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ABSTRACT

Ninety percent of the nation's criminal cases are handled by the
Tower courts. Heavy caseloads, inadequate and pooriy-trained personnel.
and overtaxed facilities frequently add up to "assembly-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 massively 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
Jower courts, and can work toward the goal of integrated, well-planned
criminal justice management.

Copyright privileges 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.
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INTRODUCTION i? THTRODUETTON
courts--the courts that dispose of cases that are typically called 'mis- Court, Case Handling Program.”  The prograim 15 desigued Lo ulilize searce
demeanors' or 'petty offenses,! and that process the first steps of fal- public resourees more efficiently by estalishing work toad priorities
ony cases.'¥ and by 1ncreasing interagency couperation 1 areat of pubual concer.

Today, the lower courts are responsible for handling 90 percent of 4‘ - o ‘ , .
2o WHAT L5 THE THPROVED YOl T Lot Gt HARLE TH GGty
the country's criminal cases. These are the courts with which much of , _ , o
The criminal justice community n awy Juritdiction, ahetiher Slate,
the public has first hand experience, and upon whom citizens mast aften 4 ] , , ‘
judicial caveuit, counly, or 3Ly, 1% made ap of puiey s agenties, enth
depend for resolution of criminal matters. Lower courts are, however, o ,
pesponsilile for one ur mure aspects of Lhe administraliogn of Justice.
of critical importance in the community for another reason. Careers in o i “ ,
Iproved efticiencies in one agency mayg, Tt will woh necessariif,
crime must start somewhere, and often the lower courts are the first _ . ‘ ‘
prave the criminal justioe systean.  Tur ezamde, pollce vay, bttt
point of contact between offenders and the criminal justice system, AS ) ﬁ , )
more efticient, operationg or Tt red dechnindiog ), Sude nore T erbar
the President's Commission noted: S 4
ings and arvest mers burglary, Hoderer, 18 ditnetses fall 2 nlidst L
The importance of these courts in the prevention or

deterrence of crime is incalculably great, for these Lrial hecause Lhey were finh gy ien adepmale LG, Liese Lanis i e
are the courts that process the overwhelming majority

of defendants. Although the offenses that are the diemisord, 11 there art no enppgh Lrosenniors Sy L f Al fatel | 4
business of these lower courts may be "petty" in re~ : ,

spect to the damage they do and the fear they inspire, enough judqes Lo hear Lhems, Lhey g1HD not we qiineven 4wl 5t
their implication can be great, Hardened habitual - _
criminals do not suddenly and upaccountably material~ sonable period of time, I there are wot o 8100es, cooran g tar
ize. Most of them committed, and were brought to »

book for, small offenses before they began to commit ities to hoause those canyiched, or erdegt prouatine GHEiey e gt e

big ones.** ) . , ) , P
meaningful rehabilitaiion progrars, wvrglary =<af vevgio o ooty wn
Realizing the dilemma posed by steadily increasing work loads and _ ) ‘ -
deayor, in spite of the incressed auriner oF cibeoersiory Gy o tne oF
the increasing public demands for greater productivity for tax dollars, i
ficers.
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice has com- o K )
For criminal justice frpeuyerenis o he meaningtul, wocretfors, o
mitted its resources to improving case handling in the Tower courts

ential that thejr deyeloomerny s Ty laraniation v Lyouevile,

—dh
0
be]
w0y
L2 Y
i)

through an innovative demonstration program calied "The Improved Lower . . X . L ,
recognizing the irplications for 217 agerciec frycived,  [r e Leth,

™
.s"\

v ¥
o
~

innovation within the crirdeal Juctice comunity cas 200 e

* President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of & . .
Criminal Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, U.S. meant that an Inproverernt Sr rew [rOeren CEreiLLed LY LUE 259, o
Government Printing Office, 1961, p. 128.

though faudatory, has fed only Jinited o S ¢
** Tbid.
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INTRODUCT LON

case-handting rosponsihitities,

the Natdonal Institute of faw Inforcoment and Gedwinal Justice
seeky to ehange this sttuation through the Improved Lower Gourd Gase
HandTina Progeam.  This program vepresents an ambitdons attompt to en-
aae poliee, prosecutors, courts, peobation and corvections agencies in
A conperat tve ventwee to tmprave the handTimg of Tower court, erdininal
eanos by introducing a aroup of previousty tosted thnovalions which
with allow partieipat g furisddetfons Lo estabbish case load priori -
ties and solve prohloms thirough cooperad ive eHfort among agencies, e
preagram cecagnises amt buitds upon the interdependencios of the erimine
al justive systom, Furthormore, all of the program's elements addiress
the problems of anonymous, “assembply Tine Justice® fount in Tower courds
tiday,

Although the mode? heing discussod here consists of otght conpo-
nonts, there s nothing "magie® about this sarticular number or combine
ation of elements, A commandty's Iuproved Lower Court Gase Hand1ing
Program need net be Timited to these particular gloments,  The main
thrust of the program 1s an objective, critical, comprehensive approach
to the eriminal justice system, taking a strong management conscious-
ness Tato account.  The eiuht compouents described herein are a combin-
ation of oloments which, when tested as a model, have been shown to

| work together successtuily. These elements are vehicles through which
the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program can meet and has met
its stated goals.

The eight program elements that address those goals are:

INTRODUCTTON

1. Masw Gase Goordinator

o Poltee Gltation Sys Lom

3o Summons System

A, PROMIES (Proyecutor's Management. Informalion SysLem)
e Dase hereening

G Peetedal Reledse Progean

o hhorl Form Presentonce Repovty

He o Seloclod Oftender Probat ton

3. WHAT ARE THE DNDERLY ING PROBEIMG THAT
LEDTO O THE TS TABEESHMENT OF THE PROGIRAM?

oo chaptor ent b Ted " The NonsysLem af Getminal Jdusbioe " contidn-

1

el Bnoa 1970 repoed Lo Lhe Nallonal GComming Ton on Lhe Gawen and Preven
Llon of Viotemee, Dandet J Preod staden thats

A syobom fmpltes wome undly of purpose and ovean-
feod interrelationship among component, partts, 1o
the Lypical Merician e1hy and state, and under todd
eral Jurisdiction as well, ne such eelationship o
Ints,  Thoroe 1, tnsieddy o veasonalsly well et el
crintnal process. a conbinuum Lherough which each
aceused ottender may pasas Treom Lhe hands of Lhe
police, Lo the Jurisdiction ot the courts, hoehimd
thee walls of o prigon, Lhen back onbo the steoet,
The Anetfictency, talloubs and tallure of purpose
during this procesy 16 notoriou..

The Tmproved Lower Gourd Gave Handlng Program vas Inifially dee
stgned to combat the problems stemming from the "nonsystem” of masnive
case load procossings the criminal Justice syatem®s atiempt Lo deal
with the thousands of cases thal move Lhrough the Towey courts in an
anonymous and unditferentiated manmer.  Struqggling to keep pace with

this mounting influx of cases, the various agencies sevving the lower

* ., Campbell, J. Sahid and D. Stand (editors), Law and Order Recon-
sidered: Report of the Task Force on Law and Lav_ nforcement to the
National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence, 1970,
p, 264,




INTRODUCTION

courts have been forced to treat criwminal matters in an assembly-line
fashion. Priorities are imposgib1e 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-
ish. In other instances, the daily press of business prevents any man-
agement overview or policy development, let alone interagency coordina-
tion. "Words such as 'fragmented' and 'divided'...refer not only to
demarcations in authority but also to differences in philosophy and
outlook, even though criminal justice agencies are highly dependent
upon one another."*

The weaknesses that consequently develop in the system provide op-
portunities for abuse. The habitual, court-wise criminal buries his
recidivism in the anonymity of large-scale case processing, seeking
postponements, frustrating witnesses and, eventually, "beating the
system, !

Another serious problem that this program hopes to alleviate is
the autonomy with which criminal justice agencies have tended to op-
grate. While there are distinct and important separations of function
and responsibility between police, prosecutor, probation, and court,
the role of each agency greatly depends upon the roles assumed by the
others. There has been a tendency, however. fci agencies to regard

their responsibilities, work load, and information needs as separate,

* National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Executive Summary, Law tnforcement Assistance Administration, 1973,
p. 11.

INTRODUGTION

the result sometimes being the fragmentod.‘1ess than unified approach
to criminal justice problems mentioned before. At times, even the in-
terrelated nature of day-to-day operations has heen ignored.

The importance of counteracting this tendency has been emphasized
on many occasions. Both the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals and the President's Commission on Law [n-
Torcement and the Administration of Criminal Justice based their en-
tire approach to crime on a well~integrated criminal justice system.
The Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program works toward producing

that much-needed unity.

A. HOW DOES THE PROGRAM ADURLSS THESE PROBLEMS?
Simply stated, the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program ad-
dresses the identified problems in two ways:
1. It develops the ability within the criminal justice cumnunity
to assign priorities and deal with massive case loads throuyh
a management-oriented approach; and

2. It utilizes and systematically encourages the'#ﬁggr;
system.

Several specific instances illustrate these points well. For
example, 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, even at that early time, a relative assessment of the nature

g
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of the case toad and its priorities. A case sereening function in the

prosecutor's office further seftes to cut down work loads at this carly
point, not only for prosecutors but for the court and corrections pevs

sannel as well.

The sereening function and comprehensive, quick-access nformation
systoms such as PROMIS serve a data-gathering function that can save
fmportant. time and manpower for lator stages in the process.  Further-
more, vecognition of the tremendous overlap i the information needs of
programs such as pretrial release, presentence reports, and probation
supervision can save tine and manpower and increase adwinistrative ca-
pability.

Efficient intormation gatherina, enhanced further through fnnova-
tions such as short form presentence reports, can affect the court's
case load also.  Uniform reports which are designed to weet valid and
realistic oriteria can save caurt time and administrative resources
for a number of other agencies.

In terms of the two goals identified above, the program wakes a
significant attempt at eliminating the anonymous, undifferentiated na-
ture of criminal case loads {thereby allowing priorities to be set and
resources allocated) through strongly emphasizing and depending upon
the interrelated character 6f the various branches‘of the criminal
justice system. The eight elements composing the program, while all
noteworthy on their own, work as a group to address these goals more

effectively and eliminate the "nonsystem" quality of criminal justice.

aogyee ‘
- Bmirsomiomicim . s 5mre i

B, WHAT ARE THE EIGHT ELEMENTS OF THE PROGRAM?

The eight elements of the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Pro-
gram are discussed in detatl dn Tater chapters of this manual, Beief-
1y, however, they can be described as follows:

1. Mass Gase Coordinator: This person is the project coordinator
whose sole vesponsibility 1s to oversee Towor courE case handling Op=
erations across functional 1ines.  The individual does not work for dny
single agency, but rather for the criminal Justice community.: In it
plementing the other soven program ¢lements, the coordinator 15 respon-
sible for balancing and integrating the efforts, acting as Tiaison when

necessary, and achieving cooperative effort from ajl parties.

2. Police Gitation System: The citation procedure allows the
jssuance of citations rather than arrest warrants to offenders in cer-
tain cateqories of minor crimes. 1ts primary purpese is to save potice
time and manpower by avoiding lengthy arrest procadures in cases where
certain fnnocuous offenders have committed minor misdemeanors.

3. Summons System: A summons 1s a means of non-arrest case entr&'
used in a manner similar to the citation. It is issued by the court
rather than by the police, and the offender,'upon receipt of the sum-
mons, s therepy ordered to appear in court at-a specified time. Like
the citation, this practice offers an alternative to'the arrest warrant
procedure.

4. PROMIS (Prosecutor's Management Information System): PROMIS

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. Through the data collected, the

9
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system can "flag" important cases for special attention, monitor per-
[4

faymance and case flow. assure consistent treatment of cases, gather

empirical data, and generally improve prosecutory management.

5. Case Screening: The introduction or enhancement of the screen-

ing funckion at an early stage in case prosecution has an important ef-
feet upon almost all criminal justice agencies. The case loads of the
police, the courts, and corrections are all critically affected by the
existence of a well-functioning screening process in the prosecutor's
office. Fuvrthermove. this procedure performs an important information
cathering function for the prosecutor and other agencies.

8. Pretrial Release Program: In the original Manhattan Bail

Pyoject conducted by the Vera Institute of Justice, criminal defendants
were evaluated throuagh an objective screening mechaniswm. Those having

sufficient roots in the community were granted personal recognizance

o and appeared in court as reliably as those released on bond. The wan-
sower and cost savings, particularly for corrections, make this an es-
pecially atiractive program for overburdened systems.

-y

Short Form Presentence Reports: Also a Vera Institute project,

shic element encourages the design of wore concise presentence reports
which could be prepared more expeditiously while containing the basic
information used most often by a jurisdiction's judges in determining
sentences.

&, Selected Offender Probation: This program element entails

the development of an intensive probation program for selected mis-
demeanants who might benefit from a program less harsh than incarcer-
aticn but more stringent than unsupervised probation. Several successful

10
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programs designed with this purpose have been conducted utilizing vol-

unteer efforts in addition to probation staff.

G. HOWN DO THESE ELEMENTS WORK TOGETHER AS A PROGRAM?

As discussed previously, two basic themes run through the Improved
Lower Court Case Handling Program: . recognition and utilization of the
interdependent character of the criminal justice system, and develop-
ment of the system's capacity to formulate priorities. While all of
the program elements address these goals in one way or anothér, ap-
proaching them as a unit yieids total results far beyond the sum of the
component parts.

The desired goals bf integrating the criminal justice system and
gaining some control over case loads are thus served through an ap-
proach that encompasses those goals in its methodology. Beyond the re-
sults that any single component yields lies the fact that successfu11y

developing and implementing that component with the others requires

interagency cooperation and priority identification. .

The manner in which these elements contribute to the goals of the
program as a whole is best illustrated in Figure 1, The Mass Case Co-
ordinator is located at the center, indicating the special relation-
ship which this person has to the other elements. The coordinatgr‘ﬁs
the pivotal point of the progranm.

The connections between Police Citations, Summons System and Case
Screening indicate two different types of case entry, in addition to

standard warrant procedures. Through these -the prosecutor is able to

make, at screening, certain relative assessments of the case load.

1
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Priorities and resources can be decided upon since certain cases of
less immediate concern have been identified.

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 coliection 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 (Targely non-
criminal) information could not, with the proper privacy safeguards,
be shared among the agencies involved. Resource savings in many in-

stances would be censiderable.

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

proved Lower Court Case Handling Program in four jurisdictions: New

Castle County (Wilmington), Delaware; Richland County (Columbia), South

Carolina; Kalamazoo County, Michigan; and Clark County (Las Vegas),
Nevada. These locations were chosen following a candidate selection
and assessment process conducted in the spring of 1975, and their pro-
grams were underway in early fall, 1975. These jurisdictions are im-
portant resources to look to in implementing the Improved Lower Court
Case Handling Program.

As a result of convincing feedback from the four implementations,
the National Institute is now encouraging the duplication of this pro-
gram in other 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 whole, 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 Lower Court Case Handling Program is, to a large de-

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

14
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and problem-solving by and for local agencies. It s a program, how-
ever, whose overall strategies, planning, and evaluation will change
from one community to another. The form of the program, and perhaps
even its components, will differ from place to place. Moreover, this
variance is an important and vital aspect of the program's success.
© What should remain constant in the program are its under1y1ng
themes of management orientation and 1nferagency cooperation. What
this manual tries to do is to present those themes, present the tools

to achieve them, and, finally, weave the two together.

15
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the sustained cooperation of the police, the prosecutor and the court.

The Mass Case Coordinator will ensure the necessary vintegration of ef«

forts by the agencies. The coordinator will have a day-to-day involve-
ment in the operational aspects of the program, and should utilize and

encourage an interdisciplinary approach to problem-solving.

In practice, the Improved Lower Court Gase Handling Program will
require the invelvement and cooperation of several Tocal government
agencies. Under optimum circumstances, police, prosecution, court,

~ probation and corrections agencies will all be involved in the imple-
mentation efforts, Conceivably, there may in some instances be dual
authority in sites which have municipal and county agencies engaged in
the same functions such as probation. Cooperative effort at these
levels requives a Mass Case Goordinator to assure the expeditious de-
velopment and implementation of the various program elements.

In some jurisdictions, the coordinator may be an independent per-
son with separate staff not connected with any other office. In other
Tocales, this function may best be fulfilled by a person with other
responsibilities, such as a court administrator or administrative pros-
ecutor. In either case, however, it is jwportant that the coordinator
be accepted and respected by the leaders of the criwinal Jjustice com-
munity and have their Tull cooperation.

It is important that the Mass Case Coordinator have a knowledge of
the importance of criminal justice planning. This is particularly
necessary when speaking of long-range efforts such as those required
by PROMIS or Pretrial Release. To assist in this area, the following

short excerpt has been taken from the National Advisory Commission on
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Criminal Justice Standards and Goals repord, The Criminal Justice System.
Although relating to crime reduction tn general, the articie points out
a number of fmportant planning considerations that Mass Case Coordinators
will Tind essential in their own effcris and in dealing with the efforts
of the primary criminal justice agencies,

MAn additional document which 1s of extreme value 15 Intensive Eval-
uatlon for Criminal Justice Planning Agencies, Prepaved by staff from
The Urban Institute and published by the National Inutitute of 'Law [nforce-
ment and Criminal Justice, the booklet, though directed at State Planning
Agencies and Regional Planning Units, provides Important background and

methodology to any criminal justice organization conducting evaluation or

planning programs.
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. i N J
The Emergence of Criminal Justice Planning f or long-range (years and decades). Costs can be projected rigorously

§ : A decade ago, phrases such a; neriminal justice planning” or ? or all but ignored.

"erime-oriented” planning did not exist in the vocabulary of public f A1l organizations plan in that they try to shape desirable futures.
officials. Few police, courts, and corrections agencies articulated Differences, however, occur in: (1) the degree of continuity of the
what was desirable for their own agency, let alone what should be work- planning effoft; (2) the duration of the planned-for period; (3) the
ed for in conjunction with other agencies. Rising crime rates in the degree to which feedback from successful and unsuccessful decisions
sixties, however, focused increasing attention on planning--not only modifies original goals; and (4) the detail in which anticipated costs
for police, courts, and corrections but for community agencies and and benefits are defined. '
citizen action as well. The recommendations of the President's Crime Commission reflected
In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the a concern for systemwide planning. This meant at the very least ad
Administration of Criminal Justice recommended: hoc coordination among police, courts, and corrections agencies so that
In every State and every city, an agency or | policies implemented in one part of the system would not have an ad-

P

one or more officials should be specifically ; vers . .
: ‘ . - : A e effect on other compon i i ;
responsible for planning improvements in crime ] ponents. An increase in police officers in a

prevention and control and encouraging their ! jurisdiction, for example ; ; ‘
: . . woul -
1mp1ementat1on.$ > ple, would require planning for increased work

. .
_ . o foad in courts and corrections operati i i

The 1967 President's Crime Commission was only a temporary organ- perations ta tnsure smaoth processing
of an increased number of arrestees.

S ization and could not spell out, except in the most general fashion, ;
| what criminal justice planning would involve. Nevertheless, certain § Planning is becoming more than a concern over processing efficien-
core activities are obvious. j cy. It is becoming impact-oriented. Reductions in the costs, fear,
; % In its broadest sense, planning is the desfgn of desired futures E and harm caused by crime are being.planned for directly. A more so-
and the selection of ways to achieve them. Planning can occur at any phisticated, long-range type of planning is slowly being fashioned.
level. Individuals plan; so do program directors and agency-adminis- The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
crators. The focus of planning can be short-range (weeks and months ) 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

N e R T A AT T

* National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Criminal Justice System, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, f evaluation, measurement of government performance, and construction

1973, pp. 5-6.

of integratéd criminal justice information systems.
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The creation of State and local criminal justice planning agencies
under the Safe Streets Act has given criminal justice planning a system-
wide focus. In many States, these planning agencies are becoming active
instruments of change. In addition planning efforts are coinciding
with the spread of proqram budgeting (budgeting by objective), which
Tike planning is future-oriented. Finally, recent Federal and State
funding ot integrated information systems appears likely to give plan-
nere the data base they Tack at present.  Increased emphasis on perform-
ance measurement will be the probable vesult of the more abundant flow
of intormation.  Planners will be engaged heavily in the design and the

uere at evatuation otforts,

Footnote

1. Preosident's Commission on Law Enforcement and AdministrgtiOn of
Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Iree Society (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 280.
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Definition:
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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 Tieu 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 prosecutor's, 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 o% 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. "Police 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 Misdemeanor 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 operates 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
so that the defendant'é 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 those without funds face pretrial detention. Poor defendants are,
therefore, more likely to bé held in pretrial detention, a condition-
which has been shown to correlate positively 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.)

** |agal Advisor, New Haven Department of Police Services. B.A., 1966
Columbia University; LL.B., 1969, Yale University.
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Moreover, the money bail system may be easily abused, such as by the
setting cf 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 Project was one such effort.

While accepting the goal of insuring 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 bail project's criteria. After thorough evaluation, 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 te 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 Timited police resources. Its
success has in turn stimulated implementation of similar prearraignment
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 detenticn remain

substantial problems. Too often stages of our criminal justice system
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have staunchly retained rigid proce?ures 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. O0Other 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 DEFINITIONAL 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, distinctions
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 céﬁse 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 felonies.

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 ébtaining 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 arraignment, at which time bail is

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

“have adopted the Manhattan Summons Project model, the alternative of

prearraignment release by the police or an independent bail agency is
available; however, 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 pretrial 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 result, each step in the process s methodically followed, even
iT unnecessary or wasteful.

The basic police arrest function itself has therefore understandably
escaped review and, thus, evolved into the mechanism both for jnvoking
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 will 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 alternative procedures are available to perform the function of
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invoking the criminal 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 procedures
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 must be distinguished.

The criminal summons, as described in the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure , 1is one means to secure on the scene release of a criminal
suspect. The process involves judicial or prosecutorial issuance of a
summons 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 resutt in issuance of an arrest warrant. Although
the summons is a useful tool, its applicability is severely limited,
primarily because it cannot be employed without prior judicial or
prosecutorial approval. Thus the summons 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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facility. As in the Manhattan Baijl Project, if sufficient ties to the
community are demonstrated, the su;pect 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
probiems.

Police citation, as used in the Mew 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. #oreover, 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 appear 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 Association's Model Standards Relating to Pretrial
Release, have distinguished conceptually the police citation as an ‘

alternative to arrest and the citation as a post arrest procedure.

36

4-‘?-----—--------mu—ﬁffm;f - - - — e —

POLICE CITATION SYSTEM

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 jmmediately 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 quickiy, regardless of 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;.ehension remains unchanged, the advahtaées of characterizing
the procedure an arrest alternative are not readily apparent. While the
American Law Institute's Model Code of Pre-Arraignment 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 su;pect 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 berefit. 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 is 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
legal 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 Tegal
problems of the arrest alternative theory.

‘II. DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROGRAM

The New Haven Citation Program deveioped from a series of Connect- s
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:31 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 boﬁd was required, By
resolution, the Circuit Court Judicial Council extended the power to
release suspects on their own recognizance to police. Release was Tim-
ited, however, to misdemeanants and conditioned on the posting of a
$150 nonsurety bond. Nevertheless, since the bond restrictién 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 Po]ipe Service, however, instituted a re]ease.
on recognizance 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 Commis;ion 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 criminaH 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
énd, 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 1imited review function. The legislation did not express-
1y authorize police departments to establish citation programs, but the
wording chosen by the General Assembly provided sufficient room for the
argument 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 Timit 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 swornofficer the responsibility of setting release conditions,
and authorize that such decisions be made at the :cene of arrest. Thus,

under the act, the New Haven Citation Program was 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, 1869. The following
September, the New Haven Department of Police Service sought assistance
under title I of the 1968 Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
to develop a Misdemeanor Citation Program. Application was é]so 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 probliem.
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.v The program app]ication'a1so stated that once insti-
tuted, the citation program would be carefully monitored 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. STANDARDS 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
effec£uating 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 préVent
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 1ineups, prevent tampering with evidence,
and book the suspect comprise the administrative and investigative
functicons of detention. Finally, the social-medical function contem-
plates providing services to 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 Tower order of seriousness of the offense and the direct observation
of its commission by the arresting officer mean that interrogation and
1ineup 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. Similarly, the
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circumstances may dispel any danger of a continuing offense and, at the
same time, indicate a strong 1iké11hood 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* 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 stationhouse release program after a "cooling off" period.

It must be recognized 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
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ayailable 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 1aQ 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 Columbia's 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 Tikely 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.
Moreover, with secondary stétionhouse release procedures available,
temporary custody need not be unduly prolonged.

A11 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 citatjdns 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 suspect's 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-
sary. Instead, the arresting officer could merely issue a c{tation 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 1aw
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 Department's General Order provided that
"issuance of a citation 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 “"continue to
datermine 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 prior to inauguration of the program.
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arising out of a demonstration iq which participants indicate a refusal
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 "cooling 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 nature of arrest and the necessity
of appearance in court is not apparent merely from the fact of citation
jssuance. However, communication of the implications of a citation is
necessary to satisfy the demonstrative function of custody. Translation
of the citation form into Sbanish 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 court if release were conditioned solely on his written
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promise. Residential, family and economié 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 ci.ation pro-
cedure is made so cumbersome as to be unusable. For instance, often
times anh arrestee lacks sufficient identification to justify release.
These practical variables make this standard a difficult judgmental
decision and force heavy reliance upon broper 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 significant were attempts made in both the written
procedural guidelines and the 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 Ciéation Program formally commenced in Octobér
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 by New Haven Police from October 1, 1970

through September 30, 1977,

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

Classification No. of Citations Percent of Total
Breach of Peace 482 40.4
Other Criminal Offenses 217 18.2
Motor Vehicle Offenses 448 37.6
Regulatory Offenses 45 _.3.8

TOTAL 1192 100.0

While authorized only for misdemeanors, a number of citations were
erroneously issued to felons, including 18 individuals arrested on
charges of possession of narcotics. In other areas, such as the crime
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 offense charged. Violations 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 éxtensive 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 & 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 various misdemeaho% offenses. Of all misdemeanor 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 police command personnel

feel it represents a substantial impact on the pretrial criminal process.
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TABLE II : Although the overall citation issuance rate for misdemeanors
CITATION ISSUANCE RATE BY OFFENSE (excluding intoxication offenses) exceeded 10 percent, several con-
October 1, 1970 through September 30, 1971 | 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- g
; Total No. of Percent of tions during weekday hours when court was in session, mistakenly be- |
2%223§21CUt Qffense Arrests Citations Citations
lieving that to do so would violate the right to prompt arraignment. ;
53-20 Cruelty to Persons 6 1 16.7 . : |
This misconception was corrected, part way through the program, and q
53-81 Wilful Injury to a . . . . ) . . . |
Private Building 53 20 37.7 police began to issue citations during this period of the day. New {
53-174 Breach of the Peace 3,285 482 14.7 Haven police were also precluded from issuing citations to individuals 1
53-175 Disorderly Conduct 227 3 1.3 arrested pursuant to circuit court warrants, and this lack of authority
53-277 Gaming 411 31 7.5 similarly reduced the number of citations issued.
53-298 Policy Playing 108 7 6.5 B. Persons Issued Citations
14-224 Evading Responsibility One of the department's primary concerns was that the citation
with a Motor Vehicle 185 29 15.7
procedure be fairly and impartially used by police personnel. Therefore,
19-481b Possession of Controlled -
Drugs 179 9 5.0 statistics were kept on citation issuance by age, sex and race, and
*18-37 Trespass to Private Property 312 6 1.9 compared to a sample of arrest statistics for a two week period in
* * Housing Code Violations 51 21 41.2 f June of 1971.
Other Criminal Misdemeanor The statistics in Table III demonstrate that the distribution of
or Regulatory Offenses 5,106 83 1.6 : | |
citations by age, sex, and race closely approximates the distribution f
Total Criminal Misdemeanor
and Regulatory Offenses 9,923 692 7.0 of arrests in general. The most pronounced deviation, however, exists
Total Excluding Intoxica- ‘ for females, who were issued a higher proportion of citations than j
tjon Offenses 6,408 690 _10.8 ‘
—_— would be predicted by arrest statistics. This result may be explained ;
3 v ji
*  New Haven City Ordinance by the fact that citations permit easier handling of female arrestees 0

** Housing Code and Zoning violations not specified with children, since they allow the mother to remain with the children

and thereby obviate the need for providing temporary child care. 1In
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Table III
. such cases, standards may be relaxed and citations issued more
PR s . A ] 't
Comparision of Citation and Arrest Activity freely.
Total Citations Percent of Total Arrests Percent 1 ‘
Issued 10/1/70- Total Cita- 6/1/71- Of Total Conversely, both black and white males over age 35 were issued
9/30/71 tions 6/14/71 Arrests : _ S
Category /30/ proportionately fewer citations. This underrepresentation may be due
Maéﬁzck to the Tower frequency of arrests for citable offenses within this age §
Under 25 194 16.3 81 13.6 %
26-35 120 1.7 66 11.1 group. :
Over 35 138 11.6 113 19.0 C. Total Release Frequency 4
White : _ . :
Under 25 125 10.5 71 11.9 The New Haven Department of Police Service never viewed :the cita- }
26-35 81 6.8 38 6.4 ) ) _ 1
Over 35 86 7.2 112 18.8 tion program as the exclusive mechanism for the pretrial release of sus- :
Latin i : i
Under 25 26 W 6 1.0 pects. Rather, it was seen as a procedural supplement to the station- g
26-3 15 1.3 7 1.2 . il
OSerSSS 7 0.6 4 0.7 house release on recognizance program. Data, described in Table IV, was !
Females collected to compare how the two procedures worked side by side.
Black .
Under 25 99 8.3 35 5.9 The figures demonstrate that of 9,937 persons arrested for misde-
26-35 87 7.3 12 2.0 . ) )
Over 35 55 4.6 17 2.6 meanor offenses not involving motor vehicles, 692 (seven percent) were
White f o
Under 25 54 4.5 16 2.7 released on citations and 2,370 (23.0 percent) on their own recognizance.
26-35 34 2.6 6 1.0 .
Over 35 26 5 o 9 1.5 Thus, 30.9 percent of all arrestees secured pretrial release without
Latin . . - . . . . .
Under 25 3 0.3 0 0.0 posting any bail. If persons charged with intoxication offenses are ex-
26-35 6 0.G 1 0.2 v .
Over 35 ? 0.2 0 0.0 cluded, citations rise to 10.8 percent of those remaining and recogni-
Other or Unknown 14 1.2 1 0.2
zance releases to 33.3 percent; thus a total of 44.1 percent of such
®
TOTAL 1,192 99.9*% 595 99.8 arrestees were released without bail. A sample study of persons arrested
* . - . . . . s
Su]zigge?ﬁa%giaqzvsh?iﬁndgsggg:ds?gghtgytgiogeﬁggb;eﬁigﬁgj thereby re 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- g
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. %
i : K
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TABLE IV

COMPARATIVE RELEASE CONDITIONS OF NON-MOTOR VEHICLE MISDEMEANORS

OCTOBER 1, 1970 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 1971
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The comparative release statistics also indicate that citations

were used infrequently in certain offenses. Disorderly conduct is one

such example, since physical violence usually accompanies such arrests.
Also rarely handled by citations were violations of state drug laws

where photographing, fingerprinting, and interrogation of arrestees s

necessary, thus making field release by citation impractical. Finally,

certain property crimes, such as willful injury to personal property and
issuance of a fraudulent check, are generally enforced ﬁ:1ocm: warrant

arrests, thereby again rendering field release impossible.

D. Nonappearance in Court

Citations are a usefu] pretrial release procedure only if those

receiving them honor their written promise to appear in court. More-

over, it is important to know how many of those failing to appear

did so willfully, and not merely because they misunderstood instructions

or were absent due to some other nonculpable reason. Table V provides

data on these considerations.

During the project period, 79.5 percent of all persons issyed cita-

tions appeared in court as promised; the nonappearance rate was thus 20.5

percent. Most nonappearances, however, occurred in motor <m:dngm cases.

The initial nonappearance rate for cases not involving motor vehicles

was only 14.5 percent.

In most nonappearance cases, the circuit court judge permitted ﬂ:m

bail commissioner to contact the defendant by Tetter and continued the

case for one week. Although the only device used to reach nonappearing

defendants, the letter proved highly effective; over half of those who
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failed initially to appear pre;ented themselves in court the next week.

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

cedure reduced the total nonappearance 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
Failure Appear
to Second
Appear Time Re-
Cases First Arrest
Offense Disposed Time Percent Ordered Percent
Breach of Peace &

Disorderly Conduct 363 60 16.5 18 5.0
Other Criminal Offenses 148 14 9.5 9 6.1
A11 Criminal Offenses 511 74 14.5 27 5.3
Motor Vehicle Offenses 312 95 30.5 29 9.3
TOTALS 823* 169 ° 20.5 56 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, 1In 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 1ight of specific New Haven procedures.

As a general rule New Haven police do not transport arréstees 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
conveyancg; however, this occurs 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

field.
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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
Tength, 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 officer 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 sayings in patrol 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 existing 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 any one 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 pﬁisoner transportation process the responsé
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 Tlevel of existing workload are the primary factors which
prevented the citation program from significantly affecting prisoner

conveyance response time.
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Custody costs of temporarily holding prisoners pending their release
were, however, reduced s1ightfy as a result of the citation program. In
particular, the time required to process an arrestee, including the
administration 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 periad. But again this reduction occurred in an
area 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 resulted.

Based upon specific New Haven operating procedure, it thus appears
thai the citation program oftered no real economies in field activities,
but saved generally the equivalent of .59 man yeais for the department
during the course of the project period. This saving, however, was
minimal and, because diffused throughout noncritical functions, was
difficult to capitalize on, although minor reduction of the workload of
existing personnel may have resulted. It should nevertheless be empha-
sized that this analysis applies only to New Haven. Any police depart-
ment which uses more patrol time in the processing of arrvestees--such as
by requiring arresting officers to report in after each arrest--will
experience substantially more economies in their field patrois.

It was virtually impossible to measure the beneficial impact of the
citation program upon individual arrestees. Statistics are particularly
inadequate for this purpose. That the citation program benefited in-

dividuals -arrested by the police and improved functioning of the pretrial
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criminal process was, however, suggested b} nonstatistical evaluations.
Officers reported greater ease in performing their duties when not
forced to remove s.spects from their homes. Moreover. there were no
injuries whatsoever in citation arrest cases, nor was there any physical
violence. Finally, there was a sense of improved police-community
relations stemming from the citation program which, while not quantifiabie,
nevertheless seemed to help ease Jocal tensions. Of course, the cita-
tion program did not eliminate the police-community relations problem;
rather the process was apparently viewed as a positive step by the
police to improve the treatment of arrestees, and was accepted and ap-
preciated on that Tevel.

V. CONCLUSION

“Manitestly, traditiona? police arrest and detention procedures are
in need of veform. The existing arrest process consists of a set of
inflexible :ieps which must be followed in every case, despite dif-
erences in arrestees and arrest situations. Simply stated, every suspéct
who must appear in court to face criminal charges should not be forced
to submit to a varijety of procedural indignities, none of which serve any
useful function in this particular case.

The New Haven Department of Police Service's experience with its
misdemeanor citation program has demonstrated that the citation procedure
is cqﬁable of providing an effective and workable alternative fo the
existing arrest process. First, the citation permits police to dispense

with the unnecessary transportation and detention of suspects who need not
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be held. This effect can prodyce some departmental economies, the
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 procedure, most arrests will
be made using the traditional process; nonetheless, the availability of
the citation procedure in appropriate cases mears 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 without requiring that he be taken 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 procass, 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 probiem 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. 'Subsequent1y, individual police depart-
ments must take the necessary administrative steps to establish citation
procedures within their departments. The citation concept is both

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

standard prlice 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
1. PURPOSE

Previous general orders have been devoted to the Misdemeanor Citation
and the R.0.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
detention facility prior 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 form.

c. An arrest for an offense involving the possession
or use of a weapon.

d. An arrest for a sex-related offense

it <o R s S S
LTI E

If the individual is not eligible for a citation, he must be transported
to the detention facility for booking. If he is eligible, the officer
must decide whether he should receive a citation instead of being taken
to detention.

3. Citation Standards

t

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 tjes 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 sitqation

at the time of arrest. They require the exercise of individual qudg—
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. Ties to the
New Haven area will form the basis of this judgement. No specific length
of residence or job or number of Tocal relatives is requireq. The
existence of some tie based upon any one factor or combination is

enougth to satisfy the 1ikelihood 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 Interyiew Procedure

If an arrestee is eligible for the issuance of a citation based upon
the criteria of section 1I(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 II(B)(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 1ikelihood of the suspect's appearing in
court must be determined. If the suspect is 1ikely 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 II(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 1ikelihood 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
fajlure 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. A1l 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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II1. REFERENCES

General Order 70-1]
General Order 69-31
Public Act 826 (1969)

EFFECTIVE: Immediately

Per Order of:

Biagio Dilieto

Chief of Police
Distribution: ALL
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Element:

Definition:

Primary
Objectives:

Lead Agencies:

Other Agencies
Involved:

Cost Areas:

Resource People/
Projects/Agencies:

3. SUMMONS SYSTEM
Abstract

Summons System

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
formal arrest warrant and processing.

Saves police time through avoiding arrests.
Allows ears, 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 (Michigan) City Attorney's Office

Clark County (Las Vegas, Nevada) District Attorney's
Office
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SUMMONS SYSTEM

to work from pre-established guidelines in order to exercise uniformly
the discretion inherent in theée 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 institutionalization of effective and fair summons systems
in these jurisdictions.

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 Agency:

Other Agencies
Involved:

Cost Areas:

Resource People/
Projects/Agencies:

Abstract

PROMIS (Prosecutor's Management Information System)

A management information tool enabling a prosecu-
tor's office to collect numerous pieces of
information, all in easily retrievable form,
on each case as it moves through the office
and court.

t

"Flags“ cases requiring special attention.

Apprises prosecutor of defendant's other pending
cases.

Records reasons for discretionary actions.

Provides ready source of statistics and case flow
information.

Enables monitoring of evenhandedness, office prior-
ities, policies.

Permits.ana1ysis of problems of interagency coordin-
ation and/or priorities.

A]]ows‘better witness/victim management, notifica-
tion, communication.

Better coordinates police officer time.

Prosecutor

Law Enforcement
Court
Probation

One-time effort at organizing office, forms, pro-
. cedures, etc. to support system.

Printing of forms.

Training of personnel.

Where system is automated, cne-time cost of adap-
ting software.

Where system is automated, recurring costs of data
entry and computer (batch vs. on-line).

Institute for Law and Social'Research
Washingtori, D.C.
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United States Attorney's Office
for the District of Columbia

Parish of New Orleans (Louisjana)
District Attorney's Office

Marion County (Indianapolis, Indiana)
Prosecutor's Office

Cobb County (Georgia) District Attorney's Office

Mr. Alvin Ash _
National Criminal Justice Information Systems

and Statistic, o _
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

Washington, D.C.
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PROMIS In Practice

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-1ine process. MWith 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 collected at the screening stage. The office is thus

able to receive reports and analyses 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 utiiization 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 be 'n 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 first 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 ﬁumbers 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 enabding future research; broad-
based resource assessment and allocation; and the ability to monitor
performance of individual prosecutors and the entife prosecutor staff
over time.

As of this writing, plans are underway for the installation of
PROMIS in 27 locations throughout the countrys 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 1is 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 procéss 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, etc. Police
are able to see the reasons behind certain case dismissals end can also
better coordinate 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 jdentification of non-congruent

4

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, "The Prosecutor's Role in the Urban Court System:
The Case for Management Consciousness," 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-
utor's 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 Prosecutor's Role In The Urban Court System:

The Case For Management Consciousness®

William A. Hamilton** and Charles R. WorkJr

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 1ssﬁes 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 Tenient 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 four 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 public confidence. It is possible, of

course, to interpret the concern for lenient courts in more than one way.

* Reprinted by special permission of The Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology, copyright 1973 by Northwestern 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.

+ A.B., 1962, Wesleyan University; J.D., 1965, University of Chicago;
L.L.M.. 1966, Georgetown University. Chief, Superior Court Divi-
sion, Office of 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 court system to exhibit an awareness of the public's
priorities. Too ofEen;fthe criminal court system appears to be opergted
in an aimless, unfocu?ed 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 js 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 performing 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 poTice 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-
t%ve priority. The prosecutor can choose from a broad inventory of
treatments in handling his workload, ihc]uding 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--
ecﬁtor can evaluate the importance of the individual 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 exercising his role, the prosecutor performs a‘vi;a11y
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-
dian of the community's scarce ;esources 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
giving each matter equal emphasis. Even when this custodial responsi-
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 difficuit 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 pubiic becomes increasingly pessimistic and contemptuous about the
criminal court system. If these trends are to be brought under controil,
the prpsecutor must perform his custodial or brotective 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.

The need for priorities is most obvious ‘in major urban centers where

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 is 11£t1e 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 any one of his assistants responsible for a case from beginning to
end.

One frequent result of the high-volume, assembly-1line 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 1ncréasé 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 time 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 again;t 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 Tocal 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 assembiy-1line, mass-production basis.
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In 1969, the then United States Attorney, Thomas A, F]aﬁnéry. per-
‘

ceived an urgent need for new techniques to manage these cases. With a
grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, a special team
of Tawyers., management analysts, criminologists, statisticians, and com-
puter science specialists worked to develop new case management tools.
This effort led to the development of an innovative, computer-based
information system for the prosecutor. known as PROMIS (Prosecutor's
Management Information System).

several types of information ave contained in PROMIS. A complete
sumadyy of information reisting to the defendant is fed into the system,
In addiiion to general facts such as name, sex, race, date of birth, ad-
dress. and empioyment status, the system also contains information re-
gardine previous arrests and convictions and alcehol or drug abuse.
PRONZE alsc cortzing complete information about the alleged crime and
the defendant’s evresi. The date, time, and place of the crime are re-
corded, as are the pumber of persons inveived, the gravity of the crime
ir terms of the amourt and degree of personal injury, property damage,
anc niimdetion.  The time, place, and date of the arvest, as well as
the type of arvesti and the ddentity ¢f the arvesting officers are also
Note.

PROMIS eiso conteine a complete history of the criminal charges
growing out of the incident. The system contains both the original
charges placed by the pelice against the defendant and the charges actu-

o

ally filed in court ageinst him, together with the prosecutor's reasons

Tor any change in the cherges. The penal statute number for the charge,

the FBI Uniform Crime Report name for the cﬁarge, and the standardized
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offense codes developed under Project SEARCﬁ (System for the Electronic
Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal History) are also dnaluded,

The system contains a complete summary of court events and informa-
tion about witnesses. PROMIS contains the dates of everv court event
connected with the case, from arraignment to sentencing, the outcome of
each event and the reasons for each outcome, and the names of the parties
involved with each event, including defense and prosecution atiorneys and
the judge. The names and addresses of all witnesses. the prosécutor's
assessment of the witnesses' value to the case. and any indication of
reluctance to testify on the part of the witne ssas are aleo ipcluded in
the systen.

The centerpiece of the PEOMIC systen, hawever, 15 The autamated des-
ignation of prioritiss far pepding arininal sasez. Priorities avs assimad
hy the computer op the basis ~f an ruatuation of the graviry of tha ovine
and the criminal histary of ths Adafandans.

The gravity of the orime Is maasurna in teems of tha dodeas of wawn

done to society rathor than in ferms of fhe fagal swonsiaiara, A

&3

-

roapd Maryin L WUnTTaann,

-

developed by the criminnlogists Trnorstan Sall
which assesses crime gravity in farms af 2he atent oF pavsaomal danjury.
property damage, and intimidation, was »odifiad For uss In the PROMIE
system,

The gravity of the criminal history of the defendant iz assessed by
a modified version of a scale developed by another team of ariminningists
headed by D.M. Gotitfredson. That scale sxamines factors such as fhe num-
ber and density of prior arrests, the numbee of previous arvvests for crimes

against persons, the use of aliases, and the use of hard narcobics.
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In the District of Columbia, Superior Court, the calendar is set and
controlled by the court. PROMIS produces an advance 1ist 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 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 goverrment's case to the courtroom prosecutor.

Another key feature of PROMIS 1is the ability to track the workload
of the criminal court system from three separate vantage points. F%rst,
the police department's complaint number, assigned to the criminal inci-
dent, is included in PROMIS. 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 muitiple defendants, multiple cases, and
multiple trials and dispositions. Second, the fingerprint-based number
assignad 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 arraignme . through final
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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
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 superior degree of preparation for the high priority cases.

The special team of prosecuting attovneys prepares the pricrity 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 included in PROMIS. 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, multiplie cases, and .

multiple trials and dispositions. Second, the fingerprint-based number
assigned by the police department to the defendant after his arrest i§
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 arraignment through final
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disposition and sentencing, and to account for the separate fate of each
count or charge,

.The 1hd1usion of these three hhmbers is very significant, The num-
ber keys provide "instant reb]ay" capability to tréck the criminal inci-
dent, the defendant, and the court actibns and provide a basis for com-
munication among the various constituent agencies of the criminal justice
system. Lacking such an ability, there is no mechanism for information
exchange amohg.the;agencies. ‘

Another important aspect of the PROMIS system ié that explanatory
data is deljberately included to indicate the reasons for each event and
disposition. This "reason data" is acquired as a by-product of the col-

lection of data for the system's day-to-day opérationa] support functions.

For exampie, 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 “reason data" enables the prosécutor
to study in more detail the effectiveness of various prosecution policies
and proéédures.

PROMIS 1is 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 "Mental 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 "Line-up List" summarizes all

cases for which court-ordered 1in;—ups are scheduled the following day.

The "Diversion List" summarizes ail cases which the prosecutor is divert-
ing from the criminal process and which are scheduled for review. The
"Sentencing List" summarizes all cases scheduled for sentencing the follow-
ing day and includes any sentencing recommendation arrived at in the course
of plea negotiations. A "List of New Narcotics Cases" and the "Chemist
Report Status List" 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
Consequently, the office

support. A computer cannot deal with ambiguity.

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 enfercing 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 prosecutor's office,
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a special six-attorney unit proyiding continuous, concentrated monjtoring
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 reporis on the case to
determine whether there are any other pending cases against the 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 %n the
office has been assisted. Thg senior staff members of the office develop
each quarter a 1ist 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 establ.shed
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policies for each type of offense, the standards established by the prose-
cutor for enroliment of defendanté 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 preparat%on of the necessary documents at the intake and screening
stage.

PROMIS has also 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 has 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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‘promulgation of policy and procedures.

the line prosecutor, the paralegal, and the administrative support étaff.

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
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 PROMIS 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 design 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 1I

Fo]lgwing 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:
PROMIS 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 Tinked to the National
Crime Information Center system.

The PROMIS data base contains more than 160 separate items of in-
formation about each case prosecuted in the District of Columbia Super-
jor Court. Atthough 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-
et numbers and status of each of the defendant's pending cases. With
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 defendant's 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 1ist of all the pending cases in which he is scheduled to
testify and the next court dates for each caée.

The case aging query. This query enables the prosecutor to monitor

delay at each stage in the criminal proceedings. The prosecutor can
specify the type of case he is interested in, such as misdemeansor 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 1ist 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 Screening in Practice

The early review and screening of criminal cases by the prosecu-
tor's office is one of the most important principles behinc the Improv-
ed Lower Court Case Handling 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 case load the prosecutor defines.
The "weeding out" 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 Timited 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 achieving these goals lies in establishing an
ongoing case screening unit in the prosecutor's office. ATl 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, all 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.

The 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. 1In 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
fajr 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

PROMIS Briefing Series - 2. Case Screening, written by the Institute

for Law and Social Research (INSLAW), 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 example 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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PROMIS Briefing Series - 2, Case Screening*

Facts are the raw material for prosecutors. Decisions are unlikely
to be sounder than the available information. But in many‘jurisdictions,
the information ﬁeeded te support prosecutive judgement has been absent
too often.! 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 well-defined criteria may mean that inequities exist in
screening, and that some decisions are made erroneously. Even if those
engaged 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."

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 1ittle, 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 PROMIS brief-
ings prepared under a grant from the U.S. l.aw Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA), which has designated PROMIS as an Exemplary
Project.
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from within the prosecutor's office itself, from other components of the
Tocal criminal justice system, and from individuals and organizations

external to local criminal justice agencies,

PRESSURES WITHIN THE PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE

Often, 1if 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 prosecutory system whereby the assistant who screens cases is
not the one who may eventually try them. Against this backdrop, chief
prosecuiors 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' adherence to screening
policy and discretion as determined and delegated by the chief prosecutor.

2. Maximizing evenhanded and consistent decisions made by the var-
jous screening prosecutors. ‘

3. Obtaining relevant information from the arresting officer and
witnesses about the arrestee, the nature of the fncident, 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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quickly if Titigation resuilts, (

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 te 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 trivig] 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 dealt with--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 professiona} 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 information, 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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The public is increasingly conscious that huge workloads have forced Of major significance, great weight was attached to Professor Dayis'

prosecutors to adopt assembly-1ine procedures to move cases quickly through observations by the National Adyisory Commission, which agreed that

the system and that comprehensive collection of pertinent data at the "emphasis should be placed on minimizing the adverse effects of discretion

. screening stage is often among the first casualties of such procedures. by structuring the making of discretionary decisions,” which are made

QE When adequate information about a case is not obtained by the screening throughout the criminal justice process, "especially by the prosecutor."7

prosecutor, habitual offenders achieve a degree of anonymity enabling The Commission views the problems associated with screening as essentially

1 ‘ . 3 )
them to make a game out of the court system. This comes to the public's administrative:

3 attention through such incidents as (1) the burglary suspect who was "Screening is a discretionary decision, and judicial participation

arrested and freed on bail 11 times during 17 months without standing

in it should be minimal. What is needed is the development of criteria

L trial and (2) the suspected thief and forger who was arrested and freed and procedures within police agencies and prosecutors' offices--on an

. . .4 4
on bail 17 times over 30 months without coming to trial.

administrative level--to provide sufficient assurance of fair and appro-

| E In addition to public concern over screening procedures, influential priate screening. The discretion to screen needs to be structured.”

scholars have focused on this area as well. 1In a-widely read book , Pro- This structuring, as embodied in the Commission's screening-related

fessor Kenneth Culp Davis writes that "the American legal system seems 1o

standards, includes development of written "detailed guidelines," en- ;
be shot through with many excessive and uncontrolled discretionary powers

forcement of their "evenhanded application,” and documentation kepf on

but the one that stands out above all others is the power to prosecute OF file regarding the reasons for each decision not to prosecute.8 Similarly, :

not to prosecute!5 He states that prosecutions are often withheld with- American Bar Association criminal justice standards recommend that prose-

out meaningful standards and without supporting findings of fact and cutors develop written policies to guide prosecutive discretion and es-

L reasoned opinions. He believes that a thorough inquiry into prosecutive tablish standards and procedures for evaluating complaints, a responsi-

discretion is long overdue and that prosecutors should structure their bility that "should not be left to ad hoc judgments."®

discretion by, among other things, announcing guidelines governing de- The capabilities of PROMIS go a long way to satisfy the above ex-

" cisions to prosecute. Finally, he observes that although a procedure ternal pressures for change: sufficient information is available about

. . " rs of parties . . s e e
may be informal (such as case screening), in terms of numbe P arrestees to identify seasoned recidivists who would otherwise victimize

affected and amounts involved, fairness of informal procedures may be . the system; discretion is structured; and evenhanded, consistent screen-
1

fifty or a hundred times as important as fairness of formal procedure.... ing--and its enforcement--1is enhanced. _ :
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?Zf UNDERLYING REASON FOR PROMIS' IMPACT ON SCREENING The value of this operational and informational analysis can be best
In the final analysis, PROMIS possesses the potential to address illystrated when related to the vantage points of those involved in case
prosecutive problem areas effectively because the yery process of pre- screening, beginning with the chief prosecutor,

paring for this computer-based system necessarily involves a disciplined
SCREENING FROM THE VANTAGE POINT OF THE

analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of current office procedures as CHIEF PROSECUTOR
; well as how they might be restructured in view of ;uch goals as those | Especially in the large, urban agency, where there may be scores of
g suggested by the pressures cited above. PROMIS can be only as effective assistant prosecutors, the chief prosecutor is faced with the problem of
? as the office procedures supporting it. assuring that the discretionary authority exercised at the screening stage
| If screening procedures and the information they are designed to reflects the implementation of his discretion, not that of his screening
5 | secure are inconsistent or error prone, computerization will do little assistants, who, if left on their own, might well reach markedly differing
g ;f more than technologically lock these problems into the system and gener- screening decisions when evaluating similar cases. This is particularly
E? ‘ ate an output that is equally erratic and inaccurate. Tikely to occur when the least experienced prosecutors are assigned such
Eff Rethinking current operations in preparation for an automated infor- responsibilities.
; mation system entails detailed consideration of the type of information ’ To maximize the chances that the screening process bbth bears his ;
g that can be "captured" at the screening stage--data related to formulated imprint and embodies consistent, evenhanded charging decisions, the chief %
goals and needed not only by the screening assistants to arrive at an prosecutor must inevitably establish screening policy or guidelines. %
> informed charging decision but also by their colleagues down line, such Obviously, they must be framed through knowledge of what actually occurs-- j
as by those at the arraignment and trial stages. One must determine and does not occur-- during the screening process. (This may or may not
who is able to supply this information at the screening stage and the coincide with what he thinks is practiced.) The detailed operational
% sequence in which it should be obtained. The question is then raised of analysis alluded to in the previous section almost always reveals unsound
’ how to record--consistently and uniformly--the full array of available practices that have crept into use. Corrective guidelines can be incor-
data; inevitably, this entails the design of forms, which impose a bene- porated into the chief prosecutor's screening policy.
ficial discipline, as noted later, over the data acquisition process, : Ideally, this policy is written and communicated to assistants through
(Approximately 80 percent of che PROMIS data obtained for a case is an effective directives system. Such a system may take the form of a |
secured during the screening process.) screening and charging manyal that is specific, easily accessible, and
110 : 111
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updated as required. The rav matéria1 for such a manual is another valu-
able byproduct of operationa\ analysis, which might have revealed routine

for example, or of first-offender

prosecution of intra-family altercations,

marijuana users. Because of the volume of other cases that are considered

or may desire to allocate his prosecutive

more serious, the chief prosecut

To further this, he might direct screening assis-

manpower accordingly.
tants--through a directives system--to prosecute intra-family altercation

ain defined criteria in terms of

cases only if the assault meets cert

severity. Or he may exercise his discretionary authority by instructing

prosecute marijuana suspects if they are

screening prosecutors not to
first offenders who only possessed a quantity within a defined minimum.

d the related administrative procedures also could

Diversion options an

be explained in the manual.

In addition to serving as a yehicle guiding subordinates in the even-

handed exercise of the chief prosecutor‘s discretion, a manual of screen-

ning aid for ‘1ess experienced personnel

ing guidelines is an irvaluable trai

assigned to screening responsibilities.
ning device saves time for all

Especially 1n offices where turn-

over is a factor, such a trai concerned:

screening prosecutors can find answers to basic questions quickly, and

the more experienced personnel are freed from providin

nes and their effective communication

Development of policy guideli

through a charging manual are not enough, however. The chief prosecutor

or holding subordinates accountable for the

must also provide a means f

portance of accountability is fre-

execution of formulated policy. The im

quently highlighted by the operational analysis alluded to previously,
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g numerous explanations.

when what the chief prosecutor believed to be policy is reyealed as

honored primarily in jts breach, Accountability results if the visibilit
of screening decisions is raised to the point where they can be mon%toredy
as when each screening prosecutor is required to record the reasons why |

he or she r
efused to prosecute or decided to change the original poli
ice

charge,10

The recording of these reasons should be streamlined to accommodate
busy schedules of screening assistants, And, of course, the dnformation
must be éas11y retrievable for analysis by the chief prosecutor, who may
then monitor any given subordinate's adherence to guidelines as well as
évaluafe office performance generally. If, for example, police charges
in marijuana cases are consistently rejected by a screening assistant and
the reas?n indicated is "offense 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, etc.)
to determine if the screening decisions were in conformance with ;' |
charging policy. ‘ .

Or reason information may indicate that charges had to be rejected
becaus? of an unlawful search and seizure or an inadmissible confession
in addition to avoiding expenditure of court resources on casés that would
e thrown out by a judge eventually, screening out suspects subjected to
due-process violations is, of course, wholly consistent with the prose-

c ' j
utor's duty "to seek justice, not merely convict oy

l y J -

notes, th i i i
ere is the "obligation to protect the innocent as well as to
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conyict the guilty, to guard the rjghts of the accused as well as to
enforce the rights of the public."12 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.]3

In addition to underscoring the usefuiness of recording the reasons
associated with certain screening decisions, an analysis of prosecutive
informational needs spotlights the utility of overall statistics concern-
ing the humber 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 established 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 eariier, 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, probahle cause, the grayity 6f 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 %jmghe 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 from 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
jtems 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

absolutely essential and reqyire considerable advance planning. Forms
permit the screening prosecutor to record informaticn 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 doubf about
the type of information required and where and in what sequence it is to

be noted. Without this self-instructional quality, forms will succeed
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only in raising questions about hoy they should be filled out, which de-
Tays 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
1imit the type and range of information on which to base screening deci-
sions, This promotes everhanded, consistent screening decisions, which
can be monitored and evaluated inasmuch 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 PROMIS:
g A CASE STUDY

Highlights of PROMIS-based screening procedures utilizaed 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.'%

Alluding to the necessary operational and information analysis pre-
ceding implementation of PROMIS, a Washington prosecutor commented, "In
order to devilop a cbmputer—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 initjal spadéwork, the staff was able "to
see problems and weak spots that needed solutions." With regard to pros-
ecutive discretion, "which 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."

A training aid and reference guide, the manual seeks to structure
procedures and decisions of assistants in a manner conforming to estab-
1ished 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-
1ing 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 overall 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
jdentification 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 unique identification number are key

items of information entered in PROMIS and enable the arresting officer,

hefcre his meeting with the screening prosecutor, to receive additional

information about the suspect. Entering the accused's identification

nuaber or name into PROMIS through a keyboard of a remote on-line termin-
al located in the screening area, the arresting officer can query PROMIS

about pending cases against the arrestee. Has an information been filed?

Is there a case pending before the grand jury? Is he awaiting sentence?

Has he failed to appear in court? Has a bench warrant been issued against

him? Is he on pretrial release? The answers are immediately displayed on

the terminal's television-like screen and can be generated as p\r'in’couts.]5

These data bear directly on the prosecutor's charging decision and on his
recommendations concerning bail 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 "to play the
system." Thanks to another piece of Police Prosecution Report information
entered into the PROMIS data bank--the Police Department's complaint num-
ber assigned to the criminal 1n¢ident—-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

nultiple trials and dispositions.'®

Among the other data recorded on the Police Prosecution Report,17

much of which is entered in PROMIS, are items re]éting to codefendants,

stolen property, evidence, location of offense and arrest, identity of
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arresting officer and screening prosecuto;, a statement by the arresting
officer of the facts surrounding the crime and arrest, 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 disp]ayed.]8

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 desfgned to deter-
mine the seriousness or gravity of the alleged crime and of the accused's
criminal history in order to establish priorities for processing cases for

which charges are fi]ed.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 1s‘se1f—1nstructiona1 and designed for efficient
completion.

Also prepared during screening is a Processing and Trial Preparation
\rJor*kshe:et,‘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 ohtained from witnesses are also noted on the fbrm.

2. An indication is made that a PROMIS check has been completed,

which means that NCIC (Nationail Criminal Information Center), PROMIS, and
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j i ti tem h been checked for prior informa- . . s . & . .
the Tocal police information sys T ave been chec for prior i PROMIS might indicate that, despite the high priority given such crimes,

i d dant, This is usually done before the screening assis- ) ) )
tion on the defendan 1 Y r d g witness problems or faulty police procedures frequently force his office

tant meets with the arresting officer and witnesses. .
to reject charges,

3, A notation is recordey if the accused is on probation or parole,

T T T S S e e A et

And, thanks to the data collected during screening and subsequently

;i f i i i uest the court to revoke parole/probation . )
Bk If there is the intention fo reques ec P /p ’ entered in PROMIS, overall statistics can be generated indicating how

is is . . . .
this is also noted many of the total number of misdemeanors and felonies considered were

. i i i i io - . . . . A . ‘
4. A recommendation for enrolling the defendant in a diversion pro rejected or prosecuted during any given period. By receiving such infor- :

gram may also be recorded on this form. mation from PROMIS (see following page, the illustrative monthly statis-

i the f i f ting the complaint num- . . . . .
A key portion of the form is reserved for noting the p tical report), the chief prosecutor can assess the impact of his charging

r; i ; i i 's modification of, or addition . . . :
ber; police charge; the screening assistant's modification policy. He can evaluate how changes in that policy affect the charge re- §

to, those charges; and concise reasons for rejecting a case or an iven . . . . . .
’ gess J g v s jection rate, etc. And he can be alert to marked changes in the rejection

. In all, 5 asons f jecti charge or a case; . . . o . .
charge. In all, there are 58 reas or rejecting a ge rate, despite unchanged policy--possibly indicative of a breakdown in

for example, reasons relating to evidence, witnesses, prosecutive merit ) . .
pie nd ’ ’ ’ adherence to guidelines by subordinates.

due process, jurisdiction, etc.

If charges are filed, a Police Intake WOrksheetZ] is completed during

Because these data are entered in the computer-based information ) . ) . . ) .
P screening. The form is designed to provide police officers with instruc-

system, PROMIS can reveal the relationship between each police charge and . . . . . . 8
Y € € P € P € g tions relating to subsequent action at preliminary hearings, grand jury f

those actually filed. For example, PROMIS could indicate that a felonious ) ) ) i . .
ctually file xample ¢ Indicate t nrou presentments, and misdemeanor trials. These instructions pertain to the

assault was changed by the prosecutor to a misdemeanor assault and a e . . . o
' g Y P responsibility of police to assure witness attendance at line-ups and ‘

isd a f i dead . iti , PROMIS Vo . . . . .
misdemeanor charge of carrying a deadly weapon. Additionally presentments, to conduct additional investigation, and to obtain various

1d id isti r i i decided
could provide statistics on the reasons why a screening assistant decide reports (chemist, fingerprint, etc.), photographs, and documents.

di i i tti . s . . . . .
to modify poTice charges or decline prosecution altogether Official copies of foregoing forms--Police Prosecution Report, Crime

As noted earlier, access to such information by the chief prosecutor Analysis Worksheet, Processing and Trial Preparation Worksheet, and Police 3

enables him to monitor and enforce his overall charging policy. Also, Intake Worksheet--are filed within a case jacket, whose front and back j

reason data permits the chief prosecutor to answer questions about office . L . | !
P €rp t & 9 : covers are designed as a form on which to record the action taken, and i

erformance. If, for example, queries arise regarding why more prose- : . .
P ’ Pl 9 g g why P reasons therefor, at each stage of court proceedings, from arraignment

cutions of a certain crime are not pursued, the reason data contained in

ot kit e o
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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,

ILLUSTRATIVE PROMIS SCREENING STATISTICS

Total Percent

A. Total Cases Considered 1,113 100.0
(1) Misdemeanors Considered 492 44.2

(2) Misdemeanors Charged 382 77.6

(3) Misdemeanors Rejected 103 20.9

(4) Raised to a Felony 7 01.4

(5) Felonies Considered 621 55.7

(6) Felonies Charged 425 68.4

(7) Felonies Rejected 120 19.3

(8) Felonies Reduced to Misdemeanor 76 12.2

B. Total Rejections 223 20.0
C. Total Cases for Prosecution 8390 79.9
D. Total Misdemeanors Charged 458 51.4
E. Total Felonies Charged 432 48.5

Once the screening assistant completes the various forms and arrives
at his charging reccmmendations, 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
compiaint, misdemeanor information, or a case rejection sTip and files it
with the court, whereupon a court case (docket) number is assigned. The
arresting officer is then free to Teave, 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 responsibi]ities.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. Inh about 25 percent of the totally rejected cases, reason data

. Courts (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1973), p.18.
therefore, undoubtedly had conserved precious judicial and prosecutive

¢ Footnotes :

! revealed that an essential element of the crime was missing, possibly : {i
' indicative of imperfect police procedures. The study further disclosed ' 1. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, ;

) ) Criminal Justice System (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1

that a substantial percentage of cases were rejected because the complain- , 1973), p.2. i

ing witness refused to testify. Rejection of such cases at an early stage, : 2. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, L

3. Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Marshaling Citizen Power i

resources that otherwise would have been expended on cases ultimately dis- Against Crime (Washington: 1970), p.46. :
missed. (In terms of court appearances that police officers do not have 4. Richard Kleindienst, "Is Crime Being Encouraged?" (A speech delivered
- before the National District Attorneys Association, March 7, 1973), L
to make as the result of cases being rejected during screening, a police p.1. On occasion, the media have severly criticized screening proce- 5:
dures; one newspaper series was "on the breakdown in criminal justice-- v
study suggests that the value of time saved amounts to several hundred : the jailing of the innocent, freeing of the guilty." See also Howard

James, Crisis in the Courts (New York: David McKay Co,. Inc,, 1972)

thousand dollars annually.)

5. Kenneth Culp Davis, Discretionary Justice: A Preliminary Inquiry
(Chicago: University of ITlinois Press, 1973), p.188.

IN CONCLUSION

_ _ 6. Ibid., p.228.
PROMIS and its associated procedures and forms enable prosecutors to
] ) 7. National Advisory Commission, Courts, op. cit., p.3.
acquire and process an ingredient essential to the screening success of
_ 8. 1Ibid., pp.24-26.
any prosecutorial agency: facts. And PROMIS helps assure that these
) . . . 9. American Bar Association Project on Standards for Criminal Justice, :
facts are obtained in a consistently comprehensive and uniform manner, The Prosecution Function and the Defense Function (Chicago: American .
. Bar Association, 1971), p.84. See pp.64-65 regarding a prosecutor's 1
recorded accurately and clearly, retrieved easily, and applied even- handbook and policy guidelines and procedures, Briefing No. 11,
L Uniform Crime Charging Manual, discusses the Manual's relationship
handedly within the context of an overall and effectively monitored to PROMIS.
screening policy. 10, Briefing No. 8, Reasons for Discretionary and Other Actions, ex-

plores in greater detail the value and use of reason data and how
its acquisition is integral to PROMIS.

i 11. American Bar Association, Prosecution and Defense Functions, p.43.

12. Ibid., p.44.

13. For criminal justice standards pertaining to such advice see National
Advisory Commission, Courts, P.247 and American Bar Association,
Prosecution and Defense Functions, p.67.
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2. Felony trial

. See Briefing No. 3, Uniform Case Evaluation and Rating.
full explanation of the Crime Analysis Worksheet, see Briefing No. 13.

NING

In the District of Columbia, the U,S, Attorney serves as the local
prosecutor. About 75 lawyers are assigned to the D,C, Superior Court
{equivalent to a state court of general jurisdiction), where prose-
cution of Tocal "street crime" cases is conducted, About 16,000

such crimes are considered for prosecution annually.

The PROMIS transfer packayge, available to state and Tocal prosecution
agencies from the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, is
a batch input and output system written in ANSI/COBOL (American Na-
tional Standards Institute, Common Business Oriented Language). Be-
cause tefecommunications languages necessary for implementing on-Tline
queries and input vary by computer hardware and manufacturer and in-
stallation, the existing on-line inquiry programs are not included

in the standard transfer package. By October 1975, however, the
Institute for Law and Social Research will have supplemented the
transfer package with detailed specifications for the on-Tine in-
quiries--specifications which can be quickly implemented in any of &
wide variety of telecommunications Tanguages. Briefing No. 21,
Optional On-Line Inguiry Capability, explores this in more detail.

. Eriefing No. 9, Counting by Crime, Case and Defendant, discusses the

importance and use of the criminal event number and re]ated identi-
fiers in more detail.

/. Drieting No. 12, Police Prosecution Report, contains an illustration

of this form and more fully describes the data tc be recorded on it.

assistants also utilize the on-line terminals. For ex-
ample, when engaged in plea negotiations with defense counsel, prose-
cutors can obtain immediate information about other pending cases

afainst the defendant.

And for a

. A sample of this form and a fuller explanation of the data recorded

on it are contained in Briefing No. 14, Transferability.

1. Briefing No. 15, Police Intake Worksheet, contains an illustration

of this form and more fully describes the data to be recorded on it.

. Front and back covers of the case jacket are illustrated in Briefing

Nu. 16, Standardized Case Jacket, along with a description of the
data contained thereon.

briefing No. 10, Research Uses of PROMIS Data, expands on PROMIS-
related research.
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Element:

Definition:

Primary
Objectives:

Lead Agencies:
Other Agencies
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 bail or 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
families, 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
New York, N.Y.

Santa Clara County (California)
Criminal Justice Pilot Program

Clark County (Las Vegas, Nevada)
Pre-Trial Release Program

Chicago (I11inois) Municipal Court

Grand Rapids (Michigan) District Court
Release on Recognizance Program
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Pretrial Release in Practice

s

The fact that objective criteria are used in evaluating pretrial

If the hypothesis is plausible that certain minor offenders can reTease candidates should be emphasized. As a bail report written in
be released at the scene of the offense through the citation process, 1964 stated:
and the fact can be accepted that detention is not necessary to ensure The emphasis in all projects is on identifying the
gooq risks; none undertakes to release defendants
the appearance in court of every defendant, then the logical extension indiscriminately. The sorting of the good from the
bad enab]gs the system to pay closer attention to
of citation and summons systems is the Pretrial Release Program. The the handling of the accused whose release poses

probTems of flight or crime.*

first major experiment in this area was the Manhattan Bail Project, . )
After thorough evaluation, the experiment confirmed the theory

based on the premise that courts may be willing to grant a defendant o i )
that money bail is not essential to ensure a defendant's appearance in

release on recognizance-~release on one's word pending trial--instead ) o ) )
court if sufficient community ties are present. Defendants released

of setting bail if they have verified information about a defendant's ) ]
on their own recognizance after screening appeared in court as reli-

reliability and roots in the community. In the past, courts rarely
ably as those released on bond.

had access to this information. . )
The pretrial release program has as its goal the maximum safe

The program was initiated in 1961 by the Vera Institute of Jus- . .. . ,
reduction of the number of offenders awaiting trial in jail. It should

tice in conjunction with the New York University School of Law and the .
be noted, however, that not all defendants are eligible for the pro-

Institute of Judicial Administration. It involves the use of an ob- . . i : . B
. gram; defendants in certain categories of crime are automatically in-

jective screening mechanism, which could be administered and later o . ) o
eligible. In the original Manhattan project, for example, homicide,

verified by paralegals or part-time law students, to identify quickly . )
narcotics offenses, and cartain sex crimes were excluded due to the

those offenders who can be recommended for release on their own re- ) ) )
special problems they presented. As with the programs discussed ear-

cognizance or lower bail with a minimum "no-show" risk. In the origi- ) o o R ) .
lier, it is left to the individual jurisdiction to decide which cate-

nal project, criminal defendants with sufficient roots in the community, _ i
gories of crimes will be included.

evaluated in terms of family, residence, and job ties, were released i ) ) L .
The underlying rationale for pretrial release lies in jts fair-

by the courts solely on their written promise to appear at trial. No L . L i
ness to indigent defendants: because of the economic prejudice defined

money bail was required as a condition of release for those who met ) .
by the bail system, a defendant should not be denied release for

the bail project criteria.

* Daniel J. Freed and Patricia M. Wald, Bail in the United States, A

Report to the National Conference on Bail apd Criminal Justice,
1964, p. 57.
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reasons no greater than his inabi]ity to pay. However, there is a
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 1ink-

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*

t

Bail, devised as a system to enable the release of accused persons
pending trial, has to a large extent developed into a system to detain
them. The basic defect in the system is its lack of facts. Unless the
comniiitting magistrate has information shedding 1ight on the questions of
the accused's 1ikelihood 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 experiment and every proposal 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 of authorities have already taken steps to restore to bail its

- historical mission. Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy, on March 11,

1963, issued instructions to all United States Attorneys "to take the
initiative in recommending the release of defendants on their own recog-
nizance when they are satisfied that there is no substantia]Arisk of the
defendants' failure to appear at the specified time and place.” The
Advisory Committee on Criminal Rules has recommended that Rule 46, gov-
erning "Bail" in federal courts, be veplaced by a rule entitled "Release

on Bail", specifying that among the facts to be considered in determining

*Taken from Daniel J. Freed and Patricia M. Wald, Bail in the United
States, A Report to the National Conference on Bail and Criminal Juss
tice, pp. 55-66, 1964 (Footnotes have been omitted Trom This
Transcription.)
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the terms of bail shall be '"the policy aga{nst unnecessary detention of
defendants pending trial." Programs to secure the same objective are
now under way in state or federal courts in New York, Washington, De-
troit, Des Moines, St. Louis, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Chicago, Tulsa
and Nassau County, New York. Reported fo 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 MECHANISMS

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-
nancs~, character and background. If the defendant is promptly arraigned
the interval bétween arrest and the initial bail decision will be tao
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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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:

(M 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,
8§t1§nd, Nassau County, Baltimore, Boston, New York

1ty )5

(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 throughoﬁt 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 Taunching a pro-
gram in the Felony Part of Magistrates Court (now Criminal Court). As-
sisted by a $775,000 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 mornihg 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-
Lion 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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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 Tong has defendant resided in the United States
if he is foreign born?

How Tong 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.,

his 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 paroie?

For example, if the charge is felonious assault, has
the victim been only slightly injured? In husband-
wife assault cases, will the wife permit her husband
to return home?

PREVIOUS 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?

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 Tetter 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 helip the defendant get to court. The parolee is asked to visit
the Vera office in the courthouse on the morning his appearance is &ue.

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
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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 1ikely 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-
dant’'s 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 Tess 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 reconmendation;, 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 quatified 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 caurt, compared to only 16% paroled in the control group. In short,
recommendations based on facts nearly quadruplied 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, on1y 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 alse
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, in a six month period, from 327 to 164.
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The interest and confidence generated 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 0f-
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 Tikelihocd to return
for trial. In order to encourage such inquiries the statute would pro-
vide that, absent waijver by the defendant, the failure of the judge to
ascertain these facts would result in automatic parole.

2. MWashington

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 Committee of the Judicial Conference of the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit, the Conference voted overwﬁe]ming]y in May 1963 to recommend that
a recognizance 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 operates somewhat differently from its pred-
ecessor in Manhattan. The interview and verification process begins

imnediately after the defendant makes his initial appearance before the

U.S. Comissioner or is bound over to the Grand Jury by other committing
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magistrates, 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 Towered 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 failed to appear. Prior to the project's fnception, 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 Moines, 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 committee which serves as the pro-
ject's board consists of repfesentatiVes of the city and county attorney's
offices, the city police department, the sheriff's office and the Munici-
pal and District Court, as well as the Taw 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 180
recommendations for release, and 178 were granted. The project covers
all offenses except capital cases, forcible rape, heavy narcotics and
sex offenses against children, UnTike New York énd the federal courts,

Iowa has no bail-jumping statute. Yet 127 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 probatién, 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 Chief Justice. Only misdemeanors 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 residence in
Chicago, family ties and background. Information on employment and family
relationships is verified. Recommendations 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 court. 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 "negligible.” '
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Element:

Definition:

Primary
Objectives:

Lead Agencies:

Other Agency
Involved:

Cost Areas:

Resource Peaple/

Projects/Agencies:

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 presen-

tence report.
Printing of forms.

Vera Institute of Jdustice
New York, N.Y.

New York State Division of Probaticon
Albany, New York

Kalamazoo County (Michigan) District Court
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Short Form Presentence Reports in Practice RIS N TR S

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
reports conducted by the Vera Institute of Justice in the Bronx
Criminal Court. The Vera project was established to fill the need
for a 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
yeport.,

The impetus for the project was provided by the fact that under
New York State law a defendant was eligible for probation or condi~
tional discharge only if a presentence report was prepared. However,
due to probation office backlogs in preparing the lengthy psycholo-
gical-psychiatric reports, the court was able to refer less than 20
rercent of the misdemeanor cases to the probation office for such
investigations. This automatically eliminated even the possibility
of nonprison sentences for over 80 percent of the jurisdiction's
misdemeanants.

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 m¢’  more knowledgeable sentencing
decisions for a dgreater number of offenders, and probation office

backlogs diminished considerably as a result of the shortened reports.
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will also be considered importantlfor 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
incTude 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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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 invoived in pre-

sentence investigations generally. The Tlatter 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

¢
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 offender’s 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 coliected 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

* Prgsjdent‘s Cgmmission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Cr}m1qa] Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections, U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1967, pp. 18-19.
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the staff who carry on presentence 1nvestigétions are also engaged in
supervising probationers. Since presentence investigations usually
take precedence, the officer may have so little time left that "super-
vision" 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 fake 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 or 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 invoived, 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
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release pending trial, which often involve considerations similar to ‘ 8. SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION
those of ultimate disposition. These forms cover such factors as
Abstract

education and employment status, family and situation, and residential

stability. In many Tesser cases, these and similar easily obtainable : Element: Selected Offender Probation
- facts may nhelp at least to determine whether more detailed investi- | Definition: Highly supervised probation for certain "saveable"
7 offenders in need of more direct help than

aqation or diagnostic processes are needed. Much information of this either incarceration or unsupervised probation

can effectively offer them.
kind can also be collected by non-professional personnel under the

: Primary
cupervision of trained correctional staff. There is also a need for Objectives: Provides an additional sentencing alternative.
t Diminishes 1ikelihood of recidivism.
developnent of information systems that can provide more rapid and Requires low probationer-counselor ratios, inten-
sive counseling, services, etc.
retiable access to records.
Lead Agency: Probation

Experimentation with new and simpler forms of presentence )
Other Agencies

investigatign 1s important for reasons beyond the conservation of Involved: Probation counselors {where not volunteers) and
support services.
scarce resources of probation offices. Presentence reports i~ many Training of counselors.

Selection of prubationers.

cases nave come to include a great deal of material of doubtful rele-
Resource People/

vance to disposition in most cases. The terminology and approach of Projects/Agencies: The Volunteer Probation Counselor Program
Mgn1cipa1 Court Probation Office

reports vary widely with the training and outlook of the persons [ Lincoln-Lancaster County, Nebraska

sreparing them. The orientation of many probation officers is often ‘ City of Kalamazoo (Michigan) Probation Department

reflected in, for example, attempts to provide in all presentence Pierce County (Tacoma, Washington) District Court

Probation Office
reports comprehensive analyses of offenders, including extensive

Grand Rapids (Michigan) District Court Probation
descriptions of their childhood experiences. In many cases this kind f Division
of information is of marginal relevance to the kinds of correctional
treatment actually available or called for. Not only is preparation

time-consuming, but its inclusion may confuse decision-making.
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Selected Offender Probation in Practice

Ar underlying theme of the Improved Lower Court Case Handling Pro-
ara™ has bean better case load management through understanding and
gtitization of the distinctions between cases. HNowhere does this fac-
tar oome into play more than at the sentencing stage, and as discussed
in tne nreceding section, a full appreciation of these distinctions re-
quires relevant, usable presentence reports.

Z4t what happens from that point forward? Unless, in sentencing
n¥fenders, judges have available to them various grades of sentencing
alternatives, orevious efforts aimed at understanding offenders and
treir situations may be wasted. Appropriate programs must exist in
order for judges fto give meaningful sentences, and Selected Offender
rozation is one of these programs.

A11 too often, in sentencing misdemeanants, the courts are faced
with the nard choice between jail or "unsupervised® probation. In
dealing with this ditemma, Jjudges are many times forced to impose a
srobation sentence which allows only limited follow-up. With limited
resources, sometimes largely committed to court services, many proba-
tion agencies are unable to sumervise meaningfully any number of pro-
bationers.

This program would, in selected cases, give judges the additional

option of imposing highly supervised probation. The main goal of Sel-

ected Uffender Probation is to identify a middle level of misdemeanor
nffender and provide a constructive middle level alternative: super-

vised probation, less harsh than incarceration but more stringent than
standard, loose probation. It is necessary, however, that the program
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SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION

type (a fact that has been documented); and the manpower 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 following excerpts, from the report on corrections of the

Nationatl 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 (1) 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.
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Standard 10.2 - Services to Probationers*

Each probation system should develop by 71975 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. (See Standards 5.14 and 5.15 and the
narrative of Chapter 16 for probation's services to the courts.)

1. Services provided directly should be limited to activities
defined as belonging distinctly to probaticn. 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 deiivering services to
the courts, although they may be part of the same agency. Tha staff
delivering services to probationers should be located in the communi-
ties where probationers 1ive 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 servicés 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 1ittle 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 1ife.

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-
Tong 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
serviceé; and to purchase special services needed by probationers.

The relationships among staff, probationers, and the community should

t

take many forms and not rely solely on the caseload.
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Standard 10.3 - Misdémeanant 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. A1l 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 ‘s

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 I|ikely to have even less in the way of staff, funds,
and resources than those agencies dealing with felons or juvenile of-
fenders.

In terms Qf the cases processed by the criminal justice system,
?1}?# misdemeanants make up a ‘arger 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

~¢f these offenders and, in too many cases, their eventual graduation

* National Advisory Commissicn on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, Corrections, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
1973, p. 33b.
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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 shouid be sentenced to confinement unless
a presentence report supporting that disposition has been prepared.
Misdemeanants placed on probation should receive the same priority and
quatity of services as those accorded felony probationers. The agen-

cies responsible for felony probation should also have responsibility

for misdemeanant probation.
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III. CONCLUSION

In the introduction to his book, Rough dJustice: Perspectives On

Lower Criminal Courts, Professor John A. Robertson catalogs the numer-

ous 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 Timits.*
Taking into account those "prevailing 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-
volved 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. The 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, Brown and Company, Boston, Massachusetts, 1974,

p. xxviii.
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(1) That the criminal justice system is one of limited resources
where choices must be made and priorities set on both an
agency and systemwide basis; and

(2) 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:

[TIhroughout 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 Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, Executive Summary, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, 1973, p. 13.
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CONCLUSION

awareness and, with it, a more coordinated, management-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 deai with
this interaction in detail.)

While every criminal Jjustice 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, pT?y a 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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Coordinator 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
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.

Figure 2: CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

BY PROGRAM ELEMENT

IMPROVED LOWER COURT CASE HANDLING PROGRAM
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IV, APPENDICES

The following appendices contain specific examples of some of the
forms utilized in a number of this program's elements. These forms, 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

Police Citation System

Folice citations are discussed in extensive detail in Section 2 of
Chapter 1I. Beyond that information, this appendix provides a sample of
the citation form from Clark County, Nevada. Applicable in a number of
courts in that county, the same form 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 distributed as
follows: Defendant, Court, Prosecutor, Records. The three pages follow-
ing that (174 through 176) depict the reverse sides of the Defendant
Court, and Prosecutor copies respectively.
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CIJUVENILE CLARK COUNTY COURT
DADULT REGIONAL MISDEMEANDOR CITATION/COMPLAINT
Tratfic 0
Case No, J. [:]
NOTICE TO APPEAR e
o = Parking O
STATE of NEVADA Accldent No
n-Traffic O3
COUNTY of CLARK ss. Complaint/ Affidavit [Schoo! Zoned
CiTY of DR.
Tin the Munizipal Court of
Oiin.the Justice Zourt of Clark County Issuing Ottlcer(s) “p* No, 2iv.
The undersigned being duly sworn upon his oo ——
oath deposes and says:
Name (Last, First, Mirddia) ooB Origin [ Sex Ht. Wi, Hair Eyes
Rei Address chy Siate Zip Homs Phona
8u .. Address City State Zip Occupation
5°¢ No Opr. Lic. No. Cinsg State Exp. Oste Restrictions
Vo Lic. No Yeor Statn Veh. Year Make Body Tvypa Colur(s} :

-
Aeg Ownet Name
1

Address

=E—id uniawfully at the

following {location):

Name of Busines (. Appucatial Addesas

Jiocated in the City of

County of Ciatk, State of Nevada
Ctocated In the unincorparated area, County of Clark, State of Navada

LT T

Violation

Stote
NRBS

To Wit

As
Sot Forth ClCounty

Afaressid and did then

and there commit the
following offense:

Cicity.

]

‘ Hendetson

]

1 l Las Vegas ] iLas Vs Nerth Lay Vegas Roulder City Clark County
Justice Court Mumeipal Court rumeipal Court Munigipal Coyutt M smcipal Court Juvenile Caurs
222 Sauth Jed i ADO F . Stewart 1301 £ Lake Mead 243 Water St 910 Arizona St 3401 €. Hananza
Las Vegas, Nv i Las Vegos, Nv Nu Lag Vegas, Nv Hentlersan, Niv Bi-ulder City, Nv L0s Vegss, Ny
3064011 Ext 48R i 3866421 they 5428 6405811 £xr 337 565 A921 Ext 40 2634308 643361 ¢

Your signature on this complaint to appear is NOT an

admission of guitt, 1t is your written promise to appear | Township

in court, | hereby accept legal service of this complaint to

appear at the said time a place and | hereby walve my Justice C

right to be taken Immaediately before a magistrate. ustice Court

You are hereby ordered to uppear on the day of 19 at ;‘E“

to answer chargs of violation(s) above,

Defandant’s
Signature: E

{8ail amaunt
1

i

e o ooe

Failure to comply with this complaint will constitute a separate offense,

The undersigned further states ha has just and raeasonable grounds to helleve, and does belleve, that
the person named above committed the offanse herein set forth, contrary to faw, which occurred on

the day of 19 , at a,m., p.m,
Signature of Officer/Complainant: P No,
Subscribed and sworn ta before me this day of 19

Notary Public
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COURT INSTRUCTIONS — READ CAREFULLY

This’ eitation may byp disposed of only by the Court having jurisdiction over the alleged offense or other
otficial sctlon by a Judge of such Court, Any person violating the written promise to BPppear ot 10 (jeposit
biail as authorized Is gulity of 8 misdemeanor regardluss of the disppsition of the charge for which such cis
tation was originally lsstied, Failure to appesr or post bail will resuit in a warraht being lssued for your arrest,

A writtan promise 10 appear in Court may be complied with by an appearsnce by Counsal.

JUSTICE COURTS

If you are cited into a Justice Cour‘, , su may du any of the following:

1. Appegat in Court at tite time mantioned in this citation and demand a hearing.

2. On all non-traffic offanses, there is a mandatory Court pppearance. -

3. Mail to: the Court this citation, together ‘with a Cashier's Check or Money Ordor in the amount of bail,
It bosl is nat raflected on this citation, call the Court indicated on tha ve::rse side, It you wish to plead
NOT GUILTY, advise the Qourt in writing, send full amount of bail, or appear in persan snd they will in
wurn notify you of your scheduled triaf date. Otherwise, your bail will be forfeited.

The Court may Ip any case require you 10 appear {0r a hearing,

This citatign and the bai must reach the Court before the time when Lhis citation requires you to appear
in Court, ’

MUNICIPAL COURTS

MANDATORY COURT APPEARANGE: You must appear in Court on the date and time incticated on the

{aca of the complaint far any-of the foltowing:

1. 1 you wish to plead NOT GUILTY to the chorga on this complaint.

2. Recklass drivitg,

3. Oriving on suspended or revaked ficense.

4. Fraudulont use of driver's licanse or car license plates; ingludes borrowing, loaning, stofen, fictitious, not
licensed, allowing unlicensed zerson to drive,

5 AN non-trafhie otfonses.

LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT: Non-mandatary Court appearance: I your vislation is not listed in
thia soction above titled “Mandatory Court appearance” snd you wish 1o plead quilty to the charge, you can
pay your fine in the Violation Bures.. To pay the viciition you must wait 8 mitimum of two full days {not
including Sunday, Holidays or day recpived).

The citation you pay must be your ows, No checks accepted. No payments by mail. Request for any con-
tinuance must be made sh Court. This notice becomes a permanent wart of your traffic record,

Upoh o plsz of Not Guilty, st will be necessiry to have a continuance for trial 10 subpoena witnesses. When
cases arg cantinued, 1t will be necessary for «Fp defendant to post appearance bl
e s ey

NORTH LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT: Nonmandatory Court appearance: {f your viofalion is not

hsted in the section above utied “Mandatory Court appearance’, you may do any one of the following:

1. Appasran Court at the date and time muntioned on the face of this eitation ang demand a hearing, The
Court will then sat a time {br a hearing.

2, Masl to the Court this citation, togather with a cashier's check ot the bail indicated on the face of this
citation, If bail 15 not indicated an this citation, ¢.if the Court.

3. Sign the plea of guifty balow and ser | this citation 16 the Court 1ogether with a cashier’s check or money
ordyr 1 the amaunt of bail indicated on the face of slus eitation. 1f bail is not indicated on this citatign,
call i Court,

HENDERSON MUNICIPAL COURT: Same as instructions for North L as Vegas Municipal Court.....

BQUELDER CITY MUNICIPAL COURT: Same as instructians for Las Vegas Municipal Court with the ex-
coption of parking citbhions. You may cal! the Court for instructions for maing parking violation tfines,

7 JUVENILE COURT

Al juvenitos 17 years of 8ge or younger must appesr with 8 parent or yuardian on )l charges in Juvenile
Court on the date und time indicated on the face of this'complaint.

NOTICE TO QUT OF STATE/COUNTY VIGLATGRS

U you Lve autside of Clark County you may appear for Non mandatory Court appearance offenses immed-
iatoly at tha Gaurt designated on the tace of this citation. tf you fail (o appear, a notice of your viglation
will be sent 1o your home state drive:’s license department for action or a warrant of arrast will ba issued,

APPEARANCE, PLEA OF GUILTY AND WAIVER

1, the undersigned, do hersby entar my appeavance on the complaint of the offense ¢harged ~n other sida
of this citutian, | have been informac of my right to a trial, that my signature to this plea of quitc+ will have
the some force ond effect as a jJudgment of court, and that this record will be sent 10 the Licensing Authority
of this State {or of the State where | received my license to drive), t do harely PLEAD GLILTY to said
olfanse as charged and WAIVE my rights to a hearing by court or jury. tt is understood that a bait deposit
will ba forfeitad in (jeu of fine of court and in full statemont of said vinlation and } further agree to pay the
penalty prescribed for my otfense.

Dziondant's Name Address
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COURT RECORD

CASE NO. DOCKET NO.

| am aware of my right to counsel and hereby waive same. | hereby waive my rigljt to trial, enter @
plea of guilty 1o the offense described in the complaint, and consent to judgment imposing the pres-

cribed fine.
X Defendant
Receipt No; . Date Fine
Bail : Trial Date
Surety
- PROCEEDINGS
ARRAIGNMENT TRIAL
19 Defendant ClPresent  CINot Present :DQt Defendant OPresent  TINot Present
ate
Date CIRepresented by Counse! IRepresented by Counsel \
CIPresence Waived Ofresence Waived
[ODefendant advised by Judge of CComplaint Dismissed
Charges
DODefendant pleads CGuilty i Trial held, Found CIGuilty i
{INot Guilty [ONolo Contendere DINot Guilty  Other:

CIComplaint Dismissed

[ For [ ey [ *ive | BY
It is Adjudged Defendant is: . C1Sentence Time Wuaived.
D1Sentence time waived. . ' OSentence time waived
Fined or by Fined or by
Sentenced by Sentenced by
Other Other —

DONotice of Appeal filed. Appea! Bond

DOINotice of Appeal fited. Appeal Bond

The undersigned does hereby certify that the foregoing is the true and correct docket and proceedings
nf the ahove entitled Caurt.

175

5
12
¥
I




ARRESTS REPORT/NOTES FOR TESTIFYING IN COURT

On all misdemeanor offenses, other than traffic and misdemeanor citations issued on citizens arrests, ' APPENDIX B "
an arrest report must be hand printed in the spaces provided for below. This report must contain a * i
sufficient amount of information to establish the corpus delicti, any pbysical evidence, withesses, and . ;
any specific acts of defendant which increased the seriousness of the offense.

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
T : - 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-
B 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
T PROMIS. Finally, the card depicted on page 187 is utilized in'the semi-
automated system and facilitates the rapid generation of a number of re-
ports produced by computer in the automated version, e.g., calendars,

e e

- T T T e case aging statistics, defendant scores, etc.

} . — e )

i e :

i - I —— 5

i ?
i EVIDENCE: [Yes No ] LOCATION:

: WITNESSES: (1uclude Addresses and phone number)

JUVENILES: ‘:3Yes Parent/Guardian Name Address - 1

PARENTS NOTIFIED  INo
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USA-52 (Sept, 731 U.S. ATTORNEY'S OFFICE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION
PROCESSING
& TRIAL PREPARATION
WORKSHEET
.1 DEFENDANT'S NAME P-2 COURT CASE NO, .3 POID NO,
A ias? FIRST MIDDLEY
P-4 ND, OF 7.5 DATE PAPERED 7.6 FPAPERED BY: TcuoE .8 PROMIS
CO-DEFENDANTS b CHECH
P-7 REVIEWED BY: "CooE Dcomnnzn
1

P-9 WITNESSES /Record Statements, Facts, and Remarks on page 3, yellow copy)

TRECK = ~ POLICE RANK AND NAME BADGE NO. UNT |CODE] WORK PHONE HOME PHONE

Y ¥

2

3.

.

OTHER WITNESSES - IN ORDER OF CALL AUDRESS coos PHONE

WORK

5. WOME
WORK

8. HOME
WonK

7. i [FOME
WORK

Py FOME

A ARRESTING PD D INVESTIGATING PD 7. SPD

3 EYEWITNESS 6. FINGERPRINT . 5 NARC CHEMISY 9 OTHER EXPERT N NON-ESSENTIAL
B ASSISTING PO | OTHER MPD 2 COMPLAINING 4 OTHER-LAY B.HANDWRITING  C OTHER CHEMIST E ESSENTIAL

710 COMPLAINT
NO. CHARGE

M SEQ | CASE NO PAPER
| NO..| SEX | REASONS (4 MAX}

CHARGE CODE 1

TYPE OF
SEARCH}] MPO COURY | COURT APPEARANCE:

. CITATION
. WARRANT

- INFORMATION

. LOCKUP
. JAIL CALL UP

1
2
3
4. SUMMONS
1
6
7. BR. JURY ORIG

|45 )
URINALYSIS PDSITIVE

DATE

P-13NO PAPER - ' Use English text Irom)PROMIS “Standard Case
HEASONS: Jacket Enteies™ booklet ples smplifying ramarks

P-14 /\ ON PROBATION/PAROLE P-15 DIVERSION PROGRAM P16 FEITONY
OFFENSE O foT 1 OTHER ISPECIFY) MCL REPORT NO.
EXPIRATION DATE O X-ROADS CHEMIST NO..
TERMS OF prP 0 Rea FILM STRIP NO.
INTENT TO REVOKE? Y [~ [ ] ) DATE PRINTS LIFTED AND SENT TO MCL

OFFICER'S
NAME

PHONE NO

FOR USE OF MV CHIEF

RECOMMENDED BY.
REVIEW G ASST

APPROVED BY

YES [3 NO [

P17 SPECIAL ASSIGNMENT AECOMMENDED
0 BRA  [ZIMAJOR VIOLATOR

P-18 PRIOR CONVICTIONS

21 OTHER

CASE NO. DATE

CHARGES

DISPOSITION
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TRANSACTION TYFE[LOURT LASE NO PLID NO AUSA CODE DEFENDANT'S NAME DATE
) - SPECIAL FACTORS @ Does the defendant have a convicti
074 . record? 74 N
13 L2ae L2027 2832 ) Note: VICTIMLESS CRIMES include gambling (except confidence (Do not include drunk or disorderly, yes 1 i
) games); obscenity; crimes of soliciting, such as soliciting for prostitution minor traffic or other pelty offenses) no 2
or lewd and immoral purposes; consensual sodomy; narcotics offenses; . unk O3
perjury; bribery; prison breaks; Bail Reform Acl violations; impersonation
|- OFFENSE 1l - DEFENDANT ’ of a police officer; and, weapons offenses involving only passession o'
. : licensing. If “yes,” complete the following: i
@ 0id the defendant possess a weapon at the 0 Is defendant a tesident of local area? 50 Felony Misdemeanor :
time of the offense? (Answer without regard to charges) yes D1 ) = @ is there Ic';::ggbautlon that crime wus 75 76 :
e | - P u?,a g g ) comm ye? o1 {a) Convicted in last hve years yes 1 ves 01 :
a) Yes - Luparm grreplica t6 £ pun. starter L ‘
pistol. Loy pistol) ot : ";: o2 u?\a g g ugﬁ g g
(b1 Yes - other dangerous weapon (e . if YES,” how long? 51 unk 03
kndfe, baseball bat fire wrench) g7 (a) Less than one yeat o1l (b} Numbers of previous convictions
e Na a3 (o) 1 -2 vyears 0?2 7778 s | 7980 e
{eh Unk 04 () Over 2 years 8 2
«d 13 tion (€} Number of convictions far ¢nm
o Did offense involve injury or death? ). Unknown duratio 0 is axcuipatory evidence preseni? 56 o ! agamst the person renmes 81-82._. 18384 _,
. 4 yes
yess ol no 02
ng 02 . unk 0O 3 85-86,_._.) 87-88__.
unk O3 , (d) Years of fast three convictions
1t “yos” omplote all that are applicable o What is defendant’s employment status? (use fast 2 digits, e.g., ‘73, ‘74) 89.90__, |o192_ .
{a) Employed (include part-time students that 95.96
{2) Number receing minor mjuries but not are empioyed) gl @ Was there provocation by victim? 3394 -
reated - | 15 (b} Student (full-time) o2 (Do not include victimless crimes) 57
(¢ Uhempioyed a3 yes [} '
(b) Number treated and released 36 W) Unknown 04 no 12 @ Was dohnd:m on corgmon?l ul;ulnon;ndona;spmd.d
- unk 013 sentence for a previous crime at time of arrest
{e} Number hospitalized 37 (District Court or Superior Court)
(d) Number kilfed 38
h 97
If “employed,” complete the following: yes 01
W ) thr d or intimidated? 0 Was there victim particlpation? no 02
O v victim(s) ¢ 39 53 : (Do not include victimless crimes) 58 e soocif . ounk O3
ves Q1 (a) _Professional {job usually requiring forma)l o1 y:: g ;l, yes.” specily type: 8
no 02 education or highly specialized k D3 .
unk 03 experience. e.g.. lawyer, nurse, doctor. un ta) Pretnal release a1
if sex offense. go to question 4 executive): . (b} Prabation gz
- . . R (¢} Parole 03
If yes,” record number of victim(s) s “‘l“ N {d) Hallway house or work release G4
individually and deliberately threatened or CEVBITIY e e (e} Pre-sentencing release 0s
intimidated for cach of the following: Q Is the plrlgury vl;:tin; 2 'corgornlon, 59 @
’ assoclation or institutlon ?
(b} W {lar Administrative, Clerical, Sales az f e . Override?
ta)} By physical farce or verbal only a0 (olfice worker. bank teller. sales pérson}: Do natinclude vicimless crimes) yes 01 Check ""yes." if case involves serious
no 02 racial overtanes, assau't on a public
tb} By display of weapon(s) ] p— I unk 03 official, or a major viofatar. 99
ACMBAN L e e e taverride automatically lists this case yes 01
© pid offense Include o sox crime? Only ontap of the priority calendar) no D02
8 k4
Include lorc’ble rape, sodomy, carnal (c) Skil'ed iraltsmg;\ ang gorgmcatt; (é:_-ngageo 03 , unk O3
knowledge, Indecent liberties, enticement m making/repawing products. e.g,,
for indacant ibertios, and Incest 42 carpenter. machanic. typesetter): © Was the detondant anly an alder or abetter? yeio a1
1
y:; gz sgey fic no O2
unk O3 BLruPA ON e - s unk O3 C . . . .
if “yes,” camplete all that are applicable: 1 N hon:)p‘Ete the f_oHoyvmg section oniy it
(d) Unskilled or Semi-skifled Worker 04 the box to the rlght is checked
(engaged in Making repairing
) Nun;ber of vicims of forcible sexual a3 prodat:cts.z eg. tat}!(ure)nfactory or @ D?B: the ?e(,argiagt hakve a; arr(;m’ regord? 61
tnlercourse construchion worker). ; o-not include drunk or disorderly,
(b} If any type ol weapon was used 1 the shec e minor traffic or other petty offenses) V:: S 5 IV~-VICTIM/WITNESS
intimidation. specify the number of ocupaton e e e e s e unk O3
victims so intiiidated 44 7
(e} Service Occupation Requiring Special os If “yes, complete the following: Omitassociatians, corparations, institutions or expert witnesses.
Omd offense involve theft, demage o Traoning. Experiise (bus or truck driver. 4 8: .
q » demage or 45 Jab techmcian, police officer):
estruction of property? yes 01 (a) Arrested in last five years 62
: no D2 spechic yes 1
unk 3 QELBEBLOT | e e e i oS St e no 02 .
Sy e 1 . unk O3 Note: VICTIM. [n forgery, ultering, and false pretenses, the
If 'yes,” complete all that are applicable: () Service Occupation. Unsiulied or Semi-skill s ; victim is the person or other entity decewved by the act In shoplifting,
(elevator operator. domestic, {b) Has used alias or aliases 63 the victim 1s the business entity(usually a corporation). The victim of
ta) Number ot premmses forcibly entered 46... watchman, cab driver). yes O1 burgfary 1s esther the lawful tenant of the premises. or il untenated. the
() Numb { or vehicles stolen 47 soecihc i ne 02 owner. (For example. the leasee and not the owner 1s the victim of a
umber of mot cles sloe - cecupatian e e e e A unk 003 warehouse burglary } The victim of arson 1s thre person or other entity
(© Donaa:j vatf;:e °f, property stolen. damaged. T " (c) Number of previous arrests 64.65 who owns the property which was burned.
or destrayed:
{Exclude automobiles recovered intact (&) Mucit Occupation (e g.. mimp. prostitute. o7
and undamaged) gambler. hustier): . {d) Number o!hprewous arrests lor crimes 6
4 48 spmeti agamft! e person - . 667 e
(1} Under 10 dolfars ol DECUDALDN e e e oo e e oo et fe.g.,assaults, rapes, homicides, robberies
(2) $10 - $250 02 - ?nd al‘; anempt; to ’commn t’l’leﬁame, and
. irst degree burglaries which contain
B AP Criond b elements of the aforementioned offenses) COMPLETE THE QUESTIONS ON THE REVERSE SIDE
68-69 v
Was defandant arrested at or near scene of Whatls the relationship of the victim to the defendant?
1 o alfense? o 54 (e) Years of (ast three arrests (use fast 2 7071 e
o 49 (a) Famuty o1 digits, e.g. '73,’74) 1273
b ves O1 {b) Friend or acquaintance gz ‘
h; . no 02 {c) Complete stranger 03 .
'i_g unk 033 (d) Unknown 04 g
i :
i?i :
182 ' 183
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-compiwte column 1 first; then column 2; then column 3 [Dg- not list the same vicrlm/witngss mote than oncs)

© VictinyWitness Name 28 28 28

Last name first Name of primary victim 58:(1) Name of mast essential Name of next most essentiat
(Last name first) P Y witness 58-(2} witness 58-(3)
@ victim/Witnoss Status
(a) Law Ofticer 58 (It 59001 5901
(b} Private Police { guard, ¢
special officer) o2 a2 gz
{c) Layman 03 (k] o3
O Was this person also a victim of the crime?
yes 6001 600 1
o -2 02
unknown o3 D3
Complete tha following only for 1ay witness/victims
€) 13 the vicim/witness a restdent of the D.C. aras? Gt
ves 1 61001 6101
ne 02 a2 02
if 'yes,” how long? vk 13 g3 Da
(a) lessthanoneyear 6201 6211 6201
() [-Zyears 0?2 Q2 a2
(c} over Zyears a3 a3 03
d]  unknowr o4 04 g4
0 Victim/witness’ sax
(a)Male 6301 630 ¢ 6301
(b) Female 0?2 02 a2
@ victm/witness ago 6465 6465 . 64-65_
9 Victim/witnass' race
(2} Black 66 011 66 031 660 1
(b)Y White s34 02 02
(c) Other 03 03 o3
QD Oid tha victim/witness possess a waapon 67
atthe time of the offense? yes (14 6701 67.01
no 2 2 Q2
unk {13 o3 o3
@ is the victim/witness presantly employed?
(@) Employed (include part-tume 68 (3 § 6801 6801
students that are employed)
(b Student (full time) 0?2 02 oz
(c) Unemployed 3 03 o3
td) Unknown g4 a4 o4
If “employed,” check one of the following
) |, Prolessional (1ot usually requinng tormal
education or hughly speciahzed
expernence, e.g . lawyer. nurse. doctor,
executive} 6901 690 1 630t
) Saley
(office worker, bank teller, sales parson), 02 Q2 0z
() Silied Craltsman and Foremag (engaged
inmaking/repairing products. e g .
carpenter. mechanic, typesetter). w3 a3 p3
) Unstolled or Sem:skilled Worker (engaged
in making/reparing sroducts. e g.,
laborer, faclory or construction workeri: o4 o4 a4
{e} Service Occupation Requiring Spectal
Trining. Expertsabus or frack drver,
lab technician. police officery: o35 as ns
) ryvice Qccupation, Unskilled or Semi-skol
(elevator operator. domastic,
watchman. cab driver): a6 ne as
@) lihcit Occupation (e.g; . p ¢, drostitute,
gambler. %ust!er) Q7 07 nz
@ Dount’l;c victim/witrass have an arrest 70
recol yes 01 001
{Do not include drunk or disorderly, no g2 o2 703 é
minor traffic or other petty offenses) unk 01 3 ns3 c3
@ Dm victim/witnass have a conviction 71
T
yes O} 7101
(Do not include drunk or disorderly, no 02 n2 & g ;
minor traffic or other petty offenses) unk 03 n3 g3
0 Whatis relationship of the victim/witness {in PRIMARY
Line 20)t » DEFENDANT DEFENDANT VICTIM DEFENDANT
{3) Spouse (include ¢comimon law) 720 8 72 Da 73 Qa 720 a 3
(b Chuld ab Db Ob ab a
(¢} Parent Gc Qc D¢ oc¢ a
(dj Other family od Od od od [=]
(e} Ex-$pouse Oe Oe Oe De a
) Co-habitating af o ot of [=]
{R) Girl o¢ Boylriend g Og Og De o
th) Acquaintance ab Oh ah ah @]
i1} Heighbor g ja i} i oi u]
(N Employer or employee aj O oj =] =]
(k) Stranger Ok 0k ok 0k a
(1) Other (specily} [} fag] ol ol a
@ Victim/yitness testimony problsms
(8)  Isvictimswitness refuctant? 74 yes 0O 1 7401 7401
no 02 o2 g2
unk 00 3 03 o3
o) | “* ?
(B) Isvictir “witness credible 75 yes Ot 7501 7501
no 02 oz a2
unk 3 a3 g3
(¢) Are racial complications present? 76 yes [3) 7601 7601
no 2 o2 o2
¢nk O3 a3 n3
(d)is victimswitness ltkely to arouse
an(agonism’ 7 y:; E\l é 7 g é 7 g ;
unk 3 a3 o3

. DEFENDANT

f. CAse numexr(s]

% LAY FIRST - WIBDLE 5 DATE OF BIRTH | 6. FLACE OF BIATH
-
7. ALIABES 3, SEX | 9. RACE |10, MARITAL STATUS
O wm Owm Os,o,w,
O J co-nabitaring
V1, IBENTIFICATIGN NOS, 12, PLACE OF RESIDENCE |13, LENGTH 7. OLD OH PENDING CASES
A LOGAL B. 5TATE c. fot a (Jo-2 vnrs.
v Dover z vrs,
T4, CO-DRFENDANT 15, EMPLOYMENT STATUS
A O rure e e [unemproven
8 [Jrany 1ime o Dl non-workan
6 PAEVIOUS CRIMINAL RECORG “[3" RankiNG SEORES
1 no 0 ves: A, CHIME B, CRIMINAL
\ L3 cacar L] noneLocatn
|
1. CRIMINAL EVENT

17, INCIDENT KO, |16, ARRESTING OFFICER

19, AGENCY JUNIT

20, VIGTIM LAST NAME « RELATIONSHIP TO DEFENDANT . METHOD BY

WH{CH BROUGHT
BRFORE THIS
COURT

21, DATE OF OFFENSE|22, TIME 23 PLACE OF OFFENSE

AM

PM

24, DATE OF ARREST l1s, TIME 26, PLACE DFVAHREST‘

AM
PM

AL} compLanT/
WARHANT

[} InFoRMATION

27, DID ACCUSED POSSESS

28, DID ACCUSED USE WEAPON

WEAPON AT TIME OF OFFENSE OR PHYSICAL FORCE?

Oves Ono O uwx

E] YES D NO D UNK

29, STOLEN PHOPERTY JEVIDENCE RECOVERED:

.

e[} worermenTt

ol

til. CHARGES {Most Serious)

31, CHARGE

32, STATUTE

CODE

33,
SEARCH [{COMPLETE AL
APpLY]

A .

Clroniee
L S
Oegos L

Qs

¥

4, FILED BY AND DATE 15, DISPOSITION 36, REASON, |F REJECTED, a7,
TYFE NOLLE PROSEQUE OR pisrosiTION

BISMISSED BATE

THAT

?

D FOLICE
DPROE

Oa.,

p -
]
]
t
i
[l
¥
»
"

Clrovice!

[Jeros
Ce..

i

POLICE)

eros :

Oe.s. .

1}

ez sorerinsm o] .

7. PG
43, M{MISTRIAL

PISPQSITION TYPES! 1. DIV|[DIVERSION), 2 R
PLEA GUILTY) 6,NC{NOLO CONTENDERE), 5. JC[JURY €
14, T{TRANSFER TO ANOTHER JURISDICTION

YNVICTIDN

esecten), 3, Ni{NOY INOfcTED], 4. NF(KOLLE PROSEQUE], 5. PO(PROSECUTOR DISMISSAL] ¢, co(COURT mnmssu)]
10, JA{JURY ACQUITTAL) 11, NIC(NON-JURY CONVISTION] 12 NJA{NON-JURY ACQUITTAL

IV, TRIAL OFFICIALS (ldantify court event in Part'V when any change occuss}

XS e T e A0 o

s¢, PROSECUTOR(S) 39, DEFENSE COUNSEL(S) 40, supce(s)
V, COURT EVENTS [Except Sentencing—Sne Reversej
41, DATE 42. OLD RELEASE STATUS 43, TYPE OF EVENT 44, coN'T TO iREAsDN A%, NEW RELEASE STATUS
A (1 en. (3) D nons {} B isrumamine {3} D o {s} & oruen i (lden ()l eono .
{2 Ooan (O ' {2} O pyenin (4) O agraron I R s Miz“)_i'j s (a) 0 .
B8 (1 8e k., (3)C) sonn {2} 3 preprr (s} L} araton (o) O TRIAL N H {102 #r {3} aono ___*_'
{2} D saie (o} OO {33 a., {0 morion {3) 13 otHen [ _': O | () JFTNTR Py g
c ()T em. [3) 0] sonn {2) O pre-prn {1 0 morion {7) O rsiis | " :ﬂ T O e Y sono
{2} 0 san. (303 {4} O arraien {6} O vriar. (s} O orHer I 7 E L L D i (a) 0
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APPENDIX C

Case Screening

Included in this appendix are the primary screening forms currently
being utilized by the Prosecuting 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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KALAMAZOO COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE

WARRANT REQUEST & DISPOSITION

. TOBEPRINTED OR TYPED REQUEST DATE
REQUEST:  §Y REQUESTING OFFICER —
DEF. MAME DEF, 1.D.NUMBER REQUESTING OFFICER POLICE AGENCY COMPLAINT NUMBER
DEF, ADDRESS REQUESTED CHARGE
m FEL. []
mis, ]
DEF, PHONE DEF, D.D,D, REQUESTED CHARGE (Z) FEL. [:]
mis, ]
LOCATION OF CRIME
JAILED .
DEF. STATUS: RELEASED - COMPLAINANT PHONE GATE OF CRIME
NOT ARRESTEDL)
CRIMINAL HISTORY: COMPLAINANT NAME
NCIC ATTAGHED O wnNorvcuHeckep 1
LEIN ATTACHED O requestep [ COMPLAINART ADDRESS
LOCAL RECORD ATTACHED [
STATEMENTS BY DEFENDANT 1
c.p.A, OFFENSE: ves[] wno [ resscren ] orat ] wriTTEN [] noT TAKEN [

OFFICER COMMENTS:

E] CHECK IF FURTHER INVESTIGATION HAS BEEN COMPLETED,

[} pisPOSITION REVIEW REQUESTED

70 BE PRINTED OR TYPED
DISPOSITION: BY ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR (AND C.P.A. IFNECESSARY)

WARRANT DENIED [}

REASON

1. NO CRIME (ELEMENT MISSING ORCLEAR DEFENSE]  [SECONRD COUNT!

5. OTHER CHARGES PENDING

D0D0O0O0D

2. INSUFFICIENT PROOF OF IDENTITY
3. COMPLAINANT MUST BE INTERVIEWED

PROSECUTION NOT DESIRED BY COMPLAINANT REFERRED TO C.P.A. L] NOT REFERRED [

6. OTHER (SEE BELOW]

WARRANT AUTHORIZED [ ] FEL, [1 wis, {1
NOTE CHARGE IF ALTERED

WARRANT AUTHORIZED AND
FURTHER INVESTIGATION ORDERED [

PRIOR RECORD [ VIioLENCE [

NOT LbcAL RESIDENT [L] OTHER [SEE BELOW) [

KEEP CASE AND HAVE
WAITING PERIOD D COMPLAINANT COME TO OFFICE D

EXPLANATION:

ANTICIPATED CHARGE:

CHECK FOR:
PRIORITY PROSECUTION D

CUF-02 WOLVERINE PRESS

DISPOSITION DATE

sSBM L__]

Origlnal - Pollce Copy  Yellow - Prosecutor Copy
Pink - C.P.A, Copy Gold - File Copy

BY

ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR
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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.

A total of five points (verified by references) from the following:

RESIDENCE

3
2
]
1

Present address one year or more,

Present address 6 months, OR present and prior 1 year.
Present residence 3 months, OR present and prior 6 months.
Five years or more in the Grand Rapids Area Counties.

FAMILY TIES

3
2
1

Lives with family, AND has contact with other family members in
area.

Lives with family, OR has weekly contact with family in the Grand
Rapids area.

Lives with a non-family person.

MEANS OF SUPPORT

3
2

1

Present means of support 1 year or more (job, spouse's job, ADC,
school, pension, or social security).

Present means of support three months

OR: present and prior six months,

OR: reguiar employment through union membership,

OR: disability or work compensation.

Current job or intermittent work.

Family

Savings

PRIOR RECORD

No convictions

One misdemeanor conviction

Two misdemeanor convictions, OR one felony conviction

Three misdemeanor convictions, OR two felony convictions
Failure to appear in court

Four or more misdemeanor convictions, QR three or more felony
convictions.

LS/BO/wdj
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“STATE OF MICHIGAN-6YST “DISTRICT COURY !
} Hall of Justiue. 333 Monrue Ave.. N w s Grand Rapids Hichigan 4'1502 j
Ptsver IName T, fi
o Sex/Race
AA e
Age . _Dos CPlace . L
313
Status S MM D Sep. How Long ‘ . )
. Owns/Buying/Rents/Resides at: iPg.No. _ Inc, No. = 1B,
1
Street e {Interviewer ___ Date
9,0
2ip . Howtiong . 1Arrest Charge ' Date __
WA i Arcaign.Charge o bate -
Phone __Other . lAmended Charge . Date
Prior Address . o dudge -
With _How tong ,:‘Def. Atty. = .
i !
Years in G.R, Area CALoRDeR i
g8
FAMILY AND REFERENCES:
RELATIONSHIE CFULL NAME _ADDRESS AND PHONE _ SEES HOW OFTEN
313
2t S - . . e e e e o e
11 T o - o )
oo 7T T ) o
| J [ . e e o et e et ot e et ot e
| | SOURCE OF INCOME: JOB FAML‘( HELFARE SOC SEC ADC UNEMPLOYMENT NONE
! | Qm oo hpprox Xémnth, e et e
313 - o
[ dPresent L. - Position | HHQ! long ..
2
Poferior Position . Howlong ..
L
? ;Prim‘m__ e e Position How Long
010
: ;PREVIOUS RECORD AND/nR PENDING CASES _Source, Ck by Date
1 GUFFENSE . PLACE SENTERCE .
22 !
L : e e it et e e e N
§ L. . . 1
20 j 3
-]i -1 i Crmm T - T
20 -z | N T TERM,
f {PROBAT [ON/PAROLE OFFICER & COURT___ o DAYE .
i
{ OTHER INFORMATION & COMMENTS:
TotiTot
Int Ver
Pis iPts .
i RECOMMERDATION: {Cirele) ROR  BAIL  OTHER ST > + I —
(Space below this 1ine for judge or bailif use oniy)
JUDGE PLEA BAIL § ROR
BAILIFF FINEJJOAIL PSI _REQ? DATE
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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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bP 2.10 (9/71) (Docket) (Indictment)#

SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE REPORT

P Defendant Age Date of Birth / /
i Last First MY. ffo. Day Yr.
i Convicted of _ P.L.8
3 Custody Status: Bail ($ ) R.O.R. 0 Jail ]
Jail Time Credit As of
Counsel ‘
Original Charge Date of Arrest
: Other Charges Pending (including probation and parole violations):
{ "~ ' Charge . Court/Agency Status

Prior Record: Aduit O Juvenile ;7 None [

Arrests Convictions JD/PINS Adjudications _
No. No. No.
Most Recent Other Offenses Disposition Date of Disp.

(Attach Fingerprint Sheet for
Additional Items)

Address
Street . Apt. No. City/Village/Borough
! Time at Present Address Addresses Past 2 Yrs.
1 , No.
gh Resides With Marital Status
Number of Children Age Range

Provides Support (or care) for

Occupation Wage §
i - : : Per Wk.
i Present Employer How Long
Y : , Last Two Years: Employers , Amount of Time Unemployed
i No. Yr.~-Mo.
;i ' Other Source of Support
L Education: Highest Grade Special Training/Skill
. Current Education/Vocation/Other Program
4 ! Military: Draft Status Branch Type of Dis. Date
Sy : Youthful Offender: Eligible o Ineligible o
o . Certificate of Relief from Disabilities: Eligible ] Ineligible 3
;é‘ : i INFORMATION VERIFIED: Age Other Charges Pending Prior Record
2% . , | Address _ Present Employment Education Vocation/Other Program
| Military____ Comments on Verification:
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DP 2.10 (9/71)

NAME :

REPORT PAGE 2

DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT OFFENSE

(Docket){Indictment)#

CODEFENDANTS

(Name) (Status)
EVALUATION
RECOMMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL): Youthful Offender: Yes No

Certificate of Relief From Disability: Grant _ Refuse__ | -
SENTENCE:Unconditional Discharge[fonditional Discharge[Fine[ProbationLommitment[]

Special Conditions:

Defer

. o . ot e
L s o, P

R T

Date Prepared: Signed:
Probation Officer
Approved:
. Director/Supervisor
Probation Case #
Sentence and Date:
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V. SOURCES OF FURTHER 'INFORMATION

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
pubTications, 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, "A Systems Approach to Com-
prehensive Criminal Justice Planning," Crime and Delinguency, Volume
17, No. 4, October 1971.

McIntyre, Donald M., "Impediments to Effective Police~-Prosecutor Rela-
tionships," 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," 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 Assistance 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 I11inois Law Forum, 1965.

Nationa]vAdvisory 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,
University of I1linois Press, Chicago, I1linois, 1973.

Hamilton, William A., and Work, Charles R., "The Prosecutor's Role in
the Urban 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.

Merrill, Dean C., "Accelerating Reform in the Courts Through Technology
Transfer,“ Inst1tute 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 Evaluation," 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-
1y, 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-
jal Discretion,” U.C.L.A. Law Review, Volume 19, 1971.
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Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., Pretrijal Screening in Perspec-
tive, Washington, D.C., 1975.

California District Attorneys Association, Uniform Crime Charging Manual,
1974.

Davis, Kenneth C., Discretionary Justice - A Pre11m1narx71ngu1ry, Uni-
versity of I111no1s Press, Chicago, I1linois, 1973.

Institute for Law and Social Research, PROMIS Briefing Series - 2. Case

Screening, Revised, July, 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' 0ffices, National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, March 1973.

Miller, Frank W., Prosecution: The Decisjon 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, 1971-1972, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1973.

Freed, Daniel J., and Wald, 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 I1linois Law Forum, 1965.

Moriarty, Francis J., "Pretrial Release Succeeds in Santa Clara County,"
American Bar Assoc1at1on Journal, Volume 61, July 1975.
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National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Corrections, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1973.

National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, Pretrial Re-
lease with Supportive Services for "High Risk" Defendants, Davis, Cali-
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 Vera
Institute of Justice, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim-
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 Abbreviated Presen-
tence Investigation and Short Form Report in the Office of Probaticn
for the Courts of New York City (as 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, May 1972.

SELECTED OFFENDER PROBATION:

Glaser, Daniel, Routinizing Evaluation: Getting Feedback on Effective-

ness of Crime and Delinguency 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.

K]ockarg,_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 the 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.

1

National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, The Volun-

teer Probation Counselor Program - Lincoln, Nebraska, Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration.

National Volunteer Parole Aid Program, Volunteers in the Criminal Jus-

?;;g System: Rights and Legal Liabilities, American Bar Association,

Orland, Leonard, Justice, Punishment, Treatment - The Correctional Pro-

cess, The Free Press, New York, 1973.
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