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1. Executive Summary

The Philadelphia Municipal Court's Arbitration Project
seeks to provide a viable alternative to traditional court

' processing of private criminal complaints. The other primary.

objective of the Municipal Court this year was to institution-

~alize the arbitration concept (which had been successfully

tested by previous pilot programs) and efficiently manage the
project itself. Comparisons with previous arbitration projects
and with comparable cases processed through thé Court indicate

-that the current Project is achieving its goals.

The Project has met or bettered the criteria established
in this year's evaluation design to measure "success." The
transfer of the project to Court management was accomplished

" without incident. After seven months of operation,. the Project

had been referred more than 7/12 of the projected yearly case-

load of - 700. $Starting with a back=log of 84 cases, the current
Project disposed of 524 cases by the end of January, 1975. .It

achieved a withdrawal rate well below the 12.3% rate of last

year's project and a remand rate before arbitration of less than

5.1% Fewer than 5.3% of the cases were remanded to Court for
V1olatlons after arbitration, compared to 5.6% for last year's
project.

The current Project also seems to be doing better with

" regard to number of days to disposition. It disposed of a full

75% of its cases within 29 days of referral from the Trial
Commissioner. Last year's "snapshot sample" of 50 cases showed
only 20% disposed of within the same time period. Best estimates
of time to disposition for cases going to trial would indicate
that few if any Court cases would be disposed cf w1thln 29 days
of the Trial Comm1551oner s hearing.

One further area of 1mprovement in case processing relates

to the number of participants who fail to show up for their

scheduled hearings. This year's project achieved an average
“no show" rate of only 6.6% compared to approx1mately 33% "no
shows" for last year's "snapshot sample.' :

In addition to the above, the current Project has been able
to reduce the cost of case processing. A realistic cost-per-case
figure was computed at $83.60. Comparable figures for last year's
project and cases processed through the Court are $118.09 and
$144.00 respectively.

'The types of cases handled by the current Project are similar
to previous years. The majority involve charges of harassment,
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Most of the parti-
The most usual claimant

followed by assault and malicious mlschlef
c1pants live in the same neighborhood.

‘is female and the most usual defendant is male, although female-

versus—-female hearings are the most common.

Procedurally, there have been few changes from last, year.
However; the current Project did abandon the’ adjournment fee
assessed responsible parties who failed to show for scheduled"
hearings. It also instituted a routine follow-up procedure of
cases involving monetary awards. Both of these changes are
viewed as positive measures. : .

The current Project has oomplied with'many of the recommen-
dations of last year's evaluator. A brochure explaining arbitra-
tion has been drafted and is-awaiting Drlntlng Arbitrators have

begun to refer partlclpants to social sgervice agenCles where
. indicated. ,

The most important recommendations of the present evaluation

inc¢lude making a concerted effort to recruit more minorities as
rarbitrators, developing a rotation schedule for assigning hearings

to arbitrators, instituting both in-service and pre-service
training sessions, and developing a system of regular feedback to
arbitrators on cases where violations have been alleged. In addi-
tion, the evaluators recommend that the scope of drbitration be

‘expanded to include other minor misdemeanor offenses as well as

some types of juvenile offenses.  The latter suggestion would, of
course, necessrtate expandlng the resources allocated to arbitra-

"tion as well.
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II Project Activities—

1

A. ?roject Background and History.

In Philadelphia, as in virtually every urban'center in

the country, the stresses of the urban evnironment’ lead to a

1arge number of conflicts between re51dents, & 51gn~1104nt

number of whlch rise to levels of activity proscrlbed by the langu-

age of penal laws. Not infrequently, police are summoned. HOweverﬁ
"they may be reluctant to make an arrest, either because the

alleged offense appears triviai‘or because they recognize that .
both parties may be equellytto "blame" and that the criminal
process offers no solution to'the underlying problem. The

aggrieved citizen's recourse, then, is to begin criminal
prosecution by means of a private criminal complaint.

. But the courts may not be the fost appropriate institu-
tion for resolution of these matters. Privete criminal complaints
draln valuable criminal justice resources requlred for swift
and just prosecution of more serious crlmes.

Further, a de-

ﬂ,ﬁérmrnatxon that one of the partles to the dlfference is "guilty"

and should be subjected to criminal sanction is not calculated

lMuch of the following section on 'project background and
history and portions of the next 'section on case processing
were taken from 1ast year's Final Evaluation Report sub-
mitted by Bert H. Hoff of Blackstone Associates. They in-
‘clude information that remains basically unchanged from year
to year but providesnecessary background for the first-time
reader of an evaluation report or those unfamiliar with the
project. These sections have been updated and expanded where

e
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to offer any resolutlon to the conflmcts whlch gave rise
to the criminal lnCldan

In the woxds QF the Natlonal Center for Dispute

\Settlement;of the‘Amerlcan Arbltratlon Association:

Community conflicts find their roots deep

in our society and in human nature.: Too . -
often we only see the symptoms -~ the

surface evidence ~- of a more pervasive
problem. Much like the vigible tip of an
iceberg, the private criminal complaint

or private warrant fregquently deals with
relatively minor charges growing out: of.

deeper human conlllct, frustration and
alienation. In such cases, more often than
not, neither the complainant nor the defen-
dant is entirely blameless; yet the criminal
law with its focus on the defendant alone

is ill equipped to deal with this basic

fact. The judge or prosécutor, faced with

an overcrowded court calendar, beyond-a-
reasonable-doubt criteria for conviction,
conflicting stories, and "minor" offenses,
typically dismisses the case and lectures

the defendant -- threatening possible punish-
ment for future offenses. This is not conflict
resolution; it is not pxoblem solving in the
community; nor is it intended to ke. The tip
of the iceberg has been viewed briefly, but
the undérlying problem remains unseen and .
potentially as obstructive as ever. Neighbor-
hood tensions have not been reduced. Relation-
ships have not been lmproved At best a.shaky
truce may have been ordered

If all such cases were prosecuted, the courts:
would be backlogged everywhere as many now are.
Even if the’ courts could process all such cases;
they could not resolve the real problems, i.e.,
the causes of the technically criminal behavior;
“the courts are restricted to finding the defen-
- dants before them either 1nnocent or 'guilty of
the alleged offense.z/ ‘

-—

2 National Center for Dispute Settlement, The Four-A Pfogram

(Arbitration as an Alternative to the Private Criminal Warrant
and Other Criminal Processes); WashlngLon, D. C., NCDS, (Un-
publlshed revxsed December, 1972) =

i

Philadelphia's answer‘to thls problemkwas to develop
an alternatlve to court proccedlngs for the res olutlon of
such disputes. -Arbitration: was Ylewed as a more appropriate
forum for handling criminalvcomplaints’which arlse'more out
of'troubled'interpersonal relationships than serious questions
of law7> | i
The conceﬁt ofuarbitration as a form of resolution(of
Communlty dlsputes ‘was advanced in the report of the Nat*onal

3/

Advisory Comm1851on on ClVll Dlsorders In response to this .

recommendation of the Kerner Commission, the National Center

for Dispute Settlement ("NCDS") of the American Arbitration

Association established the West Philadelphia Center for

Community Disputes in 1969 as an experiment in application

of labor-management techniques to community dispotes.

Renamed the Philadelphia Center for Dlspute Settlement follow—
ing its move to a downtown location, this office continues to
be involved in arbitrating community disputes. In recent
years these have included mediation of a boycott in a suburban
school: dlStrlCt following prolonged racial strlie, mediation
of a‘student faculty dispute at a local college, development
of an election plan followingyavtenant organlzatlon dispute

with thevHousing»Authority, and similar problems.

3Nat10nal Advisory Commission on. ClVll Dlsorders, Report,

_‘U, S. Government Printing Office (1968), Pp. 151-152.
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In 1969, NCDS and the ?hiladelphia‘Distriot Attorney
reaohed an agreement establiehing a pilot program for arbi-
ttation of crim%nal oases begun by pfivate complaints. The
"4-R Project",'as it became known, started accepting cases
at the beginning of 1970. Theuproject«was under the sponsor—
ship of the Municipal Court of Philadelphia, and had‘the oo~

operation of the Philadelphia Bar Association.

On July 5, 1972 the Arbltratlon~As-An—Alternatlve

Progect received a grant for $61 605 in LEAA funds from the -

Phlladelphla Reglonal Plannlng Board and Governor's Justlce
Comm1s31on. Because Project success‘led to referral and
satisfactory resolution of ﬁore and more casee, a.suppleﬁental
appropriation of $44,860 was approved,~effective March 1, 19%3,
to continue operations to the end'ofxthe first project year.
fThe Project was re-funded by the Governor's Justice'
¢ommission in 1973. A grant representing’$93}000 in federal
funds was provided for project operation from August 1, 1973
to'July 1, 1974. The Governor's Justice Commission again
refunded the Project for the current year (July 1, 1974 to
Jude 30, 1975). 'However, federal,funde were'feddoed_to,f
$61,056 and the total project budgeted at just under $68,000.
The Munioipai Court of Philadelphia, whicﬁ had sponsOredkthe
program from the beglnnlng, now assumed the management of

the Pro;ect as well.

the ﬁrothonotary and pay an $ll‘flllng fee.

B. Case Processing

- Perhaps this Project can best be put in perspective by

. first describing the private criminal .complaint process. A

v

person seeking”to begin criminal proceedings when no arrest

" has been made murt apply to a private criminal complalnt

office manned oy detectlves attached to the DlStrlCt Attorney's

;Offlce. Qomplalnts are issued and-the case scheduled to appear

before a trial commissioner unless the facts are insufficient

- +to make out a crime or an arrested defendant is seeking a cross-

complaint. But if the case appears to involve a long—simmering‘
neighborhood feud, the detective will attempt to call the
putative defendant and get the parties to agree to send the
case directly to the 4-A Project. Only a handful of cases is

sent to the Project this way. The detectives do not note any

“recommendation regarding arbitration on the complaint sent to

the trial commissioner, for, the obvious reason that this docu-
ment is a public record which would then preserve for posterity
the detectlve s judgment of the case's merits.
Citizens thus securlng a complalnt then file it w1th

' The case is then
scheduled to appear before a trial commissioner. Table I below
indicates the numbef of private criminal compiaints»filed during
1974 and their subseguent disposition.erhese statistics were

obtained from the Municipal Court Trial Commissioner's Office.

Comparable statistics fox 1972 and 1973 were obtained from last,,

IYear‘spFinal Evaluation'Report‘(p. 60).




TABLE I

MUNICIPAL COURT TRIAL COMMISSIONER'S DISPOSITION

= S | oF
PRIVATE CRIMINAL COMPLAINTS
;
a. X b. c. d. . e. ]
Year—~end From 1l-1-74 From 7-1-74 Yeaxr-end 1973 figures 4
figures 1974 to 7-1-74 |(to 12-31-74 | - tfigures 1972 (1~1-73 to 12-10-73) %
Total cases filed |[N- 10,127 N~ 4,769 N- 5,358 N~ 8,636 N- 8,222
i , %~ (100%) %~ (100%) %= (100%) %= (100%) - - (L00%) :
* Conditional : : . I . :
Withdrawals © O IN=- 1,227 IN—- 626 N- 601 N- 1,073 N- 1,270 .
$=- (12.1%) - (13.1%) - (11.29) ’ %~ (12.4%) %~ (15.4%) g
Arb;tration“' ' o
| : N~ 800 N- 376 N=- 424 N~ 860 | N- 639 |
&= (7.9%) =~ (7.9%) S g~ (7.9%) %~ (10.0%) %- (7.8%) 4
. . ‘ i
Municipal Court - ‘ , ' /
Trial : C|N=--1,736 N~ 700 N~ 1,036 N- 1,314 N- 1,521
1%~ "(17.2%) - (14.7%) - R~ (19.3%) - (15.2%) |8~ (18.5%)
 Other * ' , . o ]
' . {N- 6,364 N- 3,067 N- 3,297 . N--5,389 . [N- 4,792 1
&~ (62.8%) %= (64.3%) %=~ (615.%) 5—. (62.4%) %~ (58.3%)
~ *Note: . This category includes both open and closed cases. Dispositiohs of closed éases f
] in the "other" category include cases withdrawn, cases dismissed due to the 1
. failure of either party to appear or due to lack of prosecutable merit, and cases ‘ S
continued until further notlce. Numerical breakdowns for this category are not . U
: avallable. - . ‘ : . - “ :
.t '




- of by other means.

,awhile.

The.trial commissioner's proceeding in a private
criminal coniplaint is the rough equivalent ef preliminary
arraignment‘in an arrest case. Cases surv1v1ng this stage
are given a trial date in Mun1c1pal Court and the defendant is
advised to retain an attorney or contact the Defender Associa-
tion of Philadelphia. However, many of the cases are disposed
In conditional Withdrawal, for example, the

complainant withdraws the original complaint on the stipulation

- that if the respondent repeats the offending behavior within a

two year .period; he/she will face the original charge and a
cOnrempt—of—court charge. iypically, these cases involve a
husband or paramour'striking.his wife or girlfriend or a
charge of harassment. Not'infrequently,‘in cases inVolving
money, restitution is made within a week or two and the eomplaint
withdrawn. | |

If'the complaint cannot be disposed of, the trial com-
missioner will consider sending the case to arbitration. No
specifiC”guidelines are followed, but the major criterloﬁ
appears to be whether the parties. have known each other for
Complaints between adjacent nelghbors, for ekamp1e;
are routinely con51dered If arbltratlon appears approprlate,
the trial commissioner‘briefly'describes the Project to the

parties and asks if they consent. If there are no objections,

a 4-A Project staff member (the Referral Clerk) takes the

‘ parties to a small adjdcent room and explains arbltratlon in

more detail. If the partles are agreeable, they both SLgn an

QBSOS G Siiioe i 4e oD N
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arbitratioh consent form (see Appendix A,l) and a hearing

date acceptable to both is established. Consent is usually
rarely does a complainant seek more than monetary

restitution orAbelievable assurances that he or she will be

" left alone.

Although by far the majority of cases reach the 4-A

. Project in this manner, a few come on direct referral from

Municipal Court judges or at the solicitation of defense counsel.
Following assignmenr of a case to the arﬁitrarien pro-

ject, the Tribuhal Administrator selects an arbitrator for the

hearing and sends him]her a Notice of Appointment form: (see

If either parﬁy has retained

Appendix A,2} for confirmation.

counsel,é/ the Tribunal Administator notifies the lawyers of

4Counsel is retained in.approximately one-third of the cases.
While it is conceivable that only one party may have retained
counsel, the usual circumstance is for both to have legal re-
presentatlon or neither. Of the 472 cases arbitrated or mediated
in the first gseven months of the current £und1ng period, 158
retained counsel. The table below shows the number and pexrcent
of arbitrated or mediated cases per month represented by -

counsel. See Table XI for base figures.
TABLE II
Number Represented by Counsel
: (One or Both Parties)
: 1974 SR , 1975

July ; Aug . Sept. Oct. | Nov. Dec. Jan. Tota
N- $|.-N .. % |'N. : % N % N % |IN s N 5 N
5 9.3 20 (27.0) |34 (40.0) |41 (44.6)] 25 (39.7)112 (24.0)p21 (38.9) 158

(3 of 472 = 33.5% Average)




SR o , E 9 . ’ | \ ® ';.' ‘ s "A'\‘A . E . . ll PR . -

"ﬂ~>.' 8 B _ . . »: R i . | iz
; the‘heaiing date and makes'any‘necessary adjtstments in
scheduling. - All paLtles ‘are contacted the day before a - ' ..th have come to give moral and evidentiary support to a
scheduled hearlng as a reminder. ‘ . . j disputant. .
B The.key to the arbitration project.is the.informality% T IR o - The informality of the proceedings and the'aPParent
o?do%dthe arbitration'hearing broceedings. The room most fre- .‘ ‘ | willingnese of"the arbitrator to allow each side to give a
ﬁﬁently ased is carpeted, draped and tastefully fuvnlshed . -"1 . full and fair explanation of its side'of the’story encourages
he arbitrator introduces himself to the parties in ‘the | " the participants to give vent to their feelings. . Arbitrators
rﬁcﬁptlon area, escorts thPm to the room and urges them +o | ' . . vary in the amount of heated discussion they will permit, but .
‘hame +hemselves comfortable. He/she explalns that an arbi-. . - g “none of the ones observed allowed any 1nterruptlons or insult-
”gaton has the powers of a judge, and that if the partles ' ing comments. .
J}%aildto'reach an agreement, the arbitration order is final : o Not infrequently,,this mutual exchange of views, with a
"Ehé enforceable in court. s}After noting that strict rules ' ‘ : little guidance from the arbitrator, is enough for the parties
ov1dence do not apply, ‘each side is permltted to tell | - . ' to see some ground of‘mutual concern, - One party, for example,
A 1tv'5tnry in tuxn, w1thout 1nterruptlon.‘ lhe arbltrator M ! T ;n’ may finally state that all he wants is for his neighbor to
/I:asks questions at the end{of each story to firm up details o leave him aloneu This the other party is only too willing to
iand'ambiguities.r , 3’ o L N Lo - | | - " do, prov1ded that he.doesn't have to admit that he had been
But few of the arbltrators dwell at any length on o | ' . C hara551ng his neighbor. Nobody is foundvto~be “gullty“ of
the crlmlnal charge., Rather, they 1nqu1re about any under- | i B a “crime.“ “The gcal of the arbltrator is not to establish
'ly1nq relatlonshlp which mlght have been brought to a head by . e ; _ - that either or both of the parties are at fault but to
Athe alleged crlmlnal act and ask the partles about any contact R ’ R fashion a method for the partles to av01d future conflict.
Lhey have had since the complalnt was filed. o E | ,}2 "4 o ' If the disputants are able to agree to a solutlon,
.Cslko bl B Wltnesses accompany the partles in a mlnorlty of cases. o é ’o'f> | avconsent awardfis frequently drafted up for’them t9~sign
rBecause~forma’ rules of'ev1dence are not followed, they are 9; | ~»y"§ hj ‘, : hefore they leave. It is impoitant to bear in mind that
L not needed to establlsh a chaln of - evmdence or to circumvent - ?na | | | ;agreement on the facts is not requlred ‘but. rather, only
'~hearsay problems. : ut they do 1end background 1nformatlon., S - ?\ E,Sw}~”:;agreement on the remedy. If the partles are unable to reach
‘Most £requently, the w1tnesses are famlly members or friends tv, ?j: g o }{y klsan agreement the albltrator malls an award to them within

*

p‘vkt ;" ‘fgff ”: ,jéi'y T @7\7-y ,»tcn daysi Tl" does not mean that the partles are necessarlly

| " C 8 e ‘ : B . . s ; Ll . ) B e “ . RIS o . : R . . o
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still at 1oggerheads._ Frequently‘there is underlying agreement
" on all but cne or two minor. points. Even where the parties do

agree, some arbitrators issue an arbitration award rather than

a consent agreement, on the feeling that there is more "majesty"

to the formal award (see AppendiX'A,B for an example of an

arbitratorﬁs award). On the other hand, some arbitrators seek

‘:: consent agreements where possible, believing that the remedy

will be more lasting if the parties themselves agree to it.
As indicated in Table 3 below; the latter view seems to prevail
more fredquently.

Of the 472 cases arbitrated or mediated during the
first seven months of the current funding period, statistics
were available on all but’four cases. Thus; the base figure
was reduced to 468. Of these 468 cases, 331 (70.7%f resulted
innconsent .agreements, 130 (27.8%i.in arbitration awards and
only 7 cases (i 5%) were dismissed at the time of the hearing.
ThlS represents something of a reversal from last year'! 's
figures. ‘Keeping in mind that last year's rates were computed
on the‘basis of a 50—case'“snapshot sample," the'analYSis
showed‘77% of the~arbitrated;cases (£=35) reSulted in arbitra-
ftion awards and only 23% in consent agreements. Agreement was
not one hundred percent but the consensus of the current

TN

hrarbitrators seemed to be that the solution would be more

ilasting lf agreed to by the parties rather than imposed by

L

the arbitrator; “Unfortunately,‘this'impression'cannot be

pEEk AR Gt S v ek
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established as fact. "While the Project keeps records of the

number of alleged violations that occur per month, it does not

-db_crossftabulations by type of award. It is suggested that

~ these statistics be kept for the remainder of the Project year

to attempt to establish whether consent agreements or arbi-

tration awards result in fewer instances of violation.

The arbitration and consent awards generally state

that if either party Violates ‘the conditions, the case will be

.referred back to court. Much to the Project's credit; it has

informally developed techniques of enforcing its awards short

'of court referral. For cases involving monetary awards

(an average of 13.5% of the total judgments'—+ see Table IV

for monthly figures), a routine follow-up proc¢edure has been

. instituted. A form letter (see Appendix A,4) is sent to the

'award recipient'inquiring whether payment haS>heen made. If

no payment has heen received, a form letterifsee Appendix A, 5)
is Sentrto the respondentprequesting compliance. Should payment
still not bhe forthcoming[qproject staff4continue to urge com—

pliance via telephone contact before returning the matter to

'court.

~The5follow—up procedure- for non-monetary awards (which

‘constitute the majority of'judgments)'is similar in instances

= where v1olations of the terms of the award or agreement are

alleged ' However, these cases are not routinely followed- up

Rather, the Pro;ect responds only to complaints.;




3. Number -of Cases* by Type of Judgement ,
o Judgment in ‘ e 1974 o e o 1975
the Form of: July Aug. Sept. Oct. ~ Nov. Dec. Jan. . Totals
~ N % N & N % N s ] N % N % N s N %
Consent Agree- ‘ , , 1 ; ‘ ’ ) D ‘
‘ment | 29 (53.7) | 58 (78.4) |64 (75.3) | 66 (71.7) | 43 (68.3) | 32 (64.0) | 39 (78.0) 331 (70.7}
| Arbitration ; B : ’
Award | - |23 (42.6) | 15 (20.3) |21 (24.7) { 22 (23.9) | 20 (31.7) | 18 (36.0) | 11 (22.0)} 130 (27.8)
Dismissals |2 (3.7)| L (1.3)|0 4 (4.3) 0 0 1o 7 (L1sy
Totals |54 74 |85 92 63 . 150 50%* 468 100% |
:
TABLE IV ‘f
Monetary - o | . 1974 o ‘ ' . : 1975 |
- Judgments July Aug. Sept.. : Oct. Nov. - Dec. .Jan. Totals ¥
' LN gl N % [N % N % N % N % | N s | N %
115 (29.8) | 4 (5.4) ] 7 .(8.2) 5 "(5.4) | 8 (1270] 10 (20.0) | 14 (28.0)163 13.5% of |
, A S , , : of total
judgments
_(average)

* Includes arbltrated and mediated cases only.
**‘ At the tlme these statistics were compiled, the Progect had not yet recelved notlce of

o the type of. judgment ‘rendered in the additional four cases. )
" Table III above glv@s base flgures from whlch percentages were calculated.~




", Administrator and discuss ‘the problem. She counsels the party and’ .

;“y 16..

_ Complaining partieskgenerally phone ﬁhe.staff'Tribunal

agrees to look into the matter. Beyond this, the first response is

to phone the violating party to inform him/her if he/she persists,

the case could go back to court. Freguently this is sufficient

to dissuade him/her from further non-compliance. ' If more appears

needed, the Tribunal Administrator may have the arbitrator dis-
cuss the mattef with,the violator., If this appears unsuccess-—
ful, a second arbitration hearing is sometimes advisable,f Oﬁly
if these measures appear doomed to fallure wxll the case be
remanded to court.

Table V shows the total number of complaints (for both

" monetary and non-monetary cases) received each month and the

number actually referred back to court~for further handling:

TABLE V

~ (Average)

(Average)

B St st s

~ (Average)

o _ e - 1 Cases
| t‘“llzrgft§:izz/ iliegengio— zrg£t§§EZé/§Z§§ij
e - Mediated* w/ lations ~ted* Actually :
4 of Alleged Alleged Actually Re— fkRemanded
- Month Violations = Violations ggggid to. V
~ July, 1974 16 - 29.6 ?  6.25 S 1.9%
Aug., 1974 | 26 35.1 4 15.40 5.43
Sept.,1974 | 32 | 37.6 4 12.50 4.7%
oct., 1974 |  33. |  35.9 3 9.1 3.3%
‘Nov., 1974 20 317 {2  10.0 | 3,23
pec., 1974 | 14 | 28.0 5 35.7 |  10.0%
Jan., 1975‘~ 14 | 25.9 |8 a2.9 T 11.1%
wotals;, 155 32.8% - 25  16.1% 5.3%

reported in about a third‘(32.8% or 155 Cases).
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Of the 472 cases afbitrated/mediated, alleged violations were

The number

of complainss received reached a high of 37.6% in the third

month of the Project's operaﬁion, but has continued to decline
steadily since.that time. .An average of 16.1% of the oases
where violations were'alleged to have occurred ended up being
remanded to court for further action. This represents only
5.3% (average) of‘the‘total number of cases arbitrated or
mediated, however. This figure compares favorably to last
year's 5.6% temand rate of.cases arbitrated.

| Once a case is remanded to court for contempt or judg-

ment proceedlngs, it has left the Project's jurisdictionp Thus,

‘thero is no follow—up to indicate how many of the 25 cases

were eventually satisfactorily resolved. In terms of type of
remedy sought, however, Project staff indicated that contempt

proceedings were by far the most common. Judgment proceedings

are reserved for cases involving monetary awards and necessi-

tate a minimum of $15.00 flllng fee which may be recovered

: w1th the judgment. However, PrOJect~staff could only recall

~ helping one case to file fofkjudgment and advising the

attorhey of anotherbthat this option was available.

;C} Types of Cases and Characteristics of Participants

The types of cases referred to the Project remain

basically the same. The majority of the cases involve some

| type of harassment (55 l%); folloWed by assault‘charges

(15 00,, followed by ma11CLous mlschlef (13. 2%) Table VI

glVes a bleakdown of number of cases by month and type of

*offense.




Number of Cases¥* by Offense Type

. ' ' 1974 1975 Totals
Charge July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. N %
Harassment 6 43‘ | 56 61 34 26 32 258 55.1
Malicious Mischieﬁ‘ 22 6 67 12 5 6 5 62 13.2
Theft 3 4 3 o 3 3 5 21 4.5
Assault 10 10 14 10 12 | e | 8 70 15.0
Other 3 6 .3 2 3 3 0 20 4.3
Dowble Charge 10 5 3| 7 6 6 "0 37 7.9,
motalé 54 74 85’ 92 63 50 50%% | 468 100.0%

18

TABLE VI

* ° Refers only to cases disposed of by arbitration or mediation.

*%* There were actually 54 cases arbitrated in January. "However, at the time these

statistics were compiled, judgments in four of the cases were still pending.

u




o
>

| All of the partigipants know‘each other to sonie degree.
As indicated.in Table VII, 71:4% of Ehe partiesvlive next doox
to each other or in the same neighborhood. An additional 18.4%
arevacquaintancés,jwhile only 8.7% of the pérticipants are
.family-reiatea. o

The most usual claimant is female (6@l9%);while the

'mos£ﬂusual défendént is male (52.4%). A breakdown of cases by
sex of the participants (see Table VIII) shows a female claimant-
‘female defendant to be tﬁe'most common occurrence (3748%), and

a male claimant-female defendant to be the ‘least common (only

9.8%).



TABLE VII
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Number of Cases* by Relationship Between Parties :

' 1974 : 1975 ; ]

: ‘ Totals 3

Relationship - July Aug. Sapt. Oct. . Nov. Dec. Jan. N % 3

" Acquaintance 15 15 ' 17 16 11 2 ‘10 86 18.4 1

" Neighbor | 24 29 34 54 27 28 25 221 47.2 i

Next Door Neighbor 9 21 20 21 20 10 12 113 24.2 ;

Domestic 4 7 7 T 3 2 1 25 5.3 ;

Family .- T | 2 6 0 2 3 2 16 3.4 §

. Tanalora 1 0 1 o | o 0 0 3 0.4 :

Work 0 0 0 0 . 0" 5 | o0 5 1.1 k
Totals 54 74 L 92 63 50 | 50%% | 468 100.0

-

* Refers only to cases dlsposed of by arbitration or mediation.
*% There were actually 54 cases arbitrated in January. Howevexr, at’ tne time these statlstlcs

were com011ed, judgments in four of the cases were still pendlng.'



TABLE VIII

o Number‘of~Cases*‘b§ Sex of Participanﬁs
Sex - 1974 1975 -
o Totals
Claimant Defendant July Aug.: Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. N %
_ 'Female Female- | 19 15 33 39 30 25 le ‘ 177 37.8
Female Male 24 | 35 19 22 15 9 12 136 29.1 L
Male Male. " 10 23 | 31 - | 18 | 10 12 5 | 100 23.3 BB
Male |, Female 1 1 2 13 8 4 17 46 9.8 :
Totals 54 | 74 85 | 92 | 63 | 50 50%% | 468 100.0

' # Refers only to cases disposed'pf by arbitration or mediation., o :
*%  There were actually 54 cases arbitrated in January. However, at the time these statistics
were -compiled, judgments in four of the cases were still pending. L :

i
i
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lIIlb_Evaluation Activities

7nvaluatlon is ba51cally an attempt to ascertaln the extent

i

to which a project has met its stated~goals., The two primary
objectives of the present Project were:~ ,
- (i
1. To relieve trial judges of minor crlmlnal

-

complalnts which could be handled by i o -

‘arbltrators,
2. To institutionalize what has been a’
: successful pilot program operated by
outside agencies as a program of the .
. courts, and efficiently managed by
the regular Municipal resources._

These two goals 1nclude elements that relate to the effl~
cient operation of the Project and its effectlveness in handlrng,
criminal complaints outside the traditional court setting.

Thus, evaluation activities were focused on two types of analysis:
a prooess analysis of efficiency and an impact analysis of
effectiveness. The results of these'eValuatiye'efforts are
presented in the next section. This section seeks only to
describe how these results werefobtained

‘Informatlon regardlng Progect background and hlstory and

case processrng was obtalned through avallable past reports,dfl,}

~‘and proposals, last year's Flnal Evaluatlon Report, .on- srte

observatlons;of Progect actlv1t1es;of arbltratlon hearlngs’

= : — , . —— |
“Appllcatlon for Subgrant." Mun1c1pal Court of Phlladelphla,

”;a,lUnpubllshed proposal July“l 19;4, p. 6c.

T E S vy g e R T Y g e e

: tors and on—51te observatlon of Progect aet1v1t1es and

and interviews withp?roject staff, arbltrators,iconrt staff

and other individuals related to the Project. |
All statlstlcs for the current year on’cases rererred;

manner of dlspos1tlon, days to dispoésition, etc;, were pro-

vided by Project staff from monthly and quarterly statistical

reports. The only exception was those figures given in
* B {{ .

Table I which were provided by the Trial Commissioner's office.

Any flgures used for comparlson with previous years were ob—

' talned from last yea ‘s Final Evaluation Report by Bert H. Hoff

of Blackstone‘Associates.
Cost per case was determined from budget figures provided
in the 1974 applicat;on'for refunding and Project statistics

reflectlng the number of cases disposed of and the kind of

disposition. Slmllar "costfper case" flgures were derived for

last year from the 1373 budget provided in thatlyear's appli-

cation for refunding and from last year's Final Evaluation -

fReport Cost comparisons with the Court and'with similar'

~ projects were taken from last year's Final Evaluatlon Report.,‘

Informatlon regardlng demographlc characterlctlcs of the

'arb1trators,land number of hearlngs per arbltrator was provrded

by Project staff at the evaluators' request. Addltronal

1nformatlon regardlng stafflng patterns, selectiOn‘and assign—'

= ment of arbltrators, management and tralnlng lssues,‘etc-:

‘i‘

was obtalned through 1nterv1ews ‘with Pro;ect staff and arbltra-~ e

arbltratlon hearlngs.

e




!“Further insibht on“the above issues was obtained. from the

arbiﬁrators themselves through a telephone‘survey;conductea;
durinélthe first,tWo ﬁeeksviﬁ February; 1975. The 26 arbitra-

‘ tors~wereefirst sorted into different céteéories based'on their‘
‘iength7of associatioh with‘the Project and the number of hearings
they heid during7the first seven‘months of the currentrfuhcing
‘period. VhrbitratOrs who vere new to the Project this year were
designated as'ﬁVew“ and those who had been Qith the Project
‘prlor to the culrent fundlng perlod were called 'olda." Those'
kwho held hearlngs were designated as "Actlve“ and as elther
"High," “Medlum," or “Low," dependlng on the number of hearlngs
held. Those who held no hearlngs were talled “Inactlve."' These

categorles broke out as follows.

- TABLE IX

2 . ‘ Total - Sample
Type of Arbitrator N N
old ‘Active ~High 2 ‘lk
ola Active - s’Medium 6 3
01d Active  Low 6 3
old- *fIhactive e e _2 : ic
New ' Active = High | 3 i
. New = Active Medium 2 -
lsNéwVV‘ ,jActive o Low o _hlj[ 1
eyNewff’fh indctiveQ;7' - 4 .'gh.
T e - Total "New" 0 3

25

Hélf of the arbitrators in each categoiy,or’l3 in all, were then

_selected on a random basis' (using a table of random numbers)

‘to be interviewed. S : ' f'y:;

All evaluatlon activities were conducted by elther

" B. ‘Jaye Anno‘or Bert H. Hoff of Blackstone ASSOC1ates. The

Project was visited athleast once by one or both evaluators

~during the months of November and December,'l974, and January
‘and February, 1975. In addition, regular contact has been

‘maintained with Project staff by telephone. Unless otherwise‘

specified, the period of evaluation includes the first seven
months of Project operation, from July 1, 1974 through

January 31, 1975. ' ~ : . o
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‘July 1, 1974.

nated and hearings were being scheduled.

from the old setting .to the new went smoothly.

'was £ully operatlve.‘

~working on the backlog of cases from the prev10us PrOJect

,membeis s1nce the internal management staff wa

U
A
{‘Q\\:, ;

iV Project Results‘and Analysis

iA-. Process Evaluation

4

l. \Wransfer to Court Setting

=
r

7mfre—planning for the current Project began in the
1atter‘part50f,June'1974;

‘nd‘he,'in turn,wselected the'remaininﬁﬁsﬁaff :'The‘Director,

the Tribunal Administrator and the ‘Referral Clerk calme on board

An Administrative A551stant was added August 1,

1974. PrOJect staff initially worked out of the MuniCipal Court

judges' library. By July 15, 1974, new staff had been indoctri-

‘Hearings were held
in available courtrooms until‘the Project's present facilities
beCame avallable on -August 29, 1974.

(-

Accordlng to the Progect Dlrector, the tran31tlon
No major prob—

lems were experienCed. That the arbitration concept was

,capable'of being‘transferred'and;replicatedtwithout'difficulty

shouldkbe'Viewed~as one measure of'the'Project‘s success.

Within two weeks of the tlme fundlng was approved, the Project
It was accepting nevw cases as well as

A1l

A\‘

this was accompllshed Without a531stanCe from prev1ous staff .

‘ll new, al-

'kthough some of;the arbitrators from the olad PrOJect were'

o carried over tQ the present one.,r"

IS

vahe‘Project Director had been selected

' July'ofd1§74;

r,been referred during that same time period (see Table X).

‘during that time period.

received 7.8%

" December of 1974, it received 414 new‘cases;

"aPrOject opération.

27

2. Project Caseload

Year—end figures for 1974 from the Trial Commis Sioner's

[

Office (see'Table I) showed 800 cases'haVing been referred to

‘the Project =-- 424 of these since the Project Was_refunded;in

Project figures, however, show 414 cases having

This

.discrepancy of ten cases is not 51gnlficant unless these cases.

have been lost. The evaluator has suggested that the~Pr03ect

.* staff reconcile its figures on a monthly basis with those of the

-

Trial Commissioner to ensure that all cases referred are
processed. ?roject staff has agreed to do this, beginning
with the February statistics.

The 424 case figure from the Trial Commissioner's
Office represents 7.9% of the total criminal complaints filed

Last year, under NCDS, the Project
of the total criminal complaints filed.

‘The PrOJect started with a backlog of 84 cases

pending rrom last year's'operation. From July‘of,1974 through

‘In January of

11975, 53 new cases were referred bringlng the total numbex of

k'"casésﬁtojbe'disPosedfof to 551 for the first seven months of

"Of this 551‘ 524.cases Wereidisposed’of

%ﬁby the end of January 1975, leav1nq a balance of’ only 27

'cases, or 4. 9%, pending (see Table X for monthly figures)

”This comoares favorably to the 15 4% of cases pending at thef

“ end of seven months of operatlon of last year s prOJect.

i

e
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TABLE X
Base Caseload
, a. b. , Cu d. e.
Cases Available New Cases Re~ Total Cases : "Balance Carried
Month for Trial Begin- ceived During Available for Total Cases Over to New
1974 - ning of Month Month Disposition Disposed Of  Month
 July 84 102 186 56 130 .
Aug., 130 84 214 84 130
Sept. 130 48 178 94 82
Oct. 82 69 151 109 43
" Nov. 43 57 . 100 69 31
Dec. 31 54 - 85 58 28
Sub-Totals" ~ 414 - 470 -
o 1974 ° ‘ ‘
. . 1975 , _
Jan. 27 53 80 54 26
Totals 467 524

o S 3

:;NO£63f ThisrTable'shouid be read across. vcblumns a and b total to column c .within each

~month, as do columsd and e. Columns are totaled down only where. applicable.

PR,
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At the,eﬁd,ofall'months of operation in last year's
Project,ka‘total of 712‘cases_had been referred to the Project
and 628 cases disposed of. kThié represents an average of 64.7
‘cases referred per month and 57.1 cases disposed of. The curren£

. Project is abead’in-both nunber of éaSes referved (avefage
78.7 qases) and nﬁmber of cases disposed of (average of 74.9
caseg) on a monthly basis. | .

‘In additioﬁ, the current Project is more than
‘meeting its projécteé caseload in terms of referrals. The
1974 Application for Refunding anticipated :efer?al of 700

- cases to the Project over a l2-month perioétrgfbumeet this
goal, an average of 58.3 cases Qould'have to be référred each
month (700 casés %112 months ; 58.3 cages/month).k Thus, for a
sevgn‘month period, 408 cases should have been referred (58.3
.cases x 7 months). As indicated above, the current Project
received 551 cases during the first seven months, which repré—
sgnésian additional 143 casés over its projected caseload.

‘ Gf the 524 cases disposed of, the bulk of cases
were arbitrated (461 or Bé%). An additional 11 cases (2.1%)
were closéd by office ﬁediation, The remaining 10% of the
cases ﬁere'withdrawn, dismiSsed‘due to lack of prbsecution, 
or remanded to court. Table XI shows the pumber'éf dispositiéns

of each type by month.

G L A R BT B ST o M S Mt e A et s L b e
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TABLE XI

Total Dispositions by Month and Type‘
‘ 1974 1975

July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Totals
Dispositions N % N .8 N 3 N $ N 5 N % N 3 N %
Arbitrated 52 92.9| 74 88.1|85 90.4 90 82.6) 61 88.4 |45 77.6 |54 100 | 461 88.0 |
Remanded 2 3.6| 3 '3.6] 3. 3.2 6 5.5 1 1.4/ 6 10.3| - = 21 4.0
Office Mediation |.2 3.6| - - - | = - 2 1.8| 2. 2.9/ 5. 8.6| - = 11 2.1
Withdrawn -: - | 7 83| 3 3.2 8 7.3 - -|2 3.4| - - 20 3.8 !
Lack of i
Prosecution = - - - 3 3.2 3 2.8 5 7.2 = - - - 11 2.1 :
Totals 56 100 | 84 100 | 94 100 (109 100 .| 69 100 |58 100j54 100 {.524 .100
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The criteria to be used as indicators of Project

success were»outlined on page 7 of Blackstone ASsociates

"Plan for Evaluation" for this“year.‘ Accordingly,'the Project

wou]d have to show a w1thdrawal rate of 12.3% or fewer oases

v,and a remand rate before arbltratlon of 5.1% or less to‘be

deemed successful. As 1nd1cated in Table XI, the Project was
more than successful in meeting. these standards at the end of

seven months. The remand rate before arbitration was 4% and

_the withdrawal rate only 3.8%.

The current Project also seems to be doing better

with régard to number of days to disposition. It disposed of

"; an average of one?third of its cases (N=1l44 or 33.9%) within
9 daYs.of receiving them.'oAn additional 20. 29 (oxr 54.1%
: totaled) were dlsposed of w1thln 19 days and a full 75% (N#ﬂ;B)

‘within 29 days. (See Table XII for" monthly breakdowns )

)i

Keeplng in mlnd that last year's figures were based on a

"snapshot sample'l of only 50 cases compared to the 425 cases

- ‘noted this year, «last year s flgures showed no cases dlsposed

of w1th1n'9 days, 4° dlsposed of w1th1n 19 days ‘and only

| 20% o£ the ca&es dlspose& of Wlthln a 29-day perlod.

‘ One Lurther area of 1mprovement in case proce551ng

L relates to the number of partlclpants_who fall to show up for

their scheduled hearings (see Table XIII). kOf the 647-hearings

. scheduled during the first seven months, only an average~of 6.6%

_ of the participants failed to show. Thefhumbef,Of "no shows™
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| PABLE XII

Number of pays to Disposition by Month .

: # of Days . July '74 Aug '74 Sept '74 I Oct '74 Nov '74 ~, Dec '74 Jan '75 Totals
R R N % In s | N s | w 3 N s |y s | N s |n g
1-9 3 6.5| 4 6.3| 15  20.8| 33 44.0 | 29  44.6| 31 57.4] 290  s8.0|144  33.9
T6-15 7 15.2| 17 27.0[ 17 ~ 23.6] 8 0.7 | 19 ~ 29.2 (14  26.0] 4 8.0 86 20.2
70-39 28 60.9] 19 30,213 18.1] 10  13.3 | & 775 5.2] 9 18.0] 89  20.9
(82.6) (63.5) (62.5) (68.0) (81.5) (92.6) (84.0) (75.0)
30-39 8.9 7 LI I0 T I3.3 2  Z.7 [ O = T3 3.7 7 14.0] 32 7.5
20-49 0 ST I0I5.9 9 1.0 - ) v 3.7 T - 2.0032 5.2
o : (100) (100): o
50-59 3 G6.5] 3 .87 2 2.8 7 9.3 ) == R 4] =TS 375
o L (97.8) (95.3) (91.7) (90.0) (81.5) ) (91.2)
'  E0-89 1 5 At S R NS U R et e Rt RO N W S = Ta
) (100) = .
76-739 g perE B | 157 4 552 2.7 T 0 =T ——=="0 =7 o7
(100) :
80-89 0 —_ v T4 3 4.0 |0 =0 == =1 )
: : (100) (89, 4) (81.5) , (95.2)
50-99 ) =10 v ) e B A I Sy B B RV ==T"0 =7 7
100-109 0 S P e AL T T0.8 0 =0 =TT3 37T
i | . ! \
- TOTALS 46 1oo ! 63 160 75 100 65 100 54 100 50 100 425% 100

100 72
‘ Note: The numbers 1n parentheses represent cumulatlve percentages of cases disposed of w1th1n various time.
Lntervnlq. : .

[ S

E xoc 0

R i

T TR TR

L * Statistics cn "days to dlspos1tlon" were not avallable on all cases at the tlme monthly reports were
conpleted. However, tinls figure represents over Bl% of all cases RlsnoseA of. “urlnq the flrat seven
\ : months o‘ the current ‘un’lng perlod ~
iy . K g
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i , | L TABLE XIII .
S ‘~, Ly Vumber of Scheduled Cases Arbltrated RO o * . Number of “No Shows"
e 0 or Mediated . . : : o ' ‘ :
ey a:ﬁ_m rf b X Co : cda o (<38 " . 1 - K o _m;___
— o E #7 - ,Total % of sched. B S R 1 % of scheduled
~‘Month Scheduled tarbitrated | Mediated | (b+c) | cases heard* Claimant | Defendant] Total | cases not showing *
! July '74| 70 | 52 - 2 s | 773 1 6 |7 10 %
coawg ‘4|17 | 74 Vo= e 638 KR 13 {22 | 18.8%
. Sept '74| 129 | 85 2 85 |  66% 3 3 6 4.7%
. oct '7a| 126 | 90 2 |92 | 733 2 3 5 5 %
Nov '74 76 | 6L 2 63 . 838 1 1 2 2.6%
C Dec- '74| 627" | 45 ' s lisor 81% o ) 1 1.6%
Jan "'75| 67 | 54 | - 54 | 81y o | o 0 0 3
TOTALS | 647 61 .} . 11 a7z ol 738 1 16 27 43 6.65
. Dy (97. 7%) - {2.3%) {(100%) | (average) o (37.29) (62.8%) 1(100%) |~ (average)

*Notes : The balance of the scheduled cases 'for each month were elther dlsposed of by other means or
rescheduled due to other than clalmants or defendants not showing up.

o S e
v . .
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reached a high of 18 8% ln AugUSt of 1974

',the "no show" rate was only 1. 6

: was zero .

"one thlrd of the 59 cases were adjourned dte to "no shows"‘andk

technlque" was actually applled.

cons1sts of

NS

but has contlnued
to decllne steadlly smnce that tlme. By December of 1974,

and 1n January of 1975 it
Last year s "snapshot sample“'lndlcated that about

had to be rescheduled

The low "no show"‘rate of the current Progect is
partlcularly impressive ‘in llght of the abandonment of the
adjournment fee.v Last year s Progect enabled a sliding fee of»
$10 to '$40 to be assessed agalnst the respon81ble party who 5

falled to show for a schedultd hearlnq w1thout glVlng notlce

or show1ng cause. It is not Lnown how often thls "enforcement

Nevertheless, the‘present

Progect Director 1ndlcated that thlS adjournment fee was

"~ believed to be "contrary to the splrlt of arbltratlon" and was
‘thus dlscontlnued ‘

Many of the arbltrators have speculated that the

presence of the words "Phlladelphla Mun1c1pa1 Court" on the

top of the standard forms has 1ncreased the appearance rate.

Progect staff attrlbute the low. “no show" ra%e to the fact that

hearlng dates are determlned by ‘the part1c1pants themselves in

most 1nstances..
//

noteworthy.nf

Regardless of the reason, the flgures are

As noted prevrously, the 1nternal management staff

- a Dlrector, who oversees and coordlnates all

E i s e
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‘not accompany the participants into the hearing room.

;’new arbltrators ap901nted

35

ProﬂeCt activities; a Trlbunal Admlnlstrator, who schedules

thearlngs, a531gns arbltrators and malntalns Project statlstlcs,‘

e R

‘a Referral,Clerk, who’obta;ns the necessary consent of the parties’
and handles case referral procedures; and an Administrative
"Assistantfwho also serves‘as secretary to the Director. In

additdon,fanvofficer on loan from the Municipal Court serves as

a securlty guard whenever hearlngs are being held. He helps

dlrect traffic and malntaln order in the reception area but does

There have

not been’incidents‘to date, but his presence is deemed necessary
as a precautionary/measure;

The number of 1nternal management staff has been
reduced from last ‘year. In splte of the increased caseload,

present staff allocations have been sufficient to meet the‘

"ProjeCt’s“needs.

-4, Arbitrators
oo Where the current Progect has room for impr ovement

isuin its selection’and use of arbltrators.v 0f the 26 arbltrators

on the current llSt, 16 were carrled over from.last year -and lO
‘The 10 app01nted were all whlte

male attorneys. Last year's Flnal Evaluatlon‘Report lndlcated

a lack of representatﬂon of women, Spanlsh—speaklng lnleLduals,

1nd1genous communlty members, and to a lesser extent, blacks. -«

fThlS 51tuatlon has not been 1mproved.;

From the proflle glven in Table XIV,;it can . be

‘\‘seen that 23% of the arbltrators are black and only 15% are
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T TABLE XIV .
'  Profile of Arbitrators 36
. * (3
: # of NCDS A ox , ;
Ip$ Hearings __ % Rank or MC mcl/ | wa2/| Race| Sex | Profession
1. 1 frés 174 | 1\\ MC . o M | Law Student -
2. 23 | 48.4% ) 60 16.0 2 ‘ 11.5% MC A W M | Attorney
3.° 5 . 56 15.0 -3 ) MC A W M ‘Attdrney
4. 4 | 65.3% { 32 8.6 4‘} %{ NCDS A W r |u.r.c.3
‘5. 16 k31" 8.3 | .5 ) NCDS - A | B M |Law Student
N . 3 NE \ s ]
6. 17 , (19 5.1 6 NCDS A B M |H.R.C.
7. 19 | 83.2% ( 17 4.5 7 (34.6%] NCDS A W M | Attorney
g, 12 l 16 4.3 8 NCDS A B F | Housewife
9, 21 k 15 4.0 9 ) MC A W M | Attorney
10. 26 r11 2.9 ll‘\~ MC A W M Attorney
11. 11 | ¢1.93 { 11 2.9 11 $46.2% NCDS A W M |H.R.C.
12. 20 | 11 2.9 11 )’ ‘NCDS A B8 F_|H.R.C.

"13. 15 |94.08 { 8 2.1 13 & % | NCDS A W M |Ministex
14. 2 4 1.1 15 NCDS A | w M |Attorney °
15. 10 4 1.1 15 NCDS A W M | Attorney

voo16, 13 4 1.1 15 NCDS A B M |H.R.C.
R _|Attorney/
17. 18 . 3 0.8 17.5 MC A |w M | Teather

S 18. 8 3 0.8 | 17.5. NCDS A 1w F__|Psychologist
19. 9 2 0.5 | 19.5 NCDS. A |lw M |Attorney
20, 14 : 2 0.5 | 19.5 NCDS A | B M |Attorney
21. 22 0 0 23.5 _MC A A W M__|Attorney -
22. 24 | , 0 0 23.5 MC NA W M __|Attorney
23. 25 O 0 23.5 M NA | W M_ |Attorney

24. 6 0 0 23.5 _MC Na | w |- M |attorney
25. 3 0 0 23.5_ NCDS NA | W M __|Teacher
26. 17 ~100% 0 0 23.5 NCDS . | NA - W M__|Teachex

T ON=26 N=374 ‘ ' 16 NCDS [20 A {20 W |22 M| 16 Atty/Law

§=l4 .38 10 MC ) 6 NA 6 B ‘4 F ‘ students
: ’ 5 H.R.Cs
2° Teachexrs
1.3 .Others
Ray? IRt ‘ T
NCDS = Natmonal Ccnter for Dlspute qettlemcnt

2n = Active

NA = Not Active

x

3H,RVC. = Human Rclatlons CommloSLOncr :

| s "
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' women.

" one of the old active low arbltrators said he was

37

o Ry

There are no Hispanic arbitrators at all. Some 62%

are members of the: legal profe551on. When these figures are

cross~tabulated w1th Lhe arb;trators' actlvenlnactlve status,
there is no substantlal dlfference in representatlon.

The other pe;nt of interest in Table XIV relates
to ‘the number of hearings per arbitrator.—~ &/ Assumlng equal
availability, each arbitrator should have conducted an average
of 14.38 hearings (a totdl of 374 hearings divided by 26 arbi-
trators.)\ ﬁowever, 3 of the newly appointed arbitrators handled
48.4% (N=18l1) of the hearings and 6 arbltrators (2 old and
4 new) handled no hearlngs at all. ' .

When questioned about theix availability (see
Appendix' B for types of guestions asked), v1rtually all of the
flexible,
but they all had time available, had never turned a case down
when asked,

arbitrators 1nterv1ewed said their schedules were

and could handle more ¢cases than they do. However,
satisfied
with minimal involvement and the old inactive case said he was
The
two new inactive cases said they had never been asked to serve
as an arbitrator but had never checked with the Project staff

to find out why.

"not too disappointed" that no cases had been referred.

When questioned as to whether they thought they.
were getting their fair share of the cases, only two of the
arbitratqrs interviewed (both old active lows) said that they

did not think they were and voitced complaints. The remainder

VGIt should be noted that while 461 cases were arbitrated

‘during the first seven months, only 374 hearings were held.

This is because one hearing may involve more than one case due
to multiple claimants or defendants oxr to countéer-charges
being filed. Arbitrators are paid $30.00 per hearing,
regardless of the number of cases involved.
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'.of Lhe active arbitrators either said they were getting thelr

fair share (two highs), were not concerned about it (three
imediums) or had no way of knowing. &

The evaluators have two ba51c suggestions regarding
the selection and use of arbitrators. The first is that the
PrOJect develop an "affirmative action“ approach to attempt

to recruit more minorities. This group should include women,

’blacks and Spanish-speaking individuals, preferably indigenous

to the communities most Orten served. Project staff have in- '

" dicated their Willingness to do this and have recently intexrviewed

| selecting arbitrators for hearings should be deVised

three women (two of whom are'Spanish~speaking) as potential

arbitrators. The staff plans to have these women sit in on

arbitration hearings to see if they are interested in being

EAY

appointed.'
‘ The second" recommendat:on ‘relates to the use of
arbitrators. The staff should first ascertain the "interest
level" of those on the present list. Anyone not interested or
generally unavailable could be ellminated and new arbitrators
appOinted Secondly, some type of rotation schedule for
Either
arbitrators should be called in the order that they appear on the
llst, or each should choose a morning oxr af ernoon each month

when they would be available for hearings. This'way, coverage E

. would be guaranteed and the staff could schedule hearings #

Witbout the additlonal hassle of linlng up an arbitrator.i;

L

£ e
£

‘that might drise on legal issues@

emﬁ,3. 2 .

- . The evaluators believe that implémenting these .

suggestions would not only make the selection and use of‘arbi—

. trators more equitable, but would aid in the efficient operation

of the Project‘as well.

5. Supervision, Case Management and Training

The current Project has made no?provisiOn for either
prefservice‘or‘in~service trainind of arbitrators. It could be |
argued that since the sixteen old arbitrators were experienced
and the ten newly appointed arbitrators had legal training,
furthexr training was unnecessary. The arbitrators themselves,
however, disagree. . |

Of the ten active’arbitrators interviewed, seven

sald pre-service training was important and one wasn't sure;

six said some type of in—service training should be offered

’and only two said it was not needed for experienced arbitrators.

Of the remaining two, both said neither pre- nor in-service

sess:ons were necessary for thost with legal backgrounds,

'although one’ qualified this statement by exempting "only

lawyers accustomed to ‘dealing With people” from the training

requirement.

k Virtually everynodv except one said that a legal
background was not necessary for arbitrators as 1ong as a.
"legal reference peison was avaiiable to}answer'any questiOns ‘

"Life experience" and the

L ability to’relate‘tovpeople‘were‘considered more important

- ecriteria..
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The evaluators believe that someytype of training

ﬁprogram should be instituted for both new and exoerienced_

arbitrators. Periodic informal in-service sessions could be’
held over lunch-hours or on week—ends. These sessions would
not need to be highly structured. The most important criterion

enunciated by the arbitmators themselves was that a forum be

provided where they could get together and discuss their mutual

- problems regarding policy and procedural issues, and case
management techniques.  The orientation of new arbitrators
should be more struCtured and include a brief introduction to
legal issues involved in arbitration, sessionstn.conflict'
management.skﬁll development; observations of actual arbitraﬁ
tion hearings and‘role-playing.
Arbitrators were‘also.asked whether they eyer

received any follow:up reports on the cases ‘

h§!
5

and whether Lhey eve1 recelved feedback from the staff on their

\

Only two of the arbitrators followed up their

they arbitrated

performance.

' cases on a regular basrs.

‘\

up reports only "1nadvertently and not usually. The remalnlng

six said they did mnot Lecerve follow—up repolts on their cases.

';Four arbltrators sald they recelved feedpack from the staff

regardlng thelr performance (one sald "constantly") and the

remalnlng s1x sald they did not.uk

3

The Progect has 1nst1tuted a regular follow—up
ﬂfprocedure for cases involving monetarv judgments (see pbage 14
Qof ths report). Por non—monetary cases, the Progect has,;'f'

approach e that 1s, cases‘

5
%
R
3

adopted a "no news is good news"

N

i i T L S

Two others said they recelved follow—fp”'

&F

'
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.are followed~- up only . when a violation of the award or agreement

is alleged., In view of the number of non-monetary Jjudgments

and the personnel requirements that would be necessary to

but ratherx,

«g

7

follow-up all cases, this procedure seems justified. Thus,

it is not that cases are not being followed-up‘adeguately,
that the results of such follow—up are not being
communicatea back to all arbltrators on a regular basis.

’ Arbitrators should bekmade aware of any complaints
received ofvalleged or'substantiated violations in -the cases
they arbitrate. The staff and'the arbitrators could then re;

view these cases to see whether a different solution could have

nﬁeen offered that might have proved more satisfactory.

6. Records

By and large, this Project has an excellent record-
keeping system. The few changes suggested in last year's

Final Evaluation Report have been instituted, and the Project

regularly maintains statistics on number of cases referred,
,type of disposition, days to disposition,‘typé of participants,
.etc._Monthly and guarterly statistical reports issued by the
‘Project greatly facilitated‘the evaluators' tasks this year-:

and,allowedffor a muchimore complete analysis to be made.

c’The evaluators did suggest that base figures as well as

percentages be provrded on monthly statl;tlcal reports and ;

Project staff readily compl;ed.

CLh . i i
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‘an .experimental group (Project cases).
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B. Impact Analysis

The'main question an impact analysis muSt~seek to answer
is- whether one way of doing thlngs is better than another. In
the present evaluatlon, we. are concerned w1th whethcr arbitra-

tlon is a batter alternatlve to handllng prn

'Tate crlmlnal com-

Lo
\'» \“

plaints than tradrtlonal court.proceedrngs. }in order’to answer
this;question,,"better“ must be operationally defined.

| One‘measure of "betterness" would include a deter-
mination of how lasting the” various resolutions~were; Random 3
samples_could be selected of a control group (court cases) and
ca The two groups could
thsn~be compared in terms of'various recidivism criteria.
This objectlve measure of impact could be bolstered with a sub—'
jectlve measure of part1c1pant satlsfactlon obtalned through
1nterv1ews and questlonnalress |

' Unfortuhately, theﬁiimited regsources allocated to‘

the present evaluation preciude‘such'a sophisticated research
design.. A "soft" measure of client satisfaction~for arbitration
cases is avallable from PrOJect StatlSthS on cases where

i,

Vlolatlons;have been alleged‘(see page 17 of this report).

‘ However, cOmparable statistics for court cases are not avail-
" able. Thus, the only two measurable criteria of Project lmpact

'favallable to the evaluators were cost per case and swrftness

of dlSpOSltlon. It snould be noted that both of these are

‘1nd1rcct measures.

43 .

1. Cost °per Case

a.  The Current Project

_ The Progett has a yearly budget of $67,840.
This flgure d1v1ded by twelve ylelds an average mOIthly cost
of $5,653.33. For the first seven months of operation then,kthe
projected cost is $39,573.31.  This figure, divided by 52@
(the number of dispositions through the end of January 1975)
yields an average cost per case of $75. 52L

A more reallstlc cost analysrs, however, would

A total

account for actual rather than progected expenditures.

of’ $ll,976 was allottedffor arbltrators‘ fees ‘for the full

twelve months. The Project spent $11,220 (374 hearings times

$30 per hearing) during the first seven months.  Thus, the

" actual average cost per case breaks down as follows:

-=  $55,864 (total Budget minus $ll,97551n arbitators' fees)

12 months =~$4,655.33 (average monthly cost)
% 7 months of operation = $32,587.33 |

+ $1l 220 (amount actually- eypended in arbltrators fees
s $43 807.33) ,

524 (number of dlSpOSltlonS to date)

n

$83 60 average cost per case.

b. Comparlson with Last Year's Project

Last year S Flnal Eveluatlon Report 1ndlcated

!

$126 00 as the average cost per case. 'Thro figure was raised.

to $141.00 at the trme of Blachstone'AssociateS‘ “UpdateﬁReport"~

N

D : , . e
of August 30, 1974, since, the Pr03ect had not achreved 1ts’;‘

=
¥ i‘
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,progected caseload of 800. A direct comparlson of thlS flgure

with the $83 60 cogputcd above would be patently unfair to‘»
last,year Drogect, however: o

The budget for this year 1ncludes only four
line items: ‘stafféﬁalarles, frlnge beneflts, arbltrators‘ fees,
and evaluatiOn cos{s. Last year‘s budget‘included‘costs forﬁ
that are pncked up by

rent, offlce suppllcs telephone, etc.

. the Court Ior this year s Project. It was not possible to
obtaln comparable costs for these items from the Court 51nce
arbitration expendltures are not distinguished from other

costs. Thus, the next best solution was to drop out'all costsi

;lfram last year's‘budget except,for the four line items included

in this year's budget.

i
if

follows:

;Tt Totalysalariesk(inCIuding fringe*benefits and

-é91 734-in arbitration fees) = ~-=—m=—=—==<-== §70,155
, plus evaluatlon costs O0f —-—mmmem e e 4,006
B ylelds a total cost of 4——~———————————3——;f———'$74 16l

From 7/30/73 to 7/1/74, there were 712 cases
E Of these, 84 were pendlng»at the end of the old;‘
grant periodtv Thus, actual cases dlsposed of equal 628. V
The total cos t flgure above lelded by 628 cases ylelds an ‘y
average cost per case of $118 09. ' ‘ -
Accordlng to these calculatlon then, the current

??prOJect has been able to raduce the case processxng flgure by

[~$34 49 over 1ast yearQs.

S
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Last year's costs then broke down‘as )

o et
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¢. Comparison with Other’"Hearing Projects“

Therevare a number of other projects in,ekiSt—

. ence that use some type of arbitration to attempt to divert

cases from the traditional court pr0cessing Those progects vary

.tremendously in the amount and kind of services off ered however.

y Cost estlmates derlved from last year s Flnal Evaluatlon Report

'cu551on of how thls figure was derlved)

show. a cost range of $l3 00 to $639 00 pexr case.

- 8ince none of these projects are strictly

comparable to the current Philadelphia Project, a direct compari-

son in terms of cost per case would be misleading.
: ) . ‘1«;’
description of other projects and a discussion of how cost

For a good

,figures'for each were derived, the interested reader is referred

to last year's Finalevaluatioaneport, pages 36-38 and 47-55.

d. Comparison with Municipal,Court

Last year s Final Evaluation Report estlmated

the "“direct" cost of a case going to court rather than to

arbltratlon at $J44 00 pexr case (see pages 38~ 43 for a dis-

Since "direct" court

| costs include mostly salaries and fringe behefitsvand the

amount allotted for witness fees, butho not'include4costs for

%

indirect items such as rent, -administrative expenses, etc.,

the cost figures are in many WaySMcomparable. Nevertheless,

some caution must be exercised.

h$83 60 PrOJect costs per case) would be mlsleadlng

To state that the Current Project has “saved"
the Court ¢57 60 per case ($l4l 00 Court costs per case minus

These"‘
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$ figures‘are‘estimates‘at;best3thatkfluctuatedwith°caseloadg~"'
o wolume. e

Byfthe same‘token,Jthe differencescin.cOSti“
flgures should not be consrdered 1nsxgnlflcant. From
;5*W‘yl'[;{Table I 1t can be seen’ that the arbltratlon caseload volume
b ) has’ consrstently represented about half of the” Court S tr1al

' caseload over the past three years.~ In addltlon, the argu=

‘ment can . logically be made that the Progect offers more "bencflt"

=

- per dollar in terms of time devoted to each case and serv1ceskﬁ

P

-

rendered.

2. Swiftness‘of Disposition

As shown in Table XII the current Progect dlsposed

k lof a full 75% of its cases w1tn1n 29 ays of rece1v1ng tnem. k
i An addltlonal 16.26 (or 91 2% totaled) were reached wrthln

59 days. | | |

In last yearW“ Flnal Evaluatlon Report, lt was

eStimated that the average case sent to trial by the Commlss1oner"'

- would not. be scheduled for court appearance ‘until seven or
delght weeks later (some 49 to 56 days) At theytime‘of the
tflrst scheduled trlal, lt was estlmated that the Court dlsposed

*hof 60% of lts dally calendar (see pages 44 47 and 60 63 of f»u

'1p 1ast year s rlnal ?valuatlon Report for ‘a dlscuSSLOn of Court'h

: dlSpOSltlon rates)

‘?FfirSt dlspos1tlon date}“'a comparlson wrth Taole XLI snow5“7

""that the PrOJect had dlsposed of 87. 79 of 1ts cases by the,~

'tlme an average of 49 days had elapsed Clearly, the current
Pleect provrdes sw1fter dlspos1tlon for the average case

,processed through arbltratlon rather than Court trlal

“;.f,rp~ggvy Uslng the ea111er flgure of 49 days as the Court s,““

e
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o : G - | L o o : F B ,Current Recommendations o
“V,,~Findings and‘ReCOmﬁendations “Theeevaluators' suggestlons f01 the current PrOJect have
, A;shResponse to Bast Year's'Evaluation been discus ssed at length in the body of thls report along with
| ”i. Brochures -—‘Actlng o the suggestron of last year é supportlng ev1dence and ratlonale._ Thus,Qa.brlef synopsrs of
' evaluator, the present Pro;ect has put together a boohlet o 'r ? o ngge recommendatlons will suffice. They are as follows:

: ‘)
l. The Pro ect sh uld re cile its f£fi o
explaln the arbltratlon procedure. The brochure is presently J ° coned its Tonres.on @

monthl ba 51 . with .those of the Trlal Commissioner to ens le
.in draft form (see Appendlx C) awaltlng prlntlng It is to be Yy ba -6 - ur

that all cases ref a ; ‘ .
publlshed 1n both Engllsh and Spanlsh.: The complalnant will be ' : es re erre are being processed.

2. The Project should is-tab ,’ h ““
given ‘a copy of the brOchure when he/she comes in to flle the J shou cross ta ulate‘t & pumbex of

: alleged and actual viol“t'o s by t V of d.t heth
original crlmrnal,complalnt. The defendant w1ll recelve hls/her 35 : oration . Y. HYpe awar © seg whether .

il S . : : ~ . e ! consent agreements or arbitration awards result in fewer in-
copy from the writ server. , s R N ; f -

» Co L 3 . o & stances 'of violation.
‘2. Social Service Referrals —-- There has been some. i '

| : i R ‘%- . - : 3. Numbers-as: well as eroentades shoul be rovided on
attempt by the current albltrators to refer partlclpantsyto . : ‘ p d p i

S

Lo L S monthly and quarterly statlstlcal reports SO base ng“lCS will
social service agenoles when the crrcumstances warrant it. (1 of ,

’ ! be readily discexnible. = o
the ten active arbitrators 1nterviewed six sald they had made Y :

4 such referrals at 1east once and two others 1nd1cated 4s ThexProject should make a‘ooncerted effort to appoint
e e a E ,

RS more minority members as arbitrators. The lack of a Spanish
w1lllngness to do so should the need arlse. Only two stated : z . pani

arbitrator and the dearth of women are rticularl larin
they dld not feel it was an important part of an arbltrator s o ~ - : ’ & ¢ Pa =y g ng

: job . , S , L ' o ; o ol a‘h‘as’pointed out in last year's evaluation as well.

R e . ‘ Sl e T R 5. A rotation schedule for selecting arbitrators for
3, Expansion of Type of Case Heard -- Last year's ~ SRR . L ' : ' :

4

’hearings should be established to make the present distribution
recommendatlons 1ncluded two suggestlons for txpandlng ‘the S

S T : o of number of hearln s per arbltrator more e ultable.
poo klnd of cases referred to ‘the Pro;ect.‘ It was belleved that - 1 e g P @ q

: 6. Perlodlc informal tralnlng sessions should be de~
v m1n01 mlsdemeanor cases and some types of juvenlle offenses ‘

' ‘velo ed for ‘current arbltrators.
e “Could satlsfactorlly be resolved through arbltratlon. These i ‘ =

o)

o Bt SN o i o B 7. A hi hl structured orient atlo rogram for an
A recommendatlons Stlll stand Expandlng the number and type of o S SRR i g ] £ np °9 y

new arbltrators app01nted is a must.‘ R : DR ‘ 'MO
cases heard, of course, would nece551tate expandlng the , c o

;f8;* Arbltrators should lGCElV@ regular feedback from

resources presentlv devoted to arbltratlon.y;_;ﬁv'aw

'ffPrOJecL staff regardlng thell performance and the outcome of any

\

S e R e e

7hcases they have arbltrated where problems subsequently arlse.'
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'APPENDIX A

R

Examplés*of Project Forms

Consent rorm——k ————————— e re— e A]

Notice of Appointment O ~= A-2

Examnple of an Arbltrator s Award— A—3

N

Follow—up of Monetary Judgment - )
Clalmant ——————v——~-———e --------- A-6

B Follow—up of Monetary Judgment -

Defendant —=—=-t-—smecmmmelamo L AT

- ‘... COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA = A-1

'THE'PHILADELPHIA MUNICTPAL COURT
‘ | CITY HALL - BROAD & MARKET .STREETS
L PHILADELPHIA PENNSYLVANIA 19107

CR WO, e | DATE
: bubmlusionyto Arbitration Before

fThe Munlolpal Court Disputes. Arbltratlon
: Trlbunal -

ATBe partles named below hereby submit the follow1ng dispute to arbltratlon

under the RULES of the National Center for Dispute Settlement of the
American Arbitration Association and in accordance with the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvanla Arbitration Act of 1836 (5 Purdons Statues = Sections 1—7)

' Nature of the Claim (copy)

‘What remedy is the Arbitrator being»asked to Award?

‘;e agree that we w1ll abide by and perform any Award rendered hereunder and

that a judgment may be entered upon the Award. We are aware that the

-.decision of the Arbitrator shall have the same binding force as a court
Vforder with the same penaltles for failure to honor it.

"yName ofuClaimant' : ~ v‘_ _____Relation to Respondent
"AIAddresgl B 2 | : | , :
"VSignéa by301aimant S __ or Attorney__
:Iﬂ ame of Respondent | L ' ‘I ‘ : RelationdtoAClaimant 3
ud‘Address _ | » | ‘.‘ y '
'Signed“bydReSpondent ’_’, ot or Attorney' A !




" JOSEPH R. GLANCEY,
President Judge

TO:

CASL:

CHARGE:

JUNIPER & MARKET STREETS ®

 PHILADELPHIA MURICIPAL - COURT
ARBITRATION DIVISION c
SUITE 811 ~ ONE EAST PENN.SQUARE BUILDING

MU 627816

HOTICE OF APPOINTMENT

1IOUR:

PHILADELPHIA, "PENNSYLVANIA

ATTORIEYS:

i
15107

JOHN J. PETTIT, ESQi,

Court Administrator

JOHN R. KELLEY,

. Director

You have heen selected as Arbitrator in the above case. An Arbitrator rust not
only Le impartial, but the parties must have complete confidence in his im-
Therefore, please disclose any past or present relatioasais with the
parties or their counsel, direct or indirect, vhether financial, ?roféssional,

-partiality.

social or other kind.

Any doubt should be resolved in favor of disclosure.

If you are aware of such a relationship, please describe it on the other “side
of this form. The Arlitration Director will call the facts to the attention of

‘the parties or their counsel. '

]

I, being duly sworn, herchy accept this appointment and will faithfullvy and
fairly hear and examine the matters in controversy, and make a fust Avard.

Siened

ARRITIATOR

Arproved for Tavment

- DIRECTOR

e

-

+ JostpH R. GLANCEY

R ST T L D o

FREBIDENT JUDGE

. FHE PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL COURT

OFFICE OF THE COURT ADMINISTRATION
_ 269 CITY HALL
PHILADELPHIA, PENNA. 19107
' ‘MU 6.7887

MUNICIPAYL COURT ARBITRATION TRIBUNAL

Y

In the Matter of the Arbitration betweeq

LICHON VS. TLETCHER

Case Number: -

AVATD

JOHN J. PETTIT, JR. ES5Q
. MUNIGIFAL COURT
COURY ADMINIGTRATIR

74-0-18-01958,

I, 1THE UNDERSIGNED ARBITRATOR, having been designated in accordance with
.the Arbitration Agreement entered info by the above-named Parties, and dated

11-7-74

. gations of the Parties, AWARD, as follows:

and having been duly sworn and having heard the proofs and allg~

Since both parties had a living arrangement for an extended period of
time which included some sharing of expenses and mutual pift-giving, it is
hereby decided that: . :

1. The items listed in th
dispersed as follows:

e comblaint shall be considered scparately and

2. Two hanging lamps which were returned to complainant prior to
hearing shall remain in his posession. .

- 3. 'A black and whité Television Set which dis now in posession of
respondent shall be returned to claimant within one week of receipt of this

"Award.

4, A color Television Set now in possession of respondent shall remain in hi

‘his possessidon.

) 5. A-sewing machine which is how in possession of respbndent shall be
returned to claimant within one week of rcceipt of this Award. '

*

; . Y . :
6. This case shall be a matter of record as of November 7, 1974,

7. In the event of violation of thiskagreemént this case shall be
remanded to the Municipal Court of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

DATED!:

LARLOYUE ISEN, Arbitrator
11-7-74

STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

COUNTY OF PHILADELPHIA
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‘ \ R It would appear that a sharing L -,
A\ ‘ K ’ quember 7y 1974  Director . - was.part of an established pattern between the two partlﬁs.l Ft
. N Lo ' ’ § . - that i viod of disintegration of their
N g o ‘ . o . further appears that during a perioc ‘ 1C8 TR _
"j€§CLSlAND F%NPENgSv R relationship, an exchange of pifts was made ip cfforL§ aL'Lcc?n
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At a hearing held Thursday, November 7, 1974, Mr. GharleS~Lichon,

-~complainant, and Mr. Robert Fletcher,,respondent, aﬁq Mr. James Schwartz,
vitness for -the respondent, presented the facts in tﬁegr disagreemént.
.before Mrs. Charlotte Isen, Arbitrator. ' 5 : '

\‘\ hd
R

1. Complainant and regpondént lived together forféﬁﬁroximately
four years. N o K :

‘ 2., There was a sharing of expenses and a seties of interchange
of pifts, none formalized‘byﬁany agreement,. , .

3. Complainant owned major property in His name (i.e.~duplex

" house, car, station~wagon) upon which respondent made informally apgreed
_upon- payments, : S ‘ :

4. After a period of disagreements and efforts at recqneiliation
punctuated by gift-buying by each for the other, respondeat moved
, out taking with him sone items which he says were gifts to him by
 complainant and complainant wants returned: , :

,‘u a, Black and white TV : R .
b, Seving Machine (belonging to claimant's mother) |
¢ Two lamps (wlilch since have beon returnedfby‘respondent)fi

5. Witness for respondent rented apartment in same duplex and
, ‘wasg onvfriend;y terms with both parties for three years.,

G, Niﬁhéus'athtéa that the‘¢010r~TV was shown to him by
respondent who mentioned it was a pift for c¢laimant,
of claimant, and claimant did not denmur ’

in the presence
'f 1. VWitness states that respondent g
shared expenses, and shared costs of m
Bracelet and gold .cross,

avc,cldimantkcostly plfts andﬁ
any puschases, (i.e..pold ID
etc.) to whiech both parties apreced. -

¥

in question.

CIIARLOTTE ISEN
Arbitrator
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Dear

.

Dear R o R fq‘f" P o ».;  o S U e  H © According to the terms of the Arbitration Avard dated
This is a routine follow—up “to your Arbitr»tion case. ’Willv’ . o ; ' g - rof " ’ Y?“ 3§r§aizf§:zﬁF:dviaed ot moneytgzssgzen
ydg kindly advise us whether you received the ,~f . awarded - A o | = S received . : s

G : to you.~ . ’ ~

| o ‘ B n S ; : : g oo L Lo Kindly send us yOur check or mmney—order made payable to
. Th&ﬂk you for your cooperation. Ll e e : v : L , "« ‘We will mark our records and forward
' s g e . v L your paymcn;. o ' IR R s

Thank you for your c0uperation.
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Interview Guide - InaCtive/Arbitrators

.

When are you usually available to hear casesg?

x

About how many hearings would you estimate-you have held
in the past seven months? :

Have you ever had to turn any cases down?

.

Why do you think no cases were referred to you? (Was
asked but not available versus available but never asked.)

Did you ever check with the Project staff to find out
why you were not being called?

‘e

Are you still interested in being an arbitrator?
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Interview Guide - Active Arbitrators
v Lo . »ff~ ‘ L S 11l.  How impbrtant is a legal backgrounu for an'arbftratOr?
1. ‘'When are you usually available to hear cases? : ‘ ° :
- ; ‘ SR ‘ . o 3 12-a. (014 arbitrators only) —- Do you see any major dif-
2., About now many hearlngs would you. estlmate you have : : o R ferences in procedure or performance between this
held in the past seven months? o SRR - o year's Project and last year's? Which is better and why?
J . +-3. Do you feel you get your fair share of cases'> Why v i - 12-b. ({New arbitrators only) -—”Arekyou familiar with last
b - or why not7‘ _ , : A : o R TR i : ‘ year's Project? (If yes, ask guestion 12-a).
4. Have you ever had to turn any cases down? If so; why? S e A
. ‘ o o S 13. Do you have any suggestions for changes to improve the
, o ; T current Project? Any additions, deletions or expansions
o : : ‘ Lo IR : R P you would like to see made?
~ 7% 5. Could you handle more ‘cases than you have been in the past? ' ' S
\2\_’:‘ . - .
. . - o , . : l14. Is there anytnlng else abOut the PrOJect you would like
b : 6. Do you ever receive any follow-up reports on the cases . , : to comment on? .
you arbitrate -- 1 e., whether the solution was a lastlng ' T
one'> :
7. Do you ever recelve ‘any feedback from Progect staff re—
’ gardlnq your performance’ ,
. ; et
8. Do you ever refer arbltratlon part1c1pants to social
service agencies or suggest it as part of an award?
Should referral to social serxrvice agenc1es be part of
an arbltrator s job° .
A S
| ke . S | CORa | | o o
9. _How do you feel about tra1n1ng° Is 1t necessary for new e ‘ o : - ) RO
garbltrators, old arbltrators, or both'> = . . . s e o o ) - '
10. What kind of training is needed; if any? L L
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“YOUR HuARING IS CHEDULED POR ARBITRATION. ; "t
s SR . : APPENDIX C
APRENDIX C

DATE_ ~ .
* PLACE_ ’ . G , L - THE CITY C PHILADELPHIA

ToE_ | : . e : - o -
‘ MUNIGIPAL o

{

1]

]

J

{

i

! .

1 . ’ : .
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CITATION AND/OR THE GASE BEING Co o , : .
DISMISSED FOR LACK OF S o L ARBITRATION"
PROSECUTION. ‘ ‘ :

o ¥

ADDRESS: . Room 811, One East Pernn Square
T Jundper and HMarket Streets

R Philadelphia, Penna. 19107 ; ' . ) ; . B
PR ' R S ‘ * HOW DOES ARBITRATION WORK®
PHONE:  MU-6-7816 . | \j) |

; -{S-_, 'q ’ 7 ‘ : | " . ( | ‘ " ‘
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Be on

. Bring your records with you, ) , , . , C

No 48y Witnesses of Hearing Date & Time : : . *. PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL-
| : ‘ ' B ' R COURT
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o GENERAL IN”ORMALION ABOUT ARBITRATION

WHAT IS ARBITRATION?

Arbitration iz the voluntary submission
by the parties of any controversy, suit or
quarrel to a Master for resolution of the
dispute.

" WHAT IS THE "ARBITRATION AS AN ALTERNATIVE"
'PROGRAM

IN THE PHILADELPHIA MUNICIPAL CQURT?

"Arbitration as- an alternative” is a

" program instituted by the Philadelphia

Lu“1c1na1 Court to provide a procedure to
resolve disputes caused by the stres

between neighbors, community re=1aents,
spouses and .other parties, which have arisen
as the result of act1v1ty which is an offense
under the penal laws of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.

JHOW DOES A CASE GET INTO ARBITRATION?

Most arbitration cases are referred 1nto
th° program as the result of the filing of
a ‘private criminal:complaint by one individ-
ual against another, and are voluntarily

© submitted by agrebment of both parties at

the time of arraignaeat on the complaint.

WHAT ADVANTAGE IS THERE IN SUBMITTING .
A CLATM TO ARBITRATION?

In most criminal cases, the rigid
criminal procedures zre time consuming and
offer no solution to the underlying problem
vhich gave rise to the criminal act committed.
Much like the visible tip of 'an iceberg, the
rivate ¢riminal complaint frequently deals

with relatively minor charges growing out of
deeper human conflict frustration and aliena-

- /’A\‘j\

tion. The program is designed to reach
behind the simple criminal charge and
resolve the decper provlems whlch gave
rise to the criminal act - In addition,
we can give you a def'inite date and time

. for your hearing which is usually over
‘in one hour,

In many cases a DECISION
is reéndered on the day of the hearin
(The Dec151on is known as an "Award"

T AGREE TO SUBMIT MY CASE TO ARBITRA~
TION, DO I STILL GET A HEARING?

Yes, cases are scheduled for hearings
before an arbitrator who has been special-

+ 1y trained in the resolution of community

disputes, and vho is in a position to mold
an award which 1s designed to resolve the
basic underlying conflict.

JHAT HAPPENS AT THE HEARING?

An assigned Arbitrator will preside
and conduct the hearing in zn informal
manner. You should bring with you any
bills, receipts,-checks or other documents
you have which will aid in establishing
your case. You may also bring witnesses.
The Arbitrator will thepn hear all parties
and witnesses appearing in the case. At
the end of the case, an Award will be
rendered. The parties to a case may, by
agreement, -settle their differences and
the agreement will become the Award.

An Award given by an Arbitrator is
blﬁdlng on all parties and any violation

the Award may result in a"Contempt of
Court Citation.

SHOULD I HAVE AN ATTORNEY?
‘"It is not necessary to have an attorney

represent either the claimant or defendant
in arbitration, However, many peOple are

. on the original charge.

o M
represented byf:canuel of their T
choice. If you do retain an attor=
ney, you should advise the Arvitra-—
tion Office within 3 cayu of sub~
mission”of the cace to arbitration
of his name, number, addrcss and
phone number so we can take his
schedule.into consideration in
setting 'a hearing date.

WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF AN ARBITRAT ION
AVIARD?

The award of the brblur tor, ¢
approved by the Court has the same 3
effect aé the verdict of a jury and 3
the party in whose favor the award 5
is entered may have a judgment enter X
ed on it as a verdict.

IS THERE ANY APPAAL FROM THE £
ARSBITRATION AWARD o

There is no appeal as such fron 9

an arbisrator's award e/ccnt that 9
any party may filé exceptions to the =
award for one or more of the follow- :
ing reasons:

1. The arbitrator has misbehaved.

2. The arbitrzotor commited a plain
mistake in matter of fact, or meotter
of law.

3. The award was procured by
corruption or other undue means.

T o e AT
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REMEMDBER

The Philadelphia Municipal Court,
"irpitration As An Alternative” is
voluutary, however, once accepted,
all parties are bound by the ceci-
sion of the arbitrator. Failure to - g
comply with the award may résult in
the case being seént back to Court
for Contemnt of Court and/or trlal
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