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 CANJUS PROJECT

The CANJUS project is a project being undertéken
by the Statistics'Divisidn;Of the Mini@try of the Solicitor
Gene:al with the assiStance‘of the Qlanninq Branch of the
Treasury Board Secretariat; The objective bf the project
is to devélop‘a comprehensive simulatibn model of the Canadién
Criminal JustiCeksystem to 1) develop a basic quantitative
description of that sysﬁem, 2)’assist in the planning of policy
and program changes by aqencies involvéd in thé administrationt
of that system, and 3) serve as the foundation for future
analyses and research dh the system. The project team at
the present time consists of (alphabetically) Neil Carroll,
GCordon Cassidy, Elizabeth'Cole,'Cafolyn Fuller,kGeorge Hopkinson,
Brian Johnson, Lynda Peach, and John ToWnesendL’:Not all
persons have boen committed to the projeét full~time, but
all have made a conﬁribution, without which, some of the

many CANJUS'publications:would not have been possible.
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T. ‘ ' INTRODUCTION .

During the last decade we have seen an
increasing interest onkthe'part of the public not only
in the phenomena of c¢rime in our society because~of,

such factors as increasing crime rates and overcrowding

~in our prisons, but also in increasing interest on the

part of the public in the'administtation of criminal
justice. More énd more, public administrators are
coming to question'allocations of monieS‘beﬁween
different parts of the ceriminal justice system and to
ask very relevant questions about the administraticn of
that system. | |

Before we are able to provide answers to
thesé gquestions as to what kinds of’policiesyand programs
should be instituted to reduce the number of persons
incarcerated or to provide better protection for societv,
we,mustffirét of all know what is really happening in the
system. Perhaps the criminal justice system is not |
unique among social systems because of our lack of know-
ledge of its operation, but it is certainly one~of,ﬁhe
ones about which we know the iéast, Both Canada and the

United'States, within the last decade, haVe been plagued




.,

with ayﬁack of comprehensive information about the
operation ~f the criminal justice system. Reports have beeh,
produced Qh various parts of the;svstem Which eithex |

,db not take intQ account other parts of agsume thekeffect
is negligible. Anyone familiar with the operation of the
criminal jﬁsticé syatem realize that it is a highly
inter~related system and that the effects on cne‘subw
system, such és an increased crime rate, while it may
have~a'major effect’on police, may have an even more major |
effect on the crowding in our penitentiaries or the over- |
arowding and 1bng'delays within the court subsystem.

| For all of these reasons and others,fthe
CANJUS project was instituted as a method of providing
a~description of the Canadian criminal justice’svstem,
including the flow of offénders from the initial report

of the offence to the final sentencing of the charqad
individual or his acquittal and hisg proqress through

the correction ingtitutions and parole or probation |
systems. The’CANJUS model contains not only information

on the flows of offenders but also information on the resources
which are applied‘at different parts of the criminal
justice process, auch as judges, policemen; correctionalk

officers, and the costs of these resources.

LK L v




A schematic of the simulation model is shown in Figure 1.

The model itself is an interactive model allowing policy o

planners and analysts to make changes in the criminal

justice process'either,in flows of individuals, the

costs, or the manpower and to observe the impact of

‘these changes, not only in the gubsystem where they are

changed but alsofin other parﬁs of thé criminal jusﬁice
process. .

Naturally, the development of this model has
cbnsisted, initially,‘df a large effért in data aggé
regation and'in collecting data, not‘from one source
(which oné might expect might exist on statistics on the
crimihal justice system)’but from many sources. ‘A
pximary source for the flow information has been the
Statistice Canada reports dealing with flow of individuals
through‘theydriminal justice system. However, the cost

and workload information has been obtained from many

agencies, including provinecial and local agenciés who

actually administer parts of the criminal~ju$tice system.
Although costs are normally contained in some form in
line budget items and public accounts, such is not the
case for workloads. In fact, workload information in

many cases,.such as the court system, has only xecently‘




Charges
Dopped

©

Chuged

RO i T ST P

Tigura 1.
Flowr diagram:

§ Teansterey ’

BReqguitted
Lok

caaviction

Appestof

(O]
Superfor - |
Court
X
Acquitted
©)
County Court
Sorigewlo Jure] T
ES - . -
Acquitt hed @
O > Convicr:d
County Courl -
B &Ry (o .
=
Acquitred
MagiEtiate :
== Couit w/e |77
Au:umE
Blagiuirate.
e gd
Court abrolute = .
i poe FiN3
X Lo Suspended sentonte
Actaxited with probation
s Suspended
=niency
@ o Crhor

Dismissed
Substituted
Verdict

L.

Varied
Oitmissed

- Sutpended

wenizac

3

@

: Mardarsry
. . Supervtion
Expiration
? .

Lo iesd Pesutentlary
! Reowiole
? 3 . v
Newr R
® wl © @ @
Appeid of Apprd of . Prson Parals
comviction m»aLecy Preperrii

@

Never appeer

. Arresiles

b g
Institution

Substituted
VEraiet

Dlsmissed

Varigd

o

mesieste Reprimand
[ s Indetinite datentlon

L Probasion

charged

o Fins

Trainimg Khool

Mental hosaitad

L Suspendzd sentencs

5@

e
q

® |, _Oimissed

&«
Py
B

s Probation {paentd

tanadian Oriminal Justice System

g Forfeituse
P Aevocaticn’ ¢

tma Expastion.

@ [—v Forletss

H
Prieste § Eac B“w:‘;‘,

B e Exprgnon

. @ ! Forterre

H [

ey e REVISRITE

Pubuz z
¢ Exppaten

IR |

: .
~ . .
3 L,_ Forlew'e
!

. E—w— Revsxcaion
Paicie
Serv e r’Ex;»‘q:qn
PRNSE A,
) .
1 DY) lan Ferfroins
r—an) Osiise —» Zoacatan
b-eo Exceazon

@ » ;—v F;Yf_u.n

e

Fovaesion |

Er?éa:m




3 ¥

2z

begun to be recorded in terms of the nﬁmber of hours per
case by crime tYpé. For parts of the system there are
actually workloads, such as the penitentiary system
where the séntence 1/ is a reasonablé proxy,for the
amount of time the individual will spend in the
institution. Of course, this too has been changed, since
most sentences are only served for two-thirds of the .
Origihal time and then the prisoner is released, partially
becausérof‘the automatic remission which a prisoner earns
while he is in an institution. | |
,Tharefcre, in beginning to obtain workloads
for the CANJUS model desariptidn, it has become clear
that the first priority is to define what is meant by
the workloads in the various parts of the criminal justice
systém and then to obtain these commbn workloads within
the definitions'requifed. A
The following‘section of the paper then, Will
provide a set of consistent definitions df WOrkloads for
the differént subsystems of the criminal jﬁstiﬁe system
Which'will help make clear exactly the data which is

being indorporaﬁed into £he CANJUS model. 'The third

1/ This is sentence actually served; not nominal sentence.




section of the paper theh‘deScribes the get of work1oads‘
(particularly for the‘penitentiaiy pystem) which have
been obtéined to déte and‘the aﬂsumptions and diff-
kiCﬁltieg in obtaining these workloads. Together Wiﬁh
‘these deScript&dns of pregent workloads obtained, there
'will be a set of réddmmeﬁdations, ferkthe future colleéﬁ
tion of thése workloads in the police, court and peniten-
tiary syStems; made at a later time. The last section
éf the paper also describes the future developments
which‘are planned for obtaining more workloads for the
basic CANJUS déscription of thé Canadiau Criminal

Justice System.




11,  DEFINITIONS OF WORKLOADS

This section of the paper devotes itself to

definitions of resources within the Canadian criminal

justice system, and to discussion of the manner in which
these‘resources’are applied within the system. |

| For our purposes, criminal jﬁStice resources
habe been classified into thirteen different categories;
each representative of a partiaular part of the adminig~
txation of thevdanadian criminal justice process,
examples of which afe "police" and "magistrate's court",
These unit resources (hereafter referred to as
"resources") are listed fully in Table 1. Each resource
performs a different function within the system, and
applies itself in a specific way to the processing of
offenders. The:applicatioﬁ of a resource to one offender'
of a particular crime type, térmed;the=“unit workload",
is defined as the average time required by that resource
to ptoéess one offender through a specifié stage in the
Griminal justice system. The unit workloads associated

with each resource are listed in the second column of

Table 1. Figure 2 shows how these unit workloads have

been assumed to be applied to the specific stages in the
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TABLE 1 - WORKLOADS

Nane
Police Report
Police Arregt

Magistraté: Initlal
: ~-Appearance

Magistrate: Preliminary
~ Inquiry

Magistrate: Trial

Judge: Bench Trial
Judge: 3ury Trial
Superioxr Cou:t: Trial
Superiorfcourt: Appeal
Penitentiary

Prison

Jail
Parole’Pxeparation~
Parole | |

Mandatory Supervision

‘Probation Preparation

Probation
Juvenile Court

Juvenile Probation

Juvenile Training Sdhool

Unit of L
Time Aggociated Resource
Hour {l) Police
Hour (1) ‘police |
Daf (2) fMagiéﬁrate
B Court
Day (2) Magistrate

Court
Day (2) Magiétrate

o S Court
Day (3) County Court o
Day (3)  County cQurt 
Day (4)‘ Supetior Court
bay (4) Superior Codrt
Year - (5) Penitenﬁiary
’Year (6) prison
Year  (7) Jail
Case (8) Parole Preparation
case  (9) Parole |
dasé (9) Paréle
case ~ (9) Probation

S Preparation
Case k‘{lO) Probation

pay (11) Juvenile Court
Case (12) Juvenile k
~ : Probation

. Year  (13) Juvenile Training

:'Schoolf




4

L - —— = RN - - A —" - - A W - - - - P s ] «'« " e ‘l& D W - -~
/o
* @ Acrfv’nd Aaiued
o ﬁ;&am - ~ .5’1 : : R
suiny 753513 : i o i :
Chorges 442} Touny Lot : . A4 vk O " Sa
i 4 h wperted
Or::‘.\d ; g B Sukieow's Sy, e > m #opeatol il agseaiof wR e
: : . ’ A conviction < samjenca
Aeritd - »Wﬁ & Y :{ 5% , o
3 6] ; @ . oiiey, T gj @ b Satiin
0 RO BN O T N : 370N Lad o o 3 iz b ‘Bardawry e Reoation
Chirged Agpear- . " Comy Cotrt N I B . Firm -E : é}; ‘>§ E _ o Seprcivon | el ey
: ] ber B | ‘_’l | It BT |
H R R 1 - —
. ; Accted ' | ® ® | @ prrefin '
. }.b—j@srzl(?} . bl Jrmtineetion . < ";hﬂ; __, Private b Revoestor
Cowrt whe: {7 1 e Exauctinn
) - ! ! ; :
Aoguitted. -
P ngtx&&nwd . ' T Forte:
[AT%: 4
scquiited ‘M@‘{Z, @ o T
v Mapziote | b s e RevOC8 O
‘t Courtsbsolite Pt y
€ R —s= Fita 16 (10) 14 ng L Expration
O rerexs Crared by ry e Sunpended sentines ] Hew : ) ™
vt hep . @ Accuitied vith probatort 7(10) o @ i ]
1(1) 241} — Sumemans - - [--a- Suspended I:;e.ﬁaf et AL NN g P“‘ﬂ;,cn td
1 4 otferss zentence ? . e ERRED
5{2) 3 {u 4 1ade) 13 R e e
@ - o Qther 3 13 : > a Bovoctan o
L : ' ; Rl
Clemred Coricted” = 2tz " Y. e "y P
atheratic 3f & Expirztion TR S I .
] o - 1 3
Uanotved 1 75 1% , A T S
—— Tstituts @ } @ - Foriztue
Never sppeer : o . Conviets S ga - ) a4 Sre T Favtczian
R Disminsed pheid 126 : o — T
Pdpacegd : il
- ®
@ Repatriated it Reprionaend
: iy - .
: o sction | fidchinie detemisn 20 {13) 9 :
. o e . } e Fadonurs B
sl Apmarin , prborion 19 {12} : Lo Epination 2 ‘
AL . Rearonst ., Enaiitad 2R 3
- | Peobavan fparentd : Sipervinea ' .
, 184D D) —-—«-F; n o ‘ ; o Exgitatoon
Helinguent - P § . .
o Trainioy ot 20 (13 Resources - brzcketed
, L : et hospital . Horkleads noo-bracketed
Tigure 2. Lo Susperded szntents
Fiow diagrem: Cenadian Criminal Justice System

e
Ny
=




g

S, :

D ey
-t .,ﬂ

sentence

]

i .}~z Other

@

institution

— Suspended
senlence

k_a_ Suspendsdl 6 Qg

triel

d :
@ . w:th prob“-c';,l G
3} : ‘
o s &)
o (:):uva.d > e Fins
iy
d SR
) ! e
: T Institution
e TP g
d
2
:te 1 Acqxfttcd
®f > Fice 16 {10) ]
- |5 Suspended seatenty oy
d with probaaon;?d()) 3G
—-a—; Suspanded ~Appesl of
coniction

9 (1)

Dismisind
Substituted
Verdict

;5
L)
)
-y

@

Coavicton

o> Reprimand

—> Indefinite delenuon 2

t—.— 3 Probation 19 (1 2)
l———o Probation {paremﬂ

P Fine

L s Menrsl hospital

. Suspended senteoace

Systemn

upheld

0 (a3) -

oy Training school 20 (a 3)

Accuitied.
-k
S (S
oo i T :
15; 1
} New} @ s  SuspenZd
Appeslof { trial Apocat of sentence
»'convscuor senjence
s { l (1)
1 O s Forleiute
= Eh =4 v
2 33 3 E Mardatory o> Revocation
g =25 s E Supariision el
£ S>> >l = Expiraton — Ezcxrs;on
e w'l e i 1% (9)
o i
B . 2 Y |
ig @ (’3 r—b Foricieme
Conviction R 3
t.:p;\e‘d Institution Penitzntiary 1 Private T NE¥OSIS
: ’ ) - ‘ ¢
10 {5) o Exor
- : @ [ S For(rizvfe
Reparole oo
‘ i e T Revoca. e
s aded ~ 14 ZS) S 3 T 1T 2 1)
uspence: :
@ e @ ®
Appral of > Prison Paroi:- >
- sentencs - Preparaiion i . -
‘9.(n) 11 (6) 13 (8) = - Fosteizurs
o epo o L—:—F:cso-:.:.a:x
3 & Paro’z |
2 E - x o Servine, e K
5 % Expirstion 11;( Expratan
O
¥ ¥
e
e
@ 3y - Fodaiture:
Jait ™ for B ROYCEITON
12 (7) b SxD730LGD
; !
. " ‘ — ."‘—x
; 52
Expiration \/‘ Lo Fortaiiure
) *
o P REVOGIL on

Resources brzcketed
Yorkleads mnoi-bracketed

-

oL:)n.va.m'l 1

rb i alady
Exgiraton
.-————-——l




- 10 =

Canadian Criminal Justice System flow model (CANJUS) .
It should be noted that the unit workload varies with

the particular crime‘type -= for example, the sentence

period for a serious offence such as murder may exceed

that for a less serious offence such as auto theft.
‘Now that the unit workload has been defined
in a general manner, it remainsvto define more specifically

each of the nineteen unit workloads as it,is applied to

the system, beginning at the top of the lisgt in Table 1.

1. }Police Report per man‘hour
This workload is applied to stage 1 in thef
flow model. The Police Report workload is defined as

the time between a Police officer receiving a call

‘or complaint and the time when the suspect has been

apprehended. This processing time takes into account

ihvestiqation of the'crime., It is easy to see that the

‘Police Report workload for the "murder" crime type could

bé quite'high. On the other hand, in instanceskwhere the

policé find an offenderyin'the'act~of,committing the crime,

the workload'might be quite close to zero,‘depending‘on the
circumstances. The resource associated with this workload

is Police.
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2. Police Arrest per man hour.

The Police Arrest workload is defined as

the processing time from the moment the suspect is
,apprehended until the time a formal charge has been laid.
- For example, the Police Arrest workload for a traffic

offence gsuch as speeding would be the time it tékes the

officer to write out the ticket. In instances where a

summons is issued the workload would be zero. The Police
Arrest workload is applied to stage 2 in the system. The
resource associated with the,PoliCe~Arrest workload is,

Police.

3. Magistrate Court: Initial Appearance per day.
 This workload is appliedktd stage 5 in the

flow'system. mhe Magistrate Courﬁ: initial Appearance
workload is defined as the average time it takes to
process one individual through the ipitial court
éppearanﬁe; This process time only takes into account
the period in which the case is being heard in the court
r oo, For'traffic offences where there are no initial

appearances, the workload would be zero. The resource

~associated with this workload is Magistrate Court

(resource 2).
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4, k, Magistrate Court: 'Preliminary InQuiry pér‘
: i S
The workloads applied td stage 6 are

aésociated with the‘preliminary inquiry proaeedihgsg
ihus, the wdrkload Magistrate Court: Preliminary Inquiry
per &ay‘(workload 4)‘is appiied‘to this gtage. This
WOrkload‘ié defined‘as‘thé time that the magistrate
court is in process presiding dver the preliminary
ingquiry. The associated regsource is Magistrate Court

(resource 3).

5. Magistrate CQurt§ Trial per‘day.
This workload is defined as the average time
it takes to process one perabn, Again, the only time
that is taken into consideration here is tha£ ﬁimekin
the court setting. This workload includes three different

types of trials: magistrate absolute; magistrate with

“consent and the summary conviction court magistrate trial.

All persons who have been accused of an indictable offence

as specified under Criminal Code Section 483 go through

~ this type of trial. In the second type of'trial; the

accused has been charged with an indictable bffence‘énd,

‘having an eléctioh of trial, he has entered the magistrate

court by his election or ' consent. The third type of trial
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covers persons who have been charged on a summary offence,
or an offence in which the prosecutibn c¢an elect to
prosecute by summary QCnvictioh court or indictable court,
and has chosen the summary mode of trial. With these
different types of magistrate trial this Magistrate Gourt:‘
Trial workload is applied to stages 7, 11, and 12. The

resource associated with this workload is the Magistrate

Court (resource 2).

6. Judge: Bench Trial per day. ;
| This workload perﬁains to trials that go
through the County Court and are heard by a Judge without
a Jury. The court workload is defined as the time in
which the court is‘in session. This workload, with the

associated resource, County Court, is applied to stage 9

of the system.

Too Judge: Jury Trial per dav.
T For stage 10, the workload, County Court:
Jury Trial per day is applied.‘ Again, the definition for

the court workload is the time in which the court is in

“session. The resource agsociated to the County Court:

Trial (workload 7) is the County Court (resource 3).
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8. 'superiorVCOuxt: Trial per day,
The workload for stage 8, Superior Court, is
Superior Court: Tfial per day (workload 8). The |
Superior Court: Trial workload is defined as the time
spent on the case for court proceedings. Therefore, it ig
only the time in which the judge presides over the trial.
The resource associated with this workload ie the

superior Court (resource 4).

9. - Superior Court: Appeal per day.
This workload is defined‘as the time that the
Superior Court is in session. The Superior Courts here
include all the’provincialySupreme~00urtsiplus the
Supreme Court of Canada. This workload is applied to
stages 15, 17, 30 and 32 invthe‘model.’ The reSourde

associated with this workload is Superior Court (resource 4) .

10.  Penitentiary per year.
The'Penitentiary workload ie defined as the
average length’of'a gentence serVed, thaﬁ is, from the
time an individual enters the penitentiary until the time
he is released by one of the foilowing methods: expiration

of sentence, mandatory supervision or parole supervision.
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For example, if an individual obtained release under

mandatory supervisiOn after serving three and one half
years, the workload would be 3.5. This workload is
applied to gtage 19 of the system and the resource

asgociated with it is Penitentiary (resource 5).

11, Prison per year.

- The Prigon workload is defined ag the average
length of time each inmate remains in the prison. For
example, 1f the person convicted of assault offences has
an average prison term of 18 mohths, the Prison workload
would be 1.5 years. The resource associated with Prison
workload (1l1) per year is the Prison (resource 6). The

Prison workloaed:is appliedsko stage 20,

| 12, Jall per year.

The Jail workload is defined as the average
length of time served per inmate in a provincial jail. In
the present model, persons séntenoed‘upon éummary con-
viction to an institution are sent to jail (stage 33). A
jail is geherally defined as an institution holding people
for a relaﬁively gshort period of time, and although persons

other than those convicted of a summarytaffence‘may appear



- 16 -

in jail} this ie the only breakdown of flow dataycurrently
available. The resource associated with Jail workload (12)

is Jail (7).

13. ‘Parole Preparation per case.

The Parole Preparation workload is‘definéﬂ as
the time‘taken by one parole officer to prepare the
written documentation on a case. Theré‘is a great deal of
preparation time involved in cases where the person never
successfully attains parole, but in the present model,
this time has been factored intd'the succegssful cases.
’Since‘we haVekspecified that each parole officer can
prepare 35 cases per year, (see 14 below), the workload for
these persons flowing through the National Parole Board
Preparation stage becomes 3§4cases per year. The worquad
Parole Preparatiﬁn case is applied to stage 22 and the

asaocmated resource is Parole Preparation (8).

14, Parole Supervision per case. |
The Parole Supervision workload is defined as
the average length of parole supervisibn per year for each

cagse. For example, if a person comes'cut,of prison on six

months parole, the Parole workload would be .5 years.
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“This'workload‘is applied at two stages in the model ~-

Publid Parole (stage 24) and Parole Service (stage 25).,

The resource associated with Parole Supervision is Parole

(9).

15, Mandatcry Supervision per case.

The‘Mandatory Su?ervision workload is defined
as‘thé’average length cfktime that each person‘is wunder
the supervision‘of a parole officer while on mandatory
supervision. (The Parole Act specifieé that these pergons
are to be supervised by parole officers.) If a person
comes out of akpenitehtiary on mandatory éuperviSion for
a period of 30 months, the workload in this case would be
2.5 years. The workload‘Mandato?y Supervision is applied
to stage 21 of the model ahd the associated resource is a

Parole Officer {(9).

l6. Probation Preparation per case.
Probation Preparation is defined as the

average time spent by a probation officer in preparing a

pre-sentence report. Pre-sentence reports are only

necessary when the judge or magistrate is considering

putting a convicted individual on probation. In the
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present model, the workload is applied to the exit flow

“path "suspended sentence with pxobatiCn"} and we have

assuméd that only those persons whome disposition of
sentence is probatian’have‘a pre-gentence report‘énd thus
require Probation Preparation. The resource associlated
with ProbationkPreparation’per case (16) is Probation

Preparation (10).

17. | ProbationkSupervision per case,
The bebation Supe:vision workload is defined
as the average length of time that a'probaﬁionkofficer
supervises a probation case. For exanple, if a person
spent one and a half years on probation, the workload
would be 1.5 years. The Probation~$upervision workload
is applied to the exit flow “suspended séntehce‘with

probation" at both the exits from stage 13‘and that from

,stage 28. The resource associated with the wdrkload

"Probationysupervision,(l7) is Probation (10) .

18. Juvenile Court per day.
The workload Juvenile Court is defined as the
time spent in court to hear thekjuvenile's case. The~0nly

time taken into consiferation here is that expended when

B ae K i
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the court is actually sitting. The workload Juvenile
Court is applied to stage 34 and the resource associated

with 1t is Juvenile Court (11).

19. Juvenile Probation per case.,
The WOrklbad Juvenile'Probation is applied to
‘the exit flow path "Ptobatibn" out of stage 35. It is |
defined as the average length’of sﬁpervisidn required per
case by a juvenile probation officer. If a juvenile is
found delinquent‘and placed onvprobation for 18 monthé,
the Juvenile Probation workload would be 1Q5° The resource

associated with the‘wcrkload Juvenile Probation per case

(19) is Juvenile Probation (12) .

20. Juvenile Training School per year.

; Again; the workload is hot,applied to a
particular stage but to an exit flow path from a SEage.
In this case, the wofkload “Juveniie Training school" is
applied to two exit flow paths "Detention"‘and "Training
School“ out of’étage 35. The workload Juvenile Training

‘School is defined as the term that a juvenile spendsg in a

juvenile correctional institution, The resource associated

with the Juvenile Training School workload (20) is

-

Juvenile Training School (13).

(.
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These then are the basic definitions of
‘workloads as they are used in the pregent CANJUS model
(December,,1973)‘



1T, WORKLOADS

A8 can be seen from the above definitions,
the workioads that we have specified do;ndt necessarily
cover all the time that is gpent by each resource. For
‘axample, in a study of the Los'Angelea Police Department
(see (8)), it was estimated that énly‘s to 10% of the
total police time was‘spent‘on investigating crimihal
activitiés. Therefore, when we apply these workloads to

the Canadian Criminal Justice System we must be aware

that they may represent only a portion of the resources'’
total application of time. |
Although we cah fairly specifically define

workloads in the Canadian criminal justice system, if
seems to be quite another matter to retﬁieve data on

these workloads. The reason for this is that the
different agencies involved do not appear to be collecting
_ this type of managemeht information, As a reéﬁlt, we

know of very little published information, aVailable from
the agencieé involved, that is readily formatted for input
to the CANJUS model. Therefore, in order to obtain this
workload infoﬁmation, furthex research and data colledting

will be required, This may involve direct contact with




- 22 -

provinces and line agencies, or speeial samples. In

the following secﬁions we discuse the information that
is,preséntly avallable, the information that may be
available and how we plan to retrieve it, and finally,
sdmé of the isolated préblems which have been encountered.

This description is presented by subsystem,

Polices

’ The R.C.M.P. and the Ontario Provincial Police
do collect data on time spent by policemen on various
activities. Unfortunately, their classification of
activities does not include a breakdOWn‘by the crime
types we would prefer. For example, the data collection
form includes categorieg for "criminal code péxsonal
offences", and "eriminal code prcperty of fences", but
there‘is no inclusion for individual crimes such as
"murdexr" or "auto theft"y There may indeed exist more
detailed informatioh within these police départments, but
this, of course, will require further direct contact with
them. |

Tt should be noted that these two police

agencies do collect data on police‘time Spent in

activities other than crime investigation. This might
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prove useful should we wish, at some future date, to
provide some more complete covérage of police time

‘within the model structure.

Courts:

| No workload data is as yet available for the

cdurt'subsystem. There axe three courses open to us for
retrieving it, all of which will probably be followed.
First, a direct sample of Ottawa courts (superior, cOunty
and magistrate) will be undertaken,to obtainvpreliminary
information. This information must serve for all
Cénadian data until such time as the other two methods
under cohtemplation‘produce batter data. ‘Second, contact
‘could be made with persons doing independent research to
determiné whether some court workload data has been
collected. Studieé such as Hann’skin Toronto‘(sée
,teferencek(Q))‘may,have gathered useful informatioﬁ and it
may be useful, Third, contact with provincial Attorneysf’
General may provide some “in~hpUse"”data. It is hoped

~that this will prove true in the case ofyontario.
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Corrections:

Federal penitentiary anleatiohalvParole :
Board parole éuoerviéion worklbads for&male;offenders
~appear in Tables II and III.' Since the National Parole .
,Board handles all ptovincial cases except:Some’of those
in Ontario and British Columbia, the federal parole work-
loads also serve for provincial workloads in other , _— |
provinces. A problem with the'inférmation presented,in
Tébleé IT and ITII, however, is that after the f£ifth vear,
it is aggregated in fivew?ear time intervals. This means,
for inStance,»that i1f a murderer isfrepcrted released after
"5~lQ years"} we have implicitly assuméd_that‘he has
actually served 7.5 years. For crime types where there
are few offenders per year,‘this'repOrting‘System,will
probably make the data less reliable.

SEaEfEEies Canada is able to provide 'a monthly
- breakdown ofbpenitentiafy'sentence lengths and time on
pardie'bv crime type. |

| | *Pnbspects for obtaining provincial correctional

workload data appear less hoveful. Further direct contact

with the provinces will be required to retrieve data on

priécns and length of terms served as well as



probation supérvision periods;ﬁfo;xall,provindes; and
parole superViéidn periods for Ontario and British

Columbia. -
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TABLE TI ~ PENITENTIARY WORKLOADS

MEAN TIME SERVED IN YEARS; 1970 & 1971 COMBINED

OFFENCE

EXPIRATION

~ PAROLE

Murder
Attemptéd Murder
Manslaughter‘

Rape

Other Sexual Offences

Wounding

~Assaults

Rbbbery

" Breaking & Entering

Theft

Have Stolen Goods

. Frauds

Prostitution & Procuring

Offensive Weapons

Other CriminalkCode

Narcotic Control Act '°

Other Federal Statutes

5.07
439

3,69
. 2.53
2,42
2,07
3.02
2.13
1.77
1.88
1.92
1.99
2.23
2.13
2.33
1.83

10.51

4.97
2.50
1,79
1.44

1.98

1.03
1.93
1.21
1.06
1.27 
1.07
1.83
1.08
1.77
1.42
1.50
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TABLE IIT

MEAN TIME SERVED ON PAROLE (IN YEARS)

OFFENCE

1972

1970 1971
Murder 2.62 2,16 4,21
Attempted Murder 2.45 2.14 3.71
Manslaughter 2,30 2.42‘ 3,16
Rape 1,18 1.78 1.65
Other Sexual Offences 0.90 1.19 1.19
Wounding 1.38 0.98 1.45
Assaults‘(not‘indecent) 0.51 - 0.64 0.96
Robbery - 1.24 1.36 0.84
Breaking & Entéring 0.80 0.80 0.84
Theft 0.61 0.68 0.84
Have Stolen Goods - 0.67 0.59 0.82
Frauds 0,70 0.83 l.Ql'
Ptostitution & Procuring 0.43 1.38’ 1.20
Offensive Weapons 1.61 0.66 1.21
Other Criminal Code 0.77  0.84 0.98
Narcotic Control Act 1.03 0.91 - 0.94
Other Federal Statutes 0.56 0,52

0.73
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