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SUM~1ARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDA'rIONS 

Evaluation of the Polk County Department of Court 

Services Community Corrections Program effectiveness 

is l:{1lJng conducted by the Research Center of the National 

Council on Crime and Delinquency. The first-year (1970) 

evaluation indicated the project's general success. The 

second-year results underscored the prior findings and 

provided a more comprehensive description of the project's 

achievements in tel~S of its goals and underlying assump-

tions. This, the three-year report, describes conclu-

sively the success of pretrial release to supportive 

services. 

Comparisons among groups of defendants--pretrial 

releasees vs. those ndt released--served as the basis 

for the evaluation. The findings and recommendations 

that resulted from this approach are listed below. 

Client Characteristics. Assessment on thirty-one indi

vidual, social, and demographic defendant characteristics 

provided a profile of clients released to'the project. 

Contrasted with this were two comparison groups. One, 

a group of non·~released defendants who were not recom

mended for release to the project, was shown to be much 

more marginal as compared to the project group--marginal 

in the sense of a higher expectation of pre- and post-trial 

vii 
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recidivism. The other, composed of defendants released 

on bail, was slightly less marginal. (Pages 33-41) 

Based upon three years of defendants' pretrial out

comes, ten client characteristics were identified that 

are related to failure in the program. These findings 

are preliminary in nature, and are not acceptable for 

practical application. (Pages 37-40) 

Client Selection. The projec·t staff is able to exclude 

from the program a group of defendants for whom the risk 

of pretrial release failure (i.e., threat to the coromunity) 

is greater than that posed by those selected for the 

program. (Pages 41-72) 

Appearance for Trial. More than ninety-eight percent of 

the project's clients appeared. The available evidence 

from bail release in Polk County indicates the same 

appe~rance rate. (Pages 45-47) 

Pretrial Offenses. The project's defendants and those 

released on money bail do not differ as to offense alle

gations (approximately twenty-two percent) during the 

release period. (Pages 48-50) 

If "safe pretrial release" Primary Goal Effectiveness. 

is defined as release without any greater risk of failure 

to appear for trial and of new offenses during the pre

trial period, then the project's selectivity and suppor-

viii 
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tive services t 48 
'0 • 9 defendants are achieving the primary 

goal: 

To obtain the safe pretrial release of high 

risk defendants who would ordinarily remain 

in jail in Des Moines until trl'al because they 

do not meet ROR "conununi ty ~tabili ty" criteria 

and can not afford bail. (Pages 45-50) 

Pretrial Jail Time. The project's existence saved 25,681 

defendant jail-days. Of tl 1ese, 13,006 days would have 

been served by defendants who were not found guilty, 

ultimately. (Pages 50-53) 

Pretrial Employment and Income. The project's employ-

ment assistance aids its clients to avoid unemployment; 

thus, their income is maintal'ned rather than lost com-

pletely, as it is for jailed defendants. (Page 55) 

Legal Representation. People released to the project were 

able, more of'cen than those jailed, to retain and pay ,their 

own defense attorneys rather than relying Up011 court-appointed 
counsel. (Pages 59-61) 

Court Outcome. Several findings pertain to this factor: 

Defendants released prior to trl'al are 1 ess often 

convicted than those J'ailed. H owever, the project's 

clients show only a trend in that direction. 

(Pages 62-64) 
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The project defendants are less often incarcer-

ated than those jailed, subsequent to conviction. 

(Pages 64-66) 

Sentence lengths for those in the project who are 

convicted and incarcerated are shorter than those 

of defendants jailed prior to trial and are shorter 

than those imposed upon bail releasees. (Pages 66-67) 

Secondary Goal Effectiveness. The considerable amount of 

inconclusive evidence available so far indicates that those 

individuals who are provided with the project's pretrial, 

rehabilitative services are less likely to commit nei'l 

offenses subsequent to the pretrial period than are defen-

dants who do not receive project services. until further 

study in completed, this finding may be accepted tenta

ti~ely as indicating that the project is accomplishing 

its second goal--that of reducing future recidivism. 

(Pages 68-78) 

Financial Cost Effectiveness. Based upon the $518,234 

expended by the project and the $716,929 saved duri~g 

the three years, the most conservative statement is that 

the project is at least paying for itself. (Pages 79-80) 

Societal Effectiveness. The evidence is conclusive that 

the community is benefiting from the program and that 

release to the project prevents unnecessary hardship for 

x 

defendants--especially those who are not convicted--and 

their families. (Pages 81 .. ·82) 

Evaluation Conclusion 

I 
The Des ~10ines Community Corrections Proj ect is 

demonstrating its viability and effectiveness. It is 

accomplishing its goals at no financial or social costs 

to society. Based upon these findings, the National 

Council on Crime and Delinquency recommends that this 

pretrial approach be implemented wherever community 

support can be generated for its acceptance. 

It is recommended that the project staff: 

~10rk together with the evaluation staff to iden-

tify and apply a set of selection criteria used 

to make the judgement of "poor risk for release 

to the project". On the basis of the obtained 

selection cri.teria, improve its success rates and, 

thereby, its efficiency. 

xi 



Release Prior to Trial 

The Conununi ty Corrections Proj ect was a demonstra

tion program. It was designed to explore the feasibility 

of one method of alleviating a nationwide condition that 

results in seve~e inequities and hardships for individuals 

as well as in critical, moral, and financial problems for 

society. Currently, as part of Polk County- Court Services, 

it is continuing with the same focus. 

The Issues 

The judiciary in any locality is empowere6 to decide 

whether or not persons arrested ar-d charged with a criminal 

offense will be released pending t~ial. Those not released 

await final disposition for days, weeks, and often months-

depending upon the prosecution caseload, the gravity and 

complexity of the case, and the condition of the court 

calendar. 

The impact of the pretrial release de8ision is ext en-

sive. A released defendant is one who may live with and 

support his family, maintain his ties to the co~~unity, 

and apply himself to his own defense by searching for 

witnRsses and evidence, by keeping in close touch with 

his lawyer, and by obtaining the assistance of private 

1 
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counsel. An imprisoned defendant may be subjected to 

the squalor, idleness, and possibly criminalizing effects 

of jail. He may be confined though literally innocent; 

many jailed defendants are not convicted. He may be 

confined while presumed innocent, only to be freed when 

found guilty; many jailed defendants, after they have 

been convicted, are placed on probation or given suspen-

ded sentences instead of being imprisoned. In addition, 

society relies upon the court for protection when the 

decision is made about releasing a defendant. If a re-

leased defendant fails to appear for trial, the law is 

flouted. If a released defendant commits crimes, the 

community is endangered. 

The method used most often to deal with these compli-

cated issues is money bail in an amount fixed by the court. 

A defendant without access to that amount of money is re-

manded to jail. The ordinary device defendants use to 

furnish bail is to pay a fee, commonly ten percent of the 

bail, to a bondsma~ who posts a bond with the court for 

the full amount. The glaring weakness of the money bail 

system is that it discriminates against poor defendants, 

thus running directly counter to the law IS av'owed purpose 

of treating all defendants equally. Also, a massive side 

effect of money bail is that it costs taxpayers millions 

of dollars a year for non-released, incarcerated defendants. 
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Communities spend as much as eighteen dollars per day 

to house, feed r and guard each jailed defendant--including 

the defendant who is in jail solely because he is finan-

cially unable to raise bail. 

B~yond this, evaluating a defendant's reliability in 

terms of dollars is so difficult that, perhaps inevitably, 

most jurisdictions have come to use what might be called a 

standard crime-pricing system. On the theor,y that the 

likelihood of a defendant's appearance for trial depends 

upon the size of the penalty he faces and therefore upon 

the seriousness of the charge against him, bail rates are 

often preordained--a stated amount of dollars for each 

specific crime. The effect of fixed rates and their dis-

parity from place to place is to leave out of considera

tion the individual--not only his financial means but his 

background, character, and t:.ies to the community. 

Although bail is recognized in the law solely as a 

method of insuring a defendant's appearance at trial, 

judges often use it as a way of keeping in jail persons 

they fear will commit crimes if released before trial. 

As well as this procedure's being of dubious legality, 

it is ineffective in many instances. Professional crimi-

nals or members of organized criminal elements have little 

difficulty posting bail, although, since crime is their 

way of life, they are clearly a threat to society. 

." 
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The ReCOllL'1lendation 

After pondering the issues, including the diffi

culty of identifying the relatively small percentage 

of defendants who are significant risks in terms of 

flight or criminal conduct bef,ore trial, the President IS 

Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 

made a specific recommendation: 

Bail projects should be unde):taken at the 
State, county, and local levels to furnish 
judicial officers vIi th sufficient informa
tion to permi t the pre-trial release without 
condi tion of all but that small portion of 
defendants r"ho present a high risk of 
flight or dangerous acts prior to trial. * 

This recommendation viaS based, in part, upon the 

knowledge obtained from the Manhattan Bail Project--an 

experiment with the increased use of release on the de-

fendant's own recognizance as an alternative to bail. 

The Bail Project, launched in 1961 by the Vera Foundation** 

and the New York University Law School, demonstrated that 

judges released more defendants on their own recognizance 

when presented with verified information about the defen-

dant's co~nunity ties (family, residence, and employment) 

than without such information. It showed, also, that 

defendants with firm community ties could be counted on 

* U.S. President's Corrunission on Lalv Enforcement and AdministJ:ation 
of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, Plashington, D.C.: 
U,S. Governlllent Printing Office, 1967, p. 132. 

**On June 20, 1966, the Ve.l.'a Foundation Ivas reorgani zed as the 
Vera Institute of Justice. 
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to return to court for trial, whether or not money bail 

was posted. These results led to the establishment of 

a permanent pretrial release operation in several juris-

d 'ctl'on- l'n-ludl'ng Pelk County Iowa (tl'e Cl't'.:t· of Des l ';;:), \..; ~ , . 

Moines and its environs). Changes ~n bail practice oc-

curred, as well, in nearly one hundred other conuuunities 

in over half of the states across the country. 

Pretrial Release in Des Moines 

The Des Moines Pretrial Release Project implemented 

the release on own recognizance (ROR) type of approach in 

1964. Since' then, this operation and its counterparts 

elsewhere have reconfirmed the findings of the Manhattan 

Bail Project. Annually in Polk County, approximately 1800 

defendants are eligible for bail. The Pretrial Project's 

efforts result in release for almost 800 of these people, 

many of whom would be unable to raise bail money. Another 

600 post bail and are released. Most of the remaining 400--

the high ris)<: group--would stay in j ail pending trial because 

they are financially unable to make bail and do not meet the 

project's objective criteria for release. 

Five criteria are used and in order to be recommended 

for release by the Pretrial Project, a defendant must have 

a Polk County address at which he can be reached and a total 

, l.d 
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of five points.* Point ratings are based upon information 

obtained from defendants. Law students conduct individual 

interviews of arrestees, verify the information (usually 

by telephone), and provide their reports to the court. 

The decision on release remains with the judiciary. 

A five-year summary of results indicated that the pro-

ject was accomplishing what it set out to do.** During the 

1964 to 1969 period, it \vas instrumental in the pretrial 

release without bail of 3800 people. Of these, 2.4 percent 

failed to appear for trial. 

Despite its major accomplishments, the Pretrial Release 

Project met only part of the need. Of necessity, it had 

to ignore those defendants who could neither post bail 

nor be released on their own recognizance. These people 

were viewed as poor risks for safe release prior to trial. 

The Pretrial Release Project did not have the resources 

to reduce the risk factor by working closely with indi

viduals during the rele~se period and by providing them 

with the services required to develop their community ties. 

Another approach was needed to address this problem. 

*The selection criteria, r'lith respective point ranges following, are: 
(1) length of present residence--l to 3; (2) number and type of family 
ties--l to 3; (3) length of residence in Polk County--ten years or more, 
1 point," (4) length of present employment--l to 4; and (5) nwnber and 
type of prior cOl1victiolls--minus 1 to 2. 

**Jones r James E., 'The lJes Moines Pre-'l',Y'ial Release Projec't~ 1961-
1.96,9. Des Moines, Ior.,a: llar.,ley lvelfare Foundation and Polk County-Ci ty 
of Des Moj.ncs, 1969. 
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The Des Moines 

Community Corrections Project 

Project History 

In 1969, a number of concerned citizens in Des 1'10ines--

including judges, businessmen, civic leaders, newspaper edi-

tors, proba·tion officials, and others--felt that something 

more could be done to improve pretrial release. Consti-

tuting themselves as an informal Ad Hoc Committee, they 

expressed the belief that a significant proportion of those 

defendants remaining in jail prior to trial was not danger-

ous and could be released. This stimulus, together with the 

sponsorship of the Iowa Council of the National Council on 

Crime and Delinquency (NCCD), and the catalytic action of 

the Des Moines Model Cities Agency, produced the process 

by which ideas were translated into an operational approach. 

Initially conceived as the Des Moines Model Neighborhood 

Corrections Project, this approach aimed at the pretrial 

release to supportive services of marginal defendants--those 

who could neither post money bail, nor be released on their 

own recognizance. This thrust ha$ been m.aintained during 

the project's three years of existence, since February of 

1970. 

Funding for the project has come from all levels of 

government, with respective annual budgets of $222,500~ 

! i 
Ii 
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$143,582; and, $152,152. 
Originally, the Department of 

Social Services, which 

parole system, w t b 
Operates the state prison and 

as 0 e the project administrator. 

When officials of that agency d 'd ~ 

National Council on Crime and 
ec~ eo against this, the 

to provide f' 1 
Delinquency was persuaded 

~sca and administrative direct;on 
..J.. during the 

first-year demonstration period. 
The NCCD, a private 

agency, does not ordinarily operate local 
projects but 

it agreed to d 
o so until local government 

strative control of the program. 
assumed admini-

took place. 
On January 1, 1971, this 

The program was ' 
~ncorporated as the Community 

Corrections Project into h 
t .e newly-created Polk County 

Department of Court S ' 
erv~ces--together with the Pretrial 

Release Project, and County Probation Services. Since 

that time, the project h 

staff and caseload. 
as increased substantially its 

Project Operation* 

Modifications of staff 
patterns have been made.during 

the three year period. 
The current project staffing is 

depicted by the organizational chart 
on the ne~t page. 

In addition, a consulting psychiatr;st 
..J.. provides six hours 

weekly psychiatric evaluation 
and individual counseling. 

of 

* A complete program description 
Bernard Vogelgesang, DLl:octOl:, Polk 
Avenue, Des MOines, Ior,'a 50314. 

may be obt~ined Upon request from: 
Count~ Court Services, 606 College 
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Guidance is provided to the project by an Advisory 

Council. Through time, it has been composed of most of 

those persons who were members of the Ad Hoc Committee, 

plus additions such as representatives of the Sheriff's 

Office and Department of Social Services, and several 

residents of the Model Neighborhood: 

All defendants who are interviewed by Pretrial-Re-

lease staff and who are not released (except traffic, 

intoxication, or simple misdemeanor cases) are referred 

to the Community Corrections Project. Other sources of 

referrals are attorneys, judges, and agencies or indi-

viduals who are interested in particular defendants. 

Those referred to the project are interviewed in jail 

by a project Jail Interviewer. The interview is brief, 

concentrating upon the defendant's social, criminal, 

and employment histories, and his current friends, resi-

dence, and job. The veracity of his information is checked 

by contacting the people he gives as references, as well 

as other reliable sources. 

Whether or not a defendant is to be recommended for 

release to the project is a decision made by the Project 

Director, the Court Liaison Officer, and the Jail Inter-

viewer, acting in concert. Based upon all available in for-

mation, the decision is subjective--quite unlike the point 

system applied by the Pretrial Projec"t. Primarily, the 

question underlying the determination of the defendant's 

I 
\ 



-11-

ac;::ceptability is, "Can the project be of help to the poten-

tial client?1I 

The court has the final authority on release. If it 

d ' b '1 bond form is accepts a release recommen atlon, a al 

signed by the defendant as priJ.:'~cipal and surety. The 

d t' are then filed in bond and the project'~ recommen a lon 

the Court Clerk's Office. 

In the client's initial meetin~ with the project coun

selor to whom he has been assigned, the requirements of 

the Community Corrections Project and the procedures and 

h cl ;ent's supervised release are explained processes of t e ~ 

to him. When it is certain that the client understands 

d the conditions of his release, his role in the project an 

to read and sign a perfonnance contract he is required 

cond;t;ons and expectations for him while specifying the -'- ~ 

of the Community Corrections staff. under supervision 

re leased to the project must report Typically, a person 

1 Apart from personal, family, or daily to his counse or. 

be required to spend some evenings group counseling, he may 

at the project office for classes or films on: alcoholism, 

drug abuse, the Concentrated Employment Program, the use of 

, th effects of mari-legal counsel and welfare serVlces, e 

parenthood, medical insurance, vocational juana, planned 

and remedial education. In addirehabilitation services, 

d to One or more of a variety of tion, he may be referre 

, for such services as: employment, public and private agencles 
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budget planning, child care training, drug or alcohol-

ism treatment, psychiatric diagnosis and/or therapy, 

medical treatment, remedial education, vocational eval-

uation, etc. The overall effort is to meet flexibly the 

needs of the individual defendant, upgrade him in line 

with his interests and potential, and encourage him to 

develop stable conununi ty ties. 

A file, maintained on each client released to the 

project, contains all information pertinent to hint in-

eluding: the release investigation and recommendation; 

results of psychiatric, psychological, educational, and 

vocational evaluation; records of therapy and remedial 

efforts; and a narrative, c~ronological history of the 

supervision process. The history serves several functions 

in that it documents: the degree and rate of client pro-

gress; all important contacts and events (a necessary legal 

safeguard for the project and counselor) i and the informa-

tion upon which to base a final report to the court prior 

to the sentencing of a convicted client. 

The final report includes the counselor's outline 

of the project's experience with the defendant during the 

release period, and a description of any posi·tive conuTlun-

ity, family, or employment ties that have been formed or 

strengthened during this time. Sufficient client progress 

while under supervision is taken ~s an indication that 

rehabilitation could be continued within the community. 

In this type of situation, the counselor's recommendation 
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to Ehe court is usually one of probation with suspended 

sentence. If the court follows the reconU11endation, the 
II 

offender is transferred to the probation section of Court 

Services. This transfer within the department, and a 

quick forwarding of the client's file to his probation 

officer, provide a smooth transition from pretrial to 
" 

post-sentencing supervision. 

Some of the project's clients do not appear for trial, 

and others are arrested on new charges. In these instances, 

the release bonds are revoked. Unlike the Pretrial Project, 

two other conditions can lead to bond revocation and return 

to jail upon the project's recommendation: failure to 

make identifiable progress in the program, and abrogation 

by the client of the contract he signed upon his release to 

the project. 

Evaluation Methodology 

One outstanding feature of the project has been its 

emphasis upon a comprehensive evaluation of effectiveness. 

As a pilot demonstration program, its accomplishments had 

to be examined in order to determine its value as a perma-

nent program. As an ongoing service and as a possible model 

for replication elsewhere, its results must be specified in 

concrete terms so that others may assess its values. It is 

with these aspects of assessment that the annual research 

reports deal. 
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E}valuation Plan 

The evaluation pI 
an Was deSigned by the Research Center 

of the National Council on C ' 
rlme and Delinquency, Davis, 

California. With close 
collaboration and information input 

from project staff, the 
plan was in operational form by 

May 15, 1970. Lack of money h 
, owever, precluded l'tS imple-mentation until 

October 1, when the. Des MOl' nes 
Model Cities 

Agency provided additional 
funds ($13,000) and a contract 

to the NCCD R 
esearch Center to conduct the first year's 

evaluation. Th 
e second-year evaluation 

was fUnded at 
$24,000, and ' 

examlned the projectfs eff t' 
ec lveness during 

the period D ~ 
ecem~er, 1970, through December, 1971. A 

third-year evaluation was begun 

the second year's contrac'c. 
under an extension of 

In September of 1972, the 
research funding was increased to incluQ~e 

evaluation of 
the other components of 

the Polk County Court Services. 
Five separate, yet ' 

lnterlocking, stages were delineated 
for the evaluation process. 

Specification of the 
assumptions underlying the 

project's s~ated 1 goa Sand me-chods. 

Development of th 
e research model which would 

provide the basis for examining 
the validity of 

the assumptions d 
an of the degree of goal accom-

plishment. 

Formulation f d 
o a ata collection system by Which 

the information d 
nee ed by the research model could 

be obtained. 

I 
I 
I 
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statistical analyses of the data to test hypotheses 

developed from the assumptions. 

Provision of annual reports of findings. 

Proj ect Goals and Assumptions. The Conununi l:.y Corrections 

Project has been aimed at two overr~ding goals, within the 

con-text of community-based treatment: 

To obtain the "safe" pretrial release of "high 

risk" defendants who would ordinarily remain in 

jail in Des Moines until trial because they do 

not meet ROR "community stability" criteria and 

can not afford bail. BY"" safe" is meant appear-

ance for trial and the absence of ne\'1 offenses 

while a'i>lai ting trial. 

By means of the community-based, rehabilitative, 

and upgrading services provided by the project 

to those defendants released to it, to reduce the 

amount of future crime committed by this group. 

Subsumed under these goals or collateral to them are 

a number of specific assumptions, the validity of which is 

examined by the evaluation. 

There are indi vid1.wls in the group of high risk 

defendants who can be safely released, without 

bail, prior to trial. 

The pX'oj ect staff can select f"rom this group the 

most likely Candidates for release. 

Those individuals released to the project are 

I 
I 

I 
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enabled to take 
an a t' c ~ve part in 

defense their Own 
and, theref _ O.1:e, are 

less likely to be 
if the 1 

convicted than 
TJ Y lad remained in jail. 
10~e Who show 

they are !Isafe" 
and pretrial releasees 

convicted are more 
Who are tried and 

to be allOwed to remain in likely 

sentence the community (sUspended 
, probation) after 

conviction than if 

released. 
they had not been 

Those "safe" , 
pretr~al I 

re easees \vho are 
and sentenced to Convicted 

incarceration 
sh are likelv to hav 

orter sentences .1. _ e 
imposed thaIl if they h d a remained in jail. 

Those individuals 

to trial \ViII be 
released to th ' e proJect prior 

less likely t 
, 0 coromi t off 
~n the future . enses 

than if th 
ey had remained ' 

prior to trial. ~n jail 
This may be true 

are not ' 
conv~cted of th " 

for those who 

e or~g~nal offenses as 
well as for those wh _. 

. 0 Qre conVicted. 
Release t 

o the project will 
pJ;event u 

hardship for d f nnecessary 
e endants ( espeCially th ose who are not convicted) and 

their families 
general public 

considerable 

, and save the 

expense 
The proj ect I • 

s accomplishments ' 
h ~n terms of t ese goals d each of 

an assUmptions were 
first year. 

Though the results 

the Short evaluation 
period and 

examined during the 

were tentative, due to 

the small number of 
people 



studied, 

ness. 
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they were indicative of the project's effective-

The Des Moines Model Ne.ighbOJ."hood Corrections 
Project had as its primar~ first-yearyoal .. the 
selection and safe pre-tr~al 1."e.leas~ ~~to Lhe 
commUJJ1. t "'. 'ty of at l"'ast WO of approx.l.mate1y 400 
defendants jaj.led due to inabj.li.t~ to post money 
baLI or to meet release-on-rec.ogn~zance (ROR) 
communi ty s tabili ty C1."i teri a. 

The primary goal was ac 1.eve . h ' d Of 141 defen-
dants inte1."Vier'led, eighty-one I'rere released to 
the project (s full-range communi ty t::ea tment , 
program during an eight-month operatlonal per1.od. 
All sixty-one defendants r.;hose c2~es reac:hed 
court disposition appeared for tr1.al. F1.ve 
crimina.I violations (8.2%) r.;ere cJJ21."ged to 
people in this group. These results comp~1."e 
favo1."ably \'1i th v.1hat is known abo~t p1."e-tr~al 
release (ROR) outcomes in Des N01.nes and 
el ser'lh ere I including bail release. Thus, 
this comrnuni ty-based demonstration program 
is shor'ling that defendants, ['lho ~a,:e been 
cons1. ere .L , _ 'd d POOL- r;sks for pre-tr1.~~ release, 
can be l."eleased wi th no greater danger to 
the community than that presented by per
sons on money bail. 

In addition, the project demonstra~e~ 
that it could: significantly reduce ]a~l 
costs, alleviate the hal:dship of lJon
convicted defendants, and generally pay 
for itself. 

One of the most striking findings is 
7' t that the project appears to have a QlreC 

impact upon the criminal justice system. 
Defendants released to the pro~ect, com
pared to a pLe-selected contrOL group of 
comparable non-released defendants, ['lere 
1 1 'kely to be incarcerated subsequent ess l . , d f 
to conviction. Also, the releasea e 'cm-
dants employed private counsel more often 
than did those not released. 

Based upon all availaJJle evidence, the eval
uation o.f effectiveness indlcutc~, th<.Lt) ~h~ D~S 
Moines Nodel Neighl)orhood Correct1.ons l1.oJec 
should lJe conl;imwd und augmented. ,711so, the:r.e 
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is sufficient basis to cons.ider the 
project as a model fo1." implementation 
elsev.There. * 

Tho second~year research report provided a more 

comprehensive description of the project's aChievements 

in terms of its goals and underlying assumptions. 

Comparisons among groups of defendants--pretrial 

releasees vs. those not released--were the basis for 

the evaluation. 
The findings and recommendations that 

resulted from this approach were: 

Client Characteristics. Assessment on thirty-one 
individual, social, and demographic defendant charac
teristics provided a profile of clients released to 
the proJect. A comparison group composed of non-
r£':!} eased defendants who could have been released 
to the project \'las shown to be slightly more 
marg.7:nal, as compared to the project group--
marginal in the sense of a hJ:gher expectation 
o~ pre- and post-trial recidiVism. 

Appearance for Triai. Almost ninety-eight percent 
of the project's clients appeared. All available 
evidence from the Des Moines Pre-Trial Release 
Program and f1."om bail release in Polk County 
indicate the same appearance rate, almost ninety
eight percent. 

Pre-Trial Offenses. The project's defendants 
and those l"eleased on money bail had the same 
rate of offense allegations (approximately 
seventeen and one-half percent) during the 
release pe:c.iod. Similar findings exist from 
the ROR type of approach. 

Program Selectiv.ity. Those dcfe.ndcmts rejected 
by the project as poor l.-elease risk.s I but late1." 
released on bail, had the highest rate of pJ."e-
t1."ial new offense allegations (thirtY-nine percent) . 

*Venezia, P.S., Des M07>les Model Ne{ghlJorhood (.'orrect?:onlJ PY'oject 
Research !iJ'vaZuation Report Nwnbe:t' 1 (Febnlary .'3 .. 1970 to December' la

J 1970), Des Moines, Io[>'a.: Model Ci ty Agency, Fe1J1."uary 3, 1971. 

I 
I 
I 

! 
I 
I 
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, selection decisions Thus, the project staff s 
tend to be accul:ate.. 

G 1 Effect1.veness. . If "safe pre-trial 
Primary ~a '. I-elease ,'Ii thout any 
release" 1.8 defl.nC~las 1. to appeal.- for trial 

t isk of fa1. ure " d 
grea er 1.' • _' the pre-tr1.al pe.no , 
and of netv offenses dlul.1.nt~ 'ty and supportive 

. ct's so ec lVl. 
then the proJe ~ d ear defendants are ices to 231 secon -y serv., , oal' 
achieving the PrJ. mary g . _ 

f re-trial release of 
--To obtain the sa e t P rvho r'muld ordinal.'i1y 

high risk defen~anDs Moines until trial ' , ]'ail l.n es , 
rema1.11 l.n t ROR "commun1.ty th y do not mee 
because e" not afford stability" Cl."'J. ter1.a and can 
bail. 

'j Time. The project's existence 
Pre Trlal Ja ... l '"'3113 defendant jail-days. 
during 1971 saved oJ " ld have been served by 
Of these, 1231 days wou fund uilty, ultimately. 
defendants who {vere not 0 g 

The project's 1 nt and Income. 
Pre-Trial Emp ~yme 'd 't clients to avoid 
employment assl.stancela~ s '~come is maintained 

t · thus t le1.r 1. , '1 d unemploymen , , 1 as it is for ]al e 
rather than lost complete y, 
defendants. 

'on People released to the 
Legal Representat1.. ft than those jailed, , able more 0 en 
pro]ec·t were , ' d f nse attorneys rather 'd the1.r orvn e e 
to prov1. e ointed counsel. than relying upon court-app 

Court Outcome .• 
factor: 

t 'n to this Several findings per a1. 

1 d prior to trial are less 
Defendants re ease h ]"ailed However, 

, ted than t ose . , 
often conv1.C 't how only a trend l.n the project's cl1.cn s s . 
t hat direction. 

d tare The project defen a~ ~ 
t d than those ]a~led, cera e 

less often incar
subsequent to 

conviction. in the project t-lho 
Sentence lengths f~r those ted do not differ 

' t d and 1.ncarce.ra. , '1 d are conv~c e . f defendants )a1. e " tl Y from those 0 , 
signlflcan. . tlle project group s ' t '1 However, 
pn.ol: to rla. t than those imposed sentences ar$.shor er 
upon bail releasees. 

-20-

Secondal:y Goal EffGcti~reness. 'l'he small amount o.f 
inconc.ZusivG GvidGnce available so far indicates 
that those indi viduals rvho a.re provided ''Ii th the 
Pl.'oject's pre-trial, rehabilitative sel.-vices are 
less likely to Commit new o.ffenses s.ubsequent to 
the pre-tri al pel.'i.od than al.-e defendants r'lho 
do not receive project services. Until further 
stUdy is completed, this finding may be accepted 
tentatively as indicating that the project is 
accomplishing its second goal--that of reducing 
futul.'e recidivism. 

financ.tal Cost Effectiveness. Based upon the $143,582 
expended by the project and the $135,000 saved during 
the second year (exclusive of indirect savings) the 
most conservative statement is that the project is 
pay.ing for itself. 

Societal Effectiveness. The evidence is conclusive 
that the community is henef.itJ'ng from the program 
and that release to the project prevents unnecessary 
hardship for defendants--especially those rvho are 
not convicted--and their families. 

EvaluatJ:on ConClusion. The Des 110ines Community 
Corrections Project is demonstrating its viability 
and effectiveness. It is accomplishing its goals 
at no financial or social costs to society. Based 
upon these results, the evaluation staff recoR~ends 
that Ule project be continued and augmented. Also, 

·there is sufficient basis to consider the project a 
model for implementation elser\'here. 

It is recon~ended that the project staff: 

Make every effort to reduce, for its defendants, 
the amount of time spent in jail prior to release. 
Work together ld th the evaluation staff to iden
'tify and delineate the selection cri teria used 
to make the judgement of "poor risk fOl' release 
to the project." 

On the basis of the obtained selection criteria, 
iinprove' its SUccess rates and, thereby, its 
effi ciency . >\. 

*Venezia, P.s., Des Moines Con7lnunity Corrcctions Pl"oject EvaZuation 
Repol"t Number Two., Davis, California: National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency Research Center, February 1972. I 

I 
I r 
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The Research Model. Depicted in Figure 2 (on the next 

page) is the method that was used for grouping defendants 

according to pretrial release decisions made about the~. 

Originally, the experimental design included a "control" 

group (Group F). During the project's planning phase, 

the observation \vas made that the probable number of 

defendants who could be released to the project (lBO) 

would exceed the project's capacity for service (120), 

especially during the first-year developmental stage. 

The decision, concurred in by project staff, the Advisory 

Conuni ttee r and the Hodel Cities Agency, was to shift some 

of the "overload" to a separate group comparable to the 

released-to-project "experimental group" (Group C+D). 

These people were not, however, reccrr~ended for release-

nor were they released to the project. This was accom

plished by assigning to this non-release dontrol group, 

on a chance basis (by means of a table of random numbers) , 

twenty percent· of tho~e who \'lere interviewed and decided 

upon favorably. rrhus 1 in every five defendants who would 

have been recorruuended for J;"elease,. one was passed over as 

though he had. not been interviewed but was kept t.rack of 

as part of a separate group. Assignments to the control 

group were terminated, however, in May, 1971. Project 

administrators and concerned citizens insisted upon this 

when the project's expansion made its services available 

to virtually every eligible defendant. 

t\ 1 . 

·1 

Pre-Tri a 1 
( ROR) 
800 

Released 
to Project 
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Polk C 0 u n t y 0 e f e 11 d a ~.~ ... / 
1,800/year 

'-----E: : 

Recommend 
Release to 

Project 

Not 
Released 

to Project 

Bail 
Release 
,~ 600 

Random 
Non-RecolTmendation 

for Release 

~ IJJ--[ G 

A = Released to Pre-Trial Project. 
B = Released on money bail. 

Non" 
Release 

400 

Not Recommended 
for Release 
to Project 

Not 
Released 

to Project 

C = Experimental group--released to project upon staff 
recommendation. 

D = Released to project upon staff recomnendation, but 
on a les's than full-time, or on a "work release" basis.. 

E = Recommended for' release to project, but court denies 
release. 

Released 
to 

Project 

F = Control group--randomly selected group comparable to 
Group C, but not l~ecommended for I~elease, and not released. 

G = Rejected as poor risk for release. 
H = No project interview or recolllllendation; jail detention. 
I = Ineligible for project consideratio~. 
J = Placed in project by court decision; previously rejected 

by, or not considered by, the project. 
Q = Originally in Group G, but later released on bail. 
S = Originally in Group F, but later released on bail. 

Fig u re .2 

The Research Model 
(All numbers are approximations.) 

1 

I 

I , 
J. 
l 
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The method of selection (chance) allowed the assump-

tion that the control group differed from the experimental 

group on one attribute only--release to the project. If 

this assumption was valid, then differences between the 

two groups--in outcomes (such as convictions, court dispo

sitions, and sentence lengths) may be seen as related 

to pretrial events. For example, if significantly fewer 

experimentals (Group C+D) than controls (Group F) are 

later convicted, then there is evidence to support the 

assumption that release prior to trial is related to 

outcome in court. This type of experimental versus control 

approach is often of crucial importance to evaluation of 

project effectiveness--yet it is rarely err.ployed, and when 

it is attempted, often its purpose is defeated by subse-

quent events. The latter was the situation in this eval-

uation. 

The experimental portion of the research design 

required that the control group (F) be representative 

through time, and that defendants assigned to this group 

would remain in it. Neither of these conditions was met. 

As was stated, no additions were made to the control group 

after May, 1971, and thirteen of the original forty-eight 

control defendants were subsequently released prior to 

trial. These events had unknown selective effects upon 

Group F and it could not be viewed as a control group 

I J 
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differing from the project group in one way only-

non-release prior to trial. The most that can be said 

about Group F is that within it were defendants who 

could have been released to the project, and who would 

have been released if there had been sufficient project 

capacity at the time of ~heir avail~bility.* 

The overall "tracking" approach permitted other 

sub-group comparisons that, through time, began to pro

vide information to resolve such crucial issues as: the 

extent to which society is jeopardized (failure to appear 

and ne,,', offenses) by the various forms of pretrial release 

(Groups A, B, C, and D); identification of the factors 

associated with the judicial decision not to release 

(Group E); and improvement of the selection process for 

pretrial release (by a specification of releasee attri-

butes associated with success or failure during the pre

trial period) so as to increase the number released with-

out any greater risk to the community. These issues are 

addressed later in the report. 

Data Collection. The cornerstone of any program evaluation'; 

is a comprehensive data collection--one that is tailored to 

the needs of the project, identifies project elements, 

allows for comparisons of subgroups, and records specific 

* Fu1.1 details on the composi tion of this group, and the ~-esearch 
results derived during the fi:rst ttvo years of evaluation are included 
in E'valuation Repo~-ts 1 and 2, previously cited. 
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attributes and outcomes of individuals. In addition, the 

sought-for data must be collectable--they must exist some

where before they can be collected--and the data collection 

instrument (codesheet) must be short-form in design and 

easily usable if the data are to be collected accurately. 

'The current codesheet is reproduced ,in Appendix A. Each 

i tern was exarnined in the light of relevance r availability 

of information, and acceptability to project staff before 

its inclusion in the data collection. Some, code sheet 

changes were made as a result of first and second-year 

experience. Further revisions are being made as a result 

of the expanded Court Services. 

The original plan was to obtain a completed code sheet 

for individuals in each of the subg"roups (A through J) . 

In May of 1970, the project staff began the data collection 

by coding (entering the required information on codesheets) 

for the released-to-project cases (Group C+D). When the 

first evaluation contract was approved in October, 1970, 

full-time data collection assistance was obtained for coding 

of all other cases. Sources from which information was 

obtained were: Project Staff, Polk County Attorney's Office, 

Clerk of District Court, Clerk of Municipal Court,'Pretrial 

Release Program, Polk County Jail, the Des Moines Police 

Department, and several lawyers (concerning fees). The 

collection effort was hampere f "" .... d ho··Teve'-, by several factors: 

I 
l, 

I 
I 
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Though data on more than 2000 Pretrial relcasees 

have been collected, evaluation resources were, 

for three years, insufficient to process and 

analyze the data for information pertinent to 

this report. Due to the expanded research con-

tract, however, these tasks are nearing completion. 

A separate report on Pretrial Release is anticipated 

for release in July of this year. 

In January, 1971, when the Data Specialist attempted 

to obtain swumary data on Bail Release Outcome, 

she found that this information was virtually non-

existent in Polk County. A painstaking examination 

of all criminal dockets for 1970 yielded the number 

of people who forfeited bail, and the total amount 

of bail forfeited. The picture this presented, 

though, was totally inaccurate. It was discovered, 

for example, that defense attorneys often obtain 

trial postponements until absconded clients have 

been returned; that new offense charges are not 

recorded along with bail information, and' do hot 

result, necessarily, in bail forfeiture; and that 

new offense convictions in other states are not 

ruled, always, as bail forfeitures. In an effort 

to obtain further information, the Data Specialist 

interviewed each known bail bondsman in Polk County. 

I 

-\ 
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Her report was that they either could not or 

would not provide specific information. Thus, 

the Pretrial New Offense and the Failure-to-

gl'ven in this report for the Bail Appear rates 

, t of the actual Group are seen as under-estlma es 

rates of occurrence. This is the case despite 

data collection for this redoubled efforts at 

, d The valu-group in the second and thlr years. 

able result obtained from this attempt was the 

significant lncrease , l'n group size (six in year 

one, 162 in year two, and 204 in year three) 

d a study of cou=t dispositions. that has permitte 

statistical Analyses. The data input cut-off date of 

'd d third year and a three December 16, 1972, provl e a 

year sample of defendants for stu y. d Data processing and 

conducted at the NCCD Research Center. analyses were 

to surr~arize and tabThe first approach to the da·ta. was 

ob tained, by data item, for each ulate the information 

group. of the characteristics This provided descriptions 

l' d the basis for comof the various subgroups and supp le 

parisons. f two general The subgroup comparisons were 0 

types: 

area of 

data--attributes such as age r offense, (1) on input 

d (2) on outcome--new offense residence, etc.; an 

charges, appearance for trial, convictions, etc. The 

al'lned at examining latter were the validity of the stated 

evaluation of project effectiveness. assumptions and at the 

" 

i 
I.· 
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Lastly, all available data was sifted for information 

elements pertinent to cost effectiveness. 

Evaluat~on Results 

The viewpoints and conclusions contained in this 

report are the sole responsibility of the author. Based 

as they are upon three years of project operation, with 

viewed as tentative are identified as such. 

many of the findings are definitive. Those that mUst be 

comparisons available between the first and second years, 

tabular fashion. 

The findings below are set forth in summary and 

involved explanations of research methodology and statis-

A deliberate effort was made to avoid 

tical techniques. Instead, complete data swnmaries, and 

descriptions of statistical procedures, are obtainable, 

Upon request, from the author--for those who wish to 

check, replicate, or go beyond the reported results. 

A brief discussion of "significant" versus "not signifi-

cant" differences is necessary, hovlever, before proceed-

ing further. 

defendants' attributes and outcomes. In general, when 

the ways, if any, in which they differed on such factors as 

Many comparisons \'lere made among subgroups to determine 

comparing small groups of people the likelihood is that 

"differences\! among them will be observed--and the smaller 

the groups, the greater the probability of "apparent" 
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differences. For example, of 1000 fifth-grade youngsters, 

two randomly selected groups of fifty each are likely to 

show a greater difference in average height than would 

bvo groups of 500 selected in the same way. A few very 

short children sGlected by chance into one of the two 

groups of fifty would reduce notice~l:?ly the average height 

',7hl'le tl"'ose same children would have much of that group, vv ., 

less effect on the average height of a group of 500. 

The essential idea is that chance is a possible fac

tor underlying obser,ved differences among groups--especially 

with ones as small as those dealt with in this report. The 

" ~'an obtained need, therefore, is to be cautlous In accep~lng 

difference a!? really distinguishing between two groups. 

chance could account for a given set The probability that ~ 

of findings must be evaluated before conclusions are 

drawn. In the report of results below, differences 

between groups are discussed as: 

t the probability that chance could Significan : 

account for the given result is less than five 

percent. 

Not Significant: the probability that chance 

could account for the given result is greater 

than five percent. 

Defendants Studied 

Per Table I (on page 31), at least 440 people were 

interviewed in jail by the project staff during the 
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twelve-month period from December 16, 1971, to December 

16, 1972. A total of 217 were reconunended :Eor release 

(Groups C and E). Of these, 207 were released to the 

project upon its recormnendation. In addition, four who 

were not recommended for release were placed in the. pro-

ject by jUdicial decision (Group J). In all, 211 persons 

were released to the project during the third year of 

operation. This was two less than the 213 of the pre-

vious twelve months. 

The 2 a 7 defendants in Group C became proj ect clie!!ts 

upon its recormnendation. The ten people in Group E are 

those who the court, contrary to project recommendation, 

refused to release. Group F, the original control group, 

had been terminated in year two. Therefore, no defendants 

were assigned. Of the remaining defendants interviewed, 

181 were rejected by the project staff as poor pretrial 

risks (Group G), forty-two were found to be ineligible 

for release consideration due to emotional instability or 

refusal to participate (Group I), and four were released 

to the project by the court after the project had rejected 

them (Group J) . 

In addition to the above defendants there were others 

who were not interviewed but who were included in the study. 

These defendants were assigned to: Group H--composed of 

16 people ineligible for bail due to special conditions such 

I 
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TABLE I 

Original Assignments, b~ Group, 
of Defendants lntervle~ed . 

During the Third-Year Evaluatlon Perl0d 
December i~, 1971 through December 15, 1972 

Number Interviewed 
Group Assignment 

207 

C 

10 

E 

181 

G 

42 

I 

* Not inaluded are adndun <.no.wn t aation beyond intel'view. 
baiL .. eta ... pl'eaLu e pl'OJec 

TABLE II 

Original Assignments, by Gro~p, 
of Defendants Intervie~ed Dur~n~ 
the Three-Year Evaluatlon Perlo 

b 3 1970 through December 15, Fe ruary , 

Number Interviewed 

Group Assignment 

489 

C 

23 

E 

35 

F 

29G 

G 

1972 

71 

I 

4 
J 

16 

J 

444*l 
Tota 1 

924 

Total 

-~I --".
t I , 
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as holds placed on them by other jurisdictions; and, those 

who were released after posting bail (Group 8, 2C4}. Those 

in the latter group were Polk County defendants (except 

those in Justice of the Peace Courts) who were released 

on money bail during 1972, after being interviewed by the 

Pretrial Release component of Court Services. Most of 

these defendants (90%) were not recommended for release 

subsequent to the interviews. 

Table II (on the preceeding page) is in identical 

format to the preceeding' table. Here the data summary 

refers to the three years of project operation. Not shown 

are forty-five people in Group Hand 338 in Group B who 

were not interviewed by Conununity Corrections staff. 

For the three-year period, eighty-nine percent of 

those released on bail, after being i~terviewed by Pre-

trial Release staff, were rejected for release on the basis 

of the intervie'C"s. This group, then, for yea.r three and for 

three years, is comprised of people vlho did not meet the 

Pretrial Release Project's criteria, but who were released 

--on bail. In these two respects, Group B was similar to 

the Community Corrections Project's clients (Group C). The 

people in both groups were at large in the comin"emi ty, prior 

to trial, after having been rejected for pretrial release 

upon initial screening. At least one factor differentiated 

them--the manner of obtaining pretr~al freedo~. Those in 

Group B were able to and did post bail, while those in Group 

C either were not able to or were not forced to raise money 
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obtain pretrial release. 
in order to lf with these two 

t concerns itse Most of this repor 

d 'd not raise people who 1 S and with Group G--those 
group , t' n by both 

jail after re]ec 10 b ail and who remained in d tie 

these groups provide 1_ Comparisons among 
proj ects . . are 

of the conclus1ons . ults upon which many 

res than 3000 the results, more In order to obtain 

based. 

compari-

for the two the eight groups, ·"ere required by: 

sons - t items (wi~ 
fifty-six codeshee . d across the 

time perio s, In all, eight 
of five categories per item) . 

an average . -nc analyses 
correction, process1ng, a. man m011ths of data h t 

' -':"'1' on--t a I d. lriforrr~c.. t.... Much of the obtalne 
were required. issues addressed 

. d' ctly pertinent to the which \'las not 1re 

been included. Due to 'che need in this report--has not 

'ty and reduced for brev1 ,... ffi''' 1 ete data publication cost, ~Ol~~ 

'tted ' have been om~ 1 descriptlons and statistica 
sununaries obtainable, upon 

They are, however, from t11is document. .h * 
from the aut or. of reproduction, request and at cost 

'bed 
Defendants Descr1__ a pro]' ect that 

' evaluating One of the first steps 1n 

is to describe as precisely , s to people v1
'des serV1ce The three-pro. d 

. f ' dividuals serve . h group 0 1n 
as possible t e _ u C (the project's 

- h' profile OI Gro p socio-demograp 1C year, 

Crime and . , National Council o~ 609 Sec9nd *MaJ:l requests to lum at the, 't D Brinley Build~ng I 
. .., . ch Center, Su~ e , 

Delinquency ,l:(es~a~ . fornia 95616. 
St:reet I J)av~s, a.~ 
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Clients) is provided in Table III, next page. A necessity 

in any evaluation in which group outco.es are compared, is 

an examination of the groups' "input" characteristics. 

is, any initial differences among groups--in terms of fac-
That 

tors that m~ have relevance to outc~es--must be identified. 

This has been done by including in Table III the profiles 

of Group B (bail release) and of Group G (in jail, rejected 

by the project). The table is based upon all defendants 

assigned to each of the three groups, though the number 

of people varies Slightly, item to item, from each group's 

tOtal--due to less than 100 percent completion of some items. 

In order to aVoid a more lengthy series of numbers, 

just the ~dal catego~, for each of the thirty-one it~s 
descripti~ of defendant characteristics, is reported in 

the table. Groups Band G were compared independently, item 

~ item, with Gro~ C. Asterisks indicate those instances 

in which group differences are statistically significant. 

The statistical tests and significance levels used are 

identified at the bottom of the table. 

Due to the large number of characteristics reported 

upon in Table III, no attempt is made here to provide a 

narrative description of the "average" defendant released 

to the project. Instead, the tabled results are treated 

as profiles of "vital statistics". As such, comparisons 

may be made among profiles of defendant subgroups. Por 

example, comparisons of these three groups of defendants 

with their counte~arts from year two and year three revealed 

I 

I 

I 
I 
!'i 
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TABLE III 

Three-Year Socio-Demographic Profiles of Three 
Defendant Groups: Project-Released (C), 

Bail Released (B), and 
Project-Rejected-Jailed (G) 

(For each item, the modal category is given. Statisti
cally s~gnificant differences for Group B or Group G, as 
c?mp~rea to Group C are indicated by asterisks. The sta
tlstlcal tests and significance levels 'used are identified 
at the end of the table.) 

Item 
Category 
Description C=489 B=338 G=290 

6 Age Average yrs. 26.5 26.4 27.0 
7 Sex I~al e 83% 87% 92%** 
7 Race Anglo 64% 70% 69% 
8 Residence Di std ct W/in Des Moines 89% 91% 84%* 

W/in Model City 35% 34% 36% 
9 Status at Time Not unde),,' Any 80% 76% 72%* 

of Arrest Sentence 
10 Age at. First 'Average yrs. 19.5 18.7 18.4 

Offense 
11 Number of One or 86% 88% 92%** 

Pri or Arres ts More 
12 Number of Juvenile None 62% 61% 54%* 

Convictions 
13 Number of Prior One or 63% 61% 88%** 

Adult Convictions More 
14 Number of Adult None 68% 66% 53%** 

Ja.i 1 Sentences 
15 Number of Prior None 80% 79% 65%** 

Prison Sentences 
16 Ali as es I~one 88% 92% 91% 
18 Nwnber of Arrest One vs. Two 71% 73% 6nr, 

Allegations or r~ore 
Against Prop. 25% 25% 27% 
Against Persons 17.6% ·9% * 16% 

, < 

j 
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TABLE III (cont.) 

Category 
Item Description C:=489 8:=338 G=290 

20 t·1arita 1 Status Unmarried 74% 75% 78% 
21 Years of Average yrs. 10.8 11 .1 10.6 

Schooling 
22 Residence in Area Resident . 95% 93% 87%** 

One Year 75% 72% 62%** 
or ~10re 

23 Number of Resi- One at' ~1oY'e 68% 70% 75%* 
dence Changes in 
Last 12 Months 

24 Employment Unemployed 56% 62% 59% 

25 Number of Jobs Average No. 1.3 1.7 1.4 
Last 12 t~onths 

26 Number of Months Average r~os . 8.2 10.4· 10.2 
on Last Job 

27 ~Ji 11 i ng to Wi 11 i n9 74% 74% 68% 
Further Education 

28 Numbet of None 57% 63% 65%* 
Dependents 

29 N~mber of Relatives One or Hore 81% 8-:% 72%** 
in Polk County 

30 Health Good 77~~ 90%** 88% 

31 Military Service None 69% 71% 68% 

32 Attitude Desirable 90% 96%** 91% 

34 Receiving Public None 91% 92% 93% 
Assistance 

35 Annu~ 1 Inco;r.e Average lficoiJe $~<5r:;-
I v_ ... 0.1 $3~77 $26~ L'r 

36 Income for One Av~rage Income $228 $2i4 $158 
Month Prior to 
An"est 

37 Drug Difficulties None Known '67% 66% 64% 

38 A 1 coho1 Difficulties None Knoi'm 70% 72% 69% 

*Significant at the 5% level. **Significant at. t.he 1% level. 
(The reported significance levels were obtained by means of the fo110wing 
tests, as appropl'ia.te: X2 ~ two-tailed I't", and Fisher's Exact 
Probabil ity. ) 

~ :1 

I: .. , , 

I .. 
~ 

I 
I 
~ 

·1 
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no significant changes in defendant characteristics through 

time. * This speaks well for the reliability of the data 

collection, and indicates a remarkably unvarying defendant 

population. The tabled three year data, then, can be 

,accepted as describing the third-year defendant groups. 

Defendant Group Differences. Much research evidence has 

accumulated to show that client characteristics are related 

to outcome in a treatment program.** That is, for correc-

tional approaches such as probation and parole, client 

attributes such as sex, age, race, employment, number of 

aliases, number of prior convictions, type of offense, etc., 

are related to success vs. failure. As can be seen from 

Table 1111 the Bail Release Group (B) was quite similar to 

the Community Corrections Group (C), exc<:pt for three 

characteristics: "Type of Offense," "Health," and 

"Attitude." 

If these three attributes are related to client out-

come in the Community Corrections Program, it might be 

possible to draw some implications as to how well Group B 

defendants would have been expected to perform had they been 

released to the program. In order to determine which 

client attributes (if any) are related to program outcome, 

*See Evaluation Report Number 2, Ope cit., Appendix C fo1.' compan:son 
da ta from ycars one and thTO. 

""*Vcnczia, P.S., and A.W. Cohn, Probation Infonnation: A Tentative 
Model.,:' Davis, California: National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
Rcscarch Center, December 1968, pp. 18-3],. 

, , , , 
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Group C was partitioned into "Failures" vs. "Non-Failures" 

and the byo subgroups were compared on each of the thirty

one client characteristics. Failures were defined as those 

clients who: 

Absconded 

Refused to appear in court" 

and those who were returned to jail due to: 

Project recommendation 

New offense arrest 

Absconding. 

All others were considered non-failures, 

The results of this analysis are provided in Appendix B, 

for just those characteristics that were found to be related 

to program outco:rr.e. The ten factors that discriminate 

failures from non-failures are tabled on the next page, in 

terms of relationship to failure. A further analytic step, 

mUltiple regression analysis, was applied to the same data 

in order to estimate the degree of relationship of each 

characteristic to outcome. These findings are provided 

and discussed in Appendix C. Briefly, the correlations 

with outcome were not very high, and there was considerable 

overlap among the characteristics. More work will be 

. needed utilizing techniques like factor analyses and step-

wise regression, with larger samples of cases, before prac-

tical results such as a predictive scale could be developed. 

, 
~"' 



-39-

TABLE IV 

Ten Client Characteristics 
Related to Failure in the 

Community Corrections Program 

----- --- ----- - -- ~:~;'l-

~------------~I~t~e~n~l--------~------------~C~h'a--r-a~cLt~e~r~i~s~t~Ol~o~C------~ 

7 Race 

8 Residence 

11 Number of 
Prior Arrests 

12 Number of Prior 
Juvenile Convictions 

15 Number of Prior 
Prison Sentences 

22 Length of Residence 

24- Employment 

30 Health 

32 Attitude 

37 Knovln Drug 
Difficulties 

Black (as opposed to Anglo) 

Wlin City 

One or ~lore 

More than One 

One or More 

Less than One Veer 

U ' • nemployee 

Poor 

Poor 

One 0 r r~o re 

• I 

:[1 ; , 

. : 

-- --------

0'-

" 
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In terms of the three defendant characteristics that 

differentiated Group B from Group C in Table III--£ewer 

offenses against persons, better health, and better atti-

tude--onlytwo, health and attitude, are related to pretrial 

outcome in the Community Corrections Project (Table IV) . 

Group B was better than Group C on these attributes. 

Since both groups had been rejected by the Pretrial Re-

lease Project, then, other conditions being equal, a better 

pretrial outcome for Group B might be expected. Defendants 

released on bail, however, are seen generally by the commun-

ity as better risks because they can afford bail and because 

they stand to lose money if they \I fail to appearll or conuni t 

an offense. On the other hand, Community Corrections clients 

are viewed as IIhigh risks ll but are provided with supportive 

services during the pretrial period. It is asserted ~y the 

project that this type of pretrial support in the community 

reduces risk. 

These issues can not be resolved by use of the exist-

ing data. Definitive answers could be obtained from data 

on a sufficient number of defendants (at least 100) assigned 

randomly to two control conditions: 

Defendants ineligible for the Pretrial Release 

Project, who are willing and able to post bail, 

but who are released on their own recognizance 

Defendants who are eligible only for release 
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to supportive services, but who receive none 

during the pr t ' 1 e rlCl release period. 

These two ' groups, In addition to the three currently being 

studied (including those in the Pret . 1 P , rla rOJect) would 

crltical factors provide the basis for discoverl'ng the' , 

related to low-risk pretrial release. At this point 

in tl' 111e , tlle 0 1 n y accept< 1 e asswnption with regard to 

Groups Band C is th t tl a ley do not differ in terms of 

pretrial release outcome. 

later in the report. 

This assQmption is examined 

Client Selection 

.1. the project) Comparison of Group G (those reJ' ected bv 

with Group C addresses another issue--that of Co~,unity 

Corrections' client selection. The twelve G~ G h .:...oup c arac-

teristics asterisked in Table III sho~ the >Y differences 

between the two groups. S even of these cttributes deal 

with criminal history (items 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15) I 

and four pertain to roots in, 

(items 22, 23, 28, and 29). 

and ties to, -the cOffi>.lluni ty 

Each of tllese ~ cl:aracteristics 

is negative for Group G, as compared to Group C. Taken 

e even lfferences indicate -that the together, these 1 d' 

Group G defendants possess more extensive criminal his-

tories, are more transient, and have fewer community ties. 

The remaining factor (item 8) descrl'bed Group G as having 

fe\'ler people residing wi thin Des MOl' nes as opposed to 

outside the city limits. On the basis of the above, it 

i1 
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can be assumed that the decision to recommend release to 

the project may be based upon a set of criteria which the 

project staff have not made explicit. 

The group rejected for release was quite different 

from that accepted by the project. prior research indicates 

that these defendants who were "weeded out" could be 

expected to have had a significantly higher failure rate, 

if they had been released to the program, than -those who 

were actually released to community Corrections.* Further 

support for this idea was obtained f:co:n the failure vs. 

non.-,failure findings provided in Table IV. Of the ten 

factors showr. to be associated witr~ :::ailure in the COm.i'uun-

ity Corrections project, four were found to distinguish 

Group G from Group C in the direct~c~ of expected failure. 

These \,lere: more prior arrests, juvenile convictions rand 

prior prison sentences, and, shorter duration of residence 

in the area. A fifth factor, residence within the city, 

gave the opposite result--Group G, with fewer \"ithin-city 

residents, tended toward non-failure. 

On balance, then, the project staff is apparently 

able to exclude from the project a group of defendants 

for whom the risk of pretrial release failure (i.e., threat 

to the community) is greater than that posed by those 

selected for the program. More evidence is brought to 

bear on this point in the "outcome" section cf the report. 

*Venczia, cohn, op. cit. 

t 
:1 
! 
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Project Services to Defendants 

The tables in this section provide summary data on 

the project's service inputs to clients. In Table V, 

on the next page, the number of services provided to 

clients is compared for each of the three years of oper-

ation. The only fact of significance is the third year 

shift to greater service input. During 1972, there was 

a smaller proportion of project clients receiving no 

services. 

According to the data summarized in Table VI, on 

the next page, several changes have taken place through 

time in types of services provided to clients. Most 

notably, financial aid and employment assistance have 

decreased, while there was an increase .in assistance 

with education, Psychological services, and personal 

counseling. It is impossible to determine to 'ivhat degree 

these shifts in service input reflect changing: client 

needs, available resources, project focus, or all three. 

The project staff is in the best position to assess this 

situation. . ! 
1 

i 
Pretrial Release Outcome 

This section describes the Community Corrections 

Proj ect I s impact on events prior to trial. Before pro-

ceeding into the results, it is important to note that 

the numbers of defendants available f:or study in the 

No. 
1970 
1971 
1972 
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TABLE V 

Number of Services Provided 
to Defendants Released to the 
Community Corrections Project 
for Years 1970~ 1971 ~ and 1972 

(taken from Item 45) 
..... ~··'·-~·--Num'5 e r of Services 

None One T\,lo I Three I 
or More 

of Defendants No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Defendants 8/10% 8/1 0% 17/21% 48/59% 
Defendants 30/14% 33/15% 38/17% 119/54% 
Defendants 8/ 4%* 120/10% 48/24% 127/63% 

I 
*The shift from "none" to "one or more" from 1971 to 1972, ~s 

statistically significant at the .01 level. 

TABLE VI 

Number of Defendants Who Received 
Each Type of Service.Provide~ by the 

Community Correctlons ProJect 
for 1970, 1971, 1972 
(taken from Item 45) 

DEFENDANTS 

Total 

No. % 

81 
220 
203 

1970 1971 1972 
Type of Service No. % No. % No. % 

Lodging 5 3% 16 4% 18 4% 

Financial Aid 27 14% 20 4% 10 2% 

Education 9 5% 70 15% 69 14% 

Employment I 43 22% 72 16% 63 13% 

Medical I 18 9% 45 10% 23 8% 

Psycho1 ogi cal 31 16% 90 20% 118 24% 

Personal Counseling 20 10% 117 24% 152 31% 

Vocational Training 21 11% 12 3% 1 3 3% 

Transportation 20 10% 19 4% 23 5% 

Tota 1 194 100% 461 100% 489 100% 

.. , 
j : 
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vafious groups are significantly fewer than those indi-

cated in l'abl,es I and II. Here, only "closed cases"--

those for which there was a court disposition--are pert i-

nent to the analyses. The number of available cases \<las 

reduced further by a few instances of incomplete coding 

on the necessary data items. In Table VII, on the next 

page, are shown the number of cases that were closed as 

of December, 1972, in each of the groups, for year three 

and three years. 

Appearan~e for Trial. One of the conditions for release 

prior to trial by whatever means, is that the accused 

appear in court when summoned. Failure to do so is not 

only a breach of the release agreement, it is also a 

crime. Appearance rates \-vere determined for three groups: 

those released on bail (B)i those released to Community 

Corrections (C); and, a subgroup of B--those who had been 

rejected by Community Corrections, but had been released 

later on bail (Q). Relatively small in number, Group Q 

defendants might be viewed as "high risks" due to their 

rejection for non-bail release. The factor of "high' 

risk", hmvever, is somewhat dubious--this group" s charac-

teristics (age, sex, race, etc.) did not differ from 

either those of Group B or Group C. Accepting equality 

on input measures, the fact remains that the defendants 

in Group Q were rejec·ted for pretrial release by both 

-46-

TABLE VII 

Closed Cases for All Defendants 
Studied During the Community 

Corrections Evaluation - Year Three 
and Three Years 

Year Three Three Years 

Group Total Closed To ta 1 Closed 
Cases Cases 

B 204 125 338 249 
(Q ) (54) (32 ) (88) (60) * 

C 207 129 489 398 
E 10 8 23 19 
F -- -- 35 34 

G 181 127 290 231 
H 16 15 ~·5 44 
I 42 27 i'l 53 

J 4 1 16 1 2 

*Group Q is a subgroup of Group B, comprised of 
people rejected by Community Correctior$ but sub
sequently released on bail. 

'1 

~ 
\1 
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programs--Pretrial Release and community Corrections. 

The data in Table VIII, below, provide the first clue 

as to how this group fared, as compared to the other 

two. 

TABLE VIII 

Appearance in Court over a Three-Year 
Period of Three Groups of Defendants 

Released Prior to Trial - Those Released: 
on Bail (B); to Community Corrections (C); and 

on Bail after Rejection by Community 
Corrections (Q) 

(taken from Item 53) 

Closed Appeared Rate of 
Group Cases for Trial Appearance 

B 181 179 98.9% 

C* 398 391 98.2% 

Q 60 60 100.0% 

*The t11ird-year appearance rate rvas 99.2%. 

Easily seen is that the three groups did not differ 

significantly on appearance rates. Some doubt exists, 

though, about the degree to which the obtained Group B 

rate accurately reflects reality. The extreme diffi

culty in obtaining pretrial outcome data on these defen

dants was described on page 29. Since nonappearance for 

this group tended to be masked, the tabled rate may be 

an overly high estimate. The least that can be said is 

that those defendants released to Community Corrections 

were not any more guilty of "failure to appear" than 

were those released on bail. 
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The somewhat surprising fact is that the appearance 

rate of those rejected by Community Corrections and then 

released on bail is no worse than the other two groups. 

It is best to put this finding into context with the 

others to follow before risking any interpretations. 

Pretrial Offense Allegations. In Table" IX, on the next 

page, are given the three-year data reflecting the rates 

at which released defendants were alleged to have com-

mitted new offenses during the pretrial period. Data 

collection resources were not sufficient to follow through 

on these defendants for court findings and dispositions. 

It is enlightening that those defepdants rejected by 

the project, but later released on bail (Q) had the high-

est rate of pretrial new offense allegat.ions. This is 

another piece of evidence (in addition to the Group G 

attribute profile and the failure vs. non-failure analyses) 

to indicate that though the project staff have not speci-

fied the criteria upon which a "poor risk" judgement is 

based, their decisions tend to be accurate. Although pre-

liminary research has been done as part of this evaluation 

to identify factors predictive of danger to "the community, 

it is still required that project staff delineate the 

criteria upon which risk jUdgements are based. By making 

the selection criteria overt, they can be examined and, 

perhaps, improved. 

I 

I 
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TABLE IX 

Three-Year New Offense Allegations 
Lodged During the Pretrial Periods 

Bail Releasees (B), Project Defe.n~an~s 
and Those Rejected by the ProJect 

but Released on Bail (Q) 
(from Item 46) 

( C ) , 

GtoUP Accused Number of Allegations 
Total Defendants Allegations Per Defendant 

64 22 29 . 1.4 
188 39 66 1 . 7 
438 102 145 1.4 

*Significantly greater than B at the .05 level, and than C at the 
. 10 level. 

Pel'cent 
Accused 

34.4* 
20.7 
23.3 

G Q cocbined with the The results obtained from ~O'..1P., , 

dJ.' fference between G~oups Band C, support finding of no 

t ' s These, as stated the first two project as-sump lon . 

earlier, were: 

There are individuals in the group of high-risk, 

jailed defendants who can be released safely, 

without bail, prior to trial. 

, staff can select from this group the The proJect 

most likely candidates for release. 

t a~er risk of If n safely" is def ined as \'li thou any gre I.-

failure to appear for trial and of new off~nses t~a~ that 

experienced by the bail release approach, then both assump-

tions are supported by the above findings. The most 

t t11at can be made is that defenconservative statemen-

dants released to the Community Corrections Project are 

" 

'I 
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no greater risks to the cOllulluni ty than those released on 

money bail. This, taken together with the fact that 

489 defendants were serviced by the program in a three

year period, indicates that the project is achieving 

its primary goal: 

To obtain the safe pretrial release of high 

risk defendants Who would ordinarily remain in 

jail in Des Moines until trial because they do 

not meet ROR "community stability" criteria 

and can not afford bail . 

Pretrial Jail Time. The number of days released to the 

project (not served) by Group C was calculated by adding 

together the number of days from release to: 

The point at which charges were dropped, for 

those defendants Whose charges were dropped. 

Date of termination in project, for th')se 

returned to jail. 

Date of trial, for those acquitted. 

Date of court disposition, for those convicted. 

In addition, days from arrest to interview and'from inter

view to release were obtained. A similar process was 

followed in calculating jail-days served by groups EFGIH 

(those who remained in jail). In order to make the two 

groups comparable, a mythical release date was computed 



for each of the "in-jail" defendants by subtracting 

eighteen days (the number of Group C days from arrest 

to release) from the total days served in jail. 

For the three years, 25,681 man-jail-days were not 

served by the 421 people in Group C (using the Table X 

average of sixty-one days "served" by Groups EFGIH). 

This saving could be significantly increased if the 

average of eighteen days from arrest -to release (same 

as for years two and three) was to be cut by at least 

half for the project's defendants. 

Perhaps one of the most important findings from this 

jail-time analysis is that, ove~ a ttree-yea~ period, an 

average of seventy-four days was spent in jai2. by each 

person who could not obtain pretrial release but who was 

not convicted, ultimately. During this time, the project 

saved 176 of these people, whose cases were dropped, 

dismissed, etc., a total of 13,006 days in jail (Group C == 

176 x Groups EFGIH seventy-four day average). 

An interesting sidelight is one that deals with the 

Court p~ocess. The Table XI analyses; O~ page 53, show 

that for the defendants studied, the average time to trial 

was 110 days for those on pretrial release and seventy-

nine days (significantly less) for those in jail. This 

fact indicates that the Polk County Court continues to 

succeed in its efforts to_ provide speedier trial for 

-

-

-
-

Group 

C 
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TABLE X 

Jail Time Analysis 
for Three Years of Cornmun~ty 

Corrections Project Operatlon 

Item Number 
Cas es' 

From Arrest to 489 
Project Interview 
From Interview 481 
to Release 
Days Supervised 421 
by Project 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
B From Arrest to 338 

P roj ect Interviev-I 
From Interview 221 
to Release 
Days of Pretrial 138 
Release 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
E FG I H· J ail - Day s "Served" 381 

(Closed Cases) 

FOR THOSE NOT CONVICTED: 

C Days Supervised 176 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

B Days on Sa il 138 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
EFGIH Time Served ; n Jail 108 

. 

Number 
Days Mean 

6,210 12. 7 

2,549 5.3 

35,490 84.3 

- - - - - - -
1 ,555 4.6 

3,403 15.4 

13,068 94.7 

- - - - - - -
23,241 61 .0 

13,323 75.7 
- - - - - - -

1 3,080 94.8 
- - - - - - -
7,981 73.9 

no significant ~educjailed defendants--though there was 

tion during 1972 (year three) as compared to 1971 (year 

two) . There was a significant decrease; however, in 

time to trial for those released; 1971--123 days, and 



Defendant 
Gl~OUpS 

Released 
(C J B) 

vs. 
Jailed 
EFGIH 

- - - - -
C vs. 
B 
Jailed 

- - - - -
B v s . 
Jailed 

- - - - -
Re 1 . Yr. 

vs. 
Rel. Y r' . 

- - - - -
Jail Yr. 

vs. 
J ail Yr. 
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TABLE XI 

Time-To-Trial Analysis for 
the Three Year Project Period 

N Average 
Days to Trial 

589 109.9 

381 . 79. 1 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

397 117.2 
181 90.9 
381 79. 1 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
181 90.9 
381 79. 1 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2 365 122.9 

3 255 95.8 
- ,- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
2 204 80.5 

. 
3 177 77.6 

1972--ninety-six days. 

Significance 

<. 00'1 
I- - - - - - - -

<.01 
<.001 

I- - - - - - - -
Not 
S i g. 

- - - - - - -

. 00'1 
- - - - - - -

Not 

S i 9 . 

Public Assistance. The comparisons made on this factor 

among the various defendant groups are shown in Table XII, 

-

-

-

-

on the next page. Group~ Band C were examined for through-

time changes in public assistance rates and, as is indicated 

, I 
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TABLE XII 

Through-Time Comparisons* 
of Public Assistance Rates 
for Two Defendant Groups 

and Two Time Periods 
(Items 34 and 47) 

Public Assistance Pre-Arrest Public Assistance Pre-Trial 
Groups Yes No % Yes Yes No % Yes 

C 42 444 8.6 39 397 8.9 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
B 25 303 7.6 6 29 17. 1 

* No significant differences {'1ere found as a result of any of the 
comparisons. 

in the table, there were no significant differences between 

the pre-arrest and pretrial rates for each of the groups. 

The results ',.,ere the same when the group rates 'i'lere com-

pared with each other for the pre-arrest and pretrial 

periods. These findings show that the proportion of 

people receiving public assistance were the same for 

Group Band C defendants, and that the group public assis-

tance rates did not change from prior to arrest through 

the pretrial period. One proviso is that the pretrial 

rate of public assistance (17.1%) remains in doubt due 

to the small number of cases for \'lhich this data item 

was coded. Thus, after three years of project operation, 

there is no evidence to indicate that the project's sup-

portive services result in reduced public welfare costs. 

-
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Income Changes. In Table XIII, on the next page, the 

average one-month pre-arrest and pretrial incomes are shown 

for Groups B, C, Jailed, and Released. The only signifi-

cant differences involved those defendants jailed. While 

the incomes for each of the other groups did not change 

from one period to another (as compared to themselves and 

other groups) earnings of those 'jailed decreased drama-

tically--to virtually none--from pre-arrest to pretrial. 

Therefore, release to the project definitely permits 

defendants who would have remained in jail to maintain 

their incomes. 

Bail. Project data with re9-ard to bail are summarized 

in Table XIV, on pages 57 and 58. The total amount of 

bail, set for those released to the project was $2,709,600. 

At the ten percent fee for a bondsman, $270,960 or an 

average of $555 for each of the 488 defepdants would have 

been required for bail release. Bail amounts for the other 

groups, except for Group B, did not di~fer significantly 

from those for Group C. The average ten percent bail fee 

for Group Bls 337 defendants was $252 (significantly less 

than Group C, at the .01 level). This may be tied in with 

the fact that these defendants, {~s compared to the project 

group, were less often charged with "offenses against 

persons" (Table III, Item 18)--the type of offense for 

which typically bail is set high. 

~------ .. -----------

Groups 

C 

1- __ - -
B 

-- - - -
Released 

- - - - -
Jailed. 

C VS. 

B 

Released 
Jailed 

- - - - -
Released 

vs. 
Jailed 

C vs. 
B 

Released 
Jailed 

- - - - ... 
Released 

v s. 
Jailed 
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TABLE XIII 

Three-Year Prearrest vs. Pretrial 
One-Month Income Comparisons 

for Jailed and Released Defendants 
(From Items 36 and 48) 

Interval Number Average One-
r~onth Sal a ry 

'. 

Prearrest 435 $229 
vs. 

Pretrial 404 $264 
------ - - - - - - -- - --

Prearrest 291 $214 
vs. 

Pretrial 41 $ 75 
_ .. _--- f----- - - -- ---
Prearrest 742 $224 

vs. 
Pretrial 459 $198 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Prearrest 391 $164 

vs. 
Pretrial 272 $ 3 

Prearrest 435 $229 
Prearrest 291 $214 
Prearrest 742 $224 
Prearrest 391 $164 .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Pre a }' r 1= s t 742 $224 

Prear}'est 391 $164 

Pl~etrial 404 $264 
Pretrial 41 $ 75 
Pretri a1 459 $198 
Pretrial 272 $ 3 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Pretrial 459 $198 

Pretrial 272 t 3 

. 
I Significance 

Not 5;g. 
------ - -

Not 5ig. ( . 10) 
-_._-----

Not 5ig. 
- - - - - - - -

.001 

Not 5ig. 
Not Sig. 
.02 

- - - - - - - -

.02 I 
I 

Not 5ig. ( . 1 0) 
·No t S i 9 . ( . 1 a ) 

.\ 
I 

.001 
- - - - - - - -

.001 



Ba il 

$ 00 
100 
200 
300 
400 
500 
550 
600 
700 
BOO 
900 

1 ,000 
1 ~ 1 00 
1 , 1 50 
1 ~ 2 00 
1 ,250 
1 ,300 
1 ,400 
1 ,500 
1 ~ 550 
1 ,600 
1,800 
1 ,900 
2,000 
2,100 
2,200 
2,250 
2,400 
2,500 
2,600 
2,700 
3,000 
3,100 
3,200 
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TABLE XIV 

Amount of Bail, Posted and Unposted, 
Set by the Court 

C 

1 
5 
2 
5 
2 

45 
1 

2.0 
3 
8 
1 

30 
4 

5 

1 

11 
1 
1 

1 
62 

2 

9 
1 

31 

for All Eligible Defendants 
Interviewed by Project Staff 

During Three Years 
( I tern 41) 

Groups 

E F G I Number 

1 2 
5 1 ". 
5 7 
7 1 1 3 
2 4 

4 29 7 85 
1 

2 6 25 8 61 
3 6 
3 3 14 
1 2 

4 9 52 12 207 
4 

1 1 
3 1 9 

1 1 
1 2 
1 1 
5 1 i 7 

1 
1 

1 .1 
1 

4 4 28 7 105 
1 3 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 
5 2 16 

1 2 
1 1 

1 2 13 4 51 
1 1 

1 1 

Cum. 
% 

0.2 
1.4 
2.2 
3.6 
4.1 

13.5 
13.6 
20.4 
21.0 
22.6 
22.B 
45.7 
46. 1 
46.2 
47.2 
47.3 
47.6 
47.7 
49.6 
49.7 
49.B 
49.9 
50.0 
61.6 
62.0 
62.1 
62 .. 2 
62.3 
64.0 
64.3 
64.4 
70.0 
70.1 
70.2 

i 
I: 

I: 

$ 

Bail 

00 
100 
200 
300 
400 
500 
550 
600 
700 
800 
900 

1 ,000 
1 ,100 
1 ,150 
1 ~ 200 
1 ,250 
1 ,300 
1 ,400 
1 ,50 ° 
1 ,550 
1 ,600 
1 ,800 
1,900 
2,000 
2,100 
2,200 
2,250 
2,400 
2,500 
2,600 
2,700 
3,000 
3,100 
3,200 
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TABLE XIV 

Amount of Bail, Posted and Unposted, 
Set by the Court 

C 

1 
5 
2 
5 
2 

45 
1 

20 
'3 
8 
1 

~ 30 
4 

5 

1 

11 
1 
1 

1 
62 

2 

9 
1 

31 

for All Eligible Defendants 
Interviewed by Project Staff 

During Three Years 
(Item 41) 

Groups 

E F G I Number 

1 2 
5 1 11 
5 7 
7 1 13 
2 4 

4 29 7 85 
1 

2 6 25 8 61 
3 6 
3 3 14 
1 2 

4 9 52 1 2 207 
4 

1 1 
3 1 9 

1 1 
1 2 
1 1 
5 1 i 7 

1 
1 

1 1 
1 

4 4 28 7 105 
1 3 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 
5 2 1 6 

1 2 
1 1 

1 2 13 4 51 
1 1 

I 
1 1 

Cum. 
% 

0.2 
1.4 
2.2 
3.6 
4. 1 

13.5 
13.6 
20.4 
21 . ° 
22.6 
22.8 
45.7 
46.1 
46.2 
47.2 
47.3 
47.6 
47.7 
49.6 
49.7 
49.8 
49.9 
50.0 
61 .6 
62.0 
62.1 
62 .. 2 
62.3 
64.0 
64.3 
64.4 
70.0 
70. 1 
70.2 
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TABLE XIV (continued) 

,- I Groups 1 

Bail C I FI 
Cum. 

E G I Numbe r % . 
$ 3,600 1 1 70.4 

4,000 8 7 1 16 72 • 1 
4,600 1 1 72.2 
5,000 43 2 6 20 4 75 80.5 
5,100 1 1 80.6 
5,600 1 1 2 80.9 
5,700 1 1 81.0 
6,000 9 1 4 14 82.5 
6,500 1 1 82.6 
7,000 1 1 2 1 5 83.2 
8,000 2 1 2 1 6 83.8 
9,000 3 1 1 5 84.4 
9,500 1 1 84.5 

10,000 , 33 3 
10,900 1 

34 8 78 93. 1 
1 93.3 

11 ,000 1 4 1 6 93.9 
11 ,200 1 1 94.0 
12,000 1 1 2 94.2 
13,000 2 2 94.5 
14,900 1 1 94.6 
15,000 3 2 2 7 95.4 
20,000 4 1 1 1 7 96.1 
20,600 1 • 1 96.2 
25,000 3 2 5 96.8 
25,300 1 1 96.9 
26,000 1 1 97.0 
30,000 2 1 3 97.3 
35,000 1 
45,000 

2 3 97.7 

50,000 7 
1 1 
4 1 

97.8 
12 99.1 

56,000 
75,000 1 

1 1 99.2 

100,000 1 
1 99.3 

103,000 2 
1 99'.4 

110,000 1 
2 99.7 
1 99.8 

150,000 1 
200,000 1 

1 99.9 
1 100.0·' 

Tota 1 488 23 35 288 70 904 

Group c: Numbet~ 488 
Total Bail $2,709,600 

Groups E,F,G, and I: Number 416 
Tota 1 Bail $1,895,650 

Average Bail $ 5,552 
Ten Percent $ 555 

Average Bail ~ 4,557 
Ten Percent 457 

-

--~-- --
- - ---------

- --- --- -
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Additional to the above findings are two facts. First, 

that fif~ percent of the 904 defendants interviewed did 

not raise as little as the $10 to $190 required to obtain 

a bond at up ~ the $1900 level. second, the project 

obtained the release of fifty-four percent of defendant.s 

who did not raise bail, but who were legally eligible, 

otheL~ise, for pretrial release. 

Legal Representation and Fees. Some striking differ-

ences resulted from the groUP comparisons shown in Table x:v 

(on page 60) as to type of legal representation and attor-

ney fees paid. 
All released defendants and those in Groups B 

and C , respectively r lilere equally represented 

by private counsel, v1'hile j ailed defendants were 

more often represented by public counsel. 

Released defendants, especially those in Group C, 

paid attorney fees roore often than those jailed. 

Released defendants, especially those in Group C, 

paid the highest average attorney fees. 

Taken together, these results indicate that those 

people released to the project were able, more often than 

those jailed, to retain and pay for their own legal 

representation, rather than relying upon court-appointed 

counsel. Moreover, the project's defendants more often 

paid attorneys, than did.those released on bail. It 
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TABLE XV 

Comparisons of Le al and Attorney Fees ~aidR~pres~ntatiDn 
Released Defendants : ~~'led and 

(Items 65 and 33)ee Years 

REPRESENTATION: 

r Private Public % 
Groups Counsel Counsel Private Significance 

B 128 103 55 

C 218 195 53 Not S1g. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Released 328 328 50 

Jai1ed 98 252 28 .01 

NUMBER OF ATTORNEY FEES PAID: 

% 
Groups None Some None Significance 

B 122 5 96 

C 297 70 81 .01 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Released 429 77 85 

Jailed 289 8 97 .01 

AVERAGE AT . TORNEY FEES PAID: 

Groups Number ~1ean Significance 

B 127 $ 19 

C 367 $106 .02 

-

1 

-

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Released 506 $ 83 

Jan ed 297 $ 9 .001 
I I 

\ 

-- --- --~----------
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may be that the project's guidance and counseling services 

resulted in a hightened sense of responsibility in its 

clients. 

post-program outcome~ 

The administrative, program decision to terminate 

assignments to the control Group (GroUP F), explained 

on pages 21-24, had specific consequences that are per

tinent to this section. In order to determine how and 

to \vhat degree the conu\\unity corrections project impacts 

the Polk county Court process, a control group is indis-

pens able. The bas ic ques tion to be answered is, "What would 

have happene~, in terms of charges dropped, cor-victions, 

and sentencing, if the project's defendants had been jailed 

prior to trial. 1I This question is impossible to answer 

meaningfully without the basis for legitimate comparisons 

that would be provided by a large enough group of randomly 

selected defendants who differed from those in the project 

in one respect only--that of being jailed. In addition, 

such a group would have to be representative of t.he same 

time interval as those in the project. None of the in-jail 

groupS currently in"the study, including the remnants of 

the original control Group, meet these conditions. Ex-

cept for Group F, each of these groUpS contain defendants 

who were not project eligibles, for various reasons. 

Group F is very small in number, is not represented beyond 

'( 

I 

\ 
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May, ,1971, and has lost a sizeable proportion of its 

defendants. 

The third year and three-year evaluation results, 

then, can not be used to address the question posed above. 

The best available evidence on this issue continues to 

be the results obtained from the second year evaluation, 

in which the reconstituted Control Group was legitimate 

as a reference group. 

Court Outcome. The results for closed-case defendant.;:>, 

discussed in this portion, deal with the movement of 

defendants through the later phases of the jUdicial pro-

cess. The information, tabled on the pages to follow, 

serves more as a description of court outcomes than,as 

a measure of program effectiveness. 

Conviction Rates. In Table XVI, on the next page, 

comparisons are provided among the groups studied as to 

the number of cases dropped vs. not dropped over the 

three-year period. That is, it deals with all closed 

cases in terms of how many were prosecuted after formal 

charges were filed. .These results show that released 

defendants significantly more often have charges dropped 

than do those who remain in jail. Neither this finding, 

I: 

I 
. 1 

i 
! 

t 
\' 
f 

I 
i: 
Ii 
11 

I 

G ro ups 

C 

F 

B 

Released 
Jailed 
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TABLE XVI 

Closed-Case Defendants 
Charges Dropped vs. Not Dropped 

(Fl~om Item 51) 

Charges % 
Not Not 

Dropped Total Dropped Significance 

270 398 67.8 oompaJ.'ed lUi th: 

27 34 79.4 not sig. 
159 249 63.9 not sig. 

438 659 66.5 compaY'ed lUi th: 

286 381 75.1 .01 

however, nor· that derived from Table XVII, on the next 

as a support for the project's third page, may be used 

assumption, which was: 

Those indiv~duals released to the project are 

enabled to take an act1.ve ~ . part';n their own de-

d therefore, less likely to be con-fense an are, 

victed than if they had remained in jail. 

Though conviction rates follow the sa.me pattern as do 

dropped, the project's impact upon those for charges 

these events is still unknown. A little light is shed 

d a re considered, as well on this if the trends in the ata -

as the statistically significant results~ The Project 

the Reference G~oup of defendants Group, as compared to 

and Could have been released to who were eligible for 

, , 
I 
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o 

TABLE XVII 

Closed Case Defendants 
Convictions vs. Non-Convictions 

(From Item 58) 

Not 
Co flV i c te d Convicted Total 

% 
Cony. X2. p 

C 254 144 398 63.8 compared with: 
F 25 9 34 73.5 Not Sig. 
B 152 97 249 64.0 Not 5i9. 

Released 414 245 659 62.8 aompared with: 
Jailed 272 109 381 71.4 .01 

the project (Group F), had the numerically higher rate of 

charges dropped, and the lower conviction rate. In addition, 

it was shown that the Project Group more often retained 

and paid private counsel than did the Bail Group, the Jail 

Group I or the Reference Group (fro: 1 second-year results) . 

Though it can not be concluded on the basis of the above 

that the project is responsible for lower conviction rates, 

it is warranted to assert that the project's existence may 

contribute to more equitable judicial outcomes .. 

Incarceration Rates. The project's impact upon post-

trial incarceration is rather definitive. As can be seen 

from Tables XVIII and XIX, on the next page, offenders 

who were not released prior to trial tended to be jailed 

prior to sentencing, and to be sentenced to incarceration. 

I 

~ . 
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TABLE XVIII 

Post-Conviction Incarcer~tion 
Rates Prior to Sentenclng 

(From Item 55) 

Not 
Incarcer. Incarcer. Tota 1 

48 
12 

15 

64 
102 

206 254 

13 25 

137 152 

350 414 

170 272 

TABLE XIX 

Incarceration Rates of 
sentenced Defendants 

(From Item 59) 

Not 
Inca rc'e r. Incarcer. Total 

90 161 251 

17 18 25 

63 87 150 

156 
. 253 409 

270 

% 
S i gnifi cance Incarcer. -

18.9 Compared lui t71 : 

48.0 .01 

9.9 .02 

15.5 Compared with: 

37.5 .01 

% 
Significance Incarcer. 

35.9 compared with: 

68.0 .01 

42.0 .02 

38.1 compared wi th . 

70.0 .01 

Jailed 189 81 

Reference Group specifically com
This is true, too, of the 

Group and the Bail Group. 
pared to the Project 

Reference Group defendants 
Keeping in mind that the 

d 
n the project's recommendation, 

could have been rel.ease upo 
1 , supportive of the 

t~d as strong ~ . 
the results can be accep 

\ 
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fourth assumption: 

Those who show they are safe pretrial releasees 

and who are convicted of the original offense are 

more likely to be allowed to remain in the commun-

ity (suspended sentence, or probation) after 

conviction than if they had not "been released. 

In vie'iV' of the magnitude of the difference in rat~s, 

the conclusion is inescapable: the post-trial incarcera-

tion disparity reflects the pre-adjudication condition--

i.e., if free, then free; if jailed, then incarcerated. 

The implications of this finding underscore judicial 

system inequities. A literal translation of this infor-

mation into the language of practical reality is: an 

unknown number of people are sentenced to jails and prisons 

because they are poor--too poor to effect their release 

prior to trial. Granting this as true, the post-project 

recidivism result.s, discussed in a following section, 

take on special significance. 

Sentence Lengths. The results shown in Table XX, on 

the next page, are somewhat confusing. They make it impos-

sible to make any clear statement about the validity of 

the fifth assumption: 

Those safe pretrial releasees who are convicted 

and sentenced to incarceration are likely to have 

shorter sentences imposed than if they had remained 

in jail prior to trial. 

I 

i 
I 

.' 

Group 

C 

F 

B 

Released 
Jailed 

Number 
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TABLE XX 
Sentence Lengths for 
Convicted Defendants 

(From Item 63) 

Average 
Sentenced Sentence ( Mas. ) 

99 46.8 
16 20.8 

58 74.5 

160 56. 1 
1 81 74.8 

Significance 

Compa:t'ed with: 

Not Sig. 
.05 

Compa:t'ed wi -/;h : 

.05 

The most that can be said is that convicted bail re-

leasees (B) received sentences that were among the highest 

for all groups and that they were significantly higher than 

those for the project releasees. On the other hand, the 

Reference Group sentences were among the lowest, bu·t not 

significantly lower than those of the Project Group. At 

the same time, the Release Group's sentences were signi-

ficantly shorter than those of the Bail Group. In view 

of the Control Group's termination, this is another situa-

tion that will not be clarified by an additional evalua-

tion year or larger numbers of people in the other groups. 

The ques·tion of comparative sentence length will remain 

moot. 
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Although each 
groups ho.s experienced a 

number of ne\v convictions, it 
is evi,dent 

under-represented in 
that many new f 

o fenses are 

reason, new arrests 

divism. 

the conviction 
gro,up. For thi s 

are also used a 
s a measure of reci-

Analysis 
was conducted by 

means of 
comparing three 

The three 

groups on the b 
asis of three t ou Comes. 

groups 

·1 
! 
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compared were: B, those released on money baili C, those 

accepted by and released to the Community Corrections 

Projecti and G,' those rejected by the Community Correc

tions Project who were detained in Jail.* Although 

several obvious differences exist beb-leen these three 

groups, comparisons appear to be appropriate. The Bail 

Group and the Community Corrections Group are similar in 

the sense that both groups were released prior to trial. 

The contention that pretrial release tends to r0duce 

recidivism would be equally operative for both groups. 

The important distinction between the b-1O groups is that 

the Bail Group was able and willing to post bond, while 

the Project Group was not. However, the latter was pro

vided ':.-lith supportive services that are claimed to reduce 

recidivism. 

Comparison of the Community Corrections group with the 

group detained in jail is also seen as appropriate. Both 

groups were rejected by the Pretrial Release Project, and 

neither was able to obtain release by posting bond. The 

most obvious difference between the groups is that one 

group was released, while ~he other was detained. Another 

*Increased research resources in 1972-1973 made more and better data 
collection possible. This enabled the completion of Groups Band G 
data for 1972 to the point that both groups are over-represented for 
that yea~' as compared to 1970 and 1971. Gl.'OUp C is over-represented 
in the firs t ttvo yeal:'s, combined I as compared to the third year. A 
three-year recic1i v.ism analysis, then, would ha.ve provided more people 
in Group C, tlwn in t110 other trvo groups, {vi th morc time in Ivh;Lcl1 to 
commit nmv offenses. On thi.s basis, the recidivism study r-/ClS restricted 
to 1972. 

J 

I 
I 
I 

I 
i 
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difference, which tends to confound explanation of observed 

differences in recidivism, is the fact that the Communi \:y 

Corrections Group was selected as being a "better risk" 

group than the detained group--and was proved to be so 

by the analysis provided on pages thirty-seven through 

thirty-nine of this report. It is important to note, 

however, that in the absence of the ConmlUnity Correc-

tions Project, defendants in both groups would have b~en 

detained on the basis that their releas/ . would have been 

too risky. If nothing else, observed differences in reci-

divism rates in favor of the project's defendants, would 

suggest that the risk factor for the two groups is not 

identical, and that the Community Corrections Project has 

demonstrated ability to select the lower-risk people. 

The outcome fact.ors on which the groups were compared 

were the following: 

1. New offense rates - refer to the proportion of 

the groups that committed new offenses after 

dispositions of the origtnal offenses which 

brought them into the study. In this analysig, 

new offense rates were measured by new arrests 

and new convictions, separately. 

2. Seriousness of new offenses - also, is measured 

by new arrests and new convictions. Four serious-

ness categories were used in the analysis: traffic 

and intoxication charges, simple misdemeanors, 

_ _ __ . ', '''.' ",' ~& •• S"~"'~~''''~~1-;.'''''''''''--·-··-''''''' : l,~..r:a~~~"""""'~~b·~~~ 
1 '~ 

',~ ~ 

3. 
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I1d felonies. indictable misdemeanors, a 

score - refers to a 'scale which was 
Recidivism 

developed to account simultaneously for both 

number and seriousness of new offenses. Each 

, d one point for each ne'''' 
re-offender was asslgne 

two P
oints for' each new indictable 

misdemeanor, 

misdemeanor, 
and three points for each new felony. 

score Was generated separately 
This recidivism -

for nevy arrests and new convictions. 
Analysis 

was conducted by testing for differences between 

* group mean scores. 
, was limited to new con

The follow-UP data collectlon 

County--based upon court and police 
victions within Polk 

l
' nclude out-of-county convictions. 

records--and did not 
t re loW estimates 

Therefore, the reported recidivism ra es a 

of ne\", offense adj udications. 
Despite these geographic 

there 
is no reason to believe that any of the 

limitations, 

<,'ould commit more (or less) three groupS w 

offenses outside 

the county than any of the other groups. 

b combining one interval-level 
*Recidiv,ism scores were devel;oped y d' I-level, measure (serious-

f ffences) tv~ th one or ~na . 
measure (number 0 0 oJ , thus some,vhere bettveen an lting score ~s ' 
ness of offense) . The :r:esu I 'l'h t-test carries with it the 
ordinal and interval-IeV£ll sca e. e, t 'aI-level To the extent 

t1 d- ta analyzed aTe ~n eIl! . 
ast:umption that -]e a, tJ'. interval-level, this assump-

'J' , ) score ~s less Jc,n - 1 
that the rec~' ~V~SIl 'f' t'Ol for this treatment of tJe 

, I ted Jus t~ ~ ca ~ 1 ' 1 't tion has been v~o a . f _ examlJle Sanford La )OV~ z, 
, t1 I 'te2-ature (see, .02.' , 

data exists 1.n Je ~ 0 d categories", /linel"7-C!an 
"Tile ilssignment of NumJ)C2-S to Rank: r erSI ~ ~24) . T11O'lgJJ the t-values 
;. . 35 3, June, ;J-:;J. . 

SoC!'wZogH;aL Rev7-elu" 1.970, ~ l' t' 1 of g2'OuP differences, the 
f '1 accurate 1 nc ~ca ~Ol. caution. 

do pl~ovi dc a a~ 1.' Y , ted miglJ t be trcated l.,ri, th some 
actual prolJabi1.1 ty levels repor 

'. 
" 

J, 
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1e new arrest and conviction Arrests and Convictl'ons. Tl 

rates for all defendants in the three groups are compared 

in Table XXI, below. The significance level of .10 

TABLE XXI 

Post-Disposition Arrests and Convictions 
of All Offenders in Groups C, 8, and G in 1972 

A. NEW ARREST RATES 

Not Percent 
Groups Rearrested Rearrested Total Rearrested Significance 

, 

C 37 174 211 17 . 5 Compared wi th: 

B 26 124 150 17.3 Not $i9. 
G 45 136 181 24.9 Not S1g. ( . 1 0 ) 

B 26 124 150 17.3 Conrpared wi th : 

G 45 136 181 24.9 Not Sig. ( . 10) 

B. NEW CONVICTION RATES 

Not Percent 
G ro ups Convicted Convicted Total Convicted Significance 

C 22 189 211 10.4 Compared wi th: 

B 1 7 133 150 11 .3 Not Sig. 
G 25 156 181 13.8 Not S1g. 

B 17 133 150 11. 3 Compared with: 

G 25 156 181 13.8 Not Sig, 

indic.3.tes a trend in the new arrest data that may be con

firmed through time as the sizes of the groups increase. 

\ 
( 
I 

I 
l 
I 
I 
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As it is now, there is an indication that the defendants 
, 

in Group G may be more prone to new arrests than those in 

Groups C and B. No differences were revealed among the 

groups on conviction rates. 

A further step was t~cen in this analysis by narrow-

ing the focus to a comparison among those defendants in 

each of the groups who were not incarcerated. These were, 

primarily, defendants who were not convicted of the ori-

ginal charge. There were too few cases to permit meaning-

ful statistical procedures on subgroupS such as those: 

found not guilty; ,.,hose cases were dropped or dismissed; 

and, who were convicted but not incarcerated. The results 

of the comparisons tha·t were made are depicted in Table XXII, 

on the next page. Group G had a significantly higher re-arrest 

rate than either of the other two groups, while its new con-

viction rate was higher than Group C only. There was, how-

ever, a tendency in the same direction for Group G as 

compared to Group B on new convictions. 

Recidi.vism Seri.ousness. The group comparisons made on the 

basis of classification of re-arrests and new convictions 

into four categories of increasing seriousness gave no 

significant results, as is shown in Table XXIII, on page 75. 

There were no intergroup differences even when the categories 

were taken two at a timc;, e. g. I misdemeanor VB. felony. 

; , 
\ 

I 

~ 

" 

" 
,I 
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TABLE XXII 

Post-Disposition New Arrests and Convictions 
of Defendants in Groups 8, C, and G in 1972 

Who Were Not Incarcerated for Their Original Charges 

A . N n~ A R RES T RAT E S 

Not Percent 
Groups Rearrested Rearrested To ta 1 Rearrested Significance 

C 37 151 188 19.7 Compared with: 

B 26 101 127 20.5 Not S i g. 
G 45 72 117 38.5 .01 

B 26 101 127 20,S Compared wi th: 

G 45 72 117 38,S 
I 

,01 

B, NEYJ CONVICTION RATES 

-
I 
I Not Percent 

G ro u ps ! Convicted Convicted Tota 1 Convicted Significance ! , 

C I 22 166 188 11.7 Compared wi th : 

B 1 7 t 110 127 13.4 Not S i 9 . I 
I 

G 25 I 92 117 21.4 ,OS 
I 

B ! 1 7 
I 

110 188 13,4 Compared with: 

G 
I 

25 92 117 21.4 Not .Sig. ( . 10) I 

i I , 
I 

The recidivism score comparisons, however, did 

differentiate among the groups (Table XXIV, pp. 77, 78). 

Group C had the sign ~,ficantly lowest re-arrest score of 

any of the groups, while its score was lower only than 

that of Group G, for new convictions. Since a low score 

I 
I 
I 
i . 
I 
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TABLE XXIII 

Comparison of Groups B,.C, and G (1972) 
On the Basis of Senousness ,.of 

Post-Disposition Offense 

A. SERIOUSNESS OF NEW ARRESTS 

Traffic Indict. 
Intox. Misdem. 1'1; s d em, GroupS & 

C 8 7 5 

B 11 2 3 

G 11 5 2 

B 11 2 3 

G 11 5 2 

SER~OUSNESS OF NEW CONVICTION B . 

Traffic Indict, 

Groups & Intox, Misdem. Misdem. 

C 9 6 4 

B 9 3 3. 

G 11 6 0 

B 9 3 3 

G \ 
11 6 0 

I -<' 

Felony 

'17 

10 
27 

10 

27 

Felony 

3 

2 

8 
~ ....... 

"i-."' 

2 

8 

Significance 

Compared with: 

Not S;g. 

Not Sig. 

Compared with: 

Not Sig, 

Significance 

Compared with: 

Not Sig. 

Not Sig. 

Compared with: 

Not Sig. 

h resul ts Shov1 Group C 
indicates less serious recidivism t ese 

. to the other two groupS. 
to be clearly superlor 

There is sufficient evidence to 

\ 

Recidivism conclusions. 
defendants who are not recommended 

warrant the conclusidn that 



- -- --- -~ ------ -- ------

-76-

for release to the Corr~unity Corrections Project, and who 

remain in jail prior to trial, are more prone to post-trial 

recidivism than those who are released on bailor to the 

project. This may be due to the selection of the better 

risks for pre·trial release. The fact, ho·wever, that the 

Project Group, of the three, tended to shm" the best 

composite results is supportive of the project's sixth 

assumption: 

Those individuals released to the project prior 

to trial will be less likely to commit offenses 

in the future than if they had remained in jail 

prior to trial. This may be true of those who 

are convicted of the (original)' offenses as well 

as those who are not. 

until further evaluation is completed, these findings 

can be accepted as indicating that the project is accom-

plishing its second goal--that of reducing future recidivism. 

A more thorough study of project recidivism \'1il1 be 

conducted as part of the Polk County Court Services Eval-

uation, the report of which will be forthcoming at the end 

of this year. 
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TABLE XXIV 

Comparison of Groups B, C, and G (1972) 
On the Basis of Recidivism Scores* 

A. ARRESTS 

Number in Number in Number in 
Score Group B Group C Group G 

1 2 6 5 

2 3 5 2 

3 5 16 17 

4 1 0 1 

5 0 1 2 

6 0 1 2 

7 0 0 1 

8 1 0 1 

9 1 0 0 

10 1 0 0 

11 0 0 1 

15 1 0 0 

17 0 0 1 

24 0 0 1 

n = 1 5 29 34 

I~ean B ~1e a n C I~ean G 

4.60 2.58 4.50 

Significance 
B/C: (.01) 

C/G: (.025) 

BIG: (Not Sig.) 

o):See text, page 71, for scoring procedure. 

:'1 .. .) . . , 
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TABLE XXIV (continued) Finahcial Effectiveness 

B. CONVICTIONS 
The project's three-year operating costs were $518,234, 

or $1,026 for each of the 505 defendants (including the six 

S co t~e 
Number in Numbel~ in Number in Group B Group C G I~O l! P G 

cases that were not used in the study due to incomplete 

data). Some of the financial benefits were: 

1 3 6 5 These defendants had an average income of 
2 2 4 1 
3 1 3 3 
4 0 0 1 

$742 during the pretrial period, or a sum 

of $374,205. This figure does not take into 

5 1 0 1 account any earnings during the pre-sentence 
6 1 0 2 period. 

n = 8 13 13 The project's defendants were saved a total of 
Mean B Mean C Mean G 
2.625 1 . 769 2.308 

25,681 days in jail. Official Polk County jail 

cost figures for 1972 were not obtainable, but 

Significance the informal estimate is six dollars per day--

B/C: ( . 1 0 ) not including capital expense alterations. Since 
C/G: ( .05) 

BIG: (Not 5ig.) 
it can be argued that reduced jail populations 

do not affect a reduction in all jail costs, an 

estimated savings of four dollars per defendant-

day for food, clothing, medical, transportation, 

and personnel is used for this calculation--or 

$102,724. 

It can be assumed that if the project did not 

exist, sixty-eight percent rather than thirty-six 

percent of its 254 convicted clients would have 

been incarcerated (higher incarceration rates of 

defendants jailed 0rior to trial). This would have 
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resulted in eighty-three more than the ninety 

that were incarcerated. These additional people 

would have been given forty-seven month sentences--

a total of 117,030 institutiohal man-days. Parole 

(of expense to the taxpayer) and time off for good 

behavior might have cut the imposed sentences by 

one-half. Prison costs average fourteen dollars 

per day per person (excluding capitol improvement 

and administrative costs) * and approximately half 

of the "extra" sentence time would have been served 

in prison rather than jail. On the same basis as 

jail savings, a conservative estimate, then, would 

be 40,000 institutional days at six dollars per 

day, or $240,000. 

As all. approximation, savings accruing from reduced 

post-trial recidivism can be considered offset by 

the additional, pretrial crime committed by defen-

dants. released to the project. 

Without going into further, more indirect considera-

tions (such as legal aid for those without income due to 

being jailed prior to trial), it can be said that: on the 

basis of the $518,234 expended and the $716,929 saved, 

the project is at least paying for itself. 

*Unpublishcd communication from the Iowa State Bureau of Adult 
Con:actions. 

--- ------~ 
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" 
Societal Effectiveness 

. 
It is impossible to calculate with any degree of 

accuracy the Con~unity Corrections Project's social 

impact. The best that can be done is to list its assumed 

benefits and liabilities. In so doing, substantial sup-

port is evident for the seventh assumption: 

Release to the project prevents unnecessary hard

ship for defendants (especially those \.;ho are not 

convicted) and their families. 

Some of the factors that are pertinent to the three-year 

social impact are as follovlS: 

At least 25,000 jail-days were not served by 

defendants who were too poor to obtain their own 

release on bail. 

Jl10re than 13,000 days were not spent in jail by 

project defendants who were not found guilty. 

The project assisted its clients with employment 

and enabled them to continue to earn a substantial 

amount of money during the pretrial period. 

Release to the project eliminated, for its clients, 

the equation: money = liberty. 

Release to the project permitted significantly 

greater representation by private counsel, and, 

perhaps, contributed to more equitable adjudications. 
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Incarceration, possibly needless, subsequent 

to conviction of project defendants was reduced. 

Release to the project increased pretrial crime 

by no more than the amount tolerated as a result 

of release on money bail. 

It is likely that new crimes subsequent to the 

pretrial period were reduced. 

The project's savings in dollars are at least 

equal to its cost. 

Evaluation Conclusion 

The Des Moines Community Corrections Project is 

demonstra'ting its viability and effectiveness. It is 

accomplishing its goals at no financial or social costs 

to society. Based upon these findings, the National 

Council on Crime and Delinquency recommends that this 

pretrial approach be implemented wherever community sup-

port can be generated 'for its acceptance. 

1 
1 
'1 
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APPENDIX A 

CODESHEET AND OFFENSE 

USED BY 

MOINES MODEL NEIGHBORl:IOOD 

CODE LIST 

CORRECTIONS 

·1 

PROJECT 

I, 
jl 
,I 
1 

<-

Ii 

r 

! 
I 

OC8 M<"linl!uj lWil I Ir I. IH!!GlIUOIIII()(lll L'OttREC1'lUN!i 11RO.II:CT 

I, 

~, 

., 
7, 

B. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

lS. 

UAME ______________ _ 

I 
I 
I 

1. 0, /lUMBER 
(assl.,ncd by 
pr~cl) 

I I 1 I 
,-",6-,-7'-,c-"'-r-<...,-'I",O, 11 I 
CD I I] I DISTRIC" coum' 

NUHDER 

U"EIl'Vlt;WED 1W 
INuighb~)rhot)d corrcctio,:,s Project 
intcrv.l.cwcr's code deslgnatlon) 

12 I °1 
13 14 15 16 17 I 

D~O-:JI LJ I IIlTERVIEW DATE 

T~' 19da~o 21}'r i2 

CD q:;J q:J : 
DATE OF BI RTIi 

SEX AND AAr:E 

Hex-An\cr 
Uegro-Amer 
Anglo-Amer 
A:r.er ~ndian 
Other 

male 
X 
1 
2 
3 
4' 

female 
5 
6 
7 
B 
9 (spccify) _____________ _ 

RESID!!NCE OJ STRIC'r 
lusc Project's codes) 

X Hodel Cities 
1 Ralancc. of City of Des Haines 
2 Balance of Polk County 
) Balance of State of Iowa 
4 Out-af-state 

STATUS AT TIllE OF ARR!!ST 

X New CilSC 
1 Informal probation 
2 probatIon misdemeanant 
3 prob.J. tion felony 
4 In court-order.ed placement 
5 Parolee !adult or juvt.!nile) 
9 Other (specify) 

AGB AT FI RST OF,'ENSE (years) 

NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS 

X NOne 
1-2- 3-4-5-6-7-8-9 01' more 

NUHllCR OF PRIOR JUVEII] LE 
CONVICTIONS (exclude t:.;-a!fic 
misdcmcanon;) 

X None 
1-2-J-4-5-6-7-8-9 or more 

NU/lU"R or PRIOR ilDULT 
CONVIC'l'lOWS 

X None 
1-2-3-4-5-6-7-0-9 01" more 

NU,~'UH:::n OF' ]\OUhT JAIL s~:t.j'TlmCI;S 

X C;lone 
1-2-J-.""& ..... r,-"l-a-9 Clr mOrt! 

X Nonc 
1-;!-]-4-!)-(.-7-8-9 or more 

ALIA!a:s (iut1nlity fLlIHificaLioll 
oillY) 

X None 
1 On!.! 

2 'l'wo 
J 'I'll ret! or mOTU 

UI 
I 

0 1 

I 
I 

25 I o 
I 
I 

rnl 
0 1 

29 I 
DI 

I 

ul 
I 

0 1 

[']1 
I 
I 
I 

3J o 
I 

17. 

IS, 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

2J. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

:n. 

29. 

19, 

JU, 

A-l 

( ODE S " [ E 1 ........ _------
(lIS1-: "0" }\1i"t l1NCOtH:hnl~": 

DUf! 1'0 I.IICK Pf' ItIf'OIl/lIl"ION) 

DATE 01" AHI-;,eS'l' 

l\RRES'I' J\LL\.:Gr,TION 
(usc o[fl'n:Jc lisl provided, ant.!. 
code it.!> mal1Y as three offenses) 

X Not cOn~~cted (or Pre-Trial 
Release PtOoject 
Rejected by Prc-1'rial 
Release Project 
Accepted by Pre-Trial 
Relea!le ProJect 

3 Rcl(,!a5t~d, hut revoked 
9 Other (5pecify) ____ ~ ______ __ 

Il/IRIThL STATUS 

X Single . 5 Common la ..... marriage 
lIomosexu.J.l alliance 

7 Communal setting 
1 Married 
2 Separated 
3 Divorced 
4 Wid"",' (er) 

9 Other (spec; fy) __ 

'fEARS OF SCHOOLIHG COMPLETED 

LENonl OF R!!Sl()EI1CE 111 hREA 

X Not currently area resident:. 
1 Less than G months 
2 Ovor (i months but less than One. year 
3 Over One but less than two years 
4 Over t .... ·o but less than three years 
5 Over three but. less than four years 
6 Over (our but less lhan fivo ye~;rs 
7 Over fi .... e UU l less than ten yC!a.rs 
8 Over ten years 

NUMUER OF RESIDENCE CHANGES 
mTIIIN THE Pf,sor 12-MONTIi PERIOD 

X None 
1-2-3-4-5-6-7-0-9 or more 

£MPLO'iHENT STNfUS 

X 'Ilot employed 
1 EmpJoycu full-Lime 
2 Employeu pc"lrt-timc 
3 Not eropJ oyable 
9 Oth"r (5pecHy) ___________ __ 

NUMUER OF JOIlS m;1.O DUFlIlG. 
L/IST 12 MOIITIiS 

IIUMIlE/l OF HOIl'nIS O!I 
L/IS'r-IiE1.O JOIl 

W1Lt.tU(jtH~S5 1.'0 \-'URTlI£R t::DVCA1'lOIJ 

X Wllllng 1 Unwilling 

tlUMlmn 01" tn:PtWIlIW'1'S 

l-2-3-4-5-G or mQTe 

lHJl-U\l';U ·fJf H!~t.Nr 1 \'l·~S lmSl1)]NG 
IN JlOI,K C:OU/J'I'" 

X U(Jlh~ 1-2-l-01-!i-6 or mOre-

Uhl\l,'ru 

X Good rJI\y~ll'i1L " mnnL"l CUlldlljun 
1 r n III.H"d of uwel) Ct\ 1 t 11:11 tlUt~nl 
7. In nl'l.~d or pU'lchL~lrlc ll.'ctllUlt!lll 
9 Olhl"" (lJlI"t'i'i" ____ _ 

I 
50 I 0, 
21.1 
I~f 

I 
52 53 

[TIl 
54 S5 

rn .1 

-~~. I 
! . J 

I 

31. 

32, 

n, 

34. 

35, 

36, 

37, 

3B, 

, 40, 

41. 

CJ'lHII' 
Asu.ttjum ... ·l\l _____ _ 

Hll.ITARY Sl"~RVICE 

x Prior ~wn.tiC'e 
1 No prior SC'10V1CU 

A1',' 1 'run,! 

x n"'siJ:ahlc 
1 lIndcsirdblc or pOor 

!oo 

IJ 

LI 

LJ 
62 G3 G~ 6S 66 

III IT] IIHQU>lT OF IIT'I'OR'm~ 
fr:BS (In dolldrs) 
RESUU\'lNG f'HDM CURRENT 
Ar~LCGl.1·lON /\NIl PAID 
BV CLJENT 

XXXXX None 

RECEIVING PUBLIC 
TIME OF REf'lmRilL 
food stamps) 

/lSSISTIINCE AT 
(excluding 

X Yes 1 No 

ALL ANNUAL INCOHE (during 
last 12-month period) AT 
Tl}ffi OF ARREST {enLe.r. 
arnoullt in dollars) 

I 
6B 

INCOME FOR TilE HOtlTIi PRIOR 
'1'0 ARREST (in dOllars) 

73 74 7S 76 

[IJ I 
USE OF ORUGS--DIFPrCULTIES 

X NOlle };nown 
1 Interpersonal 
2 Legal 
3 Connected wi current 
4 Comb ina ticn 1 b 2 
5 Combination 1 t. 3 
6 Combination 2 & 3 
'1 combination 1, 2 r. 

caSe 

USE OF ALCOIIUL--DIFFICULTIES 

X Uonc known 
1 Int.crpcrsonal 
2 Legol 
J COl1nect~d wI current 
-4 Comb ina tion 1 & 2 
5 Comhination 1 & 3 
6 Cornbina Lion 2 &, 3 
7 Conwination 1, 2. l. 

mlTIIIL ilCTION PEtlDING 
I\DJ UDI CATION 

case 

X Helc.Jscd to parent t;lr other 
individual 
Rclcdscd on own recogni zancu 
Ite leuscll on biJi 1 
Released to Model Ntlighborhoou 
Corrections "'roject 
Work rcleilsc 
Jail dctentioll 
Helcuscd to PI;c-1'rlal 
nul case Projoct. 
Other (spcci [y) ________ __ 

I. U. NUMBER 
({or C41rd 2--tli\l1h1 

iHl J Lnm 2) 

7B 

D 

(l 

8U 

[J 

6 7 II q JO II 

M-\otJU'r Of" BAll. ~m1' 
BY cl.lun'l' (in doll"nl) 

IT..LIlI.·, [ 
I 

(I i 
PItOJJ.::C:'I" I'W:-')'lIlr,l. 

, lU:CUHHl:H IJA'IO J rm 1'0 
'J'III: eOllH'I' 

i: 'l'w1'llty-tUU1" "lHU' I!·lt'.~du 
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?ZJ...S~~ FOR -NO ?':::':'EASE" P.£COM.VZNDATION 

X So:;e 
1 Re:'jdc::; cor-.tro,\ ;=OU? assigr.r..ent 
;: ~e::.!.a! de!.:.c:.e:-,:j' 

!:=.:;:.:.o:;~l :':1.s':t.b:..!.iti' 
4 :=.e!.!sa! :'0 ?ar'::!C!?3':e 
5 ?=o:~::~ el:-e~c.:· at capacity 
6 ::\',al".!i\:'!.o:; AS a 000:- risk 

Sa:,'J.=e of o!'fense (sp-2c:.fy) ______ _ 

0:; '~ol~A l~ :a:.1 
O,:~e!' {$pcci fy) ____________ _ 

:Cl".R1' :iEC!SICH os PROJEct'S 
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X T ... -e:-,,:;·-:::'.!!' !1ot:= release 
1 ::·01::' ';!..":.e release or,ly 

~:.;~t !.:.:.:.~ release 
~o =elc-ase 
Case c:.s;:.l.ssec eric= 
':0 =ec::::-,::;cnd~ ~:'O:l 
S,=, r-e==-=e:::!a:..:.cn 
Ot..~e= (speCl.!y} ____ _ 

SER\"1"C::::S P?O'l!D.t:D TO THIS DSnNOA.'i"r 
(as ::.a. ... y as three t::"pes cf se:vices rnay be 
cede:! !o: each cc!se) 

X :iC:1e 
1 !'od;i:H; 

:!.:1a::'J::!.al aid 

£.::.?lcj'::en: 
!1e::!.cal 
i's .... c:.o!:-:!.c.:.l 
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VCC3:!.o~~1 t!'d!.ning 
7=ans::<>:-:.atl.cn 
O:.~er (Specify) _______ ___ 

:,'Si-I' OFFESSE AZ.!..EGED DUF.!!-:G 
??.E-TRl;":' ?!R!OD (use offense 
l.:.s:. ?:o·.'!.cec, and eoce as 
:::a::::' l!.S t.hree :'.e-..' offensf!s) 

C'X Sone 

?..E:c::r:n:G PUB!..!C ASSIS'!';"'-"cr. DURING 
?P..!-';'P..1Al,. ?!:?!OD (excluding food 
s:'.!..'7?s) 

X Yes 1 No 
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(OUTCOME DATA) 

COURT Ol1l'COME 30 

X Appeared for court (no difficulty) D I 
1 Appeared for court (in custody for 

technical reasons at time of trial) 
Appeared for court (in cus:,ody due to I 
apprehension on ncW' offense allcga~ion) 
Did not appear on court date, but I 
appeared at rescheduled da:.c 
Refused to 3?pCar (whereabouts known) 
Absconded (no other offense alleged) I 
Ne ..... offense alleged, ..... hereabout.s unkno ..... n 
Prosecution discontinued--trial date 
cancelled 
Other (specify)_______________________ f 

31 32 33 34 35 

PRELIMINARY HEARING 
DATE CIJCIJCP I 
CHARGES DROPPED OR DISMISSED BY 

X Not 
1 Municipal court 
2 Prelir.linary hearing 
3 Grand jury 
4 Dlst::ict court 
5 District attorney 9 Other (sp~cify) ________________ _ 

Oi , 
I 

DATE CHARGES DROPPED Cl.J c:p I=J? : 
FAILURE TO APPEAR OCCURRED AT D 
X None I 
1 P reI iminary appcarance--misderneanor 
2 Trial--r:lisdemcanor 
3 Traffic COUrt I 
4 Preliminary hearing--indictable offense 
5 Trial--indictuble offense 
6 Sentencing 
9 Other (.pecify)___________________ I 

43 44 45 46 47 

[J.JqJCP I DATE TRIAL HELD 

COURT ACTION PENDING DISPOSITION 

X Disposition same day as .adjudication 
1 Released to parent or other individual 
2 Released on own recognizance 
3 Released on bail 
4 Released to Model Neighborhood Corrections 

Project 
Jail detention 

6 Released outright 
9 Othe= (spccify) _____________ _ 

d 

DATE OF COURT DISPOSITION dJr¥1rn I 
rno, ~ yr. 

Where disposed? 

OFFENSE PROVEN OR ALLEGATION SUSTAINED 
(use offense code list p=ovided, and 
code as many as three offenses) 

ox None 

HOW PROVEN OR SUSTAINED 

X Not 3 Judge' s finding 
1 Allegations a~mitted 4 Ju=y verdict 
2 No defense 
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60. 
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62. 

63. 

64. 

65, 

66. 

99. 

CC,UR'i OlSrOSITION 

Charge Not Subst"'ntiat.ed 

XX Diswiss"!d, not proven, or 
found not guil~y 

01 No dis?osition--taken 
off calendar 

02 Droppr.!d at distric,: court 

Charco Su!:st<1:ltia ted, :~o '!'rar:s fer of Custocl'" 

10 iiarn!!d, adJusted, cO'Jnselcd 
11 l:l:c=nal SUpf.!:'''Jis!.on lr.itiated 
12 Prl.or supervlsio:-, contlnued 
13 Held open without further action 
14 Referred to ar.othr:r agency 
15 Parolee returned · ... ithc'.1t. r~ccr..:r.itr.'\Cnt 
16 F1nc or restit.ution only 
17 Rcf:crred t.o other jurlscic:':ion 
18 Sentence deferred ~o (date) ____________ _ 
19 Suspended sentence o:-.li' 
25 Other (.;>ccHrl ____________ _ 

Transfe= of CU5!.?C'I to: 

30 Stc:t.e correctional institution-
first time 

31 State correctional institution--
rccorr..":li tr..cnt 

32 Jail te.rm only 
33 Jail tenn · ... itrl fine or restitution 
34 Jail t~r::; with !'oIT.'.al ?robation 
35 Jail, probation, with fine 

or :estitut.l.on 
4~ Jailor fine 
36 Prooa~o:m ..... it.h fine or rC!ltitution 
37 Probation only 
39 Special facillty (fam, ranch, Cat:lp, 

school) 
39 Hal f ..... ay house 
40 Other c:;)::'.r.1unity placement 
41 Prl.·late agenci' or institution 
42 Public ins-:.itu:.ion other ~l-tan correctional 
43 Individual 
55 Oth~r (s;>~cifYl ___________ _ 

I 
NEIGHBOPJi.()I)D CORP~CTIO::;..L 
pp.oGRA.'1 OU'l'CO~.E 

X Refused to enter 
1 Entered but ref..lsed some serVlces 
2 Dropped out pri:;)r to trial 
3 Participated grudgingly in total program 
4 Partlcipated acti .... ely in tot.al progra.-. 
5 Returned to jai! by project reco::"."::e:lda:ion 
6 Returned to jail due to ne ..... offense arrest 
7 Ret-urnec! t.o jail due to tcchnleali~y 
: ~~;~~~~~d to jail d'.1a to abscondi;1g 
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DATE OF TER!f!NATION 
IN PROJEC'r' nlrTl! : ; 
AMOUNT OF FINE (in dollors) 

I.E'SGTH OF JAIL OR STATE 
INSTITUTION SENTESCE IMPOSED 
(months) 

OOX Life 

SENTENCE SERVED PRIOR TO TRIAL {weeks} 

DEFE!:otu~T P.E~P~SEt-lTEO BY 

X Self 
1 Private co:.msel 
2 Court appaointed counsel 
3 Legal aid 
4 O~her (spccify) ________________ _ 
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Des rloines, Iowa 

~1ODEL NEIGHBORHOOD CORRECTIONS PROJECT 

OFF ENS E COD E LIS T 

Offense listed to be used for the coding of Arrest Allegation, 
New Offense Alleged During Pre-Tr:.al Period, and Offense Proven or 
All~gation Sustained. 

The list below is to be used to code each of these three 
items. For each, use the code that best describes the 
behavior in question. Do not rely solely upon penal code 
categories. 

1. Arrest Allegation. Use the description of behavior 
given by the arresting agency. 

2. New Offense Alleged During Pre-Trial Period. Same 
as for ilArrest Allegation. II 

3. Offense Proven or Allegation Sustained. Use the 
description of the act that the court found to have 
occurred. 

In the case of more than one behavior, code the most 
serioues one first, according to the alphabetical order 
of th <: categories (" All is the most serious). If more than 
one behavior fits vlithin a single category, choose that be
havior for which the greatest penalty is provided by law, 
e. g. ~ I'Murder tl as opposed to " Aggravated Assault. II 

A. OFFENSES AGAINST PERSONS B. CRlt1ES OF SEX 
01 Murder 1 1ij Forcible sex acts 
02 Murder 2 15 Unnatural sex acts 
03 Attempted murder 16 Prostitution 
04 Manslaughter 17 Immoral acts 
05 Assault wi intent 18 Promiscuity 
06 Aggravated assault 19 Illegal sexual relations 
07 Robbery wi aggravation 20 Related to pornographic 
08 Robbery, armed materials 
09 Robbery, unarmed 21 Soliciting 
10 Burglary w/ aggravation 22 Other sex offenses 
11 Hinor assault 
12 Kidnapping 
13 Other offenses against a person 

C. OFFENSES AGAINST PROPERTY 
23 Larceny over $20 30 Shoplifting over $20 
2LI Larceny under $20 31 Shoplifting under $20 
25 Larceny of motor vehicle 32 Destruction of property 
26 Burglary (w/out 33 TrespaSSing 

aggravation 31~ Other offenses against 
27 Breaking and entering property 
28 Arson 
29 'Theft (grand or petit) 
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D. CRIMES OF FORGERY, FRAUD E. 
and CONSPIRACY 
35 Forgery 
36 ,-Fraud 
3'7 Deception 
38 Uttering fraudulent 

instl'ument 
39 Issuing fraudulent 

instrument 
40 Conspiracy 
41 Blackmail, extortion 
42 Receiving and concealing 

stolen property 
43 Impersonation 
44 Other forgery or fraud 

F. CRIMES OF WEAPONS, G. 
DRUGS and ALCOH6~ 
5-~legal possession of 

dangerous weapon 
55 Illegal sale of dangerous 

\Ale apon 
56 Other weapons law 

violations (specify) __ _ 

57 Possession of marijuana 
58 Sale of marijuana 
59 Sale of marijuana to minor 
60 Possession of hallucinogenic 

drugs (LSD, mescaline, 
peyote, etc.) 

61 Sale of hallucinogenic drugs 
62 Sale of hallucinogenic 

drugs to minor H. 
63 Manufacture of hallucino

genic drugs 
64 Illegal possession of 

other dangerous drugs 
(narcotics, sedatives, 
stimulants, including 
prescription drugs) 

65 Sale of other dangerous 
drugs 

66 Sale of other dangerous 
drugs to minor 

67 Manufacture of other 
dangerous drugs 

68 Illegal possession of 
liquor or beer 

69 Illegal sale of liquor 
70 Illegal sale of liquor 

to minors 
71 Ille~al transport of liquor 
72 Bootlegging 
73 Violation of gambling laws 
74 Drunk or drinking 
75 City ordinance violations 

except disorderly conduct 
76 Disorderly conduct 

FEDERAL OFPENSES 
45 Income tax evation 
46 Dyer Act 
47 Fugitive 
48 Bank robbery 
49 Postal fraud 
50 Postal theft 
51 Counterfeiting 
52 Narcotics 
53 Other (specify) ______ _ 

OFFENSES AGAINST FAMILY 
and/or CHILDREN 
77 Nonsupport 
78 Failure to provide 
79 Desertion 
80 Neglect 
81 Bigamy 
82 Adultery 
83 Contributing to 

delinquency 
84 Violation of compulsory 

school la"J 
85 Paternity offenses 
86 Child beating 
87 Other offenses 

MISCELLANEOUS OFFENSES 
88 Escapes from custody 
89 Interfering with enforce

ment . of laVl 
90 Operating a motor vehicle 

w/out a proper license 
91 Operating a motor vehicle 

while under the inftuence 
of alcohol 

92 Operating a motor vehicle 
while under the influence 
of drugs 

93 Traffic violation--personal 
injury 

94 Standing motor vehicle 
violation 

95 Othe~ motor vehicle violation 
(spec:U'y) 

96 Harboring a fugitive or 
concealing evidence 

97 Resisting arrest 
99 Other miscellaneous 

offenses (specify) ____ _ 

-----------------------------
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APPENDIX B 

Statistical Analyses of Cormnuni ty Corrections 

Clients' Characteristics, as Related to 

Failure vs. Non-Failure in the Program 
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Fail 

Non-Fail 

Fail 

Non-Fail 

Fail 

Non-Fail 

Fail 

Non-Fail 

Fail 

Noh-Fail 
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Item 7--RACE 

Anglo Other Total % 

61 52 113 54.0 

215 96 311 69.1 

Item 7--RACE 

I . 
1 I Negro Other Total I % 

47 66 113 41.6 

88 223 311 28.3 

. 
Item 8--RESIDENCE DISTRICT 

Wlin City Other Total % 

106 7 113 93,8 

26,9 41 310 86.8 

Item I1--NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS 

None Other Total % ! 
8 105 113 7.1 

54 257 311 17.4 

Item Il--NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS 

None 
& One Other rrota1 % 

22 91 113 19.5 

111 200 311 35.7 

X2 

8.372 

X "-

6.753 

X2 

4.070 

X2 

7.021 

X2 

10.132 

p 

0.01 

P 

0.01 

P 

I 
0.05i 

P 

0.01 

P 

0.01 

I 
I 

.\ 

I 
I 
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Item 12--NUNBER OF PRIOR JUVENILE CONVICTIONS Item 30--HEALTH 

None Other Total % X2 P Good 
% X2 p 

Health O·ther Total 
Fail 60 51 III 54.1 

Non-Fail 194 114 308 63.0 2.728 0.10 
Fail 74 38 112 66.1 

72 309 76.7 4.810 0.05 
Non Fail 237 

Item 12--NUMBER OF PRIOR JUVENILE CONVICTIONS Item 32--ATTITUDE 
. 

None 
& One Other Total % X2 p Desir-

Total % X2 P 
able other 

Fail 83 28 111 74.8 

Non-Fail 262 46 308 85. 1 5.941 0.02 
Fail 84 25 109 77.1 

21 304 93.1 20.825 0.01 
Non-Fail 283 

Item 15--NUNBER OF PRIOR PRISON SENTENCES Item 37--USE OF DRUGS, DIFFICULTIES 

None Other Total' S1, X2 P a 
None 

Total % X2 p 
Know'n other , 

Fail 82 31 113 72.6 

Non-Fail 254 57 311 81.7 4.178 0.05 
59· 54 113 52.2 

Fail., 
92 311 70.4 12.168 0.01 

Non-Fail 219 

Item 22--LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN AREA 

Less 
Than 1 Yr. Other Total % X2 P 

Fail 18 95 113 15.9 I 

Non-Fail 85 225 310 27.4 5.935 0.02 . \ 
, 

Item 24--EMPLOYMENT STATUS 

Not Em-

\ 
I 

\ 
ployed Other Total % X2 P 

Fail 73 38 III 65.8 

Non-Fail 166 140 306 54.2 4.416 0.05 



APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION 

ON OUTCOME 

C-l 

As reported earlier, thirteen items were found to 

be associated with the Failure/Non-Failure dichotomy. 

In order to assess the degree of association between a 

linear combination of these variables and outcome con-

trolled for overlap among variables, multiple regression 

was performed. 

Since many of the variables were nominal in sca~e 

and others were quasi-interval with attenuated ranges 

it was felt that more reliable information could be 

obtained if -these variables were recoded to indicator 

variables. For example, a variable "Anglo-American" 

was created which had a value of 1 if the subject was 

an Anglo-American (code 2 or 7 on Item 7 of the code-

sheet) and a value of 0 otherwise. In table C-l is dis-

played hovl these indicator variables were created. 

TABLE C-l 

Codesheet Item Indicator How 
# Title Va\'iable Recoded 

7 Sex & Race Anglo-American 1 if Item 7=2 
0 otherwise 

7 Sex & Race Negro-American 1 if Item 7=1 
0 othenJise 

8 Residence Des Moines 1 if Item 8=0 
District Resident 0 o the rw is e 

11 Number of Few Prior 1 if Item 11 =0 
Prior Arrests Arrests 0 oth e rw is e 

or 7 

or 6 

or 1 

or 1 

1 
I 
! 
f 

1 
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TAI3LE C-l (continued) 

Codesheet Item Indicator Hov.J 
1/ Title Val'i ab 1 e Recoded 

1 2 Number of Few Juvenile 1 if Item 12-0 or 1 
Prior Ju·· Convictions 0 othenvi se 
venile Con-
victions 

1 5 Number of No Prior Prison 1 if Item 15=0 
Prior Pri- Sentences 0 otherwise 
son Sen-
tences 

22 Length of Short Term 1 if Item 22=0, 1 or 
Residence in Resident 0 othenJise 
Area . 

24 Employment Not Employed or 1 if Item 24=0 
Status Employable 0 if Item 24=1 

case excluded 
wise 

30 . Hea 1 th Good Health 1 if Item 30=0 
0 otherwi se 

32 Attitude P 00 I- Attitude 1 if Item 32=1 
0 otherwise 

37 Use of Drugs No Kno\'Jn Drug 1 if Item 37=0 
Difficulties Difficulties 0 otherwise 

10 Age at 1st Not Recoded 
Offense 

33 Amount of Not Recoded 
Attorney 
Fees 

, 

The means of these variables and their Pearson 

'th outcome are shown in product-moment correlations Wl 

Table C-2, on the next page. 

or 3 
or 2 

other-

2 
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TABLE C-2 

Variable 

Anglo-American 
Negto-American 
Des Moines Resident 
Few Prior Arrests 

Few Juvenile Convictions 
No Ptior Prison Sentences 
Short Term Resident 
Not Employed or Employable 
Good Health 
Poor Attitude 

No Known Drug Difficulties 
Age at First Offense 
Amount of Attorney Fees 

Mean 

.6506 

.3195 
'.8871 

.3149 
.8209 
.7954 
.2419 
.5771 
.7361 
.1087 
.6529 
19.41 
10.21 

r 

.129 
- . 115 

,082 

· 11 7 
· 107 
.097 

· 107 
-.084 

.106 
-.223 

.165 

.094 
• 1 1 5 

These variables were then entered into a step-wise multi-

pIe regression procedure with outcome as the dependent 

variable. * Table C-3 is a summary of the regression 

for those variables which added significantly to the 

power of the regression expression (as demonstrated by a 

regression coefficient significant at a = .05). 

*Subprogram "regression/! of the Statist'icaZ Package for 'tJze SociaZ 
SC1:ences. Norman II. Nie, Dale Ii. Bent, and C. l/adlai Hall, Ner" York: 
McGrar·/-llill, 1970. 
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TABLE C-3 

N = 350 
Multiple R = .327 F for Regression = 8.23 df 1= 5 
Multiple R2= . 107 dfz= 344 

P <.001 

I 
B B 

Var1ables i n ( R a \1/ - S cor e Standa)~di zed Standard El~ror 

Equation Regression-Wt.) Regression Wt. B F 

Poor Attitude -.300 -.212 .073 17.018 
No Known Drug .103 . 111 .048 4.583 
Difficulties 
Anglo- .112 . 121 .047 5.528 
American 
Few Prior .098 .103 .049 4.000 
Arrests 
Amount of .001 .086 .0006 2.829 
Attol"ney Fees 

I 
Constant .58662 
(Intercept) , 

.. -

While the association between these variables and outcome 

is statistically significant it is clear from Table C-3 that 

the relationship is not very strong. Furthermore, these 

potential predictors are highly intercorrelated as is 

evidenced by the fact that only five were included by the 

regression procedure before the predictive power of the 

best of the remaining p:r-edictors fell belo'!;", statistical 

significance at the .05 level. (The highest partial correla-

tion with outcome for variables not included in the above 

regression is .078.) 

! 
I 

\ 
11 C-.5 

It must also be remembered that the multiple R 

reported above is based on a construction sample and is 

thus an inflated estimate of the predictive power of these 

variables. To assess the true predictive power of the 

regression expression presented above it would be neces-

sary to test it on a sample of cases not used to generate 

it. This was ~ot possible due to the availability of 

too few data cases. 

In conclusion, variables have been isolated which 

are significantly related to outcome and some estimate 

of their predictive power has been developed. However, 

the results ir.dica:.:e tr:at a. larger sample of cases subj·ected 

to more sophisticated analysis (perhaps principle compo-

nent or factc~ analvsis) and more rigorous validation 

would be required to determine whether or not practical, 

valid and reliable use can be made of the association 

between these variables and outcome. 

I, 
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