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PROJECT DIRECI'OR' S NARRATIVE 

This report comprises the final report on ·the Creighton Legal 
Information Center project (Criminal Justice Research Assistance Project, 
LEAA Discretionary Grant No. 74 DF-99-0020). The report includes several 
exhibits, appendices, cross-references, and attachments. The body of 
the report is contained in this narrative, a narrative relating to the 
project's extensive evaluation effort (Exhibit A, pages 1-20), a tabula
tion of budget expenditures (in Exhibit B), and a narrative relating to 
public relations (in Exhibit C). Included as appendices are the forms 
and letters utilized during the project's first phase (Appendix A), 
information and raw data relating to the evaluation of the project 
(Appendix B), and the previously forwarded monthly progress reports 
relating to the project (Appendix C). For an individual who is primarily 
concerned with an overall and brief narrative describing the Creighton 
Legal Information Center project, national da~nstration materials are 
currently (during phase II of the CLIC project) being prepared. 

Since the major portion of this report concerns the evaluation, and 
has been prepared primarily by the evaluation consultant, no reference 
here will be made to those materials or that portion of this final 
report. Instead, I will attempt to discuss the CLIC concept and to 
place the project in perspective in this brief final report. Individuals 
wishing more detail concerning the project are encouraged to read this 
complete final report and its appendices and exhibits, each of the five 
quarterly reports which have been submitted to the Office of Regional 
Operations, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and a project 
summary report dated May 1, 1975, which primarily related to the evalu
ation of the CLIC program and was prepared for an LEAA conference in 
Washington, D.C. 

It is perhaps most appropriate in the narrative of a director's 
final report on a project to highlight the major problems which the 
project experienced. Establishment of the Creighton Legal Information 
Center was relatively free from the normal "start-up" difficulties which 
are experienced in establishing a new administrative entity. Largely 
these difficulties did not occur because of the support given the project 
by the Dean of the School of Law and the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs of the University. Particular problems which did occur related 
to an inability to complete a variety of special projects, hold seminars, 
and engage in activities in addition to producing original research 
reports on request of users. The limitations here were largely a result 
of limits on available f1.mds for additional staff. Sane difficulties in 
identifying material appropriate for library acquisition to sup[.'Ort the 
project occurred, possibly because the Creighton Law School was in the 
process of moving fran one building to another, and the major portion of 
the acquisitions was to have taken place during that period of time. In 
addition, upon the award of the grant the library did not have adequate 
staff to engage in a systematic search for relevant materials. Another 
difficulty, the project director's inability to spend adequate time with 
each-student involved in the project, was again a function of the arrount 
of release time sought under the original grant. Each of these problems 
was corrected or ameliorated in the second phase of CLIC operation. 

In planning for the second phase of operation, it was determined 
that the multiple-state service area concept was not appropriate for a 
program of this nature unless one was going to restrict one's operations 
to two or a maximum of three states. It was also determined that while 
academic credit would certainly seem to be appropriate for the learning 
process which the students engage in, nevertheless, in order to absolutelv 
assure the success of the program, the incentive of financial remuneration 
was crucial. 

Certainly not to be confused with any program problems, nor with 
original ideas which did not prove out fran our experience with the 
program, there were a variety of side benefits which occurred in addition 
to the major purpose and focus of the program which was to provide 
service to the bench and bar of rural Nebraska. These side benefits 
included the facts that students were employed in relevant ways to their 
educational program, that the program involved significant educational 
value to them, and that the program had an excellent public relations 
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benefit for the School of Law. Each of these aspects is addressed, in 
part, in the evaluation report. A less obvious aspect of the program 
was the intense interaction between the faculty supervisor who served 
during the entire phase I of the program, Professor Bernard .Dobranski, 
and the various students. The interaction was of a rrore intense level 
than is usual in the students' educational experience and was, I believe, 
a real hidden benefit of the program. 

With each of the above points briefly made, I would like nCM to 
turn to the philosophy behind the program and a discussion of some 
relevant particulars. An original premise of the program, and one which 
I wish to set out in no uncertain terms, is that there is significant 
criminal justice activity in rural areas of the United States, and in 
particular of Nebraska. It has been estimated by the executive director 
of the National District Attorneys Association that 90% of all prosecutors 
are from jurisdictions vlith less than 100, 000 population. In Nebraska, 
for example, counting only the county attoD1eys, 91 of 93 are from 
"rural" counties. This situation is substantially true in the majority 
of states in the United States. There are only slightly rrore than 150 
law schools throughout the Unh:a:i States, and rrost of these are located 
in major urban centers. This is also the case in Nebraska where the two 
law schools within the state are located in Lincoln and Quaha, cities lo
cated in the two counties which were excluded from CLIC service. While 
I could not attempt to persuade anyone that the crime problem of the 
United States exists primarily in rural areas, I would rrost emphatically 
insist that there is a crime problem in rural areas and one which was 
addressed by this project. 

With recent publicity associated with the question of the competence 
of trial lawyers, both prosecutors and defenders, it is especially 
relevant to note that in rural areas, the typical configuration of 
prosecutorial or defense services is tha·t these functions are performeG. 
by part-time individuals otherwise engaged in civil practice. It is 
also true that amongst private practitioners, surveys indicate that 
those who work in the criminal justice area tend to be lCMer paid. 
While I would not extrapolate that economic fact into a conclusion that 
therefore they are less qualified, I would definitely extrapolate from 
the lack of funds available to criminal justice practitioners the fact 
that there are fewer who can afford major library services, or a research 
staff. Thus, in a rural area we are presented with a part-time practitioner 
who does not specialize in the criminal justice area, who is on a rrore 
marginal income than those who work exclusively in the civil area, who 
likely does not have funding for a research staff or research materials 
in his office or in a nearby library, and yet who by sheer weight of 
numbers, prevails and canprises the majority of criminal justice practi
tioners in the United States. [An interesting description of the adminis
tration of rural criminal justice may be found in Ginsberg, Rural Criminal 
Justice: An OVerview, 3 Am. J. Crim. Law 35 (1974).] 

One of the most enduring cri ticisrns of providing service to rural 
criminal justice practitioners is that they "rarely encounter serious 
cases." While from the point of view of the rural citizen this is a 
point to be devoutly hoped for, it is increasingly false, as the FBI 
Unifonn Crime Reports indicate. Crime rates in rural and suburban areas 
have grown and consistently outpaced crime rate increases in urban areas 
in the recent past. In addition, in the context in which the CLIC 
program provides services, the point is not destructive of the program 
but, in fact, supportive. Naturall~7 f if the rural prosecutor, judge, or 
defense attorney encounters a serious felony on an average of only once 
a week rather than 40 to 50 a day (the situation in the office of his 
urban counterpart), it is only a stronger argument for providing support 
to the individual who has "never had a case quite like this before." In 
short, since the volume does not justify specialization, the rural 
criminal justice official does not specialize. Usually with specialization 
one is assumed to have acquired additional expertise in the specialty. 
The rural criminal justice official does not have that opportunity, a::-d 
it is a luxury which he probably would just as soon do without. Thm;{ 
the argument for providing research supportive services to that individual 
is even greater than it would be with his urban counterpart. 
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It was in the context of these facts and this understanding of the 
needs of the rural criminal justice official that the CLIC project was 
created. By soliciting reactions to the concept from a variety of 
criminal justice officials including judges, prosecutors, and defense 
counsel, letters of support were obtained and these were enclosed in the 
original grant application. The concept was so simple that it seemed 
obvious, and yet it appears to be relatively unique. The notion was to 
use the technology of telephones and the mails to provide research 
services to rural criminal justice officials upon their request, and to 
do so by utilizing the most efficient and low cost resources available. 
Naturally, the most efficient and low cost resources turned out to be 
second- and third-year law students supervised by a rrember of their law 
faculty. This particular configuration was seen to have many benefits 
not only in terms of economics but also in terms of side benefits to the 
law students themselves. These side benefits are discussed above and in 
fact were realized during the program. In addition, it would afford the 
opportunity to the law school to provide services to a population which 
has previously been unable to avail itself of a major law library. 
Thus, users were encouraged to request books, articles, copies of cases 
and statutes, and other library services. 

It is my belief, having been the project director for tins project 
for almost two years, that the key to its current success has been the 
frequency with which comnunications have occurred with the target popu
lation (eligible CLIC users) and trle reputation of the program throughout 
the state. The fact that these were critical variables is indicated by 
the increase in requests which occurred shortly after the mailLig of 
each Newsletter, and the self-reported "reasons for use" for CLIC services 
which frequently indicated that the reputation of the program played a 
role. Since the Newsletter was originally one of the most difficult 
aspects of administering the project, I would most strongly recomnend to 
any organization cc:mnencing a project of this type that plans for the 
writing, composition, layout, printing, mailing, mailing list maintenance, 
and other aspects of the distribution of a newsletter be thoroughly 
explored by the project's proponents before comnencing actual operations. 
Fortunately, with the recent absorption of the CLIC program into the 
Creighton Institute for Business, Law and Social Research, these problems 
have been substantially solved at Creighton. 

Another question which might occur to the reader of the various 
appendices to this final report relates to the size and scope of the 
evaluation. While it may appear that the forms and data collection 
records for this project are unduly ct.:rrnbersome and could be streamlined 
(as they were, in fact, during the second phase of the project), it 
should be noted that in each and every instance, the evaluation was 
built into the program at the very beginning in order to assure proper 
administration and quality control in the performance of the project. 
Once again, as proj ect director for almost two years, I would rrost 
strongly urge -this upon any person proposing a similar project. For 
example, one of the ways in which to rronitor the effectiveness of the 
research which is being done, the quality of the students who are doing 
b'1e research, the thoroughness of the research, etc., is simply to ask 
each user (when he receives the information) questions designed to 
elicit that information. By doing so, one not only increases one's 
canrnunications with users, which in turn encourages them to continue to 
use th.e program, reminds them of its existence, and shows the user of 
the concern for quality which the program has internalized, but also 
provides a ready mechanism for correcting erroneous or poorly perfonned 
project services. Thus, when an evaluation which was less -L-:3.l1 positive 
was received by the project, the user was contacted immediately to 
determine whether or not the situation could be rectified, and if so, 
how. This, in turn, linproved the public relations posture of the project, 
and in part may be responsible for the fact that there are no users who 
were ever dissatisfied with a CLIC memorandum who indicated that they 
would not use the s8..-rvice again. Additionally, by testing in the telephone 
surveys about the source of information concel.l1ing the project, it 
became apparent that a number of users had heard of it by word of rrouth 
from other criminal justice officials. This was especially ccmpllinentary 
to the project since it involved the assumption tha't the "word" was a 
posi ti ve one, else the user would not have bothered to employ the service. 
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Evaluation was also useful as a feedback mechanism for the students 
to encourage superior performance. Utilizing the naturally competitive 
"instincts" of the law students, each student was provided with constant 
feedback on his "scores" on each and every project he perfonned. Contact 
data were also used to determine the impact of the Newsletter, special 
project services, frequency of contact, working hours, etc. Thus the 
project was able to be administered in the context of accurate infonnation 
concerning the user response and the program's internal operations, 
rather than on the basis of guess, hunch, or at worst, misinfonnation. 

Finally, with regard to the program's impact, I think it should be 
noted and remembered that one of the objectives of the establishment of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in the original Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was to improve the administra
tion of justice. Thus, it has been the philosophy of the Creighton 
Legal Information Center program that by improving research services 
that are available to all canponents of the adjudicative system: 
judges ( prosecutors, and defense counsel, that all parties would be 
better prepared and more capable of meeting their responsibilities and 
that this would result in the improv6l1ent of the administration of 
justice. It is clear fran the evaluation materials which are attached 
that this goal of the LEAA enabling legislation, as well as this philosophy 
inherent in the CLIC proj ect, has been achieved. 

It has sllnilarly been the working hypothesis of the grant that 
rural criminal justice agencies and officials concerned with the adjudica
tion of cases did not have sufficient research resources available at 
their disposal to insure the proper or adequate prosecution, defense, or 
trial of sane criminal cases and that the IIDst effective way in which to 
provide such research resources was through the establishment of programs 
such as the Creighton Legal Infonnation Center. Once again, the evalu
ation materials relating to cost effectiveness indicates that the provision 
of the services in the :rncxlel which was created is( without doubt, cost 
effective. In addition, it is clear that a variety of secondary benefits 
in the nature of information dissemination, technology transfer, criminal 
justice education, and implementation of national standards and goals 
have all been a part of this program. 

No surmnary of the acti vi ties of the Creighton Legal Infonnation 
Center program could or would be complete without extensive acknowledge
ments of the work not only of those who put this report together I but of 
those who ran the project. For that purpose, an acknowledgements page 
has been included and precedes this narrative. Nevertheless, an acknow
ledgement must be made which supersedes those contained on the introductory 
page to this report, and that is to indicate the obvious: without the 
extensive support given by LF'..AA to this program, and in particular the 
support of Mr. James C. swain, Mr. Dennis R. Murphy, and Mr. H. Paul 
Haynes, this experiment would not have been conducted and the benefits 
of this program would not be available for dissemination to other states 
and criminal justice officials throughout the united states, and in 
particular the rural portions thereof. 

t ~ 

• 



• • • • • • • • 

TABIE OF EXHIBITS 

A. Project Evaluation 

(1) ),1ethod.ology, pp. 1-5 

(2) Evaluation of the Need for the Services, pp. 6-8 

(3) Evaluation of the Nature of the Services Provided, P. 9 

(4) Evaluation of the Quality of the Services Provided, p. 10 

(5) Evaluation of the Project's Impact on the Legal System, PD. 11-12 

(6) Student Evaluations, Dp. 13-20 

B. Budget Expenditures - Final Tabulation 

C. Public Relations 

Appendix A - Forms and Letters 

Appendix B - Evaluations 

(1) Unsolicited Letters, pp. 1-49 

(2) Conflict of Interests Statement, p. 50 

(3) Final Tabulation - Initial Questionnaire, pp. 51-54 

(4) Telephone Survey Tabulations, pp. 55-59 

(5) Responses to Student Evaluations, pp. 60-77 

(6) Project Services Evaluations, pp. 78-140 

Appendix C - Monthly Progress ReJ;X)rts 

, .. ~ 
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Exhilii t "A" 

Project Evaluation 

(1) M2thodo1ogy, pp. 1-5 

• • 

(2) Evaluation of the N2ed for the Services, pP. 6-8 

• 

(3) Evaluation of the Nature of ·the Services Provided, P. 9 

(4) Evaluation of the Quality of the Services Provided, D. 10 

(5) Evaluation of the Project's Impact on the Leqal System, nn. 11-12 

(6) Student Evaluations l pp. 13-20 
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METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this section of the evaluation report is to describe the instruments that were 

devised to generate empirical performance measures. The five major types of instruments used in 

this project and their forms are reproduced in the Appendix. Insofar as was possible, evaluation 

procedures were intended to perform formative functions as well as summative functions. The 

Initial Questionnaire was designed to evaluate the need for the CLIC project, and to help in under

standing how this need could best be served, thereby guiding the project IS evolution through its 

early period. Contact Summary Sheets, Caller Cards, Case Cards, and Time Cards were the opera

tional instruments used to evaluate the flow of activity through the project, and also to provide 

feedback to project personnel to make their work more efficient and to summarize the precise 

nature of their activities. Designed to measure the quality of CLIC output, Evaluation Question

naires also provided feedback to the staff of how well services were meeting the needs of CLIC users. 

The Six- and Twelve-Month Surveys were intended to assess the impact of CUCls presence on the 

legal community, but these surveys also provided the staff with an opportunity to do constructive 

public relations by talking to CLIC's users and non-users about the program. Finally, the Student 

Evaluations were designed to investigate the program from the students ' point of view. To main

tain anonymity, student evaluations were kept sealed until the project's end, thus minimizing the 

formative component of this input. Nonetheless, information gained from these evaluations will be 

valuable in fonning follow-up programs. 

In the remainder of this section, each of the forms mentioned above will be discussed in 

greater detail. In the sections to follow, the program will be evaluated through an integration of 

data from all of these sources (except the Student Evaluations, which will be treated independ

ently). An additional data source, a file of unsolicited materials (letters, press clippings, etc.) about 

CLIC, will be quoted in the evaluation report and may be reviewed in full in the Appendix. 

The Initial Questionnaire 

By late July, 1974, the Initial Questionnaire had been mailed to potential users of CLIC 

services, including all Nebraska County Attorneys, County Judges, Associate County Judges, 

District Judges, and Defense Counsel who could be identified, excluding those in Douglas and 

Lancaster Counties. 

After a period of two weeks, another copy of the questionnaire and a short letter req uesting 

cooperation were sent to nonresponders. After two more weeks, the remaining nonresponders were 

again contacted. In all, usable responses were obtained on 384 questionnaires. 

The final analysis of these questionnaires was delayed primarily due to the procedures 

necessary to identify defense counsel. Preliminary analyses were received, however, allowing 

project personnel to use those results. 

Finally, analysis of the questionnaire was completed on December 30, 1974. The tabulation 

of the results has been included in the Appendix. These data will be integrated into the evaluation 

narrative below. 

Substantively, the Initial Questionnaire solicited information in the following areas: percent 

of professional time used on various kinds of cases and on research, staff and information sources 

available for case preparations, extent and kind of needs for research assistance (and the COllven

ience of planned-for hours of operation). Space was also provided for any comments which the 

legal professionals wished to offer. 

Operational Data-Telephone Contact Summary, Caller Cards, Case Cards, Time Cards 

Every inquiry concerning Creighton Legal Information Center and every request for services 

furnished by the Center, whether in letter form or by telephone call, were reconled on a fonn 

titled "Telephone Contact Summary. II On taking a telephone call or receiving a letter, the Student 

Assistant or Secretary recorded basic infoTI11ation about the person contacting the program on the 
upper section, "Contact Data, II of the first page of the form. The person IS name, telephone number, 

Exhibit IIAII 
Page 1 
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and position, as well as the county he represents or in which he resides, were noted. In addition, 
the name of the case involved and its docket and page number, if applicable, were ..:ntered in the 

appropriate blanks. Each contact with the program received a sequence number a~signed frOI11 a 
master log and that number appeared at the top right hand corner of the "Telephone Cont:lct 
Summary" along with the date and time at which the contact W:lS made and the initials of the CLlC 
employee responsible for it. 

The bottom two-thirds of the fhst page of the If Telephone Contact Summ:lry" contains sec

tions allowing the contact to be classified as either "I." Request for Information If or" II. Reqeust 
for Services," depending on the nature of the contact. 

The person handling the contact classified all general inquiries about the program and all 
requests for copies of previous memoranda as "REQUEST FOR INFORMATION." All new 
requests for memoranda, copies of cases, or other library material were classified as "REQUEST 
FOR SERVICES." 

When the CLIC employee handling a "REQUEST FOR INFORMATION" was able to answer 
the question without delay, the middle section on page one was completeu immcuiately. The 

employee completed the question, answer, date answered, and other :lppropriate blanks, signed his 
name, and submitted the form for faculty approval. If the answer was not available at the time of 
the original contact, the entries were delayed until the answer was provided or the memorandum 
copy mailed. 

If the contact was "n. REQUEST FOR SERVICES" the first entry under that section, 
(A.), indicated whether the request was denied or fliled. When the request was denied, the Student 
Assistant listed the reasons for denial on the back of page one of the "Telephone Contact 
Summary." When the request was fiUed, the appropriate notation was made and further entries 
were required. The Student Assistant summmized the request and stated the issue or issues to be 
researched on the back of page one. In addition, he listed the court, charges and type of violation 
in the appropriate places (B.). 

Section C on page two of the "TELEPHONE CONTACT SUMMARY" calls for additional 
information when the "REQUEST FOR SERVICES" involves assistance on prepar{ltion for a 
specific case. The first entry, "PREVIOUS REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE ON THIS CASE," 
is designed to prevent conflicts· of interest. (See statement regarding the program's conflicts of 

interest policy in the Appendix). This information was obtained [rom the Case Card file (sec 
Appendix). Infom1ation for completing the second entry, "PREVIOUS PROJECT SUMMARIES 
FOR THIS CALLER," was obtained from the Caller Carel fil.e. 

Subsequent entries under subsection C deal with CLIC processing of "REQUESTS FOR 
SERVICES." Entry number 3 was made by a Student Assistant when the "REQUEST" was 
assigned to a researcher. The "DATE PROMISED FOR REPORT DELIVERY," 4, was the date 

the memorandum was to be mailed from the CLIC office. By signing in blank 5, a faculty super
visor indicated that he had read and approved the memorandum. The entries in number 6 provided 
information to the CLIC staff indicating where there might be delays in the processing of memo
randum "TITLE," "BRIEF FILE TOPIC" and "CROSS REFERENCE TOPICS," are listed. Those 
entries, made by the student researcher, indicated that he had indexed the memorandum for further 
reference. 

The secretary completed the entries for numbers 7 and 8. Each student researcher recorded 
on a time card (see Appendix) the time he spent on each memorandam in units representing tenths 
of hours on a daily basis. That infonnation was transcribed by the secretary to the back side of 
page two of the "TELEPHONE CONTACT SUMMARY" form, twice a month when she received 
the time cards. If the memorandum was complete, the time spent was totaled by the secretary and 
entered in number 7. The "FINAL EVALUATION SCORE," 8, was taken from the "PROJECT 
SERVICES EVALUATION" (see Appendix). 

Subsection D provides spaces for infom1ation regarding a "REQUEST FO R SPECIAL 
REPORT." Tile section was used only once uncler the initial program. In that case, the Project 
Director requested a special report, an overview of Nebraska Legislative Bills in the criminal area, 
for the newsletter. Borderline requests were usually classified as "REQUEST FOR SERVICES" 
without any additional subclassification unless a particular case was involved. 

Exhibit "A" 
Page 2 
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Forms closely associated with the "TELEPHONE CONTACT SUMMARY" include the 

"CALLER CARD" and the "CASE CARD. II" It was the Student Assistants' responsibility to com
plete a "CALLER' CARD" for each person' contacting the project. Information recorded on the 
upper portion of that card" included the name, address, phone number, county and position of the 
caller (or letter-writer), and a code number for computer purposes, assigned by the secretary. The 
Student Assistant noted each contact with the program by Sequence Number and Case Name, 
where appropriate, on the lower portion of the card. Where there was no specific case involved, a 
short summary describing the nature of the contact or request was entered in the Case Name space. 
The Student Assistant noted the date the contact was made, and whoever completed the request 
made the appropriate entty in the "Date Completed 11 column. That person would b(~ the Student 
Assistant if an oral-response was given or the secretary" if something was mailed to the 11 Caller. " 

In addition to the "CALLER CARD," the Student Assistant completed a "CASE CARD" 
for every contact made with the program, i(applicable. The purpose of this card was to prevent 
conflicts of interest (see Appendix B, page 50) and the card included the case name, docket and 
page number, if available, and county involved. Also noted on the "CASE CARD" were the 
Sequence Number of the contact, the per~on making the request, the requestor's position, and the 
type of ussistance sought. 

During the first 15 months of the program, CLIC received 658 inq uirles and requests. 
"CALLER CARDS" were completed for 275 individuals and involved 238 cases. 

Students recorded their working time on Project Time Cards, Form 4. Th?1c was kept in 
units of one hour with each hour being divided il1to tenths, i.e. six minutes equalled one-tenth of a 
unit. Project sequence numbers, the date work was done, and case names were entered in the 
appropriate spaces. Students submitted tilne eards on the 15th and 31st of each month. 

Evaluation Questionnaires 

An Evaluation Questionnaire was sent to eaeh person to whom CLIC provided services, and 
on almost every occasion that services were provided. The secretary mailed a questionnaire approxi
mately one week after a research memorandum was sent, or a telephone service provided. If no 
response had been received within two weeks, a second Evaluation Questionnaire was sent with a 
short note requesting the user's cooperation. If no response had been received two weeks later, 
a student assistant telephoned the user to inquire about the evaluation. 

A total of 468 requests for service were received during the CLlC project. Evaluations were 
sent and received for 315 of these, for a resounding 67%. 

Statistics on the responses to the questionnaires were summarized on a monthly and cumula
tive basis. These summaries may be found in the Appendix and the results of evaluations will be 
integrated into the project evaluation narrative below. Before a questionnaire was mailed, it was 
precoded with the user's identification number, making it possible to analyze the results with 
respect to the user's position. This breakdown of the data is presented in the Appendix. 

Other Forms 

Two additional operational forms were used by the students. A master log of all "contacts" 
with the program, recorded in numerical order by sequence number, reDected important data about 
each "contact." For each new 11 contact, 11 the name, position, and county of the person making 
the contact, along with the date the contact was made, the type of request made, the student 
assigned and the date the report was due were entered, and a sequence number was assigned. As the 
reports were mailed, or the request was completed in some other manner, that date was also noted. 

As each report was finished, the student researcher made index cards by topic and by 
Nebraska Statute number referencing the report for future usc by the staff. These Brief File Topic 
Cards were used as a primary source for information in researching subsequent requests. As the 
project progressed, this cross reference of completed reports proved invaluable because subsequent 
questions often resembled those already researched. Occasionally, no new report was necessary as 
the exact issue had been dealt with ill a prior report. 
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The Evaluation Questionnaire begins with a global rating or CLIC's Services. The next 

item asks why the services were needed and whether the user encountered any problems in contact

ing the center. Subsequent questions ask whether the report was delivered on time and whether it 

was directed to the problem as desired. Ratings are then sought on the quality of the report, its 

helpfulness, and the difficulty that the user would have had in developing the information on his 

own. Space is left for the user to describe such difficulties. The final three questions ask how many 

hours it would have taken the user to do the research without CLIC, what a fair price for the service 

would be, and whether the person intends to use CLIC's services again. 

Six- and Twelve-Month Surveys 

Six- and Twelve-Month Surveys (actually conducted during the eighth and fourteenth months 

of the program) were conducted wHh the intention of measuring potential users' awareness of 

CLIC. 
Before the first survey, identification was made of all potential users of CLIC services from 

the professional legal community. From this population, 50% were randomly selected to be con

tacted in the first telephone survey; the remaining 50% were to be contacted during the final 

survey. 
A one hour training session, during which the survey form was reviewed and student ques

tions answered, preceded each telephone survey. The survey form is reproduced in the Appendix 

as are the general instructions given to the students. Students were told that Cj Llestions should be 

asked exactly as written on the form, and were given some instruction on non-directive probing for 

question 7, "Why haven't you used the Creighton Legal Information Services? \\ Finally, the point 

was made that the telephone contact was important not only to the evaluation effort, but also as 

another component of the project's public relations. Accordingly, studcn ts were asked to respond 

politely and attentitively to any questions or comments raised by the respondellt, even if this meant 

an interruption of the nonnal train of questions. 

Following a prearranged schedule, student researchers conducted the telephone surveys. 

Calls were made in the order that users' names appeared on the computer-generated list. If:1 user 

was not contacted on the first call, the student asked what would be :1 convenient time to C:1ll again; 

the user's name was recorded to be called at the later, convenient time. The student scheduled to 

make calls during this "convenient" time was required to make the call-back. This same procedure 

was repeated if the user could not be contacted at the call-back. After two call-backs, the user was 

eliminated from the sample and no further calls to him (or her) were attempted. 

The first telephone survey resulted in 221 completed telephone calls. The second survey 

resulted jn 179 calls. 

The survey questions first determined whether or not the person telephoned was aVi'are of 

CLIC. If the person was unaware of the project, he was sent information about it. If the person 

was aware, questioning continued to detemline the genesis of this awareness and whether or not the 

person had used the services. If the services had not been used, the person was quizzed about 

reasons for non-use. If the services had been used, the person was asked about his general satisfac

tion with the services and whether he planned to use the center again. 

Data from these surveys are presented completely in the Appendix. As with most of the 

data, these will be summarized in the evaluation narrative to follow, and they have been analyzed 

(broken down) with respect to the positions of the CLIC users. 

Student Evaluations 

When a student completed his tenure of service with the CLIe project, he or she was asked 

to answer a series of six questions. These questions (reproduced in the Appendix) were all com

pletely open-ended and designed to reveal student opinion about the project's value both to hi::; 

education and to the State's professional legal community. 

To help protect the anonymity of each student and thereby to encollrage honest answers, 

the student's written responses were given directly to the project secretary and she typed the 

responses ve,batim. All of the typed protocols were sent to the proJect's evaluation consultant. 
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Only the consultant and the secretary were allowed to know which student had submitted which 

responses, and responses were shown to no other CLIC staff person until the project's completion. 
The Evaluation Consultant read each response protocol as it was sent to him. An a priori 

agreement had been made that upon receipt of any important information in a Student Evaluation, 

the Evaluation Consultant, at his discretion, would make this information known to the project 

director and would attempt as well as he could to conceal the reporting of the student's identity. 

Trle need for this course of action did not arise during the course of this project, in the opinion of 
the Evaluation Consultant. 

Clearly, this procedure decreased the fonnal opportunity to use student opinions as formative 
project data. Proj~ct personnel felt, however, that the protection of the students' anonymity was 
of more concern than the fonnal ip:>ut of their opinions, especially since students would probably 
make their opinions known through other channels anyway. Upon reading Le Student Evaluation 
summary, especially with regard to opinions about supervision, some might ponder the potential 
value of having released some of this input to the staff during the project's duration. Nonetheless, 

the decision had been left to the Evaluation Consultant (and we believe properly so) who chose 
not to release any of this information until the project's completion. Furthermore, the in formation 
will be available to aid in future projects built upon the CLIC model. 

A total of 17 students were asked to provide responses and all did so. The responses are 
reproduced verbatim and completely in the Appendix. A summary of student opinion is included 
in this report following the main evaluation narrative. Since the Student Evaluation data were 
unique in terms of their nature and origin, these data have been reported separately rather than by 
incorporating them into the main text. 

The summary of student opinion is based upon the responses of 16 students. These students 
have been assigned the numbers 1 to 16 in a random fashion, and their responses arc reproduced in 

that order in the Appendix. After the student opinion summary had been completed, a seventeenth 

stUdent's evaluation was received unexpectedly. This student was unlike the remainder of the 
student assistant population in two important ways. First, he had been with the project only a very 
short time and had then been asked to leave because his work was not acceptable. Secondly, his 
opinions regarding the project are noticeably more contrary than are those of the other students. 
Our decision was to leave the student opinion summary as it was written, stating the views of what 
we felt to be more "typical" students. The last stUdent's comments have been reproduced in fuJI, 
however, in the Appendix. 
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EVALUATION OF THE NEED FOR TIlE SERVICES 

The first question to be addressed in the sLlmmative evaluation is the extcnt to which a legal 
information project is needed in the State of Nebraska. Do the legal professionals in this rural arca 
need supplementary research aid? Which professionals, exactly, have the most need for it? How 
frequently is tIlls aid requested? In what ways can the project be of the most help? 

Initial Questionnaire Data 

Responses were obtained on the Initial Questionnaire from 384 legal professionals from out

state Nebraska. These professionals report spending an average of 6570 of their time working 011 

criminal cases; tIlls is quite vmiable, ranging from 41 % of the time reported by d istIict judges up to 
91 % of the time reported by county attomeys. These same individuals spend 20~() of their time on 
legal research, on the average, and only 14% indicate that they have sta ff available to do legal 
research. District and county judges report unanimously that they have no such staff available. 

Respondents esUmate that on the average they would have about 13 cases per month on 
which CLIC services could be of some help. Associate county judges estimate that they·would have 
an average of31 cases per month, essentially one each day, on which CLIC could provide assistance. 

Operational Data 

In the first phase of its operations, CLIC received 659 requests for services which it honored, 

as well as 89 other requests which it was forced to deny for various reasons (see data in Appendix). 
This averaged over two service requests per working day. Requests were honored from 71 different 

Nebraska counties. 

Evaluation Data 

The single reason given most frequently for the use of CUC's services has related to inade
quate library facilities. Almost half of the evaluations returned listed this as a reason for using 
CLIC. This is strong evidence that outstate library facilities frequently do not sufficiently meet the 
needs or desires of legal professionals in preparing climinal cases. Furthermore, 8110 fcel it wouid 
have been "very difficult" or "fairly difficult" for them to have done tIllS research themselves; the 
biggest problem, they report again, would have been the inadequate library facilities. 

The second greatest reason for using CLIC (and, correspondingly, the difficulty in doing the 
work by one's self) relates to the time involved. This presumably includes both the time to do the 
research, per se, as well as the time that would be required to travel to the nearest facility with the 
proper materials. Approximately 40% of the evaluations listed this as a reason for contacting 
CUe. 

Apparently, the project either is freeing up the time of legal professionals (supposedly allow
ing tIllS time to be used in other professional ways), or is making possible a depth of research into 
cases which, due to time constraints, otherwise would not be realized. It is still necessary, however, 
to inquire about the efficiency with which this research is being performed at Creighton, relative to 
the efficiency with which it would otherwise be performed by the legal professionals themselves, 

assuming they had the time to do it. Although this cannot be settled exactly, an answer can be 
suggested based upon professionals' estimates of the amount of time it would have taken them to 
do the research which they obtained from CLIC. 

The CLIC users estimated that it would have taken them an average of 10.0 hours to do the 
research projects themselves. (Considering the psychology of such estima tes, it probably would be 
appropriate to think of this as a "-.:onservative" or low estimate.) Students in the project completed 
the research work in an average of 13.7 hours. To this figure, however, should be added the admin
istrative time involved. When research and administrative time are both considcn:d, there results an 
average of20.8 hours of time per research project. 

Of course, the final research product is likely to be different when it comes from CLlC 
students and when it comes from the legal professionals themselves; accordingly, the nature of this 
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difference should be accounted for in evaluating the project's benefits and efficiencies. About 

10% of the evaluation reports include the opinion that CLIC reports are morc thorough than 

research that would be done on the same projects by legal professionals. Considering the lack of 

library facilities available in some outstate arcas, it is probably also true that CLIe reports arc likely 

to be more accurate and up-to-clate than many of the reports that professionals would prepare on 

their own. Thus, the greater time spent on each memorandum is at least partially offset by achiev

ing a higher quality of product. 

Next, some accounting must be made of the dissemination of copies of memos to secondary 

users. The CLIC staff produced 322 original reports. Copies were made of over two-thirds of these 

(218), and a total of 471 copies of original memos were distributed in response to requests. When 

the project's total JlOurs (including student and administrative time) are distributed with respect to 

the total number of memoranda (originals and copies) supplied to users, the result is an average of 

8.8 hours per memo. This is clearly more time-effective than would be obtained from legal profes

sionals producing the memos by themselves according to their estimates of 10.0 hours per 

memo rand um. 

Finally, it is true that legal professionals' time should be "worth more" than a student's 

time. Economically, it is If1SS costly to pay for 13.7 student hours (accounting only for original 

memos) than for 10.0 professional hours; and it is certainly less costly to pay for 8.8 student and 

administrative hours (if we consider copies as well as originals) than for 10.0 professional hours. 

Sur~ly, too, the research has an educational value which, although it is hard to quantify, must be 

entered into this same analysis of costs and benefits. 

Qualitative Data 

Many letters were sent to CLIC about its services. The letters were completely unsolicited, 

and provided candid, helpful input into understanding CLIC's impact on the community. Several 

of these letters related to the needs for CLIC services. Excerpts from some of the letters will be 

cited here. 

Keep up the good work as mallY of us are handicapped by lack of experience ami 
practical knowledge. Your services could do much to fill the void. We dOll 't have 
the time to dig out the answers. 

From a County Attorney 

... (O)ur firm does have a /lumber of attorneys, however, most of the criminal 
work seems to end up Oil either my desk or the desk of one other attorney /Jere ill 
the office. 

TIle bulk of our criminal practice seems to be ill the area of drugs, with a fair amoullt 
involving the usual felony criminal procedures. 

In the past, we have attempted to brief and research a Ilumber of points, IlOwever 
the fees granted to court-appointed counsel are not commensurate with the amount 
of work involved .. III the future, I will try to fonvard at least two pressing questions 
to your service, ill the hopes that you will be able to assist me on these items . .. 

From a Private Attorney 

... In addition to the services available presently, I would like to see a deskbook 
published dealing specifically with Nebraska law. The Nebraska County Attorney s 
Association has a looseleaf publication which admittedly has gaps in its coverage. 
The materials there are excellent, however, and completing this book or something 
like it would be a good project . .. 

From a County Attorney 

These and other letters to the CLIC project reinforce the impression that there is a strong need for 

leg~l research assistance to outstate legal professionals. 

Summary 

From these various data sources, one consistent conclusion emerges; the State of Nebraska 

has a clear need for the CLIC project. Outs tate legal professionals have too little time and too few 
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facilities to produce the kind of legal research they would like to have. The professionals them

selves are well aware of their needs for research assistance, assistance which CLIC can provide in a 

time- and cost-effective manner. 
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EVALUATION OF TilE NATURE OF THE SERVICES PROVIDED 

The next issue to be addressed is the nature of the services provided by CLIe. How much 
service is being provided? What is the form of the service? Is the project disseminnting information 
into the legal community as well as simply answering research requests? 

CLIC has been providing case-by-case assistance since July 10, 1974, when it received its 
first telephone requests. In fact, the first request was received while the telephone installation 
personnel were installing the intra-state WATS line. As of August 3], 1975, CLIC has received 191 
requests for information, or about three per week, and 468 requests for services. From these 
requests, 345 research memoranda have been initiated (322 were finally carried to completion by 
August 31, 1975),- which amounts to more than five per week. Requests for service have been 
denied for another 89 contacts, 50% of these because the request was related to a civil case or 
because it was made by a private citizen. Service has been provided to 71 Nebraska counties; the 
heaviest users have been Custer County, Dawes CountY,Holt County, Lincoln County, Madison 
County, Nance County, Platte County, Red Willow County, Sarpy County, Scottsbluff County, and 
Washington County. Most frequent use of the project has come from county attorneys and 
deputies, with a close second from court appointed counsel and public defenders. Examples of the 
types of materials which have been included in these memoranda are: extensive use of and citation 
of authority from the American Bar Association Criminal Justice Standards, the National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, the Model Penal Code, the Proposed Federal 
Penal Code, and many other sources of materials not typically available to or found in the librmies 
of rural criminal justice practitioners. 

Nearly 40,000 copies of the CLIC newsletters have been distlibuted in this State, including 
distribution to every attorney and judge, criminal justice official and elected political official, and 
every state news medium and criminal justice library. The newsletters contain information about 
developments in the administration of criminal justice and how those developments effect the 
practices of CLIC's users and all other Nebraska legal practitioners (e.g.: a change in the Criminal 
Practice Rule for senior law students which would enable seniors to prosecute and defend cases 
under the supervision of licensed attorneys for the first time in the history of this State; the crea
tion of a statewide association of criminal defense attorneys; the formation of a Bar Association 
Committee-sponsored series of projects relating to corrections and correctional law; etc.). The 
newsletters also carry information about previously prepared mcmoranda so users can rcquest 
copies of these when and if they become relevant to cases with which they become involved. 

A final service rendered by CLIC has been that of making available books, articles, and 
other library source materials on a copy or loan basis. In this way, CLIC is able to supplement 
outstate library facilities directly, and in a manner which may relate to something other than one 
specific case~research need. 
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EVALUATION OF THE QUALITY OF TIlE SERViCES PROVIDED 

Out of 345 memoranda initiated, 23 were not carried to completion during the duration of 

tills grant, 17 were performed entirely over the telephone and no evaluations were sent, and 8 

others were not followell up with evaluations because of administrative error. For the remaining 

297 memos, evaluations were requested and an amazing 100% were completed and returned. This 

degree of cooperation in returning evaluation fonus is evidence in itself of the strong acceptance 

the project has received. Users have rated the CLIC services as leaving them II completely satisfied II 

in 46% of the cases and II generally pleased II in an additional 45%. Only 2% have said the service did 

not satisfy them, and these people all have been contacted to try to resolve whatever difficulties 

they had with the project. 

For the most part, reactions to the quality of CLIC's work have been entirely complemen

tary. For example: 

I have utilized Creighton Legal Informatioll Center three or four tililes alld generally 
have been very satisfied with the results. Project /lumber J thought was an 
extremely difficult olle and was very happy with the work and the outpu t placed into 
this work. 

From a P/ivate Attorney 

I wish to thank you velY much for the memorandum relating to the preliminary 
healing 011 a felony charge where the proof establishes a misdemeanor but not a 
felony. The memorandum shows a great amount of fine research and J wish to 

compliment your office and particularly the students for this fille work. 
From a County Judge 

We know from the Initial Questinneaire that the services operate during times that are 
convenient to the needs of over 94% of those who responded. Of those who have used CLIC, 

99% report they have had no trouble contacting the project, 92% have reported that the research 

was delivered on time, and 95% indicate that the reports have been to-the-point. (In an cases in 

which a report was not felt to be to-the-point, the user was contacted again to see if improved 

services might possibly be provided.) The quality of the report has been rated as "excellent" by 

51 % of the users and as 11 good" by an additional 43%. Only 5% of users have rated the reports 

as "fair" or 11 poor." The' users have rated 9 5% of the reports as "extremelY helpful" or "some 

help" and only 5% have given ratings of either "little help II or II no help at all. II On the average, tile 

monetary value of the reports has been assessed at $123.90; district judges have reported a 

monetary value averaging $242.69. 
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EVALUATION OF TIlE PROJECT'S IMPACT ON TUE tEGAL SYSTEM 

The question under consideration here is the degree of impact CLIC has had on the legal 

cOll1munity within this State. Given that the service is needed, and that it is being provided in 

sufficient quantity and quality, what is happening as a result? Is the project affecting the system 

only on a case-by-case basis, or as a whole? Will people continue to use CUC's services? 

It is clear from operations and evaluation data already mentioned that the CLlC project has 

had a significant effect, at very least, on a case-by-case basis. Considering the relatively sparse 

population of outstate Nebraska, moreover, the project's impact even on a case-by-case basis must 

be judged to be somewhat massive. In a period of slightly over one year, the project received 659 

contacts. This resulted in the mailing of 305 original memos and supplements and an additional 

471 copies. 

The major direct measures of project impact were provided by the telephone surveys. These 

surveys, at eight and fourteen months into the project, each mcasured the project's familiarity 

among a randomly chosen half of the legal professionals identified as the entire population of 

potential CLIC users in Nebraska. In all, 400 people in the lcgal community responded to these 

two telephone surveys. 

In both surveys, over 97% of those telephoned said they had heard of the CLIC project, and 

in both surveys tlus included 100% of all the judges called in the State. Students taking the calls 

were instructed to have respondents tell something about the project so ajudgment could be made 

of whether or not the caller was really aware of what CUC is. After this" test," 85% of the sample 

at eight months and 91 % of the sample at fourteen months were judged to be aware of the CUC 

project and what it cloes. Among those who had never used the project (i.e., excluding past users in 

the sample), 79% were aware of the project at the eight month period and 86% were aware of it 

at fourteen months. 

At the eight month time, 29% of the identified potential users population had made usc of 

CLIC. By fourteen months, this figure was 34%. CLIC users at fourteen months included 67% of 

the State's County Attorneys and 62% of Nebraska's County Judges. Numerically, the greatest 

volume of use was reported by defense counsels. 

By fourteen months, 71 % of those surveyed reported familiarity with the CLIC newsletter. 

(It should be noted that tllis is a measure of recall rather than recognition; respondents reported 

familiarity with tlH~ newsletter without direct probing.) Of those who have used CLIC's services, 
100% indicate they will continue to use them and 67~o say they have recommended CLIC to others 

in the legal community. Among those who are aware of the project, nearly half (46%) report having 

heard of CLIC through word of mouth. In combination, these figures lead firmly to a conclusion 

that CLIC has had a major impact upon Nebraska's legal community. 

As important as the extent of impact, the nature of this impact should be taken into account. 

Exactly how is the project affecting judicial proceedings in Nebraska? Aithough there are no 

systematic data on tlus question, some insights are available from the unsolicited letters received 

from CLIC users. 

Thank you for the memorandum on second degree murder transmitted with your 
letter of , 1974. It was of considerable assistance to me in handling 
a difficult case. 

I will cOlltinue to call on you for help as I/leed it. The al'ailability of such help will 
add cOllsiderably to our ability to function effectil'elyas judges. 

From a County Judge 

I izal'e just completed reading Volume 1, No.9 of the D-eiglztoll Legal Information 
Center Bulletin alld wanted to take the opportunity to write and inform you how 
useful I hape fOlllld this publication in my private practice here ill Sioux Ot)', Iowa. 
The Bulletin contains infonnation which has been very useful to me both in my 
practice lzere ill Iowa and ill Nebraska . .. 

From a Private Attorney 
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... The issues f submitted arose at a prelimiJlary hearing and motioll to suppress ill 
one case .vlzicJl was heard less than two weeks later, understandably too short a 
period to expect a response. 17ze CLIC report did, however, aid in convincing fll(! 

other party to withdraw Ilis motion, ill addition to being a valuable asset to the libraJY 
as the issue is commoll. 17le basic problem is all aile !lalld attempting to expedite 
criminal cases while t1)'ing to be as fully prepared as defense COU/1Se! \Vho can de~'ote 
entire energies to cases alld call prepare them in a shorter period of time . .. 

From a County Attol7ley 

... I wanted you to know that tlze memorandum which you prepared for me ullder 
the date of , 1975 was of immense value; /Jot because it specifically 
answered my particular question; but because it recognized the problem and analyzed 
tile exis.ting thinking and showed the wide-open approach and the area for deJlelop
ment of sound juvenile law in Nebraska. 

17w copies of the law bulletins and related articles were particularly lielpful, as it gaJle 
me an overall feeling of what seemed to be righ t and what seemed to be wrong; things 
that sllOuldn't be done; and ideas for things that could be dOlle. 

In summary, and ill conclusion, it made me feel good about my respollsibilities to tlie 
minor and to the Court; and it gaJle me the confidence to be aggressive ill the action 
tliat I thought Ileeded to betaken in this particular case . .. 

From a Private Attorney 

The office of is presently defending approximately 75% of the 
Criminal Offenders within County, Nebraska. A good percentage of 
these defense cases are due to co,.trt appointments. Also, on Jalluary 1, 1975, Ollr 
office will assume the position of County Attorney. Therefore, we would appreciate 

, being on your mailing list for the CLIC Newsletter. We wish you much success and we 
are bound to be llsing your WATS line ill the near future. AllY other illformation that 
your office call provide would be greatly appreciated. 

From a Private Attorney 

• 

Throughout the State of Nebraska, CLlC has begun to have a major influence in helping the 
legal community prepare more thorour;hly for criminal cases. Additionally, the concept of CLlC 

and the newsletters that CLIC sends out have reached far beyond the boundaries of this State. 
The file of unsolicited correspondence to CLIC contains letters from law schools, legal publications, 
and professionals in law from many other areas of the country, including Arkansas, District 9f 
Columbia, Illinois, Kentucky, New Jersey, New York, Utah, Vermont, and Virginia. Undeniably, 
CLIC's impact has been far-reaching and significant. 

Exhibit "A" 
Page 12 

• 



• • • • • • • • 
STUDENT EVALUATIONS 

The original purpose for this project anticipated that "as an incidental benefit" law students 

would "receive exposure to the practical as weU as theoretical legal problems .... " A fundamental 
evaluation goal specified in that document was to secure information about "the LIse oflaw students 

for academic credit alone or with remuneration" in the operations of providing services to the 

N~braska legal community. This section of the evaluation will discuss these issues and several others 
as they were responded to from the point of view of the student research assistants. 

As mentioned in the earlier discussion of evaluation methodologies, students were asked to 
respond to six open-ended questions. These six questions and the complete responses of all the stu
dents are reprodu€ed in the Appendix to this report (students arc listed in a random order). The 

responses were interpreted through a qualitative contcnt analysis, the results of which will be re
ported in this section of the evaluation. Verbatum reproductions of portions of comments arc in
cluded in this section to illustrate and clarify the interpretive conclusions reached hy the authors. 

As with any analysis, qualitative or quantitative, the availability of the raw data (the complete file 
of student comments in the Appendix) makes it possible for the reader to interpret the data inde

pendently either to confirm the conclusions to be prcscnted here, or to support his or her own con

clusions of what the data reveal. 

Reactions to Program Substance 

Educational Benefits 

Students report three major educational benefits accruing from thcir experience in working 
on the CLlC project. First, almost all of the students feel that the experience added significantly to 

their abilities to do legal research. Through working on research memos, students became ac
quainted with research resources and skilled in the ability to locate these resources in a library. In 
addition to learning what research materials were available and how to access them, students also 
learned, they report, how to use the materials analytically to develop the response to a research 

question. 

The second major educational benefit centers around writing skills. While the skill of writing 
a research memorandum is particularly specialized on some elements such as format, the more gen
eral technique of communicating legal concepts is one which has widespread applicability and im

portance to most of the tasks that are faced by students and attorneys. An effective means of learn
ing to write, perhaps the most effective means, is actually to write something, have the writings 
corrected, and to repeat this process several times. The CLIC project gave students just this oppor
tunity: to write a series of memos and to receive critical evaluations and information about the 

quality of their written communications. 

A broadened knowledge of the substantive areas of criminal justice is the third major educa

tional benefit students realized from this project. Students say that there was little overlap in 

content area from memo to memo; as a result, each new memo took them into a different substan
tive area of the law. Additionally, the research assistants appreciated that they were learning to 

"work" with the law, that they were being given an opportunity to apply legal information to 

"real" cases rather than working with legal concepts in the more "abstract" manner which was 
characteristic of their classroom activities. 

Familiarity with legal research techniques Jzas been increased. Kllowledge of 
materials available for research has increased .. Increased knowledge of criminal law and 
the problems in this area. Increased wliting skills ill the area of legal memoranda. 

Student 8 

1. I have acquired a familiarity with Nebraska criminal statutes. 
2. [have acquired a workillg knowledge of the criminal law alld procedures area. 
3. I have sharpened general research sldlls espeCially with digests. 
4. My ability to thillk through a problem and to express my ideas both orally and ill 

writing has improved. 
Student 10 
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In two ways research skills and writing development. 

My research abilities have vastly improved. I have deJle/oped a systematic approach 
when researching a topic. Rather than just skipping aroulld, hit and miss, 1 always check for 
statutes first, then case law, thell law review articles. If 1 need all overview I utilize C.l.S. or 
Am. Jur. first. 1 have also learned to use ALR. As a consequence of my newly developed 
skills, my research time has been cut down substantially. 

My writing skills have similarly improved. In conjunction with my research / have 
learned to narrow the issues as much as possible, and to avoid givillg all encyclopedic disser
tation 012 every subject. / have learned to avoid excess verbage, brush up on my style, alld lise 
a patfem which facilitates writi/lg memos. 

Studenf 5 

There is also a great deal of specific substantive knowledge gai/led. No melJlo writtell 
by me was a· repetition of an earlier memo, nor did it cover a topic with which / was familiar 
at the onset. Thus, substantively, 1 know a lot about truck ordinances, criminal procedure, 
juvenile law, bad checks, alld a variety of other topics. 

Student 2 

• 

Other educational benefits were also reported. While they may not be as importan t or as uni
versally recognized, these other benefits seem to be of sufficient importance to warrant enumera
tion. First, students report an important educational process in the interactions with other stu
dents, with professors, and with practicing attorneys on matters pertaining to the legal issues on 
which memos are prepared. Second, the project provided some students with a form of vocational 
guidance, previewing for them certain aspects of the legal profession and aiding them in understand
ing their aptitutes and abilities for working with these legal problems. 

As to [critical tlzillking] , it takes time to develop a facility witll which to attack 
each problem. / am stillleaming. The conversations with [Professor X] alld the other 
assistants have been extremely valuable in discoveril1g "angles" with which to attack 
issues or investigate the parameters. 

Student 2 

The illteractioll between student and professor - although not ill the classroom -
helps the student become more fully aware ofw/zat an attomey actually does. 

Student 12 

flzcreased my ability to work with others, an attribute f totally lacked before J 
came to CLIC Sharpened my research skills, especially in t/Je area of technical 
accuracy via the Whitebook. Broadened my knowledge of criminal law and rein
forced my initial desire to make a career of this field. 

Student 1 

When 1 began working with tllis project, 1 had little interest ill or knowledge of 
the field of criminal law. Specifically, because of this project, / am IlOW working as a 
deputy county attorney, and intend in three to five years to open my own practice 
defending criminal cases. 

Student 7 

Optimal Time for Student Involvement 

Opinions on the amount of time during which a student can continue to benefit from an asso
ciation with this project varied considerably. The modal response to this is about one semester, but 
is hard to judge because student estimates range from four to five memOS 011 one extreme, to the 
entire duration of one's law school career on the other. Furthermore, students offered estimates of 
this time period with doubt, hesitations, and hedges. 

In spite of an inability to agree on an optimal time period for partjcipation, students do con
cur about some related issues. For example, they agree that it takes a period of time to "warm up," 
to learn what one needs to do and how to get it done. However, there is no agreement about how 
long this "warm-up" period takes. Generally, most would agree that the first five memos arc par
ticularly important to this "warm-up" period. 
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Students also agree that optimal time for project participation depends upon the invid ual 

student - his skills in entering the project, the time he puts into the work, and his interests in crimi

nallaw. The project provides an opportunity to sharpen research and writing skills. Students lack
ing those skills obviously can benefit from the project for a long period of timc. 

Furthermore, there is considerable agreement that the substantive learning continues through

out participation in the project. Each memo introduces the student to a new legaJ question and the 

c~ntinuing variety of legal issues provides a virtually endless opportunity to continue to benefit sub
stantively from involvement in CLIC. 

TIle number of projects does not Ilecessarily determille the benefit 10 tile student. 
It is the diversity of the project which broadens tile sludent's kno\Vledge. If the proj
ects were similar, five projects would certainly be enough to gain all tlze experience 
possible. 

Naturally, wILen the project becomes stale for each student is all individual deter
mination. However, as long as the student s writing skills call tinue to improve alld the 
student recognizes the benefit, the project remains beneficial. Bach project offers po
tential avenues of new learning; however, it is hard wizen the poillt of dimillishing 
returns is reached. 

Student 12 

Much depends all how many hours a day are devoted to the project . ... 

It takes fiJle projects to get a good feeling for the job, as to what is expected ilZ the 
memo, how much research to do, how it should be approached, etc. Any additional 
projects sen'e to sharpen these skills ratller than introduce the basics. They get easier 
to do alld consume less time. 

1 would suggest one semester as the optimum duration a student should remain on 
the project, so that others may benefit from it also. 

Student 5 

Generally speaking, it takes at least one and a half semesters for a student to 
become sufficiently expert in the area of criminal law to be a valuable asset of the pro
gram. (This presumes a person ellters the program after his fres/Zman year; less time if 
he has had some practical experience with the Nebraska criminal justice system.) 

Once a student lias achieved SUfficient expertise in the mechanics of research and 
memorandum writing, he begins to learn ill detail the system of criminal justice. III 
my opinion (having worked with CLJC for over two semesters), a person can continue 
to learn for at least two full years. 

Student 13 

Granting Credit 

Students strongly believe that academic credit should be granted for participation in the 

CLIC project. After participating in the program, most students feel they have learned more about 

research skills, and some suggest, more about substantive legal issues, during their time with CLIC 
than they had from formal course work. Importantly, CLIC gives them an opportunity to "work lt 

with the law, an opportunity which students find valuable in their education as a complement to 

the legal "theory" which they learn in classes. 

Definitely: 1 learned areas of the law 1 hadn't leamed ill climillal procedure, 
evidence, etc. Very often these are /lew areas of the law - or /lew and unique ques
tions. 

Student 16 

Yes, although the legal reasoning and writing course provided all excellent founda
tion in researching a problem and writing a brief and a memo, an exercise of that type 
ollly provides a starting point An individual s ability is sharpened by constant 
practice in this area with a deadline to meet. CLIC prollides a valuable insight into the 
workings of the "real" world. The problem necessitates focusing all a particular, 
specific area, often relating that area to a more general one, rather than surveying all 
area of the law. 

The program provides a student with experience ill criminal law, all area ill wizich 
few courses are offered. One sees the gaps in crimillallaw. One leams to argue [rom 
the prosecutor S, the defense attorney ~~, and the judge s side. 

Student 10 
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Only two students expressly declare that credit should not be granted for participation in 

CLIC and their comments are reproduced entirely below. Both students, it may be seen, agree with 
the majority that the program contains sufficient substance to merit the awarding of academic 
credit, but do not recommend giving credit for varying reasons. To the first student, the program is 
perceived as too good to allow credits - this person feels that the granting of credits would demean 
the program and that money is the more valuable and preferable reward for participation. The 
second student acknowledges the value of CLIC in one's education but would not favor academic 

credits for two reasons: first, because students who have jobs as law clerks do not earn credits and 
second, because the credits would be granted only to "a select few who qualify for CUe." 

The CLIC work is too important to award merely academic credit. The effort 
and responsibility bome by the student deserves recompense in something far more 
tangible than a few hours of academic credit. If, let us say, 3 credit hours were 
awarded for CLIC work (assuming 15 hours a week) tlien the student will have re
ceived about $225 value for his services during a 14 week semester. Whereas, aSSUlIl

ing a minimum wage of $3.50/hour, the student would otherwise receive about $735 
for his services. Sillce the value placed upon CLIC services by llsers is much greater 
than the value reflected in a $3.50/hour wage, it would be grossly unjust to give ollly a 
few paltlY academic credits for the level of work done. I personally would not be 
motivated to do as much work as I have done if the program were rUIl for academic 
credit. 

The only fair thing would be to give 3 hours credit and a reduced wage of, let us 
say, $3.00/hour. I1lis should only be done if it is felt to be absolutely necessary. 

Student 13 

No, J do not believe academic credit should be given. This should remain strictly 
extracurricular. J do not believe that a member of CLIC should receive credits if a stu
dent clerking for a law firm does not, because each does basically the same job, and 
both are monetarily compensated. 

All advantage to CLIC, however, is that the work is more concel/trated so that 
you are able to develop research skills more readily thall in a law firm. These skills 
are not developed at all in classroom. The guidance and precision in CLIC writing is 
more exacting than that required for a firm. I found the skills I developed ill CLIC to 
be beneficial in my clerking job and ill general research, but I do IlOt belie)le academic 
credit should be given to tlze select few who qualify for cue. 

Student 5 

The most consistent issues raised with regard to granting credits is the perceived 
necessary mutual exclusion of granting credits and awarding monetary remunerations. While the 
program admittedly provides an education, for which academic credits traditionally arc awarded, 
and admittedly makes use of the student's legal services, for which monetary rewards are tradition
ally appropriate, it has been traditional within this institution not to award a student WWl credits 
and money concurrently. As a result, in relation to this program, reservations over the awarding of 
credits must not be interpreted in any way as questions about the value of participation in the CLIC 
program to students. They should be viewed in terms of the preference for one or another of the 
awards perceived to be mutually exclusive. 

Understandably, students compare the CLIC program to other educational activities. While 
their opinions probably should be taken as "biased" toward CLIC, these students almost unani
mously state that they believe their educational experience in CLIC is equivalent to or better than 
that which is offered through other activities including moot court, law review, law clerking, and 
sometimes even classroom education in general. In terms of the nature of the educational task, the 
closest activity to CLIC is law clerking; and it is this task for which all past students have r~ceivcd 
remuneration but for which no credits have been granted. Furthermore, despite the recognizcd edu

cational advantages to be gained from CLIC, many students acknowledge having financial needs 
which they are delighted to be able to fulfill in an interesting, educational, ancl relevant manner. 

Yes r academic credit is justified}. I learned what I was supposed to leam in 
intra to legal reasoning - it is the sort of thing one must!!:p to learn, alld the more 
practice you have, tlze easier it becomes. It is certainly as valuable as moot COllrt or law 
review. 

Student 15 
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Yes, if one receives credit for working on the law review, wlziclt is of questionable 
merit anyway, olle should defillitely receive credit for working for an orgallization that 
adds so very much to jurisprudence ill fact. 

Student 1 

Tize work is definitely of sufficient value to justify academic credit. 1 hGl'e 
leamed more law working for CLIC one summer than I did my entire freshman year. 

Specifically, J have learned Criminal Procedure under Nebraska Law and under tile 
Federal Rules. J /Jave also learned much about Evidence, both under lhe proposed 
Nebraska Rules and the Federal Rules of Evidence. Anotizer area J have had exposure 
to is Municipal Corporatiolls, although not to sllch an extent. 

Student 6 

Everything that I have learned, save the depth of the issues, is covered in one 
course or another. But I don't think that I will take some of these courses, partic
ularly criminal procedure, unless I must. I have learned a sufficient all!ount through 
research to know my way around to learn the rest on my own. That relieves me from 
that course and allows me to take otlzer subjects instead. 

As for awarding credit, that is difficult to say. J Jzappen to like getting paid and 
would not be able to take this job if it were not a paying job. So to put this Oil the 
level of an internship, it has its good and bad aspects. As a research alld writing 
course, it could be ill valuable. 

Student 2 

Of course the project has sufficient value to justify academic credit. It would be a 
nice alternative to monetary renumeration. / personally prefer money -- preference is 
the wrong word - I personally needed money. I think a CLIC course added to the cur
riClllwn would be a most practical addition to legal education, particularly with re
spect to the skills mentioned in question 1. In answer to the second part of this iJ1-
qllily, I am not sure J know anything from formal law sclzool class work - again, my 
own personal problem. 

Student 11 

Changes in the Student Role 

• 

For the most part, students suggest no major changes in students' roles in the CLIC project. 
Some students would have liked to have had a broader perspective on the program, to understand 
its funding and operational procedures, to know more about its administration, etc. On the other 
hand, some complain about having had to perform any activities that were not directly related to 
performing their usual legal research tasks. Some students voice unhappiness at having been 
required to perform clerical work, chores, or research activities connected with the evaluation pro
cedures. Overall, however, there is no clear and consistent change suggested for students in a proj
ect of this type. 

No [specific suggestions}, / feel that the balance between the students' role and 
the work of the projec(is quite satisfactory, 

Student 1 

The students' role should remain the same. I cannot imagine allowi/lg greater stu
dent responsibility in areas of content, or policy, and the freedom given students ill 
preparatioll of the memos i~' adequate, contingent upon faculty review and feedback. 
Also, as a leammg experience, more efforts should be directed towards original compo
sitions, where possible, and less reliance should be placed on the Xerox lIlac/zille. 

Student 4 

Another improvement would be to promote better communications between the 
project director and the students. All idea might be to /zOlle a weekly meeting where 
problems could be discllssed and tlze project director could keep studellts informed as 
to funding, correspondence, etc . ... 

Student 6 
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Reactions 10 Supervision 

Student responses about faculty supervision show a great degree of variability. This can be 

accounted for, primarily, by the different times at which students were connected with the project 
and by the nature of faculty supervision during that period. The quality of faculty supervision, or 

more accurately the students' satisfaction with and perception of that quality, seems to have been 

highly dependent upon the amount of time the project director and the 1ssistant director had avail

able to counsel the students: i.e., the more time they spent on the project, the more satisfied the 

students were. 

Generally, although not unanimously, students felt faculty supErvision was quite good when 

it was available. When supervision was forthcoming, most students found it appropriate in amount 

and kind, they appreciated it, and they learned from it. When faculty supervision was not provided 

at the level which students found to be necessary, faculty and student interactions "suffered" both 

in quantity and quality, sometimes to a point which some students found to be upsetting. 

Yes, they were great. WlzeneFer I was stuck or fwd to work out something, they 
were always ready to help and many times even without asking. 

Student 3 

Tize supervision received from Professor [Xl was superlative. lIe was always avail
able for consultatioll on difficult problems when other students could lzot help. lie 
was personally a large factor in the program being such a successful educational exper
ience. 

Student 6 

Wizen supervisors were available, their interest, advice and support were excel/enl. 
Student 9 

Yes, I had no problems with the supervisolJI personllel. 111 fact, given the time 
limitations they work under, I was quite impressed with the willingness to help. 

Student 1 

It is obvious from reading student comments that faculty supervision is an important, even 

a critical component of a successful program like CLIC. Students seem to have benefited most from 

the verbal interactions they had with their faculty supervisors following their research and submis

sion of a memo. Receiving feedback on memos in writing only (or worse, receiving no feedback at 

all) caused serious student resentment. The student research assistants apparently would like to 

have talked about each memo they submitted, or at least to have had the opportunity to do so. The 

discussions with a professor serve not only to correct or improve a particular memo, but also to 

"fill out" the substantive legal matter and round out the student's understanding of the legal issues 

as well. 

[was especially impressed whel1 Mr. [Yl took time out to spelld 45 JIlillUtes with 
me, dissecting olle of my early memos, to show me its weaknesses alld strengths. I 
believe this led to my subsequently improved writing ability. 

Student 5 

A general example of tile excellent supervision received ji'om Professor f Xl was 
the way he would approve memoranda. Rather than just receiving a rough draft with 
comments, the student would lzaJle a conference with Professor {Xl for evelY memo, 
at which time he would not only make his suggestions alld criticisms, but would ex
plain why. TIL is was velY important, as the studen t would leam from his errors and/or 
omissions. 

TVhile Professor {Xl was 011 vacation, Professor {Yj acted as the faculty member 
supervising the preparation of the memos alld approving tlzem. The ollly feedback all 
the memos we received were the comments on the memos themselves. We lVere /lot 
told the "why 1/ for the changes. But tlze pril1lalY problem with Professor [ Yl was his 
unavailability. 

Student 6 
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Professor [X} was extremely lIelpJII!. lIe was always willing tu talk about the nar
row alld the broad angles of the questions. III terms of simply learning abuut law, the 
discussion led to wider areas th:!!'l the memo topics and I gained a great deal of person
al knowledge unrelated to the memos from him. 

Furthermore, f Professor X} knows how to do research. When I was stumped for 
ideas, he usually had a /lovel way to consider the problem that led to some aut/lorilY. 
And he .is well read. Tlzat is a great help because he wus acquainted with treatises that 
I would !lot have otherwise considered. 

Student 2 

• 

Some mention waf made about receiving supervision from other students. This usually 

was accepted as a standard way to proceed in a project, and some preferred it to seeking an inter

action with faculty. However, the involvement of students as administrutors in the project is open 

to more debate. Specifically, the role of the student assistant apparently was not always defined as 

clearly as some would have wished. This may have caused uncertainties and ambiguities in relations 

with the student assistant and resulted, ultimately, in some minor irritations. 

The student assistants did /lot feel, or appear to be, comfortable wizen cOllfronted 
with problems illJIolving supervision. Feedback from the project director was millimal 
anu as a result, a vacuum existed when delegation of authority did not occur. 

Student 4 

As the first student director [assistant}, I was quite frnstrated by the fact that 
while most of the supervision on a day-to-day basis was exercised by me, my role i,l 
decision making was rather restricted. If the supervision had /Jot fallen on me, I would 
not care about making decisions. However, I was the supen,isor; 1 was very restricted 
in making decisions; there was usually no aile else around to make a decision, alld tlze 
project suffered. 

Student 7 

Student comments indicate that steady and committed faculty supervision is critical in this 

kind of project. In a continuation of this program, it should be of top priority to establish and 
maintain a dedicated faculty staff with sufficient and regular time periods to devote to the project. 

A great bulk of this time will be spent in verbal interaction with students about their research 

memos, especially their II early II efforts. Students probably would agree that care should be taken 

that the users' demands on the pwject not lead to a situation in which there is too much to super

vise properly, and in which standards of quality were sacrificed to the demands of quantity. 

The project could be improved by setting a definite time eaclz day, possibly a 
specific two-hour period, when tlte supervisor would either be cOllsulting with students 
or reading memos . . " liz addition, the project director should be more accessible to 
the students and should have fewer other projects. 

Student 6 

The program needs someone who can devote a specific allotted time SPall per 
week to this project. A major problem in producing memos was the unavailability of a 
faCUlty member to advise studellts wizen they ran illto problems with research, to 
spend sufficient time reading completed memos, to assure memos beillg mailed 
promptly, alld just being visible so students think they care. It would be nice to be 
able to know that a supervisor would be available a specific two-hour period eacl! day 
to answer questions and read memos. 

Student 9 

Student Opinion of Program Value and Impact 

CLIC student participants have received uti program warmly and have given their time and 

efforts in a most dedicated manner to the progr::.nl's success. It would {-,: surprising, indeed, were it 
not the case that the students endorse this program soundly and believe that it has made a valuable 

impact on legal processes in the state of Nebraska. While student participant endorsement could 
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hardly provide the primary objective evidence of this program's worth, that endorsement probably 
contains more than just a modicum of validity; after all, the students truly formed the functional 

center of CLIC and were forced to maintain the first-line accountability for CLIC's products. 

From thai particular vantage point, the opinion of tlus program's legal impact is consistently 
strong. While there are some suggestions for changes to improve the services (these may be reviewed 
in. the Appendix of student comments), students' comments can be taken only to reinforce what 
has generally been the central conclusion of the other elements of this evaluation: the CLIC pro
gram has fulfilled a strong need in tlus state, it has done this well, and its services have been strongly 
appreciated. 

Yes, I think a CLIC-type project would be of great value in other rural areas of tlte 
cou;ttry. My experience in working with various rural attorneys has been that our 
ser.;ice is immeasurably important to them. For example many of the questions we 
answer are extremely important questions, but since the attorney in the rural areas 
does not have access to current thinking in the area, the questiolls would go by the 
boards if CLIC was not here for them to rely on. As well, crime is nol as ripe in rural 
areas, and, hence, the rural attorney is rarely equipped to handle many questiolls his 
urban counterpart might pose. 

Student 1 

I would strongly recommend continuing the project. The lack of research sources 
in the area CLIC services is appalling. My experience with the project has demon
strated the need for CLIC 

I would recommend introducing a similar project in otlLer regions similar to 
Nebraska (those regions which lack research facilities or reasonable access to research 
sources). 

Student 10 

I would certainly recommend continuing the project and its expansion. The im
provement of legal services is of benefit to all. Too often criminal defendants, with
out competent legaL assistance, do not receive a fair trial because vital legal issues can
not be considered because of a lack of research sources. All sections of the criminal 
area are helped by the program - the prosecutor, judge and defense attorney. The 
more information each has, the beaer decisions are reached and society is better for 
it. The project is one which would help most areas of the COllJltJy. 

Student 12 

While some of the comments I have made may lead one to thillk the experience 
has been a bad or mediocre one for me, the opposite is the truth. CLIC is all ingenious 
idea and has proven to be one of my most rewarding experiellces. While it needs work, 
overall the project has. run surprisingly well, alld at times lias gone simply superbly. 
For a seven-month·old project, I thillk it works better now than anybody had a right 
or reason to expect at its inception. 

The response has been ovenvhelming by the users. Having been arollnd the state a 
couple of times now, I have overheard some very worthy praise. Tlze speakers had no 
idea of my prior association with the project. 

CLIC should be continued and expanded. Even wizen CLIC is operating at its 
worst, it 50 still the best library in the western part of Nebraska. 

Student 7 
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Creighton Legal InforITl.ation Center 

Financial Re}XJrt 

1974 1975 

• July August September October Noverriber D2ceuber Ja.ll.uary FGbruarv 
( 1) (2) ( 3) (4) (5) ( 6) (7) ( 8) 

PERSOl.IJNEL 
Project Director $3,555.56 $1,777.78 $ 776.83 S 776.83 $ 776.83 $ 776.83 S 776.A3 S 776.83 
Faculty Associate 1,000.00 500.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.00 400.()() 

• Librarian .. " .. " It .. 133.00 .. .......... 370.97 500.00 500.00 500.00 500.00 
Consultant 500.00 ............ .. .... iii .... .. iii ........ .. .......... .. .......... 200.00 .. ......... 
Clerical 57.85 501.18 1,324.24 1,195.68 717.50 805.22 720.00 9()8.90 
Research Assistants ............ 572.41 811.13 902.25 738.38 499.13 780.39 610.88 = 
Research Aides 210.00 1,715.00 1,7.8'7.65 1,142.40 962.16 667.25 872.38 1,.10.1.58 ::0 

= .-< 

FRINGE & F.I.C.A. 369.07 232.96 2":).00 219.48 191.54 198.56 224.53 208.86 := 51 
llIDIREcr CDSTS 2,404.47 2,703.50 2,181.42 2,386.88 2,041.29 1,805.97 2,340.87 2,415.78 ..D cd 

• .... ~ 
ADVERI'ISING & PRINTING 455.80 597.37 248.03 523.06 183.00 279.25 1,006.55 168.00 >< 

~ 
Advertising .... " ...... 168.00 168.00 168.00 168.00 268.00 228.00 168.00 
i\fewsletter 251. 75 221. 82 ........ " " 248.06 .... " " " " .. " " " " " 778.55 " .. " " .. " 
Other Printing 204.05 207.55 80.03 107.00 15.00 11.25 " " " " " " .. " ...... " 

EQUIPMENT 956.35 130.00 260.00 283.67 275.00 275.00 275.00 657.50 

• LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS .... " " .... 1,286.37 700.49 105.55 215.43 764.74 2,958.50 1,139.16 
SUPPLIES, XEROXING, ETC. l"/6.99 587.47 741. 86 67.78 39.85 60.00 135.97 359.62 

SU9plies & Misc. 82.79 212.11 Ill. 70 47.43 14.55 34.49 12.47 124.65 
Xeroxing 41. 70 315.78 515.94 9.15 13.74 15.51 58.37 234.97 
Postage 52.50 47.38 70.00 " " " " ... 10.41 10.00 56.61 ...... " .... 
L.D. Tel. Calls .. " ........ 12.20 44.22 11.20 1.15 ...... " .... 8.52 .. .... " .. " 

• TRn..VEL & SEMINAR 323.57 12.00 4.30 193.39 158.10 .. .. .. " .. " 222.99 ............ 
WATS 245.00 350.00 380.00 352.44 380.00 350.00 350.00 350.00 

• 
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Creighton Legal Infol~ttion Center 

Financial Report 

• Total Total 
March Anri1 May June July August Ex-nended Budgeted 

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

PERSONNEL 
Project Director $ 776.83 $ 776.83 $ 776.83 $1,517.39 sl,517 .40 $1,517.40 $16,877.00 $16,877.00 

• Faculty Associate 400.00 400.00 400.00 1,200.00 1,200.00 1,200.00 8,700.00 8,700.00 
Librarian 500.00 500.00 500.00 ••• C' •• . .... '" .. '" ...... 4,003.97 6,000.00 
Consultant .. '" ........ 100.00 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .......... 648.00 It .......... 1,448.00 1,000.00 
Clerical 1,316.96 788.59 773.49 1,266.99 1,280.96 3,014.68 14,683.22 8,100.00 = Research Assistants 676.51 510.01 588.01 673.13 549.38 577.88 8,489.49 7,650.00 c:::l 

N 
Research Aides 1,998.86 879.90 1,460.15 1,821. 65 2,412.41 1,781. 50 18,514.89 23,100.00 ...... (J 

FRINGE & F.I.C.A. 239.50 197.23 196.03 318.75 349.87 476.56 3,621. 03 3,368.00 :D eo • '"" TL®IREcr COSTS 2,826.07 1,921.88 2,242.49 3,229.86 3,656.57 4,033.59 36,190.60 35,113.00 
,.::::: 0.-
x 

ADVRm'ISING & PRINTING 418.00 1,612.37 542.58 445.02 1,652.01 1,525.46 9,719.90 6,460.00 ~ 

Advertising 168.00 168.00 226.00 120.00 .. .. .. .. .. .. 250.00 2,331. 50 ............ 
Nevvs1etter 250.00 345.82 301.58 323.02 773.57 116.46 4,363.30 ............ 
other Printing ............ 1,098.55 15.00 2.00 878.50 1,159.00 3,025.10 .. '" '" .. '" '" 

• EQUIPMEl'lT 275.00 275.00 275.00 546.90 780.00 555.00 5,819.42 5,490.00 
LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS 3,044.06 5,635.32 923.10 937.82 [67.40J [143.00] 17,500.00 17,500.00 
SUPPLIES, X8ROXING, ETC. 95.98 423.72 373.44 135.98 449.31 856.59 4,504.56 4,701. 00 

Supl?lies & Misc. 50.46 124.10 152.60 12.69 52.86 763.36 1,796.26 '" '" '" '" "' .. 
Xeroxing 12.36 106.65 130.90 107.76 199.02 46.33 1,808.18 '" . '" '" '" .. 
Postage 33.16 184.28 82.58 10.00 194.23 '" '" '" .. '" '" 751.15 II '" '" ....... 

• L.D. Tel. Calls .. .. .. . .. . 8.69 7.36 5.53 3.20 46.90 148.97 .. '" '" ...... 
TRAVEL & SEMINAR '" .... '" .. '" .. '" ........ 219.10 10.00 42.04 '" ......... 1,185.49 2,7f)4.00 
WATS 350.00 350.00 443.65 350.00 414.73 350.00 5,064.82 5,250.00 

• 
... 
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l>UBLIC RELATIONS 

Because of the nature of the CLIC program, public relations played an important rok in its 

ultimate sllccess. In order for criminal justice personnel to make use of the project and avail them

selves of its services, they must be made aware, and favorably so, of the program's existence. Public 

Relations is an intangible commodity, and as sllch defies quantification. However, as specifically 

as the public relations of this project could be gauged, they have been determined to be decidedly 

favorable. In addition, not only have the public relations efforts of the CLIC project resulted in 

general public knowledge and acceptance of the CLIC program itself, but in overall improved 

awareness and understanding of the functions and purposes of LEAA. 

Of course, just as public relations itself is an intangible, so the factors which create and foster 

it are myriad and defy complete enumeration. However, the major ones are obvious, and were the 

result of direct and planned effort on the part of the CLIC staff. Such factors included: 

CLIC Newsletter 

The largest single public relations tool has been the project's four- to eight-page newsletter. 

During the project's initial IS-month phase, 7 newsletters were published, for a total distribution of 

over 40,000 copies. Distribution was by direct mail to CVCIY attorney, judge, criminal justice 

official, elected political official, news medium and criminal justice library in the State of Nebraska. 

In addition, copies were regularly sent to criminal justice and general legal publications, and a 

number of other persons and organizations requesting placement on the mailing list. 

The major portion of the newsletter, both in terms of quantity and importance, was devoted 

to the Student Assistants' Report. This feature listed questions which had been addressed to the 

project, and briefly summarized the resulting memorandum or verbal reply. Thus it provided both 

a succinct question-and-answer presentation of current criminal justice topics, and a list of memo

randa available to eligible CLIC users. 

Another regular feature was the Project Director's Report. This col Ullln dealt with topics of 

general interest to criminal justice personnel (e.g. a proposal to the Nebraska Supreme Court to 

allow law students to participate in criminal trials), or of specific interest to CLlC lIsers (e.g. a recap 

of CLIC activities and accomplishments on the project's first anniversary). 

A newsletter feature which was of especially practical usc to readers was a listing of books, 

articles, and other library source materials available to them on a copy or loan basis from the CLIC 

library. 
Examples of additional newsletter features include listings of bills of interest which appeared 

before the 1975 Nebraska legislature; reports on surveys to determine CLIe USer attitudes toward 

the project; and photos and background infonnation on CLIC staff members to provide a llleasure 

of user familiarity with those serving their needs. 
Samples of the newsletter may be found in each of the four quarterly reports previously 

submitted for this project. 

Advertising 

A second major thrust of the project's public relations and awareness effort was the advertis

ing program. A total of 51 advertisements, utilizing a central theme of the project's research-over

the-phone aspect, were placed on a regular basis in the following publications: Nebraska Supreme 

Court Journal, Creighton University Law Review, and University of Nebraska Law Review. These 

are the major legal publications seen by virtually every legal professional in the State. The advertis

ing supplemented the newsletter at a moderate cost, and served as a constant reminder of the pro

gram's availability and depth of services. Samples of CLIC advertisements may be found in each of 

the four quarterly reports previously submitted for this project. 

Exhibit "c" 
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Press Coverage and Appearances 

Press releases concerning the project and various milestones in its Jperation were sent to all 

Nebraska news media and selected criminal justice publications on ] 2 occasions. Feedbuck both in 

the fonn of increased user awareness, and as evidenced by clippings from both local and outstate 

media show that this infom1ation was widely disseminated and published. Examples of such cover

age may be found in each oftlle four quarterly reports previously submitted for this project. 

Additional iJublic awareness of the project was fostered by appearances of project officials 

on local radio and T.V. broadcasts. Such appearances occurred on 9 occasions, during the project's 

initial 15- month phase. 

Speaking engagements before criminal justice groups were another forum from which cue 
personnel were able to take their story to the public. Such speech~s were presented by a Student 

Assistant to the County Attomey's Association in Kearney, Nebraska and by the Project Director 

to the Western Nebraska Bar Association in North Platte. 

Bibliogr ... phy 

Another of CLIC's services to Nebraska criminal justice personnel was development of a 

Criminal Justice Section in the Klutznick Library of the Ahmanson Law Center. All materials in 

the section were available on a loan or copy basis, by mail, to CLlC users. By the end of the 15 

month project period, 742 items had been purchased for inclusion in this collection. 
In addition, a bibliography of such acquisitions was maintained and provided to CLIC users 

free of charge. The complete bibliography listing of 742 entries can be found in the previously

submitted Fourth Quarterly Report of the CLIC project. 
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APPENDIX A 

Forms and Letters 

(1) Initial Questionnaire, pn. 1-3 

(2) Contact Summary Sheets, pp. 4-5 

(3) caller Card, p. 6 

(4) Case Card, p. 6 

(5) Time Card, p. 7 

• 

(6) Evaluation Questionnaire, pr. 8-10 

• 

(7) Instructions for callers - Telephone Survey, Pp. 11-14 

(8) Student Evaluation Form, pp. 15-21 

(9) Follow-up Letter, Initial Questionnaire, D. 22 

(10) Follow-up retter, Evaluations, p. 23 

(11) Follow-up Letter, Telephone Survev, DD. 24-25 
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INITIAL QUESTIO~~~S 

Your Name: 

1. Please indicate one category below which best describes you. 

-1 County Attorney 
-2 County Judge 

-3 Associate County Judge 
-4 District Judge 

-5 Defense Counsel 
-6 City Attorney 

2. In this position what percent of your time is taken up in each of 
the following categories? (ANSWER FOR EACH CATEGORY) 

% Traffic Cases 
---' 

__ -,% Felony Cases 

% Misdemeanor Cases 
---' 

3. Do you have any staff available to help you do legal research in 
criminal cases? 

-1 Yes 
-2 No 

• 

(1-3) 

(4) 

(5, 6) 

(7, 8) 

(9, 10) 

(11) 

4. In your criminal practice, about what percent of your time is spent 
on legal research? 

% 
------' 

5. Which of the following sources do you frequently make use of in 
preparing for your criminal cases? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Case Law Sources 

-1 U.S. Supreme Court Decisions 
-1 Nebraska Supreme Court Decisions 

-1 Federal Court Decisions 
-1 Supreme Court Decisions from other states 

Statutory Sources 

-1 Nebraska Criminal Statutes 
-1 Municipal Ordinances 

Secondary Sources 

-1 Treatises 
-1 U.S. Law Week 

-1 Criminal Law Reporter 
-1 Nedrad's, The Criminal Law 

-1 Law Reviews 
-1 Other Legal Periodicals 

-1 Other secondary materials 
Specify _________________ _ 

-----------------

Appendix A 
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6. Please estimate the number of criminal cases per month in which it 
would be of help to have legal research assistance to supplement 
your own case preparations? (INDICATE AN APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF 
CASES FOR EACH CATEGORY) 

------ Traffic (cases per month) 

________ Felony (cases per month) 

________ Misdemeanor (cases per month) 

(27-29) 

(30-32) 

(33-35) 

7. \Vhat specific publications would you, as a criminal practitioner, 
like to see us make available for your use? 

8. What special projects (unrelated to specific cases) might we 
undertake, which would be of use to your office (e.g., desk 
books, legislative analyses, drafting legislation)? 

9. We plan to have our telephone lines open between 9:00 a.m. and 
5:30 p.m. (CST). Do you think you would ever need to contact 
us during any other part of the day? 

-1 No 
- 2 Yes (PLEASE EXPLAIN WHEN AND WIlY) 

Appendix A 
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(36, 37) 
(38, 39) 
(40, 41) 
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(44, 45) 
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Initial QuGstionti.air:e 

Page Three 
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10. Do you have any other comments or suggestions? 

• 

THANK YOU FOR RESPONDING TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. WE LOOK 

FORWARD TO BEING ABLE TO SERVE YOU. 
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Telephone Contact Summary 

CONTACT DATA 

CALLER:. 

PHONE NUMBER: 

POS.I1:ION: --------------------------------------
COUNTY: 

CASE: 

DOC. __________ __ PAGE 

I. 0 REQUEST FOR INFORNAT ION 

1. QUESTION ,: 

2. ANSHER: 

3. ANSWER PROVIDED BY: 

4. FACULTY APPROVAL BY: 

5. DATE ANSHERED: 

___ BY PHONE A}1 P},[ -----
__ BY MAIL 

UNITS OF TIME --

II. c=J REQUEST FOR SERVICES 

A. REQUEST DENIED (Explain reason on back) 
or 

__ REQUEST FILLED 

B. SUJ:01HARY OF REQUEST: 

Form 1 

Appendix A 
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Time: A}1 PH 

Call Taken By: 
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CbntactSurnrnary 
Page 2 

c. !--] REQUEST FOR CASE PREPARATION ASSISTANCE 
Seq. No. 

D. 

1. PREVIOUS REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE ON THIS CASE: NO 

YES 
If Yes, latest previous Seq. No. for this cas~: 
(Explain reason for multiple requests on bacK) 

2. PREVIOUS PROJECT SU}l}1ARIES FOR 
THIS CALLER: 

3. STUDENT ASSIGNED: 

__ NO 

__ YES--HOH HAt--TY: 

4. DATE PROHISED FOR REPORT DELIVERY: -------------------------
BY MAIL --

BY PHONE AH PM 

5. FACULTY APPROVAL BY: 
~ 

6. DATE DELIVERY HADE: 

BY HAIL --
TITLE: 

BRIEF FILE TOPIC: 

CROSS REFERENCE TOPICS: 

BY PHONE AN PM -- (Attach summary report to this sheet) 

7. UNITS OF TIl-IE 

! I REQUEST FOR SPECIAL REPORT (PROJECT) 

l. STAFF: 

2. TITLE: 

3. DATE SENT: 

4. BRIEF FILE TOPIC: 

5. CROSS REFERENCE TOPICS: 

6. UNITS OF THm -----

Form la 

Appendix A 
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CALLER CARD 

CALLER: POSITION _________ _ PHONE NO. 

ADDRESS: 
----~----------------

Seq. /I Case Name 

Form 2 

CASE CARD 

CASE 

Doc./Page -------------------------------
Seq. II Caller 

FQ1;1J} 3 

Position 

Appendix A 
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COUNTY _________ _ 

CODE NO. 

Doc./Page Date In Date Camp. 

County ________________________ _ 

Assistance Sought 
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Time Card 

Name: 

Seq. # Case Name or Project Units * 

Form 4 *(1 Unit ~ 1 hour, .1 Unit ~ 6 minutes) 
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Re: Project No.: 

Project Title: 

Dear 

• • • 

EVALUlITION QIJESTIO!'-lNAIRE 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
Project Services Evaluation 

• 

(1-3) 

(4) 

(5-8) 

We would like you to use this form to evaluate assistance 
recently provided you through the Creighton Legal Information Center. 
We depend upon these evaluations to ~elp us improve our services. 
Therefore, your comments are important. Please take the time to 
answer these questions candidly and thoroughly, and return the form 
as quickly as possible. 

Thank you. 

Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 

I]a t/vA. /..1) "1 \1e ,,....,. ((1< {/ ! v. r:~'1 7;:" 

1. Overall, how would you rate your satisfaction with the C.L.I.C. ser
vices provided to you? (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER BELOW) 

• 

-5 I was completely satisfied in every way. (9) 
-4 I was generally pleased with the results. 

-3 The service was good, but could have been better. 
-2 The service was not satisfactory 

-1 I was completely dissatisfied with the services provided 

2. Briefly, why did you decide to use our services in this matter? Ifhy 
did you feel you would benefit from legal research assistance? 

(10, 11) 
(12, 13) 
(14, 15) 
(16, 17) 

3. Did you have any problem in contacting C.L.I.C. and initiating 
this project? 

-1 No 
-2 Yes (PLEASE EXPLAIN ON BACK) 
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4. Was your report delivered when promised 

-1 No 
-2 Yes 

• 

5. Was the report you received, to the point and directed to 
the problem as you defined it? 

-1 No 
-2 Yes 

• 

6. How would you rate the quality of this report (CIRCLE ONE) 

-4 E}Ccellent 
-3 Good 

-2 Fair 
-1 Poor 

7. Was the report of any help to you? (CIRCLE ONE) 

-4 Extremely helpful 
-3 Some help 

-2 Little help 
-1 No help at all 

8a. How difficult would it have been for you to develop this 
information yourself? (CIRCLE ONE) 

-4 Very difficult 
-3 Fairly difficult 

-2 Fairly easy 
-1 Very easy 

b. What would have been the primary difficulties? 

9. How many man-hours would it have taken you and your staff to 
develop the same information yourself? 

10. If you had had to pay for this service, what do you think 
would have been a fair price for this? 

11. Do you intend to use the Creighton Legal Information Center 
again? 

-1 No (PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY ON BACK) 
-2 Yes 

Appendix A 
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Evaluation Questionnaire 
Page 3 

As you no Ooubt ct1re.::d.y knOl", we. are offeri."1g CLIC I::; LlSers an 
opportunity to obtFlill copies of rep::rcts w'hich have ~l furnished to the 
origL"1al inqp>i ..... cr . C-.rr neh'Sletter carltains a caFsule issue and ansv.'er 
for selected. rep.""":-:cs, and users need only call 0r \'iYite us in order to 
obtain t.i-J.eS8 ....;opies of prior refOrts. CLIC' s basic pLL..rpJse iI1 offering 
thiE' ~ ... it:C: is t.o provide all intereste:l users ,vith CXJpies of rer:orts 
on issues which may be enCOl.mtered frB.:!'""Uentl y . In such a situation, it 
is easier and less time-o:msuming for all cance..rned to directly order a 
refX:lLt ulready written on t..'l.e subject, rather than to initiate a new 
report on the same topic. Of course, the name of the original requestor 
and any data and ccmnentary specifically related to the original requestor! s 
case shall be deletErl prior to its being made ge.'1erally available. 

~\'e have decide:i that no copies shall be made generally available 
until the person to vman the original rep.::Jl .. -t v..'a.S furnishe:5. r,as approved. 
this release. Si.'lce CLIC has no prcced.ure to discover \vben cases are 
terminatEd, \\"-e have decided. that all reports shall be mad.e 2.vailab le 
fifteen days after L'l.e "rep::lrt evaluationH fOl.:m (attached hereto) has 
been mailed fran our offices, li.T) less the ~son tc:> \.n-l.Cl1l the rePJ_rt has 
originally been furnished eA~resses a co~trary desire. 

'l.'r-£:refore, if you do p..ot. wisb tt"e refX)rt recently furnished to you 
(as captioned in the attachED evaluation fonn) to be. m3de ge.,erally 
available in fifteen. days, please fll~ .out the blanks b-2Icr .... 2nd return 
this page to us along with yow:- "report evaluation". Thank you. 

No, I do not want this rer:ort to be. made senerally 
available within fifteen days, h:)weve.r CLlC nay 
release this report after 
19 (rrcnth) (day) 

(year) 

NOr I don't want this refDrt to be made ge)""lerally 
available at all: 

Yes l this rePJ1.."i: iT!2Y be m·3de generally ava.ilable 
wit..r1..in fifteen days. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS: 

1. Phone and interview sample A respondents after 6 months of 
service. Analyze results. 

2. Phone and interview sample B respondents after 12 months of 
service. Analyze results. 

3. Code column 4 with position categories used on introductory 
questionnaire. 

4. Computer table heading will include 

DATA AT 6 MONTHS 
or 

DATA AT 12 MONTHS 

as appropriate • 
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TELEPHONE IIITERVIEW GUIDE 

NAt-1E: 

POSITION: 

Hello, I am from the Creighton University Law School and I 
would like to ask a few questions: 

1. Have you ever heard of the Creighton Legal Information Center? 

I\:I Yes 
t -2 No SKIP TO QUESTION 4 

2. Have you ever used their services? 

--I Y 1 \- _2
es

NO 
SKIP TO QUESTION 9 

3. Could you explain, just very briefly, what services the CreightoQ 
Legal Information Center offers? 

J 

INTERVIEllliR: If you feel respondent truly understands C. 1. J.. C. , 
circle -1 Aware. If you f~el he has not really 
heard of C.L.I.C .. circle -2 Unaware. 

-1 Aware SKIP TO QUESTION 5 
\---2 Unaware 

4. Would you lik~ to receive some information about our service? 

-1 Yes INFORH iRQ-JECT PERSONNEL 
-2 No 

TERJ:1INATE INTERVIEI-l 

S. Where did you first hear of the Creighton Legal Information Center? 
(DO NOT READ LIST, CIRCLE ONE) 

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C. 
-2 Circular 

-3 Newsletter 
-4 News media 

-5 \-lord of mouth 
-6 Other, SPECIFY ------------------------------------------

6. Where else have you heard anything about the Center? (DO NOT READ 
LIST, CIRCLE ALL ~mNTIO~ED) 

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C. 
-1 Circular 

-1 Newsletter 
-1 News media 

-1 Word of mouth 
-1 Other, SPECIFY __________________________________ __ 

Appendix A 
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7 .. Why haven't you used the Creighton Legal Tnformation Center Services? 

8. Do you intend to l'.de the Center if an opportunity arises to do so? 

-1 Yes 
-2 No 

TERNINATE INTERVIEW 

9. Where did you first hear of the Creighton Legal Information Center? 
(DO NOT READ LIST, CIRCLE ONE) 

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C. 
-2 Circular 

-3 Newsletter 
-4 News media 

-5 Word of mouth 
-6 Other, SPECIFY ____________________________________ ___ 

.. 
10. Where else have you heard anything about the Center? (DO NOT READ 

LIST,. CIRCLE ALL MENTIONED) 

-1 Letter from C.L.I.C. 
-1 Circular 

-1 Newsletter 
-1 News Media 

-1 Word of mouth 
-1 Other, SPECIFY ____________________________________ _ 

11. Have you received a report from the C.L.I.C. services, either in 
written form or over the phone? 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 
(19) 
(20) 
(21) 
(22) 
(23) 

r-u Yes (24) 
~ -2 No SKIP TO QUESTION 14 

12. After using the services of the Center, have you completed and 
returned a "Project Services Evaluation" feedback form? 

iOYes 
.J, -2 No 

SKIP TO QUESTION 14 

Append.ix A 
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13. \fuy haven r t you sent back the feeqback form? (DO NOT READ LIST, 
CIRCL~ ALL MENTIONED) . 

-1 Did not receive a form to return 
-1 Forgot 

-1 Form was too long/complicated 
-1 No time to do form/haven't gotten to it yet 

-1 Was unhappy with C.L.I.C. s~rvices 
-1 Other, SPECIFY ___________________________________ __ 

14. Have you recommended the Creighton Legal Inform&tion Center .to 
anyone other person in tne Legal Profession? 

-1 Yes 
-2 No 

15. Do you intend to use the Center again if the opportunity arises 
to do so? 

-1 Yes 
-1 No 

TERMI~ATE·INTERVIEW 

~ 
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Creighton Legal Information Center 
Final Student Evaluation 

• 

Please answer the following questions candidly and thoroughly. 
Be sure to list specifics where they are called for. All responses 
to this ques.tionnaire will be kept anonymous. All evaluations will 
be typed and reproduced and will be stored until the end of the pro
ject. At that time, your comments will be read (in random order) 
and used to evaluate students' reactions to C.L.I.C. 

Please sign this page to indicate that you have completed the 
questionnaire, then detach the page from your responses and give to 
the Project secretary for typing. 
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Final Student Evaluation 
Page 2 

1. How (if at all) has the experience of working in this project added 
to your legal education? Cite specific skills or knowledge you 
have acquired as a direct or indirect result or this work. 
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Final Student Evaluation 
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2. How do you feel about the 'supervision you received? Were 
supervisors sufficiently available and of help to you? 
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Final Student Evaluation 
Page 4 

3. How long. can a student serve in a project like this and continue to 
benefit from it? (E.g., does one learn most or all he will learn 
after handling his first project?, his first 5 projects?) Please 
explain your answer in depth. 
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4. Do you flFel this work is 0'£ sufficient value to justify the 
awarding of academic credit? Specifically, what have yeu 
learned here that you did not already know from previous formal l 

law school class work? 
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5. Do you h~ve any specific suggestions for changing a student's role 
in this kind of project? Explain the reasons for your suggestions. 
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Final Smdent Evaluation 
Page 7 

6. Do you have any general suggestions for improving this kind of pro
ject (legal assistance)? ~~ould you recommend continuing the project 
and introducing a similar project in other regions? 
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FOLUJiiT-UP IETI'ER, HJITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

I recently wrote jnforming you that Creighton L:r,.,r SdJCX)l, u;ldc~r a 
grant from the Law EnforcC!TICJ1t Assistance Administration, has c.:stablislJeD 
the Creighton Legal Information Center to 2Ssist in your c.cirninal justice 
work. As part of that cOlTIlunication, I c~close:d a questiofLllClire rcl:1U::sting 
information to help me ascertain rrore precisely your desires <lna. nvc~::1s. 
To date, I have not received your canpleted questionnaire. 

I understand, of course, that other dc.rru:mds dnd duti es r.:-,}:e Lhis 
easy to overlCX)k or put aside. Neve:rthelcss, your c:;c...')p("!rCltion is (:ssc;ntial 
to properly match the project's services with your neeDS. 

If, due to delay in the mail, your answe:r haS not yet rc'CicL; -(1 us I 
please disregard this additional request. Thank Y()ll for YOLlr cX·A)V~Y-cjUon. 
We lCX)k fon.,rard to serving you. 

QW/ebn 

Sincerely, 

,~a rL()!:.J--<.. IJ !1../J" y oJ! 1 v . J r0( 01 ~ 

tbf Tey ~\1. Pl'tc-rs 
Project Dirc.'Ctor 

Appendix A 
Page 22 

• 



• • 

] 

1 

r' 

• • • • • • 

FDLIDW-UP LETIER, EVALUATIONS 

(Date) 

(Address) 

In re: 

Dear 

May I take this occasion to in[onn you Ulcit I elm not yet i;1 ]"c,:l[.Jt 
of the reJ.X)rt evaluation fonn which you should }nve rc'c(.'iw.<l in Uf,: !'.-dl 
approximately one \<.'ec.k after the report itself \.:<,!; (l~liv('nd.. I,,! ;;,::_<':1 cite 
the fact that you are quite busy, hOvJcver, t.he n'lurn of tl:~'!X~ 1..'\·;,1 .. :Jt l');1S 

is vital. 

;\5 you KIIO.V, CLIC is a frderally :[U.:10\.,Q "pj]ot" p:-ojc.(-..:t-_ J
,:".: :!-:·;;t 

of its Kind ill I:w Unilc'd States. T11e lnfOl.--;:.,"Lio:-l n'fd,::--t,o(: C!1 1~, :-.e 
eVilluaLion fonn5 constituh:_!s the cssc!ncc of our lfonUl1y ~-,.·~/.)rts ~ L:,e 
Law EnforcCITlC".nt hssisG:U1ce hJministration, CLIC I ~3 :undllYJ 'j~jC:fl(."y .. 

Honest, analytical cri ticisrns on tJlese fonns '~:i 11 in ] :-ll-CjC! l ... ~jrt d,,:tc·r--:nil1e 
whether the CLIC pr09rillTI will be t.C1_:minatcd, re-fwlC:,_'C1, ur u:r--,,"l:-k-d on a 
regional basis. 

In this sense, tJle evaluations are rrore :intI.ortdnt t}",(j;l t..:-,c' .i(:~ ¥_xts 
themsc=lves. I urge you to canplete und return UJe l'\-'UJI~t \:v,:h;"t jon 
fonn at your earliest possible convenience. 

In case you did not receive an evaluation [ann in UK! r:.111 or j t 
was mislaid, I ill1l enclosing a new fonn \Vith Ulis letter.. '7:j,:;;-u-: you for 
your cooperation. 

G.'JP/-etm 
Enclosure 
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FOI.J.,C}.N-UP LEITER, TELEPHCNE SURVEY 

]I.ddrcss 

D2ar Sir: 

When \<]e coniactc->C1 you during our tc lc'phon2 SU1:VC.Y, you i ml1cau;ct 
that ~70U wc:re UDaK<1rC of thc sc.rvi c('s prov} (1\ '{ 1 Dj' our or'.; '-:.!1 i ;.:, : Li on. 
This lcttcr will, I hot:>2, provide you ",·n th ;;uffi ,.:1 (:lit i ~Jf()l!-•• ti.(jn .in 
that regard. 

Tlle Creighton Ic-gal Infomation Cent~r is ~U;y:,_,:1 01' a t];-,;nt fnxn 
the La,., Enforanent AssistDnce .AGministradon. 'I;;c r, ll~"('r is c;·l.-,n_!t.c 
\<]ith providiJlg cri.rn.i.nal justicc H.:soarch (,[ld inforr.,·,Uon U.J an F,b] icly 
funded judges and attO):-neys, out.sjde the V"IO Jan]cst, lld':"Jr1 (y).]:-.U(:s in 
NC'braska. 'rhis research and info:cn',ation is pr,,JV'lcl·..Q ural1 n-:,r.}(st, dnd 
\.,i thout feG. Users contact the cc:ntcr tJlrou<jfl <1 v:icl(~ al'C:d lo) r.:':"':J(KIC 

scrvice line, or by lTBil, and indj cate tJx; h~SllCS vt::l1C:t u-JQy \·.'~:n] d 1 ike 
rcsearched, and any particular p3rspc-cti ve v.'hj ch tJ V!y • .. 1:)'~ 1u ] i};c th~ 
rcs[Onse to utilize. A user ITBy rc.'(~uest a survey of ,;va i J ,:;l;lc ] 2'.'/ (.In a 
particular topic, copics of law rcview arLi clcs or c:::s':::s, or r;-,-;y request 
to barra., lY.JO}:s, etc. Uscrs ITay request that (~;c<Ji.:.~c.:~JJt..s for or ("Jainst a 
particular [Osition be develorxn cmd OOCU;:-i0.nted in Ci TrI~~lJrandum. C. L. r. C. 
docs not provide finished. briefs for counsel, nor opinions for jU(lgcs. 

Studcnts hi rce to perform the a::'()ve rc:;·,j rch f'L.:Jc'cj on3 (irc s0:-,c::::vi Sr.;D 
hy senior law st:ud.cnts selc-ctc-rl for t.heir Y"';·jo.:lt..<1<J0 of cr;,-:-,i n"l ] ,M flnd 
procedure, as well as \,;yiting skills, und 0y tvl':) ;:,"::~~.,:·rs 0: 'L],c fa::ult-y 
at Creighton University school of J.aw. Fac:u]l:..' SU;:f!DJj;,io!l con:-;:isLs of 
facul ty members approving thc uJorouglmoss of n ':~n"'lrch I t l ,-:11n i cal .::.:::::
curacy of writing and citation stylc, c::nd <]''':':-j(·,al u:J':'~rs; ,;-dinr] 0: the 
area of law aodressGd in the rrl':.:ioranclUITl. Fd:.:ul I.y ~'~:"'lvi ~;(K5 rio !Y)t 
iJT1j?Ose tJlcir inclcpc'nc1cmt jUrJgc5flc:nt uFon UJC~ o.);Jclw~ions c]r;;'.m in Ul'2 

various mClforanoa c.-..:cept insofar as mcse co.:-/cl u~;jons n~:;L11 t fra-n in
adequate research. 

1'1cmoranda arc thC!I1 fOrYTdroG:3. to the U;";Cr3 V"~lO are r!~.kc·d to c;a) "ate 
them in ordc;r to irnprove CLIC services. If the n';lUQ~:;t.i ng i-:..~,rLj' a(:!rc"~s, 

the meriDr<1no<1 are abstractc.>d and tJle absLracLs LJubli~5}~(.>d in Ul'2 CLTC 
newsletters \\~lich go to cvc:ry attorYlcy ,lild juagc in ;;(::XiJs1.:<1. ::'rcm 
thesc nc\\'slettcrs, individuals cm r'-':Iucst c:o:.)i(~s of the ("d:i (~r l~~..sr
oranda if the issues t.iodrcsscd arc of j;)t(~rest to t.h!.r:1. In jLc~ (':'Jr.:nt 
that a particular user clO(.!S not \"ish the nL:'::I'.Yt-,,;dwn ill (j}f<,;UGD to-lx:: 
released, it is maint.c-d.ncd in CLIC'S confi(!(:ni:ial fi],-!') und is l~;,,-·j only 
internally by cr"}c staff in the deve].oi.::rnent Gf furth:~.c i', ::iO[il;-I,3a in t..he 
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Follow-Up Letter, Telephone Survey 
Page 2 

sarrc rcsc<lrch arca. In the cvent an iIdivl(1.'.1.11 c':ll]s (:r,le ();1 il p .. -.r
ticular case, relates the filCts of th'.lt C!~~Q t.o U1e CL1C ~; .... \. ;(·;,t <1:3-

sistant, ;)nd n:qlle'sts re~,carch .)cJr1n~!3scd tn i,'jrUcuL,r :i!:.·lF!;r (,LIC'dill 
then refuse to t:.a}~e any further l"cquC'sts frof! oU'jr:r 1> ',!,c,;5 ,:r ·:n,··l ;..,1 :-1'1 
that S01m2 case. This is done so U1;)t tlle·re (~ln L:: rIO If;:~:; i bi ] i t.y of 
exchange of infollnation rJ2l.\oJcen st.uccnts \·.0rki n'1 0:1 (:1 ;":'.,r. :,l ~;j (3cs vf 
the same case. 

The al::ove cJcscripLion of Ule l)j"oj(:'(:t \o)j]lr J },·1 j,.':n, (:i'/(' :::,\1 1:jr~ 

basic infOll1B.tion conccrniIlg U)8 CLIC }JL"oj,:'ct d;d UJ;~ :'.;)'" · ... ~jjC!l :';;S 

b2en taken to insure quality resedrch to YOUr UK~ wc ... ~r. 

If \'le can ever b2 of sC'xvice to you jn iDly 0: 'el," "I" ,.~ - :,,:1"::·o·d 
al::ove r plcase feel free to call us on our toJl-:r ... ·...: ',.~,,';':.~ 11::r:, j .C', 1-
800-642-8446. 

GiVP/mel 
Enclosures 

VL;ry truly Y0urs, 

C • .:.'Offrcy \-1. ?c-tc:J"S 
Projc"Ct Dj rL'Ctor 

Appendix A 
Page 25 

• 

"\ 



• • • • • • • • 

APPENDIX B 

Evaluations 

(1) Unsolicited Letters, pp. 1-49 

(2) Conflict of Interest~ Statement, p. 50 

(3) Final Tabulation, Initial Questionnaire, pp. 51-54 

(4) Telephone Survey Tabulations 

a. Six-rronth Survey, pp. 55-56 
b. Twelve-rronth Survey, pp. 57-59 

(5) Verbatlin Responses to Student Evaluations, pp. 60-77 

(6) Project Services Evaluations 

a. October-November, 1974, pp. 78-80 
b. D?cer~1b(:r, 1974, pp. 81-83 
c. January, 1975, DD. 84-86 
d. February, 1975, po. 87-89 
e. March, 1975, po. 90-92 
f. April, 1975, pp. 93-95 
g. May, 1975 q pp. 96-98 
h. June, 1975, po. 99-101 
i.. July, 1975, pp. 102-104 
j. August, 1975, pp. 105-107 
k. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through September 10, 197d , DD. 108-110 
1. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through NoverTh~r 30, 1974, po. Ill-Ill 
m. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through December 31, 1974, PD. 114-116 
n. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through January 31, 1975, PD. 117-119 
o. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through February 28, 1975, po. 120-122 
p. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through March 31, 1975, pD. 123-125 
q. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through April 30, 1975, Dp. 126-128 
r. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through ~1ay 31, 1975, pp. 129-131 
s. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through June 30, 1975, po. 132-134 
t. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through July 31, 1975, pp. 135-137 
u. Cumulative, July 10, 1974 through August 31, 1975, DD. 1'38-140 
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/;J--' 
Sionley J. Oli ... crill~ 
lawrence E. Dugan 

/\:Iofl.,~ys ut loc'"" 
/ ... Itl~i • • r~} 37-5:"0::' 

327 \'/c~t Church 511(:,el 

M.:jIOI'~, I'~;:C;I/'.S:~'\ [~(,:-:O 

Mr. Geoffrey ~. Peters 
Project Director 
C.L.I.C. -
2500 California street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Dear 1'1r. Peters: 

D2cernber 19, 1974 

S.,/j: !.-11 :;"J;' .:'1 ;./: '!J 

I am enclosing the evaluation report in rcs:n·(j to UK! Stllte 
vs. Stahl. . 

I wish to congratulate your de?artmant [or a very c:fccLivc 
brief and the pron~t service thQt you S~vc Ge. 

I handed a copy of your brie [ to J1.:c1~c C. or. \';11 i t.e I Di ~ tJ· ic t 
Judge of the 2J.st JudiciCll District, to ~~;H)' .. .' him UJC! vc~h~C:! 0: 

your service for Court appointed attorney. 

SJO:lms 
Encl. 

Very tn.lly yours', 

/7 () 0"-

~ _ I, ! J. / /, ."" (/J : ' ./;7', 
'/ /, y -/. ,.I "'/ ... , .. , '" 1- h .. o; I/t(,: o.~{', 1 • .(-;.:,:/;7 V ./ ./i . ~., ... V'" 

'-Sfl']\N'Cj~y ....1 •• OLIVEH [US 
/ OJ 
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(lily ~,! ,--,J..fa~lil1y~ 

C)/FCE. Of CiLy c:::-1lteWE.!J 

d/[(;i7.t 0-:J. dll{w{;)E.Lt 

d/<t~li/1fF"J cI\'c(.:wjka (:"~9al 

Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 
C.L.I.C. 
2500 California Street 
Omaha t Nebraska 68178 

Dear Mr. Peters: 

• • 

.. 

• • 

0-). 0. ~3 ... ,l. :-'';'.:J 

~Ji (-If"",. -I( ~.-:.,} . .!,) 

·_,;.,~11:'.t ( ..... c.J:.. ,JI':: 

DeCCir,))(,r 5, 197 t; 

• 
, 

--I (' -,,(~~ ., 
(, 

I appreciate receiving your reminc1c~r of l:ovc::;bcr 22 2n(: hcrc .. :i th 
enclose the questionnClire. I, in filct, co;rn h.' tl!cl L:1C. ClU'2SUC:-,

naire forthVli th upon its receipt but inadve~tentlyL-~ot ~ laict <lsic'e 
upon my desk for which I apologize. 

I very much appreciate your endeavors in the fiel~ of assistance to 
public officers. There are nu~erous arcas Wllich n~cd attention in a 
city for which the City Attorney simply ~oes not havG the tirre for 
proper research. :-1any of these are trivia 1 in 11r3 ture on the ·~!\..:rface 
but still have a substantial i?1pac J

..:. on tho:~ CO,',lf1uni ty. 7'11 e:·:':;!:~'18 is 
the effort of every city in its atteYllpt to c1Cctfl U? "i)lishtl' ~reas. 

\>Jithout proper research to proceG.urv.lly C30!?ly t:~c .::??1 ic2.!)J.c; 12.':/ 

is difficult. 

I very much appreciate being placed on your mailing list ~or the 
Newsletter and will continue to follow your progrv.D with v. groat deal 
of interest. 

j\Pl1:eg 
enc. 
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'> ' 7 '.{ '- ... I /-.j ~/ 

F1r~[\1fN Q. l:Fl:rZ 
PATI<.lCK D. l-lJ\ YS 

ATTOHNEYS ,<,T L/,VV 

oox 110. !i:i,:O r":OhTH bPf\UCC 

OG,\LLALA. NCUR,\S!<)\ G!)1~8 

,il'. Geoffrey'.:. f\::tel'S 
Project ~ircctor 

1a.:L..C'~HONC :;!O·-;·4t.l71 

Dcccr~~2r G, 1 'J7~ 

Crc:if]:',ton '-00(11 II~7cm~ation r.enter 
2500 CJ1iforni~ Strc2t 
JI:1t\:lG) ::c!;rasl:C\ CS17C 

Jour r\r. r~t(TS: 

v 

rvU'./~ I , 
) "'t., \)/ 

T:1i C ','ill \1rl'no';l-"'Jn,.., r"'c"i"t of \10"1' l"'Vro'(' r.;" ';-r",,1 :'1' "-~ • • " • \ • • ...... -- _... " • .1 ••• \~ .... - ..I ' ..... _. ,.~ • ~ , 

1~7r: \·;it~1 \'cfer:nce to StJtc vs ':orr-::ll (170). 

In 1'2i~1.'J tl; ... ~I·~:to, I \.'is:, to tl"I'Iis~ t~~,1t I r:i'.~ fill (:~,t -:-,:',2 

'1c:~C'ol·t Ev~lu:\tiol) F01'!~ ~n'; {;i~1 ('Inclose t:':c S:;"\' ii' :'ell' 
sc 1 f - u~!".~rC!s sec ~ s~::r~:}r.d c:nv;; 1 nrc a n·j ~~ i (~ C:'2;'CS i t t~ 1:-; S2J'"2 

in tho l!nitcd States I'eils. 

S'il~CC I ,tid riot h~::;! ,'\ COi).~/: I do rot r·-::n2:':':~~l' 1':0\,' \':-.::t t 
SJi;~ on t~~o ol'i::ilj"l, :1Cl1CC, I ',:()u1r! a:,:' t:',.:"t ';CII JL.']:'~ ;:I,('t:12r 
lool~ in ~/our fi1r:s ,':);;,.1 ;,~lC if ~fOU Clln loc:V: t:.:! c:'/'1'.li~ticl1 
rC:'lol't. 

If r,ot~ I \':il1 b~ h0P~,l/ to fill out ~:-I()t.~:~~t \-i~~, t:"~ l:r,'~t 

r~!collcctic!1 of t:·:? infor:~::tior. tlJ.:'.t ! ~'llt on J~;',t; (;ri:'~:~~I. 

T~'.:),ilk ~/CI...! \/f~r,'/ !:in·Il~f ;01" :,'cl!n"' '"ls~ist;1:lC~ \·i.l~;! r~~':l"'r~:l':I': !.r. 
this 11:1ttcr :)1'1:1 1:';::;:1 t.o ~S~llro :.'()u t'>:t'l, I ',,~V'"2 C:';',:.I':! i!:tr:;'IJ"i(~i, 
of co·c~~r0tir;C) \'ith yOU!' :)ro:ral'l in c\'~r'y \'::~l 

'7'1" /f'lC I \ • 

. '.' :: I' '/ -1-" , ... .' ,.1 U I II "(' _ . .___-- ",~.~r 
\,/ . - \. . . ........ ::' -,.....-/) ---------

"- /)_'1....." "-'../' ,i /") -/ // " '.. _ l./V:;':'" ___ ..... , r l.... £//' _/ I 
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l·'!r. Firr.ri.n Q. Feltz 
Atto.1:112Y a.t L:l~'l 

• 

DCl;':: 118 f 520 l:~OJ:-til ~~~")D.~::'~::! 
0:ja.l1ula, l':c1)ro.ska G91S3 

Dear r·jr. Feltz: 

• • • 

D:::cc.:::nb:::J:- 10 f 1971 

Th:mk you for YOi.l"C 1ctt0....r of IX:c(;7~X.0::- G I 1971,. \'~2 r:c:::C!h-,:;.j 
yO'Jr c.vulu:lo.cn oa l)"::'c..:::-:bc:r 3 f 1974 f tl:c d:..y 2.f: J

':"'")r t.i.:'::! l:Oll:7.1 up 
let-tor '"12..8 scat to you. ri~1:l-,"·k J''C'..l for t.<.J:i.l;rJ ;':"~J',~ O:.l'C. o~ yc~r 

- . 
. ' 

b~1.Sy scl!C~::lulc '00 fill cut Jehis fcmn. \~t,; (;:P)J~C;Cjclc.c y0~IL 0):..::~~r.j,J,:ic;1 

in this rC<J<::lrd. 

G;';P/Cbl\ 
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ARLEt~ D. IAAGI'HJSOi'{ 
ATTO~I!,:Y AT LA';J 

r.o. C.cx t;75 
111 r~orlh F::i!l Str,,:;t 

O'NEILL, NEeRAS}(A 68763 

PIlOHE 1I02-33t--3143 

Docember 6, 1974 

• 

CrGi gilton Loga1 Inform:Jtion Center 
2500 California StrOGt 
Omaha, NE 68178 

ATTN: Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters, Project Diroctor 

R E: Stu too f I'l c b r <J s k <J V S • 

Cose No. 216 

D ear tvl r. Pet e r s : 
~ 

• • 

Jerold F. 
KlopiJenboro 

This letter \-1i11 LlcknO\·,lecloo roceipt of tho roseufch 
that you mailed to me if} the obove entitled miJtter. 

I have briofly reviewed this resoorch ond I om in the 
process of cmalyzing your brief in detuil. 

I certainly do thonk you for your ossistance ond co
operation in this matter. 

ADM:lr 

Very trul y yOUl~s 

/}(~/}ri!~~>~ (/v& v / ~;;::?; 

P.S. Please send me 0 copy of your evu1uation fonn ond I \-,i11 
be happy to comp 1 et e it fo r you. Thon ks . AD1·l 
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rl..O'lD C. W41vH, t "'N Of I lc.r!'J Dr 

f~O:l::,{T G. ~tl.\:""O~":5. JR& hi:llill r <\: SI.\\.\\( l:\S 
JOi-iN f". V'"'Gin 

['(1:,7 C;, f 1r":1 , '".x. r :)!J 
JOHN r. Sl~·f.10r~s \(·;to ,\\ !.I.l A 

SeQ, r~:bLUi J, r<I.~'.~/ .. KA 

Janna.1:Y 7, 1975 

Creighton Lagal Information CcnLe1: 
. 2500 Cali[ol:ni,1. Strc·.:;t 

O;;\o.11a, Nebrdska 68178 

R02. : S ta t:(~ './~;. \,.; i \'::~~ (.~ r t 
(L:S) 

Gentlemon: 
~ 

I thOllfjht you J:l.1.y:,t lx: int(~n':o;t,;rJ to l:rHY,',' 
that, "vi,:h ti"Jc ri.ssistance of the :::·:c~'J1;··nt ]"';dl 

lTICJnO you lH.··..:.~)iiJ:l.:d for Hll:, I ',.;':>.s .:dJl·.; tu :', 'C:',rc~ t;>~ 

acquittal of j·iL-, \'iicJ:~J:t on th~ cl:"l.·(JL~ 0:: :;()~;:'(~:-::;ion 

of i"arijr:al1a, 

tancG. 

JFS/nd 

Thank you R<J<tin for your ~:·:cC' lIen t l! :;:.;1 s-

VeLY tn .. l1y YUllC;, 

UHIGii'j' rE' ~J I?:'()~;S 
-' I I , " .. • 'j-'. lJ .. ·., .-./ -~"- '-'" 

J () 1;' c', I ~ 
~ ) n .. l 1. ....) n ., 
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, , 

I'c:c.::.;!::,Jx:,r 13 I 1')7,i 

Honorable ~iilJj,L:m Col\-;211 
District JU::::]8 f:01:' 
1st Judicial District 
PcZh'il8C Cit.-y, l~cbra..s}~a 68400 

D2.3r Judge Co1' .. ;21l: 

In reviewing t11::; Cl:'cigilW:l It.:::--.J;:U Into;LI ...... '1t..:i,o;1 0..::1~r:x co:-~t;'ct.s £C)~ 
th!:; m::nth of Ho',,-c:;'ocr, I noticed t:1J.::tt. o~ t:.12 ~~2r:J of t]n~: n::j,~:ll y.:Jcl 

o:::mtactcl our of[ic.~ to ro:rU2:Jt c2rt.c~in i!ltOl'::',:ltic'::1 o:'::::-:"'C1L~";',rJ t.::::: t~r::.! 
of our serviccs. \:":.ilc our v:J-::'::.' <"DIe r,~C::l:'::!1 ,-::.:.~:,;i::~t..iL'l.Ls i.lJ:.0,\...;.~IO~ U'..:l.t 
thcy clid. rn,-cvic.1c. YG:.l \li.t.h em w;E",'C:- r I \\v~llJ lib.3 to tiL:c. C ti:J c::-... :J.:J.::.: Li.:':u. Ly 
to ela1::orate uJ:X:41 our pro:::::c:dUD.;s. 

OLD:" rescu:cch is c-::;n;Ji.1ct.cl U!?='7l th:::; rcxilr~::;t ot Oi10 of e,;:; P:"!l,-tics to 
or il judge ls:n::lJirl'] a c:cL~Li.113..1 c.:...l.sc j}1 :~:-!~::::o.:;( __ '1 (C',lC!~:L~.:; D:,,':']l:--'; ~Cyj 
T~~c.,.,c,-k:r Co'mtic~') \"~ ",tt"--")C 1.:0 ,'-uJfil' .'~- .. ",'-7'"..-J, "C' --;":'-"1 ill 1"- 1"', Lt:-tJ..L ~l...J- '- _.:J. .~ <._L __ ... _ J ... _ •••• u LJ._ •... _' __ .,)\.- '- ~ .J ....... !,. ... __ ~-'_ 

the user. If: ,;c t:re l.T<2U'':::jt:r:::,J to l~L"C'.r.i.!::: ;:'c:y. ':'.:1:':;; fc.:::- ;; ! .:'::-bc~:J,,:!.l.
f'OSitiCl, \',D 00 SO. , IE \\'2 .:rrc sjJ:-::;ly :CC-:-y-:::,--::::c:i -CD ~:,:':::~,:_-CC;l <"':1 i:::,:;,::; \;,3 

res8.Jrch it frc-;f:', }X)th y:.2.rSr;2Ct.:i..yCS u!yl Frovic(:! C~~~2 J ... -.'.1 Cl jJ,)ch ~;iC.!3. 
The [-unction that. \;~ in'.:.clyl to ~:':~.l:VC:! is tl::Jt 02 lc:.':ll L'\:.~:"J.:C:l L:.S:~i::.;';:.
a:1CC for ju'::';c:::; v,;;·] i).i.:t01::l;"~YS '.',:-;0 or.;:! U"1-~:)lc \:D 1 ';,c-/j,L:-':: >.,:2'..;.:..:- ',:c::l'v'':;;; '..'i 1:..'1 
em e..xtc:l1sive Cl.'.U:'L1.:1:U jl1.sti02 ljj)l.-;:U:Y Su.cll as ' .. :-0 lli:rJ2 i).\I,ill:~blc at tll:::; 
IIfl.'PilllS07l L:::.i.'l Ccnb:~r D 

\'~e have <llrcVJ:ly S01:Vcxl nlI:r:;rOL'..S District. <J.l1'.1 CO,-l':-,CY C,:u,-t JIJ:.J:~: ... ;3 Qn:l 
have CJcr~2ral1y rC"..x!i vc:l a Vf..."T.l :t2.vol.'c'L)lc r0.s[-o,1!:C!. In r':'::;,"cral i:~st.t:~-;:::c:.s I 
-::11G is.!::";Uc:s \';·3 \.~~t2 1:E:D-::D.ir!f; :Lor j r\.::::.;~s \.-... -'~C (.~\)i t __ ~ ':~'t:·)i b.'.:-2 I ~7 .. l t.t.i:c:] l).3 

jJl a P:X.;itiOll l.::,:lre l:ot Gn,ly t.il~ r2ci:u.l.l cin',1.:~'.::G.~,,::(;'c·_'3 :r:<.~l':::'l-:"l t.0 \'~j, L,l~-: 
the VCl.'J c:dS-CC:l(;C of a rC(r.'23t. \,-25 I jJl cur vic:-.;, t o,):lG(~.:..-;:_i:D.. In ol.:d.0r 

to ~SS\1rc this cO;-ificl-;rrt:i,~li"""'y I \;.:; nr:.\7':; c:)~Jb:Li~::-:-.:..1 c];:!.J::J:Ci/:C :;co:::~;:rc.s 

to avuid s::r\rj~':g T;'0:413 th::Jl o~:~ p.:rrt.y C?1 Zl!:~T F~!.':'L·ic,lJ,i~l: c:' '::!. 'n-.::)r; r ":;~.:!.'1 
a U!::2l:' !?:'10;1CS in u. rcqu'2St, b::forc; t1i.-.:: rL:?..l'~::;t i::; ~~cc:'::)''::'':'·'1., \;.:; ~:C'.::rc~ 0;12:" 

files to c18tc.n:1inc \'i~1-:;t}y::.r or 11:)'.: \';c 3X2 s.:::-I!icir.'j ;';':'/ (..Jj~'-::.r ,~:,:r:d.L:'; i71. 

that ~sc. If \,(:! (~.:;i:::::'-:J'ILU-;2 til:1 J
.: ti-:r,Xc \;:~ll ))'l 0. :,.::.:';1-;-.1 j:1 '~:':'::i..:; :!:c.::.::..,,:,i I 

\';-::; sir:r)ly ir:dic::!.tc t1,.olC ,;-2 ll.re sc:.cviciJ.:g- <...tlod1r~.r p,::cty t '.;j:Q~.:.:.lt. i:1:.j,c~\.;:ir,::; 
\,;'!Y.r.i, and. reject the rcquest. 
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• • • • 
!1oi"10rC1blc i·~i.lliu;-:1 Cohli.:!ll 
D2CCSTb~ 13, 1974 
P~gc '.i\,'Q 

• • • • 

In adrliticn, in o::."t.1:rr to u.voic: p:cc'.-;nl;_~1~8 rc:l ~"::,:: 0:: ir"~-':".Y'L~ C":l 

c1cve1cp:Xl :Lor tl u~~r I 'i',-,J o..lla,·l \:1-.-:3 U~-(:1.:" '.i>-.J rc'" ::3 ':.';~~ ,"\ r,·- ':'-'_:1 r":-'():: ~ 
t.o j.!1:1.iO:."1t.'J 3. rJ::.t',:; fOl: it::!"; ;:r:J.o~~::~ or t:o t"~.£t~~~=; (~~«:\r l":.~lr_~·-:. r..,2 .~~:~:? 

rc""""'rt \ .. ;)~J-C-.c·f·· .... r Ln 1.'-;..,; r· \ ",,, r;'-' \Y'''''C c:·,·.., .... ))' i. ,.' ......... ,. ; r·· . - r", ',' 'L~ f~ ,.,t-.:. " .... Vl~- • _._..J ....... '! _ ... _ . _ ._~.L'" t ... __ ...... ,':' ~ •. _. ,l. J .... ,-"_ 

an ab3u-act: of tile l:CP::)l:-t ill O'..l.1.:" n:..:.·;.;lc:l:.c.~:.r \:~;~:~J :~:. :~':.;]:] c:~ c:b .• :·.:! 
r8latio."'l.3hip b::b:C211 his office and om-[; o');;{;i{ :~:lt,ial. 

~'i2 11Qr:):~ "'C11i1t t.11C~:;':; rn~o~")':!lU-O~; t \\~·lil~:.; ~::::'jYl~ !;:i~:::td.: .. L\\-i J~:;' 1';· ~;~t :, • .:;r,:r·.~; 
to O'.lr Ol."g~"LiZ~·tiCj1, ir::iLc-:t·c:.; tJ!~ (l:"""JJ:-:~"·.:! 1.J..; ~.:~ 1:~ (:~1 '\, ~ \:..p ,,-~' .. c~ :~ _.j~~ i( ... :".::_-/ (," .. .;,: 
ethical v.::cl j.l1tcllc::tL-.:.i1. c~lic:p::"i.cn~J to G~1:C 1~::;(:':·':-~. G-: (~:-,::~:.~, ir. c.~ :~'t:.iC:1 
to rcsc.:D~cn r~:::-:"ol"Ul·Y·:3. cl.S c.1CI.ic~~ili::_l ct0ve, \;.~ [~.i~,-~ L\·~,:·~-~:ir'·,"l.~ll.y ll::t:.:'=';-.I~i;:j 

to develop nnl:.cJ.:ials O:C <1 J:or(! gc:;,orZll };'1.t.1.D:-C fl.':':- G.-::~- l::;-_~-~. In t:~i:J 
O:::ll111CC;:".-\'0.:1, \-"2 h:.\,:; CeVc!:L07 __ d <ill c:.;:b.;;t:~ivc <'J·n)·/:;1.S of n; CW, r..:',c: Z;:.:o 
in the p:t.'Co:::ss of: (~'::v21c:)ir;:; a llc::;k h:c;~ l;':lali:-q '.i5_Ul ::~':"lt::::.::'j(:.i.l'lj (:1\:-'.:;:;12-

ti ves w1d proc::::G.u:ccs. 

I lXi-:;:xJ th.:rt. this lett,-::r r.1.:rcc fully c::;?J.,:D_l1S CJ_lr r!'02::J~c:S <J...,j l,)'p:.:.s 
of resfYll"ch ,';2 PJ-"DVic1'2. '\':2 lo:x-~ £0::.. ......... .:..1."'1'..). to ~~:-vb] yo'.}. 

C;';p/ctm \0 

SLl1ccrcly I 

Gsofrrcy \.;,. P(:1:crs 
Projc(;t Db~L'C;':'or 

\ 
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FLOYD E. \VnIGI-tT LA\" ornCLS CF 

• 

~I -, • . ~, 

• • 

Trll,·.It.r4C C:,:.:.~~,.n 

ROOCHT G. SIMMONS, JR. 
\\'I~I(lIIT &: SIYI.\\():'\S AurA" C0:.C. ~',)3 

JOHN F. WRIGHT 

JOHN F. SIMMONS 

PO~T Ornee [..0"( C.2~ 

\(;2.0 AveNue /\ 

SCOTTSOLu,'r. r'J,:UH/,SI{/\ 

November 19, 1974 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Gentlemen: 

Re: State v. Wickert 
(125) 

Thank you very much for your excellent 
memo prepared in response to m:/ :cequcst [or. infor;::tl
tion on the above entitled cnse. As it turned o~t 
I was unable to present thlG defense to the Court 
at this time as 'the case \';<1S disDissed. 'rheJ:o. 'dtlS 

apparently some confusion in the County Attorney's 
Office und a fev, hours before the trial the County 
Attorney called to t,ell De that t~1C allo0ccJ ;:1arijllantJ 
was still in the State Lab in Lineol}). i daclineJ to 
stipulate that the substClnce 'das marijuo.na <:tnG. the 
State1s Notion for Continuance was denied. 

At tha time o~ the denial the Judge offer
ed a gratuitous remark that the State would i;e free to 
re-file the saDe charge, and the State has now done so. 

Is there any ground for a defense b~sed 
upon double joopC1rdy? The Court file will ~how tl~nt 
both defendants appeared when they were called upon 

ZIP C()~~[ (,(:,:,61 

to do so nnd that the case was dis~issad u~on the 
Statels Motion. If necessa~y, I could prob~Lly obt~in 
an Order Nunc Pro Tunc reciting that t~e c~se WdS dis
missed because the State was unable to presellt and pro
duce its evidence at that time. 

I don't know exactly when I will be needing 
this. Hr. ~'lickert has been advised thnt hc~ is to ,"'-ppear 
for arraignment in two \'leeks, and I .:.tssur.,c: that the trial 
will be set a month or so after that. I am also sure, 
hm';ever, t:ha t I nm required to prc.:sen -t (i.nY <.!cn;-)le j eop.:lrdy 
defense I may have at same time prior to trial. 
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Creighton Legal Information Center 
Novenillcr 19, 1974 
Page r~h'O 

• • 

Thank you very much for your courtesy 
and assistance in ~lis matter. 

JPS/bjr 

Very truly yours, 

'-7RIGllT & SI:·\l·iO:~S 

) 1·\ ~/ 
John F. Sill'Jnons 
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OFf"ICE. OF 

NANCE COUNTY ATTORNEY 
FULLL:Hl ON. r, UJnr,s Kr,. (,:1':":0 

DONALD R. TREADWAY December 10, 1974 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
26th and California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68100 

Gentlemen: 

• • 

I have used your services before and hDv~ bren exlremely 
delighted t;vith the results of your bl ic f s . I .. ·.'onld (~ppn: ctn L e 
a brief on the requirements of a cllsh bond UlidC"J:- Sc'ct 1.on Z9-
611 \vherein a cash bond Iv<lS mClde to the CauI'll v Court after the 
Defendant r s conviction of a Illisdef,lC£tnO:C .:mel J' t'l1cl nse a copy 
of said cCJ.sh bond. The cash \vas dCDositccJ \o.li t:h tlw Court. 
My question is \ .. fhet-her or not the [[leI.: that L:h~ D.; ;-endrtr~t hi.n.
self did not sign the cosh bond is 1:.11.:a1ly (~cf(·ctivc to the 
proceedings and also dlethcr 03:- not l:h(~rc <lrc lIny othc~r clr:fects 
in the bond itself under Section 1.9·-611. 

Thank you. 

DRT / jb 

Encs. 

Sincerely, r ------ !J 
f~'L6~~ ((, VJ.-!\-<..LU/:-r-
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II ~ Thoms l'l.. V()J~ulska.s 

220 :Ettdgera", Bldg. 
622 Fourth Strc'8·t 

. Sioux City r IO".-;<1 51101 

Dear t,rr-. VClkulskClS: 

• • • • 

1\0-,10. n:'x:~r 21, 19 7/1 

In rcs;,::o:nsc tD yO'~lr in']1.Dry cbtcd l;::J'v'.:,~·}x.!.r J.5, 197 tj r I <::1 plr:,1:;c...J. 
to hlfoI.J.1 you tInt C.LIC 2:]j::::rc.3 to 2. p.Jl-i_cy of r~;:-C:Ji(!}::.J 1.:_,:;.1.1 i:,;::o;_-,;-:1-
tion m:-.!TI'..)r~lIdil in t11~ Li.('~d of C'Cii':'il::l1 L,';l to ,:'ll c·:t~,)':'-;-:::1'.3 ,:::':J ;::'l:'2 
ClPr:ointo] by CO'.lrts of.. record in th2 sc..l~CC 0:: ~~~~_'r<::,s~:(l. 

All tlBt I ask in return for CUC' s s21vic~s is t}y::t j-e:l !:-:::il t.o \.:5 

Ll. co-;)y of your C'.c.r.tiiic'lJC.:~ of ~:~:J:)inL:;2.nt f.cc .. ,a Cl ~;. :);:-c~:;}:~ c.;::;,lrt. i:~':;:;-:;.:..c I 

p1r"'l~'-:> fen' fr·' .... ~o (,("I'1'-"C'- O'I-C-C"-l C'1"'- .L·r-IJ- JC __ .. _. r.:'-.' 1;',..., ',J_ .:';'.1 '.,<- •. "--'L,:j_ .. ~ L._ I.. __ 1 U .. L. J ... ~_ L.l.,.l~ _ J • .l ...... _ ' .... l.lt) ____ ..1. .. _ (. .. \... la_J..i L._ ._/ 

even if you r~aJ~c s'1.1ch u CJll prio.::- to our rcc.;,:j:pt of ::'C7llJ. c:::r :.:..:i.;':.i.c~:~.:':: o~ 
uptx=>in tr..-:;n t. 

\':}li1e SQ:12 of th8 sb:dc.n1.-. staff ii".:2:.::.::x::rs hew,::! cox.5trictcxl tJ~-:-.:ir \';;;::>r}';:: 

\ ,":,..,1. C~lU"" .L..ro tJ'''' U·T'l'-'-C·V'll· 'g ''''··'''':''''l· n-·;--l· 0"""" -J." ~',"'lJ' r.-.· ... "u',·,·,- (" -,or --1·'1" ')~ _ J_. :..-.... -.-..J.....t. J ... '"-' ... {.-',\. I".t.l- .... J/ J-_. ~_.,___ .~ ... l- -lJ.J-_ v __ U 

nevertheless b~ of s8rvio:; to you ck .. -;;x::nThlCJ C:1 t..i1~;; 1~.Tl:u:rc G"'.G C:X 0.:nt 0.E 
your rc-qucsts. 

Q'ZP/etm 

Sincerely, 

O.:Dffrcy '\1. Pci:nrs 
Proj8Ct Di.r0~JLf.)r 
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GCORGE. T OUALLEY 

WILL1AM C tJEL!)O~ 

AOE<EHT J l,AI<50N' 

WILLIAM M ALE.XANDC,R

THOMAS A VAKULSKA~· 

ROMAN DE LA CAMPA-

5HrnLl::£ H. t.CLSON 

f'\QUCE M DUNLAP

.JAMES CLANG' 

·'OW'" SAR ONLY 

• 

November 15, 1974 

• • 

LAW Of FI('[S 

OUALL.~Y::::. t·Jr::LS,")I~. :". C. 

("rr,.." !'A()(.f I1'Y"" :"lUll r .... q.c. 

(.72 rOUrQH ~1j.(CCT 

SIOUX CITY. 10VI/, :)'101 

"1 C\.l,.~.ClNt;. Ill?'" ?~!,k'7~J'1 

C~nlC II.O'·Hl,")"j. (J\JAlt~CL. 

Professor Geoffrey W. Peters 
Cre ighton Legal I nf orlnn t ion Cen tel' 
Creighton University 
School of Lm\' 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 63178 

~ 

• 

RE: Creighton Legal Infonnnt:ion Center 

Dear Professor Peters: 

• • 

\./~I'.I.·,,:,: ~,( t •• ~I(t 

,(')Q f( r.Jlf.~ .. f· .. ~~ nUl! rJI·~(. v.r.51 

I" .r; .. t4 '" ' ~ r r T ~. W 

V';'~~" 1.'.,1,,'. lJ c: ."., .... ,. 

1 f'" l t ,',4,- t, r ~L'" ? i >;;>J \i'l 

I have in my posscssjon Volume 1, nUli1ber 3 of y0\11' CreigLton 
Legal Information Center Newsletter. I t1m, to say t})C lcast, \'c1'y· 
much impressed 16th th'2 contcnts of this nC\\'slctt:e1' Jnd also ;.:j th 
the pilot IHoject you and the l'CSt of the r;tcJ:1bl'r~; or t;w s~;J.ff of 
Creighton Universi ty Lll\\: SC11001 have bc~un. E'ccll:se I do ;:~kc 
court appointments here in both Sioux Ci ty, '-:oodl,;!}'y l.OU:l'.:.Y, TOI-'a, 
and Dakota County, Nebrt1ska, I am interested in dj~~c()vcril1g \·;hcthor 
or not I qualify for tho sorviccs rendered by your Ccnt~r. 

I realize you Dre busy but I do have an i;~:poct;lnt n~!ttcT \·;hjch· 
is com:ing up for trial soon Jnd if I could (~u;lJi:')' 1(11 the' scn:icC's, 
I \~'ould like to have your Center perform them, A prG~:Jpt and spc(:dy 
YL'ply will be g-reatly apprecirrtC'd. Again, let 1~C' con:;:-;lt1Jl~tc you 
on the excellent program you have developed there (t'L Clcightun 
Law School. 

Very truly yours, 

QUALLEY & NELSON, P.C. 
, .' ---' ...... ;--'7---.- , 

I 0~ /" /. ".. ./ / / ~ - ,/ ' L.· 
/ / C", -, .'" /"~ ~ t',~ - 4- . ~ 
L Thomas A. Vakulsk

L

as ~ 
! 

TAV:kjc 
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Lr~\'Y 0j't- Icr:r; Of· 

• • • 

r I" ••• I 

I \' 
'.,/ 

~ 

~li~rJ~ A ANUCQ~ON I\Nr,)r:i~SON, S-TO:~f',,~S ,l'.,t-J(J !i T'I-!,r ... r-!\, II-.!rd r~ 1'1 . ,. "~'.'~ L 

tll~4 1945 
4 17 r: /"0. !i T )& V t rJ 1.; C ", ... r. "<"ti 

LA ......... ~J(; ANC,t:I-l:!;'ON 
,. •• j A. (r' 

RC"...., .... LD J:. 5Tn"'!!:.UlJ~GLH 

o~ cOWt4~r:L 

A W $"O,,"""S 

Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 
C.L. I.C. 
2500 Californi~ Street 
Omaha, Nebrask3 G8178 

'Dear Mr. Peters: 

HOLoro ~r:. Ni·!JJ<A:'iK.t .. ("t""'~!1 

December 18 1 1974 

I ani enclosing the qnestionai rq t/l"ll: you rn~:.j lr~Q to l1~e 
and I am sorry about the d.is~ppciJrance of: t.he first OJle. 
I really have no idea "iha t i1Clppened to it. 

I might (llso, In":l1tion that j n the C:.:,;C~ (jf t:iC! :;t,!l'C 
vs. Dougli1s liavlik Ule court SU~.5t:.<\i.nL'c3. 1:1'" 1~10~ion ~~(J !:·~;:::,r, ;',:3 

all the evidence. 'The state l'Ii.'l.S not l:t2c'Lll;l] .:s yet \-:j1:;'L:)I'J~ 
or not they will appea 1 the clec i s ion bl1 t· I ce:r t (} in ly 0 1;l'Jrc:c
iate you~ help in this rnatLcr. 

RES:im 
Ene. 

SincerelYr 

l\NDERSON, S'~C):(l.::; J\:\D ~;'l'nl\S:~U I:CEl~ 
-"" 

, \. 

/
' L ~ __ /' 

By 
' ,~- "', -'/ ,/ --

Q ./ , - -:;.-- ~ r-; , ,1 t, , ,/ . }~.. " // ;[" ,J,-~_, / c~." -'" / /" "/' /' ". (,.- 'l.' J' /~ /. i 
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t·Sr. Stevc:n J. Sllt".l'll 
JI.gency li2<Jal Counsel 
Nehras}~ State Pa:crol 
'p.O. Box JG02 

• 

Grund Islund, Nz:-JJrc.Gl:a 68301 

Lear t·ll:'. Shm.;; 

• • 

D2CC;1lx!r 13, 197 t1 

• • 

I : ~ ." : . ,. ··t 
~-

/ .. ~ ,/ I 

'. / I ( t/:; 
I ./ 

'1'11an.1< you for :l'Dur letter of ;:'ovc:,b.:rr 25, 197,1. Fjrst, I i,'-';·..l1d 
like to <:ll.X)lcgizc for t\.D c.n:Ol."'S \",:UC;1 ,;;.::n-:; 1~·_·d2 l::,:,·';.::.n1i;)r; i'O~lr (',::Lo:)2r 
21, 1971 r f.::!."ll'-8:3t 'Lf.:> :C(.c,:;.:i.'Jc~ c::?ir')~J of CL~l.C rc":~c,::-i: ;',1. G~ I. '.i;'.~ f.i;~st. 
C.D...--or \';-dS th2. inJ..i..al;::lc~l in t.hQ f)(;i)i:!':"'~'~x;r n:~:.·;..;l~;i.:.,:,-_·r: G:.:;': :J.l1.S r ('~/xt 
\~'aS avuil<:lblc for puolic lEs c..ril::u Uon. 'ii:2 c:~::l:c-r O~~:"\.lJ:.c .:.<1 l~': ~ [,0 u 
delay jn rehlD1.iJ"::.g 1..11c "pc'c;:tissio~l to rclC:lS(!" fell;:) Ly 'J':.-~ ori~!in-u 
rG:rJ.cstinC; p:U:i:y. EO::G~nl1y O'..Jr };OtiCi' is \.:0 j.":l;:C ,1J.1 r_:x':ll.-t::..; L,v.:.J.l<..hlc 
fifteen UllYS 8ft.or tl:~ cVtilt:'.atio:'l. i:..; 1:'c~ilL,:1 \'!:1~('~:'; 'G)C! l.'-";C~::- r;:·~~l.~·~~·.i.:s 

th.c"lt i·t not be !!""'i.LIC .o·;vuil,blc 0.t ['ll or c:11y cJ:C:':j_'~ <'"! [;:>::::i:::-jvl <.:,::0::0 In 
the cuse of rep::>rt i:io. 03,1 tl~2 usel.- hc~ rc.'(}t.::..!:~\.::.;d U::l't: -t.:::: :::: _:"/']1i: l::Jt 1.J.::! 
made avai12ble until JaI1lL."U.."Y I, 1975, l1.nrl it ... ;;:lS C'.J.r o·/(·.r~i(ji1L C:~:.t: c.:; 
Septerabe.r n8hY':5lettcr in:llcatcd tllC1t t110 rc::ort \'<0.S cur.cc:ntly tlv<..L1.1;:..blc.· 

Our second c.r:ror \-;ras th3 r~t.SCn 9ivc.n you j~:{ Cr_1.r si.J.:c.:.:::;.,Jc. ~..i~jis'uJ.nt 
for our rcfus<:!l to rcic..1.S3 col?ics of th-3 ::lC[:ox:t. 'J..':~2 [.:.;.ct tl<.~t. yen \~:!.r2 
a1verscu,'y counsel \-.1iJ.S not til'2 rC.3 .. .'::.o:1 for i:l::; c"':':l.1.01 of J'o'jr ;!:."1::.}i.:....:.:;L 
Insi:c.Zld, O'2r F.)lic.y of r:ot rclc~GiJ-:g r.::.:~x..rc c:; \.;~-,~:.·U. <:i.{: i.:'.!,;: '(.:':.':! 0:~iJi_;1:11. 
re:luesting p:rrty hi):3 d2:·i··T!~~1.nw th:1.'C. t.i.I~ .. :y ~·.:-:o'Jld i:~ l: .. :.':.! c.v:li.L:·:.'::'c., ".-,~ 
the re,:;.~;:on for rofusing you'C rc.qu2St, 0.,"1"1 iJ:c rc.::l':';O:1 '.-::i.i.Gl ~i::::),Jld h;::\':3 

b.:.."'C.o."'l rcltl tOO to yo u. 

Pe.rh:::,p3 if I rc::vic;-, our p;Jlicic3 for YO".l, YCcl \liJJ. )":(..;t.t~):c \.~·1:~::L-
stand the rCltio:1;).la for t:h.::ir e:cist.c.."'lce. Our "c.:c:1l1ici: of ji:.·CCfC:..;t." 
r:01icj is b.:...LSically very s:i..rr.plc. Very only in t.::3 0!.·crrc. <::;:-t)lic...:.tic:.1. 
PD..."X:CSs we. consult.e:l ,;·lith TI;;)ny of our origir~:u f;~:x:.:'!SO;:s irlC1LSJYJ t:·.2 
nebrasJ.~ District ,)udg'2S Associtltion, -C.h.'3 l·~c!!:.:ll:~~:a CG:.L'1',--:! J0"i)::.~ /c...:::.ocic.tion( 
the nebraska CounL-y Irtt:o:r:n-'::}'3 hisociutiC!1, '2.2 ::':::)F;~~~::l sc.).:.c; 3-~\.r 

hsso.::iat.ion, etc. \-;-2 c1ct('r.uins~l that in r;,J..:"q :i.:!':~'0:::'1~S::::; G~r \:;-"..:.::-S \.\:.l.llfl 

be asJ:-.ing us t.D rI2S,""31'cn Q...rd fir:.:l s:.,:-::p-...;rt. [or <:t F·"rt5..c'21;:;~ lo5.r,;: of 
view. Given the inll2rc.."'lt c::dvc:rsariul nature of t.LC! c:::i:-:-:.i.i:.J.l jLl.:JU03 
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S !:eVc.n \.1. Sh2.\"l 
D::."'CC::IJ)'~r 13, 197/j 
PagG r..l'.·;O 
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proc.:;ss, \;'2 fclt it: cc:J:-G:."l..iJlly (ll:'Pro;Jri,o.tc th:l. t \;,3 vb.:i.(b L:J t; lie.; rouey. 
In fuct, on at l(~:1.f.;t c·!:~ illr;t::r;::::~ '.;~~ j~T"'-; L.::~',:l c:r.i:l:-i,cL:-·: ),'/ \'''<'.::::; ,-c:c 
fill.ling tel Jw]~0. <In 2(I'·;C!·CSJ.l:-).al !x;:iit.i.c~l C:1 i!:;J',~ : . .i c..:.x1 i!·::;:":·:~'J. ·,:r.i.:.:~ ~';-.r 
a IIn0utral" rCIJ:)l.-t. ('0;18 12;:~:C:)::- \.:rLc11 I r.:..~.::c~.tly J: ..... (;,·;i\-,:d C;1 i.~liJ L_.;)j.c 
indicated this vic' .. : GtS [0110.:.3: 

It is th2 p03i'cion of an .:::3.V08.:ltc \·,':~·::1 ~ri.v . .::'n (\ 
problcn to (1cvl..~lor> a cC1VinciTl~l Dn.n.',-.-:':l:': ! ,:-~";:(,,.;.:{-jr::r 
his rc:;ii.-J,cn. In t.l:2 lrTd it ~':':'::',:':; CjUi'L2 C/:I:"'::':1 ~·.int 
h.:;:) cC:':~ail1<Jly O~)Lx):;i 'cc o~')ill.:j.CilS c.-: n J.,:)::11 1..:: :', i::;:r.XC::~3. 
by uL,:Ulclrii._'Y. So v:l"!.2n ~m utto~cn::;y CC:lt.i:CC~ i.:.1')::! CL';::C 

. , " - -' .. " . - I sayu1:r tn':!y ari2 FJ:-O:-;ccutu:J 0::: c.::::)~C::;::t:ll,] ,',"1 .1,r:.·1.L'.'~.(,U.:1. , 

it \',QuJ.d (lEX3.:11~ t,h::lt t:'i1~ J:l).;;t b:.:~~iit ' . .',:.;')1d L.~ 

c:rilins.J if t.he CLlC could h::;lp in rC=:::~1.'ccil \.D ~u~:'~:ort 
that Fosi lion. 

\'i1'leth::;r I felt my r03iticn in rc-s~~rd to th::; !;n::;:c:-c:-;:aon 
of cvide:l1e'2 'i"lu..'3 sU~::Q.Jrt::;ble or not" i,t \.-:~..s ;.;\:5 .. 11 r..j 

duty (lS t1 defense (\tt.o:cr.::::;! to (~O C1'.3 ),:c:>t. ::jc;') I (:o'"ill } 

to CC,yv5.l10;; tl:::; jtY.1:;c lh-1t t.he J..::::.' ',.'l~'> C:1 c'n:' d(;.; uc 
tJl~t t.118 Itr,t '(;:·:::5 \·TJ:C·t-:g. I c.."Cnt~::c~-.~j. C:::[C ::o::~ l:.~J.}) il1 
prep.:u:ing t';nt p".JsiU.O:·l. It: is o~ L:) L'l:) t.':> ::.::; 'LD 
be co:1't.:'tclxd tL'::.l told t:l3.t ili-:; 1£:;1 i:; (v,-d.:l.'c.ry. I 
"',"QuId cc.rti.1inly l:L}~e to b~a . ., if tll'~ J.c: .... :i J ':,-:;Jh(;t ::.:; 
but t.l~J.t fae:::. 210;,2 c;.:::i:',J'lOt e::;~Ci..~::;C u·! [:ru;-, [1'1' (~u:':'y JJ:) 

rc.:prcscnt my cJ_iG.'1t. 

Sine::; our [,t<1ff (1025 eXEY."! into JXX3S2."3Cion of: :l:t:CL'3 2;;.1 :i_n::o~::'j.~·\tj.O::1 
conc.crnjng ~J·tt"at......"'gic.'3 or i.l)'l:r~ltiO:-1.3 of col1.n:::01 \::U.r.;l 2.2:0. O( .:.t C::!1.L5.(r:.:;:=iol 
DaL'UY.."c cJ.n:l \·;hich sl]:):.Uc1 r:ot b::; :co.lo.::::;c.d to C)~YX·.:i_l;-:J eG·,CiS::]., ' .. ;2 f,:...~l D"·~t 

it \·,'Ou.ld b3 a [Dtcntial CX)atlict of in-0:~r(;::;t. if ',;.:! ,:.c.i:'.::)~::,'·:3. to ::-:"2::-W; 

r:lultiple p:.l.rtiC3 in th2 82:-<2 c.-:..sc. 'rilis is t:Ci.~2 ';:;·.;D!~.''.:' t':':~ ori0ii"u 
r~lJ.::;sting p:rrty ,\;'23 pros0.cuting, c:oi:cl:lin] or ji.·:''.Ji..:-:g d-.:! c::!:c. It 
is tl'Jorofo:co ow::- r:olicy ~':>t to ,;,cc:-,:)t ;::;:!y :r:'_~-=\: ..:::'c.S L:C:',1 u~:,:'.."':s e:!1C':'::::W:g 
tilt::: SZ!.fn3 CAl.S'2 i:u:tcL tJ1:J first ~UC:l l:\:""ltJ:::::;t ~:.~!~'; l):.:~n. c;c .... p·:~:-jt{.:J. '.i.~~~ ();uj-' 

tiTa:~ tilis p".JLicy is ab:::0:Jz.\'.:m i:J t~~x:'n ~;c:c .. ll:ir:~r :\~:.:::i~~~:ic.'1 l.r:G:l U:c 
origimu rc.'qu23ting prt.y to furt.!;~ rolc~~3.8 in;o::::: .. .:.~;..:.iC:-l t.':> O~:1;~::-3. 

A co:crclat.i..vl3 Folic! is to witi!lY->lc1 C);Jics of C'.l.r ji·C.D:;:':;':',::::l. L:o.:1 
any user until the origin.:li rO:Iu:.sti.n:; p::trcy (j:'v,:s DS p:'::::'--:'Li!:,;~i0:1 lo 
rGleasG this·infoIT.'.:.l.tion. 'l'ilis rolic.! h:\.3 b::~l (:::\;~lCi:X:d for 0. \'2:"ic'Cj 
of reasons, t112 TX>St obvioU3 of \·.~1ich is tllat II D.'3'':''l: " .. > .. 0 h:>.s r,"..(!,.~·J::;:,""'''l 
res8<."lrch s2rVic:~3 concc..rning 0. p::;rtic-l.lur p:):':;i tiC:l !.-:~:{ ( L:.:c... .. \l.:::~ of U:':2 
tuliquc nQtun:; of the cas2, l'G.vc r.J.s f;o;tratr::-::TY n:::\.'c\"llct l.J'J 1.2:(: lX~)l5.c.atic:-: 
of tLlr 1:C"[X)rt0 Sir!'::.:! thG \ .. ~:::.y tj~C! J .. \::(l1..I.~j;:ir<r r('D~tj' i'}:('.::"I.::::; 1..:!~:-; i.s:;~.;~.! !-,-""-_j' 
\-.~ ~Y\ )'J"li"''''U' 0"" of Ill',... r-.'-~·T ..... "",,!..i \~... i n j ··--. j ·'; ~ ..... c.:'- ,.;.,-~ 1--.," ',''''> '-r' -·1 l' ,-U":; l......tl Jo -..........«... .,1. .. ...) 1 ... "- ___ ...J.:.....r_ ........ L-.!- t,.;( ...-. .. \. ........ _,.L-_,_ ...... ,J "' .. .. J ...... '-I,..l ___ l I 1'_ .!..._...... L. 

inilE'?ro?rit'itei:m~ U,S l:o J::-olc.:::C,2 tint :U,.[o:c.~,:ri:io;1 1..:..0.1 S'...:·::l1 t_i:-..3 l.:.3 a..a
users inc1icuw their p'2ITrU.ssio","1 to do !:,-:l. 
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To cintc, UV.:rc h:wo o:11y h.::~n five.! n:(~:.:::.)t.'.i j~.;j'J;:'::::1 L,-·,_-.;:.":() (~;: 
l:oth of ,(:,lJ.:):.;0 ix>lid.cs. !")i:1C':; ".;.:; h.:-1V~ }~0C2iv~,1 (X(·:~ :::,~:.; :n· :~: .::'...!; ::\.>c 
sexv:i.cc, I (1G~11 t :Cc-::l that th~:sc },:olic:io:; L1.rC t,1:,:.' :::,.;:)',~';Jy l::!:l:..,:.::.<·S·.·,2 

• 

uraa oat:' tlS8I"S. In!:;i.:c0U, Oir.::!)' h::'lV2 ':'<;.:~~;j to a ~;'Sl",,~ 0:: ~ .. _'::,.;;:it.y ;:'_:-:1 

P)~o;)J:icty 0~1 tl1-:; p::n:t of th':! l:.:my lX::j::~'::;;':~3 ' .. ::',) U:··'; c.r.1L' ~:~r·.;i(;:':;. I.~U:i iJ 1y 
sO::r2 ]·n.}f12:3 \;(:1:8 G::';1:...::.:.::cn2'~1 .:!:;.x)~lt Cf.)n:..,,,utin] U:3 ic.c :', :-]: U~·d:. t: .'-'J': ' .. :xll.d 

~ . 
ro UtiP:)llY:J tl1f-!D: l!3.r:~.11l l1:~-":)'.tt ti12~'-r e~Q''';·Jll3 O:i:·1C..;::.-£;:~_'J Z~ ~~.~~.:~.,;j:::.; ~~ .~):;if ... );1. 

I fC'21 'cint \-;0 11:'1'/8 G.('l1'3 E1l.lch 1.0 :r.-cli(;vc o~u: \.~'~~"l:::; o[ t'.!.~.~:; C'J.-:r;··;.-;l <::-,j 

th2rcforc 1 I hOi:8 that you Wyj2.L'St':L'b:1 UiC! rc.:::.s0:1:J rur -t.:~~z\; roLi,c.:ics. 

1":5 for yO\.u: fccl.:i.l"l-J tlDt \';':; on} lY.)'l: [oJJ.G,rLr.g 'l2~~ ;:-.:;!'yhtc::; of II:'.:I. 
v.'!iose n I (>.nOJ)]iDS lc:;isl<:t:i..o:1 liilli. i.:.s it to ~!s~li~~ '.j 1 !':r ~;~:;. U.:: ,:-,,;:'1 lcz:."ll 
gOVCl.'111Tcn·t;} in tk~ f:i.S:lt ;::-.~t:~il1·l-::' cri.!:-,2. I (;-l.::l:c:r::: ( el,Te ; ~.-.;. :l,_>ti .. :~ I 
C'er)l·r:'·,~.x:;r J971~-'''1-:·-r",jr..' r·-;-:::·-51Tc-::-i' )" I ~"l t:'ar~ ,,'.:, \'jJl .. '.,- .. .., i~'''.f· 0"1 \,...'_1... _. J ~l .... J4 .......... .J _oJ ...;)\.1:..:. • '-. L_I .-' \_ ,.1,-.,1 ... • _. ("'.:~\ .. __ _ J .... "-_ 

c1crcr'lsc a·ttDl.!1C:;~7G c~C2 11.0 r:~)l."c i11 f:z.!."t/()r 0': c:.~cj.T:.~ t~~".;1 l .. 1. .... :! >·:~c:·:j·~;~')'::_J)~-.:1 

lx>licc offic0:LS I OJ: ot·.l1-:'.1:' cril'nj]'Dl jL'.:;t.icr; ()~?·ir.::':~.)~;. J •• ,-,':3 ;:;;:.:Lc 
(lo~s r'lot 1~C:~11 Dl;:r\: :L:':'!\!\ rru-:-:"1<;; ~·.:cc lY:>'C t.,,") i:-:! '.!,':-.,.\ ;_,') c.' .. ~,)~~;.:. \-:-::,~:.,,, .. ~ 

COUllGcl in t2'LC~ r,:::cf:O:r.l::'mG~ 01: tl',:::il: (~;J.i:ic:.:; in l'.:'! c.:.:.~: ;:::1. ~.:~ ,:';.r;:: 

systc:n. On t.h:3 o:Jl1CX2:LY I it I,.':-Juld i):) ~'Jl ~:;jrO'.;~\·(iCl 0;: ;}:)21 (;:.;:-]:'~::~
sio~1.::11 rC!sr.o:1sibility ,in] <.:;i;,J,ni.stl:'u.tiv~; ~1.lt:!~c;}:i\:y i:: 1.:--:;,,\ ',:'~l~ 1O t·.:~:-:-,.t 

"- X)~ .. 'J .. ' IJ--:'~ ... :,-,1 l- ;"\"",')-1 ","""" .. )a .... "\ .... .... -~ '<-: ·,1.-"r '-'.,~ -~ ... '.~. :-r - ··l~""'···r""'·.-\ 
SUCll a r- ..:>J.l.1.C;m. __ ,, ___ J'''''J,l ... ;:~,:-;:~:::.:: C_~"_,:L.~ .~~.,J 1~ .. ,_ l.Jyj:~ ' .. -':::-.J_.:~~~::'I 
rmd c.1S sDcl1, J.;'; ~t'Oi")~:l:l rcrc· .. ;.l. \;(~ J.. "in lJ~C.LL ..... 2 1..-\)!.:21 ~~J:~ J'." \ 1~C.ldJ.. .~:'.!. 

UefCl1.S8 [unctions 0;: c.-:n "'(lV(,:.c~::CL"Y S1'G i::.C71.. 

I hop.2 thJ.t this 1011::11:.11:1 ~m3\':cr to yO'-.lr ilYj',1.':"'r:l \'riJl b:: of: ~:/.T.'~ 1.1.':;8 

hl in::,licZ1.tinJ tl'l2 b:lsis for t.h:; r-oLcic.s \',~Udl CCC.')::::Ul :':':;~l. I', ·":Y .. Llc1 
ljJ~c ·to th::mk ~:'OU for t;:}.:in] youl. ,. ,1:.:':b10 t.:iJ.~~ i..D ·,·.-d.'ce :::) fcU:::::t a 
thought:[ul ili:d conc2..l.:n::..'J ccsr~.:.:ni::''.l:y '-.:rd i-:.):)~ t~l:1,t ::y (-:·.;)1~\:i..:-~l:.::.c:1 su.~i:,fics 
yO\~1 at l!2ust a:3 to 01..1.'L' cjo::rl fait.h. I h:j~;::! tl:·"lt y.:..r.l ·,',ill ':c-.:1 fr.:. ... 2 1..0 

U[3C u..rr s('.1:vic2;; i,') til:.! f'..ltnrc (';r:J i .:.ro1crJi.:·2 for t1:::: 01..""-"01.-':; \'l:lich 1,;,~X8 
Jt'Bd.e jjl CO:1j1Xlction \vith 'G10 c.1::.:ni.:U of J");.u: )::-C'l~:'::.;Jt. 

G;-;rpjetm 

cc: Er. D21u-u.G R. l~~l.T-:ty 

SinCX!rcly, 

G::-c·ffrC'j \'l. P.:Jx!}:s 
Projc-ct Director 

1...3.'-'1 Enforcc.:xmt h.ssisti!HCC jli:;ni.n.istrtrt.io.l 
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P. O. Box J(;02 
Gr:mtl Is 1 ;1Jld, :<1: (,;:301 

Novemuer 25, 13/'1 

Geoffn;y \L Peters, Project Di'rector 
Creighton Legal Inio111ln.tion Center 
Crdghton Univel'sit)' School of La\\' 
2500 California Street 
Omalla, Nebraska 68178 

Dear ~1r. Peters: 

• • 

, .~. ~ 1'\ f. t" I ~ ~ " II :.. ~ '. ( ... ; ( i 1';' 

'.·, .... ,I.I',G L (' I,t·:.. 

p, o. G·'): !j':l'.:J'l. '..JTl .. 'TL hvL·~.t. 

l.Jt ... ':-.~Lt~ 1'~1 1.;~Ar:d<;" t .. t.~ -:)1", 

\'lill you please give me your thoughts on your polley cO;1·:cri1ilq'. " C()!lf])clS of 
interest" in supplying inforrnatioll to both sitles j n a con t 1"'...'\'crs)'. 

After I received your 11m,s letter for Septel~\bcr, 1974, I rcqucstC'rJ. a copy of ),our 
reports numbered 034A a.nd 03,1B. '1110 doscription of these rCllvrts in your nCI-:s-
1 etter indicated that th~v \\'ere rc.>levi.Jnt to a C:1SC 1 · .. ;3S 'lJrOscclltin:1 ;!nd \',-CTe ' 

; ~ 

favorable to my position. A fel-o' hours after I made the rc:quest, your off-..cc 
phoned to asl~ h'h:lt case 1 \':as \,'orUng on 31111 tilen jnforr.1C'l1 r;L' tL:lt 1 cC'uJd lIot 
have copies of the reports because they had been pr(~!,;lrc(j lor the defense co\.m~:el 

"in my case. '111is II con flict of interest" policy i':~lS (:),pl~tjll.:-d ~;s l'C'}:~~ nr:ccssr;ry 
uecause your staff \~as, in a sense, "retained" by the de fc'nsc: COlljlS( 1 for tid s 

case, 

Your ne\\'slctteT indicated that these reports \,cre <lv;lil;:blc for tlist1'1Lll .... 10n .... o 
others \\'110 rcqt.lestcd them. :.ly request \':as r.lQrely fur a copy or 1..11(: r('~lor\: :!i1J. 1 

. made no request for any research or ;Jssist,:l.I1ce by your staff. Surely ~hi5 c(j'~~s 

not constitute: a conflict of interest. The defense counsel 01V;0 .. 151)' ',-:ill not 
even usc your report as it docs not aid his position. '1ullr rL'!,ourcC's an~l ti1:1C 

will have been \~astcd if they can not be utj lizcLl by a party the rcs{;;.,.:rch supporLs. 

I have difficulty understanding the position t11Lit you 11,1\'0 been "in a se,ISC:, 
'l'etained" by the defense counsel. It \<JouJd appear that, if 311Y ex::'st.s, a conflict 
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Geoffrey ~. Peters ') 
-t..-

• • 

::~~,,:,_, ")L' r 

• 

" -.... ) , 

of intcrest \'JGuld arise \~hC'n you ;!SSlst t\0fcnsc' unmscl in :JlIY ;,,:'Ill,l'r :!:~d ~;Ih· 

funds [rom LEAA ,,:110se "(:n;I1,);ng lc~·i:;i:l1.jon limits jt lG :.:',i:;ti;:;·, :';;'i.': ;1:1:1 
local governl1lents in tlle firht :l:,',:till:,t crime." (Jll!~('rs, l~L1C :;.·.·:!--l.l~(.·r, ,".')1-
telllbcr 1974 - emphasis supp] i cJ :('-_._.-

As I unuerstand the purposc of CJ.]C, :it is to "ht'l)i rt'tlllCl. :1,(' LiP::'::;: or il~;!d('-

J ~) ',' ,~ 

quate legal research rcsour-::(!s". (Pl'lC!rS, supr:'!.) :';\:1(']Y ~his de.l's I:Cli. i:,·:l\JJ~ 

becoming an integral p:l1't of 111e (Idvcr:;:Jl'Y sy~;~C:ln ;IS thi:; (1,11;' ('(): .. jlCJi::ilb t;;c 
problem. Strategy Ivould require J'l'Clu<.'sti!q;; n:sc'"n:h on lIe;!r1y all (); i,.y 1.::1:;1.':; 

so that the defense coulisel could not \:5C ;rOIU' se)'vicl':;, i)i!\':()\l:~}Y, tlli,' I.j;; 

not the intent of the program. If c,niy une sjde of t'lle (,()1l11'O\'l'J':;Y h~t) P;irtj:;;m 
access to your program, :..hc effect of in;Hkquate TC.:.can.:h r:lciJitl<:~; is ;';·,gr:'.·"t.C:C'; 

for tl1e other party. 

Since YOllr service is basically 2..n extension of 0111' libl':lry resources, ;,:1d s:ncc 
our libraries arc 'lll1biasct1, your l'(~ports shouhl be ::~;jc1c ~1\,;!'11::l; 1c t.n ;':l~'O::(' in
terested. I II'ould have 110 o1J5l'ction to the dcfense counsc·l "V'i:l(,~;: inr, :1 c.,;.:-- of 
a report you prepare for )lie because he C:,j1 fjncl the S;I:.'il.: C::~.,.':'- fOJ' ]11' >(.'11' ,;- hc 
has an adequ::ltc library. (lh:iL:ctiv~ l'l'sc:!1'ch and o~· .. ~:\~rl\:ss in n:;)<Jl'1..::1:: "':1ii ;::~.~1:;: 

greatly in solving the proble!:l of in~dcq\l;tte rc~o:lr·,'\.!:;. 

Please re-evaluate your policy ,md let lile kilOh' 11])::'( you tlL-cide:, 

Very truly yours, 

<c.~ •• "'"\.---- / ~7 ____ 1L , 

~ 
L r L-:,--, -. I ., -- --"", \ . /'.... ....\ . 
,J .. '-..1...... ""i 

) (.;:./ LQ"u,.-:,:"{-,:,,, _ ..... '1.1. ~.(.U-
t c \'t.~n ,J. \' {:\.: '\. 

Agency L(:g:\; C:uun;;c 1 
j\ebr;t:~k3. Stat(! 1"1t.!'01 

SJSjclw 

cc: James C. S\(,linc, Courts Section 
Office of j\ation~ll Priority Programs 
Lall' Enforcement i\ssist,lnce i~tlJl1i.nistration 

U. S. Dcp~rtII\ent of .Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
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ADO., ••. U.L CO ... WU,..ICAl'ION. TO 

RICHARO R. ANOERSEN 

CHIEF' OF POl.ICE: 

POLICE OIVISlON 

~05 SO. 15TH sr. 

EDWARD ZORINSK'l' 
MAYOR 

.~ 

OMAH/ •• NEIIRASKA 68102 

Professor Geoff 
Creighton Legal 
2500 California 
Omaha, Nebraska 

Peters 
I n form a t ion 
Street 

68178 

Dear Professor Peters: 

6 May 1975 

C en te r 

'1 just received Volum~ 1 ,No. 6 of the Creighton Legal 
Information Center publication. 

Just going over ~t, I would like to bring something to 
your attention and would ask for a little clarification. 

No. 202 A- (P) states, "rihere mar~Juana and a~cohoLic 

RICKARD R. ROTH 
DIRECTOR 

beverages are found during the search of the house~ are the 
occupants entitZed to the Miranda warnings prior to investigation? 
Answer: There is no doubt that the warnings are required in felony 
cases. However, the applicability of Miranda warnings to mis
demeanors has not been resolved. 1I 

My question is I have never heard of Miranda warnings being 
necessary prior to investigation. Miranda warnings are certainly 
necessary in ~he felony area when a person has been arrested and 
is, in fact, being interviewed or interrogated. I know of no 
connection between search and Miranda and the total concept of 
investigation. 

Similar is No. 202 B (p) "When do the Miranda warnings become 
necessary? The Miranda rule begins to operate when an individual 
is taken into custody or otherwise deprived of his freedom of 
action in any significant way." I would ask the same question. 
The Miranda rule has nothing to do with an individual being taken 
into custody unless, after being taken into custody, there is an 
interview and interrogation of the person. The police, to the best 
of my knowledge, are-not required to give Miranda warnings based 
on taking into custody. . 

Appendix B 
Page 20 

• 



• 
\ 
\ 

1 

\ 

• • 

Professor Geoff Peters 
Page 2 

• • • • 

6 ~1ay 1975 

Would you give me the benefit of your advice in these 
areas? 

/ j p 

Yours t A'lu1y, 

.~~~dfi/~ RlChard~. ~~ J~ 
Chief of P A~dersen 

011 ce 
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( 
Creighton Legal Inforrnalion CGnlc( 

2500 California Slreet, Omaha, Nebraska 68178 800/642-8446 

Geolfrt'y W. Peter> 
PrOIf:C' D,recfor 

.Hr. Richard R. Anderson 
Chief of Police 
Ci ty of Qnaha, Police Division 
505 South 15th Street 
O:r.aha, Nebraska 68102 

Dear Chief Anderson: 

May 12, 1975 

402/536-2929 

oerr.orC Dcbron~J, 

FCJculty Svper'V'lor 

Thank you for your letter of May 6, 1975. lis you knOll, the C.L.I.C. 
rnerroranda are provided to attorneys and judges throughout K'cbraska (w'ith 
the exception of Douglas and Lancaster counties). In se:vcral cases 'I.-Ie 

have also provided memoranda to law enforcerrent officials. 

The merrorandum to \omch you refer in your letter (#202 A & B) \·;as 
provided to a prosecutor. B2cause of the nature of the reque:st \·;hich we 
received (the requestor was generally familiar vlith the Hiranda de:cision) , 
and the clear state of the law ,vi th regard to the need to provide: !-uranda 
warnings upon custcXiial interrcgation, we abbreviated our topical he:ad
ings in the merrorandum to reflect the particular concern or issuc which 
was addresse;l in the .mcrrorandum. I 1m ~fraid that this abbreviation vIas 
sCffi2what inartfullyphrased since it led to the mistaken im:.xcssion that 
the :merrorandum indicated that warnings must b2 issued prior to i.'1vo~tigation 
and impliedly irrogardless of interrogation. lIS you mo.", Hira.rila 
applies only to custc:dial intc..::rogation, the issue in the rrcrrorundum 
being whether it applies in misdErreanor cases. 

I appreciate your drawing this error to my attention I and I have 
instructed our students to attempt to insure claril-y in topical headings 
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Richard R. Anderson 
May 12, 1975 
Page -2-

• • • • • 

in the f~ture .. In order to illustrate the fact that the m::rro itself did 
not make such a conceptual error and since you mjght :p2rl1aps l:c int~rested 
in any case, I have ta'<.en the libert.-y of enclosing a copy of l·Y.iTorandum 
#202 for your p:=rusal. I would l::e I1Dst interest:o::l in any further CCX7IT12I1ts 

you'd care to make. 

Thank you again for your letter. 

GWP/ID2l 
Enclosure 

a1lY

' 

~ffrey H. Peters 
Project Director 
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Q1 itt! of (§)mclrct 

ADOIt' •• ALL COW ... U,..ICATIO .... TO 

RICHARD R. ANDERSEN 

CHIEP" 0" POL"::: 

POLICE Of V I 5 ION 

!lOS SO. l!1TH sr. 

EDWARD ZORINSKY 
MAYOR 

[ 

OMAHA, NEIIRASKA 6/l102 

19 May 1975 

Professor Geoffrey W. Peters 
Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California Street 
Om~ha, Nebraska 68178 

Dear Professor Peters: 

RICHARD R. ROTH 

DIRECTOR 

Thank you very much' for answering my letter. I understand 
very easily the fact that you have to abbreviate some of these 
cases to get it into your newsletter so please do not think that 
1 was nlt-picking in any manner.-

I was very surprised because Case 202 was the first of the 
full Legal Information Center memorandums I have seen. I think, 
speaking from a non-lawyer, policeman1s standpoint, that it is 
very complete. I am very much amazed at the amount of research 

. that goes into each one of these questions. 

I am certain that you are fulfilling a real need to the 
criminal justice system in the State of Nebraska. 

Ijp 

Yours truly, 

f{~ 11 (L.~'rr 
Richard R. Andersen 
Chief of Police 
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(lj-lt jih-

Office Me17Z0ra1~dttln • CREIGHTON UNIVERSITY 

'1"0 Geoffrey Peters DATE: June 3, 1975 

FROM Professor Fasan 

SUBJECT: CLI C Ann'; versary 

\ 

I di~tated several days ago my congratulations to you on the first 
ann; versary of CLIC, but the recordi ng machi nery \'las not \'lOrki ng, so 
my congratulations are late but nevertheless genuine! I am sure you 
know that we all appreciate what you are doing for the students and 
the la\'l school here at Creighton. Best regards. 

,IEF:ch 

~ 
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VRANA. GLESS & .JOHNSON 

ATTORNeYS AT LAW 

"rED VRANA 

FREMONT. NCG, 680;" 
'83:) C.t.f~T MIL,.ITARY 

721-S~27 
DONALD C. GLESS 

L. PAUL JOHNSON 

Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 
C.L.I.C 
Creighton University 
Omaha, Nebraska 

Dear Sir: 

June 10, 1975 

OAKLAND. NCB. 6804' 
211 l' ... or1TH OAKLAND 

GOS-555a 

I have utilized Creighton Legal Information Center 
three or four times and generally have been very satisfied 
with the results. Project number 421 I thought vias an 
extremely difficult one and was very happy with the work 
and the output placed into this work. 

I think it shows the weaknesses of the Statutes in 
question and I personally feel that a no-account check 
and insufficient fund check violation should be under the 
same Statute and that there should be another separate 
Statute creating a felony for second offense. I wonder 
if someone at the Creighton Law School would be interested 
in following this up specifically on a law review article 
or with the legislature in an attempt to get this legislation 
corrected. 

I want to thank you again for your efforts and feel that 
they are most helpful to the lawprofession and a credit to the 
law school. 

Thank you. 

DCG:rnp 
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Mr. DJ:nald C. G1ess 
D2[Uty Attorn...-cy 
DYJge Cou..T11:y 

• 

'1835 E. Hilitary 
Fre:rcnt, NC!.brasr..a 68025 

D:=ar He. Gless: 

• • • • 

June 17, 1975 

he ,.;ish to th.~'lk you for your o:rIQ1..ir.en"ta.-ry letter CDno::xning 
lTCiIDrarrlun {=421. Creighton lL!g"al InfoIlTation Center strivC5 t:D ~ly. 
~ best rese...::rrc.."1 r:ossib1e, so W2 are al· ... -ays pleased .. ;he.'1 cxrr \·.ark is 
valuable to the attoJ:"j'L"'Y-

We hOrB yeti v.-"ill co.."1tinue to use D..lr serv1.03S in tl¥3 fub.Ire. 

GA/l:cl. 

Sino:=.rely, 

G3.xy l.,rrlcr--vOn 
Student p.ssista.'"lt 
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J. KARR TAYLOR 
JUDGe Of" 12.TH COUNTY J:IDICIAL DISTHICT 

(BUFFALO .... ND SHCt1MAN COUNTIES) 

KENNETH S. GOTOBED. A;SSOC1"TC JUDGl; 

EVELYN CHRISTENSEN. ASSOC1"TE JUDGE 

• 

Geoffrey vT. Peters . 
project Director 

• • 

COUNTY COURT 
BUFFALO COUNTY 

KEAFiNEY. NEBRASKA 68847 
P. O. Box G 

PHOIIE 237·5981 EX. 250 

June 11, 1975 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Dear 1'1r. Peters: 

• • • 

EVeLYN CHR'~TC""'''JI' 

CLLRI'( 

Thank you for 
legal memorandums. 
wholly concur with 

your prompt attention to our request for 
I have found it quite helpful ctnd I 

JKT/co 

the contents. 

Sincerely, 
'Al~ . ~-/2~ 

. f//C'hI- I fl:,.f/-::rr 
J. KARR TAY~ 
County Judge 
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PHONE 308/345·1905 

\ 
COUNTY COURT 'l 

FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

Court House 

McCOOK, NEBRASKA 69001 

CLOYD CLARK. JR .• Judge WENDELL P. CHENEY. Juu:J' 

I~r. Geoffrey \.1. Peters 
Project Director 

June 19. 1975. 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha. NE 68178 

Dea r 1'1r. Peters: 

Enclosed is my evaluation of project 464. It is a lm·/ evaluation and I 
have requested that you do not release it. I do not feel that you need 
to honor that request; however. you deserve an explanation for the rEquest. 

I do not feel that the conclusion reached by Mr. Vacca is the law or the 
practice in the State of Nebraska. He misrepresented 59 ALR2d 1159 and did 
not deal with the Stickelman case. I feel that if this information is 
re'leased through your neviS letter it \'1i11 be accepted by people I'lho have 
not done the research of the law and may cause unfortunate prosecution of 
persons with a valid defense. 

One of the fundamental issues which caused the migration to the United, 
States was the debtors prison. Nearly every state in the union has a 
constitutional provision against imprisonment for debts. Nebraska has such 
a provision. It provides that no person shall be imprisoned for debt without 
showing of fraud. Although a preexisting debt may not be a complete defense 
to an insufficient check charge. the preexisting debt strikes at the heart of 
the fraud issue. I refer you to the devinition of fraud from Ballentine's 
Legal Dictionact: "Fraud. Deceit. deception, artifice, or t'rTc"k"e-;:yopcrating 
prejudicially on the rights of another and so intended by inducing him to 
part with property or surrender some 1 ega 1 ri ght." 

Additionally, it is bad public policy to give the merchant, who exchanges the 
bad debt for a bad check, the leverage and full force of criminal law. That 
merchant vlho has taken the risk OT' extending credit to an individual, v:hom he 
could have checked out, should not be allm'led to bootstrap the debt into a 
crime by I'laving the banner of commercial paper. If allowed, I':e are placing an 
unfortunate burden upon the criminal justice system. 
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Page 2. 
Geoffrey Pe~ers 

I am glad that I was able to do my own resea\~ch in this area and did not rely 
completely on Mr. Vacca's memorandum. I c~ution CLIC not to spEak with the 
wisdom of the Supreme Court of the StJte of Nebraska, for in th~se harried 
times their opinions are often relied upon as the law. The m~morandum is 
poorly done and misleading. 

kkd 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~)O,Cr;(f q t 
D~~UY0L 
CLOYD CLARK'~ JR. 
County Judge 
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Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California Street, Omaha, Neb,,-aska 68178 800/642-8446 402/536-2929 

Geoffrey W. Peter> 
Project Oireclor 

July IS, 1975 

Honorable Cloyd Clark f Jr. 
County Judge-Red li'lilla;v County 
Courthouse 
McCook, NE 69001 

D2ar Judge Clark: 

B<ornord Dobron,,,i 

Foevlty Svpervlsor 

Enclosed is a copy of a revised marorandum on the issue of 
whether an insufficient funds check given to extinguish a pre
existing debt negates the intent required by the relevant Nebraska 
Statutes. 

As I indicated in our recent conversa.tion f we are sorry that 
the first me:mrandum \·;as not satisfactory. The nEM rnerorandum 
has been prepared with your corrments in mind and I trust will 
prove satisfactoLl{ for your purposes. 

I want to t~ you for bringing the problem to our attention, 
and I hope we will have an opportunity to serve you again. 

BD/klt 

Enclosure 

Smcerely, 

6~~<tJ~~ 
Berrard r:>obranski 
Faculty Supervisor 
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OFFICE OF TIlE COUNTY AllORNEY 

Sherman County 

LOU!' CITY, N['BRASKA (,8853 

July 2, 1975 

Professor Geoffrey Wo Peters 
Project Director, CLIC 
2500 California Street 
Omaha~ NE 68178 

Dear Mr. Peters: 

• • 

1'",1 OlflL'c Bo:\. 621 
Tl'i~ph()nc JllH/74S-0-102 

I've had occassion to use the services of CLIC and 
strongly support the program and would urge that it be continued. 

In addition to the services available presently, I 
would like to see a desk book published dealing specifically ~~th 
Nebraska law. The Nebraska County Attorneys'- Association has a 
looseleaf publication which admittedly has gaps in its coverage. 
The materials there are excell~nt, however, ann completing this 
book or something like it would be a good project. 

FRK/paj 

With best regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

- fl; / 
VA . .J.~ /r c-/. 

Frederick R. King 

7 
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Hr. Fre.::1erick R. \ King 
SheITIB...."1 Co..mty Attorney 
P.O, Pox 621 
I.cup City I t~. 68353 

D3ar Sir: 

• • • • 

July 7, 1975 

Tl1a!1J~ you VDl-y much for your letter of July 2, 1975. ~~C! \""'.2rc~ rmst 
plc:lsed to receive your Jili--y] ccr:r.erlts CX))1r-pr nL'1g oux CLIC projc::ct. 

• 

Creighton LJ.\v Sch:X)l has recently ru1::mittcd a rea??liCtltio:l [or 
furiling for the CLIC grant. Providej tr.e gra."1t .3.!:1'lication is Cl:;:vru.r<:d 
a.'Y1 fu.n:1lng is providro, CLIC plans to print a H2hraska sc"lt.c:."1Cing i:".-L'lual 
a.'Ll a n;;:;rir:=::~ criJilinal proced.urcs and fO~T!'s lxx::>k. liHitio:-uu s[':::::ial 
projects as des}:: b:::xJks \·lill te un:1er'-lA\:e.."1 if t.i.I""l'C and r:o;J.::;Y p2:CTtit. 

l'Je apprecl.a~ receiving letters fran our users letting us l::r:C-"l 10 ... ' 
~.1 feel abaut Otrr Pl.uject und. v~ l(Xll: fon.'Zlrd t.o ~ O!'L-ortu ...... iL-y or 
h2ing of servi~ to you. vle will l:e infOllili!1g our U!:>2.rS l:"G}cu.--d.ing t."r;e 
Sj?3Cial projects He. int.en::l urrlertaking through aU!:' r.l:';l~Uy n~ .. ;::;lC!Jcb~ 
if a.ril "lhsn \·:e ~ive confirr.ation of refurding. Plc.3sC! Co not lC;2sib.';::3 
to call us if \\~ can b2 of sC!-'Vice to you. 

Gil?/dc 

S1 n~c-L:'c.l:ll 

G"2::Jffr2Y ~.;. Pc::::e:-s 
Project Dirc:ctol:" 
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Creighton l_c:g:~1 IrJ\..JI n l-.Jll::~:-: (, ___ I;~~( lii,~;l 

2500 California S~reet, Omaha, Nebraska 68178 800/642-8446 402.536-2929 

G(~lt,P) \\. r(ter!> F~.· ,! ~ t' .::J ~ ~ .. ' 

P"i. ,f ~. Dl'!..·Uor 

Mr. David B. Downing 
Attorney at Law 
355 Corrmercial 
Superior, Nebraska 6:.:.978 

Dear I1r. Downing: 

July 3, 1975 

Enclosed please find copies of the memorandums which you requested on 
July J, 1975. I certainly hope you will find this infonnation useful and 
will contact us in the event that there is additional material which you 
may need in. conjunction with any future cases. 

I appreciate the confidence you have already placed in the Creighton 
Legal Infonnation Center and hope that you will feel free to utilize our 
services agair1 in the very near future. \ t .. ~. 

} ! ~. " 
... ~ ~ r .• Sincerely, 

~rf; vJ.lllt,~ 
~ t ~' ': 

\, \ 

I: ; ~ • ~ ~:::~ 

, /" 
/". 

< 

Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 

~ , 
1 ~. 

, 
•• 

\ 

Q.oJP/mel 
Enclosures 

'" ~ 

LI. 
t 

...... 

. 
I' - . 

\ !: 

...... L ~ ...... /'.. ~ '" . 
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0' HAN LON [l.(. h1 ART 1 N 
LA .. • .. YCf'S 

I-:,C.~ \""4~ 1I1r;',.TCt. ':JTHLET 

BLAIR. NE.I3I~I\SKA 08008 

CLAHK O"."U.NLON. SR. tr,69.1 P4Q 

p~rLtp O'HA"lLON, lRO~.19C.!S 

REte O'~"-NLON SR. I Og3·1 gOg 

CLA.RK O'H"NLON 

nODCh.T F. MARTIN 

JOHN R. O'HANLON July 7, 1975 

Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 

Creighton Legal Inform~tion Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Dear Mr. Peters: 

Thank you very much for your lctt~r of 

July 1, 1975, with enclosures. \'Je dl'!)rcci <ll:r: :lour 

assistance. 

RFM/dq 

Sincerely YOl;rs, 

OIHl\.~-;LON & !':l\H'l'D~ 

By V)Q t. (./( y-~ i t~\ I. ( 

.. /'; 
Dcl\-Jn Qua llf.!Y 
For Robert F. ~,~ (l r t i r. 
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\ })at rich lYelly 
SARPy'COUNTY ATTORNEY 

DepUTY COUNTY ATTORNEYS 
Jamps ( Cripe 

1 ~ J 1: f. t l 0 I .J l J ') 1 I ( [ 
; 71 ~ (, 0 LI" r, r .. f.J; [.;{ I 'J I: 

David J. Cull.ln Pt~Pll LIOr~ .• ~~ :'P(,IJ}-:r~ ~t "':6 
William D. $1i1ley 
~"\i(hacl 0 ': .. 'pllnlan J .. ': ;]:.: 

(,r INVESTIGATOR 
George A Roberls jJ'I' J~iS 

Geotfrey W. Peters 
Professor of Law 
J\hmanson Law Center 
2300 California 
Omaha, NE 68178 

Dear Geoff: 

July 16, 1975 

This letter is in response to your message of July 11, ]975, 
concerning CLIC Project 41462. If you desire to "screen" calls from 
Sar.py County, that, of course, is your business--imd cllmcthing trw.t. 
CLIC probably should have been doing on all calls since July 0: 1974. 

However, I would like to make tviQ points. First, as I hilG ir,~;L.cuct.(;G 

the individual who initially monitored the request, ;; 4 62, tl1C qUl·!;t.i on 
should have been written up in the name of the Sarpy County JudrJc, 
Eugene T. Atkinson, not in my name. He requested that I ~cl;rnit Cle 
question--ovei my personal objection as a matter of fact--dnd in the 
world of pragmatics, one does not refuse a judge who is being 'It:E.Y 
insistent. 

I agree that it was an inappropriate re:qucsti ho\·;f..:vcr, JurlrlC 
Atkinson is new to the bench here and desired very lIlucn Lo l.t::vc a 
second, CLIC, opinion on the "question" before him. 

Secondly, my phrases "too ni tpid:y for me" and "Um(;" go r:i <J:n:. to 
the heart of the underlined statement in your lett(;!r uJ)out "access to 
adequate library facilities." 

The question was "too nitpicky" for two reasons. First, r hilG 
already answered the question for Judge At}:inson arid ciid not [e:cl Ulil"!: I 
had time to delve into minute areas of the lavl in oL"dcr to twis..: it il,t:O 

a mold that better suited his purposes. It vias also "too nitpid:y" lx·c..lusl: 
of the wholly inadequate library facilities flere in Surpy County. 

I have traveled to several different CDunties in this state in t~~ 
past six months, and I quite honestly can say that Sclrf,'Y Com,::.], :''::8 t:-.e 
worst library that I have encountered to date. \'Ie do not },uvl: a v.'ic:ic 

\ \ 
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Geotfrey W. Peters 
Page 2 
July 16, 1975 

• • • • 

vari.ety of 1m" books in tIle first p.lilce, ulld in tllC !;U.-()I,d 1,l<oc(, 1:'d!'Y 

• 

of those works which \vi:? (lre sUIJposeu to have iJre TIli!~~;~JI(J 1)·(';1) ~Lf' iii 1 ,I-/_ 
Our Northwest Sl2ries i.s riddled \vith missing vO]U;'l"f;, illiC1 (J;lr f-_,l_~:_ ,,1;<'; 

Am. Jur. Cl:.L~i_~~ !.::'W l-eference volumes uj ;'i.lPPC<.ll"!.,cl !()iil'r iI'-'" j' 1');' 17) 
Hr. Kelly's assUlnption of offiCi:? in J,1l1Uary. 'I'];,:t j!; j;il: (.':·:~'·I,; '.If ',,;r 
germaine criminill lil\.,r 1 ibrClry. 

1 fully recall rna}~ing the statement \-:110.n I \-Iot-b.,(j at CL] C, <Hid 1 arr, 
sure the same statement is in the forefront of your ndnu, l:Lr.lt S.llIJY 
County is only a short dist.illlce away from the llhJ;wTI[;on Law J,j}'rary ill,d 
th,e Douglo,s County Law Library, and that, therefore, U',o~;e ]ozy S_O_h_ 's 
from Sarpy County should be doing their O\..;n resc.:.rdl. PloCl;,e <1] 1u . .,r me 
to withdraw my statement and I hope I can put il D(·tter U<jht. OTi ILl!; 

idea in your head. 

'1'he Sarpy County Courthouse is forty minute" U\··i.!~' fre)m Crc,j'Jilt,or. 
and Downtown Omaha by car. That's eighty minutes Loth ·.,·ilYS. 

\ve have a five man staff herc, plus one rr.~cc:rltly '.1C(2ui!'(.:d Jd'.·,' c1,·d: 
(1 don't believe we've submitted any "questi.ons" to yeu ~;;jJ.ce 11(' "';,]s 
added to our staff). One staff member does purely :j\lV(1n.:i]0. Ja",,,,-(')'S, c',:,:.: 

docs purely civil matters. Three of us, tlJ(?rcfore, htuld1e \';}'Iat is 
apparently the third or fourth largest cr.:iminal <1od~et in tr,c ;',lc-,te of 
Nebraska. Aside from the docket, there arc numr!rou~; c<.;c;cs to ruvic·'J.' 
which are never filed, the.ce are probably fifty tclqJhone culls (:"i1y 
from the local citizency which must be fielded by the tlJrc'c of u:;, dnd 
there are a number of \-Jeekly conferences with the loc;:d r,oljcc iJcr'T.cil·S 
that must take place due to the fact that none of them }:I,CM rlCv: to v:ri LO 

a report. The time that we have left over in a gi V(:JI · ... ·(.'(1).: wou] a Lr.lH'l y 
allow us enough time to drive to Omaha, much lc~;~ do rc!!~C:'Hch. t'ic (ilCr. 
arc allowed some private practice on the side, alld cL,ytainly \·:e r .... ther 
appreciate spending our time <:l.\..;ay from the Courthou~;e in J,ur:;ui t 0: such 
private matters. I don't recall thCl t any of the tLr'1(: of us lr,u}:e: Cl,; 

much money in pub] ic orf.:i ce as we might r:1ake j f we v.(:rl:, for i:.!:L1;!";cc, 
teaching law school, so Ule private practice is riitL(~r ir.'l,urt<lnt to us. 

\ve might, of course, spend some of our cvcnir,q Lours ooiL') n:.:~~c ,irch 
at the Ahmanson LibriJ.ry--as had been 1:1':' priJct..icc '.·:llc'r. 10:3S.:iLJ C: Gurir:q 
the Spring semester j><1st--]lm.,rever, I undcrstLlllc thtlt tlw l.:i1>rar:' i!~ ;.ot 
open in the evening this surnmer. Even if the: JiL!-iiry ',:c.'re: 01'(;1. (\·t!'ll1.<::;, 

however, how milny times a week do you suggcst t11.:.t we' dYi ve tr,(!-c·,· j "':'.J': 

Three? Six? Do you huve a quota to impose Defore \-.'c ci:tn U~(! li.r.. ff"}', ri.,} l~' 
funded services of CLIC? Is it up to you to detcrmir,~ llo\'; ;;mcll L'in-.' .. ' ',:0 

should spend in pursuit of our public duties? 
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~eotfrey W. Peters 
Page 3 
July 16, 1975 

• • • • • 

l\s I rccul1, the ideol of CLXC is i.:o uJJCjri.lc1~ U)(J '}ll'J 1 i t.y uf 1,,',·; 
practiced in the St.i.lte of Nebruska, out.sic1C! of LOU<J]u~; ,,;,d LeJl,(:,,:;L,·r 
counties. \·lha.t wc can do to help achieve tlllJi.: ~l()(l] j~ to ~'J"'I~d 1:,(: 'ld:;t 

bulk of our time ~cti.:ing more judges, more r;e;cj,d ~~0l'\'icr:~~, ;,/))'(.: : {·j;,.,t j();', 

officers, bett~ po]:i.ce-c;:ommunity rC]utions, etc., i!,tu ~:,.rjy C·()\lr.L J·--

all items which must be hilndlcd in our "sp'-ire: Lime." 

Go ahead--"screcn" our calls. Don't uccel't r('(l\ll:~;t~ from Shl'l'Y 
County. Then I cun spend my time losing a fev.' Ci1~es 0J, technical Jeq,tl 
issues which I might othenvise have vJon. I'd ra th~r r+(':lld my tir.,e 
\vorking to establish a separate juvenile court ilnd ('or,s'.:CluenLly lo!,;c iJ 

few cases than to research law, win all of those c<.t~;es I i.lnd cor.sc:qlJently 
lose a separate juvenile court. 

Even this letter is tuking up time that I really do )lot I.':'Vl: to 

spa):'e this week. Please feel free 'Lo contact me or uny OlJr~ 01:;0 jn ~Ljs 

office at 339-3225 or 339-3344. 

tmm 

S ir,ccrel Y I 

I 
.: / ,.'. /. ,. 

Nic11.:..tel D. \','c'llm,m 
Dcputy County J\Lte;n,l.:Y 

P. S. Bill Staley, in our office, would like a copy of a 1',(:::-,or'Jn6t:..rr. \.,.;.ic.:11 
CLIC Clpparently did on the constitutionality of the inmat.e of d C(lH.;;I'·rJ 

nuisance statute. If you have such a mClOoru!,dum <.tlrc:i.lci),' l'rc:r'<l LC'c] , ,Jld 
if you would be willing to send a copy to our office, ~]l:~~(': r(:fer ~l] 
correspondence to Mr. Stalcy, not to mc. 
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Hike 1;·.jell.i'1laIl 
D2?J.ty County Attorney 
Sarpy County 
1201 Golden G:lte 
Papillion, Ne 68046 

Dear !·like: 

• • • • • 

July II, 1975 

\-7hile re-vie.·.7jng the CLIC evaluatio:lS for JlU1e arrl July, I notr..D. oIl 
evaluation concerning Project jf 462 WhiCl~ you re'"'-...ently o:I:t;Jlcted. T:12 ~ <vjr-ct 
conCerned "conditional quasi-probation fol10:-;1-T1g a guilty plea to (irivLtg 
while intoxicated. R Bclsically, the reason ".hlch you gave for utilization of 
t.~e services vas: It [t] 00 i-'("') ni tpicky of a problEm for De." The other 
reason you l.istErl for why it would have b3CI1 difficult for you to develop the 
.infonnation yourself was f't.irr.e. n 

As you know I ·perhaps better than ITOst, the Creighton Legal Informa.tion 
servico--s are primarily ais.:e:3. at servicing out-state (nunty attOl .. 'TlcyS, public 
defe...Lders, arrl judges ~"\'ro do not have access to a:Jequate library facilities. 
l'.fter revis'ling the nature of your request in Project i 462 as \>7211 as your 
listed reasons for utilizing CLIC services, I have CXDe to the CD!1clusion 
that your res::r..leSt, in at least this one instance, \ .... -a.s in violation of th2 
purp::lse and intent of the CLIC Project. p.,s I have p!:"e-viou .. sly o::.x:-r-;'1'...L"'1ic;;.b~ 
to you and to the Sarpy ColL""1ty Attorney, v.hlle I have D:) ?~rticular difficulty 
in servicing that office, I do w-::mt to insure t.'1at the cor-viccs provic1~.::1 are 
\\rithin the spirit and inte.ll.t of t.'1e CLIC !!roject. 

As a result, I have reqt:.'3ste::l our sttrlent assisti"t.:-lts to scn_'i2Il calls 
fraL1 the Sarpy County l~ttom~y' s office to assure t....~2:::-.c:;hcs tJ13.t the \·.Drr:: 
y;hich is being rE..\..jUeste:'l {ran the CLIC staff LT1volves C<;"1S':!S of all. u.."'1u~U<3l 0::::
cxrnplex nature requiriIlg extensive legal res~ch in a li1..c-ge l.::tl.l library. 
C2ses of a routine nature arrl t..'.nse requiring re..sp,'rc.'1 oJlly of Hcbraska la~'l 

\rill, henceforth, be reje.....--te::l fran your office. 
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~tiJre We1J.nBn 
July 11, 1975 
Page 2 

I regret having to take this ac'cion shcn."tly beforl2. t.~e 8.I'J{1 of th~ 
first phase of the CLIC project, but find that w'8 are filling m:my rcq __ K:.7its 

\\'hich can and sh::mld be filled utilizing the staff C??acity in the rc,!u::<:jng 
offices. If you or your su]?""....rvisor have any gu'?.-Stions cx)J1cernmg this rolicy 
or decision please feel free to contact ~ nt 800-642-8446 or 536-2929. 

Gi';P/dc 

cc: CLIC Student ]\...ssistunt 
Professor Bernard Dobranski 
Sarpy County Attorney 
De..rmis HUl.-p..'1-W - LE..n.A 
File 

Sincerely, 

Geoffrey ~V. Peters, 
Project Director 
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PIIONE 308/345-1905 

COUNTY COURT 
FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

Court House 

McCOOK, NEBRASKA 69001 

CLOYD CLARK, JR •• Judge \'.'i flOCLL P. CHU~l.. Y, JUtiUl! 

tlr. Bernard Dobranski 
Faculty Supervisor 

July 24, 1975. 

Creighton Legal Infonnation Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Dear Professor Dobranski: 

Thank you for the revised memorandum on insufficient fur,d 
checks. The memorandum is well done and very helpful. 
would like to thank both you and ~r. Anderson for the ~Grk 
that you·ve put in on the meillorandum. 

The County Judges Association has talked about a cour-t drsk 
book and receiving assistance from the CLlC I'lith that book. 
j·1emorandums such as thi s ,'/Oul d be good suppl eiilCII tcn-y rna t.eri a 1 
to such a desk book. 

Thank you again for the service that CLIC provides. 

kkd 

c5S~l'nce~elYG' ~. '-0-- /:" {I 
;' I • ~I IJ~ 

/ , '-1 Y 
- - "-

1.. .. / CLOYD CLlffil(, JR. 
County Judge 
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GEORGE T. QUALLEY 

ROBERT J. LARSON 

WILLIAM M. ALEXANDER 

THOMAS A. VAKULSKAS 

BRUCE M. DUNLAP 

JAMES E. LANG 

JOHN P. ABBOTT 

BRETT G. HUGHES 

DAVID L. UPDEGRAFF 

WILLIAM L. BINKARD 

• 

--. 

August 11, 1975 

De an Steven Frankino 
Creighton University 

School of Law 

• 

2500 California Street 
Omaha, NE 68178 

• • 

LAW OFFICES OF 

G;::ORGE T. QUALLEY 
220 BADGEROW BUILDING 

622 FOURTH STREET 

stoux CITY, IOWA 51101 

TELEPHONE, (712) - 255-7937 

RE: Creighton Legal Informabon Center 

Dear De8J1 Frankino: 

• • 

VVASHINGTON. D. C OFFICE 

320 FLDERAL BAH BUILDING V'E.ST 

1819 H SiRECT. N.W. 

WASHINGTON. D. C 20006 

TELePHONe, 202 - 223·8797 

or COUNSEL; 

ROMAN Df LA CA/·\PA 

I have just completed reading Volume 1, No. 9 of the 
Creighton Legal Information Center Bulletin and 1,':lllted to 
take the opportwlit)' to write and inform you hm\' Il:,eful I 
hav0 found this publication in my private practice here in 
Siuux City, Iowa. The Bulletin conTains information which 
has been very useful to me both in my practice here in Iowa 
and Nebraska. 

As an alullUlus of Creighton La1\' School I am very proud of 
this project and do hope that the request for funding from 
the L.E.A.A. will be approved and in the future this IHoject 
will become sel_f-sufficient. 

It appears that you are continuing the fine job as Dean 
tha t you s taTted \\fhi Ie I was at the L:Hv S c}) 001. )1] e as e kec.p 
up the fine Hork :1nd the wondcTful reputation that Creighton 
enjoys .here in the Sioux City area. 

Very tTuly yours, 

FOR THE FIR]\) 
-' .--

;-

Thomas A. Vakuls}~as': 

TAV:b 
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MONEN, SEIDLEH. & FESTERSEN, P. G, 

LAWYERS 

1400 JUm-."IT PLAZA 

OMl>.H.A, NEBRASKA G8131 

(40a) 342-0400 

Mr. Keith N .. Bystrom 
Public Defender of Lincoln County 
P .0. Box 80'8 
North Platte, Nebraska 69101 

Dear Keith: 

August 22, 1975 

• 

Thanks v~ry much for your letter of August 21, 1975. 

I would be delighted to give you any assistance and advice 
that I can. I am not sure that I i.',ill be in town on Aug
~s~ 29, but you should call anyway. Perh~ps we can get 
together for lunch, for a drink in the late afternoon, or 
at some other convenient time. 

• 

It would certainly be worth your time to stop by the 
Creighton Legal Information Center (CLIC) at the new law 
school to look over their facilities there. Professor Geoff 
Peters, director of the LEAA funded program, would, I am 
sure, be more than happy to find someone to show you around 
his operation and the law school generally. The research 
facilities CLIC provides could be quite useful to you in 
the coming months. 

If I am not in town on the 29th, I hope you will take the 
liberty of calling Geoff at 536-2929. In the meancime, 
if you have a budget for long distance calls, or access to 
a Lincoln County Watts line, do not hesitate to telephone 
me at the above number at any time. 

Good luck in your endeavor. 

si2e(;~ 
Peter J. Hoagland 

PJH:pk 

cc: Professor Geoffrey Peters w/enc 
Jack O'Donnell 
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PUBLIC DEFENDER OF LINCOLN COUNTY 
I.INCOI.N COUNTY, NI-:IJHASI{A 

CENTF.NNIAL nUII.IHNG P.O. nox 808 

100 EAST 5TH STUEX.'T • UPPER LI:.·..,..EL 

~ORTII Pl.A'lTE, NEllHASKA O!llOl 

KEITH N. BYSTROM PHONE (301'1) 534.:.!120 

Mr. Peter Hoagland 
Nonen, Seidler, McGill, 

Festerson & Kiley, P.C. 
1400 Kie'vi tt Plaza 
Omaha, Nebraska 68131 

Dear Mr. Hoagland: 

August 21, 1975 

Mr. Jack O'Donnell, a good friend of mine from Georgetmvn 
University Law Center, has given me your name as a person whom I 
could contact for information concerning public defender work and 
library suggestions. I have recently been appointed the first full
time Public Defender in Lincoln County, Nebraska, and am in the 
process of setting up our one and one-half man office. If possible, 
I would like to have any suggestions that you may have for a small 
library and what works you would deem essential for criminal and 
j'uvenile law in Nebraska. 

I plan to be in Omaha on August 29 for a Crime Commission 
meeting and at that time could give you a call, if you would so 
desire, and would save you the time of a lengthy reply to my request. 

KNB:bb 

Looking forward to hearing from you--

Very truly yours, 

k f 11J(S ttr~ 
KEITH N. BYSTRO/1 
Public Defender' 
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HERBERT M. SAMPSON III 

Box BUTTE COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 

11P'.-y. oif1~~.J 
tr /' A~/-l.-· J I y ji~WI.> 1 #Y 

424 BOX DUTTC AVr.. P. 0, UOX 635 

ALLIANCE, NEDRASKA 69301 T r L I. !'HON f: 308-762-33(,0 

August 22, 1975 

Geoffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 
Creighton Legal Ir.formation Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebr~ska 68178 

RE: State V. Rathburn (589) 

Dear I'flr. Peters, 

I hope that your funding is continued for this year. The 
reason I say this is because the legal Hork that has been done 
for me is of a very high quality. In particular, the Hork done 
by. Steve \'Jatsky on this case was excellant and has been of 
immense help. I would hope that you "lOuld tell him this for me.:. 

I sincerely wish that you and your staff have a happy and 
productive' school year. 

HMS: jaf 
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BUFFALO COUNTY ATTORNEY 
COURT HOUSE 

P. O. BOX 1911 

KEARNEY, NEBRASKA 68847 

PHONE: 234-2032 

September 23, 1975 

Mr. Jeffrey W. Peters 
Project Director 

• 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

ATTENTION: BARBARA 

Dear Sir: 

• • • 

{tJ,.. _ ~:...:Jd- L:0. 

GARY l. HOGG 

County Attorney 

JOHN MORGAN 

Deputy County Attorney 

Thank you very much for your prompt attention and kind 
help in photocopying the respective law review articles 
concerning the legal definitions of death. I appreciate 
your courtesy and your help, although I know this was not 
a normal request or function of the information center. 

Very t.:U1W 
your;::, . _ 

_ -----r< .. ,~~. /rl rL.~1 C{ ary L. Ho g ~,~7'~ 
C:;;:f~~lO unty Att rne '. 

glh/de 
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ROBERT F. MARTIN 

ATTORN8Y AT LAW 

128 SO UTI! 17TIl 

BLAm. NEBRASKA GHOOS 

TELEPIIONE '1O:l-·1:!6-V-I71 

• 

September 29, 1975 

Creighton Legal Information Center 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

• 

RE: State vs. Coulter (654) 
(OF: #74059) 

Attention: Mr. Geoffrey W. Peters 

Dear Mr. Peters: 

Thank you very much for the 
us concerning the Coulter case. 
very useful and I appreciate the 
this. I am sure that I will use 

information you have sent 
The information has been 
time you spent preparing 
your services again. 

Thank you for your courtesy. 

RFM/drk 

Sincerely yours, 

~l'lx \ t r 
r 'I_ I . - J - , 

'. ( I \ tI I • 

Robert F. Hartin 
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DOROTHY MAN ES 
Associate Judge - Clerk 

402-223-2137 

402-228-2726 

FHOI-1 : 

RE: 

PAGES 

1 - 3 

3 - 4 

5 

5 - 7 

8 - 9 

10 - 11 

12 

13 - 14 

15 - 16 

17 

• • • 

lBlh Districl 
DENNIS A_ WINKLE 

JUDGE 
Beatrice, Nebr. 68310 

DENNIS A. WINKLE, COUNTY JUDG~ 
GAGE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
BEA'l'RICE I NEBRASKA 

• 

AN1\JJYSIS OF SU~TENCn,G P.J..!I'EIUJNl'IVrS 
AND PROCEDURES IN HEBWiSKA 

A Creighton Legal InfOJ::matioll CGlltcr 
Special Project Report 

• • 

r.Llr.N C 1.IESEMER 
Chief Proballon Officer 

401·221' 3129 

Applies to the District CO'J.rt and th(~r('fort:! fCl 1 it hT uld 
be appropriate if t.hc District Juclgf_' vJO\)l~; CCd t'l,t. 

O.K. 

":execution" has several dE·finitions. YOll:!:' c(~fiLi{.:.i()L 

"execution" is too limited and thcrefu!:t -,vould not Lc 
correct in all situations. 

O.K. 

Applies to District Court. 

O.K. 

( . .,. 
_'J... 

The Nebraska statute, re-written in 1972 in permissivG 
rather than mandatory terms thus dPFCii::':S to 1;(; j,ot iL 

conflict. The statutory requirewent is not as strinSGLt 
as the constitu~ional requirement as interpreted by tht! 
U. S .Suprerae Court, but still is n0t in coni lic.:t.. 

O.K. 

Applies to District Court. 

Not unconstitutional. Again not in conflict. h 6~ienda~t 
can be put on \'JOrk r81eClse and levy c-zccutiCll on l:i.~; 

property if he doesn l t pay ·the fine. COt~S y;Oi_ s,:"y if hI. IS 

inc1igent. Those who are able to pay but; refuse' bJ 1: ,3.y 
arc sent to County Jail. 
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21 Statute changed vlith the 1975 Lcgi:,:;',·i:urc·. '~'l;r> 2<1'111 he,:.,; 
been changeD. fOl:' a person to SpCllf~. pi J_ t vf L is tire :! I, 

the County Jo.il. The wording, as &ltJ2. 1r!c;d, ~:; he'd i~. tLi s 
section and sli.ould be chansed. It s'Lill (.c,(,~.; i:' . .l'. P)~·(J·Ji\.>.

tha t he can spend SOL"\e tir:lC in j (:,il . 

22 Law ·chang'ed. If seconcJ offc';l1se UiS0C'l"2i.lLO!." I 1'01::-;m (,'\l 

be placed on probation up to fivo ye~I3. 

23 - 32 

34 - 41 

42 

O.K., but needs to he rc-v!rit"!:.cl" 

O.Ie 

vIe no longer havQ in ,Juvpnilf! =.&~: 0(> ling,:, ::c::, " c,: 
in need of special supervisi0n". It lS nO';; "chil( 
described in Section 43-202 1 p<1rC:C;!"dpi1 1; ::, 3, ;. 
law change:d in 1974 and again in J.~n::,. ::",( ~'.L (~:O 

LB 288. 

"(,l'1i J,e 
.. ~-

'~ 11 ~ 
,l! 'L. 

43 We do not have childrcn "ir: lWe:c1 of Slccicd ~:;~)pc,·:::-"i..siCdl." 

'l'hey are a "child as dcscribE.:d ir; Sc:cticln ·~3-::'(J::, r;'·J.·cS1:i.:pL 
4. 

43 - 44 'l'here is not a gap. Vh.? can usc' OU1(~r SC~ViCLS ic;r 
evaluation. One of the Sections of tl}(~ st-:;>tutc SLC.'.i.-lS 

what they do provide. 

44 No IIdelinqucncy", IIncglectll, or '·sp:·cic.:. sUII_r:i:j:'c.;.". 

49 - 51 

52 - 53 

54 - 55 

56 - 60 

61 - 72 

74 - 77 

80 - 84 

85 - 90 

91 

Stated as II child as c1escribccl ir: C::H~::ic'n C::-::(j:: (2). 

r..mended. LB '620 in 1975 I..cgis lcd.:.rlJ:(" . 

O.K. 

Applies to District Court. 

O.E. 

l':.pplies to District Court. 

Applies to District Court. 

Applies to District Court. 

Applies to District Court. 

First paragraph applies ·tel 

agree with written consent 
of the Cour t. 

tht: District l:C.:ll. L. 2: l.C· ~;ot 

0:C tl-:l. l.Oi:r~-:.. l!':~ ;.:, OF:O~ 
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CONFLIcr OF INTERESTS 

The primary goal of CLIC was to provide well researched in-depth 

analysis of legal problems subnitted by project users. CLIC did not 

claim to he the "final authority" or "leading authority," but an un-

biased dispassionate research p::x:>l for judge, prosecutor am public 

defender alike. To avoid the pitfalls of a prosectuor saying "Creighton 

says this," and the defender saying, "No, Creighton says this," on the 

same issue in the sarre case, it was the responsibility of the Student 

Assistant before accepting a request to insure that NO other VK)rk had 

been done for another party on the sarre case. If previous requests 

had been made, a Caller I s request was denied, even th:::mgh it concerned 

another issue in the case. 

If the Student Assistant was unable to decide if a conflict existed, 

he consulted the Project Director for final determination. 

If the Student Assistant or the Research Assistant to whom the 

case was assigned, had any personal conflicts of interest, because of 

other employment,. etc., the Project Director was notified. 

Appendix B 
Page 50 

• • 

\ 

1 



----

• CO:':PV:':.::n. 1~0\L,{SIS - I:.\I'1.'I,\L ('::CES'l'IO:\~-J\IHS 

Results as of 12/30/7,1 

COW1ty County J\ssoc.Cty District D..:!fcnse Cit_y 
Total Attorney Judge Judge Jud.<]e COlmsol Attor.n(:y 

• 1. ':'ota.l :~o. of R'2SEXlr1dc.nts Surveyed 384 95 35 77 26 98 53 

2. j,\verilg'::; Percc.nt of Time 
Spent on E(1ch' Category: 
}\.. 0 7raf'::ic Cases 28% ~4% 24% 42'1; 1~ 12':, ') II Q 

" ~J,) 

• B. Q. F'22.ony C(1ses ll~% 15':5, 10':; 3~ 36'0 22':, 3':, '~ 

C. ~ >:isce:~'2anor Cases 23% 32% 28? 207; ,1 ~ 2n 16% 
D. Total Cl.-:':~Jltll Cases G5':, (357) 91% (89) 62% (35) 65'~ (69) ~ 'i J.. u (25) 5Gti (94) ~H'G (Ij 5) 

3. ~o. of ReSfXl:1ce..'1 ts Stating 
Staff is Iwai1ab1e for Research 

• A. Yes (~\'l.:l1'.l:;e r) 51 21 0 10 0 14 6 
Yes (Percent) 14% 22% 0% 15% OS;; 15% 12% 

B. ~'Jo ( !\'t.T.'62 r ) 317 73 35 58 25 82 44 
!\'o (Percent) 86% 78% 100% 85% 100% 85% 88% ~ 

x ...... 
:0 V) 

4. Average Perce..'1tage of T.bne Spent 
.- Q) 

R ~ • on J~sa1 Research o:~ 

:\lll11-y,-x of l\nS'~;ers 323 87 33 44 19 97 43 < 
Average Percentage T.bne 20 21 11 11 15 28 16 

5. Sources Frequently Used. in Preparing 

• Cases 
of Resr:oncents 

, 
64 25 !\'o. 362 94 35 97 47 

Case Law: 
U.S. S.Ct. D2cision 225 64 25 21, 24 75 16 
r:::ebr. S.Ct. D2cision 345 94 35 51 25 96 411 
Federal Court Decision 101 25 12 3 10 112 9 

• S.Ct .. Dec.-ot~er States 94 23 11 6 11 37 6 
Sta,tutory : '. 

i'\ebr, CrDninal Statutes 355 93 35 63 25 97 42 
Municipal Ordinances 219 49 27 42. 6 51 44 

• 

· '--
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• 

• 

• 
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Secondary: 
'l'reu tlses 
u. S. Let''''' h'cek 
Criminul Lei'.\' RefOrter 
t\cdrads, Criminal Law 

O~~er Legul Periodicals 
Other Secondary i':aterial 
Average ~o. of ResfOnses 
Per ResfOndent 

6. Average ~o. of Cases Per ~bnL~ 
vf.'1ere J\id v;ould Help 
A. Traffic Cases (t\o. of Responses) 
B. Felony Cases (i'o. of Responses) 
C. ~·1isde:T,eanor Cases (No. of Res)pnses) 
D. Total for CrDninal Cases 

(~o. of Responses) 

7. Publications CLIC is Requested to 
H?_'.(e liVa2.1able 
~one, No l\nS\'ler, N/A 
S. Ct. D2cisionsj!'Jorthwestem Reports 
Corpus Juris Secundum 
Federal Rc?Orter 2nd & SUppa 
Law Revie.·.'s (Other Lhan C.U. and U.N.L.) 
U . S. LeT.v ~';eek 
California Criminal Jury Instructions 'i-

I\!3!"\ Standards 
t\ebraska Statutes 
Nebraska La\-l Review--U.N.L. 
Other 
Creighton Law Revievl 

Total 

78 
23 
52 
21 

120 
80 
73 

4 

6 
2 
5 

13 (279) 

269 
4 
2 
5 
7 

11 
1 
2 
3 
3 
9 
2 

COU!1ty 
Attorney 

24 
2 

2'1 
6 

33 
22 
25 

5 

9 
2 
7 

18 (72) 

52 
1 
1 
2 
2 
4 
o 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 

County 
Judge 

6 
4 
5 
5 

17 
17 

5 

5 

4 
2 
6 

12 (31) 

22 
o 
o 
o 
1 
2 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
o 

l\ssoc.Ct.:y 
Juc'!ge 

o 
4 
4 
1" 

13 
5 
5 

3. 

19 
2 

14 

35 (31) 

66 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
3 
2 

District 
Juc.<]c 

tl 
3 
4 
o 

11 
9 
7 

5 

o 
3 
1 

4 (19) 

19 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Cou:1:;C!1 

37 
8 

12 
8 

4l 
2,1 
23 

5 

1 
2 
2 

5 (87) 

67 
1 
o 
1. 
2 
3 
o 
o 
1 
o 
4 
o 

City 
J\t:'o:.ney 

~ 

7 
2 
3 
1 
5 
3 
8 

3 
o 
2 

43 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

.., 



• COLU1':..'.! Cty Di~lU:Jct I)..; ('-'n: ;r.:~ 
, 

"- ('i i:.¥· Cow':'.:y l\sso.:.. 

.J Total Attorney J ud9c Judge Juc1tjc Cc·:!:~Sl.!1.. l\ttornC!y 

Trial Practice 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 

• Jury Inst.....ructions ' 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

!\'E:C-rad ' s , The Criln:iJ1al Law 7 5 0 1 - 0 1 0 

Seco::da....ry !v:ateridls, Horn....rco;-< , Etc. 6 1 0 1 0 4 0 

Publications, ;·1isd. & Traffic 5 2 1 1 0 1 0 

!\e::n.- . S. ct. l\dv2...'1ce Reps. 5 2 0 1 0 1 1 

i\ebr. Dis::rict Court D2cisions 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

• U.S. S.Ct. D2cision 9 5 2 0 0 2 0 

~ticro=il~ed Cases 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Crj111inal law Rel:orter 31 14 3 0 0 12 2 

Evicence, Search/Seizure, Etc. 16 5 1 0 2 5 3 

h':'1arton ' s Criminal !...a1tl 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 

N.D.A.1\. & N.C.A.1\. Pub. I Neb. 

• Pros. Hal1d.!XX)!'~ 5 3 0 0 0 1 1 

A.L.R. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Uniform Ccn~plaint Forms 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Iyest's Ee[X)l:"ter System 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 ~ 

~ 
Juvenile RefOrter 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 xC") ..... If) 

Unspcci:ied Desk Book 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 
v 

• .~ 

,... (l) 
C3 cJ) 

r-' Legislative l\na1ysis Update 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 o.~ 

§ 
o.c.. 
~ 

.r! 
-tJ 8. SuggestLu Projects: 
Ul 
QJ None, T..;::..mO\..n, ~/A 161 36 9 43 15 33 25 

8- JudCjcs D-'!sk Bc.'0k 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 

• cd Judges !"y->.1 Bo '-/e . , 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
L._S;( :J;-... Xl11una 

.r! Jud<]cs !):=sk Bco:(/Sen tencing 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
-tJ 
'r! Drafting ~2gislClt':on 41 10 5 7 2 11 6 

.:i 1\'ebr2s:ca SGprcme Court D2cisions 
. ~ 8 2 0 0 1 5 0 

01 

Looseleaf Crilnir.al Statutes 4 0 0 0 1 1 2 

Ul Jw:y !.r1structions 5 2 1 2 0 0 
.r! 

0 
Ul • ~I Journal Entries/CoQ'1ty Attorneys 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 

~ 
Check List/CrjnU-'1al Arraignment 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Check Lis~/Sentencing 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

H' Disp:lsitions of Nebr. District 
QJ 
-tJC") Court Case Analysis 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 

~ 
~.QJ Courts Posi tion on Expend. of Ftmds 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 

• 8~ 
.------:0, .---

• 



• 
County CounLy l\ssoc. Cty OJfjl.:_d ct D. !f\m!),! CrLy 

Total Atto.r.ney Judge Judge .JUJIJl! Coun.sc1. l\tlo.rl!l.~y 

• lEg:! slative iuv~lyses 75 20 7 20 1 20 7 
Uni:0l111 CO'2rt Eules 6 0 2 2 2 0 0 
CO'..1ity Judges D2SK Book ·25 0 16 8 0 1 0 
Cc'...!..'""!::y Court Trial Pr?ctice !vlanual 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 
Clcr~ l\ssistance Wicrofilming) 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 

• &x:;k on Forrns--Proc(xbres 21 7 2 1 1 5 5 
U.S. Suprerne Court c'2cisions Analysis 5 3 1 0 0 1 0 
LB 620 '4 2 1 o· 0 1 0 
Rccords/Tra::fic & !·1isdcreanor 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Indc:.'.x-l\ t. torney C-.eneral Opinions 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Cr.:..rninul L<cM Outline/L1th, 5th & 6th Arnends. 14 4 0 0 0 7 3 • ~ebras~a Prosecutor's Ha~dbook 17 15 0 0 0 1 1 
Revic.'V/ Proposed Crilninal Code 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Brief B2.n.~ 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Juvenile Law 1 1- 0 0 0 0 0 
Unspccifi~j Desk Book 43 4 0 0 0 32 7 

~ 

g{ x-:;t 

Criminal Lclw (i";ebras:-:a 1>bnthly Nel,,]sletter) 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 '"0 
l/") 

• • .-1 
rd = a.l 

§ Re:erc.':ce Book Listing Institutions a.l OJ) 

0.. c::l 

Providing Corrections 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.. 0.. 

'r-! Co:npila tion of Local Court Records 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
~ 

+l 
U) 

g Continuing Legal Education 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

• cd a Need to Contact After Hours Scheduled ./ . 
-.-1 

.~ No. of Respondents Stating Yes 20 7 0 2 2 7 2 I=: 
H 1\0. of Rcs;.::onden ts Stating No 339 83 34 62 23 90 47 
I 
U) 

. 
• I 

-.-1 ~ 

• U) 

j 
2~ 

• if .. 
. ~ .. .. 

• 



• 
TELEPIIOt-.TE SUINEY :REPORT 

• SIX MJNTH SUI{'lEY 
JUNE 2, 197~) 

County County As.Co. Dist. De£. City Non-
Total Atty. Judsre Judge Judge Counsel Atty. Ot.her User User 

L TOTAL Af,<lARENESS OF P RO.JECT 

• A. Total Resp::mding 221 47 52 0 7 76 39 l:J 66 155 

B. Have Heard of CLIC 217 47 52 0 7 74 37 n 
C.' !f, of Line A 98% 100% 100% 0 100% 97% 94% ') 

• D. Have Used CLIC 66 20 12 0 2 25 7 0 
E. % of Line A 29% 42% 23% 0 28% 3~% 17% 0 

F. Have Not Used CLlC 155 27 40 0 5 51 32 0 

~ 
G. Non-User: "Has heard of CLIC" 151 27 40 0 5 49 30 0 XV') 

• H. % of I,ine F 97% 100% 100% 0 -100% 96% 93% 0 -0 V') 

c: Q) 
Q) Oil 
0.. c<:J 

I. Non-User: Judged "N'llillE OF CLIC H l23 21 33 0 4 42 23 0 0.. ~ 
<t: 

J. % of Line F 79% 77% 82% 0 80% 82% 71% 0 

K. Total Aware (Users and 

• Non-Users) 189 41 45 0 6 67 30 - 0 66 123 
L. % of l,ine A 85% 87% 86% 0 85% 88% 76% 0 100% 80% 

2. FIRST EXPOSURe 'ID CLIC 

Total No. !\wo.re 189 41 45 0 6 67 30 0 66 . 123 

• CLlC Letter 19% 20% 38% 0 17% 9% 10% 0 12% 22% 
Circ..'Ular 27% 15% 29?; 0 17% 27% 43% 0 24% 28% 
Newsletter 30% 39% 13% 0 17% 36% 33% 0 30~ 30% 
News !'-lec1ia 8% 7% 2% 0 0 12% 10% 0 15% 4% 
~Vord of Iv'Duth 11% 12% 18% 0 17% 9% 0 0 12% 10% 
other 6% 7% 0 0 33% 7% 3% 0 6% 6% 

• 

• 



.' 
County County As.Co. Dist. Def. city Non-

• Total Atty. Judge J'udg:e Judge Counsel Atty:. Other User User 
3. 'lDTAL EXPOSURE 'ID CLIC 

CLIC letter 44 (23%) 10 20 0 2 8 4 0 10 34 
Circulu.r 83(43%) 17 19 0 1 28 18 0 32 51 
Neltlsletter 108(57%) 24 20 0 3 42 19 0 34 74 

• NC\'lS Media 35(18%) 8 3 0 0 19 5 0 21 14 
vJord of Houth 89(47%) 19 28 0 5 27 10 0 31 58 
OtJ1er 19(10%) 7 1 0 2 7 2 0 6 13 
Averetge/Resp:mdent 2.0 2.0 1.9 

4. Pll\NS TO USE CENTER IN FUYLffiE 

• Total No. Resrxmding 189 41 45 0 6 67 30 0 66 123 
Plan to Use in Future 183(96%) 41{100%) 42(93%) 0 5(83%) 66(98%) 29 (96%) 0 66 (100%) 117 (95%) 
1)::) Not Plg l1 to Use 6 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 6 

5. % RESPONDING vITTH EVALUATION CQ 

• FORM OR QUESTIONl.WURE x\o 
v V) 

~ ~ 

Total No. Responding 61 19 11 0 2 23 6 0 ~ ctj c;:p..; 
% l<cturned Form 68% 63% 72% 0 50% 69% 83% 0 -< 
% Did Not Return Form 31% 36% 27% 0 50% 30% 16% 0 

• REASON FOR Nor RETURNlliG 

Total No. Responding 19 7 3 0 1 7 1 0 
No Foun 7 2 2 0 1 2 0 0 
Forgot 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Form Teo IDng 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 • No 'rill¥; 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 
UnllUpPY 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 8 3 1 0 0 4 0 0 

6. % ru:xn>k-1ENOTIIJG CLIC 'ill 
OTHER PROlliSSlo..WIJ.s 

• Total No. Rc'sponding 66 20 12 0 2 25 7 0 
Rcccrrm::mdcd CLIC 62% 65% 83% 0 100% 56% 28% 0 
Have Not Rccarrnc?nded CLIC 37% 35% 16% 0 0 44% 71% 0 

• NOI'E: % columns add to less than 100% because numbers are trun(~ated at third deci.m::l1 place • 



e. 

• TELEPHONE SURVEY T'IEPOill' 
TI':.ELVE I'-D0JTH SUHVEY 

AUGUST 31, 1975 

County Cou..l1t.y As.Co. Oist.. De£. City Non-
Total Atty. Judge Judqe Judge Cow1sel Atty. Other User User • 

l. 'IDTAL AI'JARE!,,1ESS OF PROJECr 

A. Total Responding 179 31 8 33 6 79 22 n 62 117 

B. Have Heard of CLIC 175 31 8 32 6 76 22 0 • C. % of Line A 97% 100% 100% 96% 100% 96% 100% 0 

D. Have Used CLIC 62 21 5 6 2 24 4 () 

E. % of Line A 34% 67% 62% 18% 33% 30% 18% 0 

0 ~I~ F. Have Not Used CLIC 117 10 3 27 4 55 18 ;aV"l • ~ ~ 

0/ ~o 
G. "Has heard of CLIC" 113 10 3 26 4 52 18 I) 

p,t;) 
Non-User: p,c., 

H. % of Line F 96'6 100% 100% 96% 100% 94% 100% I) <t: 

I. Non-User: Judged "Avvare of CLIC" 101 8 3 22 4 47 17 () 

J. % of Line F 86% 80'i; 100% 81% 100% 85% 94% () • 
K. Total N,'.'are (Users and 

Non-Users) 163 29 8 2-8 6 71 21 0 62 101 
L. % of Line A 91% 93% 100% 84% 100% 89% 95% I) 100% 86% 

• 2. FIP.5T EXPOSURE 'ID CLIC 

'Total No. Hcsponding 163 29 8 28 6 71 21 0 62 101 
CLIC Letter 47 45 38 46 67 46 52 0 47 48 
Circular 10 10 0 0 17 10 29 0 3 15 
Newsletter 21 17 13 36 0 21 14 0 18 23 

• Ne ... :s 11cdia 2 3 13 4 0 1 0 0 3 2 
Word of l'buth 4 0 25 7 0 4 0 0 6 3 
Other 15 24 13 7 17 17 5 0 23 10 

• 



• . , 

• County County 115. Co. Dist. De£. city Non-
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel' Atty. Other User User 

3. TOTAL EXPOSURE 'TO CLIC 

CLIC Letter 80(4 95) 13 4 14 4 33 12 0 31 49 

• Circular 31(19%) 4 a 1 1 15 10 a 6 25 
Ncwsletter 117(71%) 23 4 24 4 48 14 0 46 71 
Ncws 1'-iedia 23(14%) 7 1 3 0 9 3 0 11 12 
~';ord of Mouth 76(46%) 12 '4 16 4 34 6 0 35 41 
Other 67(41%) 17 4 11 1 29 5 0 31 36 
Average/Respondent 2.4 2.5 2.3 

• 4. PI.l\NS TO USE CENTER IN FUTURE 

Total No. Responding 163 29 8 28 6 71 21 0 62 101 
Plan to Use in Future 155 29 7 28 4 67 20 a 62 93 
% of Total 95% 100% 87% 100% 66% 94% 95% 0 100% 92% ~ >::00 • I):) Not Plan to Use 8 0 1 0 2 4 1 a 0 8 :0 tr) 

I:; <!.) 
<!.) en 

5. PERCENT RESPONDING WITH EVALU-
o.c;:J 
0. A-. 

ATION FORM OR QUESTIOt'lNAIRE ~ 

Total No. Responding 53 17 3 4 1 24 4 0 

• % Returned Form 84 82 100 50 100 87 100 0 
% Did Not Return Form 15 17 0 50 0 12 0 0 

REASOt\l' FOR NOT RETURNING 

Total No. Responding 8 3 0 2 a 3 a 0 

• No FonTI 4 1 0 0 a 3 a 0 
Forgot 1 a 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Form TCXJ Long a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No Time 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Unhappy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 6. % REX:Q.\1l>a'DING CLIC 'TO OI'HER 
PromsSIOt\JALS 

• 



• 
County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City Non-

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Counsel Atty. Other User User 
6. Continued 

• Total No. Responding 62 21 5 6 2 24 4 0 
Recarrnended CLrc 67% 52% 80% 66% 50~; 75c:; 100e>; 0 
Have Not RecolTffi2I1ded CLrc 32% 47% 20% 33% 50% 25<:; 0 9, 0 

• N01~: % colu~s add to less than 100% because numbers are tllmcated at third decimal place. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Complete, Verbat:im Responses 
From Student Evaluations of the CLIC Prog-ram 

Student #l 

1. Increased my ability to W)rk with others, an attribute I totally 
lacked before I came to CLIC. Sharpened my research skills, 
especially in the area of technical accuracy via the 1'7hi tebook. 
Broadened my knowledge of criminal IClw and reinforced my LTli tial 
desire to make a career of this field. 

2. Yes, I had no problems with the supervisory personnel. In fact, 
given the t:ime limitations they work under, I was quite impressed 
with the willingness to help. 

3. In my own experience, I do not feel that I would benefit if I 
spent more than the one semester that I did spend v-Drking for 
CLIC. This is probably due to my own preference for short-term 
work relationships. I find that I peak insofar as learning 
ability is concerned at about the 6 month level. 

4. Yes, if one receives credit for working on the lavl review, which 
is of questionable merit anyway, one should definately receive 
credit for v-Drking for an organization that adds so very much to 
jurisprudence in fact. 

S. No, I feel that the balance between the students role and the W)rk 
of the project is quite satisfactory. 

6. Yes, I think a CLIC type project W)uld be of great value in other 
rural areas of the country. My experience in v-Drking with various 
rural attorneys, has been that our service is immeasurably imr:ortant 
to them. For example, many of t.he questions we answer are extremely 
important questions, but, since the attorney in the rural areas 
does not have access to current thirL1cing in the area, the questions 
v;Quld go by the boards if CLIC was not here for them to rely on. 
As well, crime is not as ripe in rural areas, and, hence, the 
rural attorney is rarely equipped to handle many questions his 
urban counterpart might r:;ose. 

Student #2 

1. The job has had several different aspects: straight legal research 
writing and a sort of logical and yet critical thinkinq component. 

As to the first; I have irnproved my research skills enorrrousl y in 
the course of the surmrer. vVhere as I used to flounder around, I 
am now acquainted with the library enough that research is not so 
hit and miss. I have developed a fairly systematic and yet 
thorough approach to the problems. 

As to the second, the sheer volume of writing that must be done has 
developed sane facility. I say some b::cause I still feel that 
my style is pretty sti.Lted at tlines. However, it is irnProvinq, I 
feel. At least I am stilted without laboring over every I,vord that 
is written. 

As to the third, it takes -t:ime to develop a facility with which to 
attack each problem. I am still learning. The conversations with 
Professor X and the other assistants have been extremely valuable 
in discovering I angles I with which to attack issues or investigate 
the parameters. 

There is also a great deal of specific substantive JrJlowle::tge gained. 
No memo written by me was a repetition of an earlier mC'lTO, nor did 
it rover a topic with which I was familiar at the outset. Thus, 
substantively, I know a lot about truck ordinances, criminal 
procedure, juvenile law, bad checks and a variety of other topics. 
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2. Professor X was extremely helpful. He \YaS always willing to talk 
about the narrow and the broad angles of the questions. In tenns 
of simply learning about law, the discussions led to wider areas 
than the merro topics and I gained a great deal of personal knowl
edge unrelated to the me.rros frc::rn him. 

Furthenuore, Professor X J<.nows how to research. When I VJas 
stuuped for ideas, he usually had a novel way to consider the 
problem that led to sone authority. And he is well read. That 
is a great help because he was acquainted with treatises that I 
would not have otherwise considered. 

Professor Y may be well read, he may be knowledgeable, but he did 
not have the time nor the interest to impart that to us. I should 
be fair and say that he was not my direct sureJ:.visor exceDt on 
rare occasions. Thus my experience is limited and those corrments 
should be considered with that in mind. 

I did "V.Drk extensively on the sentencing manual which involved 
contact with Professor Y. On the whole, the sentencing manual \YaS 

a good idea, but sane of the ]Xlrtions of it were, in my opinion, 
useless. However, that opinion did not seem to carry much weight, 
which is probably valid. Working with him on that was frustrating 
because of the lack of time that he had to talk with me. Generally 
he was accessible within three to four hours of my needing to sjY2ak 
to him. Not bad for a busy man. Personally, I find that sort of 
time schedule frustrating. 

3. I have not had any repetition of issues as of yet. In that res02ct I 
it continues to te valuable for me simply as a vehicle for learning 
the substantive law. However, there is a limit to how much 
substantive law one needs to explore. 

Writing practice is essential for me, and to sane extent I ,viII 
never cease to benefit frc::rn that aspect. As long as I have sane 
feedback. Professor X did give me feedback because of the individual 
conferences for each memo. Professor Y, however, never discussed 
a ID2ffiO personally with Ire and made no criticisn. I really doubt 
that ;there was no criticisn to be made. 

And sooner or later one knows one's way around the library. And 
that skill has been learned. I p3rsonally will not tire of the 
job simply because the issues are always different. When there 
is gross repetition and I have gotten sick of criminal law and 
procedure, the benefits may disappear. 

4. Everything that I have learned, save the depth of the issues, is 
covered in one course or another. But I don't think that I will 
take sane of these courses, particularly criminal procedure, unless 
I must. I have learned a sufficient amount through research to 
know my way around to learn the rest on my own. That relieves 
me frc::rn that course and allows Ire to take other subjects 
instead. 

As for awarding credit, that is difficult to say. I happ:m to 
like getting paid and "V.Duld not be able to take this j'Jb if it 
were not a paying job. So to put this on the level of an intern
ship , it has its good and bad aspects. As a research and writing 
course, it could be invaluable. 

5. Basically, I have no changes to make. I despise the administrative 
work and wish that it were not so abundant. I think that someone 
else should be hired to do the telephone survey because that takes 
time away fran memos. And basically one does not need a la,v 
student to make phone calls. 

Appendix B 
Page 61 

• 



• • • • • • • • 

In respect to the sentencing rerort, I did not need to waste so 
much time doing the cutting and pasting, the pagination and all 
the details of that project. Again, it does not take a law student 
to cut out 141 numbers and glue them onto pages. That manual is 
a very exrx:;msive piece of work because of hours that I soent at 
what I consider a high rate of pay, doing trivial \.<.Drk. I 
f€rsonally felt that I was wasting time that could be better spent 
on memos. I was hired as a legal researcher, not as a layout 
person. And my time was spent as a layout person rather than a 
legal assistant. I didn't learn anything for all the hours that 
I sf€nt on that manual. That was a waste of time. If asked to do 
another such project, I am afraid that I v;ould decline or quit if 
the project included that sort of trivia prirrarily. 

6. Yes. I v;ould recanrrend continuing the project. It is valuable and 
a great service for the lawyers, I feel, as well as for the students. 

It is essential that the faculty advisor have time to spend with 
the students in discussing the memos and in evaluatinq. And that 
the advisor be accessible. If he or she is not, the project suffers 
tremendously through frustration and wasting time. On the occasions 
when I did not talk to the advisor, I did a great deal of extra 
v;ork for no reason at all. 

Student #3 

1. Working for CLIC made me do research - sorret.h.i..'1g vlhich I hated and 
was not very good at before joining the staff. Therefore, I 
learned how to op=!rate efficiently in the law library and I 
appreciated doing research since it was now more than just an 
academic exercise. I learned how to write concisely, organize my 
thoughts more clearly and broadened, on the whole, my law school 
education. 

2. Yes, they were great. Whenever I tvas stuck or had to v.Drk out 
sane thing , they were always ready to help and many times even 
without aSking. 

3. I think it can be beneficial for as long as someone works on 
different projects. However, the first semester seems to be the 
most beneficial since after doing several projects, he begins to 
get the feel for it. 

4. Yes - specifically I have learned good research techniques and 
it enhanced my working knowledge of criminal law and the inter
pretation of statutes. 

5. I don't think the researcher's role should be changed, but I 
think :they should be given a handout initially so that they will 
know the procedure. 

They should v;ork a little closer with the student advisors so that 
the one taking the call and the one writing the brief have the 
same knowledge of the facts or what is specifically eXJ?2cte<'l to 
be answered. 

6. Yes, the project should be continued I but it should be kept on 
the small personal basis as it is at present. There must be quite 
a bit of inter-office contact so that information \vill be passed 
and the memos will reflect an organized and efficient attitude. 
The regions covered should not be greater than the one at present, 
because it v;ould make the office too big (that is, addition of rrore 
p20ple and sUp2rVisors) and t f ;,.:. necessary working contact would be 
lost. 
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student #4 

1. The \\Drk experience has been most beneficial in developing, or 
J;€rhaps refining, writing skills. The manos require a definition 
of the issue (s), and specificity of both 'writing and research. 
Research skills have also been improved as a result of the \\Drk 
experience. I am able to use more topics in search of resource 
material that were previously overlooked. Learning to budget 
time, what and how to extract material fran resources in a more 
efficient manner, are two other benefits. The project is 
excellent experience in the criminal justice area, obviousl v, 
and is beneficial in exposing the student to the practical problems 
and questions found. 

2. Supervision must first be defined, and such a definition was not 
enunciated in any fashion. I J;€rsonally had little or no super
vi ':iion and al1y questions \\ere directed to co-workers in the event 
a problem arose. The student assistants did not feel, or appear 
to be, canfortable when confronted with problems invol vinq 
supervlslon. Feedback fran the project director was minimal and 
as a result, a vacuum existed when delegation of authority did not 
occur. Little, if any, positive reinforcement. 

'3. UnJmown. A sufficient number of memos is required before 
familiarity is developed with all available resource materials. 
Most research begins and ends with those sources "vith which the 
student is familiar. A thorough search is usually predicated 
on a difficult question, but the type of research practiced should 
be as varied as time permits to allow the best possible answer. 

4. Academic credit could be justified only in lieu of canDensation. 
Formal class \vork is devoid of the practicabilities. The broad 
area enveloped by questions posed to t.~e project not only 
acquaint the student with problems that actually exist, but also 
provide a background against which the theory of class work may 
be better understood. 

5. The students I role should remain the same. I cannot imagine allowing 
greater student responsibility in areas of content, or policy, and 
the freedan given students in preparation of the memos is adequate, 
contingent upon faculty review and feedback. Also, as a learning 
experience, more efforts should be directed toward original 
comp:::lsi tions, where possible I and l8:;s reliance should be placed 
on the xerox machine. 

6. I don I t think that the memos should be slanted toward the particular 
party requesting information. The temptation to rely on such 
memos and attaching copies to briefs by the practicing bar places 
too much authority where it cannot properly be supervised at that 
level. Faculty approval cannot prevent problems and criticisms 
fran arising, despite the most diligent atteupts. 

Student #5 

1. In two ways research skills and writing develorment. 

My research abilities have vastly improved. I have developed a 
systematic approach when researching a topic. Rather than skipping 
around, hit and miss, I always check for statutes first, then case 
law I then law review articles. If I need an overvie'iv I utilize 
C.J .S. or Am.Jur. first. I have also learned to use AL..'R.. As a 
consequence of my newly developed skills, my research time has 
been cut down substantially. 

My writing skills have similarly improved. In conjunction with my 
research I have learned to narrow the issues as much as possible, 
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and to avoid giving an encyclopedic dissertation on every subject. 
I have leaIlled to avoid excess verbage, brush up my style, and 
use a pattern which facilitates writing :rrerros. 

2. I thought the supervision I received was excellent. I found 
Professors Y and X readily accessible to any problems I had in 
my research. 

I was especially impressed when Mr. Y took time out to sy:x2nd 45 
minutes vlith TIE, dissecting one of my early memos, to show me its 
weaknesses and strengths. I believe this led to my subsequentlv 
improved writing ability. 

3. Much depends on how many hours a dav are devoted to the project. 
I did it for 20 hours my first nDnth and full time for a ITOnth 
until school started. Then I returned to a limited schedule. It 
is very difficult to do research a limited number of hours a day. 
Interruptions just cause chaos. It is very difficult gettinq back 
on track eS?8cially if an urgent project intervenes. 

It takes five projects to get a good feeling for the job, as to 
what is expected in the memo, how TIn.lch research to do, how it should 
be approached, etc. Any additional projects serve to sharpen 
these skills rather than introduce the basics. They get easier to 
do and consume less time. 

I would suggest one semester as the optimum duration a student 
should remain on the project, so that others may benefit from it 
also. 

4. No, I do not believe academic credit should be given. This should 
remain stricti y extracurricular. I do not believe that a member 
of CLIC should receive credits if a student clerking for a law 
finn does not, because each does basically the sane job, and. both 
are ITOnetarily compensated. 

An advantage of CLIC however I is that the work is ITOre concentrated 
so that you are able to develop research skills ITOre readilY than 
in a law firm. These skills are not developed at all in classroom. 
The guidance and precision in CLIC writing is ITOre exacting than 
that required for a finn. I found the skills I developed in CLIC 
to be beneficial in my clerking job and in general research, but 
I do not believe academic credit should be given to the select 
few who qualify for CLIC. 

5. No. I find the student's role to be justified. He should have the 
issue presented to him, and then be allowed, with minimal guidance, 
to develop his answer. 

6. I still J:Jelieve that too often the research which is done is 
because (a) the attorney is too lazy to do it himself or (b) 
he has exhausted all reasonable research and now has an impossible 
problem requiring a solution. 

There are' too many last minute requests, but rarely is ,"m attorney 
given such a short suspense. Also, too often an attorney fails 
to properly define the issue, so that when he receives the work he 
accuses the student of not answering the question, when he clearly 
is at fault. Obviously these cases are the exception, and a lot 
of good, honest effort is generated by the program, from both the 
students and attorneys. 

I think this program should continue. I am not dubious that a 
similar project in other areas would not be VA)rthwhile, but I 
believe they should only be established upon demonstrated need, and 
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not simpl y be',~ause other regions have a program. Guidelines and 
sp3cific critE:.ria therefore should be established before ITDre 
programs are D1iti~ted. 

student #6 

1. (a) Have acquired a working knowledge of criminal procedure. 

(b) Have acquired a working knowledge of the rules of evidence. 

(c) Have become skilled in writing legal merroranda, and use of the 
"whitebook." 

(d) Have becane familiar with the Nebraska Statutes; an:l, in general, 
the sources available to me in the law library. 

(e) The experience has given me a practical insight into the problems 
facing both prosecutors and defense attorneys in criminal cases. 

2. The sUp3:rvision received from Professor X was superlative. He was 
always available for consultation on difficult problems when other 
students could not help. He was personally a large factor in the 
program being such a successful educational eXperience. 

A general eXaffi?le of the excellent supenTision received fran 
Professor X was the way he ~uld approve meITDranda. Rather than just 
receiving a rough draft with corrments, the student would have a 
conference with Professor X for every meITD, at which time he would 
not only make his suggestions and criticisms, but would exnlain 
why. This was very importaIlt, as the sb.ldent ~uld learn from 
his errors and/or amrnissions. 

I believe the program owes a d'?.bt of gratitude to Professor X and 
'will be hurt by his departurr:: c 

Unformnanely, I cannot speak of Professor Y in the same waVe 
While Professor X was on vacation, Professor Y acted as the 
faculty member supervising the ~reparation of the meITDS and approving 
them. The only feedback on the merros v18 received were the corrme..Ylts 
on the memos themselves. We were not told the "why" for the changes. 
But me primary problem with Professor Y was his unavailability. 
He is simplY too busy, and has too many other projects, to be of any 
assistance to the students. If \-le wanted to consult with him, we 
had to make 'an appointrIi2nt. This is inexcusable. 

3. A student oould serve in the project during his entire law school 
education and still benefit fran it. This is because of the variety 
of requests which come in the office. Seldom is a student in a 
fOsi tion where he is not learning anything new. The ~rimary reason 
for this is that if a request comes into the office which we have 
already researched, a copy of the past memo is sent, updated if 
necessary. Another reason is that the student assistant makes 
an effort, and is generally successful, to assign memos in such a 
way that no one student is working oonsistently on one area of 
law, but rather all students are 8X9Osed at least once to each 
area. 

4. The work is definitely of sufficient value to justify academic 
credit. I have learned ITDre law ~rking for C. L. 1. C. one surmrer 
than I did my entire freshman year. 

Specificall y, I have learned c:;riminal Procedure under Nebraska Law 
and under the Federal Rules. I have also lean-led much about 
Evidence, both under the prolX)sed Nebraska Rules and the Federal 
Rules of Evidence. Another area I have had 8X1X)sure to is 
Municipal Corr:orations, although not to such an extent. 
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5. (a) The stu::ients should not be required to make telephone surveys. 
The student receives no academic benefit frau this and it 
should be elllninated. 

(b) The students should not be required to move fumi ture. Again, 
no academic benefit.---

6. The project should be continued, the benefits to both the users and 
the students are enormous. Similar projects ~uld be beneficial in 
otber rural areas, though the l?roject should not be available for use 
as a free clerking service. 

The project could be improved by setting a definite time each day, 
fOssibly a specific two hour r;:ericxi, when the sucervisor '(-;auld 
either be consulting with students or reading memos. Another 
improvement ~uld be to pronote better ccmnunications betr~en the 
l?roject director and the students. An idea might be to have a 
weekly meeting where problems could be discussed and the project 
director could keep students informed as to funding, correspondence, 
etc. In addition, the proj ect director should be more accessible to 
the students and should have fewer other projects. 

Student #7 

1. ~'Vhen I began working with this project, I had little interest in or 
knowledge of the field of crllninal law. Specifically, because of 
this project, I am now ~rking as a deputy county attorney, and 
intend in three to five years to open my own practice defending 
criminal cases. 

As far as I am concerned, my entire legal education came from 
sources outside of the classroc:m, and of course, CLIC was one of 
these sources. Anything I now know about criminal law or procedure 
and related areas emanates frau CLIC. 

On the other hand, I do not believe that I have acquired any 
specific skills as a result of CLIC. I have researched and written 
briefs in other areas of the law for well over a year prior to 
becoming associated with CLIC, and have been involved with shuffling 
paperwork and supervising others in a number of previous jobs. 

2. supervision was, at best, fleeting. Neither the project director 
nor ti1e as~istant project director was ever available on a 
sufficient continuing basis to make this project run as well as 
it could. The project director may as well not even be associated 
with CLIC. He was very seldc::rn available to the students or the 
project. On those rare occasions when he read student's memorandums, 
his commentary and suggestions amply demonstrated his vast 
knowledge of thB criminal law field. His cross-outs and re-wordings 
amply demonsb;:ated his egotistic preoccupation with a "style" of 
writing he dec:!ffis to be his. There were many more instances of 
re-~rdings than there were suggestions or canmentary. 

The assistant project director was much TI'Ore available; however, 
because the project director pushed off TI'Ost of the ~rk on the 
assistant, the: assistant simpl v had too much to do to keep up 
with the ~rkload. As the wOrkload increased for the assistant, 
his availability also nose-dived. ~'Vhen the assistant 'l.V'aS avail
able, he was of great help to all of the students. His approach 
to students involved in this type of project was excellent - he 
provided sane leadeL-ship and added some cohesion to the nroject -
sl~w, but very helpful. 

The secretary thought that she was a supervisor. I'm still not 
sure if she was or wasn't. 
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As the first student director (assistant?), I was quite frustrated 
by the fact that while most of the supervision on a day to day 
basis was exercised by me, my role in decision making \vas rather 
restricted. If the supervision had not fallen on me, I would not 
care about making decisions. However, I was the suoervisor, I 
was very restricted in making decisions, there was usuallv no one 
else around to make a decision, and the project suffered. 

3. A student can benefit as long as he is willing to benefit. 

4. Formal law school class work is veritably useless as far as I 
am concerned. Credit should be given for v..-orking at cr-,IC, or at 
a law finn, or at a county attorney's office, or wherever. I 
think law has to be learned tlLrough experience - not a synthetic 
classroan. The project director taught me nothing in criminal law 
three years ago. The project taught me everything I know. The 
project should be funded by tuition and the teachers federally financed 
to show up as cc:mrrentators, not soohists. 

5. Only insofar as suggested in other answers. If the student assis
tant (director?) is to function as a project director, then he or 
she should be given the full responsibility. If the student director 
(assistant?) is to be able to contribute under the existing 
structural organization, then tl1ere must be a strong and willing 
project director who can do his own job - rather than sign his 
name to only those things that others have wri,tten for him. 

6. More meaningful input by the project director, especially insofar 
as non-abrasive content criticism is involved, would re greatly 
appreciated and in fact is probably incumbent for the long-term 
success of this project. 

If the student directors (assistants?) will continue to rear the 
brunt of running the project, they should be paid more - perhaps 
$4.50 to $5.00 an hour. 

A lot more flexibility is needed for this tYfe of project, and if 
there is to be more flexibility, then there must be a full-time 
secretary who does nothing but type memorandums and an occasional 
report. CLIC has to have a secretary predaninantly - if not only -
available to the users of the service. 

M:)re contact between users and all students is mandated if all are 
to understand the meaning of the word II deadline. II I think the 
intentional non-cohtact of research aides with users is daneaning 
to the students and therefore detri.rrental to the project. Organi
zational control is necessary, but I think it has to give way to a 
greater extent in this unique situation where 10 or 12 strong egos 
(all la\vyers and la,,,, smdents are egotists) CCXIlpete. If more indi
vidual input was allowed, only one smdent director v;ould be necessary. 

While sorre of the comrrents I have made may lead one to think the 
experience has been a bad or mediocre one for me, the opposite is the 
truth. CLIC is an ingenious idea and has proven to be one of my 
IIDSt rewarding experiences. While it needs v;ork, overall the 
project has run surprisingly well, and a-t times has gone simoly 
superbly. For a seven month old project, I think it \-.Drks better 
now than anybody had a right or reason to expect at its inception. 

The resronse has been overwhelming by the users. Having been around 
the State a couple of times now, I have overheard some very worthy 
praise. The speakers had no idea of mv prior association with the 
project. 
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CLIC should be continued and expanded. Even when CLIC is 
operating at its \liOrst, it's still the best library in the western 
part of Nebraska. 

Student #8 

1. Fc.:rrniliarity with legal research techniques has been increased. 
Knowledge of materials available for research has increased. 
Increased knowledge of criminal law and the problems in this 
area. Increased writing skill in the area of legal merroranda. 

2. Sur:;ervision was generally adequate, but not very ti.rr¥=lv. Lateness 
in getting first drafts back to the student give inadequate time to 
rev,urk needed areas. The ti.rr¥= element is critical since students 
still must carry a full class load ~1d an unexpected 4 or 5 hours 
of !TOre research or rewriting can have an adverse effect. 

3. Skill at research and writing can only be learned over a period or 
series of research projects. A one shot research job such as most 
students do in the Moot Court is almost useless from a teachinq 
standpoint, because you don't have the chance to improve yourself 
on succeeding problems. Most CLIC people do about 6 - 8 questions 
a semester which probably gives adequate time to develop the 
relevant skills. 

4. Yes. You do not learn how to research in any law class that I 
have been exposed to. You either learn it yourself or forget it. 

5. No. 

6. (a) Try to get more specific questions either from the client or 
the student who takes the call. Trying to research every 
constitutional question that may be implied in a general 
question takes an inordinate arrount of time eS"!J8ciall Y when 
you consider each point must be discussed in the ne.Tt1O. 

(b) Try to give students more time to research the !TOre canDlex 
questions. If a client needs an answer in a week, he couldn't 
~xpect much indepth research. 

(c) CUt time lag while papers sit on faculty desks. 

Fran talking to outst.ate attorneys on the phone pro-ject, the impres
sion is that the service is valuable to them. A similar project 
would be of undoubted value in other regions. 

Student #9 

1. This program has contributed significantly to my legal education! 
I learned research skills and writing skills that I would not have 
learned fran any of my classroan courses. It taught me much about 
the practical aspects of being a lawyer, how to argue and how the 
judicial process works. Perhaps most beneficial was the boost t.hat 
working in the program gave myself confidence. It helned me learn 
to talk to other students aJxmt legal issues, to -taLl<: to lavJYers 
about problems they face and to talk to professors. 

2. The program needs sorreone who can devote a specific allotted ti.rn2 
span per week to this project. A major problem in producing memos 
was the unavailability of a faculty merrJb::.-.-r to advise students when 
they ran into problems wi'b."l research; to soend sufficient time 
reading completed memos; to assure memos being mailed oromPtly i and 
just being visible so students think they care. It \VQuld be nice 
to be able to know that a supervisor would be available a soecific 
bID hour period each day to answer questions al1d read memos. 
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When supervisors were available, their interest, advice and 
support were excellent. 

e 

3. There probably is a limit to the benefits a student can receive 
from a project like this, but it is difficult to say what that 
time period would be. The time ,-;QuId probably vary from student to 
student, del?2l1ding on his personality and other e.xperience. Al though 
a student may benefit by learning a ne\v area of the law with each 
m6TiO he writes, the pr.iIre benefits of the program do not include 
knowledge of the law. Once a student has picked UP basic research 
and writing skills, he can, of course, oerfect these skills with 
each rremo written. However, he will continue to improve 
(hopefully) throughout his legal career once those skills are 
acquired. Once the basic skills are learned, it is important that 
a student gain confidence in his use of those skills, and this, 
too. can be acquired through conferences '('lith other C.L. I.C. 
stUdents and the professors. Position feedback is an important 
aspect of the program. I would guess that the average time to get 
maximum benefit from the program would be 12 months. (HO\vevGr, 
max:imum benefit to the program would r-robabl y be acieved by keeping 
lIexperiencedll students on the staff.) 

4. The work on this project was extremely beneficial in helping a 
student learn research skills, writing s.l<ills, and practical 
information about how the court system works. It gave the student 
the opportur> 1. ty to discuss specific cases, as opposed to abstrac·t 
issues. It was valuable in building the sttrlent' s self confidence 
and in giving him personal feedback about the quality of his work. 
Many of these benefits are the same ones a student receives by 
clerking in a downtown law firm or by participating in an 
internship program. If the program is used as an internship for 
which credit hours are giv3Il, it may merit that credit, provided 
sufficient "supportive staffll is hired to handle administrative 
tasks. The program should not J::e used to replace either a course 111 

criminal law or a course in criminal procedure. The best 
solution is that the program remain a paid job, much like a 
clerking position downtown. 

5. The student should not be asked to do the telephone surveyor similar 
administrative tasks. The survey could more easily be handled by a 
company which professionally handles such things. (That arrangement 
would probably be more efficient, economically and scientifically.) 
Other mechanical administrative tasks could also be handled by 
employees other than law students. Such an arrangement v-iDuld 
probably be cheaper and would improve attitudes of students involved. 

6. (a) A major problem with the program is lack of corrmunication 
between supervisors and students. Students , generally, were 
unaware of anything happening with C. L. I. C. other than the produc
tion of rremos. A regular staff meeting to inform students of 
correspondence and activities of the project director. 

(b) As suggested in Question 2, it would be helpful to have a 
supervisor available during a specific time period daily to 
answer questions and read memos. 

Student #10 

1. (a) I have acquired a familiarity with Nebraska criminal statutes. 

(b) I have acquired a 'MJrking knowledge of the criminal law and 
1?roCedure area. 

(c) I have sharpened general research skills esrecially with digests. 
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(d) My ability to L~ through a problem and to express mv 
ideas both orally and in writillg has nuproved. 

• 

2. One supervisor was excellent. He had conferences on each memo 
before returnillg the rough draft. Durillg the conference, he 
discussed both the substantive and stylistic aspects of the meuo. 
He was also generally available to discuss any prdJlems during 
the research phase of the memo. 

On the other hand, the second supervisor \vas unavdilfu':>le. In 
order to discuss a research problem, it ,vas necessary to make a~ 
ap]?<Jinbnent (often a day or days in advance). He did not have a 
conference on a memo, rather he returned it w~th notations. 

3. (a) In terms of acquirillg substantive knowledge, one could continue 
to benefit from CLIC for a number of years. It is difficult 
to pinpo:int a precise tTIne Inuit, but probably beb.;een one and 
a half to two years would be sufficient. The variety of 
issues seems to provide experience :in several areas. 

(b) Research skills - approximately six rronths 

(c) Writing ability - approximately one to one and one-half years 

(d) Analytic ability - approximately one and one-half years 

4. Yes, although the legal reasoning and writing course [J.covided an 
excellent foundation :in researching a problem and writing a 
brief and a mEmo, an exercise of that type only provides a 
starting :r;x:>:int. An :individual's ability is sharpened by constant 
practice in this area with a deadl:ine to neet. CLIC provides a 
valuable :insight :into the workings of the "real" MJr ld. The problem 
necessitates focus:ing on a particular, specific area, often relating 
that area to a more general one, rather than surveyinq an area of 
law. 

The program provides a student with experience in crnninal law, an 
area in which few courses are offered. One sees the gaps in 
criminal la",. One learns to argue from the prosecutor's, the 
defense attorney's, and the judge's side. 

5. The students should be :informed about the other areas of the 
project. Specifically he should be somewhat :informed as to the 
activiti~s of the project director, the public relations aspect, 
and the funding of the project. 

Members of the legal cc::mmunity, faculty members, interested persons, 
and CLIC users often question the students. In order to ans,.;er 
their questions intelligently, the student should be more informed 
as to the overall project rather than Jr...nowinq only his area. 

6. A manual for court appointed defense counsel would be useful. 
Such a manual \\QuId provide defense counsel with an overall vie", 
of the crim:inal process and his role wi thill the structure. The 
prosecutors seem to be more informed of their responsibilities and 
duties. 

Every feliv months another section :in the nel'1sletter which deals ,'1i th 
recent developnents :in the criminal area, not only :in Nebraska, but 
other jurisdictions, would be helpful. It seems likely that most 
attorneys or judges using CLIC services do not have access to 
Law Iveek or the Criminal Ia\,1 Reporter, nor read the criminal ctecisions 
in the Nebraska advance sheets. 
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I \\Quld strongly recanmend continuing the oroject. The lack of 
rf~search sources in the area CLlC services is aopalling. Mv 
exrerience with the project has demonstrated the need for CLIC. 

I would recanmend introducing a similar project in other re-1i ons 
similar to Nebraska (those regions which lack research facilities 
or reasonable access to research sources). 

Student #11 

1. Obvious skills which were developed as a result of the CLIC project 
~re research, issue solving, argurrent innovation, rreetinq deadlines, 
precision in presentation and substantive integration. The benefits 
of knmvledge of more details and substantive lalv, of course, were 
an incidental educational experiend'::. Sounds ideal, doesn 1 t it? 
In short, the CLIC project sharcens one 1 s "clever - center." I 
am no wiser. (I supp::>se that is my priority problEm) . 

2. Let us not forget what the 'WOrk "feel" means: to emote. The 
CLIC project may give one a technical ex:perience in the legal 
field - it has nothing to do with feeling. Although I felt nothing 
about the supervision, I think the supervision provided was 
helpful in aiding the researcher to "think the law" a bit clearer, 
to see issues fran a particular vantage POint (i.e. plaintiff's 
or defendant 1 s) , to build defenses fran that view and to clearly 
express the law. Supervisors also raised unseen issues or TXlinted 
out more subtle problems. In general, supervision was readily 
available, although the secretaries played d. major role in 
motivating and activating supervisors in their advisory capacities. 
(Why are "the real strongholds, the ::::eal nucleii, so often over
looked and overshadm\t..."'<1? Why is title so much more revered than 
ACTION and dedication?) 

3. One can learn so long as one wants to learn. 

4. Of course the project has sufficient value to justify academic 
credit. It 'WOuld be a nice alternative to monetary renumeration. 
I personally prefer money - preference is the wrong \..;ork - I 
personally needed money. I think a CLIC course added to the 
curriculum would be a most practical addition to legal education, 
particular 1 y with respect to the skills mentioned in question 1. 
In answer to the second part of this inquiry, I an not sure I 
know anything fran fonual law school class "WOrk - again, my ovm 
personal problem. 

5. I have no standing to criticize or suggest amendment for the 
program. I have no reason for suggesting I have no suggestions. 

6. No canment. 

Student #12 

1. Certainly the most imp::>rtant skill learned fran the project is an 
improved writing skill. Whenever a student has an opportunity to 
write a memo--for saneone other than himself--knovling it will 
be used in an imp::>rtant manner--resp::>nsibili ty for a good and thorough 
job is placed on the student and a learning process ensues. 

Almost equally as important is learning the proper legal research 
skills. Certainly these skills will be needed in order to be a 
canpetent attorney, and the earlier these skills are developed the 
better. This program goes a long way toward developnent of those 
skills. 
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Not only are improved writing and research skills inq:ortant for the 
attorney, but they are also important for the law student in hi s 
preparation for law school classes. Sol in realitYI the project 
has also increased the value of the legal education. 

The interaction between student and professor--although not in the 
classrcx:m--helps the student becane more fully aware of what an 
attorney actually does. 

The program provides practical, clinical exoerience I filling a 
serious void in a legal education. 

The most iITlfOrtant contributors to the smdents' education are 
improved writing and researching skills, but those other educational 
b61efits also accrue to the student. 

2. The supervisors were always helpful \vben available. Professor Y 
was not sufficiently available because of his v;orkload as the 
Project Director. It was not until Professor X went on vacation 
that Professor Y really revie\ved the manos. ~rVhen he did start 
reviewing the memos, his comments W2re helpful and infonnative. 
It would be best either to decrease the workload of the Project 
Director or specifically set aside a certain number of hours per 
week for review of student work in order for the Project Director 
to have more time with the sbldents. 

Professor X's supervision was excellent. He was available for 
research help, ideas, and criticism. 

It is the job of the Project Director with its duties, not the 
person filling that job, which made the student sUp2rvison below 
par. 

3. The number of projects does not necessarily determine ti1e benefit 
to the sbldent. It is the diversity of the project which broadens 
the student's knowledge. If the projects were similar, five 
projects would certa~1ly be enough to gain all the exoerience 
possible. 

A diversity of projects does not mean that new and different tasks 
must be assigned to the student. Diversity refers to the different 
problems p::>sed in the request fran the users . Certainly while the 
project is young and as long as the Droblems 1;XJsed are interes"ting, 
the student can still learn. 

Naturally, when the project becanes stale for each student is an 
individual determination. However, as long as the student's writinq 
skills Continue to improve and the student recognizes the benefit, 
the project remains beneficial. Each project offers potential 
avenues of new learning, however, it is hard when the ooint of 
diminishing returns is reached. 

4. I think the work is sufficiently challenging to warrant academic 
credit, so long as the "law clerk" function remains. There is more 
to the project than merely learning proper research techniques. 
A more indepth knmvledge of the criminal law is gained by working 
for the program. Also, the practical side is more appreciated by 
a student. Law School is too case ):X:X)k oriented without enough 
clinical', i.e. "real world" experience. This program gives insight 
in the attorneys' problems dealing with the criminal law and how to 
approach the solving of those problems. 

~ile I ti1ink academic credit should be offered for participation, 
I do not believe tihl"t should be the only option to the student. 
Many students ,view the program as a "law clerk job" taken to gain 
valuable experience and knowledge and also to make some money. If 
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only academic credit was offered those students ~Duld not be 
attracted to the program and some capable students Y.Duld not 
consider Y.DrkiJ1g for the program. 

• 

As long as there is an option open to the potential student 
researcher, to work for money or academic credit, academic credit 
would be good. The program is sufficiently challenging to warrant 
it. 

5. The student should not be expected to per£onn work that could just 
as well be handled by non-la~"l students, i. e. telephone survevs. 

The student is attracted to the program because of the individual's 
interest in criminal law and improving his research techniques in 
order to prepare himself to be a qualified attorney. 

6. I think questions concerning a city's ordinance and its violations 
are not necessarily the type of area to be involved in. The 
l?rogram should be on more serious crimes, misdemeanors and felonies. 

I v~uld certainly recommend continuing the project and its 
expansion. The improvement of legal services is of benefit to 
all. Too often criminal defendants, wi,thout caupetent legal 
assistance, do not receive a fair trial because vital legal issues 
cannot be considered because of a lack of research sources. All 
sections of the criminal area are helped by the program--the 
prosecutor, judge, and defense attorney. TI1e more information 
each has, the better decisions are reached and society is better 
for it. The project is one which IDUld help rnost areas of the 
country. 

Student #13 

1. I have gained an extensive knowledge of Nebraska criminal procedure 
frau the work which I have been assigned while in the project. 
This was only to be expected frcm the nature of a project like 
CLIC. 

I have also acquired the totally useless skill of "whitebooking" 
i.e. making footnote entries according to the finicky rules of the 
Harvard ~Vhi tebook. In my opinion, far too much time and' energY 
of both students and faculty has been wasted in the vain and 
futile pursuit of whi tebook perfection. Sarcas.n aside, it seems 
that the situation \~uld be better served by simply applying the 
"operational" test to footnotes that is used in virtually all 
other types of scientific research. Thus, the only criteria for 
a good footnote would be whether or not it enables the reader to 
find the source without too much trouble. This ~~uld certainly 
cut down on wasted time of faculty, students, and typists 'which is 
now spent on correcting such trivial non-substantive errors as the 
emission of a space in "N.W. 2d" so that it appears as "N.1i1.2d." 

2. The supervision received was generally unremarkable. That is to 
say, it was neither extrernel y aood nor extremely bad. I believe 
mat the supervisor achieved'- the appropriate amount of contact with 
the staff. It is better if there is less supervision rat..l-}er than 
more, since the students are not in need of much sunervision. Ttilhe...11 
necessary, students, including myself, have felt free to see the 
supervisor for help with specific l?roblerns and this has always 
been forthcauing. In a program cf this nature, the role of 
supervisor is chiefly that of reaQing rrerroranda and being available 
\"lhen students request assistance.. In general, a passive rather 
than an active role. 
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The only problems that have arisen with supervision has occurred 
when the Project Director (as opposed to the Faculty Sucervisor, 
Professor X) has intruded into the workings of the system. On 
at least two occasions, the Project Director took it ufOn himself 
to review one of this writer's memoranda, there \'laS nothing wrong 
with this - but instecd of returning them to this writer for 
needed corrections, they were given to another staffer to revx:>rk 
without corrrrrent. This '\vas in total disregard to established 
procedures and caused not a little upset amongst the staf=. 

3. Generally speaking, it takes at least one and a half semesters 
for a student to become sufficiently expert in the area of 
criminal law to be a valuable asset of the Drogram. (This 
presumes a person enters the program after his freshman year; 
less time if he has had sane practical experi ence with the 
Nebraska criminal justice system.) 

Once a student has achieved sufficient expertise in the mechanics 
of research and memorandum writing I he begins to learn in detail the 
systEm of criminal justice. -~n my oDinion (having worked with CLIC 
for over 2 semesters), a person can continue to learn for at 
least two full years. 

I am emphatically of the opinion that a student should be kept 
for at least a year unless he is hopelessly incofllP:3tent. The 
real learning cannot begin until he has really absorlx..-0 the 
mechanics of work in the program. 

4. The CLIC work is too iIttpC)rtant to a\vard merely academic credit. 
The effort and resp:msibility rome by the student deserves 
recompense in sorrething far more tangible than a fe'\v hours of 
academic credit. If r let us say, 3 credit hours v;ere awarded 
for CLIC work (assuming 15 hours a week) then the student will 
have received about $225 value for his services during a 14 wee].;:: 
semester. Whereas, assuming a minimum wage of $3. 50/hour r the 
student vx:>uld otherwise receive about $735 for his services. 
Since the value placed upon CLIC services by users is much 
greater than the-value reflected in a $3.50/hour \vage, it '\rould 
be grossly unjust to give only a fe'\v paltry academic credits for 
-the level of vx:>rk done. I personally vx:>uld not be motivated to 
do as much work as I have done if the program were run for 
academic credit. 

The only fair thing would be to give 3 hours credit and a reduced 
\vage I let us say I $3.00 /hour. This should only be done if it is 
felt to be absolutely necessary. 

5. The best change that I can suggest VX)Uld be to hire students with 
the understanding that they would retain their employment not 
just for one semester, but for their entire time in law school. 
This vx:>uld provide a much more stable staff and one far more 
experienced Ll1 the criminal process. One problem that was 
experienCed 'was that a)c the end of the first semester, there 
was sorre question as to whether the staff was to be retained 
or changed. Aside fran causing considerable r..erturbation to the 
staff ... since part-time jobs are impossible to get in the middle of 
the year, there \vas great disruption of the no:rma.l work routine 
due to the attempt to have new applicants "prove theLlselves" by 
doing regular rremos prior to being hired. This resulted in the 
Student Assistant and myself redoing a lot of memoranda done by 
people who were not hired. 

6. While it may seem trivial, I believe that an increase in the 
hourly rate fran $3.50 to $4.50 vx:>uld better canp:msate the 

AppcmUx B 
Page 74 

• 



• • • • • • • • 

students for the vlork they do. Further, students who do good 
work should receive step increases. I would certainly recommend 
that the program be continued and expanded. Indeed, I do not 
see why each la~v school in the country could not have a similar 
proj ect for rural areas near to them. This voDuld l:e of invalua"ble 
assistance to the legal professional which has many difficulties 
in rural areas. 

As a further part of the program, perhaps LEAl\. funding could be 
used to supnly outstate attorneys with sumner la\v clerks. This 
would work by having LFAA pay the salaries of CLIC staffers who 
were assigned to work with specific, selected county attorneys. 

Student #14 

l. I vias employed for such a short period of time, it is imrossible 
to determine any beneficial result. 

2. supervision involved in the project is excellent. I found ease of 
accessibility in regard to questions and sugge,tions. 

3. I would think that this would deDeIld on the individual. HovJ8ver, 
ol<e's ability to reason and one's writing ability always have 
rcx:.m for growth. 

4. The award of academic credit for the work involved would be an 
excellent idea. The project deals sorrewhat with practical 
methods of approach as opposed to the theoretical involved in 
class work. 

5. No specific suggestion. 

6. No specific suggestions. The project is a fine one and should be 
continued. I'm sure expansion :into other regions \vould be warmly 
received by the bar. 

S.tudent #15 

1. I believe the most valuable part of the e..xperience was the 
familiarity I gamed :in us:ing research materialsi know'ing the 
best place to look for answers to specific tyPes of questions 
which practicing a'ttorneys are faced with daily. vJe were forced 
to be practical in our answers--we were taken a little bit away 
fran the theoretical emphasis presented in law school courses. 

Also, the process of assimilating material and analyzing it 
and then presenting it in a logical fashion was very good for me 
personally. When I first started wri ling, I did not know \vhen. to 
quit doing research--I felt cast adrift on a sea of information 
that seemed endless and it was difficult to knO\v when to stop 
looking. After doing several memos, it was easier to judge when 
enough information was obtained. 

I also feel rrore confident in my substantive knowledge of criminal 
procedure and criminal law--and how the law may be applied to 
various factual situations. 

2. Yes ~ I also feel it is easier to work closely with other students 
than with professors. 

3. I feel that I behefited a great deal fran noD semesters of \vorking, 
and unless one needed the inccrne, I think tv;o semesters is enough. 
One serrester probably would not have bc-<?n enough for me personally, 
but every individual would have to gauge his or herself, deocnding 
on ho\v much writing and research experience one brings to the project. 
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4. Yes. I learned what I 1iTclS sup!=Osed to J eaL, in iJ1tro to legal 
reasoning··-it is 'the sort of thing one must do to learn, and the 
more pract.:'ce you have, the easier it becanes.- It is certainly 
as valuable as moot court or law review. 

5. No. I iliought the project was well planned, organized and run. 
I enjoyed the experience. 

6. No. Yes definately and yes. 

student #16 

1. Improved knowledge of constitutional law, criminal law and 
criminal procedure, as well as evidence and other related arec:s. 
Improved my working knowledge of the liiThitelxx:lk. Research 
skills v.-ere perfected as result of oractice. Probably some 
imT?rovernent in analysis of legal problEms. 

2. Yes. Supervision was excellent. 

3. A student probably reaches his maximum point of learning fran this 
project after 4 to 6 mernJranduns. Actually, anSW2r depends on the 
prior experience of each student. 

lEfinitely after 6 mEmOS one has perfected his research and 
writing skills. However, the issues are all different----and 
in that regard a student never stops benefiting from his work on 
the project. 

4. Definitely: I learned areas of the law I hadn't learned in 
crim. procedure, evidence, etc. Very often these are new areas 
of the law---or new and unique questions. 

5. No. 

6. No. 

Yes. 

Student #17 

[NOIE: This student's corrments were not included in the student 
evaluation summary. See te..xt for canDlete explanation.] 

1. Aided in my research, for which the University course offered was 
inadequate. 

2. Student aide 7, ''las always available to ansIVnr anv a,'1d all of' mv 
requested helD. 

Professor Y was never available. The onl v nroof I hael that he 
was alive was little notes \vritten to me on I:1Y rnerrorandlTIn. 

I got the feeling that he felt that seeing him \'las a nrivilege 
of the few, of which I wasn't one. 

The only faculty aid I received was from Professor X, who would 
go out of his way to helD me. 

3. Research grows old quicklv. After one or two TIDnt.~s at the PDst, 
I feel a student should have gotten by far all that the nroaram 
offered. 

I feel the attraction of CLIC was the hirrher salarv it naid over 
IrOSt clerking jobs in town, although clerking is a far better 
experience. 
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4. No. 

The ]mowledge gained here should have been made available in a 
gocxi legal writing course, covering a wider field than CLIC does. 

5. let him research and not have to nove furrli ture. 

6. Problems with Program 

(a) Deals in trivialitv. I often qot the feelinq that it wasn't 
that the lawyer didn't have the Droy::er facilities to research, 
but rati1er he didn't want to waste his time on the nonsense 
he has the students look up. 

(b) 'Ibo much bureaucracy. 

(c) Too ~rsonal at the tOD. 

(d) I'll never understand why sending out about ten memoranda 
weekly requires so lIDch Troney and so many v;orkers. 

(e) An exaggerated sense of importance. 

The idea of CLIC is gocxi. The program, as is, is a waste of 
taxpayers' rroney and an example of irres:=onsible government snending. 
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PRCDECr SERVICES EVl\LUATIa.~ 
October--Novcmber , 1974 

• Total CoW1ty CbW1ty Assoc.Cty District D2fense City 
Attorney Ju::1ge Judge Judge COW1sel Attorney 

Total No. of Evalutions Returned 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 

Overall Satisfaction with Services • Total No. Resp::mding 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 
% Completely Satisfied ( 5) 60% 44% 64% 100% 60% 60% 100% 
% G61erally·Pleased (4) 28% 44% 27% 0% - 0% 33% 0% 
% Gcx:d. (3) 5% 11% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 
% Not Satisfied (2) 5% 0% 9% 0% 20% 0% 0% 

• % Completely Dissatisfied (1) 2% 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 
Average Rating 4.39 4.33 4.45 5.00 3.60 4.53 5.00 

Reasons for using Services 
Tot. 1 No. Responding 41 8 11 1 4 15 2 
Inadequate Library Facilities 19 5 3 0 1 9 1 t:Q 

Objective Opinion 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 
;'<00 ..... r-• "0 

JI.ddi tional Support 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 
,.. (!) 

8 en 
0. m 

Learn HOI'I to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " Po. 

Availability of OLIT Se~~ices 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 ~ 

Lack of Materials Fran 
Other J'..:\···isdictions 4 0 0 0 1 3 0 

• Understaffed 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Ti.me 16 2 6 0 1 6 1 
Travel Distance to Library Facilities 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 
Faster Answer Through Us 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 
Better Service to County 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
~bre Thorough Research 4 1 0 0 0 3 0 

• Ex'1?Gl1se 3 0 0 0 1 2 0 
Answer of General Interest 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Pending Case of Unusual 

Importance or Unique Case 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Confidence in or Reputation 

of CLIC 3 
, 1 0 0 1 0 .L 

• ~'lan ted to See How Gcx:d. ~\Te Are 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
, 

~ 
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• 
County County Assoc.Cty .. District Defense City 

Total Atto:t:ney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney 

PercGnt Having No Problems in Contact 

• Total No. Resp:mding 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 
% Responding No ProblEmS 95% 100% 100~ 0% 100% 100% 50% 
% Responding Problems in Contact 5% 0% OS 100% . 0% ' 0% 50% 

• Percent Reporting I::eliveroo on Tirre 

Total No. Responding 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 
% Resp:mmng Report on Time 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 93% 50% 
% Responding Report Not on Tirne 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 50% 

• Percent Responding Report to Point 

Total No. Responding 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 
% Responding Rep::n:::t to Point 88% 100% 82% 100% 60% 93% 100% 
% Responding RefOrt Not to Point 12% 0% 18% 0% 40% 7% 0% ::Q 

xo\ 

Ra ting of Report Quality 
.,.., r--

• "0 

5 S>n 
o.Ctl 

Total No. Resp::mding 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 o..P-. 

% Excellent (4) 51% 22% 55% 100% 60% 53% 100% --< 

% G:x::d. (3) 40% 67% 45% 0% 0% 40% 0% 
% Fair (2) 5% 11% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 

• % Poor (1) 5% 0% 0% 0% 40% 0% 0% 
Average Rating 3.37 3.11 3.54 4.00 2 .• 80 3.46 4.00 

Helpfulness of RefOrt 

Total No. Responding 43 9 11 1 5 15 2 

• % Extremely Helpful (4) 56% 56% 64% 100% 40% 53% 50% 

% Scm2 Help (3) 35% 33% 27% 0% 20% 47% 50% 

% Little Help (2) 2% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

% No Help At All (1) 7% 0% 9% 0% 40% 0% 0% 
Average Rating 3.39 3.44 3.45 4.00 2.60 3.53 3.50 
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County County Assoc.Cty District D2fense City 
Total Attorney . JtXlge Judge Judge Counsel At to IT' 

Arrount of Difficulty in 
Doing the Project by Self 

• To tal No. Resp:mding 39 9 9 1 4 15 1 
% Very Difficult (4) 18% 11% 11% 0% 50% 20% 0% 
% Fairly Difficult (3) 56% 56% 56% 100% 50% 53% 100% 
% Fairly Easy (2) 26% 33% 33% 0% 0% 27% 0% 
% Ve1.Y Easy ( 1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

• AveragG Rating 2.92 2.77 2.77 3.00 3.50 2.93 3.00 

Type of Difficulty 

Total No. Respcmding 37 7 8 1 4 15 2 
Blank 6 2 3 0 1 0 0 

• Inadequate Library Facilities 19 3 5 1 2 8 0 
Time 20 5 4 0 4 5 2 
Lack of t-laterials Fran 
other Jurisdictions 4 0 1 0 0 3 0 

Inadequate Indexing 0 0 () 0 0 0 0 
Distance to Travel 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 

o:l 
xo 

• Understaffed 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
...... co "0 

Not Applicable 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 ~I!l Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o..c... 
Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

«: 
Lack of Current Haterials 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
t-bre ~lorough Research 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

• t-lGan Han-Hours to Do ~vork by Self 

Total No. Responding 36 9 8 1 2 14 2 
t-1ean Hem-Hours 6.97 4.55 8.50 4.00 14.50 7.21 4.00 

• \\'orth of Report 

Total No. Responding 36 8 8 1 3 14 2 
AveragG Fair Price $121.22 $58.75 $221.87 $90.00 $202.00 $92.71 $62.50 

• Intent to Use Services Again 

Total No. Responding 40 9 11 1 3 14 2 
% l'lill USG Again 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
% Will Not Use Again a 0 0 0 0 a a 
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;.~·:OL'..:lt of Di::::i.c~l~.:y 1-'1 
:oi.!~9 tl~,..:! :"):::-ojoct by S ... :lf 

To~.:a2- ::0. l\cs:);";!;c:2..!lg 
~ \\::'_y :l::'ffic\Jlt (-1) 
'l ;:'<.'; '-1\' :'1~':.r- ; ,~" 1 t ( J) v _ ~..J..._ _ :.) ___ ,...L.,_~ ..J 

~ F~i~ly Snsy (~) 
?, \"L!!.~l E2S~' (1) 
j\\"2rc..lse .? .... :.ti..-r;g 

Ty~e 0-: Jif£,iculty 

L~:::{ o~ :·~-:t.eri.c:.ls ~~a~"!1 

Ot!"!'22:" Jt!risc1icJ.:io!1S 
InadG-"}'23::8 In:2c:,:.i-.-:g 
Dist2~ce to T~avel 
Ur..d(:~sta£fE:d 

E:..::?-~r~s '3 

Qbj ecti V':; O.?i!1ion 
I...":C% 0:: CUl~e:!t ):..~teri21s 
1<0:::-8 T::oro:..;.qI1 Rc:scarcn 
L~ck 0::: Kr:a.i~.e::se or 

l\bili ty for E22~dli:1g Case 

Total xo. ResI.:o:1ding 
!'-:eQ.'1 Y.a."1-Hours 

h'orth of P..0fOrt 

Total )Jo. Resp:md ; ng 
Average Fair Price 

by Self 

Intent to Use Services JI.gaL'1 

Total :'10. Res!.:x::>r..ding 
% Vvil1 Use ['.gain 
% h'ill r\ot Use l\gain 

TO::11 

29 
10':'; 
72~ 
l{~ 'J 

? 00 
...... \..1 ..... 

29 
10 
14 

5 
1 
.3 
1 
1 
2 
o 
o 

1 

26 
6.76 

26 
$108.50 

29 
97% 

3% 

75~ 
, ~c~ 
..... .,J . .,) 

13% 
2.62 

8 
3 
3 

o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 

7 
7~00 

7 
$122.28 

8 
88% 
13% 

Os 
3.40 

5 
1 
.., 
.J 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
( 

o 

5 
5.80 

5 
$97.00 

5 
100% 

0% 

1 
0';1; 

laCes 
0% 
0<;, 
3.00 

1 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1 
3.00 

1 
$30.00 

1 
100% 

0% 

1 
03 

100's 
O~ 

O?; 
3.0Q 

1 
1 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1 
lL1. 00 

1 
$250.00 

1 
.100% 

0% 

11 
(V' 
; " 

6·~~; 
,,",!-n .4" ..) 

0-:' 
2.81 

5 

2 
o 
2 
o 
1 , 
-'-

o 
o 

o 

9 
6.11 

9 
$105.00 

11 
100% 

0% 

2 

O~ 

O~ 

3.00 

2 
1 

o 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1 

2 
5.00 

2 
$87.50 

2 
10:)% 

0% 

0':. 
1 (Or", 
-v"" oJ 

0':; 
3 .. 00 

1 
o 
1 

o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1 
16.00 

1 
$80.00 

1 
100% 

0% 
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P.ating of ReFort Q'c1ality ~ 

,~ M 

• U 00 

'I'ota.l ;';0. ResEx).:1c.:iJ.g 29 8 5 1 1 11 2 1 
.- (l) 

0 en 
% Excellcn-t (4) 59?; 38% 80% 100% 100% 55% 10,),?; 0% 

0.C"ct 
0.0-. 

% Co.:d (3) J ,1 ct 63% 20% 0% O~ 27% ')1; 100; -< 
..;~~O 

r'. 1':' ' (2) n 0% O~ 0% C~ 18~ 0% 0% '., J.' L!l.r 
~ Poor (1) 0°, 

" O't; 0% 0% 0% O!ci O~ 0% 

• IW2r2ge P.atb1g 3.51 3.37 3.80 4.00 4.00 3.36 4.00 3.00 

!:2:l:-£uhl.2SS of R'??.Jrt oJ 

Total ~o. ?..es.!.y.x:c. i !1g 29 8 5 1 1 11 ") 1 -'- L.. 

% I.">-:tre::r.,aly P.e19£u1 (4) 45% 63% 40% 0% 100% 36% SC)% 0% 

• 0 Sorr.e Ee1p (3) 52% ')00. 60% 100% 0% 55% 5015 100% " ...Jv'o 

" Little Help (.2) 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% O~ O~ ':; '0 

% ~;~o Help J..t J.I~1 (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
IwerClge RatL'1g 3.41 3.62 3.40 3.00 4.00 3.27 3.50 3.00 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

':oG."11 ~~o. of Eva1uCl tions Rcturnm 

overall Siltis{action ~'lith Services 
Total No. Rcsr-onding 
% Canpletely Satisfied (5) 
% Generally PleD-sOO (4) 
% Gcxrl (3) 
% Not Satisfied (2) 
% completely Dissatisfied (1) 
l\Verage RLt ting 

Reasons for Using Services 

Total 
16 

16 
56% 
44% 

0% 
0% 
0% 

4.56 

Total. No. Res[xJnding 16 
Inadf:..'qUate Library Facilities 5 
Objective Opinion 1 
Additional SUPfOrt 2 
Lefu."'TI Ha..,r to Handle 1 
Availability of Service 1 
L'3.ck of Materials Fran 

Other Jurisdictions 1 
Understaffed 2 
Time 10 
Travel Distance to Library Facilities O. 
Faster An5\'ier Through Us 1 
Detter Service to County 0 
t·bre Thorough ResC?..aTch 3 
Eh~se 0 
Answer of General Interest a 
Pending Case of Unusual 

Imfortance or Unique Case a 
Confidence in or Reputation· 

of CLIC 1 
\'ianted to See How Gcxxl We are a 
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC a 

Pl\LlJl:l.:l' SEINIO:::S l.:,"vAUJ.t\.dd., 
January, 1975 

County 
Attorney 

7 

7 
57% 
43% 

0% 
0% 
0% 

4.57 

7 
1 
o 
2 
o 
o· 

o 
1· 
4 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 

1 
o 
o 

County 
Judge 

3 

3 
100'S 

0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

5.00 

3 
2 
o 
o 
o 
1 

1 
O· 
1 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

Assoc. cty 
Judge 

·0 

-0 
0%. 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0.00. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

District 
Judge 

.0 

o . 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0.00' 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

. 0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

Defense 
Counsel 

4 

4 
50% 
50~ 

0% 
0% 
0% 

4.50 

4 
1 
1 
o 
1 
o 

o 
o 
3· 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 

City 
Attorney 

2-

2-
0% 

100% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

4,00 

2 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1-

. 2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

a 
o 
o 

other 
O. 

o 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
0. 
o 

o 
o 
.at 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
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.......--, COlmt.y COW1Lj t")..!:,..:,.,~~. \......L.l L'_::"~ '-_~"'" .... -----
TOtal Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

• Percent Huving No Problems in Contact 

'l'otnl No. Rcsp:mding 16 7 3 0 0 4 2 0 

% Responding No Problems 94'5 100% 100% 0% 0% 75% 100% 0% 

% Responding Problems in Contact 6'5 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 0% 0% 

• Percent RCfQrtirlg Delivered on Time 

TOtal No. Responding 15 6 3 0 0 4 2 0 

% Responding Report on Time 93% 83% 100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0% 

% Responding Report Not on Time 7% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

• Percent Responding Report to Point 

TOtal No. Responding 16 7 3 0 0 4 2 0 

% Responding Report to Point 100% 100% .100% 0% 0% 100% 100% 0;5 

% Responding Report Not to Point 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

• Rating of Report Quality 
::Q 

Total No. Responding 16 7 3 . 0 0 4 2 0 xV) 

% Excellent (4 ) 50'5 43% 100% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% :a co 

% Gcx:xi (3) 50% 57% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 0% 5 ~ 
,.., C\j 

• % Fair (2) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
5;0., 

<r: 

% Poor (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Average Rating 3.50 3.42 4.00 0.00 .. 0.00 3.50 3.00 0.00 

Helpfulness of Report 

• TOtal No. Responding 16 7 3. 0 0 4 2 0 

% Extremely Helpful (4) 56% 57% 100% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 

% sane Help (3) 38% 29% 0% 0% 0% 50% - 100% Q% 

% Little Help (2} 6%' 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

% NO Help at All (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Average Rating 3.50 3.42 4.00 0.00 0.00 3.50 3.00 0.00 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

l\rrount of Difficulty ill 
Coing the Proj ect by Self 

Total No. Rest:Qndillg 
% Very Difficult (4) 
% Fairly Difficult (3) 
% Fairly Easy (2) 
% Very Easy (1) 

Average R. ting 

Type of Difficulty 

Total No. Rest:Qnding 
Inadequate Library Facilities 
Time 
L:l.ck of t>laterials Fran 

ot11er Jurisdictions 
Inadequa te Indexing 
Distance to Travel 
Understaffed 
Expense 
Objective Opinion 
Lack of Current Materials 
~bre Thorough Research 
L3ck of KnO\vledge or 

Ability for Handling Case 

Mean i'1an-Hours to Co WJrk by Self 

Total No. Responding 
Mean Man-Hours 

\\brth of Report 

Total No. Respondillg 
Average Fair Price 

Intent to Use Services Again 

Total No. Responding 
% Will Use Again 
% will Not Use Again 

Total 

15 
13'5 
53'5 
33'5 

0'5 
2.80 

16 
10 
10 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

o 

12 
5.58 

11 
$84.09 

15 
100% 

0% 

COWley 
. Attorney 

6 
0% 

67% 
33% 

0% 
2.66 

7 
4 
6 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

4 
3.50 

4 
${3.75 

7 
100% 

0% 

COlUlty 
Judge 

3 
33% 
33% 
33% 

0% 
3.00 

3 
2 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

2 
2.00 

2 
$75.00 

100% 
0% 

.. 

.r\.:.o::)v...;.~Ll' 

LTudge 

o 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0.00 

o 
o 
0' 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
0.00 

o· 
$0.00 

o 
0% 
0% 

U.L~Ll. h:L 1.A:~ loll:'>"": '-J,L}' 

Judge Cowlsel Attorney Other 

o 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
0.00, 

',0 
$0.00 .. 

o 
0% 
0% 

4 
25% 
75'5 

0% 
0% 

3.25 

4 
2 . 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

4 
7.75 

3 
$150.00 

4 
100% 

0% 

2 
0% 
0% 

100% 
0% 

2.00 

·2 
2 
o 

2' 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

o 

2 
9.00 

2 
$75.00 

2 
100% 

0% 

o 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
0.00 

o 
$0.00 

o 
0% 
0% 
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pROJIXT SERVICES EVALUATION 
FEBRlli\RY, 1975 

• County County Assoc. Co. District Cefense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Cotmsel Attorney Other 

Total No. of Evuluutions Returned 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0 

OVerall SLl tisfaction ~Vi th Services 
Total No. Responding 15 

• %Ccmpletcly SLltisfied (5) 53 67 0 0 100 50 0 0 

~Gcnerally Pleased (4) 47 33 100 100 0 50 0 0 

% Geed (3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

%Ccl11pletely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rzlting 4.53 4.66 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.50 0.00 0.00 

• ,.' Reasons for using Services 
Total No. Resp::mding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0 

Inadequate Library Facilities 9 5 1 1 0 2 0 0 

Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mditional SUP[XJrt 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 P=\ 

• Learn HOH to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :><r-
u 00 

Availability of Service 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
,.... 0 
3 en 

Lack of l'Jaterials Fran 
0.. e<:I 

0.. Co. 

Other Jurisdictiop.,s 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 <C 

Understaffed 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Time 11 . .4 2 1 2 2 0 0 

• Travel Distm1ce to Library Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Faster A;1swer Through Us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Better Service to County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~bre Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

&.-pense 0 O· 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Answer of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Pending Case of Unusual 
Importance or Unique Case 2 0 ',' 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Confidence in or Reputation 
of CLIC 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Wanted t:o See HCM Gco::1 We are 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 

• 





• -, ~~ , .. -.,. 

County Colli1ty Assex;. Cty. District Defense City 

'Ibt.cl.l Attorney Judge Judge Judge Colli1sel Attorney Other 

• Percent Having No ProblEms in contact 

Total No. Resp:Jnding 145 49 30 5 12 41 7 1 

% Resp:mc1ing No ProblEmS 98 100 100 80 100 98 86 100 

% RespJnding ProblEmS in contact 2 0 0 20 0 2 14 0 

• Percent RepJrting Deliverro on Time 

Total No. Resp:Jnding 144 48 31 4 12 41 7 
, 
.i. 

% Resp:Jnding Rep:Jrt on Time 97 94 100 100 100 9H 86 100 

% Resr:onding Rer:ort l\Tot on Ti.rre j 6 0 0 0 2 14 0 

• Percent Resp:mding Rep:Jrt to Point 

'Ibtal No. Resr:onding 145 49 31 5 12 41 7 0 

% Resr:ondent Rer:ort to Point 8 2 13 0 17 10 0 01 

% Resp:Jnding Rer:ort Not to Point 92 98 87 100 83 90 100 (I 
J ~ 

xo\ 
:0 co 

Rating of Rer:ort Quality • 5 ?/o 

Total No. ResPJnding 146 49 31 5 12 41 7 JL 
o.C':l 
o.t::l-< 

% E.-xcellent (4) 51 37 58 40 75 54 71 0 -< 

% Gocd (3) 42 57 39 60 8 37 29 100 

% Fair (2) 5 6 3 0 0 10 0 0 

• % Poor (1) 1 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.42 3.30 3.54 3.40 3.41 3.43 3.71 3.00 

Helpfulness of Rer:ort 

'Ibtal No. Resp:Jnding 146. 49 31 5 12 41 7 1 

• % ExtrEme~y Helpful (4) 56 59 65 40 67 49 43 0 

% Srn1e Help (3) 39 37 29 60 17 49 57 100 

% Little Help (2) 2 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 

% No Help At All (1) 3 0 6 0 17 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.48 3.55 3.51 3.4Q 3.33. 3,.46. 3.42 3.00 

• 

• 
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• ,- PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION 
March,1975 

County County Assoc.Co District Defense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

• Total No. of EVllluations Returned 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 

Overall Satisfaction With Services 
Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1 

% Completely Slltisfied (5) 41 50 0 0 0 50 0 100 

• % Generally Pleased (4) 48 50 67 0 50 40· 100 0 

~~:-; :ld (3) 7 0 33 0 0 10 0 0 

% Not Satisfied (2) 4 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 

% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 4.25 4.50 3.66 0.00 3.00 4.40 4.00 5.00 

• Reasons for Using Services 
Total No. Responding 24 9 3 0 2 8 1 1 

Inadequate Library Facilities 12 5 2 0 2 2 1 0 

Objective Opinion 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 ~ 

Additional Support 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 xo 

• Learn How to Htlndle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
'"0 0\ 

§ ~o 

Availability of Service 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
,.., c;j 

0:0... 
-< 

Lack of MateriaLs From 
Other Jurisdictions 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

UnderstClffed 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Time 12 3 3 0 1 5 0 0 

Trllvel Distance to Library Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Faster Answer Through Us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Better Service to CGunty 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- More Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Ansvver of Generlll Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pending Case of Unusual 
'Importllnce or Unique Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Confidence In or Reputation 
of CLiC 4 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 

• Wanted to See How Good We Are 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Nonlllwyer Utilizing CLiC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 



• .- -""'''----
County County Assoc.Co District Defense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

Percent Having No Problems in Contact \ 

• Tot()1 No. Responding 26 9 3 0 2 10 1 1 

% Responding No Problems 100 100 100 0 100 100 100 100 

% Responc}ing Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time 

• Total No. Responding 26 10 2 0 2 10 1 1 

% Responding Rerort on Time 88 80 50 0 100 100 100 100 

% Responding Report Not on Time 12 20 50 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent Responding Report to Point 

• Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1 

% Responding Report to Point 93 100 100 0 50 90 100 100 

% Responding Report Not to Point 7 a 0 0 50 10 0 0 i:Q 

><-..... 0\ ""0 

Rating of Report Quality • 
..... <l) 

Q3 I:J) 
o..c:l 

Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1 
o..p., 

-< 
% Excellent (4) 41 40 0 0 0 60 0 100 

% Good (3) 52 60 100 0 50 30 .100 0 

% F()ir (2) 4 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 

• % Poor (1) 4 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.29 3.40 3.00 0 2.00 3.50 3.00 4.00 

Helpfulness of Heport 

• Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1 

% Extremely Helpful (4) 67 60 33 0 50 80 100 100 

% Some Help (3) 30 40 67 a 50 10 0 0 

% Little Help (2) 4 0 0 0 a 10 0 0 

% No Help at All (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.62 3.60 3.33 0.00 3.50 3.70 4.00 4.00 

• 

• ----



• 
County County Assoc.Co District Defense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

Amount of Difficulty in 
Doing the Project by Self 

• Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1 

% Very Difficult (4) 15 20 33 0 0 0 0 100 

% Fairly Difficult (3) 56 40 67 0 50 70 100 0 

% Fairly Easy (2) 26 40 0 0 0 30 0 0 

% Very Easy (1) 4 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 

• Average Rllting 2.81 2.80 3.33 0 2.00 2.70 3.00 4.00 

Type of Difficulty 
Total No. Responding 24 9 2 0 2 9 1 1 

Inlldequate Library Facility 16 6 2 0 2 5 1 0 

Time 15 7 1 0 0 6 0 1 

• Lack of Materials From 
Other Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Distance to Travel 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

U nd ersta ff ed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 

Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
XN 

• 
0\ 

Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
v 

;5 ~ 

Lack of Current Materials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
o..(";j 
0..0-. 

More Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -< 

Lack of Knowledge or Ability 
for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Mean Man-Hours to Do Work by Self 
Total No. Responding 23 3 2 0 2 9 1 1 

Mean Man-flours 13.86 9.50 8.00 0.00 3.00 17.55 3.00 60.00 

• Worth of Report 
Total No. Responding 23 9 2 0 2 8 1 1 

Average Fair Price $102.82 $80.55 $175.00 0.00 $52.50 $118.75 $75.00 ,$160.00 

Intent to USe Services Again 
Total No. Responding 27 10 3 0 2 10 1 1 

• % Will Use Agair;J 100 100 100 0 100 100 100 100 

% Will Not 'Use Again 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.-~ 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Total ~~~r of Eva~uations Returned 

OVerall Satisfaction ~i'it..1) Services 
Total :~uroer Res!XJnC:i.ng 
% Canp2.etely Satisified (5) 
% Generally Pleased (4) 
~ Gcoj (3) 
~ ~ot Satisfied (2) 
% Canpletely Dissatisfied (1) 

..... Weraae R.=ttina oJ _ 

Reasons for Using Services 
Total Nu~h€r Respond~~g 
Inadequate Library Facilities 
Objective Opinion 
Additional Support 
Learn EO.\1 to Hancle 
Availability of Service 
!...ack. of Materials Fran 

Other Jurisdictions 
Understaf:ed 
Time 
Travel !)istance to Library Facility 
Faster ]\..l1.5'der Through us 
.setter Service to County 
:':ore Thoro:..:g~l Research 
EXp21lse 
]\nS\.;er of General Interest 
Pe.'1cing Case of Unusual 

I.rnp:)rtance or :.:nigue Case 
Confic1ence In or Heputation of CLIC 
Ivantec1 to See :lol'l Go:Xl. \i'e Are 
~onla\-.yer Utilizing CLIC 

t'filll:.\ .. :'!" S~~f/ I':":""::;:; t,V;...::J.:,·,':''':''0:'; 
April 1975 

Total 
county 
AttoD1ey 

COlmty 
Judge 

Assoc. Co. 
Judge 

24 

24 
25 
67 

o 
o 

4.04 

24 
13 
o 
4 
o 
1 

1 
3 

II 
1 
o 
() 

2 
4 
o 

o 
7 
o 
o 

13 

13 
23 
69 
o 
o 
o 

3.92 

13 
8 
o 
2 
o 
1 

o 
2 
6 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
3 
o 
o 

2 

2 
o 

100 
o 
o 
o 

4.00 

2 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

1 

1 
o 

100 
o 
o 
o 

4.00 

1 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

District Defense City 
Judge COlmsel Attorney O~. 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
O· 

6 

6 
33 
50 
17 
o 
o 

4.16 

6 
1 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 
1 
-1 
1 
o 
o 
1 

o 

o 
2 
o 
o 

2 

2 
50 
50 
o 
o 
o 

4.50 

3 
2 
o 
o 
c 
o 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

c 
O.O~ 

c 
c 

c 
c 
c 
c 

c 

r 

c 
c 
o 
o 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Total 

Perc~~t Having No Problems in Contact 

Total 1\'lITnber ResFOl'.cing 
%ResFOnding 1\'0 Problens 
%Responding Problers in Contact 

24 
96 

4 

Percent Re!?Jrting !Jelivercd on 'l'ime 

Total Nu~r Responding 
'!.RGs!.X)nding Rer..:ort on Tirne 
"t~,esr:oncing Rer:ort ~ot on Time 

Percent Resr:oncing Rer:ort to Point 

Total 1\'t.rr6er Resr:ondi...'1g 
9-.iRes!.X)ncing Rer:ort to Point 
%Res!?Jnding Re!.X)rt Not to Point 

:0.ting of ReFOrt Quality 
Total N~b2r Resr:onding 
%Excellent (4) 
%Co:x:1 (3) 
%E'air (2) 
%Poor (1) 
Average !0.ti..ng 

::e1pfulness of Rer:ort 
'2:'otal NUIt6er Res!?Jnc,i...~g 

~:'::xtrE!T'.ely ~ !elpful ('i) 
':;Sane P.elI) (3) 
~:Si j.:tle Eelp (2) 
%:~o Help at 1\.2.1 (1) 
Average R.."1ti...'1g 

24 
75 
25 

21 
100 

o 

23 
30 
65 

4 
o 

3.26 

22 
Li1 
55 

5 
o 

3.36 

CoW1ty 
Attorney 

13 
92 

8 

13 
85 
15 

10 
100 

o 

12 
25 
75 
o 
o 

3.25 

1 1 

27 
73 
o 
o 

3.27 

COW1ty 
Judge 

2 
100 

o 

2 
50 
50 

2 
100 

o 

2 
o 

100 
o 
o 

3.00 

2 
o 

100 
o 
o 

3.00 

Assoc. Co. 
Jucge 

1 
100 

o 

1 
100 

o 

1 

100 
o 

1 
o 

100 
o 
o 

3.00 

1 

100 
o 
o 
o 

4.00 

District 
Judge 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

Defense 
COW1sel 

6 
100 

a 

6 
67 
33 

6 
100 

o 

6 
50 
33 
17 
o 

3.33 

6 
50 
33 
17 
o 

3.33 

City 
Attorney 

2 
100 

o 

2 
50 
50 

2 
100 

o 

2 
50 
50 
o 
o 

3.50 

2 
100 

o 
o 
o 

tl.OO 

c.... 

Other 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 



• J ToL.~l Attorney Judge Judge Judge COLmse1 l\.ttorney Ot:. , 

}\!fOunt of Di:ficulty in Coing t.1-)e 
Project. by Self 
':'0 tal ~'-!.~'::€I· Resr:onding 23 12 2 1 0 6 2 0 

• %Vc...."}' Difficult (I.) 9 8 .0 0 0 17 0 0 
t::'a ~ )-~y Difficult (3) 83 75 100 100 0 83 100 0 
s!-'a.~,r2.)' !::u.sy (2 ) 9 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
'tVery Sasy (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 
lwerage r<.ating 3.00 2.91 3.00 3.00 0.00 3.16 3.01) 0.0: 

'!}'!?8 of Difficulty 

• '2.'otal ~'..l'1ber r<.esfDnding 23 12 2 1 o · 6 2 C 
Ina,:'l.cq'Jate Library Facility 13 7 1 1 0 3 1 . 

t~ 

r::;i-'Tle l2 7 1 0 0 L\ 0 0 
T ~~\ .. 
...J;.~,- ........ of :'~terials Frcr.:; 01':':1er .Yuris-

dictions 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Inac1e..",},Jate Inde..'{ing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Distance to '!'ravel 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 C -
r.;ncerst.affed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Expe.'1se 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

i I.ac)< of Curre..'1t l,:a.terials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 xV) 
!I.ore Thoroug!i Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~. 

;:00\ 

• ~c:,- of K'1o.-/le:::ge or Abi.lity 
§ %b 

C';) 

o..P-< 
for !-!and1 i..'1g Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 

!'-;ean :<a..I1-:!OurS to !):) ~\lor)< by Self 
Total !\' LllT'..:xr Resp::mding 19 10 1 1 0 5 ? 

I,· 0 

• !'-;e2'Jl !'-"..::n-!!ours 8. -;3 8.00 5.00 ll.OO 0.00 9.40 15.00 0.00 

ft;orth of Rer:ort 
'!'otal :\'UIT'ber Respond.~ .. ng 20 11 1 1 0 5 2 0 
Iwerage Fair Price $160.75 $153.63 $50.00 $75. l'O $0.00 $190.00 $225.00 $0.00 

• Intent to Use Services JI.gain 
':!.'otal N'...!ITl.l:::>er r<.es p:mCU..llg 24 13 2 1 0 6 2 0 I 

'l,~;lill Use i'\gaJ.n 100 100 100 100 0 100 100 0 
?,l;lill Not Use Again 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 

· --- C' 



• PROJECl' SEh'VlCES I:,VAUJ ... \:TION 
May 1975 

County County As.Co Dist. Def. City 
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Other 

• Total Number of Evaluations Returned 18 5 4 0 1 8 0 0 

Overall Satisfaction ~Yith Services 
Total Nurnber Resp:mding 17 5 4 0 0 8 0 0 
% Canpletely Satisfied (5) 41 40 100 0 0 13 0 0 

• % Generally Pleased (4) 53 60 0 0 • 0 75 0 0 
% Gcxx1 (3 ) 6 0 0 0 0 "13 0 0 
% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Average Rating 4.35 4.40 5.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 

• Reasons for using Sel-vices 
Total Number Responding 17 5 4 0 0 8 0 0 
Inadequate Library Facilities 12 4 3 0 0 5 0 0 
Objective Op~1ion 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Additional Support 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Learn Had to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Clq 

Availability of Service 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
x\O 

• .~ 0\ -a 
Lack of Materials Frall 

,.... Q) 
;l) 01) 

Other Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.. C'(l 

0.. A... 

Understaffed 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 <t: 

Time 4 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 
Travel Distance to Library Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Faster Answer Through Us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Better Service to County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
[\lore Thorough 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
D.Te.nse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
l~~ver of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pending Case of Unusual 

• Importance or Unique Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Confidence In or Reputation of CLIC 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Iyanted to See Ha.·' Gcx:x:1 ~ve Are 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Nonla\vyer Utilizing CLIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 



· .---~-~ 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• --

Percent Having No Problens in contact 

Total N1.m11:>2r Rcsronding 
% Responding No ProblEfllS 
% Resp:mding Problens in contact 

Percent Rerorting Delivered on Time 

ToD-ll l\'t:r!Th...l-er R/2sronding 
% Resr:onding Report on Time 
% Responding Rep:::>rt Not on Time 

Percent Resr:onding Rer:ort to Point 

Total Number Re~ponding 
% Resr:onding Rep:ort to Point 
% RcspondLJg Report Not to Point 

Rating of Rerort Quality 

Total Number Resr:onding 
% Excellen~~ ',') 
% Good (3) 
% Fair (2) 
% POJr (1) 
Average Rating 

Helpfulness of Report 

Total Nillnber Res~nding 
% E;~trEmely Helpful (4) 
% Sane Help (3) 
% Little Help (2) 
% No Help at All (1) 
Average Rating 

Total 

18 
100% 

o 

15 
93% 

7% 

15 
93% 

7% 

16 
75% 
19% 

6% 
o 

3.68 

16 
44% 
50% 
o 
6% 

3.31 

COlmty County As.Co. 
Atty I Judge Judge 

5 
100% 

o 

5 
100% 

o 

5 
100% 

o 

5 
80% 
20% 
o 
o 

3.80 

5 
40% 
60% 
a 
o 

3.40 

4 
100% 

a 

2 
100% 

a 

2 
100% 

o 

o 
100% 

a 
o 
o 

4.00 

2 
100% 

o 
o 
o 

4.00 

a 
o 
o 

o 
a 
o 

o 
o 
a 

1 
o 
a 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

oist. Dei. 
Judge Couns. 

1 
100% 

a 

• 0 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

8 
o 

100% 
o 
o 

3.00 

1 
o 

100% 
o 
o 

3.00 

8 
100% 

o 

., 8 
88% 
13% 

8 
88% 
13% 

o 
75% 
13% 
13% 
o 

3.62 

8 
38% 
50% 
o 

13% 
3.12 

City 
Atty. 

o 
o 
o 

a 
o 
a 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

50 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

Other 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 



• 'J.Dtul j1\..t..y" Judge Judge Judge COW1S. Att:y. 

"ArroW1t of Difficulty in I):)ing the 
Project by Self 

Total Number ResfOndin9 16 5 3 0 1 7 0 0 

• % Very Difficult (4) 38% 0 67% 0 0 57% 0 0 

% Fair"ly Difficult (3) 44% 60% 33% 0 0 43% 0 0 

% Fairly Easy (2) 6% 20% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% very Easy (1) 13% 20'b 0 0 100% 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.06 2.40 3.66 0 1.00 3.57 0.00 0.00 

" • Type of Difficulty 

Total Number ResfOnding 14 4 4 0 0 6 0 0 

Inadequate Libra-ry Facility 10 3 3 0 0 4 0 0 

Time 5 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 

• Lack of Materials Fran other 
Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Inadequate Ind~xing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Distance to Travel 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 

Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ 
><:00 

• Objective Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 :a 0\ 

c C) 

Lack of ClU:Tent Iv1aterials 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 C) bJ) 

C. ro 

Ivbre Thorough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.. 0.-

Lack of I<r1a.vledge or Abillty 
<t: 

for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Mean Iv1an-Hours to I):) \'brk by Self 
Total Number ResfOndin9 15 5 2 0 1 7 0 0 

Mean Man-Hours 4.73 5.00 3.00 0.00 2.00 5,42 0.00 0.00 

I'-Iorth of RefOrt 
Total Number ResfOndin9 15 4 3 0 1 7 0 0 

• Average Fair Price $88.80 $169.25 $31. 66 0.00 $50,00 $72,85 0.00 0.00 

Intent to Use Services Again 
Total Number ReSfOndin9 17 5 4 0 0 8 0 0 

% \vill Use Again 100% 100% 100% 0 0 100% 0 0 

% Will Not Use Again 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 

• 

• 



----- ------ ------- --- -

• 
PRa:J1::CI' SERVICES EVALUATION 

June, 1975 

• County County As.Co. Dist. De£. City 
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police 

Total l\\1rrber of Evaluations Returned 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 

• Overall Satisfaction with Services 
Total (-'unl:x;r Res]?Jn::ling 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 

% ~letely Satisfied (5) 56 47 100 0 0 40 100 100 

% Generally Pleased (4) 36 40 0 0 100 50 0 0 

9,; Gcxx1 (3) 8 13 0 0 0 10 0 0 

% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• % ~pletely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 4.47 4.33 5.00 0.00 4.00 4.30 5.00 5.00 

Reasons for Using Services 
Total l\1.lrT1b2r ResfX)nding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 o:l. 

Inadequate Library Facilities 21 10 2 0 1 6 0 2 ~O'\ 

• 
:0 0\ 

Objective OpD1ion 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 c Q) 
Q) 1:1) 

Additional SUp]?Jrt 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0- '-I 
0- P-< 

Learn How to Han::lle 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 ~ 

Availability of Service 4 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 

lac~ of Haterials Fran 

• Other Jurisdictions 8 5 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Understaffed. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Time 13 8 1 0 1 2 1 0 

Travel Distance to Library Facility 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Faster A..1l.swer Through Us 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Better Service to County 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• t·bre Thorough 6 3 0 ·0 0 1 1 1 

ExJ.:::ense 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Al1S\'ler of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pending case of Unusual 
In\'X:>rtance or Unique case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Confidence in or Reputation of CLIC 6 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 

• \vanted. to See HOltl Gc:x:Xi h1e Are 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

l\lonlawyer Ucilizing' CLIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

· ~---



• ---

CoW1ty CoW1ty As.Co. Dist. De£. City. 
Total }\tty. Judge Judge Judge CoW1S. Atty. Police 

Percent Having no Problems in Contact 

• Total Number Resp::mding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 
% Resp:::mding 1\1:) Problems 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 100'5 100% 100% 
% P-esp::mding Problems in Con tact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent RerDrting Celiveroo on Time 

• Total Number Resp:mding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 
!?:; Resp::mding Re[.X)rt on Time Sl% 73% 100% 0 50% 90'1, 100~, SO'1 
% Res!.XlYlding Hcr-ort 1\'Ot on T.une 19~ 27~ 0 0 50% 10?, 0 20% 

Percent Responding Report to Point 

• Total ~\1mber Resp:l!1ding 35 15 2 0 2 9 2 5 
% Resp:::mding RefDrt ·to Point 97% 93% 100% 0 100% 1009, 100% 100% 
% ResJ.X)nding ReP8rt 1\'Ot to Point 3% 7<; '0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hating of Report Quality r:a 
~ 0 

• 0 
"0 ,....., 

Total 1\"urn1::er Responding 35 15 2 0 2 9 2 5 
c C) 
C) OJ) a.. ro 

% Excelle.T1t (4 ) 63% 60% 50% 0 100% 44% 100% SO% a.. ~ 
~, Gcxx1 (3) 34% 33% 50% .0 0 56% 0 20% < 
% Fair (2) 7% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
% Pc::cr (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Average Rating 3.60 3.53 3.50 0.00 4.00 3.44 4.00 3.S0 

HelpfulYless of Report 

Total 1\~.lrnber Res!.Xlnding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 
% Extrenely Helpful (4 ) 67% 54'} 50% 0 100% 60% 100% 100% .Jo • % Some Help (3) 31% 47% 50% 0 0 30% 0 0 
~ :sittle !Jelp (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
% t\o l1elp .at All (1) 3% 0 0 0 0 10% 0 0 
JI.'J2rage Ra.ting 3.61 3.53 3.50 0.00 4.00 3.40 4.00 4.00 

• 

• 



• ..--.-

CoW1ty CoW1ty As.Co. Dist. D2f. City 

'lbta1 Atty. Judge JLuge Judge CoW1S. Atty. Police 

A.'1DW1t of Difficu1 ty in [X)ing the 

• Project by Self 

'Ibtal \\Jm}::er Resr::onding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 

~ Very Difficult (4) 19'1; 13% 0 0 0 10~ a 80% 

~ Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 73% 100% 0 50% 70?i 0 20% 

% Fairly Easy (2 ) 19':, 13~ 0 0 50% 20i. 100':. 0 

• ':; Very Easy (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.00 3.00 3.00 0 2.50 2.90 2.00 3.80 

TYf€ of Difficulty 

'Ibtal I\Umbe.r Resr::ond.ing 35 14 2 0 2 10 2 5 

• Inadequate Libra...ry Facility 23 9 1 0 2 7 0 4 

Tirne 17 6 2 0 0 5 2 2 

Lack of t-laterials Fran Other 
Jurisdictions 7 5 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Inadequate Inde.,xing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 rJ:i 

Distance to Travel 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 ,~ 
....... 
0 

• Understaffej 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 -0 ....... ,.... 

E:·xense 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Q) Q) 

eo 
0. ro 

O~jective Opinion 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0. 0.. -< 
lack of Current i'~terials 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 

~bre Thorough Research 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

• 
lack of Know1ejge or Ability 

for Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

!'~an Man-Hours to [X) I'iork by Self 
Total !~ RcSIX)ndin9 27 11 1 0 2 7 2 4 

t-!ean ~la..l1-tlours 19.96 10.72 5.00 0.00 4.50 8.71 4.50 84.25 

• \';Qr't..' of Rer::ort 
Total t\\.unlJ2r ReStxlnding 31 15 1 0 2 7 2 4 

Average Fair Price $119.09 $55.13 $50.00 0.00 $125.00 $148.57 $112.50 $325.00 

B1tent to Use Services Again 
'lbta1 I\~~r RespJnding 36 15 2 0 2 10 2 5 

• 'l, \'iil1 Use, Again 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 100?, 100~ 100% 

r" I'~ill ~lot Use /I,gain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



• t 

PROJI::l..'"'I' SERVICES EVAIlJATIOt'1 
July, 1975 

• County County j\s.Co. Dist. Dc£. City 

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police 

Total Number of Evaluc.tion.3 Returned 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 

• OVerall Satisfaction with Services 
Total Number Resf:X)nding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 

% Canpletely Satisfied (5) 48% 50% 33% 0 0 29% 100% 100% 

% Gcnerully Pleased (4 ) 52% 50% 67% 100% 0 71% 0 0 

% Gcoj (3) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• % Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 4.48 4.50 4.33 4.00 0.00 4.28 5.00 5.00 

Reasons for using Senrices 
Total Number Responding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 (::Q 

• Inadequate LibraL~ Facilities 13 8 1 0 0 3 0 1 .:5 01 
0 

Objective Opinion 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
"0 ....... 
~ (!) 

Additional Supp:>rt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
'1) joo,O 
~Cd 

Learn HOld to Handle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0. 0... 
-< 

Availability of Service 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Lack of Materials From 

• Other Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Time 6 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 

Travel Distance to Libral~ Facility 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Faster Ans\<ler Through Us 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

Better Service to County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• I-lore Thorough 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Exp"J'lse 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

AnSVlcr of General Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

PendjJ1g Case of Unusual 
II1l[x:>rtance or Unique Case 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Confid~1ce in or Reputation of CLIC 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• \'lanted to Sec HO\-J GcxJd \'le Are 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Nonlmvyer Utilizing 'CLIC 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

· / 



. -• - '. 
County COW1ty As.Co. Dist. Def. City 

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police 

• Percent Having No Problems in Contact 

Total Number Res;;or.ding 24 10 3 1 0 7 1 2 

% Responding No Plvbiems 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100'5 100% 100% 

% Responding Problems in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Percent Reporting Deli vercd on Time 

Total Number Resp:::mding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 

% Resr:onding Report on Time 96% 100% 100% 100% 0 86% 100% 100% 

% Responding Report Not on Time 4% 0 0 0 0 14% 0 0 

• Percent Responding Report to Point 

Total Number Responding 24 10 3 1 0 7 1 2 

% Responding Report to Point 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 100% 100% 

% Responding Report Not to Point 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 co 
x (Y) 

...... a 
-0 ~ 

• Rating of Repxt Quality c: C) 
C) OJ) 
o..ro 

Total Nlm"\br.>...r Responding 24 10 3 1 0 7 1 2 o..~ 

% Excellent (4) 67% 70% 67% 0 0 57% 100% 100% 
.:r: 

% Gcod (3) 33% 30% 33% 100% 0 43% 0 0 

% Fair (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• % Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.66 3.70 3.66 3.00 0.00 3.57 4.00 4.00 

Helpfulness of Report 

Total Number ResJ:X>nding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 

• % Extremely Helpful (4) 76% 70% 67% 100% 0 86% 0 100% 

% Sane Help (3) 24% ~O% 33% 0 0 14% 100% 0 

% Little Help (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% No Help at All (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AverC1ge Rating 3.76 3.70 3.66 4.00 0.00 3.85 3.00 4.00 

• 

• 



• , 
,~--., 

CoW1ty COW1ty As.Co. Dist. DeL City 
'Ibta.l Atty. Judge Judge Judge COW1S. Atty. Police 

]I~'TOW1t of Difficulty in coing Jche 

• Project by Self 

Tote'll NumlJer Res~nding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 
% Very Difficult (4) 44% 50% 33% 0 0 29% 100% 67% 
% Fairly Difficult (3 ) 40% 30% 67% 100% 0 43!6 0 33% 
% Fairly &isy (2) 12% 10'1, 0 0 0 29% 0 0 

• % Very Easy (1) 4% 10![; 0 0 O. 0 0 0 
Average R:iting 3.2£1 3.20 3.33 3.00 0.00 3.00 4.00 3.66 

Type of Difficulty 

Total Number Responding 25 10 3 1 0 7 1 3 

• Inadequate LibrCLry Facility 16 8 2 0 0 4 1 1 
Time 16 6 2 1 0 5 1 1 
lack of Materials Fran other 

Jurisdictions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Inadequate Indexing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 t:Q 
Distance to Travel 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 .:::S 

'<;j-
0 • Understaffed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " .-, 

.-
- <:.) Expense 1 0 C 0 0 0 0 1 ~~ 

Obj ec ti ve Opinion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -<,0-. 
L:1ck of Current Iv1aterials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
pDre ~horough Research 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
IBck of Knadedge or Ability 

• for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I<ean ;'~an-Hours to CO ~'k:>rk by Self 
'Ibtal GuIDer Responding 22 9 3 1 0 7 1 1 
~':ea.n. :'1an-Hours 9.04 6.44 20.33 24.00 0.00 6.28 6.00 6.00 

• ~·k:n.-th of Report 
'Ibtal Nu:nber Resl::onding 21 9 2 1 0 5 1 3 
AVGr2ge Fair Price $134.28 $52.77 $300.00 $2~0.1)0 0.00 $138.00 $100.00 $: ~.66 

IntQl1t to Use Services Aaain 
'Ibtal Nurx::€r ResFx::mdirlg 23 10 3 1 0 5 1 3 

• % Ivill Use, Again 100% 100% 100% 100% 0 100% 100% 100% 
% \\1ill t;ot Use 7~gain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

To:a 1 :~uJ1~Jer of Eva 1 ua ti ons Returned 

Overall Satisfaction with Services 
Total ::Ull'Jer Responding 
~: CO'1'Dlctely Satisfied (5) 

Generally Pleased (t) 
,. G'JOC (3) 

':'J':. Sa':.is.cied (2) 
" CO!'lP:etely Dissatisfied (1) 
/~ ve)"t1:;~ qtl to' Ylg 

To ta 1 

22 

22 
2h 
55:~ 
I!; :~ 
5" {,j 

o 
4.04 

1easons for Using Services 
-:-0-::21 :\'J'1'Je 1' ResfJondi ng 22 
:~~~equa-::e ~ibrary Facilities 15 
C~~ective OfJinion 1 
;\(:(:~ t~ onJ 1 Support 1 
'-eern HO'd tel Handl e 0 
!WJiiability of Service 2 
L~ck of ~at~rials From Other Jurisdictions 0 
~'ncerstaffeC: 1 
~i 1"'2 .8 
Tn.1 '.'el ::list2nce to Library Facility 0 
Cas ':.er i"dlS"':'~r T'hrough GS 0 
3~~·.:~r Senr'ce to County 0 
· .. .:)'e ThlJl'OU"h 1 
:x~cnse 0 
; .. "5' .. ;0)' of G'-;neral Interest 0 
~~1C·1a Sas~ of Un~sua1 !mportance 

CT ~'n; qU! Cuse 
Con"~ cCllce • n or Reputa ti on of CL I C 
!":C'I' tce: to S"e Hotd Good ' .. :0 flte 
::cll~~i1\'.'yct U~iliz~n~: C_IC 

o 
1 
2 
o 

. - \ 

August, 1975 

County 
1\ tty. 

8 

8 
13:~ 
63:~ 
25;: 

o 
o 

3.87 

8 
5 
o 
1 
a 
1 
o 
a 
3 
o 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 

o 
a 
2 
a 

County 
Judge 

3 

3 
a 

100:~ 
o 
o 
o 

4.00 

3 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
a 
a 
2 
a 
o 
o 
a 
o 
o 

o 
1 
o 
o 

As.Co. 
Judge 

1 

1 
a 

100;~ 

o 
o 
a 

4.00 

1 
1 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
a 
a 
o 

-0 
a 
o 
o 

a 
o 
a 
o 

Dist. Def. 
Judge COUllS. 

a 

a 
o 
a 
o 
a 
a 

0.00 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

a 
o 
o 
a 

7 

7 
43:~ 
29:~ 
14% 
14;; 

o 
4.00 

7 
4 
o 
o 
a 
o 
a 
1 
2 
a 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

a 
o 
a 
o 

City 
!\ tty. 

2 

2 
50:; 
50~~ 

o 
a 
a 

4.50 

2 
2 
1 
o 
o 
1 
a 
a 
1 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

a 
a 
a 
a 

Police 

1 

1 
100:;; 

a 
a 
a 
a 

5.00 

1 
1 
a 
a 
a 
a 
o 
o 
a 
a 
a 
o 
a 
a 
o 

a 
o 
o 
a 



• 
County County As.Co. Di s t. Def. City 

Total 1\ t ty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Police 

Percent I-~aving ~10 Prob 1 en:s ; n Contact 

• Total NUnlJer Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1 

,I Responding No ?ro:,le!'ts 100~'; 100;~ 10O~~ 100~~ 0 100~~ 100~~ 100;~ 
, ' 

" ~CSDO!lding Pro)le"'s .; '1 Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
'" 

• Del'cent Re:.Jorting Delivered on Time 

-:-o~al :'~u':'Jer Responcing 21 7 3 1 0 7 2 1 

Q'2s:-,onc'; n9 Report on Time 95~:' 86::: 100;~ 100:; 0 lOO~; 100~~ 100::~ 

~CsPC!~C ng Repol': \;ot on Time 5~1 1£1- 0 0 0 0 0 0 
" 

,1 i ,e 

• ')e rcent Respond i ng !{eport to Point 

-:-otal ~~un!ber Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1 

<- Res pond i ng Report to Point 100~~ 1005~ 100;'; lOO;~ 0 100~~ 100;; 100~; 
,~ 

c' ::!esponcin£ Report :'~ot to Point 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a:::! 
,~ 

\D 
0 

• I).atins of Repor t Qual ity 
v ~ 
c: 0 0 00 

:ota1 Nup1ber Respond; ng 2Z 8 3 1 0 7 2 1 
0.. C';l 
0.. c.. 

c' ':xce 11 ent ( 4 ) 36;~ 13::' 335~ 0 0 7l;~ 0 100;~ -< 
,> 

Gooc ( 3) 59;~ 8°:: 6 7;~ 100~~ a 14 ~~ 100:; a 
u.~' 

"-0 i 1" ( 2) 
r.:n l 0 0 0 0 14:~ 0 0 
J," 

• :Joor ( 1 \ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
\ -I 

t. vc "a CJe Rating 3.3.l 3.12 3.33 3.00 0.00 3.57 3.00 4.00 •. 
:":e: :::f~l~ ness of ~eport 

:(11:2.1 ~~ u'nbe I' Responding 22 8 3 1 0 7 2 1 

• " ::>:·trc:'~e 1y Helpful ( ,; ) 45~~ 38:: 33~;~ 0 0 57% ~, 50~~ 100~~ 
.. ' 

Scn~e Hcl p ~ 3) Ii Lj 50;~ 675; 100;'~ 0 1 ct"';" "50~~ 0 '}.t 

~ -: .. '"', (;) He 1 'J ( 2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1... ....... 1 .... \ I 

:~0 r:G~ p at AI1 ( 1) 1~/~ 13.:, 0 0 0 29;:~ 0 0 

;, v eri1 '1e ~ating 3.18 3.12 3.33 3.00 0.00 3.00 3.50 4.00 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

f,lI:ount Of Difficulty in ':.',:,~ng tile Project 
by Self 

Total Num~er Responding 
Co' Very Diffi cult (4) 
:~ Fi.!il'ly Difficu:t (3) 
~ Fairly Easy (2) 
, ; 'f e I'y E a s y (1 ) 
i~vr.rage Ra ti ng 

~y~c of 8ifficulty 

Tota 1 

22 
2n 
5 5~,~, 
14~~ 
5'/ 

,J 

3.04 

Total Nu~ber Responding 22 
lllacequate Library Facil ity 17 
Ti PIe 8 
Lac~ of ~aterials From Other Jurisdictions 0 
! l:aceoua te I ndexi n9 0 
Distance to Travel 0 
Uncerstaffed 0 
~0 ~nswer 2 
~xoense 0 
OJ2ect i ve Opinion 0 
~ac~ of Current Materials 0 
:"Jl'£! Thoro!.lgh r{es ea rch 0 
~ac:'; of KnO'.,/l edge or P·,bi 1 i ty 

fo)' Handl i n~ Case 0 

','e2P :"C!n-'~ours to Do ~':ol'k by Sel f 
-:-otC1: ':')q!~)er Rc:spondi ng 
"Ot:) ~1 :<an-~;OL'rs 

19 
10.73 

County 
('\ L Ly . 

8 
o 

88;'; 
o 

13~~ 
2.75 

8 
7 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

7 
6.00 

":0,,';1) 0 ~ ~epOt't 

-0 ~,", :-:'J!11Jer Res pond; n9 
;\V()!'use Fui)' Pl"!Ce 

19 8 

T'1".:ell~ to ~se Service /\guin 
To'~a~ :~ul)lJe)' RcspOl1c' illo 
'~ ~.,'; 11 Use' /\CJa i I' . ~ 
.' ' .. :'il: '~ot Use /\9ain 

$122.26 $137.50 

22 
100~~ 

o 

8 
100~~ 

o 

County 
Judge 

3 
o 

6 7;~ 
33~~ 

o 
2.f16 

3 
2 
3 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

3 
10.66 

2 
$162.50 

3 
100~~ 

o 

As.Co. 
Judg~ 

1 
o 

100:~ 
o 
o 

3.00 

1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1 
2.00 

1 
$5.00 

1 
10O:'~ 

o 

Dist. Def. 
Judge Couns. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0.00 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
0.00 

7 
5n 
145j 
29;,: 

o 
3.28 

7 
4 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

5 
9.60 

o 5 
0.00 $78.60 

o 
o 
o 

7 
100~~ 

o 

City 
Atty. 

2 
50~~ 
50:~ 

o 
o 

3.50 

2 
2 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

2 
10.00 

2 
$200.00 

2 
100~~ 

o 

Police 

1 
100~; 

o 
o 
o 

4.00 

1 
1 
a 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

1 
60.00 

1 
$100.00 

1 
100:·~ 

o 



• J ~""-""-~>+-i 

PIDJECT SERVICES EVALUATION 
Fran July 10, 1974 through SeptemJer 30, 1974 

Total COW1ty COW1ty Assoc.Cty District Defense City 

• Atton1ey Judge Judge Judge COW1sel Attorney ! 

Total No. of Evalutions Returned 43 19 10 2 4 7 1 

Overall Satisfaction with Services 
Total No. Resp:::mding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1 

• % Completely Sutisfied (5) 47% 42% 60% 0 • 50% 43% 100% 
% Generally Pleased (4) 42% 47% 30% 100% 25!6 43% 0 
% Gcxx1 (3) 12% 11% 10% 0 25% 14% 0 
% Not Satisfied (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
% Caupletely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Average Rating 4.34 4.31 4.50 4.00 4.25 4.28 5.00 

• Reasons for using Services 
Total No. RespondLl1g 43 19 10 2 4 7 1 
Inadequate LibraIlT Facilities 16 7 3 2 0 4 0 
Obj ecti ve Opinion 5 2 0 0 2 0 1 ~ 

Addi tional Support 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 x 00 

• .~ 0 
"0 ...... 

Learn Had to Handle 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 ..... 
C) a.> 

Availabili ty of Our Services 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 C!.. 
CJ) 
ro 

C!.. 0... 
L3.ck of t'-laterials Fran «: 

Other Jurisdictions 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 
Understaffed 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 

• Time 15 7 4 1 1 2 0 
Travel Distance to Library Facilities 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Faster Answer Through Us 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Better Service to COW1ty 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
t·lore Thorough Research 5 1 1 0 1 2 0 
EJ...--pense 4 2 0 0 1 1 0 

• Pending Case of Unusual nnportance 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 

• 

"... ... 
• 
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• -' -.-~ -. 
County County Assoc.Cty. District D2fense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney 

Percent Having No Problems in Contact, 

• Report D21ivercd on Time, and Report 
to the Point 

Total No. Resp::mding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1 

% Resl.--onding No. Problc\\S 0 100'5 100~, 100% lOOt, 100% 100% 

% Responding Proble\\S in Contact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Total No. Responding 42 19 10 1 4 7 1 

% Responding Report on Tille 98% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

% Responding Report Not on Time 2% 5'1; 0 0 0 0 0 

Total ~o. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1 

• % Responding Rer:ort to Point 93% 95% 90% 100% 100% 86% 100% 

% Responding R8!:ort Not to Point 7% 5% 10% 0 0 14% 0 

Rating of Report Quality and Helpfulness 

Total No. Responding 43 19 10 2 4 7 1 l • 
.~O 

% Excellent (4) 49% 42% 50% 0 75% 57% 100% "0 -
t:: C) 

% Gcxx:l (3) 42% 47% 40% 100% 25% 29% 0 
C) eJl 

0..'" 

% Fair (2) 9% 11% 10% 0% 0 14% 0 ~c.., 

% Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.39 3.31 3.40 3.00 3.75 3.42 4.00 

• Total No. Resp::mding 43 19 10 2 4 7 
, 
.L 

% Extrenely Helpful (4) 63% 58% 70% 50% 75% 57% 100% 

% Sane Help (3) 35% 42% 20% 50'b 25% 43% 0 

% Little Help (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

%: No Help At All 2% 0 10% 0 0 0 0 

• Average Rating 3.58 3.57 3.50 3.50 3.75 3.57 4.00 

• 

\.F " 
.~ 

• 
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County County 
Total Attorney Judge 

• AmoW1t and Type of Difficulty in 
Doing the Project by Self 

Total No. Responding 39 16 10 
% Very Difficult (4) 26% 19% 30% 
% Fairly Difficult (3) 62% 7-9- 60% jo 

• % Fairly Easy (2) 13% 10% 6% 
% Very Easy (1) 0 0 0 
l\verage RalliS 3.12 3.12 3.20 

Total No. Responding 41 18 10 

Blank 2 1 0 

• Inadequate Library Facilities 24 10 6 

Time 22 10 4 
Lack of I>1ateria1s Fran 
Other Jurisdictions 4 1 2 

Inadequate Indaxing 2 2 0 
Distance to Travel 6 2 3 

• Understaffed 1 0 0 
D..-pense 1 0 1 
Objective Opinion 1 0 0 
Lack of Current Materials 1 0 0 
~bre Thorough Research 1 0 0 

• l'1ean Man-Hours to Do h'ork by Self, 
\\'orth of Report, and Intent to 
Usc Services Again 

Total No. Responding 30 11 7 

• ~1can ~'tC1l1-Hours 9.66 10.00 7.71 

Total No. Responding 34 15 8 

Fair Price 121.38 89.80 94.37 

'fota1 No. Resp:mding 43 19 10 

• % l'li11 Use l\gain 100% 100% 100% 

% Ivi11 Not Use l\gain 
, 

0 0 0 

• 

l\ssoc.Cty. District Defcmse 
Judge Judge Counsel 

2 4 6 
50% 25% 17% 
50% 50% 50'?, 

• 0 25% 33% 
0 0 0 
3.50 3.00 2.83 

2 3 7 
0 1 0 
2 1 4 
1 2 5 

0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 1 0 
0 0 0 
0 1 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 1 

2 4 5 
10.00 9.50 12.00 

2 3 5 
112.50 266.66 170.00 

2 4 7 
100% 100% 100% 

0 0 0 

.-.......... 

city 
Attorney 

1 
100% 

0 
0 
0 
4.00 

1 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
8.00 

1 
150.00 

1 
100% 

0 

J 
.~ 

~ 
x 0 . ~ ...... 

";:l ....... 
c: Q) 
Q) cD 
0. C\:I 
0. Co< 
~ 



• 
PIillECT SERVICES EVALUATIQ\J 

F:ran July 10 I 1974 through Nov8lT1l::er 30 I 1974 

Total CoUi'1ty County Assoc.Cty District Defense City 

• Attorney JUdge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney 

Toto'll No. of Evalutions RGtun1ed 86 28 21 3 9 22 3 

OVerall Satisfaction wi th Services 
Total No. Resp:mding 86 28 21 3 9 22 3 

•• % Co.~letely Satisfied (5) 53% 43% 62% 33% 56% 55% 100% 
% Generally Pleased (4) 35% 46% 29% 67% 11% 36% 0% 
% Goc:d. (3) 8% 11% 5% 0% 11% 9% 0% 
% Not Satisfie..i (2) 2% 0% 5% 0% 11% 0% 0% 
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 1% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 
Average Rating 4.37 4.32 4.47 4.33 3.88 4.45 5.00 • Reasons for Using Services 
Total No. Resp::mding 84 27 21 3 8 22 3 
Inadequate Library Facilities 35 12 6 2 1 13 1 

~ 

Objective Opinion 7 3 0 0 2 0 2 . ::S 
....... 
....... 

Addi tional Support 5 1 2 0 2 0 0 u ....... 

• r 

Learn Ha.V' to Handle 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 G3 Q) 
eo p. ro 

Availability of Our Services 5 1 1 1 0 2 0 0. 0..., 

-< 
Lack of t-laterials Frail 

Other Jurisdictions 8 3 1 0 1 3 0 
Understaffed 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 

• Time 31 9 10 1 2 8 1 
Travel Distance bo Library Facilities 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 
Faster Ans','er Through Us 5 1 4 0 0 0 0 
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 O. 1 0 
t-bre TQorough Research 9 2 1 0 1 5 0 
EA-pense 7 2 0 0 2 3 0 

• AnS'ler of General lnrerest 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Pending Case of Unusual 

Importance or Unique Case 4 1 2 0 1 0 0 

Confidence in or Reputation 
of CLlC 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 

Ivan ted to See Ha.V' Goc:d. We Are 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

• 
.. 

• 



• County County 
Total Attorney Judge 

Percent Having No ProblErns in Contact· 

• Total No. Resp:mding 86 28 21 
% Responding No Problems 98% 100% 100% 
% Responding Problans in Contact 2% 0% 0% 

Percent Reporting Report on Time 

• Total No. Responding 85 28 21 
% Responding Report on Time 96% 96% 100% 
% Responding Report Not on Time 4% 4% 0% 

Percent Responding Report to Foint 

• Total No. Responding 86 28 21 
% Responding Report to Point 91% 96% 86% 
% Hesponding Report Not to Point 9% 4% 14% 

Rating of Report Qual;lty 

• Total No. Responding 86 28 21 
% Excellent (4) 50% 36% 52% 
% Gcx:d (3) 41% 54% 43% 
% Fair (2) 7% 11% 5% 
% Poor (1) 2% 0% 0% 

• Average Rating 3.38 3.25 3.47 

Helpfulness of Report 

Total No. Responding 86 28 ·21 
% Extremely Helpful (4) 59% 57% 67% 

• % Sane Help (3) 35% 39% 24% 
% Little Help (2) 1% 4% 0% 
% No Help At All 5% 0 10%' 
Average Rating 3.48 3.53 3.47 

• 

• .. . 

Assoc.Cty District 
Judge Judge 

3 9 
67% 100% 
33% 0% 

2 9 
100,!; 100% 

0% 0% 

3 9 
100% 78% 

0% 22% 

3 9 
33% 67% 
67% 11% 

0% 0% 
0% 22% 
3.33 3.22 

3 9 
67% 56% 
33% 22% 

0% 0% 
0 22% 
3.66 3.11 

Defense City 
CoW1sel Attorne~ 

22 3 
100% 67% 

0% 33% 

22 3 
95% 67% 

5% 33% 

22 3 
91% 100% 

9% 0% 

22 3 
55% 100% 
36% . 0% 

9% 0% 
0% 0% 
3.45 4.00 

22 3 
55% 67% 
45% 33% 

0% 0% 
0% 0% 
3.54 3.66 

OJ ---

~ 
;.< C'l 

"""' 
'" ....... 
c Q) 
c:) OJ) 

~ '" ~ 



• ..... ~- ~~ County County Assoc.Cty District Defense City 
Total AttoIT1ey Jooge Jooge Judge Counsel At torne , 

Arrount of Difficulty in 
Doing the Project by Self 

• Total No. Responding 78 25 19 3 8 21 2 
% Very Difficult (4) 22% 1G% 21% 33% 38% 19% 50% 
% Fairly Difficult (3) 59% 68% 58% 67% 50% 52% 50% 
% Fairly Easy (2) 19% 16% 21% 0% 13% 29% 0% 
% Very Easy (1) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

• Average Rating 3.02 3.00 3.00 3.33 3.25 2.90 3.50 

Type of Difficulty 

Total No. Responding 78 25 18 3 7 22 3 
Blank 8 3 3 0 2 0 0 

• Inadequate Library Facilities 43 13 11 3 3 12 1 
Tine 42 15 8 1 6 10 2 
Lack of Materials Fran 
Other .Jurisdictions 8 1 3 0 0 4 0 

Inadequate Indexing 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
Distance to Travel 8 3 3 0 0 2 0 ;.< (Y) 

• -< ...... 
Understaffed 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 'V ...... • c: Q) 

Not Applicable 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 Q) CJ) 
0. ro 

&.'}?el1se 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0. p.., 
-< 

Objective Opinion 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Lack of Current Materials 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 
~bre Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 

• Mean Hom-Hours to IX:> vlork by Self 

Total No. Responding 66 20 15 3 6 19 3 
t-Ean ~jan-Hours 8.19 7.55 8.13 8.00 11.16 8.47 5.33 

• hbrth of Report 

Total No. Responding 70 23 16 3 6 19 3 
Average Fair Price $121. 30 $79.00 $158.12 $105.00 $234.33 $113.05 $91. 66 

Intent to Use Services Again 

• . 
Total No. Responding 83 28 21 3 7 21 3 
% will Use Again 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
% \\1i11 Not Use AgClin 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% ·0% 0% 
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• PRUEL'l' SEHV lCJ.:.S LV',\LUA'l'lLX~ 

Fran July 10, 1974 Through Jan. 31, 1975 

Total County County AsS(X;. Cty District Defense City 

• Attorney Judge Judge Judge CoWlse1 Attorney Other 

Total 1\10. of Evaluations Heturncd 131 43 29 4 10, 37 7 1 

OVerall Satisfaction ~vith Services 
'Total No. Resl:-'Onding 131 43 29 4 10 37 7 1 

• '5 Ccmpletely Satisfio:1 (5) 52% 47% 62% 25% 50% 51% 71% 0% 
% Gg1erally Pleased (4) 38% 47% 31% 75% 20% 35% 29% 100% 
% Coed (3) 7% 7% 3% 0% 10% 11,% 0% 0% 
% Not SatisfiEXl (2) 2% 0% 3% 0% 10% 3% 0% 0% 
% C~pletely Dissatisfied (1) 1% 0% 0% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 
Average Rating 4.38 4.39 4.51 4.25 3.90 4.35 4.71 4.00 

• Reasons for Using Servj ces 
To ta.l No. Responding 129 42 29 4 9 37 7 1 
Inadequate Library Facilities 49 15 9 2 2 19 2 0 
Objective Opinion 11 4 1 0 2 2 2 0 ~ 
Additional Support 9, 3 3 0 2 1 0 0 ,~ 

r--..... • Learn Ho.v to Handle 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 '"0 .-. 
t:: Q) 

Availability of Service 6 1 2 1 0 2 0 0 C:.) e..o 
0."" 

Lack of I-1ateria1s Fran 0. 0... 
-< Other Jurisdictions 12 3 3 0 1 5 0 0 

Understaffed 9 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Time 55 17 12 1 3 19 3 0 • Travel Distance to Library Facilities 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 
Faster Ms<.ver Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
~bre Thorough Research 15 4 1 0 1 9 0 0 
Expense 10 2 0 0 2 6 0 0 
MS'.ver of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 • Pending Case of Unusual 

Importance or Unique Case 4 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 
Confidence jn or Reputation 

of CLIC 8 3 2· 1 0 2' 0 0, 
Wanted to See Ha.v Gcx:x:1 We Are 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

• Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

• --



il.SSOC.Cty LJ.lSU".lct D0tt2I1se .~.---- ~ • ~lJl" I Ly \..vw.Ly Clty 
Totc.'11 Attorney Judge Judge Judge Cow1sel Attorney Other 

Percent HLl.ving No Problems in Contact 

Tol:.c."11 No. Res[,X)nding 130 43 28 4 10 37 7 1 • % Resp:mding (-:0 Problans 98% 100% 100% 75% 100% 97% 86% 100% % Res[,X)nding Problans in Con tact 2% 0% 0% 25% 0% 3% 14% 0% 
Pcrccn t Reporting Deli vcrcd on '1' irre 

TotLl.l No. Res[,X)nding 129 42 29 3 10 37 7 1 • % Res[,X)nding Rc[,X)rt on Time 96% 93% 100% 100% 100% 97% 86% 100% % Res[,X)nding Repxt Not on Tin-e 4% 7% 0% 0% 0% 3% 14% 0% 
Pcrccn t Responding Report to Point 

Total No. Responding 130 43 29 4 10 37 7 0 • % Res[,X)nding Report to Point 92% 98% 86% 100% 80% 89% 100% 0% % .Responding Report Not to Point 8% 2% 14% 0% 20% 11% 0% 0% 
Rating of Re[,X)rt Quality 

co 
.~ 

00 
~ Total No. Responding 131 43 29 4 10 37 7 1 ""d ...... 

C C) • % Excellent (4) 52% 37% 62% 50% 70% 54% 71% 0% C) eo 
P-r;] % Gcod (3) 40% 56% 34% 50% 10% 35% 29% 100% P- c... .' ',' 

-< % Fair (2) 6% 7% 3% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% % Poor (1) 2% 0% 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% Average Rating 3.42 3.30 3.58 3.50 3.30· 3.43 3.71 3.00 

• Helpfulness of Report 

Total No. Resp:mding 131 43 29 4 10 37 7 1 % Extrar.ely Helpful (4) 56% 58% 66% 50% 60% 49% 43% 0% % Sane Help (3) 39% 37% 28% 50% 20% 49% 57% . 100% % Little Help (2) 2% 5% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% • % No Help ae All (1) 3% 0% 7% 0% 20% 0% to% 0% Average Rating 3.47 3.53 3.51 . 3.50 3.20 3.45 3.42 3.00 

• 
... . 

• 



• CUUllt..':! ~l.Ju.dL'y •. '1....J-'''-.. '- .. '--'-..1 

ot1-e?-Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney 

l\rrmmt of Difficulty in 
COing tlle Proj ect by Self 

• TotZll No. RcstxJnding 122 39 27 4 9 36 6 1 
% Very Difficult (4) 18% 10% 26% 25% 33% 17% 17% 0% 
% FQirly Difficult (3) 61% 69% 56% 75% 56% 58% 50% 100% 
% FQirly &"1sy (2) 20% 18% 19% 0% 11% 25% 33% 0% 
't; Very Easy ( 1) 1% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% • l\Vcrage RabSlg 2.96 2.87 3.07 3.25 3.22 2.91 2.83 3.00 

Type of Difficulty 

Total No. RestxJnding 123 40 26 4 8 37 7 1 
InadequZlte Library Facilities 63 20 14 3 4 18 4 0 • Time 66 24 13 2 7 17 2 1 
hIck of [·1aterials Fran 

Orner Jurisdictions' 15 1 5 0 0 6 3 0 
Inadequate Indexing 3 2' 0 0 a 0 0 1 
Distance to Travel 11 4 3 0 0 4 0 0 
Understaffro 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 ~ 

• .~ 
0\ 

Not Applicable 2 1 0 a a 1 0 a ....... 
"0 .-

&""]?eIlse 2 a 1 0 0 1 a 0 .:: <ll <ll OJ) 

Objective Opinion 3 1 a 0 1 1 0 0 0. c:I 
0. 0... 

Lack of CUrrent. r.1aterials 3 D a a 0 2 1 0 -< 
l'-bre Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 a 1 a 0 

• Lack of KnOtllroge or 
Abili ty for Handling case 1 0 0 0 a 0 1 a 

Hean l'-1an-Hours to Do \\brk by Self 

Total No. Responding 104 31 22 4 7 32 7 1 

• i'--1ean I--1an-Hours 7.53 6.90 7.04 6.75 11.57 7.71 6.28 16.00 

hTorth of Report 

Total No. Responding 107 34 23 4 7 31 7 1 
Average Fair Price $114.36 $83.76 $137.60 $86.25 $236.57 $114.29 $85.71 $80.00 

• Intent to Use Services Again 

Total No. Responding 127 43 28 4 8 36 7 1 
% will Use Again 99% 98% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
% Will Not Use Again· 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% ~·1 

• ..... ;:;;a: • .,. 



• -

~. 

PIDJ&..."T SEHVlCES E,VALUI\.TION 
Fran July 10, 1974 Through February 28, 1975 

• Cmmty County Assoc. Cty. District Defense City 
Tota.l Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney other 

Totul No. of Evaluations Returned 146 49 31 5 12 41 7 1 

CArerall SQtisfClction \'lith Services 
Total No. ResfX)nding 146 49 31 5 12 41 7 1 

• % Ccmpletely Satisfied (5) 52 49 58 20 58 51 71 0 
% Generally Pleased (4) 39 45 35 80 17 37 29 100 
% Geed (3) 6 6 3 0 8 10 0 - 0 
% Not Satisfied (2) 2 0 3 0 8 2 0 0 
% Canpletely Dissatisfied (1) 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 
Average Rating 4.39 4.42 4.48 4.20 4.08 4.36 4.71 4.00 • Reasons for using Serv<ices 
Total No. ResfX)nding 144 48 31 5 11 41 7 1 
InadEquate Library Facilities 58 20 10 3 2 21 2 0 
Objective Opinion 11 4 1 0 2 2 2 0 
Additional SupfX)rt 10 4 3 0 2 1 0 0 ~ • 0 
Learn HOd to Harrlle 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 ,~ N 

Availability of Service 
"0 ..... 

7 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 .... 
"-l "-l tl/) 

Luck of Ma.terials Fran 0, t";l 
0.. ~ 

Other Jurisdictions 13 3 3 0 1 6 0 0 -< 
Understaffed 11 8 0 0 0 2 1 0 

• Time 66 21 14 2 5 21 3 0 
Travel Distance to Library Facility 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 
Faster AnS\ver Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 
Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
More Thorough Research 15 4 1 0 1 9 0 0 
Expense 10 2 o . 0 2 6 0 0 

• Answer of General :i:nterest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Pending case of Unusual 

IlIlf'Ortance or Unique case 6 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 
Confidence in or Reputation 

of (LIC 9 4 2 I' 0 2 0 0 
Wanted to See How Gcod We are 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

• Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

~.. . . 
: 

• 



• ,--.-~ 

.~ 

County County Assoc. Co. District Defense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

Percent Having No Problans in Contact 

• ToG..1.1 No. Rcsp::mding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0 

% Responding No Problans 100 100 100 100 100 100 a a 
% Resj:Onding ProblEms in Contact a a a 0 a a a 0 

Prccent Reporting DeliverErl on Ti.rre 

• Total No. Resl--"'Onding 15 6 2 1 2 4 a a 
% Res!:Xlnding Report on T.i.rre 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 a 
% Res!:Xlnding Rep::>rt Not on Time 0 0 0 .0 0 0 a a 

Percent ResfOnding Rep::>rt To Point 

• Total No. ResfOnding 15 6 2 1 2 4 a 0 

% Responding Rep::>rt to Point 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 a 
.' 

% Resp::>nding Rep::>rt Not to Point 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ 
x ...... . ..., 01 

Ra ting of Rep::>rt CUali ty "0 -< 

~ ()) 

• Total No. Resp::>nding 

()) Cll 

15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0 a.. ~ 
0.. P-< 

% Exceilent (4 ) 40 33 0 0 100 50 0 0 o::r: 

% Gocx:1 (3) 60 67 100 100 0 50 0 0 

% Fair (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% Poor (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• Average Rating 3.40 3.33 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.00 0.00 

Helpfulness of RefOrt -
Total No. Resp::>nding 15 6 2 1 2 4 0 0 

% Extremely Helpful (4) 60 67 50·.' 0 100 50 0 0 

• % sane Help (3) 40 33 50 100 0 50 0 0 

% Little Help ,(2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

% No Help at All (1) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.60 3.66 3.50 3.00 4.00 3.50 0.00 0.00 
~ , 

• .-
.. . . 

.... '0. . ~ ---• 
- ~, 



• \....V~u l \-.1 \.-.\.....I... ..... "-J ~~-:. ..... ,'-.. ....... '-1· . 
TotL"11 AttoD1ey Judge Judge JuJge CmIDscl AttoD1ey Other 

]\JT'Olmt of Difficulty in 
Doing Project by Self 

• Total No. RCSf'Onding 137 45 29 5 11 40 6 1 

% VelY Difficult (4) 20 13 24 20 45 18 17 0 

% Fairly Difficult (3) 61 64 59 80 45 60 50 100 

% Fairly Easy (3) 19 20 17 0 9 23 33 0 

% Very Ea.sy (1) 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average 'Rating 2.99 2.88 3.06 3.20 3.36 2.95 2.83 3.00 

• Type of Difficulty 

To tal No. ResJ:Xlnding 136 45 28 5 10 40 7 1 

In.,c1cquate Library Facility 72 24 16 4 4 20 4 0 

Tllne 76 29 15 2 9 18 2 1 

• L:."1ck of I-laterials form 
Other Jurisdictions 16 2 5 0 0 6 3 0 

Inadequate Ind~xing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Distance to Travel 13 4 3 0 0 6 0 0 

Understaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 (1 

Not applicable 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
I=Q 
x N 

• 
N 

Expense 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 '"d ..... 

Objective Opinion 3 1 0 0 1 1 01 0 
C Q) 
Q) C1l 
p.~ 

Lack of Current Materials 3 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0.. p.., 

I-bre Thorough Research 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
<C 

Lack of Knowledge or 

• Abi1i ty for Handl ing Case 1 0 0 0 0 Q 0 

I-'.ean Man-hours to Co v.Tork by Self 

Total No. RespJnding 114 35 23 5 9 34 7 1 

Mean I-1an-Hours 8.18 7.17 7.17 8.20 17.44 7.61 6.28 16.00 

• Worth of RepJrt 

Total No. RespJnding 114 37 24 5 8 32 7 1 

Average Fair Price $120.76 95.35 136.04 99.00 269.50 113.84 85.71 80.00 

• Intent to Use Services Again 

Total No. HeSpJooing 141 49 30 5 9 40 7 1 

% Will Use Again 99 98 100 100 100 100 100 100 

% Will Not Use Again ·1 2 a a a a a 0 

• ,£ ~ 



-------

~ .... ~ • 
PROJECT SERVICES EVALUATION 

From July 10, 1974 Through March 31, 1975 

• County County Assoc.Co. District Defense City 

Totlll Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

Total No. of Evaluations Returned 173 59 34 5 14 51 8 2 

Overall Satisfllction With Services 

• Total No. Responding 173 59 34 5 14 51 8 2 

% Completely Satisfied (5) 50 49 53 20 50 51 63 50 

% Generally Pleased (4) 40 46 38 80 21 37 38 50 

% Good (3) 6 5 6 0 7 10 0 0 

% Not Satisfied (2) 2 0 3 0 14 2 0 0 

% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 1 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 

• Average Rating 4.37 4.44 4.41 4.20 3.92 4.37 4.62 4.50 

Reasons for Using Services 
Total No. Responding 168 57 34 5 13 49 8 2 

Inadequate Library Facilities 70 25 12 3 4 23 3 0 CQ 
x (Y) 

Objective Opinion 15 7 1 0 2 3 2 0 N 

• 
"0 ....... 

Additional Support 13 4 4 0 2 3 0 0 t:; (]) 
t!) CI} 

Learn How to Handle 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
o'<";;l 

.< 0.... 

Availability of Service 7 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 

Lack of Materials From 
Other Jurisdictions 14 4 3 0 1 6 0 0 

• Understaffed 12 9 0 0 0 2 1 0 

Time 78 24 17 2 6 26 3 0 

Travel Distance to Library Facility 3 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 

Faster Ansvver Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 

Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

• More Thorough Research 15 4 1 0 1 9 0 0 

Expense 10 2 0 0 2 6 0 0 

Ansvver of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

Pending Case of Unusual 
Importance 6 2 0 3 0 0 0 

Confidence In or Reputation 

• of CLIC 13 5 1 1 3 0 0 0 " 

Wanted to See How Good We Are 5 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 

Nonlawyer Utilizing CLIC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

• " ,"' 



• 
County County Assoc.Co. District Defense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

Percent Having No Problems in Contact 

• Total No. Responding 171 58 33 . 5 14 51 8 2 

% Responding No Problems 98 100 100 80 100 98 88 100 

% Responding Problems in Contact 2 0 0 20 0 2 12 0 

Percent Reporting Delivered on Time 

• Total No. Responding 170 58 33 4 14 51 8 2 

% Responding Report Vl Time 95 91 97 100 100 98 88 100 

% Responding Report Not on Time 5 9 3 0 0 2 12 0 

Percent Responding Report to Point 

• Totnl No. Responding 172 59 34 5 14 51 8 1 

% Responding Report to Point 92 98 88 100 79 90 100 100 

% Responding Report Not to Point 8 2 12 0 21 10 0 0 
~ 

.~ 
'<j-
C"l 

Rating of Report Quality • "d ....... 
C Q) 
C) OJ) 

Total No. Responding 173 59 34 5 14 51 8 2 
0. '" 0. ~ 

% Excellent (4) 49 37 53 40 64 55 63 50 -< 

% Good (3) 44 58 44 60 14 35 38 50 

% Fnir (2) 5 5 3 0 0 10 0 0 

• % Poor (1) 2 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.40 3.32 3.50 3.40 3.21 3.45 3.62 3.50 

Helpfulness of Report 

• Totnl No. Responding 173 59 34 5 14 51 8 2 

% Extremely Helpful (4) 58 59 62 40 64 55 50 50 

% Some Help (3) 38 37 32 60 21 41 50 50 

% Little Help (2) 2 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 

% No Help At All (1) 2 0 6 0 14 0 0 0 

Average Rating 3.50 3.55 3.50 3.40 3.35 3.50 3.50 3.50 

• 

• 



• County County Assoc.Co. District Defense City 

Total Attorney Judge Judge Judge Counsel Attorney Other 

Amount of Difficulty in 
Doing Project by Self 

• Total No. Responding 165 55 33 5 13 50 7 2 

% Very Difficult (4) 19 15 27 20 38 14 14 50 

% Fairly Difficult (3) 59 60 58 80 46 62 57 50 

% Fllirly Easy (3) 20 24 15 0 8 24 29 0 

% Very Easy (1) 1 2 0 0 8 0' 0 0 

Average Rating 2.96 2.87 3.12 3.20 3.15 2.90 2.85 3.50 
I 

• Type of Difficulty 
Tot,li No. Responding 160 54 30 5 12 49 8 2 

,I nlldequate Library Facility 08 30 18 4 6 25 5 0 

Time 91 36 16 2 9 24 2 2 

• Lack of Materials From 
Other Jurisdictions 16 2 5 0 0 6 3 0 

Inadequate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Distance to Travel 15 6 3 0 0 6 0 0 

Understaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 
~ 

><: lJI 

Not Applicable 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 
.~ ("I 
'"0 .-< 

• Expense 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
t:: d) 
ill t:ll 

Objective Opinion 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 
P.. til 
P.. CJ..; 

-< 
Lack of Current Materials 3 0 0 0 0 '2 1 0 

More Thorough Research 2 0 1 o· 0 1 0 0 

Lack of Knowledge or 

• Ability for Handling Case 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean Man·Hours to Do Work by Self 
Total No. Respondin~ 137 43 25 5 11 43 8 2 

Mean Man-Hours 9.13 7.60 7.24 8.20 14.81 9.69 5:87 38.00 

• Worth of Report 
Towl No. Responding 137 46 26 5 10 40 8 '~ "-

Average Fair Price $122.09 $92.47 $139.03 $99.00 $285.80 $114.82 $84.37 $120.00 

Intent to Use Services Agdin 

• Total No. Responding 168 59 33 5 11 50 8 2 

% Will Use Again 99 98 100 100 100 100 100 100 

% Will Not Use Again 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

. "..,." 

• --. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

PROJ!:."""'CI' SEHVICES EVAlDATIO:J 
Fran July 10, 1974 Through April 30, 1975 

~otal NlIIT\ber of Evaluations !Z:...;-turn0:\ 

Overall Satisfaction vlith Services 
~otal NL-nn::Y>,J Resp:mc1ing 
'tCreple':ely Sa f.:isifE.":!'( 5) 
%Gcnerally Pleased (,;) 
%Crxx1 (3) 
%>:ot Satisfie::1 (2) 
~CCil1?letely :)issatisfia-: (1) 
lwerage Rati.'lg 

Ra~sons for Us~g Services 
Total N'J!T'.::-'2l" ResL:onding 
Inac.equate Li.bra....ry Facilities 
O~jective Opinion 
JI.ddi tional SUPfOrt 
:Learn Had to Handle 
Availability of Service 
I..c,c)< 0:: ;-.~terials Fran 
OL~er Jurisdictions 

Understaffed 
Ti"!1e 
~ravel :)ista~ce to L~~rary Facility 
:!?a.ster Answer ThrO'Jg:1 Us 
3e:.ter Service to CO'..l.'1~y 
~-:ore ~:,orouC]:r ResearC:1 
S:x~::>2nse 

IV:S'der 0:: General Interest 
:?endinC] Case of T';m~s'.lC1.l r.ll1fOrta~ce 

Con::idencc In or Re~)-.l :'tttion 0:: Cr,IC 
'i;l'1'.:ee to See 1:0.-' Co:x.1 ~','e l\re 
~\o.'llm,.)'er Utilizing c~rc 

Total 
197 

197 
47 
44 

6 
2 
1 

4.33 

192 
83 
15 
17 

2 
8 

15 
15 
89 

4 
7 
2 

17 
.14 

3 
6 

20 
5 
2 

County 
Attorney 

71. 

72 
4,1 
50 

I} 

o 
o 

County Assoc.Co. 
Judge 
36 

36 
50 

6 
3 
o 

Judge 
6 

6 
17 
83 
o 
o 
o 

4.34 4.38 4.16 

70 
33 

7 
6 
o 
3 

I} 

11 
30 
o 
1 

1 
<J 

2 
o 
1 

8 
2 
o 

36 
1'1 , 

I} 

1 
2 

3 
o 

18 
2 

'5 
o 
1 

o 

2 

o 
1 

6 
3 
o 
1 
o 
1 

o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

District 
JudC]e 

14 

14 
50 
21 

7 
14 

7 
3.92 

13 
4 
2 
2 
o 
o 

1 
o 
6 
o 
o 
o 
1 

2 

3 
1 

o 
o 

Defense 
Counsel 

57 

57 
tJ9 
39 
11 

2 
o 

4.35 

55 
24 

3 

1 
2 

6 
3 

30 
2 
o 
1 

10 
10 
o 
o 
5 
2 
o 

City 
Attorney 

10 

10 
GO 
iJO 
o 
o 
o 

4.GO 

11 
5 
2 
o 
o 
o 

1 
1 
3 
o 
1 

o 
o 
o 
1 

o 
1 
o 
o 

Other 
2 

2 
50 
50 
o 
o 
o 

·1.58 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
I} 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
.'-

J. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

]\'!'."O',lflt of Difficulty in CJoi.'lg 
Project by Self 
Total ~~\.l::'..ly:;r Res;,::oncing 
~Vel~ ~iffi0Jlt (4) 
~?~irly Diffi0Jlt (3) 
!i.?c.ir2.v Easy (3) 
%V<':r'j Easy (l) 
Average R:.1ting 

Typ2 of Difficulty 
':'o:'al ~l..1.,\l~:>:~r Res~!lc,i!lg 

:nack-q'Jc.'.:e 2:.,ibr-ary F'acil.ity 
Tirr.e 
2:.ac:';: of ."':ater:"a2.s F'rcm O'.:~er 
.::urisdictions 
Inade~ate Indexing 
Distance to Travel 
ender-staffed 
:\'ot Applicab2.e 
Ex!,)e.l1se 
O~jective Opinion 
L..'1.c:< of Current !>:aterials 
:<ore Thorough Research 
':Sac)< of Kna\·":~.edge or Ability for 

Handling Case 

~<ean ~·;an-:-!ours to !)o h'ork by Self 
Total ~u~~r Res90ncing 
:-':ean. :>!an-!';ours 

h'ort. ~ of Re~rt 
Total ~\.l:~~r Res~nding 
lwe.rage Fair Pr-ice 

" 
Inter.t to ese Services l\gain 

TOUt2. :\'U!l"':x:!r Respo.'ld i.'l9 
%1·iL2. Use l\CJa.i..n 
't,l'ii~l ~~ot ese, l\C]3in 

Total 

188 
18 
62 
19 , 

2.97 

183 
2.0l 
103 

19 
3 

18 
3 
11 
2 
3 
3 
2 

1 

156 
9.08 

County 
At tor-ney 

67 
, "l 
--' 

63 
22 

2 
2.88 

66 
37 
L13 

53 
7.67 

3 
2 
7 
1 
3 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 

COW1ty 
.::ucge 

35 
26 
6() 

14 
o 

3.2.l 

32 
10 
--' 

l7 

6 
o 
3 
a 
o 
1 

o 
o 
1 

o 

26 
7.l5 

2.57 57 27 
$127.02. $104.28 $2.35.74 

192 
99 , 

72 
99 

1 

35 
lOa 

o 

Assoc.Co. 
Judge 

6 
17 
83 
o 
o 

3.16 

6 
5 
2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

6 
7.50 

District 
'::ucge 

1 "l 
-.,.) 

38 
LiG 

8 
B 

3.15 

12 
6 
9 

o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 

11 
14.8l 

Defe.J1se 
Counsel 

56 

2l 
o 

2.92 

55 
28 
28 

6 
o 
7 
o 
1 
1 
1 
2 

o 

An 
'10 

9.66 

City 
Attorney Other 

9 2 
11 50 
67 50 
22 0 
o 0 

2.83 3.50 

10 2 
6 a 
2 2 

4 
o , 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

10 
7.70 

o 
J. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

2 
38.00 

45 10 2 6 
$95.00 

2.0 
$285.50 $123.17 $112.50 $2.20.00 

6 
100 

o 

1 1 

lOO 
o 

56 
JOt] 

o 

10 
100 

o 

2 
100 

o 

.--
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• pR)JECr SERVICES EVALUATION . 
Fran July 10 I 1974 Through Hay 31, 1975 

COW1ty COW1ty As.Co. Dist. Def. City 
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge COW1S. P.tty. Other • Total Number of Evaluations Returnec.1 215 77 40 6 15 65 10 2 

. Overall Sa.tisfaction 'i'Ii th Services 
Total Number Respondj~g 214 77 40 6 14 65 10 2 

• % Completely Satisfied 47 44 55 17 50 45 60 50 
% Generally Pleased (4) 44 51 38 83 .21 43 40 50 
% G<xx1 (3) 6 4 5 0 7 

.J 
11 0 0 

% Not Satisfie:1 (2) 2 0 3 0 14 2 0 0 
% Completely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 
Average Rating 4.33 4.35 4.45 4.16 3.92 4.30 4.60 4.50 

• Reasons for Using Services 
Total Number Responding 209 75 40 6 13 63 11 2 
Inadequate Library Facilities 95 37 17 3 4 29 5 0 
Objective Opinion 16 8 1 0 2 3 2 0 
Additional Support 18 6 4 1 2 5 0 0 r:o 

• Learn Ho.v to Handle 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 .~ 
0\ 
N 

Availability of Service 9 3 3 1 0 2 0 0 "D ...... .... 
Lack of Materials fran Other 

Q) 51 0.. ro 

Jurisdictions 15 4 3 0 1 6 1 0 0.. ~ 
~ 

Understaffed 16 11 0 0 0 4 1 0 

Time 93 31 18 2 6 33 3 0 

• Travel Distance to Library Facility 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 

Faster Answer Through Us 7 1 5 0 0 0 1 0 

Better Service to County 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

~bre Thorough Research 18 4 1 1 1 11 0 0 

D:pense 14 2 0 0 2 10 0 0 

AnS\ver of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

• Pending Case of Unusual Importance 6 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 
Confidence In or Reputation of CLIC 23 8 5 1 1 7 1 0 
'i\1anted to See Bo;-1 Gcod V,Te Are 6 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 
Nonlawyer Utilizing CLlC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

• 

• ---



• Total Atty. Judge Jud':)e JuJge:! COWlS. Atty, Ocher 

Percent Having No ProblEmS in Contact 

Total Number ResfOncUng 213 76 39 6 15 65 10 2 

• % Responding No ProblEmS 98% 99% 100% 83% 100% 98% 90% 100% 
% Responding ProblEmS in Contact 2% 1% 0 17% 0 2% 10% 0 

Percent RefOrting Delivered on Time ... 

Total NumJ:y::>....r ReSfOndin9 209 76 37 5 14 65 10 2 

• % Responding RefOrt on Time 93% 91% 95% 100% 1.00% .84% 80% 100% 
% ResfOnding RefOrt Not on Time 7% 9% 5% 0 0 6% 20% 0 

Percent ResfOnding RefOrt to Point 

Total Number ResfOnding 208 74 38 6 14 65 10 1 

• % ResfOnding RefOrt to Point 93% 99% 89% 100% 79% 91% 100% 100% 
% ResfOnding Report Not to Point 7% 1% 11% 0 21% 9% 0 0 

Rating of Report Quality 
t:Q 

Total Number ResfOnding 212 76 38 6 15 65 10 2 x 0 
C"') 

• % Excellent (4) 49% 38% 53% 33% 60% 57% 60% 50~ 
'"0 ....... 
t:: <J.) 

% Go:x1 (3) 44% 58% 45% 67% 20% 32% 40% 50% 
<J.) eJ} 
0..", 

% Fair ( 2) 5% 4% 3% 0 0 11% 0 0 
0..1=l-l 
~ 

% Poor (1) 1% 0 0 0 20% 0 0 0 
Average Rating 3.41 3.34 3.50 3.33 3.20 3.46 3.60 3.50 

• Helpfulness of RefOrt 

Total 1'-."'1 .. 11Ttber Responding 211 75 38 6 15 65 10 2 
% ExtrEmely Helpful (4) 55% 53% 61% 50% 60% 52% 60% 50% 
% Sane Help (3) 40% 44% 34% 50% 27% 42% 40% 50% 
% Little Help (2) 2% 3% 0 0 0 5% 0 0 • % No Help at All (1) 2% 0 5% 0 13% 2% 0 0 
Average Rating 3.47 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.35 3.44 3.60 3.50 

• 

• 



-, 

I 



• _ .. --. 

.. Arrount of Difficulty in COing . . Project by Self 

Total Number Rest:Onding 204 72 38 6 14 63 9 2 

• % Vel~ DifficJlt (4) 20% 13'% 29% 17% 36% 19% 11% 50% 

% Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 63% 58% 83% 43% 62% 67% 50% 

% Fairly Easy (3) 18% 22% 13% 0 7% 19% 22% 0 

% Vel.~ Easy (1) 2% 3% 0 0 14% 0 0 0 

Average Rating 2.98 2.84 3.15 3.16 3.00 3.00 2.88 3.50 

.' 

• Type of Difficulty • 
Total N1..m1ber Responding 197 70 36 6 12 61 10 2 

J.nadequate Library Facility III 40 22 5 6 32 6 0 

Time 108 44 18 2 9 31 2 2 

Lack of Materials Fran Other 
Jurisdictions 19 3 6 0 0 6 4 0 

• Inadequate Indaxing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Distance to Travel 20 7 4 0 0 8 1 0 

Uncerstaffed 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Not Applicable 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Expense 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 P=l 

Objective Opinion 3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 .~ 
.-. 

• Lack of Current Materials 0 
(Y) 

4 0 0 0 3 1 0 '"0 ,...... 

~bre Thorough Research 0 1 0 0 
t:: <l,) 

2 1 0 0 <l,) cO 0.. c:l 

Lack of ~1oNledge or Ability for 
0.. 0.... 

Handling Case 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
~ 

• 
Hean Han-Hours to eo hark by Self 

Total Number Responding 171 58 28 6 12 55 10 2 

l-lean Han-Hours 8.70 '7.44 6.85 7.50 13.75 9.12 7.70 38.00 

"brth of Report 
Total Number Resp:mding 172 . 61 30 6 11 52 10 2 

Average Fair Price $123.68 $108.54 $125.33 $95.00 $264.09 $116.40 $112.50 $120.00 

• Intent to Use Services Again 
Total Number Responding 209 77 39 6 11 64 10 2 

% will Use Again 100b 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

% ~Yill Not Use Again 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 

• 
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PROJIXT SERVICES EVAWA'l'ION 
From July 10 I 1974 Through' June 30 I 1975 

• County County As.Co. Dist. Def. City 
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge CoWlS. Atty. Police 

Total I\'t.:Nlt.e.r of Evaluations Returned 252 92 42 6 17 76 12 7 

• Overall Satisfaction 'dith Services 
Total I\~ Responding 251 92 42 6 16 72 12 7 
% Co.::ple~ely Satisfie:l 48 45 57 17 44 45 67 86 
% Generally Pl&tsed (11 ) 43 49 36 83 31 43 33 14 
% Gcxx1 (3) 6 5 5 0 6 11 0 0 
't, Not Satisfied (2) 2 0 2 0 13 1 0 0 

• % Co~plete1y Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 
Average Rating 4.35 4.34 4.47 4.16 3.93 4.31 4.66 4.85 

Reasons for Using Services 
Total !\Urnl:er Responding 246 90 42 6 15 74 13 7 ;:Q 

lnad~Jate Library Facilities 117 47 19 3 5 36 5 2 x N 
("f) 

• Objective Opinion 21 2 0 4 
"0 ,.-.; 

8 3 3 1 c a.l 

~Dditional Support 19 6 4 1 2 6 0 0 
a.l bO 
0..<;) 
0.. c... 

Learn Bow to Handle, 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 ~ 
~vailability of Service 13 5 3 1 0 2 0 1 
Lack of ;vlaterials fra.n Other 

Jurisdictions 23 9 3 0 1 7 1 2 • Understaffed 17 12 0 0 0 4 1 0 
Time 107 39 19 2 7 36 4 0 
Travel Dis~~Dce to Library l:.J.cility 5 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 
Faster Mswer Through Us 10 3 6 0 0 0 1 0 
Better Service to ,County 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 
;·bre Thorou9h Research 24 7 1 1 1 12 1 1 • E:-:'?CTlse. 15 2 0 0 3 10 0 0 
~lSNer of General Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Pending Case of Unusuill lmp:)rtance 6 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 
Confidence in or ReFJtation of CLIC 29 9 6 1 1 9 1 2 
~·lanted. to See 110'." Cc::o:::1 l'le Me 7 2 0 0 1 3 0 1 

• N:mlm·:yer Utilizing CLIC 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

• 



• County County As.Co. Dist. De£. City 
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Polic ... 

Percent Having No Problen~ In Contact 

• Total l-,u11.....1--er Resp:::mding 250 91 41 6 17 76 12 7 
% ReSfDnding Ko ProbleT's 98% 99'3 100% 83% 100% 9'1; 92% 100~ 
% Responding Probl~s in Contact 2% 1% 0 17% 0 1% 8% 0 

Percent Rer:ortLng D21ivc.red. on Tirne 

• Total \'t.l:162r Rescondina 246 91 39 5 16 I 76 12 7 - -' 
?; Res!.=O!1ding Rer:ort on TimG 91% 88~ 95% 100% 94~ 93% 83% 86~ 

" Res;,:o:1ding Rep::lrt ~ot on Time 9% ln 5% 0 6% 7% 17'; 14 'S '0 

Percent Responding Report to Point 

• Total t\'urnber Responding 244 89 40 6 16 75 12 6 
% Resp::mding Report to Point 94% 98% 90% 100% 81% 92% 100% 100~ 

£, Resr:ondLng Rcr:ort N:Jt to Point 6% 2% 10% 0 1% 8':, 0 0 

Rating of Rcr:ort QJ.ality 
i=Q 
x M 

M 
'1:i -• Total t\\l!111::er Responding 248 91 40 6 17 75 12 
::: C) 

7 C) tlIl 
~~ 

% Excellent (4 ) 51% 42% 53% 33% 65% 56% 67% 71% !:l. c... 
% G:::xxl (3 ) 43% 54% 45'b 67% 18% 35% 33% 2% 

~ 

'b Fa.ir (2) 5% 4% 3% 0 0 9'i. '0 0 0 
% P(X)r (1) 1% 0 0 0 18% 0 0 0 

• Average Rating 3.43 3.37 3.50 3.33 3.29 3.46 3.66 3.71 

l!elpfulness of RefOrt 

Total NumL"2r Res[.Onding 248 90 40 6 17 76 12 7 
£; Extro:nely Helpful (4 ) 57% 53% 60?; 50% 65% 54% 67% 8G% 
" Some Help (3) 39'6 114 % 35% 50% 24lb 39'6 3-'Q. 1·1'l; • '0 .)" 

q, Lit~le llGlp (2) 2% 2% 0 0 0 4% 0 0 " 
'h No Help at l\l1 (1) ?'J 

~ ,1 0 5% 0 12'2, 3';, 0 0 
Average Rating 3.50 3.51 3.50 3.50 3.41 3.44 3.66 3.85 

• 

• --
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• 
~ 

County County As.Co. Dist. DeL City 
Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge Couns. Atty. Polk 

• A'1DWlt of Difficulty in COing 
Project by Self ; 

'Dotal ~~ber Responding 241 87 40 6 16 74 11 7 
% V~y Difficult (4 ) 20'6 13% 28% 17% 31% 18% 9% 7n 
% Fairly Difficult (3) 61% 64% 60% 83% 44% 64% 55~ 29~ • % Fairly Easy (3) 18% 22'6 13'2; 0 7"6. 19'5 3G~ 0 
S, Vc-ry Easy (1) 2'J; 2'b 0 0 13% 0 0 0 
l\.verac}e Pa!:ing 2.98 2.87 3.15 3.16 2.93 2.98 2.72 3.71 

~2 of Difficulty 
Total :-;:umber Rcsp:::mdulg 233 84 38 6 14 72 12 7 • Inadequate Library Facility 134 49 23 5 f 8 39 6 4 
m' 126 20 _l..'Tle 50 2 , 9 37 4 4 
L:l.C~ of 1'1aterials Fran Other 

Jurisdictions 26 8 6 0 0 7 4 1 
Inadecr..1ate lroe..xing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Dis~~ce to Travel 23 8 4 0 0 10 1 0 

t:Q 

• .::S ~ 
Cnderstaffed Ii 1 0 0 2 0 0 

\<) 

l. '"0 .-. 

~ot l\P91icable " <'-4 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 
c (\) 
(\) ell 

E:....T->2!1se 4 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 
0.", 
0. ::l.. 

Ob";ective Opinion 5 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 <t: 
J. _ 

:.ac),( of Current !<ateria1s 9 3 0 a 0 3 1 2 

• :':Ore Thoroug!1 Research 4 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 
Lac~ of Knowledge or ll.bility for 

:!andling Case 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

;·:can :'an-r:ours to CO ~'7ork by Self 
'1'otal t-Jl .. TTf'.ber Resr:onding 199 69 29 6 14 63 1 ., 

_L. 6 

• ;':ean ;·~-Hours 10.22 7.97 6.79 7.50 12.42 9.03 7.16 ' 68.83 

\\ort..~ of Rerort 
Total l\urnber Responcu19 204 76 31 6 13 60 12 6 
lwcrage Fair Price $122.87 $98.00 $122.90 $95.00 $242.69 $119.88 $112.50 $256.66 

• Inte..~t to Use Services l\gain 
Total J\\Jm!:.y:>J Respond'u1g 246 92 41 6 :;'3 75 12 7 
% ~ .. 'El Use J\gain 100% 99% 100% 120% 100% 100% 100'6 laO? 
!5 ~'h11 :\'ot Use ]\gain 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• .) 



• -, 

----, 

PROJ1XT SERVICES EVALUATION 
From July 10, 1974 Through July 31, 1975 

• County County As.Co. Dist. De£. City 
Total Atty. Judge Judgc Judge Couns. Atty. Police 

Total Nt1ll1l:x;r of Evaluations Returned 276 102 45 7 17 82 13 10 

Overall Satisfaction with Services 

• Total :-~l.TIT\l)PJ Resp:Jnding 275 102 45 7 16 82 13 10 
% Complctely Satisfied (5) 48% 45% 56% 14% 44% 43% 69% 90% 
% GenGrally Please.:l (4) 44% 49% 38% 86% 31% 46% 31% 10'1 
~ G:::od (3) 6% 5% 4% 0 6>:; 10% 0 0 
% :\'ot Satisfied (2) 1~ 0 2':> 0 13':; 1 0 0 
~ C0!1plctely Dissatisfied (1) 0 0 0 0 6% 0 0 0 

• Aver.:1ge Rating 4.36 4.36 4.46 4.14 3.93 4.30 4.69 4.90 

Reasons for using Se~\Tices 
Total !'\l.nTlbcr Responding 270 100 45 7 15 80 13 11 
Inadequate Library Facilities 129 55 20 3 5 38 5 3 
Objective Opinion 23 8 3 0 3 4 3 2 CQ 

V) • j~ditional Support 19 6 4 1 2 c. 0 0 .~ (Y) 
v V ,......, 

Learn HO\-l to Handle 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 "" Cl) E) en 
Availability of Service 14 5 3 1 0 3 1 1 0. c:: 

0. ~ 

Lack 'of ~'1atGrials froll Other ~ 

Jurisdictions 23 9 3 0 1 7 1 2 
Understaffed 17 12 0 0 0 4 1 0 • 'l'ime 112 41 20 2 7 38 4 0 
TrolVel Distance to Library Facility 6 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 
Fastcr Answer Through Us 12 3 6 0 0 2 1 0 
Better Sel\Tice '1'0 County 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 
~'Dre Thorough Rese.:rrch 26 8 1 2 1 12 1 1 
E;·-}x:.nsc 17 2 0 0 3 12 0 0 • :\~o I\ns\-.'er 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
J\nsv.'cr of General IntGrest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 
PQ~ding Casc of Unusual Importance 7 2 2 0 3 0 0 0 
Confidence in or Reputation of CLIC 30 10 6 1 1 9 1 2 
\'i'.::mted to See Ha.·,' Goo::1 ~'Ie Are 8 2 0 0 1 3 1 1 

• t\'onlC1wyer Utilizing CLIC 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

• 



• ., 



, 
~ • -' 

COLmty COWlty As.Co. Dist. De£. City 

Total Atty. Judge Judge Judge COWlS. Atty. Police 

• A'l"Olmt of Difficulty in DoLng 
Project by Self 

'Total l\Urn,!:>er Responding 265 97 43 7 16 80 12 10 

% Vel~ Difficult (4) 22% 17~ 28% 14~ 31% 1% 17% 701, 

!l, Fairly Difficult (3) 59% 61~ 60% 86% 44~ 61~ 50% 30?, 

• % Fairly Easy (2) 17% 20c~ 12% 0 13% 20% 33% 0 

c:, Very Easy (1) 2% 3% 0 0 13% • 0 0 0 

I\veroge Rating 3.00 2.90 3.16 3.14 2.93 2.98 2.83 3.70 

Type of Difficulty 

• 'Total Number Responding 257 94 41 7 14 78 13 10 

In.Jc1o..1uate Libral-Y Facility 150 57 25 5 8 43 7 5 

Time 141 56 22 3 9 41 5 5 

LJ.ck of ~1aterials Fran Other 
Jurisdictions 26 8 6 0 0 7 4 1 

Inadequate Indexing 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 ~ 

• 
.~ 

r-

Distance to Travel 26 9 4 0 0 11 1 1 ('f) 

"0 ....... 

Understaffed 4 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 "" a) C) eo 

:':ot. l\p~)lica.ble 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 a. Ci:l a. c.... 

E::-:-)cnse 5 2 1 0 0 1 0 ] -< 

C:)j ec;t ':ve Opinion 5 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 

L:'tc~" of Current t-L"lterials 9 3 0 0 0 3 1 2 

• :-:81:0. T!1orough Research 4 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 

L:1ck. of Knoldledge or l\bility for 
Ha.'1dling Case 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

l'lc.:m !·:an-Hours to Do ~'brk by Self 

• Total ~L~ber Responding 220 78 32 7 14 69 13 7 

t-lca.n i'>:on-Hours 10.12 7.79 8.06 9.85 12.42 8.79 7.07 59.85 

\'~8rth of Report 
Total Numl:x=r Responding 224 85 33 7 13 64 13 9 

Average Fair Price $124.04 $93.21 $133.63 $110.00 $242.69 $121.60 $111.53 $255.00 

• Intent to Use Services Again 
Total Number Responding 268 102 44 7 13 79 13 10 

% \'lil1 Use Again 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

% h'ill Not Use. Again 0 1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• ---



• rrWJECT S[['\'1 C[S [V fIl.U/\ T I (H1 
FrOIl! cJu1y 10, 1975 T'll'ou<jh r,ugus t 31, 1975 

County County As.Co. Di S t. Def. City 

Total ,;tty. Judge Judge Jucge Couns. 1\ tty. Police 

• Tut2.1 :~u'n)er of Evalua-t';ot;s P.etunled 298 110 48 8 17 89 15 11 

Overa 11 Satisfaction Vii ~h Services 
-:-ot("\ 1 :\umber Responc:ng 297 110 48 8 16 89 15 11 
,f CO f11pletely St\t~sfi(ld (5 ) 4G5~ 4 3~: 52;'; 13::: 4 tr~~ 4 3~~ 67~~ 91~~ .. 

• Generaliy Pleased : 11 ) 115:: 50::: 4,>,l 88~~ 315~ 45;:. 335: 9" 
.J , t 

<.. r~ 
.~ 

Good (3 ) 6" r.· t. n' 0 6~'~ lO~ 0 0 
," ." O,J I." 

. 
:~ot Satisfied (2) 2" 0 2" 0 13': 2:~ 0 0 

IJ .v 

:. cc:·~;:> 1 ete ~ y Dissatisfied ( 1) 0 a 0 0 6'" 0 0 0 ,.. 

{\verage Ra::ing 4. 3,~ 4.32 4.43 4.12 3.93 4.28 4.66 4.90 

• ~.::csons fo)" Using Services 
-:-ota 1 i\un:bet' Responding 292 108 48 8 15 87 15 12 

Inc.dequate L i bt'ary raci 1 it i es 144 60 22 4 5 42 7 4 

CJ,:ecl.:ive Opinion 24 8 3 0 3 4 4 2 

1\ d c! i t ion a 1 Support 20 7 4 1 2 6 0 0 o::l 

:"e2l"rl Ho\·.' to Handle 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 .~ 
00 
('() 

• /lviJi~ability of Service 16 6 3 1 0 3 2 
, "0 .-
.1 ,-

ii3 a) 

'_(~ c k of r'~a teri a 1 s From Other 
ell 

0.. c;;j 

":urisdictions 23 9 3 0 1 7 1 2 
0.. ~ 
< 

UnceY's~uffec! 18 22 0 0 0 5 1 0 

-:- i r":; 120 tl/f 22 2 7 40 5 0 

'rl,i', ve ~ Distance to L. i bra ry Faci 1 ity 6 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 

• F2S tel' ilns\"e)' Throu~;h Us 12 3 6 0 0 2 1 0 

'3e~ i.:Cl' Sen; ce To CC; ~11l ty 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 

H~),C Tho/oug:") Reset\lch 27 B 1 2 1 13 1 1 

\, r)nqSI""2 17 2 0 0 3 12 0 0 

d) :,'15\,'e)' 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

• ,:.!' S 1:,"-.: 1" of Genei'a 1 Interest 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

r\.'~,,( ~ fig Case of :':nU'; ua 1 Importance [3 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 
,J 

C.O!': ~ c('!llce in 01' r{e·'\.rta t ion of CLIe 32 12 6 1 1 9 1 2 

":(111 '.:cC to See HO'.'I Ge·od \·,'e {Ire 8 2 0 0 1 3 1 1 

':UIl ~ c'dyer Utilizing CLlC 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

• 

• , --



--- ----

• County County i\s . Co , Dist, Dcf. City 

'or' 
Tota 1 At ly. Judge Judge Judge COUllS, At ty, Police 

, 

')';"cc n ~ f-Javing ~~o Pro~1en~s In Contact 

-rui.:.a 1 :,u:rJer Hesponcing 295 109 47 8 17 89 15 10 

" Responding >~o PrOJlelllS 99::, 99~ 100l 88;~ 100:~ 99~~ 93;:.; 100;:, 
,.' 
c' '{cs:Jor:d~ ns PI'ob: e!~'s in Contact 1 ': 1.1 0 13~~ 0 1 c' ]"' 0 
" 

,J " 
,.) ,.) 

')8t'Cell L Reporting De1iverec on T i fPe 

• Total NU'TlJer Responding 291 108 45 7 16 89 15 11 

" Responding Report on Time 92/~ 89~: 96~ 1005~ 94~: 93:~ sr 91~ 
,j 

c' ~esponcing ReiJort ~;o t on Time 8,~ 11/ 4" 0 6;:. 7" 13;: go. 
" 

'0 :.) ,J 

~crcent Responding Report to Point 

• Total ;~ul'lber Responding 289 107 46 8 16 88 15 9 
.1 Responding Report to Point 95% 9[\~~ 91% 100~~ 81 :~ 93~~ 100:~ lOO·;~ 
,) 

, Responding Report r~ot to Poi n t 5°' 2(;' 9<.' 0 19:-:; 7'.' 0 0 
/j ,J 

,.) ," 
l=Q 

~?ting of Report Quality 
.::: 0\ 

(Y) 

• 
"0 .-; 

c: Q) 

Total NU!11ber Responding 293 109 46 8 17 88 15 10 
Q) t:1l 0. C';l 

(' Cxcellent ( [1, ) 51~~ 4 2~~ 52% 25~~ 6r.: c' 57~~ 60::: 80~~ ~ P-< 

,.' 
J'J 

Gr'OG (3 ) 43~~ 54~~ 4 6~~ 7 5:~ 18~~ 3Ll ": 40:~ 20:~ t,.) 

F::ir '(2) 4 (I IF' 2" "a a 0" a a 
I. rt" N 

~t'';'' 

Pcor i 1 \ 1~~ a a a 18~j a 0 a 
,-' \ .!. J 

• ,'.ver'ge Ra ti ng 3.44 3.38 3.50 3.25 3.29 3. ~t 7 3.60 3.80 

"e 1 r/'.Jl :'ess of Report 

-:. 4 ' /,ul';Jer ~csponding 294 108 46 8'. 17 89 15 11 
() ":.:1 , 

~x'Lre!l'e~y Helpful (1') sn 5~~: 59~ 50~~ 6r::" 56~~ 60,.) Q 1 C' 

• ! 1 

:J "J 
_ .1.,.1 

• Son:~ Help ( 3) 3n~: 
l' I! (1 37':, 5m~ {(~ ;; 36~~ ft O~~ ge' 
ILl' 

i.) 

:.. ~ Ll c Help (2 ) 2',: 2:;' a a 0 
,., ~.,. 0 a .J.\. 

::0 !~ ~ P at (I: 1 (1) 3:'. 1 ;. 4 ~: 0 12 :. 5:~ 0 a 
) ." 

;.v,'ra-: :; f{a-:.:ing 3. t.9 3.S0 3.50 3 .~)O 3.:11 3.·~ 3 3.60 3,90 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,'."OUr)~ OF ~ifficulty in ~oin9 
?~'ojeCt. by Se~f 

~otal ~u~~er Respo~di~g 
I.' e ry ~ iff i c u 1 t (r.) 

~ Fairly Difficult (3~ 
~ Fairly Easy (2) 

Very Easy (l) 
,;vertlge f{ating 

~YDe of Difficu:ty 

~ottll ::~~~er Responding 
!nadequtlte Li~rQry Facility 
Til'le 
Lac', of :,;a tel'i a 1 s Fro"! Other 

Jurisdictions 
Inadequate Indexing 
Distance to Travel 
~'lcerstaffed 
,ot f,ppl icable 
CXDense 
Objective Opinion 
Lack of Current ~aterials 
:';0'1'1.: Thol'ough Resea rch 
~ack of Knowledge or ~bility for 

:~a'1cl i n9 Case 

'.":'(;11 ~'an-:'ours to Do \'!or~~ by Sel f 
""'O:i! ~ :;'.J!'~ber ResponLi; fig 
I,I~(!!! ,'':c.!l-;!OUl"'S 

':: )' ~Il of !~eport 
.r el :,[ ~ :,UJl:bel' Respondi I1g 
/".'CtC!r;;e Fa i r Pl'i ce 

'I~tent to 'Jse Sel'vices Iie'ain 
Tota ~ f~u''lbel' :<es~)ondi 1'0 

,,':~ '11 ese /\g<:: in 
'.,:~' ~ <~ot ~se fll]tI in' 

Totill 

287 
22~: 

17~~ 
2':: 

3.01 

26 
3 

26 
t1 
6 
5 
5 
9 
Ii 

2 

239 
10.17 

243 
$123.90 

290 
100'X 

o 

/\ L ty . 

105 
]5:' 

63~: 
H\~r 

4 ~.; 
2.89 

102 
611 ", 
5iJ 

8 
2 
9 
1 
4 
2 
1 
3 
1 

o 

8,5 
7.6·f 

93 
$97.02 

]10 
99~: 

L 

Judge 

46 . 
26~~ 
61 ~: 
13:': 

o 
3,13 

44 
27 
25 

6 
o 
4 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
2 

o 

35 
8.28 

35 
$135.28 

47 
100:'~ 

o 

Judge 

8 
13~~ 
88:,: 

o 
o 

3.12 

8 
6 
~ 
v 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

3 
8.87 

8 
$96,87 

8 
100~: 

o 

CUUI1S, 

16 
31 ~~ 
Lill'" t "J 

13~~ 
13:~ 

2.93 

14 
8 
9 

o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

o 

It! 
12.:1 ? 

87 
22;.~ 
5 7~,: 
21 ;~ 

o 
3.01 

85 
47 
43 

7 
o 

11 
o 
2 
1 
2 
3 
1 

o 

74 
8.85 

13 69 
$ 2 <1 2 • G 9 $118 . ,~ 9 

13 86 
100:~ 100,:~ 

o 0 

14 
21 ~~ 
50~~ 
29:~ 

o 
2,92 

15 
9 
6 

4 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 

1 

15 
7,~6 

15 
$123.33 

15 
10Di 

o 

f' IJ 1 i u: 

11 
73':. 
27:: 

o 
o 

3.72 

11 
6 
5 

1 
1 
1 
1 
o 
1 
o 
2 
o 

1 

8 
59,87 

10 
~239.50 

11 
100;; 

o 
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APPENDIX C 

~bnthl y Progress Reports 

• 

(1) As of July 31, 1974, p. 1 

(2) July-August, 1974, ~. 2-4 

(3) September, 1974, pp. 5-7 

(4) October, 1974, pp. 8-10 

(5) November, 1974, pp. 11-13 

(6) December, 1974, pp. 14-16 

(7) January, 1975, pp. 17-19 

(8) February, 1975, pp. 20-22 

(9) March, 1975, pp. 23-25 

(10) April, 1975, pp. 26-28 

(11) May, 1975, pp. 29-31 

(12) June, 1975, pp. 32-34 

(13) July, 1975, pp. 35-37 

(14) August, 1975, pp. 38-40 

• • • 
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• • • 
C.L.I.C. MONTHLY REPORT 
(as of July 31, 1974) 

• 

Initial Questionnaires Sent 256 
Responses Received 189 

Telephone Calls Received 19 
(First call July 10) 
Telephone Inquiry 1 
Teleph~ne Request for Service 18 

Projects Co~pleted (Memo sent 
or call back) 14 

No of issues dealt with 31 

Project Evaluation Forms sent 8 
Responses Received 3 

Newsletter (July) 

Counties requesting services: 

• • 

Valley, Nance, Dixon, Cherry, Saunders, Platte, Lincoln 
Cuming, Red Willow, Buffalo, Thayer, Polk, Red Willow, 
Cheyenne, Gage, Sarpy 

Positipns requesting 
County Attorneys 
Di,strice Judges 

services: 

County Judges 
Juvenile Court Judge 
Court Appointed Counsel 

10 
1 
6 
1 
2 

Appendix C 
Page 1 

fA. 

• • 

\ 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

'lDl.'i\.:' CALLS IcCI\iFD 

CLIC ~D)''THLY R~..:pcr{l' 

J'.11y--j\u~]t, 1974 

I 

July 
1 

l\uC}Ust 

8. 

c. 

l=i.c:':r.lcs-:'s for Copies 
l. Copies of :.·~~~os 
001 2 0::3 - 9 
007 t; CC8 - 1 
0'1 - ~ ')2.2 3 .L_ ., 
014 3 0'" -'..1 3 

l,sscc. CO'...l.'1-i::J' JuaSj"e 
Court. A;?pt. Counsel 
Cisu"ict Juc.ge 
COL'Jlty At'::or:1cy 
Ci ty Atto:::-rcey 

of ~le..r;os 
Se.!1t 
004 3 
CI0 4 
013 - 3 

~o. Sent 
12 

9 
10 

7 
1 

39 

o 

Al:W..lst 
o 

12 

Fer...ort 003 se.'l.t to each category; 007 'to County Attorney, Associate County 
Judge, District Judge; 010 ~o Court APPOD1ted Ca~£el, Associate County 
vu':!ge, Dis".:rict Judge; 011 to Asso:::iate Coun·ty Ju::'g~1 Court Appointed Counsel 
Dis::.rict :;uCige c:nd C01..'.:.'1ty l~ttorn.ey 

ether 0 2 

Requests for Services 18 

A. Research ~""E:-orill1durr.s 16 45 
l. Projects Completed (11) (29) 

B. Case Copies 0 2 

C . SV~::::i~l Project 1 0 
Lr~~islative Ana1ysis--County Judge 

14 

47 

A'..lG"Ust 
61 

Totul 
-SO 



• ,-

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Requests D=>....nied 

1. Civil 
2. v_'1caster/COuglas 
3. Conflict of L'1b?..rest 
4 • Pri:,'ate A-'.::torney 
5. Outside ~ebraska 
6. Other 

July-' 

1 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 

Count..i.es (for ,tlhich requests were filled). 
C"liLy: 
Bu.:£alo (3), Cherry, Cheyenne, Cuming, Dixon (2), 
i\a'1se, Red \'lillo,; (2), Sa1.1.'1cers, Thayer, Valley 

AUg'..lSt: 

August 

3 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

14 

August 

9 

34 

Gage, Lincoln, Platte (2), Polk, 

Ac2.."':.s-; Bra"m, Cheyen.T1e (2), Clay, C'l.."1li.ng (3), Custer (2), Dakota, D-."1vis, DaHson, Fillrrore, 
GC'..gc=, Ha'1lilton (2), Holt, Keith, KiIllball (2), Lincoln (2), V..adison, !'~e....rrick (2), Nance, 
Ot02 r PC!'.·;nee: Phelps, Platte (6), Polli, P.ed Willa.; (4), Sarpy (3), Saw1ders, Se\'lard (2), 
Sc:ot.tsbJ.uff (4), TI11..ITston, Valley. (2), \Yashington, York 

Positions (for ~vhich requests \-le:::e filled) 

1. Cow:ty AttoD1eys 
2. District Jec.gc=s 
3. COL~ty Judges 
Ij. A~sociate Cou..'1ty JU8g8 
5. COUl.-t JI.p;>:,)L'1ted Comlsel 
6. City Attor;1ey 
7. i:'2puty County Attorneys 
8. Sp-2cial Prosccutor/public eefender 

9 
1 
6 
o 
2 
o 
1 
o 

11 
9 

11 
3 

17 
2 
5 
2 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

.' 
• 

• 

• 

Time Allocation 

Research Aides 

1. Research/Memos 
Total Hours 
Average Per Memo 
(10 Mernos-July/29 Memos-Au~ust) 

2. Administrative 
Total Hours 
Average Per Request 
(19 Rcquests-July/47 Requests-August) 

3. Sp~cial Projects 
A. Research/Legislative Analysis 
B. Desk Books 

4. Travel 
Miles Travelled 

Administrative Personnel 
Hiles Travelled 

Evaluations 

1. Evaluations Sent 
2. Number received to date (indicated 

by month sent) 

Initial Questionnaire 
(See Appendix "A" for breakdown) 
1. Number Sent 
2. Number Received 

Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings 
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 

170.5 
17.05 

70.3 
3.70 

0 
0 

0 

1,073 

8 

8 

256 
189 

o 

.4,300 

341. 4 
11. 77 

159.7 
3.4 

12.8 
10.8 

43 

240 

14 

8 

o 
14 

155 

3,500 

240.80 50} .1 

u 
,~ "'" "0 a.> ..... 
C3 t:J) 

cd 
0.. P-i 

'0.. 
~ 

... . 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.<:-.--,,~-

TOTAL CALIS REX:EIVED 

REQJESTS FDR INFOR\!t\TION: 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

Add to l>~iling List 
PrDgl-a~ Description 
Abs tract Judge I s Opinion for Newsletter 
Other 
No. of Requests for Copies 

SEPl'. 
19 copies of 13 separate memos sent 

2 copies of #011 
6 copies of if 007 

To ~\1hcrn Sent: 

County Judge 
Assoc. County Judge 
Court Appt. Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 

No,. Sent: 
Sept. Total 

1 1 
o 12 
1 10 

16 23 
o 1 
1 11 

REQUESTS FDR SERVICES: 

A. Research Merrorandums 
l. Projects Completed 
2. Supplemental Merros Sent 

B. Case Copies 
C. Special Projects I 

CLIC l>DN'I'lILY REPORr 
SEPI'E(.fBER, 1974 

SEPT. 'IDI'AL 

0 1 
1 1 
1 1 
0 2 
8 20 

'IDI'AL 

SEPT'. 

10 

58 copies of 15 separate memos sent -
5 copies of #010 
6 copies of #011 

10 copies of #003 
10 copies of #007 

44 

27 88 
33 73 

4 4 

2 4 
2 3 

TOTAL 

25 

109 

SEPr. 
54 

'IDI'AL 
134 

'" 

.. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

--- - ---

SEPT. 'TOTAL 

D. Requests Denied 13 24 

1. Civil 5 9 
2. Lancaster/Douglas 1 ·2 
3. Conflict of Interest 1 4 
4. Private Attorney 1 2 
5. OUtside Nebraska 0 1 
6. Private Citizen 5 5 
7. Other 0 1 

Counties: (for which requests were filled) 

Sept: (30) 
AnteloP2, Buffalo (3), Butler, Colfax, CLlllling, CUster (3), Dawes, DL'\:on (2), Fillrrore, Gage, 
Hall, Ho,·;rard, Keith, Knox, LincoL'1, ~lerrick (3), M:Jrrill,\ Nance (2), Nemal-}a, Otc€ (3), Pawnee, 
Red \villo.v (2), Richardson, Sarpy, Saunders (2), Scottsbluff (2), Seivard, Thurston, h'ashington, York. 

-\' 
Cumula ti ve To Date: ( 44) (4 or more calls have been- received fran follo.ving counties) 
Cuming (4), CUster (5), Merrick (5), Otoe (4), Platte (6), Red. willOtl (6), Scottsbluff (6) 

Positions: (for which requests were filled) 

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
Associate County Judges 
Court Appt. Counsel/public Defenders 
City Attorneys 

TL'1E ALLCX:::ATIO:\1 

Research Aides/Assistants 

1. Research/Mem:Js 
Total Hours 
Average Per !>lelTD 
(33 Herros, 4 Supp. MGlTDs) 

11 37 
2 12 

13 30 
1 4 

12 32 
2 4 

SEPT. 

584.2 

SEPT. 'IDI'AL 
353 864.9 

9.54 11. 23 

'IDI'AL 

1349.7 

----



--------

• 
2. Administrative 182.80 412.80 

Average Per Request 3.38 3.08 

• (61 Requests) 

3. SpGcial Projects 48.40 72.00 

4, Travel 
l'ules Travelled -0- 43 

• Administrative Personnel 
Miles Travelle::-d -0- 1073 

Evaluations 
(See App3I1dix "A" for breakdo.·m) 

• l. No. Sent 37 59 
2. No. Received to Date 27 43 

Initial Questionnaire U 
.~ c-
-0 C,) • l. No. Sent 250 506 ~ OJ) 
<!) C'(j 

2. No. Received 2 205 0.. 
0.. 
~ 

-< 
Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings 
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 155 210 

• Bibliographies (Plus Supple.-nents Thereto) 250 250 

Newsletter 4,500 12,300 

• 

• 

• 



• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'IOl'AL CALLS RECEIVED 

RE(XJESTS FCiR INFOR[.li\TION: 

A. Add to l-1ailing List 
B. Prcgram Description 
C. Abstract Judge r s Opinion for Newsletter 
D. Other 
E. No. of Requests for Copies 

OCT. 
30 copies of 15 separate merros sent 
3 copies of #016 
3 copies of #031 
3 copies of #052 
3 copies of #079 
3 copies of #079 1/2 

To \\1Jlan Sent: 

County Judge 
!;.ssoc. County Judge 
Court Appt. Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 

REQUESTS fUR SERVICES: 

A. Research Herrorandums 
1. Proj ects Completed 

No. Sent: 
Oct. Total 
1 2 
o 12 

16 26 
8 31 
3 4 
2 13 

2. Sl)pplemental Merros Sent 

B. Case Copies 
C. Special Projects 
D. Librc-': Assistance 

\ ' 

Q.,IC t-DNTHLY REPORl' 
ccroBER, 1974 

OCT. 'IOl'AL 

OCT. 
o 
1 
o 
2 

14 

'IOl'AL 

'IOl'AL 
1 
2 
1 
4 

34 

17 

88 copies of 27 separate memos sent 
5 copies of #010 
6 copies of #011 

10 copies of #007 

33 
33 
o 

1 
o 
2 

121 
105 

4 

5 
3 
2 

43 

42 

152 

OCT. 
60 

'IOl'AL 
194 

'I.--I 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

CCI'. 'IOI'AL 

D. Reques ts Denied 7 31 

1. Civil 3 12 . 
2. LancasterjDouglas 1 3 
3. Conflict of Interest 1 5 
4. Private Attorney 1 3 
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1 
6. Private Citizen 0 5 
7. Other 0 1 
8. Unreasonable Due Da tc 1 1 

Cow1ties: (for which requests were filled) 

Oct: (28) 
Arthur, Bcone (2), Buffalo, Clay, Custer (2), Dakota, D::x1ge, Furnas, Gage (3), Hall (4), 
Holt (3), Kearney, Keith, Lincoln (2), ZVladison (6), ~1errick, Ne-naha (2), Ot02, Pawnee (3), 
Platte (4), Red ~1illo", (3), Saline, Saunders, Scottsbluff, Sevard, Thurston, ~1ashington (2), 
~1ayne 

Cumulative To Date: (52) (4 or rrore calls have b2en received fran follcMing counties) 
Buffalo (7), Cuming (5), Custer (7), DLxon (4), 'Gage (6), Holt (4), Lincoln (6), Badison (8), 
Merrick (6), Nance (4), Otoe (5), Pav.'TIee (5), Platte (12), Red ~</il1oll (11), Sarpy (6), 
Saunders (5), Scottsbluff (7), Seward (4), Washington (4) 

Posi tions : (for which requests were filled) 

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
Associate County Judges 
Court Appt. Counsel/public Defenders 
City Attorneys 
Chief of Police 

,a 

16 
2 

13 
o 

14 
6 
1 

53 
14 
30 

4 
46 
10 

1 

.----



• 

• 
Research Aides/Assistants 

1. Research/Merros 
Total Hours 
Average Per Memo 
(32 IvlenDs) 

2. Administrative 
Average Per Request 

• (60 Requests) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

3. Special Projects 

4. Travel 
Miles Travelled 

Administrative Personnel 
Hiles Travelled 

Evaluations 

1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received to Date 

Initial Questionnaire 

1. No. Sent 
2. No . Received 

Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of 
~l Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 

Bibliographies (Plus Supple:nents Thereto) 

Newsletter 

. ~ 

c:cr. 
263.75 

8.24 

285.89 
4.77 

10.40 

-0-

1,346 

18 
21 

330 
138 

Holdings 
0 

330 

None 

V-,... • 
.L • .l'J.du.. -----,. -

560.04 1969.74 

TCYrAL 
112G·65 

10.37 

698.69 
3.60 

82.40 

43 

2,419 

u 
:'<0 

77 :.a ...... 
C Q) 

64 Q) OJ) 
o..~ 
o..P-; 
-< 

836 
343 

210 

580 

12,300 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'I'OI'AL CALLS RECEIVED 

REQUESTS FOR INFDPl'1tI.TION: 

A. 
B. 

.Add to Hailing List 
Program Description 

C. 
D. 

Abstract Judge I s Opinion for Newsletter 
other 

E. No. of Requests for Copies 

NOV. 
7 copies of 7 separate memos sent 

To ~\1han Sent: 

County Judge 
As soc . C01.ll1ty Judge 
Court Appt. Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 

REQUESTS FOR SERVICES: 

A. Research M2rr0randums 
1. Projects Completed 

No. Sent: 
Nov. Total 

1 
o 
o 
o 
6 
o 

3 
12 
26 
31 
10 
13 

2. Supplerrental Eerros Sent 

B. case Copies 
c. Special Projects 
D. Library Assistance 

CLIC l-DNI'HLY REPORI' 
NOVE1vlBER, 1974 

!\DV. 
o 
1 
o 
2 
2 

'IOTAL 

'I'OI'1\L 
1 
3 
1 
6 

36 

NOV. 
5 

95 copies of 28 separate rrerros sent 
5 copies of #014 
5 copies of #010 
5 copies of #004 
6 copies of #011 
11 copies of #003 
12 copies of #007 

22 
24 
a 

143 
128 

4 

a 
a 
a 

5 
3 
2 

26 

TOTAL 
47 

178 

NOV. 
31 

TOTAL 
225 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

' . 
• 

r:---~ 

D. 

oov. 'IOI'AL 

Requests Denied 4 35 

l. Civil 2 14 
2. LancasterjDouglas 0 3 
3. Conflict of Interest 0 5 
4. Private Attorney 1 4 
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1 
6. Private Citizen 1 6 
7. Other 0 1 
8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1 

COlli~ties: (for which requests were filled) 

Nov: (18) 
Adwns (2), Cheyenne, Dawson, Grant, Hall, Holt, Hooker, Lincoln, NEmaha (2), Nuckolls (3), 
Otoe, Pawnee, Platte (2), Sarpy, Scottsbluff, Se;vard, Hashington (3), Hayne 

CUmulative To Date: (54) (4 or ITOre calls have reen received fran follCMing counties) 

Buffalo (7), Cheyenne (4) I CUming (5), Custer (7), Dixon (4), Gage (6), Hall (6), Holt (5), 
Lincoln (7), l-1adison (8), Merrick (6) I Nance (4), NEmaha (5), otoe (6), Pawnee (6) I Platte (14), 
Red ~villo.v (11) I Sarpy (7) , Saunders (5) , Scottsbluff (8), Sei'rcrrd (5), Washington (7) 

Positions: (for which requests were filled) 

County Attorneys/Ceputy CoW1ty Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
Associate County Judges 
Court Appt. CounseljPublic Defenders 
City Attorneys 
Chief of Police 

7 
4 
2 
o 
9 
3 
o 

60 
18 
32 

4 
55 
13 

1 

-------



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.----"'I:n 

Research Aides/Assistants 

1. Res earchjl>1errDs 
Total Hours 
Average Per f.1errD 
(24 f.1e!ros) 

2. Administrative 
Average Per Request 
(31 Requests) 

3. Special Projects 

4. Travel 
!'-1iles Travelled 

.AJ).\lINISTRl1.TIVE 

.Administrative Personnel 
Miles Travelled 

Evaluations 
(See Appendix IIAII for Breakda.'ll1) 
1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received to Date 

Ini tial Questionnaire 
(See Appendix liB" for Breakda.\'l1) 
1. No. Sent 
2. No . Received 

NOV. 
362.40 
15.10 

167.70 
5.41 

2.00 

-0-

660 

27 
22 

o 
10 

Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings 
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 0 

Bibliographies (Plus supplEr!"'ents Thereto) 0 

Folla.<l Up Letters on Initial Questionnaire . ' 
255 

Newsletter None 

'IOI'AL 
1491. 05 

11. 30 

866.39 
3.85 

84.40 

43 

2,749 

104 
86 

726 
~53 

210 

580 

255 

12,300 

NOV. 'IOl'AL 

532.10 2501. 44 

U 
><("1') ...... ...... 

'V 

§~ 
a.ro 
a.~ 

< 

---



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1 ~. JI.[~d ~o :<ili1i. "Xj List 
P~CS:C(l~l D2sc::-iptio:1 

c. A:.:ls t:rc:.ct JUdS2 I s O;.Jinio!1 fo:::- ;\e\';sle'.::tc:::" 
J. O;':;-;2r 

E. COL::':; of Nc\','slc-:.tc;r 
F. ;\0. of Reques'cs ::0:::- CO;Jies 

D2C. 
16 co?ies of 15 S2~x1rate il~5T.:JS sc...'1~ 

70 \":::c~ Sent: 

Cm'::1 ~y Jucc::c-
l\ssoc. COu;1~~' 

COJrt l\ppt. Cc,-,-, .. ".~ 
CO',JJ1ty il.tto:;:-;-.ey 
Ci ty 1-\ttOl.J1CY 
Dis trict JUGse 

ffiQ~LSTS FOR SZRVICLS: 

j\. T<es03rcl1 r.·:~·TlOr2..:"!dt=;is 

1. Projects Co;-:,:?:i.ctcd 

D2c. 
1 

o 
o 

2. SU!:)l?lonental f..'lc.Ttos Sent 
B. CCise Copies 
C. SpOCiill Projects 
D. L::..brmv Assis~ancc 

~\o. Se::~: 

70tal 
t;, 

.. ? 

~V 

.. ") 
,.> 

CLIC >::~7~~Y :;:J?O~7 
[':::~·32:rtf 197 ~ 

G3C. 70:i'/\L 
0 1 
0 3 
0 1 
3 9 
..l.. .L 
-. 
..) 

.... C". 

.) " 

':;:'O;:'ili, 

E.O co:?ies of 30 separate 
5 cO~Jies of ~!O16 
6 cc?ies of #Ol4 
6 COpi23 of ~~Oll 

6 copies of ~~O10 
6 cOtJies of 4:004 

12 cG?ies of #G03 
13 co;?ies of ~;OO7 

22 165 
21 149 

1 5 
2 7 
0 .... 

..) 

0 2 

7 

IT.e;T,OS se;;.~ 

29 

r;U ... 'ic-.;;.J 
54 

2C7 

__ .\..,.0. r::(f:~~ 

26:;' 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

D~"" :LA_. J:D?i\L 

D. Requests D2nicd 5 41 

1. Civil 3 17 
2. Lc~~custer/Jo~slGs 1 4 
3. Conflict 0:: Interest 0 5 
4. Private .:,ttOl:ncy 0 4 
5. OUtside ~cb2:as~a 0 1 
6. Privute Citizc."l 1 7 

0 
, 
.l. 7. Other 

8 . unreasonuble u..:e D~ te 0 1 

CO~lties: (for w:1ich roquests \·,'ere filled) 

C>2c: (lS) 
Colfc,x I Curnir.g I :JO\',lson I FilLTore I Eolt. (2) I Lir.coln I Eadisor: r Xal'lce (3) I Otoe r Platte" 
Red h'illo;" (2) I Sarpy I Scottsbluff (2) I Sheridan I 'J:'hayer I Tr.urs ton, Valley (3), \·~c;.shir.ston 

Cl=7'ulative To D.J.te: (54) (I; or "ore calls have D2en received fro:7l follo,'ling cOtL"lties) 

Buffalo (6), C:-:'eyerl."le (4j I Cu;-;ung (5), Custer (7) I Dixon (4) I Gc:ge (6), Eall (6), no:.t, (6), 
Linco:'n (8) r ;'~dison (8) I L'-:errick (6), ~~ance (7), KOl'.aha (4) I O-;:oe (G) I ?a\'T.r1ee (6), :?latte (l6) I 

Red \'iillow (11) I Sarpy (5) I Saunders (5) r Scottsbluff (10), SCdard (5) I 'I'hurston (4) I 

Valley (5), \'~(.lshington (7) 

CO~ity ;\t-'-o'~' -.' ~",/j)"'00.t" I L -'-J..LL.: J .... -J.. J. CO"..l:.ty Attorneys 12 72 
0istrict: Juc:'ses 1 19 
COU':l ;:y Judges 4 36 
Associate County Judges 0 4 
Co:.:rt i'\ppt. Cou:ise1jP'ub.':..ic 02fcnde::cs 9 64 
City lI.ttorneys 0 ' " .l..5 

Chief of Police 0 1 

~ .. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ReseJrch AidCS/I\ssist~t3 

1. l\2se.:rrch~·:G."os 
':i'otul Hours 
l\vcragc Per ~·~~~o 
(22 l-:e.110S) 

2. l~-::inistrati'/o.. 
Avcrc:ge Per rt8'-.jc:est 
(36 R;:.quests) 

3. Special Projects 

4. J:'ruve1 
;'·:iles Travelled 

AC~~nistrative Perso~iel 

;V:iles Travelled 

:t.va.1L:.J.tio:1S 
(Sec Appendi..x "J;,," for Break:do ... n) 

1. ~o. Sent 
2. 0:0. Receiv8Cl to Date 

Ini i:io 1 (\lcst.ioYl.iaire 
. (See Appendi..x II 13" for Brea}~do· .. ;l1) 

1. Ko. Sent 

D3C. 
202.20 

9.19 

119. L~O 
3.31 

0.00 

-0-

-0-

16 
29 

o 

SU:)D~_c:'"7:.:mtal l3iblio-:2:"aphics (Selectl2D. List of Holdings 
in"-'Klutznick Lel\" Lii)r~"Y 0:1 Cr:L"7linal Justice) 0 

l3ibliographies (Plu~ Suppleinenc.:. ':'herc:.o) O. 

FolIo .. , up Letters on Initial Questionnaire o 

0:c\'lsletter "?\c -

'lD':L'1\L 
1693.25 

10.99 

935.79 
3.77 

84.40 

43 

2,749 

120 
105 

726 

210 

580 

255 

12,300 

DEC. 

32}..60 

-



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'IDTAL CALLS ROCEIVED 

REQUESTS FDR nWORMf\TIQ.\J: 

A. Add to Hailing List 
B. Program Description 
C. Abstract Judge's Opinion for Ne.;sletter 
D. Other 
E. Copy of Newsletter 
F. No. of Requests for Coj?ies 

JAN. 
53 copies of 40 separate memos sent 

6 copies of #079 

To ~Vhan Sent: 

County Jujge 
Assoc. County Judge 
Court Appt. Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 

R.EX:,PESTS FOR SERVICES: 

A. Research Memorandums 
1. Proj ects Ccxnp1eted 

Jan. 
o 
o 

.5 
4 
2 
o 

2. Supplemental Merros Sent 
B. Case Copies 
c. Special Projects 

" D. Library Assistance 

No. Sent: 
Total 

4 
12 
40 
-35 
"~2 
13 

CLIC lIU\lI'tiGY REl0Rl' 
January, 1975 

JIIN. 
o 
1 
o 
2 
o 

11 

'IOI'AL 

'IDTAL 
1 
4 
1 

11 
1 

50 

163 copies of 43 
5 copies of #001 
5 copies of #013 
5 copies of #016 
5 copies of #052 
6 copies of #004 
6 copies of #014 

28 
, 18 

1 
o 
o 
1 

193 
167 

6 
7 
3 
3 

JAN. 
14 

'IDTAL 
68 

separate memos sent 
6 copies of #016 
7 copies of #010 
8 copies of #011 

10 copies of #079 
13 copies of #003 
15 copies of #007 

40 247 

JAN. 
54 

'TOI'.;;L 
315 

- --::::;:" 

IU 
xc--
:a~ 

~J1 



• 
D. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

JAN., 'IDI'AL 

Rcques ts Denied 11 52 

l. Civil 3 20 
2. L.l11c.:lstcr/Couglas 0 4 
3. Conflict of Intercst 1 6 
4. PrivQte Attorney 3 7 
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1 
6. Private Citizen 3 10 
7. Other 1 2 
8. Unrc9sonable Due DQtc 0 1 

Counties: (for which requests were filled) 

Jan: (23) 
,AdillT\S, Box Butte (3), Cass, CheYe1me, Colfax, Dakota, Dawes (2), Deuel (3), r:x:xJ.ge, Gage, Grant, 
Hall (2), Holt, Heward (2), Keith, t-1adison (2), Merrick, Nance (2), Red ~villow (3), Sarpy (5d), 
Scottsbluff (3), Valley (3) I Imeeler. ! -
Cumulative to Date: (59) (4 or !TOre calls have been received fran folla.ving counties) 

Buffalo (6) I Cheyenne (5) I Cuming (5) I Custer (7), Dawes (4), Dixon 
Holt (7), Lincoln (8), !·1adison' (10) I Herrick (7) I Nance (9) I Nemaha 
Plat:te (16), Red Nillow (14), Sarpy (10), Saill1ders (5), Scottsbluff 
Valley XS), ~'7ashington (7). 

P 
Positions: (for which requests ~~re filled) 

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
COill1ty Judges 
Associate County Judges 
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 
City Attorneys 
,Chief of Police 

20 
1 
2 
o 

14 
3 
o 

92 
20 
38 

4 
78 
16 

1 

(4), Gage (7), Hall (8), 
(4), Otoe (6), Pawnee (6), 
~O), Seward (5), Thurston (4), -1.3 

-



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TTI18 ALLCCl\TICN 

Research l\ides/Assistants 

1. Res8Ltrch/l·1OlDS 
Total Hours 
Average Per [-lenD 

(28 f.10TOS) 

2. Ac1minis t.ru ti ve 
Average Per Request 
(54 Requests) 

3. Special Projects 

4. Travel 
[-tiles TravellEd 

AJ)\1lliISTRATIVE 

Administrative Personnel 
[-tiles TravellEd 

Evaluations 
(See Appendix "A" for Breakdo;vn) 

1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received to Date 

Initial Questionnaire 

1. No. Sent 
2. No . ReceivEd to Date 

Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings 
in Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice) 

Bibliographies (Plus Supplements Thereto) 

. Follo;.;r-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 
.... ~ 

Nev.rsletter 

" . 

JAN. 
267.40 

9.55 

175.95 
3.26 

14.00 

390 

35 

11 
16 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

4500 

WTAL 
1960.65 

10.16 

1161. 74 
3.69 

98.40 

433 

2784 

131 
121 

726 
387 

210 

580 

255 

16,800 

._--...,. 

JAN. TOI'AL 

457.35 3220.79 



• - __ T ,._-", 

• TOTAL CALLS RECEIVED 

REQUESTS FOR ItlrORl\lATIml: 

A. Add to Mailing List 

• B. Program Description 
C. Abstract Judge's Opinion for 

NeHsletter 
D. Other 
E. Copy of Newsletter 
F. No. of Requests for Copies 

• 
FEB. 
11 copies of 10 separate memos sent 

• 

To Hhom Sent: No. Sent: 

• FEB. TOTAL 
County Judge 0 4 
Assoc. County Judge 0 12 
Court Appt. Counsel 2 48 
County Attorney 9 83 
City Attorney 0 14 
Distri'ct Judge 0 13 • 

REQUESTS FOR SERVICES: 

A. Research ~lemorandurns 
l. Projects Completed • 
2. Supplemental Memos Sent 

B. Case Copies 
C. Special Projects 
D. Library Assistance -r -.... • 

CLIC MmlTHLY REPORT' 
february, 1975 

FEB. TOTAL 
0 1 
0 4 

0 1 
2 13 
1 2 
7 57 

TOTAL 

fEB. 
10 

TOTAL 
68 

174 copies of 1+7 separate memos sent 
5 copies of #001 6 copies of #016 
5 copies of #013 8 copies of #010 
5 copies of #016 
5 copies of #052 

8 copies of #011 
10 copies of #079 

6 copies of #004 13 copies of #003 
6 copies of #014 15 copies of #007 

30 277 

21 214 
19 186 

0 6 
2 9 

0 3 
1 4 

Feb. 
40 

TOTAL 
355 

~'-, 

~ 
:'<0 
:a~ 
c; <ll 
<ll co 
n.~ 

< 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
, . • 

FEB. TOTAL 
D. Requests D8nied 6 58 

1. Civil 3 23 

2. Lancaster/Douglas 2 6 
3. Conflict of Interest 0 6 
4. Private Attorney 0 7 
5. Outside l:ebraska 0 1 
6. Private Citizen 1 11 
7. Other 0 2 
8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1 

Counties: (for which requests were filled) 

feb: (19) 
Adams, Buffalo, Chase, Cheyenne, Clay, Custer, Dawes, Dawson, Dixon, Holt, HOI .. ard, Keith, 
Lincoln (2), Hadison (3), Nance (Lt ), Platte (2), Saline, Sarpy (3), Sherman, Thayer . 

Cumulative to Date: (60) (6 or more calls have been received from the following counties) 

Buffalo (6), Custer (9), Dixon (6), Gage (7), Hall (8), HQ1~ (8), Lincoln (10), Madison (13), 
~lerrick (7), Nance (13), Otoe (6), Pawnee (6), Platte (1(3), Red Willow (H), Sarpy (13), 
Scottsbluff (13), Seward (6), Valley (6), Washington (7) . 

Positions: (for which requests Here filled) 

County Attorneys/Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
Associate County Judges 
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 
City Attorneys 
Chief of Police 

14 
o 
4 
1 

11 
o 
1 

l06 
20 
42 

5 
89 
16 

2 



• 

• 

r----_.) TUIL .. ;LLC~t\ilu:; 

Research Aides/Assistants 

1. Research/Memos 
To tal HoUlos 
Average Per Memo 

- (19 :·)emos) 

2. Administrative 
Average Per Request 

• (40 Requests) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

3. Special Projects 

4. Travel 
Niles Trdvelled 

AmlINISTRATIVE 

Administrative Personnel 

l'liles Travelled 

Evaluations 
(See Appendix "A" for Breakdown) 

1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received to Date 

Initial Questionnaire 

1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received to Date 

Supplemental Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings . 
in Klutznic~ Law Library on Criminal Justice) 

Bibliographies (Plus Supplements Thereto - Supplements 
2, 3, 4) 

Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 

Newsletter 

fEB. 

399.60 
21.03 

185.35 
4.63 

o 

o 

0 

25 
15 

o 
o 

o 

1,000 

o 

o 

TOTAL 

2360.25 
12.30 

1347.09 
3.79 

98.40 

433 

2784 

156 
146 

726 
387 

210 

1580 

255 

16,800 

58.;.95 3805.74 

U 
><!C"l 

"'0 C"l 
C a.l 
a.l CJ) 
0.C'd 
0.0... 

-< 



• 
Total Calls Received 

• Requests for Information: 

A. Add to MCliling List 
B. Progrnlll Description 
C. Abstruct Judge's Opinion for Newsletter 

• D. Other 
E. Copy of Newsletter 
F. No. of Requests for Copies 

Mar. 

• 3 copies of 3 separate memos sent 

• 
To Whom Sent: 

County Judge 

• Assoc. County Judge 
Court Appointed Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 

• Requests for Services 
A. Research Memorandums 

1. Projects Completed 
2. Supplemental Memos Sent 

B. Case Copies 
C. Special Projects 

• D. Library Assistance , 

• 

CLiC MONTHLY REPORT 
March 1975 

Mar. 
o 
o 
o 
3 
o 
2 

No. Sent: 

Totnl 
1 
4 
1 

16 
2 

59 

Mar. 
5 

Totnl 

Total 
83 

177 copies of 48 separate memos sent 

Mar. 
19 

5 copies of No. 001 7 copies of No. 004 
5 copies of No. 013 8 copies of No. 010 
[i copies of No. 016 8 copies of No. 011 
5 copies of No. 052 10 copies of No. 079 
6 copies of No. 014 13 copies of No. 003 
6 copies of No. 016 15 copies of No. 007 

Mar. Total 
0 4 
2 14 
1 49 
0 83 
0 14 
0 13 

14 291 

10 224 
17 203 
0 6 
0 9 
0 3 
2 6 

Total 

374 

----



E. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mar. Total 
Requests Denied 2 59 
1. Civil 2 .25 
'") Lancaster/Douglas 0 6 J!:.. 

3. Conflict of Interest 0 6 
4. Private Attorney 0 7 
5. Outside Nebraska 0 1 
6. Private Citizen 0 11 
7. Other 0 2 
8. Unreasonable Due Date 0 1 

Counties: (for which requests were filled) 

Mar. (8) 
Buffalo (2), Clay (2), Dawes (2), Dodge (2), Hall, Knox, Madison (2), Platte (2) 

Cumulative to Date: (60) (6 or more calls have been received from the following counties) 

Buffalo (8), Custer (9), Dawes (7), Dixon (6), Gage (7), Hall (8), Holt (9), Lincoln (10), Madison (15), 
Merrick (7), Nance (13), Otoe (6), Pawnee (6), Platte (20), Red Willow (14), Sarpy (13), Scottsbluff (13), 
Seward (6), Valley (6), Washington (7) . 

Positions: (For wh ich requests were filled) 

County Attorneys;Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
Associate County Judges 
Court Appt. Counsel/Public Defenders 
City i\ttorneys 
Chief of Police 

Page 2 of 3 

2 
o 
o 
4 
6 
2 
o 

108 
20 
42 

9 
95 
18 
2 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Time Allocation 

Research A ides/Assistants 
1. Resemch/Memos 

Tot31 Hours 
Average Per Memo (17 Memos) 

2. Administrative 
Average Per Request (19 Requests) 

3_ Special Projects 

4. Travel (Miles Travelled) 

Administrative 

Miles Travelled (Administrative Personnel) 

Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakdown) 
1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received to Date 

Initial Questionnaire 
1. No. Sent 
2. No. Received 

Follow-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 

Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings in Klutznick Law 
Libra~y on Criminal Justice and all supplements thereto) 

Newsletter 

, Page 3 of 3 

--., 

Mar. Total 

770.3 4576.04 
Mar. Total 
469.60 2829.85 

27.64 13.53 

300.70 1647.16 
15.80 4.40 

0.00 98.40 

0 433 

0 2784 

u 
20 176 Xl(") 

27 173 
.- 0.1 '0 

5 ~ 
o.ro 
o.l=l; 

-< 
0 726 
0 387 

b 255 

o 1890 

o 16,800 



• " 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A. Add to ~2iling List: 
B. Pr09ra~ Description 
C. l\bstract JUG0e IS O.?inion for ~e\vsletter 
D. Other 
E. Copy of :\'e'dsletter 
F. ~~b2r of ~~1Uests for Copies 

April (3 or rrore) 
4::' copies of 23 separate me.eros 

3 copies of 045 
3 copies of 181 
3 co?ies of 186 
8 copies of 288 

TO h~.::avl SENT': 
COli.'1ty Judge 
l\ssoc. County~·udge 
Court ApFOinted Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 

REQ':}ESTS FDI\ SERVICES 
l\. Research ."~eTorCl.nc1ulls 

1. Projects COllp2.et:ecl 
2. Supplemental !'-:Cln:JS Sen·t 
Case Copies 
SPL~ial Projects 
Librcry l\ssista'1ce 

~, 

sent 

April 2.975 

Apri::' 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

15 

Total 
1 
4 
1 

16 
3 

7,1 

April 
16 

Total 
99 

Total (5 or n'Ore) 

April 
52 

218 copies of 68 separate memos sent 
5 copies of No. 001 7 copies of No. 004 
5 copies of tJo. 013 8 copies of :\'0. 010 
5 copies of No. 016 8 copies of No. 011 
5 copies of No. 052 8 copies of No. 288 
6 copies of No. 014 14 copies of No. 003 
6 copies of No. 016 15 copies of tIJ0,. 007 

No. Sent: 
12 16 

0 1<1 
19 68 
10 93 

0 14 
0 13 

36 . 327 
18 242 
15 218 

0 6 
<1 13 
0 3 
2 8 

Total 
426 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

:S. Req'J.ests !)enied 
1 Civil. 
2. :!:.anc aster j!::ouc~(!_a s 
3. Con:~ict 0: Interest 
1,. Private Attorney 
5. OJ.tsic.e !\cbraska 
6. Private Citizen 
7. Other 
8. Unreasonab~e Due Date 

Counties: (for \vhich requests 
l\ ., (26) • ·9r.:!-- .. 

\·,'ere filled) 

ll.pril Total 
12 71 

2 27 
1 7 
0 6 
tJ 11 
a 1 
1 12 
2 ,] 

2 3 

Boyd, Brc;m / 
I,'~rl ~ son (")) .. __ ,\.. ... ....L. • ..J I 

Cheye..nJle/ Colfax (2) / Ctrrning / Custer (3) / Da\·,1es (2), Do:1ge (2), Gage, Hamilton, Holt, Linco~J1 (2), 
!'~errick (2), Nell.a.~" Pa\.;nee/ Phelps, Platte (2) / R0:l \\'i12.O';,/ (3), Richardson, Sarpy, Saur..::!c;rs, 

Scotts~ll!£: (2), Thurston/ Valley (2), Yor~. 

Cumulative to Date: (62) (6 or ITDre calls have been received fran the folla,.;ing counties) : 

Buffalo (9) / Cuming (6) / CUster (12) I Da\oJes (9), Dixon (6), D::dge (6) I Gage (8) I Hall (9) I Holt (9) I Lincoln 
(12) I !o:adison (18) I !-;errick (9) I Nance (l3) I Otoe (6) I Pa\.,rnee (7), Platte (22), Red \-7i110\'/ (17), Sarpy (1if) , 
Scottsbl.uff (15), Valley (7) I ~'-lashin9ton (7). 

Positions: (For \'/hich requests were filled) 

County Attorneysj Deputy COW1ty Attorneys 14 122 
District Judges 0 20 
COW1ty Judges ~ 114 
Associate COQnty Judges 0 9 
Court l'P?t. Counse/Public Defenders 19 11ti 
City Attorneys 3 21 
Chie: of Police 2 Ij 

Page 2 of 3 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

Research Aides!~sista~ts 
1. Researc:1/.'·~eros 

Tot:a2.. Hours 
.1\verage Per !-~ero (2..5 !'>!eros) 

2. Ad~~istrative 
Average Per Request (52 Re..'l'.Jcsts) 

3. Special Projects 

4. Trave2.. U,ii2..es Trave2.2..ed) 

!<~2..es Traveled (J\clrninistrative Personnel) 

Eva2..uat::'ons (See JI.p!?"'-Ddix "A" for Breakdo.,.m) 
1. ;\l\.lrrt~er Sen t 
2. ~l!:T']::>2r Received to Date 

Initial OJestionnaire 
1 NUT'ber Sent 
2. ~\.lrpber Received 

Foll~v-up ~tters on Initial Questio~~aire 

Bib2.iographies (Selected r.,ist of Holdings in 
K2.'..ltznicK ::..aVJ r.,ibrary on Criminal Justice and 
all supp:'..ements t~er\3to) 

Telep~one Survey-~:arch/JI.pril 
Persons Con!:.actc::<1 

---------

April Total 

388.9 <196<1.31 
April Total 
154.30 2984.15 
10.28 13.32 

234.60 1881. 76 
4.51 1\.41 

0.00 98.40 

0 433 

0 2784 

26 202 
211 197 u 

><00 
"0 01 
c: Q) 

0 726 Q) en 
p.,c-::I 

0 387 p.,A., 

«: 

0 255 

o 1990 

9,201] 26,000 

219 219 

Page 3 of 3 
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• .. 

'IDI'AL CALLS RECEIVED 

• REc;uESTS FOR ThTFOR\1.z\TIO~: 

A. Add to Mailing List 
B. Program Description 
C. Abstract Judge's Opinion for N0.vsletter 

• D. Other 
E. Copy of NC-'.'lsletter 
F. Nuriber of R~1Uests for Copies 

May (3 or rrore) 
52 copies of 31 separate menDS sent 

6 copies of 150 
5 copies of 202 • 
4 copies of 216 
3 copies of 218 

• 
TO \'lHO~l SENT: 
COW1ty Judge 
Assoc. County Judge 

• Court Appointed Counsel 
County Attorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 
Police 

• REQUESTS FOR SERVICES 
A. Research Herrorandums 

1. Projects Completed 
2. Supplemental I>1erros Sent 

B. Case Copies 
c. Special Projects • D .. Library Assistance 

• 

Hay 1975 

I>L"1y 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

21 

Total 
1 
4 
1 

17 
3 

95 

I>lay 
22 

Total 
121 

Hay 
48 

.J 

Total (5 or IT'Ore) 
270 copies of 83 separate merros sent 
5 copies of No. 001 
5 copies of t-;o. 013 7 copies of No. 
5 copies of No. 016 7 copies of No. 
5 copies of No. 045 8 copies of No. 
5 copies of No. 181 9 copies of No. 
5 copies of No. 202 10 copies of No. 
G copies of No. 052 11 copies of 1\0. 
6 copies of No. 014 14 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 016 15 copies a:: t\o. 

No. Sent: 
1 17 
0 14 

31 49 
15 108 

0 14 
0 13 
5 5 

26 353 
17 259 
13 227 
1 7 
4 17 
0 3 
3 11 

004 
150 
on 
010 
288 
079 
003 
007 

Total 
474 

u 
~O\ 

:= 01 
u 
,.... Q) 
ii3 01) 
0. C"<l 

0. P-; 

<t: 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

E. Requests Denied 
1. Civil 
2. LancasterjDouglas 
3. Conflict of Interest 
4. Private Attorney 
5. OUtside Nebraska 
6. Private Citizen 
7. Other 
8. Unreasonable Due Da te 

Counties: (for which requests were fillEXl) 
[-lay (26) 

May 
2 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

Total 
73 
28 

7 
6 

·11 
1 

13 
4 
3 

Burt, Colfax, CUming (2) I CUster, Dm'les (2), Dawson, D:::dge, Fw:nas, Hall, Holt, 
t,ladison (2), Merrick, Nance (2), Nemaha (4), Red \villo.v (3), Saline, Sarpy (4), 
Thurston (2), Valley, \'Jashington (3), \'layne (2), York. 

Keith (2), Lir.coln (2), 
Scottsbluff (2), SheD1Bn, 

CUmulative to Date: (63) (6 or rrore calls have been received fran the follo:.'ling counties) : 

Buffalo (9), Colfax (6), O..rrning (8), CUster (13), Dawes (11), Dixon (6), D:::dge (7), Gage (8), Hall (10), 
Holt (10), Keith (6) I Lincoln (14), Madison (20), Merrick (10), Nance (15), NEmaha (9), Otoe (6), Pawnee (7), 
Platt (22), Red \'Jillo.'l (20), Sarpy (18), Sc'Ottsbluff (17), Thurston (7), Valley (9), l'lashington (10). 

Positions: (For which requests were filled) 

County Attorneys; Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
Associa te C01..mty Judges 
Court Appt. Counsel/public Defenders 
City Attorneys 
Chief of Police 

20 
o 
4 
1 

15 
3 
2 

Page 2 of 3 

142 
20 
48 
10 

129 
24 

6 

iO 



• ;.--" 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• ---

TINE A.LLCX:l\.TION 

Research Aides~~sistants 
1. Research/MenDs 

'Iotal Hours 
Average Per Merro (13 r.lcros) 

2. Adnlinistrative 
Average Per Request (48 ~1Uests) 

3. Special Projects 

4. Travel (Miles Travelled) 

JI.D~1INISTRATIVE 

r.1iles Traveled (AdrrUnistrative Personnel) 

Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Brea~da,m) 
1. Number Sent 
2. Number Received to Date 

Initial Questionaire 
1. l\lumber Sent 
2. Number Received 

FollaN-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 

Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings in 
Klutznick La"." Library on Cr:iJninal Justice and 
all supplements thereto) 

Ne.vsletter 

Telephone Survey-March/April 
Persons Contacted 

3 of 3 

May 
363.00 
27.92 

202.60 
4.22 

0.00 

o 

o 

21 
18 

o 
o 

o 

o 

4,600 

o 

Total 
3,347.15 

14.30 

2,084.36 
4.39 

98.40 

433 

2,784 

223 
215 

726 
387 

255 

1,890 

30,600 

219 

Total 

565.60 5,529.91 

., 

u 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TOTAL CALIS RECEIVED 

REQUESTS FOR ThTORMATIQ."J: 

l\. l\dd to l>lailing List 
B. Program D2scription 
C. Abstract Judge l s Opinion for Newsletter 
D. Other 
E. Cooy of KeVlslettcr 
F. r .trrbGr of Requests for Copies 

June (3 or nDre) 

CLIC I-DNl11LY REi?OKi:' 
June 1975 

Jrme 
1 
o 
o 
1 
2 

13 

Total 
2 
4 
1 

18 
5 

108 

June 
17 

TotLl1 
138 

June 
59 

Total (6 or rrore) 
74 copies of 59 separate memos sent 344 cDpies of 142 separate IT8TOS 

4 copies of J08 
3 copies of 332 
4 copies of 343 

TO WHo.'-1 SEl,lT: 
County Judge 
Assoc. County Judge 
Court 1\pp:>inted Counsel 
County 1\ttorney 
City Attorney 
District Judge 
Police 

REQt.JEST FOR SERVICES 
A. Reseurch McnDrandums 

1. Projects Completed 
2. Supplemental f:.1eIros Sent 

B. Case Copies 
C. Special Projects 
D. Library Assistance 

Ko. 
4 
O· 

61 
7 
2 
o 
o 

32 
33 

2 
4 
1 
2 

Sent: 
21 
14 

158 
115 

16 
13 

7 

291 
260 

9 
21 

4 
13 

* 

** 

* Tot.:"tl reduced because of change of classification 
** Tot.:~l increased because of change of classification 

6 co;?ies of No. 013 8 copies 
6 copies of No. 045 9 copies 
6 copies of No. 181 11 co;?ies 
7 copies of Ko. 016 12 copies 
7 copies of No. 052 14 copies 
7 copies of No. 150 15 copies 

42 395 

Total 
533 

sent 
of Ko. 
of Ko. 
of [\Jo. 
of No. 
of No. 
of No. 

OQ4 
010 
288 
079 
003 
007 

u 
><N :.a C'f) 

~ (I) 
(I) en 
0."" 
0.0-; 

-< 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

E. Requests Denied 
1. Civil 
2. LancasterjDJuglas 
3. Conflict of Interest 
4. Private Attorney 
5. Outside Nebraska 
6. Private Citiz811 
7. Other 
8 . Unreasonable Due D~ te 

Counties: (for which requests were filled) 

June 
3 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Total 
76 
29 

7 
7 

12 
1 

13 
4 
3 

Jlli~e (30) ~ . 
l>darns, Boone (1), Buffalo (2), Burt, Cheyenne (1), Custer (3), Dawes (4), Ccx:1ge, Fran.1dln, Furnas, GJ.ge (1), 
Garden (1), Hamilton (3), Jolmson (1), Lincoln (2), t-Bdison (3), ~ance, Otoe, Phelps (1), Platte (3), Red 
Willa.v (2), Saline (1), Sarpy (3), Saunders, Scotts Bluff (1), Thomas (2), Thurston (1), Hashington (3), 
York (1), Nulti-COunty Area (4). 

Cumulative to Date: (70) (10 or rrore calls have b.....-=>en received fran the follOtling cow1ties) : 

Buffalo (11), CUster (16), Dawes (15), Holt (10), Lincoln (16), t-Bdison (23)/ ~~rrick (10), 
Nance (16), Platte (25) f Red \'lillad (22), Sarpy (21), Scotts Bluff (18), Ivashington (13). 

Positions: (For \'lhich requests were filled) 

County Attorneys; D2puty County Attorneys 17 159 
District Judges 0 20 
County Judges 8 56 
Associate County Judges 0 10 
Court Appt. Cow1seljPublic D2fenders 15 143 * 
City Attorneys 4 28 
Police 7 14 ** 
Ot:J1er 1 1 

* Total reduced because of change of classification 
** Total increased because of chill1ge of classification 



• ,.-" _. 

TJ1.IE ALLCCATIOt."l June Total 

• Research Aides/1\ssistants 733.10 5,697.41 
l. Research/l''I2.Iros June Total 

Total Hours 429.90 3,414.05 
Average Per ~lcmo ( 35 rre.l'Os) 12.28 12.69 

2. Administrative 247.30 2,129.06 

• Average Per Request (59 Re<JUests) 4.19 3.99 

3. Special Projects 55.90 154.30 

4. Travel (Hiles Travelled) 0 433 

• A.D:ITNISTRATIVE 

Miles Travelled (Administrative Personnel) 544 3,328 

Evaluations (See Appendix "A" for Breakda.~'I1) 
l. Number Sent 33 256 u • 2. Number Received to Date 35 250 X<;j-

"0 ('f) 

c: <J.) 

Initial Questionnaire <J.) eo 
o..<;l 

l. Number Sent 0 726 o..~ 
~ 

2. Number Rr,:':I,<ei ved 0 387 

• Follo\\'-up Letters on Initial Questionnaire 0 255 

Bibliographies (Selected List of Holdings in 
Klutznick Law Library on Criminal Justice 
and all supplernents thereto) 0 1,890 

• Newsletter 4,600 35,200 

Telephone Survey-l'vlarch/April 
Persons Contacted 0 221 
(See Appendix "B II for Breakdovm) 

• 

• --



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'IDI'i'\L Cl\.LIS RECEIV'..:..o 

A. Add to ~1ailing List 
B. f'ro::Jram Description 
C. Abstract Juc~ge I s Opinion for Newsletter 
D . O"-Lller 
E. Copy of Newsletter 
F. l\\1.rnber of Requests for Copies 

July (3 or rrore) 
53 copies of 28 separate memos 

3 copies of 351 
5 copies of 353 
5 copies of 361 
4 copies of 509 

'TO '(';'Fla'! SE:\'T: 
CoUJ1ty Judge 
Assoc. COW1ty Judge 
Ca.Jrt Ap~::ointcd Counsel 
Coll.l1ty Attorney 
City !\ttorney 
District Judge 
Police 

REQUEST FOR SERVICES 
A. Research t-lcroranClums 

1. Projects Conp1eted 
2. Supplemental !'-1cnos Sent 

B. G.l.se Copies 
C. }!:J2cia1 Projects 
D. JiL)1~u..l~.' 7\ss"; c;J-n!;cc 

sent 

CLIC t,nmILY REPORT 
July 1975 

July 
1 
o 
o 
1 
1 

19 

Total 
3 
4 
1 

19 
6 

127 

July 
22 

Total 
160 

Total 

July 
66 

(6 or TI'Ore) 

Total 
599 

397 copies of 170 separate rrerros sent 
6 copies of No. 013 7 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 045 9 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 181 9 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 202 9 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 353 11 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 361 13 copies of No. 
7 copies of No. 016 14 copies of No. 
7 copies of No. 052 15 copies of No. 

No. Sent: 
a 21 
1 15 

29 187 
20 135 

2 18 
0 13 
1 8 

44 439 
33 324 
25 285 
a ·9 
2 23 
a 4 

0 13 

150 u 
004 Xl/") 

010 
,- M "0 
c: Q) 

all Q) 01) 

0.. ro 
288 0.. A-< 

079 
<r: 

003 
007 

~ 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

E. Requests Denie::] 
1. Civil 
2. LancasterjDouglas 
3. Conflict of Interest 
4. Private At~:orney 
5. O..1tside ~e..'Jraska 
6. Private Ci"'.:.izc.n 
7. Other 
8. Cnreuson~~:~ Due Date 

Cow1ties: (for \·ll:.i.ch requests were filled) 
July (33) 

July Total 
9 85 
1 30 
3 10 
G 7 
1 13 
1 2 
0 13 
1 5 
2 5 

Boone (1), Box Butte (7) I Boyd, Buffalo (1), c..heycrme (2), Dakota, DaVies (1), Dawson (2), D.:x:1ge (1), Gage (2), 
Grar1.t, Hall, Eolt, Jefferson, Keith (1), Lincoln (2), Madison, I·brrill, Nuckolls, Pa\·mee, Platte, Red ldillow (1), 
Sarpy (3), SaLL'1ders (2), Scotts Bluff (5), Sev:ard, Sheridan, Stanton (1), Valley (2), \·lashingt.on, \<laync, York (1), 
l'-lul ti -COunty Area (4). 

Cumulative to Date: (71) (10 or !TOre calls have been receive:J. fran the follmving counties) : 

Box But·te . (10), Buffalo (12), Cheyerme (10), CUster (16), Dawes (16), Gage (11), Holt (11), Lincoln (18), 
f.1.3.dison (24), Ivlerrick (10), Nance (16), Platte (26), Red Ivillo\v (23), Sarpy (24), Scotts Bluff (23) I Valley (11) I 

~1ashington (14), Hulti-COunty (11). 

Positions: (for which requests were filled) 

County Attorneys i Deputy County Attorneys 
District Judges 
County Judges 
l~sociatc County Judges 
Court Appt. Cow1sel/~iblic Defenders 
City Attorneys 
Police 

, Other 

19 178 
0 20 
5 61 
1 11 

23 166 
3 31 
2 16 
1 2 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Research Aides/Assistants 
1. Researchjr·1crros 

Total Hours 
Average Per !'<CT'O (33 menDs) 

2. Administrative 
Average Per R..""qUest (66 re.'}Uests) 

3. Special ProjGCts 

4. Travel (Hiles Travelle:5.) 

AD)-1INISTRi\TIVE 

Hiles Travelloo (Jlilministrative Personnel) 

EValuations (See Appendix "A" for BreakdO'ivn) 
1. t\Urn1:::er Sent 
2. h~ Receive:5. to Date 

In~tial QuestionnClire 
1. l\u1mr Sent 
2 . I~LTI11ber Received 

Follow-up Letters on Initial Questiormaire 

BibliogrClphies (Selected List of Holdings in 
Klutznick law Library on Criminal Justice 
and Clll suP91enents thereto) 

Newsletter 

Televhone SurveY-YBrch/April 
Persons Contacted 

July 
480.60 
14.56 

206.70 
3. }.3 

97.60 

o 

0 

25 
25 

0 
0 

0 

o 

4,600 

o 

Total 
3,894.65 

13.24 

2,335.76 
3.89 

251.90 

4:?3 

3,328 

281 
275 

726 
387 

255 

1,890 

39/800 

221 

Jply 
784.90 

Total 
6,482.31 
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A. ]\cd to ~~i1ing List 
D 
• .J. Progr~~ ~Gssription 

1\,bs !:.r e.c t :T ul~0e I s Opinion for Ncws lG t ter 

s. Cop::' 0:: !\'e:.'slcttcr 
X~:,~)Cr of Rcxruests for CopiGS 

JI.ugust (3 or !TOre) 
74 C092.GS o£ 48 se£)arate 

4 cooies o£ 278 
3 co:)ies o£ 373 
3 co:?ies of 38~ 
"J co;)ies of 408 ..I 

3 copies of 428 
t, COJ?ics of 4':1(1 

-'-' 

'ID h'! 10y1 S~1'J:': 

COU . .n t1' JudC]G 
i\ssoc. County Judge 
Court. Apr::oin!:cxl Counsel 
COu!1ty 1\ t '.:ornC::!1' 
City J\ttorn(~y 
Distr.-:'ct Juc'gG 
Policc 

REQUEST FOR SERVICES 
~, 
/ .. 

1. Projects Com[Jleted 

merros 

2~ I Supp2.cncn~(1l ~·;cr'Os Sent 
B. CaSG Co!?ics 
C. Specinl Proj('cts 
D. Librcny l\ssi.sti.1l!ce 

sent 

CLIC r·YL"lELY REPORI' 
l\u<]usc 1975 

AL1gust. Total 
1 <1 
0 t1 
0 1 
0 19 
2 8 

28 155 

Augus.t 
31 

Total 
191 

Total 

August 
60 

(6 or m)re) 

Totzll 
659 

471 copies of 218 sel~~ate meros sent 
G copies of No. 013 7 copies of No. 
6 copies of No. 0<15 7 copies of t\o. 
6 copies of No. 078 9 copies of ~~o. 
6 copies of t\o. 181 9 copies of No . 
6 copies of No. 202 9 copiGS of No. 
6 COL)ies of No. 509 12 copies of No. 
7 copies of No. 016 13 copies of t\o. 
7 copies of No. 052 14 copies of No. 
7 copiGS of No. 150 16 copiGS of ~o. 
7 copies of t\o. 353 

~o. Scnt: 
7 28 
0 15 

3<1 221 
18 153 

7 25 
0 13 
8 16 

29 468 
21 345 
28 313 

0 9 
3 26 
0 4 
.1 J..1 

361 
.401 
004 
010 u 
Oll ;'<00 

""0 
("<) 

288 ~ ~ 
079 0.(';] 

o.P-< 
003 -< 
007 

------
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2. 
.., 
-' . 

Civil 
La..'1castcr/C'oug:!.as 
Con£1ic: 0: Interest 

4. Privat.e l\'.:tornGY 
5. Outside ;';(:~)Las:{a 

C. Privat.e Citizen 
I. O:':1Cr-
E. UDreaSOn~):!.G DJe Date 

l\119ust Total 
4 89 
0 30 
1 11 
0 7 
0 13 
0 2 
2 15 
1 6 
0 5 

COll..11tics: (for- \·:hich requests vlGre filled) 
Auau~t (27) 

J F'JX Butt.G (2), Rlffalo (3), Cedar, Chen:y (1), ChGyenne, Cl1ming (3), Da.~ota, DawGs (2), Dawson (3), Gage, Hall, 
E:un.ilt.on, !-!o2.t, Jo:mson, Keit.'1, Knox, Lincoln (1), j·:adison (2), Nance (1), Otoe, Pawnee (3), Platte (4), 
Fxl ' .110.'/ C:, Scot1::~ Bluff (6) I VallGY (1), \',Trrs:lington (2), !-1u1ti-CoW1ty (1). 

CtI!11U2.ative to Date: (71) (10 or n'Ore calls havG lx::cn received fran the follo\"ing counties) : 

E'JX Butte (12), Buffalo (15), CheYGnne (13), wning (11) I Custer (16), Dawes (18), Dawson (10), Gage (12), Holt (12) 
Lincoln (19), Madison (26), I>lerrick (10), ~anc~: (17), OtOG (10), Pa\'ffiee (11), Platte (30), Roo IvilloVJ (24) I 

E'J.rpy (21,), Sco-:.ts Bluff (29), Valley (12), \\13Shington (16), t·1ulti-County (12). 

?ositions: (for ... hich requests were filled) 

Co'.m-ty l\ttorneysi Deputy County l\ttorneys 
~':"3t~ic!: JudgGS 
Coun::y Judges 
Asso:::i&te COWlty JudgGS 
('cur.: l\p~)t. Counsel/Public DefC?nders 
Cit.y Attorneys 
"'J 1 . 
_O~J,ce 

O"::lC~~ 

11 
o 
G 
o 

27 
5 
2 
1 

189 
20 
67 
11 

193 
36 
18 

3 
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Resc<,rch Aides/Ass is ta.!1ts 
, Rcsearch/:·:,.::.:ros 

TO=<1l Eo1.Ll.-s 
l\V(;l-.:1ge Per :':(:"0 (28 mc!os) 

2. &1..rninistra t:i vo 

3. 

, 
7. 

;\'/t:'l~20e E'er T).'_-G'.:est (60 rcc.!l_1ests) 

!'-liles ':!:'ravelled (I\drninistrative Personnel) 

Evaluations (See 1\;?!?0ndix "1\" for Breakc1o\-m) 
1. Nu.'11ber Sen t 
2. !\'u.n.'.,ly...r Peceivoc1 to Date 

Initial Questioru1aire 
• 1 N .... !rnber Sr::rlt 

2 • NL:.rn8er r{co~i ve::l 

f'ollO',·.'-up :setters OOl !ni tial Questionnaire 

3.-!.bliograp!1ies (Selected List of Holdings in 
J\lu::7.nic\ La\-! L-i.brClr'j on Crimin<11 Just.icG 
(mc <112. sUI?pleH18!lts thereto) 

'l'elGp:10ne Survey 
Persons Contnclo:1 

AU9US~ 

40'1. ~jO 
l~ .. 1~ 

235.20 
3. Sl2 

41. 00 

0 

0 

25 
22 

0 
0 

0 

1,000 

o 

'l'otC11 
4,299.55 

13.73 

2,570.96 
3.90 

292.90 

433 

3,328 

306 
297 

726 
387 

255 

2,890 

39,800 

August 
681.10 

TotCll 
7,lG3.41 

. .--
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