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A REPORT ON THE CITY OF NEWARK N G

VICTIM/WITNESS STUDY 614/349-7407

TO: The Ohio Department of Economic and Community
Development Administration of Justice

FROM:  Bill L. Slocum, Chief/Criminal Division

Office of the Newark City Solicitor
DATE:

RE: City of Newark Victim/Witness Study
Project No. 75-BC~-E01-5475

On March 29, 1977 the office of the Newark City
Solicitor received a federal grant award from the Ohio
Department of Economic and Community Development to conduct
a survey of crime victims and criminal court witnesses who
had appeared in some phase of a criminal court proceeding
in the Licking County Court system within the calendar years
1974-1976. Enclosed in this report is the results of that

 survey and a model surveying technique which may be used by

other Ohio communities who are concerned with the attitudes
of crime victims and court witneéses towards the criminal
justice system. We hope that the results of the survey will
be of interest to those who are troubled by the lack of
attention given to the problems of crime victims and court
witnesses as they move through a court system best described :

as the "Justice‘Maze".
NCIRS
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- I. PROBLEM STATEMENT

‘ Licking County is the home of 108,000 residents
according to the 1970 census. In a given year, a certain portion

of the population of Licking County will suffer personal or

‘economic harm as a result of being the victim of a crime. Yet

another portion of the population will come into contact with

~the criminal justice system as witnesses to the criminal act.

Both catagories of individuals are essential to the effective-
ness|of the system. Crime victims must report crime to law
enforcement agencies 1if the offender is to be ‘apprehended, and
witnesses must prdvide testimony if the offender is to be held
accountable. Unfortnately, police and progecutors have tended

to view crime vicitims and/or court witnesses as "pleces of proof"
necessary to solve the crime and convict the culprit. While this
approach is functionally true, it overlooks the simple fact that
crime victims ahd/or court witnesses are also people who have
very distinct human needs. If the system responds to those needs,
more’people may tend to "buy into" the system when a crime has
been 'reported and the perpetrator apprehended. "Buying into" the
system means that the system can be more effective in accomplishing
its stated purpose.

' As is true of many governmental units, the criminal
Justlce system may have a profound and long lasting impact upon
crime victims and court w1tnesses depending upon how the crime
victim or court witness is treated by the system. For example,
to what extent does the criminal justice system make participants
aware about ‘the process by which a crime is converted into a
criminal charge and the guilt or innocence bf the perpetrator
established? Are crime victims or witnesses briefed as to what
their functions are in +that process, and does the systém attend
to the human needs of victims and witnesses as they move through
the process? = Finally, if so, by whom?

Since the criminal justlce system helps to shape public
attitudes and perceptions toward that system based upon the
attention given to, br the neglect of, human needs, it is obvious
that the system must begin to address the question "what does
our system do Egvand for witnesses and victims?
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II. THE MECHANICS OF SURVEY DESIGN

Before one can begin to design a surveying technique,

it is essential to proximate the number of persons who comprise
the potential survey population. Determining the number of
crime victims within a given jurisdiction is a task fraught
with inherent difficulties. National Criminal Victimization
studies have shown that one cannot measure the incidence of
crime solely upon reports made to law enforcement agencies.1
Despite these limitations, one can postulate that for
every reported crime there is at least one victim2 and perhaps
several witpesses to the criminal act. While 13 law enforcement
agencies have jurisdiction within all -or some portion of Licking
County, only 5 agencies report crime data to the Uniform Crime
Reporting System. Moreover, such reports do not include motor
vehicle related crimes other than thefts which maykbe yet another
source of victimization or involve individuals as witnesses in
trials where a motor vehicle traffic offense is in issue. However,
for the limited purpose of estimating the number of crime victims
who make claims upon the system for assistance, reports to the |
UCR may provide a source of estimation.
Table 1 in the Appendix sets forth a summary of crimes
as reported to UCR by five law enforcement agencies within Llcklng
County. From the data set forth, we assume that in any given
year in Licking County, there will be 3,421 instances. of cr1m1nal»
victimization. We assume further that each instance of victim~
ization involves at least one person who is, a) a crime victim,
and, b) a potential court witness. The potential survey popu-
lation as to crime victims is therefore estimated at 3,421 ‘

1. "Criminal Vietimization in the United States;" A National Crime
Survey Report "The United States Department of Justice Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration No. SD-NCP-N-4, December 1976. ‘

According to the results of comparisons between the results of ‘
personal interviews with members of the general populatlon,Natlon—k .
wide criminal victimization studies indicate that only 289 of crimes -
~against persons are reported to law enforcement agencies. While -

the incidence of crime reporting is hlgher for commerical establlshf "

ments (80%), the same is not true of crimes against households
(37%) or offenses involving personal theft (22%) or violent crlmes
(45%). "CrlmlnaL Victimization in the United States:" A Natlonal



victims per year keeping in mind the fact that the UCR reports
probably underestimate actual crime incidenté along the propor-
tions suggested in the national study; that the reports do not “
include traffic related offenses; and, finally, that the reports
only reflect the activities of 5 of the 13 law enforcement
agencies in Licking County.
| Since court systems are required by law to record the
names and addresses of all. subpoenaed witnesses in cr;mlnal cases,
one may approximate the number of witness éppearances3 by counti,,
ing the number of witness appearances before the Grand Jury,
Common Pleas Couxrt and Municipal Court.

" Table 2 in the Appendix lists the tabulation results
based upon inspections of the records of the Licking County
'Common Pleas and Municipal Court. Based upon the data set forth
in Table 2, we have concluded that in any given year there will
be 2:206 witness appearances in the Licking County Criminal
Court System.

For purposes of determining the impact of the criminal
justice system upon lay witnesses as contrasted with "professional
witnesses" such as police officers, it is necessary to further )
refine the tabulations to distinguish between these two catagories
of witness types. Accordingly, we segregated witness appearances
into two categories, law enforcement officers (LEO) and lay
witnesses (CIV) and determined that of the 2,206 witness appear- .
‘ances per year, 1,411 are lay witnesses and 795 are professional
‘witnesses.

- Crime Survey Report': Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Publication No. SD~NCP-N-4, December, 1976 pp. 57-63.

2. As used in ¢his report the definition of Yvictimization" is
drawn from the National Crime Victimization studies. As used in
this context, victimization means a specific criminal act as it
affects a single victim, whether a person, household, or commercial
eatablishment.

3. The number of "witness appearances" is not necessarlly synomous
with the number of seperate appearances by witnesses in a given
year. One may appear in two phrases of a criminal case such as
testimony before a grand jury and appear again to give testlmony -
when  the case comes to trial. In such a situation two "appearances"
would be noLed~ yot there is only one witness appearing. On the



We, therefore, concluded that our sample,survéy

population was 4,234 lay witness appearances in the Licking

County Criminal Court System during the 1974-76 time interval.

III. SELECTION OF THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Depending upon the resources of the community, the ideal

survey technique should be in the form of personal interviews
with crime victims and court witnesses. Personal interviews
maximize the opportunity for feedback on a variety of court
related subjects. Unfortunately, the costs of conducting personal-
interviews are prohibitve ndt only in terms of dollars, but also
in terms of time and manpower, = Therefore, we concluded that a
written survey‘questionnaire presented the best possible medium
for obtaining information from crime victims and court witnesses.
! our objective was to determine if a relationship existed
between a witnesses perception of his or her participation'and
the extent to which the witness received information about thé,
procéss in advance of appearance; was made to feel comfortable
during the pre-testimony waiting period; and receivedfpost*appearance ‘
information about the outcome of the case. :

We also felt that it was important to determine the visi-~
bility of various actors in the system (law enforcement officers,
fjﬁdges; prosécutors and court officials) to the witnesses since
those persons were sources of assistance and information.

A portion of our grant funds paid for the service of
- two consultants who designed a survey questionnaire'which appears
in the appendix as "SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE". It is our Oplnlon ‘
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“other hand, court records indicate witnesses who appeared in re-
sponse to a subpoena and will not include those witnesses who ‘
appeared without benefit of court process (voluntarily). Yet, it
is valid to base estimations upon the number of witness appearances =
since each seperate appearance presents an opportunity to influence
~the witnesses attitude toward the court system based upon the
services given to w1tnesses by that system during the course of

the appearance.




that communities wishing to evaluate the attitudes of crime -

victims and court witnesses may likewise use this survey

questionnaire.

IV. WEIGHTING SURVEY DISTRIBUTION

Since the survey population included witnesses who had

appeared in two seperate court systems (Common Pleas Court and

Municipal Court) we determined that it would be desirable to
seperate the two court systems such that it would be possible to
identify which problems were peculiar to a given court system.
Also, we deemed it desirable to distribute more surveys to recent
witnesses (i976) than to more remote witnesses (1974) so that

the survey returns would tend to reflect fresher preceptions.

We, therefore, distributed:

250 questionnaires to 1976 Common Pleas. Court witnesses,

250 questionnaires to 1976 Municipal Court witnesses,

186 questionnaires to 1975 Common Pleas Court witnesses,

186 questionnaires to 1975 Municipal Court witnesses,

84 questionnaires to 1974 Common Pleas court witnesses, and

84 questionnaires to 1974 Municipal Court witnesses, or a ratio

of 3 + 2 4+ 1 survey distribution through the three year survey
period.
We also wished to identify ihe survey respondent

according to the year of his or her testimony. To accomplish

- this, we typed a symbol on the back of the survey guestionnaire
-~ which would allow us to identify the respondent according to the

year and court system of his or her appearance. Table 3 lists the

symbols used to identify survey respondents.

V. MAXTIMIZING SURVEY RETURN

Having reviewed the records of the Common Pleas Court
and Municipal Court, we had obtained the names and listed addresses
of all lay witnesses who had been subpoenaed to testify in a

criminal case in either of the two court systems. In order to

‘increase the probability that a given survey‘questionnaire would

~be received by the person to whom it was addressed, we first sub-

jected our witness list to a cross referencing procedure to obtain

 current mailing addresses where possible. The names and addresses

s
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of past lay witnesses were compared to telephone directories for
all communities in Licking County.' Current addresses were

noted and the field of'potential survey recipients was narrowed

to include only those with validated current addresses. Since only
approximately 100 of the 1,000 survey gquestionnaires were returned
to our office for defective addresses, this procedure would seem

to be a necessary step in order to maximize the potential for
survey return. )

’ i Letters containing the survey questionnaires included a
stamped return envelope. A cover letter (see appendix) identified
the purpose for the survey and congratulated the recipient_for
having been selected to participate in the sﬁrvey.

Further efforts to maximize sur&ey return were made in
the form of the timing of press releases to coincide with the
receipt of the survey questionnaire by the witnesses selected.

On May 9, 18977 the surveys were mailed. We anticipated that
most households would receive the survey by May 11, 1977.

Accofdingly, a news release was published in the Newark Advocate

on May 11, 1977, announcing that the surveys had been distributed.
‘Local radio stations also carried accounts of the survey effort

during the week of the survey distribution. (See appendix)

VI. COMPILATION OF SURVEY DATA ,
As of the date of this report,‘324 completed surveys

have been received and tabulated by this office. Tables 4 - 6

in the Appendix sets forth the results of the tabulations. With
respect to the format of Tables 4 —'6, the following guidelines
should be followed. At the left of each question the total
‘number of persons answering that question’is indicated by means

: of‘parenthesis marks. Within each scale category is the number
of respondents who checked the appropriate box. Immediately

to the right of that number is a number which represents the
percent of respondents who checked the appropriate box when
compared to the total number of persons who answered the partlcular;
questlon.’ In this respect,,one can note an attitude dlstrlbutlon
’along,the'five intervals of the scaled questions (#1, 4 and 8 of



the witnessiportiOn of the survey and #5 of the victim portion
of the surveY).' Table 4 represents the overall results of the -
survey. Tables 5 and 6 represents a division of the overall
results as between the two court systems.

| Based upon 324 returns,'we concluded that 7.6% of our
potential survey population (4,234 lay witnesses) had been
surveyed. Table 7 indicates the distribution of survey respondents
according to the year in which they gave testimony and the court
systém in which they appeared as witnesses.. The data in Table
7 reveals that our system of weighting distribution (See section
IV) is necessary in order to obtain current impressions of the
court system. Reviewing the data in Table 7 indicates that our
survey returns ranged from a high of 16.1% of the 1976 Municipal
Court Witnesses to a low of 5.5% of the 1974 Common Pleas Court
Witnesses.

68 of the 324 survey respondents identified themselves

as crime victims according to the second portion of thé survey

questionnaire.

VII. INTERPRETATION OF SURVEY DATA
Questions 1, 4, and 8 of the "witness" portion of the

survey and question 5 of the "victim" portion‘of the survey
consisted of scaled attitude responses whereby the respondent
could indicate his or her attitude toward the subject matter of
the question by checking the appropriate box. Essentially,
respondents to these questions were asked to characterize the
intensity of their attitude towards the extreme or neutral positions.
| In analyzing the returns, we treated the middle box of
questions l,k4,‘and 8 of the witness portion and question 5 of the
victim portion as the "neutral' position and clustered the two
boxes to the left of the neutral position as being‘the "negative"
response and the two boxes to the right of the neutral box as
being the "positive" response. We, therefore, lumped all respon-
dents into the negative—neutral—positive category for purposes
of comparing the strength of, for example, a hegative,response
in comparison to the~strength‘of the positive response.



A. INTERPRETATION OF DATA: WITNESSES

In comparing the two Court systems (Municipal and
Common Pleas) we made the following findings:

1. 53% of survey respondents viewed the environment in the
courtroom as "very good"; 34% indicated a neutral re-
sponse and only 1l1% characterized the courtroom environ-
ment as "very poor". Given the overall favorable impression
of the courtroom environment, we determined that witnesses
coming into the system initially tend to view the court-
room enviornment in a positive prospective. This would
suggest that very little, if any, needs to be done to effect
a change in the appearance of the courtrooms or in the style
of its operations. Witnesses coming into the system receive
a positive impression of the courtroom envirpnment. Whether
that impression remains positive is dependant upon what trans-
pires while the witness is waiting to give testimony.

2. 64% of the Municipal Court Witnesses described the waiting
"area as comfortable, while only 40% of the Common Pleas
Court Witnesses indicated that the waiting area was comfortable.
As to sources of discomfort, Commom Pleas Witnesses
identified the following factors in order of importance:

1. The chairs were uncomfortable.

2. They had no idea what to expect. :

3. - They had nothing to do during the waiting period.
4., They were bored. :
5. It was crowded.

Municipa1>Court Witnesses identified the following sources
of discomfort in order of importance:

1. They had nothing to do during the waiting period.
. They had no idea what to expect.

. They were bored. '

.. The chairs were uncomfortable.

. It was crowded.

From this we concluded that the Common Pleas Court has a
distinct problem with the physical uncomfortability of its

Ulab» o IV

waiting area while the Municipal Court has a problem with
. predominately mental Sources of discomfort. :



3. 68% of the Common Pleas Court Witnesses had to wait between
0 -~ 2 hours prior to giving testimony whereas 74% of the
Municipal Court Witnesses waited between 0 - 2.

We concluded that the waiting period in either court system

is not presently a primary source of witness dissatisfication
with the Court system at this time. We further concluded that
the fact that the waiting period is somewhat shorter than we

- had expected is a tribute to the efficiency of the court
process and' the resolve of the judges to not permit witnesses
time to be wasted in the court system.

4., 26% of the Common Pleas Court Witnesses described the
assistance that they received prior to the court appearance
as "neutral" while 37% characterized the same as "very poor"
and 41% indicated that it was "very good". Of the Municipal
Court Witnesses, 24% described. the pre-appearance assistance
és “neutral", 26% rated the same as "very poor" and 48%
labeled it as'"very good",

Considering question 1 and guestion-4 together, we found
that ,more often than not witnesses went into the court system
generally pleased with the enviornment in the courtroom and
receiving adeguate to very good assistance prior to entering the
courtroom to give testimony. We, therefore, postulated that if

-the remainder of the survey indicated a change in attitude towards
that system, it would be because of factors peculiar to the
process of giving actﬁal testimony in court and in the timé

7 immediately following the witnesses exit from the court system.

| 5. In the Common Pleas Court, witnesses identified Law Enforce-

ment officers as having the greatest degree of visibility as

-~ to the uniformed amplovees (law enforcement officers & Judges)
and the court officials (clerks and bailiffs) as having the
greatest degree of visibiiity amoung the non-uniformed
employees (clerks, bailiffs and prosecutors). In the Municipal
Court, the results were opposite for both categories. |

We concluded that Law Enforcement Officers have the
greatest-impact upon the attitudes of witnesses insofar as attitudes

‘are shaped by the degree of assistance recieved prior to the time

~10-



a witness actually is placed upon the stand to give testimony.
Ironically, the Prosecutor in the Common Pleas Court had the
lowest degree of visibility to witnesses. In the Municipal
Court, the Prosecutors had only a slightly better degree of
visibility than the court personnel. One of the problems
suggested by the survey was that the witnesses may experience
unnecessary anxiety by wondering "who is my lawyer".:
6. Only 48% of the Common Pleas Court Witnesses were aware
of the outcome of the cases in which they appeared to
give testimony. In contrast, 61% of the Municipal Court
witnesses were aware of the outcome of the case. In the
Common Pleas Court, one reason for the high number of persons
not knowing the ountcome of the case may be due to the fact
that Grand Jury proceedings are secret and that many cases
conclude after a Grand Jury indictment.

We did not view the Grand Jury factor as being decisive
because an equal number of surveys were distributed in Grand Jury
Witnesses and witnesses who appeared in trials in the Common
Pleas Court. Therefore, we suspect that the percent of Municipal
Court Witnesses who were unaware of the outcome of the case (39%)
is at least a fair index of the percent of Common Pleas Witnesses
if the Grand Jury factor is excluded from the result. In any
event, we identified one source of dissatisfaction with the court .
system as being the failure to advise witnesses as to the outcome
of cases in which they appeared to giv5?£estimony. '

7. 58% of the Common Pleas Witnesses were thanked by someone
within the system for having taken the ‘time to participate;
In the Municipal Court 71% of the witnesses were thanked.

Certainly, at a minimum every person who takes the time
to participate ih the court system ought to receive a "thank you'
from someone in that system. To the extent that the system |
- fails to communicate an effective "thank you" this is yet another
source for feeling that one's appearance did not make a signifi-
cant difference to anyone connected with that system.

8. tIn the Common Pleas Court, 50% of the wiénesses charactérized
| their appearance as "necessaryf, 27% viewed it as & waste

of time, and 23% regarded the experience as "very valuable".

~11-



In the Municipal Court, 43% of the witness respondents
indicated that their participation in the process was
"necessary", 33% evaluated their participation as "a
waste of time" and only 23% described their experience
as being "very valuakle". ]

In designing the survey, we felt that question number
8 of the witness portion of the survey was perhaps the most
critical question of all those contained in the guestionnaire.
Whether a witness is willing to cooperate with the c¢criminal
justice system in the future may be a direct function of that
witnesses prior experience with that system. Also, question
number 8 was structured within the survey such that by the time
the respondent was asked to evaluate his or her participation
in the case, all of the variables such as waiting time, assistance,
courtroom environment, post appearance information, and expressions
of thanks for their appearance would have been exposed to the
respondent before question 8 was asked and answered,

In considering the responses to question number 8 in
relation to questions 1 - 7, we found that witnesses initially .
come into the system feeling "good" more often than not about
the court room environment, feeling "good" about the assistance
they received prior to their testimony, and not having to wait
an inordinate amount of time prior to giving testimony. However,
between the time the witness arrived at the couri house, was
sworn in and gave testimony, and subsequently left the court
system, there was a decided shift‘invattitude toward the court
system. We have concluded that factors such as physical or
mental comfort; ‘the need to know more about the process and the
outcome, and being able to identify ones lawyer (prosecutor) are
- critical services which must be offered to witnesses if they are
to feel that their participation in the procéss is meaningful to
themselves and to society.

=12~



B. INTERPRETATION OF DATA: CRIME VICTIMS
The second portion of the survey was intended to

identify the needs of crime victims and to assess how well the
criminal jsutice system was responding to those needs.
1. 79% of our crime victim respondents were the victim of
a property crime.
2. Of those respondents who were property crime victims,
45% felt that their property had been returned to them
within a reasonable period of time.
3. 63% of the crime victims responding to the survey had
been given precise information as to -what would occur
once the crime had been reported to a law enforcement
agency. |
4. An equal distribution of crime victims (33% in each
' category) indicated that‘the prosecutor had represented
them very poorly, adequately, or very well.
5. 57% of the crime victims indicated that the prosecutors
office should have given them more assistance outside of
the courtroom. '
One of the more curious findings in the victim portion of
the survey was the equal distribution associated with the re-
presentation of crime victims by the prosecutors office. On
scaled guestions one would expect to find a bell curve distribution
whereby the bulk of the respondents would tend to cluster around
the mean position and gradually taper out toward the extremes.
Yet on question number 5'(listed above as #4) crime victims fell ,
equally into one of the three categories (negative-neutral-positive)
when asked to rank the representation they received from the
prosecutor's office. o

One poséible interpretation may be a function of the
low visibility of the prosecutors to witnesses in general (see

guestion number 3 and the discussion under heading #5 in the
Witness portion of the report). If prosecutors have low
visibility among witnesses in general, the same may be true

with respect to witnesées who are alSo crime victims. This
interpretation is consistent with the findings in relation to
question 6 where crime victims identified a need to receivé more

-13-



out of court assistance from the prosecutors. Our survey
indicates that prosecutors need to communicate more effectively
with crime wvictims and to render services to them prior to the
time that victims are called upon to give testimony in court.
Similarly, while law enforcement agencies are doing a commendable
job of providing detailed information to crime Victims at the
time of investigating a crime, a significant portion of the
respondents (37%) had not received this information.

However one may interpret the results of question number 5,

it is clear that the interests of crime victims are not met by

the contemporary criminal justice system. Crime victims, '‘Iike

witnesses in our survey, are lacking information about how the
system functions and who will be representing them within that
system. ‘

VIIT: CONCLUSIONS

So long as the Constitution of the United States endures,
adversarial trials will be the bench mark of the American criminal -
justice system.  Though the faét finding process may be improved
in‘yéars to come through the introduction of scientific techniques -
and experts to interpret such information, lay persons will
continue to play key roles in the reporting of crime and in the
effort to hold perpetrators accountable for their actions. It is

- therefore imperative that the criminal justice system begin to

inguire of its crime victims and witnesses how they are treated
by that system and to make increased efforts to respond to their
needs., We hope that this report suggests one means of assessing
witnesses attitudes toward the criminal justice system and
identifying the factors which contribute toward the formulation of

attitudes whether positive or megative. Its utility in that

respect awaits similar efforts in other Ohio communities.
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APPENDIX

TABLE 1: Summary of Crimes in Licking County as
Reported to UCR

TABLE 2: Witnesses' Appearances in Lickiﬁg County
. and Municipal Courts 1974-76

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

TABLE 3: Symbols used on Questionnaire to Identify
: Survey Respondents According to Year of
Appearance and Court System

Cover Letter Accompanying Survey Questionnaires

News Release in Newark Advocate

" TABLE 4-6: Tabulation of Survey Responses

TABLE 7: Distribution of Respondents According to
Year. of Appearance and Court System
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CRIME PROFIZZ LICXING COUNTY
(Source: Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investigation)
(Reporting Agencies:)

(Licking County Sheriff's OZfice, Newark Police Department,) *
(Heath Police Department, Granville Police Department, Johnstown Police Depaftnent

1974 - 1975 1976 TOTAL

Homicide f 3 - 2 . 2 7
Manslauéhter 3 2 0 5
‘ﬁape { 24 13 | 13 50
 Robbery R 72 65 | 56 193
‘Assault 193 146 189 ’ 528
Burglary 1056 1130 862 3048
Larceny | 1614 2183 | 2158 5955
Vehicle Theft 160 176 142 478
| R it o A rRE

TOTAL - 73125 3717 3u22 10264
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LICKING COUNTY COURT SY¥STEM
WITNESS APPEARANCES 1974—76
SUBPFOANED WITNESSES ONLY

LICKING COUNTY CO:=:MON PLLAS COURT:

GRuEND JURY {1.976) 305 LEO 565 . CIV. 870 =
(1975) 277 LEOG 417 CIV. 694 %
(1974) 276 LEO 295 = CIV. ° 571 T

-t
fu
-t

11y
fu
j=t

4
0 0 O
ol
fu
[.-l

COMMON TLEAS COURT TRIALS | . .
"Rgos  LEOC P501 CIV.

(1976) 1027  Total
(1975) 290 LEO 363 CIV. _653  Total
(1974) = 436  LEO - 420 CIV. 856  Total
MUNICIPAL COURT |
(1976) 82 LEO 457 CIV. 539  mTotal
{1975) 122 LEO 644 - CIV. _766 Total
(1974) 70  LEO 572  CIV. 642 Total
| 2384 234 . 6518 |
T ¥Rz 475 not including NaboZny/Garside

*B: 338 not including Nabozny/Garside

*C: ‘813 not including Nabozny/Garside
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If yes, please explain bricfly.

P

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE U

"As 2 puast ¥itness in the Licking County Court system, how would you evaluate

the environment in the courtroom? (Place X in the appropriste BoX.)

V2Ty poor. . yeTy good
Was the waiting area comfortable? {Circle one) = Yes - No
If Ko, specify:

a. The chairs were unhcoaiortable d. It was crowded
b, I was bored e, I had to stand
c. I didn't know what to exXpect Z. I had nothing to do or read

How many officials did you coms into coatact with during the case? (Pleass
circle one or morej

a. - Law Enforcement d. The Judge
b. Prosecutoxr's 0ffice e, Others (Please specify)
c. Court Officials-Bailiff .or Clerk

How would you rate the assistance you received prior to your appeirance?
(Place X in the appropriate box) - ’

l i | ' |

very poor » } - very good

How long did youywait at the courtreoom prior to giving testimony? (Circle one)
a. 0-2 hours b.. 2-4 hours c. 4-6 heurs d. 8 or more hours

Were you informed about the;outhmé of the case in which you were involvad?
(Circle ong) ~Yes No .

Were you‘eysr thanked for your help in the case? (Circle one} Yes No
How would you evaluate your participation in the case? (Place X in the box.)

Waste of time Necessary Very Valuable

What was the greatest problem you encountared as a witness in the case?
3 P Y

tistTop bl

11
# K X & 2 X X o k& * % F & Ak R oF X kA KR K kA K K 2 REF K A kX X A
Only if you were a victim, that is an individual who suffered physical injury
or loss of property, please complete the fcllowing questioms.
K KX X ok K R x F X X ¥ A F K %

:’t****‘**:&**:‘:#*R*****'**‘t*
Did your case involve: (Circle one)
a. Loss of Property b. Physical harm to someone c. Both

As a victim, did you get any stnlen,prop Tty returned to you in what you
considered 2 reasowuble petlod of time (Circle one) Yes No

How long did it take to be returned?

Did the law enforcement officer who handled your case give you any specific
information as to what would happen after your original complzimt? (Circle
one) Yea No .

‘How soon after the original complaln* were you contacted by the Prosecutor's

Qffice? 'Please specify -

How do you feel you were represented by the Prosecutor's Office?

Very pootr adequately very good

Do you feel the Prosecutor's Office should have helped you more outside the
courtroon? {(Circle one) No Yes




TABLE 3

- SYMBOLS USED FOR QUESTIONNAIRES

To Identify Respondents According to Year of Appearance

and Court System -

1974: (84)
(84)
1975: (166)
(166)
1976 (250)

(250)

Municipal Court

Common Pleas Court

Municipal Court

Common Pleas Cour£

Municipal Court
Common Pleas Court

n

[
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COVER LETTER ACCOMPANYING‘ QUESTIONNAIRES

Office of the City Seolicitor

NEWARK, OHIO

Bill L. Slocum

Robert Flory Hendricks ' ' L. um
" City Solicitor Chief /Criminal Division
e , , Mike Radabaugh
: Assistant City Solicitor
lﬁiiil'éi‘iit fe?g;est , ~ May 4, 1977 " 30 North 4th Street
6147/345-1964 Newark, Qhio 43055
‘ , 614/349-7407

Richard Taggart
5551 Beecher Rd. S.W.
Pataskala, Ohio

Dear Mr. Taggart,

We congratulate you on being selected to be a part
of a very important survey being conducted by the City
Prosecutor's Office. You were selected from a list of
people who have come in contact with our judicial system.

~ We sincerely appreciate your past help.

" The enclosed survey will take very little time to
complete but its importance lies in developing a Witness-
Victim Assistance Program. Please take a few minutes to
-read the questions and answer them to the best of your

~ability. Your identity will remain ananymous as only your
honest responses are important.

Please place the completed questionnaire in the enclosed
stamped envelope and drop it in the mail. Our deadline for
questionnaire return is 20 May, 1977.

We expect that the results of the questionnaire and
its intended goals will be discussed in the Newark Advocate
sometime during mid-June. Pledse watch for the article.
Again, thank you! '

Very truly yours,

Efffﬁ/éw««
Bill L. Sslocum ;
Chief/Criminal Division
City Prosecutor's Office

- BLS/xh
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Bx KATHY WESLEY
Advocate Reporter
This week the city
prosecutor’s office mailed out
1,000 questionnaires.to persons
calied to testify in local courfs
as part of an evaluation of ser-
vices offered Iocally o court

witnesses.,

The persons wete chosen at
random from lists of witnesses
appearing in Licking County

" Municipal Court, Commeon

Pleas Court or Grand Jury be-
tween 1974 and 1976.

The surveys ask witnesses
such questions as "“How would

-~ you rate theassistance you re- -

ceived prior to vour court ap- |
pearance?’’ ‘“‘Were you in-

. formed about the outéome of
the case in which you were in-
© volved?* and **How would you

evaluate your participation in

" the case—was itz waste of

fime, Tiecessary,or very yalu-

-, able?” ;

City Pri oser.iutor ‘lelxam

~ Slocum said a person's ex-
perience. in the court system

may affect his future coopera--
tion with police and the courts,

: = 1f a person has a good ex:-
- perience, Slocumn says, :that,
+ - person will be more hkaly to.

help the courts in the future,
The surveywas developed by

t Barry M. Riley, coordinator of

admissions and financial af--

e ‘fairs at Ohio State University -
© Newark Campus,:and John
- Bettac, -of Central Ohic Tech-

nical College and 'was funded

Enforcement Aqsxﬁfance Ad-,

ministration. Of this money,

the city of Newark contributed
$77 .

The mone Slocum says,

went {6 pay or the production .

and mailing of the surveys, as

well as for the work of John

Whittington, a paralegal assis-
tant at the prosecutor’s office,

and research assistants Tom
Galey, Rick Morgan and Kathy

Welpe, who spent several.

weeks compiling lists of wit-
nesses from every conrt from
1974 t0 1976. -

The group also sent survevs'
1o 14 local faw enforcement of-

» ficials, and later: interviewed
them on how responsive they

“thought the court system was.

fo crime -victims and th-
nesses. - -

‘With the remammg monev,;

Slovum said, Ms. Wolpe will
ielephone as many as possible

of the avitnesses who were not
. "pearances. unplesodnt and a

sent SUTveys.

Slocum’s aim 1s to de-
termine if the community™
‘needs.a comprehensive pro-::
gram {o0.help make court ap--
pearances easier. for -crime
vxcums and w:tnesses in gen--.
Teral, - :
The number af crlmes re-

ported in-Licking County de-

creased in 1976, Slocum said,
but this could because of fac-
tors othgr than a decrease m ;

crime,
Slocum cays other fxgures he
has compxled show the Jocal

3%

s Firie
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courts are ‘‘much busier than
we thought.”

He beneves that *‘while
we're busier, our ability to
deal with the needs of wit-
nesses is poor.” He said court
personnel in general do not .
have the training or the timeto
handle the problems of crime

- victims and persons who must

appear in court.

This is the purpose, Slocum
says, of the survey: “‘So-we
can look for problems, and
then figure out how to change
things to elxmmale the prob-

- lems

An example of the effects a

» vietim-Wwitness assistance pro-
gram can produce, Slocum
said, is the pro now oper-
atmg in Stark Coun

. “They had a prob em keep-

.'ing up with the volume of the
courts there;” Slocum ‘said.

. Not only was volume & prob-

lem, he added, but hecause so
‘many people found;court ap-

waste of time, the number of
crimes reported went.down
along- with - the . -local
prosecutor s conviction rate,.

«,gram began, Slocum says the
conviction rate is up and the

" ‘residents have set up a *'Block

Walcher" program:to help re-
.duce crime and help crime vic-
timset o

-Slocum saxd he hopes to have

- the figures synthesized into a
report by the end of June

PR

~ Since “the -assistance pro-.

all the 'surveys Teturned and '



VICTIM/WITVESS SURVEY RESPONSES

»

TABLE 4- 1974~76 TOTAL: 324
[312] 1. /\.‘s a past .s-'itn‘éss in the Licking County Court system, how would you cvaluate
=T the ‘environmcnt in the courtroom? (Place X in the appropriate box.)
|24 (8%) | 10 (3%) 109 (34%) 60 (19%) | 108 (343)
[208] . . o - 150 148 " =
Le 2. Was the waiting area comfortable? (Circle one) Yes f

No
1£ _No~, specify‘:‘ (506) (49%)

g% a. The chiz)irsdwere uncomfortable 47 d. - It was <:ro;«de:-11
b. I was bore ‘ e I had to stan
62 ¢. I didn't know what to expect gg £. I had nothing to do or read

3. How many officials did you come into contact with during the case? (Please
circle one or nore)

173 a. Law Enforcement 1131 d. The Judge
149 b. Prosecutor's Office e. Others {Pleass specify)
162 S Court Officials-Bailiff or Clerk

1308] 4. How would you rate the assistance you received prior to your appearance?
' (Place X in the approprmte box) :

: |55 (178) |37 (12%) |80 <25%) l41 (138) | 97 (318) |

yvery poor very good

[303] 5, ‘H%wllsong did you wait at the ccurtrqom priot to giving testimony? (Circle one)

a. ?;-_I,?llgours b. 2-4 hours c. 4-.: hours d. 8§ or more hours
133) . (12 2 (4%)
[312] 6. Were you. informed about the outcome of the case in which you were 1nvolved"
: (C:.rcle one) 167 Yes 145 h‘o .
(2971 (53%)  (46% 187 110

7. Were you ever thanked for your help in the case? (Circie one) Yes
(63%) (37%)

' 1[312] ‘8. How would you evaluate your participation in the case? (Place X in the box.)

|75 (24%) |18 (63) |148 (47%)[ 17 (53) | 54 (17%) |

“Haste of time Necessary Very Valuable

9. What was the greatest problem.you encountered as a witness in the case?

PP LISTOPRPH YL -
****8»\:'t"’k'k‘k:}********ﬁ**********kt*******
Only if you were a victim, that is an. individual who suffered phvs:Lcal injury
or loss of property p‘ease complete t}\e 4’0110\41'1g questions.

R OKk Rk R A i.**!*** *,**a**h***n*wt*
[69] 1, Bid your case involve: (Ci‘rcle one) p
/ 9—
C 54 3. m:ss of Prope?tle by P:\ysxcaL harm TO someone 4&‘”‘)‘)'1:‘ )
401
[“9’ 2. As a yictim, did -you get any stolen property returned to you in what you
consﬁered a rcasonab“le period of ti (Circle cne) Yes 22 No 27
How long did it take to be Teturneq? (45%) (55%)
-[571 3 Did the law enforcement officer who handled your case give you any specific
’ .mfornazl.vém as to 215:11‘ would happen after your ong}.nal complaint? - (Circle .
one) Yes No i
(63%) (37°)
4. How 'soon a..tc* the original complaint were you contacted by the Prosecutor“
Office? - Please specify
[66] S, llow do you keel you were rtepresented by the P*osecutor’s Office?:
|l7 (26%) i 6 (9%) | 22 (33%)] 2 (3%) | 20 (30 )J
. very poov adequately. i very good
: o
- [40] . 6, - “Do you feel the Prosecutor's Off.u:e should have helped you more outside the
courtroom? (Circle one) 20, No 26 es. :
33%) (57%) , :

Tf yeq, plc.v:t. explain br;eflyu




o , Composite L974-76 Total: 187
. . TABLE 5

. ' [183] 1, As a past witness in the Licking County Court s¥stem, how would you evaluate
the ¢nvironment in the courtroom? (Place X in the approprinte box,)
« [«2 A
| |20 (11%) |6 (38) |74 (40%)|33 (18%) |50 (27%) |
; very poor : ] very good
. [169] 2. Was the waiting 4area comfortable? (Circle one)67 YCSlOZNO
2 °
If No, specify: (405) (606)
61  'a. The chairs were uncomfortable 30 d. It was crowded
31 b. - I was bored . e. .1 had to stand
49 c. I dida't xnow what to expect 27 £, 1 had nothing to . do or read
. 3. How many officials did you comé intd contact with during the case? (Please
circle one or more)
113 a. Law Enforcement . 66 d. The Judge
89 b. Prosecutor's Office e. Others (Please specify)
" c. QCourt 0fficials-Bailiff or Clerk
{182]111
How would you rtazd the assistance you recelved prior to }our appearance? .

(Place X in the ap')rovrlate box)

[35 (19%) |24 (18%) |48 (269) | 26 (142) ]| 49 (279)]

very poor ©overy good

[l7l] S. How {;ng did you wait at the courtroom prior to givmg testimony? (Circle one) »
a. 0-2 hou*s b. 2-4 hours c. 4-6 hoursk d. 8 or more hours '

o o 42 :
[184] 6. Were you 1n)Forn°d a&;out t?he outcone(or 1-31) case in(vfhggh you were involved?

(Circle one) 89[1 Yes 95 2
[177] | (4855 (53%) 102 75
7. Were you ever thanked for )'our help in the case? (Circle one) %58 )1\?42 )
4
[18 ‘] 8. How would you evaluate your participation in the case? (Place X in the box.)
Lso (22%) |10 (5%) [92 (50%) | 11 (6%) | 31 (17%)]
aste of time ) Necessary .. Very Valuable
* 9, What was the greatest problem you enccuntered as a witness in the case?
yroptrseT 0PI O L .
2‘*********‘*%******&**:\*****"*"c***'*'ﬁfﬁ**
Only it you were a4 victim, that is an individual who suffered physical injury
orloss of property, plecase complete the following gquesticns.
*******k ,*‘-***k*ﬁ:‘tk*****#**x***#*‘tkk*
{461 R Bid yvour case invelve: ku*-clp onzy
) (85%) 2) 1)
39 a. Loss of Propsrty 5 Ph}’SlC"l harm to someone ¢! Both
[36]

2. As a victim, did you get any stolen property returned. to you in what you
considered 2 reasonable period of time?  (Circle one) . Yes 14 No 22

(39%) (61%)

: fad :

_[4:)] 3. Did. thg law enfercement officer who handled your case give you any specific -
information as to what would happen after vom: original com;uamt (Circle
oneg) 24 Yes 21 Ne

How long did it take to be returned?

4. How soon a?tcr the(onol)ml conpldmt were. you contuctad by the Prosecu;.or 5
0ffice?  Pledse speu.f/

) ! {42} 5. How do you feel you were Tcprescn\.ed by the Protecutor s O fice? .
[ 12 (29%)]4 (10%) |15 (36%) 1 (2 )l 1o (249)1
very poor adequa;el) very good
.~ [24] 5. Do you feel the Prosccutor's OE ice should have hnlpud }'ou nore cutsui\. thc
courtrcom? (Circle onb) 11 No 13 Yes :

1f ves, ‘p‘lfeuse ‘explq;n brlcEly(46%) (549




TABLE 6

{129]

[129]

- [128]

{132]

[128]

[120]
[128]

[22}

{13]

[22]

(257

[22]

21

22
23

3.

(T)Gd wsu.\ case . involve: (ZClTi: le one)

IV LW LA WAV AL T - o7 . T T T

Comp051te 1974~ 76 Total: 137

As a past witress in the Licking County Court svstem, how would you evaluate
the enviroament in the courtroom? (Place X din the appropriate box.)

l 5 (4%) | 4 (3%) | 35 (27%)J27 (21%) ‘58 (42%)1

Very poor ) very good

Was the waiting area comfortable? (Circle one)
(6A93(36
If No, specify:

a, The chairs were uncomfortable d., Tt was crowded
b. I was bored 7 e. I had to stand
c. I didn't know what to expect 24 f£. I had nothing to do or read

How many officials did you come into contact with during the case? (Please
circle one or more)

a. Law Enforcement 65 4. The Judge

b.  Prosecutor's Office e, Others (Please specify)

c. - Court Officials-Bailiff or Clerk

‘-llow wonld von vote the assistance ycu received prior to your appearance"
(Place X in the appropriate hox)

I'ZO (16%)! 13 (lO%)l 32 (24%)|15 (12%) |48 (38%)

Very poor i . ) T very good

How long did you wait at the courtroom prior to giving testimony? (Circie one)

11 ‘7 :
. 4 hou 4-6 h TD hours
nouis % 3:)1'5. ( o)ours (503 ore hour

Were you informed about the outcome of the case in which you were involved?
)78 50

W (qg'Qd f(39 )h 1 th Q ? (Circl ) % 3
ere you ever thanked for your help in the case? (Circle one (%ﬁfﬁ) (2F§ 5)

(Circle one

How would you evaluate your nartlcmar_mn in the case? (Place X in the box.)

'35 (273) | 8 (6%) | 56 (43%)] 6 (5%) |23 (18%) |

Haste of time Necessary - Very Valuable

What was the greatest problem you encountered as a witness in the case?

1 ISTOPH! P 1!
X K kA KRR K A A R X X R A A F KK AR Xk Kk kX £ Kk Ak A K KR KA K A K R X
Only if you were a victim, that is an individual who suffered physical injury

or 1os~.> of prooerty, please complete the following questions.
n*x w A, X *n***t**t***%ﬁ********a**t**kﬂ

‘-

o)

a. Loss of Property & b Phy::lral harm to someone | c¢. Both

A:. a victim, did your get any stolen property returned to you jn what you
considered a reasonable period of time? (Circle one) Yes No

(61%) (38%)

How long did it take to bz refurned?

Did the law énEorccment officer who handled your case give you any specific

- information as to what v.ould happen after your original cemplaint? (Circle

one) . Yes

How sour( a%tel' the g;ll%mal complaint were you contacted by the Prosecutor's
Office? Please specify

How do. you feel you vere representcd by the Prosecutor's O0ffice?

| 5(25%) | 2 (8%) | 7 (28%) |1 (4 ) | 10 (40%) |

very poor . adcquate‘y very good

Do you feel the Prosecutor's Office should have helped you more outside the
courtroon? - (Circle one)- ‘9. No 13 Yes

I£f yes, please explain bricfl)(fl 13) (59%)




. _ TABLE 7

ANALYSIS OF SURVEY RETURN
ACCORDING TO YEAR AND
COURT SYSTEM

$

COMMON PLEAS COURT LAY WITNESSES SURVEY DISTRIBUTION RETURNS OF RETURNS'

@

1976 1066 250 101 9.4
1975 780 166 ' 45 5.7

1974 . 715 84 a0 5.5

MUNICIPAL COURT

1976 457 R 250 74 16.1

1975 644 166 | 36 5.6

- 1974 572 84 27 4.7
4234 1000 324 7.6%

* Representihg the ratio between surveys returned (324)
and the potential survey population (4234).



1) %hat do you believe ar
+tims and witnesses sholld

Conﬁinuanoes: information on who to contact; vrompt notification
tshort notices in nost cases); possible babysitting services; in-
for 12ftion on where to 20; elimination of the inconvenience (con-
Tinuances, euC. )3 transportation to and from court; a rull days
pay for witnesses; educate witnesses onwhat to do; for victims-what
insurance does not cover, court should assure that the defendant
will make up; answers to the problems_right then-night court; re-
imbursemsnt with understanding that the money will be replaced;
“give them the essentials needed; restitution,

2) What type, if any, of more extensive services should be offered
vietims and/or witnesses?

When house robbed of food, replace its;NIGHT COURT; protect victim
cdzatnst hassle of defendants Iriends or Tamily; -2et evidence back

“to. the vpeovnle; babysitting services (possibly come out of the court
cost) such as thru dayv care center (bill zoes to looser of litization):

eomopensation,

4

3) What are some of the reasons why wltnesses are hesitant to be-
come involved in the "courtroom experience” of testifying?

Theytre not educated on how to testify; threats; neighborhcod dis-
putes develone after court; hassle to testifvy TV has given 2 certain
gtereotyvpe to courtroom testifving; fear of reprisal; vublicity:
buginess veovle don't want to be involved because it will hurt bus-~

inesg: "don't want to Zet involved attitude; veople dont care;

loosing a dayv's vay: ho idea what they're in for; hsrassed on the

stand by defense sttornevs; court chansing times and not notifying
witnesseg; case never heard loose a day's work; peovple feel they
are the ones ) -~ that are on trial when they go To
eolt, e ~

@) To what extent do you believe the uncooperative victim and witnesses

is @ problem?

,[Thelr testimony will hurt vou more than help vou: major; peodle
~don't believe justice is done; not really a big problem-zt lsast
when it's in court, at the time-yves-they don't want to become in-
volvoa- nonex,'not aproblem due to thes fact the uncooperative wii=s-
Ness isn't there whenitthe police arrive so who is a witness; very
little; wvictims of burglaries are mad at 1st (m;gn» influence them
;1n being antl police, lack of prote tlon;.

5) YHich type of cases do you experience the most VLctlm and witness
‘non~cooperaitlon?

Rave (hunllatlon,. B&E~they lugt want their property back; burzla
drugss traffic accidents; assaullts; no problams-‘nelvhbornood van

arie
da-~

klmsm. DWI's (becausD they ‘themselves drink),




e

D) Whai provlems do you most frequently encounter in connection with
witnessas?

Reluctance because they themselves have done the same thing (drink-~
ing then driving); witnesses scared because of probation, vandalism
to witnesses after criminal put on probation; peopke don't want

to zo dgovm ©to0 the Lickinz County Courts because case 1s never heard

once theyrget there; see no, 3; uneducated as to what they're going

to do cr get intos; none; finding the places continuances- progecutor's

bave made a2 deal _and the case is resolved and their not notified;

tna W1un°sses will change abode and not notlfy anyone,

7) In cases of "noushow" witnesses what were, if any,some of the
réasons which were given for their failure toappear?

Very little problem; no problem; it's a “domestic” thinz they really
don't want to testify against them.

8) Is thers anything the justice system can do to make it easier
for pesople to appear at court?

Judees should hold the defense in the same light as the prosecution-
that is, the no, of continuances-more personnel on prosecutor's
banalf-have them question people, read them their richits,., set wo
case riznt there (this can be done the same way as a BCI agent):
Nizght Court:; Prosecutor handy in the evening; transportation; pay;
briafinz them: build a varking lot for the court; babysitiing refer-

rals;:; vrozram in high school in which students come to court to

seg mna* it's all like:; schedule cases better so thelr won't be
2s _manz continuances: time- -anything to shorten it and the inconven-

ience gg;zbam.v

9) What, in your opinion, are some of the problems of court appearan-
ces bg (a) law enforcement officers (b) citizens?

Contlﬂuaﬂces. breathalvzer (subnaenalnv calibrator); talk to Pfos,
vnen they are going to testify (this 1s the bizzest hassle)-licElroy
W*lT Call now about 15 minutes ahead of tlme(when officers on patrol)

" This hs=1Ds _a_lot; worlzing night shlft and going to the court in the

"mornln none that he knows of; the way thev'"re raked over the coals

g

ceLensa auuornmy~uhere¢ore citizens are raluctant to become involved

azain-waiting in the hallways-feels the police officers should be

informsd of what's happening in the courtroom; no pay for court Ttime;

prosecutor doesn't do homeworlk, leaves important thinegs out; timg

scheduling; <heir own time (law en?oroement‘officer§):'monetary

kijulaens) officers are beinz penalized by going to court-let the

fficers kxnow ahead of time, at least 2% hrs,; for officers waiting,

Ano +tims for eatins at lunch because of juors being in the restaurants

close by (ihis a problem for officers not acquainted with Newark).



- . 1

- 10) Do you believe a victim/witness program is necessary in.Licking
Sounty? o

Yes:; secondary to vrosecutor's office needinz more personnel to sed

e
YD caseq YesJ that 1s a Night Court; yes-ionz range deterent o crime;

do, ves-esp., for the witnessesi Yes put only one vroblem and that
is -edaral fundings~toc many stirings attached; not necessary but

gsfa“blg help; depends on the program: a big help.

. 11) Vnhat problems, if any, have victims or witnesses encountered

with the local criminal justice system?
\r\\

See previous answores, defense attorneys postponments; prosecutors

didntt do the job:; prosecutor's should get together with the witqasses

anduoffiders; none; being made to lock fodlish on the stand oy defen

at ornev, more Dersonallzed gcontact; .= RS

U .
NN “
i Ty s h :
] e .’ L .I
- - et

12) Xow might the system be improved to make it easier for victims
and witnesses to testify?

Might Court; availability of vrosecutor at night; zet only the wit-
Tnesses y;u need and get them on the stand the dav thev re down at
court; an.incentive %o testify; educate public; -inconvenience of dav-

time‘courts; trangportation; bavvsititing services:; notify veople

who testified as toithémoutcome of cases: extrs little things to help

them zovear; change vublic attitude from non~involvement to interesd;

nre-trial conference; get the problemof continuances resoclved,

SURVEYS DURIV THE PERIOD OF APRIL 5 THRU ARRIL 21, 1977.

JAY
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