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FOREWORD

This is the Sixth Report prepared by the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts describing the implementation of the Speedy Trial Act of 1974. Part One shows the
compliance rate for defendants disposed of during the twelve month period ended June 30,
1980. For defendants who entered the final time limits in the current year, the district courts
had an overall compliance rate of 95.3 percent for the 30 day interval from arrest to
indictment. For those defendants who entered the second time interval (indietment or
information to trial of 70 days) the overall compliance rate was 94.4 percent.

Of the 32,589 defendants who came under the provisions of the Speedy Trial Act, 36.1
percent had one or more incidences of excludable delay during which time Speedy Trial time
limits did not apply. The overall number of such incidences increased by 20.3 percent over last
year. Motions filed by counsel aceounted for 51 percent of all reasons for excludable delay in
1980.

The criminal caseload in the distriet courts continues to drop primarily as the result of
announced poliey changes in prosecution priorities by the Department of Justice. Enforcement
is now directed to prosecuting white collar erime, political corruption, organized crime, and
trafficking in narcotices and dangerous drugs.

In 1980, there were 168,789 civil cases filed, 29.2 percent more than in 1976, a year
before the Act was implemented. On June 30, 1980, the civil pending caseload reached an all
time high of 186,113 cases.

Part Two of this report summarizes the Final Plans submitted by the Speedy Trial
Planning Groups. Eighty-five of the distriets provided such plans; while 15 districts adopted
early sanctions and were not required to submit a Final Plan.

The summary notes that a few districts experienced some problems with the Aet, but
generally the distriet courts adopted procedures and innovations which have eased the
implementation. The significant improvements include the upgrading of communication within
the court family; the development of forms and instructions fer informing everyone gbout the
prosecution time intervals for each defendant; and the utilization of automated data collection
systems. Known as COURTRAN and STARS, these systems were developed by the Federal
Judicial Center in response to the Speedy Trial needs of the distriet courts.

In the appendix, summary statistics are provided showing the compliance rates of
defendants disposed of in the current year for each distriect court. It further shows statisties
on the use of detention, the disposition of defendants by trial and those convieted, and the
length of time civil cases have been pending. A national table shows how long it takes to
prosecute different criminal offenses. Also provided are matters presented to the U.S.
Attorney for prosecution. The analysis in the final appendix indicates that the impact of the
Speedy Trial Act on civil cases has been negligible through 1979. Continued studies, as
suggested by the Planning Groups, will be required as the final sanctions go into effect.

The recommendations presented by the Speedy Trial Planning Groups will be referred to
the appropriate Committees of the Judicial Conference and to the Department of Justice. All
of the Districet Speedy Trial Plans will be on file at the Administrative Office. Individual plans
will be on file in the Office of the Clerk of Court in the distriet court.

Respectfully submitted,

L. ﬂ

William E. Foley,

Direct
September 30, 1980 llfec or f”
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December 4, 1980

TO: All Circuit Executives ]
All Federal Public/Community Defenders

All Clerks of Courts ) .
All Members of District Court Speedy Trial Planning Groups

All Court Librarians

ixt i f the Speedy
. FErrata to the Sixth Report on the Implementation o
SUBIECT Trial Act of 1974 Submitted to Congress on September 36, 1980.

Our readers have called attention to two errors of fact appearing in the

i it if thi laced in
i dv Trial Act Report. We would appreciate it if this memo was place
?:');:12 i?i?ﬁeyreport. For sgme who use the report for reference, such as librarians,

o the following procedure for making the two changes are recommended.

Errata #1. Page 2, Item H.

Delete in second line beginning with delays the two words "did not" and

insert "do". As follows:

H. Extendedithe time for retrials from 60 to 70 days with the provision that excludable

: ’ delays €3 apply. Further, for cases returned for retrlaI after an appeal, a 70 Qay
- ’ time limit was provided. In either case, if the court determmgd that fche 70 day period
was impractical, the court retrying the case could extend the time period not to exceed

180 days (18 U.S.C. 3161(e)).

Errata #2. Table 2 on pages 7 and 8.

| i i 30" and percent change
’ The 1980 "cases six months or more pending June
are incorrect. The 1980 case figure erroneously .presents defendants andb no;
cases. Insert attached sheet ahead of page 7. Cr if you prefer, remove Table

leaving sufficient left hand margin for attaching the table.

James A‘. McCafférty

. Attachments

-

&Ny

Table 2
United States District Courts
Criminal Cases Pending June 30, 1975 ~ 1980, With Peccent Change

Péreent' Percent?
hange Cases Six Months or More Change
Circuit All Cases Pending June 30 1980 Pending June 30 1980
= [uos [ o [ oo [ sos | o] 5%
District 1578 1978 1977 1878 1979 1980 | 1975 1975 [ 1876 J 1877 1 197BJ 1979 I 1980 [ 1875
Total.eveosvaeseseaeenses |32,411 18,758 17,100 15,847 15,124 14,759 -34.1 |12,144 10,668 8,244 8,056 8,211  8,402| -30.8
District of Columbi®, oo voveses 338 400 337 236 244 241{ -39.8 1m 107 98 68 88 951 -44.4
FirstClremtit ..ocvvevevanes 928 708 440 522 563 481 -50.3 546 430 188 205 235 252) -54.0 °
Maine .eseessconcnsasonsnes 72 58 40 52 80 52| -27.8 47 42 15 24 3 25| -46.8
Massachusetts ....oovveeoinece 543 4“o 252 307 309 250 -52.3 813 267 9 114 132 142 -54.6
New Hampshire .covevectoaens 42 29 8 20 21 15] ~684.3 27 21 3 3 6 71 -74.1
RhodeIsland «veeeevvsvcnnsss 85 77 57 55 48 50| -24.2 28 37 18 33 27 29 3.6
Puerto RicO e e evesovssnsnnsne 205 104 83 88 125 85| ~58.5 133 63 30 31 38 49} -63.2
Becond Cireadt + o voovvensnns 2,766 2,734 1,887 1,711 1,721 1,727 -37.6 | 1,800 1,813 1,241 1,087 1,050 1,189 -33.4
ConnecticUt e eveeoss veseasens 321 b5 133 i 04 2 K -
Now Fortcr 120( -82.8 165 156 68 54 55 71} =57.0
Northern «vooeevoonvcnness 138 152 105 100 100 83} -32.8 103 108 61 67 62 63| -38
. -38.8
EaStern coveevsvercesnnnen 895 922 709 685 869 685) -23.5 840 842 457 466 446 490} -23.4
SOUtheIN ¢ evvvossonnnnsnns 896 903 738 861 840 637] -28.9 476 538 457 360 361 4421 -7
WeSterNeoeoeeoosocessnanes 414 387 211 141 141 110 -73.4 338 305 128 78 58 63| -81.4
Vermont coveinssosonncncons 102 98 o1 73 ki 82| ~19.6 78 66 69 62 68 70 { ~10.3
Third Clretit .o covvvnnnnnnn 1,383 1,182 991 B47 743 V0] ~44.3 667 471 371 330 319 353 | -47.1
E:w\}:ga tessecssseseniansas ‘gg 328 aag 29 20 23 -85.2 17 19 7 1 11 11 -
BY ssesescrcrscrrnas [} 211 228 241} -~50. -
Pennsylvania: 0.9 280 145 187 87 83 72 [ -74.3
EaStern .vovseesconsnusnnn 289 238 181 187 mn 163 -39.4 73 60 57 64 72 76 4.1
Middlesveseeonnns tensae aee 105 89 71 47 59 76| -27.6 80 51 27 32 34 43 | -28.3
 Western.......... esesen 268 224 160 187 120 111§ -58.6 155 147 72 88 54 74 | -52.3
VirginIslands .o oo e0veus . 184 223 133 185 145 156§ -15.2 82 49 41 48 65 77 ] 6.1
Pourth Ciretit .o ocoaveseens 1,512 1,406 1,175 1,055 993 1,058 | -30.0 814 608 448 418 432 430 { -30.0
Maryland . oo veenne teessanene 465 619 272 330 335 282} -33.4 181 204 144 108 115 113 | -37.8
Nerth Carolina:
E8Stern «eoeeneesnss ceeens 110 68 82 114 89 155 ) 40.9 48 39 22 29 58 42 } -12.5
Middle s s covaossnsasonanse 64 64 84 58 52 51] -20.3 40 33 14 19 17 13 | -67.5
WeSterN s ceveesesansonosns 81 57 38 58 81 45| ~44.4 30 i8 11 14 21 15 | -50.0
South Carolin® s eevvevorevenes 239 145 170 128 114 128} ~46.4 58 56 67 67 67 69 { 19.0
Virginia:
EBSEOrN o ovsvesvcasccascsns 348 288 303 245 187 243 -30.2 183 169 133 140 99 120 | -26.4
Western..veoovooesvancsns 60 35 23 29 51 571 -5.0 16 20 5 8 18 20 -
West Virginia:
NOPINErD v essvsserovossnos 28 18 28 36 28 51 ~13.8 13 12 7 9 11 16 -
SOUtAEIN ceeesusovesvasacs 118 111 o 59 66 72| -37.9 85 5] 45 24 28 22 | -66.2
FidthClrewdt oo vvveeennan 3,603 3,457 3,257 3,387 3,028 3,302 -10.6 | 1,858 1,608 1,479 1,591 1,711 1,957 5.3
Alsbama:
Northern . 150 142 138 135 100 87| -42.0 59 59 42 38 42 42 | -28.8
Middle. .. 18 32 60 58 43 47 - 1 3 15 14 21 18 -
Southern 51 47 83 47 27 4] -52.9 13 13 16 15 18 13 -
Plorida:
Northern ..... seesssuasee k) 45 42 75 59 55| -26.7 47 14 8 30 25 29 1-38.3
Middles..ooee vestresscanse 318 283 270 739 164 212 -33.3 168 128 84 01 76 103 |-38.0
SOUthIN «seveveoscossnnns 534 8§56 654 845 721 878 | 64.6 302 352 387 446 508 649 |114.9
Georgia:
NOPthErN «veavrosvvnssnanss 322 262 244 216 150 182 | -43.5 154 129 91 69 60 66 |~57.1
Middle. . cvoercrnesnnnses 87 89 45 47 40 30| ~55.2 47 4“ 36 26 20 15 | ~59.6
BOUREIN o vevevvsvnsonssas 133 227 121 8 32 34 -T4.4 “ 62 66 23 17 14 [-58.8
Louisiana:
Bastern . coseocossesoisnos 280 153 161 131 128 140} -50.0 122 45 33 46 46 60 }-50.8
Middle . voosoessrssnascnes 39 36 21 27 25 54] 385 10 ] 7 8 8 8 -
WESterM o ooneesensaeonnsns 82 128 54 55 53 48| ~40.2 12 13 14 10 1 10 -
Mississippi:
NOPtherN «sveesosvsnsovnas 56 20 26 28 24 24| -57.1 19 5 8 5 ] 10 -
SOULhEMM . ssvesvnncvrneses 43 “ 82 45 34 41 -47 17 12 16 22 13 21 -
Texas:
NOPthern .o veecesocnacveas 240 210 220 218 193 204] -15.0 120 03 87 83 91 90 30,2
Eastern ... . 48 40 59 45 61 87 45.7 24 16 11 23 31 30 -
Southern . . 723 7178 §81 791 738 827 14.4 452 386 368 402 467 §50 | 21.7
WesterN.eoeseoosnoas vevas 444 327 356 430 346 327 -26.4 224 197 177 105 181 208 | -7.1
Canal ZONE «sovvsesnensansse 72 60 80 78 90 19 -73.6 26 28 33 36 59 17 [-34:6
®Percent change not computed where base is 25 or less,
7
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Unitud States District Courts

Criminal Cases Pendiny June 30, 1975 - 1880, With Percent Change
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Percent® Percent*
' Chenge Cases Six Months or More Change
Cireuit All Casez Pending June 30 1980 Pending June 30 1980
and Over Over
District 1975 l 1978 ] 1877 T 1378 l 1879 I 1880 1975 1975 TIWB T1977 ] 1878 J 1978 J 1880 | 1975
SixthCireult .civeevsocvoas 3,514 2,088 1,555 1,372 1,048 1,008 ~50.8 1,303 1,078 583 589 473 456 ( ~65.0
tucky:
Keglast:gn Ceersertesacessens 225 141 126 110 91 82 -63.6 113 T 37 41 38 39! -65.5
Westernes:oovosessosnssase 66 74 74 103 85 89 34.8 35 37 18 37 39 34 -2.9
. Michigan; : ‘
EeSterN ¢ o svevssovrosonnsne 1,250 1,034 667 470 ‘337 284 =77.3 682 561 318 220 175 156 { -76.4
WesterM.eeossososnssscess 214 190 118 119 109 §1 ~76.2 138 105 33 42 58 26 ~-80.9
Ohio!
Northern coeveeeess ceavens 413 350 201 180 114 120 ~70.9 217 180 76 95 47 §1| ~76.5
Southern «eoevesessccenves 98 89 85 74 87 89 ~8.2 22 14 16 26 18 35 -
Tennessee;
Eastern ccevvesccevsnsnens 486 30 37 42 18 30 -34.8 21 15 § 5 8 6 -
Middle...... sesesassranss 80 63 72 98 88 103 28.8 23 14 11 23 35 30 -
WesterNaevcovreecososcnnsns 122 137 167 175 137 161 32.0 74 7 70 100 57 78 6.8
Beventh Cireuit ..... vesasas 1,477 1,283 1,076 897 835 734 ~50.3 847 860 491 473 477 438 | -48.3
iinois:
Northern ... . e 553 667 664 527 §21 431 -22.1 332 357 337 334 339 314 -5.4
Central . vvvvsscenas .o 101 46 46 69 54 50 -50.5 59 13 10 21 25 211 -64.4
Southern seeserecnns 125 70 41 33 44 a7 ~70.4 85 49 14 11 21 14| -83.5
Indiana:
Northern «scevevsevessas . 324 213 104 84 53 69 -78.7 162 105 52 36 30 21| -87.0
Southern ceeevsoscs csasses 166 126 % 72 56 58 -65.1 86 -] 25 23 25 24| -72.1
Wisconsin:
Eastern ccoovvnvencrseanes 149 - 128 101 1 74 65 ~56.4 85 51 38 38 28 35| -58.8
Western.seseusrocnssonnes 59 38 41 25 33 24 ~59.3 38 21 14 10 9 9| -76.3
Eighth Cireuit ....0cecaenns 1,418 997 750 732 599 600 | -57.6 658 430 203 218 182 192; -70.8
Ark;:izsm ........ ceeasane ve 187 86 83 85 61 62 ~-62.9 88 48 46 31 18 22} -75.0
Western.cevevesnvsvenncns 40 36 29 43 28 26 -35.0 15 11 4 13 7 1 -
lowNat.:l'thern ................ . 50 40 4 24 12 14 -72.0 25 25 9 6 8 3 -
Southern ceveoesvcoss veves 58 53 31 68 51 37 -36.2 27 21 10 11 15 171 -37.0
Minnesota ..eseevose vevievee 222 147 103 106 92 102 -52.3 113 89 34 43 46 40| ~64.6
issouri:
M'ﬁnﬁm Ceerereereeeeans . 150 126 91 80 54 62 | -58.7 54 51 22 20 24 20| -68.8
Westem.vesoes reenen Ceees 208 170 149 135 138 117 -80.7 136 57 21 32 29 33| -15.7
Nebraska v voeveesonoss “seee 132 115 48 68 60 87 ~56.8 82 66 16 21 16 20) -75.6
North Dakotl.....ce0s0s ceose 35 34 31 36 32 31 -11.4 20 21 11 (] 4 7 -
South Dakota +ovevernsnnees . 264 180 141 107 70 88 | -66.7 88 a 30 35 25 29| -67.0
Ninth Clreuit .. ..., cesseses 5,052 4,870 4,890 4,369 4,451 4,204 -24.3 3,294 3,178 2,906 2,820 ° 2,857 2,764 | -16.1
Alaska . ..... tesesena vecenee -1 84 86 53 35 45 -52.1 53 28 20 21 18 21 -60.4
AriZOn8 «ssovunvae ceserens .o 916 $34 850 837 750 691 -24.6 879 857 696 841 613 559 -3.5
California:
Northern ¢ vovovecvoscssssa 275 210 283 262 211 242 ~12.0 75 53 99 113 102 137 82.7
EBStEIT cvonvnevonasoocscs 423 265 265 309 223 222 ~47.5 204 146 109 154 135 119 | -41.7
Central ovvevaneiasases .o 1,155 1,039 865 748 878 750 -356.1 646 827 487 455 437 4721 -26.9
Southern .c.o0ue feesecenes 1,667 1,501 1,440 1,284 1,317 1,203 -27.8 1,198 »223 1,176 1,101 1,063 998 | -16.6
Hawail. o seocvennosnsnonsars 134 101 313 282 874 430 285.7 83 61 53 79 336 203.| 144.6
Idaho .. voveennees 60 45 38 35 38 38 -40.6 20 19 8 2 8 8| -72.4
Montana .... 81 4 64 26 31 85 -28.6 43 47 14 10 9 6 | -86.0
Nevada ... cessescns 133 113 m 80 86 107 -19.5 83 55 49 57 45 56 | -11,1
Oregol vvseveosesssoccsonns 188 170 142 107 113 103 ~47.2 103 $0 58 43 50 49 | -52.4
Washington:
Eastern .. 105 74 55 48 29 36 -65.7 50 41 21 22 9 14 | 72,0
Western . 255 251 266 247 7 170 -33.3 132 126 135 115 107 106 | -18.7
GUAM v esesnnninene 49 11 12 35 41 33 -32.7 38 5 3 7 23 15 | -60.5
Northern Mariana Islands .,..... - - - 7 8 11 - - - - - 2 1 -
Tenth Cireuit...... vessas .e kiR 631 851 668 901 653 ~-15.3 384 285 258 257 277 266 | -30.7
Colorado «covsvvescsnsasanss 173 134 136 170 432 155 -10.4 109 kis 58 55 72 67 | -38.5
Kansas. ...eeeenvaoess vasecas 174 183 147 130 90 104 -40.2 85 83 50 50 42 42 | -55.8
New MeXicOoeeeresennsssenss 173 118 119 149 137 148 -14.5 86 ki) 58 66 80 77 | -10.5
Oklahoma:
Northern «ceeveeesrnaveaas 61 56 26 45 39 36 -41.0 22 18 15 23 12 6 -
Eastern «vecvieeean casesen 14 8 23 21 15 21 - 4 5 2 1 4 2 -
Western.veooonnooesasanes 85 87 1 47 16 78 20.0 13 7 20 20 24 34 -
Utah toivveennnsnnnns seesee 92 §5 113 88 87 82 ~10.9 53 16 54 39 36 32 | -39.6
Wyoming ........ teeseeessea 19 10 18 18 25 29 - 2 3 1 3 7 5 -
*Percent change not computed where base is 25 or less.
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SIXTH REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS
ON THE OPERATION OF TITLE I OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL ACT

OF 1974 (TITLE 18 U.S.C. 3161-3174)

~PART ONE-
INTRODUCTION

This report to the Congress on the implementation of the Speedy Trial Act of 1974
reflects the rates of compliance of the district courts during the twelve month period ended
June 30, 1980, with limited comparisons to the three transitional years beginning July 1,
1976 through June 30, 1979. Comprehensive data on the three transitional years were
published in one voiume on February 29, 1980.

Data in this report are generally limited, therefore, to defendants who had their
cases closed by dismissal, acquittal or convietion from July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980.
For purposes of comparability, all defendants disposed of in the entire twelve month period
were regarded as subject to the same time limits for compliance. Between July 1 and
August 2, 1979, the Speedy Trial Act provided intervals of 30 days from arrest to
indietment; ten days from indietment to arraignment; and 60 days from arraignment to
trial. The amendments to the Speedy Trial Aet, effective August 2, 1979, combined the
second and third intervals into one 70 day interval from indictment to trial. Data in this
report are shown as if this combined interval were in effect the entire year. Excludable
incidences of delay were applied to the total gross days of prosecutions in each interval
resulting in the net days reflected in this report.

This report further summarizes under Part Two the Speedy Trial Plans adopted by
District Planning Groups and identifies those districts which, upon concurrence of the
Circuit Council, adopted the sanctions set out in Title 18 U.S.C. 3162 earlier than July 1,
1980 - the statutory deadline. Also provided are those distriets which were granted judicial
emergency suspension of Speedy Trial time limits.

This marks the final comprehensive report under Title I on the Speedy Trial Plans
required by the Act. Future statistics regarding compliance with the permanent time limits
will be incorporated in the Annual Reports of the Director of the Administrative Office of
the United States Courts.

PROVISIONS OF THE AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL ACT, AUGUST
2, 1979 (Public Law 96-43)

The major provisions of the amendments were as follows:

A. Postponed by one year to July 1, 1980, the date when criminal cases could be dismissed
when the defendant in such a case was not tried within 100 days of arrest. District
courts could apply to the Judicial Circuit Council for approval to apply the sanctions
earlier if the district court's Planning Group determined that the distriet would be able
to comply before June 30, 1980. In either case, defendants could have their cases

dismissed for exceeding time limits and monetary sanctions could be taken against the
attorney(s) in such cases (18 U.S.C. 3174(c)1) and 3162(b)).
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K. Determined that Congressional approval would be required for a second suspension of
the Speedy Trial time limits. Prior to the amendment, the United States Judicial
Conference could grant a second suspension which would remain in effect unless
Congress decided to the contrary (18 U.S.C. 3174(d)(2)).

SPEEDY TRIAL ADVISORIES IMPLEMENTING THE AMENDMENTS

On August 3, 1979, the Administrative Office issued a Speedy Trial Advisory
describing the effect of the amendments. On August 15, 1979, an advisory was issued on
how the clerks of court should make changes in their reporting of Speedy Trial data for
docket management and statistical purposes. At that time the new and expanded group of

excludable delay periods were presented and procedures were instituted for reporting
detained defendants, high risk defendants and retrials.

On December 14, 1979, the Speedy Trial Act Guidelines and Model Plan were
provided to all Federal Judges, Speedy Trial Planning Group Members, United States
Magistrates, Federal Public and Community Defenders, Circuit Executives, Chief Probation

Officers, Chief Pretrial Service Officers, Clerks of Court and Deputy Clerks in Charge of
Divisional Offices.

Chief judges of each district court were urged to convene the district's Speedy Trial
Planning Group and (a) determine whether the distriet would elect to submit another plan or
adopt the dismissal sanctions before July 1, 1980 and (b} schedule tasks and completion
dates for the final plan if one was to be submitted. Such plans were to be sent to the
Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts by July 3, 1980 for
review and summarization. The summaries appear in Part Two of this report.

To assist the districts in electing the submission of a plan or adoption of final
sanctions, each was furnished with a set of statistical tables showing compliance rates for
the first six months of the current year, excludable delays by time interval, detention time,
disposition of eriminal defendants and the status of the civil docket. These tables were also
submitted with the final district plans. In this report the statistical tables which have been
supplemented with data for the balance of the reporting year appear as Appendix A.

DISTRICTS WHICH ADOPTED DISMISSAL SANCTIONS AND FINAL SPEEDY TRIAL TIME
INTERVALS

Chart 1 shows the Speedy Trial time intervals adopted by the distriet eourts pursuant
to their first Speedy Trial Plan submitted to the Congress on September 30, 1976. It further
shows the ten districts which, under the previous provision for declaring a judicial
emergency (18 U.S.C. 3174), requested and were granted a period of judicial emergency
during which Speedy Trial limits were suspended. Each of the ten districts made its original
request te its respective Judiecial Circuit Council. Finding no remedy for the district's

calendar congestion, the Circuit Council applied directly to the Judicial Conference of the
United States which granted the suspension.

Three major reasons were established supporting the need for extending the speedy
trial time limits because of a judicial emergency. These were unfilled judgeship positions,

illness of a judge resulting in recalendaring the caseload, and general calendar congestion
caused by a backlog of eivil and eriminal cases.

Three of the districts were granted extensions of Speedy Trial time intervals of 120
days. Seven districts were granted extensions of 180 days.



Chart 1.{
United States Distriet Courts
ignment to Trial
f Arrest to Indictment and from Arra
ﬂméolr:it':li:d l;?\rgpeedy Trial Plans Adopted by the District Courts

days;
Arrest to indietment/arraignment to trial in
Indictment to eralgnment {nterval is 10 days in all cases prior to August 1979)

Effective Beginning July 1 Effective Beginning July 1
ective
1979
District 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | *1979 District 1976 | 1977 | 1978 | %197
District of Columbia. .. . ... 40/130 | 40/100 | 35/70 M Sixth Circuit
Kentucky:
First Circuit Eastgn ............ M 35/853 30/;\3 1%;2
i ...| sose0 | 30/60 | 30/50 M Western............ 35/80
Massachusetts -1 - 1onriiit Ml | e | g o R R
N e AR B M M Western o ..o ivrvnnns 45/120 | 35/80 | 30/60 M
RhodeIsland .vocvuvoanen 180 Ohi,
(60 erererenees M " M ...| 35/80 | 35/80 M M
*’“esw"w . Sedthems LI 60/120 | 45/80 | 30/60 M
Cireait Tennessee: M M i "
; 30/60 M Eastern «.ovevroesse M
ConnecticUt s oo vvvnensons 30/60 | 30/60 / Bastern ..........- ‘ M m g !
X Yo;k: M M M M Western...eoecaosoe M .
Northern . ...t vessnae o .
....... M M M1
Sonthem Lol M m I ; Seventh Cireuit
Western,.cccovoveonne . .
vermend 111 i M M " mlg%ils-thern ........... 45/150 35/1:}3 30/7!&) u:vtll
tral vuvernennsns M
Thicd Circult g::n::n ...... oo i las;ao | 3s/s0 | 30/60 M
o | 30/60 M | Indiana 50
Delaware v eesoorossanse 30/12'3 30/8M / ¥ - e m m :} :
New Jelrse): ............. St « e
iy o | 30/80 M | Wisconsin: "
EGSLEMN « v vnevenensns 0/180 /120 / M M EASErn « cvvvnvnonss fo/a80 | M w0 M i
Mt M M M M WeSterN . v vsrnenress 30/100 | 30/1
WesterN.oovvsnoanonns M
VirginIslands « o s oo 00 s v v un 1 M M Elghth Gircult
Fourth Circuit Arkancas, ) ) ) )
30/860 M Eastern vovevevveoes
Marland oo 39/60 | 30/60 / Eastern ..o u u u M
N aarotinas M 180 lowa: "
Miae, Ll 30/% 30/5??) 30/60 M NOFLHErn «evesvnse .. gg;gg ggigg gg;gg u
SRR 30/60 | 30/60 | 30/60 M Southern .o vnsenss 0760 | S0/60 | 30760 M
South Gareling + & o0 laTuts s5/60 | 3s/60 | 30780 M | Minnesota .....ueenann
0 hlaroling . ..vevinann Missoaris iy
Virginte: M M M M EASLErn o ovurnvenes 30/(‘;3 30/&;2 30/60 M
NN 45/120 M M M WeSterNoervrsunenss ; u M M
ot vingmia T Nebraska . v .o vevsvnnns I R M
e ortem M M M M North Dakota g SO/GM 0 ¢ M
PO 30/60 | 30/60 | 30/60 M | South Dakota .%....n.n.
{inth Circuit
o - 30/60 | 30/60 M
ALBSKE . v s e erenrenes 30/120
At M M M M | Arizona ...uuvnvnrnnss 30/60 | 30/60 | 30/60 120
Northern .. covevinnnnn Artzona . .
Socthern Lo e M M M NOPLHErN o' vvvravses 307120 |30/120 | 30/80 M
wrEEE " EASLern » v vonovnnss 30/120 30/120 | 30/60 M
Florida: e 2
M M Central . ..00ven M
Mdde Ll gg%g " M M Southern +vvvovnenon 10/90 | 10/90 | 10/60 u
wthern oot Ml M| M| Hawaro
g " " M S SO 30/60 | 30/60 | 30/60 ;
e M M M M Montana ....evvevessa 30/60 30/(;2 30/ o0 M
Miadle 1Ll M M | M | Nevada.....l...llll. ot | s | ot M
thern oo e 30/60 | 30760 | 30/60 M | Oregon ...ouevunvenns
Southern vvevevvsseass o A iy . ;
isi Eastern « cvevivvensea M M M M
Lotg:g::; M M M WesterNooeereonanaa m ¥ " "
iddle .o srner s ) M M GUBM . .vceaninnvnnne
Westomn 1Lt | M M | N. Mariana Istands . ..... - M M M
Ml;sti)srstllgg:n ........ M M | 30/60 M Tenth Cireuit
..... 0 | )
Te:?:; e e e " " Colorado coveeicsesnse M M ﬁ .
: Kansas, vosesoensscens
Bomem ol iy M i M| Now Mesivo LIl 30/60 | 30760 | 30/60 M
$-1 € < of ¢ S o
Westemm. Lol b 45/103 ¥ M| Nt e, 307180 {07120 | 30/80 g
nel Zone 11100l M M M M EASterfl e vvvvenonsen 30/60 | 30/60 | 30/60 M
Canal Zone s svevesnncans M TSR e m m ﬁ M
byoming -1on0000 0 | sue0 | soss0 |soe0 | m
35/80  30/70

= 0 45/120
M.= Days 60/180 45/120 35/80 30/70 M = Days 69/18 /.

M - Maximum limits in days permitted by the Speedy Trial Act of 1974 prior to“ P,L. 96-43 which changed the
interval "arrest to indictment” to 30 days and interval "indictment to trial" to 70 days.

H 30 days; indictment to trial 70
hd - August 1, 1979: 30/60 days, August 2, 1979: Arrest to indictrpent 3
Jdl{algs.l Di;ﬁlilcts ;vlth suspension of Speedy 'Pr’ial limits are shown with total days. See text for when
suspension ends.

&
"
v
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The distriets which were granted an extension of the Speedy Trial limits

» the number
of days approved for the new time limit, and the date the extension ended app

ear below:

Districts Granted New
Judicial Emergency Speedy
Suspension of Trial Suspension
Speedy Trial Limits* Limit Ends
1. Arizona 120 days July 1, 1980
2. Illinois, Northern 180 days June 10, 1980
3. Kentueky, Eastern 180 days July 1, 1980
4. Massachusetts 120 days duly 1, 1980
5.  Michigan, Eastern 120 days July 1, 1980
6. New Jersey 180 days July 1, 1380
7. New York, Eastern 180 days December 31, 1979
8. Puerto Rico 180 days July 1, 1980
9. Indiana, Northern 180 days August 1, 1980
10.  North Carolina, Eastern 180 days April 1, 1980

* Distriets listed in order of granting of suspension of Speedy Trial Limits.

Av.

STATUS OF THE CRIMINAL DOCKETS

On June 30, 1980, there were 14,759 eriminal cases pending on the eriminal dockets
of the United States district courts, 34.1 percent fewer than five years ago when the
Speedy Trial Aet commenced. During this five year period, there has been a substantial
decrease in eriminal case filings of 33.2 percent. The number of criminal cases

terminated dropped to 22,297 or 48.8 percent fewer than the 43,515 terminations before
the Act took effect.

The overall decline in filings is the result of prosecu
of Justice first announced by Attorney General Griffin
further emphasized on March 19, 1980 by Assistant Attor
Criminal Division, before the House Committee on t
Criminal Justice. Mr. Heymann outlinad among other
Criminal Division's focus includes the Department's priori
political corruption, organized crime, and trafficking in narcoties and dangerous drugs."
These cases represent types of crimes for which the Federal government is best equipped
to prosecute because of the multi-state nature of the offense, the magnitude of the

criminal organization or the type of training required to investigate and prosecute
elaborate offenses.

tion policies of the Department
B. Bell in November 1977 and
ney General Philip B. Heymann,
he Judiciary Subcommittee on
enforcement policies that "the
ty areas of white collar crime,

Table 1
United States Distriet Courts
Criminal Cases Filed, Terminated, and Pending
July 1, 1975 - June 36, 1980

Twelve Month Period Ended June 30 Percent Change
- 1980 over
Cases 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 198¢ 1975
Filed............. 43,282 41,020 41,464 35,983 32,688 28,921 -33.2
Terminated ........ 43,515 43,675 44,111 37,286 33,442 22,297 -48.8
Pending June 30 ..... 22,411 19,756 17,109 15,847 15,124 14,759 -34.1




On a distriet by district basis the number of pending criminal cases declined in all
but thirteen of the 95 district courts during the five year period between implementation United Stat ke L e
. . . . rie
of the Speedy Trial Act and June 30, 1980. (See Table 9.) Fifty-one districts reduced Criminal Cases Pending dune 30, 1975 - 1880, With Percent Chang
. . . . . z ' e
their pending caseloads by more than the nationwide 34.1 percent reduction. Of these, 33
distriets during the five year period had reductions of 50 percent or more as follows: Cireutt Percents
‘ i:,,d All Cases Pending June 30 ;“;;ge Case; Shé 'Mo,‘,]t,w or More Pg;:ﬁ;:
D ) en
To = tors | aors [ err | aors | sno | om Yore | 1075 [ 107 | 107 Tg melao over
. T TR 7
Percent Reduction cieeeeee. |22411 19,756 17,109 15,847 15,124  14,759| -34.1 |12,044 10 s | oro | s o'
of Pending Criminal District of Columbia. . ... 399 400 337 236 244 241} -3 - ,668 8,244 8,056 8,211 11,858) < -2.4
Caseload June 30, 1980 First Cireuit ......uvuesen. 928 708 440 522 9.6 | 171 107 88 68 88  133| -22.2
District over June 30, 1975 Maine .... 563 461 -50.3 549 430 166 205 235
Main 72 58 10 361 -34.1
achusetts .. 52 60 52( -2
: New Hampshire . 3 4o a2 0T 309 269 Sea | st 42 5 4 3 9 43
Indiana, Northern . ....«...-- 78.7 Rhade Island .. 6 5 20 a1 ol e wTooe a4 1o 42
. . - s sesssana 5 - 6
Michigan, FoteIM. « e oo v ov e ot 73.3 205 104 83 88 125 8| 505 | 1% O - 3| 343
Michigan, Western .. ...c.eee 76.2 Second Cireult ...o.oeuevnn. | 2766 273 1987 1771 1721 1,12 S
Georgia, Southern. . . ...« 74.4 Conneotiout ... v cee | s o 13 : " 727| -37.6 | 1,800 1,813 1,241 1,087 1,080  2,076) 153
3 120 -62.6 165
. Northern ... 156
Cangl Zone ..:eeoe=- 73.6 Northern ... Creeeiane. 138 152 105 100 100 69 54 55  134| -18.8
New York, Western. . « « s+ e+« - 73.4 BSStem ..vuossucrrentines 885 . 922 709 B85 669 83| <326 | 108 108 61 67 62
I North 72.0 Western. . .ousy srerereen. 896 903 738 661 640 ggs ] 640 642 457 466 445 il -2l
owa, Northern ... coeeeveees . palestem. L Ll S| a4 s a1 1 1a 7| g9 | 4 s 451 s s oas| 450
Ohio, Northern......ceeeee: 70.9 e eee | 02 89 81 73 noo e dwe | Y % B 0w 8 98| 70
. 2 Third Clreuit .. ...... Ceeens 1,383 o 58 8 6z 68 8| 103
Tlinois, Southern . ......e..- 72.4 ) Detamare. ,383 1,082 991 847 743 70| -44.3 | 667 471 371 830 319 .
South_Dakota.............. 66.7 New Jersey +nennennenensil 66 50 39 29 20 23| -g5.2 03) s
Washington, Eastern .. . ... .. 65.7 Pennsylvanis: 1 s s a1 %8 1| s0p | 280 us 160 81 & 18 eas
BT 4 uierenennnis ' 87 -
DelaWware « « « s o s oo oss s oo 65.2 : e, 11111 m  me ;e | e " . 83 89| -64.6
. X SSLOE + v vv v vvn v e e 1 47 59 76| -27. 4 &4 72 13
Indiana, Southern ... .......: 65.1 Virgin IS1ands o o v oo son e 28 24 180 187 120 1 e f w2 ou B e
New Hampshire . .oceevovee 64.3 18 145 56| 152 | 82 46 4 48 & s3] ig
.. . Fourth Cireult .. ... ciierees |18 1.2
i:;;ggg;g::&::r? R gg g arytont S12 L6 1075 1055 693 L0SS| 00 | M 608 M8 418 42 13| 67
. AT e 00 emeeener : » Nocth Carolinas 465 619 372 330 335 282| -394 | 181 204 14 -
Connecticut « « o« e v o v s v e nens 62.6 ESSEEr vvovuraeerannssns 110 69 o 114 4 108 115 137] -24.3
Missouri, Western. . . «.«c oo 60.7 | ‘ Middle. . ouunnennununnnes, 64 64 64 89 155| 40.8 48 0 22 28
. X y | WESLETT v s vv s srrnnnns 81 pis s 58 52 51{ -20.3 s 33 14 58 69| 43.8
Wisconsin, Western........ .- 59.3 % South Cacolina v vevreeenesees %I ST - S S ST 1 v B S S+ oo 1a| -a00
i i . Eastern ........ ) T e & - 18| 103
Missouri, Eastern 58.7 ) Bastern 1o vsvvusvncssenses sz 288 303 245 187 243| -30.2 1084
Pennsylvania, Western ....... 58.6 : Heeatem e O B A S e - ]
H Northern coveenvonrossasne 15 23 =
PUErto RICO . o v v v vae v v 58.5 Southern «vnneennenns Sl -t - R T S I B B S SN
Mississippi, Northern ........ 57.1 8 59 66 72| -37.9 A S T 1y -
; Fifth Cireuit «.evverennens 3,693 ‘ 4 8 35 -46.2
Nebraska o« o covnconsoecoee 56.8 ' 3457 3,257 3,387 3,028  3,302| -10.6 | 1,858 1,608 1,479 1,581 1,711
. . 4 ’ ¥ s ,
Wisconsin, Eastern « .. .oe.«o- 56.4 o 2,913| s6.8
: : 142 138 135 100 87| -42.0
ol o | S EEEEEEEREEEE
) s e a0 s s 8 o s . 24| -52.9 13 13 18 15 1 -
. 17 -
e e s e n s e s . 75 45 4
%ﬁ?ﬁg:ﬁ::etts gg‘ g 318 283 2;3 233 122 zfg :gg;’ 122 14 8 30 25 48] 21
e e s s e s s s s 0 e s o . . { : 534 556 654 645 721 a79 84:6 302 ggg 84 g1 76 149 -10.2
New Jersey «.eeeeoassocccs 50.9 » Nortiern oo oseoesvneees S22 262 . 244 216 150 387 446 508  1,083| 258.6
. ! : Middle . . - 5 182 | -43.
IMlinois, Central .. «..oooee- 50.5 ‘: ! Southern . S O Y - S das |1 a ol g 60 104 -an
Louisiana, Eastern .......--- 50.0 | § Louisianx: 78 32 34| ~744 34 62 6 2 1 1] S
| g I T e T S BT A S S T 1
esterN.oveeercansnnnons 82 126 8.5 10 9 7 8 S
o . . . ) oo . : Mis;;srstxgpi: 54 55 53 49 -40.2 12 13 14 10 1‘1‘ ii -
Those districts which ex erienced increases in the criminal caseload, such as Hawall i BIT ¢ oeveernnscuannes 56 20 26 28
. A ! € 3 ) 11, ‘ Southern «.....e.. cereaaen s 44 52 24 24 -57.1 19 5 8 5 9 )
had prosecutions underway for violations of traffic laws occurring on Federal enclaves, which ; Tewm ® 34 ) -4 17 12 18 22 13 n N
under State law are classified as misdemeanor offenses. It should also be noted that this is a ' Eestem Rttt T S T~ T+ S S 128 o2 e1 81 o1 14| o3
one day survey of the status of the pending eriminal caseload and many such cases on the . Southern .+« +vovrnrereeres uooome s Tl 158 sov| 144 | 4ss 6 o8 o aoh . -
following day, or shortly thereafter, could have been closed by dismissal, acquittal, or Canel Zone «ecoveseoncees @m0 SR I dNel HE SN 'S o1 26| o2
conviction. : 2 28 33 3% 59 18| -30.8
; $Percent change not computed where base Is 25 or less
in the proportion of eriminal cases pending six months or Lo

The decided overall reducticz
more is shown in Table 2. Since June 30, 1975, there has been a modest decline of 2.4 percent

in the number of criminal cases pending six months or more. ‘
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Table 2

United States District Courts
Criminal Cases Pending June 30, 1975 - 1980, With Percent Change

Percent*
Percent*
Change Cases Six Months or More Clhanggaoe
Circuit All Cases Pending June 30 (1)!:2(‘). Pending June 30 1980
Disteiet 1975 L 1976 [ 1977" [ 1878 l 1979 l 1980 | 1875 | 1975 ‘ 1976 i 1977 rnm l 1979 l 1980 | 1975
C!
Sixth Circuit 2,514 2,088 1,555 1,072 1,046 1,009 | -58.9 | 1,308 1,098 583 589 473 700| —46.3
39 77| -31.9
Ky 6 110 91 g2 | -63.6 | 113 711 a7 41
T e 4 R 85 89 | 348 B 31 18 7 a9 54| 54.3
Western.oeeroesnnons PRI
. 175 253| -61.8
M 470 331 284 | -71.3 | 662  s61 318 220 -
ol ety l'ggg i 119 109 51| -76.2 136 105 33 42 58 34| -75.0
Western..oeoeoeossncssnss
. 95 47 74| ~65.9
o 201 180 114 120 -10.9 | 217 180 78 .
Sonthem Lol o e 95 74 67 89 | -92 22 14 16 28 18 49
DOULNEITI s seeosssvsess seane
e arorn -34.8 21 15 8 5 5 7
a7 4z 18 0 -
Miome . 8 8 72 99 88 103 | 288 2z 4 u ;% K
Westewn ool 122 137 167 175 137 161 |  32.0 Mooon 7
€SlerNesscrecsscvenssance
-33.1
Seventh Cirexit 1477 1,283 1,076 897 835 734 | -50.3 | 847 e60  4p1 473 417 se7| -3
ENNOCICUIL s e eveesvvnnn
o 2
eeth 553 667 664 527 521 w| ;1| 3w WA s B2
OFtNern ¢« eveevoveasovises -
45 69 54 50 . 3o,
St 128 % 4 33 44 37 | -70.4 85 48 14 n o oa 17| -s000
ULNEIN ¢ vevecnsseosvvssea
\ 30 24| -g5.2
B 94 53 69 | -78.7 162 105 52 3 :
Southern Lol . e 12 56 58 | -65. 86 64 25 23 25 32| -62.8
1131111 o o S
et 28 46| -45.3
o 7 74 65 | -56.4 8 51 39 38 -
Westom e ool I h 25 33 24 | -59.3 8 21 14 10 9 10| -73.7
eSleM.iseceansovensonenane o o
Cireuit 1,416 997 750 732 599 600 | -57.6 | es8 430 203 218 192 2
Eighth Cirenit .. .o vevavan ,
oy 46 31 18 26| ~70.5
Arianees: 83 85 61 62 | -62.9 88 48 g 6| -10.
EBStErN ¢ covsesenesvonorae lgg gg 5 bt o o e 4 4 3 ¥
WesterM. covrvevensacoccnos i A
Tows: 50 40 m 24 12 14| -12.0 %5 25 g I S| s
NOrthern ceeececoscsvonnan o b4 by pas o a7 aea b 7 :IM 1 15 2| 113
s 222 147 103 106 92 106 | -52.3 s 8
Minnesota +.eecesvsnossesocan o
v 150 126 91 60 54 62 | ~58.7 8 s om B 2| -6
f.vasttern .................. o 1 199 o o 1;; _ggg 1:2 26 21 7 z 45 os
estern &0 s, 4 .
132 115 48 68 - Bos 1o 1
Nebraska .... 5 as Y e e
South Dakore 11l et 264 190 Wi 107 70 88 | -66.7 88 41 30 35 25 32
OlA e v evovevsenensnee
2] 70
freult 5,552 4,870 4,890 4,360 4,451 4,204 | -24.3 | 3,284 3,178 . 2,906 2,820 2,857 3,
Nnth CIreuit « o o2 e vvnrvnees \ -
Alas 94 84 86 53 35 45 | 521 53 28 2 no o o s
Lol RRRSD RS RR 916 934 950 837 750 681 | -24.6 | 579 87
AriZona cvevsvosovesons srenas "
e 275 210 283 %2 211 242 | -12.0 o s 8 U3z 106 1618
BortomR e o 26 28 M9 ;9 | 4TS | 4 8 1 14 16 1) 313
Tyt LIS L0 85 T8 g8 TS0 ) 35| 6 ex o deT 485 4w 8|
ey e | et Lsot 140 128 180T 4203 | 2T | 1066 1220 1476 100 1080 1300|104
Sot;ithem ersessenas seeenen ,134 ,101 33 282 ) 4:2 gggg gg g; : s ‘ 7| 144
Hawall.ooioseoessonsesscnse ¥ o [ X 5| 900
Montem | . o A 64 28 31 85 | -28.6 8 o o S| -
Novaan? - 133 13 1 80 86 107 | -18.5 B85 4 w4 0| dad
et 185 170 142 107 113 103 | -47.2 103 8
Oregon ... s
fii g 105 74 55 48 29 36 | -85.7 RS S R ) R
o T e 255 251 266 247 217 170 | -33.3 | 132 126 s 5 27| -8
peten . e 49 1 12 35 a1 33 | -3z27 38 5 7 3 | s
GUAM .cuseesvvrenaisnssssee ! 2 ; H n T 8 3 3
Northern Mariana Islands ....... - 1 -
Cireult m 831 851 668 901 653 | -15.3 | 384 285 958 281 279 317
Tenth Circuit .o covvevvseese —
- 77 58 55 72 74| -32,
36 170 432 155 | -10.4 | 109 ) -l
Colorado +eveeseanovsocansas i;i igg 147 Y 2 A o2 o 'Blg ‘ gg gg gg a 05
New Maston o oensiriit 173 118 118 149 137 148 | -14.5 86
ew EXICO s asvsvescscecosvas )
12 8
O orthar 61 56 26 45 39 36 | -41.0 #Z w1 2 2 8l -
Northern s vcvoveeneceranns o H 44 ” i 4 e ; E 1 K 2 -
e 85 57 7 ti 76 78 | 200 13 0 a sl -
porern 82 55 113 88 87 82 | -10.9 o1 s 9 6 3| -26.
o ing .. . 19 10 18 18 25 29 - 2
yoming ....... Ceeiirecenne
*Percent change not computed where base is 25 or less.
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judge or jury has declined by 34.2 percent from 11,014 to 7,

defendants inereased in 1980 to 34.2 percent of the 21,150 defen

On June 30, 1989, of the 11,168 defendants in non-triable

pending six months or more, nearly 70 percent were cases where the defendant(s) was a
fugitive or an essential witness was not available for trial. Only 15 percent of the defendants
were triable, that is, were available for final Plea or trial by judge or jury.

criminal cases which had been

Table 3 provides data on the len
as of June 30, 1976 through 1980.

tried for reasons set out in Table 4. There has been a substantial reduction in the number of
defendants pending between 1976 and 1980 in ail of the time intervals with the exception of
those pending 61 months or more. This group, which represented 15.4 percent of all
defendants pending on June 30, 1980, rose from 2,813 defendants in 1976 to 3,266 in 1980, an

increase of 16.1 percent. Non-triable defendants whose criminal cases had been pending 61
months or more increased 14.0 percent.

Table 3
United States Distriet Courts
Non-Triable Criminal Defendants Showing Months Case Pending
As of June 30, 1976 - 1980

Months Pending
Percent
0-5 6-12 13-24 25-36 37-48 49-60 |61 Months {6 Months
Status on June 30 Total | Months | Months Months | Months | Months Months| and over | or More
1976 - Total..... 27,770 | 13,217 4,269 3,056 1,725 1,500 1,190 2,813 52.4
Non-triable ........ 16,756 5,588 2,642 2,079 1,365 1,314 1,044 2,724 66.7
Percent ,....... 60.3 42.3 61.9 68.0 79.1 87.6 87.7 96.8 -
1977 - Total..... 24,655 | 12,971 3,121 2,837 1,578 1,108 942 2,097 47.4
Non-triable ..,..... 13,877 4,688 1,980 2,131 1,279 939 860 2,000 66.2
Percent ........ 56.3 36.1 63.4 78.1 81.0 84.7 91.3 95.4 -
1978 - Totsl,.... 22,484 | 11,450 2,931 2,008 1,599 1,123 824 2,549 49.1
Non-triable .,...... 13,295 4,153 1,891 1,547 1,458 1,035 780 2,431 68.8
Percent ........ 59.1 36.3 64.5 77.0 91.2 92.2 94.7 95.4 -
1979 - Total . . ... 21,417 | 10,279 2,905 2,052 1,103 1,197 951 2,930 52.0
Non-triable ..,..... 14,446 4,796 2,017 1,717 1,010 1,142 898 2,865 66.8
Percent ........ 67.5 46.7 69.4 83.7 91.6 95.4 94.5 97.8 -
1980 ~ Total. . ... 21,150 | 10,082 2,620 2,170 1,198 836 978 3,266 52.3
Non-triable ........ 13,907 4,547 1,656 1,743 1,101 808 948 3,104 67.3
Percent ........ 65.8 45,1 63.2 80.3 91.9 96.7 96.9 95.0 -
Percent C
1980 over
1976 - Total ..... -23.8 ~23.7 -38.6 -29.0 -30.6 -44.3 -17.8 16.1 -
Non-triable ..... ~17.0 ~-18.5 -37.3 -16.2 -19.3 -38.5 -9.2 14,0 -

Table 4 is a record of the status of defendants recorded on a single day, June 30, for
each year 1976 through 1980. The number of defendants available for final plea or trial by

243 defendants from 1976 to

ndants, the proportion of such
dants pending on June 30.

1980. After a three year decline in the number of triable defe



Table 4
United States District Courts
Status of Criminal Defendants Pending as of June 30, 1976 - 1980

June 30 Percent
Change
Status en June 30 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 | 1980 over 1976
Total. ...t i i i it e | 27,770 24,655 22,484 21,417 21,150 -23.9
Triable - Available for final plea or trial '

by Judgeorjury.......... creveseassrreeaesseneaa,s | 11,014 10,778 9,189 6,971 7,243 -34.2
Percent of Total. s v vievvevoeocesosonnsnseanenes 39.7 43.7 40.9 32.5 34.2 -

Non-triable Defendants - Total .. .......covveveevrenseass | 16,756 13,877 13,295 14,446 13,907 -17.0
Percentof Total. .o vivviinnvnnssernennnnconns 60.3 56.3 59.1 67.5  65.8 -

Excludable Delays .vvvvevs. cerseraeadeseaaeress | 11,877 9,730 9,646 10,788 10,633 -10.5

Percent of Non-trigble v vevvevnvseeveannnnsasen 70.9 70.1 72.6 74.7 76.5 -

Examination or hearings for mental or .physical

incapacity ...... et e 98 121 106 104 111 13.3
NARA it i ittt ettt asnsoeasaeananennanssnanasans 3 4 3 1 - -
State or Federal trials on other charges « o oo v v evnnnnnionon 74 72 46 36 25 -66.2
InterlocUtory 8ppeals v oo vin v st v te s ennnnonennnnons 142 122 114 143 195 37.3
Hearings on pretrial motions v v vt vernvnoreeeennsneennnss 581 192 98 90 295 -49.2

Transfers from other districts (F.R.C.P. 20, 21,

and 40 - Magistrate RUIE 6) .« v v v it eninnnsennnnnanones 47 52 33 34 38 -19.1
Defendants motion is actually under adviSement « . oo vvvveee..n 175 174 104 260 132 -24.6
Miscellaneous proceedings, probation revocation,

deportation proceedings, extradition v ..o veeinrnereens 6 7 8 1 1 -
Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement, « . v.veeeerernnns. 446 243 254 312 292 -34.5
Unavailability of defendant (fugitive) or

essential Withess ...uvtitiiiiinnereneneneeennnss 9,704 8,268 8,265 8,986 8,674 -10.6
Period of mental or physical incompetence of

defendant to stand trial . v. et vt v it e n it eennon e 67 91 70 75 58 -13.4
Period of NARA commitment or treatment «...ooeewueenson. 8 2 - 2 1 -
Superseding indietment and/or new charges «.....evveeene... 54 36 21 14 36 -33.3
Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when

no severance hasbeengranted. . oo vve v i v et ivnennrnnnan 170 110 69 112 75 -55.9
Continuances Branted v oo v tvvenereennensrennnnenonanes 296 229 441 614 653 120.6
Time between guilty plea and plea withdrawal «.vuvu.eeveonno.. 10 6 13 4 2 -
Grand Jury indictment time extended ...t veneinrrnnnn.. 6 1 1 - - -

Transportation from another district or to/from
examination or hospitalization in ten days or

less .... .. Ceier et * * * * 3
Consideration by court of proposed plea agreement * * * d 42 -

Awaiting Further Action . . vovvvivn e rrenennoonaesens 4,869 4,147 3,649 3,658 3,274 ~32.8

Percent of NOn-triable v v v vvvve e nneerseonennneenes 29.1 28.9 27.4 25.3 23.5 -
Tried - Awaiting sentence..... Cee st eies sttt e e naeann 2,747 2,828 2,521 2,503 2,199 -19.9
Tried - Committed for observation and study:

18:4244, 4245, 5034, 5010(e), 4208(B),

425200 28:2902(8) v vt et ee i n et e e e 286 207 181 111 60 -79.0
Tried - Became fugitive before Sentencing . .« oo v eneenon.. 212 243 236 257 269 26.9
Triable - Committed Under 18:4246 . . o v v v e eeevnnennnmnnn 24 10 8 8 9 -
Authorization for dismissal requested by U.S.

Attorney from Department of JUStICE v o v v v v s v eeevennsan 134 87 56 169 246 83.6
Any defendant who cannot be elassified under excludable

delay or under other StatuS COeS . v v v vt v v v e ervovesenn. 1,466 772 637 610 491 -66.5

TONPUPERISR -

e et st e e e s o5

Saenie

ey e,

*Added pursuant to August 2, 1979 Amendment to Speedy Trial Act.
Note: Percent change computed on 25 or more.

For non-triable defendants, exeludable delays applicable under provisions of the Speedy
Trial Act of 1974 accounted for approximately eight out of ten such pending defendants. Of
those defendants with excludable delay, eighty percent were recorded as not available for trial
because they were fugitives from justice or an essential witness was not available for
commencement of trial.
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* Note: Time intervals from arrest and indietme

ot i e

P

VI. TIME INTERVALS FROM ARREST

CONVICTION TO SENTENCING » | PICTMENT, INDICTMENT TO TRIAL, AND

Table 5, the first table in this seri o
inat i eries, show ;
first interval from arrest to indietment and {hs s the im

to trlql for defendants whose eriminal case

provement in compliance with
e newly complned interval from indietment
§ were terminated during the first three

disregards the year the time intaryal bogmn 100 day limit went into efffect. The table

required for the two intervals. In future
I _ . ears
day time interval, this table will have par{icula

In 1980, 90.8 percent of all defendant i ;
: s terminated wit o i
to 8.1.7 percent in 1977.. For the second interval sgw1 h the first int

In the Speedy Trial time interval tables which follow,

prosecutions ; :
as follows: were terminated during the twelve month ended J

defendants whose eriminal
une 30, 1980 are presented

5 . Further, for each district court similar data
. (Note should be .talfen that ten of the distriets had
1m1.ts and their compliance rates

: : al in previous years. T
or those defendants who entered the first interva] during ythe cur?::ﬁ: SySe}g‘wst;};eilrt'
)

compliance rate was 95.3 percent. Th
. . S 3 . i .
1979 had a compliance rate of 815 percgznet.WhO entered the first interval prior to dJuly 1,

For those who entered inte th i

the : . 11¢ second interval of 70 days on or aft

: <allg7téorg?l{ance ra?e was 94.4 percent. For those who entereg this inter erl Ju%y pRpd
s » thelr compliance rate was 74.5 percent. Ve prior o July

Briefly, the first interval beginni
ul : ginning July 1, 1976 was 60 days; July 1, 1 ;
¥ 1, 1978, 35 days; and July 1, 1979, 30 days. The former seconsé ;nterb\rlal’, igg?étilseﬂ?yti;
;372‘1&;15’; O(rde:';;'rgi 1;01851;}’;?7 siaggnd interval) the time periods were thlﬂs?lgjglrin?;;%i%wyegt
» 190 days; days; July ; innir )
days (which includes tlile for;ner 10 gagr ixllltzzerlx;a%)?m, 0 days; and Peginning Uy 1, 1979, 70

exclude all incidences of exeludable del
ay pursuant
delay does not apply to time interval fro ey to 18 U

11
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Table 5**
PROCESSING TIME
Speedy Trial Data Analysis (18 U.S.C..3166(c)(1))
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated
during the four year period July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1980
#n0. OF -
DEFENDANTS HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS ##
TERMINATED

(-—— NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS -—-—-\

Year N T w \ — \ ~ W ~
of SAME DAY 1A kt:oktSO ,'day's _1f 3110 35 days 36 to 45 days 46 to 60 days 61 to 90 days 91 10 120 days || 121 days & over
Termination L N — ; Lﬁ :———-\ L ;—j ;
INTERVAL REES’;$ED L% PORTED) % REggf;T?ED % REES‘;?ED % nggfa?eo % nag&?eo % RE?S??ED % REggfI:ﬂS'ED %
ONE 1977 13,876 3,279{23.6(8,063 584} 4.2 742 { 5.3 720 5.2 366 2.6 73 Q.5 491 0.4
(ARREST 1978 14,164 2,668{18.818,410{ 59.4 6721 4.7 11,0041 7.1 733] 5.2 364] 2.6 149 1.1 164 1.2
70 1979 14,404 3,226 22,4 8,573 819 5.7 7601 5.3 446 3.1 294 2.0 128 0.9 158| 1.1
INDICT 1980 13,107 3,778128,818,1241'62,01 475| 3.6 257 12.0 182] 1.4 136 1.0 66 0.5 89} 0.7
MENT) s P
o
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL
r——-— Number of *Net Days that Elapsed to Commencement of Trial {or other disposition) from tndictment or [if later} First Appearance -——\
Year [ ) ( \[ N [ h )
Ofi 71 to 80 days 81 to 100 days §§ 101 to 120 days| | 121 to 180 days @davs & over
T . . 5 . : : —
INTERVAL ermination REESE?ED REEE)E‘(?ED % negg'nﬁeo, % REESZ?ED % neggﬁso % REgSZ‘IS'ED %
WO 1977 35,797 2,927 11,248 3.5/1,698| 4.7]1,038) 2.9{1,481| 4.1} 529 1.5
(INDICT- 1978 40,113 1,995 11,6990 4.2{2,604| 6.5|1,882| 4.7|2,560| 6.3}1,583] 3.9
MENT TO 1979 37,674 2,718 11,582 4.2{2,029| 5.4{1,383| 3.7(1,594| 4.2{1,220{ 3.2
TRIAL) 1980 31,920 953 970 3.0} 976| 3.1| 489 1.5| 700]| 2.2| 534| 1.7
#DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDé PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUDE: # # THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN THE INTERVAL DURING *NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE
JUVENILES, APPEALS FROM U.S. MAGISTRATE DECISIONS, RULE 20 TRANSFERS OUT OF THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1980 TIME UNDER 18 USC 3161(h).

DISTRICT, PRETRIAL DIVERSION D)SPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS.

*%Revised in second printing.



pISTRICT SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS {18 US C. 3166(cH1)) PROCESSING TIME lMgLE
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during one-year period
ITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS
ALL UNIT July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
=NO. OF ] _
DEFENDANTS HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS =
TERMINATED
SUBDIVIDED NUMBER OF ‘NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS ————
BY WHEN {
INTERVAL D A 3 h M N N
INTERVAL BEGAN SAME D.AY 1 to 30 days 31 to 35 days 36 to 45 days 46 10 60 days {| 61 to 90 days 91 10 120 ddys [ 127 days & over
ONE REE(EJ;'?ED % o i HE%;?ED o, nsgggrsml et REE(E)ZISED k<) RE%FMSED v At
(ARREST
»:ngr Before T July 79 4,356 , | 914/ 21.0[2,638/60.6| 323|'7.4| 154| 3.5 99 | 2.3| 97| 2.2f 51 | 1.2 1.8
MENT)
On/After
1 duly ‘79 8,837 , , 2,901f 32.8(5,524/ 62.5| 153] 1.7| 107| 1.2| 8 | 1.0 44| 0.5 15 | 0.2 0.1
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL
SUBDIVIUED Number of *Net Days that Elapsed 10 Commencement of Triat {or other disposition} from lndictment or {if later) First Appearance
v BY WHEN f '
INTERVAL h ) h h \ N h
INTERVAL BEGAN SAME DAY 1 to 30 days 31 to 70 days 71 10 80 days 81 to 100 days [|101 1o 120 days] ] 121 10 180 days | { 181 days & over
(lNgyélS REESZ?ED % % % ngg;?m L Y ns%;?so % RE%%?ED % Y
MENT TO Before 1 duly 79 92892 ; 209 2.112,477 25.0|4,682|47.3| 592| 6.9 5.8 314 | 3.2| 501 | 5.1 5.4
TRIAL)
On/After . . 1.8] 179 | 0.8} 210 | 0.9 0.2
1 duly 79 22,127 L 474 2.1 11,572 52.38,850{40.0 388 1.8
f';EgTENC- HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS *
INTERVAL
F NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION N
gg:sgbé (( SAME DAY 116 30 31 1045 a8 10 60 610w )
TERMINATED & Bemm' ) NO. DEF'S % Na. % No % No K9 No o
SENTENCED ! J;"V} T
DURING THE | On/Alter 23.5 3,090 11.4 3,778 14.0
LYEAR PERIOD | 1 July 79 127,080 | 7,503 27.7 | 6,353 23.5 6,356 . s s

'NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUNABLE

«# DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS. AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUDE # 2 THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN o+ UTERVAL DURING SBER 1 o
T ONDER 1B USC 3150h

JUVENILES APPEALS FROM US MAGISTRATE ~€CISIONS. RULE 20 TRANSFERS QUT OF THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30 1060
DISTRICT FRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPQSITIONS ANO REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS



T : § Table 7
- v i United States Distriet Courts
{ Defendants Terminated July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
Who Were Indicted in 30 Days or Less
Arrested During Arrested Prior to
Tab}lbe' 7t it Courts Year Ended June 30, 1980 July 1, 1979 All Defendants
United States Distric e
Defendants Terminated July 1, 1879 th“°“gt}f§2e 30, 1980 Arrest to Indictment Arrest to Indictment Arrest to Indietment
Who Were Indicted in 30 Days or Le : cireult 30 Days or Less 30 Days or Less 30 Days or Less
reu
Arrested During Arrested Plxg:;; to \ All Defendants and Total Percent Total Percent Total Percent
Year Ended June 30, 1960 July 1, + to Indictment Distriets Defendants Number | of Total Defendants Number | of Total Defendants | Number | of Total
Arrest to
. t to Indictment . -
Arg%stb tc; :n;u;}:;:nt A"g%sm ys o Less 30 Days or Less Sixth Cireuit «..0o0o0es 571 513 89.8 226 182 80.5 797 695 87.2
a
Percent { :
ent Total Kentucky:
Cireuit Percent Total Pfel'.lsotal Defendants | Number | of Total Eastern ..veveiianeans 9 8 88.9 8 5 62.5 17 13 76.5
and Jotal ts | Number { of Total Defendants | Number | © Western.voeviiiaaoans 109 106 97.2 23 23 100.0 132 129 87.7
Districts Defendan 4 356 3.552 81.5 13,193 \ 11,977 90.8 Michigan:
8,425 95.3 ' ' , Eastern «vevivevvennene 78 62 79.5 60 45 75.0 138 107 1.5
TOMBlo s vnsevvesenness | 8837 ) - 3 42.0 409 \ 298 29 WESerN o vovvveurarees 24 24 100.0 20 20 100.0 44 44 100.0
istri Jumbig. .o ree |7 235 225 el o2 80.1 Ohio:
District of Colum a3 101 75.9 352 NOPEHEIN oo evuvesnonns 83 63 75.9 44 25 56.8 127 88 69.3
it 219 181 82.6 L ” w 70.8 i Southern ovvvvveeenne 110 102 92,7 22 19 86.4 132 121 91.7
First Circuit 2.0 eeceece 100.0 . Tennessee:
18 1 61.1 sg 2?, 45.8 169 110 1333 EBSLEMN v vvnveronnnns 56 46 82.1 8 4 66.7 62 50 80.6
Maine ... tt R R 110 83 7‘(5”3 v - - 1:;. g 81.8 Middle.oovivevivovein 81 81 100.0 27 27 100.0 108 108 100.0
’ - P . ' V Cestasees s . . .
;}2:,5 'i;c;‘rl:,spesmre Chieereens i g 120.0 7 6,1 188:8 A ” 958 Western 21 21 100.0 16 14 87.5 37 35 94.6
Rhode fcland .-+ +20 0 84 82 97.6 61 Lsan L1902 .9 Seventh Gireuit ... ... .. 250 231 92.4 183 116 63.4 433 347 80.1
Puerto RICO o vvoonesesers 60.7 ’ ! .
, 651 395 —
o 797 90.6 [tlinois:
Second Clreult s eeeeert = 0 12 12 100.0 40 40 1000 N O 100 84 84.0 118 61 51.7 218 145 66.5
. 28 28 100. 3.2 Central «ovveveenvonns 31 30 96.8 20 10 50.0 51 40 78.4
ggans{%l;;:l y o 100.0 22 1;2 ggg 532 a7l ggg , Ind?g;;?ern 20 20 100.9 2 2 100.0 22 22 100.0

NOFEHEEN o v svessnasees o8 235 84.2 gis 184 58.2 764 602 1.8 NOPLREIN «ovvvvverssss 31 31 100.0 14 14 100.0 45 45 100.0

EaStern . oeoosreassoes 448 418 93.3 W 43 91.5 . 121 108 1000 . SOULhErn +vvvusreannes 39 37 94.9 18 18 100.0 57 55 96.5

Southern . .eesssoseses 74 85 87.8 3 3 100.0 30 30 * WWisconsin:

Western . e o veeeoeeeces 27 100.0 Eastern «vvveovanirnes 16 16 100.0 5 5 100.0 21 21 100.0

VEFMONt vavsvesoosssess 2" ) - 85.5 974 897 92.1 Western. v ovvvensnnses 13 13 100.0 6 6 100.0 19 19 100,0
. 620 95.
Third Clreuit « oo vvserer 850 7 100.0 b 8 1ol Eighth Circtit .. ....... 282 267 84.7 114 101 886 396 368 92.9
113 86.8 :

Delaware. s v sovseoveete? - Arkansas:
Now Jersey . «oveseeesst 61 89.7 125 s st : , EBSLErn «vvvereennn. 12 12 100.0 2 2 100.0 14 14 100.0
Pennsylvania: s 100.0 %3 gg 6.7 WeSteMMov e vverrsnnns 2 2 100.0 3 3 100.0 5 5 100.0

EaStern . cooeeosseose s 32.0 . Towa:
Middle s e vonuraanee 83 93.3 317 302 95.3 i NOPtHEMN « v v vvnernnsn 8 8 100.0 - - - 8 8 100.0
Western s s oo vecocseree 94.8 Southern ... .0eeuuvnn 23 23 100.0 6 6 100.0 29 29 100.0
Virgin Islands » oo ooovevee e 168 91.2 667 632 . o MINNESOLA +vvvvvsvnnnnns 57 45 78.9 47 39 83.0 104 84 80.8
= - Missouris .
Fourth Circuit ...« -+ 50 93.0 230 223 97.0 EASLErN o vvvvvannonnse 78 78 100.0 23 23 100.0 101 101 100.0
90.0 Western.....veenievee 59 59 100.0 13 11 84.5 72 70 97.2
Maryland .« e veseea e 8 8.0 30 27 00-0 i Nebraska . cvvevvveenenes 20 17 85.0 8 8 100.0 28 25 89.3
North Carolina: 19 100.0 66 66 197-9 North Dakota oo vvvvnnnns 10 10 100.0 2 2 100.0 12 12 100.0
EQStern oo ooveovssons® 18 100.0 a7 46 95.0 South DKot + v v v ssvsnnns 13 13 -100.0 10 7 70.0 23 20 817.0
Middle .o oceovsvonner 45 95.7 100 a8 . i

westernl... BRI R 141 120 85.1 Ninth Cireuit .. ........ 2,063 2,011 97.5 944 899 95.2 3,007 2,910 96.8

South Caroling « » e eseeees 12 57.1

Virginie: s 100.0 23 22 95.7 v AlBSKE o o v v e v vaaennnsnnns 19 18 100.0 3 3 100.0 22 22 100.9
astern ..o 13 12 106.0 Arizong .. oivu v iraronans 268 250 93.3 136 125 91.9 404 375 92.8
Western..cooeeeers v _ - = * Californias

West Virginia: g 100.0 17 17 1000 Northern vouvevvenonn. 142 133 93.7 69 56 81.2 211 189 89.6
Novthern o ceaoenev s Eastern .v..covvvvevenn 152 152 100.0 72 71 88.6 224 223 98.6
P 799 82.5 3,732 3476 981 : Central v.ovvvnnerrnnn. 440 436 99.1 170 155 912 610 591 96.9

. X 2.763 2,677 96.9 | Southern «v.c.vvievenn 411 400 97.3 307 305 9.3 718 705 98.2
Fifth Ciretit «ooeveveee ’ Hawalioeovveonivnenene, 272 272 100.0 33 32 7.0 305 304 99.7
18 16 88.7 IdBhO v v v v v vt nnvenvans 39 38 97.4 28 28 100.0 67 s 66 98.5 - 7

Alabama: 39 38 97.4 14 10 71.4 .\ Montana ...veeveasnions 14 14 100.0 11 11 100.0 25 : 25 100.0
Northern ¢« oo oeoseos o 58 58 100.0 1 - - 4 Nevada ........ EEEEEE) 48 48 100.0 28 28 1400.0 76 76 100.0
Midgl‘e R R - - - Oregon v oovevuvessenes .. 87 86 98.9 20 20 100.0 107 106 99.1
SOUthErN «asovsssvssss Washington: :

: 3 50.0 ngton:

Florida: 25 23 92.0 42 38 82.6 Eastern ..... [N 50 50 100.0 13 13 100.0 63 63 100.0
Northerfl «..«veon2- " 79 vk 97.5 24 141 58.3 Western...oovuvvenees 97 88 91.8 51 49 96.1 148 138 93.2
ghd:lrl‘e..............a 223 183 82.1 ' GUEM v vvvieneiennsnnnn 24 24 100.0 3 g 3 100.0 27 27 100.0

OUthern «cecoeevers s Northern Marianas ...... - - - - - - - - -
A 29 91.7 i .

Georgia: 74 74 100.0 2‘; 4 66.7 1 .

NOMthern «veevossvsoss 793 793 100.0 7 7 100,0 i Tenth Cireuit., . ...c.... 472 467 98.9 423 413 97.6 895 880 98.3
MiddIE s s covvnosssenns o2 70 100.0 | .
SoUthern .c.veeescsces 51 44 86.3 5 ColoOrado +vvssnrneneenas 80 18 97.5 309 304 98.4 389 382 98.2

Louisiana: 112 109 97.3 7 5 85.7 KANSAS, o svevnaosvnnss 32 3 96.9 15 15 100.0 47 46 97.9
Easatdelrn R A 9 9 1332 23 23 100.0 New Mexico.oooueseonvns 68 66 97.1 18 16 88.9 86 82 95.3
Middle . oo oovnsoveetee 58 100. Oklahoma:

58
Western ..oreceeectsn? 2 2 100.0 Northern «vovvevvevans 49 49 100.0 17 17 100.0 66 66 100.0
Mississippit 1 1 100.0 5 4 80.0 j Eastern vovevvvovovees 30 30 160.0 5 5 100.0 35 35 100.0
Northern «eceeeosvce? 19 18 94.7 Western...ovoeeivnnnn 163 163 100.0 34 34 100.0 187 197 100.0
Southern «ooevoecvec-e 29 29 100.0 Utah s vvinvnivnninnnansns 25 25 100.0 11 10 80.9 36 35 87.2
Te);?s:th " 81 80 ggg H 10 55.6 WYOMINg «vveevnnnnnnnss 25 25 100.0 14 12 85.7 39 37 94.9
orthe P .
46 44 12 200 94.3

Eastern . o.eosssoscsse 694 7.9 2 9%.4 (

Southern «.esevessvsss ;1(1)3 204 95.1 lgg 1’;; 94.5 i Source: Appendix A.

Wostern...oeseees e o 54 94.7
Conal ZONE ..svesrvsoese . 15
Source: Appendix A. ‘ L é'
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Interval One - Time Period From Arrest to Indictment or Information

Tables 7 and 7a are derived from Table 1 in Appendix A. Table 7 shows that for
the interval one time period, arrest to indictment or information, 95.3 percent of the
defendants arrested during 1980 were brought to indictment in compliance with the 30
days or less maximum time limit. For those arrested prior to July 1, the compliance
rate was 81.5 percent.

Forty-five distriets (or 47.4 percent of the 95 distriets reported) full
compliance with the 30 day time limit for defendants arrested this year; 40 districts
fully complied with the 30 day rule for defendants arrested prior to July 1, 1979.

The number of defendants who were indicted in 30 days or less following arrest
for the entire year comprised 90.8 percent of the 13,193 defendants in this time
interval. Seven out of ten districts had compliance rates of 90 percent or better.

If all terminations during the year are considered, 31 of the 94 districts
reported full compliance for this interval for all of 1980. (The Distriet of Northern
Mariana Islands reported no defendants terminated in the first time interval.)

Table 7a
United States Distriet Courts
Distribution of Distriets in Compliance with 30 Day Time Interval
From Arrest to Indictment or Information
During the Twelve Month Period Ended June 30, 1980

(Based on net time for defendants terminated.)

Arrested Arrested prior
this year to July 1, 1979 Total
Rate of Number of Number of Number of
Compliance Districts Percent Districts Percent Distriets Percent
TotBl.......ovee 94 100.0 94 100.0 94 100.0
100.0% ..covvnennnne 44 46.8 38 41.5 30 31.9
95.0% to 99.9% ..... 23 24.5 6 6.4 23 24.5
90.0% to 94.9% ..... 12 12.8 10 10.6 18 19.1
85.0% to 89.9% ..... 3 3.2 10 10.6 4 4.3
80.0% to 84.9% ..... 4 4.3 6 6.4 5 5.3
75.0% to 79.9% ..... 4 4.3 1 1.1 5 5.3
70.0% to 74.9% ..... - - 2 2.1 2 2.1
65.0% t0 69.9% ..... - - 2 2.1 5 5.3
60.0% to 64.9% ..... 1 1.1 1 1.1 - -
59.9% and under ..... 3 3.2 17 18.1 2 2.1

Note: The District of Northern Mariana Islands reported no defendants in this time interval.
Percents may not add to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Appendix A and Table 7.

Interval Two - Interval from Indictment or First Appearance to Trial (Including
Dismissal, Plea, or Acquittal)

Tables 8 and 8a, which are extracted from Table 1 in Appendix A, show the
compliance rates with the 70 day interval. The overall compliance rate for defendants
who entered the 70 day interval two period during the current year was 94.4 percent,
with 21 districts achieving full compliance. For those defendants who entered this
interval prior to July 1, 1979, the rate of compliance was almost 20 percentage points
lower, at 74.5 percent. Overall for the year, the compliance rate for the 32,019
defendants terminated in the distriet courts was 88.3 percent.
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Table 8
United States District Courts
Defendants Terminated July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1880
Who Were Tried in 70 Days or Less Following Indictment or First Appearance

Indicted or First Appearance Indicted or First Appearance
During Year Ended June 30, 1880 Prior to July 1, 1879 All Defendants
Indictment or Appearance Indictment or Appesrance Indictment or Appearance
to Trial 70 Days or Less to Trial 70 Days or Less to Trial 70 Days or Less
Circuit
and Totsl Percent Total Percent Total Percent
Districts Defendants Number of Total Defendants Number of Total Defendants Number of Total
Total, oo ovvononesones 22,127 20,898 84.4 8,892 7,368 74.5 32,018 28,264 88.3
Distriet of Columbia....... 579 562 97.1 210 152 72.4 789 714 80.5
First Cireuit .......000 626 502 80.2 461 247 §3.6 1,087 748 68.9
MAINe «vveevesvencesnns 54 50 92.6 §3 41 77.4 107 91 85.0
Massachusetts . .oovees 331 260 78.5 252 111 44.0 583 3an 63.6
New Hampshire «oooevenas 32 32 100.0 15 11 73.3 47 43 91.5
Rhode Island .coovvonnsns 25 24 96.0 43 34 78.1 83 58 85.3
Puerto Rico .. cvevevannas 184 136 73.9 98 50 51.0 282 186 66.0
Second Cireuit .. ...c000 1,560 1,461 93.7 1,133 838 74.0 2,693 2,299 85.4
Connecticut s o e v eveeeonss 110 87 88.2 62 44 71.0 172 141 82.0
New York: .
Northern ...ooevvenesse 103 98 85.1 47 29 61.7 150 127 84.7
Eastern .o eveoevevscns 459 414 90.2 352 243 69.0 811 657 81.0
Southern v oeeeeevvssne 717 895 96.9 532 456 85.7 1,248 1,151 92,2
WesterNoeeseveovsanes 135 121 89.6 132 58 43.9 267 178 67.0
Vermont ..ecvseocvoovos 36 36 100.0 8 8 100.0 44 44 100.0
Third Cireuit .......... 1,360 1,268 93.2 746 494 66.2 2,106 1,762 83.7
DelaWtre s e oo vssveconnse 73 73 100.0 11 11 100.0 84 84 100.0
New Jersey svesceesvones 427 380 89.0 294 208 70.7 721 588 81.6
Pennsylvania:
EAStern v o vevaeuscons 333 327 98.2 192 122 63.5 525 449 85.5
Middle...ovivevosonns 94 94 100.0 23 18 82.6 117 113 96.6
Western..ovoeeoanonns 168 164 97.0 113 66 §8.4 282 230 81.6
VirginlIslands « oo e v vve v 264 230 87.1 113 68 60.2 3717 298 79.0
Fourth Cireuit .. ....... 2,481 2,403 86.9 832 748 87.5 3,313 3,131 94.5
Maryland . ooveveneevanne 573 560 97.7 316 283 89.6 889 843 94.8
North Carolina:
Eastern «ovvevenevones 210 170 81.0 70 37 52.9 280 207 73.9
Middle..oovieeensnnnns 199 199 106.0 53 53 100.0 252 252 100.0
Western..oovesossnnss 175 175 100.6 59 §9 160.0 234 234 100.0
South Caroling . o vaeviwsess 291 285 87.9 115 115 100.0 406 400 98.5
Virginia:
EBSLErN vevsoveansceane 758 758 100.0 g5 91 95.8 833 849 99.5
WesterN,.eoeeooesesne 118 107 80.7 45 22 48.9 163 129 79.1
West Virginia:
Northern ....ovevnvens 53 53 100.0. 26 22 84.6 79 15 84.9
Southern ...eeeeevense 104 96 82.3 53 46 86.8 187 142 80.4
Fifth Cireuit .......... 5,508 5,360 97.3 1,998 1,565 78.4 1,504 6,925 92.3
Alabama:
Northern ..vvevvovones 406 402 99.0 104 101 97.1 510 533 98.6
Middle .. ooveeeennssns 182 192 100.0 25 23 92.0 217 215 99.1
Southern «.uveeeeecoss 81 15 92.6 24 22 1.7 105 97 92.4
Plorida:
Northern «vovvevvonnse 72 70 97.2 33 33 100.0 105 193 98.1
Middle........ 321 318 89.1 114 103 90.4 435 421 96.8
Southern «.eceveesasne 385 345 89.6 376 212 56.4 761 557 73.2
Georgia:
Northern «.oovesunnnes 244 240 98.4 106 80 75.5 350 320 91.4
Middle. . vovevrunnanse 1,132 1,127 98.6 26 14 53.8 1,158 1,141 98.5
Southern «....vev0evees 155 155 100.0 27 27 100.0 182 182 100.0
Louisiana:
EaStern covverenconnss 232 231 99.6 116 98 84.5 348 329 94.5
Middle...ovvanennnens 26 25 96.2 26 13 50.0 §2 38 73.1
Western.oocenennnneas 113 110 87.3 62 58 90.3 175 166 94.9
Mississippi:
Northern oo vvvevensann 25 25 100.0 13 12 92.3 38 37 97.4
Southern «..eeevevnnns 56 55 88.2 24 15 62.5 80 70 87.5
Texas:
Northern . vovevvsnneans 382 376 98.4 136 87 64.0 518 463 89.4
Eastern . coovvvnnnaaes 117 113 96.6 84 40 47.6 201 153 6.1
Southern ....,.c..uvene 1,030 1,002 97.3 417 400 95.2 1,447 1,402 96.9
Western....oooeeuennss 458 426 93.0 232 187 80.6 690 613 88.8
CoanalZone .ovvvvvennnns 81 3 90.1 51 42 82.4 132 115 87.1
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Table 8
United States Distriet Courts
Defendants Terminated July 1, 1879 through June 30, 1980
Who Were Tried in 70 Days or Less Following Indictment or First Appearance

Indicted or First Appearance Indicted or First A,
ppearance
During Year Ended June 30, 1980 Prior to July 1, 1979 All Defendants
Indictment or Appearance Indietment or A
; ; ppearance Indictment
to Trial 70 D ctment or A arance
Cireuit ays or Less to Trial 70 Days or Less to Trial 70 Deygp:r Less
and Total Percent Total
Districts Defendants Number of Total Defendants Number Sfe x'i%etr;i De;[:lt::m.s Number ‘l:re rTcev.mi
I3 3 », o B
Sixth Cireuit +......... 1,869 1,676 89.7 826 594 64.1 4,795 2,270 812
Kentucky: ’ .
Eastern vvvuievennennen 140 106 75.7 92
Western.......ueen... 381 378 99.2 61 gg 332 i i St
Michigan: ) 4z 433 88.0
e 311 257 82.6 325
X 176 .
Western,.ovovenennnss 86 75 87.2 9% 58 23 2 i 1 e
onle . 182 133 73.1
NOTthern «vvuvunenen.. 231 221 95.7 112
. 85
SOULhErN «ovuvvnnnons 185 154 83.2 55 50 ;gg A oos pes
Temmher . 240 204 85.0
EAStern vuvvunnrnnnns. 157 154 98,1 1
. . 14 100.0
m«ictu;l; e, 181 180 99.4 56 56 100.0 237 258 oo
R 197 151 76.6 115 50 43.5 312 201 :25
Seventh Circuit ........ 1,008 905 89.8 594 388 65.3 ‘1,602 1,203 80.7
Ilinois: ’ :
NOFthern vovvvsrun.s. 340 261 76.8 375
Central ...oooiiiiil 100 100 100.0 49 o H 1is 18 9
Southern . ...... 1. .. 95 82 86.3 21 18 85.7 1os e
Indiana: ) 116 100 86.2
Northern v vvuvusen... 105 101 96.2 33
SOUthern .. v.vvvvnonns 168 : s 7 H 129 33.5
g outher 168 100.0 50 36 72.0 218 204 93.6
Eastern .vovuivenoonnns 119 116 97.5 38
. 26 68.4
Western. ... ..oioie.. 81 7 95.1 28 27 96.4 109 104 554
Eighth Circuit ......... 1,386 1,318 95.1 491 404 82.3 1,877 1,722 91.7
Arkansas: ’ '
Eastern covviviveennn, 141 141 100.0 47
WeStermN . uurvevnnnans 52 . b4 e 158 184 o
ol 51 98.1 25 25 100.0 77 76 A
Northern ............ 52 52 100.0
. . 7 7 100.0
Mins::st:&m. P lgg lgz 100.0 32 31 96.9 119 158 lggg
Missouris 98.8 83 77 92.8 246 238 96.7
Eastern .vuevunnnninne 169 169 100.0
. 37 36 97,
Nebraska 111100111000 ! A "3 5 Y e s st 223
North Dakota........ ... 75 74 98.7 16 1 M 139 g o
outh Dakota .. ..% ... ..., 108 58 53.7 67 10 14.9 175 6 A
Ninth Cireuit ... ....... 4,438 4,177 94.1 1,818 1,358 74,7 6,256 5,535 88.5
AlBSKE . o vt vera e nennsn, 85 81 95.3 21 18
: . 85.7 106 99
AMiZONA cevvevenasnseann 478 445 N 394
California: 831 226 164 2.6 704 609 86.5
NOFthern «vevivrunen.. 322 311 96.6 163 122
. 74.8
EAStern «..vunvrnenns 265 235 88.7 143 106 74.1 408 341 835
Central vvvvuvnvnnnns, 1,008 943 93.6 293 192 85.5 1,301 1,135 87.2
Southern ....... ..., 563 500 88.8 384 293 74.4 "957 793 82.9
Hawaif ..o eeenceinnn 807 78 97.4 190 139 73.2 997 925 92.8
100.0 Y] 45 95.7 .
MONANE «.ovnvvnrvnrrns 69 67 97.1 28 23 82,1 1o Yo 025
Nevada ovuenounonnnnons 110 100 90.9 58 23 39.7 188 123 i
Oregon +.vvvveeenvnnnn. 220 216 98.2 88 85 96.6 308 :
Washington: 301 o
Eastern . ..vvindoenn. 115 114 99,1 17 17
§ 100.0 132
g estern. .o 232 216 85.2 135 122 90.4 425 398 o
Northern Marianas . . . . . ... 13 1 84.6 o : b 1 fza 832
Tenth Circuit .. ........ 1,312 1,264 96.3 685 600 87.6 1,997 1,864 93.3
, .
Colorado v.vvvevevnenns. 230 222 96.5 357 327
. 91.6 58
Kansas....ooooooiiii 155 125 80.5 68 37 54.4 529 i A
ew MeXico, vnuunnnnnn, 135 134 99.3 62 56 90.3 197 .
Oklahomas ’ 190 o4
NOTthern «vvvuesennn.. 12 112 100.0 32 30
: . 83.8
ERStern ..o, 99 98 99.0 16 16 100.0 e 11 o1
polestern. .. oeeniiill g9 395 100.0 85 65 100.0 460 460 100.0
96.2 50 48 96.0 .
WYOmINgG « v vvnnvnvnns 56 53 94.6 35 21 60.0 e Y 83
Source: Appendix A,
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Table 8a
United States District Courts
Distribution of Distriets in Compliance with 70 Day Time Interval
From Indictment or First Appearance to Trial
During the Twelve Month Period Ended June 30, 1980

(Based on net time for defendants terminated.)

Indietment or Indietment or First Appearance
First Appearance this year to July 1, 1979 Total
Rate of Number of Number of Number of
Compliance Distriets Percent Districts Percent Districts Percent
TotAl. «ococsovons 85 100.0 95 100.0 95 100.0

100.0% «oososoasnsee 21 22.1 14 14.7 7 7.4
85.0% t0 99.9% ... 42 44.2 10 10.5 30 31.6
90.0% t0 94.9% ... v 11 11.6 15 15.8 18 18.9
85.09% 10 89.9% ..o 9 9.5 6 6.3 13 13.7
80.0% to 84.9% ..o 6 6.3 7 7.4 9 9.5
75.09 t0 79.9% ..eoe 4 4.2 5 5.3 3 3.2
70.0% t0 74.9% coeoae 1 1.1 10 10.5 6 8.3
65.09 t0 69.9% oo - - 3 3.2 5 5.3
64.9% and under « « « » + ¢ » 1 1.1 25 26.3 4 4.2

Source: Appendix A and Table 8.

When considering only defendants who entered the second interval in the
current year, almost two thirds of the districts had a 95.0 percent or better
compliance rate. Only 95.3 percent of the distriets had this compliance rate for
defendants who entered this interval prior to July 1, 1979. Considering all defendants

he 95.0 percent level or better. This

terminated in 1980, 38.9 percent complied at t
illustrates the need to separate the recording of defendants according to when the
interval began in order to provide meaningful comparisons.

Interval Three - Time Interval Between Conviction and Sentence

ot mandate a time limit between conviction and
on the Administration of the Criminal Law of the
commended a standard 45 day time limit.
d sentence can be compared with this

The Speedy Trial Act does n
sentence; however, the Committee
Judicial Conference of the United States re
Thus, elapsed time between conviction an

recommendation.

Tables 9 and 9a which are based on Table 1 in Appendix A summarize the time
1979 through June

between conviction and sentencing for the one year period July 1,
30, 1980. In previous reports, this information was provided on a cumulative basis

since the Act was implemented on July 1, 1976.

Table 9 shows by district the number of defendants sentenced in 45 days or less

after conviction. Overall, 74.6 percent were sentenced in this time period. Two
districts, the Southern District of Mississippi with 39 defendants and the Northern
Mariana Islands with four defendants, sentenced all convicted defendants in 45 days or
less. Altogether, 11 districts sentenced 95 percent of their convicted defendants in 45

days or less.

ds do not apply from conviction to
e defendants: who were sentenced
d bail or were otherwise not
pealed their conviction,

It is to be noted that excludable time perio
Therefore, included in these tables ar
following & period of observation and study; who jumpe
available for sentencing until apprehended; and who have ap|

thereby delaying sentence.

sentence.
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United Table 9

. nited States Distriet Courts

Conv;)ctgd Defendants Who Were Sentenced in 45 Days or Less
uring the Twelve Month Period Ended June 30, 1980

Defendants Sentenced
:?t Days or Less Defendants Sentenced
L er Convicti i De
Cl;':ént . ’I‘o!:al etion Cireuit After éir?:'igf;sn
Distriets Del;‘:;?teg o, o COTOFEI
ants Number of Total Distriet Defr:::ge:sg N of ratal
Total.....oo0veus S —= =
N .o 27,080 20,212 74.6 Sixth Circuit .......... 2,383 1,593
District of Columbia....... 639 411 64.3 Kentueky: ’ =
First Cireuit ........ Bestern ...
.. 885 700 79.1 WeStern v v v vnvvnnvnns 319 Sor 068
Maine v vvveciernnocnns 86 4 Mienigan: . o -
Massachusetts .. ......... 495 31 P W e by
Mo 1100 9 a1 BLL | Western.......oiiiies 146 "5 3.4
ode an . 102 ’
and . .eaaeeae 62 17
Puerto RiCO « s vsenvn s St e
) s 202 173 85.6 SOULhErn v vsvvnnrnnss 325 a1 o
+Second Circuit .. .. ... 2,330 Temnessees - - iy
. , 951 40.8 Eastern ...o0eveeva 152 145
Conneeticut « o vevvvs v Middle .. ooocosan e
Connectic . 141 88 62.4 WeStern. . ..vuvvnsenss 366 130 e
w¥ale Tl el s ses | seventhcmet ... -
Boninern < 128 89 69.5 Seventh Circuit
Eastern- e 850 014 g | SeventhClrawb....... 1,385 992 71.6
Westemn. - oooo L T Ta are | e
Vet el s % 124 57.9 Northern «...vuvess 621
16 41.0 Central .vuuvvnrvnnss 134 1 ons
AR F S R B i 84.
Circutt o« oo s esns, 1,739 1,176 67.6 Indiasnoe;lzthem ............. 99 76 76.2
Delaware. « v o vevevoases v
Newdersey ....oesus Gflsg o oo Southern ... Lo 20 : o
PenmToacias e 320 52.2 wiseonsin: 208 139 6.3
Eastern «....veuave e e
Middle. . ovvnnonnennns o7 i o Western. .. Lol u £ s
idde . o gl | S 59.1
 Western....o0ienlnn 24 i
VirginIslands « oo vev e v ens 26; ;;2 gﬁé Fighth Cireuit . «.«.o.o. 1,607 1,27 e
. ! :
Fourth Circuit ..... Arkepses:
e 2,801 2,041 72.9 Eastern ....... 161
garytl‘agd ............... P 230 o1 . Western....covuveee 64 1:; '%g
orth Carolina: ) owe .
Eastern .......... Sonthr -«
Middle . v vnvnvnenrnns 398 2 oa3 Southen 11111 y 7 st
Western.oovuvenns.. 192 260 a8 Minnesota ...l o 5 s
South Caroling » - vuv v s 356 165 A Misowz T o . o
Virginia: .o 195 54.8 Eastern . ...v00vvhs 193
Eastern ....... e 772 Western........co... : i 0.1
Wostom . 0" s . 713 92.4 Nebrack « « v vvvnvnrnnrns 108 4‘61 o3
yellestern. - 131 92.9 | North Dakota............o. 8 i P
gorthern ............. 63 37 58.7 South Dakota ... 136 ’7,3 st
orther ] e 57.4
............. 1
. 27 86 67.7 Ninth Cireuit . . ........ 5,034 4,037 80.2
ireuit c..iee.... 6,532 5,633 86.2 Alaska . 3 ’ .
Alabamas Arizona ... ........ 9 o i
Northern . ..covvvnennn 462 447 96.8 Californfes " o - o
Middle s o vvnrnnenenns, . Eorpoern weree
Middle . .oeicccn 180 183 97.3 EBSLErn « v vvvvnernnns 31 350 878
py Southern 89 93.7 Central . vouvvunsrnnns 1,156 o i
quthern ............. 89 68 Soythern ... .. freeen ,784 s 5.1
Northerd .. ovie v aiee R 76.4 | HAWAI ... vornsunsnnnnnns 5 252 oo
Middle..0ovusrnne 359 296 82.5 1 1dBRO. s . nvenrnnis o o 758
Georgis: . 434 68.1 Montang ....... ...... 74 & 3
NOMthern «vveveveenn.. 307 Nevada .....oooicoess. 174 c 520
Northern ... 276 899 | Oregon .........eeeeeen. P iy i
Miadle ... X s 1,1% 1,097 008 Woamimgtons T 259 154 59.5
Lonther s 165 97.6 Eastern ..... 1086 80
Eastern «.vcvevons Western. ... .ooorresss si1
Eestorn ... e 323 22; 83.6 Guam e f'n ............ 328 307 84.1
Miadie, .11 11TIT e R R 23 57.
Missgtig;?: ............. 140 - ¥ Northern Marianas ......... 4 4 103.(5)
g:::}?g:: ' . ?“25 32 100.0 Tenth Cireuit.......... 1,745 1,404 80.5
o cee 72 94.7 Colorado «vavssenanes 539
NOPthern «...ouvennn.. 479 4 Ransas. .. ooooooirel e 14 i
Eastern .......... 172 pr P oen Mexieo . . > 15 5.4
Southern ............. | 1,208 P 866 | Oklghoma: " . - o
Western. .....oooouon, ,573 i Tore Borihern ...
calestem . £ 457 79.8 Eastern «vooonvnounns e " 791
76 84.4 U Western.....ooeeu. . 436 Sgi gg%
wyt;}:n,in sazsies beiesceas id44 131 91.0
et 74 54 73.0
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Table 9a
United States District Cousrtslc oo
Distribution of Districts Where Senten e
Was Imposed in 45 Days or Less After Conv1ct10n80
During the Twelve Month Period Ended June 30, 19

Percentage Sentenced Distriets
in 45 Days or Less
After Conviction Number Percent
Total............ 95 100.0
11.6

95% andover . « oo v v e L_lé e
90.0% t094.9% ....... 13 o
85.0% t089.9% ....... > o
80.0% t0 84.9% ....... 2 2.8
75.0% t0 79.9% ....... ; o3
70.09 to 74.9% ....... . S
60.0% t069.9% ....... : 25
50.0% t0 59.9% ....... ; S
49.9% and under.......

Source: Appendix A and Table 9.

INCIDENCE OF AND REASONS FOR PERIODS OF DELAY

flexible.
several exclusion periods were expanded or made more

to have
Of the .32,589 defendants terminated in 19{30,. 36.1 perc(:nt F\{\;irihree[;c;trecllgso, ave
had excludablé ti’me periods applied duringththxle1 'zf;targ‘éngdr?:giii f ot vort poctod s Shomme
inci vle time were the hi . 3 oW
17,’Slglm%der¥;es glf"o?));i}clilggool? diafendants with excludable time rose from 23.5 percent in
in Table 10.

1977 to 36.1 percent in 1980.

i i 1977.
he number of defendants terminated declined by 30.5er;1)tercer1r1;c]e51rxlll:z;her 5
Defendrgn(tas with excludable time periods increased by 6.8 percent.

§ .0 percent.
incidences were recorded, declined by 42.0 per

Trial Act of 1874 eambine‘_d into 70 days' ule.rormer

i ki amendmgn;?n';%;??nigf‘?;l?of ten days with the "A.rralgnr.nenthtos’l(;r:jil ig:z;zi

of 80 dute e %rralgs of excludable time periods can be apphed during t ia ) 13(7) anterval

Do ooys. Il 'eg?:tment and 70 day interval from indlct.ment t_o tr,l:-a . eric;d s In

from. by rlln : oportion of excludable delays recorded in the first time Ein in, arrest

brevious years e plr ; with only 5.2 percent of all excludab@e delays occur ’ti%nal oy

b 1n<§10trr}ent, wlas T%Vivs was modestly higher than in the previous thre-e ttr}?ns'ln Tonal years.
g‘%y tlgﬁem;%rc‘)‘ﬁ '95 percent of all excludable time periods occurred in the i

ere ,

trial time period. (Sge Table 11.)
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Table 10

United States
Incidence of and Reaso
July 1, 1976 Thro

Distriet Courts
ns for Exeludab,
ugh June 30, 19

le Delay
80

7-1-76 7-1-77 7-1-78 7-1-79
Reason Specified for Excludable Del#y thru thru thru thru
Under Title 18 U.s.C. Section 3161 6-30-77 6-30-78 6-30~79 6-30-80
A.  Examination and hearings for mental or physical
Incapacity - (h(1Xa), , ... ettt ettt 716 672 559 593
B.  NARA examination - 0V 6N ) R I 4 5 2 4
C. State or federal trials on other charges
XaXe) e Ce e et i, f 208 207 152 141
D.  Interlocutory appeals - MAXE) v . 179 172 175 182
E* Motions (from filing to hearing or prompt
dspesition) (KIKE) .. 5,000 4,861 4,380 6,390
F.  Transfers from other districts (per FRCP rules
20, 21 & 40), (NXIXG) . ........... e it iii e, 381 295 218 238
G. , Motion is actually under advisement
XX 2,825 2,695 3,044 2,541
H. Mise, proceedings; probation or parole revocation,
deportation, extradition 1) ..... et iiii e, PN 137 82 95 132
6.* Transportation from another distriet or to/from examination
or hospitalization in ten days or less - (hY(1XH) . . ... ettt et - - - 33
7.*  Consideration by court of proposed plea agreement
XD LD pereement Ce et e, o e onas - - - 260
I Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement
................................................ . 573 467 540 437
M. Unavailability (includes fugitives) or defendants
or essential witness, (hXaXAKB). ... vee 2,503 1,613 1,297 1,207
N.  Period of mental or physieal incompetence of
defendants to stand RN 185 187 157 132
O.  Periods of NARA commitment or treatment
.................................................. 6 6 3 1
P Superseding indietment and/or new charges
.................................................. 230 137 128 100
R. Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no
severance has been granted (7). ... ... L 252 330 243 263
T** If more than one reason or none of reasons below given in
support (hXBXAXB) ......., ., 00 e glvenin e iieena., 1,797 2,316 3,412 3,698
T1* Failure to continue would stop further proceedings
or result in miscarriage of Justice (BXI) ......0 . .. - - - 139
T2* ' Case unusual or complex (B ... - - ~ 108
T3* Indictment following arrest cannot be filed in 30 days
B e - - - 4
T4* Continuance granted in order to obtain or substitute
counsel, or give major time to prepare (BXiv) ................. - - - 195
U. Timeup to withdrawal of guiltyplea (i) .............. ferenaa, 271 210 118 121

W.  Grand jury indietment time extended 30 more days (b) .
L. More than one exclusion with days aggregated ..........,

Total periods of excludable delay

Defendants with cxeludable time. ......... ..., ... ...
Percent of terminated defendants

Defendants without excludable time

All defendants terminatedsss
#

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

®
**  Ends of Justice continuance, per 3161 (h)(8).

hddd DEI{ENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeals from U.S. M
of district, pretrial diversion dispositions, removals from State courts, and

23
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Paragraph and subsection of Title 18 U.S.C. Section 3161, Speedy Trial Ac
reason fox: delay below. Special statistical codes are used by the district coupts to identify excludable delay.
t. :

51 45 38 51

11,013 10,118 10,169 11,760
23.5 24.4 27.6 36.1

26,649 20,829

41,404 36,818 32,589

t of 1974, as amended, are shown with

agistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out
any petty offenses.
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Table 11
United States District Courts
Speedy Trial Interval in Which Exeludable Delay Occurred

July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1980

Speedy Trial Interval July 1, 1976 July 1, 1977 July 1, 1978 July 1, 1979
in which excludable through through through through
June 30, 1979 June 30, 1980

delay occurred

June 30, 1977

June 30, 1978

Total incidence of
excludable delay. . .e oo v e 15,318 14,300 14,561 17,516
Arrest to indictment. .. .. ... 4.2% 4.0% 3.8% 5.2%

Indictment to arraignment ... 20.1% 14,9% 10.0%
* 04.8%

Arraignment to trial .. .... . 75.7% 81.1% 86.3%

* Former intervals, indictment to arraignment and arraignment to trial, combined pursuant to August 2, 1979
amendments to the Speedy Trial Act of 1974,

Twenty six distriects reported no defendants with periods of excludable time in
interval one. All of these districts with the exception of the Northern Mariana Islands
reported defendants prosecuted during this time interval. In the second time interval, all
distriets reported excludable time intervals for defendants prosecuted.

o

In 1980, hearings on motions among all distriet courts comprised 36.5 percent of the
reasons for excludable delay. In the previous three years, hearings on motions accounted
for about one third of all excludable incidences. The increase in this type of reason for
delay was accompanied by a downturn in incidences where motions were actually under
advisement by the court which accounted for 2,541 or 14.5 percent of all incidences of
delay. Altogether, motions accounted for slightly more than half of the reasons for delay
reported in 1980 as well as in the three transitional years.

Unavailability of a defendant or an essential witness as reason for excludable delay
continued to drop from a high of 2,503 in 1977 to the new low of 1,207 in 1980. In 19786,
this reason represented 16.3 percent of all periods of excludable delay, whereas in 1980

the proportion dropped to 6.9 percent.

The 1979 amendment expanded reasons for delay under Section 3161 (h)(8) and
provided four separate reasons for excludable delay which permitted continuing the
criminal case for the "ends of justice." Most of the defendants were classified under the
general "ends of justice" reason for delay and these accounted for 3,698 incidences in
1980, greater by 105.8 percent than in 1976. If the four separate reasons provided by the
amendments are included with the above, the "ends of justice" reason for excludable delay

increased by 130.6 percent over the same time period.

In 1980, the number of excludable delay periods lasting ten days or less dropped to
31.4 percent of the total compared to 42.5 percent in 1979 and 47.4 percent in both 1977
and 1978. AIll other lengths of delay shown in T'able 12, except for the 121 day and over
category, accounted for an inereased percentage of all delays this year.

Table 13 distributes for all district courts the reasons for excludable delay in 1980
showing the length of the delay and the Speedy Trial interval in which the excludable delay
occurred. Overall the increase in motions accounted for more than half of the reasons for
delay as noted above; however, there has been a striking decline in motions with delays of
ten days or less with an increase for all of the other time intervals. The greatest increase

was in delays lasting 121 days or more as shown in Table 14,

Comparable data by circuit and district appear in Table 2 in Appendix A.
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Table 12

United States Distrijet Courts

Pereentage of Excludable D

For Defendants Terminated
duly 1, 1976 through June 30, 1980

elay Reported

Length

of Excludable

Delay

July 1, 1976 ﬁuly 1, 1977

through
June 30, 1977

through
June 30, 1978

July 1, 1978 July 1, 1979

through
June 30, 1979

through
June 30, 1980

Total incidence of

14,300

14,561

excludable delay, ..., .. L 15,318

17,516

Percentage of incidence of excludable delay

1 to 10 Days
47.4 47
1o 2 Days.... [ . 11.3 108 trs o
i Days Cet et 18.1 17.1 1 7 P
. ays.... . .,.. 10.4 11.4 > f5o
to 120 Days . . . . . . .. 3.9 . o "5t
121 Days and over . , . . 8.‘3) 312 0 02
. . 10.5 10.
Number of defendants with :
excludable delay. ... . 11,013 10,118 10,169 11
. 76
Incidence of Exelidable | ,0
Delay per defendant , . 1.4 1.4
. 1.4 1.5
Unit Table 14
nited States Distriat Courts
Motions as an Excludable D y
; elay Compar
All Incidences of Excludable Delay 15)77-(%5918:%
Days
Year -
Total 1-10 11-21 l 22 - 49 I 43 -84 85~120 lf)i/::d
AllﬂIncidenees of Exeludable Delay
1977 ...
1978 1" ig,gég 7,267 1,726 2,766 1,597 604
1079 10 [ 14561 ohven bl o Lew oo i’SSﬁ
1980 ... ' . i L ’
0 1,516 5501 2745 3759 z,"?gg ggg i’??é
¥
Incidences of Motions for Excludable Delay
1977 ...
19;; e Z,ggg 5,347 660 1,425 269 69
1978 - 7,424 5,178 726 1,276 275 53 o
1080 - 8’931 4,844 751 1,387 333 67 P
, 3,730 1,798 2,097 911 224 1’??
Percent Motions are of All Incidences of Excludable Delay
73.6 38.2
1078 | . 51.5 16.
e g om0 omoum woo
. . : 50.9 . .
1980 ... | 510 @78 65.5 55.9 3 23 o
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VII. DETENTION PRIOR TO DISMISSAL, PLEA,OR COMMENCEMENT OF TRIAL

e

As shown in Table 15, the proportion of defendants detained in custody prior to
dismissal, entry of a plea or trial has declined from 39.4 percent in 1977, the first year of
the three year phase-in period, to 31.0 percent for the year ended June 30, 1980. In 1977,

96.0 percent of the detained defendants were held 90 days or less. In 1980, the percentage
) detained 90 days or less rose to 97.1 percent,

Table 15
United States District Courts
Defendants in Criminal Cases Detained in Custody
Prior to Dismissal, Plea of Guilty, or Trial
July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1980

July 1, 1976 July 1, 1977 July 1, 1978 July 1, 1979
through through through through
Defendants June 30, 1977 June 30, 1978 June 30, 1979 June 30, 1980
Q,
S - 18 U.S.C. 3166(b)(2) **TERMINATED DEFENDANTS ®@ -/0' Total Defendants
SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS - 18 REPORT PERIOD REPORTED DURING PERIOD 132,589 oF A’ TABLE terminated. ,......... 46,897 41,404 36,818 32,589
PEFENDANTS 20,829 63.9 13 Total Defendants
INCIDENCE OF AND JULY 1. 1979 WITHOU;EX&I;JAD:%E TIME =227 © LBE'—l—J detained ............ 18,478 15,907 12,991 10,094
' TOTALS EF .
REASONS FOR DELAY THROUGH WITH EXCLUDABLE TiMe 111,760, © =2~ | T —— Percent of total
JUNE 30, 1980 INCIDENTS ® 'NUWH'SEEES({: terminated........... 39.4 38.4 35.3 31.0
OF EXCLUDABLE TIME o CLUDA -
) LAY OC- .
ALL UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS 0 Days Detained
LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO. OF DAYS) \ OF“D (;L':ZREDTWO 1to 10 days et 8,885 7,272 6,175 4,600
21 221042 | 43t0 84 85 to 120 |121 + days 11to30days ......... 3,212 2,834 2,388 1,927
CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161 ﬂ 10dys| 11to [¢] 5 - . 578 31 to 90 days S 5:627 4:654 3:965 3,’268
Examination or hearing for mental or physical incapacity— 121 71 126 157 57 61 L 59 L2 4 91 to 120 days ........ 450 579 240 163
A hiiga). .. T - 1 4 @ 1 3 121 to 150 days ....... 136 247 96 52
ination—(h(1)(8] o 0 3 0 0 0 L L R EeE 151 days and over. . . ... 168 311 127 84
o NARdwommfon B e 29 14 29 | 37 14 18 ||, 11| 08 [ 9] 13 .
C State or federal trials on other charges—(h){(1/(D} . " Y 19 26 90 182 1.0 181 Percent detained ......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
9 (Il tulll l -
D Interlocutory appeals—{h}{1){ £} . - 6.390 36.5 268 16.122 ltol0days..... ceaae 48.1 45.7 47.5 45.6
_ 68 | 1,235 | 1,164 | 697 186 140 |},6,390,1 . .36. 2 : 11 to 30 days ......... 17.4 17.8 18.4 19.1
*E Motions {from filing to hearing or prompt disposition}—{h}{1){f) 2 ,964 /47 2 P 29 11 19 . 238 : 1.4 60 178 31to90days ..ovvn... 30.5 29.3 30.5 32.4
- G114 ] (c]) SR S O LN SO ST LN WS BN | St | SPPPER PR 91to120days ........ 2.4 3.6 1.9 1.6
P Tranefor rom other istricts fpor FACP wles 16, 20.21, 401 thlIN 762 563 933 | 214 38 31 ||,2,541, 14.5 | 24 2,517 121 to 150 days . ... ... 0.7 1.6 0.7 05
G Motion is actually under advisement—(h}{1}{J,. . . . . 13 14 2 1 532 3.0 99 433 151 days and over...... 0.9 2.0 1.0 0.8
Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, deportation, 494 8 \ '
H extradition—(h}{1} . . . . . . . ., ., . . . E— 2 0 0 33 0.2 4 29
. Transportation from another district or to/from examination or 24 7 v N IR -
6 ospitalization in ten days or less—{hMTHH) . . . . . . . 36 100 61 2 6 260 1.5 4 25 e . .
e oléa sereament{)(101] 55 (- N R s Beginning on August 2, 1979, the amendments to the Speedy Trial Act permitted
. — ¢ - Lo 2 . . .
7, Consldersilonby goutt of proposed ples 2 36 28 61 108 28 176 (|, 437 1 2.5 | 22 the application of excludable delay intervals to detention time for defendants who were in
I Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement—(h) (2) 373 179 146 141 58 310 | 1,207 6.9 1 52 11,155 custody. Thus, if a defendant filed a pretrial motion, the time required from the filing to
M &??é?f&i“;"?) of defendant or sssential witness= . . 38 132 | 0.8 127 the hearing and the decision by the magistrate or judge would be execluded from the
Period of mental o physical incompetence of defendant 9 19 20 31 15 L B IR 5 n "eustody time clock™. Previously, depending on court decisions, excludable time periods
to seanctiai=llal e ——— 0 0 1 0 0 0 |1, LY I . could or could not be applied. The amendment made the application of excludable time to
O Period of NARA commitment or treatment-—(h} {1} ' 22 17 15 16 11 19 ||, 100 | 0.6 | 45 35 defendants in detention universal in the distriet courts.
Superseding indictment and/or new charges—(h}{6) . . . . . - 20 3—; 263 1.5 4 259
R petendant awaiving wrial of co-defendant when no severance had 37 34 13 61 L=t | e 3 536 Further, custody or detention as used in this report reflects custody in a local jail
e i more than one reason o none of reasons below 398 369 797 11,041 428 665 11,3,698,1 2L.1 ..} 162 13, or detention facility for which payment is made to local or state government by the
. Eaflure 16 eomtinue would stop further proceedings 11 16 57 37 5 13 ||, 139,!..0.8 . 139 United States. It includes detention in metropolitan correctional centers or other
jui?i:: T o result in miscarriage (B)(i) . Ce e , - 28 1 33 108 0.6 7 101 correctional institutions operated by the U.S. Bureau of Prisons. It does not includ¢
T SOt ) Case unusual or complex (BIG) ... . . . . 8 1 L L) @ 3 1 detention on a state or local charge by state or local authorities when a federal charge is
33';‘(:531' . 13 Indictment fnilowing arrest cannot be filed in 0 1 1 2 0 0 [ 4 o IR also Pending'
30 days (BNiri) ,
(hite) Coﬁtai::lanct;'s;ranled in order to obtain or substi- 50 38 43 41 16 195,11 . 8 19 176 s m : : : i
T4 tute counsel, or give major time to prepare (B) (1v) . 2% 34 14 31 121 0.7 3 118 As shown in Table 16, five of the 95 distriet courts recorded no defendants detained
U Time up to withdrawal of guilty piea—3161{i} . 10 N '—_—'51 03 46 5 in custody during 1980. Those dist_ricts were New York, Northern; Mississippi, both
S ) dod 30 imore davs—3161(b] 10 17 21 2 0 L 2 IExeee Northern and Southern; Northern Mariana Islands and Utah. (Some defendants may have
i Grandury Tndiciment fima exssn " ’ 11 8 9 25 13 80 || __ 146, ..0.8 0 146 been detained; however, with excludable time periods applied, the detention period
L More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated 5501 | 2.745 | 3.752 | 2,795 945 | 1,778 [|17,516,| 100.0 | 903 {16,613 resulted in zero days of detention and therefore were not reportable.)
TOTAL > > : :

@Less than 0.1 percent.
#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC 3161, Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as

*An exclusion category newly created or modilied by Aug. '79 amendment.
amended, are shown with reason for delay below.

H us.
. NDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeals from U,
Mgggsizgale,\c’;‘eciswns, Rule 20 iransfers out of districl, pretrial diversion
dispositions, removals {rom State courts and any petty offenses.

27

**+Interval one: Arrest ‘o indictment; Interval two; Indictment to Trial.



Defendants in T

Table 16

ts
United States mstcrz:;te scmfo *1ad Been Detained

1, Plea of Guilty, or Trial

erminated Criminal

In Custody Prior T Dismissal

During the Twe:

1ve Minth Per

{od Ended June 30, 1980

Number of Days of Detention

CANAL

2CNEesaswnanss

28

151 &
‘ 20 121-150 OVER __
2=l 2o} - - PER- | NUM- PER=
DE}RI:EES e R :gg— Eéﬁr ggn CENT | BER CENT
i Tongantd Hon= | CENT BER CENT | BER l CENT : - L
L e — 3244 163 16 52 .
S 6 | 1927 19.1 | 3268 . 1 :
TRiCTS. | 32589 | 10094  31.0 4600 45e - o : 2
TUTAL ALL DISTRICTS. L ) : 3 o o :
: 1 3. .
DI>TRICT OF COLUMBIA s i o 0 o -0
.0 . 0
UlTaoeo L= ! 0 : O .
o 2 159 15 536 z 1.1 0 0 0 %
g 40.0 1 200 g -0 0 -0 g %
3 3 Y ;g'g 5 3.0 0 0
DE 1SLAND S s - : 3
RHu essancas :
PUERTO RICQeacsssses O :
o .0
SECOND CIRCUITaes g % g :
i 4 1.1
CONNECTICUTassossoss : E
NEw YORK NORTHERN+.« é : s !
NEw YORK EASTERNaooe O 1
Nim YORK SOUTHERN«.«. i
NEw YORK RESTERNacee
VEKMONT s senensesoae® o .
.3
THIRD CIRCUIT<eee g :
0 .0
DELASziEE;.......::: E
NE ORI E
PEINSYLVANIA EASTERN 7
PENNSYLVANIA MIDDLE. 9 :
PENNSYLVANIA WESTERN
VIKGIN ISLANDSeessss o :
2.8
FOLURTH CIRCUITese l i .g g 5
1205 ‘ . o 3
ANDacovsscasnss 23 : .
QQTYEARDLXNA EASTERN 23 319 22 fo.s i 1 ] i Z
NO. CARGLINA MIDDLE. 20 210 5k 3 : g :
NU. CAROLINA WESTERN a1 st 5 i o 4'2 o :
GuTi CARGLINAceoaes o:s . .
3lzGINlA EAgIE;:-... g io.o 2 : o 0
VIKGINIA WESTEANesse 100 :
b VIKGINIA NORTHERN 2 I ¢ : :
W. VIRGINIA SOUTHERN : 0 .
2.2 . 0
FI1ETH CIRCUITsoon é : g .g g :
3 N 3.3
ALABAMA NORTHERN-sse g g 0 : i E
ALABAMA MIDDLE<as 3 o : -
ALABAHA SOUTHERN. . L 0 i
FLURIDA NORTHERNaa=o ] : 0 : »
FLURIDA MIDCLEasaacs = : : O :
FLURIDA SOUTHERNea-« : 4 0 : O :
GELRGIA NORTHERNeeos o : : : 0 :
CEGRGIA MIDDLEs»qess " » o :
CELRGIA SOUTHERN«.«« o : ] : o :
LoulSIANA EASTERN o : 0 : -
LDUISIANA MICDLEs=ss o : o : 1 :
LuulSIANA WESTERN. e % o : 0 !
H15515SIPPI NORTHERN K 5 4o O 0 : 5
Ml5S1SSIPPI SOUTHERN 1z 1.6 9 L & ; : : : 5 i
TEXAS NORTHERNaecaaos 8y £0-¢ e 1 o : % : : 0 !
S SAUThERN 382 38.0 350 . 259 2.2 5 . ;A : ;
T %4.0 98 . 214 0 5 1
JEXAS SOUTHERN . 20; : A 5o
TEXAS WESTERN:eaeoss -

P

Table 16

United States District Courts

Defendants in Terminated Criminal Cases Who Had Been Detained

In Custody Prior To Dismissal, Plea of Guilty, or Trial
During the Twelve Minth Period Ended June 30, 1980

Number of Days of Detention
, TOTAL 151 &
CIRCUIT DETAINEES 1-10 11-30 31-90 91-120 121-150 OVER

AND Total - = RUN= PER- NUN= PER- NUN- PER- RUA-= PER- NUH= PER~ NUM- FER~-
DISTRICT Defendants | BER CENT BER CENT BER CENT BER CENT BER CENT 8ER CENT BER CENT
SIXTH CIRCUITesse 2821 795 28.2 402 50.6 132 16.6 241 30.3 9 l.1 2 «3 9 1.1
KENTUCKY EASTERNeass 236 106 44.9 45 42.5 12 11.3 42 39.6 1 .9 2 1.9 4 3.8
KENTUCKY WESTERN. 448 107 23.9 54 50.5 22 20.6 31 29.0 1] -0 0 -0 0 «0
MILHIGAN EASTERNewas 644 210 32.6 142 67.6 26 124 39 18.6 3 l.4 0 «0 [+] -0
HILHIGAN WESTERN«sss 183 49 2648 24 49.0 12 245 10 20.4 0 «0 [} «0 3 6.1
OH1Q NORTHERNeweasee 347 73 2l.0 23 31.5 i4 19.2 35 47.9 1 l.4 0 «0 aQ -0
GH10 SOUTHERNa ceewes 240 102 42.5 34 33.3 21 20.6 44 4341 3 209 0 «0 1] 0
TENNESSEE EASTERNes. 172 63 36.6 as 55.6 18 2846 9 14.3 [} 0 0 -0 1 1.6
TENNESSEE MIDDLEeese 238 27 1l1.3 9 33.3 4 14.8 14 51.9 0 «0 [} «0 (1] -0
TENNESSEE WESTERNewe 313 58 18.5 36 62.1 3 5.2 17 29.3 1 1.7 [ -0 1 1.7
SEVENTH CIRCUIT.a 1612 374 23.2 125 33.4 67 17.9 162 43.3 12 32 4 1.1 4 " 1.1
ILLINGOIS NORTHERNe.e 722 142 1947 42 29.6 15 10.6 71 50.0 10 7.0 2 le4 2 1.4
ILLINGIS CENTRAL.awe 150 56 37.3 20 35.7 10 17.9 26 4644 [} «0 0 «0 [} «0
ILLINOIS SOUTHERN.«ee 116 15 12.9 9 60.0 4 26.7 2 13.3 0 -0 ] -0 0 «0
INUIANA NORTHERNeeas 139 25 18.0 [} 24.0 7 28.0 11 44.0 0 «0 1 4.0 0 -0
INUIANA SOUTHERNesa s 219 88 40.2 33 37.5 19 216 34 38.6 0 «0 1 l.1 1 lal
WISCONSIN EASTERN««« 157 30 19.1 10 33.3 10 33.3 10 33.3 Q «0 (4} <0 0 -0
MISCONSIN WESTERNews 109 18 16.5 5 27.8 2 il.1 8 44.4 2 11.1 0 -0 1 5.6
EIGHTH CIRCUITewe 1900 531 27.9 282 53.1 97 18.3 125 23.5 12 243 7 1.3 8 1.5
ARKANSAS EASTERNeaes 192 6 3.1 0 «0 1 16.7 5 83.3 0 «0 0 «0 0 «0
ARKANSAS WESTERNeoas 78 12 15.4 3 25.0 & 50.0 2 l6.7 1 8.3 0 0 [/} -0
10mA NORTHERNaeaense 61 7 11.5 0 0 1 14.3 6 85.7 [} 0 0 -0 0 «0
I0nA SOUTHERN. .o 121 23 19.0 1l 47.8 6 26.1 5 21.7 (o} 0 0 -0 1 4.3
MINNESOTAcacnnveen 248 170 68.5 113 66.5 22 12.9 23 13.5 4 24 3 1.8 5 2.9
MISSOURI EASTERNeses 211 61 28.9 30 49.2 23 3747 a 13.1 g -0 [} «0 ] -0
MISSOURI WESTERNaeaw 569 86 15.1 31 36.0 15 17.4 35 40.7 3 3.5 2 2.3 Q -0
NEBRASKAvueaenacasne 152 52 34.2 15 28.8 10 19.2 24 46.2 2 3.8 1 1.3 ¢} G
NOKTH DAKOTAescessen 93 39 41.9 22 56.4 5 12.8 12 30.8 0 -0 0 «Q [} -0
SOUTH DAKOTAevaencoe 175 75 42.9 57 76.0 8 10,7 5 6.7 2 2.7 1 le3 l 2 247
NINTH CIRCUITewes 6343 3229 50.9 1450 44.9 570 17.7 1148 35.6 40 1.2 7 2 14 o4
ALASKAeececcacansces 106 53 50.0 ao 56.6 a 15.1 13 24.5 2 3.8 0 Ry 0 .0
ARIZONA. .o 719 481 669 208 43.2 99 20.6 165 34.3 7 1.5 2 4 0 <0
CALIFORNIA NORTHERN. 493 304 61.7 171 56.3 45 14.8 T4 24.3 9 3.0 2 7 3 1.0
CALIFORNIA EASTERN.. 410 250 61.0 ai 32.4 53 21.2 115 46.0 0 0 0 «0 1 -
CALIFORNIA CENTRAL.. 1308 642 49.1 271 42.2 105 16.4 253 39.4 7 1.1 1 2 5 .8
CALIFORNIA SOUTHERN. 973 873 89.7 415 47.5 142 16.3 307 35.2 7 -8 o 3 2 Y
HAMAIl cenennnsanesnas 1009 36 3.6 13 36.1 4 11.1 17 47.2 1 2.8 1 28 0 «0
112 54 48.2 38 70.4 5 9.3 11 20.4 0 «0 0 0 0 <0

98 28 28.6 14 50.0 3 10.7 9 32.1 4 7.1 Q «0 0 -0

NEVADA. ancaacsaconas 173 65 37.6 22 33.8 18 27.7 24 3.9 0 -0 [} -0 1 1.5
OREGON ewnnensnencoas 313 149 47.6 70 47.0 24 16a.1 51 34.2 2 l.3 1 7 1 o7
WASHINGTGN EASTERN.. 132 %4 .2 26 27.7 34 36.2 34 3&.2 0 -0 0 «0 Q <0
WASHINGTON KESTERN.. 436 183 42.0 91 49.7 25 13.7 63 344 3 1.6 0 -0 i -5
GUANeauccsaccnsncnas 41 17 41e5 0 -0 5 294 12 0.6 0 «0 [} «0 0 -0
NUKTHERN MARIANAS... 20 1] 0 [} -0 Q 0 0 -0 ] ] [} «0 0 -0
TENTH CIRCUITewae 2052 322 15.7 135 41.9 75 23.3 101 3l.4 7 22 2 6 2 6
CULGRADO cacvcccncena 607 66 10.9 30 45.5 7 10.6 28 42.4 1 l.5 09 «0 0 -0
228 28 12.3 11 39.3 6 21.4 11 39.3 [} -0 0 -0 0 «0

Nbtw MEXICOeaneeassas 202 67 33.2 33 49.3 15 22.4 16 23.9 2 3.0 4] -0 1 1.5
OKL AHUMA NORTHERNewa ka4 40 27 .8 16 40.0 13 32.5 8 20.0 2 5.0 1 2.5 Q .0
OKLAHUNA EASTERNaeeo 115 7 6al 3 42.9 3 42.9 1 14.3 [} «0 0 -0 4} <0
OKLAHOMA WESTERNaces 481 95 19.8 36 37.9 28 29.5 28 29.5 1 1.1 1 1.1 1 1.1
UTAHeaeenacanscsanae 184 o 0 (s} «0 0 -0 0 -0 0 -0 [} -0 0 <0
HWYUMINGaaseeessascas 91 19 20.9 6 31.6 3 15.8 9 47.4 1 5.3 [} -0 [¢] «0
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The other 90 districts recorded the use of detention from a low of 0.6 percent in ?;
the Middle District of Georgia to a high of 89.7 percent in the Southern District of !
California. This latter distriet has many immigration and narcotic drug law defendants ; _
who, without detention, would not be available for trial. Dnited States Sistict Courts
Convicted Defendants Disposed of by Trial or by Plea

During The Two Year Per{od Ended June 30, 1980

District courts provide many reasons for defendants exceeding the 90 day time |
limit besides the one noted for the Southern District of California. For example, many July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979 July 1, 1879 - June 30, 1980
who exceeded the 90 day time limit did so prior to August 2, 1979. When some defendants ) Court o Jury ‘ Court or Jury
were detained because they were material witnesses and, therefore, to assure their | cult
appearance for a trial they were held in custody, often for their own protection. Other ! Cireuit and Distriet Con- | or Noio If::::l?ltg Com | o Nobo rf:ﬁﬁ?ni;
defendants were detained because they were unable to meet bail requirements. In one victed | Contendere | Number| Trial victed |Contendere| Number| Trial
distriet the companies which handle bail will not generally post bond for federal eriminal Total all distriets........ 32,013 | 27,205 | 5618 171 | 28,598 | 23,111 | 5487  19.2
defendants. Border districts often detain aliens charged with an offense since experience District of Columbia, «vvesses 760 666 B 124 628 533 85 151
has shown that, if released, they will not usually appear in court. First Clreuit ....... cees | 1,002 943 49 13.8 1,038 885 153 147
Maine ce.ivivenennnne .s 121 110 11 9.1 93 84 9 B
Massachusetts ... H .. 578 489 87 15.1 482 394 88 1:.;
CASES DISPOSED OF BY PLEA OR TRIAL Rhode ignd. ~ .- ) I B It G| 8 | wm 1o
.e .o . 15,
Puerto RIcO v voveevsovonns 274 248 26 9.5 358 317 39 11.3
During the five year period, the number of defendants terminated in the district ; Second Clreuft « ... .v-0 2,850 | 2,455 395 13.9 2,335 | 1,011 424 18.2
courts declined. by 29.2 percent with t_hose convictefi Qeclining. 28.7 percent. While the | CORAEOHCUL 4 v s e s e v vnneeies 190 174 18 84 141 126 15 10.8
number of convictions dropped substantiglly, the convietion rate in 1980 (78.2 percent) was : e O el 168 161 7 42 128 a7 1 6.8
slightly higher than in 1976. (See Table 17.) ' i Southern 1110011011 SRl m s | om) o om
‘ . L Southern ......eeeeesnn , 14, X 89. 190 17.5
i Westermn..ooonanrsenans 357 318 39 109 215 .
United Sta'{:sbll‘)ei:;' Courts i VErmont «.veveessneoonans 53 44 9 170 54 1§g 4g 2;;
riét Cour i . .
Defendants Terminated ! Third Cireuit .. ....0000 1,986 1,669 i 16.0 1,693 1,444 249 14.7
During the Twelve Month Period Ended June 30, 1976 - 1980 DelaWArE . o vvnvrvnonsonns 79 72 7 8.9 62 58 4 6.5
l)jew Jelrse): ............... 674 61% 59 8.8 620 553 67 10.8
ennsylvania:
. Type of v Percent Change Eqstern ............... 492 395 97 18.7 424 348 76 17.9
Disposition 1876 1977 1978 1979 1980 | 1980 over 1976 Wesern Lol d | 204 5 200 B2 | 108 3 209
! VirginIslands e e veviveeonses 279 210 69 24.7 242 204 38 15,7
Total, . eueuoeeenneesas |51,612 53,189 . 45,922 41,175 36,560 -29.2 | Pourth Clrcuit . v v v v e 3,080 | 2,534 516 16.9 2,856 | 2,245 611 214
Not Convicted «.vvus.ev... (11,500 - 11,721 9,417 8,262 7,962 -30.8 Maryland .oy vaeereenionans 665 568 97 146 666 534 132 198
Convicted +..vveennnen.. |40,112 41,468 36,505 32,913 28,598 -28.7 North Caralina: 238 166 w30 212 208
I o e e L e e T . . 0 63 23.2
Percent Convicted . ...... 7.9 78.0 79.5 79.9 78.2 - ; Middle . .copevenrnnanss 205 17% 33 16.1 179 159 20 11.2
) ) Westerq ............... 268 229 39 14.6 199 178 21 10.6
Dismissed «vvovueaenonas | 9,752 9,941 7,792 6,791 6,633 -32.0 South Caraling o oevvveseeees A8 308 ar 133 361 3 8 133
rginia:
. EBSTErM s v vveneenananns 955 781 174 18.2 837 562 27 .
Convicted by plea or ; WEthrr} ............... 138 121 17 12.3 152 136 12 f(zlg
rolo contendere ......... |34,041 35,336 31,112 27,295 23,111 -32.1 i Wes‘NV“;%‘“la‘
! orthern « . covveonennns 62 48 14 22.6 82 48 15 23.8
Total Defendants Tried ) Southern +ovvevevsacees 165 143 22 13.3 127 106 21 16.5
by Court or Jury....... | 7,819 7,912 7,018 7,089 6,816 ~-12.8 FifthCireuit ........... 8,417 6,664 1,753 20.8 7,298 5,640 1,658 22.7
Percent of total . ...... 15.1 14.9 15.3 17.2 18.6 - Alabama: )
. NoOrthern «ovvvveesonsns §44 487 57 10, .
Acquitted .. ...vvueoen.. | 1,748 1,780 1,625 1,471 1,329 -24.0 Middie. ... ooo0. i ionl 215 163 2 202 o4 o 2 104
By COUPE « e e v e vrens 508 398 311 303 283 -44.3 Florisdo;them .............. 118 97 21 17.8 85 57 38 40.0
ByJury «.ceveeveren. | 1,240 1,382 1,314 1,168 1,046 -15.6 m;g]:em . ;;g 3:3 122 25.5 92 71 21 22.8
. : - IO 8.3 373 285 78 20.9
Convieted +..vovvevnen.. | 6,071 6,132 5393 5618 5487 -9.6 a » Georgies il e
ByCourt ...oveeueeas | 1,587 1,629 1,431 2,006 1,851 16.6 orth
BYJUY «ounvvnnenn. | 4484 4508 3,962 3,612 3,636 -18.9 Mamer il oe | 6 R vl I+ %
Louii?mhem .............. . 887 259 828 70.8 701 70 631 90.0
. . ana:
Percent of Defendants Tried Elqzzdelm ............... szg 27: 48 14.7 314 251 62 20,1
iddle. .cocineennannns 4 4 8.3 .
Total Defendants . WesterN.vovrooosncanne 145 129 18 11.0 lgg 123 g ?83
Tried.e.oveenseneonaas | 1000  160.0  100.0  100.0  100.0 - Missiasippl:
Acquitted ........oeeo. | 22.4 22.5 23.2 20.8 19.5 - Southem L.l " 3& % % ha 2% X s '5a
By COUMt +vvevrnenenns | 6.5 5.0 4.4 4.3 4.2 - ' Tess T ? e “ P
BYJUIY «vevevneeneas | 159 17.5 18.7 16.5 15.3 - porthern ] 48 2 8t 475 4l 8¢ 138
y duy . e e | a8 W || ] 8 m
Convicted +vvveuvveaenns | T0.6 77.5 76.8 79.2 80.5 - Western ‘93 | eas 154 194 Ve | Vs AT
ByCourt vo.veeoaeoas | 203 20.6 20.4 28.3 27.2 - Canal Zone 228 188 42 18.4 95 74 21 221
BYJUIY ovevesecesess | 573 56.9 56.5 51.0 53.3 - : '
NOTE: Percents may not add to total due to rounding.
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Table 18 .
United States District Courts

lea
fcted Defendants Disposed of by Trial or by P
C°3§r?n§ The Two Year Period Ended June 30, 1980

July 1, 1978 ~ June 30, 1979 July 1, 1879 - June 30, 1980
Court or Jury
- Siatd Trial
Guilty Percent Guut{ ffee;g:inntg
istriet Con- or Nolo Reaching Con- o Nodo Number| * oochi
Clreult and Dlstrie victed [ Contendere| Number] ‘Trial victed | Contendere|
Sixth Cireuit . | 295 | 2586 | 3% 13.2 2,462 | 2,080 | 382 15.5
35.6
K 4 48 21.6 194 125 68 5.6
Vst Lol o HH i 29 5.0 424 383 i 8.7
e8teM.essvevsvesenes
‘ 16.4
Michigant 549 115 17.3 524 438 86
Westerne ool DR bt 164 19 10.4 151 124 27 17.9
[ 124 -1 ¢ IR Y
9.9
Olot 29 7.6 303 273 30
Sothem L1l L b+ 345 33 119 236 200 30 13.0
Southern vveesvesnesss
. 23 15.3
Risies 133 17 113 150 127
R 356 214 44 17.1 217 197 20 S
Westemn .o IOROOERIN 332 276 56 16.9 269 213 .
eSteIMMs s eesesosocsose
Seventh Cireuit o 1yme | 1,374 | 244 20.0 1,422 | 1,115 307 21.6
ot 6 29.7
fne 35 | 180 22.1 626 40 | 18
o 100 H 29 17.9 138 121 17 123
S 116 89 27 23.3 107 81 16 .
u { 1 HEPOPRPE vesenenss
. 21.9
e, 44 92.0 114 88 25
Sothem STl i 16 1 6.2 208 185 23 111
SOUtRErn .+ .uueensnns -
Wiseonsin: 4 21.7 132 11 21
T " e 12 20.7 97 78 18 196
[22:1 .- o ¢ H '
Eighth Cireult eoo | 2028 | 1,738 | 2s0 14.3 1,648 | 1,405 | 243 14.2
20.5
Arkanest 14.2 171 136 35 .
6 194 2 :
o e 129 18 12.2 69 85 4 5.8
........... 4 b
fowa: 65 5 7.1 58 54
Southem o 1oiti 264 218 35 13.8 87 78 ;; i:g
M'nnessgltl; DRI 269 222 a 17.5 211 179 .
MNesol8 cvevavvessevssone
- 20.7
R 18.5 193 153 40 .
200 163 37 ) '
Woctam© 437 370 67 15.3 490 415 75 153
b 128 114 1 10.9 114 03 g L8
North bakota - . 124 106 18 145 g 11 20.5
South Dakets - . 173 156 17 9.8 172 : )
Uth DAKOL8 . s s essvanensne
6284 | 5,215 1,069 17.0 5,400 [ 4,548 | 8s2 15.8
82 12 12.8
82 68 14 17.1 84 ) :
758 645 | 113 14.9 515 442 73 14.2
16.4
t 87 . 181 409 342 87
12 395 35 8.3 370 w | 89
CA R T N
5 |1 X
o 760 a0 5.0 899 859 2 57
112 103 9 8.0 81 82 9
o7 88 9 9.3 95 80 is 153
116 89 27 254.3 125 85 20 240
Oreg o 209 167 2 20.1 253 2
T€EON cocrvonvvsssssncsas
14.0
N . L0 13 15.7 107 92 15
Wertam il o 620 | 338 36,6 540 36 | 184 .1
WeBtern. .onuvovnnnnns 5 0 : 6.6 0 s6 ! 't
guii":m“””“”“!””“ . 7 ! o2 3 2
anaIslands ,.........
. 28.2
Tenth Cireuit 1,772 | 1411 | 301 17.0 1,817 | 1,305 | si2
.......... s
387 310 7 10.9 543 o | o 61.1
Colorado voevvenvnssnvnnas 4 e - T 1os iss 2 195
Now Mondog 1o oonnasannees 279 220 59 21.2 164
e eeeereereeanes v
15.4
i 124 105 19 15.3 130 110 20 5.4
Eastern 109 87 22 20.2 88 s 1 59
Tenem .l 392 367 25 8.4 445 105 @ KX
Western: 189 129 60 31.8 172 3 28 16.9
Wyaming 1000 58 53 5 8.6 80 6
yoming «...eu..
NOTB: Percent not computed where base is less than 25.
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The first and seeond reports of the Speedy Trial Plannin
Congress on September 30, 1976 and 1978.

required to make a report. For fifteen

In this same period, the number of convicted defendants tried by eourt or jury
dropped by 9.6 bercent; however, as a proportion of the total defendants convicted this
group has increased from 15.1 percent in 1976 to 19.2 percent in 1980. A substantial part
of this increase reflects misdemeanors oceurring on military bases which are tried before
a U.S. magistrate in the Southern District of Georgia. When this distriet is omitted from

the computation of defendants convicted after trial, the national proportion would be
reduced to 17.4 percent.

Convicted by Trial

( Percent
of total

Convieted

Distriet Defendants

Number

9 courts . ........ 28,598 5,487 19.2

9 courts......... 27,897 4,856 17.4
Georgia, Southern. . . 701 631

TIME TO PROCESS CASES BY MAJOR OFFENSE

Se categories be provided to the

Congress. In Tables 6a and 6b in Appendix A of this report, national figures are provided

on all defendants whose eriminal cases were terminated during the twelve month period
ended June 30, 1980. Compliance rates varied by offense in both time intervals.
Differences were due to the complexity of the cases, the problems associated with multi-

defendant prosecutions and the amount of investigation ineluding laboratory work
required.

MATTERS PRESENTED FOR PROSECUTION

The amended Speedy Trial Act requested that each distriet in its Final Speedy Trial
Plan include under Section 3167 (e)2)

"the number of matters presented to the United
States Attorney for prosecution and t
prosecuted". Table 7 in Appendix A provi
Planning Groups. Fifteen districts which adopted sancti

IMPACT OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL ACT OF 1974, TITLE I
A. Costs

Shortly after the Speedy Trial Act became effective,
Trial Planning Groups were convened. They met from time to time to prepare reports
for the Director's submission to Congress™ to review loecal eriminal procedures, and to

prepare and amend loeal rules and to carry out the general oversight of the
implementation of the Speedy Trial Act.

all Distriet Court Speedy

With the amendment of the Speedy Trial Aect o

n August 2, 1979, and the
requirement for a third report, Dis

triet Court Speedy Trial Planning Groups expended
$102,394 during the twelve month period ended June 30, 1980. When this figure is

added to the $895,832 disbursed during the first three years of the Act, the Speedy
Trial Planning Groups have expended a total of $998,226 of the $2,500,000

g Groups were submitted to
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i nin
iated by Congress. Following a review -of future expend‘tturtehsebytrJ ;?feglasl':atei
?Ei%ii)psmatlse bs;lance of the appropri?ltiotgl x«éll%jgt;ieget;x;nrﬁd thoe e doa Tudioan
’ ditures wi e bu
Treasury and future expen

appropriations.

B. Grand juries and trials
1. Grand juries and indiectments .
s
. Attorney presents the governmen
t on a felony, the U. S. A overnment's
indi Aftfer rggag{;ezause to the gr:and jury without de}ay. Therte:31 tv;r;r]'eof t’h s
o dpb indictment in 1976, the year befom:e the implemen pon of the Speecy
Trial Act osrln ared to 16,522 in 1980, a decline of 36.8bpe§§egn .ercént. Me;ltion
rrl;tiﬁ%)e?%tf’ d?efer?dants in such cases dr‘oppedé)lfc';1 n:; ;B.SS Sgor‘;zt : \}r,ider;c é) ereent, Mention
i- dant cases an e I :
?ﬁs be}?:s rg:élr? :1) fmlz)lcli]tlatslt ?:f::gase in the average number of defendants per indictmen
ere
filed. |
j i 23.0 percent greater than in
ber of grand jury sessions was ‘ r han
1976 ’II‘Il}lelgsg;'ag:ae n?ll‘;rrlr;)er of difendants ind}cted per sfesrsg[r'laggcjlli;lieeds %grrslogsrown -
: 1 number of hours in session fo ' ) wn oy
g(larg enéréinf.iﬁ;czhffa'?gt?ﬂhile average hours per session has deeclined slightly by
U p
percent.
Table 19_ ¢ Courts
United States Distriet Cour )
i i d Juror Sessions
dings by Indictment and Gran S
P["I‘owfgleve h%onth Period Ended June 30, 1976 - 1980
Proceedings |
Commenced q Average
by Indictment Pgeefr:l;g_e (:IITI'I; Indicted Per Hqurs I?o\:le:‘z;ag:r
Defen- dants Sessions Grand .J ury S Sl; on oure cE))n
Cases dants Per case | Convened Session
Years
56 5.33
4 4.61 44,7
38,753 1.48 8,40 ; e >3
PR 36,608 1.46 8,849 .14 47,001 5.32
iovs -0 | 560 32,740 1.44 8,929 5.67 i0,755 5.23
%ggg o |1BTIE 28305 Lo 10338 2.48 54,163 5.24
. 12 . , .
1980 ... | 16,522 25,6
Percent
Change .
ig’?g e -36.8 -33.9 4.7 23.0 -46.2 21.0
2. Trials

i i 6 with
The total number of jury trial days has increased 7.1 perct:eng‘ ;éngfoég;'{tiovr: of
imi ivil trial days has changed over the ¢ . . - Table
:mm.ﬂ:;l ttroia?g;ly;r;:;reagriminal. In 1980, it was less than five out of ten. (Se
en j

20.)
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Table 20
United States District Courts
Jury Trial Days
For the Twelve Month Period Ended June 30, 1976 - 1980

1977 ‘ 1978 ,J 1979 , 1980

Percent Change
Jury Trials 1976 1980 over 1976
Jury Trial Days .. ... 30,032 29,875 29,238 28,851 32,159 7.1
— 7Y
Criminal ........ 17,818 16,945 16,084 15,171 15,649 12.2
Percent....... 59.3 56.7 55.0 52.6 48.7 -
Civil v.ouu.. ... 12,214 12,930 13,154 13,680 16,510 35.2

Percent ....... | 40.7 43.3 45.0 47.4

51.3 -

C. Convictions

The convietion rate for all eriminal defendants
district courts the year before the Speedy Trial Act we
bercent. It rose to 78.0 percent in 1977 i

year it rose again to 79.9 percent. During the first year imits, the
percentage convieted declined to 78.2 percent. (See Table 17.)

ge in types of eriminal
ater emphasis on "white collgr" offenses,
organized crime drug law prosecutions, and fraud violations. Each of these are

difficult to prosecute and often take several months of investigation before evidence
can be presented to g grand jury.

For defendants tried by a court or jury,

from 77.6 percent of those tried in 1976, to 80.5
final time limits.

there has been g rise in convietions
bercent in 1980, the first year of the

Civil Caseload Continues to Climb

The continued decline in the criminal caseload discuss
report has been accompanied by an accelerated increase in the
since 1976, have risen 29.2 percent from 130
1980. The termination effort in the district
pace from 110,175 to 160,481 during the sam
bercent. But on a numeriea] basis the number of terminations

did not mateh new
filings. This resulted in an increase of pending civil cases from

140,189 on June 30,

As shown in Table 21, the number of civil ease
increased each year from 1976 through 1980. Taple 2
caseload distributed by length of time pending. On June 30,
older caseload, that is, those cases which are three
12 out of 100 pending civil cases in the distriet court

S pending on June 30 has
2 shows the pending ecivil
1980 the proportion of the
years old or older now account for

This older group of cases inereased 31.5 percent from 16,714 on June 30, 1978
to 21,975 on June 30, 1980, an increase of almost three times the overall increase of
11.8 percent in the pending caseload. Excluding this older group of cases, the national
pending caseload would have inereased by 9.6 percent.
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Table 21
United States District Courts
Civil Cases Filed, Terminated, and Pending
For the Twelve Month Periods
Ended June 30, 1976 - 1980

12 Month Termi- Pending
Period Filed nated June 30

1976 ..... 130,597 110,175 140,189

1977 ..... 130,567 117,150 153,606

1978 ... 138,770 125,914 166,462

1979 ..... 154,666 143,323 177,805

1980 ..... 168,789 160,481 186,113

Percent

Change

1980 over

1976..... 29.2 45,7 32.8

In September 1961, the Judicial Conference of the United States declared it "to
be the policy of the judiciary that every case pending three years or more and
appropriate for trial be regarded as a judicial emergency by all the judges of any
circuit where such cases are to be found." In March 1963, the Judicial Conference
approved a procedure requiring the Director of the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts to supply each Chief Judge of the Circuit Court of Appeals lists
of civil cases three years old or older. These in turn are to be distributed to the Chief
Judges of the Distriets for review and action. This process has been carried out each
year since September 1963 with the latest list supplied to the Chief Judges of the
Circuits on August 22, 1980 for cases pending three years or more on June 30, 1980.

It is too early to determine the complete impact of the implementation of the
Speedy Trial Act of 1974 because, as many have noted, until the sanctions are in
effect, that is, beginning July 1, 1980, observation to date can only note what has
occurred during the transition period.

For example, using statistics based on a data furnished by the distriet courts
through the office of the Clerk of Court, the Administrative Office has carried out a
highly sophisticated statistical analysis of the civil workload. This report appears in
Appendix C. Its major findings conclude that the majority of civil cases have not
taken longer for disposition; however, those which have historically taken longer to
close are now taking even longer.

Secondly, the courts have provided good compliance with the Speedy Trial Act
while still disposing of the civil cases before the courts. And finally, courts which are

better than average in compliance with the Act are those that generally do well in
disposing of their civil caseload.

Great caution is needed in determining the impact of the Speedy Trial Act.
Subtle changes have occurred, some measureable and some without measure. It will
require continued comparisons after the final time limits and sanctions are in place to
determine the full impact of the Act.
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Table 22
United States Distriet Courts
Length of Time Civil Cases Have Been Pending
For the Three Years Ended June 30, 1980

Number of Length of Time Cases Have Been Pending

Year Civil Cases

Ended Pending at the end Under 6 to 12 to 18 to 24 to 36 to 48 Mos.
June 30 of Report Period 6 Mos. | 11 Mos. | 17 Mos. | 23 Mos. | 35 Mos. | 47 Mos. and QOver
1978 ..... 166,462 55,436 35,488 23,104 15,227 20,493 9,284 7,430
1979..... 177,805 62,163 36,057 23,644 16,679 19,246 10,348 9,668
1980..... 186,113 66,748 38,168 24,299 15,280 19,643 9,387 12,588

Percent

1978..... 100.0 33.3 21.3 13.9 9.1 12.3 5.6 4.5
1979..... 100.0 35.0 20.3 13.3 9.4 10.8 5.8 5.4
1980..... 100.0 35.9 20.5 13.1 8.2 10.6 5.0 6.8

Note: Percents may not add to 100.0 due to rounding.
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-PART TWO-

SUMMARY OF REPORTS SUBMITTED BY THE DISTRICT COURT SPEEDY TRIAL
PLANNING GROUPS

Shortly after the approval of the amendments to the Speedy Trial Act of 1974 on
August 2, 1979, all of the District Court Speedy Trial Planning Groups (established by Title 18
U.S.C. 3168) met. The original Planning Group was augmented by the addition of a U.S.
magistrate, if designated by the Chief Judge, and an attorney "with substantial experience in
civil litigation in the district.”

Altogether, 80 of the district courts filed with the Director of the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts five copies of their Speedy Trial Plans which had been
approved by the Judicial Council of their respective cireuits.

Copies of all plans will be provided to the Judiciary Committees for the Senate and
House, the Department of Justice, the Federal Judicial Center, and one on file at the
Administrative Office of the United States Courts. A copy of each distriet court's final plan
for Implementation of the Speedy Trial Act is on file in the office of the clerk of court.

I. PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN IMPLEMENTING THE SPEEDY TRIAL ACT

Responses by the United States Distriect Court Speedy Trial Planning Groups
(hereafter referred to as Planning Groups) ranged from no difficulty in implementing the
provisions of the Act to some problems as summarized below. Specifically, the lack of
imposed sanctions was given as a reason that comparison statistics, though useful, would not
suffice.  Further, Planning Groups recognized the difficulty with the clerical tasks
connected with tracking defendants, especially in multi-defendant cases, and that the
statistical compliance rates often were not available in time to make changes in
procedures. Most districts included in their plans statistics on compliance provided by the
Administrative Office as well as locally maintained data. Others heavily utilized the three
year transitional report issued by the Administrative Office on February 29, 1980.

Planning Groups found the amendments to the Speedy Trial Act helpful in resolving
problems encountered under the transitional time limits, especially the combining of the ten
day indietment to arraignment and 60 day arraignment to trial interval into a single 70 day
interval.

Nevertheless, Planning Groups found problems in complying with the Act and these
are set out below.

A. Problems Reported by the Courts

Most of the problems revolved around the need to have judgeships,(authorized by
the 1978 legislation) filled, calendaring of cases, and complex criminal cases.

Judgeship vacancies, once filled, would enable the districts to provide timely
scheduling of both criminal and civil cases. In the meantime, district courts rely
heavily on senior judges as well as visiting judges to keep current.

Long term illness of judges often had a disastrous impact on the eriminal as well

as civil calendars. As a result, other judges had to take over the raseload, as well as
maintain a current calendar of cases already assigned to thei.

39



Several districts noted that the criticgll t.%)rpl.et inte}gzisusfgracégggtl;:cpi a‘zlttircleﬁilﬁ
i 1ted in less calendar flexibility. ]
ts)g’?}?dFyegg:‘ii z[a?ncdt é’f:‘?e courts, conflicts arise when attorneys have cases scheduled in

both courts on the same day.

Due to a shift of prosecution of complex cases by the D-ep?rc‘]cir:f:‘:ceg trjnuos';[ilg:s’
time is required to study individual cases. Lengthy cerimina pvery motlons
{rr;:);gsel burdens on the court which can be reduced by condueting cr
i

dockets from the bench.

Some Planning Groups gave special atteption tf the Wi{jede%:r?ggﬁi):f:é
jurisdiction of their distriet and the neeessitty .oi havllngt }::é:;r; g:;‘:ortlgz ,P e e
i ithi districts. In ,

1 travel long distances w1tl?1n .the . 2S€
ﬁggggethat 30 daysgfrom arrest to indietment was not sufficient.

i istricts which were realigned in 1979
one time only problem, two 'dIStI:IC . . o
determ}‘r?cgclll gclgla‘? because of administrative difficulties, it took more time than usua
clear up a temporary backlog of criminal cases.

Problems Reported by the Clerks' Offices

The Act places the responsibility for administeri?gp’ihe c-ilegricc?goﬁtll)r;ctrilg?:doft;g?
i ith the eclerk of court. Severa lanni Grour d t
igfneginiig‘gtnmjfitlr{n the court family improved, but in multi-divisional districts

difficulties arose in monitoring criminal cases.

Methods for entering excludable time perioc}s vary from.distx%icfctimt: lgllcitrr\;gics

Some noted that instructions for recording the. starting and stoppmgb 12 - time Intervais
&1(1?:;‘n not always clear and with the turnover in detptét%hc}cegli(:éagzzs SIS d0 oo o
itori a S.

i t in the monitoring process. Some note ety o
fr‘lcig;:tgr;g‘geglerical personnel, who complete much of the arrest to indictment s

create problems in the reporting responsibility of the clerk of court.

Problems Reported by the U.S. Attorney

Several Planning Groups noted continued cqmmunication prfblﬁgfusstxe?r?f;?rvg
enforcement agencies and the U.S. Attorney's Office. For examp i’ o the grand jury.
the U.S. Attorney about an arrest resulted in delay for presentmen ey & delosin
Severél. Planning Groups noted that ther.S.dAttcE;r;ege c?f:tggidinadgfen gants delaying

A - in
rest until after indietment. This Is confirme
gf'ior to indictment as noted in previous reports to the Congress.

. . " -

Planning Groups noted that, with the presecution of "w.k}&'lc; (’:c(})lléa;imr:l;l:; ns]‘;ag%
offenses, U.S. Attorneys found it difficult to prepare a case WIth } the fime frame of
100 dayé. For example, where defendants initially 1n§1cat'eccl] ) % S Ayttorneys jaive
indiectment and plead guilty only later to change their m}cnt ’thé .rand e
o et e C1]:0 prepatr. : ;czh(ierilrt?lisi‘i:t"s?‘:' ielrtisri/r;tlmtinobgain thge assistance of a

ired more tim : ¢

gé?én%;irt\?cr?sy:nri?lgoing investigation, to file pre-trial motions and to work out plea

negotiations.

Problems Reported by the U.S. Marshal

cops o .
A few Planning Groups reported that the U.S. Marshal had difficulties meeting

to court and between district
vement of defendants from custody . ! rict
géir?: m%ﬁfrii?o?%rocess and arrest of multiple defendants in a single case require

personnel resources not available to the U.S. Marshal's office.
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Often, because of contracting agreements with outlying jails, defendants were
interned at great distances outside the eity where the court proceedings were held.

Distance, weather, and available personnel in the U.S. Marshal's office affected the
criminal proceeding.

Problems Reported by Defense Counsel

District Planning Groups noted that there is generally a small defense bar which
practices in the Federal courts and therefore, with the pressure to try cases within the
180 day time frame, compliance cannot always be attained. Some districts have
restricted the number of Federal criminal cases assigned to defense counsel under
provisions of the Criminal Justice Aet which provides for the defense of indigent
defendants. Some attorneys have, on their own initiative, reduced their eriminal
caseload so that they can direct all of theip attention to such cases. There have been
instances where attorneys have refused to take certain, if any, Federai criminal cases.

Some Planning groups believed that the Aect does not provide adequate time for
defense counsel to prepare a case, especially since it is difficult for defense counsel to

complete discovery in time to file pretrial motions. A few also noted that defendants
did not have adequate time to raise funds for a defense.

. REASONS WHY EXCLUSIONS WERE INADEQUATE TO ACCOMMODATE REASONABLE
PERIODS OF DELAY (18 U.S.C. 3167(b)

Section 3161 provides the reasons a defendant's case can be delayed during the 100

day time interval. The Planning Groups viewed the exclusions as adequate to accommodate
most reasonable periods of delay. However, there were certain types of exeludable delay
which might require additiona] interpretation or be addressed by the Congress:

A.

Section 3161 (h)(1)(A), "delay resulting from any proceeding including any examinations,
to determine the mental competeney or physical capacity of defendants;" does not
cover the time between the order and the long waiting time for an examination of a
defendant in a distriet with limited psychiatrie resources.

Seetion 3161 (h)(1)(D), "delay resulting from consideration by the court of a proposed
plea agreement to be entered into by the defendant and the attorney for the
Government" does not inelude the time required for investigation of the proposed plea
agreement for those distriets which have pretrial services under Title II.

Section 3161 (h)(8) which provides delays for "the ends of justice" does not recognize
the confliets eriminal attorneys have in both State and Federal courts. Further,
Planning Groups noted that many cases following arrest require exhaustive investigative
and laboratory effort which is required for presentment of the case to a grand jury.

Section 3161(h)(1)(j) requires clarification when a motion is actually under advisement.

Section 3161(h)(7) provides "a reasonable period of delay when the defendant is joined
for trial with a codefendant as to whom the time for trial has not run and no motion for
Severance has been granted." It was the opinion of some Planning Groups that this
Section cannot be used until there is a substantial precedence of decisions as to what
constitutes an inordinate period of time. This situation could result in numerous

disputes in multi-defendant cases, and perhaps result in unnecessary trials involving the
same facts and issues.

Finally, several Planning Groups noted that attorneys generally appear to be
reluctant to request excludable delay from the court. It was also noted that the court

hestij.‘attla’d to grant reasons for delay, especially under Section 3161(h)(8) "ends of
justice. -
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EFFECT ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADMINISTRATION ON PREVAILING TIME LIMITS (13
U.S.C. 3166(b) (5)

The time limits set forth in the Speedy Trial Act required the scheduling of more
grand juries with more sessions resulting in increased costs. It further required the court to
set many more calendar cails which involved counsel advising if the case was ready for
trial.

Several Planning Groups also noted that motion practice increased. This is further
substantiated by the increase in the number of excludable time periods. There was a belief
that some motions were of a protective type that would not be filed if there were more
time to review the facts of the case.

Motion filing as well as calendar calls on the status of cases required more judge
time, often adversely affecting the civil calendar. Further, some Planning Groups stated
that the requirement to observe the time limits resulted in more requests for continuances
which, in turn, overbooked the court calendar.

Three Planning Groups noted that there was a demand for more trials by those who
anticipated that their case could not be tried within the time limit of 70 days. This was the
situation when multiple defendants, hoping to weaken the prosecution's case, split demands
with one seeking a speedy trial while other defendants asked for a continuance.

According to 14 districts, the time limits severely limited defense counsel's efforts
to provide an effective defense. Once the sanctions were in effect, one Planning Group
expected an "avalanche of appeals" based on technicalities and dismissals.

Several Planning Groups indicated that the time limits force the U.S. Attorney to
prosecute only the most serious offenders and to refer other cases to the States for possible
prosecution. This again reflects U.S. Department of Justice policy first announced by the
Attorney General in November 1977, a few months after the transition time limits of the
Speedy Trial Act went into effect.

According to 12 Planning Groups, U.S. Attorneys have been withholding arrests until
after the grand jury returns an indietment. Others noted that the U.S. Attorney
downgraded certain charges in order to expedite the prosecutions.

Despite these negative effects on the administration of criminal justice, many
Planning Groups stated that there were several beneficial effects. Among these, one
Planning Group indicated that the new time limits forced the court to dispose of its old
criminal cases. The time limits eliminated stalling strategies by counsel as well as
defendants. Two Planning Groups indicated that the time limits resulted in more rigorous
investigation and preparation of criminal cases by both the U.S. Attorney and defense
counsel.

One of the most effective means of administering the Speedy Trial Act time
intervals was the establishment of the automated docket system by the Federal Judicial
Center in 11 district courts. Referred to as COURTRAN Criminal, the system has enabled
the distriet courts to maintain current statements regarding the triability of defendants.
Another program, STARS, (Speedy Trial Accounting and Reporting System) was established
in 20 distriet courts. Each system is administered by the clerk of court and has enabled the
office to maintain instant information on all defendants in a criminal proceeding before the
distriet court. Both COURTRAN and STARS were developed by the Federal Judicial Center
in support of the requirements of the Speedy Trial Act. Another automated system
developed by the Federal Judicial Center and referred to as INDEX provides easy access to
the names of all parties in both eriminal and civil cases. INDEX is now installed in 31
distriet courts. (See Chart 2.)

42

e N T N

Chart 2

United States Distriet Courts
Courtran Installations*
As of September 1, 1980

Distriet
Court

AUTOMATED
CRIMINAL STARS
DOCKET

INDEX

Alabama, Northern.........
Arizona ...... e i ee e
Arkansas, Eastern....... s e
California, Central.........
California, Eastern.........
California, Southern........
California, Northern........
Colorado ...... e et

Florida, Middle...... Cee e
Georgia, Northern .........
Illinois, Northern ..........
Indiana, Southern ..........
Kentueky, Western . ...... .
Louisiana Western .........
Maryland .....
Massachusetts ............
Michigan, Eastern. .........
Minnesota ..........00...
Missouri, Western.. .. .......
Newdersey «v.oovieennnens
New Mexico..... e rsea e e
New York, Eastern ........
New York, Southern ........
Ohio, Northern............
Oregon ........
Pennsylvania, Eastern.......
PuertoRico ......c.vvvnn.

Tennessee, Middle .........
Texas, Southernt v vvvvvun...
Texas, Western. . . .........
Washington, Western. .......

» LT

PP XX N

X

ECE R T HKoPE P D P M d MM XXX

PP DK XXM XXX

* Excludes five distriets with Central Violation Bureau installations and
three Circuit Courts of Appeals with Appeals

Management Systems (AIMS).
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DISTRICTS WHICH ADOPTED DISMISSAL SANCTIONS AND FINAL SPEEDY TRIAL TIME
INTERVALS BEFORE JULY 1, 1980

Under provisions of Title 18 U.S.C. 3174, the Chief Judge of each di.str‘ic_t with the
concurrence of the District's Speedy Trial Planning Group could apply .to the Jud101§11 coun'cﬂ
of the circuit indicating that the district was ready to apply the sanctions set out in Section
3162 as well as meet the time intervals set out’'in the Act. These are the 3_0 day time
interval from arrest to information or indietment and the 70 day mter\{al from 1nforma‘glon
or indictment to trial. Reasons for excludable delay would be applicable to both time

intervals.

Of the 95 distriet courts, 15 distriets adopted early sanq-tions for the time intervals
set out in the Act. The districts were by earliest date of adoption:

Date Sanctions
adopted prior

District to July 1, 1980

Alabama, Middle January 11, 1980
Alaska . May 1, 1980
Canal Zone April 1, 1980
Iowa, Northern April 1, 1980
Northern Marianas April 1, 1980
Delaware May 1, 1980
Missouri, Western May 1, 1980
Virginia, Eastern May 15, 1980
Montana June 1, 1980
Texas, Eastern June 1, 1980
Wisconsin, Eastern June 1, 1980
Wisconsin, Western June 1, 1980
West Virginia, Northern June 1, 1980
Hawaii June 15, 1980
Indiana, Southern June 15, 1980

Y OR
USE OF SANCTIONS UNDER 18 U.S.C. 3164 AND RELEASE FROM CUSTOD
MODIFICATION OF RELEASE CONDITIONS PURSUANT TO 18 U.S.C. 3166 AND
DISMISSAL OF CASES PURSUANT TO 18 U.S.C. 3162.

Several Planning Groups reported that, between filir.lg the original Speedy .Trlal Plan
and the current plan, rio sanctions were imposed under Section 3162. Three Planning Groups
indicated that the distriet court had released defendants from custody after 90 days of
detention and that the trial occurred shortly thereafter.

i i indi i designate
Thirteen Planning Groups indicated that the U.S. Attorney did not ;
defendants as "high risk" and one district dropped the tern} frqm the Speedy Trlal‘ Pl'ar.ls.
Another Speedy Trial plan, while dropping the designation "high risk," used a less prejudicial
term - "Priority Defendants."

One planning group explained that, if a defendant did not move for dismissal under
Section 3162, the district court did not release the defendant.

Of the 80 districts submitting Speedy Trial Plans, only five stated that the District
Court criminal cases had been dismissed pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 316Z.
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ADDITIONAL RESOURCES NEEDED BY THE DISTRICTS

The Speedy Trial Act requires each district to state in its final plan the additional
resources needed to comply with the permanent time limits. In Table 23, the requests for
additional personnel resources are listed by the distriet courts making such requests.

The resource requests are summarized below.
A. Judgeships

Fifteen districts indicated in their plans that 25 new judgeships were required on
& permanent basis. Further, 11 Planning Groups were anxious to have judgeships,
authorized by the 1978 Judgeship Act, filled.

Requests for new judgeships will be considered by the Judicial Conference during
the Biennial Survey of New Judgeships.

Regarding the filling of vacancies, all but 13 of the 117 new judgeships
authorized by the 1978 Judgeship Act were filled on dJune 30, 1980,

B. United States Magistrates

Sixteen permanent full-time magistrate positions were requested and five
districts requested five part-time positions be converted to full-time. These requests
will be reviewed on an individual basis by the Judicial Conference Committee on the
Administratior: of the Magistrate System.

C. Court Reporters

Five districts indicated that they required 8 more full-time Court Reporters.
Two more districts indicated the need for additional Court Reporters, but provided no
number. These requests will be reviewed and evaluated by the Judicial Conference
Subecommittee on Supporting Personnel.

D. Clerks of Court

Twenty-three Planning Groups requested 37 additional positions for handling the
monitoring and records requirements of the Speedy Trial Act. Six of these distriets also
made requests for clerical assistance. These will be reviewed by the Judicial
Conference Subcommittee on Supporting Personnel.

1. Probation Officers

Altogether, six distriets requested eight probation officers. Another four
indicated additional requirements for probation officers. One district requested a
pretrial services officer the same as provided under Title II of the Speedy Trial Act
of 1974,

2. TFederal Defenders

Eight distriets requested ten additional Federal Public Defenders, with one
of these districts not specifying an actual number. These requests will be reviewed
by the Judicial Conference Committee to Implement the Criminal Justice Act.

3. Supporting Personnel

The Planning Groups indicated the need for additional personnel to assist
judicial officers as well as other officers in carrying out their funetions under the
Speedy Trial Act.
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Table 23

Additional Resoirces Requested by U.S. District Court Planning Groups
Por Compliance with Permanent Speedy Trial Time Limits

Circult
and
District

No additional
staff
requested

Requests for Judges and Magistrates

dJudges

Supporting
staff for
Judges

U.S.
Magistrates

Supporting
staff for
Magistrates

Court
Reporters

Office of
Clerks
of Courts

Requests. for
Publie Defender

Requests for Department of Justice

Probation Offices

Officers

Supporting
Statf

Public
Defender

Supporting

Staff

U.8, Attorney

U.8. Marshal

Assistant
U.8. Attorney

Supporting
Staff

Supporting

Marshals

Staff

Increased
Personnel Aid

To All District
Agencies

Other

Totals ...ocuvvnensnee

47

25

3

18 FT/5 PT

36

37

8

10

7

85

25

113

18

Distriet of Columbia.......

Pirst Cireuit

Maine ..coivvnienncnans
Massachusetts s cocevsoses
New Hampshire .....cc000
Rhodelsland s cveeoveneas
Puerto RicG e v eovevevnnas

Second Cireuit

Comnecticut s v eeeeservees
New York:
Norther cveoveonceass
Eastern coveecceaccans
Southern . cevvecsrcees
WesteM.oooeeoessnnne
Vermont ....eevcevecnnn

Third Cireuit

Delaware.....ccocvevenas
New Jersey cocevevecscne
Pennsylvania:
Easterl cvuceasonnsnae
Middle...ocoveeenenas
Western..oveesnececes
VirginIslands . . cvasonvene

Pourth Cireuit

Maryland ..o veeevenvonas
North Carolina:
EaStern cvvececoneccses
Middle.ocoeeneasennane
Western..icveenvsoanas
South Carolingd «coocevesse
Virginia:
Eastern ccovesesccoees
Western...veveeensens
West Virginia:
Northern cveeeevcecane
Southern «.ovevecccese

Pifth Cirewmit

Alabama:
Northefn coveoeseescas
Middle..ooeeeennnnens
Southern ......c000a0e
Florida:
Northern «svvaeseeanae
Middle...voeivenconas
Southern ...vccvvecess
Georgia:
NOrthern v ocoveeasosas
Middle...ooiovennveaee
Southern .....cvvevees
Louisiana:
Eastern voovevecnecacs
Middle..ovoeiiennens
Western....coveeeonees
Mississippi:
Northern +v.cveneeenss
Southem ....cvoeeeens
Texnas:
Northern o vvsvenevaens
EaStern v vovoeveeenens
Southern v.cvvvvennnns
Western .. vovivesnnnsas
CanalZone ....0ocvnvvnsn

4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
: ' : X ’ ‘ 3 : ' : X : : p : : :
: : : : : : : : 1 : ) N i ’ : ) N
x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - ) - - N/8 - - - - - $ 1
x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- 1 - : : ! ! Ny ' " : : ' : : : :
- - - - - - - - 1 - - - _
- 3 - - - - 3 - - - - 40 - 1 - : >
. e ! . : : : : - : : : : : - P
x : - - - - - - - N - -
’-‘ 2 - - - 2 1 - - 1 - 6 N/S s 3 - 6E
- - - N/8 - - - - - - - N/S - - - - c
x - - - - - - - N . - - N/S - - - ¢
X : : : : N/s : : : : : : 3 1 1 - C.F
- 1 - - - - - - - - - N - - - B
x z - - - z z - - - - - - N - C -
: - - N N z 1 N : - - z - - - - B
x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
x X ' : : : i - - : : : : : : _ :
x - - - - - - - -
x N - - - - - 1 - - - 1 2 B
- - - ‘ - - - N/S - - - - N/8 : : - - 1_3
x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
x - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - A
x - - - - - - - - - - - - N - g
x - Y 2 . v s - : z i z - - - x B,A
x - N/8 ) 4 N/S s - - - - -
- - 1 7 29 [ « - - - - 1 -l. : - : -
X - - - - - . - - - - - N - - - _
x - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - N/S - - - - N/s : : : -
x - - - - - - - - - - - - o - - -
) 4 - - - - - - - - -
x - - - - 2 - N - - - 1 - - -
z - . N ' - ' ' : - ‘ - : 1 - z G

- - 1 -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - B,C
- - < 1+1PTtoPT - - 5 - - - - 3 ! s - - :
- 2 2 - - - - 2 2 2 - 2 5 ~ _ - -
x - - - - - - - - - - - -

A - Requests more equipment

B - Requests expanded court facilities

C ~ Requests installation of Courtren Il or STARS

D - Requests establishment of a satellite clerk's office

E - Requests additional vehicles for U.S. marshal

ce hational teletype service -
ds

F - Requests Department of Justi
G - Requests increased travel fun

H - Requests expanded detention facilities

R/S - Number not specified
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Table 23

Additional Resources Requested by U.S. Distriet Court Planning Groups
For Compliance with Permanent Speedy Trial Time Limits

Requests for
Public Defender Requests for Depertment of Justice
Requests for Judges and Migistrates S i Iner .,
Circuit No additional Supporting Supporting Office of Probation Offices o - Personnel Aj
and staff staff for U.8, staff for Court Clerks Supporting |  Public Supporting Assistant ting Supporting To All Distriet
District requested Judges Judges Magistrates Magistrates Reporters of Courts Officers Staff Defender Staff U.8. Attorney Staff Marshals Staff Agencies Other
Sixth Cirouit
Kentucky:
Eaxtgn.. - - - 1PTto FT - N/8 - - - - N/8 - N/8 -
WesterN.oosasocacnscs b 4 - - - - - - - - - - -
Michigan:
Easgt‘::nrn.. - 2 - 1 - - - 1.PSO - - - - [] - B
Westerm..covosccscosne X - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ohio:
Northern «vascoseesasss - - - - - - - 3 5 2 1 - - -
Southern .scvescesanse b 4 - - - - -
Tennessee: :
Eastern ccsvccocsnness - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 1 - -
Middle .o voessuecrsons - - - 1+1PTtoFT - 3 - - - - - - - - - -
Westérn..ooeeessseone - 1 N/8 - - - - - - - - - - - - _ -
Seventh Cirenit
Nlinois: R W 5
Northern coceesccenanse - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Central .veveeocsscsns - - - - - - N/8 N/8 - N/8 - N/ - N/S - - -
Southern «oceevsesanss - 1 - - - - N/S N/8 - - N/S - N/8 - - -
Indiana:
Northern veceeecssscos - - - 2 - - - - - -
Southermn .vesceocvnces x - - - - - - - -
Wisconsin:
Eastern cveseevvoccans x - - - - - -~ - - - -
Westem.cneosoosnvoeas x - - - - - -
Eighth Ciresit
Arkansas:
Eastern . vovecesnanevs - - N/S - - N/8 1 1 - - - 2 - - H
Western.oveoevecvonne - 1 - - - 1 1 - - - 1 - - B,G
Towa:
Northern ..ccoesecnnen x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Southem .ceescevscnnes - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 - -
Minnesot8 ..coososcccesns x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Missouri:
Eastern coveovecvencns x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
WesterN.oecocacconans x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nebraskd . coooseecsvccas x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
North Dakotl . coeosesesss - - - - - - - - - - - - - i 1 - 2E,F,G
Bouth Dakota ccovcecocass x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ninth Cireuit
AlBBKB « cocovcvrocancane X - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
AriZOnA . v coeessvssscass x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
California:
Northern voeeececanans x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Eastermn c.ovecescccnsns - - N/8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Central coeeavecsncnns - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Southern .ccvvioconssee - 4 N/8 N/8 - - - - - - .- - - - - - -
Hawail.ooeioooaannes x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
IdBhO ¢ v o eveesncacscnnss x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
MONtanNa .ecccocecscoesns x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nevada ..cevevenccccnas - - - N/8+1PT to FT - - 2 2 2 2 4 4 85 2 1 - -
OFEEON +vvesesavconsess - 1 - 1 PT to FT - - 1 - - 2 1 2 2 5 1 - -
Washington: .
EBSterN vievoanscessne - 1 - - - - 1 N/8 N/S - - - - 1 1 - -
Western . coveosasnenes - 3 - 1 - - 3 - - - - 3 2 20 2 - -
GUAM tevveerransosonns - - - 1 N/S - 1 - - - - - - N/S - - -
Northern Marianas ........ x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tenth Cirouit
Colorado cavvevenvsoanas x - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Kansas.....ce000c00000s x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
New MeXiCO0eeeosaoaosnns x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Oklahoma: '
Northern cccovecocacee x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Eastern c.ooovvcencanns - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x -
WesterNoooesvnecnnnsne - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x -
Utah covneseccooccnnans - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - C
Wyoming «.cceoncennvans - 1 - 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - - - -

A - Requests more equipment

B - Requests expanded court facilities '

C - Requests installation of Courtran I or STARS

D - Requests establishment of a satellite clerk’s office

E - Requests additional vehicles for U.S. marshal

F - Requests Department of Justice national teletype service
G - Requests increased travel funds
H - Requests expanded detention facilities

N/3 - Number not specified
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Eight distriets requested an increase in support staff for the judge with six
distriets not indicating the number of support staff requested.

Three districts requested 36 additional permanent support staff for the U.S.
magistrates.

Three distriets made requests for an additional seven sup[_)ort positiops for
their Federal Public Defender offices. An additional district did not specify an

exact number of defenders that was needed.

Five districts requested six additional support personnel without specifying
the number needed for the U.S. Probation offices.

4. Department of Justice Personnel

The Attorney General is responsible for providipg additional personnel
resources for components of the Department. Ten Planning G.rou'ps requested 65
new Assistant United States Attorney positions. The Southern Distriet of New York
indicated a need for 40 of these requested positions.' Fo_ur other districts indicated
the need for additional U.S. Attorneys. Nine dlStI‘lC'tS requestgd 25 support
positions for the U.S. Attorney and five other distr.icts did not specify the number
of positions required. (Including the three .d.istrlcts which neglected to state
numerical needs, 22 districts requested an addl_tlona}l 113 depu.ty U.S. Marshals on a
permanent basis.) Including the one district which did not specify an actual number,
thirteen distriets requested 16 support personnel for the U.S. Marshal.

5. Other Resource Needs

Planning Groups identified other resources required .by the district for
meeting the final limits of the Speedy Trial Act. Eight Planning groups. requesﬁed
expanded court facilities. One district desired to establish a sat-e}llte offlqe for the
clerk of court. The U.S. Marshal in two districts requested ac_1d1t10na1 vehicles, and
two other U.S. Marshals requested teletype communicat@on with the Department of
Justice. 'Two other Planning Groups requested additional travel funds for the

district personnel.
PROCEDURES AND INNOVATIONS ADOPTED BY THE DISTRICT COURTS

esponding to one requirement of the Speedy Trial Act, the Planning Groups
reporte% rr?any ir;gnovations degling with eriminal procedures. Many dlStI‘.lc.tS 1r(13clucf1ed the
Speedy Trial Act Guidelines and Model Plan approved by t.he Judicial Con eregcg
Committee on the Administration of the Criminal Law. In their plans, others amende
existing rules to include the salient provisions of the Model Plan.

i j j ittee of the

Great effort was made to designate a judge or several ]gdges as a committe
court to monitor the day to day compliance with the Speedy Trial Act provisions aside fronc’;
the overview responsibilities of the Planning Groups. Each Planning GrouP which reportet
various innovations did so according to the components sf the court. These are set ou

below.

A. District courts

imi i ili i ire the U.S. Attorney

To eliminate piecemeal filings of motions, many cour.ts require
and defense counsel to file all pre-trial motions at one time and date (usually after
arraignment) so that the court can adequately consider the motions. Further, tpe
distriet courts require the government's counsel and defense counsel to meet on pretrial

discovery matters.
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1. Distriet guidelines were established for the use of excludable delay with the U.S.
magistrate and, in some districts, the clerk of court, by local rule, entering
excludable delay notations. To ease the problem of computations, the district
courts require both the government and defense counsel to identify the type of
excludable delay covered by the motion.

2. Pursuant to the Federal Magistrate Act of 1979, additional duties such as
arraignment following indietment or information under Rule 10 of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure were conducted by magistrates in 89 of the 92 district
courts covered by the Federal Magistrate Act. Magistrates also conducted pretrial
conferences or omnibus hearings in 55 districts and reviewed motions in 80
districts, about 10 percent of which were "dispositive" matters in which magistrates
submitted a finding and recommended a resolution.

3. When Magistrates monitored criminal cases for compliance with the Speedy Trial
intervals, local rules allowed them to set indictment due dates, prepare status
reports, and dismiss complaints if the time limit was exceeded. Further, several
Planning Groups reported that magistrates in their districts evaluate criminal cases
and advise the court if they are complex or routine.

4, Some districts forbade any calendar change within 24 hours of scheduled
appearances. If an emergency occurs, a judge can assign the case to another
judge. Emphasis is made on having trial dates set at time of arraignment. Further,
judges in one distriet must notify the chief judge within 21 days when a case will
exceed Speedy Trial Time limits.

5. Proceedings following the transfer of defendants under Rule 20 of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure have been expedited. When the defendant arrives in

the district for further proceedings, the clerk of court immediately notifies the
court.

6. Considerable effort has been made to improve juror management, including the
establishment of jury pools, multiple voir dire and use of answering devices for
jurors who are scheduled to report to court. Also, new grand jury procedures have
been established, including setting the time and location of grand jury sessions so
that the grand jury can present an indictment in any division of the district without
regard to the location where the defendant will be tried.

Clerks of Court

The Speedy Trial Act gives the clerk of court the responsibility for obtaining
information under Sections 3166(b) and (e¢) from all relevant sources including the
United States Attorney, Federal Public Defender, private counsel, district court judges,
and the Chief Probation Officer. To do this, the Planning Groups indicated the
following procedures and innovations:

1. Devised forms for tracking defendants in the Speedy Trial process;

2. Utilized automated systems such as COURTRAN and STARS as well as word
processing equipment to monitor all defendarits;

3. Appointed Speedy Trial Coordinators for the entire district and trained deputy

clerks to handle only criminal docketing, including monitoring all speedy trial
intervals;
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4,

5.

Consolidated in the office of the clerk of court all eriminal docketing thereby
reducing duplication of the U.S. magistrate's docketing; '

And took over from the U.S. Marshal the notification of trial dates.

C. Federal Public Defenders

D.

1.

Planning Groups noted that the Federal Public Defenders assisted the court by
arranging office schedules so that a publie defender would be available at all

arraignments should their service be required.

Some districts required the private defense counsel practicing in Federal courts fo
familiarize themselves with the Speedy Trial Act. This effort has been helpful in

improving compliance rates generally.

U.S. Probation Offices

1.

U.S. Probation Officers, in at least two distriets, supervise defendants released
following arraignment to redirce the number of defendants who do not appear for

scheduled court appearances.

Office provides the U.S. magistrate and

In many districts, the U.S. Probation
data that later will be required for a

defense counsel forms for collecting
presentence report should it be ordered.

Planning Groups indicated that probation offices provided the court with

presentence investigations well before trial to insure that sentencing occuy::ed
within the 45 days conviction to sentence period suggested by the Judicial
Conference Committee on the Administration of the Criminal Law.

E. ' United States Attorneys

%

1.

F.
1.

In four distriets, the U.S. Attorney established procedures to assure that all arrests
are reported promptly and, where detention occurs, that the 90 day custody period
is monitored, taking note of incidences of excludable delay.

ps noted that the U.S. Attorney had revised several reporting

Many Planning Grou
forms, many of which are used to monitor a defendant's progress through the two
case file for easy

time intervals. Some of these forms are attached to the
reference. Target dates for filing motions and otherwise complying with the time

intervals have been established.

U.S. Attorneys following an investigation are taking their case directly to a grand
jury with the arrest and arraignment oceurring afterwards. This procedure

eliminates the 30 day interval one period.

pretrial diversion is practiced Dy the U.S. Attorneys with the assistance of the

Probation Service.

The U.S. Attorney established a plea cutoff date before trial in at least three

districts, which prevented 1oss of time for the court.

U.S. Marshals

U.S. Marshals have adopted reporting programs to alert the court when a defendant
is approaching 30 days of detention without indictment or 90 days without trial.
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U.S. Marshal
s have reduced the amount of time required to bring a defendant t
o)

1 9 ke y p

court security and i
C emergencies, This i
and arraignment notices. permits the Marshals to serve arrest warrants

. VIL
| RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES IN STATUTES

’

The . .
hese recommendations will be reviewed by the appropriat
e

A. Recommendations for Changes in Statutes
1.

Intervals for Speedy Trial Disposition

Many Planni
and intervabll twi“g;ﬂgx;;;‘sggcs] sl'lrggested that the time limits for both int
sixty days instead of the pres.enthfhfri:qugs’[ was to expand the first time i:tr:g/lafr;g
recommended y days. For the second i o
100 days and three supported 120 days. Ano&ir}n;g:gilﬁgorée distrie!
! roup saw

the need to eliminate the i
the need to ol e intervals altogether and set one 180 day time period from

Two distriets suggest
: d that u d i coe s
interval two ggeste nused days in the first :
applied, it w’a :ihl:r:'gec%smarge(r)x\c,}ir‘?u 10f0 day limit is met. %hgnlfge}l;veaicﬁsic;fsd lcted go
only when M| ion of one district that ol i an be
y a defendant is in the district following transfesrpfer%drz Eg:ﬁclhg,tgyvtal.s ?egin
istrict.

Time to Trial

One Plannin
ing Group recommended that Congress extend by thirty days tl
e

g

sh : .
ould e trial be required less than 30 days after reindictment

Another distriet recommended that in no event

g

For defendants i
. proceedin .
intervals for these cases. g pro se many Planning Groups requested longer time

Exclusions Under Section 3161

Most of t i
he courts which commented on the present exclusions found them

satisfactory; however i
J , some did have reco i i
should be considered. These can be summsu'izg:in;t(:r}f?)l?l\lt(l)c;vnsEE regarding factors that

a.

Additicnal time, not to
exceed ;
and deferred présecution_ 30 days, should be provided for plea negotiation

Discovery requires lon i
‘ g periods of time and i
due to discovery should be provided under Sectlignwiflsﬁiecommended that delays
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. - ine in
' Time should be excluded in a pending case when tr}ere is e(aj 1e%'a1 ;sszush;;(ezgdxxoguid
- 1m’ch similar case or for a defendant in a multi-defendan tct AV
Z?foecf I‘ftl,rther proceedings and the defendant(s) do not object to
until the issue is resolved.

d. Three Planning Groups recommended that long excludable delays should also be
“ the basis for extending the Speedy Trial time limits.

j itted

e. Under Section 3161(h)(8), one éiistr‘}‘ct recgarg;ne;ﬁdggog‘g;g aw%]uedngea:eogigg;m;case
) i in i al two for a

ggqsﬁ'celsu%?nrgg:i?a‘ég g}c‘::g[r‘l\{ion. Planning Groups further recommended that

. . ¢
tion 3161 (h)(8) be amended to cover cases.ass1gne~d to.a ]udogfh‘;};alt) IZir;?:g
g:cdlics)po;ed of because the judge is involved 1r11dablongv (;c:;uz(l). other Planning
i i hould be gi
nded that more discretion s :
Sz;‘gugi rSe:cog;:e 3161(h)(8) including the court's emergency requirements to
attend to other judicial business.

4. Complex Cases

. . {minal
i ture involve interstate crimina
deral offenses by their natu . . : al
i i qenetﬁ‘aiy:ax;;ple, gambling offenses which involve 1nterst?;ce v;gla:ltilrzn n‘;v;re
wﬁi?it 1?: S(iefendan'cs need longer time limits because such cases often req
g;‘etri%l time to prepare the prosecution's case.

. imits be
Planning Groups recommended that separate and oltzgg:rp'lc;r::ingméﬁ s
idered for different defendants in the same case. . he Flanning Groups
cons:ngfended that multiple defendant cases and cases which po
;‘:s(iles be removed from the Act's current time limits.

Some Planning Groups noted the need for more time to try complex cases

which involved e i ded as serious offenses by the
i i conspiracy charges and are regar ; . y
putilic Bl.t lai'ge such as tax and fraud cases and other white collar offenses
’

Imposition of Sanections

[S2]

Only four districts commented on the imposition of sanctions as follows:

Compel the defendant to move for sanctions under Section 3162 at least ten
a. :
days before trial;

b. Limit fines for defense-counsel to $250;

c. Repeal Section 3162(b) and enable the court to levy whatever sanction fits the
case;

6. Waivers of Speedy Trial

. . . five
Three districts suggested that Speedy Trial waweltls1 bse ;z;le"{‘vr(‘ei(;l?c?t. iv
distriets recommended that such waivers should be part of the Speedy

7. Other Recommendations

. Some
a. Thirteen of the district courts recommended that the Act be repealed

al
Planning Groups noted that the courts should rely on Rule 50(b) of the Feder

Rules of Criminal Procedure instead of the Speedy Trial Act.
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Rule 48. Two Planning Groups recommended that Rule 48(p) (dismissal) should be
armended to agree with Section i
Rule 48(a) amended so that the U.S. A

defense of an intention to “ginstate ch
would be terminated.

ttorney would have to inform the court and the
arges against a defendant whose original charges

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS IN REGARD TO CRIMINAL RULES AND P

ROCEDURES
A. Rules

Most of these recommendations were for rule
criminal cases. One distriet believed g rule was neede

first appearance in a district of record, This was regarded as appropriate in distriats
which receive many transfers under Rule 20,

A rule was proposed for placing the responsibility on the U
defendant or his co

purpose,

.S. Attorney and the
unsel for reporting excludable delays ineluding forms for this

One distriet recommended that a procedure
magistrate could appoint counsel at

B. Procedures

be established whereby the U.S,
first appearance when it was possible to do so.

One Planning Group recommended that court calendars be provided to the U.S.
t le

Marshal's Office at least 24 hours before g scheduled court appearance so that the
defendant could be transported to court on time.

Another district saw value in continuing the Dis
recommended that there should be eir
procedures for handling cases.

trict Planning Groups and
cuit-wide communication on issues as well gs

Two distriets suggested that pretria} diversion programs should be funded.
FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS_

Two Planning Groups recommended that the Administrative Office develop
standardized forms to be used throughout the

Federal Judiciary for recording excludable
delays within the courts. Two distriets request

ed that all distriets have a comprehensive
order on excludable delay, thereby reducing the clerical time preparing such orders.

One Planning Group suggested that the U.S. Marshal provide custody reports on each
defendant which could be included in the clerk of court's ease file. Also, notification of
arrests in other distriots should be reported uniformly to the distriet where the prosecution
will be held. Routinely, arresting officers shoul

d promptly report any arrest in the district
to the U.S. Attorney, the clerk of court, and the U.S. magistrate,

According to one district, the Administrative

Office should eliminate the current
detailed reporting of excludable incidents and time of s

uch delays,

Two districts noted the value of COURTRAN and STARS. These
reduce the clerical tasks connected with monitori
defendants,

systems serve to
ng each case, especially those with multi-



b. In order to reduce the workload of the Federal courts, one distriet suggested
that Title 42 U.S.C. 1983 be amended to require that State prisoners exhaust all
of their State remedies before filing in a Federal Court.

Some districts believe the court should be able to appoint and compensate

c.
back-up counsel when regular counsel has a potential trial conflict.

d. Other districts saw the need for increasing the compensation of panel attorneys
appointed under provisions of the Criminal Justice Act.

e. Consideration of a defendant's danger to the community caused one district to
recommend that the Bail Reform Act be amended to respond to this problem.

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE

Speedy Trial Planning Groups indicated that the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure
should be amended to fit the requirements of the Speedy Trial Act. The recommendations

are as follows:

Rule 7(a). Two Planning Groups indicated that the rule should reflect the time limits
for filing an indictment or information. Another Pianning Group indicated that Rule 7(a)
should be amended to clarify whether or not an information in a felony case was filed by the
U.S. Attorney prior to the defendant waiving indictment.

Rule 8(b). One Planning Group recommended that Rule 8(b) be amended to provide
specifically that an information may not be filed against multiple defendants in a eriminal
case unless all defendants are available for trial.

Rule 10. Two Planning Groups requested that this Rule provide a time limit for
entering a plea. Another district recommended that the U.S. Attorney be requested to
designate an unusual or complex case at time of arraignment. One Planning Group
suggested that Rule 10 and Rule 43 be amended so that a defendant can enter a written plea

without being present.

Rule 14. In view of Section 3161(h)7)which provides for a reasonable period of delay
for a defendant who is joined for trial with a co-defendant, consideration should be given to
defining a time period which is presumed prejudicial within the meaning of such words in
Rule 14 and listing the factors to be weighed in determining prejudice in such cases.

Rule 18. One Planning Group requested a revision of Rule 18 to state that a judicial
emergency may provide a good reason to try a defendant outside the original jurisdiction.

Rule 28, This Rule should permit a defendant to waive venue in the district where
the complaint is pending and consent to be charged in the arresting district. At the present
time, the defendant can waive indictment and trial under Rules 7, 11, and 20(b).

Rule 23. Two districts noted that this rule should provide for the time limits for
commencement and recommencement of trial as provided by the Speedy Trial Act.

Rule 23(b) One Planning Group indicated that this rule should be amended to provide
& six person jury in misdemeanor cases.

Rule 45(a) All Speedy Trial accounting for Speedy Trial time intervals and incidents
of delay should follow Rule 45(a).
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XII. RECOMMENDATIONS OF STUDIES OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL ACT

Districts were not requested to provide recommendations on types of studies that
might be taken in examining the effect of the implementation of the Speedy Trial Act;

however, recommendations were provided as follows:

A. An extensive study should be made of the impact of the seventy day limit from

indietment to frial.

B. In two years, there should be a study to determine if there is a need to extend limits
and eliminate record keeping now required to monitor all cases, many of which are in

compliance,

C. Another Planning Group suggested that in view of the purpose of the Act, "to assist in
reducing crime and the danger of recidivism,"” there should be a study to determine if

this purpose is obtained.

D. Finally, a Planning Group recommended that there should be a study into the problems
resulting from delays in the post-trial procedures. Though not a subject of the Speedy
Trial Act, there is concern about the mounting increase in attacks by defendants

against their sentences as well as the conduet of the trial.
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APPENDIX A
The seven statistical tables for Appendix A are provided as follows:

Table 1 shows the net processing times for Speedy Trial Intervals
One and Two (pursuant to the August 2, 1980 amendments) for defendants
whose cases were terminated during the twelve month period ended June
30, 1980. Processing times are also shown for Interval Three, the time
from conviction to sentence, which has no specified time limit under the
Act. Execludable delay periods do not apply to this interval.

Table 2 shows the incidence of and reasons for excludable delay
granted by the distriet courts and the intervals where the delay occurred.

Table 3 is a summary of the distriet court use of detention for
defendants terminated during the twelve months ended June 30, 1980.

Table 4 shows all defendants terminated in the district courts for
the two years ended June 30, 1979 and 1980, including those who did not
come under the reporting provisions of the Speedy Trial Act of 1974.

Table 5 provides the age of the pending civil caseload for three
years ended June 30.

Tables 6a and 6b show, by major offense for the first and second
time intervals, the net time required to dispose of defendants during the
year ended June 30, 1980 who were prosecuted under provisions of the
Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as amended. :

Table 7 summarizes, by district, the number of matters presented
for prosecution and the number on which prosecution was initiated. This
based on a report provided by the District Planning Groups on maiters
presented for prosecution to the U.S. Attorney.
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DISTRICT

ALL UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS

INTERVAL
ONE
(ARREST.
TO
INDICT
MENT)

INTERVAL
TWO
{(INDICT-
MENTTO
TRIAL)

SENTENC-
ING
INTERVAL

FORALL
PERSONS
TERMINATED &
SENTENCED
DURING THE

SUBDiVIDED
BY WHEN
INTERVAL
BEGAN

Before TJuly '79 4,356y | 914

On/After
1 July ‘79

SUBDIVIDED
BY WHEN
INTERVAL
BEGAN

On/After
1.July 79

1-YEAR PERIOD

DEFENDANTS

SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS (18 U.S.C. 3166(c)(1})
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during one-year period
Juty 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980

PROCESSING TIME

TABLE

#NO. OF

TERMINATED

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #

(——— NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS ——j

L_8,837, 12,901

T (T ) ) ) A B )
| sAME DAY ||" 1:40'30.days” j| 311035days || 36 to45days 46 1060 days || 61to90days || 9110120 days || 121 days & over
DS Y N oers DEF'S DEF'S DEF'S DEF'S
REPORTED REPORTED % REPORTED % REPORTED % | REPORTED % REPORTED % %
323 | 7.4} 154} 3.5 ‘99 2.3 97| 2.2 511{ 1.2 804 1.8
153 | 1.7{ 107| 1.2 84| 1.00 44) 0.5 15| 0.2 0.1

=

HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL

f— Number of *Net Days that Elapsed to Commencement of Trial (or other digposition) from Indictment or (if later) First Appearance -———-\

N\

81 10 100 days

)
101 to 120 days

\

N
121 to 180 days Em days & over

DEF'S DEF'S
REPORTED % % % REPORTED
592] 6.0 578 5.8 3.2 501} 5.1
l 22,127 L 404 1.8 0.8 210( 0.9
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #
e NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION N
(" SAME DAY 11030 311045 46 10 60 61 & over )
NO. DEF'S No. r o No. B No. % No. %
027,080, 7,503 6,353 6,356 3,090 11.4 3,778 14.0
KEREE S RN

#DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUDE:
FROM U.S. MAGISTRATE DECISIONS, RULE 20 TRANSFERS OUT OF
DISTRICT, PRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS.

JUVENILES, APPEALS

# #THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN IHE NTERVAL DURING
THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1880

TIMT UNDER 18 USC 3161(h).

*NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS — 18 U.5.C. 3166(b}(2)

INCIDENCE OF AND
REASONS FOR DELAY

ALL UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS

CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161

A Examination or hearing for mental or physncal |ncapac|ty—
hi(1a), . . . . . . .o

B NARA examination—(h{1}{(B).
C State or federal trials on other charges—(h}{1}(D} .

D Interlocutory appeats—{(h) {(1){ E) ..

* E Motions (from filing to hearing or prompt disposition)—(h}{1}({f)

F Transfe:s from other districts (per FRCP rules 18,20, 21, 40)—(h){1}(G)

G Motion is actually under advisement—{h)}{1}{J ;.

H Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, deponatlon,

extradition—{h}{1)

*6 Transportation from another dlstnct or to/from exammat:on or

hospitalization in ten days or léss—(h}{1}{H)

P *7  Consideration by court of proposed plea agreement—({h){1){l}

Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement—{(h}{2)

M Unavailability of defendant or essential witness—
(h}{3){A & B) .. .
Period of mental or physwal mcornpetence uf defendant
to stand trial—(h){4) . Co .

O Period of NARA commitment or treatment—(h}{1HC} & (B} .

Superseding indictment and/or new charges—(h}{6}

R Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no severance had

been granted—(h)(7)

if more than one reason or none of reasons below

given in support {A & B)

“Ends of 11 Failure to continue would stop further proceedmgs
justice or result in miscarriage (B)(i} . . R
continu-
T T2 Case unusual or complex (B){ii)
ance, per
161 Indictmaent following arrest cannot be filed in

{h}(8) T2 30 days (B) i)

T Continuance granted in order to obtain or substi-
tute counsel, or give major time to prepare (B) (iv)j

U Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea—3161(i) .

W Grand jury indictment time extended 30 more days—3161(b)

1. - More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated

#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC 3161, Speedy Trial Act
amended, are shown with reason for delay below.

TOTAL
of 1974, as

REPORT PERIOD

JULY 1, 1979
THROUGH
JUNE 30, 1980

TOTALS

**TERMINATED DEFENDANTS
REPORTED DURING PERIOD

DEFENDANTS
WITHOUT EXCLUDABLE TIME 1222047
DEFENDANTS
WITH EXCLUDABLE TIME

INCIDENTS
OF EXCLUDABLE TIME

LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO. OF DAYS)

132,589, ® OF "A”
——~—

B

20,829, ® 3.9 |

111.760, © 30.1

Oto 10dys| 11to21 221042 | 43to B4 85 to 120 (121 +da®
121 71 126 157 57 61 ||, 593
0 3 0 0 0 1], 4
29 14 29 37 14 18 {{, 141
9 12 26 19 26 90 ||, 182,
2,968 [ 1,235 | 1,164 697 186 140 6,390
64 47 68 29 .11 19 ({, 238,
762 563 933 | 214 38 31 ||, 2,541
494 8 13 14 2 1]l 532
24 7 2 0 0 0 (f, 33,
55 36 100 61 2 6 ||, 260
36 28 61 | 108 28 176 ||, 437,
373 179 146 141 58 310 || 1,207
9 19 20 31 15 38 ||, 132,
0 0 1 0 0 0 !, 1,
22 17 15 16 11 19 {{, 100
37 34 73 61 20 38 ||, 263,
398 369 797 | 1,041 428 665 3,698
11 16 57 37 5 13 || 139,
17 21 28 1 33 ||, 108,
0 1 1 2 0 {{, 4
50 38 43 41 16 L 19s
10 6 26 34 14 il | N
10 17 21 2 0 1, 51,
11 8 9 25 13 80 ||, 146,
5,501 | 2,745 | 3,752 {2,795 945 | 1,778 |117,516,

An exclusion category newly created or moditied by Aug. '79 amendment.
**DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeals from U.S.

Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of district, pretrial diversion

dispositions, removals from State ccurts and any petty offenses.

***Interval one: Arrest to Indictment; Interval two: Indictment to Trial.

TABLE
2
/" INTERVAL >
SR
LAY OC-
CURRED***
ONE TWO
65 528
3
9 132
1 181
268 ]6,122
60 178
24 {2,517
99 433
4 29
4 256
22 415
52 |1,155
127
0 1
45 55
4 259
162 13,536
139
7 101
3 1
19 176
3 118
46 5
0 146
903 [16,613

@Less than 0.1 percent.
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TABLE|  SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(b)(6) & (c)(6) July 1,1678 DISTRICT ~ALL UNITED STATES
3 REPORT Through DISTRICT COURTS
PRETRIAL DETENTION PERIOD
June 30, 1980
A

NUMBER OF O’f: DEFENDANTS GROUPED BY LENGTH OF NET*

DEFENDANTS 32,589 A TIME IN CONTINUOUS DETENTION STATUS

TOTAL NO. OF DEFENDANTS DISPOSED
cases Y OF DURING PERIOD OF REPORT NUMBER OF DETAINEES % OF BOX B
CLOSED
DURING 8 - NUMBER OF NET DAVS )
REPORT 1to 10 111030 | 31090 | 99 to 120 | 121 to 150] 151 Pius
PERIOD :

DETAINEES

10,094 ] ,31.0, 4,600 11,92713,268] 163 52 84

DEFENDANTS DETAINED AFTER INITIAL
APPEARANCE BEFORE A JUDGE OR
MAGISTRATE FOR PERIODS OF
CUSTODY TIME NOT SUBJECT

TO EXCLUSIONS PER 316(h)

TABLj SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3168(c){4) & (5}
4

CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS
A

% % % % % %
45.6%,.19.7%, 32.4% 1.6% 0.5 ¥ 0.8%

*“NET" IS GROSS TIME LESS EXCLUSIONS PER 3161(h).

REPORT } July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979
PERIOD July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1980

r B NOT CONVICTED N c CONVICTED
{ TOTAL DISMISSED } ACGUITTED AT TRIAL CONVICTED by PLEA CONVICTED at TRIAL
% NoT % [ ToTAL %x % | TRt % [ rieAar x {
OF CON- OF | NO.DIS-| OF | COURT| JURY OF | \vicTeo OF |GuimYor | OF {COURT | JURY
A VICTED B MISSED B A [ NOLO CON. c

1979 41,175, | 20.11 8,262

1980 | 36,560 21.81 7,962

82.2|6,791| 17.8 1 303} 1,168] ] 79.9 {32,913} 82,907,295

83.3)6,633) 16.7 | 283 {1,046{{ 67.3 [28,598] 80.823,111

17.1}2,006{ 3,613
19.2|1,851] 3,636

TABLE] SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3167(b}(6}

5 | STATUS OF CIVIL CALENDAR

eeriop | “UY 1, 1976 through June 30, 1979

REPORT July 1, 1977 through Junae 30, 1978
July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1980

NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES LENGTH OF TIME CASES HAVE BEEN PENDING
%EFNSE':’JSRQFTPSE;IA(?J RFE,#S?HP gg;a?‘(‘)so oﬁEgsoplggTA ;IEETQDD Under 3 Mos. 3 to5 Mos. 6 to 11 Mos. 1210 17 Mos. | 18to 23Mos. 24 10 35 Mos. | 36 to 47 Mos. | 48 Mos, & over

1978 153,606 138,770 166,462 32,663 | 22,773 | 35,488 | 23,104 | 15,227 | 20,493 9,284 7,430

1979 166,462 154,666 177,805 35,973 | 26,190 | 36,057 | 23,644 | 16,679 | 19,246 {10,348 9,668

1980 177,805 168,789 186,113 38,875 | 27,873 | 38,168 | 24,299 | 15,280 | 19,643 9,387 |12,588
PERCENT 4
CHANGE 15.8 21.6 11.8 19.0 22.4 7.6 5.2 0.3 ~4.1 1.1 69.4
1980/1978




o

DISTRICT SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS (18 U.5.C. 3166(cH1)) PROCESSING TIME TABLE
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during one-year period L
District of Columbia July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
#0. oF ]
DEFENDANTS HOW 1.ONG IT TOOK TO BRING iNDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTSF#
TERMINATED
SUBDIVIDED . .
o WHEN — NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS —
INTERVAL § T , ) ) ) R R ) )
INTERVAL BEGAN | sAME Di\Y “110 30 vd‘ays . 31 to 35 days 36 to 45 days 46 to 60 days || 61 to 90 days 91 to 120 days || 121 days & over
ONE REE(E)';‘?ED SR nsgg:$so % % as%ﬁ?eu % RE?SE‘GS’ED % nsgggieo % %
{ARREST ' ;
INTSICT Before 1 July 79 | 174, 8 88 | 50.6 5.2 1 0. 1 0.6/ 1 0.6 0.6
MENT) g
On/After
1July 79 L 235, L 24 \ 2.1 3 1.3 1 0.4 1 0.4 - - -
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CR{MINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL
SUBDIVIDED = Number of *Net Days that Elapsed to Coinmencement of Trial (or other disposition) from Indictment or {if later) First Appearance ———
BY WHEN
INTERVAL h N ) h
INTERVAL BEGAN ' 71 to 80 days 81 10 100 days [] 101 to 120 days| } 121 to 180 days || 181 days & over
TWO : REESE?ED B % REE(EJ:’IS'ED % nsggﬁsn % REESE‘?ED % %
(INDICT- ’
MENT TO Before 1 July 79 | 210, 73 27 112.9 18| 8.6 4 1.9 7 3.3 1.0
TRIAL}
On/After
1 July 79 579 L 8 175 1.4 71 1.2 1 0.2 1 0.2 -
f;gTENC- HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #
INTERVAL
r NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION ~
gg:sgh'é 4 SAME DAY 11030 311045 46 10 60 61 & over ™)
TERMINATED & NO. DEF'S % No _ % " No. ' No. % No. %
SENTENCED L 639, 21 106 216.6 . 284 126 19.7 102 16.0
DURING THE
1-YEAR PERIOD B

#DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUDE:
JUVENILES, APPEALS FROM U.S. MAGISTRATE (DECISIONS, RULE 20 TRANSFERS OUT OF

DISTRICT, PRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS.

# # THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN IHE NTERVAL DURING
THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1980

“NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LES
TIMI UNDER 18 USC 3161th}.

S DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS -- 18 U.S.C. 3166(b)(2)

**TERMINATED DEFENDANTS ® B
REPORT PERIOD REPORTED DURING PERIOD |_ 802 OF "A" TABLE
} S

- DEFENDANTS 2

INCIDENCE OF AND oLy 1. 1978 WITHOUT EXCLUDABLE Time 453 , ®  56.5

REASONS FOR DELAY : TOTALS DEFENDANTS 349 ,© 43.5
THROUGH WITH EXCLUDABLE TIME 277 Lty
INTERVAL
DISTRICT JUNE 30, 1980 INCIDENTS © IN WHICH EX-
. . . OF EXCLUDABLE TIME CLUDABLE DE-
District of Columbia S LAY OC-
LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO. OF DAYS) OF “D" CURRED***
f W-‘
CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161 0to 10dys| 11 to21 22t042 | 43to 84 85 to 120 1121 + dam ONE TWO
Examination or hearing for mental or physucal incapacity—
A mNAL . L R, e e 6 3 13 7 6 L1e2 0 13 23
B NARA examination—(h{1}{(B}. . , e e e 0 0 0 J 0 0 L 0 [ I, O .. 0 0
4
C State or federal trials on other charges—{h}{1){D} . 1 0 1 1 0 1 [ 1...0.8 . 0 4
0 0

D Interlocutory appeals—({h){T1){E} , . 0 0 0 0 L [T R, (.)... 0 0
1 189 38.0 1 188

* E  Motions {from filing to hearing or prompt disposition}—(h) (1M{f) . 63 38 51 31 > L e R
o 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 0.6 3 0
F Transfers from other districts (per FRCP rules 18, 20,21, 40}~ {h{1}{G) L [ S A 29 . 35

6 7.0 0

G Motion is actually under advisement—(h){1){J,. . . . 5 9 13 3 0 4 L 35 [ I
Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, deportatlon, 0 0 0

H extradition—{h){1) e PR . 0 0 0 0 L T B Q- .. 0 0

v Transportation from another dnstm:t or to/from examlnanon or 3 .0 0 0 0 3 0.6 0 3
hospitalization in ten days or less—(h}{1){H) L N IEEEREP R
0 0 1
. * 7 Consideration by court of proposed plea agreemant—{h}(1)(}) 0 1 0 L il ...0.2 .1 0 1
1 5 8 0 1 18 3.6 0 18"

I Prosscution deferred by mutual agreement—{h}{2} . e T :
Unavailability of defendant or essential witness— 6 11 3 3 14 63 12,7 7 56

M (h)(3)(A & B) . ) 26 — B IETRE
Period of mental or phys:cal mcompetence of defandant 0 0 2 1 2 8 | 1.6 1 7
to stand trial—(h)(4) . . . . e e L o | T

O Period of NARA commitment or treatment—(h} (1}{C) & (6} . 0 0 0 0 0 L LY S L 0 0

0 1 .

P Superseding indictment and/or new charges—(h){6) . 0 0 0 . L I . 0 .2 .- 0 1
Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendarit. when no severance had N 0 0 1 3 1 2
been granted—(h), 7) .o . 1 1 L sf--- -Q-'-6- .-

if more than one reason or nona of reasons below 5 72
given in support {A & B) 12 21 27 35 2 10 L 107 N .2.'1.'.'.5. .. 3
” § Failure to continue would stop further proceedings 0
iuri?igu T7 or result in miscarriage (B){i) N .0 0 0 0 0 = 8 [ B, 0 .. 0 0
tinu- ) 0 0 0
T ::23:’::,, T2 Case unusual or complex {B)(ii} . . . . . . 0 0 0 . % 0 . 0 0
3161 Indictment foilowing arrest cannot be fifed in 0 0 2 0.4 2 0
(h}(8) T3 30 days {BMiii) 0 1 0 1 L il - _.,(,)_ .é_'-. >
- Continuance granted in order to obtain or substi- 1 2 . 0
T4 tute counsel, or give major time to prepare (B) (1v) . 1 0 0 0 0 | — I eeenanaans
U Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea~3161{i) . 0 0 ) 1 1 1 L 8 'R R :1'6 - 0 8
. ¢ 0 12
W Grand jury indictment time extended 30 rhore days~3161(b) 0 9 3 0 1 T A .24. . 12 0
2 2
L More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated . . . . . . . 0 0 0 0 0 t i} eaa004 - 0 2
122 94 132 92 18 39 497 100.0 75 422
TOTAL 1 VI e
#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC 3161, Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as *An exclusion category newly created or modified by Aug. ‘79 amendment.
amended, are shown with reason for delay befow. **DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeals from U.S,

Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of district, pretrial diversion
disposilions, removals from State courls and any pelty otfenses.

+**Interval one: Arres! to Indictment; Interval two: Indictment to Trial,



TABLEl  SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(b)(6) & c)(6) agpor | Juv 1. 1978 DISTRICT J
3 PRETRIAL DETENTION PERIOD |  Throush District of Columbia
June 30, 1980 -
A .

NUMBER OF o%# DEFENDANTS GROUPED BY LENGTH OF NET*
DEFENDANTS 802 A TIME IN CONTINUQUS DETENTION STATUS '
TOTAL NO. OF DEFENDANTS DISPOSED

cases | OF DURING PERIOD OF REPORT NUMBER OF DETAINGES % OF BOX B

CLOSED

DURING ~ NUMBER OF NET DAYS ™

B8
REPORT 1to 10 11030 { 311080 | 511to 120|121 to 150] 161 Plus
PERIOD .
DETAINEES 335 | 41.8 195 50| 79) 7 3 1

DEFENDANTS DETAINED AFTER INITIAL
APPEARANCE BEFORE A JUDGE OR % % % % %
MAGISTRATE FOR PERIODS OF B58.27,14.97, 23,6, 2.1% 0.9% 0.3

CUSTODY TIME NOT SUBJECT
70 EXCLUSIONS PER 316(h) *“NET" IS GROSS TIME LESS EXCLUSIONS PER 3161(h).

TABLE] SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(c) (4] & (5) REPORT  July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1879
4 CRIN:NAL DISPOSITIONS PERIOD | July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1880
A
e | R NOT CONVICTED 4 c CONVICTED
FENDANTS r_ DISMISSED ~ ACQUITTED AT TRIAL r— CONVICTED by PLEA CONVICTED at TRIAL
~OF % T%?L % { ToTAL % r % ToTAL % PLEA of %
OF CON- oF [No.ms-| oOf |court| Jumy OF | vicks oF |oeumver [  Of |[counT ! JURY =
A VICTED B MISSED 8 A ¢ |wowcon| ¢
N Y -
1979 852 10.8 92 79.3 73 20.7 3 16 89.2 760 87.6] 666 12.4 30 64
1980 | 779 19.4 1 151 76.2 115 23.8 9 27 80.6 628 84.9] 533 15.1 23 72 ‘
TABLE| SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3167{b)(6) KEPORT } UV 1, 1877 through June 30, 1978 )
July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1679
5 STATUS OF CIViL CALENDAR PERIOD | iy 1, 1878 through June 30, 1980 ) . . -
NUMBER OF CIViL CASES LENGTH OF TIME CASES HAVE BEEN PENDING
%Eggggﬂel'TPsEyl\gg ﬂFElil"(E)%Tpgggl‘OGD OiEggggTAgEE}TgD Under 3 Mos. 3105 Mos. 6to 11 Mos. 12t0 17 Mos. l18 t023Mos. | 241035 Mos. | 36 to 47 Mos. | 48'Mos, & ovor .

1978 1,962 2,454 1,989 519 353 332 243 163 195 65 119 ’
1979 1,989 3,121 2,348 640 483 468 266 99 176 100 116
5980 2,348 3,534 2,446 721 483 485 246 122 132 90 67

|

gHanse 19.7 44.0 23.0 38.9 | 36.8 46.1 1.2 | -25.2 | -32.3 | 38.5 ~43.7




DISTRICT

FIRST CIRCUIT

SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS (18 U.S.C. 3166(c)(1})
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during one-year period
July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980

PROCESSING TIME

TABLE

# -
*NO. OF
DEFENDANTS HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS =#
TERMINATED
SUBDIVIDED NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS
BYY WHEN (
INTERVAL N ~ W \ ~ \ 1'
INTERVAL BEGAN SAME DAY 1 to 30 days 31 10 35 days 36 to 45 days 46 to 60 days 61 1090 days 91 to 120 days || 121 days & over
ONE REPORTED % % | neponten] % REES:TSEol % % | neontep| % | neonteo| %
(ARREST F ]
ID}—I?ICT Before 1 July 79 133 L 14 J'.;O,iS_ n.8 4 3.0 3 12.3 6.8 5 (3.8 10 7.5
MENT) Ou/AT
n ter
1 July 78 L 219, 42 4.1 9 fa1 | 10 |46 2.7 1 {0.5 3| 1.4
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFEMDANTS TO TRIAL
>
1
~3 SUBDIVIDED — Number of *Net Days that Elapsed 1o Comimencement of Trial {or other disposition) from Indictment or {(f later} First Appearance ———
BY WHEN :
INTERVAL ) N N\ \ A
INTERVAL BEGAN 71 to 80 days 81 to 100 days [] 101 10 120 days{ | 121 10 180 days |} 181 days & over
TWO REPORTED RebertED) % % % | adSo) % %
{INDICT-
MENT TO Before 1July ‘79 | 461, | 3 62 |13.4 52111.3 271 5.9 33 7.2 401 8.7
TRIAL)
On/After
1 July '79 626| L 2 5.8 481 7.7 13] 2.1 | 26 4.2 0.2
' f;gTENC' HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #
INTERVAL
~ NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION 3
FOR ALL ( SAME DAY 110 30 31 10 45 46 10 60 61 &over )
PERSONS NO.DEF'S [.#%; No. : No. J=ii ¥ No. % No. %
e mINATED & 5 84 68 7.7 117 13.2
SENTENCED L 885 , 547 1 . 3.
BURING THE
1-YEAR PERIDD -
AT FIE N 2T

# DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUOE:
JUVENILES, APPEALS FROM U.S, MAGISTRATE DECISIONS, RULE 20. TRANSFERS OUT OF
DISTRICT, PRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS,

# #THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN !Ht NTERVAL DURING

THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1380 .

TINT UNDER 18 USC 3161(h).

*NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS - 18 LL.S.C. 3166{b}(2)

INCIDENCE OF AND
REASONS FOR DELAY

DISTRICT
FIRST CIRCUIT

**TERMINATED DEFENDANTS
REPORT PERIOD REPORTED DURING PERIOD

DEFENDANTS
JULY 1, 1979

CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161

A Examination or hearlng for mental or physu:al lncapacny—
(IS HT-YR . .o . .

B NARA examination—{h{1}(B).
State or federal trials on other charges—(h{1)(D} . . . . ,
D Interlocutory appeals—{h){(1}(E} .

* E Motions (from filingvto hearing or prompt disposition)—{h){1){f)

F  Transfers from other districts (per FRCP rules 18, 20, 21, 40)— (h}{1}{G)

G Motion is actuaily under advisement~(h){1)(J,.

H Misc. proceedings: probauon or parole revocation, deportatlon
extradition—(h} (1) .

+g Transportation from another dlsmct or lo/from examlnatlon or
hospitalization in ten days or less—(h){1){H)

* 7 Consideration by court of proposed plea agreement—{h){1){1)

I Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement—(h}(2)

M Unavailability of defendant or essential witness—
(h)(3)(A & B} ..

Period of mental or physical mcompe(ence of defendam
to stand trial—(h)(4) . . .

O Period of NARA commitment o7 treatment—{h) (1)(C) & (B) .

Superseding indictment and/or new charges—(h)(6)

R Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no severance had
been granted—(h)(7)

if more than one rea:.on or none of reasons below

given in support {A & B)

“Ends of 11 Failure to continue would stop further proceedlngs
justice or result in miscarriage (B)(i) . .
continu-

T ance, per T2 Case unusual or complex (B)(ii)
3161 T3 Indictment foilowing arrest cannot be filed in

(h}{(8) 30 days (BMiii)

T4 Continuance granted in order to obtain or substi-

tute counsel, or give major time to prepare (B) (iv) .

U Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea—3161{i) .
W Grand jury indictment time extended 30 more days—3161(b)

L More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated

TOTAL
#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC 3161, Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as

amended, are shown with reason for delay below.

1,092 @ 6

OF "A"
S -

WITHOUT EXCLUDABLE TIME L7453 | o 68 2

THROUGH TOTALS WITH ngfggﬁé\ffwe L 347 © L3_1L§.J
JUNE 30, 1980 INCIDENTS ©
OF EXCLUDABLE TIME |

LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO. OF DAYS) 5;04?;--

(xo 10dys| 1ito21 22t042 | 431084 85 10 120 {121 +d:m -
2 0 2 4 1 1 1.8
0 0 0 0 0 0 N 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 , 0
0 1 2 0 1 3 7 ,1..1.2
81 10 39 30 18 7 185 033.0
0 1 1 0 ;0 3 5 0.9
65 38 42 18 1 0 164 1 . 29.2
37 0 0 0 0 0 37 66
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 ,}..0.2
0 0 0 0 0 1 1,1 ..0.2
0 0 0 2 0 6 8 ' 14
5 6 3 3 4 6 27 | 4.8
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 | 02
0 0 0 0 0 0 N . 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 02
0 0 1 3 3 1 8 ) 14
6 9 9 12 5 19 60 | 10.7
1 2 2 0 1 0 6 | 11
0 0 2 7 0 12 21 3.7
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ao O
2 0 1 7 0 0 10 | 18
1 0 1 1 0 0 3 ' 05
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 -
o o ol o] a[ sl &4 11
201 68 105 89 35 63 561 1000 g

*An exclusion category newly created or rnodified by Aug. '79 amendment.
+*DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeals from U.S,
Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of dlstnct pretrial diversion
dispasitions, removals from State courts and any petty offenses.

*++{nlerval one: Arrest to indictment; interval two: Indictment to Trial.

TABLE

. INTERVAL \

IN WHICH EX-
CLUDABLE DE-
LAY OC-
CURRED***

ONE TWO

~N | OO o

185

W

—
[#)}
I~

w
w

o[ |olm|[~w]| |-~

Un
O

[=))

20

10

wm| o] ololo|olr|o|lR|lo|lojojo|o] OO |OIN|IO OO0 0|0 |H

556
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TABLEl  speEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166b}(6) & (c)(6) July 1, 1978 DISTRICT J
REPORT .
3 PRETRIAL DETENTION peniop §  Throush FIRST CIRCUIT
June 30, 1980
A .
NUMBER GF o’i DEFENDANTS GROUPED BY LENGTH OF NET®
DEFENDANTS 1,092 A TIME IN CONTINUOUS DETENTION STATUS
TOTAL NO. OF DEFENDANTS DISPOSED
cases Y OF DURING PERIOD OF REPORT NUMBER OF DETAINEES % OF BOX B
CLOSED
DURING 8 - NUMBER OF NET DAYS )
gggfm;f 11010 [ 111030 | 311090 | 9140120121 t0 150] 151 Plus
DETAINEES + I
218 | ,20.0, 42 52 117 7 - -
DEFENDANTS DETAINED AFTER INITIAL
APPEARANCE BEFORE A JUDGE OR % % % % % % -
MAGISTRATE FOR PERIODS OF 49.37,23.97,53.7,,3.2%, - 4 -}
CUSTODY TIME NOT SUBJECT
TO EXCLUSIONS PER 316(h) *“NET” IS GROSS TIME LESS EXCLUSIONS PER 3161(h).
TABLE] SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(c)(4) & (5) REPORT | July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1978
4 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PERIOCD | July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1880
OF DE- 4 ' 8 NGT CONVICTED N () c CONVICTED
' DISMISSED ACQUITTED AT TRIAL - CONVICTED by PLEA CONVICTED at TRIAL
oF % | ol % (Totau| % [ % | TOTAL | o (Teeaa % (
oF | con- | OF |No.DIs-| OF |cCOURT| JuRY oF | o | oF |eumva| OF |COURT | JURY
A VICTED 8 MISSED 8 A c |~owocon. c
1979 1,296 15.7] 204 75.5 154 | 24.5 1 49 84.311,092] 86.4 943% 13.6 28 121
1980 1,266 18.0] 228 72.8 166 | 27.2 8 54 82.0 [ 1,038} 85.3 885 14.7 43 110
TABLE| SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3167(b}(6) REPORT } SulY 1. 1977 through June 30, 1978
5 STATUS OF ClVlL CALENDAR CERIOD July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979
July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES LENGTH OF TIME CASES HAVE BEEN PENDING
%i”gglsg#'pgfgg RFE"F;gg’l?gsgl‘!fJGE oﬁ:EggggrAgggrrgo Under 3 Mos. 3 105 Mos. 6 to 11 Mos. 12t0 17 Mos, | 1810 23Mos. | 241035 Mos, | 361047 Mos. | 48 Mos. & over
1978 16,791 7,579 18,037 1,732 1,277 2,740 2,037 1,751 3,919 2,573 2,008
1979 18, 037 7,396 15,804 1,503 1,334 1,926 | 1,589 1,533 | 2,417 2,469 3,033
1980 15,804 7,822 15,010 1,958 1,274 1,843 1,302 1,059 1,963 1,412 4,199
PERCENT
CHANGE -5.9 3.2 -16.8 13.0 -D.2 -32.7 -36.1 -39.5 -49.9 -45.1 109.1
1980/1978
-
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DISTRICT
SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS (18 U.S.C. 3166(c}{1)) PROCESSING TIME TA?LE
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during one-year period
Maine July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
#N0. oF
DEFENDANTS HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS ##
TERMINATED
SUBDIVIDED NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS ————
BY WHEN {
INTERVAL - — ) — — \ ~ — .
INTERVAL BEGAN E SAME DAY 110 30 da\il 1l 31 1035days 36 to 45 days 46 to 60 days 61 to 90 days 91 10 120 days || 121 days & over
ONE REBE:‘?ED e REPDS%S'ED‘ Y % nsggfa$sn % ns?gfgm % % ns%ﬁ?eo % %
(ARREST : '
T0 . 6 4 2 - - - - - - - - -
INDICT Before 1 July '79 | L
MENT)
On/After
1July '79 18 1. 8 3 3.3 - - 1{5.6 - - - -
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL
SUBDIVIDED Number of *Net Days that Elapsed to Cammencement of Trial (or other disposition) from Indictment or {if later) First Appearance ———
BY WHEN !
INTERVAL ) A N h
INTERvAL | BEGAN ; 71 to B0 days || 81 to 100 days || 10110 120 days| [ 121 to 180 days | [ 181 days & over
™o 3 asggﬁso: REPORTER| % | meponteD) % % | neporren] % 9%
{INDICT-
MENT TO Before 1 July ‘79 | 33, 1 26 3 5.7 3 5.7 5.7 2 3.8 1.9
TRIAL)
On/After
1 July 79 L 54, 1 1 |1.9{ 3| 5.6 -l - - -
ISSQTENC' HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #
INTERVAL
— NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION N
gg:sgh; e SAME DAY 11030 311045 46 10 60 B1 & ovel R
NO. DEF'S No. No. " o No. % No. %
TERMINATED & % o LA e 0 °
SENTENCED . 86 16 11 13 [+-15.1 - 19 22.1 27 31.4
DURING THE SR o
1-YEAR PERIOD
#DEFENDANT FIGURES 0O NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUDE: # # THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN IHE NTERVAL DURING *NET MEANS GROSS DAYS)LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE

JUVENILES, APPEALS FROM U.S, MAGISTRATE DECISIONS, RULE 20 TRANSFERS OUT OF THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1980
DISTRICT, PRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FAROM STATE COURTS.

TIMT UNDER 18 USC 3161th).



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS — 18 U.S.C. 3166(b)(2)

INCIDENCE OF AND
REASONS FOR DELAY

DISTRICT

Maine

CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161

A Examination or hearing for mental or phySIca| mcapacny-—

(h}(1{A).

B. NARA examination—{h(1)(B).

C State or federal trials on other charges—(h}{1){D) .
D Interlocutory appeals—{h){1){E) .
* E Motions (from filing to hearing or prompt disposition)—{(h){1){f)
F  Transfers from other districts {per FRCP rules 18, 20, 21, 40)—(h}{1)(G)
G Motion is actually under advisement—(h){1HJ .

H Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, deportauon,
R extradition—(h}{1) , .

g Transportation from another dlstrlc( or to/from examlna!lon or
hospitalization in ten days or less—(h){1}{H} . .

5> *7 Consideration by court of proposed plea agr t—(hH1){1)

T1-

Prosecu!ion deferred by mutual agreement—(h)(2)

ilability of defendant or essential witness—
lh)(BHA& B . . . .
Period of mental or physical mcompetence of defendant
to stand trial—(h}{4) o

2

2

Period of NARA commitment or treatment—{h) (1){C} & (5) .

Superseding indictment and/or new charges—(h) (6}
Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no severance had
been granted—(h}{7) .
if more than one reason or ris ‘r\e of reasons below
given in support (A & B)
“Ends of T Failure to continue would si.p further proceedmgs
justice or result in miscarriage (B) (i) . . oL
continu-
*T contin T2 Case unusual or complex (B}ii) . . .
ance, per

T3 Indictmant foilowing arrest cannot be filed in
{h)(8) 30 days (B} iii)

X ¥ O

**TERMINATED DEFENDANTS @ 0
REPORTED DURING PERIOD 7

DEFENDANTS
JULY 1. 1979 WITHOUT EXCLUDABLE TIME 1 47 7
‘ TOTALS DEFENDANTS

THROUGH WITH EXCLUDABLE TIME
JUNE 30, 1980

REPORT PERIOD

INCIDENTS
OF EXCLUDABLE TIME

LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO, OF DAYS)

6!0 10dys| 11to21 22t042 | 43to B4 85 to 120 [121 +dayh

[

0 0

o
o

0

(=]

o

=
=

~iolo|olm|oaljlojojojo|OojdOlOC|O

—wlo o |ojlojOojCc |O|©|O|©C

s

T4 Continuance granted in order to obtain or substi-
tute counsel, or give major time to prepara (B) (iv) .

U . Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea—3161(i} .

W Grand jury indictment time extended 30 more days—3161(b)

L More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated

colololololojocjw|olojo oo lo|lojo|o|ojo|jmw|jo|o o
clotlolojololol~lojojo jlojo jo jo jojo imjojr oo O 1O
olo|ololo|sr|lo|lw|o|lolofo|r|ojo|o|olo|o(wo|o |0
oclololololoirl s Hlojo|ojlojolololo|lololalojojo

ololoiolo i |O ]k

wl ool ololOoINMIO| N

jors
N
w
=
o~
[
L
b
N
v ]

TOTAL

#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC. 3161, Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as
amended, are shown with reason for delay telow.

*An exclusion category newly created or modified by Aug. '79-amendment.
+*DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeals from U.S.
Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of dislrict pretrial diversion
dispositions, removals from State courts and any petty offenses.

+**Intervail one: Arrest to Indictment; interval two: Indictment to Trial.
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TABLE

INTERVAL

IN WHICH EX-
CLUDABLE DE-
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ONE
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TABLEl  SpEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(b)(6) & {c)(6) July 1, 1879 DISTRICT J

REPORT .
3 PRETRIAL DETENTICN periop §  Throush Maine
June 30, 1980
A .

NUMBER OF o’f: DEFENDANTS GROUPED BY LENGTH OF NET*

DEFENDANTS 107 A TIME IN CONTINUOUS DETENTION STATUS

TOTAL NO. OF DEFENDANTS DISPOSED
cases | OF DURING PERIOD OF REPORT NUMBER OF DETAINEES % OF BOX B
CLOSED
DURING ' NUMBER OF NET DAYS ™

B
REPORT 11010 | 111030 | 311090 | 9110120 [121 to 160] 161 Plus
PERIOD v
DETAINEES =
12 J11.2, 3 2 7 - - =

DEFENDANTS DETAINED AFTER INITIAL

APPEARANCE BEFORE A JUDGE OR 25 0% 16.7% 58.3% % % _ %
MAGISTRATE FOR PERIODS OF 22,0 ,,16.7,, 08.3,, Y L=
%Sg,?c"[{,;'g‘,fs”,,‘gss‘{Eff,” *“NET" IS GROSS TIME LESS EXCLUSIONS PER 3161(h).
‘TABL SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 31 5/8(6) (4) & (5} REPORT J July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979
. 4 CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS PERIOD | July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1880
1
o A
(- 8 NOT CONVICTED N\ c CONVICTED
r_ DISMISSED ~ ACQUITTED AT TRIAL - CONVICTED by PLEA]  CONVICTED at TRIAL
% | TRor % { TovAL % % | TOTAL % { PLeAct %
OF CON- ofF |No.ois-| oF |courti Jumry OF | yihen OF [GUIYo | OF |COURT | JURY
A | vicTep 8 MISSED 8 A ¢ |wowcon| ¢
' 1979 140 5 | 13.6 19 | 89.5 17 | 10.5 - 2 86.4 | 121 {90.0 1} 110 } 9.1 - 11
1980 114 y 18.4 21 |90.5 19 9.5 1 1 81.6 93 190.3 84 9.7 1 8
. TABLE| SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3167(b}(6) REPORT | “ulV 1. 1977 through June 30, 1978
5 _ PERIOD July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979
STATUS OF CIViL CALENDAR July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES LENGTH OF TIME CASES HAVE BEEN PENDING
%EfygelggnA‘rTPSE;?gg R%S%{}gg?lgo oﬁzggggRGTAggﬁTgo Under 3 Mos. 3to5 Mos. 6 to 11 Mos. 1210 17 Mos. | 18 to 23Mos. 24 1035 Mos. | 36 to 47 Mos. | 48 Mos. & over
oo 1978 404 394 551 97 85 143 116 56 31 14 9
1979 551 405 616 89 106 119 104 74 94 14 6
1980 616 522 736 112 144 133 124 69 103 35 16
PERCENT
CHANGE 52.5 32.5 33.6 15.5 69.4 | =7.0 6.9 23.2 | 32.3 50.0 77.8
1980/1978
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SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS (18 U.5.C. 21661(c){1})
Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during ore-year period
July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980

PROCESSING TIME

TABLE

DISTRICT
Massachusetts
#N0. oF
DEFENDANTS
TERMINATED

HOW LONG IT TQOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS *#

SUBDIVIDED (—— NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS ———
BY WHEN

INTERVAL . A R ) A h N T R
INTERVAL BEGAN : SAMEDAY 11030 days A‘ 31 10 35 days 36 to 45 days 46 to 60 days || 61 to 90 days 91 to 120 days || 121 days & over
ONE REES:‘?ED % .15%:7550 o %"'":b % REE(E);'IS’ED % REES:‘?ED % % RE!D-"SFR"?ED % %
(ARREST ;
ll\T[?lCT Before 1July ‘79 | 59 L 7 20 1.7 4 6.8 3 5.1 15.3 5 8.5 10(16.9
MENT)
On/After 110 27 56 1.8 8 7.3 7 6.4 5.5 1 0.9 2.7
1 July ‘79 [ IS B
HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL
SUBDIVIDED ~—  Number of *Net Days that Elapsed to Commencement of Trial {or other dispasition) from indictment or (if later) First Appearance Y
BY WHEN
INTERVAL \ - —
INTERVAL BEGAN 71 to 80 days 81 to jOO days || 101 1o 120 days| | 121 to 180 days | [ 181 days & over
TWO REPORTED L oAt % | meronten) % % | neromreo| % | meromren| %
{INDICT-
MENT TO Before 1 July '79 { 252 1 1 32 112.7 28 111.1 7.9 24 9.5 37 j14.7
TRIAL)
On/After
1July ‘79 L 331 L - 7.6 23] 6.9 3.0 12 3.6 1 0.3
fﬁgTENC' HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #
INTERVAL "
— NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION ﬁ
:SF?SGKE 4 SAME DAY 11030 31 10 45 45 10 60 61 & over )
. ‘s 17 . oYL . No. % Mo. %
TERMINATED & NO. DEF'S No No o lo
SENTENCED 495 j 52 296 83 28 5.7 36 7.3
DURING THE
1-YEARPERIOD o
N oW

#DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSO DO NOT INCLUDE:
JUVENILES, APPEALS FROM U.S. MAGISTRATE DECISIONS, RULE 20 TRANSFERS OUT OF
DISTRICT, PRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS.

# #THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN IHE \NTERVAL DURING
THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1880

*NET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE
TINMT UNDER 18 USC 3161(h).
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TAB'-EI SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(b}(6) & (c}(6) REPoRT) Julv 1. 1979 DISTRICT J
3 PRETRIAL DETENTION PERIOD § A Throush Massachusetts
June 30, 1980
A _
NUMBER OF g‘; DEFENDANTS GROUPED BY LENGTH OF NET*
DEFENDANTS 585 A TiME IN CONTINUOUS DETENTION STATUS
TOTAL NO. OF DEFENDANTS DISPOSED
cases Y OF DURING PERIOD OF REPORT NUMBER OF DETAINEES % OF BOX B
CLOSED
DURING 8 { NUMBER OF NET DAYS )
REPORT 11010 ] 111030 | 31080 | 91 to 120 ] 121 to 150] 161 Pius
PERIOD
DETAINEES 28| 4.8 6] s | 15| 2 - -
DEFENDANTS DETAINED AFTER INITIAL
APPEARANCE BEFORE A JUDGE OR % % % % % %
MAGISTRATE FOR PERIODS OF 21.47,17.97,53.60, 7.1%, -5 -9
USTODY U
$OSE,?C°LU;,'§;‘,ESN,,%Li,g{,f,"* *“NET” IS GROSS TIME LESS EXCLUSIONS PER 3161(h).
TABLE] SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(c}(4) & (5) REPORT | July 1, 1978 through Juns 30, 1979
4 CRIMINAL DESPOSITIONS PERIOD July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980
A
4 8 NOT CONVICTED - c CONVICTED
( ) DISMISSED ACQUITTED AT TRIAL ' CONVICTED by PLEA CONVICTED at TRIAL
% T%TL 09% JgT‘DAL % % ngf‘“ % [ pLeao % {
OF CON- .Dis- | OF OURT| JuR oF y OF ol oF |co JURY
A weorts B MISSED > COUR Y 7y VICTED . NOLO CON. s COURT R
1979 678 15.0 i02) 71.6 731 28.4 1 28 85.0 576 [84.9 489 15.1 21 66
1980 | 585 | 17.6 103} 59.2 61| 40.8 6 36 82.4 482 |81.7 394 18.3 19 69
TABLE{ SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3167(b)(6) REPORT ) Sulv 1. 1877 through June 30, 1978
5 PERIOD July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979
STATUS OF CIVIL CALENDAR July 1, 1879 through June 30, 1880
NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES LENGTH OF TIME CASES HAVE BEEN PENDING
%E;dr?éfh"gﬂel'TPsE;IAgg R?'ﬁg%?ggp;fgo o??g:'gg? ;E%Tgo Under 3 Mos. 3105 Mos. 6to 11 Mos. | 12t0 17 Mos. | 18to 23Mos. | 241036 Mos. | 35 to 47 Mos. | 48 Mos. & over
1978 13,324 3,617 14,265 766 655 1,774 1,484 1,440 3,682 2,505 1,959
1979 14,265 2,758 11,720 585 519 1,003 1,054 1,195 2,011 2,380 2,973
1980 11,720 2,976 10,594 841 521 943 686 680 1,523 1,271 4,129
PERCENT
oo -12.0 -17.7 -25.7 9.8 -20.5 | -46.8 | -53.8 -52.8 | -58.6 | -49.3 | 10.8
1980/1978




SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS — 18 U.S.C. 3166(b)(2)

INCIDENCE OF AND
REASONS FOR DELAY

DISTRICT
Massachusetts
CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161

A Examination or hearmg for mental or physical incapacity—

(h}{1H{A}.
B NARA examination—{h({1}(B}.
C  State or federal trials on other charges—(h){1)(D) .

D Interlocutory appeals~(h){(1)(E) .

* E Motions {from filing to hearing or prompt disposition)—{h}{1}{f}

Transfers from other districts (per FRCP rules 18, 20,21, 40)—{h)}{(1){G)

G Motion is actually under advisement—~{(h}{1){J,.

H Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, deportatlon
extradition—(h) (1} . .

i Transportation from anoiher dlstrlct or !o/from examination or

hospitalization in ten days or less—(h){1}(H)}

* 7 Consideration by court of proposed plea agreement—(h){1}{1}

! Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement—(h){2)

M Unavailability of defendant or essential witness—
(h)(3{A & B} .

Period of mental or physical mcompetence of defandant
te stand trial—(h){4) . . . . .

O Period of NARA commitment or treatment—{h} (1){C} & (B} .

Superseding indictment and/or new charges—{h}(6)

Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no severance had
been granted—(h}(7)

it more than one reason or none of reasons below

given in support {A & B)

T Continuance granted in order to obtain or substi-

tute counsel, or give major time to prepare (B) (1v) .

U Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea—3161{i) .
W' Grand jury indictment time extended 30 more days—~3161(b)

L. More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated

TOTAL
#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC 3161, Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as

amended, are shown with reason for delay beiow.

“Ends of T1 Failure to continue would stop further proceedmgs
justice or result in miscarriage (B}(i) . . .
continu-

°T an::‘e,r:uer T2 Case unusual or complex (B}{ii)
3161 T3 Indictment foilowing arrest cannot be filed in
(h}(8) 30 days (BM)iii)

-~

*An exclusion category newly created or moditfied by Aug. ‘79 amendment.

**DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE: Juveniles, Appeais from U.S.
Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of district, pretrial diversion

dispositions, removals from State courls and any petty offenses.

**Interval one: Arrest to Indictment; Intervatl two: Indictment to Triai.

**TERMINATED DEFENDANTS ® o5
REPORT PERIOD REPORTED DURING PERIOD L__i§5__, oF A
DEFENDANTS ® 67 7,
WITHOUT EXCLUDABLE TIME |
JULY 1,1979 TOTALS DEFENDANTS 189 @ 32.3
THROUGH WITH EXCLUDABLE TIME L. 227 | &/ (247,
JUNE 30, 1980 INCIDENTS ®
OF EXCLUDABLE TIME
8
LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD (NO. OF DAYS) OF "D
S
mmdys 11 to0 21 221042 | 431084 | 8510120 {121 +day‘s\
1 0 1 1 0 1 4 N 14 )
0 0 0 0 0 0 U 0 .
0 0 0 0 0 0 (VY 0 .
¢ 0 0 0 1 3 4 | 1.4
38 7 18 20 0 2 85 | _28.9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I O ]
50 32 31 16 G 0 lng 439
0 0 0 0 0 0 OJ ........ 0 )
1 0 0 0 0 0 % R 9'3 .
0 0 0 0 0 0 0J ________ O )
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0
4 5 3 2 4 2 204 ..... 6'8
0 0 0 0 0 1 1. 0.3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N 0 )
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 ' 0.3
0 0 0 3 0 0 BJ ..... ':L.'.Q.
1 7 7 6 0 7 28 | 9.5
.0 2 2 0 0 0 4J _____ 14 )
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 OJ 0
2 0 1 7 0 0 10 3.4
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 N 03
0 0 0 0 0 0 T O
0 0 0 1 0 2 3 L lO
98 54 63 56 5 18 294 100.0

TABLE

(  INTERvAL \
IN WHICH EX-
CLUDABLE DE-

LAY OC-
CURRED***

ONE TWO

4

85

129

(@]

N
K=

N
O] O] ]| IO

=
(=

=t
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DISTRICT
SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS (18 U.S.C. 3166(c) (1)) PROCESSING TIME TAﬁLE
. Processing time for defendants whose cases were terminated during one-year period
New Hampshire July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1980
#N0. oF ,
DEFENDANTS HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING INDICTMENTS ON CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS#
TERMINATED
SUBDIVIDED NUMBER OF *NET DAYS THAT ELAPSED TO INDICTMENT OR INFORMATION FROM ARREST OR SERVICE OF SUMMONS ————
BY WHEN (
INTERVAL T T ) 3 A p , )
INTERVAL BEGAN SAMEDAY 1o 39days . 3110 35 days 36 to 45 days 46 to 60 days 61 to 90 days 91 to 120 days || 121 days & over
ONE nggﬁsn B3 % Reggf;?su % Hsgg';z?ED' % % ng?ﬁi?go % %
{ARREST )
o Before 1 July ‘79 - - - - - - - - - - - -
INDICT e
MENT) Oniat o
n er - 1
1July ‘79 { 3 1L 2 6'7 1 - - - - - - - - -
i
N HOW LONG IT TOOK TO BRING CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS TO TRIAL
)
; (Ssl\J/BVSIL\f/ElI\?ED r—-——— Number of *Net Days that Elapsed to Commencement. of Trial {or other disposition) from Indictment or {if later) First Appearance —-j
INTERVAL ™\ N\ ~\ -
INTERVAL BEGAN 71 to'80 days 81 to 100 days |] 101 to 120 days| | 121 to 180 days || 181 days & over
TWO REESE'?ED ’ % % % | RepORTED % %
{INDICT- ! .
MENT TO Before 1 July "79 | 15 L. - 2 113.3 2113.3 - - - -
TRIAL) N .
On/After 12
1 July 79 L 2t = - - - - - -
fﬁgTENC- HOW LONG IT TOOK TO SENTENCE CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS #
INTERVAL
r NUMBER OF DAYS TO SENTENCE DATE FROM DATE OF CONVICTION ~
FORALL ~ SAME DAY 11030 37 10 45 46 10 66 61 & over A
?Eg?wule\TED & NO.DEFS' |+ % - No. L % No. K No. % No. %
DURING THE CEe
1-YEAR PERIOD

#DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE PETTY OFFENDERS, AND ALSG DO NOT INCLUDE
JUVENILES, APPEALS FROM U.S. MACISTRATE DECISIONS, RULE 20 TRANSFERS QUT OF

DISTRICT. PRETRIAL DIVERSION DISPOSITIONS, AND REMOVALS FROM STATE COURTS.

# # THESE FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE DEFENDANTS WHO BEGAN [HE JNTERVAL DURING
THIS TIME AND WHOSE CASES WERE PENDING AS OF JUNE 30, 1580

TIMT UNDER 18 USC 3161th).

fl\JET MEANS GROSS DAYS LESS DAYS OF EXCLUDABLE



SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS — 18 U.5.C. 3166(b)(2)

INCIDENCE OF AND
REASONS FOR DELAY

DISTRICT

New Hampshire

CODE REASON Under 18 USC 3161

A Examination or heanng for mental or physical mcapamty—
(LIIA). . . S . .

B NARA exa:ination—(h({1)(B).

State or federal trials on other charges—{h){1)(D} .
D Interlocutory appeats—{h}(1}(E) ,
* E Motions (from filing to hearing or prompt dispositton)—{h}{1)(f)
F  Transfers from other districts {per FRCP rules 18, 20, 21, 40)—(h}{1){G)

G Motion is actually under advisement—{h){1}{J,.

H Misc. proceedings: probation or parole revocation, deportatlon,
extradition—(h)(1) . . .

*g Transportation from another dlsmct or to/from examlnauon or
hospitatization in ten days or less—{h}{1) (H) .
* 7 Consideration by court of proposed plea agreement—(h){1){1)

! Prosecution deferred by mutual agreement—(h}{2)

M Unavailability of defendant or essentiai witness—
{h}{3){A & B) .

N Period of mental or physical mcompm ance of defendant
to stand trial—{h)(4) . . . . .

O Period of NARA commitment or treatment—{h){1)(C} & (B} .

P Superseding indictment and/or new charges—{h)(6} .
R Defendant awaiting trial of co-defendant when no severance had
been granted—{h}(7) AN .
if more than one reason or none of reasons below
given in support (A & B)
“Ends of 11 Failure to cantinue would stop further proceedmgs
justice or result in miscarriage (B}{i} . .
continu- .
.7 ance, per T2 Case unusual or complex (B)(ii)
3161

T3 Indictment foilowing arrest cannot be filed in
30 days (BMiii)

T Continuance granted in order to obtain or substi-
tute counsel, or give major time to prepare (B) (1v) .

{h)(8)

U Time up to withdrawal of guilty plea~3161(i) .
W  Grand jury indictment time extended 30 more days—3161{b)
L More than 1 exclusion with days aggregated

TOTAL

#Paragraph and subsection of 18 USC 3161, Speedy Trial Act of 1974, as
amended, are shown with reason for delay below.

**TERMINATED DEFENDANTS @ 6
REPORT PERIOD REPORTED DURING PERIOD (___ 47, oF A
DEFENDANTS
WITHOUT ExcLUDABLE Tive | 25, ® L23.2,
JULY 1, 1979 TOTALS DEFENDANTS © 46.8
THROUGH WITH EXCLUDABLE TIME 22 “
JUNE 30, 1980 INCIDENTS ®
OF EXCLUDABLE TIME 9
LENGTH OF EXCLUDABLE DELAY PERIOD {NO. OF DAYS) oF o
\,“
mo 10dys| 111021 221042 | 431084 | 8510120 [121 +day)
0 0. 0 0 1 0 1 1 i ... 29 ..
0 0 0 0 0 0 { 0 ) 0 .
0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 . 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 o} 0
[ B
14 1 0 1 0 0 N 16 | 471
0 0 0 0 0 OO ... 0.
5 0 0 0 0 0 L > S }413. .
0 0 0 0 0 0 ff,__ 0 ;... ..
0 0 0 0 0 SO ... °..
0 0 0 0 0 N L 0
0 0 ‘0 1 0 0 . 1 ] ....2.:.9...
0 0 0 0 0 ofy, o v 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 B N N .0.. .
O 0 O 0 O 0 L O ) - O .
0 0 0 0 0 0 i, O 4,
0 0 o 0 2 0 | 2 J 5.9
2 0 1 0 0 4 _ 7 J 20.6
.0 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 N 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2.9
[ J b oeeieeens
Q 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0
Q 0 0 0 0 0 1}, 0, 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[ - B T
0 0 0 0 0 OO0, 0.
0 0 0 G 1 0 1 2.9
[ B
21 1 2 2 4 41|34 ,1.100.0

*An exclusion category newly created or modified by Aug. '79 amendment,
++DEFENDANT FIGURES DO NOT INCLUDE; Juveniles, Appeals from U.S.
Magistrate decisions, Rule 20 transfers out of district, pretrial diversion
dispositions, removals from State courts and any petty offenses.

+**[nterval one: Arrest to Indictment; interval two: Indictment to Trial.

TABLE
2
INTERVAL
IN WHICH EX-
CLUDABLE DE-
LAY OcC-
CURRED***
ONE | TWO
0 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 16
0 0
0 5
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1,
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 2
0 7
0 0
0 1
0 0
0 ]
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 34
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TABLE|  speEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYS!S 3166(b)(6) & (c)(6) Jufy 1,18 DISTRICT
REpORT) JuiY 1. 1879
3 PRETRIAL DETENTION PERIOD | Throush New Hampshire
June 30, 1980
A—
NUMBER OF (;";: DEFENDANTS GROUPED BY LENGTH OF NET*
DEFENDANTS ‘ 47 A TIME IN CONTINUOUS DETENTION STATUS
TOTAL NO. OF DEFENDANTS DISPOSED
cases | OF DURING PERIOD OF REPORT NUMBER OF DETAINEES % OF BOX B
CLOSED
DURING 8 NUMBER OF NET DAYS
REPORT 11010 | 11530 | 311090 | 9110120121 t0 150} 161 Plus
PERIOD .
DETAINEES -
51 0.6, 2 2 1 - - -
DEFENDANTS DETAINED AFTER INITIAL
APPEARANCE BEFORE A JUDGE OR % % % % % %
MAGISTRATE FOR PERIODS OF 40.0,,40.0,,20.0y =y =i =
CUSTODY TIME NOT SUBJECT
TO EXCLUSIONS PER 3,6(,,,0 *“NET"” IS GROSS TIME LESS EXCLUSIONS PER 3161 (h).
TABLE] SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3166(c){4) & (5) REPORT | July 1, 1978 through Juna 30, 1879
4 CRIMINAL D|SPO$|T|0NS PERIOD July 1, 1879 through Juns 30, 1880
A
OF DE. 4 a NOT CONVICTED N ( c CONVICTED
T DISMISSED ACQUITTED AT TRIAL e CONVICTED by PLEA CONVICTED at TRIAL
oF % | Ror % { TOTAL % [ % | TorAL % [ PLEAG % (
OF CON- oF |No.Dis-| OF |[court| Jumry OF | victep | OF |].GuiTYse| OF |COURT | JURY
A VICTED B MISSED B A C  [NOLoCoN. c
1979 365 | g9 5 {100.0] 5 - - -~ 1lo1.1| 51 1(80.4{ 41 |19.6 1 9
1980 47, | 12.8 6| 83.3] 5 |16.7 - 1||87.2] 41(82.9 34 {17.1 2 5
TABLE| SPEEDY TRIAL DATA ANALYSIS 3167(b){6) REPORT ) Julv 1. 1977 through June 3, 1978
July 1, 1978 through June 30, 1979
5 | STATUS OF CIVIL CALENDAR PERIOD | 4y 1, 1879 through June 30, 1980
NUMBER OF CIVIL CASES LENGTH OF TIME CASES HAVE BEEN PENDING
%E;J;?Elygnﬁypsg;fgg R@',;S%?g?gfgo oppsgggg#gggvgo Under 3 Mos. 2105<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>