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Disclaimer 
 

RE: NIC Technical Assistance No. 15C1005 

 

 

This technical assistance activity was funded by the Community Corrections Division of the 

National Institute of Corrections. The Institute is a Federal agency established to provide 

assistance to strengthen state and local correctional agencies by creating more effective, humane, 

safe and just correctional services. 

 

The resource person who provided the on-site technical assistance did so through a cooperative 

agreement, at the request of Montgomery County, Ohio, and through the coordination of the 

National Institute of Corrections. The direct onsite assistance and the subsequent report are 

intended to assist the jurisdiction in addressing issues outlined in the original request and in 

efforts to enhance its overall effectiveness. 

 

The contents of this document reflect the views of Ms. Janice Radovick-Dean and Mr. Don 

Trapp. The content does not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the National 

Institute of Corrections.  
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Pretrial System Analysis for Montgomery County, Ohio  

Introduction 
 

This report summarizes the primary findings and recommendations from a pretrial system 

analysis for Montgomery County, Ohio. Vanessa Carter, Deputy Court Administrator acted on 

behalf of multiple justice system stakeholders in the county to request technical assistance in the 

analysis of the county’s pretrial program and related practices. The County has maintained a 

Pretrial Services Program since 1989. The program interviews defendants in custody, makes 

recommendations, and provides supervision and follow-up services. The program has recently 

implemented the Ohio Pretrial Risk Assessment Tool into its case management practices. This 

instrument is part of a family of assessment tools developed at the University of Cincinnati and 

adopted by the state with the passage of House Bill 86 in 2011. An analysis of the program and 

related practices is being sought to assess the program’s adherence to evidence-based practices, 

to examine the efficacy of its work, and to solicit and incorporate feedback and other concerns 

from the stakeholders in the Montgomery County Court system.  

Method 
 

Don Trapp, Pretrial Supervision Program Manager for Multnomah County, Oregon and Janice 

Radovick-Dean, Director of the Pretrial Services Department, Fifth Judicial District, 

Pennsylvania provided the technical assistance to Montgomery County (See Appendix A for 

Bios). Jail data, applicable statues, policies and procedures, related documents and background 

information were reviewed prior to the on-site visit. The site visit was conducted on March 23 - 

25, 2015, during which time meetings with the major stakeholders were held including: Court 

and County Administrators,  Pretrial Program staff, Montgomery County Sheriff’s staff,  District 

Attorneys, Municipal and Superior Court Judges, and Public Defenders. In addition, pretrial 

interviews and defendants’ first court appearances were observed (see Appendix B for agenda).  

Findings and Recommendations 
 

The findings and recommendations are organized into three groups: an overview of the current 

system including administrative practices, infrastructure; pretrial program analysis and a cursory 

jail population analysis; and specific recommendations regarding pretrial practices and next 

steps. References are appended to the report, some of which will be referred to in the body of the 

report; and others that may serve as a resource.  Other documents may be cited within the text of 

the report. The source of information for the recommendations are the federal and state 

constitutional, statutory, and case law, national pretrial standards from the American Bar 

Association (ABA) and National Association of Pretrial Services Agencies (NAPSA), and recent 

empirical research from the social sciences/criminal justice field.  
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Montgomery County Overview 

The Montgomery County criminal justice system serves a population of 536,000 across 

18 cities and 9 townships. The County maintains a 900-bed jail facility that receives an average 

of 26,643 bookings annually. Initial appearances for defendants may occur in the Court of 

Common Pleas or in Municipal Court. Over the past 10 years, Montgomery County has 

experienced a 34% decrease in crime, more than double the national reduction of 16%. The 

number of bookings into the Montgomery County Jail has decreased 25% during the same 

period, and the jail’s average daily population has decreased 10% from an over-capacity average 

of 921 to 831 or 92% of capacity.   

 Despite the trends of decreasing crime and bookings, Montgomery County is currently 

experiencing increases in specific offenses and offenders which strains available resources. 

Montgomery County, like other jurisdictions around the country, has seen dramatic increases in 

opiate abuse related crimes and deaths. In 2012, the 93 overdose deaths almost doubled the 

previous 5 year average of 40 – 50. In addition, and not unrelated, Montgomery County and 

Ohio have experienced steady increases in female offenders, which last year corresponded to an 

11% increase in the number of women sentenced to prison. This came at a time when prison 

commitments decreased by 12% and the number of men sentenced to prison decreased by 2%. 

These two populations can challenge jurisdictions in terms of resources and process. As the 

percentage of female offenders is relative low, fewer jail beds (pods, wings, etc.) are allocated 

for them. Consequently, as these beds fill, women are more likely to be released due to 

overcrowding than men. In addition, the range of treatment resources is generally not as robust 

for women as for men; moreover, treatment and supervision need to focus on gender-specific 

issues. Similarly, opiate-addicted offenders require specialized treatment, specifically opiate-

replacement therapy (methadone, buprenorphine, or vivitrol) in conjunction with cognitive-

behavioral treatment. Without access to treatment, including detoxification services, opiate 

addicted offenders are highly vulnerable to overdoses after brief jail stays (10 – 15 days). 

Further, the chronic nature of the addiction is linked to frequent re-offending. 

 

 In response to these and other issues, Montgomery County has engaged in a number of 

initiatives to respond to the diverse risk and characteristics of pre and post adjudicated 

defendants.  State-wide sentencing reform as outlined in HB 86 (2011) and the emphasis on 

community-based treatment in lieu of incarceration focus efforts on developing community-

based resources and identifying appropriate candidates for these programs. In Montgomery 

County, the Common Pleas Court has operated a Drug Court since 1996. The county Alcohol 

and Drug and Mental Health Services has a detoxification center for defendants experiencing 

acute withdrawal symptoms. In addition, the Court has recently implemented a Veteran’s 

Treatment Court, and a Women’s Therapeutic Docket.  

 

A preliminary analysis of the jail population revealed that the facility is operating at the 

high end of optimal population and inmate processing. The four-year average daily population of 

the jail is at 92.4% of capacity. Depending on the capacity of the jail and the average annual 

bookings, 90% - 95% is considered optimal. With the 5- year average length of stay holding 

relatively stable at 11.2 days, the jail can manage the 26,000 annual bookings.  Increases in either 

the length of stay or the number of bookings could upset this balance.  
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Infrastructure 

Montgomery County has chartered a Criminal Justice Council to oversee major policy 

changes and review operations.  In discussions with stakeholders, there appears to be a high level 

of communication and cooperation amongst them. County agencies maintain current and 

versatile information systems which provide staff with wide access, and are capable of producing 

a variety of reports. System-wide data that tracks major performance indicators were not 

available, and discussions with stakeholders indicated that such information was not readily 

prepared, reviewed or shared. The Probation Department is trained and skilled in the assessment 

and management of offender risk, utilizing the ORAS assessments in their case management. 

The County maintains a fully functioning pretrial services program, conducting in-custody 

interviews and providing supervision and monitoring. The pretrial program has recently 

implemented the Ohio Pretrial Risk Assessment in their interviews to provide more risk 

informed recommendations for the court. This has been a cultural as well as procedural shift 

through which staff is still working.  In terms of pretrial practices, financial conditions of release 

are recommended and ordered in the vast majority of cases.  In cases of domestic violence, the 

passage of Amy’s Law in 2005 amended pretrial procedures. Defendants charged with domestic 

violence related offenses must appear before the court to have the issue of release addressed. In 

addition to the release criteria outlined in statute, Amy’s Law outlines domestic violence specific 

criteria that must be considered. Pretrial diversion options for defendants are limited to non-

violent, non-drug related cases. These are largely managed individually through the Diversion 

Division of the Prosecutor’s Office. 

While there is general support for the pretrial program from the stakeholders, there is not a 

specific understanding of how recommendations are derived, how the risk assessment tool is 

utilized in that process and how defendants perform when released pending trial. Additionally, 

general knowledge about the administration of pretrial supervision, including the protocol for 

responding to violations is not widely known. Moreover, the efficacy of these practices and the 

extent to which the pretrial program can impact case processing and effective use of jail 

resources are not generally known. For example, although the pretrial program completes over 

7000 bond reviews annually, that is less than 30% of all arrested defendants. The majority of 

those cases not assessed appear to be under the jurisdiction of the Municipal Courts, who 

apparently operate a limited pretrial/electronic monitoring program. 

 

Jail Analysis 

 

Detailed data necessary for a full analysis were not available. However the following is a 

summary based on available data. Over the past 4 years, the jail’s average daily population 

(ADP) has been 831.24 or 92% of its 900 bed capacity. As previously stated, this represents a 

10% reduction in ADP over the past 10 years. The jail has been receiving an average of 26,643 

bookings per year over the past 4 years, which is a 25% reduction (9763 fewer bookings) over 

the past 10 years. Although the decrease in bookings accounts for 80% of the overall reduction in 

the ADP, a 22% increase in the average length of stay (from 9.49 to11.58 days) accounts for why 

the percent change differs from the number of bookings to the average daily population.  
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At its 900 bed capacity, the Montgomery County Jail will have 328,500 jail bed days 

available annually. At full capacity, processing the 26,643 annual bookings, the average length 

of stay could not exceed 12.3 days without exceeding capacity. At 90% of capacity or 810 

inmates, the available jail bed days would be 295,650. The 90% is sometimes referred to as 

optimum capacity, as it would allow for the full implementation of a custody classification 

system, and the full discretionary use of segregation, isolation, or other close custody units. At 

this level, the average LOS could not exceed 11.09 days. The jail’s current 5-year average is 

11.19 days. In terms of managing jail space, Montgomery County is currently operating at the 

limits of optimal capacity.  No data were available on the percentage of inmates that are awaiting 

trial or sentenced. Nor was there data on the number and types of release. These would provide 

better detail regarding the make-up of the jail population and release and detention practices 

generally. 

 

Pretrial Program 

 

The Montgomery County Pretrial Program has all the structure and elements of a high-

performing program. Montgomery County’s pretrial program currently consists of 9 pretrial 

officers and 3 Electronic Home Detention Program (EDHP) Officers. The pretrial program 

performs a number of functions and administrative tasks. Their primary function is to interview 

and assess every defendant charged with a felony or a Level 1 misdemeanor and prepare a bond 

recommendation for the court; and to provide supervision, including electronic home detention, 

for defendants released from custody into their program.  In addition, pretrial program staff 

complete affidavits of indigency for the courts,  monitor defendants ordered to by the court to 

complete HIV testing, prepare jail time calculations for transports or when ordered, and prepare 

files to be sealed pursuant to court orders. The Pretrial Program maintains an average daily 

caseload of over 300.   

 

The bond reviews include the use of the Ohio Risk Assessment Tool for Pretrial Services 

(ORAS-PT).  While the ORAS-PT is a pretrial specific assessment validated across Ohio, it does 

not appear to be driving the bond recommendation. The recommendations appear based more on 

officer discretion and the standard bond schedule. It is also unclear how the additional risk 

factors required in domestic violence cases are incorporated into the assessment and 

recommendation.
1
 Both staff and stakeholders have expressed a lack of confidence in the risk 

assessment, preferring to rely more on professional judgment. Further, the risk assessment 

information is not generally shared with stakeholders during first appearances. This renders the 

completion and the purpose of the risk assessment irrelevant to the process. The assessment is 

capable of making valid distinctions between defendants of low, moderate, and high pretrial risk.  

These determinations should be the foundation for bond recommendations that more accurately 

reflect the defendant’s risk and least restrictive conditions under which it can be managed.  The 

bond report is a comprehensive, yet brief summary of the defendant’s pretrial risk and bond 

recommendation. While reports can be generated from the information systems used by the 

                                                 
1
 The additional factors to consider in domestic violence cases include eleven items that appear to be drawn from 

various risk assessment tools (see Appendix C). It is not clear if there are business rules associated with the scoring 

of these items, or if normative data exists from which to determine low, medium, or high risk cases. The lack of 

consistent scoring and application of these items renders an otherwise valid assessment tool to be a series of 

subjectively interpreted items. The results will yield less valid decisions, than what was intended by this law. 
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program, it was observed that bond recommendations are often placed into the margins of the 

Common Pleas Court Docket. This does not allow for the parties to review the particulars of the 

assessment or recommendation. Neither is there information from which to argue an opposing 

position. 

 

 The Pretrial Program utilizes current and integrated information systems. This includes 

having desktop video capability to conduct interviews with defendants in custody. The program 

provides two levels of pretrial services: monitoring, which includes check-in, and court date 

reminders; and electronic monitoring. As previously discussed, the use of the risk instrument 

does not appear to drive release recommendations, and the criteria for determining the level of 

pretrial supervision are equally unclear. Pretrial Program reports capture a good range of 

performance and outcome measures; however, more comprehensive measures are recommended 

such re-arrest and re-commitment (due to violations of release conditions) rates and will be 

discussed further. Current data reports a 93% appearance rate, which is commendable. However, 

this must be viewed with respect to the performance of defendants released, but not subject to 

supervision, and against the overall release rate.
2
 

 

Summary program data indicate that approximately 27% of all the bookings into the jail 

are interviewed by pretrial staff.  Of those 27%, 1284, or 17.6% are released onto supervision 

annually. The lack of other system data limits the conclusions that may be drawn. Two points are 

clear: over 70% of all bookings do not receive a pretrial interview or assessment; and less than 

20% of interviewed defendants are released onto supervision. Based on data from the 2013 

Annual report of the Common Pleas Court, it would appear that many of these un-interviewed 

and unsupervised defendants fall under the jurisdiction of the Municipal Courts. There is no data 

from which to assess how well these defendants perform on pretrial release or under what 

conditions they are released. Further, as previously referenced, as the risk assessment does not 

necessarily drive the release recommendation or they type of release (if released), it cannot be 

assumed that the released defendants were lower risk of pretrial misconduct than other 

defendants.  During discussions with stakeholders, it was mentioned that one of the Municipal 

Courts operates its own pretrial electronic monitoring program. This operation apparently does 

not coordinate or communicate with the county managed program. No data were available on the 

numbers of defendants supervised, the specific criteria or protocols, or outcome measures. 

 

In summary, the Montgomery County Pretrial Program has the structure and operating 

principles of a high functioning program. However, the program is not functioning at a level to 

provide maximum benefit to the defendants or stakeholders.  The opportunities for greatest 

improvement include: utilizing the ORAS to drive bond recommendations and the type of 

pretrial supervision or monitoring, increasing the number of defendants subject to pretrial 

interviews and assessments, and coordinating all pretrial functions under one administrative unit.  

In order to progress in these areas, attention must be given to increasing staff and stakeholder 

confidence in the assessment tools, the subsequent bond recommendations, and the ability of the 

program to competently monitor and supervise the defendants placed into their program. In 

                                                 
2
 To assess the true efficacy of release and detention practices, it is necessary to determine the pretrial release rate 

(the percentage of release-eligible defendants who are released pending disposition of their cases) and the failure to 

appear rate for all pretrial releases (supervised and unsupervised). The analysis will provide a system-wide measure 

of the validity of the release decision-making process. 
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addition to staff and stakeholder trainings, the regular collection and reporting of major 

performance and outcome measures of the program can increase confidence in the program. The 

impact of these changes will increase defendant’s access to release options, increase the 

stakeholder’s confidence in release decisions, and incrementally decrease the average daily jail 

population and length of stay such that the system could better withstand fluctuations in 

bookings.  

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 The following recommendations are submitted after careful review of data and 

discussions with stakeholders. They represent both structural and cultural changes for the 

Montgomery County criminal justice system. The foundation of these recommendations is three 

principles that will be recurrent themes. The recommendations are not necessarily in priority 

order, and should become the subject of discussion by all stakeholders within the public safety 

system.  

 

 Coordination and collaborative decision-making: The Criminal Justice Council should 

be charged with oversight over all criminal justice system practices or policies. If that is 

inconsistent with their charter, a coordinating body should be empanelled for that 

purpose. The committee should be comprised of stakeholders from across the system, 

Presiding Court Judge (and representative from the Municipal Courts), Sheriff, District 

Attorney, Public Defenders, Pretrial/Probation, and Court Administrator, and County 

officials. The committee should be charged with overall justice system practices and 

policies. Accordingly, committee members should be able to make policy decisions, or 

otherwise represent their agency. Operational committees, working groups, special 

projects, etc. should all be chartered by this group. The purpose would be to ensure that 

all proposed policy changes are examined for their potential impact on other system 

partners and resources.  

 

 Data driven decisions: Policy decision impacting the system should be based on 

available data as to their impact and efficacy. The above referenced steering committee 

as well as agency heads should regularly examine data related to their agency’s 

performance and impact on the system. Data should be used to develop benchmarks from 

which programs and policies may be evaluated. Measurement and the means to gather, 

maintain, and report data should be included in all policy/program discussions. 

 

 Outcome/Performance Measures: Related to data-driven decisions. The County’s 

agencies utilize a variety of information systems to manage individual programs. 

However, there is a consistent lack major outcome measures that are entered or reported. 

These are central to an understanding of how well a program or policy functions, and 

how to address performance issues. Data entry of outcomes is a necessary, but 

insufficient first step. Outcomes and strategies to maintain or improve them must become 
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part of the culture of the organization---from the County Commissioners, to agency 

heads, to program supervisors. This culture helps to ensure that all business practices are 

focused on improving both service delivery and improving outcomes. This promotes 

effective use of resources and public accountability. The Criminal Justice Council should 

work to define what these outcome measures are, how will they be measured, and by 

whom (see Measuring What Matters in References). These data should be developed to 

answer specific questions regarding program effectiveness, resource utilization, and 

service delivery. 

 

 

1) Develop a system-wide data “dashboard” 
The Criminal Justice Council should define and develop the major outcome and 

performance measures (refer to Measuring What Matters) to regularly assess the system’s 

performance. Initial measures may serve as baselines, and the council should discuss 

establishing benchmarks. It is recommended that these data be reviewed and discussed 

regularly. Given the average length of pretrial supervision, these reviews should be no 

more frequent than every 90 days. These should include, but not be limited: 

 Number of bookings into custody by month 

 Average daily jail population, including breakdown by sentenced, un-sentenced, 

and other 

 Average length of stay, including summary of releases by type  

 Number of released defendants who attend all required court appearances 

 Number of released defendants who remain  arrest-free  

 Number of defendants interviewed 

 Number of defendants released/detained 

 Number of cases processed by outcome (conviction, diversion, acquittal, etc) 

      

2)  Utilizing resources to provide training, information, and support for system 

change:  

Resources regarding pretrial practices, diversion programs, and staff training are 

available through the National Institute of Corrections (NIC), the National Association of 

Pretrial Service Agencies (NAPSA), and the Pretrial Justice Institute (PJI). Pretrial 

Program management should attend the NIC Orientation for Pretrial Executives. Pretrial 

staff should be encouraged to attend the NAPSA Training Institute and pursue 

certification. The information available through these agencies could be used to develop 

trainings for stakeholders across the Montgomery County system. 

Pretrial staff and stakeholders would benefit from information regarding 

evidence-based pretrial practices, and the elements of which that should be incorporated 

into the pretrial process in Montgomery County. In addition, the trainings could serve to 

increase confidence in the pretrial program, encourage discussion as to how to improve or 

change the process, and how such practices could be implemented consistent with Ohio 

law and recognizing the available resources in Montgomery County. 
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3) The continuing goals for the pretrial program, regardless of other system changes, 

should be to: 

a. Provide bond recommendations to the Court based on the defendants assessed risk 

(on the ORAS-PT) and include a level or type of release/supervision that will 

appropriately manage that defendant’s risk. 

b. Submit a completed bond recommendation report for every interviewed and 

assessed defendant. Included in the bond report should be the results of the risk 

assessment. 

c.  Through a collaborative process, develop and implement a release decision 

matrix that formalizes release recommendations based on risk score, charge, and 

supervision resources. Using the ORAS-PT, the assessment will result in a risk 

classification for each defendant. Each class would be associated with a 

presumptive release recommendation and commensurate supervision level. These 

could vary by charge type based on specialized assessment, availability of local 

resources, and stakeholder agreement (risk tolerance). Data from the ORAS and 

suggested release recommendations, which could better inform the Court, District 

Attorney, and Defense Counsel are presented in the table below.  

 

SCORES RATING % 

FAILURES 

% 

FTA 

% 

REARREST 

RELEASE TYPE 

0 – 2 LOW 5% 5% 0% OWN 

RECOGNIZANCE 

3 – 5 MODERATE 18% 12% 7% MONITORED 

6 + HIGH 29% 15% 17% SUPERVISED/DETAIN 

 

Applying this data by charge type would result in a release decision matrix. 

 

RISK 

SCORE 

RISK LEVEL CHARGE RELEASE DECISION 

0 – 2 LOW NON VIOLENT MISDEMEANORS 

SELECTED NON-VIOLENT 

FELONIES 

OWN RECOGNIZANCE 

3 – 5 MODERATE NON-VIOLENT FELONIES MONITORED ON 

RELEASE 

6 + HIGH VIOLENT MISDEMEANORS/ 

FELONIES 

 SUPERVISED ON 

RELEASE 

 

 

d. Establish formalized business rules and normative data from which to complete 

the “Amy’s Law” criteria to assist in bond recommendations. Appendix D is the 

scoring guide and assessment from the Ontario Domestic Abuse Risk Assessment 

(ODARA), which provides a framework for release decision-making. Appendix E 

is a sample supervision matrix that examines defendant issues that may not be 

captured in standard pretrial assessments.  These guidelines will ensure a 

consistency in the application of the assessment, and that they utilize risk 



12 

 

mitigation strategies along the continuum of low to high risk. Some these 

qualitative factors include: 

 Victim concerns for safety. (Is there a safety plan in place (including 

protection order)?) 

 Does the defendant have a viable alternative residence? 

 What is the defendant’s access or proximity to the victim if released? 

 

Below is a sample, for illustration purposes, of a domestic violence related release 

decision matrix. 

ODARA SCORE % RECIDIVISM 

(at top score) 

VICTIM 

SAFETY/COMPLIANCE 

ISSUES 

RELEASE 

CONDITIONS 

0 - 2 20% LOW No Offensive 

Contact 

 

3 – 4 41% MODERATE No Contact with 

victim (consider 

limited no offensive 

contact for specific 

purposes 

No weapons 

Geographic 

restrictions—may 

be monitored 

electronically 

5 – 13 70% HIGH No Contact with 

victim 

No Weapons 

Abide by Order of 

Protection 

Electronic 

Monitoring with 

exclusion zones 

 

e. Develop and communicate to stakeholders the policies and procedures related to 

the pretrial interview and assessment, the bond recommendation, differential 

supervision and monitoring, and program responses to pretrial violations. 

      

f. Develop, record, report, and discuss program outcome and performance measures. 

These should be shared with staff and stakeholders. This will model transparency 

and facilitate ongoing monitoring and problem-solving. 

 

g. Implement quality assurance processes to ensure that staff are completing bond 

recommendations timely, accurately, and consistent with policy. Inter-rater 

reliability assessment s should be conducted ensure staff are completing the 

ORAS-PT with fidelity. 
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h. Review supervision/monitoring  process to ensure: 

i.  Supervision levels correspond to risk 

ii. Supervision strategies vary based on specific risk type 

iii. Staffing levels are appropriate to administer supervision as prescribed and 

in conformance with contact standards. If workload for Pretrial staff 

increases, this review will ensure that resources are being allocated 

effectively and the required additional staff may be more accurately 

estimated. (see #5 below) 

  

4) Consolidate all pretrial functions under one administrative authority: 
In order to maximize efficiency, consistency, and ensure that County priorities and 

policies are enforced, all pretrial functions should be managed and overseen by the 

County Pretrial Program. This consolidation of resources will facilitate consistency 

across operations, data collection and reporting, and resource allocation. 

 

5)  Increase the number and types of defendants eligible for a full pretrial assessment: 
This should be a collaborative process involving all stakeholders and include an analysis 

of the data to assess system impact. The entire system will benefit from have each 

defendant eligible for pretrial release interviewed and assessed. This will increase the 

efficacy of the release decision-making process, and will impact release and detention 

practices as well. 

 

6) Diversion Programs: 

Diversion options are limited to non-violent, non-drug related offenses at this time. 

Eligibility and conditions are individually determined through the Diversion Unit of the 

Prosecutor’s Office. The value of diversion programs to a system is their ability to bring 

specific offender types to effective interventions in an expedited fashion. A diversion 

program defines eligible charges and defendants, prescribes the intervention/treatment, 

including punitive sanctions, e.g., days in jail, community service, defines the terms 

under which it must be completed, e.g., one year, must abstain from alcohol, no contact 

with victims, etc., and defines the judicial consideration that will be given to successful 

and unsuccessful participants, e.g., dismissal of charge, suspended sentence, etc. These 

options should be explored for other offense and defendant types, such drug offenses, 

driving under the influence, persons with mental illness, and veterans. There should be 

concerted efforts to assure that the proposed interventions are evidence-based, can be 

supported in the community, and can be administered consistent with current Ohio law. 

These programs could facilitate case processing and defendant participation in and 

completion of these programs.  Information on developing diversion programs is 

available from the Pretrial Justice Institute on their website www.pretrial.org.  

 

   

   

  

 

 

http://www.pretrial.org/
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7) Reduce financial conditions of release:  
The current mechanism for release in Montgomery County is the posting of money bail. 

While current data were not available on release detention rates in Montgomery County, 

financial conditions of release are less correlated with court appearance or public safety as 

they are with increased lengths of stay and higher rates of detention. Moreover, money bail is 

inconsistent with the use of the ORAS-PT, which is designed to make valid distinctions 

between low and high risk defendants. Low and moderate risk defendants may be safely 

released into the community under the least restrictive conditions.  When a defendant is 

unable to post a financial bond and remains in jail, the cost of their detention is the sole 

responsibility of the county. In addition there are other negative consequences to the use of 

financial bond, including the increased risk of future criminal activity after pretrial detention.  

 

Most importantly it takes the detention / release decision away from the judge and places it 

with a third party. The defendant’s continued detention or release is decided by someone 

outside of the criminal justice system.  The definition of who is a “good risk” for these third 

parties often greatly differs from that of the criminal justice system.  This discrepancy can 

lead to the release of dangerous criminals while those who pose minimal risk are detained.   

Limiting the use of financial bond and determining release based on risk, through a pretrial 

assessment, reclaims that judicial decision making authority.   

 

It is recommended that the Criminal Justice Council address the issue of eliminating any 

administrative barriers that prevent defendants from either being assessed in-custody, or 

being supervised in the community. The Council should examine and develop a standardized 

process to impose non-financial conditions of release based on pretrial risk assessments and 

recommendations. Some of those options may include: 

a. Release on recognizance 

b. Conditional Release—Released to participate in pretrial supervision  

c. Unsecured Appearance Bond—with condition to participate in pretrial 

supervision 

d. Suspended Bail—contingent on participation in pretrial supervision (MOR or 

SOR) 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



15 

 

References and Resources 
 

American Bar Association. (2007). ABA Standards for Criminal Justice, Third Edition, Pretrial  

 Release. Chicago, IL: American Bar Association.  

 

American Probation and Parole Association. (2011). Promising Practices in Providing Pretrial  

 Services Functions within Probation Agencies: A User’s Guide. American Probation and  

 Parole Association: Lexington, KY.  

National Institute of Corrections. (2011). Measuring What Matters: Outcome and Performance  

 Measures for the Pretrial Services Field. NIC Accession Number 025172. Washington,  

 D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice.  

National Institute of Corrections. (2002). Guidelines for Developing a Criminal Justice 

 Coordinating Committee. Cushman, Robert C.  NIC Accession Number 017232. 

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice 

 

Pierce-Danford, Kristy & Guevara, Meghan. (2013). Creating an Effective Pretrial Program: 

            A Toolkit for Practitioners.  Crime and Justice Institute at Community Resources for 

Justice.  Californians for Safety and Justice. 

 

Pretrial Justice Institute. (2010a). Pretrial Services Program Implementation: A Starter Kit.  

 Washington, DC: Pretrial Justice Institute. 

 

Pretrial Justice Institute. (2010b). Responses to Claims about Money Bail for Criminal Justice  

 Decision-Makers. Washington, DC: Pretrial Justice Institute. 

 

Pretrial Justice Institute. (2013). Unsecured Bonds: The as Effective and Most Efficient Pretrial 

 Release Option. Jones, Michael R. Washington, DC: Pretrial Justice Institute. 

 

Schnacke, T. R., Jones, M. R., & Brooker, C. M. B. (2010). The History of Bail and Pretrial  

 Release. Washington, D.C.: Pretrial Justice Institute. 

 

Schnacke, T. R., Jones, M. R., & Brooker, C. M. B., & (2011a). Glossary of Terms and Phrases  

 Relating to Bail and the Pretrial Release or Detention Decision. Washington, D.C.:  

 Pretrial Justice Institute. 

 

Schnacke, T. R., Jones, M. R., & Brooker, C. M. B., & (2011b). The Third Generation of Bail  

 Reform. DULR Online, the Online Supplement to the Denver University Law Review.  

Denver, CO: University of Denver Sturm College of Law.  

 

Solomon, Freda F. (2013. CJS’s Queens County Supervised Release Program: Impact on Court 

 Processing and Outcomes. New York City Criminal Justice Agency INC. New York:  

 NY. 

 

VanNostrand, M., Rose, K. J., & Weibrecht, K. (2011). State of the Science of Pretrial Release  

 Recommendations and Supervision. Washington, DC: Pretrial Justice Institute.  



16 

 

Appendix A 

 
Bio for Don Trapp 

 

Don Trapp is the manager for the Pretrial Supervision Program in Multnomah County, Oregon. 

He has worked in community correction in Oregon since 1988, and is an Associate Faculty of 

Criminal Justice at Portland State University. He has served as the Project Manager for the 

Department of Community Justice’s evidence-based practices initiative, and continues to provide 

training to staff in Multnomah and other Oregon counties on evidence-based case management 

practices. Don has served as a consultant with the Crime and Justice Institute and has provided 

technical assistance to local jurisdictions through the National Institute of Corrections. Don has a 

Master’s Degree in Psychology from Portland State University, has conducted workshops and 

provided trainings for corrections agencies on implementing evidence-based practices, managing 

offender risk, and organizational change and development, and is the author of several papers in 

these subjects. 

 

 

Bio for Janice Radovick-Dean 

 

Janice Radovick-Dean is currently the Director of the Fifth Judicial District of Pennsylvania’s 

Pretrial Services Department, began her career with the Allegheny County Probation Department 

in 1989.  During that time Ms. Dean has worked in the DUI Unit, the Electronic Monitoring Unit 

and the County’s Drug Court Program. In 2001, Ms. Dean aided in the creation of the Allegheny 

County Ignition Interlock Program, which is one of the only County operated Programs in the 

state. In 2007 she was transferred to the newly created Pretrial Services Department. Ms. Dean 

has been instrumental in the creation of policies and procedures and to the overall changes made 

in the department and the Court.   

She holds degrees in Administration of Justice and Criminology from the University of 

Pittsburgh. Ms. Dean serves as President of the Pennsylvania Pretrial Services State Association, 

and serves as the Affiliate Director for the National Association of Pretrial Services. 
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Appendix B 
 

ITINERY FOR NIC SITE VISIT 

DON TRAPP AND JANICE DEAN 

MARCH 23 – 25, 2015 

 

MARCH, 23
rd

 

8:30 a.m. - Meet Jim Dare, Court Administrator 

9:00 a.m. – Meet with Joe Tuss, County Administrator and Tom Kelly (Co. Adm. 

Bldg) 

10:00 a.m. – Meet with Judges Carl Henderson and Deidre Logan, DMC 

3:00 p.m. – Meet with Rudy Wehner (PD) and Mia Wortham – Spells 

**Consultants to meet with Pete Geraci re: Probation clients on COR/EHDP and 

spend most of the day observing staff and processes at Riebold Building. 

 

MARCH, 24
th
 

8:30 a.m. – Observe Arraignment 

10:00 a.m. – Meet with Scott Landis and Chuck Crosby (MCSO)(Rm. 103) 

1:30 p.m. – Meet with Judge Tucker and Judge Gorman (Judge’s Conference Rm.) 

2:30 p.m. – Meet with Leon Daidone, Prosecutor’s Office (Rm. 103) 

 

MARCH, 25
th
 

Consultants to wrap up with meeting with Dep. Court Administrator, Manager, 

Supervisors, and staff re: observations past two days, recommendations. 
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Appendix E 
 

PRETRIAL 

RISK/NEEDS CASE MANAGEMENT MATRIX 
 

 

 

 

 

RISK 

LEVEL 

 

DEFENDANT 

ABILITY TO 

MANAGE 

BEHAVIOR 

 

 

RECOMMENDED 

SUPERVISION 

STRATEGY 

 

HIGH 

Scores 6 + 

on  

ORAS-PT 

LOW 

Recommend 

Detained in Custody 

RISK CONTROL:  

Monitoring of required activities 

to mitigate risk, including: 

Electronic Monitoring, MH 

medication, Treatment, case 

managed housing, victim contact. 

 (home/community/office) weekly 

contacts 

MEDIUM 

Scores 3 – 5 

on  

ORAS-PT 

MODERATE 

Conditionally 

Release 

SUPERVISION:  

Reporting via phone 

 (weekly), collateral contacts 

Monitoring of A & D use, or other 

prohibited activities 

 

LOW 

Scores 0 – 2 

on  

ORAS-PT 

HIGH 

Presumptively 

Release 

 

MONITORING:  

Reporting via phone  (bi-weekly) 

Report in person after court 
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PSP 

RISK/NEEDS CASE MANAGEMENT MATRIX 
 

The PSP Case Management matrix is intended as a guide to developing and administering 

supervision to pretrial defendants. The following will provide operational definitions for the 

matrix as well as conditions under which the case manager should modify the supervision 

strategy. 

Definitions: 

 

Risk Level: The assessed risk of pretrial misconduct based on the results of the revised-VPRA. 

 

Defendant Ability to Manage Behavior: Assessment of factors indicating the defendant’s 

ability to manage his/her own behavior in the community, including the extent of supervision 

and or support. These factors may provide the basis to over-ride the risk tool. These factors may 

change during the course of pretrial supervision, which may require modifications to the 

supervision plan. These factors may be pro-social or pro-criminal, and include: 

 Current/Chronic alcohol/drug issues 

 Mental Health Issues (and extent to which they are currently being treated) 

 Family/Social support  

 Score on the ODARA (for DV Cases) 

 Demonstrated propensity for violence 

 Proximity/access and relationship to victim 

 Issues regarding housing that significantly impact (positively or negatively) the 

defendant’s ability to abide by release conditions 

 Personality issues, Physical/medical issues, degree of impulsivity, maturity, etc., that 

may impact ability/willingness of defendant to comply with release conditions 

 

Recommended Supervision Strategy: These are strategies that should be considered given the 

level of risk and the ability of the defendant to manage their own behavior in the community. It 

is not an exhaustive list; nor is it a required list of conditions. 

 

 Reporting Requirements:  

o The purpose of reporting generally is to 

  Verify that the defendant is physically within the jurisdiction, and thus 

able to comply with the conditions of release 

 Verify that the defendant resides where he/she reported they would, that 

the residence is appropriate, and that the defendant is able to comply with 

all release conditions while residing there 

 Facilitate the monitoring of other conditions such as, taking prescribed 

MH medication, abstaining from alcohol and/or drugs, curfew, or 

Treatment attendance 

o The mode of reporting, phone, office, home, etc., should be commensurate with 

the defendant’s level of risk and be the most appropriate to accomplish the above 

purpose(s). 

 


