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Critical Issues in Program Operations

A characteristic that appeared to be a common denomina-
tor in all programs was and is the desire to maintain low
failuré to appear for court hearing rates among client-
ele.17‘ The maintenance of low failure rates has generally

been undertaken by way of clientele screening techniquesl8

and the manipulation of certain proigram operation variables.19

It appears that most programs attempt to’identify those who

are "good risks" and those who are "bad risks" among poten-

tial clientele.zo However, there currently appears 1o be

1ittle consensus as to the nature of the criteria with-'which

2L 1n addition, little is known

concerning what can be done operationally to minimize the

, failure-to~-appear rates once the accused have been released

" on a recognizance 'bond. While each program tends to be a

unique entlty'operatlng in a unlque env1ronment there is a-
need to identify, in a general sense, crlterla that impact

upon failure probablllty in both a ‘predictive and managerial
framework.22 |

This present study sought to address these issues. The

'prlmary focus of this study concerned the systematlc devel-

opment of three prediction dev1ces that could be used to
accurately identify failure-to-appear probablllty among
potéﬁtial recognizance release clientele. An attempt was
also made to identify the impacf ofzcertain operation and

management variables upon failure probability. In addition,
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this study sought to identify the impact of a failure-to-

appear incident upon subsequent' case disposition and sanction

severity.

The remaining sections of thié chapter include a
summary of +the findings of thesge three analyses, plus a
brief review of the characteristics of‘the clientele sample.

Itlshould be emphasized that while the external .wvalid-
i%y of this study may be questionable, it still may be pos-~

sible to apply the results, to some extent, in another set

" of circumstances. To ascertain the extent of the study's

generalizability, it must be replicated in other

environments.

Clizsnt Characteristic Data

" This analysis is based on two samples: an experimentél
group of 512 persons released on a reporting recognizance
bond under the jurisdiction of the.Franklin County Pre-trial
Release Program during thg monﬁhs of July through December,
1976, .and a validation group of 103 randoml& chosen persons
released on a feporting rgéognizance_bond under the juris-
diction of the Franklin County Pre-trial Release Program
during the same months. This total of 615 céses represents

all individuéls released on a reporting recognizance bond

‘under the jurisdiction of the Franklin County Pre-trial

Release Program during the sald six month period. A
summéry of the characteristics of the experimental sample

reveals that the tyﬁical program client seems to be
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a young, unmarried, white male who has not completed his
high school education. He has resided in Franklin County
most of his life, and currently livéé with some family
members. Although ndt on welfafe,~chances are only about

50:50 thét he is currently employed. The client séemé to

have had no prior criminal convictions. If he has had a prior

conviction, it has been a misdemeanor, but now finds himself
facing a felony charge. To assist in prépéring a defense,
the client tends to have a public defender available.

Over 80 percent of those released on a reporting recog-

nizance bond during the period under examination appeared at

'all appointed court hearings. In.an attempt to diminish the
y «

failure rate, the program staff contacted the client approx-

, imately two times per week during the release period. More

" than 70 percent of the clientele placed on a.reporting recog-

nizance by the court formally accepted the bond the same
day the couft imposed the bona. Neérly'éo perceht of the
clientele were forced to wait more ' than seven days for their
first court hearing once they weré released on recognizance.
Over 70 perd¢ent of the clientele were on recognizance more
than four weeks, with the mean being over thirteen weeks.
Nearly 45 percent plead guilty, thle almost 55 percent had

their charges dropped or nolled.
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Prediction Scale Construction and Validation

B3

It was the méjor purpose of this sfudy to construct and

validate a prediction scale thét‘would accurately identify

failure to appear for court hearing tendencies among accused

offenders who had been granted a pre-trial recognizance

TR
e

release. It was hypothesized that a scale could be construct-

Ty

éd and valicated. More specifically, eleven predictive rela-

tionships identified in previous research were tested in this

portion Of this study. It was hypothesized that there were

differences between individuals released on a reporting

recognizance bond who failed on recognizance and those who

did not fail as to;

the severity of tnetpresénﬁ criminal charge(s);

Exg
[N

the nature and extent of previous criminal activity,

g

rast court appearance behavior;
community ties;
socio-economic tackground; ' )

. prior contact with the "justice system;

=
3 O R BEF W N

time lag froh release to ih;tial personal contact

from PTRP staff; and.

o

sanction.

BT

To test these specific hypotheses, this study examined

EEzR

the files of all individuals released on a reporting recog-

nizance bond under the juriédictionaof the Franklin County

(Columbus, Ohio) Pre-Trial Release Progrém during the six -

month peribd in 1976. Three different analytical techniques
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were utilized to construct the three spéles,'namely; an un-

weighted multiple regression fceqhnique;23 a weighted mul-
2k '

tiple regression technique;“’ a discriminant analysis tech-
nique.25 The scales derived from each analysis were applied

to a validation sample of 103 randémly chosen persons re-

leased on a reporting recognizance bond under the jurisdic-

tion of the Franklin County PTRR programldurihg that same
six month peribdi‘ Utilizing a contingency table analysis,
all three scales were found to be stati;tically significant
predictors of failure at the .01 level.

Three management tables were constructed from thg
validation sample, one for each scale‘validated. These
tables display the alpha error (defined as the number of

released clientele who will fail to appear), the beta error

- (defined as the number of unreleased clientele who would

not fail to appear were they released on recognizance), and

the number of accused offenders that would be released for

 each scale derived probability score.

While a verbatim application of the derived scales and
their accomﬁanying management tables in other environments
would not necessarily be theoretically nor methodologically
sound, there are a number of éoncluéions that have some
general implications for PTRR progfam~operations. For

example, socio-economic background.and»community‘ties were

found not to be significant indicators of failure prob-

ability. PTRR program adminigtrators and judicial officers
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_who desire to maintain low FTA rates might consider avoid-

ing the use of such factors in future pre-trial release
decisions. Several so—cglled criminal justice background
variables were found to be signiﬁicanf indicators of fail-
ure prbbability. In genefal, PTRR'brogram administrators
and judicial officers who desifé to maintain low FTA rates

might also focus upon this eriminal Justice béckground

dimension in future pre-trial release decisions. In a more

specific framework, PIRR program administrators and judicial
officers who desire to maintain low FTA rates would do well
to consider and perhaps:

1. Use caution in releasing those individuals accused
of committing a less severe offense. Current
screening standards for those charged with commit-
ting a more serious crime should be maintained;

2. Use caution in releasing those individuals who

have a prior misdemeanor-property conviction.
Attempts to reduce the number of prior misdemeanor-
property convictions permitted of those to be
released on a reporting recognizance bond to
perhaps as low as zero would be advisable;

3. Use caution in releasing those individuals who
have a prior FTA incident. Attempts to reduce
the number of previous fallure-to-appear incidents
permltted of those to be released on a reporting
recognizance bond to. perhabs as low as zero would
be advisabls; H

4. Use caution in releasing those individuals who do
not expect to recelve a severe sanctlon;

5. Use caution in releasing those individuals who
expect to receive a severe disposition;-

6. Increase the severity of the penalty associated
with a failure incident; and

7. Increase the probability of apprehension sub-
sequent to a failure lnCLdent.
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Very little previous research or discussion has been
undertaken which has addressed the issues raised by the

above conclusions. Furthermore, there is little consensus

within the existing body of knowledge as to the nature and

extent of the factors that do impac¢t upon failure prob-

ability. It seems apparent, therefore, that future analyses

of the above and other related issues must be undertaken to
clarify the relationship and possiblé causal links iﬁ the
prediction of failure probabilify émong recognizance re-
leage clientele. From the data avallable in the present
case, it appears that criminal justice history is a more

powerful indicator of.failure probablility than is socio-

economic background and community ties. PFurthermore, there

is some indication that as the severity of past criminal
justice experience increases, the probability of failure on
recognizance decreases. Verification of this latter points
however, awaits further examinatioﬁ where criminal justice

history is more carefully and accurately defined.

Impact of Opérational Variables
Upon Fallure Probability

Tn addition to the construction and validation of the

prediction scales, this study sought to identify the impact

.of specific operational variables upon failure-to-appear

rates. It was hypothesized that increasing ‘the amount of

contact the éccused received from the program staff would
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decrease the accused's failure probability. .It was also o
hypothesized that decreésing the time lag from court imposed
recogn;zanée release to formal acceptance of the release
would decrease the accused's failu?e probability. it wa.s
further hypothesized that.decrgasiﬁg'the time lag from
formal accepbance of the recognizance release to the court
hearings would decrease the accused's failure.probability.
Finally, it was hypothesized that decreasing the time lag
from formal acceptance of the recognizance bond to final
case disposition would serve to décrease the accused's fail-
ure probability.' | .

To test these hypotheses, this sfudy examined the files
of all individuals released.on a réporting recognizance bond

under the Jurisdiction of the Franklin County (Columbus,

'0hio) PTRR program during a six month period in 1976. 4

multiple'classification analysis was undertaken so as to

examine the effects of the independent varlables upon fail-

ure probab:llty, controlllng for all other 1ndependenu

26

variables. An interpretation of the data resulted in the

following conclusions:

1. It appears that PTRR program administrators who
desire ‘to maintain low FTA rates should consider
maintaining a relatively high level of contact
with those released on a reporting recognizance
bond. Those individuals who resist this high
level of contact should perhaps have their
recognizance bond revoked: Further research is
needed to determine what an appropriate level
of contact .may be or how different levels of
contact ‘influence different groups of clientele
at different times of the release perilod;
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2. It appears that shortening the time lag from
formal acceptance of the recognizance release
to final disposition will not serve to diminish
failure rates. Rather, it appears that most
failures occur early in the release period,
Program administrators who desire to maintain
low FTA rates might very well consider in-
stituting a very high level of contact with
the accused during the first week of release,
perhaps as high as one contact per day.
Further research is needed to determine if
a high level of contact can neutralize the
early~on fallure tendencies and to determine
if other operational variables may have some
impact on reducing the failure rates; and

3. It appears that PTRR program administrators
who desire to maintain low FTA rates might
reduce the time lag permitted between a
court imposed recognizance release and.
formal acceptance of the bond by the accused
of those to be formally released on a re-
porting recognigance bond. Further research
is needed to determine what the maximum
allowable Time lag might be, or if it should
be flexible to allow for clientele risk
differences.

.Very little'previous~rgsearch has been undertaken
which has addressed the issues raised -by the above con-
clusions. Furthermore, there is little consensus within
the existing body of knowledge as to the natﬁre and extent
of the oﬁerational factors that ilmpact upon failure prob=
ability. It seems apparent,‘therefore,’that future analyses
of the above and other related issues must be undertaken to
clarify the relationship and possible 'causal links in the

maintenance of low fallure-to-appear rates.
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Impact of Failure Upon Case
Disposition and Sanctions

This portion of the study sought to identify the im-
pact of a failure incident upon ultimate case disposition
and sanction severity. It was hypotheéized that a faillure
incident would increase the severity of both the disposi-
tion and the sanction. S

To test this hypothesis, this study examined the files
of all individuals released on a reporiting fecognizance

bond under the Jjurisdiction of the Pranklin County PTRR

" program during a six month period in 1976. A multiple

classification analysis was undertaken so as to examine the

effects of failure upon disposition and sanétion, controll-

ing for all other independent variables.27

A very serious question was ralsed congerning the

.causal implications of the hypothesgis. While future re-

search is needed to further tease out the causal inference,
data available in this instance did suggest the existence
of a causal link from failure to disposition severity and

from faillure to sanction severity. An interpretation of

the data resulted in the following conclusions:

1, It appears that there is a tendency on the part
of the judicial system to be more severe in
handing out dispositions to those .who fail to
appear for their appointed court hearings than
those who do appear for all appointed court
hearings. Such a practice tends to be in
keeping with Anglo-American legal tradition
where flight is regarded as an admission of
guilt. PTRR program administrators and
judicial officers who desire to maintain
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. this precident should only continue in their

current patterns of behavior. Those who do
not desire to perpetuate this tradition might
alter their behavior patterns in a way that
would result in a decreased disposition
severity being handed those who fail to
appear at their appointed court hearings.

No known prior research has. been undertaken
in an attempt to identify the nature of

this relationship. Further research should
be undertaken to cross validate this finding
and undertaken to cross validate this find-
ing and attempt to further distinguish the
nature and strength of the apparent link
between fallure and case disposition.

It appears, from a peripheral examination of
the data available in this present study, that
a fallure incident results in a less severe
sanction being delivered by the court. How-
ever, a more careful review suggests that
those individuals who are failing to appear
for their appointed court‘hearings are re-
ceiving almost as severe a sanction as re-
celved by the non-failure group, who are
generally charged with a more serious crime,
Further research in this area must compare
the severity of the sanction imposed for
conviction of a crime versus the severity

of the maximum possible sanction that could
be imposed for conviction of that crime for
the failure group and the non-failure group.
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Conclusions’

In brief, the following conclusions have been obtained

from this study of the Franklin County Pre-Trial Release

Program:

1.

5.

Criminal Justlce background variables prov1de more
accurate criteria ‘for predicting faillure prob-
ability than do community tie and socio-economic
variables.

As the severity of past criminal Jjustice experience
increases, the probability of failure on recog-
nizance decreases.

PTRR programs that would maintain a relatively
high level of contact with their clientele,
especlally during the initial release period,
would tend to reduce their FTA rates.

PTRR programs that would maintain a relatively
brief allowable time lag between the court imposed
recognizance release and the formal acceptance

of the bond by those who are released, would

tend to reduce their FTA rates.

A failure incident tends to result in a more

severe case disposition.

It is hoped that future research will serve to clarify

these apparent relationships and perhapc strengthen the

generalizability of these and other findings and conclusions.

We can thus hope to impact favorabiy upon the administration

of Justice in the United_states.
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CODING INSTRUMENT

ID NUMBER

FORMAL ACCEPTANCE OF RECOGNIZANCE DATA
COURT-IMPOSED RECOGNIZANCE DATE

POINT OF COURT-IMPOSED RECOGNIZANCE

(1=Pre-Arraignment; 2=Arraignment; 3=Bond
Reduction Hearing; 4= Prellmlnary)

NATURE OF ‘THE PRE~TRIAL RELEASE PROGRAM REC-

OMMENDATION REGARDING THE RECOGNIZANCE RE-

LEASE DECISION (l=Favorable to Recognizance
Release; 2=Unfavorable to Recognizance;
3=Placed on Recognizance Release by the
Court without PTRP Screening; 4=Screened

by the PTRP Program but No Recommendation
Was Made)

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE AT CURRENT ADDRESS (In
Months)

NATURE OF RESIDENCE (1= Own, 2~Rent 3—Mortgage,
b=0Qther) .

RESIDENT OF FRANKLIN COUNTY (l1=Yes; 2=No)

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN COUNTY OF CURRENT
RESIDENCE (In Months)

AGE AT DAY OF INTERVIEW BY PTRP PERSONNEL
(In Months)

GENDER (1=Male; 2=Female)

MARITAL STATUS (1=Single; 2= Marrled
3=Divorced; 4=Separated; 5-W1dowed)

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

HIGHEST YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED
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CURRENTLY EMPLOYED/STUDENT

Y 3k
Student N1z
. YN
" Employed

CURRENTLY A MEMBER OF A UNION (1=Yes; 2=No)

CURRENTLY ON WELFARE (1=Yes; 2=No)

_ VETERAN OF THE ARMED ‘SERVICES (1l=Yes, Honorable

Discharge; 2=Yes, Discharge Other Than
Honorable; 3=Not a Veteran)

| ALCOHOL/NARCOTICS/EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS

Alcohol/Narcotics N & 2
Problems Y 31
Y-N

. Emotional Problems
CURRENTLY ON PROBATIO& OR PAROLE (1=Yesy; 2=No)

CURRENTLY‘ON BOND FROM A PREVIOUS OFFENSE
' (1=Yeg; 2=No) : :

DISPOSITION OF PRESENT CHARGE (0O=Unknown;
1=Convicted; 2=Guilty Plea or Bond Forfeit;
3=Found Not Guilty; 4=Charges Dropped or No
Bill Returned; 5=Direct Indictment)

. TYPE OF LEGAL ASSISTANCE RETAINED (l=Private;

2=LADS; 3=None; 4=Unknown)

DAYS. FROM COURT-IMPOSED RECOGNIZANCE TO FORMAL
ACCEPTANCE OF RECOGNIZANCE

DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO FIRST HEARING
ONCE RELEASED ON RECOGNIZANCE

'DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO SECOND HEARING
ONCE RELEASED ON RECOGNIZANCE -

DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO THIRD HEARING
ONCE RELEASED ON RECOGNIZANCE
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TOTAL DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO RELEASE FROM
RECOGNIZANCE CONDITIONS (Release=0I File Place-
ment, DiversipniPlacement or Reincarceration)

'NUMBER OF CONTACTS FROM PTRP PERSONNEL - TOTAL

DAYS ON FORMALLY ACCEPTED RECOGNIZANCE
RACE (1=White;, 2=Non-Wh';1:¢)
NUMBER OF PREVIOUS MISDEMEANOR CONVICTTONS:
ADULT, PROPERTY, NON-TRAFFIC
ADULT, PERSONAL, NON-TRAFFIC.V
ADULT, VICTIMLESS, NON-TRAFFIC

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS

NUMBER OF PREVIOUS FELONY CONVICTIONS:
ADULT, PROPERTY, NON-TRAFFIC

ADULT, PERSONAL, NON-TRAFFIC
ADULT, VICTIMLESS, NON-TRAFFIC

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT, FELONY CONVIbTIONS

TOTAL TIME SERVED IN ADULT IVSTITUTIONS
(In Months)

NATURE OF PRESENT CHARGE (Mogst Severe Offense)
SEVERITY OF PRESENT CHARGE (Most Severe Offense)

MULTIPLE CHARGES SEVERITY SCORE OF PRESENT
OFFENSES -

PREVIOUS FAILURE TO APPEAR FOR COURT HEARING
INCIDENT (1=Yes; 2=No) .

RE-~ ARRESTFD WHILE ON RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE
(1=Yes; 2=No) )
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NATURE OF NEW CHARGE (Most Severe Offense)

SEVERITY OF NEW CHARGE (Most Severe Offense)

RESIDE WITH ,(1=Wife/HUsband; 2=Mother; 3=PFather;
4=Both Parentis; 5=Aunt/Uncle/Grandparent;
6=Brother/Sister/In-Law; 7=Friends;
8=Children/Grandchildren; 9=Alone)

MULTIPLE CHARGES SEVERITY SCORE OF NEW OFFENSES

FAILED TO APPEAR FOR A HEARING WHILE ON
RECOGNIZANCE

Court Y3 &
FTA N1 2
PTRP FTA

SANCTION OF PRESENT CHARGE (0=Unknownj
1=Probation; 2=Total Suspended Sentence;
3=Fine/Restitution; 4=Institutionalization;
5=Direct Indictment Returned; 6=Charges
Dropped; 8=Incarceration in the City/County -

- Jail; 9=Diversion Program)
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APPENDIX B: POLICYMAKERS' VIEWS REGARDING ISSUES -
IN THE OPERATION AND EVALUATION OF
PRE-TRIAL. RELEASE AND DIVERSION
PROGRAMS ’
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RESPONSE PATTERNS OF ALL CATEGORIES OF PRE—TRIAL.RELEASE

TABLE 29

RESPONDENTS TO THE SIXTEEN COMMON "POSSIBLE GOALS" -~ “"SHOULD" SCALE#*
»
omn
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1, Making sure that individ- Rank 1 1 1 3 1 11 1
"uals granted pre-trial re- Mean 1.37 1.13 1.30 1.64 1.73 1.12 1.27 1.36
lease through the program SD 1,02 3 .57 1.06 1.76 L2 .57 Al
appear in court when N 54 23 20 28 26 32 34 163
scheduled. .

' .2. Léséening the inequal- Rank 2 2 1 .2 ) 32 2
ity in treatment of rich Mean 1.49 1.43 1.30 1.20 1.93 1.39 1.56 1.50
and poor by the criminal SD 1.10 1.36 .92 .72 1.70 .71 1.03 1.13
justice system. N 53 21 20 27 28 31 33 160
3. Minimizing the amount Rank 3 3 3. 1 7 7 3 3
of time that elapses be- Mean 1.53 1.50 1.40 1.22 2.11 2.22 1.58 1.70
tween arrest and release SD 1.25 .86 .82 .64 2.06 1.40 1.00 1.29
of defendants who are N .53 22 20 27 28 32 33 162
eligible for release.

Iy, Gathering data to be Rank 4.5 7 6 . 6 2 b 6 4

used in evaluating and Mean 1.56 2.76 1.75 2.14 1.79 1.75 1.78 1.96

improving the effective- SD w98 . 2,21 1.12 2,67 1.42 1.37 1.16 1.52

ness of one's own program. N 54 21 20 28 28 3 32 161
EE R OCD OO0 B OOoN I I SN D O DE Em B B




S R W GED N OOR R D D O S O A D 590 BNl G5 Bon o

Table 29 Qontinuedx.

L

0 | °L

£ 5 G 4 n 2538

R n =B od a8 on q g8F3

bs & H8 d4F BE S% § 8243

o i, 9 g By uE dg 8 £ogh

R a4 A od AA A% ad i OoxoA

5. Maintaining good re- Rank 4.5 13 10 13 12 11 13 12
lations with Jjudges and Mean 1.56 3.67 2.35 3.04 3.07 2.78 2.36 2.85
other court. personnel. SD 1.06 2.44 1.72 2.19 2.36 2.08 1.73 2.10
‘ N 54 21 20 28 27 31 33 160
6. Reducing the cost to Rank 6 5 L 9 L 8 8 5
the public by keeping . . Mean 1.58 2.27 1.60 2.48 1.89 '2.30 2.03 2.i1
people, out of jail (and SD . .91.-1.,45 1,09 2,19 1.34 1.51 " 1.74 1.62
‘employed where possible) N 53 22 20 27 28 ' 31 31 159
while awaiting disposi-~
tion of a case.
7. Maximizing the number Rank 7 8 10 [ 15 12 4 13
of persons at liberty be- Mean 1.65 2.86 2.25 1274 3,79 2.92 1.62. 2.93
‘tween arrest and final SD 1.30 2.21 1.42 1.66 2.17 2.03 .94 2,13
disposition of a case. N - 52 22 20 27 28 28 29 166
8. Gathefing data to be Rank 8 10 12 8 9 5 7 7

used in assessing the Mean 2.09 3.18 2.45 2.31 2.25 2,00 1.82 2.27
effectiveness of pre-trial 8D 1.50 2.04 1.64° 1.76 1.60 1.70 1.40 1.70
'release programs in com- N 51 2 20 26 28 32 34 162

gze

parison to the operation
of traditional ball systems.
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9.. Serving the court Rank 9 4 5 . 10 3 9 11 6
in a neutral fashion. Mean 2.26 1.80 1.68 2,80 1.85 '2.50 2.22 2.19
S SD 1.82 1.85 1.29 2.45 1,5 2.03 1.4%1 1.84
N 49 20 19 26 27 32 32 156
10. Minimizing the poten- Rank 10 9 7 . 12 6 6 9 8
tial danger to the commu- Mean 2,30 3.00 1.85 3,00 1.96 2.03 2.06 2.29
nity of persons released SD 1.89 2.18 1.69 2.21 1.63 2.00 2.00 1.98
prior to trial, by main- N sh 20 20 26 27 30 34 157
taining supervision in :
approprlate cases. .
11, Redu01ng over- Rank’ 11 11 9 v 11 - 14 .10 10
crowding in jails. Mean 2.54 3.48 2,20, .19 2,96 A3 2,120 2,73
N 54 23 20 26 28" 30 33 160
12, ‘Reforming the bail Rank 12 12 13 5§ 13 10 14 11
‘system by reducing the Mean 2,63 3.62 2.80 2.08 3.20 2.61 2.42 2.76
use of money bail and SD 2.20 65 2,14 2,12 2.26 2.00 1.90 2.17
minimizing the role of N 52 21 20 25 26 31 33 156
bail bondsmen.
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13. Acting as an advocate Rank 13 16 16 11 14 16 15 15
for defendants regarding Mean 2.65 5.00 3.95 2.89 3.64 3.52 2.53 3.46
pre-trial release when, © 8D 1.92 2.68 2.30 2.37 2.51 2.35 1.60 2.37
eligibility requirements N 51 18 20 26 8 31 32 155
are met. ‘
14, Helping to ensure that Rank 14 6 8 - 14 8 2 5 9
~ individuals who might be - Mean. 2.66 2.38 2.00 4,61 2,14 1,25 . 1.77. 2.30
dangerous ‘to the community SD 2.11 2.11 1.97 2.35 2.07. 1.08 1.82 2.16
are not granted pre-trial N~ 53 21 20 26 28 32 34 161
release.
15, Maintaining good . Rank 15 14 14 16 10 13 12 14
relations with police Mean 2.72 A4.54 2.95 4.75 2.85 2.03 2.33 3.35
officials. SD 1.587 2.52 1.73 2.05 2.23 2.01 1.83 2.23
N 54 22 20 28 27 31 33 161
16. Providing information Rank 16 - 15 - 15 15 16 15 16 16
to the court or to proba- Mean 2.78 4.91 3.50 4.64 4.78. 3.47 3.19 4.04

tion officials for use in SDh 2,09 2.50 2.50 2.65 2.3% 2.49 2.25 2.33
sentencing determinations. N 50 22 22 28 27 27 32 161
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Stover, Robert V. and John A. Martin. "Results of a Questionnaire Survey
Regarding Pre-Trial Release and Divergion Programs," in National Center for
State Courts. Policymakers' Views Regarding Issues in the Operation and
Evaluation of Pre-Trial Release and Diversion Programs: Findings From a

Questionnaire Survey. Denver, Colorado, April, 1975, p. 25.
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APPENDIX C: INFORMATION FILES COMPLETED FOR
' - ACCUSED OFFENDERS RELEASED BY
THE COURT TO THE JURISDICTION
OF THE FRANKLIN COUNTY PRE-TRIAL
RELEASE PROGRAM ’
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Service Branch

FRANKLIN COUNTY MUNICIPAL COURT

location BAIL BOND
Suif

Nama

(8r3t) {middle) (12s1)

- AKA

Address

How Long Phone

With

Rent Marigage Own___ Other
Resident of County Fer
Resident of Stata For

Birthplace

Previous Addreas:

230

INVESTIGATION s Date
Interview #
Caso_ Charge.

Attorney Phone
D.0.B. Age
Social Security No,

M F Height Welitht __

No.) {Street)

(City & Stats) . (How long)

Single Married Divorzed _ ~ Separated_ _ Widowed How Long
Children Ages Location g Suppert

Grade completsd Scheol

Read Write College/Other,

City

Employer

Length

Address

From Tae

Job Descripton

Supervigor Phone

Member of union?

Local

Previous Employment:

(Employer) {(Addreas)

(Phoné) (Length~To-From) |

Wellare Type

N
‘Student - Where

’

Length Discharge

e i i

o




’

i . Under doctor’s care? Doctor Phone Special Medication

Problems (past or present) with: Alcohol Niarcoties_ - Emational Problems

)

. % * Explain’
- H&:pitalized Where : . Length
" . Resson A
S Have you contacted inyone since you have been a.n'ested?. Whom?
Arrested by ' p.o.
7 Previous arrests:
il
(Charge) (Yeor) (Disposition)
Pending charges: ) < Currently on bond?_
Probadgon or Parole Cfty/Coumy/Sute P.O. ‘ Phoune
Holder _ __ _ Other detainers : P.0O. contacted
%‘ 1.D. Neo. _F.B.I. Sheet Other warrants
s RECORD .
Year Charze . Disvosition . BEROT

b
:‘aﬂss
B}

-
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Referances:

Wame), T R ddr ese) ~TPhone) TRelationabip)

.

Do you have any information not covered in the above questions which would aid the court
in seuing 2 bond?

* Additional information resulting from verification:

Residency

Employment

Qther

Additional ecmments of interviewer:

¥

SRR

i

vy
B4
S5

B
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Comments snd reccmmendation of bond investigator:

SR

o

Comments of C.2.D.:

Inter-oifice Communicadon:

R

Dates Bond Recommendaticns:

P.T.R.P.:

C.P.D.:

JUDGE :

Ty
RS
SR,

sg!f

Zo X5
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NAME ¢
Call Days: AKA:
D.O.,B.: address:
Judce :
. Phone
Abtyv.:
Zoglevtent
Atty., Phenes
i £Ex=. Fhgne
Pile Location: '
Qtiezr Condisicons
Datei hatni g pERL-T co. yoate) i) Dass! co.
¢ |l { | L
' c. | e 3 c. | e
3. ) is. E B. | 8.
) R { )
! 1
f {
] 1
| -
]
|, a
b i
/ J i ]
Date - MTNL Cate: 0. 2aze . N4 Jate| CO.

c. lc.

B.

B. |s.

l 1
i .
|
i | ]
{
1
i
Other Chaxges:
T 12-74 - -
ey

{

2
d

-

Rl

fiss Aud

2

1
4
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Office Copy

CONDITIONS OF RELEASE ON REPORTING BOND
DEFENDANT'S NAME o DATE
You have baen released by Judge . on a:
REPORTING RECOGNIZANGE SOND .
. REPORTING SURETY HOND .

) REPORTING APPEARANCIZ BOND

>

The "reportzg” aspect of tis bond means that vou are REQUIRID w0 fepert o this

office, in person or by telepncne, 481-8747, THDIEZ <mes sach weex, Tou will be ex-
pected W report 0 on liondays, Wednesdays ind Fridays between
the heurs of . if {or any reason you ave unable o make your call

1t this tme, you are requited 0 tail and report is scon as pessible,

The Pre-Trial Relrase oifice is open every weekday frem 8:90 ALM. @ 9:00 P,
and will accept calls anytinu during these Bours regacdless of your assigned tme.

CONDITIONS OF RELEWSE: )

1. An iddress and telephone aumber where you can Se reached is
required., Aoy change in place of residence or tilephone
number must be recomaed w this aifics immediatale,

2. " Any change in employment status must ba reported to this
office im~ediacelv, ) .

$. You ere nmot ulowed o leave Franklin County unless you
have permission ‘[rom this offige before you go. .

" £, Other conditons placed on defendent:

You must seport § txmes per week. .
You must reside with : s .
You rmust aot have any conael Wity Prosecunag wimess.

1 undevstand thas if [ f2il © spgene for way coust heavings, the judge will {ssue
& warrant for my arTest and that I may also be charged with {atlure to appear which
is an 2ddivenal feizzme eharre, [ uzdersiand the condidens that e Framklin Csuaty
Hunieipal Court 233 flazen uzon =y rolease and agree w0 comply with them, [ also
undersmnd v i any of these condicons are wnclaiad, mv Scnd mav de reveked and

a Wasrant igsusd {22 mv awress,

DEFENDANT'S SIGNATURE
WITNESS : ~ DATE

PRE-TRIAL RILTASE PRCGRAM
20 South Front Street
£81-5747

i
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APPENDIX D:

A SUNMMARY OF THE TWENTY-SEVEN
PRE-TRIAL RELEASE PROGRAM
EVALUATIONS EXAMINED IN THIS
STUDY
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TABLE 30 © .
A SUMMARY OF TWENTY-SEVEN ASSESSMENT STUDIES
OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE

STUD - T TNDI GATOR , ‘
# & B G ) B 7 G | ® T S P
1 |29.7%17.2% - 2.67 123 4% (17 4% |25, 4% 13%
2 ’ 1,531
B 8.0% T 40| 67-
10%

I 2.3% 10.00| N $ 9.63
5 - |58.0% ' , S ka2
6 59.?%.33,8% 58.0%| 2.8%41 .- | 2.2%4128.5%|% 6.00
7 . "' T eal -
8 119.8%| 8.3%|49.0%(u2.1%| - |51.84| 9.2% 3.0%| . 1 % t.02

9 52.0%| 7.9% | 8.8%| 1.3%|6.8% . $1o.oo |
10 157,04 |68.0% 62.5%| 6.0% 1.8% $ 9.00
11 | 31:3%|19.1% 61.0%| .15 5.6% 6.4%|5.1% |
12 - 123.0% ‘ | 2.0% | |
13 |25.0%(37.1%(65.0%|46.0% _ b | 9.4% 119.3%
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Table 30 Continued:

STUDY

, | INDICATOR -
_# A B ¢ D E F G 0 J 1 J K
L "128.0%|15.4% 1.6% | 3.0%
15 | 3.3% [2.894 |
16 65.1% 31.4%V‘ | 48.0%| .75% 2.3%T
17 2. 7% 13.00| 75m| 2. 3
18 - 7.2% 43.0%11.0% 7%
19 5.0% 22.0%1.0% 7. 4%
© 20 L,1% 18.0%|1.5% 8.3%
a | b, 65 1,08 2. 5% 3.1%
.22 2.9% 15.0%|1.25% 19.0%
23 . 4.0% b5,0%| .2% | 2.9% |
. 2k | 6.0% ' 6.0%° | 6.0%°
25 23.0% 9.0%% | 9.0%
26 Wl ,3%130.0%|7.8% |
27 | 28.0%121.0%{10.0% 6.4% | 8.2% | 2.8% | 3.0%
f
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1includes recognizance release, surety‘bonds, appearance
bonds and unknown pre-trial release. -
%no significant difference between bail and recognizance
release found.
3adausi‘:ed FTA rate of 4.1% when accounting for those who
voluntarily re-appeared, contacted by recognizance
release personnel. _ ’

from 1972-1973 the booking to release time drooped from
3 03 days to 3 7 hours.

INDICATOR MEASURED LEGEND

A. Percent of the total accused offender population who
were interviewed for recognizanoe release.

B. Tercent of the total accused offender populaolon who
received a recognizance release.

C. DPercent of the accused. offender population interviewed
who were recommended for a recognizance release.

D. Percent of the accused offender populafion interviewed
who received a recognizance celease.,

E. Time: Booking to recognizance release (in days).

F. Time: Booking to'preliminéfy hearing (in days).

G. Percent of the accused ovfgndets granted a zecognlzance
release who were re-arrested while on recognizance.

H. Percent of the money balled accused offenders who wesre
re-~arrested while released.

I. Percent of the accused of;enders granted a recognizance
release who failed to appear $or an appointed court
hearing. .

J. Percent of the moriey bailed accused offenders who fail-
ed to appear for an appointed.court hearing.

K. 7Percent of the accused offenders recommended for and

placed on a recognizance release who falled to appear
for an app01nted court hearlng. :
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Percent of the accused offenders not recommended for
recognizance release who were placed on recognizance

by the court who failed to appear for an appointed
court'hearing.

Direct pre-trial detention cost per day.

STUDY NUMBER LEGEND

Alameda Regional Criminal Justlce Planning Board, An
Evaluation of the Comprehensive Pre-Trial Services

. Delivery System in Alameda County. Oakland,
California: 1976.

Angel, Arthur R. et al. "Preventive Detention: An
Empirical Analysis." Harvard Civil Rights-Civil
Libertieds Law Review. Boston, Magsachusetts Fra-
Trial Release Program. Vol. 6, March 1971.

Bell, Marshall et al. PFinal Report: Franklin County
QColumbus, Ohio) Pre-Trial Release pProsram.
Unpublished manuscript, 1974.

Bogomolny, Robert L. and William Gaus. "Evaluation
of the Dallas Pre-Trial Release Project." .South-~
western Law Journal Vol. 26, 1972.

Inastitute for the Study of Crime and Delinquency.
Model Communlty Correational Program: Summary
Report. Sacramento, California: 1969.

Kegsler, John W. First Annum Report of the Miami
Valley Council of Goverhment's Pre-Trizal Release
Project. Dayton, Ohio: 1972,

Locke, J. W. et al., 'Compilation and Use of Criminal
Court Data in Relation to Jrée-Trial Release of
Defendants: A Pilot Study.: Natlional Bureau of
Standards. Technical Note 535. Washington, D.C.: .
U.S. Department of Commerce, 1970.

Molleaur, Richard R. Bail Reform in ﬂhe»Natéons R

Capital. Washington, D. C.. Georgetown University
Law Center, 1966, C W S
National Institute of Law En_orcement and - Cﬂlmlnal |
Justice. Community -Based Corrections in /Des Moines
Washington, D.C.: U. S Department of Justice, 1976.
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10.

11.

12,
13.

14,

‘}6.
17,
18.
19.
20,

21.
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National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice. Handbook of Community Corrections in Des
Moines. Washington, D.C.: FPifth Judicial District

Department of Court Serv1ces, U.sS. Department of
Justice, 1973.

Obert, Ronald. Pre-Trial Release Proeram in an Urban
Area: Final Report, Santa Clara Pre-Trial Release
Program. San Jose, Callifornia: Santa Clara Release
Program, 1973. : )

O'Rourke, Thomas P. and Richard G. Salem. "A Compar-
ative Analysis of Pre-Trial Release Procedures.”
Crime and Delinguency: Vol. 4, 1968.

Schaffer, L. Andrew. Ball and Parole Jumping in

Manhattan in 1967. New York: Vera Institute of
Justice; 1970.

Sturz, Herbert, et al. "The Manhattan Bail Project:
An Interim Report on the Use of Pre-Trial Parole."
New York University Law Revirw, Vol. 38, 1963.

University of North Carolina InStitute of Government.
Pre-Trial Release in Fifteen North Carclina Counties.
Raleigh, North Carolina: 1966,

Washington, D.C.,'study.quoted‘in'Wice, Paul B.

- Freedom for.Sale. Lexington, Mass.: ILexington
Books, 1974, ‘ " ’

San Francisco Recognizance Release study quoted in
Wice, Paul B. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1974,

Baltimofe Recognizance Release study quoted:'in Wice,
Paul B.. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1974,

‘Los Angeles Recognizance study quoted in Wice, Paul

B. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington
Books, 1974. - . , .

Atlanta Recognigzance Release study quoted in Wice,
Paul B. JFreedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1974. ‘

St. Louls Recognizance Release study quoted in Wice,
Paul B. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1974. .
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22, Chicago Recognizance Release study quoted in Wice,
Paul B. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.:
Lexington Books, 1974.,.

23. Indianapolis Recognizance Release study quoted in
Wici, Paul B, Freedom for Sale, Lexington Books,
1974, . '

. National Studies

24, Thomas, Wayne. A Decade of Bail Reform. Davig,
California: Center on the Administration of
Criminal Justice. Unpublished manuscript, 1974,
1962 Figures. -

25. Thomas, Wayne. A Decade of Bail Reform. Davis,
California: Center on the Administration of
Criminal Justice. TUnpublished manuscript, 1974,
1971 Figures. ' .

26, U.S. 0ffice of Economic Opportunity. Pre-Trial

Release Program: Working Papers. Washington,
Do Cn: 19?:3- )

-27. Wice, Paui B. Bail and Its Reform: A National

Survey: Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Justice, 1972.- B




APPENDIX E: . A COST/BENEFIT MODEL FOR THE
CLASSIFICATION .AND SPECIFICATION
OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATTON
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TABLE 31
A COST/BENEFIT MODEL FOR CLASSIFICATION _
. AND SPECIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION%*
I. Governmental Point of View: - those costs and benefits which affect the flow
' of funds of lecal, State, and Federal Governments.
A. Costs ' : : B. Benefits
1. Primary - those present and 1. Primary - those present and
expected future fiscal budget * expected future fiscal budget
dollar outlays directly cost reductions directly
attributable to a given attributable to a given
criminal Jjustice program. criminal justice program.
‘2. Secondary - those measurable 2. Secondary - those measurable
~and expected future direct or and expected future economic
opportunity costs not appear- gains, other than cost reduc-
ing in reported. fiscal budgets tions, directly attributable
but directly attributable to.- to a glven crlmlnal Justice
a given crlmlnal justice program.
program, 3. Teriary - those present and
3. Tertiary - those unmeasurable expected future gains directly
present and expected future attributable to a given
costs directly attributable criminal Jjustice program. .
to a given criminal justice’ ' ‘
program.
ITI. Societal Point of View - those costs and benefits which affect national

income or accumulated wealth

A

1.

of society.

Costs . B.

Primary - those present and 1.
expected future fiscal budget

Benefits

Primary - those present and
expected future fiscal budget

o s R s e
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Table 31 Continued:

IIT.

;%

dollar outlays which repre-

sent a diversion of national
income (wealth or services).
2. Secondary - those measurable

present and expected future
direct or opportunity costs
not appearing in reported
fiscal budgets.

3. Tertiary -
present and expected future
‘costs dlrectly attributable
to a given criminal -justice
program.

those unmeasurable

dollar gains of national
income (wealth or services).

2. Secondary - those measurable
present and expected future
economic gains, other than
cost reductions, directly
attributable to a given

~ criminal justice program.

3. Tertiary - those unmeasurable
gains directly attributable
to a given criminal justice
program.

Ihdividual Point of View - those costs and benefits which affect the
personal income or +the accumulated wealth of the convicted criminal or

his or her family.

. A.. Costs

1. . Primary - those present and
expected future personal or
family expenditures that
are increased by participa~ -
tion in a given crlmlnal
justice program.

2. Secondary - those measurable
" present and expected future
opportunity costs to the
convicted criminal or his or

her family,

:
‘t
35
f

| ”@%ﬁ i &%ﬂ ﬁﬁa Eﬁ@ ﬂll = ﬁmﬁ lll EEE i

B. Benefits

1. Primary - those présent and

expected future personal or
family expenditure reductions .
. directly attributable to a
. glven criminal Justlce
program.

2. Secondary - those measurable
present and expected future
economic gains to the con-
victed criminal or his or
her family, other than cost
reductionsg, dlrectly attri-
butable to a given criminal
Jjustice program. o
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Table 31 Continued:

T R N B8 R oF S8 o

3. Tertiary - those unmeasurable

3. Tertiary - those unmeasurable
present and expected future galns to the convicted crim-
costs to the convicted crim- inal or his or her. family -
inal or his or her family directly attributable to a

~directly attributable to a given criminal justice
given criminal justice program.
program, .

¥Source: © Carl W. Nelson. "Cost-Benefit Analysis.and Alternatives to

Incarceration,"” Federal Probation, 39 (December, 1975), p. 47.
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APPENDIX F:

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL SAMPLE
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TABLE 32 2h9
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
CATEGORY N ~ PERCENT
LENGTH OF RESIDENCE
AT CURRENT ADDRESS:
0~ 1 MONTH 85 16.6%
2-12 MONTHS 201 39,3
13-24 MONTHS Sk 10.5
25-96 MONTHS 83 16.2
97+ MONTHS 4 14.5
MISSING DATA 15 2.9
TOTAL 512 100 %
X=29.,048
. RESTDENT OF FRANKLIN COUNTY:

' YES 507 1 99.0%
NO 3 .6
MISSING DATA 2 o

TOTAL 512 100 %

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN COUNTY:

0- 12 MONTHS Lo 7.8%
13- 24 MONTHS 16 3.2
25- 48 MONTHS .23 L,s
49~ 96 MONTHS 53 10.4
97-180 MONTHS 53 10.4

181+ MONTHS 3235 63.3
MISSING DATA T2 B

TOTAL 512 100 %
X=204.,427

RACE:

‘ WHITE 317 61.9%
NON-WHITE 195 38.1
TOTAL 512 100 %
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Table 32 Continued: '

CATEGORY ‘ N PERCENT
AGE: _ :
" 18-19 - | 147 28.7%
20-21 : ‘ 4 105 . 20.5
22-30 158 30.9
31-40 | . SH. 10.5
41-50 © 32, 6.3 , 4
" 51-60 11 2.1 .
60+ . 5 1.0
TOTAL 512 100 % .
X=25.861 : ' g?
SEX ’ -
MALE | 413 80.7% ‘
. ' FEMALE 99 19.3 |
TOTAL - 512 100 % - E§7

MARITAT, STATUS:

SINGLE ' . 286 55.9%
MARRTED ' 127 2%, 8
DIVORCED | “v2 14.1
SEPARATED ) 22 43
WIDOWED . 3 - .6
MISSING DATA | 2 L
TOTAL 512 100 %
EDUCATION: |
0- 8 YEARS - b1 8.0% EE
9-11 YEARS . 249 48.6
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 150 29.3 ,
13-15 YEARS 50 11.8 g
COLLEGE DEGREE+ - 10 1.9
MISSING DATA . .2 A :
TOTAL 512 100 %
» X=10.990
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Table 32 Continued:
CATEGORY N PERCENT
RESTDE WITH:
FAMILY 353 68.9%
FRTENDS 93 18.2,
ALONE 56 10.9
UNKNOWN 10 2.0
" TOTAL 512 100 %
VETERAN OF THE ARMED SERVICES:
: Y®S - HONORABLE DISCHARGE 90 17.6%
YES - OTHER THAN HONORABLE
DISCHARGE ' Ly - 8.4
NOT A VETERAN 377 73.6
MISSING DATA 2 ‘
POTAL 512 100 %
AT.COHOL, NARCOTICS AND/OR
EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS:
ALCOHOL, NARCOTICS PROBLEMS, ,
- NO EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 60 11.7%
NO ALCOHOL NOR NARCOTICS NOR
EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 392 76.6
ALCOHOL, NARCOTICS AND
EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 18 3.5
NO ALCOHOL NOR NARCOTICS .
"PROBLEMS, EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 40 7.8
MISSING DATA ' 2 .
TOTAL 512 100 %
. CURRENTLY EMPLOYED/STUDENT:
- EMPLOYED/STUDENT . - 23 4. 5%
EMPLOYED/NOT A STUDENT 240, L6 .9
NOT EMPLOYED/STUDENT . 24 4.6
. NOT EMPLOYED/NOT A STUDENT 224 . 43.8
‘MISSING DATA 1 2
TOTAL 512 100 %
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Table 32 Continued:
CATEGORY N PERCENT
CURRENTLY A UNTON MEMBER:
YES 43 8.4%
NO. 467 91.2
MISSING DATA 2 b
TOTAL 512 100 %
CURRENTLY ON WELFARE:

’ YES 121 23.6%
NO 389 76.0
MISSING DATA 2 b

TOTAL 512 100
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APPENDIX G: CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY OF
THE EXPERIMENTAL SAMPLE
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TABLE 33 254
. CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY DATA
CATEGORY N PERCENT
CURRENTLY ON PROBATION OR PAROLE: .
YES 35 6.8%
NO | : L7s 92.8
MISSING DATA 2 A
TOTAL: 512 100 %
CURRENTLY ON BOND:
YES 89 17.4%
NO L2l - 82.2
MISSING DATA 2 A
TOTAL . 512 100 %
LEGAL AID RETAINED: 4
PRIVATE 188 36.7%
PUBLIC DEFENDER 308 60.2
UNKNOWN 16 3.1
TOTAL 512 100 %
'PRIOR MISDEMEANOR
CONVICTIONS - PROPERTY: |
0 ' 438 85.5%
1 54 10.5
2 14 2.7
3 OR MORE . 6 1.3
- TOTAL 512 100 %
X=.197
PREVIOUS FTA INCIDENT:
YES ' 126 24, 6%
NO 386 75.4
TOTAL 512 . 100 %

53

B2




T R R S &3

| _ . 255
Table 33 Continued:
CATEGORY Lo N PERCENT
PRIOR MISDEMEANOR
CONVICTIONS ~ PERSONAL: :
0 - Lo 4ho . 85.9% °
1 . o L 9.2
2 | . 15 2.9
3 OR MORE . 10 2.0
' ‘ TOTAT 512 100 %
X=.221
PRIOR MISDEMEANOR
. CONVICTIONS - VICTIMLESS: . ,
0 : o .. hos 79,1%
1 * 59 11.1
2 21 L,1°
3 OR MORE : 29 5.7
. TOTAL . 512 100 %
-i=‘-14'82l
PRIOR MISDEMEANOR
CONVICTTONS - TOTAL:
0 330 64..5%
1 86 16.8
2 N 36 ) 7.0
b _ 10 2,0
5 OR MORE 26 5,0
TOTAL 512 100 %

- X=1.018
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Table 33 Continued:
CATEGORY N PERCENT
PRIOR FELONY
CONVICTIONS ~ PROPERTY:
0 169 91 .6%
1 31 6.1
2 8 1.6
3 OR MORE L .7
TOTAL 512 100 %
-}_{.= n125
PRIOR FELONY
CONVICTIONS - PERSONAL:
0 | 495 96 . 37
1 13 2.5
2 [ 1.0
3 OR MORE 1 .2
TOTAL 512 100 %
X=.051
PRTIOR FELONY .
CONVICTIONS - VICTIMLESS:
0 ' Lo7 97.1%
1 13 2.5
2 1 .2
3 OR MORE 1 \ 2
' TOTAL 512 100 %
=.037
PRTOR FELONY
CONVICTIONS - TOTAL: .
0 459 89 .6%
1 27 5.3
. 15 2.9
6 1.2
3 o 1 2
L 2
5 OR MORE _ A —8
: TOTAL ~ X=.201 512 100 %
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Table 33 Continued: ‘ ~ ‘
CATEGORY o N ~ PERCENT
‘ MONTHS INCARCERATED
| TN ADULT INSTITUTIONS: . :
0] MONTHS ' .o Lsg - 89.6%
1-6 MONTHS : . 30 . 5.9
@ 6+ MONTHS L 23 L.s
TOTAT, . 512" 100 %
X=1.834
SEVERITY OF PRESENT CHARGE: ,
' MINOR MISDEMEANOR 21 L, 3%
MISDEMEANOR 4TH DEGREE 12 2.3
- MISDEMEANOR 3RD DEGREE 11 2.1
Eﬁ MISDEMEANOR 2ND DEGREE 6 1.2
' MISDEMEANOR 1ST DEGREE A 56 10.9
: FELONY 4TH DEGREE ' 304 59 4
g FELONY 3RD DEGREE ' . BEY 6.8
: FELONY 2ND DEGREE 33 6.4
_ FELONY 1ST DEGREE 34 6.6
' - TOTAL 512 100 %
‘ R=5.898 -
| .
MULTIPLE PRESANT CHARGE SEVERITY:
g 0 NO ADDITIONAL CHARGES | 294 57 4%
-1 POINT o ‘ 30 5.9
X 2 POINTS . L3 8.4
3 PoINIS 12 2.3
: POINTS S 11 2.1
5 POINTS 26 5.2
% 6 POINTS . 39 7.6
7  POINTS 4 7 1.4
8 POINTS 11 2.1
9 OR MORE POINTS | 39 7.6
T0TAL ¢ _ stz . 100 %
X=2.418

Yy .

 Em EE s



APPENDIX H:

CASE MANAGEMENT AND OUTCOME
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL SAMPIE
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. TABLE 3k 259
CASE MANAGEMENT AND OUTCOME :
Category : N Percent
Time lag from court imposed '
recognizance to formal acceptance:
Tess Than 1 Day o 373 72.8%
.1 Day _— 61 11.9
2 Days ' . ¢ 8 1 0 6
3 Days 21 .1
4 Days 17 3.3
5 Days 2 A4
6 Days L .8
7 Days 3 .6
8 Days 2 Ny
9 Days : 21 L.1 o
Total . 512 100.0% N
x=,94.
Time lag from formal acceptance
to first court hearing: _ .
Legs Than 1 Day o 13 2.5
1 day . 29 5.7
2 Days . e 5 1.0
3-7 Days r : 155 30.3
- 8-14 pays 166 32.4 \
15-28 Days ' 38 7.4
29 or more Days 90 17.6
Missing Data a 16 3.1
' 512 100.0%
x=16.643
Failure on Recognizance
Appeared at all hearings ' L25 83%
Failed to appear at one , ‘ )
or more court hearings : 87 17
Total ‘ 512 100%

7




Table 34 Continued: ‘ ‘ 260

Time lag from formal acceptance
t0 second court hearing:

0-7 Days 7 1.4%
8-14 Days . 73 14,2
15-28 Days 88 17.1
29-56 Days 76 14.8
57-84 Days ; 114 22 .4
Missing data or no second hearing 154 30.1
Total ' 512 100.0%
' T X=h5.,173
- 'Time lag from formal acceptance
to. third court hearing:
.0-28 Days : 32 6.3
29-48 Days | L2 8.2
49-98 Days 81 - 15.8
99-140 Days , o 54 10.5
141 + Days 35 6.9
Missing data or no third hearing 268 . 52.3
‘Total 512 100.0%
X=84.430
Total time on rgcognizance:
' 0-7 Days : o 20 3.9
8-14 Days : S 83 16.2 -
15-28 Days _ 43 8.4
29-56 Days 86 16.7
57-100 Days r : 87 17.0
101-200 Days 12k 2.3
201 or more Days .. - . ' 67 13.1
Missing Data : y/ L
Total 512 100.0%
X=92.324 '
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Table 34 Continued: . ' . 261

Contacts from PTRP staff
% total time on recognizance:

¥
ig

.
B D e

No contacts - 5 1.0%4
g- .001-~.100 11 2.1
f .101~.200 : 95 18.5
.201-.300 : 200 39.0
!301-'400 . R . 130 . 2503
3 A401-.500 ‘ L8 9.3
, . 501+ ‘ Co 7 1.7
g‘ Missing Data - 16 3.1
) Total . 512 100.0%
' X=1.939
Disposition of present charge: .
Unknown ' 52 10.2%
Convicted in trial 16 3.1
Plead guilty or bond forfelture . T 228 44,5
Pound not guilty in trial : 11 2.1 .
Charges dropped/nolle pros o 176 344
Indictmerit returned . _ 29 5.7
' Total 512 100.0%
E Sanction of present charge:
Unknown C 52" 10.2%
@ Probation R 58 11.3
Total suspended sentence 2 A4
‘ Fine or fiscal restitution ‘ 94 18.4
? Incarceration in adult 1nst1tutlon Ls 8.8
= Indictment returned 24 L7
Charged dropped . 161 31.4
Incarceration in county Jall : 47 9.2
Diversion _ - 29 5.7

Total 512  100.0%
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APPENDIX I:

UNWEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION
ANATLYSIS RESULTS
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To assist the reader, the variables considered in

=3

Appendix I will be referred to by their alpha numeric
symbols.as follows: '

V19 Disposition of the Present Charge

V28 Previous Misdemeanor-Property Cénvictions

BT

V33 Previous Felony-Personal Convictions

72208

V37 Severity of Present Offense
V39 Previous FTA Incident

=23

Vil Sanction of Present Charge

2D

The operationalization of these variables was detailed

o

in Chapter III.
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 TABLE 35

UNWEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSIGN EQUATION

Standard

Variables Regresgion Partial T Values Partitioned‘
Entered Coefficients Deviations Correlations ( 505) Mean Square
Constant 0.902913 0.086141 10.4818
V19 0.099449 0.009229 0.4324 10.7753 11.0691
V28 0.076505 0.026971 0.1252 . 2.8365 0.7671
vz ~0.116074 0.051262 -0.1003 2.2643 0.4888
o v37 ~0.024206 0.068890 ~0.1203 2.7227 . 0.7068
V39 -0.088527 0.034037 -0.1150 2.6009 0.6449
Vas -0.043023 0.005721 -0.3173 "7.5199 5.3911

All inclusion levels significant at p < .05 or beyoﬁd.

TOTAL REGRLSSION F = 30.1957 (Significant at the .05 level)
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TABLE 36 .

PATH ANALYSIS NETWORK

Path Network

STANDARDIZED COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES ENTERED

Decomposition V(19) V(28) V{(33) V(37) V(39) V(44)
‘Direct Path 0.4886 0.1107 ~-0.0871 -0.1052 -0.1015 ~-0.3117
- Indirect Paths -0.0956 0.0505 0.0056 -0.0711 ~0.0384 0.1577
V(19) 0.0 0.0100 -0.G178 -0.0462 -0.0204 0.1684
V(28) 0.0025 0.0 0.0069 -0.0085 -0.0195 -0.0071
~ . V(33) 0.0035 -0.0Q54 0.0 0.0013 0.0093 0.0012
vV(37) 0.0108 0.0081 0.0015 0.0 -0.0057 -0.0041
V(39) 0.0046 0.0179 0.0108 -0.0055 0.0 -0,0007

V(44) -0.1170 0.0199 0.0042 -0,0122 ~-0.0021 0.0
0.3530 0.1612 -0.0815 00.1763 0.1399 -0.1540

Sum of Paths

All inclusions significant at p « .05 or beyond.

e92
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To apply this unweighted mul%iple regfession model to
a specific data set, consider the hypothetical case of Fred.
Fred has had one prior misdemeénor~property conviction and
one prior felony—personal conviction. He is currenfly
charged. with a 3rd degrée felony and has had no prior FTA
incidents. It is determined that he plans to plead guilty

and expects to be placed on probation. This information can

be quantified, as outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying
gach of Fred's scores by the appropriate prediction coeffi—‘
cients and summing their products, a derived probability

score of .92 is'obtained, as illpsfratedﬁbelow. It can be

roughly interpreted that Fred has an FTA probability of 92%

when applying this unweighted multiple regression model.

TABLE 37

APPLICATION OF THE UNWEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL
70 THE SPECIFIC CASE OF FRED '

Obgserved Scale

Variable Score - © Qoefficient © Product
Constant ‘ - . 903 903
V19 - 5 : 099 . 396
v28 1 077 : 077
V33 1 - 116 . -.116
V37 | 7 -.024 -.168
V39 | 0 ' ©-.089 o 0
Vil | by | -.043 ' -.172
SUMED TOTAL 920

‘BEE E3
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Let us also consider the case of George.

267

George has

had no prior misdemeanor nor felony convictions and no pre-

vious FTA incident. He is currently charged with a 4th de-

gree felony, but anﬁicipates this' charge will be dropped.

This information can be quantified, as outlined in Chapter

III. By multiplying each of George's scores by the appro-

priate prediction coefficients and summing their products,

a derived probability score of .815 is dbfained, as 1il-

lustrated below. It can be roughly interpreted that George

has an FTA probability of 81.5% when applying this unweighted

‘multiple regression model.

TABLE 38

APPLICATION OF THE UNWEIGHTED MULTE@%E RECEESSTON MODEL

. TO THE SPECIFIC CASE OF GEORGE

Observed " Scale :
Variable . Score . Coefficient Product
Constant - " .903 . 903
vig 1 099 .099
V28 0 - .077 0
V33 0 -.116 0
V37 6 .02 - 1l
V39 0 4r689 0
ik 1 -.0k3 | -i043
SUMMED TOTAL . | 815
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APPENDIX J:

ANALYSIS RESULTS '
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‘Po assist the reader, the variables considered in

Appendix J will be referred to by their alpha numeric symbols

as follows:’

Vig
V28
V33
V37
V39
Vi

Disposition of the Present Charge
Previous Misdemeanor-Property Convictions
Previous Felony-Personal Convictions
Severity of Present Offense

Previous FTA Incidént

Sanction of Present Charge

The operationalization of these variables was detailed in

' Chapter III.



TABLE 39
WEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATION

Variables Regression Standard Partial T Value Partitioned

Entered ' @ ‘Coefficients Deviations Correlations ., ( 507) Mean Sqguare
Constant 740293 .070537 | 10.495
" V19 .056793 . 008668 . 2893 6.552 23.1498
v28 097645 . 024889 L1781 3.92; 8.3001
\5Y; - .028828 .005519 2342 5.224 14,7132
Vil . =,030637 004852 - ~. 2796 6.314 21.4962

All inclusion levels are significant at p <.05 or beyond.
TOTAL REGRESSION F = 20.3229 (Significant at the .05 level)

" PABLE 40
"PATH ANALYSIS NETWORK

Path Network ' STANDARDIZED COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES" ENTERED
Decomposition V19 Va8 \isVi vih

Direct Path .7355 .16873 L6111 -.3363

Indirect Path -.5319 . ‘ .0070 - . 7491 .1801 =
V19 0 . .0330 -.6546 -.0099
v28 .0075 0 .0015 .0156
v27 - 5440 .0053 . 0 JA743
Vil -, 00kLs -.0312 -.0959 0

Sum of Paths . 2036 L1754 . -.1379 ~.1562

042

All inclusions significant at p <.05 or beyond.
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To apply this weighted multiple'regréssion model to a
specific'aata set, consider the hypothetical case of Pete.
Pete has had no prior misdemeanor bgnvictiohs, but is cur-
rently charged with a 1st degree misdemeanor. He expects to
he indicted by the grand jury. This information can be quan-
tified, as outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying each of
Pete's scores by the appropriate ﬁredictipn coefficients and
summing their products, a derived probability score of .91

is obtained, as illustrated below. It can be roughly inter-

preted that Pete has an FTA probability of 91% when applying

this welghted multiple regression model.

' PABLE 41

APPLTICATION OF THE WEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL TO
THE SPECIFIC CASE OF PETE

Qbserved Scale

Variable Score " Coefficient Product
C;nstant - ) 740
Vig 3 | . 057 171
va8 0 ,098 0
V37 5 ..029 145
Vil 5 -.030 O Li1s0
.SUMMED TOTAL . | : 906

Let us consider the case of Eddy. Eddy has had one

prior misdemeanor-property conviction and is currently
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5==

charged with a 3rd degree misdemeanor. He anticipates all

83

charges to be dropped in this matter. This information can

be quantified, as outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying

23

each of Eddy's scores by the appropriate prediction coeffi-

cients and summing their products, a derived probability

s

score of .952 is obtained, as illustrated below. It can be

23

. roughly interpreted that Eddy has an FTA probability of
95.2% when applying this weighted multiple regression model.

s Rl e

TABLE 42

A?PLICATION OF THE WEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL
TO THE SPECIFIC CASE OF EDDY '

=2

&3

Obtained Scale
Variable Score Coefficient AAProduct A gg
Constant 4 - L L7ko CL a7ho i
V19 1 057 , 057 ﬁ
V28 1 .098 .098 -
V37 3 029 087 ﬁ
Vil S | -.030 -.030 i
SUMMED TOTAL | 952

T
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APPENDIX K: DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS
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To assist the reader, the variables considered in

27k

Appendix K will be referred to by their alpha numeric symbols

as follows:

vig -
V28
V33
V37

V39
Vi

Disposition of the Present Charge

Previous Misdemeanor-Property Convictions

Previous Felony-Personal Convictions
Severity of Present Offense
Previous FTA Incident

Sanction of Present Cﬂarge

' The operationalization of these variables was detailed in

Chapter III.
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TABLE 43
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS SUMMARY .

Variables F to Enter Wilks® RAQO's Change Significance
Entered or Exit Lambda Vi in V of V Change
V19 72.5950 87539 72.5948 72.5948 000
Vil 62.3385 77988 143.9464 71.3516 ©.000
V28 11.1876 76307 158, 3482 14,4018 .000
V37 7.6315 75176 168.4087 10.0605 002
© V39 5.6636 L7 3l 176.0019 7.5932 .006
V33 5.1273 .73596 182.9668 6.9649 .008

A1l conclusions significant at p .05 or beyond.
Eigenvalue = , 35876 Canoriical correlation = .514
Wilks' Lambda = .7360 Chi-square = 155.431 (with af = 6, this figure is
' . ; significant at the .05 level) .

- TABLE Ll
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS COEFFICIENTS

Variables Standardized Unstandardized
Entered Coefficients : Coefficients

vig .87306 ~ .51483

V28 , . ©.21535 . 39696

V33 -.16954 1 -.60089

V37 -, 20471 -.12530

V39 -.19758 - 45827

VLl L ~. 6065 ~.22072 N ,
Constant. - 3.7944.8 Wn
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To apply this discriminant analysis model to a specific

data set, consider the hypothetical case of Jerry. dJerry
has had two prior misdemeanor~pro§érty convictions. He is
currently charged with a first degree felony, and has been
involved in a previous FTA incident. it is determined that
he pléns to plead guilty, but‘stiil eipects to be sentenced
to an adult institution. This information can be quan-

tified, aé outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying each of

*Jerry's‘scores by the appropriate prediction coefficients

and summing their products, a derived probability score of

" .963 is obtained, as illustrated below.

TABLE 45

APPLICATION OF THE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS MODEL TO THE
SPECIFIC CASE OF JERRY

. Observed : © Scale
Variable Score Coefficient Product
Constant s .' 3.79% 3.794
vy 3 515 1,545
V28 2 + 397 79K
V33 3 -.601 : -1.803
V37 9 2,125 1,125
. Y39‘ 1 =458 ‘ - 458
Vil g o -223 178k
'SUMMED TOTAL . i . 'f'.';'é}
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Let us also consider the case of Eric. Eric has had

no prior misdemeanor convictions, but has had one prior

felony conviction and has been involved in an FTA incident.

(T

He is currently charged with a 2nd degree felony, but

anticipétes that the charge will be nolled when he enrolls

ety
Q«.v-«ﬂ'gg

in the local diversion program. This information can be

B

quantified, as outlined in Chaptér‘IIIl By multiplying each

of Eric's scores by the appropriate prediction coefficients

gEg

and summing theilr products, avderiVed probability score of

e

. 1.641 is obtained, as illustrated below,

€D

TABLE 46

APPLICATION OF THE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS MODEL TO THE
- SPECIFIC CASE OF ERIC

g

: Observed : Scale :
g Variable Score | Coefficient | Product
‘ Constant - - 3,794 - 3,794
g V19 1 V515 :  .515
7 ves .0 397 0.
V33- 1 ~-.601 - 601
g v§7 8 -.125 o -1.000
V39 1 ‘~Q458 %
Vi | 3 . -.223 - 609
SUMMED TOTAL B T it
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APPENDIX L:
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TABLE 47 .

MANAGEMENT TABLES :

279 .

wE D Em el

Derived Percent Alpha Beta
Probability Released Error Error
1.00 1100 0.18 0.00
0.99 100 0.18 0.00
0.98 100 0.18 0.00
. 0.97 100 0.18 0.00
0.96 100 0.18 0.00
0.95 100 0.18 0.00
0.94 100 0.18 0.00
0.93 100 0.18 0.00
©0.92 100 0.18 0,00
0.91 100 0.18 0.00
0.90 100 " 0.18 0.00
0.89 100 0.18 0.00"
0.88 100 0.18 . 0.00
0.87 100 0.18 0.00
0.86 loo 0.18 0.00
0.85 100 0.18 0.00
0.84 loo . 0.18 0.00
0.83 100 0.18 0.00
0.82 100 0.18 0.00
0.81 Lloo 0.18" ~ 0.00
.0.80 100 0.18 0.00
0.79 loo 0.18 0.00
0.78 99 0.18 0.00
0.77 99 "0.18 0.00
0.76 99 . 0.18 0.00
0.75 99 0.18 0.00
0.74 99 0.18 0.00
0.73 98 0.17 0.00
0.72 98 0.17 0.00
0.71 98 0.17° ~0.00
0.70 98 0.17 0.00
0.69 98 0.17 0.00
0.68 97 0.17 0.33
0.67 97 0.17 0.33
0.26 92 ‘ O.i? ggg
0. 9 0.17 0.
0. Z 0.17 0.25
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; Table 47 Continued:
R Derived - Percent Alpha Beta
Eé Probability . Released . Error Error
0.17 - 67 0.07 0.59
% 0.16 ‘ 67 0.07 0.59
0.15 : 66 0.07 0.60
a 0.14 - .62 0.06 0.62
& 0.13. 59 .0.07 0.6k
0.12 5z 0.07 0.67
o 0.11 50 0.08 0.71
i 0.10 50 0.08 0.71
- 0.09 . L9, 0.08 0.72 -
0.08 48 0.06 0.70
0.07 L6 0.07 0.72
. 0.06 ~ Lg .0.07 0.72
0.05 35 0.08 0.76
g 0.0k 32 0.09 0.77
: 0.03 21 0.14 0.80
‘ 0.02 18 0.05 0.79
[3 0.01 17 0.06 0.79
8 0.00 : ‘ 1L 0.07 0.80
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Table 48 Continuedi
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Percent

Derived Alpha Beta

Probabllity . Released . Exror Error
0.17 00 0.00 0.82
0.16 -00 0.00 0.82
0.15 - .00 0.00 0.82
0.14 1,00 0.00 0.82
0.13 + .00 0.00 0.82
0.12 00 0.00 0.82

0 11 o0 0.00 0.82
0.10 00 +0.00 0.82
0.09 00 0.00 0.82
0.08 00 0.00 0.82
0.07 ~ 00 0.00 0.82
0.06 " 00 0.00 0.82
0.05 00 0.00 0.82
0,04 00 0.00 0.82
0.03 ' 00 0.00 0.82

S 0.02 00 0.00 0.82
0.01 » ' 00 0.00 0.82
0.00 00 0.00 0 B2

]
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Table 49 Continued: '
Derived Percent Alpha Beta
Probability . . Released Error Error

0.63 .84 0.11 0. 44
0.62 .84 - 0.11 0.44
0.61 . 84 0.11. 0.44
0.60 . .84 0.11 0.44
0.59 8l 0.11 0.44
0.58 84 0.11 0.44
0.57 8L 0.11 0.44
0.36 84 0.11 0.44
0.55 .84 0.11 0.44
0.54 84 0.11 0.44
0.53 84 0.11 0.44
0.52 8L 0.11 0.44
0.51 84 0.11 0.44
0.50 84 Q.11 0.44
0.49 84 0.11 0.44
0.48 84 0.11 0.44
0.47 8l 0.11- 0.44
0.46 84 0.11 0.44
0.45 84 0.11 O.44 -
0.44 84 0.11 0.44
0.43 84 0.11 0.44
0.42 83 0.10 0.41
0.41 83 0.10" 0.41
0.40 83 0.10 0.41
. 0.39 83 0.10 0.41
0.38 .83 0.10 0.41
0.37 82 0.10 0.42
0.36 82 - 0.10 0.42
0.35 82 0.10 0.42
0.34 82 0.10 0.42
0.33 81 0.08" 0.40
0.32 81 0.08 0.40
0.31 81 0.08 0.40
0.30 81 0.08 0.40
0.29 81 0.08 0.40
0.28 81 0.08 0.40
0.27 81 0.08 0.40
0.26 81 0.08 0.40
0.25 81 0.08 0.40
0.24 81 0.08 0.40
0.23 81 . 0.08 0.40
0.22 81. 0.08 - 0.40
0.21 81 0.08 0.40
0.20 80 .0.07 0.38
0.19 72 0.08 0.55
0.18 72 . 0.08 ° 0.55
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Table 49  Continued:

Derived “Tercent Alphsa

Probabllity . Released Error

g' 0.17 71 0.08 0.
‘ 0.16 71 0.08 0.
. 0.15 71 0.08 0.
% 0.1L . .70 0.08 0.
; 0.13 .70 0.08 0.
. 0.12 70 0.08 0.

g‘ 0.11 ' 70 0.08 0.
: 0.10 o .70 0.08 0.

0.09 69 0.07 0.

: 0.08 69 0.07 0.
E 0.07 67 0.07 - 0.
- 0.06 67 .07 0.
- 0.05 67 0.07 0.
g 0.0L 67 007 0.
0.03 67 0.07. 0.

] 0.02 ‘ 67 0.07 . 0.

% 0.01 67 0.07 0.
: 0.00 67 0.07 0.
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APPENDIX M: MCA RESULTS OF THE IMPACT OF
CERTAIN OPERATIONAL VARIABLES
UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY
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IMPACT OF PROGRAM CONTACT RATE UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY

TABLE 50
MCA RESULTS:

289

Contact Frequency

Corrected Court

Per Day Failure Score
.000 - .100 2L
.101 - .200 -.01
.201 - .300 - =.03
.301 - 40O -.02
401 - .500 11
.500 or more —.Q?

IMPACT OF THE TIME LAG FROM RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE

TABLE 51
MCA RESULTS:

TO FIRST COURT HEARING UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY

‘Time Lag From Recognizance

Corrected Court

- Release to First Court Hearing Fgilure Score
0 - 1 Days .10
1 - 2 Days -.06
2 - 3 Days Sk
3 - 7 Days | -.03
.7 =14 Days - .04
14-28 Days 13
28 or more Days .08




TABLE 52 290
MCA RESULTS :

IMPACT OF THE TIME LAG FROM RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE
TO FINAL CASE DISPOSITION UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY

Time Lag from Recognizance ' Corrected Cou.t
Release to Final Case Disposition Failure Score
0 - 7 Days : A 31
8 -14  Days : S .01
- 14-28  Days o .07
29-56  Days - A ~ 02 .7
57-100 Days 10
101-200 Days ' ~.10
201 or more Days -.11
TABLE 53
MCA RESULTS:

'IMPACT OF, THE TIME LAG FROM COURT IMPOSED RECOGNIZANCE
TO FORMAL ACCEPTANCE UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY

Time Lag From Court Imposed . Corrected Court
Recognizance to Formal Acceptance . Failure Score

0 Days . - - - .00

1 Days ‘ . - .04

2 Days ‘ | : -1

3 Days : ' ' .02

L Days ' .01

5 Days - - -.09

6 Days ‘ .21

7 Days S a2

8 Days ~ : 34

9 Days . .22

Figure 4 depicts, the impact of tlhese operational wvar="
iables upon failure. ' It contains four charts which compare
the corrected failure scores with each specific value of the
operational variables. ’
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- ' FIGURE 4 IMPACT OF THE OPERATIONAL VARIABLES
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APPENDIX N: FLRST ORDER coaﬁgLATION MATRIX
' * PATLURE: GONTACT, TIME LAG DIMENSIONS
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TABLE 354 -
FIRST ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX
FAILURE: CONTACT, TIME LAG DIMENSIONS
Time Lag Time Lag
to Formal | + Time Lag to Final
Contacts Acceptance to Hearing 1 Disposition

FTA -.0620 .0699 L0512 -.L155

To examine the significance of these first order corre-

,létions, the following test may be empioyed:

o " T
This formula produces a <€ statistié for .testing the null
hypothesis that the cdrrelation is not significantly.differ-
ent from 0. When df = 510, as it dées in this pértion of the
stﬁdy,Aa t value of 1.645 or larger Eas a probability of
occurance under H§ of p = .05. Tﬁe;efore, the region of

rejection consiﬁfs of all £ £ 1.645.
(510)




APPENDIX Q: MCA RESULTS OF THE IMPACT OF
' FAILURE UPON CASE DISPOSTITION
AND SANCTION
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TABIE..55
MCA RESULTS:
.. . INMPACT OF FTA UPON CASE DISPOSITION

"'FTA Incident While ' ‘Corrected
Present Charge Pending ‘Disposition Score
Yes | 1.48
' NO * " .. -030

TABLE 56
. MCA RESULTS:

IMPACT OF FTA UPON COURT IMPOSED SANCTION .

FTA Incident While ' Corrected
Present Charge Pending Sanction Score
Yes ' . | . . "ol‘l'o
No ‘ A1

= & = -

igure 5 depic

L]

5 the impact of failure upen case
disposition and sanction. It contains one chart which com-
pares the corrected sancition &nd disposition scores for

each value of failure.
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FTIGURE 5. IMPACT OF A FAILURE INCIDENT
UPON CASE DISPOSTTION AND
SANCTION
150
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SANCTION

FIRST-ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX:
DISPOSITICON,
297
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TABLE 57

FIRST ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX
FAILURE: DISPOSITION, SANCTION

‘ Disposition Sanction
FTA Incident . : L3530 : . =, 1540

To examine the significance of these first-order corre-

lations, the following test may be employed:

£(n—2) = T \/ n-2/(Ij;§—

This fofmula‘produces a £ statistic for testing the
3.vqu11 hypothesis that the correlation is not significantly
different from 0. When df=510, as it does in this portion
of the study, a € value of 1.645‘6r larger has a probability
of occurrence under H of p=.05. Thérefore,‘the region of

o
rejection consists of all {(510) < 1.545'
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