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PRETRIAL SERVICES WARRANT STUDY

I. Ing%oduction

In June 1976, the Research Department of the Pretrial
Services Agency (PTSA) began a study of bench warrants. Bench
Warrants are those warrants issued when a defendant fails to appear
at a court hearing in criminél court. The study had two objectives.
First, PTSA wanted to determine the causes of bench warrants.
Second, PTSA wanted to propose alternative program options through

which the agency could reduce the warrant rate.

For PTSA, understanding the warrant rate is essential. To
some degree it is a measure of their success in determining who should

be released by the court after arraignment.

For the judges, the warrant rate means more than the ineffi-
cient use of time allocated to cases for defendants who don't appear.
The non-appearance is an additional violation of the law, the bail
statute, by a defendant whose first arrest is still pending. The

warrant introduces a new legal issue into a pending one.

Controlling the warrant rate is essential to both the
District Attorney and Legal Aid because both their cases are

weakened by the defendant's failure to appear.

"It is time consuming for the District Attorney to pull
together for the;heariné'all the parties to the crime, the officer,

the witness, and the complainant. When the defendant does not




appear, and a new date is set, it is unlikely that akl pérties
will appear again. The Legal Aid attorney has similar reason
for concern because his client's non-appearance has tarnished the

‘case and made it more difficult to defend.

iI. Description of Study

The primary source of information for the study was
information gathered from a questionnaire administered to the
defendants who had warrants against their names. The heart of the
questionnaire was a series of questions that attempted to determine

why the defendant failed to come to court.

Besides asking the defendant why he failed to come to court,
the interviewer gathered related information. The interviewer
gathered personal history from the PTSA ROR sheet and crimihal his~-
tory from the NYSID sheet and warrant sheet. In addition, the
researcher questioned the defendant about his awareness of the
warrant, his perceptions of the judge, his attorney and the court

proceedings, and the notifications he received about his hearing.

III. Warrant Return Population

The researchers interviewed 193 defendants in threé
‘boroughs, Brooklyn, (58) the Bronx, (23) and Manhattan(112). The
defendants were only those whoyhad warrants against their names.
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For the sake of the interviewer's convenience, only those defendants
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who returned to court were interviewed. Some defendants returned
voluntarily, either on their own or through the efforts of PTSA.
Others returned involuntarily, either because they were re-arrested
or because they were brought in the Warfant squad. Clearly, the
population sampled by theuinferviewers was representative of neither
the defendant population nor the warrant population. It might be
described as the warrant return population. Or even more accurately.
it might be described as two populations, the voluntary warrant

return population and the involuntary warrant return population.

This can be graphically illustrated as follows:

"The Warrant Return Population as a Portion of Total
Defendant Population" = ) -

' TOTAL CRIMINAL COURT
DEFENDANT POPULATION

WARRANT POPULATION

N\
e \

> LY

o T ' Voluntary Warrant Involuntary warrant
: ’ Return Population Return Popul«tion:

¢
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Whihareaﬁng findings from the study it is essential to keep in‘mind
the distinctions among the defendant population, the warrant
population and the warrant return population. Within the warrant
return populatiori, there were four categories_of return. Of the
193 defendants interviewed, thirty four (34) were PTSA Returns on
Warrant (PTSA ROW), 51 were voluntary returns, 85 were rearrests,
and 23 were warrant squad returns. No warrant squad returns were
interviewed in.Manhattan or the Bronx. No voluntary returns were

interviewed in the Bronx or Brooklyn.

This can be illustrated as follows:

Warrant Return Defendants Interviewed, by Borough

P1SA WARRANT RUSA
Row $QUAD SRew
wolund g
veavvesly rcmv}ms veoueshs
Manhattan BROOKLYN

It is possible to make some generai, descriptive statements
about the personal, employment, and criminal histories of the sample
population.
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Personal History:

1. The warrant return defendant is likely to be male (79%),
he is likely to live with his parents, a guardian, or a relative

(64%), and it is unlikely that he has a child (62%).

Employment History:

2. Half of the warrant return defendants (54%) are unemployed.
The remainder attend school (4%), work full time (28%), work part
time (12%) or are being trained for a job (27%). Slightly less

were unemployed at the time of the arrest (52%).

Conclusion: The warrant return rate is likely to be the highest

among the least stable elements of the population, the male,

unmarried, unemployed defendants without children.

Criminal History:

1. The most common offénse among the sample population were
misdemeanors (110), next most common were felonies (53) and
least common were violations (20). This characteristic

of the warrant return population is likely to be very

)
P

different from the warrant population due to the high numbgé 
of DAT offenders who neither return voluntarily nor are

brought in by the warrant squad or rearrested.

-~
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“2. For nearly 25% of the warrant veturn defendants, the arrest
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was their first. More than 80% of the defendants had three

of fewer arrests.

Conclusion: The number of warrants is likely to be highest

among those defendants with few arrests. (See Chart #1)

Frequency of arrest among warrant

return population

Previous warrants ameong warrant

return population

3. Most defendants (87%) have only one warrant. Hardly any
defendants (1%) have more than two. And most defendants
(83%) have never had an earlier warrant. kSee Chart #2)
Conclusion: Most warrant return defendants will have only
'; ' one warrant, and for most the warrant, will be their fiESEap —
5, . e S » - < w_hwxﬁ T
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Chart #4
Previous Felony Convictions

Among Warrant Return Population
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Chart #5
Previous Misdemeanor Convictlions

Among Warrant Return Population
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4. More than half (54%) of the defendants made no

appearance on the warrant charge.
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Chart #6
Previous Vieolation Convictions

Among Warrant Return Population
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court

Almost three quarters

(73%) made two or fewer appearances. (See Chart #7)

Conclusion:

Most warrant return defendants will have

limited court appearances, the greatest number of warrants

will be among those with two, one or no court appearances.

is to be paid appear to be key appearances.

The appearances at which the sentence is imposed or a fine

One fifth

{20%) of the warrant return defendants miss the "Séntenée

Imposed" appearance.

Slightly less (19%) miss prior to

that appearance or miss the "Fine" appearance (19%).

Conclusion:

The two court dates on which warrant return

rate is likely to be higheﬁt are the "Sentenced Imposed"

date and the "Fine" appearance date.

(See . Chart #8).




IV. Findings on Release Status and PTSA Notification

Besides recommending to the judge whiéh defendants should
be released, PTSA attempts to assure the defendants' return through
notification. There are é series of steps in the notification
process. The first is the card given to the defendant when he is
released at arraignment. It advises the defendant of his court date
and requests that he check in with PTSA within 24 hours. The second
step is the 24 hour check-in. If the defendant fails to check in
within 24khours, PTSA attempts to contact him by phone.. The third
step is a letter mailed to the defendant one week before his
hearing. The letter reminds him of his court date, and asks him to
check in with PTSA again. For most defendants this is their last

PTSA notification.

Any defendant, ROR or bail, who misses any subsequent hearing:-
receives a letter from PTSA informing‘him that he mi3ssed his court
hearing. It furthermore advises him that he has 14 days within which
he may return to court and avoid a warrant. The warrant study
attempted to determine the impact of the notification process on the

ROR warrant return population. The findings were the following:

1. More than half (59%) of the warrant return population
ﬁere ROR defendants. . Approximate one quarter (28%)
were DAT‘defendaqts. The remainder were defendants
released on bail (11%) or remanded {(2%). (See

Chart #9).
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Chart #7

Extent of Court Appearances

Chart #8 Chart #9
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Almost half of the warrant return population who were
released on recognizance (48%) did not remember
receiving a PTSA court date slip or card at arraignment.

(See Chart # 10)

Among those who received the card, their recollection
of who in gave then the card varied, and most (73%) did

not check in within 24 hours. =~ (See Chart #11)

Among those who did not check in iwthin 24 hours, a
large percentage (86%) of those defendants who had phones
did not remember receiving a call from PTSA. Almost

half of all defendants interviewed (44%) had phones,

Cha¥t #12)

and the phone number was seldon changed (3%). (See
4 : i .
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Chart #10 Chart #11 ‘ . chart #12
Number of ROR Defendants who Number of Defendants Recei'v.ing Number of Defendants not checking
ceceived court date slip card who check in with PTSA who received a phone call from PTSA
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5. Among the defendants interviewed who had been released
on recognizance, most (74%) did not remember recéiving
a court date notification letter. This was so even though

the defendant seldom changed his address (9%).
(See Chart #13)

6. Among those defendants interviewed who recéived a
PTSA notification letter, only 10% thought they had

recéived inaccurate information.

Y
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. Chart -#13
Portion of those ROR defendants who

received PTSA court date letter
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V. Causes of Warrants

——————— A e - —_ - e P it akesn 3 it

First, some descriptive statements may also be made about

the cause of warrants. Later, the report will show the relationship

between these causes and other factors. The most important, and

perhaps most surprising finding of the study were the following:

1. A 51gn1flcan% portlon of’ those interviewed (22%) stated
that they dld not know they were supposed to return to

court for another appearance.

2. An equally significant portion (21%) knew they weére
o supposed to return and actually came to court building,

“y, but they still missed their scheduled appearance.

Conclusion: There appears to be considerable confusion

-among defendants immediately following and just prior
to thelr court appearances. These may be key notifi-

"catlon p01nts. (See Chart #16) -- -
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Defendant's Understanding

Manyjof'the warrants are caused by ignorance on the
partlof the defendant. (50%) .- He might not know the
correcthplace or room (8%), the corrct date (20%),

L4

or the correct hour (8%). He might have been in court .
but not hévé heard his name called (6%). Héj;ay have
thought his case was disposed or have forgotten all
about it (17%). (See Chart #14 and #15)

Conclusion: These warrants are preVentable,‘ If &he

" warrant return defendants had been better informed, the

warrrantyrate'amopg this,gfpup would probably'not the;y,

been so high.
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4. The remainder of the warrants are due to unpreventable
causes. The defendant may fail to appear due to personal
. or family reasons (25%), financial reasons (15%),
employment obligations (6%) or because he was unavoid-
ably detained in the hospital, by corrections, or else-
where (13%).
Conclusion: There are a substantial number of warrants
due to reasons that the court system probably cannot
influence.
5. Many defendants seem to lack confidence in the court

system. They may feel the judge (35%) or their
attorney (35%) is not paying sufficient attention to

their case. Ofr they may have difficulty understanding

court proceedings (22%).

Conclusion: While lack of confidence in the court system

_may not be a cause of warrants, it may be a significant

¢ontributing factor.
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VI. Relationship Between Causes of Warrants and Other Factors

The most frequent cause of warrant is ignorance. It is also a
cause that can be prevented. If a defendant is better informed, he is

less likely to be ignorant 6f his court date.

On the other hand, some of the causes of warrants are unpréven—
table, like being held in the hospital. No amount of notification by
Pretrial Services can get the defendant out of the hospital for his

court date.

In order to better understand the causes of warrants, the study
tried to determine whether there existed a relationship between the
cause of the warrant and other factors, like type of charge or rélease
status. In particular the study examined the data to determine
whether there was a relationship between those warrants caused by
iagnorance and other factors. It is important to keém in mind that
these relationships are true for the warrant population. They may or
may not be true for the entire warrant popuiation or defendant pppula—

tion.

Relationship with Borough .

While there does not exist a strong correlation between the
borough from which the warrant was issued and the cause of the warrant,
ignorance appears most likely in Brooklyn and least likely in the

Bronx. (See Table I)

Relationship with Type of charge and Release Status

While there is not a strong correlation between type of charge
and cause of warrant, the violation defendants are more likely than
misdemeanor or felony defendants to have warrantQ;aue@to ignorancé.

(See Table 2) . - "
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There is a strong correlation between the defendant's release status
and the cause of warrant. The ROR defendants is least likely to

have a warrant due to ignorance and the DAT is most likely to have a

- warrant due to ignorance. (see Table 3).

Conclusion: Pretrial Services should consider some form of

limited notification for DAT violation defendants. Perhaps Pretrial
should notify DAT defendants only after they have made at least one

court appearance;

Relationship with Court Appearances

Two key court aépearances are those at which the sentence
imposed or at which a fine has to be paid. The study tried to
determine what caused thé warrant at those appearances. At the
sentenée imposed appearance, the warrant is'likely to be due to
ignorance (see Table 4) and at the fine appearance it is likely to be
due to financial reasons (see Table 5). Often defendants did not
know that they would not be penalized for coming to court unable to

pay a fine.

Conclusion: The sentence imposed appearance and the fine

payment appearance are two key court dates. Perhaps‘Pretrial
Services should consider notification on those two dates, particu-
larly encouraging the defendant to appear on his fine payment date

even though he may not be able to make a complete payment.
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Relationship with Notification

The study tried to determine whether thére existé a
relationship between the cause of the warrant and the extent to which
the defendant has been notifiéd. Presumably those defendants who
had benefited from the PTSA notification process would have wa;rants
due to some cause other than ignorance. This did not prove to be
true in all caées, (see Table 6-9). In fact, in only one instance
did the proper correlation seem to bear up. Among those defendants
who received the PTSA card at arraignment, ignorance was the least

common cause for the warrant (see Table 7).

VII. Relationships Among Type of Return, Release Status,
Appearance Date and Number of Appearances

among the sample population, there exist a strong correlation

in the following instancés:

1. DAT defendants were more likely than ROR, Bail or Correc-
tions defendants to return voluntarily. This is logical
since it is probably unlikely that DAT defendants will be

; .
rearrested or returned by the warrant squad. (Table 11)

ROR defendants are likely to be PTSA ROW. This is logical

also since thev are more accustomed to the PTSA notifi-

cation system.

2. If the defendant is a DAT warrant return, heé is likely to

0

miss the Sentence Imposed appearance. (Table 14) This
is logical since it is likely to be his first appearance,

and he will be unaccustomed to court. R AR -

¥
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3. The first and second appearances after arraignment are
likely to be the fine appearances. TFor those defendants

who missed the fine appearance, it was most commonly

the first or second after arraignment.

Conclusion: Any notification to defendants for appear-—

ances after arraignmént-should follow defendants making
fine appearances until they have paid off the.entire

fine.

4. It is almost certain that those female defendants in
Manhattan who have warrants missed the fine appearance.
(See Table 15) They are probably prostitutes who failed
to appear because they did not have sufficient money to

pay the fine.

VIII. Relationship Between Elements of the Notification Process
and Borough

The notification process is itentral to PTSA's effort to

reduce the warrant rate. The study tried to determine whether there

¢ was any relationship améng the borough and the elements of the

notification process. The first step in the notification process is
the check-in card the defendant receives at arraignment. The second
step is the phone call. And the third is the court date letter.
Among the warrant réturn population the defendants most likely to

have received the check-in card card were those in Brooklyn. The

. defendants most likely to have received a phone call were those in

~the Bronx. For this sample population, no borough seemed to do

£

better than another at getting court date letters out. Defendant

address or'phone‘chahges did not seem to be a factor in one borough

more ‘than another. ' (Tables 16-20)
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Summary of Findings and Recommendaticns

Finding #1:

It is clear from the study that ignorance by the
defendant causes a substantial number of warrants. This
ignorance takés many forms, but it is consistently present
in all three boroughs. Most often the defendant was ignorant
of the date of his court appearance, sometimes appearing a
a day or two later unaware that a warrant was now out on him.
In other cases the defendant was ignorant of the time, place
or room of his court appearance. In some cases the defendant
thought his case had been disposed, he simply forgot, or as
ih the case of several DAT offencders, he received incorrect
information. In most of these instancés the warrant may
have been prevented if the defendant had received appropriate

information..

Recommendaticn:

Reduce the extent of ignorance through the notifi-
cation system. Expand the system to include an information

booth in the main floor of each criminal court and a

phoneé number listed under INFORMATION in the criminal

court section of the phone directory. There are a number

of reasons PTSA should consider this expansion of service.

Defendants or their friends or rélatives should be able to

more easily find out arraignment or court dates and the 'f

parts of the court in which they are held.

88




Finding

This system should prove to
help reduce the warrant rate. It will be a highly visible
service. It should reduce the information burden carried
by other organizations in the court less equipped to handle
it. And PTSA can expand to enéompass this service at little

increased cost.

#2:

Besides ignorance, there were other reasons for
warrants. The defendant may fail to appeaf due to pefsonal
reasons, employment obligations, financial reasons, or
because he was unavoidably detained elsewhere. In contrast
to ignorance, most of these are unavoidable, unpreventable
reasons. For example, if a defendant is hospitalized in
Bellevue or incarcerated on Riker's Island, he is not

likely to be able to make his court appearance.

#3:

Finding

The warrant rate was higher among defendants with
limited court appearances, defendants scheduled to make

a fine appearance, defendants for whom the arrest is their

~only arrest, and defendants with socio-weak characteristics

(malé, unmarried, unemployed, with no children).

Recommendation:

Defendants should be notified of every appearance
through sentencing and payment of fine. -If the notification

system is targeted at certain groups, consider the above

-




Finding

20.

characteristics. For example, if a defendant is not coming
in at a fine appearance due to lack of money, he should
be advised to appear, pay a portion of the fine or none at

all, set a new date and avoid a warrant.

$4:

Finding

Many defendants seem to lack confidence‘in the
court sysfem. They may feél that the judge or attorney is
not paying sufficient attention to their case, or' they may
experience difficulty in understanding’ court proceedings.

The latter appeared to be true particularly in Manhattan.

Recommendation:

Consider a more active role by the court represehta—
tives, or trust the representatives in the information booth
to clear up misunderstandings. Ideally a PTSA representa-
tive would see the defendant immediately upon his release at
arraignment, discuss his appearance and clear up misunder-

standings.

#5;

Slightly more than half of the defendant population
survéyed had received a court date card at arraignment.
Approximately half of those failed to check in‘wi%h:g?SA

within 24 hours.

Recommendation:

Combine the two tasks. Have the defendédnts report




Finding

" 21,

to the information booth upon his release. There he can

check in, receive the card, and have the problems explained.

#6:

Finding

The population surveyed is not likely to have
received a PTSA court date phone call or letter, even though
half have phones, and few defendants change their addresses
or phone numbers. This is particularly true for defendants
arraigned in Manhattan. On the other hand, if the defendant

does receive the information from PTSA, it is seldom incorrect.

Recommendation:

Review the phone and letter notification system.

Determine why some defendants are not contacted.

$7:

The DAT defendants are most likely to have forgotten
court appearance\date. They are the most likely to have
received incorrect or misleading information. But they are

also the defendants most likely to return voluntarily.

‘Recommendation:

Consider notification of bail and DAT defendants.
In order to limit the scope perhaps PTSA should consider

notifying the DAT's only after their first court appearance.

Q
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ABSOLUTE
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT

VAR X

CAUSE

OF

"FINDING:

TABLE I

BROOKLYN  BRONX MAN Q S.I TOTAL
TGNORANCE 33 6 50 1 1 o1
36P 6P 55P 1p 1P
53p  24p 44p 100P 100P 45p
16P 3p 25P 1p 1P
PERSONAT, 16 8 25 0 0 49
REASONS 33p 16P 51p 0P op
26P 32p 22P op 0P 24p
8p 4p 12P opP oP
EMPLOYMENT 3 2 6 0 0 11
OBLIGATIONS 27P 18P 55P oP 0P
1p 8p 5P 0P oP 5p
1p 3p op op
FINANCIAT, 9 4 15 0 0 28
REASONS 32p 14pP 54p opP 0P
5p 16P 13p oP 1)) 14pP
4p 2p 7P oP )]
UNAVOIDABLY 1 5 18 0 0 24
DETATNED 4p 21p 75P op opP
- 2P 20P 16P op op 12p
1p 2P 9p op 0P
TOTAL 62 25 114 1 1 203
31p 12p - 56P 1p 1p
2 .
X" =15.715 df= 16 Sig.= .40

No strong correlation between BOROUGH and CAUSE OF WARRANTS

Among all boroughs, ignorance is most llkely in Brooklyn, least l:Lkely
in the Bronx.

In Brooklyn, the most likely cause of warrants is ignorance. In the Bronx )
and Manhattan, J.t is most likely due to the defendant being unavoidably
detalned



TABIE 2

COUNT . " VAR Q4 ° " TYPE OF CHARGE '
COLUMN P
ROW P
TOTAL P
FELONY MISDEMR VIOLATION TOTAL
- (1) IGNORANCE (207 /59 /7 137 93
| R .35 .49 .67 -
. R C .21 .63 © 15
(2) PERSONAL '. . [TIZ7 - [ 297 e 43
7~ REASON§ © - .21 .24 W10 :
R o .28 .67 .05
' (4) EMPLOYMENT - . /S5 - [E7 /[O07 11
' OBLIGATIONS . .09 - :05 .00
R .45 .55 .00
(8) FINANCIAL L 87 [ TI67 [T 7 28
REASONS .14 .13 .19° .
.29 .57 .14
(16) UNAVIODABLY [ 12 7 /10 / /17 23
DETAINED .21 .08 .05
.52 .43 .04
57 120 21 . 198
2_ 2
X“=14.392 X4= 8,846
df= (.10 Sig.=.40
S e e

Violations defendants are more likely than other defendants
to not appear due to ignorance.

Warrants on felony defendants are most likely to be caused

by their being unavoidably detained, misdemeanor defendants

are most likely to be caused by personal reason, and violation
defehdants are most likely due to ignorance.




G
i

COUNT

COLUMN P

ROW P

VAR X
CAUSE
OoF

WARRANT

VAR 58

IGNORANCE.
PERSONAL
REASONS
EMPLOYMENT
OBLIGATIONS

FINANCIAL
REASONS

UNAVIODABLY

DETAINED

%%=24.2479

FINDING:

DEF .

TABLE 3

RELEASE STATUS

ROR
51

.43

.55

28
.24
.60

.05
.64

17
.15
.63

14
12
.61

117

BALL
<41
.10

.41
.19

.05
.09

14
<11

.Qa
.00
22

df=12

DAT
32
.34
10
.17
.21
.Q5
.27

.12
.26

.10
.26

58

CORR
.01
.25
.01
.00
.00

.00
.00

g
.QQ
.00

.75
.13

TOTAL

.93

47

11

27

23

201

DAT DEFENDANT IS DEFENDANT MOST LIKELY TO HAVE, WARRANT
CAUSED 'BY' IGNORANCE.

BAIL DEFENDANT IS DEFENDANT MOST LIKELY TO HAVE

WARRANT CAUSED BY PERSONAL REASONS.

ff
i

ROR not due to ignorance

* Bail likely due to personal
DAT likely due to ignorance
CORR likely due to unavoidably detained

\




TABLE 4

VAR 08 "' MISSED SCHEDULED ' §.T. ' APPEARANCES

COUNT
COLUMN P o 5
ROW P " YES ) 1_\1_9 " TOTAL
(1) IGNORANCE 24 21 45
.58 .47
.53 .46
(2) PERSONAL 7 .14 21
REASONS .17 .26
.33 .67
(4) EMPLOYMENT 1 .3 4
OBLIGATIONS .02 .06
| .25 .75
(8) FINANCIAL 5 12 17
REASONS .12 .23
‘ .29 .71
(16) UNAVIODABLY - 4 -2 6
DETAINED .Q9 .04
.67 .33
41 52 93
X2=5.8633 ag=4 Sig.=.19

FINDING: Ignorance is most likely to be cause of those
‘ who missed the Sentence Imposed appearance.



K | TABLE 5 .

COUNT
COLUMN P VARO9 MISSED SCHEDULED FINE APPEARANCE
ROW P

VAR X |
CAUSES . YES NO TOTAL
OF —
WARRANT  IGNORANCE 17 12 29
| | .41 .52
.59 , .41
PERSONAL 8 : 7 15
REASONS .19 .30
.53 .47
EMPLOYMENT 2 2 4
OBLIGATIONS .05 .09
.50 .50
FINANCIAL 12 2 14
REASONS .29 .09
.86 .14
UNAVIODABLY 2 0 2
DETAINED .05 .00
1.00 .00
41 23 64
x2=5.4393 df=4 Sig.=.18

FINDING: ON FINE APPEARANCES, THE CAUSE OF THE WARRANT
IS MORE LIKELY TO BE FINANCIAL REASONS THAN IT WOULD
BE ON OTHER APPEARANCES.



TABLE 6

COUNT
ROW P
COLUMN P S |
VAR 62 ' DEF, ' BEE ' PTSA ' WITHIN 24 HOURS
VAR X
CAUSE YES NO TOTAL
OF ' | |
WARRANT IGNORANCE 4 18 22
.18 .82
.25 .37
PERSONAL 8 13 21
REASONS .38 .62
.50 .27
EMPLOYMENT o 3 , 3
OBLIGATIONS .Q0 .100
.00 .06
' FINANCIAL 1 9 10
REASONS .10 .90
.06 .18
UNAVIODABLY 3 6 | 9
DETAINED .33 .66
.19 .12
16 49 65
X2%=5.0464 af=4 Sig.=.220
" FINDING:

THOSE DEFENDANT WHO CLAIM IGNORANCE AS THE CAUSE OF
THETR WARRANT ARE LIKELY NOT TO HAVE CHECKED IN
WITH PTSA W/I 24 HOURS.

These defendants who failed to check in are likely to
have warrants due to employment obligations, financial
reasons, oOr ignorance. ’ '




ABSOLUTE
ROW  PCT
oL PCT
70T PCT

VAR X

CAUSE

WARRANT

FINDING:

VAR 60

IGNORANCE

PERSONATL

REASCNS

EMPLOYMNET

CBLIGATIONS

FINANCIAL
REASONS

UNAVOIDABLY
DETAINED

TOTAL

X% =9.365

TABLE 7

DEFENDANT RECEIVE PTSA CARD

YES

15

44p
30p
16P

17

61p
34p
18p

60P
6P
3p

53p
16Pp
opP

64pP
14p
8P

50
54p

NO
15

44p
39p
lep

11

39p
29p
12p

18p
8P

36P
11p
4p

38
41p

" UNSURE

4
12p
80P

4P

0
op-
op
0P

20pP
20p
1r

0

op
opP
op

0

0P
oP
op

5
5P

Sig. =.33

No strong correlation between whether the DEFENDANT RECEIVED the
PTSA CARD at arraignment and the CAUSE OF WARRANT.

If the deferndant did receive teh card, the least likely cause of

warrant is ignorance.

If the cause of the warrant was iignorance, it is likely that the -
deferdant does not recall receiving the PTSA card at arraignment.

Ji

34

37p

28

30p

5p

15

16P

11

12p

93



COUNT

ROW
COL
TOoT

PCT
PCT
PCT

VAR X

CAUSE

oF

FINDING:

VAR 63
YES
IGNORANCE 5
17p
56P
6P
PERSONAL 2
REASONS 10p
22p
3p
EMPTOYMENT 1
OBLIGATTONS 20P
11p
1P
FINANCIAT, ) 0
REASONS opP
)
0P
UNAVOIDABLY 1
DETATNED 11P
11p
b
TOTAL 9
11P
X%= 4.067

No clear relationship between whether the DEFENDANT RECEIVED.A

daf

TABLE 8

No

23

7P
35P
29p

18

86P

27P
- 23p

80P
6P
5P

13

93p
20P
lep

88p
12p
10P

66
84p

DEFENDANT RECEIVE PTSA PHONE CALL

" UNSURE

2

7P
50p

3p

1

5P
25Pp

1r

0

op
opP
op

1

7P
25p

1r

0

op
op
opP

4 .
5P

Sig.

PHONECAILFROMPTSAaﬁdtheCAUSEOF']HEWARRANT

v

= .85

30

38p

21

27p

6P

14

18p

11P

79



COUNT
ROW PCT
0L PCT
TOT PCT
VAR 64
CAUSE -
IGNORANCE
OF
PERSONAL
WARRANT REASONS
EMPLOYMENT
OBLIGATIONS
FINANCIAL'
REASONS
TOTAL
FINDING:

TABLE 9

DEFENDANT RECEIVE PTSA LETTER

21p
33p
8p

32p
43p
10p

20pP
5P

13p
1op
2P

21
22p

25

74P
36P
27p

19

68P
28P
20pP

80P
6P
4p

12

80P
17p
13p

69
74P

UNSURE

6P
67pP
2P

oP
op

)

op
op
-0P

3

R

TOTAL

34

37p

28

30p

5P

15
16p

93

Among warrant return defendants, there exists no strong correlation
between whether the DEFENDANT remenbers RECIVING A PTSA LETTER and
the CAUSE OF THE WARRANT. -



. - TABLE 19

TYPE OF RETURN VAR 05

WARRANT

COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
PTSA REARREST WARRANT VOLUNTARY TOTAL
ROW SQUAD RETURN
IGNORANCE 6 9 1 9 25
24.,.0p 36.09 4.0p 36.0p 12.0p
15. 0p 10.8p 3.5p 15.5p .
PERSONAL 4 11 4 9 28
REASONS 14.2 39.2p 14.3p 32.1p 13.4p
10.0p 13.3p 14.3p 15.5p
4 ;
« .
> EMPLOYMENT 1 6 2 2 11
OBLIGATIONS 9.0p 54.0p 18.0p 18.0p 5.3p
2.5p 7.2p 7.1p 3.4p
FINANCIAL
REASONS 12 17 6 14 49
24 .,4p 34.6p 12.2p 28.5p 23,4p
30.0p 20.5p 21.4p 24.1p |
UNAVOIDABLY 17 40 15 24 96 .
5 - DETAINED 17.7p 41.6p 15.6p 25.0p 45.9p .
42.5p 48.2p 53.6p 41.3p '
2]
"
o TOTAL 40 83 28 58 209
< 19.1p 59.7p 13.4p 27.7p 100.28
0
X°= 6.870 af = 12 Sig.=.85
HYPOTHESIS: Voluntary returns are likely to be informed,
unavoidable
Involuntary returns are likely to be ignorant,
avoidable /
FINDINGS: NO Clear relationship
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TABLE 11.

CORRELATION BETWEEN RELEASE STATUS AND TYPE OF RETURN

COUNT
ROW PCT ,
coL rcr R
TOT FCT 1
VAROS a
: 1 24 .
(ich 76.5F ..
W R4.3F
¥ 14, 4F
=
54 -2 44
B Reaetgst s9.7F
ég 43, 0F
25, 4F
S 3 12
o WALAVT 52, 2F
S uAD 1t
\—. ‘ 6'6,:'
4 23
WL 48, 9F
LW 21.5F
12, 7F
COLUMN . 107
TOTAL

RAW CHT SQ

‘= 19.70184 WITH . 9 D.F.» SIG.

. "G)Aqu |

6 .
17, 6F
30.0P
L BV 3P

10

13.0F
90.0F

5.5F

-y

8.7F

10.,0F

1.1F

2
4,3F
10.,0F

1.1F

BT
59 1F -

11 QOF'

varss  D6F (R BRI, DKT ._

DKT oo TIoNs
3 4

e

LT 9F
I 0L

19
24, 7F
37,3F

10.5p

9
39.1F
17.6F

Ge0OF

21

44, 7F

41.2F

11.6F

91

28, 2F

-0
oF
OoF

oF

2
246F
66.7F

C1.1P

0

OF
OF
OF

1
2:1F
33 3F

VOF

. 3 ' T
’ ‘107P

ROW

1

o

34
18.,8F

47
26.0F

SEY:

00, OF

01




TABLE 12

CORRELATIONkBETWEEN‘ARRAIGNMENT AND TYPE OF RETURN

vaR30 Uer. ATRALENED DM

COUNT
ROW FCT - ROW
coL FCT " DAT - ARRAIENED.
TOT PCT R 2 ‘
VAROS ‘
, 1 2 32 34
# PTen 5.9F 94,1F  18.1P -
2610 4,2F 22,9F
1,1F 17.0F
- o 16 bé 82
= REARUEST 19.5r  BO.SF  43.6F
» g e
PR S
" o1F
o 3 8 15 23
W umumgn 34,8F 654 2P 12, 2F
WA  1&.7F 10.7F
A 4,3F - B.OF
) g ‘
- 4 2 27 49 ,
s oL, 44,9F 55, 1P 26, 1F
RQOW.  45,.8pP 19,3F
11.7P 14,4F
. .
C COLUMN A8 1.40 188

TOTAL 25,5F 74 .5F 100.0F

RAW CHI SQ =  19,16801 WITH 3 DF., Sig=.003

w




TABLE 13

CORRELATION BETWEEN DAT AND S.I. APPEARANCE

VAR08
BY VAR30
VAR30 DEF. ARRAIGNED OR DAT
COUNT
ROW PCT ROW
COL PCT DAT ARR
TOT PCT 1 2
VAR08
| 1 23 15 38
YES 60.5P  39.5P  44.2P
95.8P  24.2P
26.7P  17.4P
2 1 47 48
NO 2.1P  97.9P»  55.8P
4.2P  75.8P
SR 1.2P  54.7p
%iﬁ |
@+ COLUMN 24 62 86
He,  TOTAL 27.9P  72.1P  100.0P

CORRECTED CHI SQ = 33.16057,1 D.F., SIG. = - .0000
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TABLE 14

CORRELATION BETWEEN S.I. APPEARANCE AND NUMBER
OF APPEARANCES

AR MIZED QHETITED
COUNT - 5L APPERIANCE

; ROW FCT
| coL PCT VB4
TOT FCT 1
v VARO? ’
o 1. 1
‘,_‘ e ~;f_'-_'_-:_. 1000':'
4., 0F
. S2 3
. . gt ~.,;.\’i. 42 + ?F‘
gg h 50.0F
' 12.0F
R~
& 3 1
: . & . ol . 25 & OFl
L& e 16.7F
:' * ‘ 400F‘
I oW '
L 5 1
i g ,_7 Teee T SOQOF'
3 s 16.7F
. - 4,0F
5 o
| £ : .
S 7 O
; = OF .
T OF
i | OF .
? COLUMN. . &

TOTAL . 24.0F

_RAW CHI 8R = © 381422 WITH

NO

9
20.0F
47+ AF

36.0F

4
97.1F
21.1F
16,0F

3

75, OF

15,8F

12.0F

‘ 1
50.0F

C59.3F
4.0F

)

100.0F
10, 5F

‘.BQQR

19

76,0F

10 .
40, OF

28.0F

L)
25

100, 0F

NG 2%

A DFay SIG, = .4317

P ]



TBALE 15

CORRELATION AMONG BOROUGH, SEX, AND FINE APPEARANCE

VAROF IELED sHEbliLey FINE” Y e R
By vAR20 8L - . _ : S | B
CONTROLLI%&lFQR.. | S | . | B
w02 (B o . |
- vaRon B L © 3. MANHATIAN j | -
BY UAR”O B o P SRS o
- VALUE S 2, PENRLE. , C § S
Y varoz T :
B R VALUE 3. MRN“MTP(N '
O varzo TN B )
COUNT o
Row rer SEf RM- S NG TH Uev\1 ey J«WV %osa Memm
2 ' 2. FQN\ ' :
g.AI\-S; Fet | S o mes Hueie fine (l{meaum}v’\cu A
1 14 16 ‘
i 5:;; -~ N 100,0F  100.0F o N\OM\(\WM 1V{2 W\Tﬂk%.
| 3% ~ 100.0F , o , ‘
o ~ 100.0F R o o .
RNV ‘ _ ‘ R e
' RZ comn 16 - 16 S S :
2 T7otAL  100.0F  10040F

MISSING OHSERVATIONS - 135

L A P W i ey 4




 VARO2

i g+ 1

TABLE 16

P it

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND PTSA CARD

BY VYARGO }Wﬂﬂﬂ&ﬁJS‘ Manhattan Qefandants less 11kely to recelveq card

UARéO bEF Q!Z(’«EWE ﬁGA (bMZD

COUNT
ROW FCT
coL FCT .
. TOT PCT
VAROZ
' Ff'uldt;ﬂ '

mw@
%nw&z

YQS
i

- 8
30.8F

C 19,5
10.1F

8
97.1F

C19.5F

. NM\\N%M\

COL.UMN
TAOTAL

10.1P

25
64.1F
61.0F
31+4F

41

TE1.9F

RAW CHI 8Q =

- NO' ' uusmz@ :
o2 R
16 2

61 +5F 747F

48,5F - 40,0F

20,3F 2,5F
4 : 2

28, 6F 14,3F

12,1F 40, 0F

SR 2+9F
13 i

23, 3F 2, 4F

39, 4F 20, OF

14, 5F 1.3F
33 5

41 .8F 43P

9.46095 WITH 4D,

'ng '5 Fwowh ?avook\s{v\

09P

w%k&1MmMMM

14
12, 7P

39
49, 4F

79
1004 QF

For flbaws +Q806

S




TABLE 17

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND PTSA PHONE CALL

- A —
mee— —
-~ - R e ~

‘UAROQ' ¢ less llkely to recelve phone call in Manhattan
YWUTHE%&%

RY VARG3 '
R UARSS DEF \w(.m\ng eh. mma LRLL ﬂ,mm)(q MM@WM X t’am%,n
COUNT

" ROW FCT . § L  ROW ,
COL FCT Nes . oNb T pkline

- TOT FCT B T I R o Yo

VAROR . . oo o M@k«khd&t~‘bﬂ .
L 1 e R 3N S A <)) AR 1 s
SR P 1P B6&,4F . 4,85F 33.8F . e
YN pg,er  339F s0.0P
T 301F . R942F - L.EP

J

; - L S T SRR T DU ol T
C O BEONY - .30.0P.  80,0F  10,0P R |
ﬂmRbNX:. 42,9P . . 10, 7P 0.0 L

LALGR T 9.2F L 1L,5P )
o3 a3 o .33
MANRKTAN 641 2 93.9p  © op ,so.ap‘,
<L 28,6F . 55,40 0P Co T
‘ 3. LF A7.7F L 0F S T
COLUMN - 7 56 .  a. 65
TOTAL - ' 10.8F 86+ 2F 3.1F  100.0F

RAW CHI SR = 7,92451 WITH 4 D.F.y SIG. =  .0944 .

SIS
A
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TABLE 18

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND PTSA LETTER

R e e . -

MISSING OBSERVATIONS = IZfi

Rl

| - | which borough has least success getting 1etters
BY 32&22 Wﬂ@ﬂ%{&gﬁy R .to the defendants = Bronx, tran51ent pop,

Manhattan, tran81ent Pop

wmm VB !wc’mb W;A e

COUNT FCWVW&[: ald Wgﬁ&

ROW FCT ROW
COL FCT Y(,s No unstm@
TOT PCT. 2 3
VAROZ. ‘
1 é 19 1 26
AREKNN - 23,1 73,1F 3.8F 32, 9F -
31, 6F 32,8F 50 4 OF
7. &F 24,1F 1,3F
a5 e o 1a
CBRNYC o35, 7P 0 4.3 oF . 17, 7F
& 3F 15,5pF - OF .
44 3P 11.,4F OF
e F g T 30 o1 39
MENHATAN 2p, 5P 76.9F 2, 6F 49, 4F
42, 1F 51,7F 50, OF
10, 1F 38, 0F 1,3F
COLUMN T 58 2 79
TOTAL 24, 1F 73.4F 2.5F  100,0F

CRAW CHI SQ = 1.76187 WITH .= 4 D,F,, SIG, = 7795

I
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CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND DEFENDANT ADDRESS CHANGE

 VAROZ

) 06250 WITH /VAROR

s
PP

TABLE 19

BY UARAS HN?WW¥H18‘S‘ qunx ‘has; mostwggqfess chqﬁg@s
- UARéa PEF AM(:\F, AW!Z%S
COURT O f F.LNDT-AJ(:; vw{f L&LJW
ROW FCT , , RQN
coL FCT &S NO
TOT FCT 1 i
VAROZ2 "~ , y -]
s A a0 24
bRk 16.7F - B3.3RT 3BL7R
. C G6 TR BELTR
&SR [32.3F
-
2 0 8 8
BRON X OF;” 100,0F 12, 9F
' OF 14, 3F
OF 12.9F
3 2 28 30
MANRATIAN  6u7p . 93,3F  48,4F.
33.3F 50+ OF
3. 2P 45, 2F
COLUMN & 56 62
TOTAL 9.7F  90.3F . 100,0F |
RAW CHI SQ = 2.50952 WITH 2 miF.e 816, = L2851
. CRAMER’S V = 20119 I R ' -
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = ,19723 . o
LANDA (ASYMMETRIC - DEF

Al
B2



&4 qﬂ' L 2
TABLE 20

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND DEFENDANT PHONE CHANGE

5 ,04048 WITH VARSS NER.,
MISSING ORSERVATIONS = 131

VARO2 |\ uccic.  Bronx hag most. phone changes :

RY VARS7
varez MEE CHANGE PHONE  FINDING' et a/"ﬁb\h’

COUNT
ROW FCT g ROW
COL FCT VeA No }
TOT FCT 1 2

VAROR

. ‘ 1 24 .. 25

a%mwtkhl 4, 0F 96.,0F .  69.4F
100.0F  68.6F |
T2.BF . 66.7F

R T S+ RO B |
. - BRONK - 6P 100,0F 0 - 2.8F
. -‘ o S OF""v ;‘:“2.9}:‘ o T
| op | 2.8F. "
3 0 . . 10T 1o
ANUATIANT . OF . 100,0F :  27,8F
S OF T 28.6P

COLUMN - 1 35 - 36
CTOTAL 2,80 97.2F  100.0F

RAW CHI S@ = °  ,45257 WITH. . 2 DyEan SIG, = 47975

K












