198
VS,
Jailed Pretrial 272 $ 3 .001




TARLE XIV

Amount of Bail, Posted and Unposted,

Set by the Court

for Al11 Eligible Defendants
Interviewed by Project Staff

During Three Years

(Item 41)
Groups T
Bail Cum.
C £ F G I Number %

-
$ 00 1 1 2 0.2
100 5 5 1 11 1.4
200 2 5 7 2.2
300 5 7 1 13 3.6
400 2 2 4 4.1
500 45 4 29 7 85 13.5
550 1 1 13.6
600 20 2 6 25 8 61 20.4
700 3 3 6 21.0
800 8 3 3 14 22.6
900 1 1 2 22.8
1,000 {130 4 9 52 2 207 45.7
1,100 4 4 46,1
1,150 1 1 46.2
1,200 5 3 1 S 47.2
1,250 1 1 47.3
1,300 1 1 2 47.6
1,400 1 B 47.7
1,500 11 5 1 17 49.6
1,550 1 1 49 .7
1,600 1 1 49.8
1,800 1 1 49.9
1,900 1 ] 50.0
2,000 62 4 4 28 7 105 61.6
2,100 2 i 3 62.0
2,200 1 1 62.1
2,250 1 1 62.2
2,400 1 1 62.3
2,500 9 5 2 16 64.0
2,600 1 1 2 64.3
2,700 1 1 64.4
3,000 31 1 2 13 4 51 70.0
3,100 1 1 70.1

3,200 1 1 70.2

Amount of Bail, Posted and Unposted,
Set by the Court

TABLE XIV

for A1l Eligible Defendants
Interviewed by Project Staff

During Three Years

CRT R RN TR L W DR SR s et e

i SR

s A

(Item 41)
Groups
, Cum.
Bail c E F oG I Number | %

$ 00 1 ; 1 2 0.2
100 5 5 1 11 1.4
200 2 5 7 2.2
300 5 7 1 13 3.6
400 2 2 4 4.1
500 |45 4 29 7 85 13.5
550 1 1 13.6
600 |20 2 6 25 8 61 20.4
700 3 3 6 21.0
800 8 3 3 14 22.6
900 1 ] 2 22.8
1,000 fi30 4 9 52 12 207 45.7
1,100 4 4 46.1
1,150 1 1 46.2
1,200 5 31 9 47.2
1,250 1 1 47.3
1,300 1 ] 2 47.6
1,400 1 1 47.7
1,500 [ 171 5 1 17 49.6
1,550 1 1 49.7
1,600 1 1 49.8
1,800 1 1 49.9
1,900 1 1 50.0
2,000 (62 4 4 28 7 105 61.6
2,100 2 1 3 62.0
2,200 ] 1 62.1
2,250 1 1 62 .2
2,400 1 1 62.3
2,500 9 5 2 16 64.0
2,600 1 1 2 64.3
2,700 1 1 64.4
3,000 | 31 1 2 13 4 51 70.0
3,100 1 1 70.1
3,200 1 1 70.2
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i - ‘acts. rirst,
dd'tienal to the above findings are two fa
i !
) s interviewed did

TABLE XIV (continued) nt of the 904 defendant

that fifty perce .
the $10 to $190 requilr

ed to obtain

se aS 1ittle as

e e S R S D s R

Groups ot rai -
C " level. second, the project
. um ¢ up to the $1900 le
Bail C E F G I Number % a bond at tb rcent of defendants
u obtained the release of fifty-four P€ bl
$ 3,600 1 1 70.4 | . ere legally eligible
4,000 8 7 1 16 72.1 ‘% who did not raise pail, but who W
4,600 1 1 72.2 | X ‘
5,000 | 43 2 | 6l 20 4 75 80.5 ! ctherwise, for pretrial release
, 1 80.6 | ,
5,600 1] 1 2 80.9 i , some striking diffexr=
5,700 | 1 1 81.0 1 feqal Representation and Fees: L mabie X
: N
6,900 9 1 4 14 82.5 . from the group comparisons Shov
39388 % 1 2 ] : 8z.6 ences resulted tation and attor—
s 5 83.2 - 1 re resenta 1
6,000 | 2 1 2 | 1 6 83.8 (on page 60) as to type of 1ed? i
9,000 3 1 1 5 84.4 |
10,000 33 3 34 8 78 93.1 ne¥ ‘ ‘ fendants and those in Groups B
10,900 | 1 1 93.3 —- All released dexe sented
11,000 1 41 1 6 93.9 . ore equally repre
11,200 1 1 94.0 and C, respectivelyr ¥e dants were
12,000 1 1 2 94,2 . . counsel, while jailed defen
13,000 2 2 94,5 ; py private et
14,900 1 1 94.6 i ‘ 3 by public counsedi.
15,000 3 2 2 7 95.4 more often represented DY - aecup €
. i r
20,000 4 1 1 1 7 96.1 a4 defendants; especially thoseé
20,600 1 N 96.2 _- Release those jailed.
25,000 3 2 5 96.8 ., often than 0S¢ '
25,300 1 1 96.9 paid attorney fees more ) (. voup:C
26,000 1 1 97.0 gpecially those
30,000 2 ] 3 97.3 _- Released defendants, 5P fees
35,000 | 1 2 3 97.7 | L sge attorney fees.
45,000 1 1 97.8 | paid the highest averas o tnat those
50,000 7 4 1 12 99.1 ulte indicate
56,000 1 | - 99.2 _raken together. these‘res ore often than
75,000 1 1 99.3 ; ‘act were able, T
100,000 1 | 994 people released to the projec legal
103,000 2 2 99.7 . for thelxr own
110,000 1 T 99.8 chose jailed, to retain and pay - appointed
150,000 1 1 99.9 . ther than relying upon coY
200,000 | 1 1 | 100.0- representation, Ia ©nts more often
: 'g defencan
: r, the project’s
Total  [488 23 |35|288 |70 904 counsel. Moreove . rolcased on bail. It
~ ¢ . . s, than did those
, paid attorney ’
Group C: Number 488 ~ Groups E,F,G, and I: Number 416
Total Bail $2,709,600 Total Bail" $1,895,650 ‘
Average Bail $ 5,552 Average Bail § 4,557 :
Ten Percent  § 555 Ten Percent ~ § 457 i
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TABLE XV

Comparisons of L
egal Re i
ét%orney Fees Paid bgrg:e?zgtgog and
eleased Defendants - Three Yeg
(Items 65 and 33) o

REPRESENTATION:
Private Publi .
. ic %
roups Counsel Counsel Private Signifi
icance
E 128 103 55
R ?]? . 195 53 Not Si
Released 328 -3£8- o %0- I ?.~ -
Jailed 98
252 28
.01
NUMBER OF ATTORNEY FEES PAID:
Groups :
p None Some None Significance
B 122 5 96
C E 1 ?97 70 81 01
Released 429 ) -7; o éS- P e
Jailed 289 8 97
01

AVERAGE ATTORNEY FEES PAID:

Groups Number Mean Significance
B 127 $ 19
o _C_ 1. §6Z $106 .02
Released 506 o % éSe R PEURC P e
Jailed 297 $ 9 .001

Rt o
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may be that the project's guidance and counseling services
resulted in a hightened sense of responsibility in its

clients.

.gget*Program outcomes

The administrative, program decisgion to terminate
assignments toO the Control Group (Group F). explained
on pages 21-24, had specific consequences that are per—
tinent to this section. 1In order to determine how and
to what degree the Community Corrections project impacts
the Polk County Court process, & control group ie indis-
pensable. The basic gquestion to be answered is, "What would
have happened, in terms of charges dropped, convictions,
and sentencing, if the project‘s defendants had been jailed
prior to £rial." This guestion ig impossible to answer
meaningfully without the pasis for legitimate comparisons
that would be provided by a large enough group of randomly
selected Jdefendants who differed from rhose in the project
in one respect only--that of being jailed. n addition,
such a group Qould have to be representative of the same
time interval as those in the project. None of the in-jail
groups currently in the study: including the remnants of
the original Control Groups meet these conditions.' Ex-
cept for Group ¥, each of these groups contain defendants
who wefe not project eligibles,kfor various reasens.

Group F is very small in numbex, is not represented beyond
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May, 1971, and has lost a sizeable proportion of its

defendants.

The third year and three~-year evaluation resiults,

then, can not be used to address the question posed above.

The best available evidence on this issue continues to
be the results obtained from the second Year evaluation,

in which the reconstituted Control Group was legitimate

as a reference group.

Court Outcome. The results for closed-case defendantg,
discussed in this portion, deal with the movement of.
defendants through the later phases of the judicial pro-
cess. - The information, tabled on the paées to follow,
serves more as a descripticn of court cutcecmes than. as

a measure of program effectiveness.

Conviétion Rates. 1In Table XVI, on the next page,
comparisons are provided among the groups studied as to
the number of cases dropped vs. not dropped over the
three-year peripd, That is, it deals with all closed
cases in terms of how many were prosecuted after formal
charges were filed. These results show that released

defendants significantly more often have charges dropped

‘than do those who remain in jail.  Neither this finding,

_ﬂ.,“.‘,y
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TABLE XVI

Closed~-Case Defendants
Charges Dropped vs. Not Dropped
(From Item 571)

Charges %
Not Not ‘ o

Groups Dropped Total Dropped Significance

C 270 398 67.8 compared with:

F 27 34 79.4 not sig.

B 159 249 63.9 not sig.
Released 438 659 66.5 compared with:
Jailed 286 381 75.1 .01

ﬁowever, nor that derived from Table XVII, on the next
page, may be used as a support for the'project's third
assumption, which was:

-- Those individuals released to the project are
enabled to take an active part in their own de-
fense and'are, therefore, less likely to be con-
victed than if they had remained in jail.

Though conviction rates follow the same pattern as do
those for charges dropped, the project's impact upon
these events is still unknown. A little light is shed

on this if the trends in the data are considered, as well
as the statistically significant results: The Project
Groﬁp, as compared to the Reference Group of defendants

who were eligible for and could have been released to

R L
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o P ‘ TABLE XVITI
TABLE XVII |

Post-Conviction Incarcerqtion
Rates Prior to Sentencing
(From Item 55)

, Closed Case Defendants
Convictions vs. Non-Convictions
(From Item 58)

R i

the project (Group F), had the numerically higher rate of
charges dropped, and the lower conviction rate.
it was shown that the Project Group more often retained
and paid private counsel than did the Bail Group, the Jail
Group, or the Reference Group (fron second-year results).
Though it can not be concluded on the basis of the above
that the project is responsible for lower conviction rates,

it is warranted to assert that the project's existence may

contribute to more equitable judicial outcomes.

~ Incarceration Rates.

The prcject's impact upon post-

trial incarceration is rather definitive. As can be seen

from Tables XVIII and XIX, on the next page, offenders

who were not released prior to trial tended to be jailed

prior to sentencing, and to be sentenced to incarceration.

In addition,

%
Not « sanifi
1l Grou Incarcer. Incarcer. Total Incarcer. Significance
Not % He o 254 18.9 Compared with:
Groups |Convicted Convicted — Total Conv.  x? p C 48 206 450 o1
f 13 25 : '
C 254 144 398 63.8 compared with: 3 F 12 137 152 9.9 .02
F 25 9 34 73.5 Not Sig. | B 15 .
B 152 97 249 . 64.0 Not Sig. | — 61 350 414 15.5 Compared with:
el. 01
' ! , 0 272 37.5 .
Released| 414 245 659 62.8 compared with:| Jailed 102 v
!
Jailed 272 109 381 71.4 01 ! L
TABLE XIX

. . )

Incarceration Rates ©

Sentenced Defendants
(From Ltem 59)

%
Not o
G ' Incarcer. Incarcer. Total Incarcer. Significance
— 161 251 35.9 Compared with:
9Q
§ 17 18 25 68.0 .01
B 63 87 150 42 .90 .02
156 * 253 409 38.1 Compared with;
o ’ .01
Jaited 189 81 270 70.0 .

L

(S = y 3 \Y 4G Of t}:le
th ‘results can 130 accepted as Strongl Supportl e .
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fourth assumption:
=~ Those who show they are safe pretrial releasces
and who are convicted of the original offense are
more likely to be allowed to remain in the commun-
ity (suspended sentence, or probation) after
conviction than if they had not'been released.

In view of the magnitude of the difference in rates,
the conclusion is inescapable: the post~trial incarcera-
tion disparity reflects the pre-adjudication condition--
i.e., if free, then free; if jailed, then incarcerated.
The implications of this finding underscore judicial
system inequities. A literal translation of this infor-
mation into the language of practical reality is: an
unknown number of people are sentenced to jails and prisons
because they are poorfwtoo poor to effect their release
prior to trial. (@Granting this as true, the post-project
recidivism results, discussed in a following section,

take on special significance.

Sentence Lengths. The results shown in Table XX, on

the next page, are somewhat confusing. They make it impos-
sible to make any clear statement about the validity of
the fifth assumption:
~-=- Those safe pretrial releasees who are convicted
;and sentenced to incarceration are likely to have
shorter sentences imposed than if they had remained

in jail prior to trial.

~G 7=

~ TABLE XX

Sentence Lengths for
Convicted Defendants
(From Item 63)

Number Average
Group Sentenced Sentence (Mos.) Significance
C 99 46.8 Compared with:
F 16 20.8 Not Sig.
B 58 74.5 .05
Released| 160 56.1 Compared with:
Jailed 181 74.8 .05

The most that can be said is that convicted bail re-
leasees (B) received sentences that were among the highest
for all groups and that they were significantly higher than
those for the project releasees. On the other hand, the
Reference Group sentences were among the lowest, but not
significantly lower than those of the Project Group. At
the same time, the Release Group's sentences were signi-
ficantly shorter than those of the Bail Group. In view
of the Control Group's termination, this is another situa-
tion that will not be clarified by an additional evalua-
tion year oxr larger numbers of people in the other groups.
The gquestion of comparative sentence length will remain

moot.
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o | | Conviction i
More appropriate meag "
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of rec1d1v1sm, Since i+t is

gIroups on the hacie
asis of three cutcomesg The +th
. ree groups

groups, comparisons appear to be appropriate.
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compared were: B, those released on money bail; C, those
accepted by and released to the Community Corrections
Project; and G, those rejected by the Community Correcc-
tions Project who were detained in Jail.* Although

several obvious differences exist between these three

The Bail

Group and the Community Corrections Group are similar in
the sense that both groups were released prior to trial.
The contention that pretrial release tends to reduce
recidivism would be equally operative fo; both groups.
The important distinction between the two groups is that

the Bail Group was able and willing to post bond, while

the Project Group was not. However, the latter was pro-

vided with supportive services that are claimed to reduce:

recidivism,
Comparison of the Community Corrections group with the

group detained in jail is also seen as appropriatc. Both

groups were rejected by the Pretrial Release Project, and

neither was able to obtain release by posting bond. The

most obvious difference between the groups is that one

group was released, while the other was detained. Another

*Increased research resources in 1972-1873 made nore. and better data
collection possible. This enabled the completion of Groups B and G
data for 1972 to the point that both groups are over-represented for
that year as compared to 1970 and 1971. Group C 1s over-represented
in the first two years, combined, as compared to the third year. A4
threce-year recidivism analysis, then, would have provided more people
in Group C, than in the other two groups, with more time in which to
commit new offenses.. On this basis, the recidivism study was restricted
to 1972.
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differe '
erence, which tends to confound explanation of observed

differ i 1idivi i
ences in recidivism, is the fact that the Community

C i ‘

orrections Group was selected as being a "better risk"
r i .

group than the detained group--and was proved to be so

by the analysis provided on pages thirty-seven through

thirty-nine of this report. It is important to note
14

¥ i
however, that in the absence of the Community Correc-

ny . . - .
ions Project, defendants in both groups would have been

detai i
tained on the basis that their relieas’. would have been

too ri i |
isky. If nothing else, observed differences in reci-

divs .
ivism rates in favor of the project's defendants, would
14

suggest that the risk factor for the two groups is not

id i -hat
entical, and that the Community Corrections Project has

demonstrated ability to select the lower-risk people

The i
e outcome factors on which the dgroups were compared

were the following:

1. New offense rates - refer to the proportion of

the groups that committed new offenses after

dispositions of the original offenses which

brought them into the study. In this analysisg
£,

n
ew offense rates were measured by new arrests

and new convictions,; separately

2 Y ] -
Seriousness of new offernses - also, is measured

b S | ]
y new arrests and new convictions. Four serious-

ness i .
ess categories were used in the analysis: traffic

and i i i i
intoxication charges, simple misdemeanoxrs
3 w2

Y i

.
ECTIR R

i B T s AL e R

e

-71-

indictable misdemeanors, and felonies.

3, Recidivism score = refers to a ‘scale which was
developed to account simultaneously foxr both
number and seriousness of new offenses. Each
re-offendexr was assigned one point for each new
misdemeanor, two points for.each new indictable
misdemeanor, and three points for each new felony.
This recidivism score was generated separately
for new arrests and new convictions. Analysis
was conducted by testing for differences between
group mean scores.*

The follow-up data collection was limited to new con-
victions within Polk County--based upon court and police
records-—and did not include out-of-county convictions.
Therefore, the reported recidivism rates are low estimates
of new offense adjudications. Despite these geographic
limitations, there is no reason to believe that any of the
three groups would commit more (or less) of ferises outside
thé county than any of the other groups.

e e e o

*Recidivism scores were developed by combining one interval-level
measure (number of offenses) with one ordinal-level measure (serious-
ness of offense). The resulting score is thus somewhere between an
ordinal and interval—levél scale. The t-test carries with it the
ascumption that the data analyzed are interval~level. To the extent
that the recidivism sCOTe is less than interval-level, this assump-
tion has been violated. Justification for this treatment of the
data exists in the literature (sece, for example, Sanford Labovitz,
vphe Assignment Of Numbers to Rank order Categories”, American
Soctological Review, 1970, 35, 3, June, 515-524) . Though the t-values
do provide a fairly accurate indicaticn of group differences, the
actual probability jevels reported might be treated with some caution.

S O T

D8>Sl S
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Arrests and Convictions. The new arrest and conviction

rates for all defendants in the three groups are compared

in Table XXI, below. The significance level of .10

TABLE XXI

Post-Disposition Arrests and Convicti
S . onvict
of A1l Offenders in Groups C, B,a;d G ;ﬁn?972

A. NEW ARREST RATES

. Not Percent
Groups Reafrested Rearrested| Total | Rearrested} Significance
- ,
B 37 174 211, 17.5 Compared with:
: 26 124 150 17.3 Not Sig.
| 45 136 181 24.9 Not Sig. (.10)
2
4? 124 150 . 17.3 Compared with:
136 181 24.9 Not Sig. (.10)
B, NEW CONVICTION RATES
Not Percent
Groups |Convicted Convicted Total |[Convicted [Significance
22 189 211 10.4 Compared with:
17 133 150 11.3 Not Sig. |
25 156 181 13.8 Not Sig.
B
. 17 133 ‘150 11.3 Compared with:
25 156 181 13.8 Not Sig.

indicates a trend in the new arrest data that may be con-

| firmed through time as the sizes of the groups increase.

L ambiginy ol At ey £5% wa e | RS
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As it is now, there is an indication that the defendants
in Group G may be more prone to new arrests than those in

Groups C and B. No differences were revealed among the

groups on conviction rates.
A further step was talken in this analysis by narrow-
ing the focus to a comparison among those defendants in

each of the groups who were not incarcerated. These were,

primarily, defendants who were not convicted of the ori-
ginal charge. There were too few cases to permit meaning-
ful statistical procedures on subgroups such as those:
found not guilty; whose cases were dropped or dismissed;

and, who were convicted but not incarcerated. The results

of the comparisons that were made are depicted in Table XXII,

on the next page.
rate than either of the other two groups, while its new con-

There was, how=

viction rate was higher than Group C only.
ever, a tendency in the same direction for Group G as |

compared to Group B on new convictions.

Recidivism Sexiousness. The group comparisons made on the

basis of classification of re—arrests and new convictions

into four categories of increasing seriousness gave ho

significant results, as is shown in Table XXIII, on page 75.

There were no intergroup differences even when the categories

were taken two at a time, e.g., misdemeanor VS. felony.

TR

I e SRR

Group G had a significantly higher re-arrest

O T T i Mol

| g T g
e
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TABLE XXII

Post-Disposition New Arrests and Convictions
of Defendants in Groups B, C, and G in 1972
Who Were Not Incarcerated for Their Original Charges

A. NEW ARREST RATES

aieabiks AEEEAE e e L

Not Percent
Groups Rearrested | Rearrested | Total | Rearrested| Significance
37 151 188 19.7 Compared with:
26 101 127 20.5 Not Sig.
45 72 117 38.5 .01
B 26 101 127 20.5 Compared with:
G 45 72 117 38.5 .01
B. NEW CONVICTION RATES
Not Percent
Groups ; Convicted  Convicted Total } Convicted Significance
C 22 166 188 1.7 Compared with:
B 17 110 127 13.4 Not Sig.
G 25 92 117 21.4 .05
| B 17 110 188 13.4 Compared with:
; F 25 92 117 21.4 ' Not Sig. (.10)
: ! {

The recidivism score comparisons, however, did
differentiate among the groups (Table XXIV, pp. 77, 78).
Group C had the sign’.ficantly lowest re:arrest score of
any of the groups) while its score was lower only than

that of Group G, for new convictions. Since a low score

p oA
—
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TABLE XXIII

Comparison of Groups B, C, and G (1972)
On the Basis of Ser1ousness«of
Post-Disposition Offense

SERIOUSNESS OF NEW ARRESTS

Groups gr?ﬁgéi. Misdem. &?gégﬁl Felony Significancg
¢ 8 17 Compared with:
10 Not Sig.
i :: 27 Not S1ig.
11 2 10 Compared with: ‘
1 5 2 27 Not Sig. _J

B. SERTOUSNESS OF NEW CONVICTION

—

Groups Er?izliij Misdem. a?gég;: Felony Significance\
9 6 4 3 Compared with:
; 9 3 3. 2 Not Sig.
6 11 6 ‘J 0 5| Not Sig.
3 3 2 Compared with:
B 1? 8 Not Sig.
{

erious recidivism these results show Group C

indicates less S
£o be clearly superior to the other two groupg.

eCldl\J . <) . ~. C O
4

r .
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. for release to the Community Corrections Project, and who
remain in jail prior to trial, are more prone to post-trial
recidivism than those who are released on bail or to the
project. This may be due to the selection of the better
risks for pretrial release. The fact, however, that the
Project Group, of the three, tended to show the best
composite results is supportive of the projéct's sixth
assumption:

-—- Those individuals released to the project prior
to trial will be less likely to commit offenses
in the future than if they had remained in jail
prior to trial. This may be true'of those who
are convicted of the (original) ‘offenses as well
as those who are not.

Until further evaluation is completgd, these findings

can be accepted as indicating that the project is accom-

plishing its second goal--~that of reducing future recidivism.

A more thorough study of project recidivism will be
conducted as part of the Polk County Court Services Eval-

uation, the report of which will be forthcoming at the end

of this year.

eI UL DAV
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TABLE XXIV

Comparison of Groups B, C, and G (1972)
On the Basis of Recidivism Scores?*

A. ARRESTS
5 Number 1in Number 1in Number in
Score Group 8 Group C Group G
1 2 6 5
2 3 ) 2
3 5 16 17
4 1 0 ]
5 0 1 2
6 0 1 2
7 0 0 1
8 1 0 1
9 1 0 0
10 1 0 0
11 0 0 1
15 1 0 0
17 0 0 1
24 0 0 1
n = 15 29 34
Mean B Mean C Mean G
4.60 2.58 4.50

Significance

B/C:
C/G:
B/G:

*See text, page 71, for scoring procedure.

(.01)
(.025)
(Not Sig.)

B et O




TABLE XXIV (continued)

B. CONVICTIONS

"78'f

Number in

i Number in N i
Score Group B Group C GgQSSPG]n
1 3 6 5
2 2 4 1
3 1 3 3
4 0 0 1
5 1 0 1
6 1 0 2
= 8 13 13
Mean B Mean C Mean G
2.
g 625 1.769 2.308
Significance
B/C: (.10)
C/G: (.05)
B/G: (Not Sig.)

v it an e <o ot o

|
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Finahcial Effectiveness

The project's three-year operating costs were $518,234,

or $1,026 for each of the 505 defendants (including the six

cases that were not used in the study due to incomplete

data) .

Some of the financial benefits were:

These defendants had an average income of

$742 during the pretrial period, or a sum

of $374,205. Thie figure does not take into
account any earnings during the pre-sentence
period.

The project's defendants were saved a total of
25,681 days in jail. Official Polk County jail
cost figures for 1972 were not obtainable, but
the informal estimate is six dollars per day--
not including capital expense alterations. Since
it can be argued that reduced jail populations

do not affect a reduction in all jail costs, an
estimated savings of four dollars per defendant-
day‘far food, clothing, medical, transpoxrtation,
and perscnnel is used for this calculation-~-or
$102,724. |

It can be assumed that if the project did not
exist, sixty-eight percent rather than thirty-six
percent of its 254 convicted clients would have

been incarcerated (higher incarceration rates of

defendants jailed »rior to trial). This would have
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) resulted in eighty-three more than the ninety

that were incarcerated. These additional people
would have been given forty-seven month sentences—-
a total of 117,030 institutional man-days. Parole
(of expense to the taxpayer) and time off for good
behavior might have cut the imposed sentences by
one-half. Prison costs average fourteen dollars
per day per person (excluding capitol improvement
and administrative costs)* and approximately half
of the "extra" sentence time would have been served
in prison rather than jail. On the same basis as
jail savings, a conservative estimate, then, would
be 40,000 institutional days at six dollars per
day, or $240,000.

-= As an approxiﬁation, savings accruing from reduced
post-trial recidivism can be considered offset by
the additional, pretrial crime committed by defen-
dants released to the project.

Without going into further, more indirect considera-
tions (such as legal aid for thase without income due to
being jailed prior to trial), itAcan be said that; on the
basis of the $518,234 expended and the $716,929 saved,

the project is at least paying for itself.

*Unpublished communication from the Towa State Bureau of Adult
Corrections.

PP TTTR T
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Societal Lffectiveness

It is impossible to calculate withoany degree of
accuracy the Community Corrections Project's social
impact. The best that can be done is to list its assumed
benefits and liabilities. In so doing, substantial sup-
port is evident for the seventh assumption:

-- Release to the project prevents unnecessary hard-
ship for defendants (especially those who are not
convicted) and their families. .

Some of the factors that are pertinent to the three-year
social impact are as follows:

-—- At least 25,000 jail-days were not serxrved by
defendants who were too poor to obtain their own
release on bail.

~- More than 13,000 days were not spent in jail by
‘project defendants who were not found guilty.

~- The project assisted its clients with employment
and enabled them to continue to earn a substantial
amount of money during the pretrial period.

-~ Release to the project eliminated, for its clients,
the equation: money = liberty.

-~ Release to the project permitted significantly
greater representation by private counsel, and,

perhaps, contributed to more equitable adjudications.
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—-= Incarceration, possibly needless, subsequent
to conviction of project defendants was reduced.

-- Release to the project increased pretrial crime
by no more than the amount tolerated as a result
of release on money bail.,

-= It is likely that new crimes subsequent to the
pretrial period were reduced.

-~ The project's savings in dollars are at least

equal to its cost.

Evaluation Conclusion

The Des Moines Community Corrections Project is
demonstrating its viability and effectiveness. It is
accomplishing its goals at no financial or social costs
to society. Based upon these findings, the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency recommends that this
pretrial approach be implemented wherever community sup-

port can be generated for its acceptance.
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APPENDIX A

CODESHEET AND OFFENSE CODE LIST
USED BY
DES MOINES MODEL NEIGHBORHOOD CORRECTIONS

PROJECT

ek

Des Moines, Towa

“L NETGHBORHOOD CORRECTIONS PROJLCT

-1
0DESHLED

e e e e,

(USE (" 1OR UNCODEADLE
DUE TO LACK DF INFORMATION)

o e .

———t

HUCD Rescarch Conter

Grouyy
Astlgument

|
1
i
|
1
:
i
§
t
(4
|

LI need of medical trealment

2010 peed of juyehiatrle treatment

e,

. l 60
Sy, pame l 31, MILITARY SERVICE ‘ 1
' ' l X Prior service -
: 1 2 3 4.5 3. 35 26, 37 138 1 No prior service
g, e LTy o (LT
I (hsaianca by 17, DATE OF ARKEST N R ‘ o
o proyect) o @Y Y5 32, ArTITUDE [ ]
! 6.7 8 9 10 11 l X Desirable .
: 18, ARREST ALLUGATION 1 Undesirable or poor
| 1, DISTRICT COURY {use offense list provided, and 31 47
;o HUMBER | code as many as three offenses) ‘
i 1 ! 62_ 63 63 65 66 :
Lk 33, AMOUNT OF ATTORNBEY
B 12 FEES (in dollars)
‘x4, 1NTERVIEWED BY I FU;SULTING FROM CURRENT
T {Neighborhood. Cortections Project [::] ‘ g’\;l“éc":;?‘ D PAID
: interviewer's code designation) . . st am ’ L1k
: 19. PRE-TRIAL RELEASE STATUS l XXXEY None i
) 13 14 15 16 17 ' % Not contacted for Pre-Trial 67
Release Project .
.1 &, INTERVIEW DATE , l 1 Rejected by Pre-Trial 34. RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AT
.\ L S ‘ Release Project TIME OF REFERRAL (excluding
| TCB’ 19da¥0 215"::‘,,, 2 Accepted by Pre-Tridl food stamps)
o = Release Project l X Yes 1 No
6. DATE OF BIRTH ED Dj ‘ 3 Releascd, but revoked
s 9 Other {specify)
K ™Mo, ay y£. l 68 7
i . ‘ 35. ALL ANNUAL: INCOME {during |
.. 7. SEX AND RACE 46 last 12-month period) AT !
; male female 20. MARITAL STATUS ‘ TIME OF ARREST {enter . - ;
v :liex—l\n\i; ?l( 2 l X Single 5 Common law marriage amount in dollars) |
| ’}\igig:mz; 2 4 1 Married 6 Homosexual alliance \
9 ai 2 Separated - T Communal setting ' 74 75 76 7 :
Azer Indian 3 8 3 pivorced 9 Other (specfy) 36. INCOME FOR THE MONTH PRIOR ;
i Other 4 9 1 widow (er) —— TO ARREST (in dollars) !
{specify) I s
' i
i 8 ES CE DIS T 24 41 48 2 18 "
| ®. RESIDENCE DISTRIC 21. YEARS OF SCHOOLING COMPLETED 37. USE OF DRUGS--DIFFICULTIES !
: (use Project's codes) d
S % None hnown :
. X Model Cities 1 Interpersonal {
i 1 Balance of City of Des Moines 4 2 Legal i
; Baiance cf polk Coté\n;y 22, LERGTH OF RESIDENCE IN AREA ﬂ [} 3 Connected w/ current case N
i Balance of State o owa N : 4 Combination'1 & 2 '
] X Not cur tly are esident i "
: 4 Out-of-state ' 1 Less than G monthe 5 Combination 1 & 3 j
2 Over & months but less than one year 6 Combination 2 & 3 .
35 3 Over one but less than two years ! 7 Combination 1, 2 & 3 %
4 Over two but less than three years
N 9. STATUS AT TIME OF ARREST l 5 Over three but less than four years ' 1
| X New case 6 Over four but less than five years 9.,
i 1l Informal probation ) 7 Over five but less than ten years 3g. USE QF ALCOHOL--DIFFICULTIES J .
¥ 2 probation misdemeanant | 8 Over ten years X Home' known SO
i 3 Probation felony 1 Interpersonal l
4 1n court-ordered placement 2 Legal
: 5 Parolee ladult or juvenile) 50 3 Connected w/ current case
I 9 Other (specify) 4 combination 1 & 2
i 23, NUMBER OF RESIDENCE CHANGES 5 Comhination 1 & 3
3 26 27 WITHIN THE PAST 12-MONTH PERLIOD 6 Combination 2 & 3
7 Combination 1, 2 & 3
10, AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE ears X None ’
! ks tyeazs) D:] ‘ 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9 or wmore
1
§ 28 %9, ° INITIAL ACTION PENDING 8y
R :UHBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS D I 24, LHPLOYMENT STATUS 51 ‘ ADJUDICATION {
H None N , ¢ X Release : remed
' 2 s¢d to parent or octher
1-243-4-5-6-7-8-9 or mo X Hot employed l A 5 F
i 3 7 o more 1 Employed full-time individual . .
i 2 Employed part-time 1 Released on own recognizance
[ aplovable 2 Released on bail
i 23 5 Mot employab 3 Released to Model eighborhoed
112, NUMBER OF PRIOR JUVENILE 9 Other (specify) Corroctions pm'guct 9
it CONVICTIONS (exclude tiaffic ' 4 Work releasc
! misdemeanors) 52 53 5 3ail detention .
X None 25. NUMBER OF JOBS HELD DURING 6 Released to Pre-Trial
; 1-2~3-4-5-6~7-8-9 or more l LAST 12 MOUTHS * Release I'roject
9 other (specify)
: 54 55
13. NUME'ER OF PRIOR ADULT l 26, "NUMBER OF MONTH5 ON P
CONVICTIONS LAST-HELD JOB [:I;—J 40.. 1.D. NUMBER ‘ S - 2
) X None {for Card 2--gsama ! ] J TJ )
' 1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9 or more I 564 as Item 2} S ST I
: 31 27, WILLINGHESS TO FURTUER EDUCATION I—_J i
! t X Willin 1 unwillin
“1' 14, NUMBER OF ADULT JAlL SENTENCES E:I ' d K ¢ —7 -«ﬂ WLISR L ) Y
: X Bone % ‘ A1, AMUUHT OF BATL SET D—_—-I__l—:l—l i
1-2-3-4shnG-T-8 s more BY . COURT (i lars
2737dmgo6-7-8-9 or mozc 2B, HUMBER OF DEPEMDENTS [ COURT (in dodlara)
i % Hone 1-2-3-4~5-6 or more
i le 1
? 15, NUMBER OF DPRIOR PRISON SENTENCES 54 42 PROJECT PRE-TRIAK . i
! X None : : j v RECOMMERDAT LOR 70
; 1e=3-4-5-G-7~8-Y oF miore ' 9. mnu:r:n or m-:'l'.r;nvﬂs RESIDING ['7 THE COUnRY
| W POLK coupTy X Pwinty=tour hour 1elesde
H X Hone o 1-2-3~4<5-6 or more Pobay Lime telvase only
33 ' 2 Higqhtt tame roeloage s
16 ALIASES (identity falsification . 3 Hu relesse
ohly} : J ‘ A ! 4. Cune digmnsed prioe
; - 30,  HEALTH ) o reeomuenilat tnng
i ’1( gal:e ; ;-To . ra ‘ l N J 5 N rovommemial visn
: e ired or me. l X Good:physical & mental condition 9 Othier (speet ty)

9 Othur (upecity)
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SEBVICES PROVIDED TO THIS DEFENDANT
{ Y as three types cf services may be
for each case)

Transzso
Qcher {8

K2 AD (5wl U de Lt by b 3

WEW OFFENSE ALLEGED ‘DURING
FRI-TRIAL PERIOD (use offense
i provided, and code as
many as three new offenses)

PECZIVING PUSLIC ASSISTANCE .DURING
FEI-TRIAL PERIDOD (excivding food
go)

:[j:;D:

]

i

* 20 21

-

22 .23

5

[

25 26 .27 28 29

49.

50.

51.

52,

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

(OUTCOME DATA)

COURT OUTCOME 30

Appeared for court (no difficulty)
Appeared for court (in custody for
technical reasons at time of trial)

2 Appeared for court (in custody due to
apprehension on new offense allegation)
Did not appear on court date, but
appeared at rescheduled date

Refused to appear (whereabouts known)
Absconded {no other offenze alleged)

New offense alleged, whercabouts unknown
Prosecution discontinued--trial date
cancelled
Other (specify)

w X

~Nau s

")

PRELIMINARY HEARING
DATE

CHARGES DROPPED OR DISMISSED BY

X Not
1 Municipal court

2 Preliminary hearing
3 Grand jury

4 District court

5 District attorney

9 Other (specify)

DATE CHARGES DROPPED
mo. ay yE.
42
FAILURE TO APPEAR OCCURRED AT

None
Preliminary appearance--misdemeanor
Trial--misdemeanor.

Traffic court

Preliminary hearing--indictable offense
Trial--indictable offense

Sentencing
Other (specify)

WS Wwn e

DATE TRIAL HELD

o

COURT  ACTION PENDING DISPOSITION

X Disposition same day as adjudication
1 Relecased to parent or other individual
2 Relecased on own .recognizance
3: Released on baijl R
4 Released to Model Neighborhood Corrections
Project

5 Jail detention
6 Released outright
9 Other (specify)

49 50 51 52 5
DATE OF COURT DISPOSITION | }I I l|

mo. ay yr.
Where disposed?

54 55

OFFENSE PROVEN OR ALLEGATION SUSTAINED
(use offense code list provided, and
code¢ as many as three offenses)

0X Noze

HOW PROVEN OR SUSTAINED

X Not 3:Judge's finding
1 Allegations admitted 4 Jury verdict
2 No defense

P cmmae amemr e asmmme meammwe | emmww— cme— o - AT TS ST G GMERGNS  GENES  AS—— ——— — — — ot S S —  — .

€ 62
59. COGURT DiISPOSITION L l }
Charge Not Substantiated
%X Dismissed, not proven, or
found not .guilty
01 No disposition-~taken
off calendarc
02 Dropped at distric: court
Charge Substantiated, No Transfer of Custody
10 Warned, adjusted, counseled
1l Iaf al supervision initiadted
12 Prior supervision continued
13 Held open without further action
14 Referred to another agency
15 Parolee returned withcur reccmmitment
16 Fine or restitution only
17 Referred to other jurisdiction
18 Sentence deferred to (date)
19 suspended sentence only
25 Other (specify)
Transfer of Custody to:
30 State correctional instituticn~-
first ripe
31 state correctional institution--
recomnitnent
32 Jail term only
33 Jail term with fine or restitution
34 Jail term with fornal probation
35 Jail, probation, with fine
or restitution
44 Jail or fine
36 Prozation with fine or restitution
37 probation only
JB Special facility (farm, ranch, canmp,
school} .
39 Halfway house
40 Other community placement
41 Private agencgy or institution
42 Public institution other than correctional
43 Individual
55 Other (specify)
60. NEIGHBORHOOD CORRICTIONAL ré}.
PROGRAM OUTCOME I
X Refused to enter o
1 Entered but refused some services
2 Dropped out prior to trial
3 Participated grudgingly in total prégram
4 Participated actively in total program
5 Returned to jail by project recommendation
6 Returned to jail due to new Gffense arrest
7 Peturned zo jail due to technicalisy
8 Returned to jail due. to absconding
9 Absconded
54 65 €7 €5
e e et |
61. DATE OF TERMINATION l ! ! Ii [
IN PROJECT i | - : :
B T0. cay y.
69 3071 72 73
62, AMOUNT OF FINE (in dollars) l } , S
i . ! \
74 75 3¢
63. 'LENGTH OF:JAIL OR STATE - 7
INSTITUTION SENTENCE IMPOSED ' i
{months) :
00X Life
77 - 18
64, SENTENCE SERVED PRIOR TO TRIAL (weeks) {___T—__
73
65, DEFENDANT PEPHESENTED BY 3 1
X Self ‘—"
1 Private counsel
2 Court appaginted. counsel
3 Legal aid
4 Other {(specify)
(nat %o be.punchied)
66. AMCUNT OF BOND FGRFELTED T 1
BY FAILURE TO APPEZAR I ! } '
{dollar amount) - | 5
AXXYKK None
24,
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Offense listed to be used for the coding of Arrest Allegation,
New Offense Alleged During Pre-Tr. .al Perilod,

Des lloines,

Iowa

MODEL NEIGHBORHOOD CORRECTIONS PROJECT

OFFENSE CODE

LIST

—— — ¥ e ‘;

and Offense Proven or

Allegation Sustained.

o

The list below 1s to be yseq to code each of these three

items. For each, use the code that best describes the
behavior in question. Do not rely solely upon penal code
categories.
1. Arrest Allegation., Use the description of behavior
given by the arresting agency.
2. New Offense Alleged During Pre-Trilal Period. Same
as for "Arrest Allegation.”
3. Offense Proven or Allegation Sustained. Use the

In the case of more than one behavior,
serloues one first,

descrliption of the act that the court found to have

occurred.

code the most

according to the alphabetical order
of th ¢categories ("A" 1s the most serlous).
one behavior fits within a single category,

If more than
choose that be-

havlor for which the greatest penalty is provided by law,

e.g., "Murder" as opposed to "Aggravated Assault.

OFENSES AGAINST PERSONS B. CRIMES OF SEX
01 Murder 1 14 Forcible sex acts
02 Murder 2 15 Unnatural sex acts
03 Attempted murder 16 Prostitution
04 Manslaughter 17 Immoral acts
05 Assault w/ intent 18 Promiscuity
06 Aggravated assault 19 Yllegal sexual relations
07 Robbery w/ aggravation 20 Related to pornographic
08 Robbery, armed materials
09 Robhery, unarmed 21 Soliciting
10 Burglary w/ aggravatlon 22 Other sex offenses
11 Minor assault
12 Kidnapping
13 Other offenses against a person
OPPENSES AGAINST PROPERTY
23 Larceny over $20 30 Shoplifting over $20
24 Larceny under $20 31 Shoplifting under $20
25 Larceny of motor vehlecle 32 Destruction of property
26 Burglary (w/out 33 Trespassing

aggravation 34 Other offenses against
27 Breaklng and entering property
28 Arson
29

Theft (grand or petit)

T e vkt
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CRIMES OF FORGERY, FRAUD .

and CONSPIRACY

35

36 -

37
38

39
4o
by
2

43
Ly

Forgery

Fraud

Deception

Uttering fraudulent
instrument

Issulng fraudulent
instrument

Conspiracy

Blackmall, extortion
Receilving and concealing
stolen property
Impersonation

Other forgery or fraud

CRIMES OF WEAPCNS, G.

DRUGS and ALCOHOL

Hi
55
56

57
58

59

60
61
62
63
64

65
66
67
69

69
70

71
72

713

75
76

Illegal possession of
dangerous weapon

Illegal sale of dangerous
weapon

Other weapons law
violations (specify)

Possession of marljuana
Sale of marijuana

Sale of marijuana to minor
Possession of hallucinogenic
drugs (LSD, mescaline,
peyote, etec.)

Sale of hallucinogenlc drugs
Sale of hallucinogenic
drugs to minor - H.
Manufacture of hallucino-
genle drugs

Illegal possession of

other dangerous drugs
(narcotics, sedatives,
stimulants, 1ncluding
prescription drugs)

Sale of other dangerous
drugs

Sale of other dangerous
drugs to minor

Manufacture of other
dangerous drugs

Illegal possession of
liquor or bheer

Illegal sale of liquor
Illepgal sale of liquor

to minors

Illepal Lranoport of liquor
Bootlegging

Violation of gambllng laws
Drunk or drinking

City ordinance violations
except disorderly conduct
Disorderly conduct

FEDERAL OTFENSES

b5
46
k7
48
h9
50
51
52
53

Income tax evation
Dyer Act
Fugltive

Bank robbery
Postal fraud
Postal theft
Counterfeiting
Narcotilcs
Other (specify)

OFFENSES AGAINST FAMILY

and/or CHILDREN

17
78
19
80
81
82
83

8L

85
86

87

Nonsupport

Fallure to provide
Desertion

Neglect

Blgamy

Adultery
Contributing to
delinguency
Violation of compulsory
school law
Paternity offenses
Child beating
Other offenses

MISCELLANEQUS OFFENSES

B8 Escapes from custody

89
90
91

Q2

93
94
95
96

97
99

Interfering with enforce-
ment of law

Operating a motor vehicle
w/out a proper license
Operating a motor vehicle
while under the influence

of alcohol

Opeérating a motor vehicle
while under the influence

of drugs

Traffic violatlon--personal
injury

Standing motor vehilcle
violation

Other. motor vehlcle violation
(specify)

‘Harborlng a fugltive or

concealing evidence
Reslsting arrest
Other milscellaneous
offenses (speclfy)




APPENDIX B

Statistical Analyses of Community Corrections
Clients' Characteristics, as Related to

Failure vs. Non-Failure in the Program

ERTREE SN .

L o e e b %

B e N N

Item 7--RACE

Anglo | Other | Total 3 X2
Fail 61 52 113 54,0
Non-Fail 215 96 311 69.1 8.372 .01

Item 7--RACE

Negro | Other | Total % X
Fail 47 66 113 41.6
Non-Fail 88 223 311 28.3 6.753 .01

Ttem 8--RESIDENCE DISTRICT
W/in City|Other | Total % x 2

Fail 106 7 113 93,8
Non-Fail 269 41 310 86.8 4.070 .05

Ttem 11--NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS .

None _Other | Total % ¥ 2
Fail 8 105 113 7.1 g
Non-Fail 54 257 311 17.4 7.021 0L;

Ttem 11-~NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS

None

& One | Other | Total % X2 P
Fail 22 91, 113 19.5
Non-Fail 111 200 311 35,7 {10.132 .01

D N o aires e




Item 12-~-NUMBER OF PRIOR JUVENILE CONVICTIONS

None Other | Total % x 2 P
Fail 60 51 111 54.1
Non-Fail 194 114 308 63.0 2.728 0.10
Item 12--NUMBER OF PRIOR JUVENILE CONVICTIONS
None
& One | Other | Total 3 X2 P
Fail 83 28 111 74.8
Non-Fail 262 46 308 85. 1 5.941 0.02
* Item 15--NUMBER OF PRIOR PRISON SENTENCES
None Other | Total- % x 2 2
Fail 82 31 113 72.6
Non-Fail 254 57 311 81l.7 4,178 0.05
ITtem 22--LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN AREA
Less
Than 1 Yr.| Other | Total % x 2 P
Fail 18 95 113 15.9
Non-Fail 85 225 310 27.4 5.935 0.02
Item 24--EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Not Em-
ployed Other | Total % x? P
Fail 73 38 111 65.8
Non-Fail 166 140 306 54.2 4.416 |0.05

weg e b 3 PR, RS R

Item 30-~HEALTH

Good , .
Health Othexr Total % X
Fail 74 38 112 66.;
Non-Fail 237 72 309 76.7 4.810 0.05
Ttem 32--ATTITUDE
Desir- ) \
able Other Total 3 X P
Fail 84 25 109 77.1
Non-Fail 283 21 304 93.1 20.825 | 0.01
Item 37--USE OF DRUGS, DIFFECULTIES
None , )
Known Other Total % X P
Fail - 59 54 113 52.2 ‘J
Non-Fail 219 a2 311 70.4 12.168 | 0.01
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APPENDIX C

ON OUTCOME

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSICN

As reported earlier,

thirteen items were found to

be associated with the Failure/Non-Failure dichotomy.

In order to assess the degree of association between a

linear combination of these variables and outcome con-

trolled for overlap among variables, multiple regression

was performed.

Since many of the variables were nominal in sca.e

and others were gquasi-interval with attenuated ranges

it was felt that more reliable information could be

obtained if these variables were recoded to indicator

variables.

For example, a variable "Anglo-American"

was created which had a value of 1 if the subject was

an Anglo-American (code 2 or 7 on Item 7 of the code-

sheet)

and a value of 0 otherwise,

In table C-1 is dis-

played how these indicator variables were created.

TABLE C-1
Codesheet Item Indicator How
# Title Variable Recoded
7 Sex & Race Anglo-American 1 if Item 7=2 or 7
0 otherwise
7 Sex & Race Negro-American 1 if Item 7=1 or 6
: ; 0 otherwise
8 Residence Des Moines 1 if Item 8=0 or 1
District Resident 0 otherwise
11 Number of Few Prior 1 5f Item 11=0 or 1
Prior Arrests| Arrests 0 otherwise
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E""‘
C-2 B C-3
. o,
TABLE C-1 (continued) ‘ é;
: % TABLE C-2
. -
desheet Item Indicator How ;
Lo # Title Variable Recoded E; —
FA . Variable Mean r
i i 12=0 or 1 b
Number of Few Juvenile T if Item | .. i :

12 pumoer o Convictions 0 otherwise ; Anglo Amer?can .6506 .129
venile Con- F Negro-American .3195 -.115
victions - Des Moines Resident . 8871 082

i is if Item 15=0 3 . .
5 Number of No Prior Prison 1 if . % ) )

1 b o P Sentences 0 otherwise ; Few Pr1or.ArrestJ .3149 L1117
son Sen- ] Few Juvenile Convictions - 8209 .107
tences . - No Prior Prison Sentences 7954 097

if Item 22=0, 1 or 2 , > .79 .
Length of Short Term 1 if : 1 . . '

° Res?dence in | Resident 0 otherwise ; ‘ Short Term Resident 2419 107
Area - " Not Employed or Employabie 5771 -.084

24 Employment Not Employed or |1 1f I e a0 or Goad Health L7361 106
- J . i en = .

Status Employable case excluded othen- Poor Attitude .1087 -.223

wise * No Known Drug Difficulties .6529 .165

30 - Health Good Health 1 éf iﬁemw?gzo B Age at First Offense 19.41 .094
i otherw ¥

d 1 if Item 32=1 ] Amount of Attorney Fees 10.21 115
i r Attitude 1 SC= |
32 Attitude Foo 0 otherwise E
if Item 37=0 '
Use of Drugs No Known Drug 1 4f : .

> Difficulties Difficulties 0 otherwise E |

10 Age at 1st Not Recoded 4 These variables were then entered into a step-wise multi-
Offense g ple regression procedure with outcome as the dependent

33 Amount of Not Recoded .

Attorney variable.* Table C-3 is a summary of the regression
Fees

for those variables which added significantly to the

power of the regression expression (as demonstrated by a

The means of these variables and their Pearson regression coefficient significant at q = .05),

\ i hown in
product-moment correlations with outcome are s :

Table C-2, on the next page.

*Subprogram "regression" of the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences. Norman Hl. Nie, Dale H. Bent, and C. Hadlai Hall, New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1970. , . "




TABLE C-3
N = 350
Multiple R = .327 F for Regression = 8.23 df, = 5
Multiple R?= .107 df,= 344
p <.001

B B
Varfables in | (Raw-Score Standardized Standard Ervror
Equation Regression-Wt.)| Regression Wt. B
Poor Attitude -. 300 -.212 .073 i7.018
No Known Drug .103 111 .048 4,583
Difficulties
Anglo- 112 121 .047 5.528
American
Few Prior .098 .103 .049 4,000
Arrests
Amount of .001 .086 .0006 2.829
Attorney Fees
Constant .58662
(Intercept)

While the association between these variables and outcome

is statistically significant it is clear from Table C-3 that

the relationship is not very strong. Furthermore, these

potential predictors are highly intercorrelated as is

evidenced by the fact that only five were included by the

regression procedure before the predictive power of the

best of the remaining predictors fell below statistical

significance -at the

.05 level.

(The higﬁest partial correla-

tion with outcome for variables not included in the above

regression is .078.)
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It must also be remembered that the multiple R
reported above is based on a construction sample and is
thus an inflated estimate of the predictive power of these
variables. To assess the true predictive power of the
regression expression presented above it would be neces-
sary to test it on a sample of cases not used to generate
it. This was not possible due to the availability of
too few data cases.

In conclusion, variables have been isolated which
are significantly related tc outcome and some estimate
of their predictive power has been develcoped. However,
the results indiczce that a larger sample of cases subjected
to more sophisticated analysis (perhaps principle compo-
nent or factcr anzlysis) and more rigorous validation
would be reguired to determine whether or not practical,

valid and reliable use can be made of the association

between these variables and outcome.
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