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TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

Mr. Donald Main 
Evaluation Coordinator 
!4assachusetts Commit.tee on 

Criminal ~Jus·tice 
110 Tremont Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02108 

Dear Mr. Main: 

1300 FIRST NATIONAL BUilDING 

DETROIT, MICH IGAN 413226 

21 EAST lONG lAKE ROAD 

P.O.BOX H 

BLOOMFIELD HillS., MICHIGAN 48013 

January 28, 1977 

We have completed our revi.ew and evaluation of theJ.Irbap 
.... ,~.£~~,for its initial year of oper~tion. ~h~ ~tta'"Cli~d 

report contalns the results of our evaluatlon r actlvltles, 
findings, and observations during the period of September 
1975 through September 1976. We have discussed the resul·ts 
of our review with representatives of the Urban Court Program, 
Dorchester District Court, and the Governor's Committee on 
Criminal Justice. 

The approach to the evaluation emphasized two aspects of 
the Urban Court Program. First f the innova ti ve concept,s 
developed by the Urban Court Program were assessed in terms 
of actual impact based upon predetermined eva.luation criteria. 
Second, the evaluation assessed the degree of integration of 
the Urban Court Program into the operations of the Dorchester 
District Court. In this context, the Urban Court Program was 
viewed as a. temporary structure which enabled the development 
and testing of service enhancements to the Court. Accordingly, 
the potential for the integration of Urban Court Program 
concepts into other courts rece~ved a substantial amount of 
attention during our evaluation. 

Our review consisted of periodic on-site visits, analysis 
of operating data, and discussions with representatives of 
the Urban Court Program, Dorchester District Court, and the 
Dorchester community throughout the initial year of operations. 
We also conducted several review meetings with you to present 
our findings and observations, and have discussed the implica­
tions of our recommendations upon the Urban Court Program and 
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the Dorchester District Court. Finally, we have developed 
estimates of future funding requirements, and defined an 
implementation alternative for possible assumption of successful 
Urban Court Program components into the Dorchester District. 
Court. 

The report is organized into the following sections: 

Section I 
Sec·tion II 
Section III 
Section IV 
Appendix A 
Appendix B 
Appendix C 

Management Summary 
Mediation Component 
Victim Component 
Disposition Component 
Evaluation Methodology 
Financial Analysis Methodology 
Central Administrative Staff 

The Management Summary briefly describes the history of 
the Urban Court program, summarizes the initial year of 
operation, and presents our major findings. Sections II 
through IV describe each of the three program components by 
summarizing the background. operations, quantitative results, 
interview results, and financial analysis. Appendix A 
describes the overall approach to the evaluation. Appendix B 
describes the methodology used to prepare the financial 
analysis, and Appendix C describes the central administrative 
staff functions of the Urban Court Program. 

The scope of the evaluation did not include an audit of 
the financial~data provided by the Justice Resource Institute 
Inc. or the City of Boston for the Urban Court Program. 
While we have reviewed the financial information for reasonable­
ness, we haV,B not performed a financial audit of the records. 
Accordingly, we do not e'xpress an opinion on such data. 

:'f, 

As described in our report, we have been impressed by 
selected results of the Urban Court Program and believe that' 
useful, new ~ervices have been provided to the Dorchester 
District Court and the citizens of the Dorchester community. 
However,' the second year of "l?peration represents a substantial 
challenge to the staff of the Urban Court Program and the 
members of the Dorchester District Court .. Considerable 
attention toust be directed toward the improvement of service 
volumes, reduction in pT-ogram costs, and the development of 
implementation plans for the future assumption of·administrative 
responsibility by the Dorchester District Court or other . 
appropriate agencies. 
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We would like to thank the staff of the Urban Court 
Program and the Dorchester District Court for the cooperation 
and assistance provided to our project team throughout the 
evaluation period. We would also like to thank the many 
other individuals from the community and other criminal 
justice agencies who participated in the interview and data 
collection activities. 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please 
contact Mr. Harold A. Katersky or Mr. Richard C. Greenough of 
our Detroit office at (313) 965-1100. 

Very truly yours, 
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
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SECTION I 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The concepts embodied in the Urban Court Program evolved from 
serious concerns that the court system has become isolated from the 
public; that the public has lost confidence in the courts' ability 
to provide fair and rational justice; and that traditional court 
responsibilities must be expanded as society becomes increasingly 
urbanized. The failure of the court system to balance intense 
caseload pressure against the needs of victims, disputants, offenders, 
and the community contributed to the belief that most large urban 
courts administer justice mechanically without being responsive to 
the society which they serve. The Urban Court Program intended to 
demonstrate that courts in an urban environment could expand the 
concept of justice to reduce their isolation from the community. 

The Municipal Court of the Dorchester District, located in 
Boston, exhibits many of the characteristics of a large urban 
court. The Dorchester community is rapidly changing, the popula­
tion is shifting rapidly and criminal activity has increased 
dramatically. Community tension and racial disturbances have 
identified the Dorchester community as one of the most turbulent 
areas of Boston. 

The Court's workload reflected the problems associated with a 
rapidly rising crime rate. As the demands of day-to-day operations 
increased, the Court's attention was directed toward processing the 
rising caseload. Consequently, the organization, administrative 
systems and other nonjudicial functions of the Court received 
decreasing attention. Few effective improvements to the Court's 
administrative systems and management functions had been imple­
mented previously, which had left the Court a legacy of poor opera­
tions. The community had been isolated from the Court and viewed 
the Court as incapable of administering justice properly. 

Several events within recent years have initiated an atmosphere 
of change. A new Presiding Justice implemented several projects to 
improve community relations, implement special probation services 
and utilize various offender rehabilitation programs. An operations 
improvement program within the Court resulted in improved operating 
systems, organization structures and utilization of management 
resources. Most importantly, the judges and staff of the Court 
were interested in building upon the recent programs and improvements 
through innovative Court and community based programs. 

I-I 
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The conceptual developrnent of the Urban Court Program resulted 
from the efforts of the Justice Resource Institute, Inc., (JRI). 
JRI planners conducted fieldwork in the Dorchester District Court 
to gain an understanding of the basic court systems and operations, 
and the relationships of the Court to the local criminal justice 
and community agencies. This fieldwork formed the foundation for 
the development of the three component projects of the Urban Court 
Program, and provided substantial input to the preparation of the 
initial grant application. Three specific problem areas were 
identified in the initial analysis. 

First, many cases brought before the Court required the resolu­
tion of essentially pri'late disputes such as personal arguments, 
personality clashes, conflicting attitudes or life styles, and 
minor property or economic grievances. The main issue in these 
types of cases is not the determination of guilt or innocence, but 
rather developing adequate resolution of the dispute to prevent a 
relatively minor incident from becoming a serious criminal matter. 
Existing state statutes permit the Clerk of Court to dispose of 
matters that are legally insufficient for trial or essentially 
personal in nature. Although this process allows the Clerk to 
prevent a minor incident from reaching the courtroom, there is 
often inadequate time to reach a lasting resolution to the problem. 
Further, this process frequently does not allow sufficient time to 
provide adequate follow-up and referral services w11ich will prevent 
the dispute from recurring. These types of cases can consume 
excessive time without ever addressing the underlyiny problems 
which created the dispute. 

Second, the criminal justice system, and courts in particular, 
receive universal criticism at both national and local levels fo~ 
their treatment of crime victims. Not only do the victims suffer 
a combination of physical harm, economic loss, and. psychological 
trauma as a result of the crime, but victims must also endure the 
hardships of long waits, delays, and postponements as they partici'­
pat.e in contplex and confusing legal proceedings. The circumstances 
at the Dorchester District Court were compounded by poor facilities, 
inadequate systems, unnecessary confusion, and inadequate concern 
for the public. 

Third, the sentencing process is characterized by several 
significant problems. Practical considerations require judges to 
sentence offenders based upon insufficient information, inadequate 
sentence alternatives, and constant time pressures. The criminal 
justice process isolates offender~from the consequences of the 
criminal act. In most cases, the offender is never confronted with 
the effects of the crime upon the victim. 

1-2 
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Conversely, the victim receives little satisfaction from most 
sentences and, in many instances! cannot be made whole even when 
restitution is ordered by the courts. The community criticizes the 
courts' attempt to balance punitive and rehabilitative objectives 
as either too harsh or too lenient. Accordingly, the needs of all 
parties concerned with the sentencing process are not completely 
satisfied by the existing system. 

JRI planners developed the proposal for the Urban Court Pro­
gram to dramatically impact the three identified problem areas. 
Essentially, the Urban Court Program intended to increase community 
participation in the administration of justice, provide additional 
human services to disputants and victims of crime, and develop 
realistic and creative sentencing alternatives and recommendations. 
As proposed, the Urban Court Program consists of three components 
operating under the supervision of a Program Director and supported 
by a central administrative staff: 

The Mediation Component would work closely with 
the Clerk's Office to assist in the settlement 
of disputes before issuing criminal complaints. 
Trained cOIT@unity mediators would conduct medi­
ation sessions and, with the staff, provide 
follow-up services during the dispute settlement 
process. 

The Victim Component would consist of two units. 
The DA Unit would function as support to the Dis­
trict Attorney's Office to provide orientation, 
counseling, referral services, and specific 
assistance to victim and witnesses in cases 
brought before the Court. The Urban Court Pro­
gram Unit (UCP Unit) would work as part of the 
Urban Court Program to provide services and 
follow-up referrals to victims requiring services 
other than those directly related to the processing 
of the case. 

The Disposition Component would accept referrals 
from judges and develop presentence investigation 
reports. A Disposition Panel would develop sen­
tencing recommendations. Panel representation 
would consist of urban Court Program staff, asso­
ciate probation officers, community members, the 
offender, and in selected cases, the victim. The 
participation of the offender would be critical to 
the development of realistic and creative sentencing 
alternatives for use by the judges in determining 
the most appropriate sentences. 

I-3 
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The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration awarded a dis­
cretionary grant in the amoun-t of $412,774 for the Urban Court 
Program on April 14, 1975, to assist in funding the program. The 
Massachusetts Commit-tee on Criminal Justice, the State Planning 
Agency, was designated as the grantee; the Mayor I s Office of~-/ 
Criminal Justice was designated as the subgrantee. The Justice 
Resour'ce Institute, Inc., assumed responsibility for program manage­
ment and operation under a subgrant from the Mayor's Office of 
Criminal Justice. Nonfederal funds committed to the prgram raised 
the total funding to $458,637 for the first year's operation. 

Special conditions of the grant award required that an inde­
pendent evaluation be conducted under the direction of the grantee, 
the Massachusetts Conuni ttee on Criminal Justice. Following a 
formal contractor selection process, Touche Ross & Co. was selected 
to conduct an evaluation of the Urban Court Program. The basic 
objectives of -the independent evaluation included: 

Assess the impact of the Urban Court Program on 
the operations of the Dorchester District Court 
based upon a comparison of operational profiles 
before and after implementation. 

Document and analyze the performance of each of 
the three Urban Court Program components. 

Compare the perceptions of Court and criminal 
justice agency representatives before and after 
implementation. 

,f 
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/: Compare the perceptions of selected communi/toY 
representatives before and after program imple­
mentation. 

Prepare a descriptive program study and 
analysis to document the implementation 
and to determine the costs of continued 
tation. 
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Three important considerations influenced the overall object,iy~s 
of the evaluation process. First, special projects~uch as the t 
Urban Court Program frequently function as separate entities ou,.tside. 
of the host facility and do not achieve realistic expectations 5l~r. 
eventual integration into ongoing operations of the host instit})ltion. 
Characteristically, these special projects react to multiple a17:a ' 
occassionally conflicting influences. The special project de-yfelqps 
an identity of its own which prohibits future assumption of :p:espon­
sibility by the host institution. Evidence of this phenomf-lrlon 
existed with other special proj ects in the Dorchester DistriCi:;! 
Court. These special projects had continued to operate separat~ 
from the Court for several years. 
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The Urban Court Program, as conceived, would react to three 
widely differing influences: the Court, the community, and the 
implementing agencies. Accordingly, an essential goal of the 
evaluation effort, defined by the Committee on Criminal Justice, 
required that the degree of actual or potential integration of the 
three Urban Court Program components into the Court be evaluated. 

Second, although many of the defined evaluation objectives 
addressed the efficacy of the Urban Court Program, the evaluation 
must consider and assess important management and administrative 
aspect~. Frequently, sound and innovative approaches to service 
delivery do not achieve expectations due to inadequate management 
attention, insufficient administrative support, or improper coordi­
nation between the special project and the host facility. As a 
result, the conceptual service delivery approach is evaluated 
improperly if the causes of inadequate implementation results are 
not determined. Accordingly, the management aspects as well as the 
service aspects of the Urban Court Program were to be reviewed as 
part of the evaluation. 

Third, although the purpose of independent evaluators is 
primarily to observe and analyze, identified problems and oppor­
tunities for improvement may be discovered which can contribute 
to the successful implementation of the program. As recommenda­
tions were identified, the evaluators would present them to the 
project staff for use in strengthening the project rather than 
withholding the information until the final report. In this 
manner, interim corrective action could contribute to the best 
implementation and operation of the program. 

SIGNIFICANT IMPLEMENTATION STEPS 

Primary emphasis of the Urban Court Program staff during the 
period immediately following the award of the grant centered on 
selection of the staff, community and Court involvement, and opera­
tions planning. Responsibility for these activities remained with 
the initial Urban Court Program staff which consisted of the Program 
Director, Director of Research and Evaluation, and one of the Dis­
position Convenors. Further staff hiring had been postponed until 
October 1975 to await final receipt of grant funds and approval of 
the overall staffing plan by the Court. 

The evaluation team conducted the preimp1ementation review of 
the Urban Court Program during September 1975. The status of the 
Urban Court Program at that time is described in the following 
paragraphs. 

Identification of staff for. administrative positions was 
essentially complete although differences between Urban Court 
Program and Court staff characterized the hiring process. Majo~ 

,-.. .; ......... ,-.-.~-... , . 
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differences centered on the basic selection procedure, qualifica­
tions of individual candidates, and prior agreements. The directors 
of the three components had been selected and the remaining line 
staff were hired very shortly thereafter. 

Community involvement was emphasized heavily during the !}initial 
months of implementation planning and project start-up. The Hirimg 
Committee met frequentlY during the summer and early fall to inter­
view, screen, and recornID.end candidates for administrative, line 
staff, and panelist positions. In addition, Urban Court Program 
staff met with several community groups during the summer to disc'i1ss 
the program and the need for active community involvement throughout. 
implementation. Two area newspapers, The Dorchester Argus" Citizen 
and the Bay State Banner provided initial media exposure through 
feature articles. 

Mediation Component planning progressed rapidly upon the 
hiring of the Mediation Director. Several meetings with the Clerk 
of Court and observations of the Clerk's Hearings provided a basic 
understanding of the current s7stems. Review of the referral 
procedures and case volumes determined that the Mediation Component 
might receive insufficient complaints for mediation. Efforts to 
identify additional acceptable referral sources ·were pursuela.' The 
Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution conducted training 
from October 11-29, 1975. Court and Urban Court Program staff were 
highly enthusiastic about the quality and scope of the training 
program. 

Disposition Component planning had progressed at a conceptual 
level, but detailed planning was postponed until hiring of the 
Disposition Director. The existing staff developed a process chart 
identifying major activities in the Disposition Component and a 
list of charge types to be referred for disposition. Meetings with 
Court staff and representatives of criminal justice agencies pro­
vided a general understanding of the proposedoperations r , but 
several specific operating and legal aspects remained unresolved. 
Commun:ity panelist selection and training were not complete as of 
October 10, 1975. Initial implemenation was scheduled for mid­
November. 

Victim Component planning was divided between two l,lnits respon­
sible for services to victims of crime. The DA Uni.t planned. to 
provide case-related services to victims to assist the Distridt 
Attorney's Office with the case prosecution. The services included 
explaining the criminal justice process to the victim, informing 
victims of their participation in the process, providing for imrrledi­
ate service needs, and completing appropriate loss doqpmentation. 
The services were to be provided during the course of the case 
prosecution and would not extend to longer term follow-up services. 

1-6 
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The UCP Victim Unit had not clearly established definite 
target groups or procedures due to the lack of a Victim Director. 
The UCP unit planned eventually to provide services to victims of 
crimes in which there were no arrests and to victims initially 
counseled by the DA Unit. As planned, the UCP Unit wouln provide 
extended services and follow-up to crime victims after initial 
service by the DA Unit. This division of service delivery to crime 
victims would require close coordination and cooperation between 
the two units to avoid gaps and duplication in services. 

T~e Urban Court Program became fully operational in November 
1975, when all three components began accepting;r:eferrals. Initial 
utilization in all components was below the case levels anticipated 
in the original grant application. External relations with the 
Court, District Attorney, other criminal justice agencies, the City 
of Boston and the community had developed satisfactorily. 

The evaluators conducted periodic on-site visits and conducted 
a major review of the Urban Court Program in March 1976. The major 
findings of the review, contained in the Interim Program Report of 
April 9, 1976 are summarized below: 

"The Urban Court Program has successfully implementea the 
three components necessary to demonstrate that the concepts are 
viable and can satisfy the primary objectives as defined in the 
original proposal. In subsequent months, however, the central 
administrative staff must assess the direction in which each of the 
components is evolving. Strategies must be developed and plans 
formulated to ensure that the components accomplish the stated 
objectives and can be effectively integrated into Court operations." 

"Areas to which the central staff should direction attention 
in future months include: 

Increase the cost effectiveness of the components 
by increasing participation of community members, 
decreasing operating costs and increasing the 
volume of services provided by each component. 

The central administrative staff and directors 
must begin to define strategies to institutionalize 
and replicate the components which appear successful. 

Internal operating procedures need to be strengthened 
to reduce coordination probJ,ems among the components 
and with the Court and Assistant District Attorney. 

The visibility of the Urban Conrt Program within the 
Dorchester Co~~unity and at the county and state 
levels should be ~ncreased." 

I-7 
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, The Program Director resigned in July 1976 and the Mediation 
Dirctor was appointed as Acting Urban Court Program Director in ,~_~ 
August 1976. A comprehensive review of the operations of each com­
ponent was initiated and the emphasis of the reviews is described 
in the subsequent sections of thi~ report. Substo.ntial progress 
has been made on the review which was in process during postimple~ 
mentation review in September 1976. 

A substantial amount of time during the summer and early fall 
was devoted. by the Urban Court Program staff to the contract apprqval 
process. Final contract approval for the second year fundin~ was 
not obt):iined until November 1976. Interim funding of the Urban 
Court Program had been provided by the Justice Resource Institute 
and the City of Boston to enable the program to continue operations 
from the end of the first funding year until the final approval by 
the City of Boston. 

MAJOR OBSERVATIONS 

The review of the Urban Court Program developed 'several major 
observations on the first year of operation. These observations 
were discussed with Urban Court Program, Dorchester District Court 
and Governor's Committee on Criminal Justice personnel. The fol­
lowing observations are suromarized from the individual component 
descriptions presented in Sections II-IV of this report. 

The Mediation Component provided a useful new 
service to the Court during the initial year 
of operation. 

The Mediatioi~' Component is regarded as the most 
successful of the Urban Court Program components. 
Basic strengths include strong support by the com­
munity and Court representatives, planned expansion 
of the services into other activities, and an ap­
parently high rate of successfully mediated cases. 
The Mediation Component has reduced the number~ ~ 

-..--- -- J; .~- . 

trials and related S911:r.t._.Irr.QQ§.Ss:i,;Dg.-JibjJ .. e_pXQv.iding 
add"l.tJ.onal §.§..t:Y...i.Q_e.s ....... to._tJ:l.e_stt§.p.ut,~s. The imple-

, m®tat!Qn a.pproach has resulted in the development 
of a strong rel atj o.tl.ship_with the Court, development 
of trained staff and community mediators, and an 
improvement in perceptions by the Court's staff 
since initial implementation. 

The major pro~J...effi-c.Qn;U:.Qn_tin the Mediation, ,Component 
involves the .1 low case volumes Cases referred to the 
component by 'the Cler,k have not achieved original 
expectations nor have the cas~~ been screened out 
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of the criminal process. Approximately 49% of the 
referrals to the Mediation Component come from ei­
ther the judges or the District Attorney's Office. 
The lower case volumes also decreased the utilization ~ 
of the trained community mediators. The total cost V 
per case has decreased from $878 to $403 in the past 
six months. 

Several factors contribute to the satisfactory per­
formarice of the Mediation Component. The Mediation 

Ii Component appears to resolve dispui;:es and service 
V needs of disputants as indicated by the low rate of 

Mediation settlement breakdowns. Community mediators 
have been used successfully and appear enthusiastic 
toward their responsibilities as mediators. Alterna­
tive approaches and intake points are currently being 
considered to expand the services and volumes of the 
Mediation Component. Finally, the perceptions of 
criminal justice and court representatives towa.rd 
the Mediat.ion Component have improved throughout 
the year. 

The District Attorney's Victim Unit has achieved its 
basic objectives of providing services to victims of 
crime and improving victim participation in the Court 
process. 

The services provided by the DA Unit directly support 
victim participation in the court process. Services 
include the documentation of loss, ~lanatton o~he 
Cour'!:."E..:r;:,.q.g..gss, and g.o.O-l::G.-.J:.na--&i:GB-.Of scha.clules. victim 
services, in conjunction with specific Court actions, 
have contributed to a reduction of the continuance 

~-- ~ 

DA Unit problems relate to identifying and meeting 
appropriate service needs of victims, coordination 
with the UCP unit, poor facilities, and establishing 
an adequate management information system. Service 
requirements of victims do not appear to be as exten-

~ sive as initially expected and have resulted in a low 
referral rate to the UCP Unit. Service duplication 
between t;he two units occurs in the documentation of 
loss andt.he provision of other services. Waiting 
facilities for victims and witnesses are inadequate. 
Finally, management reports necessary to assess the 
overation of the DA Unit are not prepared on a regular 
basis. 

The main objective of the DA Unit is t~rove t~ 
participation of the victim and witnesses in the Court 
--~---------,~-,---
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process. The cost of providing services to victims 
has. decreased from $35 to $26 in the past six months. 

The Urban Court Program Victim Unit has achieved its 
basic objective of providing services to victims of 
crime but requires further definition of services, 
client groups, and referral services. 

The UCP Unit has improved its performance throughout 
the year, but requires further definition of services, 
client groups, and referral poi,nts. Performance has' 

~ improved since the UCP Unit began providing services (I 

~ 

to the victims of juvenile crime, improved its coordi­
nation with the Disposition Component, and initiated 
the use of community members as Victim Aides. These 
service enhancements have increased from 0% to 40% of 
total case volume in the past six months. Decreased 
emphasis has been placed on the crime prevention and 
long term services which are regarded as more appropri-
ate for other agencies. 

The lack of clearly defined goals, services and objec­
tives has contributed to UCP Unit problems. The Court 
and the Urban Court Program have placed different empha­
sis on victim services. The Court regards victim ser­
vices to be related largely to caseflow improvements 
while the UCP Unit has broader victim service goals. 
The separation of victim services between the District 
Attorney's Office and the Urban Court Program results 
from differences in victim service goals. The service 
needs of victims, other than financial, may ndt be as 
extensive as initially anticipated which has resulted 
in low service volumes. The cost per case has decreased 
from '$490 to $194 in the past six months. 

The Disposition Component does not appear to prov;ide ~. 
a new or innovative service but is regarded by members 
of the Dorchester District Court as having an important 
impact upon court operations. . 

The Disposition Component is regarded by the majority 
of Urban Court, Dorchester District Court and community 
representatives as the least sllccessful of the Urban 
Court Program components in terms of original objec­
tives. However, the Disposition Component has several 
strengths. Important prohation services" are provided 

">(:0 the Court through improved presentence information 0 
on the offender. The Disposition Component also super.;.. (. 
vises probation cases which has reduced the caseload \;,:,' 

I-IO 
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assigned to the Court Probation Departmept. Ac­
cordingly, the lower probation caseloads per pro­
bation officer have generally improved overall super-. 
vision of all cases. Many of the implementation 
problems originally anticipated have been avoided 
such as higher appeal rates, rejection of sentence 
reco~~endations and potential legal problems. Judges 
and members of the Court staff consider the impact on 
the Probation Department to be one of the most impoT­
tant aspects of the Urban Court Program. 

Several problems confront the Disposition Component. 
The majority of individuals interviewed, including the ~ 
judges, believe that the Disposition ComEonent d~~uot ~ 

prc;y..t"(l~-."-g~e~j;,iy,~....§.~nt~~_:bng~,:"~~~~_ to the Court, 
Wh1ch 18 lts pr1mary obJect1ve. Moreover, the process 
requires additional time and processing by the Court. 
Comnlunity awareness of the Disposition Component is 
limited to community panelists and other community 
members close to the Urban Court Program. Several 
community members expressed disappointment over current 
operations and the limited community participation. 
The Court staff's expectation is limited to the improved 
probation functions while the community members desire 
to expand the scope of the Disposition Component acti­
vities. The cost per.: case has decreased from $1,347 
to $1,123 in the past six months. 

The major objectives of the Disposition Component have 
been partially satisfied. Sentence recommendations are 
provided to the Court, but are not regarded as creative. 
Improved presentence investigations do provide useful 
information to the judges. No information exists to 
enable assessment of the concept that the offender 
will appreciate the consequences of his act. The com­
munity members have been trained to participate in the 
sentencing process, but have not been utilized to their 
full potential. The perceptions of most criminal justice 
and Court representatives regarding the Disposition 
Component have decreased throughout the year. 

The continued need for all administrative staff posi­
tionshas decreased now that the Urban Court Program 
has been implemented. 

The central administrative staff was intended to assist 
in the implementation planning and providingadministra­
tive support to the three components. In addition to 
overall program management, the central administrative 
staff coordinated with the Court and various advisory 
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groups y developed community interest and re.sources, and !, 

performed necessary administrative functions. Working 
relationships with the Court have improved since initial 
implementation and many of the operational problems have 
been addressed by the central administrative staff. 

Contract approval delays have consumed excessive adminis­
trative t,ime better directed toward analysis of component 
operations, definition of services and analysis of program 
costs. Further, the development of plans for absorption 
of the program into the Court's administrative structure 
have not been developed. 

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS 

The staffs of ,the Urban Court"'~~:')gram and the Dorchester 
District Court have discussed the future of the Urban Court Program 
now that implementation has been completed. The Interim Report 
suggested that integration planning should receive increased atten­
tion by the central administrative staff but this has only recently ,\3 
been undertaken. Although many alternatives are under consideration, 
integration of the successful concepts into the Court's operation 
is crucial for several reasons: 

The concepts of the Urban Court Program demonstrate 
new approaches to problems identified in the criminal 
justice system. As such, the Urban Court Program 
should demonstrate that existing agencies can provide 
the services at a reasonable cost. 

The continued need for a separate organization to 
administer the components' operations has decreased 
after completion of the implementation phase. Con­
tinued operation of the program should become a 
responsibility of existing criminal justice agencies. 

Initial operating costs and costs per case appear to 
exceed the costs which other courts could afford for 
ongoing services due to the high ratio of indirect 
and iiburden costs. The costs should be determined for 
ongoing operation without unnecessary indirect and 
burden costs for use in replication planning. 

Planning for integration of the,Utban Court Program into the 
existing criminal justice. agencies should become a high priority of 
the Urban Court Program staff. Although many alternat.ives are 
available, assumption of administrative responsibility by the Court 
and other agencies must be carefully planned and implemented during 
the second funding year.' All implementation and conversion planning 

l,J 
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should be completed prior to development of future funding propo­
sals. A specific objective of the planning effort should recognize 
the need to develop and maintain cost effective services for replica­
tion in other courts and agencies. 

The following /~;;U:Inmaries describe one alternative which might 
be considered in implementation planning. The alternative assumes 
that the Dorchester District Court would assume major administrative 
responsibility for the components of the Urban Court Program. 
Estimates of future funding provide for adequate staff for conver­
sion and operation, but recognize the necessity to decrease total 
program expenditures. Further reductions in subsequent years 
should be determined after conversion to the integrated organization. 

Establish a Court Services Division within the Court. 

A new court division could incorporate the services 
provided by the Mediation Component and the UCP 
(Victim) Unit. Overall responsibility for the Court 
Services Division would be assigned to the Presiding 
Justice with day-to-day supervision assigned to the 
Court Administrator and Court Services Division Direc­
tor. Basic mediation and victim services would be 
continued with expanded use of community participation 
in service delivery, administration and follow-up. 
Combination of the two functions under one organiza­
tional unit would also permit the sharing of adminis­
trative staff, cross-training of communi,ty members, 
and centralization of Court service functions. Other 
service functions such as an information desk and 
notification procedures might also be assigned to 
the Division. 

Integrate the Disposition Component into the Probation 
Department as a Special Services Unit. 

The Dorchester District Court has implemented an 
organization for the Probation Department based upon 
the intensity of supervision required: intensive; 
medium; and administrative. New cases are assessed 
and assigned to the supervision units based upon the 
intensity of supervision required. The concepts of 
the Disposition Component would supplement the current 
procedures of assessment and assignment. Cases would 
receive the presentence investigation report and a 
recommendation of the Disposition Panel. Expanded 
co~nunity participation in the disposition process 
could be coordinated by the Special Services Unit. 
The Chie;E Probation Officer, under the direction of 
the Presiding Justice, would assume day-to-day respon­
sibili ty for the, Unit. The Special Services Unit 
could also develop ,additional community resources 
;Eor use by all supervision units, not just those 
served by Gthe Disposition Panel. 
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The DA (Victim) Unit should remain a support service 
to the District Attorney's Office. 

The victim services provided by the DA Unit are close­
ly related to the screening and processing of ~ases. 
All victims requiring services beyond .'case processing 
should be referred to the Court Services Division for 
follow-up and referral to service agencies. The DA 
Unit should not be involved in providing intensive 
counseling and other services which detract from the 
victim screening function. Supervision of the DA 
Unit would continue to be the responsibility of the 
District Attorney's Office. 

Based upon these alternatives, we have estimated approximate 
funding ranges. The ranges provide estimates of the cost to ma.intain () 
the services under the direction of the Dorchester District Court. 
The maximum alternative assumes that the components remain physically 
separate from the Court; the minimum alternative assumes that 
facilities can be made available within the Court. Supervision 
requirements increase as a result of separation and result in a 
higher funding requirement. An overhead rate of 15% has. been 
assumed as a City of Boston requirement 'under both alternatives. 

Estimates of the funding requirements follow: 

Mediation Services 
UCP Victim Services 
DA Victim Services 
Disposition Services 

TOTAL COSTS 
Overhead at 15 Percent 

TOTAL FUNDING 

MAXIMUM 

$ 70,000 
64,000 
60,000 
92,000 

$286,000 
42,900 

$328,900 i 

======== 

~UNIMm1 

$ 50,000 
44,000 
40,000 
68,000 

$202,000 
30,300 

$232,300 
======== 

Sections II-IV describe the three components in detail. 
Current operations, quantitative results, interview summaries, 
financial data and observations are presented. Appendix A describes 
the approach to the evaluation of the Urban Court Program and' 
describes the interview format used during the criminal justice and 
community interviews. Appendix B describes :the methodology' used in 
the financial analysis and summarizes the financial data obtained . - - . - ,\' .. . '.; 

for the Urban COl~rt Program. Appendlx C descrlbes theorganlzatlon 
of; the central administrative staff. 

\\ 
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SECTION II 

MEDIATION COMPONENT 
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SECTION II 

MEDIATION COMPONENT 

BACKGROUND 

The Urban Court Pros-ram developed the Mediation Component to 
resolve interpersonal disputes of a potentially criminal nature 
which are brought before the courts. Initial fieldwork indicated 
that the courts receive significant numbers of disputes involving 
personal arguments, personality clashes, conflicting attitudes or 
life-styles, minor economic or property grievances, and other 
complaints among individuals who are known to each other. These 
disputes may involve family members, friends, relatives, neighbors, 
merchant.s-customers, employer-employees, and teacher-students. In 
many cases, the disputants are interested in the threat of criminal 
proceedings, but have little intention of continuing the criminal 
process to c(;mclusion. In others, the dispute may. involve issues 
which are basically noncriminal and do not approprlately belong 
within the court. Unfortunately, these disputes may escalate 
into violence in the future if not resolved to the satisfaction 
of all parties. 

Criminal justice agencies, particularly the police, prosecutors 
and courts, face serious difficulties in dealing with these types 
of cases. On the surface, the disputes involve issues in which 
broad discretion may be exercised in determining whether the 
dispute becomes a criminal matter. However, police or court 
intervention may only exacerbate the tensions among the disputants 
if the underlying causes of the dispute are not resolved. Unfor­
tunately, criminal justice agencies have insufficient time and 
service resources, such as extended counseling, which may be 
necessary to resolve these "minor" disputes. Accordingly, many of 
these cases reappear in the court in the same or a more serious 
torm at a later date. 

Existing Massachusetts statutes permit the Clerk of Court to 
conduct hearings on the merits of complaint applications in order 
to determine whether a criminal complaint should be issued. 
Although many of the cases reaching the Clerk's hearing are tech­
nically criminal in nature, the Clerk is able to settle many of 
the disputes through a combination of counseling, discussion, 
common sense and threat of criminal action. However, due to the 
volumes of cases, the complexity of some disputes, and the need to 
resolve underlyinq personal and social problems, many court and 
community representatives believe that by increasing the resources 
devoted to each case, mediation could result in more successful 
resolu~ion of these disputes by providing additional services over 
a, longl:~r per iod of time. 
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The Mediation Component provides dispute settle,ment services 
to the judges, clerk, prosecutor and police. The cOll1ponent was 
designed to remove disputes from the criminal proceils by utilizing 
trained community mediators to conduct mediation sessions. Identi­
fication of service need.:; and referrals to appropriate service 
agencies were considered an integral part of the mediation process. 

The original grant application identified four major objectives 
for the Mediation Component: 

To resolve potential criminal disputes in a 
manner that (1) satisfies the parties that 
justice has occurred and (2) prevents the 
recurrence of future problems by addressing 
the basis of the dispute. Strong emphasis 
will be placed on resolutions being affected 
as early as possible in the criminal justice 
process by providing intake capability at 
the (Police Department) Station House and the 
Prosecutor's Office as well as the Clerk's 
Office. 

To test the ability of community mediators 
to effect such resolutions and to compare 
their effectiveness with other methods of 
informal resolution now being employed in 
the District Courts and the Station House. 

To determine, through careful experimen­
tation, which of a number of arbitration 
and/or mediation models and intake points 
is most effective in achieving fundamental 
resolutions of potentially criminal disputes. 

To build good will in the community toward 
the Court, the Police, and the Prosecutor's 
Office. 

The Mediation Component expected to accomplish several speci­
fic results within the first year of operation. As stated in the 
original grant application, the Mediation Component would accompliph 
the~ollowing: 

A mediation program will 1;:>e introduced into 
\. and made available to the Dorchester Dist"rict 
\Court, Station Houses and Prosecutor's Office. 

l\ 

i\pproximately 400 criminal disputes will be (!s~ 
rri~diated. 
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Social services and referrals will be offered 
to approximately 800 persons involved in 
either the Clerk of Court's hearings or the 
mediation condud:ed by community members. 

Approximately 40-50 mediators from the Dorchester 
community will be selected and trained. 

A report will be prepared describing the results 
of the experimentation with the arbitration/media­
tion models and the comparative effectiveness of 
the methods of informal dispute resolution currently 
used in the Dorchester and Roxbury Districts. 

A ref~rral mechanism will be developed between the 
two local Station Houses and. the Mediation Component. 
Such a system should allow the officer on the beat 
to rapidly summon disputing parties to a mediation 
hearing at a convenient time and place. This may 
involve the instituting of a police liaison/trainer 
at the station house in order to work with police 
personnel in developing crisis intervention/media­
tion strategies. 

The Mediation Component will work cloAely with 
the Prosecutor's Office on cases which are 
referred for mediation. Court lists will also 
be screened. 

OPERATIONS 

Overview 

The Mediation Component operates basically as proposed in the 
original grant application. Modifications to proposed operations 
have resulted from changes in the sources of referral and have not 
altered the fundamental concepts embodied in the Mediation Component. 

The Mediation Component receives referrals at three points in 
the dispute settlement process: precomplaint application; complaint 
application; and arraignment. Precomplaint application sources of 
referral include self-referred clients, clients referred directly 
by the Boston Police Department from Districts 3 and 11, and other 
direct referrals from cowmunity or service organizations such as 
the Boston Legal Assistance Program. 

The Clerk of Court's hearings result in referrals prior. to 
the issue of a criminal complaint. Arraignment referrals include 
cases referred to the component during arraignment proceedings by 
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the judge or upon recommendation of the District Attorney's Office. 
Clients referred at arraignment also include cases resulqng from 
the Clerk's hearings in which the Clerk found sufficier.li::. faG·t.s for 
the issuance of a criminal complaint. .. 

All individuals involved in cases referred to the Mediation 
Component receive an intake interview which describes the process q 

and determines the willingness of the disputants to participate. 
If both parties agree to participate, an appointment is scheduled 
within one week for a mediation session, At the mediation session, 
the disputants and one or more trained mediators who are members o·f 
the Dorchester community meet in a conference room at the Urban 
Court Program offices. These community mediato,rs have received 
intensive, specialized mediation training and are sworn by the 
Clerk of Court under an oath of confidentiality to protect the 
privacy and legal rights of all parties. 

During the mediation session each disputant relates their side 
of the incident and presents witnesses and other evidence. Attorneys 
are not present. The mediators ask questions and establish the- .... 
facts of the case in order to: gain a clear understanding of the 
incident, establish underlying causes of the dispute, and attempt 
to re-establish communication between the disputants. I 

Successful mediation results in a written agreement between 
the disputants which contains a number of specific agreements which 
will eliminate or reduce the circumstances which caused the original 
dispute. Both parties agree to meet the terms and conditions of 
the agreement on a voluntary basis. Since the process inyolves 
mediation rather than arbitration, each disputant is free<to proceed 
with the criminal complaint at any time. 

The component staff supports the process before and afte~ the 
mediation sessions by managing the caseloadi providing screenlng, 
intake, and assessment processing; presenting the results of the 
process to the clerk or judge; providing follow-up services and 
referrals to service organizations; and completing follow-up 
assessments and reports. The staff also is responsible for the 
development of new referral. sources and new uses for the mediation 
process. 

Organization and Staffing 

Exhibit 11-1 depicts the organization structure for the Media"­
tion Component in September 1976. The. component organization and 
staffing conform to the original g.tant application with one exception. 
The original grant application contained a Supervisory Attorney 
position. The position was not;Eilled during the first year and., 
has been subsequently deleted from the budget in the second fiscal 
year. 
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The Mediat.ion Director planned r organized, and supervised the 
component from September 1975 through July 1976. Xn July 1976, the 
Mediation Direct6r was appointed Acting Director of the Urban Court 
Program. The position of Mediation Director is currently vacant 
although all ether positions are staffed. 

The current staffing and major responsibilities for each posi­
tion are summarized below: 

Mediation Director (vacant) - plans and manages 
the operations of the Mediation Component; 
assesses services and staff; develops new 
service areas; and coordinates with Court 
personnel. 

Senior Resource Coordinator (1)-- coordinates 
referrals with the Clerk's Office; identifies 
and develops service resources; supervises 
Resource Coordinators; assigns cases; follows 
up breakdowns in disputant agreements; and 
serves as acting Mediation Director. 

Resource Coordinator (2) - provides referral 
and follow-up services to disputants; identi­
fies new community resources; and maintains 
client records. 

Administrative Assistant (1) - maintains re­
cords and information systems; coordinates 
scheduling system; maintains contact with 
community mediators; and supervises adminis­
trative systems. 

Secretary (1) - updates case records; maintains 
supplies; and provides clerical support to staff. 

Community Mediators (33) - mediates disputes; 
prepares case reports; maintains contact with 
disputants; and reports breakdowns in settlement. 

The only significant turnover of staff involved the position 
of Resource Coordinator. The two positions have experienced 100% 
turnover through October 1976. Both resignations were voluntary 
and the positions have been filled. 

App+"oximately sixty community members complet8d the interviewing 
process for panelist positions for either the Mediation or Disposi­
tion Components. Twenty community members were eventually selected 
for the initial Mediation t+"aining p+"ogram conducted by the Institute 
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for Mediation and Conflict Resolution (IMCR). Eighteen co~nunity 
members completed the three week training program on October 29,1975. 
Fourteen of the 18 community members who completed the initial 
training program remain active as mediators. 

Sixty additional community members were interviewed for posi~ 
tions as mediators in 1976. Twenty-five community members began 
the IMCR training program on April 3, 1976. An additional 22 com­
munity members were sworn by the Clerk of Court as community mediators 
on April 27, 1976. Nineteen community members remain active as 
mediators of this second training group. 

Community member participation as mediators has remained 
strong throughout the year. Only five community members did not 
complete the three week training program of the 45 who began the 
training program. Only two community members of the 40 who completed 
the training programs have voluntarily dropped out as active media­
tors. Two inactive mediators have been hired as staff members by 
the Urban Court Program. Three community members moved out of the 
community. The following table summarizes the results of community 
mediation participation for the initial year of operation. 

TRAINING 
GROUP 

FIRST 
SECOND 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TABLE II-A 

COMMUNITY MEMBER PARTICIPATION 
(Throagh October 1, 1976) 

CURRENTLY 
TRAINING ACTIVE 

INTERVIEWED STARTED COMPLETED IN UCP (1) 

60 20 18 16 
60 25 22 19 

120 45 40 35 

INACTIVE 

2 
3 

5 

NOTES: (1) Includes two mediators hired by UCP. 
(2) Based on trained mediators currently inactive. 

TURNOVER (2 ) 

11% 
14% 

12% 

Interviews with mediators and staff substantiated a high level 
of interest and participation by community members in the Mediation 
Component. Several fac·tors contributed to the successful community 
involvement. The mediators indicated tha·t the high quality of the 
training program conducted by IMCR developed their ability and con­
fidence to conduct actual mediation sessions. In addition, the 
Mediation Director carefully developed the confidence and skills of 
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the mediators by assigning three mediators to each case until every 
community member had participated in at least one actual mediation. 
session. Mediators mentioned this practice as a significant factor 
which balanced the capabilities of the mediators, developed indi­
vidual skills, and maintained interest through higher utilization 
of the trained mediators. ,Finally, frequent meetings by the staff 
with the community mediators discussed mutual concerns, progress of 
the component, and future improvements in the mediation process. 

Significant Implementation Efforts 

Initial management emphasis focused on developing the Mediation 
Component from the conceptual design contained in the grant applica­
tion to a fully operational unit. The planning period continued 
until November 3, 1975 when the component received its first referral 
case. During initial implementation, the Mediation Director con­
centrated on completing the following tasks: 

Established working relations with personnel and 
offices with whom the staff directly interacts: 

Clerk of Court and Clerk's Office. 

Presiding Justice, Judges, and Court Staff. 

Assistant District Attorney and District 
Attorney's Office. 

participated in selecting and hiring component 
staff and con~unity members. 

Developed specific procedures, forms, and methods 
for processing each case. 

Established and coordinated the training of the 
staff and community members as mediators. The 
specific training program was developed and con­
ducted by the Institute for Mediation and Conflict 
Resolution. 

Monitored and managed the active caseload: 

Assignment of Resource Coordinator and 
Community Mediators. 

Scheduling, coordinating and monitoring 
mediation sessions. 

Conducting follow-up activities with 
clients and referral agencies. 
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Developed community interest in the Mediation 
Component by working with media representatives 
and community members active in the area of 
criminal justice and social services. 

At the present time, most of these activities requ:i,r,e consi­
derably less commitment of time by the ~Iediation Directo.i than was 
required during initial implementation. The Senior Resource 
Coordinator, Administrative Assistant, and other staff members have 
assumed direct responsibility for these tasks. As an example, the 
Administrative Assistant has assumed the following responsibilities: 

Scheduling mediation sessions and notifying 
all concerned parties. 

Developing procedures to monitor the progress 
of each case and the size of each Resource 
Coordinator's caseload. 

Identifying specific required activities, pre­
paring cases, and notifying the assigned Resource 
Coordinator of pending and scheduled actions. 

Developing and implementing a comprehensive 
management information system. 

Working with community mediators to process pay­
ment vouchers, to assess involvement in the 
component, and to maintain active participation. 

Improving specific forms, procedures and functions 
to increase overall effectiveness and efficiency. 

A flowchart which depicts the present flow of Cases is pre­
sented in Exhibit II-2. 

Future Emphasis 

The Mediation Component is currently engaged in several acti­
vities which should improve the quantity and quality of services. 
For example, the original grant application proposed the establish­
ment of "a police liaison with a strong training and orientation 
capability," which would provide police officers with an under­
standing of the purpose and procedures of the Mediation Component. 
Although the position was not filled during the initial year and 
was deleted in the second year funding proposal, the importance of 
this activity has not diminished. The Mediation Componentncould 
provide police officers with an additional resource to be used in 
dealing with interpersonal conflict situations. These incidents 
are often neighbor or domestic incidents which repeat themselves 
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and are "potentially explosive and contain a relatively high risk 
of assault on a police officer". 

On May 24, 1976, after considerable study and development, the 
Mediation Director outlined a proposed process for initiating 
police referrals with a tentative starting date of June 14, 1976. 
Procedurei had been developed and four police officers identified 
from Districts 3 and 11 to receive orientation and training. 
Failure of the police union to approve the action delayed initiation 
of training and formal referrals. As of September 30, 1976, the 
police union had not approved the police referral process. The 
Urban Court Program Director is attempting to place the proposal on 
the agenda of the Labor-Management Committee of the Boston Police 
Department for formal presentation to the police union. The com­
ponent has accepted six unofficial referrals from the police ~nd 
will continue to accept informal referrals until final approval is 
attained from the Boston Police Department and police union. 

In addition, the staff is investigating the possibility of 
mediating cases referred by the Small Claims Court. In late Septem­
ber 1976, Resource Coordinators began to attend Small Claims Court 
sessions to ascertain whether small claims cases are suitable for 
mediation. In such cases, the parties should be known to each 
other and disputes should not involve serious or technical issues. 

'l'he Mediation Director and staff of the Mediation Component 
are considering the appropriateness of mediating large scale, 
community conflicts. The component unsuccessfully attempted to 
mediate a large scale community conflict during the summer of 1976. 
The conflict involved several neighborhood groups with housing and 
social issues. The attempted resolution required several hundred 
hours of fact finding by two community mediators and consulting 
assistance from the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution 
(IMCR) Dispute Center in New York City. 

The component staff gained two important insights from IMCR, 
which has successfully mediated large scale community conflicts, 
and from the unsuccessful mediation experience. First, the analysis 
necessary to resolve large scale disputes differs from that for 
smaller disputes. Considerable resources must be devoted to identi­
fying the basic disputant groups, working with group leaders, 
developing relevant facts, and ascertaining the probability of 
successful mediation for a range of possible outcomes. Second, the 
actual techniques employed during a small interpersonal mediation 
session appear to apply equally in mediating large scale community 
incidents once the basic issues and groups are identified. The 
appropriateness of accepting these types of cases by the Mediation 
Component in the future is currently under review. 
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The Mediation Component staff has identified several ways to 
enhance staff and mediator skills in the future. One potential 
improvement involves current efforts to refine procedures for 
assessing each mediator's performance and skill level after every 
mediation session. The mediators recognized the need for such an 
assessment and the practical limitations given the low frequency of 
contact between the individual mediators. The staff is also con­
cerned about the high cost of the training program. Each pomplete 
training session conducted by IMCR costs approximately $5,000. The 
former Mediation Director indicated that this cost could be reduced" 
by developing an internal capability which would use highly experi~ 
enced community mediators. IMCR would be used on a part-·time 
consulting basis. 

QUANTATIVE ANALYSIS 

During the preimplementation analysis, the evaluators and 
represen·tatives of the Urban Court Program developed basic evaluation 
criteria for the Mediation Component. Two main criteria were 
selected for use in the evaluation of the Mediation Component: 
program acceptance and utilization; and success of mediation effort. 
Based upon these criteria, several data elements were identified 
for use in assessing the success of the l) component against the 
criteria. Exhibit 11-3 identifies the criteria, the data to be 
collected, and references to the actual data collected. The fourth 
column, Measure of Success, indicates how the data would be inter­
preted to indicate successful impact by the Mediation Component. 

Exhibits 11-4 through 11-9 present the initial results of the 
!1ediation Component with respect to the evaluation criteria. The 
following paragraphs describe the results relative to the anticipated 
measure of success. 

Increase in Number of Cases 

The Case Referral Analysis, Exhibit 11-4, indicates that the 
Mediation Component received cases from all the sources of referr~l 
originally identified in the initial grant application. The total 
volume of 265 cases referred over ten months, however, is below 
the 400 cases originally projected. The Mediation Component started 
accepting referrals much later than originally anticipated although 
the 26.5 average monthly referral figure is approximately 20 percent 
below the projected rate of 33.3. Several reasons emerge for the 
lower referral volume. First, the necessary approvals have not 
been attained or procedures fully developed to increase the number 
of referrals from the Boston Police Department. The low number of" 
referrals from the Boston Police Department. and other agencies 
outside the criminal justice system support this conclusion. 
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Second, the number of cases referred directly from the Clerk's 
hearings has not achieved expectations. While the Clerk's referrals 
represent 43 percent of the total cases referred, it represents only 
7.0 percent of the total he~ring volume as indicated in Exhibit 11-5. 

Higher volumes may not significantly affect the level and 
quality of service. For example, during July 1976, the number of 
referred cases increased by 88 percent to 45 cases over the monthly 
average for the prior eight months. The increased caseload re­
sulted from an increase in the number of Clerk's hearing referrals. 
All of these cases were referred by the Assistant Clerk of Court so 
the mixture of incident types, relationship of the disputants and 
manner of referral may have varied. However, the rate of successful 
mediations dropped to only 70 percent during the month compared to 
76 percent for the prior eight months. The significant increase in 
caseload did not appear to affect the number of successful mediations. 

Change in Distribution of Case Referrals 

The original grant application anticipated that the Mediation 
Component would resolve a high percentage of potential criminal 
cases outside the judicial process. Exhibit 11-4 indicates that 
approximately half of all cases have been referred before the case 
became a criminal complaint while the remaining half were .referred 
by the judges or District Attorney's Office after a criminal com­
plaint had been issued. Exhibit 11-5 does not indicate any apparent 
trend in the percentage of cases referred to the Mediation Component 
by the Clerk in relation to total complaint applications. 

Although half of the cases referred to the Mediation Component 
entered the criminal process, this may not necessarily indicate 
that cases have not been adequately screened. The Mediation Component 
has demonstrated that there may be a direct correlation between the 
number of successful mediations and the point of referral. Approxi­
mately 76 percent of all mediated cases were resolved successfully. 
We were unable to document instances of disputants re-entering the 
criminal justice system for a subsequent or similar dispute as of 
October 1, 1976. Several individuals suggested that when cases are 
referred at arraignment, disputants recognize an incentive to 
successfully resolve the incident through mediation rather than by 
the judicial process. Accordingly, the objective of screening 
cases out of the judicial process may le~d to a decreased rate of 
dispute settlement. 

Reduction in the Number of Criminal Complaints Issued 

Exhibit 1I-7 presents the results of our analysis of disposi­
tions from the Clerk's hearings for September 1975 and September 
1976. The analysis cates that the Mediation Component had little 
effect on the distribution of case outcomes as indicated by the 
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percentages for Final Disposition Pending, ;Final Dispositions, and 
Insufficient Data. Only 1.3 percent of all he~rings resulted in a 
referral by the Clerk of Court to the Medi~tion Component. The 
distribution of Clerk's hearing dispositions was substantially un­
changed. The number of complaints issued for arraignment increased 
by 2.6% from 9.6% to 12.3% instead of decreasing. The number of 
cases denied, dismissed or settled by the Clerk, including cases 
successfully mediated decreased by 4.1% from 17.6% to 13.5%. 

Although these findings indicate that the Mediation Component. 
may have resulted in an increase rather than a decrease in the 
number of criminal complaints issued, several factors should be 
considered. First, September 1976 was preselected for the analysis, 
but,tu:ned out to be a month with a l~w rate of re~e:rals to the)} 
Medlatlon Component. Second, data WhlCh was classlfled as not

j
",5' 

complete may affect the small percentage differences noted abq~e. 
Finally, the successful settlement of disputes may be enhanced:;\.,Ey 
the threat of court action and may result in improved performance. 

Reduction in Rate of Return 

Exhibit II-4 indicates that 131 of the 172 cases mediated 
during the period reached final settlement. This ratio indicates 
that 76% of the mediated cases had not returned to the Court for 
further action. Approximately 16% of the mediated /j.isputes 
experienced some form of breakdown. Approximately 8% of the cases 
mediated did not reach settlement during the mediation process. 
Comparative data does not exist to determine the rate of successful 
settlement for the Clerk's hearings or cases which entered the 
criminal process. 

Increase in the use of Mediation Services 

The current model for mediation, in accordance with the 
original grant application, suggested that mediation would be 
more appropriate when the disputants were related or had formed 
a close interpersonal relationship. Exhibit II-8 classifies all 
cases by the nature of the incident or relationship of the disputants 
and source or referral. The exhibit. reinforces the fact that the 
Clerk of Court refers cases where there is a close interpersonal 
relationship. 

Exhibit II-9 suggests that the degree of the relationship is 
not a material factor except that there is a difference in the 
percentage of successfully mediated cases involving a landlord/ 
tenant relationship. This may result for two reasons. First, the 
interpersonal relationship is more formal and exi~ts through a con­
tractual relationship rather than through a£amily or personal 
relationship. Second, the relationship nas:a material basis and 
disputes are likely to involve Tent, property ownership, possession, 
physical facili ti.es, or other specific material factors. From this 
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observation, the Mediation Component may expect a decrease in the 
percentage of successfully mediated cases as ·the Mediation Component 
expands to include small claims and other incidents similar to land­
lord/tenant cases. 

Exhibit 11-8 indicates that police and other referrals repre­
sented approximately 8% of the total cases referred. However, 
these referrals were concentrated in the last five months of the 
analysis period and represented approximately 14% of the referrals 
during this period. Future increases may be experienced as these 
sources of referral are emphasized by the Mediation Component. 

Incre~se in the Use of Community Services 

The low number of referrals to the Mediation Component affected 
the referral rate for additional services. As indicated in Exhibit 
11-4, only 57 cases have required the delivery of social services 
by outside agencies. Although information was not provided to the 
evaluators on the number of service,referrals directly from the 
Clerk's hearings, it does not appear that the projected 800 service 
referrals has been reached during the initial year of operation. 

INTERVIEW RESULTS 

Criminal justice and community representatives were inter­
viewed during the preimplementation period (September 1975) and the 
postimplementation period (September 1976). The interviews were 
conducted to determine whether changes in attitude or perception 
had occurred after the Ul~ban Cour{: Program had been implemented. 
Although a structured ini:erview capable of tabulation was planned, 
most com...'1lunity and criminal justice personnel had insufficient 
knowledge of the Urban Court Program to respond to structured 
questions during the preimplementation interviews. Accordingly, a 
more open interview format was used. This format was continued 
during the postimplementation interviews. 

Appendix A presents the interview format and the individuals 
who were interviewed. The following paragraphs summarize the com­
ments, positive and negative, regarding the Mediation Component during 
both sets of interviews. Comments by all respondents or only one 
respondent are designated as such. Other comments are included for 
information, but do not represent a majority or minority opinion 
unless designated. The tabular summary at the end of the interview 
comments summarizes the perceived success of the three components 
relative to each other. 
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Criminal Justice Personnel 

Knowledge of Mediati.on Component 

During the preimp1ementation analysis, Dorchester District 
Court and criminal justice agency personnel who were interviewed 
indicated basic familiarity with the concepts and proposed opera­
tions of the Mediation Component. Knowledge ranged from very 
familiar for those involved in the initial planning process ta very 
little u;nderstanding of the Mediation Component. Generally, indivi­
duals below supervisory levels had limited knowledge of the antici­
pated operations, but did express some understanding of basic 
objectives. All individuals indicated that they expected to become 
more familiar with the Mediation Component when detailed plans were 
completed and implementation began. 

During the postimplementation interviews, District Court and 
criminal justice agency personnel responded that they were familiar 
with the operations of the Mediation Component. No individuals 
indicated that they had no knowledge of the Mediation Component. 

Anticipated Impact of The !-1ediation Componen~ 

During the preimplementation analysis, District Court and 
crirrlinal justice agency personnel anticipated that the Mediation 
Component could provide follow-up services for cases which need 
additional attention. Individuals familiar with the component 
agreed that the additional services which might be provided could be 
supplement the Clerk's Office by providing additional resources and 
time for each case. To be a viable concept, the mediators must be 
well-trained and skilled in dealing with family and perso~al problems. 
The anticipated follow-up and service referrals were regarded as a 
major need of the Court. 

The impact on the Court was anticipated to be nominal, although 
some cases might be removed from the criminal system. Since most 
cases which would be referred to the Mediation Component did not 
reach the criminal sessions due to the Cle~k's hearings, the Mediation 
Component should not dramatically affect the criminal complaint 
caseload. Two members of the Court thought that the Mediation 
Component would increase rather than decrease the number of complaints •. 
This effect was expected to result from an increase in the ove~a11 
use of the Court as a community resource and bring to the Court's 
attention a larger number of potentially crimina1,¢lisputes. All 
other individuals indicated that the number of complaints entering 
the Court should be reduced by the .Mediation Component. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the same individuals 
interviewed indicated that the Mediation Component had effectively 
resolved disputes. They believed that the Mediation Component 
provided a new, useful service by providing additional time per 
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case and increasing services available within the Court. The 
Mediation Component had successtully trained community representatives 
to mediate most disputes and, in mo'st cases, had achieved successful 
settlement. Most individuals agreed that the Mediation Component 
had not reduced the Court's caseload significantly or scxeened cases 
out of Court as originally planned. However, the Mediation Component 
had successfully reduced the number of trials and court staff hours 
devoted to, these case types. Contrary to original expectations, . 
the res,?ondents indicated that the number of complaints issuing 
froITI the~Clerk's hearings had increased rather than decreased, as 
a possible result of the Mediation Componen't. 

Impact on the community was not believed to be significant in 
terms of knowledge of the program or an increased use of the Court 
as a service resource. They did not believe that the community 
recognized the Court's role any differently than before implementation 
of the Mediation Component. Although most individuals believed that 
the Court's image might be altered in the future, they did not 
believe that the Mediation Component had been exposed to the community 
for enough time to achieve sufficient impact. 

Perceived Probability Of Success 

During the preimplementation interviews, the Mediation Component 
was perceived to be useful in providing services to individuals, 
but not having much impact on actual court operations. Most indivi­
duals interviewed suggested that success would depend upon the ability 
ot: the mediators and the quality of mediation training. All indivi­
d~~ls agreed that the Mediation Component must work closely with the 
Clerk's Office and demonstrate quality services on the initial cases. 
An adequate working relationship with the Clerk's Office was con­
sidered essential to success. 

During the postimplementation interviews, most individuals 
identified the Mediation Component as the most successful of the 
three components of the Urban Court Program. Reasons for the high 
ranking i:q~luded a perceived high rate of successful mediation, 
quality of <the training program and of the mediators, an identifi­
able new'service, and a good working relationship with the Clerk's 
Office. Individuals indicated that the objectives initially identi­
fied had been achieved with the exception of the anticipated volumes. 
They did not believe that as many cases had been referred to the Com­
ponent as might have been by the Clerk. 

Negative comments were limited to specific instances when 
mediation had not resulted in successful resolution. Two individuals 
questioned the lack of enforcement authority of the mediators, and 
that the process denied individuals the right to a court appearance. 
Accordingly, th~y contended that lasting resolution of the cases 
could not, be assured. 
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Individuals 'were asked durins both sets of interviews to rank 
the perceived success of the three components relative to each ot~er. 
The rankinss for both sets of interviews are summarized below. \' 

TABLE II-B 

• 
PERCEpTIONS OF THE MEDIATION COMPONENT 

BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

'j 

~' Highest Average 

Pre implementation (10/75) 2 4 

Postimplementation (9/76) 13 1 

Community Members 

Knowledge of the Mediation Component 

Lowest 

3 

o 

No 
Opinion 

6 

1 

During the preimplementation inter\Tiews, community members 
expressed general knowledge of the Mediation Component's objectives. 
Most individuals interviewed had some prior exposure to the Urban 
Court Program through either court or community based organizations 
and some had been in contact with the Urban Court Program during 
the initial planning stages. All individuals were able to describe 
the basic objectives but were not as able to describe the proposed 
procedures or specific results anticipated from t,he Mediation Com-
ponent. "I 

The same community members were interviewed during the post­
implementation review. All individuals were able to describe the 
goals, objectives, and actual operations of the Mediation Component 
in greater detail than prior to implementation largely due to 
continued involvement or interest in the Urban Court Program. Most 
individuals were able to describe the Mediation Component's strengths 
and weaknesses in a fairly informed manner. However, they did not 
pelieve ~that the Urban Court Program had sufficiently described the 
Mediation Component to the general. community. Public exposure,was 
bel:i\eved to be limited to those either working with the Mediation 
Component or those who had been referred as clients. Therespondents 
did not believe that many community members were aware of the objec~ 
tives and basic operations of the Mediation Component. 

Anticipa·ted Impact of Mediation Component 

During the preimplementation interviews, the community members 
viewed the Mediation Component as a means of providing the, Court 
with an alternative resource to deal with an alleged criminal 
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offense which may only be a symptom of other problems. Most 
respondents indicated that the Mediation Component would provide 
the Court access to, and allow for, more effective use of community 
resources to solve personal and community based problems. Most 
individuals also believed the Mediation.Component would favorably 
affect the Court by reducing the burden of difficult cases and by 
enabling judges to concentrate on more serious matters. The ultimate 
impact on the Court would depend upon the quality and the ability of 
the community mediators. 

T~e Med~ation Component was exp~cted to.i~~act the communi~y 
by demo~stratlng the Court's concern ln noncrlmlnal matters. ThlS 
concern would be demonstrated by providing additional services 
through an out-of-court process d8signed to reo.ue;e the level of 
tension between the disputants. Some respondents noted that the 
mediators would express to the disputants the views and attitudes 
of the community regarding the dispute which would encourage 
settlement. One community member expressed the opinion that in 
addition to providing a valuable new resource, that the Mediation 
Component would also serve as a model to neighborhoods and the 
community for the resolution of conflicts and the reduction of 
tension. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the same individuals 
described the Mediation Component as having the most significant 
impact on the Court of the three components. Reasons for the 
positive support for the Mediation Component included the provi.sions 
of a needed service, improved attitudes by Court staff and a perceived 
reduction in the amount of time which judges must spend on disputed 
cases. Although most of the community representatives had not 
participated in mediation sessions, they expressed positive support 
for the quality of service provided by the mediators and staff. 
However, the majority of individuals expressed some concern for the 
low volume of cases. They suggested that the Mediation Component 
should be able to accept more referrals than recently referred for 
mediation. 

The impact on the community was less clear. The Mediation 
Component did provide useful services, but the community had not 
been adequately notified of the availability of mediation or other 
service~. Most individuals suggested that additional attention to 
public relations could extend the exposure to the community, but 
did not offer specific methods to achieve improved awareness. They 
also believed that continued success of the Mediation Component 
could eventually result in a change in the Court's image but due to 
the limited exposure to date, did not believe that a widespread 
cha~se in corrurLUI11. ty attitudes could be expected. 
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Perceived Probability of Success 

During the preimplementation interviews, the Mediation 
Component was perceived to be the most. viable of t.he three com­
ponents. The high expectation resulted from the ability of the 
Mediation Component to satisfy an"immediate community need. Addi­
tional strengths included the positive effects of community invol:ve­
ment on the Court, the potential to remov~ disputants from the 
Court, and the potential to uncover and address personal problems. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the same individuals 
continued to rank the Mediation Component as the most successtul 

':'1 and useful of the three components. Basic re.asons for success 
during the first yea.r of operation continued to be the informality 
of the process which reduced thie tensions among the disputants. 
Many believed that the use of community members in the mediation 
process enabled discussion of basic problems which could not be 
achieved within the Court. Some also indicated that the Mediation 
Component had the highest visibility within the Court. and community, 
which reflected positively on the entire Urban Court Program. 
Respondents generally agreed that the Mediation Component. provided 
a valuable resource to the Court and community which had not existed 
previously. 

Negative comments concerned the low volume of cases, inability 
to effectively deal with certain types of problems, and the need for 
longer follow-up periods. One individual sugge.s·ted that the process 
may be too informal and that a mechanism of mediator peer review 
should be established. Although the need for continuation was 
generally agreed upon, several members did not believe that tpe 
initial success could be continued if t.he Court:\3.ssumed responsi­
bility for supervision of the Mediation Component in the future. 

Individuals were asked during both sets of interviews to rank 
the perceived success of the three components relative to ea.ch 
other. Two communi·ty members were not available during the second 
interviews and have not been included in the summary. The rankings 
for bo·th sets of interviews are summarized below: 

TABLE II-C 

PERCEPTIONS OF rHE MEDIATION COMPONENT 
BY COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES 

Highest Average Lowest 

Preimplementation 4 2 

Postimplementation 4 2 
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

The Mediation Component is regarded as the most successful of 
the three components. As indicated in Exhibit 11-10, the total 
allocated cost for the fiscal year ended April 30, 1976 was 
$125,600 or approximately $878 per case. Approximately $66,200, 
or 53% of the total allocated costs are direct costs, and $28,270 
or 23% are indirect costs. The' indirec)c costs exclude allocated 
burden costs which add $217 per case. Appendix B presents the 
methodology used to determine the costs contained in Exhibit 11-10. 

The late start-up accounts for the high cost. Referrals were 
accepted for approximately half of the initial year ended April 30, 
1976 and the 143 cases, referred during this per.iod are well below 
the expected number of 600 cases. Accordingly, the cost estimates 
reflect the start-up expenses and the low volumes experienced 
during the initial year of operation. The first four months of the 
second fiscal year are also presented for comparative purposes. 
The cost per case has been reduced to $403 from $878 which more 
reasonably reflects the cost of continuing operations. 

The cost/benefit analysis for the Mediation Component relates 
the costs of the !1ediation Component to the estimated costs of 
court time devoted to cases referred to the Mediation Component. 
Dorchester District Court representatives estimated the direct per­
sonnel cost of an average arraignment to be approximately $60 per 
case, and an average trial to be approximately $110. Although 
these cost estimates are not the result of a detailed cost analysis 
of the Court's operations 1 they do provi,de a comparative base for 
the cost estimates of the Mediation Component. Future analysis 
should develop more refined estimates of actual court costs. 

Each successfully mediated case referred, prior to arraignment 
is estimated to save direct personnel cost of an arraignment and 
trial or approximately $170 per case. All other cases referred by 
the judges and/or District Attorney's Office save only the cost of 
a trial or $110 per case. Based upon these assumptions, the direct 
personnel cost theoretically avoided by the Court is $13,209 for ' 
the 97 cases mediated during the first fiscal year. Direct per­
sonnel costs incurred by the Mediation Component were $43,010 
including stipends for community mediators. The difference of 
$29,810 indicates that the Mediation Component offered no financial 
advantage during the first year although the level of service is 
not reflected in the cost cOmparisons. 

'1'he same analysis for the first four months of the second 
fiscal year indicates improved performance. The average cost per 
case through August 31, 1976 declined to $403. Direct costs were 
reduced by more than 50 percent from the prior year due to the 
increased volume in the second year and the avoidanpe of further 
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start-up expenses. With careful planning and management, this cost 
per case could be further reduced during the remainder of the 
fiscal year. 

Although the cost estimates for the Mediation Component and 
court costs have been compared, care should be exercised when 
interpreting the results. The implied savings are not avoidable 
costs and would not be eliminated by the Mediation Component. The 
time savings would be used in other activities by Court personnel. 
For example, the saving·s in judge's time resulting from successful 
mediation of disputes does not result in reduced expenditures for 
judges, but rather, the judges hear other types of cases. Accord­
ingly, the costs of the Mediation Component should be regarded as 
incremental costs to the Court which result in se,,:::.~)_ce improvements. 

We have estimated the range of future funding requirements 
for the Mediation Component in Exhibit II-II. These estimates 
reflect the observations of the evaluators and are intended to 
serve as alternatives to the current funding requirement. The 
current funding requirement is based upon the development and 
management of a new and innovative service to the Court. The 
alternatives are intended to provide estimates of the cost to 
maintain the Mediation Component as an ongoing service to £he 
Court at approximately the same service volume as current experi­
enced. Since the volume is less than originally expected and the 
requirements for start-up have passed, increased staff utilization 
and combined functions could result in low.er funding requirements 
for the future. 

The first alternative assumes that the Mediation Component 
remains separate from the Court and requires a separate operating 
facility. A caseload of 450 cases per year is assumed as a reason­
able expectation for service voI~lme. Staff and mediator training 
would be conducted internally. The position of Mediation Director 
is assumed to be vacant, with major responsibility for supervision 
assumed by the Senior Resource Coordinator. Only one Resource 
Coordinator is funded in addition to the Senior Resource Coordinator. 
The Mediation Component is assumed to be under the supervision of 
a Program Director with clerical staff which adds indirect personllel 
and operations costs. 

Exhibit II-II presents the estimate for this alternative 
under this maximum requirement. Direct personnel and operating 
costs are $49,000 which is less than the first year direct cost. 
Indirect costs and an assulued burden rate of 15. percent add an 
additional~$31,500. Total funding required under these assumptions 
would be $80,500 compared to the init1al cost. of $125,600 during 
the first year of operation. 

. .'" 
The second alternative reflects the E1stimated c6st of incor-

porating the Mediation Component into the operations of. the Dor­
chester District Court and does not require an additional facility. 
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The same caseload of 450 cases per year and an internal training 
program is assumed. The Mediation Component is assumed to be placed 
under the direction of the Court Services Division Director, with 
day-to-day supervision assumed by the Senior Resource Coordinator. 
The position of Resource Coordinator becomes a part-time position. 
The vacant position of Mediation Director is not filled, and the 
administrative and secretarial positions are shared with other 
functions. 

Exhibit II-Il presents the estimate for this alternative under 
the minimum requirement. Direct personnel and operat:Lng costs are 
$40,000. Indirect costs and an assumed burden rate of 15 percent 
add an additional $17,500. Total funding required under these 
assumptions would be $57,500 compared to the initial cost of 
$125,600 during the first year of operation. 

The alternatives are presented as two options which might be 
considered among others in formulating future funding requests ." 
Although the range of funding requirements presented for the 
alternatives does not constitute a recommendation by the evaluators, 
Urban Court Program and Court persontJ,'el should consider the costs 
of the Mediation Component as incremental costs of the Court budget 
in the future. 

SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS 

Th8 Mediation Component provided a useful, new service 
to the Court during the initial year of operation. 

Strengths: 

The Mediation Component's operation and staffing 
conform basically to the original funding proposal. 

Community representatives participate activtely 
and usefully in the mediation process. 

Approximately 76% of the disputes mediated appear 
to have been successfully resolved. 

Each successfully mediated case has reduced the 
number of trials and related court processing 
while providing additional service to the dis­
putants. 

The implementation approach has resulted in the 
development of a good relationship with the Court, 
development of a trained staff and community medi­
ators, and strong support' for the Mediation Component. 
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Problems: 

The initial estimates of the cost per case have 
decreased from $878 to $403 per case. 

The Hediation Component plans to expand services 
into direct police referrals, small claims cases, 
and nonsupport cases. 

The majority of Urban Court Program staff, Court 
staff, and community representatives believe that 
the Mediation Component provides impprtant support 0. 

services to the Court. 

i.\ 
i~ 

Referral volumes have not attained original ex-
pectations which has resulted in lower staff 
utilization and higher cost per case than anti­
cipated. 

Cases have not been screened out of the criminal 
process to the extent originally planned. 

Service referral volumes have not achieved the 
anticipated volumes. 

. " 
Additional utilization of community members 
could be achieved in areas of case ~anagement 
and client follow-up. ' 

The Mediation Component has not been suffici'ently' 
exposed to the community. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT 

(1 ) 

1 

MEDIATORS 
(33) 

" 
EXHIBIT 11-1 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

ORGANIZATION CHART 

COMPONENT 
DIRECTOR 

VACANT* 

SENlor'l RESOURCE 
COORDINATDR** 

(1) 

-II- Appoint~d Acting Director of UCP on 8/1/76 

** Appointed Acting Component Director of Mediation on 8/1/76 

\ 
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SECRETARY 
(1 ) 

. 
-, 

"I 

RESOURCE 
COORDINATOR 

(2) 

" 
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EXHIBIT 11-2 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

OPERATIONS FLOWCHART 

-

.. Judge: Trial, Dismiss, 
> CorHlnull. Etc. 

- - - - - -

Rt!mJOddli 
COflctorned of 
Mad, Se5.$iun 
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CRITERIA 

- Program Acceptance and 
Utilization 

- Success of Mediation Effort 

- - -

DATA 

- - -
EXHIBIT 11-3 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

QUANTATIVE MEASURES 

-

INFORMATION 

-.-

* Source of case referrals 
* Type of problem or potential 

criminal complaint 

Exhibits 11-4, 11-5 
Exhibits 11-6, 11-8 

* Rate of return for subsequent 
complaints 

* Number of criminal complaints 
issued 

* Number of criminal complaints 
issued 

- Number of referrals to community 
services 

- Rate of return for same or similar 
problem or potential criminal 
complaint 

- Exhibit 114 

Exhibit 11-7 

- Exhibit 1t-7 

• Exhibit 11-9 

- Data Not Available 

*Initial data to be collected before implementation 

- - - --

MEASURE OF SUCCESS 

- Increase in number of cases 
- Change in distribution of case 

referrals 

- Reduction in number of criminal 
complaints issued 

~ Reduction in rate of return for 
same or similar problem or 
potentjally criminal complaint 

- Increase in use of mediation 
services 

- Increase in use of community 
services 
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EXHIBIT 11-4 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM d 
MEDIATION COMPONENT c: 

0 
:J: 

CASE REFERRAL ANALYSIS ITI 

AS OF AUGUST 31.1976 ;u 
0 en, 
Jl)l", 

NOV. DEC. JAN. FEB. MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AiJG. TOTAL I/" 
0 

SOURCE OF CASES REFERRED 
P 

Clerk of Court Hearings 14 9 5 5 13 8 14 7 29 11 115 

Judges and District Attorneys* 16 19 11 12 15 13 10 11 12 10 129 

Boston Pol ice Department 2 1 3 6 

Other Sources of Referrals 1 2 1 4 3 4 15 

Total Cases Referred to Mediation Component 30 28 16 18 28 23 25 24 45 28 265 ~ 

ANAL YSIS OF CASE DISPOSITIONS 

H Withdrew Before Mediation 10 11 4 8 10 4 8 17 4 76 
H 
I 

In-Process of Mediation N 2 4 10 16 
0"\ 

Eil Mediated Cases 20 17 16 13 18 13 21 16 24 14 

Referred for Social Services Only 1 1 

ANALYSIS OF MEDIATED CASES 

No Settlement Agreement 1 1 2 2 1 6 1 <V 
Final Settlement Agreement 14 14 13 10 13 8 15 14 17 13 1~1) ! 

Breakdown 6 3 2 2 5 3 4 1 1 /-;~ ,27 
'-....-" 

REFERRALS TO SOCIAL SERVICES AGENCIES 

Number of Cases 6 8 5 12 5 2 9 4 3 3 57 

MEDIATION SESSIONS 

Number of Sessions 21 19 19 13 19 13 14 16 19 38 191 

*Includes assigned cases with criminal compla.ints authorized by the Clerk of Gourt resulting from Hearings 
\v./ , ,-,' 
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MONTH 

NOVEMBER 1975 

DECEMBER 

JANUARY 1976 
H 
H FEBRUARY 
I 

N 
-..J MARCH 

APRIL 

MAY 

JUNE 

JULY 

AUGUST 

TOTAL 

EXHIBIT 11-5 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

DIRECT REFERRALS TO MEDIATION 
.9.0MPONENT BY CLERK OF COURT 

CASES REFERRED 

APPLICATIONS DIRECTLY TO 

FOR MEDIATION BY 

HEARINGS CLERK OF COURT 

138 14 

81 9 

191 5 

174 5 

172 13 

166 8 

172 14 

190 7 

194 29 

165 11 

1,643 115 

!I 

PERCENTAGE OF 
CASES REFERRED 
TO APPLICATIONS 

9.9 

11.1 

2.6 

2.9 1\ 
;: 

; 

7.6 

4.8 

8.1 

3.7 

14.9 

6~7 
',) 

7.0% 

I'. 
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EXHIBIT 11-6 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

- - -

REFERRALS DIRECTLY TO MEDIATION COMPONENT 

FROM CLERK OF COURT BY OFFENSE TYPE 

(DECEMBER 1975 TO MARCH 1976) 

COMPLAINTS OR OFFENSE 

Assault, Battery, A & B/D.W., Kidnapping, Rape 
Etc. 

Larceny, Robberty, Forgery, Extortion, Receiving, 
B&E 

Accosting
f 

Harassing, Threats 

Non-Support, Illegitimacy, Child Neglect, 
Delinquent Child, Truancy, Desertion, 
Contributing to Delinquency 

Trespass, Destruction of Property, Arson 

Motor Vehicle. Dangerous Dog, Interference with 
Firefighter, Possession of Marijuana 
False Alarm, All Other Offenses 

ALL ALLEGED COMPLAINTS 

APPLICATIONS FOR DIRECT REFERRALS 
HEARINGS TO MEDIATION* 

257 10 

107 1 

77 8 

64 3 

99 2 

14 4 

618 28 

*The figures for mediation hearings were taken from Table F- Mediated Cases, of a research 
report entitled "Mediation - The First Hundred Cases," by Peter Chirivas (Director of Re­
search) and Susan Bulfinch (Research Associate). Included in Table Fare 84 cases referred 
to the Urban Court Program by the Clerk of Court or the DIstrict Attorney's office. The 28 
cases above represent only those cases directly by the Clerk to the Mediation component~ 
This figure is then related to the total number of case!! heard by the Clerk during the period of 
December 1975 to March 1976. ' 

- - - -

PERCENTAGE OF CASES 
REFERRED TO APPLICATWNS 

3.9% 

0.9% 

10.4% 

4.7% 

2.0% 

28.6% 

4.5% 
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DISPOSITIONS 

FINAL DISPOSITION PENDING 

• One or both parties are.absent, summaries, 
ad warrants to appear 

• Parties present and case continued into next 
month for disposition 

FINAL DISPOSITIONS 

• Reff;!rred directly to Mediation Com~orient 

• Denied, discussed, or settled by Clerk of Court * 

• Complaints issued for arraignment 

• Held without a finding 

INSUFFICIENT DATA FOR COMPLETE ANALYSIS 

TOTAL 

EXHIBIT 11·7 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

DISTRIBUTION OF DISPOSITIONS 

AT CLERK OF COURT 

35A HEARINGS 

SEPTEMBER 1976 
(310 HEARINGS) 

50.6% 

43.5% 

7.1% 

~7.4% 

1.3% 

13.5% 

12.3% 

10.3% 

12.0% 

100.0% 

*Including mediated cases returned by the Mediation Component 

SEPTEMBER 1975 

(296 HEARINGS) 

50.5% 

43.7% 

6.8% 

37,9% 

N/A 

17.6% 

9.7% 

10.6% 

'<21 
11.6% 

100.0% 
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NATURE OF 
DISPUTE OR 

RELATIONSHIP CLERK OF COURT 

OF DISPUTANTS HEARINGS 

FAMILY 62 

NEIGHBORS 21 

FRIENDS 13 

OTHER 9 

LANDLORD/TENANT 9 

SCHOOL 1 

TOTAL 115 

EXHI BIT 11- 8 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

NATURE OF DISPUTE BY 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL 

AS OF AUGUST 31,1976 

JUDGES AND 
DISTRICT 

ATTORNEY'S BOSTON PO LI CE 
CASESlt DEPARTMENT 

43 1 
25 4 
29 1 
19 
11 

2 

129 6 

. d Ith criminal complaints issued by the Clerk of the Court resulting from 35-A Hearings. ltlncludes arralgne cases v.. . q 

TOTAL CASES 
REFERRED BY 

OTHER SOURCES NATURE OF 
OF REFERRALS DISPUTE 

8 114 
4 54 

43 
28 

2 22 
1 4 ' 

15 265 

PERCENT 

43% 
20% 

2% 
8% 

16% 
11% 

100% 
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c 
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:::0 
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NATURE OF DISPUTE 
OR RELATIONSHIP WITHDREW BEFORE 

OF DISPUTANTS MEDIATION 

NUMBER PERCENTAGE 

FAMILY 30 26% 
H 
H NEIGHBORS 18 33% 
I 

SCHOOL 1 25% w 
f-' 

LANDLORD/TENANT 9 41% 

FRIENDS 11 26% 

OTHER 7 25% 

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
CASES REFERRED 76 29% 

EXHIBIT 11·9 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT· 

NATURE OF DISPUTE 

BY CASE DISPOSITION 

(AS OF AUGUST 31, 1976) 

IN PROCESS MEDIATED 
OF MEDIATION CASES 

NUMBER PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAGE 

7 6% 76 67% 

2% 35 65% 

3 75% 

1 4% 12 55% 

6 13% 26 61% 

1 4% 20 71% 

16 6% / 172 65% 

I') . 

REFERRED FOR 
SERVICES ONLY TOTAL 

~~'" -
NUMBER PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAG 

1 1% 114 100% 

54 100% 

4 100% 

22 100% 

43 100% 

28 100% 

265 100% 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Allocated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Allocated Cost/Case 

EXHIBIT 11·10 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

Actual Cost Experience 

Fiscal Year 01 (5/1/75 to 4/30/76) 
(Twelve months ended 4/30/76) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL -
$ 43,010 $ 23,190 $ 66,200 

19,980 8,290 ~8t.270 

$ 62,990 $ 31,480 $ 94,470 
31,130 

$125,600 --------------

143 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 301 $ 162 $ 463 
140 58 198 

$ 441 $ 220 $ 661 
217 

$ 878 
======= 

Fiscal Year 02 (5/1/76 to 4/30/77) 
(Four months ended 8/31/76) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 24,340 
9,260 

$ 33,600 

PERSONNEL 

$ 199 
76 

$ 275 

$ 1,920 
3,580 

$ 5,500 

122 CASES 

OPERATIONS 

$ 16 
29 

$ 45 

$26,260 
12,840 

$39,100 
10,120 

$49,220 
==:==== 

TOTAL 

$ 215 
105 

$ 320 
83 

$ 403 
======== 

~" financial data was provide" by UCP and is presented without audit. Appendix B contains an explanation of the methodology. 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES -
Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated CostiCase 

E EXHIBIT, 11-11 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
MEDIATION COMPONENT 

Estimated Funding Requirement 

MAXIMUM REQUIREMENT 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$44,000 $ 5,000 $ 49,000 
10,000 11,000 21,000 

$54,000 $ 16,000 $ 70,000 
10,500 

$ 80,500 
======~";, 

450 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 98 $ 11 $ 109 
22 25 47 

$ 120 $ 36 $ 156 
23 

-,-

$ 179 
======= 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 36,000 
10,000 

$ 46,000r:c 

$ 4,000 
.0-

$ 4,000 

450 CASES 

$ 40,000 

~~ 
$ 50,000 

7,500 

$ 57,500 
=====:: 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 80 $ 9 
22 -0-

$ 102 $ 9 

$ 89 
22 

$111 
'17 

$128, 
======= 

All financial data was provided by UCP and is presented without audit. Appendi~ Bcontains an explanation of the methodology. 

I' 

-I o 
c: 
(") 
:z: 
fT1 

::0 
o 
,~ 

R<> 
(") 

P 



:1 
'I 
'I 

I "I 

'I 
jl?: 

:1 
I 
'il 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1:1 

I 
I 

_,f'-"\ 

\;I:,J 
'~,. 

I, 

< n 
'-I 
-CI) 

~~ 
C)-I 
0-
3: 0 
.,,2 
0= 
2-
m 
2 
-I 



} (~I 

I TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 
.. ,,\~/.~ 

I 
I 

0 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~:) 

I SECTION III 

I VICTIM COMPONENT 

I 

\1 , 

\: 
~ 
II 
II ''':'''-5 L_'" 

I 
,i'; 

I, " 
" 

I .... 

I: 
~ .J 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

: :,1 
{'"\ 

":.-

II 
~" :::;:, 

TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

\ ) 

SECTION III 

VICTIM COMPONENT 

BACKGROUND 

The Victim Component was developed to provide essential 
support and services to the victims of crime. Public criticism of 
the criminal justice system for its neglect of those most directly 
affected by criminal activity has continued to increase. The 
courts and other agencies have directed their manpower, equipment 
and financial resources toward the offender and excluded the victim 
from receiving adequate consideration in the criminal justice 
process. As offender rights, offender rehabilitation and offender 
recidivism received increased attention, representatives of the 
criminal justice agencies and the community began to ask whether 
victims should not also be included' in the new programs and services. 
Existing efforts to serve victims were characterized by a lack of 
clearly defined service needs, insufficient funds, and questions of 
responsibility. 

Several studies have attempted to determine the victims of 
crime. Many studies report that the victims of criminal activity 
are often those least able to overcome acts of physical,', emotional 
or economic loss such as the poor, the elderly, and the disabled. 
Since many of these victims are unable to recover from the hard­
ships of crime, extended services may be essential. The criminal 
justice system, although aware of the victim's circulnstances, has 
reacted to increas:h:\~g crime rates by more efficiently and humanly 
processing offenders. Although apprehension C',nd conviction of 
offenders may prevent others from becoming potential crime victims, 
the actual victims may never be adequately served. 

The criminal justice process itself imposes additional hard­
ships on victims w~ich compounds the initial consequences of the 
crime. Victims may be required to participate in the criminal 
justice process which is complex, confusing and inefficient. Lost 
wages, endless trips to court, needless delays, and intimidation 
may be the victim's only reward for participating in the prosecution 
of his alleged offender. In many cases, the system may inconvenience 
the vic·tim more than the offender. The lack of attention shown to 
victims may be observed in many large and busy courts. 

The Victim Component of the Urban Court Program attempts to 
correct the injustices of the criminal justice system as it treats '. 
victims. The Victim Component is divided into two units in order 
to address two basic victim needs. The District Attorney's Unit 
(DA Unit) was developed jointly by the District Attorney and the 
Urban Court Program to aid in case prosecution ,by providing initial 

III-1 
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contact, identifying service needs, and orienting the victim to the 
criminal justice system. The Urban Court Program Unit (UCP Unit) 
was developed to identify intensive victim service needs, to as,sist 
in obtaining the required services, and to provide for longer term 
contact with the victim. Where possible, the two units have been 
separated to distinguish their activities. Otherwise, references to 
the Victim Component refers to the activity of both units. 

The original funding proposal identified four major objectives. 
for the Victim Component: 

To orient the victim/witness to the criminal process, 
explaining why his appearance will be required and 
what he/she should expect in court; to schedule cases 
in conjunction, with the victim/witness in order that 
he/she be encouraged to testify; and to provide an 
initial diagnosis ·of service needs. 

To ameliorate the pain and loss suffered by victims 
of crime by providing limited requisite social servJces. 

To develop a data base with information on. the 
victims of crime in an urban area, the loss they 
sustain as g result of the'crime, the resources they 
have available to counteract the effect of crime, and 
their need for additional resources. 

To demonstrate to the community that the criminal 
justice system is interested in the needs of the 
victim. _._ 

The Victim Component expected to accomplish several specific 
results within the initial period of operation as stated i~ the 
original proposal: 

The establishment of a comprehensive capacity to 
provide aid and information to victims through 
a two-pronged approach inVOlving the DA and UCP 
Units. 

The development of the most effective initial 
contact methods which will insure increased 

() cooperation on the part of victim/witnesses. 

The development of a resource inventory and identi­
fying services and agencies whi.ch can provide assis­
tance:.,"tcf victims. 

Actual service delivery to approximately'lOO-150-
victims per month. 

A preliminary study of victims in Dorchester, 
identifying them in demographic terms and docu­
menting their needs,available resources, and 

111-2 
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potential for participation in the sentencing process. 

A plan for a comprehensive Victim Service Program, 
incorporating the results of the study and reflecting 
the experience of the pilot project. 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S UNIT 

OPERATIONS 

Overview 

The DA Unit assists victims in case-related activities such as 
I', 

explainint:J the criminal justice system, identifying and arranging 
for immediate service needs, and coordinating the case with the victim. 
Cases enter the DA Units from three sources: the Clerk of Court hear­
ings, Boston Police Department, and self-referred clients. All cases 
are processed administratively and 'screened by an Assistant District 
Attorney and a Victim Specialist who work as a team to interview the 
victim and witnesses. The interviews may be conducted jointly or 
separately. This approach provides for continuity of services and 
coordinated case follow-up while the case is active. Administrative 
processing is completed during the interview by completing intake 
forms which are maintained in a case jacket. 

The screening process is designed to streamline case management. 
The Assistant District Attorney screens cases to identify those which 
should not be prosecuted because the case is inappropriate or the 
evidence is insufficient. The Victim Specialist works with the 
Assistant District .Attorney in obtaining the background of the case 
and facts of the incident. The Victim Specialist also provides ser­
vices in order to assist in improving case processing through the 
criminal justice system and to increase -the level of services. For 
each case, the Victim Specialist performs the following tasks as 
appropriate: 

Orients the victim/witness to the criminal justice 
system and to the Dorchester District Court. 

Provides information as the case proqresses throuqh 
th~ criminal justice system. 

' .. 

Determines service needs of the victim/witness and 
delivers the service or refers the individual. to an 
appropriate agency. 

Escorts the victim/witness to Court as necessary to 
provide support or act as an advocate for the indi­
vidual. 

111-3 
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Assures that services are provided after referral, 
and that evidence and information is accurately 
processed, including documentation of restitution 
or the :r:eturn of released evidence. 

A number of cases which are screened are referred to the 
Mediation Component before or following arraignment. The staff 
also makes referrals to the UCP Unit and other outside agencies ." 

(~' , 

Organization and Staffing 

The organization structure of the Dri Unit is presented in 
Exhibit III-I. The organization and staffing of ,the DA Unit ''conform 
to the original funding proposal. 

The current staffing and major responsibilities for each 
position are summarized below: 

Senior Victim Specialist (1) - exercises general 
responsibility for planning and management of 
the DA Unit operations and staff; supervises the 
maintenance of all case jackets; asesses the types 
and levels of services offered~ and makes~' modifi­
cations as necessary; and coordinates the acti­
vities of_ the DA Unit with the Supervising District 
Court Pro~ecutor and Chief Court Liaison. 

Victim Specialists (2) - works with the Assis­
tant District Attorneys to gather case back­
ground; maintains case jackets; orients the 
victim/witness to the criminal justice system; 
assesses the immediate needs of the victim/ 
witness; delivers appropriate services and makes 
referrals as necessary. 

'row positions were restaffed between October .,19 7 5 and Septem­
ber 1976. One Victim Specialist became an Adminis'trative Assistant 
in the District Attorney's Office. The second ViC,tim Specialist 
was assigned to an Intake Screening Project at the Boston Municipal 
Court. Both Victim Specialists positions were filled in September 

, 1976. 

The UCP Unit provides Victim Adies to the DA Unit ona regular 
basis. Victim Aides perform a wide variety of tasks to assist the 
Victim "Specialists by performing routine clerical tasks and other 
activities related to case preparation, manag~ment, arid service" 
delivery. 
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Signif·icant Implementation Effort 

The Senior Victim Specialist focused initial efforts 
developing a fully operational DA Unit in September 1975. 
implementation planning continued until November 1976 when 
first clients were accepted by the DA Unit. Prior to this 
the Senior Victim Specialist: 

Defined functional responsibilities within the 
DA. Unit. 

Established relationships with personnel and offi­
cers with whom the staff would work directly. 

Selected, hired, and trained the staff. 

Developed specific referral sources, finalized 
mechanisms for identifying potential clients, 
and established procedures to transfer cases 
from the referral sources to the DA Unit. 

Developed specific procedures, forms and methods 
for processing each case. 

on 
Detailed 
the 
date, 

'1'he current flow of cases is outlined in Exhibit 111-2, which 
presents a. flowchart for the DA Unit. 

Future Emphasis 

The Senior Victim Specialist is currently engaged in ;everal 
activities which should improve the operation and manageme'nt of the 
DA Unit. An information system is being designed and implemented 
to provide information for a variety of uses: 

Improve management understanding of the process by 
reporting data which represents the flow of cases 
and other operating data. 

Provide measures of the results of screening and 
victim services on the client and eventual outcome 
of the case. 

A second activity has been initiated to extend the Screening Project 
to the Boston Municipal Court. A Victim Specialist was transferred 
to provide the same services and to perform similar functions as the 
Victim Specialists in the DA Unit at the Dorchester District Court. 
The new position at the Boston Municipal Court is not part of the 
Urban Court Program and is not funded from the Urban Court Program 
grant~Other activities will be initiated to 1mprove the in-service. 
training and continuing education of the DA unit staff, and the 
expanded use of volunteer students to support the operation of the 
DA Unit. 
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QUANTATlVE ANALYSIS 

During the preimplementation' analysis, the independent eva,lua­
tors and representatives of the Urban Court Program developed basic 
evaluation criteria for the Victim Component. Three maip criteria 
were selected for use in the evaluation 'of both the DA and UCP 
Units: program acceptance a::ld utilization; impact on the efficiency 
of the Court and District Attorney's Office; and level cif service 
available to victims. Exhibit III-3 identifies the criteria, the 
data to be collected, and references to the actual data collected. 
The fourth column, Measures of Success, indicates how the data 
would be interpreted to indicate successful impact by tWe Victim 
Services Project. The following paragraphs describe the results 
relative to the anticipated measure of Success by each unit. 

During the preimplementation period and after the DA Unit 
became operational, limited information was available for use in 
the analysis. The scope of information available was not as exten­
sive as originally anticipated. At the time of the final review, 
the following data was available from the D1\ Unit reportS: 

Social service referrals made by the DA Unit to 
outside agencies including the UCP Unit. and the 
other two Urban Court Program components. Data 
reported includes: 

. 
I 

Case number 
Charge 
Serv;ice need 
Referral agency 
Follow-up 

Monthly report of cases processed through the DA 
Unit. Data reported includes: 

Charge 
Number of cases during month 
NUlTJJer of cases . for . year=to=date 

Based on these limited reports and interviews with the DA Unit 
staff, we were able to perform the following analysis. 

Increase in Number e>f Referrals 

Every case which is screened by the District Attorney's Office 
is processed by the DA Unit. Where there is an identifiable victifm, 
services are offered as appropria;t7. The number of referrals to 
the DA Unit is represented by the"-riumber of cases screened by the 
District Attorney's Office. ~ 
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" 

In the first year of operation, the DA Unit processed 873 cases 
during the 5.5 months of actual,operntion. This represents an average 
of l58 cases per month or five percent above the anticipated volume. 
Based on statistics maintained for the first two months of operation, 
each case involved approximately two clients as a victim or witness. 

/1 

The majority of cases processed are initiated by the police and ~ 
involve a poliqe officer as-~lent~ne-senfOJr'victlrn specialist~ 
ifiaicated that only one in 50 cases may involve a civilian witness 
other than the victim or a police officer. 

During the first four months of the second fiscal year, May 
through August 1976, the DA Unit processed approximately 247 cas.es 
per month. This volume is substantially higher than the volume ori­
ginally anticipated of 150 cases per month. Although the high utili­
zation of the DA Unit is apparent, care should be exercised in inter­
preting the resultS. Current procedures include all District Attorney 
cases in the number of referrals to the DA unit, not just those in 
need of victim services. Accordingly, the number of referrals appears 
to have increased since initial implementation but cannot be assured 
due to the current data collection methodology. 

Decrease in Cases Continued 

1; The Victim Component originally anticipated that improved 
ii services to victims would impact the Court 's operation by reducing 
I: the continuance rate through improved participation of victims and 
witnesses in the case. The continuance rate at the Court has been 
reduced during the period of the evaluation. !he DA u.ni.t has con- ~ 
t:E,ibu ted to th.e.-O::v..e};al.l-J;eduG:t;-iGn--e.f-GQ.n.tin:uanc.es~,_bJ.t.t-insQj f ic ien t V 
aata exists to determine th.<:L.E!:q.EQ...tiiQ.U_c;1uJLj:.~£A Ul!!..1;. Most of 
tl1e"reaUct'15K""'''is--dl:i'e''t'QSPecific actions taken by th6'C"ourt and the 
jUcfg~s.~ ...... ,~6..w.<iY~~-,.~.f11~":GQi:1.Ef:i:l;u!1:;tS?:rr::Ry.:~eac~=-1nalvyailaT-f~tcto:rcannot 
be 'oetermin.e.d... - ,,······-·_,~._,Q_~"_._ .. """'·.w,.~ 

.,'lI,uf::-'
O

r.It' "U~'-'''';)''''''' -'" , .~~ ..... . ~",,·_ •. n -

Decrease in the Number of Cases Not Prosecuted, 
Capiases, and No Shows 

The District Attorney's office does not routinely repo~t 
information from which an evaluation of these factors could be 
determined. The DA Unit also did not expand the scope of information 
collected to permit assessment of these factors. Accordingly, the 
impact of the DA Unit on these factors cannot be determined. 

Increase in the 'Number and Types of Direct Services Provided 

The DA Unit is a court oriented service unit. Basic services 
are offered to orient the client to the criminal justice system and 
determine service needs. In this regard, types of services offered 
by the DA Unit have remained constant while the number of services 
appears to have increased with the overall caseload of the Court. 
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Each of the civil:~.an victims/witnesses received minimum services 
from the Victim Specialists which included: 

Determination of background and facts necessary to 
screen the case. 

Orie:r;ltation of the client to the criminal justice 
system and procedures of the Dorchester District 
Court. 

Asssessment of additional service needs which could 
be met by the Victim Specialist or by referral to 
another agency including a prog~;m component. 

Provision of service as an escort during the arraign­
ment proceedings as necessary. 

Aside from these basic services, it was observed that the 
small staff and large caseload limit the number and types of services 
which can be made available to each case. At an assumed average of 
200 cases per month over 20 work days and a staff of 2.5 people 
working eight hours per day, an average of .-only two hours can be 
spent in total on anyone case including administration, time spent 
waiting with the victim, e'tc. 

Increase in Number and Type of Community Services utilized 

Services which could not be .provided by the DA Unit were 
referred to other agencies. Approximately 15 percent of the cases 
required referrals. For the 135 service referrals made o,1.ltside the 
DA Unit, 99 referrals wene made to the UCP Unit during the first . 
fiscal year ended April 30, 1976. For the first four months of the 
second fiscal year, May through August 1976, the number of cases 
referred to outside agencies decreased to 11 percent, or 107 cases. 

During the period, the proportion of cases referred to outside 
agencies remained approximately constant at 10 percent of the total 
cases. How~ver, the referral rate to the" UCP<Unit by the DA Unit 
increaSed by 15 percent. in re).atiori Eo Olii:sideagency-referral-s;­
Continued increa,se in the referral rate is expected between these 
two victim units.,·, 

INTERVIEW RESULTS 

During the preimplementation period interviewees generally had 
insufficient knowledge to distinguish between the planned activities 
of the two victim units. Interviews with criminal justice and com~ 
munity representative,s did not specifically attempt' to distinguish 
between theVtwo uni~' activities. 
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During the postimplementation interviews, most community 
representatives and a few criminal justice representativ-es still 
experienced some difficulty in distinguishing the differences between 
the two units. The interview results are presented after the UCP 
Unit in this section. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

During the first f~sca1: year, operation of the DA Unit was 
·the least expellsive of the two units. As indicated in Exhibit III-4 
the total allocated cost for the first fiscal year ended April 30, 
1976 was $30,500. Of the total allocated cost, $21,700 or 71 percent 
are direct costs, and $4,080 or 13 percent are indirect costs. 

The relatively low cost of operation is attributed to the low 
direct expenses. Only three full-time positions were funded and 
these were not filled during the entire period between start-up and 
the end of the first fiscal year. The low cost, combined with the 
high number of 873 cases, results in a cost per case of $35 during 
the first fiscal year. 

Also presented in Exhibit III-4, is the allocated actual cost 
experience for the first four months ended August 31, 1976 of the 
second fiscal year. The DA Unit is estimated to experience an allo­
cated cost of approximately $77,500 during the second fiscal year, 
compared to $30,500 during the first fiscal year. The primary cost 
difference is attributed to additions to personnel, .and all positions 
are expected to be filled during the entire year. 

The cost of providing services to victims represents an incre­
mental cost. Direct time savings of Court staff which result from 
the impact of the DA Unit does pot result in a direct reduction of 
expenditures for the Court. The time savings are used in other acti­
vities. It does not appear that operation of the DA Unit has directly 
resulted in quantifiable tilne savings or direct financial benefits to 
the Court. 

For example, the DA Unit has contributed to the overall reduc­
tion of continuances in the Dorchester Court. However, other actions 
have been taken by the judges, Court staff and the District Attorney's 
office which also affect the reduction in the continuance rate. No 
data exists to determine the proportion of the continuance rate 
reduction which can be attributed to the DA Unit. 

The services provided by the DA Unit represent services which 
have not been provided to victims in the past. Explanation of the 
criminal justice system, service needs assessment, victim repre­
sentation, and other victim services represent new attention 
directed to victims at additional cost to the Court. Any signi­
ficant benefits of these services only indirectly affect the Court, 
but directly affect the victim. Most of these benefits to victims 
cannot be quantified in financial terms without extensive research. 
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However t the criminal justice system spends hundreds of dollars 
per offender for apprehension, prosecution, conviction .and rehabilita­
tion. Very little attention and financial resources have been direc­
ted to the other half of the crime, the victim. Although the cost/ 

.benefit analysis must be subjective, cost per client served by the 
DA Unit does not appear excessive compared to the need for services 
to crime victions. 

We have estimated the range of future funding requirements for, 
the DA Unit in Exhibit 111-5. These estimates reflect' the observa­
tions of the evaluators and are intended to serve as alternatives to 
the current funding requirements. 

The first alternative presented assumes that the DA Unit re­
mains separate from the 'Court and requires a separate operating 
facility. A caseload of 1,800 cases is assumed as a norma! volume. 
The DA Unit would be staffed at the same current level, except 
Victim Aides stipends are added as direct ~ersonnel costs. Di­
rect costs of $52,000 are less than the current annualized cost 
of $63,630 based on the firpt four months of the second fiscal 
year. Indirect costs are assumed to be included as burden, com­
puted at 15 percent of direct costs. Total cost is estimated, T.:lnder 
this alternative at $69,000 or $38 per case. 

The second alternative presented represents another possible 
funding requirement. The same assumptions are made as for the 
max~mum requirements except that the responsibilities of the 
Victim Aides are increased and olle of the two Victim Specialist 
positions is deleted. The total estimated cost under this require­
ment would be $46,000 or $26 per case. 

The alternatives are presented as two options which might be 
considered among others in formulating future funding requests. 
Although the ranges of funding .requirements presented for the alter';" 
natives do not represent a recommendution by the evaluators, Urban 
Court Program and Court personnel should consider the costs of the 
Disposition Component as incremental costs of the Court budge~'in 
the future. 

SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS 

The DA Unit has achieved its basic objectives of providing 
services to victims of· crime and improving victim partici­
pation in the Court process. 

DA Unit Strengths 

The· services provided by the DAUnit are directly 
rela ted to improving the particip:J.tion Of victims 
in the Court process. 

:. 
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Documentation of loss 
Explanation of Court process 
Coordination of schedules 
'I'ransportation 

Continuance rates have decreased in the Court by 
approximately 50 percent partially due to improved 
coordination with witnesses and victims as well as 
specific Court action. 

The working relationship with the UCP Unit has 
improved in the past six months. 

Cost per client served appear to be reasonable 
in relation to services provided. 

DAUnit Problems 

The separation of the two units continues to create 
coordination and serv~ce definition problems. 

Only 10 percent of the cases screened by the DA 
Unit are ref~rred to the UCP Component anq only 
15 percent are referred to other agencies. 

Actual service needs of the victims may not be 
as significant as originally anticipated. 

An adequate information system has not been 
developed or implemented which generates suffi­
cient data on a timely, accurate basis to effec­
tively evaluate the operation and performance of 
the DA Unit.' . 

Documentation of loss a~d transportation services 
frequently overlap between the UCP Unit and the 
DA Unit . 

Inadequate waiting facilities exist for witnesses 
.and victims. 

Court representatives believe that less attention 
should be directed to counseling and more ,attention 
directed toward case coordination. 
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URBAN COURT PROGRAM UNIT 

OPERATIONS 

Overview 

The UCP Unit identifies longer term service needs of vic~ims, 
-(~ 

initiates appropriate. referrals, and supports the DA Unit. It 
delivers the following services to clients referred ,by the~DA Unit: 

Emergency housing 

Training, employment and education 

Transportation 

CLlffie prevention 

Senior citizen assistance services 

Victims of Violent Crime Compensation Act 

Emergency client funds disbursePlents 

Language/interpretation 

Substa.nce abuse treatment 

The UCP Unit receives cases from sources other than the DA Unit: 

Self-referred clients. 

Clients identified by the Victim Advocates as a 
result of screening the Incident Reports at Dis­
trict Stations 3 and 11 of the Boston Police 
Department. 

Clients referred by a Judge who directs that cer­
tain services be provided. This may include victims , 
of juvenile crimes and individuals involved in Small 
Claims Court. 

Victims of cases referred to the Disposition Com­
ponent. 

'b 

All clients are administratively processed by the UCPUnit 
Secretary or Administrative Assistant and interviewed by .p.' Victim 
Advocate .. The client's needs for services or referral to outside 
community social or service agencies are identified. c::) 

(? 
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The Victim Advocate is responsible for assuring that services 
are delivered directly or by another agency. In addition to this 
follow-up, the Victim Advocate is responsible for preparing neces­
sary reports for the Court as well as escorting the victim or repre­
senting him as necessary at Court or before the Disposition Panel. 

Organization and Staffing 

The organization structure of the UCP Unit is presented in 
Exhibit 1II-6. The organization and staffing of the UCP unit con­
forms to the original funding proposa.l except that 23 community mem­
bers were added to the staff as Victim Aides on May 1, 1976. 

The current staffing and major responsibilities for the positions 
are summarized below: 

Victim Director (1) - exercises general responsi­
bility for planning and manag'ement of the UCP Unit 
operations and staff; assesses types and level of 
services offered; develops new service areas and 
required staffing resources; and coordinates acti­
vities with District Court, District Attorney's . 
staff, and the DA unit. 

Victim Advocates (2) - accepts clients and conducts 
intake interviews; assesses the victim/witness ser­
vie,,;>, needs resulting from the crime; develops and 
cooidinates the delivery of assessed and planned 
services; works with the Victim Aides, DA Unit, 
Disposition Component staff, and other agencies 
to deliver services; and prepares documentation 
and required reports. 

Victim Aides (13) - works with the Victim Advocates 
and Victim Specialists to expedite the flow of cases 
through both units; assists in the preparation and 
management of cases, the assessment of needs, and 
where possible, in the delivery of services to the 
victim/witness. 

Two positions were restaffed during the first year. In January 
1976, one of the Victim Advocates resigned. This position was filled 
in March 1976. The position of secretary was filled in .May 1:976 
after the prior secretary was promoted to Administra'tive Assista.nt 
to the Program Director. 

As outlined in the second year funding proposal, community mem~ 
bers became active participants in the Victim Component, with the 
creation of Victim Aide positions. On April 20, 1976, a two week 
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training program was initiated for 23 community members. Five 
training sessions were conducted and the Victim Aides began on May 
1, 1976. Thirteen Victim Aides remained active as of October 1, 
1976. Five community members became inactive for employment and 
education reasons. The remaining five community members ceased t6 
participate for personal or other unspecified reasons. 

The second year funding request proposed that the Victim 
Aides would perform three basic functions: 

Serve as a "friend" of ,the victim in Court and 
before the Disposition Panel., 

I; 

Transport and escort victim/witness to and from 
Court. 

Serve as "experts", in crime prevention. 

)) 

The Victim Director has determined that only the first function 
is appropriate for Victim Aides at this time. Several Victim Aides 
interviewed supported this view and expressed some dissatisfaction 
with their prior utilizatipn in administrative functions. Serving 
as a "friend" of the victim cprresponds more closely to the training 
received by the Victim Aides~ The assignment method is also being 
redefined for the Victim Aides. Instead of assigning Victim Aides, 
on a daily basis which results in "make work" activities, Victim I 

Aides will be assigned on a case basis. This should improve the 
continuity of service. 

The ;i:edefined responsibilities of the Victim Aides will 
stress support of the Victim Aovocates and Specialists during the 
assessment and victim representation activities. Primary responsi­
bility for the overall processing of each case and specific delivery 
and follow-up of services will remain with the AdvQcates and Special- I' 

ists. The Victim Director intends to reassess the performance of 
the Victim Aides and will request funds in the third year proposal 
only if the restructured function proves satisfactory. 

Significa.nt Implementation Effort 

The Victim Director was hired on October 15, 1975, and focused 
initially on efforts to develop 0, fully operational Unit. The 
detailed implementation pLanning continued until November 1976 when. 
the UCP Unit accepted its' first clients. Prior, to this date, the "-' 
following tasks were completed: 

The Victim Director defined function responsibili­
ties and services. 

Established relationships with personnel and offi .... 
cers wi thwhom the UCP unit would wo:):'k directly. 

III-14 

, 
" 



I 
~I 

I 
" 

I 
I 

. ' 

I, 

I' 
I 
I 
I 
I{) 

I' 
I 

"'I 
I 

'!) 

I 
"I 
I 

I' 

, 

TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

Participated in selecting and hiring members. 

Developed specific referral sources, finalized 
mechanisms for identifying potential clients, 
and established procedures to transfer cases 
from the referral sources. 

Developed specific procedures, forms and methods 
for processing each case. 

Coordinated the training of the staff. The specific 
training program was developed principally by the 
Senior Victim Specialist of the DA Unit and several 
members of the local criminal justice system . 

Developed community interest in the Victim Com­
ponent by working with media representatives and 
community members active in the area of criminal 
justice and social services. 

The implementation and operation of both units suffered from 
ineffective coordination between the two units. For example, the 
scope and level of services to be provided by each unit were ini­
tially not, explicitly defined and agreed upon. Consequently, the 
provision of some services such as orientation and transportation 
overlapped. Several factors contributed to this situation: 

Communications were hindered since the Victim 
Director reported to the Program Director while 
the Senior Victim Specialist reported to the 
Supervising Court Prosecutor. 

Physical separation of the staffs also contributed 
to the lack of adequate communications. Neither 
staff fully understcod the functions and operations 
of the other staff. Occasional misunderstand>ings 
and duplication reSUlted. 

Attempts were made to coordinate the activities of both units 
but the absence of a single individual with direct line authority 
over both units hindered the establishment o.f effective coordination. 
The two units can act unilaterally in the absence of a single deci-
sionmaking authority. ' 

The new Program Director has placed emphasis on improving the 
coordinat:ion between. the two units to eliminate the problems ini­
tially encounte~ed .. 

The current flow of cases is outlined in Exhibits 111-7 and 
III-8, ,which present a flowchart for the UCP Unit. 
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Future Emphasis 

The Victim Director of the UCP Unit has undertaken to redefine 
the purpose and to restructure the activities of the Victim Aides as 
previously discussed. A second major activity involves continued 
re-examination of the range and scope of services which should be 
provided by the UCP Unit consistent with the objectives, anticIpated 
benefits, and expected results. Part of this effort,'for example, 
involves an examination of the victim participation in the Disposi­
tion Panel. 

Significant improvements to the UCP unit's performance have 
occurred since initial implementation. Re-examination of the services 
and client groups resulted in a reduction of crime prevention activi­
ties and an increase in services has resulted in improved performance 
of the UCP Unit and improved attitudes by Court staff'. The Victim 
Director believes that additional improvements can be achieved. 

QUANTATIVE ANALYSIS 

During the preimplementation analysis, the indeperident eval'ua-
1i 

tors and representatives of the Urban Court Program developed basic 
evaluation criteria for the Victim Component. Three main criteria 
were selected for use in the evaluation of both the DA and UCPUnits: 
program acceptance and utilization; impact on the efficiency of the 
Court and District Attorney's Office; and level of service available 
to victims. Exhibit 111-3 identifies the criteria, the data to be 
collected, and references to the actual data collected. The fourth 
column, Measures of Success, indicates how the. data \<7ould be inter­
preted to indicate successful impact by the Victim Services Project. 
The following paragraphs describe the results relative to the anti­
cipated measure of success by each unit. 

The management information system of the UCP Unit has continued 
to evolve since the UCP Unit became operational~ The current report­
ing system appears'to produce timely, accurate reports. The data 
reported however, did not allow us to analyze all of the measures 
of success. However, the follqwing analysis was performed. 

Increase in Number 'of Referrals· 

The UCP Unit has developed initial contact methods including " 
several which were not anticIpated in the original proposal. As 
indicated in Exhibit III-9, the UCPUnit has developed sou~pe~ of 
client referral iIi addition.to the DA Unit. In 'addition .to the DA 
Unit, the primary sources of caSeS result from clients who are iden...;. 
tified as being the victims of offenses committed by juveniles. The 
staff identifies these victims by tracing records maintained by the 
Model Juvenile Probation Section back through court records. This 
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source of clients has developed since March 1976, and was not anti­
cipated in the qrant applications. These cases represent 30 percent 
of the total number of clients referred to the UCP Unit. 

The staff also accepts cases involving clients of crimes com­
mitted by offenders referred by the Court to the Disposition Component. 
The staff also serves as an advocate for the victim before the Dis­
position Panel if the client declines to participate directly in the 
process. Referrals from the DA Unit, Model Juvenile Probation Unit 
and Disposition Component represent 87 percent of all victims referred 
for services. 

Secondary sources of clients include clients who are self­
referred or referred by another agency. In addition, referrals are 
made directly by the police and developed by the staff after examina­
tion of Incident Reports. Finally, referrals are made directly by 
the Court to provide services to the Court and/or the victim. 

In the future, Court referrals will increase. The UCP Unit 
will be present at sessions of the Small Claims Court to provide 
assistance to both the Court and the disputants. This additional 
source of clients may offset the decline of total cases experienced 
in July and August. 

Increase in Number and Types of Direct Services Offered 

The number and types of services offered by the UCP Unit has 
continued to evolve since the UCP Unit became operational. The 
Victim Unit Director offered a wide range of services during the 
first fiscal year. Several of these services may not have been 
appropriate to the scope or objectives of the Urban Court Program. 
Other services began to draw the staff towards long-term commitments 
which may have affected their future capability by reducing their 
ongoing case service capacity. After some consideration, the UCP 
Unit has moved away from these services and continues to evaluate 
new services to determine if they are appropriate and if sufficient 
resources exist to provide these services. 

The number and types of services vary considerably. For the 
428 cases referred to the UCP Unit through August 30,' 1976.- there 
were 608 reported services provided to victims and witnesses. As 
indicated in Exhibit III~lO, these services are classified into 
four areas. The four basic areas of supportive services and descrip­
tions of the major services provided in each area are described 
below: 

Supportive Services to Court Process 

'l'ransportation - both Victim Aides and Victim 
Advocates are involved in the transportation 
of victims/witnesses to and from the Court. 
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Two community agencies provide transportation 
when all other resources are unavailable. 
Approximately 90 percent of all requests 
for transportation services are originated 
by the DA Unit. 

Court Escort - many victims are reluctant 
to appear in Court and testify for various 
reasons. Both the Victim. ?'-ddes and Advocates 
escort victims to Court and provide support 
to vict;Lms. 

Process Orientation - both Victim Aides and 
Advocates provide victims/witnesies wi~h an 
orientatio~ which provides information about 
the criminal justice system and procedures 
of the Dorchester District Court. The UCP 
unit has also prepared a booklet which pro­
vides similar information. 

Health Care Services 

Medical Services - contacts have been made with 
the various health clinics in the community to 
accept referrals. Although this service is not 
used as frequently as others it provides effec­
tive services to the clients referred. 

Counseling Services - the staff has established 
relations with different agencies within the 
community to service clients in need of counsel­
ing as a direct result of the crime. This service 
has proved valuable, especially when used in con­
junction with an evaluation conducted by the 
psychologist. Counseling agencies used specialize 
in substance abuse, psychiatric evaluation, and 
counseling such as family counseling~' 

Services for Fiscal Loss 

Compensation Under Victim of Violent ClSlme Act -
by statute the State has provided a fund whereby 
victims of violent crimes can be monetarily com­
pensated for losses. Victim Advopates offer 
assistance to victims in obtaining and completing 
the appropriate forms. 

Documentation of Losses for Restitution - the 
Court considers losses that a victim may incur 
as a result of criminal actions in establishing 
sentences. For all Juvenile cases, Victim Advo­
cates contact the appropriate victim to document; 
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losses for the Court. These losses are sup­
ported by estimates, receipts and insurance 
policies to assure accurate documentation. 

Emergency Funds - in emergency cases where 
victims are in need of immediate essential 
service! the Victim Advocates have at their 
disposal an emergency fund to be u.sed for such 
items as food, clothing, furniture and housing. 
This fund is generally used for families where 
their need for relocation resulted from an as­
sault on the wife and/or children by the husband. 

Services for Property Loss or Damage 

Security Analysis - the Victim Advocates are 
responsible for providing a security analysis 
of those homes where victims had been referred 
as a result of a theft or burglary. All burgla­
ries are referred to from the Model Juvenile 
Probation Unit, DA Unit and the Disposition Com­
ponent. The Victim Advocate is assigned to the 
case and a home visit is scheduled to perform 
the security analysis. On the day of the home 
visit, the Victim Advocate, accompanied by a 
Victim Aide, visits the home and examines locks, 
doors, windows, lighting conditions, etc., and 
make recommendations to the victims which will 
increase the security of their residence and 
property. 

Identiguard - this service is provided with 
security analysis as a second service offered 
in the securing of premises. Identiguard is 
the process by which all valuables in a home 
are marked with the homeowner security number 
using an electric pencil. Upon completion of 
this service, all items are listed on a form 
provided by the Boston Police Department. The 
form is then registered with the police. If a 
home is burglarized, the stolen property may 
be recovered and returned to the owper. 

': 

Emphasis on services associated with property loss or damage 
have been reduced. These services are more appropriately provided 
by other agencies rather than by the UCP Unit which is associated 
with the judicial process rather than law enforcement. 

lNTERVIEW RESULTS 

<) 
The interview 'results for the UCP Unit are presented at the 

end of this section .• 
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FINANCIAL. ANALYSIS 

Operation of the UCP unit was the more expensive of the two 
units during the first fiscal year ended April 30, 1976.As indi­
cated in Exhibit III-II, the total allocated cost was $101,850. 
Direct expenses amounted to $35,790 or 35 percent of the total 
allocated cost. 

Direct personnel costs were $24,670 which compares favorably 
with the corresponding cost for the DA Unit of $20,100. Operating 
costs associated with start-up of the UCP Unit in a renovated Ibca­
tion added $11,120 in direct expenses compared with $1,600 for the 
DA Unit which is located in the District Attorney's Office. 

Indirect costs of $38,600 are 38 percent of the total alloca.ted 
costs and represent a maj or expense ,of the UCP Uni't. The high 
indirect costs reflect the cost of start-up for the entire tLtban 
Court Program. 

The cost estimates for the first year of operation reflect the 
high start-up expenses. The first four months of the second fiscal 
year are also presented for comparative purposes. The cost per case 
has been reduced from $490 per case to $194, which more accurately 
reflects the cost of continuing operation for theUCP Unit. 

The services provided by the UCP Unit represent services which 
have not been provided to victims in the papt. providing supportive 
services, such as transportation, services for financial loss, ser­
vices for property loss or damage, and other services represent!}ew 
attention directed to victims at additional cost to the Court. Bene-' 
fits of most services provided by the UCP Unit directly affect the 
victims and only indirectly affect the Court. It does not appear 
that the UCP Unit has directly resul~ed in quantifiable financial 
benefits t.o the Court. 

We have estimated the range of .future funding requirements 
for the UCP Unit in Exhibit 111-12. These estimates reflect the 
observations of the evaluations and are intended to serve._ as alter-
na·tives to the current funding requirements. 

", 
The first alternative assullles the UCP Unit remains separate 

from the Court and requires a separate ope:rating facility. _ A case­
load of 750 cases per year is assumed as a normal volume.' 'Overall 
unit supervision wquld be the responsibility of the Program Director 
with day-to-day sup:ervision assumed by the Senior Victim Adv;qcate. 
The position of Unit Director would be eliminated.'" Community member 
participation by the Vj,,~tim Aides would be increased to inclu.de more 
responsibility for providing services to victims. ' 

il 

1f 'i 

Exhibit II1-l2 presents the estim~te~for this alternative~under 
the maximum requirement. Direct personnel]! and operating costs are 

(1 
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$43,000. The difference between this cost and the comparable cost 
of $35,790 for the first year is reflected in full-time staffing for 
the entire year, pay increases, and an increase in the involvement 
of of the Victim Aides. 

Indirect costs and an assumed burden of 15 percent add an 
additional $30,600. Total funding under these assumptions would 
be $73,600 compared to the initial cost of $101,850 during the first 
year of operation. 

The second alternative reflects the cost of incorporating the 
UCP unit into the operation of the Dorchester District Court and 
does require an additional facility. The UCP Unit would be super­
vised by the Senior Victim Advocate. Staffing remains the same 
except the Victim Advocate position is part-time and Victim Aides 
assume additional responsibilities for providing some services. 

Exhibit 111-12 presents the estimate for this alternative 
under the minimum requirement. Direct personnel and operating 
costs are $34,000. Indirect costs and an assumed burden rate of 
15 percent add an additional $16,600. Total funding under these 
assumptions would be $50,600 compared to the initial cost of 
$101,850 during the flrst year of operation. 

The alternatives are presented as two options which might be 
considered among others in formulating future funding requests. 
Although the ranges of funding requirements presented for the 
alternatives do not represent a recommendation by the evaluators, 
Urban Court Program and Court personnel should consider the costs 
of the Disposition Component as incremental costs of the Cour bud­
get in the future. 

SUMMARY OF OBSERVATIONS 

The UCP Unit has achieved its basic objectives of providing 
services to victims of crime, but requires further definition 
of services, client groups, and referral services. 

UCP Unit Strengths 

staff, Court staff, and comnunity representa­
tives indicated that the UCP Unit has improved 
its. service performance since initial implemen­
tation. 

Victim services is viewed as the largest poten­
tial benefit of the Urban Court Program, but 
explicitly defining the service needs of victims 
has been difficult. 
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Recent improvements include the use of community' 
members as Victim Aides. Services to victims of 
juvenile crimes and coordination with ·the Dispo-­
sition panel has increased from 0% to 40% of total 
cases in the past six months. 

Decreased emphasis has been placed on crime pre­
vention and longer term services to victims. 

UCP Unit Problems 

Clearly defined goals, objectives, and services 
have been complicated by: 

Difference in emphasis between the 
Court and UCP Unit. 

Separation of responsibilities between 
the DA Un.it and UCP Unit. 

Services to victims, other than financi.al, may 
not be as extensive as initially anticipated. 

Few Court and community representatives interviewed 
fully understood the function of the UCP Unit. 

Court representatives criticized the low visibility 
of the UCP unit within the Court. 

VICTH1 COMPONEN1' 

INTERVIEW RESULTS 

Criminal justice and community representatives were inter7 
viewed during the preimplementation period (September 1975) and 
the postimplementation period (September 1976). The interviews 
were conducted to det:ermine whether changes in attitude or per­
ception had occured after the Urban Court Program had been imple­
mented .. Although a structured intervieltl capable 'of tabulation 
was initially planned, most community and" criminal justice per­
sonnel had insufficient knowledge of the Urban Court Program to 
respond to structured questions during the preimplementation 
interviews. Accordingly, a more open interview format was l.lsed. 
This format was continued during the postimplementation inter­
views to remain consistent. 

1\ 

Appendix A presents the interview format and the individuals 
who were interviewed. The following paragraphs summari·zethe 
comments, negative and positive, regarding the Victim Component 
during both sets of interviews. Comments related to the Victim I). 
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Component included both the DA and UCP Units. The interviews did 
not initially identify the two units separately. Co~nents by all 
respondents and only one respondent are designated as such. Other 
comments are included for information bU'f: do not represent a majority 
or minority opinion unless designated. The tabular summary at the 
end of the interview comments summarizes the perceived success of 
the three components relative to each other. 

ttRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

Knowledge of the Victim Component 

During the preimplementation analysis, Dorchester District 
Court and criminal justice agency personnel interviewed expressed 
higher than expected familiarity with the concepts of victim services. 
However, specific knowledge of the Victim Component varied substan­
"tially with very few individuals indicating much knowledge of the 
proposed operations. Those most familiar were involved in the 
initial planning phases of the Victim Component. Most Court staff 
did not understand the separation between the Urban Court Program 
and the District Attorney's Office. 

During the postimplementation interviews, most individuals 
were familiar with the Victim Component, but continued to confuse 
the distinctions between the Urban Court and District Attorney respon­
sibilities. Most responses indicated more complete understanding of 
the DA Unit since th~ services appeared to be more closely related 
to the Court's caseload. 

Anticipated Impact of the Victim Component 

During the preimplementation interviews, District Court and 
criminal justice agency personnel indicated that the Victim Com­
ponent should have the largest effect on the Court and community. 
Improvement in the Court's image and the provision of an important 
service were perceived to be the major impacts on the community. 
Respondents relied on the criticism of all courts, not just the Dor':" 
chester District Court, for indicating that victims should and must 
receive increased attention in the criminal justice system. Many 
believed tha.t the public's image of the Court would not be changed 
without widespread exposure of victim services to the cornmunity, 
including those who are not involved in criminal proceedings. 
Although the Victim Component could do much to improve the image 
of the criminal justice system within the community, the limited 
services which could be provided would not change community attitudes 
toward the Court in a short period. Accordingly, many believed that 
service referrals must be carefully limited and not carry an active 
caseload. A large caseload could defeat the purpose of victim ser­
vices and duplicate the function of other service agencies. 
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During the postimplementation interview,. the same individuals 
interviewed indicated that both units taken together had partially 
met the Victim Component objectives. They generally believed that 
the DA Unit had contributed to improving the processing of criminal 
cases. Improved case documentation, increase cooperation of vic-" 
tims and witnesses, and increased attention to victims were sug­
gested as indicators that victim services could impact Court opera­
tions favorably. 

I' ., 
Court representatives also believed that the UCP Unit's impact 

on the Court had been positive. The UCP unit had assisted in return­
ing restitution money collected by the Court but never delivered to 
victims. Victims of juvenile crimes were recently included as a 
responsibility of the UCP Unit to document loss and to assist in 
victim participation in the court process. Court representatives 
did not believe that follow-up servi.ce to victims had much impact 
on actual Court workload. Most Court representatives also criti­
cized the low visibility of the UCP Unit in the Court. 

The perceived impact on the community was limited. Although 
increased attention was provided to the victims, many representatives 
indicated that there may not be as broad a range of services which 
could be provided to the victims as originally planned. The low 
rate of referrals between the DA unit and the UCP Unit, and the 
difficulty in defining the service needs of victims were suggested 
as indications of this problem. However, all representatives 0 

interviewed indicated that the concept of victim services remained 
a high priority for the Court and for the community. 

¥erceived Probability of Success 

During the preimplementation interviews, the Victim Component 
was expected to be the most successful because the component was 
perceived to have an important impact upqn both Court operations 
and community perceptions of the Court. The Victim Specialists of 
the DA unit could improve Court operations by explaining the cri:ihnal 
process, obtaining improved victim and witness cooperation, and 
providing needed services. As a result, continuances would decrease, 
fewer cases would be dismissed for lack of prosecution, and more 
cases would be ready for trial on the first call. 

P~blic relations was c~rfidered an i~porta~t part.of obtain~ng 
communl ty support. The Court. must communlcate 1 ts deslre to aSslst t 
victims beyond those involved with the Urban Court Program. The 
public image of the Court will not be changed without broadbased 
exposure to the victim servicE\p, including those who are not involve¢.i 
in Court proceedings. The U1;"bap Court Program must also be careful 
to limit itself to service refer};r:-als and not carrYc,a large active 
caseload. This could defeat the\purpose of victim·services and 
duplicate the function of oth~r s~rvice agencies. 
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During the postimplementation interviews, most Court represen­
tatives indicated that the performance of both units had improved 
since initial implementation. The DA Unit appeared to provide direct 
support to the Court-'s operations. The principal reasons for its 
perceived success included increased victim contract, improved case 
processing, and identification of the need for referral services. 
The UCP Uni t r~ad improved its image wi thin the Court through the 
restitution efforts, use of community members, and the provision 
of services to victims of juvenile crimes. The UCP Unit had reduced 
the workload of the Probation Department by documenting losses. 
However, since volumes had remained low, some individuals expressed 
the belief that services to victims, other than financial, may be 
limited. They continued to believe that the greatest long-term 
benefit of the Urban Court Program to the Court and the community 
remained in the victim services activity. 

Several negative comments were directed at the Victim Compo­
n~mt. The clear definition of responsibilities between the two 
units had improved, but remained somewhat confused. Neither unit 
had clearly defined targets, services, and approaches necessary 
to result in a thorough -test of the victim service concept. Further, 
'the DA Unit had not received sufficient publicity to generate much 
community interest. They also believed that the UCP Unit staff 
had not been visible enough in the Court during the first year of 
operation. Accordingly, some Court representatives expressed a 
lack of understanding concerning what the UCP Unit was expected to 
accomplish. 

Individuals were asked during both sets of interviews t') rank 
the perceived success of the Victim Services Project relative to 
the Mediation and Disposition components. The rankings for both 
sets of 'interviews are summarized below: 

'. d 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE VICTIM COMPONENT 
BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

Highest Average 

Preimplementation (10/75) 11 1 

Postimplementation (9/76) 10 

I1I-25 

Lowest 

2 

No 
Opinion 

3 

3 
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Community Members 

Knowledge of the Victim Component 

During the preimplementation interviews, community members 
exhibited general knowledge of the Victim Component objectives. 
Almost all comments concerning victim services were directed 
toward the UCP Unit. Community members were in agreement on the 
need for victim services, but did not understand the proposed 
scope of services or how the UCP Unit would provide the services. 
Community members directed very little attention or comment to the 
DA Unit. All individuals interviewed saw the potential value of 
the Victim Component strictly in terms of satisfying the service 
needs of victims rather than improving the overall operation of 
the Court. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the community "members 
interviewed were able to describe the Victim Component more COm­
pletely. Most individuals understood the separation of responsi­
bility between the DA Unit and the UCP Unit, but remained somewhat 
unclear of the specific goals of each unit. Most individuals 
understood the basic operations of both units, but continued to 
direct their comments to the service aspects rather than the Court 
processing aspect. All generally agreed that both units had not had 
enough time or exposure to the community to generate widespread 
knowledge. The respondents did not believe that many community 
members were aware of the Victim Component, its objectives, and 
basic operations. 

Anticipated Impact of the Victim Component 

During the preimplementation interviews, the community members 
agreed that the Victim Component represented an lmportant first 
attempt to address the rights and needs of victims. Its impact on 
the Court would result in improving the overalL quality of justice 
by allowing the victim to express the personal nature of the loss 
directly ·to the Court and the community. The community represen­
tatives also expressed a strong feeling that the Court would assume 
a more even balance between its function to protect the rights of 
the defendant while considering the plight of the victim. 

Community members believed that the most significant ii~pact 
would be on the community. Both units could demonstrate con.cern 
for the victim by offering direct assistance to"relieve fear and 
frustration with the criminal justice system. "Other important 
results which the community member~ expressed were the potent~~l 
to reduce fear of retribution, orienting the victim to the criminal 
justice system, and prov'd.ding direct referrals to other community 
agencies. '. 

III-26 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TOUCHE ROSS At CO. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the same indivi-
duals did not feel that the Victim Component had the impact anti­
cipated on either the Court or the community. Several individuals 
noted that the emphasis of the DA Unit had been misdirected to the 
improvement of case processing rather than improved service delivery. 
Although many individuals did feel that the DA Unit may be providing 
better orientation of victims to the criminal justice process, most 
respondents agreed that the DA Unit had the most significant impact 
on the Court. They believed that a broader range of services should 
be .offered to victims by the UCP Unit. However, they 'ivere unable 
to cite specific additional services which should be offered by the 
UCP Unit. 

Community members responded that the impact upon the community 
had improved. However, they indicated that any substantial impact 
on the community would take a more extended period of time than the 
initial year of operation. As with the other components, respon­
dents suggested that more attention and community input would be 
necessary to achieve broad community exposure to the component. 
They indicated that the Victim Component would require an expanded 
Fublic relations program to publicize the new services in the Dor­
chester District Court. This component remained as the most bene­
ficial and useful to the community and should eventually result in 
improving the Court's image within the community. 

I 

Perceived Probability of Success 

During the preimplementation interviews, the community members 
perceived the Victim Component to have a moderate chance of success. 
The reason cited for stating that the compoLent would be successful 
involved the need for the service within the community. Corr>munity 
interest and a lack of implementation obstacles were also mentioned 
as reasons. Some doubt was expressed about the ability of the com­
ponent to provide assistance in obtaining financial compensation 
for property loss, or any services other than the short-term coun­
seling. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the community mem­
bers continued to rank the component as the second most successful 
of the three Urban Court Program components. Several indicated 
that this component offers the most significant potential. benefit 
and may yet achieve anticipated results, but the component needed 
additional time to demonstrate its capability. 

Significant progress had been made since the initial imple­
mentation by both units, but many believed that the true service 
objectives need to be clearly defined, improved public exposure 
required, and that both units should emphasize services needs 
rather than Court needs. 
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Individuals were asked during both sets of interviews to rank 
the perceived success of the three Urban Court Program components 
relative to each other. The rankings for both sets of interviews 
are summarized below: 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE VICTIM COMPONENT 
BY COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES 

Highest Average 

Preimplementation (10/75) 1 4 

Postimplementation (9/76) 1 5 
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CRITERIA 

- Program Acceptance and Utilization 

- Impact on Efficiency of the Court 
and District Attorney Office 

- Level of Service Available to 
Victi"ms and Witnesses 

EXHIBIT 111-3 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

VICTIM SERVICES PROJECT 

QUANTATIVE MEASURES 

DATA 

Source of Referral 

- Number of Cases by Type 

- Number of Victi,ms and Witnesses 
Contacted per Case 

* Number of Continuances due to Lack 
of Victim and Witness Participation 

* Number of Cases Dismissed for 
Lack of Prosecution 

* Number of Subpoenas and Capiases 
Issued to Victims and Witnesses 

- Number of Contacts For Victim and 
Witness Compared With Type of 
Offense 

- Number and TYP1l of Direct Services 
Provided to Victims 

- Number and Type of Referrals. to 
Community Services 

INFORMATION 

- Exhibit 111-9 

- Data Not Available 

- Data Not Available 

- Data Not Available 

- Data Not Available 

- Data Not Available 

- Data Not Available 

- Exhibit 111-10 

- Data Not Available 

* Initial data to be collected before implementation 

- - - -

MEASURE OF SUCCESS 

- Increase in Number of Referrals to 
Victim Services 

- Decrease in Cases Continued 

- Decrease in Cases Not Prosecuted 
for Lack of Victim Compl~'int or 
Victim and Witness Cooperation 

- Decrease in Number of Capiases 

Reduction in Number of Victim 
and Witness "No-Shows" 

Increase in Number and Type of 
Direct Services Provided 

- Increase in Number and Type of 
Community ~ervices Utilized 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENS~~ 
... ~'" 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Allocated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Cost/Case 

EXHIBIT 111-4 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICT!M COMPONENT 

DA UNIT 

Actual Cost Experience 

Fiscal Year 01 (5/1/75 to 4/30/76) 
(Twelve months ended 4/30/76) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 21,700 
4,080 

$ 20,100 $ 1,600 
3,130 950 

$ 23,230 $ 2,550 

873 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS 

$ 23 $ 2 
4 1 

$ 27 $ 3 

$ 25,780 
4,720 

$ 30,500 
======= 

TOTAL 

$ 25 
5 

$ 30 
5 

$ 35 
======= 

) 

L 

Fiscal Year 02 (5/1/76 to 4/30/77) 
(Four months ended 8/31/76) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 21,050 $ 160 $21,210 
3,260 320 3,580 --

$ 24,310 $ 480 $24,790 
1,050 

$25,840 
====== 

988 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 21 $ 0 $ 21 
3. 1 4 

$ 24 $ 1 $ 25 
1 

$ 26 
======= 

All financial data was provided by UCP and is presented without audit .. ~ppendix B contains an explanation of the methodology. 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost/Case 

- -- --
EXHIBIT 111-5 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

DA UNIT 

Estimated Funding Requirement 

MAXIMUM REQUIREMENT 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 50,000 $ 2,000 $ 52,000 
7,000 1,000 8,000 

$ 57,000 $ 3,000 $ 60,000 
9,000 

$ 69,000 
======= 

1,800 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL . 
$ 28 $ 1 $ 29 

4 1 5 

$ 32 $ 2 $ 34 
4 

$ 38 
======= 

_ .. _ .. -

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$39,000 
-0-

$39,000. 

PERSONNEL 

$ 22 
-0-

$ 22 

$ 1,000' 
-0-

$ 1,000 

1,800 CASES 

OPERATIONS 

$ 1 
-0-

$ 1 

$ 40,000 
-0-

$ 40,000 
6,000 

$ 46,000 
:====== 

TOTAL 

$ ~3 
-o-

$ 23 
3 

$ 26 
======= 

(;.' 

,) 

All financial data was provided by UCP and is presented without audit. Appendix B contains an explanation of the methodology. 
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EXHIBIT 111·6 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT· 

UCP UNIT ORGANIZATION CHART 

,--------1 
I ADMINISTRATIVE I 
I ASSISTANT I 
I (shared) I 
I I 

. , I 
VICTIM 

ADVOCATES 
(2) 

VICTIM 
DIRECTOR 

SECRETARY 
(1) 

I 
" VICTIM 

AIDES 
(13) 

.. 
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- - - - - - -

UCPVICTIiI1 OBTAINs cop.y CASE is RE· 
ADVOCATE OR OFFORMAL VIEWED& AS· 
AIDE REVIEWS COMPLAINT & SIGNED TO VIC· 
DAILY COURT IDENTIFIES TIM ADVOCATE 
LISTS THE VICTIMS BY UCP V/CTlM 

COMPa\lENT DlR. 

EXAMINES 
ARREST & CIV· 
ILIAN COM· 
PLAINT CASES 
BY JUV. DE FEN. 

to-'i 
H VICTIM IS H 
I 

REFERRED TO 

LV 
UCTvrCTIMS 

(Jt 
UNIT FOR 
SERVICES 

VICTIM ADVO· VICTIMS ARE 
CATE SCREENS IDENTIFIED AS 
INCIDENT RE· POTENTIAL 
PORT AT POLICE CLIENtS & BASIC 
DISTRICT INFORMATION 
STATION IS OBTAINED 

" 

- - - - -
EXHIBIT 111·7 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

FLOWCHART FOR UCP UNIT 

Clients Referred to UCP Unit 
By DA Unit, Court, Police or Self· Refen:al 

CLIENT APPEAR 

YES 
ATUCP 
VICTiMS 
UNIT 

ESTABLISH CON· 
TRACT WITH 

YES CLIENT, SCREEN 
& SET INTER· 
VIEW pATE 

- -

CI.IENT IS PRO· 
CESSED BY THE 
UCPVICTIM 
UNIT 
SECRETARY 

ASSIGNS A 
VICTIM 
ADVOCATE TO 
THE CASE 

ASSIGNS CASE 
FILETOTHE 
CLIENT & 
ENTERS IN 
CL.IENT LOG 
BOOK 

PREPARES'" 
MAINTAINS 
CLIENT CASE 
FILES. INDEX 
CARD FILE 

- - -

VICTIM ADVO· 
CATE INTER· 
VIEWS THE 
CLIENT 

ASSESS STHE 
CLIENT'S NEED 
FOR SERVICES 

,', ,,;, 

-

VICTIM ADVO· 
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CATE DELIVERS 
THE ASSESSED 
SERVICES TO 
THE CLIENT 

COMPLET 
CLIENT cONTAcT 
SHEET AS, 
NECESSARY 
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EXHIBIT IIl·7 

(continued) 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

FLOWCHART FOR UCP UNIT 

REVIEW FILE TO 
NO DETERMINE IF 

'>----"'"T""'-~ CASE CAN BE 

PREPARE 
REPORTS FOR 
COURT & SEND ..... __ .......1 

OR PRESENT 

TERMINATED 

SEND TERMI· 
NATION LETTER 
TO VICTIM 

- - - -

UCPVICTIMS 
COMPONENT 

I----I~ UNIT SECRE· 
TARY CLOSES 
CASE 

PLACES INDEX 
CARDIN 

.. _____ -1 CLOSED INDEX 
CARD FILE 

PLACES C\.:IEN,T 
CASE FILE IN 
COMPLETED 

MI-------I CLIENT CASE 
FILES 

PLACES VICTIM 
CHECK SHEET 

~~ ______ -IINPERMANENT 
FILES 

... - - -

COMPILES 
MONTHLY 

...-......... STATISTICAL & 
MANAGEMENT 
REPORTS 
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en 
R<> 
(".) 

? 



, I 

-

H 
H 
H 
I 

W 
....J 

- - - - - -

UCPVICTIM 
ADVOCATE REp· 

>-_N_O_-I RESENTS VICTI 
AT DISPO. 
PANEL 

VICTIM APPEARS 
AT DISPOSITION 
PANEL WITH UC I----~ 
VICTIM 
ADVOCATE 

- - - -
EXHIBIT 111-8 

FLOWCHART FOR UCP UNIT 

CLIENTS REFERRED TO 
UCP UNIT 

BY DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

REVIEW FILE 
TO DETERMINE 
IF CASE CAN 
BE TERMINATED 

-

NO 

-

YES 

- - -

UCPVICTIMS 
COMPONENT 

-

1-----t~~d~ETARY 
CLOSES CASE 

PLACES INDEX 
CARDIN 

J. 
______ --tCLOSED INDEX 

CARD FILE 

PLACES CLIENT 
CASE FILE IN 
COMPLETED 

I------j CLIENT CASE 
FILES. 

PLACES VICTIM 
CHECK SHEET 1«------, ~~RMANENT 
FILES 
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c: 
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COMPILES 
MONTHLY 
STATISTICAL & 
MANAGEMENT 
REPORTS 11. 
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SOURCE OF REFERRAL NOVEMBER ~~EM~~ JANUARY 

DA Unit 5 13 16 

Model Juvenile 

Probation Unit 0 0 0 
H 
H 
H Disposition Component 0 0 0 
I 

W 
(Xl Court 0 2 

Poliee Department 0 11 9 

Other 3 'J 

TOTAL 6 29 27 

- - -
EXHIBIT 111·9 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

REFERRALS TO UCP UNIT 

FEBRUARY MARCH ----
22 23 

0 18 

0 11 

0 10 

'0 

2 7 

25 69 

-

APRIL 

20 

18 

11 

0 

2 

52 

- .. 

MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST 

15 33 24 22 

30 31 16 15 

10 9 6 2 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

2 0 3 2 

57 73 49 41 

-

TOTAL 

193 

128 

49 

13 

22 

23 

428 

-

PERCENTAGE 

46% 

30% 

11% 

3% 

5% 

5% 

100% 

fI . ff . 
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AREA OF SERVICE 

Supportive Services to Court 
Process 

Health Care Services 

Services for Fiscal Loss 

Services for Property Loss or 
·Damage 

EXHIBIT 111-10 

UR-BAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

SERVICES PROVIDED BY UCP UNIT 

(As of August 31, 1976) 

PRIMARY SERVICES NUMBER OF SERVICES 

Transportation 
Court Escort 
Process Orientation 

Medical 
Counseling 

Compensation under Victim 
of Violent Crimes Act 

Documentation of Loss 
for Restitution 

Emergency Funds 

Security Analysis 
Identi-Guard 

107 

42 

187 

92 

TOTAL 428 

- - -

PERCENTAGE OF SERVICES 

25.1% 

9.7% 

43.7% 

100.0% 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Tot"l Allocated Cost 
,.-.. 

~----------------------~',--,~ 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect -----
Component Total 
Burden 

Total Allocated ~st/Case 

.. 

EXHiBIT 111-11 

URBAN COURT PRO<3RAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

UCP UNIT 

Actual Cost Experience 

Fiscal Year 01 (5/1/75 to 4/30/76) 
(Twelve months ended 4/30/16) 

PERSONNEL' OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$24,670 $ 11,120 $35,790 
27,810 10,790 38,600 

$52,480 $ 21,91,0-'1' $74,390 

2r~ 
·$101,850 
-----.---------

208 CASi:S 
.~ 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 119 $ 53 $ 172 
134 52 186 

$ 253 .$ 105 $ 358 
132 

$ 490 
====--== 

Fiscal Year D:! (5/1/76 to 4/30/77) 
(Four months ended 8/31/76) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$'2'1,800 
7,000 

$ 28,800 

PERSONNEL . 
$ 99 

32 

$131:.'.' 

$ 1,890 

.2.£!L 
$ 5,060 

220 CASES 

OPERATIONS 

$ 9 
14 

$ 23 

$ 23,6lab 
10,170 

·$33,860 
8,770 

$42,630 
======= 

" 

TOTAL" 

$ 108 
46 

$ 154 
40 

$ 194 
====== 

All financial data was provided by UCP and ill presented without~udit. AppendixB contains an explanation of the methodology. 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost/Case 

EXHIBIT 111·12 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
VICTIM COMPONENT 

UCPUNIT 

Estimated Funding Requirement 

MAXIMUM REQUIREMENT. 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$38,000 $ 5,000 $43,000 
10,000 11,000 21,000 --

$48,000 $ 16,000 $64,000 
9,600 

$73,600 
======== 

750 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 51 $ 6 $ 57 
13 15 28 

$ 64 $ 21 $ 85 
13 

$ 98 
======= 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 30,000 $ 4,000 $34,000 
10,000 ·0· 10,000 

$ 40,000 $ 4,000 $44,000 
6,600 

$50,600 
======= 

750 CASES 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 40 $ 5 $ 45 
13 0 13 

$ 53 $ 5 $ 58 
9 

$ 67 
====== 

All financial data was provided by UCP and is presented without audit-Appendix B contains an explanation of the methodology. 
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TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

SECTION IV 

DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

BACKGROUND 

The Urban Court Program developed the Disposition Component to 
provide innovative sentences based upon a detailed understanding of 
the offender, circumstances of the crime, and the recommendations 
of community members. Traditional sentencing practices require 
that judges develop individual sentences for each offender without, 
in many cases, adequate presentence information on the offender, 
realistic sentencing alternatives, or knowledge of community 
feelings. As a result, the courts have been criticized for their 
failure to satisfy either punitive or rehabilitative sentencing 
responsibilities, for their inconsistent sentencing practices, and 
for their lack of concern for the community. The "revolving door" 
criticism of the courts typifies the attitudes of many community 
representatives as well as other criminal justice agency represen­
tatives. 

However, judges are not unaware of the considerable attention 
directed toward their sentencing responsibilities, but indicate 
that few realistic alternatives exist. A well developed, appro­
priately tailored sentence which is "ideal" for the offender, the 
crime and the community requires sufficient time and information 
available to the judge, assurance that the sentence objectives will 
be satisfied, and the availability of adequate punitive and rehabili­
tative alternatives. As most judges agree, "ideal" sentences could 
be developed under these circumstances, but the realities of a 
busy, urban court force the judges to develop standard sentences 
based upon limited alternatives, information and time. 

The criticism of the courts' sentencing practices also affects 
the perception of the courts within the community. The sentences 
are viewed as inconsistent, not suited to the offender or the 
crime, and without any hopes for offender rehabilitation. Con­
versely, the sentences encourage recidivism, reinforce disrespect 
for the criminal justice system, and fail to protect the community 
served by the courts .. These conflicting attitudes expressed by the 
communi"ty indicate a basic disagreement over the objectives of sen­
tencing within the community. 

The Disposition Component attempts to provide a more rational 
sentencing process and to provide additional sentence alternatives 
while educating the public On the criminal justice process. The 
Disposition Component utilizes a panel of trained community repre­
sentatives under staff guidance to interview the offender and other 
individuals, such as victims. This process provides information 
concerning the offender's background, circumstances of the crime, 
and appropriate sentence alternatives.·' 
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TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

The Disposition Component prepares a formal sentence recommen­
dation for each case referred and returns the recommendation to the 
Court for review and final sentencing. After acceptance of the 
recommendation by the judge, the Disposition Component staff is 
responsible for assuring that the sentence is carried out. Commu­
nity involvement in the component's operation is hoped to ,~esult in 
the development of additional community-based sentence alternatives, 
input of the community's attitude toward sentencing, and an under­
standing within the community of the limitations on sentencing 
alternatives. 

The original grant application identified four major objec­
tives for the Disposition Component: 

Provide the judge with recommendations for rea'­
sonble and effective dispositions in selected 
cases. 

Provide disposition recommendations in a manner 
that involves the Probation Department, thereby 
(a) promoting the institutionalization of the 
practice of providing the judge with relevant 
dispositional infoImation and (b) enabling the 
Probation Department to meet its recently arti­
culated standards for presentence investigation 
and use of community resources. 

To test the hypothesis that a defendant will come 
to understand the human consequences of his deed 
and to accept a disposition as legitimate if he 
participates with the community and the victim 
in developing that sentence; and that this will 
contribute to his rehabilitation. 

Involve selected and carefully trained community 
people in the disposition process for the dual 
pllrposes of educating them to the difficulties 
inherent in the sentencing process and relying 
on their personal knowledge and associations to 
develop more dispositional resources, especially 
within the community itself. 

The Disposition Componei1.t expected to accomplish several speci­
fic results' within the initial period of operation. As stated in 
the original grant application, the Disposition Component would 
accomplish the following: 

Forty community people and local social service 
agents will be trained to understand the opera­
tion of the court and the difficulties involved 
in the dual tasks of sentencing and assuming 
an advocacy role. 

IV-2 
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TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

~wo hundred forty cases will be referred to the 
Disposition Component. 

Evaluation, recorr@endation, and referral ser­
vices will be provided to at least 200 offen­
ders and some victims. It is assumed that 
some of the 240 offenders referred by the 
bench will not choose to participate. 

New resources within the community will be 
developed for use by offenders and victims. 

A statistical report assessing the uses, 
techniques, and potential of restitution 
T • .rill be issued. 

OPERATIONS 

Overvie\¥ 

The Disposition Component operates as proposed in the initial 
grant application with one major exception. The Disposition Com­
ponent staff has assumed responsibility for supervising cases in 
which a term of probation was recommended and accepted by the 
Court. Rather than ending participation in each case at the point 
of sentence recommendation, the Disposition Component supervises 
the sentence through its own staff until the terms of the sentence 
are satisfied. This enhancement to operations ensures that recom­
mendations are realistic and that the sentences are carried out as 
specified by the judge. A flowchart of the component's operations 
is presented in Exhibit IV-2. 

The Disposition Component accepts referrals from the judges 
after a guilty plea by the defendant, a finding of guilty or a 
finding of sufficient facts. Each referred case is continued for 
sentencing for a three to four week period. A Probation Officer 
present during the session immediately notifies the Disposition 
Component starf of the referral by telephone while the client is 
still at the Court. A staff member appears at Court; obtains neces­
sary information concerning the client, case, and continuance date; 
and escorts the client to the Urban Court offices for intake pro­
cessing. 

who: 
The client is first processed by the Administrative Assistant 

Explains the disposition process to the client. 

Assigns a Conveor, Associate Probation Officer, 
and two Community Panelists to the case based 
upon current caseloads, demographic factors, 
and/or other special considerations. 
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TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

Schedules appointments with the client to 
meet with the Psychologist, and establishes 
dates for the panel hearings. 

Initiates ~ client case folder, obtains ini­
tial information, and completes administrative 
records. 

Notifies the Community Panelists of the case 
assignment and the hearing schedule. 

Notifies both the District Attorney's Office 
and defense counsel and solicits their comments. 

The Associate Probation Officer concludes the intake processing 
by interviewing the client in order to complete the following~ 

Explains the disposition procedures to the 
client. 

Develops the social history and other adminis­
trative information initiated by the Adminis­
trative Assistant. 

During the period before the first Disposition hearing, the 
Associate Probation Officer completes the Presentence Asessment 
Report and the client is interviewed by the Psychologist who com­
pletes a Psychological Assessment Report. 

The first Disposition Panel hearing is usually scheduled seVen 
working days after the intake interview. This first hearing lasts 
two to four hours and should result in a preliminary sentence recom­
mendation. The Disposition Panel consists of the assigned Convenor, 
Associate Probation Officer, Psychologist, and two community panel­
ists. The victim, a Victim Advocate, or a Victim Aide from the 
Victim Component may be. present if the offense has an identified 
victim. All individuals present participate in the presentations 
and discussion of three topics: 

Presentation of the presentence investigation 
and Psychologist's assessment without the 
client present. 

Discussion among the entir~ Panel including 
the client. 

Deliberation and vote py·the Disposition Com­
ponent staff and community panelists concerning 
a recommendation for sentence. 

The defendant is not informed of speci.fic recommendations at 
the first hearing, but much of the discussion with the defendant 
concerns potential sentences, placements, and other services. , 
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TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

The Associate Probation Officer takes the initial recommenda­
tions following the panel hearing and investigates the availability 
of services and specific placement opportunities. This investiga­
tion identifies unworkable or unreasonable recommendations before 
the second hearing. The second hearing usually follows the first 
by one week. 

At the second Disposition Panel hearing the sentence recommen­
dation is approved or modified based upon the information provided 
by the Associate Probation Officer's investigation. Points of 
emphasis to be included in the recommendation report to the Judge 
are also discussed. 

After the final hearing, the Convenor prepares the formal sen­
tence recommendation for presentation to the Judge. The report is 
reviewed and approved by the Disposition Director and presented to 
the Judge at the continuance date. The Judge sentences the client 
after considering the reports of the Associate Probation Officer, 
Psychologist, and the Disposition Panel. If the defendant is 
placed on probation or any services are ordered, the client is 
returned to the Disposition Component for supervision by the Asso­
ciate Probation Officer assigned to the case. 

Defendants sentenced to terms requiring supervision are 
assigned to the Disposition Component if the initial sentence recom­
mmendation was developed by the Disposition Panel. This approach 
achieves several benefits. Caseloads of the Court's Probation 
Department are reduced. Close working relationships between Court 
and component staff are created. The quality of the Court's proba­
tion services are enhanced. The Disposition Component plans to 
accept supervision responsibility for cases until the staff believes 
that additional cases would detract from other responsibilities 
such as completing the initial investigation and preparing the 
presentence investigation report. 

for: 
To date, sentencing recommendations have included provisions 

Incarceration with suspension and probation. 

Continuance without finding and probation. 

Probation only. 

Community restitution by placement with a 
community or other organization with a require­
ment to work for a specified number of hours. 

Referrals to medical or social service ~gencies. 
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Financial payments including restitution, 
fines and costs. 

Organization and Staffing 

The current organizational structure of the Disposition Com­
ponent is p~esented in Exhibit IV-I. This structure is similar to 
that presented in t.he initial grant proposal. The only significant 
vacant position is one of the Convenor positions which became vacant 
during the year. A new Convenor was hired during October 1976. 
Turnover in other positions resulted from promotions within the 
Urban Court Program. 

The current staffing and major responsibilities for each 
position are summarized below: 

o 

Disposition Director (1) - plans and manages 
the operations of the Disposition Component; 
assesses services and staff; assigns cases to 
staff; maintains contact with District Court 
and community personnel; and coordinates with 
other components. 

Convenor (1) - directs Disposition Panel hearings; 
supervises schedules and assignments; develops 
written recommendations; trains staff and commu­
nity members; and coordinates presentence in­
vestigations. 

Associate Probation Officer (3) - conducts 
presentence investigation; investigates sen­
tence alternatives; maintains client contact; 
participates in panel hearings; and supervises 
defendants assigned to the Disposition Component 
after sentencing. 

Psychologist (1) - interviews all defendants; 
assesses mental health needs; reviews sentence 
recommendations; and orients community and 
staff members. 

Administrative Assistant/Bookkeeper (1) -
maintains records and information systems; 
coordinates scheduling system; maintains 
contact with community members; and 
supervises administrative systems. 

Secretary (1) - updates case records; 
maintains supplies; and provides clerical 
support. 

IV-6 

o· 

", 

".~ 



I 
I 

;l 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

°1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I \: '~>! 

TOUCHE RO&J & CO. 

Community Panelists (26) - attend Disposition 
Panel hearings; discuss and develop alternatives; 
and assist in preparing final sentence recommen­
dations. 

All staff members are currently assigned responsibility for 
supervision of probation cases, except the Secretary and Administra­
tive Assistant. Based upon estimates provided by the Disposition 
Director, the component staff has the following caseload potential 
assuming current operating procedures and degree of community 
participation do not change: 

TABLE IV-A 

ESTIMATE OF POTENTIAL CASE LOAD 

Position 

AssocJate Probation Officers (3) 
Convenors (2) . 
Component Director and Psychologist 

TOTAL POTENTIAL CASELOAD 

Estimated Potential 
Case load 

150 - 180 
60 - 70 
40 - 50 

250 - 300 

with no vacant positions, this represents a current potential 
capacity of 250 to 300 cases which could be supervised by the 
Disposition Component. 

Community members have participated on the Disposition Panel 
since November 24, 1976, when the Disposition Component became 
operational. Approximately sixty community members were interviewed 
for positions with either the Disposition or Mediation Components 
during the summer and fall of 1975. Thirty-two community members 
were selected for Disposition Component training. The community 
member -training program and an expanded training program for the 
staff, were developed under a contract with the University of 
Massachusetts. Upon completion of the training program, each 
community panelist and staff member signed a confidentiality oath 
prior to commencing work with the Disposition Component. 

As of October I, 1976, twenty-six of the community panelists 
or 81% of the original community members who completed training 
remained active. The six inactive members include one community 
member hired as the Disposition Component Secretary on a full-time 
basis, one member who moved out of the commun,ity, and four community 
panelists who have withdrawn from active participation. 

Table IV-B presents basic demographic data for the 26 active 
community panelists compared to a sample of 144 clients who have 
been referred to the Disposition Component: 
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Group 

TABLE IV-B 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FOR 
CLIENTS AND COMMUNITY PANELISTS 

Age Ethnici ty Sex 
To 18 19 to 25 Over 26 Non-White White Female Male 

Cl.ients 38% 37% 25% 55% 45% 11% 89% 

Community 
Members 0% 12% 88% 54% 46% 65% 35% 

There is an apparen't imbalance between the sex and age of 
clients and community members. The component is planning to address 
the sex and age imbalances when considering additions to the co~~u­
nity panelists. 

Significant Implementation Efforts 

The initial grant application described the Disposition Com­
ponent's process and supporting procedures in more detail than 
the other two components. However, the Disposition Component also 
confronted more potential legal and operating policy issues than 
did the other components. Accordingly, initial implementation 
efforts directed considerable attention to an'ticipated operating 
problems before actual implementation. The Disposition Director 
completed the following tasks in order to create a fully operational 
unit. 

Established working relationships withindi­
viduals and agencies which would directly af­
fect the operation of the Disposition Component 
including: 

Presiding Justice and other Judges 
of the Dorchester District Court. 

Court Administratibn and staff. 

Chief Probation Officer and Proba­
tion Department staff. 

Participated in selecting and hiring the staff 
and community members who were traine¢l as panelists. 
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Investigated specific legal and operating 
issues with participating agencies to re­
solve potential operating problems prior 
to implementation. 

Developed detailed procedures, forms, and 
\ responsibilities with participating agencies 
for processing each referred case. 

Coordinated and participated in the initial 
orientation ana training activities developed 
by the University of Hassachusetts. 

Developed community interest in the Disposi­
tion Component by working with the Dorchester 
District Court ,Advisory Board, community 
panelists and media representatives. 

Future Emphasis 

The Disposition Component is currently engaged in a major review 
of operations designed to improve the Disposition Component's opera­
tions; to identify current operating problems; establish future goals 
and objectives; define improvement opportunities; and strengthen 
procedures and services. This review is intended to accomplish the 
following: 

Meet the expectations of community and 
Court representatives and to reduce 
criticisms of current performance. 

Improve results while increasing effi­
ciency and cost effectiveness. 

Expand community support and participation 
while adhering to operating guidelines 
established by the Presiding Justice. 

This ,review will examine the two major phases of the Disposition 
Component operations; the presentence phase and the postsentence 
phase. Major emphasis of the presentence phase review requires a 
clearer definition of the end products. The major end products and 
associated activities include: intake processing; presentence 
investigation reports; panel procedures; and sentence recommendations. 
Questions to be addressed during the review of the presentence phase 
include: 

Why type of client is most suitable for 
referral to the Disposition Component? 
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Can community involvement be increased 
outside the narrow scope of the Dis~ 
pos.ition. Panel? 

Will the Presiding Justice allow the com­
munity panelists to engage in other activi­
ties other than the formal Disposition Panel 
hea:r'ings? 

Can the Disposition Panel hearing process 
be modified to increase the effectiveness 
of the process and reduce tne required time 
of staff? 

Can sufficient community resources be iden­
tified and developed which will provide 
viable sentencing alternatives? 

The postsentence phase review concerns the quality of probation 
supervision. The review will examine methods of supervision, case 
review, cost effectiveness, and caseload management. Questions to 
be addressed during the review of postsentence phase activities 
include: 

Should staff members other than Associate 
Probation Officers be assigned responsibility 
for caseload supervision? If so, how many and 
what types of cases are appropriate? 

What are appropriate supervisory activities and 
to what degree should the staff engage in non­
traditional supervision activities including 
direct vocational rehabilitation, supervised 
educational, placement, and other specialized 
probation activities such as placement for . 
restitution? 

Is it appropriate for the community members to 
assist the staff in developing community resources 
for probationers and supervising the active and 
inactive caseloads? 

'\ 

Should an in~\::tive case be transferred to the 
Probation Department? 

This comprehensive review should enhance the Disposition Com­
ponent's effectiveness to both the community and Court. The staff, 
the Program DirectQ,r and Court representatives believe that this 
review must result in improved operations to justify the continuation 
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of the Disposition Component as an innovative, new court service. 

The Disposition Component also recognizes the need to redesign 
and implement an adequate information system. The current system 
provides insufficient detail to monitor either client information 
or staff activities. The consultants worked with the Disposition 
D~rector and Director of Research and Evaluation to suggest both 
information needs and report formats. The suggestion information 
system should provide sufficient information necessary to: 

Monitor the activities of the client and staff 
on a continuing basjs. 

Identify trends and potential problems with 
respect to all phases of the disposition process. 

The Disposition Component staff also believes that the current 
level of interest and participation by the community panelists repre­
sents another major concern. Members of the staff indicated that 
some community panelists had expressed disappointment that their 
role was limited to the Disposition Panel hearings. The community 
members interviewed felt that their full potential had not been 
developed and that they could assume additional responsibilities 
for field supervision, development of alternatives and identification 
of community resources. 

The Disposition Director is reviewing several alternatives to 
reduce the concerns which have been expressed by community members: 

Expand community panelist involvement outside 
the Disposition Panel hearings into activities 
which occur both before and after the hearing. 
This expansion may also includ!8 possible elimina­
tion of the hearings to focus on presenteLce re­
porting and probation supervision. 

Restructure, the process, methodology, procedures 
and community involvement in the Disposition Panel 
hearings in order to arrive at more creative recom­
mendations for each individual client. 

Eliminate all community participation and reduce 
staff activities to only assessment and probation 
supervision. 

QUANTATIVE ANALYSIS 

During the preimplementation analysis, the independent evalua .... 
tors and representatives of the Urban Court Program developed basic 
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evaluation criteria for the Disposition Component. Three main cri­
teria were selected for use in the evaluation of the Disposition Com­
ponent: program acceptance and utilization; impact on the Court and 
criminal justice. agencies; and impact on the offender/, victim and 
community. Exhibit IV-3 identifies the criteria, the ,data to be col­
lected and references to the actual data collected. The fourth 
column, Measure of Success, indicates how the data would be inter­
preted to indicate successful impact by the Dispos.i ti011 .. Component. 
Exhibits IV-4 through IV-7 present the results of the DLsposition 
Component with respect to the evaluation criteria. The following 
paragraphs describe the results relative to the anticipatec:l measure 
of sucdess. 

Increase in Number of Recommendations Accepted 
.":., 

Exhibit IV-5 presents the Disposition Component referrals:\.~, 1\ 
through August 31, 1976. The Disposition Component estimatedth~;t 
83% of the 240 case~ referred, or 200 cases, would result in ~h , 
evaluation, recommendation and referral services~ Ten months Of'\\;" .. 
actual results indicate that the Disposition Component returned . 
recommendations for 157 cases or 88% of the 186 cases referred. .\'\., .... ,., .... 
While the total volume is slightly lower than originallY estimated, . 
the drop-ou-t rate is slightly lower than originally anticipated also. 

The Disposition Component has been successful in providing 
iudqes with the desired presentence information. For the 157 cases 
returned, the judges have received in most instances a disposition 
recommendation and an evaluation consisting of a psychological 
evaluation summary and pres~ntence investigation. The Disposition 
Component has provided the desired evaluations and recommendations 
to the Court. 

Of tL~ first 144 cases referred through May", 1976, all have 
been accepted for review by the judges. Fifty-six percent of the 
recommendations 'tlere modified by the judges in sentencing the offen­
der. Most modifications included changes in fines, costs, or resti­
tution. The judges have indicated 'that the sentences were not sub­
stantially different than those which they would impose without the 
recommE;ndation. The judges indicat~d that the sentence recommenda­
tions did not appear to involve unique alternatives and that, in 
fact, there were not a:~ many alternative sentences which had not 
been previously imposed. Accordingly, the sentence recommendations 
were not alwaysyiewedas creative. Data Was not compiled to deter­
mine whether the' sentences imposed by the judges were more or less 
severe than recommended by the Disposition Component due to the 
difficulties in establishing measures of severity and compatability 
of data. 

A significant decrease in the use of the Disposition Component 
occured in August. Exhi'bit IV-5 indicates that only three cases 
were referred during August, which is well below. the average number 
of referrals. Although the results for one month do not indicate a 
permanent trend, the low referral rate appears to have continued 
into September. 
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Increase of Participation by the Probation Department 

The Disposition Component has assumed active supervisory 
responsibility for cases involving clients placed on probation as 
a result of a disposition recommendation. The original proposal 
did not anticipate the assumption of a supervision caseload. As 
indicated in Exhibit IV-4, 74% of the cases returned for probationary 
supervision remained active on August 31, 1976. The Disposition 
Director, Convenors, Associate Probation Officers and Psychologist 
supervise these cases. Accordingly, the extent of participation by 
the Profuation Department is not as great as initially proposed. 

I 

The Chief Probation Officer meets frequently with the Disposi­
tion Director to review case status and discuss common problems. A 
reorganization of the Court's Probation Department nas resulted in 
the Intensive Supervision Unit of the Probation Department preparing 
background reports. Since the Disposition Component and the Proba­
tion Department staffs operate independently, there is no direct 
evidence that the quantity or quality of assessments provided by 
the Probation Department has changed as a result of the Disposition 
Component. There is, however, a belief that the Disposition Component 
has reduced the caseload assigned to the Probation Department to allow 
improved supervision of all cases. Many Court personnel believe that 
this is one of the most important results of the Urban Court Program. 

Increase in the Number of Continuances 

The Dorchester District Court has experienced a general decrease 
in the number of continuances during the initial year of operation. 
Although the Disposition Component was expected to increase the num­
ber of continuances, there is no data to indicate tha.t the Disposi­
tion Component had any effect on the continuance rate. The ratio of 
cases continued to total trials decreased by 42% during the period. 
The additional continuances required by the Disposition Component 
cases did not appear to influence the overall reduction in the con­
tinuance rate. 

Increase in the Number of Appeals 

Appeal rates are an indirect measure of sentence severity and 
fairness. Only four sentences involving the Disposition Component 
have been appealed. This represents an appeal rate of 3% compared 
to Court's average of approximately 1.3% during the previous year. 

Although the appeal rate appears higher for the Disposition 
Component, the difference is not great enough to cOI1clude that the 
Disposition Component results in higher appeal·!rates. Accordingly, 
contrary to what most judges had expected, the appeal rate did not 
increase appreciably as a result of the DisP0~ition Component. ,. 
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Increase in Offender andfVictim Participation 

Initial plans for the :Disposition Component anticipated that 
both victims and witnesses would be involved in the hearing process. 
Participation of the offender in the process is standard, but' 
participation of the victim has been used selectively. In some 
cases, a representative of the victim has served in place of the 
victim. Insufficient data exists to determine the effect of offender/ 
victim participation in the Disposition Panel hearings. 

Change in Distribution of Sentences 

Data for this measure of success could not be compiled for 
several reasons. Baseline data from the preoperational period 
required subjective eval!uation concerning which cases might be 
referred to the Disposition Component. Since clearly defined 
standards did not exist for use in selecting a sample of lIlikely" 
disposition cases, the comparative base would necessarily reflect 
dispositions for all cases. A similar problem existed for cases 
which were referred to the Disposition Component and those cases 
which were not referred. ~s a result, it was not possible to 
develop a comparative base against which a distribution could b~ 
measured without introducing a substantial amount of subjectivity 
into the analysis. 

Finally, although all recommendations were eventually accepted 
for review by the judges, 56 percent of the recommendations were 
modified in sentencing the offender. The judges indicated that the 
sentences were similar to those which they would have imposed, but 
modified the terms, amount.s of fines and other conditions. As 
previously discussed, data were not compiled to evaluate whether 
the sentences recommended were more or less severe than those which 
would have been imposed by 'the judges without the Disposition Com­
ponent. 

Inc~ease in the Number and Type of Community Resource 
Referrals 

The Disposition Component has been successful in identifying 
community social and service organizations and recommending that 
offenders be ref.erred for services. APproximately 60% of the 
recommendations returned included the use of a service referral. 
The judges required such referrals for 61% of the sentences which 
resulted from cases with disposition recommend~.tions., Exhibit IV-6 
classifies the number and type of service referrals. As indicated, 
-the most frequent referrals are for education, vocational training 
and employment services. The Disposition Component staff believes 
that these referrals represent new alternatives for sentencing which 
were not utilized as extensively by the judges. . ? 
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Existing resources have been utilized and developed for approxi­
mately 28% of the disposition recommendations returned to the 
Court. These cases invol VJ") community restitution in which the 
offender works under supervision for a specified number of hours. 
Work situations have predominantly been developed by the Associate 
Probation Officers and community panelists, and are performed for a 
variety of community social and service organizations. The judges 
have used these resources for approximately 26% of the cases where 
disposition recommendations were returned. 

INTERVIEW RESULTS 

Criminal justice and community representatives were interviewed 
during the preimplementation period (September 1975) and the post­
implementation period (September 1976). The interviews were con­
ducted to determine whether changes in attitude or perception had 
occurred after the Urban Court Program had been implemented. 
Although a structured interview capable of tabulation was initially 
planned, most community and criminal justice personnel had insuffi­
cient knowledge of the Disposition Componen-t to respond to structured 
questions during the preimplementation interviews. ACl"ordingly, a 
more open interview format was used. This format was continued 
during the postimplementation interviews. 

Appendix A presents the interview format and the individuals 
who were interviewed. The following paragraphs summarize the 
comments, positive and negative, regarding the Urban Court Program 
during both sets of interviews. Comments by all respondents or 
only one responuent are designated as such. Other comments are 
included for information but do not represent a majority or minority 
opinion unless designated. The tabular summary at the end of the 
interview comments summarizes the perceived success of the three 
components relative to each other. 

Criminal Justice Personnel 

Knowledge of the Disposition Component 

During the preimplementation interviews, Dorchester District 
Court and criminal justice agency personnel understood the basic 
concept and objectives of the Disposition Component in greater 
detail than for the other two components. The reason for the greater 
understanding of the Disposition Component centered on the more con­
troversial nature of the Disposition Component. Court personnel were 
able to discuss potential advantages and disadvantages since the 
activities encompassed within the Disposition Component were closer 
to traditional Court responsibilities. Although all individuals 
interviewed were 'able to discuss the concept and object,ives of the 
Disposition Component, those individuals not closely associated with 
the planning effort understood less of the proposed operations. 
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During the postimplemenation interviews, Dorchester District 
Court and criminal justice agency personnel continued to express a 
high level of understanding of the Disposition Component. Few indi­
viduals indicated that they did not have sufficient knowledge of the 
component's operation to enable them to make comments. As in the 
preimplementation analysis, the respondents were able to describe 
the basic advantages and disadvantages of the Disposition Component 
in much more detail than the other two components. . 

Anticipated Impact of the Disposition Component 

During the preimplementation analysis, Dorchester District<. 
Court and cri.winal justice agency personnel did not expect the 
Disposition Component to have a significant impact on the Court or 
on the community. Most individuals viewed the major impact on the 
Court to be a reduction in the Probation Department's case load 
through the addition of· probation staff. The concept of community 
involvement in the sentencing process was regarded as highly con­
troversial. 

The Disposition Component was viewed by most of the Court staff 
interviewed as the least likely to succeed, although it could have 
the largest benefit if successful. The Pisposition Component was 
perceived to have the potential for providing improved sentencing 
informa·tion and possibly some unique sentence .Tecommendations. How­
ever, most felt that the impact on the Court would be negative and 
increase the number of continuances, appeals, and length of time 
necessary to process a case. Almost all responded that the Dis~ 
position Component had the most problems to overcome, and the largest 
potential for conflict with the Court. 

The effect of the Disposition Component on the community was 
expected to be nominal. The Disposition Component may demonstrate 
the lack of effective alternative sentances to 'the panelipts, but 
this would not communicate the problem to the general public. r-lost ... 
believed that individuals outside of the Court would have little 
understanding and interest in the Disposition Component. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the indiviquals 
interviewed agreed that the Disposition Component had reduced the 
workload for the Probation Department by providing additional re­
sources. The important benefits to the COUrt had been improved 
presentence information for use by the judges and the addition of 
probation officers to supervise cases. Most 6f the anticipated 
legal, operating and implementation problems never materialized. 
The sentence recommendation had not achieved substantial impact 
on the Court since "most of the sentence recommendations were not 
perceived as unique. 110st individuals expressed concerr~ about the 
concept of sentence recommendations. 

The respondents also ind\icated that ,the impact . on the com­
munity had not been 'significan't:. Although the community panel 
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members may have observed the limitations on sentencing, most 
representatives did not believe that the general community bene­
fited to any extent. Moreover, many individuals suggested that 
the panelists had been influenced to make recommendations which 
were acceptable to the Court rather than those which were creative. 
Public exposure to the Disposition Component was believed to be 
very limited. They did not think that additional exposure of the 
Disposition Component to the community in its present form would 
generate significant community interest. 

Perceived Probability of Success 

During the preimplementation interviews, the Disposition Com­
ponent was expected to have the lowest probability of' success by most 
respondents although the majority felt that the Disposition Component 
was the most important. Most individuals expressed serious concerns 
about the unresolved operating problems and whether sufficient sen­
tencing alternatives existed to warrant the expenditures. All indi­
viduals considered the victim's participation in the process to be 
potentially harmful and suggested that any victim involvement must 
be very carefully planned. Individuals thought that the Dispo8ition 
Component represented a worthwhile experiment, but did not view the 
community participation as a concept which could be integrated into 
ongoing court oFerations.

J 

During the postimplementation interviews, the same individuals 
continued to rank the Disposition Component as the least successful 
in terms of initial Objectives. The major criticisms emphasized 
the lack of creative sentence alternatives. Most individuals inter­
viewed suggested that the Disposition Component did not provide a 
suffic~ently unique approach to sentencing to consider this a new 
service',,_ but rather a restructuring of traditional probation 
resources. However, the majority of respondents indicated that 
the Disposition Component may be the most important to the Court 
due to the high quality of presentence investigation reports and 
additional probat~on case supervision resources. 

Individuals interviewed during both sets of interviews were 
asked to rank the perceived success of the components in achieving 
initial objectives in relation to each other. The rankings of the 
Disposition Component for both sets of interviews are summarized 
below. 

TABLE IV-C 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE DISPOSITION 
COMPONENT BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

Highest Averags;. Lowest No Opinion 

Pre implementation (10/75) 1 3 9 2 

Postll~p1ementation (9/76) 13 2 
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Co~~unity Members 

Knowledge of the Disp<?"si tion Component 

During the preimplementation interviews, cotUrnunity members ex­
pressed general knowledge of the Disposition Component's objectives. 
Most individuals interviewed understood and supported the major ob­
j ecti ves of the Dis'posi tion Component as a way to invol VG the com~ 
munity in the court system. Only the community members who had been 
involved in the dvelopment of the Urban Court Program understood, the 
proposed operations of the Disposition Component. All individuals 
generally supported the objectives and felt that the Disposition 
Component could satisfy a basic need within the Court to reflect 
more adequately the community's a,tti t.udes toward sentencing. 

During the postimplementation interviews, the same individuals 
were interviewed to determine if their knowledge of the Disposition 
Component had changed. All respondents indicated an increased 
understanding and had strong opinions concerning the Disposition 
Component's operation. However, most did not feel that the Disposi­
tion Component was well known within the community other than for 
those individuals who had direct contact during the initial year. 

j' 

Anticipated Impact on the Disposition Component 

'During the preimplementation interviews, the community members 
considered the Disposition Component to have the greatest potential 
effect on the Court in terms of community participation and influence •. 
Only one community member felt that the sentencing process should 
remain an exclusive responsibility of the Court. The most important 
effect on the Court, it was felt, would be the identification of an 
expanded range of alternatives available during the sentencing process. 
The Disposition Panel hearings would also make the offender recognize 
and face the actual consequences of his actions. 

Resondents felt that not only should the community be directly 
involved, but also the victim or a Victim Advocate. While the 
resondents did not agree on the advisability of direct victim-offender 
confrontations, they did agree that any recommended sentence should' 
directly consider the physical and emotional effects of the victim's 
loss. With respect to the Court, it was hoped that the reduced case­
loads would provide for a higher level of probation supervision within 
the Disposition Component and the Probation Department. 

The Disposition Component would also impact the cornrnunity by 
communicating the feelings of both the community and victim to the 
offender. Community members also felt that the judges would have 
the benefit of direct advice from the community regarding equitable 
forms of~ restitution to compensate both the victim and comtnunity for, 
the cons~quences of the offender's actions. Conversely, by identi­
fying a g'reater number of services and methods of restitution, offen­
ders woult\ receive sentences more specifically tailored to their 
needs whill,l,e providing just compensation to victims and the community. 
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During the postimplementation interviews, conununity members, 
did not feel that the Disposition Component had satisfied all of 
its objectives. They did not think that the Disposition Component 
had been sufficient.Ty creative in its treatment of offenders, deal­
ings with victims, altd its sentence recommendations. ~1oreover 1 the 
Disposition Component had not utilized community members or resources 
as extensively as anticipated. The reduction in the Probation 
Department's workload and improved presentence investigations were 
viewed as the only benefits. 

MO$t community members viewed the impact on the community as 
insignificant. Individuals interviewed did not believe that com­
munity members had been permitted much latitude in the development 
of alternatives and use of community member skills and resources. 
Most importantly, the respondents did not believe that the attitudes 
of the community had been changed. 

Perceived Probability of Success 

During the preimplementation analysis, the Disposition Com­
ponent was considered to have the most problems to overcome. The 
anticipated legal and technical obstacles were most often cited as 
problems. A minority of the community members doubted the ability 
of the Disposition Component to formulate and recommend innovative 
sentences to the Court; sentences which would not be rejected by 
the Court as tOQ lenient or too harsh; or sentences which would not 
be appealed by the de.fendant. 

During the postimplementation analysis, the community repre­
sentatives agai'n identified the Disposition Component as having 
the most problems of all Urban Court Program components. Many of 
the reasons were anticipated prior to implementation. However, the 
main conunent centered on the lack of creative use of the Disposition 
Panel. The community members generally agreed that the Disposition 
Component had tried too hard to satisfy the Court rather than develop 
creative sentences. As a result, much of the enthusiasm for the 
Disposition Component had deteriorated in both the Court and the 
conununity. Although many community members were not surprised by 
the outcome, several community members indicated that better results 
could have been obtained through improved leadership, greater use 
of conununity members, and .. improved understanding of the objectives 
of the Disposition Component by both Court and conununity represen­
tatives. 

Individuals were asked during both sets of interviews to rank 
the perceived success of the components in achieving the stated 
obj ecti V'es relative to each other. . .Two c9tr)I1luni ty members were not 
available during the second interv:Lews and have not been included 
in the summary. The r'ankings for the Disposition Component during 
both sets of interviews ar.e summarized on the next page. 
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TABLE IV-D 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE DISPOSITION COMPO~NT 
BY COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES 

Highest Average Lowest No Opinion 

Pr:eimplernenation (10/75) 1 5 2 

Postimplementation (9/76) 5 3 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

During the first fiscal year, operation of ' the Disposition 
Component was the most expensive of the three components. As indi­
cated in Exhibit IV-8, the total allocated cost for the first fiscal 
year ended April 30, 1976 was $160,240. Approximately $7},980 or 
49 percent of the total allocated costs are direct costs~~and $45,770 
or 29 percent are indirect costs. The indirect costs exclude alloca­
tions of Urban Court Program burden costs which add $307 per case. 
Appendix B presents the methodology used to deteDmine the costs 
contained in Exhibit IV-8. 

The relatively high cost is attributable to the high direct 
and indirect personnel costs which are half of the total allocated 
cost. For comparative purposes, the Disposition Component carried 
a case10ad similar to the Media'tion Component, but the higher per­
sonnel costs for the Disposition Component resulted in a total cost 
per case of $1,347 compared to $878 per case for the Mediation Com­
ponent. The higher personnel costs reflect the number of personnel 
needed to provide services including probationary supervision. 

The indi~ect costs of the Disposition Component are also much 
higher than for the otheli~ two components. The high indirect per­
sonnel costs reflect the;higher proportion of time which the 
administrattive staff de~roted to the Disposition Component during 
the initial year of oper,~tion. Management attention was directed 
to addressing the legal/and operational problems anticipated in the 
Disposition Component. \, 

In addition to the high personnel cost, the Disposition Com­
ponent became operational later "than originally .expected. During () 
the six operational months, tHe Disposition Component operated at 
50% of the project case1oad. 

" 

The cost estimates "for the first year of operation reflect the 
start-up expenses and low volumes. The first four months of the 
second fiscal year are also presented for comparative purposes. ,The 
cost per case has been t,educed to $1,,123, which ,reflects ,the cost 
6f continuing operation for the Disposition Component. 
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The cost/benefit analysis anticipated that the costs of super­
vising cases by the Disposition Component could be compared to the 
cost of su~ervising cases by the Probation Department. However, a 
detailed cost analysis of the Probation Department operations could 
not be undertaken within the scope of this review, and a comprehen­
sive comparison of costs could not be developed. 

Future analyses might develop actual cost breakdowns within 
the Probation Department which would permit a thorough comparison 
of costs between ,the two groups. The effects of differences in ser­
vice levels, supervision methods, responsibilities, and offender 
types should be incorporated in a future analysis. 

Although a detailed analysis could not be developed, estimates 
of costs can be utilized to provide a comparative base. Dorchester 
District Court representatives and Disposition Component represen­
tatives have estimated that a reasonable caseload for a probation 
officer is approximately 50-60 cases. Assuming that $1,123 repre­
sents the cost per case in the Disposition Component, a caseload of 
50 cases would cost approximately $56,150 including direct, indirect, 
and burden costs. The same size caseload in the Probation Depart­
ment represents differences in services, supervision: methods 
responsibilities,and offender types. A detailed cost analysis 
of the Probation Department is necessary to determine if the direct, 
indirect, and burden costs of a probation officer's equivalent case­
load are comparable to the Disposition Component costs. 

We have estimated 'the range of future funding requirements for 
the Disposition Component in Exhibit IV-9. These estimates reflect 
the observations of the evaluators and are intended to serve as 
alternatives to the current funding requirements. The current 
funding requirements is based upon the development and management 
of a new and innovative service to the Court. Since the volume is 
slightly less than originally anticipated and the requirements for 
sta,rt-up do not exist, lower funding requirements could result in 
the future. 

The first alternative assumes that the Disposition Component 
remains separate from the Court and requires a separate operating 
facility. A caseload of 225 cases per year is assumed as a normal 
volume. Overall component supervision would be the responsibility 
of the Program Director with day-to-day supervision assumed by the 
Senior Associate Probation Officer. Disposition Director and Con­
venor positions would be eliminated. Community member participation 
would be increased to include more responsiblity for caseload super­
vision and administrative duties. 

Exhibit IV-9 presents the estimate for this alternative under 
the maximum requirement. Direct personnel and operating costs are 
$71,000. The difference between this cost and the comparable cost 
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for the first year of $77,980 is reflected in the different staffing 
patterns, full time staffing for an entire year, and an increase in 
community involvement. Indirect costs and an assumed burden of 1?% 
add an additional $34,800. Total funding required under these 
assumptions would be $105,800 compared to the initial cos'c of 
$160,240 during the first year of operation. 

The second alternative reflects the cost of incorporating the 
Disposition Component into the operations of the Dorchester District 
Court and does not require an additional facility. The Disposition 
Component would become a separate unit within the Probation Depart­
ment. Staffing remains the same except that the Psychologist position 
would be limited to part-time. Community members would assume addi­
tional responsibilities. 

Exhibit IV-9 presents the estimate for this alternative under 
the minimum requirement. Direct·personnel and operating costs are 
$68,000. An assumed burden rate of 15% adds an additional $10,200. 
Total funding under these assumptions would be $78,200 compared to 
the initial cost of $160,240 during the first year of operation. 

The alternatives are presented as two options which might be 
considered among others in formulating future funding requests. 
Although the ranges of funding requirements presented for the alter­
lli:j.tives do not represent a recommendation by the evaluators, Urban 
Court Program and Court personnel should consider the costs of the 
Disposition Component as incremental costs of the Cod~t budget ih 
the future. 

Sm1MARY OF OBSERVATIONS 

The Disposition Component does not appear to provide 
a new or innovative service but is regarded by mem­
bers of the Dorchester District Court as having an 
important impact upon the Court's operations. 

Strengths 

The majority of Urban Court Program staff, Court 
staff and community representatives feels the Dis­
position Component is providing important probation 
services to the Court. 

The Disposition Component is providing a presentence 
investigation report and reducirig the caseload assignEid 
to the Probation Department." 

The Dispol3i t:fon Component is 
most important impact on the 
ponents by enabling improved 
bation cases. 
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Many of the problems originally anticipa;ted in the 
Disposition Component have not been encountered. 

Conflict with the Court 

Unreasonable sentence recommendations 

Legal problems 

Offender-victim confrontation 

Substantial effort has been devoted recently to a 
comprehensive review of the Disposition Component 
designed to improve the component's overall effec­
tiveness. 

Problems 

The sentence recommendations have not been creative 
in the opinion of judges, probation officers and 
Court staff familiar with the Disposition Component. 

Overall direction of the Disposition Com­
ponent has not resulted in creative and 
;i!hnovative approaches to sentencing. 

Recommendations appear to be tailored to 
what is acceptable by the Court rather 
than sentences which are creative. 

Expectations for the Disposition Component vary between 
Court and Urban Court Program staff. 

Referral volumes and caseloads have not achieved ori­
ginal expectations and have decreased in recent months. 

Community panelists who were interviewed expressed 
concern over the direction of the Disposition Component 
and the limited involvement of the community members. 

Cost per case has decreased by only 7% since April 30, 
1976 to $1,123. 
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SECRETARY 
(1) 

I 
COMMUNITY 
PANELISTS 

(26) 

EXHIBIT IV-l 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

Organization Chart 

COMPONENT 
DIRECTOR 

(1) 

I 
PSYCHOLOGIST CONVENOR 

(1) , (2) * 

,-, 

*One position is currently vacant. 
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EXHIBIT IV-2 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

FLOWCHART OFACTIVITIES 
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EXHIBIT IV-2 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

FLOWCHART OF ACTIVITIES 
(Continued) 

!1~1~ ________________________________________ -, 
" B) v 

I COMPLETE 
r-- I SERVICE 

l~Jf-----I~~1 ~Ci~VERY 

APO & PSYCHOL. 
OGiST DELlVC:R 
SERV'CES NEeES 
SARY BEFORE 
SECONO 
HEARING 

REFER CASE 
SA.CK TO JUDGE 
WITH EXPLANA· 
TlON AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

DISCUSS FACTS & 
CIRCUMSTANCES 
WITH CLIENT & 
VICTIM ADVOCATE 
AS NECESSARY 

FORMULATE 
FINAL 
SENTENCING 
RECOr.TolENDAllON 

CONVENOR 
SUMMARizes 
REPORTS & 
PROCESS 

. :::orvlPONENT DI RE 
TOR REVIEWS 
REPORTS & SENDS 
TO JUDGE. DA. 
DEFENSE 
COUNSELOR 

~lAKES PRESEN. 
TATlDN TO 
JUDGE AT CON· 
TINUANCE FOR 
SENTENCING 

- -

JUOGE ACTS ON 
SENTENCING 
RECOMMENDATION 
& ASSESSMENT 
REPORTS 

MAKES JUDGEMEN 
& SENTENCES 
CLIENT 

- - -

APO SUPERVISES 
CASE, eELIVERS 
SERVICES. ETC. 

CASE REVI EWED 
BY COMPONENT 
DIRECTORAAND 
JUDGE 

_. -

SURRENDER. 
DEFAULT OR 
OTHER 
ACTION 

-
-f o 
c: 
o 
:z: 
ITt 

::0 
o 
Ul 
Ul 

~ 

o 
!=> 



-

H 
<: 
I 

N 
.....] 

- - -

CRITERIA 
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and Utilization 

Impact on the Court 
and Criminal Justice 
Agencies 

Impact on Offender, 
Victim and Community 

-
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EXHIBIT IV - 3 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

QUANTATIVE MEASURES 

DATA INFORMATWN 

Number of cases referred Exhibit IV-4 
Number of disposition recom- Exhibit IV-5 
mendations accepted by the 
Court 
Number of disposition recom- Exhibit IV-5 
mendations used by the Court . 

Distribution of sentences Exhibit IV-7 
related to type of offense 
Number of cases appealed Court Records 
Number of cases supervised Exhibit IV-3 
by disposition component 

Number of cases in which the Data not available 
offender or victim become di-
rectly involved with the panel 
Number and type of Exhibit IV-6 
referrals to community 
services and resources 

* Initial data to be collected before implementation 

- - - - - -. -

MEASURE OF SUCCESS 

Increase in the number of 
disposition recommendations 
accepted and used by the Court 
for each case referred to the 
Disposition Panel. 

Increase of participation by 
Probation Department 
Increase in number of continuances 
Increase in number.of cases appealed 
Integration with Probation Department 

Increase in offender and victim 
participation 
Change in distributio;-~;of sentences 
Increase number and type of 
community resources and services 
utilized 
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-EXHIBIT IV- 4 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 

DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF CASE 

FLOW THROUGH SENTENCING 

AS OF AUGUST 31,1976 

ACTIVITY NUMBER OF CASES 

Cases Referred to Disposition Component 

Total Cases Returned Without Disposition 

Recommendation and Cases In-Process 

at End of Month (8/31/76) 

Final Disposition Recommendations 

Returned to Court 

Defendant Failed to Appear for Sentencing, 

Probation Not Ordered, or Referred to 

Probation Department 

Cases Referred to Disposition Component 

for Probation Supervision 

Total Difference Between Cases Referred and 

Cases Returned for Probation Supervision 

• Total Cases Returned Without Disposition 

Recommendation and Defendants Failed to 

Appear for Sentencing - Surrendered or 

Defaulted Prior to Supervision 

29 

19 

48 

19 

• Referred Directly to Probation Department 5 

• Probation Not Ordered and Other 11 

• Cases In-Process at End of Month (8/31/76), 

Probation Not Ordered, and Other 13 

48% 

IV-28 

186 

151-

138 

TOTAL CASES REFERRED 

100% 

16% 

84% 

10% 

74% 

26% 

10% 

3% 

6% 

7% 

26% 
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Activity November December 

H 
Cases Referred to Disposition 4 15 ~ 

I Component tv 
1.0 

Cases In-Process and Returned Without 4 16 
Disposition Recommendation At End 
of Month 

Final Disposition Recommendations 0 3 
Returned to Court 

.Defendant Failed to Appear, Probation 0 0 
Not Ordered or Referral to Probation 
Department 

Cases Returned to Disposition 0 3 
Component for Probationary 
Supervision 

- - -

EXHIBIT IV - 5 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

Monthly Analysis of Case 

Flow Through Sentencing 

-

January February March 

25 26 23 

23 31 31 

18 18 23 

4 3 3 

14 15 20 

- - -

~ ~ June 

26 25 ·22 

32 42 42 

25 15 22 

0 0 2 

25 15 20 

- -

July August 

17 3 

37 2.9:, 

22 11 

4 3 

18 8 

.. ' -

TOTAL 

186 

29 

157 

19 

138 
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TYPE OF REFERRAL 

Alcohol 

Drug 

Educational, Employment and Training 

Medical 

Mental Health 

Other 

Urban Court Components 

TOTAL 

rii.I_ - -
EXHI BIT IV· 6 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

-

ANALYSIS OF SERVICE REFERRALS_ 

AS OF AUGUST 31,1976 

NUMBER OF REFERRALS 

17 

14 

32 

16 

11 

24 

17 

1.31 

- - - - - --

PERCENTAGE OF REFERRALS 

13% 

11% 

24% 

12% 

08% 

18% 

14% 

100% 
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EXHIBIT IV - 7 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

COMPARISON OF CLIENTS 

COMPARISON CHARACTERISTIC DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

1. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
AGE 

Less than 18 years 
· 19 to 25 years 
· 26 and older 

RACE 
· Non-white 
· White 

SEX 
Female 

· Male 

2. CRIMINAL HISTORY 
PRIOR ARRESTS 

NOTE 

· No 
· Yes 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS 

· No 
· Yes 

INCARCERATED FOR PRIOR ARRESTS 

· No 
· Yes 

CURRENT OFFENSE 
Breaking and Entering, Burglary 
Larceny 
Forgery, Receiving, Use Without Authority, 
and Offering/Counterfeiting 
ASSllult, Assault and Battery, and Threats 
Drug Offense, Intoxication, Driving to Endanger, 
Driving Under the Influence 

(' 

Other, Disorderly Conduct, Prostitution, Trespass, 
Destruction of Property, Lewd Conduct, Gambling, 
and Discharge of a Fireman 

PROBATION STATUS 
Defaulted or surrendered after initiation of Probation 
Rearrested in subsequent offense 
Probation completed 

38% 
37% 
25% 

57% 
43% 

11% 
89% 

33% 
67% 

63% 
37% 

87% 
13% 

19% 
21% 
24% 

18% 

6% 

12% 

0% 
8% 

6% 

1. 
PROBATION COMPONENT 

11% 

62% 
27% 

55% 
45% 

2% 
98% 

9% 
91% 

16% 
84% 

36% 
64% 

18% 
14% 
18% 

32% 

9% 

9% 

14% 
11% 

'7% 

1. From sample of 144 caSes referred to Disposition Component between November 24,1975 and February 20 1976. 

2. From sample of 44 cases of 73 possible cases refp.rred to Maximum Supervisor Unit of Probation Department between 
September 9, 1975 and November 23, 1975. 
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TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Allocated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Allocated Cost/Case 

- - - - - -
EXHIBIT IV-8 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

Actual Cost Experience 

Fiscal ,~ear 0.1 (5/1/75 to 4/30/76) 
(Twelve months ended 4/30./16) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 60.,660. 
33,810. 

$ 94,530. 

$17,320. 
11,90.0. 

$ 29,220. 

119 CASES 

$ n,99o. 
45,770 

$123,750. 
36,490. 

$160.,240. 
======= 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 510. 
285 

$ 795 

$ 145. 
10.0. 

$ 245 

$ 665 
385 

$1,040. 
30.7 

$1,347 
======= 

.... --_..------_., .. _--_ ...... 

- - - - - - -

Fiscal Year 0.2 (5/1/76 to 4/30./11) 
(Four months ended 8/31/76) 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 
, 

$ 37,860. 
14,0.40. 

$ ,51,90.0. 
i', 

PERSONNEL 

$ 565. 
290. 

$ 775 

$ 2,7~o. 
5,100. 

$ 7,860. 

67 CASES 

OPERATIONS 

$ 41 
76 

$ 117 

$40.,620. 
19,140. 

$59,760. 
15,480. 

$75,240. 
======= 

TOTAL 

$606 
286 

$ 892 
231 

$1,123 
======= 

All financial data was provided by UCP and is presented without audit. Appendix B contains an explanation of the methodology. 



f-I 
<l 
I 

w 
w 

TOTAL ACTUAL COST 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost 

TOTAL COST PER CASE 

~, 

EXPENSES 

Direct 
Indirect 

Component Total 
Burden 

Total Estimated Cost/Case 

EXHIBIT IV-9 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

Estimated Funding Requirement 

MAXIMUM REQUIREMENT 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 63,000 
10,000 

$ 73,000 

PERSONNEL 

$ 280 
44 

$ 324 

$ 8,000 
11,000 

$19,000 

225 CASES 

OPERATIONS 

$ 36 
49 

$ 85 
\\ 

$ 71,000 
21,000 

$ 92,000 
13,800 

$105,800 
========-

TOTAL 

$ 316 
93 

$ 409 
61 

$ 470 
======= 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT 

"'" o . c: , 
o 
:r 
I'T1 

::0 
o 
en en, 
R" 

'0 r----------------........ "!=> 

PERSONNEL OPERATIONS TOTAL 

$ 61,000 
-0-

$ 61,000 

PERSONNEL 

$ 271 
-0-

$ 271 

$ 7,000 
-0-

$ 7,000 

225 CASES 

OPERATIONS~ 

$ 31 
0 

$ 31 

"$68,000 
-0-

$68,000 
10,~00 

$78,200 
======= 

TOTAL 

$ 302 
-0-

$ 302 __ .,.);' 
i":>--

45 

$ 347 
======= 

All financial data was p~!lvided by UCP and is presented without audit. Appendix B contaJns an explanation of the methodology, 
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APPENDlX A 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

Approach 

The evaluation project relied upon periodic on-site reviews 
and analysis of operations, extensive discussions with Urban Court 
Program and Court staff, and data collection. The overall approach 
involved essentially three phases. The initial phase, conducted 
during September 1975, documented planned operations of the three 
components, prepared the preimplementation analysis, and developed 
initial implementation concerns. The second phase, conducted 
during ~1arch 1976, assessed the postimplementation status of the 
Urban Court Program after approximately four months of operation. 
The third phase, conducted during September 1976, developed the 
final evaluation analysis and developed the data for compa.rison to 
the preimplementation data. Unannounced on-site visits were con­
ducted between the three major phases to review status and imple­
mentation progress. 

In addition, a cost analysis was developed during the third 
phase to establish the potential for future absorption of the 
successful components into the Dorchester District Court. 

Specifically, the activities conducted during the project 
included: 

Phase 1 - Preimple~entation Analysis 

A. Identify Evaluation Criteria 

Project conSUltants reviewed the status of planning 
activities with the staff of the Urban Court Program 
and representatives of the Dorchester District Court. 
Preliminary evaluation criteria were developed from 
discussions of program objectives and anticipated 
results with Urban Court Program and Court staff. 
Proposed evaluation criteria were discussed in a 
major review meeting with organizations interested 
in the Urban Court Program. 

B. Prepare Data Collection Systems 

Data collection requirements needed to document 
Court and UCP operations were analyzed. Based upon 
the evaluation criteria selected, existing Court 
systems and the plans of the Urban Court Program 
were reviewed. Minor modifications to the proces­
sing and recording of 35 .... A Hearings for the Clerk 
of Court resulted in the design of a schedule book 
and a revised filing system. 

A-I 
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The project consultants also reviewed the status of 
the Court's information system. Modifications to the 
preliminary design were identified prior to initial 
implementation of selected reports. These internal 
reports provide specific information on volumes and 
case dispositions necessary to the evaluation of 
Court and Urban Court Program performance. Detailed 
planning for the three components had not progressed 
sufficiently to review the proposed internal information 
systems. 

C. Initiate Preimplementation Documentation 

Baseline data on Court operations, which represented 
a four-week period prior to implementation, was col­
lected for the month of September 1975. The data 
collec·tedwas derived from existing Court records 
consistent with the data required by the evaluation 
criteria for.each of the program's components. The 
project consultants determined that existing Court 
records could provide the essential baseline data 
for comparison purposes after implementation. The 
internal data collection system was not operational 
during our analysis, but was to be implemented in 
subsequent periods. 

D. Conduct Preimplementation Interviews 

The consUltants developed a guideline for preimple­
mentation interviews prior to conducting interviews 
with Court, criminal justice, and community repre­
sentatives. The interview guideline was directed 
toward identifying the respondents' knowledge of the 
Urban Court Program, potential problems to be addressed 
by the program staff to .achieve successful, implementa­
tion/ and perceived probability of success for each of 
the components. Prior to the initial round of inter­
views, Urban Court and Court· staff reviewed a list of 
cornmunity representatives to be interviewed to assure. 
that the respondents sele.cted would represent a broad 
range of co~unity attitudes and opinions. Approxi­
mately 29 individuals were interviewed during the 
initial round of interviews. Individuals interviewed 
and the int:erview outline are presented in Ex&"ibi ts 
A-I and A-2. 

E. Complete Preimplementation Interviews 

Preliminary findings, summaries of signi'£'lcant results 
of the interviews, and potential problems-' requiring 
attention were reviewed with the program staff, Court 
representatives, and the Governor's Committee on 
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Criminal Justice staff. 
and data collected were 
required baseline data. 
and recommendations were 
appropriate Urban Court, 
agency staff. 

Phase II - Interim Analysis 

A. Monitor Operations 

------------------------~ 

Preimplementation interviews 
analyzed to develop the 
Preimplementation findings 
summarized and presented to 
Court, and implementing 

The project consultants reviewed the current status of 
operations with the staff of the Urban Court Program, 
representatives of the Dorchester District Court, and 
the Office of the District Attorney. Periodic on-site 
visits were conducted throughout the year. 

B. Conduct and Analysis of Program Performance 

Project consultants conducted a major on-site review 
of Component operations and central staff functions 
during March 1976. An Interim Report was prepared 
to assess initial operations of the Urban Court Pro­
gram, including implementation progress, operating 
problems, future plans, observations, and recommen­
dations. Specific attention was directed to discussing 
the integration of each project into the Court's opera­
tions. At the conclusion of this activity, several 
review meetings were conducted to describe our findings, 
observations and concerns to Urban Court, Court and 
Committee on Criminal Justice staffs. 

Phase III - Postimplementation Analysis 

A. Initiate Postimplementation Documentation 

The project consultants compiled documentation of 
Urban Court and Court operations from the internal 
files and reports: and the Court's information system. 
Operations of the program's components were reviewed 
to identify strengths, weaknesses, action initiated 
to modify operations during implementation, and the 
degree of integration into the Court's operations. 
The f,inal caseflow analysis was completed during this 
activity. 

B. Complete the Client Follow-up Study 

Analysis of available criminal histories determined that 
comp~etion of the follow-up analysis of Urban Court 
Program cases could not be completed as originally 
planned. Criminal histories provided from the records 
of Central Probation were known to be inaccurate in 
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several cases. An alt.ernative approach was developed 
which permitted comparison of Urban Court Program 
results with those of the Dorchester District Court 
Probation Department. 

C. Conduct Postimplementation Interviews 

The interview format initially used was modified to 
include additional informa'tion appropriate for post­
implementation comparison. The same individuals in 
the Court, criminal justice agencies, and the commu­
nity groups were interviewed when possihle to deter~ 
mine their perceptions of the Urban Court Program 
after implementation and to identify the impact on 
Court and criminal justice operations. Repressrtta-
ti ves of ,the community were interviewed to determine 
if their perceptions of the Court and the criminal 
justice system had changed as a result of the Urban 
Court Program. Comparisons between preimplementation 
and postimplementation interviews exclude those indi­
viduals who could not be interviewed during both sets 
of interviews. Individuals interviewed and the inter­
view outline are presented in Exhibits A-I and A-:2. 

D. Prepare the Cost Analysis and Descriptive Program study 

The project consultants documented the implementation 
progress over the past twelve months and the program 
expenditures by category and component. This cost 
analysis isolated direct personnel and other costs 
from the indirect and allocated costs to provid~ an 
assessment of the cost of operations. Estimate~ of 
alternative levels of funding were developed' bas.ed 
upon the initial operating results and future plans 
of the Urban Court Program. 

E. Complete Postimplementation Documenta;tio,n 

Dur;i:ngthis activity" the ,final documentation of Court 
operations and Urban Court Program per,formance was . 
prepared and analyzed. All final interview findings 
were summarized and comparative analysis performed. 
The final status report, summarizing postimplementa­
tion analysis arid findings, was presented to the Com­
mittee on Criminal Justice and individ1,lals designated 
by the Committee., 

F. Prepare and Publish the Draft and Final Report 

Project consultants ,compIeteditl1,e final analysis of the 
Urban Court PrograIp. and discussed observa.tions in a 
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final summary of observations. This report served as 
a partial draft of the preliminary evaluation recom­
mendations and, as such, represented an important 
activity necessary to publishing the final report. 
The final report was presented in draft form to the 
Committee, implementing agencies, and other involved 
organizations prior to preparing the final report. 
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EXHIBIT A-I 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED 

Dorchester District Court Per~onnel 

Judge's Department 
Presiding Judge 
Other Judges (3) 
Court Administrator 

Clerk's Office 
Clerk of the Court 
First Assistant Clerk 
of the Court 
Screening Police Officer for 
35-A Hearings 

Probation Department 
Chief Probation Officer 
Assistant Chief Probation 
Officers (2) 
Intensive Supervision Unit 
Probation Officers (4) 

PREIMPLE­
MENTATION 

" 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

Representatives of Criminal Justice Agencies 

Boston Police Department -
District 11 
Suffolk County Assistant District 
Attorney 
Massachusetts Defenders Committee 

Representatives of the local. comrn:,lUnity. 
associated with government, church, civic, 
and social service agencies 

Boston Housing Authority 
Codman Square Civic Association 
Dorchester APAC 
Dorchester Alternative Center 
Dorchester District Court Advisory 
Council 
Dorchester House 
Federated Dorchester Neighborhoolds, 
Lena Park Community Center 
Our Savior Lutheran Church 
Saint Martin's Center, 
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X 

X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

POSTIMPLE­
MENTATION' 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
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X 
X 

X 
X 

""> X 
X 
X 



I 
.1 
I 
,I 
I~ 

'1'- i,,)< '" ' 

Jl 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

"'1 

TOUC.HE ROSS & CO. 

EXHIBIT A-2 

URBAN COURT PROG~ 
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

INTERVIEW OUTLINE 

Background information. 

Describe knowledge of the Urban Court Program objectives and 
each of the three program components. 

Describe personal and perceived community attitudes concerning 
the Urban Court Program and the Dorchester District CQurt: 

Personal and perceived community view of -the 
Dorchester District'Court. 

Personal and perceived community view of the, 
impact of the Urban Court Program on the Dor­
chester District Court. 

Personal and perceived community view of the 
relationship and impact of the Urban JCourt 
Program on the Dorchester community. 

List and estimate the chance of success of each separate 
component project. 

Discuss perceived problems of the overall program and 
each of the three program components. 

Elici~ personal ahd perceived community reaction concerning 
the expenditure of funds for the Urban Court Program. 
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APPENDIX B 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The Urban Court Program financial analysis was conducted to 
accomplish two main objectives. First, costs were classified into 
the three program components for use in assessing the financial 
impact of the Urban Court Program upon the Dorchester District 
Court. The Disposition, Mediation, and Victim Component costs ' 
were used to obtain a unit cost per case for each component. These 
unit cost,"1 were compared to the estimated Court savings to deter- f 
mine whether the Urban Court Program offered any significant ri, 
financial advantages to the Court. ~ 

The second objective accomplished by the financial ana-lysis 
involved the need to understand existing cost experience for use 
in estimating future funding requirements. Throughout the evalua­
tion of the Urban Court Program, the evaluators directed their 
attention at establishing estimates of funding required for con­
tinuation of the Urban Co~rt Program after the initial implemen­
tation period. 

Our analysis ~id not include an audit of the financial records 
of the Urban cour'i;'program which were used in devel.oping our 
financial analysis. Since an audit of the financial records of 
the Urban Court Program was not included within the scope of the 
evaluation, we have assumed that the records and data provided are 
reasonable for purposes of the financial analysis. Accordingly, 
we do not express an opinion on the data. 

Several cost classifications were utilized to identify the 
component costs for the Urban Court Program. Each cost classi­
fication assigned to a component represents a different type of 
cost ranging from actual cash expenditures to allocations of 
indirect costs. These cost categories are ideniified and des­
cribed below: 

Direct personnel cost: wage and salary costs 
including fringes of personnel directly related 
to the operation of a component. These include 
community member stipends in addition to component 
staff. An example of this cost categOry is the 
Disposition Director's salary. No allocations' of 
wage and salary costs for personnel indirectly , 
associated. with a component are included within 
this category. 

Direct operating cost: all nonpersonnel costs 
which are directly related to the operation of 
a componen,!::. Al'l example of this cost category 
is supplies' directly assignable to the Media!-ion ' 
Component. No allocations of costs a,re inclUded 
within this category. 

" 
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Indirect personnel cost: wage and salary costs 
including fringes of personnel which can be 
associated with a component through an allocation 
process. These expenses would not necessarily be 
eliminated if the component were terminated as 
would the direct cost categories. An example of 
this cost category is the portion of the salary 
and fringes of the Urban Court Program Director 
allocated to the Disposition Component. 

Indirect operating cost: all nonpersonnel costs 
which carl be associated with a component through 
an 'allocation process. These expenses would not 
necessarily be eliminated if the component were 
terminated as would the direct cost categories. 
An example of this cost category is the portion 
of the office supplies used by the central adminis­
trative staff. 

Burden cost: general costs associated with the 
Urban Court Program which are neither direct nor 
indirect costs and cannot be controlled by the 
Urban. Court Program. Examples of these costs 
include fees of the Justice Resource Institute 
and the City of Boston, and the cost of the inde­
pendent evaluation. These aredistrihuted by 
several allocation rules. 

Federal and nonfederal expenditures for the first fiscal year 
ending April 30, 1976 were supplied by the Justice Resource Insti­
tute, Inc. and the City of Boston. These expenditures were classi­
fied by the cost categories previously defined prior to distributing 
the costs to the components. We have assumed that the information 
provided is reasonable for purposes of the financial analysis. 

Personnel costs were distributed to the components based upon 
estimates of time spent by staff members with~ndividual components. 
These estimates were based upon information obtained from personal 
interviews. Central administrative staff costs were allocated to 
the components based upon the estimated percentage of time devoted 
to each component for each individual. Accordingly, all personnel 
expenses were distributed to the components as either direct or 
indirect costs. . 

Operating expenses were classified as direct or indirect and 
distributed among the three components. Indirect costs were dis­
tributed based upon the number of employees in each component. 
Although more sophisticated allocation rules could be used, the 
number of employees was used as a reasonable allocation methodology. 

B-2 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-i 

I 
1 
I 
I 
1 
I 

'I,' 

I 
'-II 

-----------

TOUCHE ROSS & CO. 

The burden cost represents the uncontrollable costs incur~ed 
by the Urban Court Program. These costs include management and 
overhead fees for the Justice Resource Institute and the City of 
Boston, the independent evaluation costs, and preoperational 
expenses reimbursed by LEAA. The burden.cost has been distributed' 
individually to the components based upon proportionate direct and." 
indirect costs of each component. Although burden costs may not 
be controlled or influenced by the Component Directors, they do 
represent a proj ect cost. Accordingly, we have included the "costs 
of burden in the total allocated cost for each component. 0,\ 
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MEDIATION COMPONENT 

COST CATEGORY Personnel Operating Total 

TOTAL FUNDING 

DIRECT COST $ 43,010 $ 23,190 $ 66,200 

INDIRECT COST ~80 8,290 28,270 

SUBTOTAL $ 62,990 $ 3t,480 $ 94,470 

BURDEN 31,130 
to 
I 
~ ALLOCATED COST $125,600 

-======~ 

TOTAL CASES 143 

COST PER CASE 

DIRECT $ 301 $ 162 $ 463 

INDIRECT 140 58 198 ------
SUBTOTAL $ 441 $ 220 $661 

BURDEN 2!Z 

ALLOCATED COST $878 ==:. 

,. 

EXHIBIT B-1 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

MAY 1, 1975 THROUGH APRIL 30,1976 . 
(UNAUQITED) 

VICTIM COMPONENT VICTIM COMPONENT 
District Attorney's Unit Urban Court Program Unit 

Personnel Operating Total Personnel Operating Total 

$ 20,100 $ 1,600 $ 21,700 $ 24,670 $11,120 $ 35,790 

3,130 950 4,080 27,810 10,790 _38,600 

$ 23,230 $ 2,550 $ 25,780 $52,480 $ 21,910 $74,390 

4,720 27,460 

$ 30,500 $101,850 
======::: ======= 

873 208 

$ 23 $ 2 $ 25 $ 119 $ 53 $ 172 

4 5 134· 52 186 

$ 27 $ 3 $ 30 $ 253 $ 105 $ 358 

~:'" ~ 

$35 $490 =--=::= ==== 

DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

Personnel Operating Total 

$ 60,660 $ 17,320 $ 77,980 

33,870 11,900 45,770 

$ 94,530 $ 29,220 $ 123,750 

36,490 

$160,240 
====== 

119 

$ 510 $ 145 $ 655 

285 100 385 ---

$795 $245. $ 1,040 

--.m 

$1,347 
==== 

-I o 
c: 
(') 
:::t 
ITI 

::tI 
o en 
en 
I/O 
(') 

~ 

TOTAL PROGRAM 

PerS'.)nnel Operating Total 

$ 148,440 $53,230 $ 201,670 

84,790 31,930 116,720 

$ 233,230 $ 85,160 $ 318,390 

99,800 

$418,190 
====== 

1,343 

$ 111 $39 $ 150 

63 24 87 

$ 174 $ 63 $237 

--Z.!. 

$ 311 

1/ 
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MEDIATION COMPONENT 

COST CATEGORY Personnel Operating Total 

TOTAL FUNDING 

DIRECT COST $ 24,340 $ 1,920 $26,260 

INDIRECT COST 9,260 3,580 -.!2,840 

to 
I SUBTOTAL $ 33,600 $ 5,500 $ 39,100 Ul 

BURDEN 10,120 

ALLOCATED COST $ 49,220 
======= 

TOTAL CASES 122 

COST PER CASE 

DIRECT $199 $ 16 $ 215 

INDIRECT 76 29 105 ----

SUBTOTAL $275 $45 $ 320 

BURDEN 83 

AllOCATED COST 
$ ::~=~ 

'! Data Not Available 

'J 

EXHIBIT B-2 

URBAN COURT PROGRAM 
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

FINANCIAL ANAL YSIS 

MAY 1, 1976 THROUGH AUGUST 31,1976 

(UNAUDITED) 

VICTIM COMPONENT VICTIM COMPONENT 
District Attorney's Unit Urban Court Program Unit 

Personnel Operating Total Personnel Operating Total 
~ 

$ 21,050 $ 160 $ 21,210 $ 21,800 $ 1,890 $ 23,690 

3,260 320 3,580 7,000 3,170 10,170 

$ 24,310 $ 480 $ 24,790 $ 28,800 $5,060 $ 33,860 

1,050 8,770 

$ 25,840 $ 42,630 
====== ======== 

* 220 

$ 99 $ 9 $108 

32 14 46 

$131 t;23 $.154 

40 

$194 
==== 

, 
~:: 

- - -

DISPOSITION COMPONENT 

Personnel Operating Total 

$ 37,860 $ 2,760 $ 40,620 

_~4,040 5,100 19,140 

$ 51,900 $ 7,860 $ 59,760 

15,480 ---
$ 75,240 
======= 

." 
67 

$565 $ 41 $ 606 

290 76 286 

$ 775 $117 $ 892 

231 

$1,123 
==:;= 

.~\ 

" 1/ 

- - -

" 
TOTAL PROGRAM 

Personnel Operating Total 

$105,050 $ 6,730 $111,780 

33,50 12,170 45,730 

$138,610 $18,900 $157,510 

35,420 

$192,930 
======= 

.. 
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APPENDIX C 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 

Overview 

The central.;administrative staff of the Urban Court Program 
as proposed in the original grant application dated December 9, 1974, 
was designed to: 

Develop policy. 

Provide centralized administrative and operational 
support. 

Provide management information, research, and evalua­
tion systems. 

During the first funded year of operation the organization of 
the central administrative staff has evolved in response to changing 
needs and circumstances. The organizational structure is presented 
in Exhibit C-l. The remainder of this Appendix will briefly describe 
key positions. 

Director of Urban Court Program 

The position of Program Director has been held by two indivi­
duals. The original Program Director held the position from June 
1975 through July 1976. The current Program Director has filled 
the position since August 1976. The position description contains 
the following responsibilities. 

External Responsibilities 

Represents Urban Court Program to sponsors 
and the criminal justice community in Dor­
chester. 

Submits required periodic reports and meets 
regularly with task forces and advisory board. 

Develops and maintains relationships with 
federal, state, and city agencies. 

Participates in media appearances representing 
the Urban Court Program. 

C-l 
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Internal Responsibilities 

Defines goals and policies for the Urban 
Court Program. 

~laintains final administrative responsibility 
for defining policy and management decisions 
in the following a.reas: 

Fiscal management 
Component operations 
Public information 
Program development 

Coordinates development of evaluation criteria 
and monitors the evaluation of the three program 
components. 

Meets with Component Directors and staff to 
coordinate and manage the operation of the 
Urban Court Program. 

Deputy Director 

The position of Deputy Director was included in the second 
year grant application. The position of Deputy Director evolved 
from the position of Chief Court Liaison and was filled by a single 
person between October 1975 and May 1976. The development of this 
position occurred for several reasons: ' 

rJ" 

~1any of the responsibilities contained in the job 
description for the position of Chief Court Liaison 
have been assumed by the CqIDPOI).ent Directors. 

;;: .. , -.:~\ 

The span of control of tJle Program Director was quite 
large during the first Jlear of funding. Nine people 
reported directly to t~t= Program Director. The posi- . 
tion of Deputy Directorl\ was created to provide the 
P;t:'ogram Director wi th::::::1' smaller span of control in 
order to manage the operation of the Urban court 
Program during the ;transition between the preopera­
tional and start-up operating stages. 

The position has remained vacant and there were no plans to 
fill the position at the time of our final review in September 1976. 
Factors which resulted in not staffing this position include: 

The program Director's span of control has been 
i\ 

decreased to six people. 

Component Directors maintain liaison w'ith the Court. 

Start-up activities have been completed and. manyc'Qf 
the initial operational problems and concernshave,) 

"1. 
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been successfully resolved, which has greatj:;y re­
duced the need for a Deputy Director to supervise 
many of the operating details. 

A position description for the Deputy Director is included for 
information. 

External Responsibilities 

1. Mai.ntains liaison with Presiding Justice of 
the Dorches·ter District Court to assure program 
responsiveness to the needs of the judges. 

2.. Haintains contacts with other innovative court 
programs. 

3. Coordinates the preparation of required reports. 

4. Represent:::r. Urban Court Program to sponsors and 
the criminal justice community in Dorchester 
in conj unc~tion with the Program Director. 

5. Participates in media appearances to discuss 
the operation of the Urban Court Program. 

Internal Responsibilities 

1. Assumes position of Program Director in the 
absence of Program Director. 

2. Responsible for operational details arid 
coordination of component activities. 

3. Responsible for resolution of legal issues. 

4. Meets regularly with Program Director, Component 
Directors, and staff to coordina t,e and manage 
the operation of the Urban Court Program. 

Chief Court Liaison 

This po!:;i tion was upgraded to the position of Deputy Director. 
Little difference exists between the position descriptions for 
Chief Court Liaison and Deputy Director. The following posi·tion 
desci."iption is included for information. 

External Responsibilities 

1. Maintains liaison with Presiding Justice of 
the Dorchester District Court to assure program 
responsiveness to the needs of the judges. 
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2. Maintains liaison with department heads in the 
Dorchester District Court to assure coordination 
between their operations and those of the Urb~m 
Court Program. 

3. Maintains relations with other programs which 
operate in the Court, such as TCRP, TASC-A, ASAP, 
and the Court Clinic. 

4. Coordinates the activity of the Court-Community 
Advisory Board with the Urban Court Program. 

5. Participates in media appearances to discuss the 
operation of the Urban Court Program. 

Internal Responsibilities 

1. Assists in the development of procedur.es to 
measure administrative soundness. 

2. Arranges staff meetings among component staffs 
judges and court staff and other crimimi1 justice 
agency representatives to discuss and resolve 
legal and operating problems and concerns. 

Coordinator of Social Services and Assistant Coordinator 

The position of Social Services Coordinator has been filled 
continuously since November 1975 by a single individual. During 
the period November 1975 through September 1976 all of the objectives 
and goals contained in the original gra~').t application for this ' 
position were successfully met. 

The position of Social Services Coordinator was established in 
the original grant application for the following purposes: 

Assist component staffs in identifying major areas of 
social service needs which are appropriate for each 
component. 

Identify and evaluate social service agencies and non­
insti tutional resources in the commtmi ty capable of 
providing services to Urban Court Program clients. 

Establish formal relations with identified social 
service agencies: 

Exchange information between Urban Court 
Program and the agencies concerning social 
service capabilities. 

C .... 4 
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Develop procedures for referring prospec­
tive clients. 

Establish follow-up procedures to determine 
adequacy of services and report client status. 

Develop and maintain a directory of social service 
agencies. Cooperate with other agencies and programs 
attempting to develop centralized data or social ser­
vice resources. 

Establish an in-service training program for Urban 
Court Program staff oriented to the identification 
and use of available resources and the delivery of 
social services. 

Assist individual staff members in identifying and 
using social service resources for particular clients 
with unusual needs. 

Counsel clients in conjunction with individual staff 
members to identify social service needs, make refer­
rals, and assure that services were provided. 

In addition to meeting original and subsequent qrant application 
objectives, the Social Services Coordinator also performs the fol­
lowing major administrative functions: 

Conducts follow-up activities to verify client progress, 
identify problems between social s.ervice agencies and the' 
Urban Court Frogram, and evaluate the type, quantity, 
and effectiveness of services. 

Initiates and coordinates the development of special pro­
grams to locate and place clients in direct employment 
and vocational evaluation and training situations. 

Assists in identifying and recruiting minority candi­
dates to fill vacant staff positions. 

Assumed responsibility as editor of "'I'he Urbanner," 
the Urban Court Program newsletter published bimonthly 
since May 1976. 

Serves as the representative of the Urban Court Prpgram 
for other social service agencies. J 

Evaluation and Research Director 

The Evaluation and Research Director was one of the authors of 
the original grant application and has been continuously involved 

\1 
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with the Urban Court Program since September 1973. The Evaluation 
and Research Director hiilS been instrumental in Lqe design and 
coordination of research designed to evaluate the performance of 
each component. The Evaluation and Research Director has the fol­
lowing responsibilities: 

External Responsibilities 

1. Provides detailed statistical analysis of 
program and component operations to 
interested parties. 

2. Maintains relations with academics, program 
aire~tors of similar programs, and other 
interested parties. Seeks to establi$h 
information on the operation of projects 
and the validity of their underlying 
hypotheses. 

3. Participates in media appearances to discuss 
the operation of the Urban Court Program. 

4. Works with Dorchester Community-Court Advisory 
Board to develop a community poll of attitudes 
toward Dorchester District Court. 

5. Participates in the collection of data with 
outside consultants engaged in various evalua­
tion and research studies. 

Internal Responsibilities 

1. Works with Program Director and Component 
Directors in establishing program and. com­
ponent objectives and measures of accomplish­
ment. 

2. Works with Program Director and Component 
Director to establish data collection systems. 

3. Prepares statistical evaluation of component 
operations. 

() 

4. Assists Component eDi:t;ectors to develop adminis­
trative and management information systems to 
measure operating effectiveness. 
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Evaluation and Research Assistant 

The position of Evaluation ~nd Research Assistant has been 
filled continuously by a single individual since October 1975. 
Since that time the Evaluation and Research Assistant has worked 
directly with the Court Administrator in the Dorchester District 
Court in order to implement and analyze a management information 
system for the Court. The current position description includes 
the following responsibilities: 

External Responsibilities 

1. Participates in maintenance of a data collec­
tion and reporting system. 

2. Prepares and disseminates management information 
reports. 

3. Helps train new staff or community panelists in 
court procedures and processes. 

Internal Responsibilities 

1. Assists the Court Administrator and Urban Court 
Program Research and Evaluation Director in the 
design of Court and Urban Court Program data 
collection, analysis, and management information 
systems. 

2. Collects and compiles court operating data for 
analysis. 

3. Performs special data co1~ection functions as 
directed by the Court Administrator. 

Lawyer 

The part-time position of lawyer was eliminated at the beginning 
of the second funding year. Most of the legal problems and concerns 
were resolved during the preoperational and start-up stages of the 
Urban Court Program. 

Police Liaison 

The position of Police Liaison has never been filled. The 
position was eliminated at the beginning of the second funding 
year. The Victim and Mediation Component Directors have developed 
good rel~tions with the local police stations which has eliminated 
the need for this position. 
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