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NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE
EXECUTIVE TRAINING PROGRAM

Through the Executive Training Program, new criminal justice processes and
methods created and tested under the sponsorship of the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice have been introduced to thousands of local offi-
cials. Many of these officials have subsequently used this new knowledge to
enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of criminal justice activities in their
localities.

The Institute's Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination is carry-
ing forward another year of the Executive Trairing Program to give local criminal
justice decisionmakers additional new techniques emerging from Institute-~
sponsored research. We look forward to the program's continued success, not only
in improving the effectiveness of the criminal justice system, but also in help-
ing local governments to provide services in the face of shrinking budgets.

Harry Bratt, Acting Director
National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice




NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE
EXECUTIVE TRAINING PFOGRAM

Introduction

The National Criminal Justice Executive Training Program is a nationwide
training effort that offers officials of state and local jurisdictions the oppor~
tunity to learn about improved criminal justice practices and programs. The
National Criminal Justice Executive Training Program is sponsored by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ), the research center
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), U.S. Department of Jus-
tice.

The National Institute supports wide-ranging research in the many legal,
sociological, psychological, and technological areas related to law enforcement
and criminal justice. It also follows through with the essential steps of evalu-
ating research and action projects and disseminating information on successful
efforts to encourage early and widespread adoption.

As LEAA's research, evaluation, and training arm, the Institute works to
devise improved methods to control crime and strengthen the criminal justice sys-
tem and to train law enforcement and criminal justice personnel as well as legis-
lators, mayors, and researchers to use these more promising approaches,

The National Criminal Justice Executive Training Program is a major vehicle
for transfering research results to actual application in police departments,
courts, correctional imstitutions, and related agencies across the country. In
this program, senior criminal justice administrators and other decisionmaking
officials of courts, corrections, and police agencies in each state are selected
to participate in workshops and other training activities held across the country
to learn about new procedures.

Goals

The primary goal of the Natiomal Criminal Justice Executive Training Program
is to enable criminal justice executives and policyshapers to bring about adop-
tion of improved courts, corrections, and police practices. These improved prac-
tices are derived from National Institute research findings, or designed and val-
idated by the Institute's Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination
through its Program Models publication series and Exemplary Projects program.
They are the embodiment of the Institute's policy of sharing knowledge and proven
practice to enable local agencies to be self-directing and self-reliant to the
maximum extent possible,

To introduce the new practices through the nation, the Institute's Executive
Training Program:

o Informs influential policymakers in the larger agencies
about new practices and their potential for improving the
criminal justice system




o Gives them the knowledge and skills needed to apply these
methods in their jurisdictions.

Techniques that have been tested or that promise improved effectiveness or
efficiency are presented in Regional Training Workshops, Field Test Training,
Local Training, and Special National Workshops.

The training topics are selected from among the most promising concepts
developed under NILECJ auspices. These include models derived from:

¢ Research Results--Improved criminal justice practices
identified through research findings

o Exemplary Projects~-Projects that show documented success
in controlling specific crimes or that have demonstrated
measurable improvement in criminal justice service

e Program Models--Syntheses of the most advanced techniques,
including operational guidelines, that can be followed in
locales throughout the country.

The National Criminal Justice Executive Training Program assembles a team of
nationally recognized experts for each training subject. Extansive support ser-
vices are also provided including multimedia development, editing and publication
of training materials, comprehensive evaluation, training methodology, and logis-
tical support.

Program Activities

Several major activities are being carried out to encourage local jurisdic-
tions' use of improved criminal justice practices derived from research and eval-
uation.

Regional Training Workshops

Eight workshop series were presented across the country between late 1976
and early 1978, and four new topics are being presented in the third year of the
program. Each three-day workshop is devoted to one topic and attended by 50 to
60 top criminal justice policymakers of the larger agencies from throughout the
multistate regions of workshop presentations. In the 1976-77 cycle, participants
learned how to manage successfully the change processes in:

o Managing Criminal Investigationms
Application of systemwide management techniques to
increase the successful solution and prosecution of major
crimes with reduced resources.

o Juror Usage and Management

Procedures that improve the efficiency of juror selection,
usage, and motivation with significant cost savings.
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® Prison Grievance Mechanisms

Principles essential to achieving prompt and equitable
resclution of problems and disputes, with benefits for
both prison staff and inmates.

& Rape and Its Victims

Understanding of and skill in the delivery of services to
rape victims through communitywide coordination of agen~
cies and programs.

In the 1977-78 cycle of the program, workshops were presented across the
nation on: ‘

. ® Managing Patrol Operations

Improving management skills in matching police resources
and workload demands, and facilitating citizen participa-
tion to increase police patrol effectiveness in the face
of decreasing resources.

¢ Developing Sentencing Guidelines

The development of articulated sentencing policies to
guide structured judicial discretion toward reducing sen-
tencing disparity among similar offenders and types of

. crimes to increase equity in the administration of jus-
tice,

e Health Care in Correctional Institutions

Improving health care of inmates in prisons and jails by
assessing needs and problems, developing improved methods
and procedures, aand identifying required resources based
on legal and medical standards.

o Victim/Witness Services

Identification of victim/witness services requiring initi-
ation, improvement, coordination, and/or further study;
training in implementation skills and plans for improving
the interaction and relationships between the criminal
justice system and victims and witnesses.

In Cycle I1I, beginning in September 1978, workshops are being presented on:

e Community Crime Prevention

Representatives of police organizations, city administra-
tions, and community-based organizations from similar com-
munities learn about commumity crime prevention program
models and skills needed to assess, design, and implement
appropriate programs in their communities.




e Maintaining Municipal Integrity

This workshop series focuses on local government and the
training emphasis is on prevention. Indicators of corrup-
tion, which officials can use to diagnose the extent of
their problem, are applied to real and case study govern-
ments; prescriptions for prevention stress accountability
through special management methods that can be used by
mayors or county executives, city and county managers, and
police chiefs.

® Operating a Defender QOffice

In the six years since the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in
Argersinger versus Hamlin, states and local jurisdictions
have established a growing number of publicly financed
defender offices to ensure the provision of counsel for
persons unable to pay for it. To equip managers of these
offices with the needed skills, training focuses on four
topics: case management, budgeting, personnel administra-
tion, and external office relationships.

e Improved Probation Strategies

This topic addresses improving management techniques in
probation offices in a time of fiscal and program crisis.
Thus, overall management areas such as planning, resource
allocation, budgeting, and effective use of support ser-
vices are stressed. Improved program strategies, such as
special intensive probation, community resource manage-
ment, and techniques of pre-sentence investigation report-
ing, are used in case study examples of ways to improve
programming.

Participants in all the workshops receive individual program planning
guides, self-instructional materials, handbooks, and manuals. Certificates
acknowledging attendance are awarded at the conclusion of training.

Multimedia packages are developed and furnished to any requesting agency
that is interested in implementation. Included are videotapes, training manunals,
and other related resource documents.

Field Test Training

Field tests examine the new procedures in a real-world setting and evaluate
their effectiveness and transferability to other jurisdictions throughout the
country.

Key representatives from the test sites receive Field Test Training designed
to:

® Prepare test site staff to operate or implement their pro-
jects




¢ Identify agencywide needs for Local Training

¢ Determine the most effective format for training assis-
tance to the local sites

@ Assist the sites in conducting research utilization con-
ferences to familiarize their colleagues in nearby states
with their experiences.

During 1976, field test sites were selected to implement projects in Manag-
ing Criminal Investigations and Juror Usags and Management. Five police agencies
were involved in the Field Test program in Menaging Criminal Investigations:

Birmingham, Alabama
Montgomery County, Maryland
Rochester, New York

Santa Monica, California
St. Paul, Minnesota.

deo0o o

Eighteen courts were involved in the Field Test program in Juror Usage and
Management :

Connecticut State Courts

Middlesex County (New Brunswick), New Jersey
Delaware County (Media), Pennsylvania
Jefferson County (Louisville), Kentucky
Summit County (Akron), Ohio

Dallas County (Dallas), Texas

St. Louis County (Clayton), Missouri

Salt Lake City, Utah

Haricopa County (Phoenix), Arizona

Spokane County (Spokane), Washington
Suffolk County (Boston), Massachusetts

New York, New York

Dane County (Madison), Wisconsin

DuPage County (Wheaton), Wiscomsin

East Baton Rouge Parish (Baton Rouge), Louisiana
Polk County {(Des Moines), Iowa

Pennington County (Rapid City), South Dakota
Ada County (Boise), Idaho.

¢ O COe 500000

In 1977, the Executive Training Program provided assistance to three Neigh-
borhood Justice Center field test sites in Atlanta, Kansas City, and Los Angelés.
A Neighborhood Justice Center is a community-based project that seeks to resolve
conflicts between people who have a continuing relationship and whose disputes
are more appropriately resolved by mediation than by litigation. The Centers
recruit and train community people to apply the techniques of mediation and
arbitration to disputes. The Executive Trzining Program assisted the three pro-
ject sites in preparing grant applications, conducting two training programs for
the project staffs at the beginning of the test period, providing 30 days of
local training assistance to each Center during the start-up period; and support-
ing an NJC Directors' conference.




During Cycle III, four topics are the focus of Field Test Training: Pre-
Releas. Centers, Managing Patrol Operations, Multijurisdictional Sentencing
Guidelines, and Improved Correctional Field Services.

Three jurisdictions are involved in Field Test Training in Pre-Release Cen-
ters: New Orleans; Philadelphia; Fresno County, California. These test sites
will be implementing procedures similar to those developed by the Pre-Release
Center in Montgomery County, Maryland, which NILECJ has designated as an Exem-
plary Project. The purpose of the testing is to determine if a structured com-
munity release program can measurably improve the post-release behavior and com-
manity adjustment of selected jail and prison inmates.

Two of the Cycle III Field Test topics--Managing Patrol Operations and Mul-
tijurisdictional Sentencing Guidelines--involve training in the implementation of
strategies and techniques discussed at Cycle II Regional Training Workshops. TFor
Managing Patrol Cperations, training will be conducted in Albuquerque, Charlotte,
and Sacramento. Training sites for Multijurisdictional Sentencing Guidelines are
in urban, suburban, and rural sites in Florida and Maryland.

Field Test Training in Improved Corructional Field Services also will be
conducted at three test sites. These sites--Kane County, Illinois; Albany, New
York; and Jacksonville, Florida--are involved in an effort to test the effective-
ness of probation risk screening procedures as they are used in combination with
different levels of supervision.

Special National Workshops

Special National Workshops are the third part of the National Criminal Jus~-
tice Executive Training Program. They are single events held for selected crimi-
nal justice policymakers and researchers on significant topics chosen by the
National Institute. Recommendations for problem-solving are provided by criminal
justice experts and practitioners who have dealt with these problems or whose
theoretical and analytical contributions can be helpful in the implementation
effort.

The workshops fall into three general categories:

1. Transferring research to the community of practitioners--The functions
here are to address differences in perception between research and operational
perspectives, to assess the validity of research findings in light ¢f operational
experience, to assess practitioners' needs for additional knowledge, and to com-
municate new information to the operational community.

2. Communication among researchers--The functions here are to advance the
state-of-the-art in a given topic area, particularly one where "real-world"
changes are aifecting the criminal justice system, to share new findings, and to
clarify directions for future research.

3. Special target audiences--Here the effort is to reach groups such as
elected officials, planners, or evaluators and to inform them of current research
znd validated information on advanced practices.

The Special.National Workshops presented during the first year of the Execu-
tive Training Program were:




Argersinger versus Hamlin--This presentation focused on
the problems associated with the provision of legal coun-
sel to 11" indigent defendants facing incarceration, based
on the 1972 Supreme Court mandate.

Update '77-+Mayors and county chairpersons from across the
nation gathered in Washington, D.C., to discuss the role
of local elected executives in planning and developing
programs in law enforcement and criminal justice,

Research findings by NILECJ and other resources were
reviewed as potential solutions to major problems.

Determinate Sentencing--This workshop provided an in-depth
analysis of this sentencing trend and its effect on
police, prosecutors, judicial systews, and correctional
systems at the national and state levels, including cur-
rent legislation and laws in California and Indiazna and
current bills.

During Cycle II, Special National Workshops focused on:

Forensic Science Services and the Administration of Jus-
tice-~-This workshop's goal was to integrate perspectives
among and between police executives, prosecutors, judges,
defenders, criminal justice educators, and forensic scien-
tists to promote an interdisciplinary exchange of views
that could lead to fuller use of scientific resources in
criminal justice.

Pretrial Release--This workshop brought together judges
who represented each of the 50 states as well as 10 judges
from federal district courts who are involved in a demon-
stration project to examine the process, issues, and
alternatives in the pretrial release of defendants.

Stechastic Modeling--Among the more promising techniques
of crime analysis, stochastic modeling was discussed at
this workshop by executives and crime analysts seeking
insights into the kinds of analysis possible with this
technique.

Update '78--Following the success of Update '77, this
workshop provided an opportunity for additional mayors,
county executives, and other local officials to examine
their role in criminal justice decisionmaking, gain new
perspectives on what is being done in other jurisdictions,
explore current criminal justice research, and raise
issues and concerns from the local point of view.

Plea Bargaining--This workshop was designed to clarify the
issues surrounding plea bargaining and to provide a means
for reporting on the results of important research pro-
jects. A number of papers c¢ommissioned for the workshep
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received widespread dissemination through subsequent
publication in Law and Society Review.

o Mental Health Services in Jails-~This workshop focused on
effective models for mental health service delivery to
jail inmates, including analyzing the existing situation
within a correctional institution, coping with the stress-
related problems of incarceration, diagnosing acute mental
illness, treatment and diversion, and using available com-
munity mental health services for inmate populations.

Other Special National Workshop topics for Cycle III included: National
Workshop on Criminal Justice Evaluation; Crime Control: State of the Art (for
State Planning Agencies and Governors' Crime Commissions); Performance Measure-
ment in Criminal Justice; Collective Disorders; and, Career Criminal.

~As part of the Special National Workshops, the National Criminal Justice
Executive Training Program staff also provides support to meetings of the NILECJ
Advisory Committee.

. Results

An impact evaluation conducted three months after the last workshop in Cycle
I indicates the effects of the Executive Training Program: Officials from more
than half the agencies represented said they are implementing one or more of the
specific aspects of the knowledge gained through research and information-sharing
presented at the workshops:

e Three-fourths of the police officials reported making
changes in some aspect of their management of criminal
investigations~~the initial investigation, case screening,
and the continuing investigation.

o Over half the representatives from court systems reported
making changes in their juror usage and management pro-
cesses--summons procedures, recordkeeping, and monitoring/
evaluation.

e Correctional officials reported implementing changes in
their systems, although in slightly fewer numbers than
either the police or court representatives. They focused
on changes in their prison grievance mechanisms, encourag-
ing such innovations as inmate/staff participation, writ-
ten responses, and monitoring and evaluation.

® More than three-fourths of the participants at the Rape
and Its Victims Workshops reported an increase in coopera-
tion among community agencies to improve services to rape
victims.

Similar concrete results are anticipated for Cycles II and III of the
National Criminal Justice Executive Training Program. Not only is the program
apparently equipping criminal justice executives and other policymakers with the
knowledge and skills to improve the delivery of criminal justice services in
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their communities and create s safer environment, but it also is giving partici-
pants a personal benefit--the chance to enhance their own skills and career
potential.

About the Cffice of Development, Testing, and Dissemination

The Office of Development, Testing, and Dissemination is reponsible for dis-
tilling research, transforming the theoretical into the practical, and identify-
ing programs with measurable records of success that deserve widespread applica-
tion. As part of its programs, ODID 2lso provides financial and professional
assistance in adaptation and tests of selected practices in several communities,
and offers training for criminal justice executives nationwide. The result is
that criminal justice professionals are given ready access to some of the best
field test programs and experimental approaches that exhibit good potential.

ODID has developed a structured, organized system to bridge: (1) the opera-
tional gap between theory and practice, and (2) the communication gap between
researchers and criminal justice personnel scattered across the country. ODTD's
comprehensive program provides:

e Practical guidelines for model criminal justice programs;

¢ Training workshops for criminal justice executives in
selected model programs and other promising research;

e Field tests 'of important new approaches in different envi-
ronments ; .

o Onsite training visits for criminal justice executives to
agencies operating successful innovative programs;

¢ International criminal justice clearinghouse and reference
" services for the entire criminal justice community.

10
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STRATEGY FOR TRAINING

Topic Determination

A multitude of topics vie for national attention in the criminal justice
field. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) researches and ana-
lyzes many of those topics through the Office of Research Programs, National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ). Resulting studies
and projects are carefully evaluated by the NILECJ Office of Evaluation. A topic
reaches the level of a national training workshop only when the Office of Devel-
.opment, Testing, and Dissemination (ODTD) staff has been convinced that practi-
tioners in the field can benefit from solutions developed.

The training topic, "Operating A Defender Office," competed with other pos-
sibilities advanced by the Adjudication Division. Assisted by a survey of the
State Planning Agencies (SPA) in the process of determining topic needs, ODTD
issued a memorandum selecting this topic based on the following rationale:

In response both to societal need and to constitutional man-
date for legal representation of the indigent there has come
into existence a new public agency, the Public Defender's
Office. The dilemma of being state funded to defend those
the state seeks to punish has compounded the basic problem:
how to best organize and manage the delivery of defense ser-
vices. There are several structural methods of organizing
such a system, but each office is faced with the kinds of
evaluation, management, and attitudinal issues that recent
research has addressed.

Reports issuing from that research included:

e Self-Evaluation Manual for the Offices of the Public
Defender, Dr. Roberta Rovmer-Pieczenik

o Guide to Establishing a Defender System, Nancy A. Goldberg

o In-Depth Analysis of National Defender Survey, Shelvin
Singer

® Criminal Courts: The Defendant's Perspective, Jonathan
Casper. .

The combined input of these people produced two assumptions for training.
o The research products of the last few years, when synthe-
sized, offer techniques that will help defender adminis-

trators in the performance of their duty.

o Public provision of criminal defense will be strengthened
by evaluation for the purpose of improved management.
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Under a separate contract to design, coordinate, and conduct the National
Criminal Justice Executive Training Program, the University Research Corporation
(URC) invited national experts on defender services to a planning conference in
June 1978. :

Planning Conference

To prepare for the conference, several preliminary meetings took place with
NILECJ staff to review current defender office research, visits were made to
defender offices, authors of research reports were interviewed, and special
assistance was provided by National Legal Aid and Defender Association staff.

Representative public defenders, nationally recognized defender service
researchers and authors, and NILECJ staff then convened with URC staff to deter-
mine training topics to match the NILECJ Decision Memorandum "Operating A
Defender Office" and the known operational needs in the field.

Five general topics emerged from that discussion and we.o recommended to be
addressed in a 2%-day training workshop:

Case Management

Budgeting

Personnel Administration
Internal Office Management
External Office Relationships

Needs Assessment

AN

To test these recommendations further, a Training Needs Assessment question-
naire was sent to 175 defender offices representing small (1 to 6 people), medium
(7-35), and large (35+) offices in each state. A nearby 50 percent response con-
firmed four of the topics, with Internal Office Management receiving fewer posi-
tive replies. Additional comments received showed the timeliness of the topic
and provided immeasurable assistance in developing the strategy and content of
the training program. (The questionnaire and responses appear on pages 18-21.)

Design Phase

Five people: known for their expertise in defender services accepted invita-
tions to work with ODTD and URC staff to develop a training workshop responsive
to the expressed needs.

The overall training goal:

How defender offices can best organize, monitor, and manage
for effective deliivery of services to clients.

The four general topics chosen to address this goal--Case Management, Bud-
geting, Personnel Administration, and External Office Relationships--express two
themes in addition to their own goals:

o Self-Evaluation (Monitoring) Techniques
o Implementation (Change) Strategies

13




.Serving as tools for defender participants to carry from the workshop are
How Does Your Defender Office Rate? A Self~Evaluation Manual, and a Manual to
asgist in the implementation of desired techniques.
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OPERATING A DEFENDER OFFICE

Planning Conference Participants

Laurence A. Benner
Director, Defender Services
National Legal Aid and
Defender Association
Washington, D.C.

Jack E. Farley

Public Defender

Office of the Public Defender
Frankfort, Ky.

Nancy A. Goldberg

Director of Training

Criminal Defense Consortium
of Cook County, Inc.

Chicago, Ill.

Marshall J. Hartman
Criminal Defense Consortium

of Cook County, Inc.
Chicago, Ill.

J. Patrick Hickey

Public Defender Service for
the District of Columbia

Washington, D.C.

Harold S. Jacobson
Legal Aid Society of New York
Rew York, N.Y.

Norman Lefstein

University of North Carolina
School of Law

Chapel Hill, N.C.

Bonnie E. McFadden

National Legal Aid and
Defender Association

Washington, D.C. '

James R. Neuhard
State Appellate Defender
Detroit, Mich.
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Kirkland Taylor
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Fred Becker, Program Manager

Gene Clark, Office of Criminal Justice
Programs

Dennis Murphy, Office of Criminal Justice
Programs

National Criminal Justice Executive
Training Program - University Research

Corporation

Sheldon S. Steinberg, Project Director
Burke E. Dorworth, Team Leader




The following tabulations show the responses of 77
defender offices from the 175 surveyed, July, 1978.

TRAINTG® NEEDS ASSESSMENT

A training workshop to meet a defender office's operational needs might
focus on five major areas: Case File System, Budgeting, Personnel, Internal
Office Development, and External Office Relating. Each of these areas is
addressed below in this questionnaire. For each area would you please check the
appropriate response(s) which reflect your training interests and/or add any
.other training areas that would better fit your particular office management
neec.s.

Name Number of Attorneys
in office:
Title Number of all other
staff in office:
State
"My Training Interest Level Is ..."
POSSIBLE TRAINING AREAS STRONG SOME LITTLE
A. Case Management 35 22 1
¢ How to improve case management. 40 25 8
e How to develop a tracking system. 25 29 19
¢ How to handle workload analysis and
forecast future staff needs. 36 21 15
¢ How to develop and maintain data
keeping instruments for case manage-
ment. 28 27 17
o How to increase scope of services for
clients (Early Entry, etc.) 38 24 13

Other Case File System training interests:
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"My Training Interest Level Is ..."

POSSIBLE TRAINING AREAS . STRONG SOME LITTLE
B. Budgeting 19 27 14
® How to prepare a budget that clearly

relates to resources and requirements. 20 34 17
® Innovative ways to present, justify, '

and market the budget. 34 18 15
® A process of ongoing financial analy-

gis and determination of needs. 23 30 19
¢ How to monitor, control, and retrieve

information to support budget

requests. 31 26 15
e How to develop a program budget which

relates to a line item budget. 17 29 24
Other Budgeting Training Interests:
C. Personnel 29 15 9
¢ How to team build for effective

staff. 33 18 19
e Policy Manual Development. 23 28 19
© Performance Appraisal System. 31 27 14
® Career building mechanisms. 26 28 19
® Recruiting, hiring, and Affirmative

Action. 20 27 25

Other Personnel Training Interests:
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‘"My Training Interest Level Is ..."

POSSIBLE TRAINING AREAS STRONG SOME LITTLE
D. Internal Office Development 7 33 17
¢ Developing system for effective

inventory control. 8 36 27
¢ Evaluating office procedures. 19 32 21
e Maintaining office security on client

information. 13 28 26
¢ Recordkeeping system to permit proper

reporting to government agencies, ctc. 12 31 26
® Developing a contracting system for

cost effective purchasing. 4 23 44
Other Internal Office Development Training Interests:
E. External Office Relationships 23 22 4
¢ Developing working relationships with

private bar. 34 24 18
e Promoting and insuring good relation-

ships with other areas of criminal

justice system (courts, etc.) 33 30 11
e Promoting and maintaining good com-

munity relationships. 36 28 10
e Utilizing effectively volunteer

assistance. 33 23 17
8 Developing better media relation-

ships. 22 31 22
® TFeedback mechanisms for clients,

ex-offenders, inmates. 35 29 11

Other External Office Relationships Training Interests:
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Summagz

¢ Of the areas mentioned earlier, which do you think would be most important to
your office?

TOPICS PERSONS
A. CASE MANAGEMENT 29 MOST IMPORTANT
B. BUDGETING 12 MOST IMPORTANT
C. PERSONNEL 14 MOST IMPORTANT
D. INTERNAL OFFICE 0 MOST IMPORTANT

((This topic has been dropped from the workshop. Some goals merged
into Case Management or Persornnel))
E. EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS _4 MOST IMPORTANT
59 Responses to this question.

s What other managerent areas do you feel are 1mportant and which would you like
to know more about?

Important Want To Know More

-- Instant retrieval of information to
show what's going on and what's going
wrong.

==~ Online Data Systems--~computer control.

-~ Career development techniques.

-~ Providing best service at least cost.

~= Grantsmanship.

~= How to avoid "burn-out."

-~ Performance appraisal system.

-~ How to supervise and evaluate from a
distance.

-- Litigation to force appropriate budget-
ing.

-~ How to prepare file for successor in
office.

-- Quality control of staff attorneys work.

-~ In-house training program.
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Breakdown of Survey Responses (77 of 175 responding):

BY REGIONS BY OFFICE SIZE
13 VI 11 Small (1-6) = 15
II 4 VII 6
III 13 VIII 6 Medium (7-35) = 42
IV 13 IX 6
vV 8 X 7 =

Large (36+) 20

Thank you for your time!
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Overview Statement

OPERATING A DEFENDER OFFICE

Background

In 1972, the United States Supreme Court ruled, in Argersinger versus
Hamlin,

. absent a knowing and intelligent waiver, no person may be
imprisoned for any offense, whether classified as petty, mis-
demeanor, or felony, unless he was represented by counsel at
his trial.

Since that decision, states and local jurisdictions have establisned a grow-
ing number of publicly financed defender offices now numbering over a thousand
rationwide.

From NILECJ-sponsored research studies of these offices, areas have been
identified where defender offices could benefit from improved monitoring and man-
agement techniques. These studies, the counsel of known experts in the field,
and a recent training needs assessment conducted in defender offices throughout
the country laid the background for this workshop.

Training Goals

The overall goal is how defender offices can best organize, monitor, and
manage for effective delivery of services to clients. The major topics chosen to
address that goal are:

Case Management

Budgeting

Personnel Administration
External Office Relationships

With proper consideration of the needs of different size defender offices,
these topics will include subjects applicable to participants' own goals, such
as:

® How to handle workload analysis and forecast future staff
needs.

e How to develop and maintain data-keeping instruments for
case management.

e Innovative ways to present, justify, and market the bud-
get.

® Methods of monitoring, controlling, and retrieving infor-
mation for budget requests.
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e How to develop a performance appraisal system.
o How to "team-build" for an effective staff.

e Promoting and maintaining good community relationships.

}

o Effectively using volunteer assistance.

'The purpose of this training is to prepare eéch defender participant to
return home with the knowledge and tools necessary to study and implement desxred
changes in his/her office.

Learning Approach

This workshop will be conducted by people with practical experience in
defender office operations and those dedicated to training techniques that will
help participants visualize and develop their own monitoring and management sys-
tems. The curriculum takes a skill-building approach, using problem-solving
exercises and participant interaction and ,focusing on an enabling presentation
relevant to individual needs and solution$.
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Trainers/Designers of the
Operating a Defender Office Training Program

University Research Corporation Staff:

Burke E. Dorworth, M.Div., has worked as a community organizer and consul-
tant to community development groups for the past 17 years. Author and
coordinator of a Development Guide designed to help community-based groups
work with local, state, and federal agencies to solve community needs, he
has assisted in developing strategies required to implement desired pro-
gram$. A trainer in the field of human relations, Mr. Dorworth has recently
helped design and served as team leader of two previous National Criminal
Justice Executive Training Program Workshops--Juror Usage and Management and
Developing Sentencing Guidelines--delivered to judges, state legislators,
and court executives across the nation. He is a graduate of the University
of Pennsylvania and Pittsburgh Theological Seminary.

Cunsultant Trainers:

Laurence A. Benner, J.D., has recently served as National Director of
Defender Services for the National Legal Aid and Defender Association.

There he directed programs that evaluated criminal defense services, pro-
vided technical assistance to defender programs, and negotiated grant appli-
cations for improved defender services across the country. Previous experi-
ence included serving as Director and Chief Trial Counsel for the Grand
Rapids, Michigan, Defender Office and Director of a National Defender Survey
which resulted in the publication, The Other Face of Justice, which Mr.
Benner co-authored. Other publications include "Defender Benchmarks' pub-
lished monthly in The NLADA Washington Memo, '"Tokenism and the American
Indigent: Some Perspectives on Defense Services," American Criminal Law
Review, and "Law and/or Order," NLADA Study. A graduate of Michigan State
University and University of Chicago Law School, Mr. Benner has since taught
and been a guest lecturer on criminal justice subjects. He currently serves
on the faculty of the University of Chicago Law School and the Mandel Law
Clinic.

Marshall J. Hartman, J.D., serves as Executive Director, Criminal Defense
Consortium of Cook County, Inc., an experimental private, nonprofit defender
system operating through six community-based defender offices. Prior to
that Hartman served as Acting Director of Defender Services, of the National
Legal Aid and Defender Association. In that capacity, he assisted in orga-
nizing and securing funding for numerous programs, evaluations, technical
asgistance efforts, and research studies of defender offices and assigned
counsel systems throughout the United States, including the National Center
for Defense Management, the National College of Criminal Defense Lawyers and
Public Defenders, and the Illinois Defender Project. Author of numerous
Aarticles in the fields of juvenile law, constitutional criminal law and pro-
cedure, and the U.S. Supreme Court, Hartman is currently lecturing on crimi-
nal law for the University of Illipnois Criminal Jutice Department. He has
also lectured at the Northwestern Short Course for Defense Lawyers, Practic-
ing Law Institute, National College of Criminal Defense Lawyers and Public
Defenders seminar on Defender Management, NLADA Regional Seminar Series, and
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National College of District Attorneys. Mr. Hartman is currently associated
with the National Defender Institute, a research organization.

Harold S. Jacobson, J.D., is Special Assistant to the Attorney-in-Charge for
Planning and Management, Criminal Defense Division, Legal Aid Society of New
York City and has primary responsibility for managing and coordinating the
developing of budgetary requests and integrating financial, statistical, and
narrative presentations to focus on social objectives and goals. Prior
positions include Senior Associate in Harbridge House's Management Services
Directorate, consultants in the area of public administration, and Manage~
ment Analyst to the Office of the Assistant Commissioner (Technical), Inter-
nal Revenue Service. Mr. Jacobson has co-authored such NLADA Briefcase
articles as "Defender Operated Diversion: Meeting Requirements of the
Défense Function®™ and “Studying Vermont Defenders in the Northeast Kingdom."”
Recently he wrote a chapter for the Public Defender Sourcebook, "Office
Reporting and Statistical Forms." A graduate of the University of Wisconsin
and George Washington University Law School, he now serves as visiting fac-
ulty member for the National Center for Defense Management.

Consultant Staff: Designers

Nancy Albert Goldberg, J.D., serving as Director of Training, Criminal
Defense Consortium of Cock County, Inc., developed professional training
programs for all categories of Consortium personnel and members of the pri-
vate bar. Prior to that she served as Acting Director of Defender Services,
National Legal Aid and Defender Association, supervising defender services
and technical assistance provided to defender and assigned counsel programs.
In addition to several articles appearing in various legal publications,
Goldberg has co-authored Guide To Establishing A Defender System, The Dol-
lars and Sense of Justice, and was Project Director and editor for the final
report of the National Study Commission on Defense Services, Guidelines for
Legal Defense Services in the United States. The National Study Commis-
sion's work was a two-year research effort by 35 specialists culminating in
a set of detailed guidelines for the operation of legal defense systems.

She is a graduate of the University of Chicago and University of Chicago
School of Law. Currently she is president of the National Defender Insti~
tute, a nonprofit research and technical assistance facility for defender
services. :

Bonnie E. McFadden, J.D., until recently served as Associate Director for

~ Defense Services, National Center for Defense Management, where she devel-
oped technical assistance programs to assist public defenders and state,
local, and private agencies in the improvement of indigent criminal defense
systems to conform to national standards. Previously, she was a partmner in
a Detroit, Michigan, law firm specializing in criminal defense work at both
the trial and appellate levels. Ms. McFadden attended Antioch College and
Columbia University and is a graduate of Wayne State University and Wayne
State University Law School.
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ODTD Program Manager

Frederick Becker, Jr.
Office of Development, Testing,
and Dissemination
National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
United States Department of Justice
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Registration

Workshop Opening, Orientation, and
Introductions

The Defender as Manager

Defender Case Management Information System
BREAK

Master Card and Closing Form Exercise
Quality Control Factors in Case Management
Caseload Analysis

Case Management Implementation Plan

SOCIAL
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SESSION 1
DAY I

1:00 - 1:40 p.m.

WORKSHOP OPENING, ORIENTATION, AND INTRODUCTIONS

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participants will better understand:

The place of the "Operating a Defender Office" (0DO)
training program in the third cycle of the National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice's National
Criminal Justice Executive Training Program (NCJETP)

The strategy used in developing the ODO workshop

The overall goal and objectives of the training program

The ODO workshop curriculum to be covered in the workshop

The workshop materials: Particiﬁant's Handbook, Manual,
Evaluation Handbook, and sample forms.

During this session, participants will have an opportunity to meet federal
and state planning agency representatives, NCJETP representatives, the training
staff, and other participants.
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STRATEGY FOR TRAINING

® Research

¢ Survey

e Decision Memo

o iiterature Review
¢ Planning Conference
® Needs Assessment

& Workshop Design

e Pilot

28
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EFFECTIVE

REPRESENTATION

CHANGE

STRATEGIES

RELATIONSHIPS
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SESSION 2
DAY I.

1:40 - 2:00 pomu

THE DEFENDER AS MANAGER

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participants will:

e Better understand why the ODO workshop is addressing man-
agement issues

.®@ Have a better awareness of management responsibilities
applicable to defender offices

® Have a clearer concept of the relationship of management
functions to ODO training topics.
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THE DEFENDER AS MANAGER

e Planning

o Organizing

6 Directing

& Controliing

PLANNING

¢ Deciding what is to be achieved
e Setting objectives and goals
e Strategies to achieve goals
ORGANIZING

o Who will do what

@ Who will report to whom

¢ Grouping activities into jobs
o Assigning responsibilities

® Delegating authority
DIRECTING

® Leading and motivating

e Communicating

o Listening

e Confidence and courage in:

Decisionmaking
~ Position-taking

CONTROLLING

o Evaluation

e Comparison of planned and actual
¢ What will be measured and how

¢ Acceptable error rate

® Corrective action
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SESSION 3
DAY I

2:00 - 3:00 p.m.

DEFENDER CASE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participants will have a better understanding of:
e Problems of case management common to defender offices

e The objectives of an effective case management information
system

e The six "building blocks" for a case management system
o The overall flow of case management information

¢ The various reports required for an effective system

e The requirements of effective caseload analysis.

Topic Outline of Session

A. Case management problems
B. Case management informaticn system defined

C. 8Six basic building blocks to construct case management
system

D, Five questions an effective system can answer
E. Reports and forms required for case management

F. Information flow of case management system
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10.

OBJECTIVES
Provide prompt determination of case
status.
Prevent scheduling conflicts.
Ensure court appearances.
Provide quality control.

Review and evalaate staff perfor-
mance.

Measure productivity.
Protect client confidentiality.
Prevent work overload.
Promote office peace.

Win cases.
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SIX BASIC BUILDING BLOCKS

o W > LN

Intake Interview Form
Master Log

Master Card

File Jacket

Calendar

Closing Form
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S€

MANAGEMENT
REPORTS

INFORMATION FLOW

CLIENT
INTAKE
INTERVIEW

(Case Management)

COURT

ACTIVITY




M.C.

' CASE STATUS REPORT

{Case Management)

Felony Misd. Juv,
New Cases _So 100 _25
Pending (+) 200 300 lgg
Closed (=) _50 175 _So
Net Pending 200 225 75

OFFENSE CLASS - FELONY
‘ Arm. | Welfare
Murder | Rape | Rob. Fraud

New 1 12 9 20
Total 5 18 | 33 23
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(2)

(Case Management)

CASE STATUS REPORT

STATUS OF PENDING CASES
Pending: Felony. Misd. Juv.
Indictment 20 - -
Pre-Trial 75 60 30
Jury Trial 25 35 15
Bench Trial _5 10 3
Plea 65 80 20
Sentence 45 55 33
CASELOAD AGING (Days)
30 | 60 | 90 | 120 | 180 Over
Six Months

Felony 40 75 125 40 5 2
Misd. 90 |100 30 15 2
Juv. 75 { 40 10 2
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(Case Management)

H;_(‘Z_h ACTIVITY REPORT
No.
260 Total Court Appearances
25 _Arraignments
75‘ Preliminary Exams
5 Line-Uvs
22 Motions Filed
50 Pleas
15 Trials
40 Sentencing HRGS
le Non-Client Assistance
2 Appeals Filed
1 Other: Extradition HRG
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L. DISPOSITIONAL REPORT

(Case Management)

Iype o

All
cases

Plea

Jury

Bench

mEonNnuwdaAaO

Conviction

®.As Charged
® Reduced Charge

Acquittal

Dismissed

® At Pre~Lim
® . On Motion
® Plea Agreement

e Other

HHcnHE

Prison

County Jail

Probation

Fine

Diversion

Other
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S EERE

12.

CLOSING FORM

Defendant's Name and Location
Defender Office Case Number
Date: Arrest
File Opened
Disposition (Sentence)
File Closed

Charge(s): Dispositon Method
Outcome

Sentencing Alternatives: Plan
Result

Attorney - Investigator - Social Worker
Hours Spent on Case
Fact Summary and Theory of Defense
Motions/Issues Raised
Experts Used
Defendant Demographics: Age
Race
Prior Record
Bail Status
Misc: Judgs
Confession - I.D. - S+S

Prosecutor

Police Agency
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ATTORNEY WORKLOAD ANALYSIS

CASELOAD VOLUME

A. Number of Deferndants
B. Number of Charges

C. Seriousness of Charges
STATUS OF PENDING CASELOAD
CLOSED CASES

A. Type of Disposition

B. Outcome

C.  Result

D. Average Time to Disposition
E. Average Hours Spent

1. By Offense
2. By Disposition Type
3. By Court

ACTIVITIES DURING MONTH

¢ Number of Trials, Pre-lims, Motions, Etc.
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(Case Management)

STEPS IN OPENING A CASE

APPOINTMENT

OFFICE
INTAKE

—»| MASTER 10G
—p| MASTER CARD jg—r
CouRT
ACTIVITY
P! CALENDAR G
—bl PREPARE O
FILE PROFESSIONAL
JACKET STAFF




184

Attorney Caseload Analysis

Attorney Date
Team T/A

Case Stage No. of Felonies No. of Misdemeanors

Initial Appearance to
Pre-Trial

Pending Triai
Pending Plea

Pending (Disposition
Unicertain)

Pending Sentencing
SUBTOTAL

Misc.
(P/V, P/R, EXP, etc.)

TOTAL
This form is due every Friday at 10:00 a.m. It should be given to__

for evaluation and future redistribution of cases.
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(Case Management)

MASTER LOG

DATE DATE DEFENDER COURT
FILE OF OFFICE DEFENDANT 'S CASE
OPENED DISPOSITION CASE NO. NAME CHARGE COURT NO.
6-21-78 78-100-F Jones, T. B+E Circuit 78-1000A
6-21-78 78-101-F Brown, S. Arson Circuit 78-1000B
6-21-78 6-30-78 78-102-M Smith, J. Assault Rockford M-200
6-22-78 78=103~J Kidd, B. Delinguency | J. Ct. J=-501
6-22-78 7-25-78 78~104~F Green, R. c.s.c. Circuit 78-1000C
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COURT
ACTIVITY

INFORMATION: FLOW FOR CASE STATUS MAINTENANCE

CASE STATUS
REPORT

STATISTICS
PERSONNEL

ACTIVITY
REPORT -

END ‘OF uom/

, RECORD
ATTORNEY CLERK
COMPLETES > COMPLETES
FILE MASTER
JACKET CARD
OIR AND/OR
DAILY CALENDAR
SUMMARY
T
XEROXED

CALENDAR

ATTORNEY

DISPOSITION
REPORT

ATTORNEY
WORKLOAD
ANALYSIS

TC
CHIEF
DEFENDER




(Case Management)

MASTER CARD

Defender Office Case Number
Date File Opened/Closed
Defendant's: Name
Location
Phone (Alternate)
Name of: Attorney
Investigator
Social Worker
Charge(s)
Court and Court Case No.
Current Status
Court Activity Record
Disposition: Date

Type/Outcome
Result
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(Case Management)

PENDING DATE
Indictment )
Pre-Lim 5-21-78
Motion 5-30-78
Pre-Trial Confr. 7-25-78

8-15-78

Jury Trial
Bench Trial
Plea

Sentence

Mental Exam
Bench Warrant

Interlocutory
Appeal

Other

U0 OO0 ODO0NK K MO
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Master Card

File#
0 A
Defendant Police Dept.
AKA Incident # FileOpened _____
Charge CR # MIF Date Bond Disp. Code
(1)
@
3)
@
)
(6)
Bond ] JallO Cityd County ] WHO (MC D)
q J
(‘
Stzp Status Date Lapse Atty. Date Lapse Atty.
Arrest G—Pend. Arraign
Initial App. H—Pend. Bench T.
A—Pend.PreT. I—Pend. Jury T.
B—Pend. Bench T.
C—Pend. Jury T. K—Pend. Sent.
D—Pend. Prelim. L—Pend. Appeal
E—B.O./Wvd. P.H. M-—Pend. Rev. H.
F—Indictment N-—B.F. Caplas
O-Digposition
\ W,
r )
Sentence Term
Probation []
. Incarcersation []
Place of Incarceration (]
Judge Date of Disposition
G J
a )
Co-Defendants Attomeys Other Ref.
. v,
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6%

DISPOSITION

CLOSING

STEPS IN CLOSING A CASE

| CALENDAR

MASTER

MASTER

(Case Management)

STATISTICAL

{ REVIEW )

CLOSED

SYSTEM

FILES )

FILES
STRIPPED

REPORTS

MICROFIIM
——>




(5 B -

FIVE KEYS TO SUCCESSFUL
CASE MANAGEMENT

Pinpoint responsibility.
Delegate authority.
Provide written procedures.

Require discipline.

Support administrative personnel.

50
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SESSION &
DAY 1

3:15 - 4:15 p.m.

MASTER CARD AND CLOSING FORM EXERCISE

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participants will:

® Be better acquainted with other participanis in their
workshop group

o Have identified information items they would want on a
master card and a closing form in their offices

& Better understand how a master card and closing form can
help develop a more effective case management system.
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SESSION 5
DAY I
4:15 - 6:45 p.m.

QUALITY CONTROL FACTORS IN CASE MANAGEMENT

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participunts will have a better understanding of:

e How to design forms so that they communicate desired
information

e Quality control checkpoints for more effective client ser-
vice

e What to do to ensure the confidentiality of client infor-
reation.
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ARREST

POSSIBLE QUALITY CONTROL CHECKPOINTS

INVESTIGATOR
ATTORNEY
CONFERENCE

T J

INVESTIGATION
PRE-TRIAL
MOTION
CHECK

iPRE-LIM L~7

PRE-TRIAL
CONF.

SENTENCING
ALTERNATIVES
CHECK

STLFF
MEETING

SENTENCE

SUPERVISE
REVIEW

APPEAL
CHECK




10.

(Case Management)
ENSURING CONFIDENTIALITY--A CHECKLIST

Establish written policies and procedures.
Educate staff regarding security need.
Secure case files.

Secure unfiled documents and papers.

Establish checkout procedure for closed files.

‘Souhdproof offices.

Establish telesphone system.
Discourage writing on outside of file jackets.
Implement "need to know" rule.

Shred waste paper.
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SESSTON 6
DAY I

4:45 - 5:15 p.m.

CASELOAD ANALYSIS

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participants will have a better understanding of:

e The factors affecting the determination of acceptable
caseload levels

e A system for monitoring workload levels

e How to develop a time requirement and time availability
analysis of cases in the system

® How to use the national standards to develop an effective
caseload level.
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TIME REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS

(Case Management)

f

Average Total

Hours Projected Attorney Hours
Type Offense Expended Caseload Required
Burglary 20 100 2,000
Armed Robbery 25 100 2,500
Murder 100 20 2,000
Rape 50 60 3,000
Assault 10 200 2,000
Total attorney hours needed to handle projected caseload 11,000'
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TIME

AVAILABILITY ANALYSIS

(Case Management)

Number
Available
Hours Per
Attorney

Number Lost Days: Number Number
Working Heliday Effective Productive
Days Vacation Days Hours
Sick Per Day
Training (Time Study)
260 23 237 6

1,422

Hours




(Case Management)

ATTORNEYS REQUIRED

7.7 (Attorneys)

1,422 11,000 (Required Hours)

(Available
Hours)
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LEGAL AID SOCIETY
CRIMINAL DEFENSE DIVISION
CASE EVALUATION--CUTOFF REQUEST

DATE OF ATTORNEY REQUEST

1. Attorney Name:

2. Criminal Court Starting Date:

3. Supreme Court Starting Date (if applicable):

4. a. Total Caseload: Office Average:

b. Sentencing Only: Office Median:

Criminal Court Only:

5. Number of Felonies: Misdemeanors:

Teams (Vertical) Only:

6. Number of Felonies: Misdemeanors:

7. Number of Jail Cases:

8. Total Dispositions in Past 60 Days:

9. Number of Trials and Trial Days

59
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09

TO BE COMPLETED

BY ATTORNEY AND SUPERVISOR

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 . 11
Case Evaluation Case Preparation State Probability of |Mandatory
Indictment Date 1-Difficult, 2~ 1-Ready, 2-50%+, 3-Under| Mandays to Trial, - Minimum
{Docket) Arrest Jail/ Attorney Average, 3-Simple 50%, 4-No Preparation Prepare 2-under 50% Case
Fel.Misd Number Charge Date Bail-Parole | Assigned | Attorney Supervis r | Attorney . Supervisor Atty. . Supvr. | Atty. . Supvr. | Yes/No




STANDARDS

Tentative Draft Revision, 1978

American Bar Association Standards Relating to Providing Defense Services

5=4.3 Workload

The objective in providing counsel should be to assure that quality legal
representation is afforded. Neither defender orgamizations nor assigned counsel
should accept workloads which, by reason of their excessive size, interfere with
the rendering of such representation or lead to the breach of professional obli~
gations. Whenever defender organizations or assigned counsel determine, in the
exercise of their best professional judgment, that the acceptance of additionmal
cases or continued representation in previously accepted cases will lead to the
furnishing of representation lacking in quality or to the breach of professional
obligations, the defender organizations or assigned counsel should take such
steps as may be appropriate to reduce their pending or projected workloads.
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STANDARDS

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standaids and Goalz, 1977

13.12 Workload of Public Defenders

The caseload of a public de'..:der office should not exceed the following:
felonies per attorney per year: not more than 150; nisdemeanors (excluding traf-
fic) per attorney per year: not more than 400; juvenile court cases per attorney
per year: not more than 200; Mental Health Act cases per attorney per year: not
more than 200; and appeals per attorney per year: not more than 25.

For purposes of this standard, the term case means a single charge or set of
charges concerning a defendant (or other client) in one court in one proceeding.
An appeal or other action for postjudgment review is a separate case. If the
public defender determines that because of excessive worklnad the assumption of
additional cases or continued representation in previously accepted cases by his
office might reasonably be: expected to lead to inadequate representation in cases
handled by him, he should bring this to the attention of the court. If the court
accepts such assertions, the court should direct the public defender to refuse to
accept or retain additional cases for representation by his office.
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National Study Commission on Defense Services
Guidelines for Legal Defense Systems in the U.S.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTARY ON WORKLOAD AND CASELOAD LEVELS

1. Establishing Maximum Pending Workload Levels for Individual Attorneys

(a) 1In order to achieve the prime objective of effective assistance of
counsel to all defender clients, which cannot be accomplished by even the ablest,
most industrious attorneys in the face of excessive workloads, every defender
system should establish maximum caseloads for individual attorneys in the system.

(b) Caseloads should reflect national standards and guidelines. The deter-
mination by the defender office as to whether or not the workloads of the defend-
ers in the office are excessive should take into consideration the following fac-
tors:

(1) Objective statistical data;

(2) Factors related to local practice; and

(3) An evaluation and comparison of the workload of experienced, com-
petent private defense practitioners.

2. Statistics and Record-Keeping

(a) Every defender office should maintain a central filing and record sys-
tem with daily retrieval of information concerning all open cases. The system
should include, at a minimum, an alphabetical card index system with a card con~-
taining detailed and current information on every open case, and a docket book or
calendar which contains future court appearance activitiss.

(b) Every defender director should receive, on a weekly or monthly basis,
detailed caseload and dispositional data, broken down by type of case, type of
funiction, disposition, and by individual attorney workload.

3. Elimination of Excessive Caseloads -

(a) Defender vffice caseloads and individual defender attorney workloads
should be continuously monitored, assessed and predicted so that, wherever possi-
ble, ceseload problems can be anticipated in time for preventive action.

(b) Whenever the defender director, in light of tba system's established
workload standards, determines that the assumption of additional cases by the
system might reasonably result in inadequate representation for some or all of
the system's clients, the defender system should decline any additional cases
until the situation is altered.

(c) When faced with an excessive rtaseload, the defender system sheould
diligently pursue all reasonable means of alleviating the problem, including:
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(1) Declining additional cases, as appropriate, seeking leave of Court
to withdraw from cases already assigned;

(2) Actively seeking the support of the Judiciary, the Defender Com-
mission, the Private Bar and the community in the resolution of the caselocad
problem;

(3) Seeking evaluative measures from the appropriate national organi-
zation as a means of independent documentation of the problem;

(4) Hiring assigned counsel to handle the additional cases; and
(5) Initiating legal causes of action.
(d) An individual staff attorney has the duty not te accept more clients
than he can effectively handle and should keep the defender director advised of
his workload in order to prevent an excessive workload situation. If such a sit-

uation arises, the staff attorney should inform the Court and his client of his
resulting inability to render effective assistance of counsel.
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SESSION 7
DAY I

5:15 - 5:30 p.m.

CASE MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Goals of the Session

By the end of this session participants will:

Be able to indicate which case management information sys-
tem components wil' be implemented in their offices

Better understand the items required for a case management
information system.

Training Process

1.

Each participant will review the case management imple-
mentation checklist and check the appropriate column.

For those items scheduled for implementation, partici-
pants will indicate the obstacles to implementation and
possible ways of removing them.

The checklist will be handed in for review and will be
returned to participants at a later date by mail.
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CASE MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION

Name: Title: Office: Address:

Using the information presented on case management, explain your plan to implement the following:

WILL WILL
HAVE NOT
ITEM NOW HAVE IN | HAVE IN NEEDED OBSTACLES/SOLUTIONS
3 MOS- |12 MOs.

1. Intake Interview
Form

2. Master Log

3. Master Card

4. File Jacket

5. Closing Form

6. Daily Summary
Sheet
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CASE MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION

ITEM

HAVE
NOW

WILL
HAVE IN
3 MOs.

WILL
HAVE IN
12 Mos.

NOT
NEEDED

OBSTACLES/SOLUTIONS

7. Quality Control
System
8. Improved
Confidentiality
Security
9. Effective Case-
load Levels
10. Time Study
Analysis
11. Litigation
Review
12. Meet with Judges
and Bar Leaders
13. Seek Ethics

Advisory Opinion




Session

Session

Session

Session

Session

Session

Session

Seszion

10

11

12

13
14

15

SCHEDULE
DAY II

Budgeting Introducticn--Funding Defender
Offices

Workload Forecasting
BREAK
Cost Forecasting

"Delphi" Method Introduction and Forecasting
Exercise

LUNCH

Grant Funding Checklist/Program Budgeting--
Plans and Goals

Contingency Budgeting
Budgeting Implementation Plan
BREAK

Personnel Management--Sociodramatization of
Issues
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9:00

9:30
10:45
11:00

11:15

12:00

1:30

2:30
2:45
3:00

3:15

9:30 a.m.

10:45 a.m.
11:00 a.m.
11:15 a.m.

12:00 noon

1:30 p.m.

2:30 p.m.

2:45 p.m.
3:00 p.m.
3:15 p.m.

5:30 p.m.



SESSION 8
DAY II
9:00 - 9:30 a.m.

BUDGETING INTRODUCTION--FUNDING DEFENDER OFFICES

Goals of the Session

By the end of this sessicn participants will have:

® Greater awareness of defender offices' share of dollars
available for criminal justice agencies

e Greater awareness of defender offices' number of full-time
employees as compared to other criminal justice agencies

e Increased understanding of need for defender offices to

develop both short-term and long-term funding goals to
-obtain required resources.
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Federal, State, and Local Government Shares
of Spending for Defense of Indigents in State Courts

Federal
(7%)

State

(20%) | Local
: (73%) |




s oo Y bt e, —




TL

Other criminal justice

Federal Government
$3,019 miillion

-$862 million _aaiihy
(292%) SN

~ Police protection
i $1,464 miilion
(485%)

Corrections
$243 million
(8.0%)

Public defense
$87 million _,
(2.9%) ~

Legal services v
$177 million Judicial
(5.9%) $165 million
(5.5%)
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State Government

$5,321 million
Other criminal justice
8598 million, Police protection
(11:20) e $1,578 million

(29.7%)

Corrections
$2,292 million J
(43.1%) / Judicial
$551 millicn
(10.5%)

\ Legal services

Public defense %215 million
$73 million ]
(1.4%)
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Local Government
$10,502 million

,Other criminal justice

Corrections 2 $130 million
$1,471 million i, (1.2%)
] (14.0%) il SRR .
Public defense AN
$128 million

(1.2%)

Legal services”
$542 million

(5:2%) i=~Police protection
Y $6,817 million

Judicial/ (64.9%)

$1.413 million

(13.5%)
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Federal government

96,136

Corrections -
10,707 Other criminal justice

Public defense
185
(0.2%)

Legal services,
7,099
(7.4%)

Judicial
7,278
(7.6%)

(11.1%) 1,671
1.7%)

Police protection
69,795
(72.0%)
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State government
263,208
Other criminal justice
3371 7

(1.3%) 4 & s Police protection

" 92,445
\(35.1%)

Corrections
126,933 ==
(42.8%)

(1.0%) i;ega[ services
12,334
(4.7%)
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Local government
691,159

°°"e°§';_’8’;§ Other criminal justice

Public defense (126%)  &'%
3,625 (9:3%)

(0.5%)N

Legal services.. JSENN
35,931
(5.2%)

Judicial ,
99,132
(14.3%)

463,404
(67.1%)

‘Police protection
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Expenditure for criminal justice activities, by level of government
and type of activity, United States, fiscal veay 1975

Federal government

]
Other ctiminal justice $3,019 million
$682 million . .

(29.2%)
Police protection
$1,464 million
Corrections (48.5%)
$243 million
(8.0%)
Public defense
$87 miilion
Legal services
$177 million Judicial
(5.9%) $165 million
(5.5%)

State government

$5,321 million @
Other criminal justice

$698 million -
(11.2%) 5 Police protection
y AN $1,578 million
A% (29.7%)
Corractions §
$2,292 million —
(43.1%) ‘
Judicial
$561 million
\ i (10.5%)
N Legal services
$219 million
Public defense {4.1%)
$73 miliion
(1.4%)
Corrections Local government

$1,471 million $10,502 million @ Other criminal justic
, justice
(14.0%) $130 million
(1.2%)

Public defense
$128 million

\
(1.2%)

Legal services /

$542 miilion
! Police protection
(5.2%) erommmrsecanmemns $5,817 million
(64.9%)
Judlclal/
$1,413 million

(13.5%)

a Because of rounding, detail may not add to total.

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal
Justice System 1975 .(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977).
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FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT EMPLOYMENT IN U.S. CRIMINAIL JUSTICE ACTIVITIES BY LEVEL OF
GOVERNMENT AND TYPE OF ACTIVITY » OCTOBER: 1975 ..
-

Federal government
96,136

Corrections Other criminal justice
10,707 1,671
(11.1%) (1.7%)
Public defense
185
{0.2%)
Legal services Police protection
7,099 B e oy [ + 11
{7.4%) (72.0%)
Judicial
7,278

(7.6%)

State government
263,208

Other criminal justice

3,311
{1.3%) Police protection
(R——— - |, Y-V
(35.1%)
Corractions

126,933 e

42,89

(42.8%) Judicial

25,578
/ (9.7%)

Legal services
12,334
(4.7%)

Public defense

Local government

Corre:élggg 691}159 Other criminal justice
s pares 2,187
(12.6%) ; (0.3%)
Public defense/ i
3,625
(0.5%)

Legal services
35,931
(5.2%)

Judicial /
99,132

(14.3%)

Police protection
T 463,404
(67.1%)

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
and U.S. Bureau of tiie Census, Expenditure and Employment Data for the
Criminal Justice System 1975 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1977).
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Allocation of State Government
Criminal Justice Expenditures

Police ,
Indigent Defense
4%
Prosecution
3 3.9%
Judicial Corrections
13.2% 49.2%

Total Criminal Justice Expenditure
| = 2,267,549,000

Indigent Defense Expendture
= 10,215,000
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Allocation of Locai Government
Criminal Justice Expenditures

B Indigent Defense
. . 7%
Police ¢ ~Prosecution
69.7% | 4.7%
-Corrections
10.5%
Judicial
14.3%
Total Criminal Justice Expenditure
= $5,505,472,000
Indigent Defense Expenditure

= 37,132,000




BUDGETING SURVEY

Characterize your office: Rural Urban
Funding: State City - County
Is your funding adequate for | Yes

® Felony representation

Suburban

Other

[ 1

Uncertain

® Misdemeanor representation

@ Juvenile representation

® Appellate representation

® Other services (mental health,

prisoner rights, parole revocation)

Is funding aﬁequate for

@ Iegal staff salaries

® Support staff salaries

e Space, library and equipment

@ Operating expenses

Do you receive an appropriate share of

grant funding?

Characterize your immediate (next fiscal year) funding prospects:

Unfavorable Fair

Favorable

Characterize your long-range funding (three to five years) prospects:

Unfavorable Fair

81

Favorable
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Adequacy of Defender Funding

Area Adequately Not Adequately
Representation Funded Funded
Felony

(N = 155) 28% 72%
Misdemeanor

(N =143) 32% 68%
Juvenile

(N =12) 36% 64%
Mental lliness

(N =101) 58% 42%
Appeais

(A? = 122) 39% 61%
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Average increase in present budget
required irn each area of representation

Area of Representation

Felony (N = 87)
Misdemeanor (N =77)
Juvenile (N = 57)
Mental lliness (N = 27)
Appeals (N = 55) '

Share of
Present Budget

26%
25%
20%
20%
21%
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EMPLOYMENT AND PAYROLL FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACTIVITIES, BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT AND TYPE OF ACTIVITY,

UNITED STATES, OCTOBER 1971 - OCTOBER 1975

(Source: U.S. Bureau of Census and LEAA)
State Governments
Parcent increage or decrease (-):
Activity October October October October October O;tob:r (;;;gber ch;gber g;;zber Oggiber
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1971 te to 1973 to to 1971 to
October October October October  October
1972 1973 1974 1975 1975
Legal
Services and
Prosecution:
Total 8,765 $9,714 $11,082 $12,381  $13,122 10.8 14.1 11.7 6.0 49.7
Employees ’ ' ’ ’ ' * *
Full-Time
Employees 7,766 8,695 9,905 11,408 11,950 12.0 13.9 15.2 4.8 53.9
Full-Time
Equivalent 8,133 9,035 10,490 11,766 12,334 11.1 16.1 12.3 4.7 51.7
Employees
October
Payroll $8,037 $9,461 $11,468 $13,579  $15,615 17.7 23.1 16.6 15.0 94.3
Public Defense:
Total
Employees 1,030 1,432 2,161 2,710 2,602 39.0 50.9 25.4 -4.0 152.6
Full-Time
Employees 961 1,382 2,071 2,575 2,518 43.8 49.9 24.3 -2,2 162.0
Full-Time
Equivalent 985 1,406 2,102 2,625 2,547 42.7 49.5 24.9 -3.0 158.6
Employees
October $878  $1,410 $2,244  $2,950  $3,057 60.6 59.1 31.5 3.6 248.2
Payxoll ! ’ ! ’ ¢ : * ‘ :

continuved
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Page Two

local Governments
: Percent increase or decrease (-):

October October October October October

October October October October October 1971 to 1972 to 1973 to 1974 to 1971 to

Activity 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 October October October October October
1972 1973 1974 1975 1975

Legal
Services and

Prosecution:

Total

30,211 34,607 37,050 39,110 40,958 14.6 7.1 5.6 4.7 35.6
Employees

Full-Time . 1g9 25,794 26,829 29,217 31,381 9.8 4.0 8.9 7.4 33.6
Employees
Full-Time
Equivalent 25,954 28,739 30,419 33,598 35,931 10.7 5.8 10.4 6.9 38.4
Employees

October

Payroll $23,043 $26,849 $3¢, 308 $35,584 $40,810 16.5 12.9 17.4 14.7 77.1

Public
Defense:

Total 2,936 3,431 3,717 3,823 3,860 16.9 8.3 2.9 1.0 31.5
Employees
Full-Time
Enployess 2,141 2,334 2,585 2,926 3,318 9.0 10.8 13.2 13.4 55.0
Full-Time
Equivalent 2,473 2,662 2,967 3,340 3,625 7.6 11.5 12.6 8.5 46.6
Employees

October

Payroll $2,474 $2,857 $3,331 $4,029 $4,841 15.5 16.6 21.0 20.2 95.7
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Activity

CRINIFAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURE, BY LEVEL OF GOVERNWMENT AND TYPE OF ACTIVITY AND EXPENDITURE,

UNITED STATES, FISCAL YEAR 1971-75
State Governments
Amount

19 1972 1973 1974 1975

Pexcent increasa or decreass (~):

1971
to 1972

1972

to 1973

1973
to 1974

1974
to 1975

1971
to 1975

Legal
Sexvices and
Procecution

~Direct
Expanditure

~Intergovern-
wental
Expenditure

Public
Defense

-Direct
ture

~Intergovern~
mantal
Expenditure

al
Services and
Prosecution

~Direct
Erpenditure

~Intergovern~
mental
Expenditure

Public
Pafense

~birect
EBxponditure

~interqovern~
wental
Expenditure

109,494 127,678 145,805 187,537 219,247

107,799 124,959 143,417 178,355 215,997

1,695 2,920 2,388 3,182 3,250

17,266 25,571 41,830 58,055 73,127

16,491 23,963 37,029 51,683 65,461

775 1,608 4,801 6,372 7,646
Local Govermments
295,415 350,150 396,783 476,793 542,240

294,779 348,351 396,899 474,609 539,854

187 1,799 2,553 2,627 2,967
50, 969 63,573 79,283 101,445 127,938
5&?961 63,430 79,240 101,281 127,772

123 143 257 522 545

16.8

15.9

72.3

48.1

45.3

107.5

18.5

18.2

128.6

24.7

14.0

-18.2

63.6

54,5

198.6

13.9

13.9

79.7

24.5

24.4

33,2

38.8

39.6

32.7

19.6

19.6

2.9

28.0

27.8

103.1

20.9

2.1

26.0

20.0

13.8

13.7

12.9

26.1

26.2

4.4

100.2

100.4

91.7

323.%

297.1

886.6

83.6

83.1

277.0
151.0

150.7

343.1




SESSION 9 —
DAY 1I
9:30 - 10:45 a.m.

~ WORKLOAD FORECASTING

Goals of thé Session

By the end of this session participants will understand better:

o The importance of translating caseload into workload for
budgeting purposes

® The need for and methods of data-keeping that make infor-
mation accessible for budget preparation

e How to use a weighted caselocad method and'unweighted aver-
age to provide a "planning range" for budget projections.
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Dispositions by Charge Origin

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 5-Year Total

Murder and

Manslaughter 1 2 1 4 2
Rape 5 3 5 8 8
Robbery 67 89 86 101 108
Felonious

Assault 36 36 17 19 40

Burglary 266 473 598 450 519

10
29
451

148
2,306
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Dispositions by Charge Origin (cont.)

1976 1977 1978 5-Year Total

1974 1975
Grand Larceny—
Motor Vehicle 301 258
Grand Larceny 86 121
Narcotics 27 10

Other Felony 39 46

344 316 358 1,577
189 209 241 846
24 12 18 91
36 37 50 208




MURDER AND
MANSLAUGHTER

RAPE

ROBBERY

FELONIOUS
ASSAULT

BURGLARY

GRAND LARCENY-
MOTOR VEHICLE

GRAND LARCENY

NARCOTICS

OTHER FELONY

TOTAL

DISPOSITIONS BY CHARGE ORIGIN

1974 1975
1 2

5 3

67 89
36 36
266 473
" 301 258
86 121
27 10
39 46
828 1,038

90

1976

86

17

598

344

189

24

36

1,300

1977

101

19

450

316

209

12

37

1,156

Five-Year
1978 Total
2 10
8 29
108 451
40 148
519 2,306
358 1,577
241 846
18 91
50 208
1,344 5,666
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5-Year Average Percentage

Trial: Trial:
Charge Dismissal Plea Acquitted Convicted Other
Murder and
- Manslaughter 10 50 10 20 10

Rape 172 552 6.9 13.8 6.9
Robbery 113 683 40 98 67
Felonious

Assault 165 716 5.4 6.1 14
Burglary 126 800 3.0 39 0.5
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5-Year Average Percentage (cont.)

Trial: Trial:
_Dismissal Plea Acquitied Convicted Other
Grand Larceny— |
Motor Vehicle 97 698 4.3 6.8 9.3
Grand Larceny 164 522 96 112 105
Narcotics 19.7 538 8.8 13.2 44

Other Felony 101 635 7.2 10.1 9.1




( Key: Top number is percentage;

CHARGE

MURDER AND
MANSIAUGHTER

RAPE

ROBBERY

FELONIOUS
ASSAULT

BURGLARY

GRAND LARCELnY-
MOTOR VEHICLE

GRAND LARCENY

NARCOTICS

OTHER FELONY

TOTAL

FIVE YEAR-AVERAGE PERCENTAGE

DISMISSAL

10
(1)

17.2
(5)

11.3
(51)

~15.5
(23)

12.6
(290)

9.7
(153)

10.4
(139)

19.7
(18)

10.1
(21)

12.4
(701)

PLEA

50
(5)

55.2
(16)

68.3
(308)

71.6
(106)

80.0
(1,844)

69.8
(1,101)

52.2
(442)

53.8
(49)

63.5
(132)

70.6
(4,003)

93

TRIAL

ACQUITTED

10
(1)

6.9
(2)

4.0
(18)

5.4
(8)

3.0
(69)

4.3
(68)

9.6
(81)

8.8
(8)

7.2
(15)

4.8
(240)

number in parentheses is quantity. )

TRIAL
CONVICTED OTHER
20 10
(2) (1)
13.8 6.9
(4) (2)
9.8 6.7
(44) (30)
6.1 1.4
() (2)
3.9 0.5
(91) (12)
6.8 9.3
(108) (147)
11.2 10.5
(95) (89)
13.2 4.4
(12) (4)
10.1 9.1
(21) (19)
6.8 5.4
(386) (306)
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WORKLOAD FORECASTING

Summary-Caseload Weighting 1979 is
4-Yr. Unweighted Weighted 197§ + _
1975 1976 1977 1978 Totals/Divisor Average Average Projection
MURDER, +1 -1 +3 -2 +1 4 0.25 2.25=Unweighted
MANSLAUGHTER 1(1) -1(2) 3(3) -2(4) 0 10 0 2 =Weighted
RAPE -2 T 42 +3 0 3 4 0.75 8.75
-2(1) 2(2) 3(3) 0(4) 11 10 1.10 9.10
+22 -3 +15 +7 41 4 10.25 118.25
ROBBERY 22(1) -3(2) 15(3) 7(4) 89 10 8.90 116.90
FELONIOUS 0 -19 +2 +21 4 4 1 a4
ASSAULT 0(1) -19(2) 2(3)  21(4) 52 10 5.2 45.20
+207 +125 -148 +69 253 4 62.25 581.25
BURGLARY 207(1)  125(2) -148(3)  69(4) 289 10 28.9 547.9
GRAND LARCENY- ~43 +86 -28 +42 57 4 14.25 372.25
MOTOR VEHICLE -43(1) 86 (2) -28(3) 42(4) 213 10 21.3 379.30
+35 +68 +20 +32 155 4 38.75 279.75
GRAND LARCENY 3001)  68(2) 20(3)  32(4) 359 10 35.9 276.90
-17 +14 -12 +6 -9 4 -2.25 15.75
NARCOTICS -17(1)  14(2) -12(3)  6(4) -1 10 =0.10 17.90
+7 -10 +1 +13 11 4 2.75 52.75
FELONY 7(1)  -10(2) 1(3)  13(4) 42 10 4.20 54.20
TOTAL 210 +262 -144  +l88 516 4 129 1473
210(1) 262(2) -144(3) 188(4) 1054 10 105.4 1449.40
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(Budgeting)
WORKI.OAD FORECASTING
Caseload Weighéing-I
Unweighted
'75 '76 *77 '78 Average '79
41 = 10.25 118.25
Robbery +22 -3 +15 +7 4
253 = 62.25 581,25
Burglary +207 +125 ~-148 +69 4
EXAMPLE
Robbery +22 + =3 +15 +7 = 41
(Years) 1+ 1+l +1 = 4 = 10.25
1978 Disposition # +108.00

1979 Unweighted Projection = 118.25




9%

Ll

{Budgeting)

WORKLOAD FORECASTING

Caseload Weighting ITX

Weighted
'75 '76 177 '78 Average '79
89
Robbery +22 -3 +15 +7 10 = 8:90 116.90
(1) (2) (3) (4)
289
Burglary +207 +125 -148 +69 10 - 28:3 547.90
EXAMPLE
Robbery +22 =3 +15  +7
(Years Weighted) x(1) x(2) =x(3) x(4)
22 + -6+ 45 +28 = 89 _ o oo
(Years Weighted) (1) + (2) +(3) +(4) = 10 :
1978 Disposition = +108,00
1979 Weighted Projection = 116.90
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WORKLOAD FORECASTING
Caseload Weighting III

(Budgeting)

'79 Range

Unweighted Weighted
Average Average
Robbery 10.25 8.90
Burglary 62.25 28.90

116.90 - 118.25

547.90 - 581.25
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(Budgeting)

WORKLOAD F