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i' 
I. INTRODUCTION 

I 

,_ The purpose: .of this study is to analyze the 1979 pre-trial service 

program conducted by the Suffolk County Probation Department; and to 

offer recommendations for systemic improvements based on the program"s 

stated objectives. This document reports the results of the second 

phase of a three stage research effort which began in the spring of 1979. 

The first phase of this research resulted in a Probation Departmental 

report published in June, 1979 entitled: S3ffolk Probation"s 'Release-

On-Recognizance' and Legal-Aid Eligibility Services: An Operational 

Ana~ysis (revised 8/79). This initial report pres~nted the goals, major 

objectives, operational procedures, risk-asse~sment instruments, program 

effectiven~ss and cost benefits of the existing system. In addition, this 

first report attempted to trace the historical development of the "Release-

On-Recognizance'/'Legal-Aid-Eligibility' (ROR/LA) program in Suffolk County. 

Comparative annual workload statistics were also presented. However, 

recommendations for programmatic change were deferred in the initial 

report pending completion of additional data collection, information veri-

fication and analysis. Copies of 'Pre-Trial Serivces (1979) .,. Report #1", 

are available upon request to the Suffolk County Probation Department; 

P. O. Box 188, Yaphank, N. Y. 11980. 

This current 'Pre-Trial Services - Report #2'" of-;ers an analys'rs' of 

the major issues regarding pre.,.trial services in Suffolk County including 

the following: 

1) Revalidation of the Risk~Assessment Instrument 

21 Modification of the "Automatic Exclusion cri:teria ~" 

3) Expansion of the follow-up validated ROR procedure to certain 

subgroups 

-1-
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4) Supervised ROR Services 

5) The impact of video arraignment 

6) Expansion of services to include a social-service component 

7) Screening of jail cases for minor offenses 

The third phase of this research effort will include the statistical 

validation of the risk-assessment instrument currently in use and wiJ-l 

be completed in 1979. In addition, an assessment of the 'automatic":" 

exclusion I criteria with recommendations for modifica'tions will be mad~. 

This report (Pre-Trial Services #2) has been organized to provide 

a system-wide overview in Section II; an analysis of the subgroup that 

failed to return to Court in Section III; analysis of those given 'auto--

matie exclusion' treatment in Section IV; and discussion of the major 

issues for Suffolk pre-trial services with specific recommendations' in 

Section v. 
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II. PROBATION PEE-TRIAL SERVICES IN SUFFOLK COUNTY 

As illustrated in Figure 1, there were 15,960 total ROR/LA 

interviews begun by Probation .in 1978. These interviews included 

4,775 legal aid status interviews, 8,202 full release on recognizance 

interviews; and 2,983 - 40-8 or automatic exclusion inter'.riews. The 

automatic exclusion (40-8) classification means that these particular 

cases were excluded from a full ROR investigation either because a 

recent ROR report was already conducted; or the individual had a fugi-

tive warrant outstanding; was a non-resident; etc~ 

As illustrated in Figure 2, 73.3% of all the cases in 1978 were 

given full ROR investigations and 26.7% were automatically excluded 

from full ROR investigations wherein 40-8 forms were prepared and sub-

mitted to Court. Figure 2 reports the results of an analysis of the 

automatic exclusion cases in Suffolk between April 1, 1979 and June 23/ 

J.97'. As illustrated i)'l this chart, 15 \ 9% of these cases were excluded 

because a recent ROR report was' available with current data. Thus, 

4.2% of the total ROR referred population were given automatic exclusion 

treatment but were also eligible for ROR treatment. Thus, ~ were 

excluded from full ROR interviews and 77.5% were afforded ROR treatment. 

Table 1 reveals that of those cases excluded from ROR interviews, 

the great~~t single reason for exclusion was the non-resident (,28.7%1 

status of the individual. If an individual is not; a Suffolk. or Nassau 

County resident, then automatic exclusion treatment is given. Other 

reasons for exclusion are a!jl follows: No pe'rma,nent address ... 20,5%; 

Insufficient Time In Area (ITA) ..... 19 .. 5%; Warrant Outstanding .,.. l6'%~ 

Viqlation of Probation Proceedings - 4,7%; Refused Interliew .,.. 3. 0.%.; 

Other - 7.6%. The other category includes the following reasons: intends' 

to leave county, fal se identity.; incolierent or i'ntoxic;:t ted r wi'lling to 

pay fine now, etc. 
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11 
.' 
" 

" ; \ 



r--· 
I 

o 

,. . 
I 

J 

" r I 

2,983 Automatic 
Exclusions 
(40-8 Forms) 

!~----. 

I., ROR'd I 
474 Prior' 
Reports 

l.1!sEu~bm~~:!:.:' t~t~e:!tl~W"--,~--;-t.!3_~...!.J. 
Potential 
ROR 

2,509 True 
Automatic 

'-----' Exclusion 
'Cases 

Jail Remands 1 

No Follow-up 
1--___ -+ Report 

Conducted 

179 'Poor 
..... ---1 Risks' 

Returned 
846 'Poor 1212 'Poor 1 .... ------4 

r 
Risk' Classi-r-~---L~R~i~s~k~s~'~R~O~R~'~d~1 

I fications 33 'Poor 
~ ____ -IRisks' Failed 

to Return . ~T~::~; !::~~--- 8,202 Potential r-O·-t -h-e-r-D7'i-sp-o----. 2,361 Releasedl 
by Probation 1-......-1"" __ ... ROR Eligible ~-+----i sitions, Fines, on Bail Immed.1 jVerified 
During 1978 Respondents ~ Withdrawals, I- Report for 
~60 Etc. 42 41,298 Jail or I---rrhose Jailed 

Jail/Bail I ~8 Hrs. or 

r-------------~ ... _4 __ ~------------,~ 7,314 'Good... ~ore 3,807 'Good 
Risk' Classi- 14,331 'Good t-~--tRisks' 
fications 1 RISkS ROR' d 1--------""" Returned 

.4,775 Legal 
Aid Status 
Intervie\ols 

~)\ 
i~ ,/ 

FIGURE 1: FLOW ClffiRT OF ROR/LA CASES DURING 1978 ACCORDING TO PRE-TRIAL ALTERNATIVES 

*Note: A total of 94.2% of the respondents ~eturned to Court 6n their own volition. 
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'Non-Resident - 17.3% 

J Insufficient Time l 
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Exclusion I Warrant - 13.5% Report ,... 
Cases 26.7% Conducted 
(40-8 Forms) I violation of Proba- , 
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I Refused Interview - 2.6% L 
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I false identity, etc. ) 6.3% J \ 

\\ 

Total 
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Report I 
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Classifica- \ Ion Bail J I Report ~ ROR'd I 
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I ROR'd Verified i ~ -1 Jail I Potential I Report ' 
" 
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Jail' ROR Eligi- Other Disposi-

"-
ble Cases " " tions, Fines, Detent' ~on 
73.3%** Dismissals, Etc. 

Recogn~zance 

'Poor-Risk' Released on 

/~ Releas~ on Own 1 

Classifica- Bail Imme- . ..J ROR'd I 
\jdiatelY < Bail I 
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Verified ROR I 

Jail Remands Report J 
I Jail I 

", 

FIGURE 2: SYSTEMIC FLOW CfmRT OF PRE-TRIAL ALTERNATIVES 

*This category identifies cases that are excluded from a full ROR investigation for a variety of 
reasons including those who had a recent report conducted. 

**This total represents potential ROR cases that had a full ROR investigation conducted. 
***This category are potential SR cases and represent an additional 4.2% eligible ROR cases. 
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MATIC ' EXCLUSIO! 

;REASON FOR AUT~TY DURING 1972-
IN SUFFOLK CO -.--
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'REASONS FOR EXCLUSION 
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28.7% 

Non .... Resi'dent 114 
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16.0% 
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t (Pugi ti ve, ar , 

warran 4.7% 
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3.0% 

Refused Interview 
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other 555 
TOTAL 
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t ' 1 services. 
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pre-trial services 
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individual will return to 
whether an 

risk' versu 
essment of 
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being ROR'd. 
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III. THE "FAILED-TO RETURN-TO COUR'r" SUBGROUP 

As indicated in Pre-Trial Services - Report #1,1 additional infor-

mation was needed regarding those individuals who were released-on-their 

own recognizance and failed to return to Court as scheduled. The research 

question was simply: I'How many individuals ROR' d, returned to Court on tb:air 

volition?" By determining this fact, we would be able to identify the 
'; 

hardicore group that refused to return to Court and/or fled the jurisdic-

tion of the Court. Field observation indicated that many people who were 

reported by the ROB/LA Unit as unsuccessful cases, actually returned to 

Court on the following day 0; later the same day, etc. Lack of transpor.,.. 

tat ion , confusion regarding date of appearance, sudden illness, car tiouble, 

e·tc. all contributed to the 'failure-to--ceturn-as-scheduled' rate; but there 

is a critical difference between those individuals who are willing to return 

to Court vs. those who are resistant and refuse to cooperate. 

In order to determine the 'willingness-to-return-to-court' rate vs. 

'the refusal to return' rate, the Criminal Court records ill HauEpauge were 

checked for all 157 cases of ROR eligi,ple individuals who failed to return 

to Court between January and June 23, 1979. These cases did not include 

the 'automatic··exclusion' category, nor the traffic offense category. 

As illustrated in Table 2, out of the 157 case total of individuals 

ROR;d, 71 or 45.2% returned to Court of their own will shortly after their 

scheduled Court date; E2 or ~~ had outstanding warrants as of 7/12/79; 

and 29 or. 18.5% had warrants executed. 
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TABLE 2: DISPOSITION OF 'FAILURE-TO-RETURN-AS
SCEEDULED' CASES BETWEEN JAN.-JUNE, 1979 

DISPOSITION # 

Returned-To-Court 71 

warrants Outstanding 57 

Warrants Executed 29 

TOTAL 157 

45.2% 

36.3% 

18.5% 

100.0% 

Report #1 indicated that 89.4% returned to Court as scheduled between 

January and May, 1979. The 10.6% that failed to return of ROR eligible 

individuals are the subjects of the above Table #2. Thus, an additional 

45.2% of the 10.6% of the total ROR eligible population or an additional 

4.8% returned to Court on their own volition (45.2% X 10.6%). Also, 3.8% 

(36.3% X 10.6%) had warrants outstanding, while 2.0% (18.5% X 10.6%) had 

warrants executed. 

Basically, these findings indicate that 94.2% of the individuals 

released on their own recognizance returned to Court of their own volition . 
. ' 

5.8% have warrants outstanding or had warrants executed. 

Regarding the 29 cases or .~ that had warrants executed, 19 or 65.5% 

continued wi~h subsequent Court appearances as scheduled while 10 or 34.5% 

have subsequent warrants still outstanding. 

Approximately 95% of those individuals considered eligible forROR treatment, 

and released on their own recognizance, in fact returned to Court of tnei.r l O.wn 

volition between January and June, 1979. In addition, of the 29 cases or 2% 

that had warrants executed, 19 or another 1.3% were released and subsequently 

re·turned to Court of their own volition. Thus, the vast majority of cases 
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currently considered eligible for ROR treatment return to Court under 

the current system. 

The next section focuses in on the 'automatic exclusion' category 

which holds the greatest potential for impact on pre-trial detention 

services in Suffolk County. 

IV. AUTOMATIC EXCLUSION CLASSIFICATION 

According to the Suffolk County ROR system, some cases automatically 

are excluded from full interview services, and a recommendation to the Court 

for release is not made. These cases are automatically excluded and a form is sent 

to Court. Thi~ 40-8 Form contains the following information: 1) Date of 

\. 
Report, 2) Date of Birth, 3) Charge, 4) Address, 5) Legal Aid Eligibil i ty , 

6) Disposition, 7) Prior Record, and 8) Reasons for Exclusion. 

Specific reasons for exclusion are as follows: 1) NR - N9~sident 
(outside of Nassau or Suffolk Counties); 2) Warrant - if a probation or 

fugitive warrant exists; 3) Ref. Int. - Refused Interview; 4) N.P.A. - no 

permanent addressi 5) V.O.P. - Violation of Probation outstanding; 6) I.T.A. -

Insufficient Time in Area; 7) II - Incomplete Interview; 8) P.R.S. - Prior 

Report Submitted (if another ROR report was recently completed, a 40-8 Form 

is attached to that form instead of a new interview); 9) will Pay Fine -

(if the legal involvement is resolved with immediate payment of a fine); 

and 10) Incoherent. 

An analysis of automatic exclusion classifications during April, May, 

and June of 1979 reveals the exact reason for exclusion of new ROR inter-

views. As Table ~ illustrates, there were 660 automatic exclusions between 

April 1st and June 23, 1979. The major reason for automatic exclusion 

treatment (40-8) was due to the non-resident or transient nature of the 

accused offender. Of the total 40-8 forms submitted to Court during this 

-9-
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period, the major reasons were as follo~s: Non-Resident - 159 (24.1%); 
I 
! ' No Permanent Addre 114 ( ss - 17.3%), and Insufficient Ti~e in the Area , 

'" '" 
108 (16.4%). These three factors accounted for 381 out of the total 660 

40-8 Forms submitted. I ·dd· . ' n a ~t~on, 13.5% (or 89 out of 660 cases) were 

given 'automatic exclusion' treatment because warrants were outstanding 

on the individual. It is important to note that this category means that 

Courts other than the presiding Court at . 
arra~gnment have issued warrants 

for the individual that remain outstanding. The 'warrant' population is 

truly considered ineligible for ROR consideration because of the existing 

conditions. Also, 2.6% refused the interview and 6.3% were intoxicated, 

incoherent, gave a false identity, or were willing to pay the fine nor,." and 

would be released immediately. 

TABLE~ Reasons for Automatic _ROR Exclusions . 
June 1 ~~, 1979 Dur~ng April, May ~ 

, Reason fOr Auto E 1 ** . xc Us~on 40-8) 'April 79 Mav 79 June 1-23,79 Total 

# % # % # % # % 
Non-Resident (NR) 56 21.3 56 24.9 47 27.3 ISS 24.1 
No Permanent Address (NPA) 50 19.0 42 18,7 22 l2.a 114 17.3, 
Insufficient Time in Area (ITA) 34 12.9 39 17.3 35 20.4 108 16.4 
Prior Report Submitted (PRS) 52 19.8 31 13.8 22 12.8 105 15.9 
Warrant (Fugitive,Parole,Prob.) 34 12.9 29 12.,9 26 1~.1 89 13.5 
Violation of Prob@tion (VOP) 10 3.8 12 5 .. 3 4 2.3 26 3.9 
Refused Interview (RI) 7 2.7 7 3.1 3 1.7 17 2.6 
Other* 

20 7.6 9 4.0 13 7.6 42 6.3 
Total 

263 100% 225 100% 172 100% 660 100% 

*The 'Other' category includes h 
f I t e following reasons: intends to 1 a se identity, incoherent or . t . eave country, 

~n ox~cated, willing to pay fine now, etc. 
**Th~ June total is for the periods between 

does not represent 'a complete month. June 1st. and June 23rd., 1979 and 

I 
I 

.: • 

Table 4 illustrates the reasons that cases receive automatic 

exclusion treatment exclusive of the (PRS) 'prior-report-submitted' 

category. When the FRS category is omitted from the other automatic 

exclusion categories, the non-resident, no-permanent address, and 

insufficient time in area reasons account for 68.7% or all automatic 

exclusion cases. 

TABLE 4: REASONS FOR AUTOMATIC ROR EXCLUSIONS FORM SUBMISSION (40-8) 
EXCLUSIVE OF THE J?RS (PRIOR REPORT SUBMITTED) CATEGORY 

. i . 

REASONS FOR EXCLUSION NUMBER PERCENTAGE 

Non-Resident 159 28.7% 

No Permanent Address 114 20.5% 

Insufficient Time In Area 108 19.596 

Warrant (Fugitive, Parole, Prob. ) 89 16.0% 

Violation of Probation 26 4.7% 

Refused Interview 17 3.0% 

Other 42 7.6% 

TOTAL 555 100.0% 

As illustrated in Table 4, 89 cases or 16% recei,ied automatic exclu-

sion treatment because of an outstanding fugitive, parole or probation 

warrant. In addition, 26 or 4.7% of these cases have outstanding Viola-

tions of Probation. Also 17 cases or 3% refuse to participate in the inter-
...-"- -,-

view, and 42 cases or 7.6% received automatic exclusion treatment for 'other' 
--T" 

reasons. The 'other' category includes the following reasons: intends to 

leave country, false identity, incoherent or intoxicated, willing to pay 

fine no'w, etc. 

In summary, 68.7% of the automatic exclusion classifications based 

on risk or legal status are due to the fact that the respond,ent is a non-

resident, has no permanent address or has just recently moved into the 

-11-
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area (and is without attachments). A large pel."centage of those cases 

(20-30%) that have insufficient tinle in the area (ITA) have recently 
I' ii 

been released from incarceration. Our sample revealed t~t of this 

category, indiviguals were released from either the day before to several 

months before from Attica, Suffolk County Jail, Danamora Prison, Nassau 

county Jail, Honor Farm, etc. 

In addition to the non-resident or transient: status of the respon-

dent, a large percentage of the automatically excluded cases (115 or 20.7%) 

have fugitive, probation, or parole warrants outstanding or have Violation 

of Probation proceedings outstanding. Thus! 89.4% of the automatic exclu-

sion cases receive this treatment because of outstanding warrants, and 

violations of probation; because they reside outside of Nassau and Suffolk 

Counties; have no permanent address; or have spent insufficient time in 

the area because of recent incarceration or transient life-style. 

The remaining miscellaneous cases that receive automatic exclusion 

treatment 10.6% are because of the respondent refusing to participate in 

the interview, incoherent or intoxicated behavior, willing to pay the fine 

now, submission of false identity, plans to leave the country, etc. 

One of the most notable consequences of being l>dentified an 'auto-

matic exclusion' case is that a verified ROR report is not conducted when 

jail remand is ordered. Verified ROR reports are only conducted on potential 

f~ll ROR cases that are jailed pending bail. The Judge does not have bene-

fit of a follow-up verified ROR report on automatic exclusion jail cases' 

that were given this classification because of intoxication, for oxample. 

Clearly, expansion of current pre-trial services should be made to insure 

follow-up verified ROR reports for certain subgroups of the 'automatic 
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exclusion' category. In fact, routine verif.ied ROR reports should be 

conducted on all 'automatic exclusion' cases except those with warrants 

outstanding. 

As indica'ced in 1 Pre-Trial Report #1 1 1979, the report prepar~d by 

Probation I S pre·~trial services unit is only one indicator used by the 

judiciary in assessing whether the individual will return to Court as 

scheduled. Many of the cases that are excluded by Probation from full 

ROR reports (automatic exclusion cases) are ROR1d or released on bail and 

return as scheduled. A close examination of the automat,ic exclusion cri .. 

teria is necessary with specific modifications. 

There are certain areas that require the maintenance of the automatic 

exclusion classification and they are as follows: 

1) warrant Qutstanding from another Court.; 

2) no permanent address; 

3) non-resident (liv'ing beyond westchester County or OUt-of-State); 

4) Violation of Probation proceeding in process; 

5) incoherent or intoxicated at time of interview; 

6) refused interview. 

For these cases, pre-trial services must complete and submit a 40-8 Form 

excluding' the explaining why the individual was excluded from a full ROR 

investigation. Full ROR investigations (with additional verified ROR 

reports for jail cases) should be completed on all other cases. 

Thus, although the current criteria defines non-residents as all 

those residing outside of Nassau and Suffolk Counties, it is proposed that 

a full ROR investigation be conducted on all individuals that reside on 

Long,Island, N. Y. City or Westchester. Non-residents account for 28.7% 

of all automatic exclusion cases. 

. , 
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For the category (ITA) Insufficient Time in the Area, full ROR 

investigations should be made with the length of residence and reason 

included on the ROR report. This total represents 19.5% of all auto-

matic exclusion cases. 

When a potential ROR individual is remanded to jail, a verified 

ROR report should be conducted on all cases that are jailed for more 

than 48 hours and the report submitted to Court. Changes in attitude, 

new developments, sobriety, etc. may provide new information that can be 

used to justifiably recommend ROR or a reduction in bail. Table 5 illu·-

strates the type of pre-trial service proposed for individuals in the 

current automatic exclusion category. 

TABLE 5: PROPOSED CRITERIA CHANGE FOR 
AUTOMATIC EXCLUSION 'I'REATMENT 

Type of Automatic 
Exclusion Case 

1. warrant 

2. Violation of Probation 

3. (ITA) Insufficient 
Time In il.rea 

4. Refusea'Intervie~ 

5. Intoxicated 

6. Resident (L.I., NYC, 
Westchester) 

7. Non-Resident (beyond 
Westchester) 

8. False Identity 

Full 
ROR 
¥-eport 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

(40-8) 
Automatic 
Exclusion 
Report 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Jail Case 
Verified 
ROR 
Report 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

The current system does not conduct a full ROR report on the follow

ing: 1) non-residents of Nassau or Suffolk; 2) those with Insufficient 

Time In the Area (ITA); 3) incoherent or intoxicated individuals; or 7}, 

those who refused the interview. The proposed changes represent a significant 
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departure for the current system and represents an increase of approxi-

mately 11%-15% of full ROR interviews that would be conducted. 

In addition, for those cases that are remanded to jail, follow-up 

verified ROR reports are recommended within 72 hours. Verified ROR reports 

would not be conducted for the warrant, new non-resident definition and 

Violation of Probation categories. All other cases should have verified 

ROR reports completed. Thus, the individual who refused the interview or 

was incoherent or intoxicated at the time of the initial interview would 

have a chance for release with the benefit of a verified ROR report. 

At the present time, cases cited in the above categories do not have 

follow-up ROR reports conducted. 

V. MAJOR PRE-TRIAL ISSUES IN SUFFOLK COUNTY 

1. Revalidation of the Risk Assessment Instrument 

One of the characteris,tics of risk-assessment instruments,' is that 

they have to be revalidated periodically for optimal value, Class-:i:fication 

of 'good-risk' and 'poor~risk' assessnent~ must be continllou~ly refined. 

Although only 212 or 25% of the 'poor-risk' cases were ROR'd, 84.4% 0+ 
those that were released returned as scheduled. statisticrevalj~~ti~n is, 

necessary and would achieve two specific obj ecti'Ves: At improve -the ~1;'eturn",. 

to-Court-as~scheduled rate.; B) expand the range of '·good~d.:sk.':' cl~gl:i.:j:'ti':cat~ons: 

(based on the probability of return to Court). 

2. Modification of the 'Automatic Exclusion Criteria 

As described in section IV, the full ROR investigation should be con-

ducted on all residents of Long Island, N:Y.C. and westc~sster; and individual~ 

formerly excluded because of insufficient time in the area. 'Automatic Exclu-

sion' (40-8) treatment would continue for A) warrants, B) Violations of 

Probation; C) non-residents (out of State and beyond Westchester); D) inco-

herent or intoxicated individuals and E) those who refuse interview. 

-15-

, f 



3. Expansion of t~e Follow-up Validated ROR Procedure 

As illustrated in Table 5, validated ROR reports should be ex-

panded from the current jail cases that were ROR eligible to also include 

the following groups: A) those that initially refused the interview and 
f 

were jailed; B) those individuals that were intoxicated or incoherent at 

the time of the first interview and were subsequently jailed i C) those 

that were previously labeled as having insufficient time in the area 

(ITA)i D) all residents of L.L, N.Y.C. and westchester that were jailed 

but eligible for ROR release: E) those that previously gave a false 

identity, excluded from the ROR interview and jailed. 

Validated ROR investigations for those individuals jailed with 

outstanding warrants or VOP's; or for non-residents are not recommended. 

4. ~upervised ROR Services 

Supervised ROR services may not be possible on a cost effective 

basis. However, this approach could be tried on a pilot basis to de-

termine t.he actual cost benefits, if any. The target population should 

be those individuals who after having a verified ROR report forwarded to 

Court are jailed. again and are unable to make bail. 

5. The Impact of Video Arrai~~nt 

Additional probation pre~trial resources will be needed to 

accomodate the video arraignment program. The proposed recommendations 

for modified automatic exclusion criteria, and the statistical validation 

of the risk-assessment instrument coupled with video arraignment, 

should reduce the number of cases remanded to jail awaiting trial. The 

full impact will be evaluated during the implementation of this LEAA 

grant. 

.. 
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6'. '. Expa.nsion of Services to Include. a Social s~rvtces Component 

At the present time', Probation's pre'7,trial services., system doeq, 

not include a social services component (i.e. counseling; transportation! 

housing, employment, etc.) bedause of limited resources. Also the curl;'ent 

plans do not include providing expanded social services', Ratner! ea.ch 

recommendation is purely based on the ob]' ective of insuring th t t ere, urn.,. 0, 

Court as scheduled, of respondent in SuffOlk. Courts, 

7. Screening of Jail Cases for Min~E Offenses 

As part of the verified ROR report fol10w,:"up proceduJ;'e for jail cas,es, 

special attention should be 9iven to cases involvin<;J minor offenses' that are 

being held on remand because of an inability to raise the' necessary bail. 

Two actions should be made,; 

1) recommendations for reduced bailor ROR 

2) efforts (by telephone>. to locate relatives that would post 

bail. 

8. Mail or Telephone Reminders 
_ .. "i';"""'f--:-'~-~-

One technique used in certain jurisdictions is to remind respondents 

by telephone Ar letter of the Court date. S' , v Lnce approxLmately 95% of the 

cases return to Court on their mm volitions, the cost effectivene~s 

of this type of program is questionable. It would be necessary to noti~y 100% 

of the population to possibly increase the return to Court rate seve:t:al 

percentage points. The value Of any increase i's not dtspu.ted. However, 

program priority in an area with, limited resou:t:ces is, the specific tssue 

to be considered. 

The recommendat.:i,.on is to concentrate on verified ROE repo:t:ts for 

jail cases and to revalidate the risk assessment instrument ratner tnan 

develop a Court appearance notificati'on program, If the Court system was 

totally computeri'zed, this component \l1ould make'lUore sense. 
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SUMMARY & CONCLUS-ION 
.~ . .,...... 

This second phase of research concerning Suffolk Pre-Trial Services has 

resulted in the following recommendations; 
;,f 

A) That the automatic exclusion criteria be modified so that full reports 

are conducted on 1) All residents of Suffolk County regardless of 

the time at their present address; 2) All residents of Long Island, 

N.Y.C. and westchester. 

B) That Warrant, Violation of Probation and No-permanent address cases 

continue to be treated as 'automatic exclusion' cases. 

C) That verified ROR follow-up reports for jail cases be expanded for 

those who 1) were intoxiQated at the initial ROR interview; 
: )" 

2) re-

fused the initial interview; or 3) gave a false identity. '(In addition, 

all cases that had a full ROR report conducted would automatically get 

a verified report within 72 hours if jailed). 

D) That the Risk Assessment instrument be statistically revalidated so that 

the 'return to Court' rate is maximized. 

E) That Probation take an advocary role in attempting to find relatives to 

post bail for certain respondents; as well as request a reduction in 

bail where appropriate. 

F) That a sophisticated evaluation ~omponent be designed and included into 

ongoing procedures of pre-trial services so that the criteria for release 

could be continuously validated and reported to the judiciary and 

Probation administrators. 
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