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ABSTRACT

The Hamilton County Municipal Court is a court r@icord which has 14 judges who
preside over misdemeanor cases on a daily basiamilton County has a total of 44 police
agencies and two prosecutors’ offices. Of these wasecutor offices, one handles all cases
filed within the city limits of Cincinnati and theecond handles the cases for the remainder of
Hamilton County. The purpose of this study was xangine the efficiencies of integrating a
police scheduling program for the Cincinnati Polizepartment, the largest jurisdiction in the
county, into the case management system of theaipahicourt. The reason for determining the
efficiencies of this program ate decide when and if the court should reach ouhéoother 43
police agencies which serve the county and offeisdime or similar type program option.

A simple survey containing just three questions sent to 13 of the 14 Hamilton County
Municipal Court Judges (See Appendix A). The jusd® did not participate joined the court
after the study period in 2007 and before the sfpelyod in 2008. The disseminated questions
were designed to determine the perception of tldggs as to whether the number of
continuances for the cases being studied have behrced. Simultaneously, a review of a
significant number of cases from a three monthgoewas conducted to determine if there was
an actual reduction in the number of continuancesitgd for cases involving the City of
Cincinnati Police Department which were set faaltri The reason for the perception survey and
the actual data review was that while most of thgees seen on a daily basis originate with the
City of Cincinnati, many cases from other jurisaios are on the same dockets and with the
high volume of the court there could certainly kergeptions which may not reflect actual

findings. A completely separate series of questias sent to the Chief Deputy Prosecutor for



the City of Cincinnati. (See Appendix B) The quas$ were sent to this person because he has
always acted as somewhat of a liaison betweendhd,adhe City of Cincinnati, and its police
department. There was also a series of questiemists the finance department of the police
department to determine the financial impact ofgregram. (See Appendix C)

The gquestionnaire presented to the 13 municipattcjudges contained a five point
Likert scale with room for comments after each led fluestions. The review of cases which
were continued for the months of June, July andustug 2007 versus the months of June, July
and August in 2008 was narrowed down to a total8% cases which were heard by five judges.
Those five judges were selected solely because togitinued cases included notations that
contained specific information as to why they weoatinued, specifically whether the officer
was present for the hearing or not. As for thermiation requestetiom the City of Cincinnati
Prosecutors’ Office, it was a written request mdidectly to the Chief Deputy Prosecutor for the
city. He was able to obtain all of the pertinarformation regarding subpoenas, officers notify
lead time and requests for change of court dated Ltiene refers to the time prior to the trial date
that the prosecutor’s office is sending subpoemasadficer notifies. The information obtained
from the Cincinnati Police finance department cesdenovertime pay and man-hours.

There appears to be no consensus by the Judgfes Hamilton County Municipal Court
as to the perception that there are fewer conticessince the inception of the integration of
police schedules into the case management syst®m.the other hand, the data that was
collected indicates a reduction in the number afticmances requested due to the unavailability
of a police officer. Additionally, the informatiocollected from the City of Cincinnati
Prosecutor’s office regarding lead time on notifaesl the number of times officers requested a

change in court dates were extremely positive. Albere seems to be some conflicting



information which was gathered in the area of onextpay and the number of man-hours spent
by the City of Cincinnati Police Department.

Even though the efficiencies currently shown g ititegration of schedules are probably
enough to endorse the program and offer atteer police agencies, there should be an ongoing
evaluation for the next several months. Not alihef items studied produced the expected results
and there is some thought that it simply may takeér than first expected to produce results
across the entire spectrum which will satisfy aititees involved. Further explanation will be

discussed in the conclusions section of this paper.



INTRODUCTION

The Hamilton County Municipal Court is a limitegrisdiction court of record serving a
population of approximately 820,000, a number whitdkes it the third most populous county
in Ohio trailing only Cuyahoga and Franklin. Hatmil County is located in the southwest
corner of Ohio, bordered by Kentucky to the soutt bndiana to the west.

Ohio currently has 99 municipal courts. Of thddamilton County is the second most
populous county to have only one court servingethire county. The most populous county to
have a single municipal court serve the entire toismFranklin, in which the state capital of
Columbus is located. The most populous countyhioOCuyahoga, has 15 separate municipal
courts including the Cleveland Municipal Court.

One of the things that make the Hamilton CountynMipal Court unique is that it is the
only municipal court in Ohio in which the judgesrior election in districts. In 1986, a federal
lawsuit was filed claiming a lack of adequate repregation of minority judges on the Hamilton
County Municipal Court bench. Sometime prior te tieneral election in 1993 a federal court
order was issued which apportioned the countyseteen districts; each district wiselect one
judge in the 1993 general election and qarage in the 1995 general election. Each full term
consists of six years and candidates are not bbyral district residency rule. Since 1993, the
Hamilton County Municipal Court has consisted of jldges who run for election in seven
districts yet all of the judges have jurisdictibmdughout the county.

The Hamilton County Municipal Court is supported & violations bureau which is
under the auspices of an elected Clerk of Coutte. Tlerk of Courts Traffic Division, as it is

known, processes cases that are payable and dequote a court appearance. These cases are



defined as minor misdemeanors and most can befpaabout one hundred dollars. The Clerk
of Courts processes over 10,000 of these payoutsthiyo Other offenses are more serious
misdemeanors which require a court appearance anyg potential jail time. Those cases which
require a court appearance along with the minodemseanors which citizens choose not to pay
are set on an arraignment docket. The arraignmeckeds are scheduled each weekday and
typically have 250 to 350 cases scheduled. At gmraent a person may dispose of their case by
pleading guilty or no contest, they will most likdde sentenced immediately. If someone wishes
to contest a case they must plead not guilty, #se avill then be scheduled for trial at a later
date. The case is scheduled in the future dueetdattt that police officers do not appear at the
arraignment proceedings. For this reason, onlyscaswhich a not guilty plea has been entered
will be the focus of this study. Parking violationdl not be included in the study as they are
considered civil infractions in Cincinnati, no otheaffic or criminal cases fall into this category

In a municipal court that has the volume that HamiCounty has, any effort to reduce
the number of continuances will have an effectlmniumber of cases on a judge’s trial docket.
It only stands to reason that if a case can bedvwedon a reduced number of appearances that
docket time can be cleared for other cases antikéléhood that those cases can be tried at the
first trial setting is increased. Thus, improvednagement of a portion of the court’s cases can
result in positive effects on the flow of other €asn the court. Efficient management of cases in
municipal courts, often the only contact with cguthiat citizens experience, also helps create a
greater degree of public trust and confidence énjtidiciary.

Over many years the Hamilton County Municipal Gdwas attempted to schedule cases
involving police officers, specifically City of Cannati police officers, so that their work
schedules were taken into account. For the pagedss, there had been a method to accomplish

this whereby officers would fill out what was cala “Court Control Form”. (See Appendix D)



Each Court Control Form was made of heavy papectwbontained a 4 month calendar of the
year printed 4 times on each card. Each of theoxppately 1000 officers in the City of
Cincinnati Police Department was required to maskan her unavailable days to attend court on
each portion of the card and return the card tcsdrgeant at the district. The cards would then
be collected by each district and forwarded to #ssignment office of the court to be
alphabetized and cut into four sections for usseptirate office locations.

There are several problems with this method ofatpen. First, the Court Control Forms
were not always filled out completely by the offiselnformation was missing or illegible, at
times even the officer's name was undecipheratl8econd, many times Court Control Forms
were not collected and forwarded in a timely fashigometimes leaving as long as two months
for cases to be set without having the informapoovided on the cards. Third, when officers’
schedules would change, individual officers couddtact the assignment office to request that
the Court Control Form be changed to reflect theatgd information instead of going through a
single point of contact.

Another issue which must be considered is thaemety officer will actually be on duty
when a court case is scheduled. With the CincinlRalice force being so large there are
obviously several groups of off days to consideglany of the officer groups, as they are called,
have rotating off days or weekend work schedulesnathe court is not in session. Additionally,
there are several shifts to be considered. Thegerfa along with the fact that the court only
schedules trials at 9:00 a.m. on weekdays, makegitssible to accommodate the officer at all
times. Therefore, even though a scheduling systemhd make court appearances for officers
more convenient, those appearances will not neggsba scheduled during the times that an

officer is on duty.



When the court was installing a new case managemsysiem in the early 1990's,
management had enough forethought to build in apooent which would overlay the officers’
schedules onto the judges’ schedules thereby prayichore timely information. However,
when the system was being constructed this compomas never fully developed. Over the
course of the last 15 years or so, there have haarerous discussions revolving around the
development of the scheduling module. Some of trelles which prevented the development
and implementation were: a) The Fraternal OrddpPalice, the union which represents the City
of Cincinnati Police Officers, was concerned thanm officers would have their overtime pay
reduced to such an extent that it would affectrte&ndard of living; b) The administration of
the Cincinnati Police Department, at one time, imgsrested in implementation of a similar idea
but through the use of their own operating systenT;he Hamilton County Municipal Court was
hesitant at one time due to the suggestion thatctwet was to pay for most or all of the
implementation thus leavirtge City of Cincinnati aninimal monetary investment.

Eventually, all of the entities involved were alite settle on the critical terms and
conditions and an agreement to develop and implethenproject was reached. The municipal
court set aside funding for the development of phgject and the City of Cincinnati Police
Department agreed to work within the proposed fraark to comply with the requirements of
the implementation.

The ultimate goal of the research conducted wladtiscussed herein is to: a) Study the
efficiencies of the program as to the number oftioorances, the monetary ramifications and the
lead time for officer notifies; and b) to determimeahe efficiencies realized will be enough to
offer the other police agencies in Hamilton Couthiy opportunity to make use of the program.

As mentioned, Hamilton County has a total of 44qeoagencies within its jurisdiction.
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This study focuses on the effects of integratintjcp officers’ schedules into the case
management system. In doing so it was necessagview a collection of cases and determine
the rate at which those cases were continued. Whileuld be beneficial to compare the figures
obtained for this study with other counties in sit@e of Ohio, The Supreme Court of Ohio does
not require that courts report this type of infotima. Likewise, discussions with other municipal
courts in Ohio were futile when seeking informatfoncomparison purposes.

After a review of the literature regarding schéuaglof cases, specifically scheduling as it
relates to taking into consideration police off&eschedules, results of all information collected
will be reviewed and reported. Following review af data, including the questionnaires
completed by the Hamilton County Municipal Courtides, data collected on specific cases, and
information obtained from the City of Cincinnatiindings will be reported. Next, the
conclusions of those findings will be discussedahy, any recommendations which may be

made as a result of those conclusions will be tegor
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LITERATURE REVIEW

The concept of scheduling court cases in Cincinmaist take into account the police
officers’ work schedule as well as the defense ahdpurse, the court. This is documented as
far back as the mid 1960'sAt that time, a clerk would check the officerB&y Off"? schedule
before scheduling a traffic case for court. A meatendation was made that the Presiding Judge
of the municipal court and the Chief of Police, rjowith the City Prosecutor establish a
schedule of one officer's day in court every twoek& Obviously, one of the main reasons for
establishing a schedule for each officer to appeapurt was to avoid having cases dismissed.
As is still the case today, when a police offienot present for trial the court has sole disgreti
whether to grant a continuance when requested @istoiss a case.

Sometime in the early 1970’s the Cincinnati Pollipartment made an agreement with
the Hamilton County Municipal Court to use a formokwn as a “Court Control Form” to
schedule municipal court cases taking into accolatofficers’ work schedules. These forms
included a four month calendar along with a plamethe officer’'s name and badge number.
They were manually marked by each officer and ttalected by sergeants at each district and
forwarded to the court.

There is evidence of other jurisdictions using edorm of a scheduling process which
includes consideration of police officers’ work edales. For example, in 1977 law

enforcement agencies in Virginia were asked howtappearances in traffic cases are set.

! American Bar Association Traffic Court Prograngprt on the Cincinnati Traffic Court, 1965, page 7
2 .
Ibid, page 79
® |bid page134
* |bid, page 155
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In many cases the officer informed the offendeaigpear in court on the officer’'s “Court Day”,
which also happens to be the officer's day to wbekday shiff In some areas the offender and
the officer set the appearance date by agreenidmre were times when this procedure created
problems for the court, usually when officers wosdthedule more cases than the court could
handle on a given ddy The recommendation set forth by the National Eefur State Courts in
1977 for Virginia traffic courts was that “CourtscaLaw Enforcement Agencies should work
together to establish mutually acceptable origamal continuance court dates, but the courts,
when necessary, should exercise final control dvwenumber of cases appearing on the docket
any one day”.

In a study of the New Orleans Traffic Court in 498was noted that this court used an
“Officer’'s Day in Court” system for scheduling agpances on court hearings in which the clerk
would look up the officer’s date to appear in cantl schedule accordindlyin the “Officer’s
Day in Court” system, each officer is assignedecg day to be in court every week or two.
Such a system has the advantages of conservingeghie and minimizing the amount of court
resources that must be used in traffic cases.iStidls the potential drawback of creating either
a) discrepancies in the number of cases on calefoiadifferent judges or for different days, or
(b) fluctuations in the time from arraignment tiatidate’ These drawbacks are both excellent
examples of why the court must be the first androost concern when setting a case for trial.

In 1974, a study of the Multnomah County, Oregouarts was conducted with the focus
being an attempt to reduce police overtime forrfoal reasons. The first impressions given

were that the bulk of overtime costs for police evevithin the control of the courts and the

® Alexander B. Aikman, David C. Steelman, C. Mae Hdgndall, Traffic Adjudication in Virginia — Reposand
Recommendations, NCSC 1977, page 80

Ibid, page 80

Ibid, page 80

David C. Steelman, Operation and managementeof taffic Court, City of New Orleans, 1984, page 62
James P. Economos and David C. Steelman, Tiaffict Procedure and Administratiori® 2983, pages 119-121

© O N O
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prosecution’® Multnomah County utilized a system in which offis would indicate their off
days on the front of an offender’s citation. Ifetldefendant chose to plead not guilty at
arraignment, the clerk would schedule the caserardlie officer's days off.Subsequently, if
there was a continuance granted on the case, tisequtor would again refer to the citation to
choose an appropriate date for tfialln many ways, the faults to this system are #mesas the
faults which previously plagued Hamilton County dref the integration of officer's schedules
into the case management system. These systemsulaject to breakdowns if the officer
indicates the incorrect days dif if the schedule changes between the time a citation Engiv
and the trial date. This issue cannot probablgddeed completely, but it is certainly less likely
to occur with a virtual real time system in plac&nother potential glitch would be the
possibility that multiple officers are needed foe tsame case. With any manual system this just
brings into play additional opportunity for errowith a fully automated system, the chance of
error is greatly reduced. The automated systerh aviérlay the officers’ schedules on the
court’s schedule therelhyghlighting the best day to set a case for trial.

Of course, even if there is the thought that ametely accurate system for scheduling
would make everyone who is a party to a case satisthere are always those who would think
otherwise. A common opinion among some officerth& they believe their schedules are not
taken into account, even if they are accurate antbulate’> There are some officers who do
not mind appearing in court on their days loécause of the overtime compensation while others
see it as a disruption to their lives while notdarty®* Even when cases are scheduled for an

officer’s available day in court (presumably a wdidy) an argument could be made that a police

10 peter Haynes, Recommendations for Reducing Calat& Expenditures on Police Overtime in Multhomah
County (Portland), Oregon, 1974 page 2

™ |bid, page 5

2 |bid, page 17

13 |bid, page 17
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officer could be on the beat bistsitting in a courtroom for several hours waitibga case to be
called. Another possibility is that the officer ke an overnight shift completing his tour of
duty early in the morning, then having to wait taothree hours because he has a court case
scheduled. Many times this leaves the officer @agpdte time to return home and get a little
sleep and yet not sufficient enoutjime after sitting in court for several hours tgtrbefore his
next shift begins. The Durham, North Carolina &olDepartment actually wrote court time
requirements into an operations research projet997 requiring that officers’ shifts cover time
when they would be scheduled in cotfrt.At the time the Durham Police Department was
organized in four “platoons”. These platoons weckesluled so that each day one platoon
worked the day shift, one worked the night shiftl awo were off duty. Shifts were 12 hours
long, began and ended at six p.m. and six a.m.aah? hour rest period between consecutive
shifts was required. The scheduling arrangementym®d a great deal of officer fatigue,
primarily because of the number of times an officempleted a sequence of night shifts and
then changed back to a daytime routine.

In 1997 Charles County, Maryland unveiled a webeldaapplication for police officers
to schedule their leave times, and court housé wtafchedule court dates around the officers’
schedules. The program, which is called Court Ratas hailed as the most advanced program
of this type at the time. It was designed to allwfficers to manage their own schedules through
password protected accounts on the Internet. @fsialeclared it would save taxpayer dollars
while enhancing the officers’ quality of lif&.

The conservation of monetary resources, as wathas hours, is always an issue which

will get the attention of those who are responsfblebudget, coverage of an event, or day-to-

4 George Fishman, Shift Scheduling in the DurhanicBddepartment, 1998, page 2
15 |bid, page 1
18 \www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/20a720/ar2007042002479.html.
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day operations of any organization. Modificatie@scheduling procedures can be helpful in all
of these areas.

One example of saving these resources came frattaiidy Oregon in 1987. Portland
implemented a pretrial conference step on moreggrmisdemeanor cases. Along with the
pretrial conference step the court also put ingkadirm trial date and continuance policy. The
result was that cases were resolved at the prstage and fewer officers were summoned for
court appearances. The program saved the courgly $250,000.00 the first ye&r.Other
jurisdictions have been even more radical in tlagiproach to saving resources. Seminole
County, Florida established what is known as th&itQraffic Hearing Officer Program.” In
this approach, hearing officers are appointed t@r fogvil traffic hearings at various locations
throughout the count}? Some of the advantages realized were a reduittitaw enforcement
court time, more courtroom space, and more expedithearing$’

Municipal courts, and more specifically trafficses within municipal courts, remain one
of the most common means of personal contact tliat people have with the couffsFor this
reason the management of municipal court casestraffit cases, in particular, assume great
significance in terms of public trust and confidemc the courts — the perception among citizens
that the courts are accessible, expeditious, ifaiependent and accountabte.

The manner in which most of these cases are @edeby the court promotes the

expedient and direct establishment of facts andiGgtion of law, without substantial investment

7 John Goerdt, Small Claims and Traffic Courts: €slanagement Procedures, Case Characteristics, and
Outcomes in 12 Urban Jurisdictions, 1992, pageclted through information from a Judge in Portland.

'8 Horace McMorrow, a Civil Traffic Infraction HeagrOfficer Program for Seminole County, ICM, CEPDaBe
[l Project, 1998, page 30

9 bid, pages 30, 32

2 David C. Steelman with John A Goerdt and Jamédd/illan, Caseflow Management in the New Millennium
page 39.

# |bid
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of time or money by the litigants to sustain theasition. Although the process tends to be
highly routinized, it is a duty of the court to ens that complete fairness exists in all
proceedings, but especially in those which areesiatf?

A critical part in the scheduling process of miypat court cases is the coordination of
officers’ appearances in court which create théowahg dilemma: If officers appear in court
while on duty, they are not out in the neighbortopdtrolling and protecting the community. If
officers appear in court while off duty, then theyst be compensated, usually in overtime pay
ultimately absorbed by those very taxpayers whotlaelitigants appearing before the cdirt.
The offices in charge of scheduling must weigh phas and cons of the process and make an
informed decision about the timely setting of tiase However in a very high-volume oriented
court such as Hamilton County, this decision isallgumade at the level of the case setter.

More and more in large urban areas, cases arq ls&ihwith the aid of scheduling
modules within the court’'s automated informatiorsteyn. These automated information
systems contain such information as a unique iflentior each officer, the officers’ regular
workday rotation, shifts, and the ability to ins&sther” off days, such as training or vacation.
According to American Bar Association standardsltiple appearances in cases such as a single
traffic case should be avoided to minimize costambearance for motorists and police and to
make efficient use of the court’s resouréés.

Therefore, managing those cases in which thengoi® contact with the court than any
other types of cases is an important way for cotatestablish and maintain public trust and

confidence in the judicial branch of governméht.

2 |bid

% |bid page 40

2 See Note 17, Supra, page 119

% gee BJS and NCSC, Trial Court Performance StasdStendard 5.2.
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Another issue which factors into the process s litcal legal culturé® In a study
produced by National Center for State Courts Rebeas in 1978, local legal culture was
explained as follows: Both speed and backloglésermined in large part by established
expectations, practices, and informal rules of biineof judges and lawyers. For want of a
better term, we have called this cluster of factbes“Local Legal Culture®’

Since that study, the Local Legal Culture explditiee reason that cases moved through
a particular court system at the pace that the$? dbocal Legal Culture is more accurately
described as not only practices, rules, and the dikjudges and lawyers, but also of police,
various investigators such as pretrial and detanfprison, probation, and court staff among
many other$® This concept has proven quite useful over the syéarunderstanding and
improving case flow management in local trial cedtt

The collection of specific data from previouslyemdified sources will indicate the
efficiency of integrating police officers’ schedslmto the case management system in Hamilton
County, Ohio. After the data is collected throughltiple formats, it will be assessed to direct
the court in improving the program and/or the Migbiof offering some or all of the other 43
police agencies throughout Hamilton County an opymity to utilize this new component of the

court management system.

% Thomas Church, Alan Carlson, Jo-Lynne Lee, an@daifTan, Justice Delayed: The Pace of Litigatiddrban
Trial Courts, NCSC, 1978, page 54.

" 1pid

% Geoff Gallas, The Court Manager, Volume 20, Iséukeocal Legal Culture, page 23.

29 i
Ibid

% |bid
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METHODS

The initial step in determining the efficiencies infegrating police officers’ schedules
with the case management system was to asses$yexhat items could be measured and who
would be in the best position to obtain the datmired to do so.

The case study would involve a comparison of timeaths of cases in 2007 to the same
three month period in 2008. Even though the HamilBmunty Municipal Court consists of 14
judges it was determined that the potential fieigudges to be interviewed would have to be
trimmed by one since one of the judges was eleatien the time period to be studied in 2007
and before the time period to be studied in 2008, data from that particular judge’s caseload
could not be fairly assessed. This judge was atgancluded in the survey of the judges to
obtain the court’s perception of continuances retgeeand granted.

A brief discussion was then had with each of #aaining 13 judges to find out if they
made specific notations on journal entries whictlidated the reason that continuances were
requested by the prosecution, specifically if theyed whether the police officer was present or
not when the continuance was requested. Withostspecific notation on the journal entry it
would not be possible to determine if continuarttas been requested for this reason. Of the 13
judges questioned only five indicated that theysistently noted the officers’ presence and/or
absence when the prosecution requested a contieu@herefore, the study only included the
five judges who provided specific notations on itheirrnal entries.

At this juncture, the data to be extrapolated Ibaen determined. Direction was given to
the court’s software vendor to create a prograndémtify cases for those five judges which
were forfirst-time trial settings and scheduled in the nisnof June, July and August of 2007.

The cases were also narrowed to those initiatedarCity of Cincinnati since this was the only
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department using the pilot program. The processldvthen have to be duplicated for the
months of June, July and August 2008 for comparfmmposes. After each of the sample sets
was collected there was a manual process by ctafftis which each case was reviewed to
determine if the case was continued at the progetsitrequest or the request of the defense.
This was done because the query conducted by tin¢'scgoftware provider could not break
down the sample set to indicate the reason a casecentinued. Only those cases which were
set for trial and continued for trial were examinedt this point, the cases were input into a
spread sheet (See Appendix F) and a manual exaomnait the cases was conducted. On the
spreadsheet a notation was made indicating if éise @vas continued due to the unavailability of
the officer. A notation was also made indicatinigatvthe final disposition was for each case.
This was done to determine if more cases were atéip dismissed if the case involved a
continuance due to the officer’'s unavailability.tétal of 437 cases from 2007 were examined
and 351 cases from 2008. The physical reviewhefdases took approximately five weeks to
complete. This time obviously could have been redut more staff had been dedicated to the
project.

During approximately the same time period as tam atollection of cases was being
studied, a questionnaire was sent via interoffial to the 13 judges to try and gain a sense of
their perception of the number of continuances estpd and granted since the inception of the
program. Before this questionnaire was distribideshmple questionnaire was reviewed by a
former judge, a current magistrate and a curreosquutor to determine if the questions were
easily understood, viable, and would elicit themfiation which was desired.

The judges’ questionnaire was based on a fivet hokert scale with room for comment
after each of the three questions presented. TkertLscale, created by American educator and

organizational psychologist Rensis Likert, is a gb@metric scale commonly used in

20



guestionnaires. When responding to a Likert questoe item, respondents specify their level
of agreement to a statemeAtl 13 of the judges participated in the survey afidsurveys were
returned within three weeks. Additionally, a ser@ questions were presented to the Chief
Deputy City Prosecutor. These questions revolvedirad the lead time for subpoenas and
officer notifies concerning the number of writtegquests from officers to continue a case, and
his opinion as to whether he believed the numbezootinuances due to officer unavailability
was reduced. Other information obtained through Glitg of Cincinnati Police Department’s
financial division was obtained via inquiry abohetcost of overtime for court appearances and
the number of man-hours spent in court. All of thi®rmation obtained was for the months of

June, July and August in 2007 and 2008.
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FINDINGS

Results of the research conducted will be providedeach area of study mentioned in
the methods section. Overall, the findings werlanination of efforts in several areas in an
attempt to create recommendations for further, poskibly expanded, use of the integrated
scheduling program.

For reporting purposes, the judges whose caseswserkin this study will be referred to
as Judge “A” through Judge “E”. After reportingetifindings produced for each of the five
judges, a consolidation of cases for all five juslgell be shown. Additionally, there will be a
breakdown of criminal cases and traffic cases terdene if there was a noticeable discrepancy
between the two.

Findings will also include information collectedavithe questionnaire sent to the
Hamilton County Municipal Court Judges, informatipnovided by the Chief Deputy City

Prosecutor and the finance office of the City aicdnati Police Department.
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Judge “A” continued a total of 78 cases during tihee period studied in 2007, 44 of
those were criminal cases and 34 were traffic ca@eshe cases which were continued for this
period 23 were continued due to the unavailabditghe police officer, 19 were criminal cases
and four were traffic cases. In 2008, Judge “A” tomred 51 cases during the time period
studied, 40 of those were criminal cases and 1le weffic cases. The number of cases
continued due to the unavailability of the polidéaer was 13; there were 11 criminal cases and

two traffic cases. The number of cases continue2008 due to the unavailability of a police

officer reflects a 4% decrease from 2007.
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CHART 1

2007 Continuances Studied Judge A (Total 78)
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police officer no

show 70.51%

CHART 2

2008 Continuances Studied Judge A (Total 51)
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B Cases continued
for other reasons

E Continued for
police officer no
show

74.51%
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Judge “B” continued a total of 80 cases during tihee period studied in 2007, 49 of
those were criminal cases and 31 were traffic ca@eshe cases which were continued for this
period 16 were continued due to the unavailabditghe police officer, 11 were criminal cases
and five were traffic cases. In 2008, Judge “B” tomred 104 cases during the time period
studied, 58 of those were criminal cases and 46e weaffic cases. The number of cases
continued due to the unavailability of the polideaer was 17; there were ten criminal cases and
seven traffic cases. The number of cases contimu2808 due to the unavailability of a police

officer reflects a 3.65% decrease from 2007.

25



CHART 3

2007 Continuances Studied Judge B (T otal 80)
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CHART 4

2008 Continuances Studied Judge B (Total 104)
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l Cases continued
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show

83.65%
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Judge “C” continued a total of 68 cases duringtthme period studied in 2007, 52 of
those were criminal cases and 16 were traffic ca@eshe cases which were continued for this
period 11 were continued due to the unavailabdityhe police officer, nine were criminal cases
and two were traffic cases. In 2008, Judge “C” pmdd 56 cases during the time period
studied, 44 of those were criminal cases and 12 weffic cases. The number of cases
continued due to the unavailability of the polidécer was 11; there were nine criminal cases
and two traffic cases. The number of cases cordimu@008 due to the unavailability of a police

officer reflects a 3.46% increase from 2007.
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CHART 5

2007 Continuances Studied Judge C (T otal 68)
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CHART 6

2008 Continuances Studied Judge C (T otal 56)

19.64%

B Cases continued
for other reasons

B Continued for
police officer no
show
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Judge “D” continued a total of 87 cases during tihee period studied in 2007, 74 of
those were criminal cases and 13 were traffic ca@kshe cases which were continued for this
period 36 were continued due to the unavailabditghe police officer, 27 were criminal cases
and nine were traffic cases. In 2008, Judge “D”ticared 68 cases during the time period
studied, 51 of those were criminal cases and 17e wffic cases. The number of cases
continued due to the unavailability of the polidéocer was nine; there were six criminal cases
and three traffic cases. The number of cases agedinn 2008 due to the unavailability of a

police officer reflects a 28.14% decrease from 2007
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CHART 7

2007 Continuances Studied Judge D (T otal 87)
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CHART 8
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Judge “E” continued a total of 124 cases duringtitme period studied in 2007, 99 of
those were criminal cases and 25 were traffic ca@eshe cases which were continued for this
period 23 were continued due to the unavailabditghe police officer, 16 were criminal cases
and seven were traffic cases. In 2008, Judge “Hiticoed 72 cases during the time period
studied, 48 of those were criminal cases and 24e vaffic cases. The number of cases
continued due to the unavailability of the polidécer was three; there was one criminal case

and two traffic cases. The number of cases cordimu@008 due to the unavailability of a police

officer reflects a 14.38% decrease from 2007.
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CHART 9

2007 Continuances Studied Judge E (Total 124)
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CHART 10
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Overall, there were 437 continued cases studiad 2607, 318 of those were criminal
cases and 119 of the cases were traffic. The cegesh were continued due to the
unavailability of the officer numbered 109; thereres82 criminal cases and 27 traffic cases. In
2008 there were 351 continued cases that wereestudd1 of the cases were criminal and 110
were traffic. The cases which were continued duthé unavailability of the officer numbered
53, 37 of those were criminal cases and 16 wefctrdhe number of cases continued in 2008
due to the unavailability of a police officer wa88&% less than in 2007. This percentage was

calculated based on the continuances studiedlfévaljudges.
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CHART 11

2007 Continuances Studied (T otal 437)
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CHART 12
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The following is a comparison of the percentagerahinal cases continued due to the
unavailability of a police officer for the monthJdune, July, and August in 2007 and 2008:

There were a total of 318 criminal cases continndte three month period in 2007 with
82 of those continued due to the unavailabilityaopolice officer. In 2008 there were 241
criminal cases continued, 37 as a result of thegafficer being unavailable. The number of
criminal cases continued in 2008 due to the unalbaily of a police officer reflects a 10.44%

decrease from 2007.
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CHART 13

2007 Criminal Continuances Studied (T otal 318)
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CHART 14
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The following is a comparison of the percentagdraffic cases continued due to the
unavailability of a police officer for the monthJdune, July, and August in 2007 and 2008:

There were a total of 119 traffic cases continuethe three month period in 2007 with
27 of those continued due to the unavailabilityagfolice officer. In 2008 there were 110 traffic
cases continued, 16 as a result of the police esffiieing unavailable. The number of traffic
cases continued in 2008 due to the unavailabilityg police officer reflects an 8.14% decrease

from 2007.
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CHART 15

2007 Traffic Continuances Studied (Total 119)
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CHART 16
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Looking at cases which were eventually dismissedaguitted after a continuance was
granted due to the unavailability of a police agfishows a reduction of 12% from 2007 to 2008.
Cases in which there was a continuance granteanfpother reason showed only a 5% decrease
from 2007 to 2008.

As previously mentioned, a set of three questioas gent to the 13 Hamilton County
Municipal Court Judges. The first question waseploas follows: “Since January 2008, | have
noticed a decrease in the number of continuancasteg because a City of Cincinnati Police
Officer was unavailable.” Using the Likert five pbiscale the possible responses were: (5)
strongly disagree, (4dlisagree, (3no opinion, (2)agree and (1ytrongly agree. Six of the
Judges noted that they agreed, four indicatedttieat disagreed, while three had no opinion.
Reviewing the five judges whose cases were indallgscrutinized, two agreed, two disagreed
and one had no opinion.

Question two was posed as follows: “Since Jan@@G8, | have noticed a decrease Iin
the number of city cases in which a continuanaeggiested.” Four of the judges agreed with
that statement, six disagreed, one strongly diggaigaad two had no opinion. Of the five judges
whose cases were reviewed, only one agreed withstétement, three disagreed, and one
strongly disagreed.

Question three was posed as follows: “Since Jan2@®38, | have noticed an increase in
the number of city police officers appearing in aourtroom for first trial settings.” Five of the
judges agreed with the statement, three disagreédiee had no opinion. Of the five judges
whose cases were reviewed, one agreed, one didaayrdeghree had no opinion.

The response from the Chief Deputy City Prosecrgeealed the following information:

Lead time for subpoenas prior to the integrationpofice officers’ schedules into the case
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management system was approximately five days. rmMenths post integration of police
officers’ schedules lead time of more than 30 days is in place fdpsenas. Lead time for
officer notifies was one or two days prior to théegration of police officers’ schedules into the
case management system. Ten months post integiatipolice officers’ schedules a lead time
of more than 30 days is in place for officer nesfi When asked if he believed that the
integration of schedules had reduced the numberonfinuances in the municipal court, the
Chief Deputy City Prosecutor responded that heslsetl the program had reduced continuances
by about 30% and he is convinced that the numbdr omntinue to decrease with further
enhancements or adjustments to the system.

Another question posed to the Chief Deputy CitysBomtor requestingnformation on
the number of written requests by a police offimecontinue a case, known within the court and
the police department as a form 678. (See AppeBilixn June of 2007 there were 537 requests,
512 in July and 558 in August for a total of 1,60n. 2008 for those same months there were
415 requests in June, 430 in July and 361 in Aydaist total of 1,206, a decrease of 25% in the
total number of requests over the three-month derio

CHART 17

Number of written requests for continuance (Form 678) by Police Officer

June, July and August 1607
|
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June, July and August

2008 1206
t t t t t t

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800

25% reduction
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A request for financial information relating to etrme for court appearances and man-
hours spent was sent to the Cincinnati Police Depant financial division. In June of 2007, the
city spent $246,404.23 in police overtime relaeddurt appearances. In July $245,094.60 was
spent and in August $268,734.42 for a three-mautidd bf $760,233.25. In 2008 for the same
three-month period $803,267.28 was spent in paligrtime related to court appearances. In
June the amount was $263,721.08, in July the amemast $272,467.09 and in August the
amount was $267,079.11. This represents a 5.7%gedser in overtime spent for court

appearances by police officers.

CHART 18

Police overtime spent in dollarsfor Court Appearances

June, July and August

2007 N 0 223,25
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2008 $803,267.28
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5.7% increase
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The number of man-hours spent on police overtimedort appearances in June of 2007
was 5,067.33, in July 5,016.84 and in August it \B8a&37.33, For a three-month total of
15,321.50. In June of 2008 there were 4,528.50-Invams spent on police overtime for court
appearances. In July the number was 4,672.50reAdgust it was 4,445.33 for a three-month

total of 13,646.33, a reduction of 11% from 2008.

CHART 19

Police overtime spent in man hoursfor Court Appearances
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CONCLUSIONS

After a careful review of the findings of the dataquested, the responses to
guestionnaires sent to the Hamilton County Munilcpaurt Judges, information requested from
the City of Cincinnati Police Finance Department anformation obtained from the Chief
Deputy City Prosecutor the following is a resuliaofompilation of those findings.

The data which was reviewed for all except onehef five judges identified showed a
decrease in the number of continuances grantedodibe unavailability of a police officer. This
information, when consolidated, showed an overatirdase in continuances of 9.84% granted
for that reason. Thus the integration of CincinRalice Officers’ schedules into the case
management system has produced the intended &ffeetiuce the number of continuances in
the Hamilton County Municipal Court. This was atgdished while the caseload of the court
stayed virtually the same for the three-month mlriwhich were examined for 2007 and 2008.

A review of the questions which were answeredHhgyjudges of the court showed that
their perception about the number of continuanagesitgd due the unavailability of a police
officer varied widely. There was no real consersushe perception about the total number of
continuances granted on cases initiated by thenctywas there a convincing agreement about
the number of cases initiated within the city lisnih which the officer appeared at the first trial
setting. The reason that the perception in thesasadiffers from the analysis of the data could
be numerous. First of all, the cases initiatedhgy City of Cincinnati are only a portion of the
total number of cases on a docket for any given day noted prior, there are 43 other police
agencies in Hamilton County which send cases tartheicipal court. Another reason could be
the sheer volume of cases adjudicated by the cdevery judge’s docket could have 35 to 90

cases set per day.
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One item which indicates an increase in the nurobefficers appearing at the first trial
setting is the reduced number of written RequasCiontinuance Forms (678’s) being filed by
police officers. There were 1607 written requedexifin the three-month time period in 2007
and only 1206 written requests filed in the thresath time period in 2008.This along with the
reduced number of continuances because the officeravailable is a compelling argument that
the program is working as intended. Also builbithe program was a component which allows
the city prosecutor’s office staff to notify offieeand private witnesses in a much more efficient
manner resulting in the increased lead time forpsehas and officer notifies. This affords
civilian witnesses and officers more notice whertase is set for trial, thus reducing the
likelihood of a conflict.

The next area of assessment from the informatadheged centers around the overtime
compensation paid to officers for time in courtvasl as man-hours spent. While the report
suggests a decrease in man-hours spent, theransraase in the overtime dollars spent by the
city. This was an unexpected result but may bdagxgd through a number of reasons. First,
the police department, either by policy or contradictates that officers are to receive
compensatory time instead of pay until they readbtal of 480 hours of compensatory time
earned. Depending on the number of officers wlched that plateau either just before the time
period to be studied or sometime during could teisuthe increase. Another possible reason
could be the number of officers who received a jpayease or promotion between the study
period in 2007 and the study period in 2008. Tdusld also explain the discrepancy between
overtime pay and man-hours spent in court. Oneerplausible explanation is that more officers
are appearing for first trial settings, increadiing efficiency of the court by not continuing cases
with the unintended consequence being an increas¢he overtime pay to the police

department’s budget. In 2007, there was a tot&F60,233.25 spent in police overtime for court
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appearances during the three-month time periodiestudn 2008, there was a total of
$803,267.28 spent in police overtime for court @parces during the three-month time period
studied.

The results of how fewer continuances relates aseftow have not been discussed
extensively in this study. However, it is importdatrealize that a reduction in the number of
continuances granted results in fewer cases comguraluable docket time which could be
more suitably used to dispose of other cases. T®i9.84% reduction in continuances granted

due to the unavailability of a police officer shodwésult in improved overall caseflow.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Although much of what has been found through #@search indicates there are positive
steps toward creating a more efficient municipalrgahere is still more to be assessed. As part

of the Recommendation section of this paper thkautereby recommends:

Recommendation #1. That further analysis of the data is completetthiw the next year

or so. Because this program was implemented jusmsnths prior to the beginning of this
study, it would be beneficial to assess a greatdog of time. As well, it would be advisable to
wait for a period, perhaps a year, to allow forreotions of any flaws in the program to be

completed.

Recommendation #2: To further review an expanded period of time to assbes

financial implications to the police departmentheTcurrent analysis of the data which indicates
an increase in court overtime could be a short-tenmtended consequence. The actual impact
on court overtime may be more accurately refleciesr a greater period of time than the three-

month period which was studied.

Recommendation #3: Provided that the future assessment continuegweal positive

results, it is the recommendation that this progfanoffered next to the Hamilton County
Sheriff's Office. The reasoning behind offering thegram to the sheriff next is that it is the
second largest police agency within the jurisdictid and when the sheriff or any other agency

takes advantage of this opportunity, it appearstthet there would be minimal cost associated.
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The cost should be limited to minimal installati@md training, as well as buying and

maintaining software licensing.

Recommendation #4. After the sheriff is offered the chance to taldvantage of the
program it will be the recommendation that othdigeoagencies within the jurisdiction be given
that same opportunity. This may not be a viableioopfor many of the smaller police
departments but that option should be considereal @ase by case basis.

As a whole, the recommendation is to continue g¢sess all of the areas previously
discussed in this paper but to give the prograrareg of time to adjust into what it will become

long term and to assess a lengthier period of tiraa the three-month period studied.
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Appendix A

HAMILTON COUNTY
INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date:

To:

From:

Please take a couple of minutes to complete thewolg questionnaire and return to me at your
earliest convenience.

Since January 2008, | have noticed a decrease inumber of continuances granted because a
City of Cincinnati Police Officer was unavailablBlease circle the answer which most

accurately describes your perception

Strongly Disagree No Agree Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree

Please give reasons, if any, to explain your answer
Since January 2008, | have noticed a decrease inuimber of city cases in which a continuance
is requested.

Strongly Disagree No Agree Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree

Please give reasons, if any, to explain your answer
Since January 2008, | have noticed an increadeimimber of city police officers appearing in
my Courtroom for first trial settings.

Strongly Disagree No Agree Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree

Please give reasons, if any, to explain your answer
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Appendix B

Questions for Assistant Chief Deputy City Prosecutor :

a. Prior to the integration of police offices€hedules into the case
management system, what was the lead time forosuigs sent to private
withesses?
b. What is it currently?

a. Prior to the integration of police offices€hedules into the case
management system, what was the lead time fareofhotifies?

b. What is it currently?
a. From June through August 2007 how many 6i@gavere filed?

Please break down monthly, if available.

b. From June through August 2008 how many 678 $on@re filed?
Please break down monthly, if available.

In your opinion, has the integration of polidéoers’ schedules aided in reducing the
number of continuances granted by the court?

50



Appendix C

Reguest for information from the City of Cincinnati Police Department

In dollars, from June through August 2007 mowch was spent on
police overtime for court appearances.

Please break down the figures monthly, if avddab

In dollars, from June through August 2008 howchlmwas spent  police
overtime for court appearances.

Please break down the figures monthly, if avadabl

In man hours, from June through August 208 much was spent
on police overtime for court appearances.

Please break down the figures monthly, if avddab

In man hours, from June through August 2008 howhwas spent on police
overtime for court appearances.

Please break down the figures monthly, if avadabl
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Appendix E

CHANGE IN COURT APPEARANCE
(REFER TO PROCEDURE 12.815 FOR FURTHER INFORMATION)

REPORTING DATE

OFFICERUNABLE TO APPEAR — NEW COURT DATE REQUESTED

OFFICER NOT NEEDED FOR COURT
PROSECUTOR NOTIFIED AND AUTHORIZING DISREGARD
DATE PROSECUTOR NOTIFIED BY

CHANGE IN PRIMARY OFFICER*

OFFICER BADGE # UNIT
*NEW
PRIMARY OFFICER BADGE # UNIT
REASON

NEXT COURT DATE AVAILABLE

OFFICER NOTIFIED SUPERVISOR — DATE TIME
DEFENDANT'S NAME TRIAL DATE
CASE# ROOM#

COMPANION CASE - YES NO___ CASE#

NAMES OF OTHER OFFICERS INVOLVED AND NOTIFIED TO AFEAR

1. NAME BADGE# UNIT
2. NAME BADGE# UNIT
3. NAME BADGE# UNIT
SUPERVISOR (typed) BADGE# UNIT
INITIALS

COURT CONTROL USE ONLY

FORM 678 COMPLIES WITH PROCEDURE 12.815; YES NO**

* MEMO FORWARDED TO BUREAU COMMANDER FOR ACTION ON

FORM 678 ENTERED INTO DATABASE ON BY
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Appendix F

CONTINUANCES GRANTED

(CITY CASES ONLY)

Case Number

Judge

Officer
Unavailable

Criminal

Traffic

Final
Disposition
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