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,T‘Administration; Members of thé‘teamx inc]uded:%

1. INTRODUCTION T T NG

0n June 24 - 27, 1980, a. Techntcal ASS|stance Team from the Crlmnnal

Prosecut;on Techn;cal Ass»stance Project v:suted the off:ces of Charles E.

i

Hyder, Maricopa County Attqrney, in Phoenrx,Arlzona. ‘The Technical Assistanée‘

team‘exémihed the County Attorney's managemeht‘and operations functions in

accordance with the terms of a grant from the Law Enfdrcement Assistance

i :

Leonard R. Mellon, PrOJect Dlrector

: Criminal Prosecution Technical Assistance Project
Washington, D. C. : 4 ~ 5

. Joan E. Jacbby, Research Associate
‘Bureau of Social Science Research, lnc.
Washington, D. C. :

‘Walter F Smith, Project Manager/ReSearch Analyst
Criminal Prosecution Technical Assistance PrOJect
Washlngton, D. C.

Dominick Carnovale,,Cohsultant
Chief Assistant Prosecutor , R
- Wayne County, Michigan : ' ~ :
Peter S. Gilchrist, [11, Consultant

District Attorney
Charlotte, North Carolina

"The purpose of the visit:was to analyze resource allocation throughout

the office as it relates to both'attorney,,inveétigatiye and support

personnel generally, An overall assessment of the entire office was not

attempted, nor was it desired. . Neither was the technical assistance visit

designed to review statutory requirements as they affect a prosecutor's office,
: or evaluate performance against those requirements{ A review of work

jperformance evaluation was not part of the visitfs pufbose. The purpose

of a technical assistance visit is to evaluate and analyze specific

“Vitae are attached as Appendix A.




2 A e

applicable.

9

problem areas\and provide recommendations and suggestions for dealing with ‘

these areas. It is designed tosaddress a’wide range of problems stemming

‘from paperwork and records management systems, personnei and organizational

.
]

procedures, financial management and budget!ng systems, space and equipment
requlrements, and- speciailzed operationai programs, projects, and procedures
unique to the delivery of prosecution services.

The technical assnstance program ‘is designed to provide the prosecutor

with a quick response. and a short turn- around time from the xnitsation of

‘the request, tovits‘approvai by LEAA and subsequent delivery by the technical

assisﬁenCe contractor. Under ideai‘conditions, the prosecutor does not»haVe‘
to wait long for assistance. | : E

During the Visit, interViews»are conducted with those members of the
office whoyare mostidirectiy involved in the problem areas. Theirwfunc{ions
and tasks are exemined, as are their‘perceptions of the prbbiemi iThe flow
of paperwork may'aiséibeexanhedif it is one of the problem areas. Interriews

may also be conducted with personnei involved in other components of the

crimlnai justice, system, such as pollce, courts and the public defender's office.

The basic approach is to examine the office w;th reference to its
functional responsibilities. This means that the process steps of intake,
accusation, trials, post—convicfion activities, special programs and projects,

juveniles and other areas are examined with respect to their operation,

administration and planning features. Taking a functional analysis approach

permits observation of the inter-connecting activities and operations in the
process steps and identification of points of breakdown /if they exist.
Once the problem and its dimensions have been specified, an in depth

analysis is made which results in an identification of the major elements

~and components of the problem, and an exposition'of needed change, where
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After the problem has been fully examnned |ts dlmen5dons dlscussed
and the analysis of the critical component factors undertaken, recommenda-

tions that are practica1 and feasible are maée. ; .

The visit to the MaricbpaiCodnty Attorney's office focused on possible

changes in the assignment of personnel; the neceseity for- additional ‘personnel,

and the poesibility‘ofldecreasing personnel. "The Technical Assistance Team

also focused on the paper flow of the officeband the interface with other

Lo

~criminal justice system agencies.

Each criminal jurisdictioha] process point in the office (intake,

<o

;vaccusatory, trials) was examined from this viewpoint, ~Additionally, since

the problem focused on total resource allocation in an ofFiCé ﬁaVing‘both‘

criminal and civil jurisdiction, the various process points on the ¢ivil side

“were investigated; gln‘the~latter connection, the County Attorney's extensive

; child suppont enforcement jurisdiction was inciuded.

Since the approach of the Technical Ass:stance team is problem analys;s

o2

~or|ented each of the areas here wu]l‘be conSIdered separately. However, an

overall assessment wili First be given.,
The Technical Assrstarce team would llke to thank Mr Hyder‘and:his

staff for their. cooperation and assvstance during the VISlt. Reception of

“the team was excellent, and the,staff'sewi]lingness to‘candidly discuss the

strengths and weaknesses of the office was of cons:derable aSS|stance to

the technlcal aSS|stance team in carrylng OUtlts tasks.

Y

kY
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11.  BACKGROUND
~ The National District Attorneys Association condiicted a two pronged
teéhnical assistanCe‘visit to the Maricopa Cocunty Attorney's office in

February of 1977. One team, funded under an LEAA grant looked at the office

-

at. large. The other team, funded by the Office of Chfld Support Enforcement,

'HEW; devoted it's efforts to an examination of the County Attorney's Family

= o

=

Support Unit. At that time "the County Attorney,»Hr. Charles Hyder, had
been in office only a few weeks. Recommendations were made separately by
both teams concerniﬁg the operations and management of the office. Since

that visit,4Mr. Hyder has done an excellent job in implementing those recom-

mendations made in 1977. Almost all of the recommendations presented by NDAA

have been implemented and significant improvement has been made, In those
areas where there has not been full implementation, staffing and budgetary
constraints have been the primary cause.

The recommendations made in this report acknowledge that there are

additional steps to be taken based upon the significant improvements that

W‘have‘already been made and that good office management is a constant

refinement of steps already taken. o

AL
\

ORI
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‘tions Bureau. The County Attorney's civil‘jurisdictfon is the responsi- '’

. S “5a f,. *
S o.o o . . Ill. SYSTEM OVERVIEW R

‘%heféeehtyvAtterhey;s Office oF:Maricoea Coyaty i's staffedfby .
over 250 employees,'ever a‘hundred of whom are'atterneys The office:
is responsible for the prosecutnon in the county of all state criminal
offenses.. The County Attorney also prOV|des ‘civil COUnsel to the

various governmental agencies wnthlh Maricopa County. Criminal pro—“

“secutive responsibilities are handled by the,Charging Bureau, the

Criminal Trial Bureau, the Major Felony Bureau and the Special'Opera—

bility of the Civil Bureau., Juvenile and adoption matters are handled

by the Juvenile Bureau, Additioﬁally, there are a number QF,specialized

ot R

J funct|ons carried out by the Research Unit, the Adult DIVersion

*’Program, the Victim-Witness Program and the lnvest:gatlons Bureau.

Criminal case intake is the responsublllty of the Charging Bureau
which is staffed by attorneys with the highest level of experience in
the qftice; This Bureau directs cases either to the brand Jury or to

a preliminary hearing if charges are to be brought Sy information. Case

_presentation to the Grand Jury is made by the Charg\ng Bureau. It also

has responsnblllty for the prellmunary eva]uatlon as ‘to a defendant's

candndacy for the Adult Diversion Program and f{lang‘of criminal complaintss Y

y

in the justice court.
Preliminary hearings are conducted by attorneys assigned to the

Criminal Trials Bureau. Unless the Grand Jury returns a no true bill,

‘or the case is dismissed at the preliminary hearing, or the defendant

pleas to a leeser'charge, an arraignment‘is thereafter held on the

information or indictment. At this time a case assiénment is made by
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post-conviction drea as well.

computer to an individual Superior :Court docket, There are cuérently
ten individual dockets specifically designated to Handl@ criminal cases.
{&Tﬁe computer also establishes the "first trial setting' for the

case, Ndfma]ly,;if‘thg defendant pleas‘to a lesser charge, it will be
done at this "first trial setting.! A ''second trial setting" is set
for those cases which it appears will go to trial.

Trials are hapdled by theCCriminainrjal Bureau, which is divided

into five trial groups consisting of an average of seven attorneys.

‘7They are responsible for all cases‘except those which are tried by the

Major Felony Bureau and Special Operations Bureau.

The Major Felony Bureau haridles the prosecution of major offenses
and majof of fenders. This Bureau receives cases through direct contact
with law enforcement ;géncies; as wél] as through the Chafging and
Criminal Trial Bureaus. The Major Felony Bureau presents its own cases
tovthg Grand Jury or conducts preliminary hearings in those cases to be
charged by information.' In an excéption to gehera] office policy, the
Major Felony Bureau duriné an aggravation hearing, makes sentence recom-
mendatioﬁ; in ai] of its cases, arguing for the maximum sentence.

Th;¢5pecial Operations Bureau prosecutes-cases invo]ang organized

crtme;ﬁland fraud, white collar and other economic crimes, official

f

corruption ahd;large-sca]e pbrndgraphy; tn this Bureau, the same attorney

hand]esna case from investigation, through a dispcsition and in the




;

BUREAU-

The following flow chart illustrates the progress of a criminal
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TherMaric0pa County Attorney's CiVIIIBureau withwits two
d{§|510ns--the Legal Services D|v15|on and the Family Support DthSlon—-‘
has extensive ciwil Jurlsdlctlons, The DlVlSlOn represents in excess
o} 25 county departments. It represents the CoUnfy Treasurer, -ail school
digtricts'iﬁ]theééounty, the Clerk of the Court, the Maricopa County
Sheriff and the Mariéopa County Board of Supervisorsyin an advisory

“capacity, as well as in all litigation, and in EEOC and civil rights

hearings.
‘ 7 . .
¢ The Family Support Division is required by é%atdte to enforce coirt

issued support orders. 1t also handles all prosecutions where the parentage

of a child is in question, as well ascparticipating in divor;e actions where
the right to chijld supporf fs iﬁvolved.
in addition to criminal and civil reéponsibility, the~County Attorney
also handies juvenile~cases. The Juvenile Bureau processes adoptions; reviews
and flles ded inquency and incorrigibil{fy petitions, prosecutes juveniles
for delinquent acts, including transfer cases, and prepares and argues
Ajuvenile appeals. %

There are two spec1al|zed programs cdrrently in operatxon in the .
office, the Adult Diversion Program and 'the Victim-Witness Program. The
Adult Diversion Program is designed to remove first offenders charged
with‘nonvio]ent, non—d%ug felony offenses from the criminal justice system.

In order to be accepted into the program, the offender must not contest

his‘guilt and -must not have a history of illegal behavjpr. ,ﬁ
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" I f a defendant is accepted into the Adult Diversion Program, prosecu-
: ; ; : o

’

©  tion is suspended for two years, while he participates in cOmmunfty—

© based rehabilitation. !f the requirements of the program are met the

[

charges against the defendant are dismissed with prejhdice. I f the
program is not successfully completed, prosecution is resumed.

The Victim-Witness Program encéukages the participation of victims

o

and witnesses in the judicial process. This is done through short term

counseling and social service referral, dissemination of information about the

i

criminal Justice system, and witness alert programs. At the present time,

these services are only available to those involveq"?n more serious crimes.
The Investigations Bureau, staffé& by thirty‘invesgigators,‘assisté
attorneys inthe office in‘their £ri§§tpreba;ation and also inttiates
investigations in cases requiring eitended periods of time deéiing with
such matters as white collar crime with its attendahtwcompléx legal
evidentiary questions, and publfC‘corfuption‘cases.’ The‘Buread‘aIso
provides investigative assistance in the family suppbrt afea and conducts

investigations requested by the Grand Jufy.
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V. ANALYSIS
| The analysis fot@e Maricopa County Attorngy's%OFfice fotused on
“total resource ailbcaﬁion within both the criminal and civil jurisdiction o
" of the County‘;tig;HEy's ofifice. Exam}nation of the'office‘focused on:.
(1) the furictioning of the Charging Buraau,l(z) pretrial docket control,
(B)Othe use of preliminary hegrings, (L) the use of‘investigators, (5)

the Legal Services Division, (6) the Family Support Division, (7) the

Juveni le Bureau, and (8) the recerds management system.

.

Ny

A. Charging Bureau

The primary responsibility of t;e Charging Bureau is the review of
cases presented by the various law enforcement agencies in the county for
legal and factual sufficiency to bring charges. This is the most critical
stage jn the proséeution function., At this point in the criminal justice
syétem the prosecutor exercises vast discretion and it is'hére thét he
determineé: (1) whether or not an individual should be charged".
with a crimé and (2) at what level to charge a suspect. TWO concepts
are extremely important inAthis area, and the Maricopa County Attorney
seems to have both of them adequately covered. The first involves the
séandards which must be met before an assistant countx;atforney will in

’ fact fi]eﬂa case in the criminal justice system., The standards adopted
by the Maricopa County Attorney's Office are complete, reasonable, and
pragmatic. They encompass the technical legal requirements for commencing
a criminal prosecution, and a realistic approach to the probability of
concluding én action commenced with a reasquble degree of certainty as

to conviction, Secondly, the intake section of a prosecutor's office,

encompassing as it does the gatekeeping function, should be staffed by

persons who are well trained in the technical elemeénts of criminal and

# “w .




“we]l stated standards,klt must have suff1c1ent |nformatxon made avax]able

S ~,v0

:y‘constltutnonal law, and who also haVe had the exper;ence and tralnlng to ::

be aware of possnble problems concernxng the case whlch m|ght occur as

St s processed toward dlsp051txon., In th:s regard the County Attorney1'
vhas assxgned we]l experlenced attorneys to the Charglng Bureau w;th the i

‘ requSIte skjlls to perform thns task The staff, with the guudel|nes o

provnded by the standards, should effectnve]y carry out the screenlng

process.‘However '|n order for thus experlenced staff to app]y these

P

to;it»from-the variousypolrce agencres,un Marlcopa-County~whrch rnvest1gate~v

cases and'prepare reports there;

It is lmperat|ve not only that the rlght cases be commenced in

‘the crlmlnal Justlce system wnth the rlght charges, but also that they

be presented as expedxtlously as’ p0551b1e from the txme of . the alleged

‘ offense_. Present]y at the maln Phoenlx offlce ot the County Attorney and 2
; ‘ln both his east side and west side branches, pollce crime reports are k

‘ dlspatched to the offlces in batches carrned by a courler who has no.

knowledge~of the cases in qqestlon; Generally the reports are comp]ete(

and accurate as far as theyﬁgo.- More often than not, however, addltlonal SRR
lnformatlon is needed before the asststant prosecutor can make his o
charglng decxsnon When that occurs, the report must be’sent “back for‘
further |nformat|on (or ”furthered“ as it is co]lquxa]]y knOWn) ‘This -
resu]ts in unnecessary undue delay in brlnglng charges. o |

Many of~the cases presented for'fiting to the Charging Bdreau‘contain
only the poliCe Departmental'heport; arsigned Prefilfnnghecklist and “b
SOmetimes a copy of the defendant's loca]‘rap-sheet.‘ Based'upon the |
sparseness of thetfile, it%s difficult to make more?than a very basic

analysis of the case which is présented;' In addition, the charging




assistantsfseldom talk‘to the»arreatihg ﬁolfce otficer. Even when cases

hvare sent back for further lnformatlon,'and |t IS recelved rS-Oftenv
dnot adequate to make an. effectlve effxcuent decnsuon.k The most experlenced
‘attorneys in the office are belng a55|gned to the Charglng Bureau but
'are not. belng guven sufflcxent lnformatlon wnth whlch to work A |
leXperlenced attorney;eglvenfsuftlcrent |nformat|on.as»to;a crnmlnal
‘case; is able to evaluate it quxckly and thoroughly as' to its merlts,

,_strengths or weaknesses.' However, a thorough analysrs requures that the

prosecutor be gnven the opportunlty to at 1east questlon the xnvestlgatxng

‘officer.

The Technical Assistance team recommends that individual detectives
or the arresting Officervin cases where there'is'no"detective, bring their

own cases to the charglng prosecutor where they remaxn avalTable for

’fquestlonlng, etc., as needed., (ln a recent LEAA funded survey by the

BSSR of eighty urbanvAmerican prosecutors,ﬁlt‘was revealed that SOA of@‘,‘

them received cases at intake from the detective on the case. Another

20% used theiarresting of ficer to bring thekpoTice report'to the proaecutor.)

'This w0u1d give the'proseCUtor immediate aocess to information regardihgf
- the crednbt]ity of wntnesses and . the avallablllty of evxdence and e]xmlnate
‘the need to ”further” SO many cases. leen the fact that detectlves must

“t‘spend time‘responding to ”Furthered” cases, it would be more‘coSt effect:ve'

for them to appear personally at the prosecutor s office and respond to
all lnqu1r|es at once. Moreover, the detectlve hlmself would have an

|mmed|ate reV|ew by the prosecutlng off|C|a1 and an lmmedxate decnsnon ;

on hIS cases. Thns would thus elnmlnate the bUIlt in. time !apse in the

type of‘batehang system present]y in operatlon. B




i the wrtnesses and results of 1nterV1ews.‘ As presently structured‘and

- The efflcacy of a crumlnal prosecutlon in large measure depends upon

[

the lmmedxacy of 1ts presentatlon and entry lnto the cr;mlnal JUStICe system

. }'LJ,

e ]lmplementatton of thts requ:rement fer that the detective bureau of the
‘varlous pollce agencnes present theur own cases to the charglng prosecutor,~'
trshould |mmed|ately decrease to a neglxgable percentage the number of ‘cases’

h‘"requlrtng “further':nvestngat:On” vastly~enhance the'speed'with which-a

tvcase enters the crumlnal JUSthE system, and enhance the professnonaltsm of

hthe county attorney s charglng functlons.,'

5:B‘ Prelcmtnary Hearlqg

: Prelnmxnary hearxngs are held ln those cases whlch are charged by

‘~dinformatxon. lt is a probable cause proceedlng conducted before a JUStlce

75 of the peace, the maJorlty of’whom are. not lawyers in Marlcopa County.

Hearsay evadence is admlssable at. these heartngs. The prosecutor from

- the Crlmlnal Trial Bureau who conducts the prelzmlnary hearlng, wnl] not

f:necessarr]y be thefone'who wx?? tryvthe CaSe

Each attorney who conducts a prellmlnary hearlng prepares a ”Prew ‘

llmlnary Hearlng Eva]uatlon” Wthh optlmally shou1d ‘contain lnformatlon

' of use to the trlal attorney, |nc1udxng such things as ;mpreSSIOns Of

used these eva]uatlons are not the useful- too] they can be. Nor7are’
they presently comp?eted in al] cases.

There is.a related proh]em, not of the prosecutor's making, at

tupreliminary hearings having to do.with~thetfneff7c1ent:use of time.~"

Generally, the aSS!stant county attorney assngned to the case- is present

'prepared to. conduct the hearrng QU|te often he must" walt for the JUStlce

of the peace or defense attorney to arrlve. vAs a~resu1t, much of the

prosecutor S'tlme'ts wasted:
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lt is suggested that better use be made of thls "'down time. " This

is. the first ponnt in the Arlzona crimlnai JUSthE system where |t is

BTN

‘hmandatory that varlous w:tnesses appear. Aithough there is a thness

-jinterV|ew form presentiy 1nciuded in. the prosecution file, it does not-

,seem to be. effectiveiy utiilzed oy the personne] and it does not’ seem

L

to xncorporate a number of things which m:ght be usefui to a trlai attorney's

subsequent proceedlngs.i (t shouid be mandatory that the preiiminary hearxng,

attorneys interView all wntnesses that are availabie They should determine

7 and inciude upon a prosecutor s impression sheet (a totaiiy in-house, work
~product, non- discoverabie, information sheet), specific subJectxve Judgments

- about theyw:tnesses and the ev|dence avaiiabie, in order to enhance the

case review qapabiiities for trial attorneys, relative to possible pleas

and trial conviction probabilities. Pretrial and trial attorneys should

" be prepared to present, -through the office administration,~examples of

the types of impressions thatithey Find most useful .in making decisions

at the iater stages of a crlmlnal case, so .that an appropriate form can

be devxsed to be prepared by the preiimlnary hearing attorneys. Adequate

‘superVISxon shouid be maintained s0 that thlS functron IS in fact performed.

The use of'this revised “Preliminary Hearing Evaluation' form and the

utiiization of waiting tlme to Fill 1t out is one way to aiievnate both

-the probiem of lnefflc1ent use of time and the problem of lack of |nforma-

‘,tton avaiiable to the trlai attorneys.‘

Presently the accusatory function is split between two'bureaus.

Presentations to the Grand Juryaare[made by'the Charging Bureau, while

preliminary hearings are conducted by the Criminai Trial Bureau. Within
“the Criminal Trial Bureau, the preiiminary hearingais~conducted by one

attorney, while the trial is conducted by someone else. This procedure

3
ot

oo




‘ ‘re-lnterVIew wntnesses and obtain turther |nformatxon.

Cooarse

fcan sometlmes result |n gaps |n |nformat|on in the file when |t Flnally :

1.

v

1,arr|ves at the desk of the trlal attorney Even W1th a comprehensnve

b

Vevaluatlon, it w:ll sometlmes be necessary for the: trna] attorney to

There are two POSSlb]e so]utuons whlch can be recommended (The'

'iiyportlon of these recommendatlons deallng wnth p]ea negotlations wou]d

-

’g‘{of course, not be app]ncab]e :f the recommendat!on, ljﬂjga, dea]nng thh
'pre-tr;aljdocket*control 1s~|mp1ementedt)I‘The’erst‘proposa1‘|s'to . |
‘ aesignla case to éﬁfattoraey in thefCrfmfnai Trial Bureau before‘thet
‘kpreliminary hearing"an&’make‘him.resnonsib1e for that Case from chargingf

fthrough the prelrmxnary heartng untrl u]tnmate Superlor Court dlsp05|t|on.

In thlS way, the attorney who |nterVIews the w;tnesses and hears any

F evndence presented by the defense at the prellmlnary hearlng will also
‘be the attorney who trles the case, A w1tness wi 1l not have to te]l

‘~h|s story several tlmes to several different peop]e in the offlce.

Under thls method of case assngnment the prosecutor would also

'be in a posntlon to: dea] more effectuve]y wtth defense counsel in'

<

reach:ng a dxsposrtton of»the case. Once counsel'realxzes that a éaee
wil?_be handled by the same prosecutor through each process step, and.

that he will not be able to 'shop around’! in an attempt to negotiate '

‘a better plea, he will be more likely~d%sposed toward a quicktdisposition«

of the case;

lmplementatlon of thls recommendatlon wxll requ:re negotlatlon

and agreement between the County Attorney and the Presudlng Cr:mlnal

[

;Judge to reso!ve schedullng problems so that an attorney will not be

cal]ed upon to be in multiple. 1ocat|ons snmultaneous]y Thls,problem

w
.
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eOqu.be‘alleViated by°using‘moreftria1'teams consist?ng of~three members'

- each: The members of a team could then cover for each other as necessary

dn the event of multlple case settlngs in dnfterent courts.

A secon?}solutlon,wogld be to have the Chargxng Bureau respbnSible

A

for all preliminary hearings as well as Grand Jurr‘presentations. Those

‘attorneys in the Criminal Trial Bureau who currently‘conduct preliminary

hearinge would be reassigned to the ChargingtBureau | This would con~-
so?fdate‘ali screening Functione under”one bhreau. The attorney in the
Charglng Bureau would then interview the w;tnesses, gather information and
then send the cese to either a preliminary hearing or Grand Jury as deemed

most advantageous to the office. This would allow the attorney in the

Charging Bureau to make a.complete and thorough screening of each case to

the point ef arraignment.
If this solution is adopted, the Charging BUreau‘shOU1d be required to

make a written recommendation as to the ultimate disposition of the case.

Requiring a written recommendatibn from which any deviation would necessitate

approval would insure a thorough thouahtful analysis by the'attorney in the
Chargrng Bureau and also permlt review of the work of the Charglng Bureau

as well as the work of the Criminal Trlal Bureau.

C. Pretrial-Docket Control Unit

¥

At the present'time there is no pretrial~docket control unit in

the Maricopa County Attorney's office.- Although there is an articulated

set of case sett]ement standards, the. lnterpretatlon ‘of these standards

may vary from attOrney to attorney. Approval is sometimes requrred'by

-
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xnore”than one supervisor before an attbrneyfcan'acceptﬁa pJea_toﬁaﬁTeSser

‘chargei whfch almost‘aIWaYS"causes~de1ays.H;Under theforesent felony

i‘dpractlce in Marlcopa County, pleas- to lesser charges are accepted untit
Ctime of trlaI Thls causes a. Ioss of control over the docket, a Senseless
' waste of Judge and court personnel tlme,,frustratnon for W|tnesses who

vmust makefrepeated appearances often only to flnd on the.trnal”date that

a p]ea is. to be entered, arnid certalnly a repeated waste of trlal prepa-

:ratlon tlme by‘the prosecutor. ‘

' It;ts recommended,that'a pretrial docket control unit be created

¥

{ inathe County"Attorney‘s office, The unitkshould~he staffed by a separate
'fﬂgroup of eXperienced:semi-supervisory’personnel, The aCCeetance4of all

'lesser pleas should oceur on]y within this unlt xTo‘function effectively,
U«Jpretrlal docket control must occur in a Judlcxal env:ronment in whsch

‘courts 0perate wnth 1nd|v1dua1 dockets (such is the case presently in

L Martcopa County), and there must be comp]ete cooperatlon on the part

of the court The court has the power to set dates for initial conferences
whlch must be attended by all partnes. This is necessary to effective]y

establlsh a plea cut ~off date, and thereby a pure trlal docket

The present ”trlal settlng” operatlon wnthsn the Superlor Court

‘can.a]so be-utlllzed for the,:mplementatuon of pretrla] conferences,‘ i

,final‘conferences, plea cut-oft'dates and '@ pure trial docket. The ”first

| trialtsetting” is established by a computer after the case is bound over for.

trial at a prellmlnary hearing, at which time the case is also, by computer,

i asslgned to-an |nd1V|dua1’court docket. At the present time the ”farst trla]
setting'’ is an artificial date. |If anythlng happens at al] at a “flrst trial

.setting”,‘it is a plea. In no instance does a trial actually take place,

LR
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 particular judge's docket could havefhis initial‘interView to determine

: whether or not a plea may- be taken at that tlme or whether or not motxons

8

This "first trial setting" is a mandatory,appearance date, and it could

. B - : . E - A "-'F« - . ~’ - P - o v\ Cels v ‘
be at this date that the pretrial and docket coordinator assigned to this
5 - . i . 5 B g AR \

o are to be held which’might determine the attltude of both the prosecutxon

7

k and the defense relative to a p]ea or if the’case is in fact going to trial,
.Thevsecond trial settlng could be adjuetee et that'tihe;aepending upon

‘whether motions are involved in the case. The time lapse might be greater

if there are mottens than ff_there ate,no motions to be ergued and decided.
Thehﬁsecond.trial settingﬁ’ date, which is also a mandatory appearance
date for ai1 parties,vceuld be utilized as the plea cut?off date. This
p]ea cut~off date, fn‘order to make a pure ttial docket an eetyelity,

must be totally, effectively, ahd eolidlykupheld withino’exceptiens. ‘lf
there is to‘be a plea to a reduced thatge it mest he taken by the piea
cut-off date. Beyond that, there is eithet;a trial or akplee‘as charged.
Because it will be at this time that a real trfai date will be scheduled

and because at this time all of the reduced pleas will have been eliminated

"fromkthe individua] docket'calehdafs,,a pure trial date may be established

with onTy one case set for triej on one date for each docket. Since the
judiciary can mandate the appeetanee of counsel for both,sides in courf
hearings; the judicial cooperation necessary for‘the eetablishment of a
ptetrial and docket coordination unit‘will be readily available. The
Presiding Judge fot the Superior‘Court ot Manicopa County has ajready
indicated his support for a pure trnal docket Slnce the prosecutor

can object to any pleas to lesser charges at ahy time;. the effectaveness
of the plea cut-off date is solely in his hands ahd'hie part of the

bargain towards a pure trial docket can be accomplished.
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AsvafreSUIt of the establishment of a pretrialfdocket'pontrol unit;

there will be direct centralization of~respdnsibili§yjfor*folldwfng'the plea

negotiations policy to be established by the e]ecteé county official, with-

(1

' 0ut whom the various assistant county attorneys have no power to accept
~reduced pleas whatsoever. 1t should be his policies and his alone‘that

‘are incorporated and fo]lpwed throughout the criminal justicé system in the

county in which he is elected to pérform this function. Centralization of

thé ruuction will allow him to maintain control of his policies and allow

him to center responsibility for any possible violations. The implementation

of a unit of this nature, with the necessary cooperation of the courts, -

would enhance the professionalism. of the quhty Attorney's office.

e e

- D. Family Support Division =~~~ . o -

The Maricopa County Attorhey has extensive civil jurisdiction, in

addition to his crim?na]‘responsibilities.~ In this regérd he is like

: 51 percent of the urban prosecutors recently queried in the LEAA runded;

BSSR survey mentioned supra. These civil responsnbllltles are carrfed
put by the Civil Bureau, whlch includes the Legal Servnces Division

(dlscussed infra, under ”Mlsce]laneous”) and the Famlly Support Division.

The Famlly Support DIVISlon is requnred by statute to enforce a]l court

'flssued support orders, Currently, in addltlon to its general dutles OF

'enforC|ng these orders, establlshlng patern;ty, and handlung both incoming
and outgoing URESA matters, the offrqe;;s required under state‘law;to

participate ‘in divorce actions where the right to child support is involved.
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A problem has deveIOped in the Famcly Support Dav:sion in eonnection

 wsth the service of process., Generallyg thss functron is handled by the

Sher;ff ebut the great lncrease in the'volume of cases invo]ving child

‘support enforcement matters has resulted in- the Sheriff‘s office no tonger

_being capab]e of properly fulfxll:ng thss functnon,r

Chtld support cases in Marxcopa County are all assigned a court date

" before they are sent out for service of process. 1f returned unserved,

additional papers must be preparedwand a new court date set with the entire’

process repeated. Many unnecessarily wasted hours are spent attempting to

‘dispose,of cases on the court calendar in which service has not been made.

The resultant backlog continues to increase. The use of a private service
< ' L

'of process organization in this area has been proposed. When used in

other Jurlsdlctnons, it has provan very cost- effectlve As with other

approved Title 1V-D expenditures, 75 percent of the cost of such service is

“reimbursable from the Federal government. It is therefore reegmmendeﬂ*th&i"

the Family Support Division be permitted funding to provide for the cost
of private service of process.

Recent action by the Arizona legislature now makes it possible to have

- blood tests admitted into evidence in paternity cases, In the majority of

cases presently'in Maricopa County, neither the defendant nor the state,
acting on behalf of the child, has the necessary funds to pay for these

tests. Costs of these blood tests are 75 percent relmbursab]e by the Federa]

:goverhment under the Title 1V-D program. A fund of $50,000 prov:ded by the

county, with the additional 75 percent Federal financial participation, would

adequately ‘fund this service.
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The use of blood teyts in paternxty actions in other Jurnsdxctxons
'has resulted in cosr reductxons as they relate to prosecutor hours a?d

'court and jury. hours spent ln trlals. Thus agaln,vthe cost-effect|veness

- of the program i5 ‘enhanced. 1t is recommended that fundlng be prov;ded

for blood testlng in Marlcopa County.

There are present]y eight attorneys, |nclud|ng the coordnnator,
four |nvest|gators, and 23 clerical personne] 1n‘thevFam|]y Support
Division. derrehtly,athe County‘Attorney‘s contraet withithe ‘ )
Arfiona Dedertment'bf Secerity (tﬁe'state lV;D agency) fs being

rehegotiated. ‘The Department, inter alia, is agking that the County

Attorney take on additional child support enforcement responsibilities
: such as attempting the recoVery*frOm decendants! estates now in probate

. of child support AFDC paymentS-made and not reimbursed to the state. 1t

fs clear, however, that with its present workload, the County Afto%ney‘s
. . )

office could not hope to carry out additional responsibilities in this'

area without additional personnel.

At the present time, the office is averaging 750 - 800 cases per month.

Active cases in the office now exceed 12,000, If the waiting time for

appointments could be keduced,'these figures would be even higher. Waltlng

i

tlme for apponntments to file actions are apprOX|mately eleven weeks for

reciprocals (i.e., those cases where the absent-parent is in another
state), five days for paternity actions and six weeks for local actions.

Eleven’additione] legal clerks and one additional attorney have been.

requested in the budget submission for 1981. The attofney would be primarily

‘assigned to assist in handling paternity actions. Prior to,e year ago most
A

paternity actions did not go to trial but were decided either by default or



resolved out of court, Currently theﬁoFFECe in Maricopa County‘is f}ling an
average of 80 paterniiy caSee per month, with a very high percentage of them
proeeeding to Iitigetion. ‘lt has been found impossible for one.attorney to
handle all of theutr?als, motions, and depositions that are involved in such
paternity titigation. The attorney‘woqld be used as time permitted to assist
thebother attorneys with their exeeptionally heavy calendars.
| The‘majority of the day-to-day work in a child support enforcement
”unit is done by. investigators and other non-legal personnel. ‘Such is the
case in the Maricopa County Attorney's office. This is in keeping with
the phitosophy of the national ohde support enforcement law that in
order to achieve maximum cost effectivenees, attorneys should be utilized
only for court appearances and preparation attendant upon those appearances.
(1t is obvious the attorney's time is so expensive relative to other
personnel costs, that it dominates them.) Accordingly, an office of the
size of'the County Attorney s child support enforcement unit, must be
sufficiently staffed if cost effectiveness is to be achieved. The request
for eleven additional legal olerks will barely allow the office)to perform
its statutory duty in the child support enforcement area.

During‘l979, approximately 7 million dollars in child support péynents
was collected by the County Attorney. Currently, $600,000 per month is being
collected, of which 40 percent is AFDC related Tnus, with the Federal incen-
tlve payment of 15 percent, the Famlly Support DIVISIOn is earnnng approxnmately_

36 000 per month as a result of its chlld support enforcement effort. Projected
over the course of a year, this amount will total $432 000 At the present
rate of collections, the funding of the Family Support unit {(with 75%

Federal financial participation and 15% incentive) is costing Maricopa County

but'ten‘percent of the child eupport budget effort, A more cost-effective

& o PO
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- approximately 5,000. Each attorney in the division, at any one time, has

- - ‘ i - 23 - ks

effort can be had (i.e., increased collectlons at modest cost) only

if addltnonal manpower 15 provided the County Attorney. Collectlons
iz A\

will not get hlgher wzthout it,

Every section in the Famxly Support vausnon is presently understaffed

and the office will fall even further behind in meeting the demands placed

j on it by state and federal law if this matter is not provided for, Therefore,

O,

it is recommended that the Family,Support Division's request for funding

of an additional attorney and eleven additional ]egal clerks should be granted.

E. Juvenile Bureau
, i ‘ D
The jurisdiction of the Juvenile Bureau is extensive. The duties of the
buread include reviewing juvenile referrals and filing de]fnquency and
incorrigibility petitions; attending advisory hearings,wde£én;ioq ?ppeals
and dispositional hearings when appfopfiateﬁ.investigating and pfosecuting
juveni]e cases set for édjudication, including transfe; énd juvenile gang
cases; ihvestigating and prosecuting child abuse cases and preparing and
arguing juvenile appeals. The office is also respons%ble for processing
and making court appearances on adoption and related matters; processing
destruction of juvenile record requests; invesfigating, and prosecuting
juvgpilé traffic cases and processing law enforcement and public inquiries
concerning‘various juvenile lega1 issues. Attorneyé in the Juvenile Bureau
also reseafch aﬁd submit proposed juvenile and chi]d abuse legislgtion.
-During 1979 the Juven{ie Bureau screened approximately 5,000 juvenile

court referrals and filed nearly 4,000 ‘petitions. During that year they

prosecuted ‘approximately 2,000 trial cases. The present caseload is

Pty

50-55 cases on his trial calendar. They are required to screen 100 - 120
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cases a month. Eacﬁrassistant'has an average of 35 cases per month which

are turned around and there are approximately 400 cases at inta%e at

any given moment. e S

In 1979 there were 120 transfer cases, i.é. thosé’}nvolving,juveniles
whose %ases were transFerred to the Adult Felony Court because‘they were
eithé?ﬁhot amenable to .treatment in the juvenile court or sociéty'sﬂprotection

required that they be treated as adults. The juvenile court faciltity in
Maricopa County is located several miles away from the main office of the

County Attorney and from the Superior Courts in the County. When a tranfer

occurs; a contested case must be handled by the juvenile deputies. Juvenile

appeals are élso handled by the deputies in the Juvenile Bureau. This
requires a‘joggwtrip to the State Capitol for pu}poses of o;al4argument.

The County Attorney's statutory duty to represent parents in adoption
matters is a ratﬁér broad one. In 1979 the office processéd nearly 40O
adoptions. At the time of the site'visit the increase.in that caseload was
up twenty percent over last‘year.

Presently there are eight attorneys assigned to the Juvenile

Bureau, and seven clerks and one investiéator. The investigator handles
all cases for the Juvenile Bureau, including child abuse and assault
cases. Because of its high caseload and high amount of litigation in all
sectors of its responsibility, the Juvenile Bureau is currently understaffgd.

It is the recommendation of the Technical Assistance team that thé*bffice he

staffed with at least three additional attorneys and an additional inves=~

-

tigator.
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F. NRecords Management System ‘ Ll TR R O

It is esSential to the smooth functioning of the prosecutbr .3 offuce ‘

that the records management system be capable of supportlng the paperwcrk

flow. The Maricopa County offlce |s dtstnngu;shed by its modegn centrallzed'

tape supported typing system. However, the one weakness in the system is
in the important area of intake and charglng The paperwork system in
this area is redundant and inefficient. Thére are too many forms cemtaxnlng
toc much duplicative information and an absence of forms fo; some. of the
information neeaed.i‘ln contrast to the rest of the paperwork systems,_
the Charging Bureau and Grand Jury support functions are inadequate at the

present time~
B B i I -,..,-«.-w.——-.-m—- )

Since a new mxn|~computer and WOrd processnng system is due to

be installed nn'the fe]l thereby affecting all the paperWQrk and record
keeeing systems in the office, the opportunity to correct these defi-
ciencies-and meet the requirements or the new system is uhparalleled.
Because'chénges to the papermerk systems are inevitable, this is the time
when the best economles can be achiaved. - The contractor has apparently
a]ready stated that the existing forms are compatible with the new equip-
ment and others will be changed as necessary. But this will not remedy the
fundamental weakness of the paperwork system as it exists today in the
Charging Bureau ' |

, What is,needed fs the skill of a forms and records specialist, to
study the paperWOrkvflow, the informatiom and forms design and the require-

ments of both the new word processing system and the operations of the

Charging Bureau. Based on this study, a neWw system could be designed,

“tested and made operational in time for the installation of the new word
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processing system A person w:th such sk;]ls is presently employed at the

State Hospital, It is recommended that a request be made to detat! h:m to

the‘offfce for four to six weeks to perform the study and produce the -

’
¥

requisite forms. .

The statistiéal system maintained by the,office‘is‘one'of the best‘
mahual systems in the country. Its auﬁomation should bg cohsidéred to
provide the Ccﬁnty Attorney with~aaditionéi management infbrmatidn‘and the
abiiity to perform analyticaivstudies for future program de?e]opment and
plagping purposéSQ .The ability to evalﬁate the ongoing operatibns |
olehe officé and to‘plan for chahge§ in prbgrané or emphasis is cleérly
aided by the availability of statistical information. At the present time,
the capability is there but the turn-around time is slow because of the
manual status of the statistics keeping.

Special attention should élso be'giyen‘to stfengtheniﬁg'the‘fecords
retention and destruction scheduling function in the dffice. Storfhg
closed cases in valuable office space isicoétly aﬁd'inefficiént not
only to the.éroéécutor but the coﬁnty taxpayef és'welll The fact that'a
records fetention‘program has just heen undertaken is commendéble. Since
this is the first ﬁime that there has beéh a syétematic effﬁrt to piacg

| thi§ perennial problem uhder control, it is‘essential that enough.staff
time and support be gfven>to this program so that procedures can be déve!oped
to permii the maintenance éf an orderly reteﬁtion and destruction schedu\e

and to provide adequate coordination with the other county agencies involved.

G. Support Personnel

Adequate support personnel are essential to the workings of any office.

In the Maricopa County Attorneys‘office, the lack of édequate support is

L Pap v
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S partlcularly apparent in the Charglng Bureau, the Grand Jury sectlon and in the

‘sJuvenlle Bureau. There are. two recommended solutlons The flrst IS to request‘

¥

addltlonal support personnel through the budgetary process to brnng the OffICE k

”,at Jeast up to m:ntmum standards The second is to seek adduttona! strength

through the expanded utlltzatlon of the Arlzona State Unlversxty w0rk study

programs,,espec1a]]y in areas that;have a perrpheral attachment toﬁthe office,

‘such as the departments'of.sodioTogy;‘pSYChology, po]itTcal science and

- .could be compensated by course credlt from the unlverSIty in Tleu of salary,

thereby creat;ng Iess of a strain on budgetary resources

H. Miscellaneous

The Lega] Servites DiVisionTOf the Civi! ‘Bureau was also examined.

Th[s bureau represents aII county departments in Marlcopa County. Durlng

1979 it handled 1,782 new]y f:led lawsu1ts in addition to ex:stlng cases.

These included tort and contract actions against the county,_as well as.
school litigation, garnishments, tax actions and condemnation actions.
A1l misdemeanor appeals from the city court and justice courts are

handled by the Civil Bureau also. The majority of these 12 to 15 appeals

a Week are/frlals de novo.

RS

1n spite of the heavy caseload of the Legal Services DTstion; it Is the
conclusion of the Technical Assistance team that at the present time it is

,,,,,,

adequately staffed |nsofar as attorneys and other clerical and support
personne] are concerned.
The V;ct:m—Wutness Program was implemented to facn]ntate ‘the partncnpa-

tion of victims and witnesses in the judicial process. The Vlctlm-WItness

"~ Program provides short term counseling and social service referral, criminal

justice information and witness call-off and alert. The witness call-off .

i
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:system is desugned to notofy subpoenaed w;tnesses “that they need not respond
to thelr subpoenas when a case is elther pled or contcnued The witness

' alert system nottf:es WItnesses to appear approxumately one hour - before

‘they are scheduled to testlfy At the present time the functxons berng
performed by the Vlctlm~WltneSS:BurééQ are both appropriate and‘effective

In many crlmtnal justice systems lt is the 1ack of communication between the

vuctlms .of the crime, who shou]d be the most lmportant persons in the- crnmlnal

o Justlce system, and prosecutlng offlcna]s, which leads to an ultimate

,break-down of cr;mlnal cases, and»]eads to decisions unfavorable to the
victim'and’the‘prosecuting‘attorney. At the present time, ;he'Victim-Witness‘
Bureau revieWS~all of the Fi]es andimakes‘a,subjectiye value_judgment as to
»uhich cases{are critical and requ{re yictim-witnéSspcommunicatron. It is
ﬁ.unfortunate that a lack of resources makes‘fuilvscale communication and
follow through almost solely applicable to cases prosecuted by the Major
Offense Bureau. ‘Because of the importance of assurxng the appearance
of the victims and witnesses at all court hearlngs, and because of the
importance,of the victims and witnesses themselves, the office should
strive to expand the seryices presently pertorhed to all of those who are
touched by the cr|m|na1 Justxce system as a vnctlm or a wrtness to a crrme
The County Attorney S lnvesttgatlons Bureau provndes both |nvest|gat|ve
"support to trial counsel in ongoxng cases, and also initiates its own |
investigations. One of its specific duties is the handling'of:inyestigaj
tions for agencues where a confllct of |nterest exists and a request ‘i

,/

made by the agency for the County Attorney to handle the matter.  Public

P

'~corrupt|on cases are also hand]ed by the bureau. It also conducts con-

fidentia1 ihvestigations at the request of the grand jury.

# S t
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‘thest?gators assigned to the Family~5upport‘Divisfon,pefform a
number of time cohsuming tasks,‘nbt the ‘least of which is the extensive
parent locator work required by TitléaiV-D. i

The County Attorney's juvenile caseload nearlywduplicéteé his

adult one., In some ways it is a more onerous one., Unfortunately, inhouse

. investigative assistance in the Juvenile Bureau is presently minimal.

The nature of the caseload and the extensiye‘statutory'dutiés assigned

“that Bureau require that more investigative help be given it.

It is in the area of lengthy and technical investigations that a
prosecutor’s inhouse investigative staff is vital. White collar crimes,
for example, often require extended‘{nVéstigations by sophisticated

investigators possessing unique skills and training. One skill con-

sistently required in this area deals with accounting and,accouhfing

practices; Chains of evidence in prosecutions involving complex economic

_crimes are usually convoluted and very complex. The testimony of well-

trained knowledgeable investigators is a sine qua non to the success

of such cases. It is not at all unusual for prosecutors and their

investigators involved in complex econcmic crimes, to spend years in

investigation and to have to deal with, literally, filing rooms full

of evidénce‘which must be qualified;and admitted at trials which quite
often takes months to complete.

The Maricopa County Attorney's use of regular staff of hi$ own

investigatbrs‘is in keeping with the standards promulgated by both the L

National District Attprneys,Association (which grew out of an extended

study funded by LEAA) "and the American Bar Association.

PN
-
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The National‘Prosecutjon Standards of the National Qistrict Attorneys e
"Association (1977) Standard 3.4 calis for having ”fu%qs made aVailabTe for.

the employment of professional investigators to handle those responsibilities

of the office.!' Several factors are to be examined in determining the

needs of the office, including the number of criminal cases with which

' the office must deal, the amount and types of addi'tional, noncriminal

reSponsibilities handled by the prosecutor, the amOLnt?and level of

sophistication of organized crime and corruption existing in the pro-

, secuior's~jurisdiction and the size and complexity of the prosecutor‘s

staff in relation to case‘preparation and other relevant concerns,
There is often a question as to whether these invest?gators should

3nitiatefinvestigations or merely work on ongoing cases. Standard 3.4

" recommends that 'lnvestigators shall be utilized in legal or other

areas as determined necessary by the prosecutor."These would inc]Qde
case ihvestigation of both existing cases, and economic c;ime and cor-.
ruption issues that are potentiai‘éasesﬁ'

Based upon~the$e standards, and the needs of the Maricopa,County?»'
Attorney's effice, it is recommended that an additidﬁaieihvegtigator be
acquired to work on active cases as well as possible issues, at the
discfetion of the‘prosecutor. :

The Americén Bar Association Standards Relating’to the Prosecutive
and Defense Function, 2.4.(b);provide$ that ""Funds should be provided to
the prosecutor for the emp&oymenf of a reguler staff of professional_ |
inveetigatfve peréonnel and’other neeessary supporting personnel; underk
his direct control. . ." o : ' T

The ABA commentary to the above standard is illuminating as to the

reasons underlying the need for the‘prosecutor's own ‘investigative staff:

N &
B Y *
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Trad:tlonally, most prosecutors have re]ued onthe pol\ce,
sher:ff and other law enforcement officers for investigation of
‘erime,’ Their investigative work neuessarlly flgures in much

~of the prosecutor s activity, since in most cases prosecutlon is
initiated as the result of efforts on their part. * However, the
prosecutor may need to conduct investigations which the police

“are unable or unwilling to undertake or |nvest|at|ons of public
officials, including the police themselves, For such purposes
and also to carry out lengthy or especially technical investiga-
tions, he should be provided with independent professional
investigative persdnnel who are subject to‘his supervisidn.

The County Attorney, in ut|1121ng h|s own regular staff of |nvest|ga-

-

fors, is in keeplng with the practnce of prosecutors generally who are

responsnble for prosecuttng crime in major, urban areas of the Unlted
Statesa In the LEAA funded study by. the BSSR al]uded to earller in this

report it was found that 95 percent,of the prosecutors surveyed, employed

r‘fheir own lnvestngatlve staff. lIncluded in the jurisdictions surveyed were

N

11 circuits in Florida, 14 oountres in California, and four;counties in Texas.
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.. V. CONCLUSIONS

x

This analysis and recommendations are presented with the realiza-

tion that ‘the County Atforney‘S‘Office has elready.made significant

progress in the area of good management and resource allocation. The

[}

‘Couhty Attorney is to be commended for the many steps he has taken to

implement the recommendations made‘by'the NDAA Technical Assistance teams
in 1977. ~ Sl

As a resu!t of the study undertaken by the CPTAP Technical A55|stance -

« team, the followrng changes are recommended:

ln the Charging Bureau, every effort should be made‘to’enlist the
bcboperet¥on of the law enforcement agencies ie héving cases presented for
charging by the inQestigator assigned‘to the case. This would eliminate the
need to send cases back for further information and reduee'the time necessary

to bring charges.

At the preliminary hearing stage, although the attorneys have no contro!
over the amount of time spent waitihg for the hearing to begin, it is

suggested that this time could be used more efficiently. Through the use =

"~ of a revised "Preliminary Hearing Evaluation' sheet, information could be

‘obtained at this time for use by the prosecutor, Witnesses could be

interviewed and evaluated and other information could be entered on the

evaluation sheet at this time,

It is also proposed that in order to further facilitate the smooth
flow of cases from preliminary hearing to trial, a case should be assigned
to an attorney in the Criminal Trial Bureau before the preliminary hearing

and he be made responsnble for that case from charg:ng through the prel:m;

nary hearing until ultlmate dlsp05|t|on. In order to’ |mp1ement thlS

suggestlon, scheduling problems w»ll have to be worked out with: the

Presndlng Cllmlnai Judge so that attorneys are not required to be 1n two .

ES

courtrooms simul taneously, *
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An alternate suggestion would be to have the Charging Bureau responsible
) o : : ;,' ) i s B : - S .
for all preliminary hearings as well as Grand Jury presentations. This

u s

would consolidate all screening fuhctions,in‘One bureau and allow the

~attorpey in the Charging Bureau to make a thorough screening. of each to

W

the.point of érraignment.;
A pretrial-docket control unit should be established in order to
facilitate the taking of pTeas‘toAredUCed charges and pleas to the

original chage. In this way, a p1ea/cut-offudate"could be estabiished

and only those cases which will actually go to trial would be docketed.

- This will allow for greater control by the prosecutor in the carrying

_out of his policiés regarding plea negotiations.

" In the Family Suppqrt Divis}on.OF tﬁe Civil Bureau thére-are several
suggestions. Firgt, funding should be provided er the acquisition‘of a
privafe‘means for service or procéss. The Shériff's office can no fonger
keepkup wi th the demand caused by(fhe‘ever’ihcreasing chi]d‘suppért

enforcement workload for service of process and the result is a

‘backlog in the court and wasted hours attempting to dispose of cases.

It is also recommended that funding be provided for blood testing to

be used in paternity cases. These tests are .now admissible, and their

“use in these cases could result in a reduction of both attorney hours and

court and jury hours spent in trials, an increase in the amount of child
support collections, and in a'more,cost-effective operation.
~ Finally, due to the heavy litigation demands placed upon the Family

Support Division and the ever increasing statutory duties in the child suppoft

"
i

-enforcement area, it is recommended that funding be provided for an additional

attorney and eleven additional legal clerks.

~%
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The Juvenile Bureau‘hahdles all juveni!é petitions, prosecutions énd

appeals. It also handles child abuse cases, juvehiles,transfarred to the

"Adult Felony Court, juvenile traffic cases and adoptions. . Currently, each

A
+

attorney has approximately fifty cases on his trial calendar. Accord-.
ingly, the Juvenile Bureau is seriously understaffed and it is recommended
that at léast three additionai éttorneys and an additional investigator be
added to this bureau: |

Most of the problems associated with the records management system

will be aleviated with the installation of a new mini-computer and word.

processing system. However, in order to assure that this new system
adequately meets all the needs of the. paperwork flow of the office, it is

suggested that a request be made to detail to the office fof‘f5ur to six

weeks, a recards specialist who is currently employed at the State Hospital.

This person should study the papeerfk flow and forms deSién requirements,

especially of the'Charging Bureau,in order to assure
will be as efficient as possible. : B

i .
shat the new system

It is also recommended that the statistical systeﬁ;be automated in
order to improve the current turn-around time, and that procedures continue
to be developed to maintain an orderly reéords retention and'destructioh
schedule.

In the area of support personnel, there are two suggestions. The first

is to request additional support personnel, which would require higher

~levels of funding. The alternative is to make greater use of work study

programs and internships in connection with the various departments of

Arizona State University. .




through the system and of the final disposition.

~Finally, it is suggested that the victim-witness services Q§~expanded

to include all victims ‘and Witﬁesses, not just those involved in major

crimes. Victims should be kepé appraised of the progress of their case

"If these procedures are implemented,'the resources of the office wf]i

be utilized in such a way as to realize a sizeable savings in time and

manhours as well as taxpayer’do]lars.
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LEONARD R. MELLON

S

Research Assééiafe, Bureau of Social Science Research, since
January 1978. Formerly, Project Director, National District Atforneys
Assoclation, 1975~1977; speclal counsel, Natiodnal Center for Prosecution
Management, 1974-1975; chief assistant state attorney, 12th Judicial
Circult of Florida, Sarasota, 1974; assistant state attorney, 1i1th
Judicial Circuit of Florida, Dade County, Miami, 1971-1974; Counsel,
Transcommunications Corporation, 1969~1971; sole prac+|+|oner, Miam1,
1965-1969; assistant attorney general, Florida, 1958-1965.

Instructor, Florida State University, 1958~1960; Florida Sherifffs
Bureau of Law Enforcement Academy, 1960-1964; Florida Bar Association's
Continuing Legal Education Program, 1966; Criminal Justice Institute,
Miami Dade Community College, 1972-1973; University of Oklahoma, 1974;

‘Norfhwesfern‘Universify School of Law, Summers of 1976 and 1977.

Education: B.S. (pollfical science), Florida State Universify,
B S.F.S. and LIb. Georgefowannavers:+y

Current Research:

Project Director, Criminal Prosecution Technical Assistance
Project--a facility to provide national level technical assistance
in the prosecution area and participate in the development and
improvement of criminal prosecution projects and programs
supported by LEAA (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration).

Deputy Project Director, Phase 11, Ressarch an Prosecutorial
Decisionmaking~~a continuation of the Phase | program to conduct
research on prosecution nationwide and to test techniques and
procedures to measure. uniformity and consistency in deC|SIonmaking
(Law Enforcement Assistance Administration).

Recently Completed Research:

Research Associate, White Collar Crime Study~--a systematic review
and analysis of major data sources relevant to white collar crime,
- supported by a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

Deputy Project Director, Phase i, Research on Prosecutoriail
Decisionmaking--a nationwide research program fo develop
techniques and procedures for increasing uniformity and
consistency in decisionmaking, supporfed by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration.

Past Experience:
As Project Director, Nafional District Attorneys Association,

directed a large-scale DHEW-supported study which asslisted and
encouraged prosecutors and others nationally to participate In the
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Federal Child Support Enforcement Act (Title (V-D of the Social
Security Act). In connection with the study, conducted regional
orlentation and tralning conferences nationwide, developed a
reference source for prosecutors on child support enforcement, and
a clearinghouse on current child support data; directed and
participated In technical visits by chiid support enforcement
consultants o prosecutors offices nationwide.

As speclal counsel to the National Center for Prosecution
Management, prepared under an, LEAA grant, standards and goals for
homogeneous groups of prosecutors in the U.S., organized the
groups, supervised the meetings and assisted In preparation of
documentation on standards and goals. :

As assistant state attorney, 11th Judicial Circuit of Florida,
.Dade County, Miami, created special trial division for speedy
processing and trial of defendants, assisted in The development of
prefrial intervention (diversion) program (under an LEAA grant)
and established a Magistrate's Division in the Sfate Aftorney's
Office. After undertaking a survey of case intake and screening,
recommended the establishment of a new system and was appointed
hsad of the new Intake and Pre-Trial Division in the State
Attorney's Office.
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Selected Publications:

Transmitting Prosecutorial Policy: A Case Study in Brooklyn, New York
(with Joan E. Jacoby, et al.). “Research Repor+ No. 2, Project 556,
November 1979,

A Quantitative Analysis of the Factors Affecting Prosecutorial
Decisionmeking (with Joan E. Jacoby, et al.). Research Report
- No. 1, Project 556. October 1979.

"The Prosecutor Constrained by His Environment--A New Look at
Discretionary Justice in The Unlfed States," Project 450, July
. 1979,

Policy Analysis for Prosecution (with Joan E. Jacoby) Final report for
Phase | of Project 550, Bureau of Social Science Research, April
1979, '

' Policy Analysis for Prosecution: Executive Summary (with Joan E. Jacoby)

Final report for Phase | of Project 550, Bureau of Soclal Science
Research, April 1979,

"Probable Cause Determination," (Commentary) Naflonal Prosecution
Standards, National District Attorneys Association, Chicago, 1977.

"The Child Support Enforcement Act." Prosecutors! Deskbook, Washington,
D.C.: Na+[onal District Attorneys Associa+ion, 1976.

Handbook on the Law of Search, Seizure and Arrest, distributed by the
F!or!da Attarney y General's Office, 1960; revised, 1962.
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"Can Effective Restrictive Leglsliation Be Written" Paper delivered to
the Southeastern Association of Boards of-Pharmacy in 1962 and
pub!ished In The Journal of the Amerlican Pharmaceutical
Association.
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Research Associate, Bureau of Social Science Research, 1975 +to
1976 and 1977 to present, Visiting Fellow, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, 1976 t¢ 1977. Founder and Executive:
Director, National Center = for Prosecution  Management,
Washington, D.C. 1972-1975. Director, Office _of Crime
_Analysis, D.C. Government, 1968-1972; statistician, Management
Office, D.C.  Government, 1963-1968; mathematical statistician,
Office of Manpower Automation and Training, U.S. Department of
Labor, 1962-1963. Areas. of interest  and specialization:
informa+ion . systems, criminal S Justice systems and
administration, prosecution and courts, public administration
and local government. : '

Education: BA “(sociofogy), Boston University; MA (statistics),
American University. : .

“Current Research at BSSR:

Project Director, Phase 11, Research on  Prosecuforial
Decision-Making~- a continuation of the Phase | program fo
conduct research on prosecution nationwide and .to test
techniques  and  procedures to measure uniformity and
consistency in decision~making. Supported by the  Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Pro ject Director, Performance Measurement . Theory:
Prosecution and Public Defense. First phase of a. .study fto
develop a theory of performance meastrement in the®areas of
prosecution and public defense, supported: by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration. .

| Recently Completed Research at BSSR:

Project Director, Phase |, Research on Prosecutorial
Decision-Making-~ a nationwide research project which
developed techniques = and  precedures - for increasing
uniformity and consistency in decisionmaking, -supported by
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Study Director, Nationa! Evaluation Program on Pretrial
Screening Projects, Phase |--an  assessment of  the
feasibility of conducting a nationwide evaluation of
pretrial screening programs in prosecutors' offices; one of

1
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several .Phase | sfudleS’funded by the National : Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA, under Its

National Evaluation Program, 1975f1976.‘

’ Mefhodology Consultant, National Manpower Survey, 1975-

1976-- nationwide survey of manpower needs. ‘and training
requirements for criminal justice personnel, undertaken in

- cooperation with the National Planning Association and the

American |nstitutes  for Research, supported by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration. o o

Pasf Experience:

From 1976-1977, was selected first female Visiting Fellow,

~Law  Enforcement Assistance Administration, in a nationwide

competition. - She examined the emerging role of iocal
prosecutors in. the United States, results of which will be

‘published in a book tentatively +titled, The American

Prosecutor: A Search for Identity.

From 1972-1975, as founder and Executive Director of the

National Center for Prosecution Management, conducted
substantive research into the prosecutive function, provided
technical asssistance to 56 individual prosecutors! offices,
undertook management studies of state and local prosecution
systems, organized and conducted state and national

conferences, developed and published six operational

manuals, and created management models and tools ~ for

implementation by prosecutors. Developed the case ranking

techniques for the Bronx District Aftorney's Major  Offense
Bureau (designated LEAA Exemplary Project), and conducted a
statewide evaluation of the Massachusetts District Attorneys

offices. The Center was the first national organization

estabiished fo improve +the management capabilities of
prosecutors! offices Throughout the United States. It was
funded by LEAA and operated under the sponsorship of the
National District Afttorneys Association, National College of
District Afforneys and Instiftute for Court Management.

As first Director of Office of Crime Analysis, District of

Columbia Government, created and implemented manual and

computerized information systems in the police department
(Offender Status Register in WALES and Juvenile Control
System for the Youth Division); in the U.S. ~Attorney's

Office for +the Superior Court of the District of Columbia

(PROMIS, designated an Exemplary Project by LEAA); and in
the D.C.  Department of Corrections (lnmate Accounting
System). All systems were developed under the project named
TRACE (Tracking, Refrieval and Analysis of Criminal Events)

by  an interdisciplinary staff of social scientists,
statisticians and systems and management analysts. This
office subsequently  became  the model for  LEAA's

Comprehensive Data Statistics Program imp lemented throughout
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the states (1968-1972).

As statisticlian, Management Office, D.C. ‘vaernmenf,
designed, developed and operated an automated Real Property

Data Bank for the city (one of the flrst in the nation to be

operational). With the OEO-funded Community Action Program,
Jointly developed and Iimplemented an automated job-man
matching system which was subsequently adopted by the Labor
Department's United States ~Employment Service in D.C.
Initiated development of a Neighborhood Early Warning System
"to ‘Indicate areas of deterioration requiring early public
and private preventive support. Worked closely. with other
city agencies concerned with economic development, urban

renewal, education, manpower and public safety (1961-1968).

A

Other previous emp | oyment include: mathematical

“statistician, u. S. Department - of Labor, ~1960~-1961;
statistician, Bethesda, Maryland (statistical analysis = of
Information - retrieval  techniques and a study of indexer
consistency), 1961-1962; -operations analyst, Technical

Operations, Inc., Washington, D.C. (sensitivity testing of the
Air Battle Model~-ABM--a computerized war game simulation model);
and 1959-1960, staftistician, The Mitre Corporation, Bedford,
Massachusetts (analysis of simulated SAGE System).

Member,  Task = Force, National Advisory Commission on

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Information Systems and
Statistics; member, Project SEARCH Task Forces on Computerized
Criminal Histories and Standardized Crime Reporting Systems.

Faculty, National Colliege of District Aftorneys; Lecturer,
American, Catholic, Georgetown Universities, Institute for Court
Managément and National Association for Attorneys General.

Consultant: Courts Task Force, National Advisory Commission
con’ Criminal Justice .Standards and Goals; Alaska Judicial
Council, plea bargaining. study; N.Y. Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council, evaluation of career criminals; Georgetown
University plea bargaining study and police/prosecutor research;

“PRC/PMS = Technical Assistance ~ Program. for LEAA National

rn§+i+ufe; American- University Courts Technical Assistance
Pngram. Expert . witness on prosecution management and
effiiciency, Wayne County Circuit Court, 1979.

Selected Publications:

"The Charging Policies of Prosecutors." The Prosecutor, edited

.- by William F. McDonald. Sage Criminal Justice System

‘Annuals, Vol. 11. Beverly Hills, London:  Sage
Publications, 1979, pp. 75-97. ’

The American Prosecutor: A Search for ldentity. .Llexington,
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’Masséchuseffs:‘Lexingfon Books (in preSs),]

"The Pfosecu+or'Cons+rained by His Environment--A New Look at

> Discretionary. Justice in’ jfhe United States," (with
Leonard Mellon), Project 550, BSSR July 1979..

- Policy Analysls for Prosecution (With Leonard ~Me||on),' final

report for Project 550, Bureau of Social Sclence
Research, Apri[119?9. ; : ‘ .

Policy Analysis for Prosecu+|on Executive Summary (with Leonard
R. MelTon), final reporT for Project 550, Bureau of

Social Science Research, April 1979.

Research on Prosecuforsal Dec1510nmak|ng Phase | (wifh Edward
' C. Rafledge and Stanley H. Jurner), final report for
Project 550 Bureau of Socual Scnence Research Aprll

1979.

"Evaluafing t+he Prosecutor from a Poli¢y~Perspec+ive." Chapter
4, Theory and Research 1in Criminal Justice: Current
Perspectives, edited by John A. Conley. Anderson'

PuBlisﬁlng, Criminal Jus+|ce S+ud|es, 1979, pp. B7= 77 :
‘/ :

| "A Conceptual Approach for +he Performance Measuremen+ of

Prosecution and Public Defense." (with Kevnn J.
Brosch) Paper presented at the JoinT‘Na+|onal Meeting
of TIMS/ORSA, New Orleans, May 1, 1979, 15pp.

"The Deterrent Power of Prosecution." Chapter 6, Preventing
Crime: Sage Criminal Justice System Annuals, edited by
James A. Cramer, XX, August 1978, Sage Publications,
pp. 137-161. ,

I

"Prosecutorial Policy, fmpact and Implementation," paper
presented to annual meeting of American Society for
Public Administration, March 1977. o

The  Prosecutor's Charging Decision: A Policy Perspective,

Washington, D.C.: Unitfed States Government Printing.

- Office, National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, LEAA, January 1976.

PreTrial Screening in Perspective, Washington, D.C.: National
Institute ~of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice,
LEAA, January 1976\ ' o

it

Issues in PreTrial Screentng (wn*h Nei! Bomberg), Bureau gbf
““Social Science Research 1976

Summary of PreTrial Scrennlng_ Evaluation, Phase 1, Bureau of

Social Scence Research, T976. ]
f"

Design for Phase 11 Evaluation of PreTrial Screening Programs
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(With Nell - Bomberg and Lynn 'A. Curtis), Bureau of

Soclal Sclence Research,;1976.

"Recommendations for Mapagement Improvement,®  Summary . of
Proceedings: Third Management Institute, Snowmass,

Colorado: National Association of Aftorneys General,

Septenmber 17-19, 1975, pp. 31-34,.

~ "Case Evaluation: Quantifying Prosecu?or:al Pollcy," Judicature,

LVIitL, 10 (1975).

"The Prosecutor: Discretionary Power Exercised in a Sysfem of
Constraints," Proceedings of the 141st  Annual Meeting

of the American Association for  The Advancement 91
- Bcience, 1975, SR

"Budgeting as a Management Tool for +the Prosecutor," The

Prosecutor; X, 4 (1974).

 Final Report: Project TRACE Wash:ngTon, D.C.: Office of Crime

Analysis D|s$r|c$ of Columbia Government, 1972.

"DEWS--District  Early Warning = System  for Neighborhood
Deterioration," Urban and Regional [nformation Systems
for Social Probiems, Kenf State University, 1967.

"How to Build a Data Bank with Other Peoplefs Money," The Large
Scale Policy E.D.P. System: {ts Problems and

Prospects, New;York.»New York University, 1966.

"The Consistency of Human Indexing," The Coming of Information

Technology, Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1965

{(wiTh Viadimir Siamecka).

(October 24, 1979)
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~ DOMINICK R. CARNOVALE

BIOGRAPHY

Dommlck R. Carnovale, a natlve of‘ Geneva, New York, received
| - a Bachelor of Arts Degree f‘rom Hobart College in up—-state New York,
and after serv1ce in the Armed Forces,' attended the Detrort College of.

Law. Upon graduatlng wrth ‘the number one scholastic average in his

class, he was awarded the Degree of‘ Juris Doctor 1n 1960. He
thereupo'n served as law clerk for the Honorable Theodore Souris in the

Michigan Supreme Court. Mr. Carnovale then worked as both appellate

~and trial lawyer in the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office for »two'
- years, before going into private practice with the firm of Carnovale

- and McCall. He spent six years in private praotioe as a criminal

defense ‘trial and appellate lawyer until November of 1969, when he was

appointed by Prosecutor Cahalan to be Chief ~of the Appellate

 Department of the Wayne County Proseoutor!s Office. In 1973, his

duties ‘were expanded and he became Chief of the Recorder's Court Trial

and Appellate Deparfments uhtil March of 1974, when he was appointed
Chief of the Criminal Division, in which capacity he served until his

appointment in February, 1977 as Chief Assistant Prosecutlng Attorney.
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Dominick R. Carnovale
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While Mr. Carnovale was Chief of the Appellate Department, he

was instrumental in obtaining LEAA funding for law student intern

- programs, .and served as the project director and immediate overseer of

these programs for the next threekyears. A number of these former
sfudent interns are now members of thev Wéyne ycounty Prosecuting
Attorney's staff, another is the ’Prosecuting Attorney of Hillsdale
County, Michigan, and otﬁers are assistant prosecuting attorpeys in
other 'juriédictions throughout Michigan énv in othar states. Mo,

Carnovale was also instrumental in creating the Victim-Witness

~ Assistance Program of the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office, without

the benefit of LEAA funding or any additional County funding, solely
through the use of reguiar budget funds and the solicifation of
donated time and services from a local printer and the Criminal
Justice Institute. Mr. Carnovale was also the initiating piojéct

director under Federal funding for three additional units of the Wayne

County Prosecutor's Office: The ConSumer Protection Agency, the

Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS), and the

Prosecutor's Repeat Offenders Bureau (PROB), which is Wayne County's

'Career Crimingl Unit.
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Dominick R. Carnovale
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Mr. Carmovale is a member of the Mlchlgan State Bar
Association, is a Charter Member of the Crlmlnal Law Sectmn -of the
State Bar of Michigan, and an elected Courunl Member of that Section.
He is a f‘drmer elected member of" the Representatlve Assembly of the
State Bar. He is a member of the National District Attorneys
Association, as well as of the Prqsecgting Attorneys Association df‘
Michigan, and the Detroit Bar Association.‘ He is a former member of
AFSCME. A Democrat, he sérved’ ds @ Special Group Chairman for the
1976 Jefferson-Jackson Day Dinner of the bémocratic Farty of the ‘Stal:e

of Michigan.
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PLTER S. GILCHRIST, IIIX
District Attorney - 26th JUdlClal District
(City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg County)

RESIDENCE ADDRESS: ‘ |
Route 4, Box 623 . v : '
Huntersville, North Carolina 28078
Telephone' 704 /875-2690 °

BUSINESS ADDRESS:
District Attorney's Office ' .
- Suite 103
Mecklenburg County Office Building
Charlotte, North Carolina . 28202
Telephone: 704/374-2642 :

Elected District Attorney for 26th Judicial District
lst Term 1975 = 1978
2nd Term 1979 - 1982

PRIOR EMPLOYMENT: =

Assistant Solicitor 26th Judiecial District
June 1970 - December 1974 ,

Fipancial Officer of a Land Development Company
October 1969 - May 1970

legislative Liaison for Charlotte Chamber of Lommerce
1969 Session of General Assembly
January 1969 - June 1969

- Solicitor - Mecklenburg County Domestic Relations Court

July 1968 - December 19868

Tax Senior, Arthur Andersen & Co.
September 1965 - July 1968

 EDUCATED:

Charlotte Public Schools; Woodberry Forest School, 1958;

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, A.B. English, 1962;
- Duke University School of Law, L.L.B., 1965; :

Special Student in Accounting with Courses at The University

of North Carolina, Duke University, Queens College, and The

University of South Carolina, C.P.A., 1969.

Personal:

Single

Born July 12, 1939, Charlotte, North Carolina

Hobbies: Sailing, Tennis, Backpacking, Scuba, Reading
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OTHER ACTIVITIES

National District Attorney's Association - Vice President

North Carolina District Attorney's Assooiation ~ Immediate Past Preside

Governor's Crime Commission , :

North Carolina Criminal Code Commission

National College of District Attorney's - Lecturer

‘Charlotte Council on Alcoholism - Dlrector
.~ Myers Park Presbyterian Church o

Open House Board of Trustees - Trustee&

Carollna Vrestling OfflClals Ass001atﬂon - Past President’
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ﬁWork Address- Buxeau of'SOCLal SLlence‘Research fnc.k, Ebéne:(202)223-4300

) 1990. M txeet N W Suite 700
) ; Wasthgfo . D.C. 20036 '
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Home Adgress: 2616 Reddoat Drtff-*f«ie, spt. 18 ‘Phone: (703)960-1052

i Alexandrla, Virginia 22303 .
! g P i ,

Dite of Birth: DECLmber 17, 1952 Bethesda Mﬁryland

Education: Mlamx Dade Norrh Communlty College , L 1972, A.A.
‘ UnLverSJty of Florida, Gainesville : 1975, B.A. Sociology

Research and Wdtk Positiohs:

University of Florlda, Gainesville ‘ 1977, M.,A. Sociology

i

w“

Research Analyst< Criminal Prosecution Technical Assistance Project,
Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc. LEAA-funded grant to provide
technical assistance -to prosecutor ‘offices and organizations nation-
wide, Principle dJuties include: prlncmple management of the project;
agsessging the need and type of technical assistance to be provided;
conducting on-site evaluations and assessments of prosecutor's
offices; writing or assisting with the writing of all technical
assistance reports and the major portion of the writing for three
substantive monographs on criminal prosecution; developing and
assistance with the final report, April, 1980 to present,

Assistant Director. Wisconsin Parole Project, Wisconsin Center for

~Public Policy. LEAA-funded grant to evaluate Wisconsin's Parole

Decision-Making Guidelines. Principle duties included: assisting with
the overall design, analysis and administration of the project; ‘
designing data collection instruments and codebooks; working with

"the representative agency on structuring parole guidelines; and

responsibility for the final rept - qd articles forthcoming,

May, 1979 to December, 1979. Y-

‘Consultant. 7Police and Social Servic. . Agency Project, Wisconsin

Center for Publie Policy., Project funded under a grant from LEAA
to examine community interaction between the police and the various
social service agencies in the areas of criminal justice and mental
health. Consultant areas:; research design and final report review.
April, 1979 and February-March, 1980.
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Assigtant Director. Wisconsin Sentencing Project, Wiscensin Center
for Public Policy. = Project furded by LEAA grant to examine feloay
sentencing-patterns in Wisconsin's trial courts. Principle’'duties
included: assistance in project administration, design and all~+
methodological matters; making presentations at state advisory
committee meetings; advising the Wisconsin Legislature on sentencing
areas; designing data collection instruments and’ codebooks, and
responsibility for final report and articles forthcoming, January,
1978 to March, 1976, :

Research Analyst. First Appearance Court Study, Gainesville, Florida.
Dr. Charles Frazier, principle investigator. Principle duties

. included: coding, wrltlng and documentlng the relevant computer
programs, 1976 1977 :
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Instructor. University of Florida, Introductory Sociology. Pridciple
duties included: instruction of 50 undergraduates for three quarters;
design and grading of all exams. 1977.

Publications:

Shane-DuBow, Sandra and Walter F. Smith, An Evaluation of Wisconsin's
Parole Decision-Making Guidelines. Madison, Wisconsin: Public Policy
Press, 1980. n
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’Shane—DuBow, Sandra, Walter F.' Smith and Kim Burns Haralson. Felony
Sentencing in Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin: Public Policy Press, 1979.

Smith, Walter F,_ Public intoxication and public policy: The
effectiveness of the Florida Myer's Act (in progress),

Smith, Walter F. Official crime rates and social control: A test of
Erikson's hypothesis, unpublished M, A thesis, University of Florida,
Gainesville, Florida, 1977. ~

Academic Awards:

Teaching and Research Assistantship, University of Florida, 1977.
Research Assistantship, University of Florida,. 1976.

Research Interests:

e

Criminology: Courts research and evaluation, Methodology, Post-
sentencing variability, Organization theory. '

Applied Research: Sentencing and post-sentencing variability,.
Criminal adjudication process with emphasis on arrest, prosecution,
courts and correctional supervision, Sociology of Law, Social
program evaluation, '

Social Psychology: Labelling theory, Self-concept theory.
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