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| NTRODUCTI ON

Probation workl oad has been a major topic of debate since the
1950's. Early enphasis on casel oad size recognized that line staff were a
fixed resource but failed to be accepted because the recomended limts
were arbitrary, did not directly relate to sanctioning goals and were not
fl exi ble enough to adapt to managenent's need to bal ance resources between
of fenders with varying service needs and other services that support the
overal | justice system

Initial efforts at nore "scientific" approaches to neasure
wor kl oad suffered from limted technologies and ill-defined goals. The
results of these efforts led to studies that described what a probation

of ficer does and how it is done (functional officer based DESCRI PTI VE
analysis) but failed to give admnistrators information necessary to
devel op staffing requirements based on any mninum standards associated
with client / program specific requirenments (client based PRESCRI PTI VE
anal ysi s).

By the late 1970's, longitudinal client based prescriptive studies
were devel oped. These studies are characterized by follow ng sanpl es of
clients or programmatic duties over a period of two (2) to three (3)
mont hs and recording all time spent to supervise the case or conplete the
prescribed duty. Only those cases that net m nimum standards are anal yzed
to determine staffing needs. This new design, PRESCRI PTIVE, tied resource
acqui sition and deploynent needs to formal client assessnents
(classification) and m ni mum standards (a neasure of productivity and
value). As a result of the focus on client / programdriven workl oad
measurenment, admnistrators were able to tie together sanctioning goals,

program goal s and resource nanagenment goals into one system  This system



is collectively referred to as, "case managenent."

In 1984 the Col orado Judicial Departnent commtted to a fornal
"case managenent" systemthat included an assessnent of the potential risk
and denonstrated needs of each offender, a structured interview process to
develop client specific supervision strategies, prescriptive workl oad
measures and an MS based on each conponent. To assist the departnment a
grant fromthe National Institute of Corrections (NNC) was used to
i mpl ement the system state wide. The workload portion of the system was
conpleted in 1935 and was used as the foundation for budget requests and
staffing allocation.

Bet ween 1985 and 1930 the Judicial Departnent underwent
si gnificant program changes that required corresponding adjustnents to
their case nmanagenent system Exanpl es i ncl uded the devel opnent of
i ntensive supervision, electronic nonitoring, drug screening and
I nterstate conpact prograns. In addition it was felt that the origina
study was conducted before the case managenent systemwas confortably in
place and therefore studied a systemin transition. As a result, from
1383 through 1989 the department made a significant effort to adjust the
classification, MS and workl oad conponent of their case nanagenent
system The validation of the adult and Juvenile risk assessnent scal es
as well as the initial pilot of a decentralized MS are noteworthy
exanpl es of the commtnent to case nmanagenent as a nmanagenent phil osophy.
Equally significant is the commtnent to nodifying the workl oad

measurenent portion of the system



This report describes the study, its results and offers
reconmendat i ons. Pl ease note that the analysis and interpretation of the
results are those of the author and may not reflect the views of the

Col orado Judicial Departrment or the National Institute of Corrections.



STUDY DESI GN

The nost significant characteristic of the designis that it is
prescriptive. As previously stated, prescriptive studies focus on the
time required to nmeet the mninumstandards that clients require as
measured over a longitudinal period of time. This design allows us to
focus on the client or client related duties as the unit of analysis as
opposed to the line officer.

To operationalize this nethod the department selected nine (9)
Judicial Districts and the Denver Juvenile Court to participate in the
study. The districts represent the diversity of the states geography,
popul ation and ethnicity. I ncluded in the study were all adult and
juvenile supervision and investigation functions. By design, each officer
participating in the study recorded each activity and the amount of tine
spent on that activity on a randomy sel ected sanple of cases and
i nvestigations Over a 10 day period from Qctober 16, 1989 through January
12, 1990.

To mnimze the errors associated with officers self reporting
their own data three precautions were taken. First, the time study forns
etc. were piloted for two weeks to all ow feedback regarding flaws or
difficulties with the design and inplenentation process. Second, six (6)
core team nmenbers were assigned districts to provide on site training and
followup. Finally, all data collection instruments were to be screened
on a nonthly basis to catch potential problens and provi de ongoi ng
resolution of those problems. The overall goal of the on site training
and rmonitoring of the study participants was to continually denonstrate,
to the participating officers, the inplications of the study and the

i nportance of the results to the nmanagenent and operation of the Judicial
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Department.  APPENDI X A contains the instructions and forns used In the

st udy.

STUDY RESULTS - STATE W DE

The followng tables illustrate the overall results of the
workl oad study. It is these results that are used as basic inputs to the
staffing nodel used by the Judicial Departnent. It nust be noted that

these are basic study results. The Department may choose to alter the
val ues based on proposed policy changes. | n nost cases, the proposed

policy change can be simulated based on the data in the workload study.

ADULT SUPERVI SI ON

SUPERVI SI ON TYPE TI ME" N % MEETI NG STDS
Adm ni strative . 64 105 NOT APPL| CABLE
M ni mum .64 108 65
Medi um .95 217 79
Maxi mum 2. 80 110 60
[1S 3.00 79 32
New 1.10 148 NOT APPLI| CABLE

JUVENI LE SUPERVI SI ON

SUPERVI SI ON TYPE TI ME" N % MEETI NG STDS
Adm ni strative .30 61 NOT APPL| CABLE
M ni mum .90 80 74
Medi um 1.90 95 23
Maxi mum 3.00 103 10
New 2.50 90 NOT APPLI CABLE

* Al tinme in HOURS

— e -



ADULT | N VESTI GATI ONS

I NVESTI GATI ON TYPE Tl VE* N
Fel ony PSI 6.5 350
M sdenmeanor PSI 5.1 79
Deferred Sentence 6.1 26
35B 5.5 6
Interstate Conpact 1.7 21

JUVEN LE | NVESTI GATI ONS
| NVESTI GATI ON TYPE TI MVE* N
cust ody 0.00 0
Prelimnary 0. 00 0
Det ention 1. 20 141
Pre-Pl ea 3. 40 1
I nt ake 5. 80 1
Pre-Di sposition 7.90 124
Transf er 14. 40 6

* Al time in HOURS

DI SCUSSI ON

In general, the "first cut" or initial view of these results is
satisfactory. As with any study it is anticlimactic to reduce 90 days of
data collection, hours of review, data entry and analysis to a few
nunbers.  However, these overall results formthe basis for admnistrators
to devel op staffing nodel s and other strategic plans that effect the
probation operations of the Judicial Departnent.

The nost significant problemw th the study is the small proportion of
supervision cases on which standards were net. This problem is sonmewhat

mtigated by the large initial sanple size and will be addressed in the

managenent reconmmendati ons section.
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STUDY RESULTS =- BY DISTRICT (ALL TIME IN HOURS)
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* TRANSFER i nvestigations were conputed as a conposite of felony psi's
wi thout drug tests and juvenile disposition reports and therefore no
district by district analysis was conduct ed.

It should be noted that the district by district conparisons are
made for illustration purposes only. Were a (-) occurs no cases were
avai l abl e for analysis. Also, District 2 under all Juvenile headings is

exclusively Denver Juvenile court. The district by district values are

di scussed in the recommendati ons section.



CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS

G ven the major effort to conduct a workload study of this
magni tude the value theresults are sure to be exam ned from nmany
perspectives. To mitigate on "over evaluation" (of the results two (2)
basi ¢ perspectives, updating the budget / resource allocation staffing
nodel s and the inplications of the study results conpared to the overal
case managenent system will be addressed.

The grant application specificallystates the needs of the
Judi ci al Departnent,

"The principle objective is to provide revised
wor kl oad val ues by use of a longitudinal prescriptive

time study design. Budget devel opnent and resource

all ocation nodels will be upgraded to include revised
val ues. "

based on this statement the study has achieved its primary purpose. The
study values (in sone cases legitimately nodified based on revised
policies) were accepted and proposed to upgrade the departnment staffing
model .  The proposed application of the study results are illustrated in a
June 6th menorandum in Appendi x B.

There is one caution that nust be used in applying these workl oad
val ues to resource allocation decision nmaking. Based on this data it is
not reconmended that district specific values be used. There is no doubt
that there are some differences between districts based on geography,
client types and workload |evels. However, two (2) factors make district
speci fic decisions |npossible. First, the sanpling process was devel oped
to minimze the intrusion of the study and therefore each districts'
sanpl e sizes are not sufficient for specific analysis. Second, the
overal | percentage of cases neeting standards is very low In order to

make district specific allocations it is necessary to have at |east 60



cases per workload category that nmeet or exceed standards. As a result,
until the technol ogy or nethodol ogy of workload neasurenent inproved,
state wi de averages should be applied to each district. [t should be
noted that this application is still far superior to any ratio nethod.

The fact that a significant percentage of study cases did not neet
m ni num supervi sion standards raises a nunber of issues. First, one mght
expect that officers in the study would have nade a special effort to
attend to every detail of the study cases in order to achieve results that
indicate the need for significant staff increases. Since this did not
occur it is likely that officershave not been conplying, in general, wth
the case management-systemand are likely performing at |evels consistent
with individually or district determ ned standards. It follows then that
these results are somewhat conservative in that special consideration was
not given to the study cases.

The second issue is the existence of "truly different” supervision
l evels or clients. Dramatically different results are not expected
bet ween m ni mum and adm ni strative categories since service |levels are
very low for both. However, if the overall case managenent systemis to,
be valid there should be significant differences between the clients and
the time required to supervise them according to their supervision |evel
Recent validation studies indicate dramatic differences in revocaticn
rates between offenders classified according to the Departments' risk
scales. The workload study indicates, when controlling for supervision
standards, a nearly 4 fold difference required to supervise m ni mum vs
maxi mum cases at or above the m ninmum standard.

Based on this information it is clear that the classification

system identifies significantly different groups and that the m ni mum

oSanr O



st andards associated wth these groups are also significantly different.
Therefore, based on the small proportion of cases neeting standards it can
be concluded that in spite of valid classification instrunents and
differential supervision standards the line officers are not actively
using the case managenent system
Based on the analysis of the data and di scussions w th Judici al

Departnent staff the foilow ng recomendations should be considered

o That the Departnent accept and apply the workl oad study

values to its staffing nodel. In all but a few cases, where

some workl oad categories are rarely perforned, the val ues for

stats w de averages are based on sufficient data to be used as

primary input to the staffing nodel

o That the Department should imediately develop plans for a
quality control process focused at the first |ine supervisors.
The goal of this process is to inprove officer understanding,
acceptance and conpliance with the case managenent system  This
task should be assigned to the core team

It is very clear that the Departnent has a valid case
managenment system It is also clear that the systemis under
utilized by line staff. This is not uncommon and is nost |ikely
the result of a failure of m ddl e nmanagenent to enforce the
system As a result, line staff see that their non conpliance
Is either unnoticed or not a concern to their inmmediate
supervisor or district and is therefore not really all that
| mportant. By focusing responsibility for conpliance on the

m ddl e nanager the Departnment acconplishes two (2) goals. First

TRAAT 1NQ



it illustrates the inportance top nmanagenent places on the
attributes of the case nanagenent system Second, it provides a
formal role for the supervisor in the process. Wthout a fornal
role for the supervisor line staff often feel that the weight of
departnmental changes falls on their shoul ders alone, especially
if they see that they are required to make significant changes

while their supervisors are not.

o That the current workload study data be specifically analyzed
to assess what type of supervision line staff are currently

provi di ng. This analysis is based on individual contacts not
controlling for conpliance with standards. This type of

anal ysis is not useful for budget devel opnent but can be very
useful to determne what line staff feel are inportant
supervision requirements and how they currently performtheir
activities. An assessnent of this data conpared to current
standards will give the departnent an idea of the degree to

whi ch officer conpliance and acceptance of case nanagenent

exi sts.

0 subsequent workload studies should be conducted at no greater
than three (3) year cycles. Two (2) year intervals are the

ideal. Wth nearly five (5) years between studies many changes
had taken pl ace. In addition, some of the lessons |earned from
the first workload study may have been forgotten. By review ng
the systemevery two or three years the Departnent can actively

mai ntain control to the systens performance and make changes as
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soon as possible. This process will keep the overall system

fresh and consistently illustrates the Departnents' conm tnent

to case nmanagenent.

o That the Departnent consider the core team a permanent
"structure" used for systsm maintenance and strategic planning.
It 1s now very clear that the idea of installing a case
managenent systemthat maintains itself is not possible. [If the
Department is to continue to reap the maxi num potential of the
systemis nust fornally realize that each of the conponents wl|
have to be nodified ,over time. The ongoing support and
comritment to a core teamallows for a diverse group of line
staff, supervisors and admnistrators to assess the need for

changes and have input into the management process.
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Office Of The State Court Administrator

Colorado Judicial Department

1301 PENNSYLVANIA STREET SUITE 300
JAMES D. THOMAS DENVER COLORADO 80203-2416
STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR (303) 861-1111

Sept enber 7, 1989
MEMORANDUM

TO John I-[I]c_)I Itor_l, t Chi ef Probation O ficer, 1st Judici al
stric

Jack Lutes, Chief Probation Officer, 2nd Judici al
District

Timothy Turley, Chief Probation Officer, Denver
Juveni | e Court

Kenneth McQelland, Chief Probation Officer, 4th
Judicial District

Thomas Bennhoff, Chief Probation Officer, 5th
Judicial District

John Elliott, Chief Probation Officer, 8th
Judicial District

Allan Enrich, Chief Probation Officer, 10th
Judicial District

Steven Proctor, Chief Probation Oficer, 13th

_ Judicial D strict

Ti mothy Wl sh, Chief Probation Officer, 14th
Judicial District

Charlie Schmalz, Chjief Probation Officer, 21st
Judicial District

FROM Vern Fogg, |SP Adm nistrator fé/;
SUBJECT: Probation Tine Study

The tinme study is scheduled to commence Cctober 16, ending
January 12, 1990. | have enclosed the proposed data collection
forms, sanple selection instructions and coding instructions for
your review. Ani/ suggested nodifications nust be submtted to
me by Septenber 18. On-site training should be schedul ed
Septenber 26-29. You nust contact the assigned trainer by
Septenber 15 to make specific arrangenents.



m ni num

Tr ai ner

Mar garet Longo

Probati on Supervi sor
18th Judicial District
794- 3224

Art Gsier

Probation Supervi sor
4th Judicial District
719- 630- 2850

Ni ck Rusovi ck

Probati on Supervisor
10th Judicial District
719-546-5073

Sharon Wi ght
Probation Supervi sor
4th Judicial District
719- 630- 2850

Vern Fogg

| SP Adm ni strator
SCA Ofice
861-1111

Sherry Kester
Policy Anal yst
SCA Ofice
861-1111

The forms will then be pilot
1989, for-staff to further
of cases selected for
adm ni strative and
necessary to mmintain an assignnent
I nvestigations throughout
assist the nmonitor in review ng cases for
have any questi ons,

comment .

the tinme study.

pl ease contact

Assi gned
Districts

1st

4t h and 14th

10t h

Denver Juvenile

2nd and 21st

8th and 13th

tested the week of October 2-6

( Pl ease submt a master |[|ist
the tine study within the maxi mum medi um

| SP categori es.

It will also be
new, IS and
These lists wll
proper coding. If you

ne as soon as possible.

VF/ ks
Encl osur es

ccC: CORE Team



PROBATION TIME STUDY

SAMPLE SIZE
ADULT SUPERVISICN
DISTRICTS

1ST 2ND 4TH STH

NEW(.06) 15 24 18 S

IIS(.15) 13 10 10 5

MAXIMUM(.15) 15 28 27 6

MEDIUM(.15) 61 30 26 5

MIMIMUM(.15) 33 30 30 5

ADM(.15) 35 33 30 6

ISP(.25) 10 25 25 2

TOTAL 182 180 166 34

JUVENILE SUPERVISION
DISTRICTS
CASE TYPE iST 2ND 4TH STH
JUVENILE

NEW(.15) 16 10 7 5

MAXIMUM( . 25) 11 63 15 5

MEDIUM(.15) 25 32 25 5

MIMIMUM(.15) 21 34 15 5

ADM(.15) 5 59 12 5

TOTAL . 78 200 74 25
INVESTIGATIONS 25

EVERY ADULT AND JUVENILE INVESTIGATION FOR &9~ DAY PERIOD
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PAGE :
COLORADO JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

SUPERVISION TIME STUDY
DISTRICT: . A CLIENT’S NAME:

OFFICER: _____ , (Print)
(Initials) CASE NO.: 5-/3 A DIV.:
J(,qm (‘ev z A CASE TYPE: ADULT . 14 JUVENILE ‘
START DATE:22-£%/19-20/21- 24 DATE COMPLETE:2v-25/24 27/ 28 29
TYPE QF OFFENSE;Eéz LEGAL STATUS (check one gnlx) 23
(Most serious offense) Juvenile
Felony Adjudicated A Conviction
Misdemeanor Non-adjudicated__ - Deferred Sentence/Judgment
Other Interstate Interstate
ISP: Phase I __ Phase 11
SUPERVISION TYPE: 27
NEW____ MED____ REVOCATION
[IS___ MIN (Complete if revocation is filed during time study.)
MAX___ ADM Date Filed:2{-3¥32¢-29/¢0-Y/Date Revoked:Y3-¥ Y55 ¥7-¥F
CONTACT CODES
FUNCT S
Court Time............. 01
PERSON Counseling/Report...... 02
Probationer........ 01 Surveillance/Curfew....03
Parent/Guardian....02 PLACE Write/Dictate/Edit..... 04
Family............. 03 Office................. 01 Risk/Need Assessment...05
Collateral......... 04 Home................... 02 CMC/SJS.....oovinna.... 06
N/A .o 09 School................. 03 Record Check........... 07
Jail/Detention......... 04 Information Gathering/
METHOD 0OI/DOC. ...l 05 Investigations........ 08
Face-to-Face....... 01 Placement/Community Urine Collection....... 09
Joint Face-to-Face.02 Corrections/Treatment On-Site Testing........ 10
Telephone.......... 03 Center................ 06 Automated Data Entry...1l
Mail............... 04 Employment............. 07 ISP Screening.......... 12
L 77 09 Other.................. 08 EHM Install/De-install.l3
EHM System Maintenance. 14
CONTACT CODES FUNCTION TIME IN MINUTES
DATE |{PERSON||METHOD||PLACE}} CODE DESCRIBE ACTIVITY FUNCTION|I TRAVEL
Ko-£3 | 55-3bll 5255 l¢s-62] €948 47-49 | 7-23




SAMPLE SELECTION

The supervision time study begins October 16, 1989 ending January 12, 1990,
involving a random selection of cases within the supervision

classifications. The sample is approximately 5 percent of the total cases.
The following criteria is to be used when selecting time study cases. Each
district will be provided staff training prior to commencement of the study.

NEW CASES: Every 3rd case assigned between October 16 and November 15,
including "transfer-in" and excluding Interstate Compact
cases. All selected cases shall remain a "new" case for 30
days, during which time any risk/need and CMC activities should
be performed. All new cases are to be terminated from the time
study 30 days after receipt of case. File the completed time
study forms with unit supervisor.

11S: Every 11S case assigned between October 16 and November 15.
11S cases remain under study for the entire period.

MAX IMUM: Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

MEDIUM: Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

MINIMUM: Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

ADMIN. : Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

ISP: Every 2nd ISP under supervision on October 16, 1989, not set
for termination prior to January 12, 1990.

NOTE: Al maximum, medium and minimum cases reclassified to Administrative,
Transfer-Out or Interstate, during the time study period should be
terminated from the sample. A case in which a revocation is filed and the
whereabouts of the defendant is unknown, should be classified as
administrative. IT a revocation is filed and the defendant remains
available for supervision or an officer continues involvement, the case
remains in the sample for further time study.

COMPLETE ALL TIME STUDY FORMS BY JANUARY 12 AND FORWARD TO
DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ANALYSIS, STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR®"S OFFICE.



JUVEN
SAMPLE SELECTION

The supervision time study begins October 16, 1989 ending January 12, 1990,
involving a random selection of cases within the supervision
classifications. The sample is approximately 12 percent of the total cases.
The following criteria is to be used when selecting time study cases. Each
district will be provided staff training prior to commencement of the study.

NEW CASES: Every 2nd case assigned between October 16 and November 15,
including "transfer-in'" and excluding Interstate Compact
cases. All selected cases shall remain a "new" case for 30
days, during which time any risk/need and CMC activities should
be performed. All new cases are to be terminated from the time
study 30 days after receipt of case. File the completed time
study forms with unit supervisor.

MAXIMUM: Every 4th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

MEDIUM: Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

MINIMUM: Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

ADMIN. : Every 6th case classified on October 16, 1989, not set for
termination prior to January 12, 1990.

NOTE: All maximum, medium and minimum cases reclassified to Administrative,
Transfer-Out or Interstate, during the time study period should be
terminated from the sample. A case in which a revocation is filed and the
whereabouts of the defendant is unknown, should be classified as
administrative. If a revocation is filed and the defendant remains
available for supervision or an officer continues involvement, the case
remains in the sample for further time study.

COMPLETE ALL TIME STUDY FORMS BY JANUARY 12 AND FORWARD TO
DIVISION OF PLANNING AND ANALYSIS, STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR’S OFFICE.



COLORADO JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

CODING INSTRUCTIONS
SUPERVISION TIME STUDY

DISTRICT: Enter numeric only, i.e., 1; not 1st.
CLIENT NAME: Last, First, Middle Initial.
CASE TYPE: Check Adult or Juvenile.
CASE NUMBER: Court assigned number, i.e., 89CRIOIO or 89JVIOIO.
START DATE: Enter beginning of time study: month/day/year.
DATE COMPLETE: End of time study.
TYPE OF OFFENSE: Check one only, most serious offense.
LEGAL STATUS: Check one only in appropriate column. "Conviction refers to

offense conviction placed on regular probation, although ISP

involves a conviction, do not check multiple boxes.

SUPERVISION TYPE: Check only one supervision type as classified on the day
assigned to the time study.

REVOCATION: Complete if revocation is filed during time study. See "NOTE"
on sampling instruction.

CONTACT _STANDARDS

PERSON: Enter appropriate code of person/person with whom the officer is
communicating.

METHOD: Enter appropriate code identifying method of contact. NOTE: Joint
face-to-face is a new category to identify multiple officer contact,
i.e., team supervision, accompanied curfew checks.

PLACE: Enter code of location of contact.

FUNCTION CODE: Enter code of activity, further utilizing narrative area to
describe contact.

TIME IN MINUTES: All time must be entered in minutes, not percentages of
hours, i.e., 55 minutes, not 1 hour 5 minutes.

FUNCTION: Enter time in minutes to perform identified function.

TRAVEL: Enter time in minutes traveling to perform function. Do not include
function time in travel time. If multiple cases are handled during
any one travel period, assign representative amount to each case,
not total amount to each, i.e., lhour travel for 4 curfew checks is
15 minutes per case.



DISTRICT:
OFFICER: _____
(Initials)

PAGE :
COLORADO JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

INVESTIGATION TIME STUDY
CLIENT’S NAME:

(Print)

CASE NO.: - // DIV.:_
CASE TYPE: ﬁEUEI ol /3 JUVENILE:

START DATE:/$-1¢ /121t /72 25DATE COMPLETE : oo 22/a ¥ 28/24 s

INVESTIGATION TYPE (check 1 only) 22 -33
e t————
2 Adylt 2£. venile
TYPE OF OFFENSE: Court (cheek\apprﬁcableiﬁ\ Preliminary.......... :
(Most serious offense)|District___; _ County_ 2 . NDetention............ '
Felony Felony PSI........... _ _{Pre-Plea............. ’
Misdemeanor Misdemeanor PSI...... —_{Custody.............. ‘
Other | Deferred Sentence/ Intake............... o
Judgment........... ~__|Pre-Disposition......
35B. . - Transfer............. -
Interstate Compact Z |0ther................ 2
CONTACT CODES
PERSON FUNCTION CODES
Probationer........ 01 Court Time............. 01
Parent/Guardian....02 PLACE Counseling/Report...... 02
Family............. 03 Office................. 01 Write/Dictate/Edit..... 03
Collateral......... 04 Home................... 02 Risk/Need Assessment...04
N/A. e 09 School................. 03 CMC/SJS.....coviinn.... 05
Jail/Detention......... 04 Record Check........... 06
METHOD DOI/BOC.....covvvnn... 05 Information Gathering/
Face-to-Face....... 01 Placement/Community Investigations........ 07
Joint Face-to-face.02 Corrections/Treatment Urine Collection....... 08
Telephone.......... 03 Center................ 06 On-Site Testing........ 09
Mail............... 04 Employment............. 07 Automated Date Entry...10
N/A. e 09 Other..........ovin... 08 ISP Screening.......... 11
"CONTACT_CODES FUNCTION TIME IN MINUT
DATE PERSONIMETHOD PLACE}} CODE DESCRIBE ACTIVITY FUNCTION}{ TRAVEL
- - - Y - -SY [ s54-S
35-33 [[Yo-9f ly3-vy Il¥¢ 717_50 $2




COLORADO JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

INVESTIGATION TIME STUDY
SAMPLE SELECTION

All investigations assigned to investigation units between October 16, 1989
and November 17, 1989 shall be assigned to the sample. All activity related
to the investigation shall be recorded until completion of the

investigation. Investigation shall be considered complete upon filing with
the court, if further time is required or upon final disposition of the case.

upon the close of the time study on January 12, all incomplete investigations
should be forwarded, maintained separately from completed form.



COLORADO JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT

CODING INSTRUCTIONS
SUPERVISION TIME STUDY

DISTRICT: Enter numeric only, i.e., "1"; not 1st.
CLIENT: Last, First, Middle Initial.
CASE TYPE: Check Adult or Juvenile.
CASE NUMBER: Court assigned number, i.e., 89CRIOIO or 89JVIOIO.
START DATE: Date investigation order received.

DATE COMPLETE: See sample instructions for completion definition.
TYPE OF OFFENSE: Check only one, most serious offense.

INVESTIGATION TYPE: Adult: identify the court ordering investigation. Check
one investigation type only.

INVESTIGATION TYPE: Juvenile: check one investigation type.

CONTACT STANDARDS

PERSON: Enter appropriate code of person/person with whom the officer is
communicating.

METHOD: Enter appropriate code identifying method of contact. NOTE: Joint
face-to-face is a new category to identify multiple officer contact,
i.e., team supervision, accompanied curfew checks.

PLACE: Enter code of location of contact.

FUNCTION CODE: Enter code of activity, further utilizing narrative area to
describe contact.

TIME IN MINUTES: All time must be entered in minutes, not percentages of
hours, i.e., 55 minutes, not 1 hour 5 minutes.

FUNCTION: Enter time in minutes to perform identified function.

TRAVEL: Enter time in minutes traveling to perform function. Do not include
function time in travel time. |If multiple cases are handled during
any one travel period, assign representative amount to each case,

not total amount to each, i.e., 1 hour travel for 4 curfew checks is
15 minutes per case.



Office Of The State Court Administrator

Colorado Judicial Department

1301 PENNSYLVANIA STREET SUITE 300
JAMES D THOMAS DENVER. COLORADO 80203-2416
STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 861-11 1

September 7, 1989
MEMORANDUM

TO Sherry Kester, Margaret Longo, Art Gsier, Nck
Rusovi ck, and Sharon Wi ght

FROM Vern Fogg, |SP Adninistrato;éé;\,

SUBJECT: Time Study

Encl osed please find the tine study forns, sanple' _
instructions, coding instructions and correspondence. The tine
study comrences Cctober 16, 1989, ending January 12, 1990. |
have assigned training to each nenber of the commttee.

Hopefully, | wll have spoken to you prior to your receiving
your assignnent. Your assigned districts are as follows:

Sherry 8th and 13th

Mar gar et 1st

Art 4th and 14th

Ni ck 10t h

Shar on Denver Juvenile

Vern 2nd and 21st

The trainings shoul d be schedul ed the week of
Sept enber 26-29. The Chief Probation O ficer of your assigned
di strict has been asked to contact you directly to nake
arrangenents. Pl ease contact themif you do not hear within a
reasonabl e period of tinme.

Submt any travel expenses directly to ne.

Following the training, the district should pilot the form
Cct ober 2-6, 1989.

| would Iike to neet on Monday, Septenber 25, 1989 at 2:00
p.m at the Ofice of the State Court Adm nistrator to discuss
training format and any other issue concerning the study.
Pl ease nmake every effort to make this meeting.

VF/ ks
Encl osur es
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Office Of The State Court Administrator

Colorado Judicial Department

1301 PENNSYLVANIA STREET. SUITE 300

JAMES D. THOMAS DENVER COLORADO 60203-2416
STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR (303)861-1111
June 6, 1990
MEMOQRANDUM
TO CORE Team
FROM Vern Fogg\

SUBJECT: Mnutes of June 1, 1990 Meeting

Attendance- Brian Bermus (Consultant), John Elliott, Vern Fogg,

Sherr& Kest er (S_taff??ij Margaret Longo, Art Gsier,

Jack Ruszczyk, N ck Rusovick, Charlie Schmal z
grepresentlng_CPO Staffing Mbdel Committee), Becky
tern (CMC Trainer)

Absent : Sharon Wi ght

Bri an Benus Bresented prelimnary findings of the tine
study. The bel ow tables provide the findings; the figures
in parenthesis () are recomrended policy changes. The
policy recommendati ons are discussed in the footnotes.

I . .
Adult Juvenile
No. : No.
Iype HES. 1) Iype Hrs. Of cases
Felony PSI 6.75 350 Custody o] 0
Misd. PSI 5.1 79 Preliminary 0 0
DS/DJ 6.1 26 Detention 1.2 141
35B 5.5 6 Pre-Plea 3.4 1*
Interstate 1.7 _21 Intake 5.8 1*
Total 482 Pre-dispo 7.9(2) 124
Transfer 14.4 6 *
273

*Statistically insignificant.



o

Adult Juvenile
Iype Hours Hours

Administrative .64 .30
Minimum .64 .90
Medium .95 1,9(5)
Maximunm 2.8(£§.l)(3.5)(3) 3.0
IIS 3.0 ———
New 1.1 2.5

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The time study indicated 6.5 hours, however, during FY 91
a drug test will be required at pre-sentence. Values for

drug testing taken from the supervision portion of the
study are added.

An insignificant portion of cases were studied. The CORE
team agreed to combine the value of a Felony PSI (without
drug test value) with juvenile pre-disposition time. The
committee agreed that the performance of these two tasks

most closely resembles the necessary work of a transfer
case.

The maximum value was 2.8 hours when controlling for the
standard. The committee recommends that 1 or 2 additional
contacts be added to the maximum supervision category with
the appropriate amounts of supervision time 3.1 and 3.5
hours. This recommendation is contingent upon the
elimination of the IIS category. (See #4 for
explanation.) Additionally, the CORE team recommended to
the Standards Advisory Committee that all references to
collateral contacts be eliminated. All contact standards
will be specific only in face-to-face contacts and home
visits. All other contacts should be a function of case
management and do not require specific quantification.

Sixty-eight percent of the cases studied in IIS did not
meet the required contacts. When time spent was
aggregated only 1.7 hours per case was identified.
Controlling for the standards projects 3.0 hours per case,
comparable to maximum supervision. The team recommends to
the Standard Advisory Committee that IIS supervision be
eliminated in lieu of increasing the maximum supervision

standards and hours. This policy recommendation is based
on several factors.

a) Data does not indicate that the standard has been
performed.

b) 1Initial review of the Standards survey does not
indicate support by the field for such activity.

c) An increased maximum standard would provide a more
uniform level of supervision.



d)y The devel opnent of specialized drug casel oads wll
)
provi de increased supervision of identified drug-using
of fenders, a nmajority of the current I1S popul ation

e) Anore sinplified standard would increase conpliance
and review capability.

The juvenile maxi nrum Val ue was 3.0 when controlling for
the standard. Only 10% of the study cases neet or
exceeded the standard. Several exam nations and
statistical constructions could not alter the finding.
This finding was simlar to the finding of the 1985 study:
however, in 1985 the commttee chose to use only those
cases, at the mean tine value or above to deveIoP t he
current value of 4.7 hours. This was done sinply based
qun an inpression that juvenile cases take |onger, and
that the data was inaccurate. The current finding
suggests that the 1985 policy decision was in error. The

coPn1ttee, after long discussion, supports a 3.0 hour
val ue.

*The staffing nodel commttee recommends that the 4.7 hour

val ue renain. The attached all ocation nodels reflect the
4.7 hour val ue.

Staffing Model

_ The staffing nodel within the initial supervision and
i nvestigation value was presented to the conmttee. A
second nodel was devel oped with IIS elimnated and

maxi mum supervision increased. The attached table
reflects that model. This nodel indicates that 31.7
probation officers are needed, a 12.65% systemw de need.

Bot h nodels will be 9resented at the CPO Staffing
Model Committee on June 7. Cerical allocation wll "be

made follow ng agreenent on the structure of the nodel
O her
Commttee recommendations regarding study results:

1) Brian needs to include in his report the degree to
whi ch standards were nmet in the study.

2) Brian to include anx nanagenent recommendat i ons rai sed
by the results of the study.

3) Jack should place tine-study results on Supervisors
Organi zati on  Agenda.

4) Brian to specifically review data regarding juvenile
maxi mum supervi si on val ues.

CMC/ SIS

The CORE team concurs that the resggnsibility for the
devel opment and i npl enentation of CMJ SJS should be with
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the State Training Commttee. _An¥_specific polic
['ication

questions, i.e., expanded app shoul d be ¥eferred
to the CORE team for input.

Managenent Revi ew Process

~The CORE team recommends that the case managenent
review process be subject to a field advisory process. | t

Is recommended that either Standards Advisory or the CORE
team act in that capacity.

Menbership for FY 1991

Several menbers have resigned or retired. The
comm ttee recommends the follow ng nenbership:

2 - CPOs, appointed by the CCPOA _ _

4 - Supervisors, appointed by SuggLV|sor Organi zation
% - line officers, appointed b 0

1 -

At large, no organizationaY representation
SCA, Chair



June 8, 1990
MEMORANDUM

TO Ji m Thomas
FROM Vern Fogg, Chair, Probation CORE Team
SUBJECT: Recommendation From the CORE Team Meeting June 1, 1990

The CORE Team Created in 1985 to oversee the inplenentation
of the probation case Cassification program continues as an
active, viable committee. Mbst recently the conmittee conpl eted
the new tine study, resulting in the revised workload val ues
utilized in the 1991 probation staffing nmodel. The committee
al so revised and validated the risk/need assessnent program

At the June 1 neeting several recomendations were devel oped
regarding the future activities of this conmttee. | have
i ncl uded these recomendations to you, as well as those to the
Standards Advisory Commttee. The Standards Committee will also
consi der these recomendations in the Septenber 1990 report to
be provided to you.

Recommendation 1. The CORE Team shoul d continue in FY 1991
to review the case classification conponents, wth a specific
obj ect of devel opin COQPeratJve training efforts regarding the
mahagenent of the classiftication systemns.

Recommendation 2. The CORE Team should be restructured as
follows:

2- CPO s, appointed by the CCPOA _ _

4 - Supervisors, appointed by SUEXEVISor Organi zation

2 - Line officers, appointed bY O _

2 - At large, no organizational representation

1 - SCA air

Recomrendation 3: The time study results indicate that the

1S (?n?tlal Intené%ve Super vi si on) %ategorg of adult
supervision, created by Justice Quinn in 1986, be elim nated.
The follow ng reasons are offered:

1) Data does not indicate that the function has been
perfornmed in accordance with the standard.

2) Initial review of the standards survey does not
i ndi cate support by the field for such an activity.

3) An_increased maxi mum standard woul d provide a nore
uni form | evel of supervision



Ji m Thomas

June 8, 1990
Page 2
4) The devel opnent of specialized drug casel oads wil

provide increased supervision of identified drug-using
of fenders, a mmjority of the current 11S popul ation.

5) A nore sinplified standard woul d increase conpliance
and review capability.

_ The managenent review process should be
suq!ect to a field adyisoryC%rou?. The CORE Team r econmends
%ha tthe Standard Advisory” Conmttee should perform that

unction.

If you have any questions feel free to contact me or any
menber of the committee.

VF jt _

cc:  CORE Team John Elliott
St eve Proctor
Jack Ruszczyk
Art Csier
Margaret Longo
Sharon_ Wi gh
Ni ck Rusovick
Charlie Schmal z



