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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Government systems in the United States are designed to react. Police respond after harm
occurs. Courts process disputes after lives are destabilized. Oversight bodies review failures after
damage is complete.

Auditors explain what went wrong long after it mattered.

What no level of government currently provides is a standing, empowered institution designed
to intervene while civil crises are still unfolding — before administrative errors become
warrants, before missed notices become homelessness, before civil disputes become criminal
cases.

This paper proposes the establishment of a Civil Intervention Authority (CIA): a publicly
funded, independent, non-punitive entity with the power to verify facts rapidly, pause
escalation, correct administrative errors in real time, and coordinate services before irreversible
harm occurs.

The cost argument is straightforward. Early intervention is not expensive. Failure is.

I. THE PROBLEM: REACTION WITHOUT PREVENTION
Every functioning private organization understands a basic operational truth —

if you wait until a conflict becomes a lawsuit you have already failed. This is why companies
maintain human resources departments, compliance officers, and internal mediation functions.
Their role is not punishment.

Their role is early intervention.
Government operates on the opposite principle.

When civil crises emerge, existing institutions consistently defer responsibility:
e Police cite civil matter limitations and decline to act
Courts require formal filings, fees, and timelines that delay resolution by months
Agencies claim lack of jurisdiction over adjacent problems
Oversight bodies act only after final outcomes are recorded

The result is a structural gap between the moment harm begins and the moment any institution
is empowered to address it. In that gap, preventable damage accumulates.

The escalation pathway is predictable and well documented:



Administrative error — missed notice — warrant — arrest — incarceration — job loss —
homelessness — survival behavior — further criminal exposure

At every step in that sequence an intervention point exists. At every step current institutions
decline to act. The most expensive and least flexible part of the system — the courts and the
criminal justice apparatus — absorbs problems that never needed to reach a courtroom.

II. THE SCALE OF PREVENTABLE HARM
The human and financial costs of reactive-only government are substantial.

The United States spends approximately $80 billion annually on incarceration. A significant
portion of that population entered the criminal justice system through civil escalation — missed
court dates due to communication failures, compliance violations caused by administrative
error, warrants issued for circumstances outside the defendant's control.

Court backlogs cost state and local governments billions in delayed resolution, extended pretrial
detention, and repeated hearing costs. The average cost of a single day of pretrial incarceration
ranges from $60 to $150 depending on jurisdiction. Defendants who cannot afford bail lose
jobs, housing, and family stability while awaiting trials that often result in time-served or
dismissal.

Emergency shelter costs average $40 to $100 per person per night. A single episode of
homelessness that could have been prevented by early housing intervention costs government
significantly more in emergency services, medical care, and eventual court involvement than
stabilization at the point of crisis would have.

The counterterrorism model illustrates the accepted alternative. The FBI does not wait for a
completed act of violence before intervening. It acts on early indicators, disrupts trajectories,
and prevents harm before it occurs. This model is accepted without controversy because the cost
of waiting is understood to be catastrophic.

The cumulative cost of waiting in civil matters is also catastrophic. It is simply distributed across
thousands of individual cases rather than concentrated in a single visible event.

II1. THE ACCOUNTABILITY VACUUM

A specific structural problem compounds the general failure of reactive government — the
privatization of public functions without corresponding accountability mechanisms.

In Nevada, the state's obligation to provide effective counsel to indigent defendants under the
Sixth Amendment is discharged by contracting with private law firms. When those private
attorneys fail their clients the state oversight body — the Division of Indigent Defense Services —
has responded that it lacks jurisdiction over privately contracted attorneys.

This creates a complete accountability vacuum. The state satisfies its constitutional obligation
on paper by hiring private attorneys. Public money funds those attorneys. But when the
attorneys fail no institution claims jurisdiction to intervene or correct.



Nevada's Davis v. Nevada settlement was specifically intended to remedy chronic public
defender caseload violations that produced exactly this kind of failure. The settlement has not
prevented the underlying problem. It has simply restructured how the failure is organized.

This is not a Nevada-specific problem. It is a structural consequence of privatizing constitutional
obligations without building accountability infrastructure capable of reaching private
contractors.

A Civil Intervention Authority with jurisdiction over publicly funded functions — regardless of
whether those functions are performed by government employees or private contractors —
would close this gap.

IV. EXISTING PARTIAL MODELS

Civil intervention is not a radical or untested concept. Versions of it already exist in limited and
fragmented forms:

Housing Stabilization Units — Several cities operate rapid response housing teams that
intervene at the point of eviction filing rather than after removal. Early data suggests significant
reduction in shelter utilization and downstream court costs.

Early Neutral Evaluation Programs — Federal and state courts in several jurisdictions
offer early neutral evaluation in civil cases, reducing litigation costs and time to resolution.

These programs demonstrate that early third-party intervention produces better outcomes than
adversarial process alone.

Ombudsman Offices — Multiple states and federal agencies maintain ombudsman functions
with authority to investigate complaints, identify administrative errors, and recommend
correction. These offices are consistently underfunded and lack enforcement authority but
demonstrate public appetite for the function.

Problem-Solving Courts — Drug courts, mental health courts, and veterans courts operate
on the principle that specialized early intervention produces better outcomes than standard
criminal processing. Recidivism data consistently supports this model.

The difference between these existing tools and a Civil Intervention Authority is authority,
funding, and scope. Current tools are fragmented, underfunded, jurisdiction-limited, and
powerless to intervene across the full range of civil crises. A Civil Intervention Authority would
consolidate the function, provide it with real authority, and deploy it before escalation rather
than after.

V. PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS

A Civil Intervention Authority would operate as a publicly funded, independent entity —
structurally similar to an inspector general but with a proactive intervention mandate rather
than a retrospective review function.



Core Authority
e Act independently of law enforcement and prosecution
e Intervene before court involvement or enforcement escalation
e Operate across civil domains including housing, benefits, court compliance,
administrative disputes, and crisis response
e (Claim jurisdiction over publicly funded functions regardless of whether performed by
government employees or private contractors

Core Functions

e Verify facts rapidly when civil crises are reported

e Pause escalation — including warrants, evictions, and enforcement actions — while facts
are verified
Identify and document administrative or procedural errors
Direct responsible entities to correct errors and record compliance or non-compliance
Mediate disputes before they become cases
Coordinate housing, legal, health, and social services across agency lines
Maintain transparent public documentation of interventions, corrections, and
non-compliance

What It Would Not Do

A Civil Intervention Authority would not adjudicate guilt, impose penalties, or issue binding
legal judgments. It would not replace courts, law enforcement, or existing oversight bodies. Its
value is in timing — acting while outcomes are still preventable rather than after damage is
complete.

VI. THE KEY DISTINCTION: INTERVENTION VS. REVIEW
The most important conceptual distinction in this proposal is between intervention and review.

Review is evaluation conducted after harm is complete. It produces documentation,
recommendations, and occasionally accountability. It does not undo damage already done.
Intervention is action taken while harm is unfolding, when outcomes are still preventable. Its
value is entirely dependent on timing.

Every existing oversight mechanism in government is a review function.

Auditors review past expenditures. Inspectors general investigate completed failures. Bar
associations evaluate concluded representations. Judicial conduct commissions examine
decisions already made.

None of these bodies are empowered to act while the harm is occurring. None of them can pause
a warrant, correct a communication failure, or direct an attorney to notify a client before a court
date passes.

A Civil Intervention Authority is not a better review body. It is a fundamentally different kind of
institution — one whose entire value proposition depends on acting before the damage is



permanent.

VII. COST ANALYSIS
The fiscal argument for a Civil Intervention Authority is straightforward.

Early intervention is not expensive. The functions described — fact verification, escalation
pause, administrative correction, mediation, and service coordination — require trained staff,
clear authority, and adequate funding.

They do not require courts, jails, emergency medical infrastructure, or the full apparatus of the
criminal justice system.

Failure is expensive. Every civil crisis that escalates into a criminal case, a hospitalization, a
shelter placement, or a wrongful incarceration costs multiples of what early intervention would
have cost.

Human resources departments exist in every competent private organization because
employment litigation is expensive. The investment in prevention consistently produces positive
returns. Civil intervention should exist in government for the same reason — because system
failure is expensive and the costs are borne by taxpayers, communities, and the individuals who
fall through the gaps.

Pilot programs at the municipal or county level would generate cost data within two to three
years sufficient to evaluate the model before statewide or federal expansion.

VIII. IMPLEMENTATION PATHWAY

Phase 1 — Pilot Programs Establish Civil Intervention Authority pilot programs in two to
three municipalities with documented histories of civil escalation costs. Measure intervention
rates, escalation prevention rates, and cost comparisons against baseline years.

Phase 2 — Evaluation and Refinement Publish pilot data publicly. Convene stakeholder
review including affected community members, legal advocates, government agencies, and fiscal
analysts. Refine authority scope and staffing models based on findings.

Phase 3 — Statewide Legislation Draft enabling legislation establishing statutory authority,
independence, rapid-response timelines, inter-agency cooperation requirements, and public
access pathways.

Phase 4 — Federal Model Submit federal legislation establishing Civil Intervention Authority
as an available model for states with federal funding incentives for adoption.

IX. CONCLUSION

Governments do not lack laws, enforcement mechanisms, or oversight structures. They lack
real-time civil intervention.



The absence of this function is not abstract. It shows up every day in housing disputes, benefit
interruptions, administrative errors, missed notices, court compliance failures, and escalating
civil conflicts. Police say it is a civil matter. Courts say file a motion. Agencies say they lack
jurisdiction.

Oversight bodies say they will review it later.

And no one intervenes.

The damage that accumulates in that gap is real, measurable, and preventable. The cost of
building an institution designed to close that gap is a fraction of the cost of continuing to absorb
the downstream consequences of not having one.

Oversight that happens only after the fact is not oversight. It is review.

Accountability that arrives after damage is complete is not accountability. It is documentation.

It is time to build the institution whose sole purpose is to step in before civil crises become
irreversible.

Every competent organization already understands this principle.
It is time government did too.
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