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PREFACE

i
Within the past year there has been a coalescing of interest around a
central research and evaluation issue: ‘the need for & methodology to
describe criminal justice agencies both as independent entities and as
components of an Interacting criminal justice process. This report,
Criminal Justice in Michigan, fits into the national trend.

T TR e

In this report criminal justice agenciles are evaluated from
several perspectives, Part I, aimed at decision makers in

¢ state government and county government, attempts to relate
three characteristics of operating agencies, their manpower
resources, expenditures and workloads:. Analyses in Part 1
also offer an opportunity to determine the adequacy and
quality of information currently collected on -a routine
basis. An important objective of Part I was to suggest the
kinds of questions that can be answered by existing data
and to identify specific needs for improvement,

Part II speaks more directly to the interests of operating
agency personnel such as prdsecutors, law enforcement
officers, court employees and correctional officials. Case
tracking statistics are analysed to illustrate the inter-
acting influences of many case characteristics on agency
“workloads, For example, the mix of crime categories flowing
into the court, types of disposition, and sentencing de-
cisions all influence to varying degrees the workloads

borne by prosecutors, court personnel and correctional units.

Criminal Justice in Michigan responds to a national concern
about performance.standards and-measures of performance of
criminal justice ggencies. Placement of this issue as a
priority for future ‘research emphasis by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and a
recent publication by INSLAW analysing PROMIS data from
five jurisdictions illustrate the emergence of this research
focus, The Michigan Office of Criminal Justice is pleased
to help lead the way in this effort.

iii
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PART I: CRIMINAL JHSTICE ON TRIAL

Adult Criminal Justﬁ;e - A System?

. A truism voiced in criminal justice literature is that criminal justice:

agencies do not form a system because the necessary conditions of inter-

‘action and cohesion among police, prosecutors, courts, and corrections

are missing. This issue will be examined more precisely in this report
as the specific strengths and weaknesses of criminal justice components
are documented, - ' ' s o o ‘ .

First, The Good News ‘ ‘ -

There are at least two threads that tie criminal justice agencies together,
One is the movement of the offender/defendant from arrest through the courts
and possibly to detention. Along theway the defendant ceomes in”contact
with some or all of the components of the system, Traditional steps in the
adult criminal justice system are pictured below. (The juvenile justice
system, with its own complex structure, is beyond the scope of this report).

| DISTRICT CIRCUIT COURT -OF ©~ SUPREME
POLICE ?ROSECUTOR COURT APPEALS COURT

.
e -

PAROLE

. PROBATION PRISON

<N
,u.;é§

HOME

%

sssnerssiorne
§ 0
sesetsetrreases

A

Because decisions made at one step affect agencies further along in the
sequence,’these decisions impose comnections between agencies that might

not otherwise exist., To some degree agency caseloads and needs for resources
are influenced by a common element, the flow of defendants. '

A secofd, more fragile, thread is the acceptance of a common purpose.

When asked to rank overall goals for the criminal justice system, criminal
justice professionals in Michigan ranked timely and uniform justice, pre-
vention of crime, and protection of life and property as their three top
choices, in that ordew, = . - ‘

*
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Drawing by Chas. Addams; ©1979
The New Yorker Magazine, Inc.
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police departments often join toiwﬁ

gether for centralized dispatch ¢: 1
officers in response to calls for i
service, for example, Lo

S
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Information in Flgure I has been decoded and listed in Table I to make
the relationships more clear.

The first thtree columns of the table list major agencies and the govern-

mental units responsible for their funding and supervision. Potential

Within agencies there are programs gources of controversy between branches and levels of government are
that work ‘toward these goals, Crime suggested in the last columm.

‘prevention units, speedy trial stand- R ] :

ards, victim-witness programs and

career criminal prosecution all evi- ) AGENCIES Migf‘?gﬁﬁx FUNDING ; sggggg:“gy
_dence a willingness to improve the ‘

system. State Police | State =~ State Two Branches of

: o ‘ Department of | Executive Legislature State Government

Programs that engage the efforts qf Corrections |-

several agenciles are more rare and P — —

they geem to foeus on Operatlonalv ) Y Court of Court Legislature State Zz:e::m:nt
efficiency. City, county and state Aopenle

Circuit Court:

» District Court

Supreme Court

f.ocal Judges

Two Branches of
State Government

"State Leégis~
lature
State ‘ vs. County
Government

County Boards

Two sets of elect-
ed local officials

Sheriff's Shagiff County Two sets of elect-
Department ‘ ed officials
NOW, The Bad News... Proseécutor's Prosecution Boards
jf - Ofifice ’
One important barrier to system action 1s the isolation of one agency from
another When decisions are made, Even when it is obvicus that decisions Police Mayor/Manager |Mayor/Manager Mayor vs, Council
. ] . Departments and Council and Council
will affect other Jg’gencies, the complex organizat;onal structures and press une Enployees vs.
of business precluwe such considerations. For example, a program to speed City Government
up felony case processing in a circuit court may result in a burden that
Overty,axes correctional facilities or in a sudden increase in cases fll3d Table 1. .Governmental units responsibie for administrative

in the Court of Appeals. Whereas inde
upon agencies, coordinated decisions w
anticipatory adjustment to change.

Why are decisions so often made in iso
in the structure of the system as it h
Figure I describes the overall adminis
principal agencies of the criminal jus

pendent decisions force reactions
ould support more efficient and

lation? Part of the answer lies o
as evolved through the years. e
trative and budgetary sources for

tice system,

and financial control of criminal justice agencies.

What are the consequences of a structure so cluttered with intermingled

lines of coqtrol'?
daily by the presd,.

Examples of conflicts and competition are reported
‘ Some recent headlines in Figure 2 1illustrate the
variety of problems that can arise,

- If we look at one of the incidents in more

Cohm‘pri:»fﬁ“éwe“?f&uld

detail, the complexities are even more

; r State Governmentj rCounty GovernmentJ Hmc!pal Governmentl ;2?_;1;22; ‘cl)'l:zrelt:’tory to the left makes the
i { . - A :
—=T~ = Soards o7 1884 [THayar Horager 1 . releaseﬁ eriff funds e
.. Judiclary} Commissioners [ ounc : ‘ , ‘ ‘ .
- Executive Legislature I v ‘ :3 3 : ; . o g M;ﬁ:‘)‘ Dmm‘#ﬂ.:gmgggi;. (1) The Governor and the state Legislature dis-
__Jz._.__ 'gs.g\l$$$$$$$$$$$ $5$355585588¢ .a___;_i_____l v : S lmwm:n@gx%lmumddum;m: agreed on funding procedures for expansmn of
F . ! shet :
Mich. g Stafe g Suprem.e JCIFCUIt Court $$$$$$$ Police Departments . ‘: “nmwm;y d”mpm. . County 1aW enfOrCEmentp
Correctionalii| Policels| Court ; §$ o mise would: (2) The relative authority of county boards and
Commission_|% 2 celssss § § ”Wmmwbmwmwm sheriffs was at issue in the compromise legis=~
) ’ 399995, mstr]ct Court k'“$$-$$$ ::&z‘;‘ggg’:fdm?n&ﬁ';‘uf““ n“‘" their lation. County boards received supervising
Dept. of | 3| Court of $ mzemdsmhereqwssouvnugmdty control over use of funds by sheriffs
Corrections Appeals ) ros 7S 5 & Spell out haw "‘"““““‘“‘“““d"“ w‘j (3) State funding and administrative rules were
. ~ eputies, buying equipment, conducting vehicle
: ;’r:pectiow‘zgm;.h&ﬁmgl. n%n::&‘ ;23“ introduced into'a county level agency, adding
Figire 1.  Lines of administrative and budgetary control marm'“ complexity to the structure at this point.

- between government and criminal justice agencies. ® Protect State Polica monzy. and alter (he ] (4)
formula used to alfocate the !undl among thc; !

Counties,

Michigan State Police expressed concern that
funding of sheriffs would be with funds shifted
from the State Police budget.

= e i




Q

R 5 RS K sty s e 5. e g

it
i

i
i
L

A 1ce3 ¢ o
e 300 Qo o, (ONETa e
30 E O TR pae® cw““},\&\%"‘gn\ et

L : B ;

?’ﬁ i ﬁ@ X . Y'M}AW‘_‘PR“
“%” oy w : A fusse: begy, :
ae & St Mitliken ang fng o, GOV Williagy
’ 3 ¢ % islature loderis ng ‘h";omuc Leg-
1o be.

Blas dafig Sena,
Sollacive o8 Bl 16 Implem o

’f‘“"ﬂ#v,-‘:e?'l';ag;eu:x'{m fights for VY, j }Oa?:)q? s
. 1 Aee L7200

« Athrenfudge panel of the

Michigsn Court of Appeals

by temporarlly dalsyed the lay. .
offs of 19 attorneys g the B

Wayse Cousty Prosscutor's

| Office Thursday.

| Appeals judges delay proseentoplayoffs

Al

wlym

ey e st ssg e

Figrre 2. News stories illustrating cooperation and cbnflicﬁ'amdng agencies,

Although the: sheriffs' funding story involves several branches and levels
of govexnment and several sets of elected officials, even within a govern-
mental unit there is opportunity for conflict when public employees press
for benefits from limited local resources which officials must stretch

over all departments.,

“Do yoit remermber when budgets used to go up?”

If the principal actors in the criminal justice process are jostling .
each other for spheres of influence and competing for limited resources,
then we shouldn't be surprised if loyalties are narrowly given to the
agency itself with scant attention allotted. to -the larger system.

“Oyerall Objective
3y
)

4

The Office of Criminal Justice perceives itself, and is charged in Public
Act 541, to be a force working towdard coordination and-cooperation among
criminal: justice agencies. To move effectively toward this goal, it is
necessary first to understand how the system works at the present time,
The network of interdependence among criminal justice agencies must be
.recognized so that potential lines of cooperation can be strengthened
and areas of conflict can be dealt with. - :

z
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The task of system documentation is further complicated because each
criminal justice agency expends money and resources on multiple activities.
Criminal justice is but part of a larger justice system, For example,

the police not only play a role in criwinal investigation, they also

are occupied with general patrol and traffic; control., Courts may spend
only 107 to 25% of their time on criminal cases with the ‘ramainder
allotted to traffic, civil or domestic matters.

Even within the domain of criminal cases there is a division of effort in
treating misdemeanors and the more serious felonies, Misdemeanors are
relatively more demanding of district courts and county correctiomal -
facilities; felonies require more from the c1rcuit courts and state
correctional facilities. '

Idiosyncracies of the criminal. justice process peculiar to individual
localities also complicate the task of analysis, On the positive side,
these unique differences show the local agencies as dynamic, changing,
and variable components of a system capable of adapting to particular
personalities, political influences and local conditions. Although

we need to understand the large number of subsystems that make up the
total justice system to say we "understand" the criminal justice system
in Michigan, a close look at several subsystems will start us on the way.

i

Draw1ng by D. Fradon, °1979
The New Yorker Maga21ne, Inc.
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The specific objective of this anaIYS£8‘is to document the processing of
criminal cases in Michigan. This report will focus on felony cases for
two reasons: there is relatively good record keeping by criminal justice
agencies and felony case processing has more implications for county and
state level planning. This does not mean that we will ignore the interests
of local operational units, only that more emphasis will fall on county
and statewide relationships.

TR ity

What does it mean to document the adult felony processing system? Our
approach has been to construct a descriptive framework for felony case
processing that will allow judgments to be made about intra- and inter-
agency resources, workloads-and responsibilities.

The descriptive framework concentrates on characteristics of felony
processing for which data were available: (1) manpower and financial
resources, and (2) activity levels for criminal justice agencies as
represented by crime and arrest rates, numbers of cases filed ‘and
disposed, and number of persons sentenced.. To assure that enough time
had elapsed for activity data to reflect cases through the disposition
and sentencing phases, the analysis used case records and resource
information for 1976.

The scope of the analysis is geographically restricted, also. Early

in the project.efforts to locate case data from automated sources

led to disappointing results, Although several state and local systems
are now under development, mone were able to provide the level of detall
we required when this project began. Time restrictions for manual data
collection led us to base the felony analysis on case data for two
Michigan counties, N

Within these constraints, our immediate objective is to demonstrate the
interdependence of criminal justice agencies and the need for a manage-
ment process that recognizes these relationships. The present analysis
of adult felony processing serves as a demonstratlon, suggesting how
agencies can be examined as a system,

¢

Analysis of Criminal Justice Resources

Basic data describing criminal juétice resources came from comprehenSive
plans for criminal justice submitted by regional and local planning units
in Michigan supplemented by expenditure and employment data from the Law

‘Enforcement Assigtance Administration (LEAA) for the year 1976, The. re~

source analysis is limited to locally supported manpower and expendiéures.

Local refers to municipal or county sources of support; state funding and
manpower are not included,

The first question asked about resources was,'How are criminal justice
resources distributed across the principal agencies? What portion of
local manpower is allocated to police, to prosecution and so forth?'

Both manpower and expenditures were analyzed in this fashion, Table 2
‘summarizes the results for the state as a whole, and for the two comnties
that were sampled for this study.
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Statewidg~ County | County {1
Type % Total ¢J % Total ¢J % Totai CJ ¥ Total ¢J %Total CJ % Total CJ
Agency Expendityre Manpower Expendi ture Hanpower Expenditure Manpover
Police 65 63 67 64 59 57
Prosecuﬁion g 5 77 6 I 5
District . : : .
Court 16 19 7 8 12 1
Circuit .9 10 7 7
Court '
Corrections - 13 13 10 12 118 16
Total oo 100 - 100 100 100 100
Total in v i . :
Doilars or Persons $559,191,000 29,328 $13,601,910 830 $7,928,181 543

Table 2. The distribution of Yocal resources to eriminal Jjustice agencles for the state
and two counties In'1976. ‘

- In the bottom row of the table actual dollar amounts and numbers of
employees are given; the body of the table shows how these totals
were subdivided among police, prosacution, courts and corrections.
Notice that for both the state and the counties there was very close .
agreement between adjacent manpower and expenditure percentages, '

Both counties reflected distributions of resources that were in reason-
able agreement with ths state breakdown, although County II was slightly
underweighted in the police category and overweighted toward corrections.
County I conformed more closely to the State average. -

When agencies are compared against each other, we see that police ex—
pended well over half of total resources, - Corrections is the next
largest agency, followed closely by district courts and circuit courts,
Prosecution had the smallest percentage values.

Another relationship that can be derived from the table is the average
dollar amount of support for each person employed. If we divide

total expenditures by total manpower, the data show a per person support
level of $19,000 for the state, $15,300 for County I and $14,600 for
County II. Lacking data for all Michigan counties, it is difficult to
interpret these dollar averages in any detail, beyond the fact that
both counties fell below the statewide figure, Knowledge of state
demographics, howevér, suggests one hypothesis, namely that the large
urban counties in the southeastern corner of the state have high
expenditure levels relative to manpowet, Simce these counties also
account for a substantial percentage of statewide resources, their
~high support levels would raise the ayerage considerably; with the
result that most other counties would show up as below average,

=
R

A second question raised about the data was, 'What percentage of state-
wide resources were contributed by County I and County II for each

type of agency?' The same basic manpower and expenditure data dis—.
played previously in Table 2 were reorganized to anmswer this question.
These new data entries shown in Table 3 were obtained by dividing

each county's manpower or expenditure amount by the corresponding
statewide value., For example: County I Police Expenditure/Statewide
Police Expenditure = .025 or 2.5% for the percentage of statewide expend-
itures present im County I. ' L

COUNTY I S COUNTY II
Type - - = . .
Agency % of Statewide | % of Statewide % of StaFew1de % of gtatew1de
Expenditure Manpowey Expenditure Manpower; ,
Police . 2.5 3.1 1.3 ) : 177
Prosecution 3.0 3.¢ . 1.1 1.9
District and - ) ) .
' 2.2
Circuit Court 2.3 2.9 l.6 1r
» |
; 2.2
Corrections 1.9 2.8 2.4
v ~
POTAL $2.4 3.0 1.4 ‘ 1.9

- Table 3. Alloecations of manpower -and expenditures within counties as’g
j percentage of stagewide local vesources for each agency. ;

.

Several general features of the data deserve mention., In almost
every instance the expenditures were lower than corresponding .
manpower percentages., This disparity contrasts with the .relation
between the same variables within a county, where they showed a
high degree of consistency (see Table 2). However, the low expend-
ilture values are consistent with, and a result “of, the average
financial support levels backing up criminal justice personmnel in
the two counties. These levels were found to be lower than the

statewide average.

We stated earlier that criminal justice agencies have multiple roles
that may include civil, domestic, traffic and other matters. All of
these activities are reflected in the resource data presented in the
pré¥ious section., What would the resource allocations look like if
only those devoted to felony processing were considered?

1y
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Primary indicators of felony workload for police are the number of
felony offenses reported and number of arrests for such offenses.
For prosecution, relevant activities are screenings of felony com-
plaints, approving warrants and prdsecuting felony cases (including
diversion programs and career criminal prosecution in some counties),
District courts.conduct felony arraignments and hold preliminary
examinations, unless waived, prior to bind over to circuit court;
circuit courts have the responsibility for adjudicating adult felony
cases, including pretrial and trial activity. County corrections

is involved when pretrial detention is authorized and in pre--and
post-sentencing duties. Based on reported numbers of these activities,
manpower and expenditure data were reallocated for each agency with
the results shown in Table 4, ‘

L counTY | . COUNTY 11
Criminal % of Total | % of Total || % of Total | % of Total
Justice Felony Felony Felony . Felony
Agency - .|| Expendituia| Manpower Expendi ture Manpower
Pollce 38 3 4. 3 37
) Prosecutor . . R 19 f"b - 12 1%
: . Dtstrfct Court || 1 ‘ 1 o2 ‘ 2
Cireuit Court 13 ( if‘ ‘s 13 B 15
Corrections 26 | 30 36 32
Total | _100% o e 1003 100y R

‘ Table k. Estimates of criminal jdstice resources allocated to -
. processing felony cases. : .

When caseloads were restricted to felonles, the biggest shift 4n
relative allocation of resources came in itha police segment which
wag reduced some 20%. to a level more in line with other agencies,
Police however, still expended the largest single amount.

-10-

0

[ '
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- When resources were reconfigured to reflect only the activity associ

In each county police and corrections combined accounted for over
60% of total expenditures and manpower. Alsoc in each county, the

circuit court had a much more substantial role than district court,

as would be expected in felony cases. : B

Summing up the resource picture, manpower and expenditures were
viewed from two perspectives. First, there was the allocation of
local resources to criminal justice agencies, Listed in decreasing.

“-order of amount received, the agencies lined up as follows: police,

corrections, district court, circuit-court (reversed order of courts
in County I), and prosecution. From the second perspective each
county's support for an agency was taken as a percentage of total
statewide support, The two sample counties each accounted for a
higher percentage of statewide manpower than statewide expenditures.

ated with felony case processing, the counties were gimilar in their
patterns of allocations to agencies. Compared to the total criminal
justice distribution, when only felonies were considered, police

and district court percentages were reduced and prosecution, cirucit

- courts, and corrections had increased roles,

A

Criminal Justice Demographics and Activities

The second category of information available for describing the system
consists of activity data based on caseloads for individual agencies.
The overall purpose of the activity comparisons is to contrast the two
counties, pointing out unique features of each, and to demonstrate

the influence of one agency on another by following shifits in case-
-loads as cases progress from one stage of the felony process to the

hext,

Data in this sectlon came from two sources, First, annual reports
provided caseload informationon many pertinent indicators of felony
workloads by agency.. Second, some of the cdseload data were collected
directly from case records as part of a research effort that studied
felony cases in detail for two counties, ‘

-11-
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Scanning down the columns of percentages for eéch couhty, one can easily

‘a rule the activity data reflect manpower levels more closely than expen~
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Information from annual reports of criminal justice agencies is shown
in Table 5. The first two colummns identify source documents and data
elements selected for comparison. In the next two columns each county
is characterized according to its percentage of the state total for
each data element, To 1llustrate, looking down the third column,.
County I has 3% of the state's population; it reported 3.1% of all
criminal offenses, and 3.7% of all new cases were filed there..

: County I County II ' .
Source Variable % State Total % State Total ) .
Census Estimation Population 3.0 ’ 1.9‘
1976 A : :
Michigan DMB :
Uniform Crime Total Offenses 3.1 2.6
Report o .
Total Arrests 2.6 3.0
Adult Arrests 2.9 3.0
Supreme Court Total New Cases Filed 3.5 2,2
Administrators New Criminal Cases 3.7 2.3
Office ] Criminal Trials 2.8 3.4
Annual Report . By Jury 3.0 4,2
1976~1977 1 By Judge 2.1 0.4
Circuit Court Total Cases Disposed 3.4 2.3
Section Criminal Disposed 3.7 2.4
Corrections Number Séntenced B
Annual o Prison 2.3 1,5
Report Jail - 8,2 0,5
1976 . Probation 3.2 o 1.9
Table 5. Activ1ty statistics for criminal justice agencies taken

from published annual reports.

pick out unusually deviant values., For example, County II had relatively
high rates of total arrests and criminal -trials by jury, County I ranked
high in number of jail sentences.

Percentage values for County I ranged between 2. 1% and 3.7% with an
average of approximately 3.0%; for County II most values lie between
1.5% and 3.4% with an average somewhat over 2.0%, These averages are .,
in close agreement with the manpower allocations listed in Table 3. A&

diture levels,

ﬁ , _;2_
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Another value of the data in Table 4 is its ability to reveal how inter-
dependent the agencies are. To demonstrate the interdependence we turn
to some of the activities that interface the police with prosecution,
prosecution with the courts and courts with corrections.

The raw data that generated percentages for Table 5 were reorganized
to form ratios of arrests to crimes, new cases filed to arrests,
sentences to dispositions and so forth, Whenever possible the same
ratios were computed from research data as well.

Before looking at the data in this stepwise fashion we will briefly
describe the way in which the research data were obtained., In
County I data came from individual case records filed in the prose-
cutor's office, From all cases that were filed in 1976, a random
sample of 20% was selected for coding. More than 30 events and

dates related to each case were recorded. The result was a sample

of 214 cases in County I. In County II the same selection and coding
procedure yielded 108 cases. Data were obtained through the circuit
court administrator's office with the aid of the county clerk,

Juvenile I Not Bound [ Not
Arrests - I Misdemeanors l Over Disposed
; —r —
» - s =
. ! District ) ;
l Of’fensesH Arrests[_; Adult . Court % Felony Exams Lyl New Cases
Disposed| wmm.

Arrests| {Arratgnments| | Walved & Held} {Circujt Ct.
N -

N, -
‘l Net Sentenccdl

Probation

Figure 3. Flow chart of méJor steps in the adult felony process.

Turning first to data from annual reports of the Michigan State Police
(Uniform Crime Statistics), the Supreme Court Administrative Office

and the Department of Corrections, the ratios of various events were
calculated. In choosing measures to include in the analysis we followed
a flow chart of steps in the felony process outlined in Figure 3, giving
special attention to measures that illuminate changes in caseload that
occur when control shifts from one agency to another,  Thus, we have

- special interest in the number of district court arraignments compared

to arrests, number of new circuit court cases relative to number of
felony preliminary exams (waived and held) in district court, and

-13-
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;;Zbert?f‘defendants“senteﬁced as»é ratio tofthe total cases disposed.
he ra 10;, expressed as percentages, are displayed in Table 6. Inter- i
agency measures are set off in double boxed sectieoms. !

e . . .

Agency Measure = “-iStat I '
agen ! ;te ’CQunty CountyII
‘ Offenses/Population 1237 130 77
Police ‘ Arrests/0ffenses , 33% 28% 38%
Adult Arrests/Arrests 83% 933 8Ly
=== == .
D?;L?eCEZit New District /Adult
Ct. Cases . / Arrests | 77% 74% 97%
Dist. Ct. 1 Exam Waived,/New Dist. : :
' and Held Ct. Cases 9% 13% 8%
Dist. Ct, . L
: é?r.'g:' & | New Cir. /txam Held - | .
: Ct. Cases/and Waived *| 113% 113% | 82%
Céses New Cir.
Disposed/ Ct. Cases 100% 100% C 104y
cir. Ct. Trials/Dispositions 9% 7% 13%
; Jury Trials/Trials o7 8Ly 98%
TTF. Ct. and m— ~
Corrections # Sentenced/Disposed 7% 60y . 50%
. » Prison/#Sentenced 39% 28% 3hy
Corrections | Jail/#Sentenced " 6% 17% %
Probation/#Sentenced | 55% 55% 6hg
: 4

i

T - . . :
able 6. Ratios of events in the processing of criminal cases.

When we look at the data in Table 6 some interesting cOntrasts emerge

In the Fopmost bex, for police reported activity,;wé Seé thatvCountg‘iI
had a high crime rate and a high arrest rate compared to Cbunty I 7
However, of all_arrests-made, County I reported a high propottibn‘of

adult a¥rests. At this point one might conclude that»CoﬁntvaI imposed

a relatively heavier burden on its police for héndling criminal complaint
but Fhe higher proportion of adult arrests in County I would make oﬁev e
predict that the burden on later stages of the adult criminal justice

' system might not be too different for the two counties,

“14-

The next comparison cuts across data reported by two different agencies,
police and district court. According to the data, 74% of arrests were
followed by district court arraignment in County I and 97% in County IIL.
The difference between the two is large and raises the question of what
happened to the 26% of arrests in County I that did’not appear in dis-
trict court. One possibility is error in reporting, either too many
arrests or too few arralgnments; another is differences in definition
of "new criminal cases" when applied to district court records, or per—
haps different practices by police in number of persons released or
number arrested from a jurisdiction outside the county. .

The next step in the process shows the percentage of all new district
court criminal cases for which a preliminary exam was held or waived,

a measure of the number of felony arraignments. County T had a much
higher rate than County II, forecasting a heavy caseload for the circuit
court, if most cases were bound over.

Moving down to the next box in the table,- the number of new circuit court
criminal cases 1s given as a ratlo to felony arraignments in district
court. If all district court cases were bound over, the percentage would
be 100%; the actual figures of 113%Z for the state and”County I are,a clear
signal that something has gone awry in the reporting system. The figure
for County II is reasonable, but we have no criterion to determine its
accuracy. '

Disposition data reported by the circuit court show that, statewide and

in County I, the number of felony cases disposed equaled the nuwber of

new cases being filed., County II reported more cases disposed than com-
menced, and thus was able to decrease its backlog. County II also reported
a high rate of trials, almost all of which were held before a jury.

The number of persons sentenced relative to the number of cases disposed,
or the conviction rate, agaln represents data from two different agencies.
Compared to the statewlde average, both of the sample counties were

shown to be low on this measure.

The final box contains corrections data déscribing the type of sentences ;
impoged. County I was characterized by a high percentage of jail sentences;
County II had a large proportion of probation sentences.,

Assuming for the moment that all of the data in Table 5 are accurate, we
ca%rsee that each county 1s unique in some ways compared to each other
and to the state average. This means that in order to predict caseloads
and needs for resources within counties one must examine each county as a
unit, High arrest rates mean more work for the prosecutor and district
courty more frequent felony arrests lead to heavier caseloads for the
circuit courtj the conviction rate and the court's tendency to impose
different types of sentences determine the impact on prison, jail and
probation services. '

] 5
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Data from annual reports and research data are listed next to each

How accurate are the data published annually by criminal justice

agencies? Because of the large numbers of individuals who partic-

ipate in data collection, coding and analysis there are many '

opportunities for error. Lackadaisical reactions of many agencies ;-

to-requests for information, while understandable in this age of

questionnaires and information processing, contribute to doubts

about the priority assigned to record-keeping activities. During

our research study of felony case processing we were able to

collect information directly from case records that will, in part, Z
speak to ‘the accuracy. of data shown in the previous table, ' '

other in Table 7 for the five measures where comparisons are
available. All of the measures that depended upon data from

n 7

COUNTY T ', COUNTY II
Resefireh.. | Ann. Report]’ F:eseazch‘ Ann. Report

Measure o -Data Data Data . - Data
rrials/bispositions | B | S BT 13 r

# Sent./Dispositions 91a - g0% 6as 504

# Prison/Sentenced 1 » 29% ‘ ';28} ‘ 29% Y 34s

.| # Jail/sentenced ‘ 1an i, o kD
irzobatn/sént;enced - 568 568 ) S 63% v s“, o q | §

Table 7. Comparison .of annual report activity data and manually
collected data from case records.

-within the same agency are in remarkably good;agreement'withvthe research

findings. It 1s the one category where data came from two different

agencies, courts and corrections, that the breakdown occurs, and it happens Lo
in both counties. The number sentenced relitive to all dispositions is

very wide of the mark if one relies on data reported in annual summaries :
of activity, , | ‘ S ‘

Another problem confronting the data analyst, planner or policy maker is

the incompleteness of published data. Crimes are not categorized accord-
ing to felony and misdemeanor in keeping with circuit and district court

adjudication, but rather according to the FBI division between Part I and
Part IT crimes. Arrest data have the same difficulty, Then at the pros-
ecution-warrant stage there are no aggregate data published at all,

-16~
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There are a number of explanations that could account for the difficulty

in following cases across agency boundaries, One possibility is that
definitions of events are not consistent or uniformly applied across the
‘system. One agency might count a reopened case as "new" and another might
not, or two different law enforcement agencies might report the same arrest.
Lags in reporting may mean that only part of an annual caseload is included
by one agéncynwhile the next agency in line reports all cases in timely
fashion. -

' “Crossing departmental lines.

1

~ : .

From Making Systems Work:  The Psychology of Buslness Systems,
Wi 1 tam ¢, Ramsgard {Drawings by Rita Williams), CopyrighE .

1977. Reprlnted by permission of John Wiley & Sons,-Inc.

In the ideal case we would like to have confirmatory data reporting by ‘two
or more agencies whenever possible. This could apply when policesreport
warrants requested and warrants issued, prosecutors also report warrants
requested along with warrants approved, and district courts supply the
number of warrants issued by them. Similar reasoning applies to number

of persons sentenced which could be reported by both courts and corrections.
Coordination and cooperation among agencies is wequired if improvements

.are to/be realized,

Summary of CriminaliJustice Démog:aphics andkACtiVities

An anélysisvof adult felony case processing in two Michigan counties served
as a vehicle for looking at criminal justice agencies as an interdependent
system, Each county was discovered to have unique characteristics that

affected the division of effort of agencies within the county. For example, .

arrest rates, proportion of district court cases that were bound over to

«
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circuit court, and number of defendants sentenced to jail were all variables
that distlnguished between the two counties under study. y

Activity data from annual reports published by criminal justilce agencies
generally showed good internal consistency. Problems arose when a reléfibh\\
 ship required data to be drawn from two different agencies. Large discrep-
“ancies were found, for instance, when the numbers of offenders sentenced
were computed as a percentage of all cases disposed Manually collected
research data yielded much higher sentencing rates for each of the counties
than the data from court and correctional records indicated,

Given only data from regularly published reports in Michigan, it was impossible
to track the flow of defendants from the point of arrest through disposition
in any detail. Missing links prevented the division of offenses and arrests
into misdemeanors and felonies, the comparison of arrests to warrants requested
and warrants issued, and similar inter-agency shifts in caseload.
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