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PREFACE

- The undertaking of as broad a study as has been accomplished
here has been talked about for years. For years the separate
entities that make up our criminal justice system have sought
answers to the problems posed by rising crime rates.r for,years
the system has attacked the problems not with. a unity of pur-
pose but from the individual perspectives represented in their
separate fiefdoms. Any problem that must be met by a combined

effort of the three separate branches of government must defer

for its solution to the reality of political expediency Cer-
tainly no problem as 51gn1f1cant as crime control can be even
addressed without accurate, relevant, and most 1mportant, com-
parable data. _ .

The data produced in this report transcend the perspec-
tives of iedividual coméonents of the system and make available
information that is equally useful to practitioners, planners,
and policy makers alike. The information presented has been
gathered and analyzed jointly by the Statistical Analysis Center
and the District of Columbia Bail Agency. Our intention in mak-
ing the data public is to permit the reader to analyze the demo-
graphics of crime as reflected in the individuals processed by
the District of Columbia criminal justice system.

When the study commenced the pPrimary underlying goal was to
gather and display for analysis by anyone interested personal back~

ground information about those charged with crime. It was our hope

ix




to be able to identify characteristics of age, sex, education,
employment, ethnicity, etc. and link those factors to specific
crime indicators.- It was also our intention to ignore tra-
ditional statistical formats used by the courts;, prosecutofs,
police, etc. to enable accurate tracking and comparisons. It
is our belief that ne have accomplished our objectives.

Finally, it is our hope that the data will be used to
improve the methods by which we analyze crime and project tne
answers to meet new (and old) pfoblems. After all, the focal
point of crime is the offender. A better understanding of the
offender is thé first step in understanding the problems posed
by criminal behavior. We hope that the first step Las been
taken.

Bruce D. Beaudin

Director -
D. C. Bail Agency

Ronald J. Nolfi
Director
Statistical Analysis Center
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Higher costs and decrgasing revenues available to all
sectors of the criminal justice system require that funds be
funneled into areas that impact most on the céntrol.of crime
in the District -of Columbia. Without systematic documentétion
of processeé and nffender groups, however, informed aecision-
making will be difficult at best.

This report takes an initial step by presenting a wide
variety of information on the pretrial offender who was pro-
cessed through the District of Columbia's court systems in 1975.
By focusing on the pretrial process, this research provides
empirical data oﬁ the characteristics of a4 very large foender
group that impinges on the operations of every component in the
system. Information covers demographic and socio-economic
characteristics of the offender, type and seriousness of the
offenses filed against the accused, criminal justice status of
the defendant at the time of arrest, initial bail determination
imposed, and information on the final outcome of the case.
| In 1975, over 20,000 persons were arrested for offenses
that ranged from FBI index crimes to less serious misdemeanors
such as possession of marijuana and soiiciting for prostitution.
Nine out of ten persons arrested in the District of Columbia
were brought before a judicial officer in the couft of local
jurisdiction, D.C. Superior Court, while the remainder were pro-
cessed through the U.S. District Court for possible violation of

a federal offense. Five general offense categories account for
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57 percent of the total cases proceséed by the courts in 1975:
drug, larcenyr assault, robbery and burglary offenses. One
out of every four persons was charged with an offense that, in
this jurisdiction, is classified as violent in nature.'

One out of every two persons charged with a crime in the
District of Columbia in 1975 was under the age of twenty-five.
Eighty—five percent of the total population were male, and
ninety percent were black. Women tended to be slightly younger
than males at the time of arrest. Overall, thelpretrial of-
fender population are prédominantly lifetime residents of the
Washington metropolitan area.

Forty-six percent of the pretrial population were unem-
ployed aE the time of arrest, with the jobless rate highest
among those under the age of twenty-five. The levels of unem-
ployment reported were largest among blacks and women. Seventy
percent of the unemployed gave their major source of suppért
as either family or a government assistance program. ﬁata on
the employed population do not reveal strong umployment ties:
less than half of those employed had worked at their current job
for more than one year. Persons employed were more likely
to be working in occupations of an unskilled nature and reported
salary levels reflect this finding: 50 percent of those employed earned
less than three dollars per hour,

The educational achievement level of the pretrial popula-

tion is low,; particularly among those defendants who are unemployed.




Fifty-seven percent of the pretrial population as a whole had
not attained a twelfth grade education or its equivalent. Of
the unemployed, two out of three had not advanced beyond the
eleventh grade.

Fifty-two percent of the pretrial population had no history
of aduit convictions-or current supervisory ties with the criminal
justice system at the time of arrest. Fourteen percent did have
a prior reéord but no ties with the system. Finaily, thirty-
three percent were on some form of conditional release when ar~-
rested. Defzandants in this category were on some form of pretrial
release, p;obation, parole or on work-release status at the time
of arrest. Persons on conditional release were on the average
‘éharged with more serious crimes than those with no current ties
to the sysfemn From another perspective, 37 percent of all 1975
pépered cases involved defendants who entered the judicial process
two or more times in the year of study.

Sevanfy percent of the pretrial population who had.formal
charges filed with the courts in 1875 were réleased intoc the com-
munify on some form of non-financial conditions pending trial. A
compariscn of the rglease conditions imposed by the two courts
found that persons processed through the U. S. Distriét Court were
released non-financially more often than those ini#ially brought
to D. C. Superior Court.

Defendants charged with less sericus crimes, those with
fewer convictions, and those not‘on some form of conditional

release received non-financial conditions of pretrial release
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ﬁore often than other offenders. Conversely, persons on some
form of conditional‘release, those ﬁho had'violated a criminal
justice order, or those with extensive records of prior con-
victions and/or failures to appear were more likely to receive
some form of financial conditions of release or were:held with-
out bond in some manner.

In 1975, oné out of every five persons whose cases were
brought before thé court had no charges filed against them by the:
government at‘the initial hearing. Of the cases "papered" by
the cﬁurts, 55 percent did not lead to a conviction. A sig-
nificantly higher propoftion of defendants were found'not guilty
in Superior Court (57 percent) than in District Court (34 per-
cent) . Sentenciny outcomes for 1975 defendants who were ulti-
mately-convicfed disclose that 51 percent were placed on proba-
tion, 32 percent‘we;e sentenced to a period oﬁ incarceration, and
17 percent received a suspended sentence or fine. The average

length of time from arrest through final dispositior for all

1975 cases was 84 days or 12 weeks.




I,
INTRODUCTION

in Washington,‘D.C, as in most large cities, the problem of

crime is of major concern to éitizens,‘ A recent polling of inner-
city residents indicates that crime in the comqunity ranks among
the top three concerns of District residentsol' The fear of crime
has been well documented in the last decade. Polls conducted in 
the eariy 70°s indicate that one out of every two of those re-
siding in large cities fear waiking alone at night. Citizen con-
cern about crimé ahd its control is reflected in the increased
attention paid to it by the media, elected officials, social
scientists, and public policy analysts,

| Even as editorials decry the level of crime, as politiciaﬁs
campaign on platforms which declare war on criminals, and as -
commissions and task forces are established to study the issues
involved, the incidéhce of crime, as repérted in official law
enforcement statistics, continues to grow. Despite wide-spread
public and professional attention and the infusion of vast human
and economic resources into the criminal justice system, a major
obstacle has hindered progress toward the goal of cont;olling‘

crime -~ the lack of accurate and reliable data with which to

analyze systematicalily the nature of crime and the effectiveness

1Findings from the survey are reported by thé Washington Urban
League, Inc., S0S8 '76 -—- Speak Out for Survivall: Priorities
and Problems of Low Income Area Residents of Washington, D.C. (Wash-

ington, D.C.: June 1976). High cost of goods and services, and hous-
ing, were found to be the first and second most pressing problems
to residents living in Washington's inner city.




of those resources developed to combat it.

It has been recognized for some time that official statistics
compiled by criminal justice agencies are fragmentary, unreliable,
and oftén misleading. Since there is no single point or agency
in the District thﬁt systematically maintains information on all
individuals processed by the jurisdiction's criminal justice
system, data collection efforts have, of necessity, been segmental.
While individual agencies collect and report their own summary
tabulations, the unit of count changes depending upon the structure
and informational needs of each organization. Thus the police
record arrests, the courts record cases, and the corrections insti-
tutions tabulate inmates, thereby frustrating attempts to analyze
the interrelationships among agencies or,examine'the individual
of fender being processed.

Higher costs and decreasing revenues available to all sectors
of the system require that funds be funneled into areas that
impact most on the control of crime in the District. Without
systematic documentation of processes and offender groups, however,
informed decision-making will be difficult at best.

The pretrial stage of the criminal process is generaily defined
as the period between a defendant's arrest and the time at which
he either goes to t;ial, pleads guilty or has the charges against
him dropped. It is during this period that the prosecutor de-
termines what charges will be formally lodged against the defendant,
a judge determines what conditions will be placed upon the de-

fendant s release from custody pending trial, and the defense attorney




develops a strategy for responding to the charges achieving the
most favorable possible disposition for his client;2

Except for initial arrest, more persons are affected by the
pretfial period than any other phase'of the criminal justice
process. It is during this period that the defendant comes into
contact with many diverse éctors in the system; it'is'here that
many of his attitudes and perceptions of justice ahd fairness are
shaped., It is at this point that officials are reduired to make
déily decisions that impact the community, the deféndﬁnt and his
family; and the system as a whole. As importgnt as the pretrial
phase is and despite the large numbers of individuals processed,
liitle information portraying the characteristics‘ofrthe_pdpulatibn

has been collected and pﬁblicized.

Purpose of Report

The principal‘objective in undertakiné this study was
to bridge the informational gap on crime and offéndérs in the
District of Columbia with a descriptivé analysis of the pretriél
populatibn processed by the courts in 1975. This task;was not
undertaken with the goal of evaluating the effectiveness of thé

pretrial process in the District but with the objective of providing

2
National Center for State Courts, An Evaluation of Policy Re-

lated Research On The Effectiveness Of Pretrial Release Programs
(Denver: National Center for State Courts, Pub. No. R0016, October,
1975)# peln o . - .




better empirical information for policy=-determination and planning
by criminal justice decision-makers in the jurisdiétion. The by-
Qroduct of tnis effort has been the development of an extensive and
reliable automated data base that has permittéd a feasibility

test for the development of an Offender Based Traﬂsaction
Statistics (OBTS) System in the District. ’

The OBTS approach, an innovative and comprehensive information
system, utilizes é transaction format in which relevant informa;
tion is compiled on each offender as he/she passes through the |
various processing stages of the criminal justice system. -

The individual is the unit of count and, as such, provides the
mechanism for linking together the various segments of the system.
An OBTS systam emphasizes transactions--events that occur between
two segments of the process,; or between an individual and a
component of the criminal justice system. For example, a police
arrest resulting in charges filed with the prosecutor cqnstitﬁtes
a transactioh between the police and the prosecutor. A key aim of
the OBTS concept is the production of statistics about transactions
and events such as these. The concept is system oriented in that
it_assumes that meaningfui assessments of the criminal justice
systam must exémine the impact of transactions on the various

segments of the system and the relationships among them.

The Information Systems and Statistics Division (ISSD) of the
Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis is responsible for
coordinating the development and implementation of the OBTS system
for the District. OBTS is funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration as part of the Comprehensive Data Systems program.
The Washington system is expected to be operational in the near

future.
._4_




Thus the statisﬁics_produced by the OBTS approach provide
a comprehensive view of the system that is lacking when

such data are viewed solely from an individual agency's

perspective.




I1.
METHODOLOGY
The study presented here provides data on the District's
pretrial defendant population of 1975, expressing in
quantitative terms a large number of variables characteristic
of this pépulation. This chapter describes the research

methodology employed in this endeavor.

Research Design

In an effort to assemble a comprehensive file of defendant

information suscepfible to a wide variety-of possible analyses,

the study is based on the document analysis of 20,109 defendaﬁt
.records contained .in the files of the D. C. Bail Agenéy. Although
it ié principally. a descriptive study providing aggregate stétistics
on the pretrial universe, the project's unit of analysis is the

case for each individual defendant. ’ This approach allows for the
tracking of these individuals as they‘proceed through the various
processing stagés of the criminal justice éysfem. Since the de-
fendant provides the linkage among the various components of the

system, offender-based transaction statistics (OBTS) may be generated.

Utilizing a census-type survey, the goal is to achiesve a high level

The use of archival records such as these has become an acceptable
method in obtaining criminal justice data. As non-reactive research,
it provides data on target population in aggregate terms that would
be impractical using more traditional survey methods. See generally
Eugene J. Webb, et. al., Unobstructive Measures: Nonreactive Research
in the Social Sciences (Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1971) and Carl E.
Pope, "Of fender-Based Transactlon Statistics: New Directions in Data
Collection and Reporting®” U.S. Department of Justice, Utilization of
Criminal Justice Statistics, Analytic Report 5 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government E Prlntlng Office, 1975).




of accuracy in the profile of the pretrial population presented
and to provide as large a data base as possible for preliminary
investigations into the utility of of fender-based transaction

statistice in the District.

Population Exanined

In 1975 the Bail Agency files contained more than 26,000
records of defendants proceséed in the District of Columbia.
Because of the_large volume it was decided that only those cases
of deféndants charged with a serious misdemeaﬁor or felony would
be inciuded in the study. Individuals charged with either a
-~raffic offense or violations of the D.C. Code and who were prose-
cuted by the Corporation Counsel wére excludéd from the investiga-
tion. Similarly juveniles processed through the Juvenile Brancﬂ
of ithe Superior Court are outside the scope of this report: however,
those juveniles chafged as adults are included. Persons ﬁith cases
originating in previous years and or awaiting an appellate decisibn
are not covered. Thus for purposes_of this report, the pretrial.
population is defined as those defendants charged as an adult in

either court with a serious misdemeanor or felony and interviewed

""" 5
by the Bail Agency in 1975.

3 Al+hough the D.C. Bail Agency does not maintain records on
every dafendant processed in the District, it is one of the few organi-
zations in the system that uniformly provides services for both the
D.C. Superior Court and the U.S. District Court. 1In its role as the
information arm of the courts in the initial bail determination, the
Agency intexrviews arrestees brought before the court, evaluates their
potential for pretrial release, as measured by their community ties
and prior criminal involvement, and submits reports with recommenda-
tions to the bail-setting magistrates. As a pretrial fact-finding
agency . it has a unique set of demographic and criminal history in-
formation on the offender population that .is unavailable for such a
iarge population anywhere alse in the system. For this reason the
Bail Agency records were selected as the "universe" in the examination
of the pretrial offender in the District. .




The Bail Agency fiie is conceptuaily compatible with the OBTS
systam. While mosc previous data collecilon techniques have not
provided a link becween the various stages of the criminal process,
the 1975 pretrial offender file is designed to inclﬁde key identi-
fiers such as the police identification number and court case num-
ber to allow the tracking of offenders through all stages of the
criminai justice syscem. This built-in linkage capability will
make possibie the expansion and updating of this file through the
processes of extraction and merging with other automated computer
fiies in the District: Metropolitan Police Department (WALES), U.S.
Attorney’'s Office for the District (PROMIS), and the D.C. Department
of Corrections (CRISYS). The final product of this automated
effort will be a complete computerized criminal processing file
for al. persons charged with a felony or serious misdemeanor in
1975. In addition, the system will be compétible with already

formulated research files that have been developed

by such groups as the Institute for Law and Social Research.’

Examination of Data

The Bail Agency récord system contains detailed information
regarding pretrial defendants. Each case record was examined to
collect initial information amounting to 40 descriptive variables
which relate to the individual’sage, race, and sex, and other demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics. The records also con-
tain information relating to numerous other variables, such as the

type of offense with which defendants are charged, data concerning

current and previous contact with the criminal justice system, and




EXHIBIT 1:

i | ORIGINAL VARIABLES LIST

CASE INFORMATION

Bail Agency Identification Number

Charge Codes

Court Docket Number

Date of Initial Interview with Bail Agency
Degree of Charge (Misdemeanor or Felony)
Final Disposition and Sentence

Disposition Date .

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Date of Birth
Race
Sex
Indications of Physical Problems
Prior Hospitalization In A Mental Hospital
- Use of Narcotics
| : Alcohol Abuse
L Employment Status
R Type of Employment
' Length of Time Employed or Unemployed
' Indication of Prior Employment
1 Present Salary
‘f{ Type of Support
W;f Indication of "Off and On" Employmert
. Education

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Number of Prior Convictions

Number of Prior Failures to Appear
Current Bond Status
Post-Conviction Supervision Status

BAIL INFORMATION

; Bail Agency Recommendation

Initial Bail Determination

Conditions of Release

Additional Third Party Custody

Report to Bail Agency Periodically

Report “o Drug Facility for Testing and Treatment
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‘nformation on the courts' determination of conditions of release
prior—to trial. Finally, final disposition as well as sentencing
data are available. Exhibit 1 contains a listing of the major

data elements extracted from the Bail Agency records and Appendix A
contains the data collection instrument used in the study and a
description of the collection and procéséing of data.

In addition to the variables initially collected, the age of
each defendant at the time of his arraignment was computed. An
element was included that calculates the number of days which elapsed
between the time of the initial bail determination and final dispo-
sition of the case. 1In addition, a recidivist variable was developed
and_assigﬁed to each defendant to count the number of times the
individual was arrested between January 1, 1975 and December 31, 1975

The range of this variable is one through twelve, with one indicating

- —————

that the individual was arrestgd only one time during the year
under study, and three indicating that the individual was re-
arrested on new.charges twice during that time span.

The categorization of most of the descriptive variabies
in this study can be easily deterﬁined from the tables dis-
cussed; the classification of offense data and the measure~

- ‘ 6
ment of severity of offense, however, require explanations,

6 a Data Element Dictionary providing detailed definitions
and descriptions of all the data elements may be found in Ap-
pendix B. : '
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Classification of Offenses

In the project design careful consideration was given
to the development of an offense classification'scheme which
would allow an in-depth exémination ana analysis of the re-
lationships among the various socio-demographic and criminal
history variables compiled on each defendant, the offense
with which he was_initially charged, the type cf release at
presentment énd the final disposition of his case. In order
that the data might be assembied and analyzed in‘a wide variety
of ways, specific offenses were recoded into several types of
classifications and a severity code was developed ahd assigned
tolindicate the seriousness of the chérges against the de-
fendant. While any classification scheme is bound to be
arbitrary in some respects, the classification modes which
follow seem ;dequate_for our analytic needs. The offense
data used in this study are based on the original charge at :
presentment. It has been argued that a major advantage qf |
using such initial charge information rather than-conviction
offenses is that the latter often bear little resemblance to
the act actually committed due to the exchange of guilty pleas

to reduced charges in return for sentence leniency.

7 For a more detailed discussion, see Carl E. Pope, "The
Sentencing of California Felony Offenders,"” Analytic Report
No. 6 in the LEAA Utilization of Criminal Justice Statistics

Project.




During the initial coding effort, the following offense
data was coliected for each defendant: four digit numeric
codes corresponding to the Metropolitan Police Department -
charge codes specified the two most serious offenses, and a
one-digit code indicated whether the case was a misdemeanor
or felony. 1If more than one charge was found on the Bail
Agency folder, the most serious offense was entered first on
the coding form. If either of the two charges was papéred
as a felony, the case was considered a felony. Similarly,
if both charges weré no papered and at least one of the no-
papered charges was a felony, the case was considered as a
felony. For purposes of analysis this report will ufilize
only the reclassification data on the most serious offense
with which fhe defendant was charged. In other words, if the
individual is charged with robbery and assault, the person'
‘'was treated as one charged with robbery.

Using the more than 100 specific offeﬁse codes as a
point of departure, the dharges were reclassified into 24
general categories based on the nature of the alleged offense
in order to facilitate analysis. These categories consist

of the following:

81t should be noted that while data on the less serious
offense is not reported here, such data has been collected
and is available.
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Arson | Flight-Escape Procedural Violations

Assault Forgery Robbery
Bribery Fraud Sexual Assault
Burglary Gambling Sex Offenses
Commercial Sex  Homicide Stolen Property
Dangerous Drugs Kidnapping Stolen Vehicles
Embezzlement Larceny Weapons '
Extortion Obstructlon of Justice Miscellaneous

Beyond these general offense grouplngs, the charges in
the original data set were also reclassified into several
types of categorles contalnlng descr1pt1Ve information on the
type of offense charged. First, a code was assigned to each
offense indicating whether it was a crime agalnst person,
property, morals and decency, public order, or if it was
neutral. ’ Certain charges included elements of two or more
catégories. Robbery, as an example, is both;a.crime against
person and property.. In such cases, the groupings were ranked
from most serious to jeast serious with crimes against persons
first, crimes against propeity second, then morals and decency,
followed by public order violations. Thus rcobery would be
clasgsified as a'crime against persons.

Secondly, a code was developed to indicaterwhéther a
specific offense was considered violent and/or dangerous as

defined in Sec. 23-1331 (3 and 4) of the Bail Reform Act:

2 See Appendix C for a listing of the specific offenses
contained in each category.




Crimas of Violence

Murder, forcible rape, carnal knowledge of
female under the age of sixteen, taking or
attempting to take immoral, improper or
indecent liberties with a child under six-
teen years, mayhem, kidnapping, robbery,
burglary, voluntary manslaughter, extortion,
or blackmail accompanied by threats of
violence, arson, assault with intent to com-
mit. any offense, assault with a dangerous
weapon, attempt or conspiracy to commit any
of the foregoing offenses as defined by any
Act of Congress or any state law if offense
punishable by imprisonment for more than one
yeaxr.

Dangerous Crimes:

. Taking or attempting to take property from
another by force or threat of force ‘

. Unlawfully entering or attempting to enter
any premises adapted for overnight accommo-
dations of persons or for carrying on business,
with intent to commit an offense therein

. Arson or attempted arson of any premises
adapted for overnight accommodation of persons
or for carrying on business

. Rape, carnal knowledge of a female under age
of sixteen, assault with intent to commit
either of the foregoing offense, or taking or
attempting to take immoral, improper or inde-
cent liberties with a child under the age of
sixteen ' .

. Unlawful sale or distribution of a narcotic or
depressant or stimulant drug, as defined by any
Act of Congress and if the offense is punishable
by imprisonment for more than one year.

Each specific offense in the original data file was assigned
a code indicating whether it was a crime of violence and a
separate code was utilized to indicate whether the of fense

charged was a dangerous crime.
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Another classification scheme was'developed.to allow
the researchers to examinerthe relationships betwesn crime
and unemployment focusing on.such variables as the defendant’'s
employment history, length and type'of employment, income'.
and type of offense chérged; Specific offenses were classified
into_one of three groupings: those invoiving economic gains,
those not involving economic profit, and a neutral category
for those offenseslwhere not enough information was available
to make a determination.

in,addition to the descriptive information provided in
the classification schemes‘just described, a éeverity code
was developed to rate the seriouéness of the offense charged.
The severity code, an iﬁternally computed score, was-derived
by utilizing the penalties prescribed by law as a measure
of the seriousness ascribed to the various offenses. The.of—i
fense code for severity ranking consisted of a six-field column,
a composite number which identifies the specific offense,
the court where the case is initialiy papered, and whether
the case is a misdemeanor or felony. ‘Use of this composite
code allowed for flaxibility in distinguishing penalties for
simiiar offenses in D.C. Superior Court and the U. 5. District
Court.

Calculation of severity involved consideration and compu-
tation of not only the maximum possible time for the specific

offense but also minimum time and any applicable fine. Those
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offenses with the highest overall penalty were considered

most severe. A severity scale was produced with a range of 1
through 135, with 'l' designating the most seve;e offeﬁse.

When two or more offenses were determined to be equal in severity,
an additive was assigned to the next most serious offense. Ap-
pendix D contains a display of the rank order by severity of all
offenses prosecuted in the District of Columbia.

As described above, the various classification schemes
developed for analytic purposes in the study considerably ex-
panded the original charge informaﬁion found on the defendant's
folder. An example bf the resulting composite description of
the most serious offense as found in each defendant's file is

shown in Exhibit 2.

Analysis and Presentation of Data

As was indicated, this report is based on a descriptive
study of the records of arrestees processed through the court
systems of the District of Columbia. In administering the
research design,a great volume and variety of data has been
amassed.

Tabulation routines were prepared which summarize the
data on individual descriptive variables as they appeared on
the data collection form. In addition,bi-variate and multi-
variate analyses were prepared for selected items in the data
base to elicit patterns existing in the data. Throughout the

analysis, relevant control variables were introduced.
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Since the study examines the pretrial universe for an
entire year and the daté base contains moré'than 20,000 case
récords, tests of significance (used with probability sampling
techniques) were not employéd. Even where a very small re-
lationship exists, the size of the population would indicate

a significant relationship. In analyzing the data,a ten percent

‘ dlfference wag utilized as an 1ndlcat10n of a strong associa-

tion. In other words, if a percentage difference is egual to
or greater than 10 percent the relationship was considered to

10.
be substantial. Although as much pertinent information as

possibie has been presented, the examination of the data -
collected is not exhaustive. Clearly additional in-depth

analyses of selected areas of corncern would be appropriate.

Limitations

As was stated, the Bail Agency record system is the major
- source of data for this réport. Althouéh Agency Reports are
designed to provide the courts with information to aid in-the
determination éf what type of release might be appropriate
for a defendant pending trial and not expressly for research
purposes, the information recorded therein provides the re-
searcher with a wealth of data on the.pretrial population.
Yet there are a number of limitations which must be discussed

‘prior to any presentation of such data.

10 Although the designation of a ten percent difference as
indicative of substantial relationship is arbitrary, differences
of this magnitude have been recommended by many scholars. For
example, see Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The
Discovery of Grounded Theory (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co.,
1967), pp. 201-202.




As stated at the beginning of this chapter, the pretrial
population hHas been defined to include those defendants
charged as adults (in either court) with serious misdemeanors
or felonies and interviewed by the Bail Agency in 1975, .bue
to the various poihts qf entry into the court System, not every
individual processed by the courts during that year came to-

11 :
the attention of the Bail Agency. Thus our pretrial "universe"

iéqagagabtedly inéaﬁplete, Information from the U.S. At-
torney's Office, however,_indicates that the difference
between Superior Court and Bail Agency files for 1975 is
less than one percent. The District.Couft Volume is some--
what more difficult to estimate because the number of
criminal cases processed by the U.s, Magistrateslare not
clearly separated from other types of duyties they perform.
Overall, the Bail Agency record system accounts for over

85 percent of the total pretrial population for the District

according to the best estimates.

11 As the criminal process now operates, there is no single
organization that systematically maintains information on the
entire pretrial population processed by the District's two court
Systems. The Metropolitan Police Department is in charge of all
booking operations in this jurisdiction, and it is here that all
arrestees are fingerprinted, identified and assigned the critical
identification number (PDID). This number is critical because it

law enforcement agencies in Washington to he brought directly to
court thereby bypassing the booking process. If released that same
day, the defendant could remain unknown to the other actors in the
system. Similarly, a person indicted by the Grand Jury in either

Own recognizance without the knowledge of other criminal justice
agencies. (These two examples are bresented so that the reader
can more fully appreciate the complexity of the system and the
variety of entry points through which defendants can be brought
to court.)
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The demographic data included in this report are
based on interview résponsgé to the Bail Agency staff.
'Waile the interviewers are trainéd to record onthe folder
the defendant's exact response to the qﬁestions posed,
not all information is subsequently verified. No‘effort
was made to limit the study to Verified data. As this
was not a controlled experiment design, it is also possibie
that @he'way in which an interviewer phrased a question
could affect a defendant's_resPonsé° Encouragingly, how-
eﬁer; a réqeht stuﬁy conducted in the District found that
deféndént responses to the Bail Agency were accurate and
for the most part were not attempts at misreprésentatif':m%2
The truthfulness of the defendant population may well
be due to the deterrrent effect of explaining that the in-
formation giveﬁ will be verified and that no positive
recopmendation for non-financial release can be made witﬁ—
: out verifying the subject's responses. The same study
- found that interviewer characteristics did not display
any important patfern of consequences dr biases. |

The reader will note that in some tables the number of

missing responses to questions posed is higher than would

5 .
‘ . Lewin & Associates, Inc., Evaluatlon of Third d_Party
Custody Programs. Submitted to Office of Criminal Justice

- Plans & Analysis, October 24, 1975, p. 33.




normally be found utilizing other research designs.’ Oﬁe -
of the major disadvantages of using archival.data such as
the Bail Agency records is that they afe not'coﬁsistently
complete and there is rarely any way to recépture the missing
infofmation° Among the possible explanations for a missihg
response are ﬁhe refusal of a defendant to answer a particu-
lar qﬁestion or the failure of an interviewer to pose it
at all. Thus many pieces of information that were supposed
to be contained in the original records were missing‘ana
could neither be located nor reconstructed.

| Due to the large volume of cases, it was decided\fr@m
the outset that demographic information on defendants wﬂose.
cases were "no papered” would be excluded fromianalysis.
Therefore; the data gathered_on "no papered” cases is limited
to case and offense information and preqludes3the possibility
of compafing the characteristics of the "paﬁered“ and "no-
papered" populations. |

_ Despite the extensive reliability and validity measures

built into allrphases of the research design, ceftain data
élements'ére subject to inaccuracies in classification, re-
sponse, and processing. Every effort has been made to keep
errors at a minimum through extensive examination, editing}
verification procedures, and the use of follow-up procedures
to classify inadeguate and inconsistently coded responéesa
Throughout the body of the report, the reader will be informed

of the unique limitations of the individual variables analyzed.
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Caution is advised in interpreting associations and correla-
tions presented in the report since such relationships in no
way imply causatién. While we are able to présent a compre-
heﬁsive profile of the defendant population, interpretation
of court action at the initial bail hearing and final out-
come of the case are severely limited by our inability to
capture information such as strength of evidence, charge
reduction, changes in bail determination,otypé of éttorney,'
and me=hod of disposition. Any analysis of the data‘pre-
sented here must be tempered by an awareness of these limi-
tations.

Coﬁcern for accuracy and timeliness of data was the
overriding pfinciple which guided the‘dévelopment and imple-
ﬁentation of the research.metﬁodology described in this chapter.
A major objective of this project is to produce é report that
is not only useful to researchers but also to policy makers
and others involved in the administration of justice in the
District. Thoroughness and accuracy were the principal goals
in recognition of the fact that data is useful only to the ex-
tent that it is reliable. We have documented here a number
of limitations encountered in the daté collection effort, yet
we have a'higﬁ degree of confidence with respect to the data

reported in the report and feel that it provides an accurate

and comprehensive profile of defendant information relevant

to a wide variety of possible analyses.




! III:
OVERVIEW: THE PROCESSING OF THE PRETRIAL OFFENDER

While numerous law enforcement agencies of limited juris-
diction exist within the District, the Metropolitan Police De-
partment maintains primary responsibility for law enforcement
and public safefy activities for the city. Although arrest
procedures vary.somewhat depending on place of arrest and
charge, most arrestees are initiaily brough£ te the local
police stationhouse in the district where the arrest occured.
It is there that the paperwork process begins and the de-~
fendant is usueliy given his first opportunity to secure
His release. The detainee may elect to call a bondsman and |
post Qhat is known as “etationhouse bond " the exact moneEary
amount determlned by an approved bond schedule posted in the
statlonhouse.

If the detalnee is not charged with a felony and not
arrested on a warrant, he may qualify at this pcint for a
citation release. A citation {or summons as it may be called)
is a procedure Wthh permits the release of an arrestee by the
pollce after booking, on his personal promise to appear in
eourt at a later date. In some jurisdictions the ielease may
occur prior to booking (summons)'and without benefit of any
verified community tie information. 1In the'Disfrict of Columbia,

the “"citation"” program, operated jointly by the Metropolitan




Police Deﬁartment and the Bail Agency, provides for release
only after a full interview and verification has been completed
by.telephone Qitﬁ the Bail Agency. The defendant may be re-
leased by the police from the stationhouse. 1In 1975, more
than 5,000 defendants charged with serious misdemeanors were
released in this manner.

If the arrestee does not secure release in either of

these ways, he is usually transported to the central cellblock

" of the Main Police Headquarters until the next arraignment

court session. In the morning of the court arraignment he is
again transported to the cellblock of either the D.C. Sﬁperior
Court or that of the U.S. District Couft depending on the of-
fense with which he is.'chargec‘t..l3

During fhe morning hours the detainee is interviewed by
a number of organizationms. A Bail Agency interviewer records
information on residence, emﬁloyment and prior court contact.
A representative of the Criminal Justice Act Office inquires

about the arrestee’s financial status to determine eligibility

for court-appcinted counsel. Later in the morning defense

13 The D.C. Superior Court acts as the court of local juris-
diction and has full authority to handle all "state" type crimes
(e.g. Robbery, Burglary, etc.) while the U.S. District Court for
the District of Columbia may only handle federal viclations (e.g.
Bank Robbery, Controlled Substance Act violators, ete.).
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jcounsel interviews the defendant in the cellblock. Repre-
sentatives from various third party custody organizations
-interview some defendants who may not otherwise qualify for
release. Representatives from_the Narcoticé Treatment Admini-

stration collect urine samples from all detainees and perform
urinahalyses to help identify narcotics users? This determina-
tion will influence decisions with regard to release conditions,
as wel: as eligibilit§ for the Narcotics Pre~Triai Diversion
Projéct14 and even pretrial detention. |

During the same time period, an Assistant U. §. Attorney,

known as the "reviewing assistant,” is discussing the facts |

. of each case Qith the arresting 6ffiéer duriﬁg a screening-

process that determines whether the case merits prosecution.

In 1975, over 18 percent of the total serious misdemeanor and

felony arrests‘within this jurisdiction were dropped or'fno

- papered” at this stage by the prosecutor. Those defendants

charged with violétions of police and municipal ordinances

and penal statutes where the maximum punishment is a fine or

imprisonment not_exceéding one year are screened in a similar

process at the Office of the Ccrpbration Counsel.

4-'I‘he Narcotics Pre-Trial Diversion Project is a program
which provides certain carefully selected individuals with
the option of an alternative to traditional criminal justice
processing. In return for "good behavior" during a specified
pretrial period, together with full cooperation in comply-
ing with specified program conditions, the charges levied in
court are ultimately dismissed.




In the afternoon those arrestees who are in "lock-up”

~are brought in for their initial court appearance called

presentment or arraignment depending on the degree of'thel
charge. The hearing is briéf and has as its main purpose
the setting of bail and the scheduling of the next coﬁrt
date. The court considers matters such asrthe nature and
circumstances of the offense charged, the weight of the
evidence against the defendant, family ties, employment,
financial resources, character and mental condition, past
conduct, length of residence in the community, reéérd of
convictions, and any record of appearance or non-appearance
at court proceedings in making its decision. The range of
release alternativeé availabie to the judge includes re-
lease on personal recognizance without conditions, con-.
ditionallrelease‘under the supervision of the Bail Agency,
the placing of the defendant in the cuétody of a private
party or Third Party Custodian, the setting of a financial
bond or the setting of a preventive detention hearing. While
mest defendants are granted some form of conditonal release
at the presentment hearing, the spécific conditions vary
from one defendant to another. Compliance or non-éompliance
with the conditions as set may affect releasee lifestyles
during the pretrial period and may drastically afféct sentence

outcome should the defendant be convicted.




Iv.
CRIME IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Serious crime in the District of Colﬁmbia, as reflected

in the Uniform Crime Statistics reported by the Metropolitan
Police Department increased slightly in 1975. The total re-
ported crime index for Washington rose by one percent in 1975
compared to 1974, a gain significantly lowe; than that regis-~
tered in cities of similar size across the nation. As may
be seen in Table 1, the average increase in tﬁe total crime
index for‘twenty—dne cities with bopulations of 500,000 to
1,000,030 was 9.percent,

‘ Although_crimes against proPerty'substanfially increased -
in cities of comparable size, the fate of property crime in
the Distfict declined. Violent crime which involves those of-
fenses which most concern the public increased almost 10 per-
cent iﬁ 1975 and is nearly.fwice that reported for other
cities of similar siée to the District.. Robbery showed the
most dramatic rate of growth as robberies in Washingtoﬁ ih-
creased at twice the rate reported for other cities and at
three times the average rate of increase for the nation as a
whole. As the crime index rose slightly, arrests of juveniles
for index offenses increased by more than 8 percent while adult

index arrests decreased by more than 6 percent.
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Table 1

Comparison of Percent Change In Index
Crimes In the District of Columbia,
21 Cities of Similar Size, and the
United States, 1974-1975,

Percent Change: 1974-1975

Offense  District 21 Cities of 500,000
of Columbia to 1,000,000 United

‘ population ©  States
Murder -13.4 -5.0 =-1.0"
Forcible Rape - 6.6 | 1.0 | 1.0
Robbery : 15.1 _ 7.0 5.0
Aggravated ' # :
Assault _ 2,0 5.0
Burglary - 6.8 4.0 - 7.0
Larceny-Theft 3.6 15.0 ; 12.0
Motor Vehicle -13.4 3.0 ‘ 2.0
Theft : : :
Violent Crimes - 98,7 5.0 5.0
Property Crimes - 1.4 8.0 9.0
Total Crime Index 1.0 9.0 9.0

¥ Increased less than one-half of one percent.

Dorothy F. Berg, Dimensions of Crime and Delinquency In the
District of Columbia,; Vol., T of the Comprehensive Plan for faw
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (Washington, Office of Criminal
Justice Plans and Analysis, 1976), p.4. Data on 21 Cities and the
United States were obtained from "Uniform Crime Reports", 1975
Preliminary Release, FBI March 25, 1976,
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rases Processed By The Courts

In 1975, over 26,000 adults arrested for offenses ranging

frém FBI index crimes to traffic violations were interviewed by

+he D.C. Bail Agenéy. Descriptive data on the types of offenses
with which defendants were charged is included in this séction,.
cor purposes of analysis this study excludes from consideration
the 5,864 cases of individuals charged with D.C. municipal_and
traffic violations.

Initial presentment or arraignment hearings for more than 9
out of 10 defendantS‘in 1975 took place in D.C. Superior Court with
the remaindér in U.S. District Court. Fifty-four percent oflfhe"

total arrestees interviewed were charged with misdemeanors, .41

percent with felonies and the remaining 5 percent with other types

: 16 , .
of charges. Distribution of cases by court may be seen below:

17 .
Table 2

Distribution Of All Cases By Degree
0f Charge and Court

Type Of Superior District Total
Offense - Court Court
Misdemeanor:’ . 58% 1% 54%
' (10,787) (12) (10,799)
Felony - 37% 92% 41%
' (6,913) (1,342) (8,255)
Other 5% 7% 5%
(945) (110) {1,055)
Total 100% 100% 100%
, (18,645) (1,464) {20,109)
Number of Missing Cases = 0 :
16"

Other charges include Probation, Parole and Work Release Violations,
Fu%ltlves from Justice, Removals to Other Jurisdictions and Bond Defaults.

In this table all cases are presented which includes cases that were
no papered at the initial court hearing.
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InlChépter IT we discussed the classification of the
135 identified offenses into twenty-four general offense categories. -
Exhibit 3 ranks these_groups according to the frequency of occur-
rence.‘ As can be seen,drug offenses rank first and comprise
over 16 percent of the cases preocessed by the system in 1975,
This category is followed by larceny (13 pércent);_assault {10
percent, robbery (9 percent), burglary (9 peréent), and flight-
escape (9 percent). These six genéral offense categories account
for over two-thirds of the:cases processed by the courts in 1975,

Individual charge leaders within these general-cateéories
were Uniform Narcotics Act violations (possession of an illegal
drug for personal use), Petit Larceny (theft of property under

$100), Soliciting for'Prostitution, Burglary II (entering an

unoccupied bﬁsiness or dwelling), and Armed ﬁobbery}s_ These
individual charges ccmprisé almost 40 percent of the papered ,
cases.

In Superior Court,simple drug possession, larceny, assault,
burgiary. and robbery are the offenses with which 60 percent of
the défendants were charged. One out of every three District
Court cases involved the sale or intent to distribute a dangerous
drug. Drug crimes combined with forgery, weapons, larceny, and

fiight~escape offenses account for three-fourths of all cases 1isted

at the time of the initial bail hearing'in the Federal Court.
8

All attempted offenses discussed in this report are included
within the individual charge category. The degree of charge, how-
ever , differs when appropriate.




EXHIBIT 3
RANKING OF THE GENERAL OFFENSE
CATEGORIES WITH DATA ON INDIVIDU
QFFENSES THAT OCCURRED MOST TOTAL
Papered o Pexrcant
Cagaes MNumber Distribution
1. DRUG OFFENSES 2,836 3,356 16.7%
Uniform Narcotics Act {1,999) ’
Controlled Substance Act {444)
Pangerous Drug Act ‘ {393)
2. LARCENY 2,283 2,664 13.2%
Petit Larceny (1,8560) -
Grand Larceny {248)
Theft of U.S. Mail (83)
Other (92)
3. ASSAULT 1,339 1,979 9.8%
Assault with a Deadly ]
Weapon (562)
Simple Assault {573)
Assault on a Pollce Officer (106)
Assault with Intent teo Rill (81)
' Other {17),
4. ROBBERY 1,719 1,887 9.4%
Armed Robbery (809)
Robbery {383)
Force & Violence . (225)
Assault to Commit Robbery (118)
Bank Robbery {76}
other (108)
5. BURGLARY 1,56% 1,868 9.3%
Burglary II (924) .
Unlawful Entry (450)
Burglary I (162)
Other {33)
6. FLIGHT-ESCAPE 1,400 1,825 3.18%
Fugitive ‘ (694)
Bench Warrant - Failure to
Appear (591)
Prison Breach (25}
Other (30)
7. WEAPONS 1,176 1,357 6.7%
Carrying a Deadly Weapon (434)
Carrying Pistol Without A
- License (390}
Possession of a Prohibitive
' Weapon (210)
National Firearms Act (139)
Other (3)
8. COMMERCIAL SEX 1,101 1,158 5.8%
Soliciting for Prostitution (931)
Soliciting for Lewd & Immoral
Purposes : {(133)
Other (37)
81ndividual Charges in parenthesis represent papered offenses only.




10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15,

ls.

17.

18.

la.

20,

21.

22,

23,

24.

*

STOLEN PROPERTY
Destroying Stolen Prcoperty
Receiving Stolen Property
Other

STOLEN VEHICLES

(377}
(357}
{30)

Unauthorized Use of a Vehicle (376)

Other
FORGERY (Forgery & Uttering}

FRAUD
False Pretenses
Violation of Bad Check Law
Other

SEXUAL ASSAULT
Rape ,
Agsault with Intent to Rape
Indecent Act on a Minor
Carnal Knowledge

HOMICIDE
Murder I
Murder II
Manslaughter
Negligent Homicide
Felony (Unspecified)

PROCEDURAL VIOLATION
Parole Violation
Probation Violation

GAMBLING
Possession of Numbersz Slips
Gambling
Other

EMBEZZLEMENT

EXTORTION
Threats
Other

ARSON

OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE
Obstruction of Justice
Other

SEX OFFENSES
Scdomy
Other

KIDNAPPING

BRIBERY

MISCELLANEQUS OFFENSES
Possession of Implements of

Crime

Conspiracy
Other

TOTAL

Less than 0,05 percent.

(31)

{167)
(43}
(27}

{141)
(22)
(23)
(19)

(95}
(86}
{18)

(9)
{44)

{171)
(50}

(69)
(49)
(13)

{42)
(6)

(42)
(5)

(21)
(1)

(228)
(10)
(146)
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764 946 4.7%
407 558 2,8%
413 436 2,2%
237 279 1.4%
205 278 1.4%
252 267 1.3%
221 241 1.2%
131 146 .78
98 100 .5%
48 85 . 4%
48 58 .38
47 58 . 3%
22 35 .2%
23 33 .28
9 9 &
384 484 2.4%
16,732 20,109 100.0%




Papering Of Cases

The U.S. Attorne?“s Office for the District of Columbia has
the prosecutorial discretion to file charges with the courts for
petscns arrested in Washington. This decision—making.process
can profoundly affect the way in which cases are disposedland in
patticular can affect sucn strateQies as diversion, discovery and
plea bargaining. |

Overall the prosecutor's office chose to paper 83 percent of
the ceses-brought before the courts in 19'{5° For the general of-
fense categories with the highest rate of papering at the initial
ccurt hearing,. Embezzlement (98 percent), Commerical Sex and
Forgery (95 percent), Homicide (94 percent), and Procedural Vlola—
tions (92 percent) were the leaders. Individual of enses with
~high rates of_papet;ng include: Bank Robbery (96 percent),
Soliciting for Prostitution and Carrying a Pistol Without a
Llcense (95 percent) , Armed Robbery (93 percent), and Burglary II
(91 percent)

O0f the general cffense categories with a high rate of no
papering,assault—type‘offenses led all categories with 32 per-
cent, followed by Stolen Vehicles (27 percent), Kidnappinglf30
percent), and Sexual‘Assault (26 percent). Indivicual types of
charges with high no papering rates were Threats (47 percent),
Assault with a deadly weapon (40 percent), Bench Warrants for
failure to appear (38 percent}, Rape (32 percent), and Unlewful

Entry and Simple Assault (each with 29 percent).




Further examination of the charges lodged against defendants
in 1975 reveals that one out of five defendants was charged with
a dangerous crime and nearly one ouﬁ of every.four with a crime
of violence as define& in Sectiqn 23-1331 of the Court Reform and
' Criminal Procedures Act of 1970. Economic crimes accounted for
41 peréent‘of the total offenses with larceny, fobbery and burglary
offenses éomprising nearly one-third of all charges-brought-against

the defendants interviewed.
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v.
PROFILE OF THE OFFENDER

In this chapter the demographic;characteristics of age,
sex, and race are examined for the pretrial population that was
prccessed by the courts in 1975. 1In addition,offense information
is discussed in relationship with these demographic variableén
The reacer is reminded that this information is based on only
those cases that were papered by the prosecﬁtor"s office. Con-
clusions should be tempered with‘the realization that the pre-
trial population was accused of these charges'atlthe initial
hearing and in many instances no guilt was in fact determined.
While the courté processed over 20,000 cases involving persons
interviewed by the Bail Agency, éighteen percent of these cases
were "no papered" at the initial court hearing. The total num-
ber‘of papered cases examined is 16,732. The population sizes
in tﬁe‘discussion ﬁary from section to section because of miss-
ing information.

Age, Sex, and Race

In 1966 the President’s Commission on Crime cited the average
age of the adult offender as 29, The Commission predicted that
this average age wouid.continue to decrease until 1980 when the
post~Worid War_II baby boom's effect should diminish. Findings
in the District are.consistent with the predicted national decline.
In 1975 the median age for the pretriai population was twenty-

four-years-of-age. Eighteen and 1% year-olds'were the most frequently

processed individuals.




As shown in Table 3, thé largest proportion of pretrial-
defendants are in the 18-21 year old group, comprising 30 per-
cent of the total population. If this group is combined with
those juveniles charged as adults and with the 22-24 age categéry,
ohe out of evéry‘two defendants prosecuted in the District of
Columbia zs an adult is under the ége of twenty-five. The twenty-
five to twenty-nine year old group comprises 22 percent of the
popuiation while better than 6ne out of four defendants in Washingfon
is over the agé of thirty. 2 :

TABLE 3

Distribution of Pretrial
Population By Age At Time Of Arrest

: Number df ' Cumulative
!i Age Group Cases .. Pergent Percent
. Under 18 180 1% 13
. 18-21 4,829 31% 32%
iy 22-24 3,135 . 20% 52%
o 25-29 3,502 : 22% , 74%

' 30-34 1,774 ' 11% 85%
| 35-39 1,605 | 6% 91%
L 40-44 721 5% 96%
; 50 & Over - 655 | 43 100%
 Total 15, 801 100%

: Number of Missing Cases = g3 '

]

The Stanford Research Institute found in sampling court statistics
| on persons processed in 1964-65 that 41 percent of the populaticn was
| in the 18-24 age group; 32 percent were between the ages of 25-34;

‘ ten percent were between 35 and 44 years old; and 7 percent were 45
years of age or older. Comparison of the two populations show an 8
percent increase in the size of the 18-24 age group of the 1975 popu-
lation over those processed in 1965. See, Report of the President's
Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia, Appendices, p. 519
(1966) . '

- 38 -




The fact that minorities are disproportionately represented

- in court statistics is well known and the data indicate that the
District does not deviate from thié pattern.' The.information
secured from the Bail Agency files indicate that blacks com-
prise 89 percent of the pretrial population. Whites account

for 10 percent of the group. “Others"; a residual ethnic cate-
gory, were under represented and include only one percent of

the pretrial population. |

| The data'further show that eighty-five percent of the pre-
trial population are male. The proportion of men to women pro-
cessed by the District’s criminal justice system is consistent
with national trends and with previous research conducted in the
District of Columbia. Table 4 presents‘thelcomposition of

thé population studied based on race and sex.

Table 4

Distribution of Population
By Race and Sex

| Males Females “Total

Black S0% 82% 89%
(12,306) (2,028) (14,334)

White 92 17% 10%
(1,215) (413) (1,628)

Others 1% 1% 13
(90) (32) {(122)

Total 100% 100% . 100%
(13,611) (2,473) (16,084)

Number of missing cases = 648




Black males compriée over three-fourths of the entire pop-
ulation examined. Black females account for thirteen percent.
Non-black males and females ranked third and fburth with 8 per-
cent and 3 percent respectively. The distribution of males and
females within the two race classifications-differs markedly.
Among bklack defendants, females accounted for only 14 pércent,
while women comprise over one-fourth of the non-black pretrial

pbpulation.

Recent literature on the female offender suggests that
national trends indicate that women are entering the system at
an-earlier age than in the past and their median age is beginning

to approximate that of men who are similarly processed. While no

data ig available on when the population first came into contact

with the criminal justice system, Table 5 shows that women entering
the courts in 1975 are slightly younger than their male counterparts.

In particular, non-black women have the lowest median age of any of

the groups examined. Non-black malesj.on the other hand, have a

substantially higher proportion of their number in the over-thirty

age groﬁpe

Cffense Data By Age. Sex, And Race

Chapter IV presented a picture of the volume and types
of offenses allegedly committed by the pretrial population
and handled by each court. The defendant population' was then
examined for age, race and sex characteristics. Here offense
data is examined in relationship to those demographic variables.,
For comparative purposes only data on the eight charge categories

handled most often by the courts in 1975 is presented. The of-
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TABLE 5

- 1% -

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PRETRIAL POPULATION
BY AGE, RACE AND SEX
Males Total
Age Group Black Other - Total Black Population
Under 25 508 43% 49% 55% 50%
25 to 30 243 22% 248 268 24%
31 and Over 263 358 27% 19% 26%
—Toor 100% T00% 1503 1008 —
{12,072) (1,269) °  (13,710) (2,002) {15,778)
Median 24.5 25,9 24.7 23.9 24.5
Mean 27,3 T 29,8 27.5 26.2 27.3
Mode 18 22 18 20 18

Number of Missing Cases

= 954




- fense categgries discussed vary according to the race and sex
of the group analyzed. It should be noted that individual
charges within the eight categories constitute 80 percent of the
total cases processéd by the system in 1975. Table 6- presents
the offense breakdown by sex and race characteristics and should
be used as a reference for the discussion wﬁich follows.

Drug offenses constituted the largest category for which '
males were p;oSecuted in the court system in 1975. Eighteen
percent of the male defendant population were charged with possession
and/or sale of some form of illegal drug substance. While race
did not appear to be a significant factor with respect to this
largest categofy, the rank order of other offense categroies
vériedlbetweeﬂ black and non-black maleé.

Among black‘men? drug offenses were followed by larceny and
robbery, each comprising 13 percent of the total charges on which
they weie papered. While burglary accounted for 10 percent of Ehé

total, assault and simple possession of some form of weapon each

compriséd 8 percent. Age distribution within the 6ffen5ém¢é£é—,
gories is meaningful to note. While 50 percent of thé black
male defendant population as a whole were under‘the age of
twenty~£five, nearly 75 percent of those charged with robbery
and 60 percent of those charged with burglary were 25 years-of-
age or younger; Two, other charge categories varied from the
norm. Black males charged with either assault or a weapons
offense.were significantly'older than those charged with other
crimes. Nearly 70 percent of the defehdants charged with as-
sault and 67 percent of those prosecuted for weapons offenses

were 25 years—-of-age or older.
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TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF EIGHT LARGEST GENERAL OFFENSE
CATEGORIES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

MALES ~ FEMALES “TOTAL
Black Other . Black : Other POPULATION
; Drug Offenses 168% : Drug Offenses 18% Commerical Sex . 23% Commercial Sex 33% Drﬁq Offenses 17
T Larceny : 13% Commercial Sex 15% Larceny 208 Larceny 20% |Larceny 13%
Robbery 13% Burglary 133 Drugs 138 Drug Offenses 10% |Assault 10%
Burglary 10% Larceny 11% Assault 7% Burglary 9% |Robbery 9%
Assgault 8% Assault 7% Flight/Escape 73 Flight/Escape 8% {Burglary 9%
Weapons 8% Flight/Escape 7% Forgery 6% Fraud - 3% |Flight/Escape 93
Flight/Escape 7% Weapons ' 73 Robbery 4%  Assault 2% [|Weapons 78
Stolen Property 5% Stolen Property 6% Burglary 33 Embezzlement 2% [Commercial Sex 6%
Other Categories _18% Other Categories _16%_ | other categories _17% Other Categories -13% [Other Categories203 |
Total 1003 100% 100% 100% 100%
(12,071) (1,269) (2,002) (435) (15,777)

Number of Migsing Cases = 955




Examination of the data on non-black males discloses that
commercial sex was the second largest offense'cateqoryﬂ account-
ing for 15 percept‘of the charges brought against this group.

In 1975 the Metropolitan Police ﬁepartmeﬁt instituted a campaign
not only to crack down on women soliéiting for prostitution but
also to arrest men seeking female companionship for a price. Thé
high ranking of this offense category amdng non-black males is
undoubtedly a result of this law enforceﬁent initiative. Burglary
and larceny ranked third and foufth'as the charges most frequently
brought against this populatlon, accountlng for 13 percent and

11 percent respectively. For the white and other male populatlon,,
43 percent were below the age of 25. Similar to black males,
nearly 70 percent of those cha;ged with a weapons offense were 25
years old or above. For those charged With commercial séxy nearly
three -out of four were in this older age bracket.

Commercial cex violations éomprised the largest categqry for
which females were processed in the District's cburt systems in
1975. Nearly one out of four black women and 6ne-third of the
non-black women procecuted were charged with coﬁmercial sex.
Larceny and drug offenses followed as the charges most frequently
brought against women. One out of five women was charged with
some form of larxceny. 13 percent of the black female defendants
were charged with a drug offense, as were 10 percent of the other
females. While race did not appear to be a factor with respect to
the frequency of these three largest categories, Table 6 reveals

that there were sllght variations in the rank order of other offense
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categories for black and non-black women.

Women over the age of 24 were more often charged Qith
serious offenses than were younger women, particularly among
black defendants. Forty-one percent of the black female de-
fendants 25 years-of-age and above were charged With felonies
in contrast to 25 percent of-the yvouthful population. Wﬁereas
younger women are moce 1ikely to be charged with non-violent-
economic crimes such as soliciting for prostitution and petit
larceny, older womén are more frequently charged with assault
type offenses.

Overall, the a?raignment charges of female defendants
tend‘tb be léss severe than those of their male counterparﬁs.
Only 29 percent of the female pretrial population were charged
-with felonies in contrast to 43 percent of the males. Similarly,
the average offense severity code for maleé (69) was cpnsiderabiy
higher th;n that for women (92).20

As shown in Table 7 there are sigﬁifidant differences
in'the‘seridusness of the charges papered when egamining the male
and female population by age and race. ‘For the youthful popu-
lation, those under the age of 25, the proportion 6f black males
charged with felonies is more than double that for the rest of

the population. Among males, irrespective of age, the average

20
The severity code used in this study is based on a scale of

1 through 135 with ] being the most severe offense. For a more
thorough discussion of this severity scale see pages 16-17.




severity of papered charges for blacks (65) is substantially

greater than that for other males (89). Examining offenders

25 year-of-age and above, black males and female defendants

are proportionately more likely to be arraigned on felony

charges than are their non-black counterparts.

Table 7

Severity of Charges by Age, Race and Sex

- MALES FEMALES Total
R Populatio
| ‘ Black. Other Black Other
bi, Under 25 and Under 25 and | Under 25 and Under 25 and]| Under 25 apg
i 25 Over 25 gver 25 Over 25 Over 25  Over
¥ -
ﬁw‘ MISDEMEANOR | 49% 548  77% 742 758 598 828 773 | 563 573
]!
FELONY 51% 46% 23% 26% 25% 41% 18% 23% 44% 43%
' AVERAGE (Mean)| 63 69 89 90 97 80O 106 97 71 73
-?-: SEVERITY CODE
\" |I]
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vI .

COMMUNITY TIES

This section examines the strength of community ties for
tﬁe pretrial-populationw Data on length of residence in the
Waéhington metropolitan area,‘length of time at present ad--
dress and information indicating with whom the defendant was
iiving at the time of arrest are reporte& here. The residencé-
information represents the defendants’ responses during the
initial Bail Agency interview. They are of critical importance
for two reasons: Community tie information is a critical con-
sidératioﬁ in the determination of pretrial conditions of re-
lease. Furthexrmore, accuraté residence informétion is essential
if the Bail Ageucy and third-party custodians are to fulfill
their functions in supervising releasees, particularly in en-
suring return to court.

Verification is a prccess essential to positivé release
recommendations'and effective follow-up serviceéu In most cases
the present address of a defendant is verified by a relative,
friend or employer. 1In 1975, the Bail Agency was unable to make
a release recommendation for fewer than 10 percent of all cases
due to either unverified or conflicting information. It should
be noﬁed that some defendants have misled the Bail Agency by pro-
viding incorrec£ information that was subsequently supported by a
verifier° Research studies (most notably the Lewin Report) iﬁdicate,
however, that defeﬁdants will not generally misiead the interviewer

at the time infpfﬁation is being taken when they know an attempt




‘ _ 21
will be made to verify it.

‘ _Residehce in the Metropolitan Area

Research in the early sixties found that a substéntialA
- amount of urban crime was caused by persons with shorﬁer ties
to the area than the majority of the residents. Much of this
group was believed to have migrated from the Southrto the in-
dustrial areas of the North seeking higher paying eﬁployment;
.In 1966 the President's Commission on Crime for thg'District of
Columbia found that this trend had been reversed in Washington
and that a majority of the persons studied had longer ties to
this area than in the past. Over 38 percent of the population
examined in 1965 were born in this area with 76 percent of the
population residing in the area for at least .5 yearsz.2

The pretrial population of 1975 continues this trend with
54 percent indicating iife—time residency in the Washington
metropolitan area. Overall, 84 percent of the population had
. resided in this area for at least five years. In fact the ac-
cused populatlon g length of time in the area is now longer

than that reported for adult residents of the District based on

the 1970 census data. Forty-five percent of the cityfs population

Third Party Custody Study, Supra Note 12, page 33.

22 ‘
Commission Report, Supra note 19, page 554.




responded that they were lifetime residents and 73 percent had
regided in the area for at least five years.23

When area residence is examined in terms of the‘age of the
offender,it is seen that the youthful p0pu1ation (those under 25)
has stronger ties to the area than the‘older age group. In terms
of race,blacks tend to have strongef;area ties than whites or
other minorities which again patferns fhe trend found for:the
general population. Eighty-five percent of the black population
had lived in the area for at least five years as opposed to
only 55 percent of %he others. -In‘partidularanon-black woﬁen had
the shortest area ties with only 46 percent of this group resid—'
ing in the area for more than a five~year period.-

Seven percent of the pretriai population told‘thg Bail Agency
that-they had resided in the area for less than one year, 3 per-
cent were classified as non-residents and 4 percent were living in
the area for less taan a year when arrested. These 1atter.find-
ings are not incoﬁsistent with the distributioﬁs reported in

previous studies.

Length of Time At Present Address |
While the pretrial population of 1575 has strong area ties
in the metropélitan area, this pattern changes when examining

length of time at a current address. Over 30 percent of the population

23
U.S. Bureau of Census, Census of Population: 1370 General Social
and Economic Characteristics. Final Report PC (1)-Cl0 DistricEt of
Columbia p. 69.. ' .

- 49 -




told the Bail Agency they had lived at their address for less
than one year. Another two percent indicated they had no fixed
or permanent addréss° Thirty-three percent lived at an address
for a year or more but less than 5 years, while 34 percent were
living at their residence for at least a five year period.
Black males ﬁad substantially longer current ties at an
address than any of the other groups. Non-black females again
had the poorest ties with over 60 percent living at an address
for less than one year. Overall,the data points to the fact
that the pretrial populétiOn is significantly more mobile and

transient in the Washington area than the general population.

Living Relationship At Curreﬁt Address

D.C. Bail Agency récords reflect that 63 percent of the pre-
trial populatiorn said that they lived with at least one member
of their immediate family,24 In addition, seven percént responded
that they lived with other relatives. 1In otﬁer words, seven out
of ten defendants resided with some member of cheir family at the
time of their arrest. By contrast, census data for 1970 reveals
that 90 percent of the residents of the District of Columbié lived
with at least one family member,25 0f the remaining populétion,

nearly 12 percent responded that they lived alone and nearly 18

percent said they lived with at least one non-family member.

24 . . . , . .
In the context of this report, immediate family is defined
as father, mother, wife, husband, and children.

5 ‘ _
Census Report, Supra note 23 , page 65.
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Defendants living with family had longe: ties to the com-
munity. Eighty percent of the defendants who lived with family
had resided iﬂ the area for over 10 years. Thé reverse is. true
for defendants whb did not live with family. Only 40 percent had
lived in the area for over 10 years. . The same pqttefn emerges
when comparing tﬁe felationship of.the person with whom the de-
fendant lived and the length of time at the present addressw "Al-
most three out of every four defendants who did nof live with
family had resided at a current address for one year or less.
Again;'non-blacks are more likely to live aloné oi.with-friends
than are blacks. Non-black women in particular are least likely
to live with family members. Males are more likelyrto live with
family members than females, and bléck males.report the highest

proportion living with family members.
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Vil.

DRUG USAGE, ALCOHOLIC ABUSE, PIYSICAL
AND MENTAL DISORDERS

In this section data is reported on the responses of defendants
to a number of health-related questions including drug and alcohol
usage, treatment for physical problems and hospitalization for

mental disorders.

Drug Usage

One out of every four cases papered in the District in 1975
involved persons who admitted having current or past involvement
with illegal drugs fmarijuana excluded). Examining the under-25
age category, it was found that the proportion of drug users-among
non-black males is significantly lower than for all other éopu-
lation groups. For the population as a whole, the proportion of
self-reported drﬁg ﬁsage increases with age. Ambng defendants
25 years and above, the percentage of drug usage by blacks is
significantly higher for both men and women.

of those.admitting use of narcotics, over 50 percent were
charged with economic crimes. Illegal drug involvemenﬁ varied.
according to specific offense category. Four charge classifi-
cations accounted for nearly three out of five charges lodged
against defendants admitting current or prior drug involvement:
Drug Offenses (21%), Larceny (15%), Robbery (128) , and Burglary

(10%) .

Alcohol Abuse

Five percent cf the 1975 pretrial population admitted that

a drinking problem existed. Reported alcohol problems did not
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vary significantly according to race or sex. In examiﬁing alcohdlic
abuse by age, however,‘defendants over the age of 30 are neafly
six times more likely to admit having a drinking problem as are
all other Qefendants.
Examination ofrreported alcoholism by offense cétegorylré—-

veals that larceny, burglary and assault charges accounted for

50 percent of all offenses lodged against defendants who admitted

drinking problems.

Physical and Mental Disorders
Data on physical disorders discloses the percentage of de-
fendants with physical conditions regquiring medication or treatment
and those who were disabled or handlcapped in some manner. One
out of every ten cases papered in 1975 1nvolved an 1nd1v1dual
undergoing medical treatment or suffering from a physical hand;-__
'ﬁap. Defendants over the age of 30 were more likely to report
such problems. |
Data on mental disorders indicates tﬁat 7 -percent of the
1675 pretrial population reported either being hospitalized in
a psychiatric faﬁigity within the past ten years or expe:iencing
current problems. . Characteristics of defendants reporting
such disorders did not vary significantly by age, race or sex

although the percentage increased slightly with age.

Those persons indicating prior hospitalization for
psychiatric problems were not necessarily in need of treatment.
Routinely the courts order defendants to St. Elizebeth's Hospital
for a 60-day period to undergo mental observation often because
of the nature of the offense or circumstances surrounding the
events of the alleged crime.
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" Percentage Of Population Who Admitted
Illegal Drug Usage, Alccholic Abuse,
Physical Problems, and Hospitalization -

Por Possible Mental Disorders

Table 8

il MALES FEMALES

Under 25 25 & Over Under 25 25 & Over TOTAL
percentage Who Admit
current Or Previous 20% , 27% 18% 27% 24%
1l1legal Drug Usage {1,299) (1,804) {247) (289) (3,727) .
(Marijuana Excluded).
prercentage Who Admit 1g g% - 4% 5%
To A Drinking Problem (93) {585) {5) (46} (746)
percentage Who Report 6% _ 133 10% 20% 1o0%
Physical Disorders (392) {B76) (134) (211) (1,644)

—

Percentage Who Report
Hospitalization For 5% 8% 4% 7% 7%
Possible Mental Dis- (340) (553) {6Q) {79) (1,062)
orders




IX

EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT

This section explores data relevant to the educational

level and employmeht status of the pretrial poPulation. As in-

dicated

earlier, the study results are dependent on defendant

responses recorded by the Bail Agency. Since this is an ex~ -

post facto study of defendant records,no control over the uni-

formity

ing the

of certain data elements was possible. Before present-

findings,a number of limitations and procedures used

should be addressed.

In
dropped
grouped
iﬁé tﬁe
far did

twelfth

the area of education those defendants who may have
out of high school while in the twelfth grade were

together with high school graduates. The defendant dur-

interview with the Bail Agency is typically asked: "How

you get in school’" When the person's response was

grade, the 1nterv1ewer did not always determine whether

the defendant had actually graduated. Similarly, individuals

who dropped out of school and subsequently rece1Ved a high school

equlvalency or G.E. D. are also in this category beﬁause in many

instances there was no indication of the last year of school com-

pleted.

In

the area of employment,the single most difficult variable

to classify was salary. The interviewer records the exact re-

sponse of the dafendant,often without differentiating between
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gross and net income, All income data used in this study were
converted 1nto hourly wages which are- based on a gross dollar amount,
Accordingly therefore,classification of income is not entirely
valid in all instances. 1In addition, the Bail Agency only reports
income from employment so that no 1nformat10n concerning lncome
derived from other Sources such as unemployment compensation, wel-
fare payments or Support from family or frlends was avallable.
There is also some indication of interview bias for those de-
fendants living at home whose primary occupation would be classi-
fied as that of homemaker. The-way that the Bail Agency_inter—
view is sttuctured, there is the possibility that persons who in
actuality were hoememakers would be categorized as unemployed. This
is due malnly to the fact that the first question asked in this
portion of the interview is whether the defendant is employed. If
the defendant's response is negat1Ve, the interviewer would then
ask how the defendant is supported. If the defendant responds
"family," for example, the report to the judge indicates "unem-
ployed and Supported by family" unless the defendant specifically
indicated that he or she is a homemaker.

One type of work in particular was difficult to classify., 1If
a defendant responded that he worked odd jobs, he was coded as
empioyed but classified as "off ang on.” If the defendant re-
sponded that he was unemployed and then when asked how supported
indicated odd jobs, he. would be classified as unemployed but again

there would be an indication that he worked "off and on." Although
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this determination may seem arbitrary, our assumption is that
the defendant in his or her mind thought of himself or herself
as employeé in the first instance and unemployéd in the seconﬁ.
Classification of the types of employment requires special
mention. Employment was divided intb ten general categories as
used by the Department of Labor. (See Appendix E ), Each cate-
gory was further broken down into approximately 10 sub—divisions.
Although the Department of Labor scheme in some instances seems
rather arbitrary, it was felt that utilizing an accepted scheme
was more important for fufure replication and developing trends
than designing a scheme for this study alone.
Finally, the low level of employment reported by the pre-
trial p0pu1ation'may in fact be inflated. Although the response
to the Bail Agency is remarkably good (considering the small
amount of conflicting information discovered) defendants feel
that a poor employmént record may be detrimental when release,coﬁ—
ditions are determined. Therefore, some defendaﬁts have a téndency
to overstate their length of employment, their salary and even the
fact that they have a job at all. Thus, while less than half of
the pretrial population claimed employment at the time of the inter-

view, in reality this proportion may well be overstated.

Education
Examination of data collected on the number of years spent
in school by 1275 defendants discloses that the educational at-

tainment of the pretrial population is low. Fifty-seven percent
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of the pretrial population had not attained a 12th grade educa-
tion or its equivalent.z7 A comparison of educational level by
age reveals that of those who did not go beyond 8th gréde, 50
pefcent were over the age of 30. Defendants between the ages

of 25 and 30 appeared to be the most highly educated; better than
half of those in this age group had achieved a 12th grade educa-

tion or its equivalent, and among those pursuing a post high school

education, over 40 percent were in this age range.

TABLE 8 : Educational Attainment By Age
Level Reached Under 25 25 and Over Total
Up to 8tb Grade 8% : 15% 11%
Grades 9 - 11 54% 38% 46%
12th Grade, H.S.
Grad., or G.E.D. _ 29% 30% 30%
Post High School 9% 17% 13%
100% 1008 100%
{7,810) (7,628) (15,438)

Number of Missing Cases: 1,294

A comparison of educational attainment by race and sex indicates
that blacks report significantly lower educational levels than the
rest of the pretrial population. 8ixty-two percent of the black
males had not reached the 12th grade. Non-black males reported the
highest educational attainment with 72 percent having reached the 12th

grade and/or pursuing a post high school education. For the female

27 The Washington Urban League in their study of inner-city residents
interviewed in 1975 that 54 percent of the respondents had not gradu-
ated from high school. See S.0.S. Study, Supra note 1, page 33.
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pretrial population, the educational level of non-blacks was
significantly above that of black women with 62 percent of the former.
having reached 12th grade or above as compared with 47 percehtnof

the latter.

smployment Status

Employment status, as defined in this reporﬁ, is divided into
four categories according to how the defendant‘poﬁulation responéed
when intervieﬁed by the Bail Agency. Forty-six percent of the
pretrial populat.ion said that they were employed at fhe time of
arrest. Of thisjgroup, 92 percent were employed full-time while
the remainder worked part-time 6r had some form of tgmporary empioy-
ment. Another 46 percent said they were uneméloyed at the time of
the intérview° Full-time students-comprised five percenﬁ of the
papered pretrial population. Non-members of the work force which
includes homemakérs, retirees, disabled and others simiiarly situ-
ated accounted for three percent,z8

In examining the population by deﬁographic cﬁa:acteristics,
no significant differences for persons classified aé‘full-fime
students or as noﬁ-members of the work fdrce were‘found. ‘Howéver
in the area of employment, substantial differences were found_based'=

on age, sex, and race of the offender. Overall, youthful offenders

(those under 25 Years of age) were more likely to be unemployed

Ibid. For comparative purposes the S$.0.S. Study of inner-
city residents interviewed in 1975 found that 57 percent of the per-
sons were employed, 13 percent were receiving welfare payments, 14
percent were receiving social security, and 12 percent indicated sup-
port by other means. g :
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+han those in the older age group. In terms of sex, women were
far more likely to be unemployed than men, and blacks were more
often unemployed than non-blacks.

Forty—-three percent of the black male populatlon processed
in 1975 responded that they were unemployed at the time of arrest,
while only 28 percent of the non-black male population indicated
unemployment. For females, the proportion unemployed was even
greater. Sixty-six percent of the black females told the Bail
Agency that they wern unempioyed at the time of arrest. Other
women reported unemployment rates at a 61 percent rate.

The large proportion of unemployed pretrial defendants fgr
exceeds the reported rates of unempioyment for the District. 1In
1975 thé annual unemployment_rate for the Diétrict's general popu-
lation was 7.6 percent{ .For males'it was 9.1 percent as compared
to femaleg'at 6.7'§ercent. For_the general pqpﬁlation,blacks were
more often unemployed than whités,'with'blacks at 8.5 percent and
whites with 5.;2-pel."cent,.'2'9
Employment Status and Education

In comparing educational attainment with the employment status

of 1975 deferidants, it appears that the unemployed pretrial popuiation

: 23 See generally Bureau of Labor Statistics, D.O.L. Geogrqghlc
‘Profile of Emplcyment and Unemployment 1975 481 (1976).
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has a significantly lower educational level than those defendants

who are members of the labor force.,

In particular, defendants

under the age of 25, the population most likely to be unemployed,

report low educational achievement. The data on the youthful

population show that nearly two-thirds of those unemployed did

not go beyond the llth grade.

Of those employed and under the

age of 25, 44 percent had achieved at least a 12th grade education

or its equivalent.

TABLE 11

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND AGE

' Under 25 25 and Over

———

Years Of _ Total
School Unemployed Employed Unemployed Employed Unemployed Employed
Up to Bth 10% 6% 1l6% 13% 13% 10%
9 to 11 57% 50% 43% 36% 51% 42%
& G.E.D. 27% 35% 30% 32% 28% 33%
Post High 6% 9% 11% 19% 8% 14%
School
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(3,855) (3,049) (3,043) {3,936) (6,898) {6,985)

Number of Missing Cases = 32,849

While defendants 25 years of age and above reported higher over-

all educational levels than the youthful population, there was again

a significant difference between employed and unemployed persons.,

For the older age group, only 41 percent of the unemployed had gained

a 12th grade education or its equivalent compared with 51 percent of

- §4 -




the employed population. Thus it would appear that while the
educational attainment of the pretrial population as a whole is
low, those defendants who are unemployed report significantly lower

levels of educationai achievement than those employed.

Employment Status And Criminal History

The level of unemployment for defendants with criminal
records did not vary significantly from the rest of the éretrialA
population. The fobless rate for first offenders (e.g., those
with no prior.convictions and no current ties to the criminal
justice system) Qas 41 percent compared to .46 percent for persons
With at least one prior convictiop. The unemployment réte reported
for defendants on some form of post-conviction supervision such
as probation. ané parole was 47 percent. Participétion in the labor
force was lowest ambng individuals on:some.form of preirial re-—
lease at the iime of arrest in the instant case. Fiftf-five per-
cent of this popul&tion claimed johlessness,_ Of the defendants
who were both oﬁ bond and under sentence at the time of their ar-

.raignment, an unemployment rate of 50 percent existed.

Employment Status And Crime

Table 12 presents the relationshlp between the employment
status of the pretrial population and the type of offense the
offender group allecedly committed. 1In the table, the eight
charge categdries most frequently handled by the courts in 1975

are compared with employment status.
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TABLE 12

Comparison of Eight Largest General
Offense Categories By Employment Status

Offense EMPLOYMENT STATUS -
Category Unemployed Employed Student: Non-Member
Drug Offenses = = 36% 55% . 6% 2%
(2,749)
Larceny 49% 40% 6% 2%
(2,200)
Robbery . 50% 40% 8% 1%
{1,665)
Burglary 53% 40% 6% 18
(1,489)
Assault 41% 50% 4% 63
(1,289) _
Flight-Escape 51% 43% 3% 22
{(1,118) ‘ '
Weapons ' 34% 58% 43 4%
(1,141)
Commercial Sex 57% 39% 3% 15 |
(1,075) ' ‘
All Cases 45% 46% 5% 3% :
(15,686) '
Number of Missirng Cases = 1,046

In the categories where economic gain may be an incentive
(e.g., larceﬂy, robbery and burglary) the proportion of those
unemployed is éignificantly higher than for other charge categories.
Similarly, the commercial sex category has the single highest per-
centage of unemployed, 57 percent, for any of the major charge
categories. (82 percent of the women in this group wére unemployed

as compared to only 23 percent of the men).
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The relatively low unemployment level among pretrial offenders
charged with drug'offenses is perticularly surprising, Drug
abuse literature has suggested a direct relationship between il-
licit drug usage and unemployment; Study findings, at least with
respect to this offender gnoup, seem to contradict this concept;
1+ should be noted, however, that within this drug category are
those persons charged with simple possession of marijuana. In
fact, the majority of all drug charges were for non-narcotic pos-
‘session of an illegal. substance. The lower level of unemployment
may well be due to this group. |

The other charge groups that show a significant relationship
to employment status are the assault and weapons categories. For.
persons charged with these’ offenses, the percentage employed was
much higher than for the other major offense categorles. Persons
charged with some form of assault had 50 percent of their number_
employed. Those charged with some form of weapons possession have
the highest proportion employed with almost 60 percent included in
the labor force.

Tables 1 through 4 in Appendix F display the employment
status for men and women by race for the offense categories on
which they were most frequently srraigned, As shown in the'tables,
the ievel of unemployment varies significantly for each sub—popu-
lation with respect to specific charées. While black males charged
withunurglary report the hignest rate of unemployment, the proportion

outside the labor force for other men is greatest among those charged
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with flight-escape offenses. For women, the data .show that a
significantly high percentage charged with commercial sex are

unemployed (82 percent).

Unemployed Population

Information about the unemployed pretrial population was ap-
proached from two perspectives: What is the duration of the job-
lessness reported and what are the major types of support for.the
unem?loyed offender?’

Sixty—three percent of the unemployed population indicated
that they had been unemployed for less than one year, of which
47 percent responded that they had been out of work for less than
6 months. Ninety percent of this unemployed population indicaﬁed
that they had prior employment before becoming unemployed.

Nearly 40 percent of the unemployed indicated tb the Bail
Agency that they were supported by a family member, A.large pro-
portion of this group are young and do in fact Live at home with
parents or other family members. Thirty percent 6f the unemployed
receive some form of government support such as welfare, unemploy-
ment compensation, retirement pensions, and veterans benefits.
Twenty-two perceat of the group stated they were self supported in
some manner;the main portion (67 percent) is composad of persons
who indicated that they worked "off and on" for short periods.

A smaller number responded that they supported themselves by sav-
ings. Finally, one out of every ten indicated that they had other
means of support. The majority within this group responded that

they received support from friends.
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In general,Table 13 shows that the length of time unemployed
is related to the type of support a pretrial offendgr receives.
Persons unemployed for extended periods of time were more likely
éo receive government support while personé out of work for
relatively short periods of time tended to receive some form of
support from family members.

TABLE 13

Source Of Support For Unemployed Population
Compared With Duration Of Time Unemployed

Length Of Time Unemploved

Source of Support Less Than Six Six Months To One Year Total

Months One Year And Over
Self-Supported 26% 20% 173 22%
Family 42% 37% T 378
Government 22% 32% ' 38% 30%
Other 108 11 128 11%
Total 100% 1008 ' 100% 0%

(1,955) {657) {1,565) (4,187)
Number of Missing Cases = 2,980

Employed Population
In examining the employed population a number of questions were

considered: What are the major types of employment for the population?




What levels of salary are reported, and how long had the
population 5een emploved at their job when entering the pre-
trial process?

As discussed earlier:types of employment reported by this
pretrial group were c¢lassified into méjor categories that hre
used nationally‘by the Department of Labor., Within each of these
major categories a number of sub-divisions are utilized to more
specifically‘show the types of employment for this pretriél of-
fender group. For a listing of specific examples of types of
jobs classified within each category, see Appendix E. Tablé 14
presents the distribution of the pretrial population among
fhe major occﬁpatibnal classifications: |

TABLE 14 |

‘Distribution Of Employed Pretrial
Population By Major Occupational

Classifications

QOccupation Number Parcent
Professionals 334 4.5
Managers 320 4.3
Sales Persons 399 5.4
Clerical Workers 908 12.2
Craftsmen 1,141 15.4
Operatives 343 4.6
Transporation Workers 511 6.9
Laborers : 1,459 19.6
Service Workers 1,584 21.3
Miscellaneous 429 5.8
TOTAL : 7,428 100.0%

Number of Missing Cases = 9237
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The largest group, service workers, comprises 21 percent of
the employed pretrial population. This category includes per-
sons working as custcdians, busboys, dishwashers, security gﬁards;.
community aides, dental assistants, etc. The second largest
group, laborers, consistslof‘persons working primarily in un-
skilled, physical-related activities such as construction labor,
warehousemen, trash collectors and car washérs. These'fwo oc-
cupationalcatego;ies, for‘the most part unskilled, account for
forty percent of the employed pretrial population.

The third cate;g'oryF craftsmen, comprises 15 percent of the
total. Workers in_this group include carpenters, cement finishers,
foremen, heavy machine operators, mechanics and repairmeﬁ. Cler;cai
workers make up the next category and comprise 12 percent of ﬁhe
labor force. _They“include bank tellers, postal c1erké, typists,
shipping clerks and file clerks. These four majof categories
comprise nearly QO percent of thé working defendant_population and
are followed in descending order by transportation workers f? per-
cent), operatives, proféssionals and sales'persons each with 5 pér—
ceﬁt, and finally managers with 4 percent.

While it was iﬁpossible to code each individual occupation,
Exhibit 4 contains a list in descending order of ﬁhe major sub-
groups within the identified employment categories. Although
there are a numbér of jobs or types of occupations within each
sub-division, the groupings are more compatible_with_each employ~

ment code. Again, for a listing of actual jobs within each of these
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Employment For Pretrial Population

Exhibit 4
Rank Order Of Major Types Of

(Over 100 Responses)

Employment 7

Classification Type of Occupation Responses Percent
80 Cleaning Service Workers 694 9.3%
70 Construction Laborers 535 7.2%
Bl Food Service Workers 426 5.7%
37 Construction Craftsmen 390 5.3%
29 Office Workers 344 4.6%
62 Truck Drivers & Deliverymen 339 4.6%
71 Freight & Material Handlers 285 3.8%
77 Laborers (Miscellaneous) 281 3.8%
20 Retail Sales 218 2,9%
27 Mail Handlers 168 2.3%
46 Mechanics & Repairmen 158 2.1%
85 Personal Service Workers 134 1.8%
84 Personal Service Workers 129 1.7%
31 Shipping & Receiving Clerks: 125 1.7%
75 Laborers in Non-Manufacturing
54 Industries 124 1.7%

8 Professionals (Miscellanecus) 119 1.6%

98 Vocational Training Program 113 1.5%
36 Retail Craftsmen 112 1.5%
87 Protective Service Workers 108 1.5%
50 Mechanics & Repairmen (Misc.) 104 1.4%
94 Military Enlisted Persons 104 1.4%

Sub-Total 5,010 67.4%

Other Occupations 2,418 32.6%

Total 7,428 100.0%
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groups, use the appropriate employment code that is‘indexed within
the major categories in Appendix E.

Table 15 compares salary levels with the various major
classifications‘of employment for.thoée claiming full or paft-time_
employment at the time of arrest. For the entire population, half
earned below $3 per hour and half earned $3 or more an hour.30
The salary range varies considerably for the different océupations
and there are somé noteworthy discrepencies when examining by race
and sex.

Non-black males‘have a significantly larger ?roPQrtion (69 per-
cent) earning salaries in the upper income bracket (earning over
three_doilars per hour). Black males and nop—black women aré:evenly
distributed by income while black females as. a group are dispro-
porﬁionately distributed among the lower income level with only 39
percent earning .at least $3 an hour. Ovefall, males are more likely
to earn a larger salary than are women.

,Exémination of the major labor classifications discloses that
income level varied considerably for two of the categories. For
service workers,'over 70 percent responded that they earned less
than $3 per hour as compared to the average of 50 percent for the
entire populatiocn. .Craftsmen reportea income above the norm with

almost three-fourths.of-those so classified earning at least $3

30
The reader is reminded that salary levels are based on de-

fendants' responses to the Bail Agency. The data reflects gross
income, net income, hourly rates, etc. Responses were converted
into hourly rates without controlling for any one level of measure-
ment.
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‘an hoﬁr. For the relaEively small white collar categories, pro-
' fessionals and managers had a proportionately higher percentage
within the upper income level.

Examination of the du:ation of employment for those de-
fendants in the 1ab6r force does not reveal particularly strong
employment ties. One.out of every three employed persons had
worked at their current job for 6 months or less. Fewer than
' 50 percent of the employed population had held ﬁheirlpreSenéljob

for at least one year.




Ix.
CRIMINAL HISTORY

In the past year much concern has been expressed in the
Distriét by citizens and criminal justice officials alike_about
. crimes committed by offenders already known to the system. The
data presented in this section focus on the criminal history,
both past and present, of the 1975 defendant population. Prior
convictions are reported as is information on whether the de-
fendant was under sentence at the time of arrest. A discussion
of bond status provides data on how many defendantsrwere on some
form of pretrial release when their cases were papered. Data is
also provided on the prio£ court appearance record of 1975 de-
fendants. Throughout the discussion whichAfollows’referenées are

made to Table 16 6n-page 18,

Pribr Convictions

With respect to the defendant's criminal redord, the Bail
Agency report provides information concerning the number of prior
adult convictions for serious misdemeanors and felonies. Sixty
percent of the pretrial population processed by the courts in 1975
(papered cases only) had no record of previous convictions. Exam-
ining those cases involving defendants with a prior record, it was
found that 18 percent of the pretrial population had one former con-
viction, while 22 percent had two or more convictions upon enter-
ing the system in 1975. |

Conviction history varied according to type of charge. One-

third of those prosecuted as misdemeanants and nearly one-half of
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Table 16

Criminal History of Pretrial Population
With Papered Cases For the Major Offense

Categories
Drug Larceny Assault Robbery  Burglary Flight/ Weapons Commercial All
Offenses Escape Sex " Categories

Percentage of Cases
With Prior Adult 34% 42% 39% 42% 43% 54% 39% 263 40%
Convictions (951) {(927) (512) {694) {642) (599} (499) (280) (6,218}
{One) {16%) (17%) (19%) (20%) {20%) (25%) (19%) (15%) {18%)
{(Two or More) (18%) (25%) {20%) {22%) (239 {29%) (20%) (113%) (22%)

Percentage of Cases
on Post-Conviction 17% 20% 15% 26% 23% 32% 183 8% 21%
Supervision {464) (448) - (199} (432) (350} (363) {211) {30) (3,195}
(Probation} (9%) (12%) (9%) (13%) (12%) (17%) (8%) {7%) {10%)
(Parole) (8%) (72) (5%) (12%) (10%) (13%) ~(1o%) (1%) {9%)

Percentage of Cases :

on Some Form of Pre- .15% 22% 123 28% 24% 55% 11% 13% 21%
Trial Release (403} (490) {157) (465} (364) {610) {128) (139) {3,342)
(Non=-Financial) (9%) (13%) (8%) (17%}) {15%) {35%) (8%) {8%) {13%)
(Financial) {3%) (4%) {2%) {5%) (3%) {8%) (2%) (3%) {4%)
(More than 1 case Pending) (3%} (5%) (2%} {6%) {63) (12%) (1%} (1%) {4%)




those prosecuted as felons had one or more prior convictions.
Among the major offense categories handled by the system, the
flight-escape category (e.g., persons arrested with outstanding
warrants) had a significantly higher proportion of defendants
with.a conviction history (54 percent). Table 16 presents the
percenﬁage of cases with prior adult convictions for the eight
major charge categories.

Prior conviction data analyzed by‘demographic characteristics
discloses that persbns‘zs years of age and above are significantly
more likely to have an adult conviction record (Sl»percent)‘as
compared with the youthful defendant population (28 percent).

Drug charges comprise the single largest offense category
with which males were charged in;1975. Examinatipn of conviction
data for the defendants reveal that proportionately twice as many
blacks were fgund-to have at least one prior‘conviétion.as other
males. - For iarceny, the second most common offense group for men,
50 percent of the black defendants had an adult éonviction record

- in contrast to 23 percent for othef_males.

Regarding the offense category for which the largest number
of women were prosecuted, commercial sex, épproximately one out
of‘every three females had at least one prior conviction. Larceny
and drug charges ranked second and third as the most common of-
fenses on which women were arraigned. For these two lﬁtter cate-
gories,significant.differences between r#cial groups is evident.

For larceny charges, the proportion of women with adult convictions

is nearly four times greater among blacks. For drug offenses, the




Table 17

Criminal History of the Papered Pretrial Population
By Age, Race And Sex

FEMALES
Black Other - Black Other Total Population

tnder 25 25 & Over tnder 25 25 & Over | Under 25 25 & Over Under 25 25 & Over |Under 25‘ 25 & Over

_08_

Percentage of Cases 31s 57% 143 26% 21% 39% 25% - 26% 28% 51%

With One or More (1,826) {3,305) {73) {(178) (236) {339) (62) {46) (2,197) (3,868)

Prior Adult Convictions

Percentage of Cases -

on Post-Convigtion 20% 25% 8% lo% 10% 11% 10% 7% 18% 22%

Supervision (1,203} (1,487) {(42) {69) (110) (100) (24) {12) (1,379} {(1,680)

Percentage of Cases ) |
on Some Form of 24% 22% 10% 9% 17% 20% l6% 16% 22% 20% |
Pretrial Release (1,427) (1,273 (53) {59) (187) {176) (41) ] (28) {1,708) (1,536)

Percentage of Cases

With Previous 10% 14% 5% 4% 9% S 12% 10% 10% 9% 13%

History of Failing to (578) (824) (25) (26) (102) {10B) (24) (18) (729) (976)

Appear for Court Dates




percentage of black women with prior convictions is twice that

reported for other women.

Under Sentence |

Four out of ten cases in which misdemeanant and felony
progsecutions were initiated in 1975 involved defendants with
prior convictions. Twenty percent of the pretrial population were
on probation, parole, work%release or some other form of post-
conviction status for one of these prior convictiohs‘at the time .
of their arrest; Fourteen percent of the defendants arraigned
-on misdemeanor charges and twenty-five percenﬁlof those prosecuted.
on felony counts were under sentence or on some other form of
post-conviction status. One-fourth of .the prosecutions for violent
and dangerous offenses were brought against individuals under
sentence. Among the major offense categories (See Table 16 ),
flight-escape ana‘robbery have the highest percentage of defendants
under sentence with 32 percent and 26 percent, respectively.

Examination.of the sentence status of the 1975 population
by demﬁgraphic characteristics discloses that the proportion of
black males on some:form of post-conviction status was more than
double that for the rest of the population.

Examining larceny offenses for male defendants, blacks were
proportionately four times more likely to be under sentence. Data
on women reveal that the pexrcentage of blacks serving some type of
sentence at the time of arrest was approximately three times that |

of other females with respect to drug and larceny charges.
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Black males arrested while under sentence are evenly dividegd
between probatlon and parole while the rest of the populatlon is

‘much more 11kely to be on probatlon.

Bond Staths _ 7

In 1975,-twenty~one percent of the cases which the U.S. At—-
torney chose to prosecute involved an individual whe had at least
one case pending at the time of arrest. Seventeen percent. of the
cases prosecuted as misdemeanors end 26 percent of the felohiee
involved defendants at liberty on some form of pretrial releaée
when their cases were papered. One out of four cases pépeted
on viclent and daﬁgefous crimes involved iﬁdividuals~a1reedy on
pretrial release. | |

Of this reatrested pbpulation'63 percent were on some form
of non—financial felease on a p;ier offense; 16 pércent-were on a
financial bond; while 21 percent (686 cases) had more than-one

case pending at the time of papering. Similar to the findings for

post-conviction supervision status, flightéescape and robbery were

the offense categories with the largest percentages 6f defendents
~on some form of pretrial release,

Status of the Defendant At Papering

The criminal history; both past and present has been examined
from a numbef of perspectives in order to describe the pretrial
population. To understand more fully the implications of the
findings the pretrlal population has been stratified into five

groups to show the criminal justice status at the time of papering.

|




The criteria for this division are as follows:

. Group 1: consists of persons processed by the
system with no current system ties ‘and no
record of convictions at the time of papering.

.. Group 2: comprises persons with no current
system ties to the system but. with a prior
history of conv1ctlons at the time of paperlng.

. Group 3: comprises persons only on some form of
pretrial release at the time of papering.

. Group 4: consists of persons only on some form
of post-conviction supervision (e.g., probatlon,
_parole, work—release) at the time of papering.
. Group 5: contalns persons on both pretrial re-
lease and some form of post—convictlon status
at the time of papering. :
Group 1‘,P the first offender population, accounts for 52
percent of the entire pretrial population for 1875 and ranks
number one in terms of the largest group of persons processed

31
by the system. Group 2, the_ex-offender population, consists of

1E_§éré;EE'of the cases papered in the year of study;_GroupS 3
through 5, oomorised of persons with current system‘ties, ac- -
count for 33 percent of the cases processed in 1975 and each
group respectively agcounts fof 15 percent, 13 percent, and five

percent. Exhibit 5 compares key differences among the five

groups.

Group 1, in the context of this report, is viewed as the first
offender population, however it should be noted that many of the
persong in this group do in fact have a prior arrest record or have
convictions for traffic and minor violations of local ordinances.
They also may have had system exposure as a juvenile. Therefore,
in many instances persons in this group have had previous contact
with the system.
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EXHIBIT &

A Comparison of the Pretrial Population
By the Criminal Justice Status At the

Time of Papering

Group 1 Group 2 Grbup 3 Group 4 Group 5
CHARACTERISTICS First Ex-Offenders | On Bond | Only Under On Bond &

Offenders With No Ties Oonly Sentence Under Sentence All Cases
Percentage of Males
Within Each Group Bl% B6% 5% 92% 92% 85%
Parcentage of the Popu- ’ :
lation Under 25 Years of 58% 26% 55% 45% 47% 50%
Age
Percentage of the Popu-~ : )
lation Charged With a 34% 49% 53% 56% 58% 46%
Felony
Percentage of the Popu- .
lation Charged With a 213 26% 27% 30% 273 24%
Crime of Violence
Average Index Of Severity
0f Offense For Group ' Bl 67 65 59 58 72
Percentage Of Group With
Prior Record Of Failing 2% 43 33% 12% 29% 1l%

To Appear




Upon comparing the differént groups it is seen tﬁat first
of fenders (Group 1) are predominantly youthful and have the
largest proportion of female defendants. The other groups which
have had more contact with the?system (when contdct is measured |
by prior record and current status) are older in age apq the
proportion 6f women decreases slightly for those defendants on
some form of post—conv;ction supefvision. |

First offenders are charged with less serious offenses.

-Over 65 percent of this group were charged with misdemeanors.

This percentage is substantially highér than for any of the
other classes of defendants. Persons on some form oflpost—cbn-
viction supervision (Groups 4 and 5) are more likely to be
charged with felbnies. Although there is no substantiél incréase.
in crimes of 'violence by these groups, when coméared with tﬁe
other populations there is a considérable increase in the average
(mean) severity of the offenses. That is, these peréons are.
lchérged with more serious offensés that carry more severe penalties.
When chérgg data is furthe; examined by class of offense, -
the.largest offense categories for Groups 1 and 2 are drug and
iarceny. The charges that occur most often for Group 3 (ﬁer—
sons already on p?etrial release)‘are robbery and offenses that
fall in the fligbtﬁescape category. (Flight-escape is for the

most part due to failure to appear for a previous court date in

~ the pending case.) The leading offenses for Group 4 are drug-re-

lated fo;lowed.by,robbéry and larceny. Persons oﬁ bond and under




post-conviction supervision were most often charged with larceny,

some type of drug offense, or for burglary.

While major offense types vary from group to group accord-
ing to the current status of the defendant; all the offense cate-
gories indicated above, with the exception of the flight-escape
category, are in fact the four most frequent types of offenses
that all defendants were prosecutéd for in 1975. Thus, while
the seve;ity of the offense varied from group to group based 6n
both perdentége of felony charges papered and the averagerindex
of severity, no particular offense pattern emergeé_fof any of
the groups studied;

With reépect to missed court dates in previous Caseé,those
persons on some form of pretrial release (Groups 3 and 5) have

substantially higher proportions than the other groups. Group

'3 has 33 percent with a record of missing a previous court date,

. 32
followed by Group 5 with 29 percent of the population.

2 .

} The substantial difference for prior records of failing to
appear among the groups is partly accounted for by the record-
keeping systems available for this determination. For persons
on bond (Groups 3 and 5) internal records of the Bail Agency can
generate this information based on accurate information supplied
by the courts. FTA data for the other defendant groups is only
available from police records. Experience has shown that police
records of this information are not as accurately maintained as
their internally generated information on arrest histories.
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X
THE ADMINISTRATION OF BAIL

The:problems posed by the pretrial release decision have
been a.subject of heated debate in this jurisdiction. At issue.
are. complex and diverse dichotomies =-- to release or detain an . .
indi?ﬁdﬁal who allegedly commits a crime, but as to whom nho de-
termination of guilt has yet been made by a court. The primary
purpose of bail is to insure reappearance in court but nuﬁerous other
factors affect its administration and application. 33

In the early sixties opponents of the traditional bail systeﬁ
argued that the indiscriminate use of money‘bail néedlessly forced
the poor and disadvantaged to remain in jail, while persons with
greater financial‘resoufqes were able to cbtain releaée. It Was-
shown by the Vera Institute of Justice in New York and later by
thg_DﬁVC.lggii Project.in Washington that the use of non-~financial
release based on strong community ties would insure the return‘to
court of those released at the same rate as those supérvised by
bailbondsmen. The findings of these projects led to more wideiy

S 34
accepted use of non-financial release in the District.

33 . .
For a more complete discussion of the problems surrounding

the administration of bail see generally Paul B. Wice, Bail and Its
. Reform: A National Survey (Ph.D Dissertation, University of Illinois
ati%bampaignﬂvr ana, 1972)

For a discussion of the bail project operated in New York City

by the Vera Institute of Justice see Charles Ares and others, "The
Manhattan Bail Projec¢t: An Interim Report on the Use of Pretrial Parocle,”
New York University Law Review, Vol. 38 (1963), pp. 67-83. For a dis-
cussion of the District's early success see Committee on the Administra-
tion of Bail of the Junior Bar Section of the Bar Association of the
District of Columbia, The Bail System of the District of Columbia (1963
Report) and Bail Reform in the Nation's Capitol: Final Report of the

D.C. Bail Project, Georgetown University (1966)}. ‘
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In the late 60's the debate centered on the inability of the
District's judicial officers to hold persons without bond who posed
a danger orlthreat to the community; The high incidence of réported
crime during that.period led to the restfucturiﬁg of the bail iaw '
in existence and the enactment of preventive deféntion legislation.
Under the new Couét Reform and Criminal Procedure Aét of 1970
the Superior Court of the District of Columbia was permitted to
detain a person without bqnd after a preventiye detention hearing.
However, the U.S. Diétrict Court conﬁinués to operafe under'fhe
more Iiberal‘Béil Reform Act‘of-1966n

Today theAcoﬁmunity is particularly alarmed by the high
incidence of violent crime perpetrated by persons within the cogﬁie;
zance of law enforcement or criminal justice agencies.  Many within
the system a:éue thét the safequards built into the détentiop_iaw
are too'uﬁwiéldy fo be used on a regular basis. As in the paéﬁ,the
bail laws_applicable'in the Diétrict.of éolumbia afe tnder atﬁack.-
At.iésue is the fgndamental.problem of what tfpes of fe1ease/
custodyrconditioné should be set for persons to ensure réappeaf-
ance for trial while at the same time preventing the likelihood
of further.crimezin'the community. |

Nuﬁeroﬁs factoxs must be considered by the courts when imposing

approbriate conditicns of release -~ some a product of statutory

3 an ‘ -
- Pub. L. No. 31-358, D.C. Code §11-101 et. seg. (1970).

36 ‘ s '
18 U.S5.C. §3146 (1966).
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provision and others due to operational realities. In terms of

| 1egislation,the bail laws in the.District guarantee. that persons
charged with non-gapital offenses have the right to bail and since-
the removal of the death penalty, everyone now qualifies for rélease.
The laws further state tﬁat financial bonds may not be used when
considéring.danggroushess -- only in terms of whether or not the
pérson will reappear for future court dates. The Eighth’Amendment
provides that bail may not be exceséive although local jurisdiction
have the right to interpret what can be construed as exceséive,
Finally our legal system operates under-a_preéﬂmptiqn'of innocence
for accused and this presumption,when applied to tﬁe:pretrial #e_
lease decision,argtes in favor of a presumption of release.

‘0perationa1 realities, however,may influence the decision as

much as-statutofy guidelihes. A judicial officer who feels that

a person poses a serious threat to the community yet has strong

community ties and little likelihood of fleeing the jﬁrisdiction

may receive a high money bond that results in "de facto" detention.

On the other hand,a person with some possibility of failing to ép—
pear may bé reléaéed non~-financially 5ecéuse pretrial detention

may cause a loss of employment, damage fémily unity, and prevent _

fﬁe accused from_assisting his attornéy in prepafing an aaequate
defense. While speedy trial is a desired goal of the judicial pro-
cess,persoﬁs wishiﬁg ﬁo have a trial may have to wait exﬁended periods
due to couft backipgs. ?retrial incarceration in Ehis instance could

be construed as.cruel and unusual punishment. Jail conditions may
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affect the decision depending on the size of the population being
housed. Overcrowded jail facilities may lead to violence aod‘iﬁ-
humane treatment in a pretrial detention area. Finally, release
options vary in cost. Persons released non=financially cost the
system less than persons who have to be detained for even short.
~periods of time. 1In a period when the entire criminal justlce

system is being forced to evaluate its operations for cost effect1Ve-
ness,the courts are required to seek alternative less costly methods
that impact on the pretrial release decision.

While the arguments for release are persuasive there are of
course trade—offs.. Crimes committed by those pending trial not .
oaly affect the communiﬁy but call into question the efficacy of
the entire judicial process. Release may pose a threat to witnesses
and victims alike. Non-appearance by defendants places an additional
burden on system resources and cause additional haidships for

witnesses required to give testimony.

Criteria Used to‘Determine Release

The Court Reform and Criminal Procedures Act cf 1970 {govern-
ing D.C. Superlor Court) for the most part was modeled after the
Bail Reform Act of 1966 (used by federal courts), and the standards
for release are essentially the same. Judicial offlcers are in-
structed to relezse on personal recognizance or upon the execution
of an unsecured appearanoe bond all persons who appear likely to
return to court. In addition if the courts have some doubt,they may

impose any one or combination of the following conditions:
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(1) Place the person in the custody of a designated
person or organization agreeing to supervise him.

(2) Place restrictions on the travel, association, or
place of abode of the person during the period of re-
lease. .

(3) Require the execution of an appearance bond in a
specified amount and the deposit in the registry of the
court, in cash or other security as directed, of a sum
not to exceed 10 percentum of the amount of the bond,
such deposit to be returned upon the performance of the
conditions of release.

(41 Require the execution of a bail bond with sufficient
solvent sureties, or the deposit of cash in lieu thereof.

(5) Impose_any other condition, including a condition

requiring that the person return to custody after

specified hours of release for employment or other

limited purposes.37 -

The'key difference in the two laws is found in the act
governihg Suéerior Cpurt.There, the 6onditions citéd above maﬁ also be
ﬁsedehenwdetermiﬁing whether or not a persoh poses a threat to
' the'“,.. safety of any other person or ﬁhe community.” If the
govérnmént'feels that none of these conditions will deter the per-
sdn froﬁ committing violent crime, they may request that the court
" hold a preventive deténtion hearing. If the person is found t6 be
a dahger to the community he may be held without bond pending trial.
This act also specifies that a judge in Superior Court maf not set
- any type of-finéncial bond as a condition of release when consider-
ing theldefendant"s possible thréat to the community.

Regardless of the difference in the two bail laws, there is

one clause common to both that causes differences of interpretation

37 18 U.8.C. §3146 and D.C. Code §1321.
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EXHIBIT 6

Comparison Of The Bail Reform Act Governing The

U.S8. District Court With The Court Reform And

Criminal Procedure Act Applicable In The D. C.
Superior Court :

Digtrict  Superior

Court Cour;
Purpose of the Bail Determination:
To insure reappearance at all
hearings. | YES_ . YES
Safety of gﬁy other person or ‘ :
the community. NO~ . YES
Criteria Used In Decision::
1. Nature and circumstaﬁces of
offense charged; ' YES YES
2. Weight of evidence against the
accused; : YES YES
3. Accused's family ties; | YES YES
4. Length of residence in the : _

community:; A YES " YES

5. Employment; ' YES YES

6. Character and mental condition; YES YES

7. Past conduct; ' NO YES

8. Record of convictions; YES YES

8. Record of appearance or.non—appearance YES YES

10. Record of flight to avoid prosecution; YES YES

11. Narcotics Usage o o NO YES

38 The Bail Reform Act does not specifically mention narcotics
usage as a criteria for determining conditions of release. Since
1970, both courts have used results from a urinalysis test, re-
gquested from each defendant before appearance in court. This infor-
mation may only be used in setting release conditions and may not
be introduced as evidence for the determination of guilt.
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and application. The clause states that all defeﬁdants should
be released non-financially "... unless the officer aetermines,
in the exercise of his discretion, that such a release will not
reasonably assure the appearance of the person as required.[and
in the case of Superior Court] or the safety of any other person
crrthe community. 33 The appropriate release condition set is a
product of judicial discretion and subject to the very individualized
impressions of the judicial officer. Accordingly, the type of con-
ditions used vary froﬁ judge to judge and even court to court in
this jurisdiction. ' :

BATL DETERMINATION OPTIONS AVAILABLE IN THE DISTRICT OF

COLUMBIA

Citation Release: All persons arrested in the District of Columbia

and not charged with a felony are eligible for non-financial re-
lease at the local police station. This prodeduré permits the ar-
restée to be released directly by the arresting officer on his own
promise to appear on a specified date. The police officer receives
an oral recommerdation by the Bail Agency after the Agéncy has in-
terviewed and verified information from the defendant. No ohe is

permitted release who has an outstanding warrant or detainer.

‘Stationhouse Bond: May be secured by an arrestee at the police

station if the person is able to obtain a bondsman willing to post
the amount. The dollar amount is predetermined and is listed on a

bond schedule that is set by the court.

s~ -39 jguy.s.c. §3146 and D.C. Code §1321.




Personal Recognizance (PR); PR refers to the release of a defendant

on his/her personal promise to appear at all scheduled hearings,
trials, or otherwise as required by the courts. No monetary bail

or other special conditions of release are set.

Personal Recognizance with Conditions: The defendant who is con-

ditionally released agrees to abide by court ordered conditions

in addltlon to the requlrements listed under PR. Such cond1t10nsl
may include report;nq to the Bail Agency by telephone or in per-
son, maintaining or finding employment, living at a epecified ad-
dress, staying away from a complaining witness, reporting‘fdrefreat-‘

ment at a drug faclllty, etc, The use of conditions may be added

to any form of release, although in most cases it is in conjunctlon

w1th personal recognizance.

Third Party Custody: -Custody release is a form of PR with conditiens

which requires an organization or designated person to supervise
conditions of release and insure the defendant's appearance in court.
The custodian has the additional responsibility of notifying the

Bail Agency of any violation of conditions set by the court.

Unsecured Appearance Bond: This method of release differs from

personal recognlzance enly in that the defendant is subject to paylng
a monetary amount to the court if the ‘person fails to appear as re-

quired.
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Cash Bond: The settlng of cash ba11 requlres the defendant . tolpost
an amount specified by the Judge or Magistrate w1th the Court. The
total amount is recoverable if the court determines that the de-
fendant conformed to the conditions of release. o

The courts have the.0ption of ;equestiﬁg, in lieu of
the total amount, a pércéntage of the bond which can not exceed ten
percent. This form of bail is commonly-referfed to as percentage

bond.

Surety Bond: Under the traditional bBail system the defendant is

required to obtain a court apprOVed_bail bondsman to post the
amount specif;ed by the ju&ge or magistrate. Under this form of
release the bondsman charges a non—refundablé aﬁpunt'(io pérceﬁt)
for this service; regardless of case outcome or aﬁpearance in éourt,
The bail bondsmén in this instance has the responsiﬁility of in-

suring the defendant's appearance.

Mental Observation: Either court may commit a defendant to the

local mental institution (St. Elizabeth's John Howard Pavilion) for
a sixty day observation. During this time the facility is required

‘to,determine if the defendant is mentally competent to stand trial.

Rehabhilitation Center for Alcoholics (RCA): The courts have the

- option of referring a defendant to RCA for alcoholiz treatment in

Occaquan, Va. while the case is pending.
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Five Day Hold: A probationer arrested on a new charge or a war-

" rant may be held without bond in Superior Court for a period not
longer‘than 5 days to determine if the judge who sentenced the |
probationér wishes to revoke this status,or in the case of péroleés
to determine if the Parole Board-wishes to rescind the parole status

of the person.

Held Without Bond: In District Court, a judge or magistrate may

~hold a defendant without bond if the person has been convicted of
an offense and is awaiting sentence, and feels that né one or more
conditions of release will reasonably insure that the person will
not flee or pose a danger to any other person or the-cbmmunity, In
Superior Court a defendant may be held without bond under conditions

described below.

Prevéntive Detention Hold: In Superior Court, the United States

Attorney's Office may request that a defendant be held without bond
for aperiod not to exceed five days, if the defendant-fallé withih
the criteria established in the statute and "there is no condition
.or combination of. conditions of release which willlreasonably as-

sure the safety of any other person or the community." At the end
of this five dayv period a hearihg is held in which the government
must show that the defendant is in fact a threat. If such a find-

ing occurs the deféndant.may be "preventively detained” without bond.
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Returned Voluntarily to the Demanding State. (RVTDS}): Fugitives

. arrested in the District have the righ£ to contest extradition or
removal through the normal court process. If the individual wishes
to return voluntarily, the cagse in this jurisdiction is removed

'from the docket.

No Paéér: After the Police arrest a defendaht, the United States
Aﬁtornéy“s Offide has the option of not pfessing formal charges.
Inrthis ihstance the charges are dfopped and the defendant is re-
1eased. .The govefnment does have ﬁhe‘option to re=charge the de-
_fendént at a later ‘date by sending the information to the Grand Jury

and having that body return an indictment.
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XI.

PRETRIAL RELEASE

The previous section discussed the complexity of the bail
choice; criterié used in the decision,-énd-reléase/detention
options‘available in the District of Columbia. Here data are .
presented on the use of these options at the initial bail
decision—making point during the pretrial process. -Discussion_,
focuses on the bail determination for two qlasses of arrestees:
individuals who secure_early release by means'of the Citation
. Program and those persons held for couft, These tﬁo groups of
of fenders comprise the vast ﬁajority of the pretrial populatiﬁn
proceséed through the courts in this jurisdiction, *0 '

The information discussea covers only the initial bail,éé—
fei‘mination° Tﬁe volume of cases precluded any foliow-up ef-= |
fort to determine whether or not original conditions of release
were modified. Persons may have conditions of release changed
auring the pre-trial period, after conviction, or when conditions
of release are violated. Finally, no inforﬁation is available
on whether persens having financial conditions of reiease set

~were able to post the amount and secure release.

a0

There are two additional classes of offenders that are not
represented in this discussion. In some instances the government
will seek an indictment on an individual before arrest. If in-
dicted, the person may be ordered to appear for felony arraign-
ment without being arrested and booked by the police., When ap-
pearing in court the person will have conditions of release set but
the information is not always forwarded to the Bail Agency. In the
second instance a person arrested may be able to secure station-
house release by having a surety bond posted with the police. Again,
this person would also avoid the normal process and may go unde~
tected by the Ball Agency. While no information is available on the
number in either of these groups it is known that proportionately
they are very small when compared to the volume discussed in this
report. '
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Citation Réleased Population

£

In 1975, the Bail Agency interviewed over 11,000 arrestees

-

e

who were referred by the police for possible citation release.
Approximately half of this number were charged with violation
of municipal ordinances and traffic codes (cases processed
through the D. C. Cerporation Counsel's Office) and.are not in-
cluded in this analysis. |

The Citation Program is designed to divert from the initial
arrest—detentlon process those 1nd1v1duals charged with a mis-
demeanor offense that have no outstanding warrants or detalners
and possess strong community ties to. this metropolitan_aree. As
such thie'elass of offenders is charged with cfimes of a less.
serious nature than'those processed through the court's holding
facilities before appea;ing in one of the arraignment courts.
Over 80 percent of this group was charéed with offenses that fall
into four general bffense categories: drug offenses (35 percent),
rlarceny (23 percent), commercial sex (13 percent), and weapons of-
fenses (10 percent),41

The criteria used to determine eligipility for citation re-

lease are far more rigid than those used by the courts since the

4]
Within these general offense categories, the offenses that
allegedly occurred most often were violations of the Uniform
Narcotics Act (simple possession of marijuana or. a narcotic),
Petit Larceny {(theft of property valued under $100, Soliciting for
Prostitution, and Carrylng a Dangerous Weapon (usually a gun or
knife). '




person is released before seeing a judicial Offlcer The c.
cision is based on whether or hot the arrestee is likely to ap-
pear for the 1n1t1a1 court hearlng. In order to qualify for re-
lease a person may first be interviewed by the Baij Agency at
which time he is evaluated in terms of the strength of hig ties
.to the metropolltan area. The person receives "points" for strong
communlty ties that can be verified by the Agency interviewer,
P01nts are accrued for factors such as length of time in the area,
length of time at a current address, ‘and whether or not the de-
fendant is worklng or in school Polnts are subtracted for prior
conV1ctlons, current drug or alcohollc abuse, pendlng charges,
and any type of current postwconvictlon status. An arrestee
must obtaln a minimum of four points in order to quallfy for posi-
‘tiVe recommendation for release by the Bail Agency

Over 5, 000 persons arrested and charged with a serious mis-
demeanor were interviewed for possible c1tatlon release. Of this
group, appr011mately eighty percent were issued a citation by
the pollce and ordered to appear in court. The populatlon not re-
leased . was transported to one of the pollce detentlon facilities
and was processed with other arrestees., Of the group released,
.3¢479 persons had.charges against them “papered" by the courts.
This citation-released pPopulation represents 22 percent of the

entire pretrial populatlon that had charges filed with the courts

. in 1975. Only two of the pPapered cases were processed by the
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EXHIBIT 7

Comparison of Major Release Conditions Set
By Variables That Influence the Decision

Selected System Citation | Personal Third Party Financial Other Action| Total Population
Related Variables Release Recognizance Custody Bond

Percentage of Cases .

that were Felony - 52% 54% 57% 48% 42%
Percentage of Cases

that were defined as violent - 25% 37 5% 31% 24%
Average Severity Code

Index for Release Mode 109 67 61 58 53 72

Percentage With Previous

Convictions 13% 40% 46% 598 77% )4

Percentage That Previously

Failed To Appear _ 78 12% 26% 19% 11%

Percentage That Were On .
Bond At The Time of 3% 13% 25% 46% 33% 218
Papering

Percentage That Were On

Some Form of System . 48 15% 22% 33 55% . 208

Supervision at the Time
of Arrest




. 42
United States District Court.

As miéht be expe¢ted, the citation released population as
a groﬁp exﬁibitéd stronger and more stable community ties than
lthe rest of.the pretrial population processed through the courts
in,1975. In addition, this group had far less contact with the
‘criminal justicé-system measured iﬁ terms of prior convictions,
pending cases, and‘postfconviction status. For a comparison
of'the chafacte?istiqs of this populatiqn.with those receiving
some o£her form of conditions of release, see'Exhibit 7,
| Baii,ﬁgte:mination At Initial Hearing |

The data seéuréd from the D, C. Bail Aggnéy conﬁain informa-
tipnfreéarding Ehe bailldetermination for 1;,832 persons,procéssed
throuéh the Disériét of Columbia's two court systems in 1975.4?
.Table‘IB shows thaﬁ'ﬁzlpercént of the defendant population ﬁhb had
charges filed with the courts were releésed on some form of non—r
'finéncial chditioﬂs_at the initial bail hearing. The majority

of these persons received personal recognizance (44 percent) with

42 ~
The low number of citation releasees referred to the U.S. District
Court reflects the fact that there are very few federal misdemeanors.
Some of the charges include unlawful entry of federal or foreign
property, receiving stolen federal property valied under $100, and
embezzlement of federal monies again under $100. In addition, many
- of the persons charged with these types of crimes will be processed
through the court of local jurisdiction, in this case D.C. Superior
Court, or will be arrested by law enforcement agéncies during the
daytime and brought directly to court while it is in session.

43 ,
* Persons initially released on citation or cases that were "no
papered” at the initial court hearing are excluded from analysis
in this section. | '
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Table 18 -

A Comparison Of The Release Options

Used By Superiocr Court And The U.S.

District Court For 1975 Papered Cases

At The Initial Hearing -
Action - Superior Court U.S. Distriet Total
Taken Misdemeanor Felony Total Court
Personal .
Recognizance 48% 38% T 42% 62% 44%
Third Party , _
Custody 193 21s 19% 10% 18%
Cash Bond :
Set 113 9% 10% 8% _ 10%
Surety Bond
Set 16% 25% 21% 14% 21%
Held Without
Bond 1% 4% 32 1% 2%
other % 5% 3% 5% 5% 5%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(5,257) (5,649) (11,523) (1,309) (12,832)

Number of Missing Cases = 421

The "Other" category includes persons who were turned over to
another judge or court for further action; referred for mental ob-
servation or treatment for an alcoholic problem; and persons who pled
guilty at arraignment or were placed in a work-release setting while
awaiting trial. ,
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the remainder receiving some form of third party custody re-
1ease'(;8 pércent),' Of this non-financially released group,
over SC percent received additional conditibns of reléasé._
Conditions;imposed included fepofting to the Bail Agency

- periodically by teiephone or in_?erson,,reporting for testing
and/or treatment at a narcotics treatment facility, residing
- at a.specifié addréss, maintaining or finding employment, and
staying‘away from a complaining witness.

Thirtywone‘percent of the.pretrial populaticn hadrfinancial
conditioﬁs of release imposed by the courts. Ten pefcent of
the entire popqlation had a cash or percentage bpnd set (ambunt__
must‘be posted wiﬁh thezcourts), while 21 percent of the popu-
lation had a surety condition set (specified amount must be
postéd b¥ a courtfapproved bail bondsman). Although both bail
laws applicable to the District of Columbia allow utilization
of unsecuréd appearance Sonds when appropriéte, énly 45 cases
received this option in 1975. For these cases, defendants wéuld
aibe subject to paying a specified amount upon,failure,tO'éppear
7 for a scheduled court appearance.

Two percent of the pretrial population were detained without
bond being set at the initial court heariﬁg. Inciuded in this
group are persons,piaced on 5fday holds for possible revocation
of paroie or probation, persons already convicted but pending

-sentencé; and persons charged in Superior Court with a dangerous
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or violent crime and held for a preventive detention hearipq.
Finally, five percent of the pretrial population réceived-'
some other forﬁ of action where conditions of release were not
set. Persons in this category were arrestéd on a wafrant and
turned over to another judge or court in.the jurisdiction for
further aétion; returned to another jurisdiction after'wéiving '

the right to an extradition hearing, referré& to St. Elizabeth's

_Hospitél for mental observation, referred to the Rehabilitation

Center for Alcoholics (RCA), pled guilty at the initial hearing, -
or were placed ip.a work-release.setting pending}t;ial..

Table 18 also shows that conditions of_reléasé_éét in
Supéfior Court vary according to-the'deéree of the offense
(misdemeanor versus_felony charges) and that overall]the'bail
determination diffefs between the two coﬁrts in this.jurisdiction,-
In D.C. SuperioffCourt, 67 percent of‘the,pefsons chargéd with
ﬁisdemeanor offenses wefe released non-financially as compared
to 59 percent of thé felony population. When comparing the two
courts, itris seen that the U. S. District Court was far more
liberal in releasing persons on some form of personal recognizance
than the court of local jurisdiction. Sixty-two percent of the
Superior Court cases were released, while 72 percent of the per-
sons processed in the federal court received some form of non-
financial conditions of rélease,

Since only a small number of the federél cases represented

misdemeanor offensés, a compariSon of the felony population
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in the two courts'shoﬁ even more striking differences. Fifty-
nine percent of the felony population in D.C. Sﬁperior'Court
were relessed'as'oompafed to 72 percent of the popuiation
-in District Court. ‘In other words, Superior Court judges in.
1975.were_far morellikely'to initially detain a defendant
{through the setting of financial conditions of release or.
using other forms of action) than the U,S; Magistrates who are
charged withlseftihg bond at the initial presentment in Disf;iot
Court. | |
ésil Determination For Total Population

In the precediﬁg sections_fhe citation population and those_
persons processed through the courts' detention. facilities were
examined. . Overall, mlsdemeanants are released non-f1nanc1ally )
more often than felony cases. In 1975 elghty percent of the
misdemeanof cases were released on citation, personal recognlzance,
or in the cﬁstody of a third party. By comparison, 62 percent
of the felony population was so released. Over twice as many
felony cagses (32 percent) had some form‘of financial bond set
.as compared to mi sdemeanants (16 percent). For other types of
action no significantldifference was found when eXaminiog

by the degree of offense. For the entire'pretriai population

45 ' _
Bail Agency records reflect that the U.S. District Court

only processed 1l misdemeanor cases in 1975; accordingly, these
cases are combined with the felony populatlon for purposes of
discussion. :
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that-had cases "filed" with the courts, 70 percent were released
nopbfinancially, twenty-four percent of those accused had some‘
form of financial bond set at the ihitial,ccurt hearing} and the
.reﬁaining sik‘percent.of the'pretrial population received some
cther,form of action, : | |

The two bailllaWS applicable ih the DiStrict of Columbia
prov1de numerous crlterla that may be con51dered when determln—
‘ing conditions of release for the accused The remainder of
‘thls chapter is devoted to factors ~that 1nf1uence to varylng
‘degrees the bail determlnatlon decision.

Release Declslon By Offense. Informatlon

~Im 1975, one-fourth of the. pretrial populatlon was |
charged with a crime ‘of v1olence as. deflned in the Court Reform
and Crlmlnal Procedure Act of-197;? Perscns charged‘wlth these_
crimes recelvedlcondltrons of release_similar to those of-de-
fendants Charged‘with hcn—violent felony offenses. Frfty—nine
cercent of.those charged with crimee of violence were releesed
non—finahcially as compared to 62 percent of the noan-violent
felony population. Alrhough little difference was found in
terms of the proportion receiving financial bonds, those in the

violent category were slightly more likely to be held initially

without bond.

Charge data was further anaIyzed in terms of the serious-

ness of the offense. Seriousness is based on the possible-

46
See page of this report for a llstlng of the type of
offenses that fall into this category.
See page 15.
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‘maximum penalty a person would facé if found guilty of the
charges. While little differeﬁce was found in initial action
based on_wﬁethér or no£ the person was charged witﬁ a crime 6f
violence, the overall seriousness of the éffense is.relatéd to
the typeslof'conditions éet by the courtég In éeneral, those
charged with more serious offenses were more likely ﬁo be_held

without bond in gome manner or receive a financial bond than

TABLE 19

Comparison Of The Average (Mean)} Index
Of Sariousness Of Offense For The Major
Types Of Release Conditions Imposed

47

Average Index of Seriousness
Action Males Females  Total Pbpulation
Taken C . ' '
Citation
. " 106 118 109
Personal : . _ : o ‘
Recognizance 66 ‘ 77 - b7
- Third Party o _
Custody S 57 . 81 . 61
Financial . :
Bond Set : ' . 53 92 58
48 _ : T :
Other Action 52 66 53
Average o 68 g2 72
(12,408) (2,213) (16,301)

Number of Missing Cases = 431

4Tthe index of seriousness ranges from a score of "1" to "135".
Options with lower average scores indicate that the defendant
group was charged with offenses that carry longer possible maxi-
mum sentences than those with a higher average score.

48This category includes persons held without bond, on a 5-day
hold, referred for mental cbservation or alcoholic treatment, etc.
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were thosé charged with less serious offenses. Conversely,
those charged with the least serious crimeslwere much moré
1ikeiy‘to reéeive a non-financial form of reléase.

While pVerall the severity q%wtﬁe Offense affects thé
release opﬁion set, differeﬁt pat#erns-emerge'when COhtroliing'
for the éex of the defendant. . Men receiving some form 6f
financial bond or some other form of action were charged with
more serious crimes than those released‘on-non—financial bond,
Fofrwomen the pattern was mofe complex. Females released con

._personal recognizance or third party custody were charged
witﬁ‘ﬁore seriocus crimes than those receiving a fin&nciél bond.
Those women receiving some other form of court action were on
thé‘average'charged with more serious cfimes than fhbse women
uwho ﬁéd,any type of bond set. |

Although there has been little empirical research on how
severity of the offense affects court appeérance rates, a | .

study conducted in New York City found an inverse relatiorishi_p.9

While there was'é wide variation in failure to appearArates for

different'ﬁypes of crimes, those charged with relafively minor

misdemeanors had a higher FTA rate than those charged with

serious felonies.

Examination of those persons charged with crimes that fall

into one of the eight largest general offense-categories show

45
' See S. Andrew Schaffer, "Bail and Parole Jumping in Manhattan
;g 1967"._‘(New York: Vera Institute of Justice, 1970). pp. 25-
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TABLE 20

Comparison of Release Conditions Set For -

Persons Charged With Offenses That Fall

Into One Of The Eight Largest General Of~-

fense Categories Processed By The Courts
' in 1975

Initial Action

Charge : :
" Category , . Non-Financial Financial Other
' ' ‘Release Bond Set Action
Drug Offenses - B7% 118 2%
(2,813) - A .
Larceny = - - 783 o208 28
(2,254) : L : ' S
Robbery . 56% - - 37% 7%
{1,701) .
Burglary o 65% 28% 7%
(1,554) :
Assault T 77 : 188 - 5%
(1,331) o ' ' . :
Flight/Escape o 338 54% 133
(1,126} - ‘ . .
Weapons Charges ’ B1% ' 173 | 2%
(1,166) | -
Commerical Sex 75% - 23% 2%
(1,083)
TOTAL . : 70% 24% 6%
" (6,300) . T

Number Of Missing Cases = 432
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. that the conditions of releass imposed vary according to the
type of offense ailegedly committed. Table 20 shows that
there was a wice disparity in the release conditions set based
on offense category. Persohs charged with drug or weapons of-
fenses received some form of non-financial release m01eloftén
than those charged with offenses falling intc other categories.
Persons charged with violating a criminal justice order'(g‘ge,
failing to appear for a scheduled court date) were more likely
to be held initially through a financial bond oxr some other form
of action. Finally, of the major offense categories processed
by the system in 1975, the courts tended to set financial bonds
most often for persons charged with flight-escape offenses,

50
robbery and burglary-related crimes.

Other Criteria Used in Dec¢ision

-The fact that a défendant has a prior record of convictioﬁs
influences the types of release conditions set, Those per-
sons with records of convictions were treated diffe;ently than
those with no record. The non-financially released population
had proportionately fewer persons with prior convictions than
those who received some form of financial bend or other forms

of action. Only thirteen percent of those released on citation

had been convictad, followed by those placed on perscnal recognizance

and third party custody, 40 percent and 46 percent respectively.

50
The use of non-financial release with other general offense

categories worth noting were: Homicide (41 percent), Gambling
(82 percent), Sexual Assault (53 percent), Embezzlement (91
percent), and Stolen Vehicles (66 percent).
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cbﬁpar;son 59 percent of those having a financial bond set
had at least one prior'convietibn, Finally those held with-
oat bond or receiving‘eome other form of action' included 77 pef-
cent who had been-eonvicted in the past.
Fof those with‘a prior history of failipg to appeaf, _

rthe pattern that emergedlwas somewhat similar to:conVictioa
history. Of the perédns released on citation less than one,
percent ﬁad a prior record of failing to appear aa compared
to the fR population with 7 pereent and the-tﬁird party
custody group.at 12 percent., Of the group who had financial
bondS'setlthe_rate.jumped to 26 percent; Finally, those in
the “other“'capegory decreased somewhat'to 19 percent. For
comparative purposes the prlor record of falllng to appear

for the entlre pretrial populatlon was 1l percent in 1975.

There were a number of non—system related varlabiesjm”
that vary . whea-examlned in terms of the conditions.of
release set. In the area of employment, persons aavihg a
financial bond.set ﬁad the highest rate of unemployment (56
percent) fdllowed cloeely.by those released to a eﬁstodian
or receiving soﬁe'other form of action, (55 percent and 53
percent) respectively. Finally, the citatiOn.and'persoaal
recogﬁizance groups had the lowest levels at 32 percent‘and
43 percent respectively°

The level ef admitted narcetics'usaée, ﬁhether current
or prior, differed among the various release'optione‘used
by the system. -The highest reported usage among any of
the groups was 34 percent for those persons who had some form

of financial bond set at the initial bail hearing. Similarly,
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those‘releesed into third party custody had the second highest
level of usage at 31 percent. Those released on citation or
on PR had the lowest proportionate usage at 9 eercent and
22 percent tespectively.lr

Finally, both bail laws suggest that the strength-and
stability of community_ties should be considered when de-
termining conditions of release. 'In order to analyze infor-
mation on this area, an index was constructed con51st1ng of -
the follow1ng var:ables= 1ength of time in the metropolltan
aree, length of time at a current addtess,aand_whether or not
the defendant lived with family members. Index scores.re—r

flected that there was llttle difference between those released

nonﬂflnanc1ally as compared to those who had some form of

money bond set at the initial hearlng. Surprlsingly, per—
sons held w1thout bond tended to have strongerx communlty
.ties to the Washington area than persons having any type of
| : condltlons of release set.
Release Decision By Criminal Justice Status

In Chapter IX, the pretrial populatlon s lnvolvement,
both past and present, with the criminal justlce system:was
examined from a number of pefspectives: prior record of con-
victions, miseed court appearances, bail andlpost—conViction
status at the time of arrest. The population was stratified.
into five groups according to the criminal justice status
of the accused at the time of arrest; Here these five groups
are again examined to show how the status of the offender

can affect the type of release conditione»imposed, Many of
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the variables'already discussed in this chapter are again
e#amined in the context of their relationship with the status
>of'the offender. The groups consist of defendants with the
folloﬁing charaéteristics at the_time oanrréstz

o Group 1 -~ Persons with no system ties and no
record of adult convictions. (51 percent of
the population) '

o Group 2 -- Persons with no current system ties
but with a prior record of adult convictions.
(14 percent of the population)

o Group'3 —=.Consists-of persens only on some form
of pretrial release at the time of arrest.
(15 percent)

o Group 4 -- Consists of persons only under some
form of post-conviction supervision, e.g., pro-
bation, parole, work-release. (14 perceni:)

o Group 5 —-- Persons on both pretrial release from

a previous case and on some form of post-con-~
viction status. (6 percent)

Group 1, composed of the first offender population, ac-
counts for over half of the pretrial population. Group 2,
consisting of ex-offenders, comprises 13 percent of the pre-
trial population, while persons with some form of system tie
account fdr'onthhird of the cases handled by both courts in
1975. |

Exhibit 8 -shows the types of release action granted ac-
cording to the criminal justice status of the accused at
the time of papering. Overall it is seen that persons
with system ties were likely to receive more stringent con-

ditions (financial bond or some other form of action) than

those persons with no current ties to the system.
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For i:he first offende-r pbpulation with no record of
prior convictidns,‘sé percent were released on non-financial
conditions., This group_has the largest proportion of'cases
released on somefforﬁ of peréonal recognizance and hecause
of its size (51 percent of the pretrial populatidn),repre—,
sents the la;gest'blocﬁ of pretrial defendants handled by -
the system in.1975¢‘ In addition, this grdup comprises the
vast.majoritonf those persons released by the police on

citation. Overall, this group was charged with the less severe

offenses and-hqd the highest proportion charged with Sotie -
form of misdéﬁeaﬁor'offense,

Cases in Group 2 (persons with prior records of éonr
victions but ho‘guzrent system status) foilow a similér
release trend as those pefsons found in the first group.
The increase (nine percent} in financial bonds set when
" compared with Group 1 is due mainly to those persons with
more than one pzevious'coﬁvigtion; Persons with only one
prior conviction were released in a pattern similar to the
first offeﬁdgrrgfoup, while those with extended records of
convictions were mofe likely to receive a surety or cash
bond at the ihitial cqur£ appearance.

Group 3 (comprised of.peréonslon bond from a prior case)
is the first‘of_the groups to have some form of current
system tie, and as the e:dl:ibit shows, the release pattern dif-
fers substantiélly from the previous groups. This group of
persons is almo%t equally divided between financial and non-
financial réleaSe. Along‘wifh more stringent conditions of

release ,this group was also charged with crimes of a more.
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serious nature, more than half were charged with felony of-

' fenses. Though the average index of seriousness increased

for this group over Groups 1 and 2, the percentage of persons
charged with crimes of v1olence dld not increase. The sub-
stant1a1 1ncrease in flnanc1a1 bonds set is partly influenced
by the group's: compliance w1th the conditions of release for
the preV1ous case, Forty percent of the persons arralgned in

this group had in some manner violated a system requlrement.

. Examples include violation of conditions of release, out-

standing warrant or detainer and fallure to appear for a
previous case. An additional ten percent of this popula-
tion was not recommended by the Bail Agency. due to protlems
relating to communlty ties (e.g., poor communlty ties, un-
verified 1nformat10n and conflicting 1nformat10n)

This group-also has the highest unemployment rate (55
percent) of any of the groups analyzed. One out of every
three persons in Group 3 has a prev1ous record of failing
to appear for court dates. Flnally, the release condltlons
varied for this group depending on the number of prior con-
victions. Persons with no history of convictions or persons
with only one prior conviction were more likely to be re-
leased non-financially than those persons with two or more
convictions who were much more likely to have a financial -
bond set.

Examinationrof Group 4 {(persons on post-conviction super-
vision) reveals that the courts were more likely to set non-

financial conditions of release than with persons in Group 3.
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While 48 percent of Group 3 were released on non-financial
conditions of release, almost 10 percent more of the persons
in Group 4 were able fq secure release at the initial bail
hearing. The decreasgd use of finanqial cqnditions among this
grouﬁ was partly accounted:for by a six percent increase in
the "other” actién cétegory. To a large degree,this reflects
probationérs and ﬁarolees placed on a 5-day hold to'determine'
if their status should be revoked. A significant reason for
the increased use of non-financial feleasé was found to be
ﬁhat these perséﬁs wére‘less likely to be in violation of a
criminal justice order than those persons in Group 3,51
Parolees, who account fqr‘41 percent:of‘this group, were far
more likely to teCeive‘sqme‘form of financial‘conditiéns than
probationérs; | _ |

Group 5 consiéting of persons on bofh pretrial re-
lease and underhﬁdst-cbnviction supervision at the time of
arrest, are the class of offenders that were least'likely to
receive some férm of non-financial release at the initial

court appearancé; Only 32 percent of this group were released

51

Whether or not persons under post-conviction supervision
are more likely to be rearrested than persons on pretrial re-
lease is difficult to ascertain and measure. However, it is
known that the criteria for violation of conditions of re-
lease are far more strict than those used by some of the post-
conviction supervision agencies. For example, non-financial
releasees, with a condition to report weekly to the D. C. Bail
Agency, when missing three weeks would be congidered in viola-
tion and if rearrested would not be recommended for non-financial
release. By comparison persons on probation generally are re-
quired tc report monthly to the probation officer. Thus, a pro-
bationer who had no contact with the probation officer in the
same three week period would probably be recommended for re-
lease if no violation of other conditions of probaticn is re-
ported. ‘
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on somerform of personal,recognizance. In other words, two
ouc of every three persons received a money bond or some other
form of action. In addition to being on bond and under some.
form of sentence, 59 percent of this group were in violation
of a criminal justice order (e.g.. violation of release con=:
ditions, failure to appear for a court date with the pending
case, oOr violating post-conviction conditions established by
the‘sentencing judge, the Parole Board, or the requiremente
of a work-release program), Additionally, as with persons
on bond (Group 3), this group had a high proportion (29 per-
cent) of defendante with a‘previous_recordVof'feilieg:to ép*
pear'for a court'dete,- | |
i * k k Rk % k & k & %
Seventy perceut of tﬁe pretrial population were

released at the initial court hearing or were able to secure

'01tation release at the time of arrest. - Ana1y51s of a. variety

of criteria used in the determination of conditions of release

“indicates that the philosophic approach to the release decision

in the District of Columbia seems to operate on a presumption of
release. The combination of certain hegative information (legally
relevant variables as opposed to personal attributes of offenders),
however, tend to-iufluence the courts to oppose non-financial

reiease.

Persons on some form of conditional release {e.g., bond,

probation, parole, work-release) were more likely to initielly
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be detained through the use of financial conditions or other
action by the court. 1In pdrticuiar,\thoée perspns:whb-had
viclated a criminal justice order (failure to appear for a
cdurt date.or viélation of conditions of pretrial release, pro-
‘bation or parolé) had a high probability of being detained.
Defendants with extensive reéordé'of prior convictions are also
likely to have more severe conditions of release imposed. Al-
though individuals chafged with serious offenses were likely to
receive more severe conditions of release pending trial, the:
data irdicate that the legal variables discussed above exérted

a greater influence on the severity of offense.
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XII.
FINAL OUTCOME OF CASE

In this section final dispositions accorded 1975 defendants
in the‘District of_Columbia at borh the Superior and District
Court levels are examlned The types of dispositions these de-
fendants received are discussed with respect to the average length |
of time between 1nit1a1 arraignment and date of final disposition.
Case ocutcome is cross-tabulated with‘the descriptive variables
used throughout the body of the report and include offense 1nforﬁa-
tion, cr1m1na1 hlstory data, age, race and sex. Analysis of case
outcome is made possible . through the utilization of data collection
technlqaes whlch prOV1ded a link between police, court and cor-

rectional stages in cr1m1na1 processing.
Case Outcome By Court and Type of Charge

Of the total.misdemeanor and felony cases within Washington
in 1975, nearly two;thirds (65 percent) did not lead to a con- -
viction.'52 One out of every five cases in the District was "no
papereda“' This means that at the pre-trial screening stage, a
decision was made by en_Assistant United States Attorney not. to
prosecute those cases which face a low probability of conviction.
The data reveal that nineteen percent of all cases in Superior Court
were dismissed prior to trial, compared to eleuen percent of those

in District Court..

52 . - .

‘ Thle figure was computed based on those cases where a flna}
disposition was available. Excluded are those cases still pending
due to continuances and/or outstanding bench warrants.
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TABLE 22
CASE OUTCOME BY DEGREE OF CHARGE

FINAL SUPERIOR COURT DISTRICT
DISPOSITION MISDEMEANOR FELONY  TOTAL COURT 53  TOTAL
No Papers 19% . 19% 19% 11% 18%
Not Guilty 35% 42% - 38% 29% 38%
Probation 183 : 9% 15% 34% 15%
Incarceration 6% s 15% 9% 20% 10%
Other 54 8% 2% 5% 3% 5%
Continued 14% 13% 14 3% 13g
100% “100% 100% 100% 100%
(10,388) (6,301) (17,012) (1,139) (18,151)

Number of Missing Cases = 1,958

As may be seen in Table 22, case outcome varies considerably
according to type of charge. Of the major offense groups, assault
cases ranked first among charges most frequently papered (38 per-
cent), and the pefcentage of defendants determined to be not guilty
was highest among those charged with robbery (53 percent). Dgfendants
initially charged with commercial sex and weapons offenses were most
likely to ultimately he cohvicted and sentenced. Fifty percent of
the cases involving the former and forty-eight percent of the latter
resulted in a conviction in contrast to thirty—seven percent of all

1975 cases.

The average length of time from arrest through final disposition
' 55
for all 1975 cases was 84 days or 12 weeks. Cases involving misdemeanors

3Nearly all cases adjudicated in District Court are felonies. Only
i1 District Court cases included in the study were initially papered
as misdemeanors.
54
Other = Suspended sentence and fine.

55
Figure computed based on elapsed time from initial arraignment

through the official court continuance date.
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TABLE 22 a
CASE OUTCOME FOR EIGHT LARGEST OFFENSE CATEGORIES

'Finai ‘ . Drug ‘Larceny Agsault Robbery Burgléry Flight- Weapons Commercial Total
Outcome ‘ Escape Sex Cases
No Papers 18w 188 388 12¢ 20% 268 168 6t 228
Not éuilty 41% 45% 39% 53% 433 30% 36% 443 43%
Probation " 26% 23% 133 9% 19% 5% 30% 29% 18%
Incarceration a8 12% 7% 233 15% 62 12% 5% 118
Othe;l/ 7% 2% 33 3% 3% 33z 6% 16% ‘6%
I00% T00% T00% 100% I5o% T66% Too% . T00% To0%
(2,85%4) (2,108) {1,697) (1,445) (1,497) {1,621) (1,124) (945) (15,790}
Number of Missing Cases = 1,959 )

3 Excluded from analysis are those cas
and those cases where the dispositio

b

Other= Suspended sentence and Fine.

es still pendin
n is unknown.

g due ﬁo continuances and/or bench warrants still outstanding




averaged 82 days as compared with 96 days for felonies.

Final Dispositions For Papered Cases

Of those cases.held for prosecution in 1975,
not lead to a conviction.
fendant was determined to be not guilty in 53 percent of all mig-
demeanor cases and 57 percent of all cases involving felony charges,
A significantly higher proportion of defendants were found not guilty

in Superior Court (57 percent) than in District Court

In those (papered) cases where no determination of guilt was made,

more than half dijgqg

Charges were dismissed and/or the de-~

{34 percent).

the average time from initial court appearance through final dis-

position was 85 days or about 12 weeks.

Misdemeanor cases averaged

approximately one month more than those involving a felony.

CASE OUTCOME BY DEGREE OF CHARGE FOR

TABLE 23

PAPERED CASES

FINAT, : SUPERTIOR COURT DISTRICT
DISPOSITION MISDEMEANOR FELONY TOTAL COURT TOTAL
Not Guilty 53% 62% 57% 34% 55%
Probation 27% 1l4g 21% 40% 23%
Incarceration 9% 21% 14% 23% 14%
Other 11% 3% 8% 3% 8%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(6,883) (4,304) {(11,427) (986) (12,413)

Number of missing cases=1,959
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In anaiyzing case outcome, discussion is limited to a
profile of defenﬁants who Were eventually convicted. Thus data
on the characteristics of offenders whose cases did not lead to a
conviction and tﬁosercases which were pending at the completion of
our data COllection'efforts are excluded. As of July 1976, 15
 percent of all the cases originating during the previous year were
stiil open due to continuances and/or‘oﬁtstanding bench Warranté.
The percentage of (papered) céses still open in District Court
(3 percent) was significantly less than that in‘Superior Court
{14 parcent). Nearly two-thirds of the total cases pendihg in-
volved defendants who were 1n1t1a11y arraigned on mlsdemeanor

56
charges.

| 57 °
The Convicted Population

For those defendants who were convicted, the possible sentence
options have been collapsed into three major categories: probation,

incarceration, and "other." "Incarceration" includes those offenders

56 1n those cases where no final disposition had yet been arrived
at, the average case processing time was 284 days or 41 weeks. The
average process time for continued cases in District Court (248 days)
is approximately 6 weeks less than that for felony cases in Superior
Court (288 days)

57
Readers are reminded that offense information is limited to the

charge at initial arraignment. pue to occurrences such as plea bargain-
ing, charge reduction and the combination of (multiple) cases, it is

very probable that the sentencing information reported for a 1975 de-
fendant may not correspond to the specific offense for which (s)he was
initially arrested and prosecuted. As an example, a defendant 1n1t1a11y
charged with armed. robbery may be sentenced for the crime of carrying

a deadly weapon. This limitation should be kept in mind when interpreting
the data presented here.
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receiving a straight jail or prison term or a combination of jail

and fine or jail and a probation sentence. "ather™ serves as a

residual classification and includes fine and suspended sentence.

Discussion will be restricted to sentence outcome without considera-

tion of the actual length of time the of fender was sentenced to

, . 58
probation or incarceration.

Sentencing outcomes for 1975 defendants who were ultimately
convicted disclose that 51 percent were placed on probation, 32
percent were sentenced to a period of incarceration, and 17 percent

received other dispositions. In Superior Court, 57 percent of those

.initially arraigned on misdemeanor charges received probation sentence

in contrast to 36 percent of those charged with felonies. With re-

spect to cases involving felony charges, there is a noticeable dis~

‘parity ‘in sentence outcomes between the two courts. Fifty-six per-

cent of the_defendants initially arraigned on felony charges in
Sﬁperior Céurt received an incarceration term as compared to 36 per-
cent of thbsé p:bdesééd in District Court. -
TABLE 24

SENTENCING DISPOSITION OF OFFENDERS
iN SUPERIOR AND DISTRICT COURTS

FINAT, ' SUPERIQOR COURT DISTRICT
DISPOSITION MISDEMEANOR FELONY TOTAL COURT TOTAL
Probation: 57% 36% 50% 60% 51%
Incarceration 19% 56% 313 36% 32%
Other 24% . 8% 19% 43 17%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
. Total {3,271) (1,632) (4,927) (651) (5,578)

58 For those readers interested in the severity of the probation an

incarceration sentences imposed on 1975 defendants, a breakdown of se€
durations for misdemeanor and felony offenders may ba found in Appen
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For those cases.in which there was an ultimate determination of
guilt, a comparison of the processing of:felbnies in Superior Court
and District Court reveals that the average time consumed in obtain-
ing a final disposition is significantly less in the federal court.,
Of the casés resulting in the offender’s being placed on probation,
the average time between initial presentment and sentencing was 26
weeks in SuperiorlCQurt and 15 weeks in District Court. Where the
final outcome waé incarceration,; the processing of a felony case in
Superior Court (33 weeks) averaged nearly three months more than in
District Court (21 weeks). Theée diséarities are undoubtedly due
to the far greater volume of cases handled by the former. Within
Superior Court itself, exémination of the déta reveals that the pro-
ceésing time for feiohy cases is considerably longer than th;t for
misdemeanor cases. |

TABLE 25

AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM INITIAL
. COURT APPEARANCE THROUGH FINAL DISPOSITION

(Calendar Days) °
FINATL SUPERICR COURT . DISTRICT
DISPOSITION MISDEMEANOR) FEL.ONY TOTAL COURT TOTAL
Probation 114 186 131 108 128
Incarceration 141 - 237 197 152 191
Other . 83 i23 58 i3 55

Examination.of sentencing data with respect to the age, race
and sex of 1975 defendants reveals that the youthful offender popu-

lation (those under’ the age of twenty-five) were more likely to be
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placed on probation. As shown in Table 26 , sentence outcome

~appears to vary according to race and sex. Interpretation of

this daté must be supplemented by information on the concommit-
‘ant disparities-iﬁ the types of offenses committed by the various
offender groups. As an example, the data show that among youth-
ful offénaers black males are propdrtionateiy more likely to re-=
ceive a term of -incarceration than are black females. Rather
than conciude that females are dealt with more leniently than
maleé, consider the average severity of the crimes with which these
twb‘offender groups are initially charged. The average serious-
ness of ﬁhe cfimes with_which black malés were charged (60) is
considergbly greatér than that for black females (98). (Based
6n a sevgrity scaie.of 1 through 135, with 1 being the most severe.)
_Examinatibn_of the convicted pretrial'population according
to the cfiminal.justice status (at the time of papering) reveals .
that persons with some form of tie to the system were more likely
to receive a more‘severe sentence than were bther-classes of of-
fenders. As Exhibit 9 shows, two-thirds of the first offender
population convicted were placed on some form of probation, while
only 15 percent of this same group were incarcerated. At the other
end of the spectrum, in Group 5 (persons on bond and under post-
conviction supervision), 21 pércent of this population received
probaticn on the.instant case, while over 60 percent were sentenced

to a period of incarceration.
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It is interesting to note that individuals in Group 3
(those on some form of pretrial release) were more apt to re-
ceive a financial bond than those on some form of post-conviction
supervision. In terms of sentencing,however, the courts were more
likeiy to be more severe with persons already under superﬁision

than those who had a pending charge.

Disposition By Initial Release Decision

Finally, the initial pretriél release status of this group
was comﬁared with.information on final outcome. Defendants re-
leased on their own recognizance, particularly those released
through the citation.program, are most likely to be placed on pro-
bation upon determination of guilt. Defendants receiving financial
conditions of ﬁretrial release are proportionately over-repre-
sented among those'sentencéd to an incarceration term. While in-
terpretation of this data is limited by inability to capture such
key.variables as strength of evidence, availability of witnesses,
etc., the information suggests that individuals charged with severe
offenses are more likely to receive financial conditions of release
ihitially and are alsc more likely to receive a sentence of incar-

ceration ﬁpon determination of guilt.

PABLE 27
SENTENCE OUTCOME BY INITIAL RFT.FASE

TYPE OF o PERSONAL FINANCIAL  OTHER 59
SENTENCE CITATION RECOGNIZANCE BOND ACTION  TOTAL
Probation 62% 56% 29% 13% 48%
Incarceration 8% 28% 50% _ 31% 30%
Other 30% 16% 21% 56% 22%
Total T00% 100% 100% ~100% ~100%
(1,236) {2,756) (1,535) {388) (5,955)
59

Other Action includes: Held without Bond, MO, and RCA.
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EXHIBIT 9

SENTERCING DISPOSITION OF CONVICTED OFFENDERS
BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATUS AT THE TIME OF PAPERING

Incarceration
Probation

Other
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XIII.
THE REPEAT OFFENDER

Perhaps the most controversial issﬁe facing the criminal
justice'system today is that of evaluating the risk of possible
future crime by persons already known to the system. Whether
this determination occurs during the pretrial period, at senteheing,
or after a period of incarceration, the decision is no less easys
In an atmosphere of growing citizen concern and increased media
attention £o +he issue of recidivism, little information existed un-
til recently to quantlfy the magnitude of the problem or detall the
attrlbutes of the repeat offender 1n the District of Columbia.

The scope of this report is too broad to present an ;n-depth
study of this problem. Information is provided that discusses the
magnitude of the problem from the courts'’ perSpective and touches
on some of the characteristics of the repeat offender processed

" by the system 1n 1975.

For purposes of this discussion the repeat offender is de-
fined as a person cﬁarged,with a crime in 1975 and subsequently
recharged (a new case was “papered" by the government) for a separate

offense during the year. Thus persons who entered the _juducial
: . et 60
process two or more times in the year of study are examined.

60 In undertaking this analysis a new data file was created that
is defendant-based. The individual becomes the unit of count rather
than the case that was filed with the court. Each record contains
personal information on the characteristics of the offender with
supporting socio-economic variables discussed in this report fol-
lowed by system information relative to each case a person had in
1975, For example, a person processed twice would have information
on conditions of release set for each case along with disposition
outcome for both charges. Only "papered” cases are included in this
analysis. If a person was arrested once in 1975 and no charges were
filed at the initial hearing, no record is available. The file is
structured so that persons who came through the system the same num-
ber of times are grouped together. Six sub-populations were created,
the first group consists of persons with two separate cases. The other
groups follow this criteria with the sixth group comprising individuals
having six or more cases during the twelve month period.
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The statistics presented only measure the size of the ré-
peat offender probiem in terms of the courts' workload in 1875,
As such, projections on the magnitude of recidivism, in its
broadest gense, committed by the pretrial population studied
are understdted. In particular, persons have unequal risk-exposure
time ducing the yearFl That is, persons have different pbténtial
periods of time to be arrested for the commission of other crimes.
Pérsons arrested in the latter portion of 1975 have less of a
chance to re—eptér the court process with a new offense than
those initially arrested in the beginning of the year. Similarly
pérsons'receiving a citation or other form of non-financial re-
lease have a greater chance to recidivate than those initially

detalned by the. courts at the first court appearance. Finally, as

with most studles of rec1d1v1sm only adult arrest information in
the District of Columbia is available. Statistics do not take
into account cases outside of the jurisdiction, or ﬁhe case of
juveniles charged as an adult who were also charged with juvenile
offenses in 1875. - Finally, the data presented in no way estimate
‘"the commission of crimes where an individual was not apprehended.
Characteristics of the Repea£ Offender

Previous chapters of this report have dealt with 16,732
“papered" cases. As Table 28 shows these cases translate into
12,922 individuals that the U.S. District Court and D.C. Superior
Court processed in 1975. The population is grouped according to

the numpber of times persons were handled by the courts énd the

_6'1--—-_ PP —_— - —_ e . . .
For a discussion of the problems of unequal exposure time when

measuring recidiviem see generally J.W. Locke, etc. al., Compilation
and Use of Criminal Court Data in Relation to Pre-Trial Release of
Defendants: Pilot Study. National Bureau of Standards Technical Note
535 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1970).
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proportionate amount of cases attributable to the repeat offendef-

population. _
62
Table 28
The Number.Of Times Persons

Were Processed Through The Courts

In 1975 With The Proportion Of Cases

Accounted For By The Repeat Offender
Number Of Times Percentage Percentage
Processed Through Of Persons Of Cases
System -
.At least one case 100.0% 100.0%
At least two cases 19.7% 37 1%
At least three cases 5.5% 14.8%.
At least four cases 1.5% 5.7%
At least five cases .5% 2.2%
At least six or more cases . 2% .9%

{12,923) (16,491)
Number Of Missing Cases = 241

The data indicate that 37 percent of the céées fiied with
the courts were accounted for by the repeat offender population.
This group only acéounts for 20 percent of the persons that made
up the pretrial population in 1975. Of this group, 72 percent

_had two cases while 709 individuals had three or more cases filed

with the courts during the twelve month period. ConVersely.BO per-

62
In the context of this report a repeat offender i i
s def
a person who had two or more cases filed with the courts inlgggsas

™ 487 %




cent of the persons arraigned in court only one time accounted for
only 63 percent of the total cases processed.

Ih examining the charécteristics of the individuals processed
by the District's court systems in 1975, a number of differences
between the repeat offender group and those processed only one time
emerged. Defendants having more than one case during the year were
élightly younger. Fifty-five percent of the repeat offender group
were under the age of twenty-five in contrast to 48 percent of those
processed only one time. Women under twenty-five, regardless of
race, were disproportionately represented in the repeat offender
population. For males no significant pattern was found. The per-
sonal éharactéristic which appeared to be the most highly correlated
with recidivist group was drug usage. Nearly a third of this_g;oup
_ admitfed past or current use of narcotics as compared to only |
18 percent of those processed one time.

There were no significant differences found betweeﬁ the groupé

in terms of community tie data with respéct to: residency, length of

tiﬁé-in the D.C- aféa, time at present address, and living re-
lationship of -the'person° Analysis of employment data, on the other
hand, reveals that the repeat offender was significantly more iikely
to be unemployed: Fifty-three percent of the persons with two or
more cases were not working at the time of the first arrest as
compared to 41 percent of the persons who had one case. The repeat .
offender group was also less educated than the other group, with
gixty-four percent of the former not having reached the thh'grade
in contrast to 55 percent of the latter. |

Criminal history data reveals that persons rearrested in
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EXHIBIT 10

Characteristics Of The Recidivist
Population With Those Persons Who
Only Appeared One Time In 1975

o Recidivist Non-Recidivist
Characteristic Group Group
(2,551) (10,372)
| & Of Population Under
the Age of 25: 55% 48%
% Of the Population Male: 85% - 85%
& Of the Population Black: 93% 873
$ Who Indicated Narcotics
Usage: ' 32% 18%
$ Who Indicated a Drinking _
Problem: 4% - .5%
$ Of Population Unemployed: 53% ' 41%
% Of Persons Who Did Not :
Reach the Twelth Grade: 64% 55%
% Of Persons Living With 7
At Least One Family Member 70% 69%
% Of Persons With A Prior : . :
Recoxd Of Convictions: 47% 33%
8 Of Persons With Current |
System Ties: 34% 22%
% Of Persons Initially Charged
With A Crime Of Violence: 26% ' 24%
2 Of Persons Initially Charged
With A Felony: - 44% : 40%




1975 were significantly more likely to have an adult criminal
record of convictions and to have current ties with the system.
Previous convictions were reportéd for 47 percent of the recidivist
population in contrast to 33 percent of those who were not rear-
rested in 1975. While 34 percent of the recidivists were on some
form of pretrial release and/or post—cohviction supérvision at
the time of arraignment in their initial 1975 case, only 22 per-
cent of the non-recidivists were reported to be on é similar form
of conditional release.

Examining the charges for which the éretrial population was
prosecuted in 1975, no distinct patterns of offenses emerged in
cbmparing the initial 1975 charges of recidivists and non-recidi-
vists. There was no significant difference between the two groups
when examining for felony or violent crime prosecutions. Though

not judged as significant, the rec1d1v1st group was sllghtly more

llkely to pe charged with burglary, robbery and larceny offenses

than those in the non-recidivist population. Individuals arrested

and charged only once in the year of study, on the other hand,

were slightly more likely to be prosecuted for assault, drug charges

ans weapons offenses.
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CASE PROCESSING SUMMARY

This study was undertaken with the goal of bridging the in-
formationai gap on crime and offenders inthe District of Columbia.
Analysis.focusea on those defendants originally arrested on
misdemeanor or felony offenses and processed in either the D.C.
Superior Court or the United States District Court in 1975. The
total data set examined consists of 20,109 arrestees interviewed
by the D. C. Bail Agency during this twelve month period.

Three flow charts are presented in this £inal chapter
which show the movement of the pretrial population through'
geveral of the majoxr transaction points ih the criminal justice
system Arrest, arrest dlSpOSlthn (1 e., whether the case was
held for further pr_ocess:.ng)F the pretrial release status of
" the defendant, determination of guilt, and sentence ocutcome for
convicted offenders. .The charts and statistics presented there-
in demonstrate the utility of the system-orieﬁted OBTS (Of-
fender Based Transaction Statistics) model which strives to
relate actions taken in one component of the system to those in
another. The OBTS system, regarded as the prospective focal
point for systems.and statistics coordination in the District,
attempts to gain a comprehensive view of offender-processing that
is lacking in the vantage point of any individﬁal'agencyvs per-

spective.

Misdemeanor Cases - Superior Court Processing

In 1975, 10,737 individuals arrested on misdemeanor charges

were interviewed by the Bail Agency. As depicted in Figure 1, a
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. EXHIBIT 11
Flow of 1975 Misdemeanor Cases - Superior Court .
' " Probation
546 (62%)
Convicted ,/*/////,;ncarceratlon
2,500(45%) 19(13%)
\Otherc635 (25%)
o Papered
2,014(19%) Not Convicted robation
.. @ ) ] 3,005(55%) 273(41%)
Pretrial _ Non~Fjinancial : . -
10,737 Bond Convicted - Incarceration
(100%) 6,990 (80%) 673 (57%) \289(43%)
apered Financial - Other 111(168)
8,773(81%) Bond Not Convicted Probation
1,433(17%) 502 (43%) /31(39%)
» Convicted Incarceration
Other, 80 (50%) \13(22%)
Ac
'H??H Other 31(39%)

Not Convicted
80(50%)

The total number of cases at any one stage may not equal those of a precedlng gtage due to
missing values.

b ) . .
: Other action hxﬂuﬁes;xnsonsImﬂdvnthoutlxmﬂ,&ﬂzunedcxxa 5-day hold, held for a
preventive detention hearing, and those referred for meptal chservation or alccholic treatment.

cOﬂEﬁ‘ﬁxﬂuﬁa;swqudﬁlsaﬂnmxaémifﬁm.




post-arrest decision was made in 19 percent of these cases to
no paper the charge(s). In other words, nearly one-fifth of
the misdemeanant population was released prior to trial, theré-
by avoiding prosecution.

Of those defendants held for trial, 80 percent ware re-
leased on their own recognizance, 17 percent were assigned a
financial bond@ and 3 percent were held on some other form of
.court acticmhss Examining case outcome by pretrial release
status, the data show that those defendants held on firancial
bond were significantly more likely to be convicted (57 percent)
than wexe those released on non-financial bond (45 percent).

The data in Figure 1 further show that uponldetermination of
guilt, defendants origihally assigned financ;al bond feceived
more severe sentences than did other defendants, -43 percent

of the defendants who initially had a financial bond set and were
later found guilty received a term of incarceration in contrast.
to only 13 percent of the convicted gfoup released on personal
recognizance. Probation was utilized in a greater proportion

of the gﬁilty personal recognizance population (Gz-percent)

than for the éonvicted financial bond offenders (4i_percent)°

63 Other court action includes turned over to another judge
or court in the jurisdiction for further action, referred to
St. Elizabeth's Hospital for mental observation, referred to
the Rehabilitation Center for Alcoholics, pled guilty at
initial hearing, and placed in a work-release setting pending
trial. : ,
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Overall, study data reveal that nearly two-thirds (63
percent) of all misdemeanor cases in the District do notlre-
sult in a conviction. Examinihg the 1975 misdemeanor cases as
a whole, £he data show that 21 percent eventually result in
the offender being placed on probation, 9 percent result in a
suspended sentence or fine, and 7 percenf result in t e offender
receiving an incarceration term. Figure 1 reveéls that those
defendaﬁts having a financial bond set were not only more likely
to be convicted but also were more likely to be sentenced to
prison upon detefmination of guilt.

Felony-Cases - Superior Court Processing

Nearly 7,000 individuals arrested on felony charges in
1975 were interviewed by the Bail Agency. In 17 percent of
the total felony cases, charges were "no papered" and the de-

fendant was not held for trial. Of the cases which were held

 for prosecution, 59 percent of the defendants were released

on their own recognizance pending trial, 34 percent were as-

signed a financial bond and 7 percent were held in other action.

The data for Figures .1 and 2 reveal that financial bond is re-

sorted to nearly twice as often in felony cases as in misdemeanor
cases for Superior Court.

Examining case outcome by pretrial release status, the
data reveal that, as with misdemeanor cases, those defendants
Iassigned a financial bond are more likely to be convicted (42
percent) than are those persons released non-financially (35

percent). Those defendants who initially received some other
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EXHIBIT 12

Flow of 1975 Felony Cases - Superior Court

Not Convicted
151 (55%)

Probation
423(48%)
/f,/’////,Incarceration
Convicted 404(45%)
890(35%)
Othef 63(7%)
No Papered :
1,174(17%) Not Convicted Probation
a Non-Financial 1,670(65%) 142 (24%)
Pretrial ond
6,913(100% 3,345(59%) Convicted Incarceration
600 (42%) \ 404 (67%)
Papered . Y
5,739 (83%) Financial Other 54(9%) -
Bond Not Convicted
1,949 (34%) 838(58%) Probation
17(13%)
Convicted . 2
Other 124 (45%) Incarceration
395 (7%) '

Other 12(10%)

The total number of cases at any one stage may not equal those of a preceding stage
due to missing values. '

Other action includes persons held without bond, detained on a S—Qay hold, held for
a preventive detention hearing, and those referred for mental observation and alcoholic
treatment.

Other includes suspended sentence and fine.




form of court action had the highest proportion evéntuaily
convicted, with 45 percent found guilty.

For the cop?icted felony offender, Figure 2 shows that
defendants initially held on other action and financial bond
were considerably more likely to be sentenced to prison (77
percent and 67 percent respectively). In contrast, nearly
half of those convicted who had initially been released on
their own recognizance were plaéed on probation.

7 Examining 1975 Superior Court felony cases as a whole,
the study data reveal that 7 out of 10 felony arrests do not
result in ; conviction. Of alllthe individuals initially ar-
‘rested on felony charges, l?\percent were eventually sentenced
to a period of incarceration, 11 percent were placed on pro-
bation, and 2 pefcent received a suspended sentence or fine.

Flow of Cases - United States District Court

Nearly all of the cases gdjudicated in District Court in
1975 involved félony charges. 4 The percentage of cases "no
papered” in the federal court (8 percent) is significantly be-
low thaf for felonies in Superior Court (17 percent). _Of the

defendants whose cases were held for prosecution, nearly three

64
Of the total District Court caseload in 1875 {1,464 cases),
91.7% (1,343) were felonies, 7.5% (110) were classified as other
(e.g., fugitive, parole violation) and 8% (11) were misdemeanors.
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EXHIBIT 13

Flow of 1975 District Court Cases

9 (36%) _—““x\\\\\\\\ 5(56%)
Other 0

ﬁot Convicted
16 (64%)

Probation
_ 342(66%)
/,,/”’/’ Incarceration
Convicted 152(29%)
517(67%) c
: - Other  23(5%)
No Papered :
121(8%) ‘Not Convicted Probation
a Non-Financial 259 (33%) l//””,/”42(36%)
Pretrial Bond
1,464(100% 947(72%) Convicted Incarceration
118(68%) ﬁ*\\\\\\\\\ 72 (61%)
Papered Financial
1,343(92%) Bond Other 4(3%)"
296 (22%) Not Convicted Probation
A 56 (32%) . _J//,//,/”’ 4(44%)
Othery, Convicted ‘Incarceration
Action
78(6%) <

The total number of cases at any one stage may not equal those of a preceding
stage due to missing values. :

Other action includes persons held without bond, detained on a 5-day hold, held

for a preventive detention hearing, and those referred for mental observation or
alcoholic treatment. ‘

c
Other includes suspended sentence and fine.




out of four were released on personal recognizance pending
trial. Data for Figures 2 and 3 reveal that non-financial
release is utilized more often in District Court (72 percent
of all cases) than in Superior Court felony cases (59 per-
cent).

Figure 3 shows that case outcome in the federal court did
not vary by release status for the two major pretrial groups.
67 percent of those released on personal recognizance were
ultimately convicted as were 68 percent of those assigned a
financial bond. Analysis of sentence outcome for the convicted
populaﬁion, however, does reveal a significant difference be-
tween those released on their own recognizance pending trial
and those assigned financial bonds. Among the convicted popu-
lation, probation was resorted to a far greater proportion of
the time for those released non-financially. Only 29 percent
~of the convicted defendants originally released on personal
recognizance were sentenced to an incarceration term in con-
trast to 61 percent of those assigned cash or surety bonds.
This finding is similar to sentence outcome depicted in Figure
2 for Superior Court felony cases.

Approximately four out of ten arrests brought to District
Court do not result in a conviction. Of the total 1975 arrests
on federal charges, 35 percent resulted in an offender being
placed on probation, 21 percent resulted in the offender being

sentenced to prison, and 3 percent led to a suspended sentence
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or fihe. Comparing fhe processing of felony cases in Superior
Court with those in District Court, the data show that probation
is utilized in a greater proportion of cases in ‘the federal
court as a sentence option.

The suﬁmaryudata presented herein piovide a preliminary
analysis into the utility of transactional data in examining
case procgssing from arrest through dj_.sposition° It is ex-
pected that more detailed énalyses will follow which Qill con-
sider variables such as length of sentence, age, race aﬁd sex

of the offender and criminal history data.’
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CONCLUSION

Previous studies examining offender groups processed
in the District of Columbia have, in general, focused on
persons charged with FBI Index criﬁes or specific felony of-—
fenises. Most research has utilized some form of sampling
technique, and while the populations selected may have been
suitable for fhe examination of épecific problem areas,
they did not usuali& lend themselves to a wide vériety of
analyses. Fu;ther, since the court reorganization of 1970,
most £esearch efforts in the pretrial area have focuséd on
persons processed through the D. C. Suéerior Court. Thus
little was known about persons charged with federal criﬁes
and processed in the U. 8. District Court.

In thé present investigation, we have sought to correct
these shortcomings by presenting information on as complete
an offender population as possible. By capturing data on
nearly all persons processed through both courts in 1975,'the
study sets forth much information that was not previously
available. This initial attempt has provided insight with
respect to target populations within the pretrial population

that impact on the processing and delivery of services by

system components.




Tnis study has-been limited to a discussion of four
decision-making points in the pretrial process, Firet, the
decisien to'prosecute'and an exanination of the proportion
of cases papered at the initial hearing. Discussion focuses
on tne volume and types of charges filed,and an in-depth
profile of the deﬁographic and socio-economic characteristics

of the pretrial defendant is presented. Secondiy; the utili-

zation of citation release within the District is analyzed
and discussion focuses on the proportion of the pretrial
population eble to secure their release in this‘ﬁanner.
Thirdly, examination of bail determinetion at the initial
court hearing details the various release options available
in thls jurlsdlctlon and how they were utlllzed in the year
of study. Flnally, case cutcome is analyzed, and data is.
presented on the final disposition and sentence accorded the
1975tpretrial population.

The objectives of this research effort specifically ex-
cluded any attempt to evaluate either the proeedures used
to process the pretrial offender or those components of the
criminal justice system charged with this responsibility. Our
major goal was the creation of a comprehensive data base to |
provide better empirical information for policy-determination
and planning by criminal justice decision-makers in the District.

As the pretrial offender file developed for this research project

is expanded to include additional data elements, research on a




greater number of decision-making points may be undertaken.

The usefulness of an automated management information system
such as that which will result from the implementation of an'
Offender Based Transaction Statistics system in the District
cannot be overstated. Once this system becomes operational,

the possibilities for research, planning and evaluation through-

'out the system‘become_limitless and will be attainable at a
cost far below that involved in traditional research endeavors.
In addition t6 demonstrating the feasibility of offender-
based statistics, this project"sldata base contains a compre-
‘hensive file.of defendant information susceptible to a wide
varietyvof future analyses. While the findings'in-this report
Will expand the existing base of information on crime and of-
fenders in this jurisaiction, analysis of the data is by no
meaﬁs exhaustive. General patterns revealed through examina-
tion of the data indicate the need for far more detailed re-
search into selected areas of concern. It is hoped that this
initial investigative report will serve as a useful tool in

the analysis of current issues and questiopns by those involved

in the administration of justice in the District of Columbia.
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APPENDIX A -
DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT -

AND AN OVERVIEW OF THE DATA COLLECTION
AND PROCESSING EFFORT

?he Data Collection Instrument

The selection of descriptive variables and system
identifiers was developed according torthe diverse needs of
the Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis and the
D.C. Bail Agency. The data collection instfuﬁent.wae desighed
to fulfill these needs, yet by necessity,the information had
to be limited due to the maeual coding of over Z0,00Q records.
It had to be simple to use, easily understood and able to
fit on a standard 80 column coﬁputer card. The overriding
concern was to use a document that could be completed by a
'data_coder in>iess than five minutes per case, This form,
organized for speed and efficiency and not necessarily by
sﬁbject.area, was the result of considerable pre-testing and
revision to minimize inconsistencies and to ensure uniformity

with source documentation.

Data Collection and Processing

The actual data collection effort, manual coding of
' 20,109 defendant records, was carried out by a research team
which included principal researchers from the Statistical
Analysis Center of the Office of Criminal Justice Plans and
Analysis and the Bail Agency and a group of highly qualified

graduate and undergraduate students. All personnel were well
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acquainted with the study design and the operational setting
of both the Bail Agency and the court system in the District.
The data collection effort, ﬁhich-extended from September

1975 through July 1976,-was divided into four separate phases
and the procedures of each sequence are briefly reviéwed here.

First, compilation of the pertinent data- was made by
examining and then extracting from‘the Bail Agency folder
all data to bg.analyzed in the study.While all members of
the research team participated in the coding of the basic
demographic and case informatdon, classification of types. of
employment was carried out solely by the senior researchers
after all other data from the folder had been collected.. This
was done to lessen arbitrary categorizatioh.andvto minimize
inconsistencies‘in coding.

Upon completion of the initial data collection phase
utilizing the Bail Agency records, the projectlstaff_then began
to collect the PDID number, a data element frequently missing
ffom the folder and considered to be of vital impoftance both
to the present research effort and future analyses. This
number, a unique fingerprint-based identification number
assigned by the booking facilities of ﬁhe Metropolitan Police
Department is of critical importance since it is retained‘by
the defendant for life and as such is used for all future
contacts with the Police Department. In addition, the PDID
nﬁmber serves as the major linkage'mechanism to ensure that
the data on’ individuals gathered from the various other
criminal justice agencies’ records are entered in an accurate

manner. Unfortunately, approximately 45 percertof all the
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Bail Agency folders examined did not contain this unique
identifier. . In attempting to retrreve thls missing information,
several approaches were utilized whloh 1nc1uded querying the
police on—llne computer system (WALES), manual collection
Vfrom the Pollce Department e central recordsP and prlntouts
provided by Superlor Court. Although this was a yvery laborious
and-time-consuming undertaking} at'its completion all but
approximately'3do'defendants'(less'than 2% of all 1975 cases)
were able to be 1dent;f1ed by PDID number°

The frnal data collectlon effort was dLrected at vbtaining
final d159051tion and sentencrng 1nformatlon on all 1975 cases.
Since the or1g1nal data collectlon phase began in the vear of
study, the securlng of this data,'ln the majority of cases, had
to be undertaken after the codlng of folders. Prlntouts provided
by D.C. Superlor Court helped lmmensely in this task and the
team was able to obtain dlspoeltion and senten01ng 1nformat on
on Superlor Court cases as of June 31, 1976 through this
manner. For District Court cases, the entire process had to
be conducted manually and involved on-site visits to their
record-keeping facilities. The'end product was the collection
of case disposition information on 89% of the 1975 cases.

During the time that PDID numbers and final disposition
information were being traced, the original data collection
sheets were being manually screened for completeness and accuracy
by the principal researchers. Upon, completlon of this screening
process, the information was keypunched and verified and

printouts were generated containing all defendant case information.




Data entry verification by source document was manually
carried out by the progect staff, and 1nconsistent and missing
data were investigated and the approprlate records were
'cqrrected. Finally, a computer programmer developed several

edit routines to eusure that all the data on the cards conformed
to the types of 1nformat10n which could legltlmately appear
in the individual record flelds, Invalld, out of range and
missing data were 1dent1f1ed and corrected; updated information
was keypunehed and verified; and a computer tape was generated

" to form:a data base fo# analysis.




BAIL AGENCY NUESTIONHAIRE CODER:
CASE DESCRIPTION
HcBEEl}:I | | l I l ClU\RGI‘.’:l l I ] I,l I I I l DOCI\'ETG’:I I I l I ! '
1 5 6 9 10 13 : 14 13
(See Charge She;t)

TYPE. OF CORT: |_]

MISDEMEANQR OR FELONY: |_J

- 20 (1=Misd;2=Fel) 21
(1=Sup Ct:2=Dise Ct)
FINAL DIsP: | |-} pIsP DATE: || | - - |_| weros: | | |-
22 23 34 25 0 26 27 X 9 11 32 34
Mo by Yr(7 )
Sege Dispesition Sheet) ‘ i -
STOPIT -~ IF FIKAL DISPOSITION 1S CODED "HO PAPER" —= T
PERSONAL DESCRIPTIOM )
INITIAL DATE: || |- L0 )  avzas*2™:| | RACE: |_| sex: |}
.35 36 37 38 39 40 41
Mo Dy (0=x;1=Y) {1=X32=W; 3=0ther) (1=21;2=F)
D.0.Be: L | -1 ] )~ TELEFHONE"7": | |
42 43 44 L5 46 47 (0=N;1=Y) 48
Mo Dy Yr ) )
YHYSTCAL DISO"?"s [ MENTAL neosp"?': |} NARCOTICS"?": | | ALCOROL"?": |}
(0=X;1-Y} 49 (0=¥31=Y) 50 51 52
I=Yes VITHOUT TIreatment
2=Yes V'ITH Treatment
3=Yes, prior ONLY
RESIDENCE
PRESENT ADDRESS FOR: u_l MOXTHS LIVING WITH: U
53 54 55
00 = No permanent address 0 = Self 2 = Other family
95 = LESS than 1 mo 1 = Immediate family 3 = Other
08 = 8yrs or more
CONCURRENT ADDRESS"?": l_l D.C. AREA RESIDENT FOR:I l l YEARS
(0=N;1=¥) 36 57 S8
00 = Non-Resident
95 = Less than lyr
98 = ILIFE
EMPLOYMENT-SUPPORT
. PRESENT
PRESENT EMPLOYMENT: I | I LENGTH OF TIME EMPLOYED
59 60 OR UNEMPLOYED:
(00=Unenployed) 61
1 = Less than 1 mo
i 2 =1 mo to less than Omos
Write In exact "Type of Werk" ' 3 = 6mos to less than lyr
and the pame of the business. 4 = lyr to less tham 2yrs
To be coded later, § = 2yrs te lessthan Syrs
6 = S5yrs and over
PRIOR EMPLOYMENT: |_]
(0=N; 1=Y) 62 /HR WK /YR
0 = NO INCOME
1= up to $2,00 5 80 $ 4,160
2= $2.50 $100 $ 5,200
i= " $3.00 $120 $ 6,240
PRESENT INCOME: | | 4= ™ 8400 $160  § 8,320
63 5= " $5,50 §220 $11,540
6= " §7.50 $300 $15,600
7= " §9.00 $360 $18,220
8= " $9,00+ 5360+ $18,220+

WHEN NO INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE,

WRITE "¢" IN ALL AVAILABLE SPACES
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EMPLOYMENT (Continued)
HOW SUPPORTEF‘T':[_]

EWPLOYMENT STATUS"?":| |  EMPLOYED OFF&ON"2": [}

65 (0=N;1=Y) 66

S5=Non-Member of Work Force (Retired,disabled,etec.)

64
1=Self-supported 0=UNEMFLOYED
2=Family 1=Employed Full-time
3=Friends 2=Employed Part-time
4=Government Support . 3=STUDENT Full-time
S5=0ther 4=Homemaker
6=0ther
EDUCATION:' I | YRS 17=More than 16yrs
67 68 95=GED -
98=HS GRAD

CRIMINAL INVOLVEMENRT

NOM-APPEARANCE AT COURT PROCEEDINGS: || -
69

PRIOR CONVICTIONS: | |

(Exclude Traffic &

70 d.c. charges)

(0=NONE; Indicate # from 1 to 8; 8 or more=8)

(Exclude Traffic §

soND sTATUS"?": ||
d.¢. charges)

71
0=No pending cases
1=PR wlth compliance
2=PR with KON-compliance
3=SURETY '
4=CASH
S=More than 1 bend
6=0thex -

RECOMMENDATION: | ] |
73 74 .
11

UNDER SENTENCE"?": {
72

0=No
1=Yes-PROBATION
2=Yes~PAROLE
J=Yes~Both
4=Yes-Work Release
5=Yes~Piversion °
6=Yes—Other

00 = Not Applicable = NR - TRANSIENT
01 = CITATION release 12 = KR - NO FI¥ED Address
02 = PR - Personal Recognizance 13 = KR - Prior ESCAPE or ELOPEE
03 = L} - CONDITIONAL RELEASE 14 = NR - Outstanding DETAINER
04 = NR - UNVERFIED ‘15 = NR — REFUSED Interview
05 = NR - BRA pending or cenviction 16 = NR - NO Returnable Address
06 = NR - Outstanding BERCH WARRANT 17 = NR - PREVENIIVE DETENTION HEARING
07 = NR -~ Opposed by P.O. 18 = NR - Disturbed MENTAL Condition
08 = NR ~ UNDETERMINED {nformation 20 = NR - COther
10 = XR « VIOLATION bf release conditiona
RELEASE CRDER - COURT ACTION
ACTTON BY JupGE: | | §
75 76
01 = CITATION release - 10 = RVTDS
02 = PR - Personal Recognizance 11 = T.0.T. to ....
03 = Unsecured Appearance Bond 12 = HELD without BOND
04 = CASH Bond 13 = PLED Guilty
05 = SURETY Bond 14 = PREVENTIVE DETENTION HOLD
06 = Mental Observation-St. E's. * 15 = Work Release
07 = RCA 16 = Other
08 = 5-DAY HOLD .
STOPTT —- UMIESS ON PFRSONAI RECOGN{ZANCE -= "(J2"
PR WITH CONDITIONS"?": | | PR - SUPERVISORY CUSTODY"?": | |
(0=N;1=Y) 77 0=No 78
1=BONABOND 5=CRO (Cotmunity Release)
2=Private Person 6=DISMAS S
3=BUREAU of Rehab 7=CRP (Comm. Reality Proj.
4=NTA/NTC 8=Other _
PR - REPORT TO BAIL AGENCY"?": [ [ PR - NARCOTICS"1": (|

(0=N;1=Y) 79

WHEN NO INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE, WRITE wgn
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APPENDIX B

DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY

The daté element dictionarf which folioWs‘provides defini-
tions and.déscriptions of all the data elements which

make pp'thé Bail Agency Project data base. The data elements
in the dicfionary are organized according to where they
appear on the data collectioﬁ form, Bail Agency Questionnaire
1975, and-have been assigned a chronological index number
according to this scheme. in addition, those variables which
were computed and/of added to the origiﬁal data elements are

also deacribed,




DATA ELEMENT NAME

1. McBee#

- 2. Original"
’ charge

3. Docket #

4, Type of Court

DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION

A unique five-digit number assigned to
each case by the Bail Agency. The McBee
numbers are assigned chronologically for
pretrial cases in a given year, i.e.,

the first case number assigned in 1975
would be 00001. The defendant may have
more than one McBee number in a given
year as the number represents a parti-
cular case involving the defendant. For
example, if Jim Jolly is first arrested
for assault in January of 1975, then is
issued a bench warrant for not appearing
at his trial (June, 1975) and the bench
warrant is quashed, but he is subsequently
rearrested for petit larceny (Sept.,1975);
Jim would have a total of three McBee
numbers.

A eightndigit code which represents the

prosecutor's two most serious charges

involving this case (each charge is four
digits). The code which describes this
charge is based on a coding scheme deve-
loped and used by the Metropolitan Police
Department in Washington, . D. C.

The number initially assigned to this
case by the courts. The unique eight-
digit number is assigned sequentially

for each case filed in a given year; the
first or last two digits represent the
year (depending on whether its a District
or Superior Court case respectively) and
will not be recorded in this study. Court
Case #$#75-002753 = 002753

Indicates the court where the defendant's
case is being processed.

Code
1l - Superior Court
2 - District Court




5. Misdemeanor/ A code indicating whether the case is a mis-
Felony demeanor or felony. If at least one of the
original charges is a felony, the case is
considered to be a felony.

1 - Misdemeanor

2 - Felony
6. Final A two-digit code representing a generalized
Disposition summary of the final outeome or disposition
of the case.
7. Disposition The date on which the final disposition
Date occurred. The following standardized format
is used throughout the project to express
the date:

Date: Month, Day, Year® _
Disposition Date: 01235 = January 23, 1975

*Year is oﬁiy indicated with one digit as all
cases in this project will have final dis-
positions within the 1970's.

8. MPID# A unique fingerprint~based identification
: number is assigned by the Central Identifi-

cation Branch of the Metropolitan Police
Department to each defendant. This unigue
personal identifier is retained by the de-
fendant for life and used for all future
contacts with the police department. In
this project it is a six-digit field.

9. Initial The date on which the defendant was interviewed
Interview by the Bail Agency to establish his (her) pre-
trial release status. Date is represented
by four digits indicating the month and day
as year is always 1975. The year will be
internally generated when project file is
automated.

10. Alias - Indicates whether the defendant has ever
' used an alias or aliases (nicknames are not
considered to be aliases).

0 = No
1 = Yes

11. Race Indicates the defendant's race.,




1 - Black _
2 - White {(includes Mexicans and Latins)
3 - Other (includes Asians,Eskimos,Koreans,etc.)

12. Sex ' Indicates the sex of the defendant.
j .
1 - Male
. 2 - Female
f '13. DOB ‘ A six—digit date which represehts the de-
I fendant's date of birth.
ﬁ 14. Télephone Indicates if the defendant has use of a telephone.
) B | |
’ 0 - No
1l - Yes
- 15. Physical - Indicates if the defendant has a physical dis- .

dition requiring medication or treatment and/or
when the defendant is disabled or handicapped
in some manner. (Wearing glasses is not a
physical disorder}. :

|
f
y - Disorder ~ order is considered to be any physical con-
|

wﬁ | . 0 - No
s o "1 - Yes

/- 16. Mental | Indicates if the defendant has been hdspitalized
Hospitaliza- -~ in a "mental” hospital within the last ten
tion . years. C '
0 - No | ' ' .
1l - Yes

A code which indicates whether the defendant
has ever used narcotics drugs and/or is
presently undergoing treatment for this
condition. ‘

17. Narcotics

- No

Yes without treatment
Yes  with treatment
Yes, prior only

WNHO
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Alcohol

Present
Adress

Living With

Concurrent
Address

D.C. Area
Resident

Present
Employment
Type

[P S
H

A code indicating whether the defendant has
ever had an aleohol problem, i.e., is an
alcoholic and/or is presently undergoing

" treatment for this problem

- No

Yes without treatment
- Yes with treatment

- Yes, prior only

A two—digit code which 1nd1cates the number

‘of months the defendant has lived at his-

present address.

00 - No permanent address
95 - Less than 1 month
98 -~ 8 years or more

Indicates whom the defendant is living with.

- Self

- Immediate family
- Other fami ly

- Other

W RO

Indicates whether the defendant considers

- himself to have more than one permanent

address, e.g., lives with his parents some-

~ times and with his girlfriend at other times.

0 - No
1l -~ Yes

Indicatés the number of years the defendant
has resided in the Washirgton, D.C. area.

00 ~ Non-resident
95 - Less than 1 year
98 - Lifetime resident

A two-digit code representing the defendant's
present employment code. The employment type
will be coded after the data is collected.
the code will be based on the standardized
format used by both the Bureau of the Census,

Department of Commerce and Department of Labor.

00 ~ Unemployed




24. Length of
Time
. Employed/
Unemployed
‘Presently

25. Employed
Prior

26. Income

27. How
Supported

28. Employﬁent
Status

U=

Indicates the length of time the defendant haé
peen employed in his present job or the length
of time the defendant has been unemployed. ‘

- Less than 1 mo. .

- 1 mo. to less than 6 mos.

- 6 mos. to less than 1 yr.

- 1 yr. to less than 2 yrs.

- 2 yrs. to less than 5 yrs.
- 5 yrs. and over

tndicates if the defendant was employed
previously.

0 - No {(not employed previously)
1 - Yes*(previously held some sort of job)

A code representing the defendant's present
legitimate income.. -

' /ﬁr. ' /Wk.r o ZYr.

0 - no income o . 0

1 - up to $2.00 ¢80 $4,160
2 - up to $2.50 - 8100 $5,200
3 - up to $3.00 ‘ $120 56,240
4 - up to $4.00 $160 $8,320
5 - up to $5.50 $220 $11,440
6 - up to $7.50 - $300 ' 515,600
7 - up to $9.00 $360 $18,220
8 - over $9.00 $360+ $18,220+

Indicates how the defendant is financially
supported. :

1 - Self supported

2 - Family

3 - Friends ‘

4 - Government support (welfare,social security,
etc.) ‘

5 = Other

Indicates the defendant's employment status.

0 - Unemployed

1 - Employed full-time

2 - Employed part-time

3 - Student full-time

4 ~ Homemaker ‘ : .

5 - Non-member of work force(retired,disabled,etc,)
6 - Other
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29. Employed Indicates if the defendant is employed on an
OFF/ON : irregular basis, l.e., seasonal, catchout -
type employment.

0 - No
1l - Yes

30. Education A two—dlglt code whlch represerts the number
- of years of school completed by the defendant.

95 - GED
88 - High school graduate
17 -~ 17 vears or more of schooling :

31. Non- ‘ Represents the number of tlmes the defendant
appearances has failed to appear for court proceedings-
at Court ' (excludes traffic and D.C. Code cases).
Proceedings. : o

i 0 - None

8 - B or more times

32. Prior - Represents the number of prior c¢onvictions for
Convictions the defendant (excludes traffic and D.C. Code
' S offenses).

0 - None
8 - 8 or more convictions

33. Bond _ - A one- d1g1t code representing whether the
Status ‘ defendant is presently on any type of. pre—trlal
- release for pending charges.

~ No pending cases

- PR with compliance

- PR with non—compllance
Surety bond

~ Cash bond

- More than 1 bond
Other

S AUTRWNRO
|




. 34. Under
Sentence -

35. Bail
Reconmendation

36. Action by
Court

37. PR with
Conditions

38. PR -
" Supervisory
Custody

o ~J O U

A one—digit code indicating whether the

-defendant is presently serving a

sentence.

- No

- Yes, Probation

- Yes, Parole

Yes, Both

- Yes, Work Release
- Yes, Diversion

- Yes, Other

Ul W= o
1

A two-digit code representlng a generalized
summary of the Bail Agency's recommendation
for the defendant's release.

A two-digit code which indicates the final
outcome of initial Bail Setting Hearing.

PR indicates the defendant is released on
the basis of personal recognizance rather
than on some form of financial bond. PR
with conditions refers to the conditions
attached to PR which the defendant must
abide by to remain free in the community

while awaiting trial.

A one-digit code indicating the defendant
is conditionally released into the
custody of some third party, e.g., an
organized program, a family member, or
friend.

- No

- Bonabond

Private person

‘= Bureau of Rehabilition

- NTA/NTC (Narcotic Treatment Administra-
tion/Neighborhood Treatment Center)

- CRO (Community Release Organlzatlon)

- Dismiss

- CRP (Community Reality project) -

- Other

WA O
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39, PR ~ Report Indicates whether as a condition of re-
to Bail Agency lease on PR, the defendant must report
' regulilarly to the Bail Agency. i.es., via
.telephone or in person.

0 - No
1 —_Yes

40. PR~ Narcotics Indicates whether as a condition.of re-
lease on PR, the defendant must report
for testing and/or treatment for drug
usage. This defendant will usually be
referred to the Narcotlc Treatment
Admlnlstratlon.

0 - No
l - Yes’

41, Age Indicates age in years calculated from

: g ' the defendant's date of birth to the
initial bail setting hearing. (Range:
15 through 75).

42. Dayswait ‘ A three digit code indicating the number
. of days between the initial bail setting
hearing and final disposition of the
defendant's case. (Range:001 through
999 days).

43. Rearrest Represents the number of times each
defendant was arrested for a misdemeanor/
felony in 1975, including no-papered
cases. (Range: 1 through 12).

44, Offense A two-digit code which classifies the
Category I - most serious crime with which the de-
‘ ' fendant is charged into one or 24 generic
categories:
Arson Homicide
Assault Kidnapping
Bribery Larceny
Burglary Obstruction of Justice
Commerical Sex Procedural Violations
Dangerous Drugs kobbery
Embezzlement Sexuyal Assault
Extortion Sex Offenses
Flight-Escape Stolen Property
Forgery Stolen Vehicles
Fraud Weapons
Gambling Miscellaneous
B-9
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- 45, Offense TypeI an offense classification scheme to
: : indicate the type of offense charged:
1 - Crime against Person
- Crime against Propoerty
- Morals and Decency Offense
- Public¢ Order Offense
- Neutral

b LSS

46. Offense code which indicates whether the
- ViolentI . offense with which the defendant is
: ' : charged is defined as “violent" accord-

ing to the provisions of Sec. 23-1331
(3) of the Bail ®eform Act.
1-vVieclent
2-Non-Violent
3-Neutral/Insufficient Information

47. Offense . : A code which indicates whether the
~ Dangerous offense with which the defendant is
' ' ‘charged is defined as "dangerous"”
according to the provislons of Sec¢
23-1331 (4) of the Bail Reform Act.
l1-Dangerous
2-Non-Dangerous.
3-Neutral/Insufficient Information

48, Offense A code which indicates whether the
Economic™ offense with which the defendant is
‘ o charged is one committed for monetary
or economic profit.
1-Economic
2-Non-Economic
3-Neutral/Insufficient Information

49.=Sever§ty‘CodeI A severity code rating the seriousness
' - of the offense charged as reflected in
the maximum-minimum sentences pre-
scribed by law.
(Range: 1 through 135, with '1' being
most severe).
50 through 54:
- Offense CategoryI These categories are identical to
Offense Type- those described as data elements
Offense ViolentIl #44-48; They are applicable, however,
Offense Dangerous!l to the second most serious charge
offense Economicll browght against the defendant.
B-10




APPENDIX C
CHARGE CLASSIFICATION SCHEME

CRIMES AGAINST PERSON

Murder I o Homicide
Felony Homicide '

Murder II1

Manslaughter Non-Negligent

Negligent Homicide

Armed Kidnapping ' - ‘ Kidnapping
Kidnapping

Armed Rapé , ' Assault Sexual
Rape ‘

Carnal Knowledge
Assault with Intent to Rape
Indecent Assault on a Minor Child

Assault with Intent to Kill/Poison Assault
Armed Assault/Aggravated Assault

Assault with Intent Commit Mayhem

Assault with Dangerous Weapon

Assault on a Police Officer

Assault with Intent to Commit Any Other Offense

Simple Assault ‘

Armed Robbery Robbery
Bank Robbery '
Robbery Force and Violence

Robbery Pursesnatch

'Robbery Pickpocket

Robbery No Weapon

Assault with Intent to Rob

Cruelty to Children ‘ Miécellaneous




CRIME AGAINST PROPERTY

Arson

Armed Burglary
Burglary 1
Burglary II

Breaking and Entering Vending Machine

Attempted Burglary I,II
Unlawful Entry -

‘Larceny After Trust

Grand harceny

Larceny Unspecified Felony
Larceny Interstate Shipment

- Larceny DC/US Government
Larceny Mail

Petit Larceny :
Larceny Unspecified Mlsdemeanor
Taking Property Without Right

- Extortion.
Blackmail
Libel
Threats
Bomb Threat

Using the Mails to Defraud

Wire Fraud

False Pretenses

Unpaid Board Bill

Bad Check Law

Impersonation of Police Officer
Fraud

Embezzlement
Forgery or Uttering

Receive Stolen Property

- Bring Stolen Property into D.C.
Transportation Stolen Property
Possession Stolen Mail
Destruction Stolen Property
Destruction of Mail

Interstate Transportatlon Stolen Motor Veh
Unauthorlzed Use of a Motor Vehicle

Obstruction of Mail
Depredation of Fixtures
Cruelty to Animals

Arson

Burglary

Larceng

Extortion

Fraud

Embezz lement

Forgery
Stolen Propergz

Stolen Vehicles

Miscellaneous




MORATLS ‘AND DECENCY OFFENSES -

Drug CSA . . Dangerous Drugs.
Drugs DDA -

Drugs UNA .
Gambling ' Gambling . : ..o

Three Card Monte L RLeazarant
Confidence Game A S G AT
Operating a Lottery

‘ Possession of Numbers Slips

Incest A ‘ Sex Offense
Sodomy ' '
Bigamy

Adultery

Fornication

Mann Act - 7 7 : _ Sex Commercial.
Procuring : R B
Pandering

Keeping a Disorderly House

Soliciting Prostitution

Soliciting for Lewd and Immoral Purposes‘




PUBLIC ORDER OFFENSES

Carry Pistol without License ' - Weapons
tUnlawful Possession of a Pistol S
.Carry Deadly Weapon

Possession Prohibited Weapon

'National Firearms Act

Perjury/Subordination. Obstruct Justice
.Intimidation of a Juror/Witness ' '
- Obstruction of Justice

~ Contempt
Bribery o : . ' ~ Bribery
Bond Default Flight Escape

Fugitive from Justlce

Removal to Another Jurisdition

Bail Reform Act FTA

Unlawful Flight to Avoid Prosecution
Unlawful Flight to Avoid Conviction

Prison Breach

~Par01e/Work Release Violation Procedural Violation
Probation Violation

Riot/Inciting Riot Public Peace

Introducing Contraband Penal Instltutlon Miscellaneous

Harboring a Fugitive
Possession Implements of Crlme




NEUTRAL OFFENSES

Accessory Before the Fact
Accessory After the Fact

Aid and Abet a Felony
Conspiracy

Any Other Felony

Any Other Misdemeanor:

All D.C. and Traffic Offenses

Miscellaneous




.Appendix D

éeverity Ratiné of Offenses
. in the District of Columbia

Contained in ﬁhe following pages is e rank orderihg of
.a;l misdemeahorrend felehy charges euhject to prdsecutionein
'the*Distfict:of Columbia; As described in Chapter II , calculation:
of -severity involved conSLderatlon and computatlon of not only
the maxlmum possible tine for each specific offense but also
minimum tlme.and any appllcable flne._Those offehses with the
highest overall penalty‘were considered.most_severe, and~the
severity scale presented hhre reﬁges from '1'.(mdst severej to
- '"135' (least severe). When tﬁo or more offenses Were determinedg
to be equal in.severihy, ah additive was assigned to the next
mest serious offense. . ' |
The following codes may be helpful in examihing the Offense
Table:" a
éT signifies Court Type and
‘1=Superior Court
2=District Court
M/F indicates the. degree of the charge and
I=Misdemeanor :

2=Felony

SC‘represents the Severity Code for each specific
offense,
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APPENDIX E: DEPARTMENT OF LABOR EMPLOYMENT CLASSIFICATIONS

EMPLOYMENT CODE

Revised Dec. 1,1975

1, PROFESSIONAL  TECHNICAL AND KINDRED WORKERS
(Usually advanced college degree with specislizstion in pswticular

occupation)
Doctors; Dentists, Lewyers; Clergy

Life and Physical Scientists (Agricultural, Atmosphere & Space Scientists,
Biologists, Chemists, Geologists, Physicists, Astromers, etc,); Engineers;
Msthematicel Specialists (Actuaries, Mathematicidns, Statisticians, Account-
ants); Computer Specialists (Programmers &. Systems Analysts) Operations

and Systems Researchers and Analysts

Social Scientists (Economists, Political Scientists, Psychologists, Sociologists,
Urban—Regionsl Plsnncrs, Marketing Researchers)

Teachers

Social Workers; Coﬁnselors (Educational, Employment, etc.); Recreational
Workers /Be careful when coding these occupations that individusl by
education and (usuelly) sslsry a profeesional type and not en aide/

Health Technologists and Technicians (Clinical Laboratory Technicians/
Technologists, Dental Hygienists, Phyeical & Occupational Therapists);

Registeced,Nurses; Dieticiansg; Pharmacists
Libregian; Archivists; Curators; Non-Specified Reseerchers

Writers; Entertainers; Artists (Athletes, Dsncers, Designers, Editors,
Musicians, Photographers, Reporters, Public Relations & Publicity Writers)

Miscellaneous Professional amd Technical Workers (Architects, Airline
Pilots & Controllers, Draftsmen, Surveyors, Business Consultants, etc,)

I1. MANAGERS AND ADMINISTRATORS
(Major part of job deals with administration covers most sé&lf-employed

workers who have a number of paid or salaried employees)

Retail Trade Menagers and Administrator - Self-Employed (Hardware, Gensral
Merchandise, Food Stores, Motor Vehicles, Gas Station, Apparel, Furniture)

Retall Trade Menegers and Administrators - Salaried

Construction, Msnufactu1ing, Transportation; Communicstions, and Other Utillties
Managers and Adminlstrators - Self-Employed . .




13 Conatrﬁctioh; Manufacturing; Transportation; Cdmmunications; and Other Utilities
Managers and Administrators - Salaried (Not Foremen - See Craftsmen)

14 Public Administration and Service Organization Managers and Administrators
(Federal, State, and Local Public Administration, Politiclans, Labor Relations
Executives, School & Hospital Officials, Community and Non-Profit Administrative
Officials) | '

15 Managers and Administrators of Advertising; Insurance; Real Estate; and Finance
Agencies (including Banks) - Self-Employed

16 Managers and Administrators of Advertising; Insurance; Real Estate; and Finance
Agencies - Salaried ‘

17 Managers and Administrators of Personal Services (Funeral Directors, Restaurants,
Cafeterias, Bar Managers, Managers & Superintendants of Buildings, Stables,
Dog Saloops, Beauty Parlors, Cleaners, Pool Rooms) ~ '

18 Mhnageré and Administrators of Buginess and Repair Services -,Seif-Employed
19 Mﬁnagers and Adﬁinistratofs of Business and Repair Serviées - Salaried
96 Puréhasing'Agents; Buyerq{ Sales_Mhnagers
97 Miscellaneous Managers and Administrators-

111, SALEWORKERS ., : ' : - h |
20 Salesworkers - Retail Trade |

21 Saleswbrkefs/Representatiﬁes - Manﬁfacturing Industries; Wholesale trade; Services;
Utilities; and Construction Industries (Not Sales Managers - #96)

22 Sales Workers - Insurance; Real Estate; and Finance (Insurance Agents; Brokérs,
and Underwriters; Real Estate Agents and Brokers; Stock and Bords Salespersons)

23 Auctioneers; Demonstrators; Hucksters; Peddlers; Newsboys; Vendors
24 Miscellaneous Salespersons
IV, CLERICAL WORKERS
26 Bank Tellers; Cashiers; Billing Clerké; Bookkeepers; Accounting Assiétan;s'

27 Mail Handlers; Poétal Clerks; Mail Carriers; Mesgengers

28 Bill Collectors; Enumerators; Interviewers; Estimators; Investigators;
- Insurance Adjustors; Examiners (Bank, etc.); Real Estate Appraisers; Meter
Readers for Utilities : o




29

b 30
31
0

33

| 34

'-;: 36

'Teachers Alds except Mbnitors, Tutors, Library Attenﬂants anﬂ Assistants,

-35 blank

Office Wbrkers (Office Clerks, File Clerks, Receptionists, Typists, Offlce
Machine Operators/calculating & duplicating machines, computer.and peripheral
equipment operators, i.e,, keypunchers/ Phyroll and Time Clerks,‘Admlnistrative
Asgistants in offices) . ‘

Proof Readers, Regearch Assistsnts[&ids (clerical non-degreed guch as
ststistical clerks, coders, etc,) Clerical Assistants in Social Welfare

Shipping and Recerving Clerks, Stqck-Inventory Clerks; Ticket, Station and
Express €lerks; Dispatchers and Starters; Telephone and Telégraph Operators

Clerical Supervisors - A11 (if mein function supervision rather than enumerated
clerical task) :

Miscellaneous Clerical Workers,

V. CRAFTSMEN

Reteil‘craftsmen - Apparel-Craftsmen (furriers, tailors, upholsters); Chefs
(but mot short order cooka, note salary and restaurant to mzke distinction);

- Bakers; Decorators; Window Dressers; Cerpet Installers; Jewelry and Watchmakers,

37

38
39

40
- dozer ouerators, cranesmen, derrickmen, and hoistmen)

41

”
44

45

_'Shoe Repairmen-Mekers' Flower Designers

Construction Craftsmen - Cabinet Mekers, Carpenters (not carpenters assistants
- see construction laborers); Painters, Plasters; Paperhangers;. Roofers,

'Slaters, Floor Layers; Tile Setters

Construction Craftsmen - Electricians, Plumbers, Pipefitters

Constructlon Craftsmen - Cement Finishers; Brick and Stone Masons, Cement

.Mason, Stone Cutters & Carvers

Construction Craftsmen - Excavating, Grading and Heavy Mschine Operetors (bull

'Foreman - All Foremen and Assistant Foremen

MEtal Crsftsmen - Job and Die Setters, Mzchinists; Sbeetmetal Workers, Tool
and Dle Makers; Forgemen, Hammerman; Molders .

Printing Craftsmen - Book Binders; Compositors; Electrotypers, Lithographers,
Photo- engravers; Plate Printers, Pressmen; Stereotypers

Craftsmen - Opticians and Dental Laboratory Teehnicians




46

47

49

50

51

52
53

54

55

56

57

35

58

Mechanics and Repalrmen - Vehicular (Repairmen of Afrcraft; Auto Body
Repairmen and Mechanics; Heavy Equipment Mechanics, including diesel)

Mechanics and Repaixmen of Household and Business Appliances; Machanics

and Repairmen of Air Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration; Radio and
Television Repairmen; Data Processing Machine Repairmen; All Office .
Machine Repairmen; Household Appliance & Accessory installers and Mechanics

Mechanic and Repairmen of Utilities - Linesmen and Servicemen for Telephbne

"and Power; Power Station Operzators _ .

Miscelléngous Craftsmen
Miscellaneous Mechanics and Repairmen
General Contractor
VI. OPERATIVES EXCEPT TRANSFORT |
(Usually semi-gkilled individuals working with tangible products)

Retail TradeIDperﬁtives - Butchers; Meat Cutters; Dressmakers/Seamstresses;
laundry and Dry Cleaning Workera; Clothes Pressers . S :

Retail,Trade.Opérétives - Gas Station Attendancs;'Garage Workers

Construction Operatives - Blasters; Powdermen; Earth Drillers; Welders and
Flamecutters, if construction; Miners; Chainmen; Rodmen, Axmen

Industry, Manufacturing, and Factory Machine Operatives - Precision Machine

- Operatives (Drill Press Operative, Grinding Machine Operatives, Lathe &

Milling Machine Operatives); Punch and Stamping Press Operatives; Solders;

Furnacemen; Smeltermen; Pourers: Blast Furnace Workers; Steel and Iron Workers

Assemblers, Checkersg Examiners and Inspectors of Goodsg; Graders; Sorters;
Packers; Wrappers

‘Phptographic Process Workers; Mixing Operatives; Paint Makers; Sewage Plant

Operatives; Dyers

Miscellaneous Operatives‘- Non Transport

Dry Wallers-and Lathers; Insulation snd Waterproéfers




VIT., TRANSPORT OPERATIVES ' : -
(Unskilled or gemi-skilled - major part of job is drivinmg vehicles)

60 Bus Drivers .
61 Taxi'Drivers and Chauffeurs (not private household wérkefé)

62 Truck Drivers and Dgliverymep/ﬁoutemen.

63 Transpoft Equipment Drivers - Fork Lift and Tow ﬂotor Operatives (Not

excavating, grading and heavy machine operators, i.e., bulldozer operator's
cranesmen, derrickmen, and hoistmen - See #40 Construction Craftsmen)

64 Parking Lot Attendants
65 Miscellaneous Transport Operatives (unspecified drivers; boatmen; railroad
brakemen-switchmen, ete.) '
VITI. TABORERS - NOT PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD
(Unskilled usually involving major phyesical tasks)

70 Construction Laborers (imcluding carpenter's, electrician's and painter helpers'
and catchputs)

71 Freight.and Materials Handlers; Movers; Warehousemen (Porters who not affiliated
with hotels or carrying baggage; for Baggage Porters see #§§)

72 Gardeners and Groundskeepers (except private homg and farm).

73 Trash and Garbage Collectors

74 Laborers-- Manufacturing Industries (unskilled factory workers)

75 Laborérs in Non-Manufacturing Industries - Railroad and Railway Express -
Service:; Transportation; Wholesale and Retail Trade; Communications; and

Utilities (jumpers, flymen, helper in cleaners, C&P helpers - ete,)

76 Vehicle Washers and Equipment Cleaners
- (Car washer, window washers, printing press cleaners)

77 Miscellaneous Laborers (day workers,'odd'job workers, fisherman, etc.)

78-78 blank




80
. Janitors, etc.

'8l

82

- 84

85

85

87

88

90

IX SERVICE WORKERS - EXCEPT PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD
(Unskilled to semi-skilled involving non-tangible products - i.e.
gervices to public)

Cleaning Servide Workers ~ Chambermaids; Cleaners; Custodians; Housemen;

Food Service Workers - Bartenders; Busboys; Cooks; Dishwashers; Food Counter
Workers; Food Service Helpers; Hostesses at Bars and Restaurants; Waiters/
Waiteresses

Health Service Workers - Dental Assistants; Health Aids and Trainees; Nursing
Aids, Orderlies, Practical Nurses _

Personal Service Workers - Child Care Workers; School Monitors; School Bus
Attendants; Welfare Service Aids if pon-clerical; Community Aides; Counseling
Aide (non-professional) T
Personal Service Workers - (Pleasure types) - Airline Stewardesses and
Attendants; Stewards: Baggage Porters; Bellhops; Barbers; Hairdressers;
Boarding and Lodging Housekeepers; Recreation & Amusement Ajds; Ushers;
Manicurist; Elevator Operators; Doormen; Masseurs: Recreational Aids

Protective Service Workers for Publi Services - CrOssing'Guafas: Firemen;

Policemen; mgirshalls; Sheriffs: Bailiffs; Prison Guards; Military Police

Protective Service Workers - Frivate - Security Guards; Watchmen; Bridgetenders;
Lifeguards; Bouncers . ‘

Miécellaneous Serv1;e Workers
X PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD WORKERS

All Private Household Workers - Babysitters; Cooks; Hoﬁsekeépérs; Laundresses;

Maids; Gardemers; Chauffeurs; Handymen; Governesses

93
94

XT. FARMWORKERS

Farm Workers - Sélfjemployed
Farm Workers - Salaried

XIT. MILITARY PERSONNEL
Military 0f£icérs '

Military Enlisted Persons




XIIT. TRAINING PROGRAM PERSONNEL

1 Vocational Training Ptog;amé (i.e.,, Pride, Inc.,

UPO, Project Build, Cedar Program, Mission of Community Concern O0IC Training
Program, Juvenile Agsistance Program, etc,) who receive a Salary or Stipend.

(Do not include those with academic scholarships or health trainees, see 82

for later).

98 All individuals in Officia

XIV, MISCELIANEOUS OCCUPATIONS

95 Miscellaneous Occupations - All Occupations which cannot be fit into any of

the above specified categories,




APPENDIX ¥

A Comparison of Employment Status for
Selected Offenss Categories Examined by Race and Sex

Table 1

Employment Status of the Black Male Population
‘for the Eight Major Offense Categories that this
Group had papered in the Courts in 1975

Employment Status

Offense .
Unemployed Employed Student Non—-Member

Category:

2%

Drug Offenses 355  57% 6%
(2,181) '

Larceny _ 49% 43% 6% 2%
(1,553) : ’

Robbery 50% 41s 8% 1%
(1,520) |

Burglary 538 40% 8% 18
(1,207) '

Assault ) 38% 53% 33 6%
(1,013} .

Weapons 33% 59% 4% 4%
(953) -

2%

o2

Flight—-Escape 49% 46% 3
(846) :

' Stolen Property 443 50% 4% 2%
(679) |
All Categories T 44% 49% 5% 2%
(11,758}

Number of missing cases=350




Table 2

"Employment Status of the Non-Black Male Population
for the Eight Major Offense Categories that this
Group had Papered in the Courts in 1975

Employment Status

Offense ] ‘ _ _
Category Unemployed .-Employed Student Non-Member
Drug Offenses 21% 67% 113 1%
(225) .
Commercial Sex 8% 87% 43 12
- {187) .
Burglary 33% 53% 11% 3%
(155) :
Larceny | 34% | 54% 11% 1%
(130)
Assault . 43%. 55% “le 1%
(86) .
Weapons 25% 72% 2% 1%
(81) '
Flight-Escape 45% 52¢ - 3%
{75} .
| Stolen Property 26% 64% 7% 3%
{70) ,
All Categories 28% 643 6% 1%
(1,212) '

Number of missing cases=73




Table

Group had Papered in

3

Enployment Status of the Black Female Populatlon
for the Eight Largest Offense Categories that thls
the Courts in 1975

(1,269)

Number of missing cases=4l

Employment Status
- Student Non—Member

offense ‘ .

Category Unemployed = Employed

Commercial SexX 83% 15%
(451}

Larceny 60% 26%
(386}

Drug Offenses 58% 29%
(256)

Assault 60% - 26%
(149)

Flight-Escape 69% 21%
(130)

Forgery 63% 25%
(114)

Robbery 71% 20%
(70)

Burglary 79% 14%
(57)

All Categqgories 66% 24%

1%
9%
8%
5%

4%

4%

3%

5%

18

- 5%

5%

10%

7%

B%

6%

2%

5%




- Table 4

Employment Status of the Non-Black Female Population.
for the Eight Largest Offense Categories that this
Group had Papered in the Courts in 1975

Group

Offense -
Category

Commerical Sex -

(142)

Larceny
(84)

Drug Offenses.
(40)

Burglary
(36)

Flight-Escape -
(35)

Fraud
‘ (13)

Robbery
(11)

_Assault

(10)

All Catégories
- (422)

82%
36%
38%
47%
77%
39?

B82%

70%

61%

Number of missing cases=19

les
43%
58%
25%
14%
31%
18%
10%

29%

Employment Status

2%

14%

2%

19%

15%

6%

Unemployed Employed Student Non-Member

7%
25.
B%
9%

15%




APPENDIX G

SENTENCING DISPOSITION .
BY DEGREE OF CHARGE FOR 1975
SUPERIOR AND DISTRICT COURT CASES

SENTENCE Superior Court . District
‘ Court =  Total

Misdemeanor Felony Total

L

PROBATION
138 - . 168 15 183 7 190

£SS | 57 7 64 1 65
Unsupervised 162 17 179 6 ‘ i85
0 through 1 yr. 1,267 251 1,521 75 1,596

Over 1 vr. ' '
through 5 yrs. 101 . 164 266 282 " 548

Over 3 vears | 3 11 14 1 15

Work Release/
Probation (split) 5 3 8 1 g

FYCca (A) 323 144 4568 27 495

INCARCERATION

Work Release 81 30 112 ° © 112
FYCa (B) 44 133 177 34 211

FYCA (C) ' 1 56 57 7 64

bt

FYCA (D) ' 1 0 1 0
0 through 1 vr. 468 281 753 69 : 822

OQver 1 yr. _
through 5 yxs. 28 307 335 101 43%

Over 5 yrs.
through 10 yr. 5 70 75 16 g

Over 10 vrs. 0 32 32 2 34

NARL 4 3 7 12 15






