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In July, 1972, the Baltimore City Mayor's Coordinating Council on 

Criminal Justice presented its Ihree Year Action Plan for the Reductio~ 

of Burglary, Robbery, Homicide, Aggravated Assault, and Rape to the 

Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration pf 

Justice (the Maryland State Planning Agency) and the Philadelphia 

R~gional Office of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adm~nistration. 

Included in the Plan was a Court Requirements Program which in­

cluded seven projects. 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 process~ng 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 already-funded Criminal Case Information System, 

specific management information sub-systems were to be developed. In­

cluded in this design were information systems for the Public Defender's 

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 prosecution of all violent crimes. 

Although the Three-Year Action Plan was approved on August 31, 1972 

by the Governor's Com.mission and on October 26, 1972 by the Law Enf,orce­

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 

stl'eet crime and burglary. The amount of money allocated to the Courts 

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



Duri ng the next several months., several meeti ngs V/ere conducted 

but no consehsus was reached as to how to restructure the Courts Program. 

During the vlinter of 1972-1973, the staff of the Mayor's Coordinating 

Council d,eveloped a plan to augment ·the Baltimore City Criminal Court 

by addi n9 two new parts to hear on'!y Hi 9h Impact cases. Thi s pl an was 

approved In. concept in March, 1973 by an ad hoc committee chaired by 

Chief Judge Robert C. Murphy of the Maryland Court of Appeals and com­

prised Of. the Police Connnissioner, the State.'s Attorney for Baltimor~ 
. , 

City, Public Defender, Chief Judges ,of the Supreme Bench and District 

Court, and the Director of the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 

Justice. 

On March 28, 1~73 th~ revised Court Req~irements Program was formally 

submitted to the Governor's Commission' and on April 5}'1973 to the 

Philadelphia Regional Office of the Law Enforcement J1,ssistance Administration. 

The Regional Administrator from ,Philadelphia approved the new Prog~am Area 

on ApI";' 10, 1973 and requested that a formal grant application be 

sUbmitted. 

The grant applications detailing the re~ources required to operate 

two additional parts of the Criminal Court were transmitted to the Governor's 

Commission on May 9, 1973. Included in the packege were three (3) 

applications: The one from Baltimore City included funds for renovations 

to provide space for two new courtrooms, judges, prosecutors, Criminal 

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 COlmlission formally approved the three 

; grant a~plications comprising the High Impact Courts, with the exception 

; that a separate grant prop~sal would have to be developed for the Court 



Clerks office since this is a State funct.ion. The City of Baltimore 

was notified on June 26, 1973 of the grant award of $663,907.0a for 

the High Impact Courts. . . 
The two new High. Impact Courts conmenced operation on July 2, 1973. 



Impact Courts Eval~ation 

Inti"oduct; on 

Thle Impact Courts' (Parts I and II) function is to try the most 
.. 

serious Impact charges as expeditiousl~ as possible. The remaining 

ten parts o,f the Crimi na 1 COUy·t try the overflow of Impact cases, the 

non-Impact felonies, and appeals and jury trials from the District 

Court. 

In order to implement two new courts, 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 forinvestigati.ve work. The Crim'inal Assignment Office, 

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 to facilitate transpor~ation 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 ~ational 

Advisory Commission on Crimtnal Justice Standurds and Goals, lIit is 

reasonable to believe that the more closely punishment follows the crime, 

the greater the deterrent value of the punishment. lIl Prompt processing 

of all defendants will ease tensions in local jails by reducing the seem­

ingly intermina~le wait to appear in court. 2 "From the point of view of 

the public, a speedy trial is necessary to pl"eserve the means of proving 

1 Nat; ona,l Adv; sory Commi ssion on Crimi nal Just; ce and Standards, ReplH't 
on Courts s p. 67. (YJashington, 1973). 

2Ibid. p. 67. 
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, the charge, to maximize the deterrent effecit of prosecution and con­

viction, and to avoid, in some cases, an extended period of pre-trial 

freedom of the defendant during Wh'\(;li time he may flee, commit other 

crimes, or intimidate \"itnesses."3 

Currently the Supreme Bench operates twelve criminal parts, of 

which Parts I and II' are tel"med the IIHigh Impact Courts.1I At the time 

these courts opened, the criminal justic~ system was confronted by a 

rising number of arrests for index crimes, an increase in the numben of 

persons indicted by the Grand Jury, and a jump in requests for jury 

trials from the District Court. Ih additipn, more than half of the 

persons awaiting trial.in the Baltimore City Jail are 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 conducting trials of defendants 

detained in Baltirno)~e City Jail. Prior-ity should be given to 

defendants who have been incarcerate~ the longest while 

awaiting trial and sentencing. 

2. The average time fOt~ arrest to disposition sha:l 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 July 2, 1973. 

3. Defense counsel shall be appointed, on the average, within seven 

(7) days of the fil i ng of the Grand Jury i ndi ctment or cri mi na 1 

information. 

3American Bar Association Project on Minimum Standards for Criminal 
Justice. Sta'ldards Relating to Speedy Trial. Approved Draft, 1968, p. 10. 
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4. Within seven (7) days of the filing of appearance by defense 
" 

counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office shall designate the 

trial da.te. 
(number of postponements) 

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

exceed 10% and shall not exceed one postponement per trial. 

Postponement is defi ned as any change i rrespecti ve of hm'/ 

long it is or when it occurs, in the trial date once it has 

been·set by the Criminal Assignment Office. 

6. Court ses~ions will begin at 10 A.M. Cases will follow 

immediately one after another. 

7. The pre-sentence report will be completed by the Division 

of Parole and Probation within four~een 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 Phase T. Evaluation effort 

expands upon our previous 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 topical issues confronting the Baltimore 

Supreme Bench. 
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OBJECTI VE O;~E 
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Objective 1: Gille priority to schedul ing and' conducting trials of defendants 
detained in Baltimore City Jail. Priority should be given to defen.dants 
who have been incarcerated the longest while awaiting trial and sentencing. 

Data Constr1:'·' ...... :. .. 

The sample used in analyzing this objective consists of.those 

. defendants i dentifi ed as bei ng incarcerated by v~ rtue' of the fact that 

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

Baltimore City Ja,i1. These persons were indicted or an information returned 

. between September 1, 1973 and April 1, 1974 and their cases wer~ closed as 

of June 1, 1974. No open cases are included in the analysis of elaps~d 

time from arrest to disposition . 
. 

All Criminal Court in.dictments, .informations, appeals,. and warrants 

receive an 8 digit figure as an identifier. The first number signifies 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 all other murders, 

rapes, robberies, aggravated assaults, and night-time burglaries which were not 

clearly identified 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 techniques since 

September, 1973 improving current files but not affecting pre-September, 1973 

fil es. 

-4-



----. -. -- ---

.. , 

Pl~i ority Schedul i nH- fOl" Ja 11 ed Defendants 

It has been generally be.lieved that prior'ity is given to scheduling 

the trials of defendants detained in Baltimore City ,Jail. Tables Jl-J8 

depict the elapsed time between arrest and disposition and at critical 
o 

benchmarks along the way for jail cases versus non-j~ii cases. The 

analysis of this data shows that jail case~ are moved at approximately 

the same speed' as non-jail cases. According to these statistics, 1t, 

therefore, appears that sufficient priority has not been given to disposing 

of jai 1 cases before' handl i n9 bail or own recogn; zance cases. It is possi bll~ 

that jail cases are given priority in scheduling but there is slippage by 

the time the cases are ready fo'r disposition. 

Table Jl shows that the mean time from arrest to disposition is 

virtually identical for jail and non-jail cases. On its face this would 

ind'icate that priority has not been given to jail cases; however, the 

response heretofore had been that jail cases are normally more 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 manifestations of more serious cases. Tables J2 and J3 show 

that jail and non-jail cases had approximately the same percentage of 

excessive motions (motions \'Jhich took longer 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 requ;r'ing longer periods to try), then jail 
\ 

cases are not more difficult than non-jail cases and do not take longer 
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to try. The co·nception that jail cases are generally problem cases does 

not seem justified. 

Tables J4 and J5 depict that cases involving complicated motions or . 

postponements require significantly more time to dispose of than cases 

involving normal motions or no postponements. Again ·the time from ar-rest 

through dis~o~ition is virtually the same for jail ~nd non-jail cases in­

volving excessive motions or postponements. 

Of interest from Tables J5-J8 is the tabl~ (J7) which shows that it 

takes an average of 38.0 days after in~ictment 0)' information for jailed 

defendants to have an attol'ney appoi nted or fil e hi s appearance and 30.7 

days for non-jailed defendants. This average of one·month is entirely too 

long 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 emphasts 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 jatl cases below that· 

af non-jail cases indicates that close and cons.tant attention is not being 

paid to moving the jail cases rapidly at every step from arrest to disposition. 

Pr·iority for Oldest Jail Cases 

Table J9 reflects the continually decreasing number of persons incar­

cerated in 1973 and earlier who still remain in Jail awaiting trial. Using 

Febl'uary, 1974 as a base, 289 persons charged with Impact crimes in 1973 and 

earlier remained in Jail. By July 1, 1974, only 33 of these persons (two­

thirds of whom were committed during the last quarter of 1973) were still 
; 

incarcerated at the City Jail; thus 89% of the persons had their cases 

completed. 
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An analysis of the 33 cases yet to be ·tried discloses that 21 of 

these petsons have their trials scheduled; ten in July, seven in "August, 

and four in Septembet. Six cases hav\:.."11ot, been set for ttial; three 

have been tried recently and are currently awaiting dispos1tion, two have 

a change of venue, and one has been .compi eted by a "fi ndi ng of i nsani ty 

, and commitment to the State Department of Hea,lth and Mental Hygiene. 

Ftom the basically descending percentage of persons 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 Repott that 

the courts are clearing older cases- before hearing more recent ones~ The 

01 der cases whi ch have not yet b(~en di sposed of often have extraordi nary . - " 

problems \</hich prevent more rapid adjudication. In addit.ion, the Criminal 

Assignment Office has hired 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 thes~ persons, the deviation from the 90 day 

arrest to disposition objective is so great as to overshadow much of the 

progress being made. 

Ja-i 1 Popul at; on 

The Jail population, as evidenced by Graph Jl, continues to fluctuate 

between 1,100 and 1,200 prisoners. The number of inmates has risen duri~~ 
" -

the summer months but is still consistently less than 1972 and early 1973 

levels. The number of prisoners awaiting Supreme Bench action (Graph J2) 

has also increased'dur'ing the summer but continues to be less than early 

1974 level!;. 
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It is difficult to say that reduced population is a direct result 

of the additional court capacity, but when more cases are closed, Jail 

population should generally decrease. Several projects and activities, 
'. 

including the Pre-Trial Release Division, Jail~Bail Review, the State's 

Attorney's Office Felony Complaint Unit, and other diversion and·treat­

~ent programs also impact on Jail populatJon. 

Recommendations 

Obviously-, the most significant recommendations that could he made 

. are those that involve meeting the ninety day arrest to sentencing ob,­

jective. Specific suggestions on this subject will 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. Failure to meet 

any point along a model time-table shoula 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 be supported 

by the Bench in its efforts to move cases rapidly to disposition. 

An attempt to create a mathematical model which will measure deviation 

from the ideal of ?cheduling cases in strict chronological order has begun. 

It involves assignin~ cases a number, oldest cases have the lowest numbers s 

ana comparing this to the order in which the cases are finally scheduled. 

The latter number will be subtracted from the former, thus giv"ing a picture 

of how far the scheduling has strayed from the ideal. Great refinement will 

have to be made in this model to account for particular problems which 

absolutely preclude scheduling in strict chronological order. The notion, 

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

-8-
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actual performance to the stated objective is a valid one; thus a specific 

means of measuring performance must be developed. 

The second problem which must be addressed is the particular slownes~ 

in appointment of counsel jn jail cases .. If" arraignments were conducted 

more frequently for jail cases) then the status of defendant's counsel 

could be ascertained quickly and proper measures taken to guarantee· earlier 

representation. 

Continuous monitoring of Jail population reports is conducted by the 

relevant agencies but must be increased to give this area the attention 

it deserves. 
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Table Jl 

Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition 

Test Variables: Jail/Bail 

No. of Days 

• 
1-89 

90-119 

120-149 

150-179 

180-209 

210-239 

240-269 

270-299 

300 

Total 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

r~ean : 

,l;:li 
No. of % No. of 
Defs npfc: 

12 2.6 4 

22 4.7 '23 

57 12'.2 43 

62 13.2 57 

54 ,11.5 44 

18 . 3.8 23 
-

20 4.3 11 

11 2.3 3 

1 .2 4 

257 54,.8 212 

Jail 

168 days 

67.3%: ,4-7 months 

172.2 

-10~ 
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" 

Q",il 

% Total 
% Defs . 

.9 16 3.4 

4.9 45 9.6 
• 

-9.2 100 21.2 

12.2 119 25.5 

' 9.4 98 20.9 

4.9 41 8,7 

2.3 31 6.6 

.6 14 3.0 

.9 5 1.1 

45.2 469 100.0 

Bail 

168.9 days 

68%: 4-7 months 

171. 0 
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Table J2 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition ( Controlling for Motions-Norm~l) 

T.est Variables: Jail/Bail 

. No. of Days 

1 :.. 89 

90'- 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

180 - 209 

210 - 239 

'240 - 269 

270 -' 299 

300 -

. 
TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Jail Bail 
_No. of % No. of 

llefs Defs 
12 2.9 4 

22 5.3 23 

48 11.7 39 

55 13.3 53 

48 11.7 40 

12 2.9 20 
.. 

13 3.2 8 

8 1.9 2 

1 .2 4 

219 53.2 193 

Jai 1 

165 days 

68.9%: 4 - 7 months 

NO 

.. 

-11-
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Total % Oefs. 
1.0 16 

5.6 45 

9.5 87 

12.9 108 

9..7 88 

4.9 32 

1.9 21 

.5 .10 . 

1.0 5 

46.8 412 

167.1days 

68.2%: 4 - 7 months 

NO 

. 

% 
3.9 

10.9 

21.1 

26.2-

21.4 

7.8 

5. 1 

2.4 

1.2 

100.0 
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Table J3 

Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition (Controlling For Postponements) 
(No po?tpo,nements) , 

Test Variables: Jail/Bail 

No. of Days 
. 

1-89 

90-119 

12.0-149 

150-179 

180-209 

210-,239 

240-~~69 

270-299 

300-

Total 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

~1ean : 

, 
.1';; 1 

No. of % No. of 
Defs npf'c: 

11 3.3 4 

20 6.0 23 

50 14.9 40 

41 12.2 43 

31 9.2 28 

11 -3.3 8 -

9 2.7 '6 

4 1.2 2 

1 .3 4 

178 53.0 158 

Jail 

155.9 

51.1% betw. 4&6 mnnths 

NO 

-12-
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Total % Defs . ~ 

1.2 15 4.5 

6.8 43 12.8 

11.9 90 26.8 

12.8 84 25.0 

'8.3 59 17.6 

2.4 19 5.7 

1.8 15 4.5 

.6 6 1.8 

1.2 5 . 1.5 

47.0 336 OO.OC 

Bail 

158.4 

52.5% betw. 4&6 months 

ND 



Table J4 

Time Interval: Arrest To OisposiLi~n (Controlled ~or Motions) (Excessive) 

Test Variables: Jail/Bail 
, . 

Ja'1 R;:dl 

• No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Oefs npf~ , Defs. % 

120-149 9 15.8 4 7.0 13 22.E 

• 
150-179 ' 7 ,'2.3 4 '7.0 i1 19. ~ 

180-209 6 10.5 4 7.0 10 , 17. ~ 

. 
210-239 6 

. 
10.5 3 5.3 9 15. E 

e 

240-269 7 12.3 3 5.3 10 
17'J 

270-299 3 5.3 1 1.8 4 7. 

Total 38 66.7 19 33.3 57 100.0 

Jail Bail 

r~edi an: 195 days 191.2 days 

Tendency Pattern: Not Significant Not Significant 

Mean: NO ND 
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Tab' e J5 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition (Controlling For Postponements-All 
. Pos,tponements) . 

Test Variables: Jail/Bail '. 

Jai 1 .Rail 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs ..D..e.fs. Defs. % . 

1-89 1 0.8 a . 
0.0 1 0.8 

90-119 2 1.5 0 0.0 2 l'.5 

120-149 ,7 5.3 3 2.3 10 7.5 

150-179 21 15.B 14 ~0.5 35 26.3 

lBO-209 23 17.3 16 ~2.0 39 29.3 

210-239 7 5.3 15 n1.3 22 16.5 

240-269 11 B.3 5 3.8 16 12.0 

270- 7 5.3 1 0.8 B 6.0 

TOTAL 79 59.4 54 ~O.6 133 100.0 

Jail Bail 

Median: . 191.1 days 19B.7 days 
Tendency Pattern: 55.7% between 5&7 month! 55.5% between5&7 months 

Mean: ND NO 

" 
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Table J6 

Time Interval: Arrest to Supreme Bench Filing 

Test Variables: Jail/Bail 

No. of Days 
, 

1-6 
7-13 
14-20 
21-27 
28-34 
35-41 
42-48 
49-55 
56-62 
63-69 
70-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern·: 

',1ean: 

. , 
dai 1 Ban 

No. of % Defs 

4 0.9 
6 1.3 

76 16.3 
74 15.9 
19 4. 1 
22 4.2 
18 3.9 
12 2.6 
9 1.9 
5 1.1 

10 2.2 

255 54.8 

Jail 

24.9 days 

58.8%: 2 - 4 weeks 

30.6 days 

-15-

No. of 
De-Fc: 

3 
5 

59 
41 
20 
30 
17 
8 
7 
8 

12 

210 

% Total 
Defs. 

0.6 7 
1.1 11 

12.7. 135 
8.8 115 
4.3 39 
6.5 52 
3.7 35 

.1.7 20 
1.5 16 
1.7 13 
2.6 22 

45.2 465 

Bail 

27.5 days 

47.6%: 2 - 4 weeks 

32.9 days 

% 

1.5 
2.4 

~9.0 
. ~4. 7 

8.4 
11.2 
7.5 
4.3 
3. £1. 

2.8 
4.7 

~OO.O 
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Tab1 e J 7 

• 

Time Interval: Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment 

Test Variables:Jail/Bail 

No. of Days 

1 - 6 
7 -'.13 
14 - 20 ' 
21 - 27 
28 - 34 
35 - 41 
42 - 48 
49 - 55 
56 - 62 
63 - 69 
70 -

TOTAL 

~1ed; an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

f~ean : 

Jail 
No. of % 
Defs 

12 2.6 
36 7.9 
40 8.7 
33 7.2 
30 6.'6 
21 4.6 , 
12 2.6 
24 5.2 
8 1.7 
6 1.3 
36 . 7.9 

-

258 56.3 

Jail 

29.9 days 

53.9%: 1 - ,5 weeks 

38.0 days 

-16-

Bail 
No. of 
_Def~ 

11 
63 
42 
14 
13 
10 
9 
5 
9 
5 
19 

200 

% Total 
Defs. 

2.2 23 
13.8 99 
9.2 82 
3.1 47. 
2.8 43 
2.2 31 
2.0 . 21 
1. 1. 29 
·2.0 17 
1.1 11 
4.4 .55 

43.7 458 

Bail 

18.3 days 

52.5%: 1 - 3 weeks 

30.7 days 

I 
% 

4.8 
21.6 
17.9 
"),0.3 
9.4 
6.8 
4.6 
6.3 
3.7 
2.4 
12.2 

100.0 
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Tabl e J 8 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench to Disposition 

jest Variables~ Jail/Bail 

No. of Days 

1 -' 59 

60 - 89 

90 - 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

lBO - 209 

210 - 239 

240 -

TOTAL 

r~edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Jail Bail 
No. of % No. of 
Oefs. npf~ 

11 2.2 5 

23 4.7 

56 11.4 

73 14.8 

59 12.0 

30 6.1 

11 2.2 

9 1.8 

272 55.3 

Jail 

138.9 days 

69.1%: 3 - 6 months 

140 days 
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25 

50 

55 

40 

28 

14 

3 

220 

% Total 
Defs. 

1.0 16 
) 

5. 1 48 

10.2 106 

11.2 128 

8.1 99 

5.7 58 

2.8 . 25' 

.6 12 

44.7 492 

Bail 

136.3 days 

65.9%: 3 - 6 months 

138.9 days 

% 

p.3 

9.8 

21. 5 

26.0 

20. 1 

11.8 

5.1 

2.4 

100.0 
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Number 

Committed to 
Jail during 

1972 

Jan.-June 173 

July 173 

August 173 

September 173 

October 173 

Novemb"er 173 

December ~73 

Total Period 

NUMBER OF IMP E OFFENDERS IN JAIL 

Number Remaining in Jail as of: 

1/9/74 214174 3/18174 4/1174 5/6/74 6/3/74 7/1/74 

10 7 6 6 5 3 3 
. 

61 40 14 14 7 3 2 

26 14 7 6 3 3 3 

45 36 23 20 " 7 3 1 

38 28 13. 10 6 3 2 

I 74 58 42 41 21 5 6 

60 55 51 48 20 " 14 7 . 

51 43 39 25 . 14 9 

289 199 184 94 48 33 

Source: Jail Weekly Inmate Aging Report 

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

Numerical Re-

duction in 
.li'lil Pon 

7 

59 

23 
.. 

44 

36 

68 

53 

. 
42 

256 

Percent Re-
duction in 

Jail Pop. 

70 

97 

88 

98 

95 

92 

88 

82* 

. 
89 

--' 

I 
i 
I , 

! 
I 

I 

! 

: 

~1 
.~ 



ACTUAL IN-JAIL COUNT' 
.' 

, . 

1300 

1200 

11 00 

1000f 

900 

200 

100 

o 
~------------------------~-----------.----------------------------~~-.~-.---" 4/73 5/73 6/73 7/73 8/73 9/73 10/73 11/73 12/74 1/74 2/74 3/74 4/74 5/74 6/74 7/7 

Date of Report 
(first week ,of every month) 

Source: Ba1 timore City Jail \~eekly Popu1 ation Report 
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of 

Inmates 
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400 

300 

200 

100 

Graph J2 

ACTUAL IN-JAIL COUNT 

CHARGED TO SUPREME BENCH 
1974 . 

-'------""""--.----

___ :g_. _______ . ________ =~~~_._w_~_-___ ~ _________ = ________ • ____ * ~, _____________ ' __ __ 

1/2 1/14 1/28 2/11 2/25 3/11 3i25 4/8 4/22 5/6 5/20 6/3 6/17 7/1 

DATE OF REPORT 
Source: Baltimore City Jail Weekly Inmate Aging Report 
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Objective Two: The average, time for arrest through disposition shall be 
" 

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

A. Background 

. . 
The Court Evaluation Staff began its data gathering during January. 

,The f'irst step involved the completion of case history forms (example 

enclosed) detailing be~chmarks in the criminal path of impact defendants. 

Ilnpact i nformati on numbers begi n with a "6" whil e impact i ndi ctments a}~e 

. ' 

identified by a "5"; this labeling procedure was initiated August 27, 1973, 

by the States' Attorney. During March, our uniVerse of defendants was expanded 

to include all impact crim,e categorie~ (murder, rape, robbery; burglary, 

aggravated assault). The knowledge that further analysis was conducted on 
. 

defendants who had not been previously designated as impact necessitated 

the enlarged survey. He assume that all "5" and "6" defendants met both 

impact requirements: crime type and the stranger-to_stranger element. 

All impact II cri me category" cases, or non-desi gnated impact defendants, 

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 computer terminals located at 

the Criminal Assignment Office and the States' Attorney's Office; 

numerous print-out case files 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 Department. 

The Coordinating Council's interim evaluation report surveyed all 

designated'impact ("5" and "6 11
) and impact crime category defendants (indicted 

i nformat; on bet\'/een September 1, 1973, and January 1, 1974) whose cases had 

proceeded through dispositiori 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 
92 116 208 

Total 
357 147 504 

The compl eted case hi story forms were pre-coded pri or to keypunchi ng. 

A crosstabulation computer program, stressing distribution (days) and 

relevant variables (public defender-private counsel, bail-jaii, etc), was 

designed and processed .. Hhile the interim report utilized a manual study 

of 278 defendants, the Phase I evaluation incorporates a larger core of 

defendants coupled with a more detailed and finite computer analysis of 

the criminal path. 

Our 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 al"rest through disposition for those cases closed 

as of April 1st; the Phase 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. All defendants, in both studies, had charges filed 

against them between September 1st, 1973, and April 1st, 1974. 

B. Distribution Tables: Definition of Terms 

1. Guilty/Not Guilty/Other (Table if, 8f): 1I0therll would refer to mistrials, 

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

2. Trial to Completion/Stet-Nol pros (lg, 89): IITrial to completion" in-
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cludes all trials (jury/cOUl't), mfstrials, and pleas. "Stet-nol 

prossll indfcates an entire case against a defendant has been stetted, 

or nol prossed. Cases involving plea negotiations, in which one or 

'more charges are dropped in return for. a guilty plea, are not included. , 

3. Normal Motions/Excessive Motions (lh, 5a, 8h): "Excessive motions ll 

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

time. 

4. Postponemen~ts/No pos tponements (1 j, 5d, 8i):' Postponements occur at 

various stages in the criminal path: preliminary hearing, arraignment, 

trial disposition. All are included. 

5. Impact/Non Impact (15, 4a, 8j): "Impact i' defendant refers to those 

indictments or informations beginning with "5" and "6 11
, respectively. 

Non-impact refers to impact crime category defendants. 

All other variables are self-explanatot'y. 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 (guilty, not guilty, guilty as to charge): 
• 

CASE HISTORY 'Date No. of Days 

DATE OF ARREST: 

COMr~ITMENT DATE (JAIL): 

PRELIMINARY HEARING: . I 
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 CONSUMr:D): 

TRIAL DATE: 

A. CT/JT --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: 

I . 
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SAMPLE' DISTRIBUTION TABLE· 

Table 

Time Interval: 

Test Variables: 
" 

No. of Days No. of % 1 No. of . I Total 2 
~ npf~ 

% Defs. . 

" 

, 3 
Median: 

. 4 
Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 
5 

1 refers to percentage of total defendants. 
2 Totals will deviate from universe of 504 defendants ~ccording 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 ana six weeks. 
5 Mean: sum of days divided by total of defendants. 
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VI. Presentence Report Request Date - Filing of Report 

a. I~pact Court/Non-Impact Court 

b. New Trial Motion/No new tri ~.;>! .. tion 

c. Codefendant/No codefendant 

VII. Presentence Report Filing Date - Disposition Date 

a. Impact Court/non-Impact Court 

b. New Trial Motion/no new trial motion 

c. Codefendants/no Codefendants 

VIII. Supreme Bench Filing - Disposition 

a. Court trial/Jury trial 

b. Public Defender/Private'Counsel 

c. Impact Court/Non-Impact Court 

d. Codefendants/no Codefendants 

e. Information/Indictment 

f. Guilty/not Guilty/Other 

g. Trial to Completion/Stet-nol pros 

h. Normal motions/Excessive motions 

i. Postponements/no Postponements 

j. Impact/non-Impact (defendants) 

Jail-Bail Analysis 

Interval 

Jl: Arrest-Disposition 

J2: 

J3: 

J4: 

J5: 

II 

II 

II 

II 

(control for motions) 

(control for postpon~ments) 

{control for motions) 

(control for postponements) 

J6: Arrest-Filing with Supreme Bench 

J7: Charging Papers Fi1ed-FiJing of Counsel 

JB: 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 
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C. Data Analysis 

Our current data verifies the conclusions of the interim report; the 

current estimation of processing time fo:··",.; defendants is 172 days from 

arrest through disposition, ~,;Ii1e designated impact cases are being pro­

cessed, on the average, in 164.9 days (Table lj). 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. 1 
, . 

The earlier study analyzed the criminal processing times of 100 defendants 

charged with either murder, rape, burgl ary, robbery wi th a deadly weapon, 

or aggravated assault. The average arrest through disposition time 

interval was 271.3 days. In one year, the Criminal Court has trimmed . . 

an average of one-hundred ~ays 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 system pooled information from all 

areas and provided easy access to data. The syst~m is being expanded end 

its incl"eased use should further reduce processing time; 

- the shrinking backlog (3413 open defendants on July 1, 1973 - (720 

open defendants on June 1, 1974) ~rovided a manageable workload. Trouble 

cases were more easily 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; 

l~lal1oy, Patrick, "Time Analysis," a ;Japerpresented 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 conduct arraignments. 

In. order to 'rea~h the 90 day objective, the crim)nal court must 

trim 80 more days from the average defendant's pt~ocessing time.. As we 

approach 90 days, the task becomes more difficult and will involve 

. questioning established modes of procedure .. Briefly sum~arizing 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 COUY't is 'handcuffed by the 10 day period in which the 

defendant may waive his preliminary hearing; further delays involve 

preliminary hearing postponements. 

A mandatory pre 1 i mi nary heari n9 \'Ioul d 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 earTier date; 

it is a prerequisite for the filing of charging p~pers through 

information, 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). Theoretically, a mandatory preliminary.hearing, coupled with the 

filing of formal charge.s through information, would cut 34 days from the 

arl"est through disposition interval (assuming that the preliminary hearing 

occurs on the 14th day after arrest). 
\ 

Our second major area of concern is the delay between the pre 1 imi nary 

hearing and the filing of formal charges. Chart I, comparing three felony 

timetables, indicates an insignificant degree of improvement betv,reen 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 prel imi nary hear; ng \'Ioul d undoubtedly reduce the current 
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figure; probable cause would be determined at an earlier date and the 

States' Attorney's Office could proceed towards information without 

havi ng to wai t for a Grand Jury i ndi ctrnE:mt.' . 

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. Def.endants 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 profe~s to. understand the intricacies of case screening and 

investigation prior to the, return of an indictment or crimfnal 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 
.~ 

scruti n'9 of procedure wi thi n the States' Attorney's off; ce. 
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CHART I SUPREME BENCH OF BALTINORE CITY: CRIMINAL PROCESSING INTERVALS 

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

r 55.3 116.3 255 271 Days 
I I 

Event* b c e f 

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

o 17.4 
I I 

Ev 

C. OBJECTIVE 

54.7 87.6 101 
, • I 

b c d 

o 14 30 45 60 90 Days 

1 g. , I 
Ev nt abc d elf 

* Code 

159.3 172 Days 
'.1 I 
e f 

a = Preliminary hearing; b = charging papers filed; c = arraignment/counsel fiJing; 

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

, 



SUMMARY DArA: ALL DEFENDA~TS 

Number of 
Interval bbserved Average (Mean) 

, befendants 

Arrest - Preliminary Hearing 2~6 17.4 

Preliminary Hearing - Supreme Bench Fil i ng 264 14.0 
. 

Arrest - Supreme Bench Fi1fng 468 31 .. 5 

Supreme Bench Filing - Charging Papers 490 22.7 
Fi 1 ed 

Charging Papers filed - Counsel Fil ing 462 35.0 

Arrest - Chargirg Papers 469 54.7 

Supreme Bench Filing - Counsel 'Fi 1 i ng 472 56.1 

Pre-Sentence Report Request - Report Filing. 131 19.9 

Pre-Sentence Report Filing - Disposition 127 .18.0 

. 
Counsel Filing - Date of Trial 480 71.7 

Charging Papers Filed - Disposition 498 117.3 

ISupreme Bench Filing - Disposition 495 139.8 

Arrest ~ Disposition 473 172.0 
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Table 1 b 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Court Trial/Jury;,-:.lal 

our rla C t T . 1 J ury T . 1 rla 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs Dpfc:; Defs . % • 

1 - 89 5 1.5 0 .0 5 1.E 

90 - 119 22 6.6 4 1.2 26 7.E 
• 

120 - 149 65 19.6 12 3.6 77 23. t 

150 - 179 75 22.6 14 4.2 89 26.E 

180 - 209 58 '17.5 12 3.6 70 21. . 
210 - 239 32 9.6 2 .6 34 10. ~ 

240 - 269 18 5.4 3 .9 21 6. ~ 

270 - 299 6 1.8 2 .6 8 2,f 

300 - 2 .6 0 .0 2 . '( 

TOTAL 283 85.2 49 14.8 332 100, ( 

Court Tri al Jut'y Tri a 1 

r~edi an: 169.8 168.2 

Tendency Pattern: 70%: - 4 ~ 7 months 53.1%: - 4 - 6 months 

Mean: Not Determined Not Dete\~mi ned 
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Table 1 c 

Time Interval: Arrest to Di$position 

Test Variables: Impact Court/Non-Impact Court 

Impact Court Non-Impact Court 

, No. ~f Days No. of % No. of % . Total 
Defs Opfc: Defs. % 

1 -'89 0 .0 9 2.0 9 2.0 

90 - 119 1 .2 42 9.4 43 9.7 

120 - 149 12 2.7 86 19.3 98 22~O 

150 - 179 9 2.0 lOt} 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 
I • 

270 - 299 6· 1.3 8 1.8 14 3.1 

300 - 1 .2 3 .7 4 .9 

TOTAL 66 14.8 379 85.2 445 i 00.0 

Impact Court Non-Impact Court 

Median: 195.7 165.3 

Tendency Pattern: 63.6%: - 4 - 7 months 50.1%: - 4 - 6 months 

Mean: 199.06 168.85 
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Table 1 d 
. 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Co-Defendant/No Co-Defendant Test Variables: 

No. of Days 

. 1 - 89 

90 - 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

180 ~ 209 

210 - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 -

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: ,Days) 

Co-Def~ldant NO'Co-Defendant 
No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs Dflfs Defs. 

9 1.9 7 1.5 16 

15 3.2 30 6.3 45 

23 4.9 77 16.3 100 

42 8.9 77 16.3 119 

43 9.1 56 11.8 99 

9 1.9 35 7.4 44 

19 4.0 12 2.5 31 

8 1.7 6 1.3 14 

3 .6 2 . 4 5 

171 36.2 307 63.8 473 

Co-Defendant No Co-Defendant 

177.0 Days 

63%: - 4 - 7 months 

179.3 
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163.4 Days 

70%: - 4 - 7 months 

167.9 

% 

3. L 

9. F 

21. 

25. ~ 

20. ( 

9" 

6. £ 

3 . 

.l, 

100.( 
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Table 1 e 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

lTest Variables: Information! .:: ,!!.ment 

Information Indictment 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Oefs Opf~ Defs. 

1 - 89 15 3.2 1 .. 2 16 

90 - 119 40 8.5 5 1.1 45 

120 - 149 77 16.3 23 4.9 100 

150 - 179 87 18.4 32 6.8 119 

180 - 209 69 . 14.6 30 '6.3 99 
. 

210 - 239 34 7.2 10 2.1 44 

240 - 269 23 4.9 8 1.7 31 

270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 14 

300 - 1 .2 4 .8 5 

TOTAL 354 74.8 119 25.2 473 

Information Indictment 

Median: 165. 5 days 1 79 days 

Tendency Pattern: 65.9%: - ~ - 7 months 52.1%: - 5 - 7 months 

Mean: 167.9 184.4 

", 
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3.4 

9.5 
• 
21.1 

25.2 

20.9 

9.3 

6.6 

3.0 
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Tab' e 1 h 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Normal Motions/Excessive Motions 

No. of Days 

1 -, 89 

90 - 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

180 - 209 

210 - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 -

TOTAL 

~1edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

r~ean : 

, 

Normal Motions Excessive Motions 
No. of % No. of % Total 

Opfc; np-fc: Oefs. 

16 3.4 0 .0 16 

45 9.5 0 .0 45 

87 18.4 13 2.7 100 

108 22.8 11 2.3 119 

89 18.8 10 2. 1 99 

35 7.4. 9 1.9 44 

21 4.4 10 2.1 31 

10 2.1 4 .8 14 

5 1.1 0 .0 5 

416 87.9 57 12.1 473 

Normal Motions Excessive Motions 

166.5 Days 

68.3%: - 4 - 7 months 

Not Determined 

'. 
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193.5 Days 

59.6%: - 4 - 7 months 

Not Determined 

% 

3.4 

9.5 

21.1 

25.2 

20.9 

9.3 

6.6 

3.0 

1.1 
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Table 1 j 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Impact/Non-Impact (Defendants) 

Im~act . Non- Impact 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Oefs. npfc: Oefs. % 

1 - 89 15 3.2 1 .2 16 3.4 

90 - 119 35 7.4 10. 2.1 45 9 .. 5 

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 .1.0 

TOTAL 294 62.2 179 37.8 473 100.0 

r·1edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

r~ean : 

Impact 

161. 7 days 

64.9%: - 4 - 7 months 

164.9 days 
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Table: 1 k 

Days 

1 - 89 

90 - 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

180 - 209 

2iO - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 -

TOTAL 

~1ean (days): 
1--

Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables:' By Charge 

Aggravated • 
Assault % Burillary_ % Murder % 

~ 

0 .0 3 .6 0 .0 

5 1.1 6 1.3 1 .2 

6 1.3 28 6.0 8 1.7 

5 1.1 20 4.3 11 2.3 

8 1.7 25 5.3 I 9 1.9 

8 1.7 10 2~ 1 5 1.1 

3 .6 3 .6 2 .4 . 

1 .2 0 .0 2 .4 

0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 

36 7.7 95 20.3 38 8.1 

182.3 165.9 180.8 

Rape % Robbery 01 
/0 Other % Total % 

0 .0 11 2.3 1 .2 15 3.2 

9, 1.9 22 4.7 2 .4 45 9.6 

7 1.5 48 10.7 1 , .2 98 20.9 
" 

17' 3.6 65 13.9 0 .0 118 25.2 

10 2.1 46 9.8 1 .2 99 21.1 

4 .9 16 3.4 1 .2 44 9.4 
I 

0 .0 23 4.9 0 .. 0 31 6.6 

1 .2 8 1.7 2 .4 14 3.0 
. 

0 .0 4 .9 1 .2 5 1.1 

48 10'.2 243 51.8 9 1.9 469 100.0 

163.2 173.6 164.1 172.0 
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Table 2a 

Time Interval: Arrest to Supreme Bench Filing 

Test Variables: Codefendant/No ~odefendant' , 

Codefendant No r:orl~ndn nt 

No. of Days No. of % No. of '% 
Oefs ...DRrr 

1-6· 0 0 i 1.5 

7-'13 2 .4 9 1.9 

14-20 47 10.0 89 19.0 

21-27 49 10.5 68 14.5 

28-34 14 3.0 25 5.3 

35-41 22 4.7 30 6.4 
-

ll2-~8 17 3.6 18 3.8 

49-55 . 7 1.5 13 2.8 

56-62 4 .9 1'2 2.6 

63-69 2 .4 i 1 2.4 

70- 6 1.3 16 3.4 
Total 170 36.3 29a 63 7 

Codefendant 

r~edi an: 26.1 days 25.5 days 

Total 
Defs . % 
7 1.5 

11 2.4 

136 29. 1 

117 25.0 

39 8.3 

52 11. 1 

35 7.5 

20 4.3 

16 3.4 

13 2.8 

22 io~. 7 
AE8 0,,0 

Tendency Pattern: 56.4% between 2 & 4 
\-Jeeks 

52.7% between 2 & 4 
weeks 

~1ean : 30.5 days 32.2 days' 

" 
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Tab'le 2b 

Time Interval: Arrest to Supreme Bench Filing 

Test Variables: Preliminary Hear;ng/~Ja;ver' 

Pl' . re lmlnary H earl ng w . alVer 

No. of Days No. of % No. of '% 
Defs D~fc; 

1.,,6 2 .4 5 l.1 

-7-13 4 .9 7 1.5 

14-20 69 14.7 67 14.3 

21-27 84 17.9, 33 7.1 

28-34 23 4.9 16 3.4 

35-41 23 4.9 29 6.2 

42-48 22 4.7 " 13 2.8 

49-55 13 2.8 7 1.5 

56-62 9 1.9 '7 1.5 

63-69 3 .6 10 2.1 

70- 12 2'.6 10 
f 

2.1 
Total ?f)4 56.4 204 43.6 

Preliminary Hearing .. 

, 

Median: ?5.75 days 25.88 days 

Total 
Defs. 
7 

11 

136 

117 

39 

52 

35 

20 

16 

13 

22 
468 

Tendency Pattern: 57.9% - 2 & 4 weeks 

31.5 days 

49 % - 2 & 4 weeks 

Mean: 31.8 day? 

, . 
-41-

% 
1.5 

2.4 

29.1 

25.0 

8.3 

11 .1 

7.5 

4.3 

3.4 

2.8 

4.7 
100.0 



Tabl e 4a 

Time It;tte"rval: Supreme Bench Fi 1 i ng to Chargi ng Papers 

Test Variables: Impact/Non-Impact (Def.) 

I mpact N I on mpac t 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Defs npf<; 
1-6 11 2.2 37 . 7-.6 

7-13 77 15.7 47 9.6 

14-20 70 14.3 37 7.6 

21-27 46 9,4 25 5.1 

28-34 35 7.1 18 3.7 

35-41 11 2.2 19 3.9 
-

42-48 14 2.9 9 1.8 

49-5"5 5 1.0 4 .8 

56- 16 3.3 9 1.8 

Total 285 58.2 205 41.8 

Impact Non-Impact 

Nedian: 19.5 days 17.5 days 

Total 
Defs. 

48 

124 

107 

71 

53 

30 

23 

9 

25 " 

490 

, I 
Tendency Pattern: 51.6% - 1 & 3 weeks 58.9% - 0 & 3 weeks 

Hean: Not determined 

. ' 

-42,-

~~ 

9.E 

25.3 

21'.B 

14.5 

10.8 

6. 1 

4.7 

loB 

5.1 

100.0 



------------------~---------------------'--~--------- -

Table 4 b 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench Filing to Charging Papers 
, . 

Test Variables: Information/Indictment 

-No. of Days 

1 "'; 6 

7 - 13 

14 - 20 

21 - 27 

28 - 34 

35 - 41 

42 - 48 

49 - 55 

56 -

TOTAL 

~tedi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Hean: 

.. 
Information Indictment 
No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs npf~ Defs. 

7 1.4 41 8.4 48 

106 2], 6 18 3.7 124 
I 

99 20. ~~ 8 1.6 107 

62 12.7 9 1.8 71 

34 6.9 19 3.9 53 

10 2.0 20 . 4.1 30 . 

9 1.8 . 14 2.9 23 

5 1.0 4 .8 9 

15 3.1 10 2.0 25 

347 70.8 143 29.2 490 

Information Indictment 

18.27 days 

76.93%: 7 - 27 days 

not determined 

* 

24.5 days 

not determined 

% 

9.8 

25 .. 3 

21.8 

14.5 

10.8 

6.1 

4.7 

1.8 

5. 1 

100.0 

*Certain indictments, labeled "specials," receive i.mmediate attention. 
They comprise a signi.ficant proportion of those indictments filed within 
5i x days .. 
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Table 8 A 

Time Interval: 

Test Variables: 

Supreme Bench to Disposition 

Court Trial/Jury Trial . 

our na C t'T' 1 J urv T ' 1 rla 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 

. 
1-59 

60-89 . 
90-119 

120-149 

150"1179 

180-209 

210-239 

240-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

f4ean: 

np.f~ 

7 2.0 

23 6.6 

65 18.7 

77 22.1 

69 19.8 

·36 . 10.3 _ 

15 4.3 

6 1.7 

298 85.6 ' 

CouY't Trial 

141.0 days 

49%: 4-6 months 
70.8%: 3-6 months 
N.D. 

." 

.' 

" -44-

npf'c; 

; 

1 

2 

13 

14 

11 

5 

4 

0 

50 

. 
. 

0.3 

0,6 

3.7 

4.0 

. 3.2 

. 1.4 

1.1 . 

0.0 

14.4 

Jury Trial 

139.3 days 

54%: 3-5 months 
66%: 3-6 months 

Defs . 

8 

25 

78 

91 

80 

41 

19 

6 

348 

% 

2.3 

7.2 

27.4 

26.1 

23.0 

11.8 

5.5 

1.7 

00.0 



.' 

Table 8 B 

Time Interval: 

Test Variables: 

Supreme Bench to Disposition 

Publ i c Defet:;- . 'r; vate Counsel' , . 

Public Defender Pr1.va te Cou.nse 1 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Oefs npfc: Defs. 

1-59 8 1.7 4 .8 12 

60-89 ' 22 4.6 24 5.1 46 

. 90-1"9 58 12.2 47 9.9 105 

120-149 79 16.6 43 9.1 122 

150-179 60 12.6 36 7.6 96 . 
180-209 27 5.7 29 6.1 56 

210-239 . 12 2.5 14 2.9 26 

240- 7 1.5 5 1.1 12 

TOTAL 273 57.5 202 42.5 475 

Public Defender Private Counsel 

~1edi an: 106.8 days 108.14 days 

Tendency Pattern: 50.9: 4-6 'months 62.4: 3-6 months 

Mean: N.D . 

. ' 

-45-

% 

2.5 

9.7 
• 
22.1 

25.7 

20.2 

11.8 

5.5 

2.5 

100.0 



" ! Table. 8 C 

Time Interval: 

Test Variables: 

Supreme Bench Filing to Dis~osition 

Impact Court/Non-Impact tourt 

I mpac t C t our N I ·C on- ml2act ourt 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs Defs Defs . . 

1-59 2 .4 10 2:1 12 

60-89 3 .6 39 8.4 42 

90-119 8 1.7 95 20.3 103 

120-149 13 2.8 109 23.3 122 

150-179 15 3.2 80 17.1 95 

180-209 19 4.1- 37 7.9 56 

210-239 8 1.7 18 3.9 26 

240- 4' .9 7 1.5 11 

TOTAL 72 15.4 395 84.6 467 

Impact Court Non-Impact Court 

Median: 170 days "134.7 days 

Tendency Pattern: 65.30: 4-7 months 71.40: 3-6 months 

Mean: 163.3 days 136.8 days. 
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% 

2.6 

9.0 

22.1 

26.1 

20.3 

12.0 

5.6 

2.4 

00.0 
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. . 
Tabl e 8 0 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench to Disposition 

Co-defendants/No Co-defendants Test Variables: 

Co-defendants No Co-defendants 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 

1-59 . 
50-89 

90-119 

120-149 

150-179 

180-209 

210-239 

240-

TOTAL 

~1edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

t,1ean: 

Oefs 

6 1.2 

15 3.0 

25 5.1 

49 9.9 

34 6.9 

25 5.1 

14 2.8 

7 1.4 

175 35.4 

Co-defendant 

1.42.4 days 

61.70%: 3-6 months 

148.1 days 

.. 

-47-

npf" Oefs. 

10 2.0 16 

33 6.7 48 

81 16.4 106 

79 16.0 128 

66 .13.3 100 

34 6.9 59 

12 2.4 26 

5 1.0 '12 

. 320 64.6 495 

No Co-defendant 

133.7 days 

70.6%: 3-6 months 

135.3 days 

% 

3.2 

9.7 

21.4 

25.9 

20.2 

11.9 

5.3 

2.4 

00.0 
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Tabl~ 8 E 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench to Disposition 

Test Variables: Information ,'/;' ··"t:tment . . 

Information Indictment 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs npfc:: Defs. 

< 

1-59 11 2.2 5 
. 

1.0 16 

60-89' 40 8.1 8 1.6 48 

90-119 76 15.4 30 '6.1 106 

120-149 94 19.0 34 6.9 128 

150-179 70 14.1 30 6.1 100 . 
180-209 41 8.3 18 3.6 59 

210-239 10 2.0 16 3.2 26 

240- 9 1.8 3 1.6 12 

TOTAL 351 70.9 144 29.1 495 

Information Indictment 

Median: 135.3 days 145.4 days 

Tendency Pattern: 68.4: 3-6 months 

136.5 days 

65.2: 3-6 months 

Mean: 147.8 days 

-48-

% 

3.2 

9.7 
• 
21.4 

20.9 

20.2 

11.9 

5.3 

2.4 

100.0 
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Table 8 H 

Time Interval: 

Test Variables': 

Supreme Bench to Disposition 

Normal Motions/Excessive Motions 

No. oJ Days 

1-59 

60-89 

90-119 

120-149 

150-179 

180-209 

210,-239 

240-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

t1ean: 

Normal Motions 
No. of % Defs 

16 3.2 

47 9.5 

95 19.2 

118 23.8 

86 17.4 
-

48 9.7 

18 3.6 

8 1.6 

436 88.1 

,Normal Motions 

135.3 days 

68.6%: 3-6 months 

136.1 days 

" 
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Excessive Motions 

No. of 
f)pfc:; 

0 

1 

11 

10 

14 

11 

8 

4 

59 

% ' Total 
Defs . 

. 
0.0 16 

0.2 48 

2.2 106 

.2.0 128 

2.8 100 

2.2 59 

1.6 26 

0.8 12 

11 .9 495 

Excessive Motions 

166.1 days 

59.2%: 4-7 months 
77.8%: 3-7 months 

167.1 days 

% 

3.2 

9.7 

21.4 

25.9 

20.2 

11.9 

5.3 

2.4 

100.0 
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Tabl e 8j 

Time 1nterval: Supr~me Bench r6 Dispositipn 

Test Variables: Impact/Non-Impact (Def.) 

L"1oart Nnn- T:nnac.t 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
nef~ Opfc: Defs . 

1-59 
. 

10 2.0 6 
. 

1.2 16 ' 

60-89 35 7.1 13 2.6 48 

90-119 75 15. Z 31 613 106 

120-149 76 15.4' 52 10.5 128 

150-179 53 10.7 47 9.5 100 

180-209 27 5.5 32 6.5 ' 59 
-

210-239 6 1.2 20 4.0 26 . 
240- 8, 1.6 4 0.8 12 

Total 290 58.6 205 41.4 495, 

Impact Non-Impact 

f~edi an: 129.8 days 150.3 days 

% 

3.2 

9.7 

21~4 

25.9 

20.2 

11.9 

5.3 

2.4 

100. ( 

Tendency Pattern: 52.1% betw. 3&5 months 48.3% betw. 4&6 months 

Mean: NO NO 

II 
. ' 
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, I 

OBJECTIVE THREE: Counsel to be appointed or retained and 
appearance entered within seven (7) days of an indictment or 
criminal information. 

.' 

According to the "Manua1 for Case ~chedulinglll th'ree 

events precede the setting of a trial date by the Criminal Assign-

ment Office: 

1. Filing of Indictment with Clerk's Office; 

2. Cepi (location of defendant) returned by Sheriff; 

3. Defense Attorney's formal appearance fi1e~. 

The i ndi ctl1lent has been d i sc'ussed prev; ous 1y; the cepi does not present 

a problem. Tables 3a a~d 3b deal specifical1y with prerequisite three: 

the filing of counsel's appearance.2 The interim evaluation indicated that the 

Public Defender, restricted by statute and 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 advantage 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. Fu~thermore, no action at all can be taken at 

the Supreme Bench level 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 

lliManual for Case Schedul i ng" written and compil ed by A. Lamar Benson, 
, January, 1974. 

2The Sunmary Data Table reveals that the av~rage for this interval (Charging 
Paper to appointment o~ retention of counsel) is 35 days. 
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level wou1d ~e activated, on the average, 20 days earlier (Tables 4a, b). 

In reference to Table 3a (Charging papers filed to Counsel Appoint­

m~nt), we noticed a 7.2 day difference between the time a public defender 

enters a case as opposeato Private Counsel (in favor of private counsel). 

Defendants financially able to hire private attorneys would naturally 

tend to seek representation as soon after formal charges have been filed 

as possible. On the other hand, the court must provide the impetus in 
, , ' 

referring attorneys 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 prior 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 Defender will not have any more conta~t w1th 

that individual until his arraignment. If the individual did not have 

a prelimina.ry hearing, the Public Defender is hesitant.to follow him 

directly to the Supreme Bench. The State's Attorney's screening pro­

cedure, in the interim, could reduce the charge (sending it back to the 

District Court) or drop charges completely. Again, the advanta~es of 

th~ preliminary hearing become 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 prel'iminary hearing. 

Theoretically, a vertical representation procedure would eliminate 

any delay in attorney filing between the District Court and the Supreme 

Bench. The 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 costly.;.i~'would require a'greater number . . 
of attorneys to ensure coverage at all districts. Consequently, a 

more efficient transition must be devised with regard to the existing 

structural deficiencies. 

The Public Defender has done his share by filing his appearance 

at'the District Court; the Supreme Bench~ and in particular, the Clerk's 
• 

Office must reciprocate by accurately recording a notation of that 

appearance and forwarding it to th~ Public Defender's Office. That 

office represents approximately 80% of all defendants at the Supreme 
. 

Bench level (Criminal Assignment Office estimation). The potential 

of this affiliation has not been exploited. 
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Table 1 a 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables': Counsel , 

, No. of Days 

1 - ,89 

90 - 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 
, 

180 - 209 

2iO - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 -

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Public Defender/Private Counsel 

Public Defender Private Counsel 
No. of % No. of % ' Total 
Defs npfc:: Defs. 

8 1.2 3 .7 11 

24 5.3 21 4.6 45 

'58 12.7 42 9.2 100 

70 15.4 46 10.1 116 

53 11.6 39 8.6 92 

21 4.6- 21 4.6 42 

19 4.2 12 2.6 31 

8 1.8 ,6 1.3 14 

2 .4 '3 .7 5 

263 57.7 193 42.3 456 

Public Defender Private Counsel 

167.7 days 

68.9%: - 4 - 7 months 

171.8 days' 

" 

-5'4-

169.9 days 

65.8%: - 4 - 7 months 

173.8 days 

% 

2.4 

9.9 

21.9 

25.4 

20.2 

9.2 

6.8 

3.1 

1.1 

00.0 



Tabl e 3a 

Time Interval: Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment 

Test Variables: Public DefenderfP~;v~te.Counsel, 

No. of Days 
l-b 

7-13 

14-20 

21-27 

28-34 

35-41 

42-48 

49-55 

56-62 

63-69 

70-
Total 

Median: 

Public 
. Defender 

No. of 
Defs 

8 

39 

43 

35 

35 

. 25 . 
12 

15 

13 

5 

36 
266 

% 
1.7 

8.5 

9.,3 

7.6 

7.6 

5.4 

2.6 

3.3 

2.8 

1 'I . ~ 
7.8 

57 7 

Public 
Defender 

29.6 days 

. 

Private 
Counsel 

No. of 
()~fc:; 

14 . 
Ql 

39 

14 

8 

6 

9 

14 

4 

6 

20 
19.5 

% 
3.0 

13.0 

,8.5 

3.0 

1.7 

1.3 . 

2.0 

3.0 

0.9 

1.3 

4.6 
4? ::! 

Private 
Counsel 

18.0 days 

.' 

Total 
Defs. % . 

22 4.8 

100 21.5 

82 17.8 

49 10.6 

43 . 9.3 

31 6.7 

21 4.6 

29 6.3 

17 3.7 

11 2.4 

56 12.4 
4fil 11 nn () 

Tendency Pattern: 44.1% : 1 & 4 week 50.8% : 1 & 3 weeks 

Mean: 38.0 days 30.8 days 

-55-



, . 

• 

.' 

Tab' e 3b 

Time Interval: Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment 

Test Variables: Codefendan.~~Uo Codefendant 
• I~'~"'!' 

Codefendant No Codefendant 
No. of % No. of % No. of Days 
D~li ~fc; 

1-6 8 1.7 15 3.0 

7-13 37 8.0 62 13.4 . 
14-20 17 3.7 65 14. 1 

21-27 16 3.5 33 7.1 

28-34 19 4.1 ·24 5.2 

25-41 7 1.5 24 5.2 . 
42-48 6 1:3 15 3.2 

49-55 15 3.2 14 3.0 

56-62 10 2.2 8 1.7 

63-69 1 0.2 10 2.2 

70- 20 4.3 36 8.0 
Total 156 33.8 306 66,2 

Codefendant_ Nn r:nrlp~endant. 

Median: 27.0 days 23.3 days 

.' 

Total 
Defs. % 
23 4.8 

99 21.4 

82 17.7 

49 10.6 

43 9.3 

31 6.7 

21 4.5 

29 6.3 

18 3.9 

11 2.4 

56 12.3 
4f1? ImL.D. 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

44.9% - ,. & 4 weeks 

35.5 days 

52.3% - 1 & 4 weeks 

, 34.8 days 
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Tabl e 5a 

Time Interval: Counsel Appointment to Trial Elate 

Test Variables: Motions Normal/Excessive 

No. of Days. . 

1-29 

30-59 

60-89 

90-119 

120-149 

150-

Total 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Normal Excessil'£ 
No. of % No. of 
Defs 

51 

144 

112 

74 

30 

7 

418 

" 

n~fs 

10.6 3 

30.1 ." 
23.4 15 

15.4 15 

6.3 11 
-

1.5 6 

87.3 61 

Normal 

63.8 days 

61.2% - 1 & 3 months 

68.3 days 

-57-

% Total 
Defs. % 

.6 54 11 .. 3 

2.3 155 32.4 

3.1 127 26.5 

3. 1 89 18.6 

2.3 . 41 8.6 

1.3 13 2.7 

12.7 479 100.0 

Excessive 

93 days 

49.2 - 2 & 4 months 
67.2 - 1 & 4 months 
95.0 days 

-- - ----~----:-;~ 
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Table 5b 

• 

Time Interval: Counsel Appointment to Trial Date 

Test Variables: Insanity Plea/N('_~~nf:U'dty Plea 

Insanity Plea No Insanity Plea 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Defs npfc: 

1-29 0 0 43 11.6 

30-59 1 .3 '118 31.9 

60-89 1 .3 106 28.6 

90-119 2 .5 62 16.8 

120-149 7 . 1.9 23 6.2 

150- o . 0 7 1.9' 
-

.' 

Total 
Defs . % 

43 11 .6 

119 32.2 
• 

Hi7 28.9 

64 17.3 

30 8.'/' 

7 1.9 

Total 11 3.0 359 97.0 370 100.0 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Insanity Plea 

.-

128.5 days 

63.6% ~ 4 & 5 month 

119.2 days 

-58-
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No Insanity Plea 

65 . .3 days 

62.4% - 1 & 3 months 

68.7 days 

.. 



Table 5 C 

Time Interval: Counsel appointment to trial date 

Test Variables: Court Trial/Jury Trial 

No. of Days 
. 

1-29 

30-59 ' 

60-89 

90-119 

120-149 

150-

TOTAL 

~1edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

our ,. na C tTl 
No. of % 
Defs 

33 9.5 

99 28.5 

84 24.2 

51 14.7 

24 6.9 

. 6 1. 7 " 

297 85.6 

Court Tri a 1 

65.3 days 

61.6%: 1-3 months 

70.1 days 

" 

J . ury 
No. of 

np;=~ 

4 

15 

17 

10 

3 

1 

50 

'. ' 

T . 1 rla 

% Total 
Defs . 

. 
1.2 37 

4,3 114 

4.9 101 

2.9 61 

.9 27 

.3 7 

14.4 347 

Jurv Trial 

70.56 days 

64%: 1-3 months 

72.0 days 

% 

10.7 

32.9 

29.1 

17.6 

7.8 

2.0 

100.C 



Table 5 D 

• 

Time Interval: Counsel Appointment to Trial Date 

Test Variabl es: Postponements/(~i~:'i:ostpo~emf~nts 

P t t os ponemen s N P t t 0 os :ponemen s 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs Defs Defs . 

0-29 9 1.9 45 9.4 54 

30-59 21 4.4 134 28.0 155 

60-89 24 5.0 103 21.5 127 

90-119 42 8.8 47 9.8 89 

120-149 27' 5.6 14 2.9 41 
. 

,150- 12 ' 2.5 1 .2 13 

TOTAL 135 28.2 344 71.8 . 479 

. 

Postponements No Postponements 

Median: 96.2 days 59.6 days 
" 

Tendency Pattern: 51.1%: 3-4 months 68.9: 1-2 months 

Mean: 97.1 days 61. 7 days 

-60-

%-

11 .3 

S2.4 

26.5 

18.6 

8.6 

2.7 

100.0 
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Table 5 E 

Time Interval: 

Test Variables: 

Counsel Appointment to Trial Date 

to-defendant/No Co-defendant 

Co-defendant No Co-defendant 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Defs _Defc:: Defs. 

1-29 14 2.9 40 8.4 54 

30-59 50 10.4 105 21.9 155 

60-89 ·42 8.8 85 17.7 127 

90-119 36 7.!S 53 11.1 89 

120-149 15 3.1 26 ' 5.4 41 

150- 8 1. 7 _ 5 1.0 13 

TOTAL 16'5 34.4 314 65.6 479 

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 

. ' 

-fji1-

% 

11 .3 

32.4 

26.5 

18.6 

8.6 

2.7 

n 00.0 
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OBJECTIVE FOUR 



I 
(. 

I .• 

.' 

Objective 4: Within seven (7) days of the filing of appearance 
by defense counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office s~al1 designate 
the tria.l date. , . 

The Criminal Assignment Office assumed its schedu1ing responsi­

bilities in May, 1973. Prior to that date, a Ca'se Preparation Unit 

under the jurisdiction of the State's Attorney coordinated the case 
1 

scheduli~g Rrocedure. 

Before a case can be set in for trial, three events mu~t oCGur: 

1. A formal charging document must be filed by the State's 

Attorney's Offi ce and recorded by the Cl er'l< of the Crimi na 1 

Court.; 

2. The cepi must be returned by the Sheriff; 

3. Appearance of defense counsel must be filed. 

l'sually, the appearance of counsel is the final proceeding prior to 

case scheduling. Occasionally we noted a late cepi; in such a case, 

our 7 day countdown began from the date of the latest filing. 

The data required for objective four evaluation is not maintained 

by the computer bank. Manually maintained future courtroom dockets, 

located in the Criminal Assignment Office~ were audited, and the necessary 

information was removed. These dockets 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. 

For a detailed description of this transfer, see Benson, 
Manual for Case Scheduling, January, 1974. 
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We obtained information for sixty-eight designated Impact 

defendants whose cases were set for trial during April, May, and 
, . 

June of 1974, and whose trial dates~~ai,ged'from June 3, 1974, to 

October, 1974. We disregarded cases involving postponements; the 

rescheduled trial 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~ 

Dq.ta Analysis . . 
The Criminal Assignment Office is approaching fulfillment of 

the objective's specifications (see chart). Improvement is evident 
. . 

throughout the second. quarter of 1974; in April, 21% of the tracked 

defendants had their ~ases set for trial within fiftee~ days of the 

filing of counsel, whil~ in June; 67% of the defendant's had trial 

date's within 15 days of appearance of attorney. The decreasing 

backlog and increased use of the Basic Court· Information system 

facilitate case scheduling procedure. The Critical Path tracking 

system will warn the Criminal Assignment Office of "trouble" cases 

whose time allotments have been exceeded. 
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MONTH SET' 

No. of Days April May June TOTAL 

, 
0-7 4 7 13 24 

ATTORNEY'S 
, .' 8-15 - 6 5 11 

FILING 
16-23 4 4 . 1 9 

TO 
24-31 1 4 4 9 

SETTING 
32-39 1 - 1 2 

OF ~ 

40-47 4 - I - 4 

TRIAL 
48-55 2 1 1 4 

DATE 
56-63 1 - - 1 

64-71 2 - 2 . 4 

72+ - - - 0 

TOTAL 19 22 27 68 
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l' I , 
, , number of postponements 

Objective Five: The postponement rate (number Of trlals ) shall 
not exceed 10% -and shall not exceed one postponement per trial. 

The impact of postponements of criminal trials on the criminal 

justice system has not received adequate attention by. the courts, 

text writers, law review commentators, and even criminal justice 

management analysts. The relative ease in obtaining postponements' 

had led to its frequent abuse; attorneys requests are often 

unjus tifi ed and used for dil atory purposes. -

It is time that such practice is 'no longer deemed customary and 

that the courts fully appreciate that postpone~ents adversely affect 

efficient criminal caseflow m~nagement. The individuals responsible 

for the management of the caseflow in the Criminal Court of 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, examine progress 

which has been made, and analyze three model procedures designed to 

further enhance the orderly disposition of criminal cases. 

Our analysis has been divided into two se~tions: the overall post­

ponement situation, and the impact case postponement evaluation .. A 

significant number of statistics, originally published in the interim 

report, have been brought up to date (January, 1973 - April, 1974·). 

Charts III through XII are presented in their original form, incorporating 

postponement data for 1973. The impact section utilized the 115"+ 116 11 

designation for determining impact cases. Impact crime category defendants, 

minus the stranger to stranger aspect, have not been included. A major 

portion of objective five evaluation was provided by Mr. William Causey, 

and included, in a paper submitted to Professor Michael Kelly at the University 

of Maryland Law School. 

-65-



. , 

" 

The financial and social costs of postponements on theadmini­

stration of criminal justice has not received the attention which 

has been devoted to the problem i r ;;.;,:-~ fi el d of ci vi' " iti gati on. , . 
As a result, in most jurisdictions sufficient data is not available 

from which concrete conclusions can be drawn. However, the dimensions 

of postponement costs in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City can be 

generally isolated and their impact briefly analyzed. 

The most obvious demonstration of the costs of postponements is 
• 

the loss of time and money when a criminal case is postponed. Post­

ponements impose a burden on the Offi ce of the S.tate' ~ Attorney, defense 

attorneys, pol i c~ offi cers,. ci vil.i an witnesses and' the support agenci es 

of the court the Clerk's Office, inmate transportation facilities, 

courthouse detention facilities, and the general security system). 

Cost can be measured on civilian witnesses by the use of time and 

possible loss of salary or wages. Numerous postponements of a 

single case may incite witnesses to the point where they decline 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 postponed. Of these 28 cases, 

there were scheduled to appear as witnesses for the State 117 people, 

including police 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 postponed 

because of thp unavailability of State or defense witnesses. Although 

it is impossible to determine if this figure represents witnesses who 

failed to return to court for a subsequently scheduled trial date of 

a case previously postponed, it is likely t~at 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 salaries' paid 

to the officers and the impact on pc·r~'.~'i:.·.wo.rk outside the courthouse, 

such as disrupting normal street patrol schedules. 

Furthermore, postponements have an adverse effect on defense 

attorneys. It is not uncommon for defense ~ttorneys to exhaust an 

entire day m~ving from Part to Part waiting for a court to become free, 

only to find that the case must be postponed late in the afternoon.be­

cause of insufficient time to start the trial. Last year 250 cases, 

or 13.3% of the total number of cases postponed .were forced out of the 

normal trial assjgnment because ~hey could not be reached. Since this 

reason was the s:!cond highest category for reasons \'/hy cases were post­

poned, it does present a serious problem. 

contrary to the 1 ogi c that more time before tri a 1 enh,ances 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 time is necessary for success­

ful plea negotiation. The immediacy 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 ll are the most 

significant cost of postponements to those critical of the criminal 

justice 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 pros~cute 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 altogether. l Thus, a defendant familiar with the attendant 

by-product of postponements will utilize postponements to delay or 

defeat prosecution. ~ 

The law of postponement,s in Maryland is rel,atively sparse and 

uninteres1i~g. 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 ri ghts of defendants 'has forced crimi na 1 COUtts with 

large caseloads to closely analyze the concurrent ]egal ramifications 

of postponements .. Baltimo.re City is no exception. 

While the right to a speedy trial is an express constitutional 

guarantee, there is no explicit constitutional provision which grants 

,the defendant adequate time to prepare a defense. 2 Between these two 

concepts 1 i e a great deal of gro'und, and the deci si on whether to grant 

or deny a postponement in a particular case may touch many issues of 

constitutional law, criminal procedure, and proper judicial 

administration. Consequently, before a detalled analysis of post­

ponements in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City for 1973 ca~ be 

di scussed, it is helpful 'for the reader to understand how Maryl and 
\ , 

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

2Such a right, however, has been held implicit in 'the Due Process 
Clause of the Fifth IAmendment. See De Meerleer v. Michigan, 329 
U. S. 663 (1947), where the Supreme Court reversed the convi cfi 6'n 
of a seventeen year·old defendant who was arraigned, tried, con­
vi cted 'of fi rst degree murder, and sentence to 1 i fe impri sonment 
in the same day. 
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appellate courts view the legal questions associated with postponements 

of criminal cases. 

Prior to 1971 rulings on motions 'for 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 discretion by the trial judge, 
. . 

as 11 practical matter Maryland appellate 'courts' apparently do not view 
• 

the appellate argument of abuse of discretion in denying a postponement 

an issue of such proportions as to constitute grounds for reversible 

error. 4 

. 
While defendants can be inge~ious in putting forth arguments 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 her witnesses 

for trial is the most prevalent. At the same time, and because this 

issue is frequently 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 consistently 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 cOLlld not be fairly tried 

without the evidence, that the party had reasonable expectation of 

3See e.g., Costello v. State, 237 Md. 464 (1965); McKe~zie 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 ~1d. App. 560 (1969); Harris v. State, 6 ~1d. App. 7 (1969); 
Wilkins v. State, 5 Md. 

4In fact only one case has been reversed on 'the sole issue of denying 
a postponement. See English ~. State, 8 ~d. App. 330 (lQ69). For a 
brief discussion of this case, see~ge 9, infra. 
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securing the evidence within some reasonable time, and that he or she 

had made diligent efforts to secure the eVidence. 5 

Friction between a defendant and his or her attorney at or prior 

to trial has also ~romoted appellate litigation. This 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 trial. 

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

Special Appeals in Jennings v. State6 ;s indicative of the Court's 

attitude toward the discharging of an attorney on the day of trial. 

In Jennings, the defendant requested that his attorney be discharged 

but gave no reason for his dissatisfaction. After noting that the 

record indicated the court-appointed counsel had adequately prepared 

the case, the Court said: 

.. ·.It 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 judici,l process. 
Anderson v. State, supra, at pages 368-369. 

Likewise, in Pettiford and Berry v. State8 the Court of Special 

5See , e.g., Bryant v. State, 232 Md. 20 (1963); Dudonis v. State, 9 Md. 
App. 245, cert. denied, 258 Md. 727 (1970); Hainesworth v. State, 9 Md. 
App. 31, cerr: 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). 

7Id., at 323. 

88 Md. App. 560 (1970). 
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Appeals held that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in failing 

to grdnt d postponement to enable the defendant to obtain new counsel 

where his own counsel's appearance had been enterecl seven months earlier 

and, according to counsel, more than three months had elapsed since the 

defendant indicated that he wished to employ other counsel. 

On the other hand, in English v. State9 the,same tourt reversed 

the convicti'on 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 member of the bar, who was prepared but 

spoke to the defendant only fifteen minutes before ,trial. The Court 

remarked that just ~s a tr~a1 court cannot permit a defendant to pick 

court-appointed counsel, once counsel 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 disposdl of cases, pa:iicular~~ 

in Baltimore City vlhere the heavy caseload is a constant problem. But 

such necessity, no matter how compelling, cannot thwart the proper ad­

ministration of justice". 10 

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. Statell 

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. State12 a postponement request was 

914 Md. App. 330 (1969). 

lOId., at 337. 

11237 Md. 283 (1965). 
12236 Md. 597 (1964). -71-
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denied 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 po~tponement. By 

. Chaper 212 of the acts of 1971, the General ~ssembly rem~ved from the 

trial 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 Maryland. 13 

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

of Special Appeals in Young v. Stat~14 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, observed: 

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 0ithin two weeks after the filing of an appearance 
of counselor the appOintment of counsel for an accused in any criminal 
matter, \I/hichever shall occur first, a judge or other designated official 
of the· 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 later 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 administrative judge of 
the court where the matter is pending. 
(b) The judges of the Court of Appeals of Maryland are authorized to 
esta~lish additional rules of practice and procedure for the implementation 
of this section in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City and in the various 
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 responsibil ity 
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. rt 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 " 
prerogati ve, mai nta ins control over "the handl i ng of an 
individual case~ the handling of the general criminal 
assignment rests with the court. This;s consonant15 with its' general right to control its own calendar .. 

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

promu1 gated Rul e 740 of the Maryl and Rul es ,of Procedure. Ru1 e 740, de.., 

signed to place Maryland courts square"ly in conformity with the statute 

provides that lithe date of trial and postponement shall be governed by 

Code, Article 27, section 59111. 

While all the judicial circuits observe section 591, however, the 

statute is not without its critics, and this is particularly so with re­

spect to the provision for placing the discretionary authority of ruling 

on postponement requests with the-administrative judge. The Maryland 

Judicial Conference and the Maryland State Bar Association 'in a report 

issued in March of this ye~r16 (hereinafter referred tci as Committee 

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

First, the ,Colllmittee Standards recolllmend 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 level 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 

l5Id., at p. 710. 

l6See the Joint Corrmittee~ of Maryland JUdicial Conference and Maryland 
State Bar Association to Implement the American Bar Association Standards 
1T;t Criminal Justice; Comn:ittee Report on ABA Standards of Speedy Trial, 
Ma rch, 1 9 74. 
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at both the Circuit and District Cour~ level through 
more detailed provisions that are uniquely within 
the competence of the courts to adopt. 

Secondly, the Committee Standards;r--ecommendl the amendment of Rule . . 
740 and the inclusion of the amended rule in the District Court Rules. 

The amended rul e woul dread: liThe court sha 11 gral1t a conti nuance only 

upon a showing of go~d 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 also the public interest in the prompt disposition of the 
• 

case ll
•
17 

The basic change between Rule 740 and the proposed'amendment is the 

deletion of placing postponement responsibility with the administrative 
. 

judge. Presumably this responsibility would fall back to the trial judge 

as was the case prior to July 1,1971. 

17TI1is language was lifted from Standard 1.3 of the American Bar Association 
Project on Minimum Stand6rds for Criminal Justice: Standards Relating 
to Speedy Trial, (approv~d draft), February 1968. 
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A. Procedure 

As was the case in other jurisdictions of the State, prior to July 

1, 1971 the trial j~dge in the various Parts of the ~riminal Court had 

the judicial discretion to grant or deny postponements. With the passage 

of section 591 the Administrative Judge assumed the responsibility to 

hear motions for postponements. A centralized 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 simple. 

~Jhen a party deems it necessary to request a postponement, that party 

goes to the chambers of the Administrative Judge with opposing counsel 

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 presented to the judge, his 

law clerk reviews the ,form to determine all necessary information has been 

supplied and that the opposing counsel is 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 den'\ ~d the case goes to trial as 

scheduled. If the request 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 come 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 

-75-



, 

essentially four reasons why this procedure promotes the efficient ad­

ministration of criminal justice. F~rst, to p~'mit postponement re­

quests to be directed to the trial judges in the various Parts would 

disrupt the orderly and expeditious caseflow management. Not only 

would the trial judge be,forced to stop the proc~edings of his court 

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 fa}' defendants,· attorneys 

and wi tnesses. A central i zed' procedure, on the other hand', presents 

an orderly, consistent, and establish'ed mechanism which is known and 

understood by all parties who are part of the crimi~al justice system. 

The second reas?n why ~he current procedure for postponements is more 

advantageous than permitting requests 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 ll ,in the 

system. It is obvious that a pro~edure which would complicate rathe~ than 

simplify postponement rescheduling would enhance the possibility that 

cases would not be rescheduled quickly, or perhaps not rescheduled at 

all. Every case postponed in 1973, except in'those instances where 

immediate rescheduling was impossible (such as commitment of the defendant 

for psychological evaluatibn which takes approximately 60 to 85 days), 

was rescheduled 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 centralize,d procedure also permits the Administrative Judge or 

his law clerk to IItroubleshoot", i.e., attempt to explore, isolate and 
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el iminate those human errors in the,S~.$tem that needle$sly force 
.'" .... ," , . 

cases to be postponed. Table I reflects that of the 2,401 cases 

postponed 316 were for the reasons of inadequate c~se preparation, 

lack of effective communication, and inexcusable error and negligence, 

Because the Administrative Judge has ready access to the computers 

in the Clerk's Office and the Criminal Assignment Office mistakes can • 

be quickly isolated and corrected. Furthermore, the Administrative Judge 

has developed lines of communications with person~el in,positions of 

authority in agencjes outside the i~lediate courthouse system. 

Finally, channeling all postponement requests througb the Administra­

tive Judge insures the maintenance 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, 
18 

postponed, refused and withdrawn. 

18Rescheduled, as opposed to postponed, means those ~ases 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 
pri or to tri a 1 a second not; ce is issued by th'e computer \vhi ch is sent to the 
defense attorney, the prosecutor, the bondsman or institution, and ci~ilian 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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llearings on motions for postponements take app~oximately ten 

minutes although some requests can be decided in a matter of secon.ds if 

the need for a postponement is clear while ot~ers maj run as long as one 

half hour. Using this approximation, we can compute that a total of 27,630 

mtnutes or 460 hours were consumed last year in hearing postponement reques~s.· 

Because there w~re 240 court days last year representing 1 ,6~O 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 deta~led.computation of trial versus postponement activity can be 
-

seen in Tables III through XII. ~hese tables represent the number of trials 

set, the number of defendants set, the number of cases pos~poned and. the number 

of defendants postponed in the ten Parts under study. It should be observed 

that for the months of July and August Pa~t VIII conducted criminal proceeding~ 

while Parts VI and VII were closed. In addition, it can be seen that Parts 

XI and XII did not become operational 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 39 1.~ . 

Cl eri cal error 100 4.1 

Defendant without legal representation 31 1.3 

Insufficient notice of trial date 28 1.1 

TOTAL 316 13.0 

TABL-E II. 
" , 

POSTPONEMENT ACTIVITY JANUARY 1973 - APRIL 1974 

Activity Number Percent 

Trials Rescheduled 82 3.0 

Tri al s Postponed 2,401 86.9 

Requests Refused 250 9.0 

Requests Withdrawn 30 1.1 

TOTAL 2,763 100.0. 
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I I -;1) 

II 67 

III 64 

IV 76 

V 62 

VI 85 

VII 73 

VIII --

IX 67 

XI --

XII --

Total 570 

Feb f.~ar Apr May 

64 76 79 97 

58 62 65 80 

65 81 99 69 

62 86 83 113 

56 67 64 82 

57 82 66 90 

62 64 65 93 

-- -- -- --

67 83 84 114 

-- -- -- --

-- -- -- --

491 601 575 674 

.). 

TABLE III. 

CASES SET 

June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 
-

81 95 82 81 57 35 36 859 

64 82 72 39 54 43 33 719 . 
". 

105 65 84 75 39 53 40 774 

78 83 96 60 69 53 39 898 I 
83 75 87 54 39 25 27 721 

50 -- -- 48 72 61 40 651 
" 

72 -- - .- 55 92 78 74 728 

-- 41 38 -- -- -- -- 79 

45 -- -- 47 77 80 71 735 o 

-- 85 74 61 53 51 38 362 

-- 101 79 57 61 47 12 357 
-"". 

538 646 603 582 627 513 404 6883 
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--' 
I 

Part 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

XI 

XII 

Total 

Jan Feb 

19 7 

13 12 

11 12 

10 9' 

13 15 

17 14 

17 10 

-- --

13 7 

-- --

-- --

113 86 

Har Apr Hay 

5 21 21 

11 10 14 

10 8 23 

18 10 17 

8 14 16 

7 13 20 

11 6 11 

.-- -- --

5 12 15 

-- -- --

-- -- --

75 94 117 

TABLE IV. 

CASES POSTPONED 

June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

25 19 14 16 8 6 12 173 

11 13 I J.8 19 10 8 9 148 

9 15 24 11 17 18 8 166 ... 

15 14 . 17 10 13 7 7. 147 

15 24 22 11 3 6 5 152 
I 

17 -- -- 6 9 
, 

9 17 129 

22 - -- -- 6 15 16 17 131 

-- 8 13 -- -- -- -- 21 . 
0 -- -- 5 12 12 9. 90 . 

-- 24 26 13 17 16 -12 108 

-- - 29 .13 13 11 8 2 76 

116 146 147 110 115 106 98 1341 



:~ 

I 
0:> 
N 
I 

Part 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VIr 

VI-I I 

IX 

XI 

XII 

Total 
'L..-.---..- ___ 

Jan Fe!· 
'" 

96' . 8u 

80 6~·. 

90 91 

83 6:) 

67 G -, 
~ 

103 72 

90 71 

-- --
77 77 

-- --
-- --

686 5 r - ~ • 0":> 

p,lar Apr 

89 96 

68 75 

87 119 

102 94 

79 83 

92 72 

78 84 

-- --
92 104 

-- -_. 

-- --
687 691 

.. 

TABLE V. 

DEFENDA'\iTS SET 

May June July Aug Sept - Oct Nov Dec Totall 
I 

122 112 116 98 99 62 48 60 1078 I 

93 87 101 88 94 84 47 41 921 
. 

87 93 87 44 68 :"5 61 52 957 

132 95 112 i5 . 72 76 69 46 964 

112 101 87 99 76 95 29 31 916 
" 

125 61 ' -- -- 61 82 64 49 '781 
, 

113 97 -- -- 73 107 85 77 875 . 

46 41 . . 
87 -- -- -- -- -- --

. 
135 49 -- --, 68 92 85 75 ·854 

-- -- 93 93 77 77· 62 39 441 
, 

-- -- 13'7 87 68 66 61 1.2 431 
. 

951 689 785 608 726 809 566 484 8305 
----- ----- - .. 
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G.~ 

I 
0:> 
w 
I 

"", 

Part 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

XI 

XII 

Total 

Jan Feb Mar Apr 

22 7 6 32 

13 20 '14 13 

12 31 10 8 

11 9 19 10 

17 20 9 17 

21 18 9 15 

20 13 13 7 

-- -- -- --
13 12 8 13 

-- -- -- --
-- -- -- --
129 123 88 115 

TABLE VI. 

DEFENDP~TS POSTPONED 

May June July Aug 
. 

25 32 23 18 

16 15 15 18 

30 11 18 18 

26 16 18 22 

31 ·19 30·, 28 

20 17 -- --
13 ,30, -- --
-- -- 8 15, 

23 0 -- --
-- -- 29 28 

-- . -- 39 14 

184 140 ,180 171 

Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

18 9 6 16 214 
.-
21' 11 12 13 181 

15 20 28 10 "" .G.l..1. 

14 15 8 10 178 i 
I 

20 4 9 12 216 

9 10 10 24 153 

10 20 17 18 161 ,. • 
-- -- -- -- 23 

.. 

10 18 14 10 ,121 

15 24 18 '12 126 
, 

17 11 11 3 95 

149 142 133 118 1679 



I 

~ 

I 
co 
..;::. 
I 

Par', 

I 

II 

III 

1\' 

V 

VI 

VII 

Vllr 

1:-. 

XT 

XII 

Tote:. _ 

Jan 

23 

7 

:2 

.:22 

8 

14 

10 

--

16 

--
--
90 

Feb Mar 

15 7 

.8 4 

17 16 

10 13 

'8 0 

10 9 

12 2 

-- --
11 10 

_.- --
-- --
88 61 

TABLE VII. 

APPEALS SET 

Apr May June July 

7 11 50 2 

1 . 15 39 5 

8 11 54 39 

9 13 56 46 

7 10 51 47 

17 10 25 --

2 16 32 --
-- -- -- 16 

'3 16 34 --
-- -- -- 34 

-- -- -- 41 

54 102 341' 230 

-' 

Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 
, - . 7 1 5 0 4 132 

0 3 3 1. 1 87 

38 53 61 18 13 330 

45, 49 66 2,2 31 388 

36 37 45 5 18 272 
I 

-- 34 55 18 27 .~: ~.9 
.~ . 

-- 27 66 , 17 29 :'~.3 
, 

10 -- -- -- -- . 26 . 

-- 52 83 31 43 299 t, II 

38 ' 33 ' 54 14 26 199 

26 36 55 26 22 206 

200 315 . 493 152 214 2404 
" 

• 



I 
0:> 
c.n 
I 

Part 

I . 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

XI 

XII 

Total 

Jan 

3 

. 
1 

0 

2 

1 

1 

1 

--

0 

--

--

9 . 

F ' ' .. Har Apr 
-, 

0 2 I 

( : 0 1 

" 5 0 

1..' 3 0 

I, 0 1 

. , 0 3 I 

U 0 0 

-- -- --
0 0 0 

-- -- --
-- -- --

6 8 7 
---

TABLE VIII. 

APPEALS POSTPO~~D 

Hay June July Aug 

1 11 0 0 

1 10 0 0 

2 6 4 5 

0 5 3 2 

0 . 7 8 , 5 

0 2 -- --. 
2 8 -- --

-- -- 2 . O· 

1 3 -- --

-- -- 8 5 

-- -- 5 3 

7 52 30 20 

Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

0 0 0 0 18 

1 0 0 0 14 

3 12 1 6 46 

8 8 3 3 34 

7 9 2 5 45 

2' 8 2 3 24 

3 8 5 3 30 
, 

-- -- -- -- 2 

5, 6 3' 8' -26 . 
4 6 1 7 31 

4 9. 2 5 28 ' 

·37 66 19 40 298 



---~----
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TABLE IX. 

APPEALS - DEFENQ~~TSSET 

Part Jan Feb :-'7ar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov 'Dec Total 

I 26 15 8 7 14 52 2 7 1 5 0 4 141 . 

II 7 r; .., 4 1 15 42 4 0 3 3 1 1 90 
-III 12 26 17 10 11 54 40 39 44 61' 18 13 345 

IV 22 11 16 9 14 .72 47 45 49 66 22 31 404 

V 9 8 0 8 10 53 47 37 37 45 5 18 277 

VT. 14 10 9 17 10 30 -- --', 34 55 18 24 221 

VII 10 12 2 2 16 34 -- -- 27 68 17 25 . 213 

VIII -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.6 10 -- -- -- -- 26 
.-/. ~ 

, IX 16 11 11 3 19 36 52 83 3"- 43 306 -- -- I:!-

XI -- -- -- -- -- -- 34 38 33 57 14 26 202 

XII -- -- -- -- -- -- 41 27 43 55 26 22 214 

, Tot.).l 116 102 67 57 109 373 231 202 323 498 154 217 2439 

.J_.~._" . --_ .. - ... -'---..... ~ 
\ ~i ~ , I, 



! 

l 

I 
00 
'-l 
I 

! 

I 

I 
i 
I 

Part 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

VII 

VIII 

IX 

XI 

XII 

Total 

Jan 

3 

1 

0 

2 

1 

.1 

1 

--
0 

--
--

9 

Feb ~-1ar 

1 0 

0 0 

2 5 

0 5 

0 0 

3 0 

0 0 

-- --
0 0 

-- --
-- --

6 10 
-- --

TABLE X. 

APPEALS - DEFENDANTS ?OSTPp~~n 

Apr l'-1ay June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 
~ 

1 2 11 0 d 0 0 0 .0 18 

1 1 10 0 0 1 '0 0 0 14 
I 
I 

0 2 6 5 5 3 12 1 6 47 

0 0 5 3 2 8 8 3 3 39 

1 0 7 3 .,5 7 9 2 5 40 

3 0 2 -- -- 2 8 2 3 24 

0 2 8 -- -- 3 8 5 3 30 
• 

-- -- -- 2 0 -- -- -- -- 2 
. 

0 1 3 -- -- 6 6 3 12 . 31 

-- -- -- 8 5 5 6· 1 7 32 

-- -- -- 5 4 4 9 2 5 29 

7 7 52 3=? 21 39 66 20 44 316 
------~-'--- ~- .. 



I 
00 
00 
I 

Activity 

Set 

Postponed 

Defendants Se 

Defendants 
Postponed 

Activity 

Set 

Postponed 

TABLE" XI. 

WARRANTS 

rJ an ~e-b Mar ADr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec -To-tail I· - - I . I 
1 -~':l 
O.:i~ 29" 183 167 152 13 30 168 87 156 300 174 174 

o 0 8 25 32 31 46 64 59 59 35 37 396 
• 

13 31 30 181 222 193 173 88 158 300 175 174 1 ~? .... 1 
1-.1-::'. 

o 0 8 25 36 36 46 . 66 59 59 35 38 408 

.. 

TABLE XII. 
. , 

CRIMINAL INPORMATIONS 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May June Jl:l1y Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

9 15 19 21 20 29 28 68 27 " 86 42 92 456 

0 2 0 1 5 11 3 9 3 12 10 23 79 
-

Defendants Set 9 15 19 58 20 29 30 69 " 27 87 43 95 SOl: 

Defendants 0 2 0 7 5 11 3 9 3 12 10 23 85 
Postponed 

.. 

I 

i 
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The following table lists the reasons fo'r postponements for all 

criminal cases dW'ing 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 designated as such until 

August 27,1973, and would not come to trial in a·considerable number 

yntil November, 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 cases: 

Reason All Cases Im~act Cases 

Defense attorney in another court 13.2 lfl..O 

State witness 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. 

DESIGNATED 

IMPACT 

CASES 

TOTAL 

Postponed 

Scheduled 

Rate 

Postponed 

Postponement Rate 

March 1974 

63 

279 

22.6% 

599 

April 1974 

89 

451 

19.7% 

584 

May 1974 Total 
. 75 227 

453 1183 

16.6% 19.2% 

683 1866 I 
I 

r 
I 

Scheduled 2915 2823 3486 9224 I 

.2~2% j CASES 
Rate 20.6% 20.7% 19.6% 

_.---_. -_. 

-89-



TABLE XII 1.. 

REASONS FOR POSTPONEMENTS 

January 1973 to April 1974 

Reason , 

Illness ,or. death in family of defendant 
Illness or death in family of defense attorney 
Illness or death in family of defense witness 
Illness or death in family of state witness 
Defense attorney striking appearance 
Defense attorney new in case 
Defense atty. prior commitment (Inc. Rule 527B) 
Defense attorney in another court 
Defendant not served or writ issued 
Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 
Defense witness not served 
State witness not. served 
Defense witness not available 
State witness not available 
Guilty plea withdrawn or refused 
Plea bargaining in progress 
Consolidation 
Clerica"1 error 
New evidence/witness discovered by defense 
New evidence/witness discovered by state 
Case could not be reached 
Insanity plea filed 
Polygraph test to be administered 
Defendant granted severance 
Defendant without legal representation 
Insufficient notice of trial date 
Inclement weather 
Miscellaneous (includes Trader decision) 

TOTAL 

.. 

Number 

102 
135 

60 
141-
15 
69 

130 
343 

29 
82 

7 
"39 
68 

358 
, 17 

73 
67 

100 
32 
16 

323 
31 
17 

9 
31 
28 
19 
80 

2,421 

Percent 

4.2 
, 5.6 

2.5 
5.8 

.6 
,2.8' 
5.4 

14.2 
1.2 
3.4 

.3 
1.6 
2.8 

14.8 
.7 

3.0 
2.8 
4.1 
1.3 

'.7 
l3.3 
1.3 

.7 

.4 
1.3 
1.1 

.8 
3.3 

100.0 

Any study of the postponement of criminal cases must include an analysis 

of the reasons why cases were postponed. Not only is this information necessary 

for statistical reviews, but it provides the Administrative Judge with data 

essential to the formulation of future policies and procedures to either decrease 

the numbe.r of postponements or lighten the impact of postponements upon 

efficient caseflow manage~ent. Table XIII presents the reasons why cases 
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were postponed. It should be noted ':::w·t on.ly. three categories* 

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

. th~t certain categories, such as illness or inclement weather are factors 

• which necessitate postponements. 

When cases were postponed '1s also significant data from which 

policies and procedures can be developed. If a case is postpo~ed befbre 

the day of trial problems associated with bringing to court defendants and 

witnesses can be avoided. As Table XIV indicates, 1084'case~ or 43.7% were 

postponed or rescheduled, befol'e the actual day of trial .. During the course 

of last year the Administrative Judge urged that if a postponement was to be 

request~d such request should be brought to the court's attention at th~ 

earliest possible 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 indicates 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 controls 

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 11,014 criminal trials scheduled in the Criminal Court of Baltimore 

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

*(Oefense attorney in another court,State witness not available, Case 
could not be reached) 

-91-
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WHEN CASES WERE POSTPONED 

Total Cases Cases Postponed 
Month Postponed or or Rescheduled Percent 

Rescheduled Before Day of Tri a 1· 

January, 1973 137 45 32.8 

. February, 1973 96 43· 44·,8 , 

Ma rch \' 1973 95 30 32.8 

April, 1 Y13 106 36 ~4.0 

May, 1973 169 51 30.2 

June, 1973 200 . 84 42.0 . 

July, 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 196 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. 

LOCATION OF DEFENDANT 

Location Number Percent 

Jail or DOC 926 37.6 

Bail 1,342 54.5 

Own Recognizance 103 4.2 

Cannot .Ascertain 91 3.7 --
TOTAL. 2,462 100.0 
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IMPACT POSTPONEMENTS 

The impact postponement objective of 10% (number of postpone-

ments/ number of trials) is not being:~~!.~i ::,I';The rate for 'impact 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 tr~al; ~8% occuring on the scheduled 

day of trial. A particular targ.et area, in our view, is the Attorney .Conflict 

list. At the present time, it lists the Supreme Bench schedules of attorneys 

involved in criminal procedures at that level. The expansion of this list 

to include District·Cour~, and Federal jurisdictions woul~ facilitate 

scheduling and significantly decrease postponements caused· by attorney 

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 postponements 

through the office of the Chief Judge. A return to the prior procedure 

(individual courtroom judges) would destroy any progres~ that has been made 

in standardizing and centralizing the process. The trial judges must have 

sufficient time to perfol111 their primary task: try criminal cases. 

-93-
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TABLE B POSTPONEMENT REASONS: 

IMPACT ALL C'ASES 

Percent of 
Total Cases 

Reasons for PostEonement Postponed 
I' 

Illness or death in family of defendant 4.2 
Illness or death in family of defense attorney 5.6 
Illness or death in family of defense witness 3.1 
Illness or d~athin family of state witness 4.1 
Defense attorney striking appearance 0.6 
Defense attorney new in case 2 .. 6 
Defense attorney prior commitment 5.6 
Defense attorney in another court 13.2 
Defendant not served or writ issued 1.3 
Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 3.8 
Defense witness not served 0.3 
State witness not served 2.0 
Defense witness not available 3.0 
State witness not available ] 5.8 
Guilty plea withdrawn or refused 0.7 
Plea bargaining in progress 3.0 
Consolidation . 3.0 
Cl eri ca 1 error 4.4 
New evidence/witness discovered by defense 1.2 
New evidence/witness discovered by state 0.6 
Case could not be reached 13.3 
Insanity plea filed 1.1 
Po1ograph test to be administered 0.8 
Defendant granted severance 0.3 
Defendant without legal representation 1.1 
Insufficient notice of trial date 1.0 
Inclement weather 1.0 
Miscellaneous 3.3 

TOTAL 100.0 

TABLE C 
Location of Impact Defendants and Co-defendants 

Location 

Jailor DOC 

Bail 

Own Recognizance 

Cannot ,Ascertain 

TOTAL 

-_.- - --'-,-., ---
-94-

Number 

56 

29 

4 

17 

106 

Percent of 
Impact Cases 
Postponed 

2 .. 0 
3.0 

.0 
10.0 

.0 
8.0 
7.0 

'14.0 
.0 

3.0 
.0 

1.0 
4.0 

12.0 
1.0 
3.0 

.0 
2.0 

.0 
1.0 

14.0 
2.0 
1.0· . 

.0 

.,0 
1.0 

.0 
11.0 

: I.: • 

100.0 

Percent 

52.9 

27.3 

3.a 
16.0 

100.0% 
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E B. 

DAYS 
BEFORE 

0 

1-5 

6-10 

1-15 

t 1 2 3 

1% 1% 5% 

1% 5% 

2% 

DISTRIBUTION OF DAYS TO TRIAL: IMPACT POSTPONEMENTS 

Reasons for Postponement (in percent) 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

4% . . 1 % 8% 3% pI 
.oJ 1% 5% 1% 3% 1% 1% 14% 

'. 

3% 2% 3% 2% 4% 

1% 1% 1% 1% I 2% 
. .., 

1% 1% 

17 18 19 TOTAL 

1% 7% 58% 
, 
I 
j 

4°/ 1 % I ,0 25% 
I 

I 
, 
~ 8% 

I 
i f 

l 
1 2% i 1 

I , 
, 

1 ! 

~ t1 6-20 2% 1% 2% \ 5% . . ; 
. ; I 

I 

c..n 
I 

2 1-25 1% 

OTAL 2% 3% 10% 8% I 7% 14% 

1. I11ness~ etc. of defendant 
2. Illness, etc. of defense attorney 

1% 

3% 1% 4% 12% 1% 3% 2% 1% 

IMPACT CASES: November 1973 - May 1974 

Reasons for Postponement 

14% 2% 

, 
i . 

I 
, 
j I 

2% I I : I I 
I 

1% 
I 

1% 111% 100% 

11. Guilty plea withdrawn or refused 
12. Plea bargaining in process 
13. Clerical error 

~ 

3. Illness ~ etc. of state witness 
4- Defense attorney new in case 14. New evidence/witness discovered by StatE 
5. Defense attorney prior comrrntmerit 
6. Defense attorney in another court 
1. Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 
8. State \1i tne.ss not served 
.9 • .DEfEnse VTl'tness not avail ab 1 e 

ID • .statE t'riiJESS nDt .aJlaj1£lblf! 

15. Case could not be reach~d 
16. Insanity plea filed 
17. Polygraph test to be administered 
18. Insufficient notice of trial date 
19. Miscellaneous 
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TABLE E 

Postponements Per Defendant 

Number of 
Postponements 

1 

2 

3 

Number of Defendants 
and Co-defendants 

Table F. 

89 

15 

2 

Distribution of Reasons for Second and Third Postponement 

Reasons for Postponement per Defendant 
Number of 
Postponements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

2 1 3 3 4 0 1 3 3 
----- - "<., '" .... .., ~ 

3 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 '0 

Reasons for Postponement 

1. Illness, etc. of defense attorney 

2. Illness, etc. of state witness 

3. Defense attorney new in case 

4. Defense ~ttorney prior commitment 

5. Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 

6. State witness not served 

7. State witness not available 

8. Case could not be reached 

9. Miscellaneous 

-96 ... 

,. . 

9 

2 

0 
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Table 1 i 

Time Intel'va1: 

Test Variab1es: 

.. 

Arrest to Disposition 

Postponements/No Postpo'nements 

Postponements No Postponements 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Defs n,:,fc: 

1 .:. 89 1 .2 15 
. 

3.2 . 
90 - 119 2 .4 43 9.1 

120 - 149 10 2.1 90 19.0 

150 - 179 35 7.4 84 17.J 

180 - 209 39 8.2 60 12.7 

210 - 239 24 5.1 20 4.2 

240 - 269 16 3.4 15 3.2 . 

270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 

300 .. 0 .0 5 1.1 

Tota'l 
Defs . % 

16 3.4 

45 9.5 

100 21. 1 

119 25.2 

99 20.9 

44 9.3 

31 6.6 

14 3.0 

5 1 .1 

TOTAL 135 28.5 338 71.5 '473 100.0 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Postponements No Postponements 

tg5.5 Days 

54.8%: - 5 - 7 months 

198. 1 Days 

,,' 

" ... 97-

157.5 Days 

51.5%: - 4 - 6 months 

161 .6 Days 



Jable 8; 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench To Disposition 

Test Var'j abl es: Postponement/No Postponement 
, . 

P()stD()n~m~nt '_N n P_n,,-tnfin I'lTlO nt 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Defs I1pf~ 

. 
1-59 1 0.2 15 3.0 

60-89 3 0.6 45 9.1 

90 .. 11 9 7 1.4 99 20.0 

120-149 34 6.9 94 19.0 

150-179 45 9.1 55 11.1 . 
180-209 29 5.9 30 6.1 

210-239 9 1.8 17 3.4 

240- 8 1.6 4 0.8 

Tota'\ 136 27.5 359 72.5 

Total 
Defs . 

16 

48 

106 

128 

100 

59 

26 

12 

495 

Median: 165.3 days 126.7 days 

. .1..-

3.2 

9.7 
• 
21.4 

25.9 

20.2 

11.9 

5.3 

2.4 

100.C 

Tendency Pattel"l1: 58.1% betw. 4&6 months 53.8% betw. 3&5 months 

Mean: 166. 1 days 129.8 days 

" 

0' 
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· . 
MODEL POSTPONEMENT PROCEDURES 

A. Over Scheduling 

One \'.Jay to prevent a docket ina parti cul ar Par~ 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 overscheduling. 

Overschedu1ing 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.19 Like­

wise, there were 10,313.52 hours of courtroom time available with 538.63 

hours of courtrocim time short and 84.51 hours of courtroom time in excess ot 

courtroom hours available, thus representing an adjusted figure of 454.12 

hours of courtroom time short. 20 The judg~s in the Criminal Court sat for 

a total of 9859.40 hours in 1973. Consequently~ when this figure is com­

pared to the number of tria'l hours scheduled by the Criminal Assignment 
~ 

Office, we find that 24,990.60 hours of trial time were overscheduled in 

1973. 

19 Trial time for a particular case ;s computed by multiplying .30 times 
the number of witnesses scheduled to testify for the State. If the trial is 
scheduled in a high impact C0urt (Parts I and II) the trial time is multipl1e~ 
by 2. ' . 

20 Courtroom time available represents the number of courts operating 
times the number of hours judges in those courts were scheduled to sit. 
Courtroom time short and excess is the courtroom time available compareq 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~~~:'·;,,,~ ... lere postponed. Much of this 
- .' 

time was erased, in part, through ~ol prosses, stets and dismissals of 

appeals. However, some of the overscheduling was ~bsorbed by post­

ponements. 

Theoreti9ally the overscheduling of trial time forces criminal 

courts to maximize courtroom time, and in this sense overscheduling is 
- , . 

one means of expediting the disposition of criminal cases. Whether this 

is in reality true, however, does -not erase the fact ~hat overscheduling 
, 

inflates the postponement rate by necessitating postponements of those . . 
cases that could not be reached on the date scheduled .. Of'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 overscheduling does inflate the number of 

postponements, the percentage of cases postponed due to overscheduling is 

virtually inconsequential. 

Of 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 

21Although 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. Furthennore, 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+ hours of those overscheduled 
were absorbed through postponements. 

--, 
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last year were postponed because of overscheduTing, 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 procedure of overschedu1ing in the Criminal Court 

of Baltim~re. 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 courtroom". This model envisions. the availability of 

a court other than the established Parts of the Criminal· Court to whicil 

those cases which can not be reached can be quickly transferred. 

To the extent that the several civil court's of the Supreme Bench 

were occasionally utilized for the overflow of criminal cases the "dark 

courtroom Jl model is an operational reality. While figures are not avail­

able to indicate to what extent the several civil courts were used for 

this purpose last year, the use of civil courts was relatively infrequent. 

Policy considerations regarding the backlog of civil litigation and the 

undesirability to disrupt the schedules of the judges sitting 1n the various 

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~ 

Feoruary and March, 1974, revealed that the existing court space is not 

fully utilized. A more efficient use of the criminal parts currently avail­

able would decrease the number of postponements caused by a lack of court 

space. 
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C. Individual Caseload Limitations 

Usually the criminal defense b;:; ;s relatively small compared .. ~ """. . . 
to the total number of practicing attorneys in a large urban juris­

diction. This fact generally means that the smalle~t number of attorneys 

specializing in litigation is handling the largest caseload in the . - . 
jurisdiction, and Baltimore City is no exception. Even with the addition 

of the Offi ce of the Pub 1 i c Defender in Januay'y of 1972 the number of . . 
lawyers ""ho regularly practice criminal law is few. 

This fact places a burden on the criminal justice system and 

aggravates the problem of postponements. ;able XVI reflects that of the 

1879 cases postponed last year 541 or 28.7% were postponed because 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 

III ness or death in family of attorney 135 5.6 

Attorney striking appearance 15 .6 

Attorney new in case 69 2.8 

Attorney IS pri or cOIlTBi tment 130 5.4 

Attorney 'j n another court 343 14.2 

Defendant without attorney 31 1.3 

Total 723 29.9 
~ 
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The impact of a small criminal defense bar upo.n the post:-

ponement rate in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City can also be 

ref1ecte~ by examining tRe number of defense att6rneys who filed 

appearances for trial. For the period between September 17 and 

November 1q last year 9,730 appearances were entered in the Clerkis 

Office by 512 attorneys. Of these 512 attorneys only 12 fl1ed 1,979 of 

the'9,730 appearances entered. Thus, for the period mentioned 2.34% of 

the attorneys filed 20.27% of the appearances entered. While this 

statistic does not present an accurate picture of the percentage of 

attorneys schedul ed 'to try cases set or schedul ed to represent 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 adoptiori of a local 

rule restricting a defense attorney to a particular number of defendants 

he or she could represent during a given time'period or limit the number 

of cases he or she could actively control in a given time perio.d. Even 

though these two proposals are 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 are also possible disadvantages to the proposal to 

limit the number of defendants or cases a defense attorney may 

handle at a given time. ,The most obviou.s question is whether the 

existing defense bar of the metropolitan area could absorb the spread 

of the active criminal caseload. Furthermore, the proposal may. place 

financial and personnel burdens on the Public Defender, the State's 

Attorney, and the court beyond the fiscal constraints which already 

exist. Finally, the proposal may present insurmountable constitutional 

hurdles. 

Because the concept of caseload limitation is not new the 

constitutional questions involved in such a proposal have already 

reached the appellate level in Pennsylvania. 22 In 1972 the Court of 

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

defense attorney from entering his 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, 32 
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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attorney's constitutional challenges to the rule24 and held that 

Rule 301 was vague and overbroad. In doing so, however, the Court 

r:emarked: 
, . . 

•.. Unquest10nably the 'greater the 
caseload of counsel the more imminent 
the possibility of scheduling co'nflicts 
'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 expeditious disposition of 
criminal matters. 25 . 

Apparently Rule 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 entering 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 legal 
. . 

.. 

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 examine the 

effect of the unavailability of defense attorneys on the postponement rate 

of criminal cases in parti;ular and on the criminal justice system in general 

and implement a local rule if the problem so warrants. 

24 l' ~ 11 . f' b The attorney argued that Rule 30 was constltutlona y 1n 1rm ecause 
(1) it abridged the right of defendants to counselor 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 lm1yers and defendants. 
--.-~=---_P.a. ' ,306 A.2d at 287. 

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

CRIMINAL ASSIGNMENT 
POSTPONEMENT FORM 

Da te--,,---______ ---;::--;---., 
Date 

I nd i ct. # _______ 1 rrdi cted ___ -,--
Asst. Stateis Atty. 

Cha rge ______ '---____ Court Tri a l ____ ----'Jury Tri a 1 ___ --=-, ___ _ 

Date Arraigned Bail Jail 
--------~ ----- ------~----

State vs. 
~ ______________ ~Def. Attorney ________________ __ 

Appoi nted _____ Da te ____ Reta i ned ____ _ 

Address ----------------------
Phone --------------------------------

Co-Defendant 

___ -.--_______ Def. Atty, ___________________ _ 

Previ ous Tri a 1 Da tes ______________________ -----: ....... ,-

Trial Date Part ------------------------- --------------
Date Pre-tried ________________ By: __________ _ 

HAS THE OPPOSING COUNSEL BEEN NOTIFIED 
OF THIS REQUEST? ____________ WHEN, __________ _ 

Pos tponement requested by -------------r-z:o...----:--' ____________ _ 
(Signature) 

Reason: 

Action: 

New Tria~ Date Part '--------------- ----------------
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Objective Six: Court,sessions will begin qt,lO a.m. Cases will follow 

immediately one after another. 

The evaluation of objective eight focused on the question of whether 

the impact courts were distingui$hing themselves, procedurally, from other 

criminal courtrooms of the Supreme Bench. Efficient courtroom procedure 

connotes regular hours (10:00 a.m. starting time) and an expeditious flow 

of cases. The analysis consisted of: 

1) in-court observations conducted during the months of January 

and February, 1974; 

2) auditing of daily courtroom docket sheets for the months of 

'January, Februaty, and May, 1974. Parti cu1 ar attenti on was accorded to 

time entries i.e. starting time, finishing time, etc. 

Our interp'retation of the objective, in stating IIcourt sessions will 

begin qt 10 a.m.,11 is that the judge will enter the courtroom at that time, 

and the bailiff will call the court to order. 10 a.m. sta·rt time does not . ! 

refer to the point at which the court reporter 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 little 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. 

Of a mote distressing nature are the significant discrepahcies between our 

9bservations and the time notations recorded on the daily docket sheets. 

Oftentimes, a courtroom we personally viewed as inactive at 10:00 a.m., 

had recorded a 9:50 or 9:55 start time. We understand the problems in­

volved in running an efficient courtroom; these difficulties, reflected 

in wasted court t,me, 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 be~·::~·:··):;.q:09 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 

proceeding, Again, we encountered evaluation difficulties. The daily 
• 

doc~et sheet entries are imprecise in noting time between proceedings; 

usu,ally, the second incident starts the minute after the first one had 

ended,e.g. a 10:30-)0:45 disposition might be followed by a 10:45-11:30 . . 
court trial. We realize the possibility of such a rapid tran~it;on; it 

is doubtful, however, that 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 houts 

while awaiting the beginning of the next proceeding. This is a con­

servative estimate, at best. An additional factor would be the wasted 

time during recesses. Again, this is not recorded (Recesses, in this 

context, do not refer to lunch breaks but to time lost in the midst of 

a courtroom proceeding). 

In estimating total courtro.om 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) ta~ing into account 1/2 hour for appropriate recess time, we 

considered Ilfive hours sitting time tl reasonabTe. 
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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. There were 220 hours 

lI ava ilable ll to the courts (twenty-two calendar days x ten .hours per 

day)'. ,. 
Courtroom delay cannot be attributed entirely to'judicial laxness. 

Several ;ssu~s.dealing with postponements apply equally to in-court. 

operation. The failure of an attorney, or Hitness to appear on time 

retards effective caseflow. Unexpected guilty pleas disrupt the day's 

schedule, as do unanticipated stets or .nol prosses. The inefficient 

transfer of defendants from the city jail is often responsible for 

interrupted dockets. We cannot fault one individual; inefficiency is 

a result of related co~rt age~cies' errors and ~isfeasance. We urge, 

however, that sitting judges exercise their authority in: 

1) limiting extended lunch "hours". 

2) utilizing 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 scheduled three 

day,jury trial must be filled by transferred cases from other courts. 

In a majority of cases, the prosecutor cannot predict a stet, or nol 

pros; the immediacy of trial brings all issues to a head. The defendant 

might decide to plea bargain; a key \'/itness might choose to alter his 
1 i 

testimony. In relation to this issue, t~e states' Attorney's Office 

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

the months January through Februa'ry, 1974. We chose to separate those 

stets and n01 prosses that took place in the impact courts, Parts I and 
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II, in order.to compare and contrast them with similar proceeding through­

out the criminal courts. We observed no significant differerice.between 

the reasons for stets and nol prosses in the impact courts as opposed to 

those occurring in other p~rts (See Chart): 

Our attention focused on those stets/nol prosses 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 not available. Consequ~ntly, we were forced,to 

estimate this data from the reasons provided by the States' Attorney. 

The following percentages of stets and no1 prosses (Table III) appear 

either identifiable prior to trial date, or due to human er.ror. It 

should be noted that we have totally excluded those stets/nol prosses 

whose reasons would indicate that prior knowledge is unattainable. For 

example, 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 undoubtedly 

could be identified prior to the date of trial. Similarly, a percentage 

of cases we have selected as "early identificatton" might have been 

determined on the day of trial. 

According to our estimation, 34.4% of all stets and no1 prosses are 

identifiable prior to the date of trial. Recognition alone, how~ver, will 

not solve the problem; the lines of communication between court agencies 

must be open enough to permit a free flow of infonnation. In particular, 
.. 

attention should be 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 'A 11 ,Parts 
January - May 1974 January - May 1974 

Reasons Number 1 % of total Number % of total 

3 1 , .9 12 1.0 

4 1 .9 8- .7 
. 

8 2 1.9 20 1.7 

9 2 1.9 29 2.5 

10 0 0 81 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 'II 

REASONS FOR STETS and NOL PROSSES 

PARTS I and II . ALL PARTS 

January - May 1974 January - May 1974 

Reasons Number Percent Number Percent 
, 

1 44 41.5% 437 37.3% 

5.7% 
. . 75 6.4% 2 6 I 

3 1 .9% 12 1.0% 

4 1 .9% 8 .7% 

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 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% 

16 12 11 .3% 87 7.4% 

TOTAL 106 100.0% 1 ,171 100.0% 
. 

REASONS 
1. Conviction in Companion Case 
2. Conviction in Unrelated Case 

. 3.' Psychological Condition of 
Defendant 

4. Psychological Condition of 
Victim 

5. Nbn-reliable State1s Witness 
6. State witness changed or 

altered Testimony 
1. , Unab]e to locate key State1s 

Witness ' 
8. Legal Defense (Chemical 

Analysis (etc.) 
-112-

9. Documented Request of Law 
Enforcement Agency 

10. Documented Refusal or Reluctance 
of Victim to Prosecute 

11. Exchange for Testimony Against 
another more culpable defendant 

12. Improper Indictment as to Form 
13. Improper Indictment as to Substance' 
14. Lack of Jurisdiction (change of law) 
15. State1s evidence legally 

, i nsuffi ci ent 
16. Other 



Tab1 e 1 9 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Trial to Completion/Stet 'or'No1 Pros 

No. of Days 

1 - 89 
. 

90 - 119 ' 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

180 - 209 

210 - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 -

TOTAL 

t~edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Stet or·, 
Trial,to Completion Nol Pros 

I No. of % No. of 
Defs npfc:: 

5 1.1 

24 5. 1 

78 16.7 

88 18.8 

70 15.0 

34 7.3 
-

20 4.3 

8 1.7 

2 .4 

329 70.3 

Trial to Completion' 

169.7 days 

50.4%: - 4 - 6 months 

173.4 
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20 

21 

31 

2,7 

1Q 

. 10 

6 

3 

139 

% Total 
Defs. 

. 2.4 16 

4.3 44 

4.5 99 

6.6 119 

5.8 97 

2. 1 ' 44 

2.1 30 

1.3 14 

.6 5 

29.7 468 

Stet or No1 Pros, 

167.4 days 

56.8%: - 4 - 7 months 

168.4 

% 

3.4 

9.4. 

21.2 

25.4 

20.7 

9.4 

6.4 

3.0 

1.1 

.' . 
00.0 



Table 8 G 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench to Disposition 

Test Variables: Trial Complet'~'~";3te~t Qr Nol Pros' 

Trial Completion Stet or Nol Pros 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
Oefs npfc:; Defs. % 

" 1-59 8 1.6 8 . 1.6 16 3.3 

60-89 23 4.7 2.3 4.7 46 9.4 
• 

90-119 79 16. 1 27 '5.5 106 2l. 6 

120-149 90 18.3 38 7.7 - 128 26.1 

150-179 82 .16.7 18 . 3.7 100 20.4 

180-209 39 7.9 18 3.7 . 57 11,,6 

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 

Tri a 1 Completion Stet or Nol Pros 

r~edi an: 141. 3 days ,131.8 days 

Tendency Pattern: 72.8%: 2-5·months 60.3%: 2-5 months 

Mean: N.D. N.D. 

e' 
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13. In-court Observilti OilS: subjecti ve conilllents 

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

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

the needs and comfort of wi tnesses, ,~'~7'O~S, ,and vi ctim~. Sequestered 

witnesses (prosecution and defense) are forced to sit on ~ooden benches 

in the dark halls of the courthouse. They often 'wait for hours before 

testi fyi ng; occas'j ana lly, they are asked to ,return the next day to con­

tinue their v1gil. In one particularly alarming instance, a young rape 

victim was forced to wait alone in the halls for three days; t.he de. 

fendant's friends and family were within whispering range (State of 

Maryland vs. John Bethea). 

Jurors form .indelible impressions from uncomfortable courtrooms 

appearances. They are forced away from their employment, and provided 

with m1nimal compensation. Witnesses are often required to arrange child 

care services for their children; their day in court, if they are fortunate 

enough to have only one day, results 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 tecent years, there has been concern, that the average 

citizen identifies himself less and less with the criminal 

process and its officials'. In particular, citizens have 

manifested reluctance to come fon~ard with information, 

to participate as witnesses in judicial proceedings, and 

to serve as jurots. The causes of the negative attitudes 

are many and complex, but some aspects of the problem may 

be traced directly to the treatment accorded witnesses and 

jurors. 1 

lThe President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Task Force Report: The Courts, p. 90. 
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We realize the difficulty in obtaining space in an already over-

crowded courthouse. The necessity, however, of providing adequate 

facilities for wi.tnesses prior to testifying is of such importance 

that the addition~l squeeze on existing facilities must 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 material, ashtrays, and an attendant. 2 One 

possible solution is the utilization of empty jury rooms, or dark 

courtroomi. The C60rdinating Council will continue to look into this 

problem and work with Judge Foster in formulating a viable alternative 

to the existing problem. 

2For a detailed analysis of Courtroom Physical Facilities, see National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, The Courts, 
p. 196. 
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OBJECTIVE SEVEN 



... 

Objective Seven: The pre-sentence report will be completed by the 
Division of Parole and Probation within fourteen days after request 
is received. 

The pre-sentence report procedure was divided into two separate 

functions: 

1) the period between the request for the report and its filing 

with the criminal clerk (Tables 6a, b, c); 

2) the time interval between the filing of the report and the 

disposition of the case. 

Both divisions were tested with respect 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 of pre-sentence reports. Often, 

requests were made, and disposition dates were recorded without a record 

of the filing 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 must commend the Division of Parole and Probation for their 

efforts. Pre-sentence reports were filed withinl sixteen days for 81% of 

all Impact Court cases (Table 6a). The overall mean for Impact Court cases 

was 17.5 days, \vhi 1 e the medi an was 15.2 days. In compari ng data between 

I!ilpact and non-impact defendants, we observed that emphasis is afforded 

to Impact cases. 

Our II 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 c·ase i nvol vi ng' co-defendants woul d retard the speedy deli very of 

the report, we observed that this is not the case. Consequently, ~e . 

conclude that the Probation Division is identifying trouble cases 

effectively, and applying the necessary investigatory manp·ower. 

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 case. The advantages gained from a report completed 

. within the stated time period are lost when the dispo~ition does not occur t 

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 ~mpact 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 disP9sition 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 Office of any 

schedule deviation. By following this procedure, an average of 17 days 

(maximum) would be trimmed from the arrest through disposition time interval. We 

welcome comments from the Assignment Office regarding fmplementation of this 

procedure. 
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Table 6A 

Time Interval: PRESENTENCE REPORT REQUEST'DATE-FILING OF PRESENTENCE RPT. 
I ' 

Test Variab1es :IMPACT COURT/NON IMPACT COURT 

No. of Days 

0-10 

11-13 - . 
14-16 

17-19 

20-22 

23-25 

. 26-: 28 

29-31 

.32-34 

35- : 

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

, 
TMPArT r:m IRT 

No. of % Defs 
1 0.8 

8 6.2 

17 13.1 

.0 0.0 

1 0.8 

0 0.0 
-

0 0.0 

2 1.5 

0 0.0 

3 2.3 

32 24,6 

IMPACT COURT 

'15.2 days 

53. 1 %: 14-16 days 

17.5 days 

" 
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NON-IMPACT CT. 
No. of 

npf, 
6 

8 

19 

10 

16 

10 

11 

9 

6 

3 

98 

% Total 
Defs. 

4.6 7 . 
6.2 16 

14.6 36 

7.7 10 

12.3 17 

7.7. 10 

8.5 11 

6.9 11 

4.6 6 

2.3 6 

75·.4 130 

NON-IMPACT COURT 

21.9 days 

56.1%: 14-25 days 

20.9 dp.ys 

% 
5.4 

12.3 

27.7 

7.7 

13. 1 

7.7 

8.5 

8.5 

4.6 

4.6 

100.C 
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Table 68 

Time Interval: Presentence Report Request bate-Filing of Presentence Rpt. 

Test Variables: New rria1 Motion/No New Tri~l Motion 

No. of Days 

0-10 
. 

11-13 

14-16 

17-19 

20-22 

23-25 

26,:,28 

29-31 

32-34 

35-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

.' 

" 

New Trfal Motion No New Trial .Motion 
No. of % No. of % Total 
Oefs npfc:: Defs. 

0 0.0 8 . 6.1 8 

3 2.3 13 9.9 16 

1 0.8 35· 26.7 36 

1 0.8 9 6.9 10 

1 0.8 16 12.2 17 

1 0.8 9 6.9 10 
-

1 0.8 10 7.6 11 

0 0.0 11 8.4 11 . 
0 0.0 6 4.6 6 

0 0.0' 6 4.6 6 

8 6. 1 123 93.9 131 

New Trial Motion No New Trial Motion 

16.0 days 

50.0%: 11-16 days 

18.0 days 

-120-

19.0 days 

48.8%: 14-22 days 

20.0 days 

% 
6.1 

12.2 

27'.5 . 
7.6 

13.0 

7.6 

8.4 

8.4 

4.6 

' 4.6 

00.0 



Table 6C 

Time Interval: Presentence Report Request Date.-Fi 1 i n9 of, Presentence Rpt. 

Test Variables: Codefendant/No Codefendant 

No. of Days 

0-10 

11-13 

14-16 

17-19 

20-22 

23-25 

. 26-28 

29-31 

32-34 

35-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

, 
Codefendant 

No. of % 
npf" 

1 0;8 

5 3.8 

15 11 .5 

4 3.1 

10 7.6 

3 2.3 
-

6 :t.6 ) 

3 2.3 

a 0.0 

0 0.0 

47 35.9 

Codefendant 

19.2 Days 

61.7%: 14-22 Days 

19. 1 Days 
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No Codefendant 
No. of 

npf'~ 

7 

11 

21 

6 

7 

7 

5 

8 

6 

6 

84 

% Total 
Defs. 

. 5.3 8 

8.4 16 

16.0 36 

4.6 10 

5.3 17 

5.3' 10 

3.8 11 

6.1 11 

4.6 6 

4.6 6 

64~ 1 131 

No Codefendant 

18.5 Days 

53.5%: 11-22 Days 

20.4 Days 

% 
6.1 

12~. 2 

27.5 

7.6 

13.0 

7.6 

8.4 

8.4 

4.6 

4.6 

100.0 



Tab' e 7A 

Time Interval: Presentence Report Filing to Disposition 

Test Variables: Impact Court/Non-Impact Court 

Impact Court Non-Impact Court 

No. of Days No. of % No .. of % Total 

0-10 

11-13 

14-16 

17-19 

20-22 

23-25 

26-28 

29-31 

32-34 

35-

,TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Defs nefs. 
13 10.3 ~~3 18.3 

2 l.6 10 7.9 

3 2.4 13 10.3 

1 0.8 15 11.9 

2 1.6 8 6.3 

1 0.8 4 3.2 ' 
-

1 0.8 8 6.3 

3 2.4 7 5.6 

1 0.8 2 l.6 

3 2.4 6 4.8 

30 23.8 96 76.~ 

Impact Court Non-Impact Court 

13.0 Days 

50. O~': 0- 14 Days 

16.8 Days 

" 
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17.3 Days 

34.4%: 0-14 Days 

18',3 Days 

Defs. 
36 ' 

12 

16 

16 

10 

5 

9 

10 

3 

9 

126 

% 
28.6 

9.5 

12.7 

12.7 

7.9 

4.0 

7. 1 

7.9 

2.4 

7.1 

100.0 
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Table 711 

Time Interval :Presentence Report Filing Date to Disposition 

Test Variables: New Trial Motion INo New Trial. Motion '. . 

No. of Days 

0-10 
. 

11-13 

14-16 

17-19 

20-22 

23-25 

26-28 

29-31 

32-34 

35-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

. Mean: 

NT' 1 M t' ew na o lon N NT' 1 M t' 0 ew na o :lon 
No. of % 
Jlef£ 

2 1.6 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

2 1.6 

1 0.8 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

2 1.6 

0 0.0 

1 0.8 

8 6.3 

New Trial Motion 

19.0 Days 

Not Significant 

22.9 Days 
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No. of 
11efs 

34 

12 

16 

14 

9 

5 

9 

9 

3 

8 

119 

% Total . 
Defs. 

26.8 36 

9.4 12 

12.6 16 

11.0 16 

. 7.1 10 

3.9 5 

7. 1 9 

7.1 i1 

2.4 3 

6.3 9. 

93.7 127 

No New Trial Motion 

15.7 Days 

38.7%: 0-14 Days 

17.7 Days 

% 

28.3 

9.4 

12.6 

12.6 

7.9 

3.9 

7. 1 

8.7 

2.4 

1. 1 

100.0 
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Table 7 C 

Time Interval: PRE-SENTENCE REPORT - FILING DATE TO DISPOSITION 

Test Variables: Co-Defendant/ No CG-defendant 

Co-defendant No Co-defendant 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total I 
'1---' Defs npf~ Defs. % 

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 9 7.1 
TOTAL 45 35.4 82 64.6 127 100.0 

Co-defendant No Co-defendant 

f~edi an: 1.5.4 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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OBJECTIVE EIGHT 



6 • 

Objective 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 evaluating this objective, we posed the following questions: 

1. Is the Supreme Bench handling more criminal cases as compared 

to pre-July, 1973? 

2. If so, is this directly attributable to the addition of two 

more courts, or has overall efficiency in scheduling and case processing 

increased? 

Our analysis focuse~ on the Supreme Bench ~efore, 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 'clO,sed' (criminal 
. , 

information, indictment, appeals, warrants, stets and nol prosses). 

The necessary data was obtained from the monthly statistical s~mmaries 

prepared by the State's Attorney's Office; these reports offer breakdowns 

of each court in regard to overall caseload movement, jury/court trial 

analysis, postponement figures, and conviction rates. 

Our second ~uestion presented a plethora of problems; each criminal 

court operating during the sample months required auditing in re1ation to 

the number of court trials, jury trials and the total trial caseload. 

For this purpose, we utilized the computer printed-manually 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 trials per part per day was obtained 

for the four 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 IIjury trial daysll). 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 categot~y trials were audited.(murder, rape, burglary, 

robbery, and aggravated assault). 

Analysis of Data 

Strictly speaking, the objective is being fulfilled; more Impact 

cases are being brought to trial (Table 8). 

Table A 

Criminal Court Composition: Data Base 

No. of Net Court Days 
Normally Total Parts Unavailable x parts 

Interval Operating Calendar (days x Data Avail abl e for 
Criminal Days parts) (parts) Evaluation 
Courts 

.. 
April-May 1973 8 37 296 8 288 

April-~1ay 1974 10 40 400 10 390 

Table B 

Trial Data (Impact crime category cases) 

I 
Jury Trials 

Interval Court Trials (5 day jury Total Trials % Jury 
trial = 5) 

April-May 1973 189 152 341 44.42 

Apri l-r~ay 1974 233 179 412 43.20 

(18% increase in jury trial days during 1974) 
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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 "fi1ings 

closed" refers to all charges, including non-impact crimes. The court 

and Jury trial data deals only with Impact crime category cases: 

Table C 

Filings and Trial Data 

Total Fl11ngs Court Trials Jury Trials TnaTs 
Interva 1 Fi 1 i ngs Closed per part per per part per Per Part 

Closed Per Part day (averag.e) day Javerage) Per Day 

April-May 1973 ",555 194.4 .656 .527 1 . 183 

April-May 1974 1 ,630 163.0 .. 597 .456 1 .053 

~ 

Our analysis of question one revealed that the total trial and 

filing caseload had increased in the two months surveyed in 1-974 while 

each individual cdminal court had not reached 1973 efficiency levels . . . 

The tremendous decrease 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 ~nd nol prosses were not considered trials), had signifi­

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 equivalent amount of time. 

The Douglas Arey jury trial, for example, consumed the entire month of 

Apr"il, 1974 in Part IV. Part IV recorded 21 closed cases during that 

month; during 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 non-' 

impact jury trials; all jury trials have a direct bearing on the amount 

of available court time in which Impact cases might be heard. 

In channelling difficult, time-consuming jury trials through 

Parts I and II, the Criminal Assignment Office attempted to free other 

criminal COUtts from the burden of jury proceedings. Theoretically, 

"express lane" courts were created. This scheduling philosophy has been 

disrupted by a proliferation of jury trial requests; perhaps a more 

flexible scheduling policy is called for. 

We consider it reasonable 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 dispar'ity between 1973 ,itrial per 

part per day" (obtained by dividing the total 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 
LEGEND 

1/JULY l/SEPT l/NOV 1/JAN 1/APR 1/JUNE 
7~ 73 73 74 74 74 

D' CHARGING DOCUHENTS 
~ DEFENDANTS . 

6 7 

, . 6000 , 

5322 

5000 

4160 

4000 

3784 

I 
3613 

3413 , 
1 

I 

I 
I 13066 \ 3092 

I , 

3000 ! I 
I I I , I 
I 

I 
! 
I . 
I I 

12042 

2000 ; 

~ 
i 
I , 
I 

~ 
i 
f 
I 
\ 

I 
. I Of the June 1 figures 

1876 Documents and 
000 1 1027 Defendants have 

Trial Dates already 
scheduled within 
the next 60 days. 
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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. Th~ following charts and 

tables update that material. All information was manually re­

trieved from the daily docket sheets, Parts I and II. Our 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 significant percentage of jailed, impact 

offenders are tried in the Impact Courts. 

- Jury trials continue to consume much of the court time 

within the Impact Court (Table B, Exhibit D). Evidently, the 

IIsl ow court theorYIi (scheduling, slower, more serious jury tr·ials 

in Parts I and II) still prevails. 

- The number of ~~traneous 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. All efforts should be made to transfer impact cases; 

2. Jury trials should not be transferred unless adequate 

time is ~vailable to complete the trial' the same day; 

3. Non-impact jury trials should never be transferred. 
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Table A 

Month Jailed Defendants Total % Jail 

July 20 '32 62% 

August 29 " 47 61%' ,. . 
September 20 42 47% 

October - . 15 34 44% 

November 25 35 71% 

December. 12 ' 17 70% . .. 
January 15 27 555~ 

February 12 17 70% 
. 

March 21 32 67% 

April 23 -. 36 64% 

May 19 40 48% 

Table B 

Jury Trials .' . 
Month Percentr .., 1\" Tria1s 

July 16% 

August 28% 

September 15% 

October 21 % 

November 28% 

December 35% 

January 34% 

Feb'ruary 34% 

March 19% 

April 23% 

. May 26% 
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CONCLUSION 

In analyzing the significance of\.my eva1-uation, we must 

first pinpoint its perspective. Is it merely historical hindsight 

or might it be useful as an ongoing management tool? The impact 
. 

court evaluation partially fulfills both purposes. In one respect, 

it emphasizes a~d defines strengths and w~aknesies within the court 

system; conversely, its data base does not supply us with information 

regarding up-to-date improvements in case processing. The interim 

report did effectuate action in two vital areas: the Public Defender 

is attempting to decrease 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 infonnation 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 with the approach the analysis has taken. 

The use of objectives effectively outlines areas of concern while 

encouraging latitude in evaluative technique. An added advantage of 

employing quantifiable objectives is its reciprocity: objectives 
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evaluate systems, while at the same time, the analysis of 

the system identifies obsolete objp;'tiv,es. 

The evaluation itself identifies one glaring problem which 

effectively hinders the fulfillment of all object~ves: the related 

court agencies hav~ just begun to establish effective inter-office 

cOlTlnunications. 

The Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice faces 

a major task in facilitating this communication. We intend to 

carefully analyze our staff responsibilities and capa~ilities in 

response to this.coordinat1ng role. 
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· . 

PRE-RECORDED VIDEOTAPED TRIALS 

Testimony for a video-tape trial may be take~ in much the same 

manner as for untaped depositions. After discovery is completed the 

attorneys, witness and parties assemble for the vid~o taping. Tne 

witness and the attorneys are seated in front of a video-tape camera 

either in a studio designed for thi: purpose or elsewhere before a 

portable camera. The order of questioning \'/Ould 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 \'Jritten or oral arguments on the admissibi:ity 

of evidence. If an objection is sustained, the question, answer and 

objection are omitted from the master t~pe to be viewed by the jury. To 

date, overruled objections have been omitted froln the master tape.' The 

edited tape is then played to the jury after opening arguments by counsel 

(which, indeed, may also be video-taped). 

Vi deo tc,pe 'substi tuti on for 1 i ve testimony has been met with 

surprising enthusiasm by commentators and text writers, especially in 

view of its revo'uti~nary nature. This enthusiasm arises because of 

the numerous and significant advantages pre-recorded taped trials have 

over the present system. 

One of the fundamental advantages of the use of video t3pe is the 

time savings it would allow the court system and the reduction of the 

inefficiencies of time no\'! 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 ever reaching the trial stage. ,The taping of all testimony 

and evidence prior to submitting it to the jury should result in a greater 

probability of settlement since the evidence vlOuld then hold no unknown 

elements. After a copy, of trial record is prepared and the court rules 

on objections, the attorneys and parties will b~ in a better position to 

evaluate 'the effectiveness of their case. It should also be noted that ' 

. \'/hile 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 persuasive 

as to his party's cause. 

With pre-recorded video tape, prospective j~rors 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 whet-is heard is strictly 

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

interruptions or recesses now e~perienced at trial need occur with 'the 

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

exactly how much t,i.,me it will take to hear all of the evidence. Since 

outside views or out-of-court expe)~iments ca'n 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. 2 

Pre-recording of testimony would be of advantage to attorneys 

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

:\'Jhich would allow them greater flexibility in scheduling their individual 

calendars. Even if witnesses cannot be exami~~d 1n 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-testimony can be rearranged (with the permission of the 

court) in the editing process so as to present the evidence 'in the most 

understandable fashion. (See McCrystal, at 476). Lawyers would have more· 

time to prepare their open~ng and closing .a,rguments which could be done 

with greater preparation rather than pieced together during a recess. 

In addition,. a'ttorneys woul d no longer be on the spot to give argurt1ents 

or explanations in court, but would have time to prepare arQuments on 

motions or objections as well as briefs and.memos on evidentiary matters. 

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 pa!ticipants would lead to fir~ settings for 

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

fadl ities. 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 rr~tions. Even when the court would be required 

to view all the relevant testimony of a case as vlhen it is confronted with 

a motion fOl"' a directed verdict or judgment n.o.v., the taped trial would 

take much less time to view than it now takes to hear an entire case . 
.-

Indeed, there is no overwhelming need to have the judge or lawyers present 

during the presentation of the tape to the jury (although the lawyers 

probably would want to vie~ it to insure that no tampering has been done), 

3 
McC,-ysta1, 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 

civiJ case). 

Pre-recording has a number of advantages in addition to time 

and efficiency. The tape eliminates the necessity of on-the-spot 

ru}ings on objections 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 prejudicfal error (and therefore, fewerappeals)~ Testimony 

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

th~reby increasing the reliability of'the evidence. Expert witnesses 

can be examined by lawyers with specialized knowledge in the experts' 

field, thereby allowing the trial counsel to more quickly familiarize 

himself 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 a diminished importance in the trial context; 

theatrics ~ill have no place in the resolution of the dispute. 

One of the more important advantages.of video tape is that it 

can form the record 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 would be readily apparent 

because the entire tape would be a~ailable to the reviewing court. 

Of course, there would be no need to fear the loss of an important 

witness' testimony. 

4 
McCrystal) at 473. 
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Vi~eo 'taplng eliminates the necessity of requiring the jurors 

to have a selective memory. Material which is now ordered stricken 

and ordered to be "forgotten" by the jurors, would never appear on the 

tape. Jurors can give full attention to the te·stimony undistracted 

by the usual courtroom interruptions. There has been some speculation' 

that jurors pay more attention to video tape trials than to liv~ ones 

although this could be attributed to the novelty of the ~ircumstances~ 

Th~re are a number of possible disadvantages presented by the, . . . 
use of video tape. Nothing prevents opposing counsel from belng as 

disruptive as possible during the tapings since these will never be 

observed by the jury. These disruptions could be time~consuming and 

worse, they could gravely influence the character of the testimony. 

The 1 ack of instantaneous ru1 i ng on the admi ss i bi 1 i ty 'of evi dence can 

create problems by substantially altering the course of the remaining 

examination. Unless there are ~mmediate rulings the attorneys do not 

know whether an objection will be sustained. If the examining attorney 

chooses not to rephrase a question to which there ha~ been an objection~ 

the jury will never hear the testimony unless he chooses to re-examine 

the witness. The problem is exacerbated when the objectionable question 

introduces foundation evidence and the subsequent testimony must also be 

deleted. 5 The attorney can ask another question to elicit the 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 repetitive testimony. These and similar problems could probably 

be solved by having a special master at the tapings to give immediate 

rulings possibly subject to review by the trial court. 

5 
Video-Tape Trials, at 626 . 

. , 
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While·the.re is no question that video tape adequately imparts 

information. to the finder of fact, there is s'ome questi<?n as to its 
, ' , 

ability to allow the jury to evaluate the witness' demeanor. Obvious1y 

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

to the juror in a live trial. Yet a recent study' showed bebJeen 63 and 

70% of t.he.jurors questioned believed it was ea'sier to concentrate on 

vide~ tape than it would have been were the trial live. The juro~polled 

frequently stated that the .video tape trial~ were less confusing, l~ss 
, 6 

emotionally involving and legally sounder. These benefits, therefore, 

may be said to offset video tape's disability in the transmission of 

the demeanor element of testimony. 

Mechanical failure 'is an obvious liability of a video 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 q~estion is asked. A back-up system would 

probably insure a continued flow of testimony in all but the most egregi0u~ 

circumstances. 

The high cost of a video tape system is a glaring liability. Not 

only is the equipment expensive (assuming the courts would want high­

quality reproduction) but additional expense is incurred due 'to the 

necessity of technical assistance in the preparation of edited tapes. 
-The sums necessary to be expended however, represent a moderate cost 

.. I, ~ • ... ~ • • .). 

inHgbt of the benefits tha.t could be derived. 

The central constitutional issue concerning a video record of 

testimony is the Si xth Amendment ri ght of· the acc'used to confront 

6 
Videotape Research Results Announced, THE THIRD BRANCH, May, 1974, at 2. 
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witnesses again~t 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 ri~ht to confronta~ion is that the trier of fact 

is able to observe the witne£s· demeanorduring the taking of testimony.' 

Any problems in this area are far from insuperable as standards,and 

techniques of camera operation are developed. Other constitutional 

problems~ right to jury 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 criminal trial in Vermont, 

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

court the issue of the legality of such procedure and raises the issue 

of video tape as the record on appeal. The decision 0f the Vermont 

Supreme Court in the Moffitt case ~o: 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, the 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 cost analysis, alleviation of court backlog, influence of _video tape 

on trial participants and specific operational procedures. 

The use of pre~recorded video tape for trials is presently in its 

infancy. Yet the advantages that can be derived !romits 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 testify who 

7 
Natio'nal Center for State Courts, Video Support In The Criminal 
Courts (Executive Summary) (1974) at 8., 
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ordinarily could not go to court, the fact that its use enables 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 triaf, make the futute use of vi~eo tape trials almost 

obligatory. Because the use of tape is in its infancy and because there 

are problems in its use (the problems of any new technique) it is essential 

that the litigants have the opportunity to elect this procedure. From 

their experiences should come the information necessary to evaluate and 

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), Nation~] Center for St.ate Courts 

1974. It attempts to show the extent of the 'use of video tape and its broad 

application. 
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SUMMARY OF VIDEO RECORDING IN CRIMINAL TRIALS BY NCSC 

Application: Record of Testimony 

Case and 
Annotation 

*Colorado v. 

• 

Martinez 
Trial Date: 
3/12-19/73 
(Jury) 

Florida v. 
Hutchins 
iri al Date: 
12/8/72 
(Jury) 

KentuckoY v. 
Null 
Trial Date: 
6/27/73 
(Jury) 

Application: 

Georgia v. 
Webb-Roe 
Trial Date: 
7/23-24/73 
(Jury) 

Missouri v. 
Henderson 
Trial Date: 
6/26/73 
(Judge) 

Charge Verdict·'··· .. 

Assault to Guilty (to 
Murder; two counts 
Assault with of Assault 
a Deadly with a 
Weapon ,(2 Deadly 
Counts) Weapon 

. . 

Possession Guilty 
of Narcotic 
Drug 
(Heroin) 

Auto Not 
Theft Guilty 

Record of Evidence 

17 counts: Guilty 
Rape, Armed 
Robbery, 
Burgl ary, 
Aggravated 
Assault 

Second Pl ead 
Degree Gui lty to 
Murder lesser 

charge 

* Citations available upon request. 
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Nature of Recording/ 
Status 'Testimony . 
On appeal Videotaped deposition 
in Colo. of tospitalized wit-
Supreme. ness. First Colo. use 
Court; of video to pre-record 
not yet deposition testimony 
perfected. and present it at 

criminal trial . 

Currently Expert testinbny of 
on appeal Police Criminologist. 
to Fla. Establishes precedent 
Supreme for accepting or re-
Court;' 'jecting use of video 
pending. tape to perpetuate 

testimony by pre-
r~cording. 

N/A Testimony of victim 
establishing circum-
stances of recovery of 
auto. Taped ;n parallel 
with court reporter. 
Fi rst Ky. use of pre- . 
recorded lay testimony 
presented at criminal 
trial. 

N/A Line-up of identifica-
(Video tion of suspect. First 
tape of Atlanta Police use of 
line-up not video tape for pre~ 
used at recording evidence. 
trial) 

N/A Statement of suspect to 
(Video police detective. First 
tape not Kansas City Police use 
used at of video tape pre-re-
trial) cording evidence. 
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Application: Record of Evidence (Continued) 

Case and 
Annotation 

New York v. 
Lopez 
Trial Date: 
Concluded 

New York v. 
Hill 

New York v. 
Kal ami s 

New York v. 
Smith and 

.. Johnsor;-­
Trial Date: 
Pending 

Charge 

Rape 
Robbery 

Rape 

Robbery 

Robbery 

Verdict 

'1 .. '., GUl ty ","., ,- . :' 
',"" .••• :> ..... 

N/P. 

N/A 

N/A 

Status 

No appeal .. 
10/9/73 
sentenced 
as youthful 
offender on 
all charges. 

Trial 
pending~ 

Pending 
trial. 

Johnson 
pending 
trial. 

Nature of Recording/ 
Testimony 

Lineups of suspect: 
eight recorded, three 
positive identifica­
tions.The court can 
review videotapes to 
establish the fair­
ness of identifica­
tion process. 

Lineups of suspect: 
five recorded, two 
positive identifica­
tions. Court can 
determine fairness. 

Lineups of suspect: 
two recorded, both 

. pos i ti ve i denti fi ca­
tions. Court can 
determine fairness. 

Lineups of suspects: 
five recorded, three 
positive identifica~ 
tions. Court can 
determi ne fa i )"nes s . 

---------------------------------1 

New York v. 
Venezia 
Trial D-ate: 
Pending 

Kidnapping 

Application: Pre-Record Trial 
, 

Vermont v. 
Hoffitt 
Trial Date: 
6/20/73 
(Jury) 

Driving 
While 
Intoxicated 

Plead 
Guil ty 

Guilty 

.. 147-

N/A Lineup of suspect: 
one recorded, no 
identification. Court 
can determine fair­
ness. 

Currently First Vt. use of video 
on Appeal tape to pre-record all 
to Vermont testimony and evidence 
Supreme Ct., for later presentation 
not yet to a jury. Raises 
perfected. issues of 

, . 

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



.. 

Georta v. 
Broc \'lay' 
Trial Date: 
4/17/73 
(Judge) 

georfiia v. 
oug f 

Trial Date: 
4/18/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. 
James 
i-IamTrton 
Trial Date: 
5/9-10/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. 
John 
iTaii1Tl ton 
Trial Date: 
2/12/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. , 
Harrell 
Trial Date: 
4/16 & 23/73 
(Judge) 

Aggravated 
Assault with 
Intent to 
Rape 

Burglary: 
Motor Vehicle 
Theft; Armed 
Robbery 

Rape 

Armed 
Robbery 
Misdemeanor 
Pistol 

Robbery 

" 

Pl ead '. " No Appeal 
Guil ty 
(Accepted) 

Guilty Appealed 

Guilty 

Not 
Guilty 

Plead 
Guilty 
(Accepted) 
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to Ga .. 
Supreme 
Court; 
docketed 
9/21/7.3 ; 
pending. 

Pending 
in Georgia 
Court of 
Appeals, 
docketed 
1/7/74 

N/A 

8/3/73 
Motion for 
new tri a1 
granted. 
Plead 
9uil ty at 
new trial. 
No appeal 
taken. 

, . 

Used with official 
court' repol':ter. 
Court views and com­
ments on accepta­
bility of and re­
quired procedures for 
using videotape as 

. of~i ci a 1 record . 
. . 

Used with official 
court reporter. 
Court views and com­
ments on accepta­
bility of and re­
quired procedures for 
using videotape as .. 
official record. 

Used with official 
court reporter. 
Record of proceedings. 
Tape Y'ecycled when no 
appea"/ is taken. 

Used with official 
court reporter. Court 
views and comments on 
acceptability of and 
required procedures 
for using videotape 
as official record. 



· . 
Application: Record of Proceedings (Continued) 

Case and 
Annotation 

Georgia v. 
Hart 
Trial Date: 
5/7-8/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. 
Latham 
Tr~Oate: 
5/i6-l7/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. 
Laudermilk 
Trial Date: 
3/19/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. 
Re~nolds 
rnal Date: 
5/14-16/73 
(Jury) 

Georgia v. 
Sturris 
Tria Date: 
4/9/73 
(JU1'Y) 

Charge 

Involuntary 
Manslaughter 

Involuntary 
Manslaughter 

Burglary 

Armed robbery 
(three counts) 
Misdemeanor 
Pistol 

Violation of 
Unl awful 
Drug Act 

Verdict 

Guilty 

Not 
Guil ty 

Hung Jury 

Guilty 

Not 
Gun ty 
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Status 

Motion for 
new trial 
denied 
TO/30/73; 
no appeal 
to date 

N/A 

Mistrial, 
retrial 
pending. 

Appealed to 
Ga. Supreme 
Court; 
docketed 
9/21/73. 
Judgment 
Affirmed 
1/9/74 
(videotape 
not submitted 
wi th record). 

Nature of Recording/ 
Testimony 

Used with official 
court reporter. Court 
views arid comments on 
acceptability of and 
required procedures, 
for using videotape 
as official record. 

Used with official 
court reporter. Ex­
plores feasibility 
of use of videotape 
as a record of pro­
ceedings. 

Used with official 
court reporter. Ex­
plores feasibility 
of use of videotape 
as a record of pro­
ceedings. 

Used with Official 
court reporter. 
N/A. 

Not Guilty Used with official 
court reporter. In­
stantly availab1e 
record of proceedings. 
Explores feasibility 
of use of videotape 
as a record of pro­
ceedings. 



Application: Record of Proceedings (Continued)· 

Case and 
Annotation 

Kentucky v. 
Nu11, Jr. 
Trial Date: 
6/27/73 
(Jur;y ) 

Charge 

Auto Theft 

, 

Mi ssour; v. " , Rape 
fley 
rial Date: 

4/11/73 
(Jury) 

Missouri v. Rape 
Moore 
Trial Date: 
4/16/73 
(Jury) 

Missouri v. 
Walker 
Trial Date: 
4/18/73 
(Jury) 

Vermont v. 
Leigh and 
Dunham 
Trial Date: 
3/1-2/73 
(Jury) 

Vermont v. 
Sibley 
Trial Date: 
2/28/73 
(Jury) 

Theft by Mis­
representation 
(Con Game) 

Possession 
cf 
Marijuana 

Leaving the 
Scene of an 
Accident 

\ . 

Verdict 

Not 
Guilty 

Gui'l ty 

Hung Jury 

Gui 1 ty 

Guilty 

Not 
Guilty 
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Status 

N/'A 

N/A' 

N/A 

Nature of Recording/ 
Testimony 

Used with official 
court reporter. First 
Ky. use of videotape 
to explore tts "feasi· 
bility as.a record of 
proceedings. 

Used with official 
court reporter. Ex­
plores feasibility of 
p.roducing a videotape 
record of proceedings. 

Used with official 
court reporter. Ex­
plores feasibility of 
use of videotape as 

• record of ~roceed; ngs. 
Tape recycled. 

Notice of Used with official 
appeal filed court reporter. Court 
with Mo.Ct. views and comments on 
of Appeals; acceptability of and 
appeal not required ptocedures 
yet perfect for using' videotape 

Leigh ap­
·pealed. 
Appeal 
wi thdrawn 
by stipu­
lation of 
parties in 
Sept,1973. 

N/A 

as official record. 

Official record of 
proceedings. Court 
views and comments on 
acceptability of and 
required procedures 
for using videotape 
as official record. 

As official record of 
proceedings. Demon­
strates capability 
to immediately re­
cycle videotapes. 



· . 
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{\PPEfiDIX 8: CO~iVICTI01'1 STUDY 



CONVICTION STUDY 

The universe of 300 defendants used on ~he following chart 

represents designated Impact defendants ,(indictments and informations) 

whose cases were closed as of May 31, 1974. The aver~ge number of days 

from arrest through di~position is 165.576. This figure was arrived 

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

th~ough di~posi~ion and dividing that number by the total number of 

defendants, i.e., 300. 

A primal~y conviction is a conviction of the defendant on the . 

primary charge of the primary indictment or information to which the 

defendant has pled not guilty. The primary. convi~tion rate is arrived 

at by dividing the, number, of primary convictions by the total number 

of convictions. 

A '.t!condary convi cti on is a conv1 cti on of the defendant on a 

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

primary charge of a secondary lndi ctment or i nformati on. In either 

case, a plea of not guilty has been entered. The secondary. conviction 

rate is Qrrived at by dividing the number of secondary convictions by 

the total numbe~ of convictions. 

"Plea guilty (primary) II represents guilty pleas entered as to 

the primary charge of the primary indictment or information. IIP1ea 

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 found 

by adding. the primary 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-Guiltyll represents all acquittals and the not guilty rate 

represents total acquittals divided by the total number of defendants. . . 
The category 'inoll e pros/stet" includes only those cases which were 

nolle prossed or stetted, in their entir~ty. The nolle pros/stet rate 

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

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

AVtRAGE NUMBER OF DAYS; 165.576 

- ._-' "-'--...:.------- "---- -....:--.... _--------- '-. .. __ ._------. 
Higher than average Lower than average TOTAL' 
number of days number of days 

- -- -
Conviction 

(primary) 36 defendants ·18 defendants 54 
I -, 
I 

- I Conviction [ 
(secondary) 12 20 32 I 

I - .. -~ 
I 
I 

Plea guilty 1 
I 
i 

(primary) 23 17 40 I 

! - i 
! - . ,'I Plea guilty 
I I (secondary) 15 24 39 
I l i 

Not Guilty 7 I 22 29 I 
. .. .....I 

i ,Noll e pros/stet.- 42 54 96 J 
" 

Other 
. (declared insane, -

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 inchiu)ug gairty pleas) 32.30_% ___ --i ._. __ ........... _._ ......... "a.'_"_< .• _____ ...... _. ____________________ _ 

__ Secondary_conviction rate (not including guilty pleas) 19.40 I 

'
I '1 __ Gu U!.Lf'!.!! a ~a te ( G u ; 1t yl to ta 1 <:0 nv ; ct i ons ). 47 • 90 ---l 

1= .. .::::::::: .. -======:----------::=::...-=--==============1:=:;:===9=9 ,,::6::0%::Q :::;1 

1 
I ~£~.E.~C!.s/stet rate (Nolle pros-stetLtotal dispositions '32.00 -----I 

Conviction rate (total,convictions/total defendants) 

3.00 

I 
I 
I 

I 

i 

l~-'--- ,-~'--~::-~ 
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 
, 

defendants, rather than on the total number of filings. The nolle pros/stet 

rate does not take into account those 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 nolJe pros/stet rate, rather, 

represents 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 

filing~, yields a clearer picture of the circumstances of individual 

defendants in the courts. 

Briefly, the statistics reveal the following information 

regarding designated impact defendants: 

- 55% of all impact defendants were convicted; 

32% had their entire cases stetted or nol prossed; 

- approximately 10% were found not gui1ty; 

48% of all convictions were obtained through 

guil ty pl eas; 

- 32% of all cODvictions (not including pleas) were 

for the primary charge; 

19% of all convictions (not in~luding pleas) wefe 

for a secondary charge. 
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Table 1 f 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

. Test" Variables: Guilty/Not guilty/Other (defendants)' 

No. of Days Guilty % Not Guilty % Other % Total '% 
, 

~--
_ ..... 

1 - 89 5 1.1 0 0 11, 2.3 16 3.4 

90 - 119' 15 3.2 9 1.9 21 4·,4 45 ' 9.5 

120 - 149 56 11.9 22 4.7 22 A ~ , ' 100 21.2 ' Lj-. I 

I 119 150 - 179 74 15.7 14 3.0 31 6.6 '25.2 

180 - 209 63 13.3 7 1.5 29 6.1 99 21.0 

210 - 239 28 5.9 6 1.3 10 . 2. 1 44 9.3 

240 - 269 18 3.8 2 .4 10 2.1 ' 30 6.4 
-

270 - 299 8 1.7 0 0 6 1.3 14 3.0 

300 - 2 .4 0 0 3 .6 5 1.1 

TOTAL 269 57.0 60 12.7 143 30.3 472 10.0.0 

. 
- .... -.-. _ ........ ,. , -. ........ -- ... -~.--- .. ---- --"-

Guilty Not Gui lty Other 

Median: I 173.7 days 148.6' days 166.9 days 

Tendency Pattern: 50.9%:5-7 months 60.0%:4-6 months 42.0%:Q-7 months 

Mean: 176',7 days 159 days N/A 
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Table 8 f 

Time Interval: Supreme Bench Filing to Disposition 

Tes t Va ri ab 1 es: Gui 1 ty /Not guh1.{;.'~';Other 
."::',., . 

(defendants) 
, . . 

No. of Days Guilty % Not Guilty % Other % Total % 

1 - 59 7 1.4 1 .2 8 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 27 5.5 106 21. 5 

120 - 149 77 15.6 i 13 2.6 • 38 7.7 128 '25.9 

150 - 179 72 14.6 10 2.0 18 3.6 100 20.2 

180 - 209 33 6.7 6 1.2 19 s.8 58 11.7 

210 - 239 17 '3.4 1 .2 8 1.6 ' 26 5.3 . 

240 - 6 ;'2 0 a 6 l.2 12 2.4 

TOTAL 285 57.7 60 12.1 149 30.2 . 49.4 100.0 
a.....-.-___ . ___ 'M_" __ . _ •.• _ ._._ _ ______ ._ ... _ .'_""_.' '.'_ 

----_.-.------ .. §ui 1 ty _' __ . 

14l. 2 days 

52.3%:4-6 mth 

Not Gu; 1 ty . ...::O..=th:.:.,:e:..:.,.r _____ -..; 

~~9--~:~~-,-[ 131.4 days Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 145.2 days 

60%: 3-5 mth. !60. 4%: 2-5 mth. 
I 
j 

126.2 days N/A 
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APPEIWIX C: CGriPUTER' PRIiHOUTS 



... 

SAMPLES OF COMPUTER DOCUMENTS 

A. Batch Reports - Managerial 

1. New Case Listing 
2. Audit Trial 
3. Daily Docket Activity Report 
4. Appearance Filed 
5. Attorney Conflict List 
6. Courtroom Docket 
7. Future Courtroom Docket 
8. Case No Action Report 
9. Active Case Listing Report - Open Cases 

10. Closed Case Listing Report - Closed 
11. Sub Curia Listing 
12. Inactivation Listing 
13. Appeals Listing 
14. Prisoner Control Listing (BCJ-DOC-HOS) 
15. Case Summary and Case History 
16. Statistical Report 

B. Docket and Notice Samples 

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

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

C. Additional Programs Being Developed 

1. Bail Forfeiture Report 
2. Critical Path 

Daily 
Dai ly 
Daily 
Daily 
Weekly 
Daily 
Weekly 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Monthly 
Monthly 
Monthly 

. Monthly 
Daily 

Daily 

Daily 
Dai ly . 
Daily 
Daily 

The enclosed documents are samples of computer print-outs utilized by the 
Criminal Assignment Office and related court agencies in scheduling and 
tracking defendants on the Supreme Bench level. 
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CALF.NDAR , A U'H AD 1:) 1 1730002& CRO~DE~ B A 12-21-72 RC:; OS-08-7t, 51 
CALEt\9AR SDOO CAL DATE P~~T RJOM REAS PARTIES COOO EST ACT DIS P T;;F 
CALENDAR S070C05-10-14 P09 9A9 ARP.G SODARO J 0.1 C.l GeA I 
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VI 
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·n .. 
,....a;:i '-. ,.-flO r 

RU t~ 0 AT r: J:iJIJaI..2. 9 /7 4 

I 
BAlTII'IO~E Cn'y liG.' 1 

I .. 
1 -

DOCKET DATE ?ART ROOM 

SUP~E~\E 

PC'":}! DOCKETS ... - .- - .. _ .. --- ------------'" 
FOR 04/26/74 THROUGH 05/24/74 

. . -- --- ._.> .-... -- .. ---. -----
O~/Z6/74 GJ 201 

.-. -------.--~-: .. -_._-.. ---------

tjl_..... . __ __ _ _. 
CASE.~U~c~R OnCKET EST. DEFENDANT NAME 

CO-DEF LI~K REASON TIME 
TYPE AiTORNEY / PUBLIC DEFENDER CCNN ARREST IOENT ~EF. ATTC~\EY 

CODE REGISTER ~U~BER LOC. ~~H~cR 

-----.-_._----- - .. _----- ~ ,. -- - ..... --..... _ .. -----"'---------
11~OJ761 GJ JOYNES CALVIN S MUR 4AROD761 156102 UNK c; 

_.174:)1)1·'>2. __ _ 

17400764 

--i 7400-(65-" 

.~GJ ____ • ___ JOYNES, _____ . _ Cf. LVI N. __ .S_ RD}} 

GJ BRADFO~D mIEN L ARSGN 

__" ___________ . __ .. __ .. __ . ___ ~_ .""-____ 4ARG076L_ 156102 _ UI';K. ____ · 

lAR29907 0~1100 UNK 

GJ·--------P,~AI)FO?j:\----- Ol-lE'N ---L'-' On:ER - ------:------- --- ., ..... -
4AROJ765 041100 UNK 

: t ____ .41401151 __ . ____ ,~J ______ . __ 6LACK"IE!..L ________ Rl T fl. _ . __ .~ n18, _ . __ _ 

5740'0763 GJ .1 HORRIS KEITH A ATRA? 

... _,_.:._-. ________ .. ___ 4Af.,,07169 _ .. 126169 _.Q~ _______ . __ 

4AR09341 166778 JAL 

-- --'------,......---~:-- - ----- -

__ TOTAL. eASEL ... _(, ________ TQT./iL. ESJI Mt • .J.ED_·_TLME __ " 1 __ .---. _ ____ . __ . __ ._. ___ ~,:" _~ ________ __ 

------------------------
-' 
0) • 
~ .~ , 

--:. 

. :1--._----------_.- ---~--------.- --,- ------.- ------- --- ,-.----.. --- ' .. --.-... --- -----.. --- . - .. ------...... --- --- .. - .. ----.-- -------.~----. 

. _-------'---_ .. - --.. - ..... __ .-_._ .. _----- --_.-- ._--_ .... --."-----?-----.-----------

__ ,. ______ .- __ ~ _____ • ______ ••• __ •• _ .. , ___ • ~ __ , _______ O ___ t _. ___ .. __ • _____ • __________ • ____ : ______ .. _______ • 

------_ .. _----_._------ - ------------------ -_._---_ ..... _--- --_ ... ---- -.---~~-------. 

j ~ ._------------------- --_. __ ._---... ---- ._-- ----._-- _ ... _--_ .. -.- - -- -'- ... _---- -- -_ .. -----,.---'---

-----_._-------------------,----------------------------~-

-- -'--- -.... _----.-- - - - ---

-- -------------,----------.-----------.. ----_. '-- .. ----.-.---,-_. __ ._----------------------~------------
: 

,;-_ ... ---." ""--- ,-,-



i~ 
f1!jo~+.1J - '() 

RUN"OA TE' -04 f.?QI74 

SUPREME PoALTT!10RE CITY 

CASE NO ACTION RFPORT - ACTIVE 
REPJRT OAT~ 04/29/74 

Joa CODE'SBSW500C-:---' 1 

CASE' NO. co/nfF 
Ut-;!<. 

o E FEN 0 ANT N A'~ E IOENT CHARGE 
NUHIJER. __ .XYPE 

DATE FtlFD DAYS A P P r A r. A N'C E S OEF 
/DEF ATTCRNEY 
IPROC ATTORNEY 

/~PPFAR FILED ELAPSED I DOt U MEN T S lec . 
ICOHXITTEO' .. , nAtES ·P.Ef\.SON'OISP . --

.U ... .l'~20.04-74 . 

--. -- -------. ---- --- -. 

SH~R? 

/'1ARTICK 
R~Y 930~94 STSR 02/01/72 818 02/01/72 GJ PRES' 
ALEX R 468" 01/14/72 836 02/03/73 CErr )N'JAIL 

""""p.Qc..:...-..:: 

01/15/74 104 02/07/72 INOICTME~T FILED 
. ClI14172 FILED HhRTlCK ESO 

.--~. - --.-.----- - ........ -.--... --- .• - ...... - - -.-. '.".- ... - •. -.--.--... -. '05/21/73 en.;>.' POST -' 

. 01/15/i4 erPI. P; JATL WA8R 
. 0212:':;/74 C(PI OETldNER FILE _ .• - ._.- .-.. ---.- --.-----.• -- ... ---.---.-•.. - - .-. ""-' ---.• ~----. 04/26/74 -"CT .. . ... '---' ~------

17201625 WYRICK _ ., ___ . _ .IOH~ _ ____ 0 _. __ .. 999999 ASL.t: .••. _ .. _ •• 2?!.9 ~ (!.2 •.. ___ ._ ~~ 8._ 03/0 '1172 GJ PRES UNK 
J< 03/15172 

03/:!.7172. 
INLJICTMEtIT F-IIEO'- . "'---

Ii .-----._ .--... __ .. ~ __ . ____ ... __ . ____ ~ _~ _...:. ... _ .. ___ ~ .. ____ ._ . _____ . ______ ..... ___ ", .. _._. ___ ..:...._. _ 06/2217.3. 
'. -. . 09/25173 

tEPt Ot~ ?AI l 
AP.:~G.. SF ._ 
BA[H Bt..eo 

09/2')173 8 .... rK WARR 

.--. i. 7201.626--"·' ----- - -··WYR I CI<'" --: .•. -- -jCHN -'--'0'--- --. -<)99<ig'Cj '--R'A"--' -'" -OiIOll7:C'-;-'--a 18--- 031 OQ/72 -- GJ ---. Pf.fS 

.. : 03115/72 {?,!)ICTHFrn FICEO 

, 
.~. -.:.~ 

U~ 

I ..... 
- .• , ........ "" .--- --.-----.--.. -- "- -.----.----_ ... ______ ... _. ____ ~~~~~~;; ~!~~~ O~r- BALL. ________ _ 

m 
tn. 

-.1'----. :- ..... --'--"---"-' 

• ' ,i 172011)21 ~-Yi\ lel{ 

I!.----- -' -.. --- . ...:.... -- -

09/25/73 R4IH BACO· 
.. - ..... - .. _. _______ . ____ • __ . ___ ._ ... ______ . ____ 09/25/73 BA1H h'ARR 

,IGHN o <)99999 OC 02/01172 818 
•• - ... _. _______ a ____ ._~ ••••• .:: ____ •• _ ~_. _______ ... _. ___ .. ___ ... _ •• ______ .. ___ _ 

03/0~/72 GJ Pj~E S . 
03/15172 Ir~DrCTp.dH FILEO 
03/27/72 erPI ON lIAIi..-----
Obl7.2/73 ARRG ~F 

...... _ .. _ " •.. __ . __ . ___ . ___ .•. ___ ._ .• _ ......... __ . ___ ._ .•. _____ ...... ___ 0';/25173. B.\IH 8ACQ 
09/25/73 . IJAJ:H .WAPR 

UNK 

__ !1.2Q 1 ~ ~? .. _. \-:YR ICK . JCHN 0 999999 ASLT 02.101172' 818 03/09172 .•.. ------- ... '-'-"--'--- - ..... _-- . --'--" '" . _ .•. -.--- . -.• _- 03/15172' CJ . PflE: S .•. ___ • 8~.k..:-

li ----.~. 

, 
"'~'''' 

------ ..... - .... -.----.-- - - ---- -- -- ---- -'--"-~- ... -----_ ... _----_.-

03/2.7112. 
06/22./73 

.-.------- 0,9/25173 

INorCTMfNT FILED 
CHI ON cAll 
ARRG _ 3F . __ ._ _ ___ _ 
BAtH BAeo 

---------_ .. __ .... _--_ .. _-
- -.- "--'- ... ,..-_.- ---------~ .. -----. 

------ •• ---... -------- - .-- - _ .. ________ .... ___ n--__ • . ~ _______ .. ___________ ........ __ ••• __ . ____ • ____ • _____ ~."" _______ • 

" 

\ 
~. 

'- --_ ... ,,_ ..... - - ,,--- .. --.---- "'-- _ .. --.-- --". ---- --.. ... -. ---. ...------"'-.- .. _ ...... --" -.-, ' 

{H- -..:-
;t: -

, , 
" 

~ ...-'.~ 

: 

\ 
---_ .. - ...... --- .. -... =-- ~----

.,..../ 



.. 
" SUPREME BENCH OF BALTII'(ORE CITY JOB CODE SBBHSOO3 PACE ~O. L' a c. PEtJDING 

~ 
RUN Dt. 5/01174 Aen Vi: MASTER LIST 

APRIL 1914 

CASE NO. COl Ccr 0 E FeN D A H T N A M E IDENT. CH~RGE DATE FIlfOI DAYS STATUS A P PEA RAN C E S OcF 
LINK IDEFENSE ATTCRNEY NUrlSm TYPE A?PEAKFrLEO ELAPSED CHA~CE 100 C U HEN T S Lee 

l"kOScCUTI~G ATTORNEY ICOMMITTeD OATS DArES REASON OISP 
IJUDGE. 

I 
57303931 C~EEN SAHUEl T 139L51 RAPE 10/15173 1<;8 1011517) GJ PRES- SAL' 

KUR.PHV IHlLIAH JR 471 12121/73 131 10/15173 I ND IC THEN T FILED 
11/05173 CEPI ON BAIL 
01121/74 CTJT emn 

: lLI'J1I73 ARrtG NCR . 
12/21173 FILeD ~URPHY ESQ 
01123114 JHlW COIH 
01/24174 .• HNn I-IIST 
05/07174 J T "", 

'/' 1'05/;)8174 .JTm. i L.--
\\,05/09174 Jm:4 / 

g . 
~ -.-' 

'51304027 , 4027 CARTER ROSALIE' Lr027 HUR 1l/0a/73 174 12120113 AR?G NGR OR 
MITCHELL DAVID 8 lI17 12.104173 148 11/03/73 GJ PRES 

11120173 HIOrCTHEtH FILED 
11/27113 CEPI OhN RECOG 

.' . 12104173 FILED WALKER ESQ 
03/05174 JT CONT 

I 03/u6/74 JlNW HIST 
.....z 04-/22/14 JT POST 
0) 

04/23174--.. J HlW POST (j) ";. 
I 04/24174 JW~POST .. -

06105174 J T' ) L. ,.--
~ 06/06174 JTNW ~, 

06/07174 JTiiW • 
C4/24/74- FILED MITCHFLL ESQ 

S730lrOZ8 4027 CARTER EHERSCN 4026 HVR. 11/08/73 174 U/OaI73 CJ PRES JAl 
SACHS FRANK 462 12.104173 148 11/23/73 CEPr IN JAIL 

12120173 ARRG NCR 
12104173-'-F I.LED WALKER ESQ 
Oc/05174 J T I \,..// 
93/05174 .JT COtH 

. " 03/Gt.,174 JTNW ~IST 
04/22174 JT POST 

~ 04/23174 JTNW POST 
04/24174 JTNW POST 
04/03174 FILED SACHS ESQ 
06/06/74 JTNW\ 
~174 JTN',/;,J " ---

.... 
\ . 

t 

--' ----------~--- __________ ~ _________ ~ ______ . ____ • ________ ~ ___ ... ~u.-..:::.... ________ ~ __ • 



l: I/O 

-I 
.J 

". 

RUN ::J:.rt 14 

C E F E ~.b ANT h ~ M E c:...~( 

t~U:".~ £. r{ U.S! FIr. ST' /1i{ TI 

. -f730Z-c';9-- SET rtf{ 
17 jJ~ (;5C KUTOiKA 

I~ 1730;::b!:1. r(uH.i:K.'\_ .• _ .. _._ 
1 7:0::2.:'2 I\UT~h<'4 
I7Jv~o~3 e;:~DCS 
11 JLJ2.~-;'4 C';JlIG 

-,1 ,. _.,~.,! ~:; 5" ~ EL:. ~\" Cr. $tftp--
17J0::'1,.57 o~':';)uS 

l7Jul~61 wIGCI~S 
)73G28t3 H~~KYMAN 
17 ;:JC:.:!c't FRu:"M 
1,3~~~u5 C~LlELA 
~17~..,i..r~~~ :·:f.t.~'\., 

17 3::!~~1 .r!:li·lGA~~ 
1U 17.:HJ": ,-u e"IuG~S_. _._._ 

lDJ'::;;<; J"::.C: 
1 17:;C':: lO SILvA 

llJ:J271 SILVA 
-i '/ 3Jlr:; '7.2 .~ ... S: L VA - -------. 

, 1 " '3 J c!;~ 1 ~ ~ II V A 
17~J;:f;.' .. t SIlV,", 
17 JU2. 0 '5 ~ I L V:' • -----. " 

!.. 17;.\.J2~76 SilVA 
en 17~~t577 S!LV~ ........, .. 'T---- .. -_ .. ~ 
I 17J:. ... c:;~ SILVA 

JAHES S 
O:..V IO \oj 
OllvlD H 
CAV':U :1/ 
RC::.\LO L 
LouIS 
l[C.\:..R[/ .. ---_. 
RGht.LO l. 
L~ILLll: JR 
~E lL J 
fdOI"RU J 
JG.,:J ;. 
kIt L r:..~ G 
L>ll~ iAI-i G 
ANTG,,, lU 
GfU/(GC n 
TH·.l:OOR 5 
THt:C::JUR .s 
Tl-it:O:;~JK S 
ThteJuR S 
1hi:"n:::;~1: S 
r lil .. UilTJR s 
Th!:CO(iK S 
rlt~ l10Dr\ s 
Th;;;COCr\ s 

SUPR~HE '8ENCH OF BALTIMORE 'CITY 

lISTING Cr- CASc~ - JOB CODE S~~M5G02 

f£U~;G 

DATE 

05/17173 
05/1717 3 
05117173 
05/17173 
\;(;125173 
00/2.5173 
Co/2')/B 
C6/2')173 
06125173 
06/11173 
Oo/U173 
vtJ/1l173 

TY?E 

RSG 
1lt;" 
t;U SH. 
hM< 
;.. T,'~ 
t.TIi 
;. Ii", 
OGG 
eUK 
f!ll~ 
EI1R 
E'UO< 

1<;;74 

A~~EST GrSPOSITl~~ IUt~r. 
RCG. ~U. NU~HEk 

3t.l<164r. 7 STET 170.3 71 
311h164(;ij PGsr L5C'tOl 

CLCJSt:O 
DC, H; 

-'" -.. 
Gtll2.417 J 

3Ai"\l64'JO N? 1 !)()l, 02-'; a 12417 ~ .. _ 
:';'~i-l{'346 ~;p 15G£IC2 COI:t.4/·U 
-3 "~J (.; 20) 3 :~CFT ;HJU9J7 
3~kv::;"!J" t;CFT 70';0 ------- ... _.0 __ • ______ 

3/\~.: ... /:l uo l,eFT 2eS7~3 
3Ar.02{j~7 ~,CFr 3CiClJJ7 
3AH!.<;06j NP <;790G .... -~. ----.. -, _ .. ----------.- ----3 Ai! 1 {,.) t;5 PG;)C 2111';6 
3AI'{i&'i'il PC,SC 2111-15 
3/.1< 1:"'']0'' I-('SC 2111 .. 4 

NO. 31) 

Ct/ll/B 
-- ...... -- .. ~- - ._---_ ... _ ... ----------------------i\t.P. j:"kl'i6Ll GSI 193775 

C('/11173 r, 10 I'{ 3A;.:02607 l,G ., 
lS3715 

0(./11173 EUR 3t.Hl'J625 pc.se. _______ , .. 1 !">8 1 9' •. _ .. ___ ... ~. _____ .. __ ' _____ . 
--.-.---------~--06/U173 (lUK 'J t. j{ 1 'i (, L 4 PCSC lS4916 .. 

Gt.:IC6/B /',Aa 31oR02b70 /'\G 99622 
06/0lJ/D /;AR .JAi~02371 UG .-----....:::.- 99622 -.----GtJlC6/"13 :, li LSH"- 3/1:~i.J LH 7 1. t,P 9'>622 
C{dC617 .3 ~~.~ 3'\j~v2c7l t\G '19622 
06/('G173 r-t t..;~ J t.~:J2b 71 NP ,>'Jbn _____ 
G~/Cf;173 l\At{ 3.\f;.0':1J71 I\P 'i'i&22 
0('/0617 3 II Ilk 3l1hO~b 71 Nfl 9C.u.(<! 
06/G6/7 J II fIR 341,02ll/1 NP 99UU 
Ot..I('6173 N.lR ;'II"U 2[; 7L t,p 9'JU12 

1730?a79 S~LC~GN CEOI"";!:: R I! r 0::'/06/-:3 I~AR jAl-:02& 79 NP 2801 
l. ."':!'J,,. 0 C 'I 1U • 1- " " ., 0 

1.7.:ti..!J·~1 
1 L02.i)c2 

S liL C;"C.~ 
$i...l L;:·j~N 
~ l.L u~llj;~ 

G tcr: CE R II! Ot>/GcI73 to;:'R 3 :~hu2/):,;0 l\G lSd! • I 

1 7 3(l~c,!J3 
'17 .>Q2.U <:4 
1 7JJ'::J;;5 
ln0~.!C6 
17 .:v.:: ti7 
17.!G2.HJ 
l1 ~j,:j90 
'17 ;;:;.:;; <;3 

5LL(j~~G;~ 

$~U .. I~GN 
SLLO:-:c..i; 
SC.L~:Huf. 
::.CU.:-:UN 
r'.) U .. i", U: 1 N 
n,: EI~;\L E HI 
ll~YLOC" .. ----.. 

l7~O~S96 PRCCTOR 
In 17:."li)·j7 P"':uCTO~ 

1 t ;';':'1..12 ":':;I'IU':'TCN 
l. i .) • .If .. ') II f- 1 r l r:;{ 
1;~.J:::"/:3 l<.r.A;".tK 
l.' :;.j i...; ~ ~ In i L .... ~t< 

LljOl~~6 ~2$~ELS 
1. 7 .)02~2a (j[j;".LA 

i I J:;~'j2·iStt!.C(\ELFOI<J 
17 3.Jl'DO Jt.:.·~ES 

-----~ .. ----- ----- ---... 

'r ". , .... - -_ .... ..... 

.:' [,ji,GE 
G ti;P. CE 
GU'~';t: 

G(L"CE 
~[C(JGf: 

G £:l.R I~ i: 
Cl:L:~:CE 

Ch::::: HK 
(hE ~ Ttl<, 
J:';IE S 
l'!;'u,dCE 
i-:AtJi<lCE 
TY .... C~~ 
H-:::i,ES4 
~.i~n~£L 
"'::L~".J:t\ 

CH.!.",Lf:S 
?t:TEi\ 
SiLLY 
S""KY 

f\ I I ! GUCU73 NAR 
R I rz 06/(.6173 1\ Ai{ 
R JR 0e./06173· ,.,t.k 
R JR Gt;"/CoI73 1'iI,i1. 
K JH 0(;IC6173 :-.t.R 
R JR G!:dC6/73 r-;AK 
R J~ O~/CU73' I\UI511 
L Oelll'; 73 !\I".R 

L 06l1~173 1\ ,\ f.( 
C{./l/./73 l\" 1\ 

C 06/13173 (eNSP 
C 061L3/73 COSSP 

G6/£7/7? RAPe 
0 G6/C')/73 I"IAH 
F Cc/C517J i\At~ 

Oi..11.2113 (j li:\ 
00/1::'173 eUI< 

J C6/28173 AHSGN 
Oc/Gt:;/73 I:SC 

J 06/13/73 -bur. 

.------~" ...... _-..,-----
.3t.iZUbld 1 t, f' 2U1l1· 
3Jli-02U'J2 NG 2!J61 
3Ai{0;Z()~3 fliP 9(nOO ,,_._----_. -----------3M!021Hl4 NG <;u700 
3.\f..lJLt:t15 NP flO 7 00 

.... J:':{02o{.() fiG --- ..... --- .. 9U7 GO _. __ • __ . ____ . _____ .• -00 
3APO~dd7 k? '10700 
3 f,i::J.::b c:u jlG::'C 2.H)!j73 
,J;lf,,02b'.I0 SlET .. ____ . _238576 _~.: ______ 
3JlHOle<)j PC!>! It.9.:l 
3:./I.02,,'}{) CUNT 9c;.2(:JU 
J AI~(i .::a'i7 CUlT ------_. __ . 9n~30 4_...!_ ... ___ • _____ --- .. --
3liiWL9G2 flv~l 17'JI.'.JL 
Jt.il,U,'.t-l7 PG~C 2107Gl 
3/111.1',')U1 ~c~c 210705 ----- .... .-.. -.... - -----._. ----
3;.J:l0;:<;. l.~ I'G~f lC·IJtJJ. 
3AH l.<;b~') PGSI 20HSC 
3:'~UI.92V GSC :...-.... tH:bll 03/0?l7ft .... _._ ... '-_ .. ____ . _____ .. __________ ,_ 
3t.F\210J5 PGS [ 19vc..C4 
3Ak1931B GSC 2041!JO 

. .. -~.- - - --. ."'- ---_. ------- -

-.-_._----
". 

............ 

~---------~------.-.-----------.----"-----~-----------------------~-------. 



:~' ;. R.;JN OA 

.1 
CASE NO. 

:;. . 17202592 

172051,38 

~ 

.& - .. 172053~5 
.' 
" 

.n 

. 1 

~. 

-' 
m 
co 
I 

17206518 

I . 
v1174 

CO/OEF 0 E FEN 0 ANT N A M E 
LINK. 

-~ 

" 

IDEFENSE ATTORNEY 
IPROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
IJUi)GE 

?ARKER .JOSEPH 
Sl-iDGCLL fiENJAMI~ 

JONES J 

HUTTON CHARLES 
HAr{RIS STI:PHEN 

SODARO J 

HeOl EY ROBERT 
KAPLAN HORRIS 

LEV'IN J 

A 

R 
E 

C 
t 

SUPREHE Bt:NCH OF i'>ALT IMORE CITV JOB CODE SBBM5C03 .t:GE r<C. 74~ 

CAeE!'10ING SUS CURIA MASTER LIST 

APRIL 

.;ENT. CHARGE O£TE FILEDI DAYS STATUS A P PEA RAN C E S OEF 
I'iUHSER TYPE APPEARF[lED ELAPSED CHANGE 1 DOC U HEN T S Lee 

ICOMMITTED DATE OATES REASON 0 I SP 

NAR 04/24112 .04/23174 VIC? csc 

5L3B OUR 07/14/73 . 08/03nz. GJ PRES JAL -
484 10/12112 ·566 08/14/72 INDrCT~ENT FILED . 

10/12172 FILED S~CCEll ESG 
11/17172 CEPr HI JAIL 
05/16/13. JT POST 
03116173 JT POST 
10/01173 CT BF;.:! 

... Oll07/74 OAIH cAeD 
. 02/0$174 JT POST 

10/01/73. BAIH ,WARQ 
10/01/73 CE?I IN JAIL 
03/14/74 eT CONT 
·03/22174 CT GSC 
05/14174 01 SP 

.,.-~~ 

903939 Nt.R· 07/24172 06114/72 GJ PRES BAl 
529 12./08/72 509 00/21172 IHoteTMENT FILED 

09/05172 CE?! a:~ BAtl 
12108172 FILED HARRIS ESC 
05/09/13 CT .. 8F 
C6/04/'73 BAIH BACO. 

. 04/05174 CT GSC 
05/02/74 o I S~ 

979QQ1 DHB 09/Z6172 303 05/03173 09/26172 CJ PRES UNK 
328 11/14172 5:33 10/02.172. CEP I H.' JA IL 

lOllOl12 IKOICi~ENT flL~O ." ..... --. 11/14/72 FILED FRAKE ESQ 
01/08/73 fILEO KAPLAN ESQ 
05/02173 CT COtH .. 
05/Q3113 CT CSC 

- . 

06/-14173 01 SP POST .. 06/1.9/73 BAIH ~ARR 

02/13174 INAe POST - !- . 

. - . .. 
~ ---- --- -' '~_\_--"-"-"'-"'----"-------"-------. .......... --------------------------



·. --_._---_._---------- --.- .. --_ .. ~------.--------._-. 
SUPReME SENCH EALTIMORE ClTY Joe ceDc SBBM5C03 p 6~" 

~ 
_BurL OATLCIr . _______ -4.INAC.TI'VE _CASE G-.-!'lASIe"-.... A .... '-________ _ 

HMlCH 1914 

CASE i-i'O:-'CO/OEF' O·-fF-E·NO-A-~i·T-NA MEl O-E~T~-CH-ARG-EOAiEF ilEOI QAYS 'STATUS A P ~ EAR A.N t E S 
CHANGE I 0 C CUM EN T S 

CEF 
lec LINK /OEFENSE ATTORNEY NU~BER TYPE APPEARFILEO ELAPSED 

jPP,OSECUJ.lNG._AJJCBNEY I'CCMM I TtcQ~ ___ , Q~ T_~DA le..s_· RI:A satL D.l s ... ,, __ ~ _______ _ 
IJUDGE 

_172...Q0090 ______ POh'ELI,. IjAltVlt) 9.Q_I'..AR t?!.2JL1..l 0 lU3172_<i.J_. __ P13E.S Sf..L_r-T-r-_ 
No \>-10.(... Olll~172 ri';CrCT:-'c~r FILEC BJJ-.,. .. r~ (.·s!>.J 
~'::> e.w O~10~i72 GEP,I Ch cAlL I/~. sldi3' 

.05/2JI73_CTNIL PGST __ .2.. __ _ 
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EXHIBITS 13-2,3,4,S~ 

Idcnticnl form is used [or Defense counsel and state's attorney's 
notice ,Hitne:,;!> notice, defendant and bailbondsm.::m. notice, and 

detain0d defendant noCice. 

-- ---... - "l~"--"'- ----.-..-
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