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EXECUTIVE: SUMMARY 

I. History And Overview Of CJA 

This report is an evaluatior.1 of the operations of the New York 

City Criminal Justice Agency (CJA) during Fisca;I. Year 1979-80. 1 CJA, which 

has its origins in the bail reform mo~~ment of the early 1960's, is a 

public benefit corporation whose staff interviews arrested defendants in 

New York City ahd makes recommendations for pretrial release, notifies 

released defendants of upcoming Criminal Court dates, and conducts research 

on the criminal justice system. 

Formed from the Vera Institute of Justice Pretrial Services 

Agency on August 1, 1977, CJA received a combination of Federal LEAA funds 

($1.4 million) and New York City tax-14=VY funds ($1.6 million) in its first 

year. During its second year, CJA received $3,400,000 in City tax-levy funds 

plus a small amount of LEAA money, and in the current Fiscal Year 1979-80, 

the agency is fully supported by tax-1ElVY funds ($3,504,000). 

Under its current structure, CJA operates to assist the criminal 

justice system in several important ways. During the past several years, 

three major goals have emerged; as stated in the FY 79-80 CJA contract with 

CJCC, these are: 

(1) to decrease.the number of days spent in detention by defendants 
who could safely be released to the community while awaiting 
trial, 

(2) to reduce the rate of nonappearance in court by defendants re­
leased from detention and awai ting trial, 

(3) to operate a citywide p+etrial services agency providing a 
variety of services to~e public, criminal justice agencies 
and defendants enabling the pretrial process to operate with 
greater efficiency and fairness. 

As a means of achieving these goals, CJA has contracted with the city 

to perform a number of tasks related to interviewing arrested defendants, recom-

IThis evaluation report covers CJA's activities during the period 
July 1, 1979 through April 30 , 1980. However, the analysis of ROR, failure-· 
to-appear, and cost data is limited to the period July l-December 31, 1979 
(unless otherwise noted). Because of CJA's conversion to its UDIIS computer 
system, and consequent programming delays, no data on CJA's basic operations 
during the current fiscal year were available for analysis until early 
May 1980. Thus a number of the more detailed analyses planned for this 
evaluation could not be carried out. 
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mending them for release on recognizance, and notifying them of scheduled 

court appearances. Additional tasks relate to conducting research and dis­

seminating information both on its own operations and specific research 

projects. CJA's contract specifies the following responsibilities: 

(1) Collect background information on all defendants in the Criminal 
Courts and provide an assessment of the strength of the d,efen­
dant's community ties to the courts, prosecutor, and defense 
attorney. CJA will interview defendants, verify the information, 
and summarize criminal history data obtained from DCJS. 

(2) Contact released defendants prior to scheduled court dates in 
order, to notify defendants of required court appearances. 

(3) Interview misderneanants and evaluate them for eligibility for 
Desk Appearance Tickets (DATs), and notify DAT defendants of 
arraigrnnent and oth€',r court dates. 

(4i Study and evaluate other pretrial se±Vice u.genc.i.el; to determine 
the best methods of pretrial release. 

(5) Collect and publish statistics on its own operations and related 
criminal justice statistics, and disseminate thi£; information to 
criminal justice agencies and the public. 

(6) study problems related to pretrial release, detention, and failure­
to-appear rates. Investigate broader problems of criminal justice 
system efficiency and operation, and conduct experimental programs 
if desirable, to test or implement new projects. 

(7) Operate, jointly with the Department of Correction (DOC), the 
Unified Defendant and Inmate Information System (UDIIS). This 
system would sustain tbe daily operations of CJA and DOC (related 
to inrna':e lO'::ation and deliv(?:ry tc ::'ourt) and support res'?arch 
needs. CJA vlOuld pU!'"S'.le agreement.s to coordinate: and s:lart;: rele­
vant data with other information systems such as PROMIS, NYPD MISD, 
and OCA, and would work closely with the CIRCLE Conunittee to ensure 
compatability and cooperation with the other systems. 

(8) Operate a Pre-Court Manage,ment ProJect in Brooklynl pendihg ap­
proval of related criminal justice system agencies, to study the 
flo· ... ' of cases through the arrest-tn-arraignment process and the 
time it takes to complete' each major step in the process. 

'Interviewing, Verification, And ROR Recommendation 

Probably the major task for CJA, and the impetus for its original 

creation, is to interview arrested defendants prior to arraignment, assess L~e 

strength of community ties, and make a reconunendation to the arrai~ment judge 

as to whether or not the defendant should be released on his own recognizance. 

Defendants are interviewed by CJA staff shortly after arrest, usually at 

Central Booking. Informatiol1 on the defendant's residential, employment, 

and family status is collected~ attempts are then made to verify this informa­

tion by telephone. Additional information from the Police Department arrest 

report and a sununa:r:y of prior convictions and outstanding warrants from the 

NYSID sheet are added to the CJA information sheet. 
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When this process is completed, generally within a few hours of 

arrest, the CJA interviewer makes a summary release recommendation based 

on the strength of conununity ties and the likelihood of voluntary return to 

court, and stamps the information sheet, which is forwarded to the arraign­

ment judge, prosecutor, arod defense attorney. The arraignment judge then 

examines the CJA interview and reconunendation, and in conjunction with other 

factors in the case, arrives at a bail/ROR decision. 

Defendant Notification 

CJA is responsible for notifying all ROR'd defendants'of upco~~ng 

court dates, whether or not CJA had recommended release. The nbtifications 

system operates through a cor~ination of defendant check-ins, computerized 

notification letters, and follow-up telephone calls. These notification ef­

forts continue through the pretrial period, and cover all Criminal Court 

appearances through disposi i:ion or transfer to the Supreme Court. 

Research 

CJA maintains an active research department which conducts ongoing 

and special analyses of its own operations, and examines other relevant 

criminal justice issues and problems. Although much of CJA' s research if3 

based on analysis of defendant and court calendar information in its data base, 

the agency also conducts field studies and uses other sources of infornation 

such as interviews and site visits. One major study, the Bail Research Pro­

ject, is currently under way and will address basic issues in CJA's recom­

mendation process and impact on judicial release decisions. 

II. Description Of CJA Administrative Structure 

The organizational structure of CJA includes a central administrcltion 

~ office located at 305 Broadway in Manhattan, and four borough offices located 

in Manhattan I Brooklyn, IBronx, and Queens. Although the borough offices 

handle day-to-day court-related operations somewhat independently, the central 

office sets policy, supervises the bo~ough activities, provides administrative 

and fiscal services, and generally tries to insure that ROR and notificatinns 

activities in the boroughs are carried out in a uniform and efficient manner,. 

In addition, the agency's CETA contract is administered out of the central 

office. 

A. Central Office 

CJA 's administrative headquarters contain the agency's administra­

tive, fiscal, information systems, and research staff. A total of $936,360 

lstaten Island operations are handled through the Brooklyn Office. 
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7 
(including 31 full-time staff members) was budgeted for central office 

operations in FY 79-80~ this figure includes data processing costs for all 

borough operations. 

1. Information Systems 

CJA's computer system is un.der the direction of the Director of 

Management and Information Systems, ~7ith overall supervision provided by the 

Associate Director for Policy. The Istaff has handled the development and 

operation of the UDIIS computer system (which replaced the previous Meditech 

system) in conjunction with the New York City Department of Correction (DOC). 

2. Research 

Six fUll-time staff members (supported by CJCC-administered funds) 

are involved in r;esea.:i:'ch and evaluation at CJA, under the director of the 

Associate Director for Policy. Part-time staff are also used for interviewing, 

site observation, and other data collection activities. The research staff 

conducts both large-scale ongoing studies and short-term projects, two of 

which are being jointly supervised by the Department of Correction. Aside 

from CJA's own, internally-generated projects, requests for research studies 

are made regularly by various outside agencies. In addition, the research 

staff prepares the regular CJA monthly and quarterly reports which summarize 

the agency's ongoing ROR and notifications acti vi ties. 

B. Borough Offices 

CJA's defendant interviewing, verification, llind notifications 

operations are based in the four borough offic:es. Al though ea/::h site is 

budgeted to have a Borough Director and Deputy Borough Director, the directors' 

lines were left vacant for most of FY 79-80 for all boroughs except Brooklyn. 

(By leaving these lines vacant, the agency was able to generate accL~als to 

help pay for unanticipated computer costs from F'Y 78-79.) For this reason, 

more supervision a'1d control of borough operations has been maintained by the 

central office than in the past. This reduction in decentralized power has 

meant that changes in operations or policies must be cleared through the 

Director of Operations prior to implementatic)n. Recruitment and initial SCl7een­

ing of interviewing and notification personnel is also controlled by the 

central office. The central office also de\reloped and implemented standardized 

interviewer training materials and procedur1as, although there are borough-wide 

differences in the way the actual training process is carried out. 
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There are several basic similarities in the operations and structure 

of the CJA borough offices. All are located at or near the Criminal Courts 

buildings. Interviewers and some other personnel are based at the Police 

Department Central Booking facility, where most of the defendant interviews 

occur. Computer terminals for data entry and data retrieval are located 

both at Central Booking and the borough administrative office. 

III. CJA's Role In The Arraignment Process And Release On Recognizance 

CJA plays a major role in the arrest·to-arraignment process by 

interviewing arrested defendants, verifying information related to community 

ties, and making a recommendation to the arraignment judge as to whether or .~ 

not the defendant should be released from detention pending trial. 

A. Description Of Interviewing And Verification, 
And The CJA Poin,t System 

The process of interviewing arrested defendants, verifying informa­

tion obtained, and making a release recommendation to the arraignment judge is 

central to CJA's operations. In addition to collecting key facts to be used 

in the recommendation, the interview serves to supply CJA with the contact' 

information. needed to notify defendants of subsequent court dates. The inter­

~~ew data, supplemented by Criminal Court calendar data, are entered into CJA's 

computer where they provide ~~e basis for automated, daily operational functions 

as ~~'ell as research and management analysis ~ 

1. The Defendant Interview 

Most CJA interviews take place at the holding cells in Central 

Booking. Arrestees are brought to Central Booking after arrest to be booked, 

photographed, fingerprinted, and await arraignment. On average, arrestees 

may spend five or six hours in tile Central Booking cells before arraignment 

or transfer to court or DOC detention cells. CJA interviews are administered 

through the bars of the holding cells, usually about four to five hours after 

the defendant is arrested, but shortly after the defendant is placed in the 

detention cell. With certain exceptions, CJA practice is to interview every 

defendant between arrest and arraignment. Those ~ interviewed include: 

Defendants in jail against'whom additional charg9s are brought; 

Defendants released from the precinct on Desk Appearance Tickets 
in Brooklyn and Queens, or issued DATs by authorities other than 
the Police Department; 

In all boroughs, defendants arrested for violations, on out-of­
state warrants, or rearrested for just an outstanding bench warrant~ 
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Defendants arrested under Supr~ne Court warrants; 

In Manhattan, defendants charged with prostitutionj'" 

Juveniles, except those designated under the Juvenile Offender Law. 

The CJA interview report form is a one-page document that 

elicits information from the defendant on current and prior residences, 

living arrangements, personal contacts, employment and income, and current 

schooling. In addition, information on the present arrest and prior criminal 

record are obtained from the Police Department arrest report and NYSID sheet, 

resPElctive1y. 

2. Verilication 

After the interview is completed, the interviewer returns to the 

CJA work area at Central Booking and begins attempts to verify information ' 

obtained from the defendant. Verification is accomplished mainly by telephone, 

although sometimes, when a cont'act is at court for arraignment, the interviewer 

will attempt to verify information in person. Verification attempts are re­

corded, and the CJA recommendation points tabulated, on the reverse side of 

the interview form. Verification attempts are made wltil the NYSID sheet is 

received from Albany, at which point verification efforts usually stop, even 

if contact has not been completed. 

3. NYSID and Other Information , 

When the N'l'SID sheet is returned, the interviewer reviews it and 

records certain information on the CJA report form. If the defendant had no 

prior misdemeanor or felony arrest, then "first arrest II is checked. The num­

ber of prior misdemeanor and felony convictions are tabulated and indicated 

on the interview form. In addition, the interviewer records information on 

any open cases where the disposition has yet to be entered on the NYSID sheet, 

and checks whether any outstanding warrants are attached. 

4. CJA Recommendations and the Point System 

After completing the final verification attempt and entering NYSID 

data, the CJA interviewer initiates the process of assessing the defendant's 

community ties and making a release recommendation. The point system used by 

CJA is based on the model used by Vera in the Manhattan Bail Project, but has 

been modified and condensed over the years. Using a series of standardized 

statements printed on the back of the interview form, the interviewer totals 

the murber of points and applies 01'1e of the following stamps to the interview: 
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RECOMMENDED: VERIFIED COMMUNITY TIES 

QUALIFIED: UNVERIFIED COMMUNITY TIES 

No Recommendation Due To: 

o Insufficient Community Ties 0 Residence outside NYC Area 

o Conflicting Residence Information D Incomplete Intervie\oJ 

No Reco~~endation Due To: 

o Bench \':arrant Attached to NYSID 

[] Bail-Jumping Charge 

B. Number of Interviews 

o !';c !NSID Available 

[] For Information Only 

During the period July-December 1979, excluding DATs, CJA 
interviewed 50,188 defendants arraigned in Criminal Court, an 
average of 8,365 per month. Manhattan, with 18,512 interviews 
(36.5% of the total) and Brooklyn (12,243 or 24.4%) had the 
highest interview volUmeS, reflecting the relative number of 
arrests in the boroughs. A total of 9,265 interviews were 
conducted in the Bronx, 9,328 in Queens, and 840 in Staten Island. 

Compared with the same period in 1978, CJA interviewed 
12.7% fewer defendants during t~e latter half of 1979 (50,188 
versus 57,512). The reduction was most noticeable in Brooklyn, 
which showed a 20.8% decrease in n:umber of interviews. This 
reduction in intervie~s reflects a comparable reduction in 
arrests between the two time periods; the nwnber of arrests 
during July-December 1979 was 13.4% lower than during July­
December 1978. The percentage of ar,restees interviewed by CJA 
remained the same. 

C. CJA Recommendations 

Generally, patterns of CJA recommendations have remained stable over 

time. ~lring the period July-December 1979, major findings with regard to the 

distribution of CJA recommendations were: 

As in prior years, about half o,f the interviewed defendants 
overall received a Recommended stamp' (31. 7% verified and 16.1% 
qualified). Manhattan, with its relatively large proportion of 
transient and out-of-state arrestees, had the lowest rate of 
Reco~nended defendants (24.0% verified and 13.7% qualified) and 
highest proportion of defendants Not Recommended due to weak 
community ties, 42.8% (compared with an average of about 26% for 
the other boroughs). Citywide, 32.4% of defendants were not 
recommended due to insufficient community ties. 

Affidavit charge severity was related somewhat to the CJA 
recommendation. Defendants arrested 'on felony charges were more 
likely than those arrested for misdemeanors to be Recommende~ 
Verified (36.3% versus 26.8%) or Qualified (17.3% versus 14.9%). 
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D. Arraignment Outcomes and RQ~ Rates 

Since many cases are disposed of at arraignment, the actual si~e 

of the pretrial release population (and therefore the size of the group re­

quiring notifications) is smaller than the number of defendants recommended 

for release. Further, judges release a number of defenaants who were not 

recommended by CJA, and set bailor remand defendants who were recommended 

for ROR by CJA. An important issue in evaluating OJA's effectiveness is 

the extent to which judges utilize the information gathered by CJA and 

follow the agency's release recommendations. 

1. Disposition Rates 

Overall, 65.7% of the interviewed cases were not disposed 
at arraignment, a rate similar to that of pre"ious years. 
Defendants who were recommended by CJA were less likely to have 
their cases disposed at arraignment (71%) than those not re­
commended (59.5%), or l>:ith a bench warrant (58 .. 1%). With a 
positive recommendation and higher likelihood of ROR, there 
may be less pressure to obtain a guilty plea. 

2. ROR Rates 

The release rate for nondisposed cases was higher for de­
fendants who are recommended for ROR by CJA; 66.6% or Recommended­
Verified and 60.8% of Qualified defendants were RORld at arraign­
ment. In contrast, 52% of defendants Not Recommended because of 
insufficient community ties Were released. The fact that mo:re 
than half of these defendants were released reflec'cs that, 
especially for defendants charged with less serious crimes, judges 
are willing to ROR many defendants even if they have weak community 
ties. 

Since CJA recommendations are mainly based on community ties 
and do not take into account such factors as the severity of the 
charge (except for ce):tain crimes), circumstances and strength of 
the case and the demeanor or the defendant, it is expected that 
many defendants reco~nended by .CJA will not be ROR'd at arraign­
ment. The higher ROR rate for CJA-recommended defendants does 
suggest that judges do take the CJA community ties data into account 
when making a bail decision. Within each CJA recommendation 
category, defendants charged with more serious crimes were less 
likely to be ROR'd and more likely to not make bailor be remanded. 
However, no matter how serious or minor the charge, defendants re ... 
ceiving a positive CJA recommendation were more likely to be ROR'd 
than defendants who are not recommended. 

Defendants charged with A or B felonies who received ·a 
verified recommendation from CJA w~e about l~ t~~s more l~kp.ly to be 
ROR'd (34.9%) than those Not Recommended (22.5%). For misdemeanants 
about 80% of Recommended-Verified and Qualified defendants are re­
leased, compared with only 66% of Not Recommended defendants. Thus, 
even for minor charges, the strength of community ties appears to 
affect judges' release decisions. 
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E. Issues 

Because only a limited amount of data on interviewing, verification, 

and CJA recomnendations were available for the clJl1l1ent pen~04, a ;l;lJll assess­

ment of CJA's impact on judges' pretrial release decisions and the arrest-to­

arraignment process cannot be made at this time. Nevertheless, patterns 

which emergE\ from the available data, together with more quali tati ve data 

obtained from interviews with arraignment judges, attorneys, and other 

criminal justice system personnel suggest that CJA is fulfilling its role 

in the ROR process and is achieving its goal of ~educ~n~ the ~6unt pi 

time spent in pretrial detention. 

Interviews with a number of arraignment judges in New York city 

Criminal Court indicated that most judges do place a lot of weight on the 

information Q·r,;ntained on the CJA interview when making a ROR decision. 

Some judges expressed confidence that defendants receiving a positive CJA 

recommendation will have a lower Fl'A rate. Reservati::ms about. CJA' s verifi­

cation procedures and incomplete interviews were expressed by some judges. 

Because CJA places important em~hasis on not delaying the arrest-to-arraign­

ment process, verifications are often not completed before the interview 

forms must be moved on with the defendant. Time and re$ource constraints 

mean that verifications must be done over the telephone, making it: somewhat 

difficult to assess the ~lality of the information obtained, and making it 

di:f:'.f.icul t to reach contacts at certain hours of the day. Finally, although 

there was some concern expressed by judges about incomplete interviews, only 

4 to 5% of CJA interviews are stamped "Incomplete". 

One issue which has been raised about CJA's role in the ROR pro­

cess is whether it is necessary for CJA to interview every defendant. 

Since resources are scarce, CJA might save money by interviewing fewer de­

fendants. Further, many a9Z'ee that the judge's decision is clear in many 

cases: most defendants arrested on minor charges would be ROR'd anyway, and 

most arrested on serious charges would not. However, this report concludes 

that it is important at this time for CJA to continue to interview all 

arraigned defendants, regardless of charge. 

IV. CJA Notification System and Failure to Appear Rates 

As a means of achieving its goal of reducing the rate of nonappear­

ance in court by defendants released on recognizance, CJA operates a pretrial 

notifications system. Based on computer-generated reminder letters, defen­

dant check-ins, and telephone reminders, the system attempts to keep the 

failure-to-appear (FTA) rate low by reminding released defendants of scheduled 
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adjournment dates and the importance of their appearance in court. 

A. Failure To Appear Rates 

A key measure of the effectiveness of CJA's notifications efforts 

is the rate of failures to appear in court. FTA rates of released defendants 

were analyzed according to CJA recommendation and charge severity. Also, 

FTA rates for ROR'd and bailed defendants were compared. 

The major findings for July-December 1979 were: 

Aggregate FTA rates are lowest in all boroughs for defendants 
with verified community ties (5.3% overall), and Qualified defendants 
in general have the second lowest FTA rates (7.4% overall). As 
reported in earlier studies, defendants who are Not Recommended due 
to insufficient community ties and those with current Bench Warrants 
have the highest aggregate FTA rates, (13.2% and 15.2% respectively). 
Thus, regardless of actual release status, CJA-recommended de­
fendants continue to have lower FTA rates than other defendants. 

Willful FTAs, as in the past, tend to be substantially lower 
than aggregate FTAs, while showing the same pattern by CJA re­
commendation. The ratio of aggregate to willful FTA rates provides 
a measure of the "clearance" rate of FTAs, the extent to which 
defendants voluntarily return to court. If Verified and Qualified 
defendants are better 'liisks, then thh? pat!:p ~hp1Jld be, la,ligex thpln 
for other defendants. The results confirm this expectation: the 
aggregate/willful FTA ratio is consistently highest for Recommended: 
Verified and Qualified defendants (1.89 and ~.68 citywide compared 
with 1.45 for other recommendation categories). 

Traditionally, monetary bail has been used by the court system to 

assure a defendant's appearance in court. In recent years, the experience of 

pretrial release agencies has demonstrated that many defendants can be re- , 

leased without financial conditions and still have a high probability of 

returning to court: Aggregate FTA rates were analyzed by the defendants' 

release status at arraignment and at the time of the scheduled court appear­

ance: 

Within all categories of release, defendants who received the 
Recommended-Verified CJA stamp had the lowest FTA rates. For example, 
Verified defendants who were ROR'd at arraignment and remained ROR'd 
at the time of scheduled court date had an FTA rate of 5.2%. 
Qualified defendants in general had the next lowest FTA rate, again 
looking at these rates within each release category. 

More serious charges are correlated with lower FTA rates, with 
misdemeanants tending to have the highest rate of FTAs (10.7 per­
cent overall) and defendants charged with A or B felonies the lowest 
(6.5% overall) this trend was observed across all recommendation 
categories. Since ROR is more selectively applied in more serious 
fEllony cases, these defendants are likely to have been jud 
latlvely good risks. 
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The results also SUggested that CJA' s' highest recommendation 
may bel a more accurate pre;oictor of return to court for the more 
serious charges. FT.A rates for defendants who were Recommended­
Verif~ed and those who were Qualified are relatively lower for the 
more serious charges. For Recommended-Verified defendants charged 
with A, B or C felonies, FTA rates were only one-third as great 
as for defendants in the Not Recommended category. In contrast, 
FTA rates Were about 45% lower for defendants facing other, less 
serious charges. 

V. CJA's Role In The Use Of Desk Appearance Tickets 

Many arrestees are released prior to arraignment under a procedure 

called a Desk Appearanoe Ticket (DAT).. CJA also plays an important role in 

DAT cases and the scheduling and notifications of arraignment. 

The issuance of DATos has becI:>me an established part of the arrest 

procedure, and has resulted in substantial savings in police officer time and 

court costs. However, the FTA rate for docketed DATs at arraignment appear­

ances has traditionally been high, on tile order of 33%. The results of 

pilot studies suggested that CJA notification might reduce the warrant rate 

for DATs, especially if the defendant address information was accurate. 

Thus, CJA began notifying docketed DATs of arraignment appearances on June 1, 

1978. At the presenttirne, notification follow-up calls for DATs are handled 

by CE'l'A workers. 

CJA recently compared DAT arraignment FTA rates for sample periods 

in November 1979 and March 1980 in Brooklyn and Manhattan. In Brooklyn, 

where no notifications had been done in November and both letter and telephone 

contacts made in March, the FTA rates decreased from 46% to 35%. In Manhattan, 

where telephone notifications were added (luring the period to the letter 

notifications done in November 1979, the PTA rate showed no substantial 

change; decreasing from 42% to 39%. 

In addition, CJA interviews defendants who would potentially be 

issued DATs in the Bronx and Manhattan. eJA administers a shortened version 

of its interview form to determine whether there are sufficient community 

ties to release the prisoner with some cert:ainty of his returning for arraign­

ment at a'future date. The address is verified through a phone call or con­

SUltation of the reverse directory. In the Bronx, CJA presents an explicit 

recommendation to the Police Desk Sergeant ()n duty; in Manhattan, CJA 

communicates the defendant IS identity, addrElss and phone information to the 

Desk Sergeant but without a recommendation. In both boroughs, the final 

issuance decision is made by the Desk Sergeant. 
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At the time of preparation of this report, data for FY 1979-80 em the 

number of DAT interviews conducted, number of arraignment notifications, and 

arraignment FTA rates were not available from CJA. Therefore,'the current impact of 

CJA's work regarding the issuance of DATs cannot be assessed, nor can the extent 

pf resources expended by the agency be reliably estimated at this time. Extra­

pol.ating d~ta from FY 1978-79, it is estimated that CJA conducted 11,000 DAT 

interviews in Manhattan and the Bronx, and sent notification letters to about 

16,500 DATs scheduled for arraignment, during the period July-December 1979. 

Data from earlier notifications studies suggest, however, that eJA 

may be able to reduce the F'l'A ~ate at ))AT a..r.raig!lil1ents • Further , CJA ~ s 

participation in intervie\>1ing and. scheduling flATs has saved l'olice Department 

resources and resulted in more efficient soheduling in Nanhattan and the Bronx. 

It is not kn01t.'n whether CJA intervi~ws in 't-he:se bCj,~ol.1ghs yield more accurate 

address information than was availal:llt~ f,rom ',1;loHc(j t)f~r.)iU.·t,Iilen t ~ecords? i!;\ind 

thus whether the rate of ret,urn from the I'ost Office of ;m:~tific~t:,ic.n letters. 

has decreased since CJA interviewing began_ 

IV • CJA Research Acti vi ties 

In addition to defendant intervhJ~~ill!J and no~:ificai;J,onsp CJA '5 th,5,:);,o 

major type of activity involves research on va,:;ll:n;J.S aspects of the criminal 

justice syste.'ll. Using its large defendant datab.i:H:h'l'~' C,J'.~ h~~.s p:t'oduG~t!i C1 l;ltl.,,'lbe1;' 

of reports during the past few years related to defend~n't:: chi:l.:t:'acter:tstics, 

failure-to-appear rates, the impact of notifications, DA'J."'s: and oth:;;l;t topi.cs. 

Al though some studies are initiated in-house, research recr,J,ests ar~ alsO' 

received from outside agencies~ CJ'A fS database of defent1ant, .. mi;! c:r,:.i.ndnal. 

court calendar information provide the raw data' for a number of X)otlS'lr.l.tial 

studies'. In addition, CJA's large field .staff and ready access to:?c)~.i.c;e, C,ourt,. 

""and oth.er criminal justice data enhance its abili tli' to ge:ne:k'f.tte x~se:a:reh of 

.' interest to the system in a timely fashion. 
CJA's rese.arch staff is involved in two basic types of Qctivit.i~&;: 

ongoing monitoring of CJA operations and production of monthly .al1d quarterly 

operations reports, and preparation of special short- oz lonq-te~~ res~arch 

projects. 

A. Quarterly Operations ~eports 

The monthly and quarterly reports have in the past contained a 

standard set of tables which summarize CJA's recommendations, release rates a:n,~! 

arraignment outcomes, FTA rates, and DAT arraignment outcomes and FTA rates. 

The reports were also designed to provide an overview of the arraignment pro­

cess and Cr±minal Court activities. Because of the delays associated with the 
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changeover to its new information system (UDIIS), however, CJA has not yet 

issued a quarterly report covering the current fiscal year. The last monthly 

report issued was for August 1979, and the last CJA quarterly report covered 

the period April through June 1979. Quarterly reports covering the July-December 

1979 period are expected to be published in June 1980. 

The quarterly reports are distributed to a number of individuals 

throughout the criminal justice system, including judges, criminal justice 

researchers, prosecutors, Legal Aid Society, and other pretrial services 

agencies. Interviews with some of these individuals indicated mixed feelings 

about the usefulne'ss of the reports. The plethora of tables and graphs bother 

some, who would like to see more explanatory text. Others point out that be­

cause the basic statistics do not change very much from quarter to quarter, 

perhaps semiannual reports would be more useful. Finally, the delay in pro­

ducing the reports may detract from their usefulness for policy decisions. OJA 

is presently revising the format of its quarterly reports in response to 

criticism and suggestions, and it may be that future reports will gain wider 

acceptance and impact within the criminal justice system. 

B. ~pecial Studies 

A total of 22 reports were produced by OJA during the four-year period 

ending Deca'~:ilber 31, 1979, an average of 5-6 per year. 

MOBt of OJA's studies have made use of the data routinely collected 

for ROR and notif,ication operations. However, CJA also will utilize field staff 

to collect additional data as needed. 

CJA's research output has slowed during the current fiscal year, with 

only one report issued as of April 1980--the Juvenile Offender report prepared 

jointly with DCJS. In comparison, five research reports were issued during 

FY 78-79. For the most part this reduction of reports reflects delays in im­

plernentir!c;.t VDIIS: this systera has not yet been utilized for OJA research,,~ 

we:!:'e diverted 'eQ ass;i.$'C in the development of UDIIS and conversion from Medi tech. 

Roweyar I s'li!~)'eral studies have peen underway during this fiscal 

year: these :i.nclude the Bail Research Project, Short-term Detention Study, DOC 

el~$Bif,ioa,t.io:n f~tudy, and the New York State Department of Correction Services 

(OOC$) l::lt.~.:Uza/ciol1 study. Some, -:;,f these studies have been funded under outside 

~r,'!'."~·n~::~ ~ C,J'A • .H~t~£i partio.i.pate in other research acti vi ties. For example, 

B;rc<oltl:yn ~!!I,d! Bxonx C(:~A $.?;:';~lf:f cc)J:l.eot. and t.abulate di'lta on the time between arrest 

and ~u;:.cu,igmilan!c,. CJ~, at~ff. ~"i1J. hi,! co<!>p~rntl,t)g with the Queens County District 

PittQr;n{ly$.13 Office in tl:'Le latt{';:c~$ !~~noh t\lStf:;I.~'l1l.rrl; t;1:r,',j'.Jt4(!t.rtll;;,ton Project, which re­

cj~rttly beqvm, l,wder C,'JCC iU.ildih{T $nd ;ts clBg1~ined t:l;J $xpedi t.e and increase the rate 
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of successful prosecution of bail-jumping cases. 

Bail Research Project. This is a study of major importance to CJA, and 
should answer a number of basic questions about the viability of the CJA 
point system and the extent to which judges make use of CJA recommendati~n,s, 
basic issues which have been raised over the past several years. The Ba1l 
Research Project involves an evaluation of the CJA Point System, the impact 
of CJA recommendations on actual release decisions, and development of a 
revised point system. An analysis tape is now in preparation and is ex­
pected to be ready during June 1980, when data analysis should begin. 

C. ASsessment of CJA Res'earch Activities 

An analysis of CJA's past research efforts and discussions with in-. 
dividuals throughout the criminal justice system indicate that for the most part 

CJA is properly fulfilling its role as a research organization. It has been 

able to make use of its database to produce reports on a number of aspects of 

criminal case processing and defendant characteristics., Some studies have led 

to policy changes which have improved the efficiency of the criminal justice 

system and led to cost savings. At the present time, CJA is the only agency 

with a high quality automated database capable of producing analyses of de­

fcndamts and Criminal Court processing for the five boroughs. The conversion 

to a new information system this year resulted in delays in issuing CJA quarterly 

reports and other research products. 

VII CJA Information System 

A. Background and Development 

CJA's information system was originally implemented and run under a 

subcontract with the Meditech Corporation. However, concerns over rising costs, 

delays in generating summary statistics, and some limitations in analytical 

capabilities led CJA to consider the development of its own in-house information 

system to supplant Meditech. Further, following a collaborative study, with 

DOC, of the July 1977 New York City blackout at the request of the Deputy Mayor 

for criminal Justice, plans for developing a joint information system were in­

itiated. Because the DOC information system (called the Inmate Information 

Syste~-IIS) was to a large extent a subset of data already contained in the CJA 

data base, the agencies felt that substantial benefits would accrue from having 

a joint system. DOC had also had substantial technical and administrative pro­

blems with lIS. Board of Estimate approval of the UDIIS grant occurred in July 

1978. Other technical delays meant that delivery and acceptance of the new 

machines did not occur until January 1979. On July 1, 1979 UDIIS became entirely 

supported by City tax levy funds. 
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B. System Implementation And Current Statu,s 

Problems in the development of the DOC component of UDIIS have arisen 

due to extensive turnover of the staff assigned at DOC to UDIIS. As of 

April 1980, DOC still had some distance to go to complete implementation of its 

part of the system. However, during the past year CJA has proceeded in develop­

ment of its component and at the end of September 1979 formally converted to 

UOlrs from the Medit.ech system. 

At the present. time UDlrs is fully operational from the CJA side, 

although software programming for summary statistics has not yet been completed. 

An ext.ensive set of interactive screen applications for CJA defendant data has 

been completed and is operational, although not all are being used at present • 

These screens provide a multitude of data entry, retrieval, and management 

functions, including the initiation of new defendant cases, updating of case 

files, 'defendant appearance histories, court calendar schedules, daily interview 

volume, OAT arraignment schedules, arrest-to-arraignment times, etc. Response 

time for these screens is very rapid. 

C. Assessment of UDIIS 

At this time, without the DOC component of UDrIS operational, it is 

difficult to evaluate the success of the system. Although the CJA component is 

close to its full operating level, the full potential and efficiency of the 

system will not be reached until the DOC half of the system is finalized, per­

haps by the end of 1980. Problems which may arise from the inclusion of DOC data 

in the system cannot be assessed. Any long-term cost savings which may accrue 

because of the joint CJA-DOC system cannot yet be determined. 

UDrIS is a fast, flexible information system that was set up by CJA 

relatively quickly, especially when co~ared with the development ~rOblems en-

~untered by other criminal justice information systems. Its full capacity, 

cost-efficiency, and usefulness cannot be assessed until the DOC component is 

completed in the course of the next year. Delays in setting up the transfer of 

DCA data to UDIIS have resulted in some duplication of data entry and additional 

costs to CJA. With the continued supervision of the CIRCLE Committee, such 

duplication of effort should be minimized in the future and any interfact between 

UDIISand OCA, PROMIS and the Police Department will occur in a mutually satis­

factory way. In the meantime, UOlrs appears to be superior to CJA's previous 

Meditech system and a valuable management and research tool for the ~gency's 

operations. 
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VIII. Analysis O~ CJA Costs 

Total agency expenditures of tax-levy funds for the 
period July-December 1979 were about $1,750,000. About 40% of 
CJA's expenditures ($682,000) were for interviewing/verification 
and another 40% for notifications activities ($701,000). Research 
costs (not including money spent under separate research grants) 
were estimated at $83,305 (4.7%) and administrative/fiscal costs 
a combined 16.4% of CJA expenditures ($288,500). 

Citywide, the estimated unit cost per interview for the 
period of analysis was $11.15 if DAT interviews are included and 
$13.59 if they are excluded. Taking into account the inflation 
rate over the past five years, these costs compare quite favorably 
with the unit costs estimated by CJA in 1975 for Brooklyn ($14.39) 
and Bronx ($12.00). The current estimated cost per interview in 
Brooklyn, $12.09, also compares favorably with the estimate of 
$10.10 for this borough made by the Bureau of the Budget in 1975. 
Reflecting perhaps the economics of scale, Manhattan CJA had the 
lowest cost per interview (including DATs), $9.22, and Queens the 
highest, $14.11. 

• Citywide, CJA interviewing staff conducted slightly less than 
one interview per hour (0.84), including verification time and time 
spent interviewing OATs. This rate also includes time spent 
calculating CJA points and applying t.he CJA recommendation, but 
does not include data entry time. Brooklyn and Manhattan were the 
most productive boroughs during this period, averaging 0.95 and 1.04 
interviews per interviewing staff hour, respectively. Since the, 
Manhattan figure includes OAT interviews, which may take less time 
to administer than regular defendant interviews, this rate may 
actually be more comparable to Brooklyn's, which includes no OAT 
interviews. The lowest productivity rate was found in the Bronx, 
which averaged an estimated 0.74.interviews per hour. 

A total of 61,553 post-arraignment appearances for ROR'd ,defendants 
were scheduled during the period July-December 1979. Each of these 
appearances required a CJA notification. with total estimated 
notifications expenditures of $700,783 for this time period, the 
cost per notification was estimated at $11.39. In 1977, CJA 
estimated the cost per notification in Manhattan as $10.38 per 
appearance, about 9.7% lower than the current ~stimate. Given 
that computer costs for the July-December 1979 period are re-
latively high because of non-recurring start-up costs for UDIIS, 
it is expected that the unit cost per notification will be lower 
during the coming year. 

IX. General Discussion 

In general, personnel throughout the criminal justice system speak 

favorably about CJA and the value of its activities. Because of the volume 

of cases handled in Criminal Court and the speed at which arraignments occur 

(2 to 5 minutes per case), judges, defense attorneys and most prosecutors are 

helped by having background information on a defendant to assist in rnakin~ ROR 

decisions (and sometimes disposition decisions). By law, community ties is one 
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piece of information to be used in ~eleasedecisions. Judges generally express 

satisfaction with the info~~ation contained on the CJA interview, and report 

that the CJA recommendation and community ties information. are important factors 

in their bail/ROR decision. CJAts position as an independent agency seems to 

enhal1c~ that credibility. 

The suggestion that the Department of Probation take over CJA's 

activities was raised this year as a means of saving money for the City because 

New York State might reimburse toe City for some of the costs. Probation per­

formed the ROR function for the City during the period 1964~1973(alth~ugh they 

did not perform notifications activities'), However, deficiencies and other pro­

blems with Probation's ROR activities led to the return of the ROR function to 

the Vera Institute of Justice in 1973, through its newly formed Pretrial Services 

Agency. In part because of Probation's problems operating the ROR pr.ogram (and 

the limitations of the services it was able to provide) and the stress placed 

by criminal justice system personnel on the independence and flexibility of CJA, 

it would not seem advisable to return CJA's functions to Probation • 

CJA's ability to be flexible in its- operations and respond quickly to outside 

requests for data and researcn studies probably could not be matched by a govern­

ment agency. 

Given the costs of CJA interviewing operations, the question of. 

whether it is necess'ary to interview all defendants should also be cc ... nsidered. 

Theoretically, the agency could reduce the size of its interv~ewin9 staff and 

thus reduce costs if not all defendants Were interviewed. If, for example, de­

fendants arrested for misdemeanors ar'e likely to be' released at arraignment with 

or wi thout a' CJA recommendation, SOme have ,argued that CJA should therefore not 

interview defendants held on minor charges, 1"or a number o~ reasons, discussed in 

this report, this does not appear to be a good idea at this tirQe" nor woule.'! it 

neces'sarily reduce agency costs. 

Through additional res~arch efforts and consequent policy changes, 

CJA should seek ways of improving its efficiency and reducing costs. For example, 

it is important for the agency to study the ef~ects of veri~ication procedures 

on judicial release decisions. Do judges take into account the completeness o~ 

verification when making an ROR decision? Does the type of contact, ~riend or 

family member, affect this decision? Do jU,dges respond differently to verifica­

tion attempts for different charges? The Bail Research Project, when completed 

by CJA, will provide some insight into this issue, but more complete documenta­

tion of interviewer's verification attempts and the results of these attempts 

would be required in order to fully investigate the impact of these efforts. 
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Related to the i~ortance of tJA studyin~ more closely the impact of 

verification, is the need for the agency to educate arraignment judges about 

the agency's activities, and to establish more regular contact with judges in 

order to elicit comments on CJA's interviewing and recommendation process and 

gather more information on how judges USe the CJA information. Although 

perhaps somewhat difficult to operationalize, a regular dialogue between the 

agency and one of its primary groups of clients, arraignment judges, could 

enhance judges' understanding of CJA's role in the arrest-to-arraignment process, 

increase the impact of its recommendations on ROR decisions, and improve the 

efficiency of its operations. Problems that may surface with individual judges 

concerning the CJA interview could also be resolved more quickly if more frequent 

contacts occurred. 

Prior research, also suppc)rted by current data, has indicated that 

positive CJA recommendations predict low FTA rates and suggests that its notifica­

tions system is effective in reducing these rates. However, since the Brooklyn 

Notification Study was conducted in 1976, it may be appropriate for CJA to re­

plicate this study in the near future, on a citywide basis. CJA's analyses of its 

notifications activities should include the relative impact of different types and 

levels of notification efforts (e.g. phone calls vs. letters, defendant-initiated 

contact vs. CJA-initiated contact). By analyzing its notifications sys'cem, the 

agency might find ways of reducing its notification costs (an estimated 40% of 

CJA's expenditures) while maintaining low defendant fai1ure-to-appear rates. 

Prior to conducting such research, CJA needs to expand its documentation of notifica­

tion efforts using its computer system. 

Further savings may accrue to the agency as its UDIIS system 

approaches full development. During the past year, one-time costs were incurred 

in setting up the CJA component of the system. In the long-term, it is likely 

that costs to CJA will be lower (and more controllable) that under the Meditech 

system, although the extent of any long-term cost savings are contingent some­

what on the timely development of the Department of corrections' component of 

the system. 

This evaluation suggests that CJA plays an important and necessary 

role in criminal case processing in New York city. The information collected 

on the CJA defendant interview has an impact'on judicial ROR decisions: defendants 

with verified and unverified community ties are more likely to be ROR'd than 

defendants with weak ties, and have lower failure-to-appear rates while released. 

Through its DAT interviewing and notifications of DAT arraignment appearances, 

CJA appears to have helped to reduce the high FTA rate for DAT arraignments. In 

addition, by assuming tasks related to scheduling and processing of DATs in 
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Manhattan and the Bronx f CJA has hel.J?ed the ;i:>olice Department save resources 

and improve its efficiency. The addition of CETA workers to its staff this 

year has enabled CJA to expand its services in a number of different areas. 

During the past year, CJA has continued to serve the criminal 

,justice community as a resource for defendant and criminal court data, 

studies of arrest-to-arraignment delay, and other·research information. The 

con[,letion of UDIIS and its link with DOC inmate data will enhance the value 

of CJA's database and increase the potential scope of its research efforts. 

During the next year results from CJA's Bail Research Project and other on­

going research efforts are needed to help clarify CJA's inpact on ROR and to 

identify ways of improving the cost-efficiency of the agency's operations. 
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I. HISTORY AND OVERVIEW OF CJA 

This report is an evaluation of the operations of the New York City 

Criminal Justice Agency (CJA) during Fiscal Year 1979-80. CJA, whic~ has its 

origins in the bail reform movement of the early 1960's, is a public benefit 

corporation whose staff inte~7iews arrested defendants in New York city and makes 

recommendations for pretrial release, notifies released defendants of upcomi,ng 

Criminal Court dates, and conducts research on the criminal justice system. 

A. Bail'Refor.mMovement and Creation of CJA 

Pretrial release programs originated in the early 1960's as a 

reaction ,against the use of bail to detain defendants prior to trial. Alth~ugh 

the use of monetary bail as a means of assuring that a defendant will appear 

in court goes back to 13th century English law, studies by Caleb Foote and 

others through the 1950's1 indicated that for many reasons the use of monetary 

bail was resul ti,ngin inequitable detention of defendants: 

vast numbers ot de~endants spent months, even years in ~ails 
be~ore trial because they could not raise hail money; 

The amount of bail set wa~ generally based solely on the nature 
ot the cha,rge with, H,ttle individual attention given to fa,ctors in 
the individual defendant's life that related to the likelihood he 
would flee; 

The defendants who stayed in jail before trial for want of bail 
pleu guilty or were comricted after trial 'l1Iore 'often and received 
prison sentences more often tilat those on bail and in virtually all 
cases lost their jobs and self-respect. Their families were often 
broken up and deprived of economic support; 

The conditions in pretrial detention jails were usually worse 
than in the reformatories housing convicted prisoners; 

Commercial bail bondsmen charged fees of 10 percent or more of 
the bond set by the court for doing virtually nothing; 

Only a very small,number of defendants (a few percent) actually 
fled to avoid trial. 2 ~. 

IFor example: Caleb Foote, et al., "Compelling Appearance in Court: 
Administration of Bail in Philadelphia," University of pennsylvania Law Review, 
Vol. 102 (1954), pp. 1031-1079 and "The Administration of Bail in New York City," 
Univei'sity of 'Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol. 108 (1960), pp. 693-730; Roscoe 
Pound and Felix Frankfurter, eds., Criminal Justice in Cleveland: Report of the 
Administ~ation of Criminal Justice in Cleveland, Ohio, (Cleveland: The Cleveland 
Foundation, 1922; reprinted, Montclair, New Jersey: Patterson Smith, 1968), pp. 
290-292; and Wayne L. Morse and Ronald H. Beattie, "Survey of the Administration 
of Criminal Justice in Oregon, Report No'. 1: Final Report of 1771 Felony Cases 
in Mul tnomah County," Oregon' Law Review, Vo~,' ~l Eu~e 1932} f pp. 86-117, 148-150. 

2D• Freed and P. Wald, Bail in the 'United States (Washi,ngton,', ,D.C.: U.s. 
D~partment of Justice, 1964). 
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, As an outgrowth of this reasearch, the Vera Founda,tion (later the 

vera' Institute of Justice) established a pilot program in october 1961 called 

the Manhattan Bail Project. The purpose of this project was to test the notion 

that defendants with stro,ng ties to the community could be relea::;;ed f;t'Qm 

detention without money bail yet' have an equally high l;ikelihood of returni,ng 

to court. More specific~lly, the pr0ject was bas~d on the followin~ ~roced-

ures: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Indigent defendants awaiting arraignment ~n ~~attan's Cr~inal 
Courts would be questioned by Vera staff ~nterv~ewers to deter~ 
mine how deep their connnunity roots were and thus whether they 
could be relied upon to return to court for trial if they were 
released without bail. 

The test of indigency would be representation by a, ~e~al l\i,d 
lawyer. 

QUestions would seek info;t'Itlation about the 'defenda,nt!s le,n<;Jt~ of 
residence in the city, his family ties, and his employment s~tu­
ation. 

Responses of the defendant would be verified immediately in 
personal or telephone interviews with family, friends, and 
employers. 

When verified in~ormation indicated that an individual was trust­
worthy and could be depended on to return for trial, the Vera 
staff member would appear at arraignment and recommend to the 
'udge that the accused by released on his own recognizance (ROR 
J d' t' 1 3 or pretrial parole) pen ~ng r~a • 

A controlled study of the Manhattan Bail Project aimed at determining 

whether judges given verified information would in fact release more defendants 

on their own recognizance, and whether released defendants would return for 

trial at the same rate as those released on bail,was completed in 1963. 4 The 

results of this eva~uat~on ~n ~ca e , 'd' t d that J'udges did release many defendants 

recommended by the Project, and that released defendants had a lower rate of 

failure to appear in court than those out on bail. 

The positive results of the Manhattan Bail Project led to the quick 

spread of pretrial release progr~s. In 1963 the District of Columbia estab-

Nat~onal conferences on bail reform and the implemen-lished its Bail Agency. • 

tation 0f pretrial release pr,ograms were held in 1964 and 1965, and by 1965 at 

least forty-two jurisdict~ons ~n e • . . . th U S had established pr,ograms modeled 

3Vera Institute of Justice, Programs in criminal 'Justice Reform: 
Ten Year Report 1961-,1971 (New York, 1972). ' 
~~~~~~~~~-----

4Charles Ares Ann Rankin and Herbert Sturz, "The 
, , 1 1" ~roject: An Interim Report on the Use of Pretr~a Paro e, 

Manha ttanBail 
New' York University 

Law, Review, 38 (1963).. 
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after the Manhattan Bail Project. By 1977, at lea,st 115 p:r;',Ogr~s were in 

operation. The Federal Bail Refo.nn Act of 1966 also gave s,ignificant impetus 

to the spread of pretrial release programs. Although this act applied only 

to the Federal court system and District of Columbia, it established a firm 

presumption in favor of pretrial release on re~ognizance (ROR) without money 

bail, and authorized a scale of conditions of release that j~d<;Jei ~ight impose 

during the pretrial period, ranging from ROR to surety bond. In maki,ng a 

rel~ase decision, the j~dge was to take into account information on the type 

and circumstances of the offense ch~rged, weight of the evidence, family and 

c~unity ties, employment and financial status, prior criminal history, and 
"character and mental condition." 

The current New York State Criminal Procedure Law embodies similar 
criteria. Section 510.30 states that 

To the extent that the issuance of an order of rec.o<;Jnizance or 
bail and the terms thereof are matters of discretion rather than of 
law" an application is determined on the basis of the following 
fa,ctol:'s' and cl:.'iteria: ' 

Ca) With respect to a,ny principal, the court 'must consider the 
kind and ~egree of control or ,restriction that is necessary to secure 
his court attendance when required. In determining that ma,tter, the 
court must, on the basis of available information, consider and take 
into account: 

(i) 

Cii) 
CUi) 

(:Lv) 
(v) 

(:vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 

the principal's character, reputation, habits and mental 
condition; 
his employment and financial resources; and 
his family ties and the le,n<;Jth of his residence, i:l; any, in 
the community; and 
his criminal record if any; and 
his record of previous adjudication a,s a juvenile delinquent, 
as retained pursuant to section 753(b) of the Family' Court 
Act; or, of pending cases where fingerprints are retained 
pursuant to section 724(a) of such act, or a youthful offen­
der, if any; and 
his previous record if any in responding to court appearances 
when required or with respect to flight to avoid criminal 
prosecution; and 
if he is a defendant, the weight of the evidence against him 
in the pending criminal action and any other factor indica­
ting probability or improbability of conviction; or in the 
case of an application for bailor recognizance pending 
appeal, the merit or lack of merit of the appeal; and 
if he is a defendant, the sentence which may be or has been 
imposed upon conviction. 

1.' Hist0;ty of the Agency-

The Manhattan Bail Project continued through August 1964, at which 

tbme the New York City Office of Probation (OP) assumed the administration of 

... 
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the project, later expanding it to the five boroughs. Thu~, the ,Procedures 

for making ROR recommendations and reducing pretrial detention became a per­

manent part of the City's cr~nal justice system. Under the Office of 

Probation, the ROR program consisted mainly of interviewing defendants and 

making release recommendations to arr~ignment judges; folloW-up notifications 

of defendants were not routinely performed. Data collection and processing 

were handled ~nually. 

Probation adminiE;ter-ed the City's ROR program fox: 'llIore than eight 

y€ars'. During this period dissatisfaction developed with Probation' sROR 

operations· for several reasons: (a) the proportion of arra,igned de;fendants 

interviewed by OP averaged only 58% because of insufficient staff, (b) the 

cou,rt'sreliance on OP's release recommendations decreas€d, and (c) the court 

a~inistration indicated that many more de;fendants could be released if suf­

f~cient and more accurate data were avail~le.5 

In June 1973, at the re~est of the court a~inistra~iqn! State 

CJ;;i.n)e Control Board, and the Cr.:ilt)inal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC), its 

functions were returned to the Vera Institute as part of the newly formed 

pretrial Services' Agency (PTSA.), o,Perating under ~ grant from the Law Enforce­

ment J\ssistance Administration CLEM). PTSA was set u'p to provide, in addition 

to interviewing defendants and 1llaki,ng ROR recol"llrnendations to the court, notifi­

cations to defendants ofre~ired court appearances and a Supervised :Release 

px:ogram. In addition, a computer system was set up during the first year to 
• handle ?gency operations. PTSA, which began initially in Brooklyn, was expanded 

to include Staten Island in June 1974, Bronx in December 1974, Manhattan in 

February 1976, and Queens in December 1976, at which point PTSA became a city­

wide operation. PTSA was funded mostly by Federal LEM funds provided through 

CJCC. 

After four years, ~~e ?gency was institutionalized as an independent 

nonprofit corporation. On August 1, 1977, PTSA became the New York City 

Criminal Justice Agency, receivi,ng a combination of Federal LEM ($1.4 milli.on) 

and New,York City tax-levy funds ($1.6 million). During its second year, CJA 

received $3,400,000 in City tax-levy funds plus a small amount of I£M money, 

and in the current Fiscal Year 1979-80, the agency is fully supported by tax-
6 levy funds ($3,504,000). 

5Allen Brawer; Evaluation of Pretrial Services Agency, New York City 
Burea.u of the Budget (February 1975) • 

6CJA has also received a number of small special-purpose research grants 
from other agencies, which have not been included in these figures. 
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B. Evaluation of Pretrial:Release'Programs -
General Issues 

In a major review of the effectiveness of pretrial release programs, 

produced by the National Center for State Courts in 1975, six key areas were 

identified by criminal justice policymakers and prior literature as being of 

primary importance in assessing the performance of pretrial release programs 

and of the bail system i~ general: 

(1) Release rates - how effective is a particular system or progrron 
in terms of securing the release of the largest possible propor­
tion of the total defendant· population? . 

(2) Speed of operations - how quickly does a system or program oper­
ate to secure the release of a defendant who is eligible for such 
release? 

(3) E~lal justice - how effective is a system or program in minimizing 
differential tr-eatment of defendants based on wealth or other 
invidious distinctions? 

(41 Pailure-to-appear rates - how effective is a system or program in 
ensuring that released defendants return for scheduled court ap­
pearances? 

(5) Pretrial cr~e - how effective is a system or program in obtaining 
release for persons who do not commit cr-imes while released await­
ing trial? 

(6) Economic costs and benefits - how cost-effective is a particular 
system or program, in economic terms?7 

During the past fifteen years, a number of stUdies have been produced 

which have evaluated pretrial r-elease programs, including studies of individual 

p~ogr-ams and national cr-oss-jurisdictional comparisons. However, because of 

the inherent difficulties in conducting experimental research within the court 

s-yste:tT), few evaluations have been able to address these research issues in a 

com,Prehensi ve, empirical 'Jllanner. Thus, the question of the true impact of 

pretrial release programs is still unresolved, and the relatiye effectiveness 

of different types of pr-etrial programs has not been .rigorously explored. 

A recent national study of pretrial release pr.ograms by Wayne Thomas s 

found that the development of pretrial release programs was accompanied by 

large increases in the overall percentage of defendants released and the per­

centages of those released without financial conditions, and that the pretrial 

pr-ogr~s played a 'llIajor role in affecting these increases. It appears that 

7Barry Mahoney, An Evaluation of Policy 'Related Research on the 
Effectiveness of Pretrial Release Programs (Denver, Colorado: National Center 
for State Courts, 1975). 

SWayne H. Thomas, Bail Re-form in ~~rica (Berkeley, California: 
Un~ve~~ity of California Press, 1976). 

I 
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pretrial release programs have been able to alter judicial attitudes about the 

use of alternative for.ms of release. However, the question of whether agencies 

which operate in jurisdictions with relatively long histories of nonfinancial 

release continue to have an ~pact on release rates and bail decisions is still 

open to debate. The increase in the defendant population and ,overcrowdi,ng in 

jails have also affected release decisions. 'Dhe Phase I report of the National 

Evaluation Program on Pretrial Release Programs? ddentif'ied a m.unber of key: gaps 

in our knowledge of the impact and effectiveness of pretriaJ. release programs. 

Phase II of the National Evaluation is currently bei,ng conducted by 

the Lazar Institute under LEAA funding, and is scheduled to be completed in 

November 1980. By conducting in-depth evaluations of a national sample of 

pretrial release programs, the Phase II study will address 'many of these un­

res;:)l ved questions, incl udi,ng, 

• 

• 

• 

The extent of criminality among pretrial releasees. 

The failure-to-appear rates of releasees. 

Are different types of release (e.g., own recognizance, money bail, 
deposit bail, supervised release) associated with different rates 
of criminality or f~ilure-to-appear? 

Do certain defendant characteristics (e,.g. ,a<;:Je, race, sex, current 
charge, prior criminal record, community ties) seem to affect rates 
of pretrial criminality or failure-to-appear? 

How are release aecisions made in various jurisd~ctions? 

• The nature of the interrelationships between pretrial release pro­
grams and other parts of the criminal justice system. 

• The costs and benefits of alternative types of pretrial release. 10 

Althou<;:Jh the issues discussed above apply to CJA operations in a 

general way, data limitations precluded a full assessment of these issues in 

the present report. ' There are also other specific issues which have arisen .... 
regarding the agency's impact on ROR decisions and failure-to-appear rates, and 

the cost of CJA's operations. These issues will be addressed in this report. 

C. OVerview of CJA Acti vi ties 

Under its current structure, CJA operates to assist the criminal 

justice system in several important,ways. During the past several years, three 

9 W• M. Thomas, et al., 'National Evaluation Program Phase I summary 
Report: Pretrial Release Programs (NlLECJ, LEAA, U.s. Department of Justice, 
April 1977). 

10M• A., Toborg, M. D. Sorin, N. I. Silver, "Pretrial Release; An 
Evaluation of Defendant Outcomes and Program Impact.," Pretrial Services Annual 
Journal (Washington, D.C., 1978). 
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major goals have emerged; as stated in the FY 79-80 CJA contract with CJCC, 

these are: 

(1) to decrease the number of days spent in detention by defendants 
who could safely be released to the community while awaiting 
trial, 

(2) to requce the rate of nonappearance in court by defendants re­
leased from detention and awaiting trial, 

(3) to operate a cit~ide pretrial services agency providing a 
variety of services to the public criminal justice agencies 
and defendants enabl~ng the pretrial process to operate with 
greater efficiency and fairness. 

As a means of achieving these goals, CJA has contracted with the City 

to perform a number of tasks related to interviewing arrested defendants, recom­

mending them for release on rec,ognizance, and notifying them of scheduled court 

appearances. Additional tasks relate to conducting research and disseminating 

infor.mation both on its own operations and specific research projects. CJA's 

contract specifies the f(!)llow-i,ng responsibilities: 

(I} 

(2) 

, (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(61 

(7) 

C81 

Collect background inf(!);rmation on all defendants ~n the Criminal 
Courts and. provide an assessment (!)f the strength of the defen­
dant's c~munity ties to the courts, prosecutor, and defense 
attorney. CJA will interview defendants, verify the information, 
and summarize criminal history data obtained from DCJS. 
Contact released defendants prior to scheduled court dates in 
order to notify defendants of required court appearances. 
Interview misdemeanants and evaluate them for eligibility for 
Desk Appearance Tickets (DATs) , and notify DA'l' defendants of 
arraignment and other court dates. 
Study and evaluate other pretrial service agencies to deter.mine 
the best methods of pretrial release. 
Collect and publish statistics on its own operations and related 
criminal justice statistics, and disseminate this ;i.nformation to 
criminal justice agencies and the public. 
Study problems related to pretrial release, detEmtion, and failure­
to-appear rates. Investigate broader problems of criminal justice 
system efficiency and operation, and conduct experimental programs 
if desirable, to test or implement new projects. 
Operate, jointly with the Department of Correction (DOC), the 
Unified Defendant and Inmate Info:r.mation System (ooIIS). This 
system would sustain the daily operations of CJA and DOC (related 
to inmate location and delivery to court) and support research 
needs. CJA would pursue agreements to coordinate and'share rele­
vant data with other information systems such as PROMIS, NYPD MISD, 
and DCA, and would work closely with the CIRCLE Committee to ensure 
compatability and cooperation with the othe~ systems. 
Operate a Pre-Court Management Project in Brooklynl pending ap­
proval of related criminal justice system agencies, to study the 
flow of cases through the arrest-to-arraig'nment process and the 
time it takes to complete each major step in the process. 
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1. Interviewing, Verification, . and ROR Recommendatiqn 

Probably the ma30r task for CJA, and the impetus tor its o~iginal 

creation, is to interview arrested defendants prio~ to arra~gnment, assess the 

strength of community ties, and make a recommendation to the arr~i9nment judge 

as to whether or not the defendant should be released on h:i,s own ·rec,ognizance. 

Defendants are intelviewed by CJA staff shortly after arrest, usually at Central 

Booking. Information on the defendant's res.idential, employment, and family 

status is collected; attempts are then made to verify this infor.mation by tele­

phone. Additional infor.mation from the Police Department arrest report and a 
11 

summary of prior convictions and outstanding warrants {rom the NYSID sheet are 

added to the CJA information sheet. 

When this process is completed, generally within a {ew' hours of arrest, 

th.e CJA interviewer makes' a SUl1'jIllal:y release recommendation based on the strength 

of community ties and the likelihood of voluntary r@turn to court, and stamps 

the information sheet, which is forwarded to the arr~ignment j~dge, prosecutor, 

and defense attorney. The arraignment judge then examines the CJA interview 

and recommendation, and in conjunction with other factors in the case, arrives 

at a bail/ROR decision. 

2. Defendant Notification 

CJA, is responsible for noti{ying all RORJd defendants o'$: upcoming 

court dates, whether or not C9A had recommended release. The notifications 

system operates through a combination of defendant check-ins, computerized 

notification letters, and follow-up telephone calls. These notification ef­

forts continue through the pretrial period, and cover all criminal Court 

appeal7ances through disposition or transfer to the Supreme Court, 

3. Research 

CJA maintains an active research department which conducts ongo~ng 

and special analyses of xts own operations, and examines other relevant criminal 

justice issues and problems. Although much of CJA's research is based on analy­

sis of defendant and court calendar information in its data base, the agency 

also conducts field studies and uses other sources of information such as inter­

views and site visits. One major study, the Bail Research Project, is currently 

under way and will address basic issues in CJA's recommendation process and 

impact on judicial release decisions. 

4. CJA's Role in the Criminal Justice System 

In order to prDperly assess the value of CJA's operations and success 

in achieving its goals, it is important to understand the agency's position 

llThe defendant's arrest history, maintained by the N.Y. State Division 
of Criminal Justice Services. 
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within the cr,:hminal justice sy~tem and the perspective ;t:.l:QIl) wh;i,ch other parts 

of the system relate to and perceive CJA's role. 

One major aspect to .. keep in mind, and one that is stressed by many 

individuals thr~ughout the criminal ju~tice system, is CJ~'s ~sition as a 

private, independent ~gency. This independence '~y allow C~A to be·more objec­

tive and f1exible in its operat~ons, to be ~le to respond quickly'and 

efficiently to the needs of the system, and to enhance its cred/bility with 

judges. Furth.er, CJA' s ability to set up and evaluate pilot research projects 

-may be enhanced by its :r;'eputaticm as a, "service" .agency for the criminal jus­

tice system as well as its ability to design and complete research projects 

fairly quickly. 

Given the political nature of the cr~inal justice aystem, the ques­

tion o~ CJ~' s ~ole in the ayste:rn and its relationship with the oth.er c~ponents 

;ts important in assessing C9~'s value to the system and its ability to ef'$:ec ... 

t!vely carry out its 90o,ls. Although CJA has evolved from a pretrial ·release 

.agency, the question o'$: wh~ther its pr.imary client is the judicio,ry (in assist­

ing bail/release decisions and X'educ;!..ng :FTA rates), the defendant (in helping 

as, many defendants as possible avoid pretrial detention while.keeping failurew 

to ..... appear rates low~, or whether CJA should have a larger role as a research 

and planning agency, needs to be clearly answered. At the present time, the 

agency e:rnphMizes all three aspects, although as the OOIIS system develops a~ld 

expands, the agency may place Illore emphasis on its ability to identi:f;y, evalu~ 

ate, and help alleviate problems in criminal justice system processi.ng. 

D. Outline of this Report 

This evaluation report covers CJA's activities duri.ng the period 

July 1, 1979 thr~ugh April 3D, 1980. However, the analysis of ROR, failure­

to-.appear, and cost',data is liIllited to the period July l-December 31, 1979 

(unless otherwise noted). Because of CJA's conversion to its OOIIS computer 

system,ll and consequent programming delays, data on CJA's basic operations 

during the current fiscal year were not available for analysis until early 

May 1980. Because of the limited time for analysis, and the fact that only 

basic summ&rv data were available, a nmnber of 'the more detailed analyses 
planned tor th~s.ey~lu~t~on cQuld not be carried out, Thus, some issues about . \ .. ~ .. "'~ , .. 

CJA's op~r~t~ons and impact on the crL~inal justice system remain unresolved 

l2Discussed in cha~ter VII. 

'" 
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at this time, Nevertheless, certai~ general conclu~ions about CJ~ ~re ~de on 

the basis of analysis of operation,~ data obtained :f;rOIrl CJA,; ;i,nte . .t'y,tews in~,a,ll 

boroughs with arr~ignment j~dges, ~9al Aid Society a,ttorneys, prosecuting 

attorneys, and other criIQinal.justice personnel; observat;l.,ons of C:t'ilnin~l Court 

arr~ignment proceedings in several boroughs; site vists to a,ll CJ'A offices ,and 

observations of staff activities, ;I.ncluding interyiewi,ng, 'V'e;r;l.,fic~tion, and 

notification; site vists to Police Deparbnent Central Booking facilities in all 

boroughs; discussions with a number o:E current and tormer CJl1l. sta.f:e members ~nd 

members of the CJA Board of Di~ectors; and a review ot ~evious· rese~rch and 

evaluation reports on CJA ~nd its predecessor, PTSA. 

Chapter II includes a description ot the adnlin;i:..stJ;:a,tive structure 

C!l,nd s·tatUng of CJA' s central office and its four boro,ugh ~i tes. Ch~pter III 

describes the agency's procedm:'es for interviewing, verifying, and ;l?ecommend-. 

:Lng defendants fOr ~OR, and presents an analysis ot CJA l:'ecOIlmlen~tions, 

al!r~ignment outcomes, and '~O~ 'r~tes :f;Qr the period ~ly .... Decerq.ber 1979. Chapter 

''J.V describes CJ2\' s notific~tion system and includes· an a,nalysi~ of failure-to­

appear rates and their relationshi~ to CJA recommendations. Ch~ter Y describes 

CJA's role in the issuance of Desk Appearance Ticketq , ;i.ncluCli,ng DJ\.T inte;tyiews 

and notifications. Ch~ters VI and YII assess CJA's research a,ct~vities and 

new information system , respectively. Chap·ter VIII is a.n analysis of CJA' s 

current tax-levy budget and the costs of the agency's o,Perat;i,ons duri,ng the 

current year; the productivity of CJA's interviewing staft is a,lso a,ssessed. 

Finally, Chapter IX cpntains a sUITJll1ary of the issues a.nd recommendations pre­

sented in this evaluation. 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF CJ'A ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 

The organizational structure of CJA includes a central administration 

office located at 305 Broadway in Manha·ttan, and four borough offices located 

in Manhattan, Brooklyn,! Bronx, and Queens. Although the borough offices handle 

day-to-day court-related operations somewhat independently, the central office 

sets policy, supervises the borough activities, provides administrative and 

fiscal services, and generally tries to insure that ROR and notifications 

activities in the boroughs are carried out in a uniform and efficient manner. 

In addition, the agency's CETA contract is administered out of the central 

office. 

A. Central Office 

CJA's administrative headquarters contain the agency's administra-

. tive, fiscal, information systems, and research staff. A total of $936,360 

(including 31 full-time staff members) was budgeted for central office 

operations in FY 79-80; this figure includes data processing costs for all 

borough operations. 

Administrative direction of the agency is handled by the Executive 
• 2 A . t Director, Associate Director for Policy, Director of Operat~ons, ssoc~a e 

Director-Counsel, and several supporting staff. All fiscal operations, in­

cluding payroll processing, purchasing, budget monitoring, and disbursement 

are carried out by the central office fiscal staff. (Borough office fiscal 

personnel have been eliminated.) The central staff breakdown, as of April 

30, 1980, is presented in table II.l. Since some overlapping of staff roles 

occurs, these numbers are approximate. For example, a programmer working in 

information syst~n development may also assist in research projects; the 

Associate Director for Policy spends a large part of his time supervising 

research activities. 

1. Information Systems 

CJA's computer system is under the direction of the Director of 

Management and Information Systems, with overall supervision provided by the 

Associate Director for Policy. The staff has handled the development and 

offices. 

IStaten Island operations are handled through the Brooklyn office. 

2Also supervises personnel recruitment and training for the borough 

-11-
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TABLE II.l 

FULL-TIME CENTRAL OFFICE CJA STAFF 

AS OF APRIL 30, 1980
a 

FUNCTION 

Agency Administration 

Fiscal 

Information Systems 

Research 

TOTAL 

l\'!UMBER OF 
FULL-TU'IE STAFF 

11 

5 

7 

6 

29 

PERCENT OF 
CENTRAL STAFF 

38% 

17 

24 

21 

100% 

a Includes only staff supported by New York City tax-levy 
funds administered by CJCC. 

oP~~~ti.Qn of the UPIIS computeb system (which replaced t~e previQu~ Meditech 

system) in conjunction with the New York city Department of Correction (DOC).3 

CJA's computer is located in a separate office at 60 Lafayette 

Street, although on-.line terminals are located at the central office and the 

various borough sites, where most data entry takes place. 

2. Research 

Six full-time staff members (supported by CJCC-administered funds) 

are involved in research and evaluation at CJA, under the direction of the 

Associate Director for Policy.~ The staff includes two research associates, 

two research analysts, a research assistant, and an administrative assistant. 

Part-time staff are also used for interviewing, site observation, and other 

data collection activities. The research staff conducts both large-scale 

ongoing studies and short-term projects, two of which are being jointly super­

vised by the Department of Correction. Aside from CJA's own, internally­

generated projects, requests for research studies are made regularly by various 

outside agencies. In addition, the research staff prepares the regular CJA 

grants. 

3The design and development of UDIIS is discussed in chapter VII. 

~Two additional full-time researchers are supported by outside 

r 
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monthly and quarterly reports which summarize the agency's ongoing ROR and 

notifications activities. A detailed description and assessment of CJA's 

research activities over the past year is presen.ted in chapter VI. 

B. Borough Offices 

CJA's defendant interviewing, verification, and notifications 

opera tions are based in the four borough offices. Bo:r'ough budget and staff 

allocations are described in chapter VIII. .Although each site is budgeted ·to 

have a Borough Director and Deputy Borough Director, the directors' lines were 

left vacant for most of FY 79-80 for all boroughs except Brooklyn. (By leaving' 

these lines vacant, the agency was able to generate accruals t.o help pay for 

unanticipated computer costs from FY 78-79.) For this reason, more supervision 

and control of borough operations has been maintained by the central office 

than in the past. This reduction in decentralized power has meant that changes 

in operations or policies mUst be cleared through the Director of Operations 

prior to implementation. Recruitment and initial screening of interviewing 

and notification personnel is also controlled by the central office. When an 

opening in a borough office occurs, the borough staff contacts the Director of 

Operations, who then sends the na~mes of several candidates from the central 

pool to the borough office for further screening and final hiring approval. 

The central office also developed and implemen~ed standardized interviewer 

training materials and procedures, although there are borough-wide differences 

in the ~ay the actual training process is carried out. 

There are several hasic similaritie:s in the operations and structure 

of the CJA borough offices. All are located at or near the Criminal Courts 

buildings. Interviewers and some other personnel are based at the Police De­

partment Central Booking facility, wher~~ most of the defendant interviews 

occur. Computer terminals for data entry and data retrieval are located both 

at Central Booking and i:he borough administrative office. 

In the following sections, the physical set-up, staff, and organiza­

tion of each borough office will be described. The staff are described as of 

April 19BO; although CJA laid off several staff meiPbers in Mey, notably six 

notifications assistants. CETA staff are not included in the following des­

criptions. Further, unique aspects of the borough office or of the county's 

case processing procedures will be discussed, especially as they may affect 

CJA's operating procedures or its role within the borough's criminal justice 

system. 

j 
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1. Brooklyn 

The Brooklyn office is the oldest and most firmly established of 

CJA's borough offices; Vera's Pretrial Services Agency began operations here 

in June 1973. Partly because of its long association withe the Brooklyn court 

system, and a history of cooperation from other parts of the system, this CJA 

office has tended to serve as the "testing ground" for a number of CJA Operi:l­

tional innovations and research studies. Brooklyn CJA served as the test site 

for development of the UDIIS system and conversion from Meditech during the 

past year. 

with a FY 79-80 budget of $673,575, Brooklyn is the second largest 

unit after Manhattan, reflecting the relative size of the Kings County criminal 

caseload. Through March 1980, it was the only unit which had a Borough 

Director in addition to a Deputy Director. 5 Although budgeted for a full-time 

~taff of forty persons, a total of 36 were on staff as of April 1980; a 

personnel assistant was laid off earlier this year, a court services coordin­

ator had been on leave for most of the year, and a notifications supervisor 

was on loan to the Bronx CJA unit. Table II.2 presents the current organization 

structure of the Brooklyn unit. 

In Brooklyn, the Court Services Coordinator functions as the first 

level of upper management, and is responsible for the day-to-day supervision 

of all interviewing, verification, data entry, and notifications activities. 

This role differs from the other borough units where the Court Services 

Coordinator mainly supervises interviewing and verification, while a Notifica­

tions Coordinator is responsible for data entry and notification. This lat,ter 

staff line was only recently filled in Brooklyn, howeve~, and the Court Services 

Coordinator had assumed a combined supervisory role for most of this year. 

The Shift Supervisors are based at the 84th Precinct Central Booking 

facility and are responsible for 24-hour supervision of the CJA interviewers. 

As in the other boroughs, Shift Supervisors have usually been promoted from 

interviewer positions. 

The eighteen interviewers provide round-the-clock coverage at Central 

Booking and are responsible for intervicwin9 d~f~naant~ following arrg§t, veri­

fying the information obtained, collecting ahd transferring data to the ROR 

sheet from the NYSID sheet and other documents, and entering ROR data onto the 

SIn April 1980, the Borough Director was transferred to the central 
office to become CJA's Director of Operations. 
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TABLE II.2 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF BROOKLYN CJA AS OF APRIL 1980 

(Nurnber of Staff Members in Parentheses) 

Deputy 
Borough Director 

t-------t Secretary I 

fcourt Services 
Coordinator 

Shift 
Supervisors (3) 

Notificationsa 

t--------~ Assistants (2) 

Interviewers I 
(17) -1 

aLaid off May 8, 1980. 

I 
Messenger I 

I 
Noti fica tions 
Coordinator 

I 
J:'jotifications 

Supervisor 

I 
Ioata I Manager 

I 
Data 

Assistants (J) 

I 
I-' 
U1 
I 
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CJA computer. 6 

About 25% of the data entry from the ROR sheet, and all of the data 

entry from the court calendars (used for the notification system) are handled 

by ~even data assistants, supervised by the data manager. These individuals 

work 8:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. in two shifts, Honday through Friday. Finally, 

two notifications assistants have responsibility for telephoning defendants 

to remind them of upcoming ~ourt dates, logging incoming defendant phone calls, 

and performing other duties' related to maintaining contact with defendants 

prior to disposition or grand jury indictment. 

The administrative, data entry, and notifications staff are located 

in the borough's pleasant, spacious main office at 16 Court Street, near the 

Municipal Building and Borough Hall, but several blocks from the Criminal Court 

Building. Interviewers and shift supervisors, as mentioned above, are located 

at Central Booking in the 84th Precinct~ about a 15 minute walk from the Court 

Street office. 

At Central Booking, CJA staff menbers occupy a relatively comfortable 

room just off the cell area where defendants are temporarily held following 

arrest and booking. The office contains i;wo computer terminals for the entry 

and retrieval of defendant data, telephones for verification and defendant 

check-in calls, and storage space. Although somewhat cramped, the office is 

quiet, well-located, and appears adequate for CJA's needs. The Police Depart­

ment provides the space free of charge. In addition, the Police Department 

provides CJA with a small work area in the FAX room, where another CJA terminal 

is located. There the defendant's NYSID sheet is returned from Albany (along 

with his fingerprints), and CJA interv'iewers summarize the arrest history. A 

check for any active warrants is also made through the CJA terminal. 

CJA interviews in Brooklyn are conducted at Central Booking under 

somewhat unpleasant conditions. Defendants are crowded into a long narrow cell 

that is dirty, dark and dank. The absence of a toilet in the cell means that 

defendants often urinate on the floor. Interviews are conducted through the 

bars of the cell where interviewers must contend with noise, physical discomfort, 

and the presence of other defendants ~vwded into a small area. 

6For a full description of the interviewing and verification process, 
see chapter III. 
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2. Bronx 

The Bronx CJA unit is the third largest borough operation, with an 

allocation of $594,408 and budgeted staff of 37.. It began operations in 

December 1974. There had been no Borough Director since September 1979 but 

a new director was hired in April 1980. As of April 1980, only 28 full-time, 

employees and one part-time interviewer were on staff. 

The current staff orga,nization for the Bronx unit is swnmarized in 

table 11.3. The Court Services Coordinator oversses the ROR interviewing and 

verification staff, while the Notifications Cc~rdinator is responsible for all 

post-arraignment data entry and notification, supervising two notifications 

assistants 7 (who maintain telephone cont2nct with defendants scheduled for 

post-arraignment court appearances) and three data assistants (who enter 

relevant data from the daily court calendar and other information needed for 

defendant notification). In addition, the data assistants enter special time 

data being used for the arrest-to-arraignment time study currently being con­

ducted by the Mayor's Office in cooperation with CJA. Two of the data 

assistants work on the day shift, and one works evenings from 4:30 p.m. to 

12:30 a.m. Finally, the notifications supervisor acts as a trouble-shooter 

for computer problems and assists the Notifications Coordinator in overseeing 

the data entry process and acts as a liaison with court system personnel. 

In addition to the CJA line staff just mentioned, fourteen CETA 

workers are assigned to the Bronx unit. The CETA workers supplement existing 

CJA staff in providing information on court cases to defendants and their 

family members, and are involved in two special projects: Warrant Follow-Up 

and the Bail Expediting Project. 

~ Bronx CJA occupies a spacious, pleasant office in the new Bronx 

Criminal Court Building. CJA does not pay rent in this City-owned building. 

This unit benefits greatly from the fact that all stages of the arrest-to­

arraignme'nt p!'ocess are located within the same building. The Central Booking 

facility, detention cells, County Clerk's office, and courtrooms are all 

located within the building close to the CJA office. Although most CJA staff 

are situated in 'that offi<:::e, interviewers and shift supervisors spend most of 

their time at Central Booking, where interviewing, verification, and data entry 
take place. 

7Laid off May 8, 1980. 
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TABLE II.3 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF BRONX CJA AS OF AP.RIL 1980 

(Number of Staff Members in Parentheses) 

1 
Court Se;nrices 
Coordinator 

Shift Supervisors 
(3) 

1 I Interviewers (15) 

aLaid off May 8, 1980. 

I Borough Director I 

r-----------, se~ 

I 
Notifications 

Coordinator 

I 
Notifications 
Supervisor' 

J 
Notificationsa 

Assistants (2) 

,.t , . 

Data 
Assistants (3) 

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

I 
I-' 
ro 
I 
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As in the other boroughs, interviews are conducted through the bars 

of the small detention cell. CJA interviewing staff work behind a large 

counter where terminals, telephones, and files are located. Although somewhat 

cramped, this area is fairly quiet and bright and appears adequate for CJA's 

needs. 

In general, Bronx CJA benefits greatly from its central location. 

Relationships with other actors in the criminal justice system appear to be 

good; the court administration, Police Department, District Attorney, and 

Legal Aid Society have all been supportive of CJA's work. 

3. Manhattan 

This largest of CJA's borough offices is located close to the Criminal 

Court Building and Police Department Headquarters Central Booking facility in 

lower Manhattan. Manhattan CJA began operations as part of the Pretrial Services 

Agency in March 1976, and in FY 79-80 had an allocation of $867,083 with a 

budgeted full-time staff of 53 persons. A Borough Director was recently hired 

(April 1980); the line had remained unfilled since September 1979. As of 

April 1980 47 full-time employees were on the Manhattan CJA staff. The staff 

organization is shown in table II.4. 

In contrast with the Brooklyn and Bronx units, there is more over­

lapping of responsibilities by the Manhattan CJA coordinators and supervisors. 

For example, the shift supervisors, in addition to overseeing the ROR inter­

viewing process, also handle some supervision of the data and notifications 

assistants. Similarly, the Court Services and Notifications Coordinators 

share some supervisory responsibilities at Central Booking. 

Manhattan CJA interviewers are about equally assigned to each of the 

three 8-hour shifts, although the bulk of ROR interviewing is performed during 

the 4:00 p.m. to 12:00 a.m. shift. The data assistants~ who handle most of 

the data entry, also work in shifts at Central Booking. Interviewers assist 

in entering data from the ROR sheet onto the CJA computer. The Notifications 

Coordinator, aside from supervising the data entry and notifications staff, 

also is responsible for the CETA staff assig'ned to the Manhattan unit. 

Manhattan operations are conducted from three sites in lower Manhattan. 

The administrative, supervisory, and notifications staff occupy offices at 2 

Lafayette Street, across the street from Police Headquarters. Another small 

office is located in the Criminal Court Building at 100 Centre Street. This 

office is mainly for data assistants, entering court calendars, and CETA staff 
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TABLE II.4 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF MANHATTAN CJA AS OF APRIL 1980 

(Number of Staff Members in Parentheses) 

r---~---------------------------------------=~-=------~~==~------~-------j 

I 
Court Services 

Coordinator 

I 

-
Shift Supervisors 

(4) 

I 
Interviewers (23) 

~Laid o;f;;f; .May 8, 1980 

---

Borough Dir~ctor j 

Deputy 
Borough Director 

Secretary 
(2) 

1 
Messenger 

--
I 

-- -------- Notifications 
Coordinator 

-- -- -- -------
, 

Notifications 
,Supervisor 

Notifications'''.!. ,------I Assistants I 
Data Manager 

J 
'.~ Data Assistants 

(9) 
~--------~ 

, s 

(2) 

I 
tv 
o 
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who will be making notification calls to defendants issued warrants for missed 

court appearances, assisting defendants returning to court on warrants, acting 

as Court Representatives and Bail Review Specialists, and notifying DATs and 

post-plea cases. 

ROR interviewing, verification and data entry of the ROR sheet take 

place at the Central Booking facility in the basement of Police Headquarters. 

CJA staff work in both the FAX room and in a partitioned area nest to the large 

men's detention cell. Interviewing takes place through the bars of the cell 

under noisy, cramped conditions. Telephones for verification, and a computer 

terminal for data entry, are also located in this area. The presence of 

interviewers, data assistants and supervisors in this small space, together 

with numerous police personnel walking around near the CJA area and the crowded 

detention cell, make working conditions less than ideal. 

4= Queens 

The Queens CJA unit began operations in December 1976, and is the 

smallest of the borough units. For FY 79-80, the unit had a budget of $432,304 

and a budgeted staff of 26 full-time employees. There has been no Borough 

Director since Spring 1979. As of April 1980, 24 full-time employees were on 

staff, with the organizational structure shown in table II.S. 

Interviewers and shift supervisors, located at Central Booking in 

the 112th Precinct, perform ROR interviewing, verification and data entry 

tasks. Unlike other boroughs, Queens Central Booking does not receive arrested 

defendants after midnight. Also, defendants arrested before midnight a.J1G 

transferred to other precincts in the borough to await arraignment the next 

day. Thus, interviewers on the miunight to 8:00 a.m. shift must travel to 

other precincts to interview defendants who were not seen at Central Booking, 

although their shift duty begins there. The CJA rental car is generally used 

for these trips. 

At Central Booking, CJA has been provided with a reasonably spacious, 

quiet office, near the FAX room, hut some distance from the detention cells. 

Unfortunately, Central Booking is located in Forest Hills about two miles from 

the main Queens CJA office in the supreme Court Euiltiing. Thus, in eentraet 

with the otLer boroughs, the interviewing staff here are somewhat removed from 

the rest of the CJA operation. 

The Queens CJA office is located in the lower level of the Supreme 

Court Building in Kew Gardens, just across the street from the Criminal Court. 

." 
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TABLE II.S 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF QUEENS CJA AS OF APRIL 1980 

(Number of Staff l4embers in Parentheses) 

Deputy 
Borough Director 

Personnel 
Assistant 
(Secretary) 

I Messenger I 
I -, 

Court Services Notifications 
Coordinator Coordinator 

I I 
Shift Supervisors Data Assistants 

(3) (3) 

-, 
Interviewers (1· ) 

,------.. >,...-------------------------------------~==~-~~---..! 

J' I' 

, 
tv 
tv 
I 

,. 
t:z 
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Situated just next to the jury waiting room, the CJA office is a sin.gle large 

room with partitioned offices, which is somewhat cramped and noisy. Noise 

from the jury room filters in and can be distracting. Although well-situated 

in relation to the Court Building, the Queens CJA office is the least attrac­

tive and comfortable of the borough offices. 

CJA also has a small room on the main corridor of the Criminal Court 

Building's lower level, near the courtrooms. Here several computer terminals 

are located, and the data assistants and the notifications coordinator enter 

court calendar and arraignment time data, and make telephone notifications. 

Although well-located, this room is extremely small and cramped, and is directly 

on a main public corridor, Because of its location near the courtrooms, people 

regularly stop in to ask questions about court cases, which can disrupt the 

flow of work of the data entry staff. 
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III. CJA'S ROLE IN THE ARRAIGNMENT PROCESS 
AND RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE 

CJA plays a major role in the arrest-to-arraignment process by 

interviewing arrested defendants, verifying info~ation related to c9mmunity 

ties, and making a recommendation to the arraignment judge as to whether or 

not the defendant should be released from detention pending trial. In this 

chapter the interview and verification procedures, and the guidelines used in 

making release recommendations (the c.:rA "point system") are described in de­

tail. The second half of the chapter presents an analysis o~ the results of 

CJA's interviews and release recommendations during the current fiscal year, 
l' 

and an assessment of CJA's role in the ROR process. 

A. Description of Interviewing and Verification, 
and the CJA Point System 

The process of interviewing arrested defendants, verifying informa­

tion obtained, and making a release recommendation to the arraignment judge is 

central to CJA's operations. In addition to collecting key facts to be used 

in the recommendation, the interview serves to supply CJA with the contact 

information needed to notify defendants of subsequent court dates. The inter­

view data, supplemented by Criminal Court calendar data, are entered into CJA's 

computer where they provide the basis for automated, daily operational functions 

as well as research and management analysis. In this section, a number of 

aspects of the interviewing process will be described and assessed, from 

initital contact to completion of data entry: 

• the defendant interview 

• verification 

• NYSID sheet and other data collection 

CJA point system and recommendations 

data entry procedures and paper processing 

the interviewing staff. 

Al though the basic procedures are uniform throughout the ci t.y, some 

operational differences exist within the various boroughs and will be described 

where appropriate. In general, differences in procedures among the borough 

offices are a matter of degree and the basic operation is the same in all the 

boroughs: although staff responsibilities may vary somewhat. As mentioned 

earlier, CJA tries to maintain policy consistency and central administrative 

-24-
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control through its Director of Operations, especially in the absence of 

Borough Directors in two of the four site offices. 

1. The Defendant Interview 
------~~-~.~-=-~~-------

a. The Setting. Most CJA interviews take place at the holding cells . 
in Central Booking. Arrestees are brough to Cental Booking after arrest to 

be booked, photographed, fingerprinted, and await arraignment. On average, 

arrestess may spend five or six hours in the Central Booking, cells before 

arraignment or transfer to court or DOC detention cells. CJA interviews are 

administered through the bars of the holding cells, usually about four to five 

hours after the defendant is arrested, put shortly after the defendant is 

placed in the detention cell. Conditions for the interview are rather unpleas­

ant for interviewer and arrestee alike. Other defendants may be sitting 

nearby and are able to overhear the interview; defendants are sometimes hand­

cuffed together. Interviewers in the Bronx and Brooklyn have to stand up while 

administering the interview. In Manhattan, CJA has a work area next to the 

cell, and the interviewer sits at a small table next to the bars. 

Because of the location of the interviewing, CJA's operations depend 
-. 

on the cooperation of Police Department personnel to ensure smooth functioning 

and limited delays in getting access to arrestees and their papers. In general, 

site visits and discussion with CJA and police personnel indicated that CJA is 

fairly well integrated into the arrest/pre-arraignment process, and that 

police officers are aware of CJA's role and view the interview as a "standard" 

step in the process 'that does not interfere with police activities. In the 

past, when Central Booking facilities were first being set up, there was 

apparently some initial resistance to CJA's presence, possibly reflecting the 

belief that the CJA interview and verification would hinder the pre-arraignment 

process. 1 CJA had difficulty at first obtaining adequate space for the inter­

viewing staff to work. At the present time, however, CJA has a resonable 

amount of space at each of the Central Booking facilities, although the Man­

hattan interview area is noisy and public. 

b. Interview and Data Entry Procedures.. With certain exceptions, CJA 

staff interview every defendant between arrest and arraignment. Those not 

interviewed include: 

lIn the past, defendants were generally booked at the local police 
precinct, then take to detention cells in the courthouse where the CJA inter­
view took place. 

r 
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Defendants in jail against whom additional charges are brought; 

Defendants released from the precinct on Desk Appearance Tickets 
in Brooklyn ahd.Queens, or issued DATs by authorities other than 
the Police Department; 

In all boroughs, defendants arrested for violations, on out-of­
state warrants, or rearrested for just an outstanding bench warrant; 

Defendants arrested under Supreme Court warrants; 

In Manhattan, defendants charged with prostitution; 

Juveniles, except those designated under the Juv~nile Offender ~aw. 

Largely because of the high number of DATs who are not interviewed, 

these exclusions meant that CJA conducted interviews on only 135,000 (67.6%) 

9f t~e 200,000 persons aged 16 ~r older who were arrested in New York City 

dur~ng FY 78-79. Table III.l shows the number of CJA interviews by affidavit 

charge severity conducted during that time period,2 and the number of Naw York 

City arrests for the same period. CJA interviewed about 80% of arrestees 

charged with felonies (not including juveniles) and 71% of misdemeanor defen­

dants. Overall, 67.6% of all arrestees were interviewed by CJA. 

TABLE IILI 

NUMBER OF CJA INTERVIEWS AND NEW YORK CITY ARRESTS 

BY CHARGE SEVERITY, FISCAL YEAR 1978-79 

CHARGE SEVERITY 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 
b OthEllr 

TOTAL 

NUMBER OF ,CJA 
INTERVIEWS 

73,887 

59,46la 

1,411 

134,759 

NUMBER OF 
NEW YORK CITY ARRESTS, 

AGED 16 OR OLDER 

92,627 

'84,087 

22,519 

199,233 

PERCENT 
INTERVIEWED 

79.8% 

70.7. 

6.3 

67.6% 

a 
Includes an estimated 22,000 DAT interviews in Manhattan and 

Bronx. 
b 

Includes violations, traffic infractions, other. 

SOURCE: CJA Quarterly Reports and New York City Police Department, Office 
of Mafiaga~ent ~~alysis; Crime Analysis section. 

2The number of DAT interviews for Manhattan and Bronx is a projected 
estimate for this period. Data on the exact number of interviews were not 
available. 
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It is expected that the rate of interviewing rnisdemeanants would 

be relatively low since CJA does not interview DATs in Brooklyn or Queens. 

Aside from defendants who refused interviews, CJA would not interview felony 

arrestees falling in the above categories or defendants who are moved out of 

Central Booking before an interview can be administered. Further, prosecutors 

occasionally reduce an arrest charge from a felony to a misdemeanor; the CJA 

charge severity in table III.I is based on the affidavit charge. It may be 

that Police Department arrest statistics overstate the number of felony 

arrestees eligible for interviews by including 343 dismissals, mUltiple 

arrest numbers, and other cases. Recent CJA studies on missed interviews 

indicated that only one to three percent of summary arrest cases that had 

actually been docketed had not be~n interviewed by CJA. It is unportant for 

CJA to continue to investigate in detail the reasons for the apparent 

differences between felony arrests and the number of interviews. 

As mentioned above, defendantts are interviewed :t.hrough the cell bars 

wi thin a few hours of arrest. The interviewer calls the defendiant oyer, intro­

duces him/herself and explains the purpose of the interview and the role of CJA. 

The interviewer further assures the defendant that he/she is not an attorney or 

connected with any law enforcement agency, and that the information obtained in 

the interview will be used to help the judge determine whether bail will be set 

or the defendant will be ROR'd. The defendant is also told abo~lt CJA's post­

arraigrnnent check-in and notification system, that the informati.on will be 

verified and kept on file, and that the defendant's participation is voluntary. 

The CJA interview report form (figure III.l) is a one-page document 

that elicits information from the defendant on current and prior residences, 

living arrangements, personal contacts, employment and income, and current 

schooling. In addition, information on the present arrest and prior criminal 

record are obtained from the police Department arrest report and NYSID sheet, 

respectively. Table III.2 summarizes the types of information obtained, the 

source, and whether or not the information is to be verified. CJA interviews 

take approximately 15-20 minutes to administer, and in general the interviewers 

are able to get answers to all the questions. 

Interviewing procedures are basically the same in all boroughs, with 

some minor differenCes. In Manhattan and the Bronx, defendants released on a 

DAT are given an abbreviated interview from which information needed for 
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FIGURE III.l 
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TABLE III.2 

KEY D2\TA ELEMENTS AND SOUR,CES 

ON CJA INTERVIEW FOR,M 

ELEMENT SOURCE 

Basic Demographics 
(Age, sex, ethnicity) Defendant 

Current Address and 
Telephone Number Defendant 

Length of Residence at 
Current Address Defendant 

Current Living Arrangements 
and Marital Status Defendant 

Prior Address Defendant 

Current Employment/School 
Status Defendant 

Other Employment Information De;fendant 

Current Arrest Charges Police Department 

Prior Convictions NYSID Sheet 

Outstanding Warrants NYSID Sheet and 
CJA Data Base 

Other Personal Contacts Defendant 

VERIFIED 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

N.A. 

N.A. 

Yes 

No 

notification contact is obtained. s In Queens, most interviews during the mid­

~ night shift are done at precincts rather than at Central Booking. 

2. Verification 

After the interview is completed, the interviewer returns to the CJA 

work area at Central Booking and begins attempts to verify information obtained 

from the defendant. Verification is accomplished mainly by telephone, although 

sometimes, when a contact is at court for arraignment, the interviewer will 

attempt to verify information in person. Verification attempts are recorded, 

and the CJA recommendation points tabulated, on the reverse side of the interview 

SIn Queens and Brooklyn, this contact information is transferred from 
Police Department records. In the Bronx, CJA staff also make a release recom­
mendation for potential DATs. See chapter V. 
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form, shown in figure III.2. 

FIGURE III.2 
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When a contact is reached (usually a relative or friend), the CJA 

interviewer explains the purpose of the call and records the information given 

by the reference. The information verified inclues: (1) the defendant's 

current address, (2) how long he has lived there, (3) existence of a working 

home telephone, (4) any alternate defendant address, (5) whom the defendant 

lives with, and (6) the name of the e~ployer, school or training program. 

Employment is considered verified when anyone of the following items are 

verified: Rame of the company, address, or typ,e of work performed by the 

defendant. 

Veri~ication attempts are made until the NYSID sheet is received 

from Albany, at which point verification efforts usually stop, even if contact 

has not been. completed. 

a. Resolving Conflicts. In some cases, the defendant and his refer­

ence give conflicting information,'which the CJA interviewer must attempt to 

resolve. After receiving conf.licting information from the reference, the 

interviewer returns to the defendant and states the nature of the conflict 

~but not the exact information provided by the reference). If the defendant 

changes the information to match that given by the reference, the information 

is considered verified. If the defendant insists his or~ginal information is 

correct, then the interviewer attempts to contact another reference to verify 

the information. Conflicting information is recorded on the interview form . 

Also, if the address provided by the defendant cannot be verified, but is dif­

ferent than the address given on the NYSID sheet, the defendant is asked to 

resolve this conflict. If not resolved, the differences are noted on the 

interview form and can affect the CJA recommendation. 

In some cases the defendant is no longer in the detention area when 

the interviewer returns to ask about conflicting information. The unresolved 

conflict is then noted on the form and no further attempt is made to contact 

the defendant. 

.. ~ 
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3. NYSID and Other Information 

When the NYSID sheet is returned, the interviewer reviews it and 

records certain information on the CJA report form. If the defendant had no 

prior m:lsdemearior or felony arrest, then "first arrest" is checked. The num­

ber of prior misdemeanor and felony convictions are tabulated and indicated 

on thel interview form. In addition, the interviewer records information on 

any open cases where the disposition has yet to be entered on the NYSID sheet, 

and checks whether any outstanding warrants are attached. Because "reading" 

the NYSID sheet can be a difficult and time-consuming task and the information 

is so important for bail/release decisions, CJA places particular emphasis on 

the NYSID sheet during interviewer training. 

When an open case is discovered on the NYSID sheet, the interviewer 

checks the CJA computer for any additional information, such as final disposi­

tion, adjournment date or docket number, and enters it on the CJA interview 

form. Also, open cases on the CJA data base are checked for outstanding 

warrants not attached to the NYSID sheet. This information is also recorded 

on the interview form. outstanding warrants are checked with the police 

Department Warrant Division to make sure that the \'larrant has not yet been 

cleared. 

4. CJA Recommendations and the Point system 

After completing the final verification attempt and entering NYSID 

data, the CJA interviewer initiates the process of assessing the defendant's 

community ties and making a release rer.ommendation. The point system used by 

CJA is based on the model used by Vera in the Manhattan Bail Project, but has 

been modified and condensed over the years.
4 

The CJA recommendation is based on six statements related to commun-

ity ties, and located on the back of the interview form (figure III.3). For 

each statement there are several possible outcomes, depending upon the defen­

dant's and reference's responses: true, true verified, false, false verified, 

4CJA is currently conducting a study to reassess its point system; 

see chapter VI. 
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and unresolved conflict (see legend on figure III.3). 

FIGURE III. 3 

2. DEFENDANT HAS A WORKING PHONE IN HIS RESIDENCE. 

: 3. DEFENDANT HAS LIVED AT HIS CURRENT AODRE~ lYl YEARS OR MORE. 

4 •• DEFENDANT EXPECTS SOMEONE AT HIS ARRAIGNMENT (NOT C(.)MPLAINANT OR ATTORNEY). 

3 DEFENDANT LIVES WITH PARENT, SPOUSE, C/l SPOl)SE FOR 6 MONTHS, GRANDPARENT OR LEGAL GUARDIAN. 

6. DEFENDANT IS EMPLOYED, IN SCHOOL, OR IN PROGRAM FUll TIME. 

NYSID:/I [ I' I I I ] TOTAL 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: , •• ••• 0l0i. ___ • __ 

DEFENDANT HAS NYC AREA ADDRESS T 'tV F FV U 

T 

TV 

F 

FV 

u 

LEGEND 

(true) - the defendant's response to the t' . ques ~on ~nvolved, although 

unverified, makes the statement true. 

(true verified) - the defendant's response to the question makes the 

statement true and the response has been verified. 

(false) - the defendant's unverified response to the question makes 

the statement false. 

(false verified) - the defendant's response to the question makes the 

statement false and this respons~ has been verified. 

• re as een no resolution of the conflict (unresolved confl~ct) - the h b 

between the defendant's d th response an e r~ference's statement re-

garding a given question. 

The first statement is the major "community ties" requirement and 

must be "true verified" in order for the defendant to receive a CJA release 

recommendation. 

be satisfied1 

For this statement to be true verified, t~o conditions must 

(1) The defendant reported a New York City area address (the five 
borough~, . Nassau, Suffolk 0:):' Westchester), and the e).act address 
was ver~f~ed; and 
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(2) 01'le or more of the defendant's responses to "Lives with," "How 
long at current address," or "Employed/school/training" was 
verified. 

The fourth statement, that the defendant expects someone at his ar­

raigmnent, is not verified, and is considered "true" if the defendant gives a 

positive response to this question. For statement 6, employment is considered 

verified if one or more of the following items are verified: the employer's 

name, employer's address, or the type of work performed by the defendant. 

" After checking the appropriate columns for each of the six s~atements, 

the interviewer totals the number of check marks in the "True" and "True Veri­

fied" columns, and applies one of the CJA stamps shown in table 111.3. 

TABLE III.3 

CJA RECOMMENDATION CATEGORIES (STAMPS) 

RECOMMENDED: VERIFIED COMMUNITY TIES 

QUALIFIED: UNVERIFIED COMMUNITY TIES 

No Recommendation Due.To: 

[] Insufficient Community Ties [] Residence Outside NYC Area 

o Conflicting Residence Information 0 Incomplete Interview 

No Recommendation Due To: 

o Bench War~ant Attached to NYSID 

[] Bail-Jumping Charge 

[J No NYSID Available 

[J For Information Only 

The strongest CJA release recommendation is .Recommended: Verified 

Community Ties. In order to receive this recommendatil:m, the defendant must 

have at least three statements checked "true" and/or "true verified," one of 

which must be statement #1. Thus, defendants in this category have a verified 

NYC address and verified responses to "Lives with," "How long at current 

address," and/or "Employment/school/training." In addition, two of the other 

five statements <;lIe "true" or "true verified." 

'1'-0 receive a QUalified: unverified Comrnlmity Ties recommendation, a 

defendant must have at least three "true" or "true veri.fied" statements, but 

statement #1 is ,false; that j:s'r the de:f;endant t s aqclI'e.~s or l±y;i:nc;J a.l{.I's:n~e)lJents/ 

- - --- --------~..---------- --- ---------- -------- -----
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employment could not be verified. The defendant must have reported a NYC ar~c.L 

address to receive this Qualified recommendation. 

Defendants who do not meet the criteria for either "Recommended: 

Verifit~d Community Ties" or "QUalified: Unverified Comm\lnity Ties" or are 

ineligible for a CJA release recommendation can fall into eight possible "No 

Recommendation" categories, as follows: 

~nsufficient Community Ties. Defendants fall into this category if 

they had less than three "true" and/or "true verified" statements, or were 

charged with escape from prison or absconding from ~- temporary release program 

(Penal Law Sections 205.10, 205.15, 205.16, 205.17, or 205.18). 

Residence Outside NYC Area. Includes defendants who state that they 

do not live in the five boroughs, Nassau, Suffolk, or Westchester. Residents 

of New Jersey, inclnding nearby sites such as Newark or Jersey City, would 

therefore fall into this category. 

Confl icting~. Residence Information. If the defendant and reference 

provide different current addresses, and the conflict is not resolved, the de­

fendant receives this "no recommendation" stamp. 

Incomplete Interview. This category is reserved for {a) defendants 

who refuse to be interviewed (either the whole questionnaire or any of the 

point-related questions), (b) defendants who do not speak English or Spanish 

and for whom a translator is not available, or (c) defendants who are drunk, 

incoherent, or unruly. 

Bench Warrant Attached to NYSID. Defendants with an outstanding 

bench warrant attached to their NYSID sheet receive this "no recommendation" 

stamp. Other types of warrants are not included in this category.S 

No NYSID Available. If the defendant has been arrested before but 

the NYSID sheet is not available, this stamp is given even if the defendant 

would qualify for a CJA recommendation on the basis of verified community ties. 

Bail Jumping Charge. This stamp is given when defendants are charged 

with Penal Law Sections 215.56 or 215.57 (bail jumping in second and first 

degree, respectively). 

For Information OnJX' If the preceding three categories do not 

apply, and the defendant has been charged with murder or attempted murder in 

the first or second degree, this stamp is given. These defendants are not 

SAn additional category, "Bench Warrant Outstanding," is sometimes 
used if no warrant is attached to the NYSID sheet bLlt the CJA data base indi­
cates the existence of an outstanding bench warrant. 
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eligible to receive a CJA recommendation, but the CJA interview form is sub­

mitted to the court for its records and to assist the court in making a bail 

decision. 

Juvenile offenders automatically receive the s'tamp "Juvenile Offender 

_ For Information Only," although they are given the full interview and veri­

fication is done. However, no criminal history in£ormation is summarized, and 

juvenile offenders are not included in CJA's notifjcations system. 

5. Forms Processing and Data Entry Procedures 

Because of the vital role of CJA's computer data base in their noti­

fications and research activities, and a desire not to delay the arrest to 

arraignment process, CJA tries to enter data from the interview form as expe­

ditiously as possible. (Data are entered on-line from computer terminals 

located near the interview areas.) This means in practice that different data 

are entered at different points during the pre-arraignment process. Although 

procedures vary somewhat in the four boroughs ar.(( according to the time of day, 

the ROR data entry process generally operates in the following manner: 
6 

After the defen .... llt is interviewed and arrest information transferred 

from the Police Department forms, and prior to verification, the interviewer 

initializes the case on the CJA computer terminal located at Central Booking. 

At this point a case file is opened and the basic identifier data are entered. 

This is done at this point in case papers axe lost in process; CJA would then 

have at least basic iaentification and contact information in the computer. 

Early entry of data also allows CJA to respond to inquiries regarding the stage 

of the arraignment process for a case. 

Following verification and return of the NYSID sheet from Albany, the 

remainder of the data are entered. (If the NYSID sheet is delayed, the inter­

viewer many enter as much of the interview data as possible and enter the NYSID 

data at Cl. later time in order to expedite the data entry process.) For the 

~ost part, interviewers enter the data from their own interviews, which should 

reduce the chance of transcription error. In general, interviewers are able 

to complete data entry during their shifts, unless there is a particularly 

heavy interview load. 

It is important to note that at the present time not all the data 

collected in the interview form are entered onto the computer, although space 

6With the exception of Manhattan, interviewers handle most of the 
dat~ entry for the interview form. In Manhattan, data assistants enter most 
of the interview data. 
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has been allotted in the file for all data elements. In part this reflects 

the extensive backlog in data entry which occurred when CJA switched over to 

UDIIS in September 1979. At that time there was a 30-qa,y backlog in ROR sheet 

data entry, and in order to catch up it was decided to limit data entry only 

to those items needed for CJA's basic operations reports and notifications 

system. A list of the data elements that are currently being entered onto the 

computer is presented in table III.4. 

Defendant Name 

Age 

Date of Birth 

Sex 

Ethnicity 

Current Address 

Current c/o 

Telephone Number 

TABLE III.4 

INFORMATION DATA-ENTERED INTO UDIIS 

FROM CJA INTERVIEW FORM 

Precinct Arrest Number 

Arresting Officer, Command, and Tax 
I.D. Number (Manhattan and 
Bronx DATs only) 

Arrest Charge 1 

Arrest Charge 2 

Docket Number{s) 

NYSID Number 

Time at Current Address First Arrest? 

Additional Contact, Telephone Number 

Arrest Date 

Arrest Time 

Number of Prior Convictions 

Number of Open Cases 

Warrant Attached to NYSID 

CJA stamp 

In addition to information from the interview form, other data entry 

required for special studies also are entered during the pre-arraignment pro" 

cess. For example, data on arrest-to-arraignment time are being collected and 

entered for a study conducted under the supervision of ~he Criminal Justice 

Coordinator's office. Th~ entry of data for special studies is usally handled 

by the data assistants rather than interviewers. The entry of data from the 

daily criminal Court calendar is a separate process and will be discussed in 

chapter IV'. 

.. ~ 
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In QUeens and Brooklyn, 'where defendants receiyi,ng DATs are not 

interviewed, information from Police Department reports are extracted and 

data-entered to be used pr~rily for DAT notifications. In Bronx and Man­

hattan, where all DATs are given an abbreviated CJA interview, data are 

entered from the CJA form. 

a. Paper Flow. Criminal justice case processing in New York City is 

characterized by extensive paperwork and complex document handling as a case 

proceeds from arrest through arraignment. The sheer volume of cases handled 

at each Central Booking facility, as well as the number of agencies requiring 

paper documentation for each case (Police Department, District Attorney, Court 

Clerk, DCJS, CJA, Legal Aid Society, etc.) means that the processing of defen­

dant papers can be somewhat tfme-consuming. CJA provides some assistance to 

the Police Department with its paperwork. For example, ,in Manhattan CJA staff 

at Central Booking "break down" the package of arrest papers at the stage 

after the fi,ngerprints are received and send appropriate copies of the various 

papers on to the District Attorney's office and Police Department for further 

processing. In Manhattan and the Bronx, CJA staff help with DAT scheduling and 

filing paperwork, and assist the Police Department in providing lists of 

scheduled DATs. In Queens, CJA provides the District Attorney with lists of 

scheduled DATs. Also, paperwork associated with the study of arrest-to­

arraignment time in the Bronx (initiated by the Criminal Justice Coordinator's 

Qtfice) is handled by CJA staff. 

6. 'Interviewing Staff 

A total of 68 ful1-tfme interviewers are currently gmployed by CJA: 

17 in Brooklyn, 15 in the Bronx, 23 in Manhattan, and 13 in Queens. In addition, 

4 part-tfme interviewers are used. Recruiting and initial screening of inter­

~iewers is handled by CJA's Director of Operations, and an active file of 

potential interviewers is ,maintained in the central office. When a staff open­

in.g occurs in one of the borollghs, the Director of Operations sends the names 

of several candidates to the Borough Director or Acting Director for final 

screening and hiring. Recruitment is accomplished through college placement 

offices and word-of-mouth, and CJA appears to have no trouble maintaining an 

active pool of qualified applicants. The basic qualifications include either 

a Bachelor's Degree or two years of college with two years of full-time work 

expe:t'ience with some type of client contact. Bilingual ability is stressed and 

almost 50% of CJA's interviewers speak Spanish. Interviewers are most oftEm 

. 
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recent college graduates in a criminal justice-related tield who wish to get 

practical experience in a criminal justice settrng. 

a. Interviewer Training. CJA pays close attention to the training 

of its interviewi,ng staff. Because of the sensitive nature of their jobs and 

the :i.mpor~ance of collecting . accurate and complete data, CJA supervisory sts.ff 

generally spend about two weeks training new interviewers and closely monitor 

their work for the fi'rst four months of employment. Al th~ugh the training 

process has been standardized to some degree, each of the borough offices' 

varies the training somewhat. In this section the typiccll interviewer train­

ing routine will be described and assessed, and s,ig1,'lificant bor~u~~h variations 

pointed out. Depend::i.ng on staff needs at any' given tfme 1r however, interviewers 

might not receive the full training r,egimen; on-the-job training might be 

increased instead. 

During the first week, interviewers receive info:onation about CJA 

and the ROR process from the adIninistrative sta;t;f, and m'ore detailed training 

and observation of interviewing, verifications, and notifications by the Court;' 

Services and Notifications Coordinators. The interviewer ~y spend one or two 

'days observing interviews, conducting mock interviews, and receiving detailed 

information about the R0R interview form. Another one or two days would be 

spent in traini,ng in the use of the computer terminals tor data entry and re­

trieval. 

During the first few days on the job, interviewers also study the 

ROR Operational Manual, a training manual published by CJA in february 1978. 

This document reviews the~OR ;p;rocess and provides information on interviewing 

procedures and regulations. Procedures are discussed tor asking specific inter­

view questions, reading the NYSID sheet, and determin~ng the CJA recommendation. 

Used as the major written training document, this ~oanual is clearly written and 

logically organized, and, in conjunction with observation and on-the-job 

training, appears to be adequate for CJA's training needs. 

During the second week of training, the interviewers are generally 

put on a shift and given actual, on-the-job training. Under observation by 

shift supervisors, they conduct defendant interviews and begin enteri,ng inter­

view data onto the computer. Supervised verification calls are made, and 

completed interviews are reviewed and discussed with the interviewer. In the 

Bronx, interviewers do not read the NYSID sheet or put on a CJA stamp until 

they have had one -Il}onth 0); experience; shi;J;t stlpe:ryi,so;r;$." o;r' ~pe,l7;i:,ence.d ;i.nte;t;"'"' 

-yi,ewel:S w,ill complete thes,e tasks' 'during this pe,liiod. In th,is bo17ough, ~1l o;e 
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the interviewer's ROR forms are reviewed by a supervisor during this first 

month. 
Interviewers are under probation for the first four months of 

employment. written performance evaluations are given by supervisors at the 

end of two and four months; if these reviews are satisfactorY, the interviewer 

becomes a permanent employee and his/her work is reviewed at six-rnonth inter­

vals ther=after. Retraining is provided as needed. 

b. staff Turnover. CJA interviewers experience difficult working 

conditions, relatively low pay, odd working hours, and fairly routine work. 

Thus, it is not surprising that turnover of interviewing staff is fairly ex­

tensive at CJA. Roughly 40% of the interviewers leave during each year, and 

trye average length of stay appears to be about one year. Although CJA does 

make every effort to promote interviewers to higher-level positions, the number 

of supervisory jobs is limited. Further, many interviewers take the job in 

order to get experience working in the criminal justice system prior to going 

on to graduate school or other types of jobs, and do not intend to stay at CJA 

for any length of time. 
The turnover of interviewers does not seem to really present a prob-

lem for the efficiency of CJA operations. As mentioned earlier, CJA has little 

difficulty recruiting and hiring interviewers, and usually has a backlog of 

eligible candidates waiting to be hired. Because of the nature of the job, it 

is difficult. for interviewers to remain. interested and productive after a 

year on the job. Thus, it ~y be to CJA's benefit that there is a constant 

flow of new interviewers, and that after a year or so, interviewers are either 

. , 't' I the agency On the negative side, promoted to super-vl.sory peSl. l.ons or eave . • 

the training of new' interviewers uses supervisory staff time and resources, 

and new interviewers ~y be less productive and efficient than more experienced 

personnel. 

7. Discussion 
In the preceding secti.ons, CJA's procedures for interviewing defen-

dants, verifying the data, and making ROR recommendations were discussed. 

Although on the whole the proced.ures used have been developed and fine-tuned 

over a number of years and appear to be operating smoothly, several possible 

problem areas should be noted. ') 
CJA's policies emphasize smooth operation of the arrest-to-

arraignment process and, therefore, one of the ~gency's main priorities is to 
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avoid delaying the process by holding up a defendant's papers in order to 

complete an interview or verification. Although this is certainly an impor­

tant and valid goal, it should be recognized that ll\": is sometimes accomplished 

at the expense of a complete and accurate interview~ On occasion a defendant's 

chances of receiving a "Reconunended" stcunp are reduced when time pressures do 

not allow verification attempts to be completed. Once a NYSID sheet has been 

returned and read, verification procedures are generally stopped even if incom­

plete, and the CJA stamp is applied. In ~articular, if an interview is done 

on the midnight shift, verification calls are s.oll}e.t±I1)es not 'I1)ade. 1.Jnt±l the 

morning; if the NYSID sheet comes in during the night, the papers are sent on 

and the defendant can receive a "Qualified" recommendation at best. 7 It also 

·f appears that CJA fails to interview some eligible defendants. Although for 

the 'IIlOst part this failure to interview is beyond the a'gency's control, it is 

important for CJA to more closely analyze the reasons for and patterns of 

noninterviews in order to minimize the rate. Judges will often request a ,CJA 

interview if a defendant does reach arraignment without an interview form. 

Again, it may be that efforts to speed up the arrest-to-arraignment 

process should take priority over complete interviews or full verifications. 

However, this priority should be clearly stated to arraignment judges and other 

criminal justice system personnel because of some concern over incomplete 

interviews or missing or conflicting information. s To the extent that incom­

plete interviews reflect efforts not to delay arraignment, or occasional 

difficulty in maintaining access to a defendant, CJA should not be blamed. 

Occasional complaints from judges about the quality of interview 

data have surfaced and need to be addressed. CJA's training and supervisory 

procedures appear to be sound. To the extent that inaccurate or misleading 

information on a CJA interview reflects the 'lol~e of interviews and limited 

amount of time to administer them, CJA should explain these problems to judges. 

In administering approximately 112,000 ROR interviews per year, occasional 

data quality problems are bound to surface. To the extent that inaccurate or 

missing data reflects lax supervisory or quality control procedures, however, 

CJA should be concerned. A review and tightening of their quality control 

7Sometimes, interviewers can complete a verification at arraignment 
if a contact is present, and thus change the CJA stamp to Recommended: Verified 
Corranunity Ties. 

BTime pressures also mean that CJA cannot always find a defendant to 
resolve conflicting information after talking to a reference. 
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procedures may help identify p~ob1em areas leading to lower-c~a1ity data. For 

example, it may be that interviews completed during certain shifts o~ days may 

be more likely to have missing information. Completeness of interviews may 

vary with the le,ngth of time an interviewer has been employed. 

A second issue which has been raised by some judges is the quality 

and credibility of CJA's- verifications. Because verifications are usually 

carried out by telephone and through friends and/or family members, questions 

have occasionally been raised about the usefulness of this information. Can 

friends or relatives be relied upon to g~ve truthful responses since they 

clearly have a stake in the defendant's release? Obviously, because of finan­

cial and time constraints, telephone verification is the only feasible procedure; 

however, how does- it a,f;fect the accuracy of inforIT\ation obtained? Further, 

judges may tend to place 1es's weight on community ties information that is 

unverified. 

Another factor which may reflect the quality of the data, but which 

~s to a large p.xtent beyond CJA's control, is the interview setting. The 

physically uncomfortable, noisy, tense, and public environment in which CJA 

interviews are administered~y affect the quality of the data obtained, al­

though to what extent cannot be determined. 

Several other points have been raised by judges and other personnel 

with respect to CJA I S interviewing/verification procedures. 'For example, CJA 

does not make recommendations for defendants who live in New Jersey, even as 

close by as Newark or Jersey City (although addresses are verified), and this 

policy ha.s been questioned by some, since some judges lnight be willing to re­

lease certain Newa~k or other nearby New Jersey residents if community ties 

were verified. Second, verification of other income such as welfare, and 

parole/probation status might prolong the verification process but could pro­

vide useful information. Finally, the reasons for an incomplete interview are 

not always indicated on the ROR sheet and judges might respond differently to 

defendants whose interviews are incomplete because of a language problem, as 

opposed to those who were uncooperative or abusive. Although some of these 

suggestions have probably been made before, and some may not be fea.sib1e, they 

are issues that are on the minds of some arraignment judges and CJA should 

consider responding to these points. 
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B. Number of Interviews 

Table III.5 presents the number of interviews con~ucted by CJA 

during the period Ju1y-Declember, 1979, excluding DATs.9 During this period, 

CJA interviewed 50,188 defendants arraigned in Criminal Court, an average of 

8,365 per month. Interview volume, as in previous years, tended to be lowest 

during December, followed by November and August. Manhattan, with 18,512 

interviews (36.5% of the total) and Brooklyn (12,243 or 24.4%) had the highest 

interview volumes, reflecting the relative number of ar~ests in the boroughs. 

MONTH 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

TOTAL 

(July -
December 
1978) 

TABLE IlLS 

NUMBER OF CJA INTERVIEWS BY BOROUGH, 
a 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

BOROUGH 

Staten 
Brooklyn Bronx Manhattan Queens Island 

2,427 1,992 3,726 1,857 204 , 
2,018 1,542 2,985 1,400 100 

1,942 1,557 3,195 1,476 128 

2,427 1,709 3,591 1,880 198 

1,957 1,310 2,566 1,469 122 

1,472 1,155 2,449 1,246 88 

12,243 9,,265 18,512 9,328 840 

(15,463) (10,537) (21,218) (9,510) (784) 

CITYWIDE 
TOTAL 

10,206 

8,045 

8,298 

9,805 

7,424 

6,410 

50,188 

(57,512) 

a . . d d al.'gned Does not include Manhattan Cases l.nterVl.ewe an arr • 
and Bronx DAT interviews. 

~------------------------------------------------------
It should be noted that these figures, aside ;fro~ excluding ~anhattan 

and Bronx DAT interviews, also do not include cases that were interviewed but 

not arraigned because the DA declined to prosecute ("343!d"1 or because the case 

gDAT interviews are conducted in Manhattan and the Bronx. See 
chapter v. 

, .. 
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was diverted to mediation. While CJA usually conducts these interviews, the 

cases are deleted from CJA,records if no arr~ignment takes place. Although 

precise figures on the number of defendants that are interviewed but not ar­

raigned are not available, it is estimated that about 30.,..35 cases per day are 

343'd throughout the City. Thus, during July-December 1979 CJA interviewed up 

to 6,000 defendants in addition to the 50,000 shown in table III.5. While 

these additional interviews represent a considerable loss of productivity to 

CJA (at about one-half hour per interview, 3,000 man .... hours were lost interview­

ing defendants whose cases are later dropped from the system), there seems to 

be no way to avoid this. CJA interviews defendants shortly after their arrival 

in Central Booking, and decisions to divert to mediation or decline to prosecute 

are often 'not made until later in the process; CJA cannot predict which cases 

will be dropped and therefore 'must interview every de,fendant. 

Compared with the same period in 1978, CJA inter-viewed 12.7% fewer 

de1;'endants duri,ng the latter half of 1979 (50,188 versus- 57,512). The reduc­

tion was 'IlIost noticeable in Brooklyn, which showed a 20.8% decrease in number 

(.)f interviews. Analyzing the number o,f arrests in New York City d~ing this 

'time period, it is clear that this reduction in interviews reflects, in part, 

a comparable reduction in arrests between the two time periods; the number of 

arrests during July-December 1979 was 13.4% lower than during July-December 

1978. The percentage of arrestees interviewed by CJA re,mained the same. 

1. - 'Number of· Irtterviewsby Arrest Charge 

Since the severity and type of arrest charge af.fect the disposition 

and processing of a criminal case, and thus the degree of CJA involvement in 

a case, it is important to analyze the distribution of CJA interviews by arrest 

charge. Tables III. 6 and III. 7 present these distributions by affidavit charge 

severity and charge type, respectively. 

Slightly over half of the interviewed cases are charged with felonies. 

Compared with the same period in 1978, the percentage of D felonies (24% versus 

30% in 1978) and E felonies (10% versus 18%) has decreased, while the percent­

age o;f -misdemeanors has increased substantially- (44% compared with 32% in 

1978). Presumably these changes in charge patterns re,flect changes in the 

arrestee population rather than changes in CJA interview policies or procedures. 

In all, 9.6% ofCJA cases are charg.::d with A or B felonies. 
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TAB1-E III. 6 

NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS BY AFFIDAVIT CHARGE SEVERITY, 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

NUMBER OF 
AFFIDAVIT CHARGE SEVERITY INTERVIEWS 

All Felonies 26,469 

A Felony 1,524 

B Felony 3,333 

C Felony 4,219 

D Felony 12,245 

E Felony 5,148 

All Misdemeanors 22,261 

A Misdemeanor 18,748 

B Misdemeanor 3,176 

Unclassified Misdemeanor 337 

Violation, Other, Missing charge 1,458 

TOTAL 50,188 

PERCENT OF 
INTERVIEWS 

52.7% 

3.0% 

6.6 

8.4 

24.4 

10.3 

44.4% 

37.4% 

6.3 

9.7 

2.9% 

100.0% 

Although CJA has slightly revised its cate~rorization o;f ch~17ge 

types, the distrihutal()n of cha,rges (table III. 7) did not change substantially 

fro,m the previous year. About 37% of inter-viewed de:t:;lendants were charged 

with property crimes, 15.7% with "harm to persons" (ats'sault, 'InUrdei', '1l}anslaugh­

ter, rape,kidnflPping) and 12.6% with "harm to persons and property" (mostly 

robbery or arson) . 

1 
J 



7 

--

-47-

TABLE III. 7 

NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS BY AFFIDAVIT CHARGE TYPE, 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

NUMBER OF 
AFFIDAVIT CHARGE TYPE IN'l.'ERVIEWSa 

Harm to Persons 7,880 

Harm to Persons and Property 6,324 

Weapons 3,664 

Property 18,369 

Drugs 4,91S 

Misconduct 4,718 

Other 4,315 

TOTAL 50,188 

PERCENT OF 
INTERVIEWS 

15.7% 

12.6 

7.3 

36.6 

9.8 

9.4 

8.6 
-----

100.0% 

aEstimated; data for Brooklyn for August 1979 were not 
f available. 

C. CJA ~ecOll1Ille~ations 

In this secti.on, the qistribution o~ CJA release :t'eco)llIl1.endations :i.s 

analyzed for the period July-Dece,t\lber 1979. As described above, CJA has two 

types· of ~O~ recomrnendat.ions based on stro.ng community ties; Recormnended: 

yer~~ied Community Ties,and QUalified: Unverified Community Ties. In the 

latter category, the defenaant reports strong cormnunity ties but the informa-

~ tion could not be verified. Generally, patterns of CJA recommendations have 

rerqained stable over time. 

1. CJA Recommendations by Borough 

Table IIL8 presents the percent,ages of defendants :t'eceiVi.ng the 

-va·rious CJA stamps during the latter half of 1979. As in prior years, about 

half of all interviewed defendants received a Recommended stamp (31.7% 

verif:i:ed and 16.1% qualified). Manhattan, with its relatively large propor,... 

tion of transient and out-of-state arrestees f had the lowest rate of Recommended 

defendants (24.0% verified and 13.7% qualified) and highest proportion of 

defendants Not ~ecommended due to weak community ties, (.42.8% compared with an 

ave~age of about 26% for the other boroughs) • 

... . 
CJA RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended-Verified 

Qualified 
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TABLE III. 8 

CJA RECOMMENDATIONS BY BOROUGH, 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

r 
Brooklyn 

and Sto\ten 

,BOROUGH 

Island Brcmx Manhattan 

37.7% 

15.8 

35.0% 

16.4 

24.0% 

13.7 

Queens 

35.4% 

21.2 

TOTAL 

31.7% 

16.1 
-- ---- -- ------ -- -- ------ --- ----- _._ .. ---
Not Recommended (Weak 

Community Ties) 26.1 28.1 42.8 24.9 32.4 
-------------------------------------
Bench Warrant 8.6 9.7 11.1 7.2 9.S 
-------------------------------------
For Information Only a 2.1 2.8 1.0 2.2 1.9 
Incomplete Interviews 5.9 3.9 3.5 4.8 4.4 

No NYSID Sheet 2.1 1.1 0.9 1.8 1.4 

Juvenile Offender/Bail 
Jumping Charge 0.3 0.1 0.1 -0- 0.1 

Missing Stamp 1.4 2.8 3.0 2.5 2.4 
-------------------------------------

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF INTERVIEWS 13,083 9,,265 

aDefendant charged with homicide. 

18,512 9,328 50,188 

The percent,age 0:1; defendants w.i th incqIl)plete intel:'V;i:eW5' was highest 

:i.n Brooklyn (5.9%) and lowest in Manhattan (3.5%) These di:l;ferences could 

reflect the relative amoun~Of t~e that defendants are kept in the detention 

cell at Central Booking, o:;~ the nature of the de;fendant population. Brooklyn, 

however, had the lowest rate of defendants whose CJA stamps were missing, 

1.4%, compared with about 2.8% for the rest of the boroughs. It is not known 

wheth.er the CJA stamps were never c.pplied to the ROR interview form or were 

applied but not data-entered. The rates of incomplete interviews and missing 

stamps appear reasonably low·, but it would be useful for CJA to investigate 

more closely the reasons for these cases and the extent to which the agency 
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can control the numbers of inco~plete interviews. Given the large interview 

volume, the citywide rate of 4.4% incomplete interviews, while low, represents 

a total of 2,222 defendants who did not receive a CJA recommendation. 

2. CJA Recommendations by 'Charge Severity 

Table 111.9 presents the distribution of CJA recqmmendations by 

affidavit charge severity. The data indicate that the charge is related some­

what to the CJA recommendation. Def~ndants arrested on felony charges were 

~ likely than those arrested for misdemeanors to be Recommended-Verified 

(36.3% versus 26.8%) or Qualified (17.3% versus 14.9%). This may reflect the 

fact that felony arrestees are older and thus more likely to be employed and 

have cOIllIl)uni ty ties. Also, 1llany misdemea,nants with community ties are released 

on Desk Appearance Tickets prior to the CJA interview (see chapter V). Lazers­

;f;eld had found in 1974 that the CJA recommendation was not correlated with 

charge severity. 

These data show,> not surprisingly, that defendants receiving the CJA 

starol? lI;For Information Onlyll were most like':y to have been charged with A or B 

;eelon±es • Finally , defendants charged with misdemeanors were 'll}ore likely to 

have a bench warrant than felony arrestees (11.5% coml?ared with 7.8%). 

D.' Arraignment outcomesand'ROR'Rates 

lin this section the rate of disposition 0:1; CaSies at arra.,ignment and 

the actual r~lease ra,tes of CJA-recomroended defenda,nts a,re analyzed. Sinc;e 

many cases are disposed of at c.\rraignment, the actual size of the pretrial re­

lea,se populationCand therefore the size of the, group requiring notifications) 

is Smaller than the number of defendants recommended for release. 

F~ther, judges release a number of defendants who were not recommended by CJA, 

a,nd set ba,il or remand defendants ,.,.ho were recommended for ROR by CJA. An 

important issue in evaluating CJA's effectiveness is the extent to which judges 

utilize the informat~on gathered by CJA and follow the agency's release recom­

'll}endations. Table 111.10 summarizes the disposition rates and arraignment 

outcomes by CJA recommendation. 

1. 'Disposition Rates 

OVerall, 65.7% of the interviewed cases were not disposed at arraign­

ment, a rate similar to that of previous periods.lOAs expected, nearly all 

leAS in prior years, Manhattan tended to have the highest rates of 
disposition, and Bronx and Queens the lowest. 
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CJA RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended-Verified 

Qualified 

Not Recommended 

Bench Warrant 

For Information Only 

Other 

TOTAL NUMBER 

) 

TABLE 111.9 

CJA REQOMMENDATIONS BY AFFIDAVIT CHARGE S~VERITY, 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

CHARGE SEVERITY 
I 
A and B 
Felony C Felony D Felony E'Felony Misdemeanor 

32.1% 37.3% 37.2% 37.2% 26.8% 

13.0 17.2 18.8 17.8 14.9 

26.0 29.6 28.8 29.3 37.3 

8.5 7.8 7.6 7.4 11.2 

14.6 1.9 0.9 0.3 0.2 

5.8 6.1 6.7 7.9 9.6 

, . 

_,_ 
I 

Violation/ 
other TOTAL 

22.7% 31.7% 

12.5 16.1 

28.9 32.4 

14.5 9.5 

1.3 1.9 

20.0 8.3 
-------------------------------------

4,857 4,219 12,245 5,147 22,261 1,458 50,188 
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Infonnation Only cases (96.8%) were nondi5posed. However, it is interesting 

that defendants who were recommended by CJA were less likely to have their 

cases disposed at arraignment (71%) than those not recommended (59.5%), or 

with a bench warrant (58.1%). With a positive recommendation and higher like­

lihood of ROR, there may be less pressure to obtain a guilty plea. Disposition 

rates are, of conrse, related to the severity of the cha,rge., The likelihood of 

a disposition at arraignment decreases as the severity increases (see table 

III.12) . 

2. ROR Rates 

Table 111.10 shows tlte percentage of no~disposed cases that were 

ROR'd by the arraignment judge, by CJA recommendation. The release rate for 

nondisposed cases is higher for defendants who are recommended for ROR by CJA; 

66.6% of Recommended-Verified and 60.8% of QUalified defendants were ROR'd at 

a,rraignment. In contrast, 52% of defendants Not Recommended because of in­

sUfficient community ties were released. The fact that more than half of 

these defendants were released reflects that, especially for defendants charged 

with less serious crimes, judges are w~lling to RO~ many defendants even if 

th.ey have weak community ties. 11 

Since CJA recommendations are mainly based on cOllJlTlunity ties and do 

not take into account such factors as the severity of the charge (except for 

murder charges), circumstances and $trength of the case and the demeanor of 

the defendant, it is expected that many defendants recommended by CJA will not 

be RO~'d at arraignment. The higher ROR rate for C~A-recommended defendants 

does s,uggest t.~at judges do take the CJA community ties data into account when 

~king a bail decision. 

In order to clarify the extent of "agreerqent" between the arraignment 

judges and C~A with respect to the r~lease of a defendant, the CJA recommenda­

tion and arraignment outcome data from table 111.10 ;Eor.mondisposed cases were 

s±mplified and are presented in table III.ll. In this table, defendants 

rece±vi,ng Recommended-Verified or Qualified stamps were combined into one group 

("C~A recommends ROR") and ail other defendants in a second group ("CJA does 

not recommend ROR"). Similarly, defendants in nondisposed cases who were ROR'd 

at B,:l::l:aignment were categorized as "Judge favors ROR" and those not ROR'd as 

"Judge does not favor ROR." 

lJDespite the fact thatf as shown in chapter IV, these defendants have 
~i~h ;Eailure-to-appear rates. 

TABLE IIr~IO 

A&~IGNMENT OUTCOMES BY CJA RECOMMENDATION 

ARRAIGNMENT OUTCOMES 
AND RELEASE STATUS 

( 
Recommended 

Nondisposed 

ROR 

Bail Made 

'Bail Not Made 

: Remanded 

'Missing Outcome 

TOTAL NUMBER NONDISPOSED 

(Percent of All Cases) 

Disposed 

Dismissed, Acquittal, 
or ACD 

Guilty Plea (Investiga­
tion and Sentencing or 
Sentence Imposed) 

Other Disposed 

TOTAL NUMBER DISPOSED 

Verified 

66.6% 

3.9 

26.1 

0.5 

2.8 

11,401 

(71.2%) 

32.7% 

66.0 

1.3 

4,611 

TOTlII. NUMBER OF CASES a.6,012 

Qualified 

60.8% 

3.7 

32.3 

0.8 

2.4 

6,011 

(71.0%) 

31.0% 

67.1' 

1.9 

2,461 

8,472 

CJA RECOMMENDATION 

Not Bench 
Recommended Warrant 

52.0% 

3.7 

39.8 

2.0 

2.6 

9,758 

(59.5%) 

22.1% 

76.9 

1.0 

6,635 

16,393 

27.39,; 

3.0 

63.0 

2.3 

4.4 

2,767 

(58.1%) 

10.5% 

72.5 

17.0 

1,997 

4,764 

t I " , 

Information 
Only 

13.3% 

4.5 

48.1 

29.6 

4.5 

965 

(96.8%) 

34.4% 

53.1 

15.6 

32 

997 

Other 

49.3% 

3~8 

34.0 

9.5 

3.4 

2,546 

(60.1%) 

23.9% 

73.9 

2.1 

1,691 

4,237 

l 

TOTAL 

55.2% 

3.8 

32.8 

2.7 

2.9 

33,448 

(65.7%) 

25.0% 

71.8 

3.2 

17,427 

50.875 
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TABLE III.ll 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CJA RECOMMENDATION .AND 

ARRAIGNMENT JUDGES' ROR DECISION, NON-DISPOSED CASES 

(Number of Cases in Parentheses) 

JUDGE FAVORS ROR: 

YES NO CJA TOTAL 

.RECOMMENDS ROR: YES 33.6% 18.4% 52.0% 
(11,248) (6,164) (17,412) 

NO 21.6% 26.4% 48.0% 
'(7,208) (8,828) (16,036) 

JUDGES' TOTAL: 55.2% 44.8% 100.0% 
(18,456) (14,992) (33,448) 

Thus, thi.s, table shqws thelt overall, CJA ;r;ecQlllIl}encled 'RO~ ,i;qr 52% of 

defendants in nondisposed cases, while j,,:dges actu~l1y ~O~'d 55.2% of the de­

fendants. Further, the table shows the extent to which there was agreement 

between CJA and the judge about whether or not the defendant should be ROR'd. 

In 33.6% of the cases, both the agency and judge favored ROR and in 26.4% of 

the cases both did not favor RbR; thus, there was agreement in 60% of the cases. 

In 40% of the cases, there was a disparity between the CJA recommendation and 

the judges' ROR decision; either the agency favorad~OR but the judg~ did not 

release (18.4%) of the cases) or the agency did not recommend release, but the 

judge ROR'd the defendant anyway (21.6% of the cases) • 

Comparin~ these results with a similar analysis conducted by Lazers­

fe1d in 1974 (for Brooklyn PTSA), the overall extent of agreement between the 

agency and the judges has remained the same (61% agreement and 39% disagr:eement 

in 1974). However, the pattern of release recommendations and decisions has 

changed. In 1974, the agency was ~ likely to recommend ROR (64% of defen­

dants versus 52% in 1979), and judges wlere less likely to ROR. Looking at the' 

data from amother perspective, in 1979 ~ompared wib~ 1974, judges were more 

likely to agree wi-th CJA and ROR thoi:H~ defendants who received a positive recom­

me,ndation (64.6% versus 51% in 1974), but also less likely not to ROR 

a defendant tha.t CJA does not recommend (55.1% versus 78% in 1974) • 

I 
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" 
In other words, judges now appear to be more likely to release 

defendants in general, although they are still influenced by the CJA recom­

mendation. Data from the present Bail. Research Study (see chapbe:r:' VI) should 

help to clarify both the reasons for agreement or disagreement between the CJA 

recommendation and the judge's ROR decision, and the relative weight of factors 

which enter into the ROR decision. 

The arraign:rnent outcomes table also illustrates that most defendants 

who have bail set are not able to post bail at the time of arraignment. While 

32.8% of thoSB with nondisposed cases did not ~ke bail, only 3.8% did (repre­

SBnti,ng only about 10% of those for whom bail was set). Defend.ants who were 

not recommended by CJA, had a bench warrant, or were in the Information Only 

cate90ry were ~ore likely not to~ke bail, probably reflecting both a hi9her 

bail and the lack of ~esources to post bail. These defendants also had a high 

r-emand rate. Although the rate of remand without bail was low (2.7% overall), 

about 30% of "Information Only" defendants were remanded; this high rate is 

,expected given the serious charges faced by defendants in this category. 

3. ROR Rates by Charge Severity 'and CJA Recommendation 

Except for defendants charged with murder (who receive the "For In­

formation Only" stamp), CJA makes its recommendation without taking into account 

the current arrest charge. Since the severity of the charge is one of the 

important factors considered by arraignment judges in making a release decision, 

it would be expected that the extent of agreement with the CJA recommendation 

would vary by the severity of the charge. Moreover, if judges are in fact 

taki.ng community ties information into account, then ROR rates for Verified 

and Qualified defendants should be higher than for those Not Recommended by 

~ CJA, independent of charge severity. Table III.12 summarizes arraignment out­

comes by charge severity and CJA recommendation. 

Not surprisingly, within each CJA recommendation category defendants 

charged wi th ~re serious crimes are less likely to be ROR' d and more likely 

to not ~ake bailor be remanded. However, it is also apparent, looking across 

CJA recommendation categories, b~at no matter how serious or minor the charge, 

defendants receiving a positive CJA recommendation are more likely to be ROR'd 

than detendants who are not recommended. This can be seen more clearly in 

table III .13 • 
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TABLE III.12 

ARRAIGNMENT O'QTCOMES BY CHARGE SEVERITY AND CJA RECOMMENDATION 

------·----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 

ARRAIGNMENT 
OUTCOMES 

Percent 
Nondisposed 

ROR 

Bail Made 

Bail Not Made 

Remand 

Missing 

TOTAL NUMBER 

. 
RECOMMENDED: 

VERIFIED QUALIFIED NOT RECOMMENDED 
r---------~~~~~----------~I r~--------~~~~~----------~I r~------~~~~~~~~-----~ 

Misd. 
A/B C D E & Other -----

95.6% 91.0% 80.7% 70.7% 52.7% 

34.9% 53.9% 69.0% 76.9% 83.1% 

4.5 5.8 

54.9' 37.1 

1.3 0.8 

4.4 2.4 

4.7 4.1 

24.6 18.0 

0.3 0.1 

1.5 0.9 

2.3 

12.8 

0.6 

1.1 

1,471 1,438 3,720 1,387 3,121 

Misd. Misd. 
A/B C D E & Other A/B --:::....- _C~ ___ D __ E=-_ & Other 

95~5% 92.1% 81.2% 71.8% 52.2% 

29.1% 49.0% 63.0% 69.3% 78.5% 

4.5 5.2 

60.0 43.0 

3.0 0.7 

3.4 2.1 

4.4 

29.9 

0.8 

1.9 

3.8 

29.5 

0.2 

2.3 

595 672 1,884 665 

2.7 

16.2 

0.6 

2.0 

1,775 

93.2% 88.5% 76.6% 65.7% 41.4% 

22.5% 36.2% 50.9% 58.0% 66.2% 

3.2 

68.2 

2.9 

3.3 

2.9 4.2 

57.6 40.8 

1.6 .1. 7 

1. 7 2.5 

3.6 

33.6 

2.2 

2.6 

2.6 

.27.4 

2.1 

1.7 

1,166 1,109 2,733 1,015 3,523 

, ~ , . 

I 
111 
111 
I 

CHARGE SEVERITY 

A or B Felony 

C Felony 

D Felony 

E Felony 

Misdemeanor 
or Other 
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TABU;; III .13 

ROR RATES A'lr ARRAIGNMENT BY 

CHARGE SEVERITY AND CJA RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended: 
Verified 

(Percent ) 
ROR'd Number 

34.9% 

53.9 

69.0 

76.9 

83.1 

1,471 

1,438 

3,720 

1,387 

3,121 

CJA RECOMMENDATION 

-Qualified 
(Percent ) 

ROR'd Number 

29.1% 

49.0 

63.0 

69.3 

78.5 

595 

672 

1,884 

665 

1,775 

Not Recommended 
(Percent ) 

ROR'd Number' 

22.5% 

36.2 

50.9 

58.0 

66.2 

1,166 

1,109 

2,733 

1,015 

3,523 

befend~nta charged with A or B feloniea who received a verified 

recommendation from CJA were about l~ times .. more likely to be ROR'd (34..9%) 

than those Not Recommended (22.5%). For the least serious charges, about 80% 

of Recommended-Verified and Qualified defendants are released, compared with 

only 66% of Not Recommended defendants. Thus, even for minor charges, the 

strength of community ties appears to affect judges' release decisions. 

E. Discussion --------
In.this chapter CJA's role in pretrial release has been described and 

~ data from its ROR activities for the first half of FY 79-~0 analyzed. Because 

only a limited amount of data on interviewing, verification, and CJA recommen­

dations were available for that time period, the analysis has been by necessity 

somewhat cursory, and a full assessment of CJA's impact on judges' pretrial 

release decisions and the arrest-to-arraignment process cannot be made at this 

time. Nevertheless, patterns which emerge from the available data, toge~her 

with more qualitative data obtained from interviews with arraignment judges, 

attorneys, and other criminal justice system personnel suggest that CJA is 

fulfilling its role in the ROR process and is achieving its objective of reduc­

ing the amount of time spent in pretrial detention. 
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During the July-Dece,IIJber 1979 period, CJA interviewed 50,188 

defendants arraigned in Cr~inal Court in New York City, of which slightly 

over half were charged with felonies (mostly D an~ E felonies). Of these, 

31.7% received CJA's most positive stamp, Recommended-Verified, and an ad­

ditional 16.1% were Qualified: Unverified Community Ti~s. ~out one-third 

of defendant received a Not Recommended stamp because of insufficent community 

ties. As in previous years, the distribution of reco,mmendations varied some­

what among the boroughs. TheCJA recommendation was also correlated to some 

extent with charge severity: 1llisdemeanants were more li,kely to receive a Not 

Recommended stamp a.nd less l;i.kely to receive a positive recommendation than 

those charged with feloni,es. They may be because many'misdemeanants with 

strong c01lll1lUni ty ties' are released on DATs. 

As in the past, ROR rates for defenclants rece;i;yinsr ~ pos;l,tive CJA 

recommenda tion were. higher than for those Not Recommen(:ied; 66.6% of Recommended­

Verified and 60.8% of Qualified defendants with. nondisl?Osed cases were ROR'd at 

arraignme'nt, compa:t'ed with '52% of defendants Not Recommended due to weak commun­

ity ties. It is clear, however, that ~udges a;t;e willi,:ng to 'release some 

defendants' even if CJA does not recommend them: 45% of clefendants who did not 

receive a positive recommendation fr~ CJA were ROR'd by the j~dge. Oyerall, 

tilere was agreement between ca~ and the judges in 60% of the cases as to whether 

or not a defendant shquld be ROR'd, the same percentage found in a previous 

study conducted in 1974. 

When arraignment o.utcomes are analyzed by charge sever;i.t;( (tables 

IIL12 and IIL13, it is appa.rent that defendants receiving a posi tive ~JA 

recollunendation are more likely to be released at arraignment, no matter how 

"':. serious the charge. Charge severity is clearly an important factor in a judge's 

ROR decision. These results suggest that CJA is achieving its objective of 

increasing the number of defendants who are released from pretrial detention. 

Coupled w'ith the analysis of failure--t?-appear rates (chapter IV) which shows 

that defendants receiving positive CJA recommendations have the lowest PTA rates, 

it appears that CJA is recommending pretrial. release for those who do have a 

high probability of returning to court. 

Aside from the community ties information which helps determine CJA's 

release recommendation, judges are required by New York State statute to con­

sider other factors when making a bail/release decision. These other key 

factors, including the current arrest charge, the mental condition of the 

r 
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defendant, and the str~ngth Of the prosecutor's case, a:r:e not part of CJA's 

recommendation. Thus, it is not surprising that in many cases, the judges! 

ROR decision differs from theCJA recommendation because of these and other 

factors. In addition, alth~ugh theoretically it is not a factor to be consid­

ered in an ROR decision, j~dges somet~es base this decision on their perceived 

likelihood of the defendant comrilitting another crime while on :t'elease, or the 

"danger to the community" factor. 

Interviews with a number of arraignment ju,dges in New York City 

C:r.iminal Court indicated that most ju,dges do place considerabl,e weight ,on the in­

formation contained on the caA interview when making a ROR decision. Some 

judges expressed confidence that defendants receiving a positive CJA recommen­

dation will have a lower FTA rate. 12 Reservations about CJA's verification 

procedures and incomplete interviews were expressed by some ~udges. Because 

CJA places important emphasis on not delaying the arrest-to-arraignment process, 

ve:t'ifi.cations are often not c~pleted before the interview forms ~st be moved 

on with the defendant. T±me and resource const:t'aints'lllean that verifications 

1llust be done ove:t' the telephone, making it somewhat difficult to assess the 

quality of the information obtained, a.nd -ma.ki,ng it difficult to l7each contacts 

at ,ce:t'tain hours of th,e day. 1?.illally, al th,ough there was some concern expressed 

by judges' about incomplete interv.iews, only 4 to 5% of CJA interviews are 

s'tamp~,d "Incomplete. I' 

Although within the context of this evaluation it was not possible 

to assess how the completeness and "quality" of the verification process af­

fected judicial release decisions, a number of judges are clearly concerned 

about this issue. This concern perhaps could be ameliorated somewhat through 

discussions with judges about CJA's role in the arrest-to-arraignment process 

and their interviewing and verification procedures. The extent to which in­

complete verifications affect the ROR decision[ for diff,erent charges, is an 

important issue which should be examined by CJA. For a l'Aumber of reasons, it 

is very important for CJA to establish more fs~t~ regular contact with ar­

raignment judges, of which there is very little at the p~esent time. Further, 

CJA 'might consider conducting an experiment in which verifi~ation px'ocedures 

12lt may be useful for CJA to emphasize this low PTA rate to judges 
as a means of increas;i.,ng their confidence in CJA reco.llllllendations. However, it 
is possible that if judges relE!ased a greater proportion of defendants with 
positive recommendations, FTA rates would go up. 

I 
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were expanded in order to dete;r:::mine the impact on a,rrest-to-arr~ignment delay 

and judicial release decisions. 

One issue which has been raised about CJA's role in the ROR process 

is whether it is necessary for egA to interview every defendant. Since resources 

are scarce, CJA ~ight save money'by interviewing fewer defendants. :Further, 

many argue that the j~dge's decision is clear in ~ny Cases: ,most defendants 

arrested on minor charges would be ROR'd anyway, and most arrested on serious 

charges would not. However, the data presented in this chapter and other con­

siderations suggest that it is tmportant for CJA to continue to interview all 

arraigned defendants, regardless of cha,rge, be cause of several factors. 

First, the data from July-December 1979 indicated that for all charges, 

minor and severe, judges release defendants with positive CJA recommendations at 

a higher rate than those Not Recommended: .. community ties are thus a factor in 

release decisions. Second, judges take other factors in addition to charge 

severity into consideration when making release decisions; thus about one-fourth 

of rnisdemeanants with nondisposed cases are not ROR'd at arraignment, while 

about 30% of A or B f.elony defendants are released on recognizance. Third, al­

though there may be cases where a defendant will clearly be or not be ROR'd, 

there is no way for CJA to predict this on the basis of charge alone, nor should 

this responsibility be placed on a CJA interviewer. Finally, and perhaps most 

important, the data collected on the CJA interview is used for the agency's 

notifications system as well as making an ROR recommendation. If CJA is to 

notify all released defendants, then the information needed to notify all de­

fendants must be collected prior to arraignment. These defendant data are also 

important if CJA is to maintain a full database which allows the agency to 

~ conduct research on the entire Criminal Court system and arraignment process. 
~ 

If, as it appears, judges do use CJA interview information to help 

th,em make release decisions, the question has been raised whether CJA I s 

position as an independent agency enhances this impabt. Further, since it 

appears that judges are more likely to release defendants than in the past, 

would ROR rates change if CJA did not interview defendants and make release 

recommendations? Without a rigorous, control.led study, the effect on release 

rates of eliminating CJA recommendations cannot be determined. By statute, 

community ties information must be collected and assessed in making a bail/ 

release decision; most criminal justice system personnel feel that CJA's 

posi tion as an independent ,agency Illt:~keE this information more credible to judges. 

CJA appears to be able to perform th:i.s role with a minimal impact on arrest-to­

arraignment tfme and a positive 'impact on the rate at which defendants are 

released on reoognizance. 

- -'" -.----------~~~ 

IV. CJA NOTIFICATION SYS'I'EM AND FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES 

As a means of achieving its goal of reducing the rate of nonappear­

ance in court by defendants released on recognizance, CJA operates a pretrial 

notifications system. 1 Based on computer-generated reminder letters, defen­

dant check-ins, and telephone reminders, the system attempts to keep the 

failure-to-appear (FTA) rate low by reminding released defendants of scheduled 

adjournment dates and the importance of their appearance in court. In this 

chapter CJA's notification system will be described and failure-to-appear 

rates of released defendants analyzed. Previous research will be examined to 

assess the impact of the notification system on FTA rates. 

A. Notifications Procedures 

The notifications process begins with the entry into the CJA computer 

of data needed to contact defendants with scheduled court dates. Each day, 

CJA's data assistants in each borough enter information from the Criminal 

Court calendars: docket number, adjournment date, court part, and disposition, 

if any. This information is linked with the defendant's name, address, and 

telephone number, previously entered from the CJA interview. 

When a defendant is released at arraignment, he is supposed t.o receive 

a card from the court officer which describes CJA and instructs him to check in 

with the agency (by telephone or in person) within 24 hours after release, to 

obtain information about subsequent court dates. Two days later, CJA staff 

attempt to call all defendants who did not check in within 24 hours. It is 

CJA's feeling that the 24-hour check-in helps to reduce subsequent failure-to­

appear rates by establishing an agency-defendant link and by identifying those 

defendants who did not check in and therefore may need extra notification effort. 

Although prior research has suggested that the check-in is associated with lower 

FTA rates, this may only be true for certain types of defendants. 

Lazersfeld2 found that the F'm. rate for. post-arraignment appearances 

was 4% for defendants who checked in on their own, compared with over 11% for 

lCJA notifies ROR'd defendants whether or not CJA had recommended 
release. Although CJA has for several.years considered expanding notifications 
to defendants released on bail, this haS not yet been implemented. Defendants 
released on DATs are notified, however (See chapter V). Post-plea notifica­
tions are also conducted on a limited scale; see section IV. B.4. 

2Paul F. Lazersfelc:l, An Evaluation of the Pretrial Services Aqency 
of the Vera Institute of Justice (Decemb~r 1974). 
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other defendants. However, it is possible that a self-selection bias is 

operating, in that defendants who check in on their own are more responsibl.e, 

have access to a telephone, and have stronger community ties. Lazersfeld also 

reported that 35% of recommended defendants checked in within 24 hours eompared 

with only 22% of other interviewed defendants. It would be appropriate at 

this time for CJA to update the Lazerfeld data and assess the current impact 

of check-in and follow-up procedures on FTA rates for different classes of 

defendants. 

Seven days prior to a scheduled court appeara.'1ce, the CJA computer 

automatically prints notification letters to ROR'd defendants due in court. 

This letter reminds the defendant of when and where he must appear, instructs 

him to call CJA prior to the court date, and explains that a warrant will be 

issued if he does not show up in court. 

If there are fewer than seven days between court appearances, the 

computer prints a list of scheduled defendants and CJA staff attempt to con­

tact 'them by phone; notification letters are not sent in these cases. 

When defendants check in prior to their court date, this information 

is entered into the computer. Two days prior to each court date, the computer 

generates a list of those defendants who are due in court but did not check 

in, and attempts are made to contact them by telephone to remind them of the 

required court appearance. 

If the defendant failS to appear in court, a bench warrant is issued. 

During the first 30 days, CJA continues to try contacting the defendant and 

get him to return to court, for those out on bail as well as ROR'd defendants. 

If the defendant returns to court he is asked to check in at the CJA office, 

and a CJA staff member then escorts the defendant to the Court Clerk's office 

and the courtroom, where the defendant is given another court date and the 

warrant vacated. After 30 days, if a defendant has not yet returned to court, 

CJA stops its notification efforts. 3 

1. Documentation 

At the present time CJA does not systematically enter its telephone 

and letter notification efforts onto its computer, so data on the extent of 

different types of notifications are not available for a'1alysis. Although the 

number of letters sent out can be imputed from the number of scheduled de­

fendant appearances (minus the number of appearances scheduled less than seven 

3A pilot program is now underway in the Bronx, using CETA workers, 
to continue notifications beyond these 30 days and to search for certain 
defendants in the communities to try to convince them to return to court. 
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days apart, for which no letters are sent), r~A does not routinely tabulate and 

analyze its notifications efforts. Defendant check-ins and outgoing telephone 

calls are logged in by hand at the borough offices, but are not summarized 

regularly by the agency. Since tlle notifications process consumes a substantial 

portion of CJA's resources, it would be appropriate for the agency to pay 

closer attention to the documentation of these efforts and analysis of their 

effectiveness in a morp. systematic manner. 

B. ~ure To Appear Rates 

Since one of CJA's primary objectives is to minimize the rate of 

defendant nonappearance in court for released defendants, a key measure of 

the effectiveness of CJA's notifications efforts is the rate of failures to 

appear in court. In this section of the FTA rates of released defendants will 

be analyzed by CJA reconunendation and chaxge severity. Also, FTA rates for ROR'd 

and bailed defendants will be compared. 

1. FTA Rates by CJA Reconunendation 

'lable IV.l presents the aggregate and willful FTA rates for each 

borough for the July-December 1979 period, by CJA reconunendation. Although 

CJA notifies all defendants who are released on recognizance at arraignment re­

gardless of the CJA reconunendation, it has been cO!'.sistently found in the past 

that Reconunended-Verified and Ql.1alifi~Q defendants have lower FTA's than other 

defendants. 

A defendant failure to appear in court may be intentional or non­

intentional. For example, the defendant may have been ill, forgotten the court 

date, been unable to find the proper courtroom, or been afraid to appear in 

court. The aggregate failure-tc~appear rate refers to this initial missed court 

appearance. However, many defendants voluntarily return to court within 30 days 

~ of an initial failure-to-appear, because of CJA's notification efforts, contacts 

by the Police Department Warrant Division or Legal Aid Society, or some other 

reaSOfi. After 30 days, CJA considers the defendant to have deliberately missed 

a court appearance and recalculates the FTA rate to exclude those defendants 

who returned to court within 30 days; this second count yields the willful FTA 

rate. 

The FTA data for July-December 1979 are consistent with previous 

agency findings. Aggregate FTA rates are lowest in all boroughs for defendants 

wi tli verified community ties (5.3% overall), and Qualified defendants in general 

have the second lowest FTA rates (7.4% overall). As reported in earlier studies, 

." 
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CJA 
RECOMMENDATION 

Recommended­
Verified 

Qualified 

Not 
Recommended 

Bench Warrant 

other 

TOTAL 

a 

1i"i::.';~ 
<!) ...... " 
~ 

TABLE IV.l 

a 
AGGREGATE AND WILLFUL FAILURE TO APPEAR RATES, BY CJA RECOMMENDATION AND BOR0UGH .. 

(Number of Scheduled Appearances in P~rentheses) 

BOROUGH 
.-----------------------~~~----------------------~) 

BROOKLYN BRONX MANHA.'l"rAN QUEENS TOTAL 
r Ag.gregate willful \ r Aggregate Willful \ (Aggregate Willi;ul 1 (Aggregate Willful) (Aggregate Willful) 

FTA FTA FTA FTA FTA ~~ FTA FTA FTA FTA 

5.8% 2.7% 4 .• 2% 2.3% 
(7,278) (5,776) 

6.7 3.8 7.4 4.4 
(2,931) (2,942) 

10.2 6.6 12.0 8.5 
(3,753) (3,696) 

14.1 8.8 12.6 9.3 
(832) (842) 

10.2 6.5 10.2 7.2 
(1,445) (904) 

7.8% 4.4% 7.8% 5.1% 
(16,239) (14,160> 

6.5% 3.4% 
(7,132) 

9.4 5.7 
(3,449) 

16.0 11.2 
(6,967) 

17.8 13.2 
(1,143) 

13.0 9.5 
(1,2l4) 

11.4% 7.5% 
(19,905) 

4.4% 2.4% 
(5,226) 

5.4 3.3 
(2,677) 

11.4 7.8 
(2,035) 

15.2 10.6 
(349) 

6.3 3.5 
(966) 

6.4% 3.9% 
(11,253) 

5.3% 2.8% 
(25,412) 

7.4 , 4.4 
(1l,999) 

13.2 9.1 
(16,451) 

15.2 ,10.7 
(3,166) 

10.1 6.8 
(4,529) 

8.7% 5.5% 
(61,557) 

L-_ _____________ ~R~O~R~'~d~d~e~f~e~n~d~an~t~·s~o~n~lxy ______________________________________________________________________________ ~ 
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Manhattan defendants tend to have the highest FTA rates in all recommendation 

categories (11.4% aggregate and 7.5% willful FTA). Citywide,defendants who are 

Not Recommended due to insufficient community ties and those with current 

Bench Warrants have the highest aggregate FTA rates, (13.2% and 15.2% respectively). 

Thus, regardless of actual release status, CJA-recommended defendants continue 

to have lower FTA rates than other defendants. 

Willful ETAs, as in the past, tend to be substantially lower than 

aggregate FTAs, while showing the same pattern by CJA recommendation. The 

ratio of aggregate to willful FTA rates provides a measure of the "clearance" 

rate of FTAs, the extent to which defendants voluntarily return to court. If 

Verified and Qualified defendants are better risks, then this ratio should be 

larger than for other defendants. The results (table IV.2) confirm this ex­

pectation: the aggregate/willful FTA ratio is consistently'highest for Recommended: 

Verified and Qualified defendants (1.89 and 1.68 citywide compared with 1.45 

for other recommendation categories). 

Thus, CJA-recommended defendants not only have lower FTA rates, but 

those that do fail to appear initially have the highest rate of return to court 

within 30 days. This could reflect that these defendants are indeed better 

risks, that CJA's efforts to get defendants to return to court are more effective 

(or more extensive) for Recommended defendants, or a combination of these factors. 

In the absence of detailed data on CJA's notifications efforts, it is not known 

whether notifications following initial failure to appear are more intensive for 

Recommended defendants. Since these defendants are more likely to have a work­

ing telephone, permanent residence, and other contacts, it may be that they are 

simply easier for CJA to reach and thus remind them of their failure to appear 

in court. If this were the case, the results presented in table IV.2 would suggest 

that CJA's post-failure to appear notifica.tions do have an impact on returns to 

court. Further analysis of these efforts are needed to evaluate the factors 

affecting the aggregatej\-dllful FTA. ratios. 

2. FTA Rates by Release Status and CJA Recommendation 

Traditionally, monetary bail has been used by the court system to 

assure a defendant's appearance in court. In recent years, the experience of 

pretrial release agencies has demonstrated that many defendants can be released 

without financial conditions and still.have a high probability of returning to 

court. In this section agregate fTA rates are analyzed by the defendants' release 

~ 
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TABLE IV.2 

AGGREGATE/WILLFUL FTA RATIOS BY CJA RECOMMENDATION, 

ALL ROR'D DEFENDANTS a 

BOROUGH 

CJA RECOMMENDATION 
I 
Brooklyn Bronx Manhattan Queens 

Verified 

Qualified 

Not Reconunended 

2.15 

1.76 

1.55 

1. 60 

1. 57 

1.83 

1.68 

1.41 

1.35 

1.42 

1.91 

-1.65 

1.43 

1.35 

1.37 

1. 83 

1.64 

1.46 

1. 43 

1. 80 

Bench Warrant 

Other 

TOTAL 1.77 1.53 1.52 1.64 

aThe ratios were calculat€ld by dividing aggregate 
FTA by willful FTA. 

TOTAL 

1.89 

1.68 

1.45 

1.42 

1.49 

1.58 

without financial conditions and still have a high probability of returning to 

court. In this section aggregate FTA rates are analyzed by the defendants' 

release status at arraignment and at the time of the scheduled court appear­

ance. 4 Table IV.3 summarizes the data. 

Within all categories of releas~,'defendants who received the 

Reconwended-Verified CJA stamp had the lowest FTA rates. For ex~nple, Verified 

defendants who were ROR'd at arraignment and remained ROR'd at the time of 

scheduled court date had an FTA rate of 5.2%. Qualified defendants in general 

had the next lowest FTA rate, again looking at these rates within each release 

category. 

Interestingly, defendants who were initially held at arraignment but 

subsequently ROR'd had the 'highest FTA rates within all CJA recommendation 

categories (12.0% overall). Among tliis group, those who had received a Not 

Recommended stamp from CJA had an FTA rate of 15.7%. Many defendants in this 

group are those who were released from detention under CPL 180.80 or 170.70, 

which provide for ROR of a defendant held beyond a certain period without a 

hearing or disposition. 

4A defendant's release status can cilange during the court process. 
For example, a person detained at arraignment may be ROR'd or make bail at a 
subsequent court appearance. 
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RELEASE STA'fUS 

At Appearance 

ROR: 

BAIL MADE: 

" t \ "1 

TABLE IV.3 

AGGREGATE FAILUBE TO APPEAR RATES, BY RELEASE STATUS AND CJA RECOMMENDATION 

(NWTh?er of Scheduled Appearances in Parentheses) 

At Arraignment 

1. ROR 

2. Bail Made 

3. Held 

4. Unknown 

5. TOTAL ROR 

6. ROE 

7. Bail Made 

8. Held 

Verified 

5.2% 

(22,382) 

4.0% 

(274) 

6.9% 

(2,252) 

5.6% 

(503) 

5.3% 

(25,411) 

4.6% 

(109) 

3.0% 

(1,355) 

4.6% 

(1,512) 

9. TOTAL BAIL MADE 3.8% 

(2,981) 

CJA RECOMMENDATION 

Qualified 

7.1% 

(10,475) 

10.5% 

(105) 

9.1% 

(1,208) 

6.6% 

(211) 

7.4% 

(11,999) 

6.4% 

(47) 

4.0% 

(682) 

5.4% 

(698) 

4.7% 

(1,432) 

Not Bench 
Recommended Warrant 

12.8% 

(13,066) 

6.5% 

(169) 

15.7% 

(2,809) 

11.6% 

(406) 

13.2% 

(16,450) 

15.5% 

(,58) 

6.8% 

(760) 

7.4% 

(959) 

7.4% 

(1,788) 

14.8% 

(1,976) 

12.7% 

(63) 

15.9% 

(1,059) 

17.6% 

(68) 

15.2% 

(3,166) 

3.1% 

(32) 

10.3% 

(263) 

11.3% 

(441) 

10.6% 

(737) 

Other 

9.6% 

(3,392) 

3.8% 

(53) 

12.6% 

(945) 

10.2% 

(137) 

10.0% 

(4,527) 

8.7% 

(23) 

4.5% 

(352) 

5.1% 

(393) 

5.1% 

(783) 

TOTAL 

8.2% 

(51,293) 

6.5% 

(664) 

12.0% 

(8,273) 

8.7% 

(1,325) 

8.,7% 

(61,553) 

7.5% 

(267) 

4.7% 

(3,412) 

6.2% 

(4,003) 

5.6% 

(7,719) 
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CJA's notification letters and telephone reminders are only provided 

for defendants who are ROR'd by the court, not for those who make bail. The 

data in table IV. 3, however; su~gests that monetary bail was associated with 

low FTA rates. Defendants who made bail at arraignment and remained out on 

bail at the time of scheduled court appearance had the lowest aggregate FTA 

rates: 3.0% for those Recommended-Verified and 4.7% overall (see row 7 in table 

IV. 3). Overall, defendants who were out on bail at the time of court appearance 

had lower FTA rates than those who were ROR'd (5.6% versus 8.7%~ see rows 5 and 

9). These differences are observed across all recommendation categories. 

It is not clear, without further analyses and comparisons between the 

bail and ROR population, why defendants out on bail have lower FTA rates, even 

without CJA notifications. The data do suggest that financial release condi­

tions do help assure a defendant's appearance in court, although it is possible 

that those who make bail would have had low FTA rates anyway if they had been 

ROR'd. This is a relatively small, self-selected group of those who were able 

to post bail. In a sense, having the money to post bail (or access to the money) 

is itself a form of community tie. Bail bondsmen would also put presure on de­

fendants to appear in court. Further, defendants who migh.t have high FTA rates 

but are not able to make bail remain in detention. Results from CJA's Bail 

Research study should help to clarify these findings (see Chapter VI) • 

3. FTA Rates by Charge Severity 

The severity of arrest charge faced by a defendant was found to 

affect both the arraignment outcome and the likelihood of ROR. It is also 

possible that charge severity is associated with different FTA rates, and that 

these rates interact with the CJA recommendation~ Table IV.4 presents aggregate 

PTA rates by arrai~1ment charge severity and CJA recommendation for ROR'd de-

~fendants. 

The data indicate that more serious charges are correlated with lower 

FTA rates, with misdemeanants tending to have the highest rate of FTAs (10.7 

percent overall) and defendants charged with A or B felonies the lowest (6.5% 

overall) this trend can be Observed across all recommendation catego~ies. Since 

ROR is more selectively applied in more serious felony cases, these defendants 

are likely to have been judged as relatively good risks. 

These results also suggest that CJA's highest reco~nendation may be 

a more accurate predictor of return to court for the more serious charges. FTA 

rates for defendants who were Recommended-Verified and those who \'1ere Qualified 

are relatively lower for the more serious charges. For Recommended-Verified de­

fendants charged with A, B or C felonies, FTA rates were only one-third as great 

---~p •• ----------~----~---------------
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TABLE IV.4 

AGGREGATE FTA RATES BY CHARGE SEVERITY AND CJA RECOMMENDATION a 

(Number of Scheduled Appearances in Parentheses) 

CJA RECOMMENDATION 
r 
Recommended Not Bench 

8HARGE SEVERITY Verified Qualified Recommended Warrant Other 

A orlB Felony 3.6% 6.7% 10.9% 8.~% 5.3% 

C Felon~ 4.0 5.8 11.2 13.0 8.1 

D Felony 4.9 7.0 11.1 13.2 8.S 

E Felony 5.4 6.9 13.4 23.4 12.3 

Misdemeanor 6.7 8.7 15.9 16.7 12.5 

Other 6.1 5.3 13.1 15.8 ll.8 

TOTAL 5.3.% 7,4% 13.2% 15.2% 10.1% 

a ROR'd defendants only 

TOTAL 

6.5% 
(5,092) 

7.0 I 
CTI 

(6,386) 00 
I 

7.5% 
U9 ,801) 

8.9% 
(7,647) 

10.7% 
(20,563) 

9.3% 
(2,068) 

8.7% 
(6 lr55~ 
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as defendants' in the Not Recommended category.. In contrast, FTA rates were 

about 45% lower for defendants facing other, less serious charges. Although 

it is possible, but not likely, that CJA notifications efforts are more in­

tensive for defendants charged with more serious crimes, a more likely ex­

planation for these results is that those charged with serious crimes but who 

have been ROR'd represent a special, lower-risk group who would tend to have 

much lower FTA rates than defendants facing similar charges but who could not 

gain release from custody. Whether CJA notification efforts helped reduce these 

serious charge defendants' FTAs cannot yet be determined. However, given their 

much lower FTAs than defendants in other recommendation categories, it appears 

that the CJn point system has some ability to predict low FTAs even for de­

fendants charged with serious crimes. 

4. Post-Plea Failure to Appear Rates 

In the past, CJA has stopped its notification efforts once a case 

has been disposed in Criminal Court. However, defendants who have entered a 

guilty plea are often required to return to court for sentencing or to pay a fine, 

and traditionally the FTA rates fox these post-plea appearances have been high. 

In a pilot sttipy conducted in June-July 1977, CJA tested the effects of 

notifications on defendants who had pled quilty and had a sentence imposed 

(PGSI) and those \JIho had pled guilty and whose case was adjourned for a pre­

sentence investigation (PGI & S). The results indicated some impact on FTA 

rates in PGSI defendants (who, generally have to return to court to pay a fine) , 

but no effect on PGI & S defendants. Using CETA workers based at its borough 

offices, CJA nOW provides notification letters for these post-plea and post­

sentencing defendants. 

Table IV.5 sunnnarizes the FTA rates for di.sposed cases, by CJA re-

commendation. As has been found in the past, FTA rates for these court 

appearances are higher than for pretrial appearances. The FTA rate for post-plea 

appearances was 13.6% overall (21.6% in Manhattan) and for post-sentencing 

appearances was 37'.2% (43.4% in Manhattan). 

As with pretrial app~arances, positive CJA recommendations are asso­

ciated with lower post-plea FTA rates: Verified and Qualified defendants, city­

wide, had post-plea FTAs of 9.5% andll.5%, respectively and post-sentencing FTA 

rates of 31.6% and 34.2%, respectively. These rates were lower than for defendants 

in other ~eoommendation categories. 

I : 

. , 

, ---- •.. --------------~-------------- ----------------------------------------------------------------

"~""" 

\, . 
TABLE IV.5 

FAILURE TO ~PEAR RATES FOR DISPOSED CASES, BY CJA RECOMMENDATION AND BOROUGH 

(Number of Scheduled Appearances in Parentheses) 

STATUS AND BOROUGH 

Post-Plea: Brooklyn 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

CITYWIDE 

Post-Sentencing: Brooklyn 

TOTAL: 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queens 

CITYWIDE 

Brooklyn 

Bronx 

Manhattan 

Queel1s 

GRAND TOTAL 

CJA RECOMMENDATION 

Not 
verified Qualified Recommended 

10.0% 10.3% 16.3% 

7.2 11. 7 15.2 

14.3 I7 .1 27.4 

7.9 8.8 11.6 

Bench 
Warrant 

14.8% 

20.2 

25.9 

11.9 

Other 

15.5% 

12.7 

21.0 

3.1 

TOTAL 

12,FJ% 
(2,557) 

J.2.0 
(2,263) 

21.6 
(2q 683) 

9.0 
(3,345) 

9.5% 11.5% 18.5% 18.4% 12.9% 13.6% ______________________________ J~~~L 
28.6% 30.7% 36.4% 37.1% 33.8% 32.6% 

33.5' 34.0 43.2 

36,,2 43.9 46.6 

27.1 32,6 33,0 

42.9 56.8 

52.6 42,0 

34.5 29,8 

'(2,746) 

32.6 
(5,016) 

43.4 
(3,641) 

30'.'5 
(2,593) 

31.6% 34.2% 41.4% 44,3% 41.5% 37.2% ______________________________ J~~~L 
18.9% 

24.9 

26.7 

16.1 

21.5% 

21.5% 

26.7 

29.2 

19.0 

24.1% 

26.4% 

35.0 

38.5 

21. 7 

31.8% 

25.0% 

36.7 

42.0 

20.7 

32.7% 

26.8% 

42.6 

34.5 

15.7' 

30.4% 

23.1% 

30.0 

34.1 

18.4 

26.9% 

I 
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o 
I 
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C. Discussion 

One of CJA's primary objectives is to reduce the rate of nonappearance 

in court by defendants released from detention and awaiting trial. The agency 

attempts to accomplish this objective both by recommending for release defen­

dants with strong community ties who are expected to be good risks, and by 

notifying released-oe:f'eifdants of upcoming court dates to remind them of the 

necessity of appearing in court. 

The failure-to-appear data for the firs't half of FY 19'79-80, July­

December 1979, confirm prior findings that defendants receiving CJA's Recommended­

Verified stamp have the lowest FTA rates, and Qualified defendants 

the second lowest rates. Defendants who were Not Recommended because of weak 

community ties have the highest rate of FTA, confirming CJA's assessment of 

their risk of flight. 

These findings also hold for defendants who are released on bail, 

although they receive no notification services from CJA. Bailed defendants who 

were Recommended-Verified or Qualified had lower F'TA rates than 

those in other recommendation categories. FTA rates for defendants out on 

bail also were lower than for those out on ROR. . 

Finally, another indication that a positive CJA recommendation pre­

dicts a lower FTA rate is that Verified and Qualified defendants were most:. 

likely to return to court after missing an initial appearance. Thus their 

willful FTA was proportionately lower than their aggregate FTA, compared with 

defendants who did not receive a positive recommendation. 

A rigorous assessment of the effectiveness of CJA notifications 

was beyond the scope of this evaluation. The true impact on FTA rates of 

notification letters and telephone calls can only be measured in an experi­

mental setting where :r;eleased defendants are randomly assigned to notification 

and non-notification groups, and their subsequent FTA rates compared. However, 

CJA has conducted such experiments in the past, with the results indicating 

that notifications efforts do reduce FTAs. In August-September 1976 CJA 

conducted a notification experiment in Brooklyn in which ROR'd defendants were 

randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. Experimental defendants 

received the agency's usual notification letters and reminder telephone calls, 

while control group defendants received no notifications. Subsequent CC)llrt 

appearances were then monitored for a ten-week period. 

The results indicated that FTA rates for the experimental group were 

consistently lower than for the control group, especially for appearances 

scheduled shortly after arraignment. FTA rates during the first four weeks after 

,I 
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arraignment were 6.4% for the notified and 14.1% for the non-notified group, 

a statistically significant difference. For appearances scheduled between 

five and ten weeks after arraignment, the difference in rates decreased 

gradually, so that for tee full ten-week period the FTA rate was 6.3% for the 

notified and 8.0% for the non-notified group. From six weeks on, however, the 

differences in FTA rates were not statistically significant. 

Another important question, if it is assumed that notifications do 

have a positive impact on FTA rates, is whether the level of notification 

activity is important. If computer-generated notifieation letters alone Were 

as effective in reducing FTA's as letters plus following telephone calls, than 

the agency would save money by just sending letters, without increasing the FTA 

rate. 

In May 1977 CJA conducted an experiment in Manhattan to address this 

question. Three randomly assigned groups received different types of notifi­

cations: letter only, letter plus follow-up telephone call, and telephone call 

only. The relative FTA rates were then measured over a ten-week post-arraignment 

period. The results were sornewhat equivocal: defendants in the letter and 

phone call group had lower FTA rates than the letter only group, especially for 

those receiving positive recommendations (although the differences were not 

statistically significant). Contrary to expectations, however, the phone call 

only group tended to have significantly lower FTA rates than the letter-phone 

and letter-only groups. 

The issue of relative impact of different types and levels of noti­

fications needs further study. The Brooklyn Notification Study was conducted 

four years ago and may be outdated. As it becomes more important for the agency 

to keep its costs down, possible ways of reducing notifications costs while 

keeping FTA rates low should be explored. Since CJA recently laid-off its six 

notifications assistants, who conducted the bulk of the follow-up telephone 

calls, the agency may have an opportunity to conduct.a "natural" experiment by 

comparing FTA rates before and after the notifications assistants were on 

staff. However, it is planned that interviewing staff will assume the task of 

making notification phone calls. 

Finally, it should be noted that the finding of lower FTA rates for 

defendants out on bail compared with R9R'd defendants (despite CJA's notifica­

tions of the latter group) should"not be interpreted to mean that notifications 

efforts are not effective. Those defendants out on bail are a relatively select 

group that is likely to differ in a number of ways from the ROR population. 
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It is possible that if they had been ROR'd, and thus received notifications, 

their FTA rates wou1ci have been even lower. Wi thin the bailed group, posi ti ve 

CJA recommendations predict lower FTA rates, as they do for those who are re­

leased on recognizance. 

-, 

. . 

r 

V. CJA'S ROLE IN THE USE OF DESK APPEARANCE TICKETS 

In the preceding chapters only defendants who were detained pending 

arraignment have been included in the data. However, many arrestees are 

released prior to arraignment under a procedure called a Desk Appearance Ticket 

(DAT) • CJA also plays an important role in the issui,ng of DAT~ and the sched'llling 

and notifications of arraignments, and this chapter describes CJA's participation 

in that process. 

A. Background 

The practice of issuing DATs derives from a pilot program set up by 

the Vera Institute of J1.\.sti.c~~ i,n 1964, called the Manhattan Summons Project. 

Growing out of Vera's experienQe with the Manhattan Bail Project, the Summons 

Project was designed to see whether the Police would release more defendants 

prior to arraignment if they have verified information about their community ties, 

and to determine \I.hether the releasee: defendants would make the reqnired appearance 

at arraignment. Initial results were encouraging, and in 1967 the Summons Project 

was expanded on a citywide basis, and eligibility expanded to include almost all 

of those accused of misdemeanors and violations. 

The new New York State Criminal Procedure Law, which went into effect 

in September 1971, officially adopted the Smmnons Project on a statewide basis, 

terming the procedure "Desk Appearance/Tickets .. " The New York State Criminal 

Procedur~ Law in Articles 140 and 150 sets forth the circumstances under which 

a DAlr can be employed. Any nonfe1ony ar:rest is eligible for a DAT unless the 

identity or address of the suspect cannot be ascertained (or is thought to be in­

accurate) or the suspect is believed to reside out of state (CPL 150.75). A 

~police officer is not obliged to issue a DAT if the suspect is under the 

influence of drugs or alcohol to the degree that he might be a danger to him­

self or others (CPL 140.20) •. If an arrestee cannot be arraigned with "reasonable 

promptness," the arresting authority is required to issue a DAT, although the 

Criminal Procedure Law does not provide a definition of "promptness" (CPL 140.20) • 

Finally, the DAT·may be conditioned upon the posting of prearraignment bail as 

set forth in CPL 140.30; however, bail is infrequently required in New York City 

DAT cases. Thus, the statute provides broad scope for the use of DATs in mis­

demeanor and violation cases. 'In ~ddition, the NYPD imposes other restrictions: 

a defendant may not be considered for a DAT if he is wanted by any other law 

-.74-. 
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enforcement officials, if he was arrested on a charge which would be raised 

to felony grade upon discovery of a previous conviction, or if he was aLrested 

on any of a class of charges known as pllotographable offenses (most commonly 

weapons charges). Although more than 100,000 arrestees per year might be 

eligible, typically only about 44,000 DATs are issued in the City, although 

this rate varies widely by borough and over time,and is subject to changes in 

Police Department issuance policies. 

rhe DAT is essentially a written appointment or summons to appear for 

arraignment at a later date, usually within about 35 days of arrest, although 

the period between arrest and arraignment varies by borough. 

B. Notifications and FTA Rates 

The issuance of DATs has becc.)me an established part of the arrest pro­

cedure, and has resulted in substantial savings in police officer time and 
1 

court costs. However, the FTA rate for docketed DATs at arraignment appear-

ances has traditionally been high, on the order of 33% (highest in Manhattan, 

about 40%, and lowest in Queens, about 10%). More than 20% of the bench 

warrants issued in New York City each year (about 15,000) were for failures to 

appear at DAT arraignments. 

In response to these high FTA rates, CJA set up an experiment in 1977 

to determine the impact of its notifications system on DATs, which had not 

been included in CJA's notifiqation procedures. The study, initially conducted 

in Manhattan and Brooklyn, used letter notification only and found that the 

FTA was reduced, especially for defendants whose addresses were valid (Le., 

their notification letter was not returned by the Post Office). In Manhattan, 

the FTA rate for notified defendants overall was 34.1% (26.6% for those whose 

letter was not returned) compared with 45.6% for non-notified DATs. In 

Brooklyn, the impact was much less substantial; FTA rates for notified DAT 

defendants was 31.6% (28.4% for those whose letters were not returned) compared 

with 33.1% for non-notified defendants. 2 

The results of these studies suggested that CJA notification might 

reduce the warrant rate for DATs, especially if the defendant address information 

was accurate. Thus, CJA began notifying docketed DATs of arraignment appear­

ances on June 1, 1978 in Manhattan, Brooklyn, Bronx, and Queens. 3 At the present 

time, notification follow-up calls for DAT's are handled by CETA workers. 

lNot all issued DATs are docketed; some are diverted to mediation and 
in some cases the DA declines to prosecute. 

2A subsequent study conducted in the Bronx found that DAT notification 
letters reduced the warrant rate from 30% to 23%. 

3Notifications of DAT defendants in staten Island began on January 1, 1979. 
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CJA recently compared DAT arraignment FTA rates for sample periods 

in November 1979 and March 1980 in Brooklyn and Manhattan. In Brooklyn, where 

no not.ifications had been done in. November and both letter and telephone 

contacic.s made in March, the FTA rates decreased from 46% to 35%. In Manhattan, 

where telephone notifications were added during the period to the letter 

notifications done in November 1979, the FTA rate showed no substantial change, 

decreasing from 42% to 39%. 

C. DAT Interviews and Sched~ling 

In addition, CJA interviews defendants who would potentially be 

issued DATs in the Bronx and Manhattan (this began in December 1978). CJA 

administers a shortened version of its interview form to determine whether 

there are sufficient community ties to release th@ prisoner with some certainty 

of his returning fo;r arraignment at a future date. The address is verified 

through a phone call or consultation of the reverse directory. In the Bronx, 

CJA presents an explicit recommendation to the Police Desk Sergeant on duty 

(See Figure V.l); presently in Manhattan, CJA communicates the defendant's 

identity, address and phone information to the Desk Sergeant but without a 

recommendation. In both boroughs, the final issuance decision is made by the 

Desk Sergeant. Data are not available at the present time to assess the extent 

to which police in the Bronx follow CJA's recommendations in issuing DATs. 

Additionally, CJA's role in the DAT process has expanded in the·Bronx 

and Manhattan to include actual scheduling of arraignments. To assist the 

Police Depar~nent, CJA uses its computer system to keep track of DATs scheduled 

for arraignments in the future and to provide the Police Department with 

available dates for new DATS. 

To provide the information needed to notify docketed DAT defendants 

of scheduled arraignments, CJA enters onto its computer database defendant 

identification, address, and other contact information. In the Eronx and 

Manhattan, this information is en.tered from the CJA interview form; in Brooklyn 

and Queens, the data are transferred from Police Department records. In 

addition, the date scheduled for arraignment is entered either on-line at the 

time of DAT issuance, or from Police Depa~tment records. 

D. Conclusions 

At the time of preparat~on of this report, data for FY 1979-80 on the 

number of DAT interviews conducted, number of arraignment notifications, and 



FIGURE V.l 

CJA/NYPD DAT CONSIDERATION FORM (OAT 812) 

To be filled out for every non-felony arrest 

Defendant Name (Last, First) PCT /Arrest i Arrest Date CJA Sequence # 

L LJ ELIGIBLE FOR DAT 
based on the absence of any 
outstanding bench warrant in 
erA'S files and on a:mmmity 
ties infornation supplied by 
the defendant and verified 
through: 

/ / Phone Call 

/ / NY Tel RD 

/1 Coles RD 

L::7 NOT ELIGIBLE FOR DAT 
based on: 

2. [ 7 Insufficient Community Ties 

3. I /- Bench warrant located in 
CJA's computer files and 
verified by HYPO 

4, [ / Both Conditions 

.--------------------------------~-------------------------------------------------

DAT ISSUED 

If not CJA eligible, OAT issued 
because: 

/1 Minor Charge 

/ / Complainant Unavailable 

OAT t 

Delayed Arraignment 
Probable 

Other 

RETURN DATE 

RETURN PART 
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CJ 

c:J 
CJ 
/1 

II 

/1 

c:J 
L:J 

L::7 DAT NOT ISSUED 

Arrested on Warrant 

Potential Felony 

Intoxicated/Addicted 

Recurring Condition 

warrant Outstanding 

Type; 

Companion Case 

Inunediate Arraignment possible 

Other 

I 
R 
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arraignment FTA rates were not available from CJA. Therefore, the impact of 

CJA's work regarding the issuance of DATs cannot be assessed, nqr can the extent 

of resources expended by the agency be reliably estimated at this time. Extra­

polating data from FY 1978-79, it is estimated that CJA conducted 11,000 DAT 

interviews in Manhattan and the BronX, and sent notification letters to about 

16,500 DATs scheduled for arraignment, during the period July-December 1979. 

Data from earlier notifications studies suggest, however, that CJA 

may be able to reduce the FTA rate at DAT arraignments.~ Further, CJA's 

participation in interviewing and scheduling DATs has saved Police Department 

resources and resulted in more efficient scheduling in Manhattan and the Bronx. 

It is not known whether CJA interviews in these boroughs yield more accurate 

address information than was available from Police Department records, and 

thus whether the rate of return from the Post Office of notification letters 

has decreased since CJA interviewing began. This issue should be examined in 

a future study of DAT notifications., Another issue which could be addressed 

is the extent to which CJA operations can affect the number of DAT's issued by 

the Police Department. 

~Although probably not in Queens, where the FTA rate has always 
been low. 

J 



VI. CJA RESEA~CH ACTIVITIES 

In addition to defendant in~erviewing and notifications, CJA's third 

major type of activity involves research on various aspects of the criminal 

justice system. Using its large defendant database, CJA has produced a number 

of reports during the past few years related to defendant characteristics, 

failure-to-appear rates, the impact of notifications, OAT's,. and other topics. 

Although some studies a'r.e initiated in-house, research requests are also 

received from outside agencies., In the view of CJA's administration and Board 

; of Directors, the agency's role as a research "arm" of the criminal justice 

system is of major importance.' CJA and its supporters stress that its inde­

pendence and objectivitY,allow CJA to respond quickly and with flexibility to 

requests for research studies; this independence also may make the research 

they do more credible to the criminal justice corranunity. CJA's database of 

defendant and criminal court calendar information provide the raw data for a 

number of potential studies. In addition, CJA's large field staff and ready 

access to Police, Court, ana other criminal justice data enhance its ability 

to generate research of interest to the system in a timely fashion. 

CJA'~ independence and key role in the arrest-to-arraignment process 

may also put the agency in a unique position to operate and evalu.j:!te pil.ot 

programs. In the past, the agency has been able to set up innovative programs 

on a small .scale at one or two sites, evaluate the results, and implement them 

citywide only if they proved to have an impact and to be cost-effective (e.g., 

the Bronx Bail Expediting Project, now being implemented with CETA employees.)l 

On the other hand, CJA has al&u eliminated programs that their research indicated 

were too costly. 

A. Research Staff and BUdget 

During FY 79-80, six full-time staff members at the Central Office 

were involved in research activities (under City ,tax~'l'evy funding) supervised 

by the Associate Director for Pol:i.cy.2 Part-time workers are also used as 

needed. Two additional research staff have been hired during this year under 

lThe Bronx Bail Expediting P*oject-was an experimental study conducted 
jointly with DOC in 1978 to J;acili:l:ate' the;'b~lil-making process and thus reduce 
the amount of short-term detentio-n ion bail cases. 

'~ -
2Research activities include monitoring of CJA's ongoing operations 

and preparation of monthly and quarterly reports in addition to special studies. 
See Chapter II.A! for further descriptio? of research staff. 
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specific grants from outside agencies. Because there is some overlapping of 

responsibility and sharing of resources (such as computer time and field staff) 

with other components of CJA, the actual research budget is somewhat difficult 

to estimate. Expenditures of City tax levy funds for research activities for 

the first six months of FY 79-80 were estimated at $83,305, including computer 

'costs. 3 This projects to ~nnual research expenditures of about $167,000, or 

4.7% of CJA's overall total budget, and 17.8% of the Central Office Budget. 

These costs do not inclu~e grants from other funding sources such as the 

National Institute of Corrections or New York State Department of Correctional 

services. 

B. Types of Activities 

CJA's research staff is involved in two basic types of activities: 

ongoing monitoring of CJA operations and production of monthly and quarterly 

operations reports, and preparation of ,special short- or long-term research 

projects. 

1. Quarterly Operations Reports 

The monthly and quarterly reports have in the past contained a standard 

set of tables which summarize CJA's recommendations, release rates and arraign­

ment outcomes, FTA rates, and DAT arraignment outcomes and FTA rates. The 

reports were also designed to provide an overview of the arraignment process 

and Criminal Court activities. Because of the delays associated with the 

changeover to its new information system (UDIIS), however, CJA has not yet 

issued a quarterly report covering the current fiscal year. The last monthly 

report issued was for August 1979, and the last CJA quarterly report covered 

the period April through June 1979. 

In the past, quarterly reports have generally not been issued until 

4-5 months after the end of the quarter. These delays in issuing reports detract 

somewhat from the timeliness and usefulness of the data. As of April 1980, 

CJA staff were still finalizing the software routines~to enable UDIIS to generate 

the summary statistics needed for their quarterly and monthly reports. The sum­

mary data began being generated in early May 1980. It is hoped that UDIIS will 

enable CJA to produce these reports more quickly than was possible under the 

previous Meditech system. 

3See C:hapter VIII for a fuller discussion of CJA costs. 
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The quarterly reports are distributed to a number of i~dividuals 

throughout the criminal justice system, including judges, criminal justice 

researchers, prosecutors, Legal Aid Society, and other pretrial services 

agencies. Interviews with some of these individuals indicated mixed feelings 

about the usefulnes1 of the reports. The plethora of tables and graphs bother 

some, who would like to s,e:e more explanatory text. Others point out that 

because the basic statist~cs do not change very much from quarter to quarter, 

perhaps semiannual reports would be more useful. Finally, the delay in pro­

ducing the reports may detract from their usefulness for policy decisions. 

CJA is presently revising the format of its quarterly reports in response to 

criticism and suggestions, and it may be that future reports will gain wider 

acceptance and impact within the criminal ,justice system. 

2. Special Studies 

PTSA) 

during 

A list of the research studi~s produced by CJA (and its precursor 

since 1976 is presented in table ·VI.l. A ttl ~ 22 o a Q~ ~epo~ts we~e produced 
the four-year period ending December 31, 1979, an average of 5-6 per year. 

Most of CJA"s studies have made use of the data routinely collected 

for ROR and notification operations. However, CJA also will utilize field 

staff to collect additional data as needed (such as interviews for the Spofford 

Survey). Although some of these reports were prepared at the request of out­

side agencies (e.g., Spofford Survey, the Juvenile Offender studies4), many df 

the studies represent evaluations of ongoing CJA operations or reports on the 

progress of pilot programs. To CJA's credit, new ,policy changes or programs 

are usually set up on a relatively small scale and evaluated prior to full­

scale implementation. An example of this is CJA's notification system for 

defendants receiving DAT's, which was tested in the Bronx, and found to have a 

positive impact on FTA rates, prior to implementing the system in the other 

boroughs. 

4 The! Spofford Survey, conducted in 1978 at the request of the 
Deputy Mayor for Criminal Justice, was a descriptive profile of the juveniles 
detained at the Spofford Juvenile Detention Center. The Juvenile Offender 
Study, conducted jointly with the NY State Division of Criminal Justice 
Services in 1979, was an analysis of the court processing of those arrested 
under t,hg J\wenile Qff~I'lr:ler $tatute. .~ 
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DATE 

1976 September 

October 

December 

1977 January 

February 

February 

May 

August 
::. 

August 

, August 

August 

August 

1978 March 

April 

April 

May 

1979 February 

March 

March 

March 

May 

November 

f 

-82-

TABLE'VI.l 

RESEARCH REPORTS PREPARED BY CJA, 1976-1979 

REPORT TITLE 

Pretrial Characteristics of Male and Female Defendants 

Pretrial Status of Felony Defendants 

Brooklyn PTSA Notification Experiement 

Warrant study 

Characteristics of Female Detaim;\l~s 

Criminal Court Arraigned Defendants, Classified by 
Gender 

The Pattern of Failures to Appear 

Manhattan Notification Experiment 

A Demographic Profile of Defendants Arrested in the 
New York City Blackout 

Release Status of Defendants with Bail set at Arraign­
ment in Manhattan Criminal Court 

Supreme Court Arraignments in Brooklyn, Bronx and 
Manhattan 

When Should a Release Agency Intervene? 
Analysis of a pilot Program of Making ROR 
Recommendations Immediately After Arraignment 

Spofford Survey 

Post-Plea Notification Experiment: An Evaluation of a 
pilot Program to Reduce Bench Warrants 

The Use of Desk Appearance Tickets in New York City 

Desk Appearance Tickets Issuance Practices: Brooklyn 
Central Booking 

Expediting Bail-Making in the Bronx: A Report on a 
Pilot Program 

DAT Policy Review: First Report on a CJA/NYPD pilot 
Program in the Bronx 

The Processing of" Juvenile Offenders in N. Y • C. 

-,.-' 

The Brooklyn Supreme Court Program of the criminal 
Justice Agency - A Descriptive Summary and Evaluation 

. ~ .... r-, . ~ t '. 

The 1~77 N~~York City Blackout: A Summary of Criminal 
Justice Findings 

Juvenile Offenders in New York City: Their Charac'ter­
istics and the Course of Case Processing (with DCJS) 

--~. ,.--------------~----------------
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CJA's research output has slowed considerably during the current 

fiscal year, with only one report issued during FY 79-80 S--the Juvenile 

Offender report prepared jointly with DCJS. In comparison, five research 

reports were issued during FY 78-79. For the most part this reduction of 

reports reflects delays in implementing UDIIS: this system has not yet 

been utilized for CJA research studies. Also, some research sta.ff were 

diverted to assist in the'development of UDIIS and conversion from'Meditech. 

However, severai studies have been underway during this fiscal 

year, with varying degrees of participation by permanent CJA research staff; 

these include the Bail Research Project, Short-term Detention Study, DOC 

Classification study, and the New York State Department of Correctional 

Services (DOCS) utilization study. Some of these studies have been funded 

under outside grants. 

a. Bail Research Project. This project involves an evaluation of 

the CJA point system, the impact of CJA recommendations on actual release 

decisions, and development of a revised point system. Planning for this 

study was initiated in May 1978, but because of funding problems did not 

get fully underway until July 1979. The project aims to develop a new 

recommendation criteria and classification system which will be more 

relevant for judges' release decisions and alslD predict failure-to""appear 

rates within an acceptable level of accuracy. 

Because of resource constraints, the Bail Reseal:ch Project is limited 

to analysis of a sample of arrest cases in Brooklyn Criminal Court from July 

1978-March 1979. This sample of 4,500 cases d(:>es not include juvenile 

offenders or DATs, and covers all stages of the criminal case process from 

arrest through Criminal Court disposition or grand jury indictment. The 

five primary stages of the study will include: 

1. Analysis of judicial arraignment decisions, including the relationship 

between community ties and case disposition, :the types of cases dis­

posed of at arraignment, and the relative weight of criminal history, 

community ties, and other defendant background characteristics on 

bail/release decisions 

2. Analysis of association between CJA rHcornrnendation and bail/release . 
decisions, including'a-compari~on between groups of defendants for 

SAS of April 1980. 

I 
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whom the bail/release decision reflected the CJA recommendation and 

defendants for whom the bail/release decision was contrary. Also, 

defendants not recommended for release will be compared with defen­

dants recommended or qualified. 

3. Analysis of failure-to-appear, by type of release, defendant char­

acteristics, time~at-risk, and comparison between defendants failing 

to appear and others including development of a tentative predictor 

model for FTA. 

4. Analysis of post-arraignment release decisions, including the ~actors 

that affect post-arraignment bailor ROR decisions, and the impact of 

a positive CJA recommendation on post-arraignment release. 

5. Modification of the CJA recommendation system, including the design 

and testing of several point system models on samples of defendants, 

with an aim toward developing a more efficient system that allows for 

higher release and lower FTA rates for "good-risk" defendants. 

Through April 1980, the research design had beel. specified, the 

research sample selected and data cleaned, and a variable list and codebook 

prepared. An analysis tape is now in preparation and is expected to be 

ready in June 1980, When data analysis shQuld b.e9in~ 

The Bail Research Project is a study of major importance to CJA, 

and should answer a number of fundamental questions about the viabj.li ty 

of the CJA point system and the extent to which judges make use of 

CJA recommendations, basic issues which have been raised over the past 

several years. It is important that CJA complete the study in a careful 

and methodologically sound manner, and that the results of the study be 

used to improve the cost-effectiveness of the CJA's operations, and help 

maximize the agency's impact on the ROR process and failures to appear. 

The agency will be seeking outside funding to help complete the study. 

b. Short-term Detention.~·tudy. In cooperatiqn with DOC, CJA recently 

began a study of detainees who are incarcerated for three weeks or less 

and are released either by posting bail, being released on recognizance, 

or having the case disposed in criminal Court. Prior data indicated that 

about 75% of Criminal Court detainees we~e released from detention within 

two weeks. Analysis of #us short':te~'detention population, the reasons 
-, 

for their release, and the p~ocess.of making bail could lead to modifications 

of bail-posting procedures to allow detainees to be released earlier, 

therefore reducing the number of incarcerated defendants. 

~, ..-

-, 
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The objectives of the short-term detention study have been defined 

by CJA as follows: 

a. To identify the demographic characteristics of the short­
term detainees in terms of age, employment, family status, 
place and length of residence. 

b. To identify the bail amount, charge and criminal history 
attributes 0'£ the short-term detainees. 

c. To define the time, place and~ethod by which rel~nse ~q 
effected and to identify procedural obstacles to earlier 
release. 

d. To develop estimates of the impact on the total cross­
sectional population of shortened length of stay as well 
as the budgetary benefits accruing from reduced popula­
tions. 

Included in the study are a description of the characteristics of 

short-term detainees using defendant data contained in UDIIS; a descrip­

tion of the administrative procedures operating in the posting of bail, 

based on field observations in the courts and detention facilities; and 

a description of the experience with and knowledge about bail-making pro­

cedures by those who 'post bail for defendants (sureties), based upon 

personal interviews. 

Th~ project began in November 1979 and is being administered jointly 

by CJA and DOC, using CJAQ~taff. Funding is being provided by the 

National Institute of Corrections. As of April 1980 the specification 

of variables for the analysis file and the codebook have been prepared, 

and the surety interviews completed. The study is expected to be com­

pleted by July 1980, with two interim reports issued in June (~n ~nalys~s 

of the results of the surety interviews, and a description of the City's 

bail-making facilities) • 

c. DOC Classification system Study. This study, also conducted 

jointly with DOC and funded by the National Institute of Corrections, 

began in January 1979. Using CJA and DOC data on' 'incarcerated defendants, 

this study is an attempt to analyze the characteristics of different types 

of detainees, such as short-term versus long-term detainees, in order to 

develop a better means of inmate classification. By developing profiles 

of detainees, and their probable length ~f incarceration, DOC can make 

more cost-effective dec~§~ons_on where'to house detainees and what ancillary 

services to provide. Two interim reports are currently in preparation for 

this study and the final report is expected about September 1980. 
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d. DOCS utilization Study. Funded by the New York State Department 

of Correctional Services, this study is an effort to provide better infor­

mation to DOCS on inmates sentenced on felony charges to state prisons. 

At the present time DOCS does not receive sufficient background information 

on sentenced inmates. By analyzing the defendant information contained 

in DOC, Probation, CJA, Department of Health, and other reports, CJA will 

try to assist DOCS in determining its best source(s) of defendant informa­

tion to enable the Department to more efficiently process incoming inmates. 

Data coding and entry for the DOCS utilization study began, in February 1980, 

and the final report is expected to be completed in June 1980. 

e. Other Research Activities. In addition to these major research 

projects currently under way, CJA staff participate in other research 

activities. For example, Brooklyn CJA staff collect and tabulate data on 

the time between arrest and arraignment and report these results to a 

Brooklyn Arrest and Arraignment Committee, which meets monthly to discuss , 
problems in arrest-to-arraignment delay in that borough. Bronx staff have 

collected data for a similar arrest-to-arraignment study. CJA sta.ff will 

be cooperating with the Queens County District Attorney's Office in the 

latter's Bench Wa~rant Prosecution ProJect, which recently began under 

CJCC funding and is designed to expedite and increase the rate of success­

ful prosecution of bail-jumping cases. 

C. Assessment ot C~A Res€a~ch Actiyities 

As pointed out earlier, CJA places much emphasis on its role as an 

independent agency with the capabilities to conduct policy-relevant research 

on the criminal justice system, using its own data base. An analysis of CJA's 

past research efforts and discussions with individuals throughout the criminal 

justice system indicate that for the most part CJA is properly fulfilling its 

role as a research organization. It has been able to';make use of its data­

base to produce reports on a number of aspects of criminal case processing and 

defendant characteristics. Some studies have led to policy changes which have 

improved the efficiency of the criminal ,justice system and led to cqst sayings. 

CJA has not yet produced any quarterly reports covering current 

fiscal yea.r operations (al th?uqh r~ports covering July-December 1979 are expected 

in June 1980) because of the cha~~over to the new information system and 

;. 
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subsequent delay in producing summary statistics. Largely because of the 

system changeover, only one research report has been published during FY 79-80, 

although research staff have been involved in several ongoing studies which 

are expected to be completed during the next year. CJA's current contract 

requires the agency to publish quarterly reports and periodic 'res€arch 

reports on its activities, and related criminal justice statistics. ., 
However, there'have been some questions raised about CJA's prior 

research products, and ?9me limitations to their usefulness, which need to be 

addressed. CJA researc~ reports tend to be more descriptive than analytical, 

and heavily inundated with tabies. Statistics tend to be presented in a large 

number of bivariate permutations, sometimes with unclear organization and 

unfocused direction of the material. The use of large, complex tables often 

leads to very small cell sizes and therefore questionable relevance of the 

data. The heavy use of tables and limited analysis of their content (beyond 

a description of what the tables contain) has been criticized by some reci­

pients of these reports as making it difficult to assimilate the results. ' 

Past reports have mainly been limited to univariate analysis with little or 

no use of hypothesis testing and inferential statistics. 

It may very well be that the format of CJA's research reports are 

a question of style, and the agency's assessment of what its target audience 

wants. The existence of many different agencies in the criminal justice system, 

each with its own needs and i,nte~esb'i I perhap~ l1Iakes ~,t di,t:t;;i,cul t t<;>' J!lc3:ke 

strong policy recommendations based on extensive statistical' analysis. CJA 

sees its research role more in terms of collecting, organi~ing, and presenting 

data with a minimum of "editorial" comment, so that members of the target 

audience can interpret the implications of the data from their own perspective. 

~However, it may be useful for CJA to formally survey its target audience 

about their reactions to CJA' s research rE~ports and their suggestions for 

possible content or format changes. During this year CJA did solicit 

suggestions for format changes from its monthly/quart~rly report recipients, 

but received a very limited response. Further efforts in this area should be 

attempted. The acceptance, understanding, and assimilation by the target 

audience of CJA research is essential t~' assure the continued policy relfavance 

of CJA research efforts. 

.. 
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Although CJA's database contains a substantial amount of infor­

mation on defendant background characteristics and criminal court processing, 

it does have some limitations. Not all data from the CJA interview forms are 

entered at this time into the computer file, although a more complete data-set 

is entered for defendant samples used in special studies such as the Bail 

Research Project. Full information on felony case processing is not included 

because CJA does not gene'rally follow cases past Criminal Court disposition 

or grand jury indictment, because of the costs that this would incur. At 

the prese,nt time, however, CJA is the only agency with a high quality 

automated database capable of producing analyses of defendants and criminal 

Court processing for the five boroughs. 

A measure of the value of CJA's research efforts, however, may be 

reflected in the continued requests for research studies from various outside 

agencies. For example, in the past year, CJA has initiated studies at the 

request of the Mayor's Office" DOC, and DOCS. Other reqt~~sts for summary 

data or small-scale research projects have been routinely received from 

individuals such as State legislators and agencies such as the Legal Aid 

Society. Responding to such requests in a timely manner should be an important 

aspect of CJA's research efforts. Similarly, the design, testing, and 

evaluation of pilot programs related to ROR or notifications should continue 

to be a high priority for the agen.cy. Finally, the Bail Research and Short­

Term Detention Projects currently underway will be an important measure of 

CJA's ability to do larger scale studies using multivariate analysis and other 

more sophisticated research methodologies than have generally been used in the 

past. An assessment of the research design and early work on the Bail Research 

study suggest that it will provide important information both in helping CJA 

make its release recommendation system more efficient and effective, and in 

increasing the research community's knowledge about ROR and FTA rates. In 

addition, such research should potentially provide the criminal justice 

community with a broade~ and richer perspective on defendant processing and 

criminal justice system costs, particularly as the joint information system 

with DOC is developed. 

. ". '. 
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VII. CJA INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Since its inception as the Pretrial Services Agency, CJA has utilized 

a computer system to mana~e its interviewing and notifications, store informa­

tion on defendant charact~ristics and criminal court calendars, and conduct 

research. In this chapte,r the current CJA information system, UDIIS, will be 

described and evaluateq" and its historical development outlined. 

A. Background B-L'1d Development 

CJA's information .system was originallY implemented and rUl1 under a 

subcontract with the Meditech Corporation. However, concerns over rising costs, 

delays in generating summary statistiqs, and some limitations in analytical 

capabiliti(:)s led CJA to consider the development of its own in-house information 

system to supplant Meditech. Further, following a collaborative study, with 

DOC, of the July 1977 New York City blackout at the request of the Deputy Mayor 

for Criminal Justice, plans for developing a joint information system were 

initiated. Because the DOC information system (called t~e Inmate Information 

System--IIS) was to a large extent a subset of data already contained in the CJA 

data base, the agencies felt that substantial benefits 'Would accrue from having 

a joint system. DOC had also had substantial technical and administrative pro­

blems with IIS. 

CJA and DOC initially presented a grant application to CJCC for 

$210,000 to develop a Unified Defendant and Inmate Information System (UDIIS). 

The system 'was designed to contain on-line data on all defendants interviewed 

by CJA involved in criminal Court proceedings, all defendants detained in DOC 

facilities during Supreme C6urt proceedings, and all sentenced inmates held by 

DOC. 

The approval and implementation of UDIIS ran into initial delays 

because of the length of the grant approval process. Board of Estimate ap­

proval of the UDIIS grant occurred in July 1978. Other technical delays meant 

that delivery and acceptance of the new machines did not occur until January 

1979. On July 1, 1979 UDIIS became ent~rely supported by City tax levy funds 

under CJA's contract and DOC~S operating budget. 

B. System Implementation Arlo -t:urr!3n.t :Status' 

Problems in the developmen·t of the DOC component of UDIIS have arisen 

due to extensive turnover of the staff assigned at DOC to UDIIS. The 

arrival of a new POC commissioner in August 1979 resulted in additional delays 

-89-
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and staff turnover. As of April 1980, DOC still had some distance to qo to 

complete implementation of its part of the system. However, during the past 

year CJA has proceeded in development of its component and at the end of 

September 1979 formally converted to UDIIS from the Meditech system. It is 

not known to what extent CJA incurred additional system development costs as 

a result of DOC's problems. 

At the present 'time UDIIS is fully operational from the CJA side, 

although software programming for summary statistics has not yet been completed. 

Further, the d~lays in data entry resulting from the conversion from Meditech 

to UDIIS caused up to a 30-day backlog in defendant and court calendar data. In 

order to reduce this backlog in the Fall of 1979, CJA began entering only those 

data from the ROR sheet and court calendars that were needed for basic notifi­

cation and management activities (see table 111.4 for a list of these data 

elements). At the present time CJA has not yet begun entering additional data, 

although space is alloted on the computer file for all variables. Although 

data entry is expected to be expanded in the near future for new ROR interviews, 

it is unlikely that additional data will be retrospectively entered for pre­

viously completed interviews, except for samples used in special research studies. 

Initally, data entry will be expended to include a summary of the interviewer's 

vertification attempts, which had been data-entered under Meditech. Potentially, 

the system is capable of storing a running log of each 'Verification attempt and 

its result, although it is not clear if and when these data will be entered for 

each interviewed defendant. 

1. DesQription of the System 

The central computing hardware for UDIIS consists of two DEC PDP 11/70 

minicomputers with tape drive, printer, and three disk drives. I ~ total of 64 

on-line, real-time CRT terminals are planned; as of April 1980, 24 terminals 

were operating at various CJA sites. UDIIS has the potential to handle up to 30 

remote interactive terminals on-line at anyone time.' : It is expected that 

eventually about half of the 64 terminals will be located at DOC and its institu­

tions, and half at CJA sites. 

In order to maintain control over data entry, storage, and management 

reporting, UDIIS employs a data base language ,called ADMINS, which is partially 
self-documenting. ADMINS is a-flexible~language that potentially allows UDIIS - . ' 

lEach machine has a CPU of 1000k bytes. 
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to maintain, store, batch, and retrieve data in a timely and efficient manner, 

and was used to program the interactive screens used on the CRT terminals. In 

addition, UDIIS staff developed programs to maintain a data dictionary and 

, d I' t' programs It is not clear how cross-,reference all data f~les an app ~ca ~on . 

" of the system w~ll be affected by the addition of the the speed or eff~c1ency • 

DOC component. 

An extensive set of interactive screen applications for CJA defendant 

data has been completed' '~d is operational, although not all are being used' 

at present. These scre~ns provide a multitude of data entry, retrieval, and 

, '1 eli" th ~n~t~ation of new defendant cases, updating managen1ent funct~ons, ~nc u ng e...... ... 

of case files, defendant appearance histories, court calendar schedules, daily 

'. interview volume, DAT arraignment schedules, arrest-to-arraignment times, etc. 

, 'd Some screens are accessible Response time for these screens ~s very rap~ • 

only to supervisors. 

2. Interface With other Information Systems 

The planning and development of UDIIS has been monitored by the 

CIRCLE Connni ttee, of which CJA and DOC are members. CIRCLE's interest is in 

f d I , t~ among cr~minal J'ustice information systems, minimizing the extent 0 up ~ca .on • 

and maximizing system efficiency by organizing the sharing of data by various 

systems. From its early developmental stages, UDIIS has planned to develop a 

line with the Office of Court A&ninistration (OCA) computer system so that court 

calendar data (used for CJA not~ ~ca ~ons can .. ~ 'f' t') be trans~~tted to CJA/DOC directly, 

thus reducing the costs of data input for UDIIS. CJA data assistants would not 

have to enter court cal1endar data. Further, these OCA data (adjournments and 

dispositions) were also to be shared with the Police Department's Management 

Information System Division (MISD) and the New York County District Attorney's 

PROMIS system. However, delays have occurred in implementing the data trans-

mission. 

As of March 1979 a telephone link withthe'OCA computer in Albany 

was established along with a modem for translating the OCA data. However, 

because of problems encountered with the, OCA system, data transmittal has not 

yet begun, and the telephone link with DcA has been dismantled. At the 

present time, l;\ new telephon~ ~ine bet~een:,~e OCA computer in Albany and MISD 

is in place, along with a lih~ f~m ~ISD to UDIIS. Programming work for the 

d b ,~- , problems or delays, data trans­data transfer has begun, an arr~ng rna] or 

fer from OCA to UDIIS could begin within the next six months. This transfer 

J 
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process is being monitored closely by the CIRCLE Committee. When the commun­

ications system is finally operationalized, it is anticipated that OCA court 

data will be transmitted to MISD, PROMIS, and lastly to CJA at considerable 

cost savings for CJA. In the meantime, the difficulties that OCA has had in 

setting up the data transfer and operating its information system has resulted 

in additional costs to CJA (as well as other City-funded agencies). 

C. Assessment Of UDIIS 

At this time, without the DOC component of UDIIS operational, it is 

difficult to evaluate the succes~ of the system. Although the CJA component 

is close to its full operating level, the full potential and efficiency of the 

system will not be reached until the DOC half of the system is finalized, per­

haps by the end of 1980. Problems which may arise from the inclusion of DOC 

data in the system cannot be assessed. Any l~ng-term cost savings which may 

accrue because of the joint CJA-DOC system cannot yet be determined. Moreover, 

because it is too early to estimate DOC costs involved in setting up its system, 

the relative costs of UDIIS compared with CJA's previous Meditech system and 

DOC's lIS or other criminal justice information systems cannot be addressed at 

this time. 

Relative costs aside, it appears that, for CJA, UDIIS is more 

flexible and faster thrul the Meditech system, with more potential for conduct­

ing research, efficiently maintaining the data files, and producing summary 

statistics. Whether in the long run UDIIS ,.,ill be more cost-efficient than 

Meditech (which was costing CJA about $360,000 per year) cannot be stated at 

this time. In the long run, however, it is likely that the costs to CJA of 

operating UDIIS will be lower than the costs of the Meditech system. 

An important issue for UDIIS is the extent to which it duplicates 

the work of other criminal justice informa'tion systems. Since UDIIS develop­

ment has been subject to the scrutiny and approval o~,the CIRCLE Committee (on 

which a CJA representative sits) it is expected that such overlap will be kept 

under control. The question of system duplication is also complicated by the 

fact that original plans to have (~oordinated data transfer between the OCA 

computer system and UDIIS have been delayed because of problems with the OCA 

system. Although this data transfer is still,being planned and developed, these 
~ ~f. 

delays mean that for the time."being.UDIIS is duplicating the entry of court 

calendar information (as are other systems such as PROMIS and the victim 

Services Agency witness notification system). However, it is expected that 

, 
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''''ith its ROR/bail and inmate informati,on, unIIS will occupy a unique and 

important position among the various criminal justice information systems. 

Compared with other criminal justice information systems, UDIIS is 

limited in some areas, although again an accurate assessment of the system's 

scope cannot be made until the DOC component is fully operational. E'or CJA' s 

interviewing, notifications, and research needs, however, the system is effective. .. 
One limitation of UDIIS (for criminal justice administrators and researchers, 

although not for CJA's purposes) is its lack of data on Supreme Court appear­

ances; CJA only tracks defendants through Criminal Court disposition. In 

contrast, PROMIS tracks cases through Supreme Court disposition, although this 

system is currently operating only in Manhattan, with citywide implementation 

not expected before next year. A second limitation is that only a limited 

amount of the defendant background data collected on the CJA interview is 

actually entered onto the system, although this data entry will be expanded 

somewhat in the near future, and under the Medi tech system not all of the da.ta 

were entered either. 

In summary, unIIS is a fast, flexible information system that was 

set up by CJA relatively quickly, especially when compared with the develop­

mental problems encountered by other criminal justice information systems. Its 

full capacity, cost-efficiency, and usefulness cannot be assessed until the DOC 

component is completed in the course of the next year. Delays in setting up 

the transfer of OCA data to UDIIS have resulted in some duplication of data 

entry and additional costs to CJA. With the continued, ' supervision of the CIRCLE 

Committee, such duplication of effort should b~ minimized in the future and 

any interface between UDIIS and OCA, PROMIS and the Police Department will 

occur in a mutually satisfactory way_ In the meantime, UDIIS appears to be 

superior to CJA's previous Meditech system and a valuable management and research 

tool for the agency's operations. 
, .... 

_ .. -' 

l 

~ 
I 
I 
! 



1 

f 

I 
I 

-,--

VIII. ANALYSIS OF CJA COSTS 

CJA provides three basic services for the criminal justice system 

under its $3.5 million tax-levy budget: ROR interviewing of arrested defendants, 

defendant notifications, and research on its own operations and various 

aspects of the criminal J~~tice system. Estimates are made in this chapter of 

the costs to the City o~ .,these activities, including relative CJA borough 

office costs, costs per fnterview/verification and cost per notification, and 

the costs of research activities. All data are based on the FY 79-80 CJA tax-
, 

levy budget and CJA expenditures for the period July..-Uece;mber 1979 ~ 

A. ~JA Budget Analysis 

The Criminal Justice Agency was awarded a total of $3,504,000 in 

City tax-levy funds for Fiscal Year 1979-80, representing a 3.1% increase 

over the FY 1978-79 grant of $3.4 million. Table VIII.l summarizes the CJA 

budget allocations for both years, broken down by site. During the current 

fiscal year, personnel salary costs were budgeted at 12.5% higher than the 

prior year, while the OTPS budget was decreased by 34.5%. Most of this 

decrease was in the Central Office OTPS budget. Overall allocations to the 

Bro~, Manhattan and Queens sites increased by an average of 16%, while the 

Brooklyn budget decreased by 1.6%. 

Average CJA monthly expenditures for the two years, by type of 

expenditure, were compared to the budgeted allocation and are stumnarized in 

table VIII. 2. 

During the first six months, expenditures for salaries were lower 

than budgeted, due to several staff lines remaining unfilled. This decrease 

has been offset to a large extent by higher than budgeted expenditures for 

consultant services (computer costs) and equipment. Overall, FY 79-80 expen­

ditures have been running only about 1% below budget. 

Compared with FY 78~79, CJA's monthly rate of expenditures has been 

running lower for equipment, supplies, travel, alterations and renovatioIl~, 

postage, and telephone. Expenditures for, information systems and "other" 

items were running somewhat higher than in FY 78-79. Overall, total monthly 

expenditures were running onl¥ ~out 0.,6% .h.;i.glier in FY 79-80. These fiscal 

-94-
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TABLE VIII.1 

NEW YQRK CITY CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCY 

BUDGET SUMMARY, FISCAL YEARS 78-79 AND 79-80 

FY 78-79 FY 79-80 
AGENCY TOTAL 

Personnel $2,300,819 $2,587,273 
Fringe Benefits 371,019 439,837 
OTPS 728,162 476,890 

TOTAL $3,400,000 $3,504,000 

CENTRAL OFFICE 

Personnel $ 530,114 $ 583,875 
Fringe Benefits 81,520 99,259 
OTPS 467,499 253,496 

TOTAL $1,079,133 $ 936,630 

BROOKLYN 
r 

Personnel $ 500,895 $ 513 ,311 
Fringe Benefits 83,463 87,263 

OTPS 100,510 73,001 

TOTAL $ 684,868 $ 673,575 

BRONX 

Personnel $ 403,572 $ 476,270 
Fringe Benefits 65,294 80,966 

OTPS 29,600 37,172 

TOTAL $ 498,466 $ 594,408 

MANHATTAN 

Personnel $ 574,531 $ 667,758 
F:l:'inge Benefits 92,661 113,519 
OTPS 102,700 85,806 

TOTAL $ 769,892 $ 867,083 

QUEENS 

Personnel $ 291,706 $ 346,059 
Fringe Benefits 48,081 58,830 
OTPS 27,852 27,415 . 

TOTAL "~ $"~ 367,'639 $ 432,304 
" " .::-

-" 

-, 

\i 
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TABLE VIII. 2 

CJA AVERAGE MONTHLY EXPENDITURES ($) 

FY 79-80a 
FY 78-79 

r r 
CATEGORY Bud~eted Actual Bud~eted Actual 

A. Salaries $215,606 $197,902 $191,735 $191,160 

B. Fringe Benefits 36,653 30,094 30,918 31,983 
I. . , . b c. Consultant Services 7,009 26,275 23,833 23,833. 

1 

D. Eqpipment 743 2,423 2,883 3,939 
, 

E. ~l,lpp1ies 5,968 ,4,717 4,333 5,322 

F. Travel and Subsistence 1,306 1,650 2,096 2,109 

G. Rent:, and Maintenance 8,020 8,173 8,318 8,553 

H. utilities 2,024 1,830 1,667 1,696 

I. Alterations and Renovations· 466 0 875 !772, 

J. Postage 2,368 1,470 2,075 2,352 

Ki Telephone ' . 9,806 11,426 11,788 13,254 .' 

L. Other 2,030 3,138 2,812 2,452 

TOTAL $292,000 $289,099 $283,333 $287,424 

a July 1 - December 31, 1979. 

bMost1y for Information and Record systems. 

l l 

PERCENT 
EXPENDITURE CHANGE 

79/80 vs. 78/79 

+3.5% 

':'5.9 

+10.2 

-38.5 

-11.4 

-21.8 

-4.4 

+7.9 

-100.0 

-37.5 

-13.8 

+28.0 

+5.8% 

J 
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~ 
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year comparisons should be considered somewhat tentative since costs incurred 

during the first six months of FY 79-80 may not actually be expended until the 

second six months. Also, costly items or services purchased (or not purchased) 

during the first or second six months could distort the average monthly expen­

ditures during the first six m~nths compared with the full year. 

B. CJA Costs by BOJ:ough ahd Type 0f Activity, 'FY 79.,.,80 

CJA's operatiori~ are spread over 5 sites (four borough offices and 

a central administrative'office) and involve a number of different types of 

activities related to ROR interviewing, notifications, research, and admin­

istration. Since staff member functions may overlap different activities, and 

the central CJA office provides a number of services to the borough operations, 

the allocation of costs to different CJA sites and activities must be done 

carefully. Given the relatively high cost of ,the central office, not allocating 

these costs properly would result in an. underestimate of the cost of delivering 

services (the bulk of CJA's direct services to the courts are provided through 

the four borough offices). Therefore, in order to make reasonable estimates 

of the unit cost per ROR interview or notification, for example, these Central 

Office costs must be included. A further complication is that some Central 

Office personnel are supported by special grants. 

In this section, estimates of the overall costs of each major CJA 

activity are made. 1 The first step was to summarize CJA expenditures for the 

first six months of FY 79-80 by budget line, as reported in the CJA Fiscal Cost 

RepOrt of December 1979. Expenditures were calculated for the period Jul~ 

December 1979 separately for each CJA site: Central Office, Manhattan, 

Brooklyn, Bronx, and Queens. 'The expenditures formed the basic data for the 

allocation of costs and are summarized in table VIII.3. 

The next step was to establish the staff structure and estimate the 

amount of staff time spent in various activities at each of the four borough 

offices as of December 1979. Through a combination of site visits, staff inter­

views, and examination of CJA documents, estimates were made of the proportion 

of staff time spent in ROR interviewing, verification, notification and/or research 

and administration, the four primary classes of CJA activity. These estimates 

were done for each type of p~rsonnel (e.g., interviewer, data assistant, court 

services coordinator, etc.).> ,. 

ITables VIII.9 and VIII.IO summarizes the results of this cost analysis. 

n 
) 
:,, 
I 
I 
I 

"--~, '.----------~---r----------------__ ----____________________________ ----~ ______________ ~-

BUDGET LINE 

A. Salaries 

B. Fringe 
Benefits 

C. ConSUltant 
Services 

D. Equipment 

E. Supplies 

F. Travel and 
Subsistence 

G. Rent and 
Maintenance 

H. Alterations 
and 
Renovations 

I. Postage 

J • Tel~phone 

K. Utilities 

L. Other 
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TABLE VIII. 3 

CJA EXPENDITURES, JULY-DECEMBER 1979, 

BY SITE ($), CITY ,TAX-LEVY FUNDS 

CENTRAL' 
, ' OFFICE, BROOKLYN 

265,72'2 

34,033 

157,651a 

4,777 

24,337b 

2,159 

27,787 

o 

240,898 

,42,409 

o 
2,061 

881 

348 

11,435 

o 
1,142 1,111 

18,360 12,899 

6,907 1,381 

17,843c 520 

BRONX 

211,759 

30;818 

o 
2,035 

605 

62 

20 

o 
500 

9,271 

o 

o 

HANHATTAN QUEENS 

305,496 

48,963 

o 
4,168 

2,188 

2,743 

9,605 

o 

4,820 

18,794 

2,691 

465 

163,539 

24,343 

P 
1,496 

289 

4,588 

193 

o 

1,250 

9,234 

o 

o 

TOTAL 

1,187,415 

180,566 

157,651 

'14,537 

;28,300 

9,901 

49,040 

o 
8,823 

68,558 

10,979 

18,828 

TOTAL 560,717 313,943 255,071 399,933 204,932 1,734,597 

a 
Includes $150,947 for computer costs. 

blncludes $17,904 for printing forms. 
cAdm ·, . 

~n~strat~~e expenses, insurance, payroll services, legal 
expenses, protect~on services. 

SOURCE: CJA Fisqal Cost'Report, December 1979. 

There were some differences among, the b~:;;ough;: --especially due to' , ... 
., 

variations in staffing pat~~rns,_~nd wheth'er' or 
_Q not interviewers also are in-

volved in data entry. Several a t' ~ I' ssump ~ons were app ~ed to all boroughs, however: 

a) Interviewing and vertification each ,take about the same amount of time, 

b) 20% of, borough admin:Lstration staff time was allotted to general research/ 
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administrative activities; 40% to notifications, and 20% each to interviewing 

and verification, c) where interviewers data-enter their ROR interview forms, 

20% of their time was allocated to notifications (since the notifications pro­

cess is dependent on information entered from the ROR sheet). CJA personnel 

at the borough sites include interviewers, shift supervisors, court services 

coordinators, data assistants, data managers, notifications assistants, noti~' 
, i 

fications supervisors, not'ifications coordinators, and administration (borough 

director or deputy director, secretary" personnel assistant, and messenger) • 

The estimated staff time allocations as of December 1979 are shown in table 

VIII.4. 

For each of these personnel types, for each borough, total salaries 

received were calculated from the CJA cost report. With fringe benefits added 

at 17%, these costs are shown in table VIII.5. 

Using the data from tables VIII.4 and VIII.5, borough personnel 

costs were allocated to the four types of activities. (Interviewing and veri­

fication costs were estimated to be the same and were therefore combined.) For 

example, in Brooklyn total personnel costs for interviewers was about $100,000 

for the period. Hence, $40,000 in personnel costs for interviewers was allocated 

to the interviewing activity, $40,000 to verification, and $20,000 to notifica­

tions. Table VIII.6 shows the summary of borough personnel costs (salaries and 

fringe benefits) for each activity. OTPS costs within each borough were then 

allocated based on the percentage of borough personnel expenditures for that 

activity. For example, in Queens an estimated 34.6% of the borough's personnel 

costs were spent in notifications activities; therefore, 34.6% of Queens OTPS 

expenditures ($5,933) was allocated to notifications activities. Total borough 

expenditure estimates are presented in table VIII.7. 

1. Allocation of Central Office Expenditures 

The next problem was to allocate CJA Central Office expenditures 

to the various activities in each borough. First, Central personnel costs were 

summarized by adding up the salaries earned by staff members during the analysi8 

period, as reported in the agency's fiscal cost report to CJCC. Staff members 

were assigned to one of four types of activities, based on site visits, CJA 

staffing charts, and CJA staff interviews: A?rninistratiQn, Fiscal; Information 

Systems, and Research. Per~Qnnel ~ost; for' each activity and percentage allo­

cations are summarized in table VIII~8. 
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TABLE VI II • 4 ,-

ALLOCATION OF CJA BOROUGH STAFF TIME BY ACTIVITY 

(~STIMATED PERCENTAGE QF T:rJ1E PER l\CTJ:YIT¥) " " , . :: 

'1 f 
\ 

BOROUGH 

ACTIVITY AND STAFF TYPE BROOIa.YN BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS 

A. Interviewing % % % % 

Interviewers 40 40 .45 40 
Shift supervisors 40 40 45 40 
Court se~ices coordinator 25 40 .45 50 
Administration 20 20 21."1 20 
Notifications coordinator 5 i 

Notifications supervisor .20 ! 

B. Verification 

Interviewers 40 40 45 40. 
Shift supervisor 40 40 45 40 
Court services coordinator 25 40 ,45 50 
Administration 20 20 20 20 
Notifications coordinator 5 
Notifications supervisor .20 

C. Notifications 

Interviewers 20 20 10 20 
Shift supervisors 20 20 10 20 
Court services coordinator 50 20 .10 0 
Notifications coordinator 100 100 ,90 ].00 
Notifications supervisor JOO 100 60 
Notifications assistants 100 100 100 
Data nianager 100 100 
Data assistants 100 100 .100 100 'I , 
Administration 40 40 .40 40 

D. Administration 20 20 _20 20 
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TABLE VIII. 5 

BOROUGH PERSONNEL EXPENDITURES X STAFF TYPE 

7/79-12/79 ($) 

STAFF TYPE '; BROOKLYN BRONX MJ.'~NHATTAN QUEENS 

" 
Interviewer 

Full-time 
.. , 

96,514 87,984 131,369 76,040 . , 
Part-time 4,077 6,361 2,187 3,883 

Shift Supervisor 19,606 20,704 34,200 12,186 

Court Services 
Coordinator 8,932 12,766 9,709 7,907 

Notifications 
Coord'.inator 8,852 8,207 7,727 8,207 

Notifications 

- Supervisor 6,705 6,777 6,405 6,550 
" ... 

""Notif ica tions 
Assistant 11,154 10,520 10,589 

Data Manager 5,692 5,692 

Data Assistant 38,451 23,526 57,004 15,760 

Administration a 41,086 34,912 40,614 33,006 

TO-TAL 241,069 211,759 305,496 163,539 

aDirector (Brpok1yn ,;m1yl, Deputy D~,rectD.,J;" I ~e~;r;et?l,J;"X , " Pers9nne1 Ass,i~t~nt, 11es,se,n~e;r;', . 

.' 
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- ----,- " .~---~-~..-------
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TABLE VIII.6 

ESTIMATED BOROUGH PERSONNEL COSTS 

(SALARY AND FRINGE) BY ACTIVITY 

ACTIVITY 

Interviewing and Verification 

Personnel costs ($) , 
Percent of borough total 

Notif~cations 

Personnel costs ($) 
Percent of borough total 

Administration 

Personnel costs ($) 
Percent of borough total 

I 
~k1yn , 

$136,956 
48.6% 

$135,478 
48.0% 

$ 9,614 
3.4% 

TABLE VIII.7 

BOROUGH 

Bronx Manhattan 

$135,976 $209,778 
54.9% 58.6% 

$103,613 $138,148 
41.8% 38.7% 

$ 8,169 $ Sj504 
3.3% 2.7% 

TOTAL BOROUGH EXPENDITURES BY ACTIVITY 

($) 

BOROUGH 
I 

ACTIVITY Brooklyn Bronx Manhattan 

Interviewin~ and Verification 

PersOl'me1' $136,956 $135,976 $209,778 
OTPS 14,890 6,846 26,648 

TOTAL $151,846 $142,82~ $236,426 

Notifications 

Personnel' $135,418 $103,613 $138,148 
OTPS . 14,705 5,222 17,598 

TOTAL $150,183 $108,835 :$155,746 

Administration 
.. If .. ~ . . 

" 

Personnel - $: 9,, 614 $ 8,169 $ 9,504 
OTPS 1,042 412 1,228 

TOTAL $ 10,656 $ 8,581 $ 10,732 

Queens 

$117,042 
61.2% 

$ 66,575 
34.8% 

$ 7,723 
4.0% 

Queens 

$117,042 
10,434 

·$127,476 

$ 66,575 
5,933 

$ 72,508 

$ 7,723 
682 

$ 8,405 

.-
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TABLE VIII.8 

CENTRAL OFFICE EXPENDITURES BY ACTIVITY ($), 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

PERCENT 
.. PERSONNEL a OF TOTAL OTPS SHARE 

, 
140,280 44.5 38,006 

56,684 18.0 15,373 

Information Systems 64,598 20.5 154,732 

Researchb 53,539 17.0 {14,5l9 
l5,247c 

TOTAL 315,101 100.0 237,877d 

TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES 

178,086 

72,057 

219,330 

83,305 

552,978 

aSalaries plus fringe benefits. 
b 

Does not include research personnel supported by outside grants. 

cTen percent o~ computer costs as~igned to research. 

dDoes not include $17,904 costs of printing ROR forms, assigned 
to b0rough operations. 

To calculate the OTPS costs shown in table VIII.8, two types of 

expenditures were separated out because they require special allocations: the 

computer system costs and the cost of printing the ROR interview forms. Com­

puter costs ($152,471) were assumed to relate most to the ROR/notifications 

process, and partly to research. Based on an earlier Pretrial Services Agency 

report (1974-1975 Operations Report), 90% of the central computer costs were 

assigned to borough ROR activities and 10% to central research. The cost o~ 

printing forms ($17,904) was assic;:;ned qi,re.ctly to bQ:r:o,uc;:;h ~OR a,ct~y~tie~ only •. 

The remaining central OTPS expenditures were $85,407 and were allocated to the 

four Central Office activities based on relative share of personnel costs, as 

was done for the boroughs. 

It should be noted that the ~;Uocation of personnel costs to 
<I _... :' , 

Administration (44.5% of Cen~ral 9~fice personnel expenditures) is probably 

• .. 
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an overestimate since the work of some administrative staff is shared by 

fiscal" information systems and research. 

The final stage of the process was to apportion relative central 

computer and printing costs to the four borough sites. This allocation was 

based on the relative proportion of overall borough costs incurred by each 

borough (Manhattan, 34.l%r Brooklyn, 26.7%; Bronx, 21. 7%; Queens, 1'7.5%). 

This breakdown is very similar to the relative proportions of interviews done 

in each borough. The central ROR computer and printing costs of $237,234 

($219,330 and $17,904, respectively) were then allocated to each borough using 

the above percentages, and ~en within each borough, 90% of the computer costs 

was allocated to notifications and 10% to interviewing and verification. 

Table VIII.9 summarizes the results. 

The remaining central administrative/fiscal ($250,343) and research 

costs ($83,305) were kept separate as Central Office costs rather than assign­

ing the costs to borough operations, although these activities do add somewhat 

to the true cost of borough operations. 

Table VIII.IO summarizes, the total estimated agency expenditures of 

tax-levy funds by activity for the period July-December 1979. About 40% of 

CJA's expenditures were for interviewing/verification and another 40% for 

notifications activities. Researcll costs (not including money spent under 

separate research grants) were estimated at 4.7% and administrative/fiscal 

costs a coniliined 16.4% of CJA expenditures. 

'+ 
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TABLE VIII. 9 

TOTAL ESTIMA.TED cos'rs OF BOROUGH INTERVIEWING, VERIFICATION, AND 

NOTIFICATIONS OPERATIONS, JULY-DECEMBER 1979 ($) 

ACT'IVITY 
T. J 

, lnterviewing and Verification , 
'Tota1 Borough Costs 

Allocated Central Costs 

TOTAL 

Notifications 

Total Borough Costs 

Allocated Central Costs 

TOTAL 

r 
Brooklyn 

$151,846 

6,334 

$158,180 

$150,183 

57,008 

$207,191 

BOROUGH 

Bronx 

$142,822 

5,158 

$147,980 

$108,835 

46,332 

$155,167 

Manhattan 

$236,426 

8,090 

$244,516 

$155,746 

72,807 

$228,553 

Queens' 

$127,476 

4,152 

$131,628 

$ 72,508 

37,364 

$109,872 

CITY TCYrAL 

$658,570 

23,734 

$682,304 

$487,272 

213,511 

$700,783 

, 
I-' 
0 
U1 , 
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TABLE VIII .10 

TOTAL ESTIMATED CJA EXPENDITURES, BY ACTIVITITY 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979a 

ACTIVITY 

Interviewing and V~rification 

Notifications 

Research 

Administrationb 

Fiscal 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED 
EXPENDITURES ($) 

$ 682,304 

·700,783 

83,305 

216,460 

72,057 

$1,754,909 

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 

38.9% 

39.9 

4.7 

12.3 

4.1 

100.0% 

aCJCC-administered tax-levy funds only. 
b 

Borough ($38,374) and Central ($178,086) administration costs 
combined. 

C. CJA Interviewing and Verification; 
Interviewer Productivity and Unit Costs 

In this section estimates are made of the unit cost of each CJA 

interview and the productivity of CJA interviewing staff for the period Ju1y­

December 1979. Since almost 40% of CJA's budget is allocated to interviewing 

and verification, efficient use of these resources would help CJA keep its 

costs down. 

1. Cost Per Interview/Verification 

The calculation of cost per CJA interview/verification is complicated 

somewhat by the lack of data on DAT interviews. .Since·'Manhattan and Bronx staff 

also interview defendants issued DATs, these interviews should be included in 

the unit cost calculation. However, DAT interviews are somewhat shorter than 

regular CJA interviews, and therefore may have a lower unit cost. Also, the 

estimated unit cost for the City as a whole ~?scures the impact of DAT inter­

views on Manhattan and Bronx.:iiite~iewing 6osts. Unit costs were therefore 

.~.-
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calculated both with and without estimated OAT interviews. Finally, these 

estimates do not include interviews with defendants that were not arraigned 

(e.g., decline to prosecute cases), so the cost per interview estimate 

may be slightly high. 

Table VIII.ll presents estimates of the unit cost per interview, 

including verification att~mpts. Citywide, the estimated unit cost per inter­

view for the period of ana'lysis was $11.15 if DAT interviews are included and 

$13.59 if they are excluded. Taking into account the inflation rate over the 

past five years, these costs compare quite favorably with the unit costs 

estimated in 1975 for Brookl~n ($14.39) and Bronx ($12.00)2. The current 

estimated cost per interview in Brooklyn, $12.09, also compares favorably 

with the estimate of $10.10 for this borough made by the Bureau of the 

Budget in 1975. 3 Reflecting perhaps the economics of scale, Manhattan CJA 

had the lowest cost per interview (including OATs), $9.22, and Queens the 

highest, $14.11. 

2. Interviewer Producti vi ty 

One factor which is likely to affect the cost of interviewing is the 

productivity of interviewing staff; the rate of interviews conducted per 

staff hour. Comparisons across boroughs may be semewhat proble~t~c[ however, 

because to some extent interviewer productivity is dependent on the volume and 

time distribution of arrests in a given borough. Since CJA interviewers must 

be on duty 24 hours a day, a relatively low arrest volume on a given shift 

would necessarily affect the interview rate. 

In order to estimate the number of interviews per staff hour, the 

total number of hours worked (excluding vac?tion and h?liday leave) was 

calculated for all interviewers and interview shift supervisors for the period 

October to December 1979. 4 These hours were multiplied by the estimated per­

centage of time spent interviewing and verifying (from table VIII.4), whioh is 

generally about 80% (although somewhat lower for ~hift.supervisors). Finally, 

the number of interviews conducted during this three-month period was divided 

by the weighted number of interviewing staff hours. The results are 

summarized in table VIII.12. 

2pretrial Services 'Agency, Vera Institute of Justice, Operations 
Report for June 1974-Novembei' 197..s'~ 

3Allen Brawer Evaluati~n ~f Pretrial Services Agency. New York City 
Bureau of Budget, February 1975. 

4The period for which staff hour data were most readily available. 
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TABLE VIII. 11 

ESTIMATED CJA C9ST PE~ ~NTE~IEW AND VERIrICATION, EX BO~OPGH 

JULY~DECEMBER 1979 

, " BOROUGH 
I 

I I 

ESTIMATED INTERVIEWING 
Brooklyn Bronx Manhattan Queens' 

AND 'VERIFICATION COSTS: a 
$158,180 $147,980 $244,516 $131,628 

NUMBER <OF IN'rERVIEWS: 

Summary Arrests 13,083 9,265 18,512 9,328 
OATs (Estimated) n.a. 3,000 8,000 n.a. 

ESTIMATED COST PER.INTERVIEW: 

Including OATs n.a. $12.07 $ 9.22 n.a. 
Excluding OATs $12.09 $15.97 $13.21 $14.11 

a See table VIII.9. 

J 

..... ' 

CITY TOTAL 

$682,304 

I 
I-' 
0 

50,188 00 
I 

11,000 

$11.15 

$13.59 
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TABLE VIII.12 

INTERVIEWING STAFF PRODUCTIVITY BY BOROUGH, 

OCTOBER-DECEMBER 1979 

A. TOTAL STAFF HOURS: . 

Interviewers a 

Shift Supervisors 

TOTAL 

I 
Brooklyn 

7,082 

1,155 

8,237 

B. P~RCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT 
INTERVIEWING & VER'I~l:NG 

C. NUMBEB OF INTERVIEWS; 

D. INTERVIEWS/STAFF HOUR 
(Including DATs) (C 7 

A x B) : 

80 

6,264 

0.95 

aFull-time and part-time. 

BOROUGH 

BroIbC Manhattati 

6,534 10,182 

1,099 1,970 

7,633 12,152 

' 80 90 

4,174 8,606 
(+ 1,500 (+ 4,000 

DATs) DATs) 

0.74 1.04 

-, 

Queens 

6,114 ,2~, 912 

686 4,910 

6,800 34,822 

80 80 

4,595 23,639 
(+ 5,500 

DATs) 

0.84 0.84 

Citywide, CJA interviewing staff conducted slightly less than one 

interview per hour (0.84), including verification time and time spent inter­

viewing DATs. This rate also includes time spent calculating CJA points and 

applying the CJA recommendation, but does not include data entry time. Although 

these productivity rates may be somewhat underestimated, because shift super­

visors spend less tjme conducting interviews than do interviewers, and 

defendants inferviewed but nor arraigned are excluded, they do seem to indi­

cate a reasonable level of productivity. Considering that for many de;endants 

a number of verification attempts must be made before a contact is reached, 

and that the actual interview takes about 15-20 minutes to administer, a rate 

of almost one interview per hour can be judged as relatively productive. 

Brooklyn and Manhattan were the mos~ productive boroughs during this 

period, averaging 0.95 and 1;04 in~erviews per interviewing staff hour, respec-
-' 

ti vely. Since the Manhattan figure. -±nc,ludes DAT interviews, which may take less 
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time to administer than regular defendant interviews, this rate may actually 

be more comparable to Brooklyn's, whibh includes no DAT interviews. The lowest 

productivity rate was found in the Bronx, which averaged an estimated 0.74 

interviews per hour. More extensive management studies would be necessary to 

establish the reasons for differences in productivity rates among the boroughs. 

D. Unit Cost Per Notification 

CJA conducts defendant notifications for two types of court appear­

ances: pretrial adjour~ents for ROR'd defendants, and scheduled arraignments 

for defendants issued DATS.S~~tification procedures usually include a computer­

generated letter reminding t~e defendant of the scheduled court date, and 

follow-up telephone calls by CJA notifications staff. A detailed analysis of 

the costs of notifications would have to account for the actual number of 

incoming and outgoing telephone calls related to the notifications process, 

since these activities take up proportionately more staff time than letter 

notifications. However, data on telephone notification calls were not avail­

able for the current fiscal year. Therefore, the overall cost per notifica-

tion will be based on the number of scheduled appearances and includes both 

letters and telephone calls. The data are summarized in table VIII.13. 

TABLE VIIL13 

ESTIMATED CJA COST PER NOTIFICATION, 

JULY-DECEMBER 1979 

ESTIMATED NOTIFICATION COSTS: a 

NUMBER OF N01!IP!CATIONS: b 

Non-DAT RORld Defendants 

COST PER NOTIFICATION: 

aSee table VIII.9. 

$700,783 

61,553 

bNot including DAT. ~9tificatiol}s"w',l'iich are performed by 
CETA staff. 

SIn addition, CETA staff conduct post-plea notifications, which 
are not included in this cost analysis. 
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A total of 61,553 post-arraignment appearances for ROR'd defendants 
I 

were scheduled during the period July-December 1979. Each of these 

appearances required a' CJA notification. With total estimated notifica­

tions expenditures of $700,783 for this time period 6
, the cost per 

notification was estimated at $11.39. 

In addition to the costs of court calendar data entry, the computer­

generated letter, and reminder telephone calls prior to the scheduled appear­

ance, this estimate also/includes the cost of following-up ROR'd defendants 

during the 30 days after missing a scheduled court appearance. 

In 1977, CJA estimated the co~t per notification in Manhattan as 

$10.38 per appearance; 7 this figure did not include DA'r notifications. Thus 

the current estimated Cit~Mide notifications cost of $11.39 is about 9.7% 

higher than this earlier estimate. Given that computer costs for the July­

December 1979 period are relatively high because of non-recurring start-up 

costs for UDIIS, it is expe\cted that the unit cost per notification will be 

lower during the corning year. The laying off of six notifications assistants 

in May 1980 will reduce this figure even more, since their notifications 

duties are being taken over by CJA interviewing staff. 

E. Research and Information ,systems Costs 

Under CJA's tax-levy budget, overall agency research costs were 

estimated at $83,305 for the first six months of FY 79-80, which projects to 

a total of $166,610 for the full year. This represents about 4.7% of CJA's 

overall budget. In addition, other research costs are covered by grants to 

CJA from the National Institute of Corrections and the New York state Depart­

ment of Correctional Services (a total of about $100,000 for the current year), 

~and DOC provides some resources for joint research projects. At less than 

5% of CJA's tax-levy budget, the agency's research costs appear to be modest. 

CJA is expected to try to expand this research effort in the future by increas­

ing the agency's reliance on outside grants to fund special pr.ojects. 

Total information systems costs for the July-December 1979 period 

were es'timated at $219,330 (table VIII. 8). Although most of computer costs 

were estimated to be for notifications activities, and only 10% fpr ~esearch, 

it may be that in the future a larger propor~ion of this cost will be attribu-

6see table VIII.9. These:~osts include computer expenditures. 

7N• Reichman, Manhattan Notification Experiment, NYC Criminal Justice 
Agency (August 1977) • 
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table to research activities. Because the figure of $219,330 includes some 

non-recurring costs incurred in setting up UDIIS during the first half of 

FY 79-80, total information systems expenditures for the year are expected to 

be somewhat less than twice this amount. As discussed in chapter VII, the 

long-term costs of UDIIS are difficult to·project until the DOC component of 

the system is operating. ,;It is not known how these costs will compare with 

those of the prior system~ DOC, of course, will be absorbing about half 

the costs of the full UDIIS system, and CJA expects that in the long run, its 

annual computer costs will be lower than they were with the Meditech system • 
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IX. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

This report has presented a description of the work of the New York 

City Criminal Justice Agency and an evaluation of its activities during Fiscal 

Year 1979-80 under a $3.5 million grant through CJCC. Because of complications 

inherent in the conversio~ to a new computer system (expected to be less costly 

and more versatile than the old system), current data on CJA's activities were 

not available until May. ~980, and only covered basic operations for the July­

December 1979 period, so that some planned data analyses could not be performed. 

Thus, some issues regardingCJA operations remain unresolved at this time. 

However, some general conclusions about CJA's role in the criminal justice 

system can be made based on the available data. The evaluation also raises 

several questions which should be addressed in future research, and recommenda­

tions for the improvement of CJA's ope~ations are made throughout the report. 

In general, personnel throughout the criminal justice system speak 

favorably about CJA and the value of its activities. Because of the volume 

of cases handled in Criminal Court and the speed at which arraignments occur 

(2 to 5 minutes per case), judges, defense attorneys and most prosecutors are 

helped by having background in~ormation on a defendant to assist in making 

ROR decisions (and sometimes disposition decisions). By law, community ties 

is one piece of information to be used in release decisions. Judges generally 

express satisfaction with the information contained on the CJA interview, and 

report that the CJA recommendation and community ties information are important 

factors in their bail/ROR decision. CJA's position as an independent agency 

seems to enhance that credibility. A few complaints arose from criminal justice 

personnel about various aspects of CJA's interviewing and verification proce­

dures, and were discussed in Chapter III. 

Although criminal justice personnel agree that the defendant informa­

tion collected by CJA aLnd presented to the court at a.r.raignment is useful and 

necessary (and is indeed required by law), questions have been raised during 

the past year about whether or to what extent CJA should continue to be involved 

in the ROR process. This ql'lestion has ~wo components: (a) should another 

agency, such as the Department of Probation, perform the ROR function at 

possibly less cost to the City, and (b},. if.;jJ1dges are familiar with ROR and . ... . . ' - , 
generally willing to release-defendants, is it still necessary for an agency 

.' 
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such as CJA to make ROR recommendations, especially for defendants arrested 

for misdemeanors? 

The suggestion that Probation take over OJA's activities was 

raised this year as a means of saving money for the city because New York state 

might reimburse the City for some of the costs. Probation performed the ROR 

function for the City during the period 1964-1973 (although they did not . , 
perform notifications act.~vities). 

HO'tlever, deficiencies and other problems with Probation's ROF; 
·:'1 

activities led to the r~turn of the ROR function to the Vera Institute of 
1 . 

Justice in 1973, through its new~y formed Pretrial Services Agency. In 

part becau$9 of Probation's problems operating the ROR program (and the 

limitations of the services it was able to provide) and the stress placed by 

crimin;al justice system personnel IJn the independence and flexibility of CJA, 

it would not seem advisable to return CJA's functions to the Department of 

Probation. OJA's abili.ty to be flexible in its operations and respond quickly 

to outside requests for data and research studies probably could not be 

matched by a government agency. 

Gi ven the cost,s of CJA interviewing operations, the question of 

whether it is necessary to interview all defendants should also be considered. 

Theoretically, the agency could reduce the size of its interviewing staff and 

thus reduce costs if not all defendants were interviewed. If, for eXdmple, 

defendants arrested for misdemeanors are likely to be released at arraignment 

with or without a CJA recommendation, some have argued that CJA should therefore 

not interview defendants held on minor charges. For a number of reasons, this 

does not appear to be a gOlod idea, nor would it necessarily reduce agency costs. 

Some of the reasons for this were discussed in Chapter III: judges 

release misdemeanants with positive CJA recommendations more often than those 

with no recommendation;,2 one-fourth of misdemeanants with non-disposed cases 

are not ROR'd (other factol~S aside from community ties are considered by the 

judge in making a release decision); at the time the CJA interview is admini­

stered it is very difficult to predict in individual cases who will be ROR'd; 

and the information collected on th~ CJA interview is important for CJA notifi-. . 
cations and research purpos;es. 

", 
''''i# ";f"·,,,_ 

lAllen Brawer. E,val~ation of Pretrial Services Agency. New York City, 
Bureau of the Budget, Febru,ary 19·rs .. :~ 

2Although this fi.nding may mean only that judges and CJA agree on the 
factors that predict a "safe" release (Le. strong community ties), rather than 
that judges are influenced by the CJA stamp, the community ties information 
needs to be collected and ~'erified by someone. 
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Several other arguments can be advanced for having CJA interview all 

defendants. Defense and prosecuting attorneys have cited the value of the 

information collected in the CJA form for their purposes, regardless of the 

CJA recommendation; the disposition of a case and plea-bargaining procedures 

can be affected, as well as the ROR decision for nondisposed cases. Second, 

it is not clear to what e~~ent CJA would reduce its costs by not interviewing 

misdemeanants, because in,terviewers might have t.o be "on call" at arraignment 

if arraignment judges requested a C~A interview for cases where more information 

was needed to make a bail/relea3e decision. This would also slow the arrest-to­

arraignment process. Finally, CJA interviewing staff must be present 24 hours 

a day, and it cannot always be predicted what the relative volume of felony vs. 

misdemeanor arrests would be on a given shift. Police arrest and charging 

patterns also change over time. Since relatively minor misdemeanor cases are 

already diverted from potential ROR by DAT procedures, those misdemeanor 

cases which are detained pending arraig~ent may have problems which could 

affect ROR: there may be outstanding warrants, a long arrest historYr or 

prior bail-jumping charges, for example. Again, although many misde~eanants 

are ROR'd at arraignment, it is difficult to predict in individual cases who 

will be ROR'd. 

Through additional research efforts and consequent policy changes, 

CJA should seek other ways of improving its efficiency and reducing costs. For 

el£ample, it is important for the agency to study the effects of verification 

procedures on judicial release decisions. Do judges take into account the 

e~mpleteness of verification when making an ROR decision? Does the 'type o~ 

contact, friend or family member, affect this decision? Do judges respond 

differently to verification attempts for different charges? Although the EOR 

data presented in Chapter III indicate that Recommended,: Yerifiec'l. qefSndants 

in all charge categories are released on recognizance more frequently than 

those who receive a Qualified Stamp, it may be possible for CJA to reduce the 

extent of verification attempts (or eliminate verification) :'!=or ·misde)1J!9an"lnts and 

not affect the ROR rates. Since 44% of CJA interviews are with misdemeanants, 

resources might be saved by reducing the level of verification for this group • 

However, a careful study of the effects on ROR and FTA rates should bs made 

before instituting such a change. The .. Bai~, ,Research 'Project, when completed 

by CJA, will provide some in~i~h~ __ into· ti;i~" issue, but more complete documenta-
--. 
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tion of interviewer's verification attempts and the results o.f these attempts 

would be required in order to fully investigate the impact of these efforts. 

This type of analysis could be performed on a sample of defendants from e~ch 
borough. 

Related to the importance of CJA studying more closely the impact of 

verification,is the need for the agency to educate arraignment judges about the 

agency's activities, and ~o establish more regular contact with judges in 

order to elicit comments.on CJA's interviewing and recommendation process and 

gather more information:on how judges use the CJA information. Although 

perhaps somewhat difficult to operationalize, a regular dialogue between the 

agency and one of its primary groups of clients, arraignment judges, 'could 

enhance judges'understanding of CJA's role in the arrest-to-arraignment 

~17ocess, increase the. impact of. ;i;ts recQ.Illlllendatiqns on ROR decisions, and 

improve the efficiency of its operations. Problems that may surface with 

individual judges'concerning the CJA interview could also: be resolved more 

quickly if more frequent contacts occurred. 

with regard to improving the documentation of its efforts and 

increasing management efficiency, 'it ±s also important for caA to document,and 

monitor DAT interview~ and interviews which are administered but do not enter 

the CJA system because the defendant is not arraigned (e.g. declined to prose­

cute and mediated cases). CJA could playa role in expanding the use of DAT's 

in misdemeanor cases (and thus possibly reduce the a.~encyl~ worklqad); .prior 

research on the effect of CJA recoIt1IDendations indicated potential impact .,3 

PAT interviewing ei:e'o17ts in 'Manhattan and the Eronx us.e a 'significant 

amount of CJA resources, so the extent to which they improve the effect of DAT 

notifications (for example, by yielding ~ore accurate add~esses or ~nit;i;at~ng 

contact with CJA) should be investigated. Finally, t.he agency should continue 

prior efforts to track missing interviews, and document the reasons for not 

interviewing eligible defendants or for incomplete interviews. 
, ' 

Prior research, also supported by current'data, has indicated that 

positi.ve CJA recommendations predict low FTA rates and suggest that its notifica­

tions system is effective in reducing these rates. However, since the 

Brooklyn Notification Study was conducted in 1976, it may be appropriate for 

CJA to replicate this study in the nea~ future, on a citywide basis. CJA's 
. • no .. ~-:~ -", 

analyses of it~ notif~gatiQns ac·tivities should include ~~e relative impact of 
--

3NYC CT:i.minal Justir.e Agency. DAT Policy 'Review: 'First Report on a 
C.JA/NYPD pilot Program in the Bronx. Ne~'York City (:March 1979). 
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different types and levels of notification efforts (e.g. phone calls vs. 

letters, defendant-initiated contact vs. CJA-initiated contact). By 

analyzing its notifications system, the agencymi9ht find ways of reducing 

its notification costs (an estimated 40% of CJA's expenditures) while 

maintaining low defendant failure-to-appear rates. Prior to conducting 

such research, CJA needs t;> improve its documentation of notification 

efforts (see Chapter IV.A.), using its computer system. 

Staff througho~t the agency have been laid off this year, and budget 

lines kept unfilled. Although each borough office is budgeted to have both a 

Borough Director and Deputy ,Director, most of the offices have had only one 

or the other during this year. It appears that the borough operations have 

been able to function adequately with only one director. Other borough 

personnel, including personnel and fiscal assistant~have been laid off and 

their duties assumed by central office staff; this has not seriously affected 

CJA operations. Finally, six notificatIons assistants were laid off in May 

1980, further reducing CJA staff. The impact of this redu::tion cannot be 

assessed at this point. Interviewing staff will take over the follow-up 

notification phone calls previously performed by the notifications assistants. 

It is not known whether this will negatively affect the interviewers' pro­

ductivity or quality of their work, or whether FTA rates will change. CJA does 

save about $80,000 per year by eliminating the notifications assistants. 

Further savings may accrue to the agency as its UDIIS system 

approaches full development. During the past year, one-time costs were. incurred 

in setting up the CJA component of the system. In the long-term, it is likely 

that' CQsts to CJA will be lower (and more controllable) than under the Meditech 

system, although the extent of any long-term cost savings are contingent some­

what on the timely development of the Department of Corrections' component of 

the system. 

This evaluation suggests that CJA plays an important and necessary 

role in criminal case processing in New York city. The information collected 

on the CJA defendant interview has an impact on judicial ROR decisions: 

defendants with verified and unverified community ties are more likely to be 

ROR'd than defendants with weak ties, and have lower failure-to-appear rates while 
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released. Through its DAT interviewing and notifications of DAT arraignment 

appearances, CJA appears to have helped to reduce the high FTA rate for DAT 

arraignments. In addition, by assuming tasks related to scheduling and 

processing of DATs in Manhattan and the Bronx,CJA has helped the Police 

Department save resources and improve its efficiency. Themdition of CETA 

workers to its staff this lear has enabled CJA to expand its services in a 

number of different areas, 

During the papt year, CJA has continued to serve the c~~inal 

justice community as a resource for defendant and criminal court data, 

studies of arrest-to-arraignment delay, and other research information. The 

completion of UDIIS and its H,nk with DOC inmate data will enhance the value 

of CJA's database and increase the potential scope of its research efforts. 

During the next year results from CJA's Bail Research Project and other on­

going research efforts are needed to help clarify CJA's impact on ROR and 

to identify ways of improving the cost-effic:i,ency c,:!; the ,agercy,'s· operations. 

CJA has in the past and will continue to seek outside funding to 

support part of its research efforts. This seeking of grant support outside 

of City funds should continue as a high priority for CJA. Expansion of CJA's 

research activities, under external funding, would enhance the value of CJA's 

databa.se to both the local and national criminal justice community. 
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