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Introduction

Pretrial Services agencies in Virginia are actively engaged in identifying, testing, and implementing 

Pretrial Services Legal and Evidence-Based Practices (LEBP). Pretrial Services LEBP are interventions 

and practices that are consistent with the legal and constitutional rights afforded to accused persons 

awaiting trial, and that research has proven to be effective in reducing unnecessary detention while 

assuring court appearance and the safety of the community during the pretrial stage.1

Consistent with LEBP, Virginia Pretrial Services agencies currently use an objective and research-based 

risk assessment t�
���	��
���#
��
���ght and danger to the community posed by pretrial defendants.  The 

Virginia Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument (VPRAI; Appendix A.), known nationally as the “Virginia 

Model,” w��
��	
�����
research-based statewide pretrial risk assessment in the country.  It has been 

validated for use by all Virginia Pretrial Services agencies.  The VPRAI examines eight risk factors that are 

weighted to create a risk score, and defendants are assigned t�
��	
��
�ive risk levels ranging from low to 

high. The risk levels represent the likelihood of pretrial failure. Although Pretrial Services staff consider 

the results of the VPRAI, prior to the current research project, their pretrial release recommendations to 

the court and supervision practices were subjective because there was no guidance for making pretrial 

release recommendations or determining levels of pretrial supervision.  As a result, many of Virginia’s 

Pretrial Services agencies required the same frequency and types of contacts for all defendants during 

pretrial supervision w���	
���	��
���
��	�����	�
��	��
own levels of supervision with varying frequencies 

and types of contacts. In both cases, there was no objective and consistent policy for providing 

differential pretrial supervision based on the risk of pretrial failure.

In an attempt to address the limited use of the risk assessment in release recommendations and 

differential pretrial supervision, the Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) requested 

and was awarded a grant from the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) to conduct an 18-month research 

project that was completed in 2011. The Virginia DCJS, in collaboration with the Virginia Community 

Criminal Justice Association, formed a Pretrial Advisory Committee and partnered with Luminosity, Inc. 

to develop guidelines that utilize the VPRAI to guide pretrial release recommendations and differential 

pretrial supervision. The development of these guidelines is consistent with research conducted in the 

federal pretrial system that demonstrated that the risk principle, which enjoys considerable support 

in post-conviction settings, might apply to release decisions and supervision conditions assigned to 

defendants under pretrial supervision.2

The research project resulted in the creation of research-based guidelines for use by Pretrial Services 

agencies that are (1) risk-based, (2) consistent with legal and evidence-based practices, and (3) 

provide guidance for both pretrial release recommendations and differential pretrial supervision.3  The 

guidelines build upon the existing risk assessment instrument by adding a decision grid – the Praxis – 

1 VanNostrand, M. (2007). Legal and Evidence-based Practices: Application of Legal Principles, Laws, and Research to the Field of Pretrial 

Services, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Corrections and Crime and Justice Institute.

2 VanNostrand, M., and Keebler, G. (2009). Pretrial risk assessment in the Federal Court for the purpose of expanding the use of alternatives to 

detention. Washington, DC: U&�&
}	����	��
��
������	�
�����	
��
��	
Federal Detention Trustee.
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that uses the risk level dictated by the assessment and the charge category to determine the appropriate 

release type and level of supervision (Appendix B.). This research was recognized by BJA as a significant 

contribution to the Pretrial Services ��	��
���
republished portions of the �����
report as “The State of the 

Science of Pretrial Release Recommendations and Supervision.” 4

Recent research also indicates that the administration of evidence-based supervision techniques to 

pretrial defendants is associated with reductions in failure to appear and re-arrest.   These supervision 

techniques involve a shift in the focus of typical staff/defendant interaction from conditions compliance 

(office reporting, maintaining employment, submitting to urinalysis) to criminogenic needs and eliciting 

prosocial behavior. The current research used the Strategies for Effective Pretrial Supervision (STEPS) 

program based on existing supervision models in use in post-conviction supervision and pretrial 

supervision. STEPS was developed for this project by adapting the existing models to be sensitive to the 

purpose of pretrial supervision (i.e., to assure court appearance and public safety) and the legal and  

The current research project tested the use of both the Praxis release recommendation and supervision 

guidelines, and evidence-based supervision techniques. Speci�����ly, the research examined 1) the effect 

of the Praxis on pretrial officer release recommendations, judicial release decisions, and differential 

pretrial supervision practices, and 2) the effect of the Praxis and STEPS supervision techniques on 

pretrial outcomes (court appearance, community safety, and release conditions compliance). 

The 29 Virginia Pretrial Services agencies were randomly assigned to one of four groups: (1) Control 

(no new training, support, or technical assistance), (2) Praxis only (Praxis justice system stakeholder 

training, staff training, ongoing support, and technical assistance), (3) STEPS only (STEPS evidence-

based supervision staff training, ongoing support, and technical assistance), and (4) Praxis and STEPS 

(both Praxis and STEPS staff training, Praxis system stakeholder training, ongoing support, and technical 

assistance). Implementing the Praxis involved the development of training curriculum and technical 

assistance protocols, initial and quarterly site visits, regional agency and system-wide stakeholder 

training events, and monthly progress check-ins/reports. The implementation of STEPS was particularly 

intensive as it included curriculum development and classroom training followed by individual onsite 

coaching, initial and follow-up audio-recorded distance coaching, webinars, and follow-up individual 

direct observation.  

The project began in October 2012, training commenced during January 2013, the project was fully 

implemented beginning July 2013 for one full year, and cases were followed through December 2014. 

The dataset included 1) all cases that were investigated, had a completed risk assessment, a release 

recommendation made to the court, and a judicial decision, and 2) all cases under pretrial supervision 

with a VPRAI risk assessment, research factors, and pretrial outcomes. The data were cleaned and 

analyses completed during spring 2015.

3 VanNostrand, M., Rose, K., and Weibrecht, K. (2011). In Pursuit of Legal and Evidence-Based Pretrial Release Recommendations and 

Supervision, Richmond, VA: Luminosity, Inc. for the Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services.

4 VanNostrand, M., Rose, K., and Weibrecht, K. (2011). State of the Science of Pretrial Release Recommendations and Supervision, Washington, 

D.C.: Department of Justice Bureau of Justice Assistance and the Pretrial Justice Institute.

5 Lowenkamp, C.T., Robinson, C. R., Vanbenschoten, S. W. (2011). Initial STARR results: A positive step forward. News & Views: A Biweekly 

Newsletter of the United States Probation and Pretrial Services System, p. 3-4.

constitutional rights of defendants. 



5

Research Objectives and Questions 

The study includes three research objectives and seven research questions.

I. Investigate the underlying assumptions of the Praxis regarding the Virginia Pretrial Risk  

   Assessment Instrument (VPRAI) and charge category.

 1. Does the VPRAI predict success or failure pending trial?

 2. Is the charge category statisticall�
�����������ly related to pretrial outcome  

     (success or failure pending trial)?

II. Investigate the effect of the Praxis on pr	�����
�����	�
release recommendations, judicial 

    release decisions, and differential pretrial supervision practices.

 3. Does Praxis training and use effect release r	����	��������
��
�����	���

 4. Does Praxis training and use effect release decisions of judges? 6

5. Does Praxis training and use effect the differential use of supervision?

III. Investigate the effect of the Praxis and evidence-based supervision techniques on pretrial  

     outcomes (court appearance, community safety, and release conditions compliance). 

 6. Does Praxis training and use effect the outcomes of defendants on supervision?

 7. Does STEPS training and use effect the outcomes of defendants on supervision?

6 The original proposal included another research question:  Does praxis training and use effect the release rates of def	������
��
�����


appearance? Upon analysis, it was recognized that this is the very same question as number 4 and so it was eliminated.

Sample Descriptions

Two samples were created to investigate the research questions.  The supervision sample comprises 

cases supervised by Pretrial Services with a VPRAI risk assessment, charge category, demographic, 

supervision, and outcome data and was used to address research questions 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 (Table 1, 

N=14,382). 
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   N %

 Race Non-white 6888 48.5

  White 7321 51.5

  Total 14209 100

 Sex Female 3677 25.6

  Male 10705 74.4

  Total 14382 100

 Age Mean  32.3

  Standard Deviation   11.4

  Median  29

  Range  17– 85

  N  14380

 Risk Level Low 1661 11.5

  Below Average 2691 18.7

  Average 3524 24.5

  Above Average 3168 22.0

  High 3338 23.2

  Total 14382 99.9

 Charge Category Drug 3117 21.7

  Theft/fraud 2382 16.6

  Firearm 428 3.0

  FTA 774 5.4

  Traffic: non-DUI 333 2.3

  Non-violent misd. 801 5.6

  Violent 3478 24.2

Table 1. Supervision Sample Description (N=14,382)
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The recommendation sample contains cases investigated by Pretrial Services with a VPRAI risk 

assessment, charge category, demogr�����
�����	�
release recommendations, and judicial decision data 

and was used to address research questions 3 and 4 (Table 2, N=32,760). 

   N %

 Charge Category, Tr�����`
}�� 2208 15.4

  Other 861 6.0

  Total 14382 100.2

 Outcomes Failure to Appear 579 4.0

  New Arrest 790 5.5

  Technical Violation 1269 8.8

  Any Failure 2182 15.2

  Mean   106

  St������
}eviation   82.3

  Median   82

  Range   1 - 560

  N   14382
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   N %

 Race Non-white 18415 56.7

  White 14078 43.3

  Total 32493 100

 Sex Female 6527 19.9

  Male 26233 80.1

  Total 32760 100

 Age Mean  32.7

  Standard Deviation   11.5

  Median  30

  Range  17– 91

  N  32750

 Risk Level Low 3091 9.4

  Below Average 4792 14.6

  Average 6957 21.2

  Above Average 7373 22.5

  High 10547 32.2

  Total 32760 99.9

 Charge Category Drug 4408 13.5

  Theft/fraud 6461 19.7

  Firearm 1067 3.3

  FTA 3728 11.4

  Tr�����`
���:}�� 1024 3.1

  Non-violent misd. 2093 6.4

  Violent 7598 23.2

Table 2. Release Recommendation Sample Description (N = 32,760)
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   N %

 Charge Category, Tr�����`
}�� 2954 9.0

  Other 3427 10.5

  Total 32760 100.1

  PR or �A bond 9500 29.0

  �	��red bond 9465 28.9

  No bond 13795 42.1

  Total 32760 100

  R	�	��	
��
�����
 9500 29.0 

  appear���	

  Not release at  23260 71.0 

  �����
�	�r���	

  Total 32760 100

 

  R	�	��	�
��
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  �����
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  ������tent 20218 76.5

  ����	�
���
���
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  �����	�
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release
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  �����	�
r	�&
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release

  Total 26442 100 

  ������tent 15631 59.1

  ���
������tent 10811 40.9

  Total 26442 100

Table 2. Release R	����	�������
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Research Objective One

Investigate the underlying assumptions of the Praxis regarding 
the Virginia Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument (VPRAI) and 
charge category.
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The Virginia Pretrial Risk 
Assessment Instrument 

performs well and reliably 
predicts success or failure 

pending trial.

Table 3. Pretrial Failure Outcome Rates 

  N %

 Failure to Appear 579 4.0

 New Arrest 790 5.2

 Technical Violation 1269 8.8
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The majority of pretrial cases are successful. Those that fail do 
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FTA, NA, and TV rates do not total the Any Failure rate
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Table 4. Any Failure Outcome by VPRAI Risk Factors 

   Total N Total % Any Failure N Any Failure %

 Charge Type* Felony 8510 59.2 1602 18.8 

  Misdemeanor 5872 40.8 580 9.9

 Pending Charges* Yes 3224 22.4 671 20.8 

  No 11158 77.6 1511 13.5

 Criminal History* Yes 11060 76.9 1880 17.0 

  No 3322 23.1 302 9.1

 Two or More Failures to Appear* Yes 1702 11.8 375 22.0 

  No 12680 88.2 1807 14.3

 Two or More Violent Convictions* Yes 1883 13.1 365 19.4  

  No 12499 86.9 1817 14.5

 Lived at Residence Less  Yes 5302 36.9 878 16.6 

 Than One Year* No 9080 63.1 1304 14.4

 Not Employed for Two Years  Yes 8307 57.8 1371 16.5 

 Prior to Arrest or Primary  No 6075 42.2 811 13.3 

 Caregiver at Time of Arrest*

 History of Drug Abuse* Yes 7102 49.4 1425 20.1 

  No 7280 50.6 757 10.4

*The presence of the risk factor is related to any failure Out���	&

�
&**'

Bivariate analysis reveals that each of the eight VPRAI risk factors is statisticall�
�����������
$�&**'%


in predicting success or failur	
	�����
�����
$T�;�	
z%&
To say that each of the VPRAI risk factors is 

statisticall�
�����������
�	���
����
��	
���ferences observed between success or failure are reliable and 

not due to chance. This observation comes from the calculation of the “p-value” which refers to the 

probability of observing a difference if no real difference exists. A p-v���	
��
�&**'�
which each of the 

risk fact���
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difference. A p-v���	
��
&*>
$>
���	�
��
'**%
��
������ly accepted in social science research to indicate 
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���:random results.
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failure pending trial. 
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The eight VPRAI risk factors are weighted and scored and the VPRAI is collapsed into levels as follows:  

each risk factor is scored at 1 point with the exception of Two or More Failures to Appear which is 

assigned 2 points. The points are totaled to create a score from 0 to 9 and are used to creat	
�ive risk 

levels 8.  The risk levels represent the likelihood of pretrial failure including failing to appear in court 

and danger to the community pending trial (Appendix A.). Because the Praxis uses risk levels, analyses 

beginning with research question 3 use VPRAI risk levels rather than individual VPRAI risk factors. Table 

6 presents the pretrial failure outcomes by VPRAI risk levels. 

Table 6. Failure Outcomes by VPRAI Risk Levels 

8 VanNostrand, Marie and Rose, Kenneth J. (2009). Pretrial Risk Assessment in Virginia. Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services.

 Total VPRAI Cases Any Failure FTA New Arrest Technical Violation

Base Rate 15.20 4.00 5.50 8.80

Agg R  1.00 0.98 0.99 0.99

AUC-ROC  0.645 0.622 0.621 0.655

Pearson’s r    0.185  0.085  0.098  0.155

VPRAI VPRAI 
N % N Rate N Rate N Rate N Rate Risk Level Score 

Low 0–1 1661 11.5 77 4.6 26 1.6 34 2.0 30 1.8

Below Average 2 2691 18.7 229 8.5 62 2.3 81 3.0 130 4.8

Average 3 3524 24.5 479 13.6 128 3.6 183 5.2 257 7.3

Above Average 4 3168 22.0 578 18.2 143 4.5 204 6.4 344 10.9

High 5–9 3338 23.2 819 24.5 220 6.6 288 8.6 508 15.2
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pretrial outcome. As shown in Table 7, three of the nine charge 
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offenses are the most likely to be successful, defendants charged 
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 Charge Category Total N Total % Any Failure N Any Failure %

 Drug 3117 21.7 717 23.0
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 Firearm 428 3.0 72 16.8

 FTA 774 5.4 121 15.6
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 Violent 3478 24.2 315 9.1
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related to pretrial 
outcome.
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   Odds Ratio �	�	�	���e

  Drug 1.828 .000

  Theft/fraud 1.768 .000

  Firearm 1.443 .020

  FTA 1.631 .000

  Tr�����`
���:}�� 1.414 .050

  ���:����	��
����&
 1.520 .002

  ����	�� .816 .051

  Other 1.183 .202

 Charge Type  1.717 .000

 P	�����
���r�	�  1.481 .000

 ��������
���t���  1.548 .000

 Tw�
��
Z�r	
\�����	�
��
�	��  1.133 .000

 Tw�
��
Z�r	
����	��
�����������  1.249 .001

 Li�ed at R	���	��	
?	��
W���
��	
Year  1.165 .002

 ���
C���yed f��
Tw�
Y	���
�����
t�
��r	��
��
  1.134 .012 

 Primary Caregi�	�
��
W��	
��
��r	�t

 ���t���
��
}���
A;��	  1.557 .000

 ��������  .044 .004

 Z��	�
�2  788.941 p=.000

 ���	�kerke R Square  .093

 A��:ROC  .684 p=.000

 A��:R��
������	��	
��ter����
  L�wer=.672 �	��&�_�

T�;�	
{&
�r	�������
��y F����re Out���	
by Charge Cat	����

Charge Cat	���� 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Refer	��	
��t	����%
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recommendations, judicial release decisions, and differential 
pretrial supervision practices.
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Research Question 3

Does Praxis training and use effect release r	����	��������
��
�����	���

Research question 3 was explored using the investigation sample that contains cases of defendants 

who were screened in, investigated, had a risk assessment completed, and a recommendation regarding 

release made by a pretrial �����	r.  Thus, these cases contain VPRAI risk level, charge category, demographic, 

�����	� release recommendations, and judicial decision data (N=32,760).  

For the purposes of investigating this research question, the Praxis group includes those 

�����	�� trained in the use of the Praxis only as well as those �����	�� trained in the use of the Praxis and 

STEPS.  The non-Praxis group includes the control group and those �����	�� trained only in STEPS.

Most of the time (79.9%, Table 9) �����	rs trained in the Praxis followed its recommendations. The deviations 

that occurred were nearly always when pretrial �����	rs rejected the Praxis recommendation for release.

Table 9. Consistency between Pretrial O����	� Recommendations and Praxis Recommendations for Release at First Appearance

  N % N % N %

 Consistent 3788 85.1 4490 76.0 8278 79.9

 �����	��
Recommended Secured /  649 14.6 1344 22.7 1993 19.2 

 No Bond When Praxis Recommended  

 PR or UA Bond Release

 �����	��
Recommended PR or UA  13 0.3 74 1.3 87 0.8 

 Bond Release When Praxis Did Not  

 Recommend PR or UA Bond Release

 Total 4450 100.0 5908 100.0 10358 100.0

Praxis Praxis & STEPS Total

Pr�����������cers in the 
Praxis groups follow the 
Praxis recommendation 

80% of the time, and are 
2.3 times more likely to 

recommend release at 
�����������rance.

Yes, Praxis training and use results in an increase in 

recommendations for release of def	������
��
�����
�	�rance 

on personal recognizance (PR) or unsecured appearance (UA) 

bonds in accordance with Praxis recommendations. Pretrial 

�����	��
��
��	
�raxis groups follow the Praxis recommendation 

80% of the time, and are 2.3 times more likely to recommend 

r	�	��	
��
�����
�	�rance on PR or UA bonds when compared 

to the non-Praxis groups. 
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Multivariate analysis indicates that judges are 1.9 times more likely to release defendants on PR 

or U�
;����
��
�����
�	�rance when controlling for risk level, charge category, and demogr����


characteristics (T�;�	
'=�
�&***%&
W�	
AUC-R��
��
&/*�
������tes that this model is excellent and 

accuratel�
redicts judicial r	�	��	
�	�������
/*&�|
��
��	
���	&


Table 13. Predicting Judges’ Decision to R	�	��	
��
\����
�	�rance by Praxis and Non-Praxis Gr���

  Odds Ratio �	�	�	���e

Praxis Gr���
$�raxis Only or Praxis & SWC��%   1.891 &***

 Below average &/*^ &***

 Average .447 &***

  Above average &=*= &***

 High &'�* &***

 Drug &{^/ &*^'

  Theft/fraud .774 &**'

  Firearm &=�^ &***

  FTA .799 &**/

  Tr�����`
���:}�� '&**� .583

  Non-violent misd. '&'z^ &'=^

  Violent .575 &***

  Other .591 &***

 Nonwhite  &_^z &*>�

 Female  1.515 &***

 Age  '&**' .413

 Constant  &^_^ &***

 Model X^  'z/=&^=' �&***

 Nagelkerke R Square  &'*{

 AUC-ROC  &/*� �&***

 AUC-R��
������	��	
��tervals   Low	��&�_/ �	��&/'�

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Cat	����%

Charge Category 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Reference Cat	����%
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Table 14 (next page) reports the results of the pre�����
���	�
Q���
��	
��������
��
�����	�


r	����	��������&

����	��
�	�������
to release defendants on PR or U�
;����
���r	��	
{&{
���	�
when 

�����	��
r	����	��
r	�	��	�
����rolling for other relevant f��t���
$�&***%&
W���
��
�
very high odds ratio 

and provides e���	��	
����
r	�����
�����	�
r	����	��������
�����	��	
+�������
�	�������&
W�	
AUC-ROC 

��
&{'=
��
��	
��ghest yet seen in this resear��&
��
����
�raxis training and use does eff	��
��	
release 

�	�������
��
+���	�&
W�	
���lysis demonstrates that pr	�����
�����	�
r	����	��������
�����	��	
+���	��


�	�������
to r	�	��	&

��	�
����rolling for other relevant f��tors in multivariate analy����
+���	�
�re more 

likely to release def	������
��
�����
�	�r���	
��
�"
��
UA bonds with a Praxis r	����	�������&
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Research Question 5
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Praxis supervision level 
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Research Objective Three

Investigate the effect of the Praxis and evidence-based 
supervision techniques on pretrial outcomes (court appearance, 
community safety, and release conditions compliance). 
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pretrial outcomes (court appearance, community safety, and release conditions compliance).  
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Research Question 6
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Defendants in the Praxis 
groups are 1.2 times less 

likely to experience any 
failure and 1.3 times less 
likely to fail to appear or 

to experience a new arrest 
pending trial.
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Multivariate analysis reveals that defendants in the Praxis groups are statisticall�
�����������ly less likely 

to experience any failure than are those in the non-Praxis groups, when controlling for VPRAI risk level, 

charge category, days on supervision11,  and demographic characteristics  (T�;�	
'/�
�&***%&

�	�������ly, 

Praxis group defendants are 1.2 times less likely to experience any failure than non-Praxis group 

defendants. The AUC-ROC of .682 is in the good range. Further exploration of the data revealed that, as 

compared to the non-Praxis groups, defendants in the Praxis groups are 1.3 times less likely to fail to appear 

(Appendix Table C.1, p=.000, odds ratio=.793) or to fail due to a new arrest (Appendix Table C.2, p=.000, 

odds ratio=.801); no statisticall�
�����������
���ference between the two groups was found in failure due 

to technical violation (Appendix Table C.3).

11 We calculated and controlled for the number of days on supervision since it is reasonable to expect that failure rates might increase as the time 

on supervision increased.
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Table 18 presents the failure rates by STEPS training and staff reports of skills usage.

Those defendants 
supervised by Pretrial 

Services staff who were 
trained and reported using 
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times are 2.2 times less 
likely to fail to appear.
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Multivariate analysis revealed that STEPS training alone was not statisticall�
�����������
��
redicting any 

failure, when controlling for other relevant factors (Table 19). Additional e!��ration indicated that 

STEPS training had no statisticall�
�����������
	�fect on failures due to failure t�
�	��
$�	���!
Table C.4), 

new arr	��
$�	���!
Table C.5), or t	�������
���������
$�	���!
Table C.6). 

Table 18. Staff Training and R	���
��
STEPS Skills Usage by Pretrial Outcomes

 All Pr���	������	cers Any Failure FTA New Arrest Technical Violation

  N % N % N % N % N % 

9912 68.9 1498 15.1 409 4.1 552 5.6 872 8.8 

 

 

 

 

 2371 16.5 369 15.6 102 4.3 129 5.4 206 8.7 

 

  

  

 1038 7.2 152 14.6 38 3.7 60 5.8 83 8.0

 

 

  

 613 4.3 94 15.3 22 3.6 30 4.9 58 9.5

 

  

 448 3.1 69 15.4 8 1.8 19 4.2 50 11.2

 

                           Total 14382 100 2182 15.2 579 4 790 5.5 1269 8.8

Staff were not 

trained or staff were 

trained but do not 

r	���
�����
STEPS 

skills

Staff were trained 

and r	���
one use  

of STEPS skills

Staff were trained 

and r	���
two uses  

of STEPS skills

Staff were trained 

and r	���
three  
or four uses of  

STEPS skills

Staff were trained 

and r	���
at least 
��ve uses of  

STEPS skills
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Table 19. Predicting Any Failure by STEPS Training (includes all four groups)
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Further analysis was completed to include Pretrial Services staff reporting of how many times they 

used STEPS skills. In one instance STEPS training and use was statisticall�
�����������
���
����
was in 

predicting FTA. As compared to defendants supervised by Pretrial Services staff who received no training 

or who did not report skill usage, those defendants supervised by Pretrial Services staff who were 

trained and reported using SWC��
�#����
��
�	���
�ive times are 2.2 times less likely to fail to appear  

(Table 20, p=.000). STEPS training and use had no statisticall�
�����������
	�fect on failures due to any 

 
failure (Appendix Table C.7), new arrest (Appendix Table C.8), or technical violation (Appendix Table C.9). 

The original scope of wor#
������	�
�
�����
research question:  “Is there a synergistic effect of Praxis and 

STEPS training and use on the outcomes of defendants on supervision?” Because STEPS training and use 

did not effect the outcomes of defendants on supervision with one exception, there was no reason to 

investigate a potential synergistic effect of Praxis and STEPS training and use.
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Table 20. Predicting FTA by STEPS Staff Training and Report of Skills Usage (includes all four groups)

  Odds Ratio Signi icance

Trained and used skills once 1.010 .933

  Trained and used skills twice .916 .617

  Trained and used skills three or four times .824 .401

  Trained and used skills at least ��ve times .445 .026

  Below average 1.456 .114

  Average 2.093 .001

  Above average 2.632 .000

  High 3.809 .000

  Drug 1.135 .456

  Theft/fraud 1.557 .009

  Firearm .630 .190

  FTA 1.900 .001

  Traf���`
���:}�� .977 .944

  ���:����	��
����& 1.112 .640

  Violent .505 .000

  Other 1.128 .582

 Nonwhite  1.254 .011

 Female  1.102 .319

 Age  .997 .434

 Days on Supervision  .999 .015

 Constant  .019 .000

 Model X2  215.516 p=.000

Nagelkerke R Square .053

A��:ROC  .676 p=.000

 A��:ROC Con���	��	
��tervals   Lower=.655 Upper=.698

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Category)

STEPS Staff Training and Report  

of Skills Usage  

(No Training or Trained but do not 

Report Skill Usage is Reference

Category)

Charge Category 

(Tr�����` }��
��
Reference Category)
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Appendix A.  

Virginia Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument (VPRAI)12
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The eight VPRAI risk factors are weighted as follows:  each risk factor is scored at 1 point with the exception 

of Two or More Failures to Appear which is assigned 2 points. The points are totaled to create a score 

from 0 to 9 and are used to creat	
�ive risk levels:  low, below average, average, above average, and high 

(Appendix Table A.1.) The risk levels represent the likelihood of pretrial failure including failing to 

appear in court and danger to the community pending trial. 

Appendix Table A.1. VPRAI Risk Levels

 VPRAI Risk Level VPRAI Score 

 Low 0 –1

 Below Average 2

 Average 3

 Above Average 4

 High 5– 9
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Appendix B.  

Pretrial Praxis (revised 2-11-2013)

Low Risk 

�"
��
��
H���
 �	�
 �	�
 �	�
 �	�
 �	�
 �	�
 �	�
 �	�

Pretrial No No No No No Yes Yes Yes

��	�������
?	�	�
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�
 �
 ��
 ��

Below Average  Risk

�"
��
��
H���
 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pretrial No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

��	�������
?	�	�
 �]�
 �]�
 �
 �
 �
 ��
 ���
 ���

Average  Risk

�"
��
��
H���
 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

Pretrial Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

��	�������
?	�	�
 �
 �
 ��
 ��
 ��
 ���
 �]�
 �]�

Above Average Risk

�"
��
��
H���
 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No

Pretrial Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No

��	�������
?	�	�
 �
 �
 ��
 ���
 ���
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�

High  Risk

�"
��
��
H���
 Yes Yes Yes No No No No No

Pretrial Yes Yes Yes No No No No No

��	�������
?	�	�
 ��
 ��
 ���
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�
 �]�

W��
���

�`

�

��:}
��

Risk Level /  
Charge Cateogry

���:�
��

�	
��
Z

��
�&

W�	��]
\��

��

W��
���

�`

}

��

Dru
g

Failu
re

 to
 A

ppear

Fire
arm

Vio
le

nt



38

Charge Category Priority Order – Violent, Firearm, Failure to Appear, Drug, Tr�����`
}���
W�	��]Fraud, 

Non-violent Misdemeanor, Tr�����`
���-}��

Pretrial Praxis Does Not Apply To – murder�
�������	�
�������g�ter, or similar or an attempt to 

������
�n�
��
��	�	
����	�

Charges That Are Not Praxis Eligible Include – pr�;�����
����������
���t	��
��
����t, fugitive from 

+�����	�
	���	�
�����r�����
���������]�	����	r�
����#
��
�;����
���-support, sex offender failure to 

register

FTA Recommendation – applies w�	�
��	
���	rl����
���rge is NOW
����	��
��
��r	����
���	�Q��	
��	


����	��
��
��r	���
��tegory takes pr	�	�	��	

PR or UA Bond – [Yes] = R	����	��	�
for Personal R	���������	
��
���	��red Appear���	
H���~
 

[No] = Not R	����	��	�


Pretrial Supervision – [Yes] = R	����	��	�
for Pr	�����
��	�������~
¤��¥
�
���
R	����	��	�

Supervision Level
�
¤��
���
���¥
�
R	����	��	�
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��	�������~
¤�]�¥
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Structure for Differential Pretrial Supervision 
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Appendix Table C.1. Predicting FTA by Praxis and Non-Praxis Groups

  Odds Ratio �	�	�	���e

Praxis Groups (Praxis Only or Praxis & STEPS)   .793 .008

  Below average 1.449 .118

  Average 2.103 .001

  Above average 2.609 .000

  High 3.745 .000

  Drug  .472

  Theft/fraud 1.545 .010

  Firearm .613 .164

  FTA 1.844 .002

  Tr�����`
���:}�� .954 .885

  Non-violent misd. 1.130 .587

  Violent .493 .000

  Other 1.064 .777

 Nonwhite  1.224 .022

 Female  1.099 .334

 Age  .997 .387

 Days on Supervision  .998 .007

 Constant  .022 .000

 Model X2  215.405 p=.000

Nagelkerke R Square  .053

 A��:ROC  .675 p=.000

 A��:R��
������	��	
��tervals   Lower=.653 �	r=.697

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Category)

Charge Category 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Reference Category)

Appendix C. 

Supplementary Tables



41��������	
��	������	�	��	��	����	�
�������
����	����������
	���	�

�	���!
W�;�	
�&^&
��	�������
�	Q
���	��
;�
���!��
���
���:���!��
�����


� � ��������	
� �	�	�	����

���!��
�����
$���!��
����
��
���!��
¡
�WC��%
 
 
 &{*'
 &**=


 
 H	��Q
��	���	
 '&^_>
 &^'/


 
 ��	���	
 ^&'='
 &***


 
 �;��	
��	���	
 ^&>>�
 &***

  High 3.633 .000

  Drug 1.621 .002


 
 W�	��]�����
 ^&*^=
 &***

  Firearm 1.430 .149

  FTA 1.115 .631


 
 W������`
���:}��
 '&�/{
 &*z_


 
 ���:����	��
����&
 '&>=*
 &*z*

  Violent 1.004 .982

  Other 1.086 .699

 Nonwhite  .734 .000

 Female  .711 .000

 Age  .983 .000


 }���
��
��	�������
 
 &_{=
 &***


 ��������
 
 &*=�
 &***

 Model X2  285.788 p=.000

���	�#	�#	
"
�<���	
 
 &*>/

���:"��
 
 &�/z
 �&***


 ���:"��
������	��	
���	�����

 
 ?�Q	��&�>�
 �	��&�_^

"��#
?	�	� 

$?�Q
"��#
��
"	�	�	��	
���	����%

�����	
���	���� 

$W������`
}��
��
"	�	�	��	
���	����%



42

Appendix Table C.3 Predicting Technical Violation by Praxis and Non-Praxis Groups

  Odds Ratio �	�	�	���e

Praxis Groups (Praxis Only or Praxis & STEPS)   1.058 .363

 Below average 2.442 .000

 Average 3.344 .000

  Above average 4.816 .000

  High 7.096 .000

  Drug 2.508 .000

  Theft/fraud 1.711 .000

  Firearm 1.852 .002

  FTA 1.463 .028

  Tr�����`
���:}�� 1.254 .350

  Non-violent misd. 1.223 .282

  Violent .868 .307

  Other 1.077 .683

 Nonwhite  .945 .358

 Female  .941 .387

 Age  .992 .007

 Days on Supervision  1.000 .889

 Constant  .020 .000

 Model X2  565.871 p=.000

Nagelkerke R Square  .087

 A��:ROC  .697 p=.000

 A��:R��
������	��	
��tervals   Lower=.683 �	r=.712

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Category)

Charge Category 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Reference Category)
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Appendix Table C.7. Predicting Any Failure by STEPS Staff Training and Report of Skills Usage (includes all four groups)

  Odds Ratio �	�	�	���e

Trained and used skills once 1.064 .345

  Trained and used skills twice .977 .809

  Trained and used skills three or four times .973 .818

  Trained and used skills�	����	�����ve times .905 .473

  Below average 1.709 .000

  Average 2.594 .000

  Above average 3.498 .000

  High 5.108 .000

  Drug 1.981 .000

  Theft/fraud 1.858 .000

  Firearm 1.494 .011

  FTA 1.450 .005

  Tr�����`
���:}�� 1.391 .063

  ���:����	��
����& 1.306 .047

  Violent .820 .053

  Other 1.187 .192

 Nonwhite  .933 .157

 Female  .903 .071

 Age  .991 .000

 Days on Supervision  1.000 .155

 Constant  .059 .000

 Model X2  750.040 p=.000

Nagelkerke R Square .090

A��:ROC  .681 p=.000

 A��:R��
������	��	
��tervals   Lower=.669 Upper=.692

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Category)

STEPS Staff Training and Report  

of Skills Usage  

(No Training or Trained but do not 

Report Skill Usage is Reference

Category)

Charge Category 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Reference Category)
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Appendix Table C.8. Predicting New Arrest by STEPS Staff Training and Report of Skills Usage (includes all four groups)

  Odds Ratio �	�	�	���e

Trained and used skills once 1.063 .555

  Trained and used skills twice 1.068 .643

  Trained and used skills three or four times .835 .362

  Trained and used skills�	����	�����ve times .651 .076

  Below average 1.297 .214

  Average 2.116 .000

  Above average 2.574 .000

  High 3.671 .000

  Drug 1.618 .002

  Theft/fraud 2.003 .000

  Firearm 1.447 .137

  FTA 1.139 .565

  Tr�����`
���:}�� 1.696 .044

  ���:����	��
����& 1.508 .049

  Violent 1.018 .913

  Other 1.134 .557

 Nonwhite  .745 .000

 Female  .712 .000

 Age  .984 .000

 Days on Supervision  1.002 .000

 Constant  .031 .000

 Model X2  281.573 p=.000

Nagelkerke R Square .056

A��:ROC  .674 p=.000

 A��:R��
������	��	
��tervals   Lower=.655 Upper=.692

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Category)

STEPS Staff Training and Report  

of Skills Usage  

(No Training or Trained but do not 

Report Skill Usage is Reference

Category)

Charge Category 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Reference Category)
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Appendix Table C.9. Tech.Violation by STEPS Staff Training and Report of Skills Usage (includes all four groups)

  Odds Ratio Significance

Trained and used skills once 1.014 .868

  Trained and used skills twice .901 .394

  Trained and used skills three or four times 1.040 .790

  Trained and used skills�	����	�����ve times 1.133 .434

  Below average 2.438 .000

  Average 3.323 .000

  Above average 4.800 .000

  High 7.047 .000

  Drug 2.511 .000

  Theft/fraud 1.711 .000

  Firearm 1.843 .002

  FTA 1.458 .030

  Tr�����`
���:}�� 1.249 .358

  ���:����	��
����& 1.196 .330

  Violent .866 .298

  Other 1.065 .727

 Nonwhite  .942 .331

 Female  .941 .394

 Age  .992 .007

 Days on Supervision  1.00 .935

 Constant  .021 .000

 Model X2  566.881 p=.000

Nagelkerke R Square .087

A��:ROC  .698 p=.000

 A��:R��
������	��	
��tervals   Lower=.683 Upper=.712

Risk Level 

(Low Risk is Reference Category)

 

 

Charge Category 

(Tr�����`
}��
��
Reference Category)

STEPS Staff Training and Report 

of Skills Usage

(No Training or Trained but do not 

Report Skill Usage is Reference

Category)

Predicting


