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FOREWORD 

Maine's Traffic Courl;. Advisory Commi ttee \~as created 

as a result of the desire to reform the present method 

of handling traffic violations. 

The National c'enter for State Courts was selectec;l 

to study the present methods of handling traffic cases 

and propose improvements. It is anticipated that the 

recommendations set forth in this study will result in 

constructive legislative and administrative changes to 

improve the pres~nt methods. 

The Committee has discussed and debated the recommend a-

tions included in this report. The reqommendations reflect 

the views of the Committee and not in all instances those 

of the National Center for State Courts. 

xi 
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3. 

Summary £f Recommendations 

ALL BUT THE MOST SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD 

BE RECLASSIFIED AS LESSER OFFENSES TO BE KNOWN AS 

"TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS." THESE OFFENSES SHOULD BE 

NON-CRIMINAL IN NATURE, PERMITTING NO RIGHT TO TRIAL 

BY JURY. SANCTION FOR TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD NOT 

INCLUDE INCARCERATION •••• p. 14 

ALTHOUGH TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE RECLASSIFIED, 

ADJUDICATION OF THEM SHOULD REMAIN A FUNCTION OF THE 

JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNM.1:;NT. MAINE SHOULD ADOPT NEITHER 

A PARA-JUDICIAL NOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE METHOD OF ADJUDICA­

TION OF TRAFFIC MATTERS •••• p. 20 

IN ALL TRAFFIC CASES THE COMPLAINT OR INFORMATION AND 

SUMMONS SHOULD BE IN THE FORM KNOWN AS THE "UNIFORM 

TRAFFIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT" AND SHOULD BE USED BY 

ALL S'rATE AND LOCAL POLICE. THE UNIFORM TRAFFIC TICKET 

AND COMPLAINT SHOULD BE NUMBERED SERIALLY WITH INDIVIDUAL 

TICKETS IN QUADRUPLICATE WITH DIFFERENT COLORED SHEETS OF 

SENSITIZED PAPER FOR COMPLAINTS, SUMMONS, POLICE RECORD, AND 

AN ABSTRACT OF COURT RECO~P FOR MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION. 

THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIG~ED BY A SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

-2-
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4. 

5. 

COMPOSED OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM AGENCIES 

INVOLVED WITH TRAFFIC MATTERS. THE TICKET 

SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO MEET LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

REQUIREMENTS, AND A CONTINUING REVIEW SHOULD BE MADE 

OF ITS DESIGN AND EFFECTIVENESS. ACCURATE RECORDS 

MUST BE KEPT OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS IN BULK TO 

POLICE DEPARTMENTS, THEIR ISSUANCE IN "BOOKS" TO 

OFFICERS, AND THEIR INDIVIDUAL DISPOSITION BY OFFICERS. 

THERE SHOULD BE AN ANNUAL AUDIT OF SUCH RECORDS BY 

THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT. p. 31-32 

THE STATUTE ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APP.EARANCE FOR 

CERTAIN TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE AMENDED TO ALLOW 

WAIVER BY OCCASIONAL O~·FENDERS. A POLICY OF ALLOWING 

WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE WHENEVER CONSISTENT WITH 

HIGHWAY SAFETY SHOULD BE PROMULGATED AND APPLIED 

UNIFORMLY IN ALL DIVISIONS OF DISTRICT COURT. THERE 

SHOULD BE PERIODIC REVIEW AND, WHEN NECESSARY, RE-

VISION OF LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL DETERMINATION OF 

TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR WHICH COURT APPEARANCE IS MANDATORY. 
to. P. 41 

PERSONS CHARGED WITH TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD BE 

ALLOWED TO ENTER PLEAS WHICH (1) ADMIT THE VIOLATION 

CHARGED; (2) ADMIT THE VIOLATION CHARGED, WITH AN 

EXPLANATION; OR (3) DENY THE VIOLATION CHARGED, RATHER 

THAN TRADITIONAL PLEAS NOW UTILIZED IN CRIMINAL PRACTICE • 
••• p. 46 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

UNIFORM OPERATING RULES AND PROCEDURES SliOUIID BE 

PROMULGATED AND WORKSHOPS SHOULD BE HELD TO AID 

CLERKS IN THE OPERATION OF TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS 

BUREAUS. THE RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE EX­

PLAINED IN DETAIL IN A CLERKS MANUAL TO BE DISTRIBUTED 

TO ALL DIVISIONS OF THE DISTRIC'l' COURT. • •. p. 50 

BY RULE, TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD, WHERE POSSIBLE, 

BE HEARD BY THE COURT IN SEPARATE "TRAFFIC SESSIONS" 

AND NOT AT THE SAME TIME AS CRIMINAL MATTERS •••• p. 55 

THERE SHOULD BE A SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE, GOVERNED 

BY PUBLISHED RULES AND UNIFORM THROUGHOUT THE STA'l'E/ 

fOR THE TRIAL OF TRAFFIC CASES. BUT APART FROM MODIFI­

CATIONS RECOMMENDED !N THIS REPORT, DEFENDANTS IN 

TRAFFIC CASES SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO PROCEDURAL SAFE­

GUARDS ACCORDED CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS •••. p. S9 

9. ALL DISTRICT COURT TRAFFIC TRIALS SHOULD BE 

RECORDED ON THE SOUND RECORDING EQUIPMENT NOW 

AVAILABLE. STAFF SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO OPERATE 

RECORDING MACHINES AND LOG THE RECOP~INGS. 

GUIDELINES SHOULD BE PROMULGATED FOR THE USE OF 

SOUND RECORDING AND FOR THE PREPARATION OF TRANSCRIPTS. 

ALL APPEALS TO THE SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD BE ON 

TRANSCRIPTS OF THE RECORD SO PREPARED. ,., p. 6S 

-4-
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10. AN EXPRESS POLICY SHOULD BE ADOPTED IN THE SUPERIOR 

AND DISTRICT COURTS REGARDING THE SENTENCES IMPOSED 

FOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES. THERE SHOULD B~ GREATER CON­

SISTENCY IN FINES IMPOSED, AND UNUSUALLY HIGH OR LOW 

FINES SHOULD BE SUPPORTED BY REASONABLE JUSTIFICATION. 

JUDGES SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED GREATER FLEXIBILITY IN 

ORDERING TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF AN OPERATOR'S LICENSE. 

THOSE APPEALING ADJUDICA'l'IONS FOR TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS 

IN walCH TEMPORARY SUSPENSION HAS BEEN ORDERED SHOULD 

BE ENTITLED TO RETAIN THEIR LICENSES PENDING APPEAL, 

ABSENT A SHOWING OF GOOD CAUSE WHY THEY SHOULD NOT BE 

SO ENTITLED. FORMAL PROVISION SHOULD BE MADE TO ALLOW 

A COURT TO IMPOSE A REDUCED OR SUSPENDED SENTENCE OR 

TO ALLOW DEFERRED PAYMENT OF 11 FINE ,FOR THOSE OFFENDERS 

DEMONSTRATING INABILITY TO PAY •.•• p. 69 

11. A MIXED SYSTEM OF BATCH PROCESSING, TELETYPE, AND COM­

PUTER TERMINAL FACILITIES SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO 

ENABLE COURTS WITH VARYING TRAFFIC C~SELOADS TO RE­

TRIEVE PRIOR OFFENSE DATA RROM MOTOR VEHICLE DIVrSION 

AND TO ASSURE ACCURATE REPORTING OF CONVICTION OR 

ADJUDICATION BY COURTS TO MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION. 

A DRIVER'S RECORD OF PRIOR OFFENSES SHOULD BE CON-­

SIDERED ONLY FOR IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE, AND UNDER 

-5-



12. 

NO CIRCUMSTANCE SHOULD IT BE AVAIIIABLE roR CONSIDER­

ATION BY THE COURT BEFORE A FINDING OF G~~LTY HAS BEEN 

ENTERED IN THE ClISE THEN BEFORE THE COURT. TO PROTECT 

DRIVERS FOUND NOT TO HAVE COMMITTED ALLEGED TRAFFIC 

INFRACTIONS, THE RULE OF EXPUNGEMENT SIIOULD BE APPLIED ••• P. 74 

THE STATUTE ENABLING A MISDEMEANOR DEFENDl\NT TO HAVE 

HIS CASE TRANSFERRED TO SUPERIOR COURT FOR JURY TRIAL 

SHOULD BE REPEALED. A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT SHOULD 

BE ADOPTED TO llIMIT CRIMINAL JURY TRIALS TO CASES IN 

WHICH A PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A FINE OF $500 OR 

MORE MAY BE IMPOSED.· TilE DISTRICT COURT SHOULD BE 

GIVEN EXCLUSIVE TRIAL JURISDICTION OF ALL TRAFFIC 

OFFENSES FOR WHICH NO PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A 

FINE OF $500 OR MORE MAY BE IMPOSED OR FOR WHICH TRIAL 

BY JURY liAS BEEN WAIVED. 

THE PENALTIES NOW IMPOSED FOR EACH TRAFFIC OFFENSE 

SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND, WHERE NECESSARY, MODIFIED SO 

TIIAT ONLY TIIOSE OFFENSES DEEMED SERIOUS ARE PUNISHABLE 

BY ~IEANS GRAVE ENOUGII TO WARRANT A RIGHT TO TRIAL BY 

JURY. TRIAL DE NOVO IN SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD NOT BE 

RE-INSTITUTED, AND APPELLATE REVIEW OF TRAFFIC MIS­

DEMEl\NORS AND INFRACTIONS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO MATTERS 

OF LAW .... p. 81 

• This portion of the recommendation corresponds to 
that approved by the Maine Trial Court Revision commission. 
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1. 

A. General Approach to Traffic Cases 

Characterization of Traffic l Offenses 

In most municipalities, violations of parking ordinances 

may be disposed of by the payment of fines to municipal 

authorities. These violations do not come into the 

courts unless payment is not made in timely fashion. 

30 M.R.S.A. §2151(3). However, those motor vehicle violations 

adjudicated in the courts account for more thant two-

thirds of the criminal business in District Court. (See 

Appendix B, Chart 1 and Table 1.) 

All traffic violations are considered "crimes" 

under Maine law. 2 Tr~ffic violations are classified either as 

"felonies" or "misdemeanors," depending on "'he length and 

place of imprisonment associated with the offense: a felony 

is an offense punishable by imprisonment for more than one 

year, in the State Prison (15 M.R.S.A. §§451 and 1703); a mis-

demeanor is an offense punishable by imprisonment of less 

than one year or for which no penalty or place of punishment 

is prescribed (see 15 M.R.S.A. §1741). 

Some examples of felony offenses are alteration, 

forgery, or counterfeiting of an auto title (29 M.R.S.A. 

52442), driving while under prohibition as a habitual 

offender (29 M.R.S.A. §2280), manslaughter by motor 

lThroughout this report, "traffic" and "motor vehicle" 
are used interchangeably. 

2see, for example, State v. Inman, 301 A.2d 348 (Me. 1973) 
(speeding); State v. Child, 158 Me. 242, 182 A.2d 675 (1962) 
(reckless operation); Carlson v. State, 158 Me. 15, 176 A.2d 
844 (1962) (excessive speed and failure to stop at stop signs); 
State v. London, 156 Me. 123, 162 A.2d 150 (1960) (vehicular 
manslaughter;State v. Hopkins, 154 Me. 317, 147 A.2d 450 
(1959) (violation of turnpike rules and regulations); and 
State v. Croteau, 153 Me. 126, 135 A.2d 282 (1957) (driving 
while intoxicated) . 
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vehicle (see 29 M.R.S.A. §13l3), and reckless homicide (29 

M.R.S.A. §13l5). Other motor vehicle offenses are 

misdemeanors for which the specific statute defining 

the offense makes imprisonment a potential penalty. For a 

large number of misdemeanor motor vehicle offenses no greater 

punishment than fine or administrative action on the offender's 

license or his certificate of registration is provided 

by express statutory language. 

as Well as those for which no penalty 
These offenses, 

is otherwise provided, are all subject to a "general penalty" 

statute (29 M.R.S.A. §2303 (1957». (See Appendix D, 

f ' - ~f s") This statute "Penalties for Maine Traf J.C m. ense • 

provides that any violator of the motor vehicle law is 

fJ.'ne of $10 to $100, or imprisonment for punishable by 

90 days, or both, "when no other penalty is not more than 
, d" The clause and the statute have been specifically provJ.de • 

construed in practice as applying to any statute not expressly 

1 "1 lty 3 Consequently, any providing a potentia JaJ. pena . 

3The clause quoted here might be read to provide 
punishment of imprisonment only when a ~tatut~,mak7~ no 

tion of a penalty whatsoever. By thJ.s rea J.ng J., , 
~~~ld be inapplicable to any statute eXlress~¥ ~r(~~~~~g 

lt even if that penalty were on Y a J.n 
a p~~ame~~ that for some traffic offenses a jail renalty 
~~~ld not be imposed absent a finding of contempt • 

-10-
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traffic offense, however minor, is potentially punishable 

by incarceration. 4 

Despite the statutory possibility of imprisonment for 

any motor vehicle offense, jail sentences are rarely imposed. 

In the Center's three-year sample, imprisonment was imposed 

in less than two percent of the cases in District Court, and in 

only eight percent of the cases in the Superior Court. (Further­

more, one-third of the jail sentences imposed in the District 

Court sample and one-seventh of those in the Superior Court sample 

were suspended.) (See Appendix B, Charts 20 and 46.) A jail 

sentence was imposed under the general penalty provision of §2303 

in only one (1) of the 984 cases sampled. 

Because motor vehicle offenses are considered crimes, 

traffic defendants are to be accorded the protection of 

applicable constitutional safeguards, as in other criminal 

cases. Among these is the right to trial by jury. The 

4Motor vehicle offenses for which there is a statutory 
possibility of imprisonment for more than three months constitute 
only about three percent of the National Center's sample of traffic 
cases tried in 1972, 1973, and 1974 in District Court. (See 
Appendix B, Chart 19.) Those for which any possibility of 
imprisonment absent application of the general penalty provisions 
of 52303 constitute only about twenty-one percent of the sampled 
cases tried in District Court in those years, and drunk-driving 
cases make up almost half of that twenty-one percent. (Appendix B, 
Chart 19.) In the Superior Court sample for the same years, 
cases punishable by imprisonment for more than three months are 
only about ten percent of the total. (Appendix B, Chart 45.) 
Those punishable by' imprisonment without resort to the general 
penalty provision are fifty-four pe~cent of the total sample; 
drunk-driving cases make up over eighty percent of the cases 
punishable without resort to the general penalty and over forty 
percent of the total cases sampled. (Appendix B, Chart 45.) 
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Maine Constitution provides that: 

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall 
have a right to have a speedy, public and impartial 
trial ... by a jury of the vicinity. He shall not •.. 
be deprived of his life, liberty, property or pr~v~­
leges, but by judgment of his peers or the law of 
the land. 
(M.R.S.A. Const. Art. 1, §6.) 

Maine courts have held that the right to jury trial applies 

in any proceeding characterized as criminal, regardless of its 

magnitude. S The result has been that a defendant in even the 

SIn Johnson's Case, 1 Me. 230 (1821), decided shortly after 
Maine became a state, It was held that article 1, section 6 
of the Maine Constitution entitles a defendant to appeal to a 
jury from a conviction by a Justice of the Peace in a misdemeanor 
case. Subsequent decisions of the Supreme JUdicial Court uni-
formly followed the position taken in Johnson's Case: see, for ':) 
example, Saco v. Wentworth, 37 Me. l6S (1853); State v. Intoxi-
cating Liguors, 80 Me. 57, 12 A. 794 (1888); Sprague v. 
Androscoggin County, 104 Me. 352, 71 A. 109 (1908). The United 
States constitution and the constitutions of most other states 
have been applied in a manner consistent with the common-law 
practice of allowing trials without jury for "petty" offenses. 
Noting this, a student article in Maine Law Review argued that 
the Supreme Judicial Court could, witho~t violence to the intention 
of the framers of the Maine Constitution, interpret its jury trial 
provision to allow non-jury trial of petty offenses. Comment, 
"Minor Traffic Violations: A New Approach," 19 Maine L. Rev. 261 
(1967). The Supreme Judicial Court has expressly declined, 
however, to follow this course. In 1971 it advised the 10Sth 
legislature that trial of petty offenses without a jury is uncon­
stitutional in view of the language of M.R.S.A. Const. Art. 1, 
§§6 and 7. Opinion of the Justices, 278 A.2d 693 (1971). In a 
1974 decision on a question of law in a prosecution for speeding, 
punishable under the general penalty terms of 29 M.R.S.A. §2303, 
it held that the constitutional guarantee of trial by jury is 
operative in each and every criminal prosecution, notwithstanding 
that the alleged violation is petty rather than serious. State <"'I 
v. Sklar , 317 A.2d 160 (Me. 1974). The Supreme Judicial court 
reasoned in that opinion (317 A.2d at 170-71) that the drafters 
of the Maine Constitution clearly intended to extend a right to 
trial by jury to a defendant in any criminal prosecution, without 
limitation, restriction, or qualification, in keeping with 
Massachusetts practice and in conscious departure from the 
practice in other jurisdictions. 
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most insignificant traffic matter may exercise the right to 

trial by J'ury.6 S' , , 
~nce Jury tr~al is available only in the 

Superior Court, the ca f ses 0 motor Vehicle defendants claiming 

the right to jury trial at the District Court must be dealt 

with by both courts before final disposition.7 
Almost all traffic 

cases docketed in SUperior Court have come from 
the District 

Court by a Claim of this right in the District Court. (See 

Appendix B, Chart 28). Only a small percentage 
of these proceed 

to trial in Superior Court, \~ith less than half of those 
being heard by a jury. (S A d' . ee ppen ~x B, Charts 30 and 31.) 

The result has been delay in the d' 
~sposition of cases, waste 

of manpOwer because personnel in two court systems must deal 

with the same cases, and pressure on th 
e Superior Court caseload 

caused by cases that could b d' d' 
e a ]U ~cated at the District Court level. 

(For further discussion of this matter, see 
below, Appella te 

Review and Jury Trial 'n - • Superior Court.) 

6Among the c ' 
1974 as a cons ases com~ng before the SUperior Court in 
to jury tr' 1 equenge of defendants' not waiving the right 
" ~a were prosecutions for h t f' 
squeal~ng tires," "hitchh'k' "" suc ,ra f~? offenses as 
"follow~ng too close." ~ ~ng, excess~ve no~se," and 

7 
Before October 1973 th 'h 

exercised by appeal fo t' e r~g t to trial by jury was' 
M.R.S.A. Sl,55 (1964)' ~SaM ~~~l de ~ in Superior Court (4 
time, it has been do~e ri~a', .A. 52114 (1963». After that 
before adjudication in g, t ~~ly by transfer to Superior Court 
(1973». ~s r~ct Court (15 M.R.S.A. 52114 
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I,LL BUT THE MOST SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD 

BE RECLASSIFIED AS LESSER OFFENSES TO BE KNOWN 

AS "TRAFFIC IN~RACTIONS." THESE OFFENSES SHOULD 

BE NON-CRIMINAL IN NATURE, PERMITTING NO RIGHT TO 

TRIAL BY JURY. SANCTION FOR TPAFPIC INFRACTIONS 

SHOULD NOT INCLUDE INCARCERATION. 

There are certain violations of the law that 

involve high risk of harm to others or damage to property 

resulting from intentional or culpably negligent conduct. 

These include the felonies and many of the misdemeanors 

punishable by imprisonment tha;t; are liFlted in Appendix 0, 

"Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses." They should 

retain their present characterization. with a number of 

misdemeanors, however, the statutory possibility of imprison-

ment is almost never realized. (See Appendix B, Charts 19 and 45.) 

This may be in keeping with a feeling that prison sentences 

are not warranted for most traffic offenses, especially in 

cases of casual offenders. B It also may reflect the practical 

recognition that the facilities of county jails are already 

crowded with those convicted of offenses considered more 

serious. 
Because few people are jailed for traffic offenses, the 

statutory possibility of imprisonment should be removed from 

some of the present traffic misdemeanor statutes and they 

B See Middendorf, The Effectiveness of punishment,pp. BBff 

(196B) • 

-14-

should be classified as traffic infractions. All traffic 

offenses for which the statute defining the violation expresses 

no penalty (see section 5 of Appendix D), as well as all those 

for which the statute defining the violation provides only a 

fine or administrative action (see section 4 of Appendix D) 

can be put in the "infraction" category. It will be necessary 

at the same time to amend the general penalty statute, 29 

M.R.S.A. §2303, to eliminate any possibility of punishment by 

incarceration for such offenses. In addition, a review of 

offenses for which there is a statutory possibility of punishment 

by imprisonment for not more than three months may show that 

some may also be reclassified as infractions, upon amendment to 

remove provisions relating to imprisonment. 9 Among the states 

that have reclassified lesser traffic offenses as non-criminal 

are California, New Jersey, New York, North ,Dakota, and Rhode 

Island. See Appendix C for the classification of traffic 

offenses by California and New York. . S~nce offenses that 

would be reclassified would carry no ... poss~b~l~ty of imprison-

ment, there would be no need for court-appointed counsel for 

. 9The Ad Hoc Task Force on Adjudication of the National 
H~ghway Safety Advisory Committee recommends' 

All traffic violations shall be catego~ized as 
:Traffic In~ractions,1 except for offenses which 
~nvolve ser~ous injury or fatalities, leaving the 
scene of an accident, driving on a suspended or 
re~o~ed lic7nse, alcohol or drug, or reckless 
dr~v~ng, wh~ch remain as criminal offenses. (Final 
Report, p. B (1973). [Hereinafter cited as Task Force 
Report.] 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
~~andards and Goals makes a similar recommendation in Courts 

andard B.2, p. l6B (1973) [hereinafter cited as Courts]. ' 
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indigents under the rule of Argersinger v. Hamlin 

407 U.S. 25 (1972) .10 
Removal of these offenses frow the area of "crimes" 

h state constitutional requi,rement that 
would also remove t e 

their prosecution have the possibility of being tried by 

jury. Traffic offense trials do not require a jury to 

perform the fact-finding function. 
In most minor traffic 

offenses the factual issues are uncomplicated so 

that the time and expense of a jury trial may not be 

i N Jersey, New York, North Dakota, 
justified. In Californ a, ew 

and Rhode Island, a right to trial by jury is not available 

for non-criminal traffic offenses. 
This is consistent with 

, b th NatJ.'onal Advisory commission on 
the recommendatJ.ons Y e 

d and Goals and the Ad Hoc Task 
Criminal Justice standar s 

Force on Adjudication of the National Highway Safety Advisory 

commi ttee. 11 

10 In this dec~sion! the U~±t7de~~a~:~e~~~~~m~a~0~~td~~~1ved 
that,in ~ny case,J.nlw~7ch ~~s~~~~inor and petty offense cases, 
of hJ.s lJ.berty, J.nc u,J.~~ to free court-appointed counsel. 
the defendant has a rJ.g ,'r sets a minimum standard 
It nhould be noted th~t ~rgersi~~: have gone beyond Argersinger, 
for states, and some" JurJ.s~J.ctd 'n United States Supreme Court 
which may indicate future ren s J., Rosenblatt, 58 N.J. 
decisions. See, for example, RodrJ.guez,v. ard to disorderly 
281 (1971), where th~,c~urtf~:~~e~ha~;oJ.~n~!~ent defendant should 
persons and motor ve,J.c,e 0 ,,' 1m risonment in fact or 
be subjected to con~J.ctJ.o~te~ta[l~~iudi~g the substantial loss 
other,c~nsequ7n7e 0 iag~~h~u~ first having had due and fair 
of drJ.vJ.~g prJ.vJ.leges WJ. 1 assigned without cost." 59 N.J. 
opportunJ.ty to have counse 3 27 2 
at 295 See Rules Governing Criminal procedure, Rule : (1974) 
in Rul~S Governin the courts of the State of New Jerse , • 

11 Task Force Report, p. 8. 
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2. Authority to Adjudicate Traffic Offenses 

All decisions regarding violations of motor vehicle 

statutes are now made by the courts. 29 M.R.S.A. 5230 (1973). 

Most are tried in the District Courts, in which the majority 

of cases on the c:iminal docket are traffic matters (see 

Appendix B, Chart 1 and Table 1). criminal procedure is followed and 

penalties of the criminal law are imposed in the disposition 

of these cases. When a guilty finding is entered, fines 

~re imposed much more frequently than jail sentences (see 

Appendix B, Charts 3 and 20). Judges may also impose temporary 

suspension of driving privileges for up to thirty days, though 

this is done very infrequently. 29 M.R.S.A. §2305 (1967). 

(See Appendix B, Charts 21 and 47.) 

The Superior Court exercises cot,\current jurisdiction 

over criminal matters (including motoL' ve~l~cle offenses) 

with the District Court (29 M.R.S.A. 529Q2 (1973); 15 M.R.S.A. 

52111 (1964»). In "transfer" cases,12 the Superior Court has 

original trial jurisdiction. For felonies and for any case 

where a jury trial is demanded by the defendant, the Superior 

court acts as a court of original trial jurisdiction. 4 

M.R.S.A. 5105 (1963); State v. Barnette, 158 Me. 117, 179 

A.2 800 (1962). It also hears appeals of cases tried to 

conclusion in the District Court. 15 M.R.S.A. §2111 (1969); 

15 M.R.S.A. 52114 (1973). 

12Under 15 M.R.S.A. §2114 (1973), any misdemeanor defendant not 
waiving his right to jury trial may not have his case heard in 
D~strict Court; the case must be transferred to Superior court, 
sJ.nce jury trial is not available in District Court. 
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The Motor Vehicle Division of the Department of 

State receives reports from the courts following adjudica­

tion of traffic matters (29 M.R.S.A. §2304 (1963», and it 

conducts administrative hearirlgs with power to suspend or 

revoke licenses or registrations when appropriate. 29 M.R.S.A. 

§§2341(1973) and 2301-A (1971). For driver.s dissatisfied 

with decisions in administrative hearings, review by the superior 

Court is available. 29 M.R.S.A. §2242 (1961). 

Problems with the present system for adjudicating traffic 

matters have been perceived by both the courts and the 

Motor Vehicle Division. Adjudication of traffic matters 

makes up the greatest part of District court criminal docket. 

District Court judges do not feel, however, that 

their caseload is unwieldy or excessive. But the grOldl)g volume 

of traffic cases makes it increasingly difficult for the 

courts to give adequate consideration to individual cases. 

District Court clerks, overburdened by traffic matters, are 

unable to give adequate attention to other responsibilities. 

When all defendants are scheduled to appear at the same time 

at District Court, particularly in those District Courts where 

facilities are in the same building as those of the Superior 

court, there is a great deal of congestion. 
Because judges do not sit in some District court divisions 

more than one or two days a week, they are not able to give full 

attention to overseeing clerical operations. In the absence of 

direction from District Court judges, each clerk tends to deal 

with matters on his own initiative without reference to more 

efficient procedures undertaken in other divisions of the District 

court. -18-

,! 
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In the Superior Court, traffic cases are not as large a 

percentage of the total caseload as in the District Court. 13 

However, the judges and clerks of the Superior Court find that 

minor traffic cases transferred or appealed from the District 

court divert attention from'other cases on the criminal docket. 

In some traffic cases transferred to th S i e uper or Court in 1974, 

defendants pleaded guilty on first appearance before a jury was 

empanelled, while in other cases the plea was entered after the 

Superior Court initiated the costly process of empanelling a jury. 

The Motor Vehicle Division is also dissatisfied with the 

present system of handling traffic caseS. Because of the 

o traffic cases, the increased volume created by the transfer f 

Motor Vehicle Division suspects that the courts do not always 

report the disposition of these cases to 

This suspicion indicates ' 

the Department of State. 

J.n part a communications problem between 

the court system and the Motor Vehicle Division. The Division 

feels that this failure to report disPOsiti~ns hampers its 

responsibilities in the control of motor vehJ.'cle operating 

licenses and certificates of registration. 

~----

In 1973, for example tr ffi ' 41 percent of the S 'i a c cases constJ.tuted approximately 
traffic cassload fi~~~~so~oco~~t ~otalicriminal caseload. Total 
kept, and must b . ti r e uper or Court have not been 
of the Superior ~o~~t ~~ted fri~ other records. The Chief Clerk 
the overall Superior couwtcomp les a comprehensive report of 
criminal cases com letedr ;ase oad. In,l~73, there were 5,783 
disposed of in thePsupe i ( ~ummary of CJ.vJ.l and criminal cases 
1973 " P 2 (com il r or ourt of the state of Maine during 
to the Chief JU~ti~~ ~~o~hmo~thlY repor~s by Superior court clerks 
the Motor Vehicle Divi i e upreme JudJ.cial Court).) In 1973, 
Superior Court tr ffi s on recorded 1,451 guilty findings in 

Th 
a c cases. (See Appendix B. Chart 23 ) 

ere were 'lt fi • 70 percent of th guJ. y ndings in 60 traffic cases, or 
Center study teame 8~ iase~hsampled for 1973 by the National 
and the number of' is ng e percent figure from the sample 
vehicle Division i~ Ity ~indings recorded for 1973 by Motor 
traffic cases tried ica~ e estimated that there were 2,379 
41 percent of the cri~i u1erior Court in 1973. This constitutes 
of the Superior Court. na case total reported by the Chief Clerk 
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ALTHOUGH TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE RECLlISSIF!ED, 

ADJUDICATION OF THEM SHOULD REM1\!N A FUNCTION OF 

THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT. MAINE SHOULD 

A PARA-JUDICIAL NOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE 
ADOPT NEITHER 

METHOD OF ADJUDICATION OF TRAFFIC MATTERS. 

C
hses amount to a large percentage of Though traffi.c Q 

not take the same percentage 

the burden of many traffic 
the judicial case load, they do 

of judiclal time. Relieved of 

devote more of his time and energy to 
cases, a judge could 

other kinds of cases. 
It would be possible to allow access 

that courts cannot noW address 
to the courts for matters 

because of this burden. 
t imply that thll' present This recommendation does no 

Maine system for adjudicating traffic offenses be retained, 
The creation of the Traffic 

without any changes Whatsoever. 
Court Advisory 'Committee indicates a serious desire for improve-

, dif' ti s adjudica-
ment in the system. with appropriate mo ~ca on , 

by the Maine court system is the 
tion of traffic offenses 

perferable approach. 

h that has been suggested is the "para-judicial 
One approac 

method" whereby jurisdiction over the adjudication of traffic 

offenses is maintained by the court with certain functions 

i . process being delegated 
in the decision making and sanct on~ng 

to quasi-judicial offficers. 
14 

14 ffic Offense Ad udication, 
See Effective Iti,hwa" Safet ~~aared for U.S. Dept. of __ 

"Vol I-A perspect~ve, Py 3 (p& gompany, contract No. DOT itS i 1) 
Tran~portation by Arthur iun~t r cited as Effective Adjudicat on . 
123-2-442, Aug. 1974 [here na e 
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Another alternative is the "administrative" method, wherein 

all functions in the decision-making and sanctioning processes, 

as well as the preliminary review, are performed by adminis­

trative hearing officers under the supervision of an adminis­

trative agency.15 

15Id. Authorities are in disagreement whether lesser 
traffic matters should be adjudicated by an administrative agency 
or by the courts. The National Advisory Commission on criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals (Courts, Standard 8.2, p.168) and 
tho Ad Hoc Task Force on Adj\lcrrcatron of the National Higheway 
Safety Advisory Committee ('rask Force Report, p.9) recommend 
administrative adjudication. The American Bar Association Committee 
on the Traffic Court Program, however, maintains that traffic cases 
should continue to be decided by the courts. American Bar Asso­
ciation Committee on the Traffic Court Program, Standards for 
Traffic Justice (Revised Draft), p.2 (June 1974):-[Hereinafter 
cited as ABA Traffic Standards.] 

In a StUdy of adminIstratIve adjudication in New York City 
completed in early 1974 by a doctoral student in pUblic adminis­
tration, that city's program was evaluated to determine whether 
administrative adjudication is (1) more economical, (2) speedier, 
(3) mora effectiVe in improving traffic and parking law enforce­
ment, and (4) more capable of relieving court congestion than 
jUdicial adjudication. Yusuf E. Zarur, "Administrative Versus 
Judicial Adjudication of Minor Traffic and Parking Violations: 
Program Evaluation," pp.14-22 (unpUblished doctoral dissertation, 
State UniVersity of New York at Albany, 1974). Taking issue 
with the arguments of Raymond L. Berg and Ricnard L. Samuels 
(presented in "Improving the Administration of Justice in Traffic 
court," 19 De Paul L. Rev. 503 (1970»that traffic adjudication 
should remain a function of the judiciary branch of government, 
Mr. Zarur concluded from his study that transfer of minor traffic 
cases from judicial to administrative adjudication was justified 
and that administrative adjudication met the criteria of evalua­
tion set forth above. Zarur, slPfa at p.219. 

But Zarur was carefu~ to 1 m t his evaluation to New York City, 
whose courts handling traffic cases before the implementation of 
administrative he characterizes (pp.208-209) as burdened with 
"overcrowdedness," "delay," and "intolerable conditions" aggravated 
by their "huge traffic caseload." Zarur's evaluation of cost 
factors was limited to "litigation costs": (1) police appearance 
time, (2) salaries to judges and hearing examiners, (3) fine 
collection rates, and (4) litigation costs (p.157). Perhaps because 
of the magnitUde of New York City's traffic problem, its huge 
operating budget, and the pre-existence of sophisticated computer 
technology that forms a crucial element in New York's adminis­
trative adjudication process, he did not consider the cost of 
implementing and maintaining such a system. Nor did he evaluate 
the costs involved in construction and maintenance of separate 
facilities for administrative adjudication. 

Zarur did not undertake to rebut the Berg-Samuels argument 
generally. He merely concluded that administrative adjudication 
was better suited than jUdicial adjudication for New York City's 
problems with minor traffic and parking offenses. 
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Q. 

The "para-judicial method" describes the present pro-

t (see Appendix F) • cedure in the Detroit Recorder's cour 

f ' a "hearing referee," is usually The quasi-judicial of ~cer, 

a lawyer authorized to hear minor offenses. 

referee is permitted to hear minor offenses. 

The hearing 

The hearing 

to hear contested cases, and although referee is permitted 

the disposition is technically only a recommendation subject 

rev4ew upon the defendant's request, the referee's . to judicial • 
, d 16 As a consequence, quasi-decision is rarely overturne . 

judicial officers in this system dispose of virtually all con-

tested minor traffic offenses. 

The implementation of a para-judicial method of adjudica-

, pay4ng a number of "referees" or tion in Maine would requ~re • 

"commissioners." 16a These new officers would hear cases 

that. now make up a large portion of the District Court case-

load. They could reduce the case load (and some portion of 

judge time) in the District court. Fewer new District Court 

d th ould be a savings in judges would be necessary, an ere w 

off-'set by the expense of hiring traffic hearing judicial salaries 

officers. 

But the creation of such a system would, in effect, appear 

to be a return to the old Justice-of-the-Peace system, ,which 

Maine discarded with the creation of a unified, full-time 

Almos,t un4 formly, District court judges do District Court. • 

b bl It might be worth-not feel their traffic caseload un eara e. 

~Effective Adjudication, Vol. II, p.76. 

16aThe actual number needed could be a'scerta~ned, by inaufuration 
, selected divisions of D~str~ct cour • of pilot programs 1n 
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while to introduce para-judicial hearing officers to assist 

in the two or three divisions of the District Court with the 

heaviest traffic caseload, but this would be as a special 

modification of an overall system in which traffic cases are 

adjudicated by judges. The use of such hearing officers does 

not seem appropriate on a statewide scale. 

The second alternative, administrative adjudication of 

traffic offenses, is currently used in New York17 and will 

soon be introduced in Rhode_Island. 1B (See Appendix G1 

"Administrative Metho,d of Adjudication. ") Essential to the 

administrative model is the de-criminalization of minor 

traffic offense, so that they may be heard outside the court 

system in an administrative agency. In New York, the Adminis­

trative Adjudication Bureau is part of the Department of 

Motor vehicles19 while in Rhode Island the hearing officers 

are part of the Depa,rtment of Transportatio'n. 20 The heart of 

administrative adjudication is its extensive use of computer 

technology, with terminals readily available to each hearing 

officer during every hearing. The computer system in New York 

is programmed to schedule dockets and appearances by police 

and motorists and to deal with "scofflaws" and prior offenders. 

Among other innovations, before any hearing officer has access 

to a driver's record, he must enter a guilty finding. The 

New York system allows a large number of offenders for whom 

17 
N.Y. Veh. and Traffic Law §155 (McKinney 1973). 

lB 
R.I.G.L. §31-43-1 (as amended 1974) . 

l~ 
N.Y. Veh. and Traffic Law 5225(1) (McKinney 1970). 

20 
R.I.G.L. §31-43-1 (as amended 1974). 
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hearing is not mandatory to elect to plead guilty and 

pay fines by mail. 

The administrative method of adjudication is ill-suited 

for Maine for reasons related to popul~tion density and 

expense. The New York program was initiated in 1970 in 

New York City in order to cope with an enormous criminal court 

backlog swollen by four million traffic cases a year. 21 

This is more than forty times the number of traffic cases 

heard in Maine each year (see Appendix B, Chart 1). The only 

other cities in New York that employ administrative adjudi­

cation bureaus are Buffa19 and Rochester., Respectively, these 

cities have populations of roughly 450,000 and 300,000, with 

lit populat40ns at least twice those numbers, and with metropo an area _ 

traffic caseloads larger than any in Maine. The statute under 

which administrative bureaus are authorized specifies that they 

may be established only in cities with populations in excess of 

275,000. In all other localities of the state, traffic l1latters 

are heard in the court system. 

In 1974 Rhode Island ,reformed its system of traffic 

adjudication and implemented administrative adjudication 

on January 1, 1975. Rhode Island's population is slightly 

less than that of Maine, according to 1970 U.S. Census figures. 

But the geographical area of Rhode Island is only three 

percent of the size of Maine. Virtually all localities are 

part of metropolitan Providence, which has a population almost 

three times that of Ma~ne's largest city, Portland. 

21 
Vincent L. Tofany, "New York City Breaks Traffic Logjam," 71 

Traffic Safety 8, at 9 (1971). 
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There is no mUnicipality in Maine, even Portland, that 

approaches the population and traffic problems of New York 

City, Buffalo, Rochester and Providence. In New York State, 

the minimum staffing, regardless of the size of traffic case­

load, is two referees with seven clerical support staff. 22 

In order to create & statewide administrative adjudication 

system, Maine would have to establish at least as many adminis­

trative hearing sites as there are current judicial districts, 

with clerical support staff at each site and enough hearing 

officers to cover the state, sitting daily at some locations 

and perhaps "riding circuit" to others. 

In addition to the personnel cost involved, there would 

be costs of facility renovation or construction, telecommu­

nications equipment, and,office equipment a~d supplies. 

The caseload and revenues that make it possible for an admin­

istrative system to be "cost effective" in Rhode Island or 

the large cities of New York are not available in Maine. 

With appropriate modifications, judicial and clerical 

personnel, along with facilities and equipment, are now 

available to dispose of Maine's traffic case load justly and 

efficiently. That part of the New York approach regarding 

22Interview with Donald J. Bardell, Deputy Commissioner and 
Counsel, New York Motor Vehicle Department, November 6, 1974. 
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communications between the site of adjudication and the motor 

vehicle licensing agency could be borrowed, and some of Maine's 

problems with traffic matters may be reduced. 

The District Court divisions could employ simplified 

procedure for traffic sessions. Some of the thinking involved 

in New York's methods of appearance control for drivers and 

police can be applied within the court system to relieve 

congestion and minimize court time for officers, witnesses 

and defendants. Allowing drivers to waive appearance and 

plead guilty by mail is more a function of the design of 

the uniform traffic ticket and improved administrative and 

clerical procedures than of administrative adjudication. 
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B. Treatment of Traffic Cases Prior to District 

Court Hearing 



3. Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint 

The majority of traffic cases in Maine are initiated 

f "t~cket," g{v{ng notice to a driver that by the issuance 0 a _ - -

he is alleged to have committed a violation of one or more 

of the traffic laws and summoning him to appear in a particular 

court at a specified time and date. ~ll police--both state 

and local--have blank tickets printed for them and maintain 

a supply on hand to be distributed in lots to officers. They 

also maintain communication and coordination with the courts 

to insure that the courts have sufficient information to 

cases ar{sing from tickets that have been adjudicate the -

written. But there is considerable variation among police 

jurisdictions regarding tickets. 

The most obvious area of variation is in the design of the 

A S ~ngle type of ticket (see Appendix I ) tickets themselves. -

state by the state police, who initiate is used throughout the 

a substantial percentage of the traffic cases. (See Appendix 

B, Chart 2.) The local police departments, however, have a 

number of different types of tickets. They differ in size, 

color, format, and in the information desired. Tickets do 

. a reference to the statute allegedly viola­not always requ~re 
23 

ted in giving notice of the offense charged. 

23under Maine case law, a defect in the summons.issued by . 
a olice officer to a driver is not fatal to a traff~c prosecut~on, 
be~aus7 the summons does not tak

l
es2t

M
he Pi~~e ~~6aA:~~p~~~Y(f~~~). 

compla~nt State v. Melanson, e. , 
With a uniform ticket, however, the complaint as well as th7 
summons would be prepared by the police officer upon observ~ng 
an alleged violation. 

-28-

I 
I 

A second major variation is in the management 

of ticket supply, issuance, and disposition by the police. 

Blank tickets are usually ordered by local police depart­

ments from local printers. Some departments number tickets 

serially, while other departments do not use numbered 

tickets. Although serial numbering can be used to monitor 

the distribution of blank tickets to officers and their 

issuance to drivers, not all police departments that use 

numbered tickets monitor their distribution and issuance. 

There seem to be few procedures common to all local police 

departments for monitoring the number of tickets mutilated, 

miswritten, lost, or unaccounted for by officers. Police 

records of the tickets issued to drivers, of the transmission 

of cases to the courts, and of court dispositions vary 

from locality to locality, but uniformly require a great 
~ 

deal of time and paperwork. 

A third variation is the notice given drivers who are 

stopped and ticketed for traffic violations. Although many 

drivers may know that they have done something wrong, they 

are not as likely to know precisely what offense they have 

allegedly committed. They must rely on the police officer 

and the ticket issued them to state the alleged violation; 

but the officers are not always able to specify the offense 

because of the design of the ticket. Not all motorists are 

informed when or if they need appear before a judge for a first 

offense. While some first offenders in some areas are informed 
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of the procedure they may follow in order to waive appearance 

and plead guilty by mail, most are not. 

Notice of the issuance of a ticket by a police officer 

is usually given to a court in the form of a "work sheet" 

prepared by the police department. (See Appendix I .) 

The work sheet, developed by the state police and copied 

by many local police departments, gives information about 

the driver, the complaining officer, and the offense. It 

is signed and brought to the court by a liaison police officer 

called the "court officer." From each work sheet, the 

clerk of court prepares a formal complaint to be verified 

by the police "court officer" and read to the 

offender in court on the date of appearance written by the 

complaining officer on the ticket issued to the driver. An 

entry of relevant information is then made in the criminal 

docket of the court. 

The criminal docket is designed to allow entry of four 

cases on each side of a page. (see Appendix I.) Under 16 M.R.S.A. §600, 

Gourts are now required to expunge a case from the record 

when there has been an acquittal. But clerks have found 

expungement difficult, for the absurd reason chat the use 

of a marker to delete a defendant's name sometimes ruins 

the record of a case on the reverse side of a docket sheet. 

Some cases are not "expunged" as a result. 
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If the offender is an out-of-state resident or a resi­

dent of the state living at some distance from the court 

having territorial jurisdiction of the offense, he must 

correspond with the court, to determine whether he may plead 

guilty and pay the fine by mail. The court must respond by 

mail, enclosing a form for waiver of appearance and plea to 

be completed by the offender and returned with payment. 

If personal appearance is required, the complaint form 

contains spaces for entry by the judge of the disposition of 

the complaint. Upon disposition, with or without appearance, 

a separate abstract of the court record must be prepared and 

mailed to the Motor Vehicle Division of the Secretary of State. 

29. M.R. S .A. §2304. (See Appendix 1:.) lin abstract is also sent if 

a person appeals from conviction for a traffic offense, but no 

abstract is sent if a defendant ele-·'ts to request a jury 

trial and his case is "transferred d unde~ 15 M.R.S.A. §2114 

to Superior Court. 

IN ALL TRAFFIC CASES THE COMPLAINT OR INFO~mTION 

AND SUMMONS SHOULD BE IN THE FORM KNOWN AS THE 

"UNIFORM TRAFFIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT" AND SHOULD BE 

USED BY ALL STATE AND LOCAL POLICE. THE UNIFO~ 

TRAFFIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT SHOULD BE NUMBERED 

SERIALLY WITH INDIVIDUAL TICKETS IN QUADRUPLICATE 

WITH DIFFERENT COLORED SHEETS OF SENSITIZED PAPER 

FOR COMPLAINTS, SUMMONS, POLICE RECORD, AND AN 
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ABSTRACT OF THE COURT RECORD FOR THE MOTOR 

VEHICLE DIVISION. TH~ TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED 

BY A SPECIAL COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF REPRESENTA­

TIVES FROM AGENCIES INVOLVED WITH ~RAFFIC 
MATTERS. THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO MEET 

LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE REQUI;REMENTS, AND A 

CONTINUI;NG REVIEW SHOULD BE MADE OF ITS DESIGN 

AND EFFECTIVENESS. ACCU~TE RECORDS MUST BE 

KEPT OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS IN BULK TO 

POLICE DEPARTMENTS, THEIR ISSUANCE IN "BOOKS" 

TO OFFICER!), AND THEIR INDIVIDlJAL DISPOSITION 

lIY OFFICERS. THERE SHOULD BE AN ANNUAL AUDIT 

OF SUCH RECORDS BY THE STA~E DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT. 

The uniform traffic ticket and complaint may 

be implemented in essentially the form now employed 

in several states, with modifications to accord with 

Maine legal and administrative requirements. (See 

Appendix E, "Model Traffic 'l'icket and Complaint. ") A special 

committee, made up of persons including representatives of the 

District Court, the Attorney General, Motor Vehicle 

Division, the State police, the Uniform Crime Reporting 

element of the state police, the Sheriffs, and the police 

Chiefs' Association, can undertake a joint effort to 

design the ticket. This will assure that research already 

completed will be utilizad and that all parties to the 

traffic adjudication process will be able to make effec-

tive Use of the uniform ticket and complaint. 
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The same committee can monitor the effectiveness of 

the ticket they design and modify it if necessary to 

improve it. The uniform traffic ticket can be printed 

in a size small enough to be carried conveniently by 

a police officer, yet be of a design sufficient to 

perform a variety of functions. Use of such a ticket 

necessitates legible completion by police officers and 

others making entries. Indeed, the police officer issuing 

a uniform ticket must be responsible not only to the 

motorist for the legibility of his summons, as is now the 

case. but also to every other party in the traffic-case 

process since police, court, and Motor Vehicle Division 

records would also be based on his ticket. 

The first sheet of the document would serve, upon 

proper verification by the complaining polic~ officer, 

as a complaint. The ticket must meet specifications of the 

illustrative complaint forms appended to the Rules of 

Criminal Procedure and District Court criminal Rules. (See 

Maine Rules of CoUrt 1974, Me. R. Crim. P.3, 58, FOI~ 1, 

pp. 365, 419, and 422; Me. Dist. ct. Crim. R. 3, 58, 

Form 1, pp. 487,506, and 507 (West,1974).) The proposed ticket 

Would enable ~ police officer to check the most common offenses, 

and would call for a reference to the statute allegedly 

violated. If a list of traffic violations is prepared 

for each officer, giving short but specific description 
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of all offenses along with appropriate statutory 

references, it should be possible for officers to 

cite offenses on the ticket with sufficient particu­

larity to meet the legal requirements of a complaint. 

After the ticket is written, the ,officer can swear to 

its veracity in order to complete the complaint. 

Complaints are now verified or! information and belief by 

a police department's "court office.I:;" but under the 

simplified procedure recommended by this report the 

complaining officer himself would verify the complaint 

on the court appearance day. On the back of the com-

plaint, the court would enter all of its transaotions 

for the case. The ticket control sheet: on which a court 

would list the serial numbers of tickets issued in bulk 

to police departments (see below, p.i9J) would serve as 

a simple list docket for traffic cases. The control 

sheet could be. designed in such a manner that expungement 

of records for acquitted persons under 16 M.R.S.A. S600 

would be easier than with the present.. crim:lnal docket. 

Since the control sheet could also serve as .the docket sheet 

for the case, a great deal of time and papel~ork would be 

saved the court clerical staff. 

The second sheet of the ticket, the police record, 

contains the sarne information on its face, of course, as 

the complaint. On its reverse side can be entered any 

information needed for police records. In add:t tion, iI: 

seems possible for the reverse side to perform the in-court 
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fUnctions now served by the "court officer's work sheet." 

On the reverse side of the third sheet the cOUrt can 

enter information needed for the Motor Vehicle Division. 

There are forms now used by court clerks to report court 

actions: (1) "Abstract of Court Record of Violation of 

Motor Vehicle Laws" (Form MV CR 12 Rev. 12/63); (2) 

Notice of default by traffic violator (Form MV CR-BS 

Rev. l2/6B); and (3) "Abstract of Court Record for Criminal 

Violation" (Form 13:76). If certain traffic violations 

for which a ticket would be written remain criminal offenses, 

it may be impossible to eliminate the need for a separate 

Form 13:76. Its use would be less frequent, however, as 

a consequence of the de-criminalization of many traffic 

offenses. 

ThE} fourth part of the ticket is the SUI1\Inons, which 

would inform the driver of the nature of the charges against 

him, would tell him whether he must appear in court, and, 

if so, when and where. The reverse side would tell the 

alleged offender what he must do in order to avoid a court 

appearance for a parking violation or violation of certain 

local traffic ordinances (see 30 N.R.S.A. S2lS1). It: Nould 

also include some of the most important features of the 

uniform ticket and of the plan to improve the manner in 

which traffic cases are handled. Specifically, it would 

explain the pleas that may be made and the circumstances 

under which a court appearance is mandatory or permissible. 

-3S-



It would explain what 'would be done if the offense were 

one for which the driv,er might waive appearance and plead 

by mail or in person through the traffic violations 

bureau. The driver would be informed of his rights and 

the consequences of failure to respond to the summons. 

Finally, it would provide space for the driver to enter 

his plea and waiver. (See Appendix E, "Model Traffic 

Ticket and Complaint," especially reverse sides of the state of 

New York and Hudson County, New Jersey, summons forms.) 

Although the model traffic ticket and complaint de­

veloped by the America~ Bar Association Traffic Court 

Program has four sheets organized in the headings of 

complaint, police r.ecord, abstract and summons, the 

samples from New York and New Jersey suggest that ex­

tensive modifications from the ABA model are possible. 

It may be necessary to have the ticket with five, rather 

than four sheets, for example. Or the ticket might in 

time be designed to cover not only traffic o~fenses, 

but fish and game violations or non-traffic' misdemeanors 

as well. 

Because copies of the uniform ticket and complaint 

would be serially numbered, it will be possible to monitor 

each individual ticket from production through adjudication. 

Rel}",nc0 on this type of ticket requires standard and uniform 

procedures. Since the two most essential parts of the 

tickl;lt--the complaint and the summol'ls--are documents pre­

parefl for and in the name of the court, the court would 
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distribute the tickets. The number of each ticket would 

be entered on a ticket control sheet to be maintained 

by the court clerk. Police departmen~s would sign 

for receipt of tickets in bulk, then have individual 

officers sign for "books" of twenty or twenty-five 

tickets as received and be held to account for each 

individual ticket, with each police department having 

its own ticket control sheet. As police departments 

brought the "complaint" and "abstract" sections of each 

ticket to the court, the clerk would record information 

on the ticket control'sheet. This would enable the 

clerk to use the ticket control sheet as a docket as 

well as a means to monitor disposition of tickets. Each 

police department in turn 1<{ould be responsible to account 

on a periodic basis for all the tickets received in 

bulk, checkinq its records against the court's ticket 

"control sheet (see Appendix E for a sample ticket control 

~heot used in Hudson County, New Jersey) • 

Individual police officers would be allowed reasonable 

latitude for mishaps with tickets, but could be scrutinized 

more closely if continuing "mishaps" began to suggest carelessness 

or unprofessional conduct. The District Court could control 

illegible complaints and protect drivers issued unreasonable 

summonses by dismissing su~h cases. A police chief, after 

seeing a nUmber of his departl"en t' s tickets leading to dismissed 

cases, could direct his officers to correct the defects found by 

the court. All governmental entities involved--the courts, 

Motor Vehicle Division, and the police--would be able to keep 
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more accurate records of total traffic vi~lations cited and 

adjudicated. Overall control of the issuance and distribution 

of traffic tickets will narrow the opportunity for anyone associated 

with the processing of traffic cases to "fix" tickets. Though 

each entity might conduct its own internal audit, an annual 

audit of the ticket control system by the State Department of 

Audit would be an important way to identify shortcomings or 

abuses in the system. 

There is widespread agreement that some form of uniform 

traffic ticket should be adopted by states. The National 

Conference of Commissioners on uniform State Laws, ;i.n its 

1957 Handbook, at pp. 243 and 249-257, has endorsed the model 

prepar~d by the American Bar Association Traffic Court Pro­

gram. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

similarly advocates use of a statewide uniform traffic cita­

tion (37 Fed. Reg. 15619 (1972)), as does the Nati0nal 

Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances ("Uniform 

Vehicle Code," S16-117, in Uniform Vehicle Code and Model 

Traffic Ordinance, p. 243 (1968)). A uniform ticket based 

on the American Bar Association model has been adopted in at 

least nineteen states (including Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, 
24 

Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, and Washington ) 

and in over 4000 cities~5 

24see Ind. Stat. Ann. S47-2326 (1966); Mich. Vehicle Code 
S9.20422(3) (1968); Miss. Code Ann. 5828.5(1971); Mo. Sup. 
Ct. R. 37.46; N.J.R. Prac. 7:61; 15 N.Y.C.R.R. 591.7 (August 
31, 1971); N.D. Century Code, §29 05-31 (1960); Wash. Court 
R. JTR T. 201. 

2!?Telephone conversation, Ron E. Weger, Weger Govern­
mental Systems, December 16, 1974. (Mr. Weger holds the 
copyright for the uniform ticket recommended by the American 
Bar Association.) 
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4. Waiver of Court Appearance 

By statute, the Chief Judge of the District Court 

is to designate by order those traffic offenses for which 

court appearance may be waived, with guilty plea and pay­

ment of fine to a traffic violations bureau. (4 M.R.S.A. 

S164.12 (B) (1969).) The list of offenses so designated 

may from time to time be amended, suspended, or repealed. 

However there are seyenteen offenses specified in the 

statute, for which court appearance may not be waived. (See 

note 32 below, p. 49.) Any person with a prior offense 

may no't waive court appearance unless a court order permits 

such a waiver. 4 M.R.S.A. S164.12 (D) (196~). This provision 

of the statute makes no dis,tinction between those drivers 

with several recent offenses and others with only one offense 

ever since they began driving. Statistics of the Motor Veo. 

h~cle Division indicate that by this standard,' '11.7 percent (in 1973) 

of all Maine drivers are "prior ot'fenders," even though a 

large number of these are one-time or occasional violators. 

Since 1972, a growing percentage of traffic defendants 

have waived appearance in District Court. (See Appendix B, 

Chart 4: in the survey conducted by the National Center, 

the percentage of those waiving court appearance in 1974 was more 

than twice the percentage waiving in 1972.) In 1972, drivers waived 

appearance in 24% of the sampled cases in which they were 

charged witn offenses for which court appearance was not 

mandatory for first offenders. In 1973, that percentage 
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increased to 41%; in J,974, it was 45%. A signi-

ficant percentage of those in the sample committing 

offenses for which court appearance is mandatory un~er 

statute were allowed to waive court ap~earance. In 1972, 

10% of these in this category waived appearance; in 

1973, 17%; in 1974, over 21% waived appearance. 

Only two of the eleven divisions of District Court 

sampled keep records of repeat offenders (See Appendix A), 

so that drivers often were allowed or disallowed to waive 

appearance for reasons other than "prior offender" status. 

These variations from statute do not necessarily show 

impropriety on the part of judges setting policy in District 

Court divisions or of clerks administering that policy. 

Rather, they support conclusions reached elsewhere in this 

study, that drivers are not consistently told by the police 

that may have an opportunity to waive court appearance (see 

above, p. 29), and that court clerks 'a~e often unable to 

i.dentify repeat offenders (see above, p. 31 .and below, 

pp. 42 and 43) • They also demonstrate that 4 M.R.S.A 

5164.12 is not uniformly applied in District Court divisions. 

Only some of the District Court divisions allow waiver of 

appearance where it is waivable'by statute, while others 

require court appearance for virtually all traffic offenses. 

This may be due in part to differing constructions of the 

statute by District Court judges and in part to disagreement 

with the legislature regarding offenses for which the interests 

of highway safety require mandatory court appearance. 
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THE STATUTE ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE 

FOR CERTAIN TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE AMENDED 

TO ALLOW WAIVER BY OCCASIONAL OFFENDERS. A 

POLICY OF ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE 

WHENEVER CONSISTENT WITH HIGHWAY SAFETY SHOULD 

BE PROMULGATED AND APPLIED UNIFORMLY IN ALL 

DIVISIONS OF DISTRICT COURT. THERE SHOULD BE 

PERIODIC REVIEW AND, WHEN NECESSARY, REVISION OF 

LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL DETERMINATION OF TRAFFIC 

OFFENSES FOR WHICH COURT APPEARANCE IS MANDATORY. 

The requirement that every motorist cited for a traffic 

offense appear in court may not be necessary or even appro­

priate for first time and occasional violators whose offense 

is minor. Those who are otherwise law-abiding citizens, 

whose offense may have been inadvertent, can justifiably ex­

pect not to be treated as criminals and to have their case 

handled with dispatch to minimize inconvenience. They need 

not be lumped together with repeat offenders or those committing 

more hazardous offenses. 

A local requirement that there be court appearance for 

most traffic offenders creates court congestion (see below, 

Appendix J ,Facilities Observations It also means 

that a certain percentage of a judge's bench time is involved 

with receiving guilty pleas from traffic offenders, when the 

judge's time could be better spent in performance of other 

functions. 
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A local court policy allowing waiver of court appearance for 

a large number of traffic offenses without possessing means 

to r.heck for prior offenses runs the risk that adequate means 

(for example, heavier penal sanctions or court-ordered parti­

cipa~ion in rehabilitative programs) will not be employed to 

deal with repeat offenders. At the same time, variations in 

local policy regarding court appearance creates inequality 

among different areas of the state in the way drivers are 

treated by the courts. 

These inconsistencies in local policy among divisions of 

the District Court are in large part a result of an inability 

to determine which traffic defendants are prior offenders not 

entitled to waive court appearance. But relatively inexpensive 

technological means are available that would enable District 

Court divisions and Motor Vehicle Division to keep abreast of 

traffic offense disposition. (See below, Communications 

and Records, p. 72, and Recommendation 11.) Given the im­

proved control of prior offenders, District Court divisions 

can act more consistently and confidently in allowing waivers 

of court appearance. 

Promulgation by the District Court Chief Judge of uniform 

waiver policies for District Court judges and procedures for 

implementation of waiver provisions by judges and clerks will 

also aid consistency. since a large number of drivers with 

prior offenses may be only casual offenders, a policy might: 

be implemented, either by court rule or by amendment of 

4 M.R.S.A.SI64.l2, to treat those drivers with no offenses in 

the last twelve or eighteen months, except f.or certain classes 
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of offenders (such as habitual offenders or those convicted 

of hazardous offenses), as persons allowed to waive appearance. 26 

This would require coordination with the Motor Vehicle Division, 

so that offenses prior to the operative time period pre-

ceding the date of the latest alleged offense would not be 

reported. 27 

Further aid to uniform application of a waiver policy 

will be given by the implementation of a Uniform Traffic Ticket 

and Complaint (see above, p. 36). The reverse side of the 

summons form can contain '~ritten explanation to the driver from 

which he can determine Whether or not he can waive court appearance. 

The summons can also explain the procedure for waiver, give 

the address of the traffic violations hureau, and give the 

hours during which it is open if the driver desires to pay 

his fine in person. 

26 In Model Rules Governing Procedure in Traffic Cases 
Sl:3-?(b), Handbook of the National· Conference of Commissi~ners 
on Un1form sta7e Laws, pp. 245-246 (1957) [hereinafter cited 
as MOdel ~raff1c Procedure), a driver with no prior moving 
offense w1thin the twelve-month period. immediately preceding 
the present alleged offense may waive court appearance unless 
the present alleged offense is one of a list of hazard~us 
offenses. Though 4 M.R.S.A. S164.12 is based on the Model 
Rules, the twelve-month provision was not included in the 1969 
enactment of the statute. 

27 
,:,otor Vehi71';l I?ivisions's point system makes license 

suspe~s10n ~ poss1b111ty after accumulation of a certain number 
of p01nts.w1thin a specified time period. Points are erased 
from a dr1ver l s record when those points become three years old 
See Form MVCR 41 Rev. 1-1-72. • 
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A broader and more consistently-applied waiver 

policy will remove a number of cases from the workload of 

District Court judges. This will be necessary to off­

set the increase in District court judicial workload that 

will be created if fewer cases are shifted for hearing in 

f implementing Recommendations Superior Court as a consequence 0 

4 and 6 (see pp. 41, above and 50, below). The combined effect 

of these recommendations lllill be to save time by more expeditious 

i f th t d" not require court appearance, with disposit on 0 cases a ~ 

only mandatory-appearance and contested cases coming before 

District Court judges. 
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5. Pleas for Traffic Infractions 

Because traffic offenses are now clasSified as criminal 

offenses, defendants may plead only "guilty," "not guilt.y," 

or "nolo contendere." 2 B These pleas, as part of traditional 

law of cr~minal procedure, are frequently inconsistent with 

defendants' feelings that they are not criminals or moral 

offenders, even though they may admit to violations charged. 29 

Furthermore, the pleas do not allow defendants who are 

willing to admit violations to present circumstances that 

they feel justify their behavior, or will at least mitigate 

punishment. Others, faced with the real possibility that 

guilty pleas will affect them as parties or witnesses in sub­

sequent court proceedings, will often plead not guilty 

when they might otherwise admit to traffic v~olations. Th~ 

consequences are that many cases that might other-

wise be summarily disposed of at District Court go forward 

to hearing or (perhaps more frequently) are transferred to 

Superior Court. 

2BHafne Rules of Court 1974, R. Crim. P., Rule 11, p. 373, 
and DJ.st. Ct. crIm. R. 11, pp. 490-91, (Nest 1974) [hereinafter 
cited as Rules 19741. . 
29 

Under traditional common law, any crime requires the 
coincidence of a blameworthy state of mind and a proscribed 
act. The alleged offender's state of mind is irrelevant 
under a number of statutes of Maine and other jUrisdictions 
that define traffic offenses. 
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PERSONS CHARGED WITH TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD 

BE ALLOWED TO ENTER PLEAS WHICH (1) ADMIT THE 

VIOLATION CHARGED; (2) ADMIT THE VIOLATION 

CHARGED, WITH AN EXPLANATION, OR (3) DENY 

'rHE VIOLATION CHARGED, RATHER THAN TRADITIONAL 

PLEAS NOW UTILIZED IN CRIMINAL PRACTICE. 

This recommendation follows from that calling for 

decriminalization of traffic infractions and helps rein­

force the characterization of such offenses as non-criminal. 

In its effort to decriminalize lesser traffic offenses, 

New York has statutory language allowing a driver to enter 

an answer to a summons "admitting the violation as charged" 

or "denial of charges. u30 But under administrative regula­

tions, these answers are interpreted to mean the traditional 

criminal pleas of "guilty" or "not guilty. 11
31 Referees 

3~.y. Veh. & T. Law 5226.2 (McKinney 1971). Statutory 
language providing for administrative adjudication of traffic 
offenses in Rhode Island is virtually identical. R.I.G.L. 
S31-43-2(a) (as amended 1974). 

31 New York Department of Motor Vehicles, Regulations for 
Administrative Adjudication of Traffic Violations, S123.1 (a) 
and (c), p.12 (January 1, 1973). (According to Victor S. Andreozzi, 
Assistant Director of Transportation (director of administrative 
adjudication), State of Rhode Island, that state's administrative 
prccedure will follow New York's practice closely.) 
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adjudicating "non-criminal" traffic offenses in New York 

State have observed that that jurisdiction I s ma.intenance 

of the pleas traditionally common to criminal procedure 

has made the break from criminal law imperfect. In order 
to emphasize the non-criminal character of traffic infrac­

tions, the substituted pleas of "admission" or "denial" 

should not be construed as criminal pleas. 

Though it retains other traditional pleas of 

criminal practice, New York does allow a traffic defen­

dant to plead "guilty with an explanation," in order to 

accommodate those defendants expressing mitigating cir­
cumstances. 32 In at least one District Court division 

in Maine, traffic defendants are allowed to p'lead "guilty 

wi th an explanation." The opportunity to explain the 

circumstances, by means of an "admission with explanation" 

plea, should enable a traffic offender to feel that he is 

being given an opportunity to be heard, that he is being 

judged fairly and as an individual, and that the court 

is not being operated in an impersonal "assembly-liI1e" 

fashion. See H. Jones (ed.), The Courts, the Public and 

the Law Explosion, pp. 56-68 and 115-121 (1965). 

32_Id • , S123.1(b), p. 12. 
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6. Traffic Violations Bureau 

The amount of traffic CCl.se paperwork that each clerk in each 

District court must perform is uniformly burdensome. The 

task is no easier in smaller courts than in those w,ith 

larger volume because the smaller courts have fewer clerical 

personnel, restricting the division of labor. 

It has been statutorily mandated for five years that 

'~raffic Violations Bureaus be established in each division 

of the District court (4 M.R.S.A. 5164.12 (1969». 

The clerk of each court is to serve as violations 

clerk with the authority to accept written appear-

ances, waiver of trial, plea of guilty and payment of fine 

and costs in traffic cases, subject to the limita-

tions prescribed by the statute. Only first offenders can 

plead and pay their fine by mail or make payment through the clerk. 

Alleged offenders seeking to waive court appearance are 

required by 4 M.R.S.A. §164.l2 (D)to affirm that they have 

no previous c,onvictions for motor vehicle violations. Any 

person swearing falsely to such an affirmation is liable 

under that statute to prosecution as a misdemeanan~ subject 

to a fine of up to $50. However, there is no standardized 

procedure by which clerks can identify prior offenders, un-

less their office keeps a file of all those convicted. Conse­

quently, the statutory provision against false representa-

tion is seldom enforced. There are seventeen motor vehicle 
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offenses that are considered more i ser ous than the rest, and 
for which the clerk cannot accept i gu lty pleas and payment 
of fines. 33 

While such violations bureaus are called for by 

statute, their use is not very evident in the operation of 

the clerks' offices of many courts. When the provision 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

(6) 

(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

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

Driving to ondanger 
Reckless driving 
Recklessly causing death 
Offenses reSUlting in accident 
~lerat!ng while under the influence of intoxicating 

quor or a narcotic drug or while impaired 
~f~~*~~ after suspension or revocation of operator's 

Operating without a license 
Operating an unregistered motor vehicle 
Passing a stopped school bus 
Exceeding the speed limit by more than 15 miles per hour 
Loaning or altering license or permit 
Death caused by violation of law 
Leaving the scene of an accident 
Taking a motor vehicle without consent 
Homicide or assault committed by means of motor vehicle 
Failure to report an accident 
Paseing on hills and curves 

4 M.R.S.A. 5164.12B; see District Court Form CR-24A-69. 
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calling for mandato,~ traffic violations bureaus was 

enacted, no detailed directions were disseminated to the 

clerks of court ex~laining how to establish and maintain 

a bureau. As a consequence, most District Court 

clerks. do not know what th~ organi~ation of a violations 

operated. When one bureau involves or how one should be 

clerk was asked how she operated the 

bureau, she said that she did things 

traffic violations 

just as they were 

done before the enactment of the new mandatory requirement. 

In ano~her court, ail traffic offenders are simply sent into 

courtroom before the judge because the clerks feel they 

are too busy to accept payment of fines by first offenders 

for lesser violations. A form (See Appendix I , "Waiver of 

and Plea of Guilty," CR-24l\-69,) has been Personal Appearance 

J.<nform o'ffenders whether they may plead guilty developed to 

by mail, but not all clerks' offices use the form. 

UNIFORM OPERATtNG RU~S ~~D PROCEDURES SHOULD 

BE PROMULGATED AND WORKSHOPS SHOULD BE HEtD TO 

AID CLE,~S IN THE OPERATION OF TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS 

BUREAUS. THE RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE 

EXPLAINED IN DETAIL IN A CLERKS MANUAL TO BE DIS­

TRIBUTED TO ALL DIVISIONS OF THE DISTRICT COURT. 

A significant hindrance to the efficient operation of 

a traffic violatjons bureau at present has been the absence 

the 

I . t The l.'ntroduction of a uniform of a uniform ticket and comp aJ.n . 

recommend,ed, will mean that court clerks ticket and complaint, as 

in every division of the District Court will be receiving 
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information in the same form from ~olice. A single document. 

with parts performing different functions, will serve as the 

basic recording device for all types of traffic violations, 

eliminating the several forma now in" Use. 

Another obstacle has been the ,inability of the court 

system to identify prior offenders in order to determine 

which drivers may have their cases disposed of by a traffic 

violations bureau. This problem can be alleviated by 

improvements in communications betweeen courts and the 

Motor Vehicle Division, as discussed below at p. 72. With 

such improvements, court clerks in a traffic violations 

bureau could, ascertain from the Motor Vehicle Division whether 

the recQrd of any Maine driver (except one with viOlations 

or adjudications too regent to be posted by the Motor Vehicle 

DiviSion) would allow a guilty plea and paym~nt of a fine at 

the traffic violations bureau. 

To deal with the lack of understanding among court 

clerks abou~ the operation of a traffic violations bureau, 

workshops and a clerks manual would be of great assistance. 34 

To facilitate understandin~ and uniformity, periodic workshOps 

should be conducted with training sessions in the different 

steps of the violations bureau process, including the 

following: 

34 See National Center for State Courts, "Adininistrative 
Unification of the Maine State Courts"(prepared for 
Maine Trial Court Revision Corr.rnission), p. 87 (,January 1975), 
for a similar recommendation. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

receipt of ticket from police or driver; 

procedu:ce for checking ticket agl;)inst "ticket control sheet" 
where docket entries are made; ('see above, p. 34). 

procedure for assuring thlxt t-h!<! driver understands 
his rights, the pleas available, and the conse-
quences of a plea; 

receipt of waiver of court appear-ance and plea; 

communication with Motor Vehicle Division to 
determine driver's record, if any, of prior offenses; 

determination and receip.t of applicable fine; 

proper accounting and disposition of fine; 

completion of entries on ticket and ~ocket; 

filing of court record portion of ticket; 

t;ransmittal of abstract of court record to Motor Vehicle 
Division and notice of disposition to police. 

Explanation of these ten steps necessary to process a ticket 

through a traffic violations bureau can also be promulgated in written 

form as part of a clerks manual. A manual would not only be 

of assistance at workshops, but would be available as a daily 

aid to operation of each clerk's office. It can be used for 

tr~ining clerks unable to attend workshops, and it can be 

Up-dated ,;lS improvements are devised. A clerks manual for 

District and superior Courts in Maine is now being designed 

by the National center for state courts.
35 

35 Maine Law Enforcement Planning and Assistance Agency, 
Grant No. 200170/6042 (1974). Contract betweer,\ Maine Supreme 
Judicial Court and National Center for State Courts executed 
December 1974. 
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7. Traffic Sessions 

In all divisions of the District Court, traffic matters 

are docketed, calendared, and heard together with non-traffic 

criminal matters. In the majority of traffic cases, even those 

of many first offenders, court appearance is not waived, 36 and 

traffic violators appear in court as criminal offenders. 

For purposes of optimal court-community relations, traffic 

courts, as the arm of the judicial system closest to the 

public view, must fully adhere to applicable constitutional 

safeguards in criminal proceedings. All offenders must be 

p.rocessed fairly and quickly. Due to the large volume of 

traffic cases, hearing time for traffic offenders is limited. 

Some defendants may therefore view the constitutional safe­

guards as little more than shallow formalities. Judge time 

\ for hearings of non-traffic criminal matters is also cut 

short. As a consequence, defendants in those cases are not 

given as much time as would be possible were traffic cases 

not filling the docket. 

Many traffic offenders feel that they have done nothing 

morally wrong and should not be treated as criminals. Yet 

they must appear in court and wait to have their cases called, 

only to have them treated summarily by the judge. 

36This is because offenders are not always informed that 
appearance may be waived for certain offenses, and because 
some judges have a policy that all traffic offenders must 
appear in court. (See above, Waiver of COUl:t Appearance, 
p. 39 .) 
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BY RULE, TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD, WHERE 

POSSIBLE, BE HEARD BY THE COURT IN SEPARATE 

"TRAFFIC SESSIONS" AND NOT AT THE SAME TIME 

AS CRIMINAL MATTERS. 

The scheduling of tri'\ffic matters apart fro'in other kinds 

of cases will reinforce the reglassification of traffic 

infractions as non-criminal offenses. The judge will be able 

to focus his attention on highway safety consl"derations in 

traffic session. Separate treatment of traffic cases should 

assure that both traffic and non-traffic defendants will spend 

less time waiting at the courthouse. The National Conference 

of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws and the American Bar 

Association Committee on the Traffic Court Program recommend 

that traffic cases be treated apart from other court business, 

wi th ·traffic sessions or divisions establish~d wherever the 

caseload is sufficient. 37 

37. Model Rules Governing Procedure in Traffic Cases, 
§l:3-4; ABA Traffic Standards, Section 2.6, p. 3. The 
following commentary is made: 

Separation of traffic cases reduces waiting time 
permits use of opening remarks for education ' 
about available constitutional safeguards hearing 
procedure and traffic safety goals, and f~cilitates 
case processing. Periodic, regular assignment to 
traffic court allows a judge to develop expertise 
and a consistent policy of educational penaliza­
tion: (Id., at pp. 5-6.) 

See a~so James Economos, Traffic Court'procedure and Admini­
strat~on, pp. 55-60 (1961). 
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Time would be saved £or drivers and police officers by 

staggering scheduled appearance times during the day. 38 

The use of staggered appearance times could be used effec­

tively in Maine courts, and would enable ~ourts to tailor 

their calendars in keeping with local caseload differences 

and the availability of judges. 

Some divisions of the District Court, for example, might 

set aside more than one day a week for traffic sessions, 

with ample time scheduled for criminal traffic cases. A 

simplified procedure for traffic infractions should also 

be helpful. See below, p. 58. For reasons of simplicity 

and efficiency, it would be best to schedule criminal traffic 

matters separate from infractions.) Were traffic sessions 

scheduled on one day, the morning could be scheduled for 

. criminal traffic cases and the afternoon for infractions. 

38This system works effectively in the New York administra­
tive model, according to Donald J. Bardell, Deputy Commissioner 
and Counsel, and Leon I. Schulgasser, Supervising Referee, 
New York Motor Vehicle Department, october 29 and November 6, 1974. 
Appearances for contested infraction cases are scheduled at 
four different times during a day at administrative hearing 
sites, so that no driver or officer need wait longer than 
ninety minutes. Policemen writing tickets have a pre-arranged 
appearance schedule (e.g., an officer might be scheduled for 
appearance every Thursday at the 1:00 session), and they write 
appearance times for motorists irl keeping with this sohedule. 
An officer is notified when a motorist has waived appearance 
and pleaded guilty, so that the officer need not appear for 
that case. Because New York hearing sites deal only with infrac­
tions, their scheduling is simpler than would be necessary for 
Maine courts, whose business includes not only lesser traffic 
offenses that would become infractions under the recommendations 
of this report, but more serious ~raffic offenses and, of 
course, a wide range of non-traffi~ matters. 
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To reduce waiting time for drivers and police and 

to introduce further flexibility, there might be two 

sessions in the morning and two in the afternoon, each 

seventy-five or ninety minutes ill length. 
Through coor-

dination between a COUrt and a . 
pol~ce department, each 

office~ could be a i ss qned court appearance times a month 
in advance. 

The court could, for instance, schedule state 

police cases for the first morning sess~on 
~ and local police 

cases for the second morning session. 

An individual offic()r would know the court appearance 
times for drivers contesting his tickets. :If a court 
scheduled criminal traffic matters separate 

from infractions, 
and if a list of traffic offenses (giv4 ng . ~ references to statu-
tory sections, as recommended above, 

. . p. 29, ~nd distinguishing 
crl.m~nal traffic offenses from infractions) were provided to 

each officer, the policeman could schedule drivers' court 
appearances accordingly. 

If consistent with availability of judges
r 

a division 

of the bistrict Court with a parti-cularly heavy Case load 

might schedule evening sessions. I dd" n a l.tl.on to allowing 

the court to stay abreast of its traffic caseload, this 

would allow some driVers to make a court appearance without 
lOSing work time. I.t would also a1l9w more flexibility in 

scheduling appearances for police officers. 
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B. Simplified Traffic Proceuure 

Since traffic offenses are now characterized ag crimes, 

traffic cases are subject to the rules of criminal practic:e. 

Some of these, such as separation of arraignment and trial, 

create greater inconvenience f.or 9rivers, judges, and police 

than the gravit1 of many traffic offenses would warrant. 

consequently, this report recon~ends a single court 

appearance for drivers and police in most traffic cases. (See 

above, p. 57.) Among the constitutional safeguards afforded 

is the right to triol by jury (which often appears to be 

claimed more for delay than for its intended purpose) , 

the availability of which would be limited were the recommen­

dations of this report adopted. (See above, Characterization 

of Traffic Cases, page 9 and below, Appellate Review and 

Jury Trial in superior Court, p. BO.) 

necognizing that most traffic defendants appear "pro se" 

(without the aid of counsel) and that most cases are prosecuted 

by the complaining police officer, Distri~t Court judges 

often rela~ the rules of procedure in the interest of fairness, 

but criminal procedure rules still govern technically. The 

result is that the nature and degree of relaxation from formal 

rules is not uniform from court to court or from defendant to 

defendant. 
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THERE SHOULD BE A SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE, GOVERNED 

BY PUBLISHED RUtES. UNIFORM TJIROUGHOUT THE STATE, 

FOR THE TRIAL or TRAFFIC CASES. APART FROM 

MODIFICATIONS RECO~mENDED IN THIG REPORT, DEFEND~TS 

IN TRAFFIC CASES SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO PROCEDURAL 

SAFEGUARDS ACCORDED CRIMINAL DEFEND~TS. 

Simplified procedure in traffic cases is recommended 

by a number of national organizations that have studied 

traffic adjudication.
39 

The American Bar Association Committee 

on the Traffic Court Program advocates published and Uniform 

rules, "with local deviations allowabl.e only where expressly 
permitted by the state-wide rules:" 

It is desirable,that the uniform rules be promulgated 
QY the highest JUdicial authority in the state Uniform 
pr~cedure eases the burdens of police Officers' lawyers 
an others required to appear in court through~ut a • 
;~:~i~e.48ey help insure a higher quality of uniform 

The rules for traffic procedure can b e promulg~ted under 

statutory authority by the Supreme JUdicial Court. 41 

3!L e.g. Cqurts J S.tandard B ~ 
p. 9 (1973) and American Ba;4~s~;~fBt~l973) ~ask Force Report, 
_A_g_A~T~r=a~f~f~~'~c~S~t~a~n~d~a~r~d~s S2 B 4 a ~on committee on the 

40 

41 

, ., p •• 

ABA ~raffic Standards, 52.B Commentary, 

4 M.R.S.A. SSB and 9 (1964). 
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To aid clerical staff, they can be published in a clerks 

manual. 42 

If an alleged violator desires a hearing, he can engage 

COUllssl UIlder the Maine Constitution, ',Ihether his case be 

characterized as criminal or civil. 43 A right to engage 

cOUll/gel, as well as a right to a reasonable continuance 

to engage cOUllsel, is widely recognized as an essential 

feature of the process due a traffic defendant, even under 

simplified procedure. 44 When there is a likelihood of in­

carceration following conviction, an indigent defendant 

is entitled to court-appointed counsel under Argersinger v. 

Hamlin, 407 u.s. 25 (1972). One of the most important pur­

poses of arraignment, that of informing a defendant of his 

rights before he enters a plea, would in most traffic cases 

be performed by the Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint. 

A policy decision should be made as to whether a driver 

facing possible imprisonment should be informed orally of 

his right to appointed counsel by the police officer issuing 

him a ticket, or whether that information should be offered only 

by the judge upon the driver's court appearance. 

42 Such a manual is now being prepared for Haine Superior 
and District courts by the National Center for State Courts. 

43 M.R.S.A. Const. art. 1, §§6 and 20. 

44 For example, see Model Traffic Procedure Sl:3-6(a) (1) 
and (2), p.245: ABA Traffic Standards, 53.2, pp.5-6: ~ 
Force Report, p. 9: and ~, Standard B.2, p.168. 
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In order to assure efficient disposition of traffic 

cases, continuances should be granted only when 
necessary 

and then only for a reasonable period of time. 
When a hearing 

is ~ontinued, the court may admit the defendant 
to an approved 

form of recognizance. 45 Th t h 
e cour s ould control continuances 

by moans of an express po14cy d . 
• an regular~zed procedure. The 

court calendar should also be . 1 
com:ro led by the court. Though 

contested matters, where the defendant is represented by counsel, 

may be accorded priority on the trial list, such cases should 

not receive priority UIlless a timely "appen.rance" (notic;e of his 

participation in a case) has been entered with th 4 
e court or clerk. 6 

In addition to a right to counsel, the defendant in a 

traffic case should be accorded other procedural rights.47 

For instance, he should be entitled to have process issued 

by the cOUrt, without expense to him, to compel ~he attendance 

of witnesses on his own behalf. He should not be required to 

testify or to present evidence and arguments in his own behalf, 

and must be confronted by the complainant. There should be 

a right of appeal to Superior Court to the extent and in the 

manner recommended. (See below, p. BO.) 

45 
See Model Traffic Procedure §1:3-4(e), p. 244. 

46 S . i 
ee Mun~c pal Court Rules of Practice, Rule 7:10-3, in 

Rules Governing the Courts of the State of N~w Jersey (1974). 

47 
See M.R.S.A. Const. art. 1§6: Model Traf£{~ P d 245 .~ roce ure §1:3-6, p. : ~, Standard 8.2, p.168. 
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In the interest of fairness and simplicity, the rules 

of evidence should be relazed, and the judge should admit 

evidence he deems relevartt and materi,!l.48 This approach 

is now followed in sever~l divisions of the District Court, 

where most traffic defendants appear without the aid of 

cOUllsel. 49 For speeding cases in which radar has been used, 

the procedure of requiring an of£J.csr to offer oral testimony 

of the machine's dccuracy and his own capacity as an operator 

might be replaced by a procedure of admit.ting into evidonce 

up-to-date written certification by a qualified person that 

the machine operates properly and that the operating officer 

is competent to do so. Also, the judge might be authorized 

to take jUdicial not:ice of the speed !.tmits in certain areas, 

in place of the time consuming requirement that proof of the 

speed limit be offered in evidence for each case. 

A final procedural mat.ter to be considered is burden 

and standard of proof. As in criminal matters, the state 

should bear the burden of proving beyond a reasonable doubt 

that a driver committed a traffic infraction. The National 

Advisory commission on criminal Justice standards and Goals 

recommends that the state be required to prove the commission 

48See courts,standard 8.2, p.l681 N.Y. Dept. of 1>Iot07" Vehicles, 
Regulat~ons for Administrative Adjudication of Traff~c Violations, 
5124.5, pp.21-23 (1973). 

49 Relaxation of the rules of evidence is now allowed in 
District court. for small claims cases.14 M.R.S.A. 57455 (1971). 

-62-

of an infraction by Cllear and convincing evidence, with 

the driver not required to prove his innocence. Under 

this recommendation, the primary burden of proof is on th~ 

Stats, just as in a criminal prosecution. h T e standard, h~wever, 

is a civil one rather than the criminal standarl'l ofi proof btl'yond 

a reasonable dOubt. 'rhe IJacional Advisory Commission recommendation 

follows the practice in New York administrative adjudication. But 

the New York standaJ;'d of "clear and convincing evidence" 

has been attacked~O and hearing referees in New York admit 

that in practice there is no distinction that can be made 

between IIclear and convincing evidence" and "beyond a reasonable 

doubt.,,5l Considering the difficulties experienced by New York 

with a civil standard of proof the practice in Ne~~ JerseY, 

where trat"fic offenses are "quasi-criminal," and reqUil;:e 

proof beyond a reasonable doubt, is preferable.5~ 

5Q In Rosenthal v. Hartnett, 71 1>Iiso. 2d 266 (S.ct. N.Y. Co. 1972) 
it was field that the clear and convincing evidence tesc ' 
applied in administrative hearings under N.Y. Veh. & T. Law 
5277(i) is an unconstitutional denial'of due processl that 
decision is now on appeal before the New York Court of Appeals. 

5] COnvercations with Donald L. Bardell. Deputy Commissioner 
and General counsel, teon L. Schulgasser, Supervising Referee, 
and Richard Wozniak, Senior Referee, N.Y. Dept. of Motor Vehicles 
October 29 and November 6, 1974. ' 

52 As to the quasi-criminal nature of a traffic offense, see 
state v. Lanish, 103 N.J. Super. 441, at 443 (App.Div. 1961J). 
R4e2sarding the burden alld standard of proof, seo State v Johnson 

N.J. 146 (1964). • , 



9. Sound, Reco~ding for Traffic Cases 

By court rule, electronic sound recording of civil and 

criminal cases is required in District Court, and the Chief 

J~dge of the District Court may, in his discretion, order that 

all or certain kinds of proceedings be recorded as a matter of 

routine, w.i.!lhout any special request or order. 53 In any pro-

d rou' I.,nely, a recording is to be made if ceeding not recorde , 

requested by a party to the proceeding or ordered by the District 

Court judge on his own motion.5~ The District Court has acquired 

sound recording machines for each court. But not all courts 

have installed such units because of acoustical problems in some 

courtrooms and the absence of personnel trC',ined to operate the 

machines during a court session. 55 

d record{ngs are not available in As a consequence, soun • 

some courts, and a record is not made for many traffic cases 

in the District Court. In cases for which an electronic 

record was not made and a party wishes to appeal, a~ agreed 

statement of the evidence or proceedings must be prepared 

from the best available means, including the recollection of 
, 56 

the part~es. 

53 Rules 1974, Dist. Ct. civ. R. 76, pp. 264-65, and Dist. Ct. 
Crim. R. 39A, pp. 498-99. 
54 Id. 
55 National Center for State Courts·, "Administrative. Unific;:ation 
of the Maine State Courts," pp. 95-96 (Report to Ma~ne ~r~al 
Court Revision Commission, January 1975) [hereinafter c~ted 
as MTCRC Report]. 

56 Rules 1974, Dist. Ct. civ. R. 75(c), p. 264, and Dist. Ct. 
Crim. J~9(c), p. 498. 
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ALL DISTRICT COURT TRAFFIC TRIALS SHOULD BE 

RECORDED ON THE SOUND RECORDING EQUIPMENT NOW 

AVAILABLE. STAFF SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO OPERATE 

RECORDING MACHINES AND LOG THE RECORDINGS. GUIDE.-

LINES SHOULD BE PROMULGATED FOR THE USE OF SOUND 

RECORDING AND FOR THE PREPARATION OF TRANSCRIP~'S. 

ALL APPEALS TO THE SUPERIOR COURT'SHOULD BE ON 

~'RANSCRIPTS OF THE RECORD SO PREPARED. 

The most important purpose to be served by maintaining a 

sound recording of atl traffic proceedings is to enable the 

Superior Court to decide appealed cases on the record, with 

confidence that the record bef.ore it is accurate. This makes 

it possible for review of District Court decisions without 

the time and expense involved in trial de, nov057 (see below, 

P'80 , Appellate Review and Jury Trial in SUperior Court). 

The av~ilability of such a record is also of assistance at the 

District Court, making it possible to determine whether cases 

were handled properly and to provide an accurate record of 

the disposition of every case. 

The recommendation here is consistent with one adopted 

by the Maine Trial Court Revision Commission.58 The American 

57 
Only in the event the transcript of the proceedings below is 

incomprehensible would the matter be tried de novo before the 
Superior Court. In the usual course, the transcript of the 
record bel.ow should be the sole record upon which the matters 
at la~', on appeal are resolved. 

58 
MTCElC Report, pp. 95-97. 
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Bar Association Committee on the Traffic Cou~t Program 

also recommends th~t a verbatim record be kept of, all 

traffic proceedings. 59 

59ABA Traffic Standards, 52.1, p.2. 
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10. Sentencing Policy 

According to statistics compiled by the Motor 

Vehicle Division from reports by Superior and District Court, 

sometimes there are rather startling differences in the 

fines imposed for the same offense by different courts. 

(See Appendix B, Charts 9 to18 and 35 to44.) In 1971, for 

example, one District Court division imposed fines for 

ope~ating without a registration that averaged three times 

greater than the average fines for the same offense in 

another division. (See Appendix B, Chart 16.) For speeding 

thitty or more miles above the speed limit, one District 

Court division imposed fines in 1971 averaging more than 

five times greater than those in another division for this 

same offense. (Appendix B, Chart 14.) For that same offense 

the highest average fine imposed in the Superior Courts Was 

six times the lowest average fine in 1971, and three times the 

lowest average fine in 1972 and 1973. (Appendix B, Chart 40.) 

Some of these differences can be attributed to unique 

case circumstances, while others are due to the proximity to 

recreation areas or the Maine Turnpike. Some courts are 

consistently among the low~~t in average fines imposed, while 

others are consistently high. As a consequence, police relate 

stories of motorists who, cited near the line between two 

localities, request that arrangements be made for their court 

appearance to be in the court where more lenient fines are imposed. 
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A problem experienced by many traffic offenders is the 

inability to pay fines. For some, 
this has resulted in 

failure to appear and sometimes in incarceration?O It is 

believed that many transfers to S . 
uper~or Court are simply 

a means to delay payment. (See Appendix A.) 
Courts have 

not been consistent in their handling of this problem. 

court frequently grants a continuance ~efore 
One 

J.J judgment to 
allow defendants time to gather money. wh~le 

, • another "susl?ends" 
execution 'Jntil payment can be made. 

Partial payment is 
generally avoided because it is percelved 

~ as an administra-
tive nightmare for clerical staff. 

.lIN EXPRESS potrCY SHOULD BE ADOPTED IN THE SUPERIOR 

AND DISTRICT COURTS REGARDING THE SENTENCES IMPOSED 

FOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES. THERE SHOULD BE GREATER CON­

SISTENCY IN FlNES IMPOSED, lIND UNUSUALLY HIGH OR 

LOW FINES SHOULD BE SUPPORTED BY REASONA~LE JUSTIFICA­

TION. JUDGES SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED GREATER FLEXIBILITY 

IN QRDERING TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF AN OPERATOR 'S 
LICENSE. THOSE APPEALING ADJUDICATIONS FOR TRAFFT,C 

J:NFRACTIONS IN WHICH TEMPORARY SUSPENSION HAS BEEN 

ORDERED SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO RETAIN THEIR LICENSES 

PENDING APPEAL, ASSENT A.SHOWING OF GOOD CAUSE WHY 

THEY SHOULD NOT BE SO ENTITLED. FORMAL PROVISION 

SHOULD BE MADE TO ALLOW A COURT TO IMPOSE A REDUCED 

OR SUSPENDED SENTENCE OR TO ALLOW DEFERRED PAYMENT OF 

A FINE FOR THOSE OFFENDERS DEMONSTRATING INABILITY TO 
PAY. 

60Tate V. Short, 401 U.S. 395 (1971), made imprisonment 
fOl! inabili.t~ to pay a fine dUe to indigene):, unconstitutional. 
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It is essential that judicial discretion be preserved 

in sentencing for traffic offenses, so that judges may take 

into account the individual circumstances and mitigating or 

aggravating factors for each defendant. Yet ti1e ideal of 

justice is not served when defendants who are in a position 

to do so seek to engage in "judge shopping. II Furthermore, 

members of the public, served DY the courts, with. a 

commonsense idea of fairness must have difficulty comprehending 

why a first offender does not receive sa similar penalty for 

the same offense in one court as he would in another. 

Some indigents may become re~eat offenders; for these 

persons, restrictions on the license to operate Ceo g., for 

use only to and from work) may be a more effective sanction 

than fines that cannot be paid. Imposing such restrictions 

is a function of the Motor Vehicle DiVision, though a judge 

may impose temporarY suspension and make recommenctations 

regarding administrative action. (29 M.R.S.A. 552304 and 

2305,) More extensive use by judges of their power to impose 

temporary suspension of an operator's lice~se may have more 

immediate impact on the offender. A change in statutory 

wording to make it clearer to judges that they may impose 

suspem~-ton wJthout fine or jail may encourage this. Further­

more, expansioll of the time period for which a license may 

be suspended b~r court order should increase the effectiveness 

of this as a jui~icial sentencing alternative. 
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However, the courts, can, in 
addition, make adjustments 

con.eerning payment of fines. 
SUch adjustme t n s are a necessary 

accommodation to th 1 
e aw under Tate V. Short, 401 U.S. 395 

(1971), since a court may no Ion . 
, ger Use ~mprisonment to 

penaliZe a defendant Unable t . 
• 0 pay a f~ne be,cause of indigency. 

The court, of course, retains it~ con£empt 
those who are bl power to punish 

a e but willfUlly refUse to 
pay the fine. Sus-

pension of execution of a s t . en ence would t lt seem 0 be the simplest 
a ernative (from the viewpoint of the t 

cour clerk's accounting) 
where the defendant needs additional 

time to pay. 
To gra~t a conti~uance b~fore j 

~ udgment leaves the 
case without a di~position and 

is a misuse of the court 
calendaring procedures. "Suspens' " f ~on 0 execution until 
payment can be made means th t d 

a a elay is al~owed until a 
defendant is able to pay the ~. 

~~ne. It does nothing to help 
those unable to save th . 

e~r money. If tl 'Iey cannot save, they 
will be in no better Position 

at the elld of the delay period 
than at its beginning. 
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11. Communications and Records 

, to motorists charged Because their functions relatJ.ng 

i d dent Maine courts and with traffic offenses are nter epen , 

VnhJ.' cle Division need to maintain continuous coor­the Motor ~ 

dination. This focuses on the drivers' traffic violations 

V hi le Division. Neither the records maintained by the Motor e c 

courts nor the Motor Vehicle Division is satisfied with the 

, h' h details of a driver's record are communicated. manner ',n w J.C 

This record is relevant to the courts in at least two 

Under 4 M.R.S.A. 5164.12, any driver with a record, of ways. 

prior offenses may not waive court appearance and have a 

, hi guilty plea. In ad,dition, traffic violations bureau receJ.ve s 

b on the sentence imposed. the record of prior offenses m!iy ear 

sJ.'gnJ.'fJ.'cance, few divisions of the District Yet, despite its 

Court maintain a record 0 o· en • f ff ders (See Appendix A, 

Summary of Interview~.) Moreover, there is no 

retrieve up-to-date details of means by which the courts can 

drivers' records quickly rom f the Motor Vehicle Division. The 

this J.'s that courts are inconsistent in consequence of 

for waiver of court appearance and use of 'their policies 

simply because they cannot easily traffic violations bureaus, 

identify repeat offenders. 

d are also important to the Traffic offense recor s 

functions of the Motor Vehicle DJ.V sJ.on. , i ' The Division is 
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authorized to maintain a point system "for the purpose of 

identifying habitually reckless or negligent driVers or 

frequent violators of traffic regulations." (29 M.R.S.A. 52241.2 

(1973).) In order to operate this system effectively, the 

DiVision must have regular and timely reports from the courts 

of traffic convictions. Such reports are required by statute 

(29 M.R.S.A. 52304 (1967)), and a Motor Vehicle Division form 

is provided for the courts to give notice of conVictions 

(Form MVCR 12 Rev. 12/63). The Motor Vehicle DiviSion, however, 

has no means by Which to assure that all traffic convictions 

will be reported by the courts. 61 

61, " i 'See AppendJ.X A, Summary of IntervJ.ews. where J.t s 
reported that those Motor Vehicle DiViSion employees inter­
viewed feel that not all traffic convictions are reported 
by the courts. Because of the way statistical data are kept 
by the courts and by Motor Vehicle DiviSion, it was not 
Possible to test the accuracy of this feeling. District court 
workload totals are reported annually to the Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court (see Appendix B, Table 1), with traffic 
matters reflected by the number of cases handled. Motor 
Vehicle DiVision computer print-outs made aVailable to the 
National Center record traffic matters bv the number of guilty 
findings for each offense. The total number of cases in which 
a guilty finding is entered can be estimated by projecting for 
the total District Court traffic cases the percentage of cases 
in the National Center's sample in which a guilty finding was 
entered. But sinoe a nUmber of caSes reported by District 
Court involVed guilty findings on more than One alleged viola­
tionl the total cases reported by District Court cannot be 
reliably compared with the total nUmber of guilty findings 
recorded, by the Motor Vehicle DiviSion. . 
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A MIXED tlYSTEM OF BATCH PROCESSING, TELETYPE, 

AND COMPUTER TERMINAL FAL:ILITIES SHOULD BE 

IMPLEMENTED TO ENABLE COURTS WITH VARYING TRAFFIC 

CASELOADS TO RETRIEVE PRIOR OFFENSE DATA FROM THE 

MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION AND TO ASSURE ACCURATE 

REPORTING OF CONVICTION OR ADJUDICATION BY COURTS 

TO MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION. A DRIVER'S RECORD 

OF PRIOR OFFENSES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ONLY FOR 

IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE, AND UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCE 

SHOULD IT BE AVAILABLE FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE 

cour,!' BEFORE A FINDING OF GUILTY HAS BEEN 

ENTERED IN THE CASE THEN BEFORE THE COURT. 

TO PROTECT DRIVERS FOUND NOT TO HAVE COMMITTED' 

ALLEGED TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS, THE RULE OF EXPUNGE­

MENT SHOULD BE APPLIED. 

Means to check quickly whether drivers coming before 

the court have r.elevant prior records would enable court 

clerks operating traffic violations bureaus to determine 

Which drivers cannot waive court appearance. It would also enable 

judges to know whiCh drivers should be penalized as repeat 

offenders. From a financial viewpoint, increased revenues 

may result.62 

62under-penalizing of repeat offenders may be reduced. This would 
aid in offsetting the cost of installing and maintaining more 
so histicated devices for communication between courts and the Motor 
ve~icle Division. However, the system should not be promoted as a 
mone -savin device. While it is possible that revenues may 
incr~ase asga result of better coordination, it is better to 
assume that the financial cost will outweigh the revenues. 
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But this consideration must never take priority over 

justice to the motorist. 63 In particular, the clerk in 

a traffic viOlations bureau should have access to a motorist's 

prior record only Upon entry of a plea admitting the violation 

charged on the uniform traffic ticket. 

If the driver must appear in court, the record should 

not be accessible to the court or the violations bureau until 

the court appearance has been entered and adjudicated \dth a 

finding that the motorist committed the offense charged. Under 

New York's system of administrative adjudication, a driVer's 

prior record is not made available to the hearing referee 

until he orders a guilty plea to be entered in the computer 

terminal at the hearing site, whereupon a visual display on 

the terminal can be obtained to show the motorist's record of 

prior traffic Offenses. 64 A procedure must be developed and 

monitored to assure that a driVer's record is not seen or used by 

the judge before the case is heard and jUdgment is entered. Other­

wise, the availability of the record might tend to prejudice the 

6~ndeed, the assessment of fines as a reVenue source for the 
local government involved in a traffic arrest can involv

n 
U S 

Constitutional,problems. In Ward v. Monroeville 409 U S 57' 
(1972), the U.S. Supreme Court held that a motorist fin~d'in 
a mayor's court that provided a substantial portion of the 
Village's funds had been denied a trial before a disinterested 
and impartial jUdicial officer as guaranteed by the due process 
clause, notwithstanding availability of trial ~ n212 on appeal. 

6"see, Vincent L. Tofany, "The Administrative AdjUdication of 
Trafhc Violations in New York City," 26 Traffic Quarterl" 
319, at 323 (1972). ... 
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judge against the defendant. 65 

The ~ntroduction of an improved communications system, 

used in conjunction with the serially numbered uniform traffic 

ticket and complaint, would also enable the Motor Vehicle 

Division to keep a more accurate record of court dispositions. 

Both the courts and Motor Vehicle Division could compare the 

number of court dispositions with the total tickets issued 

to police departments. The Motor Vehicle Divl.sion, in turn, 

could compare the number of cases for which courts requested 

drivers' records of prior offenses with the total number of 

court dispositions. 

In the process of improving information retrieval and 

recordkeepping, the interest of the motorist found not to have 

committed an alledged traffic offense must be closely guarded. 

It is required by statute (16 M.R.S.A. §600) that a person 

acquitted of a criminal charge have the record of his case 

expunged. The expungement rule should be applicable to the 

recommended non-criminal class of traffic infractions as well 

as to t.hose characterized as criminal. A policy should be 

promulgated and followed precisely by courts, police, the 

Motor Vehicle Division, and any others involved in the traffic 

adjudication process, to assure that the name and any other 

information to identify a driver found not to have committed 

a traffic offense is deleted from the record. For record­

keeping and statistical purposes, however, other data on such 

traffic cases should be retained. 

65 James Economos, Traffic court Procedure and Administration, 
p. 39 (1961). 
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The expungement problem may become acute in situations 

where a driver's record of prior offenses has been requested 

from the 110tor Vehicle Division by a court clerk' before a 

finding has been entered by a judge on the offense charged. 

The driver must be assured that the judge does not consider 

the Motor Vehicle record until after he has entered the 

disposition on the offense charged. Another safeguard is 

that the Motor Vehicle Division not maintain a record of 

alleged traffic offenses by specific drivers, when such 

allegations were not sustained in court. 
To the extent that 

the MO'cor Vehicle Division maintains a record of requests by 

the courts for drivers' prior offenses, such a record should 

not be abused. 

A communications system using a mixture of cOmmunication 

techniques is called for by the variation in caseloads among 

the divisions.of the District Court. For those divisions 

having a light caseload, batch processing might be the most 

efficient first step toward improvement. The clerk in a 

smaller court would ~end groups of tickets on a regular basis 

to the Motor Vehic ... e Div.~sion computer facilities in AUgusta, 

which would send b~=k information regarding prior offenses. 

Courts With intermediate-sized caseloads could be handled in 

p~rallel fashion by teletype. The most efficient system for 

courts with small and intermediate caseloads may be a combination 

of teletype and batch processing; this method could be replaced 
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by teletype in the smaller courts. 

For the courts with the heaviest traffic caseloads, 

computer terminals would be most effective. A computer 

terminal could be either a keyboard terminal (usable as a 

typewriter in off hours) or a TV-like visual display ~lith an 

additional "hard copy" capacity. Installation of one of these 

devices is only slightly more difficult than that of a common 

typewriter. Once installed, the device would communicate with 

the Motor Vehicle Division in Augusta over standard telephone 

lines. The data processing department of the Motor Vehicle 

Division can recommend a specific terminal manufacturer. 

costs of installation would include the following: 

Type of Cost 

A. Start-up costs: systems 
analysis and programming 
for a court retrieval pr~gram 

Monthly costs: 
1. Terminal 
2. Acoustic coupler 
3. Telephone 

~ 

This could be done by 
an analyst/programmer 
in the MVD's data pro­
cessing department. A 
simple program should 
take no longer than 
three months to prepare. 

$100-200 
$20 
Standard rates for voice 
communications 

If it were decided to undertake a pilot test program in a 

high-volume court for six months or a year, the expense 

(excluding programming costs) would probably not exceed $5000. 

Implementation of a pilot program would allow for the 
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identification f o technical difficulties 
and problem areas 

in information fl b ow efore incurring the 
cost of a large-scale 

program. 

). 
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12. Appellate Review and Jury Trial in Superior Court 

A major concern regarding traffic matters in the 

Maine courts is the "transfer" problem. 66 Many minor 

traffic cases that might be disposed of in District 

Court are handled by the Superior Court as well, where a 

jury trial is available. (See Appendix B, Chart 23.) The 

Superior Court caseload has swollen to a size making reliance 

on negotiated pleas (or dropping of cases altogether) 

inevitable, without any ruling on the merits. (See Appendix 

B, Chart 49.) In many traffic cases that survive this 

screening-out process, defendants change their plea to guilty 

on or just be~ore the time of hearing (see Appendix B, Chart 

29), sometimes at great expense to the county in calling 

and empanelling a jury for the particular case. Few traffic 

cases go forward to trial, with or without a jury, at the 

Superior Court level. (See Appendix B, Charts 30 and 31.) 

The transfer provision was enacted to prevent seeming 

abuses of the statutory provision 67t hat allowed waive.r of 

hearing at the District Court and subsequent appeal to the 

superior Court for a trial de novo. Few cases are now 

appealed to Superior Court following District Court hearing. 

66 Under 15 M.R.S.A. §2l14 (1973) and Me. Oist. Ct. 
crim. Rule 40, any defendant not p17ading guil~y or.nol~ 
contendere in a misdemeanor proceed~ng must w~~ve.h~s.r~ght 
to a jury trial before his case may be heard ~n O~str~ct 
court. Should he not waive this right, his case must be 
transferred forthwith to Superior Court. 

6715 M.R.S.A. 52114 (repealed and replaced 1973). 
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(See Appendix B, Chart 28.) With either transfer or 

appeal for trial de novo, a case must be handled in two 

separate courts, with attendant delay between court 

appearances, and with the second consideration of the 

case no more limited in scope than the first. 

THE STATUTE ENABLING A MISDE~ffiANOR DEFENDANT TO 

HAVE HIS CASE TRANSFERRED TO SU,PERIOR COURT FOR 

JURY TRIAL SHOULD BE REPEALED. A CONSTITUTIONAL 

AMENDMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO LIMIT CRIMINAL JURY 

TRIALS TO CASES IN WHICH A PENALTY OF INCARCERATION 

OR A FINE OF $500 OR MORE MAY BE IMPOSED. 68 

THE DISTRICT COURT SHOULD BE GIVEN EXCLUSIVE TRIAL 

JURISDICTION OF ALL TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR WHICH 

NO PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A FINE OF $500 OR 

MORE MAY BE IHPOSED OR FOR WHICH T~IAL BY JURY HAS 

BEEN WAIVED. 

THE PENALTIES NOW IMPOSED FOR EACH TRAFFIC 

OFFENSE SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND, WHERE NECESSARY, 

MODIFIED SO THAT ONLY THOSE OFFENSES DEEMED 

~ERIOUS ARE PUNISHABLE BY MEANS GRAVE ENOUGH TO 

WARRANT A RIGHT TO TRIAL BY JURY. TRIAL DE NOVO 

IN SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD NOT BE RE-INSTITUTED, 

AND APPELLATE REVIEW OF TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND 

INFRACTIONS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO MATTERS OF LAW. 

68This portion of the recommendation corresponds to that 
made by the Maine Trial Court Revision Commission. 

-81-

i' 

~ 
i~ 
ft. 
,,1 
~t~ 
.\~ 
r· 

'1", 

~( 



, 
i 

The present system of jurisdiction and transfer provides 

little improvement over the old trial de novo system. Trial 

de novo may have been appropriate in times of part-time local 

Justices of the Peace. Many were not lal'/yers, and possessed 

limited resources for making a record of their proceedings. 

Both trial de novo and transfer minimize, downgrade, and 

under-utilize the judicial and fact-finding capacity of 

District Court judges, all of whom are now full-time pro­

fessionals. At the same time trial de novo creates an undue 

burden on Superior Court judges and clerical staff. Many , 
traffic cases that have contributed to the overload of Superior 

Court dockets could be handled summarily in District Court. 

It is now technologically feasible to use relatively inex-

pensive sou n d recording devices in District Court, so that a 

record can be made for appellate revie~1 on matters of law. 

(See above, Sound Recording, p. 64.) 

An amendment to the Maine Constitution to limit the 

right to jury trial to criminal cases with a penalty of 

incarceration for longer than six months would not conflict 

'with the right to a jury tria~ under the Sixth and Fourteenth 

Amendments of the united States Constitution. In Duncan v. 

Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145 (1968), the united States 

Supreme Court recogni7.ed the common-law view that so-

called "petty offenses" may be tried without a jury, 69 and 

69See Frankfurter and Corcoran, "Petty Federal Offenses 
and the Constitutional Guarantee of Trial by Jury," 39 Harv. L. Rev. 
917 (1926) 1 George Kaye, "Petty Offenders Have No Peers!" 26 
U. Chi. L. Rev. 245 (1959). 
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that only defendants accused of "serious" crimes must be 

afforded the right to a trial by jury. In Baldwin v. New York, 

399 U.S. 66 (1970), the Supreme court defined the line be-. 
tween "petty" and serious" offenses, holding that a defendant 

has the right to a trial by jury under the Sixth Amendmen~ 

if his offense is punishable by a potential sentence in excess 

of six months' imprisonment. In the majority opinion, the 

Court reasoned that: 

Where the accused cannot possibly face more than 
six months' imprisonment, we have held that these 
disadvantages, onerous though they may be, may 
be outweighed by the benefits that result from 
speedy and inexpensive nonjury adjudications. We 
cannot, however, conclude that these administra­
tive conveniences, in light of the p~ctices that 
now exist in every one of the 50 States as well 
as in the federal courts, can similarly justify 
denying an accused the important right to trial 
by jury where the possible penalty exceeds six 
months' imprisonment. (399 U.S. at 73-74.) 

The abolition of jury trials for lesser offenses would have 

no, effect on felonies. Felonious offenses, whether or not 

associated with motor vehicles, would still be, bound over 

to Superior Court. 
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Appendix A. 

Summary of InterviewA 

For a period of nearly six weeks, eleven District,Courts 

and nine Superior Courts were visited by our data collectors 

and interviewers. A variety of questions were asked in 

order to formulate a picture of the problems confronting 

the courts concerning traffic matters. (See attached 

interview form, page B~) 

The majority of District Courts visited had one judge 

(a small percentage had two) who sat an average of two days a week 

in that court, dividing their remaining time among the other cotirts. 

In the large communities, the judges sat every day in the same 

court. Courtroom facilities and appearahces were as varied 

as the communities. Some we.re extremely welt kept, 

while others were found to be too small, with uncomfortable 

seating and poor acoustics. All were professional in 

appearance. 

The results of the interviews of District Court personnel 

revealed that ordinance violations present virtually no 

problems. Traffic was the major problem. In 1971, the Maine 

District Court reported a total of 62,584 traffic cases, or 

68% of its total case load for that year. By 1973, there was 

an increase to 94,497 traffic cases, or 72% of the total 

case load for the year?O Although each court is available to 

police forces from several communities, the largest single 

70 S~e Appendix a, Chart 1. 
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source of traffic cases is the state police. 

It was learned that regardless of how many times an 

individual is cited for a traffic offense, very few courts 

keep any sort of record (in the fornl of a folder, card file, 

etc.). only t\qO of the eleven District Court divisions 

sampled did so, and in other divisions a repeat offender might 

be identified only if he were a local resident that clerks 

knew by sight. There was little likelihood that a non-local 

driver would be identified as a repeat offender, so that 

judges were generally unable after adjudicating cases to impose 

sentences taking repeat offenses into account. Although the 

Motor Vehicle Division keeps a record of traffic offenses by 

Maine drivers. communications between any District Court and 

Motor Vehicle Division were only sporadic. As a result, courts 

were not in a position to acquire current information from 

Motor Vehicle Division about drivers licensed in Maine. 

Much of the District Court clerks' time is consumed with 

the handling of traffic matters. Because of the ever-increasing 

volume of traffic cases, clerks feel that other matters do not 

receive the attention they deserve. They expressed a feeling 

that the utiliz~tion of violations bureaus and the use of a 

uniform traffic ticket would serve to improve the current 

situation. 
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APP1'oximately 30% of the coarts aJ.low partial pa.yroonts 

if a defendant does not have money to pay a fine, even though 

clerks febl they do not have the time and are not equipped to handle 

such a proceduro. Yet there seems to be very little choice 

ppen to some defendants. From the clerks' viowpoint, a 

preferable method of dealing with this situation is the 

suspel".sion of execution., of the fine until such time as ehe 

defendant has the necessary funds available. 

Transfers are the major problem in the Superil)r Courts, 

according to all perSOllS in terviewed. JUdges, police 

and clerks opined that transfers are being used 

as a delay tactic by offenders, thus clogging the system. 

Bbth judges and clerks said that most transfer cases posed 

a difficult problem for them. They felt that thoy should 

be concentrating their full effort on serious criminal matters 

and not on certain classes of traffic viol~tions such as 

"passing a-stop sign," "failure to stop," or"parking violations." 

Much of the courts' caseload since October, 1973, has consisted 

of transfers. One court was found to have 476 caseB pending in May 

1974, of which 224 were traffic matters. On several occasions the 

remark was made that "transfers will ruin ·the Superior Court 

if they keep up'''; this seems to be the prevailing mood. 

To summarize the general tone of the interviews with members 

of the state police and officers from local police departments, 

the recurring theme was that a uniform traffic ticket is necessary. 

One chief of police stated that such a uniform ticket would not 

only reduce paperwork, but would enable departments to assign 

more men to the field for longer periOds of time. 
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People interviewed in the Div:l.sion of Motor vehicles 

agreed with the state police and the local police concerning a 

uniform traffic tic):et. :It was the opinion of some that the 

majority of traffie cases could be handled administratively 

and that traffic mlltters can be taken out of the courts al­

together. The New York program was discussed as an example 

of a computerized administrative adjudication system that 

some thought might be feasible in Maine. 
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Interview Guide 

The following questions were used as a guide during inter­
views in visits to courts, police, and the Motor Vehicle 
Division. The questions were not intended to be used in a 
manner that would allow statistical tabulation of responses. 

1. What problems do ordinance violations present to the courts? 

2. List the ordinan~e violations handled by the court. 

3. What is the ratio of prosecution for violations of state 
law to that for ordinance violations? 

4. How many local police are there serving the community? 

5. How are court records handled? Specifically: 

a. Who has the informal responsibility for handling records 
in each court? (asst. clerk?) 

b. Who receives tickets from police? How are they accounted 
for?) 

6. Does the court report disposition of cases to related 
authorities? 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ll. 

12. 

a. To state and local police? 

b. To the Motor Vehicle Division? 

Who has the functional responsibility for accounting and 
admini~tration of revenues? 

How many judges are there available at the location~ How 
often do they sit? 

Which localities provide the greatest number of traffic 
violations to the court? Is this relevant? 

What happens if the defendant doesn't appear? 

How many repeat offenders are there, and who keeps the 
records of such offenders? 

If defendant doesn't have the money l:o pay the fine, \'1hat 
happens? Who keeps the records? Is partial payment or 
installment payment allowed? 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21-

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Does the judge take the defendant's prior record 
into account? If so, when? 

h d f dant provided with 
Under what circumstances is t e ,e en l te to severity 
a defense attorney? HOI. does th~s re a 
of violations? 
Do the judge and the clerical,staff perform other court­
related functions? If so, wh~ch ones? 

Are separate traffic sessions held? 
Night sessions? 

Daily sessions? 

under 18 years of age dealt wit~? How 
How are drivers h? How many and what Jund of 
many such cases are t er~ 'th in "'adult" traffic 
cases for minors are dfea thw~ind are dealt with in 
sessions? How many 0 eac 
juvenile session? 

What traffic offenses are most common in this court? 

t re traffic cases? 
What percentage of cases in this cour a 

For what offenses is appearance mandatory? 

How many defendants are local? 
out of state? 

f th various forms that could be 
What is the cost 0 e 'f m Traffic Ticket? replaced by the Un~ or 

t he clerk in handling traffic 
How much time is consumed by 
complaints, etc.? 
How much time is co'nsumed by the clerk with matters that 
could be covered by Uniform Traffic Ticket. 

f th local traffic ticket. 
Obtain a copy 0 e 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Methodology 

A random sample of traffic cases was taken from 11 District 

Courts and 9 Superior Courts for the years 1972, 1973, and 1974 

by our data collectors. 

For the District Court sample, the month of May in each of 

the selected years was chosen as the representative month. In­

formation was collected from a percentage of all the traffic 

cases that had hearings during the month of May for our study. 

The Superior Court sample consisted of 5% of all traffic 

cases which were entered in the Criminal Docket during each of 

the 3 years. 

The field phase of our study which consisted of visits to 

11 District Courts and 9 Superior Courts and involved field 

interviews and questionnaire survey research as \~ell as data 

collection and is all but complete. The courts that we selected 

were chosen because they ,were representati~e of all the communi­

ties in the State of Maine. We were careful to include high 

and low density population are~s, affluent areas, resort commu­

nities, and politically potent communities. 

The raw data, collected during the field phase of the 

study, has been processed into more usable form with the 

assistance of the computer facilities of Bostorl University. 

Other data has been made available by the Office of the Chief 

Justice of the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, the Office of the 

Chief Judge of the Maine District Court, and the computer facil­

ities of the Motor vehicle Division of the Maine Secretary of 

State. Charts and tables included in this Appendix reflect our 

findings from the analysis of the complete body of data that we 

have thus assembled. 
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NOTE 
(Relating to Charts 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 35, 37, 38, 
39, 40, and 44 and Tables 2, 3, Band 9.) 

In order to present a clear and cons~stent picture of 

the trends of various effenses illustrated in charts and tables 

in this study it was necessary to combine some seemingly indis­

tinguishable offense titles and their related data found in 

the "Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all Courts." 

Since the Motor Vehicle Division began keeping computerized 

records in 1969, it has created and abandoned numerous offense 

titles for two reasons. The first invo'lves legislative 

changes in the statutory language and definition of an offense. 

For example, changes were made in the "operating under the 

influence of C\rugs or liquor" statute (29 M.R.S.A. §1312) 

in 1969, 1971, 1972 and 1973. Subsequent to these changes the 

Motor Vehicle Division changed their title twice. As a result, 

we have combined three titles in order to construct an accurate 

picture of this offense over a three year period. 

The second involved changes by the Secretary of State 

in point totals ~nd the definitions of offenses with particular 

point totals. (29 M.R.S.A. §2241.2 enables the Secretary 

of State to make such changes.) For example, on January 1, 1972, 

the point total for "speeding 10 to 14 miles per hour over 

the limit" (29 M.R.S.A. §1252) was changes from two to three. 

Subsequently the Motor Division added another title to their 

computerized records with the same name but a different point 

total. Another example involved a change in definition. On 
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the above date th d' e wor l.ng of the offense "speeding 31 plus 
miles per hour over the lim{t" ( 

~ 29 M.R.S.A. §1252) ~as 

changed to "speeding 30 plus miles per ,hour Over the limit." 

As a result another title was added to Motor 
Vehicle Divisions 

list. All of the offenses which appear in charts and tables 

in this study have, h 
were necessary, been combined to provide 

use.ful figures. 
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Appendix B. statistl.cs 

Chart 1. Number of District Court 
criminal Cases and Traffic Cases (By Year) * 

Traffic 
criminal 

Non-traffic 
criminal 

150,000+--------------------------------------------------

131,G99 

125,OOO~--------------------------------~ 

Number of 

Cases 

100,000+---------------------~1 

75,000+------r 

50, ooa+-------J 

25,OOO'~------~ 

62,584 
traffic 

cases 

Fiscal Year Ending June 30: 1971 1972 

77,993 
traffic 

cases 

1973 

total 
criminal 
cases 

94,497 
traffic 

cases 

*Source: Maine District Court Reports of Total Cases (mimeo 1971, 1972, 1973). 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 2. Comparison of District Court Traffic Cases 
Initiated by state and Local Police (By Year) * 

'''l~ate 
LOC~ 

70 Police Type 
68% 

63 % 

60 60 % 

50 

40 40 % 

30 

20 

10 

Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

·source: Sample conducted by National center for State Courts, 1974 

(Sample Size: 1972, '214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 274 cases.) 
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Appendix B. statistics 

Chart 3. Percentage of District Court Traffic Cases 
in which Fine was Imposed (by Year) * 

100 

78% 81% ,----=- ......!...!3. 
80 

60 
Percent of 

Traffic Cases 

40 

20 

Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

*Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 ca$es; 1973, 2~1 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 4 .. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which Court 
Appearance was Waived Compared to those in Which Court 
Appearance was Not Waived in District Court (By Year)* 

Court Court 
Appearance Appearance 
Not l~a i v::e::,d-L.-t'.L.I.LW:.:,a:::;i ved 

100 

89% 

80 80% 
76% 

60 

40 

24% 

20 

1912 1973 1974 

*Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973. 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 
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A~pendix B. statistics 
Chart 5. DistI:ict CoUI:t 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

"Traffic C~ses in which 
Defendant Plead Guilty, 
was Found GuiltY'and 

Fine was Imposed (!'ly Year) * 

~. 
~ 

Calendar Year: 1972 197:.1 

70% 
, 

1974 

d t d b National Center for State Courts, 1974 * Source; Sample con uc e y 

(Sample size: 1972, 214 caseSl 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 
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F'ppendix B. statistics 

Chart. 6 Time Elapsed from 
Offense Date to FiI:st Appear­
ance Date for oistI:ict Court 
Traffic cases (By tear) * 

S4 

0-'1 8-15 

ELAPSEP TIME IN DAtS 

72 73 74 

OVer 15 

*Source: Sample conducted by National CenteI: for state COUI:ts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 175 caaes; 1973, 199 caseD; 1974, 239 caSes.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 7. Time Elapsed from First Appearance Date to 
Disposition Date for District court Traffic Cases 

(BY 'fear)· 

nl 
72 73 74 

84.0% 
80 

porcont of 60_ 

Traffic 
Casos 

40 

0-1 over 51 

ELAPSED TIME IN bA'fS 

* Source: sample conducted by National center tor State Courts, 1974 

(Sample size: t972, 175 caseSI 1973, 199 casesl 1974, 2~9 cas~s.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

chart 8. Time Elapsed from offense Date 
to DisposHion Date for District Court Traffic 

Cases (By Year). 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

ELAPSeD 'rIME Ir:f DAYS 

Sourco: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 175 cases; 1973, 199 cases; 1974 239 cases.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for 
Frequently Violated Major Offenses (By Year)* 

High .---' ___ 

Chnrt 9. briving Under 
the Influence of LiquorU 

200 

150 

'Mean ______ _ 

Low 'l"'~I'" •• t·.·. 

i-h~·' .. --+-._ .. -.1 
~4----ll'11 

llJj ___________ ..... ..,~ 151 

, lS.0 : 1.32 
1~3 1~9 .......... 1 ................. (..... , 

100 1----, _ ........ -. 

Fines in 

Dollars 
50 

Calenda~., Y~"\~: 

Chart 10. 
Operating 
After Suspen­
sion ~ (;!ourt 
Rocord 

Fines in 

Dollars 

Calendar 'lear: 

200 

150 

100 

50 

197:1. 1972 1973 

I 

~ 125 .• 

! ~113 
dz 63 '84 

[~-.-.~-.~.~~.~ ~o 
~l 40 
I 
I 
! 

1971 1972 1973 

"Source: Maine lIo\:or Vehicle Division statistics for all COUl:tt;. 
**See note abovA! p.92, 
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Appendix B. statistics 

Compal:ison of Avel:age Fines in Distl:ict Court for 
Most Fre~uent1y Violated Speeding Offenses (By 'lear)" 

Fines in 

Dollars 

30 

20 

10 

Calendar Year: 

-"-;k'"'1 
2~25 
a.-.. "',::::C=':;::"::~21-·'" 
t·,,·., .• ··.·, ... •• .. 

18 , 18 18 
-~~! .. ----",. .... 

1971 1972 1973 

Chart 11. Sneeding 10-14'. 

Fine!! in 

Dollars 

Char\: 13. 

GO 

45 

Speeding 21-29" 

\ 
I I 

t " 1"'--

4L-~4o ".-
j 

30 

20 

10 

80 

60 

30 .•. -•. .22. .. --3A-~.i29--.. 40 

15 
1~, ..... f.a ........ ; 
, ,20 20 

Ca1cndal: Year I 1971 1972 1973 

High ____ _ 
Menn 
Low 

1971 1972 1973 

Chart 12. Speeding 15-20"" 

Chart 14. Speeding 30+"* 

1971 '.972 1973 

·SOUl:ce: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics fOl: all courts. 
"See note above, p.92. 
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Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for 
Frequently Violated Minor Offenses (By ¥ear)* 

15 .12 12 13 t· ...... ..•... * ~ ••• ~ 

High 
Mean 

Low 

:: j-----W-~= 
20 

~1 J22 21 ; ____ -.- ___ , 

( .; 

1
0 1L .... ~? ....... 13 

1-----'1-- ,. 

Calendar Year: 1971 1912 1973 1971 1972 1973 

Fines in 

Doll,ars 

Chart 15. Operating without 
a License 

Chart 17. Failure to Obey 
Stop Signal 

40 

30 
25 24 2S 
--~--2.1 __ !2- __ 2.1 20 

10 
16'··." ... }.~ .•...• .J,6 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

40 

30 

20 

10 

Chart 16. Operating without 
a Registration 

Chart lB. No Inspection 
Sticker ** 

1971 1972 1973 

*Source: Maine llotor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 

**See note above, p.92. 
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Ch~rt 19. Comparison of District CO\lrt 'l'raffic CaSe!1 
WhJ.ch Include' the Statutory l'ossibilit:t of ImprisonmE!nt 
With ~'hose t~hich DO Not (By Year) * 

Up 
tel 

Incarce~~tio ~~ o~rir ~~l4l!YS 
100r-----____________________________ ~ 

Bar-________________ ~8~1%~--------~ 82% 

74\ 

22% 

Calendar Year: 1912 1973 '1974 

·Source: Sample condUcted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 

-105-

r 

" 

I 

l 
! 



f'l 
1 
I, 

I 
! 
I 
I 
1 
I' , 

I
,,: 
'" 

I 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 20. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which 
Incarceration was Imposed in District Court (ay Year)* 

10~.~ ________________________________ __ 

Percent of 

5~ ______ ~ ____ ~ ____________ . ____ ~ 

Traffic Cases 

Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

Chart 21. Perc~ntage of Traffic Cases in which 
Licenses were Temporarily Suspended in District 
Court .cay Year) * 

10 

~ 

Percent of 5 
,-§.L 

Traffic Cases 

0 
Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

-
*SOurce: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973. 231 cases! 1974, 276 cases.) 

-106-

~ 
If 
It 
I "I 

I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
! 

l ! 
11 

'\ , 
\ 
1 

i 
I 

1 ; 

I 
I 

I'i 

I 
~ 
I 
i 

! ~ 
t 
I 

Percent of 

Traffic Cases 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 22. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which 
Execution of Sentence was Deferred in District 
Court (By Year). 

. 
15 

12% 
r--

10 10'1< 

9 

1 

5 

Calendar Year: 19n 1973 1974 

·Source: Sample conducted by Natio,na1 Center for State Courts, 1974., 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 
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Appendix~. statistjcs 

Chart23. Number of superior Court Traffic 
Cases in which Defendant was Found Guilty (By Year) * 

1,500 
,L-i.!l.! ~ 

,hll.6 

1,000 r---

500 f---

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

*Source~ Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 
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Chart 24. Percentage of Superior Court Traffic 
Cases in which Fine was lmposed (By Year) * 

70 

~% 

60 60 % 

2 
so 

40 

30 

20 

10 

Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

YEARS 

·Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 

(Sample size: 1972, 88 CaSeS) 1973, 86 cases) 1974, 89 cases.) 
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APpendix B. statistics 

Chart 25. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to First 
Appearance Date in superior Court Traffic Cases (By Year) * 

n 73 74 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0-11 12-25 26-51 Over Sl 

EtAPS~D TIME IN DAYS 

~Source: Sample conducted by National Canter for State courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, SS cases) 1973, S6 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Chart 26 • Time Elapsed from First Appearance 
Date to Oispositon Date in Superior Court Traffic 

Cascs (By year). 

72 73 74 

eo 
74.0 % 

60 

40 

20 

ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS 

* Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 88 casesl 1973, 86 caSeSI 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Chart 27. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to 
Disposition Date in superior court Traffic Cases 

(By Year) * 

50 
I 

47% 

44% 44\ 

40 

3D 

20 

10 

92-181 

ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS 

over 181 

"Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 88 casesl 1?73, 86 caseS! 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 20. Percentage of Traffic Cases Entered 
in Superior Court by Transfer or Appeal 

(By Year). 

Percent of 

Superior Cour-t 

Traffic Cases 

100 

so 

60 

40 

20 

Calendar Year: 1972 
(no transfers) 

Appeals 
96% 

1973 

Appeals 

9H 

(no transfers) 

YEAM 

1974 

'l'r<lnrlfcrs 

78% 

Appeals 

19% 

·Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 
(sample size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 8~ cases; 1974, 119 cases.) 
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Appendix B. statistics 
char~ 29. Percont of Trafrlc Cases in which Guilty 
plea was Ehtered in Superior Court after Appeal or Transfer (ey ~ear)* 

75· 69.0 % 

50.6 % 55.0 % 
Percent of SO 

Appaal!) 

and Transfers 
25 

Calendar ~earl 1972 1973 1974 
(no transfets) (no transfers) 

75 

Percent of 
so 

Appeals 

and Transfers 

25 

Chart 30. Percent ~f Transferred 
or Appealed Traffic Cases Tried 0 W7/1 
to Jury in superior Court (~ _...L __ -L.J!q'I;L..t~:A.._ 
Y.aar) * Appeals Transfers 

7.9 % 8.1 % 

0.0 % 

Cal.andar 'lear: 1972 1974 

7S • 

Percent of 50 

Appeals 

and Transfers 
2S 

(no tJ:an$fers) 

Chart 31. Percent of Transferred 
or Appealed Traffic Cases Tried 
\oIi thout Jury in SUperioJ: court [l y 
('lear) * 

17.2 , 

1972 1973 1974 
Calendar Year: (no transfers) (no transfertl) 

*Source: Sample conducted by National Cente~ for State 
(Sample size: 1972, 88 casesl 1973, 86 caseSI 1974, 89 
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Appendix s. statistics 

Chart 32. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to First: 
Appearance Date in Superior court for Traffic Cases 
Appealed OJ: Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 cOmbined)* 

Appeals ~ransferB 
50 

40 

Percent of 30 
'l'raffic 

Cases 

20 

10 

ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS 

~Sourcel Sample conducted by National center for State Courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 19'72, 88 casesl 1973., 86 cases I 1974, 89 cMes.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics" 

Chart~3. Time Elapsed from First A~pearance Dute to 
Disposition Date in SUperior court for Traff~ica~): 
Appealed or Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 co ne 

Percent of 
Traffic 

Cases 

Transfers Appeals 

80~~~~ ________________________ __ 

60 

4Q 

20+-~~~ __________________ ~~~ 

26-51 

ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS 

~oUrce: sam~le conducted by National Center fo~ State Courts. 1974 
(Samplo size: 1972, 88 casesl 1973, 66 caseSI 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Appendix n. Statistics 

Chart 34. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to Disposition 
Date in Superior Court. for Traffic Cases A~pea1ed (Ir 

~ransferrQd (1972, 1973, 1974 combined). 

GO APP.~'""'" 
50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0-31 32-91 92-181 OVer 181 

ELAPSEb TIME IN DAYS 

* Source: Sample conducted by ~ationa1 Center for S~ate Courts. 1974 

(Sample size: 1972, 88 casesl 1973, 86 cases; 19i4, 89 cascs.) 
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Appendix B. statistics 

comparison of Average Fines irt superior Courts for 
Frequently Violated Major Offens~s (By tear)· 

Hl.gh 

Chart 35. Driving Under the 
Influence f Liquor'· 

300 

262 
250 

PiMS in 
200 

'Dollars 

150 

100 

50 

Calendar Year: 1971 

Mean ~ _______ _ 

Low ............... . 

1972 1973 

Chart 36. Operating After Suspension -
Court Record 

300 

250 
Fines in 

Dollars 200 

150 

100 

50 

Calendar Year: 

I 
. I 

I 
! 

.~2p:....s __ ~114 
t"· . 

1 
9.1 9,8 ., 

--------~------~ 86 

1971 1972 1973 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 
**See note above, p. 92. 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Comparison of Average Fines in SUperior Courts for 
Most l."requently Violated Speeding Offenses (By Year)* 

100 

75 

Fines in 50 

Dollars 
2S 

Calendar Year: 

100 

27---___ --·---

49 

30 

19··... 25 ...• ·{20 
··'···'4 .. ···· 

1971 1972 1973 

Chart 37. Speeding 10-14** 

Chart 39. Speeding 21-29** 

BO 7S 

Fines in 
60 6V8 

, 
46 

40 
Dollars 37~----- •• ----- - 39 

t 37 
... f 25 

, .21:)"":" 
13;.······ 

20 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

60 

45 

30 

15 . 

100 

75 

50 

25 

High 
}lean 

Low 

47 47 

~ 
~---+-.--1 ~o 

21.·······i·~·~ ..... 
···.5 

1971 1972 1973 

Chart 38. Speeding 15-20*· 

Chart 40. Speeding 30+** 

100 100 100 

53 53 490-----------

19'71 1972 1973 

'Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 
~*see note above, p. 92. 
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Appendix 8. Statistics 

Comparison of Average Fines in superior Court for 
Frequently Violated Minor Offenses (By Year) * Iiigh ___ _ 

100 100 

75 ,. i i 
, I 

Fines in 
SO 56 . I 58 
~ 

Dollars 
25 ---f~~::~ ~5-:~-~:: 

.a.······· .......... .. 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

Fines in 

Dollars 

Chart. 41. 

Chart 43. 

100 

75 

50 

25 

Calendar Year: 

Operat.ing Without 
a License 

Failure to Obey 
Stop Signal 

S5 

6 _____ 25 

9 ..... • .. ·'1.·5 ........ • 15 

1971 1972 1973 

..... -

Mean ~ _____ _ 

Low ....... ~~ ..... I 

60 
SS 

50 
4S ... __ ... --

34 
30 31.--.. -

.. - 23 
lS ~-lS ..... 1-8-

1971 1972 1973 

Chart 42. Operating Without 
a Registration 

Chart 44. No Inspection 
Sticker·· 

60 

.1. .. 5b 
45 

1 
1 

30 

15 

1971 1972 1973 

*Source: Maine !1otor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 
**See note above, p. 92. 
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Chart 45. Comparison of Superior Court. Traffic Cases 
I~hich InclUde the Statutory I?ossibili t:y of Imprisonment: 
with Those Which 00 Not: (By Year) * Up to 

~
9~yS 

No over 
Incarceratio ~~~~~a~~yS 

50 51% 

40 

30 

Traffic Cases 

20 

10 

Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

*Source: Sample conducted by National center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 88 caseSI 1973, S6 casesl 1974, 89 cases,) 
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Traffic Cases 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 46. Percentage of Tra.ffic Cases in 
Which Incarceration was !mposed in Superior 
Court (By Year)* 

10% 
10 

B% 
.---

5 

Calenda:t· Year: 1972 1973 1974 

percent of 

TraHic cases 

Chart 47. percentage of Traffic Cases in 
Which Licenses were Temporarily Suspended 
i~ Superior Court (By Year) * 

10~ __________________________________ __ 

5~ __________________________________ __ 

1% 

n 
Calendar ~eal': 1972 1973 1974 

.*Source: Sample c.onduc\;ed by National Center for State Courts. 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972. 88 cases; 1913, 86 cases; 1914, 89 cases.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 4B. Percentage of Traffic Cases in Which 
Execution of Sentence was Suspended in Superior 
Court (By YE!ar)* 

15 

~ 
10 

r-9-L 

l 

5 

Calendar Year: 1972 l!l73 1974 

* Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(SamplE! Size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Table 1-

District I 

Caribou 

Fort Kent 

Madawaska 

Van Buren 

(') 
III .... 
II> 
:> 
'Po 
Po 
11 

« 
ID 
III 
11 

..... 
\D .... 
'" 

.... 
ID .... 
W 

.... 
\D .... .... 

District Tota~ 

District II 

Hou~ton 

Presque Isle 

District Total 

District III 

Bangor 

Newport 

District Total 

..; 
11 'd 
III ID 
HI 11 
HI 0 ,.. . ID 
0 :> .... 
(') 
III 0 
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ID 
III 

.... '" 
w 

0 0 0 

[ 1 

t" : l~ 
o ,.... 
t1 
l3 ,.... 

~ 'f", III 
III 

~ 

.... .... .. 

Aeeendix B. 

.... 
* 

Statistics 

Z 
'1J~ 
.....0 
1Dr!:' 
III ,.... 

III ,.,. 
8. 

Dist~ictCourt Traffic and Tota~ Criminal cases~ 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 
Total Total 

Traffic Othe? Criminal Traffic Other2 Criminal 

1382 865 2247 1507 940 2447 

1080 430 1510 932 476 1408 

656 498 1154 416 389 803' 

390 207 597 354 207 561 

3508 2000 5508 3209 2010 5219 

2843 921 3764 3342 973 4315 

1768 1392 3~60 2250 1350 3600 

4611 2313 6924 5592 2323 7915 

5203 .1542 6745 6434 1594 8028 

872 338 12l.0 1462 286 1748 

6075 l.B80 7955 7896 1880 9776 
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ID 
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ID 
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III 
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til 

Fiscal Year 1972-73 
Total 

Traffic Othe? Criminal 

1596 901 2497 

1100 60~ 1701 

546 359 905 

353 232 585 

3595 2093 5688 

3439 938 4377 

2273 1209 3482 

5712 2147 7859 

7327 1998 9325 

22:49 428 2677 

9576 2426 12,002 
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Table ~'- {continued~ AEEendix B. 

Fiscal Year ~970-7~ 

Traffic 
2 Total 

other Criminal 

District IV 

Cal.ais 84lY 72S 1566 

Machias 739 451 1190 

District Total 1579 1177 2756 

District V 
I 

f-' Ellsworth 1323 632 2005 .., 
'" I Bar Harbor 354 339 693 

Bel.:fast 743 549 1292 

Bucksport3 36 15 51 

District Total 2456 ~5B5 4041 

District VI 

Bath 7BB 404 11.92 

Rockl.and 912 559 1471 

Wiscasset 1002 439 1441 

District 'l!otal. 2702 1402 4104 

Table 1. (continued) AEEendix B. 

Fiscal. Year 1970-71 

Traffic 
2 Total. 

Other Criminal 

District VII 

Augusta 3547 1519 5066 

Watervil.le 2633 l.087 3720 

District Total 61BO 2606 8786 

I 
f-' District VIII N 
-.J 
I Brunswick 1639 760 2399 

Lewist.on 5152 2275 7427 

District Total 6791 3035 9B2~ 

District IX 

Bridgton 672 S16 1282 

Portland 9509 
I' 

3411 12,920 

I 
I 
1 District Total 10,181 4027 14,208 

'.~":":~~-''-;~.I-~ ~~_ ... _ 

_'~'~''''''''--:::--'_#-~:':~ __ h_~';'_~ ':""-"'-:-';~~",:,"'~;_'; 

Statistics 

Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal year 1972-73 
Total. Total 

Traffic other2 Criminal. Traffic Other2 Criminal 

828 726 1554 920 992 l.H2 

883 349 1232 1356 494- 1850 

1.711 1075 2786 2276 1.486 3762 

1871 752 2623 2170 967 3137 

472 344 8IS 661 503 1164 

1142 60B 1750 151,2 9l.3 2425 

1.556 1.704 5189 4343 2383 6726 

1.364 483 1841 1729 605 2334 

1160 712 1872 1.350 947 2297 

1288 446 1734 1221 552 1773 

3812 1641 5453 4300 2104 6404 

statistics 

Fiscal Year l.971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 
2 Total Total. 

Traffic Other Criminal. Traffic Other2 Criminal 

3760 1348 5108 4477 1&82 6359 

2966 925 3891 3075 1080 4155 

6726 2273 8999 7552 2962 10,514 

1988 680 2678 2452 67fl 3130 

5624 1.998 7622 7702 2721 10,423 

7622 2618: 10.300 10,154 3399 13,553 

1009 610 1.679 1414 805 2219 

13,515 4311 D r 886 16,412 6439 22,851 

14,584 4981 19,565 17,826 7244 25,070 
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Table 1- (continued) AEEendix B. Statistics 

Fisca~ Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 

2 Total Total 2 Total 

Traffic other criminal Traffic Other2 ctiminal Traffic Other Criminal 

District X 

Saco 4363 1777 6140 6427 1907 8334 7760 1802 9562 

Sanford U89 1015 2804 2537 989 3526 2585 1231 3816 

Kittery 3049 833 3882 3471 915 4386 3704 1111 4815 

t.istrict Total. 9.201 3625 12,S26 12,435 38ll 16.246 14,049 4144 18,193 

I .... 
N District XI <Xl 
I 

Livermore Falls 868 234 1102 1167 255 1422 1022 216 1238 

Rumford 1283 546 1829 1139 650 1789 1669 976 .2645 

So. Paris 588 455 1043 635. 376 1011 1024 423 1447 

District Total. 2739 1235 3974 2941 1.261 4222 3715 1615 5330 

District XII 

)!armington 1433 63a 2Qi'l 1494 626 2122 2277 61.4 2891 

Skowhe;gan 2341 1293 3640 3395 1430 4825 4356 1652 6008 

District Total 3780 1931 5711 4669 2058 6947 6633 2266 B699 

~~~----.--.~-----.-----.--~----~----.-----:--.----.-~--------~--~~========:7' 
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Table 1. (continued) AEEendix B. Statistics 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1911-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 
Total Total 2 Total 

Traffic Othel;"2 Criminal Traffic Other2 Criminal Traffic Other Criminal 

District Xrrr 
Dover-Foxcroft 704 909 1613 1082 1107 2189 .l935 1.470 

Lincoln 1031 401 1432 107 127 834 1532 441 

Millinocket 1046 766 1812 1302 610 1972 1299 1022 

District Total 2781 2076 4857 3091 1904 4995 4766 2933 

District Court 
Total 62,584 28,892 91,476 11,993 29,619 107,712 94,497 37,202 

lSource: District court Reports of Total Cases, in Annual Reports to the Chief Justice 
of the Maine Supreme crudicial Court on the Activity of the District Court, Fiscal Years 
1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73, submitted by the Chief Judge of the District Court under 
4 M.R.S.A. §164_9_ 

2Includes non-traffic criminal and juvenile cases. 

3Totals for Bucksport are not entered for 1971-72 and 1972-73 because that division 
was discontinued in 2971 and its cases taken by the District Court divisions in Ellsworth 
and Bar Harbor. 
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Table 2. 

Calendar Year: 

Guilty 
Offense Finding 

Driving Under the In-
f1.uence of Liquo~ 2.98a 

Violation of Law 
Resulting in Death 15 

Leaving the Scene of an 
Accident -Bodily Injury 

Leaving the Scene of an 
Accident-Property Damag~ 

Driving to Endanger 

Reckless Driving 

Operating After 
Revocation 

Operating After Suspen­
sion - Court Record 

Taking Motor Vehicle 
Without Consent 

Loaning Driver License 

Speeding 30T MPH Over 
Limit 

3 

201 

314 

81 

20 

58~ 

137 

15 

374 

", ;tt---.",,-- _~----:-_"'~~_~_"::~:: •. ~_'.-::::~_ '::--."': __ 

APPendix B. Statistics 

Fo~ 34 Common ~raffic Offenses, 
District Cow:t, Ratio of Gui1.ty 
Pleas to Guilty Findings (By Year)! 

1971 

Guilty 
Plea Percent 

2~021 68 

3 20 

1 33 

1.22 

189 

50 

1.8 

438 

92 

13 

308 

61. 

6a 

62 

90 

75 

67 

87 

82 

1972 

Guilty Guilty 
Finding Plea Percent 

4,042 2,792 69 

8 2 25 

8 2 25 

229 

349 

95 

6 

919 

154 

12 

697 

156 

225 

58 

5 

682 

109 

9 

593 

68 

65 

61 

83 

74 

71 

75 

85 

1.973 

Guilty GuUty 
Finding Plea Percent 

4,279 2,938 69 

7 1. 14 

8 4 50 

205 

509 

81. 

3 

1,044 

139 

8 

718 

148 

319 

49 

1 

772 

93 

6 

623 

72 

63 

61. 

33 

74 

67 

75 

87 
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Appendix So Statistics 

Table 2. (continued) 

Calendar Year: -~~~;----;;u---~--~ __ 
1973 

1971 1972 

Offense 
Guilty Guilty 

~inding Plea Percent 

Operating After Sus­
pension-Financial 
Responsibility 

Passing on a Hill or 
Curve 

Other Improper Passes 

Illegal Attachment of 
Plates 

Speeding 21-29 MPH 

372 

310 

440 

l.l.4 

275 

264 

371 

92 

Over Limit 2,755 2,476 

Operating Without a 
License 3,21a 2,890 

Allowing Unlicensed 
Person to DriVe 232 211 

Operating a Motorcycle 
Without a License 373 343 

Speeding 15-20 MPH 
Over Limit 

Speeding 10-14 ],!PH 
Limit 

~rudent Driver 

13,052 11,880 

11,973 11,165 

605 429 

74 

8S 

84 

81 

90 

90 

n 

92 

91 

93 

71. 

Guilty Guilty 
Finding Plea Percent 

562 

352 

466 

269 

3,633 

3.214 

406 

402 

17,()34 

13,668 

664 

435 

219 

382 

235 

3,279 

2,894 

362 

373 

15,484 

12,666 

446 

77 

91 

82 

87 

90 

90 

89 

93 

91 

93 

67 

Guilty Guilty 
Finding Plea Percent 

250 

348 

506 

304 

3,594 

3,790 

269 

698 

219 

303 

428 

281 

3,248 

3,437 

243 

660 

17,007 15,566 

13,010 12,095 

614 472 

88 

87 

85 

92 

90 

91,. 

90 

95 

92 

93 

77 
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~~ndix B. Statistics 

Table 2. (continued) 

Calendar ,Year~ 19n 
1972 

Guilty 
Offense FLoding 

Guilty 
Plea Percent 

Guilty 
Finding 

Guilty 
Plea Percent 

Failure to Obey a 
Stop Signal 3,587 

Failure to Return 
to the Right 175 

Following t~o Close 105 

Driving wx:ong Side 467 

Driving I~rong Way 178 

Improper Turn 287 

Failure to Yield at Sign 341 

Operating 11ithout a 
Registration 1,099 

No Inspection sticker 1,076 

Squealing Tires 594 

Speeding under 10 ~WH 
Over Limit 285 

Operating with Defec-

3,087 

H7 

91 

350 

162 

228 

235 

999 

1,025 

521 

249 

442 

86 

84 

87 

75 

91 

79 

69 

91 

95 

88 

81 

89 

4,042 

3t1 

132 

550 

162 

323 

310 

1,219 

L333 

686 

288 

706 

3,557 88 

240 77 

105 aO 
383 70 

152 

247 

182 

l,W2 

1,265 

618 

227 

632 

94 

77 

59 

90 

95 

90 

79 

90 
tive Exhaust 496 
*source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

Table 3. 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 
Guilty 

Finding 

Driving Under the 
Influence of Liquor 

Violation of Law 
Resulting in Death 

Leaving the Scene of an 
Accident-Bodily Injury 

Leaving the Scene of an 
Accident-property Damage 

Driving to Endanger 

Reckless Driving 

Operating after 
Revocation 

Operating After 
Suspension-Court Record' 

Taking Motor Vehicle 
without Consent 

Loaning driver license 

Speeding 30+ ~H over 
limit 

Operating After suspen­
sion-Pinancial Responsi­
bility 

505 

6 

2 

18 

64 

14 

5 

71 

7 

1 

17 

33 

~ppendix B. Statistics 
For 34 Common Traffic Offenses 
in Superior Court Ratio of Guilty 
Pleas to Guilty Pindings (By Year) * 

1971 

Guilty 
Plea 

450 

3 

2 

18 

56 

12 

5 

70 

7 

l 

13 

30 

Percent 

89 

50 

100 

100 

88 

86 

1.00 

99 

100 

100 

77 

91 

" 

Guilty 
Finding 

633 

8 

o 

20 

62 

14 

4 

106 

11 

o 

41 

49 

1972 

Guilty 
Plea 

573 

3 

o 

18 

55 

12 

4 

99 

9 

o 

39 

43 

Percent 

91 

38 

90: 

89 

86 

100 

93 

82 

95 

88 

1973 

Guilty 
Finding 

Guilty 

4,440 

336 

153 

524 

217 

417 

266 

1,325 

986 

929 

330 

753 

Guilty 
Finding 

691 

4 

a 

9 

57 

15 

3 

l29 

6 

o 

10 

18 

Plea Percent, 

4,016 91 

265 79 

131 86 

412 79 

179 

339 

186 

1,212 

930 

835 

255 

679 

1973 

Guilty 
Plea 

60a 

3 

o 

8 

51 

12 

3 

127 

6 

a 

lO 

16 

83 

81 

70 

92 

94 

90 

77 

90 

Percent 

88 

75 

89 

90 

80 

100 

98 

100 

100 

89 

It 
Ii 

II 
" \: 
1: 
11 
f, 
t 
1: 
~ 
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Table 3. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 

Passing on a hill 
or curve 

Other improper 
passes 

Illegal Attachment 
of Plates 

~ Speeding 21-29 MPH 
t over limit 

I 
}-< 

W 
In 
I 

Operating without 
a license 

Allowing unlicensed 
person to drive 

Operating a motorcycle 
without a license 

Speeding 15-20 MPH 
over lirni.t 

Speeding 10-14 MPH 
over limit 

Imprudent driver 

Failure to obey a 
stop signal 

Table 3. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 

Failure to :t'eturn 
to the right 

Following too close 

Driving wrong side 

Driving wrong way 

Improper turn 

Failure to yield at 
sign 

Operating without 
a registration 

NO Inspection Sticker 

Squealing Tires 

Speeding under 10 MPH 
OVer limit 

Operating with 
Defective Exhaust 

Guilty 
Finding 

7 

6 

3 

46 

56 

6 

3 

76 

56 

20 

48 

~pendix B. statistics 

1911 

Guilty 
Plea percent 

7 100 

5 83 

3 100 

45 

53 

6 

2 

62 

46 

12 

42 

98 

95 

100 

67 

82 

82 

60 

88 

Guilty 
Finding 

5 

8 

6 

37 

58 

.1. 

6 

83 

72 

23 

38 

1972 

Guilty 
plea 

2 

8 

5 

35 

56 

1 

4 

77 

62 

22 

32 

Appendix B. Statistics 

1911 1972 

Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 

Percent 

40 

100 

83 

95 

91 

100 

67 

88 

86 

96 

84 

Finding Plea Percent FindiJlg Plea Percent 

3 

3 

8 

2 

4 

5 

26 

2 

7. 

14 

4 

2 

3 

7 

2 

2 

3 

26 

1 

5 

13 

3 

67 

100 

88 

100 

50 

60 

100 

50 

71 

93 

15 

9 

2 

9 

3 

3 

5 

19 

6 

12 

12 

10 

5 

2 

7 

3 

2 

• '2 

19 

6 

9 

12 

10 

56 

100 

78 

100 

67 

40 

100 

100 

15 

100 

100 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 

~ 

Guilty 
Finding 

4 

9 

2 

40 

49 

1 

8 

70 

73 

36 

32 

Guilty 
Finding 

5 

4 

9 

3 

2 

3 

14 

3 

II 

25 

4 

1973 

Guilty 
Plea 

3 

9 

2 

36 

45 

1· 

8 

68 

67 

34 

29 

1973 

Guilty 

Percent 

75 

100 

100 

90 

92 

100 

100 

97 

92 

94 

91 

Plea Percent 

5 

3 

8 

1 

2 

2 

13 

3 

9 

25 

3 

100 

75 

89 

33 

100 

67 

93 

100 

82 

100 

75 
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Table 4. Appendix B. Statistics 

Ratio of Guilty Pleas to Guilty 
Findings for All Traffic Cases 
Reported to Motor Vehicle Division 

by District Court (By Year)* 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Gu~lty Guilty Gu~lty 

District I 

Caribou 

Fort Kent 

Nadawaska 

Van Buren 

District Total 

District II 

Houlton 

Presque Isle 

District Total 

District III 

Bangor 

Newport 

District Total 

Findings pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas 

1158 

625 

263 

198 

2244 

2325 

1417 

3742 

4403 

985 

5388 

933 

422 

183 

141 

1679 

1934 

1029 

2963 

3451 

872 

4323 

81 

68 

70 

71 

75 

83 

73 

79 

78 

89 

80 

1226 

794 

446 

161 

2627 

2384 

1623 

4007 

6016 

1716 

7732 

976 

577 

296 

103 

1952 

1985 

1109 

3094 

4752 

1512 

6264 

80 

73 

66 

64 

74 

83 

68 

77 

79 

88 

81 

1.344 

894 

488 

67 

2793 

2676 

1555 

4:!31 

4472 

2033 

6505 

1094 

648 

337 

37 

2116 

2243 

1109 

3352 

3529 

1845 

5374 

Percent 

81 

72 

69 

55 

76 

84 

71 

79 

79 

91 

83 

... 
. ,1. ,~. ·~~:7~~4!·~7~~~,..,.-~.~#~.:~~r~';""''''r-;'''_~~~~~~,,'-~~~~~"c-~i?~~ ___ ~~_'~~_~~~-":'~~~~~::~~:~;~~" 
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Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
------~---- GliHty -GUlIEy-- ~-----GuTlty-Guilty Gu~lty Gu~lty 

Findings Pleas percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Plea percent 

District IV 

Calais 

Machias 

District Total 

District V 

Ellsworth 

Bar Harbor 

Belfast 

District Total 

District VI 

Bath 

Rockland 

Wiscasset 

District Total 

-"",'!>-•. 

654 

593 

1247 

1499 

418 

913 

21no 

935 

880 

939 

2754 

595 

555 

U50 

1314 

379 

775 

2468 

853 

760 

831 

2444 

91 

94 

92 

88 

91 

85 

87 

91 

86 

88 

89 

448 

938 

1386 

1416 

386 

1117 

2919 

1092 

1022 

975 

3089 

389 

854 

1243 

1203 

342 

897 

2442 

954 

877 

854 

2685 

87 

91 

90 

85 

89 

80 

84 

87 

86 

88 

87 

690 

1124 

1814 

1635 

462 

1203 

3300 

1194 

1026 

1052 

3272 

640 

1056 

1696 

1389 

420 

970 

2779 

1075 

882 

928 

2885 

93 

94 

93 

85 

91 

81 

84 

90 

86 

88 

88 

.-"A 
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Table 4. (ccntinued) 

Calendar Year: 

District VII 
Augusta 

WatervilLe 

District Total. 

District VIII 

Brunswick 

Lewiston 

District '.rotal 

District IX 

Br~dgton 

Portland 

District Total. 

District X 

Saco 

Sanford 

~ittery 

District Total 

Guilty 
Findings 

3184 

2293 

547? 

141.9 

3488 

4907 

628 

9650 

1.0278 

3892 

1634 

2166 

7792 

Appendix B. Statistics 

1971 
Guilty 
Pleas Percent 

2715 

2049 

4824 

1.324 

2824 

4148 

590 

9047 

9637 

3725 

1567 

1991 

7283 

87 

89 

88 

93 

81 

85 

94 

94 

94 

96 

96 

92 

93 

1972 
Guilty Guilty 

Findings Pleas 

3415 3011 

2456 21.41 

5871 5152 

1790 

4328 

6118 

1700 

3595 

5295 

1057 1.017 

10716 10041 

11773 11058 

4338 

2125 

2543 

9006 

41.30 

2044 

2377 

8551 

Percent 

88 

87 

88 

95 

83 

87 

96 

94 

94 

95 

96 

93 

95 

1973 
GuiLty GlUlty 

Findings Pleas 

3928 

2546 

6474 

1856 

3538 

5394 

3447 

2239 

5686 

1.783 

2926 

4709 

1286 1254 

12202 11436 

13488 12690 

4656 4364 

1915 1817 

2978 2785 

9549 8966 

Percent 

88 

88 

88 

96 

83 

87 

98 

94 

94 

94 

95 

94 

94 

~ ~ ~ ~r~;,,~~~~~=~Ct:,::::-,:.~~:~~..::..=·· ~~::::::::,::::::~~·~~~,-':~~.H~~!,;:~~1}f¥~~· 
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Table 4. (continued) Aopendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
Gu:llEy-Gii:llty---- --- - - - Guilty Gtiirty- - GU1..1ty GU1.1ty 

Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent 

District XI 

Livermore Falls 

Rumford 

So. Paris 

District Total 

District XII 

Farmingham 

Skowhegan 

District Total 

District XIII 

Dover-Foxcroft 

Lincoln 

Mi1linocket 

District Tota1 

District Court 
~ 

681 

799 

514 

1994 

1097 

2246 

3-343 

716 

1011 

816 

2543 

54,539 

646 

731-

470 

1847 

948 

1938 

2886 

607 

936 

721 

2264 

47,91.6 

95 

91 

91 

93 

86 

86 

86 

85 

93 

88 

89 

88 

1010 

1010 

578 

2598 

1545 

3110 

4655 

1078 

1285 

823 

3186 

64,967 

938 

921 

542 

2401 

1,308 

2692 

4000 

967 

1183 

729 

2879 

57,016 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts • 

93 

91 

94 

92 

85 

87 

86 

90 

92 

89 

90 

8S 

659 

910 

635 

2204 

1364 

3044 

4408 

596 

838 

565 

1999 

1142 

2633 

3775 

1410 1309 

121.9 1128 

862 774 

3491 32ll. 

63,231 59,238 

90 

92 

89 

91 

84 

86 

86 

93 

93 

90 

92 

94 

- - ---Y'-~ • ~""T~a"~~:';~;c,._:._ .... __ .~. '0 
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AEEendix B. Statistics 

Table 5. Ratio of Guilty Pleas to Guilty 
Findings for All Traffic Cases 
Reported to Hotor Vehicle Division 
by Suoerior Court (Bv YearJ* 

Calendar Year; 1971 1212 19:ZJ 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 

County Findings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent 

Androscoggin 66 50 76 39 26 67 54 49 91 

Aroostook 107 100 94 147 145 99 149 142 95 

Cumberland 243 223 92 315 296 94 372 351 94 

Franklin 35 30 86 44 42 96 50 42 84 

I Hancock 31 26 84 ~~ 54 98 53 46 87 I-' ... 
0 Kennebec 46 43 93 81 64 79 lOa 95 88 I 

Knox 21 20 95 21 20 95 25 23 92 

Lincoln 134 114 85 91 75 82 34 28 82 

Oxford 62 55 89 60 50 83 38 34 B9 

Penobscot 151 140 93 239 223 93 167 157 94 

Piscataquis 13 13 100 6 5 83 12 11 92 

Sagadahoc 64 59 92 S4 48 89 67 59 88 

Somerset 42 37 88 41 40 98 51 49 96 

Waldo 27 19 70 51 39 76 66 62 94 

,'lashington 2;6 21 81 51 47 92 47 42 89 

York 148 127 86 179 147 82 158 126 BO 
-.... ~, 

/I: 

_ It i II ~i'!SRZ .. t""'(.''''W'''''' ,7 Jo>81'; . • .,.,., , ," ..... ,.p-.• "" ,"-, ."""" ... ,.,.. ".-';c;"". ., !,"'"'"""'i""""'" '",,"'_=~ 
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Table 5. {continued} 
Appendix B. Statistics 

1971 1972 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 

Findings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent 
Suoerior Court 

~ 1216 1077 89 1474 1321 90 

*Source: Maine ~wtor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

1973 
Guilty Guilty 

Findings Plea 

1451 1316 

Percent 

91 

~'.~~'/",.,,, •• - <-.. _---

f 
1 
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~ 



r ~~<~ , ,.:~:2L~~~lib~2~~ ':',~~~~:~::: _-,_' ... ~~:.::'::' -~~,~~::;:~:~:7'!;"~ "7!;~_a_:":=·,:,::":·:.c"~_._.';;~::;c.:.·,i-:;',c-::=-"=;;;~~~ 
~ 

AEoendix B. statistics 

Table 6. Total Fines collected for Traffic 
cases in Di~trict Court (In Dollars) 
(By Years)" 

Calendar Year: 

1971 1972 1973 

District r 

Caribou ~40559 $43238 $44900 

Fort Kent 23740 28459 31471 

!~da~laska 
9420 15845 16888 

I 
Van Buren 7445 6160 3680 

..... 

.~ District Total 81,164 93,720 96,939 
.., 
I 

District "II 

fl'oulton 
68095 74200 82098 

Presque Isle 
57545 66335 54142 

District Total. 
125,640 140,535 136,240 

District III 

Dangor 141314 183707 158579 

lfewpart 
29525 53135 61295 

District Total. 
170,839 236,842 219,874 

• P !UJiJ!!l?i\lt#!'i"'''' ! 'I'F' ",,-' ' 
r ~, ~'.' •. ,Oir,. " ~~ ................... _~..".."''''' "~ ",...".. ...... "''- ... ·~",..,...,.....-.."..'''T''~M. .~"""'-....... -~~ 

Table 6. (continued) Appendix B. statistics 

Calendar Year; 

1971 1972 1973 
District IV 

Cala.i.s $26565 $18223 $29660 
Machias 20149 :nS55 41240 
District Total 46714 5007& 70900 

I District V 
I-' 
A 

Ellsw:>rth 5782(1 w 
51385 56225 I 

Bar Harbor 1.5795 13789 13400 
Be1fast 37125 48625 58981 
Dist~ict Total. 1l0,14(t 113,799 128,606 
District: VI 

Bath 31010 42335 42276 
Rockland 28495 35615 63495 
~'1iscasset 33970 38465 36147 
District Total. 93,475 116*415 141,918 

.~. 
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Table 6. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 

1971 1972 1973 

District VIr 
Augusta $103644 $112484 $132445 

Waterville 70855 81345 91825 

District Total 174,499 193,829 224,27G 

ni-=-trict. 'IXII: 

Brunswick 46580 76149 62117 

r ,... 
Lewiston 76625 100359 .... 

101225 

.... 
I District !>ota1 123,205 176,50B 163,342 

District IX 

Bridgton 19125 33533 38405 

Portland 
245823 311644 26986G 

District 'rotal 
264,948 345,177 308,271 

Distcict X 

S<lCO 
110935 141100 145499 

Sanford 
47145 73845 63242 

Kittery 
72614 Soa25 90620 

District Total 230,694 294.970 299,261 

,'.,,,,,1, ~~':'~k;j;;~=~====:=,';:-,~~~-~,.~~~-~~~.~--.. ~,~~-,~~.~-~-~~-~~-~-, 
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A 
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Table 6. {continued} Appendix B. Statistics 

calendar Year: 

., 1971 1972 
,; 

District XI 

Livermore Pa1la S1674S $25265 

Rum£oz:d 18800 2GB7S 

So. l'ari. 18310 19525 

Disuict Total 53,855 71,665 

Disuict xrr 

Farmingham 289(}a 4535(} 

Skowhegan 89478 118nO 

Disuict Total 118,378 163,460 

Distrlct XrIr 

Dover-Foxcroft 1984()'~ 32814 

Lincoln 37449 41519 

Mi1linQc1tet 27448 29885 

District: Total 84,777 104,218 

District Court 
~ 1,678,928 2,101,198 

·Source: Maine Moto~ Vehicle DiVision Statistics for all co~ts. 
Total, all Districts, 3 years (1971-73i: S5,911,98o. 

1973 

S193S(} 

27043 

21840 

G!!,233 

45775 

115323 

161,098 

41240. 

41282 

30.380. 

112,90.2 

2.131,854 

, 
I 

'I 
'1 
1j 

" \l 
11 

11 
11 

'i 
~ 
I 
I 
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Table 7. 

.-.. ~'.'~' .-<~.-

Appendix B. statistics 

Total Fines collected for 

Calendar Year: 

Traffic Cases in superior court-tIn 
Dollars)' (By year) *' 

1.971 1972 1973 
Total Fines 

county 
Total r'l.oes 

TotaL-Fines 

Androscoggin 

Aroostook 

C-urnberland 

Franklin 

Hancock 

Kennebec 

$ 3,020 
$ 1,475 

12,593 
16,B85 

22,430 
31,440 

3,070 
3,025 

2,235 
3,695 

6,000 
9,460 

2,030 
2,395 

Knox-

Lincoln 

oxford 

penobscot 

16,375 
9,355 

5,075 
4,B40 

15,245 
23,145 

465 
855 

piscataquis 
6,145 

5,660 

sagadahoc 
4,955 

5,690 

somerset 
3,290 

3,915 

Walda 
2,515 

5,695 

Washington 
12,012 

17,29B 

York 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Table 7. 

Superior Court 

TOTAL ** --,--

(continued) 

1971 

Total Fines 

$ 117,845 

1972 

Total Fines 

$ 144,438 

·Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

** Total for3 years,197l-1973: $410,665 

~'.'~<. 

$ l,B45 

16,850 

36,085 

4,920 

5,215 

13,759 

.1,850 

3,905 

2,OB5 

16,855 

1,313 

1,450 

15,220 

6,340 

4,105 

16,585 

1973 

Total Fines 

:; 148,3f.l2 

Ii 

11' 
1 
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AEEendix B. Statistics 

Table S. Average Fines for Ten Co~on'Traffic Offenses 
in District Court (In Dollars, By Year) 4 (See Charts 9 tc 18) 

Calendar Year; 1971 ·1972 1973 
Guilty Total Average Guilty Total. Average Guilty, Total. Average 

Offense Findings Fines FiTIes Findings Fines Fines Fi.ndings Fines Fines 

Driving under the 
influence of liquor 

Highl 34 !? 6080 $ 179 191 $.33030 $173 218 $ 37215 $171 

Mean2 2980 457980 154 4042 607374 150 4279 546744 151 

LoW 
3 

I 
98 12020 1.23 134 15920 119 186 24530 132 

f-' ,... 
Operating after ex> 

c" suspension-court 
records 

High
1 

3 450 150 l.7 2120 125 16. 1800 113 

Mean2 584 47745 82 919 76600 83 1044 88160 84 

Low 3 35 1450 41 12 475 40 1 50 50 

Speeding .10-14 
MPH over limit: 

High1 152 3710 24 56 1480 26 295 7320 25 

Mean 
2 11973 242166 20 13668 279689 21 13010 270785 21 

Low 3 518 9116 18 232 4270 18 349 6115 18 

Speeding 15-20 
MPR over limit: 

Hi9.h
1 74 2200 30 146 4445 31 180 5320 30 

,0 

~ ~, 

Table B. continued 
AEEendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year; 1971 1972 Guxity Total Average GUl.lty Total Average Guilty -----rotal Average Offense Findings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines Findings 'Fines Fines 

Mean2 13052 $306008 $24 1703-1 $404492 $24 17007 $403755 $24 
Lo\~ 3 1304 22334 17 1679 30295 18 1108 20190 18 

Speeding 21-29 
~lPH over limit: 

High1 69 2975 43 134 5595 42 157 6265 40 2 
2755 80328 29 3633 109074 104810 29 

I Mean 
30 3594 f-' 

3 ... 
Low 250 4560 18 322 .' 6305 20 291 5710 20 '" I 

'. Speeding 30+ 
MPH over limit: 

Highl 5 385 77 5 300 60 22 1.345 61 2 

43 718 30597 43 
Mean 374 l6700 45 697 29835 3 
Low 5 75 15 40 1015 25 3 75 25 

Operating 
without a 
license: 

Highl 
85 3545 42 12 470 39 94 3980 42 

Mean 2 3210 79958 25 32l4, 78125 24 3790 93935 25 
Low 3 49 590 12 53 610 12 2 25 13 

... : 

.~';'/:" .. _'" 
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Table 8. continued 

Calenda.: Yeal:: 

Offense 

Operating without 
a registration; 1 

High 

Mean
2 

LoW 
3 

Gui1ty 
Findings 

3 

1099 

14 

1.971 
Total 
Fines 

$ 110 

22800 

170 

Appendix B. statistics 

Ave.:age 
Fines 

:;; 37 

21 

l2 

1912 
Guilty Total. 

Findings Fines 

33 $ 920 

1219 25400 

29 355 

69 

Ave.:age 
Fines 

$ 28 

21 

12 

24 

1973 
GuHEy Total 

Findings Fines 

8 $ 230 

1325 28440 

17 225 

19 

Average 
Fines 

$ 29 

22 

13 

f 
Ii 

f 
~ 
I 
I 

Failu.:e to obey 
stop signal: 1 

~ High 

~ Mean2 

56 

3587 

313 

1.415 

75169 

25 

21 4042 

20 

1660 

82001 

265 

20 

13 

4440 

470 

92711 

590 

25 

21 

16 
I· 3 

Low 
5040 16 

37 

20 20 
No inspection 1 
sticker: High 3 

1076 

24 

60 

15520 

255 

20 

14 

11 

9 195 

21340 

22 1 

l6 

10 

) ..... 
'" ..... 
1 

1 

Mean2 

Low 3 

Figures for division with highest average. 

2Mean fo.: all divisions. 

3Figu.:es for division with lowest average. 

1333 

3 30 

4 
sou.:ce: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for al! courts. 

l6 

lO 

986 

1 

15765 

10 
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Appendix 8. Statistics I 

Table 9. 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 

Driving under the 
influence of.liquor 

Highl 

Mean2 

LOW 3 

Operating after 
suspension-court 
records 

High
1 

Mean2 

Low 3 

Speeding 10-14 
MPH over limit: 

Highl 

Mean2 

LOW 3 

Speedin<;r 15-20 
MPH over limit: 

High1 

AVerage Fine. ~or Ten cc;mon,Traffic Offenses 
in Superior Court (In Dollars, By Year)4 (See Charts 35 to 44) 

1971 1972 1973 
GUilty Total Average Guilty Total Aver'age Guil t~ ~ 

Pinding. Fine. Pines Findings Finea ~ine8 FindinSB Fines 

38 

505 

15 

4 

71 

5 

1 

56 

4 

7 

$ .9950 

82090 

1480 

1110 

6495 

·70 

100 

1500 

75 

325 

$262 

163 

9-9 

278 

92 

14 

100 

27 

19 

47 

21 

633 

13 

1 

106 

3 

17 

72 

2 

12 

$ 4245 

99730 

900 

205 

10370 

85 

495 

1815 

15 

430 

$202 

158 

69 

,,05 

98 

26 

29 

25 

6 

36 

11. 

69l. 

19 

4 

129 

7 

5 

73 

1 

5 

$2255 

106044 

1575 

855 

11070 

WO 

245 

2205 

20 

235 

Average 
Fines 

$205 

154 

83 

214 

86 

14 

49 

30 

20 

47 

o ..,;". '.,,_;.. ~ .~_>._.:; 
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Table 9. continued A~~endix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 
Gu' y. Averag. ~erage Guilty ~erage 

Offen •• Fin4ing. Fin •• Fine. Findings ·Fines 

Mellll2 76 $ 2400 $ 32 83 $ 2330 $ 28 70 $ 2080 $ 30 

LoW 3 4 85 21 3 50 17 4 20 5 

Speeding 21-29 
MPH over limit: 

Hi9h
l 2 135 68 8 365 46 2 . 150 75 

I 
2 

fJ 
Mellll 46 1680 37 37 1370 37 40 1555 39 

U1 3 
'" 2 25 13 
I LOW 1 20 20 4 100 25 

Speeding 30+ 
MPH over limit: 

Highl 1 100 100 1 100 100 1 100 100 

2 
Mean 17 825 49 41 2160 53 10 523 53 

3 
Low 2 30 15 2 30 15 1 30 30 

Operating 
without a 
license: 

Hi9hl 5 280 56 7 405 58 1 100 100 

Mellll2 56 1900 34 58 1810 31 49 1615 33 

.LoW 3 2 .15 8 5 75 15 12 175 15 

l' f ,. .. t". l..1Z •. ~",- ",,~r..;," ~,Jije.¥!$fi)·fif?*!9_ZD,~!i~ ~."t'!",!f~,t":"!"-"'·P.:... __ ::._.:~:·_ ,-i-e."T -.. ~'''--:::---;--'---.~.--~---;.-- ~-< - ~'-'~ - --",--< • .,.;~-;,~~.;;--"""",.»" • ./,.-,:,-.,~~~ I iJ L Ji£. .! 11-1&t2.-.·, , .. ~m~ ......... _ .......... -~--~~-~--~~~,,~~-~---'"'~~·~~--·· 

Tab1~ 9. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
.--~~-- ----GUIlty-~Total--Average -. GUilty Total Average Guilty Total - Average 

Offense Finding. Fine. Fines Findings Fine. Fines Findings Fines Fines 

Operating without 
a registration: 1 

High 1 $ 55 $ 55 1 $ 50 $ 50 4 $125 $ 31 

Mean 
2 

26 885 34 19 450 24 14 320 23 

Low 3 1 15 15 5 70 14 2 35 18 

Failure to obey 
!ltop signal: 1 

I High 2 200· 100 15 395 26 1 55 55 
fJ 
U1 
w Mean2 4e 1230 26 I 38 895 24 32 805 25 

Low 
3 5 45 9 1 15 15 3 45 15 

No.inspect~on 1 
st1cker: High 1 25 25 1 50 50 1 15 15 

Mean2 2 41t 20 6 115 19 3 35 12 

LoW 3 1 15 15 3 35 12 ·2 20 10 

1 
Figures for division with highest average. 

2Mean for all divisions. 

3Figures for diviSion with lowest average • 

. 4 

Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division St:atistiCEi for all courts. 

,~:~~~- E_.::._._~ __ ~_~_~_~ __ ~, ,:. ,,~~ ~ /:;-
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Appendix C. Califo~nia and New York Classifioation of 
Motor Vehicle Offenses 

Motor vehicle Offenses Unde~ the california 
Vehicle Code· 

1. Acts specifically defined as felonies include: 

2. 

b. 

throwing rock or substance capable of causing 

serious bodily harm or discharging firearm at 

veh~cle (S23110(b}) 

narcotics addict driving vehicle on hiqhway 

(S23105) 

c. causing podily injury by unlawful acts in driving 

while drunk (S23101r toluene or other poison, 

S23101.5) 1 non-narcotic drug, S2310B) 

d. theft and un1awfuldriving or taking vehicle slOB51) 

e. failure to stop by driver involved in accident 

resulting in injury to another or death (S20001) 

f. vehicular homicide (Cal. Penal Code S192(3» 

Acts specificallY defined as misdemeanors include: 

a. ~alse statements (5S20, 40000.5) 

h. impersonation of member Of state aighway Patrol 

(SS27, 40000.5) 

c. giving false information (5S31, 40000.5) 

d. failure to obey officer's lawful order or submit 

to lawful inspection (S§2BOO, 40000.7) 

• All statutory references in Appendix A are to Cal. 
Vehicle Code (West 1971), except where otherwise noted. 
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e. ~ai1ure to obey fireman's lawful order 

(§§2aOl, 40000.7) 

f. unlawful vehicle or load (SS2S03, 40000.7) 

g. failure to obey crossing guard's traffic 

signal or direction (S§2B15, 40000.7) 

h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

m. 

n. 

o. 

p. 

q. 

r. 

s. 

t. 

improper delivery of certificates of ownership 

and registration by dealer (§S5753, 40000.7) 

improper notice by dealer (§§590l, 40000.7) 

cancelled, suspended, or revoked documents of 

dealer, manufacturer, etc. (SS8S03, 40000.7) 

false report of vehicle theft (§§1050J~' 50000.9) 

altered or defaced vehicle 10 numbers (§§10750, 

10751, 40000.9) 

theft of binder chains (§§iOB51.5, 40000.9) 

injuring or tampering with vehicle (5S10S52, 10B53, 

40000.9) 

unlawful use of stored vehicle (S510B54, 40000.9) 

license Violations (as enumerated in §40000.11) 

unregistered interstate highway carrier (S5l6560, 

40000.13) 

failure to stop when involved in aocident damaging 

property (§S20002, 40000.13) 

driving under influence (liquor 5523103, 40000.15) 

(non-narcotic drug, §§23106, 23102.5) 

reckless driVing (523103) and that causing bodily 

injury (5S23104, 40000.15) 
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u. speed contests (S§23109, 40000.15) 

v. throwing substance at vehicle (S§23110(a), 40000.15) 

w. noncompliance with order, signal or direction of 

officer on vehicular crossing (§523253, 40000.15) 

x. trespass on vehicular corssing not intended for 

public use (§2332, 40000.15) 

y. sale of substandard exhaust sys·tem (527150.1, 

40000.15) 

z. improper transportation of explosives, radioactive 

materials, flammable liquids (540000.19), or 

hazardous materials (S40000.21) 

aa. weight violation (S40000.23) 

bb. employer/owner's failure to answer citation issued 

to driver/employee (SS40000. 25 , 40005) 

cc. false signature on written promise to appear 

(5540000.25, 40504) 

dd. violation of promise to appear (S540000. 25 , 40508) 

ee. 3 or more infractions within a 12-month period 

(S40000.28) 

3. All other violations of the Vehicle Code are "traffic 

infractions." 
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Appendix C. California and New York Classification of 

Motor Vehicle Offenses 

1. 

2. Motor Vehicle Offenses Under New York 
Vehicle and Traffic Law* 

The follo\;ling offenses are classified by New York 

as felonies: 

2. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1. 

homicide arising out of operation of a motor vehicle 

assault arising out of operation of a motor vehicle 

criminal neg~igence in the operation of a motor 

vehicle resulting in death 

fraudulent alteration of certificate of title (52130(a» 

operating motor vehicle while und",r influence of 

alcohol or drug d s, secon or subsequent offense 

within ten years (51192) 

improper transportation of dangerous i art cles, third 

or subsequent offense (5380) 

sale of false or frauduJ:ent licertse, registration, 

or license plate (5392-a) 

willful alteration of vehicle ID number (5421) 

false statement relating to motor vehicle known to 

be stolen or wrongful possession of stolen vehicle 

(5426) 

j. theft of motor vehicle 

The following offenses are misdemeanors: 

a. non felonious fraud relating to certificates of title 

(S2130 (b» 

b. reckless driving (§1190) 

* All statutory references are to New York Vehicle 
& Traffic Law (McKinney 1970) 
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81 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

operating motor vehicle while under influence 

of alcohol or drugn, first offense (Sl192) 

unauthorized destruction, defacing, or removal 

of unattended motor vehicle (S122~(7» 

operation of unregistered motor vehicle (5319) 

operation of motor vehicle without financial 

security (S3l9) 

failure to deliver certificate of registration, 

license plates, or license upon revocation (5318(7». 

h. improper transporation of dangerous articles, 

or second offense (§380) 

first 

i. 
false statement or deceit in application for registra­

tion or license (S392) 

j. equipping motor vehicle with radio capable of 

receiving police si~lals (5397) 

k. failure by vehicle dismantler to produce required 

records (~4l5~a(5» 

1. sale of vehicle with changed ID number (S42l) 

m. wrongful possession of vehicle wfth changed ID 

number (S422) 

n. leaving scene of acctdent causing damage to person 

or property without reporting (S600) 

o. participation in speed contest without permission 

on highway (Sl182) 

p. lmlawful disposal of traffic summons and complaint 

(S207 (5» 
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q. failure to surrender inspection items upon 

suspension or revocation (S303(f» 

r. 

s. 

t. 

certain violations of inspection la\~ (S306 (e~ (f» 

failure to surrender license, etc. aZter suspen­

sion (5340) 

operating while licens~ or registration is suspended 

or revoked, where restoration or a new license is 

depondent upon furnishing proof of financial 

responsibility (5355) 

u. any violation of 5370, Indemnity bonds or insurance 

pOlicies; notice of accident 

v. operaticg motor vehicle with inadequate brakes (5375(1» 

w. sale of unapproved head lighting devices f53?5(7» 

x. violation by vehicles engaged in log transportation 

(5377) 

y. any violation of S5378, 379, Motor ~ehicles engaged in the 

transportation of flammable liquids 

z. any violation of 5382, H~'draulic brake fluids 

aa. 

bb. 

any violation of 5382 (a), Brake linings 

any violation of S394, Drivers' Schools 

cc. any violation of 5395, Private service bureaus 

ddt removal from a vehicle of a validating tag on a 

license plate or other evidence of registration 

I.'Ixcept by the owner or persOll author~zed by the 

owner or a police officer in the performance of 

his duty. (5403) 
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ea. failure to surrender suspended or revoked 

dealer certificate of registration, number 

plates or certificates of. sale (§415(9-b)) 

ff. defaced vehicle indentificationnumbers (§S415(a), 

421, 422, 423) 

gg. junk and salvage vehicle--notice and VIN plates 

(S429) 

hh. Fail'ure to surrender licenses, etc. after suspen-

sion or revocation (§510(7)) 

ii. Operating while license is suspended or revoked 

(S511) 

jj. operating while registl'ation is suspended or revoKed 

(S512) 

kk. leaving scene of accident (S600) 

n. failure to report accident or given correct' .infor-

maHon (S605) 

rnrn. -speed contests and races (51182) 

nn. reckless driving .(S1190) 

00. operating with .10 of 1% alcohol in blood (Sl192(2)) 

pp. driving while intoxicated (Sl192(3)) 

qq. operating while ability impaired by the use of 

a drug (Sl192(4)) 

rr. destroying or defacing an unattended vehicle (S1224 (7)) 
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:I . i 

3. 

4. 

ss. illegal possession of ce:t'tif~cato. • .. of tH.le; 

All 

and 

failure to deliver certificate of title upon 

request, failure to transfer certificat(~ ~f 

title upon request (S2l30(b)) 

offenses regarding the registration of snowmobiles 

motorboats are violations (SS2220-223l). 

All other violations of the Vehicle and Traffic Law are 

infractions. 

-161-



Title 29 

S8!)3 

5900 

5998 

51311 

.Appendix D 

Present Penalties' for Maine Traffic Offenses l 

The following is a list of offenses defined by l'~aine 
Revised Statutes Annotated, Title 29, Motor Vehicles, with 
penalties now;provided by statute. Violations of Chapter 21 
of Title 29, relating to title to motor vehicles, are included 
although they are not so much "traffic" offenses as offenses 
against title or security interests in property. (Dollar 
amounts listed under "penalty" refer to the amount of fine 
that may be imposed; time periods listed represent length of 
~ossible imprisonment., Under 29 M.R.S.A. 52305, a judge 
may order temporary suspension for up to 30 days of the operator's 
license of any traffic violal;or, in addition to any penalty 
listed below. 

Since duration of imprisonment bears on recommendations 
in this report relating to characterization of traffic offenses 
and availability of a right to trial by jury, offenses listed 
here are grouped according to ,duration of possible imprisonment. 
Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory 
change are marked by one asterisk (A) if 'it is recommended that 
they be recharacterized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) 
if statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not 
be characterized as inf:ractions. This report recommends an 
amendment to '29 M.R.S.A. 52303, the general penalty statute 
for traffic offenses, that will be consistent with these 
changes. Under the recommended amendment to 52303, any offense 
that would otherwise be a traffic infraction, but which results 
in personal injury or property damage, will be a misdemea~or. 

1. Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for six months 
or longer 

Offense Penalty 

Failure to stop when involved in serious 
accident (injury or death to person) 

(second 
and or 

$100-!)00 and or 
up to 9 monthll. 

violation) $200-500 
up to 11 months. 

using motor vehicle without authority Up to $200 and 
or up to 9 months. 

(second violat:i:onl $200-500 and 
or up to 11 months. 

Failure to reduce spp.ed at grade crossing 
or stop on approach of train as in 5900 above 

Second or subsequent violation for 
reckless driving 

Up to $1,000 and 
or up to 11 months. 

ISource: Office of secretary of State, Revised Motor 
Vehicle Laws of the State of Maine, 1973 Edition., suhsequent 
legislative amendments to Title 29 may not be reflected in this 
Appendix. 
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Title 29 

§1313 

§1315 

§1316 

§2184 

§2185, 

§2280 

§2442 

Offense 

Causing death by motor vehicle in 
manner to support manslaughter conviction 

) 

Reckless homicide 

Causing death by violation of .law 

Second violation' driving while 
license suspended or reVOked 

~elli~g or possessing vehicle with 
l.dentl.fying marks no 

Habi~ual offender driving When 
prohl.bited 

Altered, forged or counterfeited 
certificate of ~uto title 

'-163-

Penalty 

Manslaughter penalty 
plus 5-year license 
revocation. 

Up to $2,000 and 
6 months to 5 years 
plus 3;"5 years 
suspension. 

$300-1,000 and 3-11 
mon ths plus 2- 3 
years suspension. 

$100-500 and or 
2 days'-ll months 

Up to $1,000 and 
or up to 11 months. 

Up to 2 years. 

$500-1,000 ~nd or 
up to 1-5 years. 

[' 



Title 29 

S783 (7) 

§787 (7) 

§1312 (10) 

§2184 

§2184 

§2443 

§2445 

c 

p,resent .Penalties- ,for Maine Traffic Offenses 

2. "1 by ~mprisonmel1t for not more Offenses nowpunisha~ e ~ 
tnan s.ix 1IlOnths. 

Offense 

Knowing misrepresentation of ac~id~~t 
report, where bodily injury or ea 
or property damage up to $200 

Permitting operation in violation 
of' financial responsibility suspension 

Second or subsequent off7nse: operating 
under influence of intox~cat~on of 
liquor or drugs 

First offense: driving while license 
suspended or revoked 

Driving while under suspension for . 
failure to comply with fine respons~-
bi1ity law ' 

offenses (other than altered! forg7d, 
or counterfeit certificate) ~nvol~7ni 
certificates of title to Motor Ve ~c e 

False report of theft or conversion of 
~Iotor Vehicle 
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Penalty 

Up to $500 and 
or up to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months 

Up to $2,000 and 
or up to 6 months 
plus at least ~ 
months suspens~on. 

$100-500 and or up 
to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months. 

Title 29 

5113 

5534 

5730 

5894 

5948 

Sl311 

S1312 (10) 

51369 

S1370 

5l.654 

51805 

52121 

Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2 

3. Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for not more 
than three months. 

Offense 

Stealing license plates 

* Operating vehicle in violation of 
license restriction 

** Unlicensed commercial driver-education 
instructor or school 

Failure to stop when inlVolved in accident 
damaging vehicle dr.i.ver or attendiad by 
another person 

Failure to yield at sign with accident 
involvement 

Removing, defacing, damaging or 
destroying signs or signals 

First offense for reckless driving 

First offense for driving under 
the influence 

Safety ,glass violation 

"Operating motor vehicle with an 
obstructed windshield 

Failure to pay fines and costs for 
weight violation by commercial vehiCle 

Refusal. to permit weighing of vehicle 

Failure or refusal to give correct 
name and address to Officer making 
equipment exam 

Penalty 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

$50-500 and/or 
up to 90 days 

$25-100 and/or up 
to 90 days 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 60 days 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 60 days 

Up to $500 and/or 
up to 3 months 

Up to $l,OOOand/or 
up to 90 days 
plus 4 month 
suspension 

As in S2123 belOW 

As in S212J below 

Fine determined by 
amount of e~cess 
weight over limit 
and up to 30 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

2Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory change 
are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that they be recharac­
terized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) if statutorv change is 
recommended to make clear that they not be characterized as lnfractions. 
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Title 29 

S2122 

S2123 

S2124 

S2125 

S2126 

S2127 

S2181 

S2187 

S2188 

52243 

Offense 

operation of unsafe or uninspected 
vehicle 

Failure to display valid'inspection 
certificate 

Official inspection station violation 

Improper inspection fees 

Improper disposition of inspection fees 

* Removal of or inadequately maintained 
air pollution control system 

Fraud or falsity on application for 
license or registration 

*Hawker or vendor stopping traffic 

* Hi tchhiking 

Violation of reciprocity provision 
relating to interstate travel 
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Penalty 

As in §2123 below 

$10-100 and/or up 
to 90 days 

As in 52123 above 

As in 52123 above 

As in 52123 aboITe 

As in 52123 above 
and/or suspension 
of. registration 

Up to $100 lind/or 
up to 90 day!! 

Up to $50 or up 
to 30 days 

U~j:.o $50 and/or 
up to 30 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

'I.'itle 29 

Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2 

4. Offenses now punishable by fine or administrative action3 

and subject to provisions for imprisonment in 29 

M.R.S.A. S'2303, "Gener;il Penalty," (Section 2303 

reads as follows: 

Whoever violates or fails to comply with any 
provision of this Title, or any rules or 
regulations estabiished thereunder, when no 
other penalty is specifically provided, shall 
be punished by a fine of not less than $10 
nor more than $100, or by imprisonment for 
not m~re ,than 90 days, or by both.) 

Offense Penalty 

5242.!1) (D) *,Misu!,!.e of on.e-trip permit $25 to 200 

§246 

§252 

§349 (1) 

Fraudulently obtaining farm truck license $50 

*Misuse of farm truck license plate 

* Mis use of "handicapped person" 
placard 

A. Material misstatement in applica­
tion 

B. Willful failure to comply ~ith 
subchapter 

'c. Failure to have established 
place of business 

D. Failure to give timely notice 
of relocation. 

E. Willful fraud on retail buyer 

F. C'onviction of fraud in sales business 

$100 to $500 

$100 fine 

License denial, 
suspension, revoca­
tion by M.V.D. 

2Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory 
change are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that 
they be recharacterized a~ infractions and by two asterisks (**) 
is statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not be 
characterized as infractions. 

3For a number of statutes listed here, the penalty listed 
relates solely to administrative action (e.g., license suspension) 
to be taken by the Motor Vehicle Division (M.V.D.) of the Office 
of the Secretary of State, which may be additional to court action. 
For this reason, notations relating to "infraction" or "misde­
meanor" recommendatiol1!.\ are inapplicable. 

I 

J 



Title 29 

§349(1) 

§58l-B 

5723 

§5725, 727 
and 728 

5782 

5783(c) 

§89l 

§959 

§llll 

S16ll 

§1613 

§1654 

§1963 

Offense 

G. Unfair trade practices 

H. Dishonored check to Secretary 
of State 

Accident-prone driver 

Cancellation of insurance for a 
commercial driver education school 

Failure to meet commercial driver 
education standards 

Failure to show financial responsibility 
upon conviction of Motor Vehicle law 

*Failure to surrender license or 
registration upon financial respon­
sibility suspension 

- Failure to make accident report to 
Secretary of State when personal 
injury or death or property dainage in 
excess of $200 

*Failure of vehicle transportating 
dangerous materials to stop at grade 
crossings 

*lnterfering with snow removal 

*Violations of 5902 (seasonal closings 
of highways), 1702 or 1703 (vehicles 
on bridges); 1753 (weight limits on 
bridges) 1754 (permit for log haulers 
and traction en~ines) 

*Vehicle constructed to cause menace or 
unreasonable damage 

*Violation of 51652 (exceeding weight 
limit for commercial vehicle) 

*Bicycle violation (17 years or 
older) 
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Penalty 

License denial, 
suspension, revoca­
tion by M.V.D. 

Re-examination by 
M.V.D. 

Suspension by 
M.V.D. 

Up to $25 

Suspension 
by M.V.D. 

Up to $200 

Vehicle towed at 
owner I >l expense 

$10 to $500. 

Revocation or 
suspension of 
'registration 

Fine determined by 
amount of excess 
weight over limit 

Fine of not more 
than $10 and/or 
bicycle impounded 
up to 5 clays 

Titl.e 29 

S1963 

S2011 

S2187 

S2241(1) 

S2241-A 

S2271 et 
seq. 

52301 

S2352(2) 

S2378 (1) 

Offense 

* (under 17 years old) 

Failure to stop at railroad tracks 
while operating school bus 

*Interfering with traffic 

A. Offense for which suspension 
is mangatory 

B. Frequent serious offenses 

C. Habitually reckless or negligent 

D. Incompetent 

E. Unlawful or fraudulent use 

F. Suspendable offense in another state 

G. Failure to stop for police officer 
l 

H. Reckless driving or dr;\'ving to 
endanger 

Incompetent driver 

Habitual offender 

Failure to appear in court 

Failure to make timely delivery of 
certificate of auto title . 

A. Certificate of title fraudulently 
procured or erroneously issued 

B. Vehicle scrapped, dismantled or 
destroyed. 
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Penalty 

Bicycle impounded 
up to 30 days 

Not less than $200 
an{1 suspension 
of license to 
operate school bus 
for not less than 
2 years 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 30 days 

Suspension by M.V.D. 

II 

Re-exam by M.V.D. 

Suspension by M.V.D. 

Suspension by M.V.D. 

Amount equal to 
fee required 

Revocation of 
certificate of title 

\ , 
f. 
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Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2 

5. Offenses that are now subject to the provisions for 

fine or imprisonment stated in 29 M.R.S.A. 52303, the 

text of which is set forth above in section 4 of this 

Appendix, but for which no penalty is otherwise provided. 

~ 
§102 

5111 

§113 

§115 

S116 

5117 

§118 

5151 

S193 

Offense 

\'ailure to register out of state vehicle 

**Operating unregistered moto:r vehicle 

*Towing unregistered vehicle without a 
permit 

*Failure to carry registration certificate 
on person or in vehicle 

**Failure to surrender license plates upon 
demand by Secretary of State when registra­
tion suspended, revoked, or expired 

*Operating stock car on highway under own 
power 

*Failure by Maine resident to make timely 
report of breakdo~m of vehicle rer,listered 
out of state 

*Failure of military personnel returning 
from overseas to make timely registration 
of motor vehicle 

*Op~rationby Ma~ne resident of motor vehicle 
purchased and registered in foreign country 
or out of stal:e other than directl" from 
point of entering this State to owner's 
place of residence 

**Failure to notify Secretary of State 
upon transfer of motor vehicle ownership 

**Failure by state official to surrender 
specially designed plates 

2Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory 
change are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that 
they be recharacterized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) 
if statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not be 
characterized as infractions. 
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Title 29 

S242 (1) (E) 

5243 (1) 

5244(1) 

5246 

5342 

5347 

5348-A(2) 

S354(1) 

5354(2) 

5354(4) 

5354(5) 

§355 

5360 

S361 

Offense 

*Operating specially registered vehicle 
under 15 years'of age 

*Operating.home-made farm tractor more 
than 10 m~les from where customarily kept 

*A. 
*B, 

Operating,trailer over weight limit 
Transport~ng farm trailer load over 
distance limit 

*Towing more than authorized number of 
trailer units 

*Exceeding maximum length of motor vehicle 
and trailer 

*Motor vehicle operating over weight on 
ways or bridges 

*~nregistered motor vehicle dealer 

**Failllre to display dealer lie: C'lse and 
registration ' . 

*~ailure to surrender new car dealer plates 
and registration , 

*~ailure to surrender used car dealer 
plates and registration 

*unlawfl,ll use of deiller plates 

"Unlawful use of i equ pment dealer plates 

1ai~u~e to obtain permit to demonstrate 
oa e truck with dealer plates 

~ai~ure to obtain tax certificate for 
mov~ng house trailer with dealer plates 

*~ailure of dealer to keep records of 
purchases and sales 

~llegal use·of transporter plates 

~nlawful use of loaner plates 

*~ailure to keep records concerning loaner 
plates 
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Title 29 

§363 

§3Bl 

§3B2 

§S31 

§S31-A 

§53l-B 

§532 

§S33 

§!S35 

§535-A 

§S37 

Offense 

*I11egal. use of temporary registration 
plates 

*Unlawful display of license plates 

*Failure to report loss or mutilation of 
license plates 

**Operating without a license 

*Non-resident under 17 years of age 
operating motor vehicle 

*Non-resident at least 17 ~: ... ilrs of age 
operating motor vehicle without valid 
operator's l.icense in hl.S immediate 
possession 

*Non-resident at least 17 years of age 
operating motor vehicle other than 
as an operator 

*Fai1ure to carry operator license 

*Fai1ure to produce operator license on 
demand 

*Violation of instruction permit 

*Violation of temporary license 

*Resident serviceman operating motor 
vehicle with expired license not renewed 
within 30 days after discharge or release 

.Operation of motor vehicle by active 
duty serviceman without valid license 
in his possession 

*Operating motorcycle on learner's permit 
during other than daylight hours 

**Unlicensed person operating motorcycle 
with passenger not licensed as motorcycle 
operator 

~Operating motor vehicle on learner's permit 
without presence of licensed operator in 
vehicle 

**unlicensed person operating motor vehicle 
on learner's permit wh~n that person has 
previously had a licel\se revoked, suspended, 
or finally refused 
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Title 29 

§S44 

§S46 

§724 

§726 

§892 

§89S 

§896 

§897 

§898 

§900-A 

§90l 

§903 

§904 

§90S 

Offense 

*Operating motorcycle without proper 
license 

*Failure to report change of name or 
address 

*Failure to display commercial driver 
education school license 

**Failure by driver education school 
licensee to keep records 

*Failure to keep commercial driver education 
vehicle in safe mechanical condition 

**Failure to report recovery of stolen 
vehicle 

**Failure by garage proprietor to report 
serious accident or vehicle struck by 
bullet 

*Failure to give information and rend~r 
aid when involved in serious accident 

**Pailure to notify owner upon striking 
unattended vehicle 

*~ailure to notify owner upon striking 
fixtures or other property 

**Allowing unauthorized person to drive 

**Failure to keep records by owner of rented 
vehicle 

Failure to obey restrictions on use of 
commercial vehicles 

*Pedestrian walking on ~Iay when sidewalk 
provided 

*Failure by pedestrian to walk facing 
approaching traffic when practicable 

*Failure to recognize emergency rule by 
police officer 
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Title 29 

§94l 

§942 

§943 

§944 

S945 

S946 

S947 

S949 

§95l 

§952(1) 

S953 

§954 (1) 

§954 (2) 

§954(4) 

§955 

§956 

Offense 

*Failure to keep right when teams meeting 

*Obstructing way by stationary vehicle 
or by nnattended animal drawn team not 
reasonably fastened 

*Failure of slow moving vehicles to keep 
right 

*Failure of vehicle on private way to 
yield to pedestrian or vehicle on public 
way or to proceed cautiously 

*Failure to yield at traffic circle or 
rotary 

*Failure to yield to an emergency vehicle 

*Pailure by motor vehicle or pedestrian 
to obey traffic control signal 

*Failure to stop and yield at stop sign 

~ailure of pedestrian to obey pedestrian 
control signal 

*A. Failure to stop at flashing red signal 
~. Failure to slow at flashing yellow 

''i'ignal 

~ailure to obey lane direction control 
signal 

~ailure to yield to pedestrian at cross­
walk 

~edestrian leaving curve when vehicle 
approaching is too close for driver to 
yield 

~assing vehicle stopped at crosswalk 

~ailure by pedestrian to yield when no 
crosswalk 

~oving parked vehicle when unsafe to do so 
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Title 29 

§957 

§95B 

§960 

§991 (1) 

§991 (2) 

§991 (3) 

§99l(4) 

§992 

§993 

§994 (1) 

§994 (2) 

§994 (3) 

§995 

§996 

§997 

§999 

Offense 

*Interfering with traffic movement by 
opening or closing vehicle doors 

*Occupying trailer while moving on highway 

*carrying passenger on lIIotorcycle without 
seat provided 

*Failure to drive in single lane 

*Center lane violation 

*Lane use sign violation 

*violation of lane change prohibition 

·*D.t'iving on divided and limited access 
highways: 

Crossover violation 

Improper entry 

Improper vehicle or person on way 

~riving wrong way on one-way road 

Improper right tur~ 
~mproper left turn on two-way roadway 

~mproper left turn on other than two-way 
roadway 

~oasting on grade in neutral 

~riving over unprotected fire hose 

~ailure to stop when approaching 
frightened animal 

~arassing animal on public way 

~ore than two motorcycles operating 
abreast 

~andle bars more than 15 inches above 
motorcycle seat 
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Title 29 

Sl03l 

§1032 

§1033 

Sl071 

Sl072 

Sllll 

§11l2 

§1l5l 

S1l52 

Offense 

*Trucks traveling less than 150 feet 
apart 

*Following too closely 

*Insufficient space between vehicles to 
allow safe passing 

*Failure to keep 500 feet be\hind fire 
apparatus responding to an alarm 

*Operating or parking motor vehicle without 
lights on 

*Parking vehicle with lights on facing 
oncoming traffic 

*Failure to dim headlights when approaching 
another vehicle 

*Parking, standing or stopping on highway 

**Stripping motor vehicle while it is in 
tower's'PQssession 

*Failure to leave hired team attended when 
team has passengers 

*Failure to set parking brake on standing 
vehicle 

*Passing on the right except when: 
(1) Overtaking vehicle turning left 
(2) Upon way with unobstructed pavement 
(3) Upon a one-way street 

*Passing on right unsafely 

*Passing without giving audible warning 

*Failur'e to keep right and/or increasing 
speed when being overtaken 

*Failure to return to right after passing 

*Passing on left unsafely 

*Passing on left when: 
(1) Approaching grade or curve 
(2) Approaching intersection or railroad 

crossing 
(3) View is obstructed 
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Title 29 

§1l9l 

§§125l, 1252 
and 1255 

§1253 

§1314 

§136l , 

§1362 

§1363 

§1364 

§1365 

§1366 

Offense 

*Improper turn 

*Failure to or improper ' 1 or stopping s~gna when turning 

*Exceeding speed limit 

*Oriving too slowly 

*Driving to endanger 

*Improper lights 

*Inadequate brakes 

*Using or selling illegal lens muffler, 
reflector or lighting device ' 

*Inadequate brakes 

*Inadequate horn 

*Inadequate parking brake 

*Unnecessary noise 

*Illegal bells or sirens 
~ 

*Selling inadequate brake fluid 

*Operating with inadequate or illegal 
muffler or exhaust 

*Watching television while operat4 ng vehicle ~ motor 

*Insufficient or improper lights 

*Operating without lights on 

*Improper or insufficient tailor license 
plate lights 

*Imp:oper or insufficient lighting for 
veh~cles 7 feet or more in width 
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Title 29 

§1367 

§1367-A 

§1368 

§1368-A 

§1371 

§l372 

§1373 

§1374 

S140l 

§l402 

S1403 

S1404 

§146l 

Offense 

*Insufficient or no rearview mirror 

*Operating with temporary mirrors extended 
beyond width of motor vehicle 

*Operating motorcycle with inadequate or 
no rearview mirror 

*operating w~th spotlights or more than 
two fog lights 

*Operating with device for flashing head­
lights alternately 

*Operating with red or blue emergency lights 

*1966 vehicle or newer without seat belts 

**Illegal sale of regrooved tires 

*Operating motor vehicle 'fiith load or 
passenger obstructing driver's view or 
interfering with driver's control 

*Riding motorcycle without a helmet 

*operating motor vehicle with i~luminated 
advertisement 

*Pailure to carry flares on trucks of over 
15,000 pounds 

*Pailure to use flares or emergency 
reflector by disabled trucks over 15,000 
pounds 

*Pailure to display name of owner or lessee 
on truck tractor doors 

*Pailure to have suitable splash guards on 
trucks, trailers, or semi-trailers when 
required 

*Pailure of rural mail vehicles to have 
properly mounted display and warning lights 
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Title 

S1462 

§1463 

§170l 

§1702 

S175l 

S1752 

Sl755 

§1756 

S2011 

S20l2 

§20l3 

29 Offense 

*Failure of snow removal 0 d' r san ~ng equip-
ment to have proper lighting system and 
an auxiliary system 

*Operating physician's emergency light while 
not enroute to the scene of an emergency 

*Violation of height and width restrictions 

*Failure of 
permits to 

certain vehicles to obtain 
operate on roads and bridges 

*Failure to properly secure a load of 
timber 

*Placing or allowing inJ'urious b '::In way su stance 

*Load not securely i:astened 

*Failure,to at~ach danger signal to 
protrud~ng obJects 

*Towing trailer without safety chains 

*F 'I ' a~ ure to d~$play capacity marking on 
certain vehi~les 

*' ~ Improperly or inadequately equipped or 
marked school bus 

**Operation of school bus 
fire extinguisher without approved 

**Failure to turn on flashing school bus 
lights before stop to receive or dis­
charge passengers. 

**Pailure to submit school bus 
official inspection to timely 

*Opera~ing ~chool bus without having 
compl~e~ w~th requirements for licens& 
~~:' dr~ver examination, application a~d 

**Operating school bus wlthout a 1 h • having passed nnua p ysical examination 
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Title 29 

52014 

52182 (1) 

52182(2) 

52182(3) 

52182(4) 

52183 

52186 

52241-C 

52371(3) 

52372 (1) 

52373 

52377 

52403 

52406 

Offense 

**passing stopped school bus 

**Display or possession of mutilated, 
revoked, suspended, ficticious, or 
fraudulently altered license or 
instruction permit 

**Loaning operator license or instruc­
tion permit 

**Representing someone else's license or 
instruction permit as one's own 

**Permitting unlawful use of operator 
license or instruction permit 

**Illegal display and use of plates 

**Tampering with repair or maintenance signs 

*Operating on closed way 

**operating under foreign license during 
suspension or revocation 

**Failure to surrender original certificate 
of title upon recovery 

*Failure to report transfer of interest in 
motor vehicle 

*Failure of dealer to report transfer of 
motor vehicle 

**Failure to deliver certificate of title 
of dismantled or destroyed vehicle together 
with plate 

*Failure to report creation of security 
interest in motor vehicle co Secretary of 
state 

*Failure of lienholder to furnish 
information to owner or other lienholder 
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket 

1. ABA Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint 

a. Complaint 

COMPLAINT 

___ UNlrORM nv.mc narr AND CI)MI'tAItft 

ca .... • DOC"ltI'. 
ITAtlOr__ --->1 H ..... co'"'"o.__ u. 0 

c:rrt 0'___ . COMPlAl!lr 
• ""' ___ COU'llt or 

.. l "."UlIlUo. 'U" lu~fJii1i:"VI'ii.iI "'Ii AAiiJ".6 £till 
WI'Xt..--DA' or _______ ",_At--.JL. 

::.~::. ;~~~~~~~~~;;':-::;;:;; .. : ... :~~~~:~~~~~~:~= an_:,," 
::"u:~~ latL.--1IZ-- WI __ II't __ 

...... uc. .0 DaJ puwnn.l.r CMlflIOIIU", 

.. _.,::,':::==:;:;;-;;;==IJA1'L.-- 'l'U1l_._ U ICDr"" "'''''',. ...... ___ _ 

we. " .vwc:: _nAT, • .uca.r at Cl.OCAno"""-, ____ _ 

Ii ;1&1"0. & UII ilL"" ' .. _I ___ ....... __ 
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Dol, 

COMPLAINT 

_No 

COUJI! Acno" AND OTIIDt ORDeRS 

1'11'1' or ... Wlfll-a Wcnlnq 
_SdwooI 

",Coo, 

.~ .---

1>1 ... u-.. -.w ,,, _____ -"'+,,. 

A_a-!" L---.... "' ___ _ 

.A~l'" 



Appendix E. 1. b. police Record 

POLlCE llECORn 

--' UNII'ORM TllAmc 'I'IC1:ET AKIl COMPLNII'f 

_1IIL--JIA' 01. ______ .... ,'--At-----. 

W," ..--. MUft' __________ ~ ____________ -------
on.ftA"~ ________________ _ 

.,. DATL---uc:a.-Id--"'--"'-­
•• uc. 110 D1D mdAWTVUI "UII IQPOA11I 
_ uc.o'oo'-______ ITATL--1"IAA-

PIn 109, "'" COt.o,L' ------­
..... rv..a me .... '" UJCD.Y At ~"OJrJ1-------

.~OI ..... ____c~C~ ... C ..... ,. ... 
O ......... ,.w. .. ,·--.. 

~Qr~u.t. ________________ ___ 

r''' ..... , aaul .... 11 'mcl.II •• T,'" Co .. r..,... 

(FIIONT) 

POLICE m:CORn 

mollT or AcnON ON CASt 
".... UDlOR OITIII'& WlUtl1lI W IJ\NUIQ C 

'YIOLll'l'lONS BOIItILO, Dm., __________________________ __ 

Am" cI F1M PaId .' _________ Coo' .,-------

OOUBT IIcnON, Dm. ______________ 1'1'" ___________ _ 

~potUiocl'_ __________ ....,.----------

Amt. d nil_ Pold ., _______ eot" L' ____ _ 
~ftMA~~~ ________________________ __ 

omCDl'S IIOW! ron WlTIF'/1NQ IN COURT 
PI.oM MI. ladl crnJ C'lmilMt(l.l'lCM; In oddilion kJ 1hoM th"\~ .. 

}oc-.ofrompJalll\. 

VDDCIJ! DC1X:rs 

~~B~h,_=::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Pa:I'\ftq'fO~ .. ,,",,,,,,,,hI'!.' ________________________ __ 

Toll U'ltl,,'-__________ ___ 

smpU~"~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Wu ... !lhI.WW~ UOlI' ___________________________ _ 

'I'll" 

(JIlIVEI1.SS) 
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Appendix E. 1. c. Report of Conviction 

REPOl\T OF CONVICTION 

Oil tm.--.D", or' ___________ 1'-~~r--.. 

O •• L' __________ -,..:~~---------------

Itl.t1' •. ~~:::::::::I":": .. : .. :'.=.::::::::::::= 
tn'.~1'An tt.'" DArt- IIlCL--In-WT __ Of __ 

ap.lte. .. o IlID UKUwntLlf IPAftl) to,UA.m 

::::,UCO"O ICDY m' 'TA~ tu-----. 
,POll A '''Iue tuCWWA.Y.IIlMt1t AT (tOCAtlO"' .. ________ _ 

W.NJt.l;bicor::Ar#~ io\'lt'.lDl~"gr;::n, DoWiS Alii btb"lRBf 

011·11· ..... 0 .... 1' ...... 

r ....... ., a .. ,lcu.II lIMel .... T,'" CouJ ....... 

(rnONT) 

REPonT OF CONVICTION 

..... Ut'llAct or COU1tt IttOID 10. IU1'C Uc:tnDtO &UTIIOIIIr 
eo .. No ______ Dothl No Po? No 
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WURt ACTK)ff ANDOtlltR ORDeRS 

filQno.hu. 01 ~,toc'I ql,UIq ball 

&UJIIQhII.;a "."011 lo'11I1 boll 

c",111I"""'te'" 

ConIlllUGnf. 10.­

W'on,,"lh,l.Iw 

",.1 OfI',n.WrlU .. w~ 
Tramcr.chool 

~.,;.~~;~~tl!.!':trt 0It111f I~ U. ~ 
:::::~'J!. a.!: oWlIlX1 cI \ha uo:ard d UUt tuw1 

A"pd Bond III L' _______ 1lIod b ___ _ 

.""'" .. 0. ... 



Appendix E. 1. d. Summons 

SUMMONS 

___ \1IIII'ORM Tl\AITIC TlClET AIIll COMPLAIHT 

~~-----~Ir .. ~~~~=,~-----------~aTr ________ __ 
an·n .... • ___________ .:... __ _ 
.. nt DAn.--Utl--1tL-wt ___ '" __ 

G., uc. "0 DID nu.WJVU.'1 pAll) torDlftl 
Yll&,uc..o IfAtL----nAa--
....... L. ____ lOot ""'-___ ~L· ----
wtoII A PUIlIO mc .... y. 1I.um.' AI IlOCAnc'III1~-----

i~N,mJ"cJ".J,J1:I :83.~t: .. :gJ".m. D6Uiiii Iii ..... 
u,au"QI .. "~q c'-lt •. P.L OII·".,JI. 0". 1'.~i.'7'" 
'---"', h, "'---'" ........ .. 
1a,..,.1.D'l tvu U H. IIft\OI 

a:;;;;..,. ... iJ .. iOill'ftl_ .. -,""Ii 
~~ IU.AD lAC! Cf' nus auWOtlI CANl'VUY. PING 

COR' AIILlLUl~A' 01_1'--Af---M. ....,. Of coo ... ' ____________ _ 

,,,,",,,, ., , .. ride'" lutd ..... T,oI!& Curt ''''''. 

(noNr) 

SUMMONS 

READ CAIIEFUU.lI' 
Ct, ..... 1M .,.. btl •• INlirt Int."...,!. •• ~ wQl at_ ,hi 

.1,l.lot .. lUI .I.tw .... dtft.d ..... 1M ~'N .... I.n._ wit" 

.....-:I a. .. , .. I' of tl" I. ,he .. l ....... \1 ........... ..utr ., .. tel'" -' ........ ~aJ .rp' ..... III ttWt.) 

NOTICE 
TIlE COURT1I1tl.ISSUU WARRANT FOR 'tilE ARREST OF AllY 

DEFENDANT WIIO 15 A RtStntNT or TIllS STATE AND WilD "'" 
FAILED 10 ArrEAR to AN~"ER A T1!AFFIC SU~UIO"S DULY 
SnVtD UPON IItIi AND UPON WlnOI A COUPLAINT liAS 11111 
FIltD. 

tilE LlCEN51HO AUtIlOftlrl Wltl. REVOKE TilE onlVlIIQ 
PRIVILtCr.IN tiltS STATE or Atl. OUt.oroSTATE Dtrt:NDAm 
WilD FAIL TO ArrEAR 1IIItH DULY SUMMONED. AND Wltl. 
AL.<O RtQUESt tilE LICENSINr. AUtIlOItJTY OF TilE STAft 
"II ERE TII~ Dtf£NDANT RECEIVED 1115 LlaNSE to om .. 
to RtVOKE DUtNOANl'S LICENSE. 

== 
APPEAlUNCE. I'I.EA 01' CU1LT1I AND .. A1VEa 

If Ihl .".&nt'",", .s. ""th, ... tff "" .,,..tllel .. , ... f •• ,I,I,,' ., 
,,,- ""'_ '''Ultd .. "hu .u. If llit. Ill.""" I ..... "'- Inf., ... 
III ., ,I,hl le • tntl, 'hi ., ",1'1111' t. ,"I. ,It • ., ",ill, wiU 1Ia .. * 
.... t.rtl III' tlltel II • J""IIMN. .t •• ,t., .,d 1M' ,\le , ... ,. will .. 
ifill I. d ... Uctll~II' Ant ..... It' If ,tal, SUI' ( •• t ,h, Sui •• Nt., ffftW II, Ueuw ,. drl",. I 1M htt.ll, PLEAD CUILTY I, _If "n ... 
""'led,. 'WAIVE .,. .f,lIt I •• IlEAllHC ~ ,. --\ - ..,. .. ,., 
'hlre".!""'""'W,.,., ...... 

(/lEVEII.s!! ) 
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"' .. 
Del.nthnt pl.ld. 

DO •• 

Ott.ndtn, hied .nd found 

bit. 

Appendix E. Hodel Traffic Ticket 

INFORM;'TlON 

51;,,,lul. 

OUIlt)' 

JudOI 

I\OJOURNMENTS 

Quilty 

Juon 

2. New York Ticket and Complaint 

a. Complaint 

NotOulliv 

Not Quilly 

[!] ~~t2jcNS W irATI ADM. AOk.bU.. @ gL"':~"\' 

1.:0"; o~I!~c~'-!, Ev~!~~~o~ USE IAlL POINT PEN· 'ntSS UARD .6 iU 

COMPLAINT 
T~l ",O'LI O~ THI STATE OF Ntw YOA~.V'. 

VOID 
tilT N~~ .. t PUUT HAM, 'NITIAL. 

iSTjioiinii,i"l.iiio;;oo;;;'ii .. ;-------------· - ... ---
"An ZIP NO. 

©F=Jo~TBH~ •• ~O~'~'~.N~'[liIIN~C~L~U~OI~NE"T~ •• ~'~,,@c] .. iii"@n~ ... ~.~.§N~O.~'::::-=·~-~ 

SCHEDULED FINE .10 Sl5 
"Md ' __ or In d"lult of ... yme"t Imp,llOnm.nt '0' _ dIY" DO 

'25 U5 OTHER o Os 
Imprhonmtrtt for. term 0" _____________ -' 

JUdI! 

CASH REGISTER IMPRINT 

(Reverse) 

IrC""'lIllCOV" " ..... " .. , l.,"'U,Ut 

.. 
: ~J{,m~:~'::I:::: : .... t;.t~;,~:::,:: ::.:.W :t:.:il':,a,i.', .... #I?· .... ::, \ i t:=::i!t: i.:: .. ~: ll,;;,t'~~ 

(Front) 
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Appendix E.2. b. summons-Criminal Court 

DO NOT QETACH. SUBMIT ENTIRE 
.LEAFORM 

I hereby plead OQUI~n' ONOTQUI~TV 

l'tA"I(~ftll 

IIOOllltsi 

ITAT. .... ..0. 
mv 

... ..-tUM IDATI. 

(Reverse) 

. T ~f~\~'!'~foMS W 5 rAn. ~Dhl. AClJ. BlJ". @ ~~LM~~A\' 
~ UUAEAU 

PRINT ALL ENTRIES· USE OALL POINT PEU_PRESS HARD '~IU 

SUMMONS 
'THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE of NEWYOAI<-VS-

VOID 
LAST NAME FIRST NAMl1 

ST'UlT ADORlSG 

<£)lL ______ ~~~~~~O~"~.~N5. 
FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE sloe 

SCHEOULED FINE $10 $15 $25 S3S OTHER o 0 0 Os 

-186-

CI~AlCOUII 

(Front) 

INITIAL 

~l 

9A.M. 

Appendix E. 2 c. Summons-Department of Motor Vehicles­
Administrative Adjudication Bureau 

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES -
ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICATION BUREAU 

TO PLEAO GUll TV 
• ANd Notlu p,lniM In rN on f,e. 0' Ihll Summons. 
• SM 'Inl 5cMdull below to d".rm!n •• mount of your 'In •• 
• Comphlt, tfl. Pt,. "'arm below .nd ch-ck "Quilty" boll:. 
• Mill your ch..:k or mon.y ord" In the IpElloer1.1. 'mount, p.y,bl. to 

Otp.,tmtnt of Motor V.hlel". Within J a d.y"'O~'lh" with tnl, 
SUmmon. and you, Record af Can'llcllanl (Part 2 at your Drive,'. 
ucan., to the ""'lI1nt Addt.u below. 00 NOT SEND CI\SH. 

!!I 
I15rln9 thl' Summon •• nd your R..-;ord 01 Conviction. (Plft 2 of your 

Drive," Ucen .. , to 11'1)/ or tn. healln, offiCi 10utlOns IIrtld below, on 
ot Mfa ... dlt. at IPPNtlnc •• 

fiNE" SCHEDUI..E FOR aUIL TV PLEAS 
SPEEDING In~tlon or Equipment Violation 115 

1 ~ 16 MPH 0., .. limit US All 011'111 OUen .. 1 12:5 
111 • 24 MI?H Ow" Jlmlt $35 

25 MPH or rna'. over limit .. 5*'IOnlllp!M.nnce required. 

TO PLEAD CUlL TY WITH £XPLAN,>,TION • 
I Re.d notIce prlnt..:lln red an f.c. of tnll Summonl. 
I BrJng thll Summons and vour Record of con ... lctlonl (Plft 2 of your 

Orlvl,', UCIf!H) to .ny 0' the hearing offlc, 10eltlon. 1I.1.e! b.low, an or 
blfor. dlt. or .ppelf.nc •• 
TO PLEAD NOT GUILTV 

• Compl.t. the PI .. Form below and chick "Not Guilty" bOM. 
_SInd '1'11, Summon. to 11'1' Milling Addll" below will'llI'! ID dirt. 

!!I 
lEnt., your flNet Quilty" pll' In Pinon 'Within 1G dav .. , .ny at thl 

hurlnt olflc. toe.llonlll.t.d bllow. 
• Vour h •• rIOli will be on the Oil' at App .. nnc •• nd .t 11'1' tlmllndlc.tld 

on 11'1. r.et 01 ltd. Summonl, .1 the hllun; 0lhcII0C0ll1l0n In the county 
tn which the Summonl """',,uld. 

HEARING OFFICE LOCATIONS: 
Brame 
2455 Sedgwick Ave. 

1II00klyn 
350 livIngston St. 

Mlnh,tt.n 
50 E.,t 26th St. 

RIchmond 
10 DIy Str.et 

QUHnl 
1 l.Iftlk Cltv A.,. 
(Junction Blvd •• Lon; blind EMPf"'W'Y) 

o.ytlm. noun .r. MondaV U"ouoh f,Id.y IllO A.M. to 4100 P.M. 
f.:v.nlnl houn .... Thursd.y 4.100 P.M. to 7130 P.M. 

MA1LIN~ ADDRESS 
Admlnlstratlvi AdjudIcation ,PI .. Unit 
Department 0' Motor Vlhlc!" 
Th. South Mill 
Albin)" New Vork 12221 

Rul ... nd ,,,ulilloni of tn. Admlnl.t,.UII. AdIUdlcatlon Burltu may bl 
'nlp..:t.cl It .ny of lhl .bo.,. offlc" 

PLEA FORM DO NOT DETACH 

I, the undl,.ltntd, pl .. d OaUI~TV ONOTGUILTV 
,.,.,1111,,,,,,,,, 

·0o,,01 

<on IrAT& Zt.ttQ. 

IIQ~ ... TUIU 

1
0

"" 

(Reverse) 

Io/j/-tw 
I A I "',w ... ~rIONs 
L!:J BU~EAU 

PRINT ALL ENTRIES' USE BALL POINT PEN. PRESS HARD 

.UMMONS 
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW VOAt(-VS-

VOID 
LASTNAMI flRSTNAMI INITIAL 

STRUT ADDllIlSS 

STAll liP' NO. 

~ RAFFIC INFRACTION DISO,IlY TrA"IC COrTADI.. DEVICE 

·V C:r' .," I'" .,",0_. I D~ I 0 I ""0'" 
OaCRIPTION 0,.. TRAH'le INlfRACTION " NOT SHOWN ABOVr. 

A plea alguiltytathlschargeis equivalent to a convic· 
lion alt.r Irial. If you or. (("\"'~,;Iotd,l1ot only will you 
b. liabl. 10 a penalty, bull" addition your licens. 10 
drive a molar vehicl. or molar cycle, one! your cer­
lifical. of rllllillralian,if any, ar.lubjecl 10 suspensinn 
one! r.vocation 01 prescribe~e!~b~y~la~w=. ===~ ____ _ 

rM,r~Wr98~vidt~~~" 
lIuld. 

U,O. It It .Il 

I ,.iiaidu OiiiliiU fool ta'.lii"I" ~ffifiirnm ifuriffiaiMir, .... h= 
V""""''''O'''llU''O. AT , ".n, 

FOLLOW INSl'RUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

N,U. DEPT, OF MOIOI VEHICLES W .'OMINISTlAIIVE ADJUDICAIION tuI. 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. 2 d. 

l 

lu 
M 

J . ml I l 
M 

II .1 ,I ; 
H .;; J 1'1 IX, 

1 l" Si I 
IH 51 ! l: • t !il! ~~ I > • 

nIH ~ f I lA- ~R gl ~~ ;! . 

. 
§o ~ 

> '.~ ~ 5 1: 

(Reverse) 

summons-Notice of Viola~ion­
parking Violations Bureau 

1!1 flt\Rl".:. W 51....,.r..tI~ .... IlIOJ: e'lA 
It. ~OR\"'UONS ( ( ( @g~~~AL. 

PflINT. ALL ENTRIES, USE BALL POINT PEN. PRESS HARD tUU 

SUMMONS 

VOID 
NOTICE OF VIOLATION 

LAST "A .. !. ""ITf\jAMI INITIAL 

I' .. UT "DD"ISI 

CITY c. ........ _lie .... ) ITATI II .. NO. 

YOU MUST ACT WITHIN 7 DAVS 

TQC~~~ ;~7Ir: on the Pie. Form Ib.ck of lummOn" bottom mlddll} 
Mill! thluummons vwlthln 7 dlYs with ICh.~k or mon'V ord" lor the 
.mount cheek.d billow tal 

ParkIng VIO!fltlonl our,lu 
P. O. Box 127 
Ptck Slip Station 
New York. N. V. 100lll 

Wrn. Ihuummons numb., .ndplatt nUmb.r on thlfront of your 
check ormon·.·~·ord" 

TO PLEAP NOT QUILTY OR QUILTY WITH AN EXP! ANATlOlt 
• $ee back or summon, 

SCHEDULED fiNE DOD 
110 115 125 

Ds,==-__ 
$35 OTHER 

F.ltur. to plead on lime may cause additional penalties up to 
$25 and may lead to. default Judgment. 

fOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

'AiliNG VIOlAIIONSIUlEAU 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket 

3· Hudson County, New Jersey, Ticket: and Complolin't 

a. Complnint 

.... 1 ....... aD 

... n _________ TO-- "llAaoK.. __ _ 

.""UNT 0 _______ ~ _________ _ 

__________ TO- "U80H.-. __ 

,.I.PI.T\I .... IMOfoII.r'f' ..... '\.1 

,D"'1: _-:-__ OATI. rlLl.u ______ _ 

IINC .' ____ • ___ _ 

~c:oeT'l. ________ "'~~IAL. COURT _____ _ 

IIICM"tUItI a .. CU."III CUt ,1UDG" 

eoU .. T~ ... CTIOH 

ID"n. 
.CIA ________ ,.INOINO _______ _ 

nHTlNCl:t ,IHI£ .' ____ COSTII .. 0 _______ _ 

_" ... 1 ... _______ 0"'" 
DR. LlCEH •• "rvOKID ______ _ _0 ...... 
OTHP ______________ ___ 

' .... nl 

(WITltuau. TUTINO"". JUDal', NOTU, nC.1 

(Reverse) 

C 22507 HUDSON COUNTY Dln.ICY COUIT 
C,lmln.1 'ort 

l"ln "1. __ "1, III- HUDSON COUNTY 
POLICE 

COMPLAINT 'ME UDUSlGJIIID "IImIlS THATt 

i 0 '~IIDIHQ ---- W.P.H. IN ---,-- N''',H. 10NI o C"RIL. ... DRIVING 0 "lCKU" ollllVINO .. 
J 
J 

lo.KIU" 1M WOIIO" 

~ 
o T,.tr,,~,"1 0 IItt II .. 
o Offic-.-'III",,1 0 VI,lfll." 

' ..... 0"'. 0" .. ..,'0 ....... 
o 1""lIfft •• 0,,·1 __ ;.,,1 ... 

o hI11~''''fWt. 

Cl h .. latM.nf, 
o tm,!IIt utlltr 11,.. 

OTH'" VIOl.ATIOH IOISCIII'1 1M WOItD.' _____ _ 

I.e:. 

"AIitICINGt a O'iUTI/III. WUI. "0., ___ _ o .T.I.T CLIANINQ 
Cl Dounl o ~1II0Hl!fTla "'''1''' o O'HIII I OU':1111111 , ___________ _ 

.T.fUTI, 
III ••• O"OI"A ... e:1: NO. 

tl'41 "' .. 011111011110 nllltHl.1I "10'1' tMA' HI MI' )UIf ,,,,,.0 "".'0"'''"1.1 
.IIOUMa. '0 .ILII'II. "NO 00 ••• ILII'II 1'MA' 'HI 1"Ilii0H MIMla ".a .... 
CO.I,II,,.O , ... 0'''1'''''''' 1'41'''101 n, 'OIl'H, COHtII""1' ,0 LA", 

'OIHTI"CATIOH ____ --, ___ _ 

e:OUIItT A" ........ NC. "'QUIIt.a CJ 
COU"T "' .. ' .... " ... NC. ____ DAV 0," .. _______ ._", __ 

&1' 1,00 A.N. 

ADD"'" 01' COU.Tt ••• N,WAIitIC &.V ••• ) •••• v CITV. N, J. 

Cl ""ItOIiI"" INJ\lII'I 0 ""0""'" o,,""al 

~'f!:JIJU,:: :.~, ~:-:..·,."n'l:r~ ~ ':.~:!::!.'~! ~~t:: :::d~::,':.:~II':.·:r::: 
...... ." ... 1M t.l.".. It ... , ... It 'h ...... ,,.. 1l1li ...... " fM ... hftU.... II,. fall I • • • Ii" , ... ,,., II "" ... Mfll~'" ,., tt, , ••• h , .. U"" ,,,U'.IIIIL 

C(lMPLAINT 

(:!"ront) 
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Appendix .E. 3. b. Police Record 

DiQ'OlITIOII 01' CASII ..".,.--, 
'" ----''----- ---------
10 ______ -..- ______ _ 

'&AI" -.. -------- c""" tJ ...... 

POITID W1'"-------,_::--... '"""n"" ... ""-------

Ill" 

IMSPOIInOH DAft ITI C COUIT 01 [J YlOL IUL 

..... _________ " .... 100 ______ _ 

~.,,~. _______ cons. _______ _ 

Wl _______ IIl" 

... 1IC1H11 KYOUD ____________ Ill,. 

OPPICIIl'S CCIMMINTI ( ..... _ .. c.-, 

""'" ...... _ .......... , 
1. ___________ _ 

L __________ _ 

L _____________ _ 

(Reverse) 

IUIIOINA. ItaID 
tIS ItO 

c 0 

c 

c o 

C 22507 HUDSON COUNTY DISTIICT (OURr 
Crlmlnol Part 

IIUIt .. ___ UI.''' __ _ HUDSON COUNTY 
POLICE 

POLICE RECORD lHEUHDUS1GPI[OCUllrlUTH" 

ANti tliD 'IoI'M ""0 THI_I CO ...... 'T 1Ht ,Ol,LOWIHO 0".,.,.111 

j 0 .II'UOINO ____ M.P,H. IN ____ ...... H. 'lOl'it. 

1 0 C" .. IL. .... EUtlYINQ 0 iIIII.CKL .... O"IY)NG 

,1-----~I~O'~k~"~ .. ~'.~w ... ~,.~,,------J ~ " ..... 0 .... 0' • ..,.'0101.1' 

1 
0 'nff\f u",,1 0 It .. ,I.. 0 I ........ \air_ 0 ' ... 1"' ... ",'1 
o Omr.'I,lfI'Il 0 Yill. ,I,. 0 hi htJiat riIM 0 Crtlll", IIftltr 11M 

~ D·aui""",I11'" 

OTHI" VIOLATION (OUCIII_. 1M WOIIIO" ------

'-----' "---------.,ATU"', 
It, •• OilllChHANCt NO. 

II:C. __ _ 

".'UUNa, 0 0"".' ..... • .U" No. ______ 0 .T •• no CUANI"O 

a DOU_u 0 "1III0HI.IT(0 A" .... 

a 01"''' 10IlC"~'" ------------

:~~~UYII OIlllOIN .. NC. NO, ____ IIC. __ _ 

THI UMOlItIlCU'IO ",.'.11t ITAT'. TMAT M' MAl ~UIT AMO • ...,IO,.A,U: 
• .-oUNO. TO •• "' ...... AND 00.' IILIIY' TMAT TM. 1'1.'0,. NAW'O A.OVI: 
ccn ... ITTlO Tttl 0',.,. .... 1 ......... I.' '0 ..... ~D .. '.IU" TO L..W, 

IDATII 

IDIlHTI,ICATIOH __ -,-_...". ___ _ 

COUIIIIT .......... IIIIANCI IIIIIQUIIitIO Cl 
COUIIIIT ...... IAIIII .. HCI ___ O .. y 0,. ------ •• ,,--

AT e.oo A.M. 

AOOIIIII.' ott COUltT, ••• NIW .. IIIIJ( AVI •• JIIt.I.V CIT't. N. J, 

o N.IOIUl. IIUU.' 0 -'0" •• " OutAGe 
'''leI: II ,.. lilt_ til .... _, pllt, ... I, , .. Int I'" ,tw" l,ulfitf hi I~l, 111.",.,1 • 
.. IIId' .. ,. ... I.thN'.nuf ,.,IWII""*"IIIII'IIIfI,,,, .. lI1l"llltrlllltll'-. 
......... tII ... t.I .............. II IItIw1I .. IU '.:IIfIII, .1 ,.. .... ItItuUM. ",111 IIII It 
.... tl" ... t .. ' It ...... ..ctl·.,,,,.., ,.lIt ... ht .. llllft,"UIIIWII.. 

POUCE IISCOIIO 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. 3 c. Officer's Copy 

DISPOSlTloti 01' CAllI 

ADJOUlINMIN'lIIlo.., 
10 _______ .UOH _______ _ 

10 ________ IIASOH ______ _ 

IAlll AMOUHT , ----- C CAllI c ...... 
IOnID WI'" ______ -,_::--.... ...".,_-,-------

[J POlfll'nJlI. AMOUNt , .... " 
DtSlOSIfION DATI ITI C COUIT 01 IJ VIOL. IUL 
.... __________ IINOINO ______ _ 

IOOIMCI. II .... _______ cons • ________ _ 

JAIL _______ IIlYS 

... UCIMSI IIVOIID ____________ lIln 

0l1li1 

OFFlCIIl'S CCIMMINTI 
(1M "'-_ .. ea-, 

W1THUWI tM-- ... u..,) 

.. _-----------
L ______________________ __ 

L ______________________ __ 

(Reverse) 

IUIIOINA. Issum 
ftS NO 

c c 

c o 

c c 

C 22501' HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
Criminal Port 

ieeUT ••. ___ ale, 11., __ _ HUDSON COUNTY 
POLICE 

OFFICER'S COPY lilt II~DUSIClltO wHIms TIiAf. 

.,;;.,;;;,.;;, .... ;;,;;; .. ;;,;; .. ::-,---------- ".-...-~--...----

AMOOIO'NI"'A"'01M'''~~G~ 

.j 0 '''UOINa _______ M ".H. IN ...... _. __ ._.,.. ....... H. lONt 

OIl 0 C""t:Lns: OAtlltt-la 0 IIttCKLlSS CRIVING 

j 
J 

DTrlllit11lftai 
o O!liI~"lilftll 

DStuII,ft 
D Yi," 1111 

!N ... O .. ,,, O..,.UIO" •• 

l1 1"'lIIm ,.,. Cl Put!ftl til ",;, 
a fUI \tt"ftl '11M tJ C"1I1~, tift'" 11M 
C1 "1I1ft,UI¥'" 

OTHIIIt VIOLATION tDuC"11t , .. WOllo11 ___ . __ . __ .... _ .. ~ 

~-~ 
l1li ••• 

P""'kINGl 0 OY",,,,.., DM'~~~~~.------. -.- 0 &" .. :lIf CLIAN'Ha o P"OHUII,IO A"' .... 

_'''TUTI.I 0 OtHU louelllill ------------
't ••• ____ OROINANCr: NO. _._" "_ stc. __ _ 

''''I: UNOl.'loM.a ,Ullft''' .. "All" '10'" .... Hal IIlIT ''''0 JlIUQ"'A'~' 
GltQu"'OI to IILIlVI. "''''0 00,1 U:LliYl tN41 110' , ... 0", i.I.,.,o ... 10 .... 
COaolWItUO 'M, 0,,,,,,,,,,,. HIIIII" .. , 'O",M. CO ... ,,..,,, '0 LAW, 

,CATI, 

~Ool~:~'~;~~I~IIIINAN::C':'.::."'.Q..,u..,'.-r-o-:o,,----· --- -"----

CCU"T A,""I"RANCI. ____ DAY or '-_ ..... ~._.'" _.,_"7 __ 
AT SIOO ... , .... 

ADD" •• ' 0" cou.u, e." NEWARK AVE .. JERIII.V CITY. N . .I. 

OFFICIlR'S COPY 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. 3 d. Summons 

UAltCAII~T 
~,.......,.. 

COUll AI'PUIIAHCI 11QU1l1D 
..... _ ....... S._I0 ............. -.c:-1 

AH-..- ............ ,.._._ .. c:- ...... - ......... 
-..... 
... _ 10 .......... "c-t ~ ........ -. ,.. _ .. _10":;;''''''''' 

Toy .Iah .. ClIft'" tM -.., .11 .1Ht ..... ",",e ........ 

b. '"'" otft" .. I, =. II ..... eft ~ VloI~ au, .. " Ic:Mdwl •• 

"AYMINT ~ VICI\A_....., 
If )'011 with to pl_d SlulltJ eM • .1.,. Y"' ,I,h, ....... ,,1'1, If' C."rt, 

yoau JMI'f dCl 10 Ju.yfdM "Covrt ~p .... r.ftm ' ... "lred'f h •• .!!!! beeft 
dI.aM .!!.!!.! ".,Idlld 01. ~ d."_ 1. " ..... 0" tM VI,.' ....... .,,... 
ScMdul •• You ~ .. I.ph .... tho V1~otlOfti CI ... k .. .,.. ... "'1 .... heth., 
..... ff __ t. eft tho \,1010110", I",eo" SthNII1. o1t4 Iho .,..101'" .. tM 
penalty. If tho V1elallo", IV'I4I" I, a",lho,I._ .. IIh,. .... .,.", oft'~f 
,.101 TO THE OAT! Of YOUR ."WANtl IN COUI' )'" thould (:01'1'1' 

pt.t. '" full , ... "'ppe.,onN. PI .. and Wot.,., ( .. ,*-) .IMI .. ,inl Of 

IMII rill. SW'''''IOIU, togeth., .1t+! ~1M"t '" tM elM"'''' .. tM ".. 
K'TI~ pIInoity to ,h. Vfolotioftl III'H" at tk .d,... r"dl~ .Iaw. 
If PAYMENT IS /AAIl( IY MAIL DO NOT S(ND CASIt, 1(HO CUlIfI(D 
CHECK 01 MOHEY """II ONLY PAYAIU TO TH( HUDSON COUNTY 
DISTRICT COURT. CIIMINAL PAIT. II pay ..... I • .-1-1 .., .... Vlo'" 
1ion. lIu'~u ~, ttl. appM'.n~ dot., Y." ...., ... ....- .wi ...... 
".nalli.. Qnd yoll mer( be ,,,,lIt," to app"' In court. (I. rec:eI,. ..;:II 
be .. n' la YOll on'y If )'011' PI)'NIn' 1& 1ICCO",,.ftlMi Irt •• If ... ' ...... 
lIornped .n .... lo"..) 
VIULATIONS lIUAUU IS lOC_TED AT 505 NEWARK A.VE •• JEFlSlY CITY. H. J. 
OFFICE HOURS l:lO. m. ta 4:30 p.m., "OOM 01. U\.EPHONI 7I2·U37 -
EXlENSJ<)NS~ 401 .. 403 - '04. 

!It-p 81ma _ TNllf 151.-1.-'" Up" Olt"nI 81",., - III. ,.ll te 
K .. , IIl1'" _ I1S, 1 ...... 1 .... " Spill - III. 1lII, ... ptt T.ra. - US. 
N. huS*tio __ Ill. N.y, ".Inu III. 1'n41aa" Ib-." al," 
0' '..,11.- PS, ".t _ IS. AU .o.r P.rtlll\l' III. 

MOna 
"'-- .... ~ ... -.... - .. ,......... ........ _.W .... '" ....... _ .............. ·~ ...... 

......... M_ .. ....,.-...... " ..... _ ... _ ....... __ .... ,.., .... 
__ w. ..... _._ ....... ., .......... r--
... po. 4",,"- ..... 1'- ... - I...., .. .., .. ......... 

APPIAUHC" IIlIA ANtI WAIV_ 1.......,- .. '--_ ................... -"' ...... "' ..... _ .. _ W ...... , ........ ·--.... ... 
" .... 0.1"' ...... _ ........... _ .......... --_"'.I ... __ . .-.. ...... _ wl11k _ ...... 

D1.w.. .. _ .. V .................. "" 1-' 

. ,... [ 
LH:. .. o. I I I I I II 
_ AoW ___________ -------I--a., ... , ..... _________ - ---

(Reverse) 

C 2250,' HUDION COUNTY DIII.,eT COUIT 
Crlml"QI PM" 

IICIIT "1. ___ 111." __ _ 
HUDSON CDUNTY 

PDLlCE 
SUMMONS Till UIIID,USIIO"lD CUtlms THAT: 

1 ,."'.. I "o11" 

i Cl ."UDH'IG __ M,,,,H. tH .--- ..... ,M. 101'11 

oil CJ C .... IL".O"'VINO a "'CKI.I" o"IVH~O 

j 
1 

tOlle"lli '101 WOIOI' 
~ .. _o" .. ut5l"" 

~ 
o r,.""I1 ... 1 Cl Sluti .. 
Cl DUlnt', 11,,,,\ 0 VI_" II ... 

a I • ., • .., btt: Cl 'IU!I"I til It'" 
o "'I\".lft.'I,~1 0 Crtnl,..u~II'lh .. 
Cl h"I~ •• ~ t\W1t 

OTN." V\OI."'lION IDU("III IN WOlo.1 --,-----

------------------------------------------
.TATU'" O"OlN ... NC. NO, Irc. ---= .... 
,.AIIKINOI a 0'1111'1"1' """ ... Ho,, _______ ... _ 0 ." ... 'CL .... NH40 

o 0011.... D PIIOH'S'1IO AIilIA 

Cl 0,14111 Itllle"'U, -----------

I,ATUT.: ••• , OIlDINAHC. NO. ..C, 
,,, •• ~ j«) .... IG"'.a '11 .. ,"1" n"'''. lWU "' ""'. JIIU ",,,,a ".""D,",".LI 

.... ou .. o.' to •• LIIV., "''''0 a011 ...... ..,. tMU 'MC ","01'1 1'1.10110 ","OVI 
caWWI"'O " ... 0,"1'1",1) ... _IIN ," .al"'., (ON'"'''''' '0 L.t.W. 

10",..1 

IO.HTlP1CAT\ON ---------- -------­
COu,n' ........ UNe' MlQUIIIIO 0 
COU"T A .. ~ .. ".NC. ____ o.y 0' -_.-._- ~- ,.,,--

AT 1100 A.M. 

.. DO •••• 0 .. eOUIIITt U. N,WA •• AV.,. J ••••• CIT •• N J . 

SUMMONS 
(In OTH'" liDI) 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. Hodel Traffic Ticket 
'0111" 1 

4. TRAFFIC TICKET CONTROL RECORD 

TRAFFIC COURT-- HUDSON COUNTY BOUL.EVARD POL.ICE DEPARTMENT 

NAME Of' OFFICEII 
llATf: TO DISPOSITION Of' TICKET 

VIOI.ATOIt ----r---~:.:.::..:.--
1 _______ I--------------I--~~~-i-------I--~D~O~C~K~F.:T--J---~D~AT:E~~. __ ! 

TICKET No, DATE ISSUf:1l 

i --+--~--

'c15illu.. \ ..".-.~-

i C 15002.., , 
! ~l.5..OJbL I 
i C 150lliL. 
! 

1----1---------- ---' 
--1-------1------- -

:-----.. .. ~~-.- ". --------
1----1--------_ .. _-------1---- -----

I C lS.O.ilii. .. 
j 

! C 1500fi 

J C 15007 y 

i-------I·---·-·-----I----I----

""-==<.:>'-'-'-:>.!-I----I---------.---·----1-----1----
~~~-I------I-----------~-----·-----I-----~-----

J C 1500S ! 
I 

C 150nn I -----I·-------~-- ------- ----1--·--·,----
1 C 15010 
! 

t C 15011 ------1·-----1-----. 
C 150l 2 

, 
! --------1----------1----1----

t 
C 1501 :~ 

I C 1501 'I 

! C 15015 

I C 150Hi 
1 C 15017 
I 

I C15(!1S 

C 1501H I 

i C 15020 , 
I .c 1502} I 
! ~===J ! CJ..5.0Z:L1 ! 

I 

-:--'ULl.I"'-ll_I _____ I ________ I ____ I ____ I. _______ ----

~ 
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. .* Appendix F. para-Judicial Method of Adjudicat~on 

Used in the Recorder's Court of Detroit, Michigan, 

this type of system consists of an independent traffic 

court staffed by elected judges, who do not sit on other 

courts, as well as appointed hearing officers called 

"referees." 

The judges possess full l,djudicatory power to hear 

all cases arising from violations of state codes or city 

ordinances and review al+ decisions made by the referees. 

On a rotating basis, referees are nominated by one judge, 

each appointment subject to ~he othe~ judges' approval. 

b members of the bar and are not permitted All referees must e 

. t practice while sitting as a referee. to conduct a pr~va e 

They are appointed to serve indefinite terms. They are 

empowerad to hear all city ordinance violations, and their 

deJisions are technically treated as fecommendations to 

be approved or overruled by the jvdges. 

The Traffic and Ordinance Division is a court of 

limited trial jurisdiction, authorized to hear both state 

misdemeanors (excessiv~ speed, etc.) and city ordinance 

violations (speeding and other moving violations). The court 

also adrnir.isters its own driver improvement program which 

utilizes professional driver education instructors. 

*see Effective Adjudication, Vol. III, pp. 62-67. 
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Arrest or posting of bail is not required in the 

majority of traffic violations. A uniform citation/ 

summons is the primary charging and,'.notification document. 

The majority of motorists charged with committing a traffic 

violation are cited under city ordinances rather than state 

traffic codes. Arrest can occur, and does in all state 

misdemeanor cases. Jailed motorists are given a prompt bail 

hearing/arraignment before a referee. The defendant 

may plead guilty or post bond and be scheduled for trial. 

In most offenses the referees handle the bulk of the 

adjudicative process 1 from arraignment to trial. 

Pre-trial and adjudicatory functions have been integrated 

into one process. A motorist can pre-pay all city ordinance 

violations by mail or in person at the Traffic Court. With 

four or more violations in a year, a motorist must appear 

in court. Required appearances ar; before a referee. If 

the motorist pleads guilty, the referee can accept the plea 

and impose penalties on the motorist. The motorist can 

either accept tile referee's recommendation or request that 

a judge review the case. Trials by a judge occur only.in 

cases involving state misdemeanors or where a new trial 

has been ordered. Referees hav~ flexibility in determining 

appropriate sanctions and are empowered to impose such 

alternative sanctions as probation, license suspension, or 

driver imprl)vement school. Incarceration is rarely imposed. 
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, recommendation serves 
Judicial review of a referee s 

to the referee's actions. To 
to give judicial legitimacy 

defendant muet request it after 
obtain a judicial hearing a 

After review, the judges have three options: 
his hearing. 

a. 

b. 

accept the referee's recommendations; 

the recommendation and modify the penalty; 
accept 

~ and order a new trial. 
c. reject the recommendation 

" d to a city 
If a motorist fails to appear or reSpon 

. d for his arrest. 
computer-produced warrant is 1ssue 

violation, a 
is simultaneously sent to to appear A notice of his failure 

Vehicles, which suspends the motorist's 
the Department of Motor 

Failure to 
until furthu~ notice from the court. 

license 
results in issuance of a bench 

respond to a state violation 
, arrest, and his license is 

warrant for the defendant s 

suspended indefinitely. 
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Appendix G. Administrative Method of Adjudication * 

An alternative approach to traffic adjudication is that 

now employed in New York State. Minor traffic offenses are 

non-criminal and in the state's three largest cities are 

heard by administrative referees of the Department of Motor 

Vehicles rather than by judges. Mi~demeanors and felonies 

are heard by judges of the Criminal Court. The program 

operates in the cities of New York, Buffalo and Rochester, 

adjudicating over six million cases a year. 

All hearing referees are attorneys and civil servants. 

They are required to have had a minimum of five years' prior 

experience in administrative law or trial practice. They 

must undergo orientation courses in highway safety and driver 

control. Senior referees are responsible for the supervision 

and administration of activities for'a specified city or area. 

A case begins when the motorist is issued a citation/ 

summons in the form of the uniform ticket and citation. It 

contains the officer's assigned court date and informs the 

motorist how to respond to the summons. It includes a state­

ment of the consequences of ignoring the summons. No bond is 

required to insure appearance; a driver's license may be 

~sources: Observations of administrative adjudication bureaus 
in New York City, Buffalo, and Rochester; interviews wlth 
Donald Bardell, Deputy Commissioner and Counsel, New York 
State Department of Motor Vehicles; Effective Adjudication, 
Vol. III, pp. 15-84. 
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deposited in lieu of bail. A deposit, eep)al to the amount of 

the fine, is requir.ed of "scofflaws" who desire a trial after 

they have been denied license renewal by the Department of 

Motor Vehicles. 
In many cases, no appearance by the motorist is necessary, 

and he can plead guilty by mail. All the necessary instructions 

are contained on the summons form including a fine schedule. 

The mail plea and payment are mailed to the Department of 

Motor Vehicles and the plea is entered into a computer. If 

the offender's prior record so warrants, the plea may be 

rejected and a hearing scheduled with notification immediately 

sent to the motorist. 

An offender may also plead gu!.lty and pay his fine at 

any hearing office, not necessarily the office serving the 

area where the violation took place. This must be done prior 

to the scheduled court appearance. 

Not guilty pleas are made by mail or in person at any 

hearing office within ten days after the issuance of the 

summons. No n~arings are held until the time and date 

designated on the summons, and the hearing is conducted in 

the jurisdiction where the summons originated. 

If a motorist feels that there are mitigating circumstances 

and wishes to plead "guilty with an explanation," he may go to 

any hearing office at his convenience any day before the date 

of appearance and submit his plea in person to a referee who 

hears only those cases. The referee can accept the plea and 

impose a sanction or recommend that the motorist change his 

plea and have a formal hearing. 
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All contested hearings 

manner with testimony taken 

are conducted in an informal 

from the police officer, the 

defendant, and any witnesses. The referee is not placed 

in the position of assuming the role of a prosecutor. 

defendant is apprised of all his rights, inclUding the 

A 

right to an atborney. He may, if he wishes, appear without 

counsel. Plea bargaining is eliminated as the motorist must 

enter a plea to the charge specified on the summons; the 

charge cannot be reduced to one alleging a less serious viOlation. 

Before a referee imposes a penalty against 

he must first enter the finding of 

a motorist, 

guilty into the computer 

record. A visual display terminal is available on each 

referee's desk. Th t i e mo or st's complete driVing record is 

made available for re~iew and determ~n4at40n ~.~ ~ of appropriate 

penalty. The referee, however, cannot gain access to the motorisp's 

driving reoo rd un til il ' a gu ty judgnent has been entered. Referees 

are expected to use prior records in determining appropriate 

sanctions. When the convlction i ~ s entered on the visual 

terminal, the driver's records, t d i h sore n t e central computer 

in Albany, are automatically updated. 

When a fine is im s d th po e, e motorist is expected to 

pay immediately, If he t d canno 0 so, the referee postpones 

execution of the sentence for two weeks. But the referee 

retains the permanent operator's license and issues the mo­

torist a temporary license for the period of postponement. 

Upon payment of his fine, the motorist's permanent l~cense 

is returned to him. 
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Review is a two-step process. The first appeal is 

to the Administrative Appeals Board. A dissatisfied 

motorist has thirty days from the initial decision to 

file an appeal. Appeal forms are available from clerks. 

A fee of $10 must accompany the appeal form to cover costs. 

The form and fee are screened and, if found proper, passed 

on to the review board. The motorist also has a right to 

further review by the courts. 

Referees do not have the power to issue warrants 

for the arrest 6f "scofflaws." To prevent scofflaws 

from abusing the sys'cem, the Department. of Motor Vehicles 

applies license suspensions and renewal bans to 

the scofflaw's licenses. Al~D, if a motorist fails to 

respond to a summons, or fails to appear for a hearing, an 

immediate notice of suspension is entered by the computer 

and a notice thereof sent to the motorist. A suspension 

can only be lifted after the motorist appears at an Adminis­

trative Adjudication Bureau. If the motorist fails to 

comply, the computer automa,tically enters a li6ense renewal 

ban on his driver record, making it impossible for the 

motorist to re'new his license. 

The Department of Motor Vehicles makes extensive use 

of electronic data processing equipment in the day-to-day 

operation of the program. Each hearing office is equipped 

with computer terminals with visual displays that provide 
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instant communication with the central computer in 

Albany. Information can be entered and received from 

these terminals, thus permitting flexibility in response 

time, gener~tion of computerized dockets, daily auditing 

of adjUdicatory activity in each hearing location, and 

instant scofflaw indentification. 
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Initial 

Note: 

If you 
run across 
any entries 
which do 
not fit in 
these cate­
gories,con­
tact Nels 
about any 
changes. 

Appendix H. Sample Data Collection Forms 
1. District Court 

Maine Traffic Study 
District Court Data 
collection Sheet 

National Center for 
State Courts 
209 Bay State Road 
Boston, MA 02215 

Court Name ________________________________ . ________ __ 

Offense Name ______________________________________ __ 

Court ID rri2 Offoanse ID crro 7 r----1 . 4 A In State 
Docket No. r-1-i1::..... ... r-'TI-rl--.Ir"J:] Yor N 

Offense oat: • ( I I::r:f 
19 24 

Hear./1st Appear. Date L .... I_ •• L..-... I_ ... IL-~ ...... I 
26 31 

I I. I I I Disposition Date 

D 
17 

No. Appear. c:::o 
40 41 

Plea 0 
47 

l=Guilty 

Sentence ~ 
l=Fine 
2=Jail 

o 
45 

2=Not Guil t.y 
3=110 Plea 
4=No10 

Found g 
l=Guilty 
2=Not Guilty 
3=Filed. 
4=Dismissed 

3=License pulled 
4=Fine and Jail 
5=Fine & license 

Suspension 0 
l=None 53 

2=Full Sentence 
3=Partial sentence 
4=Probation 
5=Execution 

Bail Q 
Yor N 

pulled 
6=Jail & license 

pulied 
7=Jai1, fine, & 

license pulled 

Entry to Sup. Ct. r::J Attorney [:J 
l=Transfer 
2=Appeal 
3=Bound Over 

Police Type ~ 
l=State 
2=Loca1 
3=Private Party 
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55 57 
l=Yes 
2=No 
3=Appointed 
4=Withdrew 

Bargain 

Yor N 

o 
63 

1 
:1 

1 

I 
1 

I 
~ 
:! 

I 
I 

\A 

\\ -

Initial 

Note: 

If you run 
across any 
entries which 
do not fit in 
these categor­
ies, contact 
Nels about 

any changes. 

Appendix H. Sample Data Collection Forms 
2. Super~or Court 

Maine Traffic StUdy 
Superior Court Data 
Collection Sheet 

National Center for 
State Courts 
209 Bay State Road 
Boston, MA 02215 

Court tlrune ____________________________________________ ___ 

Offense Name =;-------------r==r=~~~~----------------­
Court ID ~ Offense ID I 

r---r--._-.---,.---:4 ......... ,""',---,..... 7 ~ In State 

9 .:~~~-~~:;=~'=~---1-t Yor N 
1'"1 •• 15 D _ _ Attorney 

15 24 26 
Hea;:. /lst Appear. Date I • I. 1 1= Yes 

Docket No. D 
Entry Date 17 

28 33 2= No I J. • I 3= Appointed 
35 - - ~ 40 4= Withdrew 

Disposition Date 

No Appear. CD 'No. Cont. D Default/Waiver D 
42 43 45 1 or 2 47 

Entry to Sup. ct.c:J 
49 

l=Transfer 2=Appeal 
3=Information 
4=Grand Jury 
5=Bound Over 

Sentence 0 
l=Fine 55 
2=Jail 
3=License pulled 
4=Fine and jail 

Plea 0 
51 

l=Guilty 
2=Not Guilty 
3=No Plea 
4=Nolo 

5~Fine and license pulled 
6=Jail and license pulled 
7=Fine, jail, and license pulled 

FoUnd r:;;J 
l=Guilty 
2=Not Guilty 
3=Filed 
4=Dismissed 

Suspension 0 
l=None 

57 

2=Fu1l Sentence 
3=Partial Sentence 
4=Probation 
5=Execution 

Trial 0 Jury Trial 0 Bargain 0 . Appeal. 0 
63 65 59 61 

Yor N Yor N Yor N Yor N 
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Appendix!. sample 1. MAINE STATE POLICE 
~orms presently Used S 
in lIandling Traffic C .;...;.O...:U...:.;.R_T.:.-~O.:..F.:..F.:..' C.:.-E.;..R_S_W_O...;. . .;..R_I< __ H~E_E_T. 
Matters In Maine 

RESPONDENT. 

COMPLAINING 
OFFICER 

OFFENSE 
S. 

DETAILS. 

NAME~· _________________________________ DOB. ____ _ 

STREET ---_________ cIT'I' or TOWN ________ _ 

LIC. NO. STATE ____ REG.NO ___ STATE--

SUMMONSEO ___ ARRESTEO ____ BAILEDI _______ _ 

IF BAiLED, BY WH OM. ______ -----_________ _ 

AMOUNT OF BAIL $ ____ COURT APPEAR"NCE DATE _____ _ 

NAME_~ _____________________________ ___ 

PREFERRED OATES FO" TRIAL. 1..1 ______ _ 2 

CHARGE _______________________ ~CHA~.SEC ___ _ 

DATE TIME CITY orTOWI'l _________ _ 

ROUTE _____ STREET __________ ROADI ___ _ 

-------------------------~.___l;'\_I ---------

COURT ACTION. "PLEA. GUILT'I' ___ NOT GUILTy ___ NO~O ______ _ 

RESPONDENTS ATTORNEY' ______________________ ___ 

DISPOSITION ~ _________________ _ 

Form 14:39 
COURT OFFICER _________________ ___ 
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Appendix t. 

Forms Presently Used in Handling Traffic Court Matters in Maine 

Date: . 

Time! 

Te, 

To\\n: . .. ..... ... . Stat., ... ". 
You arc hereby notified 10 nppear before 
The Dislrict CoUrt at: 

001 ........ , 19 iri~,~)' 
to answer t.) the chnrge oC: 

of: 

at: . 

AUeged Speed: ........... m.p.h. Speed Limit 
Owner: ........... Officer: 

.. .. County: 

, Mulne 
O'clock M 

...... m.p.h. 

Address: (State ·Poii~~)··· 

Sl'Crctury at Stnte 
Augusla, Maino O.B30 

... 
The Collowing person was summoned 10 app;",r hI 

... Court 01\ . 

at M. Ho Cailed to nppenr in pers~n or by couser. 

Name 

Address 

"", .. ,''',., ... ,.", ....... , .............. , ...... " ....... " .. 

DnlQ oC Violntion ." ... 

Charge 

Liteme No. 

Dale oC Birth 

Form MVCn·85 Re •• 12·68 

... ROllle 

. .• RegistrnliOIl No. 

.... Arresting Officer . 

iwJg, or Crerk 

-2(,)5-

3. 

2. 
Maine 
State 
Pol:i,ce 
Ticket 

Motor 
Vehicle 
Division 
Notice of 
Failure to 
Appear in 
Court 
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Appendix t. 

d in ,p,andl{ ~g' Traffio .Coul:l; J!accers in Maine !F~o~r~m~s~P~r~e~a~e~n~t~l~·~~u~a~e~~~_ .,~=_~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ____ __ 
STATE OF IIAINE 

ABSTRACT OF COURT RECORD OF CRIMINAL VIOLA-nON 

RESPONDENl'_. ______ _ 
DOCKET If 0, ______ _ ADDRESS NO. ________ _ $'1. 

---=~~=:----i CITY or TOWN --~--.--- •• -.~--. 
AIIRES'nNG On-ICER DATE OF BIRTIl ____________ _ 

I'LACt: OF OFt'ENSE ....... _______ . ____ . 

DIlPAIITIlENT D,\TI: OF OFFENSE __________ ,._ 

O..,.ENSE 

D,\TE OF /lEARING , I'LEA I JUDGMENT 

I hereby certify Iholt the Sorcs:oJ»g Is.a true ab .. ltac:l from \be. ncords 
of the CC)urt holden at 

SuperIor 0 A 11'E5T 

M.Dld",1 

Trial Ju.llu 

DII"loI CO"rt 

o 
o 
o 

~h~f anT rr(l)mrn'nd'~II)" CIIIIII "f\ M Ci\ Ihf bull. ot Ihh ,blind 
STATE OF MAINE 

RESULT 

C1.rk 
F,,,,,, 13,16 

/In\TRM:-r or CO!1R'r RECORD Of'l'lOLATION or ~'OTOI\ VUIICI,[ LAWS 

Ilt)CHT NO, ,IRRE,TING OFFiCER 
74-75-

Stlte Poli~e 
Local o/ti"", 

o 
o 

SutlM!ntlon Cnn\'lct[on I "lJlnu 

RESPONDENT ., ., ............ " ..................... " ...... ,"" 
ADDRESS NO, ........ - ...... ,,' .... , " ...... _ ..... " .... "."" .. ST. 
CIT" or TOWN ...... , .... _._ ..... " .......... " ...................... . 

DATE OF ntRTH .................. ., ............................... . 

I.IC. NO. .. . .. ........ REG. NO, ................. , ....... , .• 

U,\Tt; OF HEARING PLEA I JUUGMENT I 
.. I hefCh)' ttllih' lh:at the. (o,~olng -'i. hue I.buutl from the record, of the 

(51'[[0 AlLEG[D) 
R!::!SULT 

''''rQRTANTt Jhrum ImmnUOItel,. hi tourt holden •• 

~~r:'I~h,tlh~"~~ h\~~~l~·~;n::~.cr:.~ ATTEST: 
arl' a. mnUl(C' IQ the "ublle; IIh:ly. 
"ann MVeM. 12 Rn •• 2/U 
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Clerk 

4. 
Motor 
Vehicle 
Division 
Abstracc 

5. 
Motor 
Vehiale 
Division 
Abstract 

Appendix I. 

F.orma presenHy Used in Handling Traffic Court: Matters .in Maine 

6. WAIVER OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE AND PLEA OF CUILTY 
(Waiver of Appearance in District: Court) 

l'ursuant to the provUlons of M,R,S,A. 'rltle " Sec. 184 Sub Sec. 12 the undersIgned having been 

summoned to appeaJ' In Ih. Main. DIsb:Jct Court .t 
Maltie, 

to answer 10 a charge at 
hereby waives the right to appear 

JlCr.OllllUy In said court and docs hereby enler a plea of CUILTY ond ogrees 10 pay the fine as set by the 

cour! and Indicated below, 

In making Ihls request I acknowledge that I have Ihe tlghl 10 a Iri.I. which I hereby wah'e, and 

I acknowledge thnl my signolute 10 Illls plen of gullly shan have the same eHeCI 0' a Judgmenl by Ihe 

court ond Ihe rceord of conviction wJJl be sent to the Secretary of State, 

[ heteby affirm Ihat I havQ no previous convIction or convicllons for 0 violation of the motor vehlcle 

laws of Ihe Sillte of Mfilnc as dQfined by Ihe abovu Title nnd Section ant! I make Ihls affirmotion with the 

knowledge th.t a folsc represenlation os 10 nny prior conviction or convIctions (;an subJeet mo 10 0 fine 

of up 10 Fifty Dollars, 

Arnounl of Gne • 

Mako pa)lment 10 MaIne Dlstrici Court, 

Millo. 

Personal .hecb con nol be oee",,,led, 

Address 

Any person who has been found guUty or· who hns previously "gned 0 plea of guilty to any traffic 

offense as den ned In Ihe abeY. ,lection shan nbt be permitted 10 submIt a waIver and plea of gulily e.ccpt 
by s~:.se order of court. 

The above woiver ond plen of gullly con not be occcpled for Ihe followIng viol.tions. but a guilty 
plea moy be elliered by 0 Moine Allame), by consent Qf tho court: 

(1) Driving to endonger (9) l'a"lng n stopped school bus 
(2) Reckless driving (10) ExceedIng ti,e speed limit by more than 15 (3) Recklessiy causing deolh miles per hour 
(4) OHenscs resulting In accident (11) Loaillng or nllering U""nse or Mnnlt 
(5) Operating while under the InDuen"" of (12) Death (;ause.) by violation of law 

Inloxicoting liquor or a narcotic drug or (13) leaving Ihe seene 01 an aeddent while ImpaIred 
(14) Taking • mOlor "chitle without consent (6) Driving ofler suspension or revOcation of 
(IS) 1!0micJdc or a"aull committed by means 01 operator', Uc:ense 

molor vehicle (7) Opera ling without • license 
(\6) Failure 10 report an neeldent 

(8) Operating an unregistered molor ,'ehlc)e (17) Passing on hills bnd curves. 

t'1\.1U ... -207-
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Appendil< :t. 

Forms Currently Used :en Handl:enq Traffic Court lIattars in Maine 

7. Distriot CoUrt Criminal Docket Sheet 
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Appendix iI. 

Facilities Observations 

The buildings that house the d:l:visions of the District 

Court and the nil1e SUperior Courts 'Ii'ary in age, size and 

style. In Augusta and Bangor, the I~istrict Court facilities 

are new, spacious and comfortable, Augusta's District 

CourthoUse, built in 1970, consists of two District Court 

rooms, as does the Bangor District Court facility. Other 

Distr1ct Court facilities have onl:/' one courtroom and some 

share the courtroom of the SupedOI~ Court. Some District 

Courts are housed in County Court Illouse buildings, sometimes 

150 years old, with small courtrooms and inadequate waiting 

rooms. In Skowhegan, defendants ~raiting their turn in 

court overflow the halls into the fUrnace room. Skowhegan's 

courtroom, is, however, neat, cOl1lpact, and professional 

in appearance. In Belfast, although the building and the 

courtroom are large and well kept, the waiting room for the 

defendants is a hallway, and 'l\t:torneys must Use the grand jury 

room for consultations, In Bath and several other communities, 

where both the Superior Court and the District Court occupy 

the same building, the halls are congested when both courts 

are in session. The District: Courtroom in Bath is small, 

with only four rows of seats on each side of the aisle for 

spectators. These can comfortably seat only 34 people, though 

the court serves an area with a popUlation of about 10,000. 

Some court facilities laCk attorneys' rooms, and only one 

court had a waiting area set asiqe for defendants or witnesses. 



f the District Court 
In spite of the fact that many 0 

. i old buildings, all courtrooms are well kept 
courtrooms are n 

and professional in appearance. 
t have the space 

The superior court does not appear 0 

i
t i t court. Its courtrooms are generally 

problem of the D s r c 

b 'ildings When the District court and 
located in larger u • 

share the same building, the superior 
the superior Court 

fa~ more adequate than those of 
Court's facilities appear 

h superior court 
h District court. without exception/ eac 

t e . t a dignified 
courtroom has adequate space and presen s 

h re for the administration of justice. 
atmosp e 
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS 
Council of State Court Representatives 

Alabama 
Howell T. Heflin 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Maska 
Jay A. Rabinowitz 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

ArIzona 
Fred C. Struckmeyer, Jr. 
Vice Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

flrkansas 
C. R. Hule, Exec. Secy. 
Judicial Dept., Supreme Court 

California 
Donald R. Wright 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Colorado 
Harry O. Lawson 
Court Administrator, Jud. Dept. 

Connecticut 
John P. Cotter 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court 

Delaware 
Daniel L. Herrmann 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Florida 
James B. Ueberhorst 
State Courts Administrator 

Georgia 
To be selected 

" Hawaii 
'. Torn T. Okuda 

Adm. Ser. Dir., District Courts 

Idaho 
Charles R. Donaldson 
Justice, Supreme Court 

illinois 
J05eDh H. Goldenhersh 
Justice, Supreme Court 

IndIana 
Richard M. Givan 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Iowa 
W. W. Reynoldson 
Justice, Supreme Court 

Kansas 
David Prager 

. Justice, Supreme Court 

Kentucky 
Jan'es S. Chenault 
JUdge, 25th Judicial District 

Lculslana 
John A. Di~on, Jr. 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court 

Maine Oregon 
Charles B. Rodway, Jr. Loren D. Hicks 
Adm. Asst. to the Chief Justice State Court Administrator 

Maryfand 
William H. Adkins 11 
Dlr., Adm. Office of the Courts 

Massachusetts 
Walter H. McLaughlin 
Chief Justice, Superior Court 

Michigan 
Thomas M. Kavanagh 
Justice, Supreme Court 

Minnesota 
Richard E. Klein 
State Court Administrator 

Mississippi 
R. P. Sugg 
Associate Justic~, Supreme Court 

Missouri 
Fred L. Henley 
Judge, Supreme Court 

Montana 
Wesley Castles 
Justice, Supreme Court 

Nebraska 
Paul W. White 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

. Nevada 
Howard W. Babcock 
Judge, District Court 

New Hampshire 
John W. King 
Justice, Superior Court 

New Jersey 
Frederick W. Hall 
Justice, Supreme COllrt 

New Mexico 
John B. McManus, Jr. 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

New York 
Richard J. Bartlett 
State Adm. Judge 

North Carolina 
Bert M. Montague 
Dir., Adm. Office of the Courts 

North Dakota 
William L. Paulson 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court 

Ohio 
C. William O'Neill 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Oklahoma 
William A. Berry 
Justice, Supreme Court 

Pennsylvania 
Samuel J. Roberts 
Justice, Supreme Court 

Rhode Island 
Walter J. Kane 
ct. Administrator, Supreme Court 

South Carolina 
Joseph R. Moss 
Ohlef Justice, Supreme Court 

South Dakota 
Fred R. Winans 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court 

Tennessee 
T. Mack Blackburn 
Exec. Secy., Supreme Court 

Texas 
Thomas M. Reavley 
Associate Justice, Supreme Court 

Utah 
Allan E. Mecham 
Admstr. and Clerk, Supreme Court 

Vermont 
Lawrence J. Turgeon 
ct. Administrator, Supreme Court 

Virginia 
Albertis S. Harrison, Jr. 
Justice, Supreme Court 

Washington 
OrriSt. Hamilton 
Justice, Supreme Court 

West Vlrltlnla 
Charles H. Haden II 
Chler Justice, 
Supreme Court of Appeals 

Wisconsin 
Horace W. Wilkie 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

Wvomlng 
Rodney M. Guthrie 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 

DistrIct of Columbia 
Gerard D. Reilly 
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals 
Guam 
Jo~ouin C. Perez 
Chief Judge, Island Court 
Puerto RIco 
Jose Trias Monge 
Chief Justice, Supreme Court 
Virilin Islands 
Cyril Michael 
Presiding Judge, Munlcipa! Court 
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