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Frequency

Valid Joint Custody 19

Custody to the mother 61

Custody to the father 19

Split Custody 0

Custody to third party 1

Total 100
 

 

 

 

Table 1: Frequency table for custody during the years 2014-2018

Figure 1: Pie chart for custody during the years 2014-2018 
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Frequency

Valid Joint Custody 19

Custody to the mother 63

Custody to the father 16

Split Custody 2

Custody to third party 0

Total 100
 

 

 

 

Table 2: Frequency table for custody during the years 2009-2013 

Figure 2: Pie chart for custody during the years 2009-2013 
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Count  

Years 2014-2018 Total

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Custody for the years 

2014-2018

Joint Custody 3 2 5 6 3 19

Custody to the mother 13 14 11 16 7 61

Custody to the father 4 3 3 6 3 19

Split Custody 0 0 0 0 0 0

Custody to third party 0 1 0 0 0 1

Total 20 20 19 28 13 100
 

 

Table 3: Table showing the frequency of each custody over the years 2014-2018 

Figure 3: Bar graph showing the frequency of each custody over the years 2014-2018 
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Years 2009-2013 Total

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Custody for the years 

2009-2013

Joint Custody 2 4 4 5 4 19

Custody to the mother 14 11 14 11 13 63

Custody to the father 4 4 2 3 3 16

Split Custody 0 1 0 1 0 2

Custody to third party 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 20 20 20 20 20 100
 

Table 4: Table showing the frequency of each custody over the years 2009-2013

 
Figure 4: Bar Graph showing the frequency of each custody over the years 2009-2013

 

 


