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PROJECT DIRECTOR'S NARRATIVE

This report comprises the final report on the Creighton ILegal
Information Center project (Criminal Justice Research Assistance Project,
LEAA Discretionary Grant No. 74 DF-99-0020). The report includes several
exhibits, appendices, cross-references, and attachments. The body of
the report is contained in this narrative, a narrative relating to the
project's extensive evaluation effort (Exhibit A, pages 1-20), a tabula-
tion of budget expenditures (in Exhibit B), and a narrative relating to
public relations (in Exhibit C). Included as appendices are the forms
and letters utilized during the project's first phase (Appendix A),
information and raw data relating to the evaluation of the project
(Appendix B), and the previously forwarded monthly progress reports
relating to the project (Appendix C). For an individual who is primarily
concerned with an overall and brief narrative describing the Creighton
Legal Information Center project, national demonstration materials are
currently (during phase II of the CLIC project) being prepared.

Since the major portion of this report concerns the evaluation, and
has been prepared primarily by the evaluation consultant, no reference
here will be made to those materials or that portion of this final
report. Instead, I will attempt to discuss the CLIC concept and to
place the project in perspective in this brief final report. Individuals
wishing more detail concerning the project are encouraged to read this
camplete final report and its appendices and exhibits, each of the five
quarterly reports which have been submitted to the Office of Regional
Operations, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and a project
summary report dated May 1, 1975, which primarily related to the evalu-
ation of the CLIC program and was prepared for an IEAA conference in
Washington, D.C.

It is perhaps most appropriate in the narrative of a director's
final report on a project to highlight the major problems which the
project experienced. Establishment of the Creighton Legal Information
Center was relatively free from the normal "start-up" difficulties which
are experienced in establishing a new administrative entity. Iargely
these difficulties did not occur because of the support given the project
by the Dean of the School of Law and the Vice President for Academic
Affairs of the University. Particular problems which did occur related
to an inability to complete a variety of special projects, hold seminars,
and engage in activities in addition to producing original research
reports on request of users. The limitations here were largely a result
of limits on available funds for additional staff. Some difficulties in
identifying material appropriate for library acquisition to support the
project occurred, possibly because the Creighton Law School was in the
process of moving from one building to another, and the major portion of
the acquisitions was to have taken place during that period of time. In
addition, upon the award of the grant the library did not have adequate
staff to engage in a systematic search for relevant materials. Another
difficulty, the project director's inability to spend adequate time with
each-student involved in the project, was again a function of the amount
of release time sought under the original grant. ZEach of these problems
was corrected or ameliorated in the second phase of CLIC operation.

In planning for the second phase of operation, it was determined
that the multiple-state service area concept was not appropriate for a
program of this nature unless one was going to restrict one's operations
to two or a maximum of three states. It was also determined that while
academic credit would certainly seem to be appropriate for the learning
process which the students engage in, nevertheless, in order to absolutelv
assure the success of the program, the incentive of financial remuneration
was crucial.

Certainly not to be confused with any program problems, nor with
original -ideas which did not prove out from our experience with the
program, there were a variety of side benefits which occurred in addition
to the major purpose and focus of the program which was to provide
service to the bench and bar of rural Nebraska. These side benefits
included the facts that students were employed in relevant ways to their
educational program, that the program involved significant educational
value to them, and that the program had an excellent public relations




benefit for the School of Law. Each of these aspects is addressed, in
part, in the evaluation report. A less cbvious aspect of the program
was the intense interaction between the faculty supervisor who served
during the entire phase I of the program, Professor Bernard Dobranski,
and the various students. The interaction was of a more intense level
than is usual in the students' educational experience and was, I believe,
a real hidden benefit of the program.

With each of the above points briefly made, I would like now to
turn to the philosophy behind the program and a discussion of some
relevant particulars. An original premise of the program, and one which
I wish to set out in no uncertain terms, is that there is significant
criminal justice activity in rural areas of the United States, and in
particular of Nebraska. It has been estimated by the executive director
of the National District Attorneys Association that 90% of all prosecutors
are from jurisdictions with less than 100,000 population. In Nebraska,
for example, counting only the county attommeys, 91 of 93 are from
"rural" counties. This situation is substantially true in the majority
of states in the United States. There are only slightly more than 150
law schools throughout the Uniwad States, and most of these are located
in major urban centers. This is also the case in Nebraska where the two
law schools within the state are located in Lincoln and Omaha, cities lo—
cated in the two counties which were excluded from CLIC service. While
I could not attempt to persuade anyone that the crime problem of the
United States exists primarily in rural areas, I would most emphatically
insist that there is a crime problem in rural areas and one which was
addressed by this project.

With recent publicity associated with the question of the competence
of trial lawyers, both prosecutors and defenders, it is especially
relevant to note that in rural areas, the typical configuration of
prosecutorial or defense services is that these functions are performed
by part-time individuals otherwise engaged in civil practice. It is
also true that amongst private practitioners, surveys indicate that
those who work in the criminal justice area tend to be lower paid.
While I would not extrapolate that econcmic fact into a conclusion that
therefore they are less qualified, I would definitely extrapolate from
the lack of funds available to criminal justice practitioners the fact
that there are fewer who can afford major library services, or a research
staff. Thus, in a rural area we are presented with a part-time practitioner
who does not specialize in the criminal Jjustice area, who is on a more
marginal income than those who work exclusively in the civil area, who
likely does not have funding for a research staff or research materials
in his office or in a nearby library, and yet who by sheer weight of
numbers, prevails and comprises the majority of criminal justice practi-
tioners in the United States. [An interesting description of the adminis-
tration of rural criminal justice may be found in Ginsberg, Rural Criminal
Justice: 2An Overview, 3 Am. J. Crim. Law 35 (1974).]

One of the most enduring criticisms of providing service to rural
criminal justice practitioners is that they "rarely encounter serious
cases." While from the point of view of the rural citizen this is a
point to be devoutly hoped for, it is increasingly false, as the FBI
Uniform Crime Reports indicate. Crime rates in rural and suburban areas
have grown and consistently outpaced crime rate increases in urban areas
in the recent past. In addition, in the context in which the CLIC
program provides services, the point is not destructive of the program
but, in fact, supportive. Naturallv, if the rural prosecutor, judge, or
defense attorney encounters a serious felony on an average of only once
a week rather than 40 to 50 a day (the situation in the office of his
urban counterpart), it is only a stronger argument for providing support
to the individual who has "never had a case quite like this before.” In
short, since the volume does not justify specialization, the rural
criminal justice official does not specialize. Usually with specialization
one is assumed to have acquired additional expertise in the specialty.

The rural criminal justice official does not have that opportunity, and
it is a luxury which he probably would just as soon do without. Thus,

the argument for providing research supportive services to that individual
is even greater than it would be with his urban counterpart.




It was in the context of these facts and this understanding of the
needs of the rural criminal justice official that the CLIC project was
created. By soliciting reactions to the concept from a variety of
criminal justice officials including judges, prosecutors, and defense
counsel, letters of support were cobtained and these were enclosed in the
original grant application. The concept was so simple that it seemed
obvious, and yet it appears to be relatively unique. The notion was to
use the technology of telephones and the mails to provide research
services to rural criminal justice officials upon their request, and to
do so by utilizing the most efficient and low cost resources available.
Naturally, the most efficient and low cost resources turned out to be
second- and third-year law students supervised by a member of their law
faculty. This particular configuration was seen to have many benefits
not only in terms of economics but also in terms of side benefits to the
law students themselves. These side benefits are discussed above and in
fact were realized during the program. In addition, it would afford the
opportunity to the law school to provide services to a population which
has previously been unable to avail itself of a major law library.

Thus, users were encouraged to request books, articles, copies of cases
and statutes, and other library services.

It is my belief, having been the project director for this project
for almost two years, that the key {0 its current success has been the
frequency with which communications have occurred with the target popu-
lation (eligible CLIC users) and the reputation of the program throughout
the state. The fact that these were critical variables is indicated by
the increase in requests which occurred shortly after the mailing of
each Newsletter, and the self-reported "reasons for use" for CLIC services
which freguently indicated that the reputation of the program played a
role. Since the Newsletter was originally one of the most difficult
aspects of administering the project, I would most strongly recommend to
any organization cammencing a project of this type that plans for the
writing, composition, layout, printing, mailing, mailing list maintenance,
and other aspects of the distribution of a newsletter be thoroughly
explored by the project's proponents before commencing actual operations.
Fortunately, with the recent absorption of the CLIC program into the
Creighton Institute for Business, Iaw and Social Research, these problems
have been substantially solved at Creighton.

Another question which might occur to the reader of the various
appendices to this final report relates to the size and scope of the
evaluation. While it may appear that the forms and data collection
records for this project are unduly cumbersome and could be streamlined
(as they were, in fact, during the second phase of the project), it
should be noted that in each and every instance, the evaluation was
built into the program at the very beginning in order to assure proper
administration and quality control in the performance of the project.
Once again, as project director for almost two years, I would most
strongly urge this upon any person proposing a similar project. For
example, one of the ways in which to monitor the effectiveness of the
research which is being done, the quality of the students who are doing
- the research, the thoroughness of the research, etc., is simply to ask
each user (when he receives the information) questions designed to
elicit that information. By doing so, one not only increases one's
communications with users, which in turn encourages them to continue to
use the program, reminds them of its existence, and shows the user of
the concern for quality which the program has internalized, but also
provides a ready mechanism for correcting erroneous or poorly performed
project services. Thus, when an evaluation which was less tian positive
was received by the project, the user was contacted immediately to
determine whether or not the situation could be rectified, and if so,
how. This, in turn, improved the public relations posture ofi the project,
and in part may be responsible for the fact that there are no users who
were ever dissatisfied with a CLIC memorandum who indicated that they
would not use the service again. Additionally, by testing in the telephone
surveys about the source of information concerning the project, it
became apparent that a number of users had heard of it by word of mouth
from other criminal Jjustice officials. This was especially ccmplimentary
to the project since it involved the assumption that the "word" was a
positive one, else the user would not have bothered to employ the service.




Evaluation was also useful as a feedback mechanism for the students
to encourage superior performance. Utilizing the naturally competitive
"instincts" of the law students, each student was provided with constent
feedback on his "scores" on each and every project he performed. Contact
data were also used to determine the impact of the Newsletter, special
project services, frequency of contact, working hours, etc. Thus the
project was able to be administered in the context of accurate information
concerning the user response and the program's internal operations,
rather than on the basis of guess, hunch, or at worst, misinformation.

Finally, with regard to.the program's impact, I think it should be
noted and remembered that one of the objectives of the establishment of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in the original Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was to improve the administra-
tion of justice. Thus, it has been the philosophy of the Creighton
Legal Information Center program that by improving research services
that are available to all components of the adjudicative system:
judges, prosecutors, and defense counsel, that all parties would be
better prepared and more capable of meeting their responsibilities and
that this would result in the improvement of the administration of
justice. It is clear from the evaluation materials which are attached
that this goal -of the LEAA enabling legislation, as well as this philosophy
inherent in the CLIC project, has been achieved.

It has similarly been the working hypothesis of the grant that
rural criminal Jjustice agencies and officials concerned with the adjudica-
tion of cases did not have sufficient research resources available at
their disposal to insure the proper or adequate prosecution, defense, or
trial of some criminal cases and that the most effective way in which to
provide such research resources was through the establishment of programs
such as the Creighton Legal Information Center. Once again, the evalu-
ation materials relating to cost effectiveness indicates that the provision
of the services in the model which was created is, without doubt, cost
effective. In addition, it is clear that a variety of secondary benefits
in the nature of information dissemination, technology transfer, criminal
justice education, and implementation of national standards and goals
have all been a part of this program.

No sumary of the activities of the Creighton Legal Information
Center program could or would be complete without extensive acknowledge-
ments of the work not only of those who put this report together, but of
those who ran the project. For that purpose,. an acknowledgements page
has been included and precedes this narrative. Nevertheless, an acknow-
ledgement must be made which supersedes those contained on the introductory
page to this report, and that is to indicate the obvious: without the
extensive support given by LEAA to this program, and in particular the
support of Mr. James C. Swain, Mr. Dennis R. Murphy, and Mr. H. Paul
Haynes, this experiment would not have been conducted and the benefits
of this program would not be available for dissemination to other states
and criminal justice officials throughout the United States, and in
particular the rural portions thereof.
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METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this section of the evaluation report is to describe the instruments that were
devised to generate empirical performance measures. The five major types of instruments used in
this project and their forms are reproduced in the Appendix. Insofar as was possible, evaluation
procedures were intended to perform formative functions as well as summative functions. The
Initial Questionnaire was designed to evaluate the need for the CLIC project, and to help in under-
standing how this need could best be served, thereby guiding the project's evolution through its
early period. Contact Summary Sheets, Caller Cards, Case Cards, and Time Cards were the opera-
tional instruments used to evaluate the flow of activity through the project, and also to provide
feedback to project personnel to make their work more efficient and to summarize the precise
nature of their activities. Designed to measure the quality of CLIC output, Evaluation Question-
naires also provided feedback to the staff of how well services were meeting the needs of CLIC users.
The Six- and Twelve-Month Surveys were intended to assess the impact of CLIC's presence on the
legal community, but these surveys also provided the staff with an opportunity to do constructive
public relations by talking to CLIC's users and non-users about the program. Finally, the Student
Evaluations were designed to investigate the program from the students' point of view. To main-
tain anonymity, student evaluations were kept sealed until the project's end, thus minimizing the
formative component of this input. Nonetheless, information gained {rom thesc evaluations will be
valuiable in forming follow-up programs.

In the remainder of this section, each of the forms mentioned above will be discussed in
greater detail. In the sections to follow, the program will be evaluated through an integration of
data from all of these sources (except the Student Evaluations, which will be treated independ-
ently). An additional data source, a file of unsolicited materials (letters, press clippings, ete.) about
CLIC, will be quoted in the evaluation report and may be reviewed in full in the Appendix.

The Initial Questionnaire

By late July, 1974, the Initial Questionnaire had been mailed to potential users of CLIC
services, including all Nebraska County Attorneys, County Judges, Associate County Judges,
District’ Judges, and Defense Counsel who could be identified, excluding those in Douglas and
Lancaster Counties.

After a period of two weeks, another copy of the questionnaire and a short letter requesting
cooperation were sent to nonresponders. After two more weeks, the remaining nonresponders were
again contacted. In all, usable responses were obtained on 384 questionnaires.

The final analysis of these questionnaires was delayed primarily due to the procedures
necessary to identify defense counsel. Preliminary analyses were received, however, allowing
project personnel to use those results,

Finally, analysis of the questionnaire was completed on December 30, 1974. The tabulation
of the results has been included in the Appendix. These data will be integrated into the evaluation
narrative below.

Substantively, the Initial Questionnaire solicited information in the following arcas: percent
of professional time used on various kinds of cases and on research, staff and information sources
available for case preparations, extent and kind of needs for research assistance (and the conven-
ience of planned-for hours of operation). Space was also provided for any comments which the
legal professionals wished to offer.

Operational Data-Telephone Contact Summary, Caller Cards, Case Cards, Time Cards

BEvery inquiry concerning Creighton Legal Information Center and cvery request for services
furnished by the Center, whether in letter form or by telephone call, were recorded on a form
titled "Telephone Contact Summary." On taking a telephone call or receiving a letter, the Student
Assistant or Secretary recorded basic information about the person contacting the program on the
upper section, "Contact Data," of the first page of the form. The person's name, telephone number,

Exhibit "A"
Page 1




and position, as well as the county he represents or in which he resides, were noted. In addition,
the name of the case involved and its docket and page number, if applicable, were centered in the
appropriate blanks. Each contact with the program received a scquence number assigned from a
master log and that number appeared at the top right hand corner of the "Telephone Contact
Summary" along with the date and time at which the contact was made and the initials of the CLIC
employee responsible for it.

The bottom two-thirds of the first page of the "Telephone Contact Summary" contains sec-
tions allowing the contact to be classified as either "I. Request for Information" or "1I. Reqeust
for Services," depending on the nature of the contact. "

The person handling the contact classified all general inquiries about the program and all
requests for copies of previous memoranda as "REQUEST FOR INFORMATION." All new
requests for memoranda, copies of cases, or other library material were classificd as "REQUEST
FOR SERVICES."

When the CLIC employee handling a "REQUEST FOR INFORMATION" was able to answer
the question without delay, the middle section on page one was completed immediately. The
employee completed the question, answer, date answered, and other appropriate blanks, signed his
name, and submitted the form for faculty approval. If the answer was not available at the time of
the original! contact, the entries were delayed until the answer was provided or the memorandum
copy mailed.

If the contact was "II. REQUEST FOR SERVICES" the first entry under that section,
(A.), indicated whether the request was denied or filled. When the request was denied, the Student
Assistant listed the reasons for denial on the back of page onc of the "Telephone Contact
Summary." When the request was filled, the appropriate notation was made and further entries
were required. The Student Assistant summarized the request and stated the issue or issucs to be
researched on the back of page one. In addition, he listed the court, charges and type of violation
in the appropriate places (B.).

Section C on page two of the "TELEPHONE CONTACT SUMMARY" calls for additional
information when the "REQUEST FOR SERVICES" involves assistance on preparation for a
specific case. The first entry, "PREVIOUS REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE ON THIS CASE,"
is designed to prevent conflicts of interest. (See statement regarding the program's conflicts of
interest policy in the Appendix). This information was obtained from the Case Card file (see
Appendix). Information for completing the second entry, "PREVIOUS PROJECT SUMMARIES
FOR THIS CALLER," was obtained from the Caller Card file.

Subsequent entries under subsection C deal with CLIC processing of "REQUESTS FOR
SERVICES." Entry number 3 was made by a Student Assistant when the "REQUEST" was
assigned to a researcher. The "DATE PROMISED FOR REPORT DELIVERY," 4, was the date
the memorandum was to be mailed from the CLIC office. By signing in blank 5, a faculty super-
visor indicated that he had read and approved the memorandum. The entries in number 6 provided
information to the CLIC staff indicating where there might be delays in the processing of memo-
randum "TITLE," "BRIEF FILE TOPIC" and "CROSS REFERENCE TOPICS," are listed. Those
entries, made by the student researcher, indicated that he had indexed the memorandum for further
reference.

The secretary completed the entries for numbers 7 and 8. Each student researcher recorded
on a time card (see Appendix) the time he spent on each memorandum in units representing tenths
of hours on a daily basis. That information was transcribed by the secretary to the back side of
page two of the "TELEPHONE CONTACT SUMMARY" form, twice a month when she received
the time cards. If the memorandum was complete, the time spent was totaled by the secretary and
entered in number 7. The "FINAL EVALUATION SCORE," 8, was taken from the "PROJECT
SERVICES EVALUATION" (see Appendix).

Subsection D provides spaces for information regarding a "REQUEST FOR SPECIAL
REPORT." The section was used only once under the initial program. In that case, the Project
Director requested a special report, an overview of Nebraska Legislative Bills in the criminal area,
for the newslétter. Borderline requests were usually classified as "REQUEST FOR SERVICES"
without any additional subclassification unless a particular case was involved.
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Forms closely associated with the "TELEPHONE CONTACT SUMMARY" include the
"CALLER CARD" and the "CASE CARD." It was the Student Assistants' responsibility to com-
plete a "CALLER CARD" for each person contacting the project. Information recorded on the
upper portion of that card included the name, address, phone number, county and position of the
caller (or letter-writer), and a code number for computer purposes, assigned by the sccretary. The
Student Assistant noted each contact with the program by Sequence Number and Case Name,
where appropriate, on the lower portion of the card. Where there was no specific case involved, a
short summary describing the nature of the contact or request was entered in the Case Name space.
The Student Assistant noted the date the contact was made, and whoever completed the request
made the appropriate entry in the "Date Completed" column. That person would be the Student
Assistant if an oral.response was given or the secretary if something was mailed to the "Caller."

In addition to the "CALLER CARD," the Student Assistant completed a "CASE CARD"
for every contact made with the program, if applicable. The purpose of this card was to prevent
conflicts of interest (see Appendix B, page 50) and the card included the case name, docket and
page number, if available, and county involved. Also noted on the "CASE CARD" were the
Sequence Number of the contact, the person making the request, the requestor's position, and the
type of assistance sought.

During the first 15 months of the program, CLIC received 658 inquiries and requests.
"CALLER CARDS" were completed for 275 individuals and involved 238 cases.

" Students recorded their working time on Project Time Cards, Form 4. Time was kept in
units of one hour with each hour being divided into tenths, i.e. six minutes equalied onec-tenth of a
unit. Project sequence numbers, the date work was done, and case names were entered in the
appropriate spaces. Students submitted time cards on the 15th and 31st of each month.

Evaluation Questionnaires

An Evaludtion Questionnaire was sent to each person to whom CLIC provided services, and
on almost every occasion that services were provided. The secretary mailed a questionnaire approxi-
mately one week after a research memorandum was sent, or a telephone service provided. If no
response had been received within two weeks, a second Evaluation Questionnaire was sent with a
short note requesting the user's cooperation. If no response had been received two weeks later,
a student assistant telephoned the user to inquire about the evaluation.

A total of 468 requests for service were received during the CLIC project. Evaluations were
sent and received for 315 of these, for a resounding 67%.

Statistics on the responses to the questionnaires were summarized on a monthly and cumula-
tive basis. These summaries may be found in the Appendix and the results of evaluations will be
integrated into the project evaluation narrative below. Before a questionnaire was mailed, it was
precoded with the user's identification number, making it possible to analyze the results with
respect to the user's position. This breakdown of the data is presented in the Appendix.

Other Forms

Two additional operational forms were used by the students. A master log of all "contacts”
with the program, recorded in numerical order by sequence number, reflected important data about
each "contact." For each new "contact," the name, position, and county of the person making
the contact, along with the date the contact was made, the type of request made, the student
assigned and the date the report was due were entered, and a sequence number was assigned. As the
reports were mailed, or the request was completed in some other manner, that date was also noted.

As each report was finished, the student researcher made index cards by topic and by
Nebraska Statute number referencing the report for future use by the staff. These Brief File Topic
Cards were used as a primary source for information in researching subsequent requests. As the
project progressed, this cross reference of completed reports proved invaluable because subsequent
questions often resembled those already researched. Occasionally, no new report was necessary as
the exact issue had been dealt with in a prior report.
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The Evaluation Questionnaire begins with a global rating of CLIC's Services. The next
item asks why the services were needed and whether the user encountered any problems in contact-
ing the center. Subsequent questions ask whether the report was delivered on time and whether'it
was directed to the problem as desired. Ratings are then sought on the quality of the report, its
helpfulness, and the difficulty that the user would have had in developing the information on his
own. Space is left for the user to describe such difficulties. The final three questions ask how many
hours it would have taken the user to do the research without CLIC, what a fair price for the service
would be, and whether the person intends to use CLIC's services again.

Six- and Twelve-Month Surveys

Six- and Twelve-Month Surveys (actually conducted during the eighth and fourteenth months
of the program) were conducted with the intention of measuring potential users' awareness of
CLIC.

Before the first survey, identification was made of all potential users of CLIC services from
the professional legal community. From this population, 50% were randomly sclected to be con-
tacted in the first telephone survey; the remaining 50% were to be contacted during the final
survey.

A one hour training session, during which the survey form was reviewed and student ques-
tions answered, preceded each telephone survey. The survey form is reproduced in the Appendix
as are the general instructions given to the students. Students were told that questions should be
asked exactly as written on the form, and were given some instruction on non-directive probing for
question 7, "Why haven't you used the Creighton Legal Information Services?" Finally, the point
was made that the telephone contact was important not only to the cvaluation effort, but also as
another component of the project's public relations. Accordingly, students were asked to respond
politely and attentitively to any questions or comments raised by the respondent, even if this meant
an interruption of the normal train of questions.

Following a prearranged schedule, student researchers conducted the telephone surveys.
Calls were made in the order that users' names appeared on the computer-generated list. 1 a user
was not contacted on the first call, the student asked what would be a convenient time to call again;
the user's name was recorded to be called at the later, convenient time. The student scheduled to
make calls during this "convenient" time was required to make the call-back. This same procedure
was repeated if the user could not be contacted at the call-back. After two call-backs, the user was
eliminated from the sample and no further calls to him (or her) were attempted.

The first telephone survey resulted in 221 completed telephone calls. The second survey
resulted in 179 calls.

The survey questions first determined whether or not the person telephoned was avare of
CLIC. If the person was unaware of the project, he was sent information about it. If the person
was aware, questioning continued to determine the genesis of this awareness and whether or not the
person had used the services. If the services had not been used, the person was quizzed about
reasons for non-use. If the services had been used, the person was asked about his general satisfac-
tion with the services and whether he planned to use the center again.

Data from these surveys are presented completely in the Appendix. As with most of the
data, these will be summarized in the evaluation narrative to follow, and they have been analyzed
(broken down) with respect to the positions of the CLIC users.

Student Evaluations

When a student completed his tenure of service with the CLIC project, he or she was asked
to answer a series of six questions. These questions (reproduced in the Appendix) were all com-
pletely open-ended and designed to reveal student opinion about the project's value both to his
education and to the State's professional legal community.

To help protect the anonymity of each student and thereby to encourage honest answers,
the student's written responses were given directly to the project secretary and she typed the
responses verbatim. All of the typed protocols were sent to the project's evaluation consultant.
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Only the consultant and the secretary were allowed to know which student had submitted which
responses, and responses were shown to no other CLIC staff person until the project's completion.

The Evaluation Consultant read each response protocol as it was sent to him. An a priori
agreement had been madec that upon receipt of any important information in a Student Evaluation,
the Evaluation Consultant, at his discretion, would make this information known to the project
director and would attempt as well as he could to conceal the reporting of the student's identity.
The need for this course of action did not arise during the course of this project, in the opinion of
the Evaluation Consultant.

Clearly, this procedure decreased the formal opportunity to use student opinions as formative
project data. Project personnel felt, however, that the protection of the students' anonymity was
of more concern than the formal ir»ut of their opinions, especially since students would probably
make their opinions known through other channels anyway. Upon reading t'.c Student Evaluation
summary, especially with regard to opinions about supervision, some might ponder the potential
value of having released some of this input to the staff during the project's duration. Nonetheless,
the decision had been left to the Evaluation Consultant (and we believe properly so) who chose
not to release any of this information until the project's completion. Furthermore, the information
will be available to aid in future projects built upon the CLIC model.

A total of 17 students were asked to provide responses and all did so. The responses are
reproduced verbatim and completely in the Appendix. A summary of student opinion is included
in this report following the main evaluation narrative. Since the Student Evaluation data were
unique in terms of their nature and origin, these data have been reported separately rather than by
incorporating them into the main text.

The summary of student opinion is'based upon the responses of 16 students. These students
have been assigned the numbers 1 to 16 in a random fashion, and their responses are reproduced in
that order in the Appendix. After the student opinion summary had been completed, a seventeenth
student's evaluation was received unexpectedly. This student was unlike the remainder of the
student assistant population in two important ways. First, he had been with the project only a very
short time and had then been asked to leave because his work was not acceptable. Secondly, his
opinions regarding the project are noticeably more contrary than are those of the other students.
Our decision was to leave the student opinion summary as it was written, stating the views of what
we felt to be more "typical" students. The last student's comments have been reproduced in full,
however, in the Appendix.
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EVALUATION OF THE NEED FOR THE SERVICES

The first question to be addressed in the summative evaluation is the extent to which a legal
information project is necded in the State of Nebraska. Do the legal professionals in this rural area
need supplementary research aid? Which professionals, exactly, have the most nced forit? How
frequently is this aid requested? In what ways can the project be of the most help?

Initial Questionnaire Data

Responses were obtained on the Initial Questionnaire from 384 legal proféssionals from out-
state Nebraska. These professionals report spending an average of 65% of their time working on
criminal cases; this is quite variable, ranging from 41% of the time reported by district judges up to
91% of the time reported by county attorneys. These same individuals spend 20% of their time on
legal research, on the average, and only 14% indicate that they have staff available to do legal
research. District and county judges report unanimously that they have no such staff available.

Respondents estimate that on the average they would have about 13 cases per month on
which CLIC services could be of some help. Associate county judges estimate that they would have
an average of 31 cases per month, essentially one each day, on which CLIC could provide assistance.

Operational Data

In the first phase of its operations, CLIC received 659 requests for services which it honored,
as well as 89 other requests which it-was forced to deny for various reasons (see data in Appendix):
This averaged over two service requests per working day. Requesis were honored from 71 different
Nebraska counties.

Evaluation Data

The single reason given most frequently for the use of CLIC's services has related to inade-
quate-library facilities. Almost half of the evaluations returned listed this as a reason for using
CLIC. This is strong evidence that outstate library facilities frequently do not sufficiently meet the
needs or desires of legal professionals in preparing criminal cases. Furthermore, 81% feel it would
have been "very difficult" or "fairly difficult”" for them to have done this research themselves; the
biggest problem, they report again, would have been the inadequate library facilities.

The second greatest reason for using CLIC (and, correspondingly, the difficulty in doing the
work by one's self) relates to the time involved. This presumably includes both the time to do the
research, per se, as well as the time that would be required to travel to the nearest Tacility with the
proper materials. Approximately 40% of the evaluations listed this as a reason for contacting
CLIC.

Apparently, the project either is freeing up the time of legal professionals (supposedly allow-
ing this time to be used in other professional ways), or is making possible a depth of research into
cases which, due to time constraints, otherwise would not be realized. It is still necessary, however,
to inquire about the efficiency with which this research is being performed at Creighton, relative to
the efficiency with which it would otherwise be performed by the legal professionals themselves,
assuming they had the time to do it. Although this cannot be settled exactly, an answer can be
suggested based upon professionals' estimates of the amount of time it would have taken them to
do the research which they obtained from CLIC.

The CLIC users estimated that it would have taken them an average of 10.0 hours to do the
research projects themselves. (Considering the psychology of such estimates, it probably would be
appropriate to think of this as a "conservative" or low estimate.) Students in the project completed
the research work in an average of 13.7 hours. To this figure, however, should be added the admin-
istrative time involved. When research and administrative time are both considered, there results an
average of 20.8 hours of time per research project.

Of course, the final research product is likely to be different when it comes from CLIC
students and when it comes from the legal professionals themselves; accordingly, the nature of this
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difference should be accounted for in evaluating the project's benefits and cfficiencies. About
10% of the evaluation reports include the opinion that CLIC reports are more thorough than
research that would be done on the same projects by legal professionals. Considering the lack of
library facilities available in some outstate areas, it is probably also true that CLIC reports are likely
to be more accurate and up-to-date than many of the reports that professionals would prepare on
their own. Thus, the greater time spent on each memorandum is at least partially offset by achiey-
ing a higher quality of product.

' Next, some accounting must be made of the dissemination of copies of memos to secondary
users. The CLIC staff produced 322 original reports. Copies were made of over two-thirds of these
(218), and a total of 471 copies of original memos were distributed in response to requests. When
the project's total hours (including student and administrative time) are distributed with respect to
the total number of memoranda (originals and copies) supplied fo users, the result is an average of
8.8 hours per memo. This is clearly more time-effective than would be obtained from legal profes-
sionals producing the memos by themselves according to their estimates of 10.0 hours per
memorandum.

Finally, it is true that legal professionals’ time should be "worth more" than a student's
time. Economically, it is less costly to pay for 13.7 student hours (accounting only for original
memos) than for 10.0 professional hours; and it is certainly less costly to pay for 8.8 student and
administrative hours (if we consider copies as well as originals} than {or 10.0 professional hours.
Surely, too, the research has an educational value which, although it is hard to quantify, must be
entered into this same analysis of costs and benefits.

Qualitative Data

Many letters were sent to CLIC about its services. . The letters were completely unsolicited,
and provided candid, helpful input into understanding CLIC's impact on the community. Scveral
of these letters related to the needs for CLIC services. Excerpts from some of the letters will be
cited here:

Keep up the good work as many of us are handicapped by lack of experience and
practical knowledge. Your services could do much to fill the void. We don't have
the time to dig out the answers.

From a County Attorney

.. (OJur firm does have a number of attorneys, however, most of the criminal
work seems to end up on either my desk or the desk of one other attorney here in
the office.

The bulk of our criminal practice seems to be in the area of drugs, with a fair amount
involving the usual felony criminal procedures.

In the past, we have attempted to brief and research a number of points, however

the fees granted to court-appointed counsel are not commensurate with the amount

of work involved.  In the future, I will try to forward at least two pressing guestions

to your service, in the hopes that you will be able to assist me on these items . . .
From a Private Attorney

... In addition to the services available presently, I would like to see a deskbook
published dealing specifically with Nebraska law. The Nebraska County Attorney's
Association has a looseleaf publication which admittedly has gaps in its coverage.
The materials there are excellent, however, and completing this book or something
like it would be a good project . . .

From a County Attorney

These and other letters to the CLIC project reinforce the impression that there is a strong need for
legal research assistance to outstate legal professionals.

Summary

From these various data sources, one consistent conclusion emerges; the State of Nebraska
has a clear need for the CLIC project. OQutstate legal professionals have too little time and too few
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facilities to produce the kind of legal research they would like to have. The professionals them-
sclves are well aware of their needs for research assistance, assistance whichh CLIC can provide in a
time-and cost-effective manner.
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EVALUATION OF THE NATURE OF THE SERVICES PROVIDED

The next issue to be addressed is the nature of the services provided by CLIC. How much
service is being provided? What is the form of the service? - Is the project disseminating information
into the legal community as well as simply answering research requests?

CLIC has been providing case-by-case assistance since July- 10, 1974, when it received its
first telephone requests. In fact, the first request was received while the telephone installation
personnel were installing the intra-state WATS line. As of August 31, 1975, CLIC has received 191
requests for information, or about three per week, and 468 requests for services. From these
requests, 345 research memoranda have been initiated (322 were finally carricd to completion by
August 31, 1975), which amounts to more than five per week. Requests for scrvice have been
denied for another 89 contacts, 50% of these because the request was related to a civil case or
because it was made by a private citizen. Service has been provided to 71 Nebraska countics; the
heaviest users have been Custer County, Dawes County, Holt County, Lincoln County, Madison
County, Nance County, Platte County, Red Willow County, Sarpy County, Scottsbluff County, and
Washington County. Most frequent use of the project has come from county attorneys and
deputies, with a close second from court appointed counsel and public defenders. Examples of the
types of materials which have been included in these memoranda are: extensive use of and citation
of authority. from the American Bar Association Criminal Justice Standards, the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, the Model Penal Code, the Proposed Federal
Penal Code, and many other sources of materials not typically available to or found in the libraries
of rural criminal justice practitioners.

Nearly 40,000 copies of the CLIC newsletters have been distributed in this State, including
distribution to every attorney and judge, criminal justice official and elected political official, and
every state news medium and criminal justice library. The newsletters contain information about
developments in the administration of criminal justice and how those developments effect the
practices of CLIC's users and all other Nebraska legal practitioners (e.g.: a change in the Criminal
Practice Rule for senior law students which would enable seniors to prosecute and defend cases
under the supervision of licensed attorneys for the first time in the history of this State; the crea-
tion of a statewide association of criminal defense attorneys; the formation of a Bar Association
Committee-sponsored series of projects relating to corrections and correctional law; etc.). The
newsletters also carry information about previously prepared memoranda so users can request
copies of these when and if they become relevant to cases with which they become involved.

A final service rendered by CLIC has been that of making available books, articles, and
other library source materials on a copy or loan basis. In this way, CLIC is able to supplement
outstate library facilities directly, and in a manner which may relate to something other than one
specific case-research need.
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EVALUATION OF THE QUALITY OF THE SERVICES PROVIDED

Out of 345 memoranda initiated, 23 were not -carried to completion during the duration of
this grant, 17 were performed entirely over the telephone and no evaluations were sent, and §
others were not followed up with evaluations because of administrative error. - For the remaining
297 memos, evaluations were requested and an amazing 100% were completed and returned. This
degree of cooperation in returning evaluation forms is evidence in itself of the strong acceptance
the project has received. Users have rated the CLIC services as leaving them "completely satisfied"
in 46% of the cases and "generally pleased" in an additional 45%. Only 2% have said the service did
not satisfy them, and these people all have been contacted to try to resolve whatever difficultics
they had with the project.

For the most part, reactions to the quality of CLIC's work have been entirely complemen-
tary. For example:

I have utilized Creighton Legal Information Center three or four times and generally
have been very satisfied with the results.  Project number I thought was an
extremely difficult one and was very happy with the work and the output placed into
this work.

From a Private Attorney

I wish to thank you very much for the memorandum relating to the preliminary
hearing on a felony charge where the proof establishes a misdemeanor but not a
felony. The memorandum shows a great amount of fine research and I wish to
compliment your office and particularly the students for this fine work.

From a County Judge

We know from the Initial Questinnnaire that the services operate during times that are
convenient to the needs of over 94% of those who responded. Of those who have used CLIC,
99% report they have had no trouble contacting the project, 92% have reported that the rcsearch
was delivered on time, and ‘95% indicate that the reports have been to-the-point. (In all cases in
which a report was not felt to be to-the-point, the user was contacted again to see if improved
services might possibly be provided.) The quality of the report has been rated as "excellent” by
51% of the users and as "good" by an additional 43%. Only 5% of users have rated the reports
as "fair" or "poor." The users have rated 95% of the reports as "extremely helpful” or "some
help" and only 5% have given ratings of either "little help" or "no help at all." On the average, the
monetary value of the reports has been assessed at $123.90; district judges have reported a
monetary value averaging $242.69.
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EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT’S IMPACT ON THE LEGAL SYSTEM

The question under consideration here is the degree of impact CLIC has had on the legal
comnmunity within this State. Given that the service is necded, and that it is being provided in
sufficient quantity and quality, what is happening as a result? Is the project affecting the system
only on a case-by-case basis, or as a whole? Will people continue to use CLIC's services?

It is clear from operations and evaluation data alrcady mentioned that the CLIC project has
had a significant effect, at very least, on a case-by-case basis. Considering the relatively sparse
population of outstate Nebraska, moreover, the project's impact even on a case-by-case basis must
be judged to be somewhat massive. In a period of slightly over one year, the project received 659
contacts. This resulted in the mailing of 305 original memos and supplements and an additional
471 copies.

The major direct measures of project impact were provided by the telephone surveys. These
surveys, at eight and fourteen months into the project, each measured the project's familjarity
among a randomly chosen half of the legal professionals identificd as the entire population of
potential CLIC users in Nebraska. In all, 400 people in the legal community responded to these
two telephone surveys.

In both surveys, over 97% of those telephoned said they had heard of the CLIC project, and
in both surveys this included 100% of all the judges called in the State. Students taking the calls
were instructed to have respondents tell something about the project so a judgment could be made
of whether or not the caller was really aware of what CLIC is. After this "test," 85% of the sample
at eight months and 91% of the sample at fourteen months were judged to be aware of the CLIC
project and what it does. Among those who had never used the project (i.e., excluding past users in
the sample), 79% were aware of the project at the eight month period and 86% were aware of it
at fourteen months.

At the eight-month time, 29% of the identified potential users population had made use of
CLIC. . By fourteen months, this figure was 34%. CLIC users at fourteen months included 67% of
the State's County Attorneys and 62% of Nebraska's County Judges. Numerically, the greatest
volume of use was reported by defense counsels.

By fourteen months, 71% of those surveyed reported familiarity with the CLIC newsletter.
(It should be noted that this is a measure of recall rather than recognition; respondents reported
familiarity with the newsletter without direct probing.) Of those who have used CLIC's services,
100% indicate they will continue to use them and 6755 say they have recommended CLIC to others
in the legal community. Among those who are aware of the project, nearly half (46%) report having
heard of CLIC through word of mouth. In combination, these figures lead firmly to.a conclusion
that CLIC has had a major impact upon Nebraska's legal community.

As important as the extent of impact, the nature of this impact should be taken into account.
Exactly how is the project affecting judicial proceedings in Nebraska? Although there are no

systematic data on this question, some insights are available from the unsolicited letters received
from CLIC users.

Thank you for the memorandum on second degree murder transmitted with your
letter of , 1974. It was of considerable assistance to me in handling
a difficult case.

I will continue to call on you for help as I need it. The availability of such help will
add considerably to our ability to function effectively as judges.
From a County Judge

I have just completed reading Volume 1, No. 9 of the Creighton Legal Information
Center Bulletin and wanted to take the opportunity to write and infornt you how
useful I have found this publication in my private practice here in Sioux City, lowa.
The Bulletin contains inforination which has been very useful to me botlh in my
practice here in lowa and in Nebraska . . .

From a Private Atterney
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... The issues I submitted arose at a preliminary hearing and motion to suppress in
one case which was heard less than two weeks later, understandably too short a
period to expect a response. The CLIC report did, however, aid in convincing the
other party to withdraw his motion, in addition to being a valuable asset to the library
as the issue is common. The basic problem is on one hand attempting to expedite
criminal cases while trying to be as fully prepared as defense counsel who cast devote
entire energies to cases and can prepare them in a shorter period of time . . .
From a County Attormey

... I wanted you to know that the memorandum which you prepared for me under
the duate of , 1975 was of immense value; not because it specifically
answered my particular question; but because it recognized the problem and analyzed
the existing thinking and showed the wide-open approach and the area for develop-
ment of sound juvenile law in Nebraska.

The copies of the law bulletins and related articles were particularly helpful, as it gave
me-an overall feeling of what seemed to be right and what seemed to be wrong; things
that shouldn't be done; and ideas for things that could be done.

In summary, and in conclusion, it made me feel good about my responsibilities to the
minor and to the Court, and it gave me the confidence to be aggressive in the action
that I thought needed to be taken in this particular case. . .

From a Private Attorney

The office of is presently defending approximately 75% of the

Criminal Offenders within County, Nebraska. A good percentage of

these defense cases are due to ccurt appointments. Also, on January 1, 1975, our

office will assume the position of County Attorney. Therefore, we would appreciate
. being on your mailing list for the CLIC Newsletter. We wish you nutch success and we

are bound to be using your WATS line in the near future. Any other information that

your office can provide would be greatly appreciated.

Front a Private Attorney

Throughout the State of Nebraska, CLIC has begun to have a major influence in helping the
legal community prepare more thoroughly for criminal cases. Additionally, the concept of CLIC
and the newsletters that CLIC sends out have reached far beyond the boundaries of this State.
The file of unsolicited correspondence to CLIC contains letters from law schools, legal publications,
and professionals in law from many other areas of the country, including Arkansas, District of
Columbia, Illinois, Kentucky, New Jersey, New York, Utal, Vermont, and Virginia.. Undeniably,
CLIC's impact has been far-reaching and significant.
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STUDENT EVALUATIONS

The original purpose for this project anticipated that "as an incidental benefit" law students
would "receive exposure to the practical as well as theoretical legal problems. . .." A fundamental
evaluation goal specified in that document was to sccure information about "the use of law students
for academic credit alone or with remuneration" in the operations of providing services to the
Nebraska legal community. This section of the evaluation will discuss these issucs and several others
as they were responded to from the point of view of the student rescarch assistants.

As mentioned in the earlier discussion of evaluation mecthodologies, students were asked to
respond to six open-ended questions. These six questions and the complete responses of all the stu-
dents are reprodueed in the Appendix to this report (students are listed in a random order). The
responses were interpreted through a qualitative content analysis, the results of which will be re-
ported in this section of the evaluation. Verbatum reproductions of portions of comments are in-
cluded in this section to illustrate and clarify the interpretive conclusions reached by the authors.
As with any analysis, qualitative or quantitative, the availability of the raw data (the complete file
of student comments in the Appendix) makes it possible for the rcader to interpret the data inde-
pendently either to confirm the conclusions to be presented here, or to support his or her own con-
clusions of what the data reveal.

Reactions to Program Substance

Educational Benefits

Students report three major educational benefits accruing from their experience in working
on the CLIC project. First, almost all of the students feel that the experience added significantly to
their abilities to do -legal research. Through working on research memos, students became ac-
quainted with research resources and skilled in the ability to locate these resources in a library. In
addition to learning what research materials were available and how to access them, students also
learned, they report, how to use the materials analytically to develop the response to a research
question.

The second. major educational benefif centers around writing skills. While the skill of writing
a research memorandum is particularly specialized on some elements such as format, the more gen-
eral technique of communicating legal concepts is one which has widespread applicability and im-
portance to most of the tasks that are faced by students and attorneys. An effective means of learn-
ing to write, perhaps the most effective means, is actually to write something, have the writings
corrected, and to repeat this process several times. The CLIC project gave students just this oppor-
tunity: to write a series of memos and to receive critical evaluations and information about the
quality of their written communications.

A broadened knowledge of the substantive areas of criminal justice is the third major educa-
tional benefit students realized from this project. Students say that there was little overlap in
content area from memo to memo; as a result, each new memo took them into a different substan-
tive area of the law. Additionally, the research assistants appreciated that they were learning to
"work" with the law, that they were being given an opportunity to apply legal information to
"real" cases rather than working with legal concepts in the more "abstract” manner which was
characteristic of their classroom activities.

Fomiliarity with legal research techniques has been increased. Knowledge of
materials available for research has increased. Increased knowledge of criminal law and
the problems in this area. Increased writing skills-in the area of legal memoranda.

Student 8

1. Ihave acquired a familiarity with Nebraska criminal statutes.
2. [ have acquired a working knowledge of the criminal law and procedures: area.
3. TIhave sharpened general research skills especially with-digests.
4. My ability to think through a problem and to express my ideas both orally and in
writing has improved.
Student 10
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In two ways research skills and writing development.

My research abilities have -vastly improved. [ have developed a systematic approach
when researching a topic. Rather than just skipping around, hit and miss, I always check for
statutes first, then case law, then law review articles. If I'need an overview [ utilize C.J.S. or
Am. Jur. first. I have also learned to use ALR. As a consequence of my newly developed
skills, iy research time has been cut down substantially,

My writing skills have similarly improved. in conjunction with my research I have
learned to narrow the issues as much as possible, and to avoid giving an encyclopedic disser-
tation on every subject. I have Icarned to avoid excess verbage, brush up on my style, and use
a pattern which facilitates writing memos,

Student 5

There is also a great deal of specific substantive knowledge gained.- No menio written
by me was a-repetition of an earlier memo, nor did it cover a topic with which I was familiar
at the onset. Thus, substantively, I know a lot about truck ordinances, criminal procedure,
juvenile law, bad checks, and a variety of other topics.

Student 2

Other educational benefits were also reported. While they may not be as important or as uni-
versally recognized, these other benefits seem to be of sufficient importance to warrant enumera-
tion. . First, students report an important educational process in the interactions with other stu-
dents, with professors, and with practicing attorneys on matters pertaining to the legal issues on
which memos are prepared. Second, the project provided some students with a form of vocational
guidance, previewing for them certain aspects of the legal profession and aiding them in understand-
ing their aptitutes and abilities for working with thesc legal problems.

As to [critical thinking], it takes time to develop a fucility with which to attack
each problem. Iam still learning. The conversations with [ Professor X[ and the other
assistants have been extremely valuable in discovering "angles"' with which to attack
issues or investigate the parameters,

Student 2

The interaction between student and professor — although not in the classroom -
helps the student become more fully aware of what an attorney actually does.
Student 12

Iicreased my ability to work with others, an attribute I totally lucked before T
came to CLIC. Sharpened my research skills, especially in the area of technical
accuracy via the Whitebook. = Broadened my knowledge of criminal law and rein-
forced my initial desire to make a career of this field.

Student 1

When I began working with this project, I had little interest in or knowledge of
the field of criminal law. Specifically, because of this project, I am now working as a
deputy. county attorney, and intend in three to five years to open my owhn practice
defending criminal cases.

Student 7

Optimal Time for Student Involvement

Opinions on the amount of time during which a student can continue to benefit from an asso-
ciation with this project varied considerably. The modal response to this is about one semester, but
is hard to judge because student estimates range from four to five memos on one extreme, to the
entire duration of one's law school career on the other. Furthermore, students offered estimates of
this time period with doubt, hesitations, and hedges.

In spite of an inability to agree on an optimal time period for participation, students do con-
cur about some related issues. For example, they agree that it takes a period of time to "warm up,”
to learn what one needs to do and how to get it done. However, there is no agreement about how
long this "warm-up" period takes. Generally, most would agree that the first five memos are par-
ticularly important to this "warm-up" period.
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Students also agree that optimal time for project participation depends upon the invidual
student — his skills in entering the project, the time he puts into the work, and his interests in crimi-
nal law. The project provides an opportunity to sharpen research and writing skills. Students lack-
ing those skills obviously can benefit from the project for a long period of time.

Furthermore, there is considerable agreement that the substantive learning continues through-
out participation in the project. Each memo introduces the student to a new legal question and the
continuing variety of legal issues provides a virtually endless opportunity to continue to benefit sub-
stantively from involvement in CLIC.

The number of projects does not necessarily determine the benefit to the student.
1t is the diversity of the project which broadens tre student’s knowledge. If the proj-
ects were similar, five projects would certainly be enough to gain all the experience
possible.

Naturally, when the project becomes stale for each student is an individual deter-
mination. However, as long as the student s writing skills continue to improve and the
student recognizes the benefit, the project remains beneficial. Each project offers po-
tential ‘avenues of new learning; however, it is hard when the point of diminishing
returns is reached.

Student 12

Much depends on how many hours a day are devoted to the project. . . .

It takes five projects to get a good feeling for the job, as to what is expected in the
memo, how much research to do, how it should be approached, etc. Any additional
projects serve to sharpen these skills rather than introduce the basics. They get easicr
to do and consume less time,

I would suggest one semester as the optimum duration a student should remain on
the project, so that others may benefit from it also.
Student 5

Generally speaking, it takes at least one and a half semesters for a student to
become sufficiently expert in the area of criminal law to be a valuable asset of the pro-
gram. (This presumes a person enters the program after his freshunan year, less time if
he has had some practical experience with the Nebraska criminal justice system.)

Once a student has achieved sufficient expertise in the mechanics of research and
memorandum writing, he begins to learn in detail the systemn of criminal justice. In
my opinion (having worked with CLIC for over two semesters), a person can continue
to learn for at least two full years.

Student 13

Granting Credit

Students strongly believe that academic credit should be granted for participation in the
CLIC project.  After participating in the program, most students feel they have learned more about
research skills, and some suggest, more about substantive legal issues, during their time with CLIC
than they had from formal course work. Importantly, CLIC gives them an opportunity to "work"
with the law, an opporfunity which students find valuable in their education as a complement to
the legal "theory" which they learn in classes.

Definitely: I learned areas of the law [ hadn't learned in criminal procedure,
evidence, etc. - Very. often these are new areas of the law - or new and unique ques-
tions.

Student 106

Yes, although the legal reasoning and writing course provided an excellent founda-
tion in researching a problem and writing a brief and a memo, an exercise of that type
only. provides a starting point. dn individual’s ability is sharpened by constait
practice in this area with a deadline to meet. CLIC provides a valuable insight into the
workings of the "real" world. The problem necessitates focusing on a particular,
specific area, often relating that area to a more general one, rather than surveying an
area of the law.

The program provides a student with experience in criminal law, an area in which
Jew courses are offered. - One sees the gaps in criminal law. One learns to argue from
the prosecutor, the defense attorney s, and the judge s side.

Student 10
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Only two students expressly declare that credit should not be granted for participation in
CLIC and their comments are reproduced entirely below. Both students, it may be seen, agree with
the ‘majority that the program contains sufficient substance to merit the awarding of academic
credit, but do not recommend giving credit for varying reasons. To the first student, the program is
perceived as too good to allow credits — this person feels that the granting of credits would demean
the program and that money is the more valuable and preferable reward for participation. The
second student acknowledges the value of CLIC in one's education but would not favor academic
credits for two reasons: first, because students who have jobs as law clerks do not earn credits and
second, because the credits would be granted only to "a select few who qualify for CLIC."

The CLIC work is too important to award merely academic credit. The effort
and responsibility borne by the student deserves recompense in something far more
tangible than a few hours of academic credit. If, let us say, 3 credit hours were
awarded for CLIC work (assuming 15 hours a week) then the student wiil have re-
ceived about $225 value for his services during a 14 week semester. Whereas, assum-
ing a minimum wage of $3.50/hour, the student would otherwise receive about §735
for his services. Since the value placed upon CLIC services by users is much greater
than the value reflected in a $3.50/hour wage, it would be grossly unjust to give only a
few paltry academic credits for the level of work done. [ personally would not be
motivated to do as much work as I have done if the program were run for academic
credit.

The only fair thing would be to give 3 hours credit and a reduced wage of, let us
say, $3.00/hour. This should only be done if it is felt to be absolutely necessary.
Student 13

No, Ido not believe academic credit should be given. This should remnain strictly
extracurricular. I do not believe that a member of CLIC should receive credits if a stu-
dent clerking for a law firm does not, because each does basically the same job, and
both are monetarily compensated.

An advantage to CLIC, however, is that the work is more concentrated so that
you are able to develop research skills more readily than in a law firm. These skills
are not developed at all in classroom. The guidance and precision in CLIC writing is
more exacting than that required for a firm. I found the skills I developed in CLIC to
be beneficial in my clerking job and in general research, but [ do not believe academic
credit should be given to the select few who qualify for CLIC.

Student 5

The most consistent issues raised with regard to granting credits is the perceived
necessary mutual -exclusion of granting credits and awarding monetary remunerations. While the
program admittedly provides an education, for which academic credits traditionally are awarded,
and admittedly makes use of the student's legal services, for which monetary rewards are tradition-
ally appropriate, it has been traditional within this institution not to award a student with credits
and money concurrently. As a result, in relation to this program, reservations over the awarding of
credits must not be interpreted in any way as questions about the value of participation in the CLIC
program to students. They should be viewed in térms of the preference for one or another of the
awards perceived to be mutually exclusive.

Understandably, students compare the CLIC program to other educational activities. While
their opinions probably should be taken as "biased" toward CLIC, these students almost unani-
mously state that they believe their educational experience in CLIC is equivalent to or better than
that which is offered through other activities including moot court, law review, law clerking, and
sometimes even classroom education in general. In terms of the nature of the educational task, the
closest activity to CLIC is law clerking; and it is this task for which all past students have received
remuneration but for which no credits have been granted. Furthermore, despite the recognized edu-
cational advantages to be gained from CLIC, many students acknowledge having financial needs
which they are delighted to be able to fulfill in-an interesting, educational, and relevant manner.

Yes [academic credit is justified]. I learned what Iwas supposed to learn in
intro to legal reasoning - it is the sort of thing one must do to learn, and the more
practice you have, the easier it becomes. It is certainly as valuable as moot.court or law
review.

Student 15
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Yes, if one receives credit for working on the law review, whicl is of questionable
merit anyway, one should definitely receive credit for working for an organization that
adds so very much to jurisprudence in fact.

Student 1

The work is definitely of sufficient value to justify academic credit. [ have
learned more law working for CLIC one summer than I did my entire freshinan year.

Specifically, I have learned Criminal Procedure under Nebraska Law and under the
Federal Rules. [ have also learned much about Evidence, both under the proposed
Nebraska Rules and the Federal Rules of Evidence. Another area I have had exposure
to is Municipal Corporations, although not to such an extent.

Student 6

Everything that I have learned, save the depth of the issues, is covered in one
course or another. But I don't think that I will take some of these courses, partic-
ularly criminal procedure, unless I must. [ have learned a sufficient amount through
research to know my way around to learn the rest on my own. That relieves me from
that course and allows mie to take other subjects instead. '

As for awarding credit, that is difficult to say. [ happen to like getting paid and
would not be able to take this job if it were not a paying job. So to put this on the
level of an internship, it has its good and bad aspects. As a research and writing
course, it could be invaluable.

Student 2

Of course the project has sufficient value to justify academic credit. It would be a
nice alternative to monetary remuneration. [ personally prefer money -- preference is
the wrong word — I personally needed money. [ thinka CLIC course added to the cur-
riculum would be a most practical addition to legal education, particularly with re-
spect to the skills mentioned in question 1. In answer to the second part of this in-
quiry, I am not sure I know anything from formal law school classwork ~ again, my
own personal problem.

Student 11

Changes in the Student Role

For the most part, students suggest no major changes in students' roles in the CLIC project.
Some students would have liked to have had a broader perspective on the program, to understand
its funding and operational procedures, to know more about its administration, etc. On the other
hand, some complain about having had to perform any activities that were not directly related to
performing their usual legal research tasks. Some students voice unhappiness at having been
required to perform clerical work, chores, or research activities connected with the evaluation pro-
cedures. Overall, however, there is no clear and consistent change suggested for students in a proj-
ect of this type.

No [specific suggestions], I feel that the balance between the students’ role and
the work of the project is quite satisfactory,
Student-1

The students' role should remain the same. [ cannot imagine allowing greater stu-
dent responsibility in areas of content, or policy, and the freedom given students in
preparation of the memos is adequate, contingent upon faculty review and feedback.
Also, as a learning experience, more efforts should be directed towards original compo-
sitions, where possible, and less reliance should be placed on the Xerox machine.

Student 4

Another improvement would be to promaote better communications between the
project director and the students. An idea might be to have a weekly meeting where
problems could be discussed and the project director could keep students infornied as
to funding, correspondence, etc. . . .

Student 6
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Reactions {o Supervision

Student responses about faculty supervision show a great degree of variability. This can be
accounted for, primarily, by the different times at which students were connected with the project
and by the nature of faculty supervision during that period. The quality of faculty supervision, or
more accurately the students' satisfaction with and perception of that quality, seems to have been
highly dependent upon the amount of time the project director and the assistant director had avail-
able to counsel the students: i.e., the more time they spent on the project, the more satisfied the
students were.

Generally, although not unanimously, students felt faculty supervision was quite good when
it was available. When supervision was forthcoming, most students found it appropriate in amount
and kind, they appreciated it, and they learned from it. When faculty supervision was not provided
at the level which students found to be necessary, faculty and student intcractions "suffered” both
in quantity and quality, sometimes to a point which some students found (o be upsetting.

Yes, they were great.  Whenever I was stuck or had to work out something, they
were always ready to help and many times even without asking.
Student 3

The supervision received from Professor [ X] was superlative. [fe was always avail-
able for consultation on difficult problems when other students could not help. He
was personally a large factor in the program being such a successful educational exper-
ience.

Student 6

When supervisors were available, their interest, advice and support were excellent.
Student 9

Yes, I had no problems with the supervisory personnel. In fact, given the time
limitations they work under, [ was quite impressed with the willingness to help.
Student 1

It is obvious from reading student comments that faculty supervision is an important, even
a critical component of a successful program like CLIC. Students seem to have benefited most from
the verbal interactions they had with their faculty supervisors following their research and submis-
sion of a memo. Receiving feedback on memos in writing only (or worse, receiving no feedback at
all) caused serious student resentment. The student research assistants apparently would like to
have talked about each memo they submitted, or at least to have had the opportunity to do so. The
discussions with a professor serve not only to correct or improve a particular memo, but also to
"fill out” the substantive legal matter and round out the student's understanding of the legal issues
as well.

[ was especially impressed when Mr. [ Y] took time out to spend 45 minutes with
me, dissecting one of my early memos, to show me its weaknesses and strengths. [
believe this led to my subsequently improved writing ability.

Student 5

A general example of the excellent supervision received from Professor { X] was
the way he would approve memoranda. "Rather than just receiving a rough draft with
conuments, the student would have a conference with Professor [ X] for every meio,
at which time he would not only make his suggestions and criticisme, but would ex-
plain why. This was very important, as the student would learn from his errors andfor
omissions.

While Professor [ X] was on vacation, Professor [ Y] acted as the faculty member
supervising the preparation of the memos and approving them. The only feedback on
the memos we received were the comments on the memos themselves. We were not
told the "why' for the changes. But the primary problem with Prafessor [ Y] was his
unavailability,

Student 6
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Professor [ X] was extremely helpful. Ile was always willing to talk about the nar-
row and the broad angles of the questions. In terms of simply learning about law, the
discussion led to wider areas than the memo topics and [ gained a great deal of person-
al knowledge unrelated to the memos from him.

Furthermore, [ Professor X] knows how to do research. When I was stumped for
. ideas, he usually had a novel way to consider the problem that led to some autlority.
And he is well read. That is a great help because he was acquainted with treatises thut
I would not have otherwise considered.
Student 2

Some mention was made about receiving supervision from other students. This usually
was accepted as a standard way to proceed in a project, and some preferred it to secking an inter-
action with faculty. However, the involvement of students as administrators in the project is open
to more debate. Specifically, the role of the student assistant apparently was not always defined as
clearly as some would have wished. This may have caused uncertainties and ambiguities in relations
with the student assistant and resulted, ultimately, in some minor irritations.

The student assistants did not feel, or appear to be, comfortable when confronted
with problems involving supervision. [Feedback from the project director was minimal
and as a result, a vacuum cxisted when delegation of authority did not occur.

Student 4

As the first student director [assistant]|, I was quite frustrated by the fact that
while most of the supervision on a day-to-day basis was exercised by me, my role in
decision making was rather restricted. If the supervision had not fallen on me, I would
not care about making decisions. However, I was the supervisor; I was very restricted
in making decisions; there was usually no one else around to muake a decision, and the
project suffered.

Student 7

Student comments indicate that steady and committed faculty supervision is critical in this
kind of project. In a continuation of this program, it should be of top priority to. establish and
maintain a dedicated faculty staff with sufficient and regular time periods to devote to the project.
A great bulk of this time will be spent in verbal interaction with students about their research
memos, especially their "early" efforts. Students probably would agree that care should be taken
that the users' demands on the project not lead to a situation in which there is too much to super-
vise properly, and in which standards of quality were sacrificed to the demands of quantity.

The project could be improved by setting a definite time each day, possibly a
specific two-hour period, when the supervisor would cither be consulting with studeits

or reading memos. . .. In arldition, the project director should be more accessible to
the students and should have fewer other projects.
Student 6

The program needs someone who can devote a specific allotted time span per
week to this project. A major problem in producing memos was the unavailability of a
Jaculty member to advise students when they ran into problems with research, to
spend sufficient time reading completed memos, to assure inenios being mailed
promptly, and just being visible so students think they care. It would be nice to be
able to know that a supervisor would be available a specific two-hour period eacli day
fo answer questions and read niemos.

Student 9

Student Opinion of Program Value and Impact

CLIC student participants have received iiti program warmly and have given their time and
efforts in a most dedicated manner to the prograni's success. [t would ©2 surprising, indeed, were it
not the case that the students endorse this program soundly and belicve that it has made a-valuable
impact on legal processes in the state of Nebraska. While student participant endorsement could
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hardly provide the primary objective evidence of this program's worth, that endorsement probably
contains more than just a modicum of validity; after all, the students truly formed the functional
center of CLIC and were forced to maintain the first-line accountability for CLIC's products.
From that particular vantage point, the opinion of this program's legal impact is consistently
strong. While there are some suggestions for changes to improve the services (these may be reviewed
in_the Appendix of student comments), students' comments can be taken only to reinforce what
has generally been the central conclusion of the other elements of this evaluation: the CLIC pro-
gram has fulfilled a strong need in this state, it has done this well, and its services have been strongly
appreciated.

Yes, [ think a CLIC-type project would be of great value in other rural areas of the
couwtry. My experience in working with various rural attorneys has been that our
service is immeasurably important to them. For example many of the questions we
answer are extremely important questions, but since the attorney in the rural areas
does not have access to current thinking in the area, the questions would go by the
boards if CLIC was not here for them to rely on. As well, crime is not as ripe in rural
areas, and, hence, the rural attorney-is rarely equipped to handle many questions his
urban counterpart might pose.

Student 1

I would strongly recommend continuing the project. The luck of research sources
n the area- CLIC services is appalling. My experience with the project has demon-
strated the need for CLIC.

I would recommend introducing a similar project in other regions similar to
Nebraska (those regions which luck research facilities or reasonable access to research
sources).

Student 10

Iwould certainly recommend continuing the project and its expansion.. The im-
provement of legal services is of benefit to all. Too often criminal defendants, with-
out competent legal assistance, do not receive a fair trial because vital legal issues can-
not be considered because of a lack of research sources. All sections of the criminal
area are helped Dy the prograimm - the prosecutor, judge and defense attorney. The
more information each has, the better decisions are reached and society is better for
it. The project is one which would help most areas of the country.

Student 12

While some of the comunents [ have made may lead one to think the experience
has been a bad or mediocre one for.me, the opposite is the truth. CLIC is an ingenious
idea and has proven to be one of my most rewarding experiences. - While it needs work,
overall the project has:run surprisingly well, and at times hus gone simply superbly.
For a seven-month-old project, I think it works better now than anybody had a right
or reason to expect at its inception.

The response has been overwhelming by the users. Having been around the state a
couple of times now, I have overheard some very worthy praise. The speakers had no
idea of my prior association with the project.

CLIC should be continued and expanded. Even when CLIC is operating at its
worst, it's still the best library in the western part of Nebraska.
Studerit 7
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Creighton Iegal Information Center
Financial Report

1974 1975
July August September October Novenber December January Februarv
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
PERSONNEL
Project Director $3,555.56  $1,777.78 § 776.83 § 776.83 $ 776.83 $ 776.83 § 776.83 S 776.83
Faculty Associate 1,000.00 500.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.00
Librarian ... 133.00 ..., 370.97 500.00 500.00 500.00 500.00
Consultant 500.00 weerene  eeeees cieene  eedees L aaseae 200.00 Ceisan
Clerical 57.85 501.18 1,324.24 1,195.68 717.50 805.22 720.00 9n8.90
Research Assistants ~ ...... 572.41 811.13 902.25 738.38 499,13 780.39 610.88 =
Research Aides 210.00 1,715.00 1,287.65 1,142.40 962.16 667.25 872.38 1,303.58 2.
FRINGE & F.I.C.A. 369.07 232.96 270.00 219.48 191.54 198.56 224.53 208.86 =k
TNDIRECT COSTS 2,404.47 2,703.50 2,181.42 2,386.88 2,041.29 1,805.97 2,340.87 2,415.78 =l
ADVERTISING & PRINTING 455,380 597.37 248.03 523.06 183.00 279.25 1,006.55 168.00 , &5
Advertising = iie... 168.00 168.00 168.00 168.00 268.00 228.00 168.00 |
Newsletter 251.75 221.82 ceeees 248.06 e e 778.55  ...... f
Other Printing 204.05 207.55 80.03 107.00 15.00 R 7
EQUIPMENT 956.35 130.00 260.00 283.67 275.00 275.00 275.00 657.50
LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS eeaen 1,286.37 700.49 105.55 215.43 764.74 2,958.50 1,139.16
SUPPLIES, XEROXING, ETC. 176.99 587.47 741.86 67.78 39.85 60,00 135.97 359.62
Supplies & Misc. 82.79 212.11 111.70 47.43 14.55 34.49 12.47 124.65
Xeroxing 41.70 315.78 515.94 9.15 - 13,74 15.51 58.37 234.97
Postage 52.50 47.38 70.00 - L..... 10.41 10.00 56.61  ......
L.D. Tel. Calls = .c... 12.20 44,22 11.20 1,15 ..., 8.52  ......
TRAVEL & SEMINAR 323.57 12.00 4.30 193.39 158.10  ...... 222,99 ...

WATS 245.00 350.00 380.00 352.44 380.00 - 350.00 350.00 350.00




PERSONNEL
Project Director
Faculty Associate
Librarian
Consultant
Clerical
Research Assistants
Research Aides
FRINGE & F.I.C.A.
INDIRECT COSTS
ADVERTISING & PRINTING
Advertising
Newsletter
Other Printing
EQUIPMENT
ILTBRARY ACQUISITIONS

SUPPLIES, XEROXING, ETC.

Supplies & Misc.

Xeroxing

Postage

L.D. Tel. Calls
TRAVEL & SEMINAR
WATS

March
(9)

$ 776.83
400.00
500.00

1,316.96
676.51

1,998.86

239.50
2,826.07
418.00
168.00
250.00
275.00
3,044.06
95.98
50. 46
12.36
33.16

------

Creighton Legal Information Center
Financial Report

Anril
(10)

$ 776.83
400.00
500.00
100.00
788.59
510.01
879.90
197.23

1,921.88
1,612.37
168.00
345.82
1,098.55
275.00
5,635.32
423.72
124.10
106.65
184.28
8.69

May
(11)

S 776.83
400.00
500.00
773.49
588.01

1,460.15
196.03
2,242.49
542.58
226.00
301.58
15.00
275.00
923.10
373.44
152,60
130.90
82.58
7.36
219.10
443,65

June
(12)

$1,517.39
1,200.00

......

------

1,266.99
673.13
1,821.65
318.75
3,229.86
445.02
120.00
323.02
2.00
546.90
937.82
135.98
12.69
107.76
10.00
5.53
10.00
350.00

July
(13)

$1,517.40
1,200.00

------

1,280.96
549.38
2,412.41
349.87
3,656.57
1,652.01

780.00

[67.40]

449.31
52.86
199.02
194.23
3.20
42.04
414.73

Ji it e pie Slieii e |

August
(14)

$1,517.40
1,200.00

------

------

3,014.68
577.88
1,781.50
476.56
4,033.59
1,525.46
250.00
116.46
1,159.00
555.00

[143.00]

856.59
763.36
46.33

------

Total
Exrended

$16,877.00
8,700.00
4,003.97
1,448.00
14,683.22
8,489.49
18,514.89
3,621.03
36,190.60
9,719.90
2,331.50
4,363.30
3,025.10
5,819.42
17,500.00
4,504.56
1,796.26
1,808.18
751.15
148.97
1,185.49
5,064.82

Total
Budgeted

$16,877.00
8,700.00
6,000.00
1,000.00
8,100.00
7,650.00
23,100.00
3,368.00
35,113.00
6,460.00

cccccc
------

......

5,490.00
17,500.00
4,701.00

......

2,764.00
5,250.00
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PUBLIC RELATIONS

Because of the nature of the CLIC program, public relations played an important role in its
ultimate success. In order for criminal justice personnel to make usc of the project and avaijl them-
selves of its services, they must be made aware, and favorably so, of the program's existence. Public
Relations is an intangible commodity, and as such defies quantification. However, as specifically
as the public relations of this project could be gauged, they have been determined to be decidedly
favorable. In addition, not only have the public relations efforts of the CLIC project resulted in
general public knowledge and acceptance of the CLIC program itself, but in overall improved
awareness and understanding of the functions and purposes of LEAA.

Of course, just as public relations itself is an intangible, so the factors which create and foster
it are myriad and defy complete enumeration. However, the major oncs arc obvious, and were the
result of direct and planned effort on the part of the CLIC staff. Such factors included:

CLIC Newsletter

The largest single public relations tool has been the project's four- to eight-page newsletter.
During the project's initial 15-month phase, 7 newsletters were published, for a total distribution of
over 40,000 copies. Distribution was by direct mail to every attorney, judge, criminal justice
official, elected political official, news medium and criminal justice library in the State of Nebraska.
In addition, copies were regularly sent to criminal justice and gencral legal publications, and a
number of other persons and organizations requesting placement on the mailing list.

The major portion of the newsletter, both in terms of quantity and importance, was devoted
to the Student Assistants' Report. This feature listed questions which had been addressed to the
project, and briefly summarized the resulting memorandum or verbal reply. Thus it provided both
a succinct question-and-answer presentation of current criminal justice topics, and a list of memo-
randa available to eligible CLIC users.

Another regular feature was the Project Director's Report. This column dealt with topics of
general interest to criminal justice personnel (e.g: a proposal to the Nebraska Supreme Court to
allow law students to participate in criminal trials), or of specific interest to CLIC users (e.g. a recap
of CLIC activities and accomplishments on the project's first anniversary).

A newsletter feature which was of especially practical use to readers was a listing of books,
articles, and other library source materials available to them on a copy or loan basis from the CLIC
library.

Examples of additional newsletter features include listings of bills of inferest which appeared
before the 1975 Nebraska legislature; reports on surveys to determine CLIC user attitudes toward
the project; and photos and background information on CLIC staff members to provide a measure
of user familiarity with those serving their needs.

Samples of the newsletter may be found in each of the four quarterly reports previously
submitted for this project.

Adbverfising

A second major thrust of the project's public relations and awareness cffort was the advertis-
ing program. A total of 51 advertisements, utilizing a central theme of the project's research-over-
the-phone aspect, were placed on a regular basis in the following publications: Nebraska Supreme
Court Journal, Creighton University Law Review, and University of Nebraska Law Review. These
are the major legal publications seen by virtually every legal professional in the State. The advertis-
ing supplemented the newsletter at a moderate cost, and served .as a constant reminder of the pro-
gram's availability and depth of services. Samples of CLIC advertisements may be found in each of
the four quarterly reports previously submitted for this project.
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Press Coverage and Appearances

Press releases concerning the project and various milestones in its uperation were sent to all
Nebraska news media and selected criminal justice publications on 12 occasions. Fcedback both in
the form of increased user awareness, and as evidenced by clippings from both local and outstate
media show that this information was wideiy disseminated and published. Examples of such cover-
age may be found in each of the four quarterly reports previously submitted for this project.

Additional public awareness of the project was fostered by appearances of project officials
on local radio and T.V. broadcasts. Such appearances occurred on 9 occasions, during the project's
initial 15- month phase.

Speaking engagements before criminal justice groups were another forum from which CLIC
personnel were able to take their story to the public. Such specches were presented by a Student
Assistant to the County Attorney's Association in Kearney, Nebraska and by the Project Director
to the Western Nel:raska Bar Association in North Platte.

Bibliogruphy

Another of CLIC's services to Nebraska criminal justice personnel was development of a
Criminal Justice Section in the ¥lutznick Library of the Ahmanson Law Center. All materials in
the section were available on a loan or copy basis, by mail, to CLIC users. By the end of the 15
month project period, 742 items had been purchased for inclusion in this collection.

In addition, a bibliography of such acquisitions was maintained and provided to CLIC users
free of charge. The complete bibliography listing of 742 entries can be found in the previously-
submitted Fourth Quarterly Report of the CLIC project.
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INITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Your Name: (1-3)

Please indicate one category below which best describes you.

- -1 County Attorney (&)

-2 County Judge
-3 Associate County Judge
-4 District Judge
=5 Defense Counsel
-6 City Attorney
In this position what percent of your time is taken up in each of
the following categories? - (ANSWER FOR EACH CATEGORY)

% Traffic Cases (5, 6)
% Felony Cases , (7, 8)
% Misdemeanor Cases (9, 10)

Do you have any staff available to help you do legal research in
criminal cases?

-1 Yes (11)
-2 " No

In your criminal practice, about what percent of your time is spent
on legal research?

A (12, 13)

Which of the following sources do you frequently make use of in
preparing for your criminal cases? {(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Case Law Sources

-1 U.S. Supreme Court Decisions (14)
-1 Nebraska Supreme Court Decisions (15)
-1 Federal .Court Decisions (16)

-1 Supreme Court Decisions from other states (17)

Statutory Sources

-1 Nebraska Criminal Statutes (18)
-1 Municipal Ordinances (19)

Secondary Sources

-1 Treatises (20)
-1 U.S. Law Week (21)
-1 Criminal Law Reporter (22)
-1 Nedrad's, The Criminal Law (23)
-1 Law Reviews (24)
-1  Other Legal Periodicals (25)
-1 Other secondary materials (26)
Specify
Appendix A
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N Initial Questionnaire
\ Page Two

| 6. Please estimate the number of criminal cases per month in which it
would be of help to have legal research assistance to supplement

your own case preparations? - (INDICATE AN APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF
CASES FOR EACH CATEGORY)

Traffic (cases per month) (27-29)
Felony (cases per month) (30-32)
Misdemeanor (cases per month) (33-35)

7. What specific publications would you, as a criminal practitioner,
like to see us make available for your use?

(36, 37)
(38, 39)
(40, 41)
(42, 43)
(44, 45)
(46, 47)
(48, 49)
(50, 51)
i
g 8.- What special projects (unrelated to specific cases) might we
: undertake, which would be of use to your office (e.g., desk
i books, legislative analyses, drafting legislation)?
(52, 53)
(54, 55)
(56, 57)
(58, 59)
9. We plan to have our telephone lines open between 9:00 a.m. and
5:30 p.m. (CST). Do you think you would ever need to contact
us during any other part of the day?
-1 No ‘ (60)
~2 Yes (PLEASE EXPLAIN WHEN AND WHY)

Appendix A
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: L Tnitial Questionnaire
Page Three

10. Do you have any other comments or suggestions?

i ’ THANK YOU FOR RESPONDING TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. WE LOOK

FORWARD TO BEING ABLE TO SERVE YOU.

A
('M.

Appendix A
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Telephone Contact Summary

CONTACT DATA

CALLER:.

Seq. No.:

Date:

PHONE NUMBER:

Time:

POSITION:

COUNTY:

CASE:

DOC.

PAGE

Call Taken By:

AM PM

1. QUESTION:

I. | ] REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

2. ANSWER:

3. ANSWER PROVIDED BY:

4. FACULTY APPROVAL BY:

5. ~DATE ANSWERED:

BY THONE
BY MAIL

UNITS OF TIME

AM - PM

I1. | ] REQUEST FOR SERVICES

A. REQUEST DENIED (Explain reason on back)

or
REQUEST FILLED

!

B. SUMMARY OF REQUEST:

Form 1

Appendix A
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Contact Summary

Page 2
e -
_ Seq. No.
C. !___] REQUEST FOR CASE PREPARATION ASSISTANCE
1. PREVIOUS. REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE ON THIS CASE: NO
YES

If Yes, latest previous Seq. No. for this case:
(Explain reason for multiple requests on back)

2. PREVIOUS PROJECT SUMMARIES FOR
THIS CALLER: NO

YES--HOW MANY:

3. STUDENT ASSIGNED:

4. DATE PROMISED FOR REPORT DELIVERY: k AM  PH
BY MAIL
BY PHONE AM  PM

5. TFACULTY APPROVA% BY:

6. DATE DELIVERY MADE:
__ BY MAIL

TITLE:

BRIEF FILE TOPIC:

CROSS REFERENCE TOPICS:

______ BY PHONE | AM PM
(Attach summary report to this sheet)
7. UNITS OF TIME
p. [ | REQUEST FOR SPECIAL REPORT (PROJECT) .
1. STAFF:
2. TITLE:

3. DATE SENT:

4. BRIEF FILE TOPIC:

5. CROSS REFERENCE TOPICS:

! 6. UNITS OF TIME

i

Form 1la

Appendix A
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CALIER CARD
CALLER: POSITION PHONE NO.
ADDRESS: COUNTY
CODE NO.
g Seq. # Case Name Doc./Page Date In Date Comp.
Form 2
] CASE CARD
CASE
4
. Doc./Page County
Seq. # Caller Position Assistance Sought
Form 3 = _ . e S
Appendix A
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Time Card

Name:

Seq. # Case Name or Project Units™

Torm & *(1 Unit = 1 hour, .1 Unit = 6 minutes)

Appendix A
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EVALUATION QUESTIONNATRE
(1-3)
(4)
Re: Project No.: (5-8)

Project Title:

Creighton Legal Information Center
Project Services Evaluation

Dear

We would like you to use this form to evaluate assistance
recently provided you through the Creighton Legal Information Center.
We depend upon these evaluations to help us improve our services.
Therefore, your comments are important. Please take the time to
answer these questions candidly and thoroughly, and return the form
as quickly as possible,

Thank you.
)/

{

Geoffrey W. Peters /??*V/%’/ %@fz’

Project Director {

Overall, how would you rate your satisfaction with the C.L.I.C. ser-
vices provided to you? (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER BELOW)

-5 1 was completely satisfied in every way. (9)
-4 1 was generally pleased with the results.
-3 The service was good, but could have been better.
-2 'The service was not satisfactory
-1 I was completely dissatisfied with the services provided

Briefly, why did you decide to use our services in this matter? Why
did you feel you would benefit from legal research assistance?

(10, 11)
(12, 13)
(14, 15)
(16, 17)

Did you have any problem in contacting C.L.I.C. and initiating
this project?

-1 Yo (18)
-2 Yes (PLEASE EXPLAIN ON BACK)

—Appendix A
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Evaluation Questionnaire
Page 2

———n
£~

8a.

10.

il1.

Was your report delivered when promised

Appendix A
Page 9

-1 No (19)
-2 Yes
Was the report you received, to the point and directed to
the problem as you defined it? .
-1 No (20)
-2 Yes
How would you rate the quality of this report (CIRCLE ONE)
-4 Excellent (21)
-3 Good
-2 Fair
-1 Poor
Was the report of any help to you? (CIRCLE ONE)
-4  Extremely helpful (22)
-3 Some help
-2 Little help
-1 No help at all
How difficult would it have been for you to develop this
information yourself? (CIRCLE ONE)
~4 Very difficult (23)
-3 Fairly difficult '
-2 Fairly easy
-1 Very easy
. What would have been the- primary difficulties? (24, 255'
(26, 27)
(28, 29)
(30, 31)
How many man-hours would it have taken you and your staff to
develop the same information yourself?
(32-35)
If you had had to pay for this service, what do you think
would have been a fair price for this?
(36-40)
Do you intend to use the Creighton Legal Information Center
again?
~1 No (PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY ON BACK) (41)
-2 Yes
(79, 80)

P




BEvailuation Questionnaire
Page 3

P

As you no doubt already know, we are offering CLIC's users an
opportunityv to chbtain coples of reports which have been furnished to the
original inguircyr. Cur newsletter contsins a capsule issue and answer
for selected reports, and users need anly call or write us in order to
obtain these ccopies of prior reports. CLIC's basic purpose in offering
this service is to provide all interested users with copies of reports
on issues which may be encountered frejuently. In such a situation, it
i1s easier and less time-consuming for all concerned to directly order a
report already written on the subject, rather than to initiate a new
report on the same topic. Of course, the name of the coriginal requestor
and any data and caommentary specifically related to the original reguestor's
case shall be deleted prior to its being made generally available.

We have decided that no copies shall be made generally available
until the person to wham the coriginal report was furnished has approved
this release. Since CLIC has no proccedure to discover when cases are
terminated, we have decided that all reports shall be made available
~fifteen days after the "report evaluation" form (attached hereto) has
been mailed from our offices, unless the person to whom the report has
originally been furnished expresses a contrary desire.

B 1A e s M

Therefore, if vou do not wish the report recently furnished to you
(as captioned in the eattached evaluation form) to be made generally
available in fifteen days, please fill out the blanks below and return
this page to us along with your "report evaluation”. Thank vou.

No, I do not want this report to be made generally

available within fifieen days, however CLIC may

release this report after r '

18 . month) (Gay)
(year)

No, I don't want this report to be made ganerally
available at all.

Yes, this report may be made generally available
within fifteen days.

Appendix A
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS:

Phone and interview sample A respondents after 6 months of
service. Analyze results.

Phone and interview sample B respondents after 12 months of
service. Analyze results.

Code column 4 with position categories used on introductory
questionnaire.

Computer table heading will include
DATA AT 6 MONTHS
or

DATA AT 12 MONTHS

as appropriate.

Appendix A
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- TELEPHONE INTERVIEW GUIDE

NAME : -

POSITION:

Hello, I am from the Creighton University Law School and I
would like to ask-a few questions:

1. Have you ever heard of the Créighton Legal Information Center?

-1  Yes
-2 No SKIP TO QUESTION 4

2. Have you ever used their services?

-1 Yes SKIP TO QUESTION 9
-2 No

3. Could you explain, just very briefly, what services the Creighton
Legal Information Center offers?

INTERVIEWER: If you feel respondent truly understands C.L.T-.C.,
circle -1  Aware. If you fuel he has not really
heard of C.L.I.C., circle -2 Unaware.

-1  Aware SKIP  TO QUESTION. 5

I \ - Unaware

4. Would you like to receive some information about our service?

-1 Yes INFORM PRGJECT PERSONNEL
-2 No
TERMINATE INTERVIEW

5. Where did you first hear of the Creighton Legal Information Center?
(DO NOT READ LIST, CIRCLE ONE)

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C.
~2  Circular
-3 - Newsletter
-4 News media
-5 Word of mouth
-6 Other, SPECIFY

" 6. Where else have youv heard anything about the Center? (DO NOT READ
LIST, CIRCLE ALL MENTIONED)

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C.
~1 Circular
-1 Newsletter
-1 News media
-1 Word of mouth

. -1 Other, SPECIFY

Appendix A
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Telephone Interview Guide
Page 2

j] 7.. Why haven't you used the Creighton Legal Tnfermation Center Services?

8. Do .you intend to uvse the Center if an opportunity arises to do so?

-1 Yes - (16)
-2 No
TERMINATE INTERVIEW

9. Where did you first hear of the Creighton Legal Information Center?
(DO NOT READ LIST, CIRCLE ONE)

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C. 17)
-2 Circular
-3 Newsletter
-4 News media
=5  Word of mouth
-6 Other, SPECIFY
X
10. Where else have you heard anything about the Center? (DO NOT READ
LIST,. CIRCLE ALL MENTIONED)

N e S5 S

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C. (18)
-1 Cdircular (19)
-1  Newsletter (20)

-1 News Media . 21)

-1 Word of mouth (22)

-1 Other, SPECIFY (23)

11. Have you received a report from the C.L.I.C. services; either in
written form or over the phone?

-1 Yes . (24)
-2 No SKIP TO QUESTION 14
\

12. After using the services of the Center, have you completed and
returned a "Project Services Evaluation" feedback form?

-1 Yes SKIP TO QUESTION 14 (25)

l \ -2 No

Appendix A
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13.

14.

15.

Telephone Interview Guide

Page 3

Why haven't you sent back the feedback form? .(DO NOT READ LIST,

CIRCLE ALL MENTIONED)

-1 Did not receive a form to return
-1 TForgot
-1 Form was too long/complicated
-1 No time to do form/haven't gotten to it yet
~1 Was unhappy with C.L.I.C. services

Have you recommended the Creighton Legal Information Center .to

-1 Other,

SPECIFY

anyone other person in the Legal Profession?

-1 Yes
-2 No

Do you intend to use the Center again if the opportunity arises

to do so?

-1 Yes
-1 No

TERMINATE - INTERVIEW

%

~1 6 months
~2 12 months

Appendix A
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Creighton Legal Information Center
Final Student Evaluation

Please answer the following questions candidly and thoroughly.
Be sure to list specifics where they are called for. All responses
to this questionnaire will be kept anonymous. All evaluations will
be typed and reproduced and will be stored until the end of the pro-
ject. At that time, your comments will be read (in random order)
and used to evaluate students' reactions to C.L.I.C.

Please sign this page to indicate that you have completed the
questionnaire, then detach the page from your responses and give to
the Project secretary for typing.

Appendix A
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Final Student Evaluation
Page 2

1. How (if at all) has the exberience of working in this project added
to your legal education? Cite specific skills or knowledge you
have acquired as a .direct or indirect result of this work.

Appendix A
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Final Student Evaluation
Page 3

2. How do you feel about the ‘supervision you received? Were
supervisors sufficiently available and of help to you?

Appendix A
Page 17




Final Student Evaluation
Page 4

. * 3. How long.can a student serve in a project like this and continue to
benefit from it? (E.g., does one learn most or all he will learn
after handling his first project?, his first 5 projects?) Please
explain your answer in depth.

B

Appendix A
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Final Student Evaluation
Page 5

Do you feel this work is of sufficient value to justify the
awarding of academic credit? Specifically, what have ycu
learned here that you did not already know from previous formal-
law school class work? '

£~

-~
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Final Student Evaluation
Page 6

5. Do .you have any specific suggestions for changing a student's role
in this kind of project? Explain the reasons for your suggestions.

Appendix A
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Final Student Evaluation
Page 7

.

6. Do you have any general suggestions. for improving this kind of pro-
ject (legal assistance)? Would you recommend continuing the project
and introducing a similar project in other regions?

~

: Appendix A
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FOLLOA-UP ILETTER, IWITIAL QUESTIONNATRE

I recently wrote informing you that Creighton Law Schiool, under a
grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, has cstablished
the Creighton Legal Information Center to assist in your criminal justice
work. As part of that cammunication, I cencloscd a questiormairc rogussting
information to help me ascertain more precisely your desires and nocds.

To date, I have not received your completed questionnaire.

I understand, of course, that other demands and dutics make this
easy to overlook or put aside. Nevertheless, your cooparation is cssential
to properly match the project's services with your nceds.

If, due to delay in the mail, your answer has not vet rceachad us,
please disregard this additional request. Thank you for vour coopcration.
We look forward to serving you.

Sincerely,

A /
%ﬁ” W, El

Project Dir ector

GWP/etm
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FOLIOW-UP IETTER, EVALUATIONS

{Date)

May I take this occasion to inform vou that I am not woi in yoeeipt
of the report evaluation form which you should have receivd in the rail
approximately one weck after the report itself wes deliverod. I croreciate
the fact that you are quite busy, howover, the return of tihrse ovsluaiions
is vital.

As vou knaw, CLIC is a foderally funded "pilot" project--iiee Tivst
of its kind in the United States. The infommaticon rumuoested on il se
evaluation {forms constitutes the esscence of our monthly roqoris w the
Law Enforcement ZAssistance hdministration, CLIC's funding agency.

Honest, analytical criticisms on these foims will in large part detcrmine
whether the CLIC program will be temminated, re-{funded, or wipnded on a
regional basis.

In this sense, the evaluations are more inyortant than the raorts

thamselves. I urge you to camplete and return the report ovalustion
form at your earlicst possible convenience.

In case you did not receive an evaluation {form in the rail or it
was mislaid, I am enclosing a new form with this letler. Thaenk you for
your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Gooffrey - W. Pelers
Project Dircctor

GWP/etm
Enclosure

Appendix A
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER, TELEPHONE SURVEY

2Address

Dear Sir:

When we contacted you during our telephona survey, you indicated
that you were unaware of the scrvices providixd by our organizetion.
This letter will, I hope, provide you with suificient infosmotion in
that regard.

The Creighton ILcgal Information Center is fundad by a arant from
the Law Enforament Assistance Administration. The Cenler is oharacd
with providing criminal justice rescarch &nd information 1o all ‘_ﬂlc,ly
funded judges and attorneys, outside the two larocst, urkan onaniics in
Nebraska. This rescarch and information is provid-d uron rooquest, and
without fee. Users contact the center thr oug’n a wide arca telouhone
service line, or by mail, and indicate the issues which they would like
researched, and any particular perspective which thoy woula Tike ihe
response to utilize. A user may recuest a survey of available law on a
particular topic, copies of law rcview articles or ¢isos, Or miy Iuest
to borrow books, etc. Users may recuest that arvuronts Tor or against a
particular position be developed and docurented in a meaorandun.  C.L.ILC.

does not provide finished briefs for counsel, ror cpinions for judges.

Students hired to perform the above rescarch functions are saarvised
by senior law students selected for their xnowlodge of criminal law and
procedure, as well as writing skills, and by two mobics of Ui

i “/:ulty
at Creighton University School of Taw. TFacully sunrvision consists of
faculty members approving the thoroughness of research, tochnical ac—
curacy of writing and citation style, and Gunie ral undarsionding of the
area of law addressaed in the muamwrandum. Fas 'UH] isrvisors do ot

impose their independent jurmunr«nt upon U,r» conciusions droswn in the

PRATOR)

various manoranda cexcept insofar as these conclusions result fram in—
adequate - research.

Momoranda are then forwarded to the uscrs who arc asked to ovaluate
them in order to improve CLIC scervices. If the rexpesting parity agrces,
the memoranda are abstracted and the abstracits published in the CLIC
newsletters which go to cevery attormey and judge in Nobreska.,  From
these newsletters, individuals can revuest oopics of the carlicer mae
oranda if the issues addressed are of interest to them. Tn the covent
that a particular user doms not wish the nuwmorasdun in giestion to be
released, it is maintained in CLIC'S confidential files end is uscd only
internally by CLIC staff in the development of further mezoranda in the

Appendix A R
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Follow-Up Letter, Telephone Survey

Page 2

same ‘rescarch area.. Jn the cvent an individual calls (1,1C on @ por-
ticular case, relates the facts of that cise 1o ithe CLIC siuient as-
sistant, and roquests rescarch addvessed to particuler ioour s, CLIC will

then refuse to take any further rwouests fran other (o, rsons (onecning

that same case. This 1s done so that there can be no possibility of
exchange of information betwecen students working on diffir ot sides of
the same case.

The above description of the wmroject will, I l.oolicwe, i
basic information concarning the CLIC proj-ct and the core whic
been taken to insure quality rescarch to you, (he usaer.

If we can ever be of scrvice to you in any of o o

above, please feel free to call us on our toll-free wWins line, 1.0 1-
800-642-8446.

Very truly yours,

Coolfrey W. Pelurs
Project Director

GP /meal
Enclosures
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(1) Unsolicited ILetters, pp. 1-49

APPENDIX B

Evaluations

(2) Conflict of Interests Statement, p. 50

(3) Final Tabulation, Initial Questionnaire, pp. 51-54

(4)

(5)
(6)

Televhone Survey Tabulations

a. Six-month Survey, pp. 55-56
b. Twelve-month Survey, pp. 57-59

Verbatim Responses to Student Evaluations, pp. 60-77

Project Services Evaluations

Cuamlative, July
Camalative, July
Cumulative, July
Cumulative, July
Cumulative, July
Cunulative, July
Cumulative, July
Cumulative, July
Cumilative, July
Cunulative, July
Cunulative, July

B 0NATOPEE O TAne a0 D

105-107

10,
10,
10,
19,
10,
10,
10,
10,
10,
10,
10,

1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974
1974

October-November, 1974, pp. 78-80
Decenbyor, 1974, pp. 31-83
January, 1975, wo. 84-86
February, 1975, pn. 87-89
March, 1975, po. 90-92
April, 1575, pp. 93-95
May, 1975, pp. 96-98
June, 1975, po. 99-101

« July, 1975, pp. 102-104
August, 1975, pp.

through
through
through
through
through
through
through
through
through
through
through

September 39, 1974, won. 108-110
November 30, 1974, pp. 111-113
December 31, 1974, vn. 114-116
January 31, 1975, pn. 117-119
February 28, 1975, po. 120-122
March 31, 1975, pp. 123-125
April 30, 1975, pp. 126-128
May 31, 1975, pp. 129-131
June 30, 1975, po. 132-134
July 31, 1975, pp. 135-137
August 31, 1975, pn. 138-140
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CLIVERIUS & BUGAL

Altorreys ut aw
327
ALBICH, 1

. Daecember 19,

Stanley 1. Oliverius

lowrence £, Dugaon Yest Chureh Sticet

FESRASIIA 0000

Lea.

1574

Geoffrey W. Peters
Director

-

Mr.
Project
c.L..I.C.
2500 California
Omaha, Necbraska

Street
68178

Dear Mr.Pcters:

I am enclosing the evaluation report in regard to

vs. Stahl.

I wish to congratulate vour devartment for a
brief and the prompt service that you gave me.

I handed a copy of your bricf to Judgyec C. T. Whitc,

Judge of the 2lst Judicial District, (Lo show
your service for Court apvointed attorney.
Very truly vours}

///, L i

‘TAhLL 1.;QJLVLRIV8

SJO:1lms
Encl.
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Deceirber 5, 1974

Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters
Project Director
c.L.I.C.

2500 California Street
Omaha, Nebraska 638178

Dear Mr. Peters: -

I appreciate receiving vour reminder of lovember 22 and hercwith
enclose the questionnaire. I, in fact, comsletoed i

LMo gue

-

stion-
naire forthwith upon its receipt but inadvertentlyw/Sot laid aside

upon my desk for which I apologize.

sistance to

‘I very much appreciate your endeavors in the ficlé of a
nced attention in a
city for which the City Atteorney simply dees not have i

s
public officers. There are numerous arcas which nced at

et
! = the tirme for
proper recscarch. Many of these are trivial in nature cn the ®urface
but still have a substantial impaci on the comrmunity. 72n cxenple 13
the effort of every city in its attempt to clean up "blight" arcas.
Without proper rescarch to procccurally apply the applicable law

is difficult.

I very much appreciate being placed on your mailing list Zor the
Newsletter and will continue to follow your program with a great deal
of interest.

a./p. vapcorr s
APM:eg

enc.
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FIRMIN Q. +1.T7Z
- o L '
PATRICK B. HAYS ~o |~
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
BOX 1168, H20 NORTH HIPRUCKE
OGALLALA, NCORASKA GO15H3

TELLPHONE 204.41371

Yir. GeotTrey V. Pet
Project Zirector
Creighton Lesal Intoriation Ceonter
2500 California Stres

Jmana, Lchrasha

g}
)
(%]

This will acknoiladon roceint of vour lotiter of Trcontor T
1274 with referonce to State vs “errzll (170).

orzte, Tudsh to advise that I did §911 cut the
Jatlon Fori and did enclese thie save i vour
S0G . sf““wnJ covalone and 2id daresit the sare

\. A b et
4 ca
5

ed States reils

In roply th
'W(_v'\c, -\* r\ n

-C]n- ditre
i

i
1t
S
in the nite

Since I did not leas a copy. T do rot raoncrhor pow viat 1

saist on the 0P1”1h3]. vnence, Iovould asl thaa ven Lihs Qn0ther
Jook in your files and sce i wou can lecite t.o evluaticn
renort.

IT vot, T will be hapny to f111 out anathor vith the st
rocollecticn of the information thot I st oon Lhne ericinnd

Thank wou very Uindly Tor your nssistance vt ralwronc? o

this rintter am! T :+4dsh to assure vou that 1 'wova avary intenlicn

EN
L
-in cynry VI
EA A

"f;}-\\/ '&“—-l,1 voveyy _\ 7 /
o /-";"" L 'J_ T ) i <//"
L A AN T //1

N
otr co-cnorating vith your srooran

N
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Docomiszyr 10, 1974

Fr. Flrmin Q. Feltz
Attamey at Law

Box 118, 520 roocthh Spmesz
Ogallala, Nebraska 065153
Dear lus. TFeltz:

Thank you for your lettor of Decorbar 6, 19740 Vo recoeivad
your cvalvaticn on Decomiber 3, 1974, the doy aftor e follzs ud
letter was sont to you.  Thank you for tadiing iz cat of your
busy schedule o £ill cut this foma. e approciaee your orxoooraticn

in this regard.

Sinccrely,

Trastinoy 1. Pousrs

Project Direcudr

GiP/clw
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ARLEN D. JMAGNUSON
ATTORIEY AT LAW
P.O. Gex 75
111 Norih Filth Sircot
O'NEILL, NEDRASKA 64743

PHONE 402-334-3143

December 6, 1974

Creighnton Legal Information Center
2500 Catlifornia Street
Omaha, NE 68178

ATTN: Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters, Project Dircctor

RE: Statec of Mcbraska vs. Jerald F.
Kioppenborg
Casc No. 216

Dear Mr., Pcters:

A N )
This Tetter will acknowledge reccipt of the rescurch
that you mailed to me in the above entitled motter.

I have briefiy reviewed this rescarch and I am in the
process of analyzing your brief in detail.

I certainly do thank you for your assistance and co-
operation in this matter.

P 3

Very truly yours,
V= )

"'/7/7’//‘/1 A//
ADMs1r

P.S. Plcase send me a copy of your cvaluation Torm aond 1 will
be happy to complete it for you. Thanks. ADI4
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.
FLOYD E. WRIGHT Law OFjICrS OF THLibbeong ¢ 4, %
KOIIRT G, SHMMONS, JR. [ N ven s
WRIGHT & SIMMONS o
JOMN Fo WRIGHT - SR Ceolp o4

PoLT Cricy Faox 020
JOHN F. $1M1ONS 16270 Ayt A

GCO T railLUrT, MLy ia KA

Januaxy 7, 1975

: Creighton Lagal Information Centler
-2500 California Streot
Omaha, MNebragka 681738

Re:  Gtatn vas. Wichoert
(125)

Gentlamen: .

I thought you might be interested to Hnow
that, with the assistance oif the oxcellont loegel
memo. vou preoparaed Jor wme, I was abla to cecure tho
acguittal of ir., Wickert on the charge of noscession
of marijuana.

Thank you agdaln for your excellont assis-—
tance.

Very truly yours,

VIRIGHT & 5 I}f".":()f?S

N Ao
. [ 4 =

/|
Jouyn . Sii.ons

7

J¥s/nd
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Decadser 13, 1874

Honorable Billicm Colwell
District Judge for
lst Judici.al District
Pawnee City, lichraska 65430
Dear Judge Colwall:

In reviewing the Creighton Iegal u\toma '10‘1 Cuntor conbnoka foorr

LAd i e
the menth of Wovarber, I rotdced that on tha 22nd of hih monih vaa

coritacted cur ofiice to request cortain inforraticn 0?:*_:“*:1“ Ut uT
of our services. (Tule cur vory able rorotyeh assizinnils indicuate that
they did provide you vith an answer, I would like 1o e Uidls cooortunily
to elaporate upon our procodurcs.
Owxr rescarch 1s conducted umon the rotuest of one of thiz porties o
or a judge handling a crizdnal cacse in Uobraska (cutoisz Doosls 3
Ioncastor Coantics). o attomt to fulfill tho womoast o oot 1o ws by
the user. If e are roguosted Lo pacvide aweonis for o rrtleadw
=os5lticn, we do so.  IE we ave siiply remucsoxi o resnoveh wn i :
research it from both porspocitdves and provide case Lus on woch sidas.
The function that vz intend to coxve is thot of looal ves»ach azoish

A IR .._‘.J.J_Q\’
ance for ]L._.C_ICS and ottor n':'“ w0 are wathle o previde Uuoroolives with
an extensive criminal justice library cuch as woe have avaiicble at the

Irononson Low Conter.

Ve have already sorved mrasrous District and County Court Juisos and
have gorcrally recedved a very fovorable re po we. I srveral instanceos,
the issues we vovre handling sor Jwices vore coile soositive, wutily us
in a pesitdon whzre rot oaly thez factual c,n'c__.".uu_‘:;.r; roloiel o vs, bat
the vory cwistence of a roqrost vas, in cur vicy, omiffidmtinl.  In ovdexr
to assure this confidzntialily, va hove eostablichod cloborne nrocaiuvxes

JEREWE X3S

to avoid szrving mowe than one party on ony paclicalor encze Gons

s
10BN oy (PPN

a ucer phones in a ruest, bhafore the r‘*-m‘.t 15 acermizxi, w2 somrch ouxr
{files o detomiine wineliysr O PO wWe are Sevicing iy /20 nirides In.
that case.  If we dotoomdsre that tz-erc WAL Ly a poaliiesn in {is v,

va simply irdicate that we are scovicing wothnr porlty, widloab isvideading
scm, and reject the request.

v A Y
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Page 7




® ® ® | | ®

Honorable William Colwall
Dacosibar 13, 1974
PQ‘QG N0

In addition, in oxdzr to avoid promiture raloars of inteaatdon
developad for a ueor, w2 allow the urer win meclives @ wer wol yowst
o indicate a dnto for its zelenze or o rofun ooy weleo~n al o
report vhatsozver.,  In this voy, the urse ama ool '
an abstract of the wcport in cur nuwslecomar viny |
relationship botweon his office and ours confidintial.

Vi hope that thes 131'0"3::111*0"; wallo ersgndsioratively b
to our o c' vizaticn, indicat: the dogreo tm el W2 e oAl

cithical and :mtoilrutu.ﬂ chlignuions to cur uteos.  OF cfuvnoo,

{0 researcn mimoirania as describzl ctove, W ooy ooniinusliiy abtoolin

to develop mabemials of a wore gaeral mture for caur wiws. In this
nnecoion, we hova Gevelossd an oxbarsmive anndyais of T 620, wod are

in the procoss of c.;v;logu.g a dosk oot caaddng wilh cuntoncing altema-

tdves and procodures.

»
3
Wl .

I hope that this let tor move Wy amnla car procoiures and ypes
esearch we provids, We look foxmwoxd to ::Q:: l)‘x.‘j yOu.

:"“)

Sinccrely,

Ceoffray W. Polors
Project Divecuor

G®/ctm .
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FLOYD E. WRIGHT LAW OFFICLS CF Tripwseen CHZ 2000

WRIGHT & SIMMONS ANTA Cott 03
PosT OFFIC LOX 029 Zip Cove C45H61
1620 Avechnue A
SCOTTSBLUKF, MNEBRASKA

_ROBLRT G. SIMMONS, JR,
JOHN F. WRIGKTY

JOHN F. SIMMONS

November 19, 1974

Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Strect
Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Re: State v. Wickert
(125)

Gentlemen:

. Thank you very much for your cxcellent
memo prepared in responsc to my request for iniorma-
tion on the above entitled case. As i1t turncd out

- I was unable to present this daefense to the Court
at this time as the case was dismissced. There was
apparently some confusion in the County Attorney's
Office and a few hours before the trial the County
Attorney called to tell me that the alleged marijnana
was still in the State Lab in Lincoln. 1 declined to
stipulate that the substance was marijuana and the
State's Motion for Continuance was denicd.

At the time of the denial the Judge offcr-
ed a gratuitous remark that the State would Le frce to
re-file the same charge, and the State has now done so.

Is there any ground for a defense based
upon double Jjeopardy? 4Yhe Court file will show that
both defendants appecared when they were called upon
to do so and that the cuse was dismissed uvpon the
State's Moticn. I necessary, I could probably obtain
an Order NWunc Pro Tunc reciting that the case was dis-
miscsed because the State was unable to present and pro-
duce its evidence at that time.

I don't know exactly when I will be needing
this. Mr. ¥Wickert has been advised that he is to appear
for arraignment in two weeks, and I asswne that the triail
will be set a month or sc after that. I am also sure,
however, that I am reguired to prescent any dcuble jcopardy
defense I may have at scme time prior to trial.
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Creighton Legal Information Center
NovemBer 19, 1974
Page Two

Thank you very much for vour courtesy
and assistance in this matter.

Very truly yours,

WRIGHT & SIiihiONns
Yy
e '/

John F. Sinuaons

JFS/bjr
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OFFICE OF
NANCE COUNTY ATTORNEY

FULLURTON, HEBRASKA, (2533

DONALD R. TREADWAY December 10, 1974

Defendant's conviction of a misdemecanoy and [ cnclnse a copy

Creighton Legal Information Center
26th and California Street
Omaha, Nebraska 068100

Gentlemen:

Tt
delighted with the results of your bricfs. I would appreciate
a brief on the recquirements of a cash bond wider Section 2%-
611 wherein a cash bond was made to the County Court after the

I have used your scrvices before and have beoen extremely

-

of said cash bond. The cash was deposited with the Court.

My question is whether or not the fack that tho Delendant hin-
self did not sign the cash bond is fatally defcctive to the
proceedings and also whether ox not therce arc any other deiccts
in the bond itseli under Section 29-611.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

'DRT/jb' 57(

Encs.
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Rovaider 21, 1974 |

M, Thanas A. Vakulskas
220 Radgerow Blda.

622 Fourth Street
‘Siowx City, Icwa 51101

Dear Lr. Valkulskas:

In response to your u*’;u_u:y dated tiovorber 15, 1974, I @n pleasad

o inform vou that CLIC

' a poiicy of
tion monoranda in thn j-.u:ld of ¢t

'Jv‘:i:‘.,' leesal infomma-

i irdnal ooy o 0ll abioonnys il ue
appointed by courts of record in the State of ili.xrasha.

All that I ask in return for CLIC's sa:wic:s

is that yeoumoil Lo s

a copy of your cortificat> of ::trminbtmt fran a LLhorasha c;.n*“. power,

pleasz feel frea (o contict (LIC cn cur tnll fmes
cven if you make such a call prios to our reozipt
appoinawent.

“hile sane OL the stwdent staff wexiors have
wack due to thz irvmonding aeninations, I belicve

coastrictod thadir vork
that (LIC coald

nevercheless e of servic: to vou deponding ca the niature end cxient of

your requests.

Sincerely,

Coofirey W. Poinrs

Project Dixcctor

G®/ctm
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LAW OFFICES
QUALLEY & MNEL3ON; = C.

Qe NRADGE DY THNILIANG
GEORGE T OUALLEY

TR L A VL R e 4
£
WILLIAM E HELSON G2 FOURTH STHLLT PO FEDLR e, TAR DU LING W ST
ROBERT J LARSON® SIOUs CITY, 10VIA 5101 Ve L T N W
WILLIAM M. ALEXANDER® T VALY TN B C st
. . X - TELLPvONE (2020 2557047

THOMAS A VAKULSKAS® T
HOMAN DE LA CAMPA® Canic Apcress OUALKCL

SHENLEEL M: KCLSON
RRUCE M. DUNLAP®
JAMES £ LANG®

IOWA SAR ONLY

November 15, 1974

Professor Geoifrcy W. Peters
Creighton Legal Information Center
Creighton University

School of Law

2500 California Street

Omaha, Ncbraska 08178

A Y
RE: Creighton Legal Information Center

Decar Professor Peters:

I have in my posscssion Volume 1, number 3 of your Creighton
Legal Information Cecnter Newslctter. I am, to say the lcast, very.
muth impressed with the contents of this newsletter and also with
the pilot project you and the rest of the menbers of the staflf of
Creighton University Law School have begun.  Rtcauwse I do take
court appointments herc in both Sioux City, Woodbhury County,
and Dakota County, Ncbraska, I am interested in discovering
or not I qualify for the scrvices readerced by your Center.

Towa,
whether

I realizc you are busy but I do have an important mattcr which-
is coming up for trial soon and 1f I could cuoliifly for the scrvices,
I would like to have your Center perform them. A pronpt an
reply will be greatly appreciated. Again, let e conora*Jl
on the excellent program you have developed there at Crei £
Law School.

vd ﬂD““dV

o

Very truly yours,

QUALLFY G NELSON, P.C.

R A

CjThomas A Vakulskas

TAV:kjc
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N4 1948

L AN GG

r
B
{1,
. . I
I 4 3.
FAS
§ S
LAaw OGP HICS OF -
FRANK A ANDERSON ANDITIRGON, STORMS AMD S T71a™iy u2eR ; TE e et
o 417 T AST ANV UL ARSI A
ANCIIREON sl A €

RONALD £ STRASAURGLR HOLDIE G, NITHIRALK A Gittaan

OF COUNTIEL

A W BTORMS December 18, 1974

Geoifrey W. Peters
Project Dircctor
C.L.I.C.

2500 California Strect
Omaha, Nebraska (68178

‘Dear Mr. Peters:

I am enclosing the auestionailve that von mailea Lo me
and I am sorry about the disappcarance of the {irst one.
I really have no idea what happened to it.

I might also.mention that in the case of the stote
vs. Douglas liavlik the court sustainced wmy molion to oupprons
all the cvidence. The state has not decided a5 yoet whethern
or not they will appecal the decision hut' I certeilnly apnr
iate your help in this matter.

Sincerely,

’ ANDERSQN, STORMS AND STRASDUKRGER
- e - .
, - /'/. ‘
= e ':/- =

RES:1m ' , [
Enc.

Appeniiy B
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Dagczabar 13, 1974

Mr. Steven J. Shaw
Mgency leaal Counsel
Nelwxaska State Patrol
P.O. Box 1002

Grand Island, Nebraska 6

co
(<]
(@)
i

Dear M. Shaw:

Thank vou for _your letteor of lovasber 25, 1974, Fi rst, T weald
like to apologize for o cxrrors vwilch vore e vooarding your Gotolor
21, 1974 rogquest o rocedive copins of CLAC voporit 7o G321, i fixst
error was the irdicatica in the Sepicdar nowslicoosr Lonl ils rewort
was available for public diswribuiion. %2 aoer coouresd o2 o a
delay in retuming L’P "rooidssion to J.\,lmdo o oy e oriminnl
roquesting party. eYane! ]111 our volicy -is W rake all rooorie wvallible
fiftecn days after LM cvaluaticn 1o walled wiicis e voer rirpinis
that it not be made availidble at 21l cr caly aler @ opaxiifed daile. In
the case of report rio. 034 the user has reovosted that ihz rorort ot Lo
made availeble until January 1, 1975, and it was cur oversicnt e .z
Septeamber newsletter indicated that the report vas currently avadlible.:

—JLJ

onoyou iy car sindest assistant
nort. Tha foob hat yeu viars

Gur sccond erxor was the reaccon
for our rcfuszal to release copies of the xc
adversary counsel vwas not the reason for 11:" donial. of yOur I *u.,;,SL-
Instead, ocur policy of not releasing rovorces uniill aitos oz orlginud
recuesting poarty has detonnined thiat ih: m..:)'\ld 2z amilabic, was
the reason for refusing yvour rogquest, ond the reacon winicn sioald have
been related to you. ‘

ng@

b

-y iada 1t A —

Perhaps if I roeview our policies for you, you vill kettor wawic
stand the rationale for thoir exdstence. Cur "cunflict of intovest! ;
policy is basically very simple. Very carly in ‘u grant ap 913 caiicn |
process we consulied with many of our origir“ spcnsors incliuiayy the |
lebraska District Judges Associaticn, the Webracka County Joljis Associatlon, j

the licbraska County thto*ncjs ﬁ:;rfciamcn, e Mivonerna stole 13'““
Association, cte. Ve det 24 that in m“"'y instanc.s cur weess aaeald

be asking us to researcn and LL-,l suoport for a plrticelor voint of \

-

view. Given the inherent adversarial natuve of tiie criminal jusdeoes (
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Stevaon J. Shaw
Deccnsor 13, 1574

In fact, on at least one instinc2 wa have Loon ariticin~l Ly vesss Sor
failing tn take an advorcarial pesiticn on icou.s aod insierd woiding
a "noutral’ report.  One lechor wilah I orcoontly rocoived on ihis oo
indicated this vicw as follows:

procass, we felt it cortainly ampropriate that va obide by this policy.

It is tho posziticen of an advocate v given a
problon o develop a ¢ .,Jln.cm'x SYGUTTIND L v"'v'f-ir';

N

his positlon. In the law it coios quito ofton that

v Q\N,ancrlj ozposite opinicns cnhn boh b i
by avthority. So vhen an atlornoy ¢uatseos thoe L
saying thoy are rrosceoubing or doieiding <n dwvlividua
it would apoear that the nost bonzdit !.uﬂ_r.x b2
gained if {ho CLIC could help in rezcaven (0 cusport
that position.

of cvidonee was sunportable or mot, it wos stdll ny
duty as a defense attornzy w do the bost S5eh T could
to convinesz tho judge that tho low wis ¢n cur cids oo

Yhethor I fo my positicn in regord o the cuprension

that tha lar was vecay, I ocontocl~t CLIC Zov Raip in
prepuring toat position. It is of o 0l o2 Ww

be contocted axd told that the l:v is cocatrexy. I
would cartainly like to Jmow if the Jow i3 cgainst o2
but that fact alon? comot cricuse e Zxow ny uly o
represent ny clicnt.

Since our staff doos cuar into possessicon of focts and infonaition
concerning stratogics or intenticns of counsel videh ave of a conifidontial
natwre and which rl:xuu not b2 reicasod o coponing ooiinenl, wa fund-that
it would b a potcnt_&dl conflict of .mc::xc*t 1T wva athorosed o covvae
multiple partics in the sane case. 'This is twoe whoiths 1 original
rem_aqting party vas vresecuting, doifcnhdd 1;7 or julging iie cane. It
is therefore ocwr jpolicy ool to accr“L oy rocnvasts oo woorms etnclining
the samz casae al tor tho fixst ¢ reuTse hao bon ac . W only
time this policy is abrogated is \"‘-“n cocariig whmaissicn Looa e

original rcz ‘.:SL_l'rxg party to Murthzr releoce hnlomaticn to othms

D B

J “

A correlative policy is to witinold copics of cur el fioan
any user until the original roquosting pariy ¢ives us poodosion Lo
release this information. Thigs polic‘:_,r has boon dovelorn od for a variety
of reasons, the most cbvicus of which is that a user o has meomested
research servicas concerning a particular positicn iy, bicause of {2

unigue nature of the casa, m\v\, his s‘o_auv;y rovenlcd oy e puhlic ticr:
of tur rerort. Since the way the roguasiing prrly ranns S donun ooy -y

be an indication of his porsooctive, intenticns or ctratoy, w2 Lozl it

inwnrov“ldte Tor us W reicose that infoonation vatil csuch tins o oax
USCIb indicate thoir s Telesion to do eo.
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‘Sieven J. Shaw
Docomboayr 13, 1974
Page Thrce

To date, e have only lioen five reouosie

P )\‘)

oth of those policics.  Since wo have rocivesl
service, I don't fozl that those policies are oo

upon our users.  Inctcod, thoy have caicd o a ooaen of
proprricty on th2 part of the r:.:ny PEATS ‘..Z::\ e ou

saixe judgaes wore conooonad aoat o
be "tipning their hard" aont their L‘*ou ;.\\:3 OONCIININ

dsaa

L
IR D i B W 4
L

."LJ’I‘,~ o

I ferl that we have doae nuch 10 reliceve oar vsors oL ils oo o

w?
'S

therefore, I hope it you wnderstand the reassons Tor thizoo policics.

[Pt 4

as for your feoling that we ove ot follcouing he muvintos of I77A

whose "'enobling logisloation linits it <o “"’:l.’]tj}z-‘j otraax od Joenl

LR

overnreonts in the fight areinst cwoirmal! o, CUTC Doacoclotior

- A\.~!-‘ o~ f
Septoixer 1974~cazhasis ugglm_i YT @ sure voo vl ascoz thik
defense attomeys are no rore in fovor of ¢l

. .
O o e e -
: 'L,‘v._ CAND LTI DAL

‘I
police officers, on o“w*“ crimdnal Jesiden olficinlds, Yaovariate

. )
do2s nob e bt LEAR funds e ot o b wtl W crises Gl
coumnsel in e po f'ou :J.‘.C‘“' ol i
svston.,  On the cemtracy, it would be on abhroraddcn of Loth curneo-
sional IC:“"DA..;J..JJ.] Lty cml adninletrvative suthority 17 100

4!

i Guitices in i ooriscin

d
-

such a position. Y“Wne fichb an crinz is oloo the Do
and as such, 15 nroporly vercaiveoa o dnclule Loth die ju il
defense functicns O an &IVCLSALy Sysuim.

I hope thst this lengihy answer {0 your lwvpiry will e of oovz
in indicating tha b"s ig for tho z.ol..‘cn.r.s vlch consmm o, Ivould
,LJ}he to thank you for tiding youd vlosble i o wrils 1o cuch a

PSR R LN

houghtful and copcornsd conee :u:n-y ared fose thae wy eeplonaticon ool

and_ AN

vou, at least as to ouvr good faith. I howe that voa vl

s

vse

sinfics

1 Zeol free
usc our sorvices in thoe fubnre and L aro"orp 22 Jor t‘r CTTOYS Walch wore
made in conjuncticn with the donial of your roguast.

Sincerely,

Gccfi roy W. Potors
Project Dircctor

GR/etm

cc: lr. Donnls R, Maghy
Law Enforcoaont Assistanee Adainistration
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LAW ENFORCEMLNT AND STATE PATRHOL Ta g & DR et € T 0 Y
AT NG el e,

PO LY 920l 7. STATE hOLLe

LINTOLN, NP L ASEA WLy on

'~"l v nt ,,\J\hl'Ll' ka

- P. 0. Box 1602
Gl"fmd Islﬂﬂd, :\E (I«u O]
November 25, 1574

Geoffxey W. Peters, Project Dircctor
Creighton Legal Information Center
Creighton University School of Law
2500 California Strect

Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Dear Mr. Peters:

Will you plecasc give me your thoughts on your policy concerning "conflicts of
interest" in supplying information to both sides in a controversy.

After I reccived your newslcetter for September, 1974, T reyguested a copy of your
reports numbered 034A and 034B. ‘the description of thesc reports in your news-
letter indicated that they were relevant to a case 1 was prosccuting and were
favorable to my position. A few hours after I made the request, your office
phoned to ask what case 1 was working on and then iInformed that 1 (Pu]d not
have copies of the reports because they had been prepared for the defense counsel
“in my case. This "conflict of interest' policy was ciplained as boinn rc:css.iy
because your staff was, Iin a sensc, "retuained" by the defense couns i
case.

Your newsletter indicated that these reports werc availeble for distribution to
others who requested them. My request was merely for a copy of the renort and |
"made no request for any research or assistance by your staif. OSurely this dous

not constitute a conflict of intercst. The defense counsel obviously will not

even use your report as it does not aid his position. Your resources and tine
will have been wasted if they can not be utilized by a partly the rescarch supportis.

I have difficulty understanding the position that you have been "in a seunsc,
retained" by the defense counsel. It would appear that, i any cxists, a conflict
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Geoffrey W. Peters -2- Dovesher o, 1974

>

of interest would arisc when you ussist defense counsel Sn any soenner and wabe
funds from LEAA vhose 'enabding Jecisiation limits it 1¢ wreistiag otate and
local governments in the [lght apainst crime.'  (Pevers, CLIC Nowslotier, Sop-
tember 1974 - cemphasis supplicd.)”

As T understand the purposc of CLIC, it is to “help reduce the ]u) Wt o
quate lecgal rescarch resources'. (Pctora, supra.)  Surely this does no
becoming an integral part of the adversary svsem as this only conpoonds tie
problem. Strategy would require reguesting rescurch on nearly all of ny cnses
so that the defense counscl could not use your services. Obviousiy, this

by

not the intent of the program. 1{ only one side of the CUH»[UﬁU]n} hos partisan
access to your program, the cffect of inudequate research fucilitdes is wporivated
for the other party.

LR,

- 3
—r
-
ja
"~
[}

Since your scrvice is basically an extension of onr library resources, and since
our libraries arc unbiased, your reports should be mude avallsbie to snyoence in-

terested. I would have no obicction to the defense counscl rvequesting o copy of
a report you prepare for me because he can find the swic cases i
has an adequate library. Objective rescayrch and opouness in reporiing wiil ossist
greatly in solving the problem of inadequate resources.

Please rc-cvaluate your policy and let me know what you decide.

Very truly vours,
S W,, ///? L,
-~ e 7

Lo LTINS
(::::::;;k 7 L£§§7{",;xéa e
LL\LH 7 N

Agency L& g Counsel
Nebraska State Patrol

S/dw

cc: James C. Swaine, Courts Scction

Office of National Priority Programs

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration .
U. S. Department of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20530
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ADDOREISS ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO

Jity of @mﬁha

POLICE DIVISION EDWARD ZORINSKY

RICHARD R. ANDERSEN WA TOR

» F POLICE
CHIEF™O 508 SO. 15TH ST.

RICHARD R. ROTH
OMAHA, HEBRASKA 68102

DIRECTOR
6 May 1975

Professor Geoff Peters ' )
Creighton Legal Information Center

2500 California Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Dear Professor Peters:

‘T just received Volume 1, No. 6 of the Crejghton Legal
Information Center publication.

Just going over ﬁt, I would 1ike to bring something to
your attention and would ask for a little clarification.

No. 202 A-(P) states, "Where marijuana aend alcoholic
beverages are found during the search of the house, are the
ocecupants entitled to the Miranda warnings prior to investigation?
Answer: There is no doubt that the warnings are required in felony

cases. However, the applicability of Miranda warnings to mis-
demeanors has not been resolved."”

My question is I have never heard of Miranda warnings being
necessary prior to investigation. Miranda warnings are certainly
necessary in the felony area when a person has been arrested and
is, in fact, being interviewed or interrogated. I know of no

connection between search and Miranda and the total concept of
investigation.

Similar is No. 202 B (P) "When do the Miranda warnings become
necessary? The Miranda rule begins to operate when an individual
is taken into custody or otherwise deprived of his freedom of
action in any significant way." I would ask the same question.

The Miranda rule has nothing to do with an individual being taken
into custody unless, after being taken into custody, there is an
interview and interrogation of the person. The police, to the best
of my knowledge, are-not required to give Miranda warnings based

on taking into custody. i
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Would you give me the benefit of your advice in these
areas?
- Yours tnyuly,
Richard Andersen
Chief of Police
/ip
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‘ . f et _—
Creighion Legal Informaiion Cenies
2500 California Street, Omaoha, Nebraska 68178 800/642-8446 402/536-2929

Geolfrey W. Peters . Bernord Debronshi
Project Director .

Fouculty Supervisor

May 12, 1975

Mr. Richard R. Anderson

Chief of Police )

City of Omaha, Police Division
505 South 15th Street

Cmaha, Nebraska 68102

Dear Chief Anderson:

Thank you for your letter of May 6, 1975. As you know, the C.L.I.C.
memoranda are provided to attorneys and judges throughout Nebraska (with
the exception of Douglas and Lancaster counties). In several cases we
have also provided memoranda to law enforcement officials.

The mamorandum to which you refer in your letter (#202 A & B) was
provided to a prosecutor. Because of the nature of the request which we
received (the requestor was generally familiar with the Miranda decision),
and the clear state of the law with regard to the nced to provide Miranda
warnings upon custodial interrcgation, we abbreviated our topical head-
ings in the memorandum to reflect the particular concern or issue which
was addressed in the .memorandum. I'm afraid that this abbreviation was
samewhat inartfully phrased since it led to the mistaken impression that
the memorandum indicated that warnings must be issucd prior to investigation
and impliedly irregardless of interrogation. As you xnow, Miranda
applies only to custcdial inteirogation,the issue in the momorandum
being whether it applies in misdemeanor cases.

I appreciate your drawing this error to my attention, gnd I havg
instructed our students to attampt to insure clarity in topical headings
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Richard R. Anderson
May 12, 1975

Page -2-

in the future. In order to illustrate the fact that the mano itself did
not make such a conceptual error and since you might perhaps be interested
in any case, I have taken the liberty of enclosing a copy of Mamorandum
#202 for your perusal. I would be most interested in any further comments
you'd care to make.

Thank you again for your letter.
Sincerely,

i

qzoffrey W. Peters

Project Director

GWP/meal

Enclosure
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; EDWARD ZORINSKY
POLICE DRV!SXAON WA OR

ADDALSH ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO
RICHARD R. ANDERSEN
HIEF-OF POLICE

‘ 508 SO. 15TH 31.

’ RICHARD R. ROTH
- OMARA, NERRASKA 48102 - DIRECTOR

19 May 1975

Professor Geoffrey W. Peters
Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Dear Professor Peters:

Thank you very much for answering my letter. I understand
very easily the fact that you have to abbreviate some of these

cases to get it into your newsletter so please do not think that
1 was nit-picking in any manner..

I was very surprised because Case 202 was the first of the
full Legal Information Center memorandums I have seen. I think,
speaking from a non-Tawyer, policeman's standpoint, that it is

“very complete. I am very much amazed at the amount of research
- that goes into each one of these questions.

I am certain that you are fulfilling a real need to the
criminal justice system in the State of HNebraska.

Yours truly,

7 w;
ckord ] WV
Richard R. Andersen /n
Chief of Police

/3p
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Office Memorandum - CREIGHTON UNIVERSITY

TO : Geoffrey Peters paTe: dJune 3, 1975

FROM - : Professor Fasan

SUBJECT: CLIC Anniversary

I dictated several days ago my congratulations to you on the first
anniversary of CLIC, but the recording machinery was not working, so
my congratulations are late but nevertheless genuine? I am sure you

know that we all appreciate what you are doing Tor the students and
the law school here at Creighton. Best regards.

JIEF:ch

[

il
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VRANA, GLESS & JOHNSON

ATTORNEYS AT Law

FREMONT, NER. 6802

T TED VRANA . 18235 CAST MILITARY
721.5427
DONALD C. GLESS -
L. PAUL JOHNSON OAKLAND, NEB. 6804t
211 NORTH OAKLAND

C85.5550

June 10, 1975

Geoffrey W. Peters
Project Director
c.L.I.C

Creighton University
Omaha, Nebraska

Dear Sir:

I have utilized Creighton Legal Information Center
three or four times and generally have been very satisfied
with the results. Project number 421 I thought was an
extremely difficult one and was very happy with the work
and the output placed into this work.

I think it shows the weaknesses of the Statutes in
question and I personally feel that a no-account check
and insufficient fund check violation should be under the
same Statute and that there should be another separate
“Statute creating a felony for second offense. I wonder
if someone at the Creighton Law School would be interested
in following this up specifically on a law review article
or with the legislature in an attempt to get this legislation
corrected.

I want to thank you again for your efforts and feel that
they are most helpful to the lawprofession and a credit to the
law school. ) :

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
VRANA, GLESS & JOHNSON
By: )

DCG:mp
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June 17, 1975

Mr. Donald C. Gless
Dematy Attornsy

Daxdge County

1835 E. Military
Freont, MNebraska 68025

Dear Mr. Gless:

We wish to thank you for your complimentary letter concerning
mamorandun $£421.  Creighton Legal Information Center strives to suzoly:
the best research possible, so we are always pleased vwhen our wark is
valuable to the attcmay.

We hope you will contimue to use aur services in the future.

Sincerely,

Gary Arderson
Stlent Assistant
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J. KARR TAYLOR COUN—}-Y COURT EVELYN CHR!GTENGI!

Jupge OF 1Z2TH COUNTY Jiuioiciat DISTRICT

. BuFFaLo COUNTY CLERK
{BUFFALO AND SHERMAN COUNTIES) KEAKNEY. NEERASKA 68847
KENNETH 8. GOTOBED, AssoctiaTC JUDGE

P. O, Box G
EVELYN CHRISTENSEN, ASSOCIATE JUDGE
. PHONE 237.5981 Ex. 250

June 11, 1975

Geoffrey W. Peters
Project Director

Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Thank you for your‘prompt attention to our request for
legal memorandums. I have found it quite helpful and I
wholly concur with the contents.

Sincerely,

W iilie—

J. KARR TAYLOR
County Judge

JKT/co

Appendix B
Page 28




0t s s .

—

- - . -

l _ PHONE 308/345-1905
| COUNTY COURT “
l FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
v ) Court House
i
‘ McCOOK, NEBRASKA 69001
CLOYD CLARK, JR., Judge : WENDELL P. CHENEY, Judn:

June 19, 1975.

HMr. Geoffrey W. Peters

Project Director

Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street

Omaha, NE 68178

Dear Mr. Peters:

Enclosed is my evaluation of project 464. It is a low evaluation and I
have requested that you do not release it. I do not feel that you need
to honor that request; however, you deserve an explanation for the request.

I do not feel that the conclusion reached by Mr. Vacca is the law or the

i practice in the State of Nebraska. He misrepresented 59 ALR2d 1159 and did
| not deal with the Stickelman case. I feel that if this informaticn is

: released through your news letter it will be accepted by people who have

i not done the research of the law and may cause unfortunate prosecution of

1 persons with a valid defense.

: One of the fundamental issues which caused the migration to the United

‘ States was the debtors prison. MNearly every state in the union has a

% constitutional provision against imprisonment for debts. HRebraska has such
a provision. It provides that no person shall be imprisoned for debt without
showing of fraud. Although a preexisting debt may not be a complete defense

| to an insufficient check charge, the preexisting debt strikes at the heart of

! the fraud jssue. I refer you to the devinition of fraud from Ballentine's
Legal Dictionary: "“Fraud. Deceit, deception, artifice, or trickery operating
prejudicially on the rights of another and so intended by inducing him to

, _ part with property or surrender some legal right."

Additionally, it is bad public policy to give the merchant, who exchanges the
bad debt for a bad check, the leverage and full force of criminal law. That
merchant who has taken the risk or extending credit to an individual, whom he
could have checked out, should not be allowed to bootstrap the debt into a
crime by waving the banner of commercial paper. If allowed, we are placing an
) unfortunate burden upon the criminal justice system.

: [
- imiei®

o e b s i  +
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Page 2. .
Geoffrey Peters

I am glad that I was able to do my own rescarch in ihis area and did not rely
completely on Mr. Vacca's memorandum. I caution CLIC not to speak with the
wisdom of the Supreme Court of the State of Nebraska, for in these harried
times their opinions are often relied upon as the law. The memorandum is
poorly done and misleading.

Sincerely,

) NG
oAl

A
CLOYD CLARK, JR.
County Judge

kkd
Enclosure
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Creighton legd Information Center

2500 California Street, Omaha, Neb:aska 68178 800/642-8446 402/536-2929

Geofffey W: Peters Bernard Dobranski
Project Director
Faculty Supervisor

July 18, 1975

Honorable Cloyd Clark, Jr.
County Judge-Red Willow County
Courthouse

McCook, NE 69001

Dear Judge Clark:

Enclosed is a copy of a revised memorandum on the issuz of
whether an insufficient funds check given to extinquish a pre-

existing debt negates the intent required by the relevant Nebraska
Statutes.

As I indicated in our recent conversation, we are sorry that
the first memorandum was not satisfactory. The new memorandum
has been prepared with your comments in mind and I trust will
prove satisfactory for your purposes.

I want to thank you for bringing the problem to our attention,
and I hope we will have an opportunity to serve you again.

Sincerely, '
By B elinanales

Bernard Dobranski
Faculty Supervisor

BD/k1t

Enclosure
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATIORNLY
Shermun County , Pod Office Box 621

Telephone 308/745-0402
LOUP CITY, NEBRASKA 68853 ephone 308/

July 2, 1975

Professor Geoffrey W. Peters
Project Director, CLIC

2500 California Street
Omaha, NE 68178

Dear Mr. Peters:

I've had occassion to use the services of CLIC and
strongly support the program and would urge that it be continued.

In addition to the services available presently, I
would like to see a desk book published dealing specifically with
Nebraska law. The Nebraska County Attorneys' Association has a
looseleaf publication which admittedly has gaps in its coverage.
The materials there are excellent, however, and completing this
book or something like it would be a good project.

With best regards, I remain )

Sincerely yours,
777ﬁ12//%?;7

Frederick R. King

FRK/paj

—
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July 7, 1975

Mr. Frederick R. 'King
Sherman County Attorney
P.O. Pox 621

Ioup City, Ne. 68353

Dear Sir:

Thank yoa vory ruch for your letter of Ju;y 2, 1975. %o vore nost
Pleased to receive your kind comments concerning our CLIC project.

Creighton Iaw School has recently sulmitted a reapplication for
funding for the CLIC grant. Provided the grant a:}pllCc.t_x.O'n is aoprovsed
and furding is provided, CLIC vlans to print a Nehraska sentencing mumaal
ard a TeDraziil criminal procedures and fooes book. 23diticnal spocial
projects as desk books will be undertaken if time and monzy pormit.

Ve appreciate rceceiving letters from our users letting us know low
they feel about our project and we look forvard to the onportunity of
being of service to you. We will be informing cur ucers regnxding the
special projects we intend undertaking through our monthily newsletters
if and when we reccive confirmmation of refunding.  Please do not hesitates
to call us if we can be of service to you.

Sincote l"

Gooffrey V. Poters
Project Dircctor

Gip/dc
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2500 California Sireet, Omaha, Nebraska 68178 800/642-8446 402.536-2929
Gecfhipy W, Feters Fuor oa 0orrarsi
Pry 42t Darettor . i .

July 3, 1975

Mr. David B. Downing
Attornegy at Law

355 Commercial

Superior, Nebraska 6£9378

Dear Mr. Downing:

Enclosed please find copies of the memorandums which you requested on
July 3, 1975. I certainly hope you will find this information useful and
will contact us in the event that there is additional material which you
may need in.conjunction with any future cases.

I appreciate the confidence you have alrcady placed in the Creighton
Iegal Information Center and hope that you will feel free to utilize our
services again in the very near future. » ! €

| il
,‘ T

l

Xy

Slncerely '

Geoffrey W. Peters pt
Project Director : )

GWP/mel i oo -
Enclosures L e

l-.-.’
[
—
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O'HANLON & MARTIN
LAWYLRS
VU6 WALIILGTON STHLET

BLAIR. NEBRASKA 0HOOS8

CLAHK O'HANLON, SR, 11:69-1640
PHILIP O'HANLON, 1803-19€5
REED O'MANLON SR. 1693-1909
CLARK O"HANLON
ROBZKT F. MARTIN

JOHN AR, O'HANLON

July 7, 1975

Mr. Geoffrey W. Pecters
Project Director
Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Dear Mr. Peters:

Thank you very much for your letter
July 1, 1975, with enclosures. We appreciate

assistance.
Sincerely yours,

O'HARLON & MARTIN

\ /; / Ve ‘.//_,1 g 3 " ‘.
By \/K e 7 N

Dawn Quallev

For Robert F. Martin

RFM/dq
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Latrick [Kelly
SARPY COUNTY ATTORNEY

DEPUTY COUNTY ATTORNEYS

James € Cripe
David J. Cullan
Whilliam . Sialey
wellman

Michael O

WINALL OF jusvice
20 6GO0L L N O AYY GRIVE
PAPHLLION, v URASKE A L 28

R,
3.5 i1

INVESTIGATOR

George A Roberts

or
33v 3775

July 16, 1975

Geotfrey W. Peters
Professor of Law
Ahmanson Law Center
2300 California
Omaha, NE 68178

Dear Geoff:

This letter is in response to your message of July 11, 1875,
concerning CLIC Project #462. If you desire to "screen" calls from
Sarpy County, that, of course, is your business--and comething that
CLIC probably should have been doing on all calls since July of 1974.

However, I would like to maKe two points. First, as I had instrucued
the individual who initially monitored the recquest, #462, the gucestion
should have been written up in the name of the Sarpy County Judge,

Eugene T. Atkinson, not in my name.  He requested that I sulmit the
question-~over my personal objection as a matter of fact--arnd in the
world of pragmatics, one does not refuse a judge who is being very
insistent.

I agree that it was an inappropriate recguest; however, Judge
Atkinson is new to the bench here and desired very mucn to have a
second, CLIC, opinion on the "question" before him.

Secondly, my phrases "too nitpicky for me" and "time" go right to
the heart of the underlined statement in your letter about "access to
adequate library facilities."”

The guestion was "too nitpicky" for twe reasons. First, T had
already answered the question for Judge Atkinson and d¢id not feel that I
had time to delve into minute arcas of the law in order to twist it into
a mold that better suited his purposes. It was also "too nitpichky" bocause
of the wholly inadequate library facilities here in Sarpy County.

I have traveled to several different cocunties in this state in the

past six months, and I quite honestly can say that Sarpy Couniy has the

worst library that I have encountered to date. W%We do not have a wide
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Geotfrey W. Peters
Page 2
July 16, 1975

variety of law books in the first place, and in the sccond place, many
of those works which we arce supposced Lo have are micsing fresn the (iirary.
Our Northwest Series is riddled with missing volumes, and ouar o009, g
Am. Jur. Criminal Taw reference volumes disappearcd vorctire joior fo

Mr. Kelly's assumptigh of office in January. That is the cxtent of our
germaine criminal law library.

I fully recall making the statement when I worked at CLIC, and I
sure the same statement is in the forefront of yocur mind, that Sarpy
County is only a short distance away from the Ahmanson Law Library and
the Douglas County Law Library, and that, therefore, those Jazy $.0.B.'s
from Sarpy County should be doing their own rescarch. Please allow me
to withdraw my statcment and I hope I can put a betifer light on tlig
idea in youxr head.

QA

v

The Sarpy County Courthouse is-forty minutes awvay from Crelahiton
and Downtown Omaha by car. That's eighty minutces Loth ways.

We have a five man staff here, plus one redently wcaulred Jaw clerk
(I don't believe -we've submitted any "questiors" to you since he was
added to our staff). One staff member does purely juvenile matiers, one
does purely civil matters. Three of us, therefore, handle vhat ic
apparently the third or fourth largest criminal docket in ithe State of
Nebraska. Aside from the docket, there are numerous coses to reviow
which are never filed, therc arc probably fifty telephone calls daily
from the local citizency which must be fielded by the three of us, «nd
there are a number of weekly conferences with the local jolice ceencics
that must take place duc to the fact that none of thom know how to write
a report. The time that we have left over in a given week would barely
allow us enough time to drive to Omaha, much less do rescarch.  We cach
arc allowed some private practice on the side, and certainly we rathex
appreciate spending our time away from the Courthouse in pursuit of such
private matters. I don't recall that any of the thrac of us murnce as
much money in public office as we might make if we were, for inciance,
teaching law school, so the private practice is rather important to us.

We might, of course, spend some of our cvening lhiours doing rescarch
at the Ahmanson Library--as had been nmy practice whoen possible Guring
the Spring semester past--however, I understond that the library 1o ot
open in the evening this summer. Even if the library were opelr. ovenlinao,
however, how many times a week do you suagest that we drive thore?  Twor
Three? Six? Do you have a guota to impose before we can uge the fodarelly
funded services of CLIC? 1Is it up to you to detecrmine how much vime we
should spend in pursuit of our public duties?
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Geotfrey W. Peters
Page 3
July 16, 1975

As I recall, the idcal of CLIC is to upgrade the quality of lew
practiced in the State of Nebraska, outside of Louglas and Lancoster
counties. What we can do to help achiecve that aval ¢ to uvpend the vast

- bulk of our time getting more judges, more social services, wore irobation

officers, bettexr police~gommunity relations, etc., into Sarpy County~-—
all items which must bé handled in our "spare Lime.”

Go ahead--"screen” our calls. Don't accept requests from Sarpy
County. Then I can spend my time losing a few cases on technical leaal
issues which I might otherwise have won. I'd rather spend my time
working to establish a separate juvenile court and conscouently lose a
few cases-than to rescarch law, win all of those cases, and conscgucntly
lose a separate juvenile court.

Even this letter is taking up time that I really do not have 1o
spare this week. Plcase {feel free to contact me or any cone eolse in thig
office at 339-3225 or 339-3344.

Sincerely,

Michuel D. Wellman
Deputy County AlLtorney

tmm

P.S. Bill Staley, in our office, would like a copy of & rwemorandum which
CLIC apparently did on the constitutionality of the immate of & common
nulsance statute. - I{ you have such a memorandum alrcady preparcd, and
if you would be willing to send a copy to our office, please refer all
correspondence to Mr. Staley, not to me.
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July 11, 1975

Mike ellman

Demuty County Attorney
Sarpy County

1201 Golden Gate
Papillion, Ne 68046

Dear Mike:

While reviewing the CLIC evaluations for June and July, I notad an
evaluation concerning Project # 462 which vou recently cumpleted. The @ wujech
concerned "conditicnal guasi-probation following a guilty plea to driving
while intoxicated.® Basically, the reason which you gave for utilization of
the services vas: "[t]oo iro nitpicky of a problen for me." The other
reason you listed for why it would have bsen difficult for vou to develop the
Anformation yourself was "time."

As you know, perhaps better than most, the Creighton ILegal Information
services are primarily aimed at servicing out-state county attorneys, public
defenders, and judges who do not have access to ajecuate library facilities.
After reviewing the nature of your request in Project % 462 as well as your
listed reasons for utilizing CLIC services, I have ccme to the conclusion
that your regquest, in at least this one instance, was in violation of the
purpose and intent of the CLIC Project. As I have previously carmmnicated
to you and to the Sarpy County Attorney, while I have no particular difficulty
in servicing that office, I do want to insure that the sorvices provided are
within the spirit and intent of the CLIC Project.

As a result, I have requested our stident assistants to scroen calls
fram the Sarpy County Attornﬂy s office to assure theuncelves that the work
viiich is being requested {rom the CLIC staff involves cases of an unutual or
camlex nature requiring extensive legal research in a larcge 1o library.
Cases of a routine nature and those razulrlng research only of iHchraska law
will, henceforth, be rejected from your office.
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Mike Wellman
July 11, 1975
Page 2

I regret having to take this action cshortly before the end of the
first phase of the CLIC project, but find that we are filling many roquaests
which can and should be filled utilizing the staff capacity in the remssiing
offices. If you or your supervisor have any questions concerning this policy
or decision please feel free to contact me at 800-642-8446 cr 536-2829.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Peters,
Project Director

GiP/dc

cc: - CLIC Stndent Assistant
Professor Bernard Dobranski
Sarpy County Attorney
Dennis Mophy — IEAA
Flle
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PHOMNE 308/345-1905

COUNTY COURT
FOUR'TEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Court House

, McCOOK, NEBRASKA 69001
CLOYD CLARK, JR., Judge

July 24, 1975.

Mr. Bernard Dobranskj

Faculty Supervisor

Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Dear Professor Dobranski:

Thank you for the revised memorandum on insufficient fund

checks. The memorandum 1s well done and very helpful.

that you've put in on the meiorandum.

The County Judges Association has talked about a court desk
book and receiving assistance from the CLIC with that book.
Memorandums stuch as this would be good supplcimentary material

to such a desk beook.

Thank you again for - the service that CLIC provides.

Sincerely,

CLOYD CLARK, JR.
County Jdudge

kkd
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GEORGE T. QUALLEY
ROBERT J. LARSON
WILLIAM M. ALEXANDER
THOMAS A, VAKULSKAS
BRUCE-M..DUNLAP
JAMES E. LANG

JOHN P. ABBOTT

BRETT G. HUGHES
DAVID L. UPDEGRAFF
WILLIAM L, BINKARD

August 11, 1975

Dean Steven Frankino
Creighton University
School of Law

2500 California Street

Omaha, NE 68178
RE:

Dear Dean Frankino:

I have just completed reading Volumec 1, No.

LAW OFFICES OF
GEORGE T. QUALLEY

220 BADGEROW BUILDING
622 FOURTH STREET
SIOUX CiTY, (OWA 51101

TELEPHONE: {712) - 255.7937

Creighton Legal Information Center

WASHINGTON, D. C. OFFICE
320 FEDERAL BAR BUILDING WEST
1819 H STRELT, N.w.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006
TELELPHONE: 202 - 223.8787

OF COUNSEL;
ROMAN DE LA CAMPA

9 of the

Creighton Legal Information Center Bulletin and wanted to
take the opportunity to write and inform you how uscful 1
have found this publication in my private practice here in

Sioux City, Towa.

The Bulletin contains information which

has been very useful to me both in my practice here in Iowa

and Nebraska.

As an alumnus of Creighton Law School I am very proud of
this project and do hope that the request for funding from
the L.E.A.A. will be approved and in the future this project
will become self-sufficient.

It appears that you
that you started while I
up the fine work and the

was

enjoys here in the Sioux City area.

Very truly yours,

FOR THE FIRM_

e
-

- o i »

' Thomas A. VakulsKas

TAV:b
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MoweEN, SEIDLER & FESTERSEN, P. G.
LAWYERS
1400 KigwiT Praza

OMarA, NEBRASKA G8131

(402)342~04060

August 22, 1975

Mr. Keith N.: Bystrom

Public Defender of Lincoln County
P.0O. Box B08

North Platte, Nebraska 69101

Dear Keith:
Thanks wvery much for ycur letter of August 21, 1975.

I would be delighted to give you any assistance and advice
that I can. 'I am not sure that I will be in town on Aug-
ust 29, but you should call anyway. Perhaps we can get
together for iunch, for a drink in the late afternoon, or
at some other convenient time.

It would certainly be worth your time to stop by the
Creighton Legal Information Center (CLIC) at the new law
school to look over their facilities there. Professor Geoff
Peters, director of the LEAA funded program, would, I am
sure, be more than happy to find someone to show you around
his operation and the law school generally. The research
facilities CLIC provides could be quite useful to you in

the coming months.

If I am not in town on the 29th, I hope vou will take the
liberty of calling Geoff at 536-2929. In the meantime,

if you have a budget for long distance calls, or access to
a Lincoln County Watts line, do not hesitate to telephone
me at the above number at any time.

Good luck in your endeavor.

Sincerely,

e,

Peter J. Hoagland
PJH:pk

cc: Professor Geoffrey Peters w/enc
Jack O'Donnell
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PUBLIC DEFENDER OF LINCOLN COUNTY

LINCOLN COUNTY, NEBRASKA
CENTENNIAL BUILDING P.O. BOX 808
100 EAST 5TH STREET - UPPER LEVEL

NORTII PLATTE, NEBRASKA ¢9101

KEITH N. BYSTROM PHONE (308) 534.2120

August 21, 1975

Mr. Peter Hoagland
Monen, Seidler, McGill,
Festerson & Kiley, P.C.
1400 Kiewitt Plaza
Omaha, Nebraska 68131

Dear Mr. Hoagland:

Mr. Jack 0'Donnell, a good friend of mine from Georgetown
University Law Center, has given me your mname as a person whom I
could contact for information concerning public defender work and
library suggestions. I have recently been appointed the first full-
time Public Defender in Lincoln County, Nebraska, and am in the
process of setting up our one and one-half man office. If possible,
I would like to have any suggestions that you may have for a small

library and what works you would deem essential for criminal and
" ‘juvenile law in Nebraska.

I plan to be in Omaha on August 29 for a Crime Commission
meeting and at that time could give you a call, if you would so
desire, and would save you the time of a lengthy reply to my request.

Looking forward to hearing from you——

Very truly yours,

KEITH N. BYSTROM
Public Defender’

KNB:bb
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HERBERT M. SAMPSON |1 {«‘ u‘>
Box BUTTE COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 4
424 Box BUTTE AVE. P. O. Box 635
ALLIANCE, NEBRASKA 69301 TELEPHMONE 308-762-3300

August 22, 1975

Geoffrey Vi, Peters

Project Director

Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street

Omaha, Nebreska 68178

RE: State V. Rathburn (589)

Dear'Mr. Peters,

I hope that your funding is continued for this year. The
reason I say thilis is because the legal work that has been done
for me is of a very high quality. In particular, the work done
by Steve Watsky on this case was excellant and has been of
immense help. I would hope that you would tell him this for mec.

I sincerely wish that you and your staflf have a heappy and
productive: school year.

Yours,

;_ "‘ //L///’/, Z(,'/. AL, j<~;'£\h‘
Herbert M. Sampson III
HMS: jaf
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BUFFALO COUNTY ATTORNEY

COURT HOUSE GARY L. HOGG
P. 'O, BOX 1911 County Attarney
KEARNEY, NEBRASKA 68847

JOHN MORGAN
PHONE: 234-2032 Deputy County Attorney

September 23, 1975

Mr. Jeffrey W. Peters

Project Director

Creighton Legal Information Center
2500 California Street

Omaha, Nebraska 68178

ATTENTION: BARBARA

Dear Sir:

Thank you very much for your prompt attention and kind
help in photocopying the respective law review articles
concerning the legal definitions of death. I appreciate
your courtesy and your help, although I know this was not
a normal request or function of the information center.

Very trul yourj;//
,rﬁﬂ?' i/}fﬁcfc
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ROBERT F. MARTIN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
128 SOUTH 17TH
BLAIR, NEBRASKA (8008

TELEPHONE 402-d26-9471

September 29, 1975

Creighton Iegal Information Center
2500 California Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68178

RE: State vs. Coulter (654)
(OF: $74059)

Attention: Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters

Dear Mr. Peters:

Thank you very much for the information you have sent
us concerning the Coulter case. The information has bhecn
very useful and I appreciate the time you spent preparing
this. I am sure that I will use your services again.

Thank you for your courtesy.

Sincerely yours,

?L;bi’\‘{ ; ?\"\,(Iu'!n‘. _
Uk

Robert F. Martin

RFM/drk
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DOROTHY MANES
Associale Judge - Clerk
402-223-1137
402.228-2726

FROM:

RE

PAGES

i~

(€8]

12

13 - 14

15 - 16

17

s irasemmr -t

ALLAN C.ZIESEMER
Chief Probation Otficer
181h District 402220 3129

DENNIS A. WINKLE
JUDGE
Beairice, Nebr. 68310

DENNIS A. WINKLT:, COUNTY JUDGCL
GAGE COURTY  COURTHOUSL '
BEATRICE, NLDBRASKA

ANALYSIS OF SLENTENCILG ALTERMALIVLS
WND PROCEDURES IN MEDRASKA

A Creighton Legal Information Center
Special Project Report

Applies to the District Court and thercfore feol it would
be appropriate if the District Judge wouvla courent.

0.K.

"Execution" has several definiticons. VYour cefiuition oz
"execution" is too limited and therefore would not bLe
correct in all situations.

0.X.
Applies to District Court.
0.K.

The Nebraska statute, re-written in 19272 in perwmissive
rather than mandatory terms thus appreare to be not in
conflict. The statutory requirement is not as stringernt
as the constitutional requirement as interpreted by the
U. S. Supreme Court, but still is not in conflicti.

0.K.
Applies to District Court.

Not unconstitutional. Again not in conflickt. A dei
can be put on work release and levy ecuxecutiocn on hig
property if he doesn't pay the fine. LCoes nol say i
indigent. Those who are able to pay but rcfuse to pay
arc sent to County Jail.
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23

34

43

49

52

56
61
74
80

85

21

22

32

41

43

44

44

60

72

77

90

91

—~2 -

Statute changed with the 197% Legi-i-furc
been chanded for a person to speud pint of liig tire

«  he

hc i - .
2aw has

the County Jail. The wording, &s anoenicd, Lo bed
Section and should be changed. It still coes nol provide

that he can spend some time in jail.

.

Law changed. If second offense nisuorecror,

be placed on probation up to five yvears.
0.K., but needs to be ro-writtai..

O.X.

We no longer have in Juvenile Law "delingu-ncey”

in need of special supervisicn'. It 1s now

described in Section 43-202, parecraph 1,

o
law changed in 1974 and again in 1975%. &

LB 288.

We do not have children "in need of speci
They are a "child as described in Sccelion 43-202, 1are

4.

There is not a gap. We can usc other sexr .
evaluation. One of the Secticns of the zt2tut

what they do provide.

No "delinquency", "neglect", or "sp
Stated as '"child as described in fceccticon

Amended. LB 620 in 1975 Lealslature.
O.K.

hpplies to District Court.

O.K.

Applies to District Court.

Applies to District Court.

Applies to District Court.

Applies to District Court.

First parvagraph applics to the District U

agree with written consent of tho covri.
of the Court.
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CONFLICT OF- INTERESTS

The primary goal of CLIC was to provide well researched in-depth
analysis of legal problems sukbmitted by project users. CLIC did not
claim to be the "final authority" or "leading authority," but an un-
biased dispassionate research pool for judge, prosecutor and public
defender alike. To avoid the pitfalls of a prosectuor saying "Creighton
says this," and the defender saying, "No, Creighton says this," on the
same issue in the same case:, it was the responsibility of the Student
Assistant before accepting a request to insure that NO other work had
been done for another party on the same case. If previous requests
had been made, a Caller's request was denied, even though it concerned
another issue in the case.

If the Student Assistant was unable to decide if a conflict existed,
he consulted the Project Director for final determination.

If the Student Assistant or the Research Assistant to whom the
case was aésignéd, had any personal conflicts of interest, because of

other employment, etc., the Project Director was notified.
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Total No. of Respondents Surveyed

Average Percent of Time
Spent on Each' Category:
% Traffic Cases
Felony Cases
Misden2anor Cases
Total Criminal Cases

o ¢

U Ow
o

No. of Respondents Stating
Staff is Available for Research
A, Yes (Nurber)

Yes (Percent)
B, No (Numbar)

No (Percent)

Average Percentage of Time Spent
on Lecal Research

Numbar of Answers

Average Percentage Time

Sources Frequently Used in Preparing
Cases
No. of Respondents
Case Law:
0.S. S.Ct. Decision
Nebr. S.Ct. Decision
Federal Court Decision
S.Cts Dec.~Other States

Statutory:

Nebr, Criminal Statutes
Municipal Ordinances

COMPUIMER ANALYSIS ~ INITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE
Results as of 12/30/74

Total

384

N
) o w
cP of o9

[onY
W
c?

51

14%
317

86%

323
20

362

225 .

345
101
94

355
219

County

Attorney

95

FaY
6

ol P ¢P

(89)

94

64
94
25
23

93
49

County
Judge

35

N =N
OO o
cd ol o

(o))
1
ol

0%
35
100%

33
11

35

25
35
12
11

35
27

Assoc.Cty

Judge

77

85%

44
11

64

21.
51

63 .
42.

District
Judge

26

-
fhe

~
T

[U%]
S O b
¢ €3 P

}-
P
N
Ul
a—_

o,
o

25
100%

19
15

25

24
25
10
11

Dzfense
Counsol

97

o)
<

97

75
96
42
37

97
51

43
16

47

16
44

42
44

(45)
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— 1 Total
Secondary:
Treatises 78
U.S. Law Week 23
Criminal Law Reporter 52
Nedrads, Criminal Law 21
Law Reviews 120
ther Legal Pericdicals 80
Other Secondary Material 73
Average No. of. Responses
Per Respondent 4
6. Average No. of Cases Per Month
Where Aid Would Help
A. Traffic Cases (No. of Responses) 6
B. Felony Cases (No. of Responses) 2
C. Misdereanor Cases (No. of Responses) 5
D. Total for Criminal Cases
(No. of Responses) 13
7. Publications CLIC is Requested to

Comouter Analysis — Initial Questionnaire

Page 2

Creighton Law Review

Make Available
None, No Answer, N/A 269

S.Ct. Dzcisions/Northwestern Reports 4
Corous Juwris Secundum 2
Federal Reporter 2nd & Supp. 5
Law Reviews (Other than C.U. and U.N.L.) 7
U.S. Law Week . 11
California Criminal Jury Instructions "4 1
ABA Standexds 2
Nebraska Statutes 3
Nebraska Law Review--U.N.L. 3
Other 9

2

County County
Attorney Judge

24 6

2 4

24 5

6 5

33 17

22 17

25 5

5 5

9 4

2 2

7 6
(279) 18 (72) 12
52 22

1 0

1 0

2 0

2 1

4 2

0 0

1 0

0. 1

1 1

1 0

0 0

NAssoc.Cly
“Judge

]_-l
MU W H DO

19
14

(31) 35

(o)}

NWHHOOOFOOO M

District Dfonse
Judge Counsel

4 37

3 8

4 12

0 , 8
11 41

9 24

7 23

5 5

0 1

3 2

1 2

4 (19) 5 (87)
19 67

1 1

1 0

2 1

1 2

2 3

1 0

1 0

0 1

0 0

0 4

0 0

City

Attorney
—
7
2
3
1
5
3
8
4
3
0
2
m
5 (35) x|~
.Uln
S| &
v
<
43
1
0
0
0
0
0
¢
0
0
1
0
—



Computer Analysis - Initial Ouestionnaire

Page 3

Trial Practice

Jury Instructions:

Nedrad's, The Criminal Law

Secondary Materials, Hornbcok, Etc.

Publications, Misd. & Treffic

Nepbr. S. Ct. Advance Reps.

Nebr. District Court Decisions

U.S. S.Ct. Dzcision

Microfilmed Cases

Criminal Law Reporter

Evicdence, Search/Seizure, Etc.

wharton's Criminal Law

N.D.A.A. & N.C.ALA. Pub., Neb.
Pros. Handhook

A.L.R.

. Uniform Complaint Forms

West's Reporter System
Juvenile Reporter
Unspecified Desk Book
Legislative Analysis Update

Suggested Projects:

None, Unknown, N/A

Judges Dask Boox

Judgas Desk Book/Criminal

Judges Dask Boolk/Sentencing

Drafting Legislation

Nebraska Supreme Court Decisions

Iooselcaf Criminal Statutes

Jury Instructions

Journal Entries/County Attorneys

Check List/Criminal Arraigrment

Check List/Sentencing

Dispositions of Nebr. District
Court Case Analysis

Courts Position on Expend. of Funds

p——

T

Total

—
N =W
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HNONWU S DD
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County County Assoc. Cty  Dislxrict  Daefensn City
Total Attorney Judge Judge Judye Counsel Attorney

8
pa
:
o)
o
1
0
<!
)
|
o
=
i
0
-
0
Eg
‘gf“
i)
5%
e

legislative Analyses

Unifoxm Court Rules

County Judges Desk Book

Ccunty Court Trial Practice Manual

Clerk Assistance (Microfilming)

Bock on Forms—--Procedures

U.S. Supreme Court Decisions Analysis

1B 520

Records/Traffic & Misdereanor

Indexx~Attorney General Opinions

Criminal Law Cutline/4th, 5th & 6th Amends.

Nebraska Prosecutor's Handbook

Revicw Proposed Criminal Code

Brief Bank

Juvenile Law

Unspecified Desk Book

Criminal Law (Nebrasika Monthly Newsletter)

Reference Book Listing Institutions
Providing Corrections

Compilation of Local Court Records

Continuing Legal Education

Need to Contact After Hours Scheduled

No. of Respondents Stating Yes
No. of Respondents Stating No

™

~J

NS
N SR

N

I .
B W Lo~ D N N

B

20
339

N
(@}
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TELEPHONE SURVEY REPCORT
SIX MONTH SURVEY

JINE 2, 1975
County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City Non-
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel Atty. Other User User
TOTAL AWARENESS O PROJECT
A. Total Responding 221 47 52 0 7 76 39 n 66 155
B. Have Heard of CLIC 217 47 52 0 7 74 37 0
C.. % of Line A 98% 100% 100% 0 100% 97% ' 94% 9
D. Have Used CLIC 66 20 12 e 2 25 7 0
E. % of Line A 29% 42% 23% 0 28% 32% 17% 0
F. Have Not Used CLIC 155 27 40 0 5 51 32 0
G. Non-User: "Has heard of CLIC" 151 27 40 0 5 49 30 0
H. % of Iine F 97% 1.00% 100% 0 -100% 96% 93% 0
I. Non-User: Judged "AWARE OF CLIC"123 21 33 0 4 42 23 0
J. % of Line F 79% 77% 82% 0 80% 82% 71% 0
K. Total Aware (Users and
Non-Users) 189 41 45 0 6 67 30 -0 66 123
L. % of Line A 85% 87% B6% 0 85% 88% 76% 0 100% 80%
FPIRST EXPOSURL TO CLIC
Total No. Aware 189 41 45 0. 6 67 30 0 66 - 123
CLIC letter 19% 20% 38% 0 17% 9% 10% 0 12% 22%
Circular 27% 15% 29% 0 17% 27% 43% - 0 24% 28%
Newsletter 30% 39% 13% 0 17% 36% 33% 0 30% 30%
News Media 8% 7% 2% 0 0 12% 10% 0 15% 4%
Word of Mouth 11% 12% 18% 0 17% 9% 0 0 12% 10%
7% 0 0 33% 7% 3% 0 6% 6%

Other 6%
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TOTAL EXPOSURE TO. CLIC

CLIC letter
Circular
Newsletter

News Media

Word of Mouth
Other
Average/Respondent

PLANS TO USE CENTER IN FUTURE

Total No. Responding
Plan to Use in Future
Do Not Plan to Use

% RESPONDING WITH EVALUATION
FORM OR QUESTIONNATIRE

Total No. Responding
% Returned Foxrm
% Did Not Return Form

REASON FOR NOT RETURNING

Total No. Responding
No Foxm
TForgot ]
Form Too Long
No Time
Unhappy
Otherx

% RECOMMENDING CLIC TO
OTHER PROFESSIONATS

Total No, Responding
Recanmended CLIC
Have Not Recammended CLIC

County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City Non-
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel Atty. Other User User
44 (23%) 10 20 0 2 8 4 0 10 34
83(43%) 17 19 0 1 28 18 0 32 51
108(57%) 24 20 0 3 42 18 0 34 74
35(18%) 8 3 0 0 19 5 0 21 14
89 (47%) 19 28 0 5 27 10 0 31 58
15(10%) 7 1 0 2 7 2 0 6 13
2.0 2,0 1.9
189 41 45 0 6 67 30 0 66 123
183(96%) 41(100%) 42(93%) 0 5(83%) 66(98%) 29(96%) 0 66(100%)117(95%)
6 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 6
]
KN
S
: 5|5
61 19 11 0 2 23 6 0 S
68% 63% 72% 0 50% 69% 83% 0 <
31% 36% 27% 0 50% 30% 16% 0
19 7 3 0 1 7 1 0
7 2 2 0 1 2 0 0
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 3 1 0 0 4 0 0
66 20 12 0 2 25 7 0
62% 65% 83% 0 100% 56% 28% 0
37% 35% 16% 0 0 44% 71% 0

NOTE: % colums add to less than 100% because numbers are truncated at third decimal place.



TOTAL AWARENESS OF PROJECT

A,

L.

Total Responding

Have Heard of CLIC
% of Line A

Have Used CLIC
% of Line A

Have Not Used CLIC

Non~-User: "Has heard of CLIC"

% of Line F

TELEPHONE SURVEY REPORT

TWELVE MONTH SURVEY

Non-User: Judged "Aware of CLIC"101

% of Line F

Total Aware (Users and
Non-Useis)
% of Linc A

FIRST EXPOSURE TO CLIC

Total No. Responding

CLIC Lettexr
Circular
Newsletter
News Media
word of Mouth
Qther

AUGUST 31, 1975
County County . As.Co. Dist. DeE. City Non-
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel Atty. Other User User
179 31 8 33 6 79 22 0N 62 117
175 31 8 32 6 76 22 0
97% 100% 100% 96% 100% 96% 100% 0
62 21 5 6 2 24 4 ]
34% 67% 62% 18% 33% 30% 18% 0
117 10 3 27 4 55 18 0
113 10 3 26 4 52 18 0
96% 100% 100% 96% 100% 94% 100% n
8 3 22 4 47 17 N
86% 80% 1008 81% 100% 85% 94% 0
163 29 8 28 6 71 21 0 62 101
91% 93% 100% 84% 100% 89% 95% N 100% 86%
163 29 8 28 6 71 21 0 62 101
47 45 38 46 67 46 52 0 47 48
10 10 0 0 17 10 29 0 3 15
21 17 13 36 0 21 14 0 18 23
2 3 13 4 0 1 0 0 3 2
4 .0 25 7 0 4 0 0 6 3
15 24 13 7 17 17 5 0 23 10
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TOTAL EXPOSURE TO CLIC

CLIC Iletter
Circulax
Neowsletter

News Media

¥ord of Mouth
Cther
Average/Respondent

PILANS TO USE CENTER IN FUTURE

Total No. Responding
Plan to Use in Future
% of Total

Do Not Plan to Use

PERCENT RESPONDING WITH EVALU-
ATION FORM OR QUESTIONNAIRE

Total No. Responding
% Returned I'orm
% Did Not Return Form

REASON FOR NOT RETURNING

Total No. Responding
No Form
I'orgot
Form Too Long
No Time
Unhappy
Other

$ RECOMMENDING CLIC TO OTHER
PROFESSIONALS

County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City Non-
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel’ Atty. Other User Usex
80 (493) 13 4 14 4 33 12 0 31 49
31(19%) 4 0 1 1 15 10 0 6 25
117 (71%) 23 4 24 4 48 14 0 46 71
23(14%) 7 1 3 0 9 3 0 11 12
76 (46%) 12 4 16 4 34 6 0 35 41
67 (41%) 17 4 11 1 29 5 0 31 36
2.4 2.5 2.3
163 29 8 28 6 71 21 0 62 101
155 29 7 28 4 67 20 0 62 93
95% 100% 87% 100% 66% 94% 95% 0 100% 92%
8 0 1 0 2 4 1 0 0 8
53 17 3 4 1 24 4 0
84 82 100 - 50 100 87 100 0
15 17 0 50 0 12 0 0
8 3 0 2 0 3 0 0
4 1 0 0 0 3 0 0
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 3 0 0 0 0 0 .0
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6. Continued

Total No. Responding
Recamended CLIC
Have Not Recommended CLIC

County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City Non~
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel Atty. Other User User
62 21 5 6 2 T 24 4 0
67% 52% 80g 66% 50% 759 100 0
32% 473 208 33% 50¢ 253 0% 0
NOTE: % colums add to less than 100% because numbers are truncated at third decimal place. ,
[aa]
<N
2511')
=l o
&
Iy [=
<
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Complete, Verbatim Responses
From Student Evaluations of the CLIC Program

Student #1

1.

Increased my ability to work with others, an attribute I totally
lacked before I came to CLIC. Sharpened my research skills,
especially in the area of technical accuracy via the Whitebook.
Broadened my knowledge of criminal law and reinforced my initial
desire to make a career of this field.

Yes, I had no problems with the supervisory personnel. In fact,
given the time limitations they work under, I was quite impressed
with the willingness to help.

In my own experience, I do not feel that I would benefit if I

spent more than the one semester that I did spend working for

CLIC. This is probably due to my own preference for short-term
work relationships. I find that I opeak insofar as learning
ability is concerned at about the 6 month level.

Yes, if one receives credit for working on the law review, which

is of questionable merit anyway, one should definately receive
credit for working for an organization that adds so very much to
jurisprudence in fact.

No, I feel that the balance between the students role and the work
of the project is quite satisfactory.

Yes, I think a CLIC type project would be of great value in other
rural areas of the country. My experience in working with various
rural attorneys, has been that our service is immeasurably imwortant
to them. For example, many of the questions we answer are extremely
important questions, but, since the attorney in the rural areas
does not have access to current thinking in the area, the questions
would go by the boards if CLIC was not here for them to rely on.

As well, crime is not as ripe in rural areas, and, hence, the

rural attorney is rarely equipped to handle many questions his
urban counterpart might pose.

Student #2

1.

The job has had several different aspects: straight legal research
writing and a sort of logical and yet critical thinking component.

As to the first; I have improved my research skills enormously in
the course of the sumer. Where as I used to flounder around, I
am now acquainted with the library enough that research is not so
hit and miss. I have developed a fairly systematic and yet

- thorough approach to the problems.

" As to the second, the sheer volume of writing that must be done has

developed some facility. I say some because T still feel that

my style is pretty stiited at times. However, it is improving, I
feel. At least I am stilted without laboring over every word that
is written.

As to the third, it takes time to develop a facility with which to
attack each problem. I am still learning. The conversations with
Professor X and the other assistants have been extremely valuable
in discovering 'angles' with which to attack issues or investigate
the parameters.

There is also a great deal of specific substantive knowledge gained.
No memo written by me was a repetition of an earlier memo, nor did
it cover a topic with which I was familiar at the outset. Thus,
substantively, I know a lot about truck ordinances, criminal
procedure, juvenile law, bad checks and a variety of other topics.
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Professor X was extremely helpful. He was always willing to talk
about the narrow and the broad angles of the questions. In terms
of simply learning about law, the discussions led to wider areas
than the memo topics and I gained a great deal of personal knowl-
edge unrelated to the memos from him.

Purthermore, Professor X knows how to research. When I was
stumped for ideas, he usually had a novel way to consider the
problem that led to some authority. And he is well read. That
is a great help because he was acquainted with treatises that I
would not have otherwise considered.

Professor Y may be well read, he may be knowledgeable, but he did
not have the time nor the interest to impart that to us. I should
be fair and say that he was not my direct supervisor exceot on
rare occasions. Thus my experience is limited and those comments
should be considered with that in mind.

I did work extensively on the sentencing manual which involved
contact with Professor Y. On the whole, the sentencing manual was
a good idea, but same of the portions of it were, in my opinion,
useless. However, that opinion did not seem to carry much weight,
which is probably valid. Working with him on that was frustrating
because of the lack of time that he had to talk with me. Generally
he was accessible within three to four hours of my needing to speak
to him. Not bad for a busy man. Personally, I find that sort of
time schedule frustrating.

I have not had any repetition of issues as of yet. In that resvect,
it continues to be valuable for me simply as a vehicle for learning
the substantive law. However, there is a limit to how much
substantive law one needs to explore.

Writing practice is essential for me, and to same extent I will
never cease to benefit fram that aspect. As long as I have same
feedback. Professor X did give me feedback because of the individual
conferences. for each memo. Professor Y, however, never discussed

a memo personally with me and made no criticism. I really doubt
that there was no criticism to be made.

And sooner or later one knows one's way around the library. And
that skill has been learned. I personally will not tire of the
job simply because the issues are always different. When there
is gross repetition and I have gotten sick of criminal law and
procedure, the benefits may disappear.

Everything that I have learned, save the depth of the issues, is
covered in one course or another. But I don't think that I will
take same of these courses, particularly criminal procedure, unless
I must. I have learned a sufficient amount through research to
know my way around to learn the rest on my own. That relieves

me from that course and allows me to take other subjects

instead.

As for awarding credit, that is difficult to say. I happen to
like getting paid and would not be able to take this job if it
were not a paying job. So to put this on the level of an intern-
ship, it has its good and bad aspects. As a research and writing
course, it could be invaluable.

Basically, I have no changes to make. I despise the administrative
work and wish that it were not so abundant. I think that someone
else. should be hired -to do the telephone swurvey because that takes
time away from memos. And basically one does not need a law
student to make phone calls.
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In respect to the sentencing report, I did not need to waste so
much time doing the cutting and pasting, the pagination and all
the details of that project. BAgain, it does not take a law student
to cut out 141 numbers and glue them onto pages. That manual is

a very expensive pilece of work because of hours that I spent at
what I consider a high rate of pay, doing trivial work. I
personally felt that I was wasting time that could be better spent
on memos. I was hired as a legal researcher, not as a layout
person. And my time was spent as a layout person rather than a
legal assistant. I didn't learn anything for all the hours that

I spent on that manual. That was a waste of time. If asked to do
another such project, I am afraid that I would decline or quit if
the project included that sort of trivia primarily.

Yes. I would recanmmend continuing the project. It is valuable and

a great service for the lawyers, I feel, as well as for the students.

It is essential that the faculty advisor have time to spend with
the students in discussing the memos and in evaluating. And that
the advisor be accessible. If he or she is not, the project suffers
tremendously through frustration and wasting time. On the occasions
when I did not talk to the advisor, I did a great deal of extra
work for no reason at all.

Student #3

1.

Working for CLIC made me do research - something which I hated and
was not very good at before joining the staff. Therefore, I
learned how to operate efficiently in the law library and I
appreciated doing research since it was now more than just an
academic exercise. I learned how to write concisely, organize my
thoughts more clearly and broadened, on the whole, my law school
education.

Yes, they were great. Whenever I was stuck or had to work out
sanething, they were always ready to help and many times even
without asking.

I think it can be beneficial for as long as someone works on
different projects. However, the first semester seems to be the
most beneficial since after doing several projects, he begins to
get the feel for it.

Yes - specifically I have learned good research technicues and
it enhanced my working knowledge of criminal law and the inter-
pretation of statutes.

I don't think the researcher's role should be changed, but I
think they should be given a handout initially so that they will
know the procedure.

They should work a little closer with the student advisors so that
the one taking the call and the one writing the brief have the
same knowledge of the facts or what is specifically expected to
be answered. ‘

Yes, the project should be continued, but it should be kept on

the small personal basis as it is at present. There must be quite
a bit of inter-office contact so that information will be passed
and the memos will reflect an organized and efficient attitude.

The regions covered should not be greater than the one at present,
because it would make the office too big (that is, addition of more
people and supervisors) and th. necessary working contact would be
lost. .
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Student #4

1.

The work experience has been most beneficial in developing, or
perhaps refining, writing skills. The memos require a definition
of the issue(s), and specificity of both writing and research.
Research skills have also been improved as a result of the work
experience. I am able to use more topics in search of rescurce
material that were previously overlooked. Iearning to budget
time, what and how to extract material from resources in a more
efficient manner, are two other benefits. The project is
excellent experience in the criminal justice area, obviouslv,

and is beneficial in exposing the student to the practical problems
and questions found.

Supervision must first be defined, and such a definition was not
enunciated in any fashion. I personally had little or no super-
vizion and any questions were directed to co-workers in the event
a problem arose. The student assistants did not feel, or appear
to be, canfortable when confronted with problems involving
supervision. Feedback fram the project director was minimal and
as a result, a vacuumn existed when delegation of authority did not
occur. Little, if any, positive reinforcement.

Unknown. A sufficient number of memos is required before
familiarity is developed with all available resource materials.
Most resesarch begins and ends with those sources with which the
student is familiar. A thorough search is usually predicated

on a difficult question, but the type of research practiced should
be as varied as time permits to allow the best possible answer.

Academic credit could be justified only in lieu of compensation.
Formal class work is devoid of the practicabilities. The broad
area enveloped by questions posed to the project not only
acquaint the student with problems that actually exist, but also
provide a background against which the theory of class work may
be better understood.

The students' role should remain the same. I cannot imagine allowing
greater student responsibility in areas of content, or policy, and
the freedam given students in preparation of the memos is adequate,
contingent upon faculty review and feedback. Also, as a learning
experience, more efforts should be directed toward original
compositions, where possible, and lezs reliance should be placed

on the xerox machine.

I don't think that the memos should be slanted toward the particular
party requesting information. The temptation to rely on such

memos and attaching copies to briefs by the practicing bar places
too much authority where it cannot properly be supervised at that
level. Faculty approval cannot prevent proklems and criticisms
fram arising, despite the most diligent attempts.

Student #5

1.

In two ways research skills and writing development.

My research abilities have vastly improved. I have developed a
systematic approach when researching a topic. Rather than skipping
around, hit and miss, I always check for statutes first, then case
law, then law review articles. If I need an overview I utilize
C.J.S. or Am.Jur. first. I have also learned to use ALR. As a
consequence of my newly developed skills, my research time has

been cut down substantially.

My writing skills have similarly improved. In conjunction with my
research I have learned to narrow the issues as much as possible,

Abpendix B
Page 63




and to avoid giving an encyclopedic dissertation on every subject.
I have learned to avoid excess verbage, brush up my style, and
use a pattern which facilitates writing memos.

I thought the supervision I received was excellent. I found
Professors Y and X readily accessible to any problems I had in
my research.

I was especially impressed when Mr. Y took time out to spend 45
minutes with me, dissecting one of my early memos, to show me its
weaknesses and strengths. I believe this led to my subsequentlv
improved writing ability.

Much depends on how many hours a dav are devoted to the project.

I did it for 20 hours my first month and full time for a month
until school started. Then I returned to a limited schedule. It
is very difficult to do research a limited number of hours a day.
Interruptions just cause chaos. It is very difficult getting back
on track esvecially if an urgent project intervenes.

It takes five projects to get a good feeling for the job, as to
what is expected in the memo, how much research to do, hiow it should
be approached, etc. BAny additional projects serve to sharpen

these skills rather than introduce the basics. They get easier to
do and consume less time.

I would suggest one semester as the ontimum duration a student
should remain on the project, so that others may benefit from it
also.

No, I do not believe academic credit should be given. This should
remain strictly extracurricular. I do not believe that a member
of CLIC should receive credits if a student clerking for a law
firm does not, because each does basically the same job, and hoth
are monetarily compensated.

An advantage of CLIC however, is that the work is more concentrated
so that you are able to develop research skills more readily than
in a law firm. These skills are not developed at all in classroom.
The guidance and precision in CLIC writing is more exacting than
that required for a firm. I found the skills I develored in CLIC
to be beneficial in my clerking job and in general research, but

T do not believe academic credit should be given to the select

few who qualify for CLIC.

No. I find the student’'s role to be justified. He should have the
issue presented to him, and then be allowed, with minimal guidance,
to develop his answer.

T still believe that too often the research which is done is
because (a) the attorney is too lazy to do it himself or (b)

he has exhausted all reasonable research and now has an impossible
problem requiring a solution.

There are too many last minute requests, but rarely is 2n attorney
given such a short suspense. Also, too often an attormey fails

to properly define the issue, so that when he receives the work he
accuses the student of not answering the question, when he clearly
is at fault. Obviously these cases are the exceotion, and a lot
of good, honest effort is generated bv the program, from both the
students and attorneys.

I think this program should continue. I am not dubious that a
similar project in other areas would not be worthwhile, but I
believe they should only be established upon demonstrated need, and
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not simply because other regions have a program. Guidelines and
specific criteria therefore should be established before more
programs are initicted.

Student #6

1. (a) Have acquired a working knowledge of criminal procedure.
(b) Have acquired a working knowledge of the rules of evidence.

(c) Have become skilled in writing legal memoranda, and use of the
"whitebook. "

(d) Have become familiar with the Nebraska Statutes; ard, in general,
the sources available to me in the law library.

(e) The experience has given me a practical insight into the nroblems
facing both prosecutors and defense attornevs in criminal cases.

2. The supervision received from Professor X was superlative. He was
always available for consultation on difficult problems when other
students could not help. He was personally a large factor in the
program being such a successful educational experience.

A general examole of the excellent supervision received from
Professor X was the way he would approve memoranda. Rather than just
receiving a rough draft with comments, the student would have a
conference with Professor X for every memo, at which time he would
not only make his suggestions and criticisms, but would exnlain

why. This was very important, as the student would learn from
his errors and/or cmmissions.

I believe the program owes a debt of gratitude to Professor X and
will be hurt by his departure.

Unfortunately, I cannot speak of Professor Y in the same wav.

While Professor X was on vacation, Professor Y acted as the

faculty member supervising the prevaration of the memos and approving
them. The only feedback on the memos we received were the comments
on the memos themselves. We were not told the "why" for the changes.
But the primary problem with Professor Y was his unavailability.

He is simply too busy, and has too many other vrojects, to be of any
assistance to the students. If we wanted to consult with him, we
had to make ‘an appointment. This is inexcusable.

3. A student could serve in the project during his entire law school
education and still benefit from it. This is because of the variety
of requests which come in the office. Seldom is a student in a
position where he is not learning anything new. The primarv reason
for this is that if a request cames into the office which we have
already researched, a copy of the past memo is sent, updated if
necessary. Another reason is that the student assistant makes
an effort, and is generally successful, to assign memos in such a
way that no one student is working consistently on one area of

law, but rather all students are exvosed at least once to each
area.

4. The work is definitely of sufficient value to justify academic
credit. I have learned more law working for C.L.I.C. one summer
than I did my entire freshman vear.

Specifically, I have learned Criminal Procedure under Nebraska Law
and under the Federal Rules. I have also learned much about
Evidence, both under the provosed Nebraska Rules and the Federal
Rules of Evidence. Another area I have had exvosure to is
Municipal Corporations, although not to such an extent.
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1.

(a) The students should not be required to make telephone surveys.
The student receives no academic benefit from this and it
should be eliminated.

(b) The students should not be required to move furniture. Again,
no academic benefit.

The project should be continued, the benefits to both the users and
the students are enormous. Similar projects would be beneficial in

other rural areas, though the project should not be available for use
as a free clerking service.

The project could be improved by setting a definite time each day,
possibly a specific two hour period, when the supervisor would
either be consulting with students or reading memos. Another
improvement would be to pramote better cammunications between the
project director and the students. An idea might be to have a
weekly meeting where problems could be discussed and the nroject
director could keep students informed as to funding, correspondence,
etc. In addition, the project director should be more accessible to
the students and should have fewer other projects.

Student #7

When -I began working with this project, I had little interest in or
knowledge of the field of criminal law. Specifically, because of
this project, I am now working as a deputy county attorney, and
intend in three to five years to open my own practice defending
criminal cases.

As far as T am concerned, my entire legal education came from
sources outside of the classroom, and of course, CLIC was one of

these sources. Anything I now know about criminal law or procedure
and related areas emanates from CLIC.

On the other hand, I do not believe that I have acquired any
specific skills as a result of CLIC. I have researched and written
briefs in other areas of the law for well over a year prior to
becoming associated with CLIC, and have been involved with shuffling
paperwork and supervising others in a number of previous jobs.

Supervision was, at best, fleeting. Neither the project director
nor the aszistant project director was ever available on a
sufficient continuing basis to make this project run as well as

it could. The project director may as well not even be associated
with CLIC. He was very seldom available to the students or the
project. On those rare occasions when he read student's memorandums,
his commentary and suggestions amply demonstrated his vast
knowledge of thz criminal law field. His cross—outs and re-wordings
amply demonstrated his egotistic preoccupation with a "style" of
writing he deecms to be his. There were many more instances of
re-wordings than there were suggestions or commentary.

The assistant project director was much more available; however,
because the project director pushed off most of the work on the
assistant, the assistant simply had toco much to do to keep up
with the workload. As the workload increased for the assistant,
his availability also nose—dived. When the assistant was avail-
able, he was of great help to all of the students. His apporoach
to students involved in this type of project was excellent - he
provided some leadership and added some cohesion to the wroject -
slow, but very helpful.

The secretary thought that she was a supervisor. I'm still not
sure if she was or wasn't.
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As the first student director (assistant?), I was quite frustrated
by the fact that while most of the supervision on a day to dav
basis was exercised by me, my role in decision making was rather
restricted. If the supervision had not fallen on me, I would not
care about making decisions. However, I was the suvervisor, I
was very restricted in making decisions, there was usuallv no one
else around to make a decision, and the project suffered.

A student can benefit as long as he is willing to benefit.

Formal law school class work is veritably useless as far as I

am concerned. Credit should be given for working at CLIC, or at

a law fimm, or at a county attorney's office, or wherever. I

think law has to be learned through experience - not a synthetic
classroom. The project director taught me nothing in criminal law
three years ago. The project taught me everything I know. The
project should be funded by tuition and the teachers federally financed
to show up as commentators, not sovhists.

Only insofar as suggested in other answers. If the student assis-
tant (director?) is to function as a project director, then he or

she should be given the full responsibility. If the student director
(assistant?) is to be able to contribute under the existing
structural organization, then there must be a strong and willing
project director who can do his own job — rather than sign his

name to only those things that others have written for him.

More meaningful input by the project director, especially insofar
as non-abrasive content criticism is invelved, would be greatly
appreciated and in fact is probably incumbent for the long-term
success of this project.

If the student directors (assistants?) will continue to bear the
brunt of runmning the vroject, thev should be paid more - perhaps
$4.50 to $5.00 an hour.

A lot more flexibility is needed for this type of project, and if
there is to be more flexibility, then there must be a full-time
secretary who does nothing but type memorandums and an occasional
report. CLIC has to have a secretary predominantly - if not only -
available to the users of the service.

More contact between users and all students is mandated if all are

to understand the meaning of the word "deadline." I think the
intentional non-contact of research aides with users is demeaning

to the students and therefore detrimental to the project. Organi-
zational control is necessary, but I think it has to give way to a
greater extent in this unique situation where 10 or 12 strong egos

(all lawyers and law students are egotists) compete. If more indi-
vidual input was allowed, only one student director would be necessary.

While some of the comments I have made may lead one to think the
experience has been a bad or mediccre one for me, the opposite is the
truth. CLIC is an ingenious idea and has nroven to be one of my
most rewarding experiences. While it needs work, overall the
project has run surprisingly well, and at times has gone simoly
superbly. For a seven month old project, I think it works better
now than anybody had a right or reason to expect at its inception.

The response has been overwhelming by the users. Having been around
the State a couple of times now, I have overheard some very worthy
praise. The speakers had no idea of my prior association with the
project.
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CLIC should be continued and expanded. Even when CLIC is

operating at its worst, it's still the best library in the western
part of Nebraska.

Student #8

1.

Familiarity with legal research techniques has been increased.
Knowledge of materials available for research has increased.
Increased knowledge of criminal law and the problems in this
area. Increased writing skill in the area of legal memoranda.

Supervision was generally adequate, but not very timelv. Iateness
in getting first drafts back to the student give inadequate time to
rework needed areas. The time element is critical since students
still must carry a full class load and an unexpected 4 or 5 hours
of more research or rewriting can have an adverse effect.

Skill at research and writing can only be learned over a period or
series of research projects. A one shot research job such as most
students do in the Moot Court is almost useless from a teaching
standpoint, because you don't have the chance to improve vourself
on succeeding problems. Most CLIC people do about 6 — 8 questions

a semester which probably gives adequate time to develop the
relevant skills.

Yes. You do not learn how to research in any law class that I
have been exposed to. You either learn it yourself or forget it.

No.

(a) Try to get more specific questions either from the client or
the student who takes the call. Trying to research everv
constitutional question that may be implied in a general
question takes an inordinate amount of time especially when
you consider each point must be discussed in the memo.

(b) Try to give students more time to research the more camnlex
questions. If a client needs an answer in a week, he couldn't
expect mach indepth research.

(c) Cut time lag while papers sit on faculty desks.
Fram talking to outstate attorneys on the vhone project, the impres-

sion is that the service is valuable to them. A similar project
would be of undoubted value in other regions.

Student #9

1.

This program has contributed significantly to mv legal education:

I learned research skills and writing skills that I would not have
learned from any of my classroom courses. It taught me much about
the practical aspects of being a lawyer, how to argue and how the
judicial process works. Perhaps most beneficial was the koost that
working in the program gave myself confidence. It helned me learn
to talk to other students about legal issues, to talk to lawyers
about problems they face and to talk to professors.

The program needs someone who can devote a specific allotted time
span per week to this project. A major problem in producing memos
was the unavailability of a faculty member to advise students when
they ran into problems with research; to svend sufficient time
reading completed memos; to assure memos being mailed promotly; and
just ‘being visible so students think they care. It would be nice
to be able to know that a supervisor would be available a svecific
two hour period each day to answer questions and read memos.
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When supervisors were available, their interest, advice and
support were excellent.

There probably is a limit to the benefits a student can receive
from a project like this, but it is difficult to say what that
time period would be. The time would probably vary from student to
student, depending on his personality and other experience. Although
a student may benefit by learning a new area of the law with each
memo he writes, the prime benefits of the program do not include
knowledge of the law. Once a student has picked up basic research
and writing skills, he can, of course, perfect these skills with
each memo written. However, he will continue to improve
(hopefully) throughout his legal career once those skills are
acquired. Once the basic skills are learned, it is important that
a student gain confidence in his use of those ckills, and this,
too., can be acquired through conferences with other C.L.I.C.
students and the professors. Position feedback is an important
aspect of the program. I would quess that the average time to get
maximum benefit f¥om the program would be 12 months. (However,
maximum benefit to the program would probably be acieved by keeping
"experienced" students on the staff.)

The work on this project was extremely beneficial in helping a
student learn research skills, writing skills, and practical
information about how the court system works. It gave the student
the opporturity to discuss specific cases, as opposed to abstract
issues. It was valuable in building the stuwdent's self confidence
and in giving him personal feedback about the quality of his work.
Maay of these benefits are the same ones a student receives by
clerking in a downtown law firm or by participating in an
internship program. If the program is used as an internshin for
which credit hours are givzn, it may merit that credit, provided
sufficient "supportive staff" is hired to handle administrative
tasks. The program should not e used to replace either a course in
criminal law or a course in criminal procedure. The best

solution is that the program remain a paid job, much like a
clerking position downtown.

The student should not be asked to do the telephone survey or similar
administrative tasks. The survey could more easily be handled by a
company which professionally handles such things. (That arrangement
would probably be more efficient, economically and scientifically.)
Other mechanical administrative tasks could also be handled by
employees other than law students. Such an arrangement would
probably be cheaper and would improve attitudes of students involved.

(a) A major problem with the program is lack of communication
between supervisors and students. - Students, generally, were
unaware of anything happening with C.L.I.C. other than the produc-
tion of memos. A regular staff meeting to inform students of
correspondence and activities of the project director.

(b) - As suggested in Question 2, it would be helpful to have a
supervisor available during a specific time period daily to
answer questions and read memos.

Student #10

1.

(a) I have acquired a familiarity with Nebraska criminal statutes.

(b) - I have acquired a working knowledge of the criminal law and
procedure area.

(c) I have sharpened general research skills especially with digests.
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(d) My ability to think through a problem and to express mv
ideas both orally and in writing has improved.

One supervisor was excellent. He had conferences on each memo
before returning the rough draft. During the conference, he
discussed both the substantive and stylistic aspects of the memo.

He was also generally available to discuss any problems during
the research phase of the memo.

On the other hand, the second supervisor was unavailable. In
order to discuss a research problem, it was necessary to make an
appointment (often a day or days in advance). He did not have a
conference on a mamo, rather he returned it with notations.

(@) In tems of acquiring substantive knowledge, one could continue
to benefit from CLIC for a number of years. It is difficult
to pinpoint a precise time limit, but probably between one and
a half to two years would be sufficient. The variety of
issues seems to provide experience in several areas.

(b) Research skills - approximately six months
(c) Writing ability -~ approximately one to one and one-half years
(d) Analytic ability - approximately one and one-half years

Yes, although the legal reasoning and writing course provided an
excellent foundation in researching a problem and writing a

brief and a memo, an exercise of that type only provides a

starting point. 2An individual's ability is sharpened by constant
practice in this area with a deadline to meet. CLIC provides a
valuable insight into the workings of the "real" world. The vroblem
necessitates focusing on a particular, specific area, often relating
that area to a more general one, rather than surveying an area of
law. ‘

The program provides a student with experience in criminal law, an
area in which few courses are offered. One sees the gaps in
criminal law. One learns to argue from the prosecutor's, the
defense attormey's, and the judge's side.

The students should be informed about the other areas of the
project.  Specifically he should be somewhat informed as to the
activities of the project director, the public relations aspect,
and the funding of the project.

Members of the legal commnity, faculty members, interested persons,
and CLIC users often question the students. In order to answer
their questions intelligently, the student should be more informed
as to the overall project rather than knowing only his area.

A manual for court appointed defense counsel would be useful.

Such a manual would provide defense counsel with an overall view
of the criminal vrocess and his role within the structure. The
prosecutors seem to be more informed of their responsibilities and
duties.

Every few months another section in the newsletter which deals with
recent developments in the criminal area, not only in Nebraska, hbut
other jurisdictions, would be helpful. It seems likelv that most
attorneys or judges using CLIC services do not have access to

Law Week or the Criminal ILaw Reporter, nor read the criminal decisions

in the Nebraska advance sheets.
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I would strongly recammend continuing the nroject. The lack of
research sources in the area CLIC services is appalling. My
experience with the project has demonstrated the need for CLIC.

I would recommend introducing a similar project in other regions
similar to Nebraska (those regions which lack research facilities
or reasonable access to research sources).

Student #11

1.

5.

Obvious skills which were developed as a result of the CLIC project
were research, issue solving, argument innovation, meeting deadlines,
precision in presentation and substantive integration. The benefits
of knowledge of more details and substantive law, of course, were

an incidental educational experience. Sounds ideal, doesn't it?

In short, the CLIC project sharvens one's "clever - center." I

am no wiser. (I suppose that is my priority problem).

Iet us not forget what the work "feel" means: to emote. The

CLIC project may give one a technical experience in the legal
field - it has nothing to do with feeling. Although I felt nothing
about the supervision, I think the supervision provided was
helpful in aiding the researcher to "think the law" a bit clearer,
to see issues from a particular vantage voint (i.e. plaintiff's

or defendant's), to build defenses fram that view and to clearly
express the law. Supervisors also raised unseen issues or pointed
out more subtle problems. In general, supervision was readily
available, although the secretaries played a major role in
motivating and activating supervisors in their advisory capacities.
(Why are the real strongholds, the real nucleii, so often over-
looked and overshadowed? Why is title so much more revered than
ACTION and dedication?)

One can learn so long as one wants to learn.

Of course the project has sufficient value to justify academic
credit. It would be a nice alternative to monetary renumeration.

I personally prefer money - preference is the wrong work - I

personally needed money. I think a CLIC course added to the
curriculum would be a most practical addition to legal education,
particularly with respect to the skills mentioned in question 1.
In answer to the second part of this inquiry, I an not sure I
know anvthing fram formal law school class work - again, my own
personal problem. ~

I have no standing to criticize or suggest amendment for the
program. I have no reason for suggesting I have no suggestions.

No comment.

Student #12

1.

Certainly the most important skill learned from the wroject is an
improved writing skill. Whenever a student has an opportunity to
write a memo—-for samecne other than himself--knowing it will

be used in an important manner--responsibility for a good and thorough
job is placed on the student and a learning process ensues.

Almost equally as important is learning the proper legal research
skills. Certainly these skills will be needed in order to be a
competent attomey, and the earlier these skills are developed the

better. This program goes a long way toward develomment of those
skills.
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Not only are improved writing and research skills important for the
attorney, but they are also important for the law student in his
preparation for law school classes. So, in reality, the project
has also increased the value of the legal education.

The interaction between student and professor--although not in the
classroan——helps the student become more fully aware of what an
attorney actually does.

The program provides practical, clinical experience, filling a
serious void in a legal education.

The most important contributors to the students' education are
improved writing and researching skills, but those other educational
benefits also accrue to the student.

The supervisors were always helpful when available. Professor Y
was not sufficiently available because of his workload as the
Project Director. It was not until Professor X went on vacation
that Professor Y really reviewed the memos. When he did start
reviewing the memos, his comments were helpful and informative.
It would be best either to decrease the workload of the Project
Director or specifically set aside a certain number of hours per
week for review of student work in order for the Project Director
to have more time with the students.

4

Professor X's supervision was excellent. He was available for
research help, ideas, and criticism.

It is the job of the Project Director with its duties, not the
person filling that job, which made the student supervison below
par.

The nunber of projects does not necessarily determine the benefit
to the student. It is the diversity of the project which broadens
the student's knowledge. If the projects were similar, five
projects would certainly be enough to gain all the exverience
possible.

A diversity of projects does not mean that new and different tasks

must be assigned to the student. Diversity refers to the different
problems posed in the request from the users. Certainly while the

project is young and as long as the rroblems posed are interesting,
the student can still learn.

Naturally, when the project becames stale for each student is an
individual determination. However, as long as the student's writing
skills continue to improve and the student recognizes the benefit,
the project remains beneficial. Each project offers potential
avenues of new learning, however, it is hard when the point of
diminishing returns is reached.

I think the work is sufficiently challenging to warrant academic
credit, so long as the "law clerk" function remains. There is more
to the project than merely learning proper research technicues.

A more indepth knowledge of the criminal law is gained by working
for the program. Also, the practical side is more appreciated by
a student. ILaw School is too case book oriented without enough
clinical, i.e. "real world" experience. This program gives insight
in the attorneys' problems dealing with the criminal law and how to
approach the solving of those problems.

While I think academic credit should be offered for participation,
I do not bhelieve that should be the only option to the student.
Many students view the program as a "law clerk job" taken to gain
valuable experience and knowledge and also to make some money. If
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only academic credit was offered those students would not he
attracted to the program and some capable students would not
consider working for the program.

As long as there iz an option open to the potential student
researcher, to work for money or academic credit, academic credit

would be good. The program is sufficiently challenging to warrant
it.

The student should not be expected to perform work that could just
as well be handled by non-law students, i.e. telephone survevs.

The student is attracted to the program because of the individual's
interest in criminal law and improving his research technicues in
order to prepare himself to be a qualified attorney.

I think questions concerning a city's ordinance and its violations
are not necessarily the type of area to be involved in. The
program should be on more serious crimes, misdemeanors and felonies.

I would certainly recommend continuing the project and its
expansion. The improvement of legal services is of benefit to
all. Too often criminal defendants, without caupetent legal
assistance, do not receive a fair trial because vital legal issues
cannot be considered because of a lack of research sources. Aall
sections of the criminal area are helped by the program--the
prosecutor, Jjudge, and defense attorney. The more information
each has, the better decisions are reached and society is better
for it. The project is one which would help most areas of the

country.

Student #13

1.

I have gained an extensive knowledge of Nebraska criminal procedure
fram the work which I have been assigned while in the project.

This was only to be expected from the nature of a project like
CLIC.

I have alsa acquired the totally useless skill of "whitebooking"
i.e. making footnote entries according to the finicky rules of the
Harvard Whitebook. In my opinion, far too much time and energy
of both students and faculty has been wasted in the vain and
futile pursuit of whitebook perfection. Sarcasm aside, it seems
that the situation would be better served by simply applving the
"operational” test to footnotes that is used in virtually all
other types of scientific research. Thus, the only criteria for
a good footnote would be whether or not it enables the reader to
find the source without too much trouble. This would certainly
cut down on wasted time of faculty, students, and typists which is
now spent on correcting such trivial non-substantive errors as the
omission of a space in "N.W. 2d" so that it appears as "N.W.2d."

The supervision received was generally unremarkable. That is to
say, it was neither extremely good nor extremely bad. I believe
that the supervisor achieved the appropriate amount of contact with
the staff. It is better if there is less supervision rather than
more, since the students are not in need of much suvervision. When
necessary, students, including myself, have felt free to see the
supervisor for help with specific problems and this has always

been forthcoming. In a program of this nature, the role of
supervisor is chiefly that of reaaing memoranda and being available
when students request assistance. 1In general, a passive rather
than an active role.
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The only problems that have arisen with supervision has occurred
when the Project Director (as opposed to the Faculty Supervisor,
Professor X) has intruded into the workings of the system. On
at least two occasions, the Project Director took it upon himself
to review one of this writer's memoranda, there was nothing wrong
with this - but instead of returning them to this writer for
needed oorrections, they were given to another staffer to rework
without comment. This was in total disregard to established
procedures and caused not a little upset amongst the staff.

Generally speaking, it takes at least one and a half semesters
for a student to becane sufficiently expert in the area of
criminal law to be a valuable asset of the vrogram. (This
presumes a person enters the program after his freshman year;
less time if he has had same practical experience with the
Nebraska criminal justice system.)

Once a student has achieved sufficient expertise in the mechanics

of research and memorandum writing, he begins to learn in detail the
system of criminal justice. 7n my opinion (having worked with CLIC
for over 2 semesters), a person can continue to learn for at

least two full years.

I am emphatically of the opinion that a student should be kepnt
for at least a year unless he is hopelessly incompetent. The
real learning cannot begin tntil he has really absorbed the
mechanics of work in the program.

.The CLIC work is too important to award merely academic credit.

The effort and responsibility borne by the student deserves
recompense in something far more tangible than a few hours of
academic credit. If, let us say, 3 credit hours were awarded
for CLIC work (assuming 15 hours a week) then the student will
have received about $225 value for his services during a 14 week
semester. Whereas, assuming a minimum wage of $3.50/hour, the
student would otherwise receive about $735 for his services.
Since the value placed upon CLIC services by users is much
greater than the value reflected in a $3.50/hour wage, it would
be grossly unjust to give only a few paltry academic credits for
the level of work done. I personally would not be motivated to
do as much work as I have done if the program were run for
academic credit.

The only fair thing would be to give 3 hours credit and a reduced
wage, let us say, $3.00/hour. This should only be done if it is
felt to be absolutely necessary.

The best change that I can suggest would be to hire students with
the understanding that they would retain their employment not
just for one semester, but for their entire time in law school.
This would provide a much more stable staff and one far more
experienced in the criminal process. One problem that was
experienced was that at the end of the first semester, there

was some question as to whether the staff was to be retained

or changed. Aside from causing considerable perturbation to the
staff, since part-time jobs are impossible to get in the middle of
the year, there was great disruption of the nommal work routine
due to the attempt to have new applicants "prove themselves" by
doing regular memos prior to being hired. This resulted in the
Student Assistant and myself redoing a lot of memoranda done by
people who were not hired.

While it may seem trivial, I believe that an increase in the
hourly rate fram $3.50 to $4.50 would better campensate the
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students for the work they do. Further, students who do good
work should receive step increases. I would certainly recommend
that the program be continued and expanded. Indeed, I do not

see why each law school in the country could not have a similar
project for rural areas near to them. This would be of invaluable
assistance to the legal professional which has many difficulties
in rural-areas.

As a further part of the program, perhaps LEAA funding could be
used to supply outstate attorneys with summer law clerks. This
would work by having LFEAA pay the salaries of CLIC staffers who-
were assigned to work with specific, selected county attorneys.

Student i#14

1.

[1ay

I was employed for such a short period of time, it is immossible
to determine any beneficial result.

Supervision involved in the project is excellent. I found ease of
accessibility in regard to questions and sugge-.tions.

I would think that this would dermend on the individual. However,
oue's ability to reason and one's writing ability always have
roam for growth.

The award of academic credit for the work involved would be an
excellent idea. The project deals somewhat with wractical
methods of approach as opposed to the theoretical involved in
class work.

No specific suggestion.
No specific suggestions. The project is a fine one and should be

continued. I'm sure expansion into other regions would be warmly
received by the bar.

Student #15

1.

I believe the most valuable part of the experience was the
familiarity I gained in using research materials; knowing the
best place to look for answers to specific types of questions
which practicing attorneys are faced with daily. We were forced
to be practical in our answers—-we were taken a little bit away
fram the theoretical emphasis presented in law school courses.

Also, the process of assimilating material and analyzing it

and then presenting it in a logical fashion was very good for me
personally. When I first started writing, I did not know when to
quit doing research--I felt cast adrift on a sea of information
that seemed endless and it was difficult to know when to stop
looking. After doing several memos, it was easier to judge when
enough information was obtained.

I also feel more confident in my substantive knowledge of criminal
procedure and criminal law--and how the law may be applied to
various factual situations.

Yes. T also feel it is easier to work closely with other students
than with professors.

I feel that I benefited a great deal from two semesters of working,
and unless one needed the inccme, I think two semesters is enoudh.
One semester probably would not have been enough for me personally,
but every individual would have to gaudge his or herself, depending

on how much writing and research experience one brings to the project.
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4. Yes. I learned what I was supposed to lear., in intro to legal
reasoning —it is the sort of thing one must do tc learn, and the
more practice you have, the easier it becomes. It is certainly
as valuable as moot court or law review.

5. No. I thought the project was well planned, organized and run.
I enjoyed the experience.

6. No. Yes definately and ves.

Student #16

1. Improved knowledge of constitutional law, criminal law and
criminal procedure, as well as evidence and other related arecs.
Inproved my working knowledge of the Whitebook. Rescearch
skills were perfected as result of practice. - Probably some
improvement in analysis of legal problems.

2. Yes. Supervision was excellent.

3. A student probably reaches his maximum point of learning from this
project after 4 to 6 memorandums. Actually, answer depends on the
prior experience of each student.

Definitely after 6 memos one has perfected his research and
writing skills. However, the issues are all different---—and
in that regard a student never stops benefiting from his work on
the project.

4. Definitely: I learned areas of the law I hadn't learned in 4
crim. procedure, evidence, etc. Very often these are new areas
of the law--—-or new and unique cquestions.

5. No.

6. No.

Yes.

Student #17
[NOTE: This student's comments were not included in the student
evaluation summary. See text for complete explanation.]

1. Aided in my research, for which the University course offered was
inadequate.

2. Student aide 7 was always available to answer anv and all of mv
remested heln.

Professor Y was never available. The onlv nroof I had that he
was alive was little notes written to me on riy memorandum.

I got the feeling that he felt that seeing him was a nrivilege
of the few, of which I wasn't one.

The only faculty aid I received was from Professor X, who would
go out of his way to heln me.

3. Research grows old quickly. After one or two months at the most,

I feel a student should have gotten by far all that the nroaram
offered.

I feel the attraction of CLIC was the hicher salarv it maid over
most clerking jobs in town, although clerking is a far better
experience.
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No.

The knowledge -gained here should have been made available in a
good legal writing course, covering a wider field than CLIC does.

Iet him research and not have to move furniture.

Problems with Program

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Deals in trivialitv. I often got the feeling that it wasn't
that the lawver didn't have the vroper facilities to research,
but rather he didn't want to waste his time on the nonsense
he has the students look up.

Too much bureaucracy.

Too impersonal at the ton.

I'1ll never understand why sending out about ten memoranda
weekly requires so much money and SO many workers.

An exaggerated sense of importance.

The idea of CLIC is good. The program, as is, is a waste of
taxpayvers' money and an example of irresponsible government snending.
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PROQJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
October—--Novamber, 1974

Total County County Assoc.Cty District Defense City
Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney
Total No. of Evalutions Returned 43 9 11 1 5 15 2
Overall Satisfaction with Services
Total No. Responding 43 9 11 1 "5 15 ‘ 2
% Campletely Satisfied (5) 60% 44% 64% 100% 60% 60% 100%
% Generally Pleased (4) 28% 44% 27% 0% " 0% 33% 0%
% Good (3) 5% 11% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0%
% Not Satisfied (2) 5% $ 9% 0% 20% 0% 0%
% Campletely Dissatisfied (1) % 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0%
Average Rating 4.39 4,33 4.45 5.00 3.60 4.53 5.00
Reasons for Using Services
Tot. } No. Responding 41 8 11 1 4 15 2
Inadequate Library Facilities 19 5 3 0 1 9 1 i
Objective Opinion 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 3
PAditional Support 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 5
Learn How to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 =
Availability of Our Services 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 <
Lack of Materials From
Other Ju~isdictions 4 0 0 0 1 3 0
Understaffed 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
Time : 16 2 6 0 1 6 1
Travel Distance to Library Facilities 2 0 2 0 0 1 0
Faster Answer Through Us 3 0 3 0 0 0 0
Better Service to County 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
More Thorough Research 4 1 0 0 0 3 0
Expense 3 0 0 0 1 2 0
Answer of General Interest 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Pending Case of Unusual
2 1 1 0 0 0 0

Importance or Unique Case
Confidence in or Reputation
of CLIC 3
Wanted to See How Good We Are

l._J
O
o =
oo
oo
-
S

Page 78



Total
Percent Having No Problems in Contact
Total No. Responding 43
% Responding No Problems 95%
% Responding Problems in Contact 5%
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time
Total No. Responding 43
% Responding Report on Time 95%
% Responding Report Not on Time 5%
Percent Responding Report to Point
Total No. Responding 43
% Responding Report to Point 88%
% Responding Report Not to Point 12%
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Responding 43
% Excellent (4) 51%
& Good (3) 40%
$ Fair (2) 5%
g Poor (1) 5%
Average Rating 3.37
Helpfulness of Report
Total No. Responding 43
% Extremely Helpful (4) 56%
% Scme Help (23) 35%
% Little Help 72) , 2%
% No Help At All (1) 7%
Average Rating 3.39
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) County County  Assoc.Cty  District  Defense City
Total Attorney . Judge Judge " Judge Counsel Attorr
Amount of Difficulty in
Doing thée Project by Self
Total No. Responding 39 9 9 1 4 15 1
% Very Difficult (4) 18% 11% 11% % 50% 20% 0%
% Fairly Difficult (3) 56% 56% 56% 100% 50% 53% - 100%
% Fairly Easy (2) 26% 33% 33% 0% 0% 27% 0%
$ Very Easy (1) 0% 0% % 0% % % 0%
Average Rating 2.92 2.77 2.77 3.00 , 3.50 0 2.93 3.00
Type of Difficulty
Total No. Responding 37 7 8 1 4 15 2
Blank 6 2 3 0 1 0 0
Inadequate Library Facilities 19 3 5 1 2 8 0
Time 20 5 4 0 4 5 2
Lack of Materials Fram
Other Jurisdictions 4 0 1 0 0 3 0
Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 M
Distance to Travel 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 wlo
Understaffed 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 =1i
Not Applicable 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 gr
Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g«lc*
Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 9 0
Lack of Current Materials 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
More Thorough Research 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self
Total No. Responding 36 9 8 1 2 14 2
Mean Man-Hours 6.97 4.55 8.50 4.00 14.50 7.21 4.00
Worth of Report
Total No. Responding 36 8 8 1 3 ‘ 14 2
Average Fair Price $121.22 $58.75 $221.87 $90.00 $202.00 $92.71 $62.50
Intent to Use Services Again
Total No. Responding : 40 9 11 1 3 14 2
% Will Use Again 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
$ Will Not Use Again , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Frowart of lef;cu*'y in
Coing the Project by Self
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Total
“otal No. of Bvaluations Returned 16
overall Satisfaction With Services
Total Mo. Responding 16
g Campletely Satisficd (5) 56%
% Cencrally Plcased (4) 44%
% Good (3) 0%
% Not Satisfied (2) 0%
% Campletely Dissatisfied (1) 0%
Average Rating 4.56

Reasons for Using Services
Total No. Responding 1
Inadequate Library Facilities
Objective Opinion
Additional Support
Learn How to Handle
Availability of Service
Lack of Materials Fram
Other Jurisdictions
Understaffed
Time 1
Travel Distance to Library Facilities
Faster Answer Through Us
Better Service to County
More Thorough Research
Expense
Answer of General Interest
Pending Case of Unusual
Importance or Unique Case
Confidence in or Reputation
of CLIC
Wanted to See How Good We are
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC
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L P

R
County county ASouc, Wiy bmicmae e LS
Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other
percent Having No Problems in Contact
Total No. Responding 16 7 3 : 0 0 4 2 0
$ Responding No Problems 94% 100% 100% B 0% 0% 75% 100% 0%
% Responding Problems in Contact 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 0% 0%
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time
Total No..Responding 15 6 3 0 0 4 2 0
$ Responding Report on Time 93% 83% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0%
$ Responding Report Not on Time 7% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Percent Responding Report to Point
Total No. Responding 16 7 3 0 0 4 2 0
$ Responding Report to Point 100% 100% . 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0%
$ Responding Report Not to Point 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Responding 16 7 3 - 0 0 4 2 0
% Excellent (4) 50% 43% - 100% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0%
% Good (3) 50% 57% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% - 0%
$ Fair (2) : 0% 0% . 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% : 0%
% Poor (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Average Rating 3.50 3.42 4.00 0.00 - 0.00 3.50 3.00 0.00
Helpfulness of Report
Total No. Responding 16 7 3 0 o 4 2 0
% Extremely Helpful (4) . 56% 57% 100% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0%
% Some Help (3) 38% 29% 0% 0% 0% 50% . 100% 0%
% Little Help (2) . 6% 14% - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$ No Help at A1l (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
3.42 4.00 - 0.00 0.00 3.50 3.00 0.090

Average Rating 3.50
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—— Councy countcy ABsSOC.CLY Llstrice Ao Ly
Total .Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney Other

Aamount of Difficulty in
Doing the Project by Self

Total No. Responding 15 6 3 0 0 4 2 0
% Very Difficult (4) 13% 0% 33% 0% 0% 25% 0% 0%
% Fairly Difficult (3) 53% 67% 33% 0% 0% 75% 0% 0%
% Fairly Easy (2) 33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0%
% Very Easy (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Average Rating 2.80 2.66 3.00 0.00 0.00 3.25 2.00 0.00
Type of Difficulty
Total No. Responding 16 7 3 0 0 4 2 0
Inadequate Library Facilities 10 4 2 0 0 2 2 0
Time 10 6 2 0* 0 2 0 0
Lack of Materials Fram
Other Jurisdictions 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Distance to Travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 S ﬁ
Objective Opinion , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 S
Lack of Current Materials 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 E"H
More Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lack of Knowledge or
Ability for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self
Total No. Responding 12 4 2 0 0 4 2 0
Mean Man-Hours 5.58 3.50 2.00 0.00 0.00, 7.75 9.00 0.00
Worth of Report , |
Total No. Responding 1 4 L2 0 20 3 2 0
Average Fair Price ., $84.09 $43.75 $75.00 $O.QO $0.00 $150.00 $75.00 $0.00
Intent to Use Services Again
Total No. Responding 15 7 2 .0 0 4 2 0
% Will Use Again ‘ 100% 100% '100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0%
$ Will Not Use Again 0% 0% ; 0% . 0% 0% T 0% 0% 0%
e

L. =2}
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
FEBRUARY, 1975

County County Assoc. Co. District Defense City
Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other

Total No. of Evaluations Returned 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
Overall Satisfaction With Services

Total No. Responding 15

$Campletely Satisfied (5) 53 67 0 0 100 50 0 0

$Generally Pleased (4) 47 33 100 100 0 50 0 0

% Good (3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3Canpletely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 g 0 0

Average Rating 4.53 4.66 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.50 0.00 0.00
Reasons for Using Services

Total No. Responding 15 6 2 .1 2 4 0 0

Inadequate Library Facilities 9 5 1 1 Q 2 0 0

Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Additional Support 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Learn How to Handle 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Availability of Service 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lack of Materials Fram .

Other Jurisdictions 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Understaffed 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Time 1 4 2 1 2 2 : ;
Travel Distance to Library Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Better Service to County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
More Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Answer of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pending Case of Unusual " .

Importance or Unique Case 2 0 . 0 0 2 0 0 0

Confidence in or Reputation
of CLIC 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wanted to See How Good We are 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0
i
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pmount of Difficulty in
Doing the Project by Self

Mean

Total. No. Responding
% Very Difficult (4)

% Fairly Difficult (3)
% Fairly Easy (2)

% Very Easy (1)
Average Rating

of Difficulty

Total No. Responding

Inadequate Library Facility

Time

Lack of Materials Frcm
Other Jurisdictions

Inadequate Indexing

Distance to Travel

Understaffed

Expense

Objective Opinion

Lack of Current Materials

More Thorough Research

Lack of Knowledge or

Ability for Handling Case

Man~Hours to Do Work by Self

Total No. Responding
Mean Man-Hdurs

Worth of Report

Total No. Responding
Average Fair Price

Intent to Use Services Again

$ Will Use Again

T % Will Not Use Again

County County Assoc. Cty. District Defense City

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other
15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
33 33 0 0 100 25 0 0
53 33 100 100 0 75 0 0
13 33 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3.20 3.00 3,00 3.00 4.00 3.25 0.00 0.00
13 5 2 1 2 3 0 0
9 4 2 1 0 2 0 0
10 5 2 0 2 1 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 4 1 1 2 2 0 0

14.90 9.25 10.00 14.00  38.00 6.00 0.00 0.00
14 - 6 . 2 i 1 4 0 0

218.57  226.66 ~ 100.00 - 150.00 © 500.00 100.00 0 0

100 100 100 100 100 100 0 %

0 0o 0 0 o 0 0 e O
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Total

pPercent Having No Problems in Contact

Total No. Responding 145

% Responding No Problems 98

$ Responding Problems in Contact 2
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total No. Responding 144

% Responding Report on Time 97

$ Responding Report Not on Time 3
Percent Responding Report to Point

Total No. Responding 145

% Respendent Report to Point 8

$ Responding Report Not to Point 92

Rating of Report Quality

Total No. Responding 146
% Excellent (4) ; 51
% Good (3) : 42
% Fair (2) : 5
$ Poor (1) 1
Average Rating 3.42

Helpfulness of Report

Total No. Responding 146.

% Extremely Helpful {4) ) 56
% Same Help (3) 39
% Little Help (2) -2
% No Help At All (1) ‘ 3
Average Rating g 3.48 .

County
Attormey

49

98

49
37
57

€&

3.30

49

58

37

4

0
3.55,

County
Judge

30
100

31
100

31
13
87

31
58
39

3.54

31
65
29

3,51

Assoc. Cty.
Judge

80
20

100

100
40
60

3.40
40
60

3.40

District
Judge

12
100

12
100

12
17
83

12
75

17
3.41

12
67
17

17
3.23.

Defense
Counsel

41
98

41
10
80

41
54
37
10

3.43

41
49
49

3.46.

City
Attorney

86
14

100

71

29

3.71

43

57

3.42

Other

100

10

OO

Q
0

1
0
100

3.00

10

QO OO

3.00
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Total No. of Evaluations Returned

Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total No. Responding
% Completely Satisfied (5)
% Generally Pleased (4)
% 5 od{3)
9, Not Satisfied (2)
9% Completely Dissatisfied (1)
Average Rating

Reasons for Using Services
Total No. Responding
Inadequate Library Facilities
Objective Opinion
Additional Support
Learn How to Handle
Availability of Service
Lack of Materials From

Other Jurisdictions
Understafied
Time

Travel Distance to Library Facility

Faster Answer Through Us
Better Service to Ceunty

- More Thorough Research
Expense

“Answer of General Interest
Pending Case of Unusual

Importance or Unique Case
Confidence In or Reputation
of CLIC

Wanted to See How Good We Are

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC

PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION

March, 1975

County County
Total Attorney Judge

27 10 3
27 10 3
41 50 0
48 50 67
7 0 33
4 0 0
0 0 0
4.25 4.50 3.66
24 9 3
12 5 2
4 3 0
3 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 1 0
1 1 0
12 3 3
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 Q 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
4 1 1
3 1 0
0 0 0

Assoc.Co
Judge

0

oNoloNoNeoNoleNoRe! oeoleoNeNoNo OO OO OOO0O

O

o O o

District
Judge

2

50
50

3.00

OO ONN

OCOOODOO0 00

o

Q0 =

Defense
Counsel

10

4.40

OON-—=-N®

COOOOOOUOo O

o

{ o QS S

City
Attorney
1

OCOOQO ~ =

COOOOOCOOOO

o

QOther

OO OO0 —

[=NeloloBoNoRoNeNe

o

Q-0
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County  County Assoc.Co  District Defense City

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney ' Other
Percent Having No Problems in Contact \
Total No. Responding 26 9 3 O’ 2 10 1 1
% Responding No Problems 100 100 100 0 100 100 100 100
% Responding Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time
Total No. Responding 26 10 2 0 2 10 1 1
% Responding Report on Time 88 80 50 0 100 100 100 100
% Responding Report Not on Time 12 20 50 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Responding Reporito Point
Tota! No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1
% Responding Report to Point 93 100 100 0 50 90 100 100
% Responding Report Not to Point 7 0 0 0 50 10 0 0
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1
% Excellent (4) 41 40 0 0 0 60 0 100
% Good (3) 52 60 100 0 50 30 ., 100 0
% Fair {2) 4 0 0 0 0 10 0 0
% Poor (1) 4 0 0 0 50 0 o 0
Average Rating 3.29 3.40 3.00 0 2.00. 3.60 3.00 - 4,00
Helpfulness of Report
Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1
% Extremely Helpful (4) 67 ‘ 60 33 0 50 a0 100 100
% Some Help (3) 30 40 67 0 50 10 0 0
% Little Help (2) : 4 0 0 0 0 10 0 0
% No Help at All (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 3.62 3.60 3.33 0.00 3.50 3.70 4.00 4.00
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Amount of Difficulty in

Doing the Project by Self
Total No. Responding
% Very Difficult (4)
% Fairly Difficult (3)
% Fairly Easy (2)
% Very Easy (1)
Average Rating

Type of Difficulty
Total No. Responding

Inadequate Library Facility

Time

l.ack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions

Inadequate Indexing

Distance to Travel

Understaffed

Expense

Ohjective Opinion

Lack of Current Materials
More Thorough Rescarch
Lack of Knowledge or Ability

for Handling Case

Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self

Total No. Responding
Mean Man-Hours

Worth of Report
Total No. Responding
Average Fair Price

Intent to USe Services Again
Total No. Responding
% Will Use Again
% Will Not Use Again

Total

27
15
56
26

2.81

QO OO ONOO

o

23
13.86

23
$102.82

27
100
0

County
Attorney

10
20
40
40

0
2.80

~N Oy ©O

OO OOCONOO

o

8.50 .

9
$80.55

10
100
-0

County
Judge

33
67

3.33

OO0 OO0OOo -

(]

8.00

2
$175.00

Assoc.Co
Judge

o oo OO0 OO0

COOO0OOO0OO0

o

0.00

0.00

O OO

District
Judge
2
50

50
2.00

ONN

eNeoloNoNoleRolNo

(o]

3.00

2
$52.50

Defense
Counsel

10

0

70

30

0
2.70,

[@) I &) I (o]

[N o oNolNoRoNolol

o

9
17.55

8
$118.75

10
100
0

City

Attorney  Other

1

0
100
0

0
3.00

QO — e

OO OO0 O0O0O0

o

1
3.00

1
$75.00

100

—_ 0 -

OO OO0 OCOO0O

o

60.00

1

.$160.00
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‘Motal Number of Evaluations Retwrned

Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total Nunber Responding

Completely Satisified (5)

Cenerally Pleasad (4)

Goed (3)

Not Satisfied (2)

Conrpletely Dissatisfied (1)

Average Rating

&3 ¢P P

ue P

Reasons for Using Services
Total Number Responding
Inadequate Library Facilities
Objective Opinion
Additional Support
Leaxrn How to Handle
Availability of Service
Tack of Materials From

Other Jurisdictions
Understaffed
Time
Travel Distance to Library Facility
Faster Answer Through us
Better Service to County
More Thorough Research
Expense
Answer of CGeneral Interest
Pending Case of Unusual
Importance or Unique Case
Conficdence In or Reputation of CLIC
Wanted to.See How CGood We Are
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC

.. LAY T LR ey e
PROSECY SERVICES EVAILUATION

April 1975

County

Total  Attomey

4,

24

13

13
23

Ch
O O W

N O

}....J

HFoONnNO oow

COODOoOOoOMNO

QO wo

County
Judge

OO OO OOCOHOO OO o MMN

O OO

Assoc. Co.
Judge

1

=
(]
T O OO OCO -

RnY
o
[N el loNoNoNoNeNo O O OO

[@Ne RN o)

District Defense

Judge

e joloeBoNeNoNoNoNoe! C OO OoOOO0Oo

OO OO

Counsel

6

OB QO - 2O OO OO

O OMNO

City
Attorney

SO0 OO0 O OO0 W

OO+ O

CY MY ¢

NTY ey ¢

Y

DY Y Y Y Y (Y (Y D

OO o0
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Total

Percent Having No Problems in Contact

Total Number Responding 24
$Responding No Problems 96
$Responding Problems in Contact 4

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total V"mbbr Responding 24
fResponding Report on Time 75
tResponcding Report Not on Time 25

Percent Responding Report to Point

Total Numnber Responding 21
3Responding Rerort to Point 100
%$Responding Report Not to Point 0

Rating of Report Quality

Total Number Responding 23
$Ixcellent (4) 30
1Cood  (3) 65
sfair (2) 4
3Poor (1) 0
Average Rating 3.26
Helpfulness of Report

Total Number Responding 22
Fiottremely Melpful (4) 41
iSore Help {(3) 55
SLittle Help (2) 5

o Help at ALl (1) 0
Average Rating 3.36

County County = Assoc. Co.
Attorney = Judge Judge Judge
13 2 -1 0
92 100 100 0
8 0 0 0
13 2 1 0
85 50 100 0
15 50 0 0
10 2 1 0
100 1eaQ 100 0
0 0 0 0
12 2 1 0
25 0 0 0
75 100 100 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
3:25 3.00 3.00 0.00
11 2 1 0
27 0 100 0
73 109 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
3.27 3.00 4,00 0.00

District Defense
Counsel

100

3.33

50
33
17

3.33

City
Attorney = Other

2 0
100 0
0 0

2 0
50 0
50 0
2 0
100 0
0 0

2 0
50 0
50 0
0 0

0 0
3.50 0.00
2 0
100 0
0 0

0 0

0 0
4,00 0.00
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Total Attorney  Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney Oth
Amount of Difficulty in Doing the
Proiect by Self
Total Number Responding 23 12 2 1 0 6 2 0
tVery Difficult (4) 9 8 .0 0 0 17 0 0
tPairly Difficult (3) 83 75 100 100 0 83 100 ¢
Pairly Fasy (2) 9 17 0 0 0 0 o 0
$Very Zasy (1) -0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Awverage Rating 3.00 2.91 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.6 3.00 0.0:
Type of Difficulty
Yotal Number Resronding 23 12 2 1 0" 6 2 ¢
Inafegquate Library Facility 13 7 1 1 0 3 1 C
Time 12 7 1 0 0 4 0 e
Lack of Materials From other Juris-
dictions 3 1 X 0 0 0 1 0
Tnacdequate Irdexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Distance to Travel 3 1 0 0 0 1 2 €
Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 e
Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Obiective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lack of Current Materials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
More Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a
Tack of Knowledge or Mbility
for Handlinog Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self
Total Numnber Responding 19 10 1 1 5 2 0
Mean Man-lours 8.73 8.00 5.00 4.00 0.00 9.40 15.00 0.00
wWorth of Report
Total Number Responding 20 11 1 b 0 5 2 0
hverage Fair Price $160.75 $153.63  $50.C0 $75.00 $0.00 $§190.00  §225.00 $0.00
Intent to Use Services Again
Total Number Responding 24 13 2 1 0 6 2 0
Will Use Again 100 100 100 100 0 100 100 0
$Will Not Use hgain 0 0 C 0 0 0 0 0
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Lt PROJECT SERVICES EVALUXNTION

May 1975
County County As.Co Dist. Def. City
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge  Couns. Atty. Other
Total Number of Evaluations Returned 18 5 4 0 1 8 0 0
Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total Number Responding 17 5 4 0 0 8 0 0
$ Completely Satisfied (5) 41 40 100 0 0 13 0 0
% Generally Pleased (4) 53 60 0 0 , 0 75 0 0
$ Good (3) 6 0 0 0 0 13 0 0
% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Campletely Dissatisfied (1) 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 4,35 4,40 5.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Reasons for Using Services |
Total Number Responding 17 5 4 0 0 8 0 0
Inadequate Library Facilities 12 4 3 0 0 5 0 0
Objective Opinion 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Additional Support 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Learn How to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Availability of Service 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Lack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Understaffed 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Time 4 1 0 0 0 3 0 0
Travel Distance t¢ Library Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Better Service to County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
More Thorough 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Answer of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pending Case of Unusual
Importance or Unique Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Confidence In or Reputation of CLIC 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0
Wanted to See How Good We Are 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC
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e oae cn tnan gy,

Percent Having No Problems in Contact

Total Nunber Responding
% Responding No Probleus
$ Responding Problems in Contact

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total Number Responding
$ Responding Report on Time
% Responding Report Not on Time

Percent Responding Report to Point

Total Number Responding
$ Responding Report to Point
$ Responding Report Not to Point

Rating of Report Quality

Total Number Responding
% Excellen* '.7)

$ Good (3)

$ Fair (2)

% Poor (1)

Average Rating

Helpfulness of Repnrt

Total Number Responding
$ Extremely Helpful (4)
% Same Help (3)

% Little Help (2)

$ No Help at All (1)
Average Rating

Total

18
100%

15
93%
7%

15
93%
7%

16

75%

19%
6%

16
44%
50%

6%

County
Atty,

40%

60%

County
Judge

100%

100%

(&N e Ne o)

4.0

[oNeReRe)

4.0

As.Co.
Judge

oo (@R e OO0

O

[ NeNeNoll ol o

OO0 OOO0o

Dist.
Judge

O OO

[N

100%

OO OO m™

3.0

3.0

Def.

Couns.

100%

»
88%
13%

88%
13%

75%
13%
13%

38%
50%

13%
3.12

City
Atty.

[>Ne) [N e N

o o

OO0 O OO

0.0

OO OOOO

0.0

Other

O OO OO O

OO OOOO OO

COOOOo
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Gutal ALY, Judge Judge Judge  Couns, tey.

Amount of Difficulty in Doing the
Project by Self

Total Number Responding 16 5 . 3 0 1 7 0 0
$ Very Difficult (4) ' 38% 0 67% 0 0 57% 0 0
§ Fairly Difficult (3) 448 60% 33% 0 0 439 0 0
$ Fairly Easy (2) 6% 20% 0 0 0 0 0 0
$ Very Easy (1) 13% 208 0 0 100% 0 0 0
Average Rating 3.06 2.40 3.66 0 1.00 3.57 0.00 0.00
! R
Type of Difficulty
Total Number Responding 14 4 4 0 0 6 0 0
Inadequate Library Facility 10 3 3 0 0 4 0 0
Time 5 1 1 0 0 3 0 0
Lack of Materials Fraom other ‘
Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0
Distance to Travel 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lack of Cwrrent Materials 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
More Thorough Research _ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lack of Knowledge or Ability
for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self
Total Number Responding 15 5 2 0 1 7 0 0
Mean Man-Hours 4.73 5.00 3.00  0.00 2.00 5.42 0.00 0.00
Worth of Report :
Total Nunber Responding 15 4 -3 o 1 7 0 0
Average Fair Price $88.80 $169.25 $31.66 0.00 $50.00 §72.85 0.00 0.00
Intent to Use Services Again
Total Number Responding 17 5 4 0 0 8 0 0
% Will Use Again 100% 100% 100% 0 0 100% 0 0
% Will Not Use Again 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

‘

Appendix B
Page 98



PRQJECT SERVICES EVALUATION

June, 1975
County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police
Total Number of Evaluations Returned 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5
Overall Satisfaction with Services '
Total Number Responding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5
$ Completely Satisfied (5) 56 47 100 0 0 40 100 100
3 Generally Pleased (4) 36 40 Q 0 100 50 0 0
% Good (3) 8 13 0 0 0 10 0 0
% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating - 4.47 4.33 5.00 0.00 4.00 4.30 5.00 5.00
Reasons for Using Services
Total Number Responding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5
Tnadequate Library Facilities 21 10 2 0 1 6 0 2
Objective Opinion 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
MAditional Support 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Learn How to Hardle 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Availability of Service 4 2 0 0 0 1 0 1
lack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 8 5 0 0 0 1 0 2
Understaffed 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Time 13 8 1 0 1 2 1 0
Travel Distance to Library Facility 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
Better Service to County 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
More Thorough v ’ 6 3 0 -0 0 1 1 1
Expense 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Answer of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pending Case of Unusual
Importance or Unique Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Confidence in or Reputation of CLIC 6 1 1 0 0 2 0 2
Wanted to See How CGood We Are 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
/—"
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County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City.
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police

Percent Having no Problems in Contact

Total Number Responding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5

% Responding No Problems 100% 100% 1008 0 100% 100% 100% 100%

$ Responding Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total Number Responding 36 15 2 0 2 ' 10 2 5

% Responding Report on Time 81% 73% 100% 0 50% 903 100% 80%

%2 Responding Report Not on Time 19% 27% 0 0 50% 109 0 20%
Percent Responding Report to Point

Total Number Responding 35 15 2 0 2 9 2 5

% Responding Report -to Point 97% 93% 100% 0 100% 100% 100% 100%

% Resronding Report Not to Point 3% % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rating of Report Quality

Total Number Responding 35 15 2 0 2 9 2 5

% Excellent (4) 63% 60% 50% 0 100% 44% 100% 80%

% Good (3) 34% 33% 50% 0 0 56% 0 20%

% Fair (2) 7% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Average Rating 3.60 3.53 3.50 0.00 4,00 3.44 4.00 3.80
Belpfulness of Report

Total Number Responding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5

% Extrenely Helpful (4) 67% 53% 50% 0 1008 60% 100% 100%

$ Some Help (3) - 31% 47% 50% 0 0 30% 0 0

% Little Help (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% No Help at ALl (1) 3 0 0 0 0 10% 0 0

Avezrage Rating ' 3.61 3.53 3.50 0.00 4.00 3.40 4,00 4.00
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County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police

amount of Difficulty in Doing the

Project by Self

Total Nunber Responding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5

¢ Very Difficult (4) 19% 13% 0 0 0 10% Q 80%

9 Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 73% 100% 0 50% 70% 0 20%

¢ Fairly Easy (2) 199 1392 0 0 508 20% 1002 0

% Very Easy (1) 0 0 0 0 0 ; 0 0 0

Average Rating 3.00 3.00 3.00 0 2.50 2.90 2.00 3.80
m™pe of Difficulty

Total Nunber Responding 35 14 2 0 2 10 2 5

Inadequate Library Facility 23 9 1 0 2 7 0 4

Time 17 6 2 0 0 5 2 2

Lack of Materials From Other

Jurisdictions 7 5 0 0 0 1 0 1

Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Distance to Travel 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 0

Understaffed 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Exmense 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ohjective Opinion 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

Lack of Current Materials 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 2

Moré Thorough Research 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

Lack of Knowledge or Ability

for Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Mean Man-Hours to Do Vork by Self

Total Number Responding 27 11 1 0 2 7 2 4

Mean Man-Hours 19.96 10.72 5.00 0.00 4.50 8.71 4.50 84.25
Horth of Report

Total Numbar Responding 31 15 1 0 2 7 2 4

Average Fair Price $119.09 $55.13 $50.00 0.00 $125.00 $148.57 $112.50 $325.00
Intent to Use Services Again

Total Number Responding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5

3 Will Use. Again 100% 100% 100¢% 0 100% 100% 100% 100%

$ Will Not Use Again ) 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0

e
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION

July, 1975
County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City
Total Atty. Judge Judge - Judge Couns. Atty. Police
Total Number of Evaluations Returned 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3
Overall Satisfaction with Services '
Total Number Responding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3
% Completely Satisfied (5) 48% 50% 33% 0 0 29% 100% 100%
% Generally Pleased (4) 52% 50% 67% 100% 0 71% 0 0
% Good (3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
¢ Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 4.48 4.50 4.33 4.00 0.00 4.28 5.00 5.00
Reasons for Using Services ‘
Total Number Responding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3
Inadequate Library Facilities 13 8 1 0 0 3 0 1
Objective Opinion 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Additional Support 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Learn How to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Availability of Service 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Lack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Time 6 2 1 0 0 3 0 0
Travel Distance to Library Facility 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Better Service to County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
More Thorough 2 i 0 1 0 0 0 0
Exponse 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Answer of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pending Case of Unusual
Importance or Unique Case 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Confidence in or Reputation of CLIC 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wanted to See How Ggod We Are 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC
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County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police

Percent Having No Problems in Contact

Total Number Respording 24 10 3 1 0 7 1 2

% Responding No Prcbiems 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 100% 100%

% Responding Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time ’ ‘

Total Number Responding 25 10 3 0 7 1 3

4 Responding Report on Time 96% 100% 100% 100% 0 86% 100% 100%

& Responding Report Not on Time 4% 0 0 0 0 14% 0 0
Percent Responding Report to Point

Total Number Responding 24 10 3 0 7 1 .2

% Responding Report to Point 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 100% 100%

$ Responding Report Not to Point 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rating of Report Quality

Total Number Responding ' 24 10 3 1 0 7 1 2

$ Excellent (4) 67% 70% 67% 0 0 57% 100% 1008

$ Good (3) 33% 30% '33% 100% 0 43% 0 0

% Fair (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 3.66 3.70 3.66 3.00 0.00 3.57 4.00 4.00
Helpfulness of Report

Total Number Responding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3

% Extremely Helpful (4) 76% 70% 67% 100% 0 86% 0 100%

% Same Help (3) 24% 30% 33% 0 0 14% 100% 0

$ Little Help (2) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

$ No Help at All (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3.70 3.66 4.00 0.00 3.85 3.00 4.00

Average Rating 3.76
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County County As.Co. Dist . Def. City

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police

Ampount of Difficulty in Doing the

Project by Self

Total Number Resconding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3

% Very Difficult (4) 44% 50% 33% 0 0 29% 100% 67%

$ Fairly Difficult (3) 40% 30% 67% 100% 0 43% 0 33%

$ Fairly Easy (2) 123 10% 0 0 0 29% 0 0

$ Very Easy (1) 4% 103 0 0 0. 0 0 0

Average Rating 3.24 3.20 3.33 3.00 0.00 3.00 4.00 3.66
Tyre of Difficulty

Total Number Responding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3

Tnadequate Library Facility 16 8 2 0 0 4 1 1

Time 16 6 2 1 0 5 1 1

Lack cf Materials Fran Other

Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Distance to Travel 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Expense 1 0 C 0 0 0 0 1

Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lack of Current Materials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

More Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lack of Knowledge or Ability

for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self

Total Number Responding 22 9 3 1 0 7 1 1

Mean Man-Hours ‘ : 9.04 6.44 20.33 24.00 0.00 6.28 6.00 6.00
Vorth of Report .

Total Wunber Responding 21 9 2 1 a 0 5 1 3

Average Fair Price $134.28 $52.77 $300.00 $290.00 0.00 $133.00 $100.00 SI° _.66
Intent to Use Services Again .

Total Number Responding 23 10 3 1 0 5 1 3

% Will Use Again - 100% 100% 1008 100% 0 100% 100% 100%

$ Will Not Use Again ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

N
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Total
To+a! Hemher of Evaluations Returned 22
Overall Satisfaction with Services
Total number Responding 22
« Comnletely Satisfied (5) 27%
" fenerally Pleased (4) 555
©o Good (3) 145
" tnt Satisied (2) 5¢
“ completely Dissatisfied (1) 0
Averaze Rating 4.04
neasons for Using Services
Toxal Nurher Responding 22
Tnacequate Library Facilities 15
Chiective Oninion 1
Additional Support 1
“earn How to Handle 0
Availability of Service 2
Lack of Materials From Other Jurisdictions O
Understaffecd 1
Tima 8
Travel Distance to Library Facility 0
Cagter Answer Through Us 0
Sat+tar Service to County 0
Vare Therouch 1
Cxnonse - 0
noswer of General Interest 0
fengine Case of Unusual Importance
cr Unique Case 0
Con"idence “n or Reputation of CLIC 1
warted to See How Good We Are 2
0

LonTawyey Ulilizine CLIC
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County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge  Couns. Atty. Police
percent Having No Problems in Contact '
Total Number Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1
¢ Responding No Problems 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 1002 1005 100%
© 7esponding Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
percent Renorting Delivered on Time : ‘
Total Mumber Responding 21 7 3 1 0 7 2 1
" Ragnonding Report on Time 954 86% 100% 100% 0 1005 100% 100
. Respending Report “ot on Time 57 145 0 - 0 0 0 0 0
oercent Responding Report to Point
Total Number Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1
. Responding Report to Point 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100¢ 1005 100%
“ Responding Report hot to Point 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nating of Report Quality
Total Number Responding 22 ' 8 ‘ 3 1 Q 7 2 1
¢ “xcellent (4) 36% 13% 33% 0 0 71% 0 100% ;
g rnnd (3) 592 8% 67% 100% 0 14% 100% 0 i
S rain (2) . 5 0 0 0 0 14 0 o |
3oor () 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ve"aoe Rating 3.31 3.12 3.33 3.00 0.00 3.57 3.00 4.00
Helofulness of Report {
Toﬁal Number Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1
Tytremely Helpful (4) 45% 387 33% 0 0 57“”‘ 507 1005
SO"P Help 13) 41% 505 - 67% 100% 0 18 . 504 s 0
Lictle Helyn (2) 0 o .0 0 0 0 0 0
"o Felp at ATT (1) 14% 3 0 : 0 0 29% 0 0
nverane Rating 3.18 3.12 3.33 3:00 0.00 3.00 3.50 4.00
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County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City

Total Ally. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police
fount of Difficulty in Toing the Project §
by Self é
Total Number Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1 |
o Veyy Difficult (4) 27% 0 0 0 0 57% 50% 100¢ i
o Fairly Difficult (3) 55¢ 88% 67% 100% 0 1475 50% 0 !
¢ Fairly Easy (2) ) 145 0 33% 0 0 295 0 0
¢ Very Easy (1) 54 137% 0 0 0o ' 0 0 0
Averace Rating 3.04 2.75 2.66 3.00 0.00 3.28 3.50 4.00
Tyne of Difficulty
Total Number Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1
Tnacequate Library Facility 17 7 2 1 0 4 2 1
Time 8 2 3 0 0 2 1 0
Lack of Materials From Other Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tpaceauate Incdexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Distance to Travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 M
Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 =
Yy finswer 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 =
"xpense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
0hiective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , <
_ack of Current Materials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
“ore Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
tack of Knowledge or Ability
for Handline Case 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
“ean Man-Yours to Do Work by Self
Total Number Responding 19 7 3 1 0 5 2 1
Toan Man-Hours 10.73 6.00 10.66 2.00 0.00 9.60 10.00 60.00
oty of Report :
Totat sumber Responding 19 8 2 1 0 5 2 1
avorage Fair Price §122.26  $137.50 $162.50 $5.00 0.00 $78.60  $200.00 - $100.00
"ntent to Use Service Again i
Tozal Number Responding 22 8 , 3 1 0 7 2 ' 1 '
W17 Use Again - 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 1007 100%
Wi Not Use Again 0 0 0 -0 -0 S0 ‘ 0 0
/ s
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
Fram July 10, 1974 through September 30, 1974

Total County County Assoc.Cty District Defense City
Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel ttorney i
Total No. of Evalutions Returned 43 19 10 2 4 7 1
Overall Satisfaction with Services
Total No. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1
% Completely Satisfied (5) 47% 42% 60% 0 ' 50% 43% 1008
$ Generally Pleased (4) 42% 47% 30% 100% 25% 43% 0
% Good. (3) 12% 11% 10% 0 25% 14% 0
% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 4.34 4.31 4.50 4.00 4.25 4.28 5.00
Reasons . for Using Services
Total No. PResponding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1
Inadequate Library Facilities 16 7 3 2 0 4 0
Objective Opinion 5 2 0 0 2 0 1
Additional Support 3 0 2 0 1 0 0
Learn How to Handle 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Availability of Our Services 2 1 0 0 0 1 0
Lack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 4 3 1 0 0 0 0
Understaffed 3 3 0 0 0 0 0
Time 15 7 4 1 1 2 0
Travel Distance to Library Facilities 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Faster Answer Through Us 2 1 N 0 0 0 0
Better Service to County 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
More Thorough Research 5 1 1 0 1 2 0
Expense 4 2 0 0 1 1 0
2 0 1 0 1 0 0

Pending Case of Unusual Importance
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County County Assoc.Cty. District Defense  City

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attormey
Percent Having No Problems in Contact,
Report Delivercd on Time, and Report
to the Point
Total No. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1
% Responding No. Problems 0 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
% Responding Prohlems in Contact 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total No. Responding 42 19 10 4 7
$ Responding Report on Time 98% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
% Responding Report Not on Time 2% % 0 0 0 0
Total No. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1
% Responding Report to Point 93% 95% 90% 100% 100% 86% 100%
% Responding Report Not to Point 7% % 10% 0 0 14% 0
Rating of Report Quality and Helpfulness
m
Total No. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 .7 1 gj'o:
% Excellent (4) 49% 42% 50% 0 75% 57% 100% =
% Good (3) 42% 47% 40% 100% 25% 29% 0 Qé"
§ Fair (2) 9% 11% 10% 0% 0 14% 0 <
g Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .
Average Rating 3.39 3.31 3.40 3.00 3.75 3.42 4.00
Total No. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1
% Extramnely Helpful (4) 63% 58% 70% 50% 75% 57% 100%
% Sane Help (3) 35% 42% 20% 50% 25% 43% 0
% Little Help (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% No Help At All 2% 0 10% 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 3.58 3.57 3.50 3.50 3.75 3.57 4.00
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Amount and Type of Difficulty in

Doing the Project by Self

Total No. Responding
% Very Difficult (4)

$ Fairly Difficult (3)
% Fairly Easy (2)

% Very Easy (1)
Average Rating

Total No. Responding
Blank

Inadequate Library Facilities

Time

Lack of Materials Fram
Other Jurisdictions
Inadequate Indexing
Distance to Travel
Understaffed

Expense

Objective Opinion

Lack of Current Materials
More Thorough Research

Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self,
worth of Report, and Intent to

Use Services Again

Total No. Responding
Mean Man-Hours

Total No. Responding
Fair Price

Total No. Responding
% Will Use Again .
"% Wil Not Use Again

Total

39

26%
62%
13%

41

24
22

D

34
121.38

43
100%

County

Attorney Judge

QO OO ONMNH

11
10.

15
89.

18
100%
0

10

30%
60%
10%

.12 3.

SO OO

OCOOHOWON

~ ~J

00

80 94.

10
100%

County

20

.71

37

Assoc.Cty.
Judge

U n

WO OOON
. P o0

U
(e

H N O N

OO OO OOO

2
10.00

2
112.50

2
100%
0

District
Judge

25
50
25

N o

OOHHOHFHFODOoOO

%
%

.00

266.66

4
100
0

%

PRSI

Defense  City
Counsel  Attorney

6 1
17% 100%
50% 0
33% 0

0 0

2.83 4.00

7 1

0 0

4 1

5 0

1 0

0 0

1 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

1 0

1 0

5 1
12.00 8.00

5 1

170.00 150.00

7 1

100% 100%
0 0
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
Fram July 10, 1974 through November 30, 1974

¢

Total County County  Assoc.Cty District Defense  City
Attorney  Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney
Total No. of Evalutions Returned 86 28 21 3 9 22 3
Overall Satisfaction with Services
Total No. Responding 86 28 21 3 , 9 22 3
% Completely Satisfied (5) 53% 43% 62% 33% 56% 55% 100%
% Generally Pleased (4) 35% 46% 29% 67% 11% 36% $
& Good (3) 8% 11% % % 113 S 0%
% Not Satisfied (2) % 0% 5% 0% 11% 0% 0%
$ Campletely Dissatisfied (1) 3 0% 0% 0% 113 % 0%
Average Rating 4,37 4.32 4.47 4.33 3.88 4.45 5.00
Reasons for Using Services /
Total No. Responding 84 27 21 3 8 22 3
Inadequate Library Facilities 35 12 6 2 1 13 1
Objective COpinion 7 3 0 0 2 0 2
Additional Support 5 1 2 0 2 0 0
Iearn How to Handle 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Availability of Our Services 5 1 1 1 0 2 0
Lack of Materials From
© * . Other Jurisdictions 8 3 1 0 1 3 0
Understaffed 5 5 0 0 0 0 0
Time ' 31 9 10 1 2 8 1
Travel Distance to ILdibrary Facilities 3 0 2 0 0 1 0
Faster Answer Through Us 5 1 4 0 0 0 0
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0. 1 0
More Thorough Research 9 2 1 0 1 5 0
Expense 7 2 0 0 2 3 0
Answer of General Interest 1 -0 0 0 1 0 0
Pending Case of Unusual ‘
Importance or Unicue Case 4 1 2 0 1 0 0
Confidence in or Reputation
of CLIC 3 1 1 0 0 1 0
Wanted to See How Good We Are 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
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County County Assoc.Cty District Defense City

Total Attormey Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorne.
Percent Having No Problems in Contact’
Total No. Responding 86 28 21 3 9 22 3
% Responding No Problems 98% 100% 100% 67% 100% 100% 67%
% Responding Problems in Contact % 0% 3 33% 3 0% 33%
Percent Reporting Report on Time
Total No. Responding 85 28 21 2 "9 22 3
% Responding Report on Time 96% 96% 100% 100% 100% 95% 67%
$ Responding Report Not on Time 4% 4% % % 0% 5% 33%
Percent Responding Report to Point
Total No. Responding 86 28 21 3 9 22 3
% Responding Report to Point 91% 96% 86% 100% 78% 91% 100%
% Responding Report Not to Point 9% 4% 14% 0% 22% 9% 0%
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Responding 86 28 o021 3 9 22 3
$ Excellent (4) 50% 36% 52% 33% 67% 55% 100%
% Good (3) 41% 54% 43% 67% 11% 36% .0 0%
% Fair (2) 7% 11% 5% 0% . 0% 9% 0%
$ Poor (1) 2% 0% 0% . 0% ' 22% 0% 0% .
Average Rating 3.38 3.25 3.47 3.33 - 3.22 - .3.45 4.00
Helpfulness of Report
Total No. Responding 86 28 "21 3 " 9 22 3.
% Extremely Helpful (4) 59% 57% A7%  67% ' 56% 55% 67%
% Same Help (3) 35% 39% 24% 33% 22% 45% 33%
% Little Help (2) 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
% No Help At All 5% 0 10% 0 22% 0% %
Average Rating 3.48 3.53 . 3.47 3.66 311 3.54 3.66
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PR County County Assoc.Cty District Defense City

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorne’
Amount of Difficulty in
Doing the Project by Self
Total No. Responding 78 25 © 19 3 8 21 2
$ Very Difficult (4) 22% 16% 21% 33% 38% 19% 50%
% Fairly Difficult (3) 59% 68% 58% 67% 508 52% 50%
$ Fairly Easy (2) 19% 16% 21% 0% 13% 29% 0%
% Very Easy (1) 0% % 0% 3 0% 0% 0%
Average Rating 3.02 3.00 3.00 3.33 . 3.25 2.90 3.50
Type of Difficulty
Total No. Responding 78 25 18 3 7 22 3
Blank 8 3 3 0 2 0 0
Inadequate Library Facilities 43 13 11 3 3 12 1
Time 42 15 8 1 6 10 2
Lack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 8 1 3 0 0 4 0
Inadequate Indexing 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
Distance to Travel 8 3 3 0 0 2 0
Understaffed 2 0 0 0 2 0 0
Not Applicable 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Expense 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Objective QOpinion 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Lack of Current Materials 2 0 0 0 0 2 0
More Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 1 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self
Total No. Responding 66 20 15 3 6 19 3
Mean Man-Hours 8.19 7.55 8.13 .~ . 8.00 11.16 8.47 5.33
Worth of Report | |
Total No. Responding 70 23 16 3 6 19 3
Average Fair Price $121.30 $79.00 $158.12  $105.00 $234.33 . $113.05 $91.66
Intent to Use Services Again .
" Total No. Responding : 83 28 21 3 7 21 3
$ Will Use Again 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
$ Will Not Use Again 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0% 0%
5 ___‘e“ .-'/h .
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T Total Attorney Judce oudae Judoe Counel  Avsorumy  Gler
Dorcent Having No Problans in Contact
Total No. Respending 1id 36 25 4 M 33 5 1
2 Poerording Do Prohlems 9gs 100% 1003 757 1697 0 cio 109",
3 Responding Pooblons in fontact 23 0% 03 253 0 U 200 O
Percent Rororting Deliverad on !
Tctal No. Rosnending 124 36 26 3 if 3 2 1
S Resgﬂ_t:’king Popore on Time 97% 04% 100% 100% 100% 72 8C7 100%
% Regmonding Rewort Not on T 35 6% 0% 0% 0s 3% 205 0%
Percent Recvonding Report to Point
Totzal No. Rasponding 114 36 26 4 10 33 5 0
$ Recpording Ropovt to Point a0% o7% 85% 100% gng £33 ilCs 09
% Rosronding Repor: Not to Point 10% 3% 15% 0% 20% 129 03 0%
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Pesponding 115 36 . 26 4 10 33 5 1
% ellent (4) 52% 36% 58% 50% 70% 55% 1002 0S
% Cocd (3) 29% 56% 239 50% 10% 33% 0% 100%
g rair (2) 7% 3% 4% C% 0% 12% 0% 0%
% Poor (1) 25 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 05 0%
hverage Rating 3.41 3.27 3.53 3.50 3.30 3.42 4.00 3.00
Helpfulness of Rsport
Total Yo. Pcsoc“:li:‘.; 115 36 26 4 10 33 5 1
$ Exiremsly HalonZvl (4) 56% 58% 62% 50% 60% 43% 6C3 0%
% Sare Help (3) 39% 39% 318 50% 20% 4£8% 0% 100%
% Little Eelp (2) 2% 3% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% %
% No Help At A11 {2) 3% 0% 8% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0%
3.46 3.55 3.46 3.50 3.20 3.45 2.60 3.00

Average Rating

[P e
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iificulty in
the Prolect by Self
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Total Wo. Nesnonding 107 33 24 4 9 :%ﬁ e l“
§ Vory Difficult {4) 1ee 2% 25% 25% 329 163 251 3

Zoo = o' ool o Nt 1 a
£ I‘znl; Difficalt {(3) 3% 70% 389 75% 56¢ 83 75% -OOT
% Folrly Fasy (2) 25 15% 17% 0% 125 23% O:' :

0 < Y
3 “7‘-“.}’ F"”y (l) l(:z 3% O‘?J 0% 01 C’o LS a
7 25
Jwaoracs Rating 2.99 2.90 3.C8 3.25 3.22 2.87 2025 3.00
Tyoe of Difficulhy
Total No. Rasznonding 187 3 23 4 S 33 5 1
iy . . . - ”~ ~ 3
Inadopuute Libreyy Facilitles 53 o) 12 3 & 6 2 ¢
Tim2 55 13 11 2 7 15 2 1
Lack of Materials r'rom
Cllnr Juri samu_on 1

Inadexmate Indexin

Distance to Travel

Try A o283
\,.g;. \."J_..J

}—J
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NO b \.}_:'Ul.z. cable

O.Jv*ct*ve Comlon

Lack of Current iaterials

More Thorough Recearch

Lack of Xnowledge or
Ability for Handling Case
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Maan Man-tours to Do VWork by Self

Total No. Responding
Mean Mzn-Hours

\D
~J N

27 20 4 7 2 5 1
.79 7.40 7.55 6.75 11.57 7.71 5

Vorth of Xerort

7 23 5 1

Total No. Respondin 26 30 .21 4
i ? : 6.25 $236.57 $110.46 $an.00 $80.00

Average Fair Price L - 6117.83 $89.10 = $143.57 $8

Intent to Use Services Again

’ \ s . ’ . 5 1
Total No. Responding ‘ 112 3 26 4 8 32 .
% Will Use Again » 99% 97% . 100% 100% 1008 1008 1008 lOg_ff
% Will Not Use Zgain 18 3¢ 0% 0% 0% 0% 3
' iyl
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PROMJECT SERVICLS EVALUATION
Fram July 10, 1974 Through Jan. 31, 1975

Total County County Assoc. Cty District Defense City
Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other
Total No. of Evaluations Returned 131 43 29 4 10. 37 7 1
Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total No. Responding ' 131 43 29 4 10 37 7 1
$ Campletely Satisfied (5) 52% 47% 62% 25% 50% 51% 71% 0%
% Generally Pleascd (4) 38% 47% 31% 75% 20% 35% 29% 100%
% Good (3) % 7% 3% 0% 10% 11% 0% 0%
% Not Satisfied (2) 2% 0% 3% 0% 10% 3% 0% 0%
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 13 0% 0% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0%
Average Rating 4.38 4.39 4.51 4.25 3.90 4.35 4.71 4.00
Reasons for Using Services
Total No. Responding 129 42 29 4 9 37 7 1
Inadequate Library Facilities 49 15 9 2 2 19 2 0
Objective Opinion 11 4 1 0 2 2 2 0
Additional Support 9, 3 3 0 2 1 0 0
Learn How to Handle 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Availability of Service 6 1 2 1 0 2 0 0
Lack of Materials Fram
Other Jurisdictions 12 3 3 0 1 5 0 0
Understaffed 5 7 0 0 0 1 0 0
Time 55 17 12 1 3 19 3 0
Travel Distance to Library Facilities 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
More Thorough Research 15 4 1 0 1 9 0 0
Expense 10 2 0 0 2 6 0 0
Answer of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Pending Case of Unusual : ' -
Importance or Unique Case 4 1 2 0 1 0 0 0
Confidence in or Reputation
of CLIC 8 3 2 1 0 2 0 0
Wanted to See How Good We Are 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
k“‘—'—.
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Percent Having No Problems in Contact

Total No. Responding
% Responding No Problems
% Responding Problems in Contact

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total No. Responding
% Responding Report on Time
% Responding Report Not on Time

Percent Responding Report to Point

Total No. Responding
% Responding Report to Point
% Responding Report Not to Point

Rating of Report Quality

Total No. Responding
% Excellent (4)

% Good (3)

% Fair (2)

% Poor (1)

Average Rating

Helpfulness of Report

Total No. Responding

% Extremely Helpful (4)
% Scme Help (3)

% Little Help (2)

% No Help at' A1l (1)
Average Rating

Total

130
98%
2%

129
96%
4%

130
923
8%

131
52%
40%

6%
2%
3.42

131
56%
39%

2%
33
3.47

ClliLy

Attorney

43
100%
0%

42
93%
7%

43
98%
2%

43

37%

56%
7%
0%
3.30

43

58%

37%
5%
0%
3.53

coudi t.y
Judge

28
100%
0%

29
100%
03

29
86%
14%

29

62%

34%
3%
0%
3.58

29
66%
28%
- 0%
7%
3.51°

Assoc.lty
Judge

75%
25%

100%
0%

100%
0%

50%

50%
0%
0%
3.50

50%

50%
0%
0%
3.50

vlistrict
Judge

10
100%
0%

10
100%
0%

10
80%
20%

10
70%
10%
0%
20%
3.30-

10
60%
20%
0%
20%
3.20

Derense
Counsel Attorney

37
97%
3%

37
97%
3%

37
89%
11%.

37
54%
35%
11%
0%
3.43

37

49%

49%
3%
0%
3.45

City

86%
14%

86%
14%

100%
0%

71%

29%
0%
0%
3.71

- 43%

57% .
0%
0%
3.42

- —

Other

100%
0%

100%
0%

0%
0%

0%
100%

33
©

0%
3.00

0%
1008
0%
0%
3.00
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Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other ™
Amount of Difficulty in
poing the Project by Self
Total No. Responding 122 39 27 4 9 36 6 1
% Very Difficult (4) 18% 10% 26% 25% 33% 17% 17% $
% Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 69% 56% 75% 56% 58% 50% 100%
% Fairly Easy (2) 20% 18% 19% 0% 11% 25% 33% 0%
% Very Easy (1) 1% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Average Rating 2.96 2.87 3.07 3.25 3.22 2.91 2.83 3.00
Type of Difficulty
Total No. Responding 123 40 26 4 8 37 7 1
Inadequate Library Facilities 63 20 14 3 4 18 4 0
Time 66 24 13 2 7 17 2 1
Lack of Materials Fram '

Other Jurisdictions- 15 1 5 0 0 6 3 0
Inadequate Indexing 3 2° 0 0 0 0 0 1
Distance to Travel 11 4 3 0 0 4 0 0
Understaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0
Not Applicable 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Expense . 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Objective Opinion ) 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
Lack of Current. Materials ' 3 0 0 0 0 2 1 0
More Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 . 0
Lack of Knowledge or

Ability for Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self

Total No. Responding 104 31 22 4 7 32 7 1

Mean Man-Hours . : - 7.53 6.90 7.04 6.75 11.57 7.71 6.28 16.00
Worth of Report

Total No. Responding 107 34 23 4 7 31 7 1

Average Fair Price $114.36 $83.76 ~ $137.60  $86.25 $236.57 $114.29 $85.71  $80.00
Intent to Use Services Again _

Total No. Responding 127 43 28 4 8 36 7 1

% Will Use Again 99% 98% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

% Will No: Use Aga:Ln 1% 2% 0% 0% ‘ 0 0% 0% 3

'.a—anq
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
Fraom July 10, 1974 Through February 28, 1975

County County Assoc. Cty. District bDefense City

Total Attarney Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney Other
Total No. of Evaluations Returned 146 49 - 31 5 12 41 7 1
Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total No. Responding 146 49 31 5 12 41 7 1
% Ccmpletely Satisfied (5) 52 49 58 20 58 51 71 0
$ CGenerally Pleased (4) i -39 45 35 80 17 37 29 100
$ Good (3) 6 6 3 0 8 10 0 -0
% Not Satisfied (2) 2 0 3 0 8 2 0 0
% Campletely Dissatisfied (1) . 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0
Average Rating 4.39 4.42 4.48 4.20 4.08 4.36 4.71 4.00
Reasons for Using Services
Total No. Responding 144 48 31 5 11 41 7 1
Inadequate Library Facilities 58 20 10 3 2 21 2 0
Objective Opinion 11 4 1 0 2 2 2 0
Additional Support 10 4 3 0 2 1 0 0
Learn How to Hardle . 2 0 1. 0 0 1 0 0
Availability of Service . I 2 2 1 0 2 0 0
Lack of Materials Fram ' .

Other Jurisdictions 13 3 3 0 1 6 0 0 .
Understaffed 11 8 0 0 0 2 1 0
Time 66 21 14 2 5 21 3 0
Travel Distance to Library Facility 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
More Thorough Research 15 4 1 0 1 9 0 0
Expense 10 2 0 - 0 2 6 0 0
Answer of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 - 0
Pending Case of Unusual - ' ‘

Tinportance or Unique Case 6 1 2 3 0 0 0

Confidence in or Reputation : R
of CLIC 9 4 2 A 0 2 0 0
Wanted to See How Good We are 2 -1 0 0 0 1 0 0
2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC
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County County Assoc. Co. District Defense City
Total  Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other
Percent Having No Problcms in Contact
Total No. Responding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
% Responding No Problams 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 0
$ Responding Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Precent Reporting Delivered on Time
Total No. Responding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
% Responding Report on Time 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 0
% Responding Report Not on Time 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 - 0
Percent Responding Report To Point
Total No. Responding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
$ Responding Report to Point 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 0
$ Responding Report Not to Point 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Responding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
$ Excellent (4) 40 33 0 0 100 50 0 0
% Good (3) 60 67 100 100 0 50 0 0
% Fair (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$ Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 3.40 3.33 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.00 0.0
Helpfulness of Report = .
Total No. Responding - 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0
% Extremely Helpful (4) - 60 67 50:! 0 100 50 0 0
$ Scme Help (3) . 40 33 © 50 100 0 50 0 0
$ Little Help ,(2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% No Help at All (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating .- 3.60 3.66 3.50 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.00 0.00

Appendix B

Page 121



s Asu vy R FEVE TN R e

Appendix B
Page 122

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsecl Att:oiney Other
amount of Difficulty in .
Doing Project by Self
Total No. Responding 137 45 29 s 11 40 6 1
$ Very Difficult (4) 20 13 24 20 45 18 17 0
$ Fairly Difficult (3) 61 64 59 80 45 60 50 100
% Fairly Easy (3) 19 20 17 0 9 23 33 B 0
% Very Easy (1) 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Rating 2.99 2.88 3.06 3.20 3.36 2.95 2.83 3.00
Type of Difficulty
Total No. Responding 136 45 28 5 10 40 7 1
Inadequate Library Facility 72 24 16 4 4 20 4 0
Time 76 29 15 2 9 18 2 1
Lack of Materials form
Other Jurisdictions 15 2 5 0 0 6 3 0
Inadequate Indexing 3 2 -0 0 0 0 0 1
Distance to Travel 13 4 -3 0 0 6 0 O'
Understaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 ¢
Not applicable 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Expense ‘ 2 0 1 0 ‘ 0 1 0 0
Objective Opinion 3 1 0 0 - 1 1 Q 0
Lack of Current Materials 3 0 -0 0 0. 2 1 0
More Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Lack of Knowledge or
Ability for Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 ‘ Q 0
Mean Man-hours to Do Work by Self - '
Total No. Responding 114 35 23 - 5 9 34 7 1
Mean Man-Hours RN 8.18 7.17 7.17 8.20 17.44 7.61 6.28 16.00
Worth of Report ' .
Total No. Responding 114 37 Y24 : 5 ’ 8 32 7 1
Average Fair Price $120.76 95.35 136.04 99.00 269.50 ‘ 113.84 85.71 80.00
Intent to Use Services Again
Total No. Responding 141 49 30 5 9 40 7 1
$ Will Use Again 9S 98 100 100 100 100 100 100
1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

$ Will Not Use Again




PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
From July 10, 1974 Through March 31, 1975

County County Assoc.Co. District Defense City
Total  Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney  Other
Total No. of Evaluations Returned 173 59 34 5 14 - 51 8 2
Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total No. Responding 173 59 34 . 5 14 51 8 2
% Completely Satisfied (5) 50 49 53 20 50 51 63 50
% Generally Pleased {4) 40 46 38 80 21 37 38 50
% Good (3) 6 5 6 0 7 10 0 0
% Not Satisfied (2) 2 0 3 0 14 2 0 ; 0
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 0
Average Rating 4.37 4.44 4.41 4.20 3.92 4.37 4.62 450
Reasons for Using Services
Total No. Responding 168 57 34 5 13 49 8 2
Inadequate Library Facilities 70 25 12 3 4 23 3 0
Objective Opinion 15 7 1 0 2 3 2 0
Additional Support 13 4 4 0 2 3 0 0
Learn How to Handle ' 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Availability of Service 7 2 2 1 0 2 0 0
Lack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 14 4 3 0 1 6 0 0
Understaffed 12 9 0 0 0 2 1 0
Time 78 24 17 2 6 26 3 0
Travel Distance to Library Facility 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
More Thorough Research 15 4 1 0 1 9 0 0
Expense 10 2 0 0 2 6 0 0
Answer of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Pending Case of Unusual
Importance 6 1 2 0 3 0 0 0
Confidence In or Reputation
of CLIC . « 13 5 1 1 3 0 0
Wanted to See How Good We Are ~ 5 2 0 0 0 2 0 1
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
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County County Assoc.Ce. District  Defense City

Counsel

Attorney

Total  Attorney Judge Judge Judge
Percent Having No Problems in Contact
Total No. Responding 171 58 33 ) 14 51 8 2
% Responding No Problems 98 100 100 80 100 98 88 100
% Responding Problems in Conitact 2 0 0 20 0 2 12 0
Percent Reporting Delivered on Time
Total No. Responding 170 58 33 4 14 51 8 2
% Responding Report ca Time 95 91 97 100 100 98 88 100
9% Responding Report Not on Time 5 9 3 0 0 2 12 0
Percent Responding Report to Point
Total No. Responding 172 59 34 5 14 51 8 1
% Responding Report to Point 92 88 88 100 79 80 100 100
% Responding Report Not to Point 8 2 12 0 21 10 0 0
Rating of Report Quality
Total No. Responding 173 59 34 5 14 51 8 2
% Excellent (4) 49 37 53 40 64 55 63 50
% Good (3) 44 58 44 G0 14 35 38 50
% Fair (2) 5 5 3 0 0 10 0 0
% Poor (1) 2 0 0 0 21 0 0 0
Average Rating 3.40 3.32 3.50 3.40 3.21 3.45 3.62 3.50
Helpfulness of Report
Total No. Responding 173 59 34 5 14 51 8 2
9% Extremely Helpful (4) 58 59 62 40 64 55 50 50
% Some Help (3) 38 37 32 60 21 41 50 50
% Little Help (2) 2 3 0 0 0 q . 0 0
% No Help At All (1) 2 0 6 0 14 0 0 0
3.50 3.55 3.50 3.40 3.35 3.50 3.50 3.50

Average Rating

3

Appendix B
Page 124



County County Assoc.Co. District  Defense City

Appendix B
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Total  Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel  Attorney  Other
Amount of Difficulty in -
Doing Project by Self
Total No. Responding 165 bb 33" 5 13 50 7 2
% Very Difficult (4) 19 15 27 20 38 14 14 50
% Fairly Difficult (3) 59 60 58 80 46 62 57 50
% Fairly Easy (3) 20 24 16 0 8 24 29 0
9% Very Easy (1) 1 2 0 Q 8 o’ . 0 0
Average Rating 2.96 2.87 - 3.12 3.20 3.15 2.QQ 2.85 3.50
Type of Difficulty .
Total No. Responding 160 54 30 5 12 49 8 2
Inadequate Library Facility g8 30 18 4 6 25 5 0
Time 91 36 16 2 9 24 2 2
lLack of Materials From
Other Jurisdictions 16 2 5 0 0 6 3 0
Inadequate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
Distance to Travel i5 6 3 0 0 6 0 0
Understaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0
Not Applicable 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Expense 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Objective Opinion 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
Lack of Current Materials 3 0 0 0 0 2 1 0
More Thorough Rasearch 2 0 1 ) 0 1 0 0
Lack of Knowledge or
Ability for Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self
Total No. Responding 137 43 25 5 11 - 43 _ 8 2
Mean Man-Hours ‘ 9.13 7.60 7.24 8.20 14.81 9.69 _ 5.87 38.00
Worth of Report : e .
Total No. Responding 137 46 26 5 10 40 8 2
Average Fair Price $122.09 $92.47 $139.03 $98.00 $285.80 . $114.82 $84.37 $120.00
Intent to Use Services Again
Total No. Responding 168 59 33 5 11 50 8 2
% Wilt Use Again : a9 98 100 100 100 100 100 100
% Will Not Use Again 1 2 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0



PROJECT SERVICES EVATUATION
From July 10, 1974 Through April 30, 1975

County County Assoc.Co. District Defense City

Total Attormey Judge  Judge Jucdge Counsel Attorney Other
Total Number of Evaluations Ruturned 197 72 36 6 14 57 10 2
Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total Number Responding 197 72 36 6 14 57 10 2

tCompletely Satisifed (5) 47 44 50 17 50 49 60 50
$CGenerally Pleased (4) 44 50 62 83 21 , 39 40 50
3Cood (3) 6 4 6 0 7 11 0 0
gNot Satisfied (2) 2 0 3 0 14 2 0 0
%Completely Dissatisfied (1) 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 0
Awverage Rating 4,33 4,34  4.32 4.16 3.92 4,35 4,60 4,59

Reasons for Using Services
Total Number Responding 192 70 36 6 13 55 11 2

Tnadequate Library Facilities 3 33 14 3 4 24 5 0
Chiective Opinion 15 7 X 0 2 3 2 0
nrdditional Support 17 6 4 1 2 4 0 0
Iearn How to Handle _ 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Availability of Service 8 3 2 1 0 2 0 0
Tack of Materials Fram :

Other Jurisdictions 15 4 3 0 1 6 1 0
Understaffed 15 11 0 0 0 3 1 0
Time 89 30 18 2 6 30 3 0
Travel Distance to Library Facility 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0

. Paster Answer Through Us 7 1 ‘5 0 0 0 1 ¢
Bester Service to County 2 1 e 0 0 1 0 0
More Thorouah Research 17 4 X 1 1 10 0 0
Exnense 14 2 0 0 2. 10 0 0
Answer of General Interest 3 0 L 0 X 0 1 0
Pending Case of Unusual Tmportance 6 X 2 0 3 0 0 0
Confidence In or Repatation of CLI 20 8 4 1 il 5 1 0
Wanted to See l'ow Cood We Are 5 2 e 0 0 2 0 1

2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC
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County County Assoc. Co. District Defense City

Total Attorney Judge Judae Judge Counsel  Attorney
Percent Having No Problems in Contact
Total Number Responding 195 71 35 6 14 57 10
$Responding NO Problers 98 89 100 83 100 98 90
tResponding Problerns in Contact 2 1 0 17 0 2 10
Percent Rerorting Delivered on Time
Total Number Resoonding 104 71 35 5 14 57 10
$Responding Report on Z'ime a3 89 94 1C0 100 °5 g0
%Responding Rerport Not on Time 7 e 6 0 0 5 290
Percent Responding Revort to Point
Total Nurber Responding 193 69 36 6 14 . 57 X
2Responding Report to Point 93 99 €9 100 79 91 100
tResponding Regort Not to Point 7 11l 0 21 9 0
Rating of Report Quality
Total Nunber Responding 196 71 36 6 14 57 10
Sixcellent (4) 47 35 50 32 64 54 60
1Cod (3) 46 61 47 67 24 3 40
wFair (2) 5 4 3 0 0 11 0
Poor (1) 2 0 0 0 21 0 0
Average Rating 3.38 3.30 3.47 3.33 3.2% 3.43 3.62
Helpfulness of Rerort:
Total Number Responding 195 70 36 6 X 57 INe
$Extremely HMelpful (4) 56 54 58 50 64 54 60
sScane Melp (3) 39 43 36 50 22 40 a0
WLittle MHelp (2) 3 3 0 0 0 5 4]
WNo Help At ALL (1) 2 0 6 0 14 0 3]
Awverage Raing . 3.49 3.51 - 3.47 3.50 3.35 3.49 3.60

[l )
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County County - Assoc.Co. District Defense City

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsal Attorncy Other

rmount of Difficulty in Doing

Proiect by Self

Total Number Resoonding 188 67 35 6 13 9 2

tVery Difficult (4) 18 13 2 17 38 14 1 50

{Fairly Difficalt (3) 62 63 60 83 46 64 67 50

grairly Fasy (3) 19 22 14 0 8 22 22 0

gVery Lasy (1) 1 2 0 0 8 0 0 0

Average Rating 2.97 2.88 3.2 3.16 3.15, 2.92 2.88 3.50
Type of Difficulty

Total Numbar Responding 183 66 32 6 12 55 10 2

Tnadecuate Library Facility 102 37 19 5 6 28 6 0

Time V 103 43 7 2 9 28 2 2

rack of Materials Fram Other

Jurisdictions 19 3 6 0 c 6 4 0

Inadecuate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

Distance to Travel 18 7 3 0 0 7 X 0

Understaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0

Not Applicable 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 N

Expense 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Chiective Opbinion 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

Lack of Current Materials 3 0 0 0 0 2 i 0

More Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 L 0 0]

rack of Xnowledge or Ability for

Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self

Total Numbar Responding 156 53 26 6 1 18 20 2

Mean Man-Hours 8.08 7.67 7.15 7.50 14.82 9.66 7.70 38.00C
Worth of Report

Total Nurher Responding 157 57 27 6 10 45 10 2

Average Fair Price $127.0L $104.28  $135.74 $95.00 $285.50 §123.17 $112.,50 $120.00
Intert to Use Services Again

Total Nurbher Responding 192 72 35 6 11 56 10 2

Wikl Use Again 49 99 100 100 100 e 100 100

Will Not Use,rgain M 1 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION

Fram July 10, 1974 Through May 31, 1975

Total
Total Number of Evaluations Returned 215
. Overall Satisfaction With Services
Total Number Responding 214
% Campletely Satisfied 47
% Generally Pleased (4) 44
% Good (3) 6
% Not Satisfied (2) 2
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0
Average Rating 4.33
Reasons for Using Services
Total Number Responding 209
Inadequate Library Facilities 95
Objective Opinion 16
Additional Support 18
Learn How to Handle 2
Availability of Service 9
Lack of Materials from Other
Jurisdictions 15
Understaffed 16
Time 93
Travel Distance to Library Facility 4
Faster Answer Through Us 7
Better Service to County 2
More Thorough Research 18
Expense 14
Answer of General Interest 3
Pending Case of Unusual Importance 6
Confidence. In or Reputation of CLIC 23
Wanted to See How Good We Ave 6
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 2

County
Atty.

77

77 -

44
51

4

0

0
4.35

W~
~ U

w
Wo o

ONOHFOND™HFORKH.N

County
Judge

40

40
55
38

5

3

0
4,45

s
~J O

W s

}..l

HOUNHFHOHOWULN WO W

As.Co.
Judge

6

HORPFPOWM

COHOOQOOHOOONOO

Dist.
Judge

15

21

OO NS W

COHWREFNHOOO O O t~

Def.

Couns.

65

65
45
43
11
2
0

4,30

63
29

")
BN et

=
QWO OO ONW.SL O,

City

Atty.

10

oS
»

(o)}
(@]
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Percent Having No Problems in Contact

Total Number Responding
% Responding No Problems
% Responding Problems in Contact

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total Number Responding
% Responding Report on Time
% Responding Report Not on Time

Percent Responding Report to Point

Total Number Responding
% Responding Report to Point
% Responding Report Not to Point

Rating of Report Quality

Total Number Responding
% Excellent (4)

% Good (3)

% Fair (2)

% Poor (1)

Average Rating

Helpfulness of Report

Total NMumber Responding
% Extremely Helpful (4)
% Scme Help (3)

% Little Help (2)

% No Help at A1l (1)
Average  Rating

Total

213
98%
2%

209
93%

a
k<]

208
93%

o
(5]

212
49%
443

5%
1%
3.41

211
55%
40%

2%
%

3.47

Atty.w Judge

76

99%

1%

76
91%

[>X
o

74
99%
1%

76

38%

58%
4%

75
53%
44%
3%

0

3.50

39
100%

37
95%
5%

38

53%

45%
3%

38
61%
34%

0
5%

3.50

[

Judy

83%
17%

100

ow

100%

[}

67%

3.33

3.50

Judge

15
100%

14
100%

14
79%
21%

15
60%
20%

20%

15
60%
27%

0
133

3.35

Couns.

65
98%
2%

65
B4%
6%

65
91%

Q
Q

65

57%
32%
11%

65
52%
42%
5%
2%
3.44

3.

Atty,

10
90%
10%

10
80%
20%

10
100%

10
60%
40%

.60

10
60%
40%
0
0
60

Other

100%

50%

50%
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Amount of Difficulty in Doing
Project by Self

Total Number Responding 204 72 38 6 14 63 9 2

$ Very Difficult (4) 20% 13% 29% 17% 36% 19% 11% 50%

$ Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 63% 58% 83% 43% 62% 67% 50%

$ Fairly Easy (3) 18% 22% 13% 0 7% 19% 22% 0

$ Very Easy (1) 2% 33 0 0 14% 0 0 0

Average Rating 2.98 2.84 3.15 3.16 3.00 3.00 2.88 3.50
Type of Difficulty ‘ ”’ '

Total Number Responding 197 70 36 6 12 61 10 2

Inadequate Library Facility 111 40 22 5 6 32 6

Time 108 44 18 2 9 31 2 2

Lack of Materials Fram Other

Jurisdictions 19 3 6 0 0 6 4 0

Inadequate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

Distance to Travel 20 7 4 0 0 8 1 0

Uncderstaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0

Not Applicable 4 3 0 0 0 1 Q 0

Expanse 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Objective Opinion 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0

Lack of Current Materials 4 0 0 0 0 3 1 0

More Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Lack of Knowledge or Ability for

Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self

Total Number Responding 171 58 28 6 12 55 10 2

Mean Man-Hours 8.70 7.44 6.85 7.50 13.75 . 9.12 7.70 38.00
Worth of Report

Total Number Responding 172 - 6l 30 6 11 52 10 2

Average Fair Price $123.68 $108.54 $125.33 = $95.00 $264.09 $116.40 $112.50 $120.00
Intent to Use Services Again

Total Number Responding 209 77 39 6 11 64 10 2

$ Will Use Again 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1% 0 0 0 0 0 0

$ Will Not Use Again - 0

¢
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From July 10, 1974 Through June 30, 1975

Total Number of Evaluations Retwrned

Overall Satisfaction with Services

Total Number Responding
Completely Satisfied
Generally Pleased (4)

Good (3)

Not Satisfied (2)
Completely Dissatisfied (1)
Average Rating

G0 o o0 ¢ P

Reasons for Using Services

Total Number Responding

Tnadequate Library Facilities

Objective Opinicon

Additional Support

Learn How to Handle-

Availability of Service

Tack of Materials from Other
Jurisdictions

Understaffed

Time

Travel Distance to Library racility

Faster Answer Through Us

Better Service 1o :County

More Thorough Research

Expense

Answer of General Intcrest

Pending Case of Unusual Importance

Confidence in or Reputation of CLIC

Wanted to See How Cood We Arc

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC

‘

PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION

Total
252
251

48
43

4.35

246
117
21
19

13
23
17
107
10

24

County
Atty.

92

92
45
49

5

0

0
4.34

90
47

W =
0o o

ONUVUE ONIIZWOWNW

iy
~N O NDm

Couﬁty
Judge

42

42
57

W
(@3]

=y

et
W POV

l—_‘

HOONMHOFOONMNMWLOW

As.Co.
Judge

6

HOMFOWON

SoOoOFrFOoOOCOHODOONOOD

Dist.
Judge

17

16
44
31

6

13

6
3.93

)._J

QO NMWULTL

OFHHFWHWHOOM JO

Def.
Couns.

76
72
45

43
11

.31

2D ~J
iy

(&8}
NN OSSO

W

=
OWWOUO OoOCONHONO NH U

City
Atty.

12

OO OoCwWuUWw

OCOHOR OO O & |

Police

OO N\

HHENOOOHMF OO O ON
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Percent Having No Problems In Contact

Total Number Responding
% Responding No Problems
% Responding Problems in Contact

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total Number Responding
% Responding Report on Time
% Responding Report Not on Time

Percent Responding Report to Point

Total Number Responding
% Responding Report to Point
% Responding Report Not to Point

Rating of Report Quality

Total Nunber Responding
Excellent (4)

Good (3)

Fair (2)

Pooxr (1)

Average Rating

P 2 @0 P

Helpfulness of Report

otal Number Responding
Extremely Helpful (4)
Some Help (3)
Little Help (2)
No Help at Akl (1)
Awverage Rating

29 60 o9 @ 3

Total

250
983

o
[~

246
91%

9%

248
51%
43%

5%

[+]

3.43

County
Atty.

91
99%

a
9

91
88%
12%

89
98%
2%

91

42%

54%
43

90
53%
44%

Q
<]

3.51

County As.Co.
Judge Judge

431 6

1003 832
0 17%
39 5

Q
Q

95% 1009
0

40 6
90% 1008
10% 0
40 6
53% 33%
45% 67%
3% 0

0 0
3.50 3.33
40 6
60% 50%
35¢% 50%

0 0

5% 0
3.50 3.50

Dist.
Judge

le '
94%

(=)
4]

16
81%
19%

17
65%
183

18%
3.289

17
65%
24%

129

3.41

Def.

Couns.

76

Q
G

0.
T

76
932
7%

75
92%
8%

75
56%
35%

9%

76

54%

39%
3

3.44

City

Atty.

12
92%

Q
©

12
83%
173

12
100%

12
67%
33%

3.66

12
678
33¢%

3.66

71%
29%

3.71

86%

14%

3.85
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F’“—\-) . N .
County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Polic
Arount of Difficulty in Doing
Project by Self
Total Number Responding 241 87 40 6 " 16 74 11 7
% Very Difficult (4) 20% 13% 28% 17% 31% 18% % 71%
% Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 64% 60% 83% 44% 64% 55% 291
$ Fairly Easy (3) 18% 22% 132 0 7%, 19% 36% 0
& Very Easy (1) % P 0 0 13% 0 0 0
Average Rating 2.98 2.87 3.15 3.16 2.93 2.98 2.72 3.71
Type of Difficulty /
Total Number Responding 233 84 38 6 f14 72 12 7
Inadecquate Library Facility 134 49 23 5 8 39 6 4
Time : 126 50 20 2 9 37 4 4
Lacxk of Materials From Other
Jurisdictions 26 8 6 Q 0 7 4 1
Inadequate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
Distance to Travel 23 8 4 0 0 10 1 0
Understaffed 4 1 0 0 2 0 0 i
Not Applicable “ 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0
Expense 4 2 1 0 0 1 0 0
Chiective Opinion 5 1 0 0 1 2 1 0
Tack Of Current Materials 9 3 0 0 0 3 1 2
More Thorough Research 4 1 2 0 0 1 0 0
Lack of Knowledge or Ability for
Handling Case 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self '
Total Number Responding 199 69 29 6 14 63 1z 6
Mean Man-Hours 10.22 7.97 6.79 7.59 12.42 9.03 7.16 ¢ £8.83
Worth of Report ‘
Total Number Responding 204 76 31 6 13 60 12 6
Average Fair Price $122.87  $98.00 ' $122.90 $95.00  $242.69 $119.88  $112.50  $256.66
Intent to Use Sexvices Again
Total Number Responding 246 92 41 6 13 75 12 7
% Will Use Again ) 100% 99% - 100% 109% 100% - 10038 100% 100%
3 Will Not Use Ngain 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0
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PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION
From July 10, 1974 Through July 31, 1975

County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police
Total Number of Evaluations Returned 276 102 45 7 17 82 1310

Overall Satisfaction with Services

Appendix B
Page 135

Total Number Responding 275 102 45 7 16 82 13 10
% Campletely Satisfied (5) 48% 45% 56% 14% 44g "’ 43% 69% 90%
% Generally Pleased (4) 44% 49% 38% 86% 31% 46% 31% 10%
% Good (3) $ % 4% 0 g 10% 0 0
% Yot Satisfied (2) 1% 0 2% 0 13% 1 0 0
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 % 0 0 0
Average Rating 4.36 4.36 4.46 4.14 3.93 4.30 4.69 4.90
Reasons for Using Services
Total Number Responding 270 100 45 7 15 80 13 11
Inadequate Library Facilities 129 55 20 3 5 38 5 3
Objective Opinion 23 8 3 0 3 4 3 2
Additional Support 19 6 4 1 2 g 0 0
Learn How to Handle 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0
Availability of Service 14 5 3 1 0 3 1 1
Lack ‘of Materials from Other
Jurisdictions 23 9 3 0 1 7 1 2

Understaffed 17 12 0 0 0 4 1 0
Time 112 41 20 2 7 38 4 0
Travel Distance to Library Facility 6 0 2 0 1 3 0 0
Faster Answer Through Us 12 3 6 0 0 2 1 0
Better Sexrvice To County 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
More Thorough Research 26 8 1 2 1 12 1 1
Expense 17 2 0 0 3 12 0 0
No Answer 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
fnswer of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
Pending Case of Unusual Importance 7 2 2 0 3 0 0 0
Confidence in or Reputation of CLIC 30 10 6 1 1 9 1 2
Wanted to See How Good We Are 8 2 0 0 1 3 1 1
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 2



Percent Having No Problems In Contact

Total Number Responding
% Responding No Problems
% Responding Problems in Contact

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time

Total Number Responding
% Responding Report on Time
% Responding Report Not on Time

Percent Responding Report to Point

tal Munber Responding
% Responding Report to Point
% Responding Report Not to Point

Rating of Repoit Quality

Total Number Responding
5 Excellent (4)

5 Good (3)

Fair (2)

S Poor (1)

Average Rating

o ¢go

9 g0 ¢

Helpfulness of Report

Total Number Responding
Extrcomely Helpful (4)
Some Help: (3)

Little Help (2)

No Help at All (1)
werage Rating

cd d0 ¢0 ¢o

~i

Total

273
99%
13

270
91%

o
(5]

267
94%
6%

271
52%
42%

15
3.45

272
58%
39%

2%

%
<]

3.52

County
Atty.

101
99%

Q
Q

101
89%
11%

99
982

%
]

101
45%
51%

o
°

3.40

100
55%
43%

2%

3.53

County
Judge-

44
100%

42
95%
5%

43
91%
9%

43
53%
44%

Q.
T

43
60%
35%

5%

As.Co.

Judge

57%
43%

3.57

Dist.
Judge

17
100%

16
94%

S
)

16
813
19%

17
65%
183

18%

17
65%
24%

12%

3.41

Def.
Couns.

82
93%
7%

81
933
7%

81
56%
36%

Q
%)

3.46

82
56%
38%
43
2%
3.47

City

Atty.

13
92%
B%

= o
ur U L)

of o0

13
1003

13
69%
31%

3.69

13
62%
38%

3.61

Police

100%

10
90%
10%

}-_l
(@]
OO
op

78%
22%

3.77

10
90%
10%

3.90
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County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police

rmount of Difficulty in Doing

Project by Self

Total Number Responding 265 97 43 7 16 80 12 10

¢ Very Difficult (4) 22% 17% 28% 14% 319 19% 17% 70%

¢ Fairly Difficult (3) 59% 613 60% 86% 44% 61% 502 30%

$ Fairly Easy (2) 17% 208 12% 0 13% 20% 33% 0

% Very Easy (1) 2% 3% 0 0 138 0 0 0

Average Rating 3.00 2.90 3.16 3.14 2.93 2.98 2.83 3.70
Type of Difficulty

Total Number Responding 257 94 41 7 14 78 13 10

Inadequate Library Facility 150 57 25 5 8 43 7 5

Time ‘ 141 56 22 3 9 41 5

Lack of Materials Fram Other ‘

Jurisdictions 26 8 6 0 0 7 4 1
Inadequate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
Distance to Travel 26 9 4 0 0 11 1 1
Understaffed 4 1 0 0 2 0 0 1
Not Applicable 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0
mmense 5 2 1 0 0 1 0 ]
Chiective Opinion 5 1 0 0 1 2 1 0
Lack of Current Materials 9 3 0 0 0 3 1 2
More Thorough Research 4 1 2 0 0 1 0 0
Lack of Knowledge or Ability for

Handling Case 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self ,
Total Number Responding 220 78 32 7 14 69 13 7
Mean Man-Hours 10.12 7.79 8.06 9.85 12.42 8.79 7.07 59.85
Worth of Report .
Total Number Responding 224 85 33 7 13 64 13 : 9
Average Fair Price $124.04 $93.21 $133.63 $110.00 $242.69 $121.60 $111.53 $255.00
Intent to Use Services Again ‘
Total Number Responding ) 268 102 44 7 13 79 13 10
% Will Use Again , 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1008 100%
% Will Not Use Again 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0
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vutal Humver of Evaluations Returned

nyerall Satisfaction with Services
Total Number Responcing
. Completely Satisfied (5)
., Generally Pleased 14)
. Good (3)
© not Satisfied (2)
© Comnletely Dissatisfied (1)
fverage Rating

Noasons for Using Services

Total Number Responcing

Iracequate Library Facilities

Chiective Opinion

Aéditional Support

“earn How to Handle

Availability of Service

‘ack of Materials From Other

Jurisdictions

Understaffed

Tipa

“rave! Distance to Library Facility

Faster Answer Throuch Us

Jetter Service To County

“ore Thorough Reseaych

IS I

NoSmswer

Sngwer of General Interest

“anding Case of Unusual Importance
Zortidence in or Renutation of CLIC
vanted to Sce How Geod We Are
Tontawyer Utilizing CLIC

PROJECT SCPVICLS CVALUATION

From July 10, 1975 Through August 31, 1975

County County

Total Atty. Judge
298 110 48
297 110 48
465 43y 52:
AbY 501 42%
iy o' 4%
W 0 2%
0 0 0
4.34% 4.32 £.43
292 108 48
144 60 22
24 8 3
20 7 G
3 0 1
16 6 3
23 9 3
18 12 0
120 44 22
6 0 2
12 3 6
3 1 .0
27 8 1
17 2 C
1 0 g
3 0 1
8 2 3
32 12 6
8. 2 0
3 0 1

As.Co.
Judge

8

13%

4>

M x
et [0
NOO O

=0 = O S0

O OOOOOoONOOONOO

Dist.

- Judge

17

16
443,
315

6.,
13

6

3.92

.

OO P wLro;m

O FRWEH O W OO ~NO

Def.
Couns.

89

89
43%
457

10%

4.28

£ CO
™~

wno o) P

P
OWWOOE MNMWH N WD O~

City
Atty.

15

O QO M~

O = O O OFHOWU

Police
11
11

91%
9%

I
O
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N NOOOOIRHOOO N

Appendix B

Page 138



County County As.Co, Dist, Def. City
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns, Atty. Police
nevrcent Having ho Problems In Contact
"wtal Nusber Responding 295 109 47 8 17 89 15 10
.. Resnonding No Problems 99¢ 997 100% 88% 1007 997 93% 100%
“ Resnonding Problers in Contact 1 1% 0 13¢ 0 o 7% 0
nercent Reporting Delivered on Tine
Total Number Responding 291 108 a5 - 7 16 89 15 11
0 0ﬁso®ﬂd1no Renorf on Time : 92« 89y 96% 1008 947 93% 87 91%
¢ Responding Report hot on Time g 11% pA 0 6. 74 135 9%
narcent Responding Report to Point
Total XNumber Responding 289 107 46 8 16 88 15 9
'\ Respending Report to Point 95% 98% 91% 100 81% 934 100:: 1007
‘. Responding Report Not to Point % 2% pd 0 19% 7% 0 0
nating of Report Quality
Total Number Responding 293 109 46 8 17 88 15 10
. Cxcellent (4) 51% a2y 52% 25% 65% 57% 607 80%
* Grod (3) 4 % 544 46% 75% 18% 34% 407 20%
Foir (2) " i 45 2% ’ 0 0 ail 0 0
. Peor (1) 1% 0 0 Q0 18% 0 0 0
,ver“oe Rating 3.44 3.38 3.50 3.25 3.29 3.47 3.60 3.80
"e'niulress of Report )
Total humber Responding 294 108 46 8. 17 .89 15 11
Cxiremely Helonful (4) 57% 5A¢ 59 50% C6hY 56¢ 60.. 1%
Sen2 Help (3) 38 44 37% 50% - A 36% 409 9%
Litzle Help (2) 24 2% 0 0 3% 0 0
o felp at AN (1) 3 1 4 0 121 5 0 0
3.49 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.41 3.43 3.60 3.90

;vreracz Rating
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Jopunt of Difficulty in Coing
Project by Self

Total Number Responding
coVery Difficult (4)

¢ Fairly Difficult (3)
¢ Fairly Easy (2)

© Very Easy (1)

Average Rating

Tyne of Difficulty

Total Number Responding

nadequate Library Facility

Tire

Lack of Materials From Other
Jurisdictions

Tnadequate Incexing

Distance to Travel

understaffed

\ot Anpiicable

Cxpense

Chjective Opinion

Lack of Current Materials

“ore Thorough Research

"ack of Xnowledge or ~bility for
“andiing Case

Ysan Man-tours to Do Work by Self
Total Lumber Responding
Mopn an-tours

zv-h of Report
Tatal humber Responding
Averace Fair Price

"wtent to Use Services Acain
Total humber Resnondirg
Wil Use Again
Wit eNot Use Again !

Total

287
225
53¢
177

2%
3.01

279

167
149

26

N
DO OOTOT oY SO W

239
10.17

243
$123.90

290
100%
0

Alty.

105
15
18¢

2.89

102

54

=D e N IS e O NGO

Judge

46 -
26:%
61%
13%

3,13

NOO OO OO,

(@)

Judge

OO0 O OO O0O [SSRorlel

o

8.87

100%

Juuge

16
31
445
13%
13%

2.93

—
OCHOOMNO OO O oo Iy

(e

-

[y
™
N

13
§242.69

13
100%
0

R

ot

bt

Couuns. Ally,

87 14
224 21
574 50
21% 29%

0 0
3.01 2.92

85 15

47 9

43 6

7 4

0 0

11 1

0 0

2 0

1 0

2 1

3 1

1 0

0 1

74 : 15

8.85 7.46
69 1

8.49 $123.33

8 15

100 100%

0 0

11
73%
274

3.72

ot
[Sa e W

CMNO O = e
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APPENDIX C

Monthly Progress Reports

(1) As of July 31, 1974, p. 1
(2) July-August, 1974, ppo. 2-4
(3) September, 1974, pp. 5-7
(4) October, 1974, pp. 8-10
(5) November, 1974, pp. 11-13
(6) December, 1974, pp. 14-16
(7) January, 1975, pp. 17-19
(8) February, 1975, pp. 20-22
(9) March, 1975, pp. 23-25
(10) April, 1975, pp. 26-28
(11) May, 1975, pp. 29-31
(12) June, 1975, pp. 32-34
(13) July, 1975, pp. 35-37

(14) August, 1975, pp. 38-40



C.L.I.C. MONTHLY REPORT
fas of July 31, 1974)

Initial Questionnaires Sent 256
_Responses Received 189
Telephone Calls Received 19
(First call July 10)
Telephone Inquiry 1
Telephpne Request for Service 18
Projects Completed {(Memo sent
or call back) 14
No of issues dealt with 31
Project Evaluation Forms sent 8
Responses Received 3

Newsletter (July)

Counties requesting services:

Valley, Nance, Dixon, Cherry, Saunders,
Cuming, Red Willew, Buffalo, Thayer,

Cheyenne, Gage, Sarpy

Positipns requesting services:

County Attorneys 10
Districe Judges 1
County Judges 6
Juvenile Court Judge 1
Court Appointed Counsel 2
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CLIC MONTHLY REPCRT
July--August, 1974

July August Total
19 6l 80

AL CALLS RECZEIVED

& July Audust
Recuests for Information 1 14
July hraust
A, AZd to List 1 0 ‘
B, Reomiests for Ceopiles of Mamos 0 12
1. Copies of Mewos Sent
0l -2 033 -9 004 - 3
007 - 4 0CE8 -1 Cl0 - 4
01 - 4 9’2 3 013 - 3
ol - 3 -3 ’
To Whan: No. Sent
Asscc. County Judc 12
Co&r; Apot. Counsel 9
Distxrict Judge 10
- . Q
County Attorney 7 %l
City Attorney 1 Sl
:%m
Report 003 sent +o each category; 007 to County Attorney, Asscciate County
Judbv, District Judge; 010 o Court Appointed Counsel, Associate County
Sudge, District Judqe, 011 to Associate County Judge, Court Appointed Counsel
District Judge and Cownty Attorney
C. Cther 0 2
Recuests for Services 18 47
A. Resecarch “emwrandurs 16 45
1. Projects Completed (11) (29)
B. Case Copies 0 2 )
C. Special Projec 1 0

Imgislative Analysis——County Judge



Requests Denied 2 9
July August

1. Civil 1 3

2. Lancaster/Douglas 0 1

3. Conflict of Interest 1 2

4. Private Attorney 0 1

5. Ouiside Nebraska 0 1

6. Other 0 1

Counties (for which requests were £illed) 14 34
ouly:

Buifalo (3), Cherry, Cheyenne, Cuming, Dixon (2), Gage, Lincoln, Platte (2), Polk,
Nance, Red Willow (2), Saunders, Thayer, Valley

Auvgust:

Adams, Browm, Cheyenne (2), Clay, Cuning (3), Custer (2), Dakota, Davis, Dawson, Fillmore,
Gage, Hamilton (2), Holt, Keith, Kimball (2), Lincoln (2), Madison, Merrick (2), Nance,
Otoz, Pawnee. Phelps, Platte (6), Polk, Red Willow (4), Sarpy (3), Saunders, Seward (2),
Scottsbluff (4), Thurston, Valley. (2), Washington, York .

Positions (for which requests were filled)

1. Courty Attormeys 9 11
2. District Judges 1 9
3. County Jvudges 6 11
4. RAssociate County Judge 0 3
5. Ccurt Pppeointed Counsel 2 17
6. City Attomey 0 2
7. Deputy County Attorneys 1 5
8. Special Prosecutor/Public Dz=fender 0 2
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Time Allocation

Research Aides

July
1. Research/Memos
Total Hours 170.5
Average Per Memo 17.05
(10 Memos-July/29 Memos-Aucust) .
2. Administrative
Total Hours 70.3
Average Per Request 3.70
(19 Requests-July/47 Requests-August)
3. Special Projects ‘
A, Research/Legislative Analysis 0
B. Desk Books . 0
4., Travel
Miles Travelled : 0
Administrative Personnel
Miles Travelled 1,073
Evaluations
1. Evaluations Sent 8
2. Number received to date (indicated
by month sent) 8
Initial Questionnaire
(See Appendix "A" for breakdown)
l. Number Sent 256
2. Number Received _ ) 189
Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 0
Newsletter : 4,300

———

éggust

341.4 r
11.77 ’

43

240

14
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TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION:

BO0w >

Add to Mailing List

Program Description

Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter
Other

No. of Requests for Copies

SEPT.
19 copies of 13 separate memos sent
2 copies of #011
6 copies of #007

To Whom Sent: .. No. Sent:
Sept. Total

County Judge 1 1
Assoc. County Judge 0 12
Court Appt. Counsel 1 10
County Attorney 16 23
City Attorney 0 i
District Judge 1 11

REQUESTS FOR SERVICES:

A,

Research Memorandums
1. Projects Completed
2. Supplemental Memos Sent

Case Copies
Special Projects.

CLIC MONTHLY REPORT
SEPTEMBER, 1974

COOoOHEFEO

TOTAL

58 copies
5 copies
6 copies
10 copies
10 copies

27
33

NN

SEPT. TOTAL
10 25

TOTAL

1

1

1

2

20

of 15 separate memos sent ’
of #010
of #011
of #003
of #007

44 ' 109

88
73

faS

SEPT.

54

e

TOTAL
134
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SEPT. TOTAL

Requests Denied . 13 24
1. Civil 5 9
2. Lancaster/Douglas 1 2
3. Conflict of Interest 1 4
4. Private Attorney 1 2
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1
6. Private Citizen 5 5
7. Other 0 1

Counties: (for which requests were filled)

Sept: (30)

Antelope, Buffalo (3), Butler, Colfax, Cuming, Custer (3), Dawes, Dixon (2), Fillmore, Gage,

Hall, Howard, Keith, Knox, Lincoln, Merrick (3), Morrill,'Nance (2), Nemaha, Otoe (3), Pawnee,

Red Willow (2), Richardson, Sarpy, Saunders (2), Scottsbluff (2), Seward, Thurston, Washington, York.
X
Cunulative To Date: (44) (4 or more calls have been received fraom following counties)
Cuming (4), Custer (5), Merrick (5), Otoe (4), Platte (6), Red Willow (6), Scottsbluff (6)

Positions: (for which requests were filled) ]

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 11 37
District Judges 2 12
County Judges 13 30
Associate County Judges 1 4
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 12 32
City Attorneys 2 4
TIME ALLOCATION SEPT. TOTAL
Research Aides/Assistants 584.2 -1349.7
1. Research/Memos SEPT. TOTAL ' 1
Total Hours , 353 864.9 :
Average Per Memo 9.54 11.23

(33 Memos, 4 Supp. Memos)

.
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2.

3.

4.

Administrative 182.80
Average Per Request 3.38
(61 Requests)

Special Projects 48.40
Travel

Miles Travelled -0~

Administrative Personnel

Miles Travelled -0-

Evaluations
(See Appendix "A" for breakdown)

1.
2.

No. Sent : 37
No. Received to Date 27

Initial Questionnaire

1. No. Sent 250
2. No. Received 2
Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 155
Bibliographies (Plus Supplements Thereto) 250
Newsletter ‘ 4,500

412.80
3.08

72.00
43
1073

59
43

506
205

210
250

12,300

Appendix C
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TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED

REQUESTS FUR INFORMATION:

A. Add to Mailing List
B. Program Description
C. Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter
D. Other
E. No. of Requests for Copies
OCT. v
30 copies of 15 separate memos sent
3 copies of #016
3 copies of #031
3 copies of #052
3 copies of #079
3 copies of #079 1/2
To wham Sent: No. Sent:
Oct. Total
County Judge 1 2
Assoc. County Judge 0 12
Court Appt. Counsel 16 26
County Attorney 8 31
City Attorney 3 4
District Judge 2 13

REQUESTS FOR SERVICES:

A. ' Research Memorandums
1. Projects Completed
2. Sypplemental Memos Sent

Case Copies
Special Projects
Libra— Assistance

o0 w

CLIC MONTHLY REPORT
OCTOBER, 1974

oCT.
17
OCT. TOTAL
0 1
1 2
0 1
2 4
14 34
TOTAL

88 copies of 27 separate memos sent
5 copies of #010

6 copies of #011
10 copies of #007

43
33 121
33 105
0 4
1 5
0 3
2 2

OCT.
60
TOTAL
42
152

TOTAL
194
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~J
W
—

Requests Denied

—

HEUM~WLwN

Civil
Lancaster/Douglas
Conflict of Interest
Private Attorney
Outside Nebraska
Private Citizen
Other

Unreasonable Due Date

O~ O U B W N
HO OO W

Counties: (for which requests were filled)

Oct: (28)
Arthur, Boone (2), Buffalo, Clay, Custer (2), Dakota, Dodge, Furnas, Gage (3), Hall (4),

Holt (3), Kearney, Keith, Lincoln (2), Madison (6), Merrick, Nemaha (2), Otoe, Pawnee (3),
Platte (4), Red Willow (3), Saline, Saunders, Scottsbluff, Seward, Thurston, Washington (2),

Wayne

Cumulative To Date (52) (4 or more calls have been received from following counties)

Buffalo (7), Cuming (5), Custer (7), Dixon (4), ‘Gage (6), Holt (4), Lincoln (6), Madison (8),
Merrick (6), Nance (4), Otoe (5), Pawnee (5); Platte {(12), Red Willow (11), Sarpy (6),
Saunders (5), Scottsbluff (7), Seward (4), Washington (4)

Positions: (for which requests were filled)

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 16 53
District Judges 2 14
County Judges 13 30
Associate County Judges 0 4
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 14 46
City Attorneys 6 10
Chief of Police 1 1

Appendix C
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TIME ALIXX JION
Research Aides/Assistants

1. Research/Memos
Total Hours
Average Per Memo
(32 Memos)

2. Administrative
Average Per Request

(60 Requests)

3. Special Projects

4. Travel
Miles Travelled

Administrative Personnel
Miles Travelled

Evaluations

1. No. Sent
2. No. Received to Date

Initial Questionnaire

1. No. Sent
2. No. Received

Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice)

Bibliographies (Plus Supplements Thereto)

Newsletter

263.75
8.24

285.89
4.77

10.40

1,346

18
21

330
138

0

330

None

TOTAL
1128.65
10.37

698.69
3.60

82.40

43

2,419

77
64

836
343

210
580

12,300

A

560.04

Pl

1969.74
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CLIC MONTHLY REPORT
NOVEMBER, 1974

NOV. TOTAL
TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED 31 225
NOV. TOTAL
REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION: 5 47
, NOV. TOTAL
A. Add to Mailing List 0 1 '
B. Program Description 1 3
C. Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter 0 1
D. Other 2 6
E. No. of Requests for Copies 2 36
NOV. TOTAL ‘
7 copies of 7 separate memos sent 95 copies of 28 separate memos sent
5 copies of #014
5 copies of #010
5 copies of #004 @)
6 copies of #011 -%S =
11 copies of #003 518
12 copies of #007 2
<
To Whom Sent: No. Sent:
Nov. Total
County Judge 1 3
Assoc, County Judge 0 12
Court Appt. Counsel 0 26
County Attorney 0 31
City Attorney 6 10
District Judge 0 13
REQUESTS FOR SERVICES: 26 178
A. Research Memorandums 22 143
1. Projects Conpleted ‘ 24 128
2. Bupplemental Memos Sent 0 : 4
B. Case Copies 0 5
C. Special Projects 0 3
D, ILibrary Assistance 0 2

P )



NOV. TOTAL
Requests Denied 4 35
1. Civil 2 14
2. Lancaster/Douglas 0 3
3. Conflict of Interest 0 5
4. Private Attorney 1 4
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1
6. Private Citizen 1 6 '
7. Other 0 1
8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1

Counties: (for which requests were filled)

Nov: (18)

Adams (2), Cheyenne, Dawson, Grant, Hall, Holt, Hooker, Lincoln, Nemaha (2), Nuckolls (3),
Otoe, Pawnee, Platte (2}, Sarpy, Scottsbluff, Seward, Washington (3), Wayne

Cumulative To Date: (54) (4 or more calls have been received fram following counties)

Buffalo (7), Cheyenne (4), Cuming {5), Custer (7), Dixon (4), Gage (6), Hall (6), Holt (5),
Lincoln (7), Madison (8), Merrick (6), Nance (4), Nemaha (5), Otoe (6), Pawnee (6), Platte (14),
Red Willow (11), Sarpy (7), Saunders (5), Scottsbluff (8), Seward (5), Washington (7)

Positions: (for which requests were filled)

County Attormeys/Deputy County Attorneys 7 60
District Judges ' 4 18
County Judges 2 32
Associate County Judges 0 4
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 9 55
City Attorneys 3 13

0 1

Chief of Police
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TIME ALLOCATION

Research Aides/Assistants

1. Research/Memos NOV.
Total Hours 362.40
Average Per Memo 15.10
(24 Memos)

2. Administrative 167.70
BAverage Per Request 5.41
(31 Requests)

3. Special Projects 2.00

4, Travel
Miles Travelled ~0-

ADMINISTRATIVE

Administrative Personnel
Miles Travelled 660

Evaluations

(See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)
1. No. Sent 27
2. No. Received to Date 22

Initial Questionnaire
(See Appendix "B" for Breakdown)

1. No. Sent 0
2. No. Received 10
Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings
Th Klutznick Iaw Library on Criminal Justice) 0
Bibliographies (Plus Supplenents Thereto) 0
Follow Up Letters on, Initial Questionnaire 255
Newsletter ‘None

TOTAL
1491.05
11.30

866.39 .

3.85

84.40

43

2,749

726
353
210
580
255

12,300

NOV.

532.10

TOTAL

2501.44
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CLIC MONTHLY =&POXY

CICEVEER, 1974

-~y pn s -
Py

——— A
OTAL CALLS RECEIVED - 29 25%
oeC. TOUAL
REQUESTS FOR INFORVATICON: 7 54

7
¥
@]

TOAL
A MGG to Mailling List 1

3. Progrzm Description

. Abstract Judce's Coinion for Newsletter
D. Cuser

E. Ccpy of Newsletter

F. No. of Requests [or Conies

WHI WO oo
DD W)

(O3]

=C. TOTAL
16 copies oI 15 sexarate menos scont 110 copies of 30 separate menos sentc

: 5 copies of #016

6 copies of #0i4

6 copies of #01l

6 copies of #010

6 copies of #004

12 copies of #G03

13 copies of #007

To Wack -Sent: NO. Sent:
Dac. Tota

]
i

County Judce

Assoc. Count’ o0

Couart Appt. CCuiioa z5

County Attoirney o 5%

City Attomey 0 =0

District Jucge 0 23
REQUESTS FOR SZRVICES: 29 237
A, Research Moncrandans , 22 16

1. Projects Compicted 21 14

2. Supplanental Memos Sont
B. Case Copies
C.  Special Projects
D. Library Assistance

N W~ G w Gl

O QN
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DEC. TOULAL

Requests Denicd 5 41
1. Civil 3 17
2. Lancaster/ouglas 1 4
3. Conflict of Interest 0 5
4. Private nttorney G 4
5. Outside Nchraska 0 1
6. Private Citizen 1 7 '
7. Qther 0 1
8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1

Counties: (for wiich requests were fiiled)

Doc: (18)
COJ.Ia,-., Cuning, Dawson, ©

11lmo Le, Hol‘* (2), Lincoln, rMadison, Mance (3}, Otoe, Platte,
Red Willow (2), Sarpy, Scottsb

£ (2), Sheridan, Thayer, Thurston, Valley (3), Washington

Cculative To Date: (54) (4 or wore calls have b2en received frcm following counties)

Buffalo (6), Cheyemne (4), Cuning (5), s‘-er {7), Dixon (4), Gege (6), Hall (6), Lioit (6),
Llnc\,un (8), Madison (8), Merrick (6), ce (7), Namaha (4), Otoe (6), Pawnee (6), Platte (16),
Red Willow (11), Sarpy (5), Saunders (5 ), Sco\_tsoluff (10), Sewaxrd (5), Thurston (&),

Valley (5), Was hngto*l (7)

Positicas: ({Zfor wiidch recuests were f£illied)

County Attomoys/Depaty County Attorncys 12 72
Cistrict Judces 1 19
County Judgg,s 4 36
Associate County Judges 0 4
Couxt Appt. Counsel/Public Deicnders 9 64
City Attornevs 0 13

0 1

Chief of Police

Appendix C
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TINE AZICCATICON

Research Aldes/Assistants

1. Rescarch/Memos DZC.
Total Hours 202.20
Average Per Mawo 9.19
(22 Memos)

2. Administrative 119.40
Average Per Reguest 3.31
(356 Requests)

3. Spaecial Projects $.00

4. Travel
Miles Travelled -0-

ADVOINISTRATIVE

Mdministrative Personnel
Miles Travelled -0-

Lvaltations

(Sec Appendix "A" for Breakdown)

1. No. Sent %6

2. No. Received to Date 25
Inivizel Questionnaire

{See Appendix "8" for Breaxdc:m)

1. No. Sent 0

Suppicreontal Bibliooraphies (Selected List of Holdings

in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 0

Bibliographies (Plus Supplenencs Thercio) .

Follow up Letters on Initial Cuestionnaire 0

Newsletter - : NC

YC./Q

TOTAL
1593, 25
10.99

[T 011
~N
~ v

[e3]
KN
iy
O

43

2,749

726

ty

W]

3]
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TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED

REQUESTS FOR INIORMATION:

Add to Mailing List

Program Description

Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter
Other

Copy of Newsletter

No. of Requests for Copies

:ﬁm.UOtDID‘

JAN.
53 copies of 40 separate memos sent
6 copies of = #079

To Whamn Sent: No. Sent:
Jan. Total
County Judge 0 4
Assoc. County Judge 0 12
Court Appt. Counsel S 40
County Attorney 4 35 -
City Attorney 2 A2 -
District Judge 0 13

RBEQUESTS FOR SERVICES:
A. Research Memorandums
1.  Projects Completed -
2. Supplemental Memos Sent
B. Case Copies ,
C. Special Projects
.D.  Library Assistance

CLIC MONTHLY REPORL

January, 1975
JAON. TOTAL
0 1
1 4
0 1
2 11
0 1
11 50
TOTAL

JAN. TOTAL
54 315

14 68

163 copies of 43 separate memos sent

copies of #001
copies of #013
copies of #016
copies of #052
copies of #004
copies of #014

Aot urn

28 193
.18 167

OO M
wWw~d o

6 copies of #016
7 copies of #010
8 copies of #011
10 copies of #079
13 copies of #003
15 copies of #007

Appendix C
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Chief of Policé

JAM.. TOTAL

n
3]

Requests Denicd 11

[y

Civil
Lancaster/Douglas
Conflict of Interest
Private Attorney
Outside Nebraska
Private Citizen
Other

Unreasonable Due Date

O~ U W N

OHWOWHOW
}_._J

FEPFNOH~~OB S

Counties: = (for which requests were filled)

Jan: (23)
Adams, Box Butte (3), Cass, Cheyenne, Colfax, Dakota, Dawes (2), Deuel (3), Dodge, Gage, Grant,

Hall (2), Holt, Howard (2), Keith, Madison (2), Merrick, Nance (2), Red Willow (3), Sarpy (%0),
Scottsbluff (3), vValley (3), Wheeler. . :

Cumulative to Date: (59) (4 or more calls have been received from following counties)

Buffalo (6), Cheyenne (5), Cuming (5), Custer (7), Dawes (4), Dixon (4), Gage (7), Hall (8),
Holt (7), Lincoln (8), Madison (10), Merrick (7), Nance (9), Nemaha (4), Otoe (6), Pawnee (6),

Platte (16), Red Willow (14), Sarpy (10), Saunders (5), Scottsbluff (30), Seward (5), Thurston (4),

Valley }f}, Washington (7). Ty
14

Positions: (for which requests were filled)
County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 20 92
District Judges 1 20
County Judges 2 38
Associate County Judges 0 4
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 14 78
City Attorneys 3 16

0 1

Appendix C
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TIME ALLOCATION

Research Addes/Assistants

1. Research/Mamos JAN.
Total Hours 267.40
Average Per Memo 9.55
(28 Momos)

2. Administrative 175.95
Average Per Request 3.26
(54 Requests) .

3.  Special Projects 14.00

4, Travel
Miles Travelled 390

ADMINISTRATIVE '

Administrative Personnel
Miles Travelled ) ' 35

Evaluations o
(See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)

l. Nc. Sent : 11
2. No. Received to Date 16

Initial Questionnaire

1. No. Sent : 0

2. No. Received to Date 0
Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings

in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 0

Bibliographies (Plus Supplements Thereto) ' 0

- Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 0

Newslietter . . 4500

TOTAL
1960.65
10.16

1161.74
3.69

98.40

433

2784

131
121

726
387
210
580
255

16,800

JAN.

457.35

TOTAL

3220.79
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TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION:

Add to Mailing List

Program Description

Abstract Judge's Opinion for
Newsletter

Other

Copy of Newsletter

No. of Requests for Copies

FEB.

CLIC MONTHLY REPORT -
February, 1975

11 copies of 10 separate memos sent

v
1

To Whom Sent: No. Sent:
, FEB. TOTAL
County Judge 0 h
Assoc. County Judge 0 12
Court Appt. Counsel 2 48
County Attormey 9 83
City Attorney 0 14
District Judge 0 13
REQUESTS FOR SERVICES:
A. Research Memorandums
1. Projects Completed

2. Supplemental Memos Sent
Case Copies

Special Projects

Library Assistance

FEB. TOTAL
0 1
0 4
0 1
2 13
1 2
7 57
TOTAL

FEB.
10

Feb.

40

TOTAL
68

174% copies of U7 separate memos sent

5 copies of #001
copies of #013
copies of #016
copies of #052
copies of #004
copies of #014

[e2BN e BN S IS AN E)

21 214

HO N O
W WO o,

6
8
8
10
13
15

copiles
copies
copies
copies
copies
copies

30

of #016
of #010
of #011
of #079
of #003
of #007

277

TOTAL
355
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FEB. TOTAL

D. Requests Denied 6 58
1. Civil 3 23
2. Lancaster/Douglas 2 6
3. Conflict of Interest 0 6
u, . Private Attorney 0 7
5. Qutside lebraska 0 1
6. Private Citizen 1 11
7. Other 0 2
8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1

Counties: (for which requests were filled)

Feb: (19)
Adams, Buffalo, Chase, Cheyenne, Clay, Custer, Dawes, Dawson, Dixon, Holt, Howard, Keith,

Lincoln (2), Madison (3), Mance (4), Platte (2), Saline, Sarpy (3), Sherman, Thayer.

Cumulative to Date: (60) (6 or more calls have been received from the following counties)

Buffalo (6), Custer (9), Dixon (6), Gage (7), Hall (8), Hol* (8), Lincoln (10), Madison (13),
Merrick (7), Nance (13), Otoe (8), Pawnee (6), Platte (13), Red Willow (14), Sarpy (13),

Scottsbluff (13), Seward (6), Valley (6), Washington (7).

Positions: (for which requests were filled)

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 14 106
District Judges 0 20
County Judges 4 42
Associate County Judges 1 5
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 11 89
City Attorneys . 0 16

1 2

Chief of Police

¢
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PO PSRN B as

———— TIME ALLUOCALILIUNL
Research Aides/Assistants 584.95 3805.74
1. Research/Memos
Total Hours

FEB. TOTAL

399.60 2360.25

Average Per lemo 21.03 12.30
- (19 Memos)
2. Administrative 185.35 1347.09
Average Per Request 4.63 3.783
(40 Requests)
3. Special Projects 0 98.40
4. Travel
Miles Travelled 0 - 433
ADMINISTRATIVE
Administrative Personnel
Miles Travelled 0 2784
Evaluations
(See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)
1.  No. Sent 25 156
2.  No. Received to Date 15 146
Initial Questionnaire
1. No. Sent 0 726
2. No. Received to Date 0 387
Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 0 210
Bibliographies (Plus Supplements Thereto -~ Supplements 1,000 1580
2, 3, 4)
Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 0 255
0 16,800

Newsletter
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Total Calls Received
Requests for Information:

Add to Mailing List

Program Description

Abstract Judge’s Opinion for Newsletter
Other

Copy of Newsletter

No. of Requests for Copies

mmoowe

Mar.
3 copies of 3 separate memos sent

To Whom Sent:

County Judge

Assoc. County Judge
Court Appointed Counsel
County Attorney

City Attorney

District Judge

Requests for Services
A. Research Memorandums
1. Projects Completed
2. Supplemental Memos Sent
B. Case Copies
C. Special Projects
.D. Library Ass'istance

CLIC MONTHLY REPORT
March 1975

Mar.
19

Mar. Total
"5 83
Mar. Total
0 1
Q 4
0 1
3 16
0 2
2 59
Total
177 copies of 48 separate memos sent
5 copies of No. 001 7 copies of No. 004
5 copies of No. 013 8 copies of No. 010
5 copies of No, 016 8 copies of No. 011
5 copies of No. 052 10 copies of No. G78
6 copies of No. 014 13 copies of No. 003
6 copies of No. 016 15 copies of No. 007
No. Sent:
Mar, Total
0 4 .
2 14
1 49
0 83
0 14
0 13
14 291
10 224 ‘
17 203
0 6
0 9
0 3
2 6

Total
374
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Mar. Total

E. Requests Denied 2 - 59
1. Civil 2 . 25

2. Lancaster/Douglas 0 6

3. Conflict of Interest .0 6

4. Private Attorney 0 7

5. Outside Nebraska 0 1

6. Private Citizen 0 11

7. Other 0 2

8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1

Counties: (for which requests were filled)

Mar. {8)
Buffalo (2}, Clay (2), Dawes (2}, Dodge (2), Hall, Knox, Madison (2), Platte {2)

Cumulative to Date: (60) (G or more calls have been received from the following counties)

Buffalo (8), Custer (9), Dawes (7), Dixon (6), Gage (7), Hall (8), Holt {(9), Lincoln (10), Madison (15),
Merrick {7}, Nance (13}, Otoe {6), Pawnee (6), Platte (20), Red Willow (14), Sarpy (13), Scottsbluff (13},

Seward (6), Valley (6), Washington (7).

Positions: (For which requests were filled)

County Attorneys;Deputy County Attorneys 2 108
District Judges 0 20
County Judges 0 42
Associate County Judges 4 9
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 6 95
City Attorneys 2 18

0 2

Chief of Police

Page 2 of 3
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Time Allocation

Resecarch Aides/Assistants
1. Research/Memos
Total Hours
Average Per Memo (17 Memos)

2. Administrative
Average Per Request (19 Requests)

3. Special Projects
4. Travel {Miles Travelled)

Administrative

Mites Travelled {Administrative Persbnnel)
Evaluations (See Appendix /A’ for Breakdown)
1. No. Sent
2. No. Received to Date
Initial Questionnaire
1. No. Sent
2. No. Received

Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire

Bibliographies (Selected List of Heldings in Klutznick Law
Library on Criminal Justice and all supplements thereto)

Newsletter

Page 30f 3

Mar.

© 469.60

27.64

300.70
15.80

0.00

20
27

oo

0

Total
2829.85
13.53

1647.16
4.40

98.40

433

2784

176
173

726
387

255

1890

16,800
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TOTAT, CALTS RECEIVED
REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION:
. Add to Mailing List

. . Program Description
Other

Copy of Newsletter
Nurher of Requests for Copies

HHOOw

April (3 or more)

4) copies of 23 separate memos sent
conies of 045

copies of 181

conies of 186

conies of 288

W

@ W W

TO WHOM SENT:

County Judge :
Assoc. County .udge
Court Appointed Counsel
County Attorney

City Attorney

District Judge

REQUESTS .TCOR SERVICES
A. Research Memprandums
1. Projects Completed
2. Supplemental Mamds Sent
B. Case Copies
C. Special Projects
D. Library Assistance

. Mbstract Judoe's Cninion for Newsletter

CLIC MONITILY REPUR!
April 1975

Total

99

(5 or more)

April
52

18 copies of 68 separate memos sent

April
16
April  Total
0 1
0 4
0 1
0 16
1 3
15 74
Total
2
5 copies of No., 001
5 copies of MNo. 013
5 conies of No, 016
5 copies of No. 052
6 copies of No. 014
6 copies of No. 016
No. Sent:
12 16
0 14
19 68
10 93
0 14
0 13
36 .
18 242
15 218
0 6
4 13
0 3
2 8

2
8
8
8

14

15

copies
copies
copiles
copies
copies
copies

327

of
of
of
of
of
of

No.
No.
No,
No.
No.
NG.

004
010
011
288
003
007
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L1

April Total
Recuests Denied 12 71
1. Civil 2 27
2. Lancaster/Douglas ) 7
3. Conflict of Interest 0 6
4. Private Attorney 4 11
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1
6. Private Citizen 1 12
7. Other 2 4
8. Unreasonable Due Date 2 3

Counties: (for which requests were filled)
Aoril (26)
Boyd, Brocwm, Cheyenne, Colfax (2), Cuning, Custer (3), Dawes (2), Dodge (2), Gage, Hamilton, Holt, Lincoln (2),

- Madison (3), Merrick (2), Nemaha, Pawnee, Phelps, Platte (2), Red Willow (3), Richardson, Sarpy, Saunders,

-

Scottsbluff (2), Thurston, Valley (2), York.

L

Cumalative to Date: (62) (6 or more calls have been received fram the following counties):

Buffalo (9), Cuning (6), Custer (12), Dawes (9), Dixon (6), Dodge (6), Gage (8), Hall (9), Holt (9), Lincoln
(12), Madison (18), Merrick (9), Nance (13), Otoe (6), Pawnee (7), Platte (22), Red Willow (17), Sarvoy (14),
Scottsbluff (15), Valley (7), Washington (7).

Positions: (For which requests were filled)

County Attorneys; Deputy County Attorneys 14 122
District Judges 0 20
County Judges 2 44
Associate County Judges 0 9
Court Appt. Counse/Public Defenders 19 114
City Attorneys 3 21
Chief of Police 2 4
Page 2 of 3
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TIME ALTOCATION

Research Aides/Assistants
. ResearchMemos
Total Hours
Average Per Memo (15 Memos)

=

2. Administrative
Average Per Request (52 Requests)

3. Special Projects

N

. Travel (Miles Travelled)
ADVINISTRATIVE
Miles Traveled (Administrative Personnel)
Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)
1. Number Sent
2. Number Received to Date
Initial Questionnaire
1. Nurber Sent
2. Number Received
Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire
Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings in
Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice and
all supplenents thercto)

Newsletter

Telephone Survey-March/April
Persons Contacted

April
154.30
10.28

234.60
. 4,51

26"
24

OO

9,200

219

Page 3 of 3

Total
2984,
13.

433

2784

202
157

726

15
32

.76
.4l

.40

387

255

1
w
Ve
@

26,000

219

April

388.9

Total

4964.31
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TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED

REQUESTS FOR INIFORMATION:

ME OOy

Add to Mailing List

Program Description

Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter
Other ‘

Copy of Newsletter

Nunber of Regquests for Copies

May = (3 or more)
52 copies of 31 separate memos sent
6 copies of 150
5 copies of 202
4 copies of 216
3 copies of 218

TO WHOM SENT:

County Judge

Assoc. County Judge
Court Appointed Counsel
County Attorney

City Attorney

District Judge

Police

REQUESTS FOR SERVICES

A.

o0 w

Research Memorandums
1. Projects Campleted
2. Supplemental Memos Sent

. Case Copies

Special Projects

Library Assistance

May 1975

May

HOFOOO

No.
1
0

31

15

" Total
121

(5 or more)
270 copies of 83 separate ma@mos sent

May
22
Total
1
4
1
17
3
95
Total
5 copies of No. 001
5 copies of No. 013
5 copies of No. 016
5 copies of No. 045
5 copies of No. 181
5 copies of No. 202
6 copies of No. 052
6 copies 0f No. 014
6 copies of No. 016
Sent:
17
14
49
108
14
13
5
26
259
227
7
17
3
11

7 copies
7 copies
8 copies
9 copies
10 copies
11 copies
14 copies
15 copies

353

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of

May

48

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

004
150
011
010
288
079
003
007

Total
474
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May Total

. Requests Denied 2 73

1. Civil 1 28

2. Lancaster/Douglas 1 7

3. Conflict of Interest 0 6

4. Private Attorney 0 -11

5. Outside Nebraska 0 1

6. Private Citizen 1 13

7. Other 0 4

8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 3

Counties: (for which requests were filled) g "

May (26)

Burt, Colfax, Cuming (2), Custer, Dawes (2), Dawson, Dodge, Fwmas, Hall, Holt, Keith (2), Lircoln (2),
Madison (2), Merrick, Nance (2), Nemaha (4), Red Willow (3), Saline,; Sarpy (4), Scottsbluff (2), Sherman,
Thurston (2), Valley, Washington (3), Wayne (2), York.

Cumulative to Date: (63) (6 or more calls have been received fram the following counties):
Buffalo (9), Colfax (6), Cuming (8), Custer (13), Dawes (11), Dixon (6), Dodge (7), Gage (8), Hall (10),

Holt (10), Keith (6), Lincoln (14), Madison (20), Merrick (10), Nance (15), Nemaha (9), Otoe (6), Pawnee (7),
Platt (22), Red Willow (20), Sarpy (18), Scottsbluff (17), Thurston (7), Valley (9), Washington (10).

Positions: (For which requests were filled)

County Attorneys; Deputy County Attorneys 20 142
District Judges 0 20
County Judges 4 48
Associate County Judges 1 10
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 15 129
City Attorneys 3 24
Chief of Police 2 6
Page 2 of 3

Appendix C
Page 30



TIME ALLOCATION

Research Aides/Assistants
1. Research/Memos

Total Hours

Average Per Memo (13 Momos)

2. Administrative
Average Per Recquest (43 Requests)

3. Special Projects
4. Travel (Miles Travelled)
ADMINISTRATIVE
Miles Traveled (Administrative Personnel)
Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)
1. Number Sent
2. Number Received to Date
Initial Questionaire
1. Number Sent
2. Number Received
Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire
Biblicgraphies (Selected List of Holdings in
Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice and
all supplements thereto)

Newsletter

Telephone Survey-March/April
Persons Contacted

3'0of 3

May
363.00
27.92

202.60

21
18

oo

4,600

Total

3,347.
14.

2,084.
.39

98.

433

2,784

223
215

726
387

255

1,890

30,600

219

15
30

36

40

May

565.60

Total

5,529.91
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TOIAL CALLS RECEIVED
REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION:

Add to Mailing List

Program Description

Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter
Other

Copy of Newsletter

¢ srher of Requests for Copies

mEOoOOQwW>

June (3 or nore)

74 copies of 59 separate memos sent
4 copies of 308

3 copies of 332
4 copies of 343

TO WHOM SENT:

County Judge

Assoc. County Judge
Court Appointed Counsel:
County Attorney

City Attorney

District Judge

Police

REQUEST I'OR SERVICES
A. Research Memorandums
1. Projects Completed
2. Supplemental Memos Sent
B. Case Copies
C. Special Projects
D. Library Assistance

CLIC MONTHLY REPORT .

G

June 1875

Total

108

No. Seont:

4
0
1
7
2
0
0

32

33
2
4
1
2

21
14
158
115
16
13
7

291
260
9
21
4
13

*  Total reduced because of change of classification
**  Total increased because of change of classification

*k

344 copies of 142 separate

NS ooy oy

June
59

June Total

17

copiles
copies
coplies
copies
copies

copies

42

138

Total (6 or more)

of No. 013 8 copies

of No. 045 S copies

of No. 181 11 copies

of No. 016 12 copies

of No. 052 14 copies

of No. 150 15 copies
395

Total
533

mamos sent

of No.
of No.
of No.
of No.
of No.
of No.

004
010
288
079
003
007

RS
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June Total

E. Requests Denied 3 76
1. Civil 1 29
2. Lancaster/Douglas 0 7
3. Conflict of Interest 1 7
4. .Private Attorney 1 12
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1
6. Private Citizen 0 13
7.  Other 0 4
8. Unreasonable Due Doate 0 3

Counties: (for which requests were filled)

June (30)

' A
hdams, Boone (1), Buffalo (2), Burt, Cheyenne (1), Custer (3), Dawes (4), Dodge, Franklin, Furnas, Gage (1),

Garden (1), Hamilton (3), Johnson (1), Lincoln (2), Madison (3), Nance, Otoe, Phelps (1), Platte (3), Red
Willow (2), Saline (1), Sarpy (3), Saunders, Scotts Bluff (1), Thomas (2), Thurston (1), Washington (3),

York (1), Multi-County Area (4).

Cunulative to Date: (70)

(10 or more calls have been received from the following counties):

Buffalo (11l), Custer (16), Dawes (15), Holt (10), Lincoln (16), Madison (23), Merrick (10},
Nance (16), Platte (25), Red Willow (22), Sarpy (21), Scotts Bluff (18), Washington (13).

Positions: (For which requests were filled)

County Attormeys; Deputy County Attorneys 17 159
District Judges 0 20
County Judges 8 56
Associate County Judges 0 10
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 15 143
City Attorneys 4 28
Police 7 14
Other 1 1

* %

*  Total reduced because of change of classification
** Total increased because of change of classification
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TIME ALLOCATION

Research Aldes/Assistants
1. Research/Momos

Total Hours

Average Per Memo (35 memos)

2. Administrative
Average Per Request (59 Requests)

3. Special Projects
4. Travel (Miles Travelled)
ADMINISTRATIVE
Miles Travelled (Administrative Personnel)
Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)
1. Number Sent
2. Number Received to Date
Initial Questionnaire
1. Nuwber Sent
2.  Number Received
Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire
Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings in

Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice
and all supplemnents thereto)

Newsletter

Telephone Survey-March/April
Persons Contacted
(See Appendix "B" for Breakdown)

2

June
429.90
12.28

247.30
4.19

55.90

544

33
35

o

4,600

Total

3,414.
12.

2,129,

154.

433

3,328

256
250

726
387

255

1,890

35,200

221

05
69

06
.99

30

June

733.10

Total

5,697.41
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TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION:

Add to Mailing List

I'rogram Description

Abstract Judge's Opinion for Newsletter
Other

Copy of Newsletter

Number of Requests for Copies

MEO0w

July (3 or more)
53 copies of 28 separate mamos sent
copies of 351
copies of 353
copies of 361
copies of 509

>0 W

TO WHCM SENT:

County Judge

Assoc. County Judge
Court Apmointed Counsel
County Attornmey

City Attommey

District Judge

Police

REQUEST I'OR SERVICES
A. Research Movworandums
1. Projects Canpleted
2.  Supplenental Manos Sent
B. Case Copies :
C. jpecial Projects
D.  Jibrarv Assistance

—

July 1975

July Total
1 3
0 4
0 1
1 19
1 6
9

1 127

No. Sent:
0 21
1 15
29 187
20 135
2 18
0 13
1 8
33 324
25 285
0 -9
2 23
o 4
o 13

CLIC MONTHLY REPORT

July - Total

66 599

July Total
22 160

Total (6 or more)
397 copies of 170 separate memos sent

6 copies of No. 013 7 copies of No.
6 copies of No. 045 9 copies of No.
6 copies of No. 181 9 copies of No.
6 copies of No. 202 9 copies of No.
6 copies of No. 353 11 copies of No.
6 coples of No. 361 13 copies of No.
7 copies of No. 016 14 copies of No.
7 copies of No. 052 15 copies of No.
44 439

150
004
010
011
288
079
003
007
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E. Requests Denied

. Civil
Lancaster/Douglas
Conflict of Interest
Private Attorney
Outside Nebraska
Private Citizen
Other
Unreasonable Due Date

O3 W

Counties: (for which requests were filled)
July (33)

Boone (1), Box Butte (7), Boyd, Buffalo (1), Cheyenne (2), Dakota, Dawes (1), Dawson (2), Dodge (1), Gage (2),
Grant, Hall, Holt, Jefferson, Keith (1), Lincoln (2), Madison, Morrill, Nuckolls, Pawnee, Platte, Red Willow (1
Sarpy (3), Saunders (2), Scotts Bluff (5), Seward, Sheridan, Stanton (1), Valley (2), Washington, Wayne, York (

Multi—County Area (4).

Cumilative to Date: (71) (10 or more calls have been received from the following counties):

Box Butte (10), Buffalo (12), Cheyenne (10), Custer (16), Dawes (16), Gage (11), Holt (11), Lincoln (18),

July

N O O W o

Total

85
30

10 7

13

13

)
1),

Madison (24), Merrick (10), Nance (16), Platte (26), Red Willow (23), Sarpy (24), Scotts Bluff (23), Valley (1l),

Washington (14), dMulti-County (11).
Positions: (for which requests were filled)

County Attorneys; Deputy County Attorneys
District Judges

County Judges

Associate County Judges

Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders
City Attorneys

Police

Other

}_l

N
M NWWHUOo W

178
20
61
11

166
31
16
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TIME ALTOCATION
Research Aldes/Assistants
1. Research/reomos
Total Hours
Average Per Momo (33 memos)

2. Administrative J
Average Per Recuest (66 requests)

3. Special Projects

4. Travel (Miles Travelled)

ADMINISTRATIVE
Miles Travelled (Administrative Persomnnel)

Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)

1. Nunber Sent
2. Number Received to Date

Initial Questionnaire
1. Number Sent
2. Nurber Received

Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire
Bibliographies (Selécted List of Holdings in

Klutznick Law Lihrary on Criminal Justice
and all supplenents thereto)

Newsletter

Telephone Survey-March/April
Persons Contacted

<

July

480.
14

206.

97.

25
25

oo

4,600

60

.56

70

172

o)

60

Total
3,894.
' 13.

2,335.

251.

423

3,328

281
275

726
387

255

1,890

39,800

221

65
24

76

80

July
784,90

Total
6,482.31
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CLIC MOWITILY REPORT
August 1975

Aucust Total

TOTAT, CATLS RECEIVETD ' 60 659
August  Total
REQUESTS FOR INFQRVAMIION: 31 191
August  Total
A, 2d to Mailing List 1 4
B. Program Description 0 4
C. Abstract Julce's COpinion for Newsletter 0 1 )
N, Other 0 19
E. Copy of Newslectter 2 8
. Nurhwer of Requests for Copies 28 155
Angust (3 or more) Total (6 or more)
74 conies of 48 separate memos sent 471 copies of 218 separate menos sent
4 copies of 278 6 copies of No. 013 7 copies of No. 361
3. cowvies of 373 6 copies of No. 045 7 copies of No. 401
3 copnies of 384 6 copies of No. 078 9 copies of No. 004
3 comies of 408 6. copies of No. 181 9 copies of No. 010
3 copies of 428 6. copies of No. 202 9 copies of No. 011
4 copies of 43° 6 copies of No. 509 12 covnies of No. 288
7 copies of No. 016 13 copies of No. 079
7 copies of No. 052 14 copies of No. 003
7 copies of No. 150 16 copies of No. 007
7 copies of No. 353
TO WHOM SENT': No. Sent:
County Judge 7 28
Assoc. County Judae 0 15
Court Apmointed Counsel 34 221
County Attorney 18 153
City Attorney 7 25
District Judae 0 13
Police 8 16
REQUEST I'OR SERVICES 28 468
A.  Research Memorandums 21 345
1. Proiects Completed 28 313
2. Supplcmontal Mowos Sent 0 9
B. Case Copics 3 26
C. Special Proiccts 0 4
D. Library Assistance 1 14
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August Total
89

E. Recquests Denied 4
2. Civil 0 30
2. Lancaster/Touglas 1 11
2, Conflict of Interest 0 7
4. Private Attorney 0 13
5. Outside RNebraska o 2 ,
€. DPrivate Cltizen 2 15
7. Other 1 6
€. Unreasonzble Due Date 0 5

Counties: (for which recuests were f£illed)

Auguck (27)
I'ox Butte (2), Buffalo (3), Cedar, Cherry (1), Cheyenne, Cuming (3), Dakota, Dawes (2), Dawson (3), Gage, Hall,

Eamil+ton, Holt, Johnson, Xeith, Knox, Lincoln (1), Madison (2), Nance (1), Otoe, Pawmee (3), Platte (4),
Rad ™ 1low (1), Scotts Bluff (6), Valley (1), Washington (2), Multi-County (1).

Cumulative to Date: (71) (10 or more calls have been received fram the following counties):
Box Butte (12), Buffalo (15), Cheyenne (13), Cuning (11), Custer (16), Dawes (18), Dawson (10), Gage (12), Holt (12)
Lincoln (19), Madison (26), Merrick (10), Nance (17), Otoe (10), Pawnee (11), Platte (30), Red Willow (24),
Sarpy (24), Scotts Bluff (29), Valley (12), Washington (16), Multi-County (12).

Positicns: (for which requests were filled)

County Attorneys; Deputy County Attorneys 11 189
Dostrict Judaes : 0 20
County Judoes 6 67
Associate County Judges 0 11
Cour - Anpt. Counsel/Public Defenders 27 193
City Attorneys 5 3

Police 2 18
Qther 1 3
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TS ALTOCATION

Research Aldes/Assistants
1. Research/:cmos
Total Hours
Averacge Per Moo (28 monos)

Administrative
Average Per Pucest (60 recuests)

2]

3. Snccial Projccks

avel (Miles Travelled)

:I_x
N

ADNMINISTRATTIVE
Miles Travelled (Administrative Personnel)

Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakdown)
1. Number Sent
2. Number Received to Date

Initial Questionnaire
. Number Sent
. Number Received

o

Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire
Bibliographics (Selected List of Holdings in
Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice

and all supplerents thereto)

Neowsletter

Telephone Survey
Persons Contacted

.

August

404,

A

(SR

o
(W8]
w v,

41.

25
22

o O

1,000

0

184

G0

A7

al

£

~

Vv

0
2

4

00

Total
4,299.55
13.73

2,570.96
3.90

292.90

433

3,328

306
297

726
387

255

2,890

39,800

405

August
681.10

Total
7,163.41
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