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May 18, 1999

Presdent R. Lane Besttie

Speaker Martin R. Stephens

Audit Subcommittee of the Legidative Management Committee
State Capitol Building

Sdlt Lake City UT 84114

Subject:  Timeliness of the Juvenile Justice System (Report #99-03)

Dear Legidators:

Locd law enforcement agencies and the juvenile courts need to continue their efforts to reduce the
time required to process juvenile ddinquency cases. The speedy resolution of juvenile ddinquency
cases isimportant because delays in punishment give juveniles the impression thet they are not
accountable for their actions. Delayed intervention aso dlows juvenile offenders to commit more
crimes while awaiting a hearing. Although there are different views regarding how long it should take to
resolve ajuvenile delinquency case, we found that it did not matter whose standards we used, a good
portion of Utah's juvenile delinquency cases are taking too long to process through the juvenile justice
sysem.

Representatives from both the juvenile court and loca law enforcement agencies are aware of the
problems described in this report and have aready taken steps towards reducing delays in their
processing of juvenile cases. Currently, the Adminidrative Office of the Courtsisin theinitia stages of
atwo-year study of case-flow management and delay reduction. The intent of this study isto reduce
case processing time by identifying the delays and streamlining adminigirative procedures. In addition,
recent efforts by the court to re-engineer itsinformation management system is expected to reduce the
time court personnel take to process juvenile deinquency cases. Similarly, many of the locd law
enforcement agencies either have or intend to adopt € ectronic information management systems that
should aso help reduce the time required to refer casesto the court. Also, representatives from local
law enforcement agencies have agreed to make this a sudy item and give timedliness increased attention
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a future training meetings.

We bdlieve the information in this report provides both the courts and loca law enforcement
agencies with the information they need as they work towards improving the speed with which they
process juvenile delinquency cases. Although there may be different reasons for the delays observed in
different parts of the state, this report identifies some of the most common causes for delays and
provides recommendations that should be considered by both the courts and loca law enforcement
agencies. The data provided in this report will aso provide a useful benchmark for evauating the
progress made as each jurisdiction attempts to reduce the time required to process juvenile delinquency
Cases.

Timely Response to Juvenile Crime is Essential

A timely processis essentid to the success of the juvenile judtice system. Unlike adults, juveniles
tend to have difficulty making a connection between their actions and the pendties imposed on them if
consequences are ddayed. In addition, delays in prosecuting juvenile offenders also effect the state's
ability to control juvenile crime. It is not uncommon for juveniles to commit severd new offenses while
waliting for a prior offense to be brought before ajudge.

Experts Say That Juveniles Do Not
Understand Delayed Punishment

Expertsin thefidd of juvenile justice suggest that juveniles have a more difficult time associating
their delinquent behavior with the consequences if punishment is ddlayed. For example, we spoke with
Dr. Jeffrey Butts, a Senior Research Associate in the Program on Law and Behavior at the Urban
Indtitute in Washington D.C. Dr Buttstold usthat ajuvenil€ s perception of time is different from that
of adults. He said this means that as time passes juveniles are less able to make a connection between
the crime committed and punishment given. Mr. Butts, in hisbook Waiting for Justice: Moving
Y oung Offenders Through the Juvenile Court Process, makes the following observation:
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The impogtion of legal sanctionsis essentialy an attempt to teach offendersthat illegd behavior
has consequences and that anyone who violates the law will be held accountable. In order to
ddiver this message effectivdy, the juvenile court process mug fit the unique learning style of
adolescents. During the years of adolescence young people experience many developmental
changes and the passage of time is often ditortedH..e., three months of summer vacation seems
like an eternity to a 14-year old. If the juvenile court takes too long to respond to youthful
misbehavior, the corrective impact of the court process may be gresetly curtailed.

The Nationd Didtrict Attorney’s Association further observes:

Timeisamgor condderation in handling juvenile cases. Children often fail to remember what
action they took yesterday, let done severd months earlier. In addition, Since court consequences
often take months to impose, the longer it takes the more likely the juvenile wonders if anyone
cares. Thelong-term messageis|ogt on the child. Those “at risk” and especialy those who fit the
definition of “serious, violent or habitua” offenders need to experience a system that responds
rgpidly to the juvenileé s actions. These offenders serve as an example to others. Therefore, the
system needs to demondtrate that the community has expectations of behavior, will not tolerate
violations of those expectations, and will swiftly sanction any violations. When the incident isfar
removed from the process, no such demonstiration can be successful.

Both comments suggest that the timely processing of juvenile offendersis essentid if the date isto be
successful in discouraging juveniles from continuing their ddinquent behavior. Another reason,
described in the following sections, isthat the longer the state waits to bring juveniles under Sate
contral, the longer they have to continue their crimina activities.

Some Juveniles Re-offend While
Awaiting Hearings for Prior Offenses

A sgnificant number of crimes are committed by juveniles waiting for a court hearing on aprior
offense. During 1998 there were 36,769 crimind cases referred to the juvenile court, which eventualy
resulted in asanction. For the purposes of our test, we excluded charges for contempt, violations of
probation and infractions againg the traffic laws. According to Figure | there were 5,969 of the
juveniles who were eventudly sanctioned that committed a second crime before their prior offense
could be resolved by the courts.
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Figurel

Juveniles Who Committed an Offense
While Waiting for Resolution on a Prior Offense
All Cases Disposed During 1998 by Offense Class

Number of Criminal Number in Which Another Percent in Which Another

Cases Referred to Offense was Committed Offense was Committed
Offense Type Juvenile Court Before Disposition Hearing  Before Disposition Hearing
Felonies 3,500 514 15%
Misdemeanors 23,649 3,813 16
Status Offenses 9,620 1,642 17
TOTAL 36,769 5,969 16%

Figure | showsthat 16% of dl referrals to the juvenile court committed additional crimes before proper
sanctions could be determined. Whét this suggestsis that a large portion of juvenile crime is committed
by juvenileswho have dready entered the juvenile justice system and are waiting to be sanctioned by a

judge.

When we analyzed the type of new offenses committed, we did not find correlation between the
type of the origind offense and new offenses that followed. In other words, those juveniles who were
waiting for a hearing on afedony arrest committed dl different types of crimind offenses including
felonies, misdemeanors and status offenses. Similarly, those who were waiting for the court to process
their status offenses not only committed more status offenses but dso committed felonies and
misdemeanors. Although we recognize that many juveniles are likely to commit more crimes even after
the hearing process is complete, we believe they would be less likely to commit new offensesif they
had received sanctions a an earlier date. In the following section we show how the impact of delayed
prosecution of juvenile offendersisfdt differently in different parts of the date. Some jurisdictions
process juvenile offendersin ardatively timely manner while others tend to process cases more dowly.
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Some Delinquency Cases Could Be Processed
In a More Timely Manner

We bdlieve that a good percentage of juvenile delinquency cases in Utah could be processed in a
more timely manner. When we compared the time to process each case resolved during 1998 to the
time standards recommended by the Utah Code, the American Bar Association, and other federa
agencies and professiond organizations, we found that a Sgnificant portion of cases took longer to
adjudicate than they should have. In some jurisdictions, the primary cause for the delays was the dow
processing of referras by loca law enforcement agencies. In other parts of the state, it was the court
intake process or the court hearing process that caused the delay. In afew jurisdictions, dl three
phases of the process were dow.

In order to identify how quickly juvenile delinquency cases are processed, we obtained a copy of
the crimind incident hitory records from the juvenile justice database for each crimind incident in which
adecison wasissued by ajudge during 1998. We then identified the average number of days from the
offense date to the find disposition hearing date at which sanctions were determined by ajudge. In
order to identify the source for the delays, we monitored each of the three phases in the juvenile justice
system separately. Theseinclude: (1) the police referra process, (2) the court intake process, and (3)
the court hearing process. As shown in Figure 11, the tota time to process juvenile offendersis much
shorter in some jurisdictions than others.
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Figure Il
Days to Process Juvenile Delinquency Cases

All Cases Disposed During 1998 by Juvenile Court District Office
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Figure Il shows the average length of time to process dl of the juvenile delinquent offenses for
which a decison was made during 1998 by the juvenile court didrict. The police referrd isthe first
phase of the process. It consigts of the time from the arrest date to the date that the referra is
submitted to the juvenile court. The second phase is the court intake process and conssts of time
between the day the referrd isreceived by the juvenile court to the date it is formaly petitioned to the
court. Thefina phaseisthe court hearing process and is the time from the petition date to the date the
caeisfindly resolved or disposed. It isimportant to recognize that many cases are resolved through a
non-judicia agreement with the court and do not go through the court hearing process.

The datain Figure Il suggests that some jurisdictions are faster a moving juveniles through different
phases of the process than others. For example, the data show that the court officesin the 7" District
Juvenile Court (serving the south-eastern part of the state) are able to complete dl three of the phases
of the process in the shortest period of time. In contragt, the juvenile court serving Duchesne County
takes the longest time to process juvenile delinquency cases, mainly because of the time required to
complete the court hearing process. The following describes each of the three phasesin greater detall.

Some Delays Found in the Police Referral Process

The police referrd processisthe firgt step in the adminigtration of justice for juvenile offenders. We
found that many local law enforcement agencies are not submitting their referrds to the juvenile court in
atimdy manner. The Utah Code dtates that juvenile delinquency cases are to be referred to the
juvenile court within ten days of the arrest date. We found that 47 percent of dl the referrdswe
examined in 1998 took over the 10 day statutory requirement and that, on average, it took 25 daysto
refer casesto the juvenile court.

In this report we use the term “ police referral process’ to describe the steps taken by local law
enforcement agencies as they investigate a reported crime, identify the juvenile offender, make the
aredt, prepare an incident report, and file areferra to the juvenile court. The police referral process
begins when ajuvenileis ether issued acitation or arrested for acrimina act. Loca law enforcement
officers then prepare a crimind incident report and refer the case to the juvenile court. In some cases,
juvenile offenders are placed in areceiving center where the juvenile is detained until he or she can be
released to a parent or guardian.  Juveniles who commit violent crimes are generdly placed in a
detention center where they can be held for up to 48 hours without a court order. The more serious
and violent offenders detained beyond 48 hours must be placed there by order of ajudge.
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The Utah Code setstime standards for how long it should take local law enforcement agenciesto
refer cases to the juvenile court. For juveniles who commit afelony or class A misdemeanor, Utah
Code Section 78-3a-502 requires that loca law enforcement “file aformd referra with the juvenile
court within ten days of the minor'sarrest.” Unfortunately, we found it difficult to use the data
contained in the juvenile court’s crimind records to identify exactly how long it takes for locd law
enforcement to refer their cases to the juvenile court. As mentioned, Utah Code requires law
enforcement agencies to submit areferral within ten days of the “arrest date.” However, the arrest dete
is not a data eement tracked by the court’s database. Instead, the database lists the offense date which
makesit difficult to determine how much actud time it takes before referrds are sent to the juvenile
court. In some cases the crime may not be reported for severa days after the offense actually
occurred. Even when crimes are reported immediately, there are times where law enforcement officers
take severd daysto investigate a case before making an arrest.

There are dso discrepancies between the time loca law enforcement say they bring the referralsto
the juvenile court and the court intake date. Sometimes referrals are not immediately transported to the
juvenile court, even though local police records show referrals as submitted. On the other hand, the
court intake staff are not aways recording the intake date as the day the referrd is received by the
juvenile court. In some didtricts, the intake date is the date the court clerks actudly entersthe referrd
information into the juvenile justice database. This means referra's may have been submitted to the
court severd days before an intake date is assigned.

We were able to overcome most of the problems with the data by limiting our andysisto certain
types of offenses. For example, we overcame the absence of the arrest date by testing only those types
of incidents for which the arrest generaly occurs the same day asthe offense. These offensesinclude
tregpassing, shoplifting, and certain drug and acohol charges. By monitoring the time between offense
date and intake date for these offenses, we acquired afairly accurate measure of the time required by
local law enforcement agencies to submit their referrds. In addition, by comparing local law
enforcement agencies within asingle digtrict, we avoided the problems that result from having different
court digtricts assgn an intake date at different pointsin the referral process. Figure Il shows the
number of days from the presumed arrest date to intake date for those law enforcement agencies that
submitted at least 50 referras for trespassing, shoplifting, and certain drug and acohol offenses during
1998 and the percent of the referral process that took longer than ten days.
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Figurelll
Timeliness of the Police Referral Process

Time Required for Local Law Enforcement to Refer Selected Cases During 1998

Number of Referralsfor Average Days from

Per cent of Referrals Over 10

Local Law Trespass, Shoplift, Drug Offense/Arrest Dateto Days from Offense/Arrest Date
Enforcement Agencies and Alcohol Offenses Intake Date to Intake Date
Eirst Juvenile Court
Tremonton Police 104 15 33%
Cache County Police 178 10 26
Brigham City Police 238 7 12
Logan Police 451 6 8
Second Juvenile Court
Morgan County Police 58 26 91%
Woods Cross Police 120 26 87
Centerville Police 100 22 84
Farmington Police 115 34 78
South Ogden Police 159 20 77
Washington Terrace Police 54 23 76
Bountiful Police 202 18 70
Ogden Police 944 21 70
Roy Police 205 22 62
Kaysville Police 65 16 62
Riverdale Police 63 18 62
Weber County Police 278 16 56
North Ogden Police 85 16 53
Layton Police 548 15 52
Davis County Police 121 22 46
Sunset Police 81 15 42
Clearfield Police 191 11 39
Syracuse Palice 73 11 30
Third Juvenile Court
Grantsville Police 52 23 92%
Granite School Police 161 29 85
Salt Lake County Police 1,296 18 60
Murray Police 307 16 52
South Jordan Police 139 11 50
West Valley City Police 1,017 13 49
Tooele County Police 71 10 44
West Jordan Police 591 13 36
Sandy Police 628 14 36
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Number of Referralsfor Average Days from Percent of Referrals Over 10
Local Law Trespass, Shoplift, Drug Offense/Arrest Date to Daysfrom Offense/Arrest Date
Enforcement Agencies and Alcohol Offenses Intake Date to Intake Date
South Sdlt Lake Police 172 10 35%
Salt Lake City Police 1,360 11 31
Midvale Paolice 269 17
Tooele Police 195 5 13
Fourth Juvenile Court
Millard County Police 97 29 92%
American Fork Police 205 36 73
Utah County Police 462 19 71
Lehi Palice Y 20 67
Pleasant Grove Palice 119 17 56
Nephi Police 54 14 52
Payson Police 149 13 50
Spanish Fork Police 199 10 38
Springville Police 180 11 32
Orem Police 872 10 32
Provo Police 602 12 31
Fifth Juvenile Court
Hurricane Police 101 14 50%
Beaver County Police 74 17 46
Washington Police 145 16 36
St George Police 858 12 33
Iron County Police 84 10 27
Cedar City Police 234 7 9
Sixth Juvenile Court
Mt Pleasant Police 53 17 57%
Richfield Police 161 11 53
Kanab Police 50 9 20
Seventh Juvenile Court
Roosevelt Palice 119 23 83%
Vernal City Police 178 20 72
Emery County Police 54 12 65
Uintah County Police 118 19 60
Price Police 73 15 33
Moab Police 61 7 13
Eighth Juvenile Court
Roosevelt Police 119 23 83%
Vernal City Police 178 20 72
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The datain Figure Il suggests that there are Significant differencesin thetime it takes loca law
enforcement agencies to submit referrals to the juvenile courts. For example, the Tooele Police
Department, in the Third Juvenile Court Didtrict, takes an average of only 5 days to submit itsreferrds
to the juvenile court, and only 13 percent of its cases took longer than 10 days. In contrast, Grantsville
takes an average of 23 days to submit its referras to the same juvenile court and 92 percent of its
referras took longer than 10 days.

Through interviews with loca law enforcement officers, in many different cities and counties, we
were able to identify reasons why some agencies require more time than others to refer delinquency
cases to the juvenile court. For example, one reason that the Logan Police Department is able to
submit itsreferrds in an average of only six daysis that the police gtation is within walking distance of
the juvenile court building. In fact, the juvenile court s&ff regularly wak to the police department and
pick up new referrals. In contrast, we found that other police departments do not place a great
emphads on submitting their referrdsin atimey manner. Some police departments dlow their referrds
to accumulate over afew days or for even aweek before they decide there are enough referrds to take
to the juvenile court. In addition, some cities and counties require their referrals to go through an
extensve interna review before they are sent to the juvenile court. Thisinterna review can add severd
daysto the timeit takes to submit referrals to the juvenile court.

Some Cases Take Too Much Time in the Court Intake Process

Most of the juvenile court digtrictsin the state could reduce the amount of time they take to process
acase. Once cases are referred to the juvenile court by loca law enforcement officids, they will spend
an average of 31 daysin the court intake process. About 15 percent of the cases take longer than the
60 days dlowed by the Utah Code and 29 percent of the cases remain in the intake process longer
than the 35 days recommended by the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

The court intake process is performed by a court probation officer who initialy meets with ayouth
offender and his or her parentsin a preliminary inquiry in order to discuss the facts surrounding the
cae. If necessary, the probation officer aso consults with the referring law enforcement officer and
victim. If thejuvenile admits to the offense and the intake officer believesit isin the best interest of the
child and the community, he may try to resolve the case non-judicidly through an informa settlement of
the charges. If the child and parents are willing, the probation officer has authority to issue afinancid
pendty, work hours or some other form of redtitution. If, on the other hand, the juvenile refuses to meet
with the probation officer or denies the charges, the intake probation officer must prepare aforma
petition to the
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juvenile court. Some digtricts require that the case be reviewed by the county attorney before the
probation officer filesa petition. Thisadditiona review can aso dday the intake process.

According to Utah Code 78-3a-502(2)(c), a probation officer has up to 60 days to complete the
intake process. Furthermore, the probation officer is alowed to take an additiona sixty daysto
complete the process if gpprovd is granted by ajudge. However, severd professond organizations
and federd agencies have suggested that the intake process should be completed in an even shorter
time period. For example, the National Didtrict Attorneys Association recommends that the intake
decison (whether to divert, file aforma petition, or transfer the case) should be made within 3 days if
the juvenileis detained and within 10 days if the juvenileis not detained. Similarly, the Nationd
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Dedlinquency Prevention (NAC) suggests a 35 days intake
process. the intake decision should be made no longer than 30 days after a police referrd isreceived
and then no more than 5 days thereafter for the case to be filed with the juvenile court. NAC
recommends an even shorter time standard when juveniles are held in detention. The American Bar
Association does not recommend a separate standard for the time from the police referra to the date
the caseisfiled with the court. Instead, the ABA’s standard is for the time between the police referra
to the first arraignment hearing before a judge, which they recommend should take no longer than 30

days.

Using the information we retrieved from the juvenile justice database, we were able to identify the
number of cases that completed the intake process within the 60 days required by the Utah Code.
However, because 60 days is amuch longer time standard than those recommended by professional
associations, we aso tested the delinquency cases againgt the 35-day standard recommended by NAC.
Specificdly, we identified the number of days between the intake date and the petition date for each
referral resolved during 1998 in the juvenile court. Statewide, we determined it typically takes cases
about 31 days to complete the intake process; a number of cases exceed not only the 35-day standard
recommended by the NAC but aso the 60 day standard suggested by the Utah Code.

In order to prevent our analysis from being biased by these rare cases, we chose a conservative
gpproach to andyzing the datain the juvenile justice database. Specificaly, we chose to diminate from
the test each referral that spent more than 180 days in the intake process. The reasons we chose this
approach isthat we found afew referras that spent an inordinate amount of time in the intake process.
According to the juvenile justice database some cases were in the intake process for many years.
These cases appear to be due to errors in data entry, because the juvenile could not be located, or
because of other rare circumstances which result in areferrd remaining in the intake process for long
periods of time before closure. These cases only accounted for 4 percent of dl the referras disposed
during 1998. Although this gpproach means that the results underestimate the actud average time from
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intake to petition date, it provides a better indication of how long a case will typicaly soend in the
intake process.

Figure IV shows the average number of days that cases were in the intake process and the
percentage which exceeded 35 and 60 day standards previoudy described.

Figure IV
Timeliness of the Court I ntake Process

Time Required During 1998 for court I ntake Staff to Resolve Cases Non-Judically or to File a Petition

Number of Average Days Per cent of Per cent of
Juvenile Court Referralstothe from IntakeDateto Cases Over Cases Over
District Office Juvenile Court Petition Date 35 Days 60 Days
1% Didtrict - Brigham City 1,125 29 28% 12%
- Logan 1,926 27 24 11
2" District - Farmington 4,160 27 24 7
- Ogden 4,880 39 41 22
3 District - Salt Lake City 8,849 31 31 16
- Sandy 5,665 35 35 21
- Summit County 212 30 33 18
- Toodle 918 25 27
4" District - Fillmore 321 18 14
- Provo 6,893 30 30 15
5" District - Cedar City 1,057 25 20 4
- St George 2,237 45 45 29
6" District - Kanab 295 20 14 7
- Manti 578 25 26 9
- Richfield 797 19 13 5
7" Digtrict - Castle Dale 197 18 17 6
- Moab 226 12 8 4
- Price 564 20 16 8
- San Juan 285 12 I 3
8" District - Duchesne 296 30 29 16
- Verna 1,035 27 26 12
Statewide: 42,516 31 31% 15%

Figure IV shows that during 1998 there were 42,516 crimind casesin our study of referrasto the
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juvenile courts. Typicaly, the juvenile court took 31 days to determine whether to resolve the case
non-judicidly or file a petition to the juvenile court. The intake process took the longest period of time
in the Ogden District Court which required 39 days to decide whether to petition casesto court or to
resolve them non-judicialy.

Although the data show that cases referred to the court in St. George spent an average of 45 days
in the intake process, thisinformation isincorrect. The St. George Digtrict uses an approach to
recording the petition filing date thet is different from other juvenile courts throughout the state. The
result is the petition filing date for delinquency casesin &. George is about two weeks later than if the
court reported the same petition filing date used by other districts. We found that the juvenile court
digricts with the lowest average days from intake date to the petition filing date were Fillmore, Castle
Dae, Moab, Richfield and San Juan.

Thedatain Figure IV aso indicates that a number of cases exceed both the 35-day standard
recommended by the NAC and the 60 days required by the Utah Code. In our opinion, the NAC
standard of 35 days would be more appropriate than the current 60-day standard. Although we
believe that the juvenile court should be alowed to establish their own time standards, we question
whether it is acceptable for juvenilesto wait as long as two months to complete the intake process. As
mentioned previoudy, when juvenile experience long delays while waiting for sanctions it becomes
difficult for them to associate their ddinquent actions with the eventua consequences impaosed by the
courts. The longer the processis delayed, the greeter the opportunity juveniles have to commit
additiond crimes. We bdlieve that which ever standard is considered more appropriate—the 35- or
60-day standard, the datain Figure IV shows Utah’ s Juvenile Courts need to reduce the time it takes
to complete the intake process.

A More Timely Court Hearing Process Is Needed

The juvenile court system aso needs to take steps to reduce the time cases spend waiting for the
court to hold ahearing and resolve the case. We determined that it takes an average of 58 days
between the date a caseisfiled in the juvenile court and the date afind digpogtion hearing is held to
determine what sanctions, if any, should be given. We found that 40 percent of the cases took longer
than the 45 days recommended by the American Bar Association.

The court hearing process begins when a petition is filed with the juvenile court by a probation
officer, court clerk or county attorney. Once acaseisfiled, it isassigned to ajudge and placed on his
or her court calendar for an arraignment hearing. At the arraignment hearing, the judge will review with
the juvenile the dleged acts of ddinquency, ask the juvenile to declare his or her guilt or innocence, and
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advise them of their due processrights. In amgority of cases, the juvenile admits guilt, the judge issues
asanction and the case proceeds no further. About 10% of misdemeanors and 30% of felony offenses
are contested and are scheduled for trid. 1n some cases a pre-tria hearing or amotion hearing may
precede thetrial. In most cases, once atrial has been held and the evidence presented, the judge will
issue adecision and sanction without an additiona hearing. However, in some cases, another separate
disposition or sentencing hearing will be held.

According to both the ABA and the NAC the court hearing process should take no more than 45
days. Both groups say that the adjudicatory or trid hearing should occur within 30 days of the petition
filing date and that another 15 days should be alowed for a digpostion hearing. A much shorter time
period is recommended for juveniles who are placed in detention facilities while they wait for their court
hearings. However, because we were unable to identify which juveniles were detained, we evauated
al cases againg the longer 45-day standard. Figure V shows the average number of days that cases
spent in the court hearing process and the percentage which exceeded the 45-day standard.
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FigureV
Timeliness of the Court Hearing Process

Time Required to Resolve each Casethat was Filed and Disposed of During 1998

Number of Average Daysfrom  Percent Over 45 Days
Petitions Filed Petition Date from Petition Date
Juvenile Court District in the Juvenile to Disposition to Disposition Hearing

Office Court Hearing Date Date

1% Digtrict - Brigham City 792 46 37%
- Logan 1,284 59 46
2" Digtrict - Farmington 2,417 57 52
- Oaden 2,948 68 53
3" Digtrict - St Lake City 5,524 61 42
- Sandy 3,520 63 46
- Summit County 145 46 33
- Tooele 658 44 35
4™ Didrict - Fillmore 173 40 19
- Provo 4.655 67 36
5 Digtrict - Cedar City 699 44 23
- S George 1,552 42 24
6™ Digtrict - Kanab 191 40 21
- Manti 34 46 31
- Richfidd 529 25 11
7" Digrict - Cadtle Dde 153 19 8
- Moab 204 35 25
- Price 444 39 24
- San Juan 240 29 15
8" Digtrict - Duchesne 214 107 59
-Vernd 700 68 37

Statewide: 27.400 58 40%
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According to the datain Figure V, 40 percent of the cases filed with the juvenile court are not
completed within the 45-day time span recommended by the ABA and the NAC. In three district
offices—Farmington, Ogden and Duchesne—more than haf of the casesfiled are not resolved within
45 days. Each of the didricts in the state' s mgjor metropolitan areas have at least athird of their cases
exceeding the time standards recommended by nationa professiond associations. The sixth and
seventh judicid didricts have the shortest average time from filing date to hearing.

Many New Offenses Might Be Avoided
If Cases Were Processed Within 80 Days

Once we determined that a good portion of cases were not resolved within the 35-day intake
period and 45-day hearing process suggested by ABA and NAC, we then identified the number of new
offenses committed by juveniles who waited longer than the sum of these two time standards—80 days.
We found alarge amount of juvenile crimeis committed after juveniles have waited more than 80 days
to complete the juvenile justice process. In fact, when we counted dl of the crimes committed by
juveniles 80 days after their intake date, we discovered that it is the equivaent to about 7 percent of al
felonies committed during 1998 and about 5 percent of al misdemeanors and status offenses. Again,
we recognize that many juveniles are likely to commit more crimes even after they complete the hearing
process. However, we believe that they would be less likely to commit new offensesif they had
recelved thelr sanctions at an earlier date.

Delinquency Cases Are Not Processed
In a Timely Manner for Many Reasons

It would be easy to reduce the time it takes to process delinquency cases if the problem were
caused by just afew adminidrative problems. Unfortunately, we found a variety of reasons why
juvenile ddinquency cases are delayed. Although we provide alist of some of the most common
reasons for delay in juvenile case processing, the best solution may smply be for everyone involved to
be more aware of the need to process juvenile offenders as quickly as possible. For example, some
law enforcement agencies could reduce the time it takes to submit referrdsif they would ensure that
referrals do not St at the police tation for days or aweek before someone takes them down to the
juvenile court or before court personnd pick them up. One way to reduce the intake process might be
to require court personnd to take quicker action on referrals during the intake and petition process,
Finaly, some judges might be able to reduce the time that cases spend waiting for trid if they werea
little less accommodating of attorneys who ask to continue a hearing for their persond convenience.
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We bdieve there are many smdl solutions to the problem of delays in the juvenile justice process and
are hopeful that by raising greater awareness of this issue that everyone involved will be more mindful of
the need to reduce the time it takes to process juvenile delinquency cases.

The audit did not dlow sufficient time for an extensve review of case filesto determine dl of the
causes of delay. However, we spoke with attorneys (attorney generds, prosecution and defense);
court personnel (judges, court adminigtrators, court clerks, and probation officers); juvenile justice
experts and law enforcement officers to determine some of the causes of dday. The following sections
identify common reasons given for ddays; it is by no means acomprehensive list of the reasons why
delays occur. However, it should provide loca law enforcement agencies and court administrators with
afew issuesthat they should consider. We aso recognize that the Adminigtrative Office of the Courts
is about to begin atwo-year study of case-flow management in the state’ s juvenile courts. The study
will identify ways that the juvenile court administrators and personnel can reduce the time it takesto
process juvenile delinquency cases.

Our concerns are organized according to the three phases of the juvenile justice process. (1) the
police referrd process; (2) the court intake process; and, (3) the court hearing process.

Causes for Delay in the Police Referral Process

In speaking with law enforcement officers throughout the state, we were given many explanations as
to why the referrd processtook so long. The explanations officers give include alack of immediate
delivery of referrdsto the court; misfiled or logt cases; referras with insufficient police information; and
the internd reviews of law enforcement agencies.

Referral Delivery Can Hinder Timely Case Processing. Some jurisdictions are able to submit
ther referrasin atimely manner because they send them as soon as they are ready rather than alowing
them to St at the police ation until someone takes them to the juvenile court. For example, we found
that Kaysville City has ardatively brief referrd time because they mail a st of referrasto the juvenile
court every day. Similarly, the Logan Police Department hand delivers their cases twice aweek to the
juvenile court. In contrast, we found some cities dlow referrdsto St for daysin an “ out-basket”
waiting for someone to take them to the juvenile court. At one law enforcement agencies, we found
that the referrals had remained in an “ out-basket” for 10 days waiting to be picked up by the juvenile
court.

Misfiled or Lost Juvenile Cases Cause Delay in the Referral Process. We identified
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ingancesin which law enforcement officers are not familiar with the juvenile referrd filing process.

Lack of familiarity resultsin some referrals being misfiled or sent to the wrong juvenile court office. For
ingance, one law enforcement officer said there have been times when juvenile ddinquency cases were
accidently filed in the computer as atraffic violaion by the assgned officer. The caseswill remainin the
traffic category until someone recognizes the cases are in the wrong category and properly re-files
them. We spoke with another law enforcement officer who said that the juvenile court caled asking for
aparticular case because it had not been referred yet. In this case the officer had forgotten that he had
been assigned the case because of his heavy casdload. We spoke with a prosecuting attorney who
verified that alot of time is gpent in the juvenile process determining “who fileswhat” and “where
information should befiled.” A court dlerk who worksin the main office of the 3 Digtrict Court in Salt
Lake City told usthat she often receives referrals from city police departments that should have sent the
referras to one of that didtrict’s satellite court officesin Sandy, Toodle or Park City.

Improperly Prepared Referrals Can Cause Delay. In order for ether the court or the
prosecutor’ s office to file a petition, juvenile referrads must contain sufficient crimind evidence and
probable cause for prosecution. Both prosecuting attorneys and law enforcement officers say it is not
unusud for referrds to be returned to law enforcement officers for further investigative work. If juvenile
referrals do not contain the necessary crimind information, especidly when youth are booked into
detention, then the referral must be returned to the police for further investigation or clarification.
Prosecuting attorneys aso point out thet if ajuvenile is booked into detention and the referrd is not
received before the detention hearing or it does not contain enough criminal evidence, the court hasto
release the youth from detention and continue the case for alater date. The release of detained youth
can be prevented if the juvenile court receives dl the police information sufficient to hold a detention
hearing.

Internal Reviews Within a Law Enforcement Agency Can Cause Delay. Wefound that a
law enforcement agency’ s interna review process can dso hold up referras. Some law enforcement
agencies require that cases go through an extensive internd review process before they can be sent to
the juvenile court. Others perform avery brief interna review of referrds. For ingtance, Figure [l on
page 9 shows that the St. George Police Department took an average of only 12 daysto refer their
cases to the 5™ District Juvenile Court. In contrast, the Ogden Police Department took 21 days to
refer the same type of casesto the 2" District Court in Ogden. It appears that there is alimited internal
review process for referrals from the S. George Police Department while the Ogden Police
Department performs afairly extensve internd review of referrds before they are sent to the juvenile
court. Asmentioned previoudy

on page 8, some differences between the arrest and intake date can be attributed to the differencesin
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how juvenile court digtricts assign intake dates.
Causes for Delay in the Court Intake Process

After addinquency case has been referred to the juvenile court, the case will then go through the
court intake process. The intake process takes an average of 31 days. This average represents the
time given to court probation officers to meet with the juvenile and his or her parents to attempt to
resolve cases non-judicialy. If anon-judicia resolution cannot be achieved, a probation officer must
formally file the case in the juvenile court so it can be heard by ajudge. One of the reasons for delays
in the intake processis that it can be difficult for probation officers to schedule a preliminary hearing or
interview with the young offender and his or her parents.

Once areferrd isreceived, mogt juvenile court districts send the juvenile and his or her parents a
letter scheduling a preliminary meeting within the next one or two weeks. If the time and date proposed
for the gppointment is not one parents can attend, they can reschedule. According to the court clerks
and probation officers we spoke with, some of the reasons why parents or their children do not come
to the prdiminary hearing indude: (1) scheduling problems with the juvenile or parent (2) the child
intercepts the notice so the parents do not know about the appointment or, (3) the parents forget about
the gppointment. If they do not come to their gppointment, a second notice is sent Sating the
rescheduled time.

Another reason that it can be difficult to schedule meetings is some urban digtricts are handling a
large volume of intake meetings. For example, Ogden’s clerkstold us that the main reason they take
such along time in the intake processis that they have a high volume of cases and have difficulty
scheduling al of the gppointments with the intake officers that need to be held. Scheduling may be one
of the reasons why the Ogden District Court has an average intake to petition date of 39 days.

In contragt, the Third District Court in St Lake and Fourth Didtrict Court in Provo have been able
to speed up the intake process by creeting a specid citation and diversion unit that can process groups
of juveniles referred to the juvenile court for minor offenses. Rather than spending staff time processing
relatively minor offenders through aformd interview with an intake officer, the citation and diversion
unit invites groups of juveniles and their parents to a meeting where they can complete the preliminary
hearing process. Handling rdaively minor offendersin larger groups dlows the intake officersto
devote more time to those juveniles who have committed serious crimes and will have to see ajudge.
According to the Fourth Digtrict Court Adminigtrator, the citation diverson program alows information
to be given to parents and youth more efficiently and the juvenile court is ale to schedule hearings
within amuch shorter period of time.
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Causes for Delay in the Court Hearing Process

The third phase in the process of handling juvenile ddinquency cases isthe court hearing process.
Thisis the time between the petition filing date to case disposition date. When we spoke with judges,
attorneys, court administrators, and court clerks about the reasons why some digtricts have ddlaysin
the court hearing process, they told us that problems with the management of the court calendar and
requests for continuances are two of the main reasons why the juvenile court is not disposing al of its
ca=sin atimely manner.

Time Management Methods in Juvenile Courts Can Delay the Court Hearing Process.
One of the causes for delay in some regionsis the manner in which the court calendar is managed.
Effective time management requiresthat: (1) an gppropriate amount of time be st aside for different
types of hearings; (2) hearings are carefully scheduled; and, (3) time limits are set for those who
participate in the hearing process. We found meaningful differencesin how the various juvenile court
digtricts manage their court calendars. For example, when we asked court clerks how much time they
dlot for the different types of hearings—such as reviews, felony and misdemeanor arraignments and
trids, and dependency cases—we found time allocation differed from one court to another. Some
court clerks and judges usudly set aside an average of ahdf day to one full day for felony trids. In
contrast, others usudly set asde a half an hour to one hour for smilar cases. Furthermore, some judges
and court clerks usually st aside a half day for misdemeanor trials while other judges set asde 20
minutes for Smilar cases

We dso found that some judges who process cases quicker set more than one court hearing for the
sametime. When judges use the technique of “cluster cdendaring” of their schedules, it preventsthe
court schedule from becoming disrupted by juveniles who do not show up for their hearings or whose
hearings are finished much earlier than anticipated. Thistype of scheduling requires dl partiesto be
present a a given time and rests on the theory that those parties who are reedy may be heard firg,
leaving time for those cases that are not ready to resolve issues and wait for parties to appear. For
ingtance, we know of one judge who will set aside blocks of time on his calendar and schedule severa
juveniles for each block of time. One of the attorneys who gppear before the judge said that this
practice of scheduling more than one case a the same time dlows gregter flexibility in managing the
cdendar. She said it dlows the court to better address some of the problems that can lead to
interruptions and delays such as conflicting gppointments, emergencies, no shows, and unexpected
Settlement agreements.

Manner in Which Judges Resolve Conflicts and Delays Can Affect the Timely Processing
of Cases. Dueto avariety of causes, every juvenile court faces delays due to schedule conflicts and
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interruptions in the court caendar. Some judges and court clerks are more effective than othersin
managing scheduling conflicts and requests for continuances. They establish an expectation among
attorneys, juveniles and parents who appear before the court that rescheduling hearings are granted
only for good cause. In contrast, some judges and court clerks seem to have more difficulty requiring
participants to commit and remain committed to a certain hearing date.

For example, we spoke with severa attorneys, judges, and court clerks who said that one of the
leading causes for case continuances is that parents or juveniles do not show up for their hearings. One
attorney pointed out that there were parents who send their children out of town to arelative’ s home or
have gone on vacation so they would not have to gppear for their court hearing. A court clerk said that
youth or familieswill sometimes call two or three times asking for a continuance of their case because
various problems or conflicts have arisen.

We spoke with attorneys who said they use continuances for a variety of reasons such as
scheduling conflicts with other hearings, using court time to get organized, and waiting to seeiif victims
decide not to press charges. One county attorney we spoke with pointed out that there are times she
has been in court al day, has hearings scheduled for the following day, and does not have time to look
over the cases before going into the next day’s court hearings. We spoke with another attorney who
sad that attorneys will ask for continuances on the grounds that more investigation needs to be done to
seeif the victim gtill wants to press charges againgt a suspect he/sheis acquainted with or reated to.

Workload May Exceed Court’s Capacity
To Process Cases in a Timely Manner

The lack of staff resources may be another reason why some juvenile court digtricts may not be
ableto process their casesin atimely manner. We found that some digtricts seem to be overwhelmed
by heavy casdoads. We believe that more can be done to identify the areas that need additiona
judges. After reviewing the workload methods used in the past by the juvenile court to evauate the
need for additiona judges, we bdlieve that the court could compile more precise informetion to identify
workload and those courts that need additiona judges.

During the past Six years, the Court Adminigtrator’s Office has relied on the same formulato
determine judicial workload. While we have no concerns about the formulaitsaf, we are concerned
about the accuracy of the datainserted into that formula. Much of the data used to identify juvenile
court workload is based on estimates made by individua judges and staff regarding how long they take
to process cases. The workload formula aso includes an gpproximate retio for juveniles who admit or
deny the charges againgt them. Again, approximate ratios have been used that have not been updated
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for a least Sx years. We believe that dight changes in some of these figures can produce a significant
change in outcome for determining judges.

We have concluded that alack of judges and support staff is one of the underlying causes for the
delay in processing juvenile offendersin at least some juvenile court digtricts. However, because of a
lack of vaid workload data, it is difficult to determine those didtricts that have the greatest need for
additiond gaff. Aswe suggest in the following section, judicid workload is one of severd issuesthe
Court Adminigtrator’ s Office intends to address in the future.

Courts and Local Police Chiefs’ Association Have
Agreed to Address the Timeliness Issue

We have met with the Court Adminidrator and his staff and with representatives of the Utah Chiefs
of Police Association and Utah Sheriffs Association to discuss the need to improve the timeliness of the
juvenile case processing. All three groups have agreed to take steps to reduce the time required to
process juvenile ddinquency cases. In fact, well before the audit was completed, the Court
Adminigtrator issued arequest for proposals from consultants who would examine the administration of
the juvenile courts in Utah and, among other things, identify ways to reduce juvenile case processing
time. A consultant has been sdlected and will begin working in May 1999. Moreover, in January
1999, the Utah Court Improvement Project Steering Committee finished its internd study of
dependency, neglect, and abuse cases. Because these cases involve child custody, neglect, and abuse
issues, they generdly take along time to process and will take much more of the court’ stime. The
efforts of the steering committee and the hiring of a consultant show that the courts are committed to
finding ways to reduce the time required to process juvenile ddinquency cases.

Although the Legidature could take up the timeliness issue as well, we bdieve that it would be best
to postpone any legidative action until loca agencies and the juvenile courts have had sufficient time to
ded with this problem asindividua agencies. After dl, the Legidature has dready established a set of
time standards for the police referrd and court intake processes. The problem is that not enough
attention has been given to the monitoring and compliance with these sandards. Even if the Legidature
were to take up thisissue, we do not know what action they might take other than to reevauate
timeliness sandards that dready exist and are not followed. The following recommendations describe
some of the specific sepswe believe locd law enforcement agencies and juvenile court administrators
and personnel should consider as they attempt to reduce the time it takes to process juvenile offenders.
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Referrals Should Be Submitted Within 10 Days. Each locd law enforcement agency should
ensure referrds are submitted to the juvenile court within 10 days of the arrest date.  Each agency
should examineitsinterna process for reviewing referrals and eiminate or expedite any procedures that
may prevent it from reaching thisgod. In some cases, it may be amaiter of helping those responsible
for referrdsin each locd jurisdiction to know exactly where referrals should be sent. Such training
should reduce the delays that occur when cases are referred to the wrong court and need redirection.

To more effectively monitor compliance with the 10-day requirement, the juvenile court needs to
add the arrest date to the information maintained on the juvenile justice database.  This date can easily
be tracked when the juvenile court’ s information management system is re-engineered. In addition,
local juvenile court gtaff must begin to date samp their referrds the day they are received by the court
not the date the referrd is processed by court gaff. This type of uniformity will alow juvenile courts not
only to better monitor how long cases remain within each area of the juvenile justice process but dso to
identify areas where excessive time delays could be diminated.

Make Better Use of Existing Technology. Both loca law enforcement agencies and the
juvenile courts need to make better use of eectronic data processing systems to more effectively
investigate and process juvenile referrds.

In recent years it has been increasingly evident that the juvenile justice database has become too
burdensome to operate and maintain. Some of the technology is outdated which causes alarge amount
of extra, inefficient work for the court staff who rely on the system for information. A report released in
June 1998 by an outside consultant recommends a number of strategies for improving the system and,
in turn, the productivity of court saff. In fact, the report suggests that improvements to the system
could achieve areduction in staff time of about 15-25%. Officids from the Court Administrators Office
told us that the report is a blue print for upgrading the juvenile justice database. Currently, the court has
received a $1.8 million Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block Grant to re-engineer the state€’ sjuvenile
information sysem. According to Court Adminigirators, the court isin the initia information gethering
stage and the implementation of the report recommendations will take a couple of years.

Smilarly, the loca law enforcement agencies should look toward increasing the use of dready
exigting technology to speed up the court filing process and investigation. Currently, most law
enforcement agencies in the sate use some type of dectronic reporting system. A part of the reporting
system aso includes a case management system which alows for the monitoring and tracking of cases.
We have been told by law enforcement personnel that the full capability of these systemsis generdly
not used. However, we have found that those agencies that do use such a system can reduce excessive
delaysinreferrd time. For example, during the past two years, the West Jordan Police have been
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using an dectronic data processing system to manage its referrds and investigations. This case
management system alows police adminigtrators to monitor (1) the caseload for individua police
officers, (2) which cases remain unassigned, (3) the length of time a case has been open, (4) the latest
notes used to update investigations, and (4) the date each case was referred to an outside organization.
Since they began using the system, we found that West Jordan has reduced their average time from
arrest date to referral date from 21 to 13 days.

Implement a Calendaring System. The juvenile court should consder adopting a cdendaring
method that will provide a more efficient and accountable juvenile case processing system. A
caendaring system that is both automated and encompasses case-flow management techniques can
help judges, court clerks and staff reduce delays due to scheduling conflicts, canceled hearings, no
shows, or early settlement agreements.

An automated cdendaring system could include the following components to assst judges and
court derksin actively and consistently monitoring cases from gart to finish;

» Typeof hearing: Each judge s caendar could be partitioned into specific segments for
various types of hearings requested such as dependency, ddinquency, status offenses and
reviews.

* Hearing time frames. Desgnating time frames—minimum and maximum days from date,
petition or first hearing, whichever is most gppropriate for specific types of hearings.

» Searchingfor earliest or latest available slot: A parameter to search for the earliest or
latest available date for specific types of hearings.
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* Amount of hearing time needed: A pre-defined time period for various hearing types (e.g.,
10 minutes for routine disposition hearings, 15 minutes for adjudication hearings, &c.).

» Handling scheduling conflicts of other interested parties. The calendar could consider
the court schedules of the county attorney, public defender and juvenile probation officer
assigned to the case.

* Notification of hearing changes: All partiesto a hearing are automaticaly notified through
electronic mail, where feasible, of any changes to scheduled hearings.

Adminigrators in the Juvenile Court Adminigrative Office Sate that Snce the fdl of 1997, the
juvenile court has been working on cresting an ectronic caendaring sysem. By the beginning of the
summer, the calendaring system should be ready for use. The eectronic system includes the ability to
creste and modify the following components: time blocks for hearings and days of the week,
rescheduling hearings according to cases and daysif conflicts arise, available times of judges and
probation officers, arotation system for digpersing cases, and the ability to search for the next available
hearing time. The cdendaring system dso has the ability to dectronicaly generate hearing notifications
for dl partiesinvolved.

Case-flow management techniques that could work parallel to an automated court calendaring
system could include: keeping the docket on schedule and organized, ensuring
parties are adequately prepared for the hearing, and sending out notices to those individuas needed for
each hearing so they can be sure to attend and be on time.

Keeping atimey schedule is one of the most important ways the court can maintain an environment
of fairness, respect, and equd trestment for al parties. Questions the juvenile court could consider
include, “Are dockets divided into meaningful periods of time?’ “Is adequate time alowed for
meeningful hearings with limited continuances?’

Lack of preparedness by those involved in hearings (attorneys, casaworkers, and probation
officers) create frutration and unnecessary delay. The court should examine ways to ensure that
participating parties understand the matters that will be discussed in the hearing, the nature of the
proceedings, and deadlines that must be adhered to.

A number of circumstances cause individuals to misstheir gppointed hearing time. Asagenerd
rule, the courts need to create the expectation that the hearing will take place and participants will be
prepared for the hearing.
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I mplement Case-Flow Management Techniques. Thereisno sngle solution
to diminating unnecessary delays in the juvenile referral process. However, juvenile justice experts
suggest courts can reduce excessive dday by implementing case-flow management techniques that
establish and maintain a set of performance expectations where justice can be achieved through prompt
and expeditious movement of cases throughout the juvenile justice system. Experts aso suggest that
court adminigirators can further reduce the time to process cases if they show along-term commitment
to expeditious case processing, communicate well with case participants, and have active oversight of
each phase in the juvenile process using direct and frequent consultations between juvenile judtice
stakeholders.

The American Bar Association describes some of the essentia characteristics of effective case-flow
management systlems, which include:

» Persond commitment and leadership of judges, especidly the chief or presiding judge to
principles of timely practice and willingness to integrate such principles into the activities of the
court.

» Dedication to ensure that the court plays an early and active role in managing the progress of
each case to the point of disposition.

» Egablishment of controls over the use of continuances, with clear palicies for when hearings
may be postponed. Dates for hearings should be clearly stated and credible, and the case-flow
management system should ensure they occur with certainty.

* Incorporation of severd types of sandards. @) “overal time’ standards related to case
disposition; b) “intermediate time’ standards controlling the time between mgor case events;
and, ) “system management” standards related to issues such as continuances.

* Monitoring by an information system capable of tracking individua case progress and providing
regular measurements of performance.

Adopt a Team Approach to Increase Efficiency. Many stakeholders are
involved in the juvenile justice process and unnecessary delays caused by one individua becomes not
only costly but inconvenient for everyone eseinvolved. Where feasible, individud teamsinvolving
juvenile justice stakeholders should be organized to promote efficiency and reduce unnecessary case
processing delays.

The “team gpproach” that monitors the progress of cases could include court personnd suchas a
team leader (who could act as a case manager), clerica staff, court clerk, and intake officers who
perform dl the work on al the cases to be heard by the judge. Each team would be assigned a judge
and could conduct calendar management, schedule al court events, perform pretriad work, provide
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courtroom support, enter computer data, manage active court files and records, and coordinate court
dates with prosecutors and public defenders. Team members would work in unison and dl members
could generaly perform the work of any member within that team.

Judicia teams could aso coordinate with other juvenile justice stakeholders such as: attorneys, law
enforcement officers, school representatives, and menta health and socid service workers. The
purpose of such coordination would be to provide aforum where individuas could discuss mutua
concerns regarding a juvenil€ s ddinquency or dependency, neglect and abuse, obtaining evaluation
feedback, and setting gods.

According to judicid adminigtrators, the courtroom “team gpproach” condigting of an attorney
generd, guardian ad litem, and court gppointed attorney for parents are aready utilized in monitoring
and disposing of juvenile dependency cases. We suggest that judicial administrators consider
implementing asmilar “team” gpproach in processng, monitoring, and properly disposing of juvenile
delinquency cases.

Workload Analysisis Needed to Support Future Requestsfor Staff. By implementing the
recommendations described above, locd law enforcement agencies and the juvenile court should be
able to reduce the time it takes to process juvenile delinquency cases closer to the time standards
required by statute and recommended by various professona organizations and agencies. However,
these improvements in procedures and technology may not be sufficient to reduce the time required to
process juvenile delinquency casesto acceptable levels. If thisisthe case, the Legidature may need to
consider whether additiona resources should be committed to the juvenile court system. Such an
appropriation, however, should be based on a careful and precise anaysis of the workload tracked by
the juvenile court.

We recommend that the Legidature require the juvenile court to supply an updated and precise
andysis of the workload of juvenile court Saff and judges to support such requests. While some sdif-
reported information could be used to identify workload needs, we believe that “time-in-motion” tests
of the actual time required to process juvenile ddinquency cases should be performed to provide
verification of the salf-reported information previoudy used to determine how long it takes juvenile
court personnd to carry out their respongbilities.

Recommendations:

1. Werecommend that the Utah Chiefs of Police Association and Utah Sheriffs Association
encourage its members to identify ways to reduce the time required to submit referrals to the
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juvenile court.
2. Werecommend that the Adminigrative Office of the Courts, aswell asindividud juvenile court

digricts, identify ways to reduce the time required to perform the court intake process and the
court hearing process.

3. Werecommend that the Legidature require the juvenile court to supply amore precise andyss
of the workload of juvenile court staff and judges to support requests for additional court
personnel.

We hope this |etter addresses your concerns. Response |etters from the Office of the Court
Adminigrator and the Utah Chiefs of Police Association are attached. If there is any additiona
information you need or if you have any further questions, please fed free to contact our office.

Sincerdly,

Wayne L. Welsh
Auditor Generd

WLW:JPB/Im
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worlk wory oloaaly
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S the audil points cut, there are several dilflferenl projecis Lhat were
waderway Lhal will zempliment the rpeccomendalions made in the aucit,
Flew Lhe CLindings ol b audit as g Jusreniile
and yat, with aamo cffsrt, Fuor
: we pemliave that Tha resull e
be data zhat n o kBe orelriewved, mzlmar?
nrojroT, wWhiskh de lede:ally funde
meang obE” polnl Lhal Lhe commd Llee
coart, Tn additisn, 1L is btimely ke ewvaluate ©
ol the suggesticong and incorg o reCommensat
Wworkload analyeis, rosulting in more <
T an sanally committed to working with
impact d=la I'm teld that This audil is
some suggaationg on lrprovess

&
T delava 1n juve
lng ay=btem 1 lic
Lhe awbdit or

nildence
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dlings have Zean posilly
] statewide juvenile
inua fa i

i= to makae o
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SerUNnI LY TnoA t.

MEi s Eirharso Chiel Justice, Utsh Judicial Counci?
Japll B. L3 i, Thair, Boarcd vwanlle fourt Judges
Can Becker, Etftate Dourt Adminis ator

Viwe mnission o the Lbh juiciary = o provide dee peeple 2o ogeeis, i,
effied cant, mued {mcle pondent systcm fioe dhie advase cment of jest e onader the L.
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May 12, 1999

John Sehatt

Auditer Genceal 'z Oice
el Hrate Capitol
Frocmd: 5281063

by, Schait:

The Utah Chiefa of Police Assaciotion has had an opportunity te review the
findingz of the audit on Juvenile Crieng and the Hme Frame from arrest by he
otficer, releral to juvenile cou, Tiling dale by the ceurts, to the linal dispasition
al the eaze,

lReviewing the tindings aml tremls siatewide, itis cbvious that the deloy s are faroon
lirng, Oilten times the juvenile bas conemillad sther erimes while waiing for their
11rst cosuri TR HEEE TS

While we dizagres with smne of the inlormmation. we as an Association will wark
willy the chaels of polee within the State of Lhah to reduce necdless time Trane
delava by law enforcoment m the flinge of mvenile crime in onre Scacwides Crime
Recuction T :rn"_;'ug IR =t

e request that amaore coimprebiensive audil of the handibing ot juvenils Conr eases
he done an the TU0H apwrtioge sl 1 Traoe of puvenile court cases, trom starl of
arresl Lil linal degpogition of the court case,

Fespectiully.

Wayne Dee Shepherd
Paccntive Llirecior
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