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PREFACE
This report was a collaborative exercise among several CJCC staff. John
MacWillie designed the overall study and wrote the narrative section; Doug
Waldmann supervised the design and work of the cost study; Elizabeth Leong and

Sandi Schiffman designed and carried out the very difficult task of the cost

analysis.

We were able to put this report together only because of the assistance of

number of other persons. We would like to thank Robert Holmes, Deputy Chief

Trial Division (Criminal Court) and Leonard Rienzi, Administrative Assistant

District Attorney of the Manhattan District Attorney's Office who put up with

an endless series of inquiries. Our phone calls and visits to Police

! : . .
Headquarters were responded to graciously by the Department and especially by

members of the Criminal Justice Bureau, Central Booking (Manhattan) and the

Office of Management Analysis.

We would also like to thank the staffs of the State Division of Criminal
Justice Services and the State Department of Correctional Services in Albany,

the Criminal Justice Agency in Manhattan, the State Office of Court Administra-

tion and the New York City Department of Correction. We also deeply appreciate

the work 61‘ AnnMarie Andria, Kathy O'Donnell, Cindy Damian and Gail Wallace who

typed drafts and final copy of seemingly meaningless computational worksheets.

Elizabeth Leong,
Courts Task Force
Sandra Schiffman,
Law Enforcement Task Force
Doug Waldmann, ‘
Assistant Director
John MacWillie III,
First Deputy Director
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I. INTRODUCTION

The New York City qriminal Jjustice system -is. immense and complex. The
existence of 30,000 police officers, 800 proscht;ors, 300 judges, a Legal Aid
Society with more than 220 eriminal defense attor;aeys, hundreds of private
attorneys who p'ractice; criminal law, 5,000 correction and probation officers
and more than 180,000 criminal cases a year, spread over five counties, can
generate enormous management problems.

Measuring the productivity of the criminal Justice system is an equally
complex and difficult task. For every measure, there are inevitably numerous
other measures which suggest alternative interpretations of the performance of
the system. Unfortunately, one useful indicator of performance, cost analysis,
is rarely used.

Since the early spring of this year, the staff of CJCC in conjunction with
the City's Office of Management and Budget has been engaged in a number of pro=-
Jects assessing the costs of disparate  operating components of‘ithe eriminal
jusﬁice system. The focus of each of these analyses has been on unit-costs,
i.e., given a particular unit, what are the costs of the activities associated
with processing or producing that unit? | |

Three cases were selected by the Manhattan District Attorney's Office.
CJCC analyzed the cost-differentials and cost-shifts of various case outcomes
using these cases. This report summarizes our findings on these costs as well
as a discuSsion of the underlying factors which account for the consequent
diff‘erences.» 1 '

In Part II, we review the methodology which we applied and indicate some of
the moré important limitations of our analysis. It is eritical that one

appreciates the intentional 1limitations of this data before drawing any

conelusions.
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In Part III, we present the facts of the three robbery cases. In Part IV,

we present the total costs of processing the three cases in Manhattan for each
agency involved. 1In Part V, we detail those agency costs by the steps involved
in processing those cases. In Part VI, we present the costs for salary-related
expenses. Part VII presents the costs for Overhead, Fringe Benefits and non-
personnel, i.e., Other-Than-Personal-Services (OTPS) expenditures.

Part VIII, consists of discussion of the cost data, its relationship to pre-
sent disposition patterns and the reasons for the varying costs. In Part IX we
review our findings and present our conclusions. Part X presents an epilogue
indicating what happened to the defendants in our three "typical" cases. A
summary of our data sources and computational worknotes are found in the

appendices.
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II. METHODOLOGY

Prior Analyses

During the past decade, several studies were done to estimate the costs
and resource allocations within the New York City criminal justice system. The
most recent of these studies was completed by Mott-McDonald Associates, Inc.

%*
for the City Bar Association. 1.

‘Their study of case processing costs in the
Bronx provided a large amount of data, but excludéd numerous and important cost
factors: the arrest, precinct detention, defendant transportation, detainee
holdover, and Grand Jury coSts; We have attempted to include all of these
costs in our analysis. The Mott-McDonald study also attempted to differentiate
costs among a’variety of offenses. We have npt followed a similiar methodology
on the assumption that neither we, Mott-McDonéld nor aﬁy other known source
havé available, sufficiently detailed data to make any meaningful comparisons.
Though our analgsis has drawn upon the data available for tﬁree.robberies, our

examples could just as well have been assault or rape cases.

© Mott-McDonald also considered costs, (e.g_._, a Criminal Court preliminary-"

hearing or trial) which we did not consider iﬁ.ihe'anélysis because they did

not occur in our three cases.  Thus, the Mott McDonald study and our own

complement each other in some ways, but in other ways are substantially

different.
The Problem

The underlying problem we wanted to address was to determine the differen-

tial magnitude of varying resource allocations which are required by each city
criminal justice agency in reaching different types of case outcomes. Becase
we were less interested in the statistiecally "average" case than a "typical"
case, one should bear in mind several limitati(j§ when drawing certain

conclusions from this data.

a

#Footnotes are found on p. 83 after the appendices.
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.First, the costs summarized in this report are average, not marginal. y

costs . The dollar figures represent the actual, avefage resource allocations
for a "typical™ case during Calendar Year 1980. They.do not represent, and
should not be used to calculate, the actual costs of adding one more defendant
to the caseload.2 Because of variations in economi’és g ;:f’ rscale and worker
ﬁroduétivity, it is unlikely that the marginal costs would be the same as the
averégé" cost unless there were incremental increases ar \decreases in caseloads
of 30-50 defendants or more. |

Second 1, in many cases the costs in this report rep‘résent minimum costs and

it is likely that some costs were actually higher. For example, thé Department

of Correction (DOC) costs for pre-trial detention are probably higher than

actually stated. We averagéd unit-costs across the entire Departmeiit, tut in

T~

fact, there are. trangportation, classification and examinaticn costs which are\\
unique to pre-trial detention, which increase the specific costs of pre-trial
detention. Unfortunately, time limitations prohibited our conduecting a full-
scale analysis of DOC resource allocations.> - '

'I‘hird,;we assumed in a number of c_alculat_ions that "production units"

consume equal arnoﬁn’cs of ,'cirﬁef and resources. Ve know, of course, that our

assumptions do not ::a»lways readily fit t}'xe facts. For example, for Criminal

Court arraignment, we assumed tha{: all appearances consume on averaée. an equal '
amount of time. Of course, this is not true;‘ but, without detailed time-and-
motion data, a reconstruction of data which differentiates aﬁhng types ot;
eases, would. prodﬁce conclusions no more or less reliable than those ‘that we
generated.u Nevertheless, readers should keep in mind that our "typical" case
is, in many ways, treated as though it were an "average" -case.

Fourth, unlike prior studies we have ’inclﬁded, to the extent poss\iblre,” all

hidden costs of case procgssing . Thus, we have included, in the cost of an

average court appearance, the "downtime" of a court-part while a defendant is

being produced, an att.qrngg is dglayed- or as the result of scheduling

iy .
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vagaries. Similiarly, whére an operation is maintained year=round, we have
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included the replacement costs of staff during vacation, weekends or holidays.

However, with the exception of police costs, we did not make adjustments for

e
P

sick-leave. R
The Cases |

As indicated earlier! the data upon which some of our analysis was based
were supplied by the Manhattan District Attorney's Office. The' specifice- céses
were actually selected by the Distriét Attorney_'s staff, but at our suggestion,

the cases were to contain the following minimum scenarios: :

Case One : a defendant charged with robbery wherein the case was
-~ disposed of at Criminal Court. arraignment with Legal Aid Society
- representation.¥* .
t Case TWwo : a robbery case wherein the defendant tool; a f‘eiony pleé
l S in Manhattan Supreme Court, was in pre-trial detention and had a Legal |
, g Aid Attorney.® | |
Case Three : a krobbery case in which the defendant went to felony
" trial in Manhattan Supreme Court, was in preetrial detention between
arraignment and disposition and‘had' a Legal Aid Attorney.*
; . -
. Fact patterns and- dispositional data wér'e made available ﬁo us which we
used‘. in‘ conjunction with cost and budgeﬂ data already .availlable‘ ‘at CJcc or
. provided to us during the course of our analysis. The daté, and how they were
’ used, are detailed in the worksheefs found in the appendices. '
#The inclusion of Legal Aid representation in this study stemmed from the
- facility of using data already available to GJCC and OMB and not to factors we
) had pre-determined to be unique to the Legal Aid Society.
\*_ _ 5.
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. R ‘ | f IV. THE COST TO THE AGENCIES
III. THREE ROBBERY CASES-THE FACTS 3 : We present the total costs of arresting and prosecuting the defendants in

0

The following brief descriptions of the robbery cases weré supplied by the ]
: g p y PP y the three cases in terms of the agencies involved in Table One. All costs are

Manhattan District Attorney's Office: _ ‘ .; : ' ' aggregaté amounts, that is, they include salaries, overhead, fringe benefits,
Case One : On May 20, 1981, two defendants were arrested after they and nori-personnel (OTPS) expenses.. Detailed descriptions of how the costs were
allegedly lured the complainant into a private sex club in midtown Manhattan. ~ derived may be found in the Appendices. ; , ‘
Once inside, he was robbed. The complainant called the poiice and an arrest ‘
was made. However, later the police were unable to find the complainant, o , - ‘ .
becausé he had provided a phony address and telephone number. Also, it was,. -

detérinined that there was insufficient force involved to sustain a robbery

charge. The defendants pled guilty at Manhattan Criminal Court the day

following their arrest.

Case: Two : About 8:15 PM, on January 27, 1981, in central Harlem, a taxi

cab driver was accosted by a rider with a knife, who demanded that tf:e» cabhie

Q'l:". ‘.

turn over his money. y The cabby vquickiy identified, _and hailed, a 'passing
patrol car. The defeti/':iant, was arrested shortly afterwards. A few weeks after
beir;_g indicted, the defendant plead guilty to the top count of the indictment. \
Ca§e Three : The victim, a fifty year old woman on her way home from work
during the evening of Séptémber' 2, 1980, was accosted by the defendant, and a ‘o
’second person ‘(not apprehended). The defendant put an ice pick to the : 0 . R o
complainar;t's throat and pulled a chain from hér neck. Neighbors spotted the ~ | |
| ;:iefendant ,." chased him and ‘effected ‘a"citizen's ar'rest._ Housing Police formally
charged the defendant. who, -during the course of all px;'oceedings protested 'his

innocence.  After his indictment and long delays, the defendant choée to go to

e AR

felony trial, and on. April 6, 1981; the defeéndant was found guilty.
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TABLE ONE
THE COST TO THE AGENCIES*

CA‘SE_ 1 CASE 2 'CAS‘E 3

POLICE DEPARTMENT B . )
éngér§2§§:if' 8ar.. and s e35.27 | ls so1.07 $ 881.29
pCIs (rax; AND CJA 4N 94.78 47.39 47.39
CRIMINAL COURT 18.79 18.79 50.15
SUPREME COURT - 424,42 7,235.30
DISTRICT ATTORNEY OF NY COUNTY 37.62 264.18 4,014.92
LEGAL AID SOCIETY 28.30 156.02 2,699.79
'DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION ____ | 36.32 4,726.75 17,262.39
DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION it 354.41 354.41
GRAND JuRY — 81.78 81.78
TOTAL ‘ $ 851.08 § 6,664.81 $32,627.42

\\"\\\\s\\ ;

this ana subsequent computations. ds not include capital
#The costs represented in S ator 0

not include some other costs indicated in the footnotes to TABLE T™O.

-or physical plant expend;tures, which are not readily identified.
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Division of Criminal Justice Services conducts a prlnt check..

'Ccmﬁiaint Room.'

V. THE COST BY STAGE OF PROCESSING

The cost of processingffhree casés is detailed in Table Two. Each stage of

processing is summarized in terms of a "step".

arrest, involves konly policé-‘personnel- It begins when two

police officers, the arresting police officer (APO) and his paftner, take the
prisoner into custody and- bringv him to the precinct house to notify their
sergeant.

The sergeant may advise them to wait for witnesses, .voucher

property, or to proceed to Central Booking (Step 2). Step 1 includes’ the cost

of time expended by the APO, his partner, and their sergeant. It.also takes

*into account the prisoner's overnight detention cost, ﬁhiéh is explained more

fully 1n Appendix Two.

Step 2: the APO and hls prisoner go through the processing in Central

Booking.

"booked" (formally arrested, photographed, searched, and fingerprinted by

Central Booking personnel).

Justice Agency, who verify ;nformation'concerning the prisoner's employment and

residency. Simuitaneously, Central Booking personnel transmit a facsimile of
the prisoner's flngerprlnts through the FAX machine to Albany where the
The criminal
hlstory of the prisoner m the f‘orm of a rap sheet is transmitted back to
Central Booking. Step 2 covers all of these costs.
Step 3: fhe cost of preparing the,case for Criminal Court arraignment.
The AP0 discusses the case with an Assistant District Attorney (4DA) in the
The ADA's make thé'determination aS'to whether the case will

retain its felony status or be reduced at arraignment.

- The APO fllls out information on arrest forms while the prisoner gets .

The prisoner is interviewed by the Criminal
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"o




Step 4: at arraignment, several components of the eriminal justice system

are involved. The defendant is brought from the Department of Correction court

detention pens to the Criminal Court Arraignment Part before a judge. With the
defendant is his Legal Aid attorney who, only moments before, has discussed the

case with him for the first time.® Representing the State are the prosecutor

and the arrresting police officer or a pre-arraignment poliée officer (further

explanation in Appendix Two.) Also involved are court officers responsible for

©

maintaining security. The charges are read to the defendant, and either a plea~

bargaining discussion takes place to dispose of the case (Case 1), or a bail
appiication is made and decided upon (Case 2, 3).
Step 5: a Post Arraignment/Criminal Court appearance occured only in Case

3. A preliminary hearing is scheduled in Criminal Court to determine whether

there is enough evidence to forward the case to the Grand Jury.
Step 6 : at the Post Arraignment/Pretrial stage, Cases 2 & 3 are in

Supreme Court. This step covers the cost of the Grand Jury, defendant's

indictment, Supreme Court arraignmeht, and- all other .scheduled calendared

| ~'appearancés by the ADA, Legal Aid attorney, court personnel, and APO.

Step 7 :vtljxis entails the cost of a trial. ' It includes Supreme Court per=-

P

sonnel, the prosecutor, Legal Aid, and the police officer. It also includes

juror's fees.

Steg 8 :

investigation report.

probation,
By 1law, the Probatioh Department must write an

investigation report on all defendants convicted of a felony. 'I‘he_ Jjudge may

utilize this report in arriving at a decision about the sentence he will impose.

Finally, Step 9 involves the Department of Correction. This covers the

cost of detaining the prisoner in pretrial detention. It also includes

transportation to and from court t;or all appearances and trial.

®¥In a very small percentage of cases, defendants have private defense
counsel represent them at the arraignment.

generates costs as the result of a presentence-
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TABLE TWO ' i
THE COST BY STAGE OF PROCESSING -

CASE 1 CASE 2 CASE 3
a
1. ARREST : $ 204.38 $ 204.38 $-  190.27
2. CENTRAL BOOKING® - 298.78 182.35 195.78
a. Police 65.93 65.93 79.36
b. CJA 32.10 16.05 16.05
. g. FAX 62.68 31.34 31.34
. CB Personnel 138.07 69.03 69.03
. 3. INTAKE 105.16 105.16 105.16
;. Police 72.71 72.71 72.71
. DA 32.45 32.45 32.45
4. ARRAIGNMENT 242.76 170.63 152.47
' a. Criminal C c : !
2. crf ourt 1§.Zgr 1:.;3 18.79
. od ek 5. 7
;: gggal aiad 28.30 28.30 28.%6
- g_ 36.32 36.32 18.16
e. Police 154.18 82.05 82.05
5. POST ARRAIGNMENT/
CRIMINAL COURT 94,29 T
a. Criminal < ‘ .
2- DAd Cqurt | 31.36
c. Legal aigd v - ig.gé
“ 6. POST ARRAIGNMENT/ | -
B PRETRIAL __ 957.45 3,706.87
g‘ Supreme Court® 424.42 1,803.80]
| . ? .
b, gzgal i 226.56. 987.57
g/ Legal 127.72 542.82
d.. Police 96.97 290.90
. Jury 81.78 81.78
7. '
TRIAL 10,583.94
a. Supreme Courtf s 431 50
b. DA 1973,
. ¢. Legal Aid 2.223.32
d. Police "se.;g
' 8. PROBATION 354.41 354.41 )
9. DOCE 4,690.43 17,244.23

a . ,
Does not include anx patrol costs prior to arrest.

b.. . - ‘
Since this study was completed, the Police Department has instituted a com-

puterized On-Line Booking System'.(OLBS) which reduces the time and cost of the

. ‘booking process.

c
Does not 1nc1u§e management costs of the Office of Court Administration.

@ d \ ¢ [ '
Average costs for all appearances irrespective of the type of case,

e

Costs averaged across all DOC activities Does not inclu or dep ’
L ; S. clude capital or -
c.:;jt.mn costs, pu§11c school sexrvices from the Board of Education (sgoo, 000) ::pre
medical and mental health costsg supported by the Departments of Health and Mental

T

Health (approximately $12 million).
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VI. The Salary Cost Alldeation : N ! | N
_ : - o THE SALARY COST ALLOCATION
These costs are the variable costs upon which all other subsequent and N ‘
. |
additional ?osts (overhead, fringe benefits, and OTPS) are based. The deriva- . cASE 1 CASE 2 casE 3
3 * K > 3 o.‘ '}‘j : -
tions for the salary costs are detailed in Appendix Tw . , | - 1. ARREST ‘, $ 106.06 S 106.06 . s 98.74
2. CENTRAL BOOKING 136.66 85.44 92.40 | i
i . a. Police . 34.22 34.22 41.18
N ’ , b. cJa N 23.86 11.93 11.93
i c. FAX bl * *
i . d. CB Personnel 78.58 39.29 39.29
g 3. INTAKE 57.46 ' 57.46 ___57.46
P a. Police 37.74 37.74 37.74
. * b. DA, 19.72 19.72 19.72
- 4. ARRAIGNMENT 127.68 90,24 81.65
' ' a. Criminal Court ' 12.05 12.05 ~ 12.05
b. DA 3.23 : 3.23 3.23
¢. Legal Aid : 15.21 15.21 15.21
: , d. DOC 17.18 17.18 8.59
K v . B v e. . Police 80.01 ‘ 42.57 42.57
. ‘ ) ° ..
5. POST ARRAIGNMENT/ _
. - -CRIMINAL COURT . : . 55,38
. - : -l a. Criminal Court . 20.10
N : b. DA ‘ 10.28
c. Legal Aid 25.00
6. POST ARRAIGNMENT/ : ’
PRETRIAL ) 539'. 48 2,229.89
a. - Supreme Court ' 277.40 1,178.95 .
| ‘ | b. DA ) _ _ 143.12 608.26 .
. . . - . . c. Legal Aid 68.64 - 291.72
, - d. Police , g 50.32 150.96
e. Grand Jury
7. TRIAL , | , , 6,550.64
a. Supreme Court A ‘ 3,550.00
_ . : - b. DA ‘ : .. 1,831.32
£ ) c. Legal Aid - ‘ . 1,119.00) @ .
. . d. Police _ 50.32 .
R Tt ’ - . o .
8. PROBATION , j 213.30 213.30
9. boc____ — 2,305.20 8,475.00
*Includgd in aggregate. ' ' -
R0 S
2] . ’
h »\ \ . . 5 T s ‘o e cat Becc v {
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P TABLE FOUR
- OVERHEAD
VII. Overhead, Fringe Benefits, and OTPS
The overhead computation is the ratio of management to non-management { cCasE 1 CASE 2 CASE 3
| '~ % | |
personal expenditure. 1 1. ARREST ___ $ 15.91 | $ 15.91 S 14.81 |
. . 2. KIN . . !
Fringe benefit (FB) costs are derived from standard City-established rates ; 2. CENTRAL BOOKING
i a. Police 5.13 5.13 6.18
except where the experience of CJCC or OMB has proven to be contrary, i.e., L b. CJA ; 1.91 .95 .95 |
c. FAX *+ * . i
less expensive. In those cases, we have derived FB rates from average actual ‘ - d. CB Personnel 11.79 ' 5.89 5.89 §
ro ;
'~ "3, INTAKE ;
charges. | ' a. Police 5.66 " 5.66 5.66 |
: . D S , . . : .
OTPS cost are derived from the ratio of City budgeted OTPS costs (i.e., o | b. DA 1.03 : l1.03 1.03 f
1) t t salary costs | | 4. TGNMENT, | ff
ipment, trave 0 hon-managemen . . . . .
equipment, Lraves L s. Criminal Court ' N.A. N.A. N.A. {
' b. DA 0.17 | 0.17 0.17 |
c. Legal Aid . 4.93 4.93 4.93 [
d. DOC - 3.52 | 3.52 : 1.7¢
e. Police ‘ 12.00 6.39 6.39
: 5. POST ARRAIGNMENT/
R ) CRIMINAL COURT
o i a. Criminal Court N.A.
4% b. DA 0.53
¢. Legal Aid - L Co 8.10
B 6. POST ARRAIGNMENT/ o
PRETRIAL ‘ N : _
N a. Supreme Court . . N.A. N.A.
S i b. Da 7.44 31.63
N ‘ c. Legal Aid 22.24 94.52
d, Police i 7.55 22.64
a. Supreme Court ' ' : N.A.
b. DA , 95.22
¢. Legal Aid \ 362.56 : i
d. Police 7.55
"~ 8. PROBATION . 19.20 19.20
9. DOC » 472.57 1,737.38
o ‘ ;
*Included in aggregate. j
¥l . {
. N.A.: Not Available. ' : ' . 3
A !
‘( :' ’ : ' -15- ‘
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4 TABLE FIVE | L i TABLE SIX
FRINGE .BENEFITS OTHER THAN PERSONAL SERVICE ;E
! .
CASE 1 CASE 2 _ CASE 3 ‘ . CASE 1 CASE 2 CASE 3
ARREST $ 76.05 $ 76.05 $ 70.80 : ,i 1. ARREST $ 6.36 § 6.36 $ _5.92 I
CENTRAL BOOKING , i 2. CENTRAL BOOKING -
a. Police , 24.53 24.53 24.53 a. Police 2.05 2.05 © 2.47
b. CJA . 4.90 2.45 2.45 ' - b, CJA 1.43 0.72 0.72
c. FAX * * * ! © &. FAX * * *
d. CB Personnel . 42.99 21.49 21.49 .d. CB Personnel 4.71 2.36 2.36
INTAKE 4 L o 3. INTAKE
a. Police 27.05 27.05 27.05 i a. Police ‘ ‘ 2.26 2.26 2.26
b. DA 6.64 6.64 6.64 , ”'o ks DA ’ 5.05 5.05 5.05
ARRAIGNMENT , - , 4. ARRAIGNMENT . v
a. Criminal Court : 3.37+ 3.37+ 3.37+ | a. Criminal Court 3.37 o 3.37 3.37
b. DA _ : 0.94 0.94. - 0.94 | b. DA 0.83 Y p.83 0.83
¢c. Legal Aid 5.64 5.64 5.64 ) ; c. Legal Aid. 2.52 2.52 2.52
d. DOC 10.29 10.29 5.15 d. DOC 5.33 5.33 : 2.66
e. Police A 57.37 30.53 30.53 e. Police 4.80 2.56 2.56
POST ARRAIGNMENT/ N o ' 5. POST ARRAIGNMENT/ . .
CRIMINAL COURT , . , CRIMINAL COURT . _ T
a. Criminal Court 5.63+ k a. Criminal Court A ' 5.63
b. DA ) ) 2.97 xS : h. DA - ‘ e ’ 2.63
c. Legal Aid. 9.27 ) , ¢c. Legal Aid 4.15
POST ARRAIGNMENT/ i ’ ) ‘ 6. POST ARRAIGNMENT/
PRETRTAL , : : ) B PRETRIAL
a. Supreme Court . ‘ 77.67+ 330.11+}) - a. Supreme Court ' . 69.35 294.74 .
b. DA - ‘ - 39,36 191.97 ot : b. DA ‘ 36.64 , 155.71 :
c. Legal Aid. . 25.45 108.15 c. Legal Aid T 11.39 48.43
d. Police L 36.08 108.24 : d. Police 3.02 9.06
TRIRL, _ . . — | - 7. TRIAL
a. Supreme Court : ‘ 1994.00+| . - a. Supreme Court ' 887.50
b. DA 577.96 i b. bpA : B 468.82
c. Legal Aid : , . 414.84 . ’ - c. ULegal aid 185.75
d. Police ° 36.08 ' d. Police 3.02 ,
PROBATION 81.38 81.38 : ) 8. PROBATION _ 40.53 40.53 |
poC | | | 1,198,085 4,404.60 | 9. DOC - 714.61 2,627.25 }
. ‘ ‘ , : i
*Included in aggregate. J *Included in aggregate. : \\
+Fringe based on P.S. only. LT . . ' s \
. P L .
. . ’
=16~ 17 |
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VIII. Discussion

Looking at the data prevsented in Tables One and Two, there are two impor-
tant questions which should be considered: how "typical" are these cases, and
why the enormous cost diff‘erenc’es for disposing of three relatively similar
cases?

In Graph One we illustrate the relationship of robbery arrests with all
other arrests, as well as our projected distribution of the eventual disposi-

tion of those arrests.®* Between January and June of this year there were

11,054 robbery arrests which represented 21 percent of all felony arr-ests.1
We project that roughly 63 percent of those robbery arrests willl be disposed of

in Criminal Court and 37 percent will be Aindicted.z

Of those indicted, more
than 80 percent will be convicted, and of those convicted more than 80 percent
will receive sentences of either determinate or indeterminate imprisonment.3
Although no agency has statistics readily available on the proportion of
robbery cases disposed of at arraignment; it is clear that Case One does not
represent. an "average™ ’;obbery ‘case dispoéed of in Criminal Court. The
majority of robbery arrests disposed of inm Criminal Court do not generally

b ae

result in z'c.:onviction or in jail time - at least for the City as a whole.
the same 'time, Case One is a sythptgma’cic‘ and clear illustration of the problem
of robbery arrests and why nearly two-thirds of such ar*rests are never

indicted. The failure to have the complainant available for prosecution and

the insufficient evidentiary support to sustain-the robbery charge necessitated ‘

a non~felony outcome. 5

®The statisties necessary to construct this graph are only available for
the City of New York as a whole. '
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G GRAPH ONE o
o = i
g i
‘}] g Cases Two and Three are atypical for robbery arrests in that-they were
»E 4 indicted and conth.ed of the top-count of that indictment (robbery)  Both i
TE By 1
% ? | defendants were in pre-trial detentlon before pre-disposition of their cases - il
2 . . ’ —
é {’ a condition similar to most indicted robbery cases in New York City. According
’? : ‘to the State Division of Cr'1m1né.L Justlce Services, T2 percent of the defen-
: . 5‘ dants. indlcted for robbery in New York City during the first half of 1981 were
& bl
ﬁg; i in pre-trial detentlon.6 ‘According to the same report, 81 percent of “all
| 1 ( . . . | A !
a. robbery (1°) cases which were disposed resulted in econviction. Trials
accounted for 18 percent of alllrobbery dispositions, with twp;thirds resulting ‘
in conviction. So, while robbéry convictions tc felony charges only occur for
a little less th:;,ri one-third of all robbery arrests, our cases seem to be
typical of "average" robbery cases.
X EN R
5_?; What then accounts for the major differences in costs among ocur three cases?
\ \‘. g R . ’ - .
Long-Term Pre-trial Delay: _Cases Two and Three
Pre-trlal detentlon costs account for more than half the resource expendl- ) 5
:‘? . tures in Cases Two and Three (see Table Seven).  The problem of pre-trial
ﬁ "detentlon has been repeatedly studied in the past ten years, and one can see
the cost problem dramatically outlined in this~study-'s cost data.
4+ - ‘
b | ! ) K. »
: THE PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION CF ROBEERY ; i
- “ ARRES'I’SND'BEIRDISPOSI’I‘IQ!NWC L
z - | mxmmz - JUNE 1981) ‘ 20 L
i3 7 ‘ ' = &U = o S
JEGmCES: NYC Police Department, NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services \ { :
? | i, . ;) A — . v e—— 7~ rvmra1. O3 T T o AN ‘- o ".rul,"“ ’ '~~-m::;e..¢l:.2;.;,,-;..ﬂ-«w~u\~9 et T I LTI T T s - - g B - T “" T T————
L. - % g'}:_ '. ~ ?‘ :f
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/ TABLE SEVEN ! ’ | TABLE EIGHT
i PERCENTACE DISTRIBUTION OF COSTS , PERCENT CONVICTED OF THE SAME CRIME CLASS FOR
ﬁ : BY STAGE OF PROCTESING . f WHICH INDICTED; BY CRIME CLASS OF INDICTMENT,
1974, 1978, 1980
SETAGE OF PROCESSING , CASE 1 CASE 2 CASE 3 ;
S . 3 1 INDICTED CLASS
. :
| ARREST . - 2 : 1 1 A B c D )
CENTRAL BOOKING 3s 3 1 N : 1 N v .
| INTAKE 12 2 €5 J - 1974 28% 18%. 15% 281 51s
ARRAIGNEMENT | 29 3 <.5 ' . 1978 48 | 29 | 23 31 63
‘ POST ARRAIGRMENT - -— . €5} - o 1980 | B2 37 30 45 79
PRETRIAL - 24 | u . — . '
TRIAL S - 32 - et~ loag _NGE | s86% | +106% | +100v | +61% | 455
PROBATION -— s 1 ‘ : .
DETENTION - n 53 | , |
; ‘ SOURCES: New York State Division of Criminal Justice, Quarterly Felony
TOTAL - 1008 : 1008 2.00% . Processing Reports.
DOLLAR AMOUNT $851.08 $6,664.81 |$32,627.42 - E \ | , ,
; , ' ‘ ' : v The Incentive for Early Dispositions: Case One
/) Every day that a defendant is in pre-trial detention, the total cost of ‘ W
3 - . o . : . .
P o 3 . P RN ] : £ o
detaining him increases by $69. According to the State Office of Court Admini- | ~ . If delay is persistent in the Supreme Court, quick dispositions are the
stration the number of indicted cases.older than. six months (as of November 1, N 1 norm in Criminzl Court. . Forty_tfw/o : pe‘rcent of 211 eases l (felony and
1981) is 4,473." Statisties from the State Division of Criminal Justice | misdemeanor) are disposed of within 2U-U48 hours after arrest at Criminal Court
Services show that the number of defendants in pre-trial detention in City 1 . arraignment, as was Case One.? On an average day, Criminal Court in Manhattan
Supreme Courts whose cases.were more than one, year old rose from 43 on January ' 3 - ‘ ‘ 0 .
| #g ' . | will arraign 180. defendants, disposing of 53 percent of those cases. =~ The
1, 1978 to 115 on January 1, 1981. ° The number of defendants in pre-trial . ; ' s
i ' average time for cases not disposed of at arraignment is between six and eight
= detention whose cases are: more than six months old in Supreme Court is : ) 1 .
- : weeks
currently estimated to be above 1500.
! ' Cases were not always adjudicated so rapidly in Criminal Court. At the end
The problem of long-term delay is one of the major causes of population : :
pressures in City facilities. The immediate cause of the rise in delay would
appear to stem from increasingly tougher mandated sentences and fewer enticing . SR £ ‘ %As of mid-November, 1981, the number of pre-trial detainees whose cases
- ' ; ) were more than one year old stood at 349.
plea offers by prosecutors. As we sée in Table Eight, the percentage of T s
defendants convicted of the same crime class for which they were indicted has
% increased dramatically. The proportionate increase has been greatest for the ! [ o : -
i ‘ ,
15 more serious offenses (i.e., class B and C felonies). i % 22
gg - 2] - i . . . ‘ ,
e S — J T T s e e RS e -
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of 1970, there were more than. 59,000 cases 'pendi’ng disposition citywide
(compared to N the present 1eve1k of nearly 15,000).12 The reason for the
extraordinary drop is twofold. . |

Prior to 1968, the Criminal Court disposed of massive numbers of cases by
three-judge trials, and only a small number of cases were disposed of at

arraignment. In 19‘68, however, the U.S. Supreme Court in Baldwimn v. New York,

ruled that defendants facing” thg possibility of more than. six months
,impr'isonment had a constitutional .right to a jury trial if they so chose. Many
'dé;‘endant's invoked that right and the backlog ballooned. Between 1968 and 1980
the number of non-traffic trials dropped from 18,648 to ‘3,092.13 In 1971, a
set of reforms was instituted placing disposition-minded Judges in the
arraignment parts with instructions to adjudicate as many cases as possible.
To a large extent that system remains in effect today. The question we

presently face is whether such a system is still appropriate. True, it only

cost #851 to convict the defendants in Case Oriev, -but if the Courts and

- prosecutors had had more resources ahd time, they may have found the .

::omplainant, pressed the prosecution and securad a tougher disposition. The
. :lérgest proportion of robbery arrests result in eithenr dismissals or a sentence
"vﬁ.{thout; imprisonment. The present disposition configuration in Criminal Court
is, in all 1likelihood, an efficient means of allocating resources and Saving

money, but it raises questions about what society loses in the process.

The Cost of Trial: Case Three ‘

The popular conception about criminal justice toeday is that no one goes to
felony trial. The costs of Case Three suggest why the public might be
benefited by disposing of cases without a2 trial. While it only took $6,665

to reach a conviction by guilty plea in Supreme Court in Case Two, the costs in
Case Three reached $32,627 before the defendant was convicted after trial.

- 23 -
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The reality, though, is that trials are more common today in Supreme Court
than ever before. In 1970, only three percent of all dispositions were by

W ps noted earlier, the

trial; by 1980, that; rate had risen to 15 percent.
robbery trial rate exceeds 18 percent.

The two most important reasons for the increase in the trial rates have to-
do with increases in the capability anq: the: wiliingness of prosecutbr’s to
push cases to trial. | As we see in Graph Two, the trial rate has risen directly
with the number of judges available in Supreme Court to try cases. l%gtween,
1970 and 1980, the ‘average number of eourt-parfts in the Criminal Term of the

Supreme Court rose from 38 to 120.15

In 1981, 37 more court parts were
added, with the City contributing $7.3 million for additional prosecutors,
Lepzl Aid attorneys, correc{:iah and probétion‘. officers in suppor'; dt the
expansion. |

In shbrt, there are more trials ‘than ever before, but at the same time,

trials remain an expensive option. If every case which went to trial cost as

~ much as Case Three, it would take more than $570 million - or $81 a year for

every resident of the City. Even then, the system would only be trying 18

percent of those arrested for felonies,

b ety i SR e et L b i s L
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The Willingness To Go Tp Trial

Resources - alone don't explain the higl%_er trial rates. A prosecutor, of
course, is more willing to go to trial when he or she has the time“ and
resources, as well as when the prosecution has a strong case., On the other
hand, defendahts are less intereéted in going to trial if they are-»‘given a plea
and sentence offer which is substantislly less than what the defendant is
likely to get af‘tgr trial. '
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GRAPH TWO ) Z - defendants sentenced to felony time are usually sent to prisons far
107 124 ; removed from family,. friendg or on=-going criminal activities with
14 110 ’ f which they might be involved, even defendants in pre;trial detention
12 i JUDGES _2‘ 06 «., z are more likely to want to. i‘emain in an uncertain status, than face
: 3 | thegg;ainity of serving long sentences upstate.
10 82 - [ i It is also not surprising that the oldest cases, particulariy those in pre-
TRIAL é JUDGES ,, . | | _
RATE TRIAL RATE A . trial detention, are defendants charged with more serious offenses, have longer
N s ~68 - f and more serious criminal records, and haVe. received plea offers that vary
" 6 .: 54 , little from what they can expect if they are convicted after 1:rial.16
5 ﬁ Over the past ten years, a combination of tougher sentencing ‘sanctions,
: 4 ‘ . 40 restrictions on plea bargaining, increased resources, and better prosecutorial
1870 1972 1874 1976 1978 1980 | , management have resulted in a markedly different felony court system than that )
AVERAGE RUMBER OF JUDGES AND 7 - ’ i which existed ten years ago. Even though the number of casés indicted is .
’rR:AL-IATz IN buri:nz COURT: NWYC | w1 roughly the same, the felony conviction,. trial and prison sentence  rates have
Y are (1970 -~ 2»‘&?‘0‘) A increased dramatically (see Table Nine) .A | 7
W ' o ’ | ) _ , The conclusion, which is an obvious one, is that there is aﬁ economics of
1) . However, if the prosecutor and coyrt raise the "bid price" of a plea so ' . justice in which the costs and benefits to every party are assessed in arriving
‘that the difference between a guilty ;:lea'and going to trial is minimal, the - at 2 particular outcome. The Qillingness to achieve a particular disposition
defendant is far more willing to push for tfial. The incentives for doing so _ ) is constrained by the respective capabilities of every pa'rt'yv to achieve that

are four-fold: outcome. We have illustrated some of the logic of that willingness and the

- by pleading guilty the defendant assures himself of a 100% certainty

Py dimensions of the cost. The intersection of these two interests determine the:

of being convicted and receiving roughly the same sentence as if he ' "price of justice."

Sy

had gone to trial; . .
- going to trial raises the possibility of an acquittal (so far this n
year, the acqﬁittal rat_g has been 31 percent); - , . ; i ;
iﬁ delaying éh‘e case 5y pushing for trial (after numercus pre=trial o

motions), there is an increased 1likelihood of witnesses dying or .

moving, memories becoming faulty, evidence being lost; .

|
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TABLE NINE
§

Criminal justice statistics are notorious for seemingly report-
ing different outcomes. The reason has to do with what is counted.
In Tables Nine-A and Nine-B, we present different data sources and
However, the directional change

proportionately different outcomes.
is undisputed.

TABLE NINE-A

"include several defendants) of "defendant-indictments.%

. | PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
: NUMBER OF CONVICTED TRIAL  SENTENCED.
FISCAL YEAR. INDICTMENTS OF FELONY* RATE** TO PRISON*
1970 17,719 57 3 21
1980 16,459 94 15 30
PROPORTIONATE CHANGE -t +65% | +400% +43%

*0f those convicted.
**0f those cases disposed.

SOURCES: Judicial Conference. Office of Court Admznzstration- State
Department of Corregctional Services.

~ The data is presented in Fiscal Years. Columns 1 through 3
are from the Judicial Conference or the Office of Court Administra-
Trial rate is computed as the percentage of cases (which may
‘ Prison

tion.

sentence rate is based on the actual number of individuals received
from New York City averaged across Fiscal Years. (The data is only
readily accessible in Calendar Years.)

The primary problem with the data in Table Nine-A is that it
uses varying definitions for statistical accounting. However, these
variations are more closely representative of definitions used by
police, prosecutors, and policy analysts.

In Table Nine-B, we present the same data using a different
source, but one which is consistently counted across all the agenz=’
cies and is in calendar years.

'rFor the é&st eighteen months, the number of indictments has
been increasing dramatically. For the six-month period January to
June, the number of indictments in 1981 increased 38% over 1980.

....................

-27-
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TABLE NINE-B
' PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
caLmonn vEaR oF Fmow _ mms o pmison
1974 83 9 40
1980 94 13 51
PROPORTIONATE CHANGE +13% +i4s +28%

SOURCE:

NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services.
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IX. CONCLUSION

Using an intentionally designed 'biased sample of three robbery cases in
Manhattan, and deriving average minimum costs for every processing step, we
sought o illustrate the significant range in resource allocations for
similiar cases. All three cases resulted in conviction (although one was plea
bargained to a misdemeanor.) and all three received some sort of iq;prisonment as
a sentence. A summary of these cases is provided in Chart One. K

As the Chart clearly demonstrates there is a positive relationship among
severity of sentence, elapsed time to disposition and the total cost to the
criminal justice system for each of these cases.

Of course, there are qualitative aspects to these cases which we have
glossed over in this analysis. Not all three cases were aiike in the nature of
the offense or the seriousness of the defendant's background. Our data neither
confir'mé nor disproves any specific theory about the behavior of legal systems,
or, specifically, about 'pléa bargaining. It. does, however, dramatically

suggest the magnitude of different levels of resources which may be committed

to a case. (Committing such resources may not guarantee a conviction since a

substantial number of cases which go to trial in Supreme Court result in
acquittais). . N

We think the data also supports the common-sense nééion that plea
bargaining is an important resource allocation technique whereby prosecutors
and the court can secure a 100 percent assurance of conviction, while saving
scarce trial resources for defendants unwilling to plead guilty because they
believé that they are innocent, that they can "beat the rap"™ or that the
punishment promised as part of a plea bargain offer is equal to that risked by

going to trial.

T RATIRTY

e S

I A



- or: o b e R A T

e

[t

o

N

ya

L ,gp
N " LT . Co -
1 . u O » L
1 . CHART. ONE
]~/ -
: - TIME
] ELAPSED
- : BETWEEN TOTAL COST
o ’ INITIAL DISPOSITION @ ARREST AND TO.PROCESS
4 CASE CHARGE CHARGE DISPOSITION .= SENTENCE SENTENCE CASE
1 1 Robbery Petit Larceny Guilty Plea 6 months 24 hours $ 851.08
(Felony)  (Misdemeanor) 5
; / 2 Robber§ Robbery Guilty Plea 4-12 years 68 days $ 6,664.81
v (Pelony) (Felony)
3 Fobbery ‘Bobbery Found Guilty 9-18 years 250 days  §$32,627.42
(Pelony)  .(rFalomy) After Trial @ “
Finally, it is not surprlslng that the price of just1ﬂe is high It is a
i complex system designed to prcv1de\equal,protection to all defendants even when
e vthat system provokes high costs and inefficiencies. At the same time, during
3  the course of our investlgation, we identified several possible areas where
&
K ineffleiencies may be generating substantial costs to the system which are
i umrelated to any intended procedural safeguard. Many of these problem arean'
H
,§ are now being investigated by other CJCC resesrch and evaluatlon staff.
; , .
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'X. EPILOGUE

\%n May 21, 1981, A.W. and K.N. (Case One defendants) were sentenced to six

months in a NYC Department of Correction facility. The Department reported to

us that both were released after four menths. K.N. was .released on September

=

18, 1981 and A.W. was released on September 23, 1981.

On April 6, 1981, R.G. (Case Two) was sentenced to a minimum term of 4

years and a maximum of 8 years. The State Department of Correctional Services

(DOC3) informed us that R.G. is presently serving his terh at Greenhaven State

Prison.

R.B. (Case Three) was sentenced to a minimm term of 9

On May 11, 1981,

years in the State penitentiary. The DOCS indicated that R.B. is currently

incarcerated in Attica State Prison. 1In addltlon to the cost. of arrest and

as estimated by the State Department of

Y

prosecution, additional costs,

Correctional Services of $16,000, most of which is for personnel will be

generated annually for each year the defendants in cases Two and Three are

incarcerated. OCf course, this figure will increase with inflation.

- 31 -
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APPENDIX ONE

Sources for Data Not Available at CJCC

New York City Police Department

Oral communications with Office of Management Analysis
Oral communication with Wagon Board , ‘
Statistical Report, Complaints and Arrests 1980,

Crime Analysis Section, OMA
Oral communications with Crime Analysis Section, OMA
Written communication from Manhattan Central Booking
Oral communications with Criminal Justice Bureau

New York County Office of the District Attorney

Oral communications with NYDA

Department‘of’Corre;tion

Oral communications with Manhattan Court Pens

Department of Probation

Written communication from Division of Administrative

Services
Oral communication with DOP

Division of Criminal Justiceé Services

Oral communications with DCJS, Albany
Major Violent Offender Report, 1981

Criminal Justice Agency

Grant application to Criminal Justice Coordinating Council,
FY 81

Office of Management aﬁd Budget

Modified Budget FY 81 (Supporting Schedule, Executive

Budget FY 82)
Department of Correction 1982 Fact Book, July 1981

Payroll Schedules

Office of Court Administration

Comparative Statistical Prefile. Criminal Court of
~the City of N.Y. Arrest Cases, 12/31/79 - 12/28/80.
Comparative Statistical Profile. Criminal Term, Supreme
Court, County Comparison Report, 12/31/79 - 12/28/80
, Supreme Court, Per Part Cost Fact Sheet
Criminal Court, Per Part Cost Fact Sheet .
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Legal Aid Society of the City of New York

J; Operational Programs and Expenditures for FY 79-FY 82,
K 1/2/81.

Office of,Operations

The Mayor's Management Repor%, Supplement, September 17, 1980.
|
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APPENDIX.TWQ

WORKSEEETS FOR TABLE THREE

PERSONAL SERVICES

PS is the base cost upon which all other

costs are mdltiplied.
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Assume the arrest occurred at 9.PM, on 5/20/81. It took 3 hours for the
arresting police officer (APO) and his partner to arrest the defendants, bring
them back to the precinct (where the precinct séi;geant advised them), and then
to Central Booking (CB). The APO's partner ended his tour; the APO spent 2
hours overtime (OT) in CB, then left. The defendants were interviewed by CJA
and their prints FAX'ed to Albany. The defendants were remanded in a precinct
overnight, then brought to Criminal Court the next morning, where they awaited
arraignment in the Manhattén DbC Court Pens. The APO returned at 8 AM, on a
straight time (ST) day tour, went through the Complaint Room, and then awaited:
arraignment. The defendants were arraigned by 5 PM, (1 hour OT for the APO). A
The case was disposed of.

CASE 2 |

Assume the arrest occurred at 9 PM, on 1/27/81. It took 3 hours for the
APO and his partner to arrest the defendant, bring him back to the precinct
(where the precinct sergeant advised them) and then to CB. The p;f*tner enided
his tour. The APO spent 2 hours OT in CB, then left. The defendant was
interviewed by CJA and his prints FAX'ed to Albany. ::i"he defendant was remanded
in a precinct overnight. He was brought‘ to the Max:lhattan DOC Court Pené the
next mo_rning to await arraignment. The APO returned at 8 AM, on a day tour
(ST), went through ECAB, and was prearraigngq by a sergeant. (Because 'the"
case was a "B tracked" felony, the APO was excused and a court assigned police
officer tcok it to arraigrlment)." The defendant failed to get arraigned on
1/28. He was returned to Criminal Court at 8§ AM on 1/29 where he was arraigned
ar}d remarided to Rikers Island. He was indicted on 2/ 2. Tﬁe- defendant
pled guilty to a lesser charge before trial. A presentence investigation
report was ordered before sentencing.

Total Supreme Court Appearances: 4

Total Days on Pre-Trial Detention: 68 o | -
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CASE 3

Assume the arrest occurred at 6 PM, on 9/2/80.

the precinct sergeant advised them) and then to CB. The partner returned

the precinct with 3 hours remaining in his tour. The APO spent 3 hours ST

CB, then left. The-deféndant‘was interviewed by CJA and his prints

% to Albany.
* He was.brought to the Manhattan DOC Court Péns .the next mor;ning where
awaited arraignment.
through ECAB, and then was prearraigned by a ser"geant.
arréigned on 9/3 and was remanded to Rikers Island.
scheduled in Crihinal Court while the defendant was indicted in Supreme Co
on 9/5. The defendant was found guilty after trial.

% : Total Supreme Court Appearance: 17
‘ ~ Total Trial Days:'3" -
= Total Days Pre-Trial Detention: 250

- 36 -

It took 3 hours for the APO

and his pértner to arrest the defendant, bring him back to the precinct (where

to
in

FAX'ed 'up

The defendant was then sent to a precinct for overnight detention.

he

The APO returned at 8 AM on a day tour (ST), went
The defendant was

A preliminary hearing was

urt
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'l ARREST

Base Data

a. Police Officer*
$12.58 per actual tour -hour#*»
$13.73 per actual tour hour with night differential**
$17.11 per hour of overtime .

b. Sergeant* F
$lé.65 per actual tour hourt*#*
$18.12 per acﬁuql tour hegr with night differential**
$21.95 per hour of overtime

c. Overnight detention®#¥
Manhattan aéerages approximately 300 ﬁvefﬁigﬁt
éetainées among 20 precincts. One officer per
precinct guards the detainees for an 8 hour tour

- with night differential. |

Computations ,

&. Arrest
Case 1, 2, 3

3 hrs. ST w/night differential (APO) 3 x 13.73 = 41.18%%*% .

3 hrs. ST w/night differential

(partner) 3 % 13,73 = 41.18%%%%

% hr. srw/night differential

0 SO T SN AN A

(sgt) 1/2 (18.12)= 9.06
$OI G nnw
b. Overnight Detention ¢
L3 - B ) v ‘\\
300 = 20 = 15 prisoners per night per precinct '
8 hrs. x $13.73 = $109.81%#w+
$109.81 = 15 = $7.32 per prisoner per night
- I 37 -
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case 1 | 2. .CENTRaL BOOKING
2 prisoners x $7.32 = §$14.64 | a. Police
Narrative
Case 2 The APO brings his prisoner to Central Booking at
‘2 nights x $7.32 = §$14.64 ) . Police Headguarters. There the police officer £ills
out arrest forms and vouchers property while the
Case 3 prisoner begins to be processed through the system.
ix $7.32 = 87.32
: Base Data
5 c. Total Arrest Costs Same as Step la.*
g
‘ Case 1, 2
Q $91.42 + $14.64 = $106.06 Computations
| . Case 1, 2
: o5 .
! Case 3 2 hours OT (APO) 2 x $17.11 = $34.22
§91.42 + $7.32 = $98.74
Case 3
‘ 3 hours ST w/night‘differe?tia% 3 x $13.73 = $41.18%**
: APO '
Sources : .
: * NYPD salary levels from Office of Management Analysis, :
: NYPD. | , .
| ¢+ Hourly salary based on scheduled number of tours less et
> average number of tours out of §isk leave. o
: #:+ Qvernight Béteﬂtionpfigures from Whgoh Board, NYPD. .
wt w*#& - Small but. insignificant discrepancies may arise from -t - . SSurces B
| zounding. : - i o
i, S . ) i . .
! ‘ 1 *NYPD nalaéy levels from Office of Management Analysis, NYPD.
T ) 1 «*small but insignificant discrepancies may arise from roundiag.
i i 5
| E
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2.b. CJA
Narrative

ThefCriminangustice:Agency interviews all arrestees
except ™ Efbse arrested for violations or prostitution.
“ After verifying information concerning the defendant's
employment status and strength of community ties; CJA
makes a recommendation to the court as to whether or

not the defendant is a good risk to be released on

his own recognizance.

Base Data
67,841 total arrests*
4,370 violations*

9,582 proustitution cases*

Total CJA PS budget for Manhattan = $643,098**

Computations
4370 + 9582 = 13,952 arrestees not interviéwed

67,841 = 13,952 = 53,889 arrestees interviewed

$643,098 = 53,889 = $11.93 per interview

Case 1
2 x £11.93 = §23.86
Case 2, 3

1 x $11.93 s'sll 93

SOurces

'%arrest figures from Crxm Analysis Section, Office of
Management Analysis, NYPD, 1980.

/ .
®*CIA budget figure from Jm;éé;nt«application to CJCC,
FY 1981. ‘ .

o
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Fax
Every arrestee is fingerprinted at Central Booking.
The print card is entered into a machine where a
facsimile of the prints is transmitted to the
Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) in
Albany.

tecords to determine whether the pPrisoner has any

The prints are checked against DCJS

prior arrests.
arrest history is transm;tted back tc Central

Booking. (The FAX cost is for DCJS.)

Base;Data

$31.34 per facsimile*

Computations o
Case 1 -
2 x $31.34 = $62.68

Case 2, 3

1l x $31.34 = $31.34

Sources

*FAX figure from Division of Crlmlnal Justice Services,
Albany, New York. A
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2.4d. Centrgl Booking _Persgnnel B
. ‘ 3. Intake
Narrative : . 2=
P : a. Poli
The duties of the Central Booking perscnnel include: —=sice
B ' N ) t S .
formally charging the prisoner with the crime he has Sprrarive .
v ’ The APO int i
committed; entering this information (and the APO's : | goes to the Complaint Room to discuss the
= " case with i - Di ict A A "4
name and coxmnand) into a log book; searching, f:.nger- , ) . an Aiilsunt D;strzc? Attorney ar?d,have it
: 45 7 written up.
printing, and guarding the pgisoner; typ:.ng the . .
fingerprint cards and entering them into the FAX | " SRR Base Data S -
machine for transmittal to Albany; and transporting ) ‘ Same as Step la.*
the prisoners to and from precincts for overnight Computations
detention, and to court for arraignment. | Case 1. 2, 3
Base Data = o ‘ ® ’ : iy o '
- ' | o . 3 hrs. ST (aPO) 3 x $12.58 = $37.74
g . Average # of ] ~ [
Sergeant v 76%% I 4 s 3‘)"6',"‘7_8 i ,
. Folice' Officer 19.050.50‘* 60 1,143,030
Police Admin. Aide 13,749.50%%* 42 577,479 ¥
Police Aide : 11,725.00%** 26 304,850
Motor Vehicle Operator 13,549.50%% 10 135,495
Sr. Pol. Admin. Aide  14,367.00%** - 2 28,734 ,
Office Associate 14,195.50%** 7 99,369 - , "
. $2,665,725 ‘ : )
Total Manhattan arrests = 67,841#%w* ? | '
/ Computatiins .
\ v Q " | ‘
\ $2,665,725 & 67,841 = $39.29 pex arrest Pl
. : . : . o \ ' . Sour’ces
Case 1 ° - ' g . ; —
 ———— ;) . . b . * NYPD, salary levels from Office of Management Analysis, NYPD.
2 x $39.29 = $78.58 / o . I ”
4 N 2 ) ’ o .
Case 2,3 D , - , o o o
. N ” . . ’ . . ' _ f*:j’ - o
1 x $39.29 = $39.29 ‘ N o » .
Sources . o \ o
%Central ﬁogking personnel figufe: from Central Bocking,RYPD. e ‘ -
#¥9YPD uniformed salary lévels fram Office of Management Analysis, NYPD. L . . ,\ _ | , | .
. RRANYPD cimlm salary levels from bbd:,fied md;et FY 81 (Stppa:m;g 7 » i ’ 4 : S ‘
" Schedule Executive Budget FY 82) it | I - L , ‘ i /
’ SatiArvogt fzgm:e £rom Crime Analysis Sectim, Office of lhmgemnt - B ’ o ’ ' - ) . £
Analysis, MFD. ) _ | o | R ) . = 43 -
- e ) ) A : e i M e , T e - i,
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DA
Harrative
The Complaint/Intake function includes interviewing

’ D :
arresting police officers and evaluating charges.

Base Data

Monday = Frnday

Hours ADA's Support Staff
8-6 10-12 25
U 6-12 1-2 10-12
Average weekday staff " 12.5 36
Days per week - 5 . 5 '
Man days/week 62.5 180 “
Saturday ‘
. B=8 8 25
6=12 1-2 10-12
Average Sat.) staff
{Man days) 9.5 36
Sunday
' B-6 8 25
Averagwwﬁat. staff
- (Man @mys) - 8 25
W
TOTAL mwm DAYS/WEEK 80 241

m

Filings = 67"@ﬁ5**

Arra;gnments {918 of filings) = 61, 3020w+
ADA's (jr.) salary = §21,000%+*%

ADA's (sr.) salary = $30,000%%%w
Support staff av. salary = $12,398%#%%x
Supervisor cost per ADA/day = $l4 83******

DA's Office \ )
OCA CSP Criminal Court Data '

8 of filings arraigned, based on ‘NY County terms l-6 1981
NYDA Part 40 Complex Assignment = the total division consists
of 156 assistants; 55 assigned to Criminal Court func¢tions
and 101 assigned to Supreme Court ‘

- OMB's listing of DA employees on Payroll = June 30, 1981. ;

Subtract ADA's P.S. cost from Total P.S. and divide balance %
by number of support.

Average salary of Bureau Chiefs & Deputy Bureau Chiefs = $42, 273,;
25 ADA's per Bureau or a ratio of 0.08 Supervisors to
Profess1ona1 Staff; 0.08 x $42,273 = $3 381.84; §3,381.84 -~
228 -«$14 83 ADA tupervisor/day. ,

-

Y

s s

LA At S

T N I AP LRV SRR

# of work days = 228
Av. # of §r. ADAfsv = 6

av., # of sx. ADA's = 5

Computations

. 61,302 + 365 = 168 Ev/Day
80-% 7 = 11 Av. DA/Day
241 + 7 = 34.4 Av. Support/Day
. 21,000 = 228 = $92.11 Av. jr. DA salary/day
30,000 = 228 = $131.58 Av. sr. DA salary/day

12,398 — 228 = §54.38 Av. support salar?/day

6 x $92.11 = § 552.66.

5 x §131.58 = § 657.90
34.4 x $56.41=$1,940.50

$3,151.06 Daily DA P.S. costs

- 11 x $14.83 = $163.13 Supervisors cost

$3151.06 + $163.13 = §3314.1%

$3314.19 = 168 = $19.72 per complaint

-
<
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4.b. District Attorney
4. ARRAIGNMENT : o ] Narrative
a. Criminal Court | ' . :ﬂ Casg5»entering the‘courg system begin at arraignment, where
'Narrative charges are read and arrestees respond to them. )
All cases, felonies and misdemeanors are arraigned in — Base Data
criminal Court. . 1980 NY County filings = 67,365*
i : 91% of filings = # of arraignments 61,302**
§5§9—2352' . : ' ) : # of arraignment parts/year = 1,232%%% &
* # of arraignments = 61,302 year* ' : | | ADA's (Jr.) salary = $21,000%%+*
S of arraignment parts per year = 1,232%* T Support staff salary .:315)352#!***
|  Annual cost per part = $218,555%%# ' ' ' # of work days = 228%%#*aa%
Computations ' | Supervision cost per ADA = 3,382.00 (see Step 3b)
. 61,302 f 1,232 i 50 arraignments per part/day Computaglon$< .
1,232 * 365 = 3.38 arraignment parts/day (K f : ) 61,302 = 1,232 = 50 arralgnments/per*pagt/qay
61,320 ¢+ 3.38 = 18,137 arraignments per/part A = 50 x 228 = 11,400 arraignments/ADA year o
$218,555 18,137 '= $12.05 per arraignment = $21,000 7 11,400 = §1.84 ADA cost
' ‘ - $12,398 - 11,400 = $1.09 Support Cest
Case 1, 2, 3, = $12.05 for each arraignment
P . . , 3,382 = 11,400 = $ .30 Bupervision cost
S | 3.23 per arraig
_ ' Case 1 = $3.23 P algnment
Case 2 = $3.23
Case 3 = $3.23
Sources
Sources b R o *See 3b**
*See 3b*** **See 3bk*§
**See 4b*** , : . “lﬂ *¢+Digtrict Attorney: add # of arraignments parts for 1980
*++*OCA-NYC Courts personnel services. < y L trinSae JhAwwk
. ‘ i sreteSae JptEers .
: ‘ : *axaxt§ of work days annually = 260 > 20 vacation days and 12
i In holidays = 228.
‘% '
- 46 - %g g e L g -‘, 47 - Al ™
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4c. Legal Aid
Narrative ;

*The Legal Aid Society provides defense representation to
indigents who are accused of committing crimes in the City of
New York." ‘

Base Data
# of arraignments = 61,302*%

§ of attorneys*handling‘arraigﬁments = 36%*

Average attorney's salary = $25,909%%*

Computations
61,302 = 36 = 1,703 arraignments/attorney
$25,909 = 1,703 = $15 21 LAs/arralgnment
Case 1 = $15.21 for an arraignment
Case 2 = $15.21 for an arraignment
Case 3 = $15.21 for an arraignment
<
A
Sources .

®See 3brrx,

**LAS's assignments in arraignment = approximately 36 (32 man
years + 3.84 replacement factor). -
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4.4d. Department of cbrrection

Narrative

. All arrestees except Desk Appearance Tickets (DAT's) are
detainéd in the Manhattan Criminal Court Pens immediately prior(
to arraignment.
Base Data

Thére is one captain and six correction officer posts in
the court pens.* DOC has a manning factor of 3,.672%*%
Captain: averége base salary = $24,447%**
Correction Officer: average base salary $19,.050.50%**
Manhattan arrests = 67,841%%**
DAT's = 16,211%*%**

Computations

‘6 posts x 3.672= 22 correction officers

1 Captain x $24,447 = $ 24,447
22 CO's x $19,050.50= $419,111

$443,558 ‘Total PS

67,841 arrests - 16,211 DAT's = 51,630 ) 7

$443,558 > 51,630 = $8.59 per arrest per day
Case 1, 2 = 2 x $8.59 = §17.18 *#uksx

Case 3 =] % $8.59 = § 8.59%

Sources

*Manhattan Criminal Court Pens. figures from Manhattan Criminal
Court Pens, DOC.

t*Manning factor from OMB-DOC Fact Book, July 1981.
®*2DOC salary levels from Modified Budget FY 81 (Supporting
Schedule Executive Budget FY B82).
ket tATrrest figure from Crime Analysis Section, Office of
Management Analys;s, NYPD.

*****DAT figure from Manhattan Central Booking, NYPD.
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4.e. Police
Narrative

In Manhattan, all "A
cases are pre-arraigned;

béfore a sergeant and is

and B tracked" felonies and prostitution
that is, the APO swears to the affadavit

then excused. ‘The case is turned

over to a Court assigned police officer who brings the case to
arraignment. |
Case 1 does not fall into these categories so the APO brings
the case to ar;aignmént. Cases 2 and 3 are pre-arraigned.
Base Data
Actuél total pre-arriignments = 15,746*
(6154 felonies + 9582 prostitutioh cases)
We%gh prostitution cases one-third as much as felonies
beéﬁuse they take.approximately‘pnthhira of the time
to pre-arraign. “
Total pre-arraignments = 9,358
(6164 felonies.+’3194.prostitution cases)
staffing ox,Pre-a:raignﬁ;nt*:
1 Sergeant: Average salary $26,912**
~19.5 Police Officers: Average salary $19,050.56**

Sources
*pre-arraignment figures from Criminal Justice Bureau, NYPD.

**NYPD salary levels from Office of Manaégmeqt Anglysis. NYPD,

>

B e TS
s

Computations

1 Sgt. x $26,912 =
19.5 POs x $19,050.50 =

A
$26,912.00

$371,484.75

$398,396.75

$398,396.75 < 9358 = $42.57 per prearraignment’

Case 1
5 hrs. ST (APO)
1l hr. OT (APO)

Case 2, 3

1l prearraignment x $42.57 =

5 x $12.58 = $62.90
$17.11

$80.01

- 51 =

$42.57
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5. POST ARRATGNMENT/CRIMINAL COURT

o

a. Criminal Court

Narrative

A calendared appearance was scheduled for the defendant in

Case #3. A

Base Data
# of post arraignment appearances = 163,072*

# of Criminal Court.parts = ]5%*

Annual cost per part = $218,555#*+*

Computations
163,072 = 15 = 10,871 appearances/part
10,871 = $20.10 per post arraignment appearance

218,555 <

Case #3 = 1 x $20.10 = §20.10 cost for post arraignment appearance

Sources

*0CA-Comparative Statistical Profile:.Cr@minal Court NY County,
of‘cagendared appearances -~ § of arraignments (see 3b***) =

- 163,072.

**OCA-Comparative Statistical Profile: # of judge days =
4463 ~ §~of arraignment days (4b*#*+*) n>tlof post arraignment
days 3,231. 3,231 & 210 (4 of judge days sat) = 15 parts.

QQQSee. fanvke

- 52 -
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5b. District Attorney

Narrative

et

The defendant in Case #3 was scheduledijr a2 preliminary

hearing in Criminal Court after an indictment had been filed.

Base Data
% of post arraignment appearances = 163,072+*
# of Criminal Court parts = )15%#
ADA's (Jr.) Salary = $21,000%#**
Support Salary = $12{598****
# of Criminal Court ADA's éost“arraignment-*51.6****t

Less 6 ADA's on any one day for Complaint Room = 45.6 ADA's

Computations

$21,000 x 3.04 = $ 63,840 ADA cost
$12,398 x 3.04 = § 37,690 support cost

$ 3,381 x 3.04 = $ 10,278 supervision cost (see step 3b)
$111,808 per part annual

163,072 = 15 = 10,871 post arraignment appearances/part
$111,808 = 10,871 = $10.28 Cost per post arraignment appearance
(_Qase 1l & 2 Not Applicable
Case 3 = $10.28 cost for post arraignment appearance
. - Sources Y

*See Sa*
**See Sart

*kkGCoa Jprean
. *hAkkSaa Jpthkkk

*****;sof grimiﬁ;i gourt ADA's - # of ADA's assigned to arraignment
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Sc. Legal Aid

Narrative

Same as 4c.

Base Data
# of post arraignment calendar appearances =163,072*

# of post arraignment calendar appearances handled b
LAS = 81,536 (50% of total calendar appearances) ¥

# of attorneys in Criminal Court Post Arraignment = 52#%+
Average support staff salary = 613,293*;9

Average attorney's salary = $25,900%%%*

Computations

| . 81,536 = 52 = 1,568 calendar appearances/LAS attorney
L $25,909 + $13,293 = $39,202 LAS/personal cost
! i

f . . $39,202 + 1,568 = $25.00 calendar appearance
4
Case 1 = N/A
Case 2 - N/A v
) Case 3 - 1 x $25 = $25 for one calendar appearance
Source

- #See 3b***
**LAS's assignments in Criminal Court = approximately 75%.

**%LAS -~ Operational Programs. and expenditures for FY 1579 =~
FY 1982, Schedule D - $3,310,000 = 249 = $13,293.

***%IAS - Operational Programs and expenditures for FY 1979 -
FY 1982, Schedule D - $5,700,000 = 220 = §$25,909.
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PRE-TRIAL/SUPREME COURT

a. Supreme Court

Narrative

A felony case is handled in Supreme Court including motions,

hearings and trials.

Base Data |

Annual cost per S.C. part -«5273,145f ‘ )
Qoqftrial functicnsﬁ; 50. 48**
# of non-trial caiendazed appearances = 79,399%%%

# of Supreme Court parts = 40

Complutations

$273,145 x .504 = §137,665.08 per part for non-trial functions

- 79,399 - 40 = 1,985 calendared appearénce/part
$137,665 + 1,985 = $69.35 per appearance for non-trial functions

Case #1 - Not Applicable
Case #$2 = 4 x $69.35 = $ 277.40 cost for 4 non-trial appearances
Case #3 = 17 x $69.35 = §1,178.95 cost for 17 non-trial appearances

s

,

A\

Sources
*OCA-Supreme Jopurt per part cost

**OCA-Comparative Statistical Profile Supreme Court 12/31/79 -
12/28/80 o ,

ttkSae Ehttw
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¥ of non—trial}appe5555ces = 79,399%kex
$ of time devoted to non-trial activity = 50.4gr%wxs
# of Supreme Court parts Qiéﬁ

Computatiqns

$30,000 x 2.53 n~$75.900_DA szlary/part
$22,316 x 2.53 = $56,459 support galary/part
$ 3,382 x 2.53 = § 8,556 suparvision per part
.504 x $75,900 = $38,254 ADA salary/part

o «504 x $56,459 = $28,455 auppoxt_aglary/part

Sources

Lo

*Sas 3b* tkd

**See 3bt*re+, In addition, there are 453 support personnel/252
ADA personnel = 1.8 Support/ADA. Therefore, $12,398 x 1.8 =
$22,316. . . .

*%¥*DA - Scurce = 10l Sr. AbA'B«assigne&éia Supreme Court, 40
Supreme Court parts, 101 & 40 = 2.53 ADA/part.

**k*OCA-Comparative Statistical Profile: Criminal Term Supreme
Court # of calendared appearance = 83,980 - 4,581 = 79,399;
§ of days on trial = 4,023 x § of defendants/trial = 4,581.
(To calculate # of defendants per case, we tock {(for WY
County) the # of trials completed - # of acquittals + found
guilty in the VFO part = DCIS VFO Report.) '

ex#e+0CA-Comparative Seatistical Profile. . e

3
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éb. District Attorngy“
Narrative ‘ ‘
The District Attofﬁéy prepares cases.for trial ;ncluding ‘
motions and hearings. ‘ N o
" Base Data | )
ADA's (Sr.) salary = $30,000% .
"Support personnel per ADA = $22,316%*
Supervision‘peﬁn$ssistaﬂt = $3,382
# of assiStantéméssigned per part = - 2,53%%s

¥
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. b. District Attorney (continued)
.504 x 8,556 = $4,312 supervision cost/part NT
. 7
79,389 <= 40 = 1,985 NT calendared appearances/part £
g
- §38,254 + 1,985 = §19.27 ADA cost/appearance
$28,455 = 1,985 = $14.34 support cust/appearance
i $ 4,312 ¢ 1,985 = $ 2.17 supervision cost/appearance
o £€35.78 DA cost/NT appearance'
i 7 .
Case 4 1 = 0 '
& Case $# 2 = 4 x $35.78 = $l43§12feost for 4 non-trial appearances
- Case # 3 = 17 x $35.78 = $608.26 cost for 17 non-trial appearances
C 7 ) ’ ,
%
!: . .
7
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6c.’ Legal Aid
Narrative
Same at 4c.
Base Data '
# of non-trial appearanees.s 79,399*
% of appearances handled by LAS = 42#%%°
# of attorneys for Supreme Court = 29###*
% ofitima handling non-triel functions = 50.4g%ewx
Average ehpport salary = §13,203%%%w%

Average attorney's salary = §$25,909%%%sar

Computations

79,399 x 42% = 33,348 calendar appearances handle by LAS

29 x 50.4% = 14.6 # of attorneys for S.C. N/T appearances

33,348 = 14.6 = 2,284 calendar appearances/attorney’

(23,293 +R5,909 = 2._284« = $17.16; per appearance 4

Case # 1 = NA ]
Case # 2 = 4 x $17.16 = $ 68.64

Case # 3 =17 x $17.16 = $291.72

Sources
‘*Sae Garrk

**N. Y. District Attorneys' approximation of LAS's Supreme
Court trial cases.

t#+*0ne fourth workload devoted to. Supreme Court functaons

(11 7x .25 = 29). '
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6d. Pelice
Narrative

The Assistant District Attorney notifies the police officer
that he is needed during either the morning or afternoon poftion
of his tour to testify at a hearing'or prepare for trial. The

officer is then excused for a period of approximately four hours.
e ’ .

L

Base Data

Same as Step la.*

“COmputaticns

Case 2

4 hours sT (APO) 4 x $12.58 = § 50.32 for 4 hour hearing

Case 3

12 hours ST (APO) 12x $12.58 = $150.96 for 3 hearings.
7

7

Sources -
———— 4

*NYPD salary<;evels from the Office of Management Analysis,
NYPD. ) :
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6e. Grand Jury

Narrative
Cases proceeding to Supreme Court are initiately presented
to the Grand Jury to determine if the facts merit presecution

in Supreme Court.

Base Data ' .
¥ of jurors serving per day in regular G.J. = 144 '
# of days G.J. sits per year = 248 :
average juror fees during 1980 = $13.10 :
# of defendant indictments = 6,421 .
# of No true Bills = 252 : "
Regular Grand Jury parts daily = 6
Narcotics " " parts daily = 1

Computations

144 x 248 = 35,712 man days/year .
35,712 x $13.10 = $467,827.20 G.J. fees per year ,
6/7 x 6,673 = $5,720 regular Grand Jury defendant indictments
$467,827.20 = 5,720 = $81.78 per presentation to Grand Jury

c
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7. TRIAL/SUPREME COURT

a. Supreme Court

Narrative

aAll felony cases are tried in Supreme Court.

Base Data )
Annual cost per Supremé Court part’=~$273,145
% of time that is trial function = 49.6
& of trial appearances = 4,581

# of Supreme Court parts = 40

Computations

$273,145 x -496 = §135,480
4,581 = 40 = 114.5

$135,480 > 114.5 = $1,183.23 per day/trial appearance.

Case I & 2 NA R
Case 3 = 3 xr§1.183.23‘= $3,550 for 3 day trial




7b. District Attorney

Narrative
The ADA tries case #3.
Base Data ‘
ADA's salary (Sr.) = $30,000*
Support personnel = $22,316**
& of assistants per part = 2,53%** o ‘
$ of trial appeara%ces = §,581%%%x '
% of time on trial activity = 49.6%%***

~ # of Supreme Court parts = 40

Computations

$30,000‘x~2.53,=‘$ 75,900 ADA‘'s salary/part

$22,316 x 2.53 = § 56,459 support salary/part

$ 3,382 x 2.53 = § 8,556 supervision part

.496 % $75,900 = § 37,646 ADA cost/part (Triéi)

.496 X $56,459 = § 28,004 Support cost/part (Trialj
.496 % $.8,556 ='§ 4,244 Supervision cost/part (Trial)
4,581 & 40 = 114.5 '

ADA cost.perlrria14Appearance

$37,646 = 114.5 = $328.7
$28,004 * 114.5 = $244.58 Support cost per Trial Appearance
$ 4,284 > 114.5 = g 37.07 Sugervision cost per Trial Appearance
610.44 Trial Appearance
Case 1 & 2 - Not Applicable o

Case 3 = 3 x $611.74 = $1,835.22 cost for 3 day trial

Sources
o tSee 3bt*tw
tsSee Jbttwd ' . .
*etSaa Cher : ‘
thdkSae Gh¥ttk : \
s&w%*OCA-Comparative Statistical Profile'

£
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7c. Legal Aid

Narrative
Same as 4c.

Base Data .
# of trial calendar appearances = 4,581%*
% of trials handled by LAS attorneys = 33g**
‘% of time devoted to frials = 49.6%%*%
# of attorneys in Supreme Court = 29%%%+
Average support salary - = §$13,293%%%*%

Average attorney's salary = $25,909%%#d**

Computations‘

4,581 x 33% = 1,512 trial appearances. by LAS
29 x.496 = 14.38 attorneys.making trial appearanées
1,512 = 14.38 = 105.1 trial appearances per atﬁorney
$13,293 + $25,909 = $39,202
>.$39,202 > 105;1.-;5373 grial appearances
Case #1 - N2 '
Case #2 - NA '
Case #3 - 3 x $373 = $1,119.00 Cost of 3 day trial
Sources |
*See 7a.

*+D_A.‘'s computations of & of LAS's time spent on Supreme
Court trials.

*ttSee TJat*
*tttSee GChAE
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7d. Police

Narrative

Same as Step 6d narrative.

Base Data

Same as Step la.

Computations

Case 1 & 2 - NA
Case 3

4 hours ST (APO) 4 x $12.58 = §50.32

Sources

*NYPD salary levels from the Offlce of Management Analysis, NYPD.
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8. PROBATION
Narrativ;
When a defendant is cpnvictedAof‘a‘felony, a presentence
investigation report is done before the judge imposes sentence.
Case 1 was reduced to a misdemeanor, therefore, no report was

B ordered. Cases 2 and 3 reguire reports.

Base Data |
Average salary of 16.4 supervisors = $21,638.50
Average salary of 82 Probation Officers = §18,367.00
408 of the clerical gtaff of the Department of Probation
are devoted to presentence investigation reports. .
Total clerical PS budget $3,027,598.

#fof Presentence Investigation Reports = 14,402.

" Computations
‘ 16.4 x $21,638.506- =$ 354,871.40
82 x $18,367.00 =81,506,094.00

-40 x § 3,027, 598 =§1,211,039.20
$3,072,004.60

Total Investigation PS budget = §3,072,004.60

$3,072,004.60 = 14,402 = $213.30 cost per Presentence

Investigation Report
Case 1 NA G
- Case 2, 3
ﬂ 1 x §213.30 = $213.30
Sources

7
*Probation péﬁgcnnel budget and staffing figures from NYC

. Department of Probation, Division of Administrative Serv1ce.
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9. DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION

Narrative
Both defendants in Cases 2 and 3 are remanded to Rikers
Island until their cases are disposed of. Neither
defendant makes bail. -
Base Data
Average inmate population in 1980 = §$7,563*
Total PS budget for DOC = $93,572,325**
Case 2 was remanded for 68 days
Case 3 was remanded for 250 days

Computations
7:563 x 365 days = 2 ,760,495 total inmate days
$93,572,325 & 2 760,495 = $33.90 per day '

Case 2

$33.90 x 68 = $2,305. 20 Cost of 68 days of detention

Case 3

$33.90 x 250 =

Sources
LDOC inmate population figure from Office of Management and
Budget DOC Factbook, July 1981.

**DOC personnel budget from Modified Budget PYBl.(supportlng
Schedule Executive Budget FY81)

$8,475.00 'Cost of 250 days of detention

Note: Total PS budget for DOC based on actual total PS
budget less estimated cost of $3 million for operation
" of four borough court pens.
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APPENDIX THREE

WORKSHEETS FOR TABLE FOUR

overhead is the percentage of management in the personal
services budget. Although definitions of management may vary

from agency to agency, no costs were deleted.

O
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OVERHEAD
Steps - Police —

1. 28:, Zd' 3‘», ‘e' de 7d
Base Data

Hanagemenﬁ = $88,642,640*
Non-Management = $579,107,383%

Ccomputations

$88,642,640 > $579,107,383 =.15

*Manaqément consists of the sum of Executive Management
Administration, and Criminal Justice less the salaries
of four chiefs subtracted from Operations.

Step - CJA
" .

Base Data

. Management = $197,323*

Non-Mznagement = $2,467,765

Ccmputations

'$197,323 = $2,467,765 = .08

~ *Management consists of the salaries of the Executive

Director, the Director of Operations, and four borough
Directors.
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OVERHEAD
‘ OVERHEAD

E Steps =~ DA | " .
| 3b, 4b, 5b, 6b, 7b 5 | . | | Steps - Supreme Court

Base bata

Management PS = 2661[563
Kon-Management PS = ¢ v

cgmguta%ions \

| Step - Probation
x $661,663 + 512,820,387 = .052 |

8
- ' - o Base Data

- . - " n Management = $1,429,323*
s - . . . , ' > Non-Management = $16,409,781

Computations

Steps - Legal Aid

4c, 3¢, 6¢, 7c : ‘“ $1,429,323 —~ 516,409,781 = .09
‘3ﬁ3e Data ' . = !

$2,915,000 (o e ’ *Management consists of the sum of Executive Management
' plus the salaries of four Administrative Probation Officers
subtracted from Personal Services.

Management PS =
Non-Management PS = §9,01C,000

Computations N
- $2,915,060 ¢ $9,010,000 = .324 |
- Steps - DOC

j o 7 " | : |- 4, o

Base Data

; " Steps - Criminal Court . :
2teps . _ Management = $19,843,745

e 42, 32~ w/a " , : Non-Management = §96,572,325

" \, 4 t" Computations
. $19,843,745 + $96,572,325 m B0
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APPENDIX FOUR
WORRSHEETS POR TABLEZPIVE
, PRINGE |
\: ¢ 2
Pringe rates, or weighted averages, were

multipled to the sum of the base figures in Table

Three and the o&ep%ead,xn Zable Pour.
| .
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FRINGE

Steps - Po;ice

1, 2a, 3a, 4e, 64, 7

Base Data

Uniformed fringe rate -;62,35t
Step - Central,Bocking‘Perlsgnéi
24 _ N
Base Data |

Uniformed.fringe‘rate*§f62.35%
Civilian fringe rate = 35%

Weighted average = ,4757

Step - CJA
2b
Base Data

CJA fringe rate = 19%

Stegs:-«Criminalvcourt
4a » 5a ) L '
Base Data .

Weighted average = .28
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" PRINGE

Steps- DA

See listing below

"Base Data |

Professional staff fringe rate = 20%
Support staff fringe rate = 35%
Steps N

3b
Weighted average = .32

Steps

4b, 5b
Weighted average = .27

Steps

6b, 7b .
Weighted average = ,30

;Y 4

Y-

Steps - Legal Aid

4c, Sc¢, 6¢c, Tc

Base Data
Weighted ;%erage = ,166%
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FRINGE ?
Step - DOC |
1 |
Base Data E
» . e . . s‘g
Uniformed fringe rate = 49.73% ;
i
i {
Step ' ?
9 : {
Base Data |
Ugigormed fringe rate = 49.73% ' ﬁ
Civilian fringe rate = 35% : | fi
Weighted average = .4313 'j
T ‘ . . : . )
4 ) ;
I
Steps - Supreme Court
6a, 7a j
Base Data
Weighted average = .28 i
|
Step - Probation :
8
Base Data
Probation fringe rate = 135% '
I \
A
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APPENDIX FIVE

WORKSHEETS FOR TABLE SIX

£

OTPS

OTPS is that part of an agency's budget
which is not devoted to personal services
(i.e., equipment, travel, etc.). The rates

derived from these computations are multiplied

to the base figures in Table Three.
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Step - CJA
2b
Base Data

OTPS = §41,440
PS = $643,098

Computation

$41,440 % $643,098 = .06

Steps - Police
1, 2a, 2b, 3a, 4e, 6d, 74
Base Data

OTPS = $39,041,392
PS = $637,635,923

Computations

$39,041,392 ¢ $637,635,923 = ,06
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Steps = D.A.
b, 4b, 5b, 6b, 7b

Base Data

OTPS = §$3,381,434
PS = §13,184,333

Computations

L
$3,381,434°~ $13,184,333 = .256

Steps - Criminal Court
z 4a, 5a

% Base Data

% OTPS = $7968

| - Ps = $218,535

Computations

$7968 <+ $218,555 = .036

L

Steps - Legal Aid

4c, 5¢c, 6¢c, Tc

.~ Base Data

- OTPS = §$1,500,000
. PsS = §9,010,000

Computations

$1,500,000 < $9,010,000 = .166
XB

Stegs - DOC
44, 9
Base Data

OTPS = $29,909,104
PS = $96,572,325

Computations

$29,909,104 §‘$96,572,325 = .31
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LR s e

B L T R R I S o i, 5 - e

OTPS

Steps - Supreme Court
6a, 7a J
Base Data

OTPS = $67,876
PS = $273,145

Computations

$67,876 —~ $273,145 = .25

Step - Probation
8
;bas; Data

OTPS = $3,447,803

Computations

$3,447,803 < $17,740,974 = .19

\ .
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FOOTNOTES
II. ) i
1. The Cost of Justice : A Report to the City Bar Association , Mott-

McDonald Asscciates (1978)..

2. On the technical issues of average and marginal costs, see Economic Theory
and Operations Analysis, William Baumol (1977).

3. Cost analyses.of corrections has been one of the more well explored fields
and the differences are substantial. Our analysis conforms to the Department
of Correction's own preliminary estimates of recurring costs for FY1981.
However, neither our analysis, that of DOC or a frequently cited study by the
private firm, Coopers-Lybrand, accounts: for the heavy and highly-fluctuating
estimates on capital costs of construction, replacement or depreciation of the
DOC physical plant. Cf. The Cost of Incarceration in New York City ,
Coopers and Lybrand (1978). o

4, This problem is derivative of the technical issues found in the literature
cited in F. 2(supra).

V.

1. Standing operational orders require arresting officers to present their
cases directly to Central Booking. However, the orders permit arresting police
officers to go to the precinct house: to voucher evidence, to meet injured
witnesses, to conduct investigations or for a variety of other reasons.

VIIT.

1. NYCPD, Complaints and Arrests June Report, 1981.

2. This projection is based on dividing the number of robbery indictments
(4115) in NYC between January~-June by the number of robbery arrests, Source:
NYS Division of Criminal Justice Service, (DCJS) January-June 1981 Report.

3. Ibid

4, Again no current statistics are available on Criminal Court outcomes by

original arrest charge, but a 1981 report by DCJS on 1978 dispositions by class.

of offense produces these rates. New York State Criminal Justice Processing :
Felony Offenders Disposed in 1978 - An OBTS Report (March 1981). T

5. Research on this problem in New York City can be found as far back as
1973. cf. Felony Arrests : Their Prosecution and Disposition in New York
City, Vera Institute (1977), particularly the robbery chapter.

6. Semi-Annual Report. on Violent Felony and Juvenile Offenses , DCJS (August
1981) * T

7. "County Comparison Report", Office of Court Administration (November 5,
1981). .
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8. Progress Report , Special Program for Detained Inmates, DCJS (May 1978)
and Semi-Annual Report on Violent Felony and Juvenile Offenses ’ DCJS
(February 19871).
9. "Comparative Statistical Profile - Criminal Court of the City of New
York," Office of Court Administration (November 5, 1981).
10. Based on 1980 annual caseload.
””1’1 Projected from OCA data. .
’ >
K 12.  Annual Report , Criminal Court of the City of New York, 1971 and "CSP-CC e
? of NYCW, (November 1981). | v
| 13. Director of Statistics of the Criminal Coﬁrt of the City of New York, as
cited in Appellate Brief before the U.S. Supreme Court as submitted by the
District Attorney of the County of New York, page A-25 and "CSP-CC of NYC", OCA
1980. Trials have been moving upwards since late last year and we project will
exceed 1300 trials this year. B ;
14. Annual Report , Administrative Board of the Judicial Conference, 1971 and
"Supreme Court Statistices", OCA (1980). .
15. Court-parts available is derived from the number of "judge-days sat" in a
i year as reported by the Office of Court Administration divided by 210 days
which has been the standard indicator of judicial work-days.
| 16. Cf. The statistical reports of the Special Program for Detained Inmates
: and Long Term Detainees Program, DCJS. _
T
\&\ . _ 3
W : ~
: "N // ’
: |
& . ~, ’ , {:‘,7‘ | .
- 81 - .
)

———
A~

BRI .
a2

&
Y
W
i
H
H
]
3
]
X
;
H
Ly
i
hy
a ;
; s
g
ok
o
HY
o
o,
o
a
N
7
@
. [
ot
i
%‘
s
% .
%
cat o B
ity .
. e

@

(
\%/P\
A
CJ
i3y i
O
&
. ‘ /o
[
@ >
V]
[
o @ " vk

L
g g
TRt o s s g
B
T
S
1
1.
(3
i
|
I ;
3 el
b
!
1
iz
‘ <
a






