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ABSTRACT 

Ninety percent of the nation1s criminal cases are handled by the 
lowey' courts. Heavy caseloads, inadequate and poorly-trained personnel. 
and overtaxed facilities frequently add up to lIassembly~line justice." 
The Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program contains suggestions for 
upgrading some of these lower court practices and programs through im~ 
proved resource management based upon interagency cooperation. 

No single prescription can remedy a massive1y ailing system, but 
the program described herein will demonstrate a coordinated approach to 
a number of techniques which have worked in jurisdictions around the 
country, The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Jus­
tice anticipates that the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program 
can upgrade some of the outmoded practices that exist in so many of the 
lower courts= and can work toward the goal of integrated, well-planned 
criminal justice management. 

Copyright privi1eges reserved by the Institute for 
Law and Social Research, Washington, D.C. 

This project was supported by Contract Number J-LEAA-007-76 award­
ed by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of 
Justice, under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
as amended. Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 
those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official po­
sition or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

iii 



~' 

'" 
,. 

,-......... ~~_"' • .iia:L£ JL£J .. ll4M£Z&4 a au 3&& . 

j 

IMPROVED LOWER COURT 

CASE HANDLING 

.TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. AN INTRODUCTION TO THE IMPROVED LOWER COURT CASE HANDLING 
PROGRA~~ ...........................•.......................... 1 

1. The Lower Courts: A Neg1 ected Resource ................... 1 
2. What Is the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program?. 3 
3. What Are the Underlying Problems Which Led to the 

Estab 1 i shment of the Program? ............ "," .. . .. . . 5 
4. How Does the Program Address These Problems? ............. 7 
5. What Are the Eight Elements of the Program? .............. 9 
6. How Do These Elements Work Together As A Program? ....•... 11 

Figure 1: Relationships of Organizational Elements .. 12 
7. The Demonstration Project .............................•.. 13 

II. THE ELEMENTS OF THE PROGRAM .................................. 17 

1. The rqass Case Coordinator................................ 17 
liThe Emergence of Criminal Justice Planning" ........ 22 

2. Police Citation System ................................... 25 
IIPolice Field Citations in New Haven" ............... 29 

3. Summons System ..................................•.. · .. ··· 73 
4. PROMIS (Prosecutor1s Management Information System) ..... 77 

liThe Prosecutorls Role in the Urban Court System: 
The Case for Management Consciousness ll 

•••••••••••••• 83 
5. Case Screening ......••..........•.........•.. · ..• ·.······ 99 

IIPROMIS Briefing Series - 2. Case Screeningll ........ 104 
6. Pretrial Release Program ...............•...•....... ··•··· 127 

I1Alternatives to the Bail System" ................... 132 
7. Short Form Presentence Reports ........................... 145 

IIPresentence Investigation ll 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 150 

8. Selected Offender Probation ................•............. 153 
IIStandard 10.2 - Services to Probationers ll 

•••••••••• 157 
IIStandard 10.3 - Misdemeanant Probation ll 

•••••••••••• 160 

III. CONCLUSION .....................................•............. 163 
Figure 2: Criminal Justice Agency Involvement 
By Program El ement .......... , ..............•....... , 167 

IV. APPENDICES ......... , .................•....•.................• 169 

A. Pol ice Citation System ................................... 171 

v 



v' 
, 
" 

' ....... __ .....--_, --;-=--:--;>--~~~ --,-.,..........,--.,.....---., -'.-T·~-';'-·.-.-'·-o~'~·~· .... -~,,_~ •• ~ .• " ~~, ~'-.~, ~"'''''''""1~~'"''''''''~r'f"~~~-' ... ~ ~M'-. _,,...,.4--...... -.....,..--1(~~· -.. -' . ~~",., ... ~l"'" " .'."'-,. -';-1 -, 

lJ\IHt III I\lNIIN!11 

PIHl~1PI (PI'WI\'IU!\I\'tl f'lill \1\ !jI11I11I1I 1 
ll\'.\1 ",\ \tTH \11\1 
I'nl l t Iii I Ihdi'\IW PI l,l\li HIli " .. 
1.1 II l\' I I 11\11\ I'rp,.\11I1 Pili" 14111"1\ I 

vi 

II! 
IIHI 
\'111 
II JIl 

,I , I 

i .. 

/HI ILll!flJ/lllljlllf/ 1/1 

III! ItWWIVllj 1I1Hf!$ fUlfill 

J Wi/ llMJlI/ 11HI Plifllll1/lf1 

[liB 11IIpr II-IIa\ \ I lli/!: 1 111I1r' l/Fd1 I,./lld I J T1q fir "qr '111/ Ii/il:, till'. 1 'IJlpl/ -1', !1Il 

;lII/HII!l/11 III ;,111,11111/ ~.lIlm: III lh~l 1'IItId~;JII'. I" Itm 1IIIIIJt;~.11111 )IMIH IY Jmill 

IIIf Inlpljtl1llHl. Vlnll pl'IIIt1I:11 q Jmlrl,l/ 11F.1 jll; /lfllII'lIP:/IIP/Il. Itw IITI/'/H1/I;, 

lilT 11111111 11:, I.IIIIIIIII/fmll: •• Ilim:. 111 11IIH/hliifl'lllw:.t ; Ilf Il!, 1/:"1:, On/lll'lft'l 

'/111 (pi; 111 1,/Pl/I1II; ", 

110 I'MIII 1111111/', 

/; '"l Llllfltl! L'JII~1I1vi Virl 1111 I tM (Itt',hl/tlfll.!: ';(j/~ ~ l/fl,ll.h"!:(,~. ! IV I./I.:(!,";" 

(./IllITliht, pm J., JIJ:!tfrtf, '1ft f.flf11111tJ J ~/tl,I.l;II!JII:" ~/(~~, vi, 



INTRODUCTION 

cOllrts-~the courts that dispose of cases that ate typically cnlled 'oris ... 

demeanors' or 'petty offenses,! and that process the first stops of fel-

ony cases, "* 

Today, the lower courts are responsible fop handlin!] C)Q rmrcent of 

the country's criminal cases. Thes(~ al~e the courts w"ith which much of 

the public has fitst hand experience, and upon whom citizens omst often 

depend for resolution of criminal matters. Lower courts nro, however~ 

of critical importance in the community fo)" anotJler reason, CarOf~rs in 

crime must start somewhere, and often the lower courts are the first 

point of contact between offenders and the criminal justice systeill. I\c; 

the President's Commission noted: 

The importance of these courts in the prevention or 
deterrence of crime is inca ku lab Iy great, for tl1ese 
are the cout'ts that process the overwhelminn majority 
of defendants. Although the offenses that are the 
business of these lower courts may be "petty" in re .. 
spect to the damage they do and the fear they 'inspire~ 
their impl ication can be great. Hardened habitual 
criminals do not suddenly and unaccountably material­
ize. Most of them committed, and were brought to 
book for, sma1l offenses before they began to commit 
big one5.** 

Realizing tile dilemma posed by steadily increasing work loads and 

the increasing public demands for greater productivity for tax dollars, 

the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice has com­

mitted its resources to improving case handling in the lower courts 

through an innovative demonstration program called "The Improved Lower 

* President1s Gommission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Criminal Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1961, p. 128. 

** Ibid. 
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IN'fROOlIGTiON 

('il'il' ,1\i\1H111nq \'t'~iptmsibll i tit,";' 

111\1 NiHitHHII Institutc' 01' \dW IllfOl'clmll'IlL ilml Ct"llIllnul dw,tic(' 

w('k~; hI dWlltlP tll'h ~\ 'lllhlt i nn lllt'tluqh till' 111l1H'\lwd lowl'\' t,OIwt Gil';\, 

11\\I\dlilHI p\'(\(\I'\\III, 'filiI; 1'I'(Hll'i1111I'('PI'(II,I'Il!'I, i.ltI lllllllltlnw, ntLtll\lpL ttl (III" 

11<\111' pn I it'I'. PI'UWt'lltm";. \'O\ll'('h pl'ohill WII 11IId t'OI'I'(lI~I:l tlll'l HtjPtlC'!tltilll 

i\ nHllh'l\\t lVt' Vt'llt\I\'(1 tnltnpl'llVl'Ull' IhltHlHllq 11~1 10W(lt' {'(HIl't, U'illtltlill 

i't\';{", by illll'tlliurillq II 1ll'!1I1P 111 \11'l'v'inU'.ly t.t'lILl'd HlIHlVnl'loll'. wlrldl 

\'/'111 \\Ilmv lh\\'tldpl\~'Il\q JUl'h\Hdilmt) tn P!,t,1hlhll np((I load Pt'{OY'!" 

t i (", ,llld ',\11 VII pl'nl,'l Pill',! 11\'(1\11111 C(}!lPt'IW! i VI' ('I I'm"!' Hlflllllli nljPlIl' j (,',. I lie 

1ll'\HIl'l,m \'!'l'lIlJll1lPS "'11\ bll i1d '; upon tIH'inh't't\t'IH'IHI\'\\C It,,; III till' 1~\"!11\ Ill" 

Itt Ju"til'(' ';y~tl\lll. ftll'tllP\'1lI01'(', nil 01 til!' pt'Oq\'\1111"i (llpIIIPn!', ilddl'(\~)t. 

tilt' 1'1'\\1\ h'm'; (l r \\llnllYllltlll~;. "I\'~ "t'lll!.l 1.Y ,11 flt' J tP; VitI''' round III 1 11Wl't' COI1\' I.', 

t \\d,\,¥. 

)\1tIU)\!llh tilt' l\Itld~\l l1t'illQ dil;nJl~~I(~d Ill11'l' Ci)w~ist~; of ('iIJIlI' nHl1l}()~' 

lH'nts, thPI'l' i" Ih)th1n\j Il\\\i\qir" \\l\tlut this ;'i\l'lh:uliH' IHlIlItW\' 01' couillin" 

llt'itUI \)1 ('h'Il\('lltS. 1\ ~~nllumntit.y"~ IIIlPI'OV(lti I OWl'\" Crnwt GllS(' IlillldlilltJ 

1'1'~)ql\\1\l Ih't'd tlnt lw 1imitl'd tn tht'sn p,H't.h:Il\l\\' t~lt~l\1l'nts. Tile Illuill 

Un'u;:;t ~)f thl' IWnUl'dlll is \111 obJ<'l'liVt', n"iLit,:l\l. cml11H'olwns'ivo Uppr'(Hlch 

to tilt' \'l';m1lhll jusVi ell syst('tlt. t\lki 1111 \1 <; tl'ono mill1tl\lt~1l1Ptrt t.:()nstious~ 

m'$$ intl.1 \.\~CQunt. 1'lw l..1inht t~ompol\~nts dOSt'I"ibed IHH'trin ill"O t\ cOJnhin .. 

dtion nf e>ll.'!llll1nts whh~ll, w!lon t~~stlJd llS il l1Iodol, huV{~ been shOwn to 

wm'l\ tO~Nth~I' SHcct'lSSful1y. These elements i.ll'C vchic1cs through Which 

th\;:~ Impl"Oved Low t;1l , COlll't Case 1l11nd I; I1tl rl~O~)t·all1 can meet and hilS met 

its stated goals. 

The ei~\ht pl'ogri..\1\1 elements that add\'ess tt10se goals al~e: 
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~1i\!i'i C"~i!\ t;IHlt'd lrHt LIn< 
Pol'! ct' G'\ Lilt I on Hy~, 1(1111 
ciIlIlIlIHHI!, S,yfj Lt'lll 
PIHlMJ1i {Pt'Olj(I(:lll,oy. I

" Mi1llitt/f'III('1I1 Infm'IJIIlI,'\fm 'ly',Lflfll} 
Cn Ii I' ~,n'l't~tllllll 
Ilt'e Lt'li\ I Itl! 1(1\1';(1 PY'oqr'!l1H 
!lllot'L I elY'lll I't'PI,t1tll (ltILl! !~(IIHH·I.', 
~j(ll (lC L(l(1 0f'1 (1IIdpt· Pmllilt Ion 

'L ~111/\r I\H! '\III IINIHIUYINIi l'r~OnIIW, 1111\1 

1111 TO fill,' UJII\1I11',IIMINT OJ 1111 l'IWWU\M'/ 

I N'rIW[lUCn ON 

in ,\ Chilpl.f<Y' {In 1 .. 11. I I'd "IIII' NOn'.y',L(l1II or (;t'l!111rli1l dtl'.!.Iu· q " c;onl.nlrl' 

t~rI I tl il '/ () If) t'copm'l, to til!' NIl L1 mill I t.cJlfIllIl·, '/ Ion flY! UII' (,illl', (H, it nd I'n'VftYl 

l.loll 01 VlolpTlCI', !Mnlpl d, IY'l'l'd ',l.ilLI'" UIr\L! 

1\ \Y', 1.(1111111111 11 (lI, ',(lIJI(' wilLy rJ f PljY'IIO',,· ,mil OY'IJiHl 
Ill'li IntN'Y'(lllltlotl',hfp flllIlHlq LOIllPOrl('tlL pM'I!,. In 
!.Ill' I.ypI C;iJI I\rI1PY'!cilYl r:lly Mid ',L,llc', Mill IAYlrifIY' Il'd 
\~t'i~1 .\ll~,hfHction il', Wl'll. no ',Ilct! Y'f!\HL11H1',hlp f'Y 
I ',l;'j • t IwrCl 1', \111'. i.f'iHI, d 1'(\,1 ',oml!) I Y 'l!t· 1 I -dl' /' I YiN! 

Grind 11<11 pr'fH;I~','j I it ccmL irllHJIII LhY'owJ/1 whl ttl {'rH.h 
ilccw.i(lrl orf prHl(lY' IMY pil 'i'.: I Y'(JIII UIC' !Ji1Yld'. rd' ttll' 
p()li(:c~,1 1.0 IJI(I .lIJY'hrllr.!,jrHl tJ'1 til,. t;/JUY"'!', bl'~rlrtrl 
,tlw Wi' II Ii, O'!' i1 In' I ',on I UHHI bllCl' (Jrtl.o UH' "tY'l~€' I .. 
rhr'IIWI"IICH!rJLYl 1t111()u!;~ Mid 1,1 i I (Jr',' of P1JY'I)()',r' 
dl.lrlnrJ Urh pY'OCpf.', if, nO/'fwlflll',,'" 

'Ill(1 Imprnvntl teMPf Court CUld' IItllHJ 11 Ylq PY'Ot)fiIHI "".l/. 1 n j t i tl11 y dc" . 

'dqne(f to c;ornlJ(lL Uw (lY'OlJlelll'; 'JGllltlfIl1Y11J 'from tjl(~ "now,Y'/turn" of 1If11',',lv(~ 

GiU,ploud proc;(!!;'i'ltlC)"'thu GY'lllriYl,(l Ju'II .. lc;(· 'IY'ltl!flli'l attfHllpt UJ dhll 

with Uw 'thow;nndfj of C:il(jU(i tIldt rnovt! IJIY'Ol1(jh thf' l()Wf~Y' ('c)(Jrt', in iUl 

tlnonYll1ous and undH'fofant"l £Itod tr!clnnor. StrIJCj(J Ii rHJ to k(wp piJ(,t~ '111 th 

,~ v ,.1,,11 ~ vaf' (Jut, MJOr!(;1Wi ')(:rvinq Hw If]1{lf!Y' thi~ II1c)url't'lr)(,') in·f'lux ()'f ~l·l(,)'e,I)'. I~( 1 • 
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INTRODUCTION 

COUt'ts have been forced to treat criminal matters ;n an assembly-line 

fashion. Prim'ities are impossible to determine or implement, and re­

source allocation is haphazard at best. In many instances, even within 

a single agency, no one is assigned control of a case from start to fin­

i sll. In othel" instances, the da ily pt'ess of bus; nflSS pl~ev(mts any Illan­

aqemfmt oV(lt'vimlJ or policy developJ11ent, let alone intet'aq(mcy ('oot'd'ina­

ti all. "Hm'ds such as 'fraql11cnted' and 'd; vi ded I ••• !"afar no t only to 

demarcations in authOl'ity but also to diffel~ences in philosophy and 

olltlook, even thouqh ct'iminal justice aqencies are highly dependent 

upon one annthet'. 11* 

lhe weaknesses that consequently develop in the system provide op-

portunitlcs for abuse. Tho ha~itual, court-wise criminal buries his 

l'ecid;vism in the anonymity of larqe-scale case processing, seeking 

postponements, ft'ustl'at1n9 witnesses and , eventually, "beating the 

s.ystem. II 

Another serious problem that this program hopes to alleviate is 

the autonomy \vi th which cl'imina 1 just; ce agencies have tended to op­

erate. Hlnle thel"C at'e distinct and impol'tant scpat'ations of function 

and res pons i bil ; ty bet\'leen pol ice, prosecutor, proba ti on, and court, 

the }'ol e ot each agency gt"ea tl y depends upon the ro 1 es ass umed by the 

others. There has been a tendency, however" fol' agencies to regard 

theil" responsibilities, work load l and information needs as separat~., 

* National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Executive Summarl.) Law t:.nforcement Assistance Adminis'i~ration, 1973, 
p. 11. 
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. 
the result sometillles beinu thr fr'ngl1lt)lltrd. l(Jss than unified appt'oach 

to criminal justice problell1s Illent'i(med Iw'fot'p. At tilll£lS, pvrtl the in" 

terrelatlld nature of day .. to~day opet'at'ions lJas bePll i!.)nm'ed. 

The importance of countet'ucting Chit; tendency has hern rllllphasil£lcI 

on many occasion!), Both the National Advi:,ory COIIJIlis5ion on GrillrirwJ 

llustice Standards and Gaalt; and tile PI"erdcipnt's COl1un;ss;otl on Law Ln., 

forcelllent and the Admill'istration of Crimina'l austi(;E? based their pn·· 

tirE~ approach to crime on a well-inte~JY'ated criminal .justiu';! sY~tPITI. 

The 1l11pl"oved Lower Court CaSfl lIandlin9 Prof]ram woy'ks toward flr'oducinq 

that much-needed unity, 

4. HmJ DOES Tilt: PHOGHAM I\[)DRL~;S HH:,S[- PROBUJ~S? 

Simp ly s tatml, the Impr'ovr.d Lower Court GasH Hand l"i rIC} Pr'o!jY"ilnJ ad= 

dresses the identified pr'oblems in two ways: 

1. It develops ttw ab'ility within the criminal justice GWIIIIlmity 

to assign pr5orUi,f.!,!5 and deal with massive case 'loads throfll/h 

a\Il:~D!:l.9gnLc;ult.-~)!'.i ~,ntf.d approa ell; and 

2. It util ;zes and sy5tu/llatically (lnc.:ouraups the "'intE!r~ 

ci~J.Jend_~n!=j122 of all functions within the criminal justice 

system. 

SeverDl specific instances illustrate these pOints ~,el1. For 

examp1e, case load interdependencies must be recognized and worked 

with. Allowing cases to enter the prosecutor's office through cita­

tions and summonses, as well as warrants, not only saves police time 

through avoiding certain arrests and bookings, but also gives the pros­

ecutor, p.ven at thQt early time, a relative assessment of the nature 

7 
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of tht' t..~l'Sl' It'h.\d i1nd its pt'hwitios. 1\ 1.~i.\Sl' sl~\,l'oninu function in tho 

In'(lSl~~~llt.l1l"$ office fUl'tht't' llt'I"cs to cut om."n wOl'k IOl)ds I1t this ot\I'l,Y 

pOint, not only t\w pn)$l't:utO\'S but fO\' thl\ \~c\Ul't llnd ~~o\,\,(lGthlns \J(H'~ 

S ~)!lIH) 1 t' 5 \~l\ 11-

Tlll\ sn'N~n; 1l~1 fund i nn I1tHI Gl)ll1p)'l~hmrs i vn \ quh:k"uccess i nfm'lIIi.'\ ti on 

~y$t('m$ slich i.\$ PROmS sm'vo ~, dat.lt"'natllm'in9 function that CuI) snvc 

imp\wt\\nt t.lml~ ,lmi nh'npO\~l\I' ('01' l~\tl'\' St.~'~l('S in tll'.1 pl'ocess. I~m'th(n'­

nm\'t~, \'(\cx'~lnithHl I.,f tht~ t\'~~ll\t\ndous ()vm'l~w in thn ini\mnatiol1 noods o1
J 

pn'~1l'ams Sllch ,1$ pl'l~tl'ii\l l'Olt\ilSO, !Wl~~t\nt0nCt'. rOpOl'ts, nnd Pl'llbution 

s.upt'll'vision can $ilVt1 time .:md nli.H\PO\'l\;I' ~'\nd inc\'o\\sn ddminisll"utivu en .. 

pabi 1 i ty. 

Fff;\"it~nt inftH'Il\~'tlnn q;1thlwilH1, Qnh~lnt'ed futthm' tln'ollgh innova-

th)l\$ su('h ~'$ shtwt fQt'lll pn\sc!I\tcncn \'l~pOI'ts l eM \\ff~ct the court IS 

(,1St." load ,~ls\'. llnit\11'11l n;Pl.H'ts which ul'e dt1Sinncd to mont valid and 

\'t.'alisti\; cI'itl\\'L1 I.'an S~W0 (t)lH't tim\? ,inti administrative l'l~SOUtcCS 

ft.)l' a 111ll1lber of othc\' \'\~1(;111.cit'~S. 

In terms of the t\~O ~1Ml$ 1dentificd above, the pt'ogrum lIlakes a 

si9l1i fh:ant attempt at e 1 iminati ng the anonymous, undHfel'enti ated na­

ture Df ~riminal case loads (ihereby allowing pl'iorities to be set and 

l'eSQUl'ces all Qca ted) tlll'Ough s tl'ong ly emphas i z; ng and depend; ng upon 

the luten'elated chal'acter' of the val'lolls bl'anches of the c)'iminal 

justice system.' The eight elements composing tile pl'ogl'am, while all 

notewol'thy on their' own, \'lOl'k as a gl'OUp to address these goals mO)~e 

effectively and eliminate the lInonsystemll quality of criminal justice. 
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f,' t), \~I!I\r I\R~ THE EIGHT l~Lr:Mr:Nt$ or 1'11[;. PRUGHI\M'f 

INiROOUCiION 

Tim 01 9ht t~ 1 OlllOnGS of tllo tIllPNlV(Hl Lowol' COlH't Cnsp IIt\11t! 1 i tHI PI'OM 

~Jt'ill11 (WO di~c:,tH;Scd in ut?t\\i1 in lnt,ot' Chuptl1 t''1 of .this I11(H\ml'l. BY'lof~ 

ly, howovor w they can be described as follows: 

1. ~l,u,ss elisa, GOPt~1!1,ntO\'\: Tlli s pm'son is tllo lH'OJOt:t GoordinuLoy' 

\vlinsQ sol(' 1'('SIHHls'il)i1 ity is to ()VOI"SOP low!'t' court (!a~H' Iwndl 'itHI op ... 

ol~ntiot1s act'oss fUIlGtionnl lilws. Ttl(' hldlvictUlll dons not wOY'k for (l11Y 

s;nnh, n~loncy, but t'nt/ilH" fOt' tho el~irninnl ,iLtstice cOllllllunity.' In '1111" 

pl el1t('lntin$l tlw oth(~r SQvcm pronrulll 01 (,Ilmnts, the coord'! nntor 'I s Y'espon,· 

sihll' fOl" b{\lnndnq nncl int(}~1Y'utinCl tho cffOY'tst nctinq as l'inison wllon 

tWCOS!hH~Y, and achiovinu cooporntivo offoy·t fY'olll n'l1 part'lm;, 

2. P()Xic_!?J;.tt~~ti9n SY,S:t_Olll! Thn citation procedure nllows the 

issuanco of citnt10ns rathrr than arrost warrants to offendors in cer­

tain ciltc~Jori0.s of minor crimes. Its primnry purpose is to save) pOlit(~ 

time and manpower by nvoiclinq lonC/thy arrest procedures ;n C1:\f.WS where 

carta in innocuous offenders hav{~ cOlllmitted mi nor lIIi sdelilcanoY's. 

3. ~~IJ}}!119,n.~. ,.sll>.:~,(~m: A summons 'i s u means of non ... arrcs't CuSf) entry 

used in n manner similar to the citation. It is issued by 'the court 

ratl1c~" than by the police, and tbe offender, upon receipt of the sum .. 

mons, is thereby ordered to appear in court at,a specified t-Ime. Like 

the citation~ this nractice offers an alternative to the arrest warrant 

procedure. 

4. PROMIS (Prosecutor l
!) ~'anagelTlent Information ~st.,gm): PROM!S 

is a management information tool~ developed initially as a computer­

based system, which enables a prosecutor's office to collect numerous 

pieces of information on each case.rhrough the data collected) the 
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INTROOUCTION 

system can llflag" important cases for special attention, nionitor pe\~-
( 

f.::mnance and case flow, assure consistent treatment of cases, gather 

empirica 1 data, and generally improve prosecutory management. 

!). ,~~2.<?_S(~re<lniI'Jl: The introduction or enhancement of the screen­

ing func-Gien at an early stage in case prosecution has an important ef­

fect UPOli alMost an criminal justice agencies. The case 10ads of the 

polke~ the courts) and corrections are all critically affected by the 

existence of a \>Jell-functioning sCl'eening process in the prosecutm"l s 

office. fu\"the,"more, this \.wocedure performs an important infOl~matiol1 

~athering function for the prosecutor and other agencies. 

bo~T§.'tria_L~elea~!._~~"ogram~ In the original Manhattan Bail 

f:l"oject ~onducted by the Veta Institute of JusticG, criminal defendants 

wer~ evaltlated throu9~ an object.ive screening mechanism. ThOse having 

s,"iffid cnt roots in the COl'l1iillali ty ""ere granted pel"~ona 1 recogn; zance 

and apneared in court as reliablY as those l~eleased on bond. lhe man­

,j~)ge·t n.-:d cost. savings~ particularly for corrections~ make this an es­

pedally attractive pr0~rar.i for overburdened systems. 

~hOY't.fm"iil Presentence Reports: Also a Vera Institute plAoject, 

this element encourages the design of more concise presentence reports 

v:!"lic:h could be prepared mOl~eexpeditiously \'lhiic containing the basic 

inftlrmatioll tlsed nost ·often by a jurisdiction's judges "in determining 

se.niences. 

8. Selected .offender Probation~ ThiS program element entails 

the development of an intensiv.e probation pl~ogram for selected mis­

demeanant-s wl-.n might henefit from a program less harsh thanincarcer­

atiGn bu:' more stringent thanunsupervis,ed probation. Several successfu1 
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INTI{ODUCTION 

programs designed with this purpose have been conducted utilizing vol­

unteer efforts in addition to probation staff. 

6. Hm~ DO THESE ELEMENTS HORK TOGETHER AS /-\ PROGRAM? 

As discussed previously, two basic themes I~Un through the Il11pl~Oved 

Lower Court Case Handling Program: . recognition and utilization of the 

interdependent character of the criminal justice systern1 and develop­

ment of the system's capacity to formulate pl"iorities. While al1 of 

the pl"ogr'al1l elements address these goals in one 'i-/ay or anoth~r, ap­

proach; ng them as a unit y; e I ds total r-esu'\ ts far beyond the sum of the 

component parts. 

The desit"ed goals of integl"ating the criminal jUstice system and 

gaining some control over case loads are thus served through an ap­

proach that encompasses those goals in its methodo'l ogy. Beyond the re­

sults that any s"inqle component yields lies the fact that successfully 

developing and implementin~ that component with the others requires 

interagency cooperatior. and pr-iorHy identification. 

The manner in Which these elements contribute to the goals of the 

program as a whole is best illustrated in Figure 1. The I·lass Case Co­

ordinator is located at the center, indicating the special relation­

ship which this person has to the other elements. The coordinator'is 

the pivotal point of the program. 

The connections between police Citations, Summons System and Cnse 

Screening indicate two different types 'of case entfy~ in addition to 

standard warrant procedures. Through these the prosecutor is able to 

make, at screening, certain relative assessments of the case load. 
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Priorities and resources can be decided upon since certain cases of 

less immediate concern have been identified. 

INTRODUCTION 

The connections between Case Screening, PROMIS, and Pretrial Re­

lease represent the very critical early information gathering stage of 

the process. Screening is the backbone of PROMIS data collecting; 

conversely~ PROMIS can alert prosecutors at screening to offenders with 

other cases currently pending. Both PROMIS and screening information 

can assist in data collection for Pretrial Release Program and bail de­

cisions. Furthermore, Pretrial Release (and court) case loads can be 

affected by early, efficient screening procedures. 

The Pretrial Release - Short Form Presentence Report - Selected 

Offender Probation circuit represents an important information sharing 

function which the program encourages. In many cases, at every stage, 

almost identical data is gathered on each offender by successive agen­

cies. There is no obvious reason why much of this (largely non­

criminal) information could not, with the proper privacy safeguards, 

be shared among the agencies ~nvolved. Resource savings in many in-

stances would be considerable. 

7. THE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

In sponsoring the transfer of criminal justice system innovations, 

the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice has two 

main purposes: 1) to further evaluate projects employing such concepts 

or programs as they are demonstrated in different environments; and 

2) to expedite nationwide implementation of promising new criminal 

justice concepts and practices. With the first purpose in mind, the 

13 
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INTRODUCTION 

National Institute funded the demonstration of the eight-element Im-
I 

proved LO\'/er Court Case Handling Program in four jUl'isdictions: New 

Castle County (\~ilm;ngton), Delawal'e; Richland County (Columbia), South 

Carolina; Kalamazoo County, ~1ichigan; and Clat~k County (Las Vegas), 

Nevada. These locations were chosen following a candidate selection 

and assessment process conducted in the spl'ing of 1975, an'd thei r PI'O­

grams were underway in early fall, 1975. These jurisdictions are im­

portant l'esources to look to in imp 1 ementi ng the Improved Lmver COl/t't 

Case Handling Program. 

As a result of convincing feedback from the four implementations, 

the National Institute is no\'-l encout'aging the duplication of this pro­

gl~am in othel' jurisdictions, in accordance with the second purpose of 

their project. The purpose of this manual is to provide a foundation 

upon which such programs can be built. 

The following chapters give an overview of the component elements 

of the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program. For each element, 

the important characteristics and underlying factors are first presen­

ted in an abstracted form. Each is then discussed in relation to the 

program as a \'/hole, and in most instances, such information is supple­

mented by a previously published article treating the subject in more 

depth. Finally, at the end of the manual, a listing of additional re­

sources is provided as a basis for further research into each program 

element. 
* * * 

The Improved LO\'/er Court Case Handling Program is) to a large de­

gree, an important experiment in criminal justice management, systems, 
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INTRODUCTION 

and problem-solving by and for local agencies. It is a program~ how. 

ever, whose overall strategies, planning, and evaluation will change 

from one cOl1Vnun; ty to another. The form of the program, and perhaps 

even its components, will differ' -From place to place. Moreover, th'is 

variance is an important and vital aspect of the program's success. 

What oshoul£!. remain constant 'In the program are its underlying 

themes of management orientat'ion and interagency cooperation. vJhat 

this manual tries to do is to present those themes, present the tools 

to achieve them, and~ finally, weave the two together. 
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MASS CASE COORDINATOR 

tlw sustainCld coopm'ation of the police, the prosQcuto~'\ find the court. 

The Muss Caso Coordi nator wi 11 enSlll'C the nacessury i ntegrat" on of ef .. 

forts by the ngencies. The coopd'inator will have a dc'Y .. to .. day 'Involve ... 

ment in the operational aspects of the program, nnd should utilize Dnd 

tmCoUr'nge un interdiscipl'lnnry uPPl'oach to problem-solving. 

In practi<~€h t.he Imp)'ovod Lower CQ~trt CUS(~ Hundl'l09 Program will 

require the involvement and cooperation of several local government 

ngencies. UmIat optimum c1"clIITIstnnces, police, prosecution l COllrt~ 

probation Dnd corrections ngencies will all be inVolved in the imple­

rnentution effol"'tS. Conceivubly~ there may in some instances be duul 

uuthor'ity 'In sites which have municipal and county agencies ennugcd 'In 

tho sume functi ons such as prohu'ti on. CQoperative effo)~t ut these 

levels requires a Muss euse Coordinator to assure the expeditious de­

velopment und implementation of the vur'lous progNm elements. 

In some jurisdictions> the coo\~dinutor muy be un independent pm~ ... 

son ''lith separate staff not connected with any other of'Fi ce. In other 

locnles, this function may best be fu1filled by a person with atho\" 

responsibilities, such as a court administrator or administrative pras~ 

ecutor. In either cuse, hQwevet~ it is important thnt the coordinator 

be accepted and respected by the leade\~s of the criminal justice COIll­

munity and have their full cooperation. 

It is impOl'tant that the Mass Case Coordinator have a knowledge of 

the importance of criminal justice planning. This is particulat"ly 

necessa)~y \'1hen speaking of long-range efforts such as those required 

by PROmS or Pret)'ial Release. To assist in this area~ the following 

short excerpt has been taken from the National Advisory Commission on 
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Crimi nul \Justl ce Sc()ndards and Goals repor't, lJ10 ,CrjJlli "-ilJ d,u$~tJc,(LSY5.trm. 

Although relating to crime roduction in general, the article points out 

a number of important planning con~iderat1ons thnt Mass Case Coordinators 

wi" find essential in their own nff(rts and in doal1nn with thA effort~ 

of tho primary criminal Ju~rtice aOHncios. 

I\n uddHional dOCUOlcmt which is of oxtY'cmc valufl is l~J;nnJiJ\lnJ:;:\lill ... 

~311t9n .. tor~,_Cr..tf1l1na.l)\.l};tt~(L1JuJ)n:tJlH-~ful!:1Jli~:19~.. Prepared by staff frolll 

The Urban Institute and published I~ the National rn~tituto of ' Law [nforce­

ment and Crimina1 JUfitice~ tho booklet, though directed at State Pl~nninu 

Agencies Dnd Regional Planning Units, provides important background and 

methodo'logy to uny crimina'i justice organization conducting r,va11mtion or 

planning programs. 
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MASS CASE COORDINATOR 

The Emergence of Criminal Justice Planning* 

A decade ago, phrases such as "criminal justice planning" or 

"crime-oriented" planning did not exist in the vocabulary of public 

officials. Few police, courts, and corrections agencies articulated 

what was desirable for their own agency, let alone what should be work­

ed for in conjunction with other agencies. Rising crime rates in the 

sixties, however, focused increasing attention on planning--not only 

for police, courts, and corrections but for community agencies and 

citizen action as well. 

In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 

Administration of Criminal Justice recommended: 

In every state and every city, an agency or 
one or more officials should be specifically 
responsible for planning improvements in crime 
prevention and control and encouraging their 
impl ementation. I 

The 1967 President's Crime Commission was only a temporary organ­

ization and could not spell out, except in the most general fashion, 

what criminal justice planning would involve. Nevertheless, certain 

core activities are obviouSi 

In its broadest sense, planning is the design of desired futures 

and the selection of ways to achieve them. Planning can occur at any 

leve·l. Individuals plan; so do program directors and agency-adminis­

trators. The focus of planning can be short-range (weeks and months) 

* National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
Criminal Justice System, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, ' 
1973, pp. 5-6. 
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or long-range (years and decades). Costs 'can be projected rigorously 

or all but ignored. 

All organizations plan ;n that they try to shape desirable futures. 

Differences, however, occur in: (1) the degree of continuity of the 

planning effort; (2) the duration of the planned-for period; (3) the 

degree to which feedback from successful and unsuccessful decisions 

modifies original goals; and (4) the detail in which anticipated costs 

and benefits are defined. 

The recommendations of the President1s Crime Commission reflected 

a concern for systemwide planning. This meant at the very least ad 

hoc coordination among police, courts, and corrections agencies so that 

policies implemented in one part of the system would not have an ad­

verse effect on other components. An increase in police officers in a 

jurisdiction, for example, would require planning for increased work­

load ;n courts and corrections operations to insure smooth processing 

of an increased number of arrestees. 

Planning is becoming more than a concern over processing effic;en; 

cy. It is becoming impact-oriented. Reductions in the costs, fear, 

and harm caused by crime are being planned for directly. A more so­

phisticated, long-range type of planning is slowly being fashioned. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 

and Goals encourages the development of criminal justice planning ef­

forts, and of allied governmental efforts that contribute to the plan­

ning process such as program budgeting, intergovernmental emphasis on 

evaluation, measurement of government performance, and construction 

of integrated criminal justice information systems. 
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MASS CASE COORDINATOR 

lhfl U'l'iltion of State dnd lOCdl criminal justice p~annin(j agencies 

!mdf't' thp Saff' Strf'pts Act htls ~livpn criminal justice planninq c1 systelJl-

wid,' fOllJ';. In JlI,lrlY Statl's, these pl,lnninq a~wncies are becol11inq active 

in';tt'lJl1IPtlt,; of dhl!Hj('. In dddition planninq pfforts dt't: coinciding 

i'Ji t.tl Hl!' ';pt'l'dd of Pt'lHlt',lIl1 hudqptinq (bud<jt'tinq by objective), which 

ftJlldinq llt inU'qrdtpd infl1l'nldti(ln ~'Y'it£)I11" dPp(~dr'; likely tll qive plan-

or infot'fn,ltillll. PLltllll't". \vill tIL' t'tlll,Hlt'd tJl'dvilV in till' desiqn dnd tIlt' 

1. 

footnot(' . --

t't't'sidpllt's COlllmission on Law Fnforcel11pnt and AdlJlinistt'ation of 
,Justiu', The ~hdll('n~w of Crime in d Fr't'l'Soc5pJY (Washington: 
GtWt'rnrnl'nt F't'int;nq OffiCt', 1%7), p. 2HO. 
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Element: 

Defi n iti on: 

Primary 
Objectives: 

Lead Agencies: 

Other Agencies 
Involved: 

Cost Areas: 

Resource People/ 
Projects/Agencies: 

2. POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

Abstract -----

Police Citation System 

Notice issued by officer to offender in certain 
minor categories of crime directing his/her 
appearance in court at a certain time and 
place, issued in lieu of formally arresting 
and jailing the individual. 

Saves police time through avoiding time-consuming 
booking and processing. 

Spares minor offenders certain psychological and 
financial burdens. 

Minimizes the expenses required in jailing arres­
tees. 

Improves police-community relations. 

Law Enforcement 

Prosecutor 
Court 
Corrections 

Development, printing of citation form. 
Training of officers in use of form. 
Adjustment of prosecutorls, court's procedures to 

accomodate use of form. 

Las Vegas (Nevada) Metropolitan Police Department 

San Jose (California) Police Department 

New Haven (Connecticut) Department of Police Services 

Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Police Department 

Tacoma (Washington) Police Department 
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POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

resource planning. Second, a tremendous burden is removed from correc­

tions through reducing the number of short-term detainees. Third, it 

allows better planning by prosecutor's offices which, knowing that a 

certain proportion of cases will come in as citations, can allocate man­

power for those cases at times other than regular warrant intake hours. 

Citations provide, therefore, a case-.distinguishing factor that yields 

a flexibility which regular, undifferentiated case loads do not. 

The following article on police citations appeared in 1972 in the 

Wisconsin Law Review. IIPolice Field Citations in New Haven," by Mark 

Burger, legal advisor to the New Haven Department of Police Services, 

discusses citation programs in both a legal and practical context, based 

upon New Haven's experience in developing, implementing and evaluating 

such a program. It provides a level of detail which should be of great 

assistance in establishing a system of police citations. An appendix 

to the article includes the New Haven Police Department General Order 

setting the citation criteria and policies, an important component in 

ensuring the uniform enforcement of the program. 

In addition to the information on New Haven's program contained in 

this article, Appendix A of this manual provides some information on 

another citation program. The newly-designed Clark County (Nevada) Re­

gional r~isdemeanor Citation/Complaint is reproduced in Appendix A and 

can be of tremendous value to jurisdictions interested in this ele-

ment. 
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Police Field Citations in New Haven* 

Mark Burger** 

Traditionally, the American system of bail has served as a major 

procedural tool of the criminal justice system. Its function is to 

insure that each suspect appears in court to face the criminal charges 

against him without, however, requiring pretrial detention in every case. 

The system opera.tes by setting conditions of release, the foremost of 

which is the posting of a cash or property bond by the defendant or of 

a surety bond by a bail bondsman, at a dollar level sufficiently high 
.J 

so that the defendant's financial commitment will discourage him from 

absconding. If the defendant cannot meet the bail established, his 

appearance in court is assured by his detention pending trial. 

Obviously, the money bail system discriminates against impoverished 

defendants: those financially able to post bond are freed pending trial, 

while thuse without funds face pretrial detention. Poor defendants are, 

therefore, more likely to be held in pretrial detention, a condition 

which has been shown to correlate positive1y with both being found guilty 

and receiving a prison term rather than probation. Pretrial detainees 

also suffer more pronounced financial hardships, particularly loss of jobs 

and inability to earn income for family support during the pretrial period. 

* Mark Burger, "Police Field Citations in New Haven" Wisconsin Law 
Review, University of Wisconsin, No.2, 1972, pp. 382-415. (Foot­
notes and Appendix B have been omitted from this transcription.) 

** Legal Advisor, New Haven Department of Police Services. B.A., 1966 
Columbia University; LL.B., 1969, Yale University. 
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POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

Moreover, the money bail system may be easily abused, such as by the 

setting of excessive bail to impose/pretrial punishment or to prevent­

ively detain potentially dangerous defendants. 

During the past decade there has, therefore, been substantial 

scholarly concern with the bail system, its impact on the administration 

of criminal justice, and its inherent inequities. This concern has been 

translated into reform efforts, often designed to decrease the system's 

heavy reliance on money bail as a condition of pretrial release. The 

pioneering Manhattan Bail Pi~oject ViaS one such effort. 

Whi 1£ accepting the goal of insuri ng the defendant's appearance 

in court, the project sought to test the validity of utilizing financial 

criteria as the exclusive means of achieving it. Criminal defendants 

with sufficient roots in the community--evaluated in terms of family, 

residence, and job ties to the project area--were released by the court 

solely on their written promise to appear to face trial. No money 

bail was required as a conditionof release for those defendants who met 

the ba 11 project's criteria. After thorough eva 1 uati on, the project 

confirmed the theory that money bail is not essential to insure appear­

ance of a defendant in court if sufficient community ties are present; 

defendants released on their own recognizance appeared in court as 

reliably as those released on bond. 

Following the example of the Manhattan Bail Project, many juris­

dictions have authorized their courts to release defendants on written 

promises to appear without requiring the posting of a bond. While this 

response is certainly a major improvement in the bail process, even after 
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such reform, unnecessary hardships remain for the defendant before he 

has been proven guilty of any crime. He will have been arrested, brought 

to a police detention facility for booking, and held in custody pending 

arraignment--a period of confinement that may last as long as a weekend 

if the arrest is made on Friday and the next court session is not until 

Monday morning. To the extent that these features of the pretrial 

criminal process are unwarranted, they too deserve scrutiny and reform. 

One response to this problem was the experimental Manhattan Summons 

Project. In essence, the summons project simply transferred the bail 

setting process from the arraignment court to the police detention 

facility. Police were authorized to release suspects on solely their 

written promise to appear in court without requiring that bond be posted. 

The standards and criteria of the Manhattan Bail Project were adapted to 

the police release program and proved equally successful in assuring 

appearance in court of defendants released on their own recognizance. 

By substantially reducing prisoner custody responsibilities, the project 

had the additional benefit of conserving limited police resources. Its 

success has in turn stimulated implementation of similar prearr~ignment 

release programs in other jurisdictions under the authority of either 

police or independent bail agancies. 

Although the Manhattan Bail and Summons Projects were major reforms 

of the bail system, their success may actually have decreased pressure 

for further change in the pretrial criminal process, despite the fact 

that overcrowded court dockets and prolonged pretrial detention remain 

substantial problems. Too often stages of our criminal justice system 
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have staunchly retained rigid procedures which have outlived their 

usefulness, thereby rendering the system incapable of adapting to the 

needs of individual defendants. In response, the New Haven Department 

of Police Service developed the New Haven Misdemeanor Citation Program 

to determine whether further reform in the prearraignment stage of the 

criminal process is feasible. 

The' concept of police citations represents a sUbstantial extension 

, of existing court and police nonmoney bail release programs. A suspect 

facing criminal charges is informed of his rights and is then issued a 

street citation, which includes a written promise to appear in court, 

at the scene of the arrest. Other than the short period of technical 

custody during which the citation process is completed, no police cus­

tody is involved. In many respects, the procedure obviates the need for 

even a formal arrest. The important practical feature of the police 

citation concept, however, is that all activity occurs at the point of 

the police-citizen encounter; the unnecessary hardships and indignities 

of being hauled off in a paddy wagon to the police station and detained 

there for a period of time are eliminated. 

The New Haven program received valuable cooperation and support 

from the Chief Judge and Chief Clerk of the Connecticut Circuit Court, 

and from the Connecticut Bail Commission. The program was closely mon­

itored for a period of 12 months and underwent a careful, thorough 

review. Hopefully, publication of the results will stimulate both 

legislative reform and administrative policy formulation so as to realize 

the full potential of the citation procedures. 
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, 
I. PROCEDURAL AND DEFINITlONAL FRAMEWORK 

A. Traditional Arrest 

Police procedures in the pretrial stage of the criminal process 

follow a relatively standard pattern throughout the country. Police 

actions revolve around the arrest function, the process by which a sus­

pect is taken into custody for the violation of a criminal statute. 

Arrests are made by police in situations where there is probable cause 

to believe that a suspect has committed a crime. However, di'stinctions 

exist based upon the use of the warrant process and the nature of the 

offense. 

The probable cause standard is the basic criterion for judging the 

validity of arrests made pursuant to warrants. The police present facts 

and circumstances under oath to a magistrate for his independent deter­

mination regarding the existence of probable cause for arrest; if 

probable cause is present, the magistrate may issue an arrest warrant. 

When police do not employ the warrant process, their arrest power is still 

governed by the probable cause standard, although the power varies 

depending on the offense involved. If the crime is a misdemeanor, most 

jurisdictions require the violation to have occurred in the presence of 

the arresting officer for the arrest itself to be valid. In police 

terminology, non-warrant misdemeanor arrests can be made only for on-site 

violations--a restriction notapplied to felonie5. 

Following arrest, the suspect is brought to a police facility where 

a number of functions are performed. He is informed of his rights under 

law and is permitted to contact a lawyer, friend, or relative. The 
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The police then book the arrestee, a process involving photographing 

and fingerprinting the suspect and ~btaining from him such general 

information as name, age, and address; if necessary, he is also inter­

rogated, subject to constitutional safeguards. After these procedures 

have been completed, the law provides that the suspect be promptly 

presented before a magistrate for a}'raignment, at which time bai 1 is 

set. Only then can he secure his release. In those jurisdictions which 

have adopted the r~anhattan Surrmons Project model, the alternative of 

prearraignment release by the police or an independent bail agency is 

available; howevet', this occurs only after the arrest, police detention, 

booking, and interrogation stages have been completed. 

Over the years the statutes and administrative policies developed 

to govern pt~etrial police procedure have become relatively inflexible. 

Little thought has been given to the functions of the various steps and, 

with the exception of the Manhattan Summons and Bail Projects, few 

reform efforts have been made to harmonize practice with actual need. 

As a t~esult, each step in the process is methodically followed, even 

if unnecessary or wasteful. 

The basic police arrest function itse1f has therefore understandably 

escaped review and, thus, evolved into the mechanism both for invoking 

the criminal process against a suspect and for maintaining CUstody of 

the suspect pending subsequent establishment of the conditions of his 

release. But, if it can be shown that the suspect wi11 appear in court, 

and if there is no danger that he will cause injury or continue the crime, 

custody is unnecessary. Yet such suspects must be arrested nevertheless, 

fOr no a 1 teY'native procedures are ava il ab 1 e to perform the functi on of 
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invoking the cr;mina1 process. Institution of a citation procedure 

might, however, solve this problem, thereby giVing the pretrial criminal 

process a degree of much needed flexibility. 

B. Citation Procedure 

A variety of terms have been used to describe police proceduy'cc; 

identical to or resembling New Haven's citation program. Although each 

involves the release of the suspect soon after his initial contact with 

the police, to develop a clear understanding of the processes involved, 

several terms mu~~t be distinguished. 

The crimina1 summons, as described in the Federal Rules of Criminal 

Procedure, is one means to secure on the scene release of a criminal 

suspect. The process involves judicial or prosecutorial issuance of a 

surrmons to appear in lieu of an arrest warrant. The summons is served 

upon the suspect, directing him to appear in court on a specified date. 

There is no formal arrest, nor any detention of the suspect, but failure 

to appear will usually result in issuance of an arrest warrant. Although 

the summons is a useful tool, "its applicabi1ity is severely limited, 

primarily because it cannot be employed without prior judicial or 

prosecutorial approval. Thus the s~mmons process offers merely and al­

ternative to the arrest warrant procedures and is useless in handling on­

site violations where arrest can be made without warrants. 

Within the past few years, a number of jurisdictions have also 

authorized notice to appear in court programs. This procedure permits 

police or bail agency personnel themselves to set conditions of release 

after a suspect has been arrested and brought to a police detention 
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facil ity. As in the t1anhattan Bail Project, if suffi dent ties to the 
I 

community are demonstrated, the suspect may be released solelY on his 

written promise to appear in court. The chief characteristic of such 

programs is that release is effected before the suspect's first court 

appearance, although after his arrest and transportation to a detention 

facility. This process is, therefore, inapplicable to police field 

problems. 

Police citation, as used in the fl!ew Haven Citation Program, refers 

to a procedure for police initiated field release of criminal suspects. 

Unlike the criminal summons, no prior judicial or prosecutorial inter­

vention is required; thus, the procedure can be utilized for violations 

committed in the presence of the arresting officer in which immediate 

arrests are made. Moreover, police field citations obviate the need to 

transport a suspect to a police detention facility for ultimate release, 

thereby minimizing the burden on the suspect and possibly conserving 

police resources. By facilitating the handling of on-site arrests, the 

citation procedure can fill the substantial gap left by summons and 

notice to a~pear programs. 

For a proper understanding of the police citation concept, one 

further distinction must be kept in mind. Recent studies, including 

the American Law Institute's Model Code of Pre-Arraignment Procedure 

and the American Bar Plssociation's ~10del Standards Relating to Pretrial 

Release, have distinguished -conceptuall~ the police citation as an 

alternative to arrest and the citation as a post arrest procedure. 
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The arrest alternative approach is aimed at adapting the citation as a 

device to invoke the criminal process against a suspect; only when 

custody is necessary would an arrest be made. Individuals issued cita­

tions would not be taken into custody and therefore, not be arrested. 

Using citations as an alternative to arrest, however, raises a number 

of significant legal problems. For example, under existing law, arrest 

justifies forcible detention and a limited search of the arrestee, and 

marks the point at which a number of accused's rights come into play. 

The effect of the substitution of a new procedure, expressly labelled 

an alternative to arrest, on these rights and responsibilities is unclear. 

On the other hand, citations can be viewed and developed as a post 

arrest procedure. The suspect would be arrested, subject to police 

detention and search authority, and entitled to all rights guaranteed by 

law. However, he would also be released immediately after the formal 

arrest. In terms of the practical police-citizen encounter, the pro­

cedure would be exactly the same and the subject's release effected 

equally quickly, regardless ~f the label given to the process. The 

formal arrest approach, however, avoids the potential legal problems 

of an alternative procedure in lieu of arrest. 

So long as the actual detention time of the suspect at the scene 

of his ap~.~hension remains unchanged, the advantages of characterizing 

~he procedure an arrest alternative are not readily apparent. While the 

Ameri can Law Institute's Model Code of Pre-Arrai gnment Procedure. does 

suggest two benefits, neither bears up under careful scrutiny. First, 

the drafters maintain, suspects issued citations will be able truthfully 
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to say that they have not been arrested. This contention however not 

only obscures the fact that the suspect has, indeed, been charged with 

a criminal offense, but also could encourage use of the procedure where 

arrests would not normally be made. Moreover, if the citation procedure 

became widespread, employers, for example, would almost surely ask 

job applicants if they had ever been arrested or cited, thereby complete­

ly eliminating this alleged benefit. The second justification suggested 

is that by considering the citation an arrest alternative, potential 

police liability for false arrests would be avoided. But again, this 

justification ;s of dubious merit. In terms of effect on the suspect, 

citation issuance is just as serious as an arrest; the individual should 

therefore have full recourse to a civil action if official power is 

misused. 

The New Haven program did, in fact, adopt the post arrest citation 

theory, but this decision is attributable to the nature of the underlying 

legql authority, rather than to conscious choice. However, if given the 

choice, New Haven would probably have opted for a post arrest citation 

procedure due to the lack of clear benefits and the potential legal 

problems of the arrest alternative theory. 

II. DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROGRAM 

The New Haven Citati on Program deve'r oped from a series of Connect- • 

icut bail reform projects dating back to 1965, all of which were out­

growths of the Manhattan Bail Project. Although program specifics have 

varied, the central g~lr.il has remained that of increasing the rate of 

pretrial release without requiring the posting of bond. 
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Legislation enacted in 1965 by the Connecticut General Assembly 

authorized judges of the Connecticut circuit court to release arrestees 

at arraignment on their own recognizance after executing only a written 

promise to appear in court. In such cases, no bond was required, By 

resolution, the Circuit Court Judicial Council extended the power to 

release suspects on their own recognizance to police. Release was lim­

ited, however, to misdemeanants and conditioned on the posting of a 
, 

$150 nonsurety bond. Nevertheless, since the bond restriction did not 

require posting any cash or security, but embodied instead only a 

promise to pay the fixed amount in the event of failure to appear in 

court, the system had the same effect as a standard release on recog-

nizance program. 

Although the 1965 statute provided the necessary legislative 

authority for release on recognizance by the courts, questions remained 

regarding the council·s authority to extend that power to police. The 

New Haven Department of Police Service, however, instituted a release 

on re~ognizance program pursuant to the resolution, while other police 

departments felt that such action required specific legislative support. 

In 1967, the Connecticut General Assembly acted to establish a 

firm legislative basis for the release of suspects prior to arraignment. 

A 1967 statute created 'the Connecticut Bail Commission and conferred on 

it the responsibility of interviewing suspects after arrest and deter­

mining the appropriate conditions for their release, including release 

on recognizance. Further changes in the bail system were made by the 

1969 Connecticut General Assembly. The power initially to determine and 
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set bail was transferred from the Bail Commission to the police depart­

ment having custody of the criminal suspect. The Bail Commission's 

staff was also reduced and its function changed from that of setting 

initial release conditions for all arrestees to de novo review of the 

release conditions of only those arrestees who could not secure release 

and, therefore, faced police detention until arraignment. 

In drafting the 1969 legislative revision, the Connecticut General 

Assembly addressed primarily the problem of transferring the station­

house release on recognizance program from the Bail Commission to the 

police, while leaving the substantially reduced Connecticut Bail Com­

mission with a limited review function. The legislation did not express­

ly authorize police departments to establish citation programs, but the 

wording chosen by the General Assembly provided sufficient room for the 

araument that the necessary statutory authority existed. ... 

The 1969 bail legislation provided the "chief of police or his au­

thorized designate" with the responsibility to advise arrestees of 

their rights and to set the minimum release conditions including release 

on recognizance, necessary to assure the suspect's appearance in court. 

The statute did not limit either the rank of the chief of police's 

"designate" or the location at which the release decision could be made. 

Therefore, to implement the New Haven Citation Program, the Deparment of 

Police Service felt that the Chief of Police need merely designate to 

every sworn officer the responsibility of setting release conditions, 

and authorize that such decisions be made at the ~(ene of arrest. Thus, 

under the act, the New Haven Citation Program wa5 clearly a post arrest 
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procedure, but it possessed the fundamental citation characteristic of 

field release of minor offenders without transporting the suspect to the 

police detention facility or requiring that he post a bond to secure 

release. 

The 1969 bail law became effective on July 1, 1969. The following 

September, the New Haven Department of Police Service sought assistance 

under title I of the 1968 Omnibus Crime Control aDd Safe Streets Act 
, 

to develop a Misdemeanor Citation Program. Application was also made 

to the Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Administration, in 

which the Department declared that the traditional "inflexibility of the 

police role in the bail process is clearly undesirable" and that a police 

citation program would be a major step toward alleviating this problem. 

The New Haven application cited three specific goals for its program: 

1. Reduction of the negative consequences stemming 

from arrest and detention; 

2. Reduction of the. inefficiency involved in transporting 

every offender to a police detention facility; and 

3. Improvement of police-community relations. 

The Department proposed a six to nine months planning period, during 

which time program criteria and standards would be established and de­

partmental procedures developed, all in conjunction with community 

representatives. The program application also stated that once insti­

tuted, the citation program would be carefully monitor~d and evaluated. 

In December 1969, the Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Admin­

istration approved the New Haven application and awarded funds to 

implement the New Haven Misdemeanor Citation Program. 
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III. STANOARDS AND CRITERIA 

Pretrial release serves numerous functions in the criminal justice 

process: for example, permitting the accused effectively to prepare his 

defense; minimizing unnecessary financial hardships of detention; and 

effectuating the presumption of innocence in the treatment of criminal 

suspects. However, these interests must be balanced against the need to 

insure the suspect's appearance in court -- a demand essential to the 

integrity of the criminal justice process. The assumption of a release 

program, such as the New Haven citation experiment, is that the two goals 

of pretrial release and appearance in court need not conflict. 

Nonetheless, the operation of a field release citation program, to 

supplement stationhouse release on recognizance procedures, involves 

issues beyond the justifications for pretrial release. If a suspect is 

arrested, brought to a police detention facility, and then released soon 

thereafter solely on his written promise to appear in court, the goals 

of pretrial release are satisfied with minimum hardship to the arrestee. 

Transferring this process to the scene of the arrest may further reduce 

hardship, but may also impair the functioning of the criminal justice 

process. What, then, are the functions of custody, and how are they 

affected by institution of field release procedures? Moreover, do the 

marginal effects of a street release program justify the costs if those 

who receive police field citations would normally be promptly released 

from the police detention facility anyway? 
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Custody, even if only the temporary detention involved in arrest­

ing a suspect and transporting him to a detention facility for release 

serves several important functions. One study, conducted prior to 

implementation of the New Haven Citation Program, suggests four prin­

cipal functions: preventive, demonstrative, administrative and investi­

gative, and social-medical. The preventive function promotes the goals 

of insuring suspect appearance in court, halting the crime for which the 

arrest was made, and permitting a "cooling off period" to pre~ent 

injuries or continuation of the offense. The demonstrative function 

involves the need to apprise the suspect of the seriousness of invoking 

the criminal process against him and the importance society attaches to 

acting against certain forms of misconduct. The need to interrogate 

and search suspects, conduct lineups, prevent tampering with evidence, 

and book the suspect comprise the administrative and investigative 

functions of detention. Finally, the social-medical function contem­

plates providing services t~ detainees, such as temporary shelter for 

an alcoholic and medical attention for injured or sick arrestees. 

The objectives of custody, although important to police, often re­

quire only a short period of detention~ This is particularly true for 

misdemeanor violations committed in the presence of the arresting officer. 

The lower order of seriousness of the offense and the direct observation 

of its commission by the arresting officer mean that interrogation and 

lineup identification will probably be unnecessary. The arrestee may 

be searched at the scene, and his physical condition may demonstrate that 

no immediate medical or social attention is required. SimiTarly, the 
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circumstances may dispel any danger of a continuing offense and, at the 
( 

same time, indicate a strong likelihood that the suspect will appear in 

court solely on his written promise. Finally, appropriate field citation 

forms can satisfy record keeping requirements, while oral and written 

notice can meet the demonstrative function of custody. Under these 

conditions, traditional police procedures unnecessarily waste resources 

by necessitating the transportation and custody of criminal suspects. 

Moreover, hostility toward the criminal justice system may be engendered 

because the arrestee perceives the hardships imposed upon him as un-

warranted. 

Thus, careful analysis of the purposes of custody indicates that 

many arres i ' situations justify release of the suspect by police in the 

field promptly after apprehension. Indeed, this practice may offer 

substantial gains to police, particularly in time saved by police person­

nel in the care, custody, and transportation of suspects. And although 

benefit to those with whom police have contact cannot be easily quanti­

fied, that effect may, nevertheless, be significant. A suspect in a 

minor citation offense may depart from his contact with police with 

much more dignity than if he had been placed in a police prisoner wagon, 

taken to jail, and forced to spend time in a detention cell. Diminution 

of embarrassment and unnecessary hardship can be expected, correspondingly 

to decrease hostility arising out of the police-citizen interchange. 

While in many circumstances immediate field release of arrestees 

is appropriate and a police citation can be effectively utilized the 

majority of arrests occur in situations which require use of traditional 
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process. Thus, although custody can be dispensed with in a sufficient 

number of arrests to make the police ciation procedure extremely useful, 

it cannot be eliminated in every case. Police citation programs must, 

therefore, be supplemented by stationhouse release procedures to insure 

that arrestees ineligible for field release are able to secure pretrial 

freedom without having a await arraignment. A police citation procedure 

operating without the needed support of a stationhouse release program 

will provide some suspects with extremely speedy release from custody 

but it will also result in a much higher overall detention rate. 

The most serious and frequent practical police problem necessitating 

a two stage release process is illustrated by the family domestic 

dispute. If a husband-wife fight has progressed to the point of physical 

assault and the police have been called, field release procedures would 

be useless. Arrest is necessary to separate the parties and to avoid 

injury. Plainly, issuance of a police field citation would not eliminate 

the risk of a renewed assault after the police had left. Alcoholics 

arrested for their own self-protection are another class of offenders for 

whom citations are useless. Both groups, however, could be freed by 

a stati onhouse rel ease program after a IIcool ing offll period. . 

It must be recogni zed that arrest and custody of a suspect to 

prevent injury or future crime promotes policies underlying preventive 

detention and, therefore, presents substantial issues of constitutional 

law. However, the citation procedure uses a prevention standard only in 

the field release process, and subsequent release opportunities remain 

45 



I 
.j , 

POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

available at the police stationhouse and in court, Arguably, so long as 

these subsequent release decisions do not incorporate a prevention stan­

dard, no constitutional infirmity is presented by the citation process. 

If police could not consider the need to prevent immediate future 

crime or injury in reaching a field release decision, the citation pro­

cedure would become an unusable law enforcement tool. Police often come 

upon fights or loud, boisterous arguments in which the participants are 

emotionally involved. If police were required to issue citations and 

leave, it could safely be predicted that the incident would continue. 

This conclusion, however, stands in marked contrast to the lack of re­

liable incidia with which to evaluate the potential for future criminal­

ity under the District of Columbia1s preventive detention law where the 

prediction is made at a much later point in time. Since the prediction 

of immediate future crime or injury is likely to be far more reliable 

if made while the incident is still in progress, police should be al­

lowed to consider this factor in reaching their field release decision. 

I~oreover, with secondary stationhouse release procedures available, 

temporary custody need not be unduly prolonged. 

All of the above factors were considered during the planning phase 

of the New Haven Citation Program. Procedures were established to in­

sure that issuance of citations by New Haven police would serve to 

provide speedier release and improved treatment of suspects transported 

to the police detention facility. There was no expectation of a higher 

overall release rate stemming from the addition of a supplemental release 

procedure; indeed, our concern was that a suspect1s failure to receive 
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a citation might actually prejudice his chance of release under the 

stationhouse program. Ultimately, however, we hoped that custody could 

be reduced to a bare minimum. 

Care was also taken to avoid potential arrest expansion problems. 

Although a post arrest process, the New Haven Citation Program represen­

ted a major change in police field practices. Physical detention of the 

arrestee until arrival of the police prison conveyance bacame unneces-
l 

sary. Instead, the arresting officer could merely issue a citation and 

release the suspect. Individuals who would otherwise obstruct arrest 

and custody might accept a citation without resistence. Since the police 

might view the citation procedure as a less serious and easier law 

enforcement response than the traditional arrest process, the new pro­

cedure could result in a higher overall arrest rate. 

The procedures adopted by the New Haven Department of Police Service 

were designed to deal with the potential for increased arrest rates under 

the Citation Program. The Qepartment1s General Order provided that 

II; ssuance of a ci ta tion is not a substitute for arrest and has no effect 

on the status of an arrest. New Haven police were instructed to issue 

citations only after an arrest had been effected and to IIcontinue to 

determine that an arrest should be made based upon ... judgment that an 

offense has been committed and an arrest is appropriate." Besides being 

contained in the Department General Order, these instruction were also 

stressed during Citation Program training sessions, attended by every 

officer priOl' to inauguration of the program. 
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arising out of a demonstration in which participants indicate a refusal 
I 

to leave unless removed by the police illustrates this problem. 

The second citation standard focuses on the potential physical 

danger involved in the immediate release of a suspect, One aspect to 

be considered is the need for at least a temporary IIcooling off" period 

for arrestees emotionally caught up in an altercation. Participants 

in a fight, for example, would generally not be released on citation un­

less it was sufficiently certain that they would not begin fighting again. 

Another aspect of the physical injury problem relates to the possibility 

of a suspect injuring himself. An individual arrested for public 

intoxication is normally taken into custody for his own protection. 

Detention provides him with an opportunity to sober up, eat, and have 

his immediate medical problems attended to. Obviously, immediate 

release can not serve such functions, and temporary police custody is, 

therefore,necessary. 

Third, for some suspects, the natUl'''e of arrest and the necessity 

of appearance in court is not apparent merely from the fact of citation 

issuance. However, communication of the implications of a citation is 

necessary to satisfy the demonstrative function of custody. Translation 

of tht! citation form into Spanish has presently minimized this problem, 

but when, during the program period, it could not be overcome, citations 

were not issued. 

Finally, to conform with authorizing legislation, the citation deci­

sion requires a determination of the likelihood of the suspect's ap­

pearance in Gourt if release were conditioned solely on his written 
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promise. Residential, family and economic ties to the New Haven area 

provided the basis for this judgment, Field release, however, presents 

police with special problems in assessing this probability. Unlike 

stationhouse release programs~ verification of information obtained in a 

field interview is a practical impossibility, unless the cLation pro­

cedure is mad~ so cumbersome as to be unusable. For instance, often 

times an arrestee lacks sufficient identification to justify release. 

These practical variables make this standard a difficult jud~mental 

decision and force heavy reliance upon proper exercise of police 

discretion in the field. 

To insure orderly processing of all citation arrests, additional 

procedural instructions were developed during the citation program plan­

ning phase. Also signifi~ant were attempts made in both the written 

procedural guidelines and t:w classroom training sessions to overcome 

potential police reluctance and to encourage citation issuance. After 

distribution of the Departmental General Order and completion of 

in-service training, the Citation Program formally commenced in October 

1970. 

IV. ASSESSMENT OF NEW HAVEN POLICE CITATION PROGRAM 

A. Issuance and Distribution 

During the twelve month evaluation period of the New Haven Misdemean­

or Citation Program, citations proved an extremely flexible tool for 

police personnel. A total of 1,192 citations were· issued during the 

project period for 42 different offenses. Table I shows a general 
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distribution of citations issued 9Y New Haven Police from October 1, 1970 

through September 30, 197~. 

TABLE 1 

Citations Issued: October 1, 1970 through September 30, 1971 

Classification 

Breach of Peace 
Other Criminal Offenses 
Motor Vehicle Offenses 
Regulatory Offenses 

TOTAL 

No. of Citations 

482 
217 
448 
~ 

1192 

Percent of Total 

40.4 
18.2 
37.6 

_.3.8 

100.0 

While authorized only for misdemeanors, a number of citations were 

, d t felons', 1'ncluding 18 individuals arrested on erroneously ,ssue 0 

t ' In other areas, such as the crime charges of possession of narco lCS. 

of larceny, the statutory offense includes both felony and misdemeanor 

components, with the classification depending upon the amount of money 

involved. In these cases it could not readily be determined whether 

the citation was in fact issued for the misdemeanor or felony component. 

Eliminating actual or potential felony citations--of which there were 52 

during the project period--a total of 647 criminal misdemeanor citations 

were issued, 482 for breach of the peace violations. 

The major effect of the citation program, therefore, clearly fell 

on the catch-all breach of the peace charge. With the exception of 

public intoxication, which accounts for approximately one-third of 

all arrests made by New Haven police, breach of the peace is the most 

frequent 0 fense c arge . f h d V,'olat,'ons of the statute encompass a wide 

variety of fact situations, and thus no typical breach of peace citation 
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arrest can be constructed. However, the extensive use of citations to 

deal with this offense is indicative of the procedure's flexibility. 

Citations were issued far less often in handling criminal offenses 

more specific than breach of the peace. Thirty-one citations were 

issued for gaming and 29 for evading responsibility with a motor vehicle. 

Frequency of use continues to decline as more offenses are considered. 

It became apparent during the project's early stages that citations 

could also be useful in dealing with a variety of regulatory offenses, 

such as housing and zoning code violations, and with motor vehicle of­

fenses for which traffic tickets could not be issued. As indicated in 

Table I, such activity accounted for 41,4 percent of all citations is-

sued during the project period. 

More important than the absolute number of citations issued, how­

ever, is the issuance rate--the frequency with which a citation was 

issued for a particular offense. These rates are contained in Table II. 

The statistics demonstrate a wide disparity in citation issuance 

rates for vari ous misdemeanor offenses. Of ,a 11 mi sdemeanor arrests not 

involving motor vehicles during the project period, seven percent were 

effected through citations. Excluding suspects charged with an intox­

ication offense, either as the sole charge against them or as one of 

a series of multiple Violations, the issuance rate for misdemeanor 

offenses not involving motor vehicles rises to 10.8 percent. This latter 

rate is higher than anticipated, and New Haven po.lice command personnel 

feel it represents a substantial impact on the pretrial criminal process. 
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Connecticut 

TABLE II 

CITATION ISSUANCE RATE BY OFFENSE 

October 1, 1970 through September 30,1971 

Total No. of 
Statute Offense Arrests Citations 

53-20 

53-81 

53-174 

53-175 

53-277 

53-298 

14-224 

19-481b 

*18- 37 

* * 

Cruelty to Persons 6 

Wilful Injury to a 
Private Building 53 

Breach of the Peace 3,285 

Disorderly Conduct 227 

Gaming 411 

Policy Playing 108 

Evading Responsibility 
with a Motor Vehicle 185 

Possession of Controlled 
Drugs 179 

Trespass to Private Property 312 

Housing Code Violations 51 

1 

20 

482 

3 

31 

7 

29 

9 

6 

21 

Other Criminal Misdemeanor 
or Regulatory Offenses 5,106 83 

Total Criminal Misdemeanor 
and Regulatory Offenses 9,923 692 

Total Excluding Intoxica-
tion Offenses 6,408 690 

* New Haven City Ordinance 

** Housing Code and Zoning violations not specified 
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Percent of 
Citations 

16.7 

37.7 

14.7 

1.3 

7.5 

6.5 

15.7 

5.0 

1.9 

41.2 

1.6 

7.0 

10.8 

, 
" 
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Although the overall citation issuance rate for misdemeanors 

(excluding intoxication offenses) exceeded 10 percent, several con­

founding factors likely account for the failure to attain an even higher 

figure. For a period of time, New Haven police declined to issue cita­

tions during weekday hours when court was in session, mistakenly be­

lieving that to do so would violate the right to prompt arraignment. 

This misconception was corrected, part way through the program, and 

police began to issue citations during this period of the day: New 

Haven police were also precluded from issuing citations to individuals 

arrested pursuant to circuit court warrants, and this lack of authority 

similarly reduced the number of citations issued. 

B. Persons Issued Citations 

One of the department's primary concerns was that the citation 

procedure be fairly and impartially used by police personnel. Therefore, 

statistics were kept on citation issuance by age, sex and race, and 

compared to a sample of arrest statistics for a two week period in 

June of 1971. 

The statistics in Table III demonstrate that the distribution of 

citations by age, sex, and race closely approximates the distribution 

of arrests in general. The most pronounced deviation, however, exists 

for females, who were issued a higher proportion of citations than 

.wou1d be predicted by arrest statistics. This result may be explained 

by the fact that citations permit easier handling of female arrestees 

with children, since they allow the mother to remain with the children 

and thereby obviate the need for providing temporary child care. In 
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Table III 

Comparision of Citation and Arrest Activity 

Category 

Males 
Black 
Under 25 
26-35 
Over 35 

White 
Under 25 
26-35 
OVer 35 

Latin 
Under 25 
26-35 
Over 35 

Females 
Black 
Under 25 
26-35 
OVer 35 

White 
Under 25 
26-35 
Over 35 

Latin 
Under 25 
26-35 
OVer 35 

Tota 1 Citati ons 
Issued 10/1/70-

9/30/71 

194 
140 
138 

125 
81 
86 

26 
15 
7 

99 
87 
55 

54 
34 
26 

3 
6 
2 

Other or Unknown 14 

TOTAL 1,192 

Percent of 
Total Cita­

tions 

16.3 
11.7 
11.6 

10.5 
6.8 
7.2 

2.2 
1.3 
0.6 

8.3 
7.3 
4.6 

4.5 
2.6 
2.2 

0.3 
a r .... 
0.2 
l.2 

99.9* 

Total Arrests 
6/1/71-
6/14/71 

81 
66 

113 

71 
38 

112 

6 
7 
4 

35 
12 
17 

16 
6 
9 

0 
1 
0 
1 

595 

* Percentages have been rounded off to the nearest tenth, 
sulting in totals which deviate slightly from 100 percent. 
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Percent 
Of Total 
Arrests 

13.6 
11. 1 
19.0 

11.9 
6.4 

18.8 

1.0 
1.2 
0.7 

5.9 
2.0 
2.6 

2.7 
1.0 
1.5 

0.0 
0.2 
0.0 
0.2 

99.8* 

thereby re-
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such cases, standards ma~ be relaxed and citations issued more 

freely. 

Conversely, both black and white males over age 35 were issued 

proportionately fewer citations. This underrepresentation may be due 

to the lower frequency of arrests for citable offenses within this age 

group. 
C. Total Release Frequency 

The New Haven Department of Police Service never viewed .the cita­

tion program as the exclusive mechanism for the pretrial release of sus­

pects. Rather, it was seen as a procedural supplement to the station­

house release on recognizance program. Data, described in Table IV, was 

collected to compare how the two procedures worked side by side. 

The figures demonstrate that of 9,937 persons arrested for misde­

meanor offenses not involving motor vehicles, 692 (seven percent) were 

released on citations and 2,370 (23.0 percent) on their own recognizance. 

Thus, 30.9 percent of all arrestees secured pretrial release without 

posting any bail. If person"s charged with intoxication offenses are ex­

cluded, citations rise to 10.8 percent of those remaining and recogni­

zance releases to 33.3 percent; thus a total of 44.1 percent of such 

arrestees were released without bail. A sample study of persons arrested 

during August 1970, two months prior to inauguration of the citation pro­

gram, revealed that 248 of 956 arrestees were released without bond--a 

release rate of only 25.9 percent. Again excluding intoxication ar­

rests, of which there were 261, the release rate rises to 31.5 percent. 

Contrary to expectations, the citation program apparently helped in­

crease police recognizance release rate over the preprogram level. 
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53-20 
53-46 
53-75 
53-81 
53-103 
53-126 
53-174 
53-175 
53-220 
53-235 
53-246 
53-277 
53-298 
53-361 
53-371 
14-145 
14-224 
19-481 (b) 
**30-77 
**18-37 

TOTALS 

"-'---. ~-----=-~..:..:.......- -":.-:~--.-..::::...- ....::...,..:..;: 

TABLE IV 

COMPARATIVE RELEASE CONDITIONS OF NON-MOTOR VEHICLE MISDEMEANORS 

OCTOBER 1, 1970 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 1971 

OFFENSE 

Cruelty to Persons 
Injury to Public Property 
Breaking and Entering Without Permission 
Willful Injury to Private Building 
Trespass 
Willful Injury to Personal Property 
Breach of the Peace 
Disorderly Conduct 
Indecent Exposure 
Nightwalking & Prostitution 
Intoxication 
Gaming 
Pol icy Pl aying 
Fraudulent Check 
Defrauding Innkeeper 
Tampering with a Motor Vehicle 
Evading Responsibility 
Possession of Controlled Drugs 
Liquor Permit Violation 
Trespass to Private Property 
Housing and Zoning Violations 
Other Misdemeanor and Regulatory Offenses 

*CITE 

1 
3 
o 

13 
o 
1 

482 
3 
o 

10 
2 

31 
7 
o 
1 
2 

29 
9 

18 
6 

23 
51 

692 

ROR 

2 
o 
7 

20 
7 

26 
1364 

104 
12 
28 

230 
4 

10 
25 

6 
14 
65 
36 
25 

126 
33 

226 

2370 

BOND 

1 
o 
3 
6 
1 

15 
532 

58 
6 

30 
1200 
349 

22 
7 
1 
4 

42 
45 
18 
50 
1 

368 

2759 

COURT 

o 
2 
9 
2 
1 
3 

142 
2 
2 
1 

39 
23 
47 
11 

5 
2 
1 

26 
4 

18 
2 

90 

432 

·~·'-======~~~-:~~~;'~~J~~:~t.Wi 

OTHER 

a 
o 
a 
o 
a 
o 

29 
1 
a 
1 

271 
a 
a 
o 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
2 
a 
1 

305 

HELD 

2 
1 

33 
14 
12 

128 
743 

59 
9 

39 
1733, 

4 
22 
10 

5 
11 
48 
63 
2 

110 
1 

290 

3379 

" o 
r ....... 
("') 
IT! 

("') ...... 
-I 
):> 
-I ....... 
o 
:z 

TOTAL~ 
(J) 

-I 

6 ~ 
6 

52 
55 
21 

173 
3292 
227 

29 
109 

3515 
411 
108 
53 
18 
33 

185 
179 

67 
312 

60 
1026 

9937 

* Dispositions of arrestees are listed as follows: Cite-released on a citation; ROR-re1eased on a written 
promise to appear in court after arrest and transportation to police detention facility; Bond-released on 
cash, property or surety bond; Court-suspect arrested during weekday hours and taken directly to court 
for arraignment; Other-released by prosecutor or taken to a hospital for treatment; Held-Suspect held 

Ul 
1.0 

in police detention pending arraignment. 

** New Haven City Ordinance. 
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POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

failed initially to appear presented themselves in court the next week. 
I 

For those who did not appear, a rearrest warrant was issued. This pro-

cedure reduced the total nonappear'ance rate to 6.8 percent--9.3 percent 

for motor vehicle offenses and 5.3 percent for other offenses. Further, 

the procedure was extremely effective in breach of the peace cases, 

where the nonappearance rate declined from 16.5 to 5.0 percent. 

Nonappearance, both for first and second court dates, was often 

attributable to lost notices, appearance at the wrong courtroom, or 

sickness. If more, and earlier, contact--including telephone calls --

can be maintained with defendants, the likelihood of these factors result­

ing in unexplained failures to appear in court should diminish. Plans 

are currently being developed to begin an experimental program designed 

to increase contact with defendants, thereby reducing the inefficiency and 

delay caused by nonappearance. 

Table V 
NONAPPEARANCE RATE FOR MISDEMEANOR CITATIONS 

October 1, 1970 through September 30, 1971 
Failure 

to 

Offense 

Breach of Peace & 
Disorderly Conduct 

Other Criminal Offenses 
All Criminal Offenses 
Motor Vehicle Offenses 

TOTALS 

Cases 
Disposed 

363 
148 
511 
312 

823* 

Failure 
to 

Appear 
First 
Time 

60 
14 
74 
95 

169 

Appear 
Second 

Time Re­
Arrest 

Percent Ordered 

16.5 
9.5 

14.5 
30.5 

20.5 

18 
9 

27 
29 

56 

Percent 

5.0 
6.1 
5.3 
9.3 

6.8 

* 823 of the 1192 citation cases were disposed of during the project 
period. 
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E. Costs Benefit Analysis 

One final concern in the evaluation of the citation program is its 

relative costs and benefits to New Haven. In considering this issue, 

the department realized that the cost-benefit analysis of a citation 

program would vary from city to city, depending upon individual police 

practices. The cost-benefit effects of the New Haven Citation Program, 

therefore, were evaluated in light of specific New Haven procedures. 
\ 

As a general rule New Haven police do not transport arrestees to 

the police detention facility individually" Instead a police prisoner 

conveyance is dispatched and will generally pick up several arrestees 

before returning to the detention facility. Moreover, conveyance drivers 

are instructed to listen carefully to police radio dispatches when not on 

a specific assignment, and to drive toward the location of incidents that 

seem likely to result in arrests. In unusual cases, police officers may 

take a suspect to the detention facility without requesting a prisoner 

conveyanc,e; however, thi s o~curs infrequently and is more often done by 

detective personnel than by patrol officers. 

Also, New Haven police do not, as a rule, follow arrestees to the 

detention facility to file their reports. Rather, reports are phoned 

in from call boxes located throughout the city. This procedure per­

mits police officers to spend the maximum period of their tour of duty 

in the field. Major exceptions occur if an arrest is made while court 

is in session and a report or the officer's presence is required for 

arraignment. Every effort is made, however, to keep the officer in the 

fi e 1 d. 
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POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

A sample survey was undertaken to measure the appropriateness of 

the citation program to New Haven police arrest procedures. The cita­

tion issuance process itself averaged approximately 10 minutes in 

length, although the exact time depended upon the degree of cooperation 

from the arrestee, his ability to produce adequate identification, and 

whether or not the arresting officer decides to undertake a record check 

of the arrestee (record checks, although not required, can be made at 

the arresting officer's discretion). Measured against his time is an 

average of approximately 10 minutes required for the arrival of a 

prisoner conveyance after a request has been made. Since priority is 

given to incidents involving violence, arrival time is substantially 

lower in such cases. Thus, there was no saving of police patrol resources 

stemming from institution of the citation program. Patrolmen were out of 

general service for approximately the same amount of time in arrest 

situations, regardless of whether the citation or physical custody 

process was employed. 

However, some police patrol economies did result where citations 

were issued during court hours because the process eliminated the need 

for the arresting off'jcer to leave his field assignment. Up to two hours 

of field patrol time can be saved in each such case, but this saving 

occurred in less than 10 percent of all citation situations. Thus, 

during the project period a maximum of 238 patrol hours--the equivalent 

of .22 man years--were saved by the citation procedure. Use of 

citations during court hours must, therefore, rise substantially before 

patrol economies become significant. 
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Despite the minimal savings in patroi operations, citations did 

conserve police resources in other areas. Assuming the individuals is­

sued citations would otherwise be released from the police detention 

facility on their own recognizance, economies occurred in transportation 

and custody costs. An average of 23 arrestees per week did not have to 

be transported by the prisoner conveyance to the detention facility and 

held and processed there. However, these economies were in areas far 

less critical than patrol and operated merely to lighten exisiting burdens 

rather than to enable the reassignment of personnel. Although the 

citation process apparently will not actually reduce the number of 

prisoner conveyances on duty at anyone time, the system may forestall 

the addition of another prisoner conveyance at some time in the future. 

But command personnel within the New Haven Department of Police Service 

felt that the department was not near this point, nor could they pre­

dict when such a need might otherwise have arisen. 

Since the citation procedure effectively diverted an average of 23 

arrests per week from the prisoner transportation process the response 

time for dispatch of a prisoner conveyance should theoretically have 

been reduced. Statistical analysis, however, has been unable to confirm 

this hypothesis. The internal priority system for prisoner conveyance 

dispatching, the geographical distribution of prisoner conveyances on 

duty, and the level of existing workload are the primary factors which 

prevented the citation program from significantly affecting prisoner 

conveyance response time. 
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POLICE CITAT10N SYSTEM 

Custody costs af temporarily holding prisoners pending their release 
I 

were, however~ reduced slightly as a result of the citation program. In 

particular, the time required to process an arrestee, including the 

a.dministration of a bail interview, was eliminated. The estimated savings 

was 10 minutes per arrestee and totaled just under 400 hours or .37 man 

years for the project period. But again this reduction occurred in an 

m'ea less critical than patrol and was insufficient to permit reassign­

ment of personnel. The delay involved -in processing arrestees,was 

reduced and some reduction in the overcrowding of the detention facility 

effected.; but no actual cash savings resul ted. 

Based upon specific New Haven ope.rating procedure, it thus appears 

that the citation program offered no r.eal economies in field activities, 

but 'saved generally the equivalent of .59 man yeai~s for the department 

during the course of the project period. This saving~ however, was 

minimal and, because diffused throughOl:lt nonc.riti.cal functions, was 

difficult to capitalize on, although minor reduction of the workload of 

existing personnel may have reSUlted. It should nevertheless. be emp!1C\­

sized that this analysis applies only to New Haven. Any police depart­

ment which uses more patrol time in the processing of arrestees--such as 

by requiring arresting officers to report in after each arrest--wil1 

experience s-ubstantially more economies in their fi.eld patrols. 

It \'ias virtually impossible to measure the beneficial impact of the 

citation program upon individual arrestees. Statistics are particularly 

inadequate for this purpose. That the citatton pr{)gram penefited in­

dividuals -arpested by the police. and improved functioning of the pretrial 
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. 
criminal process was~ however, suggesteq by nonstatistical evaluations. 

Officers reported greater ease in performing their duties \\fhen not 

forced to remove s:".:5pects from their homes. Moreover, there were no 

injuries whatsoever in citation arrest cases, nor was there any physical 

viol'ence. Finally, there was a sense of improved police-community 

relations stemming from the citation program VJhich~ while not quantifiable~ 

nevertheless seemed to help ease local tensions. Of course, the cita-

tion program did not eliminate the police-community relations problem; 

rather the process was apparently vielt/ed as a positive step by the 

police to inwrove the treatment of arrestees, and \'\fas accepted and ap­

preciated on that level. 

V. CONCLUS ION 

Manifestly~ traditional police arrest and detention procedures are 

in need of ~~eform. The existing art'est process consists of a set of 

inflexible ~teps v/hich must be followed in every case, despite dif­

erences in arrestees and 3i''rest situations. Simply stated, every suspect 

who must appear in court to face crimina'! charc;es should not be forced 

to submit to a variety of procedural in9i9nities~ none of which serve any 

useful function in this particular case. 

The New Haven Department of Police Service's experience with its 

misdemeanor citation progr'am has demonstrated that the citation procedur~e 

is c~pable of prqviding an effective and workable alternative to the 

exi$i:ing arrest process. First, the citation permits police to dispense 

witn the lInnec~s:;ary transportati.onand detention of su~p~cts who need not 
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be held. This effect can produce some departmental economies, the 
I 

exact extent of which depends upon specific police procedures. Equally 

important, however, is the more rational treatment the citation process 

affords to citizens. Even with a citation pr~cedure) most arrests will 

be made using the traditional process; nonetheless, the availability of 

the citation procedure in appropriate cases means that system rigidity 

is eliminated and flexibility introduced into the pretrial criminal 

process. 

Although the citation concept can be thought of as a prearrest 

or post arrest procedure, the label chosen is less important than the 

need to establish alternatives to existing rigid requirements. Both 

approaches use the citation as the mechanism for invoking the criminal 

process against a suspect witho~t requiring that he be takeh into 

custody if that need is not present. The post arrest citation approach 

accomplishes this by requiring a formal arrest, but thereafter author­

izing the prompt release of the suspect. It has the advantage of 

avoiding potential legal problems which might arise from use of a new 

concept in the criminal justice system. 

Moreover, regardless of its label, the citation does represent 

invocation of the criminal process. Calling it something other than 

an arrest might lead to an increase in the number of people charged with 

criminal offenses--a possibility already accentuated by the greater 

ease of processing which the citation offers. If the invocation pro­

cedure is made simpler and if its labelling indicates that it is some­

thing other than the traditional process, the pressure to use the 
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procedure more freely than the traditional arrest process will be 

substantial. To avoid unnecessarily compounding the problem of pre­

venting a citation from being issued where arrests would not ordinarily 

be made, it seems preferable to maintain the citation as a post arrest 

procedure and to stress the fact that it ought not be used unless the 

arrest itself is justified. From this perspective, the citation can 

be more clearly perceived as a mechanism for promoting the speedy re-

lease of criminal suspects. 

The New Haven Citation Program data gathered thus far demonstrates 

that a citation procedure can be added to the police arrest process 

without any negative side effects. The procedure has worked in New 

Haven and is well thought of by both police and court personnel, as 

well as by concerned citizen groups. In other jurisdictions, however, 

the necessary legislative and administrative basis for citation use may 

not exist. Reform in this area must then come first from the legisla­

tive branch, preferably with clear and specific statutes authorizing 

the use of police citations. Subsequently, individual police depart­

ments must take the necessary administrative steps to estabO( i sh citati on 

procedures within their departments. The citation concept is both 

workable and effective; there is no reason why it should not become 

standard p0lice procedure. 
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APPENDIX A 

'GENERAL ORDER 
DEPARTMENT OF POLICE SERVICE 

New Haven, Connecticut 
Biagio Dilieto, Chief of Police 

General Order 71-4 

RE: New Haven Police Bail Policy 

I. PURPOSE 

Previous general orders have been devoted to the Misdemeanor Citation 
and the R.U.R. bail programs. This general order combines previous 
directives dealing with departmental bail policy. It is intended to 
insure that individuals arrested are treated equitably and in accord­
ance with law. 

II. MISDEMEANOR CITATION ARRESTS 

A. General 

Every New Haven Police officer is authorized to release misdemeanor of­
fenders over 16 years of age on their written promise to appear in 
courts. (For arrestees between 16 and 21 years of age, the signature 
of a parent or guardian on the citation form is required.) The pro­
cedures for misdemeanor citation releases, described in detail below, 
involve the issuance of a citation to the arrestee at the scene of the 
arrest in appropriate cases. This process avoids the unnecessary delays 
and inconvenience caused by the transportation of arrestees to the 
detent; on facil; ty pri or to release. 

B. Procedures 

1. Arrest 

The issuance of a citation is not a substitute for arrest and has no 
effect on the status of an arrest. Citations can only be issued after 
an arrest has been made. Each police officer, therefore, must continue 
to determine that an arrest should be made based upon his judgment that 
an offense has been committed and an arrest is appropriate. Every per­
son arrested must, as always, be informed of his constitutional rights. 

2. Arrestees Eligible for Citations 

Every individual arrested for a misdemeanor is eligible for a citation 
except: 

a. Arrestees under 16 years of age 
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b. Arrestees between 16 and 21 years of age who cannot 
secure the signature of a parent or guardian on the 
citation fonn .. 

c. An arrest for an offense involving the possession 
or use of a weapon. 

d. An arrest for a sex-related offense 

If the individual is not eligible for a 
to the detention facility for booking. 
must decide whether he should receive a 
to detention. 

citation, he must be transported 
If he is eligible, the officer 
citation instead of being taken 

3. Citation Standards 

If an individual is eligible for the issuance of a citation based upon 
the above criteria, a decision must still be made whether to issue a 
citation or transport the suspect to the detention facility. This 
decision is to be based upon the citation standards set out below: 

a. Is there a substantial danger that if immediately 
released the arrestee will continue the offense? 

b. Is there a need to detain the arrestee to prevent him 
from injuring himself, the arresting officer or other 
persons? 

c. Does the arrestee understand that he has been arrested 
and must appear in court? 

d. Does the arrestee demonstrate sufficient ties to the 
New Haven area to make it likely that he will appear in 
court? 

The first three factors are to be judged on the basis of the situation 
at the time of arrest. They require the exercise of individual judg­
ment by each police officer on the basis of all of the facts available. 
The fourth factor, likelihood of appearance in court, should be eval­
uated from the information gained in the citation interview. T~e~ to the 
New Haven area wi 11 fonn the bas; s of thi s judgement. No s peel fl c 1 ength 
of residence or job or number of local relatives is required. The 
existence of some tie based upon anyone factor or combination is 
enougth to satisfy the likelihood of appearance standard. 

If the citation standards are not satisfied, it means that there is a 
reason to bring the arrestee to the detention facility. But, if there 
is no good reason for detention based upon the standards, the arrestee 
shall be given a citation and released. 
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4. Citatipn Interview Procedure 

If an arrestee is eligible for the issuance of a citation based upon 
the criteria of section II(B){2) of this order, he must be considered 
for the issuance of a citation. The first step in this process is the 
consideration of the first three standards for citation issuance in 
section 11(8)(3) of this order based upon the facts existing at the 
time of arrest. If none of the first three standards precludes is­
suance of a citation, the likelihood of the suspect's appearing in 
court must be determined. If the suspect is likely to appear in court, 
a citation shall be issued and the suspect released. 

To determine the suspect's likelihood of appearing in court, a citation 
interview must be held. This involves completion of the citation form. 
Experience with the citation program has shown that it is helpful to 
fill out the confidential information section of the citation form 
first. That way, if the suspect's ties to the area are very weak, the 
whole form will not have been filled out unnecessarily. Where this 
procedure is used and the arresting officer decides not to issue a 
citation, it is only necessary to fill in the arrestee's name and then 
write VOID on the form as indicated in section Il(B)(5) of this order. 

This citation interview must be preceded by warning the suspect of his 
constitutional rights. Arrestees should also be told that if they re­
fuse to answer the·citation questions or sign the citation form, they 
will have to be taken to the detention facility for formal booking. 

The suspect must produce some adequate identification to be released on 
a citation. If he has identification and if his answers to the inter­
view questions indicate a likelihood that he will appear in court based 
upon some ties to the New Haven area, he shall be issued a citation and 
released. 

5. Citation Issuance 

To issue a citation, merely complete the form and be sure that it is 
signed by both the arresting officer and the arrestee. Allow up to two 
weeks in setting a court appearance date and warn the arrestee that 
failure to appear in court will subject him to rearrest and additional 
charges. The citation form should be filled out with a ballpoint pen 
pressing hard. 

After the arrestee has signed the citation form, along with the ar­
resting officer, the arrestee shall be given the bottom copy and re­
leased. All completed forms must be turned in at the completion of the 
shift to the desk officer. Plainclothes personnel shall turn in their 
forms directly to the Court Street detention facility. Additional ci­
tation books can be obtained from the Support Services Division. 
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POLICE CITATION SYSTEM 

If.a citation is begun but not issued, the"arresti 
Wrlte VOID on the form and turn in all f '. ng officer shan 
whi:h a misdemeanant is not released 't~ur C?ple~t For any ca~~ in 
?fflCer shall indicate the reasons foW\h a clt~tlon, the arrestlng 
ln his report. r e non-lssuance of a citation 

General Order 70-11 
General Order 69-31 
Public Act 826 (1969) 

EFFECTIVE: Immediately 

Distribution: ALL 

III. REFERENCES 
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El ement: 

Definition: 

Primary 
Objectives: 

Lead Agenci es : 

Other Agencies 
Involved: 

Cost Areas: 

Resource People/ 
Projects/Agencies: 

3. SUMMONS SYSTEM 

Abstract 

Summons Sys tern 

Notice issued by the court, at its own or prosecu­
tor's initiative, for offender to appear in 
court at specific time and place, in lieu of 
fonnal arrest warrant and processing. 

Saves police time through avoiding arrests. 
Allows ear;~' legal determinations by prosecutor. 
Diminishes negative consequences to offenders. 
Reduces jail costs. 
Improves police-community relations. 

Prosecutor; Court 

Law Enforcement 
Corrections 

Development, printing of forms. 
Training of assistant prosecutors in use of forms. 
Adjustment of prosecutor's, court's procedures. 

Kalamazoo (~lichigan) City Attorney's Office 

Clark County (Las Vegas, Nevada) District Attorney's 
Offi ce 
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to work from pre-established guidelines in order to exercise uniformly 

the discretion inherent in these practices. 

The value of this element to jurisdictions implementing the Im­

proved Lower Court Case Handling Program is similar to that of the ci­

tation system. It diminishes police work loads by eliminating duties 

relating to certain arrest warrants which will now be handled as sum-

monses. It cuts down corrections costs by avoiding a number of poten­

tial arrests and detentions altogether. Although it does add certain 

specific responsibilities to the court and the prosecutor, it allows 

them both to control their resources and case loads better through al­

lowing a more balanced distribution of case entries. Furthermore, it 

enables prosecutors to make early legal determinations on certain de­

fendants and cases. 

The demonstration jurisdictions who implemented the Improved Lower 

Court Case Handling Program approached the summons element in two ways. 

First, where court systems were not unified, uniform procedures and 

forms were developed for use in the various courts within the jurisdic­

tion. Second, guidelines were established by prosecutors for the con­

sistent utilization and issuance of summonses. Both of these approaches 

ensure the institutiona1ization of effective and fair summons systems 

in these jurisdictions. 
, I 

i 
, 
I 

/" 

I , 
In summary, the purpose of the program element, beyond its con­

siderable benefit to the accused, is to decrease police and corrections 

costs and differentiate incoming cases for the court and prosecution. 

In this way, priorities can be more easily established and resources 

more appropriately allocated. 
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4. PROMIS . 

(Prosecutor's Management Information System) 

Element: 

Definition: 

Primary 
Objectives: 

Lead Agen,cy: 

Other Agencies 
Involved: 

Cost Areas: 

Resource People/ 
Projects/Agencies: 

Abstract 

PROMIS (Prosecuto~'s Management Information System) 

A manage~ent i~formation tool enabling a prosecu­
~or s of~lce to collect numerous pieces of 
lnformatl0n, all in easily retrievable form 
on each case as it moves through the office' 
and court. 

"Fla~s" cases requiring special attention. 
Apprlses prosecutor of defendant's other pending 

cases. 
Reco~ds reasons for discretionary actions. 
Provl~es read~ source of statistics and case flow 

1 nforma t1On. 
Enabl~s.monitor~n~ of evenhandedness, office prior­

ltles, pollcles. 
Permits.analysis of problems of interagency coordin­

atlon and/or priorities. 
Allows.better witness/victim management notifica-

tl0n, communication. ' 
Better coordinates police officer time. 

Prosecutor 

Law Enforcement 
Court 
Probation 

One-time effort at organizing office, forms, pro-
. ~edures, etc. to support system. 

Prlntlng of forms. 
Training of personnel. 
Where ~ystem is automated, one-time cost of adap­

tlng software. 
Where system is automated, recurring costs of data 

entry and computer (batch vs. on-l inE!). 

Institute for Law and Social' Research 
Washington, D.C. 
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United States Attorney's Office 
for the District of Columbia 

I 

Parish of New Orleans (Louisiana~ 
Oistrict Attorney's Office 

Marion County (Indianapolis, Indiana) 
Prosecutor's Office 

Cobb County (Georgia) District Attorney's Office 

Mr. Alvin Ash . 
National Criminal Justice Informatlon Systems 

and Statistic', 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Washington, D.C. 
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PROMIS In Prac~ 

As the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program recognizes, it 

has been a common experience in large urban centers that court pro­

cesses are overwhelmed by the high volume of criminal cases, causing 

prosecution and court officials to resort to mass production case-

management techniques. In 1971, the prosecutor's office in Washington, 

D.C., decided to apply advanced methods of business management to this 

assembly-line process. With funding from the Law Enforcement Assis­

tance Administration, PROMIS (the Prosecutor's Management Information 

System) was developed, 

PROMIS is a management information tool, which was developed ini­

tially as a computer based system. It will be available in a semi­

automated version in the spring of 1976. PROMIS permits a prosecu­

tor's office to accumulate a wealth of information on each case, most 

of which is co11ected at the screening stage. The office is thus 

able to receive reports and a~alyses based on these data so that pros- . 

ecutors can concentrate on identified priority areas and exert control 

over their work load, instead of merely reacting to it. Not only does 

this promote effective uti1ization of prosecutor time and personnel, 

but it also serves to attract and retain experienced attorneys. 

Through utilization of certain scales, PROMIS provides a means 

of assuring that those offenders deemed to ben need of special 

attention (e.g., "career criminals") are immediately made known to 

the prosecutor's office. It is especially important in offices where 
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there is a high volume of cases and more than several prosecutors. In 

addition to "flagging" the more serious offender, the system provides 

a good means of monitoring case flow, analyzing problem areas, assist­

ing the courts in making pretrial release decisions, and generally im­

proving prosecutory management. 

Since its inception five years ago, PROMIS has meant, to the 

Washington, D.C. prosecutor's office, the ability to monitor the aging 

of cases so that defendants are assured a speedy trial. It has meant, 

for the fi}'st time, being able to answer inquiries from victims, lay 

witnesses, police officers and government chemists about the status of 

their cases even when they cannot find their subpoenas or do not recall 

the court docket numbers or the defendants' names. It has meant, for 

the first time, that prosecuting attorneys record the reasons for all 

of their discretionary decisions so their supervisors can assure ad-

herence to policies. It has meant that prosecutors are immediately 

aware when a defendant has more than one criminal case pending, so 

that cases can be combined in accordance with court rules. It has 

meant the ability to proceed with a case even if the file jacket is 

temporarily misplaced, as frequently happens. It has meant a 25 per­

cent higher conviction rate for repeat offenders who are charged with 

serious misdemeanors and who might otherwise count on the chaotic con­

ditions caused by high case volume to escape notice. And, finally, it 

has meant a regular review by prosecution management of how resources 

are being used and to what effect, so that policies can be revised or 

strengthened as necessary. Longer range goals include the development 
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of a comprehensive criminal data base enab~ing future research; broad­

based resource assessment and allocation; and the ability to monitor 

performance of individual prosecutors and the entire prosecutor staff 

over time. 

As of this writing, plans are underway for the installation of 

PROMIS in 27 locations throughout the country, ranging from large ju­

risdictions such as Los Angeles County to small ones such as Cobb 

County, Georgia. In each case, the program is being adapted to the 

specific environment, needs and policies of the implementing county, 

city, or state. A sample of some of the forms employed by both the 

automated and the semi-automated (manual) version of the system can 

be found in Appendix B. 

PROMIS is of great importance to the Improved Lower Court Case 

Handling Program. Its value in areas of case load management, resource 

allocation, and priority setting is immense. PROMIS interacts well 

with the other parts of the criminal justice process to achieve numer­

ous goals. The court benefits from the fact that the prosecution re- . 

quests fewer continuances because PROMIS alerts the prosecution to court 

dates, informs witnesses and victims of such dates, provides basic case 

information when files have been temporarily misplaced, e~c. Police 

are able to see the reasons behind certain case dismissals ~nd can also 

better cooruinate officer appearances and time. Agencies involved in 

bail decisions can also be assisted through the ability of PROMIS to 

immediately identify offenders awaiting trial on other charges who 

might not be ideal candidates for pretrial release. Perhaps most impor­

tantly, PROMIS permits the analysis of problems of interagency coordin-
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PROMIS 

ation and priority setting through the identification of non-congruent 

practices. 

It is apparent from this brief discussion that PROMIS addresses 

comprehensively the two main goals of the Improved Lower Court Case 

Handling Program. Greater detail is provided in the following article. 

Authored by two individuals intimately involved in the development of 

the PROMIS system, liThe Prosecutor1s Role in the Urban Court System: 

The Case for Management Consciousness ,II by William A. Hamilton and 

Charles R. Work, describes the management approach and way of thinking 

that led to the development of PROMIS in the Washington, D.C. prosec­

utor1s office. It puts PROMIS in the philosophical and practical frame­

work necessary for its successful planning and discusses those points 

that form the basis of the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program. 
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The Prosecutor1s Role In The Urban Court System: 

The Case For Management Consciousness* 

.l. 

William A. Hamilton** and Charles R. Work' 

Crime worries the urban American more than any other issue. In a 

nationwide opinion survey released in January, 1973, by the Gallup Poll, 

crime moved into top position as the most vexing concern of Americans 

residing in cities of 500,,000 or more. Just twenty-five years ago, 
, 

these same Americans, according to Gallup, found many other issues more 

distressing, including poor housing, traffic congestion, and high taxes. 

In view of today's urban American, one of the prime causes of the 

crime problem is lenient courts. Gallup found that the number of city 

residents who blame the crime problem on lenient courts has increased 

by fifty percent in just eight years. Today, almost three out of ev­

ery fouy' urban Americans believe that the courts are too lenient. 

No one involved in the administration of criminal justice can ig­

nore such evidence of waning p~bl;c confidence. It is possible, of 

couY'se, to interpret the concern for 1 en; ent courts in more than one way. 

* Reprinted by special permission of ThF Journal of Criminal Law and 
Crimino~, copyright 1973 by NorthwGstern University School of 
Law, Volume 64, No.2. (Footnotes have been omitted from this 
transcription.) 

** A.B., 1962, University of Notre Dame. President, Institute for 
Law and Social Research, Washington, D.C. 

t A.B., 1962, Hesleyan University; J.D., 1965;; University of Chicago; 
L.L.M. ~ 1966, Georgetown University. Chief, Superior Court Divi­
sion, Office o"f the united States Attorney, Washington, D.C. The 
views expressed in this article are those of the authors and not 
necessarily those of the Department of Justice. 
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The most obvious conclusion is that the public believes that sentences 

are not severe enough. This interpretation, however, may be an over­

simplification, and the widespread public disaffection uncovered in the 

polls and characterized as a concern for leniency may signify an even 

deeper and more pervasive dissatisfaction with the criminal courts. Per­

haps'what the public perceives but has not as yet articulated is a fail­

ure of the criminal coutt system to exhibit an awareness of the public's 
" 

priorities, Too often; "the criminal court system appears to be operated 

in an aimless, unfocus~d and arbitrary fashion, ingesting and disposing 

of its workload without any sense of direction. It is our contention 

that one of the primary remedies for the floundering urban criminal court 

systems is the development of management consciousness in the office of 

the public prosecutor, 

PROSECUTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY FOR INTELLIGENT USE OF COURT RESOURCES 

The public prosecutor is often forgotten in discussions of the crim­

inal justice system. In fact, the system is usually defined as being 

composed of three parts: the police, the court, and corrections. The 

prosecutor is viewed primarily as a functionary of the court and there­

fore not considered separately. 

The truth is that the prosecutor is far more than a mere function­

ary of the court. The prosecutor represents a separate and equal branch 

of government which is intended to be independent of the court. The 

prosecutor who allows his identify to be subsumed into and confused with 

the court is not perform'ing his rightful function. That the court and 

the prosecutor can and should have different but compatible goals can be 
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seen by an analysis of the role of each. 

The court in many respects is an arbitrator, and essentially plays 

a passive role. It can only consider matters brought to its attention. 

It is essentially in a position of having to react to actions taken by 

others, Furthermore, the court is constrained to look at each matter 

on a case-by-case or individual basis, affording each issue brought be­

fore it a comparable degree of importance. 

By contrast, the prosecutor is an advocate and essentially plays 

an active role. Unlike the court, the prosecutor is not constrained to 

accept passively as his workload every matter that is presented to him. 

He can screen out matters referred to him by police agencies that fail 

to meet his standards and priorities. He can initiate and channel in~ 

vestigations into the types of matters that he views as having prosecu­

tive priority. The prosecutor can choose from a broad inventory of 

treatments in handling his workload, including various types of diver­

sionary programs, such as employment training or drug treatment. In­

stead of responding to his workload on a case-by-case basis, the pros- . 

ecutor can evaluate the importance of the indiv'idual matters or cases 

in relation to all the otner matters or cases he considers. He can give 

differential treatment to his cases, proportioning his time resources 

among them based on his judgment of their relative importance. 

By properly e)~ercising his role, the prosecutor performs a vi);ally 

important function for the court which the court is prevented from per­

forming for itself: he precludes random access to its limited adjudica-· 

tive resources, and preserves these resources for the timely judgment 

of the matters to which the public attaches priority, It is in this 
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sense that the prosecutor serves as the guardian, protector, and custo-
I 

dian of the community's scarce resources for adjudication. 

Unfortunately, in many jurisdictions the prosecutor does not ap-

pear to be performing this custodial function satisfactorily. Badly 

understaffed and lacking a sufficiently strong management consciousness, 

the prosecutor slips into a passive role similar to that of the court, 

indiscriminately accepting virtually every matter referred to him, and 

1 h · Even when this custodial responsi-giving each matter equa emp as,s. 

bility is recognized and accepted, the prosecutor often lacks the means 

and techniques to differentiate rigorously among cases on the basis of 

public priorities. No prosecutor would find it difficult to compare the 

priority of a first-degree murder case with that of a petty larceny case. 

However, it is a great deal more difficult and challenging to differen­

tiate among all assault cases in terms of priority. 

As the result of inadequate staffing, inadequate differentiation 

among cases, and insufficient management consciousness, court backlogs 

grow inexorably. Prosecutors fight vainly to acquire additional staff. 

The public becomes increasingly pessimistic and contemptuous about the 

criminal court system. If these trends are to be brought under control, 

the prosecutor must perform his custodial or protective function. 
~ 

To be 

an effective custodian of the community's adjudicative resources, the 

prosecutor must actively manage his caseload and systematically develop 

and apply priorities. 

. "t' ,'s most obv,'ous ,'n maJ'or urban centers where The need for pr,orl les 

the public prosecutor must handle thousands of cases on an assemblyline, 

mass-production basis. The combination of a high-volume workload and 
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inadequate staffing means that there ;s little time for the prosecutor 

to prepare most of his cases, The prosecutor often does not have suffi­

cient staff to assign each case individually and, consequently, cannot 

hold anyone of his assistants responsible for a case from beginning to 

end. 

One frequent result of the high-volume, assembly-line system is that 

the habitual offender can achieve a degree of anonymity in the crowd and 

thereby exploit the system to make its weaknesses work for him'. Most 

repeat offenders, for example, learn that by securing the services of a 

heavily committed defense counsel they can increase their chances of 

gaining a series of continuances or postponements. The habitual offender 

learns quickly that this is an effective strategy for exhausting the 

government's witnesses to the point where they refuse to appear,.or to 

the point where the passage of tim~ has often blurred their memory and 

their testimony lacks credibility. Should the case go to trial, the 

prosecutor and the court are too often oblivious of the fact that there 

are other cases pending against the defendant, or even that he is a fu­

gitive from other cases before the court. 

THE PROMIS CASE EVALUATION AND MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

In the District of Columbia, the United States Attorney is the public 

prosecutor for common law crimes as well as federal crimes. In the exer­

cise of his local jurisdiction in the District of Columbia Superior Court, 

the United States Attorney is faced with the problem of prosecuting thou-

sands of cases on an assembly-line, mass-production basis. 
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In 1969, the then United States J-,\ttorney, Thomas At Flannery, per­

ceived an urgent need for ne\'J techniques to manage these cases. With a 

grant from the Law Enfoi"cement Assistance Administration~ a special team 

of lav/yers~ management analysts? criminologists, statisticians? and com­

puter science special'ists \,wrked to deve10p new case management tools. 

This effort led to the developrnent of an innovative, computer-based 

information system for the prosecutm1
" kno\'m as PROMIS (Prosecutor IS 

Management Informat.ion System). 

Seven:11 types of information arr contained in PRONIS. A complete 

:;Ull~i1ilry of information rfdfiting to the defendant is fed into the system. 

In ad(HUor, to general facts such as name, sex, race, date of birth, ad~ 

d:"'ess. ant; emplOSllnent status, the system also contains information Y'e-

9ard'in~: p\"'evious m'i'&~ts and cOlw'ict-ions and a1cohol or drug abuse. 

PRO~;I~; also t~OLt£ti 115 campl f:te information about the alleged crime and 

(~ordec:, m> ti!\"c the numbe\,' uf peit'snns involved, the gravity of the Gt'ime 

".:hc typt 0': m'k'est and the identity Gof the arresting office\~s are also 

notee, 

PRO~:S clso contains (1 complete h';stor~y of the criminal charges 

growinfJ out of the incident. The system (.ontains both the oriqinal 

charges p'laced by the pol ice against the defendant and the chal'ges actu­

any f·ned 'in court aga'inst him, together ''lith the pl'osecutor's reasons 

for any change ir. thcl chc.Y'ges. The penal statute number for the charge, 

the fBI Uniform Crime Report name fer the charge, and the standardized 

88 

, 
,. 
! 
i , 
: 

j I 

i 
\ 

"". 

offense codes developed under ProJect SEARCH (System for U:f+ n~ctY'onk 

Analysis and Rei:l'ieval of Criminal History) are also induded. 

The system contains a complete summary of court events and informa~ 

tion about vJitnesses. PRotlIS cont{i"ins the date:i of (wary court (:v(mi.: 

connected with the case, from arraignment to sentencing, the outcome of 

each event and the reasons for each outcome. and the name5 of the parties 

involved ~'Jith each event, inc1uding defen~e and prosecution attorneys and 

the judge. The nameS and addresses of all witnesses. tho pr05~cutor's 

assessment of the vJitnesses i va1ue to the case, and any indicGition m" 

reluctance to testify on the part: of the '.'fitn0ss~<; ar(-l i:'l i S~ 'ir'clud,::din 

the: system. 

nnd the crimin~l history of 

sys1:em. 

Th . f <.. • • i"'·" ,~ i Co' ~ '"''' r.) ~ t." e gra\!l ty 0 trIa crr.r:mia t rns:o~"')' 0'1' t.he ae"ent.arr" l~;·.SSl';S"-.(. "f 

a modified version of a sca1e deve1olJ2d by amrthei~ team of G~·jtjlil!101:)r:J t!.; 

PRO~HS 

headed by D.t·" Gottfredson. That s(;a1~ (lx.:1mines i::actm's such (1':; the num­

bel~ and density of prior arrests. tha !1umbe~' of previous dt1 PBStS for crimas 

against persons, the use of aliases! and the use of ~ard narcotics. 
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In the District of Columbia,Superior Court, the calendar is set and 

controlled by the court. PROMIS produces an advance list of the cases 

scheduled by the court for each calendar date and ranks the cases accord­

ing to their priority crime and defendant ratings. A special team of 

attor,leys intensively prepares and monitors the cases which are given 

high priority ratings. The cases are still called in the order that the 

court establishes, but the prosecutor, through special pre-trial efforts, 

assures a superior degree of preparation for the high priority cases. 

The special team of prosecuting attorneys prepares the priority cases in 

advance of trial. When a priority case is called by the court, the team 

delivers the government's case to the courtroom prosecutor. 

Another key feature of PROMIS is the ability to track the workload 

of the criminal court system from three separate vantage pOints. First, 

the police department's complaint number, assigned to the criminal inci­

dent, is incllided in PRQ\1IS. With this number it is possible to follow 

the full history of the court actions arising from the crime even though 

those court actions may involve multiple defendants, multiple cases, and 

mult;ple trials and dispositions. Second, the fingerprint-based number 

assign2d by the police department to the defendant after his arrest is 

incorporated into the PROMIS system. Because the same number is used by 

the department if the individual is subsequently arrested for another 

crime, it is possible to accumulate criminal history files on offenders 

and note incidents of recidivism. Third, PROMIS includes the court dock­

et number of the pending prosecution. It is thus possible to trace the 

history of any formal criminal action from arraignm~ ; through final 
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In the District of Co1umbia(Superior Court~ the calendar is set and 

controlled by the court. PROMIS produces an advance list of the cases 

scheduled by the court for each calendar date and ranks the cases accord·­

ing to their priority crime and defendant ratings. A special team of 

attorneys intensively prepares and monitors the cases which are given 

high priority ratings. The cases are still called in the order that the 

court establishes, but the prosecutor, through special pre-trial efforts, 

assures a superi'Jr degree of preparation for the high priority cases. 

The special team of prosecuting attorne~rs prepares the pri0rity cases in 

advance of trial. When a priority case is called by the court, the team 

delivers the government's case to the courtroom prosecutor. 

Another key fea.ture of PROMIS is the abi 1 ity to track the workload 

of the criminal court system from three separate vantage points. First, 

the police department's complaint number, assigned to the criminal inci­

dent, is included in PRa.uS. With this number it is possible to follow 

the full history of the court actions arising from the crime even though 

those court actions may invoive multiple defendants, multipie cases, ~nd . 

multiple trials and dispositions. Second, the fingerprint-based numbe~ 

assigned by the police department to the defendant after his arrest is 

incorporated into the PROMIS system. Because the same number is used by 

the department if the individual is subsequently arrested f?r another 

crime, it is possible to accumulate criminal history files on offenders 

and note incidents of recidivism. Third, PROMIS includes the court dock­

et number of the pending prosecution. It is thus possible to trace the, 

history of any formal criminal action from arraignment through final 
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disposition and sentencing, and to ~ccount for the separate fate of each 

count or charge. 

,The inc'lusion of these three numbers is very significant. The num­

ber keys provide "instant rep1 ay ll capabil ity to track the criminal inci­

dent, the de~endant, and the court actions and provide a basis for com­

munication among the va'f'ious constituent agencies of the criminal justice 

system. Lacking such an ability, there is no mechanism for information 

exchange among the' agencies . 

Another important aspect of the PROMIS system is that explanatory 

data is deliberately included to indicate the reasons for each event and 

disposition. This IIreason data ll is acquired as a by-product of the col­

lection of data for the system's day-to-day operational support functions. 

For example, PROMIS not only records the date and the fact that a case was 

screened out, continued, or dismissed, but it also records the reason for 

the disposition. An analysis of this Ilreason data ll enables the prosecutor 

to study in more detail the effectiveness of various prosecution policies 

and procedures. 

PROMIS is also designed to automatically generate subpoenas or no-

tices for the arresting police officers, the assisting officers, lay wit-

nesses, and expert witnesses before each court date. If there is not 

sufficient time for the notices to be sent by mail, the information is 

automatically printed on a special list for telephone notification. 

The computer is also programmed to generate reports on cases sched­

uled for special hearings. A IIMental Observation List" summarizes all 

cases for which hearings will be held the following day to determine the 
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mental competency of the defendants. A IILine-up List ll summarizes all 

cases for whi ch court-ordered 1 ine-ups are scheduled the foll owing day. 

The "Divet'sion List l' summarizes all cases which the prosecutor is divert­

ing from the criminal process and which are scheduled for review. The 

IISen tencing Listll surrnnarizes all cases scheduled for sentencing the follow­

ing day and includes any sentencing recommendation arrived at in the course 

of plea negotiations. A 'IList of New Narcotics Cases" and the IIChemist 

Report Status List ll keep the chemist informed of the progress of cases in 

which he is involved. 

MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS INDUCED BY PROMIS 

The PROMIS system has led to the adoption of a number of other signi­

ficant improvements in the management of the prosecutor's office. One of 

the primary benefits of developing any information system is that it forces 

management to describe and define the key office functions the system must 

support. A computer cannot deal with ambiguity. Consequently, the office 

is compelled to describe the functions in exhaustive detail. In the pro­

cess, weaknesses and redundancies in operations are made visible and can 

be corrected. For a PROMIS-type information system, this forced exercise 

in descriptive analysis takes on even greater importance because the sys­

tem is meant to be used as a tool for actively enforcing office policies 

and priorities. Thus, not only are functional weaknesses exposed, but 

also strategies and tactics of prosecution management are subjected to 

rigorous definition and review. 

One example of the benefits wrought from this process has been the 

formation of the Special Litigation Unit within the prosecutorls office, 
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a special six-attorney unit providing continuous, concentrated monitoring 

of all cases identified as having high priority by the PROMIS system. 

Once a case has been flagged as a priority case by virtue of a high crime 

gravity rating or a high defendant criminal history rating, it is assigned 

to a member of this unit. That assistant prosecutor contacts the wit­

nesses, interviews them, and personally arranges for them to be present on 

the trial date. He reviews the periodic PROMIS reports on the case to 

determine whether there are any other pending cases against th~ same de­

fendant and, depending upon his overall evaluation, may also contact de­

fense counsel to ascertain if a plea can be negotiated. The conviction 

rate for the priority cases which receive this intensive attention from 

the Special Litigation Unit is approximately 25 percent higher than for 

the cases processed routinely. 

Several other improvements in office management have been induced by 
. 

the development and operation of PROMIS. First, quarterly planning in the 

office has been assisted. The senior staff members of the office develop 

each quarter a list of problems, categorize them by type, and develop a 

plan for their resolution. The quarterly plan generally includes a number 

of policy issues requiring clarification, procedural weaknesses, personnel 

problems, inter-agency issues, and training matters. Internal administra­

tion is thus constantly subjected to review for efficiency and improvement. 

To assist in providing consistent criminal justice administration, a 

manual delineating office charging policies and procedures was prepared 

for the assistant prosecutors. The assistant prosecutor can consult this 

manual at the intake and screening stage to determine the establshed 
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policies for each type of offense~ the standards established by the prose­

cutor for enrollment of defendants in diversionary programs, and the ad-

ministrative procedures for effecting various decisions. 

The PROMIS system exposed some important weaknesses in the recording 

of accurate explanations of case decisions by assistant prosecutors. Even 

without a computer-based case management system, it is imperative that 

prosecution records contain a full accounting of all transactions and 

dispositions and the reasons for discretionary decisions. With the em­

phasis in PROMIS on recording reasons for all prosecutorial actions, it 

soon became apparent that this requirement for full documentation was not 

being met satisfactorily. The visibility that PROMIS gave to this problem 

led to the creation of paralegal positions in the office. Paralegals have 

been assigned to the mass-production courtrooms to aid the prosecutor, 

particularly with regard to the documentation of reasons for trial dates, 

continuances, nolle prosequi's, and dismissals. Other paralegals are 

assisting attorneys in the coordination of continuances, the notification 

of witnesses, the interviewing of citizens who wish to file complaints, 

and the preparation of the necessary documents at the intake and screening 

stage. 

PROMIS has ~lso given visibility to performance problems. Disposition 

rates can be displayed in a variety of ways which expose training deficien­

cies. A natural outgrowth of this exposure r~s been the development of a 

comprehensive training program on prosecution skills and administrative 

and management skills. A careful examination of the training needs has 

been completed for four types of staff: the management level prosecutor, 
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the line prosecutor, the pa~alegal, and the administrative support staff. 

A curriculum design has been completed for each of these staff types and 

case studies. Lecture materials, video tapes, and other audio-visual aids 

are also being developed. The curriculum design includes a comprehensive 

range of subjects, from an overview of the prosecution and criminal jus­

tice systems to specialized prosecution skills, such as rehabilitating a 

witness after cross-examination. 

PROMIS has also heightened the consciousness in the office of policy 

development and implementation. Consequently, a directives system is be­

ing developed to provide a conceptual framework for the determination and 

·promulgation of policy and procedures. One part of that system is the in­

take and screening manual described earlier. 

The most significant benefit from PROMIS, however, is yet to be real­

ized: a research program on the rROMIS data base, The system currently 

contains complete case histories on approximately 30,000 closed cases. 

In addition, the data base is growing by approximately 1,200 criminal 

cases per month. A preliminary des\gn has been developed for the research 

program. The primary thrust of the program will be to produce useful 

findings and to structure experiments for operational improvements based 

on the findings. 

PROMIS II 

Foll?wing the successful implementation of PROMIS, the United States 

Attorney for the District of Columbia, Harold H. Titus, Jr., decided to 

upgrade the PROMIS system so that case information could be instantly ob­

tained via terminals placed throughout his office. In February 1973, 
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PROMIS II, the second stage in the development of PROMIS, become opera­

tional. PROMIS II differs from PROMIS in one significant respect: 

PRor~IS II is an on-line, real-time system. Certain pre-formatted ques­

tions may be requested of the data base and the answer is flashed back 

instantaneously on a television-type screen. Moreover, PROMIS II will 

be useful not only to the prosecutor's office, but also to the police 

department. 

PROMIS II is presently being operated as part of a real-time metro-

politan Washington criminal justice communications network which in­

cludes a number of other systems, such as a wanted persons file and a 

stolen vehicle tag file, and which is directly linked to the National 

Crime Information Center system. 

The PROM IS data base contains more than 160 separate items of in-

formation about each case prosecuted in the District of Columbia Super­

ior Court. Although numerous other real-time queries could be designed 

which would be helpful to the prosecutor and the police, five queries 

have been developed thus far. 

The defendant query. This query makes it possible for the prosecu-

tor or the police to determine whether or not a given defendant has any 

other cases pending in the court system. The fingerprint-based identi­

fication number assigned by the Metropolitan Police Depa-tment is en­

tered via a terminal and the computer flashes back on a screen the dock-

With et numbers and status of each of the defendant's pending cases. 

this information, the police can identify those persons who are arres­

ted for crimes while on some form of pre-trial conditional release. If 

the identification number is not available, the defendant's name can be 
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used as the basis of the query, 

The court docket number query. This query enables the prosecutor 

or police officer to instantly apprise himself of the pertinent facts 

and status of any pending case. For docket number queries, the compu­

ter flashes back the following information: the defendant1s name and 

bail status; the charges; the arrest date, time and place; the offense 

date, time and place; the names of the police officers on the case; the 

number and reasons for any continuances in the case; the crime, gravity 

rating; and the defendant criminal history rating. 

The police officer query. This query enables the prosecutor or the 

police to determine the number and status of all cases a given officer 

has pending. By entering the officer's badge number, one can obtain on 

the screen a list of all the pending cases in which he is scheduled to 

test"fy and the next court dates for each case. 

The case aging query. This query enables the prosecutor to mo~itor 

delay at each stage in the criminal proceedings. The prosecutor can 

specify the type of case he is interested in, such as misdemeanor cases, 

cases bound over to the grand jury, or felony indictments, and then en­

ter, via the terminal, any aging factor of his choosing. For example, 

he can specify that he wants a list of all cases which have been await­

ing grand jury action for more than thirty days. 

The witness query. This query enables the prosecutor or police to 

enter the name of a witness in any pending case and immediately deter­

mine the docket number, status and next trial date of the case. 

Other pre-formatted queries are being planned. Another query to be 

developed in the immediate future will enable police district commanders 
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Case Screeninq in Practice 

The early review and screening of criminal cases by the prosecu­

tor's office is one of the most important principles behind the Improv-

ed Lower Court Case Handlin0 Program. The effect of this function up-

on other criminal justice agencies can be tremendous, because the work 

loads of police, the court, and corrections and probation personnel are 

directly affected by the size of the casp. load t:,e prosecutor defines. 

The "weeding oue of insubstantial cases at an early point in the pro-

cess can save valuable resources for all agencies involved. 

Furthermore, in the overtaxed prosecutors' offices found in most 

cities today, it is imperative that case loads be reduced as early as 

possible, and that poor cases not be carried any longer than necessary. 

Where a high volume of criminal cases is handled by limited criminal 

justice system resources. hard decisions must be made in order to give 

priority treatment to the more serious offenders. By establishing 

guidelines for prosecutory treatment, by utilizing all available pros-

ecution alternatives, and by assigning more experienced attorneys to 

screening, a chief prosecutor may minimize the possibility that habit­

ual offenders take advantage of the system, at the same time ensuring 

that all cases receive proper and fair treatment. 

The first step in achi~ving these ~oals lies in establishing an 

ongoing case screening unit in the prosecutor's office. All cases en-

tering the office must be screened by the unit for factors such as 

legal sufficiency, appropriateness of charges, sufficiency of evidence, 

and witness cooperation, al I as defined by the office itself. CasEs 

not meeting the office's own predetermined criteria should be dropped 
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CASE SCREENING 

charge of a special case screening unit. In other instances, forms and 

paperwork may simply be redesigned/to ensure consistent processing and 

information gathering. still other offices may begin to emphasize the 

wider use of diversionary programs as a charging alternative. In any 

event, the costs will relate directly to the degree of policy control 

decided upon by the prosecutor. 

Tile relationship between PROMIS and case screening is a strong 

one. Beyond the data-collecting function shared by screening and 

PROMIS, there is a far more important interdependency: the ability of 

PROMIS to measure prosecutory discretion, especially with regard to 

screening decisions. Once uniform policies are established and dis­

seminated, adherence to them can be monitored and enforced through 

PROMIS, especially in conjunction with the system's ability to record 

and analyze reasons for discretionary actions through action reason 

codes. In fact, the Papering and Screening Manual utilized by the 

Washington, D.C., Prosecutor's Office was an outgrowth of the instal-

lation of PROMIS. 

Since the concepts and underlying premises of a successful and 

fair case screening process are so intimately entwined with the infor-

mation gathering and analyzing ability of PROMIS, the following arti-

cle deals with case screening from that perspective. The paper is 

PRQt.lIS Briefing Series - 2. Case Screening, written by the Institute 

for Law and Social Research (lNSLAW), the original developers of 

PROMIS. The paper is one of 21 papers INSLAW has developed dealing 

with PROMIS. This one not only explains the theories and goals upon 

which all successful case screening units must be based; it also shows 
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how PROMIS contributes to the operation of such a unit and how the case 

screening itself is essential to PROMIS. 

In addition to the following article, another valuable resource is 

the series of five booklets developed on the screening process by the 

Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., and funded by the Law Enforce­

ment Assistance Administration. Dealing in both the theory and design 

of pretrial screening units, the documents also discuss a management­

by-objectives approach to designing case screening guidelines. 

As an ex;:tmple of the types of forms actually utilized in case screen·, 

ing, Appendix C contains a sample of those being employed by the Prosec­

uting Attorney's Office in Kalamazoo, Michigan. While these only repre­

sent one way of approaching the screening function, they give a fair 

idea of the types of uniform, accountable decisions made at this stage 

and of how these are recorded. 
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CASE SCREENING 

PROMIS Briefing Series - 2. Case Screening* 
i 

Facts are the raw material for prosecutors. Decisions are unlikely 

to be sounder than the available information. But in many jurisdictions, 

the information needed to support prosecutive judgement has been absent 

too often. l This is axiomatic and applies to case screening as well as 

to other areas of prosecutive responsibility. 

Such an observation is hardly news to experienced prosecuting at­

torneys, who would be among the first to concur with this comment by the 

National Advisory Commission: 

"Lack of weil-defined criteria may mean that inequities exist in 

screening, and that some decisions are made erroneously. Even if those 

e~gaged in screening have adequate criteria available, the lack of pro­

cedures for ascertaining all relevant facts may lead to misapplication 

of those criteria in individual cases."2 

Screening problems are, of course, most severe in high-volume juris­

dictions, where hard-pressed prosecutors struggle to keep pace with a 

massive influx of cases and possess little, if any, time to' 'refine 

screening criteria or to ensure that all the relevant facts about a 

complaint are obtained. 

As a result, the screening operations of many prosecutor's offices 

are being subjected to intensifying pressures, which PROMIS has been 

designed to alleviate and which originate from three major sources: 

* Institute for Law and Social Research, PROMIS Briefing Series - 2. 
Case Screening, Revised, July 1975. This is one of 21 PROMI~ brief­
ings prepared under a grant from the U.S. Law Enforcement Asslstance 
Administration (LEAA) , which has designated PROMIS as an Exemplary 
Project. . 
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CASE SCREENING 

from within the prosecutor's office itself, from other components of the 

local criminal justice system, and from individuals and organizations 

external to local criminal justice agencies. 

PRESSURES WITHIN THE PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 

Often, if not typically, the screening process operates in the con­

text of a heavy inflow of criminal complaints, a relatively high turnover 

of personnel, the initial assignment of novice prosecutors to'case screen-

ing, and a prosecutQt'Y system whereby the assistant who screens cases is 

not the one who may eventually try them. Against this backdrop, chief 

prosecutors are under considerable pressure to devise management methods, 

administrative procedures, and overall controls that are applicable to 

such key aspects of screening as these: 

1. Monitoring and enforcing subordinates I adherence to screening 

policy and discretion as determined and delegated by the chief prosecutor. 

2. Maximizing evenhanded and consistent decisions made by the var-

ious screening prosecutors. 

3. Obtaining relevant information from the arresting officer and 

witnesses about the arrestee, the nature of the incident, the victim and 

his or her relationship to the arrestee, etc. so that a fair and informed 

decision can be consistently reached regarding whether to reject or file 

charges. 

4. Securing adequate facts that lay the foundation for either de­

cisions about, or the conduct of, pretrial diversion, bail bond or other 

forms of release prior to trial: plea negotiations, or sound case develop­

ment so that the trial prosecutor can review the facts accurately and 
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CASE SCREENING 

quickly if litigation results. 

5. Determining whether the arrestee was apprehended while on pre-

trial release and whether he or she is involved in pending cases, is 

awaiting sentence, or is the subject of an outstanding arrest or bench 

warrant. 

As noted later, these and other screening matters are addressed by 

PROMIS and its attendant managerial and administrative methods, 

PRESSURES GENERATED BY OTHER LOCAL CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE AGENCIES 

Because prosecutors are people in the middle--standing as they do 

between police, on the one hand, and courts and corrections on the other-­

screening decisions, no matter how valid, frequently encounter something 

less than unanimous approval by other criminal justice system components. 

Police, for example, may feel that their efforts are negated unjus­

tifiably when prosecutors screen individuals out of the system, Yet the 

same officers may be equally irritated if their court appearances result 

in wasted time as the result of court dismissal of a case for reasons 

that should have triggered a rejection of charges during the screening 

process. And the judiciary may also express its displeasure over screen­

ing procedures that seemingly permit weak and trivial cases to waste 

court resources, clog calendars, and delay consideration of the more 

serious cases. 

Similarly, correctional agencies may complain that some of those 

whose charges were rejected by screening prosecutors could have bene­

fited by rehabilitative programs. Or such agencies may disagree over the 

appropriateness of diversionary programs recommended for defendants 
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during the screening process, 

Many of the pressures created by these and other interface problems 

are inevitable because of the different perspectives and responsibilities 

of the criminal justice system's components. However, these pressures can 

be reduced substantially (1) if sufficient information is available so that 

the screening prosecutor can make a judgment based on the merits rather 

than on intuition, which would help assure that weak or trivial cases do 

not enter the courts; (2) if the reasons for rejecting any police charge 

are documented, which may highlight deficient procedures (such as in the 

area of search and seizure) by arresting officers; and (3) if the fore­

going information and reasons are retrievable, which would mean that crit­

icism could be evaluated and constructively dea1c ~ith--on the basis of 

facts, not vague recollections or supposition. PROMIS has the capability 

of doing precisely that. 

PRESSURES ORIGINATING OUTSIDE THE LOCAL 
. CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Citizen and professional organizations, media, scholars, national 

commissions, and the general public have increasingly directed their at­

tention to the criminal justice process. The prosecutor's office, in­

cluding its screening function, has not been overlooked. 

For example, a book prepared by a nationwide business organization 

notes that "because of a work overload, inadequate informati on, an ab·· 

sence of standards or procedures to guide inexperienced assistants, a 

prosecutor may release those who are really guilty or dismiss or prose­

cute a case that might better be referred to an agency outside the justice 

system. ,,3 
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CASE SCREENING 

The public is increasingly conscious that huge workloads have forced 

adopt assembly.,.line procedures to move cases quickly through 
prosecutors to 
the system and that comprehensive collection of pertinent data at the 

screening stage is often among the first casualties of such procedures. 

is not obtained by the screening 
When adequate information about a case 

d h· a degree of anonymity enabling 
prosecutor, habitual offen ers ac leve 

This comes to the public's 
them to make a game out of the court system. 

attention through such incidents as (1) the burglary suspect who was 

arrested and freed on bail 11 times during 17 months without standing 

trial and (2) the suspected thief and forger who was arrested and freed 

on bail 17 times over 30 months without coming to trial.
4 

. edures influential In addition to public concern over screenlng proc , 

scholars have focused on this area as well. In a·widely read book, Pro­

fessor Kenneth Culp Davis I,'lrites that lithe American legal system seems to 

be shot through with many excessive and uncontrolled discretionary powers 

but the one that stands out above all others is the power to prosecute or 

not to prosecutey5 He states that prosecutions are often withheld with­

out meaningful standards and without supporting findings of fact and 

reasoned opinions. 
He believes that a thorough inquiry into prosecutive 

discretion is long overdue and that prosecutors should structure their 

discretion by, among other things, announcing guidelines governing de­

cisions to prosecute. Finally, he observes that although a procedure 

may be informal (such as case screening), in terms of "numbers of parties 

affected and amounts involved, fairness of informal procedures may be 
\16 

fifty or a hundred times as important as fairness of formal procedure. , .. 
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Of m~jor significance? great weight was attached to Professor Davis' 

observations by the National Advisory Commission~ which agreed that 

"emphasis should be placed on minimizing the adverse effects of discretion 

by structuring the making of discretionary decisions," which are made 

throughout the criminal justice process, "especially by the prosecutor. 117 

The Commission views the problems associated with screening as essentially 

admini stra tive: 

"Screening is a discretionary decision, and judicial participation 

in it should be minimal. What is needed is the development of criteria 

and procedures within police agencies and prosecutors' offices--on an 

administrative level--to provide sufficient assurance of fair and appro­

priate screening. The discretion to screen needs to be structured," 

This structuring, as embodied in the Commission's screening-related 

standards, includes development of written IIdetailed guidelines,1I en­

forcement of their "evenhanded application,1I and documentation kept on 

file regarding the reasons for each decision not to prosecute. 8 Similarly, 

American Bar Association criminal justice standards recommend that prose­

cutors develop written policies to guide prosecutive discretion and es­

tablish standards and procedures for evaluating complaints, a responsi­

bility that "should not be left to ad hoc judgments. 119 

The capabilities of PROMIS go a long way to satisfy the above ex­

ternal pressures for change: sufficient information is available about 

arrestees to identify seasoned recidivists who would otherwise victimize 

the system; discretion is structured; and evenhanded, consistent screen­

ing--and its enforcement--is enhanced. 
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UNDERLYING REASON FOR P~OMIS' IMPACT ON SCREENING 

In the final analysis, PROMIS possesses the potential to address 

prosecutive problem areas effectively because the very process of pre­

paring for this computer-based system necessarily involves a disciplined 

analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of current office procedures as . 
well as how they might be restructured in view of such goals as those 

suggested by the pressures cited above. PROMIS can be only as effective 

as the office procedures supporting it. 

If screening procedures and the information they are designed to 

secure are inconsistent or error prone, computerization will do little 

more than technologically lock these problems into the system and gener­

ate an output that is equally erratic and inaccurate. 

Rethinking current operations in preparation for an automated infor­

mation system entails detailed consideration of the type of information 

that can be IIcaptured ll at the screening stage--data related to formulated 

goals and needed not only by the screening assistants to arrive at an 

informed charging decision but also by their colleagues down line, such 

as by those at the arraignment and trial stages. One must determine 

who is able to supply this information at the screening stage and the 

sequence in which it should be obtained. The question is then raised of 

how to record--consistently and uniformly--the full array of available 

data; inevitably, this entails the design of forms, which impose a bene­

ficial discipline, as noted later, over the data acquisition process. 

(Approximately 80 percent of che PROMIS data obtained for a case is 

secured during the screening process.) 
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The value of this operational and informational analysis can be best 

illustrated when related to the vantage points of those involved in case 

screening, beginning with the chief prosecutor, 

SCREENING FROM THE VANTAGE POINT OF THE 
CHIEF PROSECUTOR 

Especially in the large, urban agency, where there may be scores of 

assistant prosecutors, the chief prosecutor is faced with the problem of 

assuring that the discretionary authority exercised at the screening stage 

reflects the implementation of his discretion, not that of his screening 

assistants, who, if left on their own, might well reach markedly differing 

screening decisions when evaluating similar cases. This is particularly 

likely to occur when the least experienced prosecutors are assigned such 

responsibilities. 

To maximize the chances that the screening process both bears his 

imprint and embodies consistent, evenhanded charging decisions, the chief 

prosecutor must inevitably establish screening policy or guidelines. 

Obviously, they must be framed through knowledge of what actually occurs-­

and does not occur-- during the screening process. (This mayor may not 

coincide with what he thinks is practiced.) The detailed operational 

analysis alluded to in the previous section almost always reveals unsound 

practices that have crept into use. Corrective guidelines can be incor­

porated into the chief prosecutor's screening policy. 

Ideally, this policy is written and communicated to assistants through 

an effective directives system. Such a system may take the form of a 

screening and charging manual that is specific, easily accessible, and 
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updated as required, The raw material for such a manual is another valu-

able byproduct of operational analysis, which might have revealed routine 

prosecution of intra-family altercations, for example, or of first-offender 

marijuana users, Because of the volume of other cases that are considered 

more serious, the chief prosecutor may desire to allocate his prosecutive 

manpower accordingly, To further this, he might direct screening assis­

tants--through a directives system--to prosecute intra-family altercation 

cases only if the assault meets certain defined criteria in terms of 

severity. Or he may exercise his discretionary authority by instructing 

screening prosecutors not to prosecute marijuana suspects if they are 

first offenders who only possessed a quantity within a defined minimum. 

Diversion options and the related administrative procedures also could 

be explained in the manual. 
In addition to serving as a vehicle guiding subordinates in the even-

handed exercise of the chief prosecutor's discretion, a manual of screen­

ing guidel ines is an inilaluable training aid for ',ess experienced personnel 

assigned to screening responsibilities. Especially in offices where turn­

over is a factor, such a training device saves time for all concerned: 

screening prosecutors can find answers to basic questions quickly, and 

the more experienced personnel are freed from providing numerous explanations, 

Development of policY guidelines and their effective communication 

through a charging manual are not enough, however. The chief prosecutor 

must also provide a means for holding subordinates accountable for the 

execution of formulated policy. The importance of accountability is fre­

quently highlighted by the operational analysis alluded to previouslY, 

112 

* 1 

CASE SCREENING 

. 
when what the chief prosecutor believed to be policy is revealed as 

Accountabil ity results if th ",' 
of screen' d ' e V1S1b,11ty 

lng eCls;ons is raised to the point where they can be monitored , 
honored primarily in its breach. 

as when each screening prosecutor is required to record the reasons why 

to change the original police he or she 

charge, 1 0 

refused to prosecute or decided 

The recording of th ese reasons should be streamlined 
busy schedule~ to acco~odate 

of screening assistants. And, of course, the 1nformation 

must be easily retrievable for analysis b y the chief prosecutor, who may 

then monitor any given subordinate's adherence to guidel ' 
eval t f mes as well as 

ua e 0 fice performance generally. If, for example, police charges 

in marijuana cases are consistently rejected by a screening assistant and 

the reason indicated is lIoffense of trivial or insignificant nature," this 

could trigger the chief prosecutor to check other recorded details of the 

charges (amount of marijuana involved, criminal record of suspect, ~tc.) 

screening decisions were in to determine if the conformance with his 

charging pol icy. 

Or reason information ., may lndlcate that charges had to be rejected 

because of an unla f 1 In add't' ~ ~ search and seizure or an inaffi~issible confession, 

1 lon to avoldlng expenditure f o court resources on cases that would 

be thrown out by a judge eventually scre n' d ' e 1 ng out suspects subjected to 

,0 course, wholly consistent with th ue-process violations is f 
cut or , 5 duty "to seek ' , ' eprose-Justlce, not merely convict. lIll As the commentary 

standards of the Am . to prosecutory criminal justice . encan Bar Association 

notes, there is the "obligation to protect the innocent as well as to 
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convict the guilty, to guard the rights of the accused as well. as to 
I 

enforce the rights of the public. 1I12 And when reason data highlight that 

violations of due process are caused by police mistakes, this alerts chief 

prosecutors to the possibility that they should provide intensified legal 

advice to police agencies. 13 

In addition to underscoring the usefulness of recording the reasons 

associated with certain screening decisions 1 an analysis of prosecutive 

informational needs spotlights the utility of overall statistics concern­

ing the number and percentage of felonies and misdemeanors considered, 

charged, and rejected. An abnormal decline or increase in the rejection 

rate, for example, might signify that screening assistants are departing 

from est~blished policy and procedure. Likewise, the effectiveness of 

policy changes can be evaluated through such statistics. 

THE CHARGING DECISION FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF 
THE SCREENING PROSECUTOR 

As described earlier, an informational analysis conducted in prepara-

tion for an automated information system pertains to (1) the type of data 

needed for screening and down-the-line decisions, (2) the source of the 

information, and (3) the means by which to record it so that the time of 

screening assistants is conserved and all the data is preserved in a clear, 

logical, consistent manner for those prosecutors who may handle the case 

after the screening stage. 

Such an analysis reveals an impressive array of useful data poten­

tially and ideally "capturable" at the screening stage, The arresting 

officer can supply information regarding the chain of evidence. search 
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and seizure, probable cause, the gravity of the offense? witnesses, on­

the-scene evaluation of the facts, and other factors relevant to the 

prosecutive merit of the case, He has also had the opportunity to learn 

something of the background o~he accused, including his or her criminal 

history. 

The witness/victim is, of course, another essential source of infor­

mation to the screening assistant. In recounting the facts surrounding 

a case, a witness/victim permits the screening prosecutor not'only to 

benefit fran a first-hand description but also to judge the credibility, 

reliability, and cooperativeness of the witness. 

By the time the screening process is completed, scores of individual 

items of information will have been recorded--aliases of the accused, 

phone numbers of witnesses, badge number of the arresting officer, name of 

the screening assistant, etc. To assure that something other than con­

fusion results, well-designed forms on which to record screening data are 

absolut~ly essential and require considerable advance planning. Forms 

permit the screening prosecutor to record information in a minimum of time, 

serve as data input documents for the automated information system, assure 

that any given item of information is recorded in the same place and with 

standard terms so that prosecutors handling the case after screening know 

where to look for the item and do not have to interpret the jargon or ab-

breviations of the various screening assistants. 

To facilitate achieving these goals, forms must leave no doubt about 

the type of information required and where and in what sequence it ;s to 

be noted. Without this self-instructional quality, forms will succeed 
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only in raising questions about how they should be filled out, which de-
I 

lays screening and wastes the time of those who must answer the queries. 

Though not the most popular task, use of forms virtually forces the 

uniform application of policy criteria to each case. Forms necessarily 

limit the type and range of information on which to base screening deci-

sions, This promotes evenhanded~ consistent screening decisions, which 

can be monitored and evaluated 1nasmuch as their visibility has been 

raised since the information has been recorded and preserved--both by 

the forms and the computer system for which the forms serve as input 

documents. 

ACHIEVING SCREENING OBJECTIVES WITH PROM IS: 
:: A CASE STUDY 

Highlights of PRDMIS-based screening procedures utilized by the pros­

ecutor's office in Washington, D.C., illustrate that computer-based infor­

mation systems can achieve the foregoing benefits and objectives under 

real-life conditions. 14 

A11uding to the necessary operational and information analysis pre­

ceding implementation of PROMIS, a Washington prosecutor commented, "In 

order to dev~:lop a computer-based information system to assist us in 

handling our massive caseload, we first had to take a good hard look at 

eXisting procedures. We had to make sure we understood the purpose of 

each step along the way. What did it accomplish? Was it really neces-

sary? We were forced to describe the policies and procedures",in a level 

of detail never before attempted. Only once this process of self-analysis 
" was completed could we determine what components had to be included in 

the PROMIS system." 
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As an outgrowth of this initial spadework~ the staff was able lito 

see problems and wea,k spots that needed solutions," With regard to pros­

ecutive discretion, IIwhich PROMIS helps us measure, we needed to articulate 

our guidelines and policies. So we developed an intake and screening man­

ual, further guaranteeing evenhanded justice by insuring consistent and 

uniform charging policies.'1 

A training aid and reference guide, the manual seeks to structure 

procedures and decisions of assistants in a manner conforming to estab­

lished policy and priorities. Screening procedures and forms are described 

in detail, along with the organization of the office and the legal aspects 

of charging. Emphasis is placed on the value of complete, accurate, and 

legible entries on forms and case jackets so that other assistants hand-

ling a given case at arraignment, preliminary hearing, presentment, and 

trial can quickly refer to and evaluate the facts recorded during screen­

ing, the first step in case development. 

Operating within overa11 policy guidelines, a screening assistant 

begins evaluating a case by reviewing its details with the arresting of­

ficer, who provides a Police Prosecution Report and a photocopy of the 

Police Department's rap sheet, containing prior criminal history data 

about the accused. This occurs at a central location, usually on the 

afternoon of, or morning after, the arrest. 

The Police Prosecution Report contains a unique, sequentially assigned 

identification number based on the suspect's fingerprints. This is pro­

vided by the Police Department's Central Identification Bureau, which 

also confirms whether the name given to the arresting officer by the 

accused is his true name. 
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The accused's true name and ~n;que identification number are key 

items of information entered in PROMIS and e~able the arresting officer, 

before his meeting with the screening prosecutor, to receive additional 

information about the suspect. Entering the accused's identification 

nUH1ber or name into PROMIS through a keyboard of a remote on-1ine termin­

al located in the screening area, the arresting officer can query PROMIS 

t Has an information been filed? about pending cases against the arres ee. 

Is there a case pending before the grand jury? Is he awaiting sentence? 

t ? Has a bench w~rrant been issued against Has he fa'iled to appear in cour . 

him? Is he on pretrial release? The answers are immediately displayed on 

d be generated as printouts. 15 
the terminal's television-like screen an can 

1 th prosecutor's charging decision and on his These data bear direct Y on e 

recommendations concerning bai1 and diversion. 

The on-line information--combined with the Police Prosecution Re-

port'ssummary of the suspect's previous criminal record--identifies cases 

involving recidivists, who often are court-wise and know how lito play the 

system. 11 Thanks to another piece of ~ol ice Prosecution Report information 

entered into the PROMIS data bank--the Police Department's complaint num­

ber assigned to the criminal incident--the full history of court actions 

arising from a crime can be followed, even though those actions may in­

volve multiple defendants, multiple cases, changed case numbers, and 

d · . t' 16 multiple trials and lSPOSl lons. 

d the Police Prosecution Report,17 Among the other data recorde on 

much of which is entered in PROMIS, are items relating to codefendants, 

stolen property, evidence, location of offense and arrest, identity of 
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arresting officer and screening prosecutor, a statement by the arresting 

officer of the facts surrounding the crime and arrest 2 and the police 

charge. Space is also available for witness information (name, address, 

age, phone). The docket number, status, and next trial date of the case 

are also disPlayed. 18 

With the cooperation of the arresting officer, the screening assis-

tant completes a Crime Analysis Worksheet, which provides the basic input 

to the PROMIS data base. The questions on this form are designed to deter­

mine the seriousness or gravity of the ulleged crime and of the accused's 

criminal history in order to establish priorities for processing cases for 

which charges are filed. 19 The form also documents facts about victim­

witness-accused relationships, and victim/witness credibility and coop-

erativeness, which can be determined by interviews with witnesses present 

and with the arresting officer. As with the other forms used during 

screening, the worksheet is self-instructional and designed for efficient 

completion. 

Also prepared during screening is a Processing and Trial Preparation 

Worksheet,20 a copy of which serves as an input document for PROMIS. 

Among the data recorded on this form are the following: 

1. Witnesses are listed in the order they would be called at trial. 

The classification of each witness is also noted: expert witness (chemist, 

handwriting authority, etc.), essential witness, eyewitness, and so forth. 

Remarks and information ottained from witnesses are also noted on the form. 

2. An indication is made that a PROMIS check has been completed, 

which means that NCIC (National Criminal Information Center), PROMIS, and 
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the local police information system have been checked for prior informa­

tion on the defendant. This is usually done before the screening assis­

tant meets with the arresting officer and witnesses. 

3. A notation is recordeu if the accused is on probation or parole. 

If there is the intention to request the court to revoke parole/probation, 

this is also noted. 

4. A recommendation for enrolling the defendant in a diversion pro­

gram may also be recorded on this form. 

A key portion of the form is reserved for noting the complaint num­

ber; police charge; the screening assistant's modification of, or addition 

to, those charges; and concise reasons for rejecting a case or any given 

charge. In all, there are 58 reasons for rejecting a charge or a case; 

for example, reasons relating to evidence, witnesses, prosecutive merit, 

due process, jurisdiction, etc. 

Because these data are entered in the computer-based information 

system, PROMIS can reveal the relationship between each police charge and 

those actually filed. For example, PROMIS could indicate that a feionious 

assault was changed by the prosecutor to a misdemeanor assault and a 

misdemeanor charge of carrying a deadly weapon. Additionally, PROMIS 

could provide statistics on the reasons why a screening assistant decided 

to modify police charges or decline prosecution altogether. 

As noted earlier, access to such information by the chief prosecutor 

enables him to monitor and enforce his overall charging policy. Also, 

reason data permits the chief prosecutor to answer questions about office 

performance. If, for example, queries arise regarding why more prose­

cutions of a certain crime are not pursued, the reason data contained ;n 
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PROMIS might indicate that, despite the high priority given such crimes, 

witness problems or faulty police procedures frequently force his office 

to reject charges, 

And, thanks to the data collected during screening and subsequently 

entered in PROMIS, overall statistics can be generated indicating how 

many of the total number of misdemeanors and felonies considered were 

rejected or prosecuted during any given period. By receiving such infor­

mation from PROMIS (see following page, the illustrative monthly statis­

tical report), the chief prosecutor can assess the impact of his charging 

policy. He can evaluate how changes in that policy affect the charge re­

jection rate, etc. And he can be alert to marked changes in the rejection 

rate, despite unchanged policy--possibly indicative of a breakdown in 

adherence to guidelines by subordinates. 

If charges are filed, a Police Intake Worksheet2l is completed during 

screening. The form ;s designed to provide police officers with instruc­

tions relating to subsequent action at preliminary hearings, grand jury 

presentments, and misdemeanor trials. These instructions pertain to the 

responsibility of police to assure witness attendance at line-ups and 

presentments, to conduct additional investigation, and to obtain various 

reports (chemist, fingerprint, etc.), photographs, and documents. 

Official copies of foregoing forms--Police Prosecution Report, Crime 

Analysis Worksheet, Processing and Trial Preparation Worksheet, and Police 

Intake Worksheet--are filed within a case jacket, whose front and back 

covers are designed as a form on which to record the action taken, and 

reasons therefor, at each stage of court proceedings, from arraignment 
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through sentencing. 22 So the jacket serves as vehicle not only in which 

to file, maintain, and transmit key forms, but also on which to record 

certain information about the case itself. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

ILLUSTRATIVE PROMIS SCREENING STATISTICS 

Total 

Total Cases Considered 1,113 

(1 ) Misdemeanors Considered 492 
(2) Misdemeanors Charged 382 
(3) Misdemeanors Rejected 103 
(4) Raised to a Felony 7 
(5) Felonies Considered 621 
(6) Felonies Charged 425 
(7) Felonies Rejected 120 
(8) Felonies Reduced to Misdemeanor 76 

Total Rejecti ons 223 

Total Cases for Prosecution 890 

Total Misdemeanors Charged 458 

Total Felonies Charged 432 

Percent 

100.0 

44.2 
77 .6 
20.9 
01.4 
55.7 
68.4 
19.3 
12.2 

20.0 

79.9 

51.4 

48.5 

Once the screening assistant completes the various forms and arrives 

at his charging recommendations, a reviewing attorney, who is an experi­

enced prosecutor, double checks all paperwork for completeness and ac­

curacy and examines the charging decisions. This helps ensure that the 

decision to charge or not to charge is consistent with office policy. 

When the reviewing assistant completes his analysis, he prepares a felony 

complaint, misdemeanor information, or a case rejection slip and files it 

with the court, whereupon a court case (docket) number is assigned. The 

arresting officer is then free to leave, and the case jacket--containing 

all the forms--is forwarded to the arraignment courtroom. 
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Major reliance on forms throughout the screening process does not generate 

paperwork for paperwork's sake. It grew out of a careful evaluation of 

office data needs and of how PROMIS could best serve the administration 

of justice. This led to the realization that fully 80 percent of the 

required information--some 130 data elements--for a case could be captured 

for PROMIS at the screening stage. The most efficient way to gather PROMIS 

data--as well as other information needed for screening and case develop­

ment--was to utilize well-designed forms with sufficient copies to serve 

as PROMIS input documents, case jacket enclosures, etc. In the words of 

one Washington prosecutor, " ... every line on every form has a purpose and 

a reason," not the least of which is to promote evenhanded, consistent 

screening decisions. 

In terms of case development, forms compel screening assistants to 

try to obtain all relevant information, to record it accurately in a 

standardized fashion, and to enter it at the same location. The time 

saved and errors prevented by colleagues who must subsequently rely on 

the information developed by the screening assistant far outweigh initial 

paperwork chores, on which so much depends. 

Because forms have standardized and structured the acquisition of 

screening data, some aspects of this task now lend themselves to para­

legals, who free attorneys for other responsibilities. 23 

Because of its versatile data base, PROMIS generates valuable re­

search opportunities relevant to case screening. 24 One such study dis­

closed that, of 10,000 cases considered for prosecution, approximately 

20-25 percent of police arrest charges were totally rejected by the pros­

ecutor and another 25 percent of considered charges were modified during 
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screening. In about 25 percent of the totally rejected cases~ reason data 
I 

revealed that an essential element of the crime was missing, possibly 

indicative of imperfect police procedures. The study further disclosed 

that a substantial percentage of cases were rejected because the crnnplain­

ing witness refused to testify. Rejection of such cases at an early stage, 

therefore, undoubtedly had conserved precious judicial and prosecutive 

resources that otherwise would have been expended on cases ultimately dis­

missed. (In terms of court appearances that police officers do not have 

to make as the result of cases being rejected during screening, a police 

study suggests that the value of time saved amounts to several hundred 

thousand dollars annually.) 

IN CONCLUSION 

PROMIS and its associated procedures and forms enable prosecutors to 

acquire and process an ingredient essential to the screening success of 

any prosecutorial agency: facts. And PROMIS helps assure that these 

facts are obtained in a consistently comprehensive and uniform manner, 

recorded accurately and clearly, retrieved easily, and applied even­

handedly within the context of an overall and effectively monitored 

screening policy. 
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14. In the District af Columbia, t,he U,S, Attorney serves as the local 
prOSf~cutOY'. About 75 1 awyers are ass igned to the D. C. Superi or Court 
(equivalent to a state court of general jurisdiction). where prose­
cution of local "street crime" cases is conducted, About 16,000 
';uch crimes are cons i de red for prosecution annua 11y. 

p). The PROI~IS transfer package, available to state and local prosecution 
d~)encie5 from the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, is 
fl batch input and output system written in ANSI/CObOL (American Na­
tional Standards Institute, Common Business Oriented Language). Be­
crJuse teiecolllrnunications languages necessary for implementing on-line 
queries and input vary by computer hardware and manufacturer and in­
~tallation, the existing on-line inquiry programs are not included 
in th(~ standard transfer package. By October 1975, however, the 
Institute for law and Social Research will have supplemented the 
tr'ans fer package with deta iled specifi cati ons for the on-1 ine in­
quiries--specifications ~'Jhich can be quickly implemented in any of a 
wiele vdriety of telecommunications languages. Briefing No. 21, 
OptJonal .. On-Jin9_ In_Clu..iT.Y~J.ap_JIJ_iJj_ty, explores this in more detail. 

if-i, f:;riefinq No. 9, ~_Q..ull.tjIl~LbLJrJ~1..E?_,--~ase_ and Defendant, discusses the 
l;;q)m'tanu~ and use of the criminal event number and related identi­
fir'l"'; in Iliot'e detail. 

1 j' , . [; ( i !' tin 9 liO. 12, PQJi ce_ft".9..s~eS:_l1Jj.9ll..B..e p_o rt, con til ins ani 11u s tra t ion 
of tLi'; forn) and rnorf; ful1y describes'the-~data to be recorded on it. 

l~. F010ny trial assistants also utilize the on-line terminals. For ex-
d!llple, when en9aged in plea negotiations with defense counsel, prose­
cut.ors can obtain Lnlfn~cLt~t~ infomation about other pending cases 
(Irwinc;t the defendant. 

19. ~('(~ Briefing f~o. 3, U_n_ifQ!.!.~j:E.?_e EvaJ~...?ti~and Rati.!l9. And for a 
Tull explanatlon of the Crime Analysis Worksheet, see ~riefing No. 13. 

2!J, A sanlple of this form and a fuller explanation of the data recorded 
un it are contained in Briefing No. 14, Transferabil ity. 

:.'1. GriefinC) No. 15,~Jjce Intake Worksheet, contains an illustration 
of this' form and more fully describes the data to be recorded on ; t. 

22. Front and back covers of the ca:e jacket are illustrated in Briefing 
Nu. 16. Standardized Case Jacket, along with a description of the 
OJ ta conTaTned there-()n-.---~--- ---

23. See Briefing No.6, taraleg91s. 

24. Lriefing No. 10. Research Uses of PROiHS Data expands on PROMIS­
re 1 a ted research .. -'-- ~-.- .-----.-------~-.• 
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Element: 

Definition: 

Primary 
Objectives: 

Lead Agencies: 

Other Agenci es 
Involved: 

Cost Areas: 

Resource People/ 
Projects/Agencies: 

6. PRETRIAL RELEASE PROGRAM 

Abstract 

Pretrial Release Program 

Release of a defendant on his/her own recognizance 
in place of bailor detention as a result of 
the defendant receiving an acceptable score 
on an objective rating scheme designed to 
measure risk of defendant flight. 

Eliminates the economic prejudice against the poor 
inherent in the bail system. 

Allows defendants to continue jobs, remain with 
famil i es, etc. 

Drastically reduces costs of jailing defendants 
awaiting trial. 

Court and/or Probation 

Prosecutor 
Corrections 

Development of criteria, forms, etc. 
Personnel to administer rating mechanism to arres­

tees. 
Verification of arrestee's information. 

Vera Institute of Justice 
Pretrial Services Agency 
NevJ York, N.Y. 

Santa Clara County (California) 
Criminal Justice Pilot Program 

Clark County (las Vegas, Nevada) 
Pre-Trial Release Program 

Chicago (Illinois) MuniCipal Court 

Grand Rapids (Michigan) District Court 
Release on Recognizance Program 
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Pretrial Release in Practice 

If the hypothesis is plausible that certain minor offenders can 

be released at the scene of the offense through the citation process, 

and the fact can be accepted that detention is not necessary to ensure 

the appearance in court of every defendant, then the logical extension 

of citation and summons systems is the Pretrial Release Program. The 

first major experiment in this area was the Manhattan Bail Project, 

based on the pr~mise that courts may be willing to grant a defendant 

release on recognizance--release on onets word pending trial--instead 

of setting bail if they have verified information about a defendant's 

reliability and roots in the community. In the past, courts rarely 

had access to this information. 

The program was initiated in 1961 by the Vera Institute of Jus­

tice in conjunction with the New York University School of Law and the 

Institute of JUdicial Administration. It involves the use of an ob­

jective screening mechanism, which could be administered and later 

verified by paralegals or part-time law students, to identify quickly 

those offenders who can be recommended for release on their own re­

cognizance or lower bail with a minimum "no-showl! risk. In the origi­

nal project, criminal defendants with sufficient roots in the community, 

evaluated in terms of family, residence, and job ties, were released 

by the courts solely on their written promise to appear at trial. No 

money bail was required as a condition of release for those who met 

the bail project criteria. 
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The fact that 9bj~ctive criteria are used in evaludting pretrial 

release candidates should be emphasized. As a bail report written in 

1964 stated: 

The emphasis in all projects is on identifying the 
good risks; none undertakes to release defendants 
indiscriminately. The sorting of the good from the 
bad enables the system to pay closer attention to 
the handling of the accused whose release poses 
problems of flight or crime.* 

After thorough evaluation, the experiment confirnJed the theory 

that money bail is not essential to ensure a defendant's appearance in 

court if sufficient community ties are present. Defendants relf!ascd 

on their own recognizance after screening appeared in court as reli-

ably as those released on bond. 

The pretrial release program has as its goal the maximwil safe 

reduction of the number of offenders awaiting trial in jail. It should 

be noted) hov~ever, that not all defendants are eligible for thr:: pro­

gram; defendants in certain categories of crime are dutolllatically in­

eligible. In the original i~anhattan project, for example, homicide, 

narcotics offenses, and certain sex crimes were excluded due to the 

special problems they presented. As with the programs discussed ear­

lier, it is left to the individual jurisdiction to decide which cate­

gories of crimes will be included. 

The underlying rationale for pretrial release lies in its fair­

ness to indigent defendants: because of the economic prejudice defined 

by the bail system, a defendant should not be denied release fOt' 

-----~ 

* Daniel J. Freed and Patricia M. Wald~ Bail in the United States, A 
Report to the National Conference on Bail and Criminal ~J~stice~-. ----
1964, p. 57. 
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reasons no greater than his inability to pay. However, there is a 
I 

tremendous burden removed from the correctional system through pretrial 

release. Great numbers of people who had to be housed, fed, clothed 

and attended to while awaiting trial need no longer be a financial bur-

den to the public. 

The value of pretrial release to the Improved Lower Court Case 

Handling Program goes farther, however. The information collected as 

part of the screening process forms the basis of an information sys­

tem that can drastically reduce manpower and expense. This is because 

most of the information gathered and verified, relating to family, 

residence, employment, etc., is collected at least twice again for 

presentence reports and probation reports, should the case remain in 

the system through those stages. Incredibly, the standard practice in 

most jurisdictions is to reinvestigate and reverify that data at each 

successive stage--sometimes even when the same department is conducting 

those reviews. 

The Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program, in its efforts to 

encourage interagency cooperation and problem-solving, encourages in­

formation sharing among the probation-related functions of this pro­

gram: pretrial release, short form presentence reports, and selected 

offender probation. Furthermore, in certain instances, it may be 

possible to gather information through PROMIS and case screening in 

developing pretrial release data. The cost savings to all agencies 

through eliminating duplicated efforts could be enormous. 

Each jurisdiction should approach pretrial release and its link­

up to other elements in its own way. Modifications of the original 
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Manhattan Bail Project have already occurred in a number of cities. 

The following item describes several adaptations of the original Vera 

Institute program around the country. A chapter from Bail in the United 

States by Daniel J. Freed and Patricia M. Wald, it was part of a report 

to the National Conference on Bail and Criminal Justice. In addition, 

Appendix D contains a sample of the criteria and rating forms used in 

one specific adaptation of this program. 
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Alternatives To The Bail System* 

Bail, devised ~s a system to enable the release of accused persons 

pending trial, lias to a large extent developed into a system to detain 

them. The basic defect in the system is its 'lack of facts. Un'less the 

comntitting magistrate has information shedding light on the questions of 

the accused's likelihood to return for trial, the amount of bail he sets 

bears only a chance relation to the sole lawful purpose for setting it 

at all. So it is that virtually every exper'iment and every P\~oposal for 

improving the bail system in the United States has sought to tailor the 

bail decision to information bearing on that central question. For 

many, release on their personal promise to return will suffice. For 

others, the word of a personal surety, the supervision of a probation 

officer or the threat of loss of money or property may be necessary. 

For some, determined to flee, no control at all may prove adequate. 

Recognizing the unfairness and waste entailed by needless detention, 

a number pf authorities have already taken steps to restore to bail its 

hi stori ca 1 mi 5S ion. Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy, on March 11, 

1963, issued instructions to all United States Attorneys lito take the 

initiative in recommending the release of defendants on their own recog­

nizance when they are satisfied that there is no substantial risk of the 

defendants' failure to appear at the specified time and place.J1 The 

Advisory Committee on Criminal Rules has recommended that Rule 46, gov­

erning "Bai,.. in federal courts, be replaced by a rule entitled "Release 

on Bai,.., specifying that among the facts to be cons,idered in determining 

Patricia M. Wald, Bail in the United 
Bail and Criminal Jus w 

rom thlS 
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the terms of bail shall be lithe policy against unnecessary detention of 

defendants pending trial. 1I Programs to secure the same objective are 

now under way in state or federal courts in New York, Washington, Oe­

trDit, Des Moines, St. Louis, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Chicago~ Tulsa 

and Nassau County, New York. Reported to be in the planning stage are 

projects in Seattle, Syracuse, Reading, Akron, Cleveland, Atlanta, Boston, 

Milwaukee, Newark, Iowa City, Oakland, New Haven, Philadelphia and Syra­

cuse, as well as the states of New Jersey and Massachusetts. 'The empha­

sis in all projects is on identifying the good risks; none undertakes to 

release defendants indiscriminately. The sorting of the good from the 

bad enables the system to pay closer attention to the handling of the 

accused whose release poses problems of flight or crime. 

This chapter describes a variety of experiments and proposals to 

improve the bail system, or to substitute alternatives which will dimin-

ish its accent on money" 

A. IMPROVED FACT-FINDING ME~HANISMS 

To set bail on the basis of the criteria laid down in appellate 

decisions~ statutes and rules, a judge or magistrate needs to have veri­

fied information about the defendant's family, employment, residence, fi­

nanCF~, character and background. If the defendant is promptly arraigned 

the interval between arrest and the initial bail decision will be too 

short to permit elaborate investigation into these questions. But several 

jurisdictions have already found that a simple and speedy procedure can be 

devised to produce all the facts that are needed. 
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PRETRIAL RELEASE 

1. Variations 

Limitations of space preclude an account of the many methods employed 

or proposed to gather pertinent facts about the background of each accused. 

Suffice it to say that, taken together, the fact-finders who are already 

at work or in the planning stage cover a wide range. As of May 1964 they 

included: 

(1) law students (Manhattan Bail Project, D.C. Bail 
Project, Des Moines Pre-trial Release Program); 

(2) probation officers (St. Louis, United States Dis­
trict Court for the Northern District of California, 
Oakland, Nassau County, Baltimore, Boston, New York 
Ci ty); 

(3) prosecuting attorneys (United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Michigan, Seattle); 

(4) defense counsel (Tulsa); 

(5) public defenders (Chicago~ Philadelphia); 

(6) court staff investigators (Los Angeles); and 

(7) police (New York City Bar Association proposal). 

Set out below, as a model, is a brief description of the Manhattan 

Bail Project, whose enterprising methodology created the current interest 

in bail fact-finding projects throughout the country. 

2. Manhattan Bail Project 

In the fall of 1961, the Vera Foundation's Manhattan Bail Project 

pioneered the fact-finding process in New York City by launching ~ pro­

gram in the Felony Part of Magistrates Court (now Criminal Court). As­

sisted by a $:15,000 grant from Ford Foundation and staffed by New York 

University Law students under the supervision of a Vera Foundation di­

rector, the project interviews approximately 30 newly arrested felony 
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. 
defendants in the detention pens each morning prior to arraignment. The 

interviews are conducted in a cell set aside by the Department of Cor­

rection, and consume about 10 minutes. The accuseds for the most part 

are indigents who will be represented by assigned counsel. Although the 

project excluded a variety of serious offenses at the outset, only homi­

cide and some narcotics and sex charges are now excluded. 

In evaluating whether the defendant is a good parole risk, four key 

factors are considered: (1) residential stability; (2) employment his­

tory; (3) family contacts in New York City; and (4) prior criminal record. 

Each factor is weighted in points. If the defendant scores sufficient 

points, and can provide an address at which he can be reached, verifica­

tion will be attempted. Investigation is confined to references cited in 

the defendant's signed statement of consent. Verification is generally 

completed within an hour, obtained either by telephone or from family or 

friends in the courtroom; occasionally a student is dispatched into: the 

field to track down a reference. The Vera Foundation staff then reviews 

the case and decides whether to recommend parole. The following factors 

are weighed: 

EMPLOYMENT 

Was defendant working at time of arrest? 

How long has he had this job or any other job? 

Was he in a position of responsibility? 

How does his employer feel about his reliability? 

Will his job remain open if he is quickly released? 

FAMILY 

Does accused live with his family? 
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PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Does he support wife~ children, parents, or others? 

Are there any special circumstances in family such 
as pregnancy or severe illness? 

Does there appear to be a close relationship between 
accused and his family? 

RESIDENCE 

How long has defendant resided in the United States 
if he is foreign born? 

How long has he lived in New York City or its environs? 

How long has he lived at his present address and prior 
residences? 

REFERENCES 

Will . someone vouch for accused's reliability (e.g., 
hlS clergyman, employer, probation or parole 
officer, doctor)? 

Will someone agree to see that he gets to court at 
the proper time? 

CURRENT CHARGE 

What is the possible penalty if defendant is convicted? 

Are there mitigating factors that are relevant to parole? 

For example, if the charge is felonious assault has 
t~e Victim been only slightly injured? In husb~nd­
wlfe assault cases, will the wife permit her husband 
to return home? 

PREY IOUS RECORD 

Is the defendant a first offender? 

If not, when was he last convicted? 

Of what types of crimes has he been convicted? 

OTHER FACTORS 

Is defendant a recipient of unemployment insurance 
or other government checks that tie him to a 
particular locality? 
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Is he under medical care which ties him to a hospital 
or. doctor? 

Has he previously been released on parole or bail and, 
if so, has he appeared on time? 

PRETRIAL RELEASE 

For each defendant determined by the project to be a good parole 

risk, a summary of the information is sent to the arraignment court, and 

copies of the recommendation and supporting data are given to the magis­

trate, the assistant district attorney and defense counsel, Counsel 

reads the recommendation into the record. 

Since notification is so essential to a successful parole operation, 

Vera sends a letter to each parolee telling him when and where to appear 

in court. If he is illiterate, he is telephoned; if he cannot speak or 

understand English well, he will receive a telephone call or letter in 

his native tongue. Notification is also sent to any reference who has 

agreed to help the defendant get to court. The parolee is asked to visit 

the Vera office in the courthouse on the morning his appearance is due. 

If he fails to show in court, Vera personnel attempt to locate him; if 

his absence was for a good cause, they seek to have parole reinstated. 

B. RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE 

Once the facts about the accused's community roots are known, the 

court is in a position to individualize the bail decision, Increasing 

attention has been given in recent years to opportunities for the wide­

spread release of defendants on their own recognizance (r.o.r.), i.e., 

their promise to appear without any further security. A great many state 

and federal courts have long employed this device to allow pre-trial 

freedom for defendants whom the court or prosecutor personally know to 

137 

I 
. ! 

.1 i 
j , 



, .1 

PRETRIAL RELEASE 

be reliable or "prominent" citizens, But the past three years have seen 

the practice extended to many defendants who cannot raise bail. The 

Manhattan Bail Project and its progeny have demonstrated that a defendant 

with roots in the community is not likely to flee, irrespective of his 

lack of prominence or ability to pay a bondsman. To date, these projects 

have produced remarkable results, with vast numbers of releases, few de­

faulters and scarcely any commissions of crime by parolees in the interim 

between release and trial. 

Such projects serve two purposes: (1) they free numerous defendants 

who would otherwise be jailed for the entire period between arraignment 

and trial, and (2) they provide comprehensive statistical data, never be­

fore obtainable, on such vital questions as what criteria are meaningful 

in deciding to release a defendant, how many defendants paroled on partic­

ular criteria will show up for trial, and how much better are a defen­

dant1s chances for acquittal or a suspended sentence if he is paroled. 

1. New York 

The results of the Vera Foundation's operation show that from October 

16, 1961, through April 8, 1964, out of 13,000 total defendants, 3,000 

fell into the excluded offense category, 10,000 were interviewed, 4,000 

were recommended and 2,195 were paroled. Only 15 of these failed to show 

up in court, a default rate of less than 7/10 of 1%. Over the years, 

Vera's recommendation policy has become increasingly liberal. In the 

beginning, it urged release for only 28% of defendants interviewed; that 

figure has gradually increased to 65%. At the same time, the rate of 

judicial acceptance of recommendations has risen from 55% to 70%. Sig­

nificantly, the District Attorney's office, which originally concurred 
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in only about half of Vera's recommendations, today agrees with almost 

80%. Since October 1963, an average of 65 defendants per week have been 

granted parole on Vera's recommendation. 

In order to study the influence of its own recommendations, Vera 

initiated the project with the use of an experimental control procedure. 

Out of all defendants believed by the project to be qualified for release, 

half were in fact recommended to the court, while the other half were 

placed in a control group, and their recommendations withheld.' In the 

project's first year, 59% of its parole recommendations were followed by 

the court, compared to only 16% paroled in the control group. In short, 

recommendations based on facts nearly quadrupled the rate of releases. 

The subsequent case histories of defendants in both groups were 

thereafter analyzed. They showed that 60% of the recommended parolees 

had either been acquitted or had their cases dismissed, compared with 

only 23% of the control group. Moreover, of the 40% who were found 'guilty 

out of the parole group, only one out of six was sentenced to prison. In 

contrast, 96% of those convicted in the control group were sentenced to 

serve a jail term. 

With Vera's assistance a demonstration release program was also 

carried on in New York City in the Women's House of Detention. Interviews 

were conducted with women detainees who had not posted bail. In approx­

imately one-fourth of the cases, recommendations to reopen the bail de­

cision and grant parole were made. The response. of the court was favor­

able and the experiment resulted in decreasing the detention population 

of that overcrowded facility, ;n a six month period~ from 327 to 164. 
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The interest and confidence g~nerated by the Manhattan Bail Project 

led Mayor Wagner to announce in 1963 that New York City would take over 

and run bail fact-finding services on an extended scale through its Of~ 

fice of Probation. In January 1964, the New York City Board of Estimate 

allocated $181)600 for the operation of these services in the five bor­

oughs. And the 1963 Report of the New York Assembly Judiciary Committee 

advocated an extension of Vera-type operations into other counties of the 

state. The same report also proposed a statute to require every arraign­

ing judge, in court or through probation officers~ to ascertain prior to 

bail-setting all data pertinent to the defendant's likelihood to return 

for trial. In order to encourage such inquiries the statute would pro­

vide that, absent \'Iaiver by the defendant, the failure of the judge to 

ascertain these facts would result in automatic parole. 

2 • 1'1_<1211 i n9 to/). 

The impact of the Manhattan Bail Project has been felt far beyond 

New York City. On the basis of a survey conducted by the Junior Bar and 

a COlmtittee of the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia Cir­

cuit, the Conference voted overwhelmingly in May 1963 to recommend that 

a l'ccognizance pilot project be conducted in the federal district court. 

Financed by the Ford Foundation, the project began operation on January 

20. 1964. It covers only felony cases and no offenses are excluded from 

consideration. 

The D.C. Bail Project opel'ates somewhat different1y from its pred­

eC:(lSSO'~ in Manhattan. The intet'view and verification process begins 

immediately aftet' the defendant makes his initial appearance before the 

U.S. COlllnissioncl' or is bound over to the Grand Jury by other cOnlnitting 

PRETRIAL RELEASE 

. 
magi strates. Recommendations for release, where deemed appropriate, are 

made by the staff and communicated through retained or assigned counsel 

to the United States District Judge sitting in "bail reevaluation". 

In its first 3 1/2 months of operation, the project recommended re­

lease in 94 out of 367 cases. In 54 cases the defendant was released on 

his own recognizance, 10 bonds were lowered and 30 motions were denied. 

In several cases, defendants charged with homicide or murder have been 

released as the result of project recommendations. To date no released 

defendant has fai1ed to appear. Prior to the project's inception, vir­

tually no defendants were ever granted r.o.r. 

3. Des Moines 

On February 3, 1964, a year-long pretrial release project began 

operations in Des ~1oines, Iowa. Drake University law students interview 

defendants prior to arraignment, investigate and verify the information 

thus obtained, and recommend release without bail where the defendant has 

roots in the community. The advisory cOrm1ittee which serves as the pro-­

ject's board consists of representatives of the city and county attorney's 

offices, the city police department, the sheri.(:f's office and the Hunici­

pal and District Court, as well as the law school faculty, the bar asso­

ciation and the Hawley Welfare Foundation, which sponsors the program. 

The staff follows up each release by notifying defendants when they are 

due to appear in court. In its first three months the project made lBO 

recorrmendat ions for release, and 178 \ole re granted. The project covers 

all offenses except capital cases, forcible rape, heavy narcot'ics and 

sex offenses against children. Unlike New York and the federal courts, 

IO~/a has no bail-jumping statute. Yet 121 voluntary appearances have 
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been made by parolees to date and enly three defendants have failed to 

appear. Two of these, involved in traffic cases, showed up voluntarily 

one day late. The third was arrested on a forgery charge. During the 

week of May 4, the amount of bonds which otherwise would have been re­

quired of defendants given r.o.r. totalled $11,200. 

4. st. Louis 

In February 1963 the Circuit Court for Criminal Causes in St. Louis, 

Missouri adopted a recognizance release program for indigent criminal de­

fendants. Unlike the programs previously described, background investi­

gations and release recommendations in St. Louis are made by the court's 

Probation Office, which is notified by the Circuit Court Attorney when­

ever a warrant is issued. Information about the accused is secured by 

questionnaire and interview, verified by phone and public agencies, and 

passed on to the court at arraignment. The whole process consumes less 

than 24 hours. If released, the accused will be supervised during the 

pre-trial period by a probation officer, who keeps track of him through 

weekly check-ins and arranges any necessary casework. Prior bail jumpers, 

recidivists, sex and narcotic cases and offenses involving extreme physi­

cal violence have thus far been omitted from the experiment. Of 1469 

felonies in the last 10 1/2 months of 1963, 656 were ineligible for re­

lease because of prior convictions or the nature of the charge; 330 were 

released by professional bail bondsmen and 71 were released on probation 

office recommendations. In the first four months of 1964, 46 out of 400 

felony defendants were released without bail, including several involved 

in robbery, arson and narcotics cases. None failed to appear; three were 

arrested on car theft or burglary charges. Of 23 cases disposed of so far 
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this year, 20 defendants were given probation, one was fined, one was 

sentenced to jail and one juvenile was certified to the juvenile court. 

5. Chicago 

In March 1963, Chicago's Municipal Court inaugurated a release pro­

gram through the efforts of its Chi ef Jus ti ce. Only mi sdemeanors are 

covered. Public defender staff members interview indigent prisoners in 

county jail for two hours three days a week, inquiring into the charge, 

the prisoner's police and employment record, his length of resi·dence in 

Chicago, family ties and background. Information on employment and family 

relat"ionships is verified. Recorrmendations for release are reported to be 

made for about 50% of those interviewed. Nearly 90% of the recommenda­

tions, at the rate of 4 to 8 a day, are accepted by the coU!rt. Released 

defendants are given a card verifying the time, date, and place of their 

next required appearance. The number who have failed to appear has been 

termed Hneg1"i,gible. 1J 
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7. SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORTS 

Abstract 

Short Form Presentence Reports 

A shortened presentence investigation and report 
eliminating most psychiatric and psychological 
data and limited to those factors found, 
through analysis, to be used most often by 
a jurisdiction's judges in making sentencing 
decisions. 

Provides judges with information they most often 
use in sentencing. 

Can be prepared in relatively short period of time. 
Increased output of reports allows for more know­

ledgeable sentencing decisions for greater 
numbers of defendants. 

Probation; Court 

Corrections 

Interviews, analysis, etc. to develop new pres eD­
tence report. 

Printing of forms. 

Vera Institute of Justice 
New York, N~Y. 

New York State Division of Probation 
Albany, New York 

Kalamazoo County (Michigan) District Court 
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The ultimate purpose of the short form presentence report is 

improved service to the court and to the misdemeanor offender. The 

model for this project is the experiment with short form presentence 

r'aports conducted by the Vera Institute of Justice in the Bronx 

Criminal Court. The Vera project was established to fill the need 

for J presentence report which (1) would contain information most 

often used by judges in determining sentences and (2) could be pre-

pared in a relatively short time, as compared to the previous long 

The impetus fur the lw'oject was provided by the fact that under 

Nf.M York State law a defendant was eligible for probation or condi-

t'ional dischm~ge only if a pt~esentence report was prepared. However. 

due to probation office backlogs in preparing the len~thy psycholo-

~j"icill,·-psychiatr·ic reports! the court was able to refer less than 20 

pc;rcent of the misdemeanor cases to th~ probation office for such 

investigations. This automatically e1iminated even the possibility 

of nonprison sentences for over 80 percent of the jurisdiction's 

l11isdemeanants. 

By shortening the presentence reports used by the court, the 

opportunity for a nonprison sentence was extended to more defen­

dants. Judges were also able to mr' more knowledgeable sentencing 

decisions for a greater number of offenders, and probation office 

backlogs diminished considerably as a result 0f the shortened reports. 
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SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORTS 

I 

will also be considered important for sentencing. Therefore, mecha-

nisms devised to assist in information gathering and sharing should be 

strongly encouraged. 

Second, informed sentencing better assures that the full array of 

programs available to an offender at sentencing are utilized. These 

include types of supervised release and conditional discharge, and 

alternatives such as selected offender probation, discussed in the 

following section. Only with relevant, concise information at hand 

can the full range of sentencing alternatives be fairly administered. 

Finally, through the direct and economical presentation of infor­

mation resulting from shorter presentence investigations and reports, 

the work loads of the court and the probation office become more man­

ageable. The brief compilation of pertinent information at which these 

reports aim is a time and manpower saving innovation for all agencies 

involved. 

The background) methodology, operation and evaluation of this 

program are excellently explained in a publication entitled The Bronx 

Sentencing Project of the Vera Institute of Justice by Joel B. Lieber­

man, S. Andrew Shaffer, and John M, Martin. Published by the National 

Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, this book not only 

discusses the entire project in detail, but also includes as appen­

dices samples of the short form presentence reports developed for the 

original project and for New York State. (The State presentence report, 

taken from that publication, is included as Appendix E to this manual.) 
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SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORTS 

The following excerpt from the President's Commission on Law 

Enforcement and the Administration of Criminal Justice Task Force 

Report: Corrections discusses some of the issues involved in pre-

sentence investigations generally. The latter part of this article 

deals with the pressing need for shorter, more relevant presentence 

reports, as the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program advocates. 

The need to eliminate material of doubtful significance, the impor­

tance of minimizing subjective inputs, and the concern for manpower 

savings are all carefully examined. 
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SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORTS 

I 

Presentence Investigation* 

At present, the main tool for providing background information 

for sentencing is the presentence report, This report is prepared in 

most cases by the probation staff of a court on the basis of investi­

gation and interviews. It seeks to assess the offender's background 

and present circumstances and to suggest a correctional disposition. 

A fully developed presentence investigation usually includes, 

among other items, an analysis of the offender1s motivations, his 

identification with delinquent values, and his residential, education­

al, employment, and emotional history. It relates these factors to 

alternative plans of treatment and explores the resources available 

to carry out the suggested treatment. 

The compilation of the standard presentence report is extremely 

time-consuming. In addition to the offender himself, numerous per­

sons must be located and interviewed. Records must be secured and 

verified. The information collected must be discussed and analyzed 

and recommendations formulated. The Special Committee on Correctional 

Standards formed to advise the Commission's staff in connection with 

the National Survey of Corrections concluded that a probation officer 

could adequately prepare no more than 10 such reports during a month 

and that exclusive of any other duties. In fact, in most cases 

* President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Criminal Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1967, pp. 18-19. 
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the staff who carryon presentence investigations are also engaged in 

supervising probationers. Since presentence investigations usually 

take precedence, the officer may have so little time left that IIsuper­

vision ll may take the form of receiving monthly reports filed by the 

probationers. 

The high manpower levels required to complete reports have caused 

some authorities to raise questions as to the need for the kind and 

quantity of information that is typically gathered and presented. 

These questions are raised particularly with respect to the misdemean­

ant system~ where millions of cases are disposed of each year and 

relatively few presentence investigations made. 

In order to evaluate the information needed in a presentence 

report, it is important first to take account of the variety of 

decisions that depend upon it. Besides helping the judge to decide 

between probation and prison, it also assists him to fix the length' 

and conditions of probation ~r the term of imprisonment. Beyond these 

functions, the report is usually the major information source in all 

significant decisions that follow--in probation programing or insti­

tutional handling, in eventual parole decision and supervision, and in 

any probation and parole revocation. 

Not all of these decisions are involved, of course, in every case. 

Particularly in many misdemeanant cases, where correctional alterna­

tives are usually limited, less information may suffice. Bail pro­

jects have developed reporting forms that can be completed and verified 

in a matter of a few hours and have proven reliable for decisions on 

1,51 
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release pending trial, which often involve considerations similar to 

those of ultiMate disposition. These forms cover such factors as 

education and employment status, family and situation, and residential 

stability. In many lesser cases, these and similar easily obtainable 

f r.1Cts !liay help at least to determine \'/hether more detailed investi-

qation Or' diagnostic processes are needed. Much information of this 

kind can also be collected by non-professional personnel under the 

~Jpervision of trained correctional staff. There is also a need for 

'kv(~loP;i:ent of information systems that can provide more rapid and 

reliable Jccess to records. 

Experimentation with new and simpler forms of presentence 

ir:J0stigaticn is important for reasons beyond the conservation of 

SLarC8 resources of probation offices. Presentence reports i r many 

r;d'~f~(; hilve cone to include a gteat deal of material of doubtful rele-

Vdn(e to disposition in most cases. The terminology and approach of 

(qlort:; vary vdde1y 'r'Jith the training and outlook of the persons 

:,(el)iH'inq them. The -I')rientation of :1any probation oFficers is often 

n·flftcted in, for' examr;le, attempts to provide 'in all presentence 

rrpDrts comprehensive analyses of offenders, including extensive 

riescriptions of their childhood experiences. In many cases this kind 

of 1rlforrnation is of marginal relevance to the kinds of correctional 

treatment actually available or called for. Not only is preparation 

tinIP-consurninq, but its inclusion may confuse decision-making. 
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Element: 

Definition: 

Primary 
Objectives: 

Lead Agency: 

Other Agencies 
Involved: 

Resource People/ 
Projects/Agencies: 

8. SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION 

Abstract 

Selected Offender Probation 

Highly supervised probation for certain IIsaveable" 
offenders in need of more direct help than 
either incarceration or unsupervised probation 
can effectively offer them. 

Provides an additional sentencing alternative. 
Diminishes likelihood of recidivism, 
Requires low probationer-counselor ratios, inten­

sive counseling, services, etc. 

Probation 

Probation counselors (where not volunteers) and 
support services. 

Training of counselors. 
Selection of prJbationers. 

The Volunteer Probation Counselor Program 
Municipal Court Probation Office 
Lincoln-Lancaster County, Nebraska 

City of Kalamazoo (Michigan) Probation Department 

Pierce County (Tacoma, Washington) District Court 
Probation Office 

Grand Rapids (Michigan) District Court Probation 
Division 
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Selected Offende~ Probation in Pract_~ce 

An underljing theme of the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Pro­

~r~~ ~as been better case load management through understanding and 

Jt11fzation of the distinctions between cases. Nowhere does this fac-

tjr C0~e into play more than at the sentencing stage, and as discussed 

in t~e ~receding section, a full appreciation of these distinctions re-

relevant, usable presentence reports. 

BJt 't,hat happens from that point forvlard? Unless, in sentencing 

0~~en1ers~ judges have available to them various grades of sentencing 

ait":!!"''1ati'.fes, previous efforts aimed at understanding offenders and 

t~eir situations nay be wasted. Appropriate programs must exist in 

0~d~r for judges to give meaningful sentences, and Selected Offender 

~r0:at10n 15 on~ of these programs. 

~11 too often, in sentencing misdemeanants. the courts are faced 

witft :ne hard choice between jai I or "unsupervised" probation. In 

d~a1in,; ,dt!"! this di lemma, ,judges are many times forced to impose a 

probation sentence which allows only limited follow-up. With limited 

rf~sr)urces, sometimes I argely committed to court servi ces, many proba-

tion agencies are unable to supervise meaningfully any number of pro-

bationers. 

This program would. in selected cases, give judges the additional 

option of imposing highly supervise~ probation. The main goal of Sel­

ected Offender Probation is to identify a middle level of misdemeanor 

offender and provide a constructive middle level alternative: super­

vised probation, less harsh than incarceration but more stringent than 

standard, loose probation. It is necessary J however, that the program 
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would be offset h; two factQr~: tne Jltimat~ sijvin~~ t~ the ~j-:,t~r 

in the lovlered recidivisr:1 rateslihicn resul t frorq prw;ri.wl', ()f t.hi~, 
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SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION 

type (a fact that has been documented); and the manpovler savings that 

would result from the simplified probationer screening procedures stem-

ming from information sharing among the pretrial release, presentence 

report and probationer screening functions, as advocated throughout 

this manual. 

The follo'l'ing eXcerpts) from the report on corrections of the 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 

present two of the standards relating to probation. Both standards 

set forth principles essential to the success of supervised probation 

programs for selected offenders. They are included in this section 

in order to {l) establish the range of services which, at a minimum, 

should be provided to probationers; and (2) emphasize the importance 

of the probation function to misdemeanor offenders. 

156 

-"' ...... -,.. .-~. -- .... - - ._-

- _. ---_. _ .. _-_. _._-------

SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION 

Standard 10.2 - Services to Probationers* 

Each probation system should develop by 1975 a goal-oriented ser-

vice delivery system that seeks to remove or reduGe barriers confront­

ing probationers. The needs of probationers should be identified, 

priorities established, and resources allocated based on established 

goals of the probation system. lSee Standards 5.14 and 5.15 and the 

narrative of Chapter 16 for probationls services to the courts.) 

1. Services provided directly should be limited to activities 

defined as belonging distinctly to probation. Other needed services 

should be procured from other agencies that have primary responsibil­

ity for them. It is essential that funds be proVided for purchase of 

services. 

2. The staff delivering services to probationers in urban areas 

should be separate and distinct from the staff delivering services to 

the courts, although they may be part of the same agency. The staff 

delivering services to proba~ioners should be located in the communi­

ties where probationers live and in service centers with access to 

programs of allied human services. 

3. The probation system should be organized to deliver to proba­

tioners a range of services by a range of staff. Various modules 

should be used for organizing staff and probationers into workloads 

or task groups, not caseloads. The modules should include staff 

* National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Corrections, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration) 
1973, pp. 333-334. 
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SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION 

teams related to groups of. probationers and differentiated programs 

based on offender typologies. 

4. The primary function of the probation officer should be that 

of community resource manager for probationers. 

COMMENTARY 

A major problem facing probation today is that the purpose of 

service to probationers has not been defined clearly. In practice, 

services to probationers usually have been located in courthouses and 

provided by the same probation officers who provide services to a 

court. Each probation officer with a caseload in effect becomes the 

probation system to his probationers. He is placed in an untenable 

position because he does not have all the skills and knowledge to meet 

all their problems and needs. 

The services needed by probationers have not been identified 

clearly, Probationers have not been asked regularly and systematic­

ally to identify their needs. 

At present, probationers are assigned to caseloads of individual 

probation officers. Although this helps staff keep track of proba­

tioners, it does little to influence conditions in offenders' lives 

that make the difference between success and failure. Staff members 

should give greater attention to the social institutions and barriers 

in the probationer's life. 

The probation officer's role should shift from that of primarily 

counseling and surveillance to that of managing community resources. 
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To aid the probation officer as a community resource manager, the 

system must be organized to deliver certain services that properly be­

long to probation; to secure needed services from those social agen­

cies already charged with responsibility for their provision to all 

citizens, such as schools, health services, employment, and related 

services; and to purchase special services needed by probationers. 

The relationships among staff, probationers, and the community should 

take many forms and not rely solely on the caseload. 
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standard 10.3 - Misdemeanant Probation* 

Each State should develop additional probation manpower and re-

sources to assure that the courts may use probation for persons con­

victed of misdemeanors in all cases for which this disposition may be 

appropriate. All standards of this report that apply to probation are 

intended to cover both misdemeanant and felony probation. Other than 

the possible length of probation terms, there should be no distinction 

between misdemeanant and felony probation as to organization, manpower~ 

or services. 

COMMENTARY 

In many communities and even in entire States, probation cannot 

be used for persons conVicted of misdemeanors. And where probation is 

authorized as a disposition for misdemeanants, it is not employed by 

the courts as often as it should be. Probation agencies dealing with 

misdemeanants are likely to have even less in the way of staff, funds, 

and resources than those agencies dealing with felons or juvenile of­

fenders. 

In terms of the cases processed by the criminal justice system, 

misdemeanants make up a 1arger group of offenders than felons and ju­

venile delinquents combined. The failure to provide probation staff, 

funds, and resources to misdemeanants results in the needless jailing 

of these Offenders and, in too many cases, their eventual graduation 

* National Advisory Commi.ssicn on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Corrections, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
1973, p. 335. 
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to the ranks of felony offenders. 

Misdemeanant offenders have the same problems as felony offenders, 

and the probation services made available to them should be governed 

by the same standards, policies, and practices applying to felony pro­

bationers. No misdemeanant should be sentenced to confinement unless 

a presentence report supporting that disposition has been prepared. 

Misdemeanants placed on probation should receive the same priority and 

quality of services as those accorded felony probationers. Th~ agen­

cies responsible for felony probation should also have responsibility 

for misdemeanant probation. 
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II r. CONCLUS ION 

In the introduction to his book, Rough Justice: Perspectives On 

Lower Criminal Courts, Professor John A. Robertson catalogs the numer-

aus problems facing lower courts today, ranging from the political to 

the administrative. Toward the end of this discussion, he makes the 

following observation: 

Ready solutions, it should be clear, are 
lacking. Rather than justifying inaction, 
however, the absence of solutions is cause 
for confronting the situation openly and 
achieving what is possible within prevail­
ing 1 imits. * 

Taking into account those flprevai1ing limits," the Improved Lower 

Court Case Handling Program attempts to arrive at solutions through 

a realistic approach to the problems. 

Beyond providing information on the theory and methodology in­

volvr.d in the eight elements of the program, this manual has attempt­

ed to view the problems of the criminal justice system from a manage­

ment perspective. This recognizes not only the objectives of the 

system but its practical limitations also, such as lack of funds, 

manpower shortages, rising crime rates, and the growth of bureaucracy 

at all levels. Tne designers of the program felt, furthermore, that 

to realize a management perspective, two basic principles must be kept 

in mind: 

* John A. Robertson, Rough Justice: Perspectives on Lower Criminal 
Courts, Little, ~rown and Company, Boston, Massachusetts, 1974, 
p. xxvii;' 
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CONCLUSION 

(1) 

(2) 

That the criminal justice system is one of limited resources 

where choices must be made and priorities set on both an 

agency and syst€IITIWi de bas is ; and 

That the criminal justice system is composed of separate, 

distinct functions that must be integrated and planned for 

in a highly coordinated manner if there is to be any hope 

of having an impact on crime. 

This manual has tried to create an appreciation for these principles 

and has attempted to provide information on concrete programs that ad­

dress these goals. 

If either goal is more important, it is the second, relating to 

the necessity for the system to recognize the interrelationships of 

its functions. In discussing system problems of this kind, the Nation­

al Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals felt 

that solutions taking this principle into account were of paramount 

importance. The Executive Summary of the series of reports prepared 

by the Commission stated it this way: 

[T]hroughout the Commission's reports substantial 
emphasis is placed on improving the criminal jus­
tice process by heightening an awareness of the 
interdependency among components and by present­
ing proposals designed to overcome much of the 
friction and lack of coordination currently char­
acterizing the system.* 

The Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program, through the eight ele­

ments suggested in this manual, offers one means of achieving that 

* National Advisory Commission on Crimina"l Justice Standal"ds and 
Goals, Executive Summary, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, 1973, p. 13. 
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CONCLUSION 

awareness and, with it, a more coordinated, ~anagement-oriented crimin­

al justice system. Figure 2 shows, for example, the degree of inter­

agency involvement that, at a minimum$ is necessary to successfully 

develop this program as designed. (The preceding chapters deal with 

this interaction in detail.) 

While every criminal justice system management problem will not 

be solved through the implementation of the Improved Lower Court Case 

Handling Program, the program should, as Figure 2 suggests, playa maj­

or role in increasing the level of interagency coordination in the 

criminal justice system. Together with the enhanced decision-making 

and management capabilities which the program elements offer, these 

are the contributions which the Improved lower Court Case Handling Pro-

gram hopes to make. 
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r·1ass Case 
Coordinator X X X X X X X X 

Law Enforcement X X X X X 

Prosecutor X X X X X X 

Court X X X X X X X X 

Corrections* X X X X X X X 

Probation** X X X X X X 

* Corrections includes all functions relating to detention and incarceration, pretrial or 
thereafter. 

** Probation includes all functions relating to pretrial release. presentence reports and 
probation programs. 
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IV, APPENDICES 

The following appendices contain specific examples of some of the 
forms utilized in a number of this program1s elements. These fOl"ms, re­
ferred to and discussed in the applicable parts of this text, are only 
meant as samples; they represent individual applications of the respec~ 
tive elements as they are successfully used in several jurisdictions. 
These are not necessarily universal models but rather are prototypes 
which can be adapted to differing programs, practices, laws, court org­
ganizations, etc. 
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APPENDIX A 

Ponce Citation System 

Police citations are discussed in extensive detail in Section 2 of 
Chapter II. Beyond that information, this appendix provides a sample of 
the citation fm'm from Clark County, Nevada. Applicable in a number of 
courts in that county, the same farm is used by all law enforcement ag­
encies. The form on the next page, completed by the officer and signed 
by the defendant, is only one of four copies which are distl"'ibuted as 
fallows: Defendant, Court, Prosecutor, Records. The three pages fallow­
ing that (174 through 176) depict the reverse sides of the Defendant, 
Court, and Prosecutor copies respectively. 
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OJUVENILE! CLARK COUNTY COURT 
OADULT REGIONAL MISDEMEANOR !::ITATION/COMPLJ,\INT 

Traffic 0 
NOTICE TO APPEAR I Caso No. J~ 0 

0 Radar 0 
Parking 0 

STATE of NEVADA Accident 0 Non-Traffic 0 
COUN'rY of CLARK S5, Complaint! Affidavit School Zona 0 

CITYo{ DR. 
Din the Munl<:lpal Court of 
Din the Justice :;ourt of Clark Count'{ Issuing Offlcar(s) up" No. Dlv. 

Tho undersigned baing (Iuly sworn upon his --------------------~----~---------~----, onth daposes and says: 

" NtHT,!e ILall. First. MI~dlft} 100D O'IQin . r.' HI, 
IWt, r'l

' 

Ey .. 

.R#}~, Addrust CItV Srato ZIP IHom. Pilon • 

Ru" AdcJren C.ty Stlfter IZIP IOCCu".tIOn 

S.!" No lOP" L.tc. No. Ict ... Stet • IE'" Oa,a I R811ric~lon. 
Vu 1. l..IC, No I Ve., I St.tn V.h. Year MISke Body TVp. Icola,',' , 

"';;:;" Ow net Nit",., Addren , 

i5i~, ltnlawfully,1t the NlJrn' Of Bo"ntlu fLf .(\j:'~!I(otlfClf Add"tl\~i 

following (location): 

OLOClltEld in tho City of Aforesaid and did then 
County of Ciark. St3to of Nevada and there commit the 

OL'JCatCld In tho unincorp"'ated area, County of Clark, Stata of Nevada following offense: 

i I I I I oClty 
Stote As 

Viol"tlon NRS S(1t Forth C!Counw 

To Wit: 

-~ 

. 
U,L.,V"9" WtV.~, --1 Nro,rth \ 11\ Veg,), I-J H.mrteuof\ --1 Hr'ulder CIty I-J Clark County 

Ju;stlceCbUr' M\oIOIf'lI'\,1 COUft ~.~un'(lpa\ Court MuniCipal CQutt fill JOItlpal Coun JU""ntle Court 
2::!2 SOuth !ltd 1 400 r Slrw,ln 1~fJl E l.,ke MI;'M 14:1 Water Sl 9f 0 Afllona 51 3401 E BaMnra 
UtsV(!(Jiu,Nv i Ln!; Vl'q.n, Nv No LOIS VeqitS, N .... HendPfJ.tln. Nil (kuld", CltV. Nv Los VegflS. Nv 
3(164011 ~.t 48R Jar, 6421 th'" 642a 6415811 (Xl 311 tJ6!j Aq~ 1 E)('I 4t) 2934308 649·3611 

YOUr signature on this complaint to appear is NOT an 
TOlfl/nslltp J)dmi$sion of guilt. It is your written promise to appear 

In court, I hereby accept ~aJ service 0 this complaint to 
appear et the said tim& a place and I hereby waive my Justice Court ri9ht to bo taken ImmediatelY before a magistrate. 

You are hereby ordered to appear on the ___ day of 19 ___ lIt D.m .. 

to answer chargs of violation(s) above. p.m. 

Qefendant's 
~ 

rii~tA.;;;;i,-;;'----------1 

Signatura; I I 
, __________________ J 

Failure to comply with this complaInt wlll constitute a separate offense. 
The undersigned further states he has just and reasonable grounds to I:)e/leve. end does believe, that 
the person named above committed the offense here!., set forth, contrary to law, which occurred on 

the __ dllyof 19 ___ , at a.m., p.m. 

Signature of Oftlcer/Complalnant: "P"No. 

Subscribed and sworn to beft)re me this day of ,19_ 

NOtarv Public 
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COURT INSTRUCTIONS - READ CAREFUU V 
ThiS citallon may b~ dlsl>os\ld of only bY the court having jurisdiction over the alleged offense or other 
olliel,,1 aetlon bV " Judgs of such Court. AnI' person violating tho writton promise to APpear or to (Jopeslt 
bail Qs authorlzad I. gulllY of 8 ml.demoanor rellardl~ss of the dispOSition of tho char go for which such cl. 
tallClr\ waf arioln.lly IUOed. Foilu,e 10 appear or pa~I bell wI/I result In a warrBITt being Isstled for your arrest. 

A written ptC)mli. to .PPM' In COUrt mal' bo complied with bV an apPp.6rtlnce bV Counsel. 

JUSTICE COURTS 
If yoU .re cited into a Justice CQur'. , 'U ",.ev do anI' of tho following: 
1. Appont in Court at t~"ie time montloncd In thl~ clunion and demand D heating. 
2, On aU non'I'lIlIie offensas, ther. is • mondatOry COurt appearance. 
3, Mail to· Ihe Court thl. citation, tagNher 'wlth a Cashinr's Check or Money Order in tha amount of ball. 

II bOIl Is nat rallecled on thl. citation, call tho egutt Indicated on tho r(>1 :r~a SIde. It you wish to plead 
NOT GUf LTV, advlsu th. COUrt In wrltillg, sand foil amount of bail. or appoar In porsan and they will In 
tvrn not/fy you of your .ohadulod trial doto. Otherwise, your bail will be forfeltod. 

The Court may In any Case require you to appoar for a hOMing. 

This citation and the balf must ro.~h the Cauq before the time when U1IS cltotlon reqUiros you to appear 
in Court. 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 
MANDATORV COURT APPEARANCE: You ",ust appear In Cou't on the date and time Int'lcatod on tho 
I,co of tho complli7nt for any' of tho fOllowing' 
1. "you wl,h to ple"d NOT GUILTY to the chargo on this complolOt. 
2. Reck Ie .. drtVII·,g. 
3. Ori\ltng on sus-pondod or re"oked license, 
4. Fruudulont. u~'je of driver's In:tln$o Ot car license plOtos. ,"cludes I.lQrrowlng. (oahino, stolen, fictitious, not 

lil!onsod". nll()wlng urtllcons~d parso" to dr,lva, 
5 All nOn,1fa't.c olfonses. 

LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT: Nan·manaata,y Court appearanco' II vour Violation Is not listad in 
thD~tV.)VC titled "ManH~ CC)\.rt ~pPfJaranr~" and you Wish to pfund guilty to tho chnrgo, you can 
PUY your fmo in the Violation Bureu~. To pay the ViOI,:.tlon you muSt wait a mllllmum of twO full days (not 
Including Sunday. Holidays or day rucOlvedl. 

Tho citation you pal' must he vour OW". No checks accQptaa. No paymants by mail. Request for anv can' 
\lnuanco must be made Itl Court. ThiS notlC:o llc\:omcs a pormonent t)art of your traffiC record, 

Upon D oloa of Not Guilty. Jt Will he npc(!:ss. ry to hav(!: ..l cOntJnUi)nce tor lnsl to subJ.joeml wjtnusscs. When 
<::D$U$ are contrnued, It WIll be necessary for ~~I) di!fentlallt to POtt appe~ra,.,ce 0;)11. 

NORTH LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT: Nan·manuatory Court appearance: Ii your ViolatiOn IS not 
lisid'dlrl7the---wction--nuovc~-flticCf"Ma~ndlitOry Court lIppearnncuu. you moy do any or.e of the iollowlng' 
1. Appear In Court at the date and time muntlOned On the tac" of this c1tation ana durnand a heaflng. Tht! 

Court Will then SAt D time fl;)f n heanng. 
2, Mad to the Court thiS cHDtlon, together With 8 cashier's check of the oall IndiCated on the tbec of t'hl~ 

<:Itatlon. U Ol\j( 1$ not IndlCOlted all thiS CitatIon, c.dH the COUrt. 
3. Sign tho ploa of gUilty bo.low and I er" .j thIS cltat10n to tho COUrt together With a cashlcr~5 check. or money 

or(ll,il In tho amount of ball mdlc"tltU on the face of \1115 Citation. If ball is not lndlc~tod on tf"ll'$ ~itatlt.;;'.~ 
call lUu Court. 

HENOERSON MUNICIPAL COURT: Sarna as Instructions lor North l as Vegas MuniCipal Court." .. 

BOULDER CITY MUNICIPAL COURT: Same ." instructions for L.as Vegas M"mclpnl Court With the ex, 
eQPtlon of parXJn9 cltnfiOhS, You may calf the COUrt ftlr JnstrLlClJOnS for mallmg parkmg violation flOOS, 

JUVENILE COURT 
All juveniles 17 yaa" 01 age or younger must appear with a Parent Dr uuardian on all charges In Juvenile 
CoUrt on the data trnd tIme Ifldicated on the face 01 th's"comptDint. 

NOTICE TO OUT OF STATE/COUNTY VIOLATORS 
II you I:ve outside of Clark County ~ou may appear for No" mandatory Court appearance offenses immed. 
iarotv at tho: Court dosfgnated on the toea of thfS citatfon. H you foil to appear, a notice ot your Violation 
wiff be sent to .,Iour home state drive"s license department for action or a warrant of arran wit( be issued. 

APPEARAI~CE, Pl.EA OF GUll TV AND WAIVER 
I, the unaerslgned, do herdbv .nt~r mv appea,ance an the complaint of ~h. offense charge.., ~n a,her Sid~ 

of this clt~ilon. I have been Infarm~ of my right to a trial, that my signature \0 thIS pie. of qu;'.~ will have 
the same farce Dnd effect lls a jUdgment of COUrt, and that Ihis record Will be sent to the L.icensing AuthoritY 
of Ihis State (or of the State where I received my license to drive). I do harabv PLB;AD QUI L TY to said 
ol/on.o ss cl1.rgod and WAI VB; my rights to a hearing by court Or jury. It Is understOOd that a bail deposit 
will btl forfeited in liou bf fine of COllrt Dnd In full statbment of Soia vlnlatian and I further agr.e to pay the 
penalty prescribed for my otlense. 

OCifmd6r'1tt s Name Address 
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COURT RECORD 
CASE NO. DOCKET NO. _____ _ 
I am 'aware of my right to counsel and hereby waive same. I hereby waive my right to trial, enter 8 
plea of guilty to the offense described In the complaint, and consept to judgment imposing the pres­
cribed fine. 

x __________________ .• ___ Defendant 

Receipt No; ______ ~--Date-------_._ Fine _________ -'-'-_ 

BaiL. _______________________ Trial Date ___________ _ 

Surety _______ ~ ______________________________________________ __ 

PROCEEDINGS 

ARRAIGNMENT TRIAL .. 
19 Oefendant DPresent DNot Present 19 Defendant oPresent oNot Present 
Date 

DRepresented by Counsel 
Date 

DRepresented by Counsel - r--
I 

- OPresence Waived I-- DPresence Waived 

oDefendant advised by Judge of DComplaint Dismissed 

- Charges 
f-:--

oDefendant pleads OGuilty Trial held, Found OGuilty 
DNot Guilty oNolo Contendere 

i--- oNot Guilty Other: .--
I OComplaint Dismissed -

I -
FDA DEPT 1'IME BY 

+---
. 

. 
,-

It is Adjudged Defendant is: OSentence Time WJIVed. 
oSentence time waived. DSentence time ',vaived 
Finlld __ or __ hy I Fined ___ or ___ by ... ,.,. 

Sentenced by ! Sentenced by 

Other Other 

oNotice of Appeal filed. Appeal Bond ___ oNolice of Appeal filed. Appeal Bond 

-
The undersigned does hereby certify that the foregOing IS the true and correct docket and proceedings 
nf th .. ahnve entitled Court. 
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ARRESTS REPORT/NOTES FOR TESTIFYING IN COURT 
( 

On all misdemeanor offenses, other than traffic and misdemeanor citations issued on citill'ns arreSts, 
an arrest report must be hand printed in the spaces provided for below This report must contain a 
sufficient amount of information to establish the corpus delicti, any physical evidence, witnesses, and 
any specific acts of defendant which increased the seriousness of the OffenSl!. 

---.----

--------~-.-~ - --

EVIDENCE: Cl Yes No 0 LOCATION: ___ ~ ___________ _ 

WITNESSES: (\ •• clude Addresses and phone number) 

----"-~-.~--

JUVENILES: . ::JY:-fP.;~~rdian Na;"e Address 

PAnENTS NOTIFIED DNo I 
.~----------~---------------------
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APPENDIX B 

PROMIS 
(Prosecutor's Management Information System) 

The forms contained in this appendix are samples of those employed 
in the PROMIS system, discussed in. Section 4 of Chapter II. The first 
form) the Processing and Trial Preparation Worksheet, is used for gath­
ering basic information for both automated and semi-automated PROMIS. 
The next form, the Crime Analysis Worksheet, collects further informa­
tion for automated PROMIS for use in case evaluation and research. The 
third form (pages 185-186), used only in the semi-automated system, man­
ually collects the same information as is stored on tape in automated 
PROMIS. Finally, the card depicted on page 187 is utilized in'the semi­
automated system and facil Hates the rapid generation of a number ofre­
ports produced by computer ;n the automated version, e.g., calendars, 
case aging statistics, defendant scores, etc. 
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USA·S2 (S.p~ 731 U.S. ATTORNEY'S OFFICE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
SUPERIOR COURT DlVISIOM 

PROCESSING I) 
& TRIAL PREPARATION 

WORKSHEET [i" DEFENDANT'S NAME p·z CDII RT CASE NO. p·a 1'010 NO, 
ILASt fIRST MIDDlEI 

I, p •• NO. Of P,S'DATE PAPERED 1'·6 PAPEnED BY, I CODE P·8PIIOMIS 
CO·DEfENDANTS 

I CHECI( 

1'·7 REVIEWED BY: ' CODE 
OCDMPLETED 

I 

, , 

: ~ ~ 

P-9 WITN ESSES (Record Statements. Facts. and Remarks on page 3. yellow copy) 

I~~::;~fnt POUCE RANl< AND NAME BADGE 1'10. UNIT CODE WORXPHONE HOMEPfiONE 

1 I' 

%. 

3. 

4. 

OTHER WITNESSES· IN OROER OF CALL ADDRESS CODE PHONE 

WORK 

5. 
HOME 

WORK 

8. 
HOME 

. 
wonK 

7. 
'" HOME 

-WORK 

8. HOME 

A ARRESTING PO o INVESTIGATING PO 7 SPO 3 EYEWITNESS 6. FINGERPRINT 5 NARC CHEMIST 9 OTHER EXPERT N NON·ESSENTIAL 
a ASSISTING PO I OTHER MPO 2 COMPLAINING 4 OTHER·LAY 8. HANDWRITING C, OTHER CHEMIST E ESSENTIAL 

1'·10 COMPLAINT IX SEQ CASE CHARGE CODE p." 
NO. 1'10 PAPER TYPE OF CHARGE NO. Sfl( REASONS (4 MAXI SEARCH MPO COURT COllRT APPEARANCE: 

,. CITATION 
2. WARRANT 
3. INfORMATION 

t:' 
4, SUMMONS 
5. LOCKUP 
6. JAIL CALL UP 

.! ' 7. Gil, JUIIY OIlIG 

.~ 8, BONO 
9.0'fHeR 

P,l2 
UlIlNAL YSIS POSITIVE 

DATE 

P-13 NO PAPER- Use English IbJI ItDm)PRDMIS "Slandard Case 

REASONS: Jadet Enl(leSO# booklet pIllS l.Implifymg remaf}cs 

p.,. A ON PROBATION/PAROLE P·1S DIVERSION PROGRAM P 16 FELONY 

OFFENSE 0 FOT o OTHER ISPECIFY) MCl REPORT NO 

EXPIRATION DATE 0 X·ROADS 
CHEM1S; NO' 

TERMS OF PIP 0 RCA 
FILM STRIP NO 

INTENT TO REVOKE> Y ON 0 0 DATE 
PRINTS LIFTED AND SENT TO Mel 

OFFICER'S YES 0 NOD 
NAME 
PHONE NO 

RECOMMENDED 8Y p." SPECIAL ASSIGNMENT RECOMMENDeD 
REVIEW G ASST 

FOR USE OF MV CHIEF APPROVED BY 0 BRA o MAJOR VIOLATOR 

o OTHER 
P'lB PRIOR CONVICTIONS 

CASE NO. DATE CHARGES DISPOSITION 
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.1,: 

P[JIU NU AU:,A CUDE DEFt NDANT S NAME DATE 

I
fHAN5Af. HON r'(F'£ 

074 
13 _ .. B:lJ . . _'- _ 2~0.!;.2!...7_--l_~2fl..~32:""'...L _________________ ...L ____ --l 

I- OFFENSE 

o Old th~ defendant possen a weapon at the 
lime of the offense? (Answer without regard to charges) 

faJ Yes ' I!rr~orm or rqpittd ({) g gun 5t.1dpr 
p'stol. toy p.stoll 

(bl Ye~ other ddn~erous w(!dDan (f"~ 
knrf~, bilSPO.JU b~lt 1!tP Wrf,'nctJ) 

10 No 
WI Unk 

8 Old olfense Involve Injury or death? 

(al Numb~r re(.e'v'OI'. minor '"Iunes but not 
treated 

(bl Number treated and releJsed 

(c) Number hasPltdllzed 

(d) NumbN killed 

• Was vIctlm(s) threatened or Intimidated? 

If sex offense. RO to Question 4 

If "YL'S:' r~cord numb('r of victim(s) 
inc/ividUJl/y ,md d('/ib('rJtely tllrNlened or 
inlimiclJIL'd (or ('ach o( th(' folf()wiog-

(,11 By phySical (arce or verbal only 

(b) By dlspl.)y of weapon(s) 

o Old offense include a sex crime? Only 
Include lorclble rape, sodomy. camsl 
knowledge, Indocenlllber/les, enllcemenl 
for (ndecent flber/les, and Incest 

If "y(><," camplel(> all that ar(' applicable: 

(Jl Number ot Victims of forcible sexual 
Intercourse 

(bl If .1ny type 01 weapon was used In the 
mtlnlldallon. speCily the number of 
Victims so 1I1\lrnldated 

o Old offen$e Involvo theft, d~mage or 
de$truct!oo of property? 

If "yeJ," complele all that Me appliCJble: 

(a) Number of prelnlSeS forCibly entered 

(b) Number of motor vehiCles stolen 

Ie) Dol/ar value of property stolen. damaged 
or destroyed: 

(Exclude automobiles recovered inlacl 
and undamaged) 

(1) Under 10 dol/ars 
(2l $10. $250 
(3) $251 . $2.000 
(4) Over $2.001 

o Wa, defend • .,t .rruted at or near .cene of 
alfense? 

33 

34 

01 

O:! 
03 
04 

yes 0 I 
no 0 2 

unk 03 

3,, __ 

36 __ 

37 __ 

38 __ 

39 
yes 0 1 
no a 2 

uok 0 3 

40 __ 

41 __ 

42 
yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 

43 __ 

44 __ 

45 
yes a 1 
no 02 

unk 0 3 

46" .. __ 

47 __ 

48 
01 
02 
03 
04 

49 
yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 
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II • DEFENDANT 

G Is defendant a resident of local areal 

If "YES," how long? 
(al LeSS than one year 
Ibl 1 ·2 years 
(el Over 2 years 
Idl Unknown duratoon 

o What Is defendant's employment status'? 

(al Employed (Include part· lome students that 
are employed) 

(bl Student (full·tlme) 
Cc) Ut1employed 
CUI Unknown 

If "(>mployed," complele Ihe fol/owing: 

la) ProfeSSional (lob usuaJly reQulnnR formal 
education or hlRhly soeClalized 
expenence. e.g. lawyer, nurse, doctor. 
executive)'. 

~~I ( I,.,: 

{'C., u[li)t,,'11 

(bl White Collar Administrative. Cterlcal. Sales 
loftlce worker. bank taller. sales person): 

Stll'~ I,c 

,-Ie, .. 1.1"1'~'I' 

IC) Skll'ed Craftsman and Foreman (engaRed 
In maklOg,repalrlng products. e.g" 
carpenter m~chanlC. typesetter)' 

iPi>\,. 1" 

OC,-vD.)t Or' __ " _ ....... _~ ~ 

(d) UnskIlled or Semi-skilled Worker 
(engaged In makIOg 'repalTlng 
products. e.g .• laborer. factory or 
constructIOn worker) 

Stlp~ he. 
uc~uoat 111 ._~_~ ________ ~ __ 

(e) Service Occupation ReqUiring SpeCial 
Tralmng. Expertise (bus or trUCk driver. 
lab technICian. pOliCe off,cer)' 

sbt'[..lliC 

oc .. Qat .'" 

50 
yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 

51 
01 
02 
03 
04 

52 

a 1 
02 
03 
04 

53 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

(/) Service Occupation, Unskilled or Seml·skilled. 0 6 
(elevator operator. domestic. 
watchman, cab driver) 

SQPclftC, 
oc-:ucat',;rt ~ __ ~~ _______ ~.----.. ___ -~_ ~-~ ___ _ 

(g) illicit Occupation Ce g .. pImp. prostitute. 0 7 
gambler. hustler): 

Sop",::)t" 
Oc..:upJl J" ~......,........ ____________ ~ ---.-_.--.,..-...--- ----

o What II thll rlliatlonlhip of the victim to the d.,.nd.ntT 
54 

(a) Family 0 1 
(b) Friend or acquaintance 0 2 
(c) Complete stranger 0 3 
(d) Unknown 0 4 

if 
1 

!' 

III· SPECIAL FACTORS 

"0'*: VICTIMLESS CRIMES Include gambling (except confIdence 
game~); obscenity; Crimes of soliciting. such as soliciting lor prostitution 
or lewd and Immoral purposes; consensual sodomy; narcotics offenses; 
perjury; bribery; prison breaks: Bail Reform Acl. violations: impersonation 
01 a police officer; and, weapons offenses Involving only posseSSion o' 
licensing, 

• I. there corrobor.tlon that crime '11111 
committed? 

G II exculpatory evIdence presen',? 

G Wal there provoca\lon by vl/ltlm, 
1D0 nOI include victimless crimes) 

• W •• there villtim partlclplltlan 7 
(Do not include Victimless crim!'s) 

• I. the prlmpry Victim II corpor&t/on. 
'lIacl.tlon or Inltltutlon? 
(Do not include Victimless crimes) 

e w •• the defendant only an alder or abetter? 

CI) 0041$ the defendant have .n .rrelt record? 
(Do not Include drunk or disorderly, 
minor traffic or other petly offenses) 

If "yes," complete Ihe following: 

(a) Arrested In last f,vp. years 

(b) Has used a',as or aliases 

(cl Number of prevIous arrests 

(d) Number of preVIOus ,!rrests for Crimes 

55 
yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 

56 
yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 

57 
yes 0 I 
no 02 

unk 03 

58 
yes 0 1 
no 0;> 

unk 0 3 

59 
yes 0 1 
no 02 

uok 03 

60 
yes o 1 
no 02 

unk 03 

61 
yes 01 
no 02 

"nk 03 

62 
ye~ o 1 
no 02 

unk 03 

63 
yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 

64-65~ 

against the person 66-67 __ _ 
(e.g"assau!ts, rapes, homicides, robberies 
ana aI/ atlempts to commit the same, and 
first degree burglaries which contain 
elements of the aforementioned offenses) 

digits, e.g. '73, '74) 
72·73 ___ 

G DOes the defend.nt h,ve a conviction 
record? 
(Do not Include drunk or clisord~rly, 
minor traffic Of other peltyoflenses) 

74 
yes 0 t 
no 02 

uok 03 

If "yes:' comp(cle the fol/owlng: 
~F~.~lo-n-y----~M~I~~.-m-e-.-n-o-r-, 

75 76 
(a) ConVIcted In last live years 

(bl Numbers of prevIous conVIctions 

yes a I 
110 0 2 

unk 0 3 

yes 01 
no 02 

unk 03 

77-78 ___ 79-80 ~ 

(e) Number of convictions tOr cnlT1es 
aRall1sl the person 81·82 _____ 83-84 ~ 

I' 
85-86 ___ 87-88_ 

(d) Years of last three convictions 
(use IJS! 2 digils, c.g,. '73, '74) 89-90---. 91.92_ 

93-94-.-.- 95·96 _____ 

W .. deland'ht on conditional r-' ..... or under IUlpended 
Mntance for a prevloUI cr'me at time of .rrnt1 

(Dimiel Court or Superior Court) 

if "yP'," sppcify Iype: 

Cd) Pr'!-(nal release 
(bl Probilllan 
Ic) P03role 
(d) Halfway house or work release 
Ie) Pre'sentencIOR release 

o Override? 
CheCK "yes," If case IOvotves senous 

raCial overtones. assau't on a public 
olliclal, or a malor vlolalor. 
(override automatically IisCs this case 
on lap of Ihe priority calendar) 

97 
yes a 1 
no 0 2 

unk 03 

98 

99 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 

yes 0 1 
no 02 

unll 03 

Co'mplete the following section only if 
the box to the right is checked 0 

IV - VICTlMjWlTNESS 

Omit associations, corporations, institutions or expert witnesses, 

Note: VfCTlM. (n forgery, U1lering, and false prelenses, the 
victim IS the person or other entity deceIved by the act In shoplifting, 
the VIctim IS the 'olusIOess entlty(usually a corporation) The VIctim of 
burglary IS eIther the lawfUl tenant of the premIses. or If untenated. the 
owner. (For example. the leasee and not the owner 15 the Victim 01 a 
warehouse burglary.) The victim ot arSon IS tile person 'Jr other entity 
who owns the property which was burned 

COMPLETE THE QUESTIONS ON THE REVERSE SlOt: 

(e) Years of last three arrests (use fasl 2 { ;::: = 
L-______________ ...::.... _______________________ .~.---.J 
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·compl". column 1 ffl'l';'hflll column 2; .IIen column 3 (Db nolllstrhe same victlm/wi/nass mora than onca} 
L ~ ~ ., VIctlmIWttne.. Nlme 28 28 28-.,.,._-,---,_-,-_...,...,,..-

(ial! n.mefirsl) Name 01 pflmaryvlctlm 58·(\) Namew~ln~~;~~~lir\lal Name of:'~~~~~~.(~ientlal 

• VIctlmIWltno" StAltUI 
(a) law OlllCer 
(bl Provate PoliCe (guard. 

special 011 ICe,' 
(e) Layman 

• WI. thl. person .110. victim 0' tho crlm.? 
yes 
no 
u,lknown 

5~ 01 

02 
03 

59 el 1 

02 
03 

6001 
02 
03 

5901 

02 
el3 

6001 
02 
03 

Complete th~ followIng only for lay witness/victims 
).Iho vlctltnlwltn ... :o r •• ldenl 01 Ihe D.C •• rea? 

If "yes .. how long' 
Ca) less than one y~ar 
(b) \·2 years 
(e) over Z years 
Cd) unknown 

Vlctlm/.lln ... • .u 

61 
yes 01 
M 02 

l)nk 03 

6201 
el2 
03 
04 

(a)Mal~ 
(bIFemal. 

Vlctlm/.lln~ .. ' Ig. 
Vlctlm/.,ln ... • raco 

6301 
02 

646, ____ 

(al Black 
(b) White 
(clOther 

Did Ih. vlctlm/wltn ... po ...... w.apon 
.t th.llm. 0' Iho 01fen .. 7 

f.,h. vlctlm/",ltno" pre.enlly employed? 

6601 
02 
03 

67 
yes 0 1 
no t:1 2 

unk (1 3 

ta) Employed Clnclude part·t'me 68 0 I 
students that are employed) 

Cbl Student (lull lime) 0 2 
(C) Unemployed 0 3 
(d) Unknown 0 4 

If "employed," check one of the follow'OR 

(a) ProfeSSIonal (rob usually requiring formJI 
educ;)hOn or hIghly spec,al/zed 
experience. e.g, lawver, nUrse, doctor, 
executive) 

(b) WhIte Collar AdWlnlstratlVe Clencal ~ 
(Ol/Ice worker, bank teller. sales person), 

(e) Skl"~d Craltsman and FO[.I)l~Q tengaRed 
In mak,"~;repalflng products, e g, 
carpenter. mechaniC, typesetter). 

(d) U.nskllfed or SElt01I·sk,!Ied Worker (engaged 
In milking/repairing products, e R , 
Jaborer, factory or construdlon WOrker) 

(el SerVIce Occu aha" Re Ulna S eClat 
101 x r' us or true rlV~r. 

lab technit,an. pollee off,cer)' 

6901 

02 

04 

05 
(0 Service Occupation, UI\j.k,lIed or SemJoSkllled 

(elevator operator. d('lW~stlt:, 
watchman. cab dflvtrl. 

(g, fI~~'~~f;r~~~t~~j~:f t.. PIrT'C. orostltute, 

• 110ft lIMo vtctlm/wlt~" hive an orrell 
~rd1 

(Do not include drunk or dISorderly. 
minor traffic or other pel/yoffens .. ) 

D .... tho vI.lIm/wlt""" have. eonvletion 
record7 
(Do not inclUde drunk Or disorderly. 
mino, 11.((ic or other pelty olfenses) 

70 

'-16 

07 

yes 01 
no 02 

unk 0 3 

71 
yes ::J ] 
no 02 

unk 03 

Whitis ralltlon.hlp of Ihe vCctim/wlln ... (ln 
U"" 201Io--------..:.--Jr­

(al Spouse (,nclude common law) 
... DEFENDANT 

(bl Child 
(c) Parent 
(dIOther/amlly 
(,,' Ex-spouse 
(/) Co-habltat<nR 
(R) G,,' or Bovlflend 
(hi Acquaintance 
(I) NeI~hbor 

• (Il Employer or employe~ 
(k)SlrMRer 

720a 
Db 
Dc 
o d 
De 
Of 
Og 
0:; 
WI 
01 
Ok 

<,II Olherlspeclfvl _________ _ 01 

e Vlctlm/ .. ,~nH' tHtimony problem. 
(a) Is Victim/Witness reluctant' 

(b) Is v,cllr 'Wllness credible' 

(e) Are raCial complications present' 

('111$ vlCtlmfWltnessllkely to arouse 
antagc)Olsrn

' 

74 yes 
no 

unk 

75 yes 
no 

unk 

76 yes 
no 

vnk 

77 yes 
no 

unk 

01 
02 
03 

01 
02 
03 

OJ 
02 
03 

0] 
02 
03 
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61 0 1 
02 
03 

6201 
02 
03 
04 

63 01 
02 

64·65 _____ 

66 0] 
02 
03 

6701 
02 
03 

6801 

02 
03 
04 

690 1 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

7001 
02 
03 

710 J 
02 
03 

r-"'---. 
DEFENDANT PRtMARY 

VICTIM 
73 a a 72 0" 

Db 
Oc 
Od 
Oe 
01 
Og 
Oh 
0; 
01 
Ok 
01 

7401 
02 
03 

7501 
02 
03 

7601 
02 
03 

77 0 1 
02 
03 

Ob 
Dc 
Od 
OJ) 
Of 
OS 
Oh 
01 
01 
Ok 
01 

6101 
02 
03 

6201 
02 
03 
04 

6301 
02 

64-65 _____ 

6601 
02 
03 

6701 
02 
03 

liB 01 

02 
03 
04 

6901 

(12 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

70 01 
02 
C3 

7101 
02 
03 

,---~ 
DEFENDANT 

72 a a 
Db 
DC 
Od 
De 
Of 
Og 
Oh 
0, 
0) 
Ok 
01 

7401 
02 
03 

7501 
02 
03 

7601 
02 
03 

77 0 1 
02 
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10. MAIUTA4 STATUS 

0" 0 .. Os, Dt W, 
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0,,0 o 'YES: 
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o "OC,," o ~ONaI.OCAt. 

/I CRIMINAL EVENT 
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APPENDIX C 

Case Screening 

Included in this appendix are the primary screening forms currently 
being utilized by the Prosecut'ing Attorney's Office~ County of Kalamazoo, 
Michigan. These forms are the Warrant Request and Disposition, the Fur­
ther Investigation Order, and the Screening Log. Case screening is dis­
cussed in detail in Section 5, Chapter II. 
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REQUEST: 

KALAMAZOO COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 
WARRANT REQUEST & DISPOSITION 

TO BE PRINTED OR TYPED 
BY REQUESTING OFFICER 

REQUEST OATE 

DEI''' HAME I DEI'. 1.0. NUMBER REQUESTING OFFICER J POLICE AGENCY. I COMPLAINT NUMBf;R 

- . REQU-ESTEt)CHARGElri DEI'. ADDRESS 
FEL.O 
MIS. 0 

DEI'. PHONE I DEI'. ~.O.,,. REQUESTED CHARGE (2) 
FEL·O 
MIS. 0 

LOCATION OF CRiME 

JAILED 0 
DEF. STATUS: RELEASED 0 

COMPLAINANT PHONE I DATI! OF CRIME 
NOT ARRESTEDO 

CRIMINAL HISTORY; COMPLAINANT NAME 

NCIC ATTACHED 0 NOT CHECKED 0 
L.EIN ATTACHED 0 RE:QUESTE:D 0 Il".vMPLXIRANT AcDRESS 

L.OCAL RECORD ATTACHE:D 0 
STATEMENTS BY DEFENDANT I 

C.P.A. OFFENSE, YESO NO 0 REJECTED 0 ORAL. 0 WRITTEN 0 NOT TAKEN 0 
OFFICER COMMENTS. 

.. ---.~-.---~~.-----~.....--..."~--, --~~-....-".--~----.-, 

----~---.....-...-~--.,-------.~-.---------.,--- .--.-~-

".--~-- ... ----
o CHECK IF FUR1;HER INVESTIGATION HAS BEEN COMPLETED. 0 DISPOSITION REVIEW REQUESTED 

TO BE PRINTED OR TYPED 
DISPOSITION: BY ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR (AND C.p.A. IF NECESSARY) 

WARRANT DENIED 0 WARRANT AUTHORIZED 0 FEl 0 MJ5. 0 
NOTE CHARGE 1F ALTERED 

REASON . 
0 t. NO CRIME (ELEMENT MISSING ORCLEAR DEFENSE) [SECOND CDUN" : 

0 Z. INSUFFICIENT PROOF OF IDENTITY 

0 WARRANT AUTHORIZED AND 
0 3. COMPLAINANT MUST BE INTERVIEWED FURTHER INVESTIGATION ORDERED 

0 4. PROSECUTION NOT DESIRED BY COMPL.AINANT REI'"ERRED TO C.P.A. D NOT RE:FERRED 0 
0 5. OTHER CHARGES PENDING PRIOR RECORD D VIOLENCE 0 

0 6. OTHER (SEE BEL.OW) NOT LOCAL RESIDENT 0 OTHER (SEE BELOW) 0 

WAITING PE:RIOD 0 
KE:EP CASE: AND HAVE 

COMPLAINANTCOME TO OFFICE 0 
EXPl. ... NATION: 

ANTICIPATED CHARGE: 

DISPOSITION DATE ________________ _ 
CHECK FOR: 

PRIORllY PROSECUTION 0 SBMD 

CUF'OZ WOl.VERINE PRESS Orlglnal- Police Copy Yel/ow • PrO$eoutor Copy 
Pink - C.P,A. COPY Gold· F lie copy 

By-------A~5~S~IS~T~A~N~T~PR~O~5~E~C7.U~T~0~R---------
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KALAMAZOO COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 
FURTHER INVESTIGATION ORDER 

REOUEST DATE ______________ __ 

ATTENTION POLICE AGENCY 

OFFICER ASSIClNED POLICE FILE NO. 

DEFENDANT CHARGE 

CASE STATUS 

o LOCATE WITNESS(ES). VERIFY ABILITY TO TE';TIFY, ANDIOR TAKE STATEMENT(S). 

o IDENTIFY RES GESTAE WITNESS(ES), GET ADDRESG(ES), AND TAKE STATEMENT(S). 

o TAKE EVIDENCE TO LAB. MAINTAIN CHAIN. AND SUBMIT LAB REPORT. 

o LOCATE EVIDENCE. PREPARE REPORT ON CHAIN. AND/OR HAVE EVIDENCE EXMI1NED. 

10 OTHER 

EXPLANAT ION; 

r--.-------------------.-----.---.~------------------

_____ . _____________________ . _______________________________________ 4 

r---------------------·~--~------------------------------------

.. __________________________________ --1 

,.~---------.-----------------------------------------------------------.--.---

RETURN REPORT BY; _____________ . __ _ 

RETURN REPORT TO; ___________________________________ ___ 

AGENCY COpy 
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APPENDIX D 

Pretrial Release Program 

The two forms contained herein represent the release criteria and 
the rating sheet used in the Release on Recognizance Program operating 
in the 61st District Court in Grand Rapids, Michigan. As discussed in 
Section 6 of Chapter II, these are based upon programs and criteria dev­
eloped by the Vera Institute of Justice in the Manhattan Bail Project. 
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GRAND RAPIDS RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE PROGRAM 

RELEASE CRITERIA 

TO BE RECOMMENDED FOR RELEASE ON OWN RECOGNIZANCE~ A DEFENDANT NEEDS: 

1. A Metropolitan Grand Rapids area address where he can be reached, 
AND 

2. A total of five points (verified by references) from the following: 

RESIDENCE 

3 Present address one year or more. 
2 Present address 6 months, OR present and prior 1 year. 
1 Present residence 3 months, OR present and prior 6 months. 
1 Five years or more in the Grand Rapids Area Counties. 

FAMILY TIES 

3 Lives wi th fam; ly, AND has contact wi th other fam; ly members in 
area. 

2 Lives with family, OR has weekly contact with family in the Grand 
Rapids area. -

1 Lives with a non-f~mily person. 

MEANS OF SUPPORT 

3 Present means of support 1 year or more (job, spouse's job, ADC, 
school, pension, or social security). 

2 Present means of support three months 
OR: present and prior six months, 
OR: regular employment through union membership, 
OR: disability or work compensation. 

1 Current job or intermittent work. 
Fam; ly 
Savings 

PRIOR RECORD 

2 No convictions 
lOne misdemeanor conviction 
o Two misdemeanor convictions, OR one felony conviction 

-1 Three misdemeanor convictions-:-OR two felony convictions 
-1 Failure to appear in court --
~2 Four or more misdemeanor convictions, OR three or more felony 

convictions. ---

LS/BO/wdj 
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PlJa f" ... ,' 'sYATCOF 'Mf6jYGArj~'61sT'DlsTRicYc'ouRT-'--'- .... ! 
) Hall of Ju~tice. 333 r~ohroe Ave •• N.II •• Grand Rapids. flichigan 49502 1 
, ... -"~ ,.,---," -.,~. ." - ..... ,- .... --.- ~~~.-,--. _.-. 

PtS11 Ver 1 ::~seX/Rac'f::~:~~::: "~:~.'.~:':~ ~ ~.~. "-i 

l! Age 008 Plm -l.:·~:.· ... ~~:.'_"'" " 
Status 511 .. \1 .D .. SPJl.'. How Long 1 .••.. 

( ! 2 I Owns/Guyinq!Rents/Resjdc~ at: ! Pg.NO:-:. :'106'. No ...... r.U. 

1 . Street .. \ Interviewer . Date 
o 0 

Zip 

Wi th 

.. How Long 

Phon~ Other 

Prior Address 

Arres t eha rge .• _. .' .Date ,., ••• 

Arraign.Chal·ge • , •. , 

Amended Charge 
·• .. ·IJUd9~ 
, " 

i Dcf. Atty, 
\ 

I CO';,De, ~. __ ._ .... ~ ... 

With How lonq 
I! .' 

o I) 

J J 

2 2 

1) 1 

o i i.1 

3 i 
2 ) 2 

I! 1 
I 

o ; 0 

i 
2 ' , i • 

Years in G.R. ArPd 

FAfIllY AND REFERENCES: 
RELjltldl{SHlt. , .. '.FULL. NA.ME 

1 

I SOURCE ilF weor·IE: JOe FAI-Hl.Y flt.LFARE soe SEC AGe UNEMPLOYMENT NONE i .... , .. , . . . .. OTHEn ,Appro' X/moth. , 
I 

1 Prescnt 
I I Prior P.o~j.t.iQ.rL __ ',_ " _____ H0l!..L.o!,.!l ___ , ._. __ ~ 

\ Pri QI', .,_, .• __ ....- ___ ~_,~ _ ,,~ __ P§ltJ.oJl. ____ ~ ___ I!Ill'!J.JLl1ll. ___ • __ 

I ;f.EVJ(J.ll.S!lEeORO~NPLO.R..r.~Nt)lN.G ~fP-:'- .59J!'£.E1., ___ ~sljjf~-fu:~.I'. _~.0i'te .~. -!" fE.N,S!,_ •. , .. _,J~L, .. _____ .. _. ________ ~ ... ~ ___ . ____ ~, ~_ 

j 
l··-'"'~ .... --

1 : 1 , 
i ! "'~'" -_." ... __ .- .".---.-,-'.------ ·-'~-·-------·-·-.. ----·~-·I 

o ) 0 I 
! ' ... --.-----.---.-.-~ ••. - ....... -.-..... - .. --~-,--~.~,-,--.--.--.--.---~-,\ 

-1! -1 i----.~.-~-.- _____ ",,_~~_._. __ .. __ . _____ -TERM-:----.. -.~_..J 
-2, -2 (PROBATION/PAROLE OFF'lC!:R & C(lURT. ______ " ___ .~. ___ ,,,_DAK ... _______ J 

, I 

_ .. ~~IOlliE.!l....lBfQEk!:'\JJ91LL!=P.L1MiHI.s..! 
Tot ITot 
lot IV~r 
Pts lPts IRECOMMENDATlO~: (Circle} ROR BAlL OTHER_ . ~ __ !lY: __ ~ __ 

----'-------\Space befOitTfilsTliie-fQr judge"'or baillf useQli1YT---'~-
~.yJ).GJ _______ Pt!!\. _______ ll8lb.5~ ___ , ~ __ _ 

.BM.LJ_FF_~ __ Jl!lY.!lAJL~_~2~ ___ DIITI:.. __ . __ 
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APPENDIX E 

Short Form Presentence Report 

The following short presentence report is the one deSigned for use 
in New York State as a result of the Vera Institute's work on a similar 
project in the Bronx Criminal Court. The development and philosophy of 
the shortened investigation and report are discussed in Section 7 of 
Chapter II. 
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DP 2.10 (9/71) ___________ {Docket) {Indictment)# __ _ 

SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORT , 

Defendant--;---:-_____ -;:-;---; ___ --:-;;-;--_Age ____ Date of Birth / / 
Last First Mi. Ho. Day Yr. 

Convicted of ___ -:-:-______ ~---___ P.L.S 
Custody Status: Bail {$ R.O.R. 0 Jail 0 -------
Jail Time Credit As of 
Counsel -----------
Or i gin a 1 C h a r g e --,-.,-----...-.,--.,,--.,-:--__ ,--.-,. Da t e of A rr es t 
Other Charges Pending ( including probation and parole violations): ---

-. Charge Court/Agenc.l. Status 

Prior Record: Adult 0 Juvenile 0 None 0 
Arrests Convictions 

-~--- -~----No. No. 
JD/PINS Adjudications_--,-,-__ _ 

No. 
Most Recent Other Offenses 

Address 
Street 

Disposition 

(Attach Fingerprint Sheet for 
Additional Items) 

Apt. No. 

Date of Disp. 

City/Village/Borough 

Time at Present Address Addresses Past 2 Yrs. 
---------~ No. 

Resides With Marital Status 
Number of Ch ;71-=-dr-e-n---------A-:-g-e--=R-an-g-e ----------
Provides Support {or care} for ____________________ _ 

Occupation. _______________ Wage $ ___ -;::-_.,.-;-:-___ _ 
Per Wk. 

Present Employer How Long 
Las t Two Years: --:E=-m-p..,..l-Oy-e-r-s------.-Am-o-u-n-:-t-o-,f:;-::;;::T"""im-e--.-.Un- emp 1 oye'-;d-------

No. Yr.-Mo. 
Other Source of Support 
Educa ti on: Hi ghes t Grade--------::S=-p-e-c ,~. a-;;l-T=-r-a-;i-n-:-i n-g-:/;";;S-:-k-;-:i 1;-:;1;---------
Current Education/Vocation/Other Program 

----~~------~~------Military: Draft Status Branch Type of Dis. Date ____ _ 
Youthful Offender: -riTgible o--Ineligible 0 
Certificate of Relief from Disabilities: Eligible 0 Ineligible 0 

INFORMATION VERIFIED: Age __ Other Charges Pending __ Prior Record __ _ 

Address ___ P,resent Employment __ Education __ Vocation/Other Program __ 

Mil itary_~ Comments on Verificationz _______________ _ 
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~IAME: ________________ ( Docket) (Indictment)# ____ _ 

DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT OFFENSE 

CODEFENDANTS 

( Name) (Status) 

EVALUATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL): Youthful Offender: Yes No ----,,.---
Certificate of Relief From Disability: Grant Refuse Defer 

SENTENCE:Unconditional Discharg~onditional Discharge[finecprobation~ommitmento 
Specia 1 Gond i tions : _____________ . ___________ _ 

.Date Prepared: _____ _ 

Probation Case # -----
Sentence and Date: 

Signed: __ -.._;---;-:---;:;-;:-;:--;------­
Probation Officer 

Approved: ---=c:-:--.-:~;:;----.-----­
Director/Supervisor 

---------
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V . SOURCES OF FURTHER 'INFORMA nON 

The following list of resources has been compiled to assist in 
research and study on the elements of the Improved lower Court Case 
Handling Program. Sources are listed within each of the categories 
Of the program, and include law review articles, books, government 
publications, and articles from professional journals. 

MASS CASE COORDINATOR: 

Gardiner, John A., and Mulkey, Michael A., Crime and Criminal Justice~ 
D.C. Heath and Company, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1975. 

Howlett~ Frederick W. and Hurst, Hunter, IIA Systems Approach to Com­
prehensive Criminal Justice Planning," Crime and Delinguency, Volume 
17, No.4, October 1971. 

McIntyre, Donald M., \IImpediments to Effective Police-Prosecutor Rela­
tionships,1I American Criminal Law Review, Volume 13, No.2, Fall 1975. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Criminal Justice System, law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
1973. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Criminal Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, U.S. Gov­
ernment Printing Office, 1967. 

Robertson, John A., Rough Justice: Perspectives on Lower Criminal 
Courts, Little, Brown and Company, Boston, Massachusetts, 1974. 

Weidman, Donald R., et. al., Intensive Evaluation for Criminal Justice 
Planning Agencies, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, 1975. 

POLICE CITATION SYSTEM: 

Allen, Jeffrey M., "Pretrial Release Under California Penal Code Sec­
tion 853.6 - An Examination of Citation Release, II California law Re­
view, Volume 60, No.5, September 1972. 

Burger, Mark, "Police Field Citations in New Haven," Wisconsin Law 
Review, No.2, 1972. 

Feeney, F.F., "Citation in Lieu of Arrest - The New California Law," 
Vanderbilt Law Review, Volume 25, No.2, 1972. 
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National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Police, Law Enforcement Assiistance Administration, 1973. 

Weisberg, Susan~ Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: Alternatives 
To Arrest, American Bar Association, 1975. 

SUMMONS SYSTEM: 

LaFave, Wayne R., "Alternatives to the Present Bail System," Universi­
ty of Illinois Law Forum, 1965. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Courts, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1973. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Criminal Justice, Task Force Report: The Courts, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1967. 

PROMIS (Prosecutor's Management Information System): 

Davis, Kenneth C., Discretionary Justice - A Preliminary Inquiry, 
Universit'yof Illinois Press, Chicago, Illinois, 1973. 

Hamilton William A., and Work, Charles R., "The Prosecutor's Role in 
the Urba~ Court System: The Case for Management Consciousness," The 
Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Volume 64, No.2, 1973. 

Institute for Law and Social Research, PROMIS Briefing Series, Revised, 
July 1975. 

Merri 11, Dean C., "Accelerating Reform in the Courts Through Technology 
Transfer," Institute for Law and Social Research, Paper presented at 
NATO Advanced Study Institute on Industrial Technology Transfer, June 
1975. 

Merrill Dean C., "Using the PROMIS Tracking System for Criminal Jus­
tice Ev~luation," Proceedings of the International Symposium of Crim­
inal Justice Information and Statistics System, SEARCH Group, Inc., 
1972. 

Watts, Frederick G., and Work, Charles R., "Developing an Automated 
Information System for the Prosecutor," American Criminal Law Quarter­
li, Volume 9, 1970. 

Work, Charles R., "A Prosecutor's Guide to Automation," The Prosecutor, 
Volume 7, No.6, 1971. 

CASE SCREENING: 

Abrams, Norman, "Internal Policy: Guiding the Exercise of Prosecutor­
ial Discretion," .U.C.L.A. Law Review, Volume 19, 1971. 
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Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., Pretrial Screening in Perspec­
tive, Washington, D.C., 1975. 

California District Attorneys Association, Uniform Crime Charging Manual; 
1974. 

Davis, Kenneth C., Discretionary Justice - A Preliminary Inquiry, Uni­
versity of Illinois Press, Chicago, Illinois, 1973. 

Institute for Law and Social Research, PROMIS Briefing Series - 2. Case 
Screening, Revised, Jul'y, 1975. 

Leonard, Robert F., Prosecutor's Manual on Screening and Diversionary 
Programs, National District Attorneys Association, 1972. ' 

Leonard, Robert F., and Garber, James, Screening of Criminal Cases, 
National District Attorneys Association, 1972. 

Merrill, W. Jay, Milks, Marie N., and Sendrow, Mark, Case Screening and 
Selected Case Processing in Prosecutors' Offices, National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, March 1973. 

Miller, Frank W., Prosecution: The Decision to Charge, Little, Brown, 
and Company, Boston, Massachusetts, 1969. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Courts, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1973. 

PRETRIAL RELEASE PROGRAM: 

Ares, Charles E., Rankin, Anne, and Sturz, Herbert, "The Manhattan 
Bail Project; An Interim Report on the Use of Pre-Trial Parole," New 
York University Law Review, Volume 38, No.1, January 1973. 

Botein, Bernard, "The Manhattan Bail Project: Its Impact on Criminol­
ogy and the Criminal Justice Processes," Texas Law Review, Volume 43, 
1965. 

Clarke, Stevens H., Evaluation of the Bail System in Charlotte - Meck­
lenburg, ]971-1972, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1973. 

Freed, Daniel J., and Wa1d, Patricia M., Bail in the United States, A 
Report to the National Conference on Bail and Criminal Justice, 1965. 

LaFave, Wayne R., "Alternatives to the Present Bail System," University 
of Illinois Law Forum, 1965. 

Moriarty, Francis J., "Pretrial Release Succeeds in Santa Clara County," 
American Bar Association Journal, Volume 61, July 1975. 

205 



i 
'. 

r 
! 

I 

1 
L 
I: 
'::, 

l' 

r 
If r 

f 

I 
~·;f 

National Advisory Commission un Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Correction~, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1973. 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, Pre~rial R~­
lease with Supportive Services for "High Risk" Defendants, Davls, Call­
fornia, 1973. 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Compilation 
and Use of Criminal Court Data in Relation to Pre~Trial Release of De­
fendants - Pilot Study Report~ Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, 1970. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Criminal Justice, Task Force Report: The Courts, U.S. Government Prin­
ting Office, 1967. 

Vera Foundation, Toward Justice for the Poor: The Manhattan Bail Pro­
ject, 1965. 

Vera Institute of Justice, Programs in Criminal Justice Reform - Vera 
Ten Year Report, 1961-1971, May 1972. 

SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORTS: 

Boudouris James and Cannon, Frank, Research Report No. 7 - Presentence 
Investigations and Recidivism, Office of Probation, New York City, 1972. 

Lieberman, Joel B., et al., The Bronx Sentencing Project of the V~ra 
Institute of Justice, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crlm­
inal Justice~ 1972. 

McCrea, Tully L., and Gottfredson, D.M., A Guide to Improved Handling 
of Misdemeanant Offenders, National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, January 1974. 

Preiser, P., Preliminary Study of the Use of the Abb~eviated Pres~n­
tence Investi ation and Short Form Re ort in the Offlce of Probatlon 
for the Courts of New York Cit of November 6, 1971 , State of 
New York, Division of Probation. 

Vera Institute of Justice, Programs in Criminal Justice Reform - Vera 
Ten Year Report, 1961-1971, r~ay 1972. 

SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION: 

Glaser, Daniel, Routinizing Evaluation: Getting Feedback on Effective­
ness of Crime and Delinquency Programs, National Institute of Mental 
Health Center for Crime and Delinquency, 1973. 
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Jorgenson, James D., John Augustus Revisited: The Volunteer Probation 
Counselor in a Misdemeanant Court, National Information Center on Vol­
unteers in Courts, 1970. 

Klockars, C.B., "Theory of Probation Supervision," Journal of Criminal 
Law, Criminology and Police Science, Volume 63, No.4, 1972. 

Montilla, M.R., and Maynard, V., Model Community Correctional Program _ 
Appendix Report: The Model Misdemeanant Probation Program, Institute 
for ;he Study of Crime and Delinquency, Sacramento, California, 1969. 

National Center for State Courts, Court Improvement Programs: A Guide­
book for Planners, Washington, D.C., 1972. 

National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, The Volun­
teer Probation Counselor Program - Lincoln, Nebras.ka, Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. 

National Volunteer Parole Aid Program, Volunteers in the Criminal Jus­
tice System: Rights and Legal Liabilities, American Bar Association, 
1973. 

Orland, Leonard, Justice, Punishment, Treatment - The Correctional Pro­
~, The Free Press, New York, 1973. 
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