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INTRODUCTION

This memorandum addresses two questions: How many inmates in the daily
population of the Department of Correction (DOC) are eligible for the various city-
funded alternative programs?! And, given the sizes of these "eligible pools," how much
room is there for program expansion?

For this analysis, each program’s eligibility criteria were applied to a cohort of
defendants and offenders admitted to DOC custody in March, 1987. Some programs, in
addition to using eligibility criteria to screen potential candidates for intake, can state a
range of ultimate sentences that they are trying to displace by their intervention. When
it is possible to state a program’s objectives this way, the "eligible pools" are presented in
this memorandum both as the programs’ screening staff initially see them when they
screen cases before the disposition is known (the "Maximum Eligible Pool"), and as the
research data ultimately reveal them (the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible Pool", which
includes only those eligible detainees who actually received a sentence in the program’s
targeted range).

This is the second in a series of analytic memoranda prepared for the Office of the
Deputy Mayor for Public Safety under the Jail Population Management Project. The first
memorandum reveals the pattern of demand for the city’s jail capacity, by various
categories of inmates found in DOC custody. The third memorandum describes the
construction and content of models that help predict both pretrial detention and
incarcerative sentences in felony cases. The fourth memorandum presents information
about those admitted to DOC who are not eligible for any existing alternative program,
and discusses some implications for the city’s alternative program investment strategy.

1 For this series of memoranda, alternative programs have been categorized as follows:
ATD: Programs designed principally as alternatives to pretrial detention only.
ATL  Programs designed principally to serve as alternative penal measure in cases that would
otherwise draw jail or prison time at disposition.
ATD/L: Programs that intervene when an individual is in pretrial detention, offering an alternative to
continued detention and an alternative penal measure at disposition.
These definitions have also been used to categorize DOC inmates, by the type of jail days they use. "ATD-
only" users of jail capacity are those admitted to DOC at or after arraignment, but who are released before
disposition and sentence, "ATl-only" inmates are those who are at liberty when sentenced, but are
admitted to begin serving a local or state term. "ATD/I" inmates are those in DOC custody pretrial, who
remain in custody through disposition, and stay in custody to begin serving an incarcerative sentence.



Eligible Pool Analysis (January, 1992) Page 2

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The Office of the Deputy Mayor is charged with deciding how many program
slots should be funded in specific alternative programs. Because the primary purpose of
the city’s investment in alternative programs is to relieve jail overcrowding, it is useful to
have some idea of how many of those in DOC custody meet the eligibility criteria of
these programs.2 This memorandum presents information about the number of DOC
inmates eligible for the various alternative programs, to give city policy-makers a
quantitative framework within which to judge the adequacy of their current inventory of
program slots, and within which to make informed decisions about expansion.

As the other analytic memoranda produced in this research project demonstrate,
defendants who are not in DOC custody at the time of program intake use comparatively
little of DOC’s capacity — either before or after conviction. Therefore, this memorandum
explores only the number in detention who meet the formal eligibility criteria of the
existing alternative programs. On the one hand, focusing on the eligibility of detainees
(without regard to the number at liberty who might also be eligible for alternative
programs) helps establish an upper limit for the number any given program might
ultimately be able to displace from DOCbeds. On the other hand, it would be wrong to
assume that, as currently operated, all of the existing alternative programs are filling their
slots (or would fill additional slots) only from the pool of individuals analyzed here —
those in detention.

To the extent that the existing or prospective slots in alternative programs are
actually filled by individuals who are not in detention at time of intake, city investment
in those slots is unlikely to displace much of the demand for jail cells. Thus, this
memorandum’s assessment of the relationship between "eligible pools” and funded
program capacity should be considered in light of the other memoranda in this series,
particularly the presentation of models for predicting detention and custodial sentences.?

Nevertheless, displacement of demand for jail capacity is only one of the
objectives of the city’s investments in alternative programs. There are justice interests to
be served (e.g., punishment through non-custodial means) and there are community
safety interests to be served (e.g., through supervision, treatment and rehabilitation). As
the overall capacity of alternative programs is increased, it is to be expected (and,
presumably, desired) that the city’s overall achievement of these objectives is also
increased. Some of that benefit should be expected from the application of appropriate
non-custodial measures to individuals who otherwise would have been subjected to less
effective non-custodial measures (e.g., unconditional discharge or unenforced conditional
discharge, simple probation), just as some of that benefit should come from the applica-
tion of alternative measures to those who would otherwise have consumed jail capacity.

2 Although alternative programs are often appropriately concerned not only with displacing
defendants and offenders from local jail beds but also with displacing state prison sentences, the primary
concern of the city is with local jail overcrowding. Thus, this memorandum focuses on the population
occupying city jail cells.

3 Some programs are designed in a way that limits intake to persons who are in detention (see
Appendix B), but others are not. For programs whose intake is not restricted to pretrial detainees, the data
available for this research project do not reveal the extent to which the programs’ slots are being filled by
persons who are not represented in a detention cohort. Nor was this project designed to determine the
extent to which any individual program achieves actual displacement (although the Felony Prediction
models presented in the third memorandum from this project provide a framework for the city to assess
the jail displacement efficacy of programs’ current eligibility criteria and screening processes).
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Achieving the right balance between these objectives seems an important
additional purpose of the city’s orderly development of alternative programs. Thus,
when this memorandum identifies the number in detention who are eligible for existing
alternative programs, it is not meant to suggest either that existing programs are
targeting intake exclusively on this population (desirable for achieving maximum
displacement of individuals from jail) or that the city might not want alternative program
capacity great enough both to maximize jail displacement effects and to subject to
appropriate penal measures others who are currently subjected to little or no punishment
or control at all.

For the analysis discussed below, the eligibility criteria of nine alternative pro-
grams were applied to the DOC detention cohort: the Center for Alternative Sentences
and Employment Services” Court Employment Project (CEP) and its Community Service
Sentencing Project (CSSP); the Criminal Justice Agency’s Bail Expediting Project (BEX);
the Federated Employment and Guidance Service’s Consultants for Criminal Justice
Alternatives (CCJA); Intensive Supervision Probation (ISP); the Osborne Association’s
Assigned Counsel Alternatives Advocacy Project (ACAAP) and its Alternative to Reincar-
ceration Project (ATR); Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC); and the Vera
Institute’s Bronx Bailbond Supervision Project (BBAILBOND). Detailed descriptions of
the eligibility criteria of each program can be found in Appendix B.4

SUMMARY OF HOW THE PROGRAMYS’ "ELIGIBLE POOLS"™ WERE CONSTRUCTED
AND HOW THE RESULTING ESTIMATES CAN BE USED

Eligibility was determined from the criteria actually used by the screening staffs of
the various alternative programs, as reported on questionnaires distributed for that
purpose and in follow-up interviews. For each program, the eligibility criteria were
applied to all March, 1987 DOC admits from the borough(s) and court(s) where the
program operates, for whom all of the necessary data could be obtained?; those who met
the criteria are termed absolute eligibles in this memorandum. Admits from the
borough(s) and court(s) where the program operates for whom any data necessary for
determining eligibility were missing were assumed to exhibit the same pattern of
eligibility as was found among the one-third of admits for whom full eligibility data
could be obtained — permitting creation of a more realistic pool of estimated eligibles.

Then, for some programs, two views were taken to stating the size of the
"absolute" and "estimated” eligible pools. Because the ultimate disposition and the
sentence cannot be known with certainty at the time program screeners assess the
eligibility of defendants, maximum eligible pools were created; these pools include all
admits who meet formal program eligibility criteria, no matter what the disposition or
sentence ultimately was. For some programs, this is the only eligible pool discussed. But
other ATI and ATD/I programs specify the type of sentence they aim to displace (e.g., a
jail sentence of six months or more). For these programs, perfectly targeted eligible pools
were also created, in addition to the "maximum eligible pools." A program’s "perfectly

4 Since the Fortune Sodety’s programs were not in existence at the time this work was begun, that
program was not considered here.

5 Detailed prior criminal histories from the DCJS TRENDS data set were unavailable for two-
thirds of the cohort. See discussion below, at pages 6 and 19,
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targeted eligible" pool includes only those admits meeting formal eligibility criteria who
were ultimately subjected to a sentence in the range the program aims to displace.

An additional adjustment was made, both to the annualized eligible pools and to
the annualized number of jail days used by the eligibles in each pool, to discount those
numbers by each program’s "screening ratio.” (The "screening ratio" was calculated by
dividing the number of individuals taken into a given program by the number that
program’s screening staff initially found eligible.) This discounting attempts to produce
results similar to those that occur in an intake decision-making process that is bound both
by program capacity limits and by information about individual candidates which is
invisible to the research but is known to program screeners and the judges, defense
attorneys and prosecutors who have roles to play in admitting candidates to alternative
programs. The screening ratios used in this memorandum should by no means be
regarded as fixed features of these programs, but some discounting of this sort is
necessary to reflect reality. Paper-eligibility for an alternative program does not mean
that the program can achieve intake, even under ideal circumstances -— prosecutorial,
judicial and even defense objections will often prevent intake by programs that depend
upon the agreement of one or more of these actors, and defendant characteristics (e.g.,
extent of drug abuse) that are invisible to a research inquiry can block further considera-
tion of a defendant’s eligibility. The issues surrounding construction of screening ratios,
and their use to discount the estimates of eligible pools, are discussed at greater length in
the section of this memorandum headed "Analytic Approach.”

Thus, a discounted eligible pool is the annualized number of individuals in DOC
custody who are formally eligible for a program and who, if program capacity and
screening practices were held constant, would be likely to be taken into the program if
they were targeted for intake by program screening staff. Similarly, the discounted
number of jail days used by a program’s eligibles reflects a program’s potential for jail
displacement, if the program’s capacity and practices remain constant and its screening
were limited to those actually in DOC custody.

6 The "maximum eligible pool” helps give a sense of what the universe of DOC admits looks like
from a program screener’s point of view, but it includes admits whose cases will ultimately be disposed by
discharge, probation, or even dismissal. By contrast, the "perfectly targeted eligible pool” helps give a
sense of the number of admits whose intake would actually accomplish what the program aims to achieve
by way of jail displacement. In reality, however, some programs’ screeners are privy to a substantial
amount of information that could never be incorporated into a research design of this type — information
about the strength of parties’ positions in plea negotiations, for example — and may make distinctions
between paper-eligible cases that would blur the distinction drawn here between "maximum eligible pool”
and "perfectly targeted eligible pool.”

Five of the programs separately specify the range of custodial sentences they aim to displace —
ACAAP, CCJA, CEP, ISP, and TASC. The programs that do not do so, and for which "perfectly targeted
eligible pools” are not distinguished from "maximum eligible pools” in this memorandum, are the ATR,
BEX, BBAILBOND, and CSSP programs. For BEX, an ATD program, the aim is to displace pretrial
detention, not some range of custodial sentences. For ATR, the aim is simply to avoid incarceration upon
parole revocation. BBAILBOND and CSSP, on the other hand, do not separately specify the custodial
sentences they aim to displace because their eligibility criteria are derived from research designed to
predict the targeted outcomes: for BBAILBOND, the target is long-term pretrial detention (and, because
such detention is correlated with custodial sentences, the program expects to displace some custodial
sentences as well); for CSSP, the eligibility criteria were constructed to predict jail terms.
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Finally, this memorandum presents an analysis of the extent of overlap among the
various programs’ pools of "perfectly targeted estimated eligibles." Overlapping
eligibility, by itself, is no bad thing. But if program intake efforts were focused exclu-
sively on those in DOC custody, and if the city were to increase each program’s capacity
to accommodate the discounted number of perfectly targeted estimated eligibles, there
could be an excess of capacity corresponding to the extent of overlap in the eligible pools.
For reasons discussed in the "Overlapping Eligibility" section of this memorandum, this is
not a problem the city faces now, or is likely to face in the near future. Even when the
most conservative pools are used — the "discounted perfectly targeted absolute eligibles",
which include only the one-third of admits for whom all necessary prior record data were
provided — funded capacity typically falls far short of exhausting the pool. For each of
the programs where the discounted number of absolute eligibles appears close to the
funded capacity (BBAILBOND, CEP, and CS5F), there are special difficulties in
generating and applying an appropriate screemng ratio, creating doubt that the pools
should be as deeply discounted as they have been in this analysis.”

ANALYTIC APPROACH — FOR TECHNICALLY-ORIENTED READERS 8

Databases Used. The primary database used for these analyses was a cohort of all
individuals admitted to DOC custody during March, 1987, which was prepared for Vera
by the Criminal Justice Agency. These data were annualized, to provide yearly estimates
of the numbers eligible for existing alternative programs, and the jail days they use. The
unit of analysis was each admit (admission to DOC custody), rather than each court case
and all its related admissions, or each individual and all his or her associated court cases.
This was seen as appropriate theoretically, because each admit represents a unique
opportunity for an alternative program intervention.

The database prepared by CJA contained all relevant DOC information (the admit
and release dates, the sentence date if the defendant was still in DOC custody at time of
sentence, the sentence if it was a custodial sentence, and the docket and indictment
numbers for all other court cases pending against the defendant at the time of the
sampled admit). The database was then supplemented by information about all court
cases pending, at the time of the admit, against the individual admitted. The
supplementary data included, for each pending case: (1) charge, bail amount and
detention status immediately after arraignment, in both Criminal and Supreme Court; (2)
the type of disposition and, if a conviction, the charge; and, (3) the sentence, if the case
went to conviction.

This database, as supplemented, is referred to in this memorandum as the
"CJA/DOC" database.

7 For BBAILBOND, while all potential eligibles are screened, program intake is stopped when all
slots are filled, leading to a very low (3%) screening ratio. For both CEP and CSSP, some proportion of the
caseload is not in DOC detention at time of program intake. For CEP, these are cases expected to receive
custodial sentences, while for CSSP, these are cases screened at Criminal Court arraignment. While these
cases are not represented in the eligible pool analyses, they are included in the screening ratios reported
by the programs. Thus, the screening ratios generated in this memo for these three programs may very
well be different from what would have been found if the only cases used to develop the ratios had been
cases in DOC detention at the time of screening. For BBAILBOND and CEP, then, the "undiscounted
absolute pools” are more appropriate for this analysis; their magnitudes suggest there is room to expand
the number of slots funded. For CSSP the "undiscounted estimated pool” is the one to use; it suggests some
expansion potential, although not as great as for the other programs.

8 Other readers might want to skip ahead to the next heading, at page 9.
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Also used in these analyses was a summary data set, called the "TRENDS
database", created by the Division of Criminal Justice Services {DCJS) for use in a DCJS
population projection project. Vera was allowed access to that data set, which contained
the prior record for all individuals admitted to DOC from January 1, 1987 through
November 30, 1989. There were two problems with this otherwise efficient method for
securing the prior criminal records of those admits who had them. First, as it turned out,
the TRENDS database did not include any prior record information for admits whose
prior records contained one or more sealed cases. Second, there were an unknown
number of randomly distributed errors in the NYSID identifiers contained in the
CJA/DOC database itself. Thus, when the individuals in the CJA/DOC data set were
matched against the TRENDS data set, only one-third of the detainee cohort were
reported either to have a criminal record or to have none. Because it would be foolhardy
to estimate the number of admits eligible for programs after discarding the two-thirds of
admits for whom prior record information was lacking, an estimation procedure was
adopted: admits not found in the TRENDS data set were assumed to exhibit the same
pattern of eligibility as was found among the one-third of admits for whom full prior
record data was available through TRENDS.

Variables Created to Describe the Admit. There were two types of variables
created from the CJA/DOC database: (1) "general variables”, which included information
about the current case, about predicate status, and about other pending cases; and
(2) detailed "prior record variables" which drew upon the data from the TRENDS data set.
Appendix A contains a detailed discussion of the specific variables created.

Creation of the Eligibility Factors. The first step in determining which individuals
were eligible for any of the various alternative programs was to specify the eligibility
criteria actually used by each program. This was done through a questionnaire, which
asked each program’s staff to specify any fact that would exclude an individual from
being taken into the program. The items were grouped as follows: the present offense,
the prior record, the personal characteristics of the individual, and the individual’s legal
status (i.e., open cases, warrants, and probation or parole status). The questionnaire
responses were then verified through meetings with each program’s supervisory staff.
For each alternative program, the resuit was a set of factors that excluded potential
candidates. A program’s eligibility criteria can be expressed as the absence of such
factors, and that is what is meant in this memorandum by the term: "formal eligibility
criteria." The formal eligibility criteria used to estimate the number of admits eligible for
each program are listed in Appendix B; for each program, these criteria are presented
under three headings — General criteria, Pending Case criteria, and Additional Prior
Record criteria.

Specification of "Appropriate Court and Borough”. The second step in
determining admits’ eligibility for any given alternative program is to identify those
admitted from a borough in which the program operates, during a prosecution in a court
(Criminal or Supreme) from which the program takes participants. For example, to be
eligible for CSSP Manhattan, the case must be one which will reach disposition in the
Manhattan Criminal Court; CEP, on the other hand, takes Supreme Court cases from all
boroughs but Richmond, but does not operate in the Criminal Courts. For most admits in
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the CJA/DOC database, court and borough identifiers were available: The number of
admits for whom both court and borough data were missing was 326 (4% of the cohort);
the number missing only the information about court of final disposition was 398 (5% of
the cohort); and the number for whom only the borough identifier was missing was 588
(7% of the cohort). For each program, the number of admits in the DOC cohort whose
cases were in the appropriate court and borough is displayed in Appendix C, Table C-1.
(That table also specifies, for each program, the numbers for whom the TRENDS data
was available, and the numbers for whom prior record data was lacking.)

Once the cohort members admitted from a court and borough where a program
operates were identified, the proportion of eligibles to ineligibles was calculated for those
whose eligibility data were complete. That proportion was then applied to the remainder
— those in the right court and borough for whom not all eligibility data were known —
to generate a pool of "estimated eligibles." These "estimated eligibles" were then added to
the "absolute eligibles" to determine the size of the "Estimated Eligible" pool. To geta
sense of the number of jail days used by an "Estimated Eligible" pool, the mean number
of jail days used by a program’s "absolute eligibles" was multiplied by the number of
DOC inmates in the "Estimated Eligible" pool.?

Developing the Screening Ratio. All of the alternative programs except ISP and
BEX perform an initial paper screening, to determine the eligibility of candidates before
launching formal intake efforts. Staff of the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety
contacted representatives of the programs that do an initial paper screening and received,
for calendar year 1989, the number of individuals screened by project staff who were
initially found to "formally eligible," and the number actually taken into the project.10
The "screening ratio" was computed by dividing the number taken in by the number
screened who were found eligible. For each of these programs, this discounting
percentage was then applied to the number in the CJA/DOC database who were
determined to be formally eligible, in order to generate the program’s annualized
"discounted maximum eligible" pool and "discounted perfectly targeted eligible” pool.

Caveats About The Screening Ratios Used In This Analysis. The data available for
this research exercise permit estimation of the number of persons in DOC custody who
are formally eligible for any given alternative program, but the data do not reveal those
individual defendant characteristics that often render a candidate inappropriate for
program participation in the eyes of a program’s intake staff, or from the point of view of
others involved in the decision-making process (i.e., judges and attorneys) or the
defendant himself. Thus, the number found "formally eligible" artificially inflates the

9 For reasons discussed below, there were too few CSSP "absolute eligibles” to apply their mean
jail day usage this way. The jail days shown as used by CSSP "estimated eligibles" is the actual jail use of
those assigned by the estimation procedure to the CSSP "Estimated Eligible” pool.

10 The exception among the projects that do an initial eligibility screening was the Court
Employment Project, which did not have ail this information available in the desired form. A special
analysis was done, by manually reviewing CEP case files for fiscal year 1991 (July 1990 through June 1991),
in an attempt to determine the number that screening staff had initially found formally eligible.
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number that a program could reasonably be expected to draw from DOC custody into its
caseload. In particular, there are factors only known at the point of defendant interview,
such as seriousness of drug addiction, homelessness, or mental illness, which would in
practice exclude a "formally eligible” defendant from program participation.!1

The screening ratios actually used in this memorandum, to discount the size of the
eligible pools to more realistic levels, divide the number actually taken into a program by
the number of individuals screened by program staff who were found "paper eligible"
during the same period. Thus, the denominator is the number initially found to meet a
program’s formal eligibility criteria (no matter how the particular program staffed or
performed that part of its screening function, and no matter when in the process it did
that initial screening}, while the numerator is simply the number added to the program’s
caseload during that period. However, it should be apparent that the data available in
this research exercise do not permit analysis of the extent to which any program’s
"screening ratio" is determined by factors such as: the timing or method of its initial
screening, the importance assigned by its intake staff to debilitating defendant character-
istics, the credibility of the program in the eyes of other criminal justice system personnel,
or imbalances between the funded capacity and the number who would, if screened, be
found eligible.

The bottom line is that the screening ratios used in this analysis are probably
artificially inflated in some cases and artificially depressed in others.1?

1 1deally, when estimates of eligible pools size are based on the number in DOC custody who
meet a program’s formal eligibility criteria, the estimate ought to be discounted by a percentage which
expresses the ratio at which formally eligible DOC inmates, screened for program intake during periods
when program siots are open, are actually taken into that program. (Even then the ratio ought to be seen,
from a policy perspective, as one that might be increased by changes in program capacity, services, or
screening practices, or by advocacy among judges and lawyers.) But, because many alternative programs
currently screen defendants who are at liberty as well defendants in DOC custody, and because funding
constraints on the number of program siots leads programs not to pursue the intake of some candidates
who screening staff find formally eligible, the screening ratios used in this memorandum fall far short of
that ideal.

12 5 problem with the screening ratios developed for this analysis is that, for some programs, both
the numerator and the denominator of the screening ratio include individuals who are at liberty, rather
than in DOC custody, at the time of screening and program intake. It is likely that, when a large
percentage of those found paper eligible by a program’s screening staff are not in detention, they do not
exhibit debilitating individual characteristics to the same extent as do those in the DOC cohort. Where, as
here, the purpose is to generate a discounting ratio for estimating the number of formally eligible DOC
detainees who would actually be taken into a particular program, a screening ratio produced from such a
program’s screening experience is likely to be artificially inflated.

It is also important to note that both the numerator and the denominator of the screening ratio
used in this analysis can be affected by current funding levels. As the numerator is simply the number
actually taken into a program’s caseload, constraints on funded capacity will reduce the number actually
accepted, and would tend to depress a screening ratio if initial screening activity proceeds even when
available program slots are few or entirely filled. On the other hand, funding constraints can also affect
the screening ratio’s denominator (the number found formally eligible at initial screening), in two ways,
both of which would tend to inflate screening ratios: (1) shortages of staff could depress the number of
candidates a program initially screens, independently of the number of candidates the program could
takes in; or (2) scarcity of funded slots could depress the number that staff actually bother to screen to
determine initial eligibility.
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Thus, while application of screening ratios is a necessary step in the estimation of
eligible pool size, and in the estimation of a program’s potential for reducing jail use, and
although consistently constructed and monitored screening ratios would be of great help
to the city in its attempt to identify inefficient screening operations, or to identify
opportunities for greater displacement effects,!3 the screening ratios used here lack the
consistency and precision desired.14

RELATIONSHIPS OF PROGRAMS” FUNDED CAPACTTY TO THEIR ELIGIBLE POOLS —
SURPLUS OR DEFICIENCY OF ALTERNATIVES?

Tables 1 - 4 summarize the eligible pool analysis. For each program, the
annualized number of DOC admits found "formally eligible" and the total jail days they
use are presented, and these numbers are also shown after discounting by application of
the programs’ screening ratios.

Table 1 displays each program’s Maximum Eligible Pool (showing data about both
the discounted and the undiscounted numbers of absolute eligibles and
estimated eligibles). Each program’s Fiscal Year 1991 funded capacity is shown
for comparison to the size of its maximum eligible pool.

Table 2 is a summary of the dispositions actually reached in the cases for which
admits in the "maximum absolute eligible pools” were admitted to DOC custody.1?

Table 3 displays each program’s the Perfectly Targeted Eligible Pool (showing data
about both the discounted and the undiscounted numbers of absolute eligibles
and estimated eligibles). Each program’s Fiscal Year 1991 funded capacity is
shown for comparison to the size of its perfectly targeted eligible pool.16

Table 4 is a summary of the types of jail days used (ATD-only, ATI-only, or ATD/T)
by the admits in each program’s "perfectly targeted absolute eligible" pool.

13 For example, a low screening ratio might suggest to an oversight agency that a program could
usefully be re-designed, when it appears that the program’s existing content is not viewed by sentencers as
adequate to accomplish their sentencing purposes in a substantial portion of the program'’s targeted cases.
Or it might suggest the need for a new program, constructed similarly in some respects but supplemented
with features designed to reach deeper into an existing target pool.

14 For example, CEP accepts some proportion of its caseload from among defendants who,
although not in detention at time of screening or program intake, are believed by program staff to be
facing custodial sentences. Individuals of this type, while not represented in the DOC cohort available to
this research, are represented in both the numerator and the denominator of CEP’s screening ratio. Itis
more than possible that this results in a higher screening ratio, as the ratio was calculated for this analysis
(.66), than would be found if the numerator and denominator were limjited to cases screened from DOC
only. To the extent that this is true, the CEP screening ratio reported in this memorandum is overstated.
The same point could be made about the relatively high screening ratio reported for ACAAP (.86).

Perhaps more important is that BEX and ISP do not operate in a way that produces information
about candidates’ initially eligibility, which is necessary for the calculation of any screening ratio. In
Tables 1 and 3, the lack of any discounting of ISP's and BEX's eligible pools should not be taken to mean
that these programs enjoy a 100% screening ratio.

15 The dispositional categories used in Table 2 are: Mandatory Prison, Non-mandatory Prison,
Jail, Probation/Fine/Discharge, and Dismissal/Acquittal.

16 For reasons discussed earlier in this memorandum, the eligible pools are smaller in Table 3
("perfectly targeted") than in Table 1 ("maximum®) only for ACAAP, CCJA, CEP, ISP and TASC.



Eligible Pool Analysis (January, 1992} Page 10

From Table 1, which follows, it appears that the "maximum eligible pools” greatly
exceed most programs’ 1991 funded capacity, even when funded capacity is compared to
the smallest estimate of eligibles in the maximum pool — the "discounted absolute
eligibles." For ACAAP, CCJA, CEP and ISP, funded capacity is only a fraction of the
eligible pool of DOC admits, and for TASC the funded capacity is still only about half the
size of the discounted maximum eligible pool.
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Eligible Pool Analysis (January, 1992)

Table 1

Program Slots Funded Compared to Size of Programs'
"Maximum" Eligible Pool

Estimated Eligibles (Pattam for "Absolutos" Exira

Admils Jail Days * Admits Jail Days *

Funded Capacity: Annual Discounted Annual  Discounted Mean Days Annual  Discounted Annual  Discountad Discounting Factor
PROGRAM Fiscal Year '81 N N* N N* per Admil N N N N* "Screening Ratio™) * *
ACAAP 265 5,532 4,758 508,052 505,724 106.3 12,525 10,772 1,331,408 1,145,064 86.0%

ATR 125 372 272 30,504 22,268 82.0 524 383 42,968 31,406 73.0%
BBAILBOND 40 2,208 66 222,125 6,664 100.6 3,290 99 330,974 8,959 3.0%
BEX 15,743 22,092 22,092 846,124 846,424 383 25,825 25,825 088,087 886,087 NIA
CCUJA 90 3,300 1,221 159,720 59,096 484 11,421 4,226 552,776 204,538 37.0%
CEP 883 4,848 3,200 180,346 119,028 37.2 15,381 10,151 572,173 3rre17 66.0%
CSSP 1,600 g6 v 4,416 bl 307" 1,851 72 56,879 21,954 i
sp 1,150 19,548 19,548 1,149,422 1,149,422 58.8 27,073 27,073 1,591,892 1,591,892 NIA
TASC 487 1,392 819 80,875 47,584 58.1 2918 1,714 167,022 92,808 mames
TOTAL 20,383 59,388 51,975 3,261,584 2,755810 100,808 81,015 5,634,179 4,463,326

* For all programs except CSSP, the *Mean Days per Admit™ shown in this Table is the mean of jail days used by those in a program's Absolutely Eligible pool for whom jail use data was
available. The number of jail days used by Absolute Eligibles, as reported in this Table, is that mean of jail days used, imes the total number found absolutely eligible (including the
relatively faw Absolute Eligibles for whom data on actual jail use was missing). For all programs except BEX, CSSF and TASC, the number of jail days used by Estimated Elfigibles,
as reportsd in the Table, is the number of Estimated Eligibles imes the mean of jail days used by the program’s Absotule Eligibles. The approach had to be different for BEX, CSSP and
TASC, bacausa those programs have borough-specific operalions in more than ane borough. For the muli-borough programs, the number of jail days used by Estimated Eligibles was
first generated borough-by-borough. In this Table, the number of jail days reported as used by the BEX, CSSP and TASC Estimaled Eligibles is simply the sum of those borough
estimates — it is not the same as the mean of jail days used by sil Absoluta Eligibles times the total of Estimatad Eligibles. The difference is insignificant excapt for CS5P, because
the number of admils found Absolutely Eligible for that altemative was {oo small for their mean jail use {o be relied upon. Thus, the mean jail use for CSSP-sligible admils, reported in
this Table, is the mean of jail days usad by those in the program's combined Estimated Eligible pool. For BEX and TASC, by contrast, the borough-by-borough estimates ware dons in
the normal way — by multiplying the mean jail day use of sach berough's Absolute Eligibles times the number of Estimated Eligibiles in the borough; those borough estimates were then
summad and reporied in this Table; but the mean jall use shown here, for each of these programs, is the mean number of jai days used by those in the combined Absolutely Eligibla pool.

** Each program’s screening ralio was used (o discount the annualized pools to account for slippage betwesn being found "formally eligible® and achially being taken into the program.
The screening ratios were caculated by dividing the numbar of participants actually taken into a program, during a test period, by the number found formally eligible for the program by ils
scraening or intake staff. Because niether BEX's nor ISP's intake procedures generate a pool of "formally eligible” candidates from which program participants are ultimately drawn, no
scroening ratios could be generated for those programs. The absense of a BEX or ISP discounting factor (which would reflsct the difficulties of actually achieving program intake)
should nat be taken to mean that these programs could actually displace from jail all the DOC inmates who mest the formal formal eligibility criteria.

*** Eor CSSP, which has very tight and detalled eligibility criteria, the number of Admits who wera cleardy "Absolute Eiigibles” was so small in the individual boroughs that it was not
possibla to discount the "Absalutes” by the borough *Screening Ratios,” bul the "Estimated Eligibles” wera sufficiently numerous to be subjected to the discounting factor,

****The CSSP borough-specific Screening Ratios were: Brooklyn = 43%; Bronx = 51%; Manhattan = 28%; Queeens = 38%.
** » **TASC also had borough-specific Screening Ralios, as foltows: Brooldyn = 68%; Queens = 41%; Staten Island = 89%.,
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Although it appears from Table 1 that many more detainees are eligible than could
be accommodated by the alternative programs as currently funded, Table 2 shows that
the prosecutions against a significant proportion of the admits in the maximum eligible
pools ended with dismissals and non-custodial sentences — not the kinds of dispositions
the city is aiming to displace:

2

Table 2

Distribution of Actual Sentences and Dispositions For Eligibles
(Maximum Eligible Pools — "Absolute Eligibles” Only)

Mandatory Non-Mandatory Probation, Fines Dismissal &
Prison Prison Jail Discharges Acquitial
ACAAP 47% 13% 31% 7% 3%
BEX 13% 4% 34% 21% 28%
BBAILBOND 9% 6% 65% 6% 15%
CCJA 18% 15% 42% 18% 7%
CEP 1% 20% 48% 29% 3%
CSSP * - - 38% 28% 34%
ISP — 22% 45% 16% 16%
TASC 17% 16% 35% 10% 2%

* Because the number of "Absolute Eligibles® for CSSP is so low, the CSSP distributions here are for "Estimated Eligibles”.

555 R SR

Because program screeners are experienced in assessing the "worth" of cases in the plea-
bargaining process, and because they are often privy to plea and sentence negotiations,
they would be expected to anticipate the dispositions in some of these cases and to drop
further consideration of candidates they believed were headed toward non-custodial
dispositions. Thus the maximum eligible pools shown in Table 1 should be viewed as
overstatements of pool size. For this reason, Table 1 is not referenced in the discussion
below; instead, the discussion turns to Table 3, which compares funded program capacity
with the "perfectly targeted eligible pools." Perfectly targeted eligible pools, which are
smaller than maximum eligible pools, could be created for ACAAP, BBAILBOND, CCJA,
CEP, ISP, and TASC.

From Table 3, which follows, it still seems that most of the city’s alternative
programs are not currently funded at anywhere close to a level that would exhaust the
supply of eligibles,17 even when the most conservative estimate of eligible pool size is
used — the "discounted perfectly targeted absolute eligible pool." This comforting
conclusion cannot be reached so easily for BBAILBOND, CEP, or CSSP, each of which
carries, in this analysis, a relatively low screening ratio and tightly-drawn eligibility
criteria that exclude very large numbers of admits from their eligibility pools.

¥ The difference between a program’s current funded capacity and its eligible pools is still
understated in both Table 1 and Table 3, to the extent that a program is intentionally designed to reach
beyond DOC detainees for the potential candidates it screens for intake,
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Table 3

Program Slots Funded Compared to Size of Programs’
"Perfectly Targeted" Eligible Pool

stimatad Eligibles (Pattem for "Absolutes” Extrapolatad) *

Admits Jail Days Admits Jali Days
Funded Capacity;  Annual DBiscounted Annual  Discounted Mean Days Annuatl  Discounted Amnual  Discounted Discounting Factor

PROGRAM Fiscal Year ‘01 N N" N N* per Admil N N* N N® (*Scregning Ratio™} " *
ACAAP 265 3,792 3,261 390,576 335,895 103.0 8,119 7.842 939,257 807,726 86.0%

ATR 125 372 272 30,504 22,268 82.0 524 383 42968 31,406 73.0%
BBAILBOND 40 2,208 66 222,125 6,664 100.6 3,290 99 330,974 8,959 3.0%

BEX 15,743 22,092 22,092 846,124 846,124 38.3 25,825 25,825 988,087 088,087 NIA
CCJA 80 948 351 75,935 28,096 80.1 3,761 1,392 301,256 111,499 37.0%

CEP 883 1,212 80D 52,964 34,957 43.7 4,395 2.801 192,062 126,774 66.0%
CSSP 1,600 96 i 4,416 i 30.7 ¢ 1,851 772 56,879 21,954 wune

ISP 1,150 7,500 7.500 374,250 374,250 49.9 9,338 8,328 465,966 465,966 N/A
TASC 487 564 345 27918 17,078 49.5 1,331 788 65815 39,849 wouee

TOTAL 20,383 38,784 34,687 2,024,812 166533 59,434 49,340 3,383,264 2,603,220

*For alf programs except CSSP, the *Mean Days per Admit” shown in this Table is the mean of jail days used by those in a program's Absolutely Efigible pool for whom jalf use data was
available. The number of jail days used by Absolute Eligibles, as reporied in this Table, is that mean of jail days used, times the lolal number found absolutely efigible (including the
refatively faw Absolute Efigibles for whom data on aclual jail use was missing). For all programs except BEX, CSSP and TASC, the number of jall days used by Estimaled Eligibles,
as reported in the Table, is the number of Estimated Eligibles imes the mean of jail days used by the program's Absolule Eligibles, The approach had to be different for BEX, CSSP and
TASC, bacause those programs have borough-specific operations in more than one borough. For the multi-borough programs, the number of jail days used by Esfimated Eligibles was
first generated borough-by-borough. [n this Table, tha number of jail days reported as used by the BEX, CSSP and TASC Estimated Eligibles is simply the sum of those borough
estimates — it is not tha same as the maan of jaif days used by all Absolute Eligibles §mes the total of Estimated Eligibles. The difference is insignificant except for CSSP, because
the number of admits found Absolutaly Eiigible for that allamative was too small for their mean jail use 1o be refied upon. Thus, the mean jail use for C8SP-aligible admits, reported in
this Table, is the mean of jail days used by those in the program's comhined Estimated Eligible pool. For BEX and TASC, by contrast, the barough-by-borough estimates ware done in
the normal way — by multiplying the mean jail day use of each borough's Absolute Eligibles times the number of Estimated Eligibiles in the borough; those borough eslimates were then
summed and reported in this Table; but the mean jail use shown here, for each of these programs, is the mean number of jail days used by thosa in the combined Absolutely Eligible pool,

** Each program’s screening ratio was used to discount the annualized pools to account for slippage between being found “formaly eligible” and actually being taken into the program.
The screening ratios were caculated by dividing the number of participants actualy taken into a program, during a test period, by the number found formally eligible for the program by its |
screening or intake staff. Because niether BEX's nor ISP's intake procedures generate a pool of *formally eligible” candidales from which program pariicipants are ullimately drawn, no,
screening ratios could be generated for those programs. The absense of a BEX or ISP discounting factor (which would reflact the difficulties of actually achisving program intake}
shold not be taken to mean that these programs could actually displace fram jall all the DOC inmates who meet the formal formal eligibility crilera,

***Eqr CSSP, which has very tight and detailed eligibility critaria, the number of Admits who were clearly "Absclute Eligibles® was so0 small in the individual boroughs that it was not

possible to discount the "Absolutes” by the borough "Screening Ratios,” but the "Estimated Eligibles™ were sufficiently numerous to be subjected to the discounting factor,

* v * * Tha CSSP borough-specific Screening Ratios wera: Brookiyn = 43%; Bronx = 51%; Manhattan = 28%; Queaeens = 8%,
* =+ **TASC also had borough-specific Screening Ratlos, as follows: Broaokiyn = 68%; Queens = 41%; Staten Island = 89%.
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Discussions with BBAILBOND project staff indicated that the program’s low
screening ratio (3%, which produces very low "discounted" eligible pools) is primarily
due to current project funding levels: Project staff do not post bailbonds for any more
defendants, once the intake goal is met in a given period, even though the Bronx
Bailbond Supervision Program’s screeners have identified more who are formally
eligible. This practice is undoubtedly responsible for the low BBAILBOND screening
ratio. Therefore, for this program, the undiscounted number of eligibles more accurately
reflects the real size of BBAILBOND's eligible pool — indicating that this program could
also be substantially expanded without exhausting its eligible pool.

For CEP, the discounted number of "absolute eligibles" (drawn only from the one-
third of DOC admits for whom full prior record information was available in the
TRENDS data set) appears rather close to current funded capacity. To gauge the
potential for expansion of CEP, therefore, it is more appropriate to compare its funded
capacity with the discounted number of "estimated eligibles" (rather than "absolute
eligibles") — a comparison that suggests expansion potential for CEP as well.

CSSP presents a somewhat different situation. Here, the eligibility criteria are
very detailed and specific (see Appendix A), and are completely dependent on prior
record information. For this program, then, the "estimated eligible pool” is the only one
that should be considered. Even so, when the low screening ratios (which range from
.28 in Manhattan to .51 in the Bronx) are applied to the "estimated perfectly targeted”
pool, only 772 DOC detainees appear eligible on an annualized basis; they would
consume slightly less than 50 percent of CSSP’s currently funded capacity.

Two additional analytic points must be made about why CS5P’s discounted pool of
"estimated eligibles" appears so low.

First, CSSP was fully operational in 1987, when the DOC cohort was drawn.
Because CSSP takes a substantial proportion (roughly 20%) of its participants at Criminal
Court arraignment, there were a substantial number of formally eligible defendants who
never reached DOC custody, and therefore are not represented at all in the eligibility
pools created for this analysis. That is, program operations deflated the number of
eligible candidates who showed up in the CJA/DOC database.1®

Second, it is likely that CSSP’s low screening ratio is in part a bookkeeping artifact.
For the research, it was possible to use the computer to apply quite rigorously all of
CSSP’s screening criteria very precisely, to define those "formally eligible” in the
CJA/DOC database. But actual screening practice in CSSP is probably not this precise, at
least at the point in the court processing where individuals are excluded from eligibility
and the remainder are reported as "formally eligible." Such a lack of precision in the
application of CSSP’s eligibility criteria would tend to inflate the denominator of the

18 In addition, because CSSP's eligibility criteria were designed to exclude large numbers of
Criminal Court defendants for whom jail sentences would not be likely, few candidates remain when the
criteria are applied to any sample. As a result, the one-month DOC admit sample from March, 1987,
produced too few "absolute eligibles” for much confidence to be placed in the pool size estimates
subsequently produced for this analysis. (See Tables C-2. Only one admit from the Bronx was found
absolutely eligible, one from Brooklyn, three from Manhattan, and three Queens). If only one more
March 1987 admit had been found formally eligible in each borough, CS5P’s annualized "discounted
estimated eligibles” would have numbered 1,378 rather than 772. A more realistic and reliable estimate of
the eligible pool for CSSP really should be based on a larger sample of admits than was available for this
research.
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screening ratio developed in this research — because the number initially recorded by
project staff as "formally eligible” would include individuals who would not actually
meet the eligibility criteria if all the data known to the research computer were known to
the program’s screening staff when the initial screening outcome is recorded.

Both these factors tend to depress the apparent size of the eligible pools, when the
screening ratios developed for this analysis are applied to CS5P: Thus, there appears to
be expansion potential for CSSP — although not great as for most of the other programs.

Table 4 uses the eligible pool analysis to address a different policy concern. The
table displays the percentage of each program’s "perfectly targeted absolute eligible" pool
whose use of jail capacity is categorized as ATD-only, ATl-only, or ATD/], and it shows
the percentage of the jail days used by the programs’ eligibles that are used by each of
those categories of eligible admits.

IR

Table 4
Summary Distributions of Admits and the Types of Jail Days They Used, by Program
("Perfectly Targeted" Eligible Pools — "Absolute Eligibles" Only)

Types of Jail Days Used
ATD-only ATlonly ATDA Type Unknown
% of % of Jail % of % of lail % of % of Jail % of % of Jail
Program’s Days Used Program’s Days Used  Program’s Days Used ng;px’s Days Used
Admits Eligible for  Admits by Them  Admits by Them  Admits byThem  Admits by Them
ACAAP 34% - 66% -
14% - 86% -
BEX 64% 5% 22% 9%
19% 9% 63% 10%
BBAILBOND 40% - 60% -
16% - 84% -
CCJA 58% - 41% 1%
20% - 80% <1%
CEP 70% 8% 22% -
32% 7% 61% -
CS5P * 66% 6% 27% 1%
13% 13% 73% 1%
ISP 63% 12% 25% -
28% 13% 58% -
TASC 63% 11% 26% -
35% 4% 61% -

* Because the number of "Absclute Eligibles” for CSSP is so low, the CSSP distributions here are for "Estimated Eligibles”.

AR ma
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Other memoranda produced over the course of this research demonstrate that the
heaviest demand for jail capacity comes from the ATD/I category of admits — those
admitted to DOC before disposition who remain in custody through and after
sentencing. At times when the city is considering expansion of existing alternative
programs, some guidance can be found by examining the different patterns of jail day
use exhibited by the programs’ eligible pools. The pattern of jail use by program-eligible
inmates does differ, by program. There is, of course, a relationship between the
individual programs’ eligibility criteria and the type of jail days used by those who are
found eligible.]® To increase these programs’ displacement of demand for jail capacity,
the city could either emphasize expansion of programs whose "eligibles" are heavy ATD/I
jail day users, or it could work with programs to amend screening criteria to emphasize
the eligibility of inmates in the ATD/I category. (See "Models for Predicting Incarceration”
~— the third in the series of memorandum reports from the JPMC research.) Detailed
breakdowns of absolute eligibles’ jail use, by program, can be found in Appendix C,
Tables C-2.20

When the distribution of jail day use is examined for "perfectly targeted eligibles"
(Table 4) it is immediately apparent that many programs’ eligibility criteria do not specifi-
cally target ATD/I admits; this is because few programs formally restrict intake to those in
detention at the time of screening. Nevertheless, in each programs’ eligible pool, the
one-quarter to one-third who are ATD/I admits use a large proportion of all the jail days
used by the program’s eligibles — the jail days used by ATD/I eligibles account for
anywhere from over one-half to more than three-quarters of the total jail days used by
program eligibles. Because the relatively small proportion of most program’s eligibles
who are ATD/I admits use such a disproportionate amount of jail capacity, there is ample
reason to explore ways to amends programs eligibility criteria so that they are more likely
to exclude candidates who would be predicted to receive non-custodial dispositions, and
to replace them with ATD/I DOC admits.

In conclusion, it appears that substantial increases in the funded capacity of all the
existing alternative programs would not run much risk of creating more capacity than
there are DOC inmates eligible for the programs. It also appears that screening criteria
could in many cases usefully be amended, to focus program intake more tightly on ATD/I
users of the city’s jail capacity, and that attention could be given to the efficiency of
programs’ efforts to achieve intake of those who are "formally eligible." Meanwhile, the
"mean jail days used," presented in Table 3, can be used by the city to estimate the jail day
savings that could be achieved for every additional slot funded in each of the programs,
if programs restrict their intake to individuals who are actually in DOC custody at the
time of screening,.

1% The expected relationship can be seen, between program type (ATD, ATl and ATD/T) and the
types of jail days used by "absolute eligibles.”

% In Appendix C, each page of Table C-2 presents detailed data about one program’s "maximum”
and (where appropriate) "perfectly targeted” eligible pools. There, and in Table 4, the jail days used by
eligibles are categorized as "ATD-only,” ATl-only,” and "ATD/I" jail days. "ATD-only" jail days are the jail
days used by eligibles who were admitted to and discharged from DOC prior to the disposition of their
cases; "ATI-only" jail days are the jail days used by eligibles admitted to DOC at or after disposition, to
serve a local sentence or to be transferred to state custody; and "ATD/I" jail days are jail days used by
eligibles admitted to DOC prior to the disposition of their case, who remain in custody through disposi-
tion and after sentencing (either to serve a local sentence or be transferred to state custody).
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OVERLAPPING PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY — A PROBLEM OR AN OPPORTUNITY?

Table 5, attached to this memorandum, summarizes the extent of overlap among
the DOC admits found formally eligible for one or more alternative programs.2! Itis
clear from this table that there is some overlapping eligibility; of the 3,272 admits eligible
for one or more programs, 736 (22.5 percent) were eligible for more than one program
within a program type (i.e., ATD or ATL.)%2 While this degree of overlapping eligibility
might at first be viewed with some alarm, further examination of the data should
mitigate the concern.

Although the city’s strategy for investment in alternative programs ought to be
informed by knowledge of the size of the pools of candidates who meet programs’
eligibility criteria, and although there is much to recommend a funding strategy that
maintains a desired relationship between program capacity and eligibility pool size, there
are at least two reasons to want some overlap in program eligibility.

First, where the pool of eligible candidates exceeds the combined capacities of two
or more programs, it is desirable for the programs to display a similar mix of program
elements. Under these circumstances there are likely to be differences in screening ratios
and program outcomes which, if analyzed by the city, can accelerate the process of
refining and strengthening program design. .

Second, the sentencing purposes served by different programs (and, therefore, the
mix of punitive, incapacitative and rehabilitative program elements that can make a
program plausible to judges and lawyers as an alternative to a custodial measure) can be
quite different even when formal eligibility criteria overlap. This can be a distinct
advantage when, within a pool of candidates, different sentencing purposes animate the
dispositional decision-making process — more of the pool can be reached when the array
of programs responds more fully to the array of distinct purposes sentencers have in
mind in the individual cases.

An examination of Table 5 shows that 14.6 percent of those eligible for an ATD
program are eligible for two or more. The only overlaps that occur often are the overlaps
between BEX and ACAAP (6.2 percent of those eligible for an ATD program) or BEX and
BBAILBOND (5.8 percent of those eligible for an ATD program). The overlap between
BEX and ACAAP occurs because some defendants held on bail of less than $2,500 (BEX)
are assigned 18B attorneys (ACAAP). The overlap between BEX and BBAILBOND occurs
because some defendants held on bail of less than $2,500 (BEX) are by definition held on
bail of less than $7,500 (BBAILBOND). But ACAAP and BBAILBOND offer strikingly
different program elements from those offered by BEX: BEX's efforts to arrange bail-
making before transfer to DOC starts immediately after Criminal Court arraignment and
ceases at the moment bail is made or a targeted defendant is taken from the court to DOC

21 tn Table 5, in order to make the presentation reasonably accessible, programs categorized
elsewhere as ATD/I are grouped with those categorized as AT For programs where it was possible to
construct "perfectly targeted eligible pools,” these were used in Table 5. For the others, the "maximum
eligible pools” were used. In either case, the numbers used are not annualized in this Table.

22 Those eligible for two or more ATD programs numbered 312 (9.6 percent of those eligible for at
least one alternative); those eligible for two or more ATI programs numbered 95 (2.9 percent); those eligible
for one ATD and two or more ATI programs numbered 89 (2.7 percent); those eligible for two or more ATD
and 1 ATI program numbered 157 (4.8 percent); and those eligible for two or more ATD programs and two
or more ATI programs numbered 110 (3.4 percent).
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custody. ACAAP, by contrast, provides alternative sentence advocacy throughout the life
of the case, whether or not the ATD client remains in custody. BBAILBOND actually
posts bonds to secure the supervised liberty of defendants who, from statistical profile,
are likely to remain in pretrial detention for long periods.

Overlapping eligibility also occurs in 20.3 percent of the cases in which admits are
eligible for an ATI (or ATD/T) program. The most frequent combination is ISP and CEP.
While both these programs offer similar services (a supervised community-based
sentence as an alternative to a custodial sentence), and although both programs screen
out those headed for mandatory prison sentences, the program elements are sufficiently
different so that sentencers are likely to use these programs in different subsets of eligible
cases. For example, defendants placed by CEP into its Working Solutions program are
provided on-site vocational and educational training (which affords unusual
opportunities for intensive supervision and training by program staff), while ISP refers
clients who need such services elsewhere. For others eligible for both ISP and CEP (but
who would not be eligible for CEP’s Working Solutions), overlap is still not problematic
— the total combined eligible pools far exceed current funded capacity.?

Some admits who are eligible for both ACAAP and CCJA are also eligible for
various ATI combinations. This may be the only group of eligibles who are targeted for
essentially similar program interventions, in the same boroughs (CCJA's service area is
citywide, while ACAAP’s was funded for Bronx, Queens, and Manhattan). However,
these admits are quite a small portion of those eligible for alternative programs, and the
programs for which they are eligible are not funded to a capacity that comes even close
to the size of the collective "perfectly targeted absolute" pool.

These findings suggest that overlapping program eligibility is not a problem
today. This is not surprising, given the quite distinct missions and program elements
advanced by programs that have otherwise similar eligibility criteria. BEX provides a
limited service to large numbers, but at a different point in the process than any other
ATD. BBAILBOND bonds long-term detainees out of jail and provides intensive pretrial
supervision and services. ACAAP and CCJA provide advocacy memoranda to 18B
attorneys (of which there is a rather large pool). TASC provides drug treatment linkages.
CEP focuses on in-house provision of employment training and remedial education,
around which it organizes its intensive supervision. ISP provides a more intensive form
of probation supervision than ordinary probation. CSSP is the only program offering a
punitive alternative to jail terms for repeat property offenders in the Criminal Court.
And ATR is the only program seeking non-custodial dispositions in proceedings on
technical parole violations. For the places where potential overlap does exist (CCJA and
ACAAP in certain boroughs; and ISP and CEP for certain defendants), the eligible pools
far exceed combined funded capacity.

2 Admits who are eligible for more than one of each type of program (e.g., eligible for two or
more ATD programs and at least one ATI program, or eligible for two or more ATI programs and at least
one ATD program), are most frequently either eligible for BEX and ACAAP in the ATD category while also
eligible for one ATI, or are eligible for one ATD while also eligible for CEP and ISP. For the reasons stated
above, these overlaps do not appear to present any problems, and may be advantageous.
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It is unlikely that overlapping program eligibility diminishes the potential jail
displacement effects of the city’s existing array of investments in alternative programs.
However, the analysis offered here, and the data on which it is based, are drawn from a
DOC detention cohort. Jail displacement effects are diminished to the extent these
programs draw intake from pools of non-detained defendants whose use of jail resources
is lower. From the city’s perspective the problem with programs’ definitions of eligibility
is not overlap, but aim.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

To the extent that the composition of teday’s DOC population resembles the DOC
population of 1987 cohort, the eligibility pool analysis yields good news for city policy-
makers. There appears to be room for substantial expansion of most alternative
programs, without risk of any program exhausting the supply of formally eligible indi-
viduals who consume jail resources. The programs’ criteria, if applied to individuals
detained by DOC (and, perhaps, if tightened to avoid intake of the less heavy users of jail
resources who are at liberty before disposition), would target heavy users of jail resources
and would not overlap in ways that would diminish the programs’ capacity to serve the
city’s interests.

The city could expand most of the alternative programs, without exhausting the
eligible pools. The most conservative estimates of eligible pool size — the discounted
number of "absolute” eligibles — are well in excess of the funded capacity of most
programs. This is not true for BBAILBOND, CEP, and CSSP. But, for reasons detailed in
the text above, estimates of the expansion potential for these programs ought to be based
either on the undiscounted absolute pool (BBAILBOND), or on the undiscounted estimated
eligible pool (CEP and CSSP). Given those figures, there are expansion possibilities for
each of these programs as well. The cohort from which this finding was drawn is, of
course, several years old, and the criminal justice system changes over time. But, the gap
found between funded capacity and the size of eligible pools is, in most cases, so great
that there is little chance of time’s passage wholly eliminating it through changes in the
composition of the detention population.

The city could structure a procedure for replicating this analysis annually or
bi-annually, now that the eligibility factors have been quantified. For an immediate
update, the most recent DOC exit cohort (June, 1991) could be used, supplemented by
CJA court information and DCJS prior record information.? In such an up-dating

% A request to DCJS for specified offenders’ prior record information would be likely to produce
a substantially better return rate than the one-third rate found when the cohort used in this research
exercise was matched with the TRENDS data set that DCJS had generated for a different analysis. When
individual-specific prior record data requests were made for the other data sets used in this JPMC research,
DCJS managed to return prior record information on close to 75% of the sample. The estimation
procedures described in this memo, while producing eligible pool estimates that serve the present purpose,
present complications that would be better avoided in future exercises of this kind. The decision to rely on
the TRENDS data set for this research was made early on ~— because of the apparent time-savings that
were expected from use of a pre-existing data set covering precisely the period during which the DOC
cohort was admitted. (The demands on DCJS programmers are great enough that requests of this kind are
generally backlogged and considerable time can pass before the requested prior record data are produced.}
When the DOC cohort was fully assembled and available for matching against the TRENDS data set, not
enough time remained to assemble DCJS prior record data on the cohort by other means.
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exercise, the exact same procedures as were used here could be replicated to categorize
admits whose cases have reached disposition.”® The approach taken to estimating the
eligibility of DOC inmates whose cases are still open at the time of data collection would
have to be different — perhaps the predictors of jailboundness developed for the JPMC
Models for Predicting Incarceration could be used for this purpose.

For ongoing efforts, DOC can periodically supply exit cohort data sets; the
procedures developed for this research could then be routinely applied to the data set by
the Deputy Mayor’s Office itself. As the city continues its efforts to reduce jail over-
crowding, and as investments in alternative programs continue to be viewed as an
important means of accomplishing that objective, it would help the city enormously to
move beyond one-shot research projects, toward the creation and maintenance of data.
sets that allow estimation annually, in conjunction with the budgetary cycles.

% The structure of programs’ eligibility criteria requires some eligibility determinations to be
based on the sentences finally imposed in the sampled case; this requires that the court case giving rise to
the sampled admit to have been fully disposed by the time the data is collected. But, because the cohort
available to the city from DOC for this purpose is an exit cohort, most of the admits who have exited DOC
by the time of data collection will have had their cases disposed. For those who exit because of a change in
pretrial detention status on open cases, nine months should be long enough to allow for dispositions on all
but the most severe charges.



Table 5
DETAIL ON THE OVERLAP AMONG PROGRAMS' ELIGIBILITY POOLS
Number Parcant of

of Eligible Total Datalnes
Admits | __Cohot |

Parcant of Porcant of Admits  Porcant of Admits
Dataineas Eligible in This Genaral Eiigible for

kor Atlomative Programs _Eflgibility Group Thiz Combination

{N = 7558) {N=3251)
ELIGIBLE FOR ATD PROGRAMS ONLY
Ellgibla for only 1 ATD Program:
BEX 1515 20.0% 45.6% 70.7% B2.T%
ACAAP 265 35% 8.2% 12.4% 14.5%
CCIA 28 0.4% 0.9% 1.4% 1.6%
BBAILBOND 22 0.3% 0.7% 1.0% 1.2%
Total Eligibla for only 1 ATD Program 1831 24.2% 58.3% 85.4% 100.0%
. Eliglble for 2 or mora ATD Programa:
BEX & ACAAP 132 1.1% £1% 6.2% 42.3%
BEX & BHAILBOND 125 1.7% 3.8% 5.8% 40.1%
Othor Combinalions 47 0.6% 1.4% 2.2% $5.1%
CCJA & ACAAP 8 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 2.6%
Tota! Eliglble for 2 or mom ATD Progrems 312 4.1% 9.0% 14.8% 100.0%
fTOTAL"ADMﬁ"S ELIGIBLE FOR'ATD PROGRAMS ONLY < ; :
ELIGIBLE FOR ATI PROGRAMS ONLY *
Eligibla for only 1 AT Program:
15P 289 3a% B.9% B1.6% 17.3%
TASC 3z 0.4% 1.0% 5.8% B.6%
CSsP 45 0.6% 1.5% 0.2% 12.8%
CEP 5 <. 1% 0.2% 1.1% 3%
Total Eligible for only 1 ATI Program T4 4.5% 11.5% 78.7% 100.0%
Eligibla for 2 or More ATl Programas:
CEP & ISP 56 0.7% 1.7% 11.9% 58.8%
ISP & TASC 14 0.2% 0.4% 3.0% 14.7%
CSSP & TASC 24 0.3% 0.1% 51% 25.3%
Other Combinations b <.1% < 1% 0.2% 1.1%
Total Eligibla for 2 or More ATI Programs a5 1.3% 2.5% 20.3% 100.0%
[TOTAL-AE)MITS ELIGIBLE FOR ATi PROGRAMS ONLY - AR e B2% L g A D 40.0% !
ELIGIBLE FOR ATD & AT{ PROGRAMS SIMULTANEOQUSLY
Eligibie for 41 ATD end 1 ATE
CEP & CCJA 50 C.7% 1.5% T.8% 17.7%
ACAAP & ISP 76 1.0% 2.3% 11.9% 26.9%
BEX & iSP B2 1.1% 2.5% 12.5% 28.0%
BEX & C55P &G 0.7% 1.5% 1.8% 17.7%
Other Combinations 25 0.2% 0.8% 3.9% B.B%
Total Eligible for 1 ATD and 1 ATI Program 283 37% BT% 44.3% 100.0%
Eligibla for 1 ATD & 2 or mora ATia:
CCJA & OTHERS 12 0.2% 0.4% $.9% 13.5%
CCIABCEPRISP 29 0.4% 09% 4.5% 32.6%
ACAAP & CEP 8 ISP 10 0.1% 0.3% 1.8% 11.2%
BEX & CS5P & TASC 17 0.2% 0.5% 2.7% 19.1%
BEX & CEP & 15P 17 C.2% 0.5% 27% 19.1%
BEX & ISP & TASC 2 <1% < 1% G.3% 2.2%
ACAAP & ISP & TASC 1 < 1% <1% c.2% 1.1%
Othar Combinations t <% <, 1% 0.2% 1.1%
Total Eligible for 1 ATD & 2 of more ATE Programs 88 1.2% 2.7% 13.5% 100.0%
Eligibls for 2 or more ATDs & 1 ATE
Eligitla for 2 ATDs & 1 AT
BEX & ACAAP & 15P 34 0.4% 1.0% 5.3% 21.7%
CCJA & ACAAP & ISP feal 0.4% 1.0% £9% 15.7%
BEX & BBAILBOND & CSSP 17 0.2% 0.5% 2.1% 10.8%
BEX & ACAAP & TASC 1 <1% <1% 0.2% 0.6%
BEX & Other Combinstions 15 0.3% 0.6% 0% 12.1%
CCJA 3 ACAAP & IGP 5 < 1% 0.2% 0.8% 3.2%
Other Combinations ] <.1% 0.2% 0.9% 3.8%
Sublota! Eligible for 2 ATDe & 1 ATl Program 113 1.5% 3.5% 17.7% 72.0%
Eligidla for 3ATDs & 1 ATI
BEX & ACAAP & CCJA & CEP 10 0.1% 0.3% 1.6% 5.4%
Threa Other ATDs & 1 AT M 0.4% 1.0% 5.3% 21.7%
Subdotal Eligible for 3 ATDs & 1 ATI Program 44 0.6% 1.4% 65.9% 28.0%
Tota! Eligible for 2 of more ATDs & € ATI Program 157 2.1% 4.8% 24.8% 100.0%
Eligiblo for 2 or 3 ATD=s & 2 or mora ATls:
CCJA & ACAAP & CEP & ISP 43 75% 43.6%
BEX & CLJA & ACAAP & CEP & 18P i1 1.7% 10.0%
Other Combinations 25 3.9% _22.7%
Subtola! Eligible for 2 or 3 ATDs & 2 or more ATI Programs B4 13.1% 76.4%
Subtolal Eligible for 4 ATDs & 1 or moru ATIs 2B 4.1% _238%
Total Eligible for 2 or more ATDa & 2 or mors ATI Programs 140 17.2% 100.0%
[TOTAUADMITS ELIGIBLE FOR ATDs AND ATls: SIMULTANEQUSLY: 838 q000% ]

* Programs categarized aisawhers as "ATDVI® Programs, are collapsed with "ATI" Programs hare, for sase of prasantation.
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APPENDIX A
VARIABLE DEVELOPMENT

Responses to the program eligibility questionnaires, developed early in the JPMC
research effort and distributed to the various alternative programs, provided information
about individual and case characteristics that determine program eligibility. These char-
acteristics were then transformed into a core set of variables corresponding to data
available in the CJA/DOC data set. In addition, the CJA/DOC data were used to create
composite variables (describing each admit in terms of all the cases currently pending
against that admit).

The following defendant descriptors from the CJA interview data correspond to
eligibility criteria used by various programs:

borough of arraignment;

current age;

current employment status;

total prior misdemeanor convictions;

total prior felony convictions;

whether this is the first arrest;

zip code of the current address (used to indicate whether defendant is a New
York City resident)

Additional descriptors from the CJA court information were also used to define
the "sample case".] These were specific to the Criminal Court or the Supreme Court:

top charge at arraignment (and its severity and type);

arraignment release status (whether detained immediately after arraignment);
arraignment bail and bond amounts;

disposition type;

disposition date;

final disposition charge (and its severity and type);

length of sentence, if custodial sentence imposed.

type of lawyer (18B or not), for the Supreme Court cases.

DOC admit and discharge dates were used to determine detention status at
various points in the court process.

Additional variables were constructed to reflect other cases pending against an
admit. In combination with the sample case information, these descriptors allowed the
target case and accompanying cases to be represented as a whole. The "other pending
case" variables, which focused on the ultimate disposition of those cases, were:

whether the disposition charge was an A-I, A-II, B violent, or a C violent felony;
whether the disposition charge led to a violent felony, non-violent felony, or
misdemeanor custodial sentence or to a non-custodial sentence;

whether the defendant was YO- or probation-eligible at disposition of that case.

1 For admits who had more than one case pending at the time of admission to DOC, it was
necessary to specify one case as the "sample case” — the one for which the admit’s eligibility would be
assessed. This was done through the following decision rule: If there was a court case with an arrest date
within seven days of the admission date, select it as the sample case; if there were more than one within
seven days, use the one with the arrest date closest to the admission date; if there were no cases with arrest
dates within seven days of the admission date, select the most serious case, based on arraignment charge.
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Finally, because the routinely available data elements in the CJA/DOC data set
were not sufficient to cover all program eligibility criteria, more detailed information was
required to mimic some criteria. Data were sought for each admit from the DCJ5
TRENDS data set.2 The additional information focused on charge and sentencing in
prior arrests and convictions. From these data, the following descriptors were developed:

- total prior arrests, and date of last prior arrest;

- total prior "DWI" convictions. -

- whether last conviction resulted in a jail or prison sentence and the date of that
conviction;

- totals of prior A, B, or C drug felony convictions, and the date of the last
conviction in each category;

- total of prior violent felony offense convictions, and the date of the last such
conviction;

- totals of prior probation sentences, jail sentences, and prison sentences.

2 Almost a third of the admits were found to have more detailed prior record information on
this data set.
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APPENDIX B
DESCRIPTORS USED IN DETERMINING EACH PROGRAM’S ELIGIBLE POOLS

Each program is described briefly below, and its eligibility criteria are presented
under three headings: (1) general criteria (matching the data elements available in the
DOC/CJA data set), (2) pending case descriptors, and (3) additional prior history criteria.
The specific variables used to determine admits’ eligibility for each program are given in
narrative form, rather than in the form used in the computer program.

ACAAP: The Osborne Association’s Assigned Counsel Alternatives Advocacy Program
(ACAAP) develops bail memoranda, sentencing plans, and other written products for 18B
lawyers, to assist their advocacy of bail reduction and alternative sentences. Defendants
can be either in pretrial detention or at liberty, at time of program intake. ACAAP aims to
displace custodial sentences of 90 days or more.

GENERAL CRITERIA: The case is assigned to an 18B lawyer in Queens,
Manhattan, or the Bronx; the defendant is aged 14 or older; and the
defendant has either been in pretrial detention for 14 days or longer
(ATD clients) or has made bail or was ROR'd (AT clients). Cases
disposed as B misdemeanors are not eligible.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: N/A

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: N/A

For the Osborne Association’s ACAAP, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" is determined by the
general criteria above, while the criteria for determining the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible
Pool" adds: case resulted in a custodial sentence of 90 days or longer.

ATR: The Osborne Association’s Alternatives to Reincarceration (ATR) program provides
various services to persons who are in DOC custody because of technical parole violation
charges, to prevent the necessity of their return to state custody.

GENERAL CRITERIA: The only current case is a parole violation, and the
case is assigned to an 18B lawyer.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: N/A

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: N/A

For Osborne’s ATR program, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" and the "Perfectly Targeted
Eligible Pool" are determined by the same criteria.
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BAILBOND BRONX: The Vera Institute’s Bronx Bailbond Supervision Program posts
bailbonds for defendants in DOC custody who are likely to be staying in pretrial
detention for long periods of time, and supervises them in the community using short-
term residential facilities, in-house counseling, referral services, intensive field supervi-
sion, and enforcement staff to return to custody those who violate individualized
conditions of their bonds.

GENERAL CRITERIA: Arraignment borough is the Bronx; more than 9
days already spent in pretrial detention; the defendant (if indicted) is
not a predicate felon; the bond amount at criminal court arraignment is
less than $7,500.00; and the current DOC admission is not for a parole
violation or violation of probation. In addition the arraignment charge
on the current case must have been one of the following:

For cases proceeding in the Supreme Court:
*  assault— second degree
burglary — first, second and third degree, or attempted third
grand larceny — third and fourth degree
robbery — second and third degree, or attempted second
possession of controlled substance —third degree, or attempted fourth
sale of controlled substance — third degree
possession of a weapon — second or third degree

For cases proceeding in the Criminal Court:
vehicular assault — first degree

sodomy — attempted first degree
kidnapping — second degree

arson — second degree

grand larceny — attempted second degree
promoting prison contraband — first degree

e & © o & 9

For cases proceeding in either court:

reckless endangerment — first degree

burglary — attempted second degree

robbery — attempted first degree

possession of stolen property — third degree
possession of controlled substance -— fourth degree

® © 0 5 6

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: N/A

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: N/A

For Bronx Bailbond, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" and the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible
Pool" are determined by the same criteria.
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BEX: The Criminal Justice Agency’s Bail Expediting Program (BEX) program helps
defendants post bail before leaving the court after arraignment. The bail expediting
effort takes place only between arraignment and transfer to DOC (if BEX cannot effect
release).

GENERAL CRITERIA: Bronx or Queens Criminal Court arraignment bail
or bond is set, and is less than $2,500; the defendant has not made bail;
and the arraignment charge is not for prostitution.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: N/A

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: N/A

For the BEX program, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" and the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible
Pool" are determined by the same criteria.

CCJA: Consultants for Criminal Justice Advocacy (CCJA) develops bail memoranda,
sentencing plans, and other written products for 18B lawyers, to assist their advocacy of
bail reduction and alternative sentences. Defendants can be either in pretrial detention
or at liberty, at time of program intake. CCJA aims to displace custodial sentences of
more than a year.

GENERAL CRITERIA: Case has been assigned to an 18B lawyer in any
borough except Staten Island; defendant is not a predicate felon;
defendant is 16 years of age or older; current DOC admission is not for
a parole violation or violation of probation; and defendant has less
than two prior convictions (misdemeanors and felonies combined).

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: The defendant has no current pending
charge for a Violent Felony Offense, on which the prosecution is
demanding a custodial sentence.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: The defendant has no more
than 4 prior custodial or probation sentences, and no more than 2 prior
convictions for Violent Felony Offenses.

For CCJA, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" is determined by the general criteria above, while

the criteria for determining the '"Perfectly Targeted Eligible Pool" adds: case resulted in a
custodial sentence of more than 365 days.
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COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCING: The Community Service Sentencing Project
(CSSP), now administered by CASES, provides a short (70 hour) sentence of supervised,
unpaid labor on community sites as an alternative to misdemeanor jail sentences. CSS5P
aims to displace jail sentences of up to 90 days. Eligibility criteria are specific to each
borough in which CSSP operates, as they were drawn from research to predict jail
sentences; that research revealed borough-specific differences in sentencing patterns.

CSSP - QUEENS

GENERAL CRITERIA: Arrest was in Queens; charge is for misdemeanor;
not a first arrest; more than one prior conviction (misdemeanors and
felonies combined); defendant in detention at Criminal Court disposi-
tion; and the disposition must not be conviction for 730 CPL.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: The defendant has no current pending
charges for Violent Felony Offenses.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: Fewer than 50 prior arrests;
no more than 2 prior A, B or C Drug felonies in the last 10 years; no
prior Violent Felony Offense convictions within the last year.

(CSSP - BRONX

GENERAL CRITERIA: Arrest was in the Bronx; charge is for misdemeanor;
not a first arrest; more than four prior convictions (misdemeanor and
felonies combined); defendant in detention at Criminal Court disposi-
tion; and the disposition must not be conviction for 730 CPL.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: The defendant has no current pending
charges for Violent Felony Offenses.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: Fewer than 50 prior arrests;
no more than 2 prior A, B or C Drug felony convictions in the last 10
years; no prior Violent Felony Offense convictions within the last year;
no more than 13 arrests in the past 5 years; and defendant’s last arrest
was not within the 60 days preceding this arrest. In addition, two of
the following three conditions must be met:

1 Last conviction led to jail or prison sentence.
2 Atleast four prior convictions (misdemeanors and felonies combined).
3 Atleast eight prior arrests.
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CSSP - BROOKLYN

GENERAL CRITERIA: Arrest was in Brooklyn; charge is for misdemeanor;
not a first arrest; more than four prior convictions (misdemeanor and
felonies combined); defendant in detention at Criminal Court disposi-
tion; and the disposition must not be conviction for 730 CPL.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: The defendant has no current pending
charges of Violent Felony Offenses, and no pending felony charges for
which the prosecution is demanding a custodial sentence.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: Fewer than 50 prior arrests;
no more than 2 prior A, B or C Drug felony convictions in the last 10
years; no prior Violent Felony Offense convictions within the last year;
no more than 13 arrests in the past 5 years; and defendant’s last arrest
was not within the 60 days preceding this arrest. In addition, two of
the following three conditions must be met:

1 Last conviction led to jail or prison sentence.
2 Last conviction was within the past eighteen months.
3 Atleast six prior arrests.

CSSP - MANHATTAN

GENERAL CRITERIA: Arrest was in Manhattan; charge is for
misdemeanor; not a first arrest; more than four prior convictions
(misdemeanor and felonies combined); defendant in detention at

Criminal Court disposition; and the disposition must not be conviction
for 730 CPL.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: The defendant has no current pending
charges for Violent Felony Offenses, and no pending felony charges
for which the prosecution is demanding a custodial sentence.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: Fewer than 50 prior arrests;
no more than 2 prior A, B or C Drug felonies in the last 10 years; no
prior Violent Felony Offense convictions within the last year; no more
than 13 arrests in the past 5 years; and defendant’s last arrest was not
within the 60 days preceding this arrest. In addition, two of the
following three conditions must be met:

1 Last conviction led to jail or prison sentence;

2 Last conviction date within the past thirteen months;

3 Atleast thirteen prior arrests.
For all CSSP programs the "Maximum Eligible Pool" and the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible
Pool" are determined by the same criteria.
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COURT EMPLOYMENT PROJECT: The Court Employment Project (CEP), administered
by CASES, provides on-site supervision, counselling, and educational and vocational
training to defendants and offenders, primarily those sixteen to twenty-one years old,
believed to be facing at least six months of actual jail sentenced time to be served (minus
good time and time spent in pretrial detention).

CEP - DAILY SUPERVISION (This program aims to displace custodial sentences
of six months or more.)

GENERAL CRITERIA: Defendant is not a predicate felon; defendant is
more than 14 years old; residence is in New York City; chargeisa
felony (other than a DWI charge) proceeding in Supreme Court;
defendant has no more than 4 prior misdemeanor convictions;
defendant is either probation-eligible or, if facing any A-I felony
charge, A felony arson charge, or A felony sex offense charge,
defendant is YO-eligible. In addition, one of the following criteria
must be met:

1 Defendantis between 16 and 21 and is currently employed or in
school;

2 Defendant is between 16 and 21 and faces a custodial sentence of less
than one year;

3  Defendantis younger than 16 or older than 21.

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: Defendant has no current pending felony
charges for which the prosecution is demanding a custodial sentence.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: The defendant has no more
than 4 prior custodial sentences, and no more than 2 prior prison or
probation sentences.

For CEP’s Daily Supervision program, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" is determined by the
general criteria above, while the criteria for determining the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible
Pool" adds: case resulted in a custodial sentence with at least 180 days remaining to be
served.
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CEP - WORKING SOLUTIONS (This program aims to displace custodial sentences
of a year or more.)

GENERAL CRITERIA: Defendant is not a predicate felon; defendant is in
pretrial detention after Supreme Court arraignment; defendant is
between 16 and 21 years old; residence is in New York City; chargeis a
felony (other than DWI) proceeding in Supreme Court; defendant has
no more than 4 prior misdemeanor convictions; defendant is currently
neither in school nor employed; defendant is either probation-eligible
or, if facing any A-I felony charge, A felony arson charge, or A felony
sex offense charge, defendant is YO-eligible. In addition, one of the
following criteria must be met:

1 Defendantis less than 19, YO-eligible, and facing sentence on an
A felony conviction;
2 Defendantis between 19 and 21 years old, and is in pretrial detention;

3 Defendantis younger than 19, is not YO-eligible, and has been ROR’d
or made bail.

H

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: Defendant has no current pending felony
charges for which the prosecution is demanding a custodial sentence.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: Defendant has no more than
4 prior custodial sentences and no more than 2 prior prison or
probation sentences.

For CEP’s Working Solutions program, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" is determined by the
general criteria above, while the criteria for determining the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible
Pool" adds: the case resulted in a custodial sentence for which the offender has at least
365 days remaining to be served.

ISP: Intensive Supervision Probation (ISP) is a sentence that begins with bi-weekly face-
to-face contacts and two additional collateral contacts, for defendants believed to be
facing a custodial sentence. ISP aims to displace custodial sentences of any duration.

GENERAL CRITERIA: Disposition in Supreme Court; offender is probation
eligible (not a predicate felon).

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: N/A

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: N/A

For ISP, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" is determined by the GENERAL CRITERIA criteria
above, while the criteria for determining the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible Pool" adds: case
resulted in a custodial sentence of 1 day or more.
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TASC: TASC (Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime) provides drug treatment referral
and a monitoring service for drug-abusing defendants believed to be facing a custodial
sentence. TASC aims to displace custodial sentences of 60 days or longer.

GENERAL CRITERIA: Defendant arrested in Queens or Staten Island;
aged 16 or older; current charge is not an A-I, A-Il, B or C violent
felony; defendant has no more than 3 prior convictions (misdemeanors
and felonies combined).

PENDING CASE CRITERIA: The defendant has no current pending
charges for Violent Felony Offenses.

ADDITIONAL PRIOR RECORD CRITERIA: If the current charge is a DWI
offense, it is not the first DWI offense .

For TASC, the "Maximum Eligible Pool" is determined by the general criteria
above, while the criteria for determining the "Perfectly Targeted Eligible Pool" adds: case
resulted in a custodial sentence of 60 days or longer.
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Table C-1

Summary Distribution of Eligibility Data, by Program
(Acutal Numbars from the Cohorl, not Annulalzed)

ACAAP ATR BEX BBAILBOND CCJA CEP
Bronx Queens
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Admits for Whom Court and Borough Efigibility Data is Known:
Admit Is from Court or Borough whare Program does not Operate 4,931 653 7,379 988 5763 78.0 5,872 819 5763 70.0 3,860 516 3860 516
* Court and Borough are Appropriate for Program Eligiblitty 2,624 347 23 12 1530 21.8 1321 184 1,530 21.0 3623 484 3623 484
Total 7,555 100.0 7,472 100.0 7,293 100.0 7,293 100.0 1,203 100.0 7,483 100.0 7,483 100.0
For Admits Known to be from Court and Borough Whers Program Opeorates:
Alt Other Efigibifity Data Are Known 806 34.5 66 71.0 1,319 86.2 1,118 847 1,027 611 74t 205 813 224
= Some Eligibliity Data Ara Missing 1,718 655 27 290 241 138 202 153 503 329 2882 79.5 2810 716
Total 2,624 100.0 83 100.0 1,530 100.0 1,321 100.0 1,530 1000 3,623 100.0 3,623 1000
cssp 1sp TASC
Brooklyn Bronx Manhattan Queans Brocklyn Queens Richmond
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Admits for Whom Courl and Borough Eligibliity Data is Known
Admit s from Court or Borough where Progrem doss not Operate 6,720 88.8 6,787 8048 6,151 814 6,911 915 3,860 516 5434 745 5972 818 7,186 885
= Courl and Borough are Appropriate for Program Eliglbliity 835 111 768 102 1404 186 644 8.5 3,623 484 1,859 255 1321 181 107 18
Total 7,555 100.0 7,555 100.0 7,555 100.0 7,555 100.0 7,483 100.0 7,203 1000 1,283 100.0 7,293 100.0
For Admits Known to be from Court and Borough Where Program Operates:
Al Other Eligibility Data Are Known 45 54 11 14 100 74 8t 126 1,597 441 577 31.0 432 327 21 252
* Some Eligibllity Data Are Missing 790 94,6 757 986 1,304 929 563 B7.4 2026 558 1,282 6390 889 67.3 80 74.8
835 100.0 768 100.0 1,404 100.0 644 100.0 3,623 160.0 1,859 100.0 1,321 100.0 107 100.0

Total

* The total number of admits in the detalnee cohort is 7,881, The first step in estimating the size of the pool of individuats In DOC custody who are eligible for a given program is to datermine which admits cama
| or Supreme) whare the program operales. Some programs are courl-spacific (e.g., Osbome’s ACAAP, which
Manhattan CSSP , which operates only in the

to DOC from a borough where the program operales, and are avallabte for intake from a court (Crimina
limits Interke to cases in the Supreme Coud), some are borough-specific (e.g., BEX, which operates in the Bronx), and some dafined by barough and by court {e.g.,

Criminal Court In Manhattan). The court of disposition was unknown in 398 (5%} of the 7,881 admits In our cohort; for 588 (7.5%) of tha admits, the database was missin

prosecuted; and the number of admits for whom both court and borough data were missing was 326 (4% of tha eohort).

** Tha second step in estimating the size is to determine,
critaria referance prior secord data —~ data avaliable to this research only

tha cehort.

g the borough In which the admit was balng

from among these who are in an appropriate court and borough, the number who are Inaligibite by reason of other formal criterla. For the most pad, these
tror the DCJS TRENDS database. For reasons decseribed In {he text, that database provides nio prior record information for two-thirds of



Table C-2

ACAAP-—- Maximum Pools

Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,

By Program

ACAAP  Maximum Pocls — Admits Meating Screaning Criterla, Whether or Not Disposition Flis Program Objective

Admits Jall Days Pattern of Disposlitions, for Admits Whose Dispositions are Known
Annual Discounted * Annual Discountod *} | Total Known®] Mandalory Prison Non-Mandalory Prison Jail Sentence Prob'n ! Disch'ga / Fine Dismiasal
N % Annusl N N % Annust N ili N % N % N % N * N %
Admit is From Apprepriste Court & Borough 31483 1000
"ARSOLUTE" POOL (All Cther Dala Known}
"Absolute” Ineligibles 8,376 60.2
“Absolite” Eligibles 5,532 388 4,758
Total In the *Abscluls” Pool 13,808 10008
6,893
*ABSOLUTE" ELIGIELES, by Type of Jail Days Usad
ATD-only 2082 ar2 1,765 138712 126 £3,530 1,980 612 209 216 10.8 732 3r.a 335 17.0 B4 42
ATi-only . ] . . . ) - ) : : . . . . . . :
ATDH 3468 628 25882 512,676 a7.4 440,901 3,372 1820 569 468 138 812 7.0 24 07 48 14
Typo of Jail Days Used Unknown . . .| . . . i . . . . . . B . . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTYE ELIGIBLES 5520 1000 4747 566,540 100.0 504 431 5,352 2,532 47.3 684 128 1,644 W7 360 87 132 25
Missing Dals on Type AND Number of Jail Days 12 10
Total [n“Absoiute” Pool 5,532 4,758

* Miscauied” Numbsrs are tho number Eligibla (whethar “Absalute® or "Eslimeted’},

discourted by the program's "Sereaning Ratic” - @ rough measura of
the 1ela o which screaned “sligiblea” ere aciually faken into this program. {B8.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

T otnl Known Dispositions” may be fesa than “Talal Admila®, ln a category, becauso soma admits lack dispesitionat deta.

The patlern of disposilions is displayed for known dispositions only.

Of the 31,488 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program eligibllity were avaliable for 13,808,
Of these, 39.78% (or 5,532) wers found eligible. To estimale the number likely to be found eligible if ail the necessary data were available
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make
39.78% of the remainder sligible as well. An "estimated eligible poot” Is created by adding these 6,993 "estimated efigibles” to the "absolute eligibles.”

*=* ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 1,331,408 Jall Days (3,648 cells par year)
DISCOUNTED: 1,145,084 Jall Days (3,137 celis per year)

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL.: 12,525

DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

10,772

*+* (Moan Jail Days Used por Absolute Etigilble x Number of Eslimated Eligibles)



ACAAP—- Perfect Target

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ ACAAP  Perfoct Target Pools — Admits Meeting Screening Criterla, Whose Dispositions Fit the Program's Displacemant Objective _H
Admits Jail Days Pattemn of Dispositlons, for Admits Whosae Dispositions are Known
Annuai Biscourtad * Annual Hiscounted *| | Tolal Known™] Mandalory Prison Non-Mandofory Prison Jail Sentarce Prab'n ! Disch'ge f Fina EHamissal
N % Annuaé N M % Annuat N i N % N k. ) ] * N % N %
Admil is From Apprepriate Courl & Baraugh 31468 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POQOL (Al Other Dota Known)
"Absalute™ inaligibles 9,300 110
“Abaoluls™ Efigibles 382 200 3,261
Tola! In the "Absclute” Pool 13002 1000
5,328
*ABSOLUTE™ ELIGIBLES, by Typo of Jail Days Used
ATD-only 1.206 34.3 1,116 52,8086 136 45,481 1,206 812 4712 216 187 468 361
ATl-only . . . . . . . . . . . . .
ATON 2,484 65.7 2,106 335,420 6.4 289,321 2472 1,620 T 468 185 84 34
Type of Jail Days Used Unknown . . ; . . . . . : i . . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 3186 1000 3,251 399,316 1000 334,812 3,766 2,532 Br.2 £84 18.2 £52 146
pinning Dala o6 Type AND Numbar of Jait Days 12 10
Tolo} In "Abaciute™ Pool 3,782 3,261
* *iscourted” Numbers are the number Eligitle {whether "Absclule” or "Eslimatsd"}, = *Tolal Known Bispasitions® may bo fesa than *Tolal Admils”, In a calegory, bacause some admits fack dispositional deda.
dincounted by the program's "Scresning Ratio” — a rough measuro of The patfern of dispositions ia displayed for known diepositions anly.

the rate af which screqned "¢ligiblos* are actually takon inte this program. {86.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 31,488 admils from the appropriata court and borough, all the data required to determine program oligiblity were avallable for 13,092,
Of these, 28.96% (or 3,792) werse found efigible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necessary data were available
{as it would be to program scresners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data {primarily prior criminal history records) would make
26.96% of the remalnder eligible as well. An “estimated eligible pool” is created by adding these 5,327 "estimated eligibles" to the "absolute siigibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 9,118  *** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 938,257 Jall Days (2,573 cells per year)
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 7,842 DISCOUNTED: 807,726 Jall Days {2,213 calls per year)

*** {(Mean Jail Daﬁ.cﬁi por Absohda Eligilbie x Number of Eatimated Eligibles)



ATR — Both Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
| ATR Both Pools - All Admits Mesting Screening Criteria (Program Has No Stated Objedtive of Disposttion to Displace) I
Admits Jall Days Pattemn of Dispositons, for Admits Whose Dispositlons are Known
Annual Discounted * Annual Discourdad*} | Total Known™| Maendatory Prison  Non-Mandalory Frison Juil Sanlence Prob't / Dischige / Fine Dismiasal
N % _AnnualN N % __ _Annugt N it N % N % N % N % N %
Admit Is From Appropriate Court & Barough 416 1000
"ABSOLUTE" POOL. (All Other Data Known)
"Absolute® inaligibles 420 538
*Absolute” Eigiblos 372 470 212
Tolal in the “Absolute” Pool 782 1000
“ARSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Typa of Jail Days Used
ATD-onty . . . . . . . . . . . . .
ATt-only 80 1000 263 28,520 1000 21,550 a4 204 586 48 138 86 216
ATON . . . . . . . . . . . .
Type of Jail Days Usad Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . i :
TOTAL for "ABSOLLUTE® ELIGIBLES 360 1000 263 20,520 1000 21,550 348 204 588 48 138 0 218
Misaing Oata on Type AND Number of Jall Days 12 )
Total In "Absalute” Pool arz 272

* Discaured” Numbers are lhe numbar Eligible {(whather "Absoiute” or “Estimaled”},

discourdod by the progrom's *Sereening Retic” ~ 6 rough measura of
the reale & which screened "sligibles” ere actually taken ino this program. (73.00%}

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Ot the 1,116 admits from the app

The pattam of diapasiliona s displayed for known dispositions only.

ropriata court and borough, all the data required to determine program eligibility were avallable for 792.

Of these, 46.97% (or 372) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligibis If all the necessary data were avaiiable
(as it would be to program screensrs), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make

46.97% of the rematnder eligibla as well. An "eslimated eligible pool" Is created by adding these 152 "astimated eligibles" lo the

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOCL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

524
383

wee ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JANL, USE: 42,968 Jall Days (118 ceils per yea
DISCOUNTED: 31,406 Jaill Days (86 caells par yeat)

**+ (Maan Jail Days Used por Absolule Eligittle x  Number of Egtimatad Eligibles)

*« *Totat Known Dispositions® may be leas than “Tolal Admils”, In & category, becaumse sorne admils lack dispesitional data.

*absolute sligibies."

1



BBAILBOND — Botk Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ BBAILBOND Both Poals — All Admits Mesting Sereening Criterla (Program Has No Stated Oblactive of Disposition to Displace)
Admits Jail Days Pattarn of Dispositions, for Admits Whoase Dispositions are Known
Annuol Discountad * Annuod Discourted *} | Tolal Known*'] Mandetory Prison Non-Mandatory Prison Jail Serdence Prob'n/ BHeckige f Fine Eismissal
N % _AnnualN N % _AnnuslN Diapositions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit la From Appropriate Court & Borough 18368 000
“ABSOLUTE" POQL (Al Other Data Known)
"Abnoludte” Inligibles 10,116 821
*Absclute” Eligibles 2,208 178 66
Total in {he "Absolute” Pooi 12,424 1000
“ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Ussd
ATD-anly are a0t 26 34,056 187 1,049 768 60 78 372 404 108 144 28287
ATl-only . . . . . . . . . . . i . . . . N
ATON 1332 603 40 w7212 843 5616 17224 120 9.8 126 9.8 012 745 12 . 80 48
Typa of Jail Days Uned Unknown . . . . R . . . . : . . . R . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 2208 1000 66 222168 1000 6,665 1,002 180 8.0 120 6.0 1264 645 120 60 288 145
Missing Bala on Type AND Number of Jall Bays . .
Tolal In "Absolute” Poat 2,208 66

* "Jiscounted® Numbers ara the number Efigible {whather "Absalute” or “Eslimated™, = “Tolal Known Dispositions® may be Jess than "Total Admits®, In a categoty, because some admils lack dispositionel data.
discountad by the program's "Scraaning Ratlo” - a rough maaaure of The pattomn of diapesitions I8 dieplayed for known dispoaitions anly.
the rate ol which screcned "gligibles” are actually takon into this program. (3.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOQL!

Of the 18,360 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determins program eligibiiity were avallable for 12,324,
Of thess, 17.92% {or 2,208) were found efigible. To estimate the number likely to be found ofigible if all the necessary data werse avallable
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make
17.82% of the remainder eligible as well. An “estimated eligible pool" is created by adding these 1,082 *astimated eligibles” to the "absolute eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 3,280  *** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 330,874 Jall Days (807 cells per year)
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 98 DISCOUNTED: 9,859 Jall Days (27 cells per year)

= (Maan Jail Days Used per Absolute Eligilble x  Number of Estimated Eligitfos)




BEX : BRONX ~ Both Peols

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ BEX : BRONX Both Pools — Alf Admits Mesling Screening Criteria (Program Haa No Stated Objective of Disposition to Displace} M_
Admits Jail Days Pattemn of Dispositions, for Admits Whosa Dispositions are Known
Annual Dlscountad * Annual Discourtad *| | Totol Known™  Mandstory Prison Non-Mandalory Prison Jaif Sentance Prob'n / Dischige [ Fine Bismizaal
N % Annual N N % Annual N Diapositiona N % N % [ % N % N %
Admit is From Appropriste Courd & Borough 18,360 1000
*ABSCLUTE" POOL (AH Other Data Known}
“Ahgolute” fneligiblea 3,408 215
“Absolule” Eligibles 12,420 185 12,420
Tatat In the "Abaclute® Poot 15,828 10608
~ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Used
ATO-only 7182 68.7 7.152 78,504 158 78,504 6276 2 59 120 1.8 1,812 288 1,680 268 2292 35,5
ATi-only 564 4.7 564 38,976 79 33,976 480 252 525 48 10.0 144 0o 24 50 12 25
ATDH 3,024 253 3,024 221,144 648 324,144 2,820 564 200 96 34 1838 65.1 48 17 276 g4
Typo of Jail Days Usad Unknown 1,236 0.3 1,238 57,252 115 57 252 516 . . : . 24 4.7 . . 482 853
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 11876 1000 11876 495,876 100.0 405,676 10,092 1.188 118 264 2.8 3,018 3r.8 1.752 17.4 a.0712 0.4
JMiseing Dafa on Type AND Number of Jail Days 444 444 |
Tolal In "Absolute” Poot 12,420 12,420
* sDjacountad™ Numbars aro the numbar Eligible (whather “Abeolute” or “Ealimeded™), * *Folal Known Disposilions® miy be jess than “Total Admits®, In a calegory, because somo admits lack dispositionat data,
discaunted by the program's "Screoning Ratio® — a rough mesaurs of Tha pattern of dispoaitions is diaplayed for known dispositiona only.

tho rale ot which screened "aligibles” ara eclually taken into a program,

For BEX : BRONX it wea not possidle to genarate a screaning ratio, bacause tho progrem
doaa not routinely genarata & peol of “formally efigible* deferdents, the numbar of whom
wotid bo the denarminator of the screening ratic.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 18,360 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required fo determine program aligibliity were available for 15,828.
Of these, 78.47% (or 12,420) were found sligible. To estimate the number likely lo be found eligible if alt the necessary data were avaliable
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eligibliity data (primarily prior eriminal history records) would make
78.47% of the remainder eligible as well. An "estimated eligible pool” is created by adding these 1,587 "estimated eligibles” to the "absoluts eligibles."

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 14,407  ** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 586,450 Jall Days {1,834 cells per year)

**+ tMoan Jail Days Usad por Absolute Eligitble x  Number of Eslimeded Eligiblag)



BEX : QUEENS — Both Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
= BEX : QUEENS Both Pools — All Admlis Maeting Screening Criterla {Program Has No Stated Oblective of Disposition to Displace) =
Admits Jall Days Pattemn of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositions are Known
Annual Discountod * Annuat Discounted *| | Totat Known™| Mandalory Prison HNon-Mandatory Prison Jall Sentence Prob'n / Disch'ge / Fine Dismianat
N % Annual N N % Annuoi N Bispositiona N ) N % N % N % N *%
Admit Is From Appropriate Court & Borough 15,852 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POGL (Al Other Data Known) .
“Absolute”™ Ineligiblas 3,758 280
“Absolute” Eligibles 9,872 72.8 9,612
Tolal in the "Abaclule™ Fooi 13428 1000
*ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Daya Used
ATB-onty 8,812 as.n 8612 76,512 238 76,512 6,060 468 1.7 3318 55 1,806 203 2018 333 1,644 274
ATlLonly 480 5.1 ABD 30,468 8.4 30,468 338 188 50.0 12 214 T2 214 12 38 12 3.8
ATOA 1,820 174 1.820 195,864 804 195,664 1,548 5768 a2 108 1.0 758 48.8 24 1.8 84 5.4
Type of Jaii Baye Usad Unknown T44 T.8 T44 21,684 ar 21,684 372 . . : . . . . . ATz Woo
TOTAL for "ABSQLUTE" ELIGIBLES 8458 1000 8458 324,528 1000 324,528 8,318 1,212 14,8 518 6.2 2424 28,1 2,052 4.7 2112 254
Missing Data on Type AND Numbar of Jall Days bl 218
Tolaf t “Absalute” Pool 9,672 9,672

* *Digcounied™ Numbars ara the numbar Eligible (whethor "Absolula® or “Eatimated™),
diacountad by the program'a “Screening Ratio™ ~ a rough measure of
tho rate at which screaned “eligibles” rre actuafly taken Into a progiam,
For BEX : QUEENS it was not poesible to generaia a scresning tatlo, becauss the program
doos not roulinely generate a poot of “forrmally eligible” defandants, the number of whom
wauld ba the danominator of the acreaning (ailo,

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 15,852 admits from the appropriate court and borough, alf the data required to determine program sligibliity were avaliable for 13,428,

**“I'otat Known Dispositions™ may be teas than "Folat Admis®, In & calogory, because some admits lack dispositional dala.

Tha pattem of disposiiions is displayed for known dlspasiions only.

Of these, 72.03% (or 0,672) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the nacessary data wers avallable
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing efigibility data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make

72.03% of the remalnder eligible as well. An "estimated sliglbis pool” Is created by adding these 1,746 "estimated eligibles" lo the "absolute eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 11,418

*» ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 381,637 Jall Days (1,073 cells per year)

“** (Mean Jall Days Usad per Absolute Ellgiible x Numbar of Eslimated Ellglbles)



Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

BEX: TOTAL — Both Pools

BEX : TOTAL Both Pools — All Admits Meating Screening Criteria (Program Has No Stated Objactive of Disposition to Displace)

Admita Jall Days Pattemn of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositions are Known
Annual {iscounted * Annuat Discounted *| | Tolal Known®] Mandalory Prisan Non-Mendadory Prason Jall Senlence Prob'n ! Dischipe ! Fine Oismissal
N % Annual N N % Annual N Dinpoatlions N % N % N % N % N %®
Admit is From Appropriato Court & Barough 34,212
“ARSOLUTE" POOL {All Other Data Knewn} 2
*Absoiuta” Inoligibles R, R E B 3 : ! Do . . LT
"Absoiuto” Eligiblen Ta create thia Table; the “Absolute Ellgibles? from all boroughs Were summed,‘as was thelr Jali da
Tolal fn the "Absolute™ Pool and the pattern of thelr dispositions.
“ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Juil Days Used —
ATB-only 13,764 642 13,764 155016 188 155,016 12,336 844 §8 456 a7 3.408 216 36986 30.0 3,038 31.8
ATl-enly 1,044 48 1,044 69,444 a5 69,444 816 420 515 120 147 218 6.5 36 Ad 24 28
ATD 4,644 217 4,644 517,008 63.0 517,008 4,368 §.140 26.1 204 4.7 2,592 56.3 12 1.6 360 82
Typo of Jail Days Used Unknown 1,980 22 1.980 78,936 8.6 78,938 488 . . . 24 27 . . 664 ara
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 21432 000 21,432 820,404 100.0 020,404 18,408 2400 13.0 780 42 6,240 330 3,804 20.7 5,184 202
Migsing Dala on Type AND Number of Jalf Days 660 660
Tolal i "Absolute” Pool 22,092 22,092

* "Diigcountad” Numbars are the numbar Eligibla {whelher “Absciite” or *Estimeted”),
discauntad by the program's "Scresning Relio” —~ a teugh moasurs of
thva Fate at which scroened "eligibles™ are aclualty teken into & program.
far BEX: TOTAL it waa not possible to ganerate a screening ratio, bacause the program

does net routinely penarate a pool

of *farmsity eligible™ defondants, the numbar of whom

wotld be the dencminator of the screaning ralio.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 34,212 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program aligiblity wers available for 28,256,
Of these, 75.51% {or 22,092) were found eligible. But, for a program with multiple borough oparations, the estimated pools from the Individual boroughs
were summed, to show the number likely to be found eligible If all the necessary data were available (as it would be to program screeners).

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 25,825

‘tha patiem of dispazitions is dispiayad for known dispositions only.

s ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 988,087 Jall Days {2,707 celis per year)

* “Total Known Dispositions” may ba feas than “Total Admils®, In a category, becausa soma admits ack digpositional deta.



CCJA — Maximum Poole

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ CCJA Maximum Pools — Admits Mestlng Screening Crilaria, Whether or Not Disposition Fits Progtam Objective __
Admits Jali Days Pattem of Dispositions, for Admits Whosae Dispositions are Known
Annual Discounted * Annual Discountad *| ] Total Known™] Mandalory Prison Non-Mandatory Prison Jail Sontonce Prob'nl Disch'ge / Fino Dismiasal
N % Annual N N % Annual N Digpogilions N % N % N % N * N %
Admit is From Appropricie Courl & Borough 43476 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POOL (Al Other Data Known)
*Abhsolite” inglipibles 8,264 737
"Absolute” Eligiblea 3,300 263 1,221
Total In tho "Absolute” Poot 12,564 1000
*ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Used
ATD-only 2,088 68.5 173 539186 356 19,048 15892 216 108 264 133 B36 410 444 223 132 66
ATl-ohiy 3B 12 13 2,064 14 764 36 . . : . 12 933 12 34.3 12 333
ATDA 540 w7 200 84,504 51.3 31,266 492 228 46.3 108 228 120 24.4 12 24 24 A8
Type of Juil Days Used Unknawn 384 126 142 6,936 LE) 2,566 24 12 50.0 . . . . . . 12 50.0
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE” ELIGIBLES 3,048 1000 1,128 147,420 1000 54,645 2.544 458 17.8 372 146 1.068 420 458 8.4 1RO (Al
Misaing Data on Type AND Number of Jait Days 252 23
Tetal In“Absoiuta® Pool 3,300 1,224
* *Digcounted” Numbars ara the number Eligible {whether “Absolute™ or "Entimated™), ** "Totaj Known Dispositions” may ba less than "Tolal Admits®, In a category, because some admiis iack dispositional data.
dincounted by the program's "Screaning Ratic” — o eough meaaure of The patlemn of dispositions ls displayed for known dispositions only.,

the rale of which screenad “sligibles” aro aclually taken irto this program. (37.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 43,476 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the dala required to determine program sligibllity were available for 12,564,
Of these, 26.27% (or 3,300) ware found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necessary data were avallable
(as it would be to program screenars), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior criminal history recards) would make
26.27% of the remalnder sligible as well. An “estimated efigibie pool” is created by adding these 8,121 "estimated eligibles” to lhe "absolute eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 11,421  ** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 552,776 Jall Days (1,514 cells par yaar)
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 4,228 DISCOUNTED: 204,538 Jall Days {560 celis per year)

*** (Muaan Jail Days Used per Absolute Eligilbla x Number of Estimated Eligibies)



CCJA — Perfect Target

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
CCJA Perfoct Target Poois — Admits Meating Screening Criteria, Whose Dispositions Fit the Program's Displacement Objective ._
Admits Jait Days Pattem of Dispositions, for Admits Whosae Dispositions are Known
Anrual Discounted * Annual Discourdod *7 | Tolal Known®| Mandatory Prison  Nan-Mandstory Prison Jail Sanlonce Frob'n / Dischige !/ Fine Diarnissal
N % _AnnualN h %.. .AnnualN | | Disposilions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit ia From Appropticia Court & Borough 43,476 10016
“ABSQLUTE® POOL {All Other Data Known)
“Absolute” (naligibles 10,008 613
"Absoiuta® Eligibles 48 ar a5t
Total n the “Absolule” Pool 10,056 1000
"ASSCOLUTE™ ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jall Daya Used
ATD-only 480 580 178 13428 203 4,968 480 216 450 264 550
ATl-only . . . . . . . . . . .
ATDA 236 406 24 §2764 706 18,623 386 228 670 168 321
Typa of Jail Days Used tUnknown 2 1.4 4 96 . 8 12 12 1000 . .
TOTAL for “ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES g28 1000 206 66288 998 24,527 823 4556 55.1 T2 Mp
Minging Data en Type AND Number of Jalt Days 120 44
Total In “Absolute® Pook 948 351

* «Yiscourtad® Numbem are the nurnber Eligible {whelher "Absolute” or "Estimated”),
discounted by the program's “Scroening Ratic™ — a rough measure of
the rate at which screened “ellgiblas” are actually taken inlo this program. (37.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

** *Total Known Disponitions* may ba lass than *Total Admits®, In a calegory, bacause some admits lack digposiional data.
The pattern ¢f dispositions ia displayed for kacwn dispositions only.

Of the 43,476 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program eliglbliity were avallable for 10,956,
Of thesa, 8.65% (or 948) ware found sligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if alf the necessary data were avallable
(as 1t would bs to program screenars), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarlly prior criminal history records} wauld make
8.65% of the remainder eligible as well. An "estimated sligible pool" is created by adding these 2,813 "estimated eligibles" o the "absolute eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
BISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

3,761
1,382

*** ESTI

MATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 301,256 Jall Days {825 cells per year)
DISCOUNTED: 111,499 Jall Days (305 celis per year)

*s+ (Moon Jail Days Used por Absolute Eligible % Number of Eatimaled Eligibles)



CEP — Maximum Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

CEP Maximum Pools — Admits Meeting Screening Critaria, Whather or Not Disposiiion Fits Program Objective I

Admits Jalt Days Pattam of Disposltions, for Admits Whosa Dispositions are Known
Annusl Discountad * Annual Discountod *} | Tolal Known*] Mandatory Prisen Non-Mandatory Prison Jail Sertonce Prob'n/ Dlach'pe / Fina Bismiasal
N % Annual N N % Annuat N Dinposilions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit is From Approprisie Court & Borough 43478 1000
“ARSOLUTE" POOL (All Other Blata Known)
*Absolute” Ineligibles 8056 646
"Absalute” Eligitles 4,848 a5.4 3,200
Total In the “Absalute” Pool 13,704 1000
"ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Used
ATD-only 3,162 §8.0 2,107 65,662 are 43,330 3,024 444 14.7 4,440 47.6 1,044 5 96 32
ATEonly 276 58 182 11,282 65 7,453 240 . . 96 40.0 84 35.0 4B 208 12 50
ATDA 600 128 385 82,668 47 4 54,561 564 24 43 36 38.3 300 53.2 24 43 . .
Type of Juil Days Used Unknawn 624 133 412 14,964 86 9,876 12 . . . . X . . - 12 oo
TGOTAL tor "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES A692 1000 3,007 174576 1000 115,220 3.840 24 0.6 756 107 1824 415 1,116 26.1 120 3.1
Hisning Data on Type AND Number of Jaif Days 156 103
Tola in “"Absolute” Poot 4,848 3,200

* "issourded” Numbera are the numbar Eligible (whelher "Absolute” or “Estimatod™},

discounted by the program's "Scmaning Ralio* — a rough measure of
the rete af which acreenod "eligibles™ are actusdly teken into thia progrem. (66.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 43,476 admits from the appropriate court and barough, alf the data required to determine program eligibility were avallable for 13,704.
Of these, 35.38% (o 4,848) were found eligible. To astimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necessary data were available
{as it would be o program screenars), it was assumed thal the missing eligibility data (primarily prior ctiminal history records) would make
35.38% of the remainder eligible as well. An "estimated eligible pool” is created by adding these 10,533 "eslimatad sligibles” to the "absolute efigibles."

*e= ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 572,173 Jall Days (1,568 cells par year)

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

15,361
10,151

** “Total Known Dispesitions® may ba tesa than "Total Admits™, In a category, because some admils inck disposilional data.

Tho patlarn of disposilions {s displayed for known dispositions only.

DISCOUNTED: 377,817 Jall Days (1,035 cells per year)

** (Moan Jai} Days Usod por Abscliste Eligilble x  Number of Estimated Eligiblas)



CEP ~ Perfect Target

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohert, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

CEP Perfact Target Poois — Admiis Meaeling Screaning Critaria, Whose Dispositions Fit the Program's Displacement Obljective _w

Admits Jail Days Pattem of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispoaitions are Known
Annual Discounted * Annual Discounted *[ | Total Known*| Mandalory Prison  Non-Mandalory Prison Jail Sentance Prob'n f Disciige | Fine Digmissal
N % Annual N N % Annual N Dispositions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit is From Approprigte Court & Borough 43476 1000
| “ABSOLUTE" POOL (Al Other Brata Known)
: *Absalute™ ineligibles 10,776 898
*Absaluta” Elighles 1212 10,4 800
Total In the "Absolute™ Pool 11,688 1000
*ABSOLLITE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Used
ATE-only 782 66.5 533 15,816 318 10,439 To2 444 E6.1 348 43.9
ATl-only ] B.4 £3 3,408 658 2,248 95 . B 86 1000 . .
ATDH 252 21 166 30,576 614 20,160 252 24 :X] 218 457 12 48
Typo of Jeit Dayn Usad Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 140 100.0 752 43,800 1000 32,858 1,140 24 21 56 £6.3 360 318
Missing Datn on Typs AND Number of Jail Days 72 48
Tolal in“Absolute” Pool 1212 80O

* "lliscountod” Numbars are the number Eligibla {whalhar "Absoluie” or "Estimalod”},

distotirtod by the program’a “Screening Ratic” ~ a rough moeasure of
the rale af which screenod "eligibies" are actually taken into this program. (65.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

** “Total Known Dispositions® moy ba less than "Tolal Admils®, In a categary, becauso some admits lnck dispositional dela.
The pattern of dispositions is displayad for known dispositions only.

Of the 43,476 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program sligibliity were avallabie for 11,988,
Of thesse, 10.11% (or 1,212) were found efigible. To estimate the number flkely to be found sligible if ali the necessary data were avallable
{as it would be to program screeners), It was assumed that the missing sligibility data (primarily prior eriminal history records) would make
10.11% of the remainder sligible as well. An “estimated eligible pool" is created by adding these 3,183 "estimated sligibles"” to the "absolute eligibles.”

=+ ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 182,082 Jall Days (526 cells per ysar}
DISCOUNTED: 128,774 Jaill Days (347 cells per year}

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

4,395
2,801

*+** (Maan Jail Deys Used por Absolude Eligilble x  Number of Eslimated Eligibles)




CSSP: BRONX - Both Pools

Table (2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
W_ CSSP : BRONX Hoth Pools — Alt Admits Mesling Screening Criterla (Program Has No Siated Objective of Disposttion to Displace) =
Admits Jali Days Pattem of Dispoalifons, for Admits Whose Disposlions are Known
Annual Digeourded * Annual Discourtod *| | Tolal Knawn®] Mandatory Prison Non-Mandetory Prison Jail Serdance Prob'n{ Disch'ge / Fire Dismissat
N % Annual N N % Annual N Piapositiona N % N % N % N % N %
Admit is From Appropriste Caurl & Borough 8,216 00
“ABSOLUTE" POGL (ANl Other Data Known) :
*Abselute” Ineligibles 120 0.9 : LR i B R
*Absolute® Eligiblos 12 8.4 6 "CEBP's scresning critarla, when applied tom
Totat In tho "Absolite” Pool 132 1000 " "Absoluta Eligibles” are laft {sample month N

“ABSCLUTE® ELIGIBLES, by Type of Juil Days Used s i E————

ATD-only .

ATlonly . . .

ATOR 12 100 6

Type of Joll Days Used Unknown . . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 12 1000 [

Missing Ostn on Type AND Number of Jail Days . .

Tolal kn "Absolute” Pool 12 -]

* "[1iscountad” Numbars are thoe numbar Eligible (whether “Absolute™ or "Eslimatad™},
discountsd by tha program's "Scroening Rafic® — a rough meesura af
the rale st which screenad “sligibles® are eciually taken Into thia program. (51.00%)

* "Toind Known DHeposilions” may bo logs than "Tolal Admils®, in a calegory, becausa some admits lack dispositional dedn.
The patiern of dispositions is displayed for known dispoaitions only.

NOTE: CSSP haa vary lightly drewn eligivility critaria. Of the 768 admits from the Bronx Criminal Courl fn Merch, 1987, elf deta necessary to eveluale CSSP aligibiity wane available for only 11,
of these only 1 mat olt eriteria, That numbar is teo small to Jend much confidence to the low estimate of pool size gonerated trom tha one morth sampling method. #, for axample, enly
ona mare admi had been found formally eligible, the “percerage aligible” would have mare than doubled. Under {hosa circumstances, the ernualized rambar of eligiblas would heve been

24; Instesd of an eslimated pool tize of 838 and a discounted estimated poal of 427, the estimated pacl wolld have bean 4,677, uaing 42,093 jall doys, The discounted numbet of
wotdd have beon 855, using 21,467 jail days.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 9,216 admils from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program eligibllity were avallable for 132.
Of these, 9.09% (or 12) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necessary data were availahle
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data {primarily prior criminal history records) would make
9.09% of the remalnder eliglble as well. An "estimated eligible pool” is created by adding these 826 “estimated siigibles" to the "absolute aligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE PCOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

838

s ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 21,034 Jall Days (58 cells per year)
427

DISCOUNTED: 10,718 Jall Daya (29 cells per year)

== (#oan Jait Days Used por Estimated Eligible % Number of Estimated Higiblos)
The numbar of absoiute oligibles wis too low to apply their mean of jail deys usad.



CSSP : BROOKLYN — Both Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

CSSP : BROOKLYN Both Pools — Ali Admits Meating Screening Crilerla (Program Has No Slatsd Objective of Disposition to Displace)

Admits Jail Days Pattern of Dispositons, for Admits Whose Dispositlons are Known
Annual Biscoundod * Annual Biscourted *| | Tolal Known*$ Mandotory Prsen  Nomn-Mandatory Prisen Jaif Sentonce Prob'n/ Dischiga | Fine Dismissal
N % _ _AnnualN N % _Anpuali Dispoaitiona B % N % N % N % N %
Admit is From Appropriate Couwrt & Borowgh 10,020 100.8
~ABSOLUTE" POOL {All Gther Data Known) s
"Absolie” ineligibles 528 9718 iU L : :
“Absoluto” Eligibios 12 22 5 -1 CS8P's screening criteria, when applied 10 & ons midnth 0OG adm
Tolal Inth "Absolute* Pool 540 100.0 - "Absoluta Eligibles” are loft {sample month N=4. in Brookiyn} to .
“ABSOLUTE™ ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jall Days Used o T
ATD-only .
ATi-cnly . . .
ATDR 12 1000 5
Type of Jail Deys Used Unknown . . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 12 1000 5
Missing Data on Type AND Numbar of Jail Days . .
Total In*Absolulae™ Pook 12 5

*“Discolntod NUMbars are the aymber m.mca_e {whather “Abaoluia” u_,‘._..mnw,BR&._.
discounted by the program'a “Screening Ratio” — & rough measuse of
tha rate af which scroened “sligibles” are actually taken into this program, {43.00%)

“Tolal Known Dispositions® mey be Josa than “Total Admits”, in a category, becausa some admils lack dispositional deta.
The paltom of diapositions la displayed for known dispasiions only.

NOTE; CSSP has very tightly drewn aligibility criteria. ©f the 835 admits from the Brookiyn Criminal Court in Mearch, 1987, afl data necessary Lo evaluate CSSP eligibifity ware availabls for only 45.
of thasa only  met all criteria. Thet number la too amall to lnnd much corfidenca to the tow estimate of poo! size generated from the one month sampling mathod. If, for exampla, only
one mare admit had been found formally eligible, the “patcentage eligible” would have mare than doubled. Under those circumatances, the annuatized ntmber of eligiblas would have beat
24: inslend of an estimeled pool size of 222 ond a discounted estimated poot of B5, the estimated pook would have bean 441, using 11,413 juil days. The dizcounled number of
woutd have bean 180, using 4,779 juil doys.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of tha 10,020 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program oligibility were availabie for 540,
Of these, 2.22% (or 12) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found sligible if all the necassary data were avallable
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eliglbliity data {primarily prior criminal history records} would make
2.22% of the remainder efigible as well. An "estimated eligible pool” Is created by adding these 210 "astimated eligibles” to the "absolute eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 222+ EQTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 5,584 Jail Days (15 celis per year)
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 85 DISCOUNTED: 2,394 Jall Days (7 celis per year)

*** (Maan Jail Days Lisad per Eatimaled Eligiltls x  Numbaer of Estimated Eligibles)
The number of absolide oligibles wes loo low to apply thelr mean of jail days used.



CSSP; MANHATTAN — Both Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
| CSSP : MANHATTAN Both Pools — All Admits Meating Screaning Criteria (Program Has No Stated Oblective af Disposttion to Displace) I
Admita Jali Days Pattemn of Dispositions, for Admits Whoss Dispositions sre Known
Annual Biscountod * Annuad Discourdad *[ | Tolal Known®'| Mandatory Prison Noa-Mandelory Prison Jail Sentonce Prob'n/ Disch'pe / Fino Dismissal
N %  _AnnualN N % _AnmualN i N % N % N % N % N %
Admif 18 From Approprate Court & Borough 16,848 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POOL (All Other Data Known}
"Absoiuta” Inoligibles 1184  oT8 T : G S A LE e : :
*Absolite” Eligibies a8 30 10 ‘CS8P's screanlrig criterla, when applisd to a one month DOC admisslon cohort, eliminate:so many admits thattoo few
Total in tha "Absolute” Poot 1200 1000 "Absolute Elfgibles” ara aft (sampls month N«=3, in Mantiatia ye Lsad. (See NOTI

“*ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Typo of Jall Days Ussd e o S E———————— —

ATD-only . .

ATi-only . . .

ATEME 36 1000 16

Type of Jail Days Usad Unknown . . .
TOTAL for *ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 38 1000 10

Minsing Data on Type AND Number of Jail Doys . .

Total In "Absolute” Pool 36 10
* "Eliscounted™ Numbess are the humbar Eligible (whether "Absolide” or "Eslimated'},

discounted by Lhe program's "Screening Ratic™ — a rough moasure of
{he rate al which screaned “sligibles” are actually taken into this program. (28.00%)

The patlam of disposilions is displayad for known dispoaiions only,

NOTE; CSSP has very tighlly drawn eligibility criterin. Of tha 1404 admits from the Manhettan Griminal Court in March, 1987, all data necoasary lo evaluate CSSP eligitilily were available for only 100,

of these anly 3 met all critetin. That numbier ja teo small to fend much cenfidonce to the ow estimata of pool size ganerated from the one momth sampling method. I, for sxample, only
one mora admil had been found farmally efigible, the "parcentage eligible™ would have more than doubled. Under thesa circumstances, the annualized number of oligibles would have been

72; instand of an eslimated pool size of 505 and a discountod estimated pool of 141, the estimated poal would have boan 674, using 35,183 [all days. The discounted number of

walid have beon 189, waing 0,851 jail deys.
DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 16,848 admils from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program eligibliity were avallable for 1,200.
Of these, 3.00% (or 36) were found eligible. To estimate the number Hkely to be found eligible if all the necessary data wers available

{as It would be to program scresners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make
3.00% of the remalnder eligible as well. An "sstimated eligible pool” is created by adding thase 469 “estimated eligibles” to the "absciute efigibies.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 505  *** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 26,361 Jall Days (72 calls per year)

DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 1M DISCOUNTED: 7,360 Jall Days {20 celis per year)

* (Mann Jail Days Used par Eslimated Eligilble x Number of Estimated Eligibles)
The numbat of nbeoluie ellgibies was (o low ta apply (helr mean of jail days used.

** Total Known Diapositions* may ba less than "Tolal Admits®, in a category, because some admits lack dispesitional data.



CSSFP: QUEENS - Both Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

CSSP : QUEENS Both Pools — All Admils Meeting Screening Critarla (Program Has No Stated Objectiva of Disposition to Displace) __

Admits Jall Days Pattem of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositions are Known
Annual Dizcourted * Annual Discourted *} | Tolal Known"] Mandelory Prison  Non-Mandatory Prison Jail Sentence Prob'n / Disch'ga / Fine Dismissal
N % Annusf N N % Annugt N, Dispositions (%] % N % N % N % N %
Admitis From Approprisie Court & Borowgh 7728 1000
*ABSCLUTE™ POOL (Al Other Dada Known)
"Abaoiute” Inaligibles 836 86.3
"Absoiute™ Ellgibles 3% 37 14 CSSP's scresning critarle, when appliad to & one month. adry
Todal In the "Absalute” Pool g72 1008 + fow "Absoluts Eligibles” are loft (sample month Ne3, In Queens)
“ABSOLUTE® ELIGIBLES, by Typo of Joil Dayn Used : Eo—— : ———
AtD-only % 1000 14
ATkonly . .
ATON . .
Typo of Jail Days Usaed Unknown R . .
TOTAL far "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 38 1000 14 .
Minsing Diata on Type AND Number of Jaif Days . .
Total In"Absolute” Pool 3 14

* "Miscounted” Numbers are the number Eligible (whether "Aboolute” or “Estimated”),
discounted by the program's “Scresning Ratic® —~ a rough measuze of
the rats at which screened "gligiblos” we acluadly taken Into this program. (38.00%}

* *Tolal Knawn Dispositions* may be [osa than "Total Admits®, In a category, because scme admils fuck dispoaitional dota.
The pattern of disposiliors s displayed for known disposilions only.

NOTE: CSSP hes very tightly drewn eligibilily erteria. Gf the 644 edmils from the Quaans Crirninal Court in March, 1987, all data necessary to avoluate CSSP eligibility were available for cnly 81,
of those only 3 mel all criteria. That numbar is too small i land much canfidanca to the low estimale of peol size ganarated from the ona month sampling method, If, for example, only
ona more edmit had been found formally afigible, the "percentnge eligibla® would have more than doubled. Under those circumalances, the annualized numbar of aligibles waould have been
72; Inatead of an eatimated pool size of 286 and a discountad astimated pool of 108, the estimaled pool would have been 376, using 5,154 Jail days. The discordod number of
would have been 144, using 1,958 jail daya,

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POCL:

Of the 7,728 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program sligibiiity were available for 872,
Of these, 3.70% (or 36) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necessary data were avallable
(as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data {primarily prior criminal history records) would make
3.70% of the remalinder sligible as well. An "estimated sligible pool” Is created by adding these 250 "estimated eligibles” to the "absolule eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 288  *** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 3,800 Jall Days (11 cells per year)
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 109 DISCOUNTED: 1,482 Jall Days (4 cells per year)

*** (Moan Jail Bays Used par Estimated Eligilble x  Number of Extimated Eligibles)
Thae number of absolule eligibles weas too low {o apply thair mean of jall days used.



CSSP: TOTAL — Both Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ CSSP : TOTAL Both Pools — All Admits Meseting Scresning Criteria (Program Has No Stated Objective of Disposition to Displace) __
Admits Jall Days Pattam of Dispasitions, for Admits Whose Oispositions are Known
At Discounted * Annual Discounted *| | Tolw Known™| Mandatory Prison Non-Mandalory Prisen Jaif Serdonce Prob'n/ Dischige / Fine Dismlsaal
N % Annual N M % Annual M Dinposiliona N % [ % M % N % N ~

Admil ts Fram Appropriste Court & Borough £3,612

*ABSOLUTE* FOOL {All Other Dala Known}

"Absolide® [neligibles
“Abaoiute” Eligibles

Total in the "Abselute” Pool
“ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jall Dayw Used
: ATD-only 36 14 R .
ATl-only . . . . . . . . . . :
ATOH &0 82,5 21 3,606 80.5 1267 &0 6 1000 . )
Type of Jail Days Usad Linknown . . . . R . . . . .
TOTAL for *ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 66 1000 35 4,416 1000 1,417 B85 12 75,0 24 25.0
Misging Data on Type AND Number of Jeif Days . .
Total in "Absolute” Pool 23 35
* *Discounted” Numbers are the number Eligible {wholher "Absolute™ or “Eotimated”), ** *Tolal Known Disposilions” may be lesa than "Total Admits®, in a catoegory, becauss some admits iack dispositionaf data,
discourdad by iha program's “Screening Retio” — & raugh mesaure of Tha pattorn of dispositions is cisployed for known dispositlons only,
the rato of which ecreaned *eligiblos” are actually taken irdo thia program.

NOTE: CSSP has very lighlly drawn eligibllity eriteria. Of the 3,651 admita from the All boroughs' Criminal Courd in March, 1867, all datn necessary lo evaluate CSSP eligibilily were avallable for only 237.
of thase only B met el criteria. Thal numbor ia loo small to fend much confidenco to the low estimats of pocl aize generated from tha one month sampling method. Y, for example, only
one more admil had been found formally slipible in each barough, the “percariage eligibie” would have mare than doublad. Under those circumstances, the annualized number of sligibles would bave bean
182; inatend of an estimated pool size of 1,651 and a discaunted estimated pool of 772, the estimsted poo! would have bean 3,174, using 83,543 jall days. The discounted number of
would have beon 1,378, uging 38,056 |ail days,

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Ofthe 43,812 admits from the appropriate court and borough, ali the data required to determine program eligibility were avallable for 2,844,

Of thase, 3.38% (or 96) were found eligible. But, for a program with multiple borough operations, the estimated pools from the individual boroughs
were summed, to show the number likely lo be found eligible if all the necessary data were avaliable (as It would be o program screeners).

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:

1,851
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

== ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 56,879 Jali Days (156 cells per year)
172

DISCOUNTED: 21,954 Jall Days (60 celis per year)



ISP ~ Maximum Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

ISP Maximum Pools — Admits Meating Screening Criteria, Whather or Not Disposition Fits Program Oblective

Admits JaH Days Pattemn of Dispositions, for Admits Whoss Dispositions are Known
Annual Escountad * Annual Discounted *} | Total Known™| Mandelcry Prson Non-Mandatary Prison Jell Sontence Prb'n / Disch'ge / Flna Diarnlaral
N *. Annuat N N % Annual N Disposltiona N % N % N *. N % N %
Admit is From Appropriaie Court & Borzugh 43476 1600
“ABSOLUTE" POOL {All Other Dala Known}
~Absolula” Inafigiblas 15,844 nT
*Absaojula” Eligibles 15,548 82.3 15,548
Tolal in the “Absalule™ Pooj 3,392 1000
*ABSOLUTE” ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jall Days Usoed
ATD-oniy 8,340 430 8,340 169,164 7.8 169,164 7,644 1,294 11.0 3,804 49.8 2,378 3.1 184 2.2
AThonly 1.620 8.5 1.820 119,160 W07 119,160 1,612 744 492 588 38.9 144 85 a8 24
ATOA 4,572 241 4,572 681,664 811 681,864 4416 1478 334 2,844 64.4 12 1.8 24 0.5
Typa of Jak Days Usad Uinknown 4,452 35 4,452 116,664 0.4 116,884 2412 - N . . 13 8.5 2400 595
TOTAL for “ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 16,984 100.0 18,984 1,118,852 000 1,118,852 15,084 3,518 220 7,238 45.3 2,804 18.3 2,628 164
Missing Data on Type AND Number of Jall Days S04 564
Tatal In *Absalida" Poot 19,548 18,548

* "Discountad” Numbers are the numbar EGgible {whother "Absoluta™ or "Estimated”),
discounted by the progrem’s “Screening Ratle” — a rough mensure of
tha rute at which ssreened “eligibles” aro actually taken fato a program.
For 15P i was not possibie to genarpio & screening ratio, bacause tho program
does nol mutinoly ganamte a poal of "fomally eligible” defendanis, the numbaor of wham
would ba the denorninaior of the screaning ratlo.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

*= "Yotal Known Disposiions” may be lass than "Tolal Admiis®, in a category, bocause some admiis [ack dispositional data.
The pattem of dispositicas ia tlsplayad for known disposiiions only,

Of the 43,476 admils from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program eligibility were avallable for 31,392,
Of thase, 62.27% (or 19,548) were found eligible. To estimale the number likely to be found eligible If all the nacessary data were avaliable
{as it would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing efigibility data (primarlly prior criminal history records) would make
£2.27% of the remainder sligible as well. An "estimatad eligibie pool” is created by adding these 7,525 "estimated eligibles" to the "absolute aligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL; 27,073  *** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 1,591,682 Jall Days (4,361 cells per year)

*** (Moan Jolf Days Used por Absolute Eligiible x Numbar of Estimaiod Ellgiblos)



ISP - Perfect Target

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ ISP Perfact Target Pools — Admlis Meaeting Screening Crileris, Whose Dispositlons Fit the Program’s Displacemant Objaclive _m
Admits Jall Daya Pattern of Dispositions, for Admits Whese Dispositions are Known
Annual Dlscounted * Anawsl Discounted *} [ Total Known™] Mandalory Prison Non-Mendatory Prison Jal] Sentence Prob'n / Disch'ge ! Fine Dlamisaal
N % Annuai M N % Annual N Diapositions N * N % N % N % N
Admit Is From Appropriate Courl & Soraugh 434768 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POOL (All Other Data Known}
“Absoluta” Insligiblos 27420 78.5
“Absolute” Ellgiblos 7,500 215 7,500
Totai In tha “"Absalute™ Pool 34,920 160.0
“ARSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Typo of Jall Days Used
ATOD-only 4,572 83.2 4572 102,072 783 102,072 4572 . N 1,298 28.2 3276 7T
ATl-only ars 2.9 4] 48,284 134 46,264 876 - . 744 845 132 15.1
ATDA 1,788 T 1,788 210,628 564 210,828 1788 . . 1478 828 312 17.4
Type of Jall Gays Usad Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . . .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 7.238 1000 T.238 364,184 100.0 361,184 T7.236 . . 3,518 46.8 3720 51.4
Misaing Dala on Type AND SNumber of Jall Days 284 264
Totad in "Abasluta” Pool 7,500 T.500
**Djacountsd” Rurmbars are the number Eligible (whathar “Absolute” or "Eatimated™, ** “Total Known Dispositions” may be less than "Total Admits™, in @ category, because eome admits Inck dispeatiional data.

discountad by the progrem's *Screening Ratle” . a rough measumm of
the rato af which screened mallgiblos” are actually taken Inlo a program,
For ISP It wan not poss|ble to genemts a screening rello, because the progmm

doas not foulinely genesete a pool of Yormally ellgible™ defendants, the numbar of whom
would be the denominator of the screaning ratlo.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL.:

Of the 43,476 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to dstermine program sligibliity were available for 34,520,
Of these, 21.48% (or 7,500) were found eligible. To estimate the number liksly to be found efiglble If ali the necessary data were available
(as It would be to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make
21.48% of the remainder eligible as wall. An "estimated eligible poo!” is created by adding these 1,838 "estimated eligibles” to the "absolute eliglbles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 9,338

The patlam of dlspesitions ts dizplayoed for known dispositions only.

*»* ESTIMATED FLIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 465,966 Jail Days (1,277 cells per yoar)

** (Mean Jall Doys Usod par Absolute Ellgiible x  Number of £stimated Etigibles)



Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

TASC : BROOKLYN — Maximum Pools

TASC : BROOKLYN Maximum Pools — Admits Meeting Screening Criteria, Whethar er Not Disposition Fits Program Objective

Admits Jall Days Pattern of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositions sre Known
Annual Discountad * Annual Discourted *] | Total Known®) Mandalory Prison Non-Mandatory Prison Jail Sentance Prob'n / Dischige | Fine Disrnissal
N % Annual N N % Annual N Disposilions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit la From Approprigie Couri & Borough 2308 1008
"ABSQLUTE" POCL (NI Othor Data Known)
“Absolute” inaligiblea 8,696 818
“Absalute™ Eligiblos 876 ;%] 685
‘Totaf {n the "Absolute” Pool 10672 1000
"ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Typa of Jall Days Used
ATD-only 348 420 237 10,848 281 7.397 324 [ 296 35 11.1 144 44.4 36 11.1 12 3.7
ATi-only T2 8r 49 1,644 40 1,118 [ iz 200 26 8040 N . 12 200
ATDI 168 203 114 22,608 84,5 15,373 168 28 214 48 286 T2 42.9 12 T.1 : .
Typa of Jail Daya Used Unknown 240 200 163 6,408 15.4 4,357 168 i . . . . . . 168 1008
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 828 1000 563 41508 1000 28,225 720 144 200 120 167 216 30.0 £0 83 182 2508
Misaing Data on Type AND Numbet of Jail Days 48 33
Tolal §n "Absolute™ Pook ar6 596

* "Discounted” Numbers are tha number Eligible (whother "Absolute” or "Estimated"),
discounted by the program's “Screening Retia™ — a rough measura of
the rate et which acreened “eligibies” aro actually taken into thia program, (68.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

** "Tolol Known Disposifions” may be less than "Tolal Admils®, In a calegory, bacause some admils lack dispositional deta,
The patiern of dispesitions is displayed for known dispositions only.

Of the 22,308 admits from the appropriate court and borotgh, all the data required to determina program eliglbility wera avallable for 10,872,

Of these, 8.06% (or 876) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necessary data were available

{as it would ba to program screeners), it was assumed that the missing efigibility data (primarily pricr criminal history records) woutd make
8.06% of tha remainder sligible as wall. An "estimated elfiglble pool” is created by adding these 522 "astimated eligibles” to the “absolute eligibles.”

*** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 90,080 Jali Days (247 cells per year)
DISCOUNTED: 61,272 Jall Days (188 cslis per year)

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

1,788
1,223

*** (Moan Jail Days Used par Absolute Eligilble x Number of Eslirmated Efigibles)



TASC: BROOKLYN — Perfect Target

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
= TASC : BROOKLYN Perfact Targot Pools — Admits Maeating Screening Crteria, Whesa Dispositions Fit the Program's Displacement Objective =
Admlts Jail Days Pattem of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositlons are Known
Annual Discourted * Annual Oiscounted *| | Total Known"'| Mandotery Prison Non-Mandatory Prison Jall Sanlenco Prob'n/ Dischiga / Fine Dismissal
N % Anaual N N % Annual N Disposilions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit s From Appropriale Courl & Borough 22308 100.6
*ABSOLUTE® POGL (Al Olher Data Known)
"Ahaoiuta” Inaligibles 8,168 860
"Absolude” Eligiblaa 3684 40 261
Tetal n the "Absalute” Poct 2552 1000
“ABSOLUTE® ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jall Days Used
ATD-only 228 613 155 7.344 3r.2 4,894 228 96 42.1 35 158 28 42,1
ATi-only 48 128 33 a16 41 555 48 12 25.0 36 75.0 . .
ATOHN 96 %58 85 11,604 587 7,881 86 38 ars 48 500 12 125
Typa of Jail Days Used Unknown . . . . . . . . . . . . -
TOTAL for "ABSQLUTE" ELIGIBLES arz 1008 253 19,784 1004 13,440 arz 144 38.7 120 323 108 260
Missing Data on Type AND Number of Jall Days 12 8
Total In"Absolute” Pool 3684 261
* *Discourtod” Numbora are the number Eligible {whether “Absalute” or "Eatimeted”), ** *Tolal Known Dispositions” may be lass than "Tolal Admila®, In a calegory, becausa some admits lack dlapesilonat dala,
discourtad by tha pogram's "Screaning Ratla® -~ s reugh measue of The patlemn of dispositions is diaplayed for known dispasitions only.

the rate of which screarmd ~cligibles™ are actually taken irdo this program. (68.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 22,308 admits from the appropriate court and borough, ali the data required lo determine program ellglbliity were avallable for 9,552,
Of these, 4.02% {or 384) were found eligibis. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible if all the necassary data were avallable
(as it would be lo program screeners), it was assumed that the missing seligibility data (primarity prior criminal history records) would make
4.02% of the remainder eligible as well. An "estimated eligible pool" Is created by adding thesa 513 “estimated eligibles” {o the "absolute eligibles."

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 897  ***ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 47,631 Jall Days {130 cslls per year)
BISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 610 DISCOUNTED: 32,381 Jaii Deys (88 cells per year)

*** (Mern Jail Days Used par Abselute Eligible x  Numbar of Estimated Efigibles)




TASC: QUEENS — Maximum Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ TASC : QUEENS Maximum Pools — Admits Moeting Screening Crilerla, Whather or Not Disposition Fits Program Objective __
Admits Jali Days Pattern of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositions are Known
Annual Discounted * Annusl Biscounted *{ | Total Known*] Mandatory Prison Non-Mandedory Prisan Jail Sanfence Prob'n/ Dischiga [ Fine Dismissal
N % Annual N N % Annual N Dispositions N % N % N % N % N %
Admit is From Appropriate Court & Borough 15852 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POOL {All Other Data Knowr)
"Absolita” [neligibles 6,012 83.4
“Absclute® Eligiblos 492 6.6 202
Tetal In the “Absolute” Poot 7404 1000
“ABSOLUTE” ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Used
ATD-only prli] 415 83 4,704 134 1,929 216 12 586 gi) 167 120 556 48 222
ATl-only 12 25 5 228 o7 83 12 12 1800 - i . . . .
ATDH 120 250 43 25,164 FaR: 10,317 108 24 22 24 222 &0 586 . .
Type of Jait Days Used Linknown 120 250 49 4520 144 2,047 72 . ; . . . : . . 72 100,0
TOTAL for "ASSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 480 100.0 187 35018 10092 14,387 408 48 118 &0 14.7 180 44.1 48 118 72 1786
Mizsing Data on Typs AND Number of Jail Days 12 5
Toatal In "Absolide™ Foal 482 20
* "Discourted™ Numbers are the numbar Eligible (whether *Absolute” or “Estimatad”), ** "Total Known Dispositions” may bo lesa than *Total Admils", in o category, because some admila lack disposilional data.
discauntod by the program's “Scresning Retio” - a rough measure of The petinm of disposilions is displayed for krown dispesitions only,

the ruto of which scraenad "aligibles” ars aclually taken into this program. {41.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 15,852 admils from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program ellgibitity were available for 7,404,
Of these, 6.65% (or 492) were found eligible. To estimate the number fikely to be found eligible If ali the necessary data were avallable
{as it would be to program screenaers), il was assumed that the missing eligibility data (primarily prior eriminal history records) would make
6.65% of the remainder eligible as well. An "estimated eligible pool” Is created by adding these 562 "aslimated sligibles” to the “abscluts sligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 1,084  *** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 76,942 Jall Days (211 celis per year)
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 432 HNSCOUNTED: 31,536 Jall Days (86 cells par ysar)

*** {Mean Jail Days Used par Abaolute Eligilble x Number of Estimated Eligibles)



Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

TASC : QUEENS ~ Perfect Target

TASC ;. QUEENS

Perfect Targst Poois — Admits Meeting Screening Criterla, Whose Dispositions Fit the Program's Displacemant Objective

Admits Jall Days Pattemn of Dispositions, for Admits Whosa Disposiflons are Known
Annual fliscountad * Arinuad Discourdod *| | Total Known®] Mandstary Prison Non-Mandatory Prison JaHl Sandonce Prob'n/ Dischiga / Flne Bsmissad
| N % AnwalN | N % AnnualN Dispouitions N % N % N % N % N g
Admit ia Fram Approptiete Court & Borough 15852 1000
"ABSOLUTE" POOL {All Other Diata Known)
“Absalute” Inofigibles 6,206 973
“Abaolute” Eligibles 180 27 74
Tolal In the "Absolute” Pool 6576 1000
“ABSCLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Bays Used
ATO-only 120 8687 49 2,232 206 818 120 12 100 38 30.0 72 £0.0
ATEonly 12 6.7 & 228 e Et] 23 12 12 1000 . .
ATDI 48 267 20 5016 674 2,084 48 24 50.0 24 500
Typa of Jeil Days Used Unknown . . . . . . . . : -
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 180 1900 14 7,538 100.0 3,080 180 48 287 &0 3.3 T2 40.0
Misaing Dada on Type AND Number of Jail Days . .
Tolal in "Absoluda” Pool 180 74

* "Discourtod™ Nurmbarn are the numbor Eligible {whelher "Absalute” or “Entimated™y,

dincountad by tho program’s "Screening Ratio” — a rough measuse of
the rato al which screaned "aligibles” sre actually taken into this program. (41.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 15,852 admits from the appropriate court and borough, all the dala raquired lo determine program eligiblifty were available for 6,576.
Of these, 2.74% (or 180) were found eligible. To estimate the number likely to be found eligible If ali the necessary data were available
{as it would be to program screensers), it was assumed that the missing eligibiity data (primarily prior criminal history records) would make
2.74% of the remainder eligible as well. An "astimated eligible pool” is created by adding these 254 “sstimated eligibles” to the "absolute eligibles.”

“** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 18,185 Jall Days (50 calis per year)
DISCOUNTED: 7,458 Jall Days (20 cells per year)

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL: 434
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES: 178

= *Total Known Dispositions™ may be laaa than "Tolat Admits™, In a cadagory, becauna some admits lnck disposiional deta,

Tha pattamn of disposilions |s dizplayoed for known dispoaitiona only.

*** {Moan Jail Days Usod per Absolute Eligilble % Number of Estimated Eligibles)



TASC : RICHMOND — Maximuns Pools

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ TASC : RICHMOND Maximum Poals — Admits Meating Screaning Criteria, Whether or Not Disposition Fits Program Objective w_
Admits Jailt Days Pattem of Disposiifons, for Admits Whosae Dispositions are Known
Annust Discountod * Anral Riscounted *[ | Total Known*] Mandedory Prison Nor-Mandatory Prison Jail Sentence Prob'n f Dlach'ga ! Fina Eamisant
N %  _AnnualN N % _ AnnuoiN Disposiiona N % N % N % N % N o
Admit is From Appropriste Courl & Berough 1284 1000
*ABSOLUTE" POOL, (Al Othar Data Known)
*Absolute® Ineligidlea 444 g4.8
“Absoiute® Eligibles 24 51 21
Tolal in the “Absalute" Pool 468 100.0
"ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Typa of Jail Days Used
ATD-enly
ATl-only
ATDA . . . . . .
Typa of Jail Days Used Unknown 24 1000 21 804 100.0 116
TOYAL for "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES 24 1008 21 B804 100.0 716
Miszing Bata an Type AND Numbar of Jeif Deye . .
Tolal in “Absolute” Pool 24 21

* “Discourded™ Numbers are tha number Efigible (whethor "Abaolute® or “Estimated"},

discounted by the program'a “Scraening Rafis” -- @ rough measuro of
tha rale o which screenad "eligibles” are actually teken inte this program. (89.00%)

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

** "Total Known Bispositions” mey bo {ess than "Yotal Admila®, in a category, because some admits lock disposilional dats,

The pattemn of disposilions Ia dinplayod for known dispositicns only.

Of the 1,264 admits from the appropriate court and berough, all the data required to detarmine program eligibility were avallable for 468,
Ot these, 5.13% (or 24) were found eligible. To eslimate the number likely lo be found eligible if all the necessary data were avallable
{as it would be lo program screeners), it was assumed that the missing sligibility data {primarily prior criminal history records) would make
5.13% of the remainder eligible as well. An "estimated sligible pool” is created by adding these 42 “estimated eligibles" lo the "absolute eligibles.”

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

68
58

“** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 2,211 Jali Days (8 calls psr year)

DISCOUNTED: 1,877 Jall Days (5 cella per year)

*** (Moan Joil Days Uisad per Absclute Eligilble x Number of Esiimaled Eligitles)



TASC : RICHMOND — Perfect Target

Table C-2
Bistribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ TASC ;. RICHMOND Paerfact Target Pools — Admits Meeling Screening Criterla, Whose Dispositions Fit the Program's Displacement Objeciive _*
Admiis Jall Days Pattern of Dispositions, for Admits Whose Dispositlons are Known
Anniaal Discountod * Annuat Discatmiod *{ | Toial Kpown™| Mandalory Prison Non-Mandatoty Prisan Jail Serdence Prob'n/ Dischiga/ Fine Dismiasal
& % Annual N N % Annual N Diapositions N % N % N % [ % N %

Admit Is From Apprapriste Court & Borough 1.284 1000
"ABSOLUTE" POOL (All Other Data Known)

“Atsolute” Inaligibles 458 100.0

"Absolute” Eligitles . .

45 1008 _

Tolal intha "Absolute™ Pool

"ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Typa of Jail Days Used

ATB-only .
: 1 p.‘f admits with tha a; nauaus Oo:: and Borough for .;mn.a Enr:.%u Couiity Projact were m%u

AThenly
ATON .
Typo of Jait Doyn Uoed Unknown . hafore thalr prior record data were examined for efigibility. - Prior record aaE.ﬁBﬁg&nEm
TOTVAL tor "ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES . Bacause none of thosn 458 received a custodial zentenoe and bocase tha'targat for TASC's displacemant objective
Miasing Data on Type AND Number of Jail fayn . a Jali or prison sentance of two months or. more, none of tho *Absolutes” io_.o,%n_u_nm.__o_. inctuslon in the “Perfact Targe
Tolal In "Absoluts” Pool . As noone imu_, *Absolutsly Eligibie” for inclusion in the Pérfect Target pool, it was _5. ,uoaaw_o 10 &uﬂg at
wﬁ%a o__ ?m nm«u .cc&. .nanina”z. voanmzo S. nu_uE Ea__. «io_. 33&

* "Discounted® Numberse are the number Eligitle {whether “"Absclute” or “Eslimeted"), ***Tolal Known Dispositions” may be less than “Total Admils”, in a calegory, bacause some admits lack dlspogitional data.
discourtad by the program's “Screaning Ratio” - a rough measura of The patiermn of disposilions ls disployed for known dispositions only.
{he ralo ot which screened "eligibles™ are actually {aken into a program,



TASC : TOTAL — Maximum Pools
Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program

TASC : TOTAL Maximum Pools — Admits Meating Screening Criteria, Whather or Not Disposition Fits Program Objective

Admits Jali Days Pattem of Disposltions, for Admits Whose Diapositions are Known
Annuai Diacountod * Annual Discourded *| | Telal Known®] Mandstory Prison Non-Mandetory Prison Jail Sentonce Prot'n / Dlach'ga f Fine Dismissal
3] % Annual N N % Annuaf N Digponitisns N % N % N % N % N %
Admit is From Apprepriate Coud & Borough
*ABSOLUTE" POOL {All Gther Bata Known)
“Absalute” naligibles
"Absolule” Eligibles o croats Em qnu_w sw ..>cwo_5m muamzwa from-all boroughs were summeod, as-was thelr |all day use
Tatal In the “Absolute” Poct and the Ppattarn of thelr disposition
“ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Uned . p— —
ATD-only 516 432 330 15552 200 8,305 540 108 200 72 133 264 488 B4 45§ 12 22
ATl-only 84 63 54 1,872 2.4 1211 72 24 333 35 500 . 00 12 38.7 . .
ATDH 288 216 163 772 618 25,601 276 60 217 72 281 132418 12 43 . .
Type of Jaif Dayn Used Unknown 384 288 234 12,132 157 7480 240 . . . . . . \ . 240 1000
TOTAL tor "ABSCLUTE™ ELIGIBLES 1332 1000 781 11328 1000 43,298 1,128 102 170 180 160 396 351 108 0.6 252 223
Miszing Data on Type AND Number of Jall Daya &0 38
Tolat In "Absolule” Pool 1,362 819
* "Dlaceuntad” Numbars are the numbaer £ligiblo (whather "Absalite® or “Estimsted"), ** “Tole! Known Dispositions® may be Fo.ﬂ han "Tolal Admits®, in 6 category, beceuso some odmits lack dispositional deta,

discoured by tha programia *Screaning Retie” - a raugh maasure of

The pattern of dispoailions ia diaplayed fo known dispoaitiona only.
tha rato of which scroenad "eligibles” are aclually taken irfo a program.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL.:

Of the 39,444 admils from the appropriate court and borough, all the data required to determine program eligibliity were avaliable for 18,744,
Of these, 7.43% (or 1,392) wera found eliglble. But, for a program with muitiple borough operations, the estimated poals from the Individual boroughs
were summed, to show the number likely {o be found efigible if afl the necessary data were available {as it would be to program screaners).

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES;

2,918

*** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 167,022 Jaill Days (458 celis par year)
1,714

DISCOUNTED: 82,808 Jali Days (254 calis par year)



TASC: TOTAL ~ Perfect Target

Table C-2
Distribution of Eligibility in the Detained Cohort, and Distribution of Eligibles' Jail Use,
By Program
__ TASC | TOTAL Perfoct Target Pools ~ Admits Meeting Scraaning Criterla, Whose Disposaltions FIt the Program's Displacement Objective __
Admits Jail Days Pattemn of Disposttions, for Admifs Whose Dispositions ara Known
Annual Eliscounted * Annual Discourted *| | Tolal Known*] Mandalory Prisan  Non-Mondetory Priscn Juil Sentence Prob'n/ Dischiga / Fina Dismissal
N % Annual N M % Annuat N ili N % M % N % N o N %
Admit is From Appropriate Court & Borough 38,444
"ABSOLUTE" POOL (Al Othar Oata Known)
“Absolute” Insligibles
"Absolute® Eligibles
Total in the “Absolute” Pool

“ABSOLUTE" ELIGIBLES, by Type of Jail Days Used

ATD-only 348 63.0 204 8,576 359 5,908 348 108 310 72 26.7 168 48.3 . .

ATl-only 60 108 38 1044 8 648 &3 24 430 38 1] . . . :

ATDi! 144 28.1 a5 16,680 811 8,872 144 &0 AL7 2 500 12 83 . .

Typa of Jai Oays Used Unknown . . . . R . . . X . . . . R . N .
TOTAL for "ABSOLUTE™ ELIGIBLES 5§52 1000 27 AT308 1000 16,529 852 482 348 180 32.8 1680 326 1] 0.0 0 a0

Miasing Data on Typo AND Numbar of Jait Days 12 8

Total in "Absaluts” Fool 564 335
* "Discounted” Numbars ore the number Eligible {whether “Abscluta® or "Estimated"),

** "Total Known Dispositions™ may be fesa then *Total Admits®, In a caleory, because some admits lack dispositional data,

discotrted by the program'a "Seresning Ratie” -- a rough mesaura of Tha patlom of dispositions ia displayed for known diapositions only,

the rate af which screened “eligibles” are actually taken inlo a program.

DERIVATION OF THE ESTIMATED POOL:

Of the 39,444 admils from the appropriate court and borough, alf the data required to determins program eliglbllity were available for 16,584,
Of these, 3.40% (or 564) were found eligible. But, for a program with multiple borough operations, the estimated poals from the individual boroughs
were summed, to show the number likely to be found efigible if alf the necessary data were avalfable (as It would be to program screensrs),

ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE POOL:
DISCOUNTED ELIGIBLES:

1,331

*** ESTIMATED ELIGIBLES' JAIL USE: 65,818 Jall Days (180 cells per year}
768

DISCOUNTED: 39,849 Jail Days (108 cells per year)



