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PREFACE 

(I 

Within the past year there has been a coalescing of interest around a 
central research and evaluation issue: the need for a methodology to 
describe criminal justice agencies both as independent entities and as 
components of an interacting criminal justice process. This report, 
Criminal Justice in Michigan, fits into the national trend. 

In this report criminal justice agencies are evaluated from 
several perspectives. Part I, aimed at decision makers in 

(' state government and county government, attempts to relate 
three characteristics of operating agencies, their manpower 
resources, expenditures and workloads. Analyses in Part I 
also offer an opportunity to determine the adequacy and 
quality of information currently collected on a routine 
basis. An important objective of Part I was to suggest the 
kinds of questions that can be answered by existing data 
and to identify specific needs for improvement. 

Part II speaks more directly to the interests of operating 
agency personnel such as prosecutors, law enforcement 
officers, court employees and correctional officials. Case 
tracking statistics are analysed to illustrate the inter
acting influences of many case characteristics on agency 
workloads. For example, the mix of crime categories flowing 
into the court, types of disposition, and sentencing de
cisions all influence to varying degrees the workloads 
borne by prosecutors, court personnel and correctional units. 

Criminal Justice in Michigan responds to a national concern 
about performanc~s,tandards and;:measures of performance of 
criminal justice $,gencies. Placement of this issue as a 
priority for futufe ~esearch emphasis by the National 
Institute of Law Enforcetnent and Criminal~,!lstice and a 
recent publication by INSLAW analysing PROMIS data from 
five jurisdictions illustrate the emergence of this research 
focus. The Michigan Office of Criminal Justice is, pleased 
to help lead the way in this effort. 

iii 
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PART I: CRIMINAL J~:ICE ON TRIAL 

Adult Criminal Justice - A System? 
L-

A truism voiced in criminal justice literature is that criminal justice 
agencies do not form a system because the necessary conditions of inter
action and cohesion among police, prosecutors, courts, and corrections 
are missing. This issue will be examined more precisely in this report 
as the specific strengths and weaknesses of· criminal justice components 
are documented. 

Firs~ The Good News 

There are at least two threads that tie criminal justice agencies together. 
One is the movement of the offender/defendant from arrest through the courts 
and possibly to dete~tion. Along the'way the defendant comes in'contact 
with some or all of the components of the system. Traditional steps in the 
adult criminal justice system are pictured below.. (The juvenile justice 
system, with its own complex structure, is beyond the ~cope of this report). 

POLICE PROSECUTOR DISTRICT CIRCUIT COURT OF SUPREME 

.~~.t.~.~ ... ~ .... ~ __ .~,. ... ~ .. i.L ... i, .. ~ ... i.b. ... ~ .. ilt .... 
'. .. '. . . . . . 

PROBATION: HOME PRISON m.:i: ........... . 14. ..... ~ L ... l 

Because decisions made at one step affect agencies further along in the 
sequence, "these decisions imposeconns.ctions between agencies that might 
not otherwise exist. To some degree agency caseloads and needs for resources 
are influenced by a common element, the flow of defendants. 

A second, more fragile, thread is the ,acceptance of a common purpose. 
When asked to rank overall goals for the criminal justice system, criminal 
justice professionals in Michigan ranked'time1y and uniform justice, pre
vention of crime, and protection of life and property as their three top 
choices, in that order. 

-1-
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Within agencies there are programs 
that work toward these goals. Crime 
prevention units, speedy trial stand
ards, victim-witness programs and 
career criminal prosecution all evi
dence a willingness to improve the 
system. 

Programs that engage the efforts of 
several agencies are more rare and 
they seem to focus on operational 
efficiency. City, county and state 
police departments often join to-, 
gether for centralized dispatch (1/ \ 
officers in response to calls fo~'. " 
service, for example. <,/' 

DraW1ng by Chas. Add~s; 
The New Yorker Magazine, Inc. 

Now t The Bad News ••• 

One important barrier to system action is the isolation of one agency from 
another when decisions are made. Even when it is obvious that decisions 
will affect other,egencieE?, the complex organizational structures and press 
of business precl~ue such considerations. For example, a program to speed 
up felony case processing in a circuit court may result in a burden that 
overtaxes correctional facilities or in a sudden increase in cases fi~ed 
in the Court of Appeals. Whereas independent decisions force reactions 
upon agencies, coordinated decisions would support more efficient and 
anticipatory adjustment to change. 

Why are decisions so often made in isolation? Part of the answer lies 
in the structure of the system as it has evolved through the years. 
Figure I describes the overall administrative and budgetary sources for 
principal agencies of the criminal justice system. 

FI gure J. Lines of administrative and budgetary control 
between government and crimInal Justice agencies. 

-2-
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Information in Figure I has been decoded' and listed in Table I to make 
the relationships more clear. 

The first three columns of the table list major agencies and the govern
mental units responsible for their funding and supervision. Potential 
sources of controversy between branches and levels of government are 
suggested in the last column. 

, .. ~ , 

AGENCIES SUPERVISIONI FUNDING SOURCES OF 
ADMINISTRATION PROBLEMS 

State Police State State Two Branches of 
Department of Executive 
Corrections 

Legislature State Government 

Supreme Court Supreme State Two Branches of 
Court of Court Legislature State Government 
Appeals 

Circuit Court Supreme COllrt State Legis- Two Branches of 
lature State Government 

~ t District Court Local Judges County Boards State VS. county 
;.:~;.' Government 

Two sets of elect-
ed local officials 

Sheriff's She.!;,iff County Two sets of elect-
Department ed officials 
Prosecutor's Prosecution Boards 
O£fice 

Police Mayor/Manager Mayor/Manager Mayor vs. Council 
Departments and Council and Council 

Employees vs. 
City Government 

Table 1. 'Gov~rnmental units responsible for administrative 
and financial control of criminal justice agencies. 

What qre th~ consequences of a structure so cluttered with intermingled 
lines of control? Examples of conflicts and competition are reported 
daily by the press~. Some recent headlines in Figure 2 illustrate the 
variety of problems that can arise. 

Con1prOltfUs«ould ~ . 
rele. asesher~' Junds bJ( J.4,.., 1 '1( 7C • : 

LANSING - (AP) - '1bo iUn. admlnillf .. 
11011 alld lOlli_lath'. Democrat' IrC Dear a . ' 
~ OD eiviullllilibia III dallata ia sta. 
,_ to c6UI1ly s&Cliff ~. both IidII 
aid yes~rday: tho alCllpfOo 

Illlsewoul&J: 

.I~ tIM! COUllI)' boar<&' in~in how 
tlMa Illoney cOlild ba.lpent aad rllqllir' tbeil'-, 
approval belore sheriffs could ~ QlUIUy <It 
slate roads at !be ftquest ela vllla,1 lit dl)'. 
• SpdI out how fuuda could lit 1IIId: P'<It 1Iirin, . 
depllUe" buylna equipme/lt, GllCllllM:tinC vehicle 
inspectioll prollra",s, patrolllni parka aDd 
provi4inc traffIC AleI)' il)tonnatiOl\ allli edllC.itioa ' 
PfOII'IIllI. 
• Protect S,ate Police 1ll01ICY, IIId alter ,h. 
form,!!a unu 10 ~Ic tho 111111111lII0I11 tho: 
COUIItia. • 

""'--..--

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

If we look at one of the incidents in more 
dE~ tail, the comp1exi ties are even more 

\ " app.arent. The story to the left makes the 
following points: 

. 
The Governor and the state Legislature dis
agreed on funding procedures for expansion of 
county law enforcement. 
the relative authority of county boards and 
sheriffs ~vas at iss'U,e in the compromise legis
lation. County boards received supervising 
control over use·of funds by sheriffs • 
State funding and administrative rules were 
introduced into a county level agency, adding 
complexity to the structure at this point. 
Hichigan State Police expressed concern that 
funding of sheriffs would be with funds shifted 
from the State ~olice budget. 

-3-
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Fi;;:.'re 2. News stories illustrating cooperation' d an conflict among agencies. 
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Although the sheriffs' funding story involves several branch~s and levels 
of gove~ment and several sets of elected officials, even within a govern
mental unit there is opportunity for conflict when public employees press 
for benefits from limited local resources which officials must stretch 
over all departments. 

"""-
uDo you. ~ember when budgets used to' go up?" 

If the principal actors in the criminal justice process are jostling 
each other for spheres af"influence and competing for limited resourcEJ,S, 
then we shouldn't be surprised if loyalties are narrowly given to the 
agency itself with scaJ:l.t attention allotted to the larger system. 

o.'verall ObJ' ecti ve 
II 
') ,I 

The Office of Criminal Justice perceives itself, and is charged in Public 
AC.t 541, to be a force lyorking toward coordin,atiol1 and cooperation among 
criminal justice agencies. To move effectively toward this goal, it is 
necessary first to understand how the system works at the present time. 
The network of interdependence among criminal justice agencies must be 
"recognized so that potential lines of cooperCltion can be strengthene~, 
and areas of conflict can .be d,ealtwith. " 

-5-

I., 

I 

'", 



I 

~ ,. 
I 

The task of system documentation is further complicated because each 
criminal justice agency expends money and resources on multiple activities. 
Criminal justice is but part of a ,larger justice system. For example, 
the police not only playa role in criminal'investigation, they also 
are occupied with general, patrol and traffic" control. Courts ma.y spend 
only 10% to 25% of their time on criminal cases with the ram.:iinder 
allotted to traffic, civil or domestic matters. 

Even within the domain of criminal cases there is a division of effort in 
treating misdeme.:inors and th'e more serious felonies. Misdemeanors are 
relatively more dem.:inding of district courts and county correctional 
facilities; felonies require more from the circuit courts and state 
correctj.ona1 facilities. 

Idiosyncracies of the criminal justice process peculiar to individual 
localities also complicate the task of analysis. On the positive side, 
these unique differences show the local agencies as dynamic, changing, 
and variable components of a system capable of adapting to particular 
personalities, political influences and local conditions. Although 
we need to understand the large number of subsystems that make up the 
total justice system to say we "understand" the criminal justice system 
in Michigan, a close look at several subsystems will start us on the way. 

(, 

h, 
. . 

~ ' .... ::, 1'.# , 
-f)~ 

Drawing by D. Fraden; °1979 
. ~'The New Yorker ~agazine, Inc. 

The specific objective of this ana1ysts· is to document the precessing of 
criminal cases in Michigan. This repert will focus on felony cases for 
two reasens: there, is relatively good record keeping by criminal justice 
agencies and felony case processing has more implications for county and 
state level planning. This does not mean that we will ignore the interests 
of local operational units, .only that more emphasis lv;Lll fall en county 
and statewide relationships. 

6' r - -
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What does it mean te decument the adult felony ,processing system? Our 
approach has been to construct a descriptive'-framework for felony case 
precessing that will allow judgments to be made about intra- and inter
agency resources, workloads" and respensibilities. 

The descriptive framework concentrates on characteristics of felony 
processing for which data were available: (1) manpower and financial 
resources, and (2) activity levels for criminal justice agencies as 
represented by crime and arrest rates, numbers of cases filed 'and 
disposed, and number of persons sentenced. To assure that enough time 
had elapsed fer activity data to reflect cases through the disposition 
and sentencing phases, the analysis used case records and resource 
information for 1976. 

The scope of the analysis is geographically restricted, also. Early 
in the project efforts 'to locate case data from automated sources 
led te disappointing results,. Although sever.:il state and local systems 
are now under development, none were able to provide the level of detail 
we required when this project began. Time restrictions for manual data 
collection led us to base the felony analys'is on case data for two 
Michigan ceunties. 

Within these ~9nstraints, our immediate objective is to demonstrate the 
interdependence of criminal justice agencies and the need for a manage
ment process that recognizes these relatienships. The present analysis 
of adult felony processing serves as a demonstration, suggesting how 
agencies can be examined as a system. 

Analysis of Criminal Justice Reseurces 

Basic data describing criminal justice resources came from comprehensive 
plant? for criminal justice" submitted by regional and local planning units 
in Michigan supplemented by expendit¥re and employment data from the Law 

'Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) for the year 1976. There
source analysis is limited ,to locally supported manpower and expenditures. 
Local refers to municipal or county sources .of support; state funding and 
manpower are ,not included. 

The first question asked about resources was, 'How are criminal justice 
resources distributed across the principal agencies? What portion of 
local manpower is allocated to police, to prosecution and so forth?' 
Both manpowe,r and expenditures were analyzed in this fashion. Table 2 
summarizes the results for the state as a whole, and for the two counties 
that were sampled for this study. 

-7-
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Statewide County I County II 
Type % Total CJ % Total CJ % Total CJ % Total CJ %To.tal CJ % Total CJ Agency EXpel.1dltllre l1'1n?ower Expenditure 11'1l.1pol"!er Expenditure ManpOI:Ier 

Polli:e 65 63 67 64 59 57 
Prosecution 6 5 7 6 4 5 
District 

Court 16 19 7 8 12 Ilf Circuit 
9 10 7 7 CoUrt 

Corrections . 13 13 10 12 18 16 
Total 100 lOa 100 100 lao lOa 
Total In 
Dollars or Persons $559"191,000 29,338 $13,601,910 890 $7,928,181 

Table 2. The distribution of local resources to criminal justice agencies for the state 
and two counties in' 1976. 

In the bottom row of the table actual collar amounts and numbers of 
employees are given; the body of the table shows how these totals 
were subdivided among police, prosecution, courts and corrections. -
Notice that for both the state and the counties there was very close 
agreement between adjacent manpower and expenditure percentages. 

543 

Both counties reflected distributions of resources that were in reason
able agreement with tha state breakdown, although County II was slightly 
underweighted in the police category and overweighted toward corrections. 
County I conformed more closely to the state average. 

When agencies are compared against each other, we see that police ex
pended well over half of total resources. Corrections is the next 
largest agency, followed closely by district courts and circuit courts. 
Prosecution had the smallest percentage values. 

Another relationship that can be derived from the table is the average 
dollar amount of support for each person employed. If we divide 
total expenditures by total manpower, the data show a per person support 
level of $19,000 fot the sfate, $15,300 for County I and $14,600 for 
County II. Lacking data for all Michigan counties, it is difficult to 
interpret these dollar averages in any detail, beyond the fact that 
both counties fell below the statewide figure. Knowl,edge of state 
gemograph::t.GEI ~ howev~r., suggests one hypothesis, namely that the large 
urban counties in the southeastern corner of the state have high 
expenditure levels relative to manpower. Since theae counties als9 
account for a substantial percentage of statewide resources, their 

. high support levels would raiSe the a;verage considerably; with the 
result that most other counties would show up as belo~V' average. 

-8-

A secpnd question raised about the data was, 'What percentage of state
wide resources were contributed by County I and County II for each 
type of agency?' The same basic manpower and expenditure data dis-. 
played previously in Table 2 were reorganized to ~swer this.quest10n. 
These new data entries shoWn in Table 3 were obta1ned by div1ding 
each county's manpower or expenditure amount by the corresponding 
statewide value. For example: County I.Police Expenditure/Statewide 
Police Expenditure = .025 or 2.5% for the percentage of statewide expend
itures present in County I. 

A ~ .... ... 

Type COUNTY I COUNTY II 

Agency % of Statewide % of Statewide % of Statewide 
Expenditure Manpower Expenditure 

Police 2.5 3.1 1.3 

Prosecution 3.0 3.9 1.1 
,'''\ 

-'-

bistrict and 
Circuit Court 2.3 2.9 1.6 

Corrections 1.9 2.8 2.4 

, 

TOTAL 2.4 3.0 1.4 

Table 3. Allocations of manpower and expenditures within counties asa 
percentage of sta.teWide local resources for each agency. 

% of Statewide 
Manpower 

1.7 

. 

1.9 

2.2 

2.2 

" 
1.9 

! • 

Several general features of the data deserve mention. In almost 
every instance the expenditures were lower than corresponding 
manpower percentages •. This disparity contrc:u~ts with the relation 
between the same variables within a county, where they showe~ a 
high degree of consistency (See 1'able 2) • However, the low expend
iture values are consistent with, and a result 'of, the average 
financial support lrrvels backing up criminal justice personnel in 
the two counties. These le~els were found to be lower than the 
statewide average. 

We stated' earlier that criminal justice agencies have mUltiple roles 
that may include ciVil, domestic, traffic and other matters. All of 
these activities al=ere-flected in the resource 'data presented in the 
pre~lioussection. What would the resource allocatiQns look like if 
only thosedf:voted to felony processing were considered? 

-9-
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Primary indicators of felony workload for police are the number of 
felony offenses reported and number of arrests for such offenses. 
For prosecution, relevant activities are screenings of felony com
plaints, approving warrants and prO'secuting felony cases (including 
diversion.programs and career criminal prosecution in some counties). 
District courts. conduct felony arraignments and hold preliminary 
examinations, unless waived, prior to bind over to circuit court; 
circuit courts have the responsibility for adjudicating adult felony 
cases, including pretrial and trial activity. County corrections 
is involved when pretrial detention is authorized and in pre- and 
post-sentencing duties~ Based on reported numbers of these activities, 
manpower and expenditure data were reallocated for each agency with 
the results shown in ~able 4. 

, 

COUNTY I COUNTY II 

Criminal t of Total ~ of Total t of Total ~ of Total 
Justice Felony Felony Felony " Felony 
Agency . Expend I tl.C.r.~ Manpower Expenditure Manpower 

P<> II CQ, .38 35 . " 37 37 . . . 
Prosecutor 2Z 19 - 12 14 

District Court , 1 2 2 
.' 

C r rcu I t .Court 13 15 13 15 

C<>rrectlons 26 30 36 32 
. , 

Total 100% lOot 100% loot 

Table 4. Estimates of crIminal Justice resources allocated to 
processing felony cases. 

When caseloads wer.e restricted to felonies, the biggest shift in 
relative allocation of resources came in ithf:! police segment which 
was reduced some 20% to a level more in line with other agencies. 
Police however, still expended the largest single amount. 
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In each county police and corrections combined accounted for over 
60% of total expenditures and manpower. Also in each county, the 
circuit court had a much more substantial role \=han district court, 
as would be expected in felony cases. 

Summing up the resource picture, manpower and expenditures were 
viewed from two perspectives~ First, there was the allocation of 
local resources to ct.·iminal justice agencies. Listed in dec:::-easing 
order of amount received, the agencies lined up as follows: police, 
corrections, district court, circuit-court (reversed order of courts 
in County I), and prosecution. From the second perspective each 
county's support for an agency was taken as a percentage of total 
statewide support. The two sample counties each accounted for a 
higher percentage of statewide manpower than statewide expenditures. 

When resources were reconfigured to reflect'only the activity associ
ated with felony case processing, the counties were similar in their 
patterns of allocations to agencies. Compared to the total criminal 
justice distribution, when only felonies were considered, police 
and district court percentages were reduced and prosecution, cirucit 
courts, and corrections tad increased roles. 

Criminal Justice Demographics and Activities 

The seco~d category of information available for describing the system 
consists of activity data based on caseloads for individual agencies • 
The overall purpose. of the activity comparisons is to contrast the two 
counties, pointing out unique features of each, and to demonstrate 
the influence of one agency on another by following shifts in case
-loads as cases progress from one stage of the felony process to the 
,next. 

Data in this section came from two sources. First, annual reports 
provided caseload information '"on many pertinent indicators. of felony 
workloads by agency. Second, some of the caseload data were collected 
directly from case records as part of a research effort that studied 
felony cases in detail for two counties. 
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Information from annual reports of criminal justice agencies is shown 
in Table 5. The first two columns identify source documents and data 
elements selected for comparison. In the next two columns each county 
is characterized according to its percentage of the state total for 
each data element. To illustrate, looking down the third column, 
Coun ty I has 3% of the state's population; it reported 3.1% of all 
c.riminaloffenses, and 3. 7% of all new cases were filed there. 

County I County II 
Source Variable % State Total . % State Total 

Census Estimation Population 3.0 1.9 
1976 il 

Michigan DMB , 

Uniform Crime Total Offenses 3.1 2.6 
Report 

Total Arrests .2.6 3.0 
Adult Arrests " 2.9 3.0 

Supreme Court Total New Cases Filed 3.5 2.2 
Administrators New Criminal Cases 3.7 2.3 
Office Criminal Trials 2.8 3.4 
Annual Report By Jury 3.0 4.2 
1976-1977 , By Judge 2.1 0.4 
Circuit Court Total Cases Disposed 3.4 2 .• 3 
Section Criminal Disposed 3.7' 2.4 

Corrections Number Sentenced 
Annual. Prison 2.3 1..5 
Report Jail 8.2 0 •. 5 
1976 Probation 3.2 " 1.9 

-
Table 5. Activity statistics for" criminal justice agencies taken 

from published annual reports. 

Scanning down the columns of percentages for each county, one can easily 
pick out unusually deviant values. For example, County II had relatively 
high rates of total arrests and criminal-trials by jury; County I ranked 
high in number of jail sentenc~s. 

Percentage values for County I ranged between 2.1% and 3.7% with an 
average of approximately 3.0%; for County II most values lie between 
1.5% and 3.4% with an average somewhat over 2.0%. These averages are .. v . 

in close agreement with the manpower allocations listed in Table 3~ . As 
a rule the activity data reflect manpower levels more closely than expen-
diture levels. !i 

-12-

" 

) 

1 
• 1 

I 

f 

\ 
. ! 

\ 

I 
I 

1 
I 

I 
1 
I 
1 
! 

Another value of the data in Table 4 is its ability to reveal how inter
dependent the agencies are. To demonstrate the interdependence we turn 
to some of the activities that interface the police with prosecution, 
prosecution with the courts and courts with corrections. 

The raw data that generated percentages for Table 5 were reorganized 
to form ratios of arrests to crimes, new cases filed to arrests, 
sentences to dispositions and so forth. Whenever possible the same 
ratios were computed from research data as well. 

Before looking at the data in this stepwise fashion we will briefly 
describe the way in which the research data were obtained. In 
County I data came from individual case records filed in the prose
cutor's office. From all cases that were filed in 1976, a random 
sample of 20% was selected for coding. Hore than 30 events and 
dates related to each case were recorded. The result was a sample 
of 214 cases in County I. In County II the same selection and coding 
procedure yielded 108 cases. Data were obtained through the circuit 
court administrator's office with the aid of the county clerk. 

" 
"'\ Net Sentenced I 

Flguce 3. Flow chart of major steps .In the adult felony process. 

Turning first to data from annual reports of the Michigan, State Police 
(Uniform Crime Statistics), the Supreme Court Administrative Office 
ang the Department of Corrections, the ratios of various events were 
calculated. In chbClsing measures to include in the analysis we followed 
a flow chart: of steps in the £elonyprocess outlined in Figure 3, giving 
special attention to measures that illuminate changes in' caseload that 
occur when control shifts from one agency to another. Thus, we have 
special interest in the number of district court arraignments compared 
to arrests, number of new circuit court cases relative to number of 
felony preliminary exams (waived and held) in district court, and 
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number ~f defendants .sentenced as a ratio to the total 
The rat~os, expressea as percentages, are,displayed in 
agency measures are set off in double boxed sections. 

Agency Measure State County I 
Data 

Offenses/PopulatIon f2J 130 

Pol ice Arrests/Offenses 33% 28% 

Adult Arrests/Arrests 83% 93% 

II 
Pol ice and New District/Adult Dist. Court C.t. Cases I Arrests 77% 74% 

Dist. Ct. Exam WaivedyfNew Dist. 
and Held Ct. Cases 9% 13% 

Dist. Ct. & New ctr';I!~am Held Ci r. Ct. 
. 

Ct. Cases and Waived " 113% 113% 

Cases ~ New Ci r. 
Disposed Ct. Cases 100% 100% 

Crr. Ct. Trials/Dispositions 9% 7% 

Jury Trials/Trials 7at 84% 
IF' r. (;t. and 
[ICorrect ions # Sentenced/Disposed 71% 60% 

" Prlson/#Sentenced 39% 28'~ 

CorrectIons Jai l/#Sentenced . 6% 17% 

Probation/#Sentenced sSt 55% 
. 

cases disposed. 
Table 6. Inter-II 

CountyII 

171 

" 
38% 

84% 

97% 

8% 

82% 

104% 

13% 

98% 

• 50% I 
34% 

2% 

64% 

Table 6. Ratios of events in the processing of criminal cases. 

When we look at the data in Table 6 some interesting contrasts emerg 
In the ~opmos7 box, for police_reported activity,we see that Count eiI 
had a h~gh cr~me rate and a high arrest rate compared to County I y 
However, of all arrests made, County" I reported a high proportion" f 
adult a:rest:s. A~ this point one might conclude that County II im;osed 
a relat~vely heav~er burden on its police for handling criminal complaints 
but ~he higher proportion of adult arrests in County I would make one ' 
pred~ct that the burden on later stages of the adUlt criminal justice 
system might not be too different for the two counties. . 
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The next comparison cuts across data reported by two different agencies, 
police and district court. According to the data, 74% of arrests were 
followed by district court arraignment in County I and 97% in County II. 
The difference between the two is large and ,raises the question of what 

" 1 
happened to the 26% of arrests in County I that did""not appear in dis-
trict court. One possibility is error in reporting, either too many 
arrests or too few arraignments; another is differences in definition 
of "new criminal cases" when applied to district court records. or per
haps different practices by police in number of persons released or 
number arrested from a jurisdiction outside the county. 

The next step in the process shows the percentage of all new district 
court criminal cases for which a preliminary exam was held or waived, 
a measure of the number of felony arraignments. CoUnty I had a much 
higher rate than County II, forecasting a he~iY caseload for the circuit 
court, if most cases were bound over. 

Moving down to the next box in the table," the number of new circuit court 
criminal cases is given as a ratio to felony arraignments in district 
court. If all district court cases were bound over, rJ1e percentage would 
be 100%; the actual figures of 113% for the state and'J·Count'Y I are"a clear 
signal that something has gone awry in the reporting system. The figure 
for County II is reasona\>le, but we have no criterion to determine its 
accuracy. 

Disposition data reported by the circuit court show that, statelwide and 
in County I, the number of felony cases disposed equaled the nlnnber of 
new cases being filed. County II reported more cases disposed than co~ 
menced, and thus was able,: to decrease its backlog. County II also reported 
~ high rate of trials~ almost all of which were held before a jury. 

The number of persons sentenced relative to the number of cases disposed, 
or the conviction rate, again represents data from two different agencies. 
Compared to the statewide average, both of the sample counties were 
shown to be low on this measure. 

Tpe final box contains corrections data describing the type of sentences 
imposed. County I was characterized by a high percentage of jail sentences; 
County II had a large proportion of probation sentences. 

As~~~ing for the moment that al~ of the data in Table 5 are accurate, we 
c~r see that each coUnty is unique in some ways compared to each other 

)1 and to the state average. This means that in order to predict case loads 
and needs for resources within counties one must examine each county as a 
unit. High arrest rates mean mOre work for the prosecutor and district 
court; more frequent felony arrests lead to heavier caseloads for the 
circuit court; the conviction rate and the court's tendency to impose 
different types of sentences determine the impact 'on prison, jail and 
probation s'ervice~. 
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How accurate are the data published annually by criminal justice 
agencies? Because of the large numbers of individuals who partic
ipate in data collection, coding and analysis there are many 
opportunities for error. Lackadaisical reactions of many agencies, 
to,requests for information, while understandable in this age of 
questionnaires and information processing, contribute to doubts f< 

about t4e priority q,ssigned to record;"'keeping activities. During 
our research study of felony case processing we were able to 
collect information directly from case records that will, in part, 
speak to 'the accuracy~ of data shown in the previous table. 

Data from annual reports and research data are listed next to each 
other in Table 7 for the five measures where comparisons are 
available. All of the measures that depended upon data from 

. 
COUNTY I COUNTY II 

Res..-,;;irl::h. Ann. Report " Research Ann. Report 

I 

Measure .Data Data Data 
. 

Trials/Dispositions a\ 7\ 13\ 

i Sent./Dispositions !31\ 60\ 64\ 

* Prison/Sentenced 29\ ,28\ ~9\ 

# Jail/Sentenced 14\ 17\. 3\ 
n 

j probatn/Sen~enced 56' 56\ 63\ 
..-;.-

Table 7. Comparison .of annual report activity data and manually 
collected data from case records. 

Data 

13\ 

50\ 

34\ 

2\ 

64\ 

within the same agency are in remarkably good agreement with the research 
findings. It. is the one category where data came from tw~ different 
~gencies, courts and corrections, that the breakdown occurs, and it happens 
1n both counties. The number sentenced rel~tive to all dispositions is 
very wide of the mark if one relies on data reported in annual summaries 
of activity. 

Another problem confronting the data analyst, planner or policy maker is 
the incompleteness of published data. Crimes are not categorized accord
in[i to felony and misdemeanor in keeping with circuit and district court 
adjudication, but rather according to the FBI division bet~n~en Part land 
Part II crimes,. Arrest data have the'same difficulty. Then .atthe pros
ecution-warrant stage there are no aggregate data published at all. 
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There are a number of explanations that could account for the difficulty 
in following casas across agency boundaries. One possibility is that 
definitions of events are not consistent or uniformly applied across the 
system. One agency might count a reopened case as "new" and another might 
not,or two different law enforcement agencies might report the same arrest. 
Lags in reporting may mean that only part of an annual caseload is included 
by one agency.while the next agency in line reports all cases in timely 
fashion. 

~~;?)I~_:~/-
*"'" 

, . . . 

Crouing departmental linea. 

from Making Systems Work: The 'Psyehoto9Y of Business Systems. 
1IIIlIam C. kamsgard (Drawings by RI ta llil Iiams). copyright 
1977. Reprlnted by pormlsslon of John lilley' Sons, Inc. 

In the ideal case we would like to have confirmatory data reporting by two 
or more agencies.whenever possible. This could apply when police?report 
warrants requested and ~..rarrants issued, prosecutors also report warrants 
requested along with warrants approved, and district courts supply the 
number of warrants issued by them. Similar reasoning applies to number 
of persons sentenced which could be reported by both courts and corrections. 
Coordination and cooperation among agencies isrrequired if improvements 
are to be realized. " 

" 

Summary of Criminal Justice Demographics and ActiVities 

An analysis of adult felony case processing in two MiChigan counties served 
as a vehicle for looking at criminal justice agencies as an int~.rdependent 
system. Each co.unty was discovered to have unique characteristics that 
affected the division of effort of agencies Within the county. For example, 
arrest rates, proportion of district court cases that were bound over to 
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circuit court, and number of defendants sentenced to jail were all variables 
that distinguished between the two counties under study. 

/ 
Activity data from annual reports publiSh~d by criminal justice agerlcies 
gerierally showed good internal consistency. Problems arose wheri a r~~~ 
ship required data to be drawn from two different agencies. ,Large discrep
ancies were found, for instance, when the numbers of offenders sentenced 
were computed as a percentage of all cases disposed. Manually collected 
research data yielded much high~r sentencing rates for each of the counties 
than the, data from court and correctional records indicated. 

Given only data from regularly published reports in Michigan," i,t was impossible 
to track the flow of defendants from'the point of arrest through disposition 
in any detail. Missing links prevented the division of offenses and arrests 
into misdemeanors and felo~ies, the comparison of arrests to warrants requested 
and warrants issued, and similar inter-agency shifts in caseload. 
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