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in efficiency are to be achieved, however,l“high risk" defendants
should be identified through a "profile" technique in order that
intensive communication procedures may be developed and focused:

upon this group.

RECOMMENDATIONS

DURATION OF PROJECT: _Auqust 12, 1974 To:  June 30, 1975
' DURATION OF EVALUATION: _ August 12, 1974 To: _June 30, 1975

DATE OF REFUNDING REPORT: March 15, 1975

_SECTION I. SUMMARY

The objectives of the Invéstigation and Warrant Service Unit
are twofold: '

a. To communica?e.with defendants regarding court hearings
and other crlmlnal_justice procedures, thereby preventing
failure to appear in court and other adverse actions

durigg the pretrial period which forestall the adminis-
tration of justice. '

b. To serve failure to appear warrants to defendants who
failed to appear at court hearings. :

Employing the following criteria, the Investigation and Wafrantk

Service Ugitkhasvimproved in efficiency during the past year: .a
~decrease in the percentage of defendants failing to appear at ‘
schedglgd hearings, a decrease in the percentage of defendants
~classified as fugitives, an increase in the number of fugitives
. surrendering voluntarily, an increase in the total number of
warrants served, an increase in the number of warrants served per
man-hour, a decrease in the average investigative.cost per retired
. -warrant, and an increase in the overall ROR efficiency index (which
provides a general ratio of project input to project output).

During the last year (1974) the project has also demonstrated
@ substantial gain in cost effectiveness. Whereas in FY 1973
. the average investigative cost per warrant was $29.92, during
. the last year (FY 1974) the cost declined to $18.31, a decrease
‘ of‘40,pegcent,"Thiskincreased efficiency appears to reflect a
~ general improvement in the level of communications with defendants—
~ through the mails, by telephone, and in the community—by -
. 'investigative and warrant service personnel. If further gains

Short Term.
1; The work of the project should be continued.intqfﬁhé future.

2. The Warrant Servicé Unit investigative sfaffJShould,be brought
up to full strength immediately. It is currently funded at
half the recommended strength.

3. More detailed procedures describing the philosophy and role
of the warrant service investigator should be developed. As
this role becomesbetter articulated and understood, better
communication with defendants will be achieved, resulting in
an increased project efficiency. ' ‘

4. The evaluation of the project sphould shift its focus to :
analyzing the impact of communiications efforts with defendants.
A predictive technique should be developed, whereby all incoming
defendants are classified in terms of communications risk.
Appropriate procedures should be employed for defendants
having different risk classifications. Impact should be
gauged both in terms of cost effectiveness and reduction in
failure to appear rates (and other efficiency indicators).

5. - The cost-benefit and cost effectivéness.measure employed in

the present evaluation should be expanded to monitor the :
impact of communications efforts beyond the service of warrants.
That is, postcards, phone calls, and personal contacts should
be conceptualized as input units. Output measures should be
conceptualized in terms of cost-benefit ratios for particular

communication methods.

,6.,;Warrant’Servicekoperationalystatistics shoﬁid assume an

increasing importance in the management information system

of the Pretrial Services Division. Additions to the monthly
report should include tabulations of phone notifications, post-
~cards, field visits. Also, "walk-ins" and "success" indicators,
+..similar to the new efficiency index for Release on Recognizance,

iy Pt onkes B

shoilld be réported monthly.

Long>Term,

]l:'vThe‘Pretriél Services Divisiqﬁ.should'éxpldfe theypossibility

of establishing:field offices in neighborhood locations where
the majority of defendants reside. Administration should make
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a careful analy51s of such outreach operations in cther cities.

Court admlnlstratlon and ROR management should develop a
comprehen51ve plan having a much longer time frame-approx1mately
five years. The planning process should take into consideration
the many potential community resources and agencies operating

in the pretrial diversion area, including those offering

services which might be employed by the newly developed

' Conditional Release Program. This planning should include

an exploration of programs in other jurisdictions which
employ neighborhood locatlons and 1nd1genous residents in

their operations.

E

SECTION II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES

1. Project Goals and Objectives.

The ba51c’funct10ns of the Warrant Service Unit are twofold:

‘a. kTo communicate with defendants regarding court hearings~k
and other criminal justice procedures, thereby prevent-
ing fallure to appear 1n court and other adverse actions
,durlng the pretrial period which forestall the admin-

istration of justice.

b. To serve failure to appear warrants to defendants who

;Vdid not attend court hearings.

~The subgrant application specifies the following anticipated

~results:";

1. - "The number of new warrants issued will continue to de-

crease because of the utilization of a personnel noti-

~fication system and the deterrent effect of the unit's
increasing field presence and visability."

2. "The Pretrial Services Division Investlgatlon and Warrant
-Service Unit, at full strength, will be able to serve
more warrants than are 1ssued."

3. "The Warrant Unit, at full strength, will make some prog-
~ress toward decreasing the present backlog."

4. "Through an increasing field verification system, the
Warrant Unit will be instrumental in improving the
‘quality and quantity of Conditional Release and bail
reduction petltlons presented by the Pretrial Services

; D1v1s10n." ;

5. "The Warrant Unit will continue to close substantlally
more cases per employee than the pre-ex1st1ng unlt did. "‘:’

~63:‘"A greater number of defendants will be returned to the
’eriminal Justlce system without any addltlonal period of
1ncarceratlon.

77. ~"The length of tlme from failure to appear to apprehensron
S will decrease, and therefore,‘the total tlme from arrest.
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 :vicés Division. Since that time, the Service of ali

to disposition will decrease."

8. "More defendants will voluntarily turn themselves in
after fqiling to appear due to the increased under-
standing and acceptance of the Warrant Unit and know-
ledge that otherwise they will be apprehended."

"These anticipated results will improve the administration

~of justice and upgsrade the integrity of the criminal justice
' system. Court backlogs will be decreased as cases are disposed

in a shorter time. The perceptions of all participants in the

criminal justice system will be ameliorated by the consequent
increase in efficiency." ; :

“Victims will feel vindicated.. Dafendants will be deterred.
Police and witnesses will have more confidence in the opesration
of the system." ’

"These results will be measured by daily and weekly statis-
tical reports concerning the number of new bench warrants issued;
the number of warrants disposed; the method of disposal (empha-

-sizing the amount of detention time pPreceding disposition of

bench warrant); and the delay between failure to appear and
apprehension.” ' ’

2. Project Activities.

The Warrant Service Unit is comprised of 2ight teams of

- plain-clothes investigators, a chief field investigator and two

supervisors and clerical support staff. Prior to September, 1973,V
the field force was administered through_the Philadelphia Police

Department and the Diétrict”Attorney's Detective Office, although

_some record keeping and responsibility for administration was

~vested in the Pretrial Services:Division. Beginning in September,

1973 the Pretrial Services Unit began to phase in its own field

force of investigators, while the Police Warfant Unit was phased

i

out. Between June and OCEBber, 1973 the functions of the Police .

Warrant Service Unit were gradually assumed by the Pretrial Ser-

1 failure to

‘appear warrants has been under the admipistration of the Pretrial

Service Division.

The underlying reasoning for this transfer of responsibility
was that all bail programs were administered through the courts
(10% Cash Bail, ROR and the ﬁéwly‘established Conditional Release
Program). The courts were in the poéitioﬁ within the criminal
juétice SyStem to provide continuity in service. Previously,
séme records had been lodged with the Pclice,’some with the
District Attorney's Office and some with the Pretrial Service
Division. Administration was fragmented; thé system was be-
wildering, not only to defendants, but also to those who were

involved in the administration of justice. This situation led

" to frequent administrative errors and often resulted in persons

being arrested who should not have been and others remaining

unapprehended when' #”4% should have been.

Another problem was that the officers in the Police Warrant
Unit were often removed from their régular duties and placed

on other assighments when the Police Department was short-handed.

"Fihally there was the cost factor. Police officers are paid

7

moré’than Warrant‘ServicérUnit investigators. The general rationale’

was that the PrétrialtSérvices Unit could do the field work both
morekéfficiently.éﬁé more humanely. Another‘;easqn for the trans-
fer of warrant service responsibility was the fact that the new |
service would entail much“more thaqatﬁéyapprehension of fugitives.

As pointe&,out;in the grant application, a systematic notificapion
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fwas to be given to defendants w1th respect to when and where to

pshow up for hearlngs. This procedure was to be reinforced w1th

telephone calls, postcards, and field visits -- all,of which

~could be readily coordinated with the operations of the ROR

Program and other court bail programs. The new unit, however,

‘*was funded at half thekleVel anticipated to be necessary to

cut backfon{the bench warrant backlog.

SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

1. Nature, Extent and Timing of Evaluation Activites.

Evaluation activities correspgnd with the evaluationkplan.
The evaluation specifies a research design which entails
data collection from bothycourts and Corrections. During
the initial evaluation period (July 1, 1974 - January 31,
1975) the following tasks were completed:
a. Development of data collection format for securing on-
going profile of defdndants served by the Warrant_Ser-
 vices Unit. This profile, which is a by-produCt‘of‘
‘the monthly sampling which will be used as a contdnuons
mOnitoring‘technique (see Release on‘RecognizancelProé
gram'Evaluation - PH-273-74A, submitted February‘6¢

l§75);wil;xreadily identffy defendants‘who are respon-

- .sive to communications efforts from the Warrant Service B

*_Unlt as contrasted with .those who have not responded
'¥Speclf1cally, it wrll be possrble to compare defendants

who respond to postcards, phone calls and’ fleld v1sxts

with those who are not responsive to these efforts.
From this procedure'will emerge a high risk profile
of defendants who will require other steps to be
taken in order to assure‘their'appearance at court
and‘compliance with criminal justice procedures.

In short, these profiles wilidmake it feasible to
predict defendants who have a high communications

risk profile and to take corrective action before

failure-to-appear or rearrest actually occurs.

Monitoring and analysis of monthly operating statis-
tics of'Warranthervice Unit (presented in results

section'of this report).’ ' i

Interviews with Warrant Service Unit personnel as

’specified’in_the researchpplan.

Preparatlon of cost beneflt analys1s and eff1c1ency

analy51s presented in thls report.

Analysis of "walkéins",'detailing number of defendants

who surrender voluntarily to Warrant Service Unit.

Analysis

of compliance with employment opportunity
guidelines;r |
Interviews withfcouif“personnel regarding psychological.s

,examlnatlons for Warrant Service Unrt 1nvest19ators with

partlcular emphasxs on thelr effect and acceptance of




minority group members as Warrant Service Unit inves-

tigators.

h. Completion: of interim”eyaluation report (issued Jan-
. o i B ' 4
~uary 17, 1975) and Refugding Evaluation Report (issued
" March 1975).
R Preparation of in-service training format to_be offered
to selected members of the Warrant Sexvice ﬁnit. This

- program will focus on evaluation methods aﬁd management

techniques.

j. Development of new criteria for Release on Recognizance
which will aid the Warrant Service Unit in estimating
risk of flight. This new system (described in the ROR

Refunding Evaluatlon, PH-237 -74A, 1ssued March, 1975)

will allow Pretrial Serv1ces personnel to input speci-

fied defendant characteristics under the court computer
through a remote‘terminal and to receive immediate out-

put regarding probability of FTA, speed of return to

‘the system, and rearrest.

" Data Collection Efforts.

The major source of management information regarding the
Warrant Serv1ce Unit is the Pretrial Serv1ﬂe Division monthly
statistlcal report. The turn-around tlme on the preparation
of thls report has been speeded up to the p01nt where data are

avallable for analysis within one month from the time whxch the
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activity took place. Monthly statistical data are empioyed

regularly, both as a management and as an evaluation technique.
: y : ’

The other major source of data for the Warrant Serrlce
Unit w1ll emanate from the on-going profile which samples tne
caseload of the Warrant Service Unlt on a monthly basis (de-
scribed in Section l).

Thls on—901ng proflle will include a

series of demographlc lndlcators, a cr1m1 1 history, and other

relevant information on defendants. The mo:

of thls profile w1ll be an analy315 of defendants who‘

ave failed
to respond to postcards and telephone calls, those who fail to
appear, and who are classified as fugitives. The new proflle
procedure will have the statistical power to discriminate be-~
tween ; hlgh risk and low risk groups. As a result, management
wlllnbe in a much better position to take steps which will re-
sdit in better communication and compliance by high risk defen-
dgnt groups; The new profile procedure will also have the |
capacity to function as an on-line record-keeping procedure
(in]addition to its capacity to provide statistical estimates

of bail risk).

While predlctlve capac;ty is presei:'y limited

to ROR recommendatlons with respect to rlsk of fllght or recidi-
vism, 1t is also possxble to predlct communlcatlons risk in the
same manner which FTA is now predicted. Thls procedure will

aiert the Warrant Service Unit as to special actions which might”

_ be taken for high risk‘defendants.”

T The following sources of data were used in the preparation

4;1mportant by product




of this report:

a.

€.

R 8

_
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Number of defendants released on recognizance per month

“ (July, 1972 - December, 1974), from monthly statistical

report.

Number of bench warrants issued per month (July, 1972 -
December, 1974), from Pretrial Services monthly.st%tis—

tical report.

Failure to appear rates (July , 1972 - December, 1974):
(1) for willful failures; {(2) for non—willfuif@ailures,
from Pretrial Services?Di&ision monthly statistieag;

report.

Number and percentage of total arrested persons (July,

1972 - December, l974),‘(those processed through the

Police Administration Building}: (1) interviewed by
Pretrial Services personnel; (2)’rec6mmended for ROR;
(3) granted ROR -~ all of the above from the monthly

Pretrial Services Division statistics.

'Fugitive rates (percentage of those w111fully m1551ng

court appearance durlnf‘glven month who have not yet R

been apprehended by the investigative staff, July, 1972-

ﬁecember, 19743 for those:

(l) recommended for ROR,
(2) those not recommended -fox ROR -= all of the above f

from monthly statlstical report.m

interviews as indicated in previoug section.

the

and
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g. Data on "walk—lns"

A

(defendants who have failed to appear.

who subsequently surrender to Warrant Service Unlt) from

warrant service unit statistics and data received from

previous Police Warrant Unit.

h. Detention populatlon for December, 1971, December, 1972,
January, 1973 and January, 1974 supplled by Phlladelphla

Detentlon Center.

ment, District.Attorney‘s Office and Pretrial Services
Division).
o

e Working hours, staffing, and costs from District Attor-

ney's Office, Police Department and Pretrial Service

Division,:June, 1972 through December, 1974.

S i, Number‘of warrants cieared per month (from Police Depart-

k. Outstandlng fugitive warrants, 1971, 1973, and 1974 from

Phlladelphla Court of Common Pleas and Mun1c1pal Court

computer system.

1. Comparative data from other jurisdictions indicated in

footnotes and in réfunding report for Release on Recog-

nizance Program.

Scope and leltatlons of Evaluatlon.

eMonthly data appear to monltor accurately actlons taken by

Pretrlal Services Unit and dlSpOSlthnS made by ‘the courts

'actlons taken by the Pollce. ‘since no secondary data are
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avallable to valldate these data, it is 1mposs1ble to estlmate

over-counts or under-counts of various data elements. The eval—

o uator is satlsfled however, with the eff101ency of Pretr1al

Serv1ces staff in the collectlon and tabulatlon of data. Data,
are not avallable for this report descrlblng 1nputs and outputs
: from the Detentlon Center*populatlon but some analys1s w1ll be

E presented 1n the Flnal Evaluatlon Report (July, 1975).

In general the evaluator is satlsfled w1th the scope, re—f
‘{llablllty and valldlty of evaluatlon data. It is Stlll 1mpos—
51ble, however, to ascertaln from any of the computer system
”roperatlng 1n the Phlladelphla crlmlnal 3ustlce system, the flow
- of defendantsrthrough this system. This is partlcularly cru01al
lfor Correctlons and Parole Departments from which entrles to
fthe court computer system are»slow, 1ncomp1ete, and glve few
clues as to the potentlal for various bail programs whlch are -
”,avallable.f It is recommended that a Bail Ellglble Proflle be
5?developedkfor those who are in detention;,.Through thlsltech-
Ingque thelPretrial Service Unit would be alerted COnstantly to

hose who mlght be ellglble for Release on Recognlzance, Condl—‘

‘fvtlonal Release or 10% Cash Ball. Often, more work needs to,be

_done w1th the defendant regardlng establlshment f ball ellgl—

“mjbllity, clarlflcatlon of the defendant s status w1th the Police

B or Dlstrlct Attorney s Offlce, or clarlflcatlon w1th the Pro-
batlon Dtpartment.' Whlle Pretrlal Serv1ces appears to have

fuadequate proflle 1nformatlon on defendants who have been 1ncar—

. cerated for more than 30 days, 1nformatlon 1s often unavallable f-

_14_ y

for defendants who have been in detentlon fac111t1es for shorter

*perlods. Dally profile data on thlS populatlon would result in

e much greater speed in bail procedures and a substantial decrease

ln detentlon costs.

' Pretrlal servlces also conducts daily interviews at the
betentlon Center.‘ Defendants in thls huge facrllty are often -
f unavallable for 1nterv1ews (being on kltchen duty, sick call,
or on other malntenance details). To speed thls procedure it
is recommended that all defendant 1nterv1ews take place at
the Pollce Admlnlstratlon Bulldlng. In th1s manner defendants'

may be transported in a group, interviewed 1mmediately and then

returned to,detention.

The evaluator has encountered few dlfflcultles in 1mplementing

theﬂevaluatlon‘plan. Cooperatlon from Warrant Serv1ce staff has,

been excellent.

Feedback;to Project.

1. As a result of prevxous evaluatlons several steps have
'been taken whlch 1ead to greater eff1c1ency. Of prime

‘importance is. the development ‘of the new ROR crlterla,‘

i

3
N
i

discussed in detail in thls‘report,andyln the 'ROR ree

-funding~report;

i i ‘
2. he Warrant Serv1ce Unlt has 1nst1tuted a- "fall safe

system, as recommended in the prevrous evaluatlon report
‘ whlch lnsures that defendants are not apprehended and

brought to the Police Admlnlstratlon Bulldlng in error. .
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Presently, no defendant can be arrested except after

verification by a‘blue warrant in the Warrant Service
Unit files. This blue warrant mu8t~confirm with other
documents which indicate: that the defendant has not

heen arrested preViously or who has not appeared vol-

Vuntarily in connection with the charge.

The Warrant Service Unit files which were transferred

~ from the Police Warrant Unit and the District Attorney's

Unit in 1973 aréfnow much better organized. Individual

caSe records for’defendants are now more concise; in-

‘formation is constantly updated, microfilming is now

employed- In general folders are in much better shape

than during prevxous evaluation period

A new procedure has been instituted for communication

between members of the Warrant Service Unit and judges.

: Previously»ﬁudQes had made direct requests‘for forth-

. with‘warrantértoVbekserved to Warrant Service Unit in-

vestigators. This often caused avconflict between the

basic funotion of the warrant unit'(primarily‘to serve

FTA warxants rather than\fnrthwith warrants) and some-
J :

;times resulted in a tendency to undertake functions Whlch 1
‘had nothing to do with pretrial serVice. Communications

with Judges are now mediated through Court Representatlves‘

rather than through Warrant Servxce Unit Investigators.‘
@his procedure builds in another fail safe mechanism, S

which inaurea that investigators will not be used for

GO el
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 purposes which affect the Court'adverselyi‘

:5, As recommended in the prev1ous report, a merit’system
.is being established for Philadelphia Court personnel
‘This should improve enormously the continuity of ser-

: vice and the career ‘line pOSSlbllltleS for investiga-

“tors and superv1sory personnel.

In general the 1nteraction between the evaluator and admin-

istrative staff of the Warrant SerVice Unit has been productive.

b’There has been a great deal of‘brainstorming, focusing partic-

form its_function better. As a result of some of these conver—r
Sations,~it_was,determined that the profile of defendants having
high communication‘risksishould be developed. This is the one
example of*the technical assistance and consultation provided

by the eualuator which has been constantly available to the

Warrant Service Unit.

SECTION IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

1. Project Results.

The results of this project are monitored by a number of

performance indicators’ specified in the research plan. Since

the Warrant Serv1ce Unit has been operating under the management‘

of the Pretrial SerVices DlVlSlon only 51nce October of 1973,v

oy

B comparisons ‘are made w1th the Police warrant Unit and District

/
J B '.

'~*‘Attorney s Warrant Unit which performed the warrant service .

i

vfunctions prior to this time. R o ;,"> - N

N e

o
>
e

e




- oﬁ warranta cleared (Tahle 1)
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: one of the diﬁfiéulties in any“programfewaluation,is'an4
swerinq the'question: how‘do‘we‘knOW‘when the proéram has
been a success? We also pose the question. successful com-~ ,
pared to what? These queries lead to the issue of standards,‘
}For gsome sorc of bench mark against which to judge program de-'i
y

fecttveneas and e£f1c1ency. While nationally.recognxzed stan-

darda are being developed for Release on Recognzzance, few

standards exmst for warrant service. As a consequence, re-‘_ L

sults analyzed here compare program efforts in Phlladelphla

‘ durlng various time spans and under various admlnlstratlve

units.

nCentral to’any,programrwhich serves adlarge‘number of_def.‘
fendantsrishthe organization's capacity to dispense service in |
an afﬁicient manner. Efficiency, as suggested here, infers a
?ratio of program,input to program'output. Theseyratiostmay'be
| Viewsd as a kind~bf‘inventory system. ’An even ratio suggests |
that defendants are bexng processed consistently through the
’criminal justice system in an even flow. Widely diverse ratios
(on a month-by~month comparlson) 1nfer an uneven work flow and

bottlenccks in the system. | :f

&
H

The firat measure employedﬂis the ratxo of warrants received

ymgﬁper mmnth by the Warrant Servnce Unxt as compared to the number

"‘\\\__:

A "clearance suggests an appre-

hansion nr other prccedure WW

\&

of why tha deﬁendant did not

ich results 1n acceptable explanatlon o

ppear at the scheduled t;me. Table

i‘l shows these ratios for three periods: June, 1972 through‘
,December, 1972 January, 1973 through December, 1973 (Pretrlal
fServ1ce D1v151on assumed the warrant serv1ce functlon 1n Sep—‘

,'tember, 1973), and January,k1974 through Decemberwof 1974,

when all warrants were served by the Warrant Service ﬁnit
which was administered by thefPretrialiservices Division;

In 1972, during the average month (fable 1), 96% of the war-

’rants received were cleared. By 1973v‘a transition year for

the admlnlstratlon of the Warrant Serv1ce Unlt this flgure

»had decreased slightly to‘94% However, in 1974, when this

function was totally assumed by the Pretrial Services D1v151on,

the Warrant Serv1ce Unlt cleared 127% of the warrants recelved

"per month. hlS comparlson reveals that the unit is remov1ng

some of the warrant backlog of previous years and that it has

achieved a substantial gain in effectiveness (in terms of the .

number of warrants cleared)‘ The 1974 flgures verlfy that the

unlt has a capac1ty to make great 1nroads in decrea51ng the
backlog of outstandlng warrants which existed in previous
years. ThlS is partlcularly commendable, in view of the fact

that ‘the unit currently operates at half the strength of pre-

vious unlts.

‘The primary difference between the present warrant service

*effort and those conducted by the Police and District Attorney's

»Office'is in the scope of service,which has been broadened sub-~

stantially.“Rather than simply serving‘warrants, as done pre-

viously, the unitfemploys a substantial communications effort --
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telephone calls, postcarés and field visits. jAls¢, through’a

-gte&fzer breadth o'ff contact within the def’endants nelghborhoods,
warrant ssrvice investigators are able to provade better in-
‘formstien about the worklngs of the ‘criminal JuStlce system,
Whiah should also result in greater eff1c1ency throughout the

¢

antira metrial Services Dlvxsion. o oy ”}/%%

Jif“the Warrant Serviée Unit isvcoannioating effectively;
»the‘number of fugitives Who surrender voluntarily snonld in=+
sreaaea Table 2 aompares voluntary surrenders (walk-lns) for
the pariods of May through Deczmber of the years 1972 1973,
and 1974. For the earliemt year, 1972, the number of walk-lns
nveraged 201 per month, In ’973 thls fxgure xncreased to 237.,T
By519?4} (when the Warrant Service Unit was in full operataon)

- the figure dramatically increased to anraVerage of 286 walk-
'1na-aar month. Interviews withfWarrant‘Service Unit personnel
nttfibnte this trend to better communications efforts and to

f new procadures which were worked out within the Pretrial SerV1ces
Unit. Prior to 1974, defendants who suxrendered voluntarlly
ware often incaraerated or placed in temporary detenthn in the
_Ciny Hall until their hearing Thus, if a defendant surrendered
‘tin the morning. he waa often inearcerated for the rest of the
duy (er ssmetimes several days) Presently, when a defendant
8urrendarn vnluntarily. unless he has committed a very serrous

: erime, ha is not‘detained Instead he is released ‘on recogni-
nnnns uhtil the tima of his hearing | Aecording to ‘warrant serv;ce &

invnstigaters. tuiu information has filtered into the defendant
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community, resultinﬁ in*afmuch greater percentage‘offvoluntary
walk-lns. Con51der1ng that the 1nvestlgat1ve cost is currently

approxxmately $l8 per retlred warrant,lt is estlmated that these

| /tlce system of approxlmately $12 009 to $15 000 per year. More-

- over, 1nvest1gators are free to work on more dlfflcult fugltlve

cases which prev1ously would not hare ‘received thlS attentlon.
In general ‘the communlcatlons component of the warrant serv1ce
effort, appears to bave resulted in a decrease in the fugitive

rate by approximately 10% per month.

As of JandaryyBO, 1974 the Police Department listed approx—
imately 8,500 outstanding warrants. Since that time over 3,000
of thase warrants have been removed through an administrative
screening proceSS‘by'the District Attorney's Office. This pro-
cedure, known as admlnlstratlve withdrawal,allows the Warrant

~Service Unlt to set a more effective priority 1n dealing with .
those warrants whlch remain. Still, a large nunber of thesekdﬁn.
fwarrants should be class1f1ed as inactive. The Court's com-

puter system lists outstandlng warrants beglnnlng in 1971 by

o the month Whlch they are 1ssued. A cumulative total up to thlS

point lS approxlmately 8,000 outstandlng warrants. " The Warrant
Serv1ce Unit, in performrng its functlons wrth increasing ef-
flClency, has made some 1nroads also 'in decrea81ng the number

cof outstandlng warrants.
It is recommended that a periodic review be made by the

Warrant Sérvice. Unit in conjunction:withﬂthe District At&orney's‘

B BN “a
i . .
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Office of the backlog of outstanding warrants. ~All warrants
should‘be ciassified accbrding to a prfority. Since the Dis-
trict Attorney 8 Office rs n@w ﬂlassifying its actlve caseload
(those defendants who are to be tried within the next few
months) by a new inventory system which*assigns a priority,

a similar procedure might be applied to the backlog of out-
standing bench Warrants,‘wherebv'they are classified in terms
of importance by the Dlstrlct Attorney's Office and the Courts.
At the moment, however, 1nterv1ews with both the Dlstrlct At-
torney's Office and Warrant Service‘personnel suggest that no
congensus exists on what the backlog prohleﬁ &ctually means.
kAll are agreed, however, that the very existence of the backlog
is still a thorn in the collective side of the crininal justice

gystem. Efforts should be taken to remedy this”situation.

Several cost efficiency measures Werefalso computed fdrm‘
the Warrant Service Unit. During 1974 one warrant was disposed
~ for approximately every four investigative hours (Table 3). ‘In
cher words, ,27‘warrants were disposed‘per hour of investigae
tive time. In the last four months of 1973, the initial perlod
which the Warrant Servxce Unit was under the administration of
Pretrial Services, one warrant was disposed for approxlmately
‘avery five\houre of 1nVestigative tlme.‘ Thus, in terms of the
numbex of warrants serviced per hour of investlgatlve time the .
unit achieved & - 25% increase in eff;crency during the 1ast year.
ﬂ‘Duging the prev10usrperiod. when the District Attorney:s Warrant

; aarvicevunit staffed the unit, the number of warrants7disposed

G I R i
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per investigative man hour fluctuatedkvastly from .08 to 1.3.
(Evaluation Report, Investigation and Warrant Service Unit,

' Februarykl, 1974). These data indicate that it currentlykree
quires approximately four man hours to dispose of one,warrant.~
A two man team disposeskof a warrant every two hours. Last

| year it requred 2-1/2 hours to dispose of one warrant.l

| Cost figures for the Warrant Service Unit and the Police
Warrant Unit which. proceeded it are shown in. Table 4. Inves-
tlgatlve cost for serving one warrant in 1974 was $18,31 (Table
4). During the last four months of 1973, when respon51b111ty
for warrant service was shlfted from the District Attorney's

to Pretrial Services,the average cost per month was $29.92.

Thus, the cost per warrant served decreased markedly. The

Warrant Service Unit has managed to reduce the cost by $11.61,

or 39%, between 1973 and 1974. An even more dlstrnct contrast

is the cost peerarrant during 1972 (when the District Attorney's
Office served warrants) and 1974 (Table 4). Within that time
span the cost of serving a typical warrant decreased by $43.69,

a decrease of over 70%. Overall, this improvement in perfor-
mance can be traced principally to better notification and com~
munlcatlons effort, which is due, in turn, to the sound planning

and efflclent management of the pro:ect.

These flgures do not include clerical tlme, superv1sory tlme W
’and admlnistratlve time.
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A more fundamental question relating to the Warrant Service
Unitvand the entire Bretrial Service Division is the impact on
the detention population. Since the greatest proportion of
working time is devoted to serving FTA warrants, it can readily
be understood that a consequence of this activity may actually
be that more defendants are incarcerated. The broader phi-
losophyof the Pretrial ServicesDivision, including the Warrant
Service Unitg howevertencompassesthe prevention of incarcer-
ation, principally through an efficient communication process.
By maintaining contact with defendants regarding court hearings
‘and other justice procedures,the basic goal 1is to divert them

from the costly dehumanizing experience of detention.

A comparison on the Philadelphia detention population for
four points in time is shown in Table 5. The latest count d
shows a decrease in the detention population from a year‘ago

(December, 1974).

In\summary, these indicators suggest'thaé the cost per dis-
posed warrant has been reduced as a result of plac1ng the warrant
service funttion under the administration of the Pretrial Services
DiviSion.; Over the last year (1974) efficiency has increased
markedly. Indicators such as the percentage of warrants cleared
per month, the number of walk-ins and cost efficiency and hour o
efficiency suggest a dramatic increase.in effiCiency during the
‘ﬁmlast year;d The’ potential for even greater effectiveness is
clearly revealed in interviews conducted Wlth staff The need

to innovate and to attempt different ways of communication with

([

defendants regarding court proceduresnremains. The need for
expansion of the Conditional Release concept, particularly
with regard to the supporting agenCies which can help in theo
diversion is most pronounc.d. As the effectgof the‘new‘com-
munications effort with defendants,is monitored morelaccuratelypf

and specialized techniques employed for defendants having dif-

- ferent bail risks, even greater gains in efficiency should be

.. obtained.

vhas increased dramatically (Table 8).

Finally, the effect of the efficiencies of Warrant Service

operation are reflected in Release on Recognizance operating
trends. During the last year there has been a\significant de-

crease in the failure to appear rate (Tahle 7). Also the fugi-

tive,rate has declined significantly KTable 7).

»
l

Finally, the

overall effic1ency index for the Relea:e on Recognizance Project

This latter figure con-

siders}defendant‘input and outputs in terms of successful court
appearance. ~Comparing the Philadelphia&ﬁOR;efficiency with that
ofvother cities reveals that it is dramatically higher than any

other jurisdiction (Table 9). Thisqaugmented efficiency must

be attributed in part to the successful operation of the‘Warrant

Service Unit.

Other Factors Effecting Results.

'a. Administrative Structure.

Overall, the administrative capacity of the Pretrial
SerVices Unit is more than adequate ‘to manage the pro:ect.

Administrative efficiency appears excellent

4

Remembering
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however, tnat\the_nnit has police powers, including
those of arrest, and that investigators are armed

with handquns,:administrative contfols and training

must approxlmate those of the police. Careful in-

ventories of weapons and ammunltlon nust be ma1né&1ned.
the defense skllls of police offlcers must be deleoped

and practiced. The functlon of the unit is somewhat

different from normal police act1v1ty in that it entalls

;wmuch nore amphasm on communication w1th defendants.

The role of the investigator is dlfflcult“ln that it
entails a sensitive balance bétWeenEthe authority com-

ponents of an offlcer and the empatheth qualltles of

‘someone who must communlcate effectlvely w1th defendants.

An over—abundance of either authorltarlan qualltlesfof

tusympathetic empathy will result in failure to perform

the 1nvest1gat1ve function adequately. Efforts should”

be made to spell out the professional qualities of the

‘Warrant Service Unit investigator in more detall. This

should include both a code of etndcs and a portrayal of -
the spirit in which activities connected with the Pre-
trial Service Unit are carried out. Always, it is neces-

sary to keep in mlnd that the lnvestlgator is carrylng

out a court functlon, not a pollce function. This role,
zf,with all its attrlbutes, must be spelled out in- exp11c1t

i»detall. Evaluatlons of performance should take 1nto

Q

' consideration the 1nvestlgators general demeanor in com-

“ﬁmunicating with defendants as well as hls capaoity to,

I
o

i
. . ’ & i
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apprehend fugitives.

A
1
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Qperation and Management.

Since the Pretrial Service Division has administered’”

the Warrant Sbrvice Unit, both the number of investi-

¢

N

~»*gators and the number of man hours worked per month

has decllnedasubstantlangy. This is the dlrect re-
sult of the nnit'sbeing‘staffed at about'one—half of
the level it was called for in the original plan. If
the number of outstanding warrants is to be reduced
and greater gains indefficiency are to beuachieved,

an increase in the staff is required immediately.

Personnel.

Staff'appears to“be well qualified for warrant service
functions. Sincedthe inceptlon of the program no bru-
tality complaints have been lodged. Nor have any de-

fendants been assaulted or shot by investigators. In .

general, lnvestlgators, supervisors, and administrators

appear quallfled to perform warrant service functlons

ke

effectively.

B

The Evaluation Process. ‘ ’ BN

All staff members interviewed were cooperative with the

evaluator. Information was providedipunctually;qihere

was no hesitation to discuss the strengths and weaknesses

of the'project.

W
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_munications effort are presented.

. nication risk,

’the pro:ect objectlves as spec1f1ed.

'ject admlnlstratlon needs to explore varlous ways of

- Planning.

Planning appearsfadequate. Theifundamental problem

~is that the staff level is not the one spec1f1ed in

the orlglnal plan. Better plannlng and-management~

will be p0551b1e when proflle data show1ng the response

s

of varlous segments of ‘the defendant caseload to com-

~At this p01nt, all

defendants should’be‘classified:with reSpect to commu-'}

. J

| Dependlng upon thls rlsk class1f1catlon, dlfferent
'.fmethods - personal v151ts, or contact with members

‘ of the communlty who can communlcate w1th partlcular

'defendants mlght be attempted.

Basic Approach or Method. - ¥

,//

The basic approach employed appearsadequate to attaln‘v

The 1nvest1gators

’hf<carry out their quasx-pollce and communlcatlons functlons

Pﬁwell ‘ Communlcatlons efforts appear to have a benef1c1al

1mpact on prOJect eff1c1ency.

‘Tbe learned regardlng ‘how to communlcate w1th defendants.

‘CAs was recommended in the ROR Refundlng Evaluatlon, pro- )

e

reachlng out 1nto the communlty.. Poss1b111t1es 1nclude

establlshment of offlces at nelghborhood locatlons, the

= 0

t;;;use of 1ndlgenous nelghborhood personnel for certain _;{ t,l*'

purposes, the use of settlement houses or other nelgh-‘§f°

\

_ s A
as well as FTA risk and rearrest risk. e

However,kmuch remalns to_'

’ Addltlonal 1nvest1gators are requlred

.drzaf‘

borhood institutions as an: 1ntermed1ary in prov1d1ng

‘lnformatlon regarding the criminal justice system

such as court appearances. Also, while ‘the Court

‘has the capac1ty to punlsh those who do not live up

- to 1ts rules, it does not have the capacity to reward

“,
A

defendants for performlng well (appearing in court)

Some psychologlcal mechanlsm needs to be developed

whlch rewards people\ for complylng w1th the jus-

tlce system, desplte the fact that they may be in=-

carcerated as a result of appearlng 1n court

Funding.f
As lndlcated prev1ously, fundlng ls Stlll inadequate.

If 1nnovat1ve

approaches employlng more counsellng or communlcatlon

'between the 1n1t1a1 arralgnment and flnal dlspos1tlon

are to be attempted, addltlonal personnel w1ll be re-

qulred If operatlons are expanded to 1nclude nelgh—

v‘borhood locatlons, addltlonal personnel w1ll be requlred.‘P

3Allocati0n'of ResOurces.‘

lAllocatlon of resources by the Pretrlal Serv1ces Un1t B

"f,admlnlstratlon appears satlsfactory.'_.

"sltuatlons whlch may have been unwarranted

&)

"EXternal Events.'f

\‘

Several times durlng the last few years Judges have

”’asked lnvestlgators to serve forthwith warrants in

One of
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these instances received wide media exposure and had

an adverse impact upon the image of the PretrialV
Services Unit It is recommended that the Court
administrators take steps to prevent future occur-

rences of this sort.

3, 'Impact of*the ProjeCt.

(-

', vention of failure to appear and making recommendations

‘the 1ast'§ear.

: Impact on the Criminal Justice System._

ment.for certain personal disfunctions (such as alco-‘

Impact on Problem as Spec1fied in Subgrant Application.

 The progect has impacted alﬂ of the problems described -

‘in the grant application, including the number of out- - -

:

standing warrants left overgfrom preVious years. (Genf

eral performance, given the limited reSourcesvwhidh

'have‘been employed has;increased dramatiCally duringV~

In short, the progect has been success-
ful in achiev1ng its goals. These are primarily the,
serVice of bench warrants and the prevention of failures

to appear and rec1div1sm.

:,The Pretrial Serv1ces Unit has two major functions' (l)‘
ifmaking recommendations regarding bail and pretrial re-*

ilease and (2) diver51on functions - including the pre-

for Conditional Release whereby persons receive treat-

: fholism or drug addiction) rather than being incarcera-

v ted .

As demonstrated by the data reViewed preViously. w

E
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the unit diverts many defendants into constructive al-
ternatives and thereby saves many costs tohthescriminalk

3
¥
i

Justice system and to the society in generﬁl.
‘ . . 8 - - ’//"

4. Alternative Resource Allocation.

The evaluator has inspected the ROR budget and determined
that internallykthe project is managed well. In fact, few al-

ternatives exist within the present'budgetary constraints.

- While there is no alternative to the employment of Warrant Ser-

- cracy.

supplementing their serv1ces-:

_ﬁWay agenc1es )

5.,'COmparison with Other ProjectsTOf this Type.

out theﬁcountry.

’vice~Unit investigators, there may be some important ways of

through more effective communi-

g
Sy

cations efforts in neighborhoods, through better media exposure.b

'While the:unit serves the courts and the justice system well,

it is insulated from‘the'community‘by several layers of bureau-
Thus;'it is diffiCult to plan pretrial services in terms
of ova rall community needs. Itlis recommended‘that the Court

Administration attempt to develop better overall liaison with

,the other agen01es in the community which are employed in diver—

‘Sion serVices (1 e., the mental health agenc1es, alcoholism and

drug treatment agencies, welfare agenc1es and traditional Unlted.f:
. , 7 , S

‘ The‘Philadelphia Pretrial Services Unit, including‘ROR,Ehﬁp

EYH

Conditional Release and the Warrant Service Unit prov1des a o

7

'gbroader scope of serVices than most s1milar agencies through- '

The Philadelphia pro:ect is unique With
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‘respect to its systematic’apnlicatien of point Criteria~in
’thelqranting of ROR and COnditional Release.’ Most‘jurisdic- o
tions have failed to apply modern management techniques as-
'effecti?ely as is done in Philadelphia. FTA rates in other
1ujurisdistiona vary‘from 28% in Cleveland, 7% in Washington,
“byédi and 9.9§'in;NQW‘¥ork City (hefunding Evaluationyﬁeport,
1974). 9hilhdalphia's 7.3% FTA rate appears to be relatively_‘{
~low as compared with these other cities. Moreover, the ef- ;”
rfisleney ratio for the entire ROR program is substantlally

higher than any of the other major cities surveyed (Table 9).

&, ﬁesults Expected in the Absence of‘PrOjectQ | |
In the‘absehce-of theVWarrant,Seryice'Unit, failure to
appear Warrahts would’have to he serVed'by another unit
~ of the criminal justice system, thereby reduc1ng the
teﬁfeotiveness of either the Police or Dlstrlct Attor-'
‘ney’s Office.k Neither of these unlts is capable of
~the oommunications efforts and follow-up wrth defen-’
‘lay”‘dants whirh is currently possible through the Warrant
.9e$arvice Uhit; thus the fallure to appear rate and fug-
o itxve rate would be much higher. And that result would
‘l9,‘*‘ r: ‘be much higher cost to the criminal justlce system and

?w53‘y'!ygto society in general.,,

W

mmn increased emyhasls upon oommunication with defendants em- f*:

5

»1&?&& by thﬂ Wnrrant Sarvice ﬂnit suggests that other segments ,‘gg

e

of the criminal justice system might benefit by inveSting more
reSources ‘in this direction. Possibly Parole, Correctlons,'and

DlStrlCt Attorney s Offices might ‘alsc beneflt from a notlfi-:

[N

catlon system.

7. Cost Effectiveness.

Cost benefits offwarrant service are discussed’in Section;3;y
Based on the'average detention cost of $19.00 per day, assum-
1ng conservatlvely that defendants released annually on their
own recognlzance would spend a week each in jail if there were‘
no Pretrial Services Unit lncarceratlon,costs alone would be -
$2,196, 000. This figure does not,of course, take 1nto account

the other costs to the criminal justice system, let alone the

S lost wages, lost taxes, welfare costs and other social costs

- such as divorce and mental ‘illness whlch are linked w1th lncar-,h.:

ceratxon. Moreover, w1thout the Pretr1a1 Serv1ces Program,

knew detentlon fac111t1es would be requlred the current cost of

whlch is estlmated to be over .$30,000 per detalnee. ,(Condltlonal

, Release for the C1ty of Phlladelphla, pp. 12a-315) : Finally,f
: because of the serv1ces of the Warrant Serv1ce Unlt,a large e
”’number of potential felonles are deterred, resultlng 1n a de-

,jcrease in the overall crlme rate for the Clty of Phlladelphla. ,1"

SECTION V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Conc1u31ons.

'~‘a.‘ Fulflllment of Pro;ect Objectives.<»3 "

As stated 1n Sectlon IV, Project Results correspond with




c.

‘ﬁn;

~ The project‘s sound design and planning appear to be
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~those anticipated in the project application. Specif-
N ~ : Tl . :
~ically, in those terms specified =-- fugitives surren-

‘dering voluntarily, investigativeycost per warrant

served,‘FTA rates, fugitive rates and a decrease in

the warrant backlog - all indicate the project ob-

jectives ‘were met.

Impact on the Problem.

’Factors Effectrng Project Sucoess.."‘ Sy

The Warrant Service Unit not only appears to have

addressed an important problem in.helping to provide

‘a viable alternative to money bail, but the’criminal

justicé:system probably could not survive in its pre-

sent form without the project.

Cost Effectiveness.

- Cost effectivenBSS had been analyzed extensively in

prevxous sections. COmparing this unit with the District

;Attorney s Warrant. Unit and the Police Warrant Unit which

preceeded it,athe'present effortrhas increased efficiency‘,

‘by approximately 40%. vSavings in‘incarceration costs

alone are over two million dollars per year. Moreover,

f‘savings in human terms, linked to a viable alternative

a‘to incarceration,are substantial.

AN

the major factors'impacting project success. Secondly,

. ;tho n&ﬁkniatration of the project, which is carried

out by professional court administrators, appears

excellent. The project, including the director‘and
his staff, has achieved national recognition in the

pretrial services field.

2. Recommendations.

a.

. Appropriateness and Practicality of Project Objectives.

'Based on proven performance, the appropriateness and

practicality of the pro;ect objectives have been demon-
stated. 1In evaluation terms, the project is effective.
It meets the goals as specified. Again, it must be
emphasized that at this point in the project no modal
shifts in the goals appear warranted. Rather, refine-
ment of objectives relating to project efficiency are
required. Once the project has identified a profile
of defendants having various bail risks, appropriate
methods of communication should be devised forkeach

group. As the base expectancy rate (regarding failure

to appear or recidivism) is established for each group,

r‘quantified objectiveskinkterms.ofyreduction in these

rates‘should be established. Only through a careful

,monitoring of detailed data regarding spec1fic target

groups can efficien01es of this type be obtained

Value of the Basic Method and Approach,

No alternative (known to the evaluator) to the pre-
sent method could achieve the same objectivesyasf

A
)




efficiently. While some extensions and innoVations may
be achieved, no basic restructuring of the Warrant

Service Unitnseems feasible‘or'practicable.

Operation of the Projeot.

?lanning. Court administration and ROR administration

should develop a plan having a much longer time frame

-~ approximately five years. Planning should take into
consideration the community resources for diversion
from incarceration -- community agencies offering ser-
vices which might be used by the Conditional Release
Program. In addition, explorations of other cities
or jurisdictions which employ neighborhood locations
and indigenous residents in their operations should
be made. One caveat, however, is that although such

operations are receiving a great deal of attention in

 the literature, their efficiency and overall Qorth has

yet to be adequately demonstrated.

Staffing. It is recommended that the Warrant Service

Unit be hrought up to full strength immediately, It

is currentlyhoperating at‘half strength.

Modifications in Project Objectives, Methods'and Operations.

It is‘recommended”that the Warrant Service Unit consider
employing several women as 1nvestigators. It is also

rocommonde&,that‘the administration explore, in detail,

"and attitudes which support this role.
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‘the role of the Warrant Service investigator and

'spec1fy an overall phllosophy and related behav1or

As this an
role becomes more concrete, more effective communlé
cation with defendants will be achieved, resulting
in even more efficiency in project operation. Also,
more attention needs to be devoted to developing |
monthly operational statistics for the Warrant Ser-
vice Unit. At present, units of activity and results
are still‘crndely classified in‘terms of warrants
erved;: Considerino‘the fact that communications

efforts 1nclud1ng postcards, telephone calls and field

‘notlflcatlons comprlse the most innovatlve aspect of

this project, this element of project management is
curiously neglected in project monitoring. Tke present
emphasis upon warrants served'precipitates a police
mentaiity‘among warrant service investigators,krather
than the serv1ce orlentatlon, which might be enhanced
by visibly dlsplaylng communlcatlons efforts and their

&

relative success to the’staff.

Cost of the Project.

‘The cost of the: ‘project, as orlginally budgeted, appears

accurate. Unfortunately, investigatlve staff is oper—

ating at half the planned level.

\.

ithe’inVestigativerforce be brought up to strength.

It is recommended that.‘
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Continuation of the Project.

Refunding is recommended. A longer planning frame

" needs 40 be developed, however, projecting Warrant

Service Unit efforts at least five years into the

future.

Evaluation of the Project.

Future evaluations should focus upon evaluation of

the impact of communications~efforts. An experiméntal
design should be formulated whereby dlfferent cllent
groups receive differont forms of communlcatlon. Im?
pact should be measured Lh terms of both costs and

behav;oral change.

The development of‘the on-going profile with defendants
having different bail risk and communication risk
(auhe, 1975) should produce a classification of de-
féndants for this purpose. Careful attention should
be given to the research dasign'for FY 19?6 and sub-
sequent years to insure that the effect of‘these com-~

munication efforts are carefully monitored and adjust-

- ments in the program are made when warranted.

Tho cost benefit and cost effectlveness measure employed~

P

‘_intthe present evaluation should be continued, expanded

and modified to include the cost effectiveness of com-

municationa efforts beyond the service of warrants.

'That is, postoarda, phone calls and othe communications

- 3§. '

effortskshould be conceptionalized as input unit§~and
changes in FTA or fugitive rates as output units. Both
inputs and outputs could be costed out, resultlng in
a series of cost benefit ratios for different communl-?f

Cations efforts. -

Warrant Servicekoperationai statistics éhouid assumé‘

an increasing importance in the monﬂﬂy'statiStical re-
port of the Pretrial Services Division. Monﬂﬂy tabu-
lations of phone calls, postcards, field visits, walk-
ins and other selected aCtivityvmeasures éhouldube‘in-
‘cluded. Finally, an efficiency index similar to the

one employad for ROR shouid be deVeloped for the Warrant

Service Unit.

Implications of the Project for Governor's Justice Commission Policy.

- There are few preventatiVe efforts which register such a

~dramatic impact in terms of deterrence. In one sense, the Pre-

trial Services Unit has a captive audience, in that defendants

are vlagaliy obligatéd to adhere to most of its recommendations.
The Governor's Justice Commission and the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration have olacéd a great deal of emphasis upon

their activities with Police Departments. On the judiciary-side,‘

certaln model pro;@cts, such as the Phlladelphla Pretrial Serv1ces
D1v131on and ltS Warrant Servxce Frogram should be held forth as
successful;examples of how LEAA oan work.v The faqt that thls

project is not only successful in adininistering justice humanely,
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but ié also acting as a prevenﬁative agent which actually deters
crime igynot widély known by either criminal justice personnel
or bykthe pubiid. The innovative qualities of this project

and management and operation of thig project sﬁguld‘serve as
bench marks by which other projects throughout Pennsylﬁania

and in other stateé can be evaluated. While this project;

like all others, is not without its probleﬁs, its strong points
certaihly outweigh its negative qualities. 1Its objectives are
simple and direct. It has demonstrated its capacity t0‘§érformw
efficieptly'the objgétiVes which have been outlined. 1In short,
something cankbe learned from this project éOncerning the,mannér

in which other LEAA projects can be planned and operated effectively.

o

APPENDIX

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Compliance

The Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas and Municipal Cour
has filed an Equal Opportunity Program Plan which include
both the Release on Recognlzance Program and the
Investigation and Warrant Service Unit progect. This
plan conflrms to EEOP guidelines.

The Pretrial Services ‘Division has provided evidence that
it is carrying out all of the guidelines as specified.

A project breakdown by position, ethnicxty, and sex as
specified in Governor's Justice Commission Evaluation
guidelines is shown on the following tables. The project
appears to be in compliance with these guldellnes.
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a : EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY PROCRA}’I CERTIFICATION
.'q .
I, _ Dewaine L. Gedney, Jf- ___» certify that the : o ~ A written EEO plan is on file with the Personnel Office of
(person filing application) S (R S N the Court of Common Pleas. In addition to the standards outlined
: o . - RO o - in this plan, the Pretrial Services Division has affirmatively
O Pretrial Services Division -has formulated. S pursued nondiscriminatory hiring in the following ways: (1) Job
N (criminal justice agency) ; R R R 3 - preference is given to any fluent in Spanish. " (2) The prior A
S . R ‘ T : L . - - experience requirement has been waived for minority group members.
an ecqual cmployment opportunity program in accordanee with : S S (3) A policy of active recruitment has been pursued through
= o " . S o o community and minority based organizations, such as the Black
o 7 I o ’ ' : ' ' Law Students Organization, the Spanish Speaking Council, and
28 CFR 42.305, et. seq., Subpart X, and that it is on file in the : : ~ the Mayor's Spanish Speaking Advisory Council. S ‘
D © office of Courtﬁ of Common Pl}eas‘ , y
R e o , N (name and title)
at City Hall . RS o
‘ RS R (addressy
for review or audit by officials of the i‘cnns,ylvania Governor's
Justice Cmﬁmisgﬁ.on.or the United States Law Enforcement As‘si‘stancc,
. Adm}x}igtmtion, as required by rclevnnt laws and.rcgrulf.‘ltions.v
| e =
; < . Dated: 9 May 1974 YN
“ e
; k ~‘3ea attached ‘statement.




, : . R S “,~:{ : [ ; -~ . POSITION LEVEL BY ETHNICITY
: P 1 ION LEVEL BY ETHNICITY , R T R A :

S . s e S e S L il s Release on Recogn1zance
Re1ease on Recognizance , ; b S : : o Lo " and

and . } O I AT ST Investigat1on and Warrant. Serv1ce Unit o
| Invest19ation and Warrant Service Un1t e o ] S o | March ‘975 : |
x Mmmhlws

Positibn
Levels

Salary

Ranges

Negro

»Spanish‘

Asian
Amer.

~ Women

Total

PR-25

16,829

100%

PR-22

13,461-

14,871

66.7%

PR-17

11,613-
12,776

100%

PR-16

11,309~
12,428

100%

| pR-15

~ 11,039~

12,114

- 50%

1 PR-12

10,263-
1,21

- 100%

PR-1

9,996-

10,907 .

100%

PR-10

9,697~
10,567

e - ot

13.3%

\\

PR-8

9,128~

9,922

. 100%

PR=7.

8,801-

9550

1004

PR-6

8,439
9,143

B TR S

33.3%

21

PR-3

7.366-

7,921

PRPISI NN U P

“f-

‘100%fy\

Totals

% ]

37.5%

64

Position

Levels

‘Salary

Ranges

Asian

Negrof ‘Amér.

Spanish

- Women

, Tdta]

 PR-25

PR-22
PR-17

PR-16

~ PR-15
PR-12
CPR-11

PR-10

PR-8°

;,PR;7~:

PR-6

OPR-3

 $15,184-

16,829
13,461~

14,87

11,613-

11,309-
12,428

11,039-
12,018

10,263~
1,211

9,996~

10,907

10,567

9’]28'
9,922
©8,801-
9,550

8,439-
9,143

7,366-

7091

672

50%

72 | g

- 100%

o4 7‘ 5%

s | o

100%

0%

100%

100

0%

100%

100% -
0%

100% -

100%

33

1004

100%

100%

100%

100%
100%
1100%
Yoot
1003
'100%L
'1oo%Eu
e

1008

 Total

Phila. Standard

Metropolitan

~ Statistical Area

e | 1w | o

3% | sy | oy |

W | m

2
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PROGRAM: CERTIFICATION

L 14

- Job Category

Prinéipa1'Duf§es

'Anndal'

Pay

| TotaXZ#‘of'
| Employees ‘

fof
-Males

:# of
Females

";;ﬂ'of'EmpIO'eeS'by‘RaCe

- Black

White

Spanish

Othef‘

. Shift
Supervisor

Supervisor c¢f

entire shif:;
effective ogper-

§13,261

2 | o2

50%

1

50%

e

1%

Chief Field
Investigator

ational head.

Supervisor i -
field investi-

‘gation tear:z

$11,039

1100%

4
%

tive Inves-~

| Administra-

Supervisor c£
‘Hearing Rooz

& Extraditicrns

suLecj

100%

{4

le

:igator~>

Field

| Investigator

Learn commu=i-
ty; encourzcze:
voluntary cis-

| positions; pre-
vent failures

to appear

$ 9,657

oy

16 16

567% ;

31%

13%

2

L/

.‘Clefkaypist

‘Prepafatioﬁ df
| daily reports -

to. District

Attorney, Fol- | i

s 7,851

P jl‘ ;
100%

L
r

: i

f1 Data~-; ‘"
‘Collector

ice & courts
ASsemblingi o
records for
statistical

_ | purposes,

157,56

100%

e

3




TABLE 1

 WARRANTS RECEIVED AND CLEARED BY MONTH

TABLE 2

NUMBER OF FUGITIVES

s June 1972-December 1974 » o SURRENDERING VOLUNTARILY BY MONTH
1972 o 1974 ~ May 1972-Decen
- Percent{ - Percent | o Percent] HeThec ber 1974
Rec'd Cleared Cleared Rec'd Cleared Cleared | Rec'd Cleared Cleared :
T e wr | | R 1972 BEZ
Jan. - - | s 98 107.7 720 829 13.7 Ty ng | Moving M
- ' : umber Average Number Average Number oving
Feb. LR - 764 892 1167 | 652 703 107.8 ¢ 1 3an ( umber  Average
- P ; o ; : . * -
March * - - gg7 912 102.8 | 666 752 T112.9 | * -
: | | e O 7 N Feb. * - ,
April > w e ¢71 1,005  103.5 946 1,009  106.7 1o * -
: o o ‘ o March * - N
May « - - |10z 8 884 gig 873 106.7 | 8 -
‘ o - 8 ‘ _ O _ April * . . 8
{ dune 1,098 1,081 9.6 | 823 736 89.4 786 1,002 127.5 " - 324
July 941 984 104.6 | 889 773 86.9 905 1,570 173.5 5 234.2 217  259.3 272 302.0
1 . : ; » o ; dJune 20 e ; "
Aug. |1, 1,172 105.2 4 978 835  85.4 692 1,273 183.9 Jul P00 B . 264 232.7 310 307.0
o | . _ | : ; , uly 2 , ”
| sept. 1,017 987 91.6 | **897 whga4  *%76.2 | 897 1,340 149.4 1, 260 230.7 217  252.3 339 301.3
: ' ‘ , = ugust ’
oct., |12 1,8 997 | 1,01 ga3 ~ 82.4 | 695 885 127.3 . 27 . 2057 276  242.7 255  302.3
‘ ~ S | R ept.. ' - RS
Nov. 925 916, 99.0 | 740 637 861 620 704 113.5 e 215 216.7 235 257.7 313 273.0
. . K : c . R . . ‘ .
Dec. 1,070 805 75.2 | 684 685 1001 703 784  98.9 f& . 185 224.7 262 240.3 281 268.0
: - : ’ : : . . ov. - R . S .
ﬁcﬁthjy e R vf s _ ‘ ; - | 250 ;’242.7 | 224 228.0 3% - 5Ea.b
| average 1,064 1,023 96.2 | 877 823“ 93.8 767 “_977 127.4 Dec. 239  242.3 198 298
| TotaL {7,446 7,163 95.2 10,527 9,875  93.8 | 9,199 11,724 127.4 | AveRraGe 201 | —
: : ) ) ) 24 B . 23}7‘ 286

i.ilinatardnavnilabie S T o T “*Data
waeginning in September 1973 warrant service in Philadelphia was compietely , unavailable
. gtaffed and administered by Pretrial Services. Prior tO this time, warrants

-~ yieve served by the Police Department, the District Attorney's Office, and

. the pretrial Services Diviston

R
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CoTBLE3 - Gt
WARRANTS DISPOSED BY INVESTIGATIVE MAN HOURS ” |
September 1973-December 1974 | | od 8 T CUELLFIEIL
R0 0 28883 <33g2
L Investigative R o8 %. % S 8
- Hours ' Warrants—Hours gh & 23°8 3
| Supervisory Investigators Investi- lnvestiga}:ive Warrants pisposed N 5 g |
' - Staff(2) (4) gators Hours® Disposed oo Hour g3 o =
J et 1373 ~ A E g z
Sept. 335.25 608.25 3364.50 3516.6 684 0.194 po B | g 4\
Oct. 289.50 637.50 3390.00 3549.4 833 0.235 a g B e \
B S Nov. 311,25 617.25 3588.37 = 3742.7 637 0.170 58 B | o p .
{Dec.  302.25 589. 50 3318.00 3465.4 685  0.1%8 $3 2 | Rasouagl s o S
‘ o ONPDPW—-NNO (=3 (o] -
| i A - — §B‘ ' e T - I A A I g o
| Average 309. 56 613.13 3415.22  3568.5 709.8 0.199 o § s SWwROoLONN ’§§ a
RiAchnA ik ‘ _ _ B 9 5 _B
e 1974 | gg g 3 s2| 52
Jan. 330,00 637.50  ~3735.00 3894.4 829 0.213 &g o ot o m
Feb. 285.00 525.00 3142.50 3273.8 703 0.215 g9 E 2 sz | 89
March 315.00  555.00 3690.00 3828.8 752 0.196 o ® 3 251 N8 o
April 292.50  615.00 3660. 00 3813.8 1009 0.265 h g wl T2l &7 &
May 322.50 682.50 4192.50 4363.1 873 0.200 9 g Ny Slegsssea |lg ¢ a m m
June  285.00 652.50 3630.00 3793.1 1002 0.264 of denoneemY 1S 3 87 -
July 345,00 690.00 3630.00 3802.5 1570 0.413 ey DESNND O 0R 2 5".:..
Aug, 337.50 750.00 3937.50 4125.0 1273 0.309 o o ~ =
Sept. ~ 300.00 645.00 3787.50 3948.8 1340 10.339 B ~ g8
Gt 277.50 615.00 3495.00 3648.8 - 885 0.243 23 < e
Nov, 285.00  360.00 2940.00 3030.0 704 0.232 CBE o =
Dec. - 232.50 322.50 2542.50 2623.2 784 0.299 E :’. a z
» ’ , : b 8 -~ 3
| Average  300.63  s87.50  3531.88  3678.7 977.0  0.266 te agggg N
it - ' i ; : ot Qo ' w3
 gxcludes all supervisory staff time and three-fourths of Chief Field g %- wTEe £8
Invastigators' time (Chief Field Investigators spent approximately R R 2 -
one~-quarter of their time in actual investigation). < > sy
g w -1 0
' ﬁs#szassw?ss g 5
ATEEARER38BY e §
| @ |
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TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF RELATIVE WEIGHTINGS OF CURRENT POINT SYSTEM WITH PROPOSED NEW SYSTEM*
Current New New Rearrest| New Rearrest New
Sy§taq New Slow Same Different System
Criteria FTA Return Charge Charge Weighted
Pts. % | Pts. % | Pts. % | Pts. % | Pts. % |Avg. 1-4
|Residence and Community Ties? 4k 19.0( 371 21.0 | 1367 42.2 | 130 5.0 | 3¢ 8.8 - 19.3
| Family Points? ) 4 19.0] 29 1.6 8 26| 37  1.4) 6 1.7 | 1.8
{Economic and Employment? 4 19.0 189 10.7| 53 16.5| 491 19.0 [ 380 9.8 | 14.0
| Prior Record Points® 4  19.0] 976 55.1| 589  18.2 1629  63.0 |1851 47.5 | 46.0
| Character Points® 5 2.0 16 1.0{ 8 2.6| 8 3.4 5 1.5 | 2.1
AgeS Omitted | 189 10.7| 581 17.9| 210 8.1 |1197  30.7 | 16.9
TOTAL 21 100.0] 1770 100.1 [3261 100.3 |2584  99.9 3896 100.0 | 100.1**

‘ . ) ; , : :
*Weightings reflect theoretical maximum of total allowable points.

**Reflectsbweighted average.

 lunder current system includes: (a) length of time lived in Philadelphia, (b) length of time at present residence, (c)

length of time at prior residence. (a) length of time at present address, (b} whether

Under revised system includes:

i T T T R

phone at address, {c) whether defendant has 1dent1f1cat10n on person, (4) utlllties under defendant's name, and (e} -
resides in owner occupied dwelling unit. , :

2ynder current system includes:

(a) whether living with family and (b) c0ntacts with family ‘members.

includes (a) whether living with spouse, (b) whether defendant is married.

3Under current system ‘includes:

/
hder current system includes: (a) felony convictions and (b) misdemeanor convictions.

(a) whether employed, (b) whether employer will retain ‘defendant.
jxclude:r (a) amount of money owed, (b) whether employed and (c) length of time on present job.

‘Under revised system includes.?'f

Under revised system

Under ggg.system :

',(a) previous FTA record, (b) 6-month prior arrest record for ‘same chaxges and different charges. (c) FTA's in last Bix
“months, and (d) arrest record for past 15 years.

gnder current system includes' (a) FTA record and (b) evidence of alcohol or drinking problem. Under reviseé system
includes urinalysis re: heroin or morphine only. ‘ S

‘Age not included in current eystem.

TABLE 5
PHILADELPHIA DETENTION POPULATION
1971 through 1974*

Detentioners Total

Category
Under Sentence

Date

o [ =2 (22
N ~N Q
[Te) ™~ <r
- 3 L]
~N NN
o [=] <
[y o ™~
(=] (327 [+;)
» L3 L3
NN —
~— (=4 (=)
N (=] o™
L 2] < =
-— o~ o™
s ™~ [y
(<)) (=] (2}
f S SRR %
@ Q Q
5§ & B
[3
& & 9
Q Q [ =Y

482

2,323

1,834

December 1974

*All information from Phiiade;phia Detention Center for a single day

during the month indicated.
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_ , TABﬁE"g ' ] 5
‘i RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE OPERATENG TRENDS
1 Item | ~ Jul.  Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. _Mar. Apr. May ° June TOTAL
L N [ _ 1973 ..
' Recommended RCR 2.02 1.5¢ T.49 2.3%3 2.03 1.8% 7VT.3%7 1.3%2 1.5¢ 2.4% 1.2% 1.2% 1.7%
Fugitive Rate? 1973 ' 1974 S
: : ) : 3.04 1.7¢ T1.62 2.5 1.8%4 1.6 1.5¢ 1.12 0.9%2 1.9%2 1.8%, 2.1% 1.8%
. 1974 . : .
243 2.3% 2.3
iy S 1972 1973 e U
Not Recommended for 5.49 8.62 B8.84 6.9% 6.9%2. 4.6% 4.8% 3.5% 2.8% 3.7% 3.5% 1.0%° 5.0%
-ROR Fugitive Rate? 1973 1974 \
% : 4.62 3.4% 2.7% 3.7%  4.3% 3.5 4.5% 1.8t 3.12 4.0¢ 4.6% 4.6% 3.7%
1974 : L :
4.4% 4.3% 5.3%
1 o 1972 | 1973 o
Efficiency . 276 300 340 338 328 347 326 412 399 - 406 396 378 ;§§3.8i
Index?® 1973 . 1974 L S : Y 4
' 411 426 426 438 439 433 405 439 452 415 401 409 " 424.5
: 1974 .

417 410 405 406 435 446

1Fugitive Rate (See Footnote #3) for those recommended fcr ROR. .
Fugitive Rate (See Footnote #3) for those not recommended for ROR.

3% persons Granted ROR ¢ I Persons Interviewed at Police Administration Building x I Petsons Appearing at Scheduled

Hearings ¢ Persons Scheduled to Appear at Hearings x 1000. s

TABLE 7
RELEASE OK RECOGNIZANCE OPERATING TRENDS

May _ June

TOTAL

- Jdul. Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. De;. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr..
o 1972 1973 /o
| FTA Warrants 250 247 250 256 192 167 T162° 163 206 . 248 233~ 230 2,604
| Issued 1973 | 1974
219 2% ’27‘?] 272 362 253 237 279 155 200 247 308 235 3,061 |
;217 239 225 203 195 211
; 1972 T 1973 | . :
: Total FTA 8.5 8.03 8.2% 7.7%. 6.2% 5.8% 5.7% 6.6% 7.2% 8.6% 7.33 8.0% 7.9%
. | Rate! - | 1973 1974 |
9.6% 8.7% _it]a.§4 8.2y 7.7% 8.0% B.0¥ 4.6% 5.6% 6.33 7.0% 6.9% 7.3%
9 .
7.4% 3.0% B8.2% 7.8% 7.2% 1.2%
. 1972 - 1973 . L
Willful FTA ~ 6.6 6.6% ©6.67 6.3% 6.1% 4.2¢ 3.2¢ 4.33 5.2% -5.84 5.0% 5.2% 5.4%
Rate? , ) 1973 1974 : o ,
: 6.7% '6.9% 6.8% 7.1% 6.5% 6.7% ©6.4% 3.8% 4.5% 5.1% 6.0% 6.2% 6.1%
1974
. 6.03 7.6% 6.1%
i | | 1972 1973 A ; ,,
| Fugitive Rate® 2.7% 2.9% 8.0¢ 3.3y 2.5¢° 3.33 2Z.0¢ 1.8% 1.83 2.7% 1.8% 2.2% 2.9%
b ' 1973 1974 o ’ :
. | 3.4 2.1 T.9% 2.8¢ 2.5% 2.13 Z.22 1.2% 1.4% 2.4% 2.5% 2.9 2.3%

1
3.1% 2.?2 3.47

| lRm:;i.c of FTA Warrants issued to Total Persons Scheduled for Hearings.

| . 2ratio of thos missing hearings for invalid reasons to Total Persons Scheduled for Hearirgs.
; "‘Patio of those with outstanding Bench Warrants to Persons Scheduled for Hearings.

A\
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TABLE 10
OUTSTANDING FUGITIVE WARRANTS,
LISTED( JBY COURT COMPUTER SYSTEM
~~(January 30, 1975
~ TABLE 9 | v )
ROR EFFICIENCY INDICES FOR 9 CITIES' j —
- ' . } » | o 1971 1972 - 1973 1974
Philadelphia 0 ].425 : R ‘”‘[fi"“;”““j‘, - 7| January ' ";*”19 o716 B0 108
: , , , BT February 40 28 27 91
Los Angeles ~. 46 | | March 44 22 "3 107
» ' ‘ o , April ) 44 25 47 ns
Washington » 307 o > May ' 32 50 44 125-
o o ; ‘ ’ June ’ 40 33 58 120
San Francisco ‘ 210 } _ ' ‘ ~ : © o Jduly , 43 43 64 113
TR e : g : | August N R | 69 160
Baltimore - 70 : : : September 20 - 50 65 153
. e o . , ‘October 13 57 80 176
- - | Indianapolis , 140 . ' . November 38 = 45 .9 162
SRR U : B ' . . ' : December - _26 35 92 190 -
St. Louis : 43 L S . R
TOTAL 401 438 - 721 1,623
| Chicago - - f 29 | : o o B
E | Atlanta o 38 | - ‘ .
lphiladelphia data computed from monthly ROR
statistics. Data for other cities frcm Paul B. Wice,
Freedom For Sale: A National Study of Pretrial Release.
Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath and Company, 1974,
p. 118. ' : -
‘ ‘ (.; 0 i
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CODE SHEET CRITERIA EVALUATION
4
O-No fi-No S=-No
O-Male 8-Unk &-Unk r———-—-—— C~Unknown 1
i-Female 1-Yes I~-Yes l-Yes
| [LENGTH . PRYS |} ) PRES i LOARN ]
. MG & YR QF YR OF OF PRES LIVES W/ RENT PRES EMPLOY FAY~
POLICE FHGTC NUMBER INTERVIEW = - SEX | BIRTH DENT PHONE RES  SPOUSE R MIG MARITAL EMPLOY LENGTH ¥ENT
12 (3 {4-{5 (& g {9 ji0 {11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 i9 20 2% 2%
i ! U
Do 0-No L O-No
f-link 0-Unk T 0-Unknown —_— )
_I=Yes 1-Yes . v
REST~ ) ' PRIOR FTA ) TOTAL -
DFXATE | DENCE FAMILY 10Y | CHAR REC, TOTAL 1 . ! asT ARREST| | PRIOR
Use INTS PREINTS, | INTS | INTS FGINTS } PoINTS ITILITIES . MOS DIFF pERESTS
2% 24 b5 SE T ) 27 z8 2% ] 30 31 33 38 37
,; _i |
RN Loy 28 OOLTMN D onmet 22
5T - KG w3 5 = CaEmORe 0 = DNEMBIOVED 8 = nows
bRl Y = Yers than 3 noaths I = UNEROWN , L= gL~ I
25 B0 w ¥ g % mos e b ooy, ¥ = Less than 3 mog. = 520 - 42,99
AR -~ 3% s 4§ 3o i L= %~ & mon. 3= S50 - 39,95
43 = 52 » 3 & L3 Eow ¥ o~ k2 mos. 4 = 183,58
o~ I8 S I owws & w13 - 34 mos, 5= ~ IH%, %9
2 = 3T 9 T &= £ y28 e ?oprs. 1oms. - 5 oyrs. 6= - T EPET
By w2l = B Tow R vre. S50 o= S oyws, 3w, - IDowrs. G ow INYROAE
& om ozexy 1T vrs. iess than 1ile Tow 3T ogwsm. L omo. B0 mese :
7w Take : !
b4
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