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INTRODUCTION R LAt L il

| The fundlng and establishment of the Orleans Parish'Spe—

: Tc1allzed Trlal Bureau (STB) was initiated ;s a result of the r’“::‘
development of the Career.Crlmlnal Bureau (CCB). The Career
Criminal Bureau 1s operated by the Orleans Parlsh DlStrlct

attorney and was established to reduce crime by 1dent1fy1ng

kand expedltlng ‘the successful prosecutlon of professlonal

crlmlnals. It was suspected that many of the'defendants
i /? ; = : ) )
‘ prosecuted under the,CCB“concept would be candidates for the

$)'v
indigent Defender Program. Because of the serlousness of SO
charges resultlng from CCB prosecutlons and the amount of e jfvffﬁ
defense preparatlon time requlred, it was determlned that thee , o

existing public defender office dldanot havevsuff1c1entkper-e

sonnel resources to meet projectedsincreases in workloads. . - |
It was to the benefit of defendants and the concept of CCB ,///’v

O '/’
that adequate protection of defendants' Slxth Amendment nghts

W

be preserved
“ The Spec1allzed Trlal Bureau is operated by‘the Orleans . ;k iswf
eParlsh Indlgent Defender Program (OIDP).k The OIDP was awarded
~an LEAA dlscretlonary grant in- the amount of $99 997 for the

,perlod October 1, 1976 through September 30 1977 Local e T

'cash matching Ffunds brought the total budget to $118 103 E[?hf'f'“';

h

An 1n4tr1m evaluatlon reportzjescrlblng the 1mplementa-37"

’tlon and status of the STB was 1ssued durlng May, l977.‘ The [jfftf




'~ without delay and was operating in ah efficient manner. In

addition, it was discovered that about one half of the de-

fendants prosecuted under the CCB program were repreSented

by STB:attorneys; however, prdjected‘case loads were not as
high as expected. Duriné this same period, the program was
visited by the LEAA regional monitor and no-programmatic

deficiencies were noted.

This one year report describes the operation and status
of the STB during its first vear of operation. Operations
are described, costs are viewed, and conclusions are made

relative to the system improvement goals of the project.
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P OGRAM DESCRIPTION

‘ ' 1;7" ] o ' /‘q - : . .“,. T '

The Specialized Trial Bureau was designed as a Eompanlon, SR
grant to the Career Criminal Bureau tonassureﬁadequate'repre—” -
sentatlon to indigents prosecuted under CCB without stralnlng o s

the resources of the 1ndlgent defense staff The STB grant‘~

:11
was basically for personnel and 1nc1uded the following supple=

4h

mental poSitions to the OIDP:

l. Five experienced attorneys (one actlng as . : T
supervisor) v o R S e

2. Two investigators o | ST

3. One secretary

In addition to defense duties directly related,to‘STB,

.cases, . the attorneys were designated'as ad hoc supéfVisgrs;i:~fe;_$i 
for the purpose of tralnlng other OIDP staff. o e 'j

‘ Rather than a pro;ect‘almed at crime reductlon, the STB ( _“i
should be viewed as a system lmprovement Project . In addl— p~? , Eif
_tion to being a ‘corollary to the CCB, it was a\t1c1pated that i“é
) g

~'it would assist in Rreventing backlogs for“oth r OIDP at-=

torneys.ﬂe S - “ Sy "
Three spec1f1c goals for the prOJect were llsted in the i T

' , : o : ‘ e AR
grant appllcatlon- e e e ;‘ix : Mgf

l. To 1ncrease the quallty and amount of prepara—,, S
. tion available” to OIDP attorneys: handling CCB "
cases from the existing two weeks to one month' = .
~and thereby 1ncrease the overall quallty of L
fthe defense.f : ; : : i

h12.‘ 7o act as defense counsel for all quallfled e ef?ﬂl
5 ;1nd1v1duals prosecuted through the CCB., e

Fes T
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3. To prevent the development of increasing
caseloads of OIDP attorneys resultlng from
the act1v1t1es of the CCRB. -

In the grant application; there is some uncertainty as

to the number of cases expected by the STB; however, based
on results,from the interim evaluatlon, a basellne was de-
rived. During the first six months of operations, an average
of 24 cases were received resulting'in an average caseload

4 : o
of five per attornmey. An average of three trials per month

were held which averaged three per attorneykfor the six month

period.
A\
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EVALUATION PROCEDURES .~ = = =

Data for this.evaluation came prlmarlly from three

sources: quarterly narrative, statlstlcal, ‘and flscal re—' 'L.'
‘ports submitted by projectppersonnel; These‘reportS'were—
- supplemented by interviews with the project'director,roperé‘ L @;‘

ating superviSOr, and the LEAA and LCLE monitors«for court

Q

projeets. In addltlon, the statlstlcal reports on progect

9

operatlons of the Career Crlmlnal Bureau were reviewed,

= v
Given the nature of this grant, ile., an attempt ta

provide a more eff1c1ent and likely dellvery of justlce,"

this assessment of project operations is based prlmarlly on
' measures of efficiency, 'Sfﬁcerproject operatiOnseare uot 

directly'aimed at impacting the criﬁe‘problem ihﬁNew;Orleans,""“l_ 3{

no attempt was made to evaluate effectlveness. ThlS ‘analy-
sis explores the ability of the project to d&fset the grow-

~- B 0
ing number of cases belng prosecuted as a result of the CCB, w W b
! Al o .

thus keeplng the numb r of cases belngkhandled,by“OIDP at,a

> level not substantlally;highgr thanfcurrentiy:eXists;‘

e Measures of efficiency are basically descriptive in that they, - o e

%\ o ‘aése%e project procedureS'or methods rather'than‘outcomes. Q S
3 . f s
B In the prev1ous report on- thls project, the ablllty of the

N

project to become operatlonal was V1ewed, and 1n ‘this report TR

the level of operatlon for the flrst year 1s presented.

N
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PROGRAM OPERATIONS

This section describes actual program operations during

‘the oneVYear study period. This descriptive approach also

indicates the levels of activities and’ workload statistics
as compared to the Cageer Criminal Bureau. Averages déme
puted for this section are based on eleven months of program
operations (November, 1976 through September, 1977) since
the first month of operations were basically those of imr

plementing the grant.

Cases Received

During the evaluation period, the STB regeived 305 cases

_involving 253 individuals. During the same period, the CCB
mécEepted 573 cases for prosecution which indicates that the

STB was initially responsible for 53% of all cases accepted

for_prosecutio% under the Career Criminal chcepE. Eighty~

seven percent of the cases received by the STB were for

felonies, and"l%% for misdemeanors. Twenty-nine cases re-
& . ] . .

sulted in a withdrawal after recelipt, which netted 224 cases

requiring active defense processing after initial acceptance.

)

Dispositions

»182 individuals. Of the 182 individuals disposed, Bs%vwere

The STB disposed of 203 cases dufing the~periodfinvdi9in§

;n0n~white;~and Sé% were under the age of 31 years (Table'l).

<



The processing of

the £iling of 193
74
RACE
- wWhite
Non-white
Total
AGE

~17-20 years
21~-25 years
26-30 years
31-35 years
36-40 years
40+ years
Total

The STB dlSpO
the perlod and had
at the~eqd of the
disposed of 90% of
caseload of approx

 Table.2 shows
 When'consiéering't

posed o; by pleas,

fense (7% tola less

by methods other t

cases were “dispose

ST

o

N - e . ‘74*'?+fihﬁ
Fhose individuals‘required 96 interviews and
. ? 0 v
motions.
h . | | 2
'TABLE 1 o '
RACE AND AGE ' , ‘ b
(STB disposed individuals)
£ % of total R
28 15%
154 85% - R
82 T00% g
31 ' 17%
37 20% :
39 S 21%
32 18s © ¢ ’ : . e :
12 , 7% ' o A
31 R Y T . : Tioen
182 ) ‘ 100% o ﬁ
sed of 6 7% of‘the cases it received during :
a balance o£.102 cases awaiting dispoéition,‘
study period. During the same period the CCB
the cases it received and had an active -
imately 110 cases at the end of the period.
case;dispoéitions for the sgudy perion”_f o
otal.disnoeitionsy 55%‘of the ca 108 wore dLaLyi;ﬂ'kj i
elther gullty as charged or to a 1e QL. f\ ;,_;
set) TWenty—elgﬂt percent were dlsposed of ‘,*‘1 o
han’trial¢ i@e;,/nolle oros, wh;le 17% or i4 ‘;; o
d,Of‘either.by‘Wﬁdge or Jury trlal.q AftEL \’a PR




L0

o
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. excluding those cases either rejected or withdrawn, 64% were

disposed by pléas, 20% by trial apd 16% by other means..

Of those cases requiring trial disposition, 82% were

o found guilty as charged, or guilty to a lesser offense (86% of
s . | a
judge #trials ended in guilty verdict and 75% of jury trials).{i

- Overall, through either pleas or trials, 69% {(f all cases dis-
fin posed resulted in guilty findings (80% when withdrawals and re-

jections are deducted).

&

TABLE 2
DISPOSITIONS
(STB cases)
L) f ‘ —o-/g.
Pleas 112 55%
Guilty as Charged - 104 k8
Guilty to Lesser Charge 8 o

Judge Trials | 22 11%

Guilty as Charged <14

Guilty to Lesser Charge 5

Not Guilty 3
Jury Trials 12 6%

Guilty as Charged =~ 8

Guilty to Lesser Charge 1

Not Guilty ' 3
Nolle Prosequied * ) ‘ 19 9%
Insane ’ 3 2%
Withdrawals/Rejects : : 29  14%
Dismissed ' o B ‘ 2 1%
Probation Revocation = _ 4 2%

o 0 Total Dispositions . 203

r

,Findings of guilt resulted in 167 sentences (duplicated
count).as’can be Seenlin*Table 3. Seventy-five percent of the’

dispositions resulted in confinement eithexr” in the state peni- .

0%

N Lo D . N
- *tentiary or the parish prisom.

. @ -
8 1T . g 2 : LRI :
) 5 g - ; : sy 2 i
K - : . : a N




: attorneys. .

on the average, for four cases per month When‘cons;der;ng R

T SR = T i o T W T ST . T & = T ]

. . “
M oot K

" TABYLE 3

" AR

' SENTENCES L RN
; (STB duplicated count) i
Sentence J | £ , % of total
Angola ‘ 78 B 47% »°
Orleans Parish Prison . 47 28%
Suspended Sentences , 23 14%
Pi¥pbation ‘ .15 %% ‘
Fine ' : 4 2% y
Total Sentences o R l67 . a 100%
B -
; Ed fol
Caseloads B .

A baseline for caseloads was determined durlng the flrst
six months of grant operations. Therewere an average of 24
3
cases received per month, resulting in an aﬁerage caseload of

%

five cases per attorney per month. he average trial caseload
was three per attorney’for the basehlne pariod. When the over—
all caseload was adjusted to account’ for withdrawals it was |
determined that attorneys’in the STB were.responsible for about

W

four active cases per month. ADAs in the CCB averaged 6.5

o

cases per month and each ADA Was‘responsibie for two tria’l‘pro-O

3

secutions for the six month period. gIn~addition,‘it waé det%rh
mined that the OIDP averaged fl7'wcaseSxper month egcluding
those cases prosecuted under the CCB. kSince the caseload'ofhj
the OIDP had not 1ncreased durlng the six month basellne per—y .
iod, the prellmlnary evaluation concluded that the SIB’ had an

influence on.not 1ncrea51ng the. caseload of regular OIDP »;'!

Iﬂacomputlng the caseload for the STB for thefentlre study L '
a -

period, 1t was determlned that each attorney was, respon51ble,

= EE T ‘%“jg

'; &




ne

only those cases requiring a trlal dlSpOSltlon and preparatlon,
\

Uthe caseload was approx1mate1y&neven per attorney for the en~

tlre period or less than one per month. Attornevs in the CCB

had an average overall caseload of 6.5 cases per month and a

)

trlal caseload of about 19 per attorney for the entire period.
Caseloads for OIDP attorneys remained constant at about 17 per

raonth.

Notifications and Time Lapse

kquality defense. °

No formal process has been established between the CCB
and the STB for notifications of upcoming CCB céses although
informal notifications have occurred on an éd hoc basis. For.
the most part, STB attorneys are present at the time of arraign-
ment to legally represent indigent persons and in the case of
CCB,prosecuted individuals the responsibility for the case is
transf“m\ed from the OIDP attorney to the STB attorney. A
reV1e7¥oé the notification procedure indicated that notification,
per-se, does not appear to influence the amount of preparation
time for t?é defenso as much as does docket setting and the

speed to whxch the DA brings the case to trial. This combined

with the low caseload of the attorneys assists in insuring a

The speed with which cases are disposed is reflected in

‘Table 4, which shows the Time Lapse for all STB cases disposed

dufing the one year study period. Of the 203 céses terminated

during the period, 74% were disposed of within two months of

receipt. This finding jis consistent with the CCBs overall

diépositionvtiﬁe for the same period of 59.63 days.

10

I
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operational and the administration of the grant was conducted °

' sulting from the initial salary discrepancies: The grant period

A ‘ . i P
.was {ntended as a result of this balance. . Since the project

TABLE 4 )
TIME LAPSE :
(STB case dispositions) - P C g
, . 5 AR
o ‘ £ % of total
Timé o5 - ) o o wot // o
‘ Less than one month 102 T 50%. e
One to two months , ‘ 49 24% P
Two to three months ‘ 32 - e
Three to six months . 13 ; 6% 0
€ix to nine months 4 2% -
‘Nine months to one year : 3 , 2% )
Over one year , o 0 W - -
Total cases ' - 203 lOO%':J
Administration CL /o

The program - experienced no difficulties in becoming

efficently. All narratlve progress reports and flscal reports)

were completed and submitted in a tlmely manner. One problem ‘

-]

1n1t1a11y experlenceg during the early stages-of the grant:re—_

garding salary discontinuities was quickly resolved. ”Tébleos ;3“‘{

®

shows a fiscal summary for the one year period of the grant.

The balance on the summary sheet refers to a residial amount re-

=)

was not intended to result in a cost ‘savings to the system and s

because of the non—quantifiable nature;of’programfkgoais,ﬁnop

cost/benefit analysis 1s performed : Rather; it is suggeéted» 'ka@p

,
S
y
J
=
- 1
I 4
o

that a cost outcome or cost per serv1ce be computed for use as

a gross measure for futuré plannlng and management purposes. w““:

oo

These flgures are suggestlve of resourLe allocatlon by serv1ce

category and. are not 1ntended o present "real" costs. It i

should be kept in mlnd that STB attorneys not only functloned .
0 ‘ " ST g B e

i
a




L ity for SuperVising and training“duties.‘

a o

Sy should be vieWed as a range.

$336 00 per case.

Because of the vari-

S -~ TThe cost per case received is the grossest form of cost
EEUR R 0

ance in°the amount of time ‘spent on each‘cese'the follswing

Rt ana1y51s and in terms of the STB that cost is estimated to be 't
The cost per case termlnated is estlmated

'to be $505 00 per case; however, thls increases sllghtly to

‘”°$589,00 after deducting those cases terminated as a result of

rejection or withdrawal.

Notwithstanding,theeVariaﬁce in

preparatlon time, a cost per category of preparatlon is estlm—

w7 ated to be $503.00 for pleas, $512.00 for trials and $1024.00

tion and time).

“Thus, an average

for Nolle Prosequled dlsmlssals étc. (based only on prepara-

“cost to . terminate a case

‘ ¢
1n the STB at the present rate of referrals is estimated to be

i $657.00. 5
\ o '
e
. TABLE 5
o SPECIALIZED TRIAL. BUREAU FISCAL SUMMARY
: . Period: 10/1/76 - 9/30/77 ,
A Total Grant Funds
‘ ° (includes Cash Match) .
|'TTEM Amount Total Balance
' ’ ' Budgeted  Expenditures sl
| [Personnel ~$91,008 $86,377 $ 4,631
; PFringe -« ’ 16,995 6,018 10,977
g ‘Other direct 5,050 5,050 -
i ~Indirect 5,050 | 5,050 . L -
.o [Totai_ $118,103 $102,495 $15,608
t s %




The Spec1allzed Trlal Bureau operated 1n compllance w1th .
’ the procedures eXpllcated in its approved grant appllcatlon.gl‘V
No grant adjustments relatlve to programmatlc operatlons were d‘;tk‘dfg

' necessary. The grant was 1mplemented w1thout delay and- was ’t~1_ﬂﬂ:

BRI o éffigigntly admlnlstered The program has functloned 1n 1ts
intended purposefof‘supportlng the concept of the Career .

Criminal Bhreau by prov1d1ng legal representatlon 1ndlgent
/ i ; , .
] awrfrégﬁendersi LI o AT

@

Goal number one for the program relates to the quallty

\?Rg\

and amount of preparatlon time available to attorneys handllng~{""‘
CCB cases. Measurlng the quality of~defense preparatlon 1s S k§5’l

ba51ca11y a: subjectlve assessment in the short run and as such

is not addressed in this report If further research is fffﬁ
forthcoming for long range effects, it is suggested that such
'methods as rev1eW1ng any appeals which are upheld based 1nad— :

pequacy of defense be employed Because of the‘nature‘of the

"appellate process, this must be a long range progect. V/{Tith‘t"j
EL ;
reference to 1ncrea51ng the amount of preparatlon tlme for

o

cases prosecuted under CCB, gttempts were made by pro;ect per-_’ ;hd»jgé

,sonnel to. formallze the notlflcatlon process between the STBR
o

;°,'pk _ and the CCB. It should be remembered that the dec151on to‘

, prosecute under CCB rests w1th the Dlstrlct Attorney s 0 f;ce-;n*

A‘!\

ng,‘f Whlle no formal process has been establlshed,nlnformal rela,v

o = e

p

S T ’ tlonshlps between the CCB and STB have resulted 1n an 1ncreasefﬁ°

1n early'notlflcatxon. In addltlon to further 1ncrease:'

‘”aratlon tlme, OIDP attorneys are present durlng th@ arra

x."" ‘




(o

,enhance operatlons.’

: formal process (motlons to contlnue) dld not occur.

e

hearing.
! 4 0

Goal number two refers to, providing defense counsel for

all qualified individuals prosecuted under CCB. The STB in-

kiﬁially receivedkz3%’of'all‘cases,prosecuted under CCB which

tncluded‘all thoshfeligible.@ Tweﬁty-nine‘cases‘prior to dis-

position were either found to be ineligible after investiga-

'jtion‘or‘the defendant withdrew in favor of private attorneYS;

Goa1Wnumber three refers to the preventlon of 1ncrea51ng
caseloads for IODP attorneys. Prlor to the establlshment of
the STB, the average caseload was about 22 cases_per month.

After implementation of -the grant, OIDP caseloads have avere

aged 17 per month, which clearlyvreflectsthe removal of CCB

i

“cases.

In addition to the above goal accomplishments, the STB

uattorneys offerred‘training to OIDP personnel and acted as

sectlon supervisors.

The STB has complled with the conditions of the approved

grant application and have made‘substantlal progress toward

the”attainment of its goals. Whlle the lack of formal notlfl—
~cation procedures between the CCB and the STB does not appear
to detract from the program,s ab11rty~to.prov1de defensekfunc—_’

. tion, theeimplementationkof a formalized process could work to -

¥

ufor both OIDP and STB as torneys have remalned comparatlvely low.‘
'whlch should result in nmore tlme to prepare quallty defenses.
It is recommended that the STB contlnue in its supportlng

el functlon of the CCB, even 1f fundlng w111 allow opera*lons only

e 5 - s b ‘ g
LR . Lt ; AN e . . s s . . . oy
\«‘b o R Wi : S - “ . - o § . ) YL

The ‘problem ant1c1pated as a result of no

Caseloads
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~at a’ lower staff level tha@.is preseﬁ%1y~enjoyed.; Since the gioi
- workload projections for‘thé STB %ere largely oVer-eétimatédf "”

kit4Ts suggested that,continugd,funding onthis projéct be éom—”f {

5 >

mensurate with the actual caseloads as reflected in thisérepcqﬁ;  ;;;

legislation te aSSume;A;ﬁf

v Ahe OIDP has made arrangements through

O

- L o , st = 3
the cost of the STB at the end of federal funding.-
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