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ABSTRACT 

This document presents the national evaluation of the Improvted 
Lower Court Case He.adling Program in Kalamazoo County, Michigan. 
The program was an LEAA effort to provide resources to four sites for 
the operation of eight components designed to improve the ca.se 
processing of misdemeanauU. The process of program development is 
described; the development, operations, use, and effects of each 
component are assessed; and a summary of program results are 
provided. 
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EXECUTIVE SllMMA.RY 

Kalamazoo (Kalamazoo County), Michiga~wa5 one of four sites 
selected to demonstrate the LEAA's Improved Lower Court Case Handling 
(ILCCH) pr~gram. The program was designed to j.mprove the processing 
(If misdemea'lant offep-ders through the implementation and operation 
of eight program components. Together these components offered 
alternative, less drastic methods for handling misdemeanants (police 
citation, court summons, pt'etrial release, and select offender 
probation); information-gathering mechanisms to improve decision­
making regarding misdemeanor cases (case screening, PRot-tIS, short 
form pr.:lsentence. investigation reports); and a coordinating posi­
tion, the Nass Case Coordinator (MCC), dE~signed to fCAster cooperation 
amongst the components and across criminal justice agencies so that 
case flow might be better managed. 

The Kalamal,;o ILCCH program was unique in that it maintained 
an active coord1nating council composed of representatives from 
criminal justice agencies throughout the county. The council was 
responsible for overall program policy and supervision; its wO-:"king 
subcommittees were delegated respons1bility fol.' individual component 
development; and the MCC was responsible for day-to-day management 
of the program and coordination aoongst components and agencies. 
Although specific component plans varied, the program \o1as perceived 
as an opportunity to unify case processing procedures across the various 
jurisdictions of ehe county. Kalamazoo's experience with each component 
is detailed below. 

• Police Citation. As· part of ILCCH, a uni,form citation form 
was developed and adopted by all police a~encies in Kalamazoo 

ounty. The Kalamazoo PoliC':e Depa'rtment (KPD) , \o1hich h8.,d n"t 
previously used citations, issu~d about 16 citations per month. 
Although citations were issued by the KPD in over half of the 
eligible instance9., the small numb~r of citations reflects the 
fact that this population of eligible instances was limited 
by the requirement that a police; officer witness the criminal 
event and by the exclusion of certain conunon misde.meanors 
from citation eligibility. 

• Court Summons. Although attempts were made by the MCC and 
"C(/ordinl:ltti1g Council to implement court summons for use in 
halldlii~g criminal complaints, these efforts failed. This 
failure reflected a lack of neeq, and enthl\siasm on the part of 
involved agencies. Prior to ILCCH, infor,~,al procedures (servin,g 
the sa'me functions as summons) were used which permitted defen-

ir dants to appear in court voluntarily. 
I 
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• Pretrial Release. A mbdemeanor pretrial release pI:og:ram 
was developed to e~ttend inte,rview/recc.omendationservices t 
already available to felons, to misdemeanants. ,Although 
449 defendants were interv:f.ewed and reconunendations \-Iere 
made, only one of three courts made use of pretri~l services 
and judgE!s wer~ not particularly influenced by pretrial 
rec!onunenaations. T.his judicial indifference ref1~cted the 
pelrceived 10'(.1 need for pretrial services based on the eff~c­
tiveness of bond and informal release on recognizance as existing 
means of re1ee.sing defendants. ·,rl'nls t although the program \Olas 
'opet'atic. nally sound, no at teulpts were made tel fU'dd it locally. 

• ~; ... ,::::.~ning • Because sct'eening was al;r.esa.y conducted by 
all I-~-Ik..'l!!.:i~·:utional agencie\:, in the coun.ty t the screeni'C1g sub­
conalittee of the CClunci! d'irected its efforts towards p,roblems 
with the consistenc,y at screening and ch.arging practices throughout 
the county. As part; of this effort, a comm!;ln. :I¥arrant request 
and disposition fo'rm was develo,ed an~, adopted by all prodec;u'· 
tiona1 agencies J;. The u~e of thJt& form allowed the collection 
of common dat{~ on warra~lt authorizti'f:icus' and denials J and 
also allowed the transfer of cert,.a-in city caf~es to the county 
for deferred prosecution. B:i'tcause ev~.dence from the new 
warrant form suggested there werE> problems with police cha.rging, 
a police charging manual was dltlTeloped which should bring 
greater accuracy and consister.r.y to this p'rocess. 

• PROMIS. The County Prosecutor's Otf'ice delcided to implement 
a sem:i,-a"~tomated information syste~ ~ith rr,any of the features 
of the liROMIS model and \o7ith a word-proce'Bsing capability. 
Although" the new system is still not operati,onal (as of July, 
1977) becau.sE: of the l.engthy processes of debugging and case 
entry, a number of benefits havle already been realized from 
PROMIS development an~, implementation. New farms have been 
developed; information flow between the court6 arid the County 
Prosecutor and between the City and County Prosecutor have 
been improved; and significant. inprovments have been made in 
witness notification and managem~nt procedures. 

• Short l2!!n Presentence ,In".res,!:.iS;,4:tion (PSlC) Reports. A 'county­
wide short fOl'm PSI report wasl not adoptfad by probation agencies 
during the IL'~CR grant period. despite extensive efforts by the 
MCC. Consensus on the nature of the form was 'never reached 
although judges, the local evaluators, the Chief Probation 
Off'icer l) and the, MCe all play1ad roles in the development of 
va~ious model forms. Judicial indifference and the availability 
and current use of an existin,g "semi-short" fOL"Ill rendered a 
new PSI report form a low priority. 

ix 
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• ~ct Offender Probation. The select offender probation 
component operated as an adjunct to the existing probation 
agency in Kalamazoo i it served ;~3 clients, selected as "high­
risk" misdemeanants according to a set of for.mal criteria. 
The component offered intensive counseling in order to develop 
the working and living skills of clients. Results suggested 
that the project was successful in reducing client recidivism. 
These results, along with the component's acceptance by the 
probation agency and judges as an alternative to regular 
probation, have led to the local refunding of the project. 

For Kalamazoo, the cooperative work represented in the activities 
of the Coordinating Council and the HCC superseded the mixed achieve­
ments of the individual components. Police citation, case screening, 
and PROmS have all brought about improvements in misdemeanor processing 
and select offender probation has provided judges with a useful sentencing 
option. It t.,ras the Council, though, that brought increased visibility 
to misdemeanant processing; that c,onducted special analyses of this 
pr.ocessing, resulting in ILCCH-related and other improvements in mis­
demeanant handling; and that demonstrated, in accord with the :i.ntentions 
of the ILCCH ~rogram, that an inter-agency approach to criminal justice 
problems can result in coordinated solutions to system problems. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Improved Lower Court Case Handling Program 

The Irnptoved Lower Court Case Handling Program (ILCCH) evolved 

from the efforts of LEAA's Office of Technology Transfer (OTT), to 

develop a demonstration program addressing the lower courts. Seven 

components of the program were selected from a previously compiled 

manual describing innovative and tested projects in the misdemeanant 

area. Taken together, these cQ'mponents affect the e.ntire misdemeanor 

case handling process, from time of arrest to final disposition. The 

seven components are: 

• police citation 

• court sununons 

• PROHIS 

• prosecutor case screening 

• pretrial release 

• short form pr.esentence reports 

• select offender probation 

To insure the implementation and operation of a lower courts program, 

rather than a @eries of discrete practices and procedures, an eighth 

program component--the Mass Case Coordinator (HCC) ··-was developed. 

Four of the program components, while directed towards different 

stages in the lower court process, would all serve to provide law 

enforcement and judicial per$onnel with alternative, less drastic 

mechanisms for handling misdemeanants. Both PQlice citation and 

court summon~ were to provide alternatives to the somewhat costly, 

traditional procassing of alleged misdemeanant offenders, while 

seeking to ensure t~eir appearance in court. Similarly, pretrial 

release would offer an alternative to tra~itional detention and bail 

practices for misdemeanal~ts arrested and awaiting trial by allowing 

for release on personal recognizance (ROR). Select offender probation 

would provide supervised probat,ion to a sel.ect group of convicted 

misdemeanants in lieu of incarceration or unsupervised prob8:tion. 
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The other three program components were intended to encourage 

greater consistency and efficiency in the handling of misdemeanant 
cas~s. The prosecutor case screening component was to address 

inconsistencies and inefficiences arising from unstructured 

char.ging pol:.i.cies atnd practices by developing and distributing a 

uniform charging manual and set of procedures. PROMIS (or some 

modification of the prototype Prosecutor's Management Information 

System), was expected to promote systematic procedures for differen­

tiating less serious from more serious cases, thus assisting decision­

making regarding the allocation of prosecutorial resources. PROMIS 

was additionally intended to increase capabilities for generating 

consistent, reliable information across agencies and jurisdictions. 

Finally, the short form presentence report was designed to provide 

succinct and consistent offender information for use by judges in 

making sentencing decisions. 

Coordination among these seven program components, as well as 

with established criminal justice agenci~s, was to be achieved 

through the eighth component, the MCC. Unlike the other coniponents 

(which implement specific cnse flow procedures in the lower courts), 

the MCC is a person, with responsibilities for developing and coordi­

nating working relationships among the agencies and organizations 

involved in the overall program. 

In early 1975, OTT turned its attention toward the selection 

of sites for the demonstration program. At this time, OTT decided 

to select ~l total of ten. demonstration sites for two prog'ram concepts -

five sites for ILCCH and five sites for Team Policing. The ten LEAA 

regionnl offices were notified of the two programs, and asked to sub­

mit site sl1ggestions for. one or the other program. Regions III, IV, 

V, VI, IX, and X nominated sites for participation in the ILCCH pro­

gram which was scheduled to receive $1 million in Federal funds. 
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Assistance in making the site selection from among the seven 

nominees (Region V proposed two candidates) was obtained from the 

Institute for Law and Social Research (INSLAW). Dur:l.ng l-farch 1975, 

INSLAW visited each site for the purpos~ of assessing its potential 

for success as an ILCCH program demonstration site. Specifically, 

INSLAtoJ evaluated each site's level of interest, system capabilities, 

and quality of interagency relations. The decision was made to 

solicit grant applications from Al.buquerque, New Mexico; Columbia, 

South Carolina; Kalamazoo, Michigan; Las Vegas, Nevada; and Wilmington, 

Delaware. In the end Albuquerque was not funded because their grant 

application did not conform to the programmatic guidelines. Thus, 

$250,000 in Federal monie.;; was available for each of the remaining 

four sites. 

During the months of July a,nd August, the four grants were awarded. 

In the ensuing months, Mass Case Coordinators were hired in each 

site, and efforts to tailor and adapt the component concepts to the 

specific needs and interests of the individual sites were begun. 

1.2 The National-Level Evaluation and t~e Purpose of This Docu~ 

In March 1976, The MITRE Corporation contracted to conduct the 

national-level 'evaluation of the ILCCH program. The evaluation was 
1 designed to address a broad range of information and knowledge needs. 

To meet these needs, quantitative and qualitative data would be 

collected at each site in order to examine the program from three 

distinct perspectives: 

a. site perspective; 

b. component perspective; and 

c. program-wide perspective. 

lEleanor Chelimsky, Gerrie Kupersmith, and Joseph Sasfy, ~~proved 
Lower-Court Case Ha~~ling Program: Concept and Plan for the 
National-Level Evaluation, Ml'R-7352. 
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The first perspective is site-specific, providing the opportunity 

to individually summarize and evaluate the program experience in each 

of the four sites. The component perspective provides an inter-site 

examination of each of the seven components, thereby allowtng an 

assessmen t of four variati.ons ()n seven themes. 2 The program-wide 

perspective represents an integration of site and component assess­

ments for the purposes of addressing assumpticns underlying the ILCCH 

program concept, as well as transferability considerations. 

This document preser~ts the site evaluation of the ILCCH program 

in Kalamazoo (Kalamazoo County). Three other documents will detail 

the evaluations of the ILCCH program in Wilmington (New Castle County), 

Las Vegas (Clark County), and Columbia (Richland County), respectively. 

A fill81 document will summarize the results of the national-level 

evaluation in terms of the component and program-wide perspectives. 

This site evaluation is ba.sed on a synthesis of qualitative and 

quantitative information. Site visits to each locale provided the 

opportunity to collect information directly from personnel associated 

with ILCCH and with other criminal justice agencies. This information 

was supplemented by documentation supplied by the Mass Case Coordinators. 

'l'he collecti.on of quantitative data was the responsibility of the local 

evaluator in each site, although MITRE was to provide assistance and 

guidance regarding required data. In many cases the responsibility for 

specific data collection was delegated to ILCCH component personnel, 

criminal justice personnel, or the MCC. The final availability of 

dat&.l in each site was a function of the efforts of those individuals 

2"-
Because of the nature of the Mass Cage Coordinator (MCC) component, 
it is not assessed as an individual component. The position and 
rol.e of the MCC is examined, however, as part of the site assess­
ments. 
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responsible for the data, the cooperation of local syst~m personnel, 

and the availability of the data itself. 

This report begins with a description of the nature of misde­

meanant processing in Kalamazoo County prior to the ILCCH program. 

Next, the development of the program is described to the point of 

specific component implementation. Separate sections are devoted 

to a description of the design, implementation, and operation of 

each component and an assessment of the utilization and impact of 

the component. The final section analyzes the MCC role in terms 

of the program structure that evolved and in terms of the original 

cor.ception of the role, and summarizes the experience and impact . 
of the ILCCH program in Kalamazoo. Appendix I provides an overview 

of the criminal juatice system in Kalamazoo C01Jnty. 
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2.0 PRE-ILCCH MISDEMEANANT PROCESSING 

2.1 Arrest of Misdemeanant~ 

The process by which a suspected misdemeanant is typically 

arrested and processed through the criminal justice system in Kalamazoo 

County, Michigan, is shown in Figure 1. The methods employed to make 

misdemeanant arrests differ among the major police organizations in 

the county - the City of Kalamazoo Police Department (KPD), the County 
3 Sheriff's Department (KCSD), and the Portage Police Department (PPD). 

For all departments, misdemeanants may be physically arrested and 

booked for offenses which the officer has observed. 

For those offenses which are based on a citizen's complaint, the 

police officer must determine whether a chargeable offense has indeed 

been committed. If the determination is positive, the complainant is 

directed to the appropriate prosecutorial agency. If the o.ffense was 

a local ordinance violation and occurred in an incorporated area of 

the county, the City Attorney (Kalamazoo or Portage) or Township Legal 

Advisor (Kalamazoo Township) is the proper prosecutorial agent. On 

the other hand, for all state statute misdemeanor offenses, regard­

less of place of occurrence, the County Prosecutor j; responsible 

for charging. The prosecutor, in all cases, decides if a warrant 
4 should be authorized. If the decision is yes, the complainant 

3For further information on police agencies in Kalamazoo County, and 
all agencies referred to subsequently that serve a function in the 
County's criminal justice system, see Appendix I. 

4Warrant authorization, for some commonly occurring offenses (notably 
drunk and disorderly), is occasionally delegated to the police 
department, precluding direct involvement of the p~osecutor in the 
decision to charge. 
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i.s sent to the proper District Court to swear to the complaint 

before the arrest is made. 5 

The citizen-based arrest procedure for misdeme.anants in the 

City of Kalamazoo differs from the process in the county. Ci.tizen­

based warrants, esp\acially for offenses deemed to be minor, are often 

held in abeyance for a voluntary appearance by the defendant who 

has been notified to report for booking and arraignment. 

The Portage Police Department differs from the other departments 

because, in addition to physically arresting a misdemeanant for an 

officer-observed offense, it utilizes an appearance (d.tation) ticket 

for 10(;,a1 ordinance violations where the officer feels the defendant 

will voluntarily appear for arraignment. For other citizen-based 

charges, the PPD uses the same voluntary appearance proc:.edure pre­

viously des~ribed for the City of Kalamazoo. 

2.2 Pretrial Release - , 

Few misdemeanor offenders arp, detained in jail awaiting trial. 

As noted above, the use of the appearance ticket by the City of Portage, 

as well as the voluntary appearance allowed by Portage and Kalamazoo 

City, decreases the need for incarceration awaiting arraignment. In 

the event that a physical custody arrest is made, the District Courts 

arraign defendants daily (except Sunday) thus allowing a maximum of 

24 hours of lapse before a release decision can be made. (This 

applies only during the week.) For certain misdemeanor cases, 

District Court judges have empowered the police departments to 

5 District Courts--courts of limited jurisdiction--have original 
jurisdiction for all misdemeanor and ordinance violations where the 
possible maximum sentence does not exceed one year of incarceration. 
There are three District Courts .in Kalamazoo; 9-1 serves the City 
of Kalamazoo; 9-2 Aerves the City of Portage; and 8 serves the 
remaining territory in the County. 
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release defendants at the stationhouse on an interim bond pending 

arraignment. Typically, this is used only on the week-end. 

In the event that a misdemeanant is detained pending arraignment, 
6 the courts provide a number of release alternatives. The right of 

an accused to obtain his or her release prio~ to trial is constitu­

tionally mandated in Michigan. Because the presumption favoring 

pretrial release is accorded constitutional stature in Michigan, it 

is binding on all courts of the state. 

Generally, two types of release are used by the three District 

Courts in Kalamazoo County. The judge, at arraignment, may direct 

that an accused person be released pending trial either on personal 

recognizance or on an unsecured appearance bond. Decisions employing 

this rele.ase option for misdemeanants are based o'n judicial judgement 

as no formal mechanisms exist for providing judges with information 

on which to base the decision. (On the other hand, a release investi­

gator for felony defendants has been utilized for some time by the 

Circuit Courts.) 

The second type of r,clease used by the District Courts is a 

perBonal money hond or bail. This is by far the most common method 

of releaso used for misdemeanants in Kalamazoo County. Michigan law 

permits the District Courts to operate a 10 percent bail-deposit pro­

vision. This sllows the accused to pay to the court 10 percent (or 

less) of the amount of bail established by the coutt. If the defen­

dant is found not. guilty, 9 percent of the deposit is retrievable. 

One percent is retained to pay court costs. This procedure eliminates 

the substantial financial sacrifice entailed when a detainee purchases 

6 Many Dtsdememnants plead guilty at arraignment, precluding the 
need for a release decision by the judge. 
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a surety bond in the full amount set by the court. If a bond is pur­

chased, Michigan law permits the bondsman to exact from an accused a 

sum equal to 10 percent of the full amount of the bond issued. The 

sum is not retrievable by an accused, even upon his full and faithful 

compliance with the terms of the bond. 

In seUing bail, Michigan law does not require that the court 

evaluate the individual circumst"nces of an accused. The law only 

provides that the court shall fix bail "with consideration of the 

seriousness of the offense charged, the previous criminal record of 

the defendant and the probability or improbability of his appearall,ce 

at the trial of the cause." 

Efforts by the Michigan legal community are being made to 

change the law to allow judges to take into account the financial 

circumstances of an accused and his or her ability to make bail. 

This proposed change attempts to minimize the basic inequity which 

is inherent in the present system of money bail. 

2.3 Prosecution 

In Michigan, the discretion to formally charge an j.ndividual 

with a criminal offense of any degree rests with the p~osecuting 

attorney under whose judicial, as well as geogr.aphic, jurisdiction 

the offense f~lls. If the offense is a city ordinance violation, the 

decision to ~harge would be ma4~ by the City A.ttorney of Kalamazoo 

or Portage or the Legal Office of Kalamazoo Township (local ordinances 

only) J dep~nding on the geographic area in wh.ich th,~ criminal act 

occurs. For all misdemeanors that occur out~1de of the incorporated 

areas of the county, as well as for all state statute violations, 

the prosE!cuting agent is the County Prosecutor. 
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All of the above-mentioned prosecutors screen mindemeanant Cctces. 

5creening occurs at the time a prosecutor reviews complaints brought 

in by citizens and arrest reports submitted by police officet's. 

Prosecutors determine if there is legal sufficiency to bring charges 

against an individual, and if so, what those charges should be. 

For the city and town~nip prosecutors, screening is don~ with 

few or no office-policy guidelines. The decision to prosecute or 

deny is made by the same individual (in most cases, the chief pro­

secuting officer) who w:Ul prosecute the case. For example" in the 

City of Kalamazoo! t~:C nnli~e.;1e'Part:11lent group~ cases for specific 

court days, and d,elivers them to th~ City Attorney9 s Office for 

screening. Cases for that day are then ass:f.gned to the available 

attbzney. Th~ assigned attorney reviews the cases ~ndividually and 

makes a decision to charge or deny. 

Case screening at the County Prosecutor level is a more formal 

process - perhaps reflecting the larger role the prosecutor has in 

the ove'tall charging p'rocess. Prior to 1974, however, the screening 

of cas~s WQS informaU.y handled, a.nd the function of screening cases 

in the Kalamazoo County Prosecutor's Office was perceived ~s being 
7 "CIne of the (!hores of the office." For this reason, screening was 

routinely delegated to the newer, lesa experienced Assistants in the 

office. Frequently, the pract.ice of "prosecutor shopping" was used 

by police officers to increase the probability that cases in which 

a warrant was requested were screened favorably. Because screening 

d~cisions could be made by any of the 12 prosecuting attorneys in 

the office, police officers frequently made several visits to the 

Prosecutor's Office until they could get an opportunity to have 

"their favorite prosecutor" review their case. 

7K8.lamazoo County Prosecuting Attorney's Office Evaluation Report on 
Screening and Plea Negotiatio~s Unit, February 1976. 

11 



In recognition of these problems, the County Prosecutor moved to 

institute a ,new Screening and Plea Negotiations Unit. To increase 

the screening uniformit", two experience.d prosecutors were assigned 

case screening functions on a full-time basis beginning in 1974. 

Additionally~ one screening para-professional was hired to provide 

critical screening services in the many cases that did not require 

the legal expertise of an attorney. This assj.stant (a socia'1 worker) 

refers complaints which are obviously not matters for the criminal 

justice system to other, more appropriate, community resource agencies. 

To assist the initial screening of cases, the Prosecutor's Office 

has made available an "Intake Scoring Sheet" which applies uniform 

criteria f:or making a dec1sion to charge an offender. A warrant 

manual also aids in this prLcess. The use of both these mechanisms, 

hmo/evel:, have never been formalized functions of the case screening 

process. 

In policer-ini.tinted cases which have resulted in the immediate 

arrest of a suspect, the prosecutor's decision not to charge results 

in the dismissal of the case and the suspect's release from custody. 

In cases in which a police officer or a citizen files a complaint, a 

screening decision results in the issuance of a warrant or its denial. 

Because of the number of different offices making charging deci­

sions, non-uniformity and inconsistency in the decision process exists 

among the varying geographical and judicial domains. There is also 

some overlap and conflict between state statutes and local ordinances. 

Within the County Prosecutor's Office, for example, the Citizens' 

Probation Authority (CPA, see Appendix I, page 95) also acts as a 

screening agency for felony offenders and, in c~rtain cases, misde­

meanor offenders. While normally used for fel/ony casel:!, the CPA 
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8 has also been used extensively for the misdemeanor of shoplifting. 

However, the use of CPA in this context is unusual in that the act 

of shoplifting, if charged in an incorporated jurisdiction 

(i.e., Kalamazoo or Portage), constitutes an ordinance is not 

eligible for entry to the CPA. But a concurrent state felony statut~ 

charge, larceny in a building, applies to shoplifting and, if a prose­

cutor desires, a defendant may be charged accordingly. By law these 

charges are made by the County Prosecutor, thus enabling a defendant 

to enter the CPA program. The use of this procedure has raised some 

seriQUs ques tions about the uniformity of charging decisions through­

out the county. 

2.4 Sentencing and Sentencing Alternative! 

Upon conviction for a misdemeanor in any of the three District 

Courts serving Kalamazoo County, there are three possible sentencing 

dispositions: fine, probation, or incarceration. A combination of 

these dispositions is frequently utilized by District Court judges. 

The most common disposition for a misdemeanor offense processed 

in the District Court is a fine. This is a reflection of the large 

proportion of relatively minor ordinance infractions that constitute 

the non-traffic misdemeanor caseloads of the three Distdct Courts. 

A fine levied for conviction of a misdemeanor offense can run as 

high as $1000 per offence, but most court fees have been less that 

$200. 9 A defendant is typically assessed court costs and a state 

fee :I.n addition to the actual fine .. 

------
8The CPA screening alternative does not apply to any other misde-
meanor offenses. 

9The few exceptional "Circuit Court misdemeanors" can carry fines 
as high as $1000. 
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-~~---------- -----~--------

Misdemeanants receiving probation as a sentence are supervised 

by the probation staff assigned to each of the District Courts. 

These probation officers sup~rif~;4 ~aseloads consisting entirely of 

misdemeanant offenders. By Michigan state lat'1, probation is "reject­

able;" thaI: is, it is optional and essentially voluntary. Thus, it 

is the defendant's right to turn down probation and serve a jail term 

instead. Probationary status for misdemeanants may extend for as 

long as two years, far exceeding the maximum jail sentence permitted 

by law for the same offense. 

Normally, the terms of misdemeanant probation are minimal and 

usually require a monthly reporting to the probation officer. In 

accepting probation, the defendant makes a commitment to seek reha­

bilitation in the manner set forth by the supervising authority. 

This often requires client participation :i.n special community pro­

gr.ams d'irected toward assisting the defendant (e~g., Alcoholics Anony­

mous, vocational rehabilitation, etc.). 

Finally, a few misdemeanor offenders are incarcerated. The 

maximum sentence for anyone misdemeanor offense (excluding a few 

Circuit Court misdemeanors which may carry a jail term of up to one 

year) is 90 days. A combination of jail term and fine is commonly 

used by the judges. Convicted misdemeanants are incarcerated at the 

Kalamazoo County correctional facility. This facility is unusual 

in that it is one of the most modern jail facilities in the country. 

Counseling, work release, and other human resource programs are 

readily available to misdemeanant offenders. 

2.S Presentence Investigation 

~lile formalized presentence investigation (PSI) reports are 

required at the Circuit Court level, they are not required in the 

District Courts where mORt m:i,sdemeanants are tried. Presentence 
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investigations are, however, available upon request by a judge of the 

District Courts. Typically, reports are requested by judges in more 

serious misdemeanor cases or in the event a judge perceives some par­

ticular need (e.g., an habitual minor offender).lO PSI.'s, when 
requested, are performed by the probation staff of the 'Particular court. 
For District Court 9-1, there are two employees specifically charged 

with performing PSI's. In the other two District Courtsl, PSI's are 

performed. as an adjunct responsibility of the assi~ned p~t"obation 

officer. 

\~hen requested by a judge, PSI's a're completed in about 30 days. 

It is not uncommon to postpone sentencing in order to prov'ide more 

time for the completion of a PSI. A PSI report is typically provided 

to a judge one day prior to sentencing. A defendant who il9 the sub­

ject of a PSI is requi-red to sign a release allowing investigators 

to contact employers and collect other semi-confidential information. 

This information is collected via the mails which prolongs the pro­

cess. When completed, the PSI provides a reconunendation tOI the judge 

regarding the sentence and conditions to impose. 

Many problems have been encountered in Kalamazoo in the use of 

PSI's for misdemeanant offenders, 'E'irst, there is little uniformity 

among District Cuurts regarding the type of information collected 

during the investigations. More important, none of the District 

Courts have specified criteria or a decision rule as to when a PSI 

'shou1d be requested. The end result is an inconsistency in PSI report 

requests as well as in their metho~ of preparation and substance. 

Judges have expressed some dissatisfaction with the complexity of the 

forms used, the lack of consistency among investigators and the time 

needed to complete the investigations. 

10It is estiMated that PSI's are requested for between 10-25 percent 
of the convicted misdemeananta. 
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2.6 Summary 

The description of misdemeanant processing in Kalamazoo County 

prior to the ILCCH program makes it clear that only a few of the ILCCH 

components were entirely new, that is, would represent innovations in 

the local criminal justice system. Citations were being used in 

Portage and their expansion to the City and County or Kalamazoo 

seemed to be a logical step for the respective law enforcement agen­

cies to take. The situation with regard to sununons was unclear, 

because, although no jurisdictions were employing the summons pro­

cedure, all were using an informal process that was of the same 

nature and served the same purposes as summons. Given that formal 

pretrial release investigations were available to felons, it would 

seem natural to extend this option to misdemeanants. At the same 

time, the need for these services was not clear, given that money 

bail and informal release procedures resulted in almost no misdemeanant 

detainees. 

Screening of misdemeanor cases was already being conducted by 

all the prosecutorial agencies in the County; hO\-1ever, only the County 
, 

Prosecutor employed a formal unit. Thus, the question of the con-

sistency of charging decisions across the three prosecutoria1 agencies 

in the County was most salient. The need for an automated PROMIS in 

the County Prosecutor's Office was questionable, mostly because of 

the costs involved for a jurisdiction the size of Kalamazoo County. 

However, the growing felony and misdemeanor case loads , Llnd related 

court delays, indicated that some type of information sys~em directed 

at better case management was a ne~d. although hardly specific to 

misdemeanors. 

~lisdemeanant pr.obation was a widely used sentencing option in Kala­

mazoo County, although, as in many ju~isdictiona, the use of intensive 

supervision (with low client-worker case1oads) was not economically 
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feasible. Presentence investigations were routinely performed for 

mi.sdemeanants, although the C8."leS in which they were used and the 

information gathered followed no guidelines. Thus, both SOP and the 

presentence investigation component offered useful methods for 

improving the misdemeanant sentencing and correctional process. 

In many respects, this description of misdemeanant processing 

reveals Kalamazoo as something less than an ideal site, at least 

from the point of view of need for the ILccn components or substan­

tive problems in misdemeanor case handling. There were effective, 

informal methods for getting misdemeanants to court, cases were 

screened before being charged, few misdemeanants were detained or 

incarcerated, and presentence investigations and misdemeanant pro­

bation were routinely employed by the courts. Kalamazoo was not a 

site that would find simple and direct application of the ILCCH 

components as prescribed. Like all four ILCCH sltes, it would have 

to reshape the components and struggle with the process of component 

definition and :I.mplement.ation. 
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3 • 0 IJ.CCH PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

3.1 ILCCH Initiation and Grant Development 

Kalamazoo became a candidate for the ILCCH program through the 

efforts of the County Prosecutor's Office. The County Prosecutor of 

the office first learned of the program while in Washington, D. C. 

on other business. At that time the grant application by Kalamazoo 

for a Career Criminal Prografn, also funded by the LEAA, was pending 

approval and additional funds were being sought to support the 

design and implementation ~f a prosecutor management information 

system to complement the program. Since it was unclear whether or 

not monies for such a system would be available through the Career 

Criminal grant, the PROMIS component (see page 2 above) was seen as 

an especially attractive feature of the ILCCH program; it was this 

aspect of the program which apparently sparked Kalamazoo's early 

interest in ILCCH. 

Upon returning to Kalamazoo, the Prosecutor Administrator 

contacted the LEAA Region V Courts Specialist to secure additional 

details about the ILCCH program. Contacts were also made with the 

District Court judges at this time to assess their interest in and 

support of the program. Following these contacts, Kalamazoo was 

named as one of the two sites (the other being Grand Rapids, Michigan) 

nominated by Region V for participation in the ILCCR program. 

The final selection of Kalamazoo as the Region V demonstration 

site was a product of the site assessment process developed and 

conducted by the Institute for Law and Social Research (INSLAW). On 

March 23~25, 1975, INSLAW staff met with representatives from police, 

prosecutorial, court and probation agencies to assess their interest 

in and capabilities for successful program implementation. These 

meetings convinced INSLAW that Kalamazoo was a better testing ground 

for the ILCCH program than Grand Rapids. Although INSLAW bad identified 

several features which argued well for a successful program in Grand 
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Rapids, including a respected District Court Administrator and an 

active community interest in the criminal justice system, Kalamazoo 

was favored be~ause of the prosecutor's reputation for innovation~ 

the regional planning leadership, and the spirit of interagency co­

operation saia to be evident during the site assessment meetings. 

Shortly after the INSLAW visit, the Regional Office and County 

Prosecutor's Office were notified by the Office of Technology Transfer 

(OTT) that they had been selected to apply for the program. Prior to 

writing the grant application, the Crime Commission Director for the 
local regional planning unit staged a series of meetings with each of 

the agencies to be involved in the program. Agency representatives 

were asked to review the program concept and give their assessments 

of its potential impact on their agency's specific operations. The 

results of these meetings provided the foundation for discussions of 

component obj~ctives and intended benefits which would then appear in 

the grant application. These meetings and subsequent requests for 

agency data to include in the grant application highlighted data gaps 

and inconsistencies. Variations were found in the type and quality 

of data collected and maintained by the criminal justice I1gencies 

within the country, thus exposing a situation, described in the grant 

application, indicative of Kalamazoo's need for a program like ILCCo. 

The grant application, jointly written in May 1975 by the Crime 

Commission Director and the County Prosecutor Adm'lnistrator, reflected 

the importance of interagency coordination to the ILCOH concept as 

seen in Kalamazoo. The Mass Case Coordinator (MOC) was viewed as 

playing the pivotal role in the development and implementation of 

the program. The individual hired for this position would be respon~ 

sible for the day-to-day management of the program and serve a 

coordinating function with members of the criminal justice community. 

Overall program policy and supervision would be exercised by a 
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coordinating council, comprised of representatives from criminal 

justice agencies throughout the county. Council meeti-ngs and the 

efforts of the MCC would hopefully encourage these representatives to 

reexamine current policies and practices and develop the details of 

component implementation with an eye toward increased uniformity and 

efficiency. 

The perceived need for increased uniformity and consistency in 

agency practices was manifest t.hroughout the grant application. For 

instance, inconsistencies were noted in the criteria and decision 

rules gove~ning requests for presentence investigation reports, in 

the type and quality of reports completed, in the charging policies 

of the various prosecutorial agencies, and in the type and quality 

of data collected by the various criminal justice agencies within the 

county. To resolve th~se problems, component plans included an analy­

sis of sentencing informat~~on needs B.nd decision criteria, the develop­

ment of a uniform charging manual for prosecutoria1 agencies, and the 

implementation of a management information system to assist agencies 

in the collection of data. 

According to the grant application, working subcommittees within 

the council would be responsible for the actual design and development 

of program components. It was envisioned, for instance, that repre­

sentatives of the court, probation office, City Attorney's Office and 

police would "jointly develop the selection criteria, treatment design 

and e~aluation measures for the select offender probation component. 

Represf2tutatives from the City of Kalamazoo Police Department, City 

Att-Qrney's Office and District Court 9-1 would likewise constitute a 

working subcommittee, this one responHible for developing an instru­

ment and procedures for the City of Kalamazoo's police citation com­

ponent. The grant application made it clear, then, that component 

development would be the responsibility of existing criminal justice 
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agencies. Representatives of these agencies were expected to work 

with one another and w~th the mass case coordinator to develop poli­

cies and procedures which would meet agency needs and promote uni­

formity in agency practices. 

Component implementation was envisaged as a t.wo-stage process, 

with the City of Kalamazoo (or District Court 9-1) earmarked as the 

component testing ground. The volume of non-traffic misdemeannnt 

activity was important in this decision since the City of. ~alamazoo 

accounte1 for at least 50 percent of the reported offenses of this 

type and Court 9-1 disposed of more than 35 perce~t of the County's 

cases. Components were first to be implemented in the c:l.ty, modified 

as necessary, and then transferred to other jurisdictions in the 

county. Exceptions to this phased implementation schedule were the 

case screening, PROMIS, and supervised probation components. Because 

a formal case screening unit had been established in the County 

Prosecutor'~ Office in 1974 (see page 12 above), so as to provide a 

mechanism for screening out legally insufficient cases, the focus of 

this component was not the introduction of case screening, but rather, 

increased uniformity in charging decisions across prosecutorial juris­

dictions. Accordingly, a charging manual would be developed for use 

by city and county prosecuting attorneys, an endeavor which naturally 

would involve all jurisdictions from the outset of the program. 

PROMIS, or some modification of the prototype Prosecutor Manage­

ment Information System, would be unplemented simultaneously in both 

the County Prosecutor's Office and in the City of Kal.amazoo--the two .. 
prosecutorial agencies in the county of sufficient size to make 

implementation worthwhile. L~ the time the grant application was 

written, PROMIS was being considered at the felony level in the 

County PrOSef!utor's Office. A number of questions, however, remained 

unresolved .8.bout the applicability of the PROMIS model (e.g., its 
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relevance to misdemeanor cases; the need for priori.ty case scheduling 

given relatively small caseloads; and the cost/effectiveness of an 

automated system). It was felt, however, that PROMIS (or some modi­

fied version of it) could contribute to a more effective management 

of misdemeanor cases and greatly facilitate efforts to resolve data 

inconsistencies across jurisdictions. Case management was therefore 

the most important consideration and one which argued for implementing 

the system in the County Prosecutor's Office and the Office of the 

Kalamazoo City Attorney~ 

The supervised probation component would be implemented only in 

the City of Kalamazoo during the time period of tha ILCCH grant. The 

decision to hire only one probation officer was a result of the fact 

that this component was labor-intensive (that is, some local agency 

would have to assume the salary after ILCCH) and the lower priority 

accorded this component. Since misdemeanants receiving probationary 

sentences in.Michigan are supervised by probation staff assigned to 

each of the District Courts, the special probation officer to be hired 

by the program would necessarily be restricted to supervising a select 

group of probationers sentenced b~ judges from a ~ingle district. 

The decision was made, therefore, to target the City of Kalamazoo 

because its larger caselond afforded the better opportunity to develop 

till.' component. 

Overall, Kalamazoo viewed the program as offering the opportunity 

to extend e~isting services and to unify or equalize procedures across 

the different jurisdictions of the county. For instance, the pretrial 

release component was seen as providing necessary funding to offer 

misdemeanants the type of formal pretrial services which had already 

been available to persons accused of committing a felony. In terms of 

interjut'isdictional procedures, the police citatic:m and court summons 

components provided o~portunities for more fully utilizing these 

processing options as well as incentives for unifying issuing policies 

22 



of the various law enforcement and prosecutorial jurisdictions. Con­

sistency in charging de.cisions could be promoted by the development 

of a charging manual. Special emphasis was placed on the need for 

interagency coordination and ,consistency. on the importance of the 

Coordinating Council and ~ss Case Coordinator position in this regard, 

and on the opportunity offered by program components to systematize 

and improve the handling of misdemeanant offen~ers in Kalamazoo County. 

In sum, it seems clear that the concept of the ILCCH program had been 

well understood by the authors of the Kalamazoo grant application. 

The local evaluation - that is, its anticipated structure and pur­

poses - was also addressed in the grant application. It was envisioned 

that a three-person, multidisciplinary team would be assembled to develop 

measurable criteria for each program component. An individual with 

a legal background and an understanding of management principles 

would be hired to assume evaluation responsibilities for the police 

citation, court summons and c:ase screening components, and to answer 

legal questions concerning the implementation of these components. 

PROMIS was to be evaluated by a systems analyst who would also assist 

the mass case coordinator and coordina,ting council in the collection 

,and analysis of data from the other progl'am components. The temain­

ing components - pretrial release, short form presentence reports and 

supervised probation - were to be evaluated with designs created and 

implemented by a criminologist-sociologist. The three analysts 

were to function independently in their areas of expert'be l-'ll;ile 

providing assistance to one another as necessary. This structure 

was expected to provide information for program expansion and for 

refunding decisions. 

3.2 Program Start-Up 

The formation of a coordinating council in Kalamazoo, in July 

1975, signaled the beginning of the ILCCH program ~n Kalamazoo. As 
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initially envisioned, the ILCCH Coordinat:l!>,g C"mncil (hereafter 

"Council") was vested with reeponsibilitj,(ls for re.viewing program 

progress, establ:t!1ihing policy, and evaluating the performance of 

grant personnel, Council subcommittees, and the performance of indi­

vidual program components. In addititm, contracts with any outside 

agencies Qr individuals (including the mass case coordinator) cou:i.d 

be entered into only with prior approval by the Council. 

the Council consisted of representatives fr&m the various crinli­

nal justice agencies within Kalamazoo County. Each Df the following 

Council members (or a designated substitute) could cast a vote for 

motions under consideration by the Council: 

• District Court 9-1 judges (4) 

• District Court 9-2 judge (1) 

• District CO.l,\,t't 8 judges (2) 

• Kalamazoo City Attorney 

• Chief of the Kalamazoo Police Department 

• Chief of the Portage Poli,l,!e DI~partment 

• Director of the Kegion III Crime Commission 

• Ninth District Cour.t Administrator 

• Ninth District C:lief Probation Officer 

• Chief of the Western Michiga.n Public Safetv De'pa'rtment .. 
• Kalamazoo C~mnt;y ,Prosecutor 

An Executive Committe was also established as a standing committee 

of the Council. 'rhis cOtllmit tee, which could be authorized to approve 

any activities the Council could ~pprove, was formed so that n(~ces­

sary business could be conducted between monthly Coun.cil meetilngs, 

thereby facilitating the efficient and orderly operation of the 

program. The Executive Committee was to be composed of the Chair­

person, Vice-Chairpersml. and one other member of the Council 

appointed by a majority of Council members. A District Court 9-1 Judge 

was elected Chairperson of the Council; the Kalamazoo City Attorney 
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was selected as Vice-Chairperson, and the Chief Probation Officer e,f 

the Ninth District was appointed to serve as Recording Secretary. 

The Prosecutor Administrator. w.~~ a~pointed by the Council to fill 

the remaining posh·:J<~n on the Executive Committee. 

The Council's first order of business was the selection and hir­

ing of a mass case coordinator. At the Council's first meeting 

(~uly 3, 1975) the Region III Crime Commission Director suggested 

that the coordinator position be filled a~ quickly as possible so 

that the Mass Case Coordinator could attend a two-day orientation 

seminar being planned by the OTT for early August. A screening com­

mittee headed by the Prosecutor Administrator was established and givel,ll 

the responsibility for working out the details of the selection pro­

cess. 

The six-member screening committee initially reviewed thirty 

applications for the position, selecting eight for further considera-' 

tion. Interviews were then held over a two-day period in early Augus;t 

with the intent of selecting the top thrQ~ I~~ndidates for considera­

tion by the Council. Applicants were rated in three major skill arflas: 

personal relations, problem solving, and personal motivation. Ratings 

were arrived at by testing applicants on their ability to translate 

an objective statement into a measurable outcome-oriented statement, 

on the logic of their approach, on their ability to define a system, 

on their ranking of values in the problem-solving procedure, and I:m 

their performance in handling highly political questions. Altho1.l.gh 

the committee presented three candidates to the full Council, there 

was unanimous agreement among committee members that one applicant, 

James Stone, a lawyer, was the top candidate for the position of Mass 

Case Coordinator~ This recommendation was then unanimously supported 

by the Council. 
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On September 2, 1975 the Hass Case Coordinator arrived in Kala­

mazoo to assume full-time responsibilities for program planning and 

management. 

tor's Office. 

The HCC's office was established in the County Prosecu­

With the approval of the LEM Region V Courts Special-

1st, the program start date was changed from July to September 1, 

1975, and the MCC replaced the County Prosecutor as Project Direc-

tor. 

Budgetary modifications to account for an increase in funding 

from $190,699 to $250,000 were also made at this time. Since four 

rather than five demonstration sites had been approved by the OTT, 

each of the four sites had been allocated an additional ,$50,000 and 

asked to submit revised budgets. Reflecting the LEAA decision to 

have the costs for developing PROMIS in Kalamazoo borne solely by the 

ILCCH program grant rather than by the Career Criminal grant, PROMIS 

funding was increased from $55,200 to $67,800. In Kalamazoo, a sub­

stantial increase was also accorded to the local evaluation effort, 

raising the a.mount allocated from $11,118 to $24,000. 

Responsibilities for com~~ent planning and development were 

delegated during the first month of the program. The Council estab­

lished the citation and prosecutor case screening subcommittees, 

involving representatives from the Kalamazoo Police Department~ City 

Attorney's Offices, District Court 9-1, County Sheriff's Department 

and Prosecutor's Office. For pretrial release, presentence investi­

gation, and misdemeanant probation, early analysis and planning 

activities were to be undertaken by the Chief Probation Officer of 

the Ninth District, the MOC, and a District Court 9-1 judge. To get 

PROMIS underway, the Council approved a motion giving the Executive 

Committee authority to approve any necessary action to procure a 

contract for evaluation and systems analysis service. 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------

The Mec also began an evaluation plan for use in identifying and 

subsequently selecting individuals to perform the local evaluation of 

the program. Having obtained the Council's approval of the plan, 

which included a set of objective and subjElctive evaluation criteria, 

the MCC began investigating the availability of potential evaluators. 

An RFP was subsequently prepared and published, and the Center for 

Sociological Research (CSR) at Western Michigan University was selected 

by the Council in January from a pool of five respondents. The total 

cost of the proposed effort was estimated to be $36,000, with CSR 

offering a $12,000 in-kind match to coincide with the monies avail­

able through the program ($24,000). 

A new name for the ILCCH program was also agreed upon during the 

first months of the program. Early attempts to rename the program 

had apparently been unsuccessful, with suggestions failing to capture 

the multi-jurisdictional, multi-agency thrust of the progrsm. Coun­

cil members had even been reminded by the Chairperson that "the pro­

ject's final name should be reflective of the total cooperative 

effort of the entire county." The Council finally reached unan:l.mous 

agreement upon: IMPAC--Improved Misdemeanor Program for Administra­

tion and Caseflow Kalamazoo County-Wide. 

With a functioning Coordinating Council, a Mass Case Coordina­

tor, a new name, and a set of working subcommittees, the program was 
underway by the end of September. Because of early efforts to deter-

mine whether or not there was local support far the program, to pro­

ceed only because such support was manifest, and to deUne the direc­

tion of each component., the process of component design and develop­

ment could ensue without the added task of "selling" program goals 

and component concepts to representatives of the criminal justice 

community. 

27 



~~~-----~~-----

4.0 POLICE CITATION 

4.1 Developing The Citation C~ponent. 

Police citation in lieu of arrest in Kalamazoo County was not 

a new concept when the IMPAC program began. First, state law (the 

Michigan Code of Criminal Procedure) included specific provisions 

which permitted the issuance of "appearance tickets" that would 

designate persons to appear in a local criminal court. Issuance of 

these tickets was restricted in the state Code to violations of 

state law or local ordinances which carried maximum jail and fines 

of 90 days and $500 respectively. Secondly, since 1968, citations 

had been used in the City of Portage for minor ordinance offenses 

such as trash and criminal control violations. 

According to the IMPAC plan for .developing the citation 

component, early program efforts were to be directed at developing 

a citation form and procedures for the City of Kalamazoo, and 

eventually, at expanding usage t,o the entire county. 

The IMPAC Coordinating Council at its September 1975 meeting 

designated a subcommittee to establish policy, procedural guidelines, 

and a training program and to develop a form for implementing cita­

tions by the Kalamazoo Police Department (KPD). However, develop­

ment of a citat:J.on form for city-wide use did not proceed smoothly 

and some dissatisfaction was expressed with the "city-only" approach. 

Because of this, the Council decided that component development 

should be a county-wide effort aimed at the implementation of a 

common citation form in the city, county, and Portage. 

Largely through the efforts of the MCC, mediation between city 

and non-city members of t.he Council resulted in an agreement by 

November 1975 upon a common citation form. 
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Between November 1975 and March 1976, the MCC and the Council 

developed model procedures for citation use and a formal training 

program for police officers. DUT-ing this time, the Council's citation 

subcommittee was attempting to determine the applicability of the 

citation procedure in instances where the police officer was not 

witness to an offense. Differences of opinion regarding the legality 

of issuing a citation based on the sworn statement of a citizen 

complainant as opposed to actual pulice observation were finally 

resolved when, at the Council's behest, the MCC formally requested 

the State Attorney General to render an opinion. The Attorney General 

advised the Committee that citations should be used only for eligible 

offenses that occur in the presence of a police officer. 

By late March 1976, the citations were printed and training in 

their use had been provided to the KPD. District Court judges had 

also been briefed on the administrative procedures which had been 

established to guide the use of citations and their processing through 

the courts. 

Use of the newly ~eveloped police citations by the KPD began on 

April 5, 1976. The Kalamazoo County Sheriff's Department (KCSD) com­

pleted the necessary training for their personnel and began usi.ng 

citations on June 1, 1976. The City of Portage, having used citations 

for local ordinances continued to 'do so adopting the new citation 
11 form when the supply of their ol.d form was depleted. 

11 
In Portage, other than the new form, the only change resulting from 
the IMPAC program with regard to citations was the they would now 
be utilized for statute misdemeanors as well as local ordinance 
offenses. 

. 29 



-----------------------

In addition to the fact that citations may only be used fo~ 

offenses occurring in the presence of a police officer, procedures 

adopted by both police depar.tments (KPD and KCSD) make clear that an 

officer's decision to issue a citation or make a full custody arrest 

is discretionary. The officer, in deciding upon the type of action 

to be taken, is instructed to consider three factors in making the 

decision to arrest or to issue a citation: 

• the likelihood that a defendant will fail to make a 
court appearance; 

• the dangers to either the community or the defendant 
if the latter is allowed to remain free; and 

• the likelihoo(l that the defendant's illegal activity 
will continue if not stopped by making a custody arrest. 

Judgments regarding the answ'ers to these questions are often 

supplemented by criminal. history checks (via the state criminal 

history data system at police headquarters) and occasional verifica­

tion of residence, employment, or next of kin data by phone. 

4 ') .- C i ta ticn U sag e 

The KPD envisioned two major benefits when it adopted the police 

citation procedure. First, citations would save police officers' 

time and hence municipal resources by el.iminating the need to trans­

port and formally book offenders.; second, citations would foster 

good police-community relations by sparing minor offenders the stigma 

of arrest. 

The actual usage of the citation (between April 1976 and March 

1977) has been infrequent in comparison to the number of total arrests 

made for non-traffic misdemeanors by the police (see Table I). During 
" 

this period there was 4,333 non-traffic Inisdemeanor arrests, but only 

192 citations issued (4.4 percent of arrests). This low percentage 

reflects the fact that citations are limited to situations in which 
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HONrH 

1975 JANUARY 
FEBRUARY 
MARCH 

APRIL 
llAY 

JUNE 
JULY 
AUGUST 
SEPTEMBER 
OCTOBER 
NOVEMBER 
DECE~mER 

1976 JANUARY 
FEBRUARY 
~lARCIl 

APRIL 

HAY 
JUNE 
JULY 

AUGUST 
SEPTEMBER 
OCT08E1\ 

NOVEMBER 

DECEMBER. 

1977 JANUARY 
FEBRUARY 
MARCil 

TOTAL SINCE 
APRIL 1976 

1'ABLE I 

MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS AND CITATION DATA 
KALAMAZOO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

JANUARY 1915 - MARCH 1977 

ARRESTS FOR ARRESTS FOR 
TOTAL MISDEMEANOR OFFENSES WIIIcn POLICE-OBSERVED 

ARRESTS (EXCLUDING ARE CITABLE CITABLE OFFENSES 
TRAFFIC) (CITABLE OFFENSES) (CITABLE A'RRES'r 

OPPORTUNIT1ES) 

367 96 33 
396 87 20 
380 82 25 
367 87 41 
347 70 22 
330 45 15 
344 13 26 
375 67 16 
442 70 25 
331 61 12 
348 68 25 
147 28 3 

365 8'; 9 
411 61 12 
350 57 12 
476 119 3~ 

356 47 16 
382 65 20 
381 87 58 
412 81 48 
372 6"/ 38 
311 64 24 
237 41 15 

392 48 26 

326 51 14 

336 46 26 

352 53 3a 

4333 769 358 

SOURCE I KPD COMPUTER PRINTOUT .. IMlIAC EVA:.UI\TION FOR APPEARANCE TICKET. 
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CITATIONS 
ISSUED 

12 

7 
13 
43 

33 

21 
8 

6 
10 

7 
13 

19 

192 



(a) the offense was one for which the issuance of a citation was 

allowed by KPD departmental practice, and (b) a p()lice officer 

personally observed the offense. 

To show the limited applicability of the citation, Table I 

distinguishes among offenses where department policy allowed cita­

tions (citable offenses) and those citable offenses ,.,here the police 

officer also observed the offense (citable arrest opportunities). 

First, of the total misdemeanor arrests (4333), only 769 (17.7 per­

cent) involved citable offenses. This low proportion is primarily 

because three of the most common (over 70 percent) non-traffic mis­

demeanor offenses (i.e., shoplifting, obstruction or as~au1ting/ 

interfering with a police officer, and drunk and disor~er1y) are not 

among those offenses elig:l.b1e for citations. 

The requirement that a police officer witness the offense further 

limits the applicability of the police citation. Data in Table I 

ind:J.cate that arrest for citable offenses which were also witnessed 

by a police officer ("citable arrest opportunities") comprised only 

8.3 percent (358/4333) of all non-traffic misdemeanor arrests. This 

means that citation usage was not possible in 92 percent of non-traffic 

misdemeanor arrests made. Obviously, this significantly limits the 

potential impact of citations on the City's processing of tnisdemeanors. 

Table I also compares the actual usage of citations by the KPD 

from April 1976 to Mar:ch 1977 to the instances where citations were 

applicable (citable arrest: opportunities). The data indicate that 

citations have been used by t~le KPD in 53.6 percent (192/358) of the 

citable arrest opportunities. This suggests that police officers have 

accepted the new procedure and have used citations fairly consistently 

when the opportunity presented itself. However, while this percentage 

is substantial in terms of citable arrest opportunities, it is important 
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to note once again that the actual usage of the citation (192) has 

been small (less than 5 percent) compared to the total number of non­

traffic misdemeanor arrests (4333). 

\l1hile citations offer police officers in an alternative to making 

a fotTIlal arrest, they may also be used by the police to take formal 

action in situations where heretofore either no action or a warning 

would have been employed. The question then becomes one of whether, 

and to what extent, the availability of the citation alternative 

increased police willingness to take formal action in situations 

where no action would have occurred in the past. The data presented 

in Table I does not rule out the possibility that the availability 

of citations resulted in an overall increase in police intervention 

in situations where citations could be used (citable arrest oppor­

tunities). Comparing equivalent periods in 1975 and 1976 (April­

December), the volume of citable arrest opportunities increased from 

185 in 1975 to 280 in 1976, a 51.4 percent increase. 12 While there 

may be other explanations for this increase (i.e., more crime, 

increased police activity, etc.) personnel from KPP have suggested 

that the use of the citation may indeed have resulted in higher levels 

of formal intervention by the police. 

Table II depicts the offenses for which police citations were 

issued by the KPD fr.om April 1976 through March 1977. 1m more than 

half the cases issuance of a citation has been for the charge "open 

intoxicants in vehicle." Other frequency cited offenses were 

"excessive nOise," "gambling, 'f and "intoxicantu in a public place." 

The nature of these offenses helps explain the higher frequency of 

citations issued during the summer months '(See Table I). During 

12Total misdemeanor arrests (excluding traffic) increased only 
9.5 percent during this same period. 
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OPEN INTOXICANT 

GAMBLING 

EXCESSIVE NOISE 

DOG VIOLATIONS 

IN CAR 

TABLE II 

KPD - OFFENSES FOR WHICH 
CITATIONS WERE ISSUED 
APRIL - MARCH 1977 

CONTRIBUTING TO THE DELINQUENCY 
OF A MINOR 

ASSAULT 

INTOXICATED IN PUB'LIC PLACE 

LITTERING 

VARIOUS LICENSE VIOLATIONS 
(i.e. HUNTING. OPERATING PUBLIC 
ENTERTAINMENT) 

TOTAL 

102 53% ! 

19 10% 

24 12% 

9 5% 

5 3% 

2 1% 

20 10% 

5 3% 

6 3% 

192 100% 





the months (July, August, September) illegal activities are more 

likely to occur outdoors, making them more susceptible to police 

observation, a requirement of citation usage. 

Cost savings for the KPO resulting from citations are primarily 

the result of time saved. Because a formal arrest is not made, savings 

are a result of eliminating police officers' need to: 

• transport defendants to the stationhouse; 

• book the defendant and prepare an arrest report; and 

• authorize a warrant and appear at arraignment. 

Estimates from KPO indicate the actual cost savings resulting from 

dispensing with these requirements to be between $11.00-$44.00 per 

case. The wide variations in the range of savings per case are the 

result of factors determined by the nature of the offense. For exam­

ple, in instances where the charge is "intoxicants in a vehicle" (the 

offense for which citations are most often used), defendants' automo­

biles must often be impounded and stored by the police, adding 

significantly to the time involved in making and processing an arrest • 
• 

Other variables include the number of police officers in the patrol 

car involved in an arrest (one or two officers) and delays incurred 

because of the time of an arrest (weekend, holiday, early morning 

hours). Assuming a cost savings of $25.00 per case, the midpoint 

of the estimate received from KPO, the total cost savings realized 

by KPO from April 1976 to March 1977 is estimated to Be $4,800.00 

(192 x $25.00). This estimate, of course, does not account for other 

indirect benefits realized by citations such as the potential for 

increased police productivity and improvements in police-community 

relations. However, other benefits with potential cost saving impli­

cations have been cited by the KPO. Most .significant have been the 

savings in prosecutorial time and resources since citations are not 

screened or processed by a prosecutor (city or county) unless a plea 

35 



of not guilty is entered by the defendant (a not guilty plea~as 

entered for only 8 of the 192 citations disposed as o.f March 1977). 

In addition to any savings realized, acceptance of the citation 

concept has been facilitated because it offers an effective way of 

bringitlg minor offenders to court. In the overwhelming majority of 

cases where citations have been used, defendants have appeared in 

court as scheduled. The most current figures from the KPD indicate 

only four non-appearances since citations were introduced in Arpil 1976. 

Further, although citations allow the alleged offender to avoid the 

booking and detent.ion process, in no cases did the KPD express the 

feeling that citations might be counterproductive through the loss 

of the deterrent value of traditional arrest procedures. 

The pattern of police citation utilization by the Kalamazoo 

County Sheriff's Department (KCSD) and the Portage Police Department 

(PPD) has been similar to that of the City of Kalamazoo. In both 

jurisdictions non-traffic misdemeanor arrests constitute a relativelY 

small portion of arrest activity and police observation of offenses 

are infrequent (estimated to be less than 10 percent of all arrests). 

The Kalamazoo County Sheriff's Department, as noted previously., 

began issuing citations in June 1976. Offenses for which citations 

may be issued at the scene of arrest are essentially the same as the 

KPD. Table III shows the KCSD's use of citations from June 1976 

through March 1977. While the volume of usage (184 citations) 

compares favorable with that of the KPD, it is important to note a 

difference in citation procedures between the two jurisdictions. 

Citations in the county were frequently issued for "drunk and dis-' 

orderly" offenses at the police station after the defendant bad been 
, 

transported and held in protect,ive custody overnight in the county 

jail. Table III therefore distinguishes between stationhouse 
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TABLE III 

CITATION DATA 
THE Kf~ZOO COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

1976 STATIONHOUSE CITATIONS 
(DRUNK AND DISORDERLY) 

JUNE 20 

JULY 9 

AUGUST 16 

SEPTEMBER 10 

OCTOBER 9 

NOVEMBER 20 

DECEMBER 16 

JANUARY 9 

FEBRUARY 6 

MARCH 9 
"124 

lOpen Intoxicant;-in a vehicle 
Disorderly person 
Use of Marijuana 
Receiving and Concealing Stolen Property 
Minor Disturbance o,f property 
Improper Use of Plates 
Uncased Wel'lpon 

FIELD-ISSUED CITATIONS 
(OTHER OFFENSES1) 

9 

5 

10 

11 

8 

9 

6 

-
1 

1 
60 

- -- I 

TOTAL 

?9 

14 

26 

21 

17 

29 

22 

9 

7 

10 
134 



citations issued for the offense "drunk and disorderly'\\ (124) and 

field-issued citations for other offense categories (60). Only the 

latter citations were issued in the field and totally eliminated the 

need to transport and book the defendant. 

A representative of KCSD estimated that for the 60 field-issued 

citations a cost savings of $35.00-$50.00 per case had been realized 

or a total of $2,100.00-$2,400.00 between June 1976 and March 1977. 

Stationhouse citations for drunk and disorderly cases were also seen 

as cost savers because they e,liminated the need for police to obtain 

a \vanant and accompany a defendant to arraignment if a tradit,ional 

arrest was made. No specific estimates, however, were available 

for these savings. 

The Portage Police Department (PPD) did not formally adopt new 

citation proc.edures as a result of the IMPAC program. Other than the 

adoption of a new form, the only modification in Portage resulting 

from the IMPAC program was a change in policy to allow the use of 

citations for state statute misdemeanors. Previously (since 1968), 

citat~on use was restricted to local ordinances involving violations 

of natural resources, agriculture, animal control and lvater safety 

regulations. A sampling of four months (March-June 1976) indicated 

56 citatj.ons had been issued with about 70 percent involving local 

ordinance vio1at:l.ons. Thus, the evidence suggests that citation 

usage in Portage has not changed significantly during IMPAC as the 

opportunity for citation use for statute misdemeanors has been infre­

quent. 

'rhe implementation of the police citation component throughout 

Kalamazoo County has generally been successful and appears to have 

a solid foothold in the two large police departments where the pro­

cedures were new. \-lhile initial estimates of the benefits of the 
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component (with regard to the potential for, citation use and resulting 

cost savings) were very optimistic, the early experiences of IMPAC 

suggest that modifications would be needed if citations were to 

significantly impact misdemeanor processing. Expanding the list of 

offer.~es for which citations are allowable could increase signifi­

cantly the number of potential arrest situations where a citation 

could be used. As noted ea~liert many of the most common misdemeanor 

offenses are excluded from citation eligibility. 

Through effo~ts of the Coordinating Council and the MCC t other 

agencies began using citations during IMPAC. Most significant in 

this regard has been the use of citations by police officers at 

Western Michigan University, by the Public Safety Officer in the 
,0 

City of Kalamazoo, and by housing and public health inspectors. 

Authorization is also expected in the County for citation use by 

animal control officers, weight and measures inspectors, and public 

park officers. These new activities regarding citations reflect a 

growing commitment by members of the criminal justice system to 

develop the citation component to the point where a more significant 

impact on system resources can be realized. Further signifying this 

commitment, the Coordinating Council, at the April 1977 meeting, 

instructed the MCC to obtain feedbeJk from local police officers 

regarding the citation form ao that a subsequent printing of the 

fonn can be made. There is strong evidence that citations will have 

a growing significance in law enforcement activities in Kalamazoo. 

An increasing realization of their potential and a pressing need to 

make the best use of police resources should insure this. 
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5.0 COURT SUMMONS 

Prior to IMPAC, the use of court summons in lieu of arrest war­

rants was formally limited to civil complaints. They ,.,er~ primarily 

used for building violations or citizen complaints against a corpora­

tion. The purpose of the court summons component, then, was to expand 

and unify the use of the summons to include criminal misdemeanors as 

well as civil cases. It was anticipated that this expansion would 

result in cost savings, as well as improved community service w:tth 

respect to minor offenders. 

During the early months of IMPAC, groundwork for the implementa­

tion of the summons component tolas begun. The major effort of the MCC 

in this regard was to examine the applicability of such a component 

in light of current practices of the District Courts. The MCC found 

little need or enthusiasm for the summons for a number of reasons. 

Fj.rst, informal procedures used by the courts for citizen-based com­

plaints already existed which permitted defendants to appear in 

court voluntarily, thus precluding the need for physical arrest. 

For instance, District Court 9-1 frequently utilized a mailed letter 

to inform a defendant that a complaint had been sworn and to direct 

the person to a court appearance. Non":appearance at a specified time 

would result in a police arrest. Similar procedures were used by 

the other District Courts. Secondly, some local judges were unenthu­

siastic about the summons concept because they saw it as potentially 

eliminating the collectipn of local criminal justice history data. 

Finally, there was l'esistance among some local prosecutors to the 

court summons because they felt widespread use of it would eliminah~ 

prosecutoria! involvement in the screening and reviewing of ordinance 

violations--the bulk of their workload. 

Despite these constraints, and because of the cost savings 

envisaged, the MCC and the Coordinating Council persisted in the 
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attempt to achieve some form of court summons implementation by 

dealing with some of the objections raised. A special committee 

was formed to develop model procedures and further investigate 

county-wide implementation. The MCC was somewhat successful in 

convincing the District Court judges that local criminal justice 

history information would not be lost should the summons be im­

plemented. 

Although substantial efforts were made to develop an interest 

and commitment to the court summons among the three court juris­

dj.ctions, lit tIe progress was made. Efforts to devise Ii unified 

form and procedures and to have them accepted were inhibited both 

by procedural differences in court-police re1ationshi.ps across 

jurisdictions in the county and by the low priority attached to the 

need for summons given the effectiveness of existing informal 

procedures. As of May, 1977, only one jurisdiction, Portage remained 

interested in implementation. The MCC, therefore, was working 

exclusively with the Portage Police Department and District Court 

9-2 to develop summons procedures. 
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6.0 PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Although a pretrial release program for felony defendants did 

in fact exist, there was no formal pretrial release screening pro­

cedure for misdemeanor defendants in Kalamazoo County prior to IMPAC. 
Although release on recognizance (ROR) by judge3 was prevalent wit.hin 

the county, and few people were detained prior to trial, actual pre­

trial release procedures varied considerably across jurisdictions., 

The pretrial release component was seen, therefor~, as providing an 

opportunity to reduce these incons~.stencies by making a uniform set 

of information available to judges for use in bond and release 

decisions. 

Efforts to develop the pr.etria1 component began in September 1975, 

when a judge I Chief Probation Officer of District Court 9-1 (City of 

Kalamazoo, and the MCC agreed to examine the pretrial situation in 

that court. Despite inconsistencies found in historical data concern­

ing the number of misdemeanants regularly detained awaiting trial, 

this group's conclusion was that there was an apparent need for pre­

trial services for misdemeanauts if only to improve the quality of 

information to the judges and to develop information useful for future 

pretrial planning. FU:r'thel"mC)re to prevent duplication of efforts 

and to insure data consistency, it was decided that a pretrial 

interviewer would be hired to work in conjunction with the existing 

felony program (one pretrial interviewer); thus, complete coverage 

of the full range of criminal defendants would be achieved. Interviews 

would be provided for each of the three District Courts. 

In Marcl1 1976, a pretrial interviewer was employed and given 

full-time responsibility for performing mi.sdemeanant release investi­

gations as well as investigations for misdemeanants r~~uesting 

court-appointed counsel. (This latter responsibility supports a 

pilot project implemented in District Court 9-1 to check claims of 
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indigency prior to the granting or denial of requests for court­

appointed counsel). After an initial orientation period to assess 

the information needs of the District Court judges, the misdemeanant 

and felony investigators jointly developed an interview sheet and 

recommendation form for use in their duties. These forms were devel­

oped after a trial period during which the original Vera forms were 

found partially inadequate. 

The pretrial release component was operationalized on 

April 26, 1976 and was essentially patterned after the Vera Institute 

pretrial interviewing procedures. l3 Misdemeanor defendants were 

interviewed daily (except Sunday) prior to arraignment at the three 

lock-ups serving each District Court. The lock-up serving Portage 

was 'visited by the pretrial staff only on request because of the small 

number of defendants requiring service. The interviewer ~ollected and 

attempted to verify information relating to the defendant's criminal 

history, residence, family ties, employment, and education. Release 

recommendations were based on a point system, again patterned after 

Vera. Three types of recommendations could be made to the judges: 

• recommended and verified, 

• qualified by unverified, and 

• no recommendation. 

To be recommended, a defendant must have had a sufficient point total 

on the interview scale and a Kalamazoo area addr.ess where he could 

be reached. Defendants with two felony convictions in the last five 

years or defendants out on personal bond for other criminal charges 

13 For a description of the Vera criteria and procedures, see Fair 
Treatment of the Indigent: The Manhattan.!!'ll Project. ProiU'iis 
in Criminal Just:1.ce Reform. Ten Year Report, 1961-1971:, Vera 
Institute of Justice, Inc. (1972). 
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could not be recommended. Defendants released on the positive 

recommendation of the pretrial staff received follow-up contacts to 

remind them of pending court dates. 

As expected by those who developed the grant and the MCe, the 

courts proved reluctant to see that pretrial services are uniformly 

provided to all defendants and that the information gathered is 

formally considered in making release decisions. District Court 

judges in the County and Portage generally saw little need for pre­

trial services since misdemeanor bonds were typically low (Michigan 

has a 10 percent bond law) and few defendants detained. Furthermore, 

defendants in these more rural jurisdictions were often known to judges; 

thus, the information made available by the pretrial interview was 

often seen as unnecessary in making release decisions. Finally, the 

presence of pretrial information and the recommendation represented 

threats to judicial discrt"!.lon. During the IMPAC program, only 

District Court 9-1 (City of K~lamazoo) formally required that pretrial 

services be provided to misdemeanor defendants" 

Data provided by the misdemeanant pretrial staff interviewer 

indicate that 449 interviews (41 per month) were conducted between 

April 29, 1976 and April 1977 (see Table IV). Of these, only 24 

were for cases arrai~led before District Courts 8 and 9-2.(between 

April - June 1976). During th:l.s time, these courts exclusively used 

bond for releasing defendants 'interviewed despite recommendations 

from the pretrial staff indicnting that some were good risks for 

release on recognizance (ROR). As a result of this, pretrial ser­

vices for these two courts were discontinued after June 1976, although 

it was made clear by the MCC and the pretrial interviewer that 

services were always available if desired. 
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1976 

1977 

TABLE IV 

PRETRIAL RECOMMENDATIONS TO DISTRICT COURT JUDGES 
KALAMAZOO 

DEFENDA..~TS 
QUALIFIED 

MONTH INTERVIEWED RECOMMENDED BUT 
UNVERIFIED 

APRIL 
MAY 127 50 19 
JUNE 

JULY 39 16 3 

AUGUST 38 16 6 

SEPTEMBER 40 19 7 

OCTOBER 32 16 6 

NOVEMBER 25 15 5 

DECEMBER 34 17 9 

JANUARY 14 8 2 

FEBRUARY 27 11 2 

MARCH 33 23 3 

APRIL 40 15 10 

TOTAL 449 (100%) 206 (46%) 72 (16%) 

NOT 
RECOMMENDED 

58 

20 

16 

14 

10 

5 

8 

4 

14 

7 

15 

171 (38%) 



In terms of coverage, the pretrial staff interviewer was able 

to interview 449 of 759 non-traffic misdemeanors defendants detained 

in jail awaiting arraignment. The majority of those not interviewed 

to/ere from Portage or the county where interviews were not routinely 

provided. Other defendants not interviewed included those released 

before an interview could be conducted (i.e., stationhouse bond). 

Table IV provides a breakdown of the pretrial reconunendat,ions 

provided to the judges of the District Courts (except for 24 of these, 

all went to District Court 9-1) by the misdemeanor pretrial staff. 

In almost half (46 percent) of the cases the defendants were con­

sidered to be an excellent risk for ROR, that is, they were recom­

mended and verified. 

Table V compares the release decisions made by the District 

Court judges with the recommendations made as the result of the 

pretrial interviews. It should be noted that not all of the 449 

defendants interviewed proceeded to a point at, arraignment where a 

release decision could be made. Some defendants (155) pled guilty, 

had charges dropped against them, were: diverted, or were not prose­

cuted, thus obiviating the need for a judge to make a release decision. 

The remainin~ 283 defendants proceeded to arraignment and had 

release decisions made by the judge. Table V suggests that the 

information provided by the pretrial staff for these defendants had 

some, but not a dramatic, influence on the decisions of the 9-1 

District Court judges. Approximately 42 l'ercent of those defendants 

"recommended and verified" (60 of 144) and 38 percent of those 

"qualified but, unverified" (23 of 60) were released on their own 

recognizance. In contrast, only 22 percent "not recommended" 

(18 out of 79) weI'e released. Despite this, the data dtles indicate 

a general reluctance of the Court to rely heavily on the recommenda­

tions of the pretrial staff, especially for the 144 defendants who 
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TABLE V 

RELEASE DECISIONS OF JUDGES COMPARED TO RECOMMENDATIONS OF PRETRIAL INTERVIEWER 

PRETRIAL INTERVIEW RECOMMENDED QUALIFIED BUT NOT 
RECOMMENDATION N=449 

NO DECISION1 (HI,) UNVERIFIED (60) RECOMMENDED (79) 

I -
JUDICIAL RELEASE 

DECISION ROR BOND JAIL ROR BOND JA!L ROR BOND JAIL 

MONTH 

1976 

APRIL-~IAY-JUNE 37 17 20 - 5 7 - 5 34 
JULY 12 7 4 4 - 11 - 1 -
AUGUST 17 2 9 1 1 3 - 3 2 

SEPTEMBER 20 4 7 3 2 2 - - 2 

OCTOBER 14 4 7 - 3 - - 2 2 

NOVEMBER 10 6 4 - 2 1 - 1 1 

DECEMBER 11 8 3 - 4 3 - 1 4 

1977 JANUARY 7 - 3 - - 2 - - 2 

FEBRUARY 8 5 2 - 2 2 - 3 5 

MARCH 15 4 13 - - - - 1 -
APRIL 15 3 4 - 4 6 - 1 7 

TOTAL 166 60 76 8 23 37 - 18 59 

42% 52% 6% 38% 62% - 23% 75% 

1NO DECISION BECAUSE DEFENDANT HAD CHARGES DROPPED, PLED GUILTY AT ARRAIGNMENT, OR 
REFERRED TO CITIZENS PRO:~ATION AUTHORITY. 

.--

2 

-
-
-
-
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ware recommended and verified as good risks. The 42 percent rate 

of judicial acceptance of favorable pretrial recommendations does 

not compare favorably with most existing programs in other juris­

dictions where an 80 percent rate or better is usually achieved. 

Apparently District Cour.t judges tend to prefer low money bonds as 

they are seen as not presenting an economic hardship to most 

defendants. Table V does not, however, ,,:,ule out the possibility 

that the informati.on provided by the pretrial release staff was 

valuable is setting fairer, more consistent, and/or lower bonds. 

Unfortunately data was not collected in this regard. 

Savings from implementation of a misdemeanor pretrial release 

component were viewed in the Kalamazoo IMPAC proposal. as resulting 

from a decrease in the number of incarcerated defendants pending 

trial. To determine savi.ngs on this basis, estimates of the number 

of defendants spared incarceration as a result of judges decisions 

to ROR (based on the recommenda~ion of the pretrial interivew) must 

be made. The evidence suggests, however, that ROR was not effective 

in securing the release of any more defendants than would have been 
released on money bail or informal ROR. The data indicnte that 

pretrial recommendations were not heavily influential in determining 

judges release decisions. In fact of the 10 defendants interviewed 

and jailed, ~ight had been recommended for release. 

Host defendants recommended for ROR by the pretrial staff 

would not have been incarcerated regardless of the pretrial program -

most would have been released on bond or ROR'd anyway. For defendants 

for. whom bond is set, the 10 percent bond option and a judicial will­

ingness to set bond with "the ability to pay" in mind results in the 

incarceration of very few for the inability to post bond. Pretrial 

staff data indicates only 46 non-traffic misdemeanants jailed during 

a 12 month period (April 1976 - April 1977) either unable or unwilling 

to post bond. 
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Even assuming that all 60 defendants recommended and released 

~ould have been detained (it is more likely that all would have been 

released anyway), cost savings from detention would have been less 

than $5,000, given an average detention of six days at a cost of 

$14/day. In sum, there is no evidence that the pretrial program 

resulted in savings in detention costs. 

While cost savings as a result of the pretrial component were 

not realized, the reliability of the interview instrument used by 

the pretrial staff in identifying good risks has been somewhat 

impressive. Since the start of pretrial interviews, no defendants 

reco~ended for ROR have failed to appear for their scheduled court 

appearance and only 2 "'recommended" defendants were rearrested while 

on ROR status. Additionally, the program did t as intended, extend 

pretrial interview services to almost all misdemeanants in jail 

awaiting arraignment. Of course, defendants served by District 
Courts 9-2 and 8 were not interviewed because judges in t'hese 

courts made no use of pretrial recommendations. 

The lack of judicial enthusiasm and res~onse to th~ availability 
'>, 

of pretrial interview information and little perceived need for the 

service by judges contributed significantly to the decision by the 

MCC and the Coordinating Council in March 1977 not to continue formal 

pretrial release services for misdemeanants and not to seek further 

funding. The Council was con'nnced that the pretrial information 

derived was superfluous and that the occasional need for pretrial 

services for misdemeanants could be met by the felony pretrial 

interviewer. 

Thus, although the pretrial component in Kalama~oo was opera­

tionally sound--providing rapid and extensive interview coverage and 

demonstrating the validity of its recouunendations wi,.th a low FrA 
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rate--it never was able to demonstrate any particular utility to the 

judges. Both informal ROR and money bail had proved themselves 

adequate methods in the past for the release of misdemeanor defendants. 

In this sense formal pretrial interviews of misdemeanor defendants 

were not needed in Kalamazoo County. 
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7.0 CASE SCREENING 

In Kalamazoo County, prior to IMPAC, some form of misdemeanor 

case screening was conducted by each of the city attorney's offices 

(Portage and Kalamazoo) and by the County Prosecutor's Office. In 

fact, in 1974 the County Prosecutor's Office, which handles the bulk 

of the misdemeanor cases in the county, created a special "Screening 

and Plea Negotiations Unit." Screening out all citizen and police 

complaints that either did not require attorney time or were not 

fully pr.epared was among this unit's function. 

Because establishing a screening project per se was not a priority 

of the IMPAC program, the case screening component was intended instead 

to address problems in the uniformity of charging decisions across 

prosecutorial jurisdictions rather than difficulties more directly 

associated with the absence of screening practices and procedures. 

The grant application plan for this component was to develop a uni­

form charging manual for use by the various prosecutorial agencies 

in the county. It was argued that inconsistencies in charging poli­

cies, especially among city attorneys and county prosesutors, 

resulted in inequalities for defendants committing essentially the 

S~ie acts. The charging manual was seen as a solution to this 

problem. 

Efforts both to develop a charging manual and to examine the 

screening and charging processes of prosecutoria1 agencies were directed 

by a screening subcommittee appointed by the Coordinating Council 

in October 1975. At this subcommittee's first meeting, the MCC 

provided members with documents nnd forms regarding the current pro­

cedures uf those offices in the county handling requests for prose­

cution from both citizens and police officers. Copies of national 
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studies regarding charging were also provi,ded to assist in the 

examination of county practices and articulation of methods to fur­

ther develop component goals. 

By December the screening subcommittee members informed the MCC 

of two decisions resulting from their study of the screening situa­

tion. First they felt that it was not necessary to develop the uniform 

charging manual which had been outlined in the IMPAC grant application. 

Instead, a police charging manual was ~uggested. This manual would 

provide basic information about specific elemenls o~ misdemeanor 

crimes tu police .:hat would assist in making proper charges. To 

further explore this suggestion, a special three-person committee 

was designated. 

The second decision made by the screening subcommittee was that 

there was a need for a common warrant request and disposition form 

for use by all prosecutoria1 agencies in the county. With the MCC, 

the members developed a warrant request form modeled after the one 

used by the County Prosecuto~'s Office. This form was to address 

several problems identified by the screening subcommittee during their 

deliberations. First, comparable data regarding the intake stage 

for misdemeanors was nonexistent. The common form to be used would 

greatly facilitate the co11ect:l.on of comparable categories of data; 

warrant authorization rates, reasons for denial, and offense profiles 

would now be available on a county-wide basis for program planning 

and evaluation. Second, the use of the new form would allow prosecu­

tors to report to po1ic~ officers, witnesses, or victims informa-

tion regarding prosecutoria1 decisions including specific rationales 

for these decisions. Third, the form would assist prosecutors in 

tracking the development of a case sent back to a police department 

for further investigation. Relying upon the information noted on 

the form, prosecuting attorneys could then be specific in thei~ 
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i~quiries to police regarding missing elements of a case. Because of 

these advantages the form was adopted by all prosecutoria1 agencies 

in the County of July 1976 (see Appendix II), 

Finally, the process of developing the unified warrant request 

and disposition form paved the way for resolving still another prob-

lem in the handling of misdemeanants across prosecutoria1 jurisdic­

tions. As previously discussed (see Section 2.3), interjurisdictiona1 

differences in the charges associated with shoplifting had meant that 

misdemeanants charged by the County Prosecutor's Office had an oppor­

tunity for deferred prosecution through the Cit:f.,zen' s Probation 

Authority (CPA); this was not an option for defendants prosecuted in 

the City of Kalamazoo. Through the efforts of the screening subcom­

mittee, linkages between the Kalamazoo City Attorney and the County Pro­

secutor's Office were established to eliminate the differential treatment 

afforded shoplifters. In April 1976, the City Attorney began review­

ing shoplifting cases referred to his office and referring those 

eligible for CPA to the County Prosecutor's Office via the warrant 

request and disposition forms. The intent of this policy was also 

conveyed to Ka1amazo.o City police officers who now go directly to the 

County Prosecutor's Office to obtain warrants for persons accused of 

shoplifting. 

As of July 1976 the unified warrant request form was being used 

by all prosecut~ria1 agencies in the County. By the end of March 

1976, the screening subcommittee had decided to develop a police 

charging manual primarily to upgrade the legal sufficiency and 

competency of charges filed through the police. It had originally 

been decided that police and prosecutoria1'needs could best be met by 

contracting on a sole-source basis for the development of the charging 

manual. Ho\rever, county regulations precluded the sole-source 

approach, delaying the development of the manual until an RFP could be 
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prepared and a contractor selected. During the delay period, a 

prosecuting attorney resigned and thus became eligible to compete 

for the contract. In August 1976, this attorney was selected from 

a pool of respondents to develop the manual. A first draft of the 

manual has been completed and has been delivered to the Council for 

review and preparations for printing. It is expected that the manual 

will be printed and distributed for use by police as of August 1977. 

The activities of the screening subcommittee have been instru­

mental in the move to bring about greater consistency in the handling 

of misdemeanants in Kalamazoo County and to develop interjurisdic·· 

tional data on misdemeanor charging. One example has been the newly 

developed capability to collect from the warrant request and disposi­

tion form uniform data about the prosecutorial intake of offenders 

charged with misdemeanors. The MCC has been able to compile informa­

tion about charges filed with the County Prosecutor's Office during 

1976. For example, the data presented in Table VI allowed the MCC to 

examine the misdemeanor warrant authorization rate for charges filed 

with the three prosecutorial agenc:f.es in the County. Furthermore, for 

those warrants denied, the reasons for denial were now available. 

'I'he. information regarding the rate of warrant authorization in 

Table VI (55 percent, or 1324 of the 2404 requests) is V'duable 

because it will allow future changes in the charging and intake 

process to be assessed on the basis of baseline data. The existence 

of data concerning reasons for warrant denials is perhaps even 

more valuable as it will allow the pinpointing of problems which 

detract from the effectiveness and the efficiency of the charging 

process. For example, the data displayed in Table VI indicate 

that significant numbers of warrant denials (about 23 percent) 

were possibly due to police charging problems--either "no crime" 

(16.1 percent) or "insufficient proof of the identification" of the 
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AUTHORIZED 

OTHER 

DENIED 

TOTAL 

TABLE VI 

WARRANT REQUESTS AND REASONS FOR DENIALS 
KALAMAZOO COUNTY 

1976 

WARRANT REQUEST 
DISPOSITIONS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

1324· 55.1 • NO CRIME 

173 7.2 • INSUFFICIENT 
PROOF OF 

907 37.7 IDENTIFICATION 

• PROSECUTION 
2404 100% NOT DESIRED 

BY COMPLAINANT 

• COMPLAINANT 
MUST BE 
INTERVIEWED 

• OTHER CHARGES 
PENDING 

• INSUFFICIENT 
LETTER SENT 

REASONS FOR 
WARRANT DENIALS 

NUMBER PERCENT 

146 16.1 

61 6.7 

21 2.3 

68 7.5 

16 1.8 

22 2.4 

• OTHER/NO INFORMATION2573 63.2 

TOTAL 907 100% 
" 

lINCLUDES DATA FROM PORTAGE CITY ATTORNEY, KALAMAZOO CITY ATTORNEY, AND KALAMAZOO 
COUNTY PROSECUTOR COLLECTED BY THE MaC. 

2INCLUDES CATEGORIES: REFERRED TO OTHER AGENCY, CITIZENS PROBATION AUTHORITY, 
FURTHER INVESTIGA'rION, 5 DAY COOLING OFF, AND "OTHER." 
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alleged defendant (6.7 percent). This data lends support to the 

decision by the Coordinating Council to develop a police charging 

manual. On the other hand, the fact that a large number of warrant 

denials still go unexplained on the warrant request form (63 percent 

of the denials had "other" or "no information" cited as a reason for 

warrant denial), has indicated to the Council and the MCC that 

further work is needed to ensure that reasons for denials are 

completely and accurately recorded. 

The police charging manual has still to be published and thus its 

utility and effectiveness cannot yet be assessed. The screening 

subcommittee may be the largest success of the case screening compo­

nent. This committee, with representatives of all the involved pro­

secutorial agenCies, has set the stage for future improvement efforts 

to assist law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies in achieving 

uniformity in agency charging policy. The subcommittee has continued 

to show an interest in this goal as it has expanded its area of con­

cern to other phases of the charging process. The examination of pro­

secutorial intake procedures and plea bargaining policies are among 

the most significant of those issues still being addressed. However, 

at th:i,s time it remains to be seen whet.her these interagency coordina­

tion eHorts will result in any long-term impact on the processing of 

misdemeanants in the county. 
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8.0 PROMIS 

The Kalamazoo grant applicatiort indicated that the County 

Prosecutor's Office was "developing" an automated PROMIS at the 

felony level when ILCCH was being considered. Expan~ion to misde­

meanors was seen as a "natural evolution" of the system likely to 

coincide with the implementation of the felony aspect of the system. 

The management capabilities inherent in PROMIS'were clearly recog­

nized. By using standard forms to collect case information, greater 

consistency and uniformity in the handling of cases and in the 

collection of prosecutorial and court data could be achieved. 

Additionally, PROM:tS seemed to offer the means for assessing and 

analyzing data needed to manage more effectively the offices of the 

County Prosecutor and Kalamazoo City Attorney. 

By the time of grant approval, it was already decided that some 

version of PROMIS would be designed and implemented to enable the 

County Prosecutor's Office to improve its ability to collect and 

utilize information for management decisions. The LEAA also had 

decided to allow ILCCH program funds to be {wed for the development 

of PROMIS rather than a Career Criminal program grant despite the 

fact that the system deal with both felony and misdemeanor cases as 

well as the local ordinances of the City Attorney's Office. Assis­

tance from INSLAW in October 1975 was obtained to analyze the cost 

and functional alternatives of PROMIS for both the County Prosecutor's 

and the City Attorney's Office. 

Following the INSLAW visit, the design and implementation of 

PROMIS proceeded on two fronts--the County Prosecutor's Office and 

the City Attorney's Office. The County Prosecutor's Office decided 

to implement a semi-automated system which would adopt many of the 

features of the formal P~OMIS model. The City Attorney's Office 
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decided to develop a manual system, adopting forms compatible with the 

County's, ror everitual integration into a centralized information 

system for the entire Cpunty. Furthermore, it was clear that the 

system in both offices would at first be restricted to prosecutorial 

information. Once the system was operational, its capabilities would 

be expanded to meet the needs of other agencies of the criminal jus­

tice system. According to the County Prosecutor Administrator these 

decisions reflected a number of concerns; foremost among these were 

economic considerations and previolls negative experiences in Hichigan 

\.,ith data systems. For the County Prosecutor's Office, the most 

inwediate'need was for those aspects of PROMIS which could improve 

day-~0-da1 prosecutorial functioning, including the Office's word 

processing capabilities in regard to wittless notification and sub­

poena preparation. Also of concern was the ~omputerization of case 

information to automate the preparation of management reports 

(Le., caseloads for prosecutors, cases pending, cases by event, etc.). 

Other. PROMIS features, such as case weighting, scheduling, and com­

plete criminal hl.story files for all cases were of lesse'J:' priority 

and not scheduled for implementation during IMPAC. 

'1'0 support these goals, a budgetary adjustment was made in 

Harch 1976 to the IMPAC gran.t to enable the t'ental of inr.omation pro­

ceSSing equipment by the County Prosecutorfs Offic~ which could be 

adapted to serve both the desired data and wor.J processing functions. 

Following the delivery of this equipment in June 1976, personnel were 

trained :I.n data preparation, field preparation, and information 

l."etrieval modes of operation. In addition, various case p:rocessing 

events were assigned unique codes for data input. Data entry screens 

were also de~igned and keying was initiated by mid-July. 

Pl;'ogramming services were contr.acted for in July to assist in 

developing the s\)ecif:lcations for an in-house PROMIS program. By 

58 



late July, dunmw data were l'eing entered into the system and tests 

conducted to identify possible system "bugs." 

By the fall of 1976, 0' series of new forll\8 for the County Prose­

cutor's Office as well as a restructuring of case files was begun by 

a systems analyst hired to implement and work with the PROMIS system. 

By January 1977, debugging was completed and modifications to the 

PROMIS computer programs were also completed. Entry of cases files did 

not begin until March 3.977 as existing case files had to be purged, 

judges had to be encouraged to use speCial case event documentation 

forms, and prosecutors instructed to accurately and cnmp1ete1y record 

pe~tinent case information. 

During the August 1976 - January 1977 period, the City Attorney's 

Office and the County Prosecutor's Office agreed to establish a link­

age to allow for the integration of the City Attorney's manual system 

and the County's semi-automated system. It was agreed that copies 

of the City's Warrant Request and Disposition forms and court minutes 

associated with City cases w~uld be inputs for the County's automated 

system. This data would then be available on an on-line basis to the 

City Attorney's Office. Additionally, monthly reports generated by 

PROMIS were planned to be made available to the City Attorney's 

Office when data generation began. 

As of May 1977. the County Prosecutor's Office was still in the' 

process of entering existing case files into the system. In sum, 

the task proved to be more time-consuming that originally thought, 

and full implementation of PROMIS has been delayed beyond the termina­

tion of the IMPAC program in June. Local 'funding, howe,rer, will 

Lnsur~ the completion of all scheduled activities. Operational use 

~~f the system 1.8 expected by late summer, 1911. 
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Planning and various analyses undertakGn in support of PROMIS 

have drawn attention to problems in the prosecution of misdemeanor 

cases--notably the witness notif.ication procedures of the District 

Courts. At the request of the Coordinating Council and after an 

examination of procedures by the MCC's staff assistant, it was 

decided that witnes~ management problems confronted during PROMIS 

planning should be addressed as part of the PROMIS implementation. 

Thus, a number of initiatives have been taken and some significant 

changes have occurred as a result of the IMPAC program. In the 

County Prosecutor's Office, responsibility for issuing subpoenas 

has been centralized, procedures have been streamlined, and pro­

visions for automatic subpoena issuance (through PROMIS) is well 

underway. A new subpoena/witness form has also been adopted which 

provides the capability for informtng witnesses of case adjournments. 

The MCC developed a witness ·notification brochure to accompany 

subpoenas which allows witnesses a better understanding of their 

role and what to expect when they report to court. These brochures 

have been highly praised by witnesses and judges alike. Even more 

highly regarded has been the automatic witness adjournment notifica­

tion systems implemented in District Courts 9-1 and 9-2. Heretofore, 

in Kalamazoo District Courts it was no uncommon for witnesses, 

including police officers, to show up for court proceedings only to 

find out that casea had been adjourned or rescheduled. A study 

examining the 9-1 District Court in February 1977 provided a good 

indication of the severity of this problem. During thb month, 

there were 67 adjournments and dismissals in Court 9-1 for statute 

misdemeanors. Forty-three of these cases (involving 136 witnesses, 

83 civilians and 53 police officers) vere not adjourned early 

enough to prevent the issuance of subpoenas and, thus, many unneces­

sary appearances occurred. 
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To address the problem of these unnecessary court appearances, 

a new adjournment notification system began in March 1977. Witnesses 

were instructed, through the subpoena process, to call in the evening 

before their scheduled court 'date to determine if they need appear 

or if their court appearance had been rescheduled. A pre-recorded 

message tape system now provides this information. Judges from 

District Courts 9-1 and 9-2 have been enthusiastic about the perfor­

mance of the new system and have commonly cited it as among the most 

significant improvements directly attributable to IMPAC. The system 

has also been the subject of local press coverage in Which i.t was 

hailed as a significant improvement likely to "save Kalamazoo County's 
14 lower courts $500 ,000 a year." Data collected from April 11 through 

May 24, 1977 in Court 9-1 indicate that 106-1/2 witness days may have 

been saved as a result of the telephone notification system. The 

dollar savings estimated from this figure is approximately $2,800 or 

about $85 per day over 33 court days (extrapolated to a yearly basis, 

this would give about $23,000), indicating somewhat less of a savings 

potential than the press estimate. lS Less direct or intangible bene­

fits such as lost wages saved, better cOI,lrt-community/pol!ce-court 

relations, and imp~oved witness cooperation, however, are also 

significant in assessing the system's value. 

Also as a result of the Coord1.nating Council's and Mec efforts 

to improve witness management in the l~~er cn~rts. a Witness Coor­

dinator was directe,d to conduct an analysis of District Court 

witness management, including subpoena procedures and physical 

facilities for witnesses to provide the Council with additional 

l4The Kalamazoo Gazette, March 20, 1977(! . 

l5the $2,800 estimate includes witness fees, mileage, snd police 
pay. 
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proposals for improvement. Furthermore, the Witness Coordinator has 

worked closely with District Court 9-1 to assist in subpoena manage­

ment and to coordinate the recording of adjoumment notification 

tapes for the new telephone system. Through the Witness Coordinator's 

efforts a number. of problems have been identified and presented to 

the Coordinating Council for consideration. The value of these 

efforts is indicated by the Coordinating Council's decision to see; 

funding from the LEAA block grant program for the continuation of 

the work. This funding has been obtained and the Coordinator's 

efforts will continue. 

It appears that, although PROMIS has yet to be operationalized, 

efforts to do so have resulted in a number of valuable system 

benefits. Prosecutor Office operating procedures have been 

scrutinized; new forms have been developed; the flow of information 

between the courts and the Prosecutor's Office has been improved; 

linkages between the City Attorney's and County Prosecutor's Office 

have been established; and, a number of witness management problems 

have been identified with some significant improvements ~e6ulting 

from the examination. Expectations at the County Prosecutor's 

Office with regard to PROMIS appear to be high despite the slow 

progress of system implementation. Indications of PROMIS' utility 

to the County Prosecutor and its overall impact on the criminal 

justice system needs to be re-examined in the future to assess the 

success of Kalamazoo's method of implementation and the appli­

cability of the system to jurisdictions of Kalamazoo's size. 
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9.0 SHORT FORM PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION REPORTS 

Implementation of a county-wide short form presentence investi­

gation(PSI) report in Kalamazoo was not accomplished during the IMPAC 

program period. Both a general lack of enthusiasm for this component 

and the inability to develop a form acceptable to all those involved 

appear to have been the major elements which precluded the revamping 

an.d development of either a uniform form or uniform PSI procedures 

county-wide. 

Prior to the inception of IMPAC, presentence investigations 

were conducted for misdemeanants in District Courts using an existing 

"semi-short" form. The infrequent use of this form and the lack of 

consistency in its usag·e were considered problematic and would be 

addressed by IMPAC. Bec~i.Use county-wide consistency was seen as the 

primary goal of the PSI component, it was decided that unlike some of 

the other components, development of the short form PSI report should 

be in cooperation with the judges and probation staff of all three 

District Courts in the County. Dissatisfactions were voiced during 

pre-grant meetings about the length of time needed to read the existing 

form, unevenness in,its preparation, and the lack of criteria and 

decision rules governing requests for PSI's. To address these con­

cerns, component implementation plans included an analysis of the 

information needs of the judiciary, to be done prior to developing 

a new 8hort-fol~ report. 

Efforts to conduct this analysis began in th fall of 1975.. A 

,\uestionnaire was prepared and distributed to the District CO\fLrt 

judges to elicit their needs for presentencing information. .'Based 

on the results o~ that questionl1aire. the .existing form was lJiodified 

by the MOC with the expectation that it would be printed and imple­

mented following approval by the judges. 

63 



Before obtaining judicial approval, however, the Chief Probation 

Officer of the 9th District Courts, not comp1~te1y satisifed with 

the modified form, met with the local evaluators to discuss the pro­

posed form and its use by the District Court judges. A decision was 

made to conduct a second judicial survey to further identify, in a 

mure systematic fashion, the information needs of the judiciary. 

This decision set the stage fo~ the involvement of the local eva1ua­

tot'S in the planning and implementation of the short form PSI report. 

The survey undertaken by the local evaluators was designed to 

identify those information items judges and allied court personnel 

felt were essential for making sentencing decisions. To obtain this 

information, the local evaluators selected several hypothetical cases 

and 41 pieces of information. Forty-one sequential rankings were 

made, based on the level of confidence the judge would have making 

a sentencing decision based on the available pieces of information. 

Information was added piece by piece, and a new ranking was required 

after each audition. This procedure was apparently time-consuming 

and unclearly explained, according to the reported reactions of the 

judicial personnel in the feedback received by the MCC. Indeed, in 

some cases, judges were offended by the approach of the evaluators. 

Once the survey was completed and results documented, responsi­

bility for using these results and developing the new form shifted 

back to the Probation Office, now headed by a new Chief Probation 

Officer. (In the interim, the previous Chief Probation Officer had 

resigned and one of the probation officers had been promoted to 

fill the vacancy). 

Some differences in opinion then surfaced among the Chief 

probation Officer, the local evaluators, the MCC, and the judges 

regarding the purposes of the £orm and the deficiencies of current 
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practices. According to the Chief Probation Officer, problems with 

the existing form could be remedied by training investigators to 

express themselves more succinctly and in a fashion more consistent 

with one another. This view argued against a form whose structure 

would dictate the exclusion of subjective assessments and interpreta­

tions of the defendant's motives, and of his potential for success 

under different treatment modalities. 

At this time (October t 1976), the local e'"aluators were 

dismissed after nine months of work by the Coordinating Council 

(at the recommendation of the MCC). The focus and priorities of 

their efforts, difficulties with local officials (police and 
" 

judges), and a gene~al dissatifaction with the quality of the 

work led to this decision. To replace the local evalpators, a 

data collector was employed to assist the MCC. 

The new Chief Probation Officer thEm des:! gned a Rhort form 

PSI report solely fo~ the D1.strict Court 9-1 Probation Department; 

this form mostly ignored the results of the previous surveys. 

Procedures for the ·new form mandated that the presentence investiga­

tors gather both sentencing and treatment data. The form invoked 

immediate controversy, however, because the probation officers 

insisted on collecting their own client treatment data. Given in­

ternal disputes within the 9-1 Probation Departlll(mt, the MCC and the 

Council took the position of refusing to expend IMPAC funds for a 

new form until consensus was reached. 

In Feb'tuary, 1977. the MeC resigned his position leaving a number 

of component implementation tasks (the potice charging manual, PSl 

reports, and summons) uncompleted. To complete thia work the 

Council appointed the MCC's Administrative Assistant, Cheryl Bosma, 

AS Acting MeC. Before the MCC left, however, he instituted a 
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self-monitoring, management system for each component director which 

set goals, operationalized these goels into specific tasks, and set 

dates for the completion of the tasks. For the short form PSI report, 

the MCC involved two probation officers in a final attempt to pro­

duce a new PSI report satisfactory to the Chief Probation Officer, 

the rest of the Probation Department, and the District Court 9-1 

judges. 

As of May 1977, no progress had been made in the development of 

a new form by these two officers. Although the MCC had expended much 

effort, few results were achieved. There were a number of factors 

which hindered the development of a county-wide PSI report. Perhaps, 

paramount among them was that a new PSI report was not a priority 

among judges" Although they were ready to accept a new form if it 

met their infonJation needs, they provided no initiative and were 

not committed to the project. Given judicial indifference, a number 

of other factors--the initial, alienating efforts of the local 

evaluators; turnover of the Chief Probation Officer position; and 

internal disputes within the Probation Department regarding job 

functions and pres~ntence procedures--conspired against the necessary 

consensus. Thus, IMPAC was able to achieve no improvement, county­

wide or local, in this area. 
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10.0 SELECT OFFENDER PROBAtION 

10.1 Component Development 

As originally conceived, the select offender probation (SOP) 

component held attractions for both the judiciary and probation 

department of District Court 9-1 (City of Kalamazoo). It would 

provide a fourth sentencing alternative for the judges and add 

diversity to the probation department. Prior to SOP, District Court 

judges had only three options available to them when making sentencing 

decisions for misdemeanants; incarceratiun, probation, or a combina­

tion of the two. Intensive supervised probation was not an estab1iohed 

alternative. The probation department was facing an enlarging misde­

meanant offender population and inadequate staff resources to meet 

the increase. By representing a new alternative for the judges and a 

specialized program for the probation department, SOP had the potential 

to satisfy multi-agency needs • 
. -

The grant application laid out a very specific plan for the SOP 

component. The SOP was to target District Court 9-1. A working 

subcommittee was to b~ developed to assume responsibility for all 

phases of component .deve1opment and planning, a pror.ess expected 

to take six months. A system was to be devised, based on existing 

evaluation scales and mod'l!ls, to select the best. candidates for the 

program. The entire program would consist of one experienced proba­

tion officer who would have a case load of 15 c1ients--considerably 

less than the existing proDation department case10ad of 140 clients 
16 per officer. Tre,~tme:nt, which would be tailored to each individual 

client, would involve both individual and group counseling. 

As previously discussed (Section 3.2,) one subcolllUittee was 

formed to do the preliminary planning for the pretrial release, 

16 This case load was later revised to 25 clients. 
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short-form presentence report and the SOP component. The subco~tttee 

was composed of three members--the City Probation Officer, a judge 

from th~ District Court 9-1, and the MCC. During the initial months, 

tbis group identified problem areas, including potential difficulties 

with collecting client information needed to select a caseload. By 

January 1976, a study of the caseload of the City Probation Office 

was completed and steps were taken to develop policies which would 

insure that the SOP officer did not become overworked. The Chief 

Probation Officer was given complete responsibility for the hiring 

of the new staff person. At this point, it was thought that SO? 

would hire a person to replace a more experienced probation officer, 

who would, in turn, beco~e the SOP officer. 

Due to the number (over 100) and high caliber of applicants 

applying for the position, the original intent of replacing an 

experien(,:~d probation officer with a new hiree ,was abandoned. The 

new staff member was hired directly to fill the position of SOP 

officer. Although the SOP officer worked under the organizational 

guidance of the existing probation department, she was an IMPAC 

employee and was directly responsible to the MCC for component 

implementation and operations. The SOP officer, an experienced 

rehabilitation counselor, began work on April 5, 1976. 

'rhe task of developing selection criteria for admisaion to the 

program and guidelines and directives for the counseling component, 

was given to the new SOP officer working in conjunction with both 

the MCC and the Chief Probation Officer. They decided that partici­

pants in the select offender probation program would come from a 

"high risk" group of offenders, that is, those defendants whose pre­

sentence investigation reports recommended a combination of jail and 

probation. (Defendants with presentence recommendations of only 
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j ail or only probation would not be considered.) Additionally, 

defendants could be eligible for SOP if a sentencing recommendation 

was not included in the report. Using a list of sentencing criteria 

gathered from three existing sources--PROMIS, Vera-Manhattan, and the 

California base-expectancy scale, as well as those criteria used by 

existing probation and presentence personnel--past presentence 

reports conducted for misdemeanants were systematically and objec­

tively scored. Using these scores and the knowledge of the sentencing 

recommendations made for each case, a numerical range was determined 

for which defendants would be classified as "high-risk". Thus» in 

order to qualify for SOP, a defendant's presentence score was required 

to fall within the predetermined "high-risk" range. These selection 

criteria were accepted by the judges of District Court 9-1. 

The counseling approach adoptt!d by the SOP component was 

patterned after the human resource development technique of 

Dr. Robert Carkhuff. The Carkhuff technique is designed to develop 

leaming, working, and living skills, "through intens:t.ve counseling 

and individual goal setting." Actual ttsining takes place via 

both individual and.group meetings with clients and counselors. In 

these training sessions, the counselors teach a variety of skills 

to develop self-awareness of individual problems. Group meetings, 

of one hour or more twice a week, concentrate on vocational and . 
interpersonal areas of concern; individual hourly sessions every 

other week are focused on the particular needs of a client. 

Selection of clients for the SOP caseload began in early 

June 197(,. Thirty-three clients were accepted between June 1976 and 

May 1977. Clients were selected for participation in one of two ways. 

The most common method of placement was by recommendations made 

through the presentence investigations ordered by the judges. 
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Presentence :f.nvestigators, while conducting their standard interview, 

rated offend6rs in terms of the SOP criteria to determine if they 

fell wi.thin the predetermined "high risk" offender range. Informa­

tion used in this determination included: 

• An assessment of the offense, 

• Criminal history, 

• Previous probation activities and performance, 

~ Employment/academic performance, and 

• Other l-ehavior indicators (drugs, alcohol, mental health, etc.). 

Once a "high risk" determination was made, offenders were referred to 

the SOP officer for a personal interview to further assess the vffender 

regarding interpersonal sld11s, juvenile offense history, family rela­

tionships, and personal motivation. 'Following this interview, offenders 

were evaluated jointly by the SOP officer, the pr~sentence investiga­

tor, and the Chief Probation Off:!.cer to determin.e final eligibility 

status. If the offender. 'Was fourt<l to be eligible, a favorable recom­

mendatit')n to the judge was made: in the presentence report. A~proval, 

then, was required by the s~ntencing judge. Of thirty-three c.lients 

accepted to SOP as of May 1977, 27 were admitted to the case10ad by 

this method. A small number (6 of 33) of clients accepted into the 

SOP caseload were transferred from thfa regular 9-1 Di.striut Cou~t 

probation caseload. 

The 33 clients accepted by SOP as of May 1977 represented all 

offenders who met the criteria for the program during the component 

operations. This 33 compares to approximately 160 miademeanants e~ti­

lIilated to have been sentenced to probation in Distric.t. Court 9-1 over 

the same period of time. Offenders placed on. SOP typically had pro.­

bation tf;!rmS between 6 months and 2 years.· During the period between 

June 1976 Rnd May 1977, six clients left the pro~ram - four as a 

result of successful completion and two for probation violations. 
Although 33 clients were, in fact, served by the SOP, assessment 

70 



of this component focused only on those 26 clients who had been in 

the program for at least three months as of May 31, 1977. Table VIr 

provides a review of this group in terms of a number of personal 

characteristics. As shown, the typical client was a young adult 

(about 25), a white man (65 percent), unemployed (50 percent), a 

high school graduate (35 per-cent) or dropout (38 percent), and with 

a very low average yearly income ($2038). 

10.2 Results 

A comparison group for assessing SOP treatment performance 

was selected by the SOP officer. This group consisted of thirty 

offenders who scored immediately l:-elow the required "high risk" score 

of the program but would have filled additional slots had they bee'n 

available. Data collected for this group, howev,~r, indicate that 1.t 

was not an appropriate group for comparative purposes. First, the 

two groups (the SOP "experimental group" and. the comparison group) 

differed f:lignificantly along a number of C!haracteristics in.cluding, 

the nature of the current offense, age, sentence, and criminal his­

tory. But also, the relatively small pool of potential offenders 

from which SOP clients were selected and the highly discriminating 

process used to make ~:u:!se sel.ections automatically ren~ered the 

comparability of any control group problematic. Because of this,-

the assessment of the effectiveness of the component was l:lmited to 

a pre-treatment/treatme~t period comparison. 

The 26 SOP clients had a total of 97 previous arrests, including 

both felonies and misdemeanQrs, for an average of 3.7 a:rrests per 

~erson. Table VII.! lists these arrests by type and indi.cates that 

traffic-related offenses comprised the largest portion (41.2 percent) 

with drug and alcohol (14.4 percent), larc'eny (10.3 percent), and 

assault (9.3 percent) offenses constituting the most frequent non-

traffic arrests. Table IX lists those offenses for which clients 
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AGE N X MCE/SEK N X 

18-19 6 - 23.1 WHITE/MALE 17 ... 65.5 

20-21 5 - 19.2 WlIITE/FEMALE 3 - 11.5 

22-23 4 - 15.4 BLACK/MALE 3 ... 11.5 

25-26 3 - 11.5 BLACK/FEMALE 1 ... 3.8 

27-28 3 - 11.5 orUER 2 ... 7.7 

30-31 1 _ 3.8 

32-33 2 ... 7.7 

50-52 
2 _ 

7.7 

t:l.,.,,"; 

TABLE VII 

CHARACTERISTICS OF TilE SOP CASI:LOAD 
JUNE 1976 - MAY 1977 

EDUCATION N % EMPLOYMENT 

IIIGH SCHOOl; 9 - 34.6 STUDENT 

voe. ED. 1 - 3.8 EMPLOYED II /T 

COLLEGE 4 - 15.4 2HPLOYED PIT 

OED 2 - 7.7 UNEMPLOYED 

DROP OUT 10 - 38.5 

N % INCOME N = 
3 - 11.5 10,000 OR ABOVE 1 - 3.8 

6 - 23.0 6,000 - 9.999 1 - 3.8 

4 - 15.4 2.000 - 5.999 5 - 19.Z 

13 - 50.1 1,000 - 1.999 5 ... 19.2 

o - 9994 6 - 23.0 

0 8 - 30.8 

-
Hean-$2038 

, ' 

". ',,,\,:.~, .,.' .',P'''''''' '\"h:'.;~t\~;~~JJ",t.· ':.<t,1l: .. ",;t»tn." 





TABLE VIII 

SOP CLIENTS: 
PREVIOUS ADULT OFFENSES 

OFFENSE TYPE N 

ASSAULT 9 

TRAFFIC1 40 

LARCENY 10 

DRUG/ALCOHOL 14 

BURGLARY 7 

WEAPON VIOLATOR 3 

J.NDECENT EXPOSURE 4 

COURT OFFENSES 3 

OTHERS 2 
.2 
97 

looES NOT INCLU~TRAFFIC TICKETS 

2STRaNGARM ROBBERY, POSSESSION OF 
STOLEN PROPERTY, SALE OF FIREWORKS, 
EXCESSIVE NOISE, RESISTING A 
POLICE OFFICER. 
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9.3 

41.2 

10.3 

14.4 

7.2 

3.1 

4.2 

3.1 

7.2 
100.0% 



TABLE IX 

SOP CLIENTS: SOP ENTRY OFFENSES 

~RENT OFFENSE N 
ASSAULT: BATTERY 4 
P0SSESSION OF MARIJUANA 4 I 
RECKLESS DRIVING , 

"-

MALICIOUS DESTRUCTION OF 3 
PROPERTY UNDER $100 
IMPAIRED DRIVING 4 
DRIVING ON SUSPENDED OR 1 
REVOKED LICENSE 

DRUNK 3 
LARCENY UNDER $100 2 

ATTEMPTED JOY RIDING 1 

INDECENT EXPOSURE 1 

UNlAWFUL USE OF MARIJUANA 1 

RECKI.ESS USE OF A FIREARM 1 

ATTEMPTED RESISTING OBSTRUCTING 1 
A POLICE OFFICER 

OBSCENE CONDUCT 1 
2S1 

IBECAuaE SOME OFFENDERS WERE CHARGED WITH MULTIPLE 
OFFENSES, THE TOTAL NUMBER OF OFFENSES IS GREATER 
THAN THE NUMBER OF OFFENDERS (N=26). 
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14.3 

14.3 

3.6 

10.6 

14.3 

3.6 

10.6 

7.1 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

3.6 

_....hL 
100.0 



were arrested leading to their placement in SOP. Finally, Table X 

lists arrests for SOP clients during their participation in the pro­

gram as of May 31, 1977. These arrests represent the activities of 

five clients. The recidivism rate based on the number 0.£ clients 

arrested as a proportion of the number of clients served would then 

be 19 percent (5/26) over an average sup~rv1sed probation period of 

6.2 months. The nine arrests shown i~ Table X include five probation 

violations and four arrests for new charges. 

Table XI compares the frequency of client arrests for the 

26 sop participants during three periods: (a) their entire ~dult 

arrest history (imcluding the current SOP offense), (b) a year prior 

to SOP placement (including the current SOP offense) and (c) the 

period of SOP part,icipation as of May 1977. Adjusting to Q'-1r:f.ve 

yearly rates, the data in this table indicate that there has been a 

significant reduction in the frequency of arrest during the SOP 

period. The average yearly arrest rate for the 26 clients over the 

length of their adult history was 2.3; for the year prior to SOP 

participation it was 1.8, and for the SOP treatment period it was 

only .67. This rep'resents over a 60 percent reduction from the year 

prior to their participation in the program. 

Due to the re1ati've1y short period for which the c.omponent has 

operated, the short average treatment time, and the absence of an 

appropriate compariso1,\ group, it is :I.mpossible to make conclusive 

statements about the effectiveness of the SOP treatment. However, 

the existing data suggests that the program may have been effective 

in reducing criminal activity, It is far easier to draw conclusions 

about the acceptance ~f the SOP component· by the judges and others 

involved with District Court 9-1. During the operation of the com­

ponent, judges accepted the recommendations for SOP in all cases. 

They also expressed strong support for the concept during Coordinating 
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TABLE X 

SOP CLIENtS: 
PROBATION PERIOD ARRESTS1 

OFFENSE TYPE N PERCENT 

PROBATION VIOLATIONS 5 55.6 

RESISTING POLICE OFFICER 1 11.1 

DRIVING UNDER INFLUENr.E OF LIQUOR 1 11.1 

POSSESSION OF MARIJUANA 1 11.1 

DISORDERLY PERSON 1 11.1 -
92 100.0 

lAVE RAGE PROBATION PERIOD 6.2 MONTHS. 

2REPRESENTS THE CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR OF 5 OF 26 CLIENTS. 
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TABLE XI 

SELECT OFFENDEk PROBATION: 
ARREST COMl;'.j,lISONS FCR THREE PERIODS 

. -PREPROBATION: CRIIUNAL BASELINE YEAR2: CRIMINAL P~OBATION PERIOD: Cl'<'tMINAL 
HISTORY DATA HISTORY DATA HIS!OkY DATA .----

J 
AVERAGE AVEP..AGE 

TOTAL 3f CRIMINAL TOTAL X X i LEI1GTH OF 
NUMBER ARRESTS HISTORY i ARRESTS NUMBER ARRESTS TOTAL ARRESTS PROBATION X 

N OF PER LENGTH 'lEAR OF PER ARRESTS ARRESTS PER PERIOD ARRESTS 
ARRESTSl PERSON (IN MONnIS) ARRESTS 1 PERSON YEAR PERSON (IN l«>NTHS) YEAR 

PER PERSON pt:a PERSON 
-, -

26 118 4.5 50.9 2.3 46 1.B l.B 9 .35 6.2 67 

-

lINCLUDES CURRENT OFFENSE. 

20NE YEAR PRIOR TO PLACEMENT IN SELECT OFFENDER PROBATION. 



, 

--- --------

Council and the beH.ei of local government officials that Sl was 

effective in serving a needed function in the city of Ka1amazo~ has 

also led to the institutionalization of the SOP component with 

District Cour.t 9-1. The coroponent has been funded for an additional 

year through a combination of state LEAA block grant and local funding. 

Alt;hough the component has been hailed as a local success, it :I.s 

recogni.zed that a longer demonstration period is needed. along with 

a carefully controlled study of the treatment group (using a randomly 

assigned control group) before definitive statements as to the pro­

gram's effectiveness can be made. 

Finally, because of the way in which the SOP co·ntponent was 

developed it never offered judges a fourth sentencing alternative. 

Since the dec1sir:i1 to place a defendant in SOP comes directly from 

the pr'obation departme.nt, and merely 1l'equires the approval J as 

opposed to the initiative, of a judge, it is really an altern3tive 

for th~ probation department, not the judicial branch. This does 

not limit the potential effectiveness of the program in terms of 

client outcomes, but it does suggest that the program's structure 

may foster stronge~ ties between SOP and the presentence investiga­

tion staff than betwet!'ft. SOP lind the :!'<ldicia:ry. 
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11.0 PROGRAM STRUCTURE AND THE MCC 

11.1 The Ccordinating Council <!lliL Its SUbColflJJll.ttees 

The structure of the J.MPAC Pro:gramin Kalamazoo was a reflec .... 

tion and extension of the planning and commitment of its early 

,architects and supporters. Pre-grant 'iUeetings held With agency 

representatives laid the necessary groundwork for the establishment 

of a Viable Coordinating Council. The concept of using working 

subcommittees for component design and implem~lltation activities 

encouraged inter-ag/mey conununication and coo9,eration. And perhapEI, 

most importlantly, the enthusiasm and interest acco'tded the Maas Cass 

Coordinat01t concept created an atlllosp\1ere co\"ducive to coord'ination. 

As a result, the key structural elements of tha program--the 

Coord:f.n~t,ing Ccu~!~il, the component working stJbcommittees and the 

Mass Case Coordinator liaison position--effectively supported one 

another. 'facilitating the cl'evelopment, !iQPlemen'tat~:,)h and operation 

of the program. 

The central elelOOnt iTt the IMPAC structure has be,en the Coor­

dinating Council. As tile pro~X'arn' s policy a['l,d review board, it 

providec', the Bction sttt"ltcture for the program. The Council 

estab11shed and OVersaw component working subcommittees6:S well as 

special ad h~c c.ommittees designed to address implementation prob­

lems. (:IS in the case of the cour.t summons t.!omponent. Through its 

composition and by-laws it empowC!red and supported the pos:l,t'ion 

of th~ Mass Case Coordinator, delineating specific areas of resp~n­

sibilit)' and policymaking ,lines of authority. The Council's Execu­

tive Committee re1,nforced this structure, prOViding a mechanism 

for assuring that important matr.~T.s could be dealt with between 

monthly Council meetings. 

In its own right, the Council provided a forum for mem-

bers of the criminal justice community~ Council meetings 
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constituted a formalized setting for airing differences of opinion 

which might have otherwise create.d an impasse among implementing 

agencit::s. This proved particularly :Important wh~n component imp1e­

mentat'J.on~ as with the county-wide uniform citation, involved a number 

of different agencies. Committee reports informed Council members of 

component implementation activities and of the activ:f.ties of the 

Mass Case Coordinator. Over time, the Council also became a forum 

for concerns which transcended the boundaries of the IMPAC components. 

When an alcohol detoxification center l~as established in Kalamazoo 

as part of a state-wide program, preceding the decriminalization of 

intoxication, a representative from the center sought assistance from 

the Council in establishing policies for transporting intoxicated 

persons to the center rather than to their homes or to jail. The 

Council has also considered and approved l lequests for appearance 

tickets frum the Kalamazoo County Park Commission. When it became 

obvious that citation training for ~he Park Rangers would be too 

costly, the Council assisted them ill a~curin8 radios which would 

facilitate communication with l.aw enforcement officials possessing 

citation powers. 

The theme of the IMPAC grant application.~ uniformity and con­

sistency among agency procedures involving misdemeanors, surfaced 

frequently during Council meetings even when not directly related 

to eornponent implementation and operations. Among the most signifi­

cant issu~$ discussed in this regard were: 

• the need for a.nd feasibility of centralizing probation ser­
vices for the District Courts in the C:ounty; 

• the possibility ~f establishing a county-wide uniform arraign­
ment time; and, 

• the redundancy in bo()king procedures among the jurisdictions 
in the county. 

Issues such as these received (often for the £:i,rst time) extensive 

attention at Council meetings by representative members of aU 

jurisdictions. In som~ cases, as in the possibility of instituting 
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uniform arraignment tines, significant constraints (not enough person­

nel) were discovered. On other issues, like reducing the redundancy 

of booking procedures, subcolll1litt.ep.s were appointed to explore the 

situation and to make specific r.ecommendations to the Council. 

The Council also provided a forum for airing more specific 

concerns of the criminal justice community involved with misdemean­

ant processing. Pt'oblems such as increasing bond forfeitures and 

the difficulties in instituting collection proceedings, frequent 

extensions of probation terms for a failure to pay court costs, and 

the system impli,cations of the declt'iminalization of intoxication, were 

among the discussion items. While resolution of these problems was 

not always possible, the fact that representatives of different agen­

cies ~¥'ere able to present their views has been influential in encour­

aging cooperative ventures to tmprove the misdemeanant processing 

system. Participants have increasingly realized that their problems 

are not necessarily unique and because of this morale has improved 

and expectations for future resolution are perhaps more hopeful. 

While the Council provided the implementing structure of the 

IMPAC program in Kalamazoo, the working subcommittees established by 

the Council have played key roles in the specifics of execution and 

operation of the individual ILCCH componenta. By appointing Council 

members whose agencies would be most affected by component implemen­

tation, direct involvement in component decision-making ~as insured. 

The successfu,1. implementation Q,f the police citation, pretrial 

release, case s",r,eening and SOP components has largely been the 

result of the deci~~.ons of these subcommities and the guidance Which 

they have provided to the MCC_ 

At the same time, beca-':Qe the subcommittees represented a num­

ber of dUferent agencies with varied interests and viewpoints, they 
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were unable to reaeh sufficient consensus regarding the need, purpose 

and implementation steps for some components. T.he failure to trople­

ment the short-form presentence repo~t and court summons components 

were notable examples of t.he inability to achieve clear support for 

component plans and to melintain consistent effort throughout the 

grant. Of course, other factors (most importantly, the lack of a 

strong need) also contrUuted to this failure. Nevertheless, the 

working component subcommittees comprised the backbone of the IMPAC 

program structure and were responsible for insuring consistency in 

effort throughout the life of the IMPAC grant. They provided the 

linkages between the plans for components stated in the grant appli­

cation and the day-to-day activities of the MCC in the operational 

asp~cts of the program. 

The Coordinating Council and its member subcommittees have notably 

demonstrated the desirability of a systemwide approach to misdemeanant 

case handling. In Kalamazoo this is so much the case that the long-

term impact of the Council may well supersede that of the combined 

components. Thi~ was recognized by almost all of those involved, either 

directly or indirectly, with the program. Most agreed that, through 

the Council, misdemeanant justice was, for the first time, formally 

accorded the recognition and attention that previously had been paid 

almost exclusively to felony case processing. As a result of this 

generalized support, insititutionalbation of the Council concept in 

some form is virtually assured. With the approval of the govet~ing 

bodies of both the city and the county, formation of a system-wide 

criminal justice council has been proposed to the Michigan Office of 

Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP). If approved by OCJP, the new Council 

will be designated the regional criminal justice planning unit for 

Kalamazoo and will formally review and act on all Ka1amzoo county requests 
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for state LEAA funding. Like the IMPAC Coordinating Council, the 

new body will address problems from a syst~~wide perspective with 

a major goal being uniformity and consistency of policy and practice 

among p~rticipating jurisdictions. Unlike the Coordinating Council, 

howe'rer, areas of concern will not be restricted to the lower courts 

or misdemeanors. As a representative body, it will be possible for 

the new Council to solicit grant funds in its,own name to support 

county-wide improvements regarding all facets of the criminal jus­

tice system. 

11.2 The Mass Case Coordinator 

The role of the Mass Case Coordinator (MCC) was central to both 

the implementation and operation of the IMPAC program. It was 

expected at the, time the program was initiated that the MCC wo'ald: 

• coordinate and assist in the development of organiz~tional 
., ... l 

policy regarding the program components; 

• provide for the maintenance of a schedule of events for the 
enhancement of project success; and 

• assist in the implementation of components in the City and 
Court 9-1 and ensure the expansion county-wide where approp­
riate. 

Achievements of the IMPAC program can ~e attribut~d in part to 

the success of the MCC in meeting these expectations. WhUe the 

Council and its working committees provided a £Qrum for developing 

component plans and for the resolution of problems, the MCC provided 

substance to the program by ensuring that the policies of the 

Council were made known to appropriate agencies and imp14;!mented when­

ever possible. As hie familiarity with the local system increased, 

the MCC was increasingly important to the Counci'l in examining problem 

areas, collecting ap,propriate data and presenting alternatives for 

the development of component implementation plans. 
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St~dies of pretrial release for misdemeanants, witness management 

and use of citations by police officers undertaken by the MCC on 

the Council's behalf, were valuable inputs to Council decisions in 

developing component alternatives. For instance, the MCC's findings 

that increased use of citations could be achieved through modifying 

the requirement that a police officer observe the offense, triggerea 

subsequent efforts by the Council to seek a change in state legis­

lation. Th'" MCC's examination of witness notification procedures 

in the District Courts led to a series of recommendations to the Council 

resulting in the hiring of a witness coordinator, and th~ development 

of a new subpoena form for integration ini:(.) the automatic witneBs 

notification system (see Section 8.0). 

Once policies were formulated by the Council, the MCC was res­

ponsible for working closely with subcommittees to detail activities 

and develop procedures for the implementation of particular components. 

The police citation, SOP, and pretrial component procedures adopted 

during the program are reflective of this role, and this aspect of 

the MCC responsibilities appears to have caused many difficultie.s 

of coordination. In effect, although the CO\.lnc1! tended t,o take a 

broader look at component initiatives, subcommittee 1nembers, whose 

agencies were most affected, often were unable to achieve consensus 

regarding specific component implementatior" plans. The implementation 

plans of court sUlllllons~ short-forln presP',~te.nce investigation and case 

screening seem to have been vl.!ry difiicult to work with at this level. 

One possible explanation for the implementation problems of these 

components may have been the IMPAC approach of trying to develop and 

implement components for the City first» with eventual expansion to 

the county. In the Bubconmittees, partially composed of representa­

tives of County agencies, this approach may have proved counterproduc­

tive since it implied resources, at least in the ~hort run, would 

go to City agencies. 
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The MCC also assumed responsibilities for the management and 

administration of the IMPAC grant (s11bject to the approval of the 

Council), and made major contributions to the sele~tion and direction 

of component personnel - notably the pretrial interviewer, the SOP 

officer, and the witness coordinator. Finally, the MCC was charged 

with supervising the evaluation of the program. Serving as both 

mediator and liaison, the MeC consistently sought feedback regarding 

the quality of the evaluation effort and its potential to satisfy 

local and national evaluation needs. Perhaps the most, significant 

effort in this regard was the MCC's institution at the end of 1976, 

with the Council's approval, of a self-monitori.ng (management-by· 

objectives) system which would detail the remaining tasks for each 

component, define long term goals (3 years), and provide a vehicle to 

document evidence of program activity accomplishments. Thi,s system 

provided a basic managp.ment structure for the acting MCe when the 

MCC left the prog'tam in February 1977; results o'f this e'ffort will be 

su.IIm'oSI,rized in tiLt.' MeC's final program report. 

In sum the Masa Case Coordinator pOSition has been important to 

the Kalamazoo IMPAC Program. No doubt the direction and strong rol~. 

of the Council greatly facilitated the jnb to be done. Because 

support and interest were provided by the Council the MCe could ded­

icate most of. his efforts to the coordination of implementation and 

operational details of component activities. This is not to say 

that the HCC encountered unwavering support for all of the basic 

component concepts. but rather that the atmosphere for coordination 

of system-wide improvemente in Kalamazoo had already been created by 

the Council. For this reason it is extremely difficult to assess 

the effectiveness of the MCC or the Council without considering their 

interdependency. Wbat has in fact been demonstrated here is the basic 

viability and usefulness of the coordinating role when it applies a 

policy about Which the~e is consensus, and when that policy generates 
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a program which is supported by those who will be most involved in 

implementing it. The MCC could not. save the court summons or short-form 

PSI report components where there was little o~ no consensus about 

the need for these efforts or about how they should be applied. On 

the other hand, when consensus did occur (as in the police citation 

or SOP components), policies could be intelligently formulated, prog­

ram components implemented in consequence, and optimized through the 

coordinating role of the MCC. Th'2 mechanisms developed in Kalamazoo-­

that is, the Council, the working component subcommittees and the 

MCC--had the merit of setting up a policy/program situat.ion in 

which the relevant voices could be heard, problems could be posed and 

debated, and consensus could occur. 
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12.0 COMPONENT AND PROGRAM SUMHARY 

For the Kalamazoo IMPAC program, it appears that the cooperative 

efforts of the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council and the attention 

it has focused on misdemeanor case handling have superseded the combined 

achievement of the components implemented and operated. Table XII 

summarizes the results of the planned component activities in Kala­

mazoo thus far. Of the planned components, PWlMIS probably has the 

most potential for affecting syste~wide improvemant in Kalamazoo. 

Although it will not be implemented during the I~AC grant period, 

the improvements it should bring in case preparation, data collection, 

subpoena issuance and witnesc management will be significant. The 

fact that PROMIS will deal with both felonies and misdemeanors BUC­

stanitlaly increases its significance. 

Although successful to some degree, other components developed 

and implemented in Kalamazoo, apparently have not or will not result 

in substantial syste~wide impact. The usage of citations for the 

first time in the City and County of Kalamazoo, though an achieve­

ment in itself, has not resulted in ~arge scale savings of police 

time. The relatively small potential for use, d~e to the state 

requirement that a police officer must observe the offense, drasti­

cally limits the use of the form by precluding it for a substantial 

portion of those cases which constitute misdemeanor c~1me. 

The case screening component ~Qncept offered little to Kalamazoo 

which could have been expected to bring about significant system 

changes. Existing screening and review of cas.... in che three maj or 

prosecutorial agencies in the county already eliminated ma~y cases 

from prosecution prior to the IMPAC progr~. While the component 

implemented in Kalamazoo instituted a more reliable documentation of 

this effort through the uniform warrant request and disposition 

forum, significant changes in screening policy were not expected. 
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The police charging manual planned for this component may help police 

achieve greater consistency in preparing charges. It is doubtful, 

and few participants expect, however, that it will bring a.t-JiiUt. great 

changes i.n warrant authorizat·ions or the successful prosecutio~, of 

cases. 

A pretrial release component, whose need ~as questioned early 

in the component development stages of the program, was implemented. 

The availability of minimal bonds for most minor offenses, a procliv­

ity for the disposition of cases by guilty plea at pretrial appear­

ance, and a judicial tradition of independent BOR decisions resulted 

in little reliance by judges on the interview recommendations and 

confirmed the suspicions of the Coun.cil and the MCC regarding the low 

need for the component. Since defendants rarely were incarcerated 

pending trial for misdemeant offenses and the traditi.onal bail sys­

tem had already been reformed in Kalamazoo"it was not reasonable to 

expect significant results fr~m this component. 

The selected offender probation implemented in District Court 

9-1, apparently quite successful as a treatment alternative,. never 

really provided judges with an additional sentencing alte~ative as 

its use is largely determined by initiatives of the probation depart­

ment rather than the bench. Beyond that, however, the component's 

system-wide impact is probably limited because it serves only District 

Court 9-1, and has a relatively small capacity (30-35 clients) when 

compared to the pool of misdemeanants receiv1.ng fines or receiving 

probation but for whom more intensive supervision is not appropriate. 

The remaining components, court su~s and short form present­

ence reports, were not successfully implemented and thus could have 

little impact on misdeme~ant case handling. 
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The impact of the component elements of the program can also be 

considered from the viewpoint of institutionalization which holds the 

potential for expanded use or applicability of improvements in the 

future. Of the three components instituti()1lalized, certainly PROMIS 

(with the changes it will bring in case preparation and its implica­

tions for improved case management) and citations (which could and 

probably will receive greater usage in the future) present the most 

potential in this regard. SOP, refunded for at least one more year, 

will probably ~equire large-scale expansion into the other District 

Courts before substantial system ef,fects can be expected. 

The implementation efforts of the component elements in Kalama­

zoo have demonstrated that interagency cooperation and coordinated 

efforts cannot succeed where the need for a ~omponent does not exist. 

Perhaps the most serious shortcoming surround:i.ng the determination of 

the need for component implementation in Kalamazoo was the sc.arcity 

of information on which to base development of component concepts 

in the early program stages. Such informadpn might haw; fostered 

earlier, and nlore precise component plans allowing for addi tional 

time for the MCC to, coordinate implementation. Case screening and 

court summons, perh~ps, suffered the~oat in this respect. 

Besides problems in planning, there were a number of other 

broader constraints on the success of the individual components in 

Kalamazoo. These constraints have more to do wito the lLCCH program 

concept than with Kalamazoo's implementation performance. Foremost 

among these constraints was the targeted criminal misdemeanor population 

of the program. Kalamazoo's lower courts (District Courts) have 

tri~l jurisdiction over traffic and minor,civil cases in addition to 

~riminal misdemeanor cases. The fact that criminal misdemeanors com­

prise a relatively small proportion of these courts' workload largely 

limits the impact of potential reforms in case processing which ignore 
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these other areas. Thus the effects of reducing police booking ttme, 

for a few offenders via police citation, can be lost within a system 

which spends more than 50 percent of its resources on traffic matters. 

To achieve truly significant system-wide tmprovements, it would have 

been necessary to plan components focusing on the total workload ~f 

the lower courts. 

Kal,amazoo also lacked many of the preconditions which might have 

allowed for more significant component impact: the caseloads of the 

Di~trict Courts, while substantial, were not significantly backlogged; 

District Courts did 'tiClC compete directly with felony courts (Circuit 

Courts) for resources; and misdemeanant case processing, was not char­

actetized by the! impersonal, "conveyor-belt" mentality often associated 
with the larger potential in Kalamazoo for changing or improving mis­

demeanant case handling. 

The HlPAC program should not be judg4~d on the basis of the 

individual or combined results of the ILCCH components aJLone. The 

establishment of the Criminal Just:i.ce CQlQrdinating Counci.l and the 

ability to transmit.policy into activities via the Mass CaDe Coordin­

ator has been an unqualified success in Kalamazoo. Throu,gh its activ­

ities, the Council concept wss of ~dded i~ortance as it lprovided a 

common forum to addreB~ dystem needs which had to be resolved before 

components could be implemented. Furthermore, the Counci,l' s role 

in Kalamazoo was extremely conducive to the success of the MCC in 

integrating compontmt activities an,d engaging agency supp,ort. The 

current attempts to institutionalize a new Coordinating CObncil and 

expand its purview across all facets of the criminal justice system 

clearly demonstrates Kalamazoo's c,ommitmeltt to system improvement 

and belief in the soundness of this approach. 

The Council and the resulting attention accorded to misdemeanant 

processing in the District Courts should be viewed as the most 
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significant achievement of the ILCCH program in Kalama~oo, given that 

the results of PROMIS are not yet able to be assessed. The County 

Prosecutor, and these interviewed in con~ectidn with the evaluation 

of this program, have been consistent in their belief that the program's 

successes are best characterized by three achievements: 

• the increased visibility and attention given to misdemeanant 
justice via the Council and the !oICC component implementation 
efforts; 

• the greater understanding of misdemeanant case processing 
achieved, through special studies and the ability t.o collect 
more and better information; and 

• the demonstration that a county··wide council for the coordin­
ati:>n of mbdemeanor (as well as felony) criminal justice 
activities can be an effective vehicle for affecting uniform 
changes in policies and. procedures with respect to case pro­
cea~::lng. 

Misdemeanant processing in Kalamazoo has received more nttention; 

morale of lower court personnel has been bolstered; and some last­

ing achievements in case handling have been rnade. The Council has 

been abl.e to identify a number of problem areas which remain and 

which will require future coordinative efforts similar to those of 

IMPAC. Jury utilization, increased paperwork, personnel shortages 

and training are among a number of issues which need attention. '£he 

creation of the new county-wide Coordinating Council should ensure 

that these problems will be dealt with, priorities established and 

improvements made where possible. It should further ensure that when 

new problems arise, a framework will be at hand to provide: 

• a forum in which these problems can surface and be discussed 
from the vllrious viewpoints to be conciliated; anc;! 

• a mech~nism for developin~ policies and programs Which, are 
relevant t,o the problems at hand and ate therefore likely 
to be able to address them effectively. 
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APPENDIX I 

KALAMAZOO COUNTY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

POLICE 

Ther.e are eight police Qrganizations providing law enforcement 

services to the residents of Kalamazoo county. The largest are the 

Kalamazoo County Sberiff's Department, Kalama~oo City Police Department, 

Western Michigan University Police Department, and Kalamazoo Township 

Police Department. 

The Kalamazoo tity Police Department is the largest law enforcement 

organization in the county with 197 full-time perso)1~~.~~ 17 Of these 

full-time employees, 161 are sworn officers. The Police Chief is 

selected at the pleasure of the Kala.mazoo City Manager, subject to 

approval. by the City Commission; hla serves indeUnitel,~' f; All other 

Police Department employees are appointed under a city civil ser-

vice system. 

The department ia broken down into four operating divisions: 

Patrol, Traffic, Cr1minal Investigadon, and Staff Services. Per­

sonnel of the Criminal Investigation Division are relrlponsible for 

condae-Uns f"llow-up investigations, when appropriatEe, for all 

criminal offenses as well as for serving subpoenas for both Distr:l.ct 

and Circuit Courts. 

Three years ago, the Kalamazoo City Police Department established 

the Office of the Police Legal Advisor. This of.fice is charged w:l.th 

providing legal ser~ices to the administration and memb3rs of the 

department. The Police Legal Advisor is a'liaison with both the 

17Region III. 1976-71.Comprehensive Cr.iminal Justice Plan. Ail sub­
sequent figures are from this source, unless otherwise noted. 
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County Prosecutor's and City Attorneys' Office for matters which 

concern the coordination of arresc and prosecution activities. 

The Kal.amazoo County Sheriff's Department (KCSD) is mandated by 

law to enforce state and federal. statutes in the unincorporated areas 

of the county. Thus, the Department is responsible for about 55,000 

people in an area of 501 square miles. 

The Sheriff is elected in the county. The KCSD consists of 191 

sworn deputies and correctional officers, 13 civilian staff members, 

and a large number (150) of auxiliary personnel. The Sheriff's 

Department maintains it::; own jail the Kalamazoo County Jan -­

considered by the state to be one of the most modem and progressive 

local detention facilities in the state. 

The Kalamazoo Township Police Depart.ment has 28 full····time 

officers. This department matntains a 24-hour dispatch capability, 

but depends on the Michigan State Police and Kalamazoo City and County 

Sheriff Departments for forensic services. The Portage Police Depart­

ment also dispatches 24 hours a day and relies on the state police 

for forens:l.c services and has working agreements with local police 

departments for other needed services. 

Finally, Western Michigan University, which is located in 

Kalamazoo County and has a student population of over 22,000, main­

tains its own 3l-person police force. Members of the University 

force derive their police author:l.ty from the County Sheriff's Depart­

ment, and function as sworn deputies. As such, they are vested 

with full police powers at arrest. 

PROSECUTION 

The Kalamazoo County Prosecuting Attorney is the major prose­

cut.~.ng authority in the county. H1.s prosecutorial jurisdiction extends 
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throughout the incorporated areas of the county (City of Kalamazoo, 

Portage, etc.). The County Prosecuting Attorney makes charging 

decisions on all state statutory misdemeanors and felonies and is 

responsible for prosecu~ing those accepted cases to a final disposi­

tion. 

The Kalamazoo County Prosecutor is an elected, full-time publ:l.c 

official. He has a staff of 41 full-time personnel. The staff is 
organized into six divisions: Prosecutor·s Administrator, Support 

Division, Trial Division, Appeals Division, Civil Division, and 

Citizens' Probation Authority Division. A seventh division, specific­

ally designated to address CRse screening and plea negotiations, is 

planned for the future. 

In 1970, a special program for deferred prosecution was estab-

lished within the County Prosecutor's Office. Known as the Citizens' 

Probation Authority (CPA), the program is intended to screen out selected 

first or non-patterned offenders and divert them from the court 

process to a structured prQbationary term. While the responsibility 

to flag eligible par.ticipants lies with the CPA, the actual diversion 

decision is made at the discretion of the prosecuting attorney.. Through 

participatioll in the program's counseling and vocational training services; 

offenders may avoid both criminal prosecution and an arrest record. 
~ 

On the other hand, non-compliance with the requirements of the program 

may result in renewed c'r1minal prosecution. While this program is 

primarily felony-oriented, some classes of miademeanantB (most notably 

shoplifters) are common participants. 

The program's staff consists of eight· professionals and two support 

personnel. It is supported through a combination of federal and local 

funds. 
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The responsibility of prosecuting local ordinance violations 

falls to the City Attorney in whose jurisdiction the infraction 

occurred (e.g., Kalamazoo, Portage). The City Attorney makes all 

charging decisions involving ord~n~nR~ violations and then must 

prosecute a case when a plea of not gUilty is entered at arraignment. 

Further, the Gity Attorney's Office provides legal counsel to its 

respective city government. 

The Kalamazoo City Attorney's Office is staffed by the City 

Attorney, a Deputy City Attorney, and four Assistant City Attorneys. 

These positions are full-time positions. The City of Portage employs 

a City Attorney on a part-time basis and one full-time assistant. 

COURTS 

The Supreme Court of Michigan is the court of last resort in the 

state. Directly below, is the Court of Appeals, which hears all 

cases appeuled from the two systems of lower courts -- C:f.rcuit Courts 

and District Courts. Circuit and District Courts have general as well 

as specific judicial jurisdiction throughout the various geographic 

divisions in the state. 

Circuit Courts in Michigan are courts of general jurisdiction. 

They exercise exclusive original jurisdiction in criminal cases when 

the minimum possible period of i~carceration exceeds a year (felony 

cases). Circuit Courts may also hear criminal cases on appeal from a 

lower District Court. There are 46 Circuit Courts in Michigan -­
about one per county. 

Circuit Court 9 has a geographic jurisdiction contiguous with 

the boundaries of Kalamazoo County. The court has foU'): Cizocuit Judges, 

each of whom is nominated and elected on a non-partisan ballot in 

the county (circuit) to serve a term of six to eight years. Michigan 

law requires that judges be licensed to practice law in the state. 
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The Kalamazoo County Circuit Court has the following staff: 

four full-time Judges; one Court Administrator; five Court Repo'tters; 

four Bailiffs; nine Court Clerks; and one Secretary to the Court 

Administrator. 

Below the Circuit Courts are the District Courts--courts of 

limited jurisdiction. These courts have original jurisdiction for 

all misdemeanor offenses and ordinance violat:i.ons when the possible 

maximum punishment cannot exceed one year of incarceration. District 

Courts hold both felony arraignments and probabl~ cause hearings. 

District Court costs, with the exception of judges' salaries, are 

paid through state funds. 

There are three District Courts within Kalamazoo County. The 

Eighth District Court serves all the territory in the county except 

for the Cities of Kalamazoo and Portage. District Court 9-1 serves 

the City of Kalamazoo, while District Court 9-2 serves the City of 

Portage. These Diatrict Courts have a multiplicity of responsibili­

ties over and above. handling state statute offenses and ordinance 

violations including hearing traffic cases, civil suits, smal.l claims, 

and summary proceedings. 

There are seven Diotrict Court judges, each elected on a non­

partisan basis to serve a term of four to six years. Four judges 

make-up the bench of Court 9-1,; two sit in Court 9-2; one judge 

serves Court 8. District Court Judges too l~~t be licensed to 

practice law in MichigBn. 

CORRECTIONS/PROBATION 
In Kalamazoo County, probation services are provided by the 

Kalamazoo County Adult Probation Department, comprised of probation 
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personnel assigned to the Circuit Court or either one of the three 

District Courts. 

The Kalamazoo County probation personnel who serve the Circuit 

Court conduc t presen tence investigations, supervise probationers, 
and provide counseling and other traditional probation services. 

Probation officers are also responsible for the supervision on 

inter-state and intra-state probation transfers, as well as for the 

collection and disbursement of court costs, fines, and restitution 

to victims of criminal offenses. 

Eight probation officers serve the Circuit Court. The Chief 

Probation Agent and one probation officer are county employees, 

while the remaining six officers are subsidized by the State Depart­

ment of Corrections. Additionally, the county employs two cler:l.cal 

peraonnel for this division. 

District Court probation officers perform the same tasks as 

officers assigned to the Circuit Court. In the Eighth District 

Court there is one full-time probation officer who is subsidize.d by 

the state. During 1974, this officer handled 135 cases and provided 

100 presentence investigRtion reports. The probation staff for the 

Ninth District Court, Division 1 (City of Kalamazoo), consists of 

three probation officera, two preeentence investigators, and two 
clerical personnel. During 1974, District Court 9-1 probation 

officers were responsible for 888 probationers, and conducted 382 

presentence investigations. The Ninth District Court, Division 2 

(City of Portage), has a probation department consisting of three 

part-time probation officers. 

Therf) are a number of additional community-based social service 

agencies in Kalamazoo County that provide important contributions 
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to the various functional components of the crtminal justice system. 

Thes2 services include substance abuse (e.g., alcohol, drugs) services 

that accept referrals from the courts and work closely with the 

county's probation and parole activities; educational services, 

including adult, basic and vocational training; and a wide range of 

diagnostic activities. 
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APPENDIX II 

WARRANT REQUEST AND 
DISPOSITION FORM 
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