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SECTION I. SUMMARY 

The basic function.s of the Relea,se o!n Recognizance Bail Pro­
gram are to make recommendations to the dourts regarding eligibility 
for release ,on recognizance (ROR) and to ,assure that defendants who 
at'ereleased on recognizance appear at hE!arings and follow other 
ct:'iminal justice procedures during the pElriod prior to 'adjudication. 

Gauged by the following criteria, ROR's performance has 
improve<1 dUrinqthe last year: the percentage of the total number 
of defendants grantea ROR, the percentage of all defendants 
reconunendedfor R(')R who are granted ROR, ,the percentage of 
defendant,s who fail to appear (FTA) at scheduled hearings, and 
the overall eff.ioiencyindex, which provides a single indicator 
of project output af3' compared to project input. , 

, "Compat'ing ~h~_ Philadel.EhiaROR project with similar programs ' . 
in othf!r ,largec'rt1es reveals that this project is considerably 
more efficient, as judged by both FTA, rates and efficiency indices. 

In,general,.RORiseffectiv~ in meeting the objectives for 
which it was des1gned: to allow defendants to enjoy pretrial· 
f~~edom . and to t'elieve other segments of the criminal justice 
.yst~ fJ:'om the" burden, of detaining and processing defen<1ants. 
Mo"r~\r, \,e,r ~ Withoutth,e servic~s C?f ,Roa, the, criminal "justice system 
tIOJ.lld~be \lna,ble to function 1nl.tspresent\: form. 

,RECOMMENDATIONS 

1\ 

f,; 

Iti. recOJI\\nended that the work of the project be continued 
into tnefuture.' 

" 

2. 
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The reweightin9 and valid'ation of the ROR point, criteria, 
which are employed to assess defe~dants' risk of flight, 
should proceed as quickly as possible. , The recommended . 
changes in" this procedur.e should result ina great' increase 
in overall efficiency-both in terms of, eq~ity in the 
administration of justice 'and in terms of cost effectiveness. 

3. ROR shOUld modernize the initial, interview with defendants, 
adopting, a procedure whereby as the interview proceeds, 
information is entered into a remote computer terminal. In 
this manner complete information (including demographic' 
characteristics, criminal history, verification data, point 
weightings, etc.) could be entered immediately and bail-risk 
ca.lculated by an on-line computer technique.' This procedure 
should simplify ,and speed the ROR process substantially. 

4. The proj~ct should incorporate both personnel and resources to 
assure that the ROR point criteria are continuously updated 
by the statistical procedures developed in connection with 
this evaluation. 

S. Steps should be taken to assure that ROR perso~nel are 
represented at all pr~liminary arraignments. Judges occasionally 
have difficulty-rn interpreting and implementing ROR 
recommendations. 

6. ROR should meet regularly with all judges to assess its 
operations. Through this process ROR would gain valuable 
feedback, which would result in more effective procedures 
and increased management information. Judges would Profit 
by gaining a better understanding of the resources available 
through the Pretrial S,ervices Division. 

7. A sample of defendants should, bereinterviewed regularly for 
quality control purposes. This monitoring would result in 
the elimination of a substantial number of problem areas in 
interviewing and verifying which currently go uncorrected. 

Long Term. 

1. Court administration and Pretria.l Services Division management 
should develop a comprehensive plan having a much longer time 
frame-approximately five years. This long-range plan should 
consider the following: . 

a. Working conditions, at the Polic·e Administr.ation Building 
remain poor. Noise, overcrowding, and lack ofprivacy-=~"··~~"·· 
pose serious problems., Somehow this condition must b,e 
improved. 

b. The Pretrial Services Divisionshoul<1 expand its operations 
substantially duringtbe period subsequent to initial 

.() 

", . 
>- ' -

\\ 
\\ 
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arraignment, but prior to the final court disposition. 
It is during this period that the Division can become 
mo,re effective by expanding services (such as conditional 
release) and by providing recomm.endations for innovative 
al ternativ.es to incarceration beyond those which are' 
currently employed. Also, during this.\period, staff is 
in abetter position to provide much J:>etter information 
both to the defendant and to the courts, and to secure 
the services ·o.fother community resources when necessary. 

c. ROR should explore tbe feasibility of establishing field 
offices inneigttborhood. locations where the majority,. 
of defendants live. Planning should take into con­
sideration the efficiencies obtained in other jurisdictions 
where outreach programs have been tried. 

d. The efficiency indices presented in this report should be 
expandecl andus~d for management information. .' Most worthy 
of addltional attention are indicators focusing upon 
certain classes of defendants-e.g., those having certain 
demographic characteristics ot .those charged with certain 
offenses. . , .. 

e. iJ.Ihe cont,inuous defendant profile which is currently being 
developed needs to be expanded and employed as a management 
in£ormationtechnique •. Through this continuously updated '. 
p~of;lle 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 
of cornmunication techniques for defendants. having different 
bail risks. Through this method, too, substantial gains 
in e£ficiencyshould result. 

f. The administrator.s of the Court of Common Pleas and 
MUnicipal Court Should press for an agreement that if' 
the bail for a defendant is S!l}al1 ($1,000 or less) ROR 
might be granted immediately ,:rather,than employing lengthy 
inteX'vi,ewsanddetailed procedures,: of ROR or 10% Cash Bail. 
The District At~orneyneeds to be brought in on these 
discussions . and a .. f<;:»rmal agreememtc,reached. Or .' .... . 
a,lternEltively, defendants whoreq\1ire only a Sll\all a.J1\ount 
of ba.il might" be released on an U,llsecure~property bond.. . 

9. The. dOurt' administration should provide resource~ to plan 
$y$tematically ,for divers10n projects between,the ~Jlitial 
orraignment and' final d~,spostion.Thiswillrequire'--c:! " 
clQsserli.isonwithcOllll1\unityplanning bodies both 
'wtthinthe c:r~!na·l 3~·~~~e=area and o\1tsideof it 
including-the ::traditionalheal th,. education and welfare 
4;ctnc ies,inthe Philadelphia comnlunity. 

'(J 

' .. ,..:'i 

o 
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SECTION II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

1. Program Goals and Obj ectives • 

The basic functions. of the Release on Recognizance Bail Program 

are to make recommendations to the court regard,ing eligibility 

for release on recognizance (ROR) and to assure that defendants 

who are released on recognizance appear at hearings and follow 

other criminal justice procedures during the pretrial period. 

The ROR Programs goals and objectives are clearly stated in the 

sub-grant application: 

lilt is anticipated that the Release on Recognizance Bail Program 
will: (1) Provide ,more of the necessary information and recOm­
mendationstothe court which allows a maximum,of defendants 
pretrial release, particularly through the active use of the 
investigators. (2) Supply continued information and services 
to the defendants,the defendants' families, and the community, 
during the pretrial period. (3) Insure that the vast number 
of defendants appear at scheduled court appearances through 
extensive verification and notification procedures. Of height­
ened importance is the use of the Investiga£i ve-U-iil€. to prevent 
failures to appear wherever possibletb (4) Decrease the number 
of failure to ,appear warrants throug~ personal notification and 
prior information of the defendants inability to attend court 
(Le., hospitalization). (5) Increase the number of defendants 
who will. surrender themselves after failing to appear by exten­
sive'post failureto'appe~r' not.ification (phorie calls, letters, 
etc. ) ,andanincreased~i'fund,arstanding and' acceptance of the 
InvestigativeUpit'and the knowledge that otherwise they will 
be apprehended~ "(6) Insure that the fugitive rate remains low, 

. or.is mCideeven lower. (7) Provide valuabHf andc'O,ntinued in­
rormation on characteristics of defendants throughout the criminal 
justice system.'" 

" 
The ROR Project continues to integrate itself as?\ viable 

,;>: 

part.of t,he criminal .justice system in Philadelphia. Its basic 

. task is to p~9videan alternative to money.bailor incarceration 
", . ".' . " . " 

" (I 

for' those .who can demonstrate· that they &;re good bail risks.·' 

RORaccomplishes"thistaskthrough an immediate interview ,with 

.. ' 

I 

, , "::. , " .. ~ . 
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thoaethatare arrested and brought to the Police Administration 

Building (PAS). Ernployinga weighting of various personal factors 

(length of time livedsin Philadelphia, marital status, criminal 

bi,story, etc.) the defendant. is assigned a bail risk: classifi­

cation which is then communicated to the Judge in the form of 

a reconunendation, at the preliminary arrignment. 

2. Project Activities 

During the last 2-1/2 years that ROR has been in operation, over 

38,000 defendants have been released without paying money bail. 

The cprresponding figure for the, previous corresponding period 

last year shows that slightly over 25,000 defendants were Re­

leased on Recognizance. Through this program, since its in­

ception, over 3 million dollars in money bail.wel:e~=fJaved.l 

Dl,lring the curren'~, evaluation period (July 1, 1974 - January 

31, 1975) the ROR Project remained fully operational. D~ring 

this time; a newly developed C'onditional Releas: Program b,ecame 

fully operationaL This new service, funded by theWilliarn Penn 
'. 

Foundat~on, makes it possible for some defendants, who were not 

pr~viouSlyeli9ible fpr'Release on Recognizance ~r 10% Cash Bail, 
o 

to be released under supervision of, the Pretrial Services unit 

while tney pbtain diagnosis and treatment for certain medical and 

JSocj.,a,l problems, e.g., drug ad'fiiction, mental. health, alcoholism, 

vocational and family prDQlems. 

f.iaofosAL:, CONDITIONAL RELEASE FO~f THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA. 
PJ;etria.l Services D~ vision,Courtfof Conunon~P...1eas:-;-1)..l!.Lladelphia. 
J91Yt1973, J?~. 2.' J 

() 

" " . .i 

·~,I ' 
>':> \ 

" 

!I 

I, 

! 
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Also during the last year, the Pretrial Services Divisions' 

warrant Service Unit, .oompleting its first '~ear of operation, 

offered additional support in contacting defendants through 

field visits who previously had been impossible to reach. 

An important by-product of this project's evaluation is 

the development of a new set of criteria for Release on Recog-

nizance. During the last year a carefully selected sample of 

1,400 defendants was followed-up for a period of six months 

to determine (a) risk of failure to appear, (b) risk of slow 

return to the criminal justice system, and (c) rearrest risk. 

Based on a mathematical model developed through ,this evaluation 
;1 , 

Jprocedure, a new set of weightings has been developed which 
/1 

, i/ 

allow the ROR Unit to make more accurate judgments as to the 

risk of flight and recidivism., The new criteria, developed in 

197°4~;~~a.r~currently being t~stedand validated employing a new 
\i 
'\ ,., 

sample of' defendants. As this system is implemented and ad-

'justed, it should add immensely to the efficiency of decision-
'/r 
'l'} 

,making regarding ROR recommendations to'the co~~rts. 

In sum, the ,activities during this, project period correspond 

with th<t('sespecified in the project application. The thrust dur-
0' -...:;, 

'ing the first six months of the funding period has beentowa'rd 

improving efficiency and making adjustments which improve the = 

linkages with'··the overall criminal justice system in the Phila-

delphia 'area. 

", ,~., 
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SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 
1\ 
\.\ 

Eva'luation Activities to Date. "=='~~ 

-7-

\\ 
)1 

The current evaluation is ~'pdont;inuation of the previou~ year's 

effort. The evaluati,on plan sl?ecifies a complex researchde'­

s1g11r which focuses upon the development ·.of a new set of criteria 
if' 

for Release on Recognizance and upon an "analysis and development 

f · 0 
o operat:tOnal st(~'tistics. Between July 1, 1974 and January 31, 

1975 the following tasks were completed: 

a. Presentation of a new procedure for assessing ROR risk. 

h. 

c. 

Using this new procedure RORlnterviewers are able to 

estimate the probability of a defendant's failing to 
'\ 

a~~ear, his speed of retur1i~ to the system if he does 
, ~ 

fail\;O cppear, the probability of his being rearrested 

onth~\same charge, and the probability of his being re­

"rreste~~ a different charge. (See ROR score sheet 

contained in~~ppendix.) 

~ 
Development of sampling plan and coding format for data 

collected to verify the new point system (described in a.). 

Development of computer program for court computer system 

'.' which allows an ROR. Interviewer to enter data on a remote 

terminal and to receive on-line o:utput on FTA risk, slow 

;return risk, and rearrest risk. This new program has l)'een 

tested ,nd is operational for batch processing (submitted 

at the court computer). W.ithin the )next month the program 

=. 

'::, 
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will be operational on remote terminals at the Police Ad-

ministration Building and at the Pretrial Service Division 

'offices on North Broad Street. 

d. Analyzed operational statistics through December, 1974. 
() 

f. Developed new efficiency ratio which gives a comprehensive 

measure 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 outside agencies 

regarding ROR evaluation. 

h. Completed Interim Evaluation Report (January 17, 1975). 

i. Completed Final Evaluation Report (February 6, 1975). 

j. Conducted in-service training for research staff (March 5,· 

1975). 

Beginning in December, 1974 f RORstaff, working with the 

evaluator, developed a method for creating an on-going profile 

of the ROR caseload. An init:i:.al sample 'of 500 defendants were 

selected. These records are augmented monthly by an additional 

200 defendants - which will ultimately yield a sample of 2,400 
\J 

defendants per year. After a;" c.ase has' been in the sample for 

a year it will be r~piaced by anotner case from the current·· 
. . 

month, allowing ~ continuous update ofthe,profi'le. Thls~pro-. 
(,\ f,):,\ II . ~ 

file wiill be useful" for detecting, geheral trends in the criminal 
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justice system, fer quality centrel, fer ether infermatien re­

lating to. the characteristics ef defendants, and fer evaluating 

the pregram,~cs impact ever a peried ef time. Even mere impertant, 

the method will allew a centinueus adjustment ef the ROR criteria 
l"L~\ 

(theROR pOint system) which will res\\ilt net enly in mere effi-
'\~,,:/-" 

ciency, but also. in greater fairness in the administratien ef 

justice. In shert, threugh this methed the ceurt will be able 

to. make much more efficient decisiens regarding pretrial release 

and will be able to. be mere fair in assuring the ~efendant's 

rights,while at the same time pretectingthe cemmunity frem de­

fendants who. are petentially harmful during the peried ef pre-

trial release. 

, 
2. Data Informatien Empleyed in Evaluatien. 

The mest impertant seurce ef evaluative infermatien is the ROR 

Unit's Menthly Statistical Repert. This decument describes beth 

the input ef defendants to. the system and the system's eutput in 

terms ef these released en recegnizance and their degree ef cem-

pliance dUring the release peried. During the previeus year the:~e 
" 

was eften a several menths' lag in issuance ef these reperts. But 

this precess has now be.en speeded up to the peint where there is 

less than a ene menth's lag in issuance of the previous menths 

$tatistiqs. 

Menthlyvstatisticaldata are empleyed regJiarly, beth as a 

m.anage~nt and as an evaluat~ve tdel. The other majer seurce of 

statistioal data ,.for t.he. ROR evaluation consists of monthly pro-

II '~J 

" 

o 

('i , 
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f,ile infermatien entered en to. a special ferm (See ROR Evaluatien 

fermat, cede sheet ROR evaluatien, included in Appendix). The 

coding ef this infoi,:'matien cenferms to. the schedule included in 

the .evaluatien plan. Prier to. 'the preparatien of the Final Eval­

uation Repert (May, 1975) fellow-up infermatien en 'FTA, speed ef 

return, and rearreat will be entered en the unit record. The 

weightings of the peint system, which are a by-product ef last 
'\;' ~ 

year's evaluat~bn, will be validated threugh a series of multiple 

regressien techniques. At this time, the ROR criteria and their 

weightings will be readjusted. All data pre~essing is being 

carried eut through the Philadelphia Ceurt's computer center. 

Overall, the r'esuH: ef this work will be a permanent capacity 
.\ 

of the Pretrial Services Division to. update theROR peint system. 

~he follewing data sources were used in the corperatien ef 

this repert. 

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

December, 1974) "frem ROR Menthly Statistical Report. 

3. 

Total persens granted RCR (July,. 1972 - December, 1974) 

from ROR Monthly Statistical Report. 

Persens scheduled fer hearings (July, 1972 - December, 1974) 

from ROR Monthly Statistical Report. if 

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

Monthly Statistical Repert. 
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,5. Da.ta on "walk-ins" from warra~~ Service statistics (1973 and 

6. 

7. 

i ; 
\,1 

1974). 

Intervie~ data from personnel indicated in Sectiort III, 

It.em 1. 

Data generated from Evaluation Report Supplement Release on 

Recognizance .Bail Program, amended October 15, 1974. 

8. Data generated through operational tests of new ROR point 

criteria, collect.ed November, 1974 January, 1975, point 

totals computer through Philadelphia Court computer system. 

I! 
1/ 

9. Comparison data with other jurisdictions from various sources, 
~'" 
i~cated in report. 

'~ " 

ReliabiJlt;t alld validit;t of Data EmI210;ted 

MotthlY statistical data appear to monitor accurately the 

I '!}l Services Unit and follow-up data ac~ns taken by the.Pretr1a 

o~d~fendants • 

Since last. year the Pretrial Services Unit has assumed com-

, plete responsibility for the service of bench ·warrants. Pre-

viouslymany of the administrative records were stored in the 
.~ 7 

Dis~rict Attorney' s Detectives Offi'ce and the Police \farrant 

Unit office. Since Pretrial Services now has administrative 

cont.rol over these records, they are 1l0W kept in a centralized 
\i 

p14ce; far gewer errors are apparent. 
" 

Q 

\\ 

~-------------------------------,(~. 

o 

. -12-

I 
(' \ 1 

r( 

( 
From the evaluator's perspective, it is difficult to relate 

the ROR operation to other segments of the criminal justice 

system -- particularly c:~orrections. While some data are avail­

able' from the Df~tentionCenter and are presented here, they do 

not provide a general indicator, of just who 'among the detention 

population might be potentially eligible for pretrial release. 

Stated another way, after thd'ROR Inte::(viewer finishes his 

initial contact with the defendant subsequent to arrest, the 
·T 

Pretrial Services Unit may have difficulty keeping track of 
'" -/ 

~;' 

a defendant. Once a person is incarcerated it is far more 

difficult fo~ theoPretrial Services Unit (or any arm of the 

Court) to determine his bail risk and to take action to secure 
~ ~ 

, , /1 , 'f' d release 1f th~s s~~ms JUSt1 1e • 

The validity of the Monthly ROR Statistics must be assessed 
'<oj'" 

on the basis of what they are used for. These reports are useg 

principally 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 which can 'be used, in turn, to validate, 

the program's impact on the criminal justice system. The data 

system continues to serve t,-,hese twb purposes well. Turn-around '. 

time, preparation and' distribution of the report has improved 

markedly since last y~ar't;i.:evaluation, giving both administra-
70 

c tors and evaluator more up-to-date information, on program ac-

tivity.and impact. 

The new data format for creatingoa profile of ROR defen­

dan)ts is also being used for" quality' control purposes. Through 

'" 

---~---

I' 
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a series of systematic reinterviews()with defendants, validity 

'and re!liability of various data elements-- particularly those 

\"hieh are important in determining eligibility for ROR -- are 

being tested. This procedure,which will become an integral 

part of the ,ROR operat.i,on, will also aid in both evaluation 

and program administration. ~ 

~o difficulties have been encountered in implementing the ,::,,~ 

evaluation plan. '" Increasingly, the evaluation assumes a viable 

role in ROR operations. 

3. Scope and Limitations of Evaluation 

Fundamentally, this evaluation consists of three components: 

1. 

. }L 

2. 

3. 

A monitoring ar:¥1 a,nalysis of mont~ly statist~cal' data sup-
, " 

plied by the RO~ Unit,., 

" 0 
Interviews with ROR s1::aff, other~ criminal justice personnel, 

(;jud~es, 'administrato1ifs,persons in pri~\\ate agencies) defen­

dants,and persons from other ROR agencies in other juris­

dictions. 

Selected special evaluation problems: 

a) The revision of the ROR point sys;tem. (I 

b) A validation of the new' ROR point system. ' 

c) 'Develop~ent of on""line compute'r ,systEi!m to implem'~nt the 
(~~.;:/~;, 

new system. ' 

Dev~~opment ofa'piethod for secUring an on-going profile 
;i~:;::. 

ot ROR def,endantpopula tion, including samp,~ing, coding, 
' 'c 

data processing and formating of report.. 

., 

I' 

'IF' 
« 1(, 
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e) In-service training of ROR personnel to implement these 

'Tlew data ar~alysis techniques ~ 

'The evaluation, as currently funded~ has a capacity to per-
'-:/ 

" / 

form the above functions reasonably well. Because this is a 
" ,1-\ 
" \ ,t 

well established progrplln, the amount of effort which must go 
" 

into analyzing the pla~hing of, the program is small. Compliance 
~-\ 

with LEAA re9Ulatio:-S\s readily monitor~d beca;}se the project 

is well staffed,f'nd we~administered. In short, the evaluator 

can state confidentally {hat the project is effective -- that 

it is achieving its basic goals~ At this point in the pr6ject's 

history the evaluator can be useful primarily in improving the 

efficiency of the project by ~elping project personnel develop 

'certain new man~gement and research techniques. 

Feedback tofroject 

The most concrete result of the present evaluation is the 

new point system,and the .supporting data system which,provide 
, (( 

the capabi'1\\ty of an on-line computer operation similar to an. 

'automated booking system employed by some police departments~ 
" 

This technique should result in much greater efficiency for the 

project. Additionally, the capability of project personnel to' 

continuously adjust the "point system will prove to be a valuable 

management tool. 

(Fhe evalu~,~~r has also suggested several other, techniques 

which wi.ll be useful in ~nalyz,;~ng';A~9;e monthly oper~tionaf: 'statis-
'\ 

tics. One of thsSle techniques,' THE EFFICIENC,Y,:,,:j:i'tDEX, will be 

"\ 
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tU.seuB·$ttd in the next section dealing with project results and 

analY.fllS,B~ Inthia report, a number of similar input-output 

:rat.iolJ aJ;:t1 pro.posed" which should prove to be valuable in an­

alytill9 and manl1gingthe program. 
),1" , ,7 

Th~ evaluatorwl11, also present a series of in,,...service 

traintng'sessionson eva.l.uation techniq~es fOr,:' project person­

u(!l(these sessions began in March, 1975). 

'rhe above comprises a list of some of the more concrete by - ' 

l?r.oduet,s Qfthe evaluation. In addition, another role of the 

.,v.)luatox; is to question and .raise issues' to bring into the 

OPfIlO many of the underlying conflicts which exist in any pro:­

gr.,m~ The evalutl'tr9t serVes as an outsidepers,on --someone who 

11Jnot an official functionary of the Philadelphia Criminal 

\::J\Ultic~ "SY$tem;o.,.;.owithwhom some of these issues can be discussed 

lUldh(jpefullyt'EH10lyed. 'l'hroughregular sessions with the ad­

ntinistX'Ators of the ROft Program the evaluator hopes that he has 

b6enb0l:pful "in discussing and' resolving some of the impoxotaQt 

oper3 t ion& l,pt'oblems • 

SECTION IV. PROJECT Y.(~/~ULTS AND ANALYSIS 

1. Re.ult. 
.(!#" I? fl. 

. ··."'.1., 

Infi.~_l.'·l~a'T.:, 1972-197313,020 persons were granted Release ,on 
" 

lt4tCOg!l\1 ... nQtl.ln th..Jlubaequent year (PY 1973-1974) ROR was 
,·,>·:>"H;~. . ~=== 

9t'utd to 16,514 a..f.ndal\tat an increase of 27% ,(Table 1). ,In 

,""', 1"a-1913 "~loa lOR wa. 9rant~d·to 38\ of the pers()ns i.nter ... 

.. . 

'0 

viewed at the Police Administration Building. In the last 

fiscal year, however, this figure increased to 45% yielding 

a 7% increase in the proportion of persons who eventually 

obtained ROR. This result suggests an increasing willing­

ness of the judiciary to employ the Release on Recognizance 

recommendations. 

"::16-

The vast majority of defendants who were granted ROR 

appeared at the scheduled hearings. For the last six m6nths 

of 1974 an average ,of 7.8% of the defendants failed to appear 

at hearings. ' (Table 2). The percentage of defendants who 

willfully failed to appear (the willful FTA rate) between July 

and September of 1974 Was only 6.6%. Comparing the number of 

FTA warrants issued during the last six months of 1973 with 

the same period in 1974 reveals a decrease of 347 warrants. 
~ 

(Table 2)." n 

FTA's are classified into two categories -- willful, those 

who deliberately evade a hearing; and non-willful -- those who 

miss a hearing because of a le.gitimate reason, e.g. hospitaliza-
" ", 

tion. The aim of the RORUnit is to decrease th~ proportion of 

those failing to appear for both reasons -- willful ,and non­

willful. Both categories of failures 'to appear decr~ased during 

theiast 'fiscal year • (Table 2)., 

De,fendants who have ,failed to appear at hearings~or an 
, /) 

f~ :. ,i '. " 

invalid reason are li~ted' on bench 11~lfrr,f1~t~. All those who have 
. . ~.~} ."{~ .. 'I'j~ !}. ~~" /If.'~,.· 

bench warrants yet to 'be, removed a.re clail?~j;fled as fugiti'!'es. 
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lJJbe fU9Lt1vf.t .t'atei.6 xe:flected in the peroentage of those soh­

~dul~4 for h~arj,n9t\f in a given month who are also classified 

.fl :f'U.9it~:t"i"~,,. "rb.(t fU91.tivet:~,te deolinedfrom 2.9% to 2.3% 

dut'lng tht! last fiscal year. (Table 2)., The 'fugitive rate 

for 'thQtJ~ :reeommended forROR remai,ned almost constant (1. 8%) , 

~h'.1~th~,fU9itiverate f,or those not recommended forROR de­

ori;uu,~d from 51. ,to 3. 1i ~ 

1!!!..!~J.!'£:;~~~?il.±rt~~!t 
A1$0 l.JhQwnin this report is a, n,ew operational mea,sure of 

cefi~l~nl¢Y which we have te,rmedthe efficiency index (Table 3). 

jl~hllftrJ\'\r~ i,e a ratio of program output to input. The ef-

f if.rl(;u'l~Yt~tiota)(es ,into comJid'erilt:i1orlthe=number of persons 

irtt~rvif1W0d j),t the 1.>011c9 Adrninistration Buildi~'lg, the number 

of per~on$9t'al'l tad ROR, the numbe'r of persons scheduled for 

hQ*'t'l.,I'Jgll.a.nd tb$ numl;H,u: pfpersons appearing at scheduled 
"-"-".=.~--==-~-="'-~;;:~' .. -.'): 

htlh,1 .• \in91. Ill$hott, in the single number a summary statement 

of tl,l;'og:rll1m inpu,tB. (in terins of number of persons interviewed at 

tJu~ VU,)' and pro9'ram outputs (those who have appeared in court) 
';I 

11 p;oaent.ed.ouringfiscal year 1972-1973 the efficiency index 
'J 

durtn9 ,th~, avetagolt\onth was 353.8. In contrast, dUring the most 

" r'ouont yoa.t(FY 'U~ 7 3-1974) 'the index averaged 42.4.5, an incrense 
.).., ..' .-";~\: ,yj' 

1ft, IIff1c.1ei\cy of apptOxim-.tely 20' '" During the first six months' 
{(Ii.",;,. '. " ..' .. ~ _ ___, . . " '" 
ofth. J)r ••• nt flacal y.u'-(~\11Y - December 1974) tlle efficiency 

',cd.x av .. Jtat~4.10" lnsum., t.lle project continuesto-1;n,creCl.se 
() 

.it..fl:lci.l\ey, t.akinq into (lQnai4arablon both ~e proporti:~rl of 

, .• ,mall". :r __ tvug 'k01M.,4 the proPQrtion of. those appearitul"::~:t.: 

• 

, " 
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hearings after ROR has been granted. 

Another objective specified in the sub-grant application 

was to produce an increase in the number of fugitives who' surl~ 
render voluntarily to the Pretrial Services Unit. The number 

of defendants who surrendered voluntarily ("walk-ins") are 

shown in Table 4. Durl.' g 1972 th umb' n e n er of walk-ins averaged 

201 persons per mCi~lth. This figure increased in 1973 to 237. 

During 1974 (the most recent period) the figure had increased 

to 286. Some of this increase is attributed to the information 

conveyed to defend~ntsby the Warrant Service Unit (PH-238-74A). 

In general, this result reflects an overall improvement of ef­

ficiencyof the Release on Recognizance Program. 

In summary, employing the indicators specified in the sub­

grant application, a review of the data suggests that the antic­

ipatedresults were obtained. The program is effective in terms 

of those objectives specified in the grant application. This 

evaluation also clearly indicates, however, that the ROR Program 

can increase its efficiency in many ways. Recommendations are 

spelled out in more detail in the "recommendation section. .'" 

2. Other Factors Impacting the ROR Program • 

a. 'Administrative Structure. 
';' '.,., 

The Pretrial ServtLcesDi vision is an arm of the Philadel-' 
, '.;,; 

:/:':phiac9~ftof Common Pleas ahdMunicipal courts. jiC'In 
""-.- '. <~:':');~',:. .. "':, " - ;, ;}./ 

someothei, jurisdictions ROR Programs' are adminis%:e,red by .. 
'>"''';:''' Q '" .' ... 

either Cor,rections or the{ Distr~ct Attorney's Office). 
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cQtuliae~in.gthe fact tha tthe ROR process .is a part of 
I", -

the judicial process, the decision to locate the ROR 
(0 

P.rogt'amwithintheaegis of the courts appears to be 

it wise oile. within the. Pretrial Services Division the 

aaministrative structure appears to be adequate for 

t.he .lltany ,functions which the unit now performs. Over 

the ~;eara which it has operated the Pret,rial Services 

01vision has won increasing acceptance and respect 

within the criminal justice. system. (This is evident 

ioill.t$rviewswi th personnel from the District Attorney's 

Office., the Police, and the Corrections Department, as 

well as with persona from outside Corrections from 

private agencies operating in the criminal justice field). 

TheX'e. remains, however, a lack of administrative inte­

~p:ationwithin the major segmen.ts of the criminal justice 

system in Philadelphia -- Courts, Police, District Attorney, 

CorreotiotH~, and Parole. Particularly in the instance of 

Corrections.and the Parole Department, ROR still finds it 

diff,icult to determine the status of certain defendants. 

BecaUse the fUl'\ction~. of pretrial serviges are restricted 
j,t 

to ·the period p:t1,or 1;0,« adjudication, ROR is limited in 
I i; t\r~ .'~~-

manag1ngflow ihrou~l~t;ona=,total system. Similarly the 

Pr1)b~tion t>$p'rtmen~}$ l.imitedto a specific group of 
/t) .. ". ,1;:,< 

P.r.onj'Wbl;}'~'mU8t. meet certain conditions. I tscapac i ty .... , . I~ 

. to m~Lnage tbrol,1gh.~eentire· system is. also limited. 

'inAlly ft;hebistrict Attorney"s Office is als'!;, interested 
'" '.",.,.'; l., .... ,: ,,_," .,r:·; 
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in the defendant prior to disp~~ition, again l~miting 

its capacity to follow up and develop the best plan 

for the individual defendant. Overall, this fragmented 

pattern results in general. discontinuity of service to 

defendants. 
,.-. r 

b. Opera~ion and Management. 

c. 

Ii 
It w~:'spointed out in the previous evaluation report 

that interviewers at the Police Administration Building 

required better training in eliciting information from 

defendants. It was also pointed out that mere specific 

guidelines for interviewing needed to be develop~d. A 

new interviewer's manual has been writ-ten and more ex-

tensive training is now being offered to the interviewers. 

Project Personnel. 

ROR has experienced less personnel turnover than pre-

viously. While the program still employs a large nurn-

ber of young college graduates and part-time law students, 

as the program becomes more established, it a~pears that 

an increasing number of persons view Pretrial Services 

as a potential career line. In addition, the Court has 
o 

now begun to implement a new merit system (civil service 

system) which should specify lines of promotion and lay 

out a course for long-term career development • 

d. ,'The EyaluationProcess.·· 

Sta'ffcontinues to be uniformly enthusiastic and cooper-
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c 

::1 

a.tive with the evaluation personnel~ ROR personnel 

havt,l been most recepti1it~ to: the. new Y ROR point, cri teria 

which have been devel~pk:d'a$'a result of this evaluation. 
" '> • "~f)' '. ,rj) [\ 

~. ~J.~~n~n9 .?f the Project .• 

The planning Q,ft.heproject continues to be accurate 

with respect toforeca·sted operational parameters and 

estin'l4:t;ing .results. 

Basle Method. 
! otf'~ , __ 

,Roa i$ one segment of a system employed to divert de­

fendants from qetention. The key to understanding ROR 

lien in the point t1Iystem used to judge risk of flight 

and recidivism. By its very nature, ,the point system 

J 1i ·sensH;;ive balance betwe,E!n two goals-- both ""mp ',e.s a 

t'~lea.in9 as many defendants as possible and inc,arc'er"';' 

ating those who are dangerous to socie.ty. The., funda-., 

fi\entu.l tas~ for ROR if! to maintain the optim.al balance. 

Since the decision of who sh~uld be eligible for .ROR 
~ 

is baa~d upon, predict'ion of risk of "flight (or recidi-

vi.m), rl!vi$ion of the ROR criteria suggested in this 
.. ~ 

t'eportahq,Uld aid':~1~t'aa blylnimproving the basic method 
" , (:,'J.'·z~,:;j -

t~(wel CUd 'Tim~SJ of Fund.ing. 
~~~,i, n, . 

. 'undlngC'for the proje.c~ $ppears, to b~'ba,:el~ adequate, 
, " . I".' . . . ".' c, .'"., ," 

'lb. ,one y~i; pl'ann1ng and funding· Ifr._~/ for Gove~nor s 
. ',~ 

.' 11 

'I': ' 

• 

Justice Conunission projects, however, is inadequate. 

Demonstration projects of this type rec,I.uire a time 

frame of at le.ast five years for adequate planning, 

funding, implementation, operation and evaluation. 

Th,e year-to-year nature of project funding operates 

adversely, particularly in a large scale operating 

program like this one which processes large numbers 

of persons. 

h. Allocation of Project _Resources. 

-22~ 

An examination of the project budg~~ reveals no al­

locations which appear to be in error. ROR still 

needs to invest more time and effort in ma~ing its 

management"information system a eJOore viable operating 

tool. The program' s conuni tmeni:~ .to continuous' revision 
/'\ 

and updating of the RORpoint criteria is la~\'~able. 

Now that steps have been taken to incorporate this 

"management tE!chniqueinto the program, its value 

needs to be ,accepted 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 atmosphere surrounding bail and 

p±:obation, a great deal of public education also needs 

to .be done in t~is area. It is recommended that further 

efforts be made to generate positive medla'~xposure for 

the ROR PJ;'ogram. 
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3. Project. Impact. 

a· . . Impact on Problems Specified in Grant Application. 

Unquestionably, the ROR Project has fulfilled its 

basic purposes: To enable many defendants to enjoy 

pretrial freedom, rather than being penalized solely 

for being poor and to insure that the vast majority 

of de.fendants appear at scheduled hearings through 

the verification and notification system. The data 

presented verify that these'objectives have been 

achieved. 

b. Impact on the Criminal Justice Sy~~. 

. , .. \ 0 

nOR has had a beneficial impact on the overall crim­

inal justice system. The evidence indicates that ROR 

is superior in every way to the old system of private 

bondsmen. 

nOR is but one of many alternatives to incarceration., 

Generally, the argum~nt is made that it is both less 

expensive and more humane to employ this method. The 

fundamental problem of the composition of the detention 

population remains. This population continues to in­

c1udea farge number of persons convicted but not sen­

tence4 and a large number of prisoners .with detainers 

for probation or paroie violations." Included 'in the 

fin.al report for this'year/~~1:l1 ,be an examination of 

thll;} detention popul~tion with a careful look at a pro-
~) ., 

'. , ~;' J\. · .. j, 

II 

• • 

(~ , 
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file of those who are potentially eligible for pretrial 

services. 

4. Alternatives to Current Resource Allocation. 

This analysis suggests no ~iternatives which would lead to 

more efficiency in allocating resources to achieve the same goals. 

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

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

parent that any of these projects was any more efficient than 
cL, 
tone Philadelphia project. Moreover, the project continues its 

leadership nationally in the field of release on recognizance. 

If substantial gains in efficiency are to be made\these will 

probably not emanate from internal adjustments within the project 

itself. Rather, gains in efficiency will probably evolve from 

a better understanding and liaison with the judiciary, with 

other components of the criminal justice Isystem such as police, 

parole and corrections, and with a better acceptance of the 

program within the defendant community. Specific recommendatio~s 

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

tion section. 

S. Project Success or Failure. 

The project has been successful in achieving its goals. 

Management now needs to monitor carefully i.ts efficiency through 

careful quality control and its newly developing management in-

formation system... It is recommended that additional input-

. output measures be formulated (such as the efficiency ratio 
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described in this report) and that ~hese indicators be used 

as a basis fo r decision-ma~ing and general refiec­regularly 

tion on the operation of the project. 
') 

6. qomparison with Other Projects of this Type. 

The Philadelphia Pretrial Services Division~, including 
f/ •. \ '/ 

ROR, Conditional Release, and the warrant Service Unl. t', pro-

vides a broader scope ~f services than most similar projects 

throughout the country. Also, comparing thjlpercentage of 

total de.fendants who are released on recognizance, ,Philadel-

phials 46% compares favorably with other cities. In a recent 

study completed by Wice it was reported that a much lesser per: 
l; 

ce(i~~ge of the total defendant population was re:~;;~ased on re-

. 2 Wice rep' ,orted release rates for other cities as cognl.zance. 

follows: Los Angeles: 5%, Washington: ~l%, San Francisco: 22%, 

Baltimore: 7%, Indianapolis~ 14%, St. Louis, 5%, Chicago: 4% 

and Atlanta: 4%. Also, FTA rates 'reported for other jurisdic-

c 

c: 

~\ /1 
tiol',s are as follows: u 28% 4 in Cleveland,3 7% in Washington, D.C., 

5 
~.9% in New York City. 

!:., 
'\'.:l 

---;~~,;.:.. ... ----
2 Paul B. Wi.ce. Freedom FO,r Sale~ A National Stud of Pretrial 

Release. Lexington, Massac usetts: D.C. Heath and Company, 
1974, p.llS. 

3 Ptedicting Defendant Appearance ~ Thomas J • Larkin , .,court Man-
agement Bro:iect. Cleveland, OhI-o, November, 1973. ' (, 

4 District ofColwnbia Bail Aqencl!. Philadelphia Court ::!!di~~q~r' 
Pretrial Release Program comparative StudX, ,Bruce D. 
al., 1972, p.175. 

5 k Pt' 1 Servl.'c· es Anencv Operations Repo .. rt, . Cj. tf3?f New Yor, re rl.a :! ""_ 
-Deceiil6er, 1973. Table 1. 

o 
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« 
Philadelphia's 7.3% FTA rate appea'rsto be relatively low, as, 

'i) 

compared to these o,ther jurisdictions, suggesting that the 

project's effidiency is better than average. 

. 
Still another way of comparing the Philadelphia project 

with those of other cities ,is to compute an efficiency index 
/-:::? 

for each jurisdiction (Tabl'e---5). This figure, discussed earlier t 

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 
> I II 

other jurisdiction. Washington's efficiency index is\?losest 
\; (,I 

(307 as compared to Philadelphia's 425) while Chicago's is 

lowest (209). Thus, while the FTA rate is a c(')nservative in­

dex of measuring the failure of a project, the efficiency 

~atio 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 ~ctually an optimi­

zation index which monitors the balance between the release 

rate and the failure to appear rate~ whereas the fa~lure to· 

o appear rate., by itself, is a minimization measure. Us~!d alone, ,0 

the FTArat~ addresses '~niy ''the goal of Illinimizing the number. 

of cEfendants who f,ail, to appear and who are potential prob­

lems in "tile communi ty • Therr'e'l'ease rate, by itself, in ccm;t,rast, 
". ,', .,1,." 

" 
is a maximization measure, which addresse,s only· theC)'oalo{ .-

>-s . :"'. 
,Feleasing as many defendants as possible,~irrespective of the 

,. 

;) 

" 
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consequences. The efficiency index combines both minimization 

and maximization criteria into one optimi~ation measure. 
. ~ 

Based on this new procedure employing the comparative 

efficiency measure.S which are ,-available, Philadelpl:).ia IS :pro-
," . -,', (,- - .. - • '-" : I . i;~~ 

gram appears more efficient than other programs in major cities. 
f/ 

6. Further Issues. 1'i 
Ji _ 
:1 " 

Recommendations concerning ri~ifications of this project 
•• • .• '. II d" to the total c:r:~l.lnl.nal J ustl.ce sY!~tem are rna e l.n Sectl.on. 5, 

! 

Findings and, Recommendations. 

. 7. project Costs - Benefits'. 

Based on the average 'detention cost of $19.00 per day 

(which is considered to be a low estimate) ~nd,assuming con­

servatively that the 16,500 defendants-released annually onROR 

would spend a 'Week ,each in jail, in the absence of anROR Program 

detention costs alone would be ~2,196,000.00 per year. This 

estimate does not of course take into account the other costs 

to the cr:f.:,rninal ju~tic~ system, let alone the lost wages, lost 

taxes, welfare costs" the cost of human suffering and other, 

social costs such as divorce and mental illness which are linked 

with incarce'ra tiorLMoreover , without the ROR Prog~am, new 

detention facilities would be. required, the current cost 

which is estJmated to be over $30 ,000 per detainee. 6 

., 

,J973,pp. j12-j15. 

il 

of 
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v. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .. 

1. Conclusions. 

a. Achievement of Project Objectives. 

The ROR Program has met its objectives for the fiscal 

year, Uuly, 1974 - June, 1975A 
;~I :-/ 

ROR is successful in terms of accepted management. stan­

dards"includingFTA rates, fugitive rates, total num-

ber of persons released, and the newly developed effi-

ciency ratios. 

~:) 

Judged by external criteria, including the declining 

detention population ROR has also made a substantial 

impact on this'problem. 

The ROR Project appears to fulfill an important need 

in providing a viable alternative to money bail. ROR 

in Philadelphi~, has become an indispensabie part of 

the criminal justice system. 

b. Impact on the Problem. 

No citizen of Philadelphia is denied bail simply because 
\'1 

he lacks the funds.' In this sense ;the system has almost' 

completely'replaced'tpe old system of bail bondsmen 
I~rj 

which preceded it~ While the,ROR criteria do reflect 
\',' . . 

. middle ,class standards of community stability (employ-

ment, iongstable residence in the city, marriage, and 
.' 

, the absence of ,'. a criminaL record)thesecri teria ~ 

'., -, :, ,-.", , 
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pt~ldi¢tive of appelS.;t'ance in court and compliance with 

taw durin9'((thepre-trial,period. The criteria, then, 

do tiupporttheptogram goals and will do so even more 

4f:fic;l.elitly ~$ new weight.in.gs a.1':e developed .• 

COtIJ t Effective,ness ,0 
.~ .... ;o'. ~.·i!iIl,~I"~"'.· .~ I '. .J t# 

A~ ~PQ¢iJ!i.~d, in tht'.!:previous section, the project is 

(\tJ!~ct;tv~ .asan al,t.ernative toincar.ceration. Esti-·1 

• , " 1.; ,I j \1 

rtt«t~~\l ilivings in dE'i'tentio~I'~Ds·tsapproximat,,~ l!-l/2 

milJ,lOn dQll.~).):$ ~nnually, as compared to the total 

PfOjflCt c()$t. of least::hanone-half million dollars 

annuall,y re!\i\Hting' in. a net. gain of one million dollars 

Thfl proje~tw~a Ot.iginally well planned, wi th the bene­

fit of ,$~v«!iJ:al pilot projects which established a clear 

ptQe~$1 tOl: granting' release onrecognizance~ Staffing 

+:\,1),<1 ~uxvlln9 are adeqUate.. The stronges.tfaotors re-

8ultinq inthes.u<:cfH$8may be traced to good manag~ment 

a,nd. l~.d"r.bip whioh provid.es a stron<} stimulus at the 

,loca11.",e.! antl le~der.hip at the national 'leve 1. 

2,jo ll..; .. p;~n~fAt+()n •• 

:a. ", .. !»IlT.92~:1~~nea •. AnClPracticalltl' of· project Obj~ctives.;jI ,~:;;? 

()b;j~t.tv. •• ppearadequate, .ppropriat.~ and practical 
, 'I ,; '. , 

fo~ ·tbtt·p~()j.ot '" •• ou,rron:t:ly __ ~"~'!Slned" ROR functions 

Pt1MX'11y to _lee .. t'ec~~(lation prior t.oarraigmnent. 
;(.-

D 't? 

I 
f 
1 
! 
~ 
I 

I 

• • 

If ROR becomes more involved with post-arraignment 

interviews, staff wiJl be able to provide much more 

information,. counseling, a~d referrals which will 

help the defendants to understand the workings of 

other conununity agencies,and to take advantage of 

the resources which are available in the conununity. 

b. Value.of Basic Method and Approach . 

ROR has been demonstrated to be a viable alternative 
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to incarceration both ~~t'the local and national levels. 

Some of the larger communities have decentralized the 

ROR operation, opening neighborhood branches and be­

coming more involved with neighborhood institutio~s, 

'-:., thereby achieving better conununicationwi th defendants 

and making the bureaucratic character of the courts 

less oppreefsive. It is reconunended that th~:, Philadel­

phia project explore ,irmovations at the n~ighborhood 

level as C5?!lducted by some of the ~ther large,cities. 

Should ROR become more involved iri post.;.arr.aignment 

procedures~ .i'.e." counseling, conditional release, and 

other interrentions prior to 'final dispO;iHtion, these 

services. might be made more palatable by offering them 

in neighborhood lo~ations and ~ployingsome indigenous 

neighborhoQd residents in this capa.city. 

Given the current Qne year planning frame, which is a 
o 

by~product Of the LEAA funding cycle, internal adminis-
>; /J' 

:1 .• 

1".'., 
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ta:a,td.on of the project :1$ adequate~ Iiowever in terms 
'-

ot long t~rm planningf="='particularly by the adminis-

trt)t;l(.).n of the court of Common Pleas and Municipal 

CQ\lt'tt longt~tln planning (having 'a.t le.ast a five 

y~~u:: thlO frame) rtfleds to be per.formed. Particularly 

lm{JoX'tant i!Jthept'ogx:am' s liaison with the Probation 

t)~,p~t'tmWtr.;t.ttm1C¢rreotions Department regarding the 

flow, Qf e~fiHU~throu9.hthe system. A gre3t deal of 
.\~" .'.'... . 

Iltt0ntion alsQJ')eedsto .be given tQ an examination 
,> 
;, 

of' th<lcOmnmnity .r.esources Which are available for 

Con4it.iQrHtl Release. Ofparticuiar ,irnp()~btance are 

th~<tl(!t'vic(a$ in t,hearea o:f alcoholiam.:rehabii;~ tation, 

~mt)loym~nt couru~elingandother psychiatric se1j.vices 

wh'tchnre required by a large nuntber of defendants. 

"X' ~1 ... . · .... fo·- t' hi.s analysis. the court., must ·n or""erl.i!O p~,.,.· ...... m • 

dtr;;v~lopJ A:n in""depthp,rofile. of defendants ~hichin­

cluihllrJ 4. ei'l'tefUl analya1~ o.fproblems, diagnosis, prog-
~~;,;,~;~-

.. 

in ,dt"'et'3iQtl~tfort.$1 the Court will have to become 

4lctlV$ inanaly~in9t.hfJI social service gap~ in. the 
'.-. . r;:":o' 

QO:_\ll\~,ty and in }),lannlng toftll these gaps. This 

c.n ' on!,!. b~lt aoh.levedb¥ .oareful r6searc:h and planning 

.t tb. coutta&\\lni,strativelevel. 

-~\~~~~'1::9.n.! .... n~ ,o~~cti Ve8 . Methods and ,op::ations • 

t. the V.l~id.tton';l\~r~W.,igb,t!ng of RQRpoint criteria 
" , 

about4 'proCfM'4 •• quickly .a possible ~ .. Comparing 
: .-' 

, Il. 

II . 

--~~---,--~ ----
,1,' , 

.• 

0, 

(: 

,!:: .';~ I,: 
'j 1 ~.;. 

,;'1 

the new weightings, derived th~;ou9'h:mathematical 
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modeling with the old weighting$, developed orig-
;,.; , 

inally by the Vera Project (19hl) by asking bonds­

men their subjective estimates, we find sub,stantial 

discrepencies in the weightings. The old weighting 

system totally neglects the defendant's age in 

predicting bail risk. The new system, in contrast, 

finds age of the defertdant to be one of the most 

important factors in assessing bail risk. (Table 6). 

The old system gives a subst.antial weighting to 

family contacts (marriage, living with family, etc.) ~ 

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

es.t weighting to these factors. The old system 

gives only a moderate weighting to the defendant's 

prior criminal record. The new system gives prior 

record a weighting of over 2,-1/2 times the old sys­

tem. 'These are important modi£icationsin basic 

ROR procedure. In terms of overall efficiency, 

the employment of these new criteria should result 

in a large improvement in .the efficiency index,.-='-"-~'=~-

2. . Th~ project needs to buiii;ld in resoUJ;"ces to assure 

. l'\:"':~'t an. d' reweighting' of the the con.tinuous~~:~S~\rSB~:]~~". . 

pointsystem~' 
.,{ ~, 

"'~\{:j 
,co. 
{"J 1/ 

The. project .should elcpan~ its activities substan-
;, .' 

tially in the period"fo,l~owin9' the initial atraignment 

');: 
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but prior tattle final court disposition. It is 

dUrin,gt,thiatimethat the Pretrial Services Divi­

fid<:m· can . .bemost us.eful in expanding its, role in 

O'oncUti.onal release' and in prov,iding general 

coun£j{l;~.ling to defendant·s who are in need of help, 

irX'espect.i va of the final" disposi tion of the court. 

4. 'rhe. C.O'i;n:t adrninistr'ation should provide resour.ces 

to pl~n$yatematio.ally for diversion ',projects be- " 

t.we.(!tl the initial ar,raignmentand fin,al dispos.i.tion. 

Thi.s Wl.llrequire a close.r ,liaison w~~'th community 

planning bodies both within the criminal justice 

area ~nd :in outsid~ agen.cies, including the tradi­

tton,lll health, education and welfare agencies in 

t.hePhiladelphi,a. community. 

S.SQme of the conditions indicated, last year by Roa 

int$t'viewers persist: ,: 

a •. Wor,k:ing conditions at the Police Administration 
(.,\ ;.: 

UuilCling a~e po6r;~,c~NOi$e, overcrowding and lack 

ofp:riva.c.ystill pose serious ,problems. 'Somehow 

this condition neeQs to be improved. 

boO .A re-lntet'view with a.samp'le'\of defendants 
" 

ne_(hJ: t.Q be carxied out regularly for qual1.ty 

Ra-interviews should be done 
:) 

bYl*.t"f:tons other t.han those who 'conduc,ted th~ " 

ti~A1 
r" 

t·' ~I 

'!'he information should be 

f. 

r=~~~;OoO~·:~t .... lii:~~~:"",~/:~ ... i .... :,~ .. ~· .... ;;:.~.·,_~}~ .... ;,L?=, .;: .... ~:<_:_~=, .. , ............................ ~~----'~--J.'6 ~ __ . ___ .. _ '. 

• 

,::;. 

o 
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cross-checked. Using a random sampling plan, 

it will be possible "to determine trouble spots 

in both the interviewing and verification pro-

cess. 

6f' In connection with its post-arraignment activities 

and conditional release activities, the pretrial 

Ser't,ices Division should e~plore the possib,iii ty 

of establishing ,:field offices in neighborhood 10':" 

cations where the majority of defendants reside. 
" 

<. 

Administrators should make a careful analysis of 

similar operations in other cities. 
, ••• >. 

7. Often no one"f~m ROR is: present at preliminary 
. , ' 

hearings. Apparently this makes it difficult, for 

Judges to interpret ROR recommendations and reports 

at certain times. This problem needs to be remedied. 

8,~ ROR should intervie~ judges to determine the uSe­

fulnessof reports and their understanding of same. 

9. The administrators of the Court of Common Pleas and 

Municipal Court should press for an agreement that 
, r:; ~ :-,:-. .,:0 

if the bail for a defendant is small ($1,000 or less) 
~: . 

\,i 

" ' 

·the'defendant might be released o.n an unsecured appear-
('0 

a,nce bond. The District At.torney n,~edsto be brc)ught 
,: 

1.n on these divscussions and a formal aej'reement reached. 
~~ 

. 10. The administration of the Court of Common Plea!,; .and 

" ;: .. : ;":11 •. ________________________ .:.:..---'~~_ 

II 
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Hunicipa:t court should convene the judges regularly 

in o.rder to discuss the' administra.tion of ROR 'and 

'toaevelop arl10re effective means of employing ROR 

in the administration of justice. 

ll~ RO.R ahould establish an automated interviewing pro­

cedure whereby while the defendant is being inter­

vl.ewed, information is entered into a remote computer 

·te.rminalvia a typewrite.r keyboard. In this manner 

t.he complete record, verification, ROR criteria and 

point estimatE;l\$i;~could be entered 'immediately and 

bail riSk calcula.ted by an on-line computer system. 

This procedure would simplify and speed the ROR 

process enormously. 

d.. 9.9,~,tq,f the, proJ~. 

Xt ia:recommendedthat two principal resources be added 

to the RORProject. 

) 
t 1 .• The ¢apacity for planning and development for the 

) general diversiOn area during the time between the 

.initial arra.ignment and disposition. 

2. ,ResQur.ces should be supplied to develop the automated 

i.nte.rvie\( and· point criteria procedures recommended 

1n poin.t 9· Above~. 

,. 

Ing"neral. cost of the p.rojeet appear to be in line 
\ 

with ~lher project,. of this type. PlaMersfor both 
"" 

• 

e. 

f. 

... ,_.:"" 

l 

" 
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theCi ty of Philadelphia and. the Governor's Justice 

Conunission need to come to gr~p ·'th h f ~ w~ t e act that 

the ROR project is no ~onger an experiment, but 

rather is rapidly assuming one of the most impor­

tant functions in the Philadelphia court system. 

Long term planning and permanent funding nee"X to 
J 
)j 

(/"\:.~.'.!:c;;J~'~ be assured. 

Continuation of the Project. 

This project should rece~ve the h' h ~ ~g est priority from 

both the city and the Governor's Justice Commission. 

ROR has become such an institutionalized feature of 

the criminal justice system in Philadelphia that the 

entire process would cease to operate were this fUnc­

tion not performed. 

The Evaluation of the Project. 

The evaluatio.n of th~s proJ'ect d t b • nee s 0 e expanded in 

three principal areas: 

1. 

2. 

Additional work needs to be done in the developme~t 

of efficiency ratios, like the one presen,ted in ~his 
report. Probably worthy of most at.i\t:entid'n aremeas-

11'\ 

uree which are developed for ce.rtaintypes of defen­

dan ts ,i.e., thpse having certa in demographic char­

acteristics or commiting certain kinds of crimes. 

The defendant profile which is currently being 4e:'7" 

veloped needs to be further developed and used for 

" ; 
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mei.tlag<'rnent, 'purpose.s. Through this t.echnique i't 

~ill bepos$ible to dete.ct trends in the de,fen­

dant ;flow and to make program. modifications when 

nee~ssi'lry. 'l'heprofile sbouldbe most useful 

pre,s.ontly in anal~'zing the appropriate kinds of 

-37~ 

, communJ,cuttion te,chniques for defendants having 

<.tiffero·nt personal characteristics. Areas needing 

fU,J.:'ther exploration in more detail will be iden­

tJ.;fiad through this technique. 

Jl'he l~OR point:. criteria should be continuously val­

idtl'ted and rewei9hted"yrhisrequires periodic 

computer analysis and ~~alysis of the weightings 

th,roU9h, 'multiplereg.ression proced.ure.s. The new 

wei,ghting $ystem, ,as presently evolved, contains 

16 f~ctQrs each \d.th dtfferent weightings which 

arfEl $Omewba,t tedious to compute manua.lly. As the 

nOR Unit. move,s toward computerization of its inter­

view al\d re,cording procedures, thii: criteria should 
" ., 

be cantin,uollsly simplified and updated. '. This pro-

c~du:re,must become anon-going part of the evaluation. 

1 '"'!!.9,,~~!?X.~.!E;1;if~~,t,~()ns, •• 

-rtU'~ Phi lAde lpbia DailProjeot should serve as a model foX' other 
", 

ptoj.eta throughout;; the atate andthro~9hou~ the nation.. The 

Governor*. J\tltiQeCoPUQi •• ion ahould enco~rage and support activ­

.• 1y the, dil, •• ilUltl,O"n of findings and the use of . the techniques 

o 

., ., -38-

employed. In the current repressive climate of public opinion, 

particularly in the City of Philade.lphia, which has suffered an 

inordinate number of highly publicized violent crimes, it is 

difficult to sell, both to the public and the politicians, the 

idea of pretrial re~ease. When a project with this kind of 

success exists, its story needs to reach the public. Also the 

Governor's Justice Commission should also establish policies 

which reward the use of a systematic point system of ROR cri­

teria and all jurisdict~'3~s throughout the commonwealth. Since 
" ~" 

this valuable programatic t.echnique has been pioneered by the 

Philadelphia program, the methods should be made available as 

a prototype wherever possible. 

11 
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APPENDIX 

:!9~lll em~loyment 0PRortunity commission Compliance 
,~/ 

1. 'J;he 'Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas and MUnicipal Court 
,has filed~ an Bqual Opportunity Program Plan which includes 
. tXJththe Release on Recognizance Program and the 
Itrvt:mti.gatioi'l. iU'ld Warrant Service Unit prQject. This 
t>lan confirms to EEOPguideli.nes. 

2. The J?~etria.l $erv.ices Division has providedl evidence that 
;i.t iB. C'.arryin~l ()ut all of the guidelines as .specified. 

(I 

A project bre~kdown by position" ethnicity, and sex as 
~'peQiff6d in~over~prf sJustic'e C;<?mmission Evaluation 
9U!(l,ell.neG i.s~hown on the fo110'1I1n9 tables. The"project 
(lppe~t'sto be in compliance with these guidelines. 

o 

(., 

• 

o 

0-

() 

A written BEO plan is on file with the Personnel Office of 
the Court ofConunon Pleas. In addition to the stf;lndards outlined 
in this plan, the Pretrial Services Division has affirmatively 
pur,.'~ued nondipcr imina tory hiring in the follpwing ways: (1) Job ,,". 
~~""~'Ieference 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 Studerits Organization, the Spanish Speaking Council, and 
the Mayor's Spanish Speaking Advisory Counci~. 

\"'" 

o 

I'::, 

Q 

o 

1,::-
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l-qUAtA tlU'tOtnEHTOr.POR11.f.NITYPROCtW1ClRTIFtCATION 
. . " . 

" 

hti's formulated 

.' 

(ritldxt!ss' 

t<U:" t~j(nf '~t .i,udit by officials or the .l"cnnsylv~nia, Govcl".nor' s 

'See i.\ t:tiachfld ,stAt('!mOll't. 
if P 

\) ,,~ 

.' 

o 

• 

• I 
• ! 

,I 

I 
I 

• 

f) 

-. 

Position Salary 
Levels, ,I Ranges 

PR-i?5 $15,184-
16,829 

PR-22 13,461-
14,871 

PR-17 11,613-
12,776 

PR-16 11,309-
, 12,428 

PR-15 1,1,039-
12,114 

., 

PR-12 10,263-
11 ,211 

PR-ll 9,996-
~,' 

10,907 
'. 

PR-10 9,697-
10,567 

PB-8 9,128-
9,922 

PR-7 i 

8,801-
9,550 

.\ 

PR-6 8,439-
9,143 

PR-3 7,366-
7,921 

Totals 
.. ' 

TABLE A 

POSITION LEVEL BY ETHNICITY 

Release on Recognizance 
and 

Investigation and Warrant Service Unit 
March 1975 

.. ' .. -- ...... 

Asian 
Negro Spanish Amer. 

2 
66.7% 

,: 'I 

I> 

,. 

2 
I 50% c~~~J 

\\ 

13 2 
86.7% 13.3% 

1 
1.00% 

" 0 

.. ~\ 

4\ 1 
c 19%: d . 5% 

\\ 
·il.; 

" 3 ,'\., . 

" 37.5% 

25 3 ,) 0 
39.1% 5% 

Women Total 

1 1 
10C% 

3 

2 2 
100% 

1 1 
100% 

4 . , 

1 1 . 
100% 

1 1. 
100% 

15 

1 1 
100% 

r~~' 2 2 
100% . 

7 21 
33.3% 

8 8 
100% 

24 64 
37.5% " 

o 
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4:, __ 

Total Persons Interviewed 
by R.O.R. Unit 

Total Persons 
Granted R.O.R. 

Persons Scheduled 
For Hearings 

, 

• 

f 

'\ 
-'~~.~ 

,..,. 
:J 
:=. 

,,Ji 

TABLE 1 

RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS 

July 1972 -December 1974 

.Jul. Aug. Sept.. Oct. Nov., Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. 

1972 
2885 2953 2689 2938 2776 

1973 
2671 2840 3051 3289 3277 

1974 
3015 3178 3243 ,:3483 3445 

1972 

1973· 
3000 2868 26913167 2725 

1974 
3012 3025 2789 3310' 2887 

3147 C' 

1973 
'871 . 963 995 1077 

1973 
972 1106 9921188 1362 1211 

1974 
1214 1326 1416 1570 

1974 
1559 1418 1333 1284' 1585 1278 

1360 1346 1429 1615 1614 1511 

1972 
2928 3095 3062 3334 3106 

1973 
2905 3361 3298 3672 3270 

1974 
2949 2643 27572610 2724 

~ o o -
g 
o - ~ o -

~ o o -
g 
o ,..,. 

g 
o -

1973' 
2871 2834, 2435 

1974 
2976.3477 3378 

2923 

1t'i! o 
(:) ,..,. 

.~ 
o ,..,. 

~ o o -

2841 2894 

35463918 

g ~ o - ,..,. 

o 

.~ 

g 
-I: 

'[ 

\) 

May June, TOTAL 

2803 2646 

2880 2935 

1197 

1241 

3211 

4428 

1086 13,020 

1290 16,514 

288535,496 

3419 41,648 
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TABLE 3 

RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS 

.' 

" 
Item Ju1. Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. ; Mar.' Apr. May June TOTAL 

1972 1973 ) 

.. , RecOflJl1ended ROR 2.0% 1.5% T:4'% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% r:3% 1.3% 1.5%. ~2.4% 1.2%' 1.2% 1.7% 

Fugitiv.e Rate l 1973 1974 
',; 

3.0% 1.7% 1.6% 2.5% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1 .. 1% 0.9%· 1.9% 1.8% 2.1% 1.8%' 

1974 '. 

2.4% 2.3% 2-:3% 

1972 1973 • 

Not Recommended for 5.4% 8.6% 8.8% 6.9% 6.9% 4.6% 4 . .8% 3.5% 2.8% 3.7% 3.5% 1.0% 5.0% 

ROR Fugitive Rate:t 4~6% '\~:'~.4% 1973 1974 
2.7% 3.7% 4.3% 3.5% 4.5% . 1.8% 3.1% 4.0% 4.6% 4.6% 3.7% 

1974 ., 

4.4% '4.3% 5.3% 
. 

' .. , 
1972 1973 

. 

Efficiency 276 300 ~. 338 328 347 326 412 399 406 396 378 353.8 

Index 3 . 
1973 1974 -.' 

~ 

411 426 426 438 439 433 405 439 452 415 401 409 424.'5 
.. 1974 

::--:.. 417 410 405 406 435 446 , 

1 Fuqitive Rate (See Footnote #3) ·forthose recotmnended for ROR. 
2Fugitive Rate. (See Footnote #3) for those not recotmnendedfor'ROR. 
&1: persons GrarttedROR f Z<persons Interviewed at Police Administration ~uilding x 1: Persons Appearinq at <Scheduled 

Hearings f Persons Scheduled to Appear at Hearings x 1000. 

# 

'" 

(J 
,. 

TABLE 2 " 

II 

(\ 

RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS 
(', 
-"',,\ 

Jul. Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June TOTAL 

1972 1973 
If .' FTA Warratitl~$ 250 247 250 256 192 167 .. ""162 163 206 248 233 230 ~12,604 • 

Issued 1973 II 1974 
279 294 zrr 302 253 

11
237 "21§' 15~ 20() 247 308 235 . 3.061 

1974 I \\ 

217 239 225 203 195 211 ,~1 

1972 1913 
1.91 I Total tTA 8,,51 8.0% ~ '7.11 6.2% 5 . .8% ~ , 6.6% 1.2% 8.6%, 7.3% 8 .. 01 

Rate l 1973· 'l 1974 9.6% 8.7% '8.R 8.2% 7.1% 8.t»:·8.R 4.6% . 5.6% o"lSf 7.0% 6.91 7.SS 
1974 

7.4% 9.~ 8.2% .7.8% 7.2% 7.2'1 
I 
f 
I 

197'2 . 1913 
WHlfulFTA 6.1% 3~2l 4.3% 52S 5.81· 5,,01 $~~ 5.4S 6~61 6 a 6'% Uf 6~3% 4,.2% '.," ' .'" iI\i;: 

Ratft1 1.913 '1974 
Ii .', 

6.7% 6.9% 6.81 i.l.t 6.,Sl 6~7%' 6~4l 1.SS 4~5~ 5.1~ 6~OJ II 6.21 6""IS 
1914 

,~~ 7 .• 6~ ~ 
11· I ," .,;£4; , Ii 1i 

,I II Jl 
Ii ~. II II 

1913 !I I' 

jf~a; 
, I' 

i fuglttveiRat~t a.1;; 2~9I :~*e 3 •. ~ 2'.,5~ 3,,;3't; ~ 1.~ 2'<r'2~ }". Z.,U Z .. Jl 
i' . '":-; 1913 1914 "I .. 

3~:4l 2'~l'1 l"B 2,.~ ~,,5i. 2Al~' !:W t.ZS; ;1.4J> 2,,,4# 2~5$ Z .. ft 2 ... ~ .".,' . 
·1 - ¥_ .........•... ' "::>i' . .' '. .' '. - .. ,' ,;, , ... ' .' ' -~ « l"D. ~ .. t;., i~i! ~ ~l ;r«~A ~~~l_ fqr !4~A~~'" 
1J,at:lc .~.tbQ:.'Ii'-.i~ . .bt.«f:i1~. t~ l~_l·f:ilil r_.~*t~'~",l :p_~..., k'~~_ t:~ ---114;;;" 
;J._..,.~' : ~ • .,'. .' ~:.,;.r ... \.. .... """"' ..... ""..,..1;. .. , . ""_~.'. ' . ."',,,,,,,'h, . .. . ";","",~"1<'-.;ji .ir, iaI'"",,,,,,,,,,·li_' 
. .,...~~~, ~ lOl\ii~ "~~""'~ ""~~ ~Qt"" 't:"", .;r~~~ ~~~1!'Aii ... ~ _,~,_" 
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J(m. 

Feb~ 

HIlrch 

Avril 
,Mby 

JUfi<t 

,July 

Augu$t 

Sept. 

Oct •. , 

HOYt 

Utt, 

---AVERAGE 

TABlE'4 

NOJiB£R OF FUGITIVES 
SURRENDERING VOLUNTARILY BY MONTH 

May 197?"Oec:ember 1 974 

1972 1973 
; MoVing Moving 

~== ••• =HOOtb~ .. Average """ber Average 

~- ... • -
1/' ,.. • ~ 

.' '- * .. 

... ... 
--

.. 
243 234,.2 217 259.3 

..... 

200 22.5.7 264 232.7 

260 230;7 217 252.3 

217 205.7 276 242.7 

215 216.7 235 257.7 

HiS 224.1 262 240.3 

250 242.7. 224 228.0 
r 

239 242.3 '~ 198 
'~"...d.' 

201 237 
1'1 

'-, 
("...I 

1974 
Moving 

Number. Average ; ... ~ 

._.r";". 

;~.! 

324 

272 302.0 

310 307.0 

339 301.3 

255 302.3 

313 273.0 

251 259.0 

213 254.0 
:) 

298 

286 

TABLE 5 

ROR EFFICIENCY INDICES FOR 9 CITIES! 

Philadelphia 425 

Los Angeles 46 

Washington 307 

San Francisco 210-

Baltimore 70 

Indianapolis 140 

St. Louis 43 

Chicago '29 

Atlanta 38 

lphiladelphia data computed from monthly ROR 
statistics. Qata for other cities from Paul B.Wice, 
Freedom For sale: A National Study of Pre. trial Release. 
Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath and Company, 1974, 
p. 118. 
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TABLE 6 

COMPARISON OF RELATIVE WEIGHTINGS OF CURRENT POINT SYSTEM WITH PROPOSEDNEWSYSTEM* -~ 
Current 
System New 
Criteria FTA 

Pts. % Pts. % 

Residence and COI1JRun;tyTi es 1 4 19.0 371 21.0 

FalllilyPoints l 4 19.0 29 1-.6 

Economic and Emplojment' 4 19.0 . 189 10.7 

.Prior Record Points" 4 19.0 976 55.1 

Character Points 5 5 24.0 16 1.0 

Age~ (Bitted 189 10.7 

TOTAL 21 100.0 1770 UiO.l 
----.-----.--.---.----.-.~-- - ----- ... --.--.~--.-- ~ -------- ----

"*weightlngs r~flect, theoretical rMlCl.mum of total-allowable points. 

-Reflects weighted average~ 

/1" 

New New Rearrest New Rearretrt 
Slow Same Different) 
Return Charae Charae L 

Pts. % Pts~ % Pts. % 

1367 42.2 130 5.0 341:.: 8.8 

84 2.6" 37 1.4 68 1.7 

536 16.5 491 19.0 380 9.8 

589 18.2 162,9 63.0 1851 47.5 

.84 2 .• 6 81 3.4 59 1.5 

:581 17.9 210 8.1 1197 " 30.7 

3241 100.3 2584 ~- 99.9 3896 100.0 
- --------'--------- --- ...• -.-------~-.-

~ 

New 
System W i _L... ~ e IOnLI!!Il 

AV9. 1-4 

19.3 

1.8 

14.0 

46.0 

2.1 

16.9 

100.1'" 

lUnd~ current syst_incl.udes; (allength of time ,lived in Phi.ladelp!Ua.(b) l-~_of tiae at prnent. r •• i&mc., (e) i) 

l~ of ~ at pricrresiidence.. Under ,revised system. inclodes!: Cal length of .t.t.e at present~.... (b) ~ 
phone -&t:adCkess, (eel whetMr defen4ant has identification 'On person.. .fd) 'utiU,tiE!s under d-.(en4ant. t s..... and. '*) 

,. ru1d ••. b OlJiInU' qcOlPied dwellin9 unit~ . , , 

IUMe:t ~rent. syatea :1neludast .Ca) ~tbe:r livoin9: -w:lthta:ily.aM. (b) eont&ct:s rith fudly .1I.~S", Vtl4..- .--r ~ 
i:nelude. {al ~t:he-x livil'l9witl'.!.:.SpOU.R., (0) vhe~ d,~-enda."lt" is ~iea .. 

lUAcl«t ~ent. syat. incl~.s; (al whether ~lQy'ed~~b) ltbe~ ~lo:1« "ill :re~det~ ... '~J:'~""" 
~\tdUt (al ~t of ~ owed~. thl 'Wbet:'~ ,~loy-ed ~ !ci l~th ·of t.iae: mp're-.nt., job,. , 

~ ~ent' ~ta ~l"dt Vd f~lMY ~\fleUW..$·and (bl 1I!/.lsa~~t' c~,;b;t~.. ~. r'ei1.ft14 ~ J~t 
(alprftloU nA .X'e:.»N~ (b} ~~tb prl.t% u:;:ut:.;reccrd: ter ~ ~Ct~ .m &.ft.,~~.. (G) P!A'. m Jut .... 

r-*th$'# ~ (4) .a.n:-«.rt r~ ft:;::; put 15 ~s .. 

~.u:~ ... ~ ~t;_ i~lul •• I (a) "'~ :r~~ .udtb3 evid~ c! .~l or: dr1nk1r4 ~-{.\ ~r ... u.et.,.­
~l~ ~i»1~~ rei:' M..,~ -Q,r'J!1IQ~ ~f'" 

ti·.- .' -, ".., '.. ..... . ~ . __ ~ ~~ in c'"w"il'Z'ut ~~ 
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C3££ SHEET C~ITErIA EVAl~ATICN 

C-Y.ale 
r-______________ ~l-F~~le 

.MO 0; xR OF 

:.-!~o 

c-t:nK 
l.-Yes 

r._" .. ;­v .. , ..... 

D-t;r.k 
I-Yes 

POL1:CE PHOTO UUMilER 
112 f3 14-1516 Iti'l'ERVlEW .1 ISEX 

ROP 
lRTH 
13 

DENT 
14 

?HONE 
15 

• a • .. 
• 

• 
" • 

O-No 
_ O-UI1!--

,:::: USE 
23 

r 
COLUMlI r3 

57- 55 ., 1 
54 - 53 = 2 
S2 - 50 % 3 
49 - 45 "" 4 
44 - 35 = 5 
34 - 25 '" 6 
24 - 15 = 7 
14 - 01 ,. B 

819110111 12 

O-No 
'O-UnJt 
L-Yes 

RESI­
OENCE 
'DINTS 

24 

FAMILY 
POINTS 

25 
:sl 

27 

PRIOR I REC. P9INTS 
28 

TOTAL 
POINTS ~nm" 

29 I 30 31 

COLUMN 1& 

5 = UNKNOWN 
1 Less than 3 months 
2 3 11105. to 6 mos. 
3 7 mos. to 1 year 
4 13 rroOs. to 24 mos. 
S- .:= 2 yrs. 1 -mQ .... to 5 yrs .. 
6 6 yrs. to 15 yrs. 

COLUMN 21 

o = tiNEHPLOYEO 
2 = utlKNm.'N 
1 = Les;;· !;han 3 mes; 
2 = 3 - 6 mas. 
3 t - 12 mos. 
4 13 - 24 n05. 

S 2 yrs. 1 mo. - 5 yrs. 
7 1& yrs, to 20yrs. £ 5 ,iTS. 1 mo. Hi ,{.!Cs. 
a over 20 yrs. less than life 
9 := life 

7 = 10 yrs. 1 mo. or ~ore 
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