
... ~ '., 

J.), 
, .. .. .. '"' .. ' 

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF POLK COUNTY 

WITNESS COORDINATOR PROJECT 

Submitted to Iowa Crime Commission as required 
by Special Condition #2 of grants' 

#702-76-04-770b-33-ll and 702-76~04-7700-33-04 

Prepared by 

Central Iowa Area Crime Commission 

June 10, 1977 

" 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



f:t 

· . 

OUTLINE 

I. Introduction - history and justification 
- objectives of initial and subsequent grant 

proposals . 
- program components of initial grant proposal 

II. Process of Implementation 
- observations from on-site monitoring 

"escape clause" regarding full program 
implementation 

revision vs. continuation 
why the second employee was not hired 
conclusion 

III. Program Impact 

A. Methodology for assessing impact 

B. Step-by-step analysis of predicted vs. actual impact 
and results 

C. Functions of Witness Coordinator not anticipated in 
initial grant application 

- re: improving witnes.s satisfaction 
- re: services provided to prosecutors 
- re: function as police/court liaison 

D. Interviews with persons having knowledge of impact 
of Witness Coordinator proj:ect 

IV.. 'Conclusions 

V. Appendix 



EVALUA'1!.ION OF 
POLK COUNTY WITNESS COORDINATOR PROJECT 

INTRODUCTION 

This project was approved by the Iowa Crime Commission 

to begin operation 7-16-76. The purpose was to address the 

problem relating to inefficiency in coordination of witnesses 

and the resulting poor atti~udes on the part of witnesses toward· 

the criminal justice system. Two categories of witnesses are 

recognized within the program: 1) criminal justice personnel, 

and 2) .non-crimipal justice personnel serving as prosecution 

witnesses. 

The criminal justice witnesses, while viewing court 

time as part of their job, still become very frustrated with 

poor sched~ling, lack of coordination, little advance notice, 

and general inefficiency as relating to court appearances. Such 

frustration as indicated in the initial grant program, is 

increased when a "good" case is dismissed due to poor scheduling 

or no scheduling of necessary witnesses. 

Non-criminal justice personnel, due to confusion, the 

costs pertaining to appearing in court, and the general lack of 

education in preparing the witness for court, frequently complete 

their~rience as witnesses with a less-than-optimum performance 

and a lingering negative attitude about the inefficiency and the 

injustice of the criminal justice system. 

The court itself experiences problems pertaining to the 

lack of witness coordination, cases being dismissed and cases 

being delayed and continued due to poor coordination and the resulting 

failure of the witness to appear. 
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A program was designed using the Wayne County, Michigan 

exemplary project - Witness Coordi.nator Program - as a model. 

Both criminal justice and citizen 'witnesses were to be coordinated. 

Objectives were as follows: 

1) To increase witness satisfaction with the criminal 

justice process. 

a. All witnesses will be given at least 48 hour's 

notice by telephone of impending court appearances. 

b. All witnesses will be given instructions to appear 

at the witness coordinator desk prior.to the 

court appearance. 

c. Witnesses will be notified when they no longer 

need to appear and will be given the reasons 

fo;r that change. 

d. Witnesses will be informed of the names and 

phone numbers of persons they may call with 

questions and concerns about their role as 

witnesses or of the case in which they will 

be testifying. 

2) Unproductive time of witnesses will be decreased. 

This was to be measured in terms of number of 

wi tness'es who appear as requested and not testifying 

when asked to appear~ Specifically in terms of police, 

this will be measured in terms of the number of hours 

spent in the courthouse as witnesses. 

3) The proportion and number of witnesses not appearing 

will decrease,~ 

4) The number of continuances based upon failure of 



3 

, 

witnesses to appear will decrease. 

5} The number of dismissals based upon failure of 

witnesses to appear will decrease. 

The program designed to meet these objectives was to 

include eight prima,ry components: 

1) Telephone Alert Program. This was to be accomplished 

by volunteers trained and supervised by the witness 

coordinator. Tasks wi'chin the 'relephone Alert Program 

were to be: 

a. Notification of witnesses by phone of ,when to 

appear at the courthouse for hearings, trials, 

'dispositions, etc. This information would be 
, 
supplied by volunteers at least 48 hours prior 

to, the specified time, for court appearance. 

b. Screening requests be give'n "on call II status 

as witnesses. These witnesses who indicate, 

due to special hardship or job requirement, 

i.e., physicians, that they have very limited 

time available, would be referred to the witness 

coordinator. Telephone numbers where they could 

be reached at any time of the day of 'their court 

appearan,ce would also be taken. The witness 

coordinator would determine whether the witness 

could be placed "G~ call." If the witness qualified 

for "on call" status, his name and phone number 

would be held at the witness coordinator desk on 

the date in question, to be called approximately 

one hour before he would need to appear. If the 
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witness did no~ qualify, he wou~d be called 

to notify him of the required appearance time. 

4 

c. Witnesses would be notified, upon a case dismissal 

or dropping of charges, that: they would no longer 

be needed as witnesses and why. This information 

would be supplied by the witness coordinator, 

as gathered from the police, (on dropped charges) , 

the county (on dismissed cases), or the county 

attorney's impro.ved charge analysis unit & 

d. Witnesses were to be notified, at any point that 

the case is resolved through plea bargaining, 

that they would no longer be needed, and why. 

This information would come through, the witness 

coordinator, from the 'county attorney. 

e. Witnesses would be notified and re-scheduled 
I 

when a case was delayed or continued. This 

information would come through the witness c:oordina-

tor from the county attorney's office (if bE!fore the, 

originally scheduled time) or the bailiff (if during 

the hearing or trial). 

f. The witness coordinatQr would serve as a police-

liaison with the county attorney's office regarding 

specific c~se-related questions or concerns. 

2) '''On Call" Telephone Alert System. The "on call" system 

would be particularly geared to police officers and 

other witnesses who have special need to remain on ,the 

job as long as possible prior to the court appearance. 

The witness coordinator volun'tee~s .we·re to have phone 

numbers at which the witnesses could be reached immediately. 
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The volunteers would keep track of the witnesses' 

schedules and a specific witness on the stand so that 

they could alert the "on callI! witnesses at approxi-

mately one hour before they would be called to 

testify. 

3) Witness Coordinator Desk. The physical visibility 

of the desk will be implemented if and when the 

second priority group becomes a part of the witness 

coordinator's process. The witness coordination 

desk was to be set up in a highly visible place 

on:the third floor of the courthouse with a large 

sign indicating, IIWitness Coordinator Desk - All 

Witnesses Please Sign In.1I The witness coordination 

desk was to be manned by volunteers trained and 

supervised by the witness coordinator. The volunteers 

were to be responsible for the following: 

a. Maintaining a log. Witnesses would sign in and 

out using this log. 

b. Cailing "on call" witnesses approximately one 

hour prior to required app.earance. 

c. 'Answering in person or telephone inquiries 

re~arding the status or process of' cases on 

th~ day in questi~n. 

d. Greetj.ng of witnesses. The desk volunteer would 

infol~ each witness of where he should be, 

whet~her he should wait inside or outside the 

cOl;irtroom, etc. 
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4) Courtroom Witness Schedules. A blackboard was to be 

placed outside each courtroom and maintained by the 

bailiff. Information would be placed on the blackboard 

regarding progress of the case for the benefit of the 

witne~ses in the witness coo~dination program. 

S) This aspect of the program was to centralize the source 

of more technical information regarding cases. In this 

regard, the witness coordinator, rather than the volunteer, 

would be responding to questions of procedure, case 

disposition, etc. from both police officers .and citizen 

witnesses. Literature disseminated to witnesses would 

include telephone numbers for the witness coordinator 

and explain him as a source for this kind of information. 

6) Witness Information Cards. Witness information cards 

were to be developed, printed for distribution to potential 
) 

witnesses. These cards were to include the following: 

a.That someone would be contacting the witness regarding 

when to appear (by telephone). 

b. That someone would be notifying the witness if he 

·was no longer needed, i.e., case dismissed or plea 

accepted. 

c. That the witness would be contacted for desposition 
. 

if needed (and explain what depositions are), where 

the witness should go when appearing at the courthouse. 

d. Who should be called by the witness for answers 

to questions and concerns regarding the process of 

being a witness and a number by which information 

could be secured. 
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e. Who the witness should call about questions or 

concerns about the case itself (the county attorney's 

phone number would be listed here) . 

f. Information regarding any payment for appearing in 

cO,urt. 

7) Criminal Justice Coordination. The witness coordinator 

was to be responsible for coordinating the witnesses, 

the witn.ess process, with police, prosecution, judiciary 

and ancillary court personnel, the goal being to reduce 

"court time" drain on law: enforcement offiqer's time. 

8) Witness Orientation • 
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PROCESS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

On-site monitoring was performe~ on this project on 

January 11, 12, 13, 1976. 

The appendix of this document contains a copy of that 

report (see appendix, pages 23-25). At that time, it was 

determined that the project was fully operational pertaining to 

criminal justice witnesses. Ibwever, although the witness coordinator 

was employed on July 16, 1976, the second phase, pertaining 

to civjlian witnesses was only partially eliminated. 
• ~·"'W4"'.l:;... ,_. 

In this regard, it is significant that phase II, the" 

program relating to citizen-wi t:"2sses is considered optional 

by the following statement in the originai grant application: 

Whereas, criminal justice personnel have first priority 
in implementing this project, all efforts at contacting 
witnesses will be directed at those individuals. To 
do so will allow the coordination staff to actually 
"feel out" the workload. 'If it is ascertained that the 
staff is effectively meeting the goals delineated in 
this application as they pertain to criminal justice 
personnel and if it is deemed valid that these same 
numbers of people can contact non-criminal justice 
personnel, then we shall begin an endeavoring to contact 
those individuals who are of second priority. (Page 5 -
Initial Grant Application: "Method of Implementation") 

It is further observed that all references to program 

details were excluded from the grant application approved to 

fund the project beginning November 1, 1976. Page 13 of the 

application, Impact and Results section, summarizes those areas 

where Polk County expected to impact its witness coordination . 
via this program: 
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1) To increase witness satisfaction with the criminal 

justice process. 

2) Witnesses would be notified within a minimum of 

48 hours, of a scheduled court appearance. 

3) Witnesses would be notified when they would no 

longer be needed as witnesses. 

4) Witness information cards would be distributed to 

potential witnesses. 

5) Unproductive time of witnesses will decrease. 

6) "Court-time" of police witnesses would decrease. 

7) Dismissals of cases due to failure of witnesses 

to appear would be decreased. 

A lesson in grant administration is apparent for ,the 

crime commissions: 

CIACC should have viewed the &pplicationfor funding 

the witness coordinator, for the period beginning November 1, 1976 

to be an upward revision of the ipitial application - including 

the same goals, objectives, implementation, etc. as the initial 

application. The Iowa Crime Commission staff, not agreeing that 

an upward revision of the initial grant was the most desirable 

of the two options, approved the project as a continuation. 

No references to objectives, program, etc. are included in the 

continuation except the generalizations stated in the seven (7) 

statements above from page 13 of the application. 

It is therefore technicallY appropriate that the November 1, 

1976 - July 15, 1977 period of the project not be required to 
. 

include such details of implementation as were referenced only 

. ' 

in the application for initial funding (July 16, 1976 - october 31, 1976 

and not referenced or included in the "continuation." 
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(See Appendix, page19~ for cover letter from CIACC application 

for the period beginning November I, 1976.) 

Pertaining to implementation, as defined in the October 1 -

July 16 application, it appears that the project has to be 

considered 100% ,operational except that the clerk has never 

been employed. The main justification for the inaction appears 

to be the feeling on the part of the witness coordinator that 

additional staff, not justified by the workload, was unnecessary. 

However, in written communication between tbe CIACC office and 

the court administrator, the following in'" 'l!:;' (';'on ''las ,expressed 

(Frank Leon~ardt letter dated 2-3-77, Appendix, page 26). 

1. Personnel. It is true that we have not hired a 
, . clerical support person for the witness coordinator. 

We have not done so due to the scope of the project. 
As the witness coordinator began implementing the 
project, he did not believe it necessary to employ 
an individual in that capacity because the workload in 
terms of written communication did not justify the 
need. The Court attempts to not expend money unwisely, 
therefore, we have not filled that position. However, 
the courts and the new Polk County attorney are looking 
toward an expansion project within the upcoming months. 
The expansion of the project will necessitate the employ
ment of the clerical position authorized in the grant. 
We foresee further contact with private citizens which 
will certainly call for expanded clerical support. 
Becaupe of our impending expansion of the project, I 
herein request that the Clerk II position be continued 
in the grant budget.' '., 

Summarizing the "process of implementation," the following 
appears to be significant: 

1) The witness coordinator was hired on July 16, 1976. 

2) He fully implemented the grant-i.ncluded steps toward 

coordinating criminal justice witnesses with some 

adaptations from the specific scheme wi thin the appli-

cation. 
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3) A clerk was not employed to assist in witness 

coordination becam;e at the stage of development of 

the project to this date, it was not judged to be 

necessary to carry out those aspects of w~tness 

coordination which have been addressed. 

4) As stated above, the~ citizen-witness was given a 

lower. priority in the initial appliqation. Services 

given to the citizerll witness (including victims) 

have been minimal. 

While consistent with the "lettE!!r"of the initial gran~, which 

allows exclusion of the citizerll ~itnesses as being of lower 

priority, it is the opinion of this evaliuat6r, utilizing that 

prerogative of the armchair quarterback, that had the clerk been 

employed and been given the refilponsibility for implementing 

(under the witness coordinator"s supervis'ion) the 'citizen witness 
. 

section of the initial grant p:r:ogram, it would have resulted in 

improved citizen coordination and appreciation of the justice 

system. 

Someone has observed, ",Law enforcement is not a game 

of cops and robbers in which the citizens play the trees." 

With this continued prolblem of neglect £or the victim 

and other citizens who 

(by neglec~) when they 

too oftEan become only further victimized \ 

must be involved in' the 'criminal J' usticeJ . , 
~ ;. 

system, it is the hope of this writer that the process of imp Ie" , ' 
I 

menting services to citizen witnesses, 'though slow in getting 
.. 

started, will become a p~ogram as fully carried Qut as the 

coordination of police witnesses. 

. ..-;-
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PROGRAM IMPACT 

Methodology 

In attempting to measure (objective) and judge 

(subjective) impact of this project, fhe following methods 

were utilized: 

" . 

1) Questionnaires were mailed to Polk County police 

departments on four separate occasions to determine 

any changes in the police-witn~sses' attitude 
" 

and experience in the court. f 

2) On-site monitoring was conducted by CIACC staff 1 

3) 

to determine degrees of implementation of various 

program components and attitudes of court personnel 

toward the witness coordinator and his program. 

Personal interviews were conducted with police, 

probation officers, assistant county attorneys 

and others to deb~rmine what ef~ect the wi tne~s 

coordinator has had on,the court f~om various 

perspectives. 

4) Data co~pile~ by the Des Moines'Police Department 

personnel department was studied and analyzed regarding 

, the relationship between hours in' court. by Des 

Moines Police Department personnel before and after 

the witness coordinator project. 

5) Court data from Polk County was compared with the 
. _.'" 

hours in court to determine any possible relation-. 

ship and impact of the witness coordinator project. 
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Realizing that other variables are impacting the system at 

the same time as the witness coordinator project, information 

concerning the processing of criminal cases in general, with 

emphasis on changes in procedUres, was viewed with concern for 

interrelatichsh~ps. 

Predicted v~., Actu<;tl' J;mpact and Results. 

The following consideration of program impact relates 

to· specific projected impact and results statements listed on 

pages 13 and l3a. of the initial grant application. While not 

all the information is gathered from this source, we. are relying 

heavily for measurement of impact on a series of questionnaires 

'. mailed to Polk Cou,nty police departments for completion by officers 

who had served as witnesses during the previous months since the 

last questionnairea The witness coordinator was employed July 16, 

1976a The questionnaires ,were mailed onlthe following dates: 

#1 -.August.17, 1976; #2 - October 15, 1976; #3 - January IS, 1977; 

#4 - April IS, 1977. 

Program Objective #1 - Increased Witness Satisfaction 

Question #9 states: "Are you satisfied ~lo1i th the present 

court witness system?" 

The first questionnaire reflepts strong d:Lssatisfaction 

75 -"No" answers out of 90. The second questionnaire I two months' 

later, sh~ws positive change - 67 "No" answers oui; of 98 (an 

improvement of +15% in favorable attitudes).' 

Questionnaires #3 and #4 indicate a continuing imp.roved 
::0-

attitude by the ltprofessional"- witness. The 4th questionnaire 

indicated' only 38' "No" answers to the quest~on, "Are you satisfied 

with the present court witness system.?" In summary, the "No" 
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responses started with 83% in August, 1976 and by April they 

had decreased to 51%. This appears to be the most positive 

indicato~ of witness system satisfaction. 

Witness Notification Within 48 Hours of Trial Date 

14 

ConcerI).ing the above "48-hour objective," the questionnaire 

includ~s the following: 

1. How long prior to trial did you recieve your subpoena? 

The first questionnaire, when tabulated, yielded an 

average of 7.23 days. The second questionnaire reflected an 

increase to 11.6 days. The third changed the questic;m so that 

it reflected only maximum days before trial and minimum days before 

trial. These averaged: Maximum - 14.5 and minimum: 2.4. The 

fourth questionnaire, date.d April 15, 1977, reflects an average 

maximum of 12.1 days notice and an average minimum 3.5 days. 

This reflects a very significant increase in the average minimum 

number of days. Unfortunately, the average maximum and average 

minimum, while serving the purpose of the coordinator, especially 

regarding the minimum, does not give an accurate picture of average 

time of notice before trial. It does appear safe ~o say that 

the time of notice before trial has been extended significantly 

and.a clear indic~b.ion that the goal of 48-hour notice has been 

exceeded. 

Wi tnesses Notified ivhen No Longer Needed as Wi tne?~. 

The Questionnaire gathered relevant data with the 

following: 

4. Have you waited to testify and then found that 

disposition has already been made? 
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Questionnaire #1 reflected 66 "Yes" answers and 28 uNo".~ 

Questionnaire #2 reflected 80 "Yes" and 18 "No" answers, 

or an increase from 70% Yes answers in the first questionnaire 

to 81.6% Yes answers in the second questionnaire. 

This, if it'is a true reflection of fact, shows a 

significant worsening of conditions. It is possible, however, 

that, having recently filled out Questionnaire #1, the officers 

had cause to remember and emphasize their negative experience. 

There were 101 responses to the 3rd questionnaire. There were 

63 "Yes ll answers and 38 "No" answers. This reflects an improve-. . 

ment with only 62% indicating that they had to wait and were then 

told the case had been settled. 

6. Have you appeared to testify and found that the 

case had been continued? 

-The first survey.(Questionnaire'il} tallied 87 "Yes" 

answers and 14 "No" answers. The next survey shows an improvement .-

78 "Yes n and 21 "No" answers. The third questionnaire reflects 

a continued improvement, only 63 "Yes" answers out of 101 responses. 

Those indicating that they appeared and then found the trial had 

been cont'inued went from 86% in the fi.rst questionnaire to 78.7% 

in the second, to 62% in the third questionnaire. The fourth 

questionnaire in?icates that 61% showed up to testify in court 

and then we~e informed that their case had been continued. 

Quest,ionnaires indicate a significant improvement ove,r conditions 

that existed previous to the coordinator's efforts. 
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Witnesses Information Cards Distributed 

Copies of various materials distributed to witnesses 

are inclpded herein. See pages 11-18 of the Appendix. 

Unproductive Time of Witnesses Will Decrease 

This aspect of project impact relates to the civilian 
, . 

witnesses who, had the program been fully implemented, were to 

register at the witness coordination'desk upon arrival'at the 

courthouse. " When the trial in which they were participating 

was concluded (or their part in it, at least) they were to sign 

out. Since the U civilian II phase of the proj ect was not fully 

implemented, this portion" of the impact is not applicable. It" 

is impossible to determine any change which may have occurred 

in the time spent in the courthouse by civilian witnesses since 

a) no record was kept prior to the wi t"~ess coor~inator project, 

and b) during the proje~tts time frame, the citizen witness 

components (including "witness desk") were not fully implemented. 

Regarding the attempt to reduce the number of prop~rtion 

of witnesses who appear, but are not "called to the stand," this 

does no"t appear to be a factor which could be affected by the 

witness coordinator, since the prosecutor determines who will 

be subpoenaed and also which of those~itnesses who have been 

subpoenaed will be called upon to take the stand. Therefore, no 

such information was kept, and none is available ," for ouI.' 

cons~deration herein. 

Court Time of Police Witnesses Will Decrease 

According to information submitted by Des Moines Police 

Department from computer printouts of court time per pay period, 

Chart I was prepared. This chart (see page16~) depicts total 
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*Upon study of this information it was judged to be unreliable 
since a great number of on-duty personnel either did not use 
the log or registered both their arrival and departure in 
advance of the actual departure time. 
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cases per month and witness fee hours per pay period so that any 

trends might be observed (see also Chart II - page 1Gb. - depicting 

witness fee hours plus on-duty witness hours). 

It is important t~hat these data be clearly understood. 

"Court time" as reflected here only includes "officer witness fee" 

time. Such is defined in Appendix, page 31,1 as compensation 

for such time as the officer must spend in court on days off or 

holidays. However, since the "officer witness fees" are computed 

on a basis of a minimum of two hours, and ~t is either standard 

hourly pay (first day of regularly scheduled absence) or time 

and one-half (second and thereafter), the data probably do not 

serve any purpose as a parameter of increased efficiency in 

witness coordination (see note on Chart II about an-duty court tine records). 

This objective was considered in the questionnaire with 

the following (question #3): "How long have you waited at a trial 

prior to testifying?" 

. Questionnaire #1.' (Question not included) 

#2 High: 24 hrs.;· Low:' 1 hr.; Avg.: 4.59 hrs. 

#3 High: 12 hrs.1 Low: 1 hr.; Avg.: 3.32 hrs. 

#4 High: G hrs.; Low: ~ hr.; Avg.: 2.6 hrs. 

A dramatic improvement is indicated by these data. 

Dismissals Due to Failure of Witnesses to Appear Will Decrease 

Appendix, page 30 is a copy of a letter from Scott Crowley 

to Frank Leonhardt, which points out the following issues relevant 

to this objective: 

a} The initial grant application which addresses cases 

dismissed due to failure of witnesses to appear 

stated, "Some 'good' cases in the past have been 

dismissed due to witness failing to appear. Approxi

mately ten cases a month were dismissed in Associate 
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-Court for this reason." (Page 13, Impact & Results) 

b} The witness coordinator functions primarily in 

District Court. He has worked to assist prosecutors 
. . 

in Associate District Court only in exceptional cases. 

c) In'contacting several ass~stant county attorneys, 

there was no rec6l1ection of cases being lost in 

District Court due to the failure of witnesses to 

appear. 

It app~ars that the objective of reducing the number of cases 

dismissed due to the failure of witnesses to appear was inappro

priate for a program which functio~s primarily in District Court, 

s~nce the problem appears to relate mainly to Associate District 

Court. 

Continuances Due to Failure of Witnesses to Appear 

It seems "almost impossible" to 'get a criminal case 

continued due to the failure of prosecution witnesses to appear. 

A Decrease in the Ratio of Pending Cases is Expected (Comparison 

will be made between total cases to December 31,1975 and 

December 31, 1976. 

TOI'AL & PHIDIN; CRIMJ1ilAL CASES - POLK CD. CDURI' * 

Year Jan. 1 Total Filings 
% Over 

Disposed Pending-l2/31'One Year Old 

1975 

1976 

1,716 

1,660 

2,865 

3,423 

*Information from Supreme Court Adm. Office 

1,660 . 

2,025 

7% 

8% 

Pending cases represented 56.8% when compared to total filings 

for 1975. At the end of 1976, pending cases repre'sented 59.1%. 

There is little change in the percentage, but th~s indicator is 

of questionable value as a parameter of success for the witness 

coordinator project. 
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Functions of Witness Coordinator Not Anticipated in Grant Application 

In order to improve witness satisfaction, the witness 

coordinator, in addition to contact with witnesses by letter 

(see Appendix pages 11-18 for items included in letter to 

witnesses), also communicates with the witness by phone after 

the trial regarding disposition. Since the witness often appears 

and then leaves without knowledge of a trial's conclusion or of 

sentence of the person(s) who are judged to be guilty, this is 

a service which fills a long-standing gap. 

Numerous services are provided to prosecutors in addition 

to coordination of witnesses. These services include, but are 

not 'limited to providing information about police offic~rs, . 
'civilian witness, police methods (the witness coordinator is a 

retired police officsr who had a distinguished career according 

to several of those interviewed during the px'oce:ss of preparing 

this evaluation, preparing forms and legal documents relating 

to witnesses) . 

Services are also provided to police officers and 

departments beyond that of witness coordination.. The witness 

coordinator ·a:ttends the fort~ightly meetings of the Polk County 

Police Chiefs. In doing so, he has opportuni'ty to function 

,as a court-police liaison or at least a liaison between the 

county 'at~orney and the police. During the course ~f gathering 

information from various criminal justice agency heads regarding 

witness coordinator evaluation, it was learned that the witness 

coordinator is looked to for general information regarding the 
, 

county ati;.orney's office. 
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Interviews 

In an attempt to assess other-than-police opinions 

of the witness coordinator program, several' criminal justice 

officials were contacted using the form on page Sa. of the 

Appendix. 

20 

The following questions were used and comments gained 

in that process: 

1) "Are you familiar with the witness coordination 

p.roject being conducted through the Polk County 

Attorney's Office?" 

If there was any reason to feel that the person being 

interviewed was not familiar, the interview was te,rrninated. 

2) "Are you aware of any changes in the coordination 

of prosecution witnesses which have'occurred since 

the program was initiated?'" 

Most often mentioned were the following: a) No longer 

being called to witness during vacation; and b) Better notifica-

tion to'witnesses (sooner than before). 

3) "Can you suggest what could be done to improve 

witness coordination?" 

The most frequent response was an additional staff 

person who ,could on occasion perform leg work for Crowley. 

4) Specific criticisms of the program were solicited. 

Most had no criticismo Two ~xpressed some. One of 

these, it was discovered, does not receive services for his 

special unit from the witness coordinator. All witnesses for 

this program are coordinated directly by the attprney who is 
.. 

special prosecutor for this unit. 
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The other criticism was "that plea bargaining (when 

such occurs) should be shared with the officers involved in. the 

case." 

5) The following question was asked which was an attempt 

to "cross -examine" the person being int~rviewed: "Do you have any 

specific commendations for the program?" (A 

previous question was purposefully vague when it asked 

I:::oncerning "any changes." These could have been for 

"worse" as well as for "better~" 

Most of the responses were covered in the first question 

(above) under "changes." In addition, the following responses 

. were recorded: 

1) "Proper choice of personnel. Crowley is detail-minded 

and doesn't give" up." 

2) ''Witn~ss coordinator follows 'through. " 

3) "Has done a good job much to my surprise. I was 

prejudiced against a police officer being successful 

in that role." 

One police special unit was interviewed by mistake. The 

mistake relates to the fact that witness coordination for this unit 

.is not being conducted by the witness coordinator. However! since 

this was done and the results are so clearly in contrast to the 

other i~t~rviews, the information is significant in that the unit 

serves as an. informal control group. This is "due to the fact that 

a special prosecutor is assigned to the unit and he handles 

his own witness coordination. 

If the group is viewed as a control group, the following 

pre-existing (before witness coordinator) conditions still exist with. 
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this group of police officers whose witness coordination continues 

to be conducted as it was in the past, by the prosecutor. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Concerning the "process of implementation," the witness 

coo~dinator grant varies substantially from what was described in 

the initial grant application. While the specific language of 

the narrative assigns a lower priority to the citizen witness, 

this "lower priority" has implications in light of the failure to 

employ the second staff person, keep a log, establish a witness 

desk, witness information boards outside the courtrooms, etc. It 

appears that professional criminal justice personnel is still 

oriented toward running the system for the convenience of the paid 

employees without consideration for those who pay the employees! 

Admittedly problems exist which make the complete imple-, 

mentation of this project difficult, but for the sake of an 

efficient system and ~or the 3ake of those who enter the system 

as victim-witnesses, it should be completely implemented to include 

as thorough as pos~ible an orientation of and service to the citizen . -
witness as well as the police witness. 

. .. ~ 

The absence of a log for all police witnesses to use for . ~ .' 

signing in and out causes a serious absence of data whi.ch would have 

presented an accurate parameter of impact in increasing the 
~ . : . . 

efficiency of coordinating police witnesses. 
I •• ", " .. 

The data which Polk County employees suggested as a 

SUbstitute -for the log is a log maintained by the clerk of court. 

In~ormation from this log is kept by the personnel department of 
.' 

the police department and does not appear to be- accurate for the 
..... : < 

following reasons: 
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1) The amount of time entered in the log in most cases 

is two hours. This two-hour amount is in the negotiated contract 

between ,the police officers' association and the oity (see 

Appendix, page 31), as minimum time (show-up time) for appearing 

in court on regularly scheduled days off. it appears that it may 

be the practice of signing in and out at the same time in an 

effort to eliminate the need to go back by the clerk's office 

to sign out. 

,2) One month, September, 1976, appears to have been, 

for all practical purposes, lost. September, 197:5 account~ for 

370~ hours while the same month in 1976 only records 17.5 hours. 

" . 3) The officers frequently forget to even use the log and 
, .. 

therefore it does no,!;: document the total number of hours in c.ou~t 

(See Chart II and Appendix, pages 32ff. ) • 

. Concerning those aspects of the'program which have been 

implemented (considering that only one of the proposed two-person 
"" \1-'. , 

staff members was employed, and the more innovative aspec~s of .. 
'. ", 

the, citizen-related program were not attempted), it is impressive 

that there appears to be --

a. excellent choice of personnel, 
I , 

b. dedication to solving the problem of police-witness 

utili~ation by the witness coordinator, 

c. optimum rapport between the witness coordinator and 

his working associates, both in the county at~orney~s . " 

office and the many state and local law enforcement 

bodies contacted during the course of this evaluation • 

. :; • .!' ... : .,:~ 
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The period of time during which the witness coordinator 

project has been operational has been one in which there has been 

a significant increase in criminal cases, within the Polk County 

Court. comparing the ten months from the employment of the wi tnes'~ 

coordinator to the same months in the 'previous, year I there is a" 

38% increase - July, 1975 through April, 1976: 1,576 cases; 

July, 1976 through April, 1977: 2,134 cases (see Chart I). 

During calendar year 1976 the Chief Judge reported that 

1,100 felony charges were filed and of these 1,093 were disposed.1 .. 
Trials accounted for 1,990 of the totale 

The above, while not directly referencing the witness 
, . 

coor~inator, helps set the stage for the envi~onment into which 

he was placed when employed July 16, 1976. 

According to the attached three-page release (pages 27-29 

of the Appendix), the Polk County court docket was "current" on 

January 1, 1977 with only six cases remaining unassigned for trial. 

The Chief Judge, in the same document, credit? this re'versal' from 

past trends in part, to efficiency by the county attorney. While 

it is not possible to prove a direct, cause/effect relationship 
. . 

between the work of the witness coordinator and this "new-found 

success," there is ample eviden~e containedw~thin this document 

so that one may credit the witness coordinator with' some responsi-

bility for improved efficiency. 
- . . . , .... 
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The Questionnaire 

The police-witness questionnaire assessed the changing 

experience of police officers toward the witness system. Ten 

questions were asked. All of the ten questions could be answered 

either "Yes" 'or "No~" Nine of the teri questions appear to deal 

with issues which may reflect directly or indirectly on,the efficiency 

of the witness coordinator. They are considered as follows indica-

ting positive or negative outcome: 

1. "How-long prior to trial date did iou recieve your 

subpoena?" While the witness coordinator changed 

his method of sm~arizing data after the first questionnaire~ there 
. 

appears to be every indication from' the questionnaires' 'that 'there 

was a significant increase both in the maximum number of days 

preceding trial and the average minimum number of, days, 'before a 

trial for receipt of subpoenas by police officers (see analysis 

on page 14) ~ 

Questionnaire #1 
#2 
#3 
#4 

H01,1 Long? Av. Max. 

7.23 days 
11.6 
'14~5 

12.1 

DAYS 

Av.Min. 

. ~ , 

2.7 
'2}4; : 
3.5 
. I.

t 

2. "Have you been notified by phone to appear in court 
. • I '" i , I " I .: • ~ 

There was an obvious improvement with each successive questionnaire; 

" 
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3. "How long have you waited at a trial prior to 

testifying?" While this question was not on the first 
t 

questionnaire, there is a dramatic reduction in the maximum time 

spent waiting and in the average time waited as reflected in 

three questionnaires. 

Max. Min. Avg. 

Questionnaire #1 NA 
#2 24 hrs. 1 hr. 4.59 hrs. 
#3 12 hrs. 1 'hr. 3.32 hrs. 
#4 6 hrs. ~ hrc 

An obvious improvement. " 

4. . IIHave you waited to testify and then' found that' 

disposition had been made?" 

Yes . % Yes No 

Questionnaire #1 66 70 28 
#2 80 81.6 18 
#3 63 62.3 38 
#4 52 . 65' 28 

I, 

.. 

While there is imP:t:0vement in questionnaire answers for both the 

3rd and 41:h questionnaires I there is an obvious decline in. efficiency 

for the time period assessed by the October 15, 1976 questionnaire'. 

There is no explanation for this except that the other data for 

October, 1975 are also inconsistent with trends. There ,appears to 

be some variable which has failed to come to our attention 

(see Chart I). 

5. "Have you been notified that you were needed in court 

but had not-received a subpoena?" 

Yes % Yes No 

Questionnaire #1 74 71.8 29 
#2 68 68 32, .. 

. , 

#3 Sl 50.S SO 
#4 39 48.7 41 

; 
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6. "Have you appeared to testify and found that your case 

had been continued?" 

Yes % Yes No 

Questionnaire #1 87 86.1 14 
#2 78 78.8 21 
#3 63 62.4 38 
#4 49 '61.2 31 

:;::nprovement is i,ndicated in this catego.ry (see also discussion 

of objectives - "Increase witness satisfaction and witnesses 

notified when no longer needed as witnesses"). 

7. "Have you been notified by subpoena or otherwise to 

meet with the prosecutor and found him not available 

for conference?" 

, . 
Yes % Yes No 

Questionnaire #1 29 31.2 64 
#2 33 33 ,67 
#3 33 . 32.17 68. 
#4 22 28.6 55 

. . 
No identifiable trend is visible, nor i$ the change significant", 

~ <0. •••• I • 

It is apparent as well, that this problem is one over which the 
l i', t .. 

witness coordinator has little control., It is one, however, that 
~ .; 1· 

is understandably.of concern to those who wish to .improve witness . ,-
coordination, impr~ve ~ttitudes toward the court ~nd'bring about 

basic busi~esslik~ efficiency. 
'*, !' • 1 

It is difficult to imagine an 

attorney in private practice who could sustain his clientele if, 
J .' " ! 

. ~,,' 

he frequently ~id not meet his appointments wit~ cl~ents. It a~~ears 
• !t . j-, 

that without, the profit motive ,simple pride or the desire for cJ,,: .. 
professional standard of performance·do not in themselves bring 

about the same 167~~1 of performanGe'. 

, , 

, -~ 



8. "Have you received a subpoena that would cause 

conflict with your vacation?" 

Questionnaire #1 
#2 
#3 
#4 

Yes % Yes No 

(Not 
60 
36 
31 

available) 
60 40 
'35.6 65 
38.7 49 

28 

There is a decrease in the number who are called to testify on 

their vacation. Later, in the discussion of telephone interviews, 

there is more commendation of the witness coordination program on 

this subject than any other. 
." .. .' .' .. , , 

9. ,IIAre you satisfied with the present court 

witness system?" 

Yes % Yes No 

Questionnaire #1 15 16.6 75 
#2 31 31.6 67 
#3 27 27.8 70 
#4 36 48.6 38 " 

A definite improvemen tis indicated in this"category which 

measures officer's attitude toward the'general subject of the' 

court and of witness coordination in 'particular ~ '. Since this 

question invites expression 'of the traditionaily ariti-court police 

bias, it is significant that the improvement in attitude is not 

only maintained, but'increased through the 4th'It;testioririaire. 

To the extentthat'this' program'has'"bee;n'implemented, 

it has performed well, , to 'the satisfaction and f iiibreased 'effi'ciency 

of the coordination of' police wi ~ness'es.: It' apPears 'to have' -':: 

established an improved liaison b,etween the county attorney's 

office and police agencies. It has also begun to serve the needs 

for informing the civilian witness. 
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It is recommended that if funding is continued via LEAA,. 

it be required that police witnesses log in and out and at the 
,:io 

end (or near the end) of each day, the witness Goordinator contact' 

any witnesses who failed to sign out, in order to enter the proper 

time in the log' and maintain credible ,data for assessment of 

future impact. 

,. 

It is further recommended that the second person be employed 
" 

and, under the supervision of the witness coordinator, assist in 

implementing the balance of the,yet-to-be-tried components of the 

civilian witness coordination. 

The areas now not ~eing coordinated by the witness 

coordinator project, i.e., MANS Unit cases, Associate District 

Court', should be included in the work of the witness coordinator 

staff. 

Future evaluation should include complete (every month 

and every pay period) data, which could indicate trends with mote 

validity than a study with the limitations of this preliminary !' 

evaluation •. 
. . 

A control group might be considered in comparing the 

Associate District Cour,t where there is no witness coordination 

project. The control group potential of the MANS staff (not , 

I " 

• f 

.',' 

~ 

, . . : f' , 

by witness coordinator). is suggested b~ thi~ ,::~.' 
I" • ..", 

currently ,coo?=,dinated 

documeJ:?,ti however, the small number of witnesses ,involved would 

limit the reliability of data. 

, " 
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1/ . \UTNBSS COORDINATOR QUBStr'IONNAIRE 
! . 

" , 

This is a sub'jective questionnaire and answers to the fo~lO\"'ing 
questions are requested with the idea of improving the system. 
Si9ning this guestionnaire is not necessary. . '. 

1. Hm., long prior to trial date did you receive }:our.subpoena? 
Number of days. '. 

' .. 

.... . .. \, ~ .. , .... '. 

2. Jlave you been notified by phone to app.ear in court without .' 
prior notice? 'Yes No ,.', .; .t.: ... ~.; \ •.•••. : .. :,. ...• 

3D HO\'1.10ng· did you'have to wait at a trial prior .to te.stifying? 

:. I • .... t· . 

4 .. Have y'ou ,.,ai ted to testify and then found that disposition 
had been made at. a prior time? . Yes_ No ~ .. " . ." 
How long the wait? ----- ',;' 

r,,' . . 
5 .. ' Have you been notified you were needed in 'court but had not 

received a subpoena? Yes No .. 
• 

'.' 
"'.\. 

6 •. Have you appeared to testify and found that the case had been 
continued? Yes No ---. 

7.. Have you been notified by s.ubpoena or otherwise to meet ,.,i th 
the prosecutor and found him not available for conference at 
the appointed time? Yes' . No If yes I ex~lain_~_--:-__ _ 

,'. 
B. Have you been issued a subpo~na that ''1ould cause. conflict \.,rj,th 

your vacation? Yes No.' If ye~ explain . .-
e' •• 

90 1\reyou satis.f;ied ,.,i th the present cour't·\>/itness syst.em?; 
Yes No If -no' explain ' . . ... 

.. 
10.· If the~e' a-re l?rob1ems not listed l?le~se expound belo\'l. ,'. 

.. !: 

.. 

':7hen cO::1nletecl re turn to you.t' co.mTilan~ing of'fieer and he will f.o):-·· " 
'::arc1 to th is of £ ice. 

, .. I.·.. ! I . ~. '. . 

.• 'of 

t'; • I 

, ' 

" 

. : 

'. 

. . 

. "1~ .. ... ' 

, 
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, 
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. ..... 

I 

'I 

I 

" 

" 

.. 

" 
': 
,I 

.\ , . 
I' , 

I· .. 
It 
I· 
I! 
II 
I j 

I' 



- - l~D V f::!nU.Jt.:lJ: I...J, ':',.J' J 

\ .. , 

2/ 
WITNESS COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE #2 

.. I ! 

The following is L~e result of the 2nd witness questionnaire· submitted 
to Polk County Law Enforcement Agencies. The findings are based on 100 
forms that were returned by ~~e agencies. 

1. How long prior to trial date did you receive your subpoena? 
Number of days. Maximum Ninimum 
Average maximum. 11.6 87 Ans. 
Average minimum. 2. 7 66 Ans. 

2.' Have you been notified by phone to appear in court without prior 
notice? , 
Yes 65 No 33. 98 Answers. --.' 

3. How long have you waited at a tria~ prior to testifying? 
~Max£mum hours. High 24, Low 1. Average 4.59. 90 Answers 

:,J 

4'~' ~Have you waited to testify and then found 'that disposition had been 
, made • 

. Yes. 80 No. 18 98 Answers. 
," . . 

SG .Have you been notified that you'were 
_ '. eived a subpoena? 

needed in court but had not rec-. 

.. Yes ~ No 32 100 Answers. 
., 

6.' Ha'!e you appeared to testify and found that the case had been contin
ued? 

.. ..... 

7. 

8. 

Yes 78 No 21 99 Answers. 

Have you been notified by subpoena or otherwise to meet with the pro
secutor and found him not available for conference? 
Yes 33" No 67 100 A..'1ST,.;ers. 

Have you been issued a subpoena that would .cause conflict with your 
vacation? 
Yes 60 No 40 100 Answers. 

I • 

9. Are you satisfied with the present court witness system? 
. ~es 31 :No 67 98 Al"lswers. 

10. Do you have problems with the court system not covered by the above? 
:No __ Yes, Explain See separate page", . 

This questio,nnaire ~yas slightly different. than the first. (B-;t 7-76). More 
of, the questions were based on the yes or no answer system. Because of 
the change in questions it will be ·a little more difficult to make a cem-

. parisen in the questionnaire. It is hopeful that the. next .questionnaire will 
reflect the witness program more accurately. 
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Questionilaire #2 

10. • Problems not lis~ed. 

'" 
Ha\'i~g Cm~n'!:y F.ttor·:-.ay s::.y, "I only got the case an hour ago." 
Would li~Q dispositio~ O~ cases. 
t':ould .1 :tk·~ !?:~:e-t::iaJ.. cC':1zerences. 
P~CR tha£ co~=t is !nte~est~d in cases only for the convenience of the 
com: (-,S. 

Courts too inconsis~a~~. 
Woula like confeience Drior to trial. 
Co~pJ.aint o~ loss ~~ t~o F~ob~hle cause sheets between Polk County jail 
arJ County Atto=:1eys o~iice. 
I':c':'<,1 ~:.:,ak.e \::.? in Co\.:nty ;'"~torne:ys office. 
Pailura o~ Co~nty A'!:tO~~9y to meet with offi6ers prior to trial. 
Bad Coun~y Attor~ey. 
Cas~s no~ fully pros9cu'!:e~. 
CQS8 bnrgai~~~g withc~t ~oti~yi~g officers. 
Court Loni8:. i:.. 
Arrive at CO"UT.'t anc. fine. t~at defendant had pled.· 
Don't like court on vacation or day off. 
F2,~lR Co~~ty Attorne~ naking effort at coordinating Court appearances. ~hould 

. L~clud('~ d~p05i ti:JT'.s. 
:';0 prer;eration O:-l cases. .' 
.Con·tinua1:ces ::or o:f'::::e=s :-.. ard to get. 
Co:trt in':.,,~r.fe:::-es \d t~ sc(:c'ol. 
College c'~flict5 wi~~ co~rt. 
W~uld lihc ~o~e adva~ca' ~0ti~a. 

,(. . ... "', .... 

Continuan~e at co~~an':ence o~ defendant. 
1~:;}'I,;:~\ to cor:.e to t~;:: C~)'~r.ty ;..ttor~eys office and don't knm'l '~'lhich'~ne to se!2!. 
D~)n' t knc~'i \~'ho is ;:~i1::U.:..:-.g case and \'lhich Cour·t room. 
DisOrgnni~ation, lo~ wi~ness fee, minimum fines and sentences, little rc
g<J;""rl£or ~;icti::1, dc':c=:::-o:::l 5e:1tenCeS, non uniform.i t.y. in j'udges ,. continue .. :ccs 
f0~: clefen1ants I 'no case pr(::paration by assist county Attorney. ' 

~~'l witne3S ~~e -,L"or hours -DQn~ 4n court - - .::>., _. I.. ... • 

Deferred s~ntences, =~nes low, 'judges too lenient on assaults, an Police 
of.ticers. 
Kot noti~ied 0: dis~issa15 
\·:oul.c1 J.i}~e to have disDosi tiol1s. 
C t " A+-t·"·"",,,,· h:::>'- •• -::., .!., ........... t 'ted t 1 . t h t 1" It N t t O'(ln .... . t .• _ u_ y •. c:~ o':>a",~. L.;.e:r a ... e.mp 0 ·oca e you U··'. ,cou C:ln • 0 rue. 
Should con~a=t offlcer on disposition. 
Cmm'ty Attorne:i~ has not had pre-trial conference which resulted in embarr..,. 
aSsm'2ilt. 
Too m:..lch 
Sl~bpoena 

tine to 
\·dtness 

get disposi'tio;}. 
they cQn't intend to use. 

'l'hC:!I:e "!ere 39 no ans~';e= 5 to .t~is question. 

_f' J.' 

. . 

... . f., . ,'" 

, • .' ttl 

34 . commem:t$:, , ~3, AnsW£?Xs .• , 
: I ~ .' •· .. ;'._t,· !:.:' "'!; .• ' <00 

, .. 
... 
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,4/ ~\I:l:~=ESS COO~DINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

~~~l~e f.c>ll(Y.'1.i..ng is tr-.e :::-esul t of the 3rd \-li tness ques'l:.ionnaire ,submi t'ted 
to Polk co~~ntY' La.;" Er~:':>:cce::ien.t i\.gencics. The findings are based on 101 
forms that 'were re~~~~ed by the agencies. ' 

2. 

. 1 it, <0. II ,. 

lION long prior to trial date did you receive your subpoena? 
Number of days. !·~a:d::i'.l."'i\ • Hinimum 
l\Vm:agE-~ ma:d~nu::-,. 1';' • 5 

'Aver'age minimuri1. 2.4 

llave }'OU been r,oti::iec1 
no'l:.ice?-

by p:',one to appear in court \.,ithout prior 
j ,', 

'Yes 46. 'No 52. 98 AnS. Improvement. 

3. 1l0\'/ long have yo:.:: "';aited at a trial prior to testifying? 

~ . 
1'>laxi"1Uffi hours. Eiqn 12,'LO".·, 1. Average 3.32. 95 Ans. Improvement. 

Have yO"J. \-lai tec~ 
}nude? Yes. 63. 

:;-,... .... "'sl-i-F'" _w l..._ -- .... .1 

Ko. 38. 
and'then found that disposition had been 
Ans. 101 Improvement, •. :.," .',',,, ' ... 

5. Hnve you been notified that you were needed iti court but had not rec-

6. 

7. 

eived,a subpoeca?' ~ 
Yes. 51 no. 5~. 101 Answers. Improvement. 

Have-you appea::ac' to testify and found that the case had been con-
t.i nucd? 
Yes 63. ~10 • 2§.· 101 Ans'.·,ers. Improvemen·t. 

" . ': . 

Have you been ~o~ified by sub~oena or otherwise~o meet with the 
prosecutor and fo~n~ him not available for confe~ence? 
Yes. 33. No. 63. !.Ol Answers., No not.icible improvement. 

, -- ' . 
8. Have you recei~ed a subpoena that would cause conflict with your 

vacation? 
YGS. 36. ~;o. 65. 201 p.~ns\·;ers. Improvement. 

9. Are you satis fiec'! "'ii th the present court witness system? 
Ye~.~. ~;o. 71). 97 Ans\Y'ers. No improvement. '. " . 

10. Do yoti have proble::ls \'1i th the court system not, .coyered,by the. above? 
~lo. 67. Yes, :S:.:?lain See separu'te page. 

'l'his gues,tionnaire asks the same questions that \'lere submitted on quest
i.onnaire ntlmb~::::- 2 C-~":)verrJJar 15, 1~>76). The answ'ers, overall, sho\-1 an 
J.mp.t'o;rEm,ent over the past three months. . ':. II.: 
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10: Problems not liste~. 

county Attorney not prepared to try cases. 
Haven't subpoenae~ the corj~ct witnesses. 
H\.\v(.~n' t cXtlminG!cl the evidence. 
Don't have the ability to try cases. 
t';i tneB~, fees rediculous. ' 
B8ing in court,way too early. 

,t. . I I , I I " ;. I 

Ill£orma tion on subpoena not sufficient to locate recor.ds. Expedia).,l y 2nd 
off':ms(~ OMVUI., Difficult to locate tlttorn(:!y handling the case. (ne:£) 
D~!f0nSe stipulates ,to BCI reports. Prosecutor requires appearanco. 
~·~o\J.ld like liCI lab. case number and County Attorney handling case. 
Reducing charges on good cases. 
Losing cases because of negligence of County Attorney. 
Deferred sentences. Lawyers nnd judges disposition without state witnesses. 
cour.t date ''lith officer in mind. 
Subpoena, pay systen-t confusing. (Dt-1PD, should'look at:. R & R.) 
Problems wi th subpoena in traffic court.. (Assciate District, C(;:>t~rt) , " 
Ob~jec·t,s to being called .. ·,hile off duty to be ask9cl,. ,abou't cases. 
S'lbpoi'.!T1aed on days off. ' 
Days off and in court. . ... ','; : !". "1' 1'-, " , 
Defr~rr(;!cl sentences and ot.her dispos1 tion on casas without going to court or 
conau~ting with officers. , 
County Attorney does not always talk over case,s prior to going to court. 
~\ihe'n. court.: called off officers should be no tified. 48. hours, if\ .advan~. 
considcru tion of hours \'lorked by o:Efic':~rs and pay. 
D,~p""lsition hearings 'Ni thou I: arrangemen'!;: for \-li tness fee. , 
Co~cnsoions for defendant without regard to prosecution witnesses inconven-
ienG~ night shift, days off etc. I '. ,. ":: •• ! ~ .... 

pi)C~,t' scheduling for night shi,ft ,officers., , 
Subl.'oena at 8:30Ai"1 and no one available at the' ti~e •.. (COll,l1,ty. Attorney) 
A t corney fails to brief for trial. " 
\':~li,ting to testify while jury is picked. , ,:' i I " . 'I 

Deposi tion ht=arings and no't being paid at the tinie and trying to' collect 
In t.nr. . 
Problem~ with conflicting subpoenas ,(out'of town one, (State» 
Need more time on subpoenas, be~ter planning on appearance time. 

,There ''lere 67 No anS\'ierS to this question. 33 cornmen-l:s. 100 Answers 
" 

• i. ' 1-' ••• ~ f ,. > • J 

You will nqte that S0me of: the comments seem confusipg.". These comments . 
"lere not. cdi ted but listed as given. Some of the comments al:e understand
able and:are determined to be from 'certain en~orcement aqencies. ~le pur
pose of listing all comr~ents is to, s11o<,\' ,t:hefcelings oj: 1:.1)ose. ,sl.'\hmi t;l:iny. 
'1'he number of comments are 'about the 'same as .t;llos<f .giv.en, QJ;l,th~',pr.ioij quest.-
.ionnair.e. There is an increase. tn court system sa'tlsfaction~ 

~ , ~ ~, I • 

'. 
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5. WITNESS ,COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

"", The following is the result ~f the 4th witness Questionnire submitted 
to Polk County Law Enforcement Agencies. The findings are based on 97 
forms that were retUJ:ned by the agencies. Kleven were returned with no 
answers because the nubrnitting officer had not· been in court since the 
last questionnaire W<lS submitted three months ago. B6 returned with ans. 

1. How long prior to trial date did you receive your subpoena? 

Minimum Numb'er of days., 
Average maximum. 
Average minimum. 

Maximum 
'12.1 

3.4 
76 Ans. Decrease in number of days issued. 
65 Ans. Incr~ase in'number of ,days issued. 

2. Have you been notified, by phone to ~ppear in court without prior 
notice? 
Yes. 34. No. 43. 77'Ans. Improvement. 

3. How long have you waited at a trial prior to testifying?' 
Maximum hours. High 6.,. Low ~. Average 2.6 .. 7.6 Ans 0 Improvement. 

:;r . 1 

4. Have you waited to testify and then found that disposition had been 
made? Yes. 52. No. 28. Ans .. 80.. No noticeabl~ imprqy?me,nt. 

5. Have you been notified that you were needed ,in court but had, not rec-
eived a subpoena? , ", I, .;, 

Yes. 39., No. 41. Ans. 80ti No no~icable ~ifference. 

6. Have you ~ppeared to 'testify and found that, the qase hap peen con
tinued? 
Yes. 49. No. 31. Ans .. 80.. No notice:able difference. ' 

• .I.. \ • t t, 

7. Have you been notified by subpoena or otherwise to meet with the 
prosecutor and found pim not available for conference? 

8. 

9. 

Yes. 22. No. 55 ... Ans".77 NP not:i'ceiable.improv~ment. ' ... I 

Have you received a subpoena tha~ would cause cqnflict with your 
vacation? . , 
Yes. 31. No. 49. Ans. 80. No ~oticeable improvement. 

Are you satisfied with,the present court witnes~ syst~m? 
I, 

Yes. 36. No. 38. Ans. 74. Less satisfaction with the witness 'system. 
, '. f 

10. Do you have problems with the court system not covered.by the'above? 
No. 57 .. Yes,. Explain~:, 18, -- 'See ,separa te page. I # 2.. ' 

.. : 

This questionncdre asks the same questions that were subini tted on quest
ionnaire number 3 (January 15, 1977). The answers, overall, show little 
change in the previous questionnaire. Questionnaire #3 $howed an improve
ment over #2. However on question #9 there was considerable change re: 
satisfaction with the witness system. The answers were about even compared 
to 27 yes and 70 no answers~in the previous 'questionnaire. This is a con
~using statistic. 

... 



. , . Sal . 

,TO BE COMPLETED BY CIACC STAFF DURING TELEPHONE OR PERSONAL INTERVIEW. 

Introduce self as CIACC staff person working on evaluation of 
Witness Coordination Project. 

1. Are you familiar with the-witness coordination program being 
conducted through the Polk County Att.orney's Office? 

2. 

3., 

(You may have to briefly explain that the project started on 
July 16, 1976 when a former-Des Moines police officer was 
employed to improve the coordination of police and civilian witne~ses 
for prosecution. If person being interviewed is still unfamiliar 
mention name of Witness Coordinator: Scott Crowley. If still 
unfamiliar, thank person and terminate conversation.) 

Ask if person being interviewed is aware of any changes in the 
coordination of p:r:'osecution witnesses since' the pX:0'=!ram was 
initiated in July of 1976. List changes: .. \ . 

Ask for suggestions re: improvements in the existing-witness 
coordinatior.L program. - List s~ggestions: .. '. . - ': :! 

4. Ask for specific criticisms of the program. List criticisms: 

5. Ask for commendations of 'the program. List them: 

.' . 

6. (This is just to make sure'#5covers known positive 'results.)' 
List any improvements whfch you 'feel'have resulted from the' 
initiation of the witness coordination project. 

. -' 
f \' 

\ .... ,<' .' : 
I t. ,', '. ~. .. • • • 

7.. category Of person -interviewed: police __ ~o~_e-qu;~R~~., 

. defense .attor~ey ~j udge_'_-:'_oi:h~r ~. 
8. Date completed~ ______ ~ ______________ _ 

9. Interviewer's initials 
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From: scote E. Crowley 
Witness Coordinator 

. 

, .' .. 

'£0 : Chi~fs of Police, Directors, etc. 

Subj: Witness' Coordinator P~o~ram 
, '. 

August 17 I 1976 1" 

, , 

',. 

. " 

Polk 'county,has adopted' a ~'7itness Coordinator program for the.':·purpose 
'of eliminating certain problems encountered by witnesses in the Court 
sy'ste~.· " .' ... 

For putposes ofthi~ project the ~itnesses,are divided into two groupii 
Criminal Justice Personnel and Non-Criminal Justice Personnel'who are' 
a~ting as prosecution witnesses. 

Criminal Justice Personnel i.e. are those 'directly employed by an 
agency involved in the adjud~cative process. These persons are in 
the first priority of the.program~ . , , 

The following points will be impJ,emented in a plan.' to use witnesse~ 
more effici~ntly. ' 

1. Give adequate advance notice for trial. 
, 

2. Eliminate unnecessary waiting to testify. 
. , 

3. Check ~n a~ailabilityof wftnesses prior to' trial date. 

4. Operate as liaison between the police and Polk County pro-
secut,ing attorneys. ' ' 

, " 

5. Minimize ,"in court" time not on the witness stand. 

6. No,tify officers who have received subpoena's when the de
.' fendant pleas prior to trial date thus eliminating an un

necessary trip 'to court. will also make officer' aware of 
defendants plea and sentencing date when possible.-" 

.. : " 
7. Develope "on callI! system for police officers on-duty 'dur~ 

,ing court hours 'or a,vailable a l: l)ome when nol: o!l duty. . , 

By implenting the above program it is h6peful that fe~er cases will 
be dismissed for lack of police prosecution witnesses., ~lso there 
should be fewer cases continued on the part of ~he ptosecutor~ 
The total program shoUld increase witness satisfaction with the, 
Criminal Justice process. 

If I can be of further help in explaining the ~rogram pleas~~eel. 

! 

t' 

free to contact me in the County Attorneys off~ce V' /~:(' J 
.-1 (/' } ~ 

Encl:l ./</,021 ~-, ~ ,~ 
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September 1,.1976 

" 

From: Scott E. Crowley . 
l'litnes$ Coordinator 

To; Polk county ~ttorney 
(T;rial Attorneys) i' 

SUbj: Aids for Prosecutors 
(Re: Police Witnesses) 

The purpos~ of the Witness Coordinator program is to o9sist 
the prosecutor in contacting witnesses for pre-trial confcr-' 
ences, doposi tions, <lnll cour I: room t.c:;; t.imony. 'l'hci pro!J.l:um 
also will benefit the police witness by giving reasonable 
advance notice by subpoena, eliminate subpoena when witness 
is on vacation or military leave, and cuI: down on "court time" 
not on the witness stand. . ,.,' ','.~ 

• '., I" 

The lvitness CoordinatoF·has· the information which is avail~ . 
able_to prosecuting attorneys as an aid concerning police' 
witnesses. The Witness Coordinator will on'req~est: . . " 

-
1. Contact witness for prosecuting attorneys on an "on ~all" 

basis. ' Generally these'people could.'be 'at home after 
working on 1st or 3rd Watch. Also those persons who are 
working the 1st Watch and could be contacted by phone ,or 
radio. 

2. Check working schedule of police officers prior to issuing 
, subpoenas. Thus deter,mining if off,icer' is available: " He 
may be on vacation or military leave. This information is 
usually. available to end of following month •. Sometimes as 
much as 30 days in ad~ance. . 

3~ .Coh~act police witnesses £or pre-trial conf~r~nc~ ~lth'pro~ 
secu tors e' ' ,,' " ',.' .' 

4. Notify officer~ who have been subpoenaed for trial 'and case 
disposition made prior to trial. Thus eliminating,officer 
reporting for trial without'having knowledge'bf·disp6~itton. 
'L'his .information must be furnis'hed' by pr05Cc.mi.:O.l."" "'I' '. 

'1'110 above aids arc aV<liluolc 'I:or n;08 L: 1m,,' Cl)'.torCCI\l:en t:.' agcllciLis' 
in Polk County. "rhose depa~tments not' 'in currant 'file may ,also 
be contacted when necessary. ' , . 

I • 
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e' September 3, 1976 . , 

From: Scott E. Crowley 
Witness Coordinator 

To~ County Attorney 
(Triai Attorneys) 

Subj: Problems Concerning Police Witnesses and 
Remedial Suggestions. 

, 
1. Short·notice 'on r~ceiving'subpoenas. 

(Planning ahead on part of pr~sccutor~) 

20 Long waits'prior to testifying at trial. 

, ' 

,(Use the "on call" system of notifying witnesses when poss
ible. Generally would be effective when police personnel 
are 'oJorking a day watch and ar.e able to be contacted by phone 
or radio. could also b~ used if 'knowh locatioh of officer . 
when off duty.) . ' ':~', 'I 

J. Witness not appearing in court. 
(Did he receive' a subpoena? Was 6e on v~catioh?Did he' 
just disregard? By having closer contact with the police 
wifness this problem should be eliminated.' Check prior to 
t'rial date for stat\,ls of police witness and his availability 
to testify. Give advance notice that there' ispo~sibl1it~ 
of trial on particular date~, This co~ld'be done by:phone.) 

4. Not notifying \oJitness when not needed. Ca::?e "disposition" 
made prior to trial date. " 
(When di~pbsition is made on case contact the police witness • 

. This should be done after subpoena issued and 'prior to d~te 

.. 
~ , 

of trial. Also if arrangement has been made verbally ,by Assist. 
County Attorney to appear a.ld disposition has 'been made.') 

", I .t • 

5. Not notifying witness in case of continuance or delay of case. 
(Assistant County'Attorney should notify witnoss as soon as ' 
possible after aware of a continuance or'delay of 'trial.) 

The Witness Coordinator is available to aid the prosecutor in 
contacting' witnesses' and may be used for this purpose <. ": ', .. 

" , 

" ' ; , ': .. : ..... :. t' 

.. ' " ' " . 
• ~ • I" .. 

.' , 

" • I ,. I ~ 

:' ... < 

" 

" ' , , 

.' 

0' 

, , 
I 

, 
r 

I , 

J , 
, 

" ,I 
'I 
'I 
,I 

11 
I , r 

It 
t ~ . 

1 

1 

'i 
I 

T 
t. 

1 
L 

I 



" • 
,. '. :9i. .. . '.-.' 

.' 
.W' 

.' , 

,~ 'r . . 

',:v 

.~. r .. . . 
From:' Scott F.. Crowley .1 •• 

Witness Coordinator 

To: I"rank r;eonhard t 
Court ~~ministrator 

Subj: Progress Report 

.. • ~, • 'J. . "~' 

'i,. II 

.... , . ' 

Witness Coordinator Program 

. ' .. ., 
.' . September.10, 1976 '. t· 

• ', ••••• :. • ... 4' • • .' I' :,' ~ ". 
'. ,.~ .. : .... t ~ '.' ... ,. '.'" ~" ! •• "'"., .•. '.,. , ......... ',. • f," •.•.•• 

• '. " 'or, • I .'.' :!,". " • ',' • 
'" •• ~.' 't ,.i .. 1',.-, ':1, .. , { ... - t, "~" ••.. ~ of ~ t '.~":".':I ',,.,'',,'''',. ',' 't", . 

.. , 

" " 
", ~" . .! .......... :. 

0 1 " 

. , 
. ';~ : .....•. '. The "H.tness Coordinator was' employed July '16,'r 1,976. -. 1\'fter . con- . \ . 

'. ference with the Court Administrator space was .. l.ocated in the '. 
.. .. 

. , . . 
" 

County 1\ttorneys office. A desk~~as obttiined·and,a borrowed type
writer for currant use located. The work area is ideal as a close' 
workin9 relationship between trial attorneys and the p6iice is nec-
essary to f~lfill :the purpose of the pr.ogra~.. . .... .. 

o • 

The Grant orovides that the l'1itness Coordinator would serve. as a 
police liaIson with the County Attorney's office ~egarding specific 
case related questions m;··c.oncerns.·;, ..... /. · .. ·::.~·I·'~'···-::·:.·':t::·j~: .. :/I .. I'I.~;·t· :t" . . 

"( 

,. f·t., . ~', ~ ~ . , . 
Judg'es of the Fifth Judicial District have chosen as the fir'st prior
ity of this project criminal Justice PeisonQel. Therefore this re
port \;rill be concerned with impler.lenting this' phase of the project:.. 

..... , . ';'. 7h e second pr ior i ty concern s No~-:~~ imi~a~· .. Jus tice .. ref,s.c;mnc 1 and: w~ll. 
'be implemented at a later date. '. . . ' .. ' ' . . 

.' 
~ 'f~" I j I 

I r '~.I" I' 

Met with Chief W. Nichols of the Des Moines i'olice Department to i!}-
form him of t.he program. . Obtained a copy of' the m1p.D rost,er and be- ::: ..... ~:. 
gan typing 1.X 5 card index of personnel. This information'reElects , 
name, rank, home address,' home phone number and work description.' An .~. 
anticipatory time schedule waG also obtained. ~'This schedu~e. will be. : :' .. 
obtained by the 22nd.of,th~month for the following month. The pur~:~':' 
pos'e of the schedule is to determine vacation, mili'tary l'e'ave ·and 
other days off of officers who may be .subpoenaed .•. This ;i,nfofmation 
should aid. the prosecutor ~n th~ prdce~s.o~ s~bpoen~ing ciff{~ers for 
Jerial, conferences, depositions etc.' .' . ~. , . 

~let vJi th Dob Dernard and purchasing perso.nnel and made arrangt?mlents 

.' 
.: . 

• .. '-0' 
• ,I . ' 

.' 

to ord'm: a typewriter table, type\oJriter, j X 5 carc,l index (double) .... 
and cl1ai]~. 1\lso various supplies such as 3 X 5 cards, paper I etc. ," 
All of the material obtained through requisitions. . " · .. ·:/~:I.' 

. . ~. ..1. I ..... . ." : 'j. .. ••• ~~ t~ .• " 
During the processing of the "index' a:i,ded"trial attorneys in ':r9 cases 
in locating ninty two police witnesses most of whom had been subpoe-
naed. These witnesses were notified as to.disposition on cases and. 
therefore not· needed to testify .. Obtained additional··time 'sheets .. ,'. 
from the DMPP which were not normally submitted to the Polk Coun:\:y' ". 
Attorneys office. Felt that the additional sheets were necessaDY 
because of the involvement of of:Eicers working these. ~nitG •. · 

'" . I •• ' ., ; t.... ..-..' .", ." ,',t . . ,. 

. ...• 
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• 'f 

.. 
I' 

.' , 
~ Contacted the rema1n1ng Chiefs oi police,in Polk County, Polk County 

Sheriff, Director of BCI, Directors of various Units of the DCI, 
such as Drugs, Vice, Criminalist etc. and appraised them of the Wit
ness Coordinator Program •. ·See enclosure for departments, and heads 
thereof. ; I, 

•. . • • " 0:' '.' .... , .. ' 

•• -.I, 

t/ , 

There have been nineteen departments and units' indexed, of which te~ .. , ..... ' • 
have submitted anticipatory time sheets for a total of six hundred ,', ... ;~, 
and seventy five (675) law enforcement personnel. The anticipatory 
time sheets are usually available around the 20th of the month for 

,the following man th. ' This generally will supple information re: vac-' ' 
ation, military leave and other days off up to fory days in advance. 

, Court time and cost of same 'is available through computor'·'f.or "the' ... 
Des Moines Police Department. These statistics have been secured for. 
future reference in evaluating the program. Since Des Moines has the 1 , • 

. " .-.:'" , largest number of personnel, makes more arrests and' therefore" in ' 
court more often than the other representative department~ th~ e~al
,uation of court appearances should be r~asonably accurate;~o far as 
court time is concerned. 

. J • .'. . .' •. ~ 

One of the methods implemented to obtain advance info'rmation on' av'ail
ability of police officers for trial is getting cases ,up to 9,ix weeks 
in advance so that witnesses may be checked for avciilability ab"'an 
early date. The anticipatory time sheets are important to this pro- " 
cess. , This program implemented', August 19th' and ,sE'!VentYi',;S~X':- (7.6) c;::ases 
have been tabulated thus. far., . : , '. , " ,',: .... : ': '\;,:.' :'!:'j" ~"'!' , ' 

. . . I .;.. ., .; .- 01.' •••• "1;. :: 

Spent some time in tracing the subpoena process. 'It is hopeful tl1a,t 

J., •. , ..... 

of .... 

unnecessary subpoenas will not be issued., Thi's can be' accomplished , 
,by checking officers work status, prior to issuing the subpoena. ,Sub- I.':'i· 

poenas in criminal cases are issued by the trial lawyers workin~ ou~ 
of the Felony Trial Section of the County Attorneys of~ice. They 
are then taken to the Sheriffs·office'for service. As one example 
of 'Service, the' subpoenas are taken to the information desk at the Des I'.:i'~;'" 
Noines Police Department where the Sergeant on duty accepts them,": ,~, : 
time stamps ~hem and makes distribution to ,the various division~ and' ,; 
uni ts the officers are assigned. Nhen the officer is given his ,sub;" ',',:~' , 
poena he signs one for return which is placed in the Clerks drawer ,,' ~ .1 
at the information desk. 'When an officer is on vacation his supervi- ., 
sor·indicates same and return both copies, to the information desk." I 

, 'l'he deputy who delivers the. subpoenas pick U,p the "returns" from the '., ' ! 
clerks drawer and delivers them to the sheriffs office .. ' These are' .~ .. ;" 
then retu,rned to the County Attorneys office. It is hopeful :that a. ',', .: 
pre pheck of officer~ witnesses will eliminate subpgenus bein~ ~ssuc~ I" 

to officers who are on vacation or military leave., 7\" tight'e'r. control 
on returned subpoenas from, the shE;!riffs o'££iee 'to. 'l::ile" County ,Atto,rp- ',:'\ 
eys office will be helpful, to the'i:riaL'lawyers by making :them aware' "",' 
tha t the subpoena hucl been served .... The' above process has' pr.oven tl1~, ' ,,:' '. 
best method of serving subpoenas to the Des Moines Police "Department~ 
All other ~ubpoenas are per,sonal' service. ,'. ",';' , .. : .. ", :. "':~ "':':'::: " : .::: 

• '. f' 

It is hopeful that when all of' :,the ' areas: 'Of problems ::are"'correct,ed' ':,', , )' .'::,::;;.:, r 
there should be an increase ,in witness;satisfaction with th~'crimin~, :' ~ ~ 
al justice process. ,': ',: ", ;.;:. i, .: "I":,", .,' .. , , .. ;,.1\',' ,.-
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YOU THE WITNESS 

You are a witness because you have seen, 
heard, or know something about a crime that 
has been committed. If you are the victim, or 
the owner of property stolen, damaged, or 
misused in the commission ora crime, you 
are a complaining witness; the case cannot be 
prosecuted unless you press charges and 
cooperate by appearing to testify. Otherwise, 
you may be an eyewitenss, or other essential 
witness, and your testimony is necessary to 
establish the facts in the case. 

You may not think that what you know about 
the case is very significant, but it may turn 
out to be highly important. Many small pieces 
of information are often required to determine 
what really happened. 

WHY YOU? 

This booklet will try to,answer some of the 
questions you may have about being a 
witness and explain the general procedures to 
you. These procedures may, seem confusing 
and complicated, but without you, the 
witness, and your coop'eration, the police and 
courts cannot apprehend or convict criminals. 

Criminal cases simply cannot be prosecuted ' 
unless witnesses come forward to testify. If 
you think it is important to reduce crime, then 
you will realize that you must also help. You 
have become a part of the system of justice. 
unless you do your part, justice cannot be 
done. " 

t 
I. 

YOU AND THE ACCUSED. 

Understandably, you might feel a bit he,sitant 
about testifying in court. Itwould be far easier 
and less painful, possibly, not to - but then 
the accused might go unpunislieCf and 
continue to commit criminal acts. ' 
Consequently, you' could actually be doing the 
accused a favor by testifying, since it may 
discourage him from becoming a habitual 
criminal. Even though he or she may not 
eventually be convicted, or you feel the 
sentence was light, your willingness to testify 
will have helped bring the defendant to court, 
an event that at the best is unpleasant and, "to 
many, quite fearsome. 

Further, there should be no reason for you to 
be afraid to testify. Interference with a 
witness-by threats or acts of revenge is a 
serious crime in itself and a matter to which 
the police, the prosecutors, and the court will' 
give particular attention and will do their 
utmost to prevent. 

If you have ~ny feare, or if you or your family 
are in any way threatened, immediately call 
the police or (his office. 

SUBPOENA 

You will receive a written notice (subpoena) 
containing instructions about the date, time, 
and the place to appear as a witness. Or; in 
some instances, you may be personally 
inform~ed by a police officer or representative 
of this office. It is your duty to respond to all 

,such instructions to appear in court. Ag?in, if 
you have any questions in this matter, pfease 
contact the police officer in charge o'f the'case 
or the Witness Coordinator. 

2. 

WHAT WILL IT BE LIKE 
TO BE A WITNESS? " 

Since a defendant does not have to prove his 
innocence and cannot be'made to testify , 
against himself, the prosecution must prove 
he is gUilty from other evidence. If you are a 
prosecution witness, the defe'ndanfs attorney" 
may try to convince the court that you are 
wrong, or that your testimony cannot be 
believed-that you are lying or have not 
remembered facts correctly. This process is 
called "impe?ching the witness." If your 
testimony is important, the defense attorney 
may try to impeach you, to show that your 
evidence cannot be valid. Even though you 
are not on trial, you may sometimes feel 
that way. 

APPREHENSION AND AREST 
OF THE ACCUSED. 

The criminal justice process starts with the 
commission of a crime. There are t~ree basic 
routes a case can take in order to be brought 
to court: (1) Arrest of the accused at the 
scene of the crime; (2) arrest based on a 
warrant issued by the court in response to a 
sworn complaint; (3) arrest based on 
indictment by a grand jury as the result of its 
investigation. In all three instances, the 
evidence available must be sufficient to later 
convince the court that there is "probable • 
cause" to believe that a crime was committe(' 
and that the person to be charged possibly 
took part in committing the crime. 

3. 



CONFERENCES AND HEARINGS 

Particularly in serious crimes, you may be 
asked to come to the prosecutor's office for a 
conference or hearing. You will not be asked 
to attend unless your presence is urgently 
needed; therefore, it is important that you 
appear promptly, if requested. 

. 
WHAT IF YOU CASE DOES 

NOT GO TO TRIAL? 

There are a number of reasons why a criminal 
case may be dismissed or dropped by the 
prosecution or the court before trial: None 'of 
the reasons mean that you, the witness, are 
unimportant or unnecessary, or that your 
willingness to tesify is n.ot appreciated. Your 
presence and willingness to testify may be the 
deciding factor in determining what will be 
done in the case particularly in getting the 
accused to plead gUilty .. 

PLEAS OF GUILTY 

The defendant in the case may decide to 
plead guilty. (The plea may· only come at .the 
last moment before trial, often ·because the 
defendant's· attorney is hoping that you, the '. 
witness, wirl not show up, or that" the case 
will be droppea for other reasons. 

4., 

RESTITUTION 

The case may be dismissed by the court or 
the prosecutor if the defendant makes full 
restitution for propeqy stolen or damaged. 
(This can be' a satisfactory contlt.lsion to the 
case for everyone involved) 

OTHER DISMISSALS 

The case may have to be dismissed because 
of some failure of the technical. evidence, or 
because the defendant cannot be found or is 
considered incompetent to stand trial. This 
does not mean that anything was wrong with 
your testimony, however. 

WHAT IF THE DEFENDANT IS 
NOT CONVICTED? 

Whether a case is dismissed or the defendant 
acquitted, you should realize that with your 
help the court has done as much as it could. 
Even if an acquittal results, the court 
proceedings may sufficiently impress the 
defendant to deter him or her from 
c<?~mitting .future crimes.. .' 

We hope that the above inform"ation will 
answer some of your questions concerning 
"the crimi,nal justice process. For ~urth~r 
"information' call the Witness. Coordinator .. 

5. 

COUNTY AnORNEYS OFFIGE 
284-6093 

" 
-

INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR ROLf- AS' A 
WITNESS, WHAT WILL BE EXPECTED OF YOU,·· 
AND A DESCRIPTION OF THE C~IMINAL 
JUSTICE PROCESS. • 

PREPARED BY 
SCOTT E. CROWLEY 

WITNESS COORDINATIOR 
284-6093 
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SCOTT E, CROWLEY, 
\V,r",a'!I COO"DIH .. TO,. 

F/F1'H JUDICt'AL DISTRICT 

POLK COUNTY- DISTRICT COURT :. : ' 
ROOM <409, 
Ii f ' .' 

POLK COUNTY COURl'HOUSE 
, • • i J .. 

DES MOINES. IOWA 50309 

" . 

. 

-" 
. 

• . • 
, ... . " 

, ' 

, ' 

. 
'r .. I.It"HOklL 

.. :t940I!lO~':' 

'. 
" 

Octob~r 20~ 1976 
'. . . 

'John Doe " 
5th & ~lIulb~rry' 
Des NOines,,: IA 50309 

. . , 
Pear 

* '... 

... HE: " State vs ... 

"Case No. 
, " • .. .* , . 

Charge: 

" . 
" 

" '. , ,:, 
',' , .' , , 

. :. 

.. ' . 
This o~fice has filed criminal charges against the above defend

.antes) .. You \,lill be needed as a ':Titness should the case proceed to ' 
: 'trial. 

The tentative trial date is set for October 20,. 1976. ,You ,'rill 
be receiving a subpoena ,indicating the time 'You will be needed to 
iesti~y. Should the defendant plead guilty before the trial date you 
",ill be notified. 

, , 

'.' 

, ' 

'. 
, ' 

.. 

" " ' 

l'le v,ould apprec:i,ate you keeping us informed as to any change5 
in residence" business address" or telephone number. I~you intend .. 
to be out of the city at the time of trial, .please call so'that arran~e-
ments .may be made to reschedule the proceec1ing. . . ' , . . . ,.::0" 

" 

Your assistance as a potential ,'Fitness is greatly appreciated " 
by this o.fi"ice and the citizens of IOl'la.. .' 

f, ". 

" " ' ,. '. Very truly Y,ours ~ " . : 
RAY A. FENTON' •• *. 

bl 

POLK COUNTY ATTORNEY .. : 

Sciott E. Crowley 
Witness Coordin~tor 

" 

" I 

'. 
. '. 
" 
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E!Xhibit "A"-l \'IITNESS LETTERS .. 
DEFEND~jT WITNESS 

f 
e • 

," 

" , I 
.1 
! 
I 

: 

.' 

.. , , ,.-
. : 

. " 
" , ' 

i , 
~------------------~--------------------~<-------------------~-----------'~----------j 

I 
~ __________ ~~ ____________ ~ ____________________ ~ ________ t 

{ 
. .~ 

, .. 

, .' 

. ' . 

--I 
. . , . 

I------.----------:-r-----:------'I 'J 

" 
I 

~----------~-------------+------------~--------------'i 

---:-----------------1r-----------------··-,,·~··-·····~·· 
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SAMPLE WITNESS FORM 

76-10726 

John Doe 
Breaking and Entering 
Trial 2-17-77 

Wit: 

1-5-77 

Carl College, DMPD 2nd watch 
.• 

Joe'Campus, DMPD 2nd Wat9h 

Alex Snooper, Ident~ 

Jack Smart, Det. 

Robt. Dismal 
3217 Ridge 255-6073 

,Wks. Dole's Discount Store 
.7209 Jackson Blvd. 287-4319 

S. Crowley 

OK 
" 

OK 

. OK 

OK 

,. 

I. 
I 

I 

\' I, 
i 

. 
I I ' 
.' . 
i . 
~ , 

__ • __ .... _,. ... ___ .. .:0 __ ..... _ ..• 
1 

" , 

: 
.' " 

, .. ',' 

: . 
, .'This' fo~m prepared, shortly after arraignment'. After, 'availability 

of ''Ii tnesses ar'e' determined and addresses and phone numbers of . 
.0 :. 

.. 

· r 

., 
" 

civilian wi'tnesses are obtained thd.s form is placed in the c'ase: 
file. ".. - , 

". 
, . 

. . , 
'.' . 

',' ,0 

'. ... ~ . 
, ' . . . '- ... 

• t ..... 

. -

••• 

" ..... 
. . .' 

. " 

" . 
", 

" . 

.. 

. . 

" 

, . ' 
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, . 

, , 

J . 
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25 SUGGESTIONS TO A WITNESS 

Dear ci tizen:' ' 

January 14, 1977 
.. .. 

As a witness, you have a very important job to do--important not only to 
us and to you, but most important, to the American system of justice. In 
order for a jury or a judge to make a co~r~ct and wise decision, all of 
the evidence must be pr7sented in a truthful manner. 

You already know that you take an oath in court to tell nothing but the 
truth. We want you to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth. But there are two ways to tell the t~uth. One is a halting, 
st~ling~ hesitant manner,which makes the judge and the jury doubt that 
you are telling all the facts in a truthful way. The other is in,a con
fident, straight-forward·~anner, '~hicy makes the court and the jury have 
more faith in what you are saying. .; 

We have prepared tbefo3:lowing list of 25, time-proven hints"and aids 
which, if followed, will make your testimony and presentation of our 
case much more effective. 

This information obtained from Dick Hathaway, Witness Coordinator from, 
Detroit Michigan. Composed,by Dale Tooley, D~strictAttorney. Wayne 
County - Michigan 

. -

i ,,; ._ 

!. ,"" . : 

I. , I ' • ~.' '. • I ._' .~ :, t - I I ~ ~ .. :: .'" 

.. 
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January ,14, 1977 

.' :.~ ~~ l'.. ", 1; .t . . " :') ',~ : _.: ··;,·~r:· . .J~ ... "" ~.'~*, 
, • • " ':',' I. \ .' ~. • • • ~": .~ ~ 

. 

~iE~TY FIVE SUGGESTIONS TO A WITNESS 
... , .. '.' ... " ~:.~~ . 

, ' 

'I. Before you:testify, try to picture the scene,'the objects there, 
the distcLnces. and just what, happenecl so that you can recall accurately: 
when you are asked. ' ,I 

, If the question is about distances or time, and your answer is only 
an estimate, :pe sure you say it is only and estimate. 

I' -, .. :~ 

2 •. A neat appearance and proper dress in court are important •. 
" "' 

3. Avoid pistracting mannerisms, such as chewing gum while testifying, 
and while takin'g the' oath, stand upright, pay "attention and say "I do" " 
clearly . "',~" " ." '" ;~i, 

:)'),' , .. " : 
. ~. 

. 4 • Don't try to memoriz,e what you are going to say, because your test
.imony will not be as believable to the judge or jury if it is too ~Ipat." 

:;;"0:::;, ~: .. , . 'i'., . . ? .. : . f" • '., ~. ~ 
... 5.. Be serious in the courtroom. Avoid laughing and talking about the . , 

;case in the hallway or restrooms of the courthous~ ilf sUch, a way that: , . 
: a ,juror or defense witness or lawyer may see or overhear you.' ~ 

, 6., "Speak clearly and loudly enough so that the farthest 'juror, can 
, , hear you easily. Remember to talk to the members of, the jury, ,to ,look. 

at the jurors and talk to them frankly and openly, as you would to any 
friEnd or neighbor. 

7. Listen carefully to the questions asked of you. No matter how 
. nice the attorney may seem on cross-examination, he may be trying to 

h"!lIt your testimony. Understand the question, have it repeated if nec
.' "essary-then give a thoughtful, considered answer. Do not give, a snap , 

answer without thinking. You can't be rushed' 'into answering (although, 
of' course, it would look bad to take so much time on each question 

, tha't, the judge or jury would think you were making up an answer) ~ 
Never answer a question you don't understand. 

8. Explain your answer, if necessary. Give the answer in your own words, 
and if a question can't be truthfully answered with a lIyes" or "noll, 
you ,have a right to explain the answer. 

9: Answer directly and simply only the question asked you, and then 
stop. Do not volunteer information not actually asked for. 

10. If your answer !Was not cor.rectly s"tated, correct it immediately. 
"If your answer.:was not clear, .clarify it immediately. 

11. The judge and the jury are interested only in the facts., There
fore, don't give ybur conclusions and opinions. 

, ; 

12. Don't say "That's all of the conversation ll or "Nothing else happen
ed." Instead say, IIThat's all I recall,1I or "That's all I remember 
happening. II It may be that after more thought,or another question, you 
will remember something important. ' 

1'3. Always be courteous, even if the lawyer questioning you may appear 
discourteous. Don't appear to be a cocky wi'cness. This \'Till lose you 
the' re~pect of the judge and jury. 
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18/ .~;U::.1, '~~~k!'tt,:, .. •. f , . .'. • ".!"':(:.: :.d;i;=!> ,{:~~ 
':,~4. Y9U'are'swo'i!n~to telI,~,tlie'truth. Tell it. Every material truth ": ' 

shouJ,.d be readily admitted, even if not to the advantage of the prose- '; 

·.:.cution. :'.> :'-"·":;;:i}:,:. :t,,:, ,.: {~1·.:::'·. 
15. s.top instantly when the;judge interrupts you, or when an attorney .... ~,.; 

,objects to a question. Do not try to sneak you answer in. . 

'16. Give posit~v'~~'~definit-e~'):a~swers whe~ at all possible. Avoid';aYi'ng;"':"~ 
,III think," "I believe," or·:"In my opinion,n if you can be positive. ,If 

'. ,you. do krlow, sa~ so. Don't make up an artswer. You can be positive 
about important, things which you naturally would remember. If asked 
about little details which you would normally not remember, it is best 
just to say that you don't. remember. But dqn't let the defense lawyer 
get you in a trap of answering question after question with III donUt, 1 .. 

• '1 know It !~ : '.-'.. • ), ty·:,.t. ". . .' .,' .;,~ tI.:. -.... I ' t 

. ~ :".).. ." ; ~~ ': ~:~,' . ··~:·~;:0i/ .; '( , .. :~ :y:~. ~ ~~:'·.'l\.7:: \. :'; . 
;~'i7·~:,. Try not. t6~ s~em nerv~u~::: "Avoid manerism which' will 'make the judge:.{.· " 

} ':or .. jury think you· are scared,: or not telling the truth or all that you.: .:. 
:'.·.~k· no' . I.!;;.·:.!-{)~I: .... ~. .ll!·~·. '. .. '1 .. ' • -ol .. j ... • .. ~ ... w. . "" . 'L J"';~ :~1. ~ ~.: ... ,~ .. , ~ ',.1' ... f.. : :", ~:,;~~; J.' .~ ::~~ ;. 

:1 ~:~~~ .. £~' .• ~}; .. ~. J .• ~;~.:. ~;::'~; ~~~~.i<i;r '-'.' .. ~ .. :.~ '-;i :~ . . . 
. . <\i8~. Above all-';'tbis is most:: important--do not lose your temper. Re- " '.: 
.'to'member that some'· attorneys on cross-examination will try to wear you 
, .! out so you wilL-;,lose your temper and say things that are not- correct or 
~:that will hurt you or your testimony. Kee your "cool. ", ' " 

oI! • '"Ii ' 

, • ~ : . f. ~. .. . '. .' 

:. '1'9. If you don't. want to' ans~er a question, don' t as'~ the judge Whether 
:' 'You mus~ answer' it.. If j.t is an improper question, the District Attorney 

.. trying the case will take it up with the judge •. Don't ask the judge for 
.. ' advise: ' . .; , 

:. ,20. Do not "hedge" or argue with the defense. attorney • 
. 

21. Don't look at the District Attorney or at· the judge for help i'n 
answering a question. You are on your own. If the question is.impro ....... 
per, the District Attorney will object. If the judge wants you 'to ans-
we~ .. i t, do so. " .. .. ,_, 

. 22. Do not nod your head for a "yes" or "no" answer. Speak so that the 

.,-court reporter (or recording device) can hear the answer • 

. 23. When you leave the witness s·tand after testifying, wear a confident 
expression, but don't smile or appear downcast. 

.. ( 

, ..... :,' . '. .. r • 

24. Sometimes, ,notoftet:l, a defense attort:tey may ask a ,"trick" ques"t;ion: 
For example, "Have, you talked .to anybody about this case?" If you 'say 
"No," the judge or jury knows that isn't right because good prosecutors 
try to talk to witnesses before they take the stand. If you say, "yes" 
the defense lawyer/may try to infer that you have been told what to say. 
The best thing to do is to say very frankly that you have talked with 
whomever you have talked with-~Dist:rict Attorney, vict~m,otJ:ler.wit
nesses,' etc.--and that you were just asked what the facts were. All 
tl?-at we want you to do is js-t to 'tell the truth as '~learly 'as p0ss.ible. 

, . 
25. Now, go back and re-read these suggestions so you will have them 
firmly in your mind. We hope they will help~ These aren't to be mem~ 
ori·zed. If you remember you are just talking to some neighbors on the 
jury, you will get along just fine. . .. 

" 

: ........ . 
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• You are a \vi tness because· you have seen, heard, or know something about 
a crime that allegedly has been corrunitted. If you are the victim, or the 
owner of property stolen, damaged, or misused i:L the commission of a crime, 
you are a complaining ".li tness i the case cannot be prosecuted unless you 
coopera te by appearing to tes tify. You may be an eye,\'li tness I or other 
essential witness, and your testimony is necessary to establish the facts 
in the case. 

You may not think that what you know about th'= case is very significant, 
but it may turn out to.be highly important. Many small pieces of inform
a tion are often required to determine \vha t really happened. 

The criminal justice process starts with the corrunission of a crime. 
There are three basic routes a case can take in order to be brought to 
court: (1) arrest of the accused at the scene of the crime: (2) arrest 
based on a warrant issued by the court in response to a sworn complaint: 
(3)· arrest based on indictment by a grand jury as the result of its invest-
igation. In all three instances, the evidence available must be sufficient 
to later. convince the court that there is IIprobable cause" to believe that 
a crime wascbmmitted and that the person to be charged possibly took part 
in cornmi ttin~ the crime. . . ,"'. ,~ 

, Parti~ularly in serious crimes, you may be asked to corne to the prosecu
tor's office for a conference or hearing before·you testify in ~ourt •. You 
will' not-be asked unless your presence is urgently needed; therefore, it 
is important that you appear promptly, if reql;lested., . , 

There ,are a number of reasons why a criminal case may be dismissed or 
dropped before trial. None of the reasons mean that you, the 'vi tness, are 
unimportant or unnecessary, or that your willingness to testify is not 'app
reciated. Your presence and willingness to testify may be the deciding 
factor in determining ,qhat will be done in the case, par.ticularly in getting 
the accused to plead guil ty . ' 

The defendant in the case may decide to plead guilty. (The plea may corne 
at the last moment before trial, often because the defendant's attorney is 
hoping that you, the witness, will not show up, or that the case will be 
dro,pped for other reasons.). 

The casernay be dismissed by the court or the porsecutor if the defendant 
makes full restitution for property stolen or damaged. (This can be satis
factory conclusion to the case for everyone involved.) 

. . 
The case may have to be dismissed because of some failure of the techni~ 

cal. evidence, or because the defendant cannot be found or is considered in
competent to stand trial. This does not mean that anything 'vas wrong ''lith 
your ·testimony, [lowever. 

..... . 
l~hether a case is dismissed or the defendant acquitted, you should realize 

tha t \1i th you(.help the court has done as much as it could. Even. if an ac
quittal results, the court porceedings may' sUfficiently impress the defend
ant to deter him or her from committing future crimes. 

We hope that the aboveinfo'rmation will answer some of yourquestions con
cerning the criminal justice porGess. For further information call the Wit-
ness Coordinator. . 

.. ~ 
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CSnl~511L a(t]w~ 
~~Ga C~UWII® 
CO)mm~5S~ij~ 

1221 CENTER, SUITE 2 • DES MOINES, IOWA 50309 01 PHONE 515/283-1521 

October 20, 1976 

Mr. Allen R. Way 
Executive Director 
Iowa Crime Commission 
3125 Douglas 
Des Moines, Iowa 50310 

Attention: Clair Cramer 

RE: Continuation Application - Grant 702-76-04-7700-33-04 
Polk County Witness Coordinator 

Dear AI: 

Enclosed are an original and three (3) copies of the 
above-referenced application budget pages 'dnd 

EEO Certification~ 

As you will note, the "SPA Funds" amount is 90% of the 
total or $16,779.03. The amount a11o.cated for the .. 
continuation of this project is only $16,100.00. Since 
this project could be classified as ..§.ithE?r a .reviJdon 
.{.illg..!;~asel or .~ congnu?.:l;:j.p..Il.., and sin.ce there will be 
a reversion figure from the initial grant which is 
greater than the difference of $679.03, we request, 
that. reversion funds in', the amount of $679.03 be ,set, 
aside for this project, thus bringing the 'allocated 
"SPA Fl,mds" amount up to $16,779.03. 

., &' 

Your review and approval of the above will be ~pp,~eci,ated., 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
David L:~wn , 
Executive Director, 

DLB:PJC:emk 
Enclosures 

I • ", I. 

.', " 

, ' 

,f, '" 

• POLK • STORY • DALLAS • MARION • POWESHIEK • rAMA • BOONE • MARSHALL • JASPER • WARREN • MADISON • HAROIN 
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SCOTT E. CROWL.EY 
WIT~ts. COOROIH~TO!'l 

FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICi 

POLK COUNTY DISTRiCT COUHT 
ROOM 40(, 

POL.K COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

DES MOINES. IOWA 50309 

TII.f:!'HOtn: 
~94'IIOD3 

Mr. David L. Brown 
Executive Director 

January 6, 1977 

Central, Iowa Area Crime Commission 
1221 Center St. suite 2 
Des Moines,' Ic,wa 50309 

Dear Mr. Browll: 

Project 
702-76-04-7700-33-04 

This report being ::mbmi tted as· reques·ted in memo dated January4, 1977. 

A program of writing letters to civilian witnesses approximateiy 
two weeks pri<?.~ to trial dab3 was implemented November 1, 1976. This 
portion of the pr9gram is designated as second priority Non-Criminal 
Justice Personnel. Letter contact is part of the prog~'am concerning 
civiliah witnesses. Telephone contact as well as personal contact is 
is all?o·part of the program. (Copy of sample letter exhibit "A" en
closed). There was 'immediate response to the letters as several \vi t
nesses called to relay change of address and phone number. On the 
other hand when a letter is returned as "not deliverable" it provides 
additional time to locate the witnesses currant·address. Letters have 
been mailed to 136 witnesses since November I,' 1976. There have been 

.occasions when ii: has been necessary to locate civi1i[tn witness'es by 
coptacting other agencies, working the streets because of bad address
es, phone numbers', no phone, moved, changed employment etc. When dis
position is received on cases the witnesses are contacted'. (see wit
ness log form A-I) Most witnesses who have been contacted express app
reciation for the information. 

One method used to monitor the number of witnesses and time spent in 
court is' information g3nerated by the Des Moines Police Department. 
This facility contributes moie witnesses than any' bther department- in 
Polk County. Des Moir..es has a system of pCi.ying officers wi~:ness fe 38. 
A bi-monthly print-out, shows number of man hours and amount of fees 
paid. For example Des Moines has paid $36,981.03 in witness fees dur
ing 1976. It has been det~rmined that the hourly rate average is $6.25 
which would indicate that 5916.96 hours expended by Des Moines for wit
ness time.. Over a period of tilne this should show decrease in time 
3pent in' court taking into consideration the case load. 

t\ log of witness contact was implemented September 9, 1976. (Copy of 
(xhibi t. "B" e.nclosed). The' purpose is to show number of witnesses 
contacted for trial lawyers. Since implementation 772 witnesses, both 
civilian and police, have been contacted for the purpose of notifying 
for trial appearance or negating because of a plea of guilty by the 
defendant or a continuance. When witnesses are no·tified because of 
a change in trial date or dIsposition in a case after they have been 
issued a subpoena there is a saving in wi-t:ness.es· fees and time. 

'. 
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. ' , 
.The County Attorney made arrangements with office personnel to make 
court cases available soon after arraignments so that a form (see 
exhibit "c" enclosed) may be prepared showing witnesses and where 
they mry be located. As soon as availability is determined these 
forms. '.re placed in the cas'e file. This gives the trial lawyers an 
over v:ew of witnesses and if speedy contact is needed the informa
tion'is readily available. Since September 10, 1976 to end of year 
863 cases were logged~ 

Two witness questionnaires have been sent to law enforcement agenc
ies since the programs inception. The third. is prepared and will 
be mailed January 15, 1977. This is a continuing sampling of police 
"itness attitudes regarding witness participation. There is some 
j .. ndication that there is improvement in the system but it will take 
more sampling to get an accurate accounting. Samplings are obtained 
from 100 police prosecui:ion witnesses. (see enclosure exhibit "D"). 
I feel that a three monJ:h sc.mpling will give the necessary informa
t.ion for comparison of 'che systc:!m. If the sampling is done too often· 
I don't feel that it accomplishes the purpose for which it is intend
ed. 

Officers who are on vci"cation and needed for trial have been coop
er:ative . There may be a problem in the SUmmE!r when mos t officers take 
vacations with ·their families. It seems almost impossible to get a 
trial continued on behalf of the prosecution. The 60 day rule is one· 
reason for this in that trials are scheduled for as near the end of 
th.Ls perioc:. as possible. 'On the other hand· the defendant can waive 
his right to a speedy trial and does not have the same problem for 
continuance. T~,is is apparently onn of the problems the prosecution 
will have to live with. 

Deposition subpoenas are a problem to some degree with police wit
nesses. Th~re are two methods of subpoenaing for depositions .. One 
is the "Cou.::-t appointed" attQ~ney seeking witnesses for depositions. 
The personn'~l handling "Court appointed" attorney depositions are in 
the Grand Jury office. They log hearings and can regulate the issu
ing of subpoenas so that they are not issued so late that the officer 
has nd reasonable notice to appear. This can also work to the advan
tage of the court appoin·ted attorney. The officer· may be "of E" for 
a couple of days and would not have been served. In this case there 
would h~ve to be rescheduling and waste every ones time concerned. 

The "?rivate" attorney picks up his blank subpoenas without the know
l,~dge of other interested parties and issues at his whim. We have had 
many problems with this type of procedure and I am sure .that in the 
long run all witnesses have had an unpleasant exper.ience and are bla
ming t:he County Attorneys office as well as the Courts. I don't 
have ('ny suggestions to remedy this problem except that word of mouth 
from the prosecuting attorneys may be the answer when attending depos
ition hearings. I'm sure that this problem is caused by certain def-
ense attorneys and not a general practice. ..' 

This office is keeping dispositions on cases that are set for trial. 
By keeping track of this kind of information it also provides for a 
follow-up on letters to civilian witnesses~ 

I met with Gary Ventling and other personnel of the Polk County Juv
~ 

( , 
I 

l 
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enile Court on December 6, 1976. There had been some problems with 
police witnesses in this area. Since this date I have been in contact 
with Juvenile people aiding in coordinating their witnesses. (Police). 
It is hopeful that these problems will be eliminated. 

Meetings with the Chiefs of Police in Polk County, Sheriff and Iowa 
Highway Patrol Post #1 Commander are scheduled bi-monthly. Also 
attend staff meetings held by the County Attorney. These meetings 
a'~<e beneficial to this program and afford the opportunity to suggest 
methcd~; for improving: the witness con tact. Regular contact is main
tained with Frank Leonhardt, Court Administ·rator. Many ideas are 
obtained through this association which aids the. program. 

The County Attorney provides the off.ice space to conduct the business 
of the Witness Coordinator. Close associat~on with the Trial Lawyers 
is necessary. 

bl/Sf':C 

Encl: 

8 

cc: 
Frank Leonhardt 
Court Administrator 

l,' 
, . 

.. 

., . 
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CGnT~2)1L n(Q)"'VSl 
~~GQ1 C~~[;J~ 
cOJmm~S$~\:nl 

DAVID L. BROWN 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1221 CENTER. SUITE 2 • DES MOINES, IOWA 50309 • PHONE 515/283-1521 

MEMORANDUM 
January 24, 1977 

TO: Judge Gibson C. Holliday 
Richard Brannan 

FROM:B\B Davi~ L. Brown 
C tit 

RE: On-site Monitoring 
Witness Coordinator Project - 702-76-04-7700-33-04 

CIAce staff spent parts of two days with the Witness Coordinator 
on the days of January '11 and 12, 1977. On January 12 and 13, 
technical assistance was rendered to the local program by the 

, witness coordinator from Wayne County (Detroit), Michigan through 
the C!ACC training grant. 

The following is a consideration of the implementati:.on steps as 
listed in the grant application: 

1) Personnel. The initial and continuation grant appli
cations specify that a secretary (clerk-steno) will be hired. This 
has not been accomplished. The Witness Coordinator position is 
filled and every indication is ·that a wise selection was made since 
the employee is a retired .. Des Moines police officer who under
stands and organizes police witnesses effectively. 

2) Equipment. It appears that.the Witness Coordinator has 
the necessary equipment to do his work. The fol~owing items listed 
inthe initial application are in use: file cabinet/typewriter and 
table, card index and chair.. The balance of the equipment was not 
ordered since it was not needed. None of the grant-specified eguip'
ment was charged to the grant by Polk County. 

3) Program. Generally speaking, the project has been adjusted 
to the priority needs for witness coordination in Polk County . 
Courthouse eliminating those cQ~ponents which appeared to be impractical, 
unrealistic or unnecessary • 

.. POLK • STORY ~ DALLAS • MARION • POWESHIEK • TAM" • BOONE • MARSHALL • JASPER • WARREN • MAOIS0N • HAnllffl 
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Judge Gibson C. Holliday 
Richard Brannan 
Page Two 
January 24, 1977 

4) Telephone Alert Program. No attempt has been made to 
utilize volunteers. The Witness Coordinator does not feel that 
the work. load in the area of witness coordination makes it 
necessary to use volunteers_ The tasks to be carried out under 
.telephone alert program are being accomplished by the Witness 
Coordinator._ 

the 

5) liOn Call" Telephone Alert System. This program has been 
implemented. 

6) l'1itness Coordinatio'n Desk. This part of the project has 
not been implemented. It is specifically related to civilian 
wi tnesses and at the present,' since the Coordinator is contacting 
witnesses in writing and by telephone, he does not feel this 
component is necessary. The 'tlog 1/ suggested in this catego:r.y is 
not necessary for Des Moines officers since the Clerk. of Court. 
maintains a log for Des Moines police officers. . . 

7) Courtroom Witne'ss Schedules. This aspect (a blackboard 
'outside each courtroom, etc. per Attachment ,11' of the grant application) 
has not been implemented. 

8) Citizen Information. This aspect of the program is 
handled by the Coordinator directly by telephone. All police and 
civilian witnesses in criminal court trials are contacted by a 
letter. The Coordinator is then available by telephone. 

9) Witness Information 'Cards. Not in use. 

10) Criminal Justice Coordinator. This aspect of the project 
appears to be fully operational. 

11) Witness Orientation. The only thing being ,done in this 
regard is the sending of a letter to the wi tne,sses w~ th brief 
information and instructions to contact the Coordinat9r if there 
are questions. . 

Observations and Recommendations After discussing the Witness Coordi-
nator's work with numerous assistant county attorneys and other 
personnel within the court system, I conclude that there has been a 
significant improvement in the coordination qf police witnesses 
relative to criminal prosecution. The Witness Coordinator appears 
to be organized, thorough an~ dedicated to improving the coordina-
tion of police witnesses •. ' 

It further appears that Phase II, the second pr~ority, has begun, i.e., 
the work with civilian .witnesses. Since it is difficult for a veteran 
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Richard Brannan 
Page Three 
January 24, 1977 

police officer to appreciate the total unfamiliarity of the average 
citizen to the criminal justice system and'as a result is liable 
to assume that citizen witnesses do not need orientation, I recommend 
that the Witness Coordinator survey civilian witnesses to determine 
actual needs for information and orientation. 

'It is required that Polk County request a grant rev~s~on which 
deletes the clerk-steno position and any grant sub-programs which 
do not appear to be realistic to the improvement of witness 

. coordination in Polk County.. 

Finally, serious reconsideration should be given to :the place of the 
Coordinator in the organizational structure of Polk County. 
Since the Coordinator works in and with the County Attorney's 
office-and since work assignments come directly from prosecutors, 
it app~ars the structuring of this program and personnel within the 
County Attorney's office is most appropriate. 

DLB:emk 
cc: Scott Crowley 

Frank Leonhardt 
Michael Doyle 
Hobert Bernard 
Douglas Hall 
Clair Cramer 
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FRANK W. LEONHARDT 
Court Administrator 

Fifth· Judicial District of Iowa 
Polk County Courthouse 

Des MOines, Iowa 
50309 

Room 404 
Pho~ 515/284-6115 

.. 

February 3, 1977 

Mr. Qavid L. Brown, Executive Director 
Central Iowa Area Crime Commission 
1221 Center, Suite 2 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 

Subject: Witness Coordinator 
Grant No. 702-76-04-7700-33-04 

Dear.Mr. Brown: 

We thank you for your onsignt monitoring of the project and for the 
subsequent written comments about the project's ;mplementa~.ion •. I would' 
like to take this opportunity to express the Court's views on some of the 
matters which you addressed yourself to. 

1. Personnel. It is true that we have not hired a clerical support 
person for the Witness Coordinator. We have not done so due to the scope 
of .the project~ As the Witness Coordinator began 'imp1ementating the project, 
he did not believe it necessary to employ an individual in that capacity 
because the work load in terms of written communication did not justify the 
need. The Court attempts to not expend money unwisely, therefore, we have 
not filleel that position. However, the Courts and the new Polk County 
Attorney are looking toward an expansion project within the upcoming months. 
The expansion of the project will necessitate the employment of the clerical 
position authorized in the Grant. We foresee further contact with private 
citizens which will certainly call for expanded clerical support. Because' 
of our impending expansion of the project, I herein request that the Clerk 
II position be continued in the Grant budget. 

4. Telephone Alert Program. We respectfully request that ~hose areas 
which pertain to the. Telephone Alert Program utilizing volunteers be stricken 
from the Grant. We ask that it be stricken simply because we have not found 
a sufficient need for volUl1teers. 

6. Witness Coordination Desk. Because of the written and telephone 
contacts by the Witness Coordinator, the Witness Coordination desk is not 
necessary. We, therefore, ask that such references be omitted from the 
Grant narrative. Also, we have·found that the log mail)tained by the Clerk 
of Court for Des Moines Police Officers as well as information maintained 
by the Des Moines Police Department is sufficient for those officer's time. 
The coordinator is beginning to work out means of maintaining a log for 
other law enforcement personnel. We would hope to have such an expanded 
log in operation prior to July 1, 1977. 
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7. Co~rt Room Witness Schedules. The witness blackboards is a portion 
which we have found to be unfeasible. Therefore, we also desire that that 
portion of the narrative be deleted. Such a procedure ;s unfeasible because 
of the scheduling contacts made by the Witness Coordinator as well as the 

,internal operations 'of the respective Court Ro~m. 

9. ~/itness Information Cards. The Coordinator has a listing of 25 
points which are important for jurors to know. That document is being 
disbursed to 1m'! enforcement organizations within Polk County. The 
Coordinator recognizes the need for witness information cards and shall 
be developing the same. We expect the cards to be in use prior to May 1, 
1977 • 

11. Witness Orientation Period. Much of the witness orientation is 
handled by the respective trial attorneys. Within the office, the \~itness 
Coordinator provides support to the prosecuting attorneys. It is not 
feasible to develop, at this time, a formal orientation due to the perpetual 
scheduling of cases and the varying background of the juror. 

. Your comments about the survey concerning civilian witnesses is a 
comment certainly well taken. The Witness Coordinator wili begin to try 
to gather such information. 

Concerning your point of considering the organizational placement of 
the Witness Coordinator. It is the present desire of the Court to continue 
the administration of the Witness Coordinator through myself. I believe I 
am properly speaki ng for the Judges \'/hen I say that they are wi 11 i ng to 
meet with the new County Attorney concerning the project's structure. 

FWL/vlw' 

Yours very truly,. 

~df/tJ. ~~~. 
Frank W. Leonhardt 
District Court Administrator 
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF IOWA 

cc: Chief Judge Gibson C. ~olliday 
Richard Brannan 
Scott Crowley 
Michael Doyle 
Robert Bernard 
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ChioE Judge for the 5th JUdicial District of Iowa, Gibson 

c. llollioday. has released a report for calendar year 1976 of the 

Criminal Div.i.sion - Polk Coufl°l:y D.i.stJ:ict Court and the Associaote 

District COll.i:t. ~f Polk County. 
o· 

In rf!l'~i1.;.:;in~t the 17cport, Chief JUdl]C Holliday commended Chief 

Crimin~ol Judge .Jamecl P. Denato for his SUCCESS in refin.i~¥ the 

Criminal Court of Polk County's administrative rUles and for rnnking 

y.nc)',vn changes in procedtlrE-~s directec! at making the Cr.i~i~1a~ COl1rto 

of Polk County more efficient. 
.... 
o 0 

According to the report 1 formal felony charOges were' filed 

on 1,100 c~sas. The number of cnS8S disposed of was 1,093. Of 
~ .. 

those cases dispo6ud of, 6~% were by pleas of guilty, 18% through 

dismiss;.: 1 c.1.l) ~ 19~. by trial. 

Of til::, abov(1 cases filed, only six (6) cases (fOUl~ defenda11ts) 

remain unassigned for trial. The inability to aS3i.gn t~e'cases 

was caused b? the defendant abscounding. This minima~ nun~e~ is 

a credi·t: to 1.:1w efficirmcy of the" County i\ttorney and the Sheriff. 

It \:las the ever: pn:~scnt abilit:y of the Courts to handle the trials 

that brought about the pleas and dismissals •. " " . 
, I,' , I 

Ch.i!:?£ ,Judge Holliday also noted o·thtlt not a single case {on 

~"hich formal charges '\':e.r~. filed after ,January 1, 1976} was dismiss~d 

because the tiefend2,t was not granted a speedy trial. That accomp-

lishment is in sharp contrast to previous experience . 

• The report also stated that 78% of all cases were disposed 

of '\vithin 60 days from filing of the formal charge. Only 22% of 

t:H~ cuses vlro:r-c grauted a continuance past the 60 day limit. 

It f/;US Boted, by Chief Judge Holliday, that one of the 

actions of Judge Dcnito, was to meet with the County Attorney to 

conscientiously review all old, open cases pending in the Criminnl 
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Nhan beginning the finul portion of his report, Judge 

Holliday ellso stated, "This p<.'rt of the report vlill show that 

because of the ~fforts of Judge Denato, the indictable misdemeunor 

docket haa bean k8pt down to a low, workable number." 

"Our DiGtric~ Associate Judges are to be complim~nted for 

hearing 1,616 casas involvirig indictable misdemeanors." 
. 

The report reflected that the majority, 1,208 cases involved 

first offense Op(':).ntting Hotor Vehicle Under Influence (OHVUI). 

The second largest category was for Possession of a Controll~d 

Substance. There were 173 cases in that area. 

~'he District Associate Judges d.i:-!5Posed of 852 cases \\'hile 

deferrinq sentenc\!s in 292 cases. In disposing of 852 cases, 

42 of those cases were decided by a juri trial. Another 100 cases 

have trials set for either January or February of 1977. The 

remaining cases are awaiting other Court action. 

It is felt by Judge Holliday that the number of cases awa~ting 

Court action is a \'wrkable number •. However, he. did predict that 

during December, "approximately an additional 200 Oi'lvur cases 
,~ 

would be filed and another 75 indicta~le misdemeanors in the 

Possession area would be filed.~ 

Bas~d upon th(~ Courts experience in 1976 an.d from a projec

tion for 1977, Judge Holliday made known the Courts belief that 

"indictable misdemeanors will increase to 2" 500 t of which possibly 

2,000 will be arrests for OMVUI in·1977. 

Judge Holliday expressed hi~ concern about sue h a huge 

increase in indict~~ble misdemeanor~ be.cause "he is not sure ho"",, 

given the present staff and facilities, w~ will be ab~e to provide . , 

fair justice to the citizens." 
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Chief Judge Holliday praised the Judges who sat on the 
• a. ~, , ," ~ ~ ." •• 

criminal bench during 1976. Those Judges ave~aged 4 3/4 trials 
, " 

per week for 45'trial weeks. He also praised all administrative 

and suppori:i.ng s·taff \-/110 so cclpClbly performed their duties \·;ithin 

the Court System. 

In addition to increasing the overall efficiency of the 

Criminal Cou~ts, Judge Denato also-implemented procedures which 
. .. i: 

are saving th8 ta:;,~p;J.yers of Polk County large s'urns of money. 
,I .' 

One such procedural change that saved 'money '\.,a5 to restrict 

all but several mental examinations of defendants' to local mental 

heal th facili·ties. As an example, Judge Hol~iday hoted' that the 

fees paid to the Oakdale Mental Health Facilit~, which is' lobated 

between Iowa City and Cedar Rapids, was ~educedfrom $173,698 in 

1975 to $11,289 in 1976. Not only has this change dramatically 

reduced direct cash payments, it has also saved the t~xpayers 

considerable sums of money because the time saving 'for E!heriff,' s 

personnel to escort the defendant to Oakdale is substantial. 

A second procedural change which ,has saved the taxpayers 

dollars was the establIshment of a deposition system utilizing 
t- ••• 

full-time personnel. That system has p~rmitted t~st~m6ny in cases 

to be taken more often and with greater. e~f~ci.en~Y' th~n, h.ad occurred 

in the past. 

Noting that the Code of Iowa states ,that Criminal cases have 

first priority within the. judicial system, Ch~e£ Judge Holliday 

stated thClt lI~le fe(~l it is the conclusion of the. ,Cqurt,s. t.hat the 

outstanding problem. in handling Criminal cases is the low guilty 

plea rate. However, we feel that in the future, with a continuity 

of rules and Jr '0 -"' -~-- .. 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

POLK COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
ROOM 408 

POLK COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

DES MOINES. IOWA 50309 

.. 

i ~ \ . 

SCOTT E. CROWLEY 
WITNESS COORDINATOR 

TELEPHONIC 

284'6093 

Mr. Frank Leonhardt 
Court Administrator 
Polk County Court House 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 

Dear Frank: 

I • 

AprilS, 1977 

David L. Brown, Director of the Central Iowa Area Crime Comm
ission, made inquiry of this office concerning the number· of cases 
handled by the Polk County District Court and the number of dismiss
als caused by failure of prosecution witnesses to appear. 

E~closed is a report of all felony cases handled by month from 
January 1975. This report is broken down i,nto trials, pleas, and 
dismi'ssals. 'No record is kept indicating the reason for dismissals. 
However, after having made inquiry of the Assistant County Attorneys, 
have found none who have been aware of a dismissal because of fail
ure of a prosecution witness to appear. 

Since my tenure in this office, July 16, 1976, I am not aware 
of any dismissals in the Polk County District Court for the above 
reason; failure of prosecution witness to appear. 

Ther'e are of course dismissals in the "interest of justice", 
"insufficient evidence", and "plea bargaining" where-by more than 
one' charge is pending and a ple.a: to one would result in dismissal of 
the others. Also in cases where the defendant is sentenced in anoth
er county a case may be dismissed by this court. 

In the original grant application, page 13, "Impact and Results:" 
Subsection (7), Dismissals of cases due to failure of witnesses to 
appear would be decreased." "Currently; it is estimated 'that ten 
cases a month are currently dismissed in Associate Court for this 
reason." Even tho this office has assisted prosecutors in·Associate 
District Court it is not the primary function of the witness cooFdina
tor. Most of the time is spent with the District. Court re: prosecu-
tion witnesses. . 

Any questions regarding the above 

bl/SEC 
Encl: 2 

: .. 

please contact this office. 

~i e~.e .'32': 0 ~ "7_,,,./ . - (! 
V-/~ __ j -v 

• ,coft .- Crowley 
witness Coordinator 
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MONTHLY STATISTICS ON CRIMINAL CASES 
. , " 

1975 
Trials Pleas Dismissals Totals 

Jan. 17 108 13 138 

Feb. 11 63 17 91 

Mar. 25 126 14 165 .... . , • 10., 

. ' .. \ . t\.·: ~ : • 

Apr. 27 70 23 ".120 . " ' • #,,). L~. ! ,~ I ~ .. ' 
- I '6-\." .c,.\.. ,. 

':' . .. ; 
~, -.,. .... .. 

May. 21 64 7 92 

Jun. 19 64 11 94 
, 1..# "' ~ J L~ • 

Jul. 14 66 27 104 I • j ~ .. " " , 

.. !' 

Aug. 17 105 37 159 
" 

'I. 
.: ....... : : 

Sep. 26 93 38 . .... 
,,' 

,157 ,L 

! I.:. .. ' 
~ , 

Oct. 32 164 79 "275 ' 
" .. ~ :-." ... , 

Nov. 16 74 41 .; ti~l -
Dec. 15 74 29 ' " 118 

(1976) 
Jan. 32 105 35 ' '172 

,f 

Feb. 22 84 18 124 

Mar. 20 120 18 158 
, , 

Apr. 23 133 22 178 

May. 22 128 17 167 . ~ . 
Jun. 17 140 18 175, 

~. I' 

Jul. 13 160 28 , , io!' ~'r-d;~'~ ~ '. -~ ... , 
of f ,~ '. ' j' I,. I· I 'I 

Aug. 21 161 20 202 

Sep. 19 155 27 201 

Oct. 24 125 12 170 

Nov. 21 141 21 183 

Dec. 19 134 11 
I~' • • __ 

164 
(1977) 

Jan. 25 237 22 284 

Feb. 22 209 28 259 

~ 0 :s 3ft. 
Mar. ~o 

!-\'.I.l-, ~o 
1& 7 ':?-/f 

If I 
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ITEM 9 - Sickness. 

a •. When an individual is sick on the date that 
he is scheduled for a court appearance, it 
shall be that indivi'dual' s responsibility 
to notify the Polk County or City Attorney, 
or the Clerk of the Grand Jury, that he is 
sick. 

OFFICER WITTNESS FRES 

ITEM 1 - Officers shall be compensated for off duty time 
spent in all criminal and traffic C04rt appear
ances, drivers license suspensron' hearings, 
app~arances before the City Council, time spent 
in providing depositions to'defense attoTneys 
and appearances before or as a member of the 
Chie~'s Guidance Committee according to the 
schedule listed belo~. This compensation 
applies to only one court or related appearance 
during a given day. Should an officer have 
more than one court, or related appearance in any 
one calendar day, he shall be go'vernea by· 'the 
provisions of Section Three. Article .11, Para. D. 

a. Appearance on ~ regularly'sthcidtiled'da~, but 
not during the officer assigned tour.of duty: 
Officers shall be compensated at an amount 
equal to their regular hourly wage. They 
shall receive a minimum of two hours compen
sation and a maximum of three hours compen
sation. 

b. Appearance on the first day of a regularly 
scheduled absence: Officers shall be compen
sated at an. amdunt equal to their regular 
hourly wage. They shall receive. a minimum 
of twq hours compensation and ther~ shall 
be no maximum amount of compensa·tion. 

c. Appearance on the second and subsequent 
days of a regularly scheduled absence: 
Officers shall be compensated at a rate 
of l~ times their regular hourly salary for 
the period of their appearance. There shall 
be a minimum of two hours compensation and 
no maximum amount of compensation. 

Three - 27 
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Hours spent in court by D~WD Officers 
Bi-month1y figures. (, . 

, .... 361 
August 19, 1976 .. '" 

Sgt. Robert Noble of the Personnel Office DMPD gave me the 
fol1moling information: Re: I:r.lpact and Results of Wit. Coor
dinator progx:'am. 

Ti::te \vitnesses spent in court and cost. This infor:r.lation ' , 
obtained from printout about a week after pay day \'1hich occurs 
every other Friday for D~1PD. 

7-25~76 '204.24 hrs. at $1280.90. 
8-8-75 249.00 hrs. at $1555.75.' 

Pay period #16 &.J" '/ 
Pay period #17 ~,,'"VI) 

The above are hours spent in court by DMPD Officers. The cost 
\'lould be the average hourly \'1age based on officers of all ranks. 

'8-22-76 3({O. 75 hrs. at $1088 .19 ~ Pay period #18 "3.(..1-
9-5~76 168.00 hrs. at $1042.55 ~.~I Pay period #19 
9-19-76 178.50 hrs. at $1118. 06 ~.~ Pay period #20 

10-3-76 '339.2'5 hrs. at $2114. 3'3 [".7,.-.~ Pay period #21 
10-17-76 334.00 hrs. at $2086.28 ~.~~pay period #22 
1.0-3176 285.75 hrs. at $1798.31h ';1 Pay per=i;od #23 Total to elate 
11_14-76 '279-75 hrs. at'$1766.58 ~'~( Pay per~od #24 $31,199.97 
11 ~R 7' 206 75 hrs at $1038.59 ~.o~Pay period #25 

~ ... _l'~ 0 • • $1493. 15 /' /~P . d' JJ.26 Average a?rox 
12.-12-76 235.00 hrs. at . • v·~ ay per~o 11" S6 25 ~ h 
Total witness fees year to date paid by City 13,768.15" c r. 

Pay period #27 
12-26-76 195.5 hrs. at $12l2.74l.~o'pay p'err~d #27 

Total fees spent for m-1PD 36,981.03 1976 
i~~ h.~ ~1It:Cj'1. ~ bo.~) Brlk" 
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