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• Results from a survey of key stakeholders identified implementation issues with the 
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The following is a breakdown of the primary pretrial outcomes of the full pilot sample: 

o Total sample size of released pretrial defendants: 3,757 
o New Arrest or FTA - at all: 35.59%3  
o New Arrest – at all: 19.70%  
o FTA – at all: 22.65% 
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• The recommended CPAT-R was re-validated on a test sub-sample of the primary pretrial 
outcomes: new arrest and/or FTA, new arrest, and FTA. The test sample’s assessment 
errors were comparable indicating accuracy equity across race/ethnicity and gender, and 
minimal bias across sub-groups. Differences in predictive parity across residential status 
were reduced but were still greater than the other sub-group categories.  

Recommended CPAT-R 
Risk Factor Score Definition 

Employment/education 0/2 Self-reported employment or current student at the 
time of arrest. (0 = yes, 2 = no). 

Current problems with alcohol 
or drugs 0/1 Self-reported current problems with alcohol and/or 

drugs (0 = no, 1 = yes). 

Prior Arrests 0/3 Prior arrests confirmed with criminal history records 
(0 = 1 or less, 3 = 2 or more). 

Arrest in the last year 0/3 Arrest within the last year confirmed with criminal 
history records (0 = none, 3 = 1 or more).
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Project Background 

 The CPAT was created in 2012 as part of the Colorado Improving Supervised Pretrial 
Released (CISPR) Project.6 The development of the CPAT entailed a sample of 2,000 defendants 
from 10 Colorado counties (Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, Douglas, El Paso, Jefferson, 
Larimer, Mesa, and Weld). Through the analysis of 177 collected variables, the 12-item CPAT 
was created and adopted by additional counties (see Table 1 for items). As of October 2017, this 
empirically-derived tool was being utilized in 25 of Colorado’s 64 counties.7 CPAT scores range 
from 0 – 82, with four categories indicating risk to FTA and/or re-offend while released pretrial 
(see Table 2).  The four risk categories are ranked from lowest to highest: Category 1 (scores 0-
17), Category 2 (scores 18-37), Category 3 (scores 38-50), and Category 4 (scores 51
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Table 2. Current CPAT category breakdown by scores from original dataset 
Risk Category Risk Score Public Safety Rate Court Appearance Rate 

1 0 - 17 91% 95% 
2 18 
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Phase One: CPAT Validation (January 2018 – June 2018) 

• Retroactive validation of the CPAT using cases from 2015 and 2016. 
• Online perception survey of 
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• New arrest – serious: This represents any new arrest that involves an aggravated, 
felony, or violent offense, and  

• New arrest – other: This represents any new arrest that is not categorized by Colorado 
statut
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Phase One: CPAT Validation 

Part 1: Retroactive Validation Methodology 

Data Sources. Records for the retroactive validation were collected from four different sources: 
participating pretrial service agencies, Colorado Judicial Branch records, Denver Municipal 
Court Records system, and the Colorado Bureau of Investigation criminal history records.  Data 
were collected from CPAT interviews that were conducted in 2015 and 2016. The unit of 
analysis was the CPAT interview. Data contained information pertaining to this and the 
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Research questions: The retroactive validation sought to answer three of the 
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The ROC estimates the probability of a true and false, positive and negative risk 
assignment. For example, a low scoring Category 1 CPAT designation that is expected to have a 
successful pretrial outcome (negative)
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2) Are the CPAT’s risk levels designated, weighted and scored for the instrument’s best 
predictive ability? 
 

Risk Level Designation 

 The four category risk level designation is assessed two ways. First, a visual assessment 
of the predictive curve was conducted to identify any meaningful breaks in the likely pretrial 
outcome. Although breaks were visualized, further examination of the possible addition of a 5th 
risk category was made within risk category 2. The optimal cut-point within Category 2 was 
identified by maximizing the sensitivity and specificity of the Category 2 risk scores. The 
optimal point within Category 2, which ranges from 18 – 37 points, was identified at scores 28 
and 29. The predictive performance and likelihood of a new arrest and/or FTA outcome of the 
current CPAT Category 2 and alternative two-part Category 2 (Cat2A range: 18 – 28 & Cat2B 
range: 29 – 37) were compared. The likelihood of a new arrest and/or FTA outcome was also 
estimated across this two-part risk category. Table 6 reports these estimates. 

Table 6. Likelihood of new arrest and/or FTA and predictive performance category 2 
comparisons 

CPAT Category 2 Odds Ratio (SE) Confidence Interval AUC  
Current CPAT 18 -37 1.05* (.01) 1.03 – 1.07 .54* 
CPAT 2A 18 -28  .63* (.08) .49 – .81 .56* 
CPAT 2B 29 - 37 1.58* (.21) 1.23 – 2.04 .56* 

O3H3N=+B-1+.3B=3GBD.G;38.;)5F3,@15,.3
123N=+B-1+.=381=.F3)CC3=1-AG.3)C3,1+.6):;3"39QM?3B5+.:JB.E=<3n3H3/!$3
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 A subsequent analysis was then conducted using multivariate regression to identify any 
other meaningful variables to include in the alternative tool: having an active warrant at the time 
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Part 2: Process Evaluation 

Data Sources: In an attempt to gain insight on the perceptions that multiple stakeholders in 
Colorado’s criminal justice system have about the CPAT, a survey was constructed and 
disseminated to pretrial services employees, judges, prosecutors, and defense attorneys.  The 
survey served as an information-gathering tool to further inform focus group discussion as part 
of phase two of this project. The survey was constructed by the researchers after numerous 
meetings with pretrial services supervisors, at both PEN meetings a



"$ 
 

Table 10. Respondents’ identified stakeholder role by participating counties 

County Pretrial 
Services Judges Defense 



"% 
 

Perceived Issues with Current CPAT Tool.  

 Thematic analysis was employed through all survey respondents’ qualitative, written 
responses. Results showed seven key themes emerged relating to the issues with the CPAT in its 
current form.  

Prior Failure to Appear: All four groups expressed concerns with the lack of prior FTAs being 
considered in the score for the CPAT. As the tool is a risk assessment that predicts future FTAs, 
the lack of previous FTAs within the 12 items compromised its face validity.  

Substance Abuse item: Another common concern among the four groups involved the lack of 
substance abuse questions. While there is a self-report item addressing problematic alcohol use, 
narcotics are not included as a risk factor in the current CPAT.  

Reliability of Self-Report Measures: The self-report risk factors on the CPAT have raised 
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Buy-in: When asked how support of the tool could be improved among judges, prosecutors, and 
defense attorneys, respondents overwhelmingly stated that more education would help each 
group adhere to the protocol of the CPAT. A clear explanation of the purpose and goals of risk 
assessment tools could help each group understand what the CPAT is meant to and not meant to 
do. One pretrial respondent succinctly summarized the narratives surrounding the buy-in of the 
CPAT in the following quote: 

In short, it is a good tool. Much of the criticism around the tool comes from a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the purpose, use, value, and limitations of assessment 
by our system (Participant 73. Pretrial). 

CPAT Implementation 

 There were a total of 95 respondents (28.9%) who conduct CPAT interviews as part of 
their job. This group included 73 pretrial services staff, 19 defense attorneys, and three judges 
throughout the state. Eighteen of the 27 counties that participated in the survey had individuals 
who reported conducting CPAT interviews as part of their job. Within those counties, 50% of the 
respondents reported that their CPAT reports are reviewed by a second individual before being 
submitted to the court. When broken down by county, eight of the eighteen counties reported that 
they do not have another individual review their reports.   

CPAT Tasks and Importance  

Those who identified administering the CPAT as part of their job duties were asked to 
rank the importance of the five CPAT tasks from most important (rank = 1) to least important 
(rank = 5). Table 12 displays the mean ranks of these tasks. The interview was ranked as the 
most important (M = 1.91, SD = 1.04), followed by criminal history checks (M = 2.04, SD 
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many defendants have the opportunity to provide inaccurate information during interviews. As 
one pretrial officer responded: 

The interview is important… as civilian personnel we can get more information than Law 
Enforcement Officers are able to. The pitfall of the interview is that the defendants can 
say whatever they want, which can lead some people to not tell a single true fact about 
themselves (rendering the interview somewhat useless). The verification portion is thus 
important (though the same thing applies to verifiers: they can say whatever they want, 
even if it is not the truth). (Participant 93. Pretrial)  

Those who believed that the interview was not necessary for a pretrial risk assessment tool noted 
the bias that could be derived from an interview. As one defense attorney noted: 

In my experience, the interview tends to be highly subjective and falls prey to the biases 
of the interviewer, who is often unsympathetic to indigent defendants. Where I practice, 
the interviewer is also who the defendants must check in with for pre-trial tracking 
services. That interviewer often carries biases from the interviews into his supervisory 
role and tends to "play favorites" with clients, leading to reduced credibility with the 
court and unequal treatment of defendants. (Participant 222. Defense) 

To 
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Phase 2: Analysis of Implementation 

Methodology 

Focus Groups 

 The focus group component of the phase two analysis addresses the broad research 
question: What is the perceived utility of pretrial risk assessment by those who carry out the 
pretrial process? A total of 14 focus groups were conducted between May, 2018 and June, 2018. 
Focus groups were held with two categories of individuals involved in the pretrial process: a) 
pretrial officers who conduct risk assessment interviews and investigation, as well as pretrial 
supervisors, and b) pretrial stakeholders who use risk assessment tools to inform release 
decisions and bond arguments (e.g., judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and other criminal 
justice administrators). In five of the six counties, one focus group was conducted with pretrial 
officers and supervisors and another with pretrial stakeholders. In the sixth county a total of four 
focus groups were conducted. The four focus groups in one county were the result of the large 
number of interested participants in certain roles in the county. To ensure that each role amongst 
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Observations 

 From May 2018 to June 2018, onsite observations were conducted at all seven 
participating counties. These observations were similar among jurisdictions, typically involving 
the researchers shadowing pretrial officers for one morning. These ob
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Across both types of focus groups, participants expressed that the pretrial risk score was 
used to both inform decisions about pretrial release, as well as the conditions of supervision that 
may be ordered if a defendant is released. All the participating counties in this study had a 
supervision matrix that incorporated the pretrial defendant’s risk category. This matrix was used 
to help determine the level and type of bond supervision a defendant would be assigned during 
the pretrial process.  

 
Similar to bond release decisions, the role of pretrial risk assessment to inform 

recommendations and orders of pretrial supervision conditions was accompanied by professional 
discretion. Although the pretrial risk assessment tool was not constructed to directly inform the 
pretrial supervision decision, the tool was favored by pretrial officers because it was thought to 
provide tangible information about the pretrial defendant that is useful for supervision purposes. 
One pretrial officer that supervised pretrial defendant’s bond compliance advised: 

 
“We use our CPAT scores for supervision, also. I don’t think it was created to do that, 
but, we just use that on the supervision side to say, we think this person is a Category 
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raining was to ensure consistency in the tool’s 

implementation. It was reported that counties implemented and even scored certain items of the tool differently. For example, one item on the risk tool asked defendants to self

- report a problem 

with substance

 abuse. As part of the instructional guide, the self -

reported response to this question should be relied on. However, some counties allowed for their officers to override this item. For example, one pretrial officer noted:

 

 “
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Phase 3: Pilot Test 

 
Methodology 

 The first goal of the phase three analysis was to assess the predictive performance of a 
modified version of the CPAT, the CPAT-R. To do this, the CPAT-R was pilot tested in the 
seven participating counties. Predictive performance was assessed according to how precise the 
tool discriminates pretrial risk and accurately predicts the actual pretrial outcome.  
 
 To meet the goals of the phase three analysis we revisit the research questions posed for 
the phase one analysis. To inform the evidence-based recommendations for this study we seek to 
answer in this phase: 
 

1) How often are the CPAT-R, CPAT and CPATR-SV’s risk level assignment consistent 
with the actual pretrial outcome? 
2) Are the CPAT-R’s risk factor’s weighted for the tool’s best predictive performance? 
3) Are the risk factors in the CPAT-R the best predictors of certain pretrial outcomes? 

 
 The best performing tool was then examined for accuracy equity and predictive parity 
across defendant race/ethnicity, gender, and residential status. Accuracy equity is defined as 
similar predictive performance across groups of a risk assessment score.17 This was assessed by 
comparing the tool’s ROC and corresponding AUC for meaningful differences. Predictive parity 
was defined as similar classification of high and low risk by the assessment tool across different 
groups. This was assessed by comparing the error of the assessment tool across sub-groups. 
Finally, the relationship between sub-group membership and predictive performance was 
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Pilot of the CPAT-R 

 The pilot study spanned 3-months (November 13, 2018 – February 14, 2019) and was 
employed 
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 The data were collected from multiple sources and matched on individual identifiers. 
Pretrial records were provided by the pretrial agencies of the participating counties with 
information about the pretrial defendant, release decision, bond and supervision. Court records 
were provided by the Colorado Judicial Branch and Denver Municipal Court. Criminal history 
records were provided by the Colorado Bureau of Investigation. Records were matched on 
individual identifiers including the SID, FBI number, pretrial number and date of birth.  
 
 The outcome variables used in phase one and three are conceptualized the same but 
operationalized differently. The variable definitions applied in phase one for the pretrial 
outcomes are the same (see “Outcomes,” pg. 15). For example, a new arrest and/or FTA outcome 
is defined as at least one new arrest or FTA occurring during the pretrial release time-period 
according to official arrest records. For the phase three analysis, this variable is measured using 
new court filings and not official arrest records. It was determined that court records of new 
charges filed were less vulnerable validity threats as a result of entry error.  
 
 A new arrest is defined as charges filed for a new offense during the pretrial release time 
period. This time period spans the initial pretrial release to either case disposition. FTA is 
defined as a documented failure to appear to a scheduled court date during the pretrial release 
time period. This variable is also measured using court records.  
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Descriptives: Table 15 reports the descriptive statistics for those released pretrial for the full 
sample. The initial pretrial release was determined using pretrial agency and court records. Only 
those that were released pretrial were include in the phase three analysis because only those 
pretrial defendants had an opportunity for a pretrial release outcome.  

Table 15. Full sample – Released pretrial defendants  
Average Risk Assessment Score Average Risk Score (SD) 

Pilot CPAT-R  (range 0 – 22)  9.72 (5.39) 
CPAT (range 0 – 78) 38.34 (16.35) 

CPATR – SV (range 0 – 
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 There were a total of 47 individuals who completed the feedback survey on the CPAT-R 
pilot. 52 respondents had started the survey, but five were incomplete. Of these 47, 40 (85%) 
indicated that they conducted CPAT-R interviews during the pilot phase while 7 (15%) did not. 
Of the respondents, 48.9% worked as either a pretrial officer, pretrial specialist, or court services 
specialist, 12.8% were supervisors, 6.4% bond commissioners, with the rest (31.9%) either 
failing to indicate their position or falling into an “other” category (e.g., jail staff, probation 
officer, etc.). Respondents were from all seven participating counties, but more heavily 
represented by Larimer, Weld, and Garfield counties.  
 
 The overall feedback from the survey about the CPAT-R was positive. While some 
adjustments to the wording and definitions of some risk items were considered in the final 
implementation guide, respondents overall believed the tool was similar to the current CPAT in 
its use, and stronger than the CPAT in its face validity. 
 
 When asked, on average, what percentage of the pretrial risk assessment interviews that 
the respondent collected were CPAT-R interviews, responses ranged from 1-100%, with an 
average of 54.05% (SD = 31.49). The CPAT-R interview was report to take an average of 7.86 
minutes (SD
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Un-willful FTA: Stakeholders across counties anecdotally advised that FTA’s recorded in court 
records were often “un-willful.” Un-willful FTA’s were described as those that occur at no fault 
of the pretrial defendant. A common example provided was when a defendant missed a 
scheduled court appearance because they were in custody in another jurisdiction. These type of 
FTA’s would be officially recorded in court records but often result in no consequence to the 
defendant from the court.  

 To understand more about this perceived limitation of official court records, the pilot 
survey captured whether the pretrial defendant reported having an FTA in the last year that 
would be defined as “un-willful.” One pretrial officer in the pilot feedback survey provided an 
example that exemplifies some of the potential issues of using court records in FTA tracking: 
“
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Part 1: Pilot CPAT-R Validation  
 
 The validation component of the phase three analysis sought to identify the assessment 
tool with the best estimated predictive performance, meaning the tool that best discriminates 
across risk scores and has the most consistent prediction of actual pretrial outcomes. To complete 
this analysis, the following research questions from the phase one analysis were revisited and 
revised: 
 
1) How often are the CPAT-R, CPAT and CPATR-SV’s risk level assignment consistent with 
pretrial outcome? 
 
 To answer this research question, within-individual comparisons were made across the 
three tools: the pilot CPAT-R, CPAT and CPATR-SV. The ROC curve and corresponding AUC 
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 ROC curves were run for each assessment tool. Table 17 reports the estimates for the 
corresponding AUC scores and validation comparisons. Bootstrapping was applied to the ROC 
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 These findings indicate that of the pilot study tools, the CPAT-R maintains the best 
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 To assess the impact of this modification, k-fold cross-validation was employed. This 
technique compares the predictive performance of the pilot CPAT-R and reweighted versions. 
Cross-validation represents the average of multiple, randomly sampled AUC score estimates. It 
is useful for internal validation because it is more likely generalizable to the population.21 This 
means that sample estimates using this approach are more likely to be observed in the larger 
population of pretrial defendants. The pilot CPAT-R cross-validated at a slightly higher AUC 
score across the combined new arrest and/or FTA and FTA outcomes. The pilot CPAT-R was 
estimated to have a slightly lower cross-validated AUC score for the new arrest outcome. This 
provides support that the 0-3 weighting approach may provide the optimal predictive 
performance compared to the re-weighted modifications
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 The validation estimates that were used to assess and compare the piloted tools’ 
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Table 21. Validation sample – Released pretrial defendants sub-groups 

Sub-group 
Average 
CPAT-R 

Score (SD) 

Baserate for New 
Arrest and/or 

FTA (SD) 

New 
Arrest/FTA 

AUC (BC CI) 
Race/ethnicitya  

White (n = 656) 9.03 (5.45) .31 (.46) .70* (.65-.74) 
Black (n = 186) 10.34 (4.81) .30 (.46) .60* (.52-.69) 

Hispanic (n = 331) 10.13 (5.36) .35 (.48) .64* (.58-.70) 
Sexb  

Male (n = 914) 9.83 (5.28) .33 (.47) .66* (.63-.70) 
Female (n = 272) 9.99 (5.63) .36 (.48) .62* (.55 -.69) 

Residential Statusc  
Homeless (n = 206) 12.49 (4.85) .43 (.49) .62* (.55-.70) 
Housed (n = 1,060) 9.16 (5.34) .30 (.46) .67* (.63-.70) 

O3H3N=+B-1+.3B=3GBD.G;38.;)5F3,@15,.3 3 3 3 3 3 3 333333333 n3H3!<"&&3
123X2 H3$I((S3T3H3>I!&<3U939PV3>I#"3>3>I0"233 3 3 3 3 3 3
823X2 H3!I"'S3T3H3>I0/<3U939PV3>I$#3>3I!/23
,23X2 H3I/0S3T3H3>I!/<3U939PV3>I%!>I!#23
F239)5CBF.5,.3P5+.:J1G=3K8))+=+:1A3!00023
 
 Descriptive statistics and performance measures were first estimated on the validation 
sample to identify differences across sub-groups. Table 21 reports the average CPAT-R risk 
score, baserates, and AUC scores for the primary outcomes. The baserates represent the rate of 
pretrial failure for each sub-group. The sub-groups were defined using information self-reported 
by the pretrial defendant during the assessment interview. Race/ethnicity was assessed across 
three categories: White/non-Hispanic, Black/non-Hispanic, and Hispanic/either White or non-
White (subsequently referred to as White, Black, or Hispanic).25 Gender was categorized as male 
or female and residential status was categorized as self-reported homeless or housed. 
 
 The average CPAT-R score varied about 1 point across the three race/ethnicity sub-
groups (Table 21). Self-reported White pretrial defendants scored on average the lowest with an 
average risk score of 9.03 (SD = 5.45). The baserates for the combined new arrest and/or FTA 
outcome were comparable across race/ethnicity sub-groups spanning .04 total. Male and female 
defendant risk scores had a smaller mean difference with female pretrial defendants being 
assessed slightly greater and having a slightly higher baserate, on average. The greatest mean 
difference in risk score was across residential status. Self-reported homeless pretrial defendants 
have an average risk score of 12.49 (SD = 4.85) and a .13 difference in baserate of new arrest 
and/or FTA compared to self-reported housed pretrial defendants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
25 Other categories of self-reported race/ethnicity category not included in analysis due to sample size limitations.  
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Table 23. Validation sample - Gender assessment errors  

Modification 

False 
Positive 

Rate 

False 
Negative 

Rate 

Failure 
Prediction 

Error 

Success 
Prediction 

Error 

Overall 
Prediction 

Error 
M F M F M F M F M F 

No prior 
violent arrestb .35 .39 .41 .39 .55 .53 .24 .26 .37 .39 

a) Male, n = 914, new arrest/FTA baserate = .33; Female, n = 272, new arrest/FTA baserate = .36                n = 1,186 
b) The optimal high/low risk threshold is risk score 9, β = .45, p< .001. 
 
 Table 23 reports the assessment errors across gender for the modified tool with the prior 
violent arrest risk factor removed. Female defendants were estimated to have a slightly higher 
false positive rate (.39) compared to males (.35) with a difference of .04. This accompanied with 
comparable prediction error across sub-groups provides support to move forward with the 
modified CPAT-R that has the prior violent arrest risk factor removed to assess across residential 
status. 
 
Table 24. Validation sample - Residential status assessment errors  

Modification 

False 
Positive 

Rate 

False 
Negative 

Rate 

Failure 
Prediction 

Error 

Success 
Prediction 

Error 

Overall 
Prediction 

Error 
H NH H NH H NH H NH H NH 

No prior violent arrestb .60 .31 .26 .45 .51 .57 .33 .22 .45 .35 
No prior violent arrest and 
time at residence2c .46 .26 .40 .53 .50 .56 .36 .24 .44 .34 

No prior violent arrest, 
time at residence and 
reduce weight 
employment/educationd 

.47 .28 .37 .50 .49 .47 .34 .23 .42 .35 

No prior violent arrest, 
time at residence, and 
employment educatione 

.32 .21 .51 .63 .46 .57 .36 .26 .40 .34 

No prior violent arrest, 
time at residence and 
reduce weight active 
warrantf 

.50 .29 .38 .49 .51 .57 .37 .23 .45 .35 

No prior violent arrest, 
time at residence and 
active warrantg 

.29 .16 .58 .73 .48 .57 .39 .27 .42 .33 

Y3H3Y)-.G.==<3[Y3H3Y)*=.F3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 333333333n3H3!<"&&3
123Y)-.G.==<3n H3"0&<35.E31::.=+XL?M381=.:1+.3H3I$#S3Y)*=.F<3n3
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Table 26. Validation sample - Balance candidate interaction with s
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Part 3: Reliability and Feature Analyses 
 
 The reliability and feature analyses assessed the agreement between official records and 
self-reported information, and the features of the 
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Current or Past Alcohol or Drug Problem: The difference in the predictive performance of the 
self-reported alcohol or drug problem was assessed across current and past problem. Pretrial 
defendants were asked if their self-reported alcohol or drug problem was in the past, is current or 
both. A modified version of this risk factor was recoded to score 1 point if the defendant reported 
having a current problem. This resulted in 430 defendants no longer being scored as a 1 for this 
risk item because they only reported having an alcohol or drug problem in the past. A modified 
version of the recommended tool was cross-validated using the validation sample and was found 
to maintain predictive performance (CV-AUC = .66, BC CI: 62-.68).27 This provides support that 
removing the past only feature of this risk item definition may not interfere in the predictive 
performance of the tool. 
 
Age at first arrest: Pretrial defendants interviewed for the CPAT-R were asked to self-report 
their age at first arrest. This measure was compared to an age at first arrest confirmed with 



%& 
 

Table 28. Modified tool 
Risk Factor Score Definition 

Employment/education 0/2 Self-reported employment or current student at the 
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Test Analysis 
 

 Table 29 reported the predictive performance estimates for the modified tool for both the 
primary and secondary outcomes using the test sub-sample. These estimates are used to inform 
recommendation for the CPAT-R. The predictive performance of the modified tool validates 
well for the primary outcomes. For the combined new arrest and/or FTA outcome the tool the 
AUC score is estimated to be above the .50 threshold (AUC = .66, BC CI: .61-.71). This means 
that the tool is likely to estimate actual pretrial outcome better than chance, and falls into the 
“good” predictive validity range by Desmarais & Singh (2013).28 Review of the ROC curve and 
corresponding calibration plots also indicate good calibration (Appendix K). The modified tool 
validly predicts FTA outcome, no and high consequence but does not validate on the other type 
of new arrest or FTA secondary outcomes. 
 
Table 29. Test sample –AUC scores and confidence intervals of primary and secondary 
outcomes 

Outcome AUC (BC CI) 
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Recommendations 
 

The overall goal of this project was to create the strongest and most equitable version of 



&0 
 

Risk 
Category 

Rate of success – 
new arresta 

Odds of success 
– new arrestb 

Rate of success 
– FTAc 

Odds of success – 
FTAd 

1  97% 8.48 greater 91% 10.01 greater
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APPENDIX A 

Phase 1 Perception Survey Items 

Q1. What is your role in the criminal justice system (Select which most closely corresponds with 
your role): 
o
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Q10. What (if any) additional resources or training do you think would be beneficial for working 
with the CPAT? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q11. How much time do you have to complete each assessment? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q12. Are your pretial risk assessment reports reviewed by a second party before being submitted 
to the court? 
o Yes  (1)  
o No  (2)  
 
Q13. If Yes, by who reviews your pretrial report? 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q14. Rank the CPAT tasks you find most important to least important. (important = most 
valuable in achieving a reliable CPAT score, reliable info etc.) 
______ Interview (1) 
______ Confirming information (2) 
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Q22. In what ways do you think we could increase judicial buy-in? (Buy-in = use of CPAT, 
adhering to recommendations consistent with CPAT score)  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q23.
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Q36. What is the highest degree you have received?  
o High School Diploma  (1)  
o Some College  (2)  
o Associate's Degree  (3)  
o Bachelor's Degree  (4)  
o Master's Degree  (5)  
o Juris Doctor  (6)  
o Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 
 
Q37. What is your gender? 
o Male  (1)  
o Female  (2)  
o Other  (3)  
 
Q38. Do you have any additional feedback? 
________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Phase 2 Focus Group Questions 

Focus Group Questions: Stakeholder Groups
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Focus Group Questions: Pretrial Officers 

1. How do you feel about the CPAT in its current state? 
a. What do you like about it? 
b. What could be improved? 

i. Terms/definitions that are unclear? 
 

2. What is the utility of the CPAT to you? 
a. Are there components of the CPAT process that are more time consuming than 

others? 
b. When do you believe CPAT scores be overridden?  

i. When, if at all, do you override them? 
 

3. What aspects of the interview do you believe make the CPAT effective?  
a. What is the value of the interview to you? 
b. If a tool was developed without an interview, would you be in support? 
 

4. How many of you have been trained to use the CPAT? 
a. By whom? 
b. Would you support more frequent trainings?  
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Phase 1 CPAT-R Internal Validation Estimates 

Pretrial Outcome CPAT: AUC 
(Confidence Interval) 

CPAT-R: AUC 
(Confidence Interval) 

New Arrest or FTA – at all .58* (.56 - .60) .72* (.69 - .75) 

FTA – at all .54* (.52 - .56) .70* (.65 - .75) 

FTA – no consequence .53* (.49 - .57) .71* (.61 - .80) 

FTA – low consequence .53* (.49 - .56) .63* (.51 - .75) 

FTA – high consequence .54* (.51 - .56) .70* (.64 - .76) 

New Arrest – at all .54* (.52 - .57) .72* (.69 - .75) 

New Arrest – violent .54 (.45 - .63) .62* (.50 - .74) 

New Arrest –DV or order 
violation 

.51 (.45 - .57) .52 (.43 - .60) 

New Arrest – serious .58* (.54 - .61) .61* (.56 - .66) 

New Arrest – other .54* (.52 - .57) .62* (.58 - .66) 

O3H3N=+B-1+.3B=3GBD.G;38.;)5F3,@15,.3
123N=+B-1+.=381=.F3)53:.F*,.F3=1-AG.<3n3H3#<!"$33
8239)5CBF.5,.3P5+.:J1G=3K8))+=+:1A3!00023
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APPENDIX E 

CPAT-R Pilot Survey 
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APPENDIX F 
CPAT-R Pilot Study Implementation Guide 

 

 

 

 

 

Colorado Pretrial Assessment Tool (CPAT) and CPAT-Revised 
Pilot Study Implementation Guide 

3

Victoria A. Terranova, PhD 

Kyle C. Ward, PhD 





'% 
 



'& 
 

B) Both CPAT-R and CPAT interview steps: 

1. Identify from daily docket which clients will receive both the CPAT-R and CPAT 
interview. 
 

2. Conduct criminal history checks prior to the interview. 
a. If an interview cannot be conducted with a defendant, complete the CPAT-R tool 

without the interview items (i.e., items 4-11), as well as the clarifying questions 
for item #5 “Criminal history age,” item #8 “Any un-willful FTAs,” and item #11 
“If yes, please list all charge(s) for prior violent arrest.” Note why the defendant 
could not be interviewed on the front of the form. 
 

3. If the defendant is available for an interview, conduct the CPAT-R interview followed by 
the original CPAT interview. Any overlapping questions across the CPAT-R and CPAT 
should be asked only once and recorded for both risk instruments. 

a. Please fill out a hard copy of the CPAT-R.  
b. During the interview, obtain the phone number of a reference who can confirm 

the information that the defendant has provided. This could be a family member, 
spouse, friend, or roommate. If the defendant identifies the alleged victim, ask for 
another reference. Do not contact the alleged victim as a reference 
 

4. Score the 

-
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iv. Use criminal history information from CCIC/NCIC, and Colorado court 
records to confirm items 4-11: 
 

4: Number of prior arrests 
5: Age at first arrest 
6: At least 1 arrest in past year 
7: Prior FTA 
8: FTA within the last year 
9: Pending charge at time of arrest 
10: Active warrant at time of arrest 
11: Prior violence arrest 
 

b. CPAT: 
i. Call reference to confirm information from items 1-3:  

       1: Having a home or cell phone 
       2: Owning or renting one’s residence 

3: Contributing to residential payments 
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Problems with alcohol or drugs 

This item captures a self-reported problem with drugs, alcohol or both, either now or in 
the past. This item should only be scored with 1-
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At least 1 arrest in past year 

 If the defendant had at least one arrest within one year (365 days) of the CPAT interview, 
they should receive as score of 3-point. If this is their first arrest or any previous arrests occurred 
prior to one year from the CPAT interview, they should receive a score of 0-points. Arrest is 
defined as booked and/or fingerprinted. If the defendant states that he or she was detained by an 
officer and immediately released with a summons without being fingerprinted, this is not counted 
as an arrest.  

If the defendant provides conflicting information to their criminal history regarding prior 
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Pending c
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Prior violent offense arrest 

If the defendant has a prior arrest that is considered violent, they should receive a score of 1-
point. A violent crime is an offense that a victim is harmed by or threatened with violence.29 
Listed are examples of offenses considered to be violent. This list is not exhaustive so charges 
not listed or those out-of-state that meet the definition above should also be counted as violent. 
In addition to the examples provided below, violent arrests may include: 

o Used, or possessed and threatened the use of, a deadly weapon; or  
o Caused serious bodily injury or death to any other person except another participant;  

 
• Charge examples:
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Recommended Question Wording 

Interviewing officers are encouraged to use the recommended question wording but may divert 
from this or use follow-up questions if necessary to obtain reliable assessment information. 

1) Employment/education: Are you currently employed or a student? 

2) Time at current residence: How long have you lived at your current residence? 

3) Problems with alcohol or drugs: Do you believe you currently or have ever had a problem 
with alcohol or drugs? 

4) Number of prior arrests: 
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Recommended Information Confirmation Questions 

1) Own a home or cell phone (From Original CPAT): 
 
Does [the defendant] have a working phone number for you to contact him/her? 
 

2) Employment/education (From CPAT-
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10. Are there any definitions of terms used for the CPAT-R that you feel are unclear? If so, 
please describe. *link to CPAT-R item definitions 

11. What are your thoughts on the investigation portion of the CPAT-R overall? 

12. What are your thoughts on confirming interview information, overall? 

13. What resources or training do you think would be beneficial for working with the CPAT-R in 
addition to the pilot implementation guide?  

14. What do you like about the CPAT-
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APPENDIX H 

ROC Curves and Calibration Plots – Phase 3 Validation 

ROC Curves 
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest and/or FTA              Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest   

          
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome FTA 
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CPAT; Outcome New Arrest and/or FTA      CPAT; Outcome New Arrest 

                
 
 
CPAT; Outcome FTA 
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Calibration Plots 
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest and/or FTA    Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest

     
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome FTA 
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CPAT; Outcome New Arrest/FTA     CPAT; Outcome New Arrest 

    
 
 
CPAT; Outcome FTA 
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Residential status: Validation Sample  
 False 

Positive 
Rate 

False 
Negative 
Rate 

Failure 
Prediction 
Error 

Success 
Prediction 
Error  

Overall 
Prediction 
Error 

H NH H NH H NH H NH H NH 
No prior violent modification .60 .31 .26 .45 .51 .57 .33 .22 .45 .35 

Risk Factor  
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APPENDIX J
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APPENDIX K 
 

ROC Curves and Calibration Plots – Recommended Tool 
 
ROC Curves 
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest and/or FTA       Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest 

     
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome FTA 
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Calibration Plots 
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest and/or FTA    Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome New Arrest 

    
 
Pilot CPAT-R; Outcome 


