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SECTION I .'

The basic functions of the Release on Recognlzance Bail Pro-‘
‘gram are to make recommendations to the courts regarding eligibility
for release on recognizance (ROR) and to assure that defendants who
- are released on recognizance appear at hearings and follow other: ,
ucximinal justlce procedures durlng the. perlod prior to adjudlcatlon.

_ Gauged by the following crlterla, ROR s performance has

dmproved during the last year:

‘ of defendants granted ROR, the percentage of all defendants =
- recommended for ROR who are granted ROR, the percentage of:

‘defendants who fail to appear (FTA) at scheduled hearings, and

the overall efficiency index, which provides a 51ng1e 1nd1cator"ﬁ

" of project output as compared to PrOJGCt 1“PUt'ws

in other large cities reveals that this project is considerably

ST T general ROR is. effective in meetlng the objectlves fcr
£ which it was. desrgned. to allow defendants to enjoy. pretr1al

. freedom and to relieve other segments of the criminal Jjustice

" gystem from the burden of detaining and processing defendants.

~ Moreover, without the services of ROR, the criminal - Justlce systemv

“”“5jfwou1d“bs unable to function 1n lts present‘form.;,‘

- ; ucomnnmons‘ -
"“t Tarm&(ﬂggl[} ,vppgw?ie}_rpvgéﬁppip,;VU.

It is recommended that the work of the pronect be continued
into the future.~ . ,

f{
D

the percentage of the total’ number

Comparlng the Phlladelphia ROR project with similar ‘programs l;:"“' ‘

~ more efficient, as judged by both FTA rates and efflclency 1nd1ces.pj“

ej’l; o

-.The rewelghtlng and valldatlon of the ROR . p01nt crlterla, RN e L S
"~ which are employed to assess defendants' risk of fllght, : B
- should proceed as quickly as p0551b1e.

'changes in this procedure should result in a great increase
- in overall efficiency—both in terms of equity in the

The ‘recommended

admlnlstratlon of justice and in terms of cost effectlveness. .

*ROR should modernlze the 1n1t1al 1nterv1ew w1th defendants,'
‘adopting a procedure whereby as the interview proceeds,

information is entered into a remote computer terminal. In
this manner complete information (1nclud1ng demographlc

,characterlstlcs, criminal history, verification data, point =

. weightings, etc.) could be entered immediately and bail-risk

~calculated by an on-line computer technique.’

This procedure
should 51mp11fy and speed the ROR process substantlally.

The progec+ should 1ncorporate both personnel and resources‘to'

assure that the ROR point criteria are contlnuously updated
by the statistical procedures developed 1n connectlon w1th

e this evaluatlon.

Steps should be taken to ‘assure that ROR personnel are

~represented at all prellmlnary arraignments. Judges occasionally
- have dlfflculty in 1nterpret1ng and 1mplement1ng ROR »
recommendatlons.,

«ROR should meet regularly with all Judges to assess its
‘operations.
-~ feedback, which ‘would result in more effective procedures
“and increased management information.
by gaining a better understandlng of the resources aVallable
- through the Pretrlal Services D1v1s1on. :

Through this: process ROR would gain valuable

Judges would profit

"A'sample of defendants should be re1nterv1ewed regularly for
"quality control purposes.

‘This monitoring would result in

. the elimination of a substantial number Oof problem areas in

B 1nterv1ew1ng and verlfylng whlch currently go uncorrected

"Long Term ’?uke;*’*

"consider the follow1ng-

Court admlnlstratlon and Pretrlal Serv1ces D1V151on management
should develop a comprehen51ve plan having a much longer ‘time-
frame-approxlmately flve,years., Th1s long-range plan should

a. Worklng conditions at the Pollce Admlnlstratlon Bulldlng ‘ L
- remain poor.~ Noise, overcrowding, and lack of privacy . ==
- pose serious problems., Somehow thls condltlon must be s
improved. ‘ :

Hlfh} The Pretrlal Services Division should expand ltl Operations

. ~'substant1a11y during the perlod subsequent to inltlal




arraignment, but prlor to the flnal court dlsposltlon.,t~
It is during this period that the Division can become

more effective by expanding services (such as condltlonalP ;"'
‘release) and by providing recommendations for 1nnovat1ve -

- alternatives to incarceration beyond those which are

o The adminxstrators of the Court of Common Pleas and
- Municipal Court should press for an agreement that if
~ the bail for a defendant is small ($1,000 or less) ROR |
“might be granted immediately, Trather than employlng lengthyfaﬁ e
. interviews and detailed procedures of ROR or 10% Cash Ball.{fgf'
. The District Attorney needs to be. brought in on these e
- discussions and a formal agreement reached. Or e
. alternatively, defendants who require only a small amount S
‘ of barl mignt be released on an unsecured property bond.‘~

- currently employed. Also, during this. period, staff is
in a better position to provide much better information
" both to the defendant and to the courts, and to secure S
'the servxces of other communlty resources when necessary.

OR ‘should explore the feas1b111ty of establlshlng fleld ;J

offices in neighborhood locations where the majority
of defendants live. Planning should take into con- -

sideration the efficiencies obtained in other Jurlsdlctlonsn

where outreach programs have been trled.

The eff1c1ency 1nd1ces presented in this report should be

expanded and used for management information. Most worthy
~of additional’ attention are indicators focusing upon
certain classes of defendants—e. g., those having certain:

~demographic characterlstlcs or those charged with certa:n
o offenses.‘v S :

vahe contxnuous defendant proflle whlch is currently belng ,
- developed needs to be expanded and employed as a management .

information technique.~ Through this continuously updated

. profile it is feasible to detect significant trends in
- defendant flow and to make program adjustments when
necessary. Within the next year, the defendant profile
“should be most useful in analyzing the ‘appropriate kinds- S
. of communication techniques for defendants having dlfferent(,{"
. bail risks. Through this method, too, substant1al galns A
: in efficxency should result.'~~ » . f v

;The court admlnistratlon should provide resources to plan
. systematically for diversion projects between the initial
- arraignment and final dispostlon. “This will require“af““ Rt
. -closer liaison with community planning bodies both j o
~'within the criminal iuctice area and outside of it
.. ineluding the ‘traditional health, education and welfare
. V,agencies in the Philadelphxa communxty. ' ,

(i.e., hospltallzatlon)

e

J*EV”SECTIONPII;‘ PROJECT ACTIVITIES

B 1;' Program Goals and Oh;ectlves.

'The ba51c functlons of the Release on Recognlzance Ba11 Program‘_r
*are to make recommendatlons to the court regardlng ellglblllty
’gfor release on recognlzance (ROR) and to assure that defendants
*iwho are released on recognlzance appear at hearlngs and follow

vrother crlmlnal justlce procedures durlng the pretrial perlod

The ROR Programs goals and objectlves are clearly stated 1n the"

‘g'sub—grant appllcatlon

| "It ‘is ant1c1pated that the Release on Recognlzance Bail Program

will: = (1) Provide more of the necessary information and recom-

‘mendations to the court which allows a maximum of defendants
~pretrial release, partlcularly through the active use of the
~ ‘investigators. (2) .
ﬁ’towthe'defendants, thevdefendants' families, and the community,
~ during the pretrial period. (3) '
- of defendants appear at scheduled court appearances through

- Supply continued : information and services
Insure that the vast number

extensive verification and notification procedures. Of helght—

~eéned 1mportance is the use of the Investlgatlve Unit to prevent
-+ failures to appear- wherever possible’ (4) Decrease the number ’
~of failure to appear warrants through personal notification and.
~prior information of the defendants inability to attend court e
S (5). Increase the number of defendants
' who wxll surrender themselves ‘after falllng to appear by exten-

sive post fallure to appear notification (phone calls, letters,

“etc.), and an 1ncreased§understand1ng and ‘acceptance of the '
‘Investigative Unit and the knowledge that otherwise they will
- be apprehended. (6)
© " or is made even 1ower. :
. formation on characterlstlcs of defendants throughout the crlmlnal ;

Insure that the fugitive rate remains low,

(7) Provide valuabl& and « contlnued in=

Justlce system." :

The ROR Project contlnues to 1ntegrate 1tself as . a V1able'

"part of the crlmlnal Justlce system 1n Phlladelphla. Its baszc‘f

'rhtask is to provxde an alternatlve to money ball or 1ncarceration -

‘5“ROR accompllshes thls task through an 1mmediate 1nterview w1th

Gt

T°i5}ﬁfor those who can demonstrate that they are good bazl risks.u'fdﬁwf”“ﬂw*“




| f‘iBuildlng (PAB)

S

"leased on Recognlzance.

ypception, over 3 mllllon dollars in’ money ball w

g73l, 1975) the ROR ProJect remalned fully Operatlonal

- o e ,
£ this time, a newly developed Condltlonal Release Program became

i ful ly operatlonal o

i

1"

L rjthose that are arrested and brought to the Pollce'Admlnlstratlonv”

Employing a welghtlng of varlous personal factors
(length of tlme 11vedk1n Philadelphia,‘marltal status, cr1m1nal

history, etc ) the defendant is assigned a ball rlsk c1a551f1-f

‘fcatlon which is then communlcated to the Judge in the form of

',a recommendatlon at the prellmlnary arrlgnment

Durlng the 1ast 2-1/2 years that ROR has been 1n operatlon, over

38 000 defendants have been released w1thout paylng money ball

'The correspondlng figure for the prev1ous correspondlng perlod ”

last year shows that sllghtly over 25 ,000 defendants were Re—‘:

Through thls program, s1nce 1ts 1n—e w

a_nd 1

e Durlng the current evaluatlon perlod (July l, 1974 - January

Durlng i

Thls new serv1ce, funded by the Wllllam Penn ‘

A’fFoundatlon, makes it posszble for some defendants, who were not
: 7‘fpreviously eliglble for Release on Recognlzance or 10% Cash Ball, |
T‘:to be released under superv1sxon of the Pretrlal Servxces Unlt |
i“while they obtain dxagnosis and treatment for certaln med1cal and
dlv#fsocial problems, e. g., drug addlctlon, mental health, alcohollsm,

”vocational and family problems.}ftV“

"noecsar?"‘

~‘G5g

1 CONDITIONAL RELEASE FOR THE cxry OF PHILADELPHIA.f ?~:je;
S Eretrial Sarvices Division. Court of COmmonlaleasflehiladnlphla.{~

A

4125"ProjeCt'Activities,‘{ ' t;;ykxf ‘V‘,“ '_r"[-~-~y~ewgﬂw¢wwwx~su+awi‘

B

Also durlng the last year, “the Pretrlal Serv1ces D1v151ons g7,

Warrant Serv1ce Unlt, completlng 1ts flrst year of operatlon,;"

“foffered add1t10nal support ln contactlng defendants through o

;_fleld v151ts who prev1ously had been 1mpos51ble to reach

An‘important by—product of this project's eValuation is

'ithe development of a new set of crlterla for Release on Recog—

nlzance

Durlng the last year a carefully selected sample of

»l,460.defendants was followed—up for a perlod,of six months

'l”k~to‘determine_(a) riskiof‘failurebtopappear,,(b) risk of slow

return'to the Criminal‘justice system, and (c)'rearreSt risk
'Based on a: mathematlcal model developed through thls evaluatlonjx

y .
yprocedure, a new set of welghtlngs has been developed whlch

.__/

. w1th thgse spec1f1ed in the pro:ect appllcatlon.,

f allow the ROR Un1t to make more accurate Judgments as to the

rlsk of fllght and re01d1v1sm. The new crlterla, developed in

ﬂ197 are currently belng tested and valldated employlng a new
: a

sample of defendants.l As thls system 1s 1mp1emented and ad—:

"3,—//v .

Justed, 1t should add 1mmenselyto the efflclency of dec151on—

o)

maklng regardlng ROR recommendatlons to the courtsr

In sum, the act1v1t1es durlng thls project period correspond

The thrust dur-

1ng tne flrst s1x months of the fundlng perlod has been toward ;

lmproving efflclency and maklng adJustments whlch 1mprove the il

'4 f‘av

llnkages w1th*the overall crlmlnal Justlce system 1n the Phlla-~"

- delphla area. \; *f‘, s‘ft‘»lgrt;




. l,*\Evaluation'Activities:to Date.

*'effort.

o of operatlonal st(tlstlcs.

' SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
ey

|

]

The evaluatlon plan Spec1f1es a complex research de~"

. '51gn Wthh focuses upon the development of a new . set of crlterla

for Release on Recognlzance and upon- an analy51s and development

Between July 1 1974 and January 31,
1975 the followxng tasks were completed | |

a;'kPresentatlon of a new procedure for asses51ng ROR rlsk
051ng this new procedure ROR" Interv1ewers are able to
estlmate the probablllty of a defendant s falllng to

appear, hlS speed of return .to the system 1f he does

\

fall\to éppear, the probablllty of hls belng rearrested

,on the\same charge, and the probablllty of hlS belng re- o

\

arrested\on a dlfferent charge. (See ROR score sheet‘
contalned ;n\lopendlx.) |

f{bl‘ Development of sampling plan and codlng format for data

collected to verlfy the new p01nt system (descrlbed in a. )

_c;f Development of computer program for court computer system

\!which allows an ROR Interviewer to enter data on a remote
Y terminal and;tO‘recelve on-llne output on FTA rlsk, alOW

ireturn rlsk,}and rearrest rlsk.f This new program has been

'tested and is operational for batch proce951ng (submltted

%at the court computer) Within the next month the program

13

@

// B e . R : .

”The current evaluatlon is a,contlnuatlon of the prev1ous year s

ek .
ﬁ', ?( PR

R

B

e of the ROR caseload

““smonth, allow1ng a contlnuous update of the proflle.

w111 be operatlonal on remote termlnals at the Pollce Ad—
: mlnlstratlon Bulldlng and at the Pretrial Serv*ce D1V151on e

it offlces~on North Broad Street.

d. yAnalyzed operational statisticsvthrOugh December, 1974.

{

£, ;Developed new efficiencyiratio which gives a comprehensive

‘imeasure‘of ROR case input compared to output deficiency

(See table 3 of this report).

)
g. Interviewed ROR and Warrant Service Unit personnel, Court
administrators and selected persons from outSidefagencles

regarding ROR evaluation.

hr 'Completed Interim EValuation’Report (January 17, 1975).

& /
a

i.-:éompleted Final Evaluation Report (February 6,_1975)7

. ‘Conducted in-service training for research’staff'(March 5,

1975) ..

k'Beglnning in DeCember; 1974, ROR-staff;fworking with the

fevaluator, developed a method for creatlng ‘an on—g01ng proflle

An 1n1t1al sample of 500 defendants were

selected These records are augmented monthly by an additional

l200 defendants - which will ultlmately yleld a sample of 2, 400, 3

defendants”per”year. After a. case has'been in the sample for

'{a year it will be replaced by another case from the current ; _1g§f

Thls pro- ST 4

@

| ‘flle w111 be useful for oetectlng general trends 1n the crim1nal

5

A




‘justice system, for quality control, for other information re-
~lating tokthe.charaCteristics of defendants, and for evaluating

‘.the’program#s impact over a period of time. Even more important,

the method will allow a continuous adjustment‘offthe ROR criteria

R b(the ROR point system) which. w1ll resmlt%not only in more effi-
o f,ciency, but also in greater falrness 1n’the admlnlstratlon of

; justice. In short, through thlS method the court will bekable

- to make much morebefficient’decisions~regarding pretrial release

and will be able to be more fair in assuring the defendant's

rights, while at the same time protecting the community from de-

jfendants who are potentially harmful durlng the period of pre—

S

trial release. g ‘ : 5 s

2. Data Informatlon Employed in Evaluatlon./e
‘The most lmportant source of evaluatlve 1nformat10n is the ROR

Unlt's Monthly Statlstlcal Report.« Thls document descrlbes both

a

‘the 1nput of defendants to the system and the system s output in
‘terms of those released on recognlzance and thelr degree of com—h,

pliance during the release period. During the previous year thqre

thrs process has now been speeded up to the point where there is
less than a one month's lag in 1ssuance of the prev1ous months

- gtatistigs.

Monthlyvstatmstical data are employed regularly, both as a
management and as an evaluatlve tool. The other major source of

b stotlstical data .for the ROR evaluation consrsts of monthly pro-

LW
: ]

was‘often a several months' lag inkissuance of these reports. But

=10=-

C .
7

kfile,informetion entered on to a special form (See ROR Evaluetion
formst, code sheet ROR evaluation, included in Appendix). The
cOding of this informetion conforms to the schedule included in
the evaluation plan. Prior to ‘the preparationkof the,Final Eval-
uation Report (May, 1§75) follow-up information on FTA, speed of ;
return, end rearrest’will be entered on the unit record.‘ The
weightings og the point system, which are a by?product of  last
year's evaluatfon, will be wvalidated through a series of multiple
~regression techniques, At this time, the ROR criteria and their
weightings mill be readjusted. 'Alledeta processing is being
carried out through the Philadelphia Court's CQmputer center.
6verall, the result of this work will be a permanent capacity

of the Pretrial Services Division to update the ROR point system.

The following data sources were used in the corporatlon of

thls report.

1. Number of defendants interviewed by the ROR Unit (July, 1972 -

December, 1974)¢from ROR Monthly Statistical Report.

X

e

2. Total persons granted ROR (July, 1972 - December,tl974)

from ROR Monthly,Stetistical Report.

3. Persons scheduled for hearlngs (July, 1972 - December, 1974)

. from ROR Monthly Statistical Report. ' R I

{4., FTA warrants issued (July, 1972 - December, 1974) from ROR

Monthly Statistical Report.




\

5. Data on "walk-ins" from Warrant Service statistics (1973 and

Y
[P
A

1974).

6. Interview data from personnel indicated in Section III,

Item 1.

7. Data geherated from Evaluation Report Supplement Release on

Recognizance Bail Program, amended October 15,.1974. ‘ il

8. Data generated through operational tests of new ROR point
criteria, collected November, 1974 - January, 1975, point

totals computer through Philadelphia Court computer system.

9., Comparlson data with other jurlsdlctlons from various sources,

\“\cated in report.

fRellablthy and Validity of Data Employed

Moéthly statlstlcal data appear to monitor accurately the

act 1a/s taken by the‘Pretrlal Services Unit and follow-up data
/ S

‘on/dgfendants.

Since last year the Pretrial Services Unit has assumed com-
/ pleteyreSponsibility for the service‘or bench*warrants. Pre-
viously‘many of the administrative records were stored in the
District’Attorney‘s Detect;ves Office and the Police Warrant
Unit office. . Since Pretrial Services nowdhas administrative
gomtrol over these records, theyhare now kept in a centralized

i

place; far fewer errors are apparent. L

pol

Y

- the program s impact on the criminal Justlce system.‘

on the basis of what they are used for.

-12-
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From the*evaluatoﬁ's perSpective, itkis difficult to ”elate

the ROR operatlon to other segments of the crlmlnal Justlce

system - partlcularly correctlons. While some data are avail-

able from the Detention Center and are presented here, they do

not prov1de a general indicator of just who ‘among  the detentlon

population might be potentially ellglble for pretrial release.(
Stated another way, after the ROR Interv1ewer finishes his ;
initial‘cohtact with the defendant subsequent toxarrest, the
Pretrial Services Uhit may have difficulty keeping track of

a defendant. Once a person is i;carcerated“it is far more
difficult fon;the Pretrial Services Unit (or any arm of the

Court) to determlnF his ball rlsk and to take actlon to secure

|
release if this seems justified.

The validity of the Monthly ROR Statistics must be assessed

These reports are used
prlnc;palty for two purposes: (a) as a management tool for as-
suring a‘reasonably even work flow; (b) -as an indicator of rela—

/

tive program success whlch can be usnd, in turn, to valldatef

The data
system contlnues to serve these two purpcses well. Turn-around
time, preparation and distribution of the report has improved
markedly sinoe 1a§t y%ar’sxevaluation,'givihg:hoth administra-
tors and’evaluator more up-to-date information on program ac-
tivity .and impact. | | ” |

The new data format for creating -a proflle of ROR defen-

dants is also being used for guality control purposes.
. c \\\ . . . @

Through -

// n Tooo®
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"; a serles of systematlc re1nterv1ews'w1th defendants,‘valldlty
'Vﬁﬁand rellablllty of varlous data elements - partlcularly ‘those

k:yfg_' ,whlch are 1mportant in determlnlng ellgibillty for ROR --'are

Zbelng tested Thls procedure,whlch w1ll become an 1ntegra1

']‘fpart of the ROR operatlon,'k WlLl also ald 1n both evaluatlon

'7Fand program admlnlstratlon.

)

-

Vo dlfflcultles have been encountered 1n 1mplement1ng the :

1evaluatlon plan.- Increa51ngly, the evaluatlon assumes a viable

role in ROR operatlons. ‘_1, TR B S

- . il
3 i T
e 3 i k - )

3. Scope and leltatlons of Evaluatlon »

*Fundamentally, thls evaluatlon cons1sts of three components~

"'3577’7131-' A monltorlng and ana1y31s of monthly statlstlcal data sup-

plled by the ROR Un1t

‘2.,tInterv1ews w1th ROR staff, other cr1m1nal Justlce personnel

-y(Judges, admlnlstrators, persons 1n prlvate agenc1es) defen— |

'ﬁ:ydants, and persons from other ROR agencles in other Jurls— IRy

jdlctlons.

: Q}rﬁﬂpf 73.f«Selected special evaluatlon problems' ;f
"%fla);_The rev151on of the ROR poxnt system. L x‘ X~i

AL

ffa?fff[ift?)k7A valldatlon of the new: ROR po;nt system.</7 Lo

!

,ffDevelopment:of on-llne computer system to 1mplement the‘

2];Devclopment of a.method for securlng an’ on-going prcflle

.;\

,.‘;gof ROR defendant populatlon, includlng sampllng, cOdlng,.

‘form the above functlons reasonably well

*‘e) ‘In—serv1ce tralnlng of ROR personnel to 1mp1ement these ,“f,hl

[new data araly51s technlques. 1t o "7

The evaluatlon, as currently funded has a- capa01ty to per-'fu,=
Because thls is a
Well establlshed program, the amount of effort whlch must go

1nto analyZLng the plannlng of the program is small

, Compllance

‘with LEAA regulatrons is readlly monltored because the project

is well staffedrandeell\administered.k'Invshort, the evaluator

?

Canvstate confidentally that the project is“effective'éfhthat

it is achieving its basic goa1Sa At‘this'point in thekprOjectfs'

‘hlstory the evaluator can be useful prlmarlly in 1mprov1ng the

"eff1c1ency of the proyect by helplng pro;ect personnel develop

"certaln new management.and research technlques.

of

'Feedback to Project

The most concrete result of the present evaluatlon is the

1,new p01nt system and the supportlng data system whlch prov1de

‘the capablimty of an on—llne computer operatlon 51m11ar to an

’gautomated booklng system employed by some pollce departments.
v Thls technlque should result in much greater eff101ency for the

o pronect. Addltlonally, the capablllty of pro;ect personnel to" ’ i

contlnuously adjust the - p01nt system w1ll prove to be a valuable

management tool.

ﬂhe evaluator has also suggested several other technxques ;w:

L whlch vnll be useful in analyzlng the monthly operational statls-v

37,:t1cs. One of these technlques['mHE EFFICIENCY INDEX,»W111 be :

-
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Mff‘disnusued in the nsxt section dealing with.prOJect results and

;"@,analymje.r In this report, a number of similar 1ﬂput-output

'ratios are proposed, whioh should prove to be valuable in an-

?‘alysing and managing,thefprogram. S
' tJ‘tj . . U ‘ ‘

i

L f_ Ths evaluator will also present a serres of 1n«serv1ce

"trsining sessions on evaluation technlgues for progect person- o

nel (these sessions began in March 1975)

The above comprises a llst of some of‘the more concrete byéﬁ
products of the evaluaticn;: In additlon,hancther‘role‘ofhthef
ievaluatsr 48 to queationandﬂraisefissuesfto,bringgintofthen"
opan many oﬁ_the,underlying‘conflicts which‘exist ln any‘pro;
grnm, The evaluatoruserVes as*an:outside person -- someone who,
it not an official functionary of the Philadelphia Crlmlnal
»Jushice System == with whom some of these issues can be dlscussed

<

and hopefully resolved Through regular sessions with the ad-
miniatrators of the ROR Program the evaluator hopes that he has:

o 1~hesn helgtul in discusslng and resolving some of the 1mportant

fgnff | ?*,'operatlonal problems.

SECTION IV, rno.:rs‘c'r.r u:.'rs AND ANALYSIS ‘

,rl;' Retults } -
th tiﬁnel yenr 1972-1973 13 020 persons ‘were granted Release on

1 ngeognlnanoo; Xn the\subseguent year (FY 1973-1974) ROR was

‘lghqrnntnd to 16,414 deﬁendants, an increase of 27% (Table l). In

)'.»

?iiﬁhﬁ l972~l9?3 pﬁrioﬂ RQR wag granted to 38% of the persons inter~'

N Vs

ﬂ‘obtalned ROR

at hearlngs.“ (Table 2)

‘k‘ w1llful

'bench.warrants yet to be removedtare“cl é ified as fugitives.'”“l

,vv1ewed at the Pollce Admlnlstratlon Bulldlngi In the lastt

flscal year, however, thls flgure 1ncreased to 45% yleldlng

o a 7% lncrease 1n the proportlon of persons who. eventually

ThlS result suggests an: 1ncreas1ng w1111ng-

"ness of the Judlclary to employ the Release on Recognlzance o

‘recommendatlons.

‘The vast majority of defendants who“Were granted ROR

‘appeared:at the scheduled hearings.f For the last six months

\of 1974 an average of 7.8% of the defendants falled to appear

The percentage of defendants who

w111fu11y falled to appear (the w1llful FTA rate) between July

and September of 1974 was only 6 6%. Comparlng the number of

aFTA warrants 1ssued durlng the last 51x months of 1973 w1th

the same perlod 1n 1974 reveals a decrease of 347 warrants.

,(Table 2). o

FTA's are classified into tWo’categories - ~willful, those ‘

rwho dellberately evade ‘a hearlng, and non-wxllful - those who

- miss a hearlng because of a legltlmate reason, e. g. hospltallza-~

tlon. The aim of the ROR Unlt lS to decrease the proportion of

'1"those falllng to appear for both reasons - w1llful and non-.

Both categorles of failures to appear decreased durlng o

the last flscal year. (Table 2)

Defendants who have falled to appear at hearings for an

invalld reason are 11oted on bench warrants. all those who have

.

X i <A‘=_‘\
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:dt?hs ﬁugitivu ratﬂ is reflected in the percentage of those sch-
ednlo& for hﬁaringn in a given month who are also classrfied

| h‘ns ﬁngitivnn. fhe ﬁugitrve rate declined from 2 9% to 2 3%

»'M{«dnring the last fisoal Year. ‘(Table 2). The fugitive rate &

L fsr thonm rsoommended for RQR remained almost constant (1 8%),
hnnﬁle the ﬁugitive rate ﬁor those not recommended for ‘ROR de-

areased ﬁromratmtoma.V%.

Thn Eﬁiieienoy tndex

- plso nhown in this rsport is a new operatlonal measure of
nﬁﬁininnuy which we have termed the effioxency index (Table 3).

Thin figure ia a rauio of program output to 1nput. The ef‘

;»interviswed at the Folice Admrnistration Buildrng, the number
of persons granted ROR, the number of persons soheduled for

‘ henr;ngs nnd the numbar of persons appearlng at scheduled

hnuringn. In nhort, in the single number a summary Statement i

. of ntugrnm)inputa (in ttrms of number of persons 1nterv1ewed at

thn Pnn} nnd prugrnm outputs (those who have appeared in court)

is preruntod. Qurmng ﬁisoal year 1972 1973 the efficiency xndex u

- dnring the avarngn month was 353 8. In contrast, durrng ng the most:

'ﬁennnt ynnr {?Y L973~l9?4) ‘the index averaged 424.5, an 1ncrease
in nfﬁininnny nx approximateiy 2Q%.\ buring the fxrst six months*

'Q‘inﬁnn avnrnsnn szo. xn sum, the pronect continues to~ancrease

rlﬁnﬁnnﬂnnns raaniv&ns

k‘~17f"k

; : !
was to produce an. anrease in the number of fugltlves who sur~

fnf thn nxsnnnt ﬁisnal yenr (Suly - necember 1974) the effxcleney

,,:its afnioinnsy, takinq into considaration both the proportion of o
R nnd thu proportion of those appearing at

: hearings after ROR has beenhgrantedr_j

Another objectlve specxfled in the sub—grant applicatlon

//z,

render voluntarlly to the Pretrial Servrces Unlt. The number

.‘of defendants who surrendered voluntarlly ("walk—lns") are

~ shown 1n Table 4. Durlng 1972 the number of walk—lns averaged

201 persons per month | Thls flgure 1ncreased 1n 1973 to 237

'Durlng 1974 (the most recent perlod) the flgure had 1ncreased

’to 286~ Some of this increase is attrlbuted to the 1nformatlon_

?,‘conveyed to defendants by the Warrant Serv1ce Unlt (PH—238 74A)' |

In general this result reflects an overall 1mprovement of ef-

f1c1ency of the Release on Recognizance Program

In summary, employlng the. 1nd1cators specrfled in the sub-

grant appllcatlon, a review of the data suggests that the antlc—

) - 1pated_resultskwere obtalned.a The program is effective in ternms

of those objectives specified in the grant application. This

'-;,eualuation also clearly indicates; however, that the ROR Program |

can increase 1ts eff1c1ency in many ways. Recommendations are

dspelled out in more detall 1n the recommendatlon section.

2. Other Factorvampacting the ROR;Program;,.‘k

'a;kadminrstratlve Structure.~

‘The Pretrial Servmoes Division is an arm of the Phlladel-xf
‘ ph ia C. .

’t of Common Pleas and Municipal Courts.

(n

‘»7some otheﬂ Jurlsdictlons ROR Programs are adminlstered by ;

:jelther cOrrectlons or the Distract Attorney 8 Office)

el




'n‘wise one.

~the manj fnnctions which the unxt now performs.

'Corrections, and Parole.

1; mannging flow througqicuewtotal system. Simllarly the ‘
;?robation nspartment is linited to a Speczflc group of

Q;tpersong@thrmustameet csrtain congltions.
‘ /

":leé'a

fﬂﬁnsidaring the fact that the ROR process is a part of }f.

gthe 3udicﬁal process, the decision to locate the ROR

?rogram within the aegis of . the courts appears to be‘

Within therPretrial Services Division the

‘administrative strUcture appears'to be adeguate'for

Over

ths years which it has operated the Pretrial Services

”‘DivisiOn has won increasing acceptance and respect

within the criminal justxce system. (Thls is ev1dent
in interviews with personnel from the Dlstrlct Attorney s

office, the Police, and the CorrectzOns Department, as

well as with persons from outside Corrections from
jprivats agencies operating in the criminal justice field).

h‘Thera rsma&ns, however, a lack of adm1nistrat1ve inte-

gration within the major segments of the criminal justlce

'systam in Philadelphxa -~ Courts, Police, District Attorney,\

Partlcularly 1n the lnstance of

,corrections and the Parole Department, ROR still flnds it
'diﬁficult to determine the status of certain defendants.

'Bacause the functions of pretrial servzces are restricted
i

to the period prior gogadjudication, ROR is 11m1ted in

) («;.

Its capacity

Jwtn manAQn thrcngh ths entire system is also llmlted.

Einally, the bistrict Attorney's Office is alsoaxnterested

"..in'the~defendantdprior to disposition, again limiting»k

pyfor the 1nd1v1dual defendant

1ts capaclty to follow up- and develop the best plan

Overall, thls fragmented

: »pattern results in general dlscontlnulty of serv1ce to ’

defendants.

Operaﬂlon and Management.

'viously.

/

‘It was polnted out in the prev1ous evaluatlon report

that 1nterv1ewers at the Police Admlnlstratlon Bulldlng
required better training in eliciting information from

defendants. It was also pointed out that more specific

‘guidelines for interviewing‘neededhto‘he developed. A

new interviewer’s manual has been written and more ex-

 tensive training is now being offered to the interviewers.

Project Personnel.

ROR has‘experienced'less personnel'tnrnover than pre-

'While the program sti11~employs ablarge num;‘
ber of young college graduates and part-tlme law students,
as the program becomes more establlshed, it appears that
an 1ncreasxng number of persons view Pretrlal Serv1ces |

o

as a potentlal career llne.r In addltion, the Court has

now begun to 1mplement a new merlt system (cxv11 service

system) whlch should speclfy 11nes of promotlon and lay

’out a course for long-term career development.'

'vThe Evaluatlon Process.

S Staff contlnues to be uniformly enthusiastic and cooper-




s,

Planning of the Project.

-ative wirh the evaluatien personnel. ROR personnel

ahave been most receptive to the new ROR point. criteria

P . o = [A
O R . . . -
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The/plnuninq,ofkthetprojecthcontinues to be accurate

 with respect to fotecasted‘operational,parameters and

: 1report should aid reatly ‘in imprOVing the basic method

g oﬁ uﬁﬁening service.

U1 . B
| 1j‘¥unding fox ths project appears to be barely adequate.\

‘lfThQ unn yenr planning and funding'ﬁrame fbr Governor s‘

'estimnting results,

Basio Method.

ROR is. one segment of a system employed to divert de-

fendants irom detention. The key to understanding ROR

lies in the point system used to judge risk of flight

and recidivism, By its very nature, the p0int system

}implies a sensit ive balance between two goals == both
1kxe1eauing as many defendants as possibie and incarcer-‘

Cating thoae who are dangerous to society. The~funda-

; Sinne the»decision of who should be eligible for ROR
is basedgupon predietion of risk of flight (or re01dl-(

iviam), revi&ian of the ROR criteria suggested in this

Level und Timmeg of FundiJQ - =

Lo e

;,which_havefbasn.develegmd‘as~a result of this»evaluation;

,muntnl task for ROR is to maintain the optimal balance.~‘

=

’.‘227 Ve

Justice Commission projeCts,‘however, is inadequate;

Demonstration pro:ects of this type require a time

~ frame of at 1east five years for adequate planning,'
ﬁ funding, 1mp1ementation, operation and evaluation.

The year- o-year nature of pro;ect funding operates

adversely, particularly in a large scale operating

" program like this one which processes large numbers

of persons. G

Allocation of Project Resources. -

An examination of the érojectvbudget‘reveals no al-
_locations which appear to be in error. ROR still

needs to invest more time and effort in making its

~management "information system a more v1able operating

tool. The program ] commitment~to continuous rev1s1on

‘ and updating of the ROR point criteria is laudable.
Now that steps have been taken to incorporate this

" management technique into the program, its value

needs to begaccepted by other segments of the criminal

- justice system in order to realize its full potential

- as a management'technique. Because of the highly

charged political atmdsphere surrounding bail and

~,piobation,,a great deal of public education*also needs

to be done in this area. It is recommended that further

efforts be made to generate positive media exposure for

the.ROR Program. o . - mé’
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Fro:ect Impact.

a.

Impact on Problems Specifled in Grant Appllcatlon.

Unqueataonably, the ROR Project has fulfilled its
basic purposes: To enable many defendants to enjoy
pretrial freedom, rather than being‘penelized solely

for being poor and to insure that the vast majority

of defendants appear at scheduled hearings through

the verification and notification system. The data
presented verify that these“objecfives have been

achieved.

Impact on the Criminal Justice System.

ROR has had a beneficial impect on‘ﬁhe overallyerim—
inal ﬁusﬁiee system.‘ ‘The evidence indicates that ROR
ib superior in every way to the old system of prlvate

bondsmen.

ROR is but one ef,many'alterﬁatiﬁes to incefcerationf
Generally, the argument is made that it is both less
expehsive“and'more humane‘to employ this hethcd, The
fﬁndamental‘problem“of the composition of the detention
population remains. This population continues to ih-
clude a iarge number of persons convicted but not sen-
tenced and a large number of prisoners with detalners
for pxobation or parole v1olatxons.f Included in the

£inal :aport for this year-w111 be an examinatlon of

tpe detention P?Pul%tgqn withaa careful’ look at avpro~ &

Q
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file of those who are potentially eligible for pretrial

services.

4. Alternatives tokCurrent;Resource Allocation.

N

. ; L .
This analysis suggests no alternatives which would lead to

more efficiency in allocating resources to achieve the same goals.

,Over the last year, the evaluator has carefully studied the other

ROR projects throughout the nation. 1In no instance was it ap-

patent“that any of these projects was any more efficient than

u‘€ﬁe Philadelphia project. Moreover, the project continues its

leadership natidhally in the field of release on recognizance.

If substantial galns in efficiency are to be made, \these will
probably not emanate from internal adjustments within the progect
itself. Rather, gains in efficiency will probably evolve from

a betterfunderstanding andkliaison withythe judiciary, with

other components of the criminal justice system such as police,

parole and corrections, and with a better acceptance of the

‘ program_&ithin the'defendant,community. Specific recommendations

are made with respect to each of these groups in the recommenda-

tion section.

5. Project Success or Failure.

The project has been successful in achlev1ng 1ts goals.
Management now needs to monitor carefully its eff1c1ency through
careful quallty control and its newly developlng management in-

formation system.. It is recommen@ed that additional 1nput-

e‘dﬁtputemeasures be formulated (such as the efficiency ratio
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“described in this report) andvthat_these'indicators be used

’regularly as a basis for decisionemakinoiand general reflec-

tion on the operation of the project,

6. Comparison with Other'Projects of this Type.

The Phlladelphld Pretrial Services DlVlSlOn, including

VROR, Conditional Release, and the Warrant Service Unit, pro-

vides a broader scope of serVicesnthan most similar projects

throughout the country. Also, comparingkthefpercentage of

s

total defendants who are released on recognizance,VPhiladel—\
phia's 46%‘compares‘favorably with other cities. In a'recentl
study completed by Wice it was reported that a much lesser pere
cenkage of the total defendant population was reueased on re-
cognizance.2 Wice reported release rates for other Cities as
follows: Los Angeles: 5%, Washincton: ;l%, San Francisco: 22%,
Baltimore: 7%, Indianapolis: 14%, St, Louis, 5%, Chicago~ 4%
and Atlanta: 4%. Also, ‘"FTA rates- reported for other jurisdic-

. o ‘ 4
tiotis are as follows._~28% in c1eveland,3 7% in Washington, D.C.,

o : v 5
9.9% in New York City.

Sk

szaul B. wice. Freedom For Sale: A National Study of ' Pretrial
Release. Lexington, Massachusetts. D.C. Heath and Company,
1974, p. 118
33 Predicting Defendant Appearance, Thomas J. Larkin, Court Man-
¢ agement Pronect. Cleveland, Ohio, November, 1973.
i
Digtrict of Columbia Bail Agency, Philadelphia Court Bail.Program,
Pretrial Release Program Comparative Study, Bruce D. Beaudin, et
all, 1575, p.175. |
3

City of New York, Pretrial SerVices Aﬂency Operations Report,
- December, 1§7§ Table i

a

AN

N

/ . - . T : D
l/ L . i . 1
Philadelphia s 7 3% gTA rate appears to be relatively iow, as_

compared to these other jurisdittions, suggestinc that the"‘

pro;ect s efficiency is better than average.

Still another way of comparing the Philadelphia project
With those of other Cltles is to compute an efficiency index

for each jurisdiction (TablE”S)

This figure, discussed earlier,
takes into consideration the proportion of .the defendant popu¥
lation which is released on recognizance as well as the failure

- to appear rate. Based on data from nine major cities, the
Philadelphia project is considerably more efficient than any
other jurisdiction. Washington s effiCiency index is\closest
(307 as compared to Philadelphia s 425) while Chicago s is
1owest (209) Thus, while the FTA rate is a conservative in-
dex of measuring the failure of a pro;ect, the efficiency
ratio is a more comprehensive measure of success. Success,
in this ratio, combines the goal of releasing as many defen-
dants (who are‘good~bail risks) as possible with that of keep-
ing the‘FTA rate low. This figure then is actually an optimi—i
zation index which monitors the balance between the release
rate and the failure to appear rate, whereas the failure to- .

. appear rate,mby itself, is a minimization measure. Used alone,
the FTA rate addresses bnly‘%he goal of minimizing the number
of &fendants who fail. to appear and who are potential prob-
lems in ﬁhe community.‘ The’ release rate, by itself in contrast,

is a maximization measure, which addresses only the goal of .

> releaSing as many defendants as poss1b1e, irrespective of the

Q@

N




f?HCOnsequenCes; The eff1c1ency index combines both minimization -
hrand max1mization criteria 1nto one optimization measure.‘,,

Based on thlS new procedure employing the comparative
; eff1c1ency measures which are available, Philadelphia s pro-‘f'

gg‘f',w‘ﬁri gram appears more ef 1c1ent than other programs 1n major c1t1es.

o
it

Recommendatlons concerning ﬁamlfications of thlS pro;ect

: | ;
to the total crimlnal Justice sygtem are made in Section 5,

6. Further Issues. e ris e

3

Findings and Recommendations._ ;

.7., Project’Costs’— Benefits.’ | : .
| Based on the average detention cost of $19 00 per day’i
a(Wthh 1s cons1dered to be a low estimate) and assuming con-
.An: u:~“1 servatively that the 16 500 defendants released annually on ROR
’t;would spend a week each in jall, in the absence of an ROR Program
!ydetention costs alonev would be $2 196 000 00 per year.y Thls ‘
jt‘estimate does not of course take 1nto account the other costs
*leifﬁjfi: to the criminal Justice system, let alone the lost wages, 1ost
\u'f’taxes, welfare costs, the cost of human suffering and other

1’soc1al costs such as divorce and mental lllness which are linked

'l“?rtw1th incarceration. Moreover,qw1thout the ROR Program, new r;k

ffwhich 1s estimated to be over $30 000 per detainee.s_ﬂ;ffu ;'r

"Services DlVl ion, 1973, pp. 312-315

"V;fdetention fac111ties would be required,,the current cost of f‘yf«‘;

Conditional Release for the City of Philadelphia, Pretrialsigyl‘”

1.

V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclu81ons.

: f_a.- Achievement of Progect Objectives.‘

'ThekRORv~Program has met its objectiveskfor the fiscal
_year, July, 1974 - June,;l9755

‘~ROR,is successfullingtermsbof:accepted'management stan4'
'dards,gincluding‘fTA rates, fugitive rates, total num4
‘ber‘of‘persons releaSed,“and_the newly developed effiL

ciency ratios. | | |

<2

Judged_by external criteria, including the'declining
g detention populatlon ROR has also made a substantial

1mpact on this problem.f

~ The ROR Project appears?to fulfill an important need
in providing a viable‘alternative to mOney bail 'ROR,”
in Philadelphia has become an 1ndispensable part of_

' the criminal justice system.~

. b}';Impact on the Problem.’~"

lilNo citizen of Philadelphia 1s denied bail s1mp1y because
he lacks the funds.V In thlS sense the system has almost
“rcompletely replaced the old system of bail bondsmen d
rwhich preceded lt. While the _ROR criteria do reflect
Qfmiddle class standards of community stability (employ-‘
‘yment, long stable resrdence 1n the city, marriage, and
llethe absence of ‘& criminal record) these criteria are »

3 ff\* ;: ;‘,‘-‘ L :
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| Fiaw‘ﬁnringgthe,preétrial periodr

s

d.

: _'2’9’.; ‘ "

predictive of appearance in court and compliance with
' 'The‘criteria,rthen,"‘

do ﬁupgott the program goals and will dc 80 even more

:'aﬁfimiantly as new weiqhtings are developed.

Cost Kﬁfeotiveneﬁa.

Ry sgeciﬁied in the previous section, the progect is

Fp afﬁartiv& A8 an altetnatxve to 1ncarceration. Esti-*

i 1.‘

"m&ttd aavingﬁ in detention‘costs approxlmatm 1-1/2

millimn dollars annually, as compared to the total
ﬁraject ehﬁt of less than one*half million dollars

annuslly resulting in a net gain of one mllllon dollars

pan year.

Huccess Factors.

The project Qaa~originallysWé11 planned, with the bene=:

- fit af aaveral pilot~projects>which eStablished.a clear

. gtaaass for grantxng release on recognxzance. Staffing

dr nulﬁinq in,the auecass may be traced to good management g

d'and ﬁun&ing are adequats. The strongest faotors re-

and laadarahip which pxovides a strong stimulus at the

['1neal Laval and 1aadarship at the national level.

sasammandatiana.

"“trn riataneuu and Fracticality of Project Objectxves.,

Gbﬁaetivea aﬁpear adaquate, apprcpriate and practrcal
tﬁr thc projtot aa currantlv designed, ROR functions

grinarily to maka a raafi

’“ndation prior to arraignment.,"

aaaa

- less oppre551ve.‘ It lS recommended that the Phlladel-.

C-30-

If ‘ROR becomes more 1nvolved with post arralgnment |

1nterv1ews, staff w111 be able to provrde much more

1nformat10n, counsellng, and referrals Wthh w111

help the defendants to understand the worklngs of

- other communlty agenc1es, and to take advantage of

the resources which are avallable in the communlty.

Value of Basrc Method and Approach

ROR has been demonstrated to be a v1able alternatlve

to 1ncarceratlon both at the local and natlonal levels.

Some of the larger communltles have decentrallzed the

~ROR operatlon, openlng nelghborhood branches and be-

comlng more 1nvolv=d with nelghborhood 1nst1tutlons,

'chereby ach1ev1ng better communlcatlon Wlth defendants.

nland maklng the bureaucratlc character of the courts

~ph1a project explore 1nn*"atlons at the nelghborhood

| ‘level as oonducted by some of the other large c1ties.

‘ “,other 1nterventlons prlor to flnal dlSpOSltlon, these :

rt~1n nelghborhood locatlons and employlng some 1nd1genous e

tneighborhood resxdents 1n thls capaclty.

'>Should ROR become mOre lnvolved ‘in post-arralgnment

procedures, 1 e., counselxng, conditlonal release, and

‘serv1ces mxght be made more palatable by offerlng them“‘

iy
£V

vaen the current one year plannxng frame, whlch 1s a’

| *’»by~product of the LEAA funding cycle, 1nternal adminls-.';_'f




: heeie end treeteeete=:xg=ether words, to be successful

hfeﬁmmunity and in plenning to filldthese gaps. This '

B o o . v ’:1 S : Ex v . J,__‘:;_i‘:‘

| trﬁtiﬁnvbﬁlthe'?rbjeet 1syadequate;‘bﬁoweVer in‘terms‘d

ei long term planning .. particularly by the admxnls—

tr&tioﬁ ef~the court of~Common Pleas and~Mun1c1pal

:‘ﬁwuvh, ieng tﬁrm planning (havxng at least a flve
ye&r ﬁime freme) neede to be performed Partlcularly

“dimpmxtaat is the program s liaxson with the Prcbatlon

-fﬁepertmeet and Corrections Department regerding the;

‘ﬁlew‘mf e&se& thxough the system. A greatfdeal'of

attentxmﬁ algo needs to be glven t@ an examlnatlon

tei the eommunity resources which are avaxlable for

Qenditimnal Release. Of pertlcular impoitance are

'the/eervieea in the area of alcohollem.rehabll;t*tlon,

: emﬁlmyment cmuneeling and other peychiatric serv;ces
’*erhwhich are required by a large number of defendants.

trn erder tm petﬁorm th;s analysls,,the court must
‘ts:”éevelep an 1ﬁ~depth pxoflle of defendants wh1ch~1n-fa,

h:eiudee a &areful enelysis of problems, dlegnosxs, prog~

in ﬁivexeien eﬁﬁerts, the COurt wxll have to become'

';f:eetive in enalyzinq the social service gaps in the :

(”,

T
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ﬁ>deen 0nly be aehieved by caxeful research and plannxng'\j7hsf

't;fF;;et ﬁhe nﬁuxt\administrative level. f‘;'°°’

@;»ogﬁndiﬁieatiena and Dgﬁeetivea Methode end Qperatione.:e:A’;ji.~f~‘”

”%*ffl ?he velidetien and teweighting of soa point crxtexiaf'?j]*ﬁ”

nbeﬁlﬁ execend ee guiekly as poeaible.~ Cngating

e the new welghtlngs, derlved throuch'mathematlcal

modellng w1th the old welghtlnes, developed orlg~

. 1nally by the Vera Pro;ect (1961) by asklng bonds-

. prediCting bail risk. The new system, in Contrast;‘“

‘men their subjectlve estlmates, we flnd substantlal
: dlscrepenc1es in the welghtlngs.t The old welghtlng‘

~system totaily neglects'the defendant's age in

aQ

h‘,flnds age of the defendant to be one of the most

1mportant factors in asse551ng ba11 rlsk. (Table 6)

- The old system glves a substantlal welghtlng to

eramlly contacts,(marrxage;‘l1V1ng w1th family, etc;);

the new system, in comparison, gives a much more mod-

est weighting to these factors.'fThe old system

gives only a moderate welghtlng to the defendant s

‘prlor crlmlnal record.i The new system glves prlor

reoord'a Weightihg of over~2~1/2 tlmes the old;sys-~

f;tem; “These are important mbdifications*in basic

vh_ln a large 1mprovement 1n the eff1c1ency 1ndex;

~ the contlnuous r_as S S

j“ip01nt system.‘

_dROR procedure., In terms of overall eff1c1ency,

“*the employment of these new crlterla should result

R : :
Ly Ty

1;Theoproject heeds'tokbqiid in resources to assure

Hﬁand rewelghtlng of the

e

fthhe pro;ect should expand 1ts activ1ties substan-

txally 1n the per;od tollow1ng the initial arraignmentv'

RSN




but prior to the final court dispoeition;:

,f‘33+9

It is

‘during this time that the Pretrial SerVices Divi-

sion can be most useful in expandingkits;role,in

#onditional release and in providing general

coungeling tobdefendants who are in need of help,

irraapamtive of'the_ﬁinal"dispositionrof,the court.

The Court administration should provide resources

to plaﬁigyatematidallybfor diVersion%prOjthsfbéf“

tween the initialﬂarraiqnment and‘final diSposition;

This wﬁll require a closer lialson thh communlty

planning bodiea both within the crimlnal justice |

Brea amd‘in outside agencres, including the tradi-

Xﬁ&iﬁn&l.henlth.feducationjand_welfarekagenoies’in

the Philadelphia community_«‘

@omd oﬁ ‘the oonditions 1ndicated last year by ROR

inherviawera persist.@
ar:fWorking eenditions at the Police Adminlstratlon

Building are poo?.} Noise, overc owdlng and lack

o

: of pxivacy still pose seriousipxoblems.

‘this conditiOn needs to be improved

hh,'ra xe-intervxew wlth a sample of defendants

r neuda to be oarriad out regularly £or’quality
;eontxol purpoaes. Reninterviews should be done
by peraons other than ‘those who conducted theaﬁ‘

ﬁtltinlinterviawz The informat;on‘should be

P
i

. R
i \f :
L

Somehow :

. ~hearings.

‘at certain times.

cross—checked U51ng a random sampllng plan,
it will be possmble to determlne trouble spots :
in both the 1nterv1ew1ng and verlflcatlon pro-

cess.

In connectlon with its post—arralgnment act1v1t1es
and condltlonal release act1v1t1es, the Pretrlal : f”Vh

Services D1v151on‘should explore the possrblllty

of establlshlng field offices ln nelghborhood lo=-

~cations where the majorlty of defendants re51de

Admlnlstrators should make a careful analysis of

similar operatlons in other c1t1es.

- Often no onepfrom ROR‘is'present at preliminary

Apparently this makes it difficult for

‘~Judges’to interpret ROR recommendations and reports

This problem needs to be,remedied;‘

A

'lROR should 1nterv1ew Judges to determlne the use-

. fulness of reports and thelr understandlng of same.

The administrators of the Court of Common Pleas andu

ﬂ{’Mun1c1pa1 Court should press for an agreement that

5f1f the ba11 for a defendant is small ($1 000 or less)

10,

ance bond

f¢the defendant mlght be released on an unsecured appear-

The Drstrict Attorney needs to be brought

'frn on these dzscussions and a formal agreement reached.

S ; :
oy

 The admlnistration,OfptherCourt OE'Common/PleaShaﬁd '

PR ¥ SN




. | ' ~ A ' the C1ty of Philadelphia and ‘the Governor's Justlce
Muﬁioipa1~Court should convene the judges regularly
Comm15s1on need to come to grip thh the fact that
in order to discuss the’ admlnistratxon of ROR and

the ROR pro;ect is no ;onger an experiment, but
to develop a more effective means of employlng ROR : o RESERIEATT
rather is rapidly assuming one of the most impor-
in the &dmlnistratlon.of justice. , , | 1 t
: ; tant functions in the Philadelphia court system.

NS

11. ROR should establish an automated 1nterv1ew1ng pro~~ ; ‘Long term planning and permanent funding neeil to

/

cedune whereby while the defendant is being 1nter-‘ » : o be assured. = g

viewed, inﬁormatmon is entered into a remote computer s . :
‘ e. Continuation of the Project.

terminal via a typewrlter keyboard. In this manner ] - , | -
. This project should receive the highest priority from
% the complete record, verification, ROR criteria and

% both the city and the Governor's Justice Commission.
~point estimatee'could be entered meedlately and ~ |
ROR has become such an institutionalized feature of

bail risk calculated by an on-line computer system 3 o | , R V
V the criminal justice system in Philadelphia that the
This procedure would sxmplifyzand‘speed the ROR . -

: ‘ » , t . entire process would cease to operate were this func-
process enormously. i T ‘ ,
Rt tion not performed.

‘d. Coat of the Project.

f. The Evaluation of the Project.
: ommended that two principal resources be added A _t 7 ;
e . xec mnend p p . ‘The evaluatlon of this project needs to be expanded in

‘to the ROR Pr03€°t-_,~ three principal areas:

/1. The capacity for planning and development for the R i ‘ 1. Addltlonal work needs to be done in the development
1 ‘ o S L o ‘ R PR ‘ ‘ : .
J} genexelmdiversion area during the time between the -~ . L e . : of eff1c1ency ratlos, 11ke the one presented in thls

tinitial arraignment end disposition;“ N N R I s report. Probably worthy of most at&entlon are meas-

- ' ures wh;ch are developed for certain types of defen—
2. 1d be supplied to develo the automated : R 0 s ,
2 ’Reaoureee ehou PP P : dants, i.e., those having certain demographic char-
' o t crxterxa rocedures recommended R Lo : | ST o
int&IView and ® in . P , jacteristics or committngrcertain kinds of crimes.
rin point 9 ahove.» ; ; :

‘Zd The defendant proflle which is current]y belng de-

he xo ect a ear to be 1n 11ne | :
" general. fpee of b p j pp efveloped needs to be further developed and used for

u?~'with ether pxojecte of this type.\ Planners for both




The Philadelphia Bail Project should serve as a model for other
_gféjﬂﬁhn'ﬁhxnhghau& tha‘state.andrthxothOQt the nation. The'»

  $§?@#&§£‘8 Jnt§1¢§5G0mﬁiasion ahould engod?age anGVSupport,activ— o

i mﬂﬁﬁ§ﬁmQﬁﬁ Pﬁt?ﬁses,‘ Through this techniQQé i£
Wiii ha,ﬁdﬁﬂiblé to‘datéct trends’»inkthe‘defen— 
&anmﬁﬁlow and to make program.modificationé when
kﬂéﬁﬁ&&&ﬁy;‘ The profile should be mosﬁ uséful
?XQﬁaﬂtly‘in‘analyzing the appropriate kinds of

.'tbmmuniﬁﬂtianktachniques for defendants having

different personal characteristics. ‘Areas needing
further exploration in more detail will be iden-

tified through this technique.

3. The ROR point criteria should be continﬁously véla
%ﬂat?a and Iewéighted‘ﬁymhis Feauires periédic‘ a prototype wherever possible.
computer analysis and %ﬁalYSis of the W@ightings : | |

; ﬁhxaugh.mulﬁipieVregréSSion prodedures. ‘The new

ﬁaighting system, as presently evqlved;'COntains
Iﬁ}factﬁrﬁ each with different Qeighﬁings which/w
afé;aomawhat‘te610us~to‘cOmpute manually. As the

‘bﬂcR}Unib ﬁbvas toward computerization df}its.inter—'

- view and #@cbrding‘ppoqedﬁxes,éh@“critg;ia,should

;bmlcantingously simglifiéd and upda&ed.h This pro-

c@ﬁu:a.muah‘bacoma anfon-goihg partyof the evaluation.

3. Policy Implications.

‘*mlg ﬁk% ﬁitnﬁminaﬁiahféﬁ findings and the‘uﬁelcfnthe‘techniQues

[

inordinate numbér of highly publicized violent crimes, it is
 idea of pretrial release. When a project with this kind of

Governor's Justice Commission should also establish policies

-38-
employed; In the current repressive climate of public opinion,
particularly in the City of Philadelphia, which has suffered an
difficult to sell, both to the public and the politicians, the

' SucceSS exists,lits story needs to reach the public., Also the
which reward the use of a systematic point system of ROR cri-
teria and all jurisdictgsgs throughout the commonwealth. Since

this valuable programatic éechnique has been pioneered by the

Philadelphia program, the methods should be made available as
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APPENDIX

qugi Smpiayment Opportunity'Commission Compliance

g //,_,:

The Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas and Municipal Court

has filed an Equal Opportunity Program Plan which includes
both the Release on Recognizance Program and the
Investigation and Warrant Service Unit project.
plan confirms to EEOP guidelines.

This

The Pretrial &ervices Division has provided evidence that
it is carxyinq out all of the guidelines as Speleled.

A project br@&kdown by position, ethnxcxty, and sex as
specified in vaarnyr s Justice Commission Evaluation
guidelines is shown on the following tables. The'project
appears to be in compliance w1th these guldellnes.

a

i

S

9

w3

A written EEO plan is on file with the Personnel Office of
the Court of Common Pleas. In addition to the standards outlined
in this plan, the Pretrial Services Division has affirmatively
pursued nondlscrlmlnatory hiring in the follow1ng ways: (1) Job .
L*gierence is, given to any fluent in Spanish. (2} The prior

eXperience requirement has been waived for minority group members.

(3) A policy of active recruitment has been pursued through
community and minority based organizations, such as the Black
Law Students Organization, the Spanish Speaking Counc1l, and
the Mayor's Spanlsh Speaking Advisory Coun01l

A

@ : ! . 2 B T

a

<&

Q
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.. PQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM CERTIFICATION

il s

: I;i ‘ﬁﬁwalﬁﬁ L. Gedney, Jr.
(pa:aﬁn 1i1in~ nppli;acion)

.‘herﬁify~¢hat the = -

'é*;fe:t:riﬂl Services Div‘xs;or has formulated
(arimiﬁnl juhticc ngenc,) : . St

o oan 0quqi.amplwvm¢u: uvpotinnjtxavynhrnm'ln fecordunce with
28 QFR~AQQ3OS; et,rséq;;VsubgattﬂK,fané&that"i: is on file in the
B TR : e N A Sl

| RN - , S e R

: Cmu:t of Common Pleaq
‘ ' (nnme und citlo)

office of i
Cl A e : »
mb - ,VL' Ciqy Hall f_ N s o

tar rﬁuiaw or audia by inicidls o[ the Pcnnsylvan1a Covernor s
| Jﬁﬁmléﬁﬂﬂammiaﬁjéu,gv‘tha Uﬁitnd‘ﬁtntas LaW‘Eﬁfﬁrccmént:As$1étancc‘ 

 Ad&iﬁiﬁ§ranipg,r&&fraquitcdnhy’r&lgvﬂﬁt Laws dnd tcgn1dtiQns,

9 May 1974

Y SRS
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4 = CA T

FCE

Celest
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‘  Inve9t1gation and warrant Service Unit .

o  TABLE A k »;[,‘

-and

Re1ease on Recognizance

2 March 1975

v'POSITION‘LEVEL BY ETHNICITY

: Positioh ’ ,
w~_1Levels:3 '*ﬁ1

;‘Salary
Ranges :

~ Negro

ijpahish

| Asian
| Amer.

~ Women

Tota1 

:j;‘;PRfQS:

$15 184-
16,829

e |

"’,pr_zzi"‘

O 13,461-
14,871

66.7%

PR

©11,613-
12,776

et |

Co1,300- |
’412!428 -

~100%

1004

PRt

12,114

50% -em/ ‘

'ﬁ§w¢2"w

10,263-
‘1])2]]{

|erat

|  9:996' "

100%

PR-10

10,907

9,697~

 ]0;567

13

 86. 7%

13.3%

100%

‘ff‘pg;gl e

o 9,128- .
9,922

"‘100%~

1008

PRz}

8,801-
9550

1100%.

PR?é" "

“}~-$i8’43g;f ,UL.”
9,143

e

3.3

1, 366-"*
- 7,921

¥ L
o e
]l R

o3

oo

| Totals |

25
39, 1%

*~;7 37 5%
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e
RELEASE 0N REC0GNIZANCE DPERATfNG TRENDS i  “ |
~ July 1972 - December 1974

- -

‘Jul.  Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. . Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jume TOTAL |

| Total Persons Interviewed 2885 2953 2689 2938 2776 3000 2691 3167 2725 2803 2686 34,141 |
| by R.O.R. Unit T Py i e R e I T

Pl oy 2671 2840 3051 3289 3277 3012 3025 2789 3310 2887 2880 2935 35,972 |
3015 3178 3243 3483 3445 3147 SR e e

| Total Persons 871 93 1077 972 1106 1188 1362 1211 1197 1086 13,020 |
{ Granted R.O.R. i e L L T N L N R
e = 1214 132 416 1570 1559 1418 7333 1284 1585 1278 1241 1290 16,514 |

1360 1386 T429 1615 1614 1511

~ |Persons Scheduled 2028 3095 3334 3106 2871
For Hearings T SR ‘
SO 2905 3361 3298 3672 3270 2976. -
N 17/ e
2949 2643 2757 2610 2724 2923

2435 2841 2894 3211 2885 35,496 |
3378 3546 3918 4428 3419 41,648 | -

e
Total
100%
100%
100%
100%
,_]00%~, i“ ‘,“‘ﬂ :
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
AL

%

Women

q00% |0y ¢

100
0%
100%
100%
o

toox
1002
o
100%
100%
3

' Asian
Amer

4 ;Span‘ishy
Nz
5%
5%
1%

. TBLEB
- POSITION LEVEL BY ETHNICITY
March 1975

Negro
e
501
72%
00
9%
38%
18%

Release on Recognizance
oo o o and ST e : ,
- Investigation and Warrant ServiceUnit o

10,263~
1121
H9!995“
10:907
staﬁﬂ*' |
9,550
3;@39* -
9,143

319399”
12342&

Salary
Ranges

Posit
L.eve
PR=Z2

i9;922

1,6

11,039~
12,114

9,697~
‘ IO)567‘
: 9#128*

14,87 -
1" .513-—

$15,188-
716,829

on
5

| éé517'
PR-15
PR-12
PR-11
PRe10
PR-
PR-7
PR
PR-3




RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS

 TABLE 3

 Item

:“Jul;

hug..

. Oct.

Nbv.

~ Dec.

Jan.'

. Mar.

‘; Apr.

‘May  Jume

| Recommended ROR
Fugitive Rate!

2.0%

3.0%

2.8%

1.59

1.7%
2.3%

2.3%
2.5%

2.0%

1.8%

- 1.8%

1.6%

1973
1.3¢

1974

T5%

1.5%

% 0.9%

o .2.4%
RRS

'1;223 ];2222~"

1.8 2.3%

| Not Recommended for
- | ROR Fugitive Rate?

. 5.4%
4.6%
4.4%

8.6%

3,49

4.3%

6.9%
- 3.7%

6.9
4.3%

4.6%
- 3.5%

——d
o
~
)

.‘—~s={ |

-
o
3R

~ 0
3%

2.1
188 3%

',3.7z
4.0%

358 1.0

4.65  4.6%

| Efficiency
| Index®

276
g 411
a7

. 300
426
410

338

438

406

328

435 -

347
433
446

—t et
WO Wi
w

- Ta05 439

NN
N

399
w o

406

396 378
a0 409

i lrugitive Rate (see Footnote #3) for thos
".2FugitiVe Rate”(See Footnote #3) for those no n
ted ROR % I‘Persons Interviewed at Police

- %% persons Gr ;
‘ersonsaSCheduled,to~Appear‘at;Hearings % 1000. -

‘_Hearings;é,P

e s
o

£
NS
Ny

o aBEZ2
RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS

e recommended for ROR.
t recommended for ROR.
Administration Bu

ol Aug.

oct.

Nov.

'Apf;

May  June

| Issued

| FTA Warrants

9
_ar

287

239

256
302
203

192
253
195

200

28
;[24?:”

' 233vff;230j;,5 l,
308 235

s ‘Total_?TA ' g

cO%,

8.5¢
; ’;1 gesﬁv;
r.ax

- 8.0¢ 8.2%

, 7.7
8-75 :‘v?it"
9.0%  :;

8.2%

7.8%

6.2%
7.7%
7.2%

8.6 |
"°6,3§'1

7.3% 8.08
7.0 6.9%

|
i

| Rate?

o lwman A

o6
6.0x

6.6%

6.9%

6.3%

7.1

617 4.
e

s.ex
B

B

2 2
34
.13g§%‘

1

x@’

%

&

Wﬁw@?

3.3%
2ot 7

3'? zg
jyk'ﬁfgﬁ

1.
L ns

,:,wjfﬂiﬁﬁ;ﬁ@jﬁf"xwﬁgﬁﬁx:zna
- JJatio of thos wissin

& issued to Tov

seslid reasons w0 Toral Bex
&3 Marzants 1o Fersoms Sob

2} Persons Scheduled for Hearioge.

ngw fox & sonx Schadaled

11ding x T Persons Appearing at Scheduled




TABLE 4

NUMBER OF FﬂGITlVES :
SURRENDERIHG VOLUNTARILY BY MONTH

‘ May 197250ecember 1974

| TABLE 5
2 ek ROR EFFICIENCY INDICES FOR 9 CITIES‘

L A

A L R BRI | Philadelphia e |
ez 1973 S 1974 = f R

N ;-J . Moving ~ Moving ' “Moving I , ' | o Los Angeles S 46
A ﬂumher Average ~ Number Average Number. Average e e ' RO

e — - A Washington 307
- J§n;n e *', ji " { * } T " San Francisco 210
pPab. o ok a e e i | Baltimore o 70

| March SRR TR TS Irdianapolis | 140

.

Apri) e Y N e R
My | 23 22 | 27 2503 C | 272 302.0
{dune | 200 2257 | 264 2327 | 310 307.0
 duly 260 2307 | 217 252.3 1339 301.3

LAugust © | 217 208.7 276 242.7 | 255  302.3 Sl e

| ‘ Lo ' EEET S L : - S ; _ Sl - !philadelphia data computed from monthly ROR

Sept. 215 216.7 235  257.7 | - 313 213.0| e O R IR , statistics. Data for other cities from Paul B. Wice,

FE , R e o SR ‘ ‘ SR O FE - ' Freedom For Sale: A National Study of Pretrial Release.
1 Oet. S 188 22407 1 262  240.3 | 251  259.0| . S L Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath and Company, 1974, s
S R R R o G R e R ‘ ‘ p. 118. B R o
. ﬁﬁ% e 250 42,7, | 224 - 228.0 213 254.0 e : ' ' :

fbec, | 29 223 || 1w | 28

- St. Louis | e
Chicago R <29

Atianta . | 38

e ~ _ | | s
":<t"ﬁﬁ€& unavai!abtg N - —

e




Total

Detentioners

“ TABLE 7
* PHILADELPHIA DETENTION PQPULATION
1971 through 1974*

Category
Under Sentence

" Date

2,502

2,07

December 1971

Q vy

o (e }

~ <

. - ]

o~ o~

o e d

13" SRR g

™ [+)]

{ 1 "

N -

— [« N« 1]
o o ~N
w0 < <
o~ (3

~ g

o ()}

~— —

3% p

-4} [}

B B

[$) (84

@ U

[ o SRR o |

2,323

1,834

482

December 1974

*pll information from Philadelphia Detention Center for a single day

during the month indicated.

COMPARISON OF RELATIVE NEIGHTINGS OF CURRENT POINT SYSTEM NITH PROPOSEQ‘NEN SYSTEN*

TABLE 6

| ; |

o “Age‘v

~Carrent | , New | New Rearrest New Rearreﬁt '
Criterta f?%:i Return vc§ZZ§g>' °§§§§§§£ji_ ug¥3£§2g i
| , Pts. % | Pts. % | Pts. % | Pts. £ | Pts. % |Avg. 1-4
 |Residence and Comunity Ties? 4 19.0] 3 21.0(137 42.2| 130 5.0 34 8.8 | 19.3
‘s Family Points? | 4 19.0| 29 | 1.6| 84 sz.sg 37 1.4 68 1.7 1.8
: Economic and Emp!oyment’ ‘4 19,0»"189 10.7 ‘f536‘ 16.5 491’ | 19.0" 380 9.8 | i4;0
|Prior Record Points® 4 19.0| 976 55.1| 589 18.2 1620  63.0 [1851 47.5 | 46.0
|character Points® 5 200 16 1.0] 84 26| & 34| %9 15| 2 _
| Omitted | 189 10.7| 581 17.9| 210 8.1 [1197° 30.7 | 16.9 i
- | ToTaL |21 1%£fwm mmjﬁum Ima;ﬁ&‘:”arnﬁjlw&gxmn" :

*ﬁeightings reflect theoretical paximue of total allowable points.

*paflects weighted average.

iy ‘!‘:ndur cutmnt systeu mcludes~ {a} length of time lived in Philadelphia, {b} length of time at present r:uidma, {c) -
length of time at prior residence. Under revised system includes: {aj length of time at present address, {h} W
phone at address, {¢) whether defendant has 1&%&*’1&&1@ on person, (dj utilities mdar defendant's name, And

resides in owmer occupied émlliing unit,

funder current systes ircludes: {a} '-the:m 1iving with family and (b} mamsﬁ with tmil? selbe:t., ﬁ‘ﬁdﬂ'
includes (a) whether living with spouse, (b} whether defendant is married, :

‘ﬂn&ar current. systen includes: {a} whether employed, (b} whether explover will rezazr defendant. ﬂhﬁar‘Xﬁﬂilﬂﬁ sysiam

. Sunder wmzxt s¥sten includes: {a) felony cenvictions and (b) misdemesnor convicts :
i {a} Et&*i@at PIA record, (b} S-month prior arrest reca:d.fa: Bare a&a:cam lﬁéwﬁsztra%% czargsi {si ?%&‘t ia\Lt»t six
. ponths, and () ax:gst;xa@mx%;ﬁﬁx’pasa 15 pears. :

Tiindar &ﬂtrtﬁt Eysten irciuies: {a) P73 zecosd azd {4 agaéaaam of alzohal am‘sxiaking g:w&&tug ﬁaé&: tawisaﬁ mgtﬁuu

: %aeigﬁg; a:iaa}mman re: hersin or porphine ondy.

ok ig% =0 &ﬁaaaﬁﬁé iﬂ»ﬂ%zxu@z xﬁtzmnu

e Waﬂu: {8} amount of mogey owed, (b} whether seploved and {c} lsngth of tize on present jok. o L
ns. Upder revised 1yatul iﬂ@lﬂﬂaix, or

5*)

v),‘ k




&

L-lo feted =Ko
L~Mzle {~Tnk &~-trk E~Unknown —
l-Ferale i-Yes i-Yes + . i-Yes )
’ CENGTH  PAYS | t TRES ; LOAN
: ) . MG & YR CF YR OF 4 I5F PRES LIVES W/ 1 FENT ) PRES EMPEISY | i TAY-
HPOLICE PH{JTQ NUMBER - INRERVIEW 1 SEX EIRTH EDENT PHONE RES SPOUSE R MDG MARTITAL EMPIQY LENGTH MENT
T )2 a3 {45 |e g9 jic i1 12 13 14 1s | 16 i7 18 13 20 2 z
~0-No O-No O-No
. O-Unk o 0-Unk T O-Unknown —_—3
i-Yes ) 1-Yes ) 1-Yes
RESI- PRIOR ETA ILLFUL TOTAL
PIATE DENCE FTAMILY Y CHAR REC. TOTAL NO. AST FTA- ARREST ARREST PRICR
USE OINTS POINTS INTS OINTS POINTS POINTS ILITIES A MOS8 & MOS SAME DIFF ARRESTS |
23 2 25 26 27 28 23 30" 31 32 33 34 35 I L ¥4
. i !
CoLUMI 13. COLUMN 1€ COLUMN 21 COLUMN 22
57 = 55 =1 § = UNKNOWN 0 = UNEMPLOYED 0 = NONE
34~ 53 = 27 1 = Less than 3 months 2 = UNKNOWN l=7%1~-19.92
$2 - 50 = 3 2 = 3 mos. tc € mos. 1 = Less than 3 mos: 2 = $20 - 49.99
49 - 45 = 4 3 = 7 mos. to 1 Year 2 =3 - 6 mos. 3 = 550 ~ 99.93
44 ~. 3% = 5 4= 13 rmos. to 24 mos. 3 = %+~ 12 mos. 4 = $100 ~ 199.32
.34 - 25 = ¢ 5 =3 yrs: I me. tc. 5 yrs. 4 =13 - 24 mos. 5= $20C - 299,99
24°- 15 = 7 . 6 = 6 yrs. to 15 yrs.. ’ 5= 2 yrs., 1 mo. - 5 yrs. & = $30C - ox over i
14~ 01l = g 7 = 16 yrs, to 20 . yrs. 6 =5 yrs. 1 mo. ~ 15 yzs. . 0 = UNKNOWN B
8 = over 20 yrs. less than life 7 = 10 yrs. 1 po. or more :
9 = Jife ; ‘
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