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This drawmng from architect Robinson Green Beretta Corporation was prepared to show the Courts the design of the new
courthouse to be built by the Public Building Authority. The building was completed in 1981, two months ahead of schedule
and or less than the original $16 million construction cost estimate. Dedication took place in August of 1981, and the buildiny
was named the J. Joseph Garrahy Judicial Complex.




RHODE ISLAND COURT STRUCTURE

Rhode Island has a unified state court system
composed of four statewide courts: the District
and Family Courts are trial courts of special
jurisdiction, the Superior Court is the general trial
court, and the Supreme Court is the court of
review.

The entire system in Rhode Island is state-
funded with the exception of Probate Courts,
which are the responsibility of cities and towns;
and the Providence, Warwick and Pawtucket
Municipal Courts, which are local courts of
limited jurisdiction. The Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court is the executive head of the state
court system with fiscal authority over the
judicial budget. The Chief Justice appoints a
state court administrator and an administra-
tive staff to handle budgetary and general
administrative functions. Each court has re-
sponsibility over its own operations and has
a chief judge who appoints an administrator
to handle internal court management.

DISTRICT COURT

Most people who come to or are brought
before courts in this state have contact initially
with the District Court. This court was estab-
lished to give the people of the state easy geo-
graphic access to the court system and to pro-
vide speedy trials in settling civil disputes in-
volving limited claims and in judging those
accused of lesser crimes. The District Court has
statewide jurisdiction and is divided into eight
divisions.

Specifically, the jurisdiction of the District
Court for civil matters includes small claims
that can be brought without a lawyer for
amounts under $1,000 and actions at law con-
cerning claims of no more than $5,000. In 1981
legislation also gave the District Court
concurrent jurisdiction with the Superior Court
for actions at law between $5,000 and $10,000
with transfer to the Superior Court available
upon demand of either party. This court also
has jurisdiction over violations of municipal or-
dinances or regulations.

In criminal cases, the District Court has origi-
nal jurisdiction over all misdemeanors where
the right to a jury trial in the first instance has
been waived. If a defendant invokes the right to
a jury trial, the case is transferred to the
Superior Court.

Unlike many limited jurisdiction courts, the
District Court does not handle traffic viola-
tions, except for a very few of the most serious
offenses.

Appeals from District Court decisions in both
civil and criminal cases go to the Superior Court
for trial de novo. In actual practice, this right to
a new trial is seldom used, and District Court
dispositions are final in 96.7% of all criminal
cases and 98.5% of all civil cases. An additional
category of minor offenses, called violations,
was created by the Legislature in 1976. Deci-
sions of the District Court on violation cases are
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final and subject to review only on writ of cer-
tiorari to the Supreme Court.

Since October 1976, the District Court has
had jurisdiction over hearings on involuntary
hospitalization under the mental health, drug
abuse, and alcoholism laws. The District Court
also has jurisdiction to hear appeals from the
adjudicatory decisions of several regulatory
agencies and boards. The court also has the
power to order compliance with the subpoenas
and rulings of the same agencies and boards. In
1977, this court’s jurisdiction was again in-
creased to include violations of state and local
housing codes. District Court decisions in all
these matters are only subject to review by the
Supreme Court.

FAMILY COURT

The Family Court was created to focus special
attention on individual and social problems
concerning families and children. Consequently,
its goals are to assist, protect, and, if possible,
restore families whose unity or well-being is being
threatened. This court is also charged with
assuring that children within its jurisdiction
receive the care, guidance, and control conducive
to their welfare and the best interests of the state.
Additionally, if children are removed from the
control of their parents, the court seeks to secure
for them care equivalent to that which their
parents should have given them.

Reflecting these specific goals, the Family Court
has jurisdiction to hear and determine all petitions
for divorce from the bond of marriage and any
motions in conjunction with divorce proceedings
relating to the distribution of property, alimony,
support, and the custody and support of children,
petitions for separate maintenance, and com-
plaints for support of parents and children. The
Family Court also has jurisdiction over those
matters relating to delinquent, wayward, depen-
dent, neglected, abused or mentally defective or
mentally disordered children. It also has juris-
diction over adoptions, child marriages, paternity
proceedings, and a number of other matters in-
volving domestic relations and juveniles.

Appeals from decisions of the Family Court are
taken directly to the state Supreme Court.
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Map of the State of Rhode Island showing the Superior and
Family Courts

SUPERIOR COURT

The Superior Court is the state’s trial court of
general jurisdiction. It hears civil matters
concerning claims in excess of $5,000 and all
equity proceedings. It also has original jurisdic-
tion over all crimes and offenses except as other-
wise provided by law. All indictments by grand
juries and informations charged by the Depart-
ment of Attorney General are returned to
Superior Court, and all jury trials are held there. It
has appellate jurisdiction over decisions of local
probate and municipal courts. Except as
specifically provided by statute, criminal and civil
cases tried in the District Court can be brought to
the Superior Court on appeal where they receive a
trial de novo. In addition, there are numerous
appeals and statutory proceedings, such as
highway redevelopment and other land
condemnation cases which are under the
jurisdiction of the Superior Court. Concurrently
with the Supreme Court, it has jurisdiction over




writs of habeas corpus, mandamus, and certain
other prerogative writs. Appeals from the
Superior Court are heard by the Supreme Court.

SUPREME COURT

The Supreme Court is the highest court in the
state, and it not only has final advisory and appel-
late jurisdiction on questions of law and equity,
but it also has supervisory powers over the other
state courts. Its area of jurisdiction is statewide. It
has general advisory responsibility to both the
Legislative and Executive branches of the state
government and passes upon the constitutionality
of legislation. Another responsibilty of the
Supreme Court is the regulation of admission to
the Bar and the discipline of its members.

The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court also
serves as the executive head of the entire state
court system. Acting in this capacity, he appoints

the State Court Administrator and the staff of the
Administrative Office of the State Courts. This
office performs personnel, fiscal, and purchasing
functions for the state court system. In addition,
the Administrative Office serves a wide range of
management functions, including consolidated,
long-range planning; the collection, analysis, and
reporting of information on court caseloads and
operations; the development and implementation
of management improvement projects in specified
areas; and the application for and administration
of grants for the court system.

The State Law Library is also under the direc-
tion of the Supreme Court. This library provides
an integrated legal reference system. Its primary
responsibility is to provide reference materials and
research services for judges and staff of all courts.
However, it also serves the general community as
the only exclusive law library in the state.

i) SUPREME COURT =
5 Justices:  Total Staff-82
A
SUPERIOR COURT FAMILY COURT
19 Justices: Total Staff-122 11 Judges: Total Staff-135
CRIMINAL: aviL: JUVENILE ADULT DOMESTIC
RELATIONS
Al Felonies Over $5.000 Mandamus Delinquency Contributing to e
Eauity Habeas Corpus Dependency Delinquency
Condemnation Probate Appeals Menul Heal b Wayward to Juvenile e
Naruralizasion Zoning Board Traffic Non-Support Foessll
Extradinion Appests Paternity
AllJury Trials
1
A DISTRICT COURT
it 13 Judges: Total Staff-65
CRIMINAL aviL
Violatians To $10,000
Misdemeanors Small Claums
Felony Arraignments Mental Health
Housing Code

Administranive Agency Appeals

Staffing and jurisdictional organization of the Rhode Island Courts.




1980-1982 IN THE RHODE ISLAND COURTS
JUDICIAL BUDGET COMPARISON

The chart below compares the judicial budget
with the total state budget for the last five fiscal
years. For the first four years, actual expenditures
are shown. For the 1983-84 fiscal year the figures

During the 1982-83 fiscal year, court expendi-
tures decreased by almost $350,000 from the
previous year, and the court system spent almost
$700,000 less than was allocated. These savings

represent the amounts allocated by the were realized to comply with the governor’s fiscal
Legislature. austerity program for the year.
TOTAL STATE BUDGET
EXECUTIVE
AND
LEGISLATIVE JUDICIAL
BUDGET BUDGET
J
1%
79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84
STATE BUDGET 973,364,538 1,067,094,750 1,134,540,620 1,180,363,767 1,205,929,776
Increase 11,861,590 93,730,212 67,445,870 45,823,147 25,566,009
JUDICIAL BUDGET 12,337,551 15,522,977 16,165,979 15,819,883" 17,282,692
Increase 1,804,625 3,158,688 643,002 - 346,096 1,462,809
JUDICIAL SHARE 1.27% 1.45% 1.42% 1.34% 1.43%
*2.14% DECREASE ($703,892 saved from original allocation.)

The narrative that follows gives a brief over-
view of activity in the Rhode Island State Courts
during the past three years. The programs and
events described are only meant to be represen-
tative of the many activities and accomplishments
of these years.

This part of the report has been divided into
four main sections, one for each of the state
courts. However, since there are many centralized
or co-operative activities in the state court system,
a program described in a section on one court
could have involved another court or the entire
system.




SUPREME COURT

REDUCTION OF DELAY

The Supreme Court is the state’s only appellate
court, and most appeals come directly from the
trial courts and are as of right. As the trial court
bench and caseload have expanded in recent
years, the Supreme Court has experienced a
significant increase in the rate of new appeals.
Between 1976 and 1981 new appeals rose by over
81%.

In reaction to this increase in caseload, the court
has experimented with methods to screen out
cases early in the process in order to limit the
number which must go through oral agrument
and full opinion. Thus, between 1980 and 1982
the court adopted several new procedures in a
continuing effort to reduce the backlog of pending
cases.

One of the new procedures which was intro-
duced was the civil settlement conference. The
settlement conference was first initiated on a trial
basis. Under the experiment 50% of all new civil
appeals were randomly selected for a test group,
and the other 50% became the control group. All
of the cases in the test group were scheduled for a
pre-argument conference, while the other cases
followed the regular appeal process. The pre-
argument conference was conducted by a
Supreme Court justice, and the purpose was to get
the parties to focus on the issues and explore the
possibilities for settlement. At the end of the
experiment, the court was satisfied with the
results and decided to adopt the settlement
conference as a permanent procedure. In
addition, a law clerk was assigned fulltime to
assist with settlement conferences. The role of the
clerk is to screen all new civil appeals and schedule
conferences for those cases which show some
potential for settlement or for disposition by show
cause order. Also an additional hearing day was
scheduled each month with a panel of three
justices for civil show cause argument. At this
hearing the party against whom the show cause is
issued must convince the court that his/her case is
not controlled by settled Rhode Island law.

In September, 1981 the Supreme Court initia-

ted another new procedure to expedite criminal
appeals. Under this procedure all new criminal
appeals were scheduled for a pre-briefing confer-
ence with a Supreme Court justice. Based on the
conference discussions, each case was either
ordered to be reset for full briefing, ordered to
show cause why the appeal should not be sum-
marily disposed, consolidated with another
appeal, or remanded to the trial court.

As a result of these combined efforts to screen
out cases early in the process, the Supreme Court
has increased the number of dispositions in all
categories by 15.6% between 1980 and 1982.
Furthermore, the end of 1982 marked a major
turning point in the activity of the court. For the
first time since statistics have been kept, the court
disposed of more cases than it took in.

JUSTICE SHEA
ELECTED TO SUPREME COURT

The Honorable Donald F. Shea was elected to
the Supreme Court by the General Assembly on

Honorable Donald F. Shea. Associate Justice of the Supreme Court










2) The equipment could not produce distract-
ing sound or light, and this had to be demonstra-
ted in advance to the trial justice;

3) The trial justice would designate where
equipment could be positioned, and it could not
be moved during any proceeding;

4) No audio pickup or broadcast would be
permitted of any conference between counsel and
clients, co-counsel, or counsel and the trial justice
at the bench;

5) Individual jurors could not be photo-
graphed without their consent;

6) The trial justice could prohibit media cover-
age on his/her own motion or at the request of a
participant.

During the course of the experiment the
guidelines were amended to prohibit media cover-
age in hallways or other areas outside of
courtrooms where actual proceedings were taking
place before a judge and to prohibit coverage of
hearings on motions taking place outside of the
presence of the jury. The guidelines were also
amended to prohibit coverage of voir dire exam-
inations of prospective jurors.

At the end of the year the Advisory Committee
circulated a questionnaire among members of the
judiciary and held open hearings to determine the
reaction to the experiment. From the question-
naire results, the comments received at the
hearings and other supporting letters, the
committee concluded that the experimental pro-
gram should be continued for another year. The
Supreme Court adopted this recommendation
and agreed to extend the experiment through
January 16, 1984.

STUDY OF COURT APPOINTED
COUNSEL COMPLETED

In June 1980 the Chief Justice named a special
committee to review the system for court appoint-
ment of counsel. The reasons for initiating a study
were the growing cost of appointed counsel and
concern over the lack of uniformity in the stan-
dards and policies being applied to court ap-
pointments.

The committee submitted a final report in
February 1981, and the following is a summary of

the recommendations and findings which were
included.

1) The Committee recommended that persons
be entitled to counsel in all felony and
misdemeanor prosecutions, in all civil com-
mitments or other proceedings which could result
in confinement, in juvenile cases and in de-
pendency, neglect, abuse and termination of pa-
rental rights proceedings.

2) The committee also recommended that a
definition for indigency be established by court
rule and that the definition be based on whether a
person has sufficient liquid assets and income to
meet the cost of his/her defense.

3) The third recommendation was to improve
the method of appointing private counsel by
setting up panels of qualified attorneys and re-
quiring that appointments be made from these
lists on a rotating basis with certain exceptions.

4) To provide for uniformity among the
courts, the committee recommended adoption of
a single fee schedule for all types of cases and a
single form for billing.

5) Finally, the committee recommended estab-
lishment of an advisory board to work out in
detail the system for court appgointment of
counsel and to oversee the system once it is
operating.

These recommendations and findings of the
committee were presented to all of the judges at
the Judicial Conference in June, 1981. Following
the conference the Chief Justice solicited written
comments on the report from all judges.

In March 1982 the Supreme Court appointed a
second committee to review the recommenda-
tions of the original study committee and to pro-
pose rules of court for putting a plan for appoint-
ment of counsel into effect.

The second committee submitted a report in
December of 1982. The committee report
endorsed most of the recommendations of the
origina study committee except the adoption of a
flat fee payment schedule and the designation of
court clerks to oversee the appointment process.
Instead the committee recommended that a fee
schedule based on hourly rates be adopted and
that the proposed Advisory Board oversee the
appointment of counsel.



A SPECIAL COMMITTEE
APPOINTED TO DEVELOP
UNIFORM RULES OF EVIDENCE

In December 1980, Chief Justice Bevilacqua ap-
pointed a special committee to assist in the de-
velopment of rules of evidence to be used in all
courts in the State. The 21-member committee
was selected so that it would be broadly represen-
tative of the judicial and legal communities. The
committee includes judges from each state court,
members of the Legislature, representatives of the
Department of the Attorney General, the Depart-
ment of the Public Defender and representatives
of the plaintiff's bar and the defense bar, both civil
and criminal. The committee is chaired by
Supreme Court Associate Justice Florence K.
Murray. Professor Eric D. Green, Associate Pro-
fessor of Law at Boston University Law School, is
serving as the committee’s adviser.

For the purpose of organization, the committee
has been using the Federal Rules of Evidence as a
framework for discussion. The committee has
taken the position, however, that while the Feder-
al Rules are being used as a starting point, the
committee is free to depart from the Federal Rules

Honorable Florence K. Murrav. Associate Justice of the Supreme
Court an. Chairperson of the committee of judges and attorneys
studying changes to court evidence rules, reviews one of the four
volumes of notes prepared for committee members with Professor
Eric Green, committee advisor.

in instances where the committee feels some
change in the law is necessary or desirable.

Professor Green has provided the members of
the committee with a voluminous set of working
materials which contains each Federal Rule of Evi-
dence and copies of the rules of evidence from
various states that have significantly departed
from the Federal Rule. At each committee meeting
this material has been supplemented with memor-
anda outlining current Rhode Island practice on
the issues to be discussed and with a proposed
Rhode Island Rule of Evidence to be acted on by
the committee .

The committee estimated that it would take
from two to three years to complete a full draft of
proposed rules, and thus it is anticipated that a
draft will be ready by the end of 1983. The pro-
posed rules must be adopted by the Supreme
Court, and they will also be submitted as legis-
lation to the Rhode Island General Assembly.

ATTORNEY
SPECIALIZATION

The Supreme Court Committee on Attorney
Specialization was appointed in 1978 to investi-
gate proposals and programs that recognize and
regulate specialization in the practice of law. The
13-member committee is chaired by retired
Supreme Court Associate Justice Alfred H. Joslin
and is composed of judges and members of the
bar.

In developing their recommendations, the
committee members reviewed reports on special-
ization procedures in other states, studied pro-
posed and model specialization plans, and
listened to nationally recognized experts in this
area. The committee also surveyed the opinions
of members of the state bar, which revealed that
75% of the respondents favored some kind of
specialization plan for Rhode Island.

In 1980 the committee members decided by a
close vote that they were in favor of regulated
specialization. After examining summaries of
both the positive and negative positions, the
committee submitted an interim report to the
Supreme Court indicating that the members were
unable to agree on whether a plan for attorney






A six-floor high porch makes an impressive entrance to the
]. Joseph Garrahy Complex.

Department of Children and their Families and
the Providence Police.

The building was constructed by the Rhode
Island Public Building Authority, which is an
independent body created by statute in 1958. The
members of the Authority are appointed by the
Governor, and the Authority has the power to
issue bonds to raise money for the construction of
public buildings.

Construction of the judicial complex was the
first project which the authority has undertaken,
and it was a very successful one. The general con-
tractor hired by the Authority used innovative
construction management techniques and
completed the construction within two years,
which was two months ahead of schedule, and
two million dollars under the planned budget.

Although the building was designed and con-
structed by the Public Building Authority, the
courts were involved in planning the layout of the
facility. The courts hired Space Management
Consultants, a firm experienced in courthouse
design, to determine the use of space within the
building. The consultants attempted to design the
space allowing for current needs, as well as for
adaptation to the possible future needs of the
judicial system.

The complex is the first new courthouse built in

11

Rhode Island in 50 years, and it provides needed
additional courtroom space. In the old Family
Court building there were only six courtrooms
and none was equipped for jury trials. Whereas,
in the new courthouse there are eleven
courtrooms available to the Family Court and all
can be used for jury trials. In the old Sixth
Division District Court building there were only
three courtrooms, and in the new courthouse
there are five courtrooms available to the District
Court. In addition, the new complex is better
designed for security and also has many other
advantages over former court buildings.

The judiciary will rent the new judicial complex
so that the PBA can retire the construction bonds.
When the bonds are redeemed, the state will own
the building.

RIJSS

In 1980 the Rhode Island Judicial Systems and
Sciences Office (RIJSS) began design and installa-
tion of a new integrated information system for
the state courts. Rhode Island is the first state
court system in the country to have such a large,
multi-use system. The system is not just an add-on
to provide some useful information, it is an
integral part of many court operations. This
system has become a model for other state courts,
and many aspects of it are being adopted by
courts throughout the country.

In August 1980, a federal grant was received
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration to begin purchasing new computer
equipment. The $289,000 grant, including state
matching funds, allowed the courts to purchase
“state of the art” computers, remote T.V.-type
terminals, and high speed printers. With this new
equipment the courts were able to take full
advantage of current technology to provide “on-
line” data input and information retrieval by
remote terminals located in court offices
throughout the state. The system also provides
word-processing capability for those offices that
could make effective use of it.

Through 1981, RIJSS continued to acquire
more equipment and to develop the various parts
of the new integrated system. The Family Court’s
Juvenile Case Information System was expanded













it involved contracting with the Public Defender's
Office to provide representation to indigent
parents in a portion of the cases. The rest of the
cases continued to be assigned to private counsel.
At the end of the experiment the cost for represen-
tation will be compared in the two groups of
cases.

If the results of the experiment show that it is
more cost effective for the Public Defender to pro-
vide representation to indigent parents than it is
to appoint private counsel, the Administrative
Office will try to make the experiment a perma-
nent program in the Public Defender’s budget. If
the experiment suceeds, it will help the court gain
control over the soaring cost of appointed
counsel.

AFTER 12 YEARS AND
$4.6 MILLION,
LEAA SUPPORT ENDS

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (LEAA), which distributed federal grants to
state and local agencies, was terminated by con-
gress in 1980. Although most of LEAA's money
went to police departments, prosecutors, and
other law enforcement agencies, courts received
about 20% of the funds distributed. This program
was created under the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, and over a 12-year
period the Rhode Island state courts received over
$4,600,000.

LEAA grants were available to help improve
court operations in 8 target areas, and the admin-
istrative office was responsible for planning and
monitoring more than 25 projects that addressed
each of these areas. Some of these projects are
listed below grouped by target areas.

Application of Technology and Information
Needs — a Prosecutors Information System
(PROMIS), Juvenile Justice Information System
(JIS), Statewide Judicial Information System
(SJIS), Records Microfilming, Electronic record-
ing equipment for the District and Superior
Courts, Sheriffs communication equipment.

Calendar Management — Superior Court
Criminal Assignment Office, Speedy Trial Con-
ferences I and II, Consultant studies on criminal

15

and civil caseflow, Appellate process study,
Apellate Screening Unit, Information Charging
Project, Youth Diversionary Unit.

Facility Development — Courthouse security
plans, Family Court Space Study, Superior Court
courtroom remodeling, Providence County
Courthouse renovation plans, Kent County
Courthouse Library.

Technical Assistance — Family Court adminis-
tration study, Superior Court and District Court
operations manuals, Family Court Rules of Proce-
dure.

Education and General Operations — Family
Court child placement monitoring, Family Court
alcohol counseling, judicial and administrative
education.

This program has had a significant effect on our
justice system. Many new projects which now are
providing invaluable service to the courts could
not have been started without LEA A seed money.
After this grant program was eliminated from the
federal budget, we have been able to continue
most of the projects within our own budget, but
an important impetus for additional innovation
and improvement has been lost. The Governor's
Justice Commission, which previously distributed
LEAA grants, continues on a much reduced scale
and provides central crime statistics, coordinates
use of the small amount of federal money avail-
able in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention program, and distributes some other
law enforcement assistance.

_

The Dorrance Street side of the |. Joseph Garrahy Complex.



SUPERIOR COURT

SUPERIOR COURT INSTITUTES
CIVIL CASE REDUCTION
PROGRAM

The success of the new criminal case scheduling
system, which substantially reduced the backlog
and corresponding delay in criminal cases, lead
the Superior Court to begin a similar effort in 1980
for civil cases.

In order to implement this project, the Whittier
Justice Institute, headed by Dean Ernest C.
Friesen, was hired to study civil case processing
and recommend methods for improvement. An
initial presentation was made by Dean Friesen to
the Superior Court Bench-Bar Committee Meet-
ing on February 19, 1980.

The first step in the project was an extensive
audit of the pending caseload during the summer
of 1980. Through this audit, the caseload was
reduced from approximately 8,000 cases to just
over 6,000. Following this, over 1,100 lawyers
were notified of their “pending” cases and
instructed to contact the court if any of these cases
were not, in fact, open. In this manner, another
500 cases were removed from the pending
caseload.

Much of 1981 was spent in consolidating the
gains made in 1980. Further study was conducted
to devise a system that would place control of the
calendar firmly in the hands of the Court and also
make use of the rapidly developing data process-
ing capabilities of the Court. On April 30, 1982,
the Justice Institute submitted a final report to the
Presiding Justice. This report set forth a series of
recommendations that would not only reduce the
inventory of pending cases, but would also
change the entire civil case calendaring process.

Implementation of this plan began July 1, 1982.
Notices were mailed to the 611 attorneys who had
cases pending that were filed before January 1,
1979. The attorneys were given a computerized
listing of their cases and told that they would be
placed on a special calendar during the Fall term.
By September of 1982 this group of 842 cases had
been reduced to about 550 cases. These were then
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scheduled for status conferences during a two-
week period at the end of October, during which
time all regular civil jury trials were suspended.

All of the pre-1979 cases that did not settle by
the end of the October Status Conference Period
were assigned definite trial dates during the
following two months. However, for the first
time, a deliberate philosophical change was made
in the way in which cases are scheduled in
Superior Court. Rather than intentional
overscheduling to ensure an always available pool
of cases, (as had been the practice since 1973), the
cases were deliberately underscheduled to ensure
trial certainty.

The three-month effort (October-December,
1982) was highly successful. It was expected that
by the end of January 1983, the Court would have
disposed of almost all of the 842 pre-1979 cases
that had been initially noticed on July 1, 1982.
While a limited number of these cases will prob-
ably remain pending for various reasons, such as
cases which are on appeal to the Supreme Court
or cases awaiting bankruptcy proceedings, the
oldest 18% of the backlog would have been elim-
inated. Furthermore, the court has clearly con-

Honomble Francis M. Kiely, Associate Justice Superior Court



veyed to the Bar that it will manage the civil
calendar and caseload from this point on.

The next stage of the delay reduction program
will begin in February, 1983. It will incorporate an
entirely new noticing timetable, as well as a series
of Control Calendars and Status Conferences for
all cases, in an effort to weed out thoses cases that
will settle or are not in a posture for trial. Thus,
even more trial certainty should be achieved on
the calendar.

It is hoped that by the end of 1984, given the
current level of judicial manpower and
commitment, the Court will have reduced the
pending caseload to 2,400 cases. At that time the
court will then begin automatic assignment of all
cases nine months after they have been filed.
Therefore, by 1985, the Superior Court should be
able to dispose of all cases within eighteen months
of the date they are filed.

FOUR APPOINTMENTS MADE TO
THE SUPERIOR COURT

In May 1980, the Governor appointed three
new judges to serve on the Superior Court, and in
1981 he appointed a fourth new judge. Two of the
appointments filled positions added to the court
by a 1980 law. The third appointment filled a

Honorable Antonio =. Almeida, Associate Justice Superior Court

place left when Justice Anthony A. Giannini was
chosen to be the court's Presiding Justice in 1979,
and the fourth appointment filled the vacancy left
when Associate Justice Donald F. Shea was
elected to the Supreme Court.

The four appointments included, the Honor-
able Francis M. Kiely and the Honorable Antonio
S. Almeida who were elevated from the District
Court, the Honorable Emest C. Torres, and the
Honorable James M. Shannahan.

Justice Kiely was admitted to the Rhode Island
bar in 1958 after attending Georgetown
University School of Foreign Service and
Georgetown University School of Law. He was
also admitted to practice before the United States
Court of Military Appeals in Washington, D.C.
During his 18 year tenure on the District Court,
Judge Kiely was at various times called on to serve
temporarily in both the Superior and Family
Courts.

Justice Almeida’s elevation to the Superior
Court follows a long career of public service. Ad-
mitted to the Rhode Island bar in 1950, Judge
Almeida graduated from Providence College and
Boston University School of Law. He was the
Town of Cumberland's Probate Judge for 5 years,
and Town Solicitor for 7 years. Judge Almeida
also served as legal counsel for the state Depart-

Honorable Ernest C. Torres. Associate Justice Superior Court







deletion, or change of parties, attorneys, key
dates or last transactions in a case; and a basic case
tracking system from the date of assignment to the
date of disposition. Additionally, plans have been
made to eventually permit computer assisted
scheduling. These plans were formalized by RIJSS
in coordination with the office of the Chief Super-
visory Clerk in 1982.

The Superior Court and RIJSS also plan to in-
troduce an automated criminal case tracking
system using the software of PROMIS, a model

developed for Washington, D.C. It will provide
more current and more accurate case information
and statistics. Under this system computerized
files for criminal information can be immediately
updated, reducing the number of necessary forms
and eliminating duplication. In addition, fund
accounting information on billings, receipts, and
other office operations can be handled automati-
cally. These programs, which will increase
efficiency and provide up-to-date information are
planned for implementation in 1983.

JURY COMMISSIONER

NEW JURY MANAGEMENT
PROCEDURES SAVE MONEY

A new procedure has been established by the
Jury Commissioner’s Office to save money for the
courts. The change was adopted through
legislation passed by the General Assembly in
May 1979, and it was fully implemented during
1980. It allows the Commissioner to set up an
“emergency panel” of jurors every two weeks
when each new group is called to serve.

The Commissioner, working closely with the
trial judges, determines each week the approx-
imate number of jurors that will be needed out of
those who have been routinely summoned. The
remainder are then placed on an “emergency
panel.” The emergency panel is selected by lottery
from the entire pool, and the jurors who are
selected are dismissed from the courthouse with
the provision that they are on emergency call for
the two-week term of juror service.

The new procedure thus saves the courts a large
amount of money in jurors’ fees and allows
certain jurors to return to their occupations unless
called in from the emergency panel.

JURY COMMISSIONER OPENS
OFFICE IN KENT COUNTY
In early 1980 the Jury Commissioner opened a
full-time office in Kent County. Staff for the office
was transferred from the Commissioner’s Office
in the Providence Courthouse, and thus the out-
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county office was established without any in-
crease in personnel. The new out-county office
manages the jury system for Kent, Newport and
Washington Counties by putting together the jury
panels, processing the necessary information, and
composing and qualifying grand juries.

As a result of the opening of an out-county
office, the services of the Jury Commissioner have
improved significantly. The judges in the counties
now have greater access to the Commissioner’s
Office. Furthermore, the new out-county office
has brought about considerable savings in jurors’
fees. Jurors’ attendance records are being kept
more accurately, since staff investigators are on
site to check daily attendance, and thus, between
1980 and 1982 jurors’ fees in the counties have
been reduced by over $110,000. In addition, the
restructuring of the Jury Commissioner’s Office
has made it possible for statistics to be compiled
on juror profiles. The purpose of the statistics is to
determine whether the jury panels represent a
cross-section of the population.

The program has received full cooperation
from the judges and is being closely monitored by
the Commissioner’s Office. The savings which
have resulted from the new procedures are as fol-
lows. In 1980 the reduction in jurors’ fees totalled
over $125,000. In 1981 the savings toatalled about
$139,000, and in 1982 the amount saved was
approximately $91,000. The 1982 figure is lower
because during this year the legislature reduced
the daily amount paid to jurors from $20 to $15.




FAMILY COURT

DELAY REDUCTION:
NEW PROCEDURES ADOPTED
FOR WAYWARD/DELINQUENT

CASES

During 1980 the Family Court adopted new
procedures for handling wayward/delinquent
cases more efficiently. The objective was to
reduce the time to disposition from 120 to 90 days.
The most important aspect of the new procedures
was the introduction of timeframes for each stage
in a case.

The interim deadlines which were adopted are
as follows:

1) 30 days from filing to the intake decision;

2) 15 days from the intake decision to

arraignment;

3) 21 days from arraignment to initial trial

date;

4) only one continuance of no more than 14

days from the initial trial date is permitted.

Even shorter timeframes are applied in cases
where the juvenile is being detained pending trial.

The program was implemented in January of
1981, and the results have been positive. When
the program began there were 232 wayward/de-
linquent cases over 90 days old, and by the end of
1981 this number was reduced to 66. During 1982
the number of cases exceeding the 90-day guide-
line was reduced again, and at the end of the year
there were only 46 cases pending over 90 days.

The concept of the program is that by monitor-
ing cases through each interim stage, delays can be
addressed early in the process, well before 90 days
have passed. Because the judges of the Family
Court have been committed to meeting the inter-
im deadlines, the program has been a success.

NS

The new Juvenile Justice Information System,
commonly known as JJIS, has created a great
sense of pride in the Family Court. JJIS is a fully
automated case tracking system which operates
statewide.

One of the major benefits of JJIS is that it has
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Family Court offices, like the Juvenile Clerk’s Office in Providence.
pictured here, have over 25 computer terminals to conne  tlem to
the systems that automate their record-keeping and paper-flow.

significantly improved the record keeping of the
court. Previously, when any information was
needed on a case, the file had to be pulled and then
sent to the courtroom or the judges’ chambers.
This could be especially time consuming if the file
had to be delivered to one of the counties. This
system now provides immediate access to infor-
mation on both the personal and legal history of
the juvenile, while the previously used access con-
trol system remains in effect to protect the privacy
of the individual. The clerk simply keys in the
juvenile’s name and within seconds, the system
responds by telling whether the person has a
record. If so, the screen displays the juvenile's
name, birthdate, sex, race, folder number and
parents’ name.

To look at further information about the
juvenile’s personal or court history, the operator
strikes a program function key, and again within
seconds the data is available. Personal data
includes birthplace, citizenship, language, school,
location if other than home address, birthdate,
and marital status. In addition the screen contains
a data element entitled “ALERT” which allows
the inquirer to ascertain whether the court should
be aware of some type of medical problem
relating to the juvenile.

Furthermore, the juvenile calendar, which
often contains more than 70 cases daily, is printed






Finance, and Judiciary committees. He be-
came Senate Majority Leader in 1976 and held
that office for four years. His other public ser-
vice has included two years as treasurer of the
Board of Regents and membership on the State
Retirement Board and State Investment Fund.
A member of the Pawtucket Bar Association,
he has also been active in local community
groups.

VOLUNTEER COURT APPOINTED
SPECIAL ADVOCATE PROGRAM

The Court Appointed Special Advocate
Program (CASA) was initiated in 1978 by the
Family Court. It was modeled on a program
developed in Seattle, Washington and was the
second program of its type in the United States.
The program is based on a unique and innovative
format involving trained volunteer advocates
who work with full-time staff attorneys and social
workers as a team to represent the best interests of
dependent, neglected and abused children before
the Family Court.

The project was funded initially by a block
grant from the Governor's Justice Commission. In
1982 the legislature allocated sufficient state funds
to continue and expand the CASA project. The
expansion provided for the addition of four
attorneys to the CASA staff, and it was conceived
as a means of saving money as well as enhancing
the services of the CASA program. The four full-
time attorneys are replacing court-appointed
guardians ad litem.

Since the program was expanded in October
1982, 120 new volunteer CASA’s have been
trained, bringing the total number of active vol-
unteers to 230. These volunteers are currently
representing a total of 850 children. Although vol-
unteers are not required to handle more than one
case at a time, most CASA's are handling three or
more. Volunteer advocates spend an aggregate
average of 3,500 hours per month interviewing
Department of Children and Their Families social
workers, parents, children, doctors, school
teachers, and mental health professionals as well
as attending court and DCF administrative hear-
ings. When computed at the rate of reimburse-
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Volun eer Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) Marie
Acciardo discusses a case report with CASA program staff
members Christopher Nocera and Cora Cha aneauf.

ment formerly paid to private attorney guardians
ad litem, the CASA’s time is approximately
$45,000 per month.

At present the Rhode Island CASA program is
operating in Providence County only. The feasi-
bility of expanding the coverage to other counties
is being studied.

FAMILY COURT — CHANGES IN
CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS

Several important developments occurred
during 1980 and 1981 which will ease the
problems that arise when child support payments
are not made. As a result of the wage assignment
legislation passed in 1980, a parent who fails to
make support payments may have that money
taken directly from his/her paycheck through a
court order and an arrangement with the
employer.

The second major change occurred in the book-
keeping department with the accounting of child
support becoming fully computerized. This is a
pilot project which has received 100% federal
funding. This system, developed by a California
firm, records payments much more efficiently,
and automatically serves notices if payments are
not being received on time. This project has
become so successful that the Department of
Social and Rehabilitative Services is now linked
with this system.

As an example of one of the benefits of this lin-
kage, the court is immediately notified when a









DISTRICT COURT

DELAY REDUCTION EFFORTS
IN THE DISTRICT COURT

In 1980 the District Court revised the goal for
disposition of misdemeanors and violations from
90 days to 60 days. When the revised guideline
went into effect in January 1981, there were 825
cases which were pending longer than 60 days.
Within three months this number was reduced to
320 cases, a reduction of almost two thirds. From
March 1981 through the end of 1982, the number
of misdemeanors and violations over 60 days old
remained consistently between 300 and 370 cases,
which is less than 1% of annual misdemeanor
filings. These results demonstrate the sustained
positive effect of the management controls
adopted by the District Court.

FELONY SCREENING PROGRAM

An analysis of cases in 1980, showed that the
median time from arrest to Superior Court
arraignment was five months in a felony case. It
was acknowledged that this was considerably

Spactous public avew and connter of the Divtrict Court

longer than it should be. The rules of the Federal
Court System require that cases be filed within 30
days of an arrest, and at the Second Speedy Trial
conference in March of 1980 the Rhode Island
courts adopted a goal of 30 days for the period
between arrest and arraignment.

Recognizing the need to address the long delay
at the pre-arraignment stage, the Department of
Attorney General and the District and Superior
Courts have developed a joint plan for a felony
screening program.

The plan proposes two major changes in
approach. First, the District Court will take an
active role in the scheduling and monitoring of fel-
onies from the time of arrest to Superior Court
arraignment. Second, defendants will always be
scheduled for some future court action within a
short period of time.

The new procedures which have been adopted
for felony screening are as follows:

1) Following an initial appearance in District
Court for bail setting, the defendant is scheduled
for a screening conference with the Department of
Attorney General within 14 days.

Clerks Office = the |}







ciations, he was admitted to practice in the U.S.
District Court, the U.S. Court of Military
Appeals, and the U.S. Supreme Court. Before
being appointed to the District Court, Judge
Pederzani served as legal counsel to the Rhode
Island Recreational Building Authority, and the
Narragansett Town Council. He also served as
Exeter Town Solicitor and acting judge of the
former Second District Court.

Judge Alton Wiley graduated from the Univer-
sity of Rhode Island and Boston University Law
School and became a member of the bar in 1957.
He was admitted to practice before the United
States District Court for the District of Rhode
Island, the U.S. Circuit Court for the First Circuit,
and the United States Supreme Court. Judge
Wiley has been an active public servant. He was
legal counsel for the Department of Social Secur-
ity, Assistant U.S. Attorney for the District of
Rhode Island, and an Assistant Public Defender.
His numerous community activities include
serving as Vice-president for Student Affairs at the
University of Rhode Island, board member of the
Urban League of Rhode Island, member of the
Narragansett Council of Boy Scouts in America,
and chairman of the Legal Redress Committee of
the Providence Branch of the NAACP.

Honorable Alton W. Wiley, Associate Judge District Court

Gerard |. Bouley. Chief Clerk of the District Court
GERARD BOULEY APPOINTED AS
CHIEF CLERK OF THE
DISTRICT COURT

Gerard ]. Bouley was appointed by the gov-
ernor as the Chief Clerk of the District Court. He
succeeds Raymond George who retired in 1981.
Mr. Bouley has extensive management experience
in both the public and private sectors.

Mr. Bouley was mayor of Woonsocket for
three terms. Woonsocket has a “strong mayoral”
form of government so that the mayor is chief
executive of the municipal government. In 1977
he was appointed by the governor to a special
study commission on problems in Municipal
Finance and Deficit Spending. Mr. Bouley
previously sat on the Woonsocket City Council
for 10 years and served as council president from
1967-1973. He has also been a manager for a
national retailing concern and served in the Navy
for three years.

Mr. Bouley is active in community groups. He
has achieved the Fourth Degree in the Knights of
Columbus and is a member of the Elks. He has
also been an active and honored alumnus of Mt.
St. Charles Academy.

By statute the Chief Clerk supervises the clerks
of the District Court statewide. In coordination
with Chief Judge Laliberte, Mr. Bouley has been
adjusting staff assignments among the eight divi-
sions to deal with changing workloads, budget re-
ductions and periodic vacancies.
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CASELOAD STATISTICS

RHODE ISLAND SUPREME COURT

ANNUAL CASEFLOW* 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Cases Docketed 460 486 608 643 592
Cases Disposed 418 478 544 581 629
Caseload Increase/Decrease +42 +8 +64 +62 -37
Cases Pending at Year End 569 577 641 703 666
Average Time to Disposition 13.1 mo. 12.3 mo. 13.1 mo.

(in months)
TYPES OF CASES FILED 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Criminal 82 82 116 96 97
Civil 205 248 304 342 328
Certiorari 113 98 139 134 124
Other 60 58 49 71 43

TOTAL 460 486 608 643 592
*Collected for the Court Year, which runs from October 1 to September 30.

30
= ——




RHODE ISLAND SUPERIOR COURT

CIVIL ACTIONS

1978 = 1979 1980
PROVIDENCE/BRISTOL
Total Cases Filed 4,608 5,158 5,159
Trial Calendar Summary
Cases Added 2,138 2,290 2,094
Cases Disposed 1,951 1,743 4,596
Caseload Increase/Decrease +187 +547 -2,502
Pending at Year End 7,567 8,112 4,597
KENT
Total Cases Filed 967 1,033 1,054
Trial Calendar Summary
Cases Added 454 437 478
Cases Disposed 303 594 385
Caseload Increase/Decrease +151 -157 +93
Pending at Year End 649 527 620
WASHINGTON
Total Cases Filed 415 476 495
Trial Calendar Summary
Cases Added 171 158 164
Cases Disposed 109 163 117
Caseload Increase/Decrease +62 -5 +47
Pending at Year End 279 274 322
NEWPORT
Total Cases Filed 363 420 450
Trial Calendar Summary
Cases Added 189 141 132
Cases Disposed 121 121 104
Caseload Increase/Decrease +68 +20 +28
Pending at Year End 160 181 163
STATEWIDE
Total Cases Filed 6,353 7,087 7,158
Trial Calendar Summary
Cases Added 2,952 3,026 2,868
Cases Disposed 2,484 2,621 5,202
Caseload Increase/Decrease + 468 +405 -2,334
Pending at Year End 8,655 9,094 5,702
31

1981

5,542

2,064
2,150

- 86
4,707

1,054

496
411
+85
611

694
178
259
-81
241

467

137

72

+65
169

7,757

2,875
2,892
-17

5,728

1982

5,224

2,043
2,293
-250

4,522

989

433
233
+200

811

501

177
130

+47
288

498

157
75

+82
251

2212

2,810
2,731
+79

5,872




RHODE ISLAND SUPERIOR COURT

CRIMINAL CASEFLOW

FELONIES 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

PROVIDENCE/BRISTOL

Cases Filed 2,013 1,788 2,505 3,302 3,014
Cases Disposed 1,686 3,098 2,232 2,543 2912
Caseload Increase/Decrease +327 -1,310 +273 +759 +102

Pending Cases Over 180 Days Old 1,826 512 388 707 *

KENT

Cases Filed 541 354 621 697 753
Cases Disposed 425 613 532 508 648
Caseload Increase/Decrease +116 -259 +89 +189 +105

Pending Cases Over 180 Days Old 297 55 45 41 *

WASHINGTON

Cases Filed 211 185 332 331 345
Cases Disposed 177 184 491 272 281
Caseload Increase/Decrease +34 +1 -159 +59 +64

Pending Cases Over 180 Days Old 240 208 45 83 *

NEWPORT

Cases Filed 120 188 209 246 288
Cases Disposed 206 197 207 172 288
Caseload Increase/Decrease -86 -9 +2 +74 0

Pending Cases Over 180 Days Old 136 74 82 67 &

STATEWIDE

Cases Filed 2,885 225115, 3,667 4,576 4,400
Cases Disposed 2,494 4,092 3,462 3,495 4,129
Caseload Increase/Decrease +391 -1,577 +205 +1,081 +271

Pending Cases Over 180 Days Old 2,499 849 560 898 *

MISDEMEANOR

APPEALS/TRANSFERS - 71978 1979 1980 1981 1982

Providence/Bristol 494 712 398 559 669

Kent 185 139 159 118 156

Washington 88 150 77 111 159

Newport SRS 700 66 138 113 180
STATEWIDE TOTAL 854 1,067 772 901 1,164

*Unavailable at publication time.
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RHODE ISLAND FAMILY COURT

JUVENILE CASEFLOW 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
JUVENILE REFERRALS
Wayward/Delinquent 5,624 5,536 5,065
Dependency /Neglect/ Abuse 420 589 636 647 519
Termination of Parental Rights 134 137 201 297 266
Other 662 795 845
TOTAL REFERRALS 5,709 6,444 7,123 7.275 6,695
JUVENILE TRIAL CALENDAR RESULTS
Cases Added 1,501 1,922 2,823 2,719 2,682
Cases Disposed 17318 1,783 2,815 2,918 2,734
Caseload Increase/Decrease +183 +139 +8 -199 -52
Pending Wayward/Delinquent Cases B . 232 66 46
Over 90 Days Old
DOMESTIC RELATIONS CASEFLOW 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
DIVORCE PETITIONS FILED
Providence/Bristol 2,849 3,242 3,163 3,240 3,217
Kent 796 912 925 922 896
Newport 428 493 542 501 502
Washington 496 541 561 565 522
STATEWIDE TOTAL 4,569 5,188 5,191 5,228 5,137
CONTESTED DIVORCE CASELOAD
Cases Pending Over 180 Days 78 116 127 279 154
Cases Pending Over 360 Days 43 7 37 101 37

*The 90-day goal was adopted as of 1/1/81




RHODE ISLAND DISTRICT COURT

CRIMINAL CASEFLOW 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
MISDEMEANORS

Cases Filed 25,545 28,423 31,944 33,475 33,665
Cases Disposed 26,954 27,166 31,522 32,469 33,457
Caseload Increase/Decrease -1,409 +1,257 +422 +1,006 +208
Pending Cases Over 60 Days Old * o hd 321 352
Cases Appealed 285 291 411 457 278
Cases Transferred 321 632 94
TOTAL 732 1,089 1,212
FELONIES

Charges Filed 5,868 7,297 7.878 8,584 8,275
CIVIL ACTIONS 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
REGULAR CIVIL

Cases Filed 22,378 23,425 23,308 23,689 22,625
Cases Disposed 17,393 18,425 20,174 20,016 18,842
Judgments 2,750 2,642 3,680 3,715 3,061
Defaults and Settlements 14,643 15,783 16,494 16,301 15,781
Appeals 433 530 441 473 483
SMALL CLAIMS

Cases Filed 6,802 8,161 7.796 8,383 8,475
Cases Disposed 5,331 5,869 5,860 6,248 5,892
Judgments 622 985 632 885 739
Defaults and Settlements 4,709 4,884 5,228 5,363 5,153
Appeals 36 48 65 67 115

*The 60-day goal was adopted as of 1/1/81.
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