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@' ‘ ' In Jduly, 1572, the Baltimore City Mayor's Coordinating Council on

Criminal Justice presented its Three Year Action Plan for the Reduction

of Burg1ary, Robbery, Homicide, Aggravated Assault, and Rape to the
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice {the Maryland State Planning Agency)Aand the Philadelphia
Regional Office of the Law Enforcement Aésistance Administration.
Included in the Plan was a Court Requirements Program which in-

cluded seven projepts. The thrust of the Program was to develop an

- effective information system for the courts and related agencies in -
order to provide baseline data about the processing of Impact crimes
in Baltimore.. When the information was gathered, more accurate planning

could pinpoint what improvements were necessary to provide an optimum

system. '
‘ In concert with the a]ready—funded' Criminal Case Information System,
specific management information sub-syétems were to be developed. In-

cluded in this design were information systems for the Public Defender‘g
Office, Probation Department, Juvenile Court, and District Courts; a
Central Calendar Clearing House for all courts in Baltimore; improved
records management procedures; and an expanded unit in the State's Attorney's
office'to coordinate investigation and prosecut%on of all violent crimes,
Although the Three-Year Action Plan was approved on August 31, 1972
by the Governor's Commission and on October 26, T972 bj the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, the Court Requirements Program was not
approved. It was indicated that the Court Program should be restructured
to tie in more closely with the National Program objective of reducing
‘ street crime and burglary. The amount of money allocated to the Courts

Program ($2,000,000) was reserved for future projects.



Duripg the next several months, several meetings were conducted
but no consehsus was reached as to how to restructure the Courts Program.
During the winter of 1972-1973, the staff of the Mayor's Coordinating .
Council developed a plan to augment -the Baltimore City Criminal Court
by adding two new Parts'to hear only H{gh Impact cases. This plan was -
approved in, concept in March, 1973 by an ad hoc committee chaireﬂ by
Chief Judge Robert C. Murphy of the Maryland Court of Appeals and com-
prised of the Police Commissioner, the Stgtefs Attorney fbr Baltimore 1
City, Public Defender, Chief Judges .of the Supreme Bench and Disfrict
Court, and the Director of the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal
Justice. |

On March 28, 1973 the revised Court Redhirements Pkogram was formally
submitted to the Governor's Commission and on April 5,°1973 to the
‘Phi]adelphia Regional Office of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
The Regional Administrator from Philadelphia approved the new Pkognam Area
on April 10, 1973 and requested that a formal grant application be
submitted.

The grant applications detailing the resources required to operate
two additional parts of the ermina] Coﬁrt were transmitted to the Governor's
Commission on May 9, 1973. Included in thé packege were three (3)
applications: The one from Baltimore City included funds for renovations
to provide space for two new courtrooms, judges, prosecutors,'Crimina1
Assignment office personnel, court clerks and other support personnel.

The two other applications were from State agencies--the Public Defender's
Office and the Probation Department. _

On May 31,°1973 the Governor's Cdmmission formally approved the three

.fgrant applications comprising the High Impact Courts, with the exception

" that a separate grant proposal would have to be developed for the Court



Clerks office since this is a State function., The City of Baltimore
. was notified on June 26, 1973 of the grant award of $663,907.00 for
the High Impact Courts.

The two new High Impact Courts commenced operation on July 2, 1973,
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'Impact Courts Evaluation

Introduction

The Impact Courts' (Parts I and II) function is to try the most
serious Impact charges as expeditiously as possible. The remaining
ten parfs of the Criminal Court try the overflow of Impact cases, the
non-Impact felonies, and appeals and jury trials from the D1str1ct
Court. . ’

In order to imp]emént two new gourtg, the staffs of the relevant
criminal justice agencies were bolstered. The State's Attorney's Office
received eight additional prosecutors, two legal stenographers, and four
special agents for investigative work. The Criminal Aésignment 0ffice,
which schedules all criminal trials, added two docket assignment clerks

and one clerical assistant. Two jail guards were added to the City Jail

“in order tc facilitate transportation of pre-trial detainees to the Court

House. Two judges, two court reporters, two deputy sheriffs, four security
guards, and one jury assembly clerk were included in .the Federal share.
Although it is not known whether speedier trials directly impact on

the reduction of crime, according to the Report on Courts of the WNational

Advisory Commission on Cyiménal Justice Standards and Goals, “it is
reasonable to believe that the more closely punishment follows the crime,
the greater the deterrent value of the punishment‘“] Prompt processing
of all defendants will ease tensions in local jails by reducing the seem-
ingly interminable wait to appear in court.2 "From the point of view of

the public, a speedy trial is necessary to preserve the means of proving

TNational Adv1sory Commission on Criminal Justice and Standards, Report
on COLrts, p. 67. (Nashwngton 1973).

2Ibid. p. 67.



" the charge, to maximize the deterrent effect of prosecution and con-

viction, and to avoid, ih some cases, an extended period of pre—ﬁria]
freedom of the defendant during whith time he may flee,‘commit other
crimes, or intimidate Witnesses."3

Currently the Supreme Bench operates twelve criminal parts, of
which Parts I and II are termed the "High Impact Courts." At the time
these courts opened, the criminal justice system was confronted by a
rising number of arvests for index crimes, an increase in the number of
persons indicted by the Grand Jury, and a jump in requests for jury
trials from the District Court. In addition, more than ha{f of the
persons awaiting trial.in the Baltimore City Jail ére alleged Impact
offenders. | | ‘

The Impact Court Evaluation Component specified eight objectives
(initially specified by the Grant Application) upon which the courts'
effectiveness would be measured:

1. Give priority to scheduling and conductiné trials of defendants
detained in Bé1timore City Jail. Priority should be given‘to
defendants who have been incarcerated the longest while
awaiting trial and sentencing.

2. The average time for arrest to disposition shal be ninety (90)

days in the first year of the project for all Impact offenders.

For those incarcerated prior to the commencement of this project
(July 2, 1973), the ninety days shall start running on Jy]y 2, 1973.

3. Defense counsel shall be appointed, on the average, within seven
(7) days of the fiiing of the Grand Jury indictment or criminal
information.

3Amefican Bar Association Project on Minimum Standards for Criminal
Justice Standards Relating to Speedy Trial. Approved Draft, 1968, p. 10.
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4, MWithin seven (7) days of the filing of appearance by defense
counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office shall designate the
trial date.

(number of postponements)
5. The postponement rate (number of trials ) shall not

exceed 10% and shall not exceed oﬁe postponement per tr%a1.
Postpenement is defined as any change irrespective of how
long it is or when it occurs, in the trial date once it has
been.set by the Criminal Assignment Office.

6. Court sessions will begin at 10 AM. Cases will follow

immediately one after another.

7. The pre-sentence report will be comp]etea by the Division

of Péro]e and Probation within fourteen days after request
is received. |

8. To increase the number of Impact cases brought to trial when

compared to number of Impact cases brought to trial before
the Impact Courts went into operation.

The Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice published an
interim evaluation report on June 6, 1974. It included analysis of
objectives one, two, three and five; the Phése I. Evaluation effort
expands upon our p}evious analysis and also treats the remaining four
objectives. The court evaluation, with respect to the objectives stated
in the Impact Court Evaluation Component, constitutes the first section;

the second section deals with topita1 issues confronting the Baltimore

Supreme Bench.
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Objective 1: Give priority to scheduling and conducting trials of defendants
detained in Baltimore City Jail. Priority should be given to defendants
who have been incarcerated the longest while awaiting trial and sentencing.

Data Constre =y

The sample used in analyzing this objective consists of ,those

‘defendants identified as being incarcerated by virtue of the fact that

the cepi (determination of defendant's location) was returned from the

Baltimore City Jail. These persons were indicted or an information returned

. between September 1, 1973 and April 1, 1974 and their cases were ¢losed as

of June 1, 1974. No open cases are included in the ané1ysis of elaps~d
time from arrest to disposition. .

A11 Criminal Court 1qdictﬁents,_1nformations, apbea]sl and warrants
receive an 8 digit figure as an identifier. The first number éignifﬁes which
of the four above-named categories the transaction would come under; the next
two digits indicate the year; and the final numbers identify the individual
case. This sample includes all transactions beginning with a 5 or 6 which
designate Impact crime indictments and informations respectively. Also in-
cluded are the Impact crime categories which are comprised of a]f other murders,
rapes, robberies, aggravated assaults, and night-time burglaries which were not
clearly jdentified as occurring among friends or relatives. These indictments
and informations are designated by the prefix 1 or 2 respectively. The total-
sample includes 504 defendants; however, all tables do not add to 504 because
certain pieces of information were not obtainable from the historical files.

| Efforts to identify Impact offenders in Jail prior to September, 1973 have
proven extremely difficult because of problems in accessing old Jail‘records.
Significant changes have occurred in Jail record maintenance technﬁques since
September, 1973 improving current files but not affecting pre-September, 1973

files.
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Priority Scheduling for Jailed Defendants

It has been generally believed that priority is given to scheduling
the trials of defeqdants detained in Baltimore City Jail. Tables J1-J8 |
depict the elapsed time between arrest and disposition and at Sritical
benchmarks along the way for jail cases versus noﬁ~jqii cases. The
analysis of this'data shows that jail cases are moved at approximately
the same speed as non-jail cases. Accqrding'to these statistics, it,
therefore, appears that sufficient priority has not been given to disposing
of jail cases before handling bail or own recognizance cases. It is possible
that jail cases are given priority in scheduling but there is s]ippage'by
the time the cases are ready for disposition.

Table J1 shows that the mean time from arrest to disposition is
virtually identical for jail and non-jail cases. On its face this would
indicate that priority has not been given to jail cases; hDWeQer, the
response heretofore had been that jail cases are normally ﬁﬁre serious and
difficult to try than non-jail cases so the closeness in elapsed time
might still indicate preference given to jail cases.

In order to examine this point, special tables (J2-J5) were designed
to reflect difficulties in cases with excessive motions or postponements,
two supposed manifeétations of more serious cases. Tables J2 and J3 show
that jail and non-jail cases had appro%imate]y the same percentage of
excessive motions (motions which took Tonger than six weeks to resolve)
and postponements. Sixteen percent of the jail cases had excessive motions
while 9% of the non-jail cases had excessive motions; 31% of the jail cases
had postponements and 27% of the non-jail cases had postponements.

If time-consuming motions and postponements are indicators of more
serious cases (i.e. cases requiring longer periods to try), then jail

\ i

cases are not more difficult than non-jail cases and do not take longer
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to try. The conception that jail cases are generally problem cases does
not seem jugtified.

Tables J4 and J5 depict that cases involving coﬁp]icated motions or .
postponements require significantly more time to dispose of than cases
involving normal motions 5r no postponemeﬁts. Again'thé time from arrest
through dispogition is virtually the same for jai]énd non-jail cases in-
volving excessive motions or postponements.

Of interest from Tables J6-J8 is the table (J7) which ghows that it
takes an average of 38.0 days after indictmént or information for jéi1ed
defendants to have an attorney appointed or file his appearance and 30.7
days for non-jai]ed defendants. This average 6f one month is entirely too
Tong for all defendants and is particularly crucial for pre-trial detainees
whose cases should be expedited.

In summary, it appears that jail cases are no more difficult to try than
non-jail cases. If special emphasis were given to expediting jail'cases,
then the figures should reflect shorter time from arrest to disposition for =
these cases. The failure to reduce elapsed time for jail cases below that:
of non-jail cases indicates that close and constant attention is not being
paid to moving the jail cases rapidly at every step from arrest to disposition.

Priority for Qldest Jail Cases

Table J9 reflects the continually decreasing number of persons incar-
cerated in 1973 and earlier who still remain in Jail awaiting tr}a1. Using
February, 1974 as a base, 289 persons charged with Impact crimes in 1973 and
earlier remained in Jai]. By July 1, 1974, only 33 of these persons (iwo-
thirds of whom were committed during the last quarte# of 1973) were still
incarcerated at the City Jail; thus 89% af t%e persons had their cases

completed.



An analysis of the 33 cases yet to be ‘tried discloses that 21 of
these persons have their trials scheduled; ten in July, seven in ‘August,
and four in September. Six cases have-mot, been set for'triaT; three
have been tried recently and are currently awaiting'disposjtion, two have
a change of venue, and one has been .compieted by a finding of insanity
and commitment to the State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.

From the basically descending percentage of persans no longer in the
City Jail, it can be deduced that the oldest cases are being given priority.
It would appear from inspecting the Weekly Jail Inmate Aging Report that
the courts are clearing older cases before hearing more recent ones. The
older cases which haQe qot yét been disposed of oftén have extraordinary
problems which prevent more rapid adjudication. In addition; the Criminal
Assignment Office has nired a summer intern whose sole job is to expedite
movement of the oldest jail cases.

Obviously, the major difficulty in processing jail cases is that the
average stay in Jail is almost six months from arrest to disposition. Even
if the oldest jail cases are being tried first or priority were given to’
conducting the trials of these persons, the devjation from the 90 day |
arrest to disposition objective is so great as to overshadow much of the
progress being made. |

Jail Population

The Jail population, as evidenced by Graph J1, continues to fluctuate
between 1,100 and 1,200 prispngrs. The number of inmates has risen duriﬁb
‘the summer months but is still consistently less than 1972 and early 1973
levels. The number of prisoners awaiting Supreme Bench action (Graph J25
has alsoAincreased‘during the summer but continues to be Tess than early

1974 Tevels,



It is difficult to say that reduced population is a direct result
of the additional court capacity, but when more cases are closed, Jail
popq1ation should generally decrease. Several projects and activities,-
including the Pre;TriaT Release Division, Jail-Bail Review, the State's
Attorney's Office Felony Complaint Unit, and other qiversion ahd‘treat—

ment programs also impact on Jail population.

Recommendations
Obviously, the most significant recommendations that could be made
_are those that invalve meeting the ninety day arrest to sentencing ob-
Jjective. Specific suggestions on this subject wi11 be mentioned in
following sections.

Additional effort should be made to insure that jail cases are given
priority in every step from arrest through disposition. Fai]ure to meet
any point along a model time-table should be noted immediately and appro-
priate action taken. The Criminal Assignment Office, which schedules the
Supreme Bench criminal cases, should take an active role and bé supportea 1
by the Bench in its efforts to mové cases rapidly to disposition. |

An attempt to create a mathematical model which will measure deviation
from the ideal of scheduling cases in strict chronological order has begun.
It involves assigning cases a number, oldest cases have the lowest numbers,
and comparing this to the order in which the cases are finally schedu]ed.v
The latter numbef will be subtracted from the former, thus giving a picture

of how far the scheduling has strayed from the ideal. Great refinement will
have to be made in this mode1 to account for particular problems which
absolutely preclude scheduling in strict chronological order. The notion,

however, that more than judgment or intuition should be used to compare



actual performaﬁce to the stated objective is a vg]id one; thus a specific
means of measur%ng performance must be developed.

The second problem which must be éddressed is the particular slowness
in abpointment of counsel jn Ajai] cases. If arraignments were conducted
more frequently for jail cases, then the status of Qe%endant's counsel
could be ascertained quickly and proper measures taken to guarantee-earlier
representation.

Continuous monitoring of Jail population réports is conducted by the.
relevant agencies but must be increased to give this area the attention

it deserves.
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Table g3

Test Variables: Jajl/Bail

Jail

Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition

No. of Days Ngéfgf % Nobpgf % nggl‘ 9
" o189 12 2.6 4 .9 16 | 3.4
90-119 22 4,7 123 4.9 45 | 9.6
120-149 57 12.2 43 9.2 100 | 21.3
150-179 62 13.2 57 12.2 119 | 25.5
180-209 54 11.5 a4 .9.4 98 | 20.9
210-239 18 ° 3.8 23 4.9° 41 8,7
240269 20 4.3 i 23| = 6.6
270-299 1 2.3 3 .6 14 | 3.0
300 1 2 4 .9 5 1 1.1
Total 257 54,8 212 45,2 469 {100.0
Jail Bail i

Median: 168 days 168.9 days

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

67.3%:  4-7 months

172.2

68%: 4-7 months

171.0




Table g2
. Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition ( Controlling for Motions-Normal)
Test Variables: Jail/Bail ‘ :

Jail Bail _

No. of Days 'Ngéfgf % Nobp?c‘: % | nggl. g
1= 89 12 2.9 | 4 .11.0 16 3.9
90 - 119 22 5.3 23 [5.6 45 10.9
120 - 149 1 48 1.7 39 9.5 87  ]21.1
150 - 179 55 13.3 53 12.9 108 [26.2
180 - 209 48 1.7 40 9.7 88 21.4
210 - 239 ! 12 2.9 20 4.9 2 (7.8
240 - 269 13 5.2 | |8 1.9 21 5.1
270 - 299 8 1.9 2 .5 L1007 j2.4

1"" 300 - 1 .2 ' 1.0 5 1.2
TOTAL 219 53.2 193 46.8 412 " [100.0
Jail . Rail ‘
Median: : 165 days 167.1days
Tendency Pattern: 68.9%: 4 - 7 months 68.2%: 4 - 7 months

Mean: ND ND
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Table 33

 Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition (Controlling For Postponements)
(No Postponements)

Test Variables: Jail/Bail

Bai]

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

ND

-12-

ND

J3i1 ‘

No. of Days Ngéfgf b Nobegﬁ % nggl. %
1-89 1 3.3 4 1.2 15 | 4.5
90-119 20 6.0 23 6.8 | 43 12.‘8

120-149 50 14.9 40 11.9 90 |26.8

150-179 41 12.2 43 12.8 84 |25.0

180-209 31 9.2 28 8.3 59 [17.6

210-239 1 3.3 g 2.4 | 19 | 5.7

240-269 9 2.7 '6 1.8 15 | 4.5

270-299 4 1.2 2 611 6 |1.8

300- 1 3 4 1.2 5| 1.5

Total 178 53.0 158 47.0 336 §00.00

Jail Bail '

Median: 155.9 158.4

51.1% betw. 4&6 mrnths 52.5% betw. 4&6 months




Tab1e Ja

Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition (Controlled For Motions) (Excessive)

Test Variables: Jail/Bail

Jail Rail T
. No. of No. of ota
No. of Days Defs, # Defs.. » Defs.l %
120-149 , 9 15.8 4 .| 7.0 13 | 22.8
150-179 " 7 12.3 4 7.0 11 | 19.3
180-209 6 10.5 4 { 7.0 10 {.17.9
210-239 6 10.5° 3 5.3 1 9 | 15.§
© 240-269 7 12.3 3 5.3 10 | 17.5
270-299 3 5.3 1 1.8 | 4 7.0
Total ' 38 66.7 19 33.3 57 {100.0
Jail ) Bai )
Median: 195 days 191.2 days
Tendency Pattern: Not Significant Not Significant
Mean: . ND ND

~13-



- Table g5

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition (

Controlling For Postponements-All

. S " Postponements)
Test Variables: Jail/Bail -
Jail Bail T )
No. of | No. of ’ ota
No. of Days Defs. % Defs % ‘ Defs.| %
1-89 1 0.8 I o 0.0 1 lo.s
90-119 2 1.5 0 0.0 2 | 1.5
120-149 7 5.3 3 2.3 10 17.5
150179 21 15.8 14 10,5 35 126.3
180-209 23 17.3 16 12.0 39 [29.3
210-239 7 5.3 15 11.3 22 6.5
240-269 11 8.3 5 3.8 16 12.0
270- 7 5.3 1 0.8 8 |6.0
TOTAL 79 59.4 54 Bo.6 133 1100.0
Jaijl Bail )
Median: ©191.1 days 198.7 days

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

55.7% between 5&7 monthy

ND

-14-

55.5% between5&7 months
ND
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Table J6

Time Interval: Arrest to Supreme Bench fi1ing

Test Variables: Jail/Bail

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

58.8%: 2 - 4 weeks
30.6 days

~15-

47.6%: 2 - 4 weeks

32.9 days

Jail * Bail
No. of No. of Total
No. of Days Defs, s Defs * Defs.} %
1-6 4 0.9 3 0.6 7 1.5
7-13 6 1.3 5 1.1 11 2.4
14-20 76 16.3 59 12.7 135 8.0
21-27 74 15.8 47 8.8 115 24,7
28~34 19 4.1 20 4.3 39 8.4
35-41 22 4.2 30 6.5 52 11.2
42-48 18 3.9 17 3.7 35 7.5
49-55 12 2.6 8 1.7 20 4.3
56-62 9 1.9 7 1.5 16 3.4
63-69 5 1 8 1.7 13 2.8
70~ 10 2.2 12 2.6 22 4.7
TOTAL 255 54.8 210 45,2 465 100.0
Jail Bail ]
Median: 24.9 days 27.5 days




Table 5 7

Time Interval: Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment

Test Variables: Jail/Bail

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

53.9%: 1 - 5 weeks
38.0 days

-16-

Jail Bail =
No. of No. of ota
No. of Days Defs . % Defs e Defs.| %
" 1.6 12 2.6 11 2.2 23 |48
7 -.13 36 7.9 63 13.8 99 21.6
14 - 20 - 40 8.7 42 9.2 82 17.9
21 - 27 33 7.2 14 3.1 47 10.3
28 - 34 30 6.6 13 2.8 43 9.4
35 - 41 21 4.6 10 2.2 31 6.8
42 - 48 12 2.6 9 2.0 - 21 14.6
49 - 55 24 5.2 5 4 1.1 29 6.3
56 - 62 8 1.7 9 2.0 17 3.7
.63 - 69 6 1.3 5 .1 11 2.4
70 - 36 ° 7.9 19 4.4 55 12.2
TOTAL 258 56.3 200 43.7 458 100.0
Jail Bail
Median: 29.9 days 18.3 days

52.5%: 1 - 3 weeks
30.7 days




= ‘lll’ Table J 8

Test Variables: Jail/Bail

Time Interval: Supreme Bench to Disposition

. Jail Bail

to.ofpays | [ Meof | x| |Mpef | vl B 4
1~ 59 11 2.2 15 1.0 16 3.3
60 - 89 23 4.7 25 5.1 48 9.8
90 - 119 56 11.4 50 10.2 106 |21.5
120 - 149 73 14.8 55 1.2 128 |26.0
150 - 179 59 12.0 | | 40 8.1 99 20.1
180 - 209 30 6.1 | | 28 5.7 58 {11.8
210 - 239 11 2.2 14 2.8 .25 {5.1

"II’ 240 - 9 1.8 3 6 12 2.4
TOTAL 272 55.3 220 44.7 492 {100.0
Jail Bail
Median: 138.9 days 136.3 days

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

69.1%: 3 - 6 months
140 days

-17-
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| Table J9 ‘
. ‘—‘ NUMBER OF IMPA‘PE OFFENDERS IN JAIL _ |

Number
Committed to Number Remaining in Jail as of: Numerical Re- {Percent Re-
- dJail during . duction in duction in
" 1/9/74 _2/4/74 3/18/74 _4/1/74 5/6/74 6/3/74 _7/1/74 {Jail Pop. Jail Pop.
1972 10 7 6 6 5 3 3 7 70
Jan.-dune '73 61 40 1| o 7 3 2 59 | o7
July '73 26 14 7 6 3 3 3 23 88
August '73 45 36 23 20 -7 3 1 | 44 98
September '73 38 28 13. 10 6 3 2 36 95
t
® )
October '73 74 58 42 41 . 21 5 6 68 92
November '73 60 55 51 48 .20 . 14 7 53 88
December '73 51 43 39 25 | 14 s | . 4 . 82"
Total Period 289 199 | 184 94 48 | 33 256 | 89

Source:  Jail Weekly Inmate Aging Report

*Percent reduction in Jail population from 2/4/74 to 7/1/74. .




Graph J1

ACTUAL IN-JAIL COUNT -

(o))
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3004
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Source: Baltimore City Jail Weekly Population Report
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Graph J2

ACTUAL IN-JAIL COUNT .
CHARGED TO SUPREME BENCH
1974 -
600
500
400
Number
of
Inmates
- 300
200
100 -

/2 114 1728  2/11 2/25 3/11 3/25 4/8 4/22 5/6 5/20 6/3 6/17 7/1

. o DATE OF REPORT

Source: Baltimore City Jail Weekly Inmate Aging Report
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. OBJECTIVE TWO




Objective Two: The average.time for arrest throuéh disposition shall be

ninety (90) days in the first year of the project for 411 Impact offenders.

A; Background

The Court Evaluation Staff began its data gathering during January.
_The first step involved the completion of case history forms'(examp1e
Fnc?osed) detailing benchmarks in the criminal path of impact defendants.
Impact 1ﬁformation numbers begin with a e whiie impact indictments are

identified by a l;5”; this Tabeling proceduﬁe was initiated August 27, 1973,

by the States' Attorney. During'March, our universe of defendanté was expanded

to include all impact crime categories (murder, rape, robbery, burglary,
aggravated assault). The knowledge that further ané]ysis.was conductéd on
defendants who had ngt been previousiy designated as impacf‘necessitated
the enlarged survey. We assume that all "5" and "6" defendants met both
impact requirements: crime type and the stranger-to.stranger element.

A1l impact "crime category" cases, or non-designated impact défendants,
meet the crime category standards; a percentage of them also fall under
the stranger-to-stranger characterization.

The case history information was obtained from the following sources:

- The Basic Court Information system computér terminals located at
the Criminal Assignment Office and the States' Attorney's Office;

- numerous print-out case fiies maintained by the Criminal Assignment
Commissioner;

- indictment books maintained by the Clerk of the Criminal Court;

- The District Court Arrest Volume, 1973;

- the Baltimore City Police Départment.

The Coordinating Council's interim evaluation report surveyed all
designated impact (“5" and "6") and impact crime category defendants (indicted
information between September 1, 1973, and January 1, 1974) whose cases had
proceeded through disposition as of April 1, 1974. The Phase I evaluation
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efforts expands the study to all designated impact and impact crime category

defendants indicted (information) between September 1, 1973, and March 31, 1974,

whose cases have been-disposed as of June 1, 1974, Analysis of the 504

surveyed defendants yields the following numerical breakdown:

Information Indictment Total

: (# of det) . © . (# of det)
Designated Impact :
: 265 ‘ 31 296
Impact Crime Category
’ V 92 . 116 208
Total
357 147 504

The completed case history forms were pre-coded prior to keypunching.

A crosstabulation computer program, stressing distribution (days) and
relevant variables (public defender;private counsel, bail-jaii, etc), was
designed and processed. - While the interim report utilized a manual study
of 278 defendants, the Phase I evaluation 1ncorporates a larger core of
defendants coupled with a more detailed and finite computer analysis of
the criminal path.

Qur data will require adjustment as the Supreme Bench disposes of more
defendants within the time framework. The interim evaluation reported an
average of 163 days from arrest through disposition for those cases closed
as of April 1st; the Phgse I report, adding the arrest-disposition statistics
of those defendants whose cases were disposed by June 1st, indicates an over-
all average of 172 days. A1l defendants, in both studies, had charges filed
against them between September 1st, 1973, and April ist, 1974.

B. Distribution Tables: Definition of Terms

1. Guilty/Not Guilty/Other (Table if, 8f): "Other" would refer to mistrials,

stets and nol pross of an entire case against the defendant.

2. Trial to Completion/Stet-Nol pros (1g, 8g): "Trial to completion" in-
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cludes all trials (jury/court), mistrials, and pleas. "Stet-nol

pross" indicates an entire case against a defendant has been stetted,
or nol prossed. Cases involving plea negotiatibns, in which one or
more charges are dropped in return for a gui1ty p?ea, are not included.

Normal Motions/Excessive Motions (1h, 5a, 8h): "Excessive motions"

refers to a case in which motions consume more than.six weeks calendar
time.

Postponements/No postponements (1j, 5d, 8i): Postponements occur’ at

various stages in the criminal path: preliminary hearing, arraignment,
trial disposition. A1l are included.

Impact/Non Impact (1j, 4a, 8j): "Impact" defendant refers to those

indictments or informations beginning with "5" and "6", respectively.
Non-impact refers to impact crime category defendants.

A1l other variables are self-explanatory. A sample table is included.
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DEFENDANT CASE_HISTORY

Name: :

Indictment/Information Number:

Charges:

Sex Race: Jail/Bail/ROR Pub. Def./Priv. Counsel # or name

Date of Birth

Court Part:

Judge/Judges:

Plea (quilty, ﬁot guilty, guilty as to cﬁarge)£
CASE_HISTORY

DATE OF ARREST:

COMMITMENT DATE (JAIL):

PRELIMINARY HEARING:

FILING DATE WITH SUPREME BENCH:

PRESENTING OF INDICTMENT TO GRANT JURY:
FILING OF INDICTMENT/CRIMINAL INFORMATION:
APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL (OR RETENTION):
SETTING OF TRIAL DATE:

MOTIONS (NUMBER, TIME CONSUMFD):

TRIAL DATE:
A. CT/dT
B. JT/CT
c. CT
D. JT

PLEA BARGAINING: (specifics as to charge):
POSTPONEMENTS (number/time consumed):
DISPOSITION BY CHARGE (date):

PRESENTENCE REPORT REQUEST DATE:

PRESENTENCE REPORT/SENTENCING DATE:

-24=
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SAMPLE - DISTRIBUTION TABLE * °

Tab]e

‘ . Time Interval:

Tgst Variables:

‘ No. of 1 No. of ;| Total<
_No. of Days " Defs., % Defs b Defs.

SR

Median:

4
Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

1 refers to percentage of total defendants,
2 Totals will deviate from universe of 504 defendants according to data

available.
3 Median refers to the middle number of the series.
4 Tendency pattern relates to significant groupings, e.g., 65% between
four and six weeks. ,
. 5 Mean: sum of days divided by total of defendants.
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IT.

I1I.

IV,

Distribution Tables

Arrest - Disposition

=3}

jo
K.

Public Defender/Private Counsel
Court Trial/Jdury “rial

Impact Court/Non Impact Court
Codeféndaht/ No Codefendant
Information/Indictment

GuiTty/Not Guilty/Other

Trial to Completion/Stet-Nol bros-
Normal Motions/Excessive Motions
Pastponements/No postponements
Impact/Non-Impact

Crime Type

Arrest to Filing with Supreme Bench

a.

b.

Codefendant/No codefendanf

Preliminary hearing/Waiver

ChargingPapers filed to Filing of Counsel

a.

b.

a'

b,

Public defender/Private Counsel

Codefendant/no‘codefendant

- Supreme Bench Filing to Charging Papeés Filed

Impact/Non-Impact (defendant)

Information/Indictment

Filing of Ccupsel to Trial Date

a.
b.

C.

Motions Normal/Excessive

,Insanity plea/no Insanity Plea

Court Trial/dury Trial

Postponements/no Postponements

Codefendant/no Codefendant
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54
33
34
35
36

155.. .

113
37
97
38
39

a0
41

55
. 56

43

57
58
59
60
61



VI.

- VII.

VIII.

dl:
Ja:
d3:
d4:
J5:
JS:
J7:

J8:

Presentence Report Request Date - Filing of Report
a. Impact Court/Non-Impact Court
b. New Trial Motion/No new tri ;:vﬁtion.
c. Codefendant/No codefendant
Presentence Report Filing Date - Disposition Date
a.‘-Impact Court/non-Impact Court
b. New Trial Motion/no new trial motion
e Codefeﬁdants/no Codefendants '
Supreme Bench Filing - Disbosition
a. Court trial/Jdury trial
b. Public Defender/Private‘Counse1
c. Impact Court/Noh—Impact Coﬁrt
d. Codefendants/no'Codefendants
e. Information/Indictment
f. Guilty/not Guilty/Other
g. Trial to Completion/Stet-nol pros
h. Normal motijons/Excessive motions
i, Postponements/no Postponements

j. Impact/non-Impact (defendanté)

Jail-Bail Analysis

Interval |

Arrest-Disposition
. (contro] for motions)
L (control for postponements)
e {control for motions)
A (control for postponements)

Arrest-Filing with Supreme Bench

Charging Papers‘Fi]ed—Fi1ing'of Counsel

Filing with Supreme Bench-Disposition
-27-

Page #
119

120
121

122
123
124

44
45
46
47
48
156
114
49
98
50

10
11
12
13
14
15
16‘
17



\ C. ‘Data Analysis

Our current data verifies the conclusions of the interim repoﬁt; thé
current estimation of pfocessing time fo. ... defendants %s 172 days from
arrest through disposition, tuile designated impact cases are being pro-
cessed, on the average, in 164.9 days (Table 1j). Improvement can be
<seen, however, when comparing the results of the current survey and the
data obtained from a study of defendants indicted during September, 1972..I
- The earlier study analyzed the criminal processing times of 100 defendants
charged with either murder, rape, burglary, robbery with a deadly weapon,
or aggravated assault. The average arrest through dispositioﬁ time
interval was 271.3 days.  In oﬁe year, the Criminal Céurt has trimmed
an average of one-hundred days from the felony processing time; There are
several reasons for this marked decrease:

- The Criminal Assignment Office assumed the entire case scheduling
burden on May 1, 1973. The centralized procedure facilitated the scheduling
and tracking of defendants;

- the basic court information syétem pooled information from all
areas and provided easy access to data. The system is being expanded and
its increased use should further reduce processing time;

- the shrinking backlog {3413 open defendants on July 1, 1973 - (720
open defendants on June 1, 1974) provided a manageable workload. Trouble
cases were more 2asily identified and corrected;

- the current arraignment procedure, in which the filing of an attorney
is required before the defendant may leave the courtroom, removes the

possibility of multiple arraignments;

]Ma11oy,'Patr1ck, "Time Analysis," a naper presented to Professor Michael

Kelly, University of Maryland School of Law, April, 1974.
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- the addition of the impact courts permits a greater number of
trials, and enables other criminal parts to eonduct arraignments.

' In order to reach the 90 day objective, the crimjinal court must
trim 80 more days from the average defendantS processing time. As we
approach 90 days, the task becomes more difficult and will invoive '
’ quespioning estab1ished modes of procedure. . Briefly summarizing the
salient points of the interim evaluation, we observed that the District
Court consumes approximately 1/3 of the 90 day objective, or 30 days.
The District Court is'handcuffed by the 10 day period in which the
défendant may waive his preliminary hearing; further delays involve
preliminary hearing postponements.

A mandatory bre]iminary hearing would serve several useful purposes:

- as a screening tool, it indicates the strength of the states'
case; weak cases would be removed from the system at an ear]ﬁer‘date;

- it is a prerequisite for the filing of charging pepers through
1nformatjon, as opposed to the Grand Jury route. The Grand Jury :process
is costly and time consuming. On the average, a case requiring Grand Jury
action requires 16.5 more days than one involving information (Tables le,
4b). Theoretica11y; a mandatory preliminary.hearing, coupled with the
filing of forma14chaﬁges through information, would cut 34 days from the
arrest through disposition interval (assuming that the preliminary hearing
occurs on the 14th day after arrest).

OQur second major aréa of concern is the delay between the preliminary
hearing and the filing of formal charges. Chart I, comparing three felony
timetables, indicates an insignificant degree of improvement between 1972
-and 1973 in regard to the filing of charging papers (55.3 days in 1972;
54.7 days in 1973). The objectives allots 30 days to this procedure.

The mandatory preliminary hearing would undoubtedly reduce the current
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figure; probable cause would be determined at an earlier date and the
States' Attorney's Office éou]d proceed towards informatipn withoué
having to wait for a Grand dury indictmgﬁt. ' |

The filing of the indictment or criminal information is'the focal
point of objective two: decreasing the time from arrest through
‘disposition. In effect, a case is dormant at the Supreme Bench level
until an indictment has been returned. Defendants do not have names
- at the Criminal Clerk's office; they have numbers. The indictment is *
that number and until it has been attached to the defendant he is literally
a non-entity.

We do not profess to.unde}stand»the intricacies of case screening and
investigation prior to the return of an indictment or criminal information.
However, we are confident in our ability to pinpoint areas of concern. The
objective does not call for a superhuman effort; it will require a close

scrutiﬁﬁ of procedure within the States' Attorney's office.
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- CHART 1 SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY:  CRIMINAL PROCESSING INTERVALS

A. STUDY: 1972 Impact type defendants - September, 1972 Indictments/Informations (100 defendants)

R " 55.3 116.3 ' . . 255 . 271 Days
P i 8 i $

- i : i
Event* b . c , | T e f

B. STUDY: 1973-74 Impact type defendants -‘September, 1973 - March, 1974 Indictments/Informations (504 defendants)

A ]

o 17.4 54.7 . 87.6 101 159.3 172 Days
% i g i | ‘1 _4%
Event a b c d e f

C. OBJECTIVE

0 14 30 45 60 90 Days
i 1 ! 1 1 -
Evént a b c d e/f
*  Lode
a = Preliminary hearing; b = charging papers filed; c = érraighment/counsei filing;

d

date trial is set; e - trial date; f = disposition date



SUMMARY DATA: ALL DEFENDANTS

umber of

Interval ' Dbserved Average (Mean)
. ‘ Defendants
Arrest - Preliminary Hearing 266 17.4
Preliminary Hearing - Supreme Bench Filingl 264 14.0
Arrest - Supreme Bench Filing " 468 31.5
Supreme Bench Filing - Charging Papers 490 22.7
Filed
Charging Papers filed - Counsel Filing 462 35.0
Arrest - Charging Papers 469 54.7
Supreme Bench Filing - Counsel Filing 472 56.1
Pre-Sentence Report Request - Report Filingj 131 19.9
Pre~-Sentence Report Filing - Disposition 127 18.0
ICounsel Filing - Date of Trial 480 71.7
Charging Papers Filed - Disposition 498 ’1]7.3
Supreme Bench Filing - Disposition 495 139.8
Arrest - Disposition 473 172.0
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1"" Table 1 b

Time Interval:

Test Variables: Court Trial/Jdury‘:vial

Arrest to Disposition

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

70%: - 4 - 7 months

Not Determined

-33-

53.1%: - 4 ~ 6 months

Not Determined

Court Trial Jury Trial
. NO. Of Days Ngéfgf % Nobpgz % ngil. %
1 -89 5 1.5 0 .0 5 1.5
90 - 119 22 6.6 4 1.2 26 ) 7.8
120 - 149 65 19.6 12 3.6 77 | 23.4
150 - 179 75 22.6 14 4.? 89 26.4
180 - 209 58 '17.5 12 3.6 70 | 21.1
210 - 239 32‘ 9.6 | 2 .6' 34 10.2
240 - 269 18 | 5.4 3 .9 21 | 6.3
270 - 299 6 1.8 2 .6 8 2.6
300 - 2 6 - 0 .0 2 .8
TOTAL 283 85.2 49 14.8 332 | 100.G
Court Trial Jury Trial )
Median: 169.8 168.2




1‘II’ Table 7] c
Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Arrest to Disposition

Impact Court/Non-Impact Cotirt

Impact Court Non-Impact Court

" No. of Days Ngéfgf % Nobp%i % ng;l. g
1 -89 0 .0 9 2.0 9 2.0
90 - 119 1 42 9.4 43 9.7
120 - 149 12 2.7 86 19.3 98 | 22.0
1150 - 179 9 2.0 104 23.4 113 | 25.4
180 - 209 21 4.7 70 15.7 91 | 20.4
210 - 239 7 1.6 35 7.9 42 9.4
240 - 269 9 2.0 22 4.9 31 7.0
| 270 - 299 6. 1.3 8 1.8 14 | 3.
1"" 300 - T 2 3 .7 4 .9
TOTAL 66 14.8 379 85.2 445 1100.0

Impact Court Non-Impact Court
195.7 165.3

Median:
Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

63.6%: - 4 - 7 months

199.06
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Table

1d

Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Co-Defendant

Arrest to Disposition’

Co-Defendant/No Co-Defendant

No 'Co-Defendant

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

Days)

63%: - 4 - 7 months
179.3

-35-

No. of No. of Total
-No. of Days Defs . % Defs % Defs.| %
-1 -89 9 1.9 7 1.5 16 3.4
90 - 119 ° 15 3.2 30 . 6.3 45 9.4
120 - 149 23 4.9 77 16.3 100 | 271.%
150 - 179 42 8.9 77 16.3 119 | 25.4
180 - 209 43 9.1 560 | 11.8] | 99 | 20.9
210 - 239 "9 1.9 35 7.4 44 9.3
240 - 269 19 4.0 12 2.5 31 6.6
270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 14 3.0
300 - 3 6 2 4 5 1.7
TOTAL 171 36.2 307 63.8 473 | 100.(
Co-Defendant No Co-Defendant
Median: 177.0 Days 163.4 Days

70%: - 4 - 7 month;
167.9




Table 1 e

Time Interval:

Arrest to Disposition

“Test Variables: Information]<z:~sLment
Information Indictment
No. of No. of Total
MNo. of Days Defs, : Defs. & Defs.| %
1 -89 15 3.2 1 .2 16 | 3.4
90 - 119 . 40 8.5 5 1.1 45 | 9.5
120 - 149 77 16.3 23 4.9 100 |21.1
150 - 179 87 18.4 32 6.8 | | 119 |25.2
180 - 209 69 | 14.6 30 6.3 99 |20.9
210 - 239 34 7.2 10 21 |l aa | 9.3
240 - 269 23 4.9 8 1.7 31 | 6.6
270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 14 | 3.0
300 - 1 .2 4 .8 5 1 1.1
TOTAL 354 74.8 119 25.2 473 100.0
Information Indictment
Median: 165.5 days 179 days

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

167.9

65.9%: -~ 4 - 7 months
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Table 1 h | ' * |
. Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition

Test Variables: Normal Motions/Excessive Motions
Normal Motions Excessive Motions
No. of No. of Total
- No. of Days Defs . % Defs %, Defs. | %
1 -89 16 3.4 | ] o 0 16 | 3.4
90 - 119 . 45 9.5 0 0 45 | 9.5
120 - 149 " 87 18.4 13 2.7 100 2151
150 - 179 108 22.8 11 2.3 119 | 25.2
180 -~ 209 89 18.8 10 2.1 g9 | 20.9
210 - 239 35 7.4 9 1.9 44 9.3
240 - 269 21 4.4 10 2.1 ‘ 31 6.6
270 - 299 410 2.1 .4 8 14 3.0
‘II' 300 - 5 1.1 0 .0 5 1 1.1
TOTAL 416 87.9 57 12.1 473 1100.0
Normal Motions Excessive Motions )
| Median: 166.5 Days 193.5 Days

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

68.3%: - 4 -~ 7 months

Not Determined
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Table 1 j

Time Interval:

Arrest to Disposition

Test Variables:  Impact/Non-Impact (Defendants)

Impact

Non-Impact

-38-

vo. of bays | "t | & Mot o | BeR]
1 -89 15 3.2 1 21 16 3.4
90 - 119 35 7.4 10. 2.1 45 1 95
120 - 149 68 14.4 32 6.8 100 | 21.1
150 - 179 75 15.9 44 9.3 119 | 25.2
180 - 209 48 10.1 51 |10.8 99 | 20.9
210 - 239 ‘26 | 5.5 18" 3.8 44 | 9.3
240 - 269 19 4.0 12 2.5 31 | 6.6
270 - 299 7 1.5 7 1.5 14 ! 3.0
300 - 1 2. 4 8 5 1.1.0
TOTAL 294 62.2 179 37.8 473 {100.0
Impact Non-Impact
Medign: - 161.7 days 181.2 days
Tendency Pattern: 64.9%: - 4 - 7 months 57.1%: ~ 4 - 7 months
Mean: 164.9 days 183.7 days
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Table: 1 k
Interval: Arrest to Disposition
Test Variables: By Charge
S Aggravated . :
Days Assault % Burglary % Murder | % Rape % 1Robbery|l % 10ther} % |Total} %
1-8 0 0 3 6] 0 ol o | o] wm | a3l 1] 2| 5] 3.2
ac - 119 | 5 1.1 6 1.3 1 2 9. | 1.9 22 4.7 2 41 45 9.6
120 - 148 6 1.3 28 6.0 8 1.7 7 1.5 48 | 10.7 11..2 | 93 | 20.9
1150 - 179 5 1.1 20 4.3 11 2.3} 17 1 3.6 65 13.9 0 01118 25.2
180 - 209 '8 | 1.7 25 5.3 Q 1.91 10 2.1 46 9.8 1 .21 99 21.1
1210 - 239 8 1.7 10 2.1 5 1.1 4 9 16 3.4 1 2] 44 9.4
240 - 269 3 .6 3 .6 2 4 0 .0 23 4.9 0 0] 31 6.6
270 - 299 1 .2 0 .0 2 4 1 2 8.' 1.7 2 41 14 3.0
300 - 0 .0 0 .0 0 0} 0 .0 4 9 1|21 5 | 1.4
TOTAL - 36 7.7 95 20.3 38 8.11 48 1{10.2 243 51.8 9 11.9 {469 }{100.0

POV

Mean (days):  182.3 165.9 180.8 163.2 173.6 .  164.1 172.0




Table 2a

Time Interval: Arrest to Supreme Bench Filing

Test Variables: Codefendant/No Codefendant .

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

56.4% between 2 & 4
weeks
30.5 days
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52.7% between 2 & 4
weeks
32.2 days -

Codefendant 0_Codendant .
No. of Days Dere. | * || ™heit * || ek | g
1-6 - 0 0 7 1.5 ° 7 1.5
7-13 2 4 9 1.9 1 2
14-20 47 10.0 89 19.0 | | 136 |29.1
21-27 49 10.5 68 14.5 117 {25.0
28-34 14 3.0 25 5.3 39 8.3
35-41 22 4.7 30 6.4 52 {11.1
42-18 17 3.6 18 3.8 35 7.5
49-55 - 7 1.5 13 2.8 20 4.3
56-62 4 .9 12 2.6 16 3.4
63-69 2 4 1 2.4 13 2.8
70- 6 1.3 16 3.4 22 | 4.7
" Total 170 36.3 298 53.7 468 [00.0
Codefendant No Codpfpndanf‘ ]
Median: $26.1 days ‘ 25.5 days




Table 2b
Time Interval: Arrest to Supreme Bench Filing

Test Variables: Pre]ihinary Hearing/Waiver " _

Preliminary Hearing Waiver .
~ No. of Days Ngéf:f % Nobpgi % Tg:?l.
16 2 4 5 1A 7 1.5
7-13 4 .9 7 1.50 | 11 2.4
14-20 : 69 14.7 67 1 14.3] | 136 29.1
21-27 1] & |79 33 7. |7 | 25.0
28-34 23 4,9 16 3.4 39 8.3
35-41 | 23 .9 29 6.2 52 1.1
" 42-48 22 4.7 13 2.8 35 7.5
49-55 13 2.8 7 1.50 | 20 4.3
56-62 9 1.9 7 1.5 16 3.4
63-69 - 3 .6 10 2.1 13 2.8
70~ 12 2.6 10 2] | 22 | s
Total 264 56. 4 204 43.61 | 468  {100.0
Preliminary Hearing . Wajver :
Median: © 25.75 days . 25.88 days
Tendéncy Pattern: 57.9% - 2 & 4 weeks 49 % - 2 & 4 weeks
Mean: | 31.5 days 31.8 days
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Table 4a .
‘ Time Interval: Supreme Bench Filing to Chérging Papers
Test Variables: Impact/Non-Impact (Def.)

; Imﬁact 'Noh Impact -
No. of Days W | Vopeat 1 % || ek | =
-6 ' 11 2.2 37 7.6 48 | 9.8
7-13 77 15.7 47 9.6 124 | 25.
14-20 70 1 14.3 37 7.6 107 4 21.8
21-27 46 9,4 25 5.1 71 | 14.5
28-34 35 7.1 18 3.7 53 | 10.8
35-41 (N 19 3.9 30 | 6.1
- 42-48 1 2.9 9 1.8 | 23 | 4.7
49-55 5 1.0 4 .8 9 | 1.8
| 56- 16 3.3 9 1.8 25 | 5.1
‘ - Total 285 58.2 205 41.8 490 |100.0
Impact Non-Impact -
Medién: 19.5 days 17.5 days

Tmﬂmmmemgm:

Mean:

51.6% - 1 & 3 weeks

Not determined
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Table 4 b

Time Interval: Supreme Bench Filing to Cha}ginngapers

Test Variables: Information/Indictment

L4
Information

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

76.93%: 7 - 27 days

not determined

*Certain indictments, labeled "specials,"
They comprise a significant proportion of those indictments filed within

six days.

~43-

1

not determined

Indictment
TG I oS I I S L N - N
16 7 e ] 4 8.4 | |48 .3
7 - 13 106 | 21.6 18 3.7 124 [25.3
14 - 20 99 20.2 8 1.6 107 1.8
21 - 27 62 12.7 9 1.8 71 14.5
28 - 36 34 6.9 19 3.9 53 10.8
35 - 41 10 2.0 20 4.1 30 6.1
42 - 48 9 1.8 14 2.9 23 a7
49 - 55 5 1.0 4 .8 9 1.8
56 - 15 3.1 10 2.0 25 5,1
TOTAL 347 | 70.8 143 29.2 | | 490  [100.0
Information Indictment ]
Median: - 18.27 days 24,5 days
*

receive immediate attention,




Table 8 A

Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Supreme Bench to Disposition

Co&rt Trial/Jury Trial

Jury Trial

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

49%: 4-6 months
70.8%: 3-6 months

N.D.
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54%: 3-5 months
66%: 3-6 months -

Court “Trial
No. of No. of : Total
No. of Days Defs, A _Defs. | # Defs.| %
1-59 7 2.0 i 0.3 8 | 2.3
60-89 23 6.6 2 0.6 25 7.'27
90-119 65 | 18.7 13 3.7 78 127.4
120-149 77 22.1 14 4.0 91 |26.1
1504179 69 19.8 1 -3.2 80 {23.0
180-209 36 10.3 _ 5 . 1.4 41 |11.8
210-239 15 4.3 4 1.1 19 | 5.5
240- 6 1.7 0 0.0 6 | 1.7
TOTAL 208 85.6 - 50 14.4 348 £00.0
Court Trial Jury Trial
Median: 141.0 days 139.3 days




Table 8 B

Time Interval:

Test Variables: Public Defet .z~ -rivate Counsel’

Public Defender

Supreme Bench to Disposition

Private Counsel

] No. of No. of Total
. No. of Days Defs, s Defs, % Defs.| %
1-59 8 1.7 4 .8 12 2.5
60-89 - 22 4.6 24 5.1 46 | 9.7
© 90-119 58 12.2 47 9.9 105 | 22.1
120-149 79 16.6 43 9.1 | | 122 |25.7
150-179 60 |'12.6 36 7.6 9% | 20.2
180-209 27 5.7 29 6.1 56 |11.8
210-239 12 2.5 14 2.9 26 5.5
240- 7 1.5 5 1.1 12 2.5
TOTAL 273 57.5 202 42.5 475  [100.0
Public Defender Private Counsel )
Median: 106.8 days 108.14 days

| Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

50.9: 4-6 months
N.D.
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Table 8 C

Time Intérva]:

Test Variables:

s

Impact Court

Supreme Bench Filing to Disposition

Impact Court/Non-Impact Court

Non-Impact Court

Median:

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

65.30: 4-7 months

163.3 days

-46-

136.8 days,

71.40: 3-6 months

No. of Days o B B S B B

1-59 2 4 10 2 12 | 2.6
60-89 3 .6 39 . 8.4 42 | 9.0
90-119 8 1.7 95 20.3 103 [22.1
120-149 13 2.8 109 23.3 122 {26.1
150-179 15 3.2 8o |17.1 95 |20.3
180-209 19 4.1" 37 7.9 56 |12.0
210-239 8 1.7 18 | 3.9° 26 | 5.6
240- 4 .9 7 1.5 1M | 2.4
TOTAL 72 15.4 395 84.6 467 100.0
Impact Court Non~Impact Court -

170 days 134.7 days




Table 8D

Time Interval:

Supreme Bench to Disposition

Test Variables:  Co-defendants/No Co-defendants

Co-defendants No Co-defendants .

o. of bays | | " | % | IMp ot 1w RR]
' 1-59 R 1.2 10 2.0 16 | 3.2

" 50-89 15 3.0 33 6.7 18 | 9.7
90-119 25 5.1 81 16.4 | | 106 |21.4
120-149 49 9.9 79 16.0 | | 128 |25.9
150-179 34 6.9 66 13.3 | | 100 |e0.2
180-209 - 25 5.1 34 6.9 59 111.9
210-239 14 2.8 12 2.4 26 | 5.3
240- 7 1.4 5 100 12 | 2.4
TOTAL 175 35.4 320 64.6 | | 495 }00.0

Co-defendant No Co-defendant
Median: 142.4 days 133.7 days

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

61.70%: 3-6 months
148.1 days
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Tablo 8 E

Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Supreme Bench to Disposition

Information’¥ *ctment

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

68.4: 3-6- months
136.5 days

48~

65.2: 3-6 months

147 .8 days

Information Indictmeﬁt

No. of Days et Lo LMt 2 | TR
1-59 1 2.2 5 1.0 16 | 3.2
60-89° 40 8.1 8 1.6 48 9.7
90-119 76 | 15.4 30 6.1 106 | 21.4
120-149 94 19.0 - 34 6.9 128 | 20.9
150-179 70 | 1e | 30 6.1 100 | 20.2
180-209 41 8.3 18 3.6 59 | 11.9
210-239 10 2.0 16 3.2 26 5.3
240- 9 1.8 3 1.6 12 2.4
TOTAL 351 | 70.9 144 29.1 495  1100.0
Information fndictment )

Median: 135.3 days 145.4 days -




Table g H
Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Normal Motions

- Supreme Bench to Disposition

Normal Motions/Excessive Motions

Excessive Motions

-49-

o orows | e & [[Wer [ x [Tl
" 1-59 16 3.2 0 0.0 16 3.2
60-89° 47 9.5 1 0.2 48 9.7
- 90-119 95 19.2 11 2.2 106 | 21.4
120-149 118 23.8 10 2.0 128 | 25.9
150-179 86 17.4 14 2.8 100 | 20.2
180-209 48 5.7 1 2.2 59 | 11.9
210-239 18 3.6 8 1.6 26 5.3
240- 8 1.6 4 0.8 12 | 2.4
TOTAL 436 88.1 59 11.9 495 {100.0
Normal Motions Excessive Motions
Median: 135.3 days 166.1 days
Tendency Pattern: 68.6%: 3-6 months 59.2%: 4-7 months
HMean: 136.1 days 12;:?%3a;?7 months
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Table 8j

Time Interval: Supréme Bench To Disposition

Test Variables: Impaét/Non—Impact (Def.)

)
3

Tmnact

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

ND

-50-

52.1%‘betw. 3&5 months

, Non;ngacr
No. of Days A B % || Dets.| ¢
1-59 10 2.0 6 1.2 16° | 3.2
60-89 35 7.1 13 2.6 48 | 9.7
90-119 75 | 15.2 31 6.3 106 -|21.4
120-149 76 15.4 52 10.5 128 |25.9
150~179 53 | 10.7 47 , 9.5 100 {20.2
180-209 27 | 5.5 32 6.5 59 |11.9
210-239 6 1.2 || 20 4.0 26 | 5.3
240- 8 1.6 4 0.8 12 | 2.4
Total 290 58.6 205 41.4 495, {100.0
Impact Non—Impact-
Median: 129.8 days 150.3 days -

48.3% betw. 486 months

ND
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AT S TR A S YIS ST a0 e A YL B I N T s T b

N .

i o * .
. €8]
- L
. ol
. . . =
i . -
: €N}
| ' =
, —
| b
: . (&)
L1
| -2
! [aa]
| O

[
. . 4

N A B

a -

NET N




- OBJECTIVE THREE: Counsel to be appointed or retained and

appearance entered within seven (7) days of an indictmgnt or
criminal information. L. :
According to the "Manual for Case $chedu1jng"] three
evenfs precede the setting of a trial date by the Criminal Assign-
ment Office: |
1. Fi]ing.of Indictment with Clerk's Offiée;
2. Cepi (location of defeﬁdant) returned by Shériff;
3. Defense Attorney's formal appearance filed.
The indictment has been.disdussed‘previous1y; the Eepi does not present
a problem. Tables 3a and 3b deal specifically with prerequiéite three:
the filing of counsel's appearance.2 The 1nterim'eva1uation indicated that the
Public Defender, restricted by statute énd procedural guidelines, has not
decreased the time from arrest through disposition (Table la). Presently,

the Public Defender is recording his appearance at'the District Court

- level; the advantége gained from this filing is lost, however, when the

‘defendant's papers are transferred from the Districts to the Clerk of the

Criminal Court. The Clerk of the Criminal Court keeps no record of District
Court filings by attorney. Furthermore, no action at all can be taken at .
the Supreme Bench Tevel until an indictment or information has been returned.

If the defendant's file included an indication of Public Defender representa-

“tion at the District Court, the Clerk could forward it to that office.

Consequently, the machinery required to file appearance at the Supreme Bench

T"Manual for Case Scheduling" written and compiled by A. Lamar Benson,
January, 1974.

2The Summary Data Table reveals that the avérage for this interval (Charging
Paper to appointment or retention of counsel) is 35 days.
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Tevel would be activated, on the average, 20 days earlier (Tables 4a, b).

In reference to Table 3a (Charging papers fi]ed to Codnse] Appoint-
ment), we noticed a 7.2 day.difference between the time a public defender
enters a case as opposed to Private Counsel (in favor of private counsel).
Defendants f1nanc1a11y able to hire private attorneys would natura]]y
tend to seek representation as soon after formal charges have been f11ed
as possible. On the other hgnd, the court must provide the 1mpetus in
referring étﬁorneys to those unable to pay: .

The Public Defender has indicated his willingness to represent
a defendant until a private attorney has filed his appearance. Un-
fortunately, under the present structure, he has no priof access to
his clients; the court schedules an arraignment at which time his
appearance is noted. After having represented a defendant at the
District Court, the Public Defend?r will not have any more contact with
that individual until his arraignment. 'If the individual did not have
a preliminary hearing, the Public Defender is hesitant.to follow him
directly to the Supreme Bench. The State's A;torney's screening pro-
cedure, in the interim, could reduce the charge (sending it back to the
District Court) or drop charges comp]ete]y.' Again, the advantages of
the preliminary hearing beéome evident. The Public Defender, upon
determination of probable cause, is reasonably assured that the case
will proceed to the Supreme Bench. Rather than waiting for the indict-
ment, and arraignment, he could note his identification with the case
‘immediately after the preliminary hearing. | 4

Theoretically, a vertical representation procedure would eliminate
any delay in attorney filing between the District Court and the Supreme

Bench. Thé attorney assigned to a particular defendant in the District
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Court would continue his representation at the Supreme Bench. Un-
fortunately, this system is cost]y;;iﬁfwould_require a-greater number
of attorneys to ensure coverage at all districts. Consequently, a
more efficient‘transition must be devised with regard to fhe existing
structural deficiencies.

’The Public Defender has done his share by filing his appearance
at the Distriét Court; the Supreme Bench; and %n particular, the Clerk's
Office must reciprocate by acéurate]y recording a notation 6f fhat .
appearance and forwarding it to the Public Defender's Office. That
office represents approximately 80% of all defendants at the Supremé
Bench level (Criminal Assignment dffice estimation). THg potential

of this affiliation has'not been exploited.
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, ‘ Table 1 a
Time Interval:

Test Variables: Counsel .
: Public Defender/Private Counsel

Public Defender

Arrest to Disposition

Private -Counsel

" No. of Days Ngéfgf % Nobegf % nggl’ y

1-.89 8 1.8 3 7 11 | 2.4
90 - 119 24 5.3 21 4.6 45 | 9.9
120 - 149 58 12.7 42 9.2 100 }21.9
150 - 179 70 15.4 46 10.1 116 | 25.4
180 - 209 53 | 11.6 39 8.6 92 |20.2
210 - 239 21 4.6 - 21 4.6 42 | 9.2
240 - 269 19 4.2 12 2.6 31 | 6.8
270 ~ 299 8 1.8 -6 1.3 14 | 3.1
. 300 - 2 4 -3 7 FRER
TOTAL 263 57.7 193 42.3 456 100.0

- Public Defender Private Coun§e1

Median: | 167.7 days 169.9 days

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

171.8 days’

-54-

68.9%: - 4 - 7 months

65.8%: - 4 - 7 months

173.8 days
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Tab]e 3a

Time Interval:

Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment

Test Variables: Public Defender/P?;vate.Codnsel

30.8 days

Public Private
-Defender Counsel
No. of Days Ngéfgf % N°5p$§ % TB:?;_ ”
I-6 8 1.7 1 14 3.0 22 4.8
7-13 39 8.5 61 13.0 100 21.5
14-20 43 9.3 39 85/ | 82 |17.8
21-27 35 7.6 14 3.0 49 10.6
28-34 35 7.6 8 1.7 43 | 9.3
135-41 "25 5.4 6 1.3 | 31 | 6.7
- 42-48 12 2.6 9 2.0/ | 2 4.6
49-55 15 3.3 14 3.0 29 6.3
56-62 13 2.8 4 0.9 17 3.7
63-69 5 1.1 6 1.3 11 2.4
70- 36 7.8 20 4.6 56 12.4
Total 266 57.7. 195 42 .3 461 1000
Public Private
Defender Counsel
Median: 29.6 days 18.0 days
Tendency Pattern: 44.1% © 1 & 4 weeks 50.8%4 :+ 1 & 3 weeks
Mean: 38.0 days




Table 3b

- . Time Interval: Charging Papersy to Counsel Appointment

Test Variables: Codefendant*#o Codefendant

Codefendant No Codefendant
No. of Days ese. | hege. 8 | Betel %
J 1-6 -8 1.7 15 3.0 23 4.8
7-13 37 8.0 62 . 13.4 99 21.4
14-20 17 3.7 65 | wal| s 7z
21-27 16 3.5 33 7.1 49 110.6
: 28-34 19 4.1 24 .2 43 9.3
25-41 7| 1.5 24 5.2 31 | 6.7
42-48 6. 1.3 15 3.2 21 4.5
49-55 15 3.2 14 3.0 29 6.3
‘ 56-62 10 2.2, 8 1.7 18 | 3.9
. 63-69 1. 0.2 10 - 2.2 11 2.4
70- 20 4.3 36 8.0 56 [12.3
Total 156 33.8 306 £6.2 462 1000
Codefendant No Codefendant.
| Median: 27.0 days 23.3 days

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

44,9% - 1- & 4 weeks
35.5 days

~56-

52.3% - 1 & 4 weeks
34,8 days




. .
.
‘

Table 5a

Time Interval: Counsel Appointment to Trial Bate

Test Variab]es; Motions Normal/Excessive

L4

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

61.2% - 1 & 3 months
68.3 days

-57-

Normal Excessive
No. of Days. Ngéfgf A Noﬁegf. % nggl. | %
1-29 51 10.6 | 3 .6 54 | 11.3
30-59 144 - | "30.1 | 11 2.3 155 -| 32.4
60-89 112 23.4 | 15 3.1 127 | 26.5
90-119 74 15.4 15 3.7 89 | 18.6
120-149 0 | 63| 1 2.3 41 8.6
150- 7 1.5 1 6 1.3 13 | 2.7
Total 418 87.3 61 12.7 479 - {100.0
Normal Excessive ]
Median: 63.8 days 93 days

49.2 -~ 2 & 4 months
67.2 ~ 1 & 4 months

~ 95.0 days




Table &b
. ' Time Interval: Counsel Appointment to Trial Date

Test Variables: Insanity Plea/Nngirszmity Plea

Insanity Plea No Insanity Plea '
No. of Days Ngéfgf e Nof)p?-'i 3 TS:?l. %
C1e29 0 0 13" | 1.6 13 | 1.6
30-59 . 1 .3 ‘118 31.9 119 32.2
60-89 1 .3 106 28.6| | 107 | 28.9
90-119 2 .5 62 16.8] |. 64 17.3’
120-149 7 1.9 23 |.6.2 30 | 8.1
150- 0" 0 7 1.9 | . 7 1.9
Total 1 3.0 359 97.0/ | 370 {100.0
®
Insanity Plea . N<5 Insanity P]eé ]
Median: 128.5 days 65.3 days
Tendency Pattern: 63.6% -. 4 & 5 montfﬂ; 62.4% - 1 & 3 months
Mean: . 119.2 days - 68.7 days
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Table 5 C

Time Interval:

Test Variables: Court Trial/Jdury Trial

Jury Trié1

Counsel appointment to trial date

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

61.6%: 1-3 months
70.1 days

_59_'

64%: 1-3 months

72.0 days

Courts Trial
No. of Days o LI I B ¥ || Bets| 3
1-29 33 9.5 4 1.2 37 |10.7
30-59 99 28.5 15 4.3 114 |32.9
60-89 84 24.2 17 4.9 101 (29.1
90-119 51 14.7 10 2.9 61 |17.6
120-149 24 6.9 3 .9 27 7.8
150- 6 | 1.7 1 .3 7 2.0
TOTAL 297 85.6 50 14.4 347 ]100.0
Court Trial Jury Trial
Median: 65.3 days 70.56 days




Table 5D

Time Interval: Counsel Appointment to Trial Date

Test Variables: Postponements /f

v

PR

&

*.0stponements

Postponements No Postponements

 No. of Days o R % | | "Bete.| 4
0-29 9 1.9 45 9.4 54 11.3
30-59 21 4.4 134 28.0 155 82.4
60-89 24 5.0 103 21.5 127 26.5
90-119 42 8.8 47 9.8 89 118.6
120-149 27¢ 5.6 ° 14 2.9 41 8.6
-150~ 12 2.5 4 1 .2 13 2.7
TOTAL 135 28.2 344 71.8 | |. 479 [i00.0
Postponements No Postponements ]

Median: 896.2 days 59.6 days

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

51.1%: 3-4 honths
97.1 days

~60-

68.9: 1-2 months

61.7 days




Table 5 E

Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Co-defendant

Counsel Appointment to Trial Date

Co-defendant/No Co-defendant

No Co-defendant

-61-

Mo of Days | |Mp 0t | % | Mop of t || ets| s
j;29 14 2.9 40 8.4 54 |11.
30-59 50 | 10.4 105 21,90 | 155 |32.
60-89 42 8.8 85 17.7] | 127 |[2s.
90-119 36 7.5 53 1.1 89 |18.¢

120-149 15 3.1 26 5.4 41 | s.

- 150- 8 1.7 . 5 1o | 13 | 2

TOTAL 165 | 34.4 314 65.6 | | 479 00.
Co-defendants _No Co-defendants

Median: '73.2 days 64.2 days

Tendency Pattern: 55.8: 1-3 months 60.5: 1-3months

Mean: 79.3 days 67.7 days
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: . Objective 4:  Within seven (7) days of the fiiing of appearan'cé
: by defense counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office shall designate
the trial date. , . '
The Criminal Assignment Office assumed its scﬁeduling responsi-
bilities in May, 1973. Prior to that date, a Case Preparation Unit
. under the jurisdiction of the State's Attorney coordinated the case
_schedu]ing‘procedur'e.1
Before a case can be set in for trial, three events must ocqur:
1. A formal charging document must be fi1ea by the State's
Attorney's Office and recorded by the Clerk of the Criminal
Court; ) ‘ ‘
2. The cepi must be returned by the Sheriff;
3. Appearance of defense counsel must be fi]ed;
. Usually, the appearance of counsel is the final proceeding prior to
‘ case scheduling. Occasionally we noted a 1ate_ cepi; in such a case,
our 7 day countdown began from the date pf the Tatest filing.

The data required for objective four evaluation is not maintained
by the computer bank. Manually maintained fpture courtroom dockets,
located in the Criminal Assignment Office, were audited and the necessary
information was removed. These déckets list the following information:

1. defendant's name and charging document number;

2. scheduled court and trial date;

3. ‘attorney's name;

4. estimated trial time;

5. date trial was set, and through what means, e.g. called
, attorney, unilaterally, etc.

@
' 1

For a detailed description of this tranéfer, see Benson,
Manual for Case Scheduling, January, 1974.
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We obtained inforhation for sixty-eight designated Impact
defendants whose cases were set for trial during April, May, and
- June of 1974, and whose trial datesﬁga%ged~from June 3, 1974, to
October, 1974. We disregarded cases involving postponements; the
rescheduled tria] date would not correspond favorably to the original
filing of defense counsel. We did not include those cases involving
extraordinary delays, such as insanity pleas.

Data Analysis .

The Criminal Assignment Office is approachiﬁg fulfillment of
the objective's specifications (see chart). Improvement %s évident
throughout the second.quafter of 1974; in Apri1,'é1% of the tracked
'defendants had their cases set for trial within fifteen da&s of the
filing of counsel, while in June, 67% of the defendant's had trial
date's within 15 days of appearanbe of attorney. The decreasing
backlog and increased use of the Basic Court- Information system
facilitate case scheduling procedure. The Critiéa] Path tracking
system will Qarn'the Criminal Assfgnment O0ffice of "trouble" cases

whose time allotments have been exceeded.
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ATTORNEY'S,

FILING

T0

SETTING

OF

TRIAL

~ DATE

MONTH SET'

No. of Days. April May juné TOTAL
0-7 4 7 13 24
- 8-15 - 6 5 1
16-23 4 4. R 9
24-31 1 4 4 9
32-39 1 - 1 2
40-47 Py - ] 4
48-55 2 1 1 4
56-63 1 - - 1
64-71 2 - 2 - 4
f2+ - - - 0
TOTAL 19 zé 27 68
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o . number of postponements
Objective Five: The postponement rate (number ¢f trials ) shall
not exceed 10% -and shall not exceed one postponement per trial.

The impact of postponements of criminal trials on the criminal
juséice system has not received adequate attentioﬁ'by.the courts,
text writers, law review commentators, and even criminal justice
management anéﬁysts. The relative ease in obtaining pdstponement§
had led to its frequent abuse; attorneys requests are often
unjustified and used for dilatory purposes. °

It is time that such practiée is no longer deemed customary and
that the courts fully appreciate that postponements adversely affect
efficient criminal caseflow management. The individuals responsible
for the management of the caseflow %n the‘Criminal Court qf Baltimore
City have approached the problem in a serious and.responsible manner.

The evaluation of objective five will explore the subject of post-
ponements in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City, examiﬁe progress '
which has been made, and analyze threé_mode] procedures qesigned to
further enhance the orderly disposition of criminal cases.

Our analysis has been divided into two sections: .the overall post-
ponement situation, and the 1mpa§t case postponement evaluation. . A
significant number of statistics, originally published in the interim
report, héve been brought up to date (January, 1973 - April, 1974).

Charts IIT through XII are presented in their original form, incorporating
postponement data for 1973. The impact section utilized the "5"+ Ug"
designation for detérmining impact cases. Impact crime category defendants,
minus the stranger to stranger aspect, have not’been included. A major
portion of quectivé five evaluation was provided by Mr. William Causey,

and included, in a paper submit;ed to Professor Michael Kelly at the University

of Maryland Law School.
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The financial and social costs of postponements on the admini-
stration of criminal justice has not received the attention which
‘has been devoted to the problem irx.nz field of civil Titigation.
As a result, in most jurisdictions sufficient data is not'available
from which concrete conclusions can be drawn. However, the dimensions
of postponement ;osts in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City can be
generally isolated and their impact briefly analyzed.

" The most obvious demonstration of fhe coéts of postponements is
the loss of time and money whén a criminal case 1sapostponed. Post-
ponements impose a burden on the 0ffice of the State's Attorney, dgfense
attorneys, police officers, civilian witnessés and the support agencies
of the court the C]erkns Office, inmate transportation facilities,

- courthouse detention féci]ities, and the general security system).

Cost can be measured on civilian witnesses by the use of time and
possible 1o§s of salary or wages. Numerous postponements of a

single case may incite witnesses to the point where they déc]ine to
return to court on the date the case is rescheduled. The potential
seriousness of this point can be seen by noting that for the week of
February 4, 1974 there were 28 cases postponedl Of these 28 cases,
there were scheduled to appear as witnesses for the State 117 people,
including pofice officers. This figure does not include those witnesses
who were scheduled to testify on behalf of the defendant, information
which is not readily available. In 1973 there were approximately 1,879
cases postponed. Of this figure? 353 cases or 18.8% were postponéd
because of the unavailability of State or defense witnesses. Although
it is impossible to determine if this figure represents witnesses who
failed fo return to court for a subsequently scheduled trial date of

a case p}eviously postponed, it is likely that this was the factor in
some instances. '
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Likewise,'the cost to the Police Department because of fruitless
trips to court by police officers is reflected in both saiarieé'paid
to the officers and the impact on pc??ﬁelwark outside the courthouse,
such as disrupting normal street patrol schedules.

Furthermore, postponements have an adverse effect on defense
attorneys. If is not uncommon for defense attorneys tb exhaust an
entire day moving from Part to Part waiting fpr a court to become free,
oh]y to find that the case must be postponed late in the afternoon be-
}cause of insufficient time to start the trial. Laét year 250 cases,
or 13.3% of the total number of cases pastponed were forced out of the
normal trial assignment because they could not be'reached. Since this
reason was the scond highest category for reasons why cases were post-
poned, it does present a serious problem.

Contrary to the logic that more time before trial enhances the
prospects for the prosecutor and the defendant to reach an acceptable
plea, postponements do not in the long run save court-time by facilitating '
plea bargaining. The fact that plea bargaining was in active progress
accounted for the postponement of only 56 cases last year, or only 3.0%,
does not appear to support the thesis that timé is necessary for success-
ful plea negotiation. The imrediacy of trial is the best catalyst for
plea bargaining and, therefore, fewer postponements would generate more
successful plea negotiations rather than rescheduling the case for trial
at a later date.

In contrast to plea bargaining, "lost convictions" are the most
significant cost of postponements to those critical of the criminal
justicg system. Postponements prevent the speedy.-disposition of cases.
Witnesses may die, memories may fade, and testimony may become more
vulnerable to cross-examination. As mentioned above, witnesses may not

return to court after viewing repeated failures to prosecute the defendant.
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An Assistant State's Attorney attempting to dispose of an old case may
be forced- to offer the accused a reduction of the charge or halt pro-

secution a]together.]

Thus, a defendant familiar with the attendant
by-product of postponements will utilize postponémehts to delay or
defeat prosecution. . | | |

The Taw of postponements in Maryland is relatively sparse and
uninteresting. Only recently with the increase in appellate court
decisions in the field of criminal procedure has the topic of post-
ponements’ been given conscious judicial consideration. The expansion
of due process rights of defendants'has forced criminal courts with
large caseloads to closely analyze the concurrent legal ramificatiens
of postponements. Baltimore City is no exception.

While the right to a speedy trial is an express constitutional

guarantee, there is nc explicit constitutiona]lprovision which grants

the defendant adequate time to prepare a defense.? Between these two

concepts lie a great deal of ground, and the decision whether to gﬁant
or deny a postponement in a particq1ar case may touch many issues of
constitutional 1aw, criminal procedure, and‘proper juaicial
administration. Consequently, before a detailed analysis of post-
ponements in the Criminal Coﬁrt of Baltimore City for 1973 can be

discussed, it is helpful for the reader to understand how Maryland

1In 1973 the State's Attorney entered 2,913 nol prosses and stetted
1,965 cases out of a total of 11,014 proceedings in Baltimore City
Criminal Court. '

2Such a right, however, has been held implicit in the Due Process
Clause of the Fifth ‘Amendment. See De Meerleer v. Michigan, 329
U. S. 663 (1947), where the Supreme Court reversed the convictidn
of a seventeen year-old defendant who was arraigned, tried, con-
victed of first degree murder, and sentence to life imprisonment
in the same .day. ‘
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appellate courts view the legal questi&nsbqssociated with postponements
‘ “of criminal cases.

Prior to 1971 rulings on motmnc ‘br postponements in the criminal
courts of this State rested solely within the sound discretion of the
trial judge.3 Although the Court of Appeals and the Court of Special
Appeals have repeatedly stated that such rulings would not be disturbed
on appeal in the absence of an abuse of discrétion by the trial judge,
as a practica1'matter Mary]and appellate courts apparently do not view
the appellate argument of abuse of discretion in denying a pbstbonemént
an issue of such proportions as to ponstitute grounds for reversible
error. % | . |

While defendaﬁts can be ingeqious in putting forth érguments why
a criminal case should be postponed, there are essentially select grounds
over which the question of granting or denying a postponement has been
debated. The inability of the defendant to secure his or hér witnesses
for trial is the most prevalent. At the same fime, and because this
issue is frequent]y'raised, the grounds for reversing a denial of a
motion for postponement because of the absence of defense witnesses is
well settled. The appellate courts have consisﬁent1y held that to show
an abuse of discretion for failure to postpone a case because of the
absence of a witness, the party‘requesting the postponement must show
that the evidence to be given by the absent witness was competent and
material, that the party believed the case could not be fairly tried
without the evidence, that the party had reasonable expectation of
3see e.g., Costello v. State, 237 Md. 464 (1965); McKeHzie v State, 236

Md. 597 (1964); Mazer v. State, 231 Md. 40 (1963) Pedderson v. State,
223 Md. 329 (1960) Burley v. State, 8 Md. App. 702 (1970); Stallard v.

State, 6 Md. App. 560 (1969), Harris v. State, 6 Md. App. 7 (1969);
w11k1ns v. State, 5 Md

41n fact only one case has been reversed on ‘the sole issue of denying
a postponement. See English v. State, 8 “d. App. 330 (1969). For a
brief discussion of this case, see page 9, infra.
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securing the evidence»within some reasonaB]e time; and that he or she
" had made diligent efforts to secure the evidence.”®
Friction between a defendant and his or her attorney at or prior
to trial has also promoted appellate 1itigation: fhis problem is
manifested when (1) the defendant wishes to discharge counsel on the
day of trial, and (2) when the allegation is made by'a defendant that
counsel is not adequately prepared for tr%a]. ‘

With respect to the first point, the Tanguage of the Court of

Special Appea]é in dennings v. State® 1is indicative of the Court's
-attitude toward the discharging of an attorney on the day of trial.
In Jennings, the defendanf requested that his attorney be discharged
but gave no reason for his dissatisfaction. After noting that the
record indicated the court-appo%nted counsel had adequateiy prepared
the case, the Court said: |

...1t is well settled that the refusal to discharge court-
appointed counsel in accordance with the wishes of a
defendant does not constitute error where there is ,
nothing in the record to suggest that the attorney had
not competently represented his client. Johnson v. State,
237 Md. 283; Anderson v. State, 3 Md. App. 362; Miller v.
State, 1 Md. App. 653. We think it altogether plain that
appellant's request that he be permitted to discharge his
court-appointed counsel and seek to retain private counsel
was, under the circumstances, properly denied; to abide
by appellant's request would be to subjugate the State's
judicial process to the whim and fancy of the accused
and thus enable him to frustrate the judicig] process.
Anderson v. State, supra, at pages 368-369.

Likewise, in Pettiford and Berry v. Stated the Court of Special

5See, e.g., Bryant v. State, 232 Md. 20 (1963); Dudonis v. State, 9 Md.

App. 245, cert. denjed, 258 Md. 727 (1970); Hainesworth v. State, 9 Md.

App. 31, cert. denied, 258 Md. 729 (1970); Burley v. State, 8 Md. App.
702 (1970); Nichols v. State, 6 Md. App. 644 (1969); Clark and
Richardson v. State, 6 Md. App. 91 (1969).

68 Md. App. 321 (1969).
71d., at 323.
83 Md. App. 560 (1970).
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Appeals held that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in failing
to grant a postpénement to enable the defendant to obtain new counsel
where his owﬁ counsel's appearance had been entered seven months earlier
and, according to counsel, more than three months.had elapsed since the
défendant indicated that he. wished to employ otheﬁ counsel.

On the other hand, in English v. Stated the same Court reversed

the convic¢tion of the defendant and held it was an abuse of discretion

to deny a postponement where the defendant's privately retained attorney

failed to appear for trial and the court ordered the defendant to-trial

with his attorney's son, also a membér of the bar, who was prepared but

spoke to the defendant only fifteen minutes pefore.tria1. The Court

remarked that just as a trial court cannot pgrmit a defendant to pick

court-appointed counsel, once couﬁse] has been chosen, whether by the

court or the accused, the accused is entitled to the assistance of that

counsel at trial. The Court also felt compelled to state it was "not

unaware of the necessity for the expeditious disposal of cases, parﬁicu]ar?x

in Baltimore City where the heavy case]oad is a constant problem. But

such necessity, no matter how compelling, cannot thwaft the proper ad-

ministration of justice".]O
Only two cases have reached the Court of Appeals involving the

allegation that defense attorneys have not been adequately prepared.

In both cases the Court rejected the argument. Johnson v. State]]

involved a defendant charged with armed robbery who was represented by
privately retained counsel from the time of arraignment some thirty days

before trial and who was notified of the pending trial two weeks before

the scheduled date. In McKenzie v. Statel? a postponement request was

914 Md. App. 330 (1969).

1014., at 337.

11237 Md. 283 (1965).
12236 Md. 597 (1964). =71~



Qenied a defendant charged with sodomy when it was shown that counsel
had been privately employed one month before trial and had conferred
with the defendant one hour before trial.

The above-mentioned cases involved the question whether a trial
judge had abused his or her discretion in denying a postponement. By
. Chaper 212 of the acts of 1971, the General Assembly removed from the
trigf judge the discretionary power of hearing motions for postponements
and placed the responsibility with the administrative judge of the circuit
where the trial is pending. The Act, effective July 1, 1971, is codified
as Article 27, section 591 of the Annotated Code of Mary1ana.13 |

The essential purpose of section 591 was succinctly stated by the Court

of Special Appeals in Young v. S’caté]4 where the Court concluded that

section 591 is directory and not mandatory, and that noncompliance with
the statute does not warrant dismissal of an indictment. Judge Moylan,
writing for the Court, pbserved:

An appreciation of the growing problem of criminal
court backlogs on a nationwide scale makes evident the
purpose of the Legislature in enacting the new provision.
Prior to the new law, it was by no means certain what
official or what agency bore the primary responsibility
for managing and supervising the criminal trial docket.

13(a) Within two weeks after the arraignment of a person accused of a
criminal offense, or within two weeks after the filing of an appearance
of counsel or the appointment of counsel for an accused in any criminal
matifer, whichever shall occur first, a judge or other designated official
of ther Circuit Court or the Criminal Court of Baltimore City in which
the matter is pending, shall set a date for the trial of the case, which
date shall be not Tater than six months from the date of the arraignment
of the person accused or the appearance or the appointment of counsel for
accused whichever occurs first. The date established for the trial of the
matter shall not be postponed except for extraordinary cause shown by the
moving party and only with the permission of the adm1n1strat1ve judge of
the court where the matter is pending.
(b) The judges of the Court of Appeals of Maryland are authorized to
establish additional rules of practige and procedure for the 1mp1ementation
of this section in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City and in the var1OUS
circuit courts throughout the State of Maryland (1971, ch..212.)

1415 Md. App. 707, affirmed, 266 Md. 438 (1972).
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In many jurisdictions in this State, that responsibility
was borne by the local State's Attorney's Office. The
clear purpose of Section 591 is to fix that responsibility.
It makes it plain that the court shall exercise super-
visory control over the criminal assignment. It sets

out guidelines for the court to follow in exercising

its new (or newly articulated) administrative responsibilities.
While the State's Attorney, as is his constitutional
prerogative, maintains control over ‘the handling of an
individual case, the handling of the general criminal
assignment rests with the court. This is consonan‘c]5

with its‘general right to control its own calendar.

Eleven months after section 591 became effective, the Court of Appeals

promulgated Rule 740 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure. Rule 740, de-

signed to place Maryland courts squarely in conformity with the statute
provides that "the date of trial and postponement shall be governed by
Code, Article 27, section 591". ‘ '

While all the jﬁdicia1'circu1ts observe Séction 591, however, the
statute is not without its critics, and this is particularly §o with re-
spect to the provision for placing the discretionary authority of ruling
on postponement requests with the-administrative judge. The Maryiand
Judicial Conference and the Marvland State Bar Association in a repbrt

issued in March of this year]6 (hereﬁnafter referred to as Committee

Standards) recommend two fundamental changes with respect to section 591.

First, the Committee Standards recommend the repeal by the legislature of

section 591. In support of this recommendation, the Committee Standards

comments:

In Section 591 the legislature established the
“important policy that all criminal defendants at the
Circuit Court Tevel should be tried within six months
of a given date. The proposed rules are in no way in-
consistent with that policy but seek to implement it

1514., at p. 770.

165¢e the Joint Committees of Maryland Judicial Conference and Maryland
State Bar Association to Implement the American Bar Association Standards

tor Criminal Justice; Committee Report on ABA Standards of Speedy Trial,
March, 1974, ’



at both the Circuit and District Court level through
more detailed provisions that are uniquely within
the competence of the courts to adopt.

Secondly, the Committee Standardsisecommend the amendment of Rule

740 and the inclusion of the amended rule in the District Court Rules.

The amended rule would read: "The court shall grant a continuance only

upon a showing of good cause and only for so long as is necessary, taking

into account not only the request or consent of the prosecution or de-

fense, but a156 the public interest in the proﬁpt disposition of the

case". 17 ' : o IR
The basic change between Rule 740 and the proposed amendment s the

deletion of p1ac1ng postponement responsibility w1th the adm1n1strat1ve

judge. Presumably this’ respon51b111ty would fall back tq the trial judge

as was the case prior to'July 1, 1971.

YThis language was lifted from Standard 1.3 of the American Bar Association

Project on Minimum Standards for Criminal Justice: Standards Relating
to _Speedy Trial, (approved draft), February 1968.
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A. _Procedure

As was the case in other jufisdictions of the State, prior to July
1, 1971 the trial judge in the various Parts of the Criminal Court had
the judicial discretion to grant or deny postponements. With the passage
of section 591 the Administrative Judge assumed the‘responsibi1ity‘to
hear motions for4postponements. A ceﬁtra]ized procedure for ruling on
postponement requests was developed to implement the dictates of section
591 and Rule 740.

The procedure for postponing a criminal case is relatively simp]ei
When a party deems it necessary to request a postponement, that party
goes to the chambers of the Administrative Judge with opposing cbunse]
and completes a form entitled "Criminal Assignment Postponement Form".
The form supplies the judge with all relevant information necessary to
evaluate the current status of the case. .For example, the judge is in-
formed of the age of the case, the nature of the charges, the location
of the defendant, the estimated time for trial, whether the case has
been previously postponed, the reason for the request, and all pending
motions, such as speedy trial motions and outstanding intrastate or
interstate detainers. Before the request is preseﬁted to the judge, his
law clerk reviews thé form to determine all necessary informaﬁion has been
supplied and that the opposing counsel 1is aware of the request; The parties
then present the request to the judge who hears arguments on the merits and
makes a ruling. If the request is denid the case goes to trial as
scheduled. If the reqﬁest is granted, the parties return to the law clerk
who immediately reschedules the case through the Criminal Assignment Office.

Although the use of this centralized procedure has comé under attack
from some members of the Bench and Bar, it has withstood the movement to

return postponement requests to the individual trial judges. There are
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essentially four reasons why this procedure promotes the efficfent ad-
ministratioen of c}iminal justice. First, to permit postponement re-
quests to be direcﬁed to the trial judges in the various Parts would
disrupt the orderly and expeditious caseflow manaéemenﬁ. Not only
woﬁ]d the trial'judge be.fo}ced to stop the procéedjngs of his couft
which would add approximately 30 to 60 minutes to his daily courtroom
time, but a System composed of twelve different procedures for post-
‘ ponements would invite confusion and delay for defendants,. attorneys
and witnesses. A centralized procedure, on the other hand, présents
an orderly, consistent, and estéb]ishbd mechanism which is known and
understood by alil parties who are part of thg criminal justice system.

The second reason why the current procedure for postponements is more
advantageoué than permitting requésts for postponements to be heard by
the trial judge is that cases postponed are immediately rescheduled for
a new trial date, thus prohibiting a postponed case to be "lost" in the
system. It is dbvious that a procedure which would complicate rathek than"
simpl{fy postponement rescheduling you!d enhance the possibility that
cases would not be rescheduled quickly, or perhaps not'reschedu1ed at
all. Every case postponed in 1973, except in those instances where
immediate rescheduling was imﬁossible (such as commitment of the defendant
for psychological evaluation which takes approximately 60 to 85 days),
waé reschedu]ed within three days from the date of postponement for a

new trial date not exceeding fifty-seven days from the date of post-

ponement. As a result adequate notice is provided the defendants, attorneys
and witnesses so that their appearance on the new trial date is assured.
A centralized procedure also permits the Administrative Judge or

his law clerk to "troubleshoot", i.e., attempt to explore, isolate and

-7 6-



eliminate those human errors in theﬁfystem that qeed]ess]y force

cases to be postponed. Table I ref}éﬁts fhét of the 2,401 cases
postponed 316 were for the reasons of inadequate case prepération,

lack of effective communication, and inexcusable error and negligence.
Because the Administrative Judge has ready access to the computers

in the C]erk's.Office and the Criminal Asgignmeﬁt Office mistakgs can

be quickly isolated and correcéed. Furthermore, the~Adm1nistrative Judge
has developed 1ines of communications with personnel in‘pos{tions of
authority in agencies outside the jmnediate courthouse sxstem.

Finally;, channe]iné all postponement requests through the Administra-
tive Judge insures the méintenance of a concrete, stable policy regarding
the postponement of criminal cases on the part of the Supreme Bench. Not
only does a centralized procedure present the fairest judicial policy
toward all defendants and attorneys but provides for a continuing measure-

ment of system performance plus a central vehicle for continuing consultation

‘about system operation and improvement among the court, prosecutor, defense

attorneys and other participants in the system.

B. Statistical Abstract \
Table II reflects the volume of postponement request activity for
January, 1973 through April, 1974 and represents the combined data for cases

]
rescheduled, 8postponed, refused and withdrawn.

]BReschedUIed, as opposed to postponed, means those cases which were deleted

from the master dockets prior to 28 days before the scheduled trial data.
Scheduling normally occurs 30 to 60 days prior to the trial date and a computer
notice is sent to the defense attorney and the prosecutor. ' Twenty-eight days
prior to trial a second notice is issued by the computer which is sent to the
defense attorney, the prosecutor, the bondsman or institution, and civilian and
police witnesses. Consequently, cases pulled out prior to 28 days before trial

do not present serious administrative problems and thus are designated separately.
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Hearings on motions for postponements take abp%oximate]y ten
minutes although some requests can be decided inha matter of seconds if
the need for a postponement is clear while others may run as long as one
half hour. Using this approximation, we can compute that a total of 27,630
minutes or 460 hours were consumed last year in hearing postponement reques’s.’
Because there were 240 court days last year representing 1,680 active court-
room hours per judge; we can see that the Administrative Judge spent approxi-
mately 21.4% of each working day hearing motions for postponement.

A detailed computation of trial versus postponement activity can be
seen in Tables III through XII. These tables represent the number of trials
set, the number of defendants set, the number of casés postponed and. the number
of defendants postponed in the ten Parts under study. It shqu]d be observed
that for the months of July and August Part VIII conducted crimipa] procegdjngé
while Parts VI and VII were ciosed. In addition, it can be seen that Pértsn |
XI and XII did not become operationé1 until July. However, the total statistics

indicate the full activity of the various Parts for the entire year.
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TABLE I.
" POSTPONEMENTS DUE TO HUMAN ERROR

| Reason for Postponement Number Percent
Defendant not served or writ issued 29 1.2
Defendant’ not brought from BCJ or DOC 82 3.4
Defense Witness not served -7 .3
State Witness not served o 39 1.6
Clerical error ' : 100 4.1
Defendant without legal representation 31 1.3
Insufficient notice of trial date 28 1.1
TOTAL . 316 13.0

TABLE II.

POSTPONEMENT ACTIVITY JANUARY 1973 - APRIL 1974

Activity Number Percent

Trials Rescheduled 82 3.0

Trials Postponed 2,401 86.9

Requests Refused 250 9.0 .

Requests Withdrawn 30 1.1

TOTAL 2,763 100.0.
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TABLE III.
CASES SET
Part Jan  Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug ) Sept Oct :Nov Dec | Totall’
‘h*} .;4__ 62 76 79 97 81 95 82 81 57 35 36 859
II 67 58 62 65 80 64 gz 72 k39, 54 43 33 719
111 64. 65 81 69 69 105 65 84 75 39 53 N 40 | 774
v 76 62 85 83 113 78 83 96 60 69 53 39 898
v 62 56 67 64 82 83 75 87 54 39 25 27 721
VI 85 57 82 66 90 S0 - = a8 72 61 40 651
VII 73 62 64 65 93 72 -— == 55 92 78 74 728
VIII - - - - - - 41 38 - -~ - - 79
IX 67 67 83 84 114 45 - 47 77 80 71 735
XI e Ze e G e me 85 74 61 53 51 38 362
- XII. ce mm e el aa 101 79 57 61 47 12 357
Total | 570 491 601 575 674 538 646 603 582 627 513 404 | 6883
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TABLE 1IV.

CASES POSTPONED

Part Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct ;Nov Dec| Totalj’
I 19 7 5 21 21 25 19 14 16 8 6 12 | 173
II 13 12 11 10 14 11 13 is8 19 10 8 9 | 148

III 11 12 10 8 23 9 15 24 11 17 18 8 | 166
IV 10 o 18 10 17 15 14 17 10 13 7 7 | 147
v 13 15 8 14 16 15 24 22 1 3 6 5 | 152
VI 17 14 7 13 20 17 . 6 9 9 17 | 129
VII | 17 10 11 6 11 22 -— - 6 15 16 17 | 131

VIIT | == ==  ee =; - - 8 13 —— e e - 21
IX |13 7 5 12 15 0O - == -- 5 12 12 9| 90

XTI | ~- e ae e oo -- 24 26 13 17 16 12 ios

XTI e e e e - -~ .29 13 13 11 s 2 | 76

Total| 113 86 75 94 117 116 146 147 110 115 106 98 341
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TABLE V.

DEFENDANTS SET

_28_

I'Dart Jén F‘eﬂ Mar Apr May June July Aug Sépt "Oct Nov Dec Total
I 96 . &y 8o 96 122 112 116 98 99 62 48 60 | 1078
11 | 80 o 68 75 93 87 101 88 94 84 47 41 | 921

I1I 90 9! 87 119 87 93 87 44 68 55 61 52 a57
IV 83 6., 102 94 132 95 112 I5. 72 76 69 46 964
v 67 63 79 83 112 101 87 99 70 95 20 31 | 916

VI 103 72 92 72 125 61 ¢ - - 61 82 64 49 | 781

VII 90 71 78 84 113 97  -- -- 73 107 85 77 | 875

VIII P 46 41 -- —- == = " 87
x | 77 77 o2 104 135 40  -- - 68 92 85 75 | .854
XTI mm e Ll _— 03 53’ 77 77- 62 39 441
XI1 == == == == = .- 137 87 68 66 61 12 | 431

Total | 685 585 687 691 951 689 785 608 926 809 566 484 | 8305
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TABLE VI.

DEFENDANTS POSTPONED

..88..

Part Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
1 | 22 7 6 32 25 32 23 18 18 9 6 16 214
II 13 20 14 13 16 15 15 18 210 11 12 13 | 181

I1I 12 31 10 8 30 11 18 18 15 20 28 10 211
IV 11 9 19 10 26 16 18 22 14 15 8 10 178
v 17 20 9 17 31 19 30., 28 20 4 9 12 216
vi | 21 18 9 15 20 17 -- =-- 9 10 10 24 153

VII 20 13 13 7 13 . 30 - .- 10 20 17 18 161

VIII e e e el aa 8 15 = em em a- 23
IX 13 12 8 13 23 o) -~ = 10 18 14 10 | 121
XI — e - e em e as 20 28 15 24 18 ‘12 126
X1I m—— m= em s em e eno 39 14 17 11 1i 3 95
Total| 129 123 88 115 184 140 1180 171 149 142 133 118 1679
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TABLE VII.

APPEALS SET

Par~ Jan Feb Mar Aprx May June July Aug Sept Oct. Nov Dec |Total
I 23 15 7. 7 11 50 - 2 7 1 5 0 4 132
1T 7 8 4 1 15 39 5 0 3 3 1, 1 87
111 12 17 16 8 11 54 39 38 53 61 18 13 330
Iv 22 10 13 9 13 56 46 45 . 49 66 22 31 388
v 2 '8 O 7 10 51 47 36 37 45 5 18 272
. QI l4 10 9 17 10 25 = -- 34 55 18 27 .9
VIii 10 12 2 2 16 32 -~ -— 27 66 . 17 29 “13
VIIT -~ oo oo ce . -- 16 10 -- —— e me . 26
I». 16 11 10 "3 16 34 == -~ 52 83 31 43 299
X1 - _—— em o - -— 34 38° 33 -54 14 26 199
e 2 -—— 4 26 36 55 26 22 206

Totz. 90 88 61 54 102 341" 230 200 315 . 493 152 214 2404
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TABLE VIII.

APPEALS POSTPONED

Part Jan F - Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec | Totall.
I 3 N o) 2 1 11 0 0 o) 0 0 0 18
II 1 ¢ 0 1 1 10 0 0 1 o) o o) 14

III o) . 5 0 2 6 4 5 3 12 1 6 46
IV 2 o 3. 0 0 5 3 2 8 8 3 3 34
\Y 1 : o 1 0 7 8 + 5 7 9 2 5 45
vi .| 1 g 0 3 0 2 - - 2 8 2 3 24
vit| 1 o o o =2 8 - - 3 8 5 3 30

VIII | == == cc ‘oo -- - 2 - 0  -- — em - 2
IX 0 0 o) 0 1 i R— -- 5 6 3° 8 26

. XI _—— e me e o - 8 5 4 . 6 1 .7 31
XII | == am  mm e am - 5 '3 4 9. 2 | 5 28

Total| 9 . 6 8 7 7 52 30 20 . 37 66 19 40 298
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APPEALS

TABLE IX.

- DEFENDANTS .SET

Part

Jan‘ Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov '‘Dec | Total

I 26 15 8 7 14 52 2 7 1 5 0 4 141
11 7 2 4 1 15 42 4 0 3 3 1 1 90
111 12 26 17 10 11 54 40 39 44 61 18 13 345
v 22 11 16 9 14 72 47 45 49 66 22 31 404
\Y 9 8 0 g 10 53 47 37 37 45 5 18 277
VI 14 10 9 17 10 30 -~ e- 34 55 18 24 221
VII | 10 12 2 2 16 34 - -- 27 68 17 25 | 213
VIII | -~ == oo em - -- 16 10 _—— ee am - 26
IX 16 11 11 3 19 36 -— -- 52 83 ,32"’43 306
X1 —— em em Ao - 24 38. 33 57 14 26 202
XIT | == == am ae e - 41 27 k4é‘ 55 26 22 | 214
Totall 116 102 67 57 109 373 231 202 323 498 154 215 2439

Ay




TABLE X.

APPEALS -~ DEFENDANTS POSTPONED

..Lg-

Part Jan  Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec {Total
I 3 10 1 2 11 0 o o o o .0 18
1 1 o o 1 1 10 o o 1 -0 o o 14

III 0 2 5 0 2 6 5 5 3 12 1 6 47
IV 2 0 s 0 0 5 3 2 8 8 3 3 39
v 1 0 o 1 0 7 3 .5 7 9 2 5 40
VI Sl 3 0 3 0 2 -— - 2 8 2 3 24
VII 1 o o o0 2 8 cm e 3 8 5 3 30

VIII | == oo en mm oa - 2 0 P — ‘ - . 2
Ix | o o o 0 1 3 a- - 6 6 3 12 | 3
XL | em em e e m . 8 5 s 6. 1 7| =3
XIT | == == - _— - - 5 4 4 9 2 5 29

Totall 9 6 10 7 7 52 32 21 39 66 20 44 316
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Postponed

TABLE" XI.
| WARRANTS
Activity Jan  Feo  Max Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
Set 13 29’ 30 152 183 167 168 87 156 300 174 174 1632
Postponed | O O 8 25 32 31 46 64 59 S50 35 37 396
Defendants Sey 13 31 30‘ 181 222 193 173 88 . 158 300 175 174 1732
Defendants 0 8 25 36 36 46 © 66 59 59 35 38 408
Postponed
TABLE XII.
CRIMINAL INFORMATIONS
Activity Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total
Set 9 15 19 21 20 29 28 68 27 86 ’42 92 456
Postponed |0 2 o0 1 5 11 3 9o 3 12 10 23 79
Defendants Sety 9 15 19 58 20 29 30 | 69. 27 87 43 . 95 501
Defertdants | O 2 0] 7 5 11 3 9 3 12 10 23 85




The following table Tists the reasons for postponements for all
criminal cases during 1973, and for Impact cases postponed between
November, 1973,,and May, 1974. This particular period for Impact
cases is used because Impact crimes were not deéignated as such until
August 27, 1973, and would not come to trial in a .considerable ﬁumber
until Novembef, 1973. The percentages for all criminal cases post-

. poned were outlined in the interim report. Only cases beginning with
a "5" or "6".indictment or information number were used to determine
the percentage of postponed Impact cases.

Overall, our findings reveal that the reasons for postponements
vary negligibly between Impact and all criminal éases: |

Reason . A1l Cases Impact Cases

Defense attorney in another court 13.2 14.0
StateAwitness‘not available - 15.8 ‘ 12.0
Case could not be reached - 13.3 14.0

TOTAL 42.3 40.0

These three reasons account for a similar percentage of postpone-

ments for Impact cases, as well as all criminal cases.

TABLE A.
Postponement Rate
March 1974  April 1974 May 1974 Total
DESIGNATED | Postponed 63 89 75 227
IMPACT Scheduled 279 RT3 453 1183
CASES Rate 22.6% 19.7% 16.6%  19.2% |
: Postponed 599 584 683 1866
TOTAL -
Scheduled 2915 2823 3486 9224
CASES |
Rate - 20.6% 20.7% 19.6% 20.2%
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TABLE XIII.
REASONS FOR POSTPONEMENTS

January 1973 to April 1974

Percent

Reason 4 - Number

IT1Iness .or death in family of defendant 102 4.2
ITTness or death in family of defense attorney 135 " 5.6
IT1ness or death in family of defense witness 60 2.5
I11ness or death in family of state witness 141 5.8 }
Defense attorney striking appearance 15 .6
Defense attorney new in case ' 69 2.8
Defense atty. prior commitment (Inc. Rule 527B) 130 5.4
Defense attorney in another court 343 14.2
Defendant not served or writ jssued 29 1.2
Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 82 3.4
Defense witness not served 7 .3
State witness not served -39 1.6
Defense witness not available 68 2.8
State witness not available 358 14.8
Guilty plea withdrawn or refused 17 .7
Plea bargaining in progress 73 3.0
Consolidation 67 2.8
Clerical error 100 4.1
New evidence/witness discovered by defense 32 1.3
New evidence/witness discovered by state 16 .7
Case could not be reached 323 13.3
Inganity plea filed 31 1.3
Polygraph test to be administered 17 .7
Defendant granted severance 9 A
Defendant without legal representation 31 1.3
Insufficient notice of trial date 28 1.1
Inclement weather ‘ 19 .8
Miscellaneous (includes Trader decision) 80 3.3

TOTAL 2,421 100.0

Any study of the postponement of criminal cases must’inc1ude an éna1ysis
of the reasons why cases were postponed.
for statistical reviews, but it provides the Administrative Judge with data
essential to the formulation of future policies and procedures to either decrease

the number of postponements or lighten the impact of postponements upon

efficient caseflow managemeht. Table XIII presents the reasons why cases
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were postponed. It should be noted iuzmt only. three catégorieS*

represented 42.3% of the cases postponed. It should also be observed

~  that certain categories, such as illness or inclement weather are factors

which necessitate postponements.

When cases were postponed is also significant data from which
policies and procedures can be developed. If a case is postponed befbre
the day of trial problems associated with bringing to court defendants and
witnesses can be avoided. As Table XIV indicates, 1084 ‘cases or 43.7% were
postponed or reschedu]ed,befo}e the actual day of trial. -Durjng the course
of last year the Administrative Judge urged that if a postponement was to be
requested such request should be brought to the court's attention at the
earliest possib]e>time.

Needless to say, it is sound policy that the trial of defendants
incarcerated takes priority over the trial of defendants on bail or their
own recognizance. Table XV 1ndﬁcates the number and percentage of cases
postponed and rescheduled with respect to the defendant's location and
demonstrates that the policy of reluctance to postpone jail cases was
generally followed.

Any criminal justice system in a large metropolitan area which contro]s‘
a heavy annual criminal caseload necessarily must expect some of that case-
load to drop out of the system temporarily because of postponements. There
were 11,074 criminal trials scheduled in the Criminal Court of Baltimore

City in 1973. O0f this figure 18.6% were postponed.

*(Defense attorney in another court,State witness not available, Case
could not be reached) )
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WHEN CASES WERE POSTPONED

LOCATION OF DEFENDANT

Location Number  Percent
Jail or DOC 926 37.6

1,342 54.5
Own Recognizance 103 4.2
Cannot Ascertain 9N 3.7

TOTAL

2,462 100.0

Total Cases Cases Postponed
Month Postponed or | or Rescheduled Percent
‘ Rescheduled Before Day of Trial:

Januafy, 1973 137 45 32.8
"February, 1973 . 96 43. 44.8
March, 1973 95 30 32.8
fpril, 1573 106 36 34.0
May, 1973 169 51 30.2
June, 1973 200 - 84 42.0 .
duly, 1973 182 74 40.7
August, 1973 200 124 62.0
September, 1973 196 92 46.9
October, 1973 216 " 94 43,5
November, 1973 155 72 46,4
December, 1973 186 81 41.3
January, 1974 121 . 64 52.9
February, 1974 146 70 47.9
March, 1974 158 78 49.4
April, 1974 110 . 46 41.8

TOTAL 2,483 1,084 43.7

TABLE XV.
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IMPACT POSTPONEMENTS

. The impact postponemeht objective of 10% (number of postpone-
ments/ number of trials) is not beingkﬁii,““Tﬁe rate for %mpact postpone-
ments as opposed to total postponements reveals similar results: a 20%
“ postponement rate. A total of 17 impact offenders had their trials postponed
‘more than once (Table E). Our data reveals that 83% of all impact postpone-
ments are requested within five days of trial; 58% occuring on the scheduled
day of trial. A particular target area, in our view, is the Attorney fonflict
Tist. At the present time, it lists the Supreme Bench schedules of attorneys
Involved in criminal procedures at that level. The expansioﬁ of this list
to include District-Court, and Federal jurisdictions Qou]d facilitate
scheduling and significantly decrease postponements caused-by'attornay
inter-court conflicts. We are interested in a Criminal Assignment Office
~ estimate of financial and workload considerations in expanding the computerized
‘ "~ print-out.

We see no alternative to the present system of requesting postporements
through the office of the Chief Judge. A return to the prior procedure
(individual courtroom judges) would destroy any progress that has been made
in standardizing and centralizing the process. The trial judges must have

sufficient time to perform their primary task: try criminal cases.
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TABLE B

POSTPONEMENT REASONS:
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IMPACT - ALL CASES
“Percent of Percent of
Total Cases | Impact Cases
Reasons for Postponement Postponed Postponed
I11ness or death in family of defendant 4.2 2.0
ITTness or death in family of defense attorney 5.6 3.0
I1Iness or death in family of defense witness 3.1 0
ITlness or déath in family of state witness 4.1 10.0
Defense attorney striking appearance 0.6 .0
Defense attorney new in case 2.6 8.0
Defense attorney prior commitment 5.6 7.0
Defense attorney in another court 13.2 14.0 .
Defendant not served or writ issued 1.3 0
Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 3.8 3.0
Defense witness not served 0.3 .0
{State witness not served 2.0 1.0
Defense witness not available 3.0 4.0
State witness not available 15.8 12.0
Guilty plea withdrawn or refused 0.7 1.0
Plea bargaining in progress 3.0 3.0
Consolidation - 3.0 .0
Clerical error 4.4 2.0
New evidence/witness discovered by defense 1.2 .0
New evidence/witness discovered by state 0.6 1.0
Case could not be reached 13.3 14.0
Insanity plea filed 1.1 2.0
Polograph test to be administered 8.8 1.0
Defendant granted severance 0.3 .0
Defendant without legal representation 1.1 .0
Insufficient notice of trial date 1.0 1.0
JInclement weather 1.0 .0
~[Miscellaneous 3.3 11,0
TOTAL 100.0 100.0
TABLE C | )
Location of Impact Defendants and Co-defendants
Location Number Percent
Jail or DOC 56 52.9
Bail 29 27.3
Own Recognizance 4 3.8
Cannot Ascertain 17 16,0
TOTAL 106 100.0%
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DISTRIBUTION OF DAYS !!IOR TO TRIAL: IMPACT POSTPONEMENTS

- Reasons for Postponement (in percent)

DAYS
BEFORE _ .
TRIAL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9l 10 j11 §12 1131144115 1161171 18 | 19 |TOTAL
0 1% | V% § 5% | 4% ¢ 1% 1 8% 13% (1% [ 1% | 52 | 1% { 3% | 1% | 1% |14% 1% } 7% 58%
-5 |1y 5% | 3% | 2% | 3 2% | 4% 1% g | 253
6-10 2% 1% 1% 1% | 1% 2% ; 8%
11-15 1% | 1% : 2%
.
16-20 2% 1 1% 2% _§ é 5%
21-25 1% 1% : 2% | .
TOTAL 2% 13% )10% | 8% 7% 14% 3% 11% 4% {12% (1% 3% (2% 1% {14% V2% 1% | 1% {114 |100%
IMPACT CASES: November 1973 - May 1974
Reasons for Postponement
1. Il1lness, etc. of defendant 11. Guilty plea withdrawn or refused
2. Illness, etc. of defense attorney 12. Plea bargaining in process
3. Itlness, etc. of state witness 13. Clerical error
4. Defense attorney new in case 14. New evidence/witness discovered by State
5. Defense attorney prior commitment 15. Case could not be reached
6. Defense attorney in another court 16. Insanity plea filed
7. Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 17. Polygraph test to be administered

8. State witnass not served
8. Befense witness not available

18. St=te wiiness not available

18.
19.

Insufficient notice of trial date
Miscellaneous
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Distribution of Reasons for Second and Third Postponement

TABLE E

Postponements Per Defendant

Number of Number of Defendants
Postponements and Co-defendants
1 ' 89
2 15
3 2
Table F.

Reasons for Postponement per Defendant

0 0 1 0 1 0 1

Number of

Postponements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 1 3 3 4 0 T 3 3
3 0

[#2}

W O N O

Reasons for Postponement

ITTness, etc. of defense attorney
ITlness, etc. of state witness
Defense attorney new in case

Defense attorney prior commitment
Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC
State witness not served

State witness not available

Case could not be reached

Miscellaheous




Table 1 1

Time Interval: - Arrest to Disposition
Test Variables: Pﬁstponemeqts/No Postponements
‘ Postponements No Postponements ’
No. of Days Ngéfgig % Nobegik, C% ngil‘ y
1289 1 2 15 32 16 | 3.4
90 - 119 . 2 4 .43 9.1 45 | 9.5
120 - 149 | 10 2.1 90 19,0 100 | 21,1
150 - 179 35 7.4 84 17.3 119 | 25.2
180 - 209 39 8.2 60  |12.7 99 | 20.9
210 - 239 , 24 5.1 20 4.2 44 9.3
240 - 269 16 3.4 15 3.2 31 | 6.6
270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 14 | 3.0
300 - 0 Q07 5 1.1 51 1.1
TOTAL 135 28.5 338 71.5 473 |100.0|
Postponements | ‘No Postponements
Median: ' i§5,5 Days 157.5 Days
Tendency Pattern: 54.8%: - 5 - 7 months . 51.5%: - 4 - 6 months
Mean: 198,71 Days 161.6 Days
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Table 8i

Time Interval: Supreme Bench To Disposition

Test Variables: Postponement/No Postponement

Eo

stponement ‘No_Postponement

Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

58.1% betw. 4&6 months
166.1 days
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No. of Days Ngéfgf % NObe?SL % nggl' y
1-59 1 0.2 || 15 3.0 16 | 3.2
60-89 3 0.6 " 45 9.1 48 | 9.7
90-119 7 1.4 99 20.0 106 |21.4
120-149 34 6.9 94 19.0 | { 128 |25.9
150-179 45 © 9.1 55 RN 100 |20.2
180-209 29 5.9 30 6.1 59 {11.9
210-239 9 1.8 17 3.4 26 | 5.3
240- 8 1.6 4 0.8 12 | 2.4
Total 136 27.5 359 72.5 495 1100.0
Postponement No_Postponement -

Median: 165.3 days 126.7 days

53.8% betw. 3&5 months

129.8 dayg




MODEL POSTPONEMENT PROCEDURES
A. Over Scheduling

One way to prevent a docket in a particular Part from
collapsing because of postponement of cases scheduled is to schedule

more courtroom hours in that Part that can reasonably be conducted -

- on a given day. For the sake of discussion this concept is referred to

as overschedu11ng .

0verschedu11ng is not a new concept for the Criminal Court of
Baltimore City. In 1973 there were 34,840 courtroom hours scheduled
by the Criminal Assignment Office in the ten Parts under study.l9 LikeQ
wise, there were 10,313.52 hours of courtroom time available with 538.63
hours of courtroom time short and 84.51 hours of courtroom time in excess of:
courtroom hours available, thus representing an adjusted figure of 454.12
hours of courtroom time short.20 The judges in the Criminal Coﬂrt sat for
a total df 9859.40 hours in 1973. Consegquently, when this figure is com-
pared to the number of trial hours scheduled by the Criminal Assignment
Offﬁce, we find that 24,990.60 hours of trial time were overscheduled in

1973.

19 Trial time for a particular case is computed by multiplying .30 times
the number of witnesses scheduled to testify for the State. If the trjal js
scheduled in a high impact court (Parts I and II) the trial time is mujtip]ied
by 2. ‘ SR

20 courtroom time available represents the number of cotirts operating
times the number of hours judges in those courts were scheduled to sit.
Courtroom time short and excess is the courtroom time available compa“eq to
the hours judges actually sat on the bench. ‘
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- It should be emphasized that this statistic does not mean that
a total of 24,990.60 hours of tria?:f’ﬂevwerg postponed. Much of this
time was erased, in part, through nol prosses, stets and q1smissals of
appeals. However, some of the overschédu]ing was absorbed by post-

ponements.

Theoretically the overscheduling of tria} time forces criminal
courts to maximize courtroom time, and in this sense overscheduling.is
one means of expediting the disposition of crimina1.cases. Whether this
is in reality true, however, does not erase the fact that 6verschequ1ing
inflates the postponement rate by necessitating poétpongments of those
cases that could not be reached on the date scheduled. .0f ‘the 1,879 cases
postponed in 1973, 250 cases or 13.3% were postponed for this reason.

But when we compare this figure to the total number of cases scheduled,
we find that only 2.4% of those cases were postponed because they could
not be reached. Thus, while overschedu11ng does inflate the number of
postponements, the percentage of cases postponed due to overscheduling is
virtually inconsequential. .

0f course, other arms of the criminal justice system, such as the
State's Attorney's Office, the Public Defender, and the Clerk's Office
assume a greater preparation workload when criminal trials are over-

scheduled. But when we realize that only 2.4% of the cases scheduled

21!\Hshough this figure is not.available, a rough estimation can be
made. Most of the cases postponed due to overscheduling were because
they could not be reached, which accounted for 250 postponements last
year. Furthermore, most of these cases were scheduled as jury trials.
Generally, five hours of courtroom time are allotted for jury trials.
Therefore, it can be estimated that 1,250+ hqurs of these overscheduled
were absorbed through postponements.
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last year Qefe postponed because of overscheduling, it is apparent

that the court has developed a periodic trial time.estimation‘which

is very close to actual trial time required by the volume of criminal
cases. The current procédure of overséﬁedu]ing in the Criminal Court
of Ba]timqre‘City has proven to be a sound policy decision which should

not be abandoned.

B. "DARK COURTROOM"

A second model procedure to reduce postponement rates is the con-
cept of the "dark courtroomn". This model envisions the availability of
a court other than the established Parts of the Criminal Court td whichi
those cases which can not be reached can be quickly transferred.

To the extent that the several civil courts of the'Supreme Bench
were occasionally utilized for the overflow of criminal cases the "dark
courtroom” model is an operational reality. While figures are not dvail- ‘
able to indicate to what extent the several civil courts were used for
this purpose Tast year, the use of civil courts was ré]ative]y infrequenf.
Policy considerations regarding the backlog of civil litigation and the
undesirability to disrupt the schedules of the judges sitting.jn the varijous
civil courts accounted for the infrequent use of the civil courts.

The expense of an additional courtroom is not warranted for this
purpose. Our court observances, conducted in Parts I and II during January,
February and March, 1974, revealed that the existing court space is_not
fully utilized. .A more efficient use of the crimipal parts currently avail-
" able would decrease tﬁe number of postponements caQsed by a Tack of court ”

space.
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C. Individual Caseload Limitations

Usually the criminal defense h‘*,vq relatively small compared
to the total number of practicing attorneys‘1n a large urban juris-
diction. This fact generally means that ‘the smallest number of attorneys
specializing in litigation is handling the 1argest caseload in the
jurisdiction, and Baltimore City is no except1on Even with the addition
of the Office of the Public Defender in January of 1972 the number of,
lawyers who regularly practice criminal law is few.

This fact places a burden on the criminal Just1ce system and
aggravates the problem of postponements Table XVI reflects that of the
1879 cases postponed Tast year 541 or 28.7% were postponed benause of
the inability of the defense attorney, for one reason or another, to

appear and commence with trial.

TABLE XVI.
POSTPONEMENTS DUE TO ABSENCE OF DEFENSE ATTORNEY

Reason : Number Percent

ITiness or death in family of attorney 135 5.6
Attorney striking appearance 15 .6
Attorney new in case . ' 69 2.8
Attorney's prior commitment 130 5.4
Attorney in another court 343 14.2
Defendant without attorney ' 31 1.3
Total 723 29.9
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The impaét of a small criminal defense bar upon the post-

ponement rate in the Criminal Court of Baltimore éity can also be
ref]ected by examining the ﬁumber of defense attﬁrneys who filed
appearances for trial. For the period between September 17 and

November 1Q iast'year 9,730 appearances were entered in the Clerk's
Office by 512 attorneys. Of these 512 attorneys only 12 filed 1,979 of
the 9,730 épbearances enfered; Thus, for ihe'period mentioned 2.34% éf
the attorneys filed 20.27% of the appearances entered; While this
statistic does not present an accurate picture of the percentage of
attorneys scheduled to try cases set or schediled to rep}esent defendants
set and, therefore, not indicating the impact on "people flow", it does
give some indication of the severity of the existence of a small criminal
defense bar on postponement rates-

One method to deal with this problem would be the adoptioﬁ.of‘a Tocal
rule restricting a defense attorney to a particular nuﬁber of defendants’
he or she could represent during a given time period or limit the number
of cases he or she could acti?e]y control in a given time period. Even
thqugh these two proposa]s‘ére dissimilar, the advantages of either proposal
are clear: (1) the number of postponements granted because of the un-
availability of the defense attorney would be reduced; (2) greater

efficiency in caseflow management; and (3) faster disposition of cases due

to reduced delay. .
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There aré also possible disadvantages to tﬁevproposal-to'
1imit the number of defendants or cases a defense attorney may
haﬁdle at a given time. 'Thé most obviou; question is whether the
existing defense bar of the metropolitan area could absorb the spread
of the active crihina] caseload. Furthermore,‘the proposal may place
financial and personnel burdens on the Public Defender, tﬁe State's
Attorney, and the court beyond the fiscal constraints which already
exist. Finally, the proposal may present insurmountabie constitutional
hurdles.

Because the concept of caseload limitation is not new the
constitutional questions 1nvo1veé in sgch a proposal have already

reached the appellate level in Pennsylvania.zz‘ In 1972 the Court of

-Common Pleas of Philadelphia adopted local Rule 301 which prohibited a

defense attorney from entering h&s appearance in a criminal case if the
attorney represented ten or more defendants in cases where indictments
were outstanding for more than twelve months and the‘cases had not been
tried or the charges dismissed.

Immediately after the adoption of Rule 301 the court sought to imple-

ment the rule and prohibited a defense attorney from entering his appearance

in a criminal case.23 The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania accepted the

22 Moore V. Jamieson, Pa. , 306 A.2d 283 (1973.

23 The Court's opinion indicated that as of the date the suit in Moore
was filed, the attorney had appearances entered in 99 criminal cases, 3Z
of which were more than one year old. The opinion does not state the total
number of criminal cases more than one year old or what percent of cases
more than one year old were handled by the attorney.
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2% and held that

attorney'é >constitutiona1 challenges to the rule
Ru]é 301 was vague and overbroad. In doing so, hdwever, the'Court
remarked:

...Unquestionably the greater the -

caseload of counsel the more imminent

the possibility of scheduling conflicts
‘which may well result in delays occasioned
by counsel's unavailability. An unfettered
right to accept criminal cases would permit
an attorney to deliberately delay cases in-
definitely and completely frustrate society's
interest in the exgeditious disposition of
criminal matters.2o -

'Apparent]y}Ru]e 301 was redrafted to conform to the Court's
decision. In July 1973 the Court of Common Pleas ordered that defense
attorneys with 20 or more criminal cases which had not gone to trial

within six months of indictment were prohibited from eﬁtering appearances

in additional cases. The Court's move was in response to a backlog of

4,873 criminal cases.26

It is clear from the above discussion that there are serious'1ega1
and policy considerations involved in any attempt to limit the caseload of
defense attorneys. But while this is apparent the proposal is a concept
that should not be ignored. The Supreme Bench should closely gxamine the
effect of the unavailability of defense attorneys on the postponement rate
of c¢riminal cases in parti.ular and on the criminal justice system in general

and implement a local rule if the problem so warrants.

o The attorhey argued that Rule 301 was constitutionally infirm because
(1) it abridged the right of defendants to counsel or their choice in violation
of the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments; (2) was vague, overbroad, arbitrary and
capricious; and (3) it placed an unfair burden on Black lawyers and defendants.
Pa. - 5306 A.2d at 287. ‘

25 . py, . , 306 A.2d at 289-90.
26 see Philadelphia Bulletin, July 18, 1973
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APPENDIX A

CRIMINAL ASSIGNMENT
POSTPONEMENT FORM

Date
’ Date
Indict.# Irdicted
Asst. State's Atty.
Charge Court Trial Jury Trial
Date Arraigned Bail Jai1
State vs. . _
Def. Attorney
Appointed Date Retained
Address
Phone
Co-Defendant
Def. Atty.
Previous Trial Dates
Trial Date Part
Date Pre-tried By:
HAS THE OPPOSING COUNSEL BEEN NOTIFIED '
OF THIS REQUEST? ‘ WHEN
Postponement requested by
(Signature)
Reason:
| Action:
Part

New Trial Date
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Objective Six: Court sessions will begin gt 10 a.m. Cases will follow

immediately one after another.

The evaluation of objective eight focused on the question of whether
the %mpact courts were distinguishing themselves, procedurally, from other
crimiﬁa] courtrooms of the Supreme Bench. Efficien% courtroom procedure
connotes regular hours (10:00 a.m. starting time) and an expeditious flow
of cases. The analysis consisted of: | ‘

1) din-court observations conducted during the moﬁths of January
aﬁd February, 1974; |

2) auditfng of daily courtroom docket sheets for the months of
January, Feﬁfuar , and May, 1974. Particular attention was accorded to
time entries i.e. starting time, finishing time, eté.

Our interpretation of the objective, in stating "court sessions will
begin at 10 a.m.," is that the jﬁdge will enter the courtroom at that time,
and the bailiff will call the court to order. 10 a.m. start time does not
refer to the point at which the court reéorter records his first entry,
the defendant enters the courtroom, or when the judge meets with the

attorneys involved in an upcoming matter.

Data and Observation Analysis

There is 1ittle evidence to support the belief that the impact courts
are distinguishing themselves in this area. During the months of January
and February, we observed inactive courtroom at 10:00 a.m. on 19 occasions.
0f a more distressing nature are the significant discrepancies between our
observations and the time notations recorded on the daily docket sheets.
Oftentimes, a courtroom we personal]y‘viewed as inactive at 10:00 a.m.,
had recorded a 9:50 or 9:55 start timg. We understand the problems in-
voived in'running an efficient courtroom; these difficulties, reflected
in wasted court time, should be accurately recorded. According to the

dockets, Part I, during the month of May, began proceedings earlier than
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10:00 a.m. every court day. Part II dockets reflected late starts
‘ on three occasions. In aggregate figures, Part I totalled 260 surplus |

minutes (total minutes court began befé?f@§Q:Op a.m.) for the month of

May; Part II recorded a deficit of 40 minutes for the corresponding time

- interval.

. The second part of the objective relates to the amount of time in-
volved between the disposition of one case and the beginning of the next
procéeding. Again, we encountered eva]uat%on di%ficu]ties. The daifx
docket sheet entries are imprec{se in noting time between procee&ings;
usually, the second incident starts the minute after the first one had
ended,e.g. a 10:30-10:45 dispdsitioQ might be followed by a 10:45-11:30
court trial. We rea]ize'the possibility of such a rapid franﬁition; it
is doubtful, however, tha£ it occurred as regularly as the docket sheets
would have one believe. According to the docket, Parts I and.II, during
. - the entire month of May, recorded an aggregate sum of 10.9 wasted hours

while awaiting the beginning of the next proceeding. This is a con-
servative estimate, at best. An additional factor would be the wasted
fime during recesses. Again, this is not recorded (Recesses, in this
context, do not refer to lunch breaks but to timé lost in the midst of
a courtroom proceeding).
In estimating total courtroom time during May of 1974 for Parts I
and II, we formulated the following models of procedure:
1) the court day should begin at 10:00 a.m. and break for lunch
at 12:30; ' |
2) the afternoon session should begin at 2:00‘p.m. and continue
‘ until 5:00 p.m.;
. 3) ’(.:a\king into account 1/2 hour for appropriate recess time, we

considered “five hours sitting time" reasonable.
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According to the dockets sheets, the impact courts (Parts I and II)
were in session for 162.78 hours during May. Thére were 220 hogrs
"available" to the courts (twenty-two calendar days x ten hours per
day). )

Courtroom delay cannot be attributed éntirely to judicial laxness.
Several issues.dealing with postponements apb]y equé]1y to in-court
operation.  The failure of an attorney, or witness to appear on time
retards effecﬁive caseflow. Unexpected gui]ﬁy pieas disrupt the daxfs
schedule, as do unanticipated stets or nol prosses. The inefficient
transfer of defendants from the city jail is often responsible for
interrupted docketé. We cannot fault one indiVidua1;'ineff1ciency is
a result of related court agehcies' errors and'misfeasance. We urge,
however, that sitting jUdges exercise their authority in:

1) limiting extended lunch "hours".

2) wutilizing as much pre - 10:00 a.m. time as possible for -
negotiations and attorney discussion.

Efficient caseflow is a result of strictly enforced in-court
procedure and an orderly transfer of cases from.other courts.

Unanticipated stets‘and nol prosses lead to disrupted court dockets.
The void created by the nol prossing of a defendant in a schedu1éd three
day jury trial must be filled by transferved cases from other courts.

In a majority of cases, the prosecutor cannot predict a stet, or nol
pros; the 1mmediacy of trial brihgs all issues to a head. The defendant
might decide to plea bargain; a key witness might choose to alter his
tesiimény. In relation to this issue, thé States' Aftorney's Office

has provided us with a breakdown of the stet-nol pross situation for

the months Qanuary through February, 1974. We chose to separaté those

stets and nol prosses that took place in the impact courts, Parts I and
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I, in order .to Eombare and contrast them with simi1ar proceeding through-
out the criminaf courts. We observed no significant difference.between
the reasons for stets and nol prosses in thg impact Eourts as opposed to
those occurring in other pqrté (See Chart). |

Qur attention focused on those stets/nol prossgs‘that might be
screened out-prior to the trial date; early notification would facilitate
an orderly docket. Statistics relating to nol pross/stet identification
prior to trial date are ndt availabie. Consequently, we were forced. to -
estimate this data from the reasons provided by the States' Attorney.
The following percentages of stets and nol prosses (Tgble ITI) appear
either identifiable prior to trial date, or due‘to human error. It
should be noted that‘wé have totally excluded tﬁose stets/nol prosses
whose reasons would indicate that prior kﬁow]edge is unattéinab]e. For
exampWe, those cases falling under the heading "conviction in companion
- cases," totalling 37.3% of all stets and nol prosses, were not considered;
please note, however, that a certain percentage of those cases undoustedly
could be identified prior to the date bf trial. Similariy, a percentage
of cases we have selected as "early identification" might have been
determined on the day of trial. ‘

According to our estimation, 34.4% of all stets and nol prosses are
identifiable prior to the date of trial. Recognition alone, however, will
not solve the problem; the lines of communication between court agencies
must be open enough to permit a free flow of informatibn. In particular,
attention should bé'focused upon the Public Defender,.the States' Attorney
and the Criminal Assignment Office (Objectives two and three deal specifically

with this issue).
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Percentages of Stets/Nol Prosses Identifiable Prior to Trial Date

Parts I & II

‘A1l -Parts
January - May 1974 January - May 1974
Reasons Number % of total Number % of total
3 1 - 9 12 1.0
1 .9 8 .7
8 2 1.9 20 1.7
9 2 1.9 29 2.5
10 0 0 g1 6.9
12 2 1.9 8 7
13 2 1.9 16 1.4
14 4 3.8 . 64 5.5
15 16 15.1 164 14.0
Total 30 28.3 402 34.4‘
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Table TII

REASONS FOR STETS and NOL PROSSES

PARTS T and IT

ALL PARTS

Analysis (etc.) 12

January - May 1974 Janhary - May 1974
Reasons Number Percent Number Percent
1 a4 ° 41.5% 437 37.3%
2 6 5.7% ‘75 6.4%
3 1 .9% 12 1.0%
4 1 9% 8 T
5 5 4.7% 55 4.7%
6 0 0% 16 1.4%
7 5 4.7% 86 7.3%
8 2 1.9% 20 1.7%
9 2 1.9% - 29 : 2.5%
10 0 0% 81 6.9%
11 4 3.8% 13 1.1%
12 A 1.9% 8 %
13 2 1.9% 16 . 1.4%
14 4 3.8% 64 5.5%
15 16 15.1% 164 14.0%
1 12 11.3% 87 7.4%
TOTAL 106 100.0% 1,171 100.0%
REASONS
1. Conviction in Companion Case 9. Documented Request of Law
2. Conviction in Unrelated Case Enforcement Agency
" 3. Psychological Condition of 10.- Documented Refusal or Reluctance
Defendant. o of Victim to Prosecute
4. Psychological Condition of 11. Exchange for Testimony Against
Victim . another more culpable defendant
5. Non-reliable State's Witness 12.  Improper Indictment as to Form
6. State witness changed or 13.  Improper Indictment as to Substance:
altered Testimony 14. Lack of Jurisdiction (change of law)
7.. Uqab]e to locate key State's 15. State's evidence legally
Witness ' .insufficient
8. Legal Defense (Chemical 16. Other
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Table 1g

‘ Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Arrest to Disposition

Trial to Completion/Stet or Nol Pros

Stet or.

Trial -to Completion Nol Pros
No. of No. of Total
No. of Days Defs. % Defs. % Defs.| %
1 -89 5 1.1 11 2.4 16| 3.4
90 - 119 - 24 5.1 20 4.3 44 | 9.4
120 - 149 78 | 16.7 © 2 4.5 99 - |21.2
150 - 179 88 18.8 31 6.6 119 |25.4
180 - 209 70 15.0 27 . 5.8 97 120.7
210 - 239 34 7.3 10 2.1 44 | 9.4
240 - 269 20 4.3 . 10 2.1 30 | 6.4
270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 14 | 3.0
"I.’ 300 - 2 4 3 .6 5 1 1.1
TOTAL 329 70.3 139 29.7 468 [100.0
Trial to Completion’ Stet or Nol Pros.
169.7 days 167.4 days

Median:
Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

173.4

50.4%: - 4 - 6 months
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Ta?1e 8 G

Time Interval:

Supreme Bench to Disposition

Test Variables: Trial Comp]etiﬁﬁgétef or Nol Pros’

Trial Completion

Stet or Nol Pros

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:

72.8%: 2-5.maonths

N.D.

..t|']4..

60.3%: 2-5 months
N.D.

No. of Days Ngéfgf b Nobpgz & ngil. %
1-59 8 1.6 8 1.6 16 3.3
60-89 23 4.7 23 4.7 46 9.4
90-119 79 16.1 27 5.5 | [ 106 | 21.6
120-149 90 18.3 38 7.7 | 128 | 26.1
150-179 82 16.7 18 3.7 | 100|204
180-209 39 7.9 18 3770 (.57 |16

210-239 18 3.7 8 1.6 26 5.3
240- 6 1.2 6 1.2 12 2.4
Total 345 70.3 146 29.7°| | 491  |100.0

Trial Comp]etion Stet or Noi Pros

Median: 141.3 days -13].8vdays




B. In-court Observations: subjective comments

Our in-court observations of Parts I and II conducted during the

. months of January and February, 1974, revealed extensive neglect for

o .
.

the needs and comfort of witnesses, sgrirs,.and victims. Sequestered
witnesses (prosecution and defense) are forced to sit on wooden benches
in the dark halls of the courthouse. They often wait for hours before

. testifying; occasionally, they are asked to return the next day to con-
tinue their vigil. In one particu1ar1y.a1armipg instance, a young rape
victim was forced to wait a]one in the halls for three days; the des
fendant's friends and family were within whispering.range (Sfate of
Maryland vs. John Bethea). '

Jurors form.inde]jb]e %mpfessions from uncomfértab]e courtrooms
appearances. They are forced away from their employment, and provided
with minimal compensation. Witnesses are often required to arrange child

| care services for their children; their day in court, if they are fortunate
‘ en.ough to have only one day, fesu]ts in a considerable loss of money‘and
time. In one out of every five cases, they are apologetically informed
that the case has been postponed. The courts cannot afford to alienate
the public:

In recent years, there has been concern, that the average

citizen identifies himself less and less with the criminal

processvénd itg officials. In particular, citizens have

manifested reluctance to come forward with information,

to participate as‘witnesses in judicial proceedings, and

to serve as jhrors. The causes of the negative attitudes

- are many and complex, but somelaspects of the probTem may
be‘traced directly to the treatment accorded witnesses and

: ‘ jurors.I

1The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice, Task Force Report: The Courts, p. 90,
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| .A ' - We realize the difficulty in obtaining space in an already over-
' crowded courthouse. The necessity, however, of providing adequate

faci]ities fof witnesses prior to testifying is of such importance
that the additional squeeze on existing facilities musf be absorbed.
The inherent strain of cross-examination‘must not'be compounded by
an uncomfortable pre-trial wait. This room (s) should be equipped
with sufficient reading materia1; ashtrays, and an attendant.2 One
possible solution is the utf]ization of empty jury rooms, or dark
courtrooms. The Coordinating Council will continue to look into this

| problem and work with Judge Foster in formulating a Viab]e alternative

" to the existing problem.

2For a detailed analysis of Courtroom»Physical Facilities, see National

. Adv;ggry Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, The Courts,
p. .
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" Objective Seven: The pre-sentence report will be completed by the
Division of Parole and Probation within fourteen days after request
is received.

The bﬁe-seﬁfence report proceduré was divided into two separate
functions: ‘ |

1) the period between the request for the réport and its filing
wifh the criminal clerk (Tab]eslﬁa, b, ¢); |

2) the‘time interval between fhe filing of the report and the
disposition of the case.

Both divisions were tested with respéct to new trial motions,
co-defendants and criminal part; the objective refers specifically to
pre-sentence:report requests'from Parts I and II (see Table 6a, 7a).

Data collection difficulties were encountered; the Clerk's
Office does not record all filing dates qf pre-sentence repoﬁfs. Often,
requests were made, and disposition date§ were recorded without a record
of the fi]ing‘date. We must also assume that a slight delay exists between
the completion of the report and its filing at the Clerk's Office.

B. DATA ANALYSIS

We muét commend the Division of Parole and Probation for their
~ efforts. Pre—senténge reports were filed withink sixteen days for 81% of
a11 Impact Court cases (Table 6a). The overall mean for Impact Court cases
was 17.5 days, while the median was 15.2 Qays. In comparing data between
Impact and nthimpact defehdants, we observed that emphasis is afforded
to Impact cases.

Our "new trial motion" analysis (Table 6b) monitors the effect of a

delayed request for the pre-sentence report; the report is not called for
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until the new trial motion has been denied. Although one would assume
that a case involving  co-defendants would retard the speedy delivery of
the report, we observed that this is not the case.' ansequently,LWe_
conclude that the Probation Division is 1dentifying trouble cases
'effectively, and appiying the necessary 1nves£igatory manpower.

The second area of analysis concerned the time interval between
the filing of the pre-sentence report with the Criminal Clerk, and the
disposition of the casé. The advantages gained from a report completed
“within the stated time period are lost when the disposition does not occur y
soon after tHe filing date. Summary data has indicated an average of 18
days transpired between the filing of the report and the disposition of the
defendant. This figure is reduced to 16.8 days(mean) in the Impact Courts.
A'combined total of 38 days, on the average, are consumed by the total
procedure. ‘

The Division of Parole and Probation has consistently supplied
pre~-sentence reports within the required time allotment. The Criminal
Assignment Office should take this into consideration when scheduling
dispositions. A disposition scheduled twenty-one days from the pre-sentence
report request date would provide adequate time for both the completion of
the report and its review by the judge. The Division of Parole and Probation
would have the responsibility of notifying the Assignment Offfce of any
schedule deviation. By following this procedure, an average of 17 days
(maximum) would be trimmed from the arrest through dispositibn fime}interval. We
welcome comments from the Assignment Office regarding impleméntation of this

procedure.
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Table 6A .
Time Interval: PRESENTENCE REPORT REQUEST DATE-FILING OF PRESENTENCE RPT.
Test Variables:IMPACT COURT/NON IMPACT COURT

IMPACT COURT NON- IMPACT CT.

o ot onys | | "ol | 2 |1l o] ¢ | TRE]
0-10 1 0.8 6 146 7 - 5.4
11-13 8 6.2 g | 62|16 |12.3
14-16 o 17 - [13.7 19 4.6 | | 36 . 27.7
17-19 0 0.0 . 10 7.7 10 7.7
20-22 1 0.8 16 |12.3 17 13.1
23-25 | 0 |o0.0 10 7.7. 10 7.7

26-28 0 0.0 o 8.5 | | 1 8.5
29-31 2 1.5 9 6.9 M 8.5
w23 || o 0.0 6 4.6 6 4.6
35- : 3 2.3 ° 3 2.3 6 | 4.6

TOTAL | 32 |24.6 98 75.4 | | 130 |100.0
_ IMPACT CQURT . _NON-IMPACT COURT
Median: ' 15.2 days 21.9 days
Tendency Pattern: 53.1%: 14-16 days 56.1%: 14-25 days
Mean: | " 17.5 days 20.9 days
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Table 6B
Time Interval: presentence Report Request Date-Filing of Presentence Rpt.

4

Test Variables: New rr1a1 Mot1on/No New Trial Mot1on

New Trfial Motion No New Trial Motion

No. of Days F T R I - N N - A
0o-10 " | 0 0.0 8 .| 6.1 8 - | 6.1
11-13 3 2.3 13 9.9 16 12.2
14-16 | 1 0.8 35 26.7 36 .|27.5
17-19 . 1 0.8 9 6.9 10 7.6
20-22 1 0.8 16 12.2 17 13.0
23-25 1 0.8 9 6.9 - 10 7.6
26-28 1 0.8 10 7.6 N 8.4
29-31 0 0.0 11 8.4 11 8.4
32-34 0 0.0 6 4.6 6 4.6
35- 0 0.0° 6 4.6 6 4.6
TOTAL 8 6.1 123 93.9 131 00.0]

" New Trial Motion ~No New Trial Motion

Median: 16.0 days _ 19.0 days

Tendency Pattern: 50.0%: 11-16 days ' 48.8%: 14-22 days

Mean: 18.0 days 20.0 days
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Table 6C
Time Interval: Presentence Report Request Date-Filing of Presentence Rpt.

Test Variables: Codefendant/No Codefendant

Codefendant No Codefendant
No. of Days Ngéfgf % Nobpgi : % TB:?;_ g
0-10 ' 1 0.8 7 , 5.3 8’ 6.1
11-13 5 3.8 11 8.4 |- 16 12.7
1416 15 {11.5 21 16.0 | | 36 | 27.5
17-19 | 4 3.1 || 6 | 4.6 10 7.6
20-22 , 10 7.6 7 . 9.3 17 13.0
23-25 o3 2.3 7 5.3 10 7.6
' 26-28 | 6 4.6 5 3.8 11 8.4
29-31 3 2.3 8 6.1 11 8.4
32-34 0 0.0 6 4.6 6 4.6
35- o 0 0.0 6 4.6 6 .| 4.6
TOTAL 47 35.9 84 64.1 131 100.0
Codefendant No Codefendaﬁt
Median: 19.2 Days | 18.5 Days
Tendency Pattern: 61.7%: 14-22 Days 53.5%: 11-22 Days
Mean: . 19.1 Days 20.4 Days
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Table 7A

Time Interval: Presentence Report Filing to Disposition

Test Variables:Impact Court/Non-Impact Court

Impact Court

Non-Impact Court

Median:
Tendency Pattern:

Mean:

50.0%: 0-14 Days
16.8 Days
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34.4%: 0-14 Days

18.3 Days

oot 00 | ¢ [Tt T« [THET,
0-10 13 10.3 23 18.3 36 | 28.6
11-13 2 1.6 10 7.9 12 9.5
14-16 3 2.4 13 10.3 16 | 12.7
17-19 1 0.8 15 11.9 16 | 12.7
20-22 2 1.6 8 6.3 10 7.9
23-25 R 0.8 4 3.2 5 4.0
' 26-28 1 0.8 8 6.3 g | 7.1
29-31 3 2.4 7 5.6 10 7.9
32-34 ] 0.8 2 1.6 3 2.4
35- 3 2.4 6 4.8 9 | 7.1
L TOTAL 30 23.8 96 76.2 126 {100.0]
Impact Court Non-Impact Court
13.0 Days 17.3 Days




Table 7B

a v Time Interval:Presentence Report Filing Date to Disposition

Test Variables: New Trial Motion /No New Trial,Motion

New Trial Motion No New Trial Mo?ion

Tendency Pattern:

| Mean:

Not Significant
22.9 Days
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No. of Days : Ngéfgf % Nobpgi %' - Tg::l‘ g
0-10 2 1.6 34 26.8 36 28.3
11-13 0 0.0 12 9.4 12 9.4
14-16 0 0.0 16 12.6 16 12.6
17-19 2 1.6 14 11.0 16 12.6
E 20~22 1 0.8 9 . 7.1 16 7.9
23-25 0 0.0 3.9 5 3.9
'26-28 0 0.0 9 7.1 9 7.1
29-31 2 1.6 9 7.1 1 8.7
32-34 0 0.0 3 2.4 || 3 2.4
. | 35- 1 0.8 8 6.3 9. | 7.1
TOTAL 8 6.3 119 93.7 127 100.0
New Trial Motion ~ No New Trial Motion
Medianp: 19.0 Days 15.7 Days

38.7%: 0-14 Days
17.7 Days




Table 7 C

Time Interval:

Test Variables:

Co-defendant

CoQDefendant/ No Co-defendant

"No Co-defendant

PRE-SENTENCE REPORT - FILING DATE TO DISPOSITION
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[oocoros [TRT 1w Tl T7e TR0
0-10 15 11.8 21 16.5 36 28.3¢
| 11-13" 2 1.6 10 7.9 12 9.4;
14-16 .. 8 6.3 8 6.3 16 12.6
17-19 5 3.9 11 8.7 16 |12.6
20-22 4 3.1 6 4.7 10 7.9’
23-25 4 3.1 1 .8 5 3.9
26-28 3 2.4 6 4.7 9 7.1
29-31 3 2.4 8 6.3] | 11 8.7
32-34 0 0 | 3 2.4 3 2.4
35- 1 .8 8 6.3 g 7.1
TOTAL 45 35.4 82 64.6 127 [100.0
Co~-defendant No Co-defendant
Median: 15.4 days 17.4 days
Tendency Pattern: 37.7%: 0-14 days 37.8%: 0-14 days
Mean: 15.9 days 19.2 days
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Ohjective 8

To increase the number of Impact cases brought to trial when
compared to the number of Impact cases brought to.trial before the
Impact Courts went into operation.

In evaiuating this objective, we posed the following questions:

1. Is the Supreme Bench handling more criminal cases as compared
to pre-duly, 1973? | ' ‘

2. If so, is this directly attributable to the addition of two
more courts, or ha§ overall efficiency in scheduling and case processing
increased?

Our analysis focusec on the Supreme Bench before, and after the
installation of the Impact Courts. As representative months, we chose
April and May, 1973, and April - May, 1974. In answering our first
question, we measured the aggregate number of filings closed (criminal
informatioh, indictment, appeals, wérraﬁts, stets and nol prosses).

The necessary data was obtained from thé monthly statistical summaries
prepared by the State's Attorney's Office; these reports offer breakdowns
of each court in regard to overall case10ad movement, jury/court trial
analysis, postponement figures, and conviction rates.

Our second question presented a plethora of problems; each criminal
court operating durihg the sample months required auditing in relation to
the number of court trials, jury triais and the total trial caseload.
For this purpose, we utilized the cdmputer printed-manuaf1y'updated
daily docket sheets located in the Clerk's Office and the Criminal
Assignment Office. The following procedure was followed:

1) The total number of court pria]s per pakt per day was obtained

for.thevfour sample months;
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* .

2) The total number of jury trials per part per day was

determined for the months specified (a jury trial lasting two days

was considered two "jury trial days").

This procedure was designed

to monitor the effect of extended jury trials as opposed to shorter

court trials.

In recognizing the terminology of the objective, only

Impact crime category trials were auditedu(murder, rape, burgiary,

robbery, and aggravated assault).

Analysis of Data

Strictly speaking, the objective is being fulfilled; more Impact

‘cases are being brought to trial (Table B).

Table A

CriminaI’Court Composition: Data Base

No. of Net Court Days|
Normally Total Parts}Unavailable|x parts
Interval ‘Operating] Calendar| (days x Data Available for
Criminal | Days parts) (parts) Evaluation
Courts
April-May 1973 8 37 296 8 288
April-May 1974 10 40 400 10 390
Table B
Trial Data (Impact crime category cases)
‘ Jury Trials
Interval Court Trials | (5 day Jury Total Trials % dury
trial = 5)
April-May 1973 189 152 341 44.42
fpril-May 1974 233 179 412 43.20
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More closed filings were recorded for the months of April and May, 1974 .

" than for that time period in 1973. It should be noted that ffi]ings

closed" refers to all charges, including non-impact crimes. The cqurt
and jury trial data deals only with Impact crime-cdtegory cases:
Table C

Filings and Trial Data

_ Total [Filings | Court Trials | Jury Trials Trials
Interval Filings| Closed per part per | per part per | Per Part
Closed | Per Part | day (average) | day (average) | Per Day

April-May 1973 1,555 | 194.4 .656 . .h27 1.183

April-May 1974 1,630 | 163.0 597 - .456 | 1.083

Qur analysis of question:bne revealed that the total trial and
filing caseload had increased in the two months surveyed jn 1974 while

each individual criminal court had not reached 1973 efficiency levels.

The tremenﬁousdecrease in open cases between July, 1973, and June, 1974, :

( Chart 1 ) compounded our surprise at this disclosure of decreasing

efficiency. We formulated three possible reasons:
1. An increasing stet and nol pros rate, while not affecting our
trial data (stets and nol prosses were not considered trials), had signifi-

N

cantly decreased the level of open cases;

2. An increasing level of jury trials in 1974 decreased the overall -

capacity of the courts to close more cases in an equiva]eht amount of time.
The Douglas Arey jury trial, for example, consumed the entire month of
Aprit, 1974 in Part IV. Part IV recorded 21 closed cases during that
month; duging April of 1973, Part IV disposed of 121 cases;

3. A change in judges would affect the caseload rate. Some judges
are "faster" than others. Unfortunately, this variable cannot be measured

empirically.
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The number of Impact jury trial days increased from 152 during
| April and May of 1973 to 179 during the corresponding two-month interval
of 1974 (an 18% increase). An uncharted variable was the number of ﬁon—‘
1mpact Jjury tr1a1s, all jury trials have a d1rect bear1ng on the amount
of available court time in which Impact cases might be heard. 7

In channelling difficult, time- consum1ng Jury trials through
Parts I and II, the Criminal Assignment Office attempted to free other
cr1m1na1 courts from the burden of Jury proceedings. Theoretically,
"express 1qne“icourts were created. This scheduling philosophy has been
disrupted by a proliferation of jury trial requests; perhaps a more
flex1b1e scheduling policy is called for.

We consider it reasonab]e to assume that had the jury boom occurred
‘during April and May of 1973, the courts efficiency rating would have
corresponded to the 1974 level. The disparity between 1973 "trial per
part pér day" (obtained by dividing the_tota] trials by available parts
during a specific time interval) is not significant enough to warrant
alarm. It indicates, however, that scheduling philosophies must be

malleable in adjusting to strains upon the courts.
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CHART 1 TREND OF OPEN CASES
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B. DAILY DOCKET ACTIVITY

The Coordinating Council's Interim Court Evaluation
included an analysis of daily docket activity for the period

July, 1973, through February, 1974. The following charts and

tables update that material. A1l information was manualiy re-

trieved from the daily docket sheets, Parts.I and II. OQur findings
correspond favorably to those stated in the Interim report.
Briefly, they include:

- The first-in, first-out jail policy is being followed
(Table A, Exhibit A). A sfgnificant percentage of jailed, impact
offenders are tried in the Impact Courts.

- Jury trials continue to consume much of the court fime
withfn the Impact Court {Table B, Exhibit D). Evidently, the
“s]éw court theory" (scheduling, slower, more serious jury trials
in Parts I and II) still prevails.

| - The number of extraneous matters, supposedly excluded
entirely from the Impact Courts, has been kept at an acceptable level
(Exhibits B and C). At the end of the court day, if time allows,

other matters are often transferred into Parts I and II. We have

no objections to this procedure, if the following guidelines are

followed:
, 1. A1l efforts should be made to transfer impact cases;

2. Jury trials should not be transferred unless adequate

time is 4vailabie to complete the trial-the same day; |

3. Non-impact jury trials should never be transferred.
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- Month

Table A

Jailed Defendants fqtal _% dJail
duly 20 32 62%
Rugust . 29 47 61%
September 20 42 47%
October 15 "34 44%
November 25 35 %
December 12 - 17 70% .
Jgnuary 15 27 55%
February 12 17 70%
March 21 32 67%
ApriT 23 36 64%
May 19 40 48%

Table B

July
Auguéf
September
October
Névember

December

. January

February

March

- April
. May
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. Jury Trials
Month Percentr ~» ATT Trials

16%

- 28%

15%
21%
28%
35%
34%
34%
19
23%
26%
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CONCLUSION

In analyzing the signijficance of‘%ﬂy evatuation, we must
first pinpoint its perspective. Is it merely historical hindsight

or might it be useful as an ongoing management too]é The impact

court evaluation part%al]y fulfills both purpdses. In one respect,

it emphasizes and defines strengths and wéaknesses within the court
system; conversely, its data base does not supply us with 1hfofmati0;
regarding up-to-date improvements in case processing. The interim
report did effectuate action in two vital areas: the Public Defendef
is attempting to decreasé the time between District Court:and'Supreme
Bench filing, and the Criminal Assignment Office is streamlining its
case scheduling procedure. Future evaluations will chart this progress.

Hopefully, future efforts will not face the circuitous route ours

followed: we extracted information from a computer bank, recorded it

manually, reprogrammed it, and fed it back to the computer. Much time

and effort would be saved by formulating a program which could extract
information directly from the data bank; this would provide on-line
evaluation. |

We are generally pleased w{th the approach the analysis has taken,
The use of objectives effective]y outlines areas of concern while
encouraging latitude in evaluative technique. An added advantage of

employing qdantifiabie objectives is its reciprocity: objectives
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evaluate systems, while at the same time,-the analysis of
the system identifies obsoiete objn;%fﬂes,

The evaluation itself identif;ég oﬁe é]aring problem which
effectively hinders the fulfillment of all objectives: thé related

court agencies have just begun to establish effective inter-office

communications.

The Mayor's Coordinating Council 6n Criﬁina] Justice faces .
a major task in facilitating this communication. We intend to
carefully analyze our staff responsibilities and capabi]ifies in

response to this coordinating role.
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APPENDIX A: VIDEGTAPED TRIALS




PRE-RECORDED VIDEOTAPED TRIALS

.' Testimony fgr avvideo-tape trial may be taken in much the same
manner as for untaped depositions. After discovery is completed the
attorneys, witness and parties assemble for the video taping. The
witness and the attorneys are seated in front of a video-tape camera
g{thew in a studio designed for thiz purpose or elsewhere before a
portable camera. The order 6f quéstioning would follow the normal
trial pattern. Objections are made in the usual manner and the footage
of the tape is noted each time an objection is taken. After all the
testimony is recorded a judge reviews unresolved objections at which
time attorneys can present Qritten or oral arguments on the admissibi®ity
of evidence. If an objection is sustained, the question, answer and
objection are omitted from the master tape to be viewed by the jury. To
date, overruled objections have been omitted from the master tape.1 The
edited tape is then played to the jury after opening arguments by counsel
(which, indeed, may also be video-taped).

Video tepe ‘substitution Fdr Tive testimony has been met with
surprising enthusiasm by commentators and text writers, especially in
view of its revontiqnary nature. This enthusiasm arises because of
the numerous and significant advantages pre-recorded taped trials have
over the presenf system.

One of the fundamental advantages of the use of video tjpe is the
time savings it would allow the court system and the reduction of the
inefficiencies of time now present. The use of tape could prevent many

1 Video-Tape Trials: A Practical Evaluation and a Legal Analysis,

26 STAN L. REV. 619,620 (1974).
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disputes from evér reaching the trial stage. The taping of all testimony
and evidence prfor to submitting it to fhe jury should result in a greater
probability of settlement since the evidence wouid then hold no unknown
elements. After a copy-of trial record jé prepére¢ and the court'ru1es

on objections, the atterneys and parties will be in a better position to

evaluate the effectiveness of their case. It‘shoﬁ1d also be noted that -

" while the tape may induce settlement it also may direct an attorney to seek

the kind of jury that might find the testimony on the tape persuasiveé
as to his party's cause. |

With pre-recorded video tape, prospec?ive jurors would be called
only for trials in which the need for them to return a verdict is certain.

The jury is called only after the court has overruled motions for directed

verdict. Total jury time would be shorter since what-is heard is strictly

.evidentiary matter and arguments of counsel. None of the traditional

interruptions or recesses now experienced at trial need occur with the

use of video tape. In addition, the jury has advance knowledge as to

exactly how much time it will take to hear all of the evidence. Since .

outside views or out-of-court experiments can be recorded and shown to

the jury in court, travel to the scene is obviated and the delay in trial

‘necessitated by a view is minimized.?

Pre-recording of testimony would be of advantage to attorneys

for the taping can be conducted at mutually convenient times and places

“which would allow them greater flexibility in scheduling their individual

calendars. Even if witnesses cannot be examined in the preferred sequence,

2 ’ .
McCrystal, Videotape Trials - Relief for Our Congested Courts,
49 DENVER L.J. 463, 475.
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the order of‘testimény can be rearranged {(with the permission of the
court) in the editing process so as to present the evidence -in the most
undgrstandab]e fashion. (See McCrystal, at 476). Lawyers would have more.
time to prepare their opening‘and closing arguments which could be done
with greater prepavation rather than pieced together during a recess.
In addition, a%torheys would no longer be on the spot to give arguments
or explanations in court, but would have time to prepare arguments on
motions or objections as well as briefs and.memos on evidentiary maﬁters.
The time of the appearance of the witnesses can be arranged to
meet the demands of their personal schedules. The convenience of taping
in terms of gathering the participants would 1éad to‘firm.settings for

hearings and trials and a more efficient use of the court's time and

facilities.3
Video taping significantly reduces the amount of time a judge must

devote to a case. No in-trial time would be expended for.bench or chamber

- conferences, for settlement negotiations, nor for rulings on motions. No

recesses need be allowed at all. The judge need not preside over the
presentation of all the testimony. He need view only that which is
related to objections or motidns. Even when the court would be required
to view all the relevant testimony of a case as when it is confronted with
a motion for a directed verdict or judgment n.o.v., the taped trial would
take much 1ess time to view than it now takes to hear an entire case.
during the presentation of the tape to the jury (although the lawyers

probably would want to view it to insure that no tampering has been done).

3 | ;
McCrystal, at 472,
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. One judge could even preside over more than one trial simultaneously

as was done in Summit Co., Ohio in 1972 (one criminal case and one

¢civil case).

Pre-recording has a number of advantages in addition to time
and efficiency. The tape eliminates the necessity of on-the—spof
rulings on obje&tions and motions. The judge would have ample time
to consider decisions with no delay to the other participants. There

would thereby, supposedly, be a reduction in incorrect rulings, and

resultant prejudicial error (and therefore, fewer.appea1s)ﬂ Testimony

and views can be recorded at a time closer to the transaction in question

thereby increasing the re1iability of the evidence. Expert witnesses

can be examined by Tawyers with specialized knowledge in tﬁe experts'

field, thereby allowing the trial counsel to more quickly fami]iarize
himge]f with the more esoteric aspects of the case. Of course, experts
may be examined in their home, office or laboratory, thereby decreasing
the cost of having these witnesses testify. The personality of the
advocate would assume @ diminished importance in the trial context;
theatrics will have no place in the resolution of the dispute.

One of the more important advantages;of video tape is that it
can form the recora on appeal. Video-tape can simply be viewed by
the appellate court, ordered re-edited and remanded and used at a new
trial. Abuses of trial court discretion Qouid be readi]y apparent
because the entire tape would be available to the reviewing court.
0f course, there would be no need to fear the loss of an important
wfthess',testimony. » ’

4
McCrzstal, at 473.
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Viqeo'faping eliminates the necessity of requiring the jurors

to have a selective memory. Material which ié ﬁow ordered stricken
and ordered to be "forgotten" by the jurors, would never appear on the
tape. Jurors can give'fuTl attention to the testimony undistracted '
by the usual courtroom interruptions. There has been some speculation”
that jurors pay more attention to video tape tr%a]s than to Tive ones
although this could be attributed to the novelty of the circumstances,

~ There are a number of: possible disadvantages presented by the . ‘
use of video tape. Nothing prevents opposing counsel from being as
disruptive as possible during the tapings since these will never be
observed by‘thé Jury. These disruptions’coﬁ]d be‘timefconsuming and
worse, they could gravely‘inf1uence the chéfacter of the testimony.
The lack of instantaneous ruling on the admissibility of evidence can

create problems by substantially altering the course of the remaining

examination. Unless there are immediate rulings the attorneys do not

know whether an objection will be sustained. If the examining~aftorney
chooses not to rephrase a questioh to which there has been an objection,
the jury will nevér hear the tesfimony unless he chooses to re-examine
the witness.l The problem is exacerbated when the objectionab1e question
introduces foundation evidence and the subsequent testimony mﬁst also be
deleted.? The attorney can ask another question to elicit t@e same
information to cover himself if the judge later rules against him. Of
course, if the objection is overruled, the jury would have to view con-
stant repétitivé testimony. These and similar problems could probably
be solved by having a special maéter at the tapinés to give immediate

rulings possibly subject to review by the trial court.

Video-Tape Trials, at 626.
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While-there is no question that video tape adequately imparts

information. to the finder of fact, there is some question as to its

ability to allow the jury to evaluate the witness' demeanor. Obviously

a video tape trial does not convey all the sense impressions available

to the juror in a live trial. Yet a recent study- showed between 63 and
70% of the jurors questioned believed it was easier to concentrate on
videb,tape than it would have been were the trial 1ive. The ju;orspo11ed
frequeﬁt]y.stated that the video tape trials were less cbnfusing, 1gs§
emotionai1y involving énd Tega]ly s.ounde’\r'.6 These benefits, thérefore,
may be said to offset video tape's disability in the transmission of
the demeanor element of testimony.

Mechanical failure s an obvious Tiability of a Qideo tape system.
A breakdown of equipment would not only waste time, but would have an

adverse effect on impeachment evidence since the witness would not be

" surprised the second time the question is asked. A back-up syétem would

probably insure a continued flow of testimony in all but the most egregious
circumstances.

The high cost of a video tape system is a glaring liability. Not
only is the équipment expensive (assuming the courts would want high-
quality reproduétion) but additional expeﬁse is incurred due ‘to the
necessity of technical assistance in the preparation of edited tapes.

The sums necessary to be expended howgver, represent a moderate cost
5n~]igh£Aof&tHé benefits thét é;ﬁia beaderived. |
" The céntra] constitutional issue concérning a video record of

hY

testimony is the Sixth Amendment right of-the accused to confront

6
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witnesses aéﬁinét him.7 HoWever,'the accused and his counsel are
present at all stages of the taping and effective, cross-examination

of witnesses'during the taping is as certain as it is during a live
trial. Part of the right.to confrontation is that the>trier of fact
is able to observe the witness' demeanorduring Fhé taking of festimony(
Any problems in this area are far from insuperable as standards.and
techniques of camera operation are'deve1oped. ~Other constitutional
problems: right to juéy trial, right to.public trial, etc., are not
particularly grave and present no reason why video tape trials, appro-
priately supervised under fair rules of procedure, cannot withstand
constitutional attack. A pre-recorded crim%na] trial in Vermont,

(Vermont v. Moffitt, Case No. 322-73 (1973)) raises before the appellate

court the issue of the legality of suéh procedure and ?aises,the issue
of video tape as the record on appeal. The decision »f fhe Vermont
‘Supreme Court in the Moffitt case (No: 179-73) may be very important to
the future of pre-recorded video taped trials as we can expect a‘number
of these constitutional points to be raised.
Obviously, fhe field requires a great 'deal of additional study.

Video Support in the Criminal Courts contains a number of recom-

mended areas requiring further work, including, among others, such areas
as éost analysis, alleviation of court backlog, influence of video tape
on trial participants and specific operationalvprocedures.

& The use of pre-recorded video tape for trials is presently in its
infancy. Yet the advantages that can be derived from its use are already

obvious. The use of video tape must be‘considered for its time-saving

~ capabilities alone. The fact that its use allows witnesses to téstify who

National Center for State Courts, Video Support In The Criminal
Courts (Executive Summary) (1974) at 8.. .

-144-



ordinarify cou1d not go to court, éhe fact that its userenab1es the
real exclusion of inadmissible evidence.before the jury, and the fact
that justice seems to be served as well or better by the use of video
tape as in a live triaT, make the future use of.vidéo tape trials a1mdsﬁ
obligatory. Because the use of tape is in its infancy and because there
'are probiems in its use (the problems of any new technique) it is essential
that the litigants have the opportunity to elect this procedure. From
their exbefiences should come the informéti&n necessary to eva]uéfe ﬁnd
improve video tape trials. ’

The Coordinating Council is presently. analyzing the financial
aspects of this issue in reference to its implementation at the Supreme

Bench level.

The following chart is adapted from data contained in Video Support in

the Criminal Courts (Executive Summary), National Center for State Courts

1974, It attempts to show the extent of the ‘use of video tape and its broad

application.,

~145-



~

Application: Record of Testimony

SUMMARY OF VIDEO RECORDING IN CRIMINAL TRIALS BY NCSC

Nature of Recording/

Case and .
Annotation Charge Verdici™~  Status ‘Testimony

*Colorado v. Assault to Guilty (to On appeal Videotaped deposition
Martinez Murder; two counts in Colo. of ‘hospitalized wit-

- Trial Date: Assault with of Assault Supreme. ness. First Colo. use
3/12-19/73 a Deadly with a Court; of video to pre-record
(Jury) Weapon (2 Deadly not yet deposition testimony

‘ Counts) Weapon pérfected. and present it at

criminal trial.
Florida v. Possession Guilty Currently  Expert testinfony of
Hutchins of Narcotic on appeal  Police Criminologist.
Trial Date: Drug to Fla. Establishes precedent
12/8/72 (Heroin) Supreme for accepting or re-
(Jury) Court;  “jecting use of video
pending. tape to perpetuate
testimony by pre-
- recording.
Kentucky v. Auto Not N/A Testimony of victim
Nu Theft Guilty establishing circum-
Trial Date: , stances of recovery of
6/27/73 auto. Taped in parallel
(Jury) with court reporter.
First Ky. use of pre-- -
recorded lay testimony
‘presented at criminal
trial.
Application: Record of Evidence
Georgia V. 17 counts: Guilty N/A Line-up of identifica-
Webb-Roe Rape, Armed (Video tion of suspect. First
Trial Date: Robbery, tape of Atlanta Police use of
7/23-24/73 Burglary, line-up not video tape for pre-
(Jury) Aggravated used at recording evidence.
Assault trial)
Missouri v. Second Plead N/A Statement of suspect to
Henderson Degree Guilty to (Video - police detective. First
Trial Date: Murder lesser tape not Kansas City Police use
6/26/73 charge used at of video tape pre-re-
(Judge) trial)

cording evidence.

* Citations available upon request.
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Application: Record of Evidence (Continued)
Case and , Nature of Recording/
Annotation Charge : Verdict Status Testimony
New York v. Rape Guilty o= " No appeal.  Lineups of suspect: ,
Lopez Robbery ST 16/9/73 " eight recorded, three’
Trial Date: sentenced positive identifica-
Concluded as youthful tions.The court can
, offender on review videotapes to
all charges. establish the fair-
, ness of identifica-
tion process.
New York v. Rape N/A Trial Lineups of suspect:
HITT . pending. five recorded, two
’ positive identifica-
tions. Court can
determine fairness.
New York v. Robbery - N/A - Pending - Lineups of suspect:
Kalamis - trial. _two recorded, both
positive identifica-
tions. Court can
determine fairness.
New York v. Robbery N/A Johnson Lineups of suspects:
Smith_and : pending five recorded, three
~..Jonnson trial. . positive identifica~ -
- Trial Date: tions, Court can
Pending ~determine fairness.
New York v. Kidnapping Plead N/A Lineup of suspect:
Venezia Guilty one recorded, no
Irial Date: identification. Court
Pending can determine fair-
ness.
Application: Pre-Record Trial
Vermont v. Driving - Guilty Currently First Vt. use of video
Moffitt While on Appeal “tape to pre-record all
Trial Date: Intoxicated to Vermont testimony and evidence
6/20/73 Supreme Ct., for later presentation
(Jury) not yet to a jury. Raises
perfected. issues of

legality of such pro-
cedure, and video
tape as appeal record,

o
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Application: Record of Proceedings

Nature of Recording/

Case and
Annotation Charge Verdict _  Status Testimony
Geor%ia V. Aggravated Plead "No Appeal Used with official
Brockwa Assault with Guilty court reporter. Tapes
frial Date: Intent to (Accepted) recycled when no
- 4717773 Rape appeal is taken,
(Judge) Reviewed by Judge to
evaluate his court-
room procedure.
~ Georgia v. Burglary: Guilty Appealed Used with official
Gou ﬁf Motor Vehicle to Ga. . court reporter.
Trial Date: Theft; Armed Supreme Court views and com-
4/18/73 Robbery Court; ments on accepta-
(Jury) docketed = bility of and re-
9/21/73; quired procedures for
pending. using videotape as
“official record.
Georgia v. Rape Guilty Pending Used with official
James in Georgia court reporter.
Hamilton Court of Court views and com-
Trial Date: Appeals, ments on accepta-
5/9-10/73 docketed bility of and re-
(Jury) 1/7/74 quired procedures for
using videotape as
official record.
Georgia v. Armed Not N/A Used with official
John Robbery Guilty ' court vreporter.
Ham11iton Misdemeanor Record of proceedings.
Trial Date: Pistol Tape recycled when no
2/12/73 appeal is taken.
(dury)
Georgia v. Robbery Plead 8/3/73 Used with official
Harrell Guilty Motion for court reporter. Court
Trial Date: (Accepted) new trial views and comments on
4/16 & 23/73 granted. acceptability of and
(Judge) Plead required procedures
guilty at for using videotape
new trial. as official record.
No appeal '
taken.
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Application: Record of Proceedings (Continued)

Case and Nature of Recording/
Annotation Charge Verdict Status Testimony :
Georgia V. Involuntary Guilty Motion for Used with official
Hart Manslaughter new trial court reporter. Court
Trial Date: denied views and comments on
5/7-8/73 10/30/73; acceptability of and
. (Jury) no appeal required procedures,
; to date for using videotape
as official record.
Georgia v. Involuntary Not N/A Used with official
Latham Mans1aughter Guilty court reporter. Ex-
Trial Date: plores feasibility
5/16-17/73 of use of videotape
- (Jury) as a record of pro-
ceedings.
Georgia v. Burglary Hund Jury Mistrial, Used with official
LaudermiTk retrial court reporter. Ex-
Trial Date: pending. plores feasibility
3/19/73 of use of videotape
(Jury) as a record of pro-
ceedings.
Georgia v. Armed robbery Guilty Appealed to Used with official
Reynolds (three counts) Ga. Supreme court reporter.
Trial Date: Misdemeanor Court; N/A.
- 5/14-16/73 Pistol docketed
(Jury) 9/21/73.
Judgment
Affirmed
1/9/74
(videotape
not submitted
with record).
Georgia v. Violation of Not Not Guilty Used with official
Sturgis UnTawful Guitty court reporter. In-
ir1ai Date: Drug Act ’ stantly available
4/9/73 record of proceedings.
(dury) Explores feasibility

of use of videotape
as a record of pro-
ceedings.

-149-



+

Application: Record of Proceedings (Continued)-

~ Nature of Recording/

Case and »
Annotation Charge Verdict Status Testimony
Kentucky v. Auto Theft Not N/A Used with official
NulT, Jdr. Guilty court reporter. First
Trial Date: Ky. use of videotape
6/27/73 - to_explore tts feasi-
(Jury) bility as .a record of
. proceedings.
Missouri v. ~ Rape Guilty N/A" Used with official
Ele - court reporter. Ex-
rial Date: plores feasibility of
4/11/73 producing a videotape
(Jury) record of proceedings.
Missouri v. Rape Hung Jury N/A Used with official
Moore court reporter. Ex-
Trial Date: plores feasibility of
4/16/73 use of videotape as
(Jury) . record of proceedings.
. Tape recycled.
Missouri v. Theft by Mis- Guilty Notice of Used with official
Walker representation appeal filed court reporter. Court
Irial Date: (Con Game) with Mo.Ct. views and comments on
4/18/73 of Appeals; acceptability of and
(Jury) appeal not required procedures
yet perfect for using videotape
as official record.
Vermont v. Possession Guilty Leigh ap- ~ Official record of
Leigh and cf pealed. proceedings. Court
Dunham Marijuana Appeal views and comments on
Trial Date: withdrawn  acceptability of and
3/1-2/73 by stipu- required procedures
(Jury) Tation of  for using videotape
: parties in as official record.
Sept,1973. 3
Vermont v. Leaving the Not N/A As official record of
Sibley Scene of an Guilty proceedings. Demon-
Trial Date: Accident strates capability
2/28/73 to immediately re-
(Jury) cycle videotapes.
~150-
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CONVICTION STUDY

The universe of 300 defendants used on the following chart
represents designated Impact defendants (indictments and informations)
whose cases were closed as of May 31, 1974. The average number of days

from arrest through disposition is 165.576. Thfs figure was arrived

at by adding the number of days each defendant's case took from arrest

thfough disposition and dividing that nuhber by the total number of
defendants, i.e., 300. . '

A primary conviction is a conviction of the defendant on the
primary charge of the primary 1ndictmentvor information tb which the
defendant has pled not guilty. The primary'convigtion rate is arrived
at by dividiné the number of primary convic?ions by the total number

of convictions.

A ‘econdary conviction is a conviction of the defendant on a

- secondary charge of the primary indictment or information, or on the

primary charge of a secondary indictment or information. In eithér
case, a plea of not.guilty has been entered. The secondary‘conviction
rate is arrived at by dividing the number of seconda;y convictions by
the total number of convictions.

“Plea guilty (primary)h %épresents guilty pleas entered as to
the pr%mary charge of the primary indictment or information. "Plea
guilty (secondary)" includes all guilty pleas to secondary charges
on the primary indictment or information; or primary charges on a
secondary information or indictment. The guilty plea rate is fouhd
by adding. the p%imary and secondary guilty pleas (i.e., all cases in

which a guilty plea was entered) and dividing that number by the total

number of convictions.
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“Not- Gu11ty" represents all acquittals and the not guilty rate

represents tota] acquittals divided by the tota] number of dcfendants.

The category "nolle pros/stet" includes only those cases which were

nolle prossed or stetted,in-their ehtirety.

The nolle pros/stet rate

is arrived at by dividing the number of cases in the nolle pros/stet

category by the total number of cases (i.e., 300).

AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS:

165.576

Higher than aveeage Lower than average ‘TOTAL'
number of days number of days
Conviction
(primary) 36 defendants 18 defendants 54 ,
{
Conviction )
(secondary) 12 20 32 |
Plea gquilty }
(primary) 23 17 40 ‘
Plea guilty 3
(secondary) 15 : 24 39
Not Guilty 7 22 29
Nolle pros/stet 42 54 96
Other
.(declared dinsane, y
abated by death
etc.) 3 7 10
TOTAL 138 162 300
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS:  165.576

——

_Primary conviction rate {not inclaang guiTty pTeas) 32.30%

Secondary conviction rate (not including gquilty pleas) 19.40

Guilty plea rate (Guilty/total convictions) 47.90

99,60%

Not quilty rate (Not Guilty/total dispositions) 9,67%

Nolle pros/stet rate (Nolle pros-stet/total dispositions)|32.00

Conviction rate (tota1.convictidns/tota] defendants) - 155.00 :

Other 3.00

99.67%

For the month of March, 1974 in Criminal Court, Parts I and II,
the State's Attorney's Office has asserted a 95% conviction rate in
Part II and an 85% conviction rate in Part I.. These figures do not
reflect a number of cases which have been stetted or nolle prossed.

They also do not reflect postponements nor cases which resulted in
mistrials.

The figures used in the above charts are based on a total of 300
dé%endants, rather than on the total number of filings. The no11é pros/stet
rate does not take into account £hose cases in which some of the charges
have been nolle prossed or stetted and a conviction was nonetheless

returned on one or more other charges. The nolle pros/stet rate, rather,

représents those cases in which all charges were stetted nor nolle prossed.
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This fact, coupled with the use of defendants, rather than total
filings, yields a clearer picturé of the circumstances of individual
defendants in the courts.

Briefly, the statistics reveal the following infqrmation

* regarding designafed impact defendants:

- b55% ¢f all impact defendants were convicted;

- 32% had their entire cases stetted or nol prossed;

- approximately 10% were found not guilty;

- 48% of all convictions were obtained through
guilty pleas;

- 32% of all convictfons (not including pleas) were
for the primary charge;

- 19% of all convictiongl(not including pleas) were

for a secondary charge.
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Table 1 f

Time Interval: Arrest to Disbosifion

“Test Variables: Guilty/Not guilty/Other (defendants)

No. of Days | Guilty | % Not Guilty| % Otherk % Total [ %
1- 89 5 .1 { o 0 11.{234§ 16 | 3.4
90 - 119 15 |3.2 9 1.90 21 | 4.4} 45 | 9.5
120 - 149 | 56 g 22 0.7 22 |47 ;100 | 21.2°
150 - 179 | 74 |15.7| 14 3.0 31 |6.6 | 119 | 25.2
180 - 209 63 1331 .51 29 |6.1 | 99 21.0
210 - 239 28 5.9 6 .30 10 2.1 | 44 9.3
240 - 269 18 |3.8, 2 4 1100 | 2.1 30 6.4
270 - 299 | 8 1.7 0 0 |6 |13 14 | 3.0
300 - 2 .4 0 o |3 | .6 |5 1.1

TOTAL 269 | 57.0 60 12.7] 143 | 30.3] 472 | 100.0

NSRRI S —
Guilty Not Guilty Other

Median: - 173.7 days 148.6 days 166.9 days

Mean:

Tendency Pattern:| 50.9%:5-7 months

176.7 days

60.0%:4-6 months

159 days

4?2 .0%:5-7 months
N/A
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Table 8

f

Time Interval:

Supreme Bench Fi1ing to Dispositidn

Test‘Variab1es Guilty/Not gquwaOther _ (defendants)

No. of Days | Guilty; % |Not Guilty| % |Other! % | Totall %
1- 59 7 1.4 | 1 218 1.6 16 |3.2
60 - 89 17 (3.4 | 6 1.2 25 5.1 | 48 |9.7
90 - 119 56 |11.3] 23 4:7 1 27 15.5 | 106 |21.5
120 - 149 77 {15.6! 13 2.6 | 38 7.7 1 128 {25.9°
150 - 179 72 |14.6] 10 2.0 18 {3.6 | 100 |20.2
180 - 209 33 6.7 | 6 1.21 10 381 858 |11.7
210 - 239 | 17 |3.4 | 1 218 he |l 26 |53
240 - 6 i.2 10 0 |6 1.2 ] 12 |2.4
TOTAL 285 |57.71 60 12.1] 149 |30.2] 494 |100.0

Guilty Not Guilty Other

Median: 141.2 days 119 days [ 131.4 days

Tendency Pattern: |52.3%:4-6 mth) 60%:3-5 mth. 60.4%:2-5 mth.

Mean: 145.2 days 126.2 days N/A
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APPENDIX C: COMPUTER-PRIKTOUTS



SAMPLES OF COMPUTER DOCUMENTS

A. Batch Reports - Managerial

New Case Listing : Daily

1.

2. Audit Trial ' : Daily
3. Daily Docket Activity Report Daily
4, Appearance Filed ' © Daily
5. Attorney Conflict List - Weekly
6. Courtroom Docket : Daily
7. Future Courtroom Docket Weekly
8. Case No Action Report Weekly
9. Active Case Listing Report - Open Cases Monthly
10. Closed Case Listing Report - Closed Monthly
11. Sub Curia Listing Monthly
12. Inactivation Listing Monthly
13. Appeals Listing : "Monthly
14. Prisoner Control Listing (BCJ-DOC-HOS) Daily

15. Case Summary and Case History
16. Statistical Report

B. Docket and Notice Samples

Courtroom Docket ' - Daily

1.
2. Defense Counsel and State's Attorney's

Office Notice (later in duplicate) Daily
3. Witness Notices Daily -
4. Defendant and Bailbondsman Notice Daily
5. Detained Defendant Notice , Daily

C. Additional Programs Being Developed

1. Bail Forfeiture Report
2. Critica} Path

The enclosed documents are samples of computer print-outs uti]iz@d by the
Criminal Assignment Office and related court agencies in scheduling and
tracking defendants on the Supreme Bench level.
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1 17300026 SXXO CMN A R 05/13/74 CLO3  A320 € CASE NUMBER CASE NAME ~ LINK S CHANGEC STAT FIL DATE TYPE CHE PF
CASE ALFH. AUl0 1 17300026 CROWOER B F— . 12-21-12 ROW  05-13-14 %7
CASE SO00 CAL DATE PART ROOM  REAS PARTIES - €OCQ EST ACT DISP TaF
. CASE SXX0A05-10~T4 /// 7117 - FILED/KRNOP/ESA//I7)I1F 127 1.7 1111 174
St 17300026 S070 CMN € 05/13/74 CLOZ  AGOO C CASE NUMBER CASE NAME. — LINK. S5 CHANGED STAT FIL DATE TYPE ULAST CHCG PF
3 . CASE AL¥H  AG10 1 17300026 CROWDER & A - = 12-21-72 ROW  05-13-74 5/
CASE $900 CAL DATE PaRT RUOM  REAS PARTIES 00CO €51 ACT GLSP TEF
CASE S0T0C05-10—T4 P09 9A9 ARRG SODARG -J 0.1 C.1 HCA /
TR 1730032% §070 CON C C5/08/74 CLG3  AGOO C CASE NUMBER CASE NAME — LINK 5 CHA&NGED STAT FIUL DAITE TYPE LAST CrC 2%
CALENDAR | ALMH ADLD 1 17300026 CROWDESL 8 A - = 12-21-72 RCW  05-08~T4 3/
CALENDAR S090 CAL DATE PART R3I0M  REAS PARTIES €000 EST ACT DISP TaF
CALENDAR SOTOL05-10~74 P09 TX7) ARG SODARD J G.1 C.1 GCA 7
1 17390027 JXXO CHN A CLO3  ADDO € CASE NUMBER CASE NAME — LINK S CHANGED STAT FIL DATE TYPE LAST CnuC PF
ALN¥H  ADLO L 17300027 -
; JDOO0 LAST NAME FIRST . MTI CON IDENTH A-R # LOC AGCR  CCM DATE /
JAXCAKRCOP GERALD A ADF -32¢ 7
1 17300027 SPT0 CMN C 05/13/74 CLO3  AQOO C CASF NUMBER CASE NAME — LINK S CHANGED STAT FIL DAYE TYPE LAST CHG »F-
CASE ALMH  AD10.1 17300027 CROWDER B A - - 12-21-72 ROW  05-13-74 C/
: CASE 5000 CAL DATE PART POOM  REES PARTIES 0000 EST &CT OISP TF
‘ CASE S070C05-10-T4 PO9 9AS ARRG SODARD J 0.0 G.1 HCA /
1 17390027 S080 CMN A C5713/74 CLO3  ADOO C CASE NUMBER CASE NAME . — LINK & CHANGED STAT FIL DATE TYPE LAST CRE PF
. CASE ALME  AD1O 1 17300027 CROWDER 8 A - = 12-21=72 PCW -G5-13-74 C/
CASE SUQ0 CAL DATE PART ROOM  REAS PARTIES 0©OCO EST ACT DISP T2f
ChSE SOEOAGS 10 14 FiLED KROJP ESQ 7
1 17300026 JXXO CMN A £5/13/74 CLO3  AQQ0 C CASE NUMBER CASE NAME — LINK S CHANGED STAT FIL DATE TYPS LAST CHC PF
) CASE ALFH AOIC 1 17300028 CPOWOER B A = = 12=21-72 0= 05-13-74 C7
CASE JOOOD LAST NAME FIRST MTI CON IDENT# A-R # LOC ADCR  CCVM DATE -7
CASE JXXQAKRCOPZI /777717 GERALD/ AJ}7 ADE 329777 1f117402 010 11LEE 11=11-17 A
j 1 17300028 $XXO CMN A 05/13/74 CLO3  ADOD C CASE NUMAER CASE NAME — LINK S CHANGED STAT FIL DATE TYPE LAST CHE PP
H CASE ALNMH - AD10 1 17200028 CROWDER B A - - 12-21-72 Dw 05-13-7%4 C/
CASE STU00 CAL DATE PARY ROOM — REAS PARTYIES  GO0OO ESTACT DT3P TF
CASE SXX0AQS5-10-T4 /// 7117 CELLEQ/KROQP/ESQZIIIIILIL 1of 1.1 1117 27
T 17360028 5076 N C 05 /08774 CLO3 R000 C CASE NUMACR CASE NAME = LINK & CHANGED STAT FTC OATE TYPE LAST CHT 3F
: . CALENDAR ALNMH AOLO 1 17300028 CROWDER B A - - 12=21-72 Cn 05-28-74 S/
- CALENDAR SG00 CAL DATE PART ROOM - REAS PARTIES 0000 EST ACT D1SP TRE
TALERDAR S070C05-10-7% POY GRYG ARG SOUARG T APV G 47 7
1 17300028 SOTO CMN C C5/13/74 CLO3  AOOD C CASE NUMBER CASE NAME — LINK S CHANGED STAT FIL DATE TYPE LAST CHG PF
i : CRSE AIVH ™ A0T10 1 17300028 CROWOER B AT T2=7T=-72 0% 05=135=74 ¢7
: _CASE S000 CAL DATE PART ROOM  REAS PARTIES 0000 EST ACY DISF IRF
CASE S070C05-10-74 PO9 9Ag tRRG SODARG J C.0 C.l HOA /




' X - . - : : T OAL RE . Y CPRC .4 SE_..J08 B . |
CTTRUM LATE 027047 14 REPust DAve  OL/Lhs o4 SUP.. . B 0 {

y a1z . DALY ‘ [ ACTIVIVY

P&RT-PL12_ : e e amemms s TR A

.t . . TA ICY OISPOSITIUN Arn REW\‘(KS (

CHSE .eNoAm NAME 1YpE - OGCKET (T 1.4 & PLL S /("

5 sbAS DISP €57 ACT _ L . o
- NUMBER _LAST o TIRST. _ _KEAS DISP E5T | . // //
i : " sy 2 - - .. . 1o
47331953 _HUOSGN . LEONARD HGV__CHMS__CONT__ .=l { ONTINUCO_UNTIL 2-28-T4 \,hré.&lxc_.‘.{&_ Z::L A 9%
1205255 1 . { N&R  JTCT PGSI 5.0 <5  ARRAIGNID AND SUSMITS UNDER PLEA GUILTY 2NO CT. PLEA ACCERTED
\/.7205255 HAMLET RAMSON NA&R ___' SERTENCE A YRS CGMY_GF CORR_SENT SUSP PROB_CS0N STATE PARCLE & PRGo
i — o D I o ¢ - B 41
' TAlL GORY TATALS T COURT TRI,ALS
‘ ’ [7_:76‘ 255? C‘thvw— fvw(,(/-/ J 2+ |
TOTAL ESTIMATEO_TIME __ 5.0 . \ | R
TOTAL ACTUAL TINME 6 | . ‘ | ‘
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D e . i A , ) ’ . T
ATT ) : SUFRENE stnCH UF BALTIMURE CITY : €ﬁ£’

RUN O&TE /74 REPORY DATE 02/19/74 OATL £ STATUS N o . 'saBDSOL € T
R ' NOTIFICATIO APPEARANCE FIUED » : s

. €ASE NUMAER DEFENDANTS NAME . FILING ATTORNEYS NAME - v :
LAST FIRST ® Tl NATE LASY - FIRST " Tl PARTIES CR DESCRTPTION
L 17306232 HIGGINS STEVEN 02715774 TRETDMAN LEOMARD , _ TRUEDMAN ESQ
17204232 RIGGINS 777 7 STEVRN TOTTUT Ga/15/77Th YAMECLLOW T 7T NOAMAN TTTTT T FREELMAH ESQ "
17208223 - JACKSON DUNALD CZ/37774 CARDIN SENJANIN L CCLEMAN ESQ .
17293220 UACKSON aoratn 027307775 COLOFAN © o EDWARD L COLEAAN ESQ
17329016 LLAKE TUTTTTOORGBERT WO T T 0as3/1s concn T TUTTTUearKy T T T KATZEN ESQ .
- . L7200016 LUEAKE ROLERT. W 02713774 KATZEM AL AN KATLEN ESO
17056 PARSON NOAMAN B 02/13/74 CAGAN DANTEL W CALLN ESQ
17301056 -PARSON T T T TUUNGARNMAN T B T T T 02/13/74  SHARRGW T T T RUMALD T M7 TCAGAN ESQ.
17302879 SCLOMIN . o.' GERRGE R LIl G2/13/714 OBROCCOLING JasrPH L BRGLCOLIRG ESQ
_L 17332976 snLonoN _GULCAGE R TI1_ 02713774 COLFMAN EOMARD L BROCCOLING ESQ
17392833 sutasoN T T T giorne T TR KT 02713774 BxOCCOLTRGT JosceH T U BRGCOOLING £5Q
17502¢€8 SULRSON CFRRGE R OJR Q2/13/774  COLOHAN ECHARD L EBRUCCOLIND ESQ .
e AT392993  HARTIN - RFFNARD D2/13/74  RROUCKMEYVER ] R BRACKMEYER ESQ
: 1TIN29%6  MARTIN TUTTT omesmARD T p2/13f A Kk T TTTTTTTTRILLIARH T T T T RRDCRREYER ESQ
17333126 SHITH ., WILLIAY L 02/08/74 BATHE . ELSBETH L ROTHE €59
e LT2oMZe sMITH WitLias L 02/93/74  1SREF LAWRENCE ___GUTHE ESQ
173038 %~  SHITH T 77T WiLLtAM LT o2 /oRsta SACKS T - TeRshd T POTHE ESQ .
L7303126¢  SM]TH WILLTAM L Q2/0R/74  IRAWITZ ARHCLO CCTHE ESQ
17303126 S#ITH JLLIAK L 02/06/714 GBOIHE - CLSRETH ¢ ’ EOTHE ESQ
LTI SALTH T T T UWILLIAM TU T 02796478 T OSHEE T T T LAWRENCE T T ORGIHE ESQT
17553126 LMITH WILLIAM - L 27008774 SAGKS L R AN . ENTHET ESD
e 1T203L2S SmITH - WILLTAM L 02/05/74  IFRANITZ ARNGLD - BOTNE €52
-r 173503027 SwitH T TTTUWwL LA U 02293774 BOTHE T T BLSDETH L BOTHE £35Q
o 172082127 S4ITH , WILLTAM L 02/723/74 1SHEE . LAVHENCE RIITHE ESQ
. A736N2T SMITH RILLIAM L 02/08/74  SACKS FRANK __ BOTHE ESQ
. 17323127 S41Th 77T T LA LT G2/Ca/iy LCRWVITL T aanaoLD B THE ESQ .
S172065336  ROUDINSON JAMES '\ D2/14/T4%  BOTHE erseeTd U CARLY FSQ T . -
s 17303335 FGRINSON JAMES A 02/1as74% CAPEY £ARL L CARCY €£3Q :
17395837 RABILSON ~ 77777 games U7 AT T 02/14/74% BOTHE T T ELSRETH T T CAREY ESQ
17363327  BORINSON JABT S A T 02/14/T4  CRREY cart L CAREY FSQ .
- 17303833 ROGGINSON JAMES & 02/14/7% CAREY EARL - L CAREY ESQ
TTTTTTLTI0NMIY ROBINSONTTT T T T A mES TR T T 0d/ias e CanEy T T rany. T T CAREY ESQ g
17303563 WESTSIOGK T RILLIAM 02/13/7T% KAPLAN . HORRIS L ’ KATIEN £SO .
. LT302383 WESTHANOK . WILLIAM 02/13/7%  KATZEN ALan KATZON €50
17326080 WILLtamS 7 "0 DONnIS T T T 020400 SHASRETTS T T TDVUGLUAS TH T T SHARKETYS ESY T . ’
17304362 . wILLIAMS DENNIS B2/14274  SHARRFTITS DCUGLAS N - SHARRFETTS €£5Q .
L 17304277 SUTTCH CLARENCE. JR  02/14/76° SHARFLTYS LOUGLAS N SHAKETTS ESQ
TTTTAT04352 HILLTAMS TTTTTT o nrenls T AT T T 02/ T4 SHARKRTYS T UTTTLOUGLAS TN T TSHARRLTTS ESQ
17334355  wILLIANS DEuNIE D2/14/7T6  SHAPRLTYS DOUGLAS N SHARRETTS ESQ -
17205333 THOMPSON FULENE 02/147T% HORWITL AL AN A HETZ ESG .
174C5079 HLUSON 7T T gRARLES T T 0224370 CAGAN T T OARES TR T T BAGAN ESQ
17490124 SCOTT LARRY. O O2/13/7%  KARCESKY RICHARD KARCESKT ESQ
. _ 17400184 WAGHER HILOTR L 2714774 FAlR pakaLd T FAIR ESQ
TITA0LAST THARRICH T 7T WILLIAM LT 02 /474 FAYR T T T geNALDd T Y T T EALR ESGTT
17463190 HAMPICH WILLTAN . C2/14/74 FAIR ’ sesaLo T FALR €39
e L RTAO01S3 BAMRICH . MWILLIAY L S2/1%716 FAlR GONALD Y _FAIR £30
‘ 17453196 RAMRICH HILLIAM U7 702414774 AR T U ponae T T FAIR #SQ
. L7300159  HANMKICH . RILLIAK L 02714774 FAIR oGNaLo T FAIR ESQ ,
T 27301523 LEGGEYY T T U LARRENMC T e2/M4s7h KIRK T T T UTTTRILUIAM U T L KTIREESE .
27301540 BARTER Juseen. 4 Q24147 T4  SHARRETTS DUUGLAS N SHARRETTS E5Q | -
\J; ’




QUN DATE 04716774 ‘ ” : T SUPREME [BENCH OF ~ BALTIMGRE CITY T J08 CODE SBBWS5005 T 7 PAGE AC. -4

T . ‘ C WEEKLY A.EY SCHEOULING REPORT T '“""'——“"'——

"DEFENSE ATTORNEY ' ‘ DEFENDANT
N A B E CALENGAR PART REASCN  CASE LINK  CHARGE N A H E

= LaST _ _ _FIRST __MI___. ... DATE _ CQGDE. __ CODE _ NUMBER  NUMBER . CODE ___ LAST FIRST _NM)

- — b —

_ _WALKER ©___  RDLAND _ .. 05721776 PGl JT 17303064 . MUR . DBARBER . _ MELVIN { L
: 05/22/76  POL JTNW 17303864 MUR BASDER MELVIN- J
06/05/74  POO cY 17302009 02007 NAR FARLEY LISA K
ST THEINRAS T T T waurs YT To5214s74  ROs T ¢r "7 T17s00325° 0 0 77T ros T WITHERSPOON STeven
_HEULSCHLAGER___ EARL _ K Q5/15/74 _ POl PMOT _ 57304202 . .. RDW ___ BRILEY__ _____ HUGH __ S __ ___ .
E wCST "LUTHER € 06/03/76  Plil JT 27301556 01555 RAPE SMITH ROBERT &
TUwWHITE T T U RUSSELL LT T T 05713774 P12 3r 27400235 T AWl BUTLER | wWitiiax s T T T
‘ ‘ 05/14/74 P12 JINH 27560235 AWM BUTLER WILLTAN § :
R L o M L_.0T/0W/T% P12 3T _ 1720673L . _ RSG ____ DEWISIQ __ . _ ARTHUR J ___
. 7/01/74 " P12 JT 17208729 08727 CONSP DERISIO . ARTHUR  J
CWiLLTAMS __CHARLES L _____ ©5/02/74_ _PI0.____ CT ___ 47401330 - FPp EEF.GUSON ____HOWARD _ L _ -
05/C2/T4 210 cr 47401339 T Fp FERGUSGN T HOWARD - L
.05/02/74% P10 cY 47401340 Fp . FERGUSON HORARD L
g*i}'x TMAN T T T T ThHarolo 1T T Tess03s74 T eog o Cr 27301689 01689 NAR  BURLEY - waMoNT 6
T WOLF . _AUAN ___M__.____ 0S5/15/74_ P09 ____ CY_____ 37460508 LoT EPPS ______ CLEVELAN O
T YERMAN ROBERT 04/17774 P06 cT 17303171 BUR GREEN ©CHAR S
S X e 0&/24474 P06 CT | 6T400228 06228 ATROW __  HARRISON. ___ __JERARY T
; =TT ces29/16¢ 7 P2 cT 17303786 BUR HILL OMAR A : T
! . - 54/2977% P12 cr 17303765 . - ROG HILL GMAR , A
- 04/30/74___POL JT.___ 27301532 _ —_____BUR WALOEN REGINAL__Q
05/13/74 P09 cT 27400405 ARSON S IMON FRANCIS ..
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A RUN CATE Gl 29/ 74 : SUPREME BFy F BALTIMORE CITY ~ . . .5 NGa- 1
~ .
HE

o . i : ] FUTUR? ETPGAM DOCKETS e e e

. . - FOR 04/26/74 THROUGH G5/24/74 B

———r e - —
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T T o4arzerrs 63 207 oo T T

¢ v

R . . —— - - e - P . - . - - - PR . o [ -
CASE NUKMBER DICKET EST. DEFENDANT NAME TYPE ATTYORNEY / PUBLIC DEFENDER CCONN  ARREST ICENT CEF. ATTURNEY
CO-GEF LINK REASON  TIME : . CODE REGISTER ANUMBER LOC. AUMEER
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L AT4O0TS2 63 .. _JUYNES. . ___ CALVIN.__.S__ RDM
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e P -
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SUPREME BFN,

F  BALTI4ORE CITY 'C;fKD

. RUNTDATE T04/28/74 e CASE NO ACTIGN REPORT = ACTIVE ~  J08 COGE $AS8Ws00i - GEZ N0« &
: REPIRT DATE 04/29/74 ' , g : .

T - - . B Y [ . « i e m e [T

N

" CASE-NO. CO/DEF DEFENDANTY N &M E IDENT  CHARGE  DATE FILFD DAYS AP PEARANCES DEF
JLING . /DEF  ATTORNEY _ NUMBER __ TYPE _ /APPFAR FILED ELAPSED. /DO C UMENTS Lce
/PROC ATTORMEY : /COMNITTED DATES  REASOM DISP .

i .

f§...17200%74  _ smRRP T RAY 930454 _STSR  __ 02/01/72 818 __G2/01L/72_ GJ PRES - . occ .
MARTICK ALEX R 468 01/14/72 836 ~ 02/03/73 CEPI IN JAIL

01/15/ 7% 194 ' 02/07772 INOICTHMENT FILED

e e e e e CL/ 16/ T2 FILED MARTICK ESQ_

L v ‘ . . 057217737 CTRY  POST

. . N . . 01/15/74 CCPI.IN JATL WARR

e e e i el e i e e e e e e e . e e D2/28/7T4_ CEPT_DETAINER EILE

R . O : A - 04/25/74 CY

| i 2t s st s e oo s o -

% : “T 03715772 INDICTMENT FILED :
03/27/72 CEPI ON BAIL .-

_ 06/22/73 ARG, BF -
09/25/73 BAIH BACQ . -
09/25/72 BATH WARR Sl

_..1720162s o . WYRICK . JOHN 0 V‘_ . 999999 | ASLY . 02/01/72 818 03/09/72 GJ PRES e UNK___

Es TR s e s memas cwamee nl e e i a o edmem e e b .- -—— b s g bt b e e .
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o e o i i s e e emima

b e c ey 8 e e e e e sy o - e e e e — e 5 s,
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CASE NO.

At

RUN DA‘/OI/?‘:

CO/CEF DEFENDARNT NABME
LINK /DEFENSE ATTCRNEY
/PRUSECUTING ATTORNEY
/JUDGE -
57303931 CREEN SAMUEL T
; MURPHY WILLTAN  JR
1
: 57304027 . 4027 CARTER ROSALIE
- MITCHELL DAVID B
4
= .
=
- l -
s - .
57304023 4027 CARTER EHERSCN
SACHS FRANK
g

wry -

e e G s W G v St— et S ottt it ociasty oo St et i,

P e

SUPREME BENCH OCF BALTIMORE CITY

ACTIVE c. PENDING MASTER LIST

© 127217173
Q1723714 JTHW  CONT

APRIL 1574

IOENT. CHARGE OATE FILEOY  DAYS  STATUS
NUMBER TYPE APPEARFILED ELAPSED CHANGE
/COMMITTED DATE

139151 RAPE  10/15/73 158

471 12/21/73 131

4027 MUR 11/08/73 174

1I77 12704773 148

40286 MUR. 11/08/73 174

© 12704773 148

462

JOB CODE- $88845003

APPEARANCES
//DO0OCUHKENTS
DATES REASON DISP

10/15/73 GJ PRES:

10/15/73 INDICTMENT FILED

11705773 CEPI ON BAIL
SQL/721/74 CTJT CONT

12/07/73 ARRG NGR
FILCD HURPHY ESC

Q1/24/74 JIRW HMIST

05/0t/74 AT ™~ . _-"
(G5/38/74 JTRW ) L//, i
L05/09/74 yThu 7

12/20/13 AKRG

NGR
11702773 GJ PRES
11726773 INDICTHENT FILED
11/27/73 CEPI OWN RECOG
12/05/13 FILED WALKER ESQ
03/05/74 JT CGNT
03/06/74% JTNW HMIST
04/22/74 JT PGST
04/23/74—JTH®  POST
04/24/74% JTNR\\POSY Tt
056/05/74 JT- N -

06/06/74 JTNW L
G5/07/74 STiw :
C4/24/74 - FILED KITCHELL ESQ
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