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. A\ Jerris Leonard, Administrator

p— S Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

A U.S. Department of Justice

) Washington, D.C. 20530

- - Dear Mr. Leonard:

t _ The three-volume report, "California Criminal Justice Coat
- - Project," presents a cost reporting system for California
criminal justice agencies. This project was conducted by the
Assembly Office of Research foxr the California Assembly and the

- m Law Enforcement Assistance Administration under Grant Awards
o NI 70-061 and NI 72-012-G.
‘ : Jl ' Volume I presents a full description of the cost reporting
- o system. The foreword was written by Assembly staff and the
e s balance of the report was prepared by Public Systems Incorporated,
; . the prime contractor.
-y ' .
» - Volume II contains all computer program documentation
T N for the operation of the system.
- - Volume III reports the work of the Bureau of Criminal
e - Statistics in developing a new offender tracking system that
Y eventually could operate in conjunction with the cost reporting
ey = system.
S P I e
’ { ‘ ‘ While the preface in Volume I indicates the fine cooperation
N - - — and assistance received from many persons involved with the cost

study project, I would like to make special mention of the

* et following persons who made major contributions to the study:
= o Willard Hutchins, Assistant Chief, Bureau of Criminal
- Statistics; Paul Patterson, Project Director from PSI; Carol
i Crowther, Consultant to the Assembly Select Committee on the
e = Administration of Justice; and Robin Lamson, Principal Consultant
-, of the Assembly Office of Research. I would also like to express
g - my appreciation to Jay Merrill, Harold Fait and Lou Mayo of your
i -

. . Sy
" . i
ey E o= ] . .
B o g et T T P .,
e N B st - ) : . : . b
Tremsty oo s mtineren. ” i 13 - >3
B . e e e e e b s g i 2 ST e e i s et i o Bl b et e s B b e i e S e




e — .

Rty
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staff for their assistance.

The cost reporting system is now complete and ready for
t this system in two Ccalifornia

implementation. We hope to tes
counties and also apply it to a state agency budget.

Sincerely yours,
A
S S

_/JAMES A. LANE
Project Director
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FOREWORD

COST REPORTING SYSTEM STUDY PRODUCTS

The chief products of this project are a method of reporting
the true costs of criminal justice operations and a computer

program to analyze results intelligibly for those who use the

data. The cost reporting system was designed to increase uniformity

in accounting for criminal justice expenditures in California's

counties, cities and state agencies.

Conventional budget documents do not provide all the informa-

tion needed by policy makers, whether legislators or administrators.

The fact that the practices of the separately administered sub-
systems of police, courts, and corrections affect the workload of

each other also creates a need for more refined data and new

kinds of analysis.

The annual budget of most local and state agencies or units

of local government answers the questions of people who want to

know how revenues were spent that year. They are satisfied to

know, for example, how much was or will be spent in a given county

for the police, the courts, and the jail. Decisions regarding

capital outlay are usually dealt with within the context of recent

and current agency workloads. The fact that activities cannot be

coordinated across jurisdictional lines also contributes to a

narrow view of the potential uses of budgetary data.

In the last decade increasing crime rates and increasing

N T
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aoxpendituron have agaugod dif Ferand rtr{cj hroador quontions to ho
agskad. 'The products of criminal juslice ayency activities arc
inéreasingly viewed as services directed toward the reduction of
specific crimes or the solution of specific subsidiary proﬁlems.

The recurrent question is, How much do these services cost?

The following questions have been asked staff by concerned
legislators over the past five years in their efforts to come to

grips with policy issues.

e What is the total cost of processing drug offenders?

@ What is the average cost of committing an offender to
prison? (What is the likelihood of released offenders
committing more crime than offenders who are placed on
probation?)

® How much would the cost of running a jail be reduced
if a maximum bail on own recognizance program were .
instituted in a given county?

® What would be the system and subsystem cost of increasing
or decreasing statutory penalty ranges?

e Does a well—stqffed and equipped court system process
offenders more quickly than one starved for‘funds?

@ How much money would‘be saved by 24-hour court service
in urban areas?

e Would crime be reduced by doubling the police patrbl
and halving the expenditures for corrections?

@ What would be the cost of running an'adequate public
defender office and what impact would their activities

have on the rest of the system?

= A e e T T G el LT -
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® Are government administered corrections programs

cheaper and more effective than private ones?

Although these questions cannot be answered by using the

conventional budget data, the cost reporting system, if implemented,

~can supply the cost information required to answer most of the

above questions. Independent studies to determine outcome and
effects will be needed, however, to determine the complete cost/

benefit of criminal justice programs.

Consider, for example, the costs associatéd with processing
drug offenders. Using new data available on individual offender
flow developed in San Diego by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics,*
either a specific individual case cost or average cost could be
developed to indicate what processes are involved with drug
offenders for police, district attorney and courts, probation
and state agencies. Once the cost reporting system is implemented
and cperational, process costs can be developed and the total cost

of drug offenders determined by adding the sub-costs (i.e.,

processes costs).*¥

Thus, in addition to generating the usual information regarding

annual expenditures for capital ouflay, equipment, and personnel,

I e e’ T U,

the cost reporting system will describe the cost of criminal justice

services defined in terms of their legal and practical significance.

*See Volume IIIX.

**%*The BCS data system still needs improvement. It cannot, for example,

indicate if a person held for trial is incarcerated in jail or is
released on bail. Nor can time intervals of less than a day be

indicated.

%
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| Also, by egtablishing consigtent reporting and analytical procedures
-_—— e .

é . for the cost of erratically recoxrded support services, such as

i .

| — communications networks, some appraisals of agency efficiency can

! be made.

N — |

:g S - o Although the emphasis of this project was on improved cost

| ; . . . . . .

; o reporting methods, some attention was given to revising the basis

! for criminal workload statistics. Information regarding the cost

: L . . . s . . .

: of criminal Jjustice activities obviously must include an accounting

i . : : of the disposition of offenders, who are, so to speak, the unit

BrT =2

which the activity processes. How they proceed through the

ﬁfm 3 system, the time it takes and the final outcome must be known.
¢ | Five technical products of this project are provided for
. - those interested in revising budget formats: :
BT W
oL 1) A true cost accounting system which defines criminal 3
T justice agency operations as services and permits the f
!
assignment of costs to different types of cffenders, :
B offenses, and agency programs. Similar or identical i
- functions performed by different agencies can easily f
; ’ o o ' be identified. (Volume I, Sections 1, 2, 3, 4.)
mew -TTR ; .
‘ 2) A series of computer programs for performing the
: required computations and assessing the cost of work 1
B LS ’:
B performed. These programs make the results of the '
I , ~ B e many possible kinds of analyses intelligible to &
: e e different users. (Volume II.) ﬂ
- 3) A list of criminal justice processes describing o
I
s - iy
: -4-
i O R o i ‘ t‘
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the complete operation of the criminal justicce
system in California. 'This is the logical element
that links costs to the application of criminal

sanctions. (Volume I, Appendix A.)

A method of determining in detail the individual
workloads of criminal juétice personnel. (Volume I,

Appendixes B & C.)

A revision of the current California offender
disposition report in order to provide the recording
format for offender-based criminal justice process

statistics. (Volume IIT.)
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BACKGROUND OF THE COST REPORTING SYSTEM

The history of this criminal justice cost project sponsored
by the California State Assembly began in 1968 when the Assembly
Ways and Means Committee asked the Assembly Office of Research to

repoxt on costs and effects of the California criminal justice
system.

The request was prompted by a report of the Office of Research
on the deterrent effects of criminal sanctions which had concluded
that there was no evidence that severe penalties reduced crime
among ek—prisoners or the public any more than less severe
penalties.* The Legislature had been raising penalties for
crimes of violence and drug offenses for some years and questions
had been raised about the efficacy of this policy. Another
conclusion of the study was that, while variations in the length

of incarceration and corrections programming seemed to have l1ittle

effect on client populations, the variations in cost should be

taken into account in future corrections planning.

The Legislature had already begun to act on this principle

in passing the Probation Subsidy Act in 1965. That act reimbursed

counties for reducing their prison commiiments by paying them up

to $4,000 for each prisoner retained in local programs who would

otherwise have gone to a state institution. The program was

justified by observations of the relative ineffectiveness of

*Assembly Committee on Criminal Procedure. Deterrent Effects of
Criminal Sanctions. Part Two--Crime and Penalties in California,

May 1968.

—f—
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prison programs and the much smaller expense of county probation

programs.

The Office of Research report to the Ways and Means Committee
was completed in eariy 1969, and was the first report ever issued
in California which attempted to list all the costs of administering
criminal justice and raise and answer guestions relating to the
most effective use of financial resources of the system.* It
demonstrated-that, while certain general characterigtics of the
system could be determined from the crude data available, reliable

and credible conclusions regarding the implementation of major

improvements would reguire greatly improved information.

The report contained a "corrections cost projection model"
executed by a private contractor which brought to light remarkable
discrepancies in the prison commitment rates of felony courts,

indicating savings to the state if commitment policies were made

uniform.

The cost assumptions of the model, however, did not involve

any new analysis of program costs. Those were adopted intact from

the California Youth Authority estimates of juvenile and adult

prison "career" costs. These program cost estimates were adequate
to support judgments on the desirability of some general pulicies,
but not sufficient to account for major discrepancies in cost
estimates or to provide the basis for rigorous appraisals of agency

efficiency or the exact financial impact of new policies.

*Assembly Office of Research., California,lLegislature, Sacramento.
Preliminary Report on the Costs and Effects of the California

Criminal Justice System... April 19693.
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The legislation proposed in the Deterrent Effects of Criminal

Sanctigns would have distributed funds saved by shorter prison terms

to the state parole division and local police agencies.

This legislation did not pass, but interest in the determination
of true costs continued because the Department of Corrections
proposed to build a new prison'near San Diego at a cost of over
$30 million. The proposal was not approved by the Ways and Means }

Committee because of the lack of a corrections masterplan justifying f

the need for such an institution.

The masterplan, when finally presented to the Legislature,‘
called for $500 million to be expended for capital outlay and
operating costs during the 1970's for several new prisons. This
seemed to contradict the basic principles ~—jand the results --
of the probation subsidy program. The Ways and Means Committee
then requested the OFfice of Research to supply information from

"which the relative efficacy of different criminal justice agency ‘ rg

programs could be determined. g

This initial attempt to usefully classify criminal justice ‘ R
costs and effects statewide uncovered many examples of general i

and specific defects in conventional budget reporting systems.

For example, it was found that:

@ Reported costs per prisoner per day in local jails

ranged from $2.00 to $15.60. The extent to which

the difference depended on different accounting

methods could dot ke determined, but it seemed
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certain that these discrepancies did not reflect
actual expenditures per prisoner.*

® No state or local'budget or other regular report
digtributed capital outlay over the life of the
facility or equipment purchased. Neither current
efficiency nor future costs could be determined

by a comparison of costs among different jurisdictions

or different periods of time.
@ Some police agencies were found to include communica- A ;
tions systems support as part of their budgets;
in other cases such expenses were absorbed under
general administration of local governments.
© Computed costs of providing one unit of 24-~hour

police patrol car service per year varied from

$153,000 to $328,300, depending on the amount of
overhead attached to the unit.**

© <The ébsence of adequate population movement figures _ 1
further limited the usefulness of available budget
information. Only simple annual workload figures
were usually available. Often, the cutput of one
agency could not be ;econciled with the input of A B
the next. Annual court reports indicated more : @
offenders were committed to state facilities than were Z

received according to the annual prison intake

statistics.

*County Supervisors Association of California. "California Survey
of Prisoner Care Cost.” October 1968. L

**California Contract City Association. "Determination of Law
Enforcement Contractual Costs." February 1971.

-9
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@ No local criminal justice ageney could routinely
account for time elapsed in processing offenders or
demonstrate relations between courl avlivity and such
units of expense as pretrial detention.

@ The only statewide data on local agency costs is

collected by the State Controller's Office.* These

reports summarize the expenditures of local police,
courts and corrections, but only within the categories
established by the respective local governments.

Since local governments treat overhead costs in

various ways and do not prorate capital outlay

annually, comparative costs of performing similar
functions cannot be determined.

The relative costs and workloads of California

criminal justice agencies showed discrepancies in

the resources. available to meet needs (see Table I).

This information had little impact on policy-making,
however, because the available cost information did

"not prov1de the kind of detail needed for 1mplementa—

tion of the proposed changées.

The need for an exten51ve criminal justice cost project was

thus clearly demonstrated by the results of the first“study of

costs and effects of agency act1v1t1es. Conveptlonal budgets

were found to describe only annual revenues and expenditures

within broad and inconsistent categories.

*State Controller. Annual Reporu of Pinancial Transactions Concernlng
Cities of California. Annual Report of Financial Transactions
Concernlng Counties of California. :

-10~
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TABLE I

ESTIMATED MAXIMUM POSSIBLE

'POLICE, SHERIFFS ZY¥D HIGHWAY PATROL EXPENDITURES ON FELONY CRIME . . . + « « « « . .

Area of responsibility: all crime, and protection of 20 million citizens

476,000 felonies were reported in 1967 in California
Only 24% were cleared by arrest or other means: 20% property, 49% violence
Police spend less than 10% of their field time on felony activity

Technological aids to pclice: rapid communications, dispatching, and
information systems are 30 years behind the capacities of the military

forces of this countxry

STATE CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES ON PRISON AND PAROLE . . & « & « o o o o o « o o « «

Area of responsibility: 2% of intake and 22% of corrections supervision statewide

Intake: 20,000 persons received from courts or returned from parole in 1967
In prisons: 33,000 adults and juveniles during 1967

Parole: 29,000 adults’gnd juveniles during 1967

LOCAL‘CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES ON DETENTICN FACILITIES AND PROBATION . . « . . . . .

Area of responsibility: U98% of intake and 78% of corrections supervision statewide

Intake: 1,000,000 jail bookings and juvenile probation referrals annually

In jails and other detention facilities:

Probation supervision: 189,000 persons, including 39,000 felons

Source: California Assembly.

29,000 adults and juveniles on average day

(R B
IR {
Co ,

M:llions Per Year

$.150

{ total
police
costs
S 467 )

$ 124

$ 123

o

.

Preliminary Report on the Costs and Effects of the California

Criminal Justice System... April 1969. p. «26.
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Preliminary discussion concerning a more extensive study
took place with officials of the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Lah Enforcement Assistance
Administration in *he spring of 1969. These disdussions included
the intention of determining effects of expenditures in addition
to developing a cost reporting system. This element was dropped,
except for an effort to speed up implementation of an offender-
based statistic system, because the California Council on Criminal
Justice had decided to support a separate corrections study.

Further, the task of determining costs alone was beginning to

seem more difficult than originally forecast.

With Institute encouragement, the California Assembly
submitted a formal proposal in December 1969. The purpose and
rationale of this proposal were comprehensively stated in the

following project progress report which covered the first year.¥

b

;
i
{
1
i

xpublic Systems Incorporated. "California Criminal Justice Cost
Project, Phase I." August 1971. pp- 1-1 to 2-5.
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The California Criminal Justice Cost Project is
designed to provide critically needed information for
basic policy evaluation to take place concerning the
criminal justice system. ' i

;
|
e
|
|
i
B
{
4
B
z
{

The combined forces of increased public concern
about operation and performance, increased public funds, j
and increased acceptance of role changes for the elements i
of the criminal justice system, have led to increased :
attention to basic policy decisions regarding the
administration of criminal justice. In addition to a
more rigorous review of the possible outcomes of policy

decision-making, a greater number of alternatives are
. being considered at several different levels in the
system, including many alternatives which in the past

— were not considered either administratively or politically
feasible.

— The changes in attitudes toward policy selection >
is evident at three different levels. First, within o
each process of the criminal justice system, i.e., the

- intra-process level, serious gquestions have been raised

regarding the allocation of available resources and the
operating management policies. For example, police
departments are apparently willing to discuss multi-
— jurisdictional systems in special areas of information
and support functions. They are also gquestioning the
traditional allocation of their resources among other
functions. <Custodial agencies are searching for
effective alternatives to incarceration; they are

23 testing and implementing work furlough programs,
' halfway houses, and other expanded uses of community
e = supervision. A great deal of literature generated
during, and subsequent to, the work of the President's
Crime Commission deals with the development of more
alternatives at this level of decision making,

T The second level, or inter-process, is also being
addressed. The California State Legislature has
specifically begun to examine the tradeoffs between
- _ correctional processes and police processes, asking
such fundamental questions as how to allocate resources
e e between the various processes and trying to determine
the point of political jurisdiction (city, county,
state) at which the resources can be most effectively
spent.

x v Finally, there is an increasing, though not very
well organized, recognition of the fact that the criminal

~13-
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justice system is actually a subsystem of a larger
T social system and that there are tradeoffs to be
evaluated in this larger context. Decision-makers
Z at this third level are beginning to explcre the
| . complicated relationships between health, education/
training, welfare systems, and the criminal justice
system, in policies ranging from the choice of
o sanctions employed to control of behavior, to the
= selection of criteria for economic assistance.

B R U L DA T

! The real impediment to improved decision-making
- at all three levels in almost every political juris-
. diction in the country is that, in general, the j
o basis for making rational decisions is weak. The .
. absence of a unified theory of criminal justice and

B the dearth of empirical data on almost every facet
3 . of the system prohibits policy selection based on a
. = reasonable expectation of the outcome of the various
o alternatives. Because the interfaces between processes

and systems are not well described, inconsistent
decisions are fregitently made.

More rational decisions require more precise and
detailed information. Decision-makers at all criminal
. justice levels need to be able to consider the potential
o cost and the potential outcome of their choices.

Improved data on the outcome of criminal justice
processes is becoming available. In California, the
L Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) has started a
partial-state program to track felony offenders through
> ‘ the criminal justice system from the point of arrest,
B with specific dispositions recorded for arresting agency,
Superior Court, and lower court.* 1In addition to this
and other efforts at the state level, local and regional
' systems are being developed which will improve ihe data
S base available for describing the outcome of processes.

ol

Nevertheless, data describing process costs still
e constitute a missing data set. An accurate estimate of o
police, courts, and correctional costs to accomplish L
- any single objective of the system cannot be made. This
i e gap in knowledge is not just of passing interest. Faced
h with alternatives, the public policy-maker or operational
e decision-maker is obligated to consider both cost and L
.- outcome in taking action. Frequently, outcomes may be :
i so similar that the choice between alternatives can be f
e . based on cost. Several years ago, for example, research
- conducted by the Department of Corrections revealed that
SUR parole violators kept in local jails for seven months
did just as well upon reparole as those returned to prison

*For a full report on the offender tracking system, see Volume III, ‘
California Criminal Justice Cost Project, 1972. i
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for 21 months. While it is obvious that some kind of
a cost differential existed, no accurate estimate
could be made.* Unless we collect and make available
this cost data, there is no way of rationally choosing
an alternative in many instances.

Thus, the goals of this prodject are:

1. To develop a framework for cost data collection :
and analysis which will: -

® facilitate the specific comparison of
cost and outcome of criminal justice
processes;

e enable the specific assessment of costs
for performing services demanded of the o
criminal justice system; ]

2. To collect the cost data in California for a
- year, as a test of the methodology and as a useful data
- = base for legislators;

3. To make the data usable and useful to decision- ;
- makers and policy-makers by appropriate means of presenta- 1

5 h -
tion, including reports and reference tables, both manual
and computer maintained.
- Relative to these goals, Phase I of the project has
been concerned with:
e ‘1. Developing the accounting system, including
. the computerized elements, that will perform the cost
T data collection and analysis. ,
. = 2. Establishing the procedures for extracting |
; the required cost data from all governmental agencies :
Ay within California. i
i g — H
; - 3. Formulating reporting and data presentations
S , that will provide the needed data to decision- and ;
‘ PEITE policy-maker: o
 ,” ' Phase II of the project will be involved with the :
L _ implementation of the program on a test basis to demonstrate
T the utility of its operation.

e ﬂ

e *California Department of Corrections, Research Division,
Long Jail Terms and Parole Outcome, 1967. : |
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Section 2

POLICY SELECTION

! : o e Problems in criminal justice policy and decision
L : making range from those questions of organizational

‘ N, —— efficiency that are common to any organization, whether
f government or business, to those large legal aand social
considerations that are special to the set of agencies
that implement the unique institution of the criminal
sanction. These problems are not discrete. What may
appear, for example, as a purely operational decision
in police methods can have judicial implications.
R Judicial policies may have impact on correctional
structures and budgets; and so on. For purposes of
cost analysis, legislative, administrative, and planning

e issues are viewed in terms of five major decision areas
for policy selection. These range from the administrative
J— to the legislative; each raises distinct implications for

a system analyzing costs. Conferences were held with

T several individuals each of whom were involved in the
: ‘ e criminal justice system for different perspectives.
2 : " Among those interviewed were staff members to the
Ee e Legislative Committee dealing with the criminal Jjustice
B i system, county administrators, and officials from police,
: probation, and other operational departments. In addition,
e executives from private industry were consulted to ensure
that a complete picture of general management considerations , 5
s e was obtained. The five basic decision areas are listed in . i
: Exhibit A. The following paragraphs discuss_the types of 5
R : questions that fall into each /decision area/. P
- )“
® Internal Resource Allocation 5
- o @ Agency Roles and Functions :E
1%
- ® Total Resource Allocation o
R @ Statutory Penalty Ranges
” i ® Scope of Criminal Sanctions
Exhibit A. Decision Areas in ‘ 5
Criminal Justice g
T el
ﬁ, : -16-
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INTERNAL RESQURCE ALLOCATION

Issues related to internal resource allocation
concern the problems of efficiency and effectiveness
common to any organization, such as costs of facilities,
equipment, and staff, or of administrative, research,
and action operations, etc., in relation to the value
of the product or service. Examples of internal resource
allocation problems are the costs of police communications

equipment in relation to speed of response to complaints,

the costs of producing adequate required criminal justice
documents in terms of the time consumed, and the custodial
costs of prisoner maintenarce.

The generation of cost reports for these types of
decisions places a great requirement for detail on the
accounting system developed as part of this project. If
internal allocation of resources is to be determined,
costs will have to be organized around the smallest,
relevant agency organizational units which can in practice
be analyzed, whether a direct, support, or administrative
expenditure. Within each unit, the separation of costs
into laboxr, services, supplies, equipment, and facilities
must also be accomplished; and certain major expenses,
such as communications equipment, may require further
subdivision. Finally, the relationship of the cost to
the task objective (i.e., direct application, support,
or administrative expenditure) must be determined.

In short, the resolution of practical efficiency and

operational questions requires a full range .0f cost
descriptors.

DEFINITION OF AGENCY ROLES AND FUNCTIONS

Within each agency, issues calling for definition of
role and function frequently arise. Alternative choices
are most-clearly expressed in agency standards adopted
‘to regulate those points where suspects or offenders
enter or exit the system. Criteria for the inclusion
of juvenile dependency cases in probation caseloads,
for bail on own recognizance, for release on parole are
typical examples. ' i

The cost information needed for this type of agency
determination is similar to that required for internal
resource allocation but broader in scope and containing
less detail. While the latter involves organizational
units of the smallest practicable =ize, the former need
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only be developed to the point of the process being
analyzed and breakdowns of type of cost item or
directness to the process may not be necessary.

TOTAL RESOURCE ALLOCATION

Decisions concexned with total resource allocation
involve weighing the use of alternative processes
within and between criminal justice agencies; as
exemplified by the California Probation Subsidy Act,
treatment alternatives such as drug withdrawal versus
methadone programs, commitment to state institutions as
opposed to community treatment, or the use of interlocutory
appeals before judgment. The cost information needed for
this area is similar to that required by the previous
areas of decision making. Nevertheless, since total
resource allocation involves more than one agency, it is
important that costs reported for each governmental unit
or agency type be comparable. Given the wide variation
in local accounting practices in California, this requires
that the accounting system developed for this project not
be tied to any particular accounting system. To facilitate
decision making in this area, the separate cost items are
attached to both criminal justice processes being performed,
as well as the particular agency responsible for the process.
If necessary, then, the total cost of a process or group of
processes can be developed independent of any organization
structure.

STATUTORY PENALTY RANGVE

Decisions affecting statutory penalty ranges are an
aspect of total resource allocation governed by the
legislative process. Traditionally, it has encompassed
the creation of distinctions between infractions, mis-
demeanors, and felonies, and the setting of minimum and
maximum fines or terms of confinements. The penal con-
figuration selected has cost consequences through its
effect on correctional alternatlves, judicial processing,
and law enforcement reaction. It is also clear that the
legislature can affect penalty ranges, with similar cost
consequences, by means other than definition of the offense
or penalty provision. The Probation Subsidy Act and laws
permitting implementation of methadone treatment in effect
also change penalty levels.

-18-




In this analysis, the relevant cost items relate
to alternative processes and the emphasis is not on
cost attributed to individual agencies. TFor a complete
picture, costs related to criminal justice processes
have to be combined with effect information derived
from the Bureau of Criminal Statistics offender tracking
system which was instituted as part of the cost study.
Together, the two data bases will determine what
relations exist between process expenditures and process
outcomes, as well as the relations between expenditures
for offender group (classified by offense, age, juris-
diction, program, etc.) and subsequent behavior. Cost
presentations which separate the figures for specific
offender classes are needed where the issue involves
penalty ranges applicable only to these classes. Cost
per offender and career costs become significant factors

i
I ‘ n due to the long-range effects of changes in penalties

in terms of recidivism, etc. An expensive alternative
penalty, for example, may be justified if, in the long
term, an individual is removed from the criminal justice
system. On the other hand, a less expensive alternative
may be advisable if it cannot be shown that the costlier
wr means has an overall gain.

N
b
SCOPE OF CRIMINAL SANCTIONS
; e A second key legislative decision area, in addition
i I to statutory penalfy ranges, concerns applicability
; T of the criminal sanction. These issues are similar to iy
i PR S total resource allocation questions but broader in scope; ;
since they involve tradeoffs, not within the criminal
R Gl justice system, but between the system and other forms of
public service or no public action at all. Proposed
changes in the government response to alcoholics and drug
- _ abusers are among alternatives currently discussed in this
area, or being implemented through action in other decision
yor e ‘ areas.
T This fifth area demands the broadest coverage of useful
. cost data. As with decisions on statutory penalty ranges,

! career costs of affected offender groups, developed in

combination with the BCS tracking system, become of paramount

importance. But in addition, the division of these costs

- f L , ; among the functional areas of law enforcement, adjudication,
. and corrections must be made. This will allow consideration

of the impact of modifying any part of the criminal sanction.

a The transfer of addicts from criminal to civil action is an

historic example of changing a portion of the criminal
et justice system. Figures giving the life cost of an alcoholic 7
_ , to the criminal justice system would allow a true comparison 1
D with, for example, a short term but expensive rehabilitation %
ol program. . X
P 1o
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R While this project did not intend to devote time and energy ;
R to effectiveness measures as indicated above, the California i
o p— Department of Justice (Bureau of Criminal Statistics) was asked ?
E ‘ ‘ ' - ﬁ“ to develop a more complete offender tracking and reporting system.
L : o f!. The data produced by such a system is necessary for both cost
%4 . ;1 :;; determination (specific actions taken and the time involved) and
; N for evaluating agency activity effectiveness. '
i r”ﬁjj- In addition, several other important objectives were realized:
; o - . Duplication is reduced in reporting dispositions
g S— to the Bureau of Criminal Statistics, the Bureau
ﬁ, lﬁ of (riminal Identification and Investigation and
. the FBI; ;
. Reporting responsibility is limited so that: 3
LI . Police report only police dispositions- 'f
: w | ' . . Courts report only court dispcsitions é
3 o ‘%H . A single form is used to trace each individual arrested g
§~ T e and fingerprinted whose prints are sent to CII; -
f . The form provided is easily completed by local agencies :
§v ) : e to serve as source documents for developing data needed é
‘ by local and state planners; ;
vafﬁr . Accuracy and completeness of disposition reporting ;
fr;.F is improved. ;
It should be clearly indicated, however, that this offender ;
" T: tracking system cannot now be directly related to the cost reporting V
. , ; ErQ§w~ system. For example, while the BCS system can indiéate many of
} the Cost Model processes (i.e., a superior court jury trial for ; %
ET*T’“ |
\ V -20-
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a drug offender), it cannot indicate how long such a trial took
in actual court time. If either specific or average time figures

are developed, however, as a result of special research (a workload

determination approach), the cost repcsting system can be used to

develop average cost of trials and hence offender and offense

costs. More work will be required to produce such information.

It should be pointed out that this project was not able to

achieve all the objectives as indicated above (page 15).

Originally, a one-year sample of statewide costs was to be

collected using the cost reporting system, thus providing a good

example of how the system would work. This could not be done
because the budget information and workload statisties in cities
and counties are not always recorded in the same categories, and
sufficient detail is not available. The revised objective was
to obtain such information from six Counties. By late in the
first year of the project, it became obvious to project staff

that even this objective would be of little value. ©No one knew

how criminal justice agency personnel distributed their time over

their work tasks, and without this information, sample county data

could not be related tc process costs.

Consequently, the staff devoted all of its energy to developing

workload distribution information in one county, San Diego.

These revisions mean that the project is not an implemented

and operating cost reporting system as originally proposed.

The system is ready now, however, tc be implemented in one or

-21-~
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more trial counties and in one or more state agencies. Implementa-

tion will require that agency personnel determine the level of
detail necessary to examine their agency operation. Workload

studies will then have to be conducted, since this information

seldom exists.

Once these steps are accomplished the data can be programmed
for the computer and desired analysis can be made. This entire

task should not take more than 12 months.

Implementation costs in other states will depend upon the
nature of budget data, existing procedures currently available
and the detail desiréd. There is no evidence to indicate that
budget processes in.Califbrnia are any better than other states,
so the expense of a cost repqrting system may be about the same.
California does enjoy a large advantage in terms of criminai
statistics information, and other states will.neéd this kind of

data if they are to make full use of the cost reporting system.

034 Ty

Robin Lamson
Project Manager
Assembly Office of Research
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PREFACE

To meet the need for realistic figures on the cost of
administering the criminal justice system in the State of
California, the State Assembly with assistance from the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration of the U.S. Department of
Justice, has developed a system to obtain a true cost reporting
for criminal justice agencies. The purpose of the true cost
reporting system is to provide procedures for pulling together
criminal justice costs from all agencies, separating them into
costs for each criminal justice process and to combine the
costs from all agencies to report total costs for carrying out

each process.

The project has had a wide scope. All facets of the crim-
inal justice sysﬁem have been covered. Universal agréement on
prbcess definitions has not been‘received—;and was not expected.
The définitipns and descriptions. given in this report represent
an initial staﬁdard{.that they will be further modified is
anticipated. The greatest limitation associated with the project>
is related to data: the type of data required is almost non-

existent in current -operations.

This report describes the coét reporting system in some
detail in Section 1. The assessment of costs and cost categori-
zation is delineated in Sections 2 and 3., A description of the
system cost allocation procedures,kalbng with some simple ex-

amples, is given in Section 4. Appendix A covers the criminal

23~
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PREFACE

To mget the need for realistic figures on the cost of
administering the criminal justice system in the State of
California, the State Assembly with assistance from the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration of the U.S. Department of
Justice, has developed a system to obtain a true cost reporting
for criminal justice agencies. The purpose oi the true cost
reporting system is to provide procedures for pulling together
criminal justice costs from all agencies, separating them into
costs for each criminal justice process and to combine the
costs from all agencies to report total costs for carrying out

each process.

The project has had a wide scope. All facets of the crim-

inal justice system have been covered. Universal agreement on

process definitions has not been received--and was not expected.

The definitions and descriptions given in this report represent

an initial standard; that they will be further modified is

anticipated. The greatest limitation associated with the project

is related to data: the type of data required is almost non-

existent in current operations.

This report describes the cost reporting system in some

detail in Section 1. The assessment of costs and cost categori-

~zation'iévdelineated in Sections 2 and 3. A description of the

system cost allocation procedures, along with someksimple ex~

amples, is given in Section 4. Appendix A covers the criminal
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justice processes. The details of the workload distributions
which were derived for judicial and law enforcement agencies

are covered in Appendices B and C.

To formulate the concepts for the true cost reporting system
operations, develop a description of the criminal justice system,
construct the series of computer programs to perform all computa-
tions and report generation, and to obtain the data required to
operate the system, assistance has been provided by many individ-
uals both inside and outside public agencies. Throughout the
project, guidance, review, and necessary agency liaison have been

provided by Robin Lamson, principal consultant to the Assembly

Office of Research, and Carol Crowther, consultant to the Assembly

Select Committee on the Administration of Criminal Justice.

In recognizing the need for true cost reporting and in
gathering data from agency records, assistance has been provided
by the County Executives, Administrators, Auditors, Sheriffs,
District Attorneys, Court Clerks, Public Defenders, Probation,
heads of Departments of Buildings and Grounds, and their staffs
in Los Angeles, Alameda, Sacramento, San Diego, Santa Clara,

San Joaquin, Butte, and Del Norte counties. Special support has
been provided in the effort to develop workload sta;istics by
Chief Ray Hoobler of the San Diego Police Department, Sheriff
John Duffy of San Diego County, and valuable consultation was
furnished by William H. Kennedy, Assistant District Attorney,
and Ronald L. Tarbox, Jr., Administrative Assistant, in the San‘

Diego District Attorney's office; Joseph Baker, San Joaguin

...24._
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County District Attorney; Robert Chargin, San Joaquin County
Public Defender; Betty Martindale and Helen Lee, Chief Clerks
of the San Diego Municipal Court; Bruce Robinson, Supervising
Superior Court Clerk, and Steve Tampos, Chief of the Juvenile
Court Division, from the San Diego Superior Court; and Bern M.
Jacobsen, Thomas H. Sasaki, and Michael McKay who provided in-

formation on the Judicial Council weighted caseload system.

Data concerning the working activities of the police patrol-
man and detectives was collected from the San Diego Police
Department and the San Diego County Sheriff's Department. Those
persons primarily responsible for the internal coordination of
the data collection activities at the San Diego Police Department
were: Assistant Chief Morrison and Inspector W. J. Schenek, of the
Service Division; Lieutenant Norm Stamper and Sergeants Ken Moller,
Larry Stirling, and Jon Dunchack of the Patrol Planning Unit;
and Inspector Sgobba and Captains French, Davis, and Allen of the
Investigation Bureau. Special thanks are in order to Larry
Wittenberg and Ron Smith for their assistance in collecting data
concerning the department's overhead and support costs.

At the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, Undersheriff
Don Oliver acted as primary coordinator?fdr the cost study proiject.
The data collection was coordinated by Captains KXenneth Derring
and Robert Newsom, and Lieutenants B. R. Oldham and G. L. Bout.
Particular thanks go to Sergeants King, Knowles, and Wagner for
their direction of the patrol officer's work in data collection,

and to Mr. Fredrick Cicalo, Office of Bulget and Management, for

...25-.
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his assistance in providing data concerning the department's

fiscal, administrative, and support functions.
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SUMMARY

The increasing burden upon the tax dollar for administering
criminal justice in California has made it essential to obtain a
true reporting of the full range of costs associated with the
cperation of the criminal jusfice system. The growth in the varied
activities performed by the individual agencies involved in crim-
inal justiée with the resultant interrelation between functions
performed by these agencies has made it impossible to obtain
true cost from existing accounting documents where cost figures
are structured by department. The purpose of the cost reporting
system for criminal justice agencies developed under the present
project is to provide a procedure for integrating the criminal
justice costs from all agencies, separating them into categories
for the individual criminal justice agencies, or combining the
costs from all agencies for each criminal justice process to
report the total cost for performing each process. The cost re-
porting system is, in essence, the heart of a Planning, Programm-
ing, and Budgeting System (PPBS). Costs can be determined for
criminal justice processes (e.g., preventive patrol, felony
arraignments, probation supervision, programs (e.g., methadone,
community treatment, public relations), or crime types (e.g.,
burglary, drug abuse, drunkeness). The determination of these
costs, within individual.agencies and across the entire ériminal

justice system, would provide a realistic evaluation of.the

existing costs which would be helpful in making decisions as to

future expenditures.
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The cost reporting system is based upon the principles of

cost accounting with all costs attributed to the operations of a

criminal justice agency levied onto the criminal justice services

which form the products of the agency. A series of computer pro-

grams for performing the required computations and assessing the

costs of work performed were developed.

e The data used in the computations are a combination of cost

;i e and cost-related figures extracted from existing records and

; fag o . specific information on individual workload assignments for per-
sonnel directly engaged in carrying out the criminal justice
e processes. Procedures for recording the cost figures obtained }
y PR from exisfing documentation, such as cost for salaries, services Zf
and supplies, have been developed. Other procedures for generat- ii
Lo ' o - ' o e oo ~ing the costs not presently recorded as costs, but fof thch »E
o o records are available, such as costs for the dépﬁeciation of' _lé
! o equipﬁént and-ﬁse or rental charges for facilities, have also ;
3 o been developed. Finally, methods for generating workload data » 4  §
have been formulated and tested on a sample basis. 'é
P ; A list of criminal justice processes describing the complete /
j v Sy i
§2  ‘ . ‘ | | e operation of the criminal justice system in California in terms i
! of the services provided to the public or to individual offenders k?
- - is included in this report. The process list has been developed ;
. over a period of two years with review and modifications made by fé
QQ = F%f individuals involved in all phases of criminal justice. The

;}« %m; process list has been numerically coded for use by the computer. f

% ’ -28—
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In this manner any jurisdication desiring to change the list for

5502538

its own purposes can change the process descriptions and need not ' =

=2 : ol make any changes in the computer programs.

Using standard accounting definitions, any user can designate
the cost sources as direct or indirect, and separate the indirect
oo fo costs into non-labor and labor, specific support, or overhead.

Two overhead classifications are provided. The user also desig-

...

nates the place in the organization at which the costs are applied.
The computer performs the operations of assessing the different

classifications of indirect costs onto the direct labor, as a

;
4
|
i
j
|
/
i
i
|

. e cost burden. The burdened direct labor is assessed to the pro-

cesses using the workload data provided. The computer programs

i
i
!
i
i
}
i
|

also provide for the generation of standard reports indicating
the breakdown of total cost into the prdcesses or into organi-

zational subdivisions. All computer programs have been written

in COBOL to facilitate their adaptation to any operating system.
Specific system control cards and operating instructions for '§

implementation on a Control Data 6600 are provided.

Critical portions of the system (data collection and compu-
tational processes) were verified using sample data collection i
from several state and local sources througheut California. This ‘ o
data was of two types. First, the basic éost and cost allocatioﬁ

information, providing all data needed to calculate burdened

labor, was examined from the point-of-view of the state and seven
counties representing a range from large to small populatidns.

These counties are: Los Angeles, San Diego, Santa Clara, Alameda; ‘ ZJ

"‘29_ ‘ : ’




San Joaguin, Butte, and Del Norte. At the state level detailed
evaluations were made for the Department of Corrections and
Youth Authority operations. The second category of data is the
workload statistics required to allocate the burdened direct
labor costs onto the processes. Generally, this information is
not available. For this reason, projects were conducted in
several criminal justice agencies to test methods of obtaining
workload data. Workload information on department activities
currently maintained through the use of time cards was also

gathered to check the system operations.

In general, the absence of workload statistics was the
major obstacle in obtaining a true cost reporting for criminal
justice agencies on an extended scale, although estimates of
workload statistics obtained by limited sampling can be used

to roughly estimate these figures. Other areas where some

clerical effort is required to obtain data dealing with obtaining

values for equipment inventories and department floor space allo-

cations. The detail and amount of existing records varies greatly

among counties.

The sample determination of judicial workloads was done in

three ways. The first was a direct study of actual time spent on

various tasks and required employees to £ill out time cards. The

second method was an indirect analysis based on various forms of

estimation as to how work is allocated. The third method applied

judicial workload distribution data developed by the California

-30-
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Judicial Council for approximating the courtroom time of district g

attorneys, public defenders, and clerks of courts.

The direct method of work analysis was tested foi all per-
sonnel in a metropolitan district attorney's office and for
courtroom ¢lerks in a metropolitan superior court. The indirect
analysis based on estimation provided a basis for study of a
metropolitan municipal court. Application of judicial council
data was performed in smaller districk attorney and public

defender offices.

In all situations where employees were asked to f£ill out

time cards, results showed a significant amount of time which

was either spent out-of-court on a process or could not be

allocated directly to one of the processes in the cost system.
This indicates that the direct workload approach provides the 1
i e most complete methodology for determining the full variety of ,?
cost information. In judicial process agencies, adequate work |
sampling could be accomplished on a periodic basis. The main

limitation of the estimation method was that it could not easily

capture the miscellaneous time not allocated directly to processes; g

i e nevertheless, except for this limitation, it is a practical method A

= for use when employees spend all of their time on only one or two

process assignments or are involved in very regular work patterns.

This was the case for many pérSonnel in the clerks of court .
‘offices and for some personnel in other agencies. Thus, this
method is reliable in appropriate situations. -The data, finally, - o

Y on judicial workload distribution devéloped by the Judicial Council |
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does contain a basis for‘computing.the time of judges which is
not gpent directly on processes in the cost model.  Therefore,

it is the only system needed for allocating judicial time to the
cost system. As applied to district ettorneys, public defenders,
and some clerks of court personnel, it cannot provide definitive
cost information; but does furnish an adequate basis for develop—
ing the general kinds of cost data useful for legislative

decision makers.

In order to determine the workload distribution--and hence
the true costs--for law enforcement processes, four methods of
data collection were considered. Three of the techniques in-
volved sampling and are appropriate for estimating distributiocas
on an occasional basis. The other method used data collected
routinely via time cards. This technique is to be preferred if

continuing analyses are to be performed.

One of the sampling techniques utilized an observer in the
patrol car. At regular intervals, he recorded the activity in
process at the tine. The second method had the officer actually
record his activity (coded) at regular intervals. A reminder
of time was provided via the car radio. The third technigue in-
volved interviewing the officer at the completion of a shift to
determine the amount of time spent on various activities. Since
the true distribution is unknown, ardin fact each day may be
quite different, no absolute judgment can be made relative to
the accuracy of the data. No statistically significant differ- -

ences were detected in the methods.
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With the completion of this project, a methodology is available
for determining true costs associated with the criminal justice
system. A computer program, written iﬁ COBOL, will process
workload data along with salaries and other costs to ascertain
true costs of processes, agencies, programs, or offenses. Both
the program and the methodology for obtaining the data have been
checked out; what remains to be done is for an agency to imple-

ment the system.
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SECTION 1

COST REPORTING SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

Introduction

The cost reporting system is designed to prévide critically f
needed information for basic policy evaluation concerning the
criminal justice system. The cost reporting system includes a
series of computer programs, data collection procedures for these

programs, and cost reports that will furnish responsible decision

makers information on the +rue cost of operating the criminal
justice system in the State of California and its political

subdivisions.

The combined forces of increased public concern about

S operation and performance, increased public funds, and increased
g acceptance of role changes for the elements of the criminal jus-

st tice system, have led to increased attention to basic policy

decisions regarding the administration of criminal justice. In

addition to a more rigorous review of the possible outcomes of

3 , . . police decision making, a greater number of alternatives are .
;i ;p(? — being considered at several different levels in the system, in- 2

" | - cluding many alternatives which in the past were not considered i
;ﬁ reL T either administratively or politically feasible. Policy makers ]
3@ g ;m need to be able to consider the potential cost and potential
;é o Mi? outcome of their choices. |
: T Improved data on the outcome of criminal justice processes

= | E is becoming available. In California, the Bureau of Criminal
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Statistics (%CS) has started a program to track felony offenders
through the criminal justice system from the point of arrest,

with specific dispositions recorded for arresting agency, Superior
Court, and lower court. In addition to this and other efforts

at the state level, local and regional systems are being developed
which will improve the data base available for describing the

outcome of processes.

Comprehensive criminal justice process costs, on the other
hand, are not available. An accurate estimate of police, courts,
and correctional costs to accomplish any single cbjective of the
system cannot be made. Unless we collect and make available this
cost data, there is no way of choosing an alternative based on

cost and effect considerations.
The goals of this project have been:

1. To develop a sYstem for reporting true costs, including
computerized elements that will perform the cost data

collection and analysis.

2. To formulate reporting and data presentations that

will provide the needed information to policy makers.

3, To establish procedures for extracting the required

cost data from all governmental agencies in California.

4., To develop and evaluate procedures for obtaining re-

guired cost data not currently available.
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Features of Cost Reporting System

A true cost reporting system is based on accrual principles,

rather than the expenditure principles used in all governmental.

agencies. There are several major differences between cost

figures developed under the two sets of principles.

First; an expenditure system "charges off" a total expen-
diture at the time the money is spent, whereas an accrual system

spreads this expenditure over the useful life of the item pur-

This feature of a time cost

e chased by a depreciation schedule.

. reporting system smooths capital expenditures (e.g., facilities
- and eguipment) to a more meaningful figure.
\ o Second, an expenditure system charges off an expenditure
e to the agency making the expenditure, whereas a true cost re-

porting system allocates this expenditure to the process which

uses the goods or services purchased. Following industrial

practices, such allocation of costs to using agencies and pro-

cesses 1s accomplished through the establishment of direct,

support, overhead, and general and administrative cost categories.

The cost of operations performed by any single department

with cost accountability will not agree with the annual budget
and expenditure accounts for that department. Equipment pur-
chased by the department will appear as a dollar‘expenditure

but only a single year depreciation or equivalent rental charge

will be made to operations for that period. Subsequent years

will also show a depreciation or rental charge with no actual

cash payments. Also the departmentkoperatiOns will be charged

-36-




for overhead and other support provided by and paid for by other
departments. Support provided by the department to another will
Y

appear as charges to the using organization.

Criminal Justice Processes

A major effort in obtaining true cost reporting for criminal
justice agencies has been applied to the description of the pro-
cesses of these agencies that form their product. There is no
unigque méthod of describing these processes. In developing the
process list that follows, primary consideration was given to
its usefulness both by people collecting data for the true cost
reporting system and by the pevple who will be using the coé£
reports. Uniform application to all jurisdictions also was of

primary concern.

The process descriptions must be relevant to the real world
of administrators and decision makers. They must describe system
activity in a way keyed to their perceptions and the issues which
they raise. They must facilitate the identification of specific
process costs, the aggregation of related costs, and the com-
parison of competing costs. In the same way, they must clearly
deiineate separate work processes, yet group those which are
méterially or logically related. And, they must do this in a
forﬁat which has logical arrangement and comhbnly accepted
terminology so as to permit a user to guickly locate the infor-

mation wanted.

But the process descriptions must also satisfy the limits

placed on it by the existing level of budgetary knowledge. The

-37~

1$

v,‘
{
i
4




A=

T —

T

o BRI i e e TR i st I A S N e P rie bt 0TV G KNI i A P I S b g

process slements cannot be construed so finely as to make cost
allocation impractical, if not impossible. Similarly, they must
take cognizance of the concepts established by existing statis-
tical systems which tabulate work activities. Finally, where

process-specific cost data is simply not available, the process:
elements must be arranged so as to identify the nearest level of

data ﬁhat is avéilable.

The dévelopment‘of the criminal justice processes first
considered the functions performed upon, or services provided
to, the individual offender. This, of course, only applies
following an arrest or booking and arraignment. To extend the
process descriptions to the law enforcement functions prior to.
arrest, the functions performed relative to a specific crime

were added to the process list. Finally, the remaining processes

were described in terms of non~crime oriented services provided

to the public.

The basic work activities performed by the different crim-
inal justice agencies describe the particular manner in which
a process is performed. These activities may differ from
jurisdictional to jurisdiction, but each criminal justice related
activity falls within the scope of some process; It ié recognized
that there are activities performed by criminal justice agencies
that are within tﬁeir charter but not covered by the process list.
Many police activities covered under the general heading of dis-

turbing the peace'are of this type. If desired, these could be

added to the process list. However, they have not been included
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o since, strictly speaking, they are not part of the administration
m of criminal justice. :
m The process list is hierarchical in nature, allowing for
) ' subdivision of a single process into its components, or of
aggregation of processges into a single super-process. When
T ' ;
% necessary for clarity, process levels (in descending order) are.
Sp— referred to as functions, activity categories, processes, and {
i ,
e activities respectively. Examples of these levels, which are
g o distinguished by the thousands, hundreds, tens, etc., digits in
the numerical code, are provided in Exhibit 1-1. Whenever fi
r\._, ] ‘ ’»1

ambiguity will not result, the term "process" is used genevrically.
T I . . - L > R '
The process list developed during this project is presented i
.- in Appendix A.
¥ .
£ e
RS :
B ‘Zﬁvl?g"j
e e 3
-
i
™ T 7
g e :
i‘ ;
L.
B o }
; rwf

" : A
i ! -39~
S g '—g o ‘i\-rul '

o b A T e




L A A R e o

e R,

et i

comene v
o oo R
AR A ‘*"“_‘

?

i,

;
|
. J ) j - 4 . L ! = 1
? ¥ : 3 F (,‘
S D L 3 : i i
% -
i
4
1000 - CRIME PREVENTION/SUPPRESSION
2000 INVESTIGATION/APPREHENSION
-
£ 3000 ADULT JUDICIAL
;l .
! 5000 CUSTODY/CORRECTIONAL PRIOR
: TO FINAL DISPOSITION (ADULT)
*. 6000 JUVENILE JUDICIAL 4100
. 8000 UNADJUDICATED CUSTODY/
: CORRECTIONAL (JUVENILE) 4200
7 4000 ADULT CORRECTIONS 4300
7000 JUVENILE CORRECTIONS
4300
4500

Exhibit 1-1. Process Hierarchy

4110
4120
4130
STATE INSTITUTIONAL 4140
COMMITMENT
STATE PAROLE 4150
SENTENCED LOCAL 4160
INCARCERATION
4170

COUNTY PAROLE

PROBATION

INTAKE DIAGNOSIS
& CLASSIFICATION

INSTITUTIONALIZATION
WORK FURLOUGH
SPECIAL PROGRAMS .
PAROLE ?EARINGS
RELEASE

STRO

4120.1

4120.2

| 4120.3

4120.11
4120.12
4120.13
4120.14
INMATE SUPPORT 4120.15
TREATMENT/ 4120.16
OPPORTUNITIES |
INMATE EMPLOYMENT 4120.17
4120.18

SECURITY

FEEDING

CLOTHING

MEDICAL-DENTAY

HOUSEKEEPING

INSTITUTION 1
CPERATION

MOVEMENT
PROCESSING

WELPARE FUND
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In perforﬁing the cost allocation resalting in the assess-
ment of all costs to the proéésses, the indirect costs ére first
charged to the direct cost items, forming what is commonly termed
a cost burden. The direct costs, with the burden applied are

then charged to the appropriate processes.

Direct Labor Sources

Within the public services structure, there are many places
where direct labor costs for the administration of criminal
justice are found. The most obvious are the various governmental
agencies specifically connected to the criminal justice system.
Iess obvious are those agencies which in one aspect of their work
are recognized in law as possessing definite law enforcement
functions. Examples of these are agricultural commissioners,
building inspectors, and sealers of weights and measures.

Another group of agencies incur direct labor cost attributable to
criminal justice activities through their involvement in support,
rehabilitation, or correcticnal programs. Public assistance to
families of incarcerated offenders, departments of public health,
and school districts are examples. In addition to these public
agencies, there are a variety of private organizations that fall
within the operations of the.criminal justice system. Examples
are halfway houses and preventive programs in the drug abuse and
juvenilejdelianency areas. Significantly, the direct labor
services provided by the private oréanizations in some jurisdic-

tions are performed at public expense in other localities.
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SECTION 2

COST ASSESSMENT

Direct and Indirect Coéts

The major effort in expanding é general accounting system
into a cost reporting system is the allocation of costs to the
criminal justice processes. The performance of this cost
assignment is a principal operation of the computerized portion
of the cost system. Methods used in standard business accounting
practices are employed within the system in determining these

cost assignments.

All costs are first separated into two classifications:
direct and indirect. Strictly, the direct classification applies
to costs of all labor actually engaged in performance of a
process. Practically, this concept is modified to classify as
direct only those labor costs that are conveniently allocable to
the processes. By convenient, it is meant that the determination
of labor time can préctically be obtained. For example, the
police dispatcher, in assigniné a car to a burglary, is perform-
ing direct labor (crime against property) hut it is impractical

to +tabulate since the time involved is so minute.

All other costs are classified as indirect.

-4 2=
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State Agencies:

Court of Appeals
Department of Corrections
Department of Justice

' ~Highway Patrol

Supreme Court
Youth Authority

County Agencies:

Care of Court Waxds

Clerk

Coroner

District Attorney
Grand Jury .

Jails, Holding and Correctional
Facilities

Marshal

Municipal Court/Justice Court

Probation Department (Adult)

Probation Department (Juvenile)

Public Defender

Sheriff

Superior Court

City Agencies:

Holding Facilities
Police

Exhibit 2-1. Criminal Justice Agencies
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f ha For present consideiationsy the sources examined for direct é
S . labor have been restricted to the first group of agencies; a list ‘ %é
of these agencies is given in Exhibit 2.1. The cost accounting ’ié
methodclogy and computer programs of the cost reporting system 55
e o are capable of accepting data from agencies in the other :g
e T categories discussed. Actual data collection.was not attempted é
o for these other sources during this phase of the project. i
: - - ' :
AR Indirect Cost Classification

z T Each indirect cost item is placed into one of four categor-
| |
b , ies according to the level of its directness to the performance é
R i

: S | B B of the processes.

f" .~ e N ' ,
1 The first category includes all non-~labor expenses. i
J gé? . Examples include supplies, equipment, facility expenses, and  §
. | miscellaneous services. ; ‘é
. ) The non-labor indirect costs are assessed to the labor 4
? v I sharges for the personnel employing them. Thus the o0ost of a 5
’; patrol car appears as a burden on the patrol officer and the g
? e : : L= = courtroom cost as a burden on the presiding judge. In this |

) B manner the non-labor costs are assessed to the processes in the
o - same proportions as the personnel time of individuals using them. ‘
== T The remaining three indirect cost classifications refer to |
) indirect labor. This includes all.aémiﬁistrative, staff, and f
- N support personnel not immediately engaged in carrying out one f
- J— or more of the processes. Basically, the three categories ;
- - : :g
o - ~44- | ?
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describe the level of directness with which the labor in each is

applied to the criminal justice processes.

At a first level are those labor cost items, such as police

communications and record sections, trial transcript typists,
direct equipment maintenance, and the like, whibh, while not
directly engaged in criminal justice processes, form the opera-
tional support of those direct activities. 1In this project, such
expenses are entitled Support. (It would be possible to handle
the major portion of these support costs as direct. They are

treated as indirect primarily as a matter of convenience.)

At the second level are expenditures for supervision,

planning staffs, and research which, though not specifically
supporting a criminal justice process, serve to administer, §

coordinate, sypervise, etc., the activities of the direct and the

support portions of the system. Cost items of this type are 3

entitled Specific Administrative Expenses.

Costs at this second level are seen to be of the type for
which it is impossible to determin; precisely the portion of
their total cost that is attributable to specific processes. It
is, however, possible to determine the organiéational units
supported by these second level costs. The supported organiza-
tion may bz an entire department or department head, secretarial
pool, planning staff,ketc. The expenses are assessed onto the

personnel within the supported organization and form part of the

total burden on direct labor. | ‘S
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The third level refers to general furctions necessary for

govermmental operation, but not specifically serving any one
particular system of public services. The Governor, the Legis-
lature, Boards of Supervisors, and City Councils are representa-
tive of these operations. The cost of these general administra-
tive expenses support all public services and add to the total
service cost. The true cost reporting system provides for the
inclusion of these costs under the category entitled General

Administration Expenses.

Indirect Cost Assessments

Any individual indirect expense will fall logically into one
of the four caﬁegories which assocliates it with the corresponding
method of computing the burden. In any particular case it may be
desired in the future to compute the burden for an item from one
category using costs from another category. The cost accounting
system provides for this capability by allowing for expense items

to be reclassified at any time.

It is evident from considering the operations of any organi-
zation that some of the indirect expenses are used by or support
other indirect functions as well as serving the direct labor
personnel. Non-labor items are used by administration as well as
by support and direct labor, and administration serves support as
well as direct laboxr. For this reason a "step-down" procedure
and "specific allocation” is used to allocate indirect costs.
With the "step-down" procedure, non-labor expenses are first

allocaﬁéd onto all labor categories giving an initial non-labor
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burden to every labor expense. Administrative expenses with
their non-labor burden applied are then levied onto both support
and direct labor. Finally, support labor with its combined
burden ig assessed onto direct labor. The burden appearing with

direct labor expenses is, hence, seen to be compounded from

several sources. The total of all burdened direct labor is equal

to the total operating expense of each governmental unit (see

Exhibit 2-2),

As a simple, incomplete example consider a portion of a
typical police department. A patrolman performs a significant
amount of direct labor. Support labor burdened on him includes
communications personnel. Specific administration expenses
include his line supervisor, patrol planning, and personnel.

A non-labor item such as the cost of a patrol car would als¢ be
burdened to the direct labor performed by the patrolman. The
cost of joint facilities (e.g., buildings) would be proportion-

ately allocated to all four labor categories.

The "specific allocation" provision allows for any of the
indirect expenses to be applied at any selected place in a
department's organizational structure. This provides for
allocating patrol car costs solely to patrol division and office

space to a department overall. This capability will be useful

in the future as refinements in available data are made. With

current government recordkeeping procedures, items such as office

equipment are inyentoried only at the department level and,

hence, must be allocated to the department as a whole. A change

-47-

R TN SE PSR

N




:
I
i
i

E: oy e
rg‘ rer—
+ e
&
r-r —
I v r——
L —
o -
o S, |
-

"
L R .
W5 A T,
[« R ket
%
[+ £ ™.

= FN L

to maintaining inventory accounts for subsidiary organizational
levels will allow for a specific allocation of equipment expenses

to using organizations.

Currently the cost reporting system charges non-labor items
to the lowest organizational level for which records are
maintained. For most items this is the department level. Where
it is possible to identify specific items, such as radio equip-
ment, cars, etc., as being used by subsidiary organizational
levels the costs are charged at this level. The costs are allo-
cated among the labor accounts within the charge organization in
proportion to salary. A department having a salary base of
$100,000 with $50,000 in non-labor expenses charged at the
department level will have each labor dollar within the depart-~
ment burdened with ¥ifty cents of non-labor. The labor base
includes all administrative, support and direct labor within the

department.

Specific and general administrative expenses, with non-laboxr
burdens applied are handled separately. Specific administrative
expenses are charged to the organizational level to which they
apply and are allocated to direct and support labor within that
level in proportion to non-labor burdened labor dollars. General

administrative expenses are charged tc the organizational level

to which they apply and are allocated to the direct and support

flabor at that level in proportion to the labor dollars burdened

;iwith non-labor and specific administration charges.
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Direct Cost Allocation

The time spent by individuals in directly interfacing with
the public or offenders in carrying out the criminal Jjustice
processes forms the direct labor base. The cost of each process
is the sum of the charges for each direct hour spent in their
performance. The previous paragraphs have described the method
of obtaining total or burdened cost for these direct labor hours.
Workload statistics are used to assign each time increment of
direct labor to one of the procééses. These statistics indicate

the total number of hours of each type of labor that are expended

in carrying out each process.

At present, government records are structured by organiza-
tion. It is only for large departments, such as the Youth
Authority and the Department of Corrections, in which entire
sections or units are engaged in one process, that records show
work assignments in suffic¢ient detail. In a majority of criminal
justice organizations, particularly those engaged in law enforce-

ment, the number of pirocesses in which individuals are involved

does not allow a breakdown of costs by processes from existing

documentation.

Estimates of time spent on processes provide é measure that
produces a more accurate determination of process cost than has
been previously obtainable. However, a precise determination of
cost will require that‘daily recoxrds on direct labor distribution
be routinely maintained. Iess précise estimatesvcan'be mnade on

fhe basis of periodic work load distribution studies.  Without
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these products, it is generally impossible to obtain any refined

pProcess gosts.

The estimates of daily workload distributions for direct

personnel have been made from a wide range of sources. Most of

these involve sampling actual work activity gver a limited period
of time and assuming that the workload figures obtained are
represéntative of the entire year. In addition to using results
obtained from outside sources such as the California Judicial
Council, several samplings were conducted dufing this project.
The sampling procedures used were directed at obtaining an over-
all measure of time-in-work, distribution rather than a highly
refined measﬁre of tdme spent on actual tasks. The general

objective of the data collection procedures used for this program

was to develop workload statistics as could he obtained using

individual daily time cards. This is the information needed to

make the allocation of direct cost to the criminal justice

processes.

Details on this work are presented in Appendices B and C of

this report. The data collection covered several agencies and

included several different data collection techniques.

Assumptions Underlying Cost Allocation

Certain assumptions must be made if workload distributions
obtained by sampling activity over limited periods of time are

taken to be representative of total work loads. The validity of

the criminal justice process costs obtained using these estimates

BRI
is directly proportional tc the validity of these assumptions.
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'rW7§“- The first assumption is that the time periods included in
_ ;“_ the sampling are truly representative of the overall picture. ’
The validity of this assumption depends upon the continuity of
e the criminal justice processes themselves. This is to say that
f i1f the jobs of individuals having similar assignments are
e o examined over a period of time, it will be found that their total
e "i" involvement in each activity.is approximately the same in the
ﬁA,‘mjj time periods not sampled ag it is in the periods sampled. To be
o . valid, the sampling procedures must take into account all varia-
" tions in work assignments: seasénally as well as daily and
o .. weekly, ete. It is clear that infrequent activity will be
niissed. This is not important if the activity missed is low
e é“‘ cost, but is significant for such items as major murder trials
- — and large public disturbances. The following assumption also
pertains to these infrequent activities.
ﬂi o It is assumed that the accuracy and detail required in the
- _ reported cost data is proportional to the cost. This implies
that it is sufficient to report the total cost of groups of
e " similar or rélated processes rather than the individual process
costs if the total group cost is a small fraction of the overall
- o costs. For example, if a ten‘percent error is made in estimating
e o an item which accounts for only five percent of a cost, a net
V error of the order of 1/2 of one percent is made.
- —
= -

IR




LK " S

SECTION 3

COST CATEGORIZATION

The cost reporting system uses the usual categorization of
expense items %or item identification:
e Labor - personnel ;
'® Supplies - expendable materials
® Services - work provided by outsiders

® Equipment - depreciable assets other than real property

® Facilities -~ real property or rentals
® Transfer and reimbursements - éccounting adjustments
between departments |
® Other expenses - monies paid to outside sources.
These cost categories are those defined by law and are tied
to other ;ccounting procedures used throughout the state. Within

each category an individual item is identified by employee

number, inventory number, part number, etc.

These categories separate items that are to be accounted for
differently as required to obtain accrued cost rather than i

purchase cost.

Labor, Supplies, and Sexrvices

One costing method applies to all expense items that can be
considered to he consumed or used during the same fiscal year in

which they are purchased. Labor, services, supplies all fit this




category. Although strictly speaking, supply inventories at the

beginning and end of the year should be accounted for in the

period actually expended rather than when purchased, the usual
B e practice has been followed of assuming that approximately the
Same inventory value is on hand at the beginning and end of the {

accounting period.

T Values for labor, service, and supply expenses are obtained L ﬁ

[IVEREENT

directly from the departmental expense accounts. In some juris- ;

‘HQ‘ ﬁ]éw— dictions, the recorded labor expense includes employee benefits
- . pp— and in others these are kept in separate accounts. As they form
‘ }; ?ﬁ a real part of labor costs, the cost system adds employee bene-
\jﬁ am fits to arrive at an individual's cost. Service and supplias
;j ‘ ; - are usually paid for by the using department. Where this is not
j% - the case, these costs are extracted from the accounts where they
o . appear. The cost is then assigned by the cost reporting system ) : ;
~am to the criminal justice department that is the actual consumer.
- Equipment and Facilities
- The second expense area contains all items that are paid for t
during one year with a major portion of their use &pplied during g
- L-r - other years. All equipment and facilities fall into this area. f
‘ : i )
?. ' : ' L It is necessary to establish a method of determining the portion :
£ -7 of their actual cost that is to be assessed to each year of their i
, - - lifetime.
: | pifferent methods have been developed to determine annual i
'I';Jf_ charges in each of these two categories. First, purchased equip- ;
K 7“:V ment inventories are maintained in property accounts.  These i
- - H s

i
|
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accounts contain item identification, inventory numbers, purchase
cost, date of purchase, purchasizg'department. Original purchase
Price and age establish a present value on the basis of an eight
year declining balance method. An average age of four years has

been used when a better estimate has not been available.

Using the computed figure for current value, the annual
depreciation expense of 12.5% of present value, the eight year
declining balance figure is used to establish a cost for the

Current year.

Where the inventory accounts are maintained by separate
categories such as desks, chairs, typewriters, law enforcement
equipment, etc., the cost system maintains this separate account-

ability.

When. inventory is not maintained on items in this éategory
(e.g., items less than $150 per SAMB8652.2(d)) ,*a choice must be
made as to their method of accounting. Probably the easiest
method would be to treat thém as supplies, although this then
suffers_from the traditional accounting shortcoming of showing
expenditures in one year which should be spread out. If the
items in this category are purchased at approximately the same
dollar rate each year, there is no appreciable problem in
considering them as suppliés. If large variances occur in annual
purchases of these items, some assumption must be made as to

their useful 1ife.

*S+ate Administrative Manual.

-~
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The actual data collected for equipment inventories is
inventory cost, assigned Aepartment and equipment category -{if
available). In those cases wiere equipment is rented rather than

purchased, the rental charge is used.

Facilities are subjected to a_different treatment. Too many
problems arose in attempting to use an annual depreciation
process. In assessing depreciation, the primary problem lies in
determining the present value of a facility. Each of the
possible methods, original construction price, replacement cost
of either existing or equivalent structures, etc. proved to be
unsatisfactory. For this reason, it was decided to use
equivalent rental charges for all facilities based upon sguare
footage. The data collected for facilities is then‘department
identification and floor space area. State and business in-
terests were consulted to arrive at the figure of $4.80 per
square foot asvthe annual rental charge. ‘The space measufemént
includes only that actually used by personnel. Confersnce
rooms, lobbies, lavatories, etc., are omitted with their costs
included in the $4.80 figure. The rental charge includes all
utilities and ordinary maintenance. In the cases where these

costs are paid for by the department, the charges for them are

"not included in the determined departmental costs.

Separate consideration was given to correctional facilities.
Construction costs were found to be comparable, because decreased
expenses for finishing work was offset by higher structural

costs. Building maintenance, however, is less due to the use of

-56~
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inmates in this role. The charge for these facilities was taken
as $4.00 pef square foot annually. Court rooms and associated
office space were found to have a significantly higher construc-
tion cost. A survey of court rooms built in the last few years
shows construction costs as high as $40 éer square foot which is
almost twice that of office space. Court facilities are, there-
fore, being charged a higher rental of $6.00 per square foot per
year. This figure was arrived at based upon the portion of the
overall rental charge that is attributed to construction costs.
In further applications of the cost reporting system, each of

these estimates should be reconfirmed or changed.

Cost Data Sources

It is possible for a criminal justice agency to incur
support expenées which are not represented in its budget. To
give a common example, police and sheriff's department budgets do
not always contain a cost item for vehiclés used in patrol -
processes. Although some departments are totally responsible for
patrol cars, including purchase and maintenance, other depart-
ments are resp0néible for purchase but not for maintenance.

Sometimes, purchase is budgeted by a transportation group and the

law enforcement agency may oxr may not be charged a rental fee.

Similar examples exist for personnel as well as for other types

of equipment.v

This variability between jurisdictions in services provided
by and to similar units places an important requirement on the

ability of the cost)sy%tem to generate cost reports which are of
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use in assessing cost of operations and resource allocation. A

knowledge of the component parts of each process must be formed,
and the budgets of non-criminal justice agencies carefﬁlly
scrutinized to locate the sources 6f these components. Such an
approach is the only way to meet the important demands upon the
cost system for uniform applicability for all governmental units

and to include similar costs from each.

A variety of data sources have been used for collection of
data. Exhibit 3-1 indicates the basic sources used to obtain
information for each of the cost categories. The sources for
labor, service, and supply expense data are the basié departmsnt-
al account sheets. From these, the item cost is used as the
annual charge with the exception of labor where employee benefits
are added if not on the basic labor cost sheet. Each ifem of
expense is identified as to type and departmental unit in which
it appears in the government organizationai structure. At the
same time this cost and identification data is recorded, a record
is made assigning the cost to criminal justice system. This
assignment takes one of three forms. Direct labor engaged in
carrying out the criminal justice processes is assigned as a
direct chargé to the processes. Items of expense that are used
in operatioms that support these direct charges are assigned to

the supported direct item. Administrative items of expense are

assigned to the organizational level at which they are applied.

Department equipment inventory lists are used to obtain book

values for owned equipment. This data is recorded as the basis

-58-

e s L

Brtucent S

ket



o

i B 2
~
7

i
!

2!

i

- ————— e — -
1;\:3 R - o . N . T
; e S e areaien: e e
e N A Pl W, 5 R e Do R S pa—— . -

W

T e

el

SOURCE OF
COST DATA

Criminal Justice
Department
Accounts

Salary and Wage
Supplement

Equipment
Inventories

Building
Floor Space

Supporting
Department
Accounts

CosT ITEM
CATEGORY

Services

Supplies

Labor

Equipment

Facilities

Support Services

Exhibit 3-1.

Cost Data Sources
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‘ V ‘ for determining annual charge. The appropriate rate indicating }
" “ the percentage of book value taken for the annual depreciation ;
charge is also recorded. The organizational identification and %
m assignment to the criminal justice system is recorded at this ;
m time.
m There is no one source that exists uniformly within all ,§
GUTTE jurisdictions for obtaining data on facility space assigned to E
“ each department. The offices of property managément maintain ‘
o “ space assignment records but usually the area mesasurements must (
“ be developed as a separate task. The square footage values are r
| recorded and become the basis for determining the annual charge. ’
The space rental as a rate per square foot is recorded and is i
used by fhe computer for computing the total rental charge. As r
R with the other expenses, the organizational identification and >
e criminal justice process assi’gnment is recorded.
: i Data Availability
= Mj, In the absence of procedur:c based upon cost accounting x
R there are several problems that arise in utilizing the cost
s ' - reporting system with existing records. These problems result
mre from the non-existence of certain records for some jurisdictlons l
~© S - and lack of detail in others. The very fundamental problem that If
{ ‘ : ‘ |
T results from the absence of direct labor workload statistics has
. :_ been discussed previously.
. ”v_'k For indirect labor, salary records are readily available.
T - Specific work assignments for support personnel are somewhat
i T -
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time consuming to generate but can be obtained through interviews

with supervisors.

In determining the amount of employee benefits that must be

added to salaries, discrepancies exist among counties. Approxi-

PO -

mately half of the total benefit cost results from items such as :

i
.

lnsurance premiums, social security taxes, etc. Records for

e
|

these are consistent across jurisdictions. The other half of the
total, however, is due to paid time off for sick leave, holidays,
. P_‘Ew- and vacations. Some accounting systems include this cost in the
. o base salary and some do not. This cost forms a real part of the 2
o salary burden and must be separated from the total annual salaxy E
o and added to the cost of the productive working time. §
ﬂ R Although required by law, equipment inventory accounts are ;
o= not maintained by all cocunties. Of those interviewed, lack of é
wr T funds to initially establish inventory control is the primary i
reason this has not been done. Where inventory values are not §
=T available, estimates can be made based upon the values found in %
e other jurisdictions, with resulting loss of accuracy. |
B Where inventories are maintained, accounting is done for the i
- ) department level. This necessitates charging equipment costs é
- m uniformly to all parts of the department. In most cases, this is §
= acceptable. However, there are major equipment expenses, particu-
M’i e larly in law enforcement, where it is désirable to separately
i 'f~' o charge sub~units of the department for particular items. Agtos
vg Eﬁf fip " and radio equipment are examples.
i T =
-6 ] -
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Almost uniformly, facility space records are not maintained.
Working from floor plans, the space allocations>by department can

be obtained.

The space rental charge used to obtain the true cost includes
amounts for utilities, structural and grounds maintenance,
conference rooms, lavatotries, etc. The departmental floor space
measurements must, therefore, not include amounts for these rooms
and any charges levied against the department accounts for any of
these items must be extracted or the space rental charge reduced

by an appropriate amount.

Data Recording

A previous section explained the sources of the basic data
provided to the system and described the types of data used.
These data types are categorized as depicted in Exhibit 3-2. A
copy éf the data collection form for recording this information

for use by the computer is shown in Exhibit 3-3.

The item description is a combination of an alphabetical
description of the item and a numerical identification similar
to the usual part or employee number which is used by the com-

puter for item = .entification and classification.

The item cost is composed of two data: one providing the
basis for determining the cost and the other the rate at which
the basis is charged. For labor service and supplies, the
basis for the actual cost with the rate being all of the cost.

For eguipment, the basis is the inventory value, and the rate
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a.
b.

a.
b‘

a.
b‘

N a.

o L A
) bl‘

1. Item Description

Name
Identification Number

2. Item Cost

Basis
Rate

3. Organizational Address

Agency Identification
Unit Identification

4. Charged Account

Criminal Justice Process
Organizational Address

e ‘ 5. Allocation

Type
Amount

T

P

- . Exhibit 3-2. Basic Data
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is the depreciation. For facilities, the basis is the square

footage and the rate is the annual footage rental.

e
: The organizational address is a numerically coded identifi-

cation of the organization to which the item is charged by the
existing agency accounting system. The government and agency

identification forms part of this address.

The charged account identifies, for the computer, the place
A in the criminal justice system where the item is used. The

;
account will be either a criminal justice process in the case

% where an item is directly utilized in carrxying out a process, or

the address of the unit served for support and administration

charges.

L e

Finally, the type of allocation identifies the item as being 2

'jf e direct, support or administrative and indicates the fraction of

o the total item expense to be charged to the indicated account.

gy This last designation allows a single cost item to be charged to

several accounts. This is of particular significance for

personnel who are engaged in several processes.
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is the depreciation. For facilities, the basis is the sqguare

footage and the rate is the annual footage rental.

The organizational address is a numerically coded identifi~
cation of the organization to which the item is charged by the
existing agenéy accounting system. The government and agency

identification forms part of this address.

The charged account identifies, for the computer, the place
in the criminal justice system where the item is used. The
account will be either a criminal justice process in the case
where an item is directly utilized in carrying out a process, or
the address of the unit served for support and administration

charges.

Finally, the type of allocation identifies the item as being
direct, support or administrative and indicates the fraction of
the total item expense to be charged to the indicated accouné.
This last designation allows a single cost item to be charged to
several accounts. This is of particular significance for

personnel who are engaged in several processes.
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SECTION 4

COST REPORTING SYSTEM ALLOCATIONS

There are several meaningful co%t determinations which can
be made’with‘the cost reporting system. Starting with an agency
within the criminal justice system, it is possible to determine,
in detail, the costs associated with that agency for the various
processes which collectiﬁely form all of the activities associ~
ated with criminal justice. Another important analysis available
with the cost model is the computation of agency costs related to
various offense categories. Two further determinations are
program costs and department costs. Certain aspects of the
utilization of the model are standard for all applications. These
facets are described in the following section. Some specific

utilizations of the model are defined in succeeding sections.

eneral Considerations

The first consideration which an agency must make in

utilizing the cost model regafas the structure of the organization
|

itself. A detailed organization chart which shows the formal
management rélationships must be constructed. A chart similar
to the example in Exhibit 4-1 must be prepared. Having done
this, every person in the organization is now assigned to a
location on the chart. The function of each individual must now
be specified. This is the determination of the general responsi-

bilities of each individual. The choices for these duties are:

working directly on criminal justice processes, working in support

-66-
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of personnel who are working on criminal justice processes, and
administrative. The administrative tasks can be further sub-
divided to specific administrative withingé department and general
administrative relative to the agency. The amount of time that’
each employee spends on each type of responsibility must aiso be
determined and specified, including the actual process for those
working directly on criminal justice processes. Techniques for

determining these percentages are described in the following

paragraph.

The determination of the proportion of time spent by each
employee on various tasks can be done in several ways. The most
accurate method is with the use of time cards. Under this scheme,
each employee would complete a summary of the hours on each
classification of task each week. This would provide a comprehen-
sive data base which would also ke acceptable (with the introduc-
tion of appropriate procedures) for payroll and audit purposes.

Of course, there is some expense involved in instigating such a
time card system. Another similar, less extensive system would
have each employee tabulate his activity each week, without any
validation or utilization for either payrell or auvdit purposes.
This would be less expensive since no modifications need to be
introduced into the existing personnel procedures; only the
summary activity log is added. This may be done on a continuing
or occasional basis, depending on the accuracy desired and the
rate of change of workload statistics anticipated. Other tech-
niques for gathering workload information océasionally include

interviews to determine typical activity and random direct

-G =
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Exhibit 4-1. San Dieqgo Police Department
' (Excluding lower levels)
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Chief
of
Police
l .
: Admin.
Police Special Deputy Assistance
Legal Assistance Police . {Payroll and
Advisor Public Info : Chief Accounting
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Division Division | Division : Division
I - ‘ | ( = -
Central Sub- Investi- Supporting
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sampling of activity. Both of these require extra data gathering
personnel and tend to be expensive and soﬁewhat disruptive. The
method to be selected for gathering workload statistics depends
on the use to which the analysis is going to be put, the accuracy
required, and the type of agency involved. If continuity and
high accuracy are needed, time cards should be used. However,
the agencies involved are also significant: time cards are
easily utilized in police agencies, while they may never really

be needed in the courts.

Other costs associated with each agency are the non-labor
costs, which include supplies, equipment, and facilities, the
services contracted for from outside sources, and intra-agency
transfers and reimbursements. These costs must all be assigned
to the appropriate level in the organization in order to deter-

mine the true costs associated with the various processes.

Process Costs

All activities which are considered to édnstitute prdcé§3es
within the criminal justice system have been defined and numbered.
This classification has been described in some detail in Phase I
of this project* and is further elaborated in other sections of
this rxeport. It is these processes to which the direct labor
within each agency must be charged. Conceptually, this is simple.
Practically, it requires a data gathering effort analogous to

that described in the previous section. Detailed time cards or

* "California Criminal Justice. Cost Project~-Phase. I," Public
Systems incorporated, Sunnyvale, California, August 1971.
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less detailed activity summaries would provide continuing data.

Occasional data can be gathered by interview or cbservation.

Once the activities of all the personnel in the agency

have been defined (including the process number for direct costs),

the data must be assembled for keypunching for input to the computer.

Sk

An example of this type of cost determination follows.

Further details are provided in Appendix C. Suppose the chief

i .
e s it S
[

of police in a city wants to know how he is spending his resouxces

relative to the various processes within the criminal justice

system. He currently has the standard line item budget which
accounts for the budgeted expenses in his organization. But how
much is he actually spending on, for example, direct investiga-

tion and apprehension associated with criminal activity? Or, in

a department which is striving to be aware of and responsive to
= the service needs of the community, how much is being expended

‘ L on community and personal contact activities? These, and many

more specific questions can be readily answered through the use
of the cost reportihg system. Exhibit 4-2 provides a sample

output listing some process costs.

Similar examples of process costs attributable to salaries
are presented in Exhibits 4-3 and 4-4. These are for a district
attorney's office and a municipal court. Further details of <

e these tabulations are given in Appendix B.
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Process Cost
No. Description Total Subtotal
1000 PREVENTION/SUPPRESSION 2,262,943
1100 Community/Personal Contact 487,477
1200 Preventive Patrol 809,587
1300 Maintenace of Public Oxder 86,437
1400 Traffic Control 879,442
2000 INVESTIGATION/APPREHENSION 3,356,618
2110 Crimes against Persons 666,621
2120} Crimes against Property 829,479
2130 Vice/Organized Crime 157,300
2140 Alarm Responses 178,457
2170 Miscellaneous Offenses 832,869
2190 Report Preparation 218,540
2300 Special Programs 473,352
3000 COURTS 53,362
5000 CUSTODY 1,992,147
- MISCELLANEOUS/ADMINISTRATIVE |1,680, 947
9,346,017

Exhibit 4-2. Sample Annual Police Department Process Costs
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”” T Process
o No. Description Cost,

f‘ : 3100 Initiation of Prosecution 1,173,029
| T 3200 Proceedings Prior to Trial 944,948
3300 Trial Proceedings 525,405
R N 3400 Post Trial Proceedings 114,801

- 3500 Habeas Corpus 14,377
T 6200 Juvenile Detention Hearings 5,590

}%k ' L 6300 Proceedings to Declare Minor
= : a Ward of the Court 55,898

6400 Other Juvenile 2,795

S

Exhibit 4-3. Sample Annual District Attorney's
me e e Office Process Costs (Salaries only)
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Process

NO.

Description

Cost

3100
3200
3300
3400

Initiation of Prosecution
Proceedings Prior to Trial
Trial Proceedings

Post Trial Proceedings

523,850
297,588
251,328
319,426

Exhibit 4-4. - Sample Annual Municipal Court
Process Costs (Salaries only)
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Offense Costs

P

Perhaps the most significant single breakout of costs within

the criminal justice system is the determination of costs by

offense category. This can readily be done with the cost model,
although all of the workload statistics must now be gathered in

more detail. Namely, each process must be subclassified to

include the offense type.

This was done in the data gathering experiment described in

Appendix C (i.e., for law enforcement activities), but was not

done for the judicial processes. The simplest format fot this

type of costing would be as shown in Exhibit 4-5. This depicts

a listing which would be appropriate for specifying offense

L ‘ costs at the county level.

)
~q

i

Department Costs

“ One of the computations that an agency may be interested
it : | in is the determination of actual department costs. These can

readily be determined if the complete organization has been

etz

T analyzed as to process costs. Department costs then are a simple
;w by-product of the total agency result. If department costs are
gre e desired without extensive workload statistics, approximate
values can be obtained withcut too much effort, depending on

the accuracy desired. This can be done by simply estimating

the percentages of direct labor, support labor, and administra-

¥ e -

i ) ) ) . )

e - tive labor, along with non-labior costs. This then provides an
jg ;

% g o estimate of the total costs associated with a department.
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Offense

Agency

Robbery|Burglaryf ...

Marijuana

Sheriff

Police Department A
Police Department B
Stuperior Court
Municipal Court A
Municipal Court B
District Attorney
Public Defender
Marshal

Grand Jury
Probation Department
County Corrections

TOTAL

Exhibit 4-5. Typical Format for Offense Costs
at County Level
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A simple appropriate example of the utility of this type :of
output would be for a department in which theuline budget did
not include significant costs. This occurs in some police de-
partments in which the cost of patrol vehicles is not budgeted

to the patrol division, but is budgeted elsewhere.

An example of the labor costs of a specific department, in
this*qase an institution, is given in Exhibit 4-6. This does
not include any related outside agency costs, but does show a

tabulation for the 1971 labor costs associated with the insti-

]

tutionalization process at Folsom State Prison. This can be

compared with the standard budget shown in Exhibit 4=-7.

Computer Program Applications

The overall computer program system structure is illustrated

in the logic flow diagram given in Exhibit 4-8. The model is

composed of three phases: initialization, computation, and re-

port generation. The initialization phase is responsible for
handling all data inputs and creates the master data file on

magnetic tape.

The master data file is mainfained by the use of an update
program. In this manner, only new input data éérds are required
to update the méster file. The computation phase creates account
records for all organizational positions and processes from the
basic input data. All ﬁeeded caluclations are performed to
generate an augmented master file from which the reports are
generated. Fihallyj thé report generation phase takes the aué-

mented master file, extracts necessary infofmation, and compiles

~76-
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INSTITUTIONALIZATION

B PROCESS 4,216,332
4120.1 INMATE SUPPORT 3,481,181 ‘
4120.11  Security 2,831,597
4120.12 ° Feeding 104,866
4120.13 Clothing 30,733
4120.14 Medical-Dental 376,718
4120.15  Laundry-Housekeeping 29,102
4120,17 Movement Processing 89,547
4120.18 Welfare Fund 18,618
4120.2 TREATMENT/
OPPORTUNITIES 247,026
4120.21 Psychotherapy/
Counseling 42,388
4120.22 BEducation 138,669
4120.23 Leisure Activities
Handicraft 18,618
Recreation 15,412
Religion 31,939
4120.3 INMATE EMPLOYMENT 488,125
4120.31 Correctional
Industries 488,125
LABOR BURDENED TO
PAROLE 250,524
TOTAL WORKING LABOR BASE 4,466,856
BASIS: Salaries for Folsom Personnel :
(Budget) 4,192,313
Salaries for Correctional
Industries Personnel 460,982
Salaries for Welfare Fund
Personnel 35,169

Salaries for Structural Maintenance (81,420)

Salaries for Maintenance of Grounds

Salaries for Heat, Power, Water

‘Base Folsom Salaries
Overhead Salaries
Direct Labor Base

_Overhead Rate

5.88%

(9,960)

(130,228)
4,466,856

(247,928)

4,218,928

Exhibit 4-6. Labor Agcounting‘for‘Folsbm

[

(1970~71)
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ADMINISTRATION

CARE AND WELFARE
SUPPORT AND SUBSISTENCE
PLANT OPERATION

TOTAL LABOR EXPENDITURE

197,336
3,482,649
155,554
356,774

4,192,313

Exhibit 4-7. Standard Line Item Budget Report -
Folsom State Prison (1970~71)
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the data into the reporting forms. The following paragraphs give
additional details on the internal operations performed in each

of the three phases of the cost reporting system.

Initializationh phase

As mentioned above, the initialization phase is responsible
for the maintenance of the master filé. This phase is composed
of two programs. The first is an editing program which is res-
ponsible for checking the raw data from the cards and converting
this data into a format for the computation phase. The editing
program checks the raw data and verifies that only wvalid codes
are used in each data field. Erroneous data is rejected and an .
indication of the errors detected is printed on an error report.

The erroneous data cards are corrected and then resubmitted. The

edit program generates an update file which contains the correctly

formatted data sorted in the proper order.

The second program in the initialization phase is responsi-
ble for updating the master file. This program uses the update
file to add, change, or delete recoras from the old master file.
Any errors detected at this phase of the operation are printed
on an error report. The newbmaster data file magnetic tape is

used as the input to the computation phase.

Computation phase

The computation phase is responsible for reading the master
data file and performing the'computations for the cost analysis.

This phase is composed of nine programs, each performing certain

. computations and creating information for subsequent programs.
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The data contained on the master file contains the same basic
information that was collected from the governmental units., To
facilitate data collection and to require the minimum améunt of
training on behalf of the recording clerks, this information
contains only the first level cost refinement; that is, adminis-
trative costs are charged to the organizational level at which
they appear, support costs are charged to the organization they
support, and only direct costs are charged to the criminal justice
processes. The nine computer programs construct the logic chains
connecting all of the costs to the criminal justice processes.
This is accomplished by working down the organizational structure,
cascading the billiﬂg from one level to the next, to the lowest
operatingylevel from which the charges are assessed to the crim-
inal justice processes. A list of the nine programs is given

Report generation phase

AnY*number of types of reports can be generated as required
from the augmented master data file or any file previously gen-
erated. Presently, three types of report generation programs
have been devéIOped. For specific application the files have
been formatted to facilitate the extraction of other information
for particular reports of special use. For this project, three
specific output programs were written and run. The first of
these generated the cascaded total dollar cost of each "hundred
level" (i.e., activity category) criminal justice process. The
second generated cascaded costs associated with processes for

direct, overhead, G&A, support, noq—labor, total and overhead

W et
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te. Thg third generated these same dollar costs by department

level code. These output reports are described in some detail in

Vo

lume II of this report.
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1. Non-Labor Support Billing
2. Support Allocation Bases
3. Non-Lakor Support Allocation

4. Overhead (Specific Administration)
Allocation Base ' '

5. bverhead Assessment

6. G & A {General and Administrative) Base
7. G & A Assesément

8. Labor Support Assessment

9. Criminal Justice Processes

4

‘Exhibit 4-9. Computer Progréms
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i?f‘ Appendix A | %
A CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSES
? ':‘,
:j;] i This appendix provides a list of the:processes which have
;;5 been developed for use with the cost reporting system. This
}§3 list is the result of extensive research and discussion with
l?' -the personnel of various operating criminal justice system
fﬁ; agencies. ‘ , ‘ |
B The most directly resolved organization problem is the |
:ﬁ basic functional breakdown. Traditional usage has divided the
: criminal justice system into three functional compoﬂents: law 7
; ‘enforcement, the courts, and corrections. While providing a .
useful starting point, this tripartite breakdown does not go 3
far enough; separable functicns are cléafiy evident in these - ;
ﬁw*éw- categories and thus additional refinements have to be made. j
o v FPirst, it is necessary to recognize the large scope of %
.. § law enforcement activities outside the spectrum of work con- ,
: nected with specific crimes. One logical breakdown of the / i
1 v hﬁi§qﬁ ' law enforcement component is into the crime ?revention/Suppres— §
y71 » . ‘ , ] - )él sion function and the investigation/apprehension function. The 2
' ‘ | e former includes those activities which directly tend to prevent 7 %
iy _ or suppress acts which are both injurious to the public safety - §
i I - and legally prohibited and which provide a service to the pub*‘ ; i
. S , lic. The latter refers to those processes of inquiring into :
iy ‘ e m , the particulars of an alleged or actual criminal incident. g_
ff : : ’ ‘A . | Second; in dealing with the court system, the law currently %
V‘ - ) separates adjudication of juveniles from adjudication of adults. é
- a Hence, the court function must be broken down into judicial ‘§
- o process whith involves the adjudication ‘Of adult criminality %
e and the juvenile judicial process which involves the adjudica~ %
| tion of juvenile delinguency and dependency. ‘ | 4 - . %3
~ !
= | |
RS- s

ek g
oo




]

T T TN

i
3
3

b

]

Third, a similar distinction is recognized in both the law
and practice of corrections. Thus, the correctional function is
divided into both‘adult;corrections and juvenile corrections.
But, there is an additional correctional distinction which must
also be made. The custodial and rehabilitative processes sup-
porting the correctional fundtion are usually applied to adju-
dicated adults and juveniles. To provide clarification, pre-
adjudication custody or rehabilitative activities should be sepa-
rated into their own separate categories. And two additional
functions, unsentenced custcdy/correctional processes for both
adults and juveniles, have been developed as part of the organ-

izational format.

' This leads to an eight-part functional breakdown of the
criminal justice system and these have been arranged organiza-
'tionally in a way which is partly based on sequénce and partly
based on client group. Thus, the first two parts are the law

enforcement functions of crime prevention/suppression and
The next three parts all pertain
judicial pro-

investigation/apprehension.
to subsequent processes involved with adults:
cess, adult corrections, and unsentenced custody/correctional
processes for adults. While this latter category sequentially
belongs prior to the judicial process, its present place in the
organizational framework represents both its smaller relative
size and its close material compatability with the correctional
funcﬁidn. The final three categories are the juvenile judicial
process, juvenile corrections, and unadjudicated custody/correc—

tional processes for juveniles.

Since the basic breakdown of the criminal justice system
into eight parts is based upon function, it is important to
point out that several agencies may be involved in each cate-
gory. Thus, sheriffs and police departments, and .the Califormia
Highway Patrol, are inVolved,in the two law enforcement functions;
and the functions of corrections and unadjudicated custody/

correctional processes are performed not only by probation,




parole, and prison agencies butvalso by police and sheriff
departments. And the two parts related to the judicial
function encompass many agencies in addition to the courts,
such as public defenders, district attorneys, probation de-
partments, law enforcement officers, bail projects, court
staffs, and county clerks. For the most part, however, those
agencies participating in criminal justice functions are
limited in this format to public agencies.
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSES

Code Process
1000 | N CRIME PREVENTION/SUPPRESSION
1100 . COMMUNITY AND PERSONAL CONTACT
1110 Personal Contact/Public Relations
1120 Personal Contact/Field Interviews
1130 Community Relations
1140 Personal Assistance
1180 Record Ingquiry
3 1190 Report Prepération
' 1200 PREVENTIVE PATROL @
1210 Motorized Patrol
1220 Foot Patrol
1230 Other Vehicular Patrol
1240 Security Escorts
1260 Security Inspections
1280 Record Inquiry
1290 Report Preparation
1300 MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC ORDER
1310 Special Bvents
1330 Civil Disturbances
1340 Mipor Peace Distrubance ;
St 1350 Assistance to Allied Agency :
i 1390 Report Preparatidh :
1400 MOVEMENT /CONTROL OF TRAFFIC
jé 1410 Traffic Patrol/Direction §
¢3 1420 ‘Accident Investigation ’ ?
i m 1430 Traffic Contact (Warning) -k
e . 1440 citation |
' mé 1480 Records Inquiry %
_ 1490 : Report Preparation ;
T i
0o %
f ‘ i : A-d i
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[ B code % Process
o | 2000 ' INVESTIGATION/APPREHENSION
(} ”_ 2100 GENERAL PROGRAMS
“ B - 2110 Crimes against Persomns
T . 2120 Crimes against Property
- 2130 Vice/Organized Crime
%s; ¥ 2140 Alarm Responses
o 2170 Miscellaneous Offenses against the
' Public and Peace and Order
- _%w? 2190 Report Pr@Earééion -
| T 2300 SPECTAL PROGRAMS
5 ’ ‘ L i ;ﬁ”f 2310 Warrant and/or Supoena
v ‘ 1 2320 Booking
1 . fm_' 2330 Arrests
} | 2340 Undercover Activity
I B
3000 ADULT JUDICIAL '
- - 3100 INITIATION OF PROSECUTION
_ 3110 Charging
g . ) : b s \ 3111 Charging of Misdemeanors
Dl : o v 3112 Charging of Felonies
i @ - 3120 Indicting
: 3 3130 Releasing from Custody
; - | ?7? 3131 Bail in Municipal Court
%% | 3 l | ﬁr? s 3132 Own Recognizance in Municipal
2 . Court
- o : 3133 . Bail in Justice Court
3134 | Owanecognizance,in Justice
, : ) ‘Court
T o | 3135 Bail in Superior Court
‘;”’f 3136 Own Recognizance in Superior
L _ Court )
i 3200 PROCEEDINGS PRIOR TO TRIAL
3210 Misdemeanor Arraignment
i e 3211 Arraignment in Municipal Court
4!55‘ A-5
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Code

3212
3213

3214
3215
3216

3220
3221

3222
3230 ,
3231

3232
3233

3234
3235
3236

32490
3241

3242

3250
3251

3252

3253
3254

Process

N

Arraignment in Justice Court

‘Guilty Plea Prior to Trial in
Municipal- Court

Guilty Plea Prior to Trial in
Justice Court

Dismissal Prior to Trial in
Municipal Court

Dismissal Prior to Trial in
Justice Court

Misdemeanor Pre-Trial Activities

Pre-Trial Activities in
Municipal Court

Pre-Trial Activities in
Justice Court

Felony Arraignment in Lower Courts

Arraianment in Municipal Court
Arraignment in Justice Court
Guilty Plea Prior to Preliminary
Hearing in Municipal
Guilty'Plea Prior to Preliminary
Hearing in Jug ytice Court
Dismissal Prior to Preliminary
Hearing in Municipal Court
Dismissal Prior to Preliminary
Hearing in Justice Court

Felony Preliminary Hearing

Preliminary Hearing in
Municipal Court

Preliminary Hearing in Justice
Court

Other Felony Preliminary Activities

Pre-Trial Hearing on Motion for
Return of Property or Suppresgsion
of Evidence (PC 1538.5) in
Municipal Court

Pre-Trial Hearing on Motion for

Return of Property or Suppression

of Evidence (PC 1538 5) in
Justice Court

17 SenfenCing in Mun1c1pal Court
17b Sentencing in Justice Court

g
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R Code Process
| i i . e . :
b, H o oy .
f ' . 3255 17b- Probabation Hearing in
S L © - Municipal Court.
R B ; 3256 17b Probation Hearing in
I : i Justice Court
- - i 3257 Other Preliminary Activities in
e e ' Municipal Court
B 3258 Other Preliminary Activities in
R B Justice Court
| : v 3260 Felony Arraignment in Supzrior Court
E( | ; =3 s 3261 Felony Arraignment in Superior
i . - Court ' ,
oy 3262 Guilty Plea Prior to Trial
g oA : .
_ SR = : 3263 : Dismissal Prior to Trial
\ | _ | ' . 3270 Felony Pre-Trial Activities in
: N ' Superior Court
3271 Pre-Trial Hearing on Motion to
- - Set Aside the Information or
—— _ . Indictment (PC.995)
T - 3272 Pre-Trial Hearing on Motion for
. ‘ Reéturn of Property or Suppression
e o of Evidence (PC 1538.5)
| e 3273 Other Pre-Trial Activities
5 _ 3274 Petition for Writ of Prohibition
: - Appealing Decision on Motion
8 v I Made under Section 995 (PC 999a)
e ~ ~ ‘o - 3275 Petition for Writ of Mandate
3 - T . or Prohibition Appealing
Decision Made on Motion Under
Section 1538.5 (PC 1538.5i,3)
- - :
3300 TRIAL PROCEEDINGS
: 3310 ’ Misdemeanor Trial Confirmation
£y - o ‘ v Proceedings
= - ‘ , , ‘ ' c e k ‘3311 Calendar Hearing in Municipal
S : ‘ S . , . ; : o Court,
G i com ‘ Y3312 Calendar Hearing in Justice
> oo S © Court :
- - - 3313 Pre-Trial Conference in
ol o ' Municipal Court
S : 3314 Pre-Trial Conference in
- : ’ , ‘ T , ' ' ‘ Justice Court ‘
o - . ’ ) ’ E . \\
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Code

3320
3321

3322
3323
3324

3325
3326
3330

3331
3332

3340
3341
3342

3343
3344

3412
3413
3414

34135

Process

Misdemeanor Trial

Uncontested Court Trial in
Municipal Court

Uncontested Court Trial in
Justice Court

Contested Court Trial in
Municipal Court

Contested Court Trial in
Justice Court

Jury Trial in Municipal Court

Jury Trial in Justice Court
Felony Trial Confirmation
Proceedings

Calendar Hearing
Pre-~Trial Conference

Felony Trial

Trial on Transcript Only

Trial on Transcript Plus
Testimony -

Court Trial
Jury Trial
POST-TRIAL PROCEEDINGS

Insanity and Involuntary
Commitment Proceedilngs

Proceeding to Determine Whether

Defendant is Addicted or in
Danger 'of Becoming Addicted to
Narcotics or Dangerous Drugs
(W&I 3051)

. Proceeding to Determine Whether
Defendant is Probably a Mentally
Disordered Sex Offender
(W&I 6300) ‘

Proceeding to Determine Whether
Defendant is Presently Sane

(PC 1368)

Proceeding to»Détermine Whéther
Defendant was Insane at Time of
the O¥fense (PC 1026)

Other Proceedings

D T L e PAE TRC S B
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3420

3421

3422

3430

3431

3432
3440

3450

3460
3461

3470
3471

3472

3510

3511

3512
3513

3520

3521

3522

Process

i ) )

Migdemeanor Probation/Probation
Reyocation Hearings
!

Misdemeanor Prdbation/Prgbation
i Revocation Hearings in
Municipal Court

Misdemeanor Probation/Probation
' Revocation Hearing in Justice
: Court

Other Misdemeanor Post-Trial
Activities "

Post;Trial Activities in
Municipal Court

Post-Trial Activities in
Justice Court

Felony Sentencing/Probation

" Revocation Hearings

Other Felony Post-Trial Activities

Misdemeanor Appeals to Higher Courts

Appeals in the Superior Court
Felony Appeals to Higher Courts

Appeals in the California Court
of Appeals

Appeals in the California
Supreme Court

HABEAS CORPUS PoomES

Hearing after Returnk&f a Writ of
Habeas Corpus (PC 1508)

AN Vi
Hearing in Superior CTourt

Hearing in Court of Appeals
Hearing in Supreme Court

Appeal or Subsequent Hearing after
Final Order of a Judge in Hearing
after Return of a Writ of Habeas
Corpus (PC 1506)

Appeal or Hearing in Court of
Appeals ‘

Appeal or Hearing in Supreme
Court

LR
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% ‘Eggg Process
,; ) 4000 o . ADULT CORRECTIONS
‘ " 4100  STATE INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT
§:  f | 4110 Intake Diagnosis and -Classification
E?] o 4120 .~ Institutionalization
EZ iﬁ 4130 Work Fufloughﬁ
4 4140 ‘ Special Programs
i 4150 Parole Hearing
4160 Releage
4170 STRU |
; 4200 STATE PARDLE
¥ 4210 No Supervision
E 4220 SuperVision Regular Caseload
gi 4230 Supervision Special Caseload
1 4240 Special Community Programs
4250 Parole{Revocation Hearihg
4300 , SENTENCEU 1OCAL INCARCERATION
4310 County Jail
] 4320 Jail Fa¥m, Camp, or Workhouse
SIER 4330 Work Furlough '
% 4340 Special Programs
- 4350 County Parole Hearing
44060 COUNTY PAROLE
‘ 4500 PROBATION
i 4510 o Summary Pfobation
‘ 4520 Regular Subervision
4530 Special Suﬁervision
“ . 45490 , Community Tieatment Program
5000 CUSTODY/CORRECTIONAL PRIOR TO FINAL
DISPOSITION (ADUL'I‘)N_‘ ' .
: 5100 . INCARCERATION
. 5110 | f;, Lockup (Pre-Preliminary Hearing)»w
| 5120 . //V : Custody |
| ', A-10 |
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Code

5200

5210
5220

5230
5240

5300
5310

5320

6000

6100
6110

6200
6210
6220
6230

6300

6310

6320

6330

6340

6350

6400
6410
6420

6430

N

Process

DIAGNOSTIC EVALUATION
Performed by Department of Corrections

Performed by Department of Mental
Hygiene '
Performed by Local Public Agency

Performed by Private Individual
or Agency ‘

CORRECTIONS

Employment Program with Proceedings
Suspended

Other

JUVENILE JUDICIAL PROCESS
INITIATION OF JUVENILE PROCEEDINGS
Prbbation Intake |
DETAINING JUVENILES
Uncontested Detention Hearing (W&I 632)
Contested Detention Hearing (W&I 632)
Rehearing (W&I 637)

PROCEEDINGS TO DECLARE THE MINOR A WARD
OF THE COURT

Uncontested Jurisdictional Hearing
(W&l 701)

Contested Jurisdictional Hearing
(WeI 701)

Uncontested Dispositional Hearing
(WaI 702)

Contested Dispositional Hearing
(W&I 702) ‘

Rehearing of Findings and Orders Made
by a Referee (W&I 558;559)

Appeals (W&I 800) .
OTHER HEARINGS RELATED TO JUVENILES
New Hearing (W&I 778)

Nearing on a Supplemental Petition
(W&l 777}

Other Hearings on Modification of
Orders (W&l 775)

A-11
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€440
6450

6460

6470
6480

6490

7000

7100
7110
7120
7140
7150
7160

7200
7210
7220
7230
7240
7250
7260

7300

7310
7320
7340
7360
7500
7510
7520

Progegns

N

Subsequent Review where Minor Has
Been Declared a Dependent Child
of the Court (W&I 729)

Review of Probation Officer's
Decisilon not to File a Petition
(W&I 655)

Hearing on Petition for Sealing of
Records (W&I 781)

Traffic Hearing (W&I‘5635

Rehearing or Modification of Orders
Made by a Traffic Hearing Officer
(W&I 567)

Other Hearings

JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

STATE INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT

Intake Diagnosis and Classification

Institutionalization

Special Programs

Parole Hearing

Release

STATE PAROLE

Information Supervision

Regular Caseload

Special Caseload

Special Treatment

Foster Home

Parole Revocation Hearing

COUNTY CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONAL
PLACEMENT

Juvenile Hall ‘
County Camp, Ranch, or School

Daycare Center: Special Programs

Homes: Foster, Group, or Halfway

 COUNTY PROBATION

Information Supervision

‘Regular Supervision

A-12
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Code ' Process
. 7530 Special Supervision
7540 , Community Treatment
8000 , . UNADJUDICATED CUSTODY/CORRECTIONAL
. © IOUVENILE) ﬁ
8100 - TEMPORARY CUSTODY AND DETENTION
8200 . DIAGNOSTIC EVALUATION
8210 Performed by the Youth Authority.
8220 . Performed by the Department of
Mental Hygiliene
8230 ‘ Performed by a Local Public Agency
8240 Performed by a Private Individual
or Agency |
8300 CORRECTIONS
. 8310 Supervised by a Youth Services
= Bureau
- 8320 Other
f A
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. Definitions

Some‘of the teims used in the list of processes aref
susceptible to variations in interpretation. To standardize
terms in daté'colle¢ti0n, éﬁﬁ és aid to analysis of the output of
the system, many of the terms were defined in more detail. The
fo&lowing definitions were used a guidelihes in data collection.
Although some terms are not further defined, it was the consensus
of the project team that the meaning of these terms was
self-evident. '
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Code

1000

1100

1110

* 1120

1130

NG

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSES

Process 7
CRIME PREVENTION/SUPPRESSION PROCESSES

Those law enforcement processes which are
primarily intended to prevent or suppress
acts which are legally prohibited or which
may be injurious to public safety.

Community and Personal Contact

The processes which involve actual
face-to~face contacts (which are not
related to known specific crime)
between a law enforcement officer and
the public.

Personal Contact/Public Relations.-
The process in which an officer
inspects the condition of a public
place regarding persons present and
the general activity occurring.:
This would include checking bars,
+teen centers, etc. The underlying
purpose of this contact is crime
prevention.

 Personal Contact/Field Interview.

~ The process of gquestioning a person
who arouses suspicion. This would
involve the field interrogation of
a person not related to a specific
criminal act. (These are part of
the crime investigation/apprehension
process.) :

Community Relations/Formal. The
process 1in which an officer provides
specific crime prevention (or '
related) information and techniques
to community groups or individuals.
Typically this activity will have
been scheduled (formally) prior to.
the contact. R
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Community‘Ré@ations/lnformal. o - ;
Informal activities on the part of an | {
officer which tend to promote !
; . community relations. This would
e include such items as partaking in

lunch ori coffee in-a public place to
e T further the citizen/police
relationship.

L

s 1140 Personal Assistance. The processes g
in which the officer assists
individuals by providing general
public service. This would include *
H? assisting stranded motorists, ;
i providing directions, etc.

B 1180 Record Inquiry. The process of

g communicating with a criminal justice
information record system related to :
- ’community or personal contacts of a ‘ g
B crime prevention/field interrogation

& nature. ‘

-y - 1190 * Report Preparation. The preparation i
b of a report which is related to

_ community or personal contacts of a
R crime prevention nature.

1200 Preventive Patrol . S

I The process involving one or more police
i officers of patroling a district or beat

in whick the primary purpose cf observing
the public and being on view for its .
deterrent effect on criminal activity. : I

1210 Motorized Patrol. Preventive patrol
Ty e ' ‘ performed with the aid of automotive :
Y | vehicles. o

N 1220 Foot Patrol. Preventive patrol
‘ performed on foot.

1230 Other Patrol.  Preventive patrol o

y e , parformed with the aid of other a5

f '” vehicular equipment, such as bicycles,
helicopters, or boats.

1240 Security Escorts. - That process of
s providing an escort for security
' purposes to such persons as business= i
- men, politieal figures, funeral ' b
processions, persons removing . s
belongings from homes, etc.

A-16




1260 Securlty Inspectlons. The examina-
‘ tion of structures-for the purpose
of assuring that it has not been the
scene of a criminal or delinquent
act, such as vacation house and
commercial building inspections dur-
ing the nighttime.

i SN TR A

1280 Record Inquiry. The process of com- !
municating with a criminal justice = 2
information system related to |
preventive patrol.

1290 Report Preparation. The pfeparation i
of a report related co preventive
patrol.

1300 Maintenance of Public Order

Those law enforcement processes which are i
designed to preserve public peace and
compliance with the law. The primary
gmphasis on these processes is mainten-..
ance and preservation as compared with
prevention or apprehension.

1310 Special Events. Those processes .
involving regulation of an orderly -
and planned public activity such as a
parade, sporting event, motorcads, or
convention. ‘

L e R e e ey

1330 Civil Disturbances. Those processes
involving control of a portion of the
populatlon which engaged in planned
or spontaneous acts designed to
intexfere with, interrupt, or hinder
the prevailing social order.

1340 Minor Peace Disturbances. Activities t
- related to incidents such as family S

quarrels, barking dogs, noisy 4
parties, neighbor disagreements;
juvenile behavior, unwanted guests,
and other“welated civil/domestic
events not specifically mentioned
elsewhere.

1350 ' Assistance to Allied Agency. Includes
: ckiwvities which are primarily of the

nature of assistance to another agency

* (e.g., aiding flrm department, . |

hlghway patrol) .. : : : 3
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1390 - Report Preparation, The preparation ;
‘of a report which is related to the L
maintenance of public orde¥. .. ; !
1400 Movement/Control of Traffic 5 g
’ . The processes of regulating the movemen*‘ {§
G of vehicles, ships, and persons. o
g § :
Q« ' . : ey A . . ‘ A . EH
4 : 1410 " Traffic Patrol/Direction. That i
\ J Gt patrol process involving the survell- .
3 lance of the flow of traffic for |
ke insuring compliance with traffic laws w
o and regulations. The emphasis undex !
S this code is directé&d at the enforce-
S : ment of traffic laws rather than
' . criminal incidents, such as auto
e theft, drunk driving, or transporting ;
- contraband, etc. 5
S 1420 Accident Investigation. That process -
> = involving an examination of the L
. circumstances surrounding the colli- E
g' ‘ sion of any type of vehicle, !
~ o 1430 Traffic Contact (Warning). Processes ;
, in which direct contact is made with
— individual drivers where no accident L
is involved nor any citation written !
(e.g., warnings). ;
L. 1440 Citation. The processes involved in 5
. ; - actualiy stopping the aberrant motor- 3
o ist and the issuing of a citation,
P — v
3 ) ; 1480 Records Inquiry. The process of i
8 f ' o : communicating with an information. g
R system regarding registration or i
. wo driving record. N
) ' o : \' 1490 Report Preparation. The preparation é
T == of a report related to traffic. ;
2000 CRIME INVESTIGATION/APPREHENSION PROCESSES o
W e The law enforcement activities which are : i
B directed toward solving (clearing) specific i
criminal incidents. This includes the pro-
N — cess of 1nvest1gatlon into partlculars of a
criminal incident in order to ascertain the :
, R pertinent facts and the processes which i
. : jointly are intended to lead to the appre-
: i L= hension and arrest of one or more persons
vz considered to be- Lespon51ble for the criminal
R ) activity.
s - ane
3 \ - i’:;"”‘”x s K P ' , S y .
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2100 E General‘P:bgrams“

These investigation/apprehension pro-

cesses aXre normally the. result of a

reported or known criminal incident.

However, similar process activities
~based on information (or intelligence
o 4 analysis) only should be.included if

' T they are directed as specific expected

incidents for the purpose of apprehend-
. " ing the suspects during the commission
o of the (expected) criminal incident.

i R R e ety T

~n
Lt

¥
%

investigative/apprehensive pro-
N cesses which area devoted to crimes y
T p— - which are inherently against a

: b - person. These include criminal
e homicide, forcible rape, robbery, %
and aggrevated assault. , e

I

{

i

1

m |
it is 2110 : Crimes of Personal Violence. Those g
¢

[4

2120 ‘ Crimes Against Property. Those
. processes which are related to
e R burglary, grant theft, and auvto theft.

i
Fngprbon 0

2130 Vice/Organized Crime (including drug i

laws). Investigative/apprehensive } ‘ b

processes directed against individ- i

. o . oA - uals or organigations involved in ;

‘ ' , ; . .. narcotics, marijuana, dangerous drugs, i

J v : : e, ‘ ' . other drug offenses, gambling, ligquor 1

e R L - law. violations, prostitution, pornog-

' ‘raphy, bookmaking, abortion, solicit~
ing lewd acts, etc.

tod - ’ , ' , e e 2140 Alarm Response. . Processes related to
' : i the response to a location where an ‘

T T : electronic or mechanical signaling b

device has been activate.

e 2170 Miscellaneous Offenses Against the
’ : Public and Peace and Order. = Activity
T ' related to-criminal offenses not ;
) L ' B A . ~previously identified. Disturbing
| ) s , = ' the peace where the disturbance is of ‘
i R g T e ‘ ~ a criminal nature (fighting, refusal '
S S } /‘ ' ~ o St . A to pay fare, auto disturbances in‘
/; R T ‘ . : ~ & : ‘violation of vehicle code, -etc.) is
7o : ' T R ) ' R also included in, this category, while.
' non—-criminal peace disturbances are
classified as maintenance of public
order (e.g., civil, domestic problems).

H=19

|
3
;;1 7
&
=
o




—————

BN

-
e e
—
SO
.
o e
e
|- 2R =i
i a
o e

B, '
2190
2300‘
2310
2320
2330
2340
3000
3100

3110

Report Writing. The preparation of
a report which is related to any of

the crime investigation/apprehen$ion
processes. o -

Special Programs . L )
Those investigation/apprehension’ b
processes which are normally carried out
by peace officers, but which are not
specifically identified by type of
offense {i.e., crimes against property,
etc.) :

Warrant/Subpoena. That process
involved 1in the service of warrants

and/oxr subpoenas.

Booking. The process which includes
all activities performed in booking a
suspect. It includes fingerprinting,
personal property inventory, etc.

Arrest. The process which involves
the actual physical arrest and trans-
portation for booking of a suspect.

Undercover Ac¢tivity. Those investi-
gative/apprehension activities which
involve stakecut/survellance and/or

intelligence (information) gathering

activities.

JUDICIAL PROCESS (ADULT)

The term judicial process refers to those
processes which initiate and carryout the
~adjudication of crime or delinquency. :

Initiation of Prosecution .

Those judicial processes subsequent to
law enforcement investigation/apprehen—
sion (code 2000) but prior to any appear-
ance in court by a criminal defendant.

Charging. A complaint is filed in
a Municipal or Justice Court alleging

commission of a misdemeanor or felony;

'an information is filed in Superior.

Court alleging commission of a felonys

A~20
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3120 lndlctlnq. An indictment returned
by a grand jury is filed in a
Superlor Court alleging comm1551on of
a feloay.

3130 Releasing from Custody. A criminal
defendant is reléased from custody
pending further adjudication either
on an undertaking of bail or an
agreement to appear at all times and
places ordered by the court (own
recognizance release). -

T g ; . N * . :

o 3200 Proceedings Prior to Trial. Those

. SR . judicial processes which occur before
trial, either necessarily or at the

PR - ‘ defendant's option.

3210

3220

gy e

3240

Misdemeanor Arraignments. The
defendant is informed of the accusa-
tion and advised of his rights.
Defendant may request app01ntment of
counsel.

Misdemeanor Pre-Trial Proceedings.
Certain motions may be raised and
decided at proceedings scheduled
prior to trial. A motion pursuant to
Penal Code 1538.5 relates to whether
property or evidence obtained by
search or seizure shcould be returned
or suppressed on the ground that the
search or seizure was unreasonable.
Both the people and the defendant
may appeal the lower court's decision

"on this metion by filing a petition

for writ of mandate or prohlbltlon in
a higher court.: :

.Other motions which may be hear&
prior to trial include motions for
demurrer (Penal Code 10(4) or change
of venue (Penal Code 1431).

Felony Arraignments. The defendant
is informed of the accusation and

advised of his rights. - Defendant may'

request appointment of counsel. _

 Felony Preliminary Hearing. -The

court determines whether a public
‘offense has probably been committed
and: whether the defendant probably
commltted it.
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3250 Felony Pre-Trial Proceedings.
Certain motions may be ralsed and
decided at proceedings scheduled
prior to trial. A motion pursuant to
Penal Code 1538.5 relates to whether
property or evidence obtained by
search or seizure should be returned
or suppressed on the ground that the
search or seizure was unreasonable.
Both the people and the defendant may
appeal the court's decision on this
motion by filing a petition for writ
of mandate or prohibition in a higher
court.

A motion, pursuant to Penal Code 995

relates to setting aside the informa-
Y tion or indictment because of certain
‘ defects established by this code sec-

tion. The defendant may appeal the

el e | court's denial of this motion by
_ ,gww filing a petition for writ of prohi-
e bition in a higher court. €
, . o
e i Other motions which may be heard

] _ prior to trial include motions fox
' demurrer (Penal Code 1004) or change
of venue (Penal Code 1033).

S - 3300 - Trial Proceedings

Those judicial processes leading to a
v determination of whether defendant is
o ’ : guilty of the offense charged.

mioil 3310 Misdemeancyr Trial Confirmation

\ Proceedings. .The calendar hearing

; and pre-trial conference (trial
o = confirmation conference) determine

the readiness of a case for trial.

3320 : Misdemeanor Trial. ‘A court trial is
o a trial where questions of fact are
e _ : determined by the judge; a jury
' ' ' trial is a trial where questions of
i fact are determined by a jury-..

. ’ 3330 Felony Trial Confirmation Proceedings.
l o '~ The calendar hearing and pre-trial
conference (trial confirmation con-
ference) determine the readiness of a
case for trial.

|
-
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3340 Felony Trial. A trial on transcript
1s a court trial disposed of on the
record of 'the preliminary hearing
(although other evidence may also bu
introduced by either party). A court
trial is a trial where questions of
fact are determined by the judge; a
jury trial is a trial where questions
of fact are determined by a jury.

5

3400 Post-Trial Prqﬁeedings

Those judicial processes which by defini-
tion must occur subsequent to conviction
or which under the law may occur at any
stage in adjudication prior to sentencing.

3410 Insanity and Civil Commitment Hearings..
: When one is convicted of certain

criminal offenses, the sentencing
judge may suspend the sentence and
request commencement of proceedings
in Superior Court to determine
whether the defendant's behavior comes
within the statutory definition for
addiction or mentally disordered sex
offender civil commitment.

When one is found guilty of any
criminal offense after pleading, inter
alia, not guilty because of insanity
at the time of offense, a subsequent
SRR ST trial on the issue of insanity is held.
“ ' ‘ If insanity is the only plea, a trial

. e on this issue alone is held.

When a defendant's present insanity is
in gquestion, a court -may order a
- ; & TER separate trial on this issue at any
- o - time prior to sentencing.

SR 3420 Post~Trial Hearings on Othex Motions.

T Other motions which may be heard.

subsequent to trial include the motion
for a new trial (Penal Code 1182) or

T TER for arrest of judgment (Penal Code
1185). Additionally, a hearing on a
: v written motion to withdraw a plea of
; _ g e guilty may be held at any time prior
. ' = ’ : _ ' l ‘ . to sentencing (Penal Code 1018).
: . \"\‘\1?.,*, ::k\,‘\\ ) ///{:’//- ;
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3430 " Misdemeanor Seéntencing/Probation

" Revocation Hearings. The court
sentences a convicted defendant ox
determines “shether to revoke the
probation of a defendant already
-sentenced.

3440 " Misdeweanor Appeals to Higher Courts.
The authority for appeal in misde-
meanor cases is Penal Code 1466;.
misdemeanor appeals are to the
Superior Court.

3450 " Felony Sentencing/Probation
Revocation Hearings. The court
sentences a convicted ‘defendant or
determines whether to revoke the
probation of a defendant already
sentenced.

3460 Felony Appeals to Higher Courts. The .
authority for appeal in felony cases
is Penal Code 1235; felony appeals
are to the Court of Appeals or the
Supreme Court.

3500 Habeas Corpus

A process for obtaining judicial deter-
mination of the legality of an individ-
val'y confinement.

I 3510 Hearing Aft.ir Return of a Writ of
R : Habeas (~Zpus. This hearing is to

/ detcrmine the legality of confinement
I and-ay be heard by the Superior
‘ ' Court, Court of Appeals, or Supreme

P Court., Judicial activities in
e ; issuing thé writ are not covered by
this code.
T 3520 Appeal from Final Order df a Judge
£ - : in Hearing After Return of a Writ of
Habeas Corpus. An appeal may be made
T to the next highest state court.
o es 4000 ADULT CORRECTIONS
= o The processes subsequent to court disposition
? ' or sentence.
L w‘. 4100 - State Correctional Institutions:

Processes involving care, custody, and
N _ 4 supervision of persons committed to the
R ) ) custody of the Director of Corrections.

1
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4200

4300

4110

4120
4130

4140
4150

4160
4170

4210
4220
4230
4240

4250

N

"Intake'd$agnosi5'and classification -
~at RGC. 7

Institutionalization

Work Furlough. The release of a jail
or prison inmate from confinement for
the purpose of employment, training,
or education in a nearby community
each day and return to confinement at
night.

Special Programs

Parole Hearing. Consideration by
appropriate releasing authorities or
boards, of whether or not an imate
should be released from confinement.

Release Processing

STRU/NTRU

State Parole,

The conditional release of an offender
from a penal or correctional institution
after he has served a portion of his
sentence under the continued supervision
(or custody) of the state and under con-
ditions that permit his reincarceration
in the event of misbehavior.

No Supervision

Supervision: Regular Caseload

Supervision: Special Caseload

Special Community Programs

Parole Revocation Hearing. A review
by the sentencing or releasing
authority regarding possible reincar-
ceration as a result of alleged ;
violation of conditions of parole.

Sentenced Local Incarceration Process

Processes involving care, custody, and
supervision of persons officially
sentenced to local jails.

A-25




4310 County Jail.  The confinement of
inmates for care, custody, control,
and treatment who are sentenced by
-the court for a period not exceeding
one year. :

4320 - Jail Farm, Camp, or Workhouse. The
confinement of iInmates needing mini-
mum care, custody, control, and treat-
ment who are serving short sentences.

4330 ' Work Furlcugh

4340 Special Programs

4350 County Parole Hearing

4400 . County Parole

4500 Probation

The process of supervision of court
imposed condition permitting a convicted
person on probation to remain in the
community.

4510 ~ .~ _Summary Probation. The condition of
probation with no court imposed
supervision.

wT - - 4520 . Regular "Supervision. The conditibn
i , of probation with typical supervision
o ' standards. : R

-%NV 4530 Special Supervision. The condition
e R : of probation with specialized case-
load and/or programs.

. 4540 - . Community Treatment Program. The
) condition of probaticn with central-
— ‘ - ized special treatment programs. May
P : involve placement in special living
e : : ‘ " arrangement.

' ' , , e 5000 UN-SENTENCED CUSTODY/CORRECTIONAL PROCESSES
‘ - . (ADunLm) ' -

?,Wiwwu o g - Processes involving custody or supervision of
I Lo S persons without an officially adjudicated

- ; ,Jivw*‘ sentence. -

5100 Un~Sentenqed<incarceratioh"

e : ’ - A~26
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5110

5120

5200

6000

m 6200
-

- 6300

6310

N

Lockup (Pre-Preliminary Hearing).

Temporary holding of persons usually
by local police departments in a :

secure facility awaiting preliminary
. hearing.

Custody (Pre-Sentenced). Holding of
persons 1n a secure facility follow-
“ing arraignment prior to adjudication.

Diagnostic

The court ordered processes of medical/
psych1atr1c/psychologlcal evaluation of
an 1ndJV1uual

California Depa*tment of Corrections
California Department of Mental Hygiene
Local agency

Private

JUVENILE JUDICIAL PROCESSES

The term judicial process refers to thone
processes which initiate and carryout the
adjudication’ of crime or aellnquency.

Initiation of Juvenile Proceedings

Probation intake refers_ to that prccess
of screening and referral subseguent to
law enforcement investigation/apprehen-
sion (code 2000) undertaken to determine
what further action should be taken under
the juvenile law. Time spent by proba=-
tion personnel in preparing’investiga—
tion reports for the court is excluded
flom this code..

Detalnlng Juveniles

The judicial process regulating the
pre-hearing confinement of each minor
who is the subject of a petition to
declare him a ward or dependent child of
‘the court.

Detention Hearing. If a petition is’
filed on a minor and he is not
released from custody, a hearing is
held before the juvenile court to

. determine whether the minor should

< be further detalned. »
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6320 Rehearing. Under certain conditions,
the parent or guardian of a minor may
request rehearing on the issue of
continued detenticn. '

6400 | Proceedings to Declare the Minor a Ward
or Dependent Child of the Court

Those judicial processes leading to a
determination of whether a minor is
declared a ward or dependent child of the
court and, if so, what disposition is -
ordered. :

L ey R IR, ol
Gglacs e AN RS FORE

6410 Jurisdictional Hearing. The juvenile
court determines whether the minor
meets the statutory definitions set
down in Welfare and Instituticns Code
600, 601, and 602 for being a ward or H
dependent child of the court. 0

6420 Dispositional Hearing. If a minor is k
declared a ward or dependent child of
the court, the court holds a second
hearing to determine proper disposi=-
tion of the case.

6430 Rehearing of Findings and Orders Made
By a Referee. Where the jurisdiction-
al and dispositional hearing was
conducted by a referee, the minor or
his parent or guardian may apply for
rehearing before a juvenile court
Judge.

6440 Appeals. Once a judgment or decree
by juvenile court judge or order by a
referee has become final, and the
minor has been declared a ward or
dependent child of the court, the
case may be appealed just as any
other case.
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6500 - - Other Hearings Related to Juveniles

Those judicial processes pertaining to

subsequent disposition of each minor who

is a ward or dependent child of the

court, the disposition of minors charged

with offenses which receive special

treatment in the Welfare and Institutions
' Code, and miscellaneous proceedings.
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6510 New Hearing. Once a minor has been
declared a ward or dependent child
of the juvenile court, jt is possible
to obtain a new hearing on the matter
if there has been a change of circum-

stances or discovery of new evidence.

6520 . Hearing on a Supplemental Petition.
Once a minor 1s placed as ward or
dependent child of the court, in the
home of ‘a guardian, relative, or i
friend, the transfer of the minor to §
an institution or foster home requires §

o that notice be given of hearing on a g

b supplemental petition.

H 6530 Other Hearings on Modification of e

i ; Orders. Any order made by the

i Ep juvenile court regarding any person
o subject to the court's jurisdiction i

B R may be changed, modified, or set i

o aside. S

6540 - Subsequent Review of 600 Cases. As b

long as a minor is a dependent child - ' R
: of the court, an annual review hear- i
. , ‘ ing must be held.

ke Jl

6550 Review of Probation Officer's
Decision Not to File a Petition.
b0 T o — e : The juvenile court may review the
' o probation officer's decision not to
T ' file & -case referred to him pursuant «
o to Section 653 of the Welfare and |
s Institutions Code. ;

6560 Hearing on Petition for Sealing of
e Records. Under certain conditions,
' ‘a minor may petition the court to
have his police probation and court
-— records Sealed.

w - 6570 ' Tpaffic Hearing. Traffic and
: - certain other offenses committed by
minors under 18 which may not result
de' e . in petitions to declare the minor a
_ ; . - ward of the court are tried before
o - e e - a juvenile court judge, referee, or
o ‘ ~ traffic hearing officer.
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6580 Rehearlng or Modlflcatlbﬁ'df Orders
~Made by ‘a Traffic Hearing Officef., . . .. .. . . ... ..j
The minor or his parent or guardian
may petition the juvenlle court

m judge for rehearlng or modification
L

s

of a traffic hearlng officer's
orders.

e S S

7000 JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Processes 1nvolv1ng care, custody, and
supervision of minors subsequent to adjudi-
cation of a petition.

TR

P P 7100 State Institutional Commitment

- 7110 | Intake Diagnosis and Classification ?

- 7120 i Institutionalization

7140 ' Special Programs

Parole Hearing

~J
=t
(671
[an)

7160 Release Processing
7200 State Parole
il « =
M 7210 Informal Supervision
7220 Regular caseload
7230 Special Caseload
7240 Special Treatment
7250 ~ Foster Homes/Grown Homes
7260 Parole Revocation Hearing |
!
7300 County Correctlonal Instltutlonal %
Placement :
Processes involving the care, custody, %
and supervision of juveniles committed
to the probation department for out of
~home placement.
7310  Juvenile Hall |
7320 ’ County Camp, Ranch, or School - ; %
- -7340 Day Care Center: Special‘Programs f
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.{a : I 7360 ‘ Homes: Foster, Group, or Halfway
- 7500 : County Pr’oba‘t’i{on
s 7510 Informal Supervision
(- 7520 : Regular Supervision
i " 7530 Special Supervision
i 7540 Comﬁmnity Treatment
_ 7550 Probation Revocation Hearing -
T 8000 UN~ADJUDICATED CUSTODY/CORRECTIONAL PROCESSES
: ‘ (JUVENILE)
L | Processes involving custody or supervision of
s persons prior to adjudication.
- 8100 Temporary Custody and Detention
oo 8200 “ Diagnostic Evaluation ‘
! Court ordered processes of medical/
B psychiatric social/psychological observa-
tion and evaluation of an individual
prior to adjudication.
R California Youth Authority
L California Department of Mental Hygiene
Local agency
Private
- i
g
!
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Appendix B

WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTIONg'FOR JUDICIAL AGENCIES

ALTERNATIVE METHODS

To apply the cost model to determine expenditures of

judicial agencies on adjudication processes, one must first
perform some kind of work distribution analysis for direct
and support personnel. The cost study staff tested several
methods of work analysis; each has its own range of applica-
bility.

i

[N
3 H S

T@e most obvious type of work allocation applies to an
individual whose work is all assignable to one process.

Most personnel, hoWever, divide their work between two or
more processes. This appendix describes three methods,
tested during this project, whereby administrators could
determine work distribution for these personnel. Each in
its application may utilize elements of the other.

@ .
¥ . 4 J

Direct Workload Study

A direct study of workload focuses on computing the

Bt

I

average time spent on each process by each person in the
agency. This approach requires people to fill put time cards

5]

on a number of days when their work is sampled. The &dvantage
of this approach is clearly in the depth of the information
which can be gathered. It includes every process to which time

(3

b 1 <
K g

ST

is given and the distribution of this time in court and out of
court. In addition, the parts of each pérson's day that must
be allocated to overhead--administration, miscellaneous and
pérsonal activities--are clearly delineated.

The disadvantages of such direct studies are familiar.
Each individual must complete a certain number of time cards;
: form development itself is fairly complex; and staff is needed
i R o to tabulate the results. Nevertheless, the cost study staff

’ 1 2 ) 5
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got eXCelleht cooperation from the two agquies where it
implemented direct workload studies. The ré§ults indicaté.
that this form of research is indeed a viable'possibility.

S

How much sampling is needed for reliable results? There
is no universal formula; and the answer depends on the size
of the unit under study and the variation in the work which
it conducts. A recent study by the Adminis&rative Office of
the Courts on how judges spend théir time involved daily data
collection for six weeks in the sample- courts. In the tests
conducted for the cost study, three samples were collected
from each individual. Nevertheless, it appears that even with
limited sampling, the direct study of workload can yield

highly satisfactory results for the purposes of cost analysis.

Indirect Workload 8tudy (Estimation)

Where direct workload study is not feasible or desired,
an indirect analysis based on informed estimation may be

"v:possible. This technique relies upon the expertise of exper-~
~ ienced administrators who apply their dWﬁ»knowledge or the
observations of their staff. This method is most practicable

for employees whose time is spent on only two processes, or

if more processes are involved, where the work performed is
fairly regular. HoweVer, where an allocation cannot be

made, the only recourse in aﬁ indirect study of workload is to

allocate the pérsonnel involved to overhead.

These limitations tend to disqualify judges, district

aﬁtorheys, and public defenders from using the indirect approach

to determine work distribution. Employees in these agencies

generally spread their work over too many processes: Neverthe-

less, the tests conducted by cost study staff indicate the
method to be useful for analysing the operations of Clerks of
courts; and, of course, it can be applied to parts of other.

agencies. o
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Generally, the method is applied in three ways. First,
one can make a judgment for each individual. For example, it
is estimated that a back office glerk in an arraignment depart-
ment spends 40% of her time on arraignment and 60% on sentencing.
Often the nature of the work performed provides the basis for
a rule of thumb.

Thus, for the clerk who handles arraignment filings and
sentencing papers, the work could be allocated according to
the proportion of filings and sentencings (assuming each con-
sumes about the same amount of time).

Second, it may in some cases be appropriate to develop an
estimate of this type for a section or division as a whole.
Thus, if a section is assigned to both civil and criminal work
and only one or two criminal processes are involved, the section
administrator may be able to estimate total manpower allocated
to the criminal processes.

Third, where several processes are performed but the work
is regular, the administrator may use the kind of data collec-
tion form developed for a direct workload study to estimate
work allocations. The administrator's analysis would be based
on the concept of a "typical” day and the estimates would have
to cover as many different work days as there are variations
in individual schedules. This method proved particularly use-
ful in the case of courtroom clerks assigned exclusively to
arraignment, pre-trial, and sentencing calendars. It might
also be applied, for example, to a supervising attorney in a
district attorney's oy‘public defender's office who works only a

few calendars and devgtes the remaining time to supervision.
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The major advantage of using estimates of this type for
work analysis is the administrative convenience; one major
disadvantage is that it is not applicable to all types of
personnel; another is the fact that results do not show the
various forms of miscellaneous and personal time which should
be allocated to overhead. Estimates are made on the assumption
that all time is spent directly on the process themselves.

Using "Weighted Caseload" Measures of Workload

In California, the Judicial Council hags developed a
weighted caseload system for estimating theﬁneed for judicial
manpower. It is built around a system of weights for ceurt
proceedings which takes into consideration the time & proceed-
ing consumes and the frequency of its occurrence;kat\covers
both felony and misdemeanor proceedings. |

- Although this system was not developed to provide work
distribution analysis, it can still be used for this purpose.
Whereas a direct study of workload analyses work allocations
on a daily basis, to apply the weighted caseloads, one re- ’
constructs the allocations on the basis of average proceeding

lengths and frequency of occurrence.

In all cases, it is closer to calculate local welghts by
using frequency of occurrence rates applicable to the local
agency in question. Where this data is not available, state-
wide weights may be applied to courts, clerks, and district
attorney offices (bﬁt not public defenders) .

The clear advantage of relying on the weighted caseload
system analysis is that it provides administrators, researchers,
and policy makers with a regularly updated source of time in-
formation and a system statewide in scope. The chief disadvan-
tage lies in the fact that the system was developed to serve a
different purpose; hence, its application to the cost model

requires asnumber of limiting assumptions.
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One limitation applicable to all agencies is the possibility

of divergence between the statewide average time for judicial

activities ahd,the‘average local time. This same problem ap-

plies in assuming that statewide rates of occurrence apply lo-

cally. (Neither is a problem for Los Angeles County which is

dealt with.separately in the system.)

In applying the system to the work of courtroom clerks,

an additional problem is the fact that clerical time is not

coterminious with judicial bench time and the weighted case-
load system average times reflect both bench and non-bench

time anyway.

For district attorneys and public defenders, the inclusion
of non-bench time for each proceeding also digtorts the use-
fulness of the data for measuring their own court time. Fur-
thermore, tlie system provides no basis for determining out-of-
court time by these agencies and it must be assumed that such

time is roughly proportional to time spent in court. This as-

sumption is not entirely accurate.

.

A final problem, applicable to all agencies is that use
of the weighted caseload analysis, like the indirect workload
analysis, understates overhead since misceellaneous and personal

time is not recorded.
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DIRECT WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS IN A METROPOLITAN

DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFLCE

The most thorough way to determine workload distribution
for direct labor personnel is individual study of how they.

spend their time. To test this method, the cost study staff

completed a work distribution study for all attorneys and
investigators in a metropolitan district attorney office.

Organizational Analysis

The first step in this study was analysis of the agency's
organization to eliminate individuals whose work could be
assigned entirely to one account without work sampling. A few
administrators were entirely supervisorial (overhead). One
investigator section dealt only with felonies and an@%her was
charged to overhead because it provided general supp&tt; All
remaining individuals, however, divided their time between
varigﬁs cyximinal proceSses, civil proceedings, and, for some,
adm#histration; for these, a full workload distribution analysis

wouid be required.

Analysing organizational patterns also provided the basis
for development of data collection forms. The cost study staff
identified the processes performed by each division; and the

courts in which they worked.

Form Development--From the Informant's Point of View

The second step in direct workload analysis was form
development. It was determined to sample attorneys and inves-
tigators on a daily basis. The end result would indicate total
time spent on different processes, but not how long the
processes themselves took. That is, on the day he is sampled,
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an attorney may spend three hours working on jury trials, but
this information does not tell one how long jury trials take.
The same trial may go on for several days or time may be
devoted to multiple trials on the same day.

It should ais@ beé clear that this methodology does not
form the basis for an efficiency study. The approach makes an
explicit assumption that the work required is time consuming
and that all required time is utilized. The results of the
sampling completed more than bore this out as there were
several reports submitted with considerable hours expendéd
over the regular work day.

In designing the forms, the staff attempted to avoid too
much detail or complexity. Because many informants might,
during an average day, devote time to any one of twenty to
thirty activities in three different courts, to design an
easily read and completed data collection form was guite a
challenge. It turned out that three different types of forms
were required.

First, for attorneys in divisions with few activities,
the forms simply listed all activities and left a few spaces
for unpredictable miscellaneous items. Lines for insertion of
time elements were providéd for all listed activities. This
type of form also served the needs of investigative sections

(see Exhibits B~1 to B-7).

The second type of form applied to attorneys assigned to
only one court. Even in this case, they might complete work
on any one of several processes; to list all processes with a
separate line for each data entry would have been cumbersome.
But to list only major activities (with several optional blanks)
created a danger of significant variation in reporting. The
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Exhibit B-1
Date Day
WORK ACTIVITIES OF THE CHIEF OF THE SUPERIOCR COURT DIVISION
Time In Court Out-of-Court
Related to: Hys:Min ~ Hrs:Min
Arraignment : :
Other Pre~Trial Activities : :
E Other Proceedings:
m - -
Administration/MisCellaneous/
Personal Activities : :
Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical?
Why?
rNote: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 3.




Ml

|

e
)
1
§
N
H
3
3
o
]
_af-,!

Exhibit B-Z2
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L DIRECTION SHEEP 1

The attached form is designed to permit an accurate presentation
of the time allocatad to each of your activities on the days when

you are sampled. It lists most, if not all, of the actions in
which you may engage.

When completing the form, enter the hours/minutes spent both in
court and out-of~-court. In court refers to time when the court

is in session. Out-of-court generally refers to what might be
called preparation time; include waiting time before a proceeding -
begins as part of this category.

6-9

You should account for all your time during the work day including
"overtime hours. For activities not listed, write the mame in; if
additional lines are needed, just draw them in. ZILunch and coffee
breaks, etc. should be reported as part of miscellaneous/personal
activities. It is not necessary to keep track of how many times

an activity may occur; the form requires only the daily totals for
each activity. :

At the end of each day, tear off the name sheet and leave both name 7
sheet and work dlstrlbutlon form in the designated place. ' al

THANK YOU. _ ¥
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Exhibit B-3

Date Day

WOEK ACTIVITIES FOR RESEARCH AND TRAINING DIVISION

[~

.
[

{8

Time In Court Out-of-Court
Related to: Hrs:Min Hrs :Min
995 Motions . ‘ : :
1538.5 Motions : H
Other Pre-Trial Motions : :
Writs Arising From Pre-Trial Motions i :
Collateral Attacks : :
Habeas Corpus _ :
Search Warrents : :
Training : .
Other Major Activities:
Administration/Miscellaneous/

Personal Activities : :

Was thiggday, for any reason, extremely untypical?

Why?

Note: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 1.




" Exhibit B-4

TT-9

Date Day
WORK ACTIVITIES FOR THE COMPLAINTS DIVISION

TIME TIME
IN COURT OUT-0OF-COURT
Hrs :Min Hrs :Min
Misdemeanor Complaints : ot
Felony Complaints : :
Other Major Activities
Miscellaneous/Personal Activities : :

a

'Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical?

Why?

Note: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 1.

PR
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Exhibit B-5

Lo DIRECTION SHEET 2

The attached form is designed to permit an accurate presentation
of the time allocated to each of your activities on the days when

~you are sampled. It lists most, if not all, of the actions in

which you may engage.

When completing the form, enter the hours/minutes spent on each
activity.

You should account for all your time during the work day including
overtime hours. For activities not listed, write the name in; if
additional lines are needed, just draw them in. Lunch and coffee

- breaks, etc. should be reported as part of miscellaneous/personal

activities. It is not necessary to keep track of how many timgs

an activity may occur; the form requires only the daily totals' for

-each activity.

At the end of each day, tear off the name sheet and leave both name
sheet and work distribution form in the designated place.

THANK YOU.
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Exhibit B-6

Date

"WORK ACTIVITIES FOR GENERAL SECTION INVESTIGATORS

+

ey o . ETE T - . D T P e =
8
”
. . T
: *' : : {1 « “ H
RN - . ANERS RO R .,,A:<_.;,j e ;E oy ‘:? ; i»: “ !

Day

TIME
SPENT
Hrs :Min
Misdemeanor Investigations :
Felony Investigations 'S :
" Other Criminal Matters:

Miscellaneous/Personal Activities

&

Was this day,for any reason, extremely untypical?

Why?

Notw=: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 2.

R
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Exnhibit B-7
Date Day
WORK ACTIVITIES FOR FRAUD SECTION INVESTTIGATORS
TIME
SPENT
Hrs :Min
Misdemeanor‘Investigations < :
Felony Investigations :
? 5 Other Criminal Matters:
l': o
Civil Matters :
Miscellaneous/Personal Activities :
Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical?
Why?
Note: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 2.




alternative adopted was to list all possible entries, together
with abbreviations and to group them according to the sequence
of adjudication. The forms p:ovided’iines in each group of
activities for entering both abbreviations and time allotments;
but did not provide a space for every possible entry (see
Exhibits B-8 to B~12). The decision to list all possible
entries, as a guide to informants, was subsequently justified
to the extent that almost all possible entries were used during
the course of the study.

The third type of form was similar to thie second but more
extensive. It served those divisions working in more than one
court and in some cases, in both the inferior and superior
courts. The fOrms provided for five activity groupings and
encircling a letter to separate municipal from justice courts
(see Exhibits B-8 and B-13). Even this long form did not
require<@6re than one legal size page.

Ve

‘Finélly, in the case of activities existing in that county
but not reflected (or given a different name) in the process
list, the forms used the local name. This facilitated infoﬁmant
recognition of all activities.

Form Development--Requirements Imposed By The Cost Model

Form development was also influenced by the basic concepts
of the cost model. .

First, since the cost system is capable of reporting time
both in and out of court, this distinction was shown on the

forms.

Second, since administrative, miscellaneous, or personal
activities are all dealt with identically in the cost model,
no attempt was made to separate out these various overhead

—

T A




x ' DIRECTION SHEET 3

- % n—“ . .

- - ; The attached form is designed to permit an accurabs prchentation
o = of the time allocated to each of your activities on the days when
- you are sampled. It lists most, if not all, of the actions in

Pk which you may engage. A
; Whry completing the form, enter the activity abbreviation and the -
1 e hours/minutes spent both in.court and out-of-court. (In some cases,
o - b, ﬂ no abbreviation is required.) In court refers to time when the
| T court is in session. Out-of-court generally refers to what might
: N | | - © be called preparation Time; include waiting time before a proceed-
~ : ‘ o : ; ing begins as part of this category. Where "J" or "M" is listed,

pmac ¥ gircle the correct letter to indicate Justice Court or Munichpal
' ourt. ' ("

Y

o You should account for all your time during the work day including
T : overtime hours. For activities not listed, write the name in; if
o additional lines are needed, just draw them in. ZIunch and coffee

L bregkg, etc. should be reported as part of miscellaneous/personal
q ‘ | ‘ L pon e act1v1§i?s. It is not necessary to keep track of how many times
LR . | _— Ewm" . an activity may occur; the form requires only the daily totals for
I ‘ = Sl T each activity. :

- ; g , At the end of each day, tear off the name sheet and leave both name
) : ‘ : b sheet and work distribution form in the designated place.

DEFINITIONS

The listed work activity categories are generally self-explanatory.
The following guidelines are provided to assist you in some of the
more vague areas. ‘ -

1. Arraignment includes those activities which may occur while a
defendant is arraigned on the charge. Examples are entry of plea,
dismissal, continuance, bench warrant, off calendar, OR, and bail
reduction. -

Exhibit B-8

O &

2, There are several activities which may prevent a proceeding
from taking place. Guilty pleas and dismissals which avoid pro-
, L ceedings should be allocated tc the quilty plea or dismisgal cate-
! gories. Continuances, non-appearances (bench warrant), transfers,
ey and off-calendar may be allocated to the categories of other pre-

: & trial, prelimimnary activities, or other post~trial as appropriate.
S o Note, however, that guilty pleas or dismissals which occur while
5“hﬁ S a proceeding is in progress should be reported as part of the

i proceeding.” ‘

i i 3. Generally, at multi-case calendars, everything which occurs

ey - can be allocated to the calendar proceeding itself (i.e., arraign-
T \ 5 ment; readiness). Some actions, however, which are unrelated to
) j : the proceeding such as continuances or bench warrants should be
/ lm—y reported according to the procedure outlinedin rule #2 above.

e R 4. As much as possible, try to distinguish between out~of-court ,

ZBE , '~ *trial preparation time and plea bargaining time. The former should

, Wy be allocated to the appropriate trial proceeding; the latter can be
Pl reported under guilty plea or dismissal. A

s B _ _ §‘~ B : 5. The category of Sentencing/Revocation hearings for misdemeanors

v% is used only where there is an'qnder1§ing probation report. Other-
oo b wise, include: sentencing or revdcation as part of the arraignment,
i ' guilty plea, or trial after which it occurs. o i
% ‘€L W B : LR
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Exhibit B-9 ‘ T
Date Day
BVORK ACTIVITIES FOR ATTORNEYS IN A MUNICIPAL COURY 3
s ;)
ABBREV TIME TIME o |
@ (box at IN COURT  OUT-OF-COURT
B i left) Hrs :Min Hrs :Min :
‘ . a0 MM |Misdemeanor Arraignment and
o £ i , I | Pre-Trial Activities
5 S . 3 H H
ge ) | COM  Preparing Complaints
= MA  Arraignment : :
®. | BR 'Bail Review -
Mi SC  Setting/Readiness Calendar .
JE . MC  Master Calendar : d
A GP Guilty Plea (Post-Arraigrment)
N| D Dismissal (Post-Arraignment) : : ki
0 PRE Cther Pre-Trial :
i R . . :
1S
{ | Misdemeanor Trial and Post-
: E Trial/Conviction Activities
i, UCT Uncontested Court Trial. ; :
1. CCT Contested Court Trial
© JT Jury Tiial : :
; S Sentencing/Revocation
i APP  Appeals in Superior Court ' ’ : :
b POS Other Post-Trial/Conviction , - .
it : :
P Felony Arraignment and B .
_'E{ Preliminary Activities - e i
L COM Preparing Complaints ; )
;O FA  Arraignnent . . . f'
N} 153 1538.5 Motions , : : : ;
I| GP  Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment) ' !
g E{ D Dismissal (Post-Arraignment) ‘ : : , i
S 17b Sentencing
. 17s -Without Probation Report . : :
17p  -With Probation Report i
- PH Preliminary Hearing . . H
PRL Other Preliminary Activities ‘ - :
Administration/Miscellaneocus/ . :
Personal Activities : : |
. Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical? ;
Why? !
> Note: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 3. A O o
N ~ | B-17 = N el
;,\\\\\‘ &) < . : S ) 2 ‘ t
A ’
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R : Date kY '
i / : : . v . \\ .
" ; \\\
' © WORK ACTIVITIES IFOR FELONY TRIAL ATUTORNEYS : \
Sh . N H
‘ . ' 4
ABBRELV TIME TIME 3, i
( box at IN COURT ~ OUT-OF~COURT L
left) Hrs:Min  Hrs:Min TR
Pre-Trial Activities . | \Ki
i ' RC  Readiness “Calendar : - s
! ~995 995 Motions ’ Y . 3
By 153 1532.5 Motions 2 : A
e GP  Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment) :
o D Dismissal (Post-RArraignment) : : 3
: ) PRE Other Pro-Trial
Trial and Post-Trial/Conviction. f
. ’ Court Trial ‘ ' > — ;
“ TR ~Transcript Only . :
. TRT  -Transcriplt & Testimony : — ‘
CT  -Regular : i
JT.  Jury Trial : 3 : W
S . Sentencing/Revocation P . - C
POS Other Post-Trial/Conviction oo . o ' B
f Other Proceedings g
’ HC Hebeas Corpus : : ;
ADD Addiction ?
MDS HMDSO : . B
: SAN Prescnt Sanity A ]
" INS Insanity/Time of Offense . ) %
|
Administration/Miscellaneous ‘
Personal Activities : :
. " . ‘ Tk ‘ . 12
Was this day, for any reason, ex;remely untypical? . |
. Y ’
! : B-18
A4 ¢ /:
= b i ¢
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Exhibit B-1L
DIRECTION SHEET 4

The attached form is designed to permit an accurate presentation
of the time allocated to each of your activities on the days when

you are sampled. It lists most, if not all, of the actions in
which you may -engage."

W@en completing the form, enter the activity abbreviation and the ,
hours/minutes spent both in court and out-of-~court. (In some cases, |
no abbreviation is required.) 1In court refers to time when the

court is in session. OQut-of-court generally refers to what might

be called preparation time; include waiting time before a proceeding
begins as part of this category.

You should account for all your time during the work day including
overtime hours. For activities not listed, write the name in; if
additional lines are needed, just draw them in. Lunch and coffee
breaks, etc. should be reported as part of miscellaneous/personal
activities. It is not necessary to keep track of how many times an

activity may occur; the form requires only the daily totals for each
activity. ‘ ; : :

At the end of each day, tear off the name sheet and leave both name

~sheet and work distribution form in the designated place.

THANK YOU.

s

o s, T




AR e - > e J ~ D Exhibit B=-12
E ‘ Date .
o e WORK ACTIVITIES FOR APPORNEYS IN JUVENILIE COURT
ABBRIV TIME - TIME ’
(hox at IN COURT OUT~0r--COURYL
R B left) Hrs: Min = Hr's:Min
~ , o © |Major Delinquency Proceedings
1 ' : N
L Detention Hearing T ———
: - | UDI'  ~Uncontested .
;9 = | CDT  -Contested : :
v Adjudication Hearing
— == | UM ~Uncontested : :
CAT  ~Contested .
: Dispositional Hearing . .
UDS  -Uncontested . -
= = 1 CD5  ~Contested
N ‘;-’r"»"' /
i z - - '1" .
| Other Delinquency Hearings/ |' . .
— —z i Motions '
VR A 637 Dstention Rehearing B ; "
558 Rehearing of Referee's ‘ ‘ : . ¢
e ew | .. Findings & Orders -
| 778 New Hearing -
' 1777 Suplamantal Petition : : :
775 Kodification of Orders
e = | 655 Raview Ducision Not To : :
> File a Pcotition :
..+ | 781 Pretition for Sealing o . .
' - Racords ) ’ -
— —w= 563 Traffic Hearing o ‘
567 Rechearing or Order . : :
P Lo Modification by g
: % Traffic Hearing Officer . :
e ~—='I DEL Other Dalinquency Matters ! ‘
Dependency Matters , : : : :
N ——
n . . | Administration/Miscellaneous/ .
; Personal Activities : :
", Was ‘this day, for any reason, extremsly untypic;al?
Why? ‘ o ' i
i ) _ i
Note: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 4.
v Wi o
% n,_..iy: ; . 5 ) .
i B_zo ¢ ' :
- S . o
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Exhibit B~13

. Day

RN

WORK ACTIVITIES FOR ATTORNEYS IN FAMILY SUPPORT DIVISTON OR BRANCH OFFICES

P

.

ABDREV

eI

(box at  IN COURY

left) H

rs:Min

TIML -
ouT-+QrF~-Ccount
Hrs:Min

VPO ZYHE Mo R

.

Misdemeanor Pre~Trial Activ ‘ties

ADV  Advising

INV Investigation a

COM  Preparing Complaints

MA  Arraignment

BR  Ball Review

SC - Setting/Readiness Calendar

MC . Mastor Calendar

GP  Guilty 'Plea (Post-Arzaignment)
D Dismissal (Post-Arraignment)
PRE Other Pre~Trial

.

o
’

.

1.

v

.
ruzORURLRG g

Misdemezanor  Trial and Post-
Trial/tonviction

UCT  Uncontested Court Trial

CCT Cortested Court Trial

JT  Juity Trial

s Santencing/Revocation

APP - Appeals in Superior Court
POS Other Post-Trial/Conviction

.

[

EOURGGL G

i

W

VBT 22Oty

Felony Preliminary Activities
in the Lower Courts

ALV Advising

INV  Investigation

COM - Preparing Complaint

FA  Arraignment

153 1538.5 ltotions

GP  Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment)

o] Dismissal (Pest-Arraignment)
17b Sentencing

175  ~-wWithout Probatioxn :Report

179 . ~With Probation Report

PR Preliminary Hearing

PRL, ' Other Prelirinary Activities

.

s

XLUXLQITUIUIOIY

*” -

Felony Pre~Trial Activities
in Superior Court

PA  Arraignment

RC'= Readiness Calendar

MC  Master Calendar

995 995 Metions

153 1538.5 Motidhs

GP Guilty Plea. (Post-Arraignment)
D Dismissal (Post-Arraignment)
PRE Other Pre-Trial

.

..

”

ae

»”

Felony Trial and Post~Trial/
Conviction in Superior Court

~Court Trial
TR -Transc¢ript Only
TRT  ~Teanscript & Testimony
(> -Regular ,
JT  Jury Trial
s Sentencing/Revocation
POS  Other Post-Trial/Conviction

o

Jeivil Matters
ndministration/Miscellaneous/

Personal Activities

-

.

.

Note: ‘Thig form to be used with Direction Sheet 3.

.Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical?
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categories, Civil proceedings, another overhead category, were

separated on the forms, however. If an administrator desires.

research on a particular item such as trial preparation or time
spent waiting in court, it could be listed separately on the
form with appropriate additions made to the cost model process
list. Many administrators may ‘wish to take this option in fact
since, as expected, consiaerable time is spent on both the
out-of-court and overhead categories.

Thixd, although the processes were generally familiar to
the informants submitting data, ambiguities did exist; several
clarifying rules had to be attached tothe data collection forms.

There were two types of reasons for these rules. The
first related to the processes themselves. The process list
was designed to fit as closely as possible to the concepts'used
by the weighted caseload reporting system employed by the
Judicial Council of California. This system for the most part
uses proceedings as the basic statistical unit (i.e. jury trial;
pre-trial motion); but in some situations, it reports disposi-
tions (i.e., guilty plea) instead of the proceeding at which
the disposition takes place. The basic unit of the cost model,
however, is always a judicial proceeding since the model was
developed to indicate cost consequences of time expended and
for ultimate use in providing cost effectiveness measures. For
example, the model contains an arraignment category and a second
category for guilty pleas subsequent to arraignment. Informants
had to be clear that gquilty pleas during an arraignment on the

charge were allocated to the férmer.

The second reason was a need for uniformity where differing
interpretations were possible. Thus, plea-bargaining, an
out~of~court activity, could be allocated to either the post-
arraignment guilty plea or dismissal categories (the objectives
of negotiation) or the scheduled proceedings which negotiatioh
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precedes. The rules provided for the former allocation to
distinguish plea bargaining from the preparation time which
more legitimately represents the out-of-court cost of a
pfdceeding. |

The rules used in the study are included as part of the

In all but one situation, they were
apparently adequate. The category of “otherkpre—trial
activities" (or “"other preliminary activities") which was
intended to cover miscellaneous pre-trial motions, was
apparently used by maﬁy attorneys to report trial preparation
time which should have been charged as an out-of-court activity
against the proceeding for which they were preparing.

illustrative forms.

Implementation

Data collection. proceeded on a sample basis. The sampling

procedure required that no attorney or investigator be sampled
more than three times durinb a period of four weeks (two weeks
for a small division); and the order of sampling was drawn from ﬁ

& random number table. It was also determined that each week-

day would be covered as frequently as possible and the order of
days was generated from a random number table.

To help bring about informant cooperation, the cost study
staff met with division heads and briefed them orally and in
The fact that this was not an

writing on the proposed study.
The assistance of the adminis-

efficiency study was stressed.
trative officer was requested and he provided excellent help

throughout the course of the study. At the outset of data

collection, an assistant district attorney memorialized all
attorneys requesting their participatidn. " Forms were placed
in each person's box two days before the day to be sampled and
staff members were told that missed days could be “made up” on
the*samE'wéek day the following week. | ‘
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- T r— A system was also devised to maintain informant anonymity;
- but it was ignored by the several attorneys or investigators
i v = whokleft their removable name tags on the data collection forms.
o , , o The'results of the study indicated that a direct workload
o ‘”ﬁ approach can indeed be a viable method for developing cost data.
| o ' Informants returned 92% of all forms;only three had to be rejected
i 77 Tk . . :
: t .« because improperly filled out. A4S for the adequacy of the short
; sampling period, one can observe that, particularly with larger
e divisions, a full range of possible activities occurred during E
- PP the study period. ‘ ?
T2 - b (:
- o Support:Personnel ”
L fT'f The:cost calculations analysed in the last section of this
i& ﬂﬁ:i; report include the salaries of support personnel. A direct §
i workload study was not made in this area. Support activities }
ot for each unit were determined from an organizational analysis. i
P Where work was general, the unit was charged to overhead; but ;
= | - most work assignments were specific enough that ¥'8 out of 30 §
: 1 clerical units or their supervisors could be charged as direct :
AT ettioa . . . ’ . N i
- support to an attorney division oxr investigator section. !
-
o ) ;
P Cost Calculations {
iy , : , . :
. ~W; The cost model makes it possible to view an agency's : 5
é‘_; expenditures from several different angles. The data reported )
i V' below includes only salary expenditures. Since the figures é
=T were based on sample data, they should not be taken as defini- é
: ; , SR %75 tive cost statements. They do, however, suggest some of the
v : o : _ o , o gﬂ*, uses to which the qost~modelvmay be put. } ' ' s,
G i = *
e £ - B :
. . L I B-24 e
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DIRECT " OVERHEAD G AND A SUPPORT

1348099 1100501 ' 404986

NON-LABOR TOTAL OVH. RATE

2853579 .62

Exhibit B-1l4

Exhibit B-14 breaks down total salaries into their cost
categories. The amount allocated to overhead is overstated
as a measure simply of the expense of administration and

supervision. All civil activities as well as personal and

miscellaneous time are included in this category.

One of the interesting conclusions of the study was the
fairly high amounts of time legitimately spent on work in the
office which cannot be directly applied to a pfocess in the
model. This included travel time by branch offices, presen-
tations to various citizen groups, and training activities.
Some of the more atypical categories were time spent at the
clerk's office looking for a misplaced record and "filling
out this form." That a few informants found it convenient in
completing the form to place most of their time in one of the

miscellaneous categories also occurred.

~

The format shown in Exhibit B-14 is also usable to illus-
trate comparisons with district attorney offices in other
counties or other agencies in the same county. |

i

The cost model in addition permits a similar kind of
analysis for each division in the district attorney's office.
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A division dealing with training and research and a division

concentrating on municipal court operations are provided as

examples.
Exhibit B-15
TRAINING
, AND MUNICIPAL

‘DES CRIPTION RESEARCH COURT
Basis 98976 196944
Rate 1.0 1.0
Burdened Labor 98976 196944
Unburdened Labor 98976 196944
Non-labor Support 0 0
Percentage Direct .59 .74
Percentage Support o 0 .00
Local Overhead Allocation Base 58396 147708
Local G and A Allocation Base 108351 220656
Labor Base 98976 196944
Direct Labor Base 58396 147708
Local Overhead Labor 0 0
Local Overhead Non-labor 0 0
Local G and A 0 0
Overhead Assessment—~Labor 49955 72948
Overhead Assessment-Non-labor 0 0
G and A Aspgessment 0 0
G and A Farctor .00 .00
Overhead Factor .86 .49
Support Labor 0 0
Support Assessment-Labor 12824 11423
Support Assessment-Non-labor 0 0
Number of Allocations "’ 8 13
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/ . Exhibit B-16
/\ [ St T ‘ v: .

S ! ’ o . . $ - 3
i N | ; s Inltlat;on of Prosecution 1,173,029 = 41
SN : * | B Proceedings Prior to Trial 944,948 33

@ Trial Proceedings 525,405 19

ST Post-trial Proceedings 114,501 4
o | R Habeas Corpus 14,377 .06
1 - . T o Juvenile Detention Hearings 5,590 .02
1o | ‘ , : 7 ; Proceedings to Declare
e , R Migor a Ward or Dependent
i . ‘ ‘ Child of the Court 55,898 2
(A ‘ : : B Other Juvenile Hearings 2,795 .02
Qj - Exhibit B-16 indicates total salary expenditure according
;; EE to process. The three largest cost categories were initiation
;%‘ of prosecution, proceedings prior to trial, and trial pro-
é{i e ceedings. They represented 41%, 33%, and 19% of all salaries
5521 | _ ' S A paid respectively.
Ldo . .
; : Exhibit B-17
f E A Initiation of Prosecution $ %
;g \ Charging of Misdemeanors 345,692 29
f - Charging of Felonies 797,409 68
L LD Indicting 29,928 3

% 1,173,029
TET T

Exhibit B-17 reflects the breakdown of expenditures allo-

cated to initiation of prosecution. This figure is a ldarge one

= fw' because the costs of all invéstigatorial work prior to filing
were included in this process account and the district
or oo atéorney has both a large staff of investigators as well as
PR ‘smal;er groups of attorneys who in part provide investigation
vg;hé” fgﬁfcomplex areas of law.
Vi -
) 4 R u i .
; | Exhibit B-18 shows the breakdown of costs in the pre%trial
?ﬁvﬁm category. . .
{' R | f B-27 /
- , . ; ) A : ; : /
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Exhibit B~18

Proceedings Prior to Trial

Inferior Courts - Misdemeanors
General
Arraignment
Guilty Plea (Post Arraignment)
Pre-trial Activities

Inferior Court - Felonies
Arraignment
Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment)
Preliminary Hearings
Sentencing (P.C. 176)
Other Preliminary Activities

Superior Court - Felonies
Arraignment
Guilty Plea (Post Arraignment)
Dismissal (Post Arraignment}) -
995-1538.5 Motions
Writ of Prohibition (995)
Other Pre-trial Activities

<

27,7179
51,213
31,799
92,224%

31,317

34,582 .-

83,760
3,094

150,913%

15,292
27,577

1,713
97,105
34,936

261,644%

*May be infilated by indlusion of trial or preliminary hearing

preparation time.
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Exhibit B-19
Trial Proceedings |
Misdemeanor $ %
Trial Confirmation 47,211 9
Uncontested Court Trial 2,075 .3
Contested Court Trial 39,884 8
Jury Trial 90,828 17.
Felony
Trial Confirmation 50,530 10
Trial on Transcript , -0
Court Trial : 57,666 11
Jury Trial 237,211 44.7 .

_ . In Court Out-of-Court Total
Misdemeanor Couxt Trial 35,093 - $4,791 $39,884
Misdemeanor Jury Trial $49,465 $41,363 $90,828
Felony Court Trial $19,222 $38,444 $57,666
Felony Jury Trial - $84,576 $152,635 $237,211

Exhibit B-19 represents the breakdown of trial expenditures.
Note that for felony proceedings, out-of-court costs are approx-

imately double the expenditure allocated to trials. This suggests
that programs to speed up trials would not have significant
cost consequences for district attorneys. Misdemeanor trials,

however, followed a different pattern.

o
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APPLYING INDIRECT WORKLOAD ANALYSIS TO A MUNICIP
OPERATION - — O

In some situations, administrators may not chose to
implement. the individual workload studies required for a
direct analysis of work. The cost study staff tested an
indirect analytical approach to determine in what situations

one could reasonably determine work allocation without them.

The methodology tested in a metropolitan municipal court was
a joint effort between cost‘study staff and two extremely
cooperative, highly experienced division chiefs. At all,
points, these administrators passed judgment on whether the

analyses developed seemed to fairly represent actual work.

Organizational Analysis

The first step was familiarization with the work of each

i

division and section in the agency. This office had four

divisiozms:

@ Accounting Division--process money; account for bail

'® Records Division--case files, statistics, and data

processing

@ Crimincl-Traffic Division--responsible for court processing

of all criminal cases; included ooﬁftroom clerks and back

TR office sections

® Calendar Division--calendar cases; administer the jury

-

SO
4 '

system ‘ : o .
) The first two divisions arevdevoted entirely to criminal
proceedings.. Some of the departments in criminal-traffic had
civil duties; and trial courts, with criminal and civil pro-
ceedings, were analyzed as part of this division. The calendar

e division dealt with both civil and criminal juries.

B-30

e s s st s B ot i i e



o » R
A clerk of court and assistant clerk of court, of course,

headed the division. The estimates made, allocating these per-
sons' times between civil and criminal, did not take into ac-
count other members of their immediate staff.

Personnel Assigned To Only One Process

The second step in analysis was détermining which persohﬁel
~devoted their entire workload to iny one process. A Substan—
tial proportion of the staff, 40 out of 159 personnel, were
sufficienfly singular injfheir assignments to be placed‘in this
category. This analysis required both familiarity with the
nature of the work and some ability(to interpret the content of
the processes themselves. |

Allocation of the severél clerks assigned to various aspects
of the bail system, for example, could be completed by review-
ing the organizational chart. There was a bail bond clerk, a
bail setting clerk, a section assigned to correspondence (which
almost always related to traffic or parking bail), a parking
records section, and a clerk involved primarily with bail re-.

funds, All of these personnel were charged to the processes of

bail in municipal court.

Other Cases‘neceSSitateé consultation with the administra-
tors. Thus, two back office clerks performed several different
tasks which upon inguiry all turned out to be related to ar-
raignment. Similarly, the work of an arraignmént department
cashier was charged to senténqing because most of the funds
handled related to fines. |

i
L e
ST

Some situations called for creative interpretation. - There
was a CII clerk who submitted caSe~dispositions to the Bureau
of.Criminal Identification ahd Investigation. ‘Because the

"workwinVOIVed dispositions, sentencing seemed the logical pro-

1cess to be charged.
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Personnel Allocated to Overhead

The next step called for determination of overhead allo-
cations. All individuals who were primarily supervisorial

Weré charged to tﬁg?avgyhead of their own sections.

| In addition, another group of staff members performed
work which was either gquite general (like standby) or varied:
Theirx work distribution could not be estimated; and without a =
direct workload study, they could not be charged to Specifié
7 processes. Under the theory of the cost model, these persons
S should be allocated to the overhead category¢ Some examples
included back-up personnel, interpreters, certain cashiers

I
,?j; and bookkeepers(,those in charge of record filing, and the
e ﬁ;i Judicial Cound}listatistics clerk. The total allocated to
tkN overhead, as either supervisorial or not allocatable, repre-
o sented 33% of the total employees.
e ‘ .
f‘“i There was also a group of calendar clerks assigned to the
m&'iﬁJ pre-trial departments which might have been allocated to over-
>'; head under this»apprééch. Nevertheless, it seemed more reason-
o wwé able to treat them as support personnel to the judicial depart-
éw@ ments which they served. '
- - Personnel With Work Limited To Two Processes
o ~Many persons in the agency‘spent their time on only two
T . processes. In some cases,‘thefadministrators could easily
g ) estimate the appropriate work allocation; often work was

equally divided.

v ‘,In other situations, the nature of the work itselfkprovided
- a basis for allocation. For example, a cashier's section re-
ceived,85% of its revenues from bail and 15% from fines. Their
time was allocated in these same proportions respectively to

‘ bail and sentencing. ~Simi1afly, since the work of the data
o control and keypunch,sections related solely to cases filed and
= their‘dispositions, the allocation was equally between charging
LR R and sentencing. | ‘ ’ ‘ ‘

LR S | - Be32




Courtroom Clerks " -

The methods of allocating time between processes described
thus far do not apply to the courtroom clerks whose -work
covers several processes. One indirect method of making this
allocation is the weighted caselcad approach dsing judges' work
distribution as a standard. The problem isbthat clerical time
is not always congiuous with bench time because clerks may be
working on one kind of form or finishing a task while the judge
does somethihg else or waits for the next case. In the court
studied, this was particularly true in the various arraignment
and motion departments where two or three clerks might rotate
the work; thus, one clerk could leave the courtroom, after com-
pletion of a calendar, to finish all paperwork generated, while

the other clerk was present for the next calendar being conducted.

The method adopted. to determine a reasonable allocation
of work for arraignment and motion department clerks borrowed
somewhat from the direct workload study approach. The cost
study staff constructed work reporting forms for each judicial
departmeﬁt, making sure that each week day having a distinct
calendar pattern was covered. Most of the depértments followed
the same set of calendars each day and thus needed only one
reporting form. Instead of conducting work sampling, however,
the agency administrators determined daily work breakdowné
for "typical days" in each of these departments. They based,
their findings on both their own experience and consultaEidﬁ
with the courtroom clerks. The results were tabulated
“as if actual time samples had been drawn. Because of calendar
control procedures and the nature of the work beizg conducted,
the work completed was relatively regular ig,ﬁééﬁrrence. Thus,
this approach is a viable method'oﬁﬁgompﬁﬁihg work distribution.
Examples of the forms used are giﬁéh in Exhibit B-20.

Oon the other hand, courtroom clerks in trial departments
: présent a different situation. The work they conduct is

B-33
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Exhibit B-20

WORK‘ACTiVITIES FOR COURTROOM CLERKS
A. Work Activitiesnon a Typical Day in Presiding Department

out-of~Court
hrs:min

In Court

16 hours
hrs:min

Time Related To:

Small Claims

Master Calendar
Civil Cases

Guilty Pleas (post-arraignment)

Dismissal (post-arraignment)

Other criminal activities--
assigning cases

Sentencing/Revocation

Other Post~Conviction (Probation
papers)

Miscellaneous

Complete for 1 Clerk and 1 Assistant

B. Work Activities on a Typical Day in Traffic Arraignment

Court
16 hours " In Court Out-of-Court
. hrs:min hrs:min
Time Related To:
Traffic Arraignments
(incl. guilty pleas/dismissals)
Other Pre-arraignment
Sentencing/Revocation @
Other Post-Conviction
Miscellaneous
complete for 1 Clerk and 1 Assistant
- B-34 N
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‘irregular and this kind of estimation is not feasible. WithOut

a direct workload study, the only method for analyzing their

work is use of weighted caseloads.

Some Cost Characteristics

The information collected about municipal court clérical
personnel makes it possible to describe some of the character-
istics of salary expenditures. One should note that non-éalary  )
costs are net included in this analysis. |

One product of the cost model is a listing of expenditures
according to process. Exhibit B-21 presents this result.

1h : X
Exhibit B-21

Initiation of Prosecution
Proceedings Prior to Trial

Trial Proceedings

Post~Trial Proceedings

$
523,850

297,588

251,328
319,426

As one can see, there is a fairly even distribution of

costs among the four major -process categories.

Exhibit B-22 indicates the five major nost categories.

Taken together, they represent 81l% of the total personnel expend-

iture.
Exhibit B-22
| | $
Initiation of Prosecution
Charging of Misdemeanors - 168,788
Bail ' 340,939
Proceedings Prior to Trial
Misdemeanor Arraignment 180,732
Trial Proceedings
Jury Trial 143,665
Post-Trial Proceedings :
Misdemeanor Probation/
Probation Revocation -
Hearing 301,091

Expenditures

% of ALl

12
24

13

10

22

B=d3
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. Comments On Work Distribution Analysis For Superior
" Court Clerks . ‘

The cost study staff also examined used of the indirect
workload study method applied to Superior Court clerks not as-
signed to courtrooms. Excellent consultation for this examin-
ation was provided by an experienced Superior Court administra-

tor.

Analysis was first made of the agency organization for
identifying those divisions working in fhe criminal justice
field. Unlike the Municipal Court operation, all divisions
identified worked on both civil and criminal proceedings.

For this reason, the staff's consultant followed a somewhat
different method of estimation. Instead of examining each
individual's work and trying to analyze all the processes to
which he or she is assigned, the administrator first determined
which criminal processes the division as a whole performed.
Then, in consultation with each division chief;'estimates were
made on the total man-years consumed by the processes. In |
many divisions, there was only one kind of activity involved
and often the proper allocation was to the overhead category.
Por example,'man~years expended by the business office for
accepting and processing criminal filings was one-third of a
Clerk I;and one-half of one junior clerk's time was devoted by
the record division for filing criminal case records. ' ‘

- A more difficult problem was the fact that the” time of
each division administrator had to be allocated between civil
and criminal proceédings. One proposed rule of thumb would
use the same percentage that manpower charged to criminal
processes represents in  each division. Finally, there was one
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division identified which in the opinion of the administrator

~could not be analysed without a direct workload study.

For the courtroom clerks, a direct study of workload was
actually implemented (see Exhibits B-23 anﬁ B—24). It covered
the clerks in ‘the department of the presidfpg judge for crimi-
nal proceedings and in the five trial departments processing
the bulk of all criminal cases. The methodology employed was
substantially the same as reported in the section on direct

‘woxrkload analysis for a district attorney'svf.officeu And the

results seem to justify the extra effort required. As Exhibits

'B-25 and B-26 indicate, one can obtain more detail than is

pbssible under either the indirect method baéed on estimation
or application of weighted caseload statistics. In particular,
the data reveals a breakdown of in—court/outnpf-court activi-
ties, and the time that must be spent on administration, mis-

cellaneous, and personal pursuits.

Juvenile Court

The approach of the'cost_study staff in aﬁalysing the work

- of Juvenile Court clerks paralleled that applied in the Superior

. &

Court.

The indirect method of work analysis furnished informati&n
on three sections of non-courtroom clerks. ThefWork of these
sections primarily involved calendar maintenance, notices, and
orders.:'Estimation provided the basis for determining the

extent of work in delinquency proceedings as opPosed to admin-

~istration or dependency cases.

Thus, in one section, the supervisor's administrative time
was estimated at 60%; and the work time for thisjsupe;visor?and‘
remaining staff was 90% on delinquency. In anbﬁher sectioh; the
estimates were 90% administration and 70% of the;remainder on
delinquency. ' ' .y

1
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EXHIBIT B-23

Th DIRECTION SHEET 5
e attached form is deSigned to permit an accurate presentation

of the time allocated to each of your activities on the days when
you are sampled It lists most, if not all, of the actions in
which you may ¢ ngage. . :

When completlng the form, enter the hours/mlnutes spent both in
court and out-of-court. In court refers to time when the court is
in session. Out-of-court g generally refers to what might be called
preparation time; inciude waiting time before a proceeding begins
as part of this category.

You should account for all your time during thé work day 1ncludlng
overtime hours. For activities not listed, write the name in; if
additional lines are needed, just draw them in. Lunch and coffee
breaks, etc. should be. reported as part of miscellaneous/personal
activities. It is not necessary to keep track of how many times an
activity may occur; the form requires only the daily totals for each
act1v1ty

At the end of each day, tear off the name sheet and leave both name
sheet and work distribution form in the de51gnated place.

DEFINITIONS_ |

The listed work activity categories are generally self-explanatory.
The following guidelines are provided to assist you in some of the

more vague areas.

1. Arraignment includes those activities which may occur while &
defendant is arralgned on the charge. Examples are entry of plea,
dismissal, continuance, bench warrant, off calendar, OR, and bail

reductlon.

2.. There are several activities whlch mav prevene a proceeding from
taking place. Guilty pleas and dismissals which avoid proceedings
should be allocated to the guilty plea or dismissal categories. Con-
tinuances, non-appearances (bench warrant), transfers, and off-cal-
endar may be allocated to the categories of other pre-trial, prelim-
inary activities, or other post-trial as appropriate. Note, however
that guilty pleas or dismissals which occur while a proceeding is in
progress should be reported as part of the proceedlng

s L ¥ AP ) .-

'

b
LR

E o 3. Generally,‘at multl—case calendars, everythlng»whlch cccurs can
T be allocated to the calendar proceeding itself (i. e., arraignment;
i readiness). Some actions, however, which are unrelated to the pro-
o ‘ ceéding such as continuances orvbench warrants should be reported
.= according to the procedure outlined in rule #2 above.

4} As,mueh as poesible, try to distinguish between out-of-court
, _ trail preparation time and plea bargaining time. The former should
CEE ' be allocated to the appropriate trial proceeding; the latter can be
reported under guilty plea or dismissal. - »

5. . The catggory of Senten01ng/Revocatlon hearings for misdemeanors
is- used only where there is an underlying probation report. Other-
wise, include sentencing or revocation as part of the arraignment,
guilty plea, or trial after which it occurs.

Remember that the purpose of this data collectlon is not to study ’
< individuals but to develep a statewide criminal Just;ce cost. analys1s

4

ystem. Please be as accurate as pos sible. ’ o
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W - <
S , Date Day
’ . . WORK ACTIVITIES FOR COURTROOM CLERKS-- SUPERIOR COURT .
i ABBREV TIME TIME
: , (box at . IN COQURT OUT-0F-~COURT
left) Hrs:Min  Hrs:Min
‘ Pre-Trial Activities : :
v b .| FA  Arraignment : :
, S BR Bail Review
RC  Readiness Calsndar : :
- MC  Master Calendar -
== - 1995 995 Motions ' .
1 153 1538.5 Motions : :
GP  Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment)
"y D Dismissal {(Post~Arraignment) : :
,‘gx g PRE Other Pre-~Trial
Il Trial and Post-Trial/Conviction
g Court Trial d :
: || TR -Transceript Only
T ERR -Pranscript & Testimony : :
L cr ~Raegular
: JT Jury Tris) : s
. S Sentencing/Revouation
T 1 POS . Other Post-%rial/Conviction . .
| Other Proceedings
i T HC Habeas Corpus - -
; ADD Addiction R .
' MDS MDSO . : -
S SAN Present Sanity
TR INS = Insanity/Time of Offense : :
%] CON Appointing Conservators
| OTH Other : :
*  Administration/Miscellaneous/ |
. i personal Activities i
‘??T':'\ — ‘ = =
i >
“:\ "’T - Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical?
: _ ; ' Note: This form to be used with Direction Sheet 5. ’
T s e e e e oo SRR i R = Lo s e T e T e L e
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‘ G Exhibit B-25. Work Distribution for Clerks
of the Presiding Judge
In~-Court Out-of-Court
PRE-TRIAL ACTIVITIES % 3 ‘
Felony Arraignment , 07 07
Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment) 03 03
995 Moctions 02 -
1538.5 Motions ' 01 0l
Calendar Hearing . ‘ 01 06
Other - 01
. TRIAL AND POST-TRIAL/CONVICTION .
Sentencing ' 04 . 04
Other —_— 02
o HABEAS CORPUS | | 01 02
£ ADMINISTRATION, MISCELLANEOUS,
L PERSONAL , - 55
?@; TOTAL k %
L Pre-Trial Activities 32
i Trial and Post-Trial/Conviction 10
o Habeas Corpus ; 3
ﬁ Administration, Miscellaneous,
i Personal L)
- - 100
' §
i » » J‘!ﬁiz @(f\
: \ts\\\, B =~ g -
S
- T
. g ? ; ‘
- o i : ; B-40
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Exhibit B-26. Work Distribution for Courtroom Clerks
in Criminal Trial Departments

“c
-

In~Court Qut-of-Court
% %

- ; ,. _ . PRE-TRIAL ACTIVITIES

b : g . Guilty Plea (Post-Arraignment) 03 -

B : : 995-1538.5 Motions 03 02
Calendar Hearing 02 -
-Other 0L 0l

TRIAL AND POST~TRIAL/CONVICTION ‘
Court Trial 17 07 .
Jury Trial 12 ol
Sentencing , 05 12

e e S

ADMINISTRATION/MISCELLANEOUS,
PERSONAL ' 07 27

TOTAL %

Pre-Trial Activities 12

Trial and Post-Trial/Conviction 54
Administration/Miscellaneous,

Personal 34
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Once the total work devoted to delinquency is isolated,
it must be allocated between the processes of detaining
juveniles (code 6200) and proceedings to declare a minor a
ward of the court (code 6300). One rule of thumb for this
allocation is use cf the ratio of detention hearings to
hearings on dﬁlgnquency petitions as reported by the Judicial
Council.

For courtroom clerks in the Juvenile Court, a direct study
of work distribution was completed (see Exhibits B-27 and B-28).
In this case also the results are more detailed than one tan
obﬁain using the weighted caseload data. Besides ‘the breakdown
ofyin-court/out—of—court activities and time devoted to adminis-
trﬁtion, miscellanecus, and personal, there is more information
on ﬁearings other than the major delingquency proceedings (see
Exhibit B-29).



Exhibit B-27

DIRECTION SHEET 6

The attached form is designed to permit an accurate presentation
of the time allocated to each of your activities on the days when
you are sampled. It lists most, if not all, of the actiocnsg in
which you may engage.

v
i
4

¥

When cerpleting the form, enter the activity abbreviation and the
hours/minutes spent both in court and out-of-court. (In some cases,
no abbrev1atlon is required.) In court refers to time when the
court is in session. Out-of-court generally refers to what might

be called preparation time; include waiting time before a proceeding
begins as part of this category.

You should account for all your time during the work day including
overtime hours. For activities not listed, write the name in; if
additional lines are needed, just draw them in. ZILunch and coffee
breaks, etc. should be reported as part of miscellaneous/personal
activities. It is not necessary to keep track of how many times an
activity may occur; the form yequlres only the daily totals for each
activity.

At the end of each day, tear off the name sheet and leave both name
sheet and work distribution form in the designated place.

THANK YOU.
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Exhibit B-28

bate _ __ bay

ABBRIEV

T M

LM

B (box at IN COURT  OUT--OL-COURT
’ ~ , left) Hrs: Min  H¥s:Min
; ‘ Major, Dalinquency Prococdinggs
Datention Hearing et e o et
UD? " ~Uncontestad
- CDI' ~Contestiod : :
Adjudication Hearing
UAJ  -Uncontested : :
CAT -Contasted
Dispositional Hearing . .
5 ‘ UD5  -Uncontested > :
f S CcDs ~Contested
; [ » .
Other Delinquency Hearings/
’ i Motions
637 Dztention Rehearing :
t 558 Rehearing of Referee's . .
i Findings & Oxrders = -
. 778  Kew Hearing .
} 777 Suplemental Petition : :
V775 Modification of Oxders .
. . 635 Roview Dzeisiou Not To : :
v Pile a Petition
781 Petition For Scaling L0 .
e lecords ‘ : -
563 Traiffic Hearing
1567 Rehearing or Order : :
i Modification by o -
; Traffic Hearing Officer . .
i DEI. Othexr Delinqguancy Matioers
1} ' -
po , ‘ , ' . .
Tt i Dependency Matters . . 3 :
. ':'F R [
am— C « s :
| Administration/Miscellancous/
v Personal Activities . : : !
! i
T V.g *\:‘Lw“ - ‘ ‘ '
- Was this day, for any reason, extremely untypical?
Vi
) ~cgm= Why?
'af“‘Note; To be used with Direction Sheet 6.
i : e ‘ ‘
. ¢ -
e )
!
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Exhibit B~29. Work Distribution for Courtroom Clerks -
' Juvenile Court

' In-Court Out-of-Cour

) . ! 2 % .
MAJOR DELINQUENCY PROCEEDINGS
Uncontested Detention Hearing 07 ‘ 05
Contested Detention Hearing 01 -
- Uncontested Adjudication 11 06
~ Contested Adjudication 01 0l
_ Dispositional 11 04
OTHER DELINQUENCY¥ PROCEEDINGS
Modification : ' 0l 01l
Supplemental Petition , 02 01
New Hearing 02 -
I Sealing Records , 01 -
p W.& I 905 01 -
Other 02
DEPENDENCY PROCEEDINGS ) 10 03
ADMINISTRATION/MISCELLANEOUS/ )
. PERSONAL ’ ' 29
TOTAL 8
Major Delingquency Proceedings : 47
Other Delinquency Proceedings ‘ 11
Dependency Proceedings 13
Adnministration/Miscellaneous/ - _
Personal , _29
Lot . O 0
R
mw e
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APPLYING A WEIGHTED CASELOAD ANALYSIS.TO A DISTRICT ATTORNEY
AND PUBLIC DEFENDER OFFICE

il

The weighted caselcad analysis, based on information

maintained by the Judicial Council is another approach for
‘determining workload distribution. It is an applicable
‘analytical tool when direct workload distribution studies °
‘are not feasible and the indirect method based on estimation

is inapplicable. Although it can be employed by individual
agency ladministrators, it might even be more useful for the

. multi-agency analysis needed by legislative decision-making.
The cost study staff tested this approach in smaller district
- ! attorney and public defender offices.

Organizational Analysis

The first étep is examination of work perférmed by the
agency. This:ua,‘_,nalysis makes it possible to identify, at the
u outset, those ﬁérsons whose work is entirely administrative
o or concerned with only one pfocess.‘ These persons can be
- charged respectively #o overhead or the process in which they

e work. Noindividuals, however, in the offices visited fell

into these categories; even the district attorney himself

worked on some trials and the public defender estimated his

b
:Jﬂ administrative time at 90%.

The other purpose of organizational analysis was to develop

L

£ i o e

work configurations for all attorneys. The major work config-

] T urations are described below. They are not, however, entirely
‘ representative of the offices studied; some modifications were
s made for purposes of example.
W* Ll ‘j
o m- sl
p— -
B-46




District Attorney'

@® SuperV1s1ng Attorney in Superior Court -- 75% adminis-
tration with the remaining time spent on arraignment, ' s
sentenrlng on guilty pleas, trial confirmation confer-
ences, insanity and involuntary ‘commitment hearlngs,
and habeas corpus.

@ Trial At%orneys in Superior Court -- guilty pleas and
dismissals (post-arraignment) ; pre-trial motions; trials;
sentencing for those convicted at trial.

e Juvenile Court Attorney !

@ Felony Attorney in the Municipal Court -~ arralgnments;
gullty pleas and dismissals (post arraignment); prelim-
inary hearlng, sentencing under Penal Code 17b(5).

@ Misdemeanor Attorneys -- all misdemeanor proceedings in
a Municipal Court. '

6 Municipal Court Attorneys -- All felony and misdemeanor
proceedings in the Municipal Court.

Public Defender

e Felony Attorneys -- All felony proceedings in a Munici-
pal Court, trial in Superior Court, and sentencing for
those convicted at trial.

® Misdemeanor Attorneys -- All misdemeanor proceedlngs
in a Municipal Court.

® Municipal Court Attorneys —- All felony and misdemeanor
proceedings in a Municipal Court.

e Juvenile Court Insanity Attorney =- All “juvénile court
proceedings and insanity or involuntary commltment
proceedings.

® Administrative Attorney -- Administrative duties with the
remaining time spent on arraignment, sentencing on a
guilty plea, trial confirmation conference, pre-trial
motions in Superior Court as well as. writs of mandate
or prohibition and appeals. :

One can see that the indirect method of workload analysis

was employed in developing some of these configurations. Fhus,
for the supervising attorney in Superior Court, an estimate of

B~47
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75% administration time was made. It may be possible in some
cases to analyze an individual's entire workload through esti-
mation, particularly if the duties were quite regular or highly
varied activities that rarely occurred. For the most part,
however, estimation is not practical and the only alternatives

are direct study or application of weighted caseloads.

Method Of Application

The Judicial Council developed the weighted caseload
analysis as a tool for estimating the need for judicial man-
power. It covers several misdemeanor and felony proceedings.
Each proceeding is assigned a weight, based on two elements.
The first is an average judicial time (bench plus non-bench)
for the proceeding in minutes, determined from a statewide
sample of courts. The second is the frequency of occurrence
for the activity (iﬁcidents/total filings) also computed from

g A a g 1 A .

statistics covering the whole state. These two elements are

Yy

i 4 l \'\}‘

Q

multiplied to determine the weight. For example, an average
felony jury trial consumes 1264.8 minutes and such trials
occurred in 7 out of every 1090 filings. The weight for jury
trials, therefore, is 88.54. If a judge spent his entire time
i ’ on only two proceedings, the two weights together represent
o the percentage distribution of judicial time.

To apply these weights to’a district attorney office, one
o first determines the proceedihgs each deputy engages in and
ﬁ e their weights. If information is available on the frequency
rates applicable only to that office, a local weight can be

2 L8
computed using statewide average times; otherwise, the state-
‘ wide weight is used. All weights are then added together and
S the percentage breakdown represents each individual's work
~ distribution.
. An alternative calculation uses the-total minutes consumed
by all occurrences of each proceeding as the basis for computing
T percentage breakdowns. This method is more expedient if local
m o . 7 R
l’ . ! EINY 7 B —4 8
-
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frequency information is available for most proceedings. 1In

that case, however, statewide weights must ba converted to the

total minutes which they represent on-the basis of filings in
the office under analysis. Exhibit B-40 is an example.

In public defender offices, the methodoloay is the same,

except that statewide weights are never used. Public defenders,

unlike district attorneys, do not appear in all cases; there is
no basis for assuming that the frequency of occurrence for judi-

cial proceedings would be the same for them as it is for courts

and district attorneys. Thus, application of the method depends

‘on the availability of data from the defender's own office.

Illustrative Calculations
The following illustrative calculations for applying weight-

ed caseload analysis cover most of the situations when the method
is used to analyze district attorney or public defender offices.

District Attorney Calculations. All statistics relative to

the district attorney office sampled are maintained by the Judi-

cial Council or the Bureau of Criminal Statistics. See Exhibit
Note that while the

B-30; both systems are used as appropriate.
former is based on a fiscal year and the latter is calendar year,

a recent recommendation to the Judicial Council suggests modifi-

cation to a calendar yéar basis. BAll time data reported repre-

sent Judicial Council findings.

The municipal court statistics stated in Exhibit p-30

involve two interpretations. It was assumed that felony

guilty pleas'and dismissals (except dismissals without court
the intial arraignment; but that

misdemeanor guilty pleas and dismissals (except dismissals

without court appearance and bail forfeitures) did occur

at the initial arraignment.

appearance) did not occur at

The data is applied to computing work distribution for

five district attorney work configurations.

B-49
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Exhibit B-30. Applicable

COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT
S Judicial Council

Felony Filings R 912"

Data for Related Periods

. Bureau of Criminal Statistics

Felony Filings 954: Court Trial 3
Habeau Corpus Hearings ‘ 60 ‘Dismissals 143 Jury Trial 52
Insanity/Involuntary Commitment ' ‘Guilty ‘Pleas Sentence on :
--Contested Court Trials 3 Originating in ‘ Guilty Plea 680 =
- =~Contested Jury Trials 2 Superior Court 271 Sentence after :
- Juvenile Filings ' 1834 Trial on Transcript 3 Trial - 35
—-~Contested Adjudication 97
MUNICIPAL. COURT A -- Judicial Council Non- = Selected Other Intoxi-
Felony Filings 1469 Misdemeanors Traffic Traffic Traffic cation
~Less dismissals Filings 2806 1504 30428 6743
without appearance 2 ILess dismissal without
Arraignments : 1467 appearance and bail :
Dismissal ’ forfeitures - 380 16 19062 643 :
(Post~Arraignment) 463 Arraignments 2426 1488 11366 6100 ,
Guilty Plea - Uncontested Court Trial 11 , 1 5 2 :
(Post-Arraignment) 335 Contested Court Trial’ - 119 24 338 35 o 5
Preliminary Hearing 370 Jury Trial 32 1 4 0 , i , ;
MUNICIPAL:, COURT B -~ Judicial Council Non Selected Other Intoxi- :
“Felony Filings 95 Misdemeanors Traffic Traffic Traffic cation o S
Less dismissals Filings 380 403 9587 94 ]
without appearance _1 Less dismissal without ‘ ,
Arraignment - 94 appearance and bail
Dismissals : forfeitures ~110 1 7063 9
(Post—Arraignment) 34 Arraignments 270 402 2524 85
Guilty Plea Uncontested Court Trial 2 0 0 0
(Post-Arraignment) 22 Contested Court Trial 11 0 112 2
Preliminary Hearing 35 Jury Trial 2 0 9 0
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: Supervising Attorney in Superior Court'
: Felonies . Insanity and Involuntary Commitments 2% ‘
; Arraignment 6%  Habeas Corpus 1% ?
; Sentence on Administration 75% :
Guilty Plea 11% 5
Pre-trial : : %
Conference 5% i
Total 22% {See Exhibit B-31) :

In calculating this work distribution, ﬁhe percentage rela-
tionship, based on available weights, for arraignment, sentence
on guilty plea, insanity and involuntary commitments, and habeas
corpus were first computed. The frequency rates for the latter
two proceedings were based on the number of felony filings; this
is tantamount to an assumption that such hearings arise out of
felony. filings. Then, by estimating administration and pre-trial /
conferences (for which a weight is not available) at 75% and 5%, '

respectively, the remaining 20% was divided up proportionately.

J

f?‘ Trial Attorneys in Superior Court
X Felonies
- Guilty Plea Trial on Transcript .2%
?i (Post-Arraignment) 4% Court Trial 93
Dismissal . ,
’ 3
(Post-Arraignment) 4% - Jury Trial 69f2?
A 995 Motion - 2% Sentencing '7%
o 1538.5 Motion 3%
- Other Pre-Trial _
we, T Motions 16% : (See Exhibit B-32)
BE | M ‘\\\}\‘ - - g
i 4 , ~Juvenile Court Attorney
: . Juvenile Delinquency Proceedings
" § 7 Contested Detention Hearing 6%
o Contested Wardship Adjudi-
s cation - 51%
v . &%: Other Hearings ; ' 43%
- d - | | (See Exhibit B-33)

B-51
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. Exhibit B-31. Supervising Attorney in Superior Court
LOCAL STATEWIDE/
AVERAGE STATEWIDE FREQUENCY LOCAL % .OF
ACTIVITY/CODE . MINUTES FREQUENCY (JC) ) WEIGHT TOTAL
i 1. Arraignment/3261 8.3 .74 6.18 31
2. Sentence on 680 . 4
Guilty Plea/3460 14.8 95 -t 10.5 53
3. Pretrial
Conference/3332 -
4.,Insénity & Court 3
Involuntary 169.1 51z °OF -003 2.0 10
? Commitment/3410 Jury 2 or .002 :
Ul 744.0 912 :
5. Habeas Corpus/3511 17.29 9?3 or .07 1.21 6
S Notes: k ~ :
and frequency: for non-guilty pleas taken =

. Arraignment time not available; time

- as closest approximate. ;

3. No times available. o

4. Timés for contested court trial and jury trial applied; it is assumed that all
such hearings arise out of criminal proceedings.

5. Time is. low in that it includes dispositions without hearing.
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Exhibit B-32. Trial Attorneys in Superior Court
| LOCAL . STATEWIDE/
| AVERAGE = STATEWIDE FREQUENCY LOCAL & OF
ACTIVITY/CODE MINUTES FREQUENCY (BCS) - WEIGHT  TOTADL
1. Guilty Plea/3262 12.4 %%% or .28 3.47 4
2. Dismissal/3263 22.3 %%%»or .15 3.35 4
3. 995 Motion/3271 26.7 .08, 2.07 > 2
" 4. 1538.5 Motion/
3272 43.3 .06 | 2.40 3
5. Other Pre-Trial
= Motion/3273 15.9 .92 1 14.64 16
i ‘ | |
N w 6. Trial on 3
’ Transcript/3341 48.3 957 ©°F .003 .14 0.2
7. Court Trial/3343  266.0 53% or .003 .80 0.9
0
8. Jury Trial/3344 1264.8 §%% or .05 63.24 69.2
9. Sentencing/3460  14.8 5o5 or .04 .60 0.7
Notes:

1. Based on assumption that all guilty pleas other than certifications are subsequent
to arraignment.
2. Based on assumption that all dismissals are subsequent to arraignment.
6. Time is for trial on transcript since local frequency for transcript plus
- testimony trial is not available.
9. Frequency is for those convicted at trial only.




ACTIVITY/CODE

Exhibit B-33.

AVERAGE

Juvenile Court Attorney

LOCAL

STATEWIDE FREQUENCY

FREQUENCY (JC)

STATEWIDE/
LOCAL
WEIGHT

-::E\. . -
B : ; . : RN :

% OF
TOTAL

1. Contested Deten-
tion Hearing/6220

f2. Contested Ward-
ship/6300

3. Other Hearing/
6400 E

w # T Netes:

(62}
=N

il
i
b

MINUTES

22.8

130.9

e

.03

o
~J

or .05

=
[e3]
[E%]
Py

.78

.77

6.55

2. Avexage minutes combines jurisdictional and dispositional hearings.

51

43
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This calculation for the juvenile court attorney (shown

in Exhibit B-33) is based on. the assumption that the attorney
appears at all major contested hearings but at no dependency

hearings. With different assumptions, there are additional

local weights which could be calculated from the Judicial
Council data.

Felony Attorney in Municipal Court A
Felonies
Arraignment @ 8% Prelininary Hearing 61%
Gailty Plea 17b Misdemanor
(Post-Arraignment) 5% Sentence 3%
Dismissal 17b Probation
(Post~Arraignment) 6% Review : 6%
Preliminary Activities 11% (See Exhibit B-34)

Attorney for Municipal Court B
Misdemeanoxrs Felonies
Arraignment 32.8% Arraignment 12
Pre-Trial , Guilty Plea
Motions 17% (Post-Arraignment) .7%
Pre-Trial Dismissal
Conference 5% (Post—~Arraignment) 1%
Uncontested Preliminary
Court Trial .13 Activities’ 2%
Contested Preliminary Hearing 13%
Court Trial 12% 17b ‘Misdemeanor
Jury Trial 14% Sentencing 4%
Total 80.9% 17b Probation
: Review i 1%
(See Exhibit B-35) Total 19,1%
B-55
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Exhibit B-34.
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Felony Attorney in the Municipal Court (Municipal Court A)

4. Includes 1538.5 motions.

. ‘ LOCAL STATEWIDE/
- AVERAGE STATEWIDE FREQUENCY LOCAL % OF
ACTIVITY/CODE MINUTES FREQUENCY (Jc} WEIGHT TOTAL
1. Arraignment/3231 2.12 %%gg- or 1.0 2.12 8
. & 335
2. Guilty Plea/3233 5.88 1269 ©F .23 1.35 5
' . . 463
3. Dismissal/3235 5.38 77 ©OF .32 1.72 6
4. Preliminary
Activities/3257 4.77 .64 3,05 11
5. Preliminary 370 ,
Hearing/3241 68.7 === 0or .25 17.18 61
1469
6. 17b Misdemeanor
Sentence/3253 8.3 .09 0.75 3
7. 17b Probation
Review/3255 15.2 .15 1.82 6
Notes:

o
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Exhibit B?BS. Municipal Court Attorney (Municipal Court B)
. ‘ LOCAL STATEWIDE/
: ‘ AVERAGE STATEWIDE FREQUENCY LOCAL % OF
~ ACTIVITY/CODE MINUTES FREQUENCY (JC) WEIGHTS TOTAL
MISDEMEANORS ; A ; .
1. Arraignment/3211 .66 to 5.24 .005 to .257 .543 32.8
2. Pre-trial ' : ‘
motions/3221 ' 1.97 to 4.81 .0009 to .07 .278 17
3. Pre-trial S '
Conference/3313 4.6 to 17.2 .001 to .006 .079 -5
4. Uncontested , : N ‘ :
- Court Trial/3321 9.3 to 23.4 .0002 002 o1
5. Contested . -
Court Trial/3323 12.5 to 58.4 , .008 to .125 191 12
6. Jury Trial/3325 142.7 to 474.8 .095 to .128 .223 14
FELONIES . , 94
;? 7. Arra;gnment/323l 2.12 10559 ©OF .009 017 1
w ey | 22
! 8. Guilty Plea/32%§ 5.38 15559 ©F .002 .012 7
9. Dismissal/3235 5.38 103?9 or .003 .016 1
10. Preliminary 61 .
h Activities/3257 4.77 T5E5g OF .006 .028 2
1l. Preliminary 03 35 ‘ » '
~Hearing/324l 68.7 10559 or .003 .206 -13
12. 17b Misdemeanor ;
Sentencing/3253 - 8.3 35 or .0009 .007 2
13. 17b Probation L0oos.
' Revi 325 2 . .015 - 1
eview/ ? 5 15.2 15555 ©F 001
Notess

1-6. Time and frequency represent the range for all.types of misdemeanors.
1. The time range is for entry of a guilty plea..
7. The time is for entry of a not guilty plea. -

;

.
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Frequency rates for the calculations in Exhibit B-35 are
based on total misdemeanof,aﬁd felony filings in order to
permit comparability. Where statewide weights are used} the
frequencies reported have been adjusted’to this new data base.
Finally, all misdgmeanor weights repreéent a compilation of

the four categories ©f misdemeanors reported by the judicial
council, |

The method for compiling misdemeanor weights and adjusting
statewide weights is as follows:

Misdemeanor Arraignment (a local weight) Local
Time x  Frequency

. 970 Weight
Non-Traffic ‘ 5.24 1pESg ©F .03 = ,157
Selected Traffic 3.10 ooZoor .04 = .124
Other Traffic  1.07  josee or .24 uw= .257
Intoxication 0.66 10?29 or .008 = .005

Total .543

Pre-Trial Motion (statewide weight)

No. Predicted
by Statewide

Frequency
Non-Traffic 142
Selected Traffic 179
Other Traffic 700
Intoxication - 009
- Frequency With Statewide
F & M Combined x Time Weight
142 4.81 = .048
10559 ©OF 01
179 o -
79555 °OF .02 ., 4.45 . ~..089
700 , | .
15859 °F 307 1.97 ind .138
9 ' L '
10559 °F .009 3.36 - .003

Total .278

B8 | S T
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Public Defender Calculations. The weighted caseload calcu-
lations for the public defender are based on statistics main-
tained by that agency. Exhibit B-36 reports the relevant infor-
mation. This data is applied to computing work distribution
for four public defend&g‘work configurations.

Felony Attorneys in Municipal Court A

and Superior Court

Municipal Court A Felonies Superior Court
Aryaignment = 3% Court Trial 6%
Guilty Plea o 1% Jury Trial 55%
Preliminary Hearing 34% Total 61%

17b Misdemeanor
Sentencing

'.—l
oe

Total 35% (See Exhibit B-37)

In computing frequency rates for the felony attorneys who
handle felony preliminary activities in Municipal Court A and

+rial activities ih‘the Superior Court, filings have been com-

bined from both courts. Since there is no data on dismissals

~and other preliminary activities in Municipal Court, these are

not included. ‘Similarly, the sentencing data in Superior Court
is excluded beCaﬁsé it includes sentencing on a plea of guilty,
a calendar represented by the administrative aﬁtorney; To in=
clude thege element§ in the total calculation,‘estimates must
be,. made of the;timefwhich they consume.

A

- Attorney in Municibal COurt B

(See Exhibit B-38) .

Misdemeanors . ,
| Couté Trial;_ 28% jﬁ?Arraignment 3%
Jury Trial = 13% .Guilty Plea 4%
Total  41% ;Preliminary Hearing 55%
"17b Sentencing . .6%
Total :'59%

. B=59
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Exhibit B{36f7 Statistics Maintained by Public Defender

FELONIES IN SUPERIOR COQURT =

Arraignment 754
995 Motions 62
1538.5 Motions 36
Court Trial 24
Jury Trial 44

Sentencing (GP and
Trial Convictions) 579

. FELONIES ;

" Filings/Arraignments
Preliminary Hearings

* Sentencing-PC 17b5

* "MISDEMEANORS

Filings

Court Trial-Contested
Jury Trial -

INSANITY AND INVOLUNTARY COMMITMENTS IN:

- SUPERIOR COURT

MDSO 20
Narcotics 45
Sanity 60
Insanity 1

126

(Total includes
1 Jury Trial and
121 Court Trials)

MUNICIPAL COURT A

1083
425
125

2866
178
48

JUVENILE COURT

Filings 556
Contested
‘Detention 28
Uncontested
Jurisdictional 788
Contested

Jurisdictional 87
Dispositional 540

MUNICIPAL COURT B

*

155
80
8

516
48
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Exhibit B-37. Felony Attorneys
(Superior Court and Municipal Court A)

. AVERAGE 'LOCAL LOCAL % OF |
; ACTIVITY/CODE ___ MINUTES FREQUENCY WEIGHT TOTAL ;
MUNICIPAL COURT A ?
. , , 1083 Yy
1. Axraignment/3231 2.12 . 1§37 °F .59 1.25 3 4

2. Guilty Plea/3233 5.88 1837 °OF .07 0.41 1

3. Preliminary 425

Hearing/3241 68.7 1537 °F .23 15.80 34

4. 17b Sentencing/3253 8.3 423 ¢ .07 0.58 1
- - 1B g : 1837 °F - . i
1 : i

R SUPERTIOR COURT
5. Court Trial/3343 266.0 I§%% or .01 2.66 6
6. Jury Trial/3344 1264.8 T35 or .02 25.30 55

Notes:

l. Based on assumption that public defender enters case at or before.
‘arraignment; time employed is for not guilty plea frequency rates. , :

4. Includes probation review under PC 17b5 (code 3255). ;

5. Based on assumption of no transcript trials. , '

i
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Exhibit B-38. Municipal Court Attorney (Municipal Court B)
AVERAGE LOCAL | LOCAL 3 OF
ACTIVITY/CODE MINUTES FREQUENCY WEILIGHT TOTAL
N & '
1. Felony Arraignment/ 155
3231 2.12 === or .23 .49 3
; ' 671
2. Pelony Guilty Plea/ 8
3233 5.88 —— 0Y .01 .06 .4
671
3. Preliminary ° 80
Hearing/3241 68.7 —== 0or .12 8.24 55
: 671 A
. 4. 17b5 Sentencing/ : 8
| 3253 8.3 <==— Oor .01 .08 .6
o ‘ 671
LA ,
L 5. Misdemeanor Court 48
Trial/3323 58.4 7T ©F .07 4.09 28 &~
6. Misdemeanor Jury 3 ,
Trial/3325 474.8 57 or -004 1.90 13
Notes:

L. Use time to enter not guilty plea.

4. Uses time for sentencing without a probation report.

5. Uses time for contested misdemeanor trial; this time does not differ
materially from time for selected traffic offense contested trial.

6. Same note as 5.
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The computations combine felony and misdemeanor filings.
They also assume that felony gquilty pleas are entered subse-
quent to the initial arraignment and that the public de fender
does not represent those accused of misdemeanors until after
they are first arraigned. Finally, in this work distribution
analysis, several activities are excluded because they are not
represented in the data base. They could be included, however,
through estimation.

Juvenile Court-Insanity and Involuntary
Commitments Attorney
| Juvenile Delinquency Proceedings Insanity and
| contested Detention 2% Involuntary
Uncontested Juris- Commitménts -~ 44%
dictional ' 23%
Contested Jurisdictional 17%
Dispositional 14%
| Total  56% (See Exhibit B-39)

Frequency rates for this work distribution combine the
filings in all categories. The juvenile data includes 68
dependency cases which were not separated out.

Administrative Attorney Calculations. The percentage

distribution among the three activities of this attoxrney for

which weights are available is:

Felony Arraignment 65%
995 Motions 16%

1538.5'Motions 17%

»

If one estimates administration at 30% of the time,
sentencing for guilty pleas at 10%, and appeals at 5%, the
remaining activities would be distributed as follows:

I
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Exhibit B~39. Juvernile Court-Insanity-Involuntary Committments Attorney
AVERAGE LOCATL LOCAL % OF
ACTIVITY/CODE MINUTES FREQUENCY WEIGHT TOTAL
INSANITY & INVOLUNTARY
COMMITTMENT
1. Court Trial/3410 169.1 222 or .18 30.44
| o 1 - 44
2. Jury Trial/3410 744.0 a3 °F .001 .74 #
JUVENILE PROCEEDINGS
3. Contested Detention/ 98 “
’ 6220 22.8 === or .04 .91 2
. 682 -
;5; ;
‘ 4. Uncontested Juris- 788
, dictional/6310 13.9 %83 ©OF 1.16 16.12 23 !
5. Contested Juris-— 87 ' ]
dictional/6320 93.9 AV or .13 12.21 17
‘ s 540
6. Dispositional/6330 12.4 %83 °F .79 9.80 14
Notes: v '
6. Time used is for uncontested dispositional hearing.
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Felony Arraignment 36%‘;
995 Motions 9%
1538.5 Motions 10%

Comments on Courtroom Clerks and Judicial Personnel

Where a direct study of workload is not implemented, an
L indirect analysis using estimation provides a method for

. ' allocating the time of courtroom clerks in pre—trlal depart—
o ments; their work is fairly regular. The same methoF COuld

also be applied to judges in these departments.

But the work of trial judges and clerks does not conform i o
to regular patterns and the only alternative method of work-
load analysis is application of the weighted caseload system.

o . n Exhibit B-40 gives an example of such an application for the S
S v ;?* : munlclpal court clerk's office already discussed. The calcu- ‘
latlon must take into account the civil proceedings which are

also before the court: in the cost model, work expended on

such civil activities is allocated to overhead.
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Exhibit B-40.

Activity’Code

Average

Minutes

IR T B S S .
(IS E R =*”ﬂ!|"‘j||f7'
NS I D B . SR

Trial Clerks in Municipal Court

Total
Local
X Proceedings

Total
Minutes

Tl e ek
ST

% of
Total

1. Felony Preliminary

- ~ Hearing/3241

MISDEMEANORS
2. Uncontested Court
Tx@al/332k§f '
3. Contested Court
~Trial/3323

- - A7 Jury Trial/3325
& o <

%~ CIviL
% - 5. Small Claims
Uncontested Court
- Trial

6. Small Claims

* "Contested Court

. Trial
e 7. Civil Uncontested
S “T==_.Court Trial

TR

8. Civil Contested
S %Court Trial

9. Civid Jury Trial

68.7

9.3 to

23.4
12.5 to
58.4

142.7 to
474.8

14.4

4.7

147.6
572.7

Notes: 2-4 represent the range for

1968 : 135201

8 to 103 2471
78 to 5342 116276

15 to 232 257198

3071 14894

3515 50616
2028 ’ 9532

578 85313
24 13745
Total Civil 174100

four types of misdemeanors.

0l

17

37

25
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Appendix C

B

WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTIONS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES

To determine the feasibility of varibus data collection
techniques, law enforcement workload distribution statistics
were gathered from three agencies. 'The San Dyego Police De-
partment and San Diego Sheriff's Office‘oooperated in obtain-
ing samples of workload datayby_three different techniques
and the City of Garden Grove provided time card information

gathered routinely in its Police Department.

The two police agencies which were selected as models to
be used for sample data/collection,were the San Diego Police
Department and the San Diego‘County Sheriff's Department. Fox
reasons of time and convenience in this complicated data collec-
tion effort, both agencies were selected from the same geograph-
ical area, however, each department represents unique police

operations which provide variations in the test data.

With avpopulation of nearly one million people and
approximately 400 square miles of land and water space, the

City of San Diego poses unique police requirements due to its
and its establish-

The San Diego

downtown business district, skid row area,
ment as a commercial seaport and naval base

Police Department provides the city with police services;

emergency ambulance service, and traffic control. The depart-"

ment has 1,240 employees.

In contrast “the San Diego County Sherlff s Department

has jurlsdlctlon over approxmmately 4,791 square males, )

ees and rural areas. The Sherlffi

coverlng re51dent1al bu51n 85,
statf of 761 personnel operate out of three substatlonc

throughout the county as well as the central headquartera in |
i 4

downtown San Dlego. In addltlon to the normal police operatlons, o |

/‘!
i
3



T

the Sheriff's Department is charged with maintaining the county
jail, processing of all civil court proceedings,; and providing

bailiffs to the county courts.

Data collected at both agencies involved three areas of
cost accounting:
1. Expense of direct labor personnel- includes patroi

officers and field detectives.

<. Expense of overhead and general administrative
operations; includes administrative and suﬁport.personnel.

3. Expenses of equipment and supplies; includes office
materials, operational and training eguipment based on orlglnal

prlce and fixed rate of depreciation.

DIRECT LABOR

The cost study model defines direct labor expense as the

salaries of personnel directly involved in the application of

criminal justice processes. - For police agencies, these are

the patrol officers, field detectives, and certain officers,
such as sergeants and lieutenants. The first task involved in

collecc1ng data on direct 1abor was to disti inguish offlcers as

either administrators or direct labor personnel. In some cases

it was necessaryito allocate pefcentages of sergeants
time to overhead as well as direct labor processes.

' and
lieutenants'

The method used to collect data on patrol officers
activities involved observers accompanying selec?ed officers
: ( ]

The observer would take note of

throughout their entire shift.
Observers were

the officers activity at ten minute intervals.
assigned to patrel units at both agencieg, as well as ambulance
and trarflc units at the Police Department. Based on previous
studies of police act1v1ty, as well as the adv1ce of patrol
commanders, the se;ectlon of units to-be observed represented
a cross sectlon of acklve and inactive beats, reSLdentxal

business, and rural ;reas, and day and night shlf*s.

- c-2




n : The statistical samplings at the two police agencies were

as follows:

Sshift 1 (0700-1500) - 11 samplings

l-4 were

= - San Diego Police Department:

: | P Shift 2 (1500-2300) - 14 samplings
‘  = | Shift 3 (1900-0300) - 5 samplings
%1 i Shift 4 (2300-0700) - 11 samplings
& S Traffic Division - _8 samplings
: | Total 49 samplings

P

Included in the sampling of patrol units on Shift

eight ambulance units.

. San Diego County Sheriff's Department:
shift 1 (0600-1400) - 9 samplings

e ' |

oo _
< o o Shift 2 (1400-2200) - 8 samplings
S Shift 3 (2200-0600) - 8 samplings
| Total 25 samplings

F HE
i ‘ Off-duty and retired police officers were selected and

T trained to act as observers/data collectors. Dressed in

- civilian clothes and participating only as data collectors, not
policemen, the observers followed the patrol officer from

pre-shift briefing through the completion of his shift.
ten minute intervals, the observers would note the activity

s

¥ "

A 8
et

At

P

I .
oo of the officer at that exact instant.

o f «
‘ ‘Tﬂ The method of taking manual observations of patrol officer's
{“ T activities provided a very accurate data base, however, this
" e same method of data coliection could not be easily used with

e the field detectives due to the extreme variations in their
Therefore, the data concerning direct labor of

e o activities.
detectives was based on oral interviews with detectives recalling

- T Ct e . .
: the timeés and activities of their last complete shift. Generally,

[
o } = . ) e
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- the detectives had no trouble remembering the course of activ-
ities if they were questioned soon after the completion of
the shift. The same data collection form and procedures were'
used for the detectives as were used by the observers with the
patrol units. '

‘An attempt was made to gather data on all areas of detec-
tive operations. Based on statistical sampling techniques and
the advice of the detective division commanders, the sampling
of detective “interviews was as follows:

San Diego Police Department:

Crimes against persons division
(Homicide, rape, assault, etc.) 3 interviews

Crimes against property division 5 interviews

Juvenile division 4 interviews
Narcotics division ’ 3 interviews
Vice detail ‘ 4 interviews
Special investigaﬁors detail 2 interviews
Forgery detail 1 interview
Auto theft detail « 1 interview
Licensing detail 1l interview
Pawn shop detail _l interview

Total 25 interviews

San Diego County Sheriff's Department:

Homicide division 2 interviews
Juvenile division 4 interviews
General area detectives . 7 interxrviews
Narcotics division : 4 interviews
Warrants division 2 interviews
Selective enforcement detail - 2 interviews
Arson/explosive detail 2 interviews
Fraud detail . 1 interview

Auto theft detail _1 interview
' T Total 25 interviews

e
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' The data collected by observers in the patrol cars and
through the detective interviews was tabulated and coded then
run through the 9ystems' computer programs to test the cost
model. In some cases, the coding of the data reqﬁired that
additional processes be defined to accommodate the data. A
complete list of the processes and their numbers used to code

the direct labor data is given below:

1000 CRIME PREVENTION/SUPPRESSION
Community/Personal Contact

1100

1200

1300

1110
1120
1130
1140
1180
1190

Personal Contact/Public Relations
Personal Contact/Field Interview
Community Relations

Personal Assistance

Record Inquiry on any of above
Report Writing on any of above

Preventive Patrol

1210
1220
1230

1240

1260
1280
1290

Motorized Patrol

Foot Patrol

Other Vehicular Patrol
Security Escorts
Security Inspections
Record Inquiry on any of above
Report Preparation on any of above

Maintenance of Publig¢ Orderx

1310
1330
1340
1350
1390

1400

Special Events

Civil Disturbances

Minor Peace Disturbance

AssiStance to Allied Agency

Report Preparation on any of above

Traffic Control

1410
1420
1430
1440
1480
1490

Traffic Patrol/Direction

Accident Investigation

Traffic Contact (Warning)

Citation ‘ _

Records Inquiry on any of above
'Report Preparation on any of above

-C=5




F 2000 CRIME INVESTIGATION/APPREHENSION

S : ” o - 2110 Crimes Against Persons
B ' ' i 2111 Homicide
: i A 2112 Rape
- 2113 Robbery
fHL,ﬁ 2114 Assatlt
L 2120 Crimes Against Property

2121 Burglary
2122 Grand Theft

o R 2123 Auto Theft
é, S o 2130 Vice or Organized Crime
o 2131  Narcotics
e 2132 Liquor
S 2133 Gambling
G 2134 Prostitution
" 2135 Other ‘
Tg‘ﬂ- 2140 Alarm Responses’
- 2141 Armed Robbery Alarm Response
R 2142 3urglar Alarm Response :
?“1 2170 Miscellaneous Offenses
- 2171 Minor Person Crimes
. (Simple assault, etc.)
: 2172 Minor Property Crimes
—e e , (Petty theft, malicious mischief, etc.)
. Lg« 2173 Drunk, Loitering, etc.
. ”_? 2174 Other Felonies and Misdemeanors
| . 2190 Report Writing
) : 2191 Report Writing - Crimes Against Persons
e 2192 Report Writing - Crimes Against Property
;; 2193 Report Writing - Vice or Organized Crime
ﬁ*) o 2194 Report Writing - Minor Persons, Prdperty, Other
ﬂwi 2310 Warrants
- o 2311 Criminal Warrants
S 2312 Civil Warrants
- C-6
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2320 Booking _
2321 Booking - Crimes Against Persons
2322 Booking = Crimes Against Property
2323 Booking - VYiece or Organized Crime
2324 Booking = Minor‘bersons, Property, Other
2330 Arrests
2331 Arrest - Crimes Against Persons
2332 Arrest - Crimes Against Property
. 7 2333 Arrest - Vice or Organized Crime
; T 2334 Arrest -~ Minor Persons, Property, Other
é, ) 2340 Undercover Activity
if - ;.}gg' 2341 Stake-out ,
& | L 2342 Informer Contact

3000 COURT PROCESSES
5000 CUSTODY PROCESSES

7"‘Tf5' OVERHEAD AND GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE

;55” ‘: ' ' o The salaries of officers and civilians whose time, or

' partial time, is spent in administrative functions or support
o functions were charged to overhead costs. In cases where

!r’ o certain sergeants and lieutenants time was divided between
el administrative and direct labor functions, a percentage was
charged to overhead and the remainder allocated by individual

bl processes to total 100%.

Administrative personnel are those pexrsons whose time, or
; partial time, is spent in the direct supervision of others, as
ﬂ*\ ?;: well as other administrative functions, such as planning, bud-
H geting, scheduling, etc. Support personnel are those persons
whose time is spent in offering support to direct labor persons.

Iy

Examples are clerical staff, maintenance staff, crime lab
personnel, etc. ' ’

, ; Since the.tdtal, or an estimated percentage, of administra-
EC fﬁ; = tors and support personnel time was directly charged to overhead,

R T e v e )
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it was not necessary to observe selected individuals and meke
time interval checks on their activities. Using the organization
chart of the agency involved, the administrative and support
personnel were identified and their salaries allocated to
overhead. In the computer analysis of the coded data, adminis-

trative and support costs are "cascaded" cnto direct labor
processes by internally charging the overhead costs to those
direct labor persons who are supervised oxr supported.

EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES':

In the data collection and coding, the costs of equipment
and supplies were charged to overhead. The method used to deter-
mine these costs involved use of the department's annual inven-
tory list and the city's or county's standard price list for
equipment and supplies. All equipment and supplies were allo-
cated by division and their original cost was multiplied by a
rate of .084 to represent depreciation based upon an eight-year

declining balance with an average age of four years.

At both .the Police Department and the Sheriff's Department,
accurate anrual inventories were available. These inventories
listed the allocation of equipment and supplies by division
within the department. Thus, the data collection and coding was
simplified. kThe costs for equipment and supplies were charged

to the senior administrative position in the division.

Cdding Procedures

When the observations of patrol officers and the detective
interviews had been completed, and the necessary data collected
concerning administrative and support personnél and equipment and
suéplies, the coding of the data for computér analysis began.

An example of a completed coding sheet is included as Exhibit C-1.

The important elements on the coding sheet are: the basis,
which is the annual salary of the person or the dollar cost of

C-8
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equipment or supplies, the rate, whicﬁ is the multiplier of the
basis; all = 100%, .084 = fourth year's depreciation, the ad-

-dress, which identifies the internal organization posgition, the

account, which specifies the process or internal address to
which the charge is billed, and the two final digits which
indicate the percentage of charge. |

S e

The single most important aspect of the coding procedure

is the significance of the internal address and account codes.
Following the internal organization chart of the agency, the |
address codes exhibit a logical progression of numbering showing
supervisors and their subordinates. The account code is blank
when proceeded by an "gr indicating that the charge is to the
same account as the address. When the charge is allocated to

a direct labor process, the account code is proceedea by a "p"
and the four digit process number is entered into the account
code. The last two digits coded express the percentage of
charge, A = 100%, 35 = 35%, etc.

Exhibits C-2 and C-3 show the coding of supplies (non-per-
sonnel expenses - NPS) and Equipment (Equipment Inventory - EI).
The charges are allocated to the address of the senior adminis-

trator in the division.

Alternate Meithods Of Data Collection For Direct Labor
Accounts

A significant part of the data collection effort in the
police agencies involved an attempt to gathexr the direct labor
process charges of patrolmen by othsr than the observer method.

It was recognized that, while being highly accurate, this method 2

is costly and presents the requirement for additional personnel.

Therefore, using the data collected by the ohservers as a

standard of referénce, two alternative methods of data collection

were tested. The first involved oral interviews with the offi-
‘cers after their shift was completed. The same process was

i,

Cc-10
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followed as was‘used in the detective interviews--a recalling of

the shift's activities and times. Fifty interviews were conducts d.

The second alternative method used for data collection

1nvolved an audio signal given over the patxol car radio at

20-minute intervals. Upon hearing the signal, the patrol officer
would record his activity on a simple data collection form. This

technique was demonstrated at the San Diego Police Department

during a 24-hour period.

WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION STATISTICS

The data which is the raw input to the cost computations
also provides a breakdown of the workload characteristics for
the agencies. Exhibit C-4 gives a listing of the approximate
percentages of time that the patrol upits for each agency spend
on various processes for each shift. The columns do not neces-

sarily total to 100 because of rounding.

Cc-13
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Exhibit C-4. Patrol Division Workload Percentages By Shift
PROCESS SAN DIEGO POLICE SAN DIEGO SHERIFF
Number. Descriptipn Shift Sh;ft Sh;ft Shzft Shift Sh;ft Shift
1110 Personal Contact/Public Relations 0 1 0 0 2 2 2
1120  Personal Contact/Field Interview = 2 4 4 3 3 3 4
1130 Community Relations 6 5 3 3 11 7 10
1140  Personal Assistance 1 1 3 0 0 1 1
11XX  Other Community/Personal Contact 0 0 1 0 0 i 0
1210 Motorized Patrol 34 36 31 39 41 42 43
1260 ~ Security Inspections 0 0 3 5 1 0 3
12XX  Other Preventive Patrol 1 1 0 0 2 0 2
1340  Minor Peace Disturbance 1 1 2 1 1 4 1
1350 Assistance To Allied Agency 2 1 0 1 3 0 1
13XX Other Maintenance of Public Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1410 Traffic Patrol/Direction 2 0 1 0 0 0 0
1420,  Accident Investigation 2 i 1 1 0 0 0
1430 Traffic Contact (Warnings) 4 5 3 3 0 1 1
1440 . Citation 5 2 3 4 1 1 2
‘ngX Other Traffic Control 1 1 2 0 0 0 0
2110 Crimes Against Persons 2 2 1 2 0 1 0
2120  Crimes Against Property 5 3 3 2 2 5 3
2130 Vice/Organized Crime 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
2140 Alarm Responses 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
2170 Miscellaneous Offenses 5 9 8 6 8 9 5
2190 Crime Report Preparation 5 5 8 4 4 5 4
2310 Warrants 0 2 0 0 1 0 0
2320 Booking 1 0 1 1 0 0 4]
2330 Arrest 1 2 3 2 0 1 1
Miscellaneous/Administration 23 17 16 20 17 18
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COST CALCULATIONS

The use of the cost reporting system makes itcpossible to
examine an agency's expenditure from several different points
of view. Examples of some of the breakdowns follow. Since the
figures are based on sample data, they should not be interpreted
as definitive cost statements. Also, for convenience in enter-
ing this sample data, non-labor items wefe coded as overhead.
Also, in this sample, no entries were made as G and A.

Exhibit C-5
Police Sheriff
Direct 3,433,472 3,070,426
Overhead 4,124,459 2,906,236
Support =~ 1,788,164 1,148,391
Total 9,346,9}7 7,124,038
Overhead Rate .79 “A .69

Exhibit C-~5 shows total costs for the police department
The direct costs are the costs incurred
Support costs are the

and sheriff's office.
in the actual direct process activity.
costs which are considered to arise from the immediate support

to the direct process activity. Overhead costs are those which

essentlally relate to the administrative operation of the
agency, not the direct criminal justice process activity.
there is considerable room for disagreement on the allocation

of some costs, care should be taken in interpreting these num-
For example, the police figures indicate that for every

Since

bers.
$34 SPent on direct criminal justice process activity, $18 is

spent: onksuppg}t and $41 on overhead.

e

- A breakout of agency costs by gross pfbcess division is
provided in Exhibit C-6. Note that both agencies spend approx-
- imately 50% more on investigation/apprehension processes than

c-15
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Exhibit C-6. Process Costs
') :
4 PR POLICE DEPT. SHERIFF'S OFFICE
PROCEESS -~ % Dept. Overhead % Dept. Overhead
e Cost Cost Rate Cost Cost Rate
Prevention/Suppression 2,262,943 24 .58 1,257,239 18 .34
Investigation/Apprehension 3,356,618 36 .61 1,867,799 26 .57
Courts 53,362 1 .66 659,069 9 .34
Custody l,§92,l47 21 .18 1,932,025 27 .20
Miscellaneous/Administration 1,680,947 18 R 1,407,906 20 -
Total 9,346,017 - 100 .79 7,124,038 100 .69 -




SO
e

é’!@l

:

iy, . ..
. o

1

i . . . :
i . oy

o
AN '

B —
T e —
.
~— e —
, 4
\‘;*:’n,v— e —
—r —
— s —
f——ne —
! p— o
ik
L &
-
e
. —
L3 MmO

they do on prevention/suppression processes. The sheriff's
office costs associated with the courts are much more signifi-
cant than the police department's since the sheriff provides
routine services to the courﬁs. The custody costs associated
with the jail operations are both extensive. The specific
categorization of miscellaneous/administrative costs reflects
a desire to maintain records of specific activities by officers
which are of an overhead nature. This includes activities
such as training, officer time wasted because of equipment
maintenance, personal needs, etc. The effect of tabulating
these overhead activities separately is to reduce the apparent
overhead rates associated with the other processes, yet the
overall agency calculations are correct.

Exhibit C-7 provides a more detailed breakdown of the
agency costs associated with prevention and suppression activ-
ities. Both agencies spend a significant amount of money on
preventive patrol processes and the police department has a
large cost associated with traffic control.

Exhibit C-8 provides some detail of the costs included
in investigation and apprehensiocn activities. The police
department spends significantly more money for hioth crimes
against persons and property while the sheriff's office spends

more on special programs, such as serving warrants.

A detailed listing of the costs associated with traffic
control in the police department is given in Exhibit C-%. As
would be expected, much of the cost is traffic patrol and
direction, with the issuance of citations contributing signif-
icantly. A similax detailed breakout for the sheriff's office
is given in Exhibit C-10 where the special program costs are
detailed. Further subdivision of costs can be easily obtained

from the computer.

c-17
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Exhibit C-7. Prevention/Suppression Costs

- POLICE DEPT.

PROCESS‘i
- Cost -

% Dept.

Cost -

Overhead
- Rate

T ST T e

SHERIFF'S OFFICE

- Cost

% Dept. Overhead
Cost ~ = Rate

1100 Community/Personal Contact 487,477
1200 Preventive Patrol 809,587
1300 Maintenance of Public Order 86,437

1400 Traffic Control 879,442

1000 - TOTAL , 2,262,943

5
9
1

9

24

.49
.69
.66

.53

.58

200,944
903,792
35,518

116,985

1,257,239

3 1.05

13 .25
_— .41

2 .26

.18 .34
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Investigation/Apprehension Costs

L * POLICE DEPT.

SHERIFE'S OFFICE

PROCESS % Dept. Overhead ‘% ‘Dept. Overhead
: Cost Cost Rate Cost Cost  Rate
2110 Crimes Against Persons 666,621 7 .67 174,548 2 .58
2120 Crimes Against Property 829,479 9 .70 239,959 3 .77
2130 Vice/Organized Crime 157.300 2 .50 214,599 3 <28
2140 Alarm Responses 178,457 2 .67 67,336 1 .47
2170 Miscellaneous Offenses 832,869 9 .52 401,807 6 .58
2190 Report Preparation 218,540 2 .61 41,745 % .95
@ 2300 Special Programs 473,352 5 .55 727,805 10 .59
e (warrants, bookings,
S arrests)
2000 TOTAL 3,356,618 36 .61 1,867,799 26 .57
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Exhibit C-9.  Traffic Control Costs

&‘;;,i{: : , v L , : San Diego Police Department

4ngmi L . DEPT. OVERHEAD
i PROCESS % cosT COST RATE
356,221 4 .50
| .53

o]

1410 Traffic Patrol and Direction

W

1420 Accident Investigation 105,238 1
125,737 1 .57
2

.53

1430 Traffic Contact (Warning)
195,923

iy 1440 Citation

1480 Record Inquiry 5,573 - .67

1490 Report Preparation 90,750 1 .54

5 ’iﬁ | 1400 TOTAL 879,442 9 .53
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<Exhibit C~10. Special Program Costs

Sheriff's Office

% AGENCY OVERHEAD

PROCESS COST RATE
2310 Warrants 516,259 7 : .66
2320 Booking 2,706 - .82
2330 Arrest 7,253 - .63
2340 Underxcover 201,587 3 .43
2300 TOTAL 727,805 10 .59
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The Garden Grove Police Department has been collecting
workload statistics for several years. This is done by ﬁaving
each officer complete an activity report which provides, for
accounting purposes, the hours worked, as well as the actiwvi-
ties upon which the time was spent. This form is submitted -
bi-weekly and provides a compilation of regular hours, overtime,
sick leave, vacation, holiday, etc. Each functional unit within
the department is assigned an activity number. Each criminal
justice process which an officer may perform is assigned a task
code. The total hours, then, are entered by activity code and

task code, for the two week period.

Twelve months data (1971) was obtained from the comptroller's
office of the city of Garden Grove for analysis. The prime pur-
pose was to estimate the efficacy of this data collection pro-

cedure and to determine if there were significant seasonal var-

iations in the department activities. Unfortunately, during

the year, significant changes had been made in both activity
numbers and task codes. Thus, it was difficult to compare the
first half of the year with the last half, and only the latter

six months was subjected to analysis.

For each of the departmental task codes, a corresponding
number was assigned from the process codes within the cost pro-
ject and the hours for each process were accumulated for each
week. No attempt was made to assess cosﬁs since that was not
the intent of this portion of the project. Exhibit C-11 pro-
vides the results. It should be emphasized that the activities
recorded by Garden Grove are not precisely those defined in the
cost study so that some compromise was possibly effected ip
assigning the cost study process number. This should not be
viewed as distracting from the utility of the data as it is
gathered by the Garden Grove Police Department, but rather
Simply the fact that two different lists of activities have

c-22
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o iv.aen d?flne‘d. The fact that data can be routinely gathered with
ntegrity--as shown by Garden Grove--ig important. “I‘he ability
. 1 & .
to utilize this type of data in the cost study makes it even.
more useful. ‘ ' '
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Exhibit C~11l. Percentage of Department Time Spent on Processes
1971 Community/ Preventive Traffic Inveétigation/ Miscellaneous/
Week Personal Contact Patrol Control Apprehension Court Administration
14 13 16 6 25 3 37
15 £ NA N& NA NA NA NA
16 12 i6 2 31 3 36
17 13 15 2 30 5 35
i8 . 13 16 2 29 3 37
19 12 12 8 28 3 37
20 12 12 9 28 2 37
21 12 13 8 25 3 35
22 12 13 8 29 3 35
23 1i 13 8 30 3 35
24 11 13 8 31 2 35
25 11 12 ) 30 3 35
26 12 14 3 33 2 36
Average 12 14 6 29 3 36






