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FOREWORD

Maine's Traffic Court Advisory Committee was created
as a result of the desire to reform the present method
of handling traffic violations.

The National Center for State Courts was selected
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 present methods.

The Committee has discussed and debated the recommenda-
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.
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3.

Summary of Recommendations

ALL MUT THE MOST SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD
BE RECLASSIFIED AS LESSER OFFENSES TO BE KNOWN AS
WPRAFFIC INFRACTIONS." THESE OFFENSES SHOULD BE

NON~-CRIMINAL IN NATURE, PERMITTING NO RIGHT TO TRIAL

BY JURY. SANCTION FOR TRAFPFIC INFRACIIONS SHOULD NOT

INCLUDE INCARCERATION. ... p. 14

ALTHOUGH TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE RECLASSIFIED,

ADJUDICATION OF THEM SHOULD REMAIN A FUNCTION OF THE 4.
JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT. 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 STATE 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 RECORD FOR MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION.

THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED BY A SPECIAL COMMITTEE

j‘

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 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 COURY. THERE
SHOULD BE PERIODIC REVIEW AND, WHEN NECESSARY, RE-
VISION OF LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL DETERMINATION OF

TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR WHICH COURT APPEARANCE IS MANDATORY.
vas Do 4l

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.
cee Po 46




UNIFORM OPERATING RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE
PROMULGATED AND WORKSHOPS SHOULD BE HELD TO AID

CLERKS IN THE OPERATION OF TRAFFIC YIOLATIONS

BUREAUS. THE RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE EX-
PLAINED IN DETAIL IN A CLERKS MANUAL TO BE DISTRIBUTED

70 ALL DIVISIONS OF THE DISTRICT 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. ««s P 55

THERE SHOULD BE A SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE, GOVERNED

BY PUBLISHED RULES AND UNIFORM THROUGHOUT THE STATE,
YOR THE TRIAL OF TRAFFIC CASES. BUT APART FROM MODIFI-
CATIONS RECOMMENDED IN THIS REPORT, DEFENDANTS IN
TRAFFIC CASES SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO PROCEDURAL SAFE-

GUARDS ACCORDED CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS . ..; P. 59
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.

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. «:s« P. 65

-f-

10.

11.

AN EXPRESS POLICY SHOULD BE ADOPTED IN THE SUPERIOR
AND DISTRICT COURTS REGARDING THE SENTENCES IMPOSED
FOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES. THERE SHOULD BE 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 ADJUDICATIONS FOR TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS
IN WHICH 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 A FINE FOR THOSE OFFENDERS
DEMONSTRATING INABILITY TO PAY., ... P. 69

A MIXED SYSTEM OF BATCH PROCESSING, TELETYPE, AND COM-
PUTER TERMINAL FACILITIES SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO
ENABLE COURTS WITH VARYING TRAFFIC CASELOADS TO RE-
TRIEVE PRIOR OFFENSE DATA FROM 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 CON-

SIDERED ONLY FOR IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE, AND UNDER

—-5—




12.

NO CIRCUMSTANCE SHOULD IT BE AVAILABLE FOR CONSIDER-

ATION BY THE COURT 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 EXPUNGEMENT SHOULD BE APPLIED... P, W

THE STATUTE ENABLING A MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANT TO HAVE
HIS CASE TRANSFERRED TO SUPERIOR COURT FOR JURY TRIAL
SHOULD BE REPEALED. A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT SHOULD
BE ADOPTED TQ LIMIT CRIMINAL JURY TRIALS TO CASES IN
WHICH A PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A FINE OF $500 OR
MORE MAY BE IMPOSED.* 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 IMPOSED OR FOR WHICH TRIAL
BY JURY HAS BEEN WAIVED.

THE PENALTIES NOW IMPOSED FOR EACH TRAFFIC OFFENSE
SHOULEL BE REVIEWED AND, WHERE NECESSARY, MODIFIED SO
THAT ONLY THOSE OFFENSES DEEMED SERIOUS ARE PUNISHABLE
BY MEANS GRAVE ENQUGH 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-
DEMEANORS 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.

-6~
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1. Characterization of rraffict 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
BAppendix B, Chart 1 and Table 1.}

All traffic violations are considered "crimes"
under Maine law.2 Traffic violations are classified either as
"felonies" or "misdemeanors," depending on the length and
place of imprisonment associated with the offense: a felony
. is an offense punishable by imprisonment for more than one
A. General Approach to Traffic cases 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.
§2442), driving while under prohibition as a habitual

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

1Throughout 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.2d4
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. Hopkius, 154 Me. 317, 147 A.2d 450

: (1959) {(violation of turnpike rules and regulations); and

y State v. Croteau, 153 Me. 126, 135 A.28 282 (1957) (driving
while intoxicated).
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vehicle (see 29 M.R.5.A. §1313), and reckless homicide (29
M.R.S.A, §1315). 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.
These offenses, &5 well as those for which no penalty
is otherwise provided. are all subject to a "general penalty"
statute (29 M.R.S.A. §2303 {1957)). (See Appendix D,
"penalties for Maine rraffic Offenses.") This statute
provides that any violator of the motor vehicle law is
punishable by fine of $10 to $100, or imprisonment for
not more than 90 days, or both, "when no other penalty is
specifically provided." The clause and the statute have been

construed in practice as applying to any statute not expressly

providing a potential jail penalty.3 Consequently, any

3

The clause quoted here might be read to provide
punishment of imprisonment only when a statute makes no
mention of a penalty whatsoever, By this reading it
would be inapplicable to any statute expressly providing
a penalty, even if that penalty were only a fine (which
would mean that for some traffic offenses a jail enalty
could not be imposed absent a finding of contempt?-

~10-

o .
2ttt e

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 ﬁrotection of
applicable constitutional safeguards, as in other criminal

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

4Motor vehi ‘
cle offenses for which there is a
. . stat’
ggiilgg;itytgf imprisonment for more than three montasuggigtitute
only about igeigggrciggaofaggelgggignaliCenper's sample of traffic
Appendix B, Chart lé ) Tﬂose £ e R 4 1 P
.) Those for which any possibilit
iﬁpg%gggmﬁgt :psent application of the geangl pen;%:;ypggvisions
o2 triedn§ ltyte gnly about.tWenty-one percent of the sampled
Cases trie ulnaglstrzct Court in those years, and drunk-driving
Ghocs 13¢5 B, alnost balf ofechat tuenty-ons percsnt. (Appendix o, |
) sample for the sa 1
gsissaggﬁtSZable by imprisonment for more than threzemgsiiz'are
ondy puniSheglpercgnt of the total. (Appendix B, Chart 45.)
ety prOVESignbzrémgyézon?ent without resort to the gene;al
ty pro ifty-four perxcent of the to 1
Seaniaelving el make of over ELahty porcart of the crbed
- {e) e general penalt
percent of the total cases sampled. (Appgndix %laggagzeisf?rty
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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 privi-
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.5 The result has been that a defendant in even the

5in Johnson's Case, 1 Me. 230 (1821), decided shortly after
Maine became a state, i1t 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. Subseguent decisions of the Supreme Judicial Court uni-
formly followed the position taken in Johnson's Case: see, for B
example, Saco v. Wentworth; 37 Me. 165 (1853); otate v. Intoxi- B
cating Liquors, 80 Me, 57, 12 A. 794 (1888); Spraque 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, without 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 105th
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 guestion 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
v. Sklar , 317 A.2d 160 {(Me. 1974). The Supreme Judicial Tourt
reasoned in that opinion (317 A.2d at 170-71) that the drafters
of the Maine Constitution clearly intended to extend a xight 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. .

-12-

most insigrificant traffic matter may exercise the right to

. . 6 . .
trial by jury. Since jury trial is available only in the

Superior Court, the cases of 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

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

to trial in Superior Court, with less than half of those

being heard by a jury. (See Appendix B; Charts 30 and 31.)

Th 1
e result has been delay in the disposition of cases, waste

of ma i
npower because personnel ip two court systems must deal

with
the same cases, ang Pressure on the Superior Court caseloagd

caus judi
ed by cases that could be adjudicated at the District Court level

F . .
(For further discussion of this matter, see below, Appellate
N dhiadmbildl

Review and Jury Trial in Superior Court.)

3
Among the cases coming bef
ore
ig7§ as a consequenge of degendants't
"squzi'trl:l were prosecutions for s
lng ires n n 3 s >
"following too ciose?ﬁtChhlklng'" "

7 Before
! October 1973, the ri i
ox ' ight to tr j
M.gfgfi?ds?gﬁa?ggal for a trial de novo in gige?{ogugguzzs(4
times St hés‘be 64); 15 M.R.5.AT§2T14 (1963) ). After that

en done primarily by transfer to.Superior Court

before adjugj i i i i
(15733 Judication in District Court (15 M.R.S.A. §2114

he Superior Court in
not waiving the right
uch traffic offenses as
excessive noise," ang
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ALL BUT THE MOST SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD
BE RECLASSIFIED AS 1L,ESSER OFFENSES TO BE KNOWN

AS "TRAFFIC INZRACTIONS. " THESE OFFENSES SHOULD

BE NON-CRIMINAL IN NATURE, PERMITTING NO RIGHT TO
ON FOR TPRAFFIC INFRACTIONS

{
i
i
;
i

TRIAL BY JURY. SANCTI

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 that are listed in appendix D,
wpenalties for Maine praffic 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.8 Tt 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

8See Middendorf, The Effectiveness of punishment,pp. 88EE
(1968) .
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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. Since offenses that
would be reclassified would carry no possibility of imprison-

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

9

The Ad Hoc Task Force on Adjudi i

. : udicat

nghwai Safety 5dv1§ory Commi't:t:eejxcecc:mmti_.ggs(-)f the National
'éiagﬁgfflc v1ol§tions shall be categoéized as
inv01v;cs§g§gzgt+oqs,' except for offenses which

injury or fatalities, leavi
scene of an accident, drivin ¢ Seatore
revoked license, alcéhol oot o el
Vok : C or drug, or reckless

driving, which remain as criminai offenses. (Final

Report, p. 8 i : Final
ﬁEEEEE:]p (1973). [(Hereinafter cited as Task Force

o : s

stingzzégnzidAgv1sory Commiss%on on Criminal Justice

standards an oaizamakes a similar recommendation in Courts
) P 3 (1973) [hereinafter cited as Courts] '
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indigents under the rule of Argersinger v. Hamlin

i
H
4
i
i
i
5

407 U.S. 25 (1972) .10 {
Removal of these offenses frow the area of "crimes" :
would also remove the gtate constitutional requirement that %
their prosecutieon have the possibility of being tried by
jury. rraffic offense trials do not require a jury to ;
perform the fact-finding function. In most minor traffic i ;
offenses the factual issues are uncomplicated so
that the time and expense of a jury trial may not be
justified. In california, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota,
and Rhode Island, & right to trial by jury is not available
for non-criminal traffic offenses. This is consistent with
the recommendations by the National Advisory commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals and the Ad Hoc Task
Force on Adjudication of the National Highway gafety Advisory

Committee.1l

10 1, this decision, the United States Supreme Court held
that in any case in which an indigent defendant may be deprived :
of his liberty, including misdemeanor and petty offense cases; H
the defendant has a right to free, court-appointed counsel. A
Tt should be noted that Argersinger sets a minimum standard
for states, and some jurisdictions have gone beyond Argersinger,
which may indicate future trends in United States Supreme Court
decisions. See, for example, Rodriguez V. Rosenblatt, 58 N.J.
281 (1971), where the court held that, 1in regard to disorderly
pexrsons and motor vehicle offenses, "no indigent defendant should | °
be subjected to conviction entailing imprisonment in fact or o
other conseguence of magnitude {including the substantial loss R
of driving privileges] without first having had due and fair
opportunity to have counsel assigned without cost." 59 N.J.

at 295. See Rules Governing Criminal Procedure, Rule 3:27-2,
in Rules Governing the Courts of the State of New Jersey, (1974) .
11 pask Force Report; p. 8. Lot
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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. §230 (1973)

Most are tried in the District Courts, in which the majority
of cases on the criminal 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

are imposed much more frequently than jail sentences (see

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

suspension of driving privileges for up to thirty days, though
this is done very infreguently. 29 M.R.S.A. §2305 (1967)

(See Appendix B, Charts 21 and 47.)

The Superior Court exercises coricurrent jurisdiction
over criminal matters (including motoxr vemécle offenses)
with the District Court (29 M.R.S.A. §2302 (1973); 15 M.R.S.A.
§2111 (1964)).

n 1
In "transfer" cases, 2 the Superior Court has

original trial jurisdiction. For felonies and for any case
where a jury trial is demanded by the defendant, the Superior
Cou?t acts as a court of original trial jurisdiction. 4
M.R.S.A. §105 (1963); State v. Barnette, 158 Me. 117, 179

A.2 BOO (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. §2114 (1973).

12
Under 15 M.R.S.A. §2114 (1973
walvi : 1 -R.S.A. ! ). any misde
Di;:;ggthéguzt?hzhgocg:zymtrta; may nét hg;e hisnfﬁ;grhgffgnfsnt not
. 3 ti th us e transferred to S
since jury trial is not available in District Couzi?rior courty
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The Motor Vehicle Division of the Department of

State recélves reports from the courts following adjudica-
tion of traffic matters (29 M.R.S.A: §2304 (1.963)), and it
conducts administrative hearings with power to suspend or
revoke licenses or reglstrations when appropriate, 29 M.R.S.A.
§§2341(1973) and 2301-A (1971). For drivers dissatisfied

with decisions in administrative hearings, review by the Superior
Court is available. 29 M.R.S.A. §2242 (1961) .

pProblems with the present gystem 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 pistrict Court criminal docket.
District Court judges do not feel, however, that

their caseload is unwieldy or excessive. But the growing volume
of traffic cases makes it increasingly difficult for the ‘
courts to give adequate consideration to individual cases.
pistrict Court clerks, overburdened by traffic matters, are
wnable 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 huilding 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 the Superior 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

increased volume created by the transfer of traffic cases, the
Motor Vehicle Division suspects that the courts do not always
report the disposition of these cases to the Department of State.
This suspicion indicates in 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 vehicle operating
licenses and certificates of registration.

13

In 1973, for example, traffic cases consti
tuted a
éiagiigeggsgioggefi;ﬁg:iozogozig gotalicriminal casggggsfmaggtgl
kept, and must be estimated from e ooue: Mone onies ol
other records. Th
ggetgseiggiréor Cgurt now compiles a comprehensive ieggi:foglerk
S minorall uperior Court caseload. In 1973, there were 5,783
Sisponag 02 is gompleted. {"Summary of civil and criminal cases
TEE AN (cgm 2? Superior Court of the State of Maine during
to'sho Eilol TIELISE CEMIOTIR RS N SN SRS,
icial Court).
Su;egggor Vehicle Division recorded 1,451 guilty ginéiigsli13'
r Cour;htraffic cases. (See Appendix B, Chart 23.)
70 percent, of :;e were guilty findings in 60 traffic cases, or
aniorcent, of e 86 cases sampled for 1973 by the National
e numgereg?. gsing the percent figure from the sample
Vehicle DIl guilty findings recorded for 1973 by Motor
trately oove n; it can be estimated that there were 2,379
8 tried in Superior Court in 1973. This coﬁstitutes

41 percent of the
of The omeeton Coﬁ;tTinal case total reported by the Chief Clerk
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ALTHOUGH TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE RECLASSIFIED,

ADJUDICATION OF THEM SHOULD REMAIN A FUNCTION OF

THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT. MAINE SHOULD

ADOPT NEITHER A PARA-JUDICIAL NOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE

METHOD OF ADJUDICATION OF TRAFFIC MATTERS.

Though prraffic cases amount o a large percentage of

the judicial caseload, they do not take the same percentage

of judicial time. Relieved of the burden of many traffic

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

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

to the courts for matters that courts cannot now address

because of this burden.
This recommendation does not imply that the present

Maine system for adjudicating traffic offenses be retained,

without any changes whatsoever. phe creation of the rraffic

court Advisory Committee indicates a serious desire for improve-

ment in the system. With appropriate modifications, adjudica=-

tion of traffic offenses by the Maine court system is the

perferable approach.

one approach that has been suggested is the "para—judicial

method" whereby jurisdiction over the adjudication of traffic

offenses is maintained by the court with certain functlions

in the decision making and sanctioning process being delegated

to quasi-judicial offficers.l4

14

see Effective Highway Safety rraffic Offense ad4judication,
*Yyol. I-A Perspective," P: 3 (prepared for U.5. Dept. of
Transportation by Arthur Young & Company. Contract No. DOT-HS=
123-2~442, Aug. 1974 [hereinafter cited as Bffective Adjudication]).
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Another alternative is the "administrative" method, wherei
] n
all functions in the decision-making and sanctioning processes
'
ag well as the preliminary review, are performed by adminis-

trative hearing officers under the supervision of an adminis

trative agency.l5

15
Id. Authorities are in di
sagreement
gﬁﬁgﬁighmahters should be adjudicated g?eggezdiiﬁier
ox by e courts. The National Advisory Commissi strativg a1 Y
Jus Ageﬂggagggid; and Goals (Courts, Standard gszonpozsgflmigal
orce on Adjudicati tional i
ﬁgﬁigisﬁgztisry ggmgittee (%ask Forgg gggggﬁ,ngt;?niécgéghegay
e adjudication. The Am " Ass e
ggoﬁgg Traffic Court Program, howeve?figggnigz As:ociation gommitteé
ciationcggﬁéggi to be decided by the courts R;ergzgntgafflc oo es
ee on the Traffi r Seor
Erzgfic Justice (Revised Draft)? g?gr%aﬁiggfg?é St?ndargs gor
T ?nai ggAdTragfic Standards.] ). lHereinaiter
udy of administrative adjudi
gggg}gﬁfdtégte2§t§'§9;g by a doctorgl ;:32232 12 gﬁgligrﬁdgigis
ogram was e ! :
?gTiEiitrative adjudication is (1)v;é:2t:goﬁgm§etirmine nocais
3 edeffective in improving traffic and argi  {2) speedicr
judiéi:? é4) more capable of relieving courg conng tion tronce”
judiclal idgagiggtion. qusuﬂ E. Zarur, "Adminisgigtigg Shan
] on of Minor Traffi ons s
Stggzag ?valuation," pp.14-22 (“nPUb1§5%g% ngktng yiolations:
oy thn versity of New York at Albany, 1974) S aissartation,
(presen:egrgumﬁnts of Raymond L. Berg énd Ridﬁargaging ooye
Jpresented n "Improving the Administration of J ti I P
shoulé o3 De Paul L. Rev. 503 (1970))that traffgs ge il pou
fhould re aln a function of the judiciary branch cfa Judicacion
el concluded from his study that transf of S nor teast
e X md%idicial to administrative adjudicagi i G e
Son hat 2°rtgig§rative adjudication met the crizgrzgso%uStiiied
ove. Zarur, supr evatias
" ’ a at p.219.
whoso goﬁiigrhwas careful' to Iimit hispevaluation to N
amiey Sourks andling traffic cases before the i lo Satorn o
"overcrowgedxgsge"cngricterizes {pp.208~209) as Qﬁrgﬂﬁggaﬁizﬁ of
b ' elay," and "i i
fgctgiérwgguggmgiagfic caéeload." nggiﬁi?glzvggﬂgtziﬁngg aggiavated
o ed to "litigation " oar
coTiécéignsgiagiea tg %u?ges and hegizgg éxéélng:;ic?s?pgiarance
o8 » and (4) litigatio : ps
opeggzigaggigude of New York cgty-snt§§§§?c(§£§gZL' ierhaps because
technolog :hget, and the pre-existence of sophist?éatgz 2uge &
Erotioe ggjua?t forms a crucial element in New York' e
implementing a:gtég? Ergciss, he did not considezrthz 2ggtniz-
the o ntaining such a 3
faci12:§:512v°lved in construction a:gsggyﬂt o et he ovaluate
pooie digr agministrative adjudication enance of separate
generally. Hen:erggdertake to rebut the Bérg—Samuels argum
was batior s y concluded that administrative adjugiciggon

uited tha
probl n judicial
ems with minor trafficand p:giggécggéggsggr New York City's
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. to judicial review upon the defendant's request,

The "para-judicial method" describes the present pro-
cedure in the Detroit Recorder's Court (see Appendix F).

The quasi-judicial officer, a "hearing referee," is usually

a lawyer authorized to hear minor offenses. The hearing
referee is permitted to hear minor offenses. The hearing

referee is permitted to heér contested cases, and altﬁough

the disposition is technically only a recommendation subject

the referee's

decision is rarely overturned.16 As a consequence, quasi-

judicial officers in this system dispose of virtually all con-

tested minor traffic offenses.
The implementation of a para-judicial method of adjudica-

tion in Maine would require paying a number of "referees" or

"commissioners." l6a rphese new officers would hear cases

that- now make up a large portion of the District Court case-
load. They could reduce the caseload (and some portion of
judge time) in the District Court. Fewer new District Court

judges would be necessary; and there would be a savings in

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

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
Almost uniformly, District Court jﬁdges do

pistrict Court.

not feel their traffic caseload unbearable. It might be worth-

I’Effective Adjudication; Vol. II, p.76.

eded could be ascertained by inauguration

16aThe actual number ne .
lected divisions of District Court.

of pilot programs in se
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traffic offenses, is currently used in New York

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

17 and will

soon be introduced in Rhode_Island.18

(See Appendix G,
"Administrative Method 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. 1In New York, the Adminis-
trative Adjudication Bureau is part of the Department of

19 s : .
while in Rhode Island the hearing officers

Motor Vehicles
are part of the Department 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
leN.Y. Veh. and Traffic Law §155 (McKinney 1973).

19R.I.G.L. §31-43-1 (as amended 1974).

“N.Y. i i

20 Y. Veh. and Traffic Law §225(1) (McKinney 1970).
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 populgtion 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 ferty times the number of traffic cases
heard in Maine each yenr (see Appendix B, Chart 1). The only
other cities in New York that employ administrative adjudi-
cation bureaus are Buffalo and Rochestexr. Respectively, these
cities have populations of roughly 450,000 and 300,000, with
metropolitan area populations at least twice those numbers, and with
traffic caseloads largei 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 matters
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
pexrcent of the size of Maine. Virtually all localities are
part of metropolitan Providence, which has a population almost

three times that of Maine'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
Ccity, Buffalo, Rochesteéer 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 and supplies.

The caseload and revenues that make it possible Yor 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 modificatibns, judicial and clerical
personnel, along with facilities and equipment, are now
available to dispose of Maine's traffic caseload justly and

efficiently. That part of the New York approach regarding

221nterview 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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Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint

The majority of traffic cases ih Maine are initiated
by theé issuance of a "ticket,” giving notice to a driver that
he is alleged to have committed a viglation of one or more
of the traffic laws and summoning him to appear in a particular
court at a specified time and date. All 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
adjudicate the cases arising from tickets that have been
written. But there is considerable variation amcng police
jurisdictions regarding tickets.

The most obvious area of variation is in the design of the
tickets themselves. A single type of ticket (see Appendix I )}
is used throughout the state by the state police, who initiate
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
not always require a reference to the statute allegedly viola-

)
ted in giving notice of the offense charged.“3

:%nder Maine case law, a defect in the summons issued by
a police officer to a driver is not fatal to a traffic prosecution,
because the summons does not take the place of a properly-drawn
complaint. State v. Melanson, 152 Me. 168, 126 A.2d4 278 (1956).
With a uniform ticket, however, the complaint as well as the
summons would be prepared by the police officer upon observing
an alleged violation.
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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

-29-




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 X.) Under 16 M.R.S.A.
courts are now reguired to expunge a case from the record
when there has been an acquittal. But clerks have found
expungement difficult, for the absurd reason that 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:. fThe 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 I.) NAn 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” under 15 M.R.S.A. §2114

to Superior Court.

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 STATE 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

-3]=




ABSTRACT OF THE COURT RECORD FOR THE MOTCR
VEHICLE DIVISION. THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED
BY A SPECIAL COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF REPRESENTA-

PIVES 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 HE
KEPT OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS IN BULK TO
POLICE DEPARTMENTS, THEIR ISSUANCE IN "BOOKRS"

TO OFFICERS, AND THEIR INDIVIDUAL DISPOSITION

BY OFFICERS. THERE SHOULD BE AN ANNUAL AUDIT

OF SUCH RECORDS BY THE STATE 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 mraffic Ticket and Complaint.”) A gpecial
committee, made up of persons including representatives of the
pDistrict Court, the Attorney General, Motor Vehicle
bivision, 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 utilized 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 effectivéness 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
perforn 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 conmplaining policé 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, Form 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 1list of traffic viclations 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 oxder to complete the complaint.

Complaints are now verified on information and belief by
a police department's "court officer;" 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 transactions
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.193) would sexve 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. §600
would be easier than with the present criminal docket.
Since the control sheet could also serve as .the docket sheet
for the case, a great deal of time and papexrwork would be
saved the court clerical staff.

The second sheet of the ticket, the police record,
contains the same information on its face, of course, as
the complaint. On its reverse side can be entered any
information needed for police records. In addition, i

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
entexr information needed for the Motor Vehicle bivision.
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-85

Rev. 12/68); 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.

Thé: fourth part of the ticket is the summons, 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 M,K.S.A. §2151). It would
also include gome 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.
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Tt would explain what would be done if the offense were
one for which the driver 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 resﬁond 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," especiallybreverse 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 American Bar Association Traffic Court
Program has four sheets organized in the headings of
complaint, police recoré, 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 qﬁfenses,
but fish and game violations or non—trafficxmisdemeanors
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.
Reli=nce on this type‘of ticket requires standard and uniform
proéééures. Since the two most essential parts of the
ticket-~the complaint and the summons--are documents pre-

pared for and in the name of the court, the court would
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~control sheet (see Appendix E for a sample ticket control

distribute the tickets. The number of each ticket would
be entered on a ticket control sheet to be maintained

by the court clerk. Police departments 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 dépattment 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 énable 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 would be responsible tc¢ account

on a periodic basis for all the tickets received in

bulk, checking its records against the court's ticket

sheet used in Hudson CTounty, 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 such cases. A police chief, after
seeing a number of his department'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 vielations 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 interngl 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, in its
1957 Handbook, at pp. 243 and 249-257, has endorsed the model‘
prepared 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 Natitnal
Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances ("Uniform

Vehicle Code," §16-117, 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,
s 2

Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, and Washington 4)

2
and in over 4000 cities.5

24See Ind. Stat. Ann. §47-2326 (1966); Mich., Vehicle Code
§9.20422(3) (1968); Miss. Code Ann. §828.5(1971); Mo. Sup.
ct. R, 37.46; N.J.R. Prac. 7:61; 15 N.Y.C.R.R. §91.7 (August
31, 1971); N.D. Century Code, §29 05-31 (1960); Wash. Court
R. JTR T. 201.

25'I‘elephone 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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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 angd pay-
ment of fine to a traffic violations bureau. (4 M.R.S.A.
§164.12 (B) (1969).) The list of offenses so designated
may from time to time be amended, suspended, or repealed.
However there are seventeen 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 not‘waive court appearance unless a court order permits
such a waiver. 4 M,R.S.A. §164.12 (D) (1969). This provision
of the statute makes no distinction between those drivers
with several recent dffenses and others with only one offense
ever since they began driving. Statistics of the Motor ves
h%cle Division indicate that by this standard, 27 percent (in 1973)
of all Maine drivers are "prior offenders," 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.

Chart 4:

(See Appendix B,

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.) 1In 1972, drivers waived
appearance in 24% of the sampled cases in which they were

charged with offenses for which court appearance was not

mandatory for first offenders. In 1973, that percentage
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increased to 41%; in 1974, it was 45%. A signi-

ficant percentage of those in the sample committing

offenses for which court appearance is mandatory under

statute were allowed to waive court appearance. In 1972,

103 of these in this category waived appearance; in

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

Oonly two of the eleven divisions of District Court

sampled keéep 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 sh;w

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 ‘are often unable to

identify repeat offenders (see above, p. 31 .and below,

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

§164.12 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.

- (=

THE STATUTE ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE
FOR CERTAIN TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE AMENDED
TO ALLOW WAIVER BY OCCASIONAL QFFENDERS. A
POLICY OF ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE
WHENEVER CONSISTENT WITH HIGHWAY SAFETY SHOULD
BE PROMULGATED AND APPLIED UNIFORMLY IN ALL F
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 g ,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 chack for prior offenses runs the risk that adequate means
(for example, heavier penal sanctions or court-ordered parti-
cipation in rehabilitative programs) yill 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.§164.12, to treat those drivers with no offenses in

the last twelve or eighteen months, except for 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 written 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 bureau, and give the
hours during which it is open if the driver desires to pay

his fine in person. Y

26In Model Rules Governing Procedure in Traffic Cases,
sl:3—7(b), Eandbook of the National  Conference of Commissioners
on Uniform State Laws, pp. 245-246 (1957) [hereinafter cited
as Model Traffic Procedure], a driver with no prior moving
offense within 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 hazardous
offenses. Though 4 M.R.S.A. §164.12 is bagsed on the Model
Rules, the twelve-month provision was not included in the 1969
enactment of the statute.

7Motar Vehicle Divisions's point system makes license
Suspension a possibility after accumulation of a certain number
of points within a specified time period. Points are erased
from a driver'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
Superior Court as a consequence of implementing Recommendations
4 and 6 (see pp. 41: above and 50, below). The combined effect
of these recommendations will be to save time by more expeditious
disposition of cases that do not require court appearance, with

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 guilty,"
or "nolo contendere."zs'l‘hese pleas, as part of traditional
law of criminal procedure, are frequently inconsistent with
defendants' feelings that they are not criminals or moral
offendexrs, even though they may admit to violations charged.29
Furthermore, the pleas do not alloy 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 violations. The
congequences 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, I

28Maine Rules of Court 1974, R. Crim. P., Rule 11, p, 373,

and Dist, Ct, Crim. R. 11, pp. 490~-91, (West 1974) [hereinafter
cited as Rules 1974]. :

29
Under traditional common law, any crime requires the
coincidence of a blameworthy state of mind and a proscribed
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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

THE 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."3° But under administrative regula-
tions, these answers are interpreted to mean the traditional
w3k

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

3%.!. Veh., & T. Law §226.2 (McKinney 1971). Statutory
language providing for administrative adjudication of traffic
offenses in Rhode Island is virtually identical. R.I.G.L.
§31-43~2(a) (as amended 1974).

3lNew York Department of Motor Vehicles, Regulations for
Administrative Adjudication of Traffic Violations, §123.1 (a)

and (¢), p.12 (January 1, 1973). (According to Victor S. Andreozzi,
Agsglstant 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's maintenance
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 plead "guilty
with 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-line"

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

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

32
Id., §123.1(b), p. 12.
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6. Traffic Violations Bureau

The amount of traffic case paperwork that each clerk in each
District Court must perform is uniformly burdensome. The
task is no easier in smaller courts than in those with
larger volume because the smaller courts have fewer clerical
personnel, restricting the division of labor.
Tt has been statutorily mandated for five years that

praffic Violations Bureaus be established in each division
of the District Court (4 M.R.S.A. §164.12 (1969)).

The clerk of each court is to serve as violations

elerk 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. §164.12 (D)to affirm that they have

no previous convictions for motor vehicle violations. Any
person swearing falsely to such an affirmation is liable
under that statute to prosecution as a misdemeanant, 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

Y.

offenses that are considered more serious than the rest, and
for which the clerk ecannot accept guilty 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

v

33
Waiver and plea of guilty cannot be a
t ccepted for the
Zﬁolgtions, though a guilty plea may be entered on beﬁ:i%oging
e defendant by a Maine attorney with consent of the court:

(1) Driving to endanger
(2) Reckless driving
(3) Recklessly causing death
gg; gffen:ia resglting in accident
perating while under the influence of int
liquor or a narcotic drug or while impai:eSXicating

6 Dxi
(6) lfcgi:g after suspension or revocation of operator's

(7) Operating without a license
(8) Operating an unregistered motor vehicle
(fgg giisigg a :ﬁopped school bus
eaeding the speed limit by more th
(11) Loaning or altering llcenseyor pgrmizn 18 mites per hour
(12) Death caused by violation of law
(13) Leaving the scene of an accident
éigg Egﬁingda motor vehicle without consent
cide or assault commit
(16) Failure to report an accidgsg PY means of motor vehicle
(17) Paseing on hills and curves

4 M.R.S.A. §164.12B; see Digtrict Court Form CR-24A~69,

4§




calling for mandatory traffi¢ violations bureaus was
enacted, no detailed directions were disseminated to the
clerks of court explaining how to establish and maintain
a bureau. As a consequence, most Distrigt Court

clerks. do not know what the organization of a violations

bureau invoives or how one’should be operated. When one

clerk was asked how she operated the traffic violations

bureau, she said that she did things just as they were

done before the enactment of the new mandatory requirement.

In another court, all traffic offenders are simply sent into the
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
Personal Appearance and Plea of Guilty," CR-24A-69 )} has been
developed to inform offenders whether they may plead guilty

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

UNIFORM OPERATING RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD

BE PROMULGATED AND WORKSHOPS SHOULD BE HELD TO
AID CLEx<£S IN THE OPERATION OF TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS
BUREAUS. THE RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE
EXPLAINED IN DETAIL IN A CLERKS MANUAL TOQ BE DIS-

TRIBUTED TO ALL DIVISIONS OF THE DISTRICT COURT.

A significant hindrance to the éfficient operation of
a traffic violations bureau at present has been the absence
of a uniform ticket and complaint. The introduction of a uniform
ticket and complaint, as recommended, will mean that court clerks

in every division of the District Court will be receiving
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information in the same form from police. A single documsnt
L

with parts performing different functions, will serve as the
basic recording device for all types of traffic violations,
eliminating the several forms now inhuse.

Another obstacle has been the inability of the court
system to identify prior offender; 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 record of any Maine driver (except one with violations
or adjudications too recent to be posted by the Motar Vehicle
Division) would allow a guilty plea and paymgnt of a fine at
the traffic violations hureau. k

To deal with the lack of understanding among court
clerks about the operation of a traffic viclations bureau,
workshops and a clerks manual would be of great assistance.34
To facilitate understanding and uniformity, periodic workshops
should be conducted with training sessions in the different
steps of the violations bureau process, including the-

following:
——

Hsee National Center for State Courts, "Administrat
N C nis i
ggiﬁécggi:? gf tﬁe Maine State Courté"(preparedr?o;ve
ris ourt Revision ¢ issi
for a similar recommendation?mmlSSlon), B+ 87 (January 1975) ¢
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(1) receipt of ticket from police or driver;

(2) protedure for checking ticket against "ticket control sheet"
where docket entries are made; (see above, p. 34).

(3) procedure for assuring that tha driver understands
his rights, the pleas available, and the conse=
quences of a plea;

(4) receipt of walver of court appearance and plea;j

(5) communication with Motor vehicle Division to
determine driver's record, if any, of prior offenses;

(6) determination and receipf of applicable fine;
(7) proper accounting and disposition of fine;
(8) completion of entries on ticket and docket;
(9) filing of court record portion of ticket; ‘
(L0) transmittal 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
¢raining clerks unable to attend workshops, and it can be
up-dated as improvements are devised, A clerks manual for
pistrict and Superior Courts in Maine is now being designed

by the National Center for State COurts.35

3%Maine Law Enforcement Planning and Assistance Agency,
Grant No. 200170/6042 (1974). Contract between Maine Supreme
Judicial Court and National Center for State Courts executed
December 1974.
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7. Traffic Sessiong

In all divisions of the bistrict Court, traffic matters
are docketed, calendared, and heard together with non-traffic
criminal matters. In the majority df traffic cases, even those
of many f£irst 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 juéicial system closest to the
public view, must fully adhere to applicable constitutional
safeguards in criminal proceedings. All offenders must be
processed 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 Court 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 traffic matters apart from other kinds
of cases will reinforce the reglassification of traffic
infractions as non-criminal offenses. The judge will be able
to focus his atterition on highway safety considerations 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 Comm?ttee on the Traffic Court Program recommend
that traffic cases be treated apart from other court business,

with traffic sessions or divisions establishéd wh;;éver the

caseload is sufficient.37

37
Model Rules Governing Procedu i i ]
§l’3'4f ABA Traffic Standargs, Sectigi ;nGTraff;c Cgies,
following commentary is made: o B S ©
Separation of traffic cases reduces waiti i
permits-use of opening remarks for educgtggntlme’
about available constitutional safeguards, hearing
procedure anq traffic safety goals, and facilitates
case processing. Periodic, regular assignment to
traffic court allows a judge to develop expertise
agd a consistent policy of educational penaliza-
See ale §1on. E({g., at pp. 5-6.)
o James Eco i ) i
S ation, ame 55-68°Tg§él$fafflc Court Procedure and Admini~
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Time would be saved for drivexs 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 uohfts to tailor
their calendars in keeping with local caseload differences
and the availability of judges.

Some divisions of the District Court, for example, wmight
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
he 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.

38nis 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 ox 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 in keeping with this schedule.
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 kraffic offenses and, of
course, a wide range of non-traffiz matters.

-56-

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 in length: Through coor-

dination between & court and a police department, each

officex could be assidned court appearance times a month
in advance. The court could, for instance, schedule state
police cases for the first morning session and local police
cases for the second morning session.

An individual officer 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 (giving references to stat;~
tory sections, as recommended above, p. 29, and distin
criminal traffic offenses from infractions) ;ere provi::;s:ing
each officer, the policeman could schedule drivers' court
appearances accordingly, 4

If consistent with availability of Judges, a division
of the District Court with a particularly heavy caseload
might schedule evening sessions. Tn addition 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, Tt would alse allow more flexibility in

scheduling appearances for police officers.

-87-
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8. Simplified Traffic Procedure

Since traffic offenses are now characterized ag crimes,
traffic cases are subject to the rules of criminal practice.
some of these, such as separation of arraignment and trial,
create greater inconvenience for drivers, judges, and police
than the gravity of mahy traffic offenses would warrant.
Consequently, this report recornmands 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 trial 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 Reviéw and

Jury Trial in Superior Court, p. 86.)

Recognizing that most traffic defendants appear “"pro se"
(without the aid of counsel) and that most cases are prosecuted
by the complaining police officer, District Court judges
often relax 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 frem defendant to

defendant.
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THERE SHOULD BE A SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE, GOVERNED

BY PUBLISHED RULES, UNIFORM THROUGHOUT THE STATE,
FOR THE TRIAL OF TRAFFIC CASES. APART FROM
MODIFICATIONS RECOMMENDED IN THIG REPORT, DEFENDANTS
IN TRAFFIC CASES SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO PROCEDURAL
SAFEGUARDS ACCORDED CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS.

Simplified procedure in traffic cases is recommended

by a number of national organizations that have studied

. 39
traffiec adjudication. The American Bar Association Committee

on the Traffic Court Program advocates published and uniform

rules, "with local deviations allewable only where expressly

permitted by the state~wide rules:"

Uniform

and others required to appear in court throughoutagyers‘

state. i
justfce.gwey help insure a higher quality of uniform

The rules for traffic procedure can be promulgated under

statutory authority by the Supreme Judicial caurt.41

3. e-g- couxts‘ Standar o2 <168 97 (3
) ’ ( 3) Task Force R Ort,

: . ‘—l—-——‘_——h%__,
ABA Traffic Standards, 52.8f g?j?ciatlon comnittes on the

40 ABA Traffic Standards, §2.8 Commentary,
41 4 M.R.s.A. §§8 and 9 (1964),

p.4.
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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
counsel under the Maine Constitution, whether his case be
characterized as criminal or civil. 43 A right to engage
counsel, as well as a right to a reasonable continuance
to engage counsel, is widely recognized as an essential
feature of the process due a traffic defendant, even under

44 When there is a likelihood of in-

simplified procedure.
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 whekher 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 i epared for Maine Superior
3 anual is now being prep
andsgggtiigt Courts by the National Center for State Courts.

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

4 tfic Procedure §l:3-6(a) (1)
le, see Model Traf 3
andF?g)engg4§; ABA Traffic Standards, §3.2, pp.s—g, Task
Force Ré ort, p. 9; and Courts, Standard 8.2, p.l68.
Jorce Reporc =oures,
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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 e¢ontinued, the court may admit the defendant to an approved i

\ 45
form of recognizance. The court should control continuances

by means of an eXpress policy and Yegularized procedure. The

court calendar should also be controlled by the court.

Though
contested matters,

where the defendant is represented by counsel,

may be accorded priority on the trial 1list, such cases should

not receive priority unless a timely "appearance" (notice of his

participation in a case) has been entered with the court or clerk, 46

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 the 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.

80.)

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

See Municipal Court Rules of Practice, Rule 7:10-3, in .
Rules Governing the Courts of the State of New Jersey (1974). :

47
See M.R.S.A. Const. art. 1§6: Model Traffie
P. 245; Courts, Standard 8.2, p.168.

Procedure §l:3-6,
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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 relevant and materi§l~48 This approach
is now followed in several divisions of the District Court,
where most traffic defendants appear without the aid of
counsel.49 For speeding cases in which radar has been used,
the procedure of requiring an offi.cexr Eo offer oral testimony
of the machine's accuracy and his own capacity as an operatur
might be replaced by a procedure of admitting into evidence
up-to-date written certiflcation by a gualified person that
the machine operates properly and that the operating officer
is competent to do so. Alsos +the judge might be authorized
to take judicial notice of the speed limits in certain areas,
in place of the time consuming requirement that proof of the

speed limit be offered in evidence for each casa.
A final procedural matter 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 o prove the commission

V hicles,
48 tandard 8.2, p.168; N.Y. Dept. of Motor ve
Rezﬁiggrgzgs%iragdministrétive Aéjudication of Traffic Violations,
§124.5, pp.21-23 {1973} .

d in
49 on of the rules of evidence iz now allowa
Disﬁiiiiaggurt for small claims cases.ld M.R.S.A. §7455(1971) .

G2

of an infraction by clear and convincing evidence, with

the driver not required to prove his innocence. Under

this recommendation, the primary burden of proof is on tha

State, just as in a oriminal prosecution. The standard, hawever,

iy a civil one rather than the criminal standard of proof bayond

& reasonable doubt. fThe National Advisory Commission recommandation

follows the practice in New York administrative adjudication.

the New York standard of "clear and convincing evidence"

But

has been attacked?o and hearing referees in New York admit

that in practice there is no distinction that can be made
between "clear and convincing evidence" and "beyond a reasonable
doubt,">1 Considering the difficulties experienced by New York
with a civil standard of proof the practice in New Jersey,
where traffic offenses are "quasi-criminal," and require

proof beyond a reasonable doubt, is preferable.52

.

501y Rosenthal v, Hartnett, 71 Mise. 2d 266 (S.Ct. N,Y. Co. 1972),
it was held that the c¢léar and convincing evidence test

applied in administrative hearings under N.Y. Veh. § T. Law
§277(1) is an unconstitutional denial'of due process; that
decision is now on appeal before the New York Court of Appeals.

51 Conversations with Donald L. Bardell, Deputy Commissioner
and General Counsel, Leon 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-criminalnature of a traffic offense, see

State v. Lanish, 103 N.J. Super. 441, at 443 (App.Div. 1868).

Regarding the burden and standard of proof, see State v.

42°N.3. 146 (1964). Johngon,
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9. Sound Recosding for Traffic Cases

By court rule, electronic sound recording of civil and
criminal cases is required in District Court, and the Chief
Juadge of the District Court may, in his discretion, order that
all or cerhain‘kinds of proceedings Be recorded as a matter of
routine, without any special request or order.53 In any pro-
ceeding not recorded routinely, a recording is to be made if
requested by a party to the préceeding or ordered by the District
Court judge on his own motion.sa The District Court has acqﬁired
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 trained to operate the

machines during a court session,35

As a consequence, sound recordings are not available in
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, ag agreed
statement of the evidence or proceedings must be prepared
from the best available means, including the recollection of

the parties.56

53 Rules 1974, Dist. Ct. Civ. R. 76, pp. 264~65, and Dist. Ct.
Crim. R. 393, pp. 498-99.
54 14.

55 National Center for State Courts, "Administrative Unification
of the Maine State Courts," pp. 95-96 (Report to Maine Trial
Court Revision Commission, January 1975) [hereinafter cited

as MTCRC Report].

56 Rules 1974, Dist. Ct. Civ. R. 75(c), p. 264, and Dist. Ct.
Crim. 7, 39(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 LCG THE RECORDINGS. GUIDE-~

LINES 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.

The most impbrtant purpose to be served by maintaining a
sound recording of all traffic proceedings is to enable the
Superior Court to decide appealed cases on the record, with
confidence that the record before it is accurate. This makes
it possible for review of District Court decisions without
the time and expense involved in trial gg._n_ogg'w (see below,
P.go . 2Appellate Review and Jury Trial in Superior Couré).
The ava

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.’® The American

7

Only in the event the transcript of the proceedi
1ncomprehen51ble would the matter be trledpde novong:fgiiOZh;s
Superior Court. 1In the usual course, the transcript of the
record below should be the sole record upon which the matters
at law on appeal are resolved.

58
MTCRC Report, pp. 95-97.
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Bar Association Committee on the Traffic Couxt Program

also recommends that a verbatim record be kept of all

traffic proceedings.59

59ABA Traffic Standards, §2.1, 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 tolB8 and 35 tod44 .) 1In 1971, for
example, one District Court division imposed fines for
operating 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
thirty 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 lowest 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.

~68~
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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 Superior Court are simply
& means to delay payment. (See Appendix A.) Courts have

n R
ot been consistent in their handling of thisg problem. One
court frequently grants a continuance before judgment to

allo i
W defendants time to gather money, while another "suspends"

execution 9ntil payment can be made, Partial payment is

generally avoided because it is perceived as an administra

tive nightmare for clerical staff.
AN EXPRESS POLICY SHOULD BE ADOPTED IN THE SUPERIOR
AND DISTRICT COURTS REGARDING THE SENTENCES IMPOSED
FOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES. 'PHERE SHOULD BE GREATER CON~
SISTENCY IN FINES IMPOSED, AND UNUSUALLY HIGH OR
IOW FINES SHOULD BE SUPPORTED BY REASONA%LE JUSTIFICA~
TION. JUDGES SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED GREATER FLEXIBILITY
IN ORDERING TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF AN OPERATOR'S
LICENSE., THOSE APPEALING ADJUDICATIONS FOR TRAFFIC
INFRACTIONS IN WHICH TEMPORARY SUSPENS ION HASVEEEN
ORDERED SHOULD BE ENTITLED TOQ RETAIN THEIR LICENSES
PENDING APPEAL, ABSENT A _SHOWING OF GOOD CAUSE WHY
THEY SHOULD NOT.BE,SO ENTITLED. FORMAT, PROVISION
SHOULD BE MADE TO ALLOW A COURT TO IMPOSE A REDUCED
OR SUSPENDED SENTENCE OR T0 ALLOW DEFERRED PAYMENT OF

A FINE FOR THOSE OFFENDERS DEMONSTRATING INAEBILITY TO
PAY.

6OTate V. Shor r men
. Short, 401 u.s. 395 {1971) i n
. : made imp
for inability to pay a fine due to indigeéc unc;nstizztisntl
>4 Y al,

-69~

e S B e R




AN S S RAVEI Ut o4 6 e

i

It is essential that judicial discretion be preserved / Ho » .
; wever, the courts, ¢ i diti

in sentencing for traffic offenses, so that judges may take l i i ner. S st o erte

concerning payment of fines,

into account the individual circumstancea and mitigating or acco i ﬁiji_ifijijiiits o
‘commodation to the law under Tate v, Short, 401 u's 395
.S,

aggravating factors for each defendant. Yet the ideal of (1871), si
» 8lnce a court may no longer use imprisonment to ?

justice is not served when defendants who are in a position

penallze a defe“dallt unable to pay a fine because of illdlgenCy-

The court, of cou .
members of the public, served by the courts, with a ! rse, retains it

s contempt power tg punish

those who are able b . -

commonsense idea of fairness must have difficulty comprehending . ut willfully refuse to pay the fine, %
. pension s

it of execution of a sentence would seem to be the simplest §
alter . R s »
native (from the viewpoint of the court clerk's accounting) ﬁ

why a first offender does not receive sa similar penalty for

the same offense in one court as he would in another. whe
re the defendant needs additional time to pay

Some indigents may become repeat offenders; for these T . .
© grant a continuance before judgment leaves the

persons, restrictions on the license to operate (e.g., for case with -
without a disposition and ig a misuse of the court

iy

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

it

" 3
Suspension" of execution unti}l

than fines that cannot be paid. Imposing such restrictions payment
yment can be made means that a delay is allowed until a

icl D ision, oug a jud
th h j ge defendant iS able to bay the fllle. It does Xloﬁhillg to help
i f the Motor Vehic e. iV !
i ons those unable to save tllelr :noney » If they cannot Save they
i and make recommenva ’

will be in no better pOSitiOn at the end of tlle delay p
: e,
than at its beg-lnnlng .

regarding administrative action. (29 M.R.S.A. §§2304 and
2305.) More extensive use by judges of their power to impose riod
temporary suspension of an operator's lice?sa may have more [
immediate impact on the offender. A change in statutory i
wording to make it clearer to judges that they may'impose k
suspension without fine or jail may encourage this. Further-
we more, expansich of the time period for which a license may
be suspended by court order should increase the effectiveness

of this as a judicial sentencing alternative.

-70- .
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1ll. communications and Records

Becauge their functions relating t6 motorists charged
with traffic offenses are interdependent, Maine courts and
the Motor Vehicle Division need to maintain continuous coor-
dination. This focuses on the drivers' traffic violations
records maintained by the Motor Vehicle Division:. Neither the
courts nor the Motor Vehicle Division is satisfied with the
manneér in which details of a driver's record are communicated.

This record is relévant to the courts in at least two
ways. Under 4 M.R.S.A. §164.12, any driver‘with a record of

prior offenses may not waive court appearance and have a

traffic violations bureau receive his guilty plea. In addition,

the record of prior offenses may bear on the sentence imposed.
Yet, despite its significance, few divisions of the District
Court maintain a record of offenders. (See Appendix A,

Summary of Interviews.) Moreover, there is no
means by which the courts can retrieve up-to-date details of

drivers' records quickly from the Motor Vehicle Division. The
consequence of this is that courts are inconsistent in
their policies for waiver of court appearance and use of
traffic violations bureaus, simply because they cannot easily
identify repeat offenders.

Traffic offense records are also important to the

functions of the Motor Vehicle Division. The Division is

-72-

authorized to maintain a point system "for the purpose of

identlfying habitually reckless or negligent drivers or

frequent violators of traffic regulations."

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

Division must have regular ang timely reports from the courts
of traffic convictions,

Such reports are required by statute
(29 M.R.S.A.

§2304 (1967)), anda Motor Vehicle Division. form

is provided for the courts to give notice of convictions

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

has no means by which to assure that all traffic convictionsg

will be reported by the courts. 61

61
See Appendix A, Summar of Intervi
arviews i
5:g3;§ege§2a:h:20§etMOEgr Vehicle Division émg?g;:e;tiiger~
ot all traffic convictions are r
5y the COURS and i en,f e vay Statistiial Bars e tope
b ehicle Division, it w
ggiiigig :gtt§St the accuracy of this feeliég. Digtgggt Court
the Soncers goirzr?sggp:;;:gd§nnu§lly go thf Chief Justice of
ix Table ), with ¢
matters reflected by the number f' Jed, o te
Vehicle Division computer i outs mege ondled. Motor
d T print-outs made i
National Center recorq traffic matters bv :X:liﬁzi:rtgftgiilty
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A MIXED YYSTEM OF BATCH PROCESSING, TELETYPE,

AND COMPUTER TERMINAL FAUILITIES 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

COURY 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 relevant 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 finaneial viewpoint, increased revenues

may result.62

62
Under~penalizing of repeat offenders may be reduced. This would

aid in offsetting the cost 6f installing and maintaining more
sophisticated devices for communication between courts and the Motor
Vehicle Division. However, the system should not be promoted as a
money-saving device. While it is possible that revenues may
increase as a 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 eourt or the violations bureau until
the court appearance has been entered and adjudicated with a

finding that the motorist committed the offense charged
New York!'

Under
S system of administrative adjudication, a driver's

prior record is not made available to the hearing referpe

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

terminal at the hearing site, whereupon a vigual 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 i8 heard and judgment is entered
wise,

Other-
the availability of the record might tend to prejudice the

63Indeed, the assessment of fines as

local government involved in a traffi

Constitutional:problems. In Ward v,

élgzzg,’the U.S. Supreme Court ha that a motorist fined i

villgg:': §8:§§ ﬁggtbprovédeg a substantial portion of the "
een denied d i

and impartial judicial officer a: §§§§§n€§§3r§ " thadncerested

clause, notwithstanding avallability of trial ﬁetgsvguﬁnpgggzzg

a4 revenue source for the
C arrest can involvr y.s,
Monroeville, 409 vu.s. 57

64

ee Vincent L. Tofan "rh

Traffic Violations in %éw Yo:kAgTé;fﬁt;gtézgfgfjudication of
319, at 323 (1972). € Quarterly

75




e AR

judge against the defendant.65

The introduction of an improved communications system,
used in conjunction with the serially numbered uniferm traffic
ticket and complaint, would also enable the Motor Vehicle
Division to keep a more accurate record of court disgpositions.
Both the courts and Motor Vehicle bDivision ¢could compare the
number of court dispositions with the total tickets issued
to police departments. The Motor Vehicle Division, 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 tB the
recommended non-criminal class of traffic infractions as well
as to those characterized as criminal. A policy should be
promulgated and followed precisely by courts, police, the
Motor Vehicle bivision, 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.

James Economos, Traffic Court Procedure and Administration,
p. 39 (196l1).

-6

s 5 i e s o = g ! T ) - .

o~




The expungement problem hay become acute in situations
where a driver's record of prior offenses has been requesteqd
from the Motor vehicle Division by a court clerk’ before a
finding has been entered by a judge on the offense charged,
The driver must pe 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 Motor 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 1light 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 Vehicae Division computer facilities in Augusta,
which would send bask information regarding prior offenses.

Courts with intermediate-sized caseloads could be handled in

parallel 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

~77-
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T by teletype in the smaller courts. identifs
| 1fication of technical diffi i
I For the courts with the heaviest traffic caseloads; in ing ' N P
nrormation flow before incurring the cost of a lar
ge-

program. scale

computer terminals would be most effective. A computer ;
terminal could be either a keyboard terminal (usable as a
typewriter in off hours) or a TvV-like visual display with an E
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
pivision can recommend a specific terminal manufacturer.

Costs of installation would include the following:

Type of Cost Amount

A. Start-up costs: systems This could be done by .
analysis and programming an analyst/programmer ' ’
for a court retrieval prégram in the MVD's data pro-

cessing department. A
simple program should
take no longer than
three months to prepare.

B. Monthly costs:
5 1. Terminal $100-200 f
2. Acoustic Coupler $20 :
3. Telephone 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 é ;
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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 minox
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 before 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 ox 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 prévision67that allowed waiver of
hearing at the District Csurt 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 ynder 15 M.R.S.A. §2114 (1973) and Me. Dist. Ct.
Ccrim. Rule 40, any defendant not pleading guilty or nolo
contendere in a misdemeanor proceeding must waive his right
£o a jury trial before his case may be heard in District
Court. Should he not waive this right, his case must be
transferred forthwith to Superior Court.

6715 M.R.S.A. §2114 (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 MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANT TO

HAVE HIS CASE TRANSFERRED TO SUPERIOR COURT FOR

JURY TRIAL SHQULD 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.GB
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 IMPOSEb OR FOR WHICH TgIAL 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
SERIQUS ARE PUNISHABLE BY MEANS GRAVE ENOQUGH 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.

68mpys portion of the recommendation corresponds to that
made by the Maine Trial Court Revision Commission.
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The present system of jurisdiction and transfer provides

little improvement over the old trial de noveo system. Trial

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

Justices of the Peace. Many were not lawyers, 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 Eo the overload of Superior
Court dockets could be handled summarily in District Court.
It is now technologically feasible to use relatively inex-
pensive sound recording devices in District Court, so that a
record can be made for appellate review on matters of law.
(See above, Sound Recording, p. g4 -)

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 trial under the Sixth and Fourteenth

aAmendnents of the United States Constitution. In Duncan V.
Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145 (1968), the United States
Supreme Court recognized 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); 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.5. 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 Amendment,
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 cgnveniences, in light of the practices 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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III. Appendices

i o b e

Appendix A.
Summary of Interviews

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 iﬁ
order to formulate a picture of the problems confronting
the courts concerning traffic matters. (See attached
interview form, page 8%)

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 courts.
In the large communities, the judges sat every day in the same
court. Courtroom farvilities and appearances were as varied
as the communities., Some were extremely wel} 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 wvirtually 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 yeax. 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 See Appendix B, 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 form of a foldeyr, card file,
etc.). Only two of the eleven District Court divisions
sampled did so, and in other d;visiOns a repeat offender might
bhe 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 utilization of violations bureaus and the use of a
uniform traffic ticket would serve to improve the current

situation.
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Approximately 30% of the courts allow partial payments
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 procedure, Yet there seems to be very little choice
open to some defendants., From the clerks' viewpoint, a
preferable method of dealing with this situation is the
suspension of execution of the fine until such time as the
defendant has the necessary funds available.

Transfers are the major problem in the Superinr Courts,
according to all persons interviewed, Judges, police
and clerks opined that transfers are being used
as a delay tactic by offenders, thus clogging the system.

Both judges and clerks said that most transfer cases posed

a difficult problem for them. They felt that they should

be concentrating their full effort on serious criminal matters

and not on certain classes of traffic violations such as

"passing a-stop sign,” "fallure to stop,” or'parking violations."
Much of the courts' caseload since October, 1973, has congisted

of transfers. One court was found to have 476 cases pendingin 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 pivision of Motor Vehicles
agreedwith the state police and the local police concerning a
uniform traffic ticket. It was the opinion of some that the
majority of traffic cases could be handled administratively
and that traffic mutters can be taken out of the courts al-
together. The New York program was discugsed as an example
of a computerized administrative adjudication system that

some thought might be feasible in Maine.

-88w-

Interview Guide

The following questions were used as a guide during inter-

views in visits to courts, police, and the Motor Vehicle
pivision. 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 ordinance 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 polive 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 feceives tickets from police? How are they accounted
for?

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

s
a. To state and local police?
b. To the Motor Vehicle Division?

7. Who has the functional responsibility for accounting and
administration of revenues?

8. How many judges are there availlable at the location? How
often do they sit?

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

10. What happens if the defendant doesn't appear?

11. How many repeat offenders are there, and who Keeps the
records of such offenders?

12, If defendant doesn't have the money to pay the fine, what

happens? Who keeps the records? 1Is partial payment or
installment payment allowed?
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13,

14.

15.

16

17

18.

19.

20.

21.

e 22.

23.
24.

¢ 25.

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

ces is the defendant provided with

Under mea. circumstanﬁow does this relate to severity

a defense attorney?
of violations?

rt=
Do the judge and the clerical.staff pgrform other cou
rglated functions? If so. which ones?
. . 2
Are separate traffic sessions held? Daily sessions
Night sessions? .
of age dealt w1tp? ow
e o yea;iw many and what klpd of
wadult" traffic
re dealt with in

How are drivers

e there?
many such cases ar : T
caszs for minors are dealt w;@hdlg
sessions? How many of each kin
juvenile session?

i i ourt?
What traffic of fenses are most common in this c

i ic cases?
what percentage of cases in this court are traffic

ror what offenses is appearance mandatoxry?

?
How many defendants are local? Out of state?

i be
what is the cost of the various fqrmstghat could
replaced by the Uniform Traffic Ticke
. i i ic
How much time is consumed by the clerk in handling traffi
o
complaints, etc.?

i at
How much time is sonsumed by the glerg zlih matters th
cguld pbe covered by Uniform Traffic Ticket.

Obtain a copy of the 1local traffic ticket.
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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 c¢ollectors,

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 hearingé dyuring 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 well as data
collection and is all but complete. The courts that we selected
were chosen because they were representative of all the communi-
ties in the State of Maine. We were careful to include high
and low density population areés, 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 Boston 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.
-91-
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NOTE ’

(Relating to Charts 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 35, 37, 38,

39, 40, and 44 and Tableg 2, 3, 8 and 9.) o .
i speeding 31 plus

i’ miles per hour over the limit" (29 M.R.5.A. §1252) was

the above date the wording of the offense "

In order to present a clear and consistent picture of
- k) k)
changed to "speeding 30 pPlus miles per hour over the limit. "

the trends of various ¢ffenses illustrated in charts and tables
As a result another title was added to Motor Vehicle Divisions

i
g i t yas necessary to comblne sone Seemlllgly indis- }J'St All of the offenses which appear in charts and tabl es
in th Y '

tinguishable offense titles and their related data found in . .
in thxs‘study have, where Necessary, been combined to provide

the "Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all Courts." i .
useful figures,

Since the Motor Vehicle Division began keeping computerized

records in 1969, it has created and abandoned numerous offense

titles for two reasons. The first invalves legislative

N

changes in the statutory language and definition of an offense.
For example, changes were made in the "operating under the 4
influence of Arugs or liquor" statute (29 M.R.S.A. §1312)

in 1969, 197), 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 changés by the Secretary of State
in point totals and 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. andther example involved a chande in definition. On

-92-
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Appendix B, Statistics

Chart 1. Number of District Court H
criminal Cases and Traffic Cases (By Year)* :
: ; Chart 2. Comparison of District Court Traffic Cases
i Initiated by State and Local Police (By Year)*
I

Non-traffic

Criminal b tocal State
rraffic L ¢
Criminal P4
;; 70 Police Type
' 150,000 L . 68 %
- 63%
o 131,699 total O
Pt criminal P 60 60 %
i V cases i
125,000 / £y
107,712 total / P 50 -
criminal it .
4 cases ///4 a8 Percggt of
100,000 / o Tratfic :
oy ' 91,476 total L o Cases 40 40 % ¢
o Number of 77 criminal : 37 4 :
i /// cases i 7 i
Cases //] A / 32 % 5
75,000 . : 30 7 i
7 3 : /
.
20 / / i
P 50,000 / :
b [/
J 62,584 77,993 94,497 ; 10 P
] traffic traffic traffic ; ;
cases cases cases % e i
25,000 / / :
! Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974
,i (i * .
Fiscal Year Ending June 30: 1971 1972 1973 i Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 .
; (sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 274 cases.) .*

*Source: Maine District Court Reports of Total Cages (mimeo 1971, 1972, 1973).
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istrict Court Traffic Cases . .

Chart ig Pﬁiﬁﬁnﬁigi Sgsnéipg;ed (by Yearx)* i Chart 4.. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which Court
W i Appearance was Waived Compared to those in which Court
Appearance was Not Waived in District Court (By Year)*

: Court Court
{ Appearance Appearance
! Not Waived Waived
. L3
100 ! 100
i
3 B89%
[
8l% it
80 L%t 77% | ; 80 BG% v
— 76%
i i
‘ 60 ) ; percent of 60 F
e Percent of : i
¥ Traffic Cases o
Traffic Cases 4
v‘ )
10 ? 40 | Y %
ﬂ
B EE i 24% !
.| N }
: 20 : 20 /20% / | B
. i 11% // // j
| 7 i
! i 7 / 1
o _Zé /4 /i !
Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 i Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974
oot
*Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. ‘ *Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974,

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) P
P (Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.)
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Chart 5. District Court
Tragffic Cases in which
pefendant Plead Guilty,
was Found Guilty -and
Fine was Imposed (3y Year) *

70%

70

2

668 £43
60
50
Percent of 40

pistrict Court
rraffic Cages 30
20
10
Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974

YEARS

* 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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60
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Chart. 6 Time BElapsed from
Qffense Date to First Appear-
ance Date for District Court
Traffic Cases (By Year)*

72 73 14
544 54
?Jy 3
/// 30
/ 23 %
/” 181
V’}' 168
/,
0-7 8=15 ovar 15

ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS

*
Source: Sample conducted b,
) g y National Center for State Courts, 1974
{Sample gize: 1972, 175 cases; 1973, 199 cases; 1974, 239 casé;-)
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Chart 7. Time Elapsed from First Appearance Date to
Disposition Date for bistriect Qourt Traffic Cases

(By Year)*
T2 73 14
84,0%
80 ¢ 8l
74,0%
Percent of 60
Traffic
Cases
40
20
93%16.0%
8,5% 8,5¢ .
oy’ | 4,08 4.08
; 2B
0-1 2=-25 26-51 over 51

ELAFSED TIME IN DAYS

* Sour¢e: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974
(sample size: 1972, 175 cases; 1973, 199 cases; 1974, 239 cases.)
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Chart 8,

to bisposition Date for District Court Traffic

appendix B. Statistics

Time Elapsed from Offense Date

Cases (By Year)*

i

i

i
Cy 72 73 74
v 60%

f 60 59% - i,
: § 55%

[ 50

i 40

i Parcent of

tases

i

i

i 30

{ §

: 6%

i 24%

; ™

]

¢ 20

' ’//
- *
' 10 0% 9%

E 6% !
: 0-11 12-25 26-51 Over 51

ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS
Source: Sample conducted by National tenter for State Courts, 1974
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Appendix B, Statistices

Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for
Frequently Vioclated Major Offenses (By Year)*
High st
‘Mean  m e — - -
Chart 9. Driving Under LOW  creereronererean
the Influence of Liquor**

260 | .. AQJ_“uumd.u,4_“__.”M"_, . e
1.9 !
N ¥ = 11
; |
150 Lo l%“*‘-*—-,Is.(-)-.——-m—g-' 151 . -
! . 132
133, WO e
200 e e e ;
Fines in :
]
Dopllars i
50 . .
). i
Calendar, Ypihr: 1971 1972 1973
k]
Chart 10. 200 |
Operating e e ! .
After Suspen- ! .
sion =~ Court f
Record {
150 150 o .
125
Fines in 113
100 o ess + § 0 .
Dollars g2 63 8
50 {. Leme
UUURTUUIORINPRETIL LA 1
4l 40
¥ ¢
; i
Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle pivision statistics for all courts.

**Sea note above, p.92.
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Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for

Most Freguently Violated Speeding Offenses

{By Year)*

High
Mean _ ___ _._

LOW  ieiisnienes

40 ' l ; ao | R -

‘ : 30| 3L
30 ‘-.__.__‘wv.w._\.zts.. 4‘ 30 } f_'/_?\,_%o e
5 H :
2"/2‘1*“‘2-‘ 24-————2.;‘——_-24

Pines in ELON Y, W= T -1 =0} Y, S

$rrcrsrrsborsrisnis

g...nuio

T ITILY]

pollars 19 18 18
0] . e sy < $ o 10 b 17 . . -
i ‘
N L
1971 1972 1873
Calendar Year: 1970 1972 1973

Chart 11, Sneeding l0-14**

Chart 13. Speeding 21-29**

Chart 12. Speeding 15-20**

Chart 14. Speeding 304**

| |

60 [ . ‘ %....._.___
Fines in '
a5 43 a2 ‘, _—
Dollars T——in

' }

30 b 28 20 :
18 20 £5......
S U SR 20 ... 20 BTV B £ .
1s’
N i i |

Calendar Year:

1971 1972 1973

1871 872 1873

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts.

**See note abave, p. 932,
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Appendix B, Statistics

Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for
Frequently Viclated Minor Offenses (By Year)*

High
Mean _ _ _ . _.
LOW  iieeens
- 5 } ‘ l
60 | i 40 17 | e
45 l.42 }_*_q._hzau*___ s0f . ‘.sf\\\\\ag;___;zsﬁﬁ“,p_
. : {
-.__3$,_—~—‘ 2 2
30 b b 20 ) 2 st —
Fines in . ..7;5_.__7,3__‘_.._2:5 ; C
. 12, 32113
Dollars s L 12 12 13 e 10 iy .
Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 1971 1972 1973
Chart 15, Operating without Chart 16. Operating without
a License a Registration
Chart 17, Failure to Obey Chart 18. No Inspection
Stop Signal Sticker **
; i ! ] :
{ ' .
40 . . e O
¢ :
30 P - - 30 e i o e }, o e s e s
Pines in 25 24 25
i : 2
pollars 20, 220 _.21 .20 q ;‘39/%\2,0,_*“
160, 13 .16 14 A onas
et 10 .
wp o e WL g g e
L L

Calenday Year: 1971 1972 1973

*Source:

**See note above, p.92.
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Chart 19. Comparison of District Court Traffic Ca

2 ! sesy
Which Include the Statutory Possibility of Impri
With Those Which po Not (By Year)* Y prisonment

Up
ta
90
No over
Incarceratio 90
. days
100
8a 81% 828
74%
1
60
Percent of
Traffic Cases
Y
40
22%
20 4
//// 15% j;
,/’/ 43 ///, 43 ::::
£ i) a2y

Calendar Yeay:

*Source:

1972 1973 ‘1974

Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974.

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases:; 1973, 231 cases; L1974, 276 cases.)
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Appendix B. Statistics

Chart 20. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which . i
Incarceration wad Imposed in District Court (By Year) Chart 22, Percentage of Traffic Cases in which

. Execution of Sentence was Deferred in District
Court (By Year)*

| +
- 10 :
P 15
; P4
' 1§ ;
5 b y
Percent of U 12%
b
Traffic Cases 2% |
1% 1% {
. | 0 12
¢ Percent of
Y 9% P
Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 L Traffic Cases o
[ o
. Chart 21. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which ! :
: Licenses were Temporarily Suspended in District ! :
£ Court (By Year)* , S ;
- 4
;
3 i
4 10 v
! ‘ 5% i
iy By
o
£ .
Percent of 5 o
Traffic Cases 18 Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 ;i
*Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974.. jy
(Sample Size: 1972, 214 tases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) £,
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.) ' i
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Chart23. Number of Superior Court Traffic
Cases in which Defendant was Found Guilty (BY Year)*

1,500
B 1 1751
1,216
1,000
500
Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973

*Source! Maine Motoxr Vehicle Division statistics for all courts.
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Chart 24. Percentage of Superior Court Traffic
Cases in which Fine was Imposed ({By Year)*

70 s
67 %
€0 60 ¢
55 %
50
40
Percent of
Superior Court
Traffic Cases 30
H
20
10
Cdlendar Year: 1972 1973 1974
YEARS

-

Sample conducted by National Center for State Couxts, 1974
(sample size: 1972, B8 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.)

*
Source:

~-109-




Appendix B. Statistics

1 Chart 26 . Time Elapsed from First Appearance
Appendix B. Statistics : Date to Dispositon Date in Superior Court Traffic
Casgs (By Year)*

Chart 25 . Time Elapsed from Entry Date to Pirst
Appearance Date in Superior Court Traffic Cases {(By Yeaxr)¥*

72 73 74 » . 72 73 72
50
Percent of
46 & Traffic
?(‘ Cases 80
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*Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1§74

P
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Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1374
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Appendix B. Statisgtics

Chart 27. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to
pisposition Date in Superior Court Traffic Cases

{By Year)*
. 72 73 74
50
47%
[ a4t a4%
1
wl | V]
30 ] "’
Percent
25% 25%
of Pratfic 1
Cases / 22%7
20 } ~is.las
,/’ ’// 17%
l et
/ / 1% 13%
10 / / W
‘ ’/’ ’/’ ' ’/
| 7

0-31 32-91 92-181 over 181
ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS

*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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Chart 28. Percentage of Traffic Cases Entered
in Superior Court by Transfer ox Appeal

{By Year)*
100 )
80
Appeals Appedls Transfors
. 96%
Percent of 60 948 78%
Superior Court
Traffic Cases
40 /
20 /?;22
Appeals
19¢
Calendar Year: 1972 1973 ) 1974

(no transfers) (no transfers)

YEARS

*source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974
(sample size: 1972, B8 cases; 1973, 86 cases ; 1974, 89 cases.)
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Appendix B, Statigtics
parcant of Traftlic Cases in which Guilty

69.0 %

50.6 % 55,0 %

~47.0%7//

Calendar Year: 1372 1973 1974
{no transfers) (no transfers}
75
Chart 30. Percent of Transferred
or Appealed Traffic Cases Triedm
Parcent of to Jury in Superior Court (By
50 Year) *
Appeals Appaals Transfers
and Transfers
25
7.1 % 7.9 % I
l ‘ I i 0.0 %
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75,.

13
Percent of sol
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and Transfers
25

Chart 3j1. Percent of Transferred
or Appealed Traffic Cases Tried
Without Jury in Superior Court By

Calendaé Year:

(Year)* .
17.2 % \
10.1
9.5 %
6:_9_%?/
] 1 &
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*Source: Sample conducted by National Cepter for State Courts, 1974
(Sample size: 1972, 88 casesy 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.)
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Chart 32,

Appendix B, Statistics

Time Elapsed from Entry Date to First

Appearance Date in Superior court for Traffic Cases
Appealed or Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 combined)*

50

40

Percent of 30
Traffic
Cases

20

10

Appeals Trangfers

-
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»

35%
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22%

12
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>
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»
Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974
(Sample size: 1972, 88 cames; 1973, 86 cases; 1374, 89 cases.)
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Time Elapsed from First Appearance Date to
urt for Traffic¢ Cases

1974 combined)*

Chart 33.
Disposition Date in Superioxr Co
Appealed or Transferred (1972. 1973,

Transfers Appeals
80 79.0%
percent of 969.0%
Traffic 9
Cases
60
40
20 7.0 8
&
11.0%
7.0%
5.0
0-1 2-25 over 51
ELAPSED TIME IN DAYS
Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974

{Sample size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, §6 cases; 1974, 89 casas.)
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Chart 34. Time Elapsed from Entry Da
te t
bBate in Superior Court for Traffiﬁ Cases gppgiiggSigion
Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 combined)*
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Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1874
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ple siza: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1874, 89 cases.)
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Appendix B. Statistics 3 Appendix B. Statistics
Comparison of Average Fines in Superior Courts for ; Comparison of Average Fines in Superi
s N X ;  Superior Courts for
Frequently Violated Major Offen}?fgsh (By Year) & Most Freguently Violated Speeding Offenses (By Year)*
Mean i )
i LOW v ;
Chart 35, Driving Under the - . : High
Influence qf Liquor*¥ : Mean _____ .
| } =
.| 4 " '
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2
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100 99. HIST - : 251 5L, e ‘e,
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T - NPT ] 5
1] S R o b ‘ — {
‘ . Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 1971 1972 1973
i L
1 calendar Yeax: 1971 1972 1973 ; Chart 37. Speeding 10-14** Chart 38. Speeding 15-20%%
ot X
\‘y; chart 36. Operating After Suspension -
iy Court Record ]y
Chart 39, Speeding 21-29** Chart 40, Speeding 30+**
300 . t : 1 .
. 250 20 ' 25 100 100 100 100
N . L . . ) A -
Fines in 68 o
Dollars 200 S 14 ) 0l . . : 78 L .
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LSO Lo e s e : ol 3 50 L2l i
: ’ : Dollars 37.*___-.3._.1«—--‘ 9 I 49w o Bt
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? -.' 86 i 130 v 1 15, e
50 ———n . . . - : X i ! N i
28 .
14J e, M Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1873 1971 1372 1973
s 1973 . + foe
¢alendar Year: 1971 1972 *Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts.

. *k IR
*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. See note above, p. 92. o

**See note above, p. 92. u
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Appendix B, S8 i
Comparison of Average_Fines in Superior Court for SRR tatistics
Frequently Violated Minor Offenses (By Year)* Hich Chart 45, Comparison of Superior Court Traffic Cases
: gh e : which Include the Statutory Possibility of Imprj
Mean ... With Those Which Do Not (Bi/, Year)* Y prlsonm‘%\téo bt
LOW vsesninennis 90 i
. , . ; ays 1
| 1 . No . over {
100 100 60 | , i ncarceratio goys |
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‘ 58 443 g
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25 _____.{,...'_'_i_'"‘f_".. v 15 S — LS ¥ . e L
T s ik / / s
08--""" / ’j"i»
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: Percent of /——-—....—.- -
Traffi {
Chart 4. Operating Without Chart 42. Operating Wikhout ratfic Cases ;
a License a Registration ! j
20 . s
Vi /— §
Chart 43. Failure to Obey Chart 44. No Inspection 16% |
Stop Signal sticker** / i
; 10 11% / [ i
. 200 / / L
| . 53 Lo
75 / / ;
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25 265 Y ces 25 '
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. L 1 v
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*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. ;
**See note above, p. 92.
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i Chart 48, Percentage of Traffic Cases in Which
Execution of Sentence was Suspended
Court (By Year)* P in Superior G

. Chart 46. Percentage of Traffic Cases in
Which Incarceration was Imposed in Superior
Court (By Year)*
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- £
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3 ] Rt
Chart 47. Percentage of Traffic Cases in
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in Superior Court (By Year)* :
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: i
10 !
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Traffic Cases b
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Appendix B. Statistics

Tabhle 1. Distriét-Court Praffic and Total Criminal Casest
Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-~72 Fiscal Year 1972-73
Total Total Total
Traffic Other? Criminal Traffic Other? Criminal Traffic Other’ Criminal
District I
Caribou 1382 865 2247 1507 940 2447 1596 901 2497
Port Kent 1080 43¢ 1510 932 476 1408 1100 601 1701
Madawaska 656 438 1154 4186 389 803~ 546 359 805
Van Buren 390 207 597 354 207 561 353 232 585
L —— — —_— — —— —_— —_— —_ ———
: District Total 3508 2000 5508 3209 2010 5219 3595 2093 5688
1
District II
Houlton 2843 921 3764 3342 973 4315 3439 938 4377
Presque Isle 1768 1392 3260 2250 1350 36060 2273 1209 3482
District Total T 4611 2313 6924 5592 2323 7915 5712 2147 7859
pistrict III
Bangor 5203 1542 6745 6434 1594 8028 7327 1998 9325
Newport 872 338 1210 1462 286 1748 2249 428 2677
District Total 6075 1880 7955 7896 1880 8776 9576 2426 12,602
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rable 1. {continued}

Appendix B.

Statistics

Fiscal Year 1970-71

Fiscal Year 1972-73

fraffic Other” Criminal

Total

Fiscal Yeaxr 1971~72
Total
rraffic other? Criminal

Pratfic Other® Criminal

Total

pistrict TV

BRGR X T

92 1912
calais 840 726 1566 828 726 1554 920 9
1232 1356 494 1850
Machias 738 451 1190 883 349 R
2276 1486 3762
pistrict Total 1579 1177 2756 1711 1075 2786 :
District V
1 - B 2623 2170 967 3137
5 Ellsworth 1323 632 2005 1871 752
& 503 1164
! Bar Harbor 354 339 693 472 344 816 661 5
13 2425
Belfast 743 549 12352 1142 608 1756 1512 9
Bucksport3 36 15 51 JUST,
o . I —— I P —
N 2383 6726
pistrict Total 2456 1585 4041 1556 1704 5189 4343
pistrict VI
| 2334
Bath 788 404 1192 1364 483 1847 1729 603
2237
Rockland 912 559 1471 1160 712 1872 1350 947
52 1773
Wiscasset 1002 433 1441 1288 446 1734 1221 5
4300 2104 6404
pistrict Total 2702 1402 4104 3812 1641 5453
A i 7T I N - & N TR
Table Y. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics
Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1872-73
B 3 Total 2 Total Total
Traffic Other” Criminal Traffic Other” Criminal mraffic Other? Criminal
District VII
Augusta 3547 1519 5066 3760 1348 5108 4477 1682 6359
Waterville 2633 1087 3720 2366 925 3891 3075 1a80 4155
District Total 6180 2606 8786 6726 2273 8999 7552 2962 10,514
1]
s bistrict VIII
N EEEIeRn Lo
! Brunswick 1639 760 2399 1988 680 2678 2452 678 3130
Lewiston 5152 2275 7427 5624 1998 7622 7702 2721 10,423
District Total 6731 3035 98286 7622 2678 10,300 10,154 3399 13,553
bistrict IX
Bridgton 672 616 1282 1009 670 1679 1414 805 2219
Portland 9509 3411 12,920 13,575 4311 17,836 16,412 6439 22,851
District Total 10,181 4027 14,208 14,584 4981 19,565 17,826 7244 25,070
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Appendix B.

Statistics

Piscal Year 1970-71

Piscal Year 1871-72

Figcal Year 1972-73

Total
Total ?ogal i Tot
rraffic Other” Criminal rraffic 0ther2 Ctiminal Praffic Other® Criminal
pistrict X
Saco 4363 1777 6140 6427 1907 8334 7760 1802 9562
sanford 1789 1015 2804 2537 989 3526 2585 1231 3816
Kittery 3049 833 3882 3471 915 4386 3704 1inl 4815
tistrict Total 8201 3625 12,826 12,435 3811 16,246 14,049 4344 18,193
'
=
g District XI
[ Livermore Falls 868 234 1102 1167 255 1422 1022 -216 1238
Rumford 1283 546 1828 1139 650 1789 1669 376 2645
So. Paris 588 455 1043 635, 376 1011 1024 423 1447
District Total 2739 1235 3974 2941 1281 4222 3715 1615 5330
bistrict XIT
Farmington 1433 638 24671 1494 628 2122 2277 614 2891
Skowhegan 2347 1293 3640 3395 1430 4825 4356 1652 6008
8899
District Total 3780 1931 5711 4889 2058 6947 6633 2266
Table 1. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics
Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73
2 Total 5 Total 2 Total
Traffic Other” Criminal Traffic Other” Criminal Traffic Other” Criminal
District XIITX
Dover-Foxcroft 704 909 1613 1082 1107 2189 1935 1470 3405
Lincoln 1031 401 1432 797 127 234 1532 441 1973
Millinocket 1046 766 1812 1302 670 1972 1299 1022 2321
[} — — —
5 pistrict Total 2761 2076 4857 3091 1304 4995 4766 2933 7699
T
bistrict Court
ferat 62,384 28,892 91,476 77,993 29,619 107,712 94,497 37,202 131,699

S

P 4

-

1Souxgce: bistrict Court Reports of Total Cases, in Annual Reports ta the Chief Justice
of the Maine Supreme Judicial 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 MJ.R.S.A. §164.9.

21ncludes non-traffic criminal and juvenile cases.

?Totals for Bucksport are not entered for 1971-72 and 1972-73 because that division
was discontinued in 1971 and its cases taken by the District Court divisions in Ellsworth

and Bar Harbor.

g
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Table 2.

Appendix B. Statistics

Por 34 Common Traff::.c Offenges,
District Couxzt, Ratio of Guilty .
Pleas to Guilty Findings (By Year}*

1973
1972
Calendar Year: 1571 - 11t
s 5 Guilty Guilty Guilty
Guilty Guilty Guilty Findin Plea Percent
o e Plea  Percent in g
Offense Findingy Plea Percent Finding
< - 38 69
briving Under the In: 4,042 z,792 £9 4,273 2,9
fluence of Liguor 2,980 2,021 68 4 '
- 14
violation of Law 8 2 25 7 1
Resulting in Death is 3 20
N 4 50
Leaving the Scene of an 8 2 25 8
Accident -Bodily Injury 3 1 33
1
Lot § [93:3 148 72
Leaving the Scene of an 228 156 68 2
S Accident-Property Damage 201 122 61
Y 509 319 63
) 188 60 349 225 65
priving to Endanger 314 s 61
i 50 &2 95 58 61 a1 4
Reckless Driving 81
< 3 1 33
Operating After 6 5 83
Revocation 26 18 90
. 74
exating After Suspen- 1 682 74 1,044 772
ggon -~ Court Record 584 438 5 i
Taking Motor Vehicle 03 . 154 109 71 1339 93 67
without Consent 137 75
: 13 87 12 9 75 8 6
Loaning Driver License is
Speeding 30+ MPH Quer 374 308 82 697 593 85 718 623 87
Limit
Appendix B. Statistics
Table 2. {continued)
Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973
(;ui}ty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty
Offense Finding Plea Percent Pinding ©Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent
Operating After Sus-
pension-Financial
Resgonsibility 372 275 74 562 435 77 250 219 88
Passing on a Hill or .
Curve 3le 264 85 352 219 21 348 303 87
; Other Improper Passes 440 371 B4 466 382 82 506 428 85
& Illegal Attachment of
’;‘ Plates 134 92 81 269 235 B7 304 281 92
Speeding 21~29 MpH
Over Limit 2,755 2,476 90 3,633 3,279 80 3,594 3,248 90
Operating Without a
License 3,210 2,890 90’ 3,214 2,894 920 3,790 3,437 93
Allowing Unlicensed
Person to Drive 232 211 91 406 362 B89 269 243 90
Operating a Motorcycle
Without a License 3713 343 92 402 373 %3 698 660 95
Speedix_\gils-zo MPH
Over Limit 13,05z 11,880 21 17,034 15,484 91 17,007 15,566 92
Speeding 10-14 Mpy
Limit 11,973 11,185 93 13,668 12,666 93 13,010 12,095 g3
Imprudent Driver &85 429 71 664 446 &7 614 472 17




Table 2. {continued}

Avgendix Be statistics

Calendar Year: 1971 1872 1973
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty
offense Finding Flea percent Finding Plea Percent Finding plea Percent .
Failure to Obey a2
Stop Signal 3,587 3,087 86 4,042 3,557 88 4,440 4,016 o1
Failure to Return
to the Right 175 147 84 311 240 7 336 265 79
' rollowing too Close 105 g1 87 132 105 80 153 131 86
[
S Driving Wrong Side 467 350 75 550 383 70 524 412 79
]
Driving Wrong Way 178 162 91 162 152 94 217 179 83
Improper Turnm 287 228 79 323 247 77 417 ' 339 81
Failure to Yield at sign 341 235 69 310 182 59 266 186 70
Operating Without a
Registration 1,099 999 g1 1,219 1,102 90 1,325 1,212 g2
No Inspection sticker i,076 1,025 95 1,333 1,265 95 986 930 94
Squealing Tires 594 521 88 686 618 90 929 835 80
Speeding Under 10 MPH .
over Limit 285 249 a7 288 227 79 330 2535 77
Operating with pefec—
tive Exhaust 496 442 89 706 632 30 753 679 90
sSource: Maine Mofor yehicle Division statistics for all couxts.
4
R s Bs) pcnrm
- _— p—
appendix B. Statistics .
Table 3. For 34 Common Traffic Offenses
;n Superior Court Ratio of Guilty
leas to Guilty Findings (By Yeax)* R
Calendar Year: i971 1972
Guil 1973
uilty Guilt i 5
Of £ i 34 Gu .
ense Finding ©Plea Percent Finéisg Ggiizy P Guilty Guilty
s ercent  Finding Plea Percent
?réglng Undexr the
Influence i
of Liquoxr 505 450 as 633 573 .
Violation of Law ’ L 691 608 88
Resulting in D
1 eath 6 3 50 a 5 18
ianéng the Scene of an - 4 3 75 .
ccident—~Bodil. 3 . .
y Injury 2 2 100 f} 0
é ianéng the Scene of an 0 ¢
2 ccident-Property Damage 18 18 100 26 18 90"
Driving to Endanger 64 56 a8 - 9 8 89
62 5
Reckless Driving 14 12 o 55 89 57 51 30
14 12
Operating aftexr 86 13 12 80
Revocation 5
5 100 4 2 100 .
gperating after 3 3 100
uspension-~Cour ' '
. t Record 71 70 99 106 99 03
Taking Motor Vehicle 129 127 CE]
without Consent 7
7 100 11 g g2
Loaning driv i ~ 6 6 100
er license 1 3 100 . 0 o
S?Ef_iding 30+ MPH over ) 0 0 . -
limit 17
. 3 7 41 9 95
Operating After suspen- 1o 10 100
sion~Financial Responsi-
bility
33 30 91
49 43 88
18 16 89




Table 3. (continued)

Appendix B- Statistics

Calendar Year:

1971

1972

1973

Guilty Guilty

Guilty Guilty

Guilty Guilty

TAs indin Plea Percent
Offense rinding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent Finding
Passing on a hill 7 . 100 5 2 40 4 3 15
or curve
Other improper 6 5 83 8 8 100 9 9 100
passes
Illegal Attachment 3 £ 100 6 5 83 2 2 100
of Plates
' .
&  Speeding 21-29 MPH 46 45 28 37 35 95 40 36 90
T over limit
: 5 © 45 92
Operating without 58 56 97 49
a license 56 53 95
Allowing unlicensed 6 100 1 1 100 1 1- 1e0
person to drive 6
Operating a motorcycle 2 €7 6 4 67 8 8 i00
without a license 3
Speeding 15-20 MPH 62 a2 83 77 88 70 68 97
over limit 76
Speeding 10-14 MPH a6 a2 72 62 86 73 67 92
over limit 56 94
1z 60 23 22 36 38 M
Imprudent driver 20
Failure to obey a 12 88 3g 32 84 32 29 91
stop signal 48
Appendix B. Statistics
Table 3. (continued)
Calendar Year: 1971 1872 1973
Guilty Guilty , Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty
Offense Finding Plea Percent  Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent
Failure to return B
to the right 3 2 67 9 5 56 5 5 100
Following too close 3 3 100 2 2 lao 4 3 75
Driving wrong side 8 7 88 9 7 78 9 8 89
. Priving wrong way 2 2 100 3 3 100 3 1 33
-
& Improper turn 4 2 50 3 2 67 2 2
1 100
Failure to yield at 'i
sign 5 3 60 5 2 40 3 2 67
Operating without -
a registration 26 26 100 19 19 100 14 13 93
No Inspection Sticker 2 1 50 6 6 100 3 3 100
Squealing Tires 7 5 71 12 9 75 11 g 82
Speeding under 10 MPH
over limit 14 13 93 12 12 100 25 25 100
Operating with
Defective Exhaust 4 3 75 10 10 100 4 3 75

*Source:

Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts.
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Table 4. ' Appendix B. Statistics

Ratioc of Guilty Pleas to Guilty

Findings for All Traffic Cases

Reparted to Motor Vehicle Division
by District Court (By Year)*

Calendar Year: 1971 ) 1972 1973
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty
Findings pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent

District T

Caribou 1158 933 81 1226 976 8o 1344 1094 81
Fort Kent 625 422 68 . 794 577 73 894 648 72
& Madawaska 263 183 70 446 296 66 488 337 69
T yan Buren 198 141 71 161 103 64 67 37 55
District Total 2244 1679 75 2627 1952 74 2793° 2116 76

District IT

Houlton 2325 1934 83 2384 1985 83 2676 2243 84
Presque Isle 1417 1029 73 1623 1109 68 1555 1109 71
District Total 3742 2963 79 4007 3094 77 47231 3352 79

District III

Bangor 4403 3451 78 6016 4752 79 4472 3529 79
Newport 385 872 89 1716 1512 88 2033 1845 91
District Total 5388 4323 80 7732 6264 81 6505 "5374 83

-
A o - - - -
Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics
_Calendar Year: ' 1971 1972 1973
Guilty  Guilty ' Guilty Guilt
Guil Guil § Y Guilty Guilt
Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleay Percent
District IV
Calai
alals 654 595 ?1 448 389 87 690 640 93
Machi
achias 593 555 94 ] 938 854 91 " 1124 1056 94
District Total 1247 1150 92 1386 1243 30 1814 1696 93
f District V
o
Ell 4
f 1lsworth 1499 1314 88 14146 1203 85 1635 1389 8%
Bar Harbor 418 379 91 386 342 89 462 420 21
Bel
elfast 913 775 85 1117 897 80 1203 970 81
District Total 2830 2468 87 .- 2919 2442 84 3300 2779 84
District VI
Bath
935 853 91 1092 954 87 1194 1075 80
Rockland
) an 880 760 86 1022 877 86 1026 882 86
Wi
iscasset 939 831 88 975 854 88 1052 928 88

District Total . 2754 2444 89 1089 2685 07 3272 2885 a8
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Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics
Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty
Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent
District VII :
Augusta 3184 2715 817 3415 3011 88 3928 3447 88
Waterville 2293 2049 89 2456 2141 87 2546 2239 88
pistrict Total 54772 4824 88 5871 5152 88 6474 5686 88
District VIIX
. Brunswick 1419 1324 93 1790 1700 95 1856 1783 96
E Lewiston 3488 2824 81 4328 3595 83 3538 2926 83
! District Total 4907 4148 85 - 6118 5295 87 5394 4709 87
District IX
Bridgton 628 590 94 - 1057 1017 %6 1286 1254 98
Portland 9650 9047 94 10716 10041 94 12202 11436 94
District Total 10278 9637 94 11773 11058 94 13488 12690 94
District X
Saco 3892 3725 S6 4338 4130 95 4656 4364 94
Sanford 1634 1567 96 2125 2044 96 1915 1817 95
Kittery 2166 1991 52 2543 2377 93 2978 2785 94
District Total 7792 %283 g3 9006 8551 95 9549 8966 94
Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics
calendar Yeax: Guilty lgzlilty Guxltylggillty Guil Ty
Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent EizgiﬁggGgiigg Percent
District XI
Livermore Falls 681 646 95 1010 938 93 659 59¢ 90
Rumford 799 731 91 1010 921 91 910 838 92
So. Paris 514 470 1 578 542 0 635 s65 89
Dlstri?t Total 1994 1847 93 2598 2401 92 2204 1999 91
District XII
Farminghan 1097 948 86 1545 1308 85 1364 1142 84
+ Skowhegan . 2246 1938 86 3110 2692 87 3044 2633 85
District Total 5343 2886 86 4655 4000 86 4408 3775 86
District XIII
. -
Dover-Foxcroft 716 607 85 1078 967 90 1410 1309 93
Lincoln 1611 336 93 1285 1183 92 1219 1128 93
Millinocket 816 721 88 823 729 89 862 774 90
Distriect Total 2543 2264 89 3186 2879 90 3491 - 3211 93
District Court
TOTAL 54,539 47,916 88 64,967 57,016 a8 63,231 59,238 94
*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts.
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Appendix B. Statistics

Table 5. Ratio of Guilty Pleas to Guilty
rindings foxr All Traffic Cases
Reported to Motor Vehicle Division
by Superior Court (By Yeari*

Calendar Year: 1971 1872 1973
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty
County Findings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent Findings ©Plea Percent
Androscoggin 66 50 76 38 26 67 54 49 91
Aroastook 107 100 94 147 145 99 149 142 95
Cumberland 242 223 92 315 256 94 372 351 24
Pranklin 35 30 86 44 42 96 50 42 84
L Hancock 31 26 84 ) 54 a8 53 46 87 -
$ Kennebec 46 43 93 81 64 78 108 95 88
Knox 21 20 95 21 20 95 25 . 23 92
Lincoln 134 114 85 91 75 82 34 28 82
Oxford 62 55 89 £0 50 83 38 34 89
Penobscot 151 140 93 239 223 93 167 157 94
Piscataguis 13 13 100 6 3 83 1z 11 922
Sagadahoc 64 59 92 54 48 89 67 59 88
Somerset 42 37 88 41 40 98 51 49 96
Walda 27 19 70 51 39 76 66 62 94
Washington 26 21 81 51 47 92 47 42 89
York 148 127 86 179 147 82 158 126 80

o e o e A D AT ¥ o [
Table 5. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics
1573 1972
Guilty . Guilty Gui 3, e
,Gui ilty Guilt i i
Fi indi Y

ndings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent Figgzigg G§i§§y P

Suverior Court i
TOTAL
1216 1077 89 1474 1321 50 1451 1316 91

*Source: Maine Motocr Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts

¥
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Tabla 6.

Calendar Year:

aAppendix B.

Statistics

Total Fines Collected for Traffic
cases in District Court (In Dollars)

{By Years}*

1971 1972 1973
Distriect I $44900
——— $43238
Caribou $40559 31471
28459
Fort Kent 23740 16888
15845
¥agdawaska 9420 3680
6160
: Van Buren 7445 96,939
L 93,720 4
:g District Tatal 81,164 ’
[
District IX 82098
— e 68095 74200
Houlton
66335 54142
57545
Presque Isle
125, 640 140,535 136,240
pistrict Total
District IXIX 158579
R 183707 585
Bangor 1aL3d 61295
Newport 28523 >
- 170,839 236,842 213,874
pistrict Total
T
Table 6. (continued} Appendix B. Statistics
Calendar Year:
. is71 1972 1973
District IV
Calais $26565 $18223 $29660
Machias 20149 31855 41240
bistrict Total 46714 50078 70900
1 District V
=
Ellsworth
q.l» S ] 57820 51385 56225
Bar Harhor 15795 13789 13400
Belfast 37125 48625 58981
District Total 110,740 113,739 128,606
- L r
Districk VI
Bath 31810 42335 42276
Rockland 28493 35615 63495
Wiscasset 33970 38465 36147
District Total 93,475 116,415 141,918
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*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts.
Total, all Districts, 3 years (1971-73i: $5,911,980

Table 6. (continued} Appendix B. Statistics
Calendar Year:
1871 1972 1973
District VIT
" $132445
ARugusta $103644 $11248
91825
Waterville 70855 81345
224,270
bistrict Total 174,499 193,829
Dictriot UITT
S 16580 76148 62117
Lewiston 76625 1 \
176,508 163,34
pistrict Total 123,205 !
District IX
_———— 33533 38405
Brigdgten 19125 269866
311644
Portland 245823 308,271
345,177 s
District Total 264,548
istciet X
bistoict % 141100 145499
110935
Saco
73845 63242
47145
Sanford 90620
72614 80025
Kittery
pistrict Total 230,694 294,970 299,261
Table 6. {continued) Appendix B. Statistics
Calendar Years:
5 1971 1972 1973
District XTI
Livermore Falls $16745 $25265 $19350
Rurford 18800 26875 27043
So. Paris 18310 19525 21840
District Total 53,855 71,665 68,233
District XIT
FParmingham 28900 45350 45775
Skowhegan 89478 118110 115323
District Total 118,378 163,459 161,098
District XIIY
Dover-Foxcroft 19840 32814 41240
Lincoln 37449 41519 41282
Millinocket 27448 29885 30380
District Total 84,777 104,218 112,902
District Court
TOTAL 1,678,928 2,101,198 2,131,854




Table 7.

endix B-. Statistics

Appendix B. =Labiom==

Total Fines Ccollected for

praffic_Cases in Superioxr
pollars) (By vear)™

court - (In

Calendar Year:

1971

1972

1973

Total Fines

County Total Fimes Total Fines
Androscoggin $ 3,020 s 1,475 $ 1,845
Arcostook 12,593 16,885 16,850
Cumbexland 22,430 31,440 36,085
Franklin 3,070 3,025 - 4,920
£ Hancock 2,235 3,695 5,215
T Kennebec 6,000 9,460 13,759
Knox 2,030 2,395 . 1,850
Lincoln 16,375 9,355 3,905
oxford 5,075 4,840 2,085
Penobscot 15,245 23,145 16,855
piscatagquis 855 465 1,313
sagadahoc 6,145 5,660 7,450
Somerset 4,955 5,690 6,220
waldo 3,290 3,915 6,340
Washington 2,515 5,695 4,105
vork 12,012 17,29§ ’ 16,585
e o |
2Appendix B. Statistics
Pable 7. (continued)
1971 1972 ——
Total Fines Total Fines

Total Fines

-LvT-

** Total for3 years,1871-1973;

Superior Court

TOTAL **
S

* s s
Source: Maine Motor

$117,845

$410,665

S 144,438

Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts

$ 148,382
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Table 8.

Appendix B. Statistics

Average Pines for Ten Coymon -Traffic Offenses

in District Court (In Dollars, By Year)?(See Charts 9 tc 18)

Calendar Year: 1971 -1972 1273
Guilty Total Average Guilty Total = Average Guilty - Total Average
Offense Findings Fines Fines Findings  Fines Fines Findings Finés Fines
Driving under the
influence of liquor
nignt 34 $ 6080 $ 179 18t $.33030 $ 173 218 § 37215 § 171
Mean?< 2980 457980 154 4042 607374 150 4279 546744 151
10w 3 98 12020 123 134 15920 119 186 24530 132
Operating after
suspension-court .
records
Highl 3 450 150 17 2120 125 16, 1800 113
Mean2 584 47745 82 919 . 76600 83 1044 88160 84
Low 35 1450 41 12 475 40 1 50 50
Speéding .10-14
MPH over limit:
Highl 152 3710 24 56 1480 26 295 7320 25
Meanz 11973 242166 20 13668 279689 21 13010 270785 21
Low 3 518 9116 18 232 4270 18 349 6115 18
Speeding 15-20
MPH over limit:
Highl 74 2200 30 146 . 4445 31 180 5320 30

Table 8. continued

Appendix B. Statistics

Calendar Year: 1971 1972
GuIlty Total Average ' '
ofs Guxl C erage Guilty  Total i
ense Findings Fines Fines Pindings Fines A??ﬁzge p?ﬁéiﬁés ggﬁ:i Agirage
. ; fies
2 1305 » ‘
Mean 2 $306008 $24 17034 $404492 $24 17007 $403755 $24
3
Low 1304 22334 .17 - 1679 30295 18 1108 20190 18
Speeding 21-29 »
MPH over limit:
L1 : ’
glghz 69 2975 43 134 5585 42 157 6265 40
. Mean 2755 80328 29
§ 3633
:> : ; N 109074 30 3594 104810 29
o
: ow 0 4560 18 322 .- 6305 20 291 5710 20
Speeding 30+ o
MPH over limit:
P |
High 5 385 77
5
Meanz . } 300 60 22 1345 61
16700
. 3 45 697 29835 43 718 30597 43
oW :
5 15 . 40 1015 25 3 75 25
Operating
without a
license: 1
High 85 3545 42
) 12 470 39
Mean® 3210 79958 ' . s w
: 25 3214 78125 24 3730 23935 25
Low 3
49 12 53 610 12 2 25 13

h
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pable 8. continued

Appendix B. Statistics

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973
Guiity  Total  Average Guilty Total  Average Guiity Total = Average
offense rindings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines
Operating without
a registration:
v High 3 $ 110 $ 37 33 $ 920 $ 28 8 $ 230 $ 29
Mean2 1099 22800 21 1219 25400 21 1325 28440 22
Low 14 176 12 29 355 12 17 225 13
Failure to obey
stop signal: i
High 56 1415 25 69 1660 24 19 470 25
Mean2 3587 75169 21 4042 82001 20 4440 92711 21
Low > 313 5040 16 20 265 13 37 - 590 16
No inspection
stickei;f Hight 3 60 20 2 195 22 1 20 20
Mean2 1076 15520 14 1333 21340 16 986 15765 16
3 24 255 11 3 30 io 1 10 10
Low
1

~TST~

Figures for division with highest average.

2Mean for all divisions.

3Figures for division with lowest average.

4
Source:

Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statigtics for all courts.

ST X
. Appendix B. Statistics
Table 9. Avera
_ ge Fines for Ten Ccmgmon :Traffic Off
i enscs
in Superior Court (In Dollars, By Year)4 (See Charts 35 to 44)
Cal :
endar Year: 1971 1972 1973
Guilt Tat ' :
Offense !inding{ rin:i A;;IGQG Guilty Total Average Guilty Total Avera
B 1d g nes Findings  Fines Fines Finaingé Fines Finege
priving under the
influence of.liquor
<21 -
High 38 .9950
, $ .995 A$262 21 $ 4245 $202 11 $2255 $205
Mean: 505 82090
i 163 633 99730 158 691 106044 154
Low 15 1480
) 8 99 13 900 69 19 1575 83
Operating after
suspension-court
records 1
High 4 11lp 278 :
, 1 205 <05 4 855 214
Mean’ 71 :
. 6495 92 106 10370 28 129 11670 86
Low 5 70 7 :
14 3 85 28 7 100 14
Speeding 10-14
MPH over limit:
sahl
H,_ghz 1 100 100 17 495 29 5 245 49
Meana 56 1500 27 72 1835 25 73 2205 30
Low 4
‘ 75 19 2 15 8 1 20 20
Speeding 15-20
HPH over limit:
P,
High
7 325 47 12 430 36 5 235 47




-£ST-

Appendix B. Statistics

Table 9. continued
. 1972
Calendar Year: Gullty. 11221 Average Gullty Total Average Guilty thal_T;ﬁ:ge
offense rindind- Pines Pines Findings Pines Fines Pindings Fines
Mean® 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:
might 2 135 68 8 365 46 2 - 150 75
L uemz 46 1680 37 37 1370 37 40 1555 39
$ Low 3 2 25 13 1 20 20 4 100 25
Speeding 30+
MPH over limit:
Hight 1 100 100 1 100 100 1 100 100
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:  ignl s 280 56 7 405 58 1 100 100
Mean? 56 1900 34 58 1810 31 49 1615 33
Tow 3 2 .15 8 5 15 15 12 175 15

Table 9. (

continued)

TR

Appenéix B. Statistics

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973
Guilty 'Total Averade Guilty Total  Average Guilty Total  Average
Offense Pindings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines
Operating withdut
a registration: 1
High' 1 $ 55 $ 55 1 $50 $50 4 $125 $31
Mean2 26 885 34 19 450 24 14 320 23
Low 3 1 15 15 5 70 14 2 35 18
Failure to obey ‘
stop signal: 3
High 2 200 100 15 395 26 1 55 55
Mean2 ~48 1230 26 38 895 24 32 805 25
Low ~ 5 45 9 1 15 15 3 45 15
No inspection 1
sticker: High 1 25 25 1 50 50 1 15 15
Mean? 40 20 6 115 19 35 12
Low 3 1 15 15 3 35 12 -2 20 10
1

Figures for division with highest average.

2pMean for all divisions.

3
4

Pigures for division with lowest average.

Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts.
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Apperidix C.

california and New Yoxrk Classification of
Motor vehicle Offenses

1. Motor Vehicle Offenses Under the California
Vehinle Code*

Acts specifically defined as felonies inelude:

&, throwing rock or substance capable of causing
serious bodily harm or discharging firearm at
vehicle (§23110({b}}

b, narcotics addict driving vehicle on highway
{§23105)

¢. causing bodily injury by unlawful acts in driving
while drunk (§23101; toluéne or other poison,

§23101.5) , non-parcotic drug, §23108)

d, theft and unlawfuldriving or taking vehicle §10851)

e, failure to stop by driver involved in accident
resulting in injury to another or death (§20001)

£. vehicular homicide (Cal. Penal Code §192(3))

Acts specifically defined as misdemeanors include:

a. false statements {§§20, 40000.5)

b. impersonation of member of State Highway Patrol
{§§27, 40000.8)

c. giving false information (§§31, 40000.5)

d., failure to obey officer's lawful order or submit

to lawful inspection (§§2800, 40000.7)

* all statutory references in Appendix A are to Cal,

Vehicle Code [West 1971), except where otherwise noted.
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1.

failure to obey fireman's lawful order

(§§2801, 40000.7)

unlawful vehicle or load (§§2803, 40000.7)
failure to obey crossing guard's traffic

signal or direction (§§2815, 40000.7)

improper delivery of certificates of ownership
and registration by dealer (§§5753, 40000,9)
improper notice by dealer (§§5901, 40000.7)
cancelled, suspended, or revoked documents of
dealer, manufacturexr, etc. (§§8803, 40060.7)
false report of vehicle theft (§§10501, 50000,9)
altered or defaced vehicle 10 numbers (§§10750,
10751; 40000.9)

theft of binder chains (§§10851.5, 40000.9)
injuring or tampering with vehicle (§5§10852, 10853,
40000.9) » N

unlawful use of stored vehicle (§510854, 40000.9)
license violations (as enumerated in §40000.11})
unregistered interstate highway carrier (§§16560,
40000.13)

failure to stop when involved in accident damaging
propexty (§520002, 40000.13)
driving under influence (liguor §§23103, 40000.15)
{Hon=-narcotic druy, §§23106, 23102.5)
reckless driving (§23103) and that causing bodily
injury (§§23104, 40000,15)
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u. speed contests (§§23109, 40000.15)

throwing substance at vehicle (§§23110(a}, 40000.15)

w. noncompliance with order, signal or direction of
officer on vehicular crossing (§§23253, 40000,15)

%x. trespass on vehicular corssing not intended for

public use (§2332, 40000.15)

sale of substandard exhaust sysfem (§27150.1,

40000.15)

z. improper transportation of explosives, radioactive
materials, flammable 1iquids (§40000.19), or
hazardous materials (§40000.21)

aa. weight violation (§40000.23)

bb., employer/ownex's failure to answer citation issued
to driver/employee (§§40000.25, 40005)

cc. false signature on written promise to appear
(§540000.25, 40504)

dd. violation of promise to appear (§6§40000.25, 40508)

ee. 3 or more jnfractions within a 12-month period
(§40000.28)

All other violations of the vehicle Code are “traffic

infractions."
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Appendix C. California and New York Classification of

1.

Motor Vehicle Offenses

2. Motor Vehicle Offenses Undexr New York
Vehicle and Traffic Law*

The following offenses are classified by New York

as felonies:

b.

homicide arising out of operation of a motor vehicle
assault arising out of operation of a motor vehicle
criminal negligence in the operation of a motor
vehicle resulting in death

fraudulent alteration of certificate of title (§2130(a))
operating motor vehicle while under influence of
alcohol or drugs, second or subsequent offense
within ten years (§1192)

improper transportation of dangerous articles, third
or subsequent offense (§380)

sale of false or fraudulent license, registration,

or license plate (§392-a) ’

willful alteration of vehicle ID number (§421)

false statement relating éo motor vehicle known to
be stolen or wrongful possession of stolen vehicle
(§426)

theft of motor vehicle

following offenses are misdemeayors:

nonfelonious fraud relating to cértificates of title
(52130 (b)) |
reckless driving (§1190)

* All statutory references are to New York Vehicle
& Traffic Law (McKinney 1970)
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operating motor vehicle while under influence
of alcohol or drugs., first offense (§11.92)
unauthorized destruction, defacing, or removal
of unattended motor vehicle (§122417))
operation of unregistered motoxr vehicle (§319)
operation of motor vehicle without financial
security (§319)

failure to deliver certificate of registration,
license plates, or license upon revocation (§318(7)).
improper transporation of dangerous articles, first
or second offense (§380)

false statement or deceit in application for registra-
tion or license (§392)

equipping motor vehicle with radio capable of
receiving police signals (§397)

failure by vehicle dismantler to produce required
records (§4154a(S))

sale of vehicle with changed ID number (s421)
wrongful possession of vehicle with changed 1D
number (§422)

jeaving scene of acctdent causing damage to person
or property without reporting (§600)

participation in speed contest without permission

on highway (5§1182)

onlawful disposal of graffic summons and complaint

(§207(5))
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aa.
bb.
cc.

dd.

failure to surrender inspection items upon
suspension or revocation (§303(£))

certain Vviolations of inspection law (§306(e)(£))
failure to surrender license, etc. aZter suspen-
sion (§340)

operating while license or registration is suspended
or revoked, where restoration or a new license is
depondent upon furnishing proof of financial
responsibility (§355)

any vidlation of §370, Indemnity bonds or insurance
policies; notice of accident

operating motor vehicle with inadequate brakes (§375(1))
sale of unapproved headlighting devices (§375(7))

violation by vehicles engaged in log transportation
(§377)

any violation of §§378, 379, Motor gehicles engaged in the

transportation of flammable liquids ,
any violation of §382, Hydraulic brake fluids
any violation of §382(a), Brake linings

any violation of §394, Drivers' Schools

any violation of §395, Private service bureaus
removal from a vehicle of a validating tag on a
license plate or other evidence of registration
except by the owner or person authorjized by the
owner or a police officer in the performance of

his duty. (§403)
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££.

g9.

hh.

kk.
11.

nn.
0o,
pp.
ad.

rx.

failure to surrender suspended or revoked

dealer certificate of registration, number

plates or certificates of.sale (§415(9-b))

defaced vehicle indentification numbers (§§415(a),
421, 422, 423)

junk and salvage vehicle--notice and VIN plates

(§429)

Failure to surrender licenses, etc. after suspen-
sion or revocation (§510(7))

Operating while license is suspended or revoked
(s511)

operating while registiation is suspended or revoked
(§512)

leaving scene of accident (§600)

failure to report accident or given correct’ .infoxr-
mation (§605)

-speed contests and races (§1182)

reckless driving (§1190)

operating with .10 of 1% alcohol in blood (§1192(2))
driving while intoxicated (§1192(3))

operating while ability impaired by the use of

a drug (§1192(4))

destroying or defacing an unattended vehicle (§1224(7))

-160~-
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4.

ss. illegal possession of certificate of title;
failure to deliver certificate of title upon
request, failure to transfer certificats of
title upon request (§2130(b)) -

All offenses regarding the registration of snowmobiles

and motorboats are violations -(§§2220-2231),

All other violations of the Vehicle and Traffic Law are

infractions.

-1l61-
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aggendix D

Pregent Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses1

The following is a list of offenses defined by Maine
Revised Statutes Annotated, Title 29, Motor Vehicles; with
penalties now \provided by statute.
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
possible imprisonment.) Under 29 M.R.S.A. §2305, a judge
may order temporary suspension for up to 30 days of the operator's
license of any traffic violator, 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 (®*) 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. This report recommends an
amendment to 29 M.R.S.A. §2303, the general penalty statute
for traffic offenses, that will be consistent with these
changes. Under the recommended amendment to §2303, any offense
that would othexrwise be a traffic infraction, but which results
in personal inijury or property damage, will be a misdemeanor.

1. Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for six months

or longer
Title 29 Offense Penalty
§893 Fallure to stop when involved in serious $100-500 ané or
accident (injury or death to person) up to 9 months.
{second violation) $200-500
and or up to 1l months.
§900 Using motor vehicle without authority Up to $200 and
‘ or up to 9 months. {
(second violation) $200-500 and
or up to 1l months.
§998 Failure to reduce spred at grade crossing .
or stop on approach of train as in §900 above
§1311 Second or subsequent violation for Up to $1,000 and

Violations of Chapter 21 B:

Title 29

Offense

T

reckless driving or up to 11 months

lsource: Office of Secretary of State, Revised Motor
Vehicle Laws of the State of Maine, 1973 Edition. Suhsequent,
Tegislative amendments to Title 29 may not be-reflected in this

Appendix.
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§1313

§1315

§1316

§2184

§2185

§2280

§2442

Causing death by motor vehicle in

manner to support manslaughter conviction

2
Reckless homicide

»

Causing death hy violation of law

Second violation; drivin i
: g while
license suspended or revoked

Selling or possessing vehi i
s ) s lCI
identifying marks g & with no

Habitual offender drivi
prohibited 119 when

Altereq, forged, or cbunte i
. 1} f
certificate of ;uto title rhelted

~-163~

Penaltx

Manslaughter penalty
plus 5-year license
revocation,

Up to $2,000 and

6 months to 5 years
pliis 3~5 years
suspension.
$300-1,000 and 3-11
months plus 2-3 :
Years suspension.

$100-500 and or
2 days-11 months

Up to $1,000 and
or up to 1l months.

Up to 2 years..

$500-1,000 and or
up to 1-5 years,

i



Present Penalties far Maine Traffic Offenses

2.

Title 29
§783(7)

§787 (7

§1312 (10)

§2184

§2184

§2443

§2445

Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for not more

than six months.

Offense

owi i i £ accident
Knowing mlsrepresgntatlgn o
report, where bodily injury or death
or property damage up to $200

Permitting operation.ig yiolation
of financial responsibility suspension

Second or subsequent offgnsef operating
under influence of intoxication of
liquor or drugs

First offense: driving while license
suspended or revoked

: s ) X for
Driving while under suspension .
failurg to comply with fine responsi-

bility law ’

d
offenses (other than §1tered! forged,
or counterfeit certificate) lnvolv%ng
certificates of title to Motor Vehicle

False report of theft or conversion of
Motor Vehicle

-164~

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 suspension.

$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.

Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2

3.

Title 29

Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for not more

than three months.

Offense

§113

§534

§730

§894

§948

§1311

§1312(10)

33
)
3

)
%

§1369
§1370

51654

§1805

§2121

Stealing license plates
* Operating vehicle in violation of
license restriction

** Unlicensed commercial driver~education
instructor ox school

Failure to stop when involved in accident

damaging vehicle driver or attendid by
another person

Pailure 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

L

2Those offenses for which this
are marked by one asterisk (*) if i
terized as infractions and by two a
recommended to make clear that they

~165-

Penalty

Up to $100 and/or
up to 90 days

Up to $100 and/or
up to 920 days

$50-500 and/or
up to %0 days

$25-100 and/oxr 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 $1,000and/ox
up to 90 days

plus 4 month
suspension

As in §2123 below
As in §2123 below
Fine determined by
amount of excess
welght 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

report recommends statutory change

t is recommended that they be recharac-
sterisks (**) if Statutory change is
not be characterized as infractions.

i
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§2122

§2123

§2124
§2125
§2126
§2127

§2181

§2187

§2188

§2243

Title 29

offense

Ooperation 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 §pplication for

license or registration

* Hawker or vendor stopping traffic
*Hitchhiking

violation of reciprocity provision
relating to interstate travel

-166-

Penalty

As in §2123 below
$10-100 and/or up
to 90 days

As in §2123 above
As in .§2123 above
As in §2123 above
As in §2123 abgve
and/or suspension

of registration

Up to $100 and/or
up to 90 days

Up to $50 or up
to 30 days

ug, to $50 and/or
up to 30 days

Up to $100 and/or

up to 90 days

- B
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Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2

4.

mtle 29

Offenses now punishable by fine or administrative action3

and subject to provisions for imprisonment in 29

M.R.S.A. §2303, "General Penalty," (Section 2303

reads as follows:

Whoever violates or fails to comply with any
provision of this Title, or any rules or
regulations established 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 more than 90 days, or by both.)

§242(1) (D)

§246
§252

§349(1)

Offenge . ’ . Penalty
‘Misug# of one-trip permit $25 to 200

Fraudulently obtaining farm truck license $50

*Misuse of farm truck license plate $100 to $500
*Mis use of "handicapped person" $100 fine
- placard
A. Material misstatement in applica~ License denial,
tion

suspension ¢ revoca-
tion by M.V.D.

Wiilful failure to comply with
subchapter ’ "

Failure to have established
place of business "

Failure to give timely notice
of relocation . "

Willful fraud on retail buyer‘ "

Conviction of fraud in sales business "

27hose 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 (**)

is statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not be
characterized as infractioms,

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" recommendationy are inapplicable.




Title 29
§349 (1)

§581-B
§723

§§725, 727
and 728

§782

§783(c)

§891

§959

§1111

1611

§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

* pajilure 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 dafmage in
excess of $200

*Failure of vehicle transportating
dangerous materials to stop at grade
crossings

*Interfering with snow removal

*violations of §902 (seasonal closings
of highways), 1702 or 1703 (vehicles
on bridges); 1753 (weight limits on
bridges) 1754 (permit for log haulers
and traction engines)

*Vehicle constructed to cause menace or
unreasonable damage

*violation of §1652 {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.

Sugpension of
license by M.V.D.

License denial,
suspension, revoca-
tion by M.V.D.

Suspension by
M.v.D.

Up to $25

Suspension
by M.V.D.

Up to $200

Vehicle towed at
ownex's 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 days

e s iy o e A T
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Title 29

Offense

§1963

§2011

§2187

§2241(1)

§2241-A

§2271 et
seq,

§2301
§2352(2)

§2378(1)

*(under 17 years old)

Fa@lure to stop at railroad tracks
while operating schoal bus

*Interfering with traffic
A. foense for which suspension
is mandatory :
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

H. Reckless driving or driving to
endangexr

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

~169-

Penalty

Bicycle impaunded
up to 30 days

Not less than $200
and 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.

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

3
R



Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2

5. Offenses that are now subject to the provisions for |
: Title 29

§242(1) (E)

fine or imprisonment stated in 29 M.R.5.A. §2303, the Offense

*Operating specially registered vehicle

text of which is set forth above in section 4 of this y
i ; under 15 years 'of age
Appendix, but for which no penalty is otherwise provided. o .
: §243(1) *Ogeratlng‘home-made farm tractor more
; than 10 miles from where customarily kept
Title 29 offense ; §244 (1) * i i
: A. Operating trailer over weight limit

§102 *pailure to register out of state vehicle : *B, giagsporti?gifarm trailer load over
: stance limit
**operating unregistered motor vehicle , '*Towing nore th hori
: ! an authorized
*powing unregistered vehicle without a : trailer units number of
permit ; * .
; Exceeding maximum length of
§111 *pailure to carry registration certificate £ and trailer 9 motor vehicle
on person or in vehicle !
P 0 §246 ™Motor vehicle operating over weight on
§113 **pajlure to surrender license plates upon , ways ox bridges
demand by Secretary of State when registra- i §342 ey
tion suspended, revoked, or expired nregistered motor vehicle dealer
' : ; §347 * .
R 115 *Operating stock car on highway under own 5 ailure to display deal &
s S pgwer g i registration Y er license and
‘ §348-A(1) *hpail
‘ §116 *Failure by Maine resident to make timely : allure to surrender new car deal
report of breakdown of vehicle registered ¢ and registration er plates
out of state : - ’
‘ ; §348-A(2) **pailure to surrender used car dealer
1 §117 *Failure of military personnel returning : Plates and registration
1HEY from overseas to make timely registration : §354 (1) %
(R of motor vehicle : . nlawfyl use of dealer plates
e §354
1 e §118 *operation by Maine resident of motor vehicle (2) ‘nlawful use of equipment dealer plates
e purchased and registered in foreign country ; §354(4) ¥ailure & i
S . or out of state other than directly from ! load re to obtain permit to demonstrate
. point of entgring this State to owner's : caded truck with dealer plates
g la £ resid ;
I place of residence " §354(5) Tai}ure to obtain tax certificate for
i §151 **Failure to notify Secretary of State o moving house trailer with dealer plates
”;; upon transfer of motoxr vehicle ownership : §355 *%ailure of dealer to 3 4
L : keep records of
§193 w*pajlure by state official to surrender : purchases and sales
specially designed plates §360 %llegal use of transporter plates E
2 hose offenses for which this report recommends statutory “5361 Ynlawful use of loaner plates i

change are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that : N
they be recharacterized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) ; Failure to keep records concerning loaner
if statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not be plates

characterized as infractions. ]
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§363

§381
§382

§531
§531-A

§531-B

i
. §532
‘.; §533
1
X §535

§535~-A

§537

i
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Title 29

Offense

*Illegal use of temporary registration
plates .

*Unlawful display of license plates

*pailure 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 ,uars of age
oparating motor vehicle without valid
operator's license in his immediate

possession :

*Non-resident at least 17 years of age
operating motor vehicle other than
as an operator

*Pailure to carry operator license

*Failure to produce operator license on
demand ;

wiolation of instruction permit
*7iolation 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

*#inlicensed person operating motorcycle
with passenger not licensed as motorcycle

operator

**Operating motor vehicle on learner's permit
without presence of licensed operator in
vehicle

**ynlicensed person operating motor vehicle
on learner's permit when that person has
previously had a licetise revoked, suspended,

or finally refused
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Title 29 Offense

§544 ) *Operating motorcycle without proper
license
¢« §546 *Failure to report change of name or
address -
§724 *Failure to display commercial driver

education school license

§726 **Fajlure by driver education school
' licensee to keep records

. *Failure to keep commercial driver education
vehicle in safe mechanical condition

§892 **pailure to report recovery of stolen :
vehicle .
§895 **pailure by garage proprietor to report
gerious accident or vehicle struck by :
bullet
§896 *railure to give information and render
aid when involved in serious accident
§897 **railure to notify owner upon striking
unattended vehicle
§898 **pailure to notify dwner upon striking
fixtures or other property
§900-A *fAliowing unauthorized person to drive
§901 } **pailure to keep records by owner of rented
vehicle
§903 failure to obey restrictions on use of
commercial vehicles
§904 *Pedestrian walking on way when sidewalk
provided

*railure by pedestrian to walk facing
approaching traffic when practicable

§905 *failure to recognize emergency rule by
police officer
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Title 29

§941
§942
§943
§944
§945

§946
§947

§949
§951

§952(1)

§953
§954 (1)
§954(2)
§954 (4)
§955

§956

Offense
*railure to keep right when teams meeting
*Obstructing way by stationary vehicle
or by unattended animal drawn team not
reasonably fastened

*railure of slow moving vehicles to keep
right

*railure of vehicle on private way to
yield to pedestrian or vehicle on public
way or to proceed cautiously

*railure 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

*railure of pedestrian to obey pedestrian
control signal

*, Failure to stop at flashing red signal
*3, Failure to slow at flashing yellow
signal

*railure to obey lane direction control
signal

*Failure to yield to pedestrian at cross-
walk

*pedestrian leaving curve when vehicle
approaching is too close for driver to
yield

Wassing vehicle stopped at crosswalk

*ailure by pedestrian to yield when no
crosswalk

Moving parked vehicle when unsafe to do so
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Title 29

§957

§958
§960

§991 (1)
§991(2)
§991(3)
§991(4)
§992

§993
§994 (1)
§994 (2)
§994(3)

§995
§996
§997

§999

Offense

*Inte;fering with traffic movement by
opening or closing vehicle doors

* . : ‘
Occupying trailer while moving on highway

* .
Carrying passenger on motorcycle without
seat provided

*Failure to drive in single lane
*Center lane violation

*Lane use sign violation

*iolation of lane change prohibition

“*Driving on divided and limited access
highways:

Crossover violation

Improper entry

Improper vehicle or person on way
Mriving wrong way on one-way road
&mproper right turd
ﬁmproper left turn on two-way roadway

Mmproper left turn on other than two-way
roadway

* .
Coasting on grade in neutral
riving over unprotected fire hose

Ta;lure to stop when approaching
frightened animal

ﬁarassing animal on public way

More than two motorcycles operatiné
abreast

Mandle bars more than 15 inches above
motorcycle seat
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Title 29

§1031

§1032

§1033

§1071

§1072

§1111

§1112

§1151

§1152

Offense

*Prucks traveling less than 150 feet
apart

*Following too closely

*Insufficient space between vehicles to
allow safe passing

*pailure 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' possession

*Pajilure to leave hired team attended when
team has passengers

*pailure 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

*pPailure to keep right and/or increasing
speed when being overtaken

*Failure to return to right after passing
*pagssing 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

§1191

- §§1251, 1252

and 1255
§1253
§1314
§1361 .

§1362

§1363
§1364

§1365

§1366

Offense-

*Improper turn

*Failire to or improper signal when turning
or stopping

*Exceeding speed limit

*Driving 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 sifens
*Selling inadequate brake £luid

*Operating with inadequate or illegal
muffler or exhaust

*Watghing television while operating motor
vehicle

*Insufficient or improper lights
*Operating without lights on

*Imprope; or insufficient tail or license
plate lights

*Improper or insufficient lighting for
vehicles 7 feet or more in width
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Title 29

§1367

§1367-A

§1368

§1368=A
§1371
§1372

§1373
§1374

§1401

§1402

§1403

§1404

§l461

0ffense
*Insufficient or no rearview mirror

*Operating with temporary mirrors extended
beyond width of motor vehicle

*Operatind motorcycle with inadequate or
no rearview mirror

*Operating with spotlights or more than
two foy lights

*Operating with device for flashing head-
lights alternately

k*Operating with red or blue emergency lights
*1966 vehicle or newer without seat belts
**ri1legal sale of regrooved tires
*Operating motor vehicle with load or
passenger obstructing driver's view or
interfering with driver's control

*Riding motorcycle without a helmet

*Operating motor vehicle with illuminated
advertisement

*pailure to carry flares on trucks of over
15,000 pounds

*Failure to use flares or emergency
reflector by disabled trucks over 15,000
pounds

*pailure to display name of owner oxr lessee
on truck tractor doors

*pailure to have suitable spla§h guards on
trucks, trailers, or semi-trailers when
required

*Failure of rural mail vehicles to.have_
properly mounted display and warning lights
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§2013

Title 29 Offense

§l462 *Failure of snow removal or sanding equip-

Ment to have proper lightin
an auxiliary system g 9 system and

§1463 *0, i ici
perating physician's emergenc i i
y light wh
not enroute to the scene of an emeggencylle

§1701 *Violation of height and width restrictions

§1702 *Failgre of certain vehicles to obtain
pPermits to operate on roads and bridges
§1751

*Failure to p:
T properly sec
timber perly ure a load of

§1752 *Placin . .
g or allowing indjuri
on way g injurious substance

*Load not securely fastened

§1755 *Pailure to attach danger signal to

protruding objects

* : : .
Towing trailer without safety chains

§1756 *Failure to di
; igplay capacity marki
certain vehicles P Y king on

§2011 *in inad ;
properly or inadequateély equi
marked school bus 4 ¥ equipped o

**Operation of school bu i
D s wit
fire extinguisher HEhout approved
**Failure to turn on fla
: shing school b
lights before stop to receive or disl-ls
charge passengers.

**Failure to submit s

Ny chool b i
official inspection us to timely

§2012 *Operating school bus without having

complied with requirements for license,

age, driver examination appllCatioﬂ and
r

**Operating school bus wi )
p without h
annual physical examination - o0 passed
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket
1. ABA Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint
Title 29 offense . .
——— : a. Complaint
§2014 **passing stopped school bus i
‘ N p tilated ; COMPLAINT COMPLAINT
52182(1) **Display or possess on‘o .m‘." 1 '
revoked, suspended, ficticious, or UNIFORM TRAFTIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT
' P -
fraudulently altered license or ; s L T
instruction permit : counrY oF ;u. No,
: ary of COMPLAINT Cove o Dockt No, Poge No,
§2182(2) **Loaning operator license or instruc- ; el TR AR G e Dole COURT ACYION AND OTHEN ORDIRS
tion emit - vor N The wilMn complaint has been eacmined ond thete b
P : ' . : _““‘——" A et = P T R e T Pelad
§2182(3) **Representing someone else's llcense or : ane ) -—-———-———L———-@——*——Mm_m P
instruction permit as one's own Grv.man Sigarizs of parsca yivieg ball
" N i T PATE e MACE i, BT ey WYt WY 5 dp- b
*tpermitting tnlawful use of operator : 9, HE. B0 DB URLANTVLY JALD) (OFEMATR St o s oty
: . X 7 o Toa in o [———
52182 (4) license or instruction permit ; omiaiie e FATE e TR Foin by s reevived a1
i WPON A PUMC MAMZLY AT du-.'
§2183 **111egal display and use of plates ¢ B - R B T e Contnience o Rema
. ; a orroun Confincmes to.— Rosswn
86 **pampering with repair or maintenance slgns MIREG el Donsx  Oltliaek Qewiined Werrom! bmed
521 t Imgrepee LITT TURR (3 Neslenad CICu earnar u:‘n:"” Worros! served
. i Impropey RIGIYT TURXR ) N sigwal Qlsile wisng Qlten
*Operating on closed way R ! ) wront lene Ll e —
P ! RIATATE Olmade Ot ol Delrdeat At Wetras Tl by 7o
. q i H . a Tindlng by Court
§2241-C w*operating under foreign license during ‘ !' o s B Ain B B e Pdig b1 1
suspension OX revocation ; 3 | Lo zU'gg- Doemm BRI The Court, arelors, enisrs kallowlng order
) Ofiniding D Wrenglane (10w carve |7 E SU—
§2371(3) »*pailure to surrender original certificate i CTHER ¥ICLATIONS (escrive | il
of title upon recovery H LA TR T B Probaim
: :;::m i::r Mo [}Overtme [YProhlbliod arve [ Douhie pusbing :":L“"'" Wiittea Warning
. 2 : + e parhiag vialoton (Sareride)
§2372 (1) *pailure to report transfer of interest in ! s o e m..w . -
motor vehicle : H ravDaRt lg?:" Brced . Q. Cuae
c i 1 oAMINTIS lgg .vu‘"-mo :.Eﬂ'..n
5 . 97 M o
§2373 *Failure zf ?ealer to report transfer o d ﬂ pite=binai ‘E?,—'-',,-'m'.-_ it . e — L
motor vehicle ! Yons Semti i Fied )t - otse; o Coury Orderale
e el ; My (e o O o " et
i liver certificate of title i P T LA T LT e A v g S
2377 **Fallure to de . ; ATLICYK, AND DOIR BOLITVE, THAY THE PIRSON NAMID
: of dismantled or destroyed vehicle together ; B30VE CoMMries T GFFIIE RELLLY et FoATA, CoRTAAY 10 1AW,
with plate i TR DAY O M ) R e e e Appeal Boed ol L Friod k.
*Fail to report creation of security 4 Count ATHARANCE—0AY o, [T S— i Lo
ailure to <
52403 interest in notor vehicle to Secretary of ¢ ASDRILS OF COUR,
;
state i
i Prepated by American Bar Association Traflg Cour! Progrom
spailure of lienholder to furnish B
§2406 information to owner or other lienholder ! (FroxT) (neverse)
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i Appendix E. l. c. Report of Conviction
Appendix E. 1. b. Police Record
.
REPORT OF CONVICTION *
POLICE RECORD POLICE RECORD REPORT OF CONVICTION
' UNIFORM TRAFTIC TICEET AND COMPLAINT
. UNITORM TRAYYIC TICRET AND COMPLRINT : CASE X BOCKET ASE 8
st ¥ PRI T L K B ——— 0
: — [*) 3
Swmor———. |m SO airy Abstrach of Courl Record foe “AMTUACT OF COURY AICORD FOR STATE LICTNSING AUTAOMTY®
T OF s POLICE RECORD : S HE countor_____ Slate Licensing Autherily Case N Dockel Ho Poge M
"1, -} COURY OF, AL UNBLENICNTD, BLING QU\V TR, (0 [] T BATH GUFGICY ARD BAYVIT Date
O STRsiAmICH o, sE1m OuL TG IR, UF3E WO BTV [y oy ' o COURT ACTION AND OTHER ORDERS
" PHE——DAY OF W A3 ' The within_ complolt has bea
O VUL DAY OF et W AT S - 4 T ccihin compalat bav b n stomined and m....'.'h:
I 3 Crer Wieers NG | gsonied to Wia the complolal. Complaini Filed,
’ Fieass G v } LY e STATE Bl ired @l B 08 ath dopotit O $mniann
Y FIATL - = ATPORT OF ACTION ON CASE B :6:!‘;::‘: [ YT S——1. i wr, K. Eignalure of pareon giving bad
PATE DATE e BACE e e Wmimre R : g NESE———— 11 1 YL TS 1 U 8
0. 10C. HOmo— oo a—eans B1D URLAWTULLY (PARK) (OPERATR INST MINOR OFFINSE WIITTIN WARNING O] i o, LIE. WO, srar ! “_:,lm AT Tianaiure of peteen taking bol
WL LIC. NO. £TATE |, 7T V— VIOLATIONS BUREAU: 5 It 200 TTIL caton. Fine of baif, bond lartelied 1n 1he @MoURt of Bummeemmmsmee
00Y TYIL. cotor ot wow A PUIIC WAMILY AT secelved 03 tequited by tourt chedula.
PO A YR IDEWAT, BAXTLY AY 10 Am. of Fiaa P & Couu 8 TR B Y Y, EURET AND VAT AT Egretive ol Guik |
EREIAD ARD BH
Wmﬁwmmm COURY ACTION: AR TICAL COMNIT 1 FOLLOWING O BN il Conllauancs fo. Neavon.
&80 Tvras COMNY THE IGLLOWING OITERR) ooy v TG e sy DS Omes. Q101 Bk YT
SPEID G ooy Lmi (IS0 mpRe DIV MIk Qover 1 mpk Do b el A= i #ha Dovw ims. Continuence to— Poason
(._.uu‘h.h——av-l-m) ao o 4 lapropos LT TURN. CNestgnal D Cuteomnar Deom | Waorront lasued
Tapropw LIFT TURN [} Nes comet Dfredt | Vmproper RIGKT TURN (3 o shpust 1 -
Lapeepes RIGKT TURN [N skmal  Dlfinwrons Ol e Aat of Tine Pald 3 Couls 8. ; ™ ONssinsl  Dlnwwrmy Qlom Wanttont liind
o [ Uonatane _ { »] bumeyeitaarne  red midie  (Muddlent | O Nel rsoched Trlal by G
Slsares TEATIE  CiPast widdie  (IMiddlesl  [INotteorhed Licanse it owAL thenliem el by Count Uury) Pt
: HE OFTICEN'S NOTES FOR TESTIFYING IN COURT ¢ \TO? BiGH [ Wrowe plare (3 Walk ipaed ClFaster Delendant Arraigrisda——Woives Trial by Jury.
Disebeyed ITOP $1GH [ Wrong pioce [ Walk epeed { Pavtar X Vod ANG O Alinietoocian CJONE I, O Wieng Finding by Court.
topiops e D:.l‘hm;n\n- OCutia Dw',:?.'-":h Plaase nolé focts and elreymatances In oddition 1o thone theched ea 3 i an -.-::.. DomHoh nc':‘-'ﬁn s
¥ e Ofme Joce of complaints ; ne ¥ Jury.
LANE UBAGR Tt £0asght  QUanL : (s} = 9 Wreag lone
] L%T.T:mw [Wreng lans OO urre : OTHER YIOLATIONE Hesctioa QWreaglons QO eurve The Court, tharslors, eniere lollowing Grien
OTHIN VIOLATIONS (deseribel i Flned 3.
n A Whunl 18wk 4 e o Srordad, 3| Jolled days
GTATION OF W (W [WeAR] W vl L Bul 0 penidl, i PARKING) Mover W FeTSmm=T - ? on
PANIIND) Mater N . M OOt pardlay vielaten [desnridel . FUsi Oltanse Williss Wornlag
O Oter poriay vialates (dsscridel wmar e CATVID 9GaGh ik AccmiN | Troffic Schoot
oy o TAUITO PEASOR DN ACCIDERT 13 : !i o~ oo . Ovein Driver Liconse 1ot for s
B = ':Ev':::-x VENICLE DEFEC i 1] oarencse g gamne oo Ka peovidad b Low, 1 eresy cully on B Lioracuen
—— i::ﬂ Dinw Lorvice Bros, n ;— JusY WnemD ::n: :N:nu I;IL:\.I-‘:’: olistroct of Ve recrd of this cowt
I Sout {osr s Parking Brob: omua raarr ere,, . Bccwon s
O1HeR TRAITE ey ceirat h s poea O B 6 Bdory
i oo Emmul ety Yall Lighia, ANA b D) et (il ) et e Tiqoanrs of Judge of Ik
a1 anear Otols Ot DIHDEI: LR S1op Ught WOKWAYTIPFG  Ofle Dluw Ddem Ot ériad
NICHWAY S1Pes  Cldle L] dlve b it YWE UNDIASIGNTD FURTNER STAYES TRAT RE RAN JUFY AND REASONABLE
W I
T T T T T BTG N ¥ ; Bhe S B RS
::gﬂ?aﬂr:&n% Gn‘"uu'?mun 'ACT FORTI. CONTRARY TO LAW. - SWOLN TO AND SUBCIIILD MFOIR X
SWORX YO AND SUSSCAINED DECAS ME M" ! THE__DAY oF. W} “Wivaanie eod Wonideeisa sl
. SN | JNS -—n-——-—;rﬂ'T " H " et cemeolotaan!
™ Av or. " '.-.I‘-:“‘.’.‘ :'un :‘-;4 TReme and Title) b o Appeal Bond of & Tiad for.
[
LT {0} oMY DAY OF, e AL o
cont —~-DAY OF. Ve AT My ABSRLI OF COUNT, Apywdt o Couwt
2508138 OF COUAT. X
) : Propared by Awarican Bur Assacintien Trale Court Program
Prisared by Amurlcan Bar Asseclatlon Tralle Contl Prygnim !
5 FRONT
{¥nonT) ({nevense) 2t (¥roxT) (nevense)
T
N
|
-182- i
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Appendix E.

SUMMONS

1, d. Summons

SUMMONS

UNIFORM TIATTIC TICRET AND COMPLAINT
[N |} TSR
COUNTY OF e

‘.. Ne.

o CITY OF e SUMMONS
E:'"‘i Ty e R ]
wl‘ ANSWLATOA THE WING OFF IN.

P TN 10 2 S——————— ) Al Iy

STATEOF

Tiems hiag
eTeExT.
1TV 4 TTALE
PN PATE e BACT ey M Wl W s
[YRIN T N————— ) UNLAWTVLLY (PARS) [OPERATH
TN U —— 7 SRR

»

)
AND NIUAE COMMTY T FOLLOWDIG OFFKXAL )
Dtk mph, Oover IBmuds

STEEDING (somr Zal) O %I3mphe
Lo B B im0 S008)
Laprepm LT VAR LINe signal

Lapspor RIONT TORN (] Ne signol
‘!i Dishayed TRAPFIC €] Povi mkldls nm:‘lul TN texhod

Q1Cutesrner Dlrem

reng Ane
Ot B2 e

=‘l'0l~ glﬂ. L) inlareetion T R UYL
ol }
- Bisebaysd 4700 GH [ Wreng ploce [ Walk spse? () Fastet

l lapioper PALING gn Intessaction 30Ul I 0 Wrena side
s wD ’ Y

Lamva0E OHighe”  D0sua b
i DiNoicias  [)Wrengkme (108 tutve

OTNIA VIOLATIONS Hdoreribel

WViSTRVIGT oF Gl T G
PABRING: Moter B g
[ Othet porbiog viuloton {dsoertbal

ppenpnm ‘guh cATIR VEacR W AsqnTe
ll rAYDext . e I QY

DARLNES ‘gv- il
n . bou o1 reecn [

A marne E'_.. e new

({11 ot ot R
“ o fry s R fawe ot

AREAL ) Pwbem v Y O helamid [} 8ot

NIGHWAT YTIC Ol O ClAles O Hminded

mmmmmmﬂ!

Ballladedd AL AT " L hon . Lt Ty
ANT WOIFITD THAT E Wi IGNATUIE APPLARS
witlh ¥ A SWOAN COMPLAINT I THIS Ny CHA g Tou

o P SR Wl

Terrers ond Heileetion o whwer]
m 10 VIOLAYOA; RTAD BACK OF TICS SUMMONS CARIYULLY, BANG

" AL Mo

covst DAY OF.
AgeaLa OF COORL,

Provared by American Bar Assniative Yralle Conrf Prognam

READ CAREFULLY'

(Notaf 1a the vpocs batew Inaert Informatien which wilt lnfors the
wiolsior of hie righte 85 & defeadant o4 the precodure 1o bo fallowed with
Tspect le paymast of Saee la these Instences \rhere & phon of gulity mey
o eniered witheet permenal sppestance in comrt.)

NOTICE

TIIE COURT WILL ISSUE A WARRANT FOR THE ARREST OF ANY
DEFENDANT WIIO 15 A RESINENT OF THIS STATE AND WIIO HAY
FAILED TO APPEAR TO ANSWER A TRAFFIC SUMMONS DULY
Sl‘.llVI:D UPON HIM AND UPON WHICH A COMPLAINT HAS DEEN
FILED,

TIIE LICENSING AUTHORITY WILL REVOKE TIE DRIVING
PAIVILEGE 1N THIS STATE OF ALL OUTOF.STATE DEFENDANTS

WHERE TIIE DEFENDANT RECEIVED WIS LICENSE TO DRIVR
TO REYOXE DEFENDANT'S LICENSE.

AUPEARANCE, PLEA OF GUILTY AND WAIVER

1, the wndenslgned, de hershy enter my appestance on e cemplaint of
he ofense charged on ather side of 1bla summans, § have Leom |nformed
of my tlaht ta o tela), that my signature te this ples of guilty will have \be
e farce and effect 80 @ Judgrent of oanrt, and that ible ressrd will be
went 10 the Liceislng Antbarity of thla Stata (or of the State where § recelved
my Vicesve te diive)s 1 de hetsby PLEAD GUILTY 1o wld sfiense a0
eharged, WAIVE my 1ght 1o @ 1LEARING by the seurt, oad agres o pop
the penaliy preseribed (or my s sess,

{Delondans's nesm)

{Address}

(Delves's Licenss Na.)

(rront)

(RevERSE)
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Appendix E.

Model Traffic Tickat

2. New York Ticket and Complaint

a. Complaint

INFORMATION

PARKING STATC ADM, ADJ, BUR, CRIMINAL
m :{‘O.L‘kAfJONS v © CoURY
, PRINT ALL ENTRIES ¢ USE BALL POINT PEN ¢ PRESS HARD 4135
COPY HDF NOTICE OF VIOLATION
COMPLAINT
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK-VS~

TASTNAWE FIRST NAME INITIAL

STREAT ADDRISY

CITY (o shown on liconm) STATE

217 NO,

LICENSE OH IQENTIFICATION NUMBER

Falte italemaents made hatela are punishabie as a clasi
suant to section 210.43 of the penal taw, Alllrmod'u;ﬂfmulcuf\:{?v“o"ln;oemr'y.

T TPETFCCATE [9ETL CRPINAT T 37 Ve T arinaton
- e vk | ownd vesitLt

Crts Qe

ER WNER OF

L{X1] R Q0ELOW
Date Sisreture PAATE NPPL i | 'I.;' KupnLy
5 T
PLEA T
——— Ttas and WARE OF vAmCyL SOLOA [ITIR1143
Oefendant pleads Gult
ty Not Gulity THE PERSON DESCRIBED ABOVE IS CHARGED AS FOLLOWS
PLALE OF OtEuaALnCE erpCinet Of
[occurnLngt.
Gafe, Judge
ADJOURNMENTS
1
2
TAAFFICINFAA g
) D e Y | s T sevster sant
. CJ | Ll
AL GEACHIFTIGN OF THAFFIC |NFRACTIGN ¥ NOT SHOWN ABOVE
Datendant tifed and found Guiit & =
Y Not Guity @ OTHER GFFENSK [INELUGING TRAFFIC MISDEMEAROR] oo
bll' Jl‘qn
SENTENCE

Fined 8ot In default of payment Imprisonment for ., days.

imerl

for & term of,

Baie m— Judge

e e EEEE———

CASH REGISTER [MPRINT

(Reverse)

SCHEDULED FINE % $15 8258 835 OTHER

S
BRI L T
Ty rm-u

BATCOF APFUANANCE 113 QR NGRL BIVE AVTEP ORTL IINFOF

ar
VIISATY o0 Mt b o)
A5Re/VRRIVALGF CONPLAMART sause

tenniup

CRNPLAINART'S WANT FARIRTAD

I Tak S1GLINY MO *ayncy

{Front)
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. : Appendix E. 2 c. Summons-Department of Motor Vehicles-

Appendix B.2. b. summons-Criminal Court A : f t
pp . Administrative Adjudication Bureau
uilg FRETAC -
L&) sumdations tunt
- P Sansna % SFATE ADM. ADJ AU, @ CRimAL PRINT ALL ENTRIES » USE BALL POINT PEN + PRESS HARD 131)
QUAEAUY i AD%:{A]?J}%EN‘\I;O;&OTOR VEHICLES ~ SUMMONS
PRINT ALL ENTRIES ¢ USE BALL POINT PEN # PRESS HARD 1413 0 PLEAD GUNAY TIVE UDICATION BUREAU THE PEQPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK=VS—
SUMMONS : * Read Notics printed In red on face of this 51
CRIMINAL COURT —CITY OF NEW YORK THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK~-V5~ : on face of thia Summons,
. » See Fine Schedtiie below t0 determine amount of your fine. LAST NAME FIRSTNAME TNITIAL
Falture l?'g?mg:‘); :;Irt.v: thesa Instructions may v'}ult in the lisuance of VD | D B « Compiete the Plea Form below and check “Gutity" box, STRE o
& warnan Y TASTRAME FIAST HAMT INITIAL : + Mall your chack or monay order (n the spprooriste amount, payable to €V ADORESS
TOPLEAD GUILTY : Oepirtment of Motor Vehicles, Within 10 _daystogethsr with thls
By Mallt = ; Lum:;!l':ndmymz mxuv: of Convictions (Part 2 of your Drlver's CITY (m thown on licenss) SYATE ZIF NO,
N scittc fine 11 NOT on the face of {his summont you STREET ADORE ¢ @ Malling Address below. OO NOT SEND CASH.
A ity by mali and a personal ap wl ' CICENSE
v’l"o’c“aﬁ%. gg:‘;al\qtur:urnnyucnam under Rm Parsan’ below, " CITY Tsa sthown on licenss) STAYE ZIP NO. i «8ring this Summons shd your Retord af Convietlons (Part 2 of you I ' I | ' IT = iDENrchnuN R
1t @ specHic fine s dusignatsd on the face °“h“|“f:“m="?’1‘.?ﬂ' ;'ga,g i Driver's License) to any of the heating office locatlans ilsted balow, m: ; l I I I I I I l I l , l Ll [
‘u"?aﬁ.‘!ﬁ-! ‘l.nrq m‘g%umv" ’h‘é'{"m‘-’?.'uﬁ’r?é".%-u tha specitied nR- LICENSE OR IDENTIFICATION NUMBER > oc befors date of appearance, e TYPLOT VICENIC JORTL CIPIRKS] SEX | BATE OF WiATA | GPERATOR
1 Court and locatlon specifiad on tha ) t w0, (BAY | T, | OWRS VEWICLE
%&:'2.""?1!‘{’\‘}.?};0’#.'3"&2'% ‘y%\‘;';.:nxk or maney order payabls ta the I | I l l l ‘ ! | l | I l | ‘ I l | I | : FINE SCHEDULE FOR GUILTY PLEAS Ovi CJee
Criminal Courts DO NOT MAIL CASH. VAT TYFLOT UCERRL JOASE t2riaes] Vs 13 ».‘: g'“ H SPEEQING Inspection or Equlpment Valation $15 THE OPENATOR O/ REGISTERED OWNER OF VEHICLE DESCRISED BELOW.
tn Persont , v ‘: . ;: :m ::;; ::m:; :g: All Other Offanses $25 FATCOPE [ ATTE [ oa0C (keiaTT
rice you MUST agpear In petson of % - p ¢ i
g\? ‘:’:):l:l.l'l' :{‘"‘ﬁ'.'"?:éﬁ‘n'“a'n' pl’:'c’l‘llgl.\ ysnocmn'é on he face of thls THE OPERATOR OR AEGISTEAED OWNER ; 23 MPH or mors avar Jimit « personal sppedrance required. I
SUmmons, N [T I
For e Yori ticsnmat I s it ottt B0, Ko [i[ ] : » | ISPLEAD GUILTY WITHEXPLANATIO A Il I
Convictions {Part 2 af your Drjve i . i
tim. i L ke ) IR :::':; "&"""s z"":':;' “".';: «;n "=; of ":' S'U?m':';-‘»l ot 2 of -1 PERSON DESCRIBED ASOVE IS CHARGED AS FOLLOWS
- our Record of Convictions (Part 2 of you h B
TO PLEAD NOT GUILTY Drivar's License) 10 any of the haarlng office lacations ||ll(.d below, anoF Sedimnet
D AS FOLLOWS b befors date of appearance,

By Mall: _

Within 48 houzs atter recelpt of this summons compietethe PLEA FORM THE PEHSON. DESCRIBED ABOVE 1S CHARGE LOve AT

bclovrzhnklnt'tn- ot Gulity' box thereln, -nd|mall mlllns%n;wgrr:: FLACT OF OCCURRENCE cmerdt I D NOT. 1L

5":1"31'&?13 Smlr;?;rr?;.u‘lvr'\: c‘:})u?t.\sﬁlusa:r:‘:gﬁ;l::u’gvm:ll of the + Camplete the Plea Form batow and check “Not Gulity" box,
' ppear for triat, i T VIGATION OF +Send: thls Summans to the Malllng Address betow Within 10 days.

dete 10 3|
In Pertoni
¢ | 1 for appearancs T sEnter your “Not Gulity’ ples In person  Wthin 10 daysy JFYOU FAIL TO ANSWER THIS SUMMONS 8Y THE DATE OF
Appaar o parson 6By Coutiel St o 2 iee of fhls Summons. A reitidee nesting ifice focstions Hstad balows sy of the APPEARANCE, YOUR LIGENSE WILL BE SUSPENDED. °
sacond ZOUrt appearance wllr then be required at a jater date for trial, -Vol:r n-'arlm wllllb' on the of Appearsnce and at the time Indicated W RAFFICTNFAACTION .
. - T k on the face of thls S ——nrflr—m DISOBEY TRAFFI
UPON APPEARING FOR ARRAIGNNENT % ‘ e e Somimans wat ebded, | 0 OITce locAtlan In the county : -C]" wee S veseat wise
14 of counsel at your arralgnment.and 2 N
I?(g..-.a:“oem : 3 HEARING OFFICE LOCATIONS: DESCRIPTIGN OF TRAFFIC INFRACTION IF NOT SHOWN ABOVE
To an adjournment for the purpose of oblainlng counsel. j Bronx Srookiyn Manhattan
o have cauntet assigned by tha Cairt 3 you are financlally unabia fo ! 2453 Sadgwick Ave, 350 Livingston St 30 East 26th St,
oglul:\ counsal except If you ara charged with a traflic intraciion only. '. Quesns ll;nmond A p{.c 0-' U“' [l 'M h . 1 ' T
o hays 3 1upgorting depasition filed as providsd 13 jection 100.23 o 1 Lafrak Clty Praza 60 Bay Street Yion aft ? s 'y 7 schargeis equivalent fo a convic
Tl lossdure Kaw, 243 {formstfan tdunction 8ivd, & Lang tsland Exprestway) btmI X bur rial. if you are ceniyiited, not only will you
IF TRAFFIC OF FENSE OTHER THAN PARKING OR JAYWALKING i CHARGED: @ OFFENSE, Baytime hours are Monday through Friday 8:30 AM, to 4:00 P.M, ._ iable 10 o P.“Q‘Wv but i addition your licanse to
A ploa ol guilly tothischargo s equivalent fo a convic | evmmvoumu rnery______amoemiioraoem | drive a motor vehicle or mator cycle, and your car-
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be ligble to a pencliy, butin oddition your liconse to FOLLOW lfdsrnuctl 3 A It on o Tes Uit and revocation os prescribed by law.
drive o motor vehicle or motor cY‘Je. and your cer- SCHEDULED FINE  $10 815 $25 ~ $35 OTHER p Aibany, foew York 12228 "fﬁ?’E?‘-‘E‘"‘5’3"""'5‘"2‘5‘“"9'{'{?"""“5'“‘2%"
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n 1 2 any of the above offices. VERSE,
and revocation as prescrivec by law. FEORY 2P BTN VA [ = ST v
26 NOT DETACH, SUBMIT ENTIRE SUMMONS: %iﬁﬂ?{%’?. R P 2 — e PLEA FORM DG NOT DETACH o " . =
FLEA FORM . ), the undersigned, clead Ceuicry [Jnor cuiLty TR TEVITe Tl to (F13
7 LSRR LRI
: Qo Dnorauny | swerme=r— oo St i I Il Bl
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k) L) TATE 1LY TONPATNANIS NAME (PRINTEDT TA3 REGISTAY MO, AGEINCT FOLLOW INSYRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE
R‘%‘ i ‘ I l : VORATURE ].,A_
B BaTE
4
: E N.Y.S. DEPT. OF MOTOR VEHICLES NON
CRIMINAL COURT © : 0 ICLE W ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICA W
(Reverse) (Front) ; (Reverse) {Front)
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Appendix E. 2 d.

summons~-Notite of Violation-

Parking Violations Bureau

1o AR STTE A, AD BYR @ CRIMINAL
VIOLATIONS W couny
LA—I BUREAU (

. 11 PRINT. ALL ENTRIES o USE BALL FOINT PEN « FRESS HARD 1433
- 2 . SUMMONS
¢ NOTICE OF VIGLATION
7 .
o 14 VoID
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Tfw 3
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B K233 ER =8 ;5 | .
z| 28 I i 2 HEE i THE PERSON DESCRIBED ABOVE 1S CHARGED AS FOLLOWS
© E g a = g E %l g‘é H PLacL Of Greuantacl 32:5:‘.‘.'&'-
2%o ¢ =, Ble
-3 g . gf2 iz
tia} |if FE
E H Be 82 7:1 g la gi
] S A
$85% |feallsfET| 2
2Ez8 (258 g o= B £
it Lk el a
B258 lzeed| a3 ‘
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v mEdE L35, EEE S EATEE
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a2 - 5t Py 5 Mall thissummons witnin 7 days with acheck of money atder for the
28 E o= 2 H 22 £ 5gE 3 E u smount checked below tot
5 E 2 g X3 [SPgav 2 £3 6 [ H Parking Victations Bureau
HESF1E SUEERE Pack S5 Siatton
§|Fi<E E of =84 HREE ] New York, N. ¥. 10038
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2188 w33 F_§ FET o9 £.7 8 <
> S:g °§!=!z.u_o <’2 £82 &3 « _Sae back of summons
2 [ 4 FESO5ES w g &>
Slhg £33 SExcellf &6 838 oo SCHEDULEOFINE  [_] 3 Os
3 :!"3 Fu =:g§3=5:§ Beew § %; $10 815 $26 $35 OTHER
&3 g 28%55% 8
o 3& ) %%niggfg 53.8- 5 3 ‘g Failure to plead on time may cause additional penalties up to
sl 80 P Ep dRZ0 R Bl $26 and may lead to a defoult judgment.
9EE| 3o~ 83 jiisdpy Atk
; F o g OgZ- e
SEm8Es o |3TIERZ >2yisd !g
i3 w i - a0 lig23 433 22 [T Comu And
st gxRe £ Jr.igl¥s. 2008 .§ g%
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket

3. Hudson County, New Jersey, Ticket and Complaint

a. Complaint

C 22507

HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURY
Crtminal Part

BAIL Fixan ADJOURNEEINTS socuat we. — uunsg:“ccusuury
OATE ™ REABON . s —
COMPLAINT THE UNDERSIGNED CXATIFIES THAT:
AMOUNT ®
KANTH | DAY lvuu I HOUR
O REASONA -
TOENATORR PARSON STV INE BATLT WAME  FINBT | IPUEASE PAINTI INITIAL 33
ADDALSS
(RIGNATURE PERSON TAKING BAIL) {BIGNATURE OF CLERA OR JURGR]
N cIre | STAYE TELEPHONE NO,
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DATE . UATE FiLKn

FINK @ e | AMV, OF BOND 8.
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FLEA FINDING
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wJAIL. .~ DAYS
DR, LICENSE DAYS
OTHER
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{WITMEBSKS, TESTIMONY, JUDGE'S NOTES, KTC.}
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STATUM
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ne ORDINANCE NO. age,
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AROUNDS YO BELIEVE. AN DOE8
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THMAT HE NAG JUST AN
€ TMAT TNE PEREON . a
ET FORTH, CONTRARY 1O LaAWw,

tDATE) (910NATURE OF TOMPLAINANY}
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COURT APPEARANCE WEQUIRRD [}
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e P
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NEWARK AVE., JERSEY CITY, N. J.
»
e ¢
in ¢

in this lummmg,

(3 ren o)
NOTICE: 1f you latond Ln siond pol dnilty ond Lo cintist
3 yod mast atity (he ek,

)
W odeut 3 byt orim 16 the dale fized bor yow appenrs

e Jigre al mumber [t shrwn w ihe $t o tait Lo
@ aality 1he tied 1L mey be secettary e pew .
1FDAM APproved May t. 1988)
COMPLAINT
(Front)
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Appendix E.3. b.

Police Record

C 22507 HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICY CaUAt
DisPOSITION OF CASE secxat oo s, v HUDSON: COUNTY
POLICE RECORD THE UNDERSIGNEO CCATIFIES THAT:
REASON MONTH, BAY Yean | KOuR .
HAME PIRSY APLEASE PRINT) INITIAL LAST
ooRees
pesson Ty STATE TELEPHONE NO,

el I T I [T T 11T 1]T]

LG ND, Sanie

CAsH sOND DATE OF MO, ‘vn-‘ wrang] ek lwnunv: WRIGHT | STATE
o o siatn il il |
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o T} “BUSINESE ATONTSS
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WAKE OF YEWICLA TRAR | 80DY TYPE coloa
" COUET Ot (] VIOl R
o a LICANSE PLATE Ko aTATE | EXP, DATR

Appendix E. 3c. Officer's Copy

DISPOSITION OF CASE

ADJOURNMENTS: (Dwten}

C 22507

LLTC 4§ DNN— | T

OFFICER'S COPY

HUDSON COUNYY DISTRICT COURT
Criminal Port

HUDSOK COUNTY

THE UYOERSIENEO CERTIFIES THAT.
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WANE  FIAST  IPLEARE FAINT) INITIAL [N
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nea PINDING
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'
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- (] Pasting s twre

OTHER VIOLATION {Duscmier |4 wonos)

OFFICER’'S COMMENTS
{See Insiructions sa Cover)
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[ Imarsae tura £ Paving en yade

€3 WotAegingrght 7] Cranlag tanter tine

1 Patting e tatne
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(Reverse)

e OROINANCE NO. aec,
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PAOHIBITED AREA
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Ararre GADINANCE NO. stc.
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€ THAT THE PERSON NAWED ASOVE
CONTRARY 10 LAW,

THE UNDERSIGNED PURTNER STATES T
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(DATE) (BIGNATURK &F COMPLAINANT)
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COURT APPEARANCE RRQUIRKD []

counr oAy oF

AT 9100 A.M.

ADORESS OF COURT; 888 NEWARN AVE.. JERSLY CITY. N. ).
[u] -ulmm. mm-v [J smopanry DAMAGE
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POLICE RECORD

{Front)
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WITHESSES: (Nesme ond Addross)
%
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es wo
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Appendix E. 3 d. Summons

READ CARBPUMLY
e A

COURT APPIARANCE RIQURED

lh“%dﬁ&mhwuhw’m
anw.mmcthMmhh-M’hu
Indicated

unmugwwwmm»u‘,w
“ﬂwhmnwm

a. You with te contedt tha charge, call caut tor appearance dote.

b. The offense is not fiwed en the Vielatiens Surseu Schedule,

PAYMENT THROUGH VIOLATIONS BURTAU

1F you with to plesd guilty end welve your tight to @ bearing In Coutt,
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the offense it on the Viclatiens Bursau schodule and the amaunt of the
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ba sent fo you only If your peyment It accompanied by @ wit-addiened,
stamped snvelope.)
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.ONTH ‘nn JLA- ‘uouu "
WAME  FIRBT  (PLEASCPRINT) ITIAL Lany ===
aporess
vy STATE TELEPHONE NO,
o I I
LIELNO,

Gareor MO vunl anee I L] l unnnv-‘nuuuv | stare l 2P, DATE
it 3

AMPLOYERS NANE

"aUSINEe® ADORERS

R
D10 UNLAWFULLY (PARK) IOPERATE) A

MANK OF VEHICLE YEaR onY TYPE ] coLon
LICENIE PLATE MO, o[ atans EAS, DATE
LOCATION: STAIRT MURICIFALITY

Trea OTe TWAN AND THEAG COMMIT NI POLLOWING QFPENIEISL

M.P.H, TONE

[] SPEEDING cracrmmnmoemn— MPH 1N e smam simrioss
(3 nECKLESS DRIVING

] cAnsLEss ORIVING

et fmarrta e
T0secaist (w Woaoe)

pieagasnngr |arnange opeuatiON BY
Trathss slyeal Q) e vinn Q 1msprener twre: £ Pauins M pride

0o g O Craviing teates it

0 Otherr's et 3 Yield sien
) Pusting en tunt

Froamat Couter of Accidents

OTHER VIOLATION (Dtscame 1% WOREE) mees:

SYATUR
e OROINANGE NO. (18
sanking: O s Magea N [ erauar creaniue
0 Douss [ paouisiten anea
OTHER |
STATUTE:
Hic ORDINANCE NO. sec,

g ¥ FIRRBIGNED FURTHER STATED THAT MR HAS JUSY AND REABOWASLL

APPRARANCE, PLIA AND WAIVIR
llunbymny-”nnn-ulh—d-ﬂhhcl-—
d\m'dlnlihhnn-u,wﬂnnymal-mm.‘
nuwlmnmmwumnmmw
mlq.lth.MdM-vﬂhﬂllh“nm
Division of Moter Yohides whidh laswed sy [iosnse.

(Oolendent’s Bgratwe)
em I Il T LT T T L]

Strest Address

(Prosemt Addres)
Clity or Town Siwte

(Reverse)

GROUNDA 16 BELIEVE, AND DOES RELIEYE THAT TME PERYION NAWED AmavE
co e MERKIN BT FORTH, CONERARY T3 Lawe

[ S—— O
1DATR) TBIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANTY

IDENTIPICATION
COURT APPEARANCEK ngeuines )

COURT APPEANANGCE o semims DAY OF ooims v s o st it
AT 9100 A M.

7.

B8 NEWARK AVE.. v CItY, M 2
PROPANTY DAMAGL

ontest Lo chaest bpetified in (AL tuamen,
aramce in tourl, Jou mutl atify b cluk
mmean, af yive intantion Iy LRI
ha tos cow] REmOAMAL

IFonu Aberovin May. T 10681

ADDAEES OF COUMTY

SUMMONS

(s¥8 OTHIR 8ioE)

(Front)

-192-

Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket
rors 1

4, TRAFFIC TICKET CONTROL RECORD

TRAFFIC COURT--HUDSON COUNTY BOULEVARD POLICE DEPARTMENT

TICKET No,

DATE ISSUED NAME OF OFFICER DATE TO DISPOSITION OF TICKET

VIOLATOR

DOCRET DATE

C15001

G 15002
€ 15003

C15004

€15005

C 15006

€ 15007

€ 15008

€ 15009

€ 15010

C 15011

C1 0

C15013

C15014

C15015

C15016

€15017

€15018

C15019

€ 15020

€15022

€15021 |

€15023
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Appendix F. Para-Judicial Method of Adjudication

Used in the Recorder's Cou;t of Detroit, Michigan,
this type of system consists of an independent traific
court staffed by elected judges,who do not sit on other
courts, as well as appointed hearing officers called
"referees."

The judges posséss full «djudicatory power to hear
all cases arising from violations of state codes or city
ordinances and review all decisions made by the referees.
on a rotating basis, referees are nominated by one judge,
each appointment subject to the other judges' approval. '
All referees must be members of the bar and are not permitted
to conduct a private practice while sitting as a referee.
They are appointed to serve indefinite texrms. They are.
empowerad to hear all city ordinance violations, and their
decisions are technically treated as recommendations to
be approved or overruled by the judges.

mhe Traffic and Ordinance Division is a court of
limited trial jurisdiction, authorized to hear both state
misdemeanors (excessive speed, etc.) and e¢ity ordinance
violations (speeding and other moving violations). The court
also admiristers its own d:ivar improvement program which

utilizes professional driver education instructors.

*cee 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; 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 are 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 the 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 have flexibility in determining
appropriate sanctions and are empowered to impose such
alternative sanctions as probation, license suspension, or

driver improvement school. Incarceration is rarely imposed.

~195~-.
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Judicial review of a referee's recommendation serves
to give judicial legitimacy to the referee's actions. To
obtain a judicial hearing a defendant must request it after
his hearing. After review, the judges have three options:

a. accept the referee's recommendations;

b. accept the recommendation and modify the penalty;

c. reject the r;commendation and order a new trial.

If a motorist fajils to appear oX respond to a city
violation, a computer-produced warrant is issued for his arrest.
A notice of his failure to appear is simultaneously sent to |
the Department of Motor vehicles, which suspends the motorist's
license until further notice from the court. Failure to
respond to a state violation results in jssuance of a bench
warrant for the defendant's arrest, and his license is

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. Misdemeanors 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 conseguences 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 with
Donald Bardell, Deputy Commissioner and Counsel, New York

State Department of Motor Vehicles; Effective Adjudication,
vol. III, pp. 75-~84.
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deposited in lieu of bail. A deposit, egnal to the amount of
the fine, is required of ngeofflaws” who desire a trial after
they have been denied license renewal by the Dep;rtment of
Motor Vehicles.

In many cases, nho appearance‘by the motorist is necessary,
and he can plead gulilty 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 80 warrants, the plea may be
rejected and a hearing scheduled with notification immediately
sent to the motorist.

An offender may also plead gullty and pay his fine at
any hearing office, not necassarily 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 hearings 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 are conducted in an informal
manner with testimony taken from the police officer, the

defendant, and any witnesses. The referee is not placed

in the position of assuming the role of a prosecutor. A
defendant is apprised of all his rights, including the
right to an attorney. He may, i1f he wishes, appear without
counsel. Plea bargaining 1s sliminated 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 a motorist,
he must first enter the finding of guilty into the computer
record. A visual display temrminal is available on each
referee's desk. The motorist's complete driving record is
made available for review and determiniation of appropriate
penalty. The referee, however, cannot gain access to the motorist's
driving record until a guilty judgne;t has been entered. Refereces
are expected to use prior records in determining appropriate
sanctions. When the conviction is entered on the visual
terminal, the driver's records, stored in the central computer
in Albany, are automatically updated.
When a fine is imposed, the motorist is expected to
pay immediately, If he cannot do 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 license

is returned to him.
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Review is a t&o—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 te cover costs.
The form and fee are screened and,; if found proper, passed
on t6 éhe revié& board. The motorist also has a right té

further review by the courts,

Refereés‘do not h&éé the power to issue warrants
for the arrest O0f "scofflaws." To prevent scofflaws
from abusing the system, the Department of Motor Vehicles
applies licenée suspensions and renewal bans to
the scofflaw's licenses. Algh, 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 computeri
and a notice thereof sent to the motorist. A suspension
can only bg lifted after the motorist appears at an Adminis-
trative Adfﬁdication Bureau. If the motorist fails to
comply, the computer automaticaily enters a license renewai
ban on his driver récord, making it impossible for the
motorist to rénew 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, generation of computerized dockets, daily auditing

of adjudicatory activity in each hearing location, and

instant scofflaw indentification.
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Initial

Note:

If you
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any entries
which do
not £it in
these cate-~
gories,con-
tact Nels
about any
changes.

Appendix H. Sample Data Collection Formg

o L

pistrict Court

Maine Traffic Study
pistrict Court Data

Collection Sheet

Court Name

National Center for
State Courts
209 Bay State Road

Boston, MA

02215

Offense Name

Court ID

Offense ID

Offense Date

Disposition Date

40

Plea D
47

1=Guilty
2=Not Guilty
3=Ho Plea
4=Nolo

Suspension D
53

1=None
2=Full Sentence

3=partial sentence

4=Probation
S5=Execution

1
Hear./lst Appear. Date

Found q
4

l=Guilty
2=Not Guilty
3=Filed
4=pismissed

4 A In State/
pocket No. [T 11 17, Yor® —

(I T X 1]
’ T

No. Appear. DD No. Cont. D DefaultMaiver D

43

17
31

45

Sentence EQ

1=Fine

2=Jail

3=License pulled

4=Fine and Jail

5=Fine & license
pulled

6=Jall & license
pulled

7=Jail, fine, &
license pulled

Entry to Sup. Ct. D Attorney D
57

1=Transfer
2=pAppeal
3=Bound Over

Police Type D
59
l=State

2=Local
3=private Party
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55

l=Yes

2=No
3=Appointed
4=Withdrew

Bargain D

Yor N 63

Initial

Note:

If you run
across any
entries which
do not fit in
thege categor-
ies, contact
Nels about

any changes.

Appendix H. Sample Data Collection Forms

s+ Superilor Court
National Center for
State Courts
209 Bay State Road
Boston, MA 02215

Maine Traffie Study
Superior Court Data
Collection Sheet

Court Name

Offense Name

Court ID [E:E:] offenge ID 7
7 A\ In state
pocket No. . [] KT I 117 Yor N
Entry pate [ 1 B T L1 ] 13 ttorney [
15 24 76

Hear./lst hppear- Date T W T M T J 3= ne
2=

Disposition Date

(.|

17

No
[ R
4= Withdrew

35 40

No Appear.m'No. Cont. DDefault/Waiver D

42 43 45 lor 2 47
Entry to Sup. ct.[ ] Plea [} Found q

49 Sl 5

1=Transfer 2=Appeal l=Guilty =Guilty
3=Information 2=Not Guilty 2=Not Guilty
4=Grand Jury 3=No Plea 3=Filed
5=Bound Over 4=Nolo 4=Dismissed

A]
Sentence [:]

l=Fine 55

2=Jail

3=License pulled

4=Fine and jail

S=Fine and license pulled
6=Jail and license pulled
7aFine, jail, and license pulled

Suspension D
57

1=None .
2=Full Sentence
3=Partial Sentence
4=Probation
5=Execution

TrialD Jury Trial D © Bargain D ‘Appeal'D
59 61 63 65

Yor N Yor N Yor N Yor N
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Appendix I. Sample

1. MAINE STATE POLICE

orms Presently Used,;ou.RT OFF'CERS WORK SHEET«

in Handling Traffic -

Matters in Maine

-

RESPONDENT, NAME OB,
STREET CITY or TOWN
LiC. NO, _.STATE REG.NO STATE_
SUMMONSED....— . ARRESTED. BAILED

IF BAILED, BY WHOM,

AMOUNT OF BAIL §_______ COURT APPEARANCE DATE

COMPLAINING NAME x
OFFICER, PREFERRED DATES FOR TRIAL. L 2
OFFENSE CHARGE CHAP. & SEC
8 DATE TIME CITY or TOWN
DETAILS. ROUTE —— . STREET ROAD
NOT GUILTY. NOLO

COURT ACTION.  PLEA. GUILTY.
RESPONDENTS ATTORNEY

DISPOSITION

COURT OFFICER

Form 14:39
-204-

Appendix I,

Porms Presently Used in Handling Traffie Court Matters in Maine

iate of Maivie - sMaine fbtate Police

Date: ... (NOTICE TO VEHICLE OWNER | Ploce:

T MONS ISSUED Th THE
Time OF YOUR VEWICLE BEARING REG, * ?"“fm Route 2;
To: ... [RCTTRE-T e b s
Town: ... . ... . State: ... - Countyr ... .
You are hereby notified to appear before
The District Court at: e, R S o0, Madne
Ont ... ... (Dnte) ey 19 . O%lock . . M
to answer to the charge of; ... . e e
Alleged Spéed; - mph. Speed Limit ... . o by
Owner: v Officer: L

. {State Police)

Address: Form 13:43

Secretary of State
Augusta, Maine 04330

Y
The following person was summoned 1o appear in

e Cotrt om0
at. o ‘M. He f;\ilcd to appear in person or by cousel,
* Name
AMIIESS s s
Date of Violation o nos Route oo
Charge e e
License No. . ... . - Registration No. . .,

Date of Birth . .« Arresting Officer ...

Form MYCR.85 Nev. 12.68 " Jadgy or Clerk
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Maine
State
Police
Ticket

3.

Motor
Vehicle
Divisien
Notice of
Failure to
Appear in
Court
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Forms Presently Used in Handling Traffic Court Matters dn Maine

Appendix I.

) 6. WAIVER OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE AND PLEA OF CUILTY
Forms Presently Used in-fandling: Traffioc.Court Matters in Maine (Waiver of Appearance in District Courtk)
4. : Pursuant to tho provisions of M.R.S.A. Title 4 Sec. 184 Sub See. 12 the undersigned having been
STATE OF MAINE tor
ABSTRACT OF COURT RECORD OF CRIMINAL V'OLm____ E}Zh‘icle ! summoned to appeat in the Maine District Court at LRI ¥ 11 7Y
RESPONDENT Division ) ¢ Horel fves the righ
; e s o t to appear
. sf. Abstract to answer to a charge o iereby walves the rig]
DOCKET NO. ADDRESS NO.
CITY 0f TOWN oo K personally in said court and does hereby enter a plea of GUILTY and agrees to pay the fine as set by the
ANRESTING OFFICER - | DATE OF BIRTH . court and indfeated below,
PLACE OF OFFENSE .. «am e i et ety e e v K
DEPARTMENT DATE OF OFFENSE ; In making this request I acknowledge that I have the tight to a trial, which I hereby walve, and
OFFENSE I ' I acknowledge that my signature to this plea of guilty shall have the same effect as a Judgment by the
RESULT
DATE OF HEARING PLEA JUDGMENT )
T T T .\Jnucl TR T : court and the record of conviction will bo sent lo the Secretary of State,
U hereby certlly ni the Court holden at H
Superior a ATTEST I hereby affirm that I have no previous conviction of convictions for a violation of the motor vehicle
i Municipal 0 : luws of the State of Maine ns defined by the above Title and Section and I make this affirmation with the
t 1 Clerk ;
! Trlal Justice o Form 1376 ; knowledge that a false representation as to Any prior conviction or convictibns can subject mo to a fine
S District Court o ;

{ . of up to Fifty Dollars,

Amount of fine $

E Make payment fo Maine District Court, Address
o 5, »
Back of thls abutesct Motorl ; . e -
endali rey he back of thiy abstesc . -
Muke any yeeommend sl;;;?"C;F" A&;;\N‘E' Vihi: iin Persanal checks can not be accepled,
URT RECORD OF VIOLATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE LAWS Div. .
ABSTRACT OF Cof Abstract Any person who has been found gully or who hns previously signed & plea of guilty & traffi -
RET NOJ ARRENTING OTFIGER | pEs nONDENT : P Bty o Jrious signed a plea of gullty to any taffic :
uofkgr;No R R BRESS KO e ST i offense as defined in the above section shall nbt be permitted to submit a walver and plea of gujlty except
ADDRESS NO. . !
’ State Police o CITY 0 TOWN oo sesseommssssrsspeases asessssoors i ) by spa ific order of court. .
. Loca) Officer O DATE OF BIRTH = ; The above watver and plea of guilty can not be accepted for the following violations, but a guilty
o i
Codes "’—ml—l—’ﬂ'—wr—o"ﬁ LI NO. o e v REG. N wccnssmrsmnc ; plea may be entered by a Maine Attorney by consent of the court;
5 i Convicti Point . :
?ﬁ’:’::ﬁla m— " SPEED ALLEGED) ‘ . (1) Driving to endanger (9} Passing a stopped school. bus
TE OF HEARIN PLEX JUDGMENT l(U'.SULT ; (2) Reckless driving (10} Exceeding the speed kimit by more than 1§
DATE OF HEARING l {3) Recklessly causing death miles per hour
1 hereby cettily that the mugox;}g 1: .;mg ;bmago:u:n;l ;;:fe "rc:;ndl of the {4) Offenses resulting in accldent (11) Loaning or altering license or pernit
k ¢ (3 i H A
m’;??::’:‘:‘ﬁm ¢ ,'Eﬁ‘n‘t{"m.';"'{: tahen 'l’: ATTEST: H . (5) Opcmhqg while under the Influence of (12) Death coused by violation of law
:;.::.rmnm::n:ulmh‘:ﬂﬁ:); ’:f;‘ﬂ"“- - Clenk : intoxicating liquor or a narcotic drug or  (13) Leaving the scene of an accident

o Form. MV CR. 12 Rev, 12/63 Wh"'f Impaired . (14) Toking a motor vehicle without consent
(6) . Driving after suspension or revocation of (15) Homicide or nssault commitied by means. of

)
operator's license moter vehicle

(7} Operating without a license (18} Failure to report an accident

(8} Operating an unregistered motor vehicle (17) Passitig on hills and curves.
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R Appendix J.
Forms Currently Used in Handling Traffic Court Matters in Maine Facilities Observations
. 7. District Court Criminal Docket Sheet The buildings that house the dflivisions of the District
g Court and the nihe Superior Courts Yary in age, size and
style. In Augusta and Bangor, the DPistrict Court facilities
. 'g" §1 E‘ -_3 g g g g :% § g g ‘gt’ g g: é_% g g g % % éj g are new, spacious and comfortable, Augusta's District
% g g g ’5 § g 3 g g ; ; 3 g ’85 g 5 é E’. 2 Courthouse, built in 1970, consists of two District Court
é:: g 5 g % :E: | & "B B 5 % rooms, as does the Bangor District Court facility. Other
= g‘ .8 g Distriect Court facilities have only one courtroom and some
’ ' share the courtroom of the Superior Court. Some Distriot
Courts are housed in County Court Housge buildings, sometimes
150 years old, with small courtrooms and inadeguate waiting
: rooms. In Skowhegan, defendants waiting their turn in
e i é‘ { court ovérflow the halls into the furnace room. Skowhegan's
% i ':é" w courtroom, is, however, neat, compact, and professional
2 '{;' g in appearance. 1In Belfast, although the building and the
i courtroom are large and well kept, the waiting room for the
f i ' defendants is a hallway, and attorneys must use the grand jury
; - room for consultations: In Bath and several other communities,
3) ,5., § _::; g § %f g g § g E g %, -g where both the Superior Court and the District Court occupy
g g 5 ; = ;ca RM 4 g §:‘ éf the same building, the halls are congested when both courts
; %’ & e g '§ ,E are in session. The District Courtroom in Bath is small,
‘ §-_ § % 3 with only four rows of seats on each side of the aisle for
E g ?g_' spectators. These can comfortably seat only 32 people, though
' iy § E_\ the court serves an area with a population of about 10,000.
J :.4 E{ X g’ g’ Some court facilities lack attorneys' rooms, and only one
i 'f'_ i o gourt had a walting area set aside for defendants or witnesses,
o w
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te of the fact that many of the pistrict Court

In spl
. all courtrooms are well kept

courtrooms are in old buildings,

and professional in appearance.

ace
The Superior Court does not appear to have the spac
1
problem of the pistrict Court. Its courtrooms are generally
3 t and
jocated in larger pbuildings. When the District Cour
hare the same building, the superior

the Superior Court s

of
Court's facilities appear far more adequate than those
Superior Court
t exception, each
pistrict Court. withou
- nified

i
courtroom has adequate space and presents a dig

atmosphere for the administration of justice.
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS

Council of State Court Representatives

flahama
Howell T. Heflin
Chief Justice, Supreme Court

Maska
Jay A. Rabinowitz
Chilef Justice, Supreme Court

Arizona
Fred C. Struckmeyer, Jr.
Vice Chief Justice, Supreme Court

Arkansas
C. R. Huig, Exec. Secy,
Judicial Dept,, Supreme Court

California
Donald R. Wright
Chief Justice, Supreme Court

Colorado
Harry 0. Lawson
Court Administrator, Jud. Dept.

Connecticut
John P, Cotter
Associate Justice, Supreme Court

Delaware
Daniel L, Herrmann
Chief Justice, Supreme Court

Forida
James B, Ueberhorst
State Courts Administrator

Qeargia

4 To be selected

Hawali

" Tom T. Okuda

Adm. Ser, Dir., District Courts

1dahg
Charles R, Donaldson
Justice, Supreme Court

Wnais
Josenh H, Goldenhersh

& Justice, Supreme Court

Indiana
Richard M. Givan

f Chief Justice, Supreme Court
B lowa

B W.W. Reynoldson

4 Justice, Supreme Court

® Kansas

g Oavid Prager

] Justice, Supreme Court

i Kentucky

James S, Chenault

® Judge, 25th Judicial District
¥ Leuisiana

Jokn A, Dixon, Jr,
Assaciate Justice, Supreme Court

Maine
Charles B, Rodway, Jr.
Adm, Asst, to the Chief Justice

Maryland
William H. Adkins i
Dir,, Adm. Office of the Courts

Massachusetts
Walter H. McLaugh!in
Chief Justice, Superior Court

Michigan
Thomas M. Kavanagh
Justice, Supreme Court

Minnesota
Richard E. Klein
Stale Court Administrator

Mississippi
R. P, Sugg
Associate Justice, 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 Court

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 Dakata
William L. Paulson
Associate Justice, Supreme Court

Ohio

C, William 0'Neill

Chief Justice, Supreme Court
0klahoma

William A. Berry
Justice, Supreme Court

Oregon
Loren D. Hicks
State Sourt Administrator

Pennsylvania
Samuel J, Roberts
Justice, Supreme Court

Rhade Island
Walter J, Kane
Ct. Administrator, Supreme Court

South Sarolina
Joseph R. Moss
Chief 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

Wastiington
Orris’L. Hamilton
Justice, Supreme Court

West Virginia

Charles H, Haden Il

Chief Justice,

Supreme Court of Appeals

Wisconsin
Horace W, Wilkie
Chief Justice, Supreme Court

Wyoming
Rodney M, Guthrie
Chief Justice, Supreme Court

District of Columhia
Gerard D, Reilly
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals

Guam
Joaquin C. Perez
Chief Judge, Island Court

Puerto Rico
Jose Trias Monge
Chief Justice, Supreme Court

Virgin Islands
Gyril Michael ,
Presiding Judge, Municipal Court








