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A Message from the Chairman of the Board

The Metropolitan Crime Commission offers this fourth annual report on the court as a
public service to the judiciary and to the citizens of our community. It is our belief that
the information contained in this report can 1) improve judicial efficiency, 2) promote
Jjudicial accountability and, 3) educate the public about the courts and the felony case
process. The Crime Commission is grateful to all those whose support makes this
research possible.

The MCC believes that the courts are the least scrutinized component of the criminal
Jjustice system, and this research reflects our belief that meaningful measures of judicial
performance can translate into a more efficient and accountable court system. The MCC
is less concerned with judicial productivity for the sake of speed than we are interested in
promoting administrative efficiency and judicial accountability.

Finally, while the MCC hopes that the information presented in this report provides
readers with valuable information regarding our judiciary, nothing in this report should
be construed as an endorsement of any individual judge.

Michael J. Marsiglia
Chairman of the Board of Directors
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE RESEARCH

This report is an overview of the felony justice process
in Orleans Parish Criminal District Court (CDC), and
an evaluation of the court’s performance according to
recognized case processing standards. It was
completed under the direction of an eight-member
Review Committee comprised of members of the
Metropolitan Crime Commission (MCC) Board of
Directors.

The overriding goal of this research is to promote
the improvement of felony case processing in Crimi-
nal District Court and the 24th Judicial District by
enhancing public understanding of the felony case
process, providing objective information on court per-
formance, and promoting greater accountability in the

court system.

This study examines the same three areas ad-
dressed hy the MCC in prior reports: case process-
ing, judicial accountability, and judicial performance.
The three performance measures evaluated are:

4 Case Processing Time - the time required to
process felony cases from the filing of the bill
of information to disposition of the case;

¢ Compliance with American Bar Association
Time Standards - the application of nation-
ally recognized time standards to the felony
docket in each section of court;

4+ Inventory of Cases - the size and age of each
judge’s active pending caseload.

The MCC believes that the analysis of case pro-
cesging data provides a meaningful basis for evalu-
ating judicial performance, but also recognizes that
case processing efficiency is not the sole indicator of
quality judicial performance. Although not within the
scope of this study, the MCC acknowledges that equal-
ity, fairness, and integrity in the judicial process are
of paramount importance in assessing the overall
quality of judicial performance,

As in past reports, study findings are based on a
random sample of 25 percent of all felony cases that
closed in each section of court during 1999. The
records maintainéd by the Orleans Parish Clerk of
Criminal District Court served as the principal source
of information for this research.

MAJOR FINDINGS
CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT
IN CONTEXT
# 'The number of criminal cases filed in the court
fell from 9,562 in 1998 to 7,784 in 1999, a 19
percent decrease.

4 Drug cases continue to dominate the court’s
felony docket, comprising 61 percent of all
cases filed in 1999 and 60 percent in 1998.

¢ The majority (85 percent) of all felony defen-
dants were represented by the public
defender’s office.

4 Guilty pleas to the original or a lesser charge
accounted for 81 percent of all dispositions in
1999 and 85 percent of digpositions in 1998,
In 1999, seventy-five percent of all guilty pleas
were to the original charge.

ISSUES OF JUDICIAL. ACCOUNTABILITY
AND PERFORMANCE
4 The average monthly felony case processing
time was essentially unchanged in 1999 (62
days) compared to 1998 (63 days).

4 Ninety-three percent of all felony cases closed
in 1999 were disposed of within American Bar
Asgociation case processing time standards.

& The average case inventory in CDC dropped
by 28 percent in 1999 from 1998; however, the
percentage of cases more than one year old
increased from 12 percent to 17 percent of the
docket over the period. The aging of the court’s
docket simultaneously with a reduction in case
inventory suggests that most judges gave a
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higher priority to closing newer cases than to
older and perhaps more complicated ones.

The number of court sections performing het-
ter than the overall court average improved in
two out of three major performance areas since
1994/95.

One of the most striking characteristics of case
processing in CDC remains the wide varia-
tion in performance among court sections. In
1999, average case processing times varied
from 27 days to 118 days, the size of pending
caseloads varied from 67 to 292 cases, and the
percentage of cases aged one year ranged from
4 percent to 28 percent.

The judges of CDC have not yet adopted court-
wide case management standards that can
lead to greater overall efficiency and a higher
and more uniform level of performance among
court sections.

The management of court documents and in-
formation remains an essentially manual pro-
cess greatly limiting access to data that can
support sound management decisions, in-

Exhibit One:

crease efficiency, and raise the court’s level of
accountability.

This report’s major performance-related findings
are summarized below in Exhibit One.

CONCLUSIONS

The court demonstrated progress in gaining control
of its docket during 1999 by showing good
improvenment in one performance area and sustaining
prior gains in the two other performance areas
measured. The court achieved a 27 percent reduction
in the size of its average monthly pending caseload
in 1999 (165) compared with 1998 (225); the median
case processing time was reduced from 63 days in
1998 1o 62 days in 1299, the third consecutive annual
decrease; and the court’s compliance rate with the
ABA’s case processing standard in 1998 (94 percent)
was essentially sustained in 1999 (93 percent). These
overall impfovements are in part attributable to the
19 percent decrease in case filings in 1999, and the
fact that nine of the twelve CDC judges took
advantage of the decrease in filings hy improving their
efficiency in at least two out of three performance
areas measured. Three of the CDC judges, however,

SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE RELATED FINDINGS

Overall Performance Rank, 1999*

Median Case
Processing Time

ABA Standard
Compliance Rate

Average Size of
Monthly Case

Inventory
Court Average = ABA Standard=100% Court Average =
62 Days 4 Court Average==93% 165 Cases 1Y
1. Raymond Bigelow (I) 32 3% 100% 6753
2. Leon Cannizzaro (J) 27 29 98% 76 83
3. Dennis Waldron (F) 50 3% 97% 95 B4
4. Julian Parker (G) 52 BV 96% 137 51
5. Sharon Hunter (C) 63 WV 94% 133 (b
6. Terry Alarcon (L) 66 sk 95% 137 10
7. Arthur Hunter (K) 72 u§v 95% 163 10%
8. Camille Buras (H) 82 (S 96% 164 149
9. Calvin Johnson (E) 84 44v 88% 213 V87
10. Frank Marullo (D) 77 $% 88% 299 &4
11. Charles Elloie (A) 109 4% 88% 256 224
12. Patrick Quinlan (B) us e 83% 243 \\Z

Source: MCC Research

*Rankings were obtained by determining the performance of each judge relative to other judges on the bench
within each measured area of performance. These individual rankings were then used to calculate an average

for an overall ranlk across all performance areas studied.




failed to take advantage of this opportunity and their
efficiency dropped in two out of three performance
areas between 1998 and 1999.

Improvement in overall court performance is more
demonstrable when viewed over the longer term. As
shown in Exhibit Two below, the number of judges
performing at a level above the court average in-
creased in two of the three performance areas between
1994/95 and 1999. And although the number of judges
exceeding the court’s median case processing time
(CPT) remained unchanged over this period, CDC’s
overall CPT was reduced by 11.4 percent. These
trends are clearly indicative of a growing number of
judges who are committed to good docket manage-
ment practices.

A group of four judges (Judges Elloie, Quinlan,
Marullo, and Johnson) however, continues to func-
tion at an average performance level well below that
of the other judges in all performance areas measured:

4 Median case processing time - 97 days versus
56 days. '

& Average monthly case inventory - 251 cases
versus 121

¢ Average percentage of cases over one year old-
27 percent versus 13 percent.

Exhibit Two:

¢ ABA compliance rate - 87 percent versus 96
percent

The MCC concludes that because a small group of
judges skews overall judicial performance, the bal-
ance of the court should use its influence and leader-
ship to encourage and assist under-performing judges
to function at a higher level of efficiency. The adop-
tion by the court of case .processing time standards,
the formulation of a strategy for reducing the large
inventory of pending cases, and monitoring compli-
ance with these policies would expedite the process
of improving overall judicial performance.

In the absence of these reform measures, wide vari-
ability in judicial performance will continue, as will
unnecessary delays and high case backlogs. The con-
sequences of unnecessary delay in the court’s caseflow
process include reduced efficiency and increased costs
to all justice system participants: victims, defendants,
the court, the prosecution, defense attorneys, the
eriminal sheriff, and law enforcement. Examples of
these costs include detaining defendants in jail (some
of whom may be innocent), rescheduling court events,
and maintaining case files. The viability of a pros-
ecution is reduced the longer a case persists without
resolution, and attorneys and staff in each court, in
the clerk of court’s office, and in the district attorney’s
office waste time duplicating preparation when cases

are not adjudicated promptly. Finally, police of-
ficers miss time on patrol when they must be in

OVERALL JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE:

1994/295 vs. 1999

Performance Number of Sections
Measure Performing
Above Court Average
1994/95 1999
Avg. Case 4 4
Processing (70 days) (62 days)
Time
Avg. Monthly 4 8
Pending (225) (165)
Caseload
ABA 6 8
Compliance (94%) (93%)
Rate

Source: MCC Research

court, and other witnesses are often needlessly
inconvenienced when they must take time off
from work only to find a trial has been postponed.

Timely access to accurate management infor-
mation is also fundamental to improving the
court’s efficiency, productivity, and accountahil-
ity. Criminal District Court generates an enor-
mous amount of information. Most of this infor-
mation is now managed manually. A modern
computerized case management system would
greatly enhance the court’s ability to improve
its efficiency by reducing delays in the movement
of cases.




The CDC has made incremental progress in this re-
gard. Three CDC judges have established their own
independent computerized information systems, and
these sections are among the court’s most efficient. A
CDC judge also leads the Criminal Justice Informa-
tion System Committee, a primary purpose of which
is to upgrade and integrate existing information sys-
tems operated by the New Orleans Police Department
{NOFD), the Orleans Criminal Sheriff’s Office
{OPCS0), and the District Attorney’s Office. However,
the court as an institution has not yet demonstrated
that it possesses the level of unity and commonality
of goals that could lead to implementation of a mod-
ern court-wide information system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A leading court authority, Floyd Teeney, in
commenting on modern court management practices,
stated that “about the only thing that is clear is that
if courts are to improve during the next 30 years
everyone associated with the courts, managers,
judges, researchers, and others, must radically
increase their attention to evaluation of performance.”
Making performance standards and their evaluation
a priority at CDC will require the concerted leadership
of the chief judge, the cooperation of all of the judges,
and the support of a professional and committed
administrative stafl. With this in mind, the MCC
respectfully recommends that the judges of CDC:

4 Adopt court-wide case processing standards
with the stated goal of reducing the great dis-
parity that exists among court sections in fun-
damental areas of judicial performance.

& Create a system that allows the court to moni-
tor adherence to these standards.

4 Work with their courtroom personnel, pros-
ecutors, and defense attorneys to review court-
room procedures, identify problems, and in-
stitute more efficient case processing proce-
dures.

¢ Adopt stricter continuance policies designed
to eliminate unnecessary delays in the adju-
dication of cases.

+ Work closely with prosecutors and defense at-
torneys to adopt strategies for digposing of the
growing number of older cases on the CDC
docket, including prioritizing older cases for
prosecution and increasing the number of tri-
als in targeted court sections.

4 Reconfigure the court’s administrative office
to include staff with extensive training and
experience in instituting modern court man-
agement, procedures. Existing staff should re-
ceive training in contemporary court manage-
ment practices.

One of the single greatest needs in the adult crimi-
nal justice system in New Orleans is the installation
of a modern case management information system
(CMIS) at Criminal District Court. A CMIS would
greatly facilitate the implementation and monitor-
ing of court-wide case processing practices. Therefore,
the MCC further recommendg that:

# The judges of CDC assert their leadership and
move forward with implementing a modern
court case management information system.
The first step in this process is to contract with
an experienced court information systems
expert to conduct a comprehensive analysis
of the court’s operations. As noted, three CDC
judges have already implemented computer-
ized management systems in their sections,
and the court is actively involved with the
Criminal Justice Information System Com-
mittee. |

4 Ag part of a reorganization of the Judicial
Administrator’s Office, the court should hire
at least one trained technical and adminis-
trative staff member experienced in imple-
menting modern court management proce-
dures and overseeing court information sys-
terms development.

The MCC recognizes that creating an integrated
CMIS is a difficult undertaking, but many cities (and
entire states) have successfully implemented modern
systems. These cities include Houston, Atlanta, Se-
attle, Kansas City, Detroit, Los Angeles, Sacramento,
Nashville, Milwaukee, Phoenix, and Miami. The



MCC’s review of the implementation of court infor- ¢ Development of a ecentral relational database

mation systems in other jurisdictiong identified some linking all justice system agencies has proven
practices that are prerequisite to success: to be the best approach.
¢ All information system stakeholders must buy Taking these steps will greatly increase the court’s
in to and be included in the planning process accountability, improve its operating efficiency, and
to assure their support for the undertaking. should assist in reducing the wide variation that now
Interagency cooperation is also essential. exists among eourt sections in case processing per-
formance.

4 In the earliest stages of planning for a new
system, the court must develop a clear vision
of where the project is going, how it will get
there, and what it will look like when com-
pleted.

¢ Support from outside consultants is essential.
Hiring a technical consultant with extensive
experience in criminal justice information sys-
tems to conduct a system assessment is a fun-
damental first step. This assessment should
include a detailed analysis of infrastructure,
hardware, and software needs, as well as rec-
ommendations for planning and organizing
change.

4 Planning must include clearly articulating the
scope and objectives of the project, and devel-
oping comprehensive and detailed plans that
outline the entire project.

¢ An effective organizational structure must be
set up that will ensure the project reaches
completion.

# Policies addressing governance issues and the
sharing of information must be identified and
resolved. All jurisdictions that have success-
fully implemented integrated CJIS created
formal governance structures to guide devel-
opment of the project.

# Technical issues regarding the sharing and se-
curity of information must be identified and

resolved.

4 Funding must be secured early in the process.
A united court and a completed systems analy-
sis that provides a roadmap for system devel-
opment should attract the local, state, and
federal funds needed to implement the CMIS,




INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

This is the fourth in a series of reports undertaken by
the Metropolitan Crime Commission (MCC) that
addresses the issues of court efficiency and judicial
accountability in the processing of felony cases. The
overriding goal of this research is to promote the
improvement of felony case processing in Criminal
District Court and the 24th Judicial District by:

¢ enhancing the level of public understanding
about the courts and the felony case process;

4 providing court personnel, policy-makers, and
concerned citizens with objective information
about the court’s performance;

¢ helping define appropriate areas of judicial ac-
countability;

€ creating reasonable public expectations of the
judiciary, and;

¢ promoting greater accountability in the court
gystem,

The principal performance areas chosen for review

are:

# Case Processing Time - the time required to
process felony cases from the filing of the bill
of information or indictment to disposition

4 Compliance with American Bar Association
Time Standards - the application of nation-
ally recognized time standards to the felony
docket in each section of court

4 Inventory of Cases - the size of each judge’s
pending caseload

The MCC believes that the analysis of case pro-
cessing data provides a meaningful basis for evalu-
ating judicial performance, but also recognizes that
case processing efficiency is not the sole indicator of
quality judicial performance. The MCC does not ad-
vocate speed at the expense of justice. Rather, the
purpose of this study is to identify the strengths and

6

weaknesses of the system and to encourage more effi-
cient docket management practices. Improved effi-
ciency benefits all parties including law enforcement,
the presecution, the accused, corrections, and tax-
payers. Although not within the scope of this study,
the MCC acknowledges that equality, fairness, and
integrity in the judicial process are of paramount
importanee in assessing the overall quality of judi-
cial performance,

METHODOLOGY

A random sample of 25 percent of all felony cases that
closed in 1999 was selected from each section of court,
and at least 90 percent of the cases sampled were
obtained and reviewed. The final sample size for the
1999 study was 1,378 cases. This sample, considerably
higher than that normally used for such research,
yields a margin of error of approximately one percent.

The official court records maintained by the Og-
leans Parish Clerk of Criminal District Court were
the primary source of information used in the re-
search. Other official sources of information included
the Orleansg Parish District Attorney’s Office, the
Orleansg Parish Criminal Sheriff’s Office, and the
State Supreme Court Judicial Administrator’s Office.
Whenever possible, information provided by other
sources was independently verified by MCC research
staff and official court records before its use in this
report.



PART ONE: CRIMINAL DISTRICT COURT
IN CONTEXT

THE COURT ENVIRONMENT
Orleans Parish Criminal District Court has one of
the state’s busiest criminal dockets, and is the only
trial court in the state that handles criminal matters
exclusively. Trial courts in all other judicial districts
hear hoth criminal and civil matters. In Orleans
Parish, Traffic and Municipal court also have criminal
jurisdiction, and judges in CDC hear appeals from
both.

COURT ORGANIZATION

Criminal Disgtrict Court is composed of twelve trial
sections and one magistrate section, which includes
the Magistrate Judge and four Commissioners. The
duties of the Magistrate Judge and the
Commissioners include the setting of bail, monitoring
the time it takes the district attorney to accept or
refuse charges, signing arrest and search warrants,
~and “cotiduicting probable cause hearings and
misdemeanor trials.

The Court has exclusive original jurisdictid;l over
all state felony and misdemeanor cases heard in Or-
leans Parish. The twelve trial sections hear cases from
the point of arraignment to disposition. All judges are
elected for six-year terms in parish-wide elections.
Magistrate Commissioners are appointed and serve
at the pleasure of the twelve trial judges.

During the period under review, the foliowing
Jjudges sat on the Criminal District Court bench:

- Bection A - Charles Ellote
Section B - Patrick Quinlan
Section C - Sharon Hunter
Section D - Frank Marullo
Section B - Calvin Johnson
Section F - Dennis Waldron
Section G - Julian Parker
Section H - Camille Buras
Section I - Raymond Bigelow
Section J - Leon Cannizzaro
Section K - Arthur Hunter
Section L - Terry Alarcon

Magistrate Judge - Gerard Hansen, Chief Judge
Judicial Administrator - Elizabeth Stogner

THE ADULT CRIMINAL
JUSTICE PROCESS

Exhibit Three is a graphic summary of the adult
criminal justice process in New Orleans, beginning

" with arrest and ending with case disposition. The
" following is a summary of these major events in the

adjudication process.

1. Arrest - In 1999, based on data provided by the
NOPD, 18,904 adults were arrested in New Orleans
on state felony (70 percent) and misdemeanor (30
percent) charges. This population of arrestees repre-
sents the annual workload for Criminal District
Court.

2. Booking - Following arrest, defendants are taken
to Central Lock-up (CLU) for booking. CLU, operated -
by the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff’s Office, is a
holding facility for those detained pendlng a bond
hearing in Magistrate Court.

3. Magistrate Court - Setting the amount and con-
ditions of release on bond is the chief responsibility
of the Magistrate Judge and the four Commission-

. ers. By law, all defendants must have a bond hearlng

within 72 hours of arrest.

4, A&B Pretrial Custody/Release - Based on prior
MCC research, approximately 55 percent of individu-
als arrested on state charges do not make bond and
are held in Orleans Parish Prison pending disposi-
tion. Of those who do gain their release, 33 percent
are through commercial surety bond, 29 percent by
release on recognizance, and 20 percent by personal
surety bond.

5. Distriet Attorney - In addition to representing
the state in all cases heard in CDC, the DA’s Office
decides through the screening process which charges
will be accepted for prosecution based on the strength
of the evidence,

6. A&B‘ Charge Accepted/Refused - The typical
method for bringing charges against an individual is
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through filing of a bill of information. In 1999, the
DA’s Office accepted 7;784 charges for prosecution.
The number of charges accepted in 1999 is a 19 per-
cent.decline from 1998 (9,562). The most serious
charges brought against felony defendants are pre-
sented in Exhibit Four.

7. Allotment - Following the filing of a bill of infor-
mation or indictment, a case is randomly allotted to
a section of court and gcheduled for arraignment. The
Clerk of Criminal District Court is responsible for the
allotment of cases.

8. Arraignment - At arraignment, defendants are
formally advised in court of the charges brought
against them. The defendant then enters a plea of
guilty or not guilty. If a not guilty. plea is entered, the
cage is scheduled for pre-trial mo-
tions and trial. The defendant may
plead guilty or charges may be dis-

13. Sentence - Individuals found guilty of or who
pled guilty to a crime are sentenced either to proba-

~ tion {dctive or inactive) or to prison. Offenders sen-

tenced to prison serve their time in either Orleans
Parish Prison or in a State Department of Correc-
tions facility.

Felony offenses are categorized by severity and
given a class designation, one through four. Class one
cases are the most serious (murder, rape), and class
four cases are state misdemeanors. Neither class one
nor class four cases are included in the MCC’s analy-
sis of case processing or the ABA time standard. Class
one cases make up only about two percent of the
court’s docket, and fourth-class cases are generally
referred to Magistrate Court for adjudication.

Exhibit Three:

missed prior to trial.

9, _Pre-tﬁal Motions - Motions in-

The New Orleans

clude requests for bond meodifica-
tion, dismissal of charges, rulings

on admissibility of evidence ob-
tained during arrest, and the dis-

Police Reports

covery of evidence by both the state
and the defense.

10. Trial and Disposition - The
stage during which cases are adju-
dicated by judge or jury trials, guilty
plea, or dismissal of charges by the

Adult Arrests

state,

11. Not Guilty, Dismissed - Based
on MCC research, in 1999 five per-
cent of felony defendants were

found not guilty at trial, and nine
percent of all cases were dismissed
by the state.

12. Guilty - In 1999, 81 percent
of defendants pled guilty as charged
or to a lesser charge, and b percent
were found guilty as charged or of
a lesser charge.

Booking
Central Lockup

Magistrate
Bond Hearing
3.

4B

Pretrial Custody
4A

Pretrial Release




- The most serious charge filed against a defendant

is a useful indicator of judicial workload. Typically; less
serious charges are resolved more expeditiously than
more gerious charges. As in prior years, MCC research
indicates that third-class cases dominate the felony
docket, with the most common offenses being drug
possession and theft. See Exhibit Four. '

The number of drug cases (possession and distribu-
tion} adjudicated at CDC has continued to grow over
the past two years. In 1997, 39 percent of felony
charges filed agairist defendants were for drug pos-
session or distribution. In 1998 and 19992, 60 percent
and 61 percent respectively of the most sericus
charges against felony defendants were drug charges.
The majority (75 percent) of these cases were third-

class drug possession cases. As a group, these cases
are among the simplest to adjudicate. Median case
processing time for third-class drug offenses is the low-
est in the court, at 39 days.

THE CASES: DISPOSITIONS

The overwhelming majority of cases disposed of in 1999
resulted in a conviction - 81 percent of defendants pled
guilty as charged or to a lesser charge, and 5 percent
were either found guilty as charged or of a lesser charge
at trial. Five percent of defendants were found not
guilty at trial and nine percent of cases were dismissed.

The number of jury trials conducted in CDC in 1999
decreaged by 19 percent below 1998, mirroring the
reduction in ease filings over this period. See Exhibit
Five. Of particular interest is the wide variation

among sections of court relative
to the number of jury trials held
each year Although great dispar-

‘Adult Criminal Justice System

District Attorney -

Charge
Refused

Screening
5.

ity remains, there was some indi-
cation of a lessening of this dis-
parity in 1999, as ten court sec-
tions were within 20 percent of
the court average (40) for the
number of jury trials held com-
pared with seven sections in 1998,
Further, the four court sections
with the largest number of jury
trials accounted for 48 percent of
all jury trials in 1999, down from
53 percent in 1998, .

Allotment Though trials account for only
. . ten percent of all dispositions

Sentence _ ’

G]illéty 13 they consume more judge time

> ) - than most other case processing

Pretrial

. Motions
o.

Y

> events. During 1999, cases that

State Prison

> were disposed of by trial had a
Probation median case processing time of
> 128 days. By contrast, the me-

Parish dian case processing time for all

" Custody cages in 1999 was 62 days. Once

at trial, however, the court is able

Orleans Parish Prison

Inmate Capacity: 7,150
Average Daily Population in 1999 of 6,967
State Prisoners:5,342 (77%) Municipal Prisoners: 1,147 (16%)
Federal Prisoners 291(4%) Other 181(3%)
Percent Sentenced: 55% Percent Pretrial: 45%

to dispose of cases fairly rapidly.
MCC research indicates that 85
percent of trials lasted only one
day. Ninety-eight percent of

9




Exhibit Four: L program that provides the
MOST SERIOUS CHARGE comprehensive, aggregate
AGAINST FELONY DEFENDANTS court-wide information on
caseflow, case status, and case
: outcomes needed to support
Charge Percentage Percentage Percent Change, . .
management decigions and
1999* 1998* 1998-1999 .-

promote efficiency and ac-
Drug Possession 50% 50% no change countability in the adult crimi-

Drug Distribution 11% 10% 1% al fusti Th
Other 9% 9% 0% nal justice gystem. The com-
Theft 7% 12% 5% puter system operated by the
Rape/Sex Offenses 6% 1% % District Attorney’s Office
Burglary 6% 5% 1% R . )
Robbery 4% 5% 1% tracks cases pending disposi-
Weapons Offenses 3% 2% 1% tion in the court, but it is used
Homicide 3% 3% 0% imarily for internal _
Battery/Assault 3% 4% -1% primariyor internal manage

Source: MCC Research

ment.

Many large jurisdictions

trials lasted three days or less.

around the country have
implemented automated case management informa-
tion systems, including the 24th Judicial District

Despite the fact that trials consume more judge time,
judges holding the most jury trials had among the most
efficient case processing times, the lowest case back-
logs, and the highest ABA time standard compliance
rates. This is partly because many cases, particularly
older ones, will only be resolved by trial.

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT IN CDC

In this and prior Judicial Watch reports, the MCC has
pointed out the need for CDC to adopt case processing
standards, to monitor compliance with these

(Jefferson Parish). A CMIS would support the devel-
opment and monitoring of case processing standards,
allow the court to generate timely, accurate, and uni-
form management data, and increase the ability of all .
judges to manage their dockets more efficiently.

standards, and to develop a strategy for
coping with its large inventory of pending
cases. The MCC believes that policies aimed
at improving court efficiency can and should
be adopted. The MCC also believes that one
of the fundamental needs of the New
Orleans adult criminal justice system is a
modern, automated case management
information system (CMIS), a computer
software program that allows courts to
easily track each case entering the judicial
process, from inception to disposition.

The existing court information system,
operated by the Orleans Parish Criminal
Sheriff’s Office, is an inadequate manage-
ment tool. It is not an integrated database

10

Exhibit Five:
JURY TRIALS IN CDC, 1999

Judge (Section of Court) Number of Jury Number of Jury
Trials, 1999 Trials, 1998

Canuizzaro (J) 89 126
Waldron (F) 64 86
Buras (H) : 42 37
A, Hunter (K) 40 48
Court Average - 40 47
S. Hunter (C) . 39 29
Quinlan (B) 35 30
Parker () . 34 .~ Bb
Elloie (A) ¢ 33 f47
Bigelow (I) 32 44
Alareon (L) 30 30
Johnson (B} 26 39
Marullo (D) 19 23

483 504

Source: Judicial Council of Louisiana




PART TwO: OVERALL JUDICIAL
PERFORMANCE

The three primary measures of judicial performance
chosen by the MCC are case processing time,
compliance with ABA time standards, and the

inventory of pending cases. Assessing court.

performance in these areas helps identify unnecessary
delays in case processing, identifies practices that
either impede or enhance the fair and timely resolution
of felony cases, and provides the public with the
knowledge on which to base reasonable expectations
of judicial performance. Case processing data from
these three areas are widely regarded by authorities
in the criminal justice system as reliahle performance
indicators and essential court management tools.

Many factors affect the time it takes to process a
particular case, including the severity of charge(s)
against a defendant, whether a trial or an appeal is
involved, and the number and type of pretrial mo-
tions in a case. Due to the random allotment of cases

in the court however, these factors do not determine-

the annual or long-term performance of a particular
judge. Solid judicial performance results from good
docket management practices, such as the timely
scheduling of court events, and well-defined continu-
ance policies. Adopting such practices and policies
creates an atmosphere of productivity and cohesive-
ness among all workers in the courtroom and re-
sults in greatly enhanced efficiency.

CASE PROCESSING TIME

Case processing time is expressed as the median time
to disposition, meaning that one-half of all felony
cases adjudicated reached disposition in less than
the median time while the other half reached
disposition in more time. This length of time (in
days) does not include periods of inactive time
during which a defendant was inaccessible to the
court (e.g., when a defendant absconds, jumps bail
or is held in another jurisdiction), or while the case

is on appeal.

As shown in Exhibit Six, the median case process-

ing time for CDC remained essentially unchanged in
1999 compared with 1998, sustaining the reduction
in case proeessing time achieved in 1998. The num-
ber of sections performing better than the court av-
erage increased from three to four sections, however,
and the number of sections with a CPT of under eighty
days increased from six to eight.

The variability in case processing time among court
sections however, grew substantially. For example,
the disparity between the least efficient (118 days)
and the most efficient (27 days) court sections in 1999
grew to 91 days, a 38-day increase over 1998.

Prior MCC research showed gignificant differences
among court sections in the granting of continuances,
a major impediment to efficient case processing. The
need to reschedule court events arises for a variety of
reasons, many of them valid and unavoidable, includ-
ing scheduling problems and the failure of a defen-
dant to appear in court. Firm and thoughtful guide-
lines regarding the granting of continuances however,
can minimize their use and significantly reduce peri-
ods of unnecessary delay in the case process.

Exhibit Six:
MEDIAN CASE PROCESSING TIME,
1982
Median Case
Judge (Section of Court) Processing
' Time (in days)
1. Cannizzaro (J) 27
2. Bigelow (I) 32
3. Waldron (F) 50
4. Parker (G) 52
Court Average 62
5. 8. Hunter (C) 63
6. Alarcon (L) ' 66
7. A. Hunter (K) 72
8. Marullo (D) 77
9. Buras (H) 82
10. Johnson (E) 84
11. Elloie (A) 109
12. Quinlan (B} 118

Source: MCC Research

11




COMPLIANCE WITH ABA TIME
STANDARD

For jurisdictions, including CDC, that do not have time

standards, the American Bar Association’s felony case

processing standard is a useful performance
benchmark. This standard, endorsed by leading
national court organizations, requires that ail felony
cases be resolved within one year of arrest. For
purposes of this study the MCC modified the ABA
time standard to include the shorter period from

indictment to disposition.

CDC judges’ performance relative to these stan-
dards is presented in Exhibit Seven.

Exhibit Seven:

COMPLIANCE WITH ABA
TIME STANDARD

Judge (Section of Court) Compliance
Rate
ABA

Standard =100%

1. Bigelow (I) 100%

2. Cannizzaro (J) 98%

3; Waldron (F) ¥7%

4, Parker () 96%

4. Buras (H) ‘ 96%

6. A. Hunter (K) 5%

6. Alarcon (L) 95%

8. 8. Hunter (C) Q4%

Court Average 93%

9. Elloie (A)- 88%

9. Marullo (D) 88%

9. Johnson (E) 88%

12, Quinlan (B) 83%

Source: MCC Research

Though the court’s average compliance rate fell
from 94 percent in 1998 to 93 percent in 1999, the
number of court sections performing better than the
court average increased from four to eight over the
period. This suggests an improvement in the overall
performance of the CDC judges. On the negative side,
however, four judges fell below the 90 percent com-
pliance level in 1999, and the disparity between the
highest individual compliance rate (100 percent) and
the lowest (82 percent) increaged substantially in
1999,

12

SIZE AND AGE OF PENDING CASES -
The third indicator used to assess a court’s efﬁc1ency

. and the effectiveness of Individual docket

management policies is the size and age of the court’s
active pending caseload. CDC judges’ performance
relative to this indicator is presented in Exhibit Eight,.

The MCC’s research shows a marked decrease of
28 percent in the size of the court’s average pending
caseload, which declined from an average of 227 cases
per section in 1998 to 164 per section in 1999, This
decrease is due in part to the 19 percent decline in
charges filed in CDC by the Orleans Parigh Digtrict
Attorney’s Office in 1999, o

Part of this decrease, however, is attributable to
the dedication of the judges to reducing their case
backlogs. And while all but one court section showed
a drop in average monthly case inventory in 1999,
six sections (C, £ G, H, K, and L) achieved notable
declines of between 38 percent and 41 percent over
1998 levels. Algo of note, the number of court sections
maintaining pending caseloads below the court aver-
age increased from six in 1998 to eight in 1999. For
the fourth year in a row, Sections I and JJ maintained
the lowest average number of pending cases among
all sections of Criminal District Court.

Exhibit Eight:

INVENTORY OF CASES, 19299

Average Active Average

Judge (Section of Court) " Pending Percéntage of
Caseload (per Casges Older than
Month), 1999 One Year, 1999

1. Bigelow (I) 67 4%

2. Cannizzaro (J) 76 9%

3. Waldron (F) 95 13%

4, 8. Hunter (C) 133 18%

5. Alarcon (L) 137 14%

5. Parker (@) 137 18%

7. A. Hunter (I) 163 15%

8. Buras () ‘164 11%

Court Average 165 17%

9. Johnson (E) 213 2%

10. Quinlan (B) 243 28%

11. Elloie (A) 256 27%

12. Marullo (I3} ‘ 292 26%

Source: MCC Research




Although the court’s inventory of pending cases
declined significantly, the MCC found that the court’s
average monthly percentage of pending cases one year
old or older grew from 12 percent to 17 percent from
1998 to 1999. In fact, only three court sections (H, d,
and K) achieved reductions in the case-age category.
As Exhibit Eight indicates, court sections with the
oldest caseloads are typically those with the largest
inventory of cases pending disposition. Cases over a
year old are obviously problematic ones, and the
growth in the pereentage of older cases suggests that
most judges have chosen to focus on newer cases in
an effort to reduce the size of their pending caseloads

JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE RANKINGS

A ranking of the judges’ overall performance for 1999
is presented in Exhibit Nine. These rankings were
determined by rating the relative performance of each
judge within each measured area, and then
calculating an overall rank by combining performance
ratings in all areas gtudied. The performance of each
judge is presented individually in the following
section.

Exhibit Nine:
OVERALL JUDICIAL RANKINGS
Judge (Section of Court)

1. Raymond Bigelow ()
2. Leon Cannizzaro ()
3. Dennis Waldron (F)
4, Julian Parker {G)

. 5. Bharon Hunter (C)
8. Terry Alarcon (L)
7. Arthur Hunter (K}
8. Camille Buras (H)
9. Calvin Johnson (E)
10. Frank Marullo (D)
11, Charles Elloie (A)

12. Patrick Quinlan (B}

Source; MCC Research
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PART THREE: JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE
SUMMARIES

Presented first in this section is a summary
of court-wide performance, followed by the
performance gsummaries of individual
judges. The MCC believes that the three
indicators of judicial performance used in
this analysis provide a meaningful basis for
evaluating judicial functioning. Although
not within the scope of this report, the MCC
acknowledges that equality, fairness, and
integrity are also of great importance in
assessing judicial performance.

ALL COURT SECTIONS

The court made progress in gaining control
of its docket in 1999 as the number of
sections performing better than the court
average increased in all performance areas.
The court achieved a notable 28 percent
reduction in its average monthly case
inventory in 1999, aided hy a 19 percent
decline in the number of case filings.
Additionally, the reductions in case
processing time and the higher rate of
compliance with the ABA case processing
standard achieved by the court in 1998 were
sustained in 1999. Nine judges achieved
improvements in at least two performance
areas, and four of the nine made
improvements in all three major areas of
performance.

One of the more troubling aspects of court
case processing continues to be the wide, and
growing, variability in performance among
the court sections. Contributing to this dis-
parity, and lowering the court’s overall per-
formance, were four judges who functioned
below the court average in all performance
areas. The performance of three of these four
judges declined in two of the three major per-
formance areas between 1998 and 1999.
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- INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE SUMMARIES‘

» JUDGE CHARLES ELLOIE, SECTION A

' YEARS ON BENCH - 3 -
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (1 'lTH) 1998 (7TH), 1999 (11TH)

During 1999, Judge Elloie’s performance ' | EX.A-1
declined in two of the three performance g Median Case Processing Time '

200 -
areas measured. Of great concern was the

near doubling of the median case ST

processing time in Section A, from 56 days 150 T -4

in 1998 to 109 days in 1999. In addition,
the percentage of cases closed within the
ABA standard declined from 91 percent to
88 percent, and the percentage of Judge ‘ 50
Elloie’s pending caseload over a year old ' 25 +
grew from 23 percent to 27 percent between : o
1998 and 1999. Although Judge Elloie

reduced his monthly pending caseload by & ' o Section A
= Court Avg

125 +
, 104 109

100 + 6

CPT in Days

75 + 9' 63 2

1994* 1995% 1996 1997 1998 1999

9 perceni: in 1999, this achievement was
mitigated by the fact that the total number
of case filings fell by 19 percent. Section A
was one of CDC’s four lowest performing
sections and could benefit greatly from a
modern case management information

Inventory of Cases EXA-2

350 T 311

300 +— : 282
262 256
250 + ' 25

5 stem
3y 200 - 83 85

65
The MCC recommends that Judge Elloie

adopt docket management practices that
expedite case processing in his section.

150 +
100 +

50 +

Thege practices might include a more re-
strictive policy regarding the granting of
continuances, as well as the prioritization
of older cases for adjudication.

Avg. # Open Active Cases per Month

1994[95$ 1997 - 1998 1999

*Judge Elloi the bench dur-
udge Elloie was ot on the bench dur Compliance with ABA Time Standard &y 4 3

ing tl_lese years. | , ABA Standard = 100%

" 100% —-
. ,.-_% 1%
I 81/0 I

1994 * 1995 % 1996 1997 1998 1999

92%

84% as%
3

80% T
' 60%
l - | 0%+

20% +
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JUDGE PATRICK QUINLAN, SECTION B
YEARS ON BENCH - 15
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (8TH), 1998 (9TH), 1999 (12TH)

Judge Quinlan achieved a 21 percent EX.B-1
. 4. . Median Case Praocessing Time
reduction in his gverage monthly pending 180 _
caseload, down from a court-high monthly' 160 + 153
average of 308 in 1998 to 243 in 1999. 140 +
Although significant, this decrease was 3 120 +
below the court’s overall decrease in 1999 -/ oo 93 a6 ss e
of 28 percent. Section B was among CDC’s £ \ 63 -
four lowest performing sections in 1999 and Y ,‘
could benefit greatly from a modern case : © .
management mfprmatlon system o
The gains achieved by“Judge Quinlai; in ' 1994 1995 1996 ' 1997 1998 1999
1998 in speeding his section’s movement : :
of cases were lost in 1999 as the median *  Inventory of Cases l: gizt:tORVBg

_case processing time in Section B increased ’FE _

- by 89 percent. Also, the Judge’s perfor- é 350 T 308 EX B-2
mance relative to the ABA time standard §_ 300 + d
declined substantially between 1998 and R 243
1999. As a result of low performance in § . 211 204 225
these areas, the percentage of Section B’s @ 200 - 183 185
case inventory over a year old increased % 150 1 16
from 18 percent in. 1998 to 28 percent of g .
the caseload in 1999 §_ 100 +

The MCC suggests ‘that Judge Quinlan ¥ 50 + o

examine his section’s case processing E’ o . . l
operations to identify inefficient docket 1994/95 ' 1097 ' 1998 ' 1999
management practices hindering the :
timely movement of cases. The MCC rec- Compliance with ABA Time Standard
ommends that Judge Quinlan work closely ABA Standard = 100% EXB-3
with prosecutors and defense attorneys to 100% - a7 809% 88% a5 94% ]
prioritize his section’s older cases for expe- 80% 83%
dited handling. The MCC further recom- _
mends that Judge Quinlan examine his 60% -
section’s contiriuance policies to ensure that .
contj.ﬁﬁances 'are granted only" When nee- fm.% i
essary and that cases are rescheduled 1n‘ 20% -
a timely manner. .

Ty : . : 0% ,

‘ o ' ‘ 3 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
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' JUDGE SHARON HUNTER, SECTION C
- YEARS ON BENCH - 3

' OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (11TH), 1998 (7TH), 1999 (5TH)

‘Judge Sharon Hunter was one of four
judges in 1999 whoe demonstrated

| improvement in all major performance
areas measured. The average case
processing time in her section was reduced
by 28 percent, the average monthly pending
caseload was lowered by 52 percent, from.
276 (1998) to 132 (1999), and a higher
percentage of cases was closed within thé.
ABA time standard. Judge Hunter’s.
pending caseload is now among the lowest
in the 'court, and her section performs at or
better than the court average in all
perf‘ormance areas.

As was the case with a majority of court
s’ectioz;s, the percentage of pending cases
in Section C over one year old increased in
1999. The MCC recommends that Judge
Hunter give priority to the older cases on
her docket. :

3 ”_"_Judge‘Huntehr"\;v’as not on the bench
during these years :

1

CPT in Days

Avg. # Open Active Cases per Month

100% T

80% 1

60% +

40% +

zooﬁ) -

0% -

Median Case Processing Time EX.C-1
00
89
A a6 87
1] 81 84
80 + 76
7'0 70
T 63 63
co | . |sa 59 62
50 +
40+
30
20 +
10 -
1} }
1994 * 1995 * 1996 * 1997 1998 1999
O Section C
¢ Inventory of Cases w Court Avg
300 T 276
250 1. : EX.C-2
; 220 225
200 + 1924g3 185
165
150 + 133
100 +
50 +
0 —
'_ 1994/95 % - 1997 1998 1999
Compliance with ABA Time Standard
ABA Standard = 100%
. . EX.C-3
96 A). 01% 95% 93% 94%
1994 * 1998 * 1096 * 1997 1998 1999
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JUDGE FRANK MARULLO, SECTION D
YEARS ON BENCH - 26
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK -19297 (12TH), 1998 -(11TH), 1999 (1OTH)

. Medlan Case Processing Time

' Though Judge Marullo’s overall court 180 — ] .
ranking improved from 11th place in 1998 160 1 — EX.D-1
to 10th place in 1999, his section’s ' a0 L
performance declined in two of the three © 120 |
major = performance areas. Also a 100 | 98
overshadowmg this ga_m was that Judge £
Marullo’s court was fhe only section B 8.0' 1 |ss
ev1dencmg an 1ncrea$e in the average e s
monthly mventory of pending cases in 1999. 97
Given the 19 percent decrease in cases filed 20T
in CDC in 1999; this inerease is particularly o 084 | 1995 . 1096 1997 1908 1950
disconcerting. Further, the percentage of : : .

- _;caeee in Section I¥s docket over one year T

- old increased from 19 percent in 1998 to 26 _ : m Court Avg
percent in 1999. Section D is among CDC’s 350 ' Inventory of Cases

" lowest performing sections and could % EX.D-2
benefit greatly _fr'om a modern case é 300 | ‘ 280 292
management infor;nation system. {g S 242 .

Section D is one: o'f'only four sections at ] 215 e
CDCto perform below the court average in | § 2001 183 185
all performance aress measured. The MCC ¢ 4s0l -
recommends that Judge Marullo take im- E: '
mediate: steps to rediice his case 1nventory, : g 100 1
a backlog that has increased since 1995 and " & sl
is now the largest in the court. Judge *®
Marullo:should work closely with prosecu- E’ Y f = t
tors and defense attorney to identify case 1994/95 1997 1998 1999
processing problems and expedite adjudi- _
cation of Sec'tion.D.’-s cases o.ver one year Compliance with ABA Time Standard
‘old. Section D had the lowest number of ABA Standard = 100% EX.D-3
ury trials (19) of any court section in 1999. . - : 100% 7 93% 91% 93% 91% 88%
Tti 15 probable that the low number ‘of trials . 0%
contrlbuted to the section’s large number 1 o B0%
of pendmg cases becatge older cases are:f'. . 60% -
not hkely to be settled by a plea, and a tr1al | o :
Wlll be necessary to move them. . : ' Je 40% 1
- = - 0% - . T
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
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JUDGE CALVIN JOHNSON, SECTION E
YEARS ON BENCH - 9
OVERALL. PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (8TH), 1998 (12TH), 1999 (9TH)

Section E achieved improved performance Medjap Case Processing Time -
_in two out of three performance areas- | 80T _ EX.E-1
during 1999, and improved in the overall 160 - b 153 N
rankings from 12th in 1998 to 9th in 1999. 140 f, 124
Moreover, case'pchessing time in Section A 4 120 +
E improved for the third consecutive year, 8 100 + 88 s 88 8-
and Judge Johnson was able to reduce his E | [ o3 .2
average pendmg caseload by 31 percent. % 59
‘Whﬂe -Judge _Jphnson demonstx_‘ated {
marked gains in case managemént in 1999,
his section remains’one of only four sections 04 ’ 1995 + 1006 i 07 1088 | a0
performing below the court average in all |- . S S
: performance areas. Of particular concern, : R S . o Section E
" the pertentage of cases:in-Section-E over < : Inventogg'  of Cases :|! Court Avg
one year old grew from 19 percent in 1998 "g' 350 T EX.E-2
to 25 percent i in, 1999 = : 311
. ‘ & st 292
Judge J ohnson_‘is encouraged to build on ; % ' 264
his improved performance by working -] 2 2501 225
closély with the p'i‘déecution and defense at:,: 2 S 200 7_‘ ) 185 2
torneys to formulate ‘a case procegsing: Aé - - 165
strategy that 1mproves efficiency, targets 2 150 ¥
theu‘ol:d cases on his docket, and__.further re- | g. o |
duces his section’s inventory of‘cases. Part - e} R
of thi"s_ strategy should include ‘increasing’ : q:] 50 4
the number of trials held in Section E. z .
Older cases often will notend in a pleabut . 0 1994195 : 1097 : 1998 : 1999
will require a trial to reach disposition.
Section £ had the second fewest number of | . Compliance with ABA Time Standard
trials at CDC in 1999..A case management o ABA Standard = 100% _
information. system v?ould enable Sect‘ioil: ’ oD% o1 EX.E-3
E to expedite the processmg of the older : 83% 86% 88% 88%
cdses on 1ts docket o . Vo R . B0% 75%
. 60% +
40% +
20%
0% - —* — } } y —
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
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JUDGE DENNIS WALDRON, SECTION F
YEARS ON BENCH - 18

OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997(3RD), 1998 (3RD), 1999 (3RD)

Section F continues to be one of the most
efficient, productive, and best managed
sections in the court. Judge Waldron for the
sixth congecutive yvear has one of the most
efficiently managed dockets in the court,
lowering his case processing times in 1999
by 21 percent and redIIcmg his pendmg
caseload by 38 percent

The MCC recommends that Judge
Waldrc_)_n work clogely with the pr_osecutmn
and defense attorneys to prioritize older
cases for adjudication, as the percentage
of cases on his docket over a year old grew
from 6 percent in 1998 to 13 percent in
1999,
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" 40% +

100% T

80% -

60% +
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Median Case Processing Time EX_F-1
250 -~
225
. 200 + 183 185
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: 153
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" 100 4+ 94 C gr 95
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0
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1 Section F
m Court Av,
Inventory of Cases g
250
225 EX.F-2
200 183 185
) 165
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50 —
100 + 94 a7 95
. 50 +
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ABA Standard = 100% EX.F-3
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- JUDGE JULIAN PARKER, SECTION G
; YEARS ON BENCH - 3
' OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (10TH), 1998 (8TH), 1999 (4TH)

The steady improvements in docket 160 Median Case Processing Time
management in Section G continued in 140 + 136 EX.Go
1999 as Judge Parker became one of the 120 L
top performing judges in the court. Between 2 ool for 106
1998 and 1999, Judge Parker cut his a 86
average monthly pending caseload by 47 s 857 e 6583 &2
percent, lowered his median case T 60— S48 = 52
processing time from 65 to 52 days, and O a0+
improved his compliance rate with the ABA 20 |
time standard from 90 percent to 96 o , , , ; ;
percent. Judge Parker is one of only four 1994*%  1995%  1896* 1997* 1998*  1999*
judges with improved performance in all ‘
three major performance areas measured. 5 Inventory of Cases e ———
The implementation of an automated case 5 350 m Court Avg
management system in Section G has 'E_ 200 | 311 ‘
helped improve the section’s efficiency and 8 259 EX.G-2
productivity and reflects Judge Parker’s § 250 238 225
commitment to good docket management S 2004 183 185
. . 165
practices. é’ 150 | 137
Though the percentage of cases over a &; 100 L

yvear old (18 percent) in Judge Parker’s 2
pending caseload is lower than the court g 50 +
average (20 percent), there is room for fur- g‘, 0 ,
ther improvement in reducing the number < 1994/95 1997 1998 1999
of old cases on his dock'et. Judge Parkex" is Compliance with ABA Time Standard EX.G-3
encouraged to work with the prosecution ABA Standard = 100%
and defense attorneys to prioritize these
older cases for adjudication. 100% T 929 90% >

90% - 83% 84%

*Judge Parker was not on the bench dur- 80% - 75%

ing these years. 70% 1 I I I _

60% -

50% -

. 40% -

30% -

20% -

10% - )

. 0% A : : : : :
' 1994* 1995% 1996%* 1997% 1998* 1999%
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JUDGE CAMILLE BURAS, SECTION H
YEARS ON BENCH - 1
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1998 (6TH), 1999 (8TH)

Median Case Processing Time

Judge Buras took the bench in October 120 1 13
1998, and in 1999 improved the functioning .| EX.H-1
of Section H in all performance areas. The 82 86 a5 82
most notable achievements in 1992 were a £ sod :
. . 1] ga 70
28 percent reduction in the average (m |63 62
. K . c | 58858 59
monthly pending. caseload, an increase in = 60
her section’s compliance rate with the ABA %
. - 40 4
time standard, up from 93 percent (1998)
to 96 percent (1999), and a reduction in the 20 4
percentage of cases over-a year old from 28
percent (1998) to 12 percent (1999). 0 - — —— L ; .
1994*  1995* 1996  1997* 1998 1999
Though also improved, Section H's me- :
dian case processing time in 1999 remains _ Inventory of Cases : 2::::\;
well above the court average. The MCC % 250 ;
recommends that Judge Buras review her Eo 225 225 EX H-2
section’s policies regarding the granting of S 00
R i o ! 83 182 185
continuances and work with the prosecu- @ 164 165
tion and defense attorneys to further re- § 150 -
duce Section IT's inventory of pending cases. o 118
*Judge Buras was not on the bench dur- g ey
ing these years. s
[« 50 -
]
™
glj 0 -i— -— —— cobo=d -—
< 1994/95 1997 1998 1999
Compliance with ABA Time Standard EX_H-3
ABA Standard = 100% )
400% T 94% 00% 97% 01% 939, 96%
80%
60%
40% +
20% T
0% - : ‘ : : =
1994 * 1995 * 1996 * 1997 * 1998 1999
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- JUDGE RAYMOND BIGELOW, SECTION I
" YEARS ON BENCH - 7
- OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (2ND), 1998 (1ST- TIE), 1999 (1ST)

Judge Bigelow has been one of the court’s Median Case Processing Time EX’ -1
‘ top performers throughout his tenure on 100 T ’
- | thebench and 1999 was no exception. Over 9 -
the past year, Judge Bigelow reduced his 80 -
1 | already efficient case processing time to 32 % 70
days, lowered his average monthly pending - _‘ 2 . 60 4
' | caseload by 37 percent to a court low of 67, = 50
and closed 100 perc_elit of his cases within % 40
the ABA time standard. Additionally, the S 30
percentage of cases over one year old - B 20
pending in Section I is 4 percent, the lowest - | . . 10
in the court. . 4 ' 0 : .
. : - . 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 19993
The present docket management prac- _
tices.employed by Judge Bigelow, includ- ' O Section |
ing the use of a case-management infor- § Inventory of Cases mCoutAvaf ey g o |
mation system, are clearly effective ones, ‘23 250 . ‘
and the high level of performance achieved & - 225 :
. . . - . o , ‘
in Section I will be a challenge to improve g 200 4 180 185
upon. : @ . 165 _
pt 150 1
2
2 106
L 100 | 93
c
g 67
8 ol 5
# .
! . _ o
i 1994 1995 1996 1987 i
| - S 4 Compliance with ABA Time Standard
| = FiY
i . ABA Standard = 100% EX ]-3
1 ) ‘ : ‘ 100% ~ 28% - 98% 100% 97% 99% 100%
| T _ : 80% -
_ e e . ' . 60% 4
: ‘ o . . 40% -
5 - i _ T 20% :
' . : o -l | 0% - : = : ; :
- 1004 1995 19986 1997 1008 1998
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JUDGE LEON CANNIZZARO, SECTION J
YEARS ON BENCH - 14
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK -'1997 (15T); 1998 (1sT), 1999 (2ND)

.Judge Cannizzaro ‘ cohtinues - to Median Case Processing Time
demonstrate a very high level of 1007 SR EX.J-1
performance, productivity, and efficiency on 0T o o 86
the bhench. Section J’s median case, B |
processing time of 27 days is the best in % T
the couit and represeﬂﬁs a 34;-"j3ercen1:‘_ . =
decrease over 1998. Judge Cannizzaro also':j; ; E
reduced his section’s average monthly ' &
pending caseload by 18 percent from 92in. '

1998 to.75 in 1999. Comphance with the:
ABA time standard decreased shghtly in-
1999, from 99 percent to 98 percent, and” 04 s . .
the percentage of cases over one year old - 1994 1995 _ 1986 1997 1998 1999
grew from 5 percent (1998) to 9 percent = |u Section J '
wljad
1999 = ~ |m Court Avg
(1999). e g _ _Inventory of Cases
Section J has the hlghest jury trial rate Eg- 250 7 sas EX.J-2
in the court, which. contributes to this @
section’s consistently high performance. @ zo0y 183 L
Overall, Judge Cannizzaro employs highly ‘: =
o o L > 150
effective docket management practices. 5
- : o < |
% 100 78 az 22 "
& |
® 0T
o
Z 0 — . ;
- 1994/95 1997 1998 1998
Compliance with ABA Time Standard
ABA Standard = 100%
’ EX.J-3
" oov . 99% 98% 98% 100% 99% 98%
f‘_":? 80% T
ﬁuﬂ/o —_
40% +
el 20%
0%
1894 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
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JUDGE ARTHUR HUNTER, SECTION K

YEARS ON BENCH - 3

OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (5TH),

Judge Hunter has demonstrated consistent

improvemerit in performance since taking
the bench in 1997, and was one of four

judges in 1999 to demonstrate
improvement in all three major .|
perforinance areas measured. Although.'_:"
modest; these 1mprovements include a one- ",
day rediction in median case processing.

time, a. 23 percent reductlon in pendmg‘_ :
caseload size, and an 1mpr0ved compliance
rate with' the ABA standard, up from 93 ‘_ |

percent in 1998 to 95 percent in 1999.

The percentage of cases in Section K over
one year old increased from 7 percent of
the pending caseload in 1998 to 15 percent
in 1999. The MCC recomimends that Judge
Hunter work closely; with the agsistant dis-

trict attorney, and defense attorney’s in hlS :

sectlon and prlorltlze these older cases for
expedlt’ed adjudlcatlon . e

T 40% 4

1998 (5TH), 19299 (7TH)

Median Case Processing Time

-~ 8O%

60% T
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g *7
- 404+
o
QO 30+
" o204
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o . t ; i
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c
.5 E
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5 : 225
a 198
§ ZOQ-- 185
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JUDGE TERRY ALARCON, SECTION L
YEARS ON BENCH - 3
OVERALL PERFORMANCE RANK - 1997 (4TH), 1998 (4TH), 1999 (6TH)

Judge Al h fi tter th
udge Alarcon has performed better than . Median Case Processing Time

the court average since taking the bench 100 — EX.L-1
in 1997. While Judge Alarcon’s overall.l.L | 90 1 86 50

ranking dropped in 1999, his section - » 80 .1

demonstrate'd improvemé&n‘t in two of the § ::: 63 _ 63 %0 62

three performance areas. The median case £ g5l

processing time in Section L decreased by | e 40 -

18 percérﬂ: between 1998 and 1899, and the © 30

average monthly pending caseload was 20 +

reduced by a substantial 33 percent. The 10 T

percentage of pending cases over one year ° 1997 : 19908 : 1909

old grew from 5 percent of his docket in
1998 to 14 percent in 1999, however, as the B Section L

‘compliance rate with the ABA time £ Inventory of Cases B Court Avg
standard declined from 100 percent to 95 Eo 260 —
percent. E ' 225 EX.L-2
The MCC recommeénds that Judge § 200 +
Alarcon focus on reducing the age of his S ==
section’s pending caseload by working with S s 157
the prbsécution and defense attorneys to g 100 1 0a
prioritize older cases for expedited adjudi- - S
cation: A higher rate of trials could help” | 8' -
reduce the number of older cases on the Se¢- *
tion L docket. | Z , ,
- 1987 1998 1999
Compliance with ABA Time Standard
ABA Standard = 100% EX.L-3
100% - 98% TUUyo 95%,

80%

60% -

40% -

20% -
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PART FOUR: CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

The court demonstrated progress in gaining control
of its docket during 1999 by showing good
improvement in one of the three performance areas
measured and marginal improvement in the other
two. The court achieved a significant 27 percent
reduction in the size of its average monthly pending
cageload in 1999 (165) compared with 1998 (225); the
median case pfocessing time was reduced from 63
days in 1998 to 62 days in 1999, the third consecutive
annual decreaée; and the court’s compliance rate with
the ABA case processing standard in 1998 (94 percent)
was essentially sustained in 1999 (93 percent).

Improvement in overall court performance is more
demonstrable when viewed over the longer term. As
shown in Exhibit Two below, the number of judges
performing at a level above the court average in-
creased in two of the three performance areas between
1994/95 and 1999. And although the number of judges
. exceeding the court’s median case processing time

"(CPT) remained unchanged over this period, CDC’s
. overall CPT was reduced by 11.4 percent. These
_tfends are clearly indicative of a growing number of

" Exhibit Two:

judges who are committed to good docket manage-
ment practices. '

A group of four judges (Judges Elloie, Quinlan,
Marullo, and Johnson) however, continues to func-
tion at an average performancé level well below that
of the other judges in all performance dreas measured:

4 Median case processing time - 97 days versus
56 days.

4 Average monthly case inventory - 251 cases
versus 121

¢ Average percentage of cases over one year old-
27 percent versus 13 percent.

4 ABA compliance rate - 87 percent versus 96
percent

The ABA compliance rate for the four under-
performing judges is 87 percent versus 96 per-
cent for the other judges.

The MCC concludes that because a small group of
judges skews overall judicial performance, the bal-
ance of the court should use its influence and
leadership to_encourage and assist under-per-
forming judges to function at a higher level of

OVERALL JUDICIAL

PERFORMANCE IN 1994/95 vs. 1999

Performance Number of Sections
Measure Performing
' Above Court Average
1994/95 1999
Avg. Case 4 4
Processing (70 days) (62 days)
Time _ ' '
Avg. Monthly ‘ 4 8
Pending ‘ . (225 - (165)
Caseload ‘
ABA . 6 8
Compliance 94%) (93%)
Rate ' :

Sourge: MCC Research

efficiency. The adoption by the court of case pro-
cessing time standards, the formulation of a
strategy for reducing the large inventory of pend-
ing cases, and monitoring compliance with these
policies would expedite the process of improv-
ing overall judicial performance.

In the absence of these reform measures, wide
variability in judicial performance will continue,
as will unnecessary delays and high case back-
logs. The consequences of unnecessary delay in
the court’s caseflow process include reduced ef-
ficiency and increased costs to all justice system

 participants: victims, defendants, the court, the
prosecution, defense attorneys, the criminal
sheriff and law enforcement.
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Examples of these costs include detaining defendants
in jail (some of whom may be innocent), rescheduling

court events, and handling and maintaining case files.
The viability of a prosecution is reduced the longer a
case persists without resolution, and attorneys and
staff in each court, in the clerk of court’s office, and in
the district attorney’s office waste time duplicating
preparation when cases are not adjudicated promptly.
Finally, police officers miss time on patrol when they
must be in court, and other witnesses.are often need-
lessly inconvenienced when they must take time off
from work only to find a trial has been postponed.

Timely access to accurate management informa-
tion is also fundamental to improving court opera-
tions and increasing the court’s accountability. Crimi-
nal District Court generates an enormous amount, of
information. Mogt of this information is now man-
aged manually. A modern computerized case manage-
ment system would greatly enhance the court’s abil-
ity to raise its level of efficiency by reducing delays in
the movement of cases. ' '

The CDC has made incremental progress in this
regard. Three CDC judges have established their own
independent computerized information systems, and
these sections are among the court’s most efficient. A
CDC judge also leads the Criminal Justice Informa-
tion System Committee, a primary purpose.of which
is to upgrade and integrate existing information sys-
tems operated by the New Orleans Police Department
(NOPD), the Orleans Criminal Sheriff’s Office
(OPCS0), and the District Attorney’s Office. However,
the court as an institution has not yet demonstrated
that it possesses the level of unity and commonality
of goals that could lead to implementation of a mod-
ern court-wide information system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A leading c¢ourt authority, Floyd Teeney, in
cominenting on court management practices, stated
that about the only thing that is clear is that if courts
are to improve during the next 30 years everyone
associated with the courts’s managers, judges,
researchers, and others’s must radically increase their
attention to evaluation of performance Making
performance standards and their evaluation a priority
at CDC will require the coricerted leadership of the
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chief judge, the cooperation of all of the judges, and

" the support of a professional and committed

administrative staff. With this in mind, the MCC

" respectfully recommends that the judges of CDC:

¢ Adopt court-wide case processing standards
with the stated goal of reducing the great dis-
parity that exists among court sections in fun-
damental areas of judicial performance.

€ Create a system that allows the court to moni-
tor adherence to these standards.

4 Work with their courtroom pergonnel, prog-
ecutors, and defense attorneys to review court-
room procedures, identify problems, and in-
stitute more efficient case processing proce-
dures.

¢ Adopt stricter continnance policies degigned
to eliminate unnecessary delays in the adju-
dication of cases.

+ Work closely with prosecutors and defense at-
torneys to adopt strategies for disposing of the
growing number of older cases on the CDC
docket, including prioritizing older cases for
prosecution and increasing the number of tri-
als in targeted court sections,

# Reconfigure the court’s administrative office
to include staff with extensive training and
experience in instituting modern court man-
agement procedures. Existing staff should
receive training in contemporary court man-
agement practices.

One of the single greatest needs in the adult crimi-
nal justice system in New Orleans is the installation
of a modern case management information system
(CMIS) at Criminal District Court. A CMIS would
greatly facilitate the implementation and monitor-
ing of court-wide case processing practices. Therefore,
the MCC further recommends that:

4 The judges of CDC assert their leadership and
move forward with implementing a modern
court case management information system.
The first step in this process is to contract with
an experienced court information systems
expert to conduct a comprehensive analysis



of the court’s operations. As noted, three CDC
judges have already implemented computer-
ized management systems in their sections,
and the court is actively involved with the
Criminal Justice Information System Com-

mittee.

4 As part of a reorganization of the Judicial
Administrator’s Office, the court should hire
at least one trained technical and adminis-
trative staff member experienced in imple-
menting modern court management proce-
dures and overseeing court information sys-
tems development. ‘

The MCC recognizes that creating an integrated
CMIS is a difficult undertaking, but many cities (and
entire states) have successfully implemented modern
systems. These cities include Houston, Atlanta, Se-
attle, Kansas City, Detroit, Los Angeles, Sacramento,
Nashville, Milwaukee, Phoenix, and Miami. The
MCC’s review of the implementation of court infor-
mation systems in other jurisdictions identified some
practices that are prerequisite to success:

¢ All information system stakeholders must buy
in to and be included in the planning process
to assure their support for the undertaking.
Interagency cooperation is also essential.

¢ In the earliest stages of planning for a new
system, the court must develop a clear vision
of where the project is going, how it will get
there, and what it will look like when com-
pleted.

4 Support from outside consultants is essential.
Hiring a technical consultant with extensive
experience in criminal justice information sys-
tems to conduct a system assessment is a fun-
damental first step. This assessment should
include a detailed analysis of infrastructure,
hardware, and software needs, as well as rec-
ommendations for planning and crganizing
change.

4 Planning must include clearly articulating the
scope and ohjectives of the project, and devel-
oping comprehensive and detailed plans that
outline the entire project.

4 An effective organizational structure must be
get up that will ensure the project reaches
completion.

4 Policies addressing governance issues and the
sharing of information must be identified and
resolved. All jurisdictions that have success-
fully implemented integrated CJIS created
formal governance structures to guide devel-
opment of the project.

¢ Technical issues regarding the sharing and se-
curity of information must be identified and

resolved.

4 Funding must be secured early in the process.
Aunited court and a completed systems analy-
sis that provides a roadmap for system devel-
opment should attract the local, state, and
federal funds needed to implement the CMIS.

¢ Development of a central relational database
linking all justice system agencies has proven
to be the best approach.

Taking these steps will greatly increase the court’s
accountability, improve its operating efficiency, and
should assist in reducing the wide variation that now
exists among court sections in case processing per-

formance.

29







