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INTRODUCTION

A. Overview of an Approach to Analyzing Issues In Criminal Justice
Processing

A statistical description of what happens to offenders as they
move through the components of criminal justice (i.e., police, pro-
secution, courts, corrections) is fundamental to the development of
an understanding of the criminal justice system and in making subse-
quent decisions concerning system change. Inherent in the role of
change and planning and coordinating for change is the ability to des-
cribe the existing system. A system processing description as repre-
sented, for example, by statistics on the volume and manner of "otffend-
er" processing from arrest through court disposition, eentencing, and
corrections is a meaningful way by which the existing system can be
described. The consideration of this existing system description
along with some projections of the future environment can provide
a reference or benchmark for the consideration of alternative actions
(strategies, programs, policies) to bring about some desired or
planned future state for the criminal justice system. This concept
of analyzing the existing system and planning for change is illus-
trated in Figure 1.

Statistics on the manner and volume of criminal offender process-
ing provide a framework for describing the individual system compon-
ents (e.g., law enforcement, prosecution, courts, corrections) in
terms of a total system perspective. The impact of oneacomponent's
decisions on another system component (e.g., the court's bail and
trial setting decisions on the size of the jail's pre-trial deten-

tion population) illustrates the interdependent nature of justice

- processing. This interdependence among the sytem components is often

hidden from direct view by the statistics maintained by any single,
autonomous criminal justice agency. The fragmentation in operations
inherent in criminal justice due to the separation of powers (e.g.,
executive and judicial functions of criminal jdétice) and the divi-
sion of responsibility by level of government (eig., state, county,

municipal) is in part overcome through the use of such system flow
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statistics. The result is a description of criminal justice which is

potentially more understandable to the outside world e.g., Governor's

Office, Legislature, criminal justice planners and coordinators, pri-

vate citizens. At the same time, such a system description affords

an opportunity for the system practitioners

{e.g., in law enforcement,
prosecution, the courts,

and corrections) to become more sensitive to
the impact of their decisions, not only on their component of the sys-
tem, but on other system components.

Without some form of system flow description it is difficult to

conceptualize the making of more rational choices between alternative

actions (programmatic, policy, budgeting) desired to bring about

change 'in criminal justice processing. The system perspective may

also contribute to the development of a greater consensus about some
specific system change which would otherwise be inhibited when simply

looking at the impact of a change from an individual agency's per-
spective.

System flow or offender processing statistics can be useful in

providing the quantitative linkage between a known or anticipated

event (e.g., increase in adult arrests for violent crime) and a re-

sultant event (e.g., increased commitments to prison). Such an

increased arrests) may be due to factors beyond the
direct control of the criminal justice system (e.g., demographic
trends in a jurisdiction's population).

event (e.qg.,

Alternatively, the system

may be altered by procedural or statutory changes (e.g., institution

of a new criminal code with mandatory sentencing requirements) for

which some control may be exercised by the system practitioners (e.g.,

influencing procedural and statutory change by showing the anticipated

consequences of implementing such change on the volume and manner of

offender processing). Finally, the system may be altered through in-

(e.g., increased use of community corrections to allevi-
ate jail and prison overcrowding) by the system practioners.
While change is inevitable,

terventions

the maintenance of offender process-
ing flow information can be useful in anticipating the consequences

of change and planning so that the system can accommodate the anti-

cipated change in a more meaningful and constructive way. The alter-

native to planning for change is simply to let the system adapt to
the pressures for change (both externally and internally generated) in

a more haphazard way with consequences which may not be desired and/or
intended.




- 4 -

In analyzing the criminal justice system and in assessing the im-
pact of change, information on the volume and manner of offender pro-
cessing must be coupled with information on the cost of processing.
Typically, cost information involves the determination of the relation-
ship between the performance of some activity (e.g., conducting jury
trials) and the costs of performing that activity. In the business
environment, process costing is the accounting approach used to deter-
mine the actual cost of a product or service over a given period of
time. Using this approach, a unit cost for a service (e.g., Jjury
trials) can be calculated by dividing for a given time period the
total cost of providino the service by the number of units served
(e.g., number of jury trials occurring within that time period). Alter-
natively, the unit cost of providing a service may be determined based
on the workload (or expected time) it takes to conduct the service
(e.g., judicial, prosecutor, and defense costs per hour). The ccsts
of a service may be further broken dcwn, for example, into direct
costs (e.g., judge costs), semi-direct costs (e.g., courtroom and
associated personnel costs), and indirect costs (e.g., overall court
administration costs). By identifying cost centers and the cost per
client processed through each of the various decision-making points
of the criminal justice system the information on system resource
and cost requirements exists to compliment the information on the
manner and volume of offender processing.

Figure 2 extends the Figure 1 concept of coordinating and planning
for system change. Figure 2 illustrates a framework for the organiza-
tion and representation of guantifiable information on the criminal
(and juvenile) justice system. As shown in the exhibit, information
is divided into that portion which relates to the volume and manner
of processing (i.e., crime, offender and client data) and that portion
which relates to resources and facilities (and associated workloads
and costs) necessary to manage and administer justice processing.
Within each of the information groups two principal uses of the data
can be made, those which are operationally oriented and those which
are statistically or analytically oriented. The operational applica-
tions are illustrated here to demonstrate that in many instances the
principal impetus for the collection and maintenance of data about

the criminal justice system is the operational purposes served by the
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data bases. The statistical applications, while they may have been
envisioned and planned for in the establishment of the data base, are
largely derived as a by-product of systems serving operational purposes.

As shown in Figure 2, the statistical applications include the
ability to provide an historical description of criminal justice pro-
cessing {e.g., by describing for some prior year(s) the number of
crimes and volume and manner by which offenders (clients) are proces-—
sed including the resources, workloads, and costs associated with pro-
cessing). Also depicted is the need to provide timely or more current
indicators of system activity (e.g., providing quarterly updates on
intake, departures, and active offender populations at major criminal
justice processing points), as well as the ability to project future
levels of system activity or need (e.g., reference projections of
future volumes of arrests, offender processing, and active offender
populations). This descriptive base of information (historical,
current, and projected) can then be incorporated in meaningful models
or frameworks for describing the system. The analytical frameworks
represent quantitative tools to be used in efforts to assess the im-
pact of system change {(due to external factors - such as demographic
and economic conditions and trends as well as internal factors - such
as statutory, programmatic, procedural change which impact on the
future manner of criminal and juvenile justice system processing).

The bringing together of information on the volume and manner of
offender processing with information on the costs and resources associ-
ated with offender processing provides the information base that is
fundamental to the analysis of the criminal justice system. There
is hardly a question or issue about the criminal justice system and
the administration of justice for which statistics on offender proces-
ing and the associated costs and resources are not needed in the ana-
lysis of the problem and the identification and selection from among
alternatives the course of action or strategies to bring about a
planned for change. Typically, when an issue about system processing
arises there is a need to analyze that issue and to come to some con-
clusion with findings and recommendations for action (as well as the
identification of some new questions which need to be answered). The

analyst needs to manage the available information {(e.g., on process and
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«—ld Questions Needi;g e o A and keeping track of offender status,
4" 3 Needing AnsQers al wl o [ 3. Common/Integrated MIS serving the offender tracking infor-
al @ 2 Answers > g b 4 - i mation needs of agencies from arrest through disposition,
al3l @ =lal &8 S 5 B sentencing, and any local corrections
] al o 5 B
atal e a 8 g hot d.. D. Examples of Manually Generated Data Bases o
31°| 3 ol B8 ' i 1. Creation of OBTS record by extracting transaction information
L =N I Analyses, Analyses, 3 I & A L, on a sample or universe of offendersusing a number of agency
o|D| & Findings, Findings, Dlh| &2 3 files
clal s Recommenda- Recommenda- wl A o 2~ 2. Creation of offender processing records by .extracting trans-
prll BT I tions tions ol & - 1 action information from a single agency's files (e.g., the :
w|&a| % A b i Court) :
d A 5 i d 3. Use of various agency published or internal reports and ;
4] ~ 1 working papers to put together an aggregate description
y - - of offender processing for some activity (e.g. number of
= offenders receiving pre-sentence investigations)
New Input to Input R to New . o ;
&% questionsf| Decision Decision Question 8: ¢ SECTION II. Principal Formats of OutputsFor Managing Offender Processing
Making Making i3 and Generating Offender Processing Statistics ‘
e F 'y
| i A. Examples for Operation/Management Purposes
%f T 1. On-Line Inguiry and Response
i, fg a. Unique Person Inguiry
. Actions | i f} b. List of People with Common Characteristics
Actions; Pcligieé ; | i 2. Computer Program Listing.of Persons
Policies o P i i a. List of Persons Scheduled or Need to be Scheduled for
' 4 an Event
e
{

I c. Generation of Notices, Summons, Charging Documents
Note: Table 1 which follows is designed to provide a further {f 3. Management Reports Summarizing Aggregate Processing (Qaily, ‘
explanation of this Figure. Each of the Sections of the i . weekly, monthly, quarterly, annually) - e.g. number of in- ‘
i i II, Section III, and Section IV) L ‘ mates in jail by status - pre-trial, pre-sentence, local i
Table (Section I, Section , Se ’ ’

above Figure.

,

e

correspond to the respective roman numeraled boxes in the [ 7 ) g I’ sentence, awaiting transfer to state facilities
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SECTION III.

A,

iy e

i

TABLE 1 {(continued)

Examples for Statistical/Analytic Purposes

1. Computer Tapes where each Record represents a Unique

"Person", "Case", "Charge"
a, State, County or ity Tape showing Manner of
Processing and Disposition for Persons Arrested
b. Agency or System Component Tape (e.g. all
offenders disposed of by the lower court for
a jurisdiction or all jurisdictions in the
State for a year)

2. Generation of Aggregate Statistical Output Reports
describing some aspect of The Volume and Manner of
Offender Processing
a. State Level Repcit--showing offense at arrest

vs., type of disposition for defendants disposed
in the State; similarly for a County or a City
b. Agency or System Component Level Report--show-
rEfense at arrest vs. type of disposition
fandants disposed in the lower court,
- upgmny sourt
. Summary Statistical Displays derived from the Aggregate
Statistical Output Reports
a. Forms of Data Representation - tables, figures,
charts, graphs, flow diagrams-~displaying volumes,
percentages, rates, amount of change
b. Frequency of Production - monthly, quarterly,
semi-annually, annually
¢. Method of Display - bulletins, quarterly reports,
issue oriented reports, reference type reports

Gk

Types of Structured Displays in Support of Managing Offender
Processing and Generating Offender Processing Statistics

Examples for Operation/Management Purposes

1. Individual's Criminal History

2. Final Disposition Report for a Defendant's Arrest

i. Status of an Offender in the System (point-in-process)
5

. Physical Location of the Offender

Future Scheduled Event and Notification of Persons

Related to the Event

6. Assignment of "Offenders" e.g. to Court Room, Treatment
Program, Supervising Agent, Facility

7. Allocation of Resources (Judges, Prosecutors) to Pro-
cessing Volume (Cases, Defendants)

Examples for Statistical/Analytical Purposes

1. Aggregate Description of Manner of Offender Processing
through the System Components (e.g. breakdowns by type
of crime, geographic area) and resulting System Process-
ing Veolumes and Rates:

a. Activity Flows - processing volume "flow" and

"stocks" at various decision making points

b. Activity Rates - ratio of "flows" to "flows",

"stocks" to "stocks" and "stocks" to "flows"

(1) System Penetration Indicators - e.g. % of
those arrested convicted; ratio of a flow
to a flow

(2) System Retention Indicators - e.g. ratio
of inmates actively in custody for robbery
to the ¥ of defendants disposed for robbery
during the year; ratio of a stock to a flow

2. Measures of Elapsed Time Between Events in Processing and
its relationship to backlogs, bottlenecks

3. Relationship between Intake (e.g. inmate commitments),
Duration of Stay (length of time served), Size of the
Active Population (# of prison inmates)
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TABLE 1 {(continued)

Rates of Offender Return to the System {(e.g. as measured
by point of release, point of return and subseguent sys-
tem penetration, elapsed time between release and return,
and characteristics of the offender and treatment)
Relationship Between Processing Volume (defendants,
offenders) and System Cost and Resources (manpower,
facilities) S

Trends in System Processing and Forecasts of Future Pro-
cessing (Reference Projections, Planned Projections)

Types of Questions Which the Outputs and Structured Displays
May Assist in Answering

A. Examples for Operation/Management Purposes

1.

How many times has John Jones been convicted? for what
offenses? and for what offenses did he serve time?

What was the final court disposition on the arrest charges
entered against Mary Jane by the Clearwater P.D. on Oct. 1,

19792
Has Joe Brown posted bond and been released or is he still

in detention?
Has Jack Johnson's trial date been set and does he have

an assigned attorney?

Who are the list of jail defendants scheduled to make
court appearances tomorrow?

Who are the defendants who are awaiting trial and 180
days has elapsed from the date of their arrest and what
are the reasons for the delay?

Who are the inmates that are eligible for parole in the
next 90 days? For each offender how long was his/her
original sentence, how much time has he/she served to
date?

What is the list of probationers currently assigned to
Probation Agent Paul Smith?

How many open slots are there in the prison's high
school equivalency program and how many eligible in-
mates are on the waiting list? For each inmate on

*the list what is their projected date of release or

parole?

B. Examples for Statistical/Analytic Purposes

1. How many persons in a state have a criminal record?
2. How many unique persons are arrested in a year in a state,

in a county?
What percentage of total arrests are caused by what per-

centage of the arrestees in a state, in a county?

4. How many people are active at various stages in the

criminal justice system in a state, in a county?

5. How many people are processed through various compoients

10

of the system in a state, in a county?

How many people released from various points in the sys-
tem return (e.g. are subsequently arrested again) and

how far do they penetrate the system upon return (e.g.
acquitted, convicted and sentenced to imprisonment)?

How does sentencing vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction
{controlling for defendant characteristics)?

How many offenders should state corrections plan for in
future years? State probation? Local jails? Given the
available bed space are the right pecple being incarcer-
ated and released?

How has the processing of offenders (women, youthful,
serious) changed over time by state and county?

Where should the criminal justice system allocate exist~
ing and new resources (e.g. jails, judgeships, prosecutors)?

.

11. What offenders are better risks for certain types of cor-

rections programs (e.g. community corrections, work re-
lease; probation)?

R R ——
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12.

13.

14.

15.

- 12 -

TABLE 1 (continued)

persons are active 1n

ile
How many rearrests occur Wh At what stage are they

the criminal justice system?

i rearrested? ) ‘s
aittviswtig time between arres; and trlaii bggiiog,
thz impact of delay in processing on cou

. _ =lay 1 |
on court disposition: _<on through the crim-

: i st to process a pe ram
th& %ﬁ:iizg §;stem? pFor various offenses? For va
ina. . 0
ous dispositional alterngtlves: 4 bail release re-
Are the decisions rega;dlng bail ;2 el e ommis-
£lective of offender risk (e.g. 1i i P an) ?
sian of new criminal acts, failure to ap
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models).

(solution selectors); the administrators, planners, and coordina-
tors (makers of recommendations to decision makers); the information
maintainers (information system specialists); and the data analyzers
(management scientists, statisticians) is essential to establishing
a capacity for problem identification and the ability to make choices

- 13 -

The interaction between the decision orwpolicy makers

between alternative courses of action from a systemic criminal justice
perspective.

These "people" relationships are illustrated in the
Figure 4 diagram.

¥

e Yot i

- RUR
e




g e e s S el N

FIGURE 4: STATE/LOCAL DECISION-MAKING FROM A SYSTEMIC CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSPECTIVE
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e B. Questions or Issues in Criminal Justice Processing that the States
L } Have an Interest in Addressing

’? In September, 1980 the Criminal Justice Statistics Association
surveyed the status of Offender Based Transaction Statistics ()BTS)
*
Acs part of this effort, the states were

S

” systems in the states.
asked to identify questions related to criminal offender processing

- which are issues of concern in their state. Gene'rally speaking, the

E ! guestions that most states felt should be addressed or were of con-

| : cern are the elasped time between arrest and trial and the impact of

; delay in processing on court disposition, the number of offenders pro-
cessed through the various components of the system, how many people

? ,% released from the system return/how far they will penetrate upon re-

turn and the cost of processing an offender through the criminal
Additionally, the states were interested in knowing

ii justice system.

how many offenders their corrections departments should plan for in

the future and how many people are active in the various stages of

b

Ot o
=y
R

the criminal justice system at any given point in time to name a
Table 2 summarizes the state interest in addressing questions

few.
ori offender processing as well as identifies information systems im-

O

portant to addressing the questions. The data listed in Table 2 is

rtagt, et e o,

R based on the 47 state responses to the survey.
These questions or issues of concern related to the processing

i of offenders in the states can be grouped into six major classes of

! analysis or structural frameworks for consideration. The analytic

frameworks or structures under which most centralized analytic acti-

vity related to offender processing would fall can be expressed as

et A b bttty ooy i

follows:

{ 1. Offender Processing Flows and Stocks - €.g., manner
and outcome of process, offender characteristics,
T number of offenders active in the system at given
i {g points in time or waiting to be processed
2. Elapsed Time Between Events in Processing and Impact
{“ on Processing Stocks - e.g., number of days between

§ events, analysis of pending population, effect of
court backlog on pre-trial detainee and corrections

*
The results of the survey are published in a report entitled "Status
of State Offender Based Transaction Systems"; Criminal Justice Sta-

tistics Assoc.; May, 1981.
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TABLE 2: Summary of State Responses Concerning the Questions They Felt
Their State Would Have an Interest in Addressing, the Importance
of OBTS in Addressing the Question and Other Data Bases that are
Important to Addressing the Question

o xgggrggngg_of Other Data Bases Important to
ses ressing the Addressing the Question
2o m uestion (#
9 5,5 £ States) .
E3 "] w (E
L] 2] I3 7] z
ANHERIN:
Y < o o (5] -3 23
- o S o= n 13
S o8 S ul 4 w s
S‘J'Ju Rl o n ©i{un 1 of= =B "
[N R - < e c els 2 H Pl 1
aelnf=] s 2% 11
2238 23] & 514151 als e la
oM I MW W ml| e § =] 5] [ N k]
QUESTION 8344 LIPS R glaops] 2 |2
=& 6 & SEISEN S B15]15) 8] f|aepe) 86
1. How many criminals are there
in your state? 31 7 3 (7)§ (7)(2)1(3) (41(2)(2)
2. How many unigque persons are
arrested in your state in a year? 35 12 2 (7) 4 (8){(2)}(2) 2) (1
3. what percentage of total arrests
are caused by what percentage of
the arrestees? 38 7 s ey teN(2)fe2)] (3 2}
4. How many people are active at
various stages in the criminal
justice system? 39 7’ 1 (L] (4H(5H(3) | (8 )(2}] (2)4(2)
5. How many people are processed
through various components of
the system? R ER & S TS T
6. How many people released from
various points in the system re-
turn (e.g., are subsequently
arrested again) and how far do
they penetrate the system upon
return (e.qg., acquitted, convice
ted and sentenced to imprison-
ment) ? ‘
() I B G IS Y RC) (8] HEY (8%)
7. Bow does sentencing VaLy from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction
(controlling for defendant
| __characteristics)? 33 1|1 (5))(4)§9) | (5R(L1] (2
8. How many offenders should state
corrections plan for in future
ears?
years? State probation? Local D) 13 |6 fior ] afafntiogo] i (3)
9. How has the processing of

offenders (women, youthful, seri-«
ous) changed over time? 35

1471 (2) ) (L) (2)k6) } (BN(L)] (1)f(2)

10. Where should the criminal . jus-
tice system allocate new re-

g, Sails, 3 ips,
source:tc(l‘;s')g? jails, judgeships ‘:27 iei 2 (3) (5 F7) JLON(2) } (2))K3) (4)

11. What offenders are better risks
for certain types of corrections
programs (e.g., community correc
tions, work release, probation)? 38 25 | 10 6 (320 k4 {178(2) | (1IK2)

12. How many rearrests occur while
persons are active in the crim-
inal justice system? At what
stage are they active wh - 2 (1) JI0N(3)[3) [(SH2) 4 {2
arrgsted? Y ac en re L ID]

13, What is the time between arrest
and trial? What is the impact

of delay in processing on court
disposition? EEE L (4)}(6)§9) | (2)}(1) { (2)K1)

14. What does it cost to process a
person through the criminal jus-
tice system? For various of~ '
fenses? For various disposi- 18 | 20 5 2) (3)[7) [ (o)1) | t21K3) HE)
tional alternatives?

perween offenaer volumes through

the system and the corresponding

costs of processing? 12 2|3 ) @15 (D)) (K3} {(3)

15. What comparisons can be made
34

= guestions that at least 85% of the respondents felt their state would have an interest
in addressing

to addressing the question

4 of respondents who felt the data base referenced was important to addressing the

[\ = At least 85%-of the respondents felt OBTS would be important or somewhat important
)
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populations

3. Corrections Intake, Length of Sentence and Length
of Stay and its Impact on Corrections Population -
e.g., impact of sentencing decisions on size of
corrections population ,

4. Rates of Return of the Offender to the Justice
System (Recidivism) - e.g., from state custody,
state supervision, rearrest

5. Projections of Future Volume and Manner of
Criminal Justice Processing - e.g., arrest pro-
jections, projections of number of offenders
active at various processing points

6. Justice System Resources and Costs - e.9., cost
oﬁ processing offenders, level of government ser-
vices
The relationship between the qguestions and these structures is des-
cribed in Table 3.

As part of the survey the states were also asked to identify the
extent to which they are developihg the capacity to perform these
classes of analysis or activities related to each structural frame-
work. Generally speaking, the survey results indicated that the
states have been involved in providing system offender processing
descriptions and system rates of processing (Structure 1) as well
as in providing trends in system processing and forecasts/projec-
tions of future processing (Structure 5) and to a lessor extent in
providing a system resource, workload, and cost description as it
relates to offender processing (Structure 6), analysis of elapsed
time between events in processing and the effect on backlogs (Struc-
ture 2), analysis of length of offender stay iﬂ‘various sentencing
alternatives (Structure 3), and analysis of offender return to the
system (Structure 4).

While the extent to which the states have performed some analy-
sis in each of these structural areas varies, they did generally
express an interest in building their capacity to perform analytic
activities within each of the structural areas.

Finally, the states were asked to identify the types of informa-
tion systems which could be of assistance in addressing questions
related to criminal offender processing and which would thus support
the types of analytic activities mentioned above (i.e., which would

support the major structural frameworks for offender processing in-
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TABLE 3: Frameworks for the Organization and Representation of Offender
Processing Statistics that can Assist in Addressing the Question

Frameworks for the Organization and Representation of
Offender Processing Statistics in Support of Analysis

QUESTION

9

System Return

Offender Processing
Rates of

Flows and Stocks
Events in Processing
& Impact on Processin

Projections of

Future Processing

Stocks
Impact on Corrections

Elapsed Time Between
Length of Sentence;,
Duration of Stay, &
Stocks

System Resources &
Costs Associated with
Offender Processing’

1. How many criminalsare there
in your state?

2. How many unique persons are
arrested in your state in a
year?

3. What percentage of total arrests
are caused by what percentage of
the arrestees?

4. How many people are active at
various stages in the criminal
justice system?

5. How many people are processed
through various' components of
the system?

6. How many people released from
various points in the system re-
turn (e.g., are subsequently ar-
rested again) and how far do they
penetrate the system upon return
(e.g., acquitted, convicted and
sentenced to imprisonment)?

7. How does sentencing vary from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction
(controlling for defendant
characteristics)?

8. How many offenders should state
corrections pian for in future
years? State probation? Local

ails?
. How has the processing of offen-
ders (women, youthful, serious}

changed over time?

10. Where should the criminal jus-
tice system allocate new resourc-|
es (e.g., jails, judgeships, pro-|
secutors)?

1. What offenders are hetter risks
for certain types of corrections
programs (e.g., community correc-
tions, work release, probation)?

12. How many rearrests occur while
persons are active in the crim-
inal justice system? At what
stage age they active when re-
arxésted?

13. What is the time between arrest
and trial? What is the impact
of delay in processing on court
disposition?

(L4. What does 1t CosSt to process a
person through the criminal jus-
tice system?  For various of-

fenses? For various disposi-
tional alternatives?

15. What comparisons can be made
between offender volumes through
the system and the corresponding
costs of processing?

SOURCE: = “Status of State Offender Based Transaction Statistics flystems”; Criminal
Justice Statistics Assoc.; May, 1981.
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formation). While the majority of respondents felt that an OBTS

file would be useful in addressing questions on offender processing

in their states, they also mentioned other types of data bases
which would be critical to or of assistance in addressing the ques-

tions (e.g., court system, corrections, population/demographic). As

stated previously, Table 2 summariges the survey results.

In an effort to respond to the states interest in addressing

questions related to offender processing and based on the relation-

ship between the questions and the major structures outlined above

(e.g., questions can be categorized under one or more structures or

alternatively one or more structures are supportive of analysis to

address the question) this report attempts to define each of the

major structures, illustrate the use and display of these structures

or frameworks, and describe data bases or information which support

the structures. In this way, it is hoped that the information con-

tained in this report can contribute to the states building of a

capacity for systemic justice analysis.

The survey results as well

as examples of work done at the state level were used as a base of

information in writing this report.

v

i
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c. Outline of Report N

This report consists of six chapters corresponding to the major
structures for representation and use of offender processing atatis-

tics specified in Section B above. The chapters are:

I. Offender Processing Flows and Stocks

II. Elapsed Time Between Events in Processing and
Impact on Processing Stocks

III. Corrections Intake, Length of Sentence and Length
of Stay and its Impact on Corrections Population

IV. Rates of Return of the Offender to the Justice
System (Recidivism)

v. Projections of Future Volume and Manner of Criminal

Justice Processing
*

VI. Justice System Resources and Costs

Each chapter contains a conceptual definition of the framework
(e.g., rates of return), an illustration of the use and display of
the framework based primarily on individual state work in the area,
identifies issues in data collection, extraction, and aggregation
related to the framework (e.g., unit of count for analysis;, offender
vs charge), and displays data files and output reports as well as
identifies alternative sources of data to support the framework.

More specifically, each chapter is outlined in the following manner:

Conceptual Definition of the Framework
Tllustration of the Use and Display of the Framework
Issues in Data Collection, Extraction and Aggregation

Alternative Sources of Data to Support the Framework

HO QW ¥

Data Files and Output Reports in Support of the Framework

rigures and rables are in general included where they are

referenced in the narrative; Exhibits are included at the back

of the Chapter Section where they are referenced.

*
This chapter will be completed and disseminated at a later date
as an addendum to this report.
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Chapter I: Offender Processing Flows and Stocks

A. Conceptual Definition of Offender Processing Flows and Stocks

The criminal justice system (CJS) is composed of a group of dis-

tinct agencies each with distinct functional roles - detection and

a : . e .
pprehension, detention, adjudication, corrections - related to crime

and offender processing. In its simplest form, an offender after

entering the criminal justice system (e.g., upon police apprehension)

proceeds from one agency to another and may exit the system at vari-

ous points along the way (e.g., an acqguittal of all charges at the

tria ; i '
1 stage; expiration of sentence and release from a correctional

facility).

represe?ted by a flow diagram‘with‘various stages (represented by
connecting pat§§ between the blocks or exiting paths from a block)
The stages typically represent the offender processing points with;
in the system (e.g., arrest, trial, .sentence) and the fiohlpaths )

> - w O d ow Q i

Figure I.1. provides a simplified description of offender proces-

sing using the flow diagram approach. In this description the Circuit

Court portion of offender processing flow is illustrated Charged de

£ . .
endants are shown in the figure as receiving from the courts one of
the following dispositions:

1) nolle prossed

2) dismissed

3) probation without verdict

4) a guilty plea

5) a jury trial and finding of
a) guilty
b) not guilty

6) a bench trial and finding of
a) guilty
b) not guilty

n " = S ’
Drop-outs"” from the system (i.e., those who are processed no

further) consist in this simplified flow diagram of those:
1) nolle prossed
2) dismissed
3) receiving probation wi i
th
) Eeeawiley out verdict

I . . . 0 . ‘
ndividuals leaving the Circuit Court for further penetration into

the system consist of:

Therefore, the processing of offenders by the system can ke

e e e R R R T i 8
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1) those pleading guilty
2) those found guilty in a bench trial
3) those found guilty in a jury trial

FIGURE I.1.

FLOW THROUGH A CIRCUIT COURT SYSTEM

L ver]
i

gji
t

Figure I.2. illustrates the processing of offenders through all
the principal components of the CJS. Shown are both new arrests

entering the system as well as offenders active at some point in

Ry
Gt

the criminal justice system as of the beginning of the period. The
number in each stage represents the total aggregate offender flow

through the system (e.g., may represent a County, City, State), for all

Not or some offenders (e.g., a year).

Bench
Jury Trial

[—a&;—_:a 'M

The system as represented in the .
Figure I.2. flow diagram is composed of five major subsystems: the

Police/Apprehension Subsystem, the Bail Subsystem, and the Corrections

Subsystem. As illustrated by the flow diagram, an individual may either

;mﬂ'-*«t‘:;-
M
et

fooe- ol §

; Guilty 1

enter the criminal justice system as a new arrest (Stage 3) (i.e.,
Police/Apprehension Subsystem) or may already be active (e.g., await-
ing disposition, in a correction facility, or under corrections super-
| vision) as of the beginning of the year (Stage 2). Individuals
arrested may be released on some type of bond or detained until bond
is posted or until the case is disposed of by the courts (i.e., Bail

Subsystem). Those defendants charged with misdemeanors (or where

to %%
Circuit Court ) sentencing 1
Dispositions Guilty pleas in Circult ’

Court

‘g
Y
Guilty -

Jury
Trial

Arrestees
Charged

: . .

initial charges have been reduced to a misdemeanor) are disposed of

‘ Not
Guilty

at the District Court (i.e., District Court Subsystem). Those defen-

b

‘ dante charged with a felony, requesting a jury trial, or appealing a

District Court conviction are disposed of at the Circuit Court (i.e.,

Circuit Court Subsystem). Upon conviction, an offender may be sen-
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tenced to the Division of Correction (State Incarceration, Stage 11),

the Division of Parole and Probation (State Probation, Stage 13), or

' {{ the local jail (i.e. Corrections Subsystem), or the offender may re-
" - ceive some lessor sentence {e.g., fine, unsupervised probation).
o gi } The flow of offenders through the decision making points can be

thought of as the product of several intermediate flow probabilities.

e oo
>

Referring to Figure I.2., the f£ollowing are among the flow volumes
and flow probabilities that can be defined:

A =
C><l =

| g
Y

number of adult apprehensions

prokability of an adult apprehension proceeding
to District Court trial

probability of a defendant at District Court

trial being convicted

probability of an offender convicted at the Dis-
trict Court being sentenced to State incarceration

K4 = probability of a defendant being bound over to the

Supreme Bench for disposition, given apprehension
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FIGURE I.2..

Flow Diagram Description of a Criminal Justice System

Pending Disposition ygq Prosecuted;

AR

Active State Incar.

Beg.Of Year End ofyYear Digmissed; Other All Others eg._of Year
L 5. | 1367 6,017 3,412 ) Local A 1
CLircuit Court 1,1347 Jail
Subsysten :
] i ¥ State 11.
8. ( y 9. *lIncar 12.NReleaged/
Circuit . Ci?-cuit mﬁ Incar. State aroled
44,029' Actlve Awaitin Court spose Court Circuit State Intake Incarceratién
Active gz;izﬁing Circuit Court Inventory 20,540 Action/ ( 7) Incarcera-~l 4,579 Inventory Year
Total Active peginning of the Disposition Beg.of (r) Trial Sentencing tion 3,916
Beginning of | Of Year| o .. Year - 8062 20,540 13329 Intake -
" the Year and otal Circuit ' 4,579
New Arrests 1,949 Court Filings 1,194 C s
Disposed Other/Direct Fili . o Lorrections
During the 44,029 r/Direc ngs| { 4a) Acquitted 9 Subsystem Y474 !
Year 7. o N
Boundover/ 2 o~ Active S:ZCef >
Pray Jury ) To Circuit Appeal to Circuit Court H o M Incar. End o
Trial Court ‘ 2,239 :‘c’?}, ~t Active State Year '
168,528 16,857 Disposition o Probation Beg. of
19,096 @ @ ar
B
(a) 3 4. T ( 3) / 13,
District | 70,476 14.
New ' 5,58 Probation eleased
Court District District State
31—2-4&) Arrests Charging Court Puil Court Pr:obm:ion-Im;ake State ring
rrests Disposed Document [ourt Trial k1,245 "sentencin Intak ’ Probation ear
Disposed| In FY Trial ’ 8 lstate Probation 12,62 ntake Inventory /17,741
(1) 70,476 ( 9) 41,245 18,214 —
124,499
122,550 12,279 20,572
16,952
Unknown ’ 4,424
Acquitted YProb. w/o
Police/Apprehension 35,217 Verdict A1l ______’_Local Jail Actfve State
Subgystem Others Probation
_Bail Not Prosecuted; District Court Subsyst End of Year
Subsystem Dismissed; Other SYaten.
e - i oo s & e e ey e e et e y oo e o " o S &‘-:w
O . g e SIS bR S-S (S NI S SN SNt SRS S SN A S SRR SR A T m R
- ’ )
i g
- bt . (R 2 X

Rl

A

e R T £

2o

i3



B T T A AN

s
T

==

&=

proTey

JRN——

patraresy U
el [p— Y

A S o T T S e -, . A o - . o e e

- 25 -

r = ratio cof Circuit Court dispositicns to Circuit
Court filings
= probability of a defendant before the Circuit
Court going to trial
HKg = probability of a defendant at Circuit Court
trial being convicted
= probability of an offender convicted at the
Circuit Court being sentenced to State incarceration
Using these flow and flow probabilities one can define, for example,
the total probability of being incarcerated as the sum of the proba-
bility of being incarcerated by the District Court and the probability

of being incarcerated by the Circuit Court levels:

(1.1)

Where I is the probability given arrest of being incarcerated
in a State institution.

Court commitments (C) to incarceration can then be derived as
follows:

C = ACXI (1.2)

Using this type of flow diagram framework the aggregate process-
ing of offenders through the criminal justice syétem can be described.
Rectangular shaped stages and line flow paths can be used to describe
the manner of offender processing and the outcome of offender process-
ing at various decision making points, i.e., processing flows. The
diamond shaped boxes can be used to represent those stages where delay
in processing cause offender gueues to build up (e.g., at the court
stages) as well as those stages where court commitments and sentences
result in the formation of active populations (e.g., at the custody
and supervision stages). The resulting queues of active offenders
can be thought of as system stocks.

Given this simple framework, offender processing can be described
in a multitude of ways depending on those attributes of the criminal
justice system and the offender one wishes to highlight. The only
real constraint imposed on the type and detail of the description is

the ability to obtain actual data on prior offender processing which
can support the flow diagram description of interest. Given the data

constraint, the principal consideration in determining the type of
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offender flow description to develop is the set of anticipated uses &; }
or issues the flow description is to assist in illuminating. Among g} f
the questions about the system and the offender which must be ad- ﬁ . 5. What time period of offender pro i |
- : Y cessing i ¥
dressed when considering alternative ways to flow diagram offender [1 iepteq by the flow diagram? Fdr'exampgels b0 be repre- j
. ription of offerider Processing for: r dggregate des- :
processing are: : i
i a. A Year - fji ; v '
1. Which components or combination of components of the sys- g] b. A Calendar SSZEtgi calendar |
tem are to be represented in the flow diagram? For T g : ;
example: 3 - How often should th et %
i {} example: e flow description be updated? For !
a. Police/Apprehension " f
b Bail/Detention é a. Bi-annually !
c. Prosecution Screening "1 b. Annually‘ é
d. Lower (District) Court g‘ C. Quarterly :
e. Upper (Circuit) Court - ‘
f. Appeal Court(s) 'g , ;
g. Corrections - Custody - : {I ’ i
h. Corrections - Supervision - :
i »
2. For which jurisdictions are flow diagrams to be prepared? 4 I ;
For example: !
i

Statewide only 1
Each county or selected counties (1

OO0 W

Selected cities

3. For which attributes of aggregate offender processing
should separate flow diagrams be prepared? For example: ‘ I ,
g |

ek

Lo

3

a. Type of offense (e.g., most serious) of the
offenders at arrest

b. Type of offense (e.g., most serious) of tle
offenders at final court disposition g

c. For a selected type of crime, separate flow
diagrams for groupings of the arrestees by
age, race, and sex

i S,

oy Bt
.
N pd 1 : '
)

4. Which attributes of aggregate offender processing might
(alternatively or additionally) be described by flow-
paths within a given flow diagram description? For !

example:

yersiy
st A
g

i

a. Bail status of the offender population at
the initial appearance, court disposition,
conviction, and sentencing stages of processing
b. Type of Defense Attorney at the initial
appearance, court disposition, convicticn L
and sentencing stages of processing

i
gz
S —
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c. Type of crime (most serious) for the offender e
population at the arrest, court disposition, ,é -
conviction, sentencing, commitment to custody, ' B B ﬁ
and commitment to supervision stages of pro- - . a4
cessing fﬁ
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Illustration of the Use and Display of Statistics on
Offender Processing Flows and Stocks

The flow diagram format for representing data on offender process-

flows and stocks can be used to:

Provide a uniform structure for representing statistical data
on offender processing derived from any one or number of in-
formation systems and/or sources of data.

Enable a description of the existing system to be
presented.

Enable the interaction between system components
(e.g., law enforcement, courts, corrections) to be
visually illustrated.

Enable data inconsistencies or discrepancies in the
statistical description of system components to be
more easily recognized and steps taken to highlight
and even reconcile these differences.

Enable large amounts of data (e.g., from a state
OBTS) to be displayed in a way that is potentially
more meaningful then simply preparing aggregate
statistical tables or charts.

Allow for the representation of a statistical des-
cription of offender processing that is tailored

to or in response to a particular question or issue
of concern.

Provide base line data from which indicators of system process-
ing can be derived.

a.

Enable the volume of activity flows and stocks through
various decision making points to be compared. For
example, comparison of the crime mix of the offender
population at the arrest stage, versus court stage,
versus conviction stage. Alternatively, comparison

of the geographic distribution of offenders by county
at the arrest stage, versus court stage, versus cor-
rection stage.

Enable the generation of system "flow rates”" which
describe the percent of offenders at one point in
process who "penetrate" into the system to another
point in process or who "dropout" or exit the system
at a point in process (system penetration and drop-
out rates). These rates can, for example, be com-
pared for various attributes or combinations of attri-
butes of the offender population such as type of offense,
jurisdiction of arrest, type of counsel, age, race, sex,
and prior criminal record.

Enable the generation of system "stock rates" which
describe the population of the offenders active in

the system. For example, the number of persons de-
tained awaiting trial compared to the total number

of persons awaiting trial or the number of persons

in state institutions compared to the number of

Preceding page blank
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persons active in all forms of sentence (e:g.,.local
jails, probation, psychiatric care, gtate institu-
tions, residential treatment fa01llt1esz. )
Enable the generation of system "retention rates’
which describe the relationship between a processing
stock and a processing flow. For example,_tpe number
of persons ‘active in the system (e.g., awaltlpg court
disposition and serving a sentence) as of a given
point in time compared to the numbgr of persons pro-
cessed through the system over a given peylgd of t%me
(e.g., number of persons arreste@ or receiving a final
disposition during the year). Like the other~s¥stem
rates, the system retention rates take on addltlgna}
meaning when they can be generated for characteristics
of the offender population like type of offense.
Enable, where the flow descript@on is updated perlqdl—
caily (e.g., annually), the monitoring of ghanges in
the volume and manner of processing over time.

Provide a base of information and a framework for‘representing
data that can be used to consider and assess the impact of
change on the system.

.

Fnable identification of potential problem areas
where a more detailed description and understanding
and analysis may be required. :

Enable the impact of change from externa% f?ctors
(e.g., demographic shifts in the popglgtlon s struc-
ture - age, sex, race; economic conditions) to be
considered. .

Enable the impact of change from 1nternal.factors
(e.g., policy, program, procedures, practices) to
be considered. o

Enable alternative strategies for achleylng the
same objective to be considered and their poten-
tial impact analyzed.
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The display and use of offender processing flows and stocks can

best be illustrated by the efforts on the part of the states in this

regard.

The state efforts also illustrate the variety of data bases

which are .used to support statistical descriptions of offender

processing.

1.

Examples of the use of flow diagrams to provide a
statistical description of offender processing de-
rived from one or several information systems and/or
sources of data:

Exhibit I.l. - is a flow diagram description for
the State of California of the volume and manner
of processing of felony defendants disposed in
1979. The defendant population shown are those
defendants disposed in 1979 who were arrested on

a felony charge. Felony defendant processing is
shown starting with the arrest stage and proceed-
ing through the prosecutor, lower court, and superior
court stages of processing. The data base which
supports this processing flow description is the
California Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics
(BCS) Offender Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)
system. Similar diagrams can be prepared for any
county arresting agency; judicial district; arrest
offense;: convicted offense; and age, race, and sex
of the offender.

Exhibit I.2. - is a flow diagram for the state of
Arkansas of felony processing for FY 1974. The de-
fendant population shown is the disposition outcomes
for defendants arrested in 1974 for a felony. The
processing flow is shown starting at arrest and pro-
ceeding through court disposition and sentencing.

The data base which supports this processing flow
description is the manually collected Offender
Based Transaction Statistics System (OBTS) of the
Statistical Analysis Center of the Arkansas Criminal
Justice and Highway Safety Information Center.

Exhibit I.3. - is a flow diagram description for
the state of New York of the dispositional out-
comes of felony indictments disposed of for the
period October 1 through December 31, 1974. Un-
like the previous flow descriptions, this descrip-
tion does not start with arrest. Instead, only
felony processing through the adjudication process
beginning with indictment and ending with final dis-
position is shown. In addition, the unit of count
is the indicted defendant i.e., an individual who
is indicted in two separate indictments is counted
as two indicted defendants. The data gathering
and reporting system developed in response to the

P e e gt



New York Dangerous Drug Control Law and maintained by
the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Ser-

vices was used in preparing this statistical description.

Exhibit I.4. - is a flow diagram description for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania of the dispositional out-
comes of defendants processed in the Pennsylvania Courts
of Common Pleas during 1976. The unit of count used
for tabulation is the defendant with the disposition
reported at either the time of disposition where there
is no conviction or, if convicted, after the sentence
has been imposed. The data base supporting this des-
cription is the Criminal Court Reporting Program of

the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts.

Exhibit I.5. - is a flow diagram description of
offender processing flows and stocks for the
Pennsylvania Criminal Justice System for 1976.

The composite description is drawn from data ob-
tained from several sources. The flow diagram pro-
vides a general overview of criminal justice activ-
ity at different points in the system from arrest
through court disposition, and corrections. The
flow diagram also identifies areas of data uncer-
tainty and inconsistency that might not be apparent
had data from the various sources been shown in iso-
lation.

Exhibit I.6. -~ provides comparative flow descriptions
of processing for the offense of robbery for Ada
County, Idaho for 1974 and 1978. The processing
volumes shown represent adult robbery arrests and

the resulting dispositional outcomes. The data in
support of this description was manually collected
from agency files by the Statistical Analysis Center
staff of the Idaho Law Enforcement Planning Commis-
sion.

Exhibit I.7. - is a flow diagram description of
juvenile client processing through the Nebraska
Juvenile Courts for 1979. Reporting is done via

a Juvenile Court Statistical reporting form which
is completed by the courts and submitted to the
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Crimin-
al Justice. There the data is entered into a mach-
ine readable form and a magnetic tape is created.
Analysis of the data is currently done remotely
via the Michigan Terminal System (MTS) at Wayne
State University, Detroit, Michigan.
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Examples of the use of processing flow and stock statistics as
indicators of system processing volumes and rates.

a. Exhibits illustrating the volume of activity flows and
stocks for various offender characteristics:

Exhibits I.8. and 9. - show by type of felony offense
at arrest the length of pre-trial confinement (exhi-
bit I.8.) and final amount of bail set (Exhibit I.9.)
respectively for defendants arrested in Arkansas for
1974. This information is derived from Arkansas'
OBTS data base.

Exhibit I.1l0. - shows for Multnumah County, Oregon,

by the charge at arrest, an overview of justice pro-
cessing, court dispositions, and sentences. This in-
formation is compiled from a sample of 1976 CCH arrest
records with subsequent court disposition followup.
The unit of analysis is the offender.

ExhibitsI.1l1l.-13. -~ show for felony arrests in Cali-
fornia disposed in 1979: (1) the type of disposi-
tion by arrest offense (Exhibit I.1l.), (2) the

court of conviction and sentence by convicted offense
(Exhibit I.12.), and the type of disposition by county

(Exhibit I.13.). This information is derived from
California's OBTS data base.
Exhibit I.l4. - shows for the state of Maryland for

FY 1977 processing flows by jurisdictional groupings
through the major components of the justice system
(Law Enforcement, District Court, Circuit Court, and
Corrections). The data to support this description
is derived from computerized statistical output re-
ports generated from the various agency management
information systems.
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Exhibits illustrating system rates of processing: & ﬂ~

N C. Exhibits illus+ i

Exhibit I.15. - shows for Iowa for the period of April, | [orn _ . raflng the volume and manner of offender
1977 - September, 1978 the pre-trial release screening g processing over time:
decision outcomes for various offense categories. This . Exhibi .
data is derived from Iowa's Bureau of Correctional ' ; s é 1t 1.25. - shows in table form the volume of de-
Evaluation data base. o ) g enzsagglzﬁzepproceSSlng through the principal compon-
Exhibit I.16. - shows for Oregon the rate of offender - the years l97i223¥évan%ﬁec:imigél,JUSt}Ce system for
dropout from arrest through c¢convicticn and prison sen- k ¥ table are drawn froﬁ variot atistics displayed in this
tencing for Part I violent felony arrests in CY 1977. o f Bxhibi }S agency data bases.
The unit of count is the offender with the most serious xXhibits I.26. and 27. - show in ‘table and graph f
crime at arrest and the crime with the most serious i EESP§CthE}Y the volume and manner of disposit?on in
judicial outcome selected to describe offender pro- : g T € lowa District Court for the period FY 1958_FY1§?
cessing. The data base used to generate the statisti- ; ; he unit of count is the charge against the off °
cal description of offender processing is the Computer- = as opposed to the offender. The data is fro; inggr
ized Criminal History (CCH) file maintained by the g“ g}cal Summaries created from reports of Divtristacls_
Oregon State Police. - { Ié;gogétgoﬁs submitted by the Clerks of Co;rt Eo tﬁgrt
Exhibit I.17. - shows for Iowa the rate of offender - Exhibitp ; zznt of Social Services.
dropout from the courts through the conviction and i -tS 1. ._and 29. - show c i .
seniencing stages of processing for felonies dis- - 3 [ flow for selected types of crlmgmgﬁigﬁézetgrocesSlng
posed in the period 1974-1977. The data to support . tor and court stages of processing in the D§ Erosecu—
this description was taken principally from the Iowa ! | Columbia Superior Court for the years 1977 lsdriCt of
Department of Social Services computerized offender - g; The unit of count is the defendant case Tﬁn d 28
case files. . ' ﬁ;iiented on felony case flow is from the ca:e ;gga e
Exhibits I.18-21. - show for felony arrests in Cali- ; % ' tion é;ii;;s(Sﬁoﬁ?g)Pro?ecu?or's Management Informa?
fornia disposed in 1979: (1) the rates of system . i gE Office for the Dist 'malptalned by the U.s. Attorney's
dropout by type of arrest offense (Exhibit I.18.), . e 1strict of Columbia.
(2) the rates of system dropout by race of the arrest- : Exhibit T.30. - shows the volume of inmat
ees (Exhibit I.19.), (3) the rates of system dropout _ i3 and flows through the State of New York Cgir:ﬁiigial

by age groupings of the arrestees (Exhibit I.20.), System for the Years 1969-1978.

and (4) the rates of system dropout for groupings is the offender. The data is fro
of the counties based on size of the population 4 Department of Correctional Serv
(Exhibit I.21.). The data base to support this DR Exhibit I.31. —
description is California's OBTS.

The accounting unit
rom the New York State
1ces manual records.

shows the status of adult
) . S
state and Ilocal Supervision for the State ofuggii—

,? fgrg;: gﬁgetge yearﬁ 1974-1979, The accounting unit
‘ naer. The data is derived fro | i
Ous correctional services agencies of themsﬁgievarl—

!"4’-‘—’3:1«* 3
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Exhibit I.22. - shows the dispositional outcomes for
defendants disposed in FY 1974 by the Supreme Bench
(Upper Court) of Baltimore City. The unit of count
is the defendant and the charge shown is the most

ATt
ey

serious at court filing. The Supreme Berich Court b
Scheduling and Information System data base was used .
to support this description of processing rates. g&
Exhibits I.23.-24. - show the relationship as a -
function of the type of offense at filirsg (most .

serious) between adults active in the system as g
of a given point in time (a system stock) and

adults disposed of by the court over time (sys-

tem flow). The unit of count is the defendant

and the data displayed is from the Supreme Bench !
(Upper Court) of Baltimore City Court Scheduling

and Information System. These exhibits illustrate [N

the concept 0of a system retention rate (i.e., how
many defendants are active in the system for a given
volume of defendant throughput).
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3. Examples of the use of processing flow and stock statistics to ! g (6 Co
consider and assess the impact of change on the system: m g ) Initiation of a statewide public defender system
3 | (7) Creation of ; l ’
a. System changes aimed at increased utilization of exist- L ﬁ f involving policecoﬁiglnated effort to controil arson
e £l o i L » . % dustry. ’ €, prosecutor, insurange in-
g ow paths between decision making points or creat gg H
. , . . il i : . .
ing new flow paths between existing decision making - g (8) Deinstitutionalization of status offender

(9) Sight and sound separation of juveniles ang

oints.
poin adults.

[ Sl
L
ey .
Q

(1) Changes in bail setting procedures and use of pre-
trial resources to impact on defendant bail processing -
release on own recognizance, court operated moneyed
bail, privately operated bail, pre-trial detention.

System changes aimed at diverting individu

Ste . als out
criminal justice system. o e

(1) Decriminalizati
: 1on of certain crim
public drunkeness, victimless offensegf (e.g.,

(2) Removal of stat
. , NS : us offenders from .
} diction of the Juvenile justice SYSterﬁhe JurLss

| (3) D%version of drug
Z rehabilitation Program

€ Fa=al | et
i

P

(2) Changes in judicial sentencing resulting in more
or less use of state prisons versus local jails, pro-
bation, and community residential facilities.

H

(3) Changes in manner of release of state inmates -
commutation, court order, parole, expiration of sen-
tence and its impact on prison population.

(4) Changes in sentences as a result of new criminal
code, introduction of mandatory sentencing or revi-
sion of penalties for selected offenses (e.g., com-
mission of offense with a firearm, repeat offender).

dependent persons to drug

e

Ty
H E
- - ;

(4) Creation of community arbitrat

. S ion c
handle minor Criminal disputes. enters to

| Eavom— ]

LR |
=1
s,

(5) Changes in court jurisdiction for different of- b .
fense categories. ]
(6) Changes in minimum sentence for inmates to be
housed in state institutions. ; ’ %

(7) Changes in manner of court processing aimed at .
reducing delay from arrest to disposition. F

b. System changes aimed at creation of an entirely new way ' j

of processing individuals through the criminal justice :

L sy
L

system.

(1) Introduction of intensive supervision program f
for parolees and probationers. -

%
SR e e Y
R §
R

(2) Introduction of community and residential based rx
corrections. L

(3) Introduction of probation before or without E ;
judgement. | - ;
(4) Introduction of rape crisis centers. L E

(5) Creation in the prosecutor's office of a career
criminal program including the dedication of judi-
cial, prosecutor, and defense services to manage
this caseload. )

PP

Pr———y [——
= % !

. T T o) e z
Spcaie 2 T




i

o0 T UF o rovrtthy TRV oY ooy €% rCayorYy ooy oIy 5
i
|
| iy
i :
| : i
- CHART K !
%% » 1979 DISPOSITIONS OF ADULTS ARRESTED FOR FELLONY OFFENSES H
¢ g ‘ ’ Felony Arrest Disposition Summary ¥
3 . N #
L U=G Police and Prosecutor Processing f
g TOTAL ARREST DISPOSITIONS !
! @ 170,980 g
: = 100.0% !
[~~] . !
N % Qlﬂ&ll..l..l.Qi...OQOQIIQGO.I.IQQ.'QGI'&‘IQIIG"0.!'3'!.&.0.8'8"!..‘0....!'00!& 5
i * . . . 5
¢ - * « . t
N WARRANTS IND