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Approximate Conversions to Metric Measures

Symbol When You Know Multiply by
LENGTH
in inches *2.5
ft teet 30
vd yards 0.9
mi miles 1.6
AREA
o2 .
" square inches 6.5
12 square feet 0.09
yd2 square yards 0.8
mil square miles 2.6
acres 0.4
MASS (weight)
oz ounces 28
Ib pounds 0.45
short tons 0.9
{2000 1b}
VOLUME
1sp teaspoons 5
Thsp tablespoons 15
ff oz fluid ounces 30
c cups 0.24
pt pints 0.47
qt quarts 0.95
gal gatlons 3.8
10 cubic feet 0.03
vd3 cubic yards 0.76
TEMPERATURE (exact)
F Fahrenheit 5/9 (after
temperature sulmacting
32)

To Find

centimeters
centimeters

.meters

kilometers

square centimeters
square meters
square meters
square kilometers
hectares

grams
kilograms
tonnes

mifliliters
millititers
millititers
liters

liters

liters

liters

cubic meters
cubic meters

Celsius
temperature

Symbol

cm
cm

ke

kg

Vi T 2.54 (nxactly). For other exact conversions and more detailed 1ables, see NBS Misc, Fubl, 286,

Units of Weights and Measures, Price $2.25, SD Catalog No. C13.10:286.

METRIC CONVERSION FACTORS

-~
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Approximate Conversions from Metric Measures

Symhol When You Know Multiply by To Find Symbol
LENGTH
mm mitlimeters 0.04 inches in
cm centimeters 0.4 inches in
m meters 3.3 feet ft
m meters . 1.1 yards yd
km kilometers 0.6 ’ miles mi
AREA
end square centimeters 0.16 square inches in?
o? square meters 1.2 square yards yd?
km2 square kilometets 0.4 square miles miZ
ha hectares {10,000 m?) 2.5 acres
MASS (weight)
1} grams 0.035 ounces oz
kg kilograms 2.2 pounds ib
t - tonnes {1000 kg) 1.1 short tons
VOLUME
ml milliliters 0.03 fluid ounces i oz
| liters 2A pints pt
1 liters 1.06 quarts qt
| liters 0.26 gatlons gal
m? cubic meters 35 cubic feet I
w’ cubic meters 1.3 cubic yards ya?
TEMPERATURE (exact)
“c Celsius 9/5 {then Fahrenheit °F
temperature add 32) temperature
°F
°F 32 98.6 212
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This section is divided into five major subsections:

DWI Law Milestones

Minnesota Laws pertaining to Alcochol-Related Traffic Offenses
Hennepin County Municipal Court

Court Processing of DWI Offenses

Judicial Manpowsar

Milestones in the development of Minnesota DWI law are:
influence" was the only

+~
ermining criterion

*1355 -BAC of .15 or abovs as prima facie
evidence was added to the law

b
-]
w
(o))
~J

-3AC reduced to

.10 or above as
prima facie evide

nce

':J
(te)]
~3
'__J

-BAC of .10 or above made 1illegal
per se

-Impliaed consent law became operational
through modifications to earlier law
-Preliminary screening test law passed
%1976 -Mandatory pre-sentsnce investigation
law Dpassed
-Mandatory driver license revocation (with
right to hesaring) where police report
BAC of .10 or abcve
Numerous g to the evolution of
drinking gota havs not been includsd
in this llcowing subsection of Ihis
study »or ent law

1



Minnesota Laws Pertaining to Alcohol-Related Traffic Offenses :

The 1975 Minnesota legislature enacted 2 series of new 1aws
concerning alcohol-related traffic offenses in order to make
the arresting process and the judicial handling of these
cases more effective in combat tlng the problem of drunken
drivers. The basic provisions of the DWI law were not in
+hemselves substantizlly changed, but were reinforced by

additional laws.

A. The Basic DWI Law

Minnesota Stat. 169.121, subd. 1, reads:

It shall be a misdemeanor for any person described :
in (a), (b)), (e), or (d) to drive, operate or be

in actual ©physical control of any vehicle within

this state S

(a) A person who 1s under the influence of an
alcoholic beverage or narcotic drug
(b) A person who is an habitual user of narcotic
drugs or who 1s under the influence of a con-
trolled substance which impairs the ability
to drive;
(¢) A person who 1s under the influence of a
combination of any two or mcre of the elemants
names in clauses (a) and (b) hereof;
(d) A person whose blood contains (.10 percent
or more by weight of alcochol
8. Preliminary Scresning Test
Minnesota Stat. 15%.121 subd. 1 states that if a2 police ofifi-
cer "... has reason to beliave ..." that a driver may be i
violating 159.121, then the police officer "... may reguire
the driver to provide a sample of his breath for an immediats
creliminary scresening test or analysis before an arrest is
made ..."
The results of this tsest are not used DuUrposes
in any court acticn, but are used sols s2 of
assisting the officer in meking the de ether
or not to arrest the driver.
If the drive o furnish a sa: for
the tsst, th onsant Drovisi 133.223
apply. Ths az aver, will nct evokad
under 186S8.123 0Ses to submit Test




C. Evidentiary Test

Upon making an arrest under 1639.121, the police offlcer may
require the driver to submit toc a test "when the officer has
reasonable and probable grounds to believe that a person was
under the influence of an zlcoholic beverage. . ."

The administration of the tast is governed by Minn. Stat.
169.123. The statute states that: "Any person who drives or
operates a motor vehicle upon the public highways of this
state shall be deemed to have given consent. . .to & chemical
test of his blood, breath, or urine for the purpose of deter-
mining the alcoholic content of his blood." The test 1s
administered at the direction of the police officer. The
arrested person may decline to take a blood test and choose
to *take a breath or a2 urine test, whichever is available.

If no alternative to the blood test is available, the arrestad
person shall have no action taken against him for declining
*o take a blood test. '

If the arrested person elects to take the direct blcoed test,
+hen, under Minn. Stat. 169.123 subd. 3 '"only a physician,
medical technician, registered nurse, medical technologist,
or laboratory assistant acting at the request of a peacse
officer may withdraw blood for the purpose cf determining

the alcoholic content therein." TFurther, the arrsested parscn
has the right to 2 physician (or appropriate other) of his
own choosing to administer an additional test provided that
the test is obtained at the place of custody and &t no expense
to the state.

D. Chemical Test Etvidence

Under Minn. S*tat. 15%.121 subd. 2 the results oI 2 chemical
analysis upon the arrested person's blood, bresath, or urine
may be admissible as evidence in any Dprosecution arising out
of Minn. Stat. 189.121 misdemeanor.

The statute Ifurther provides that

(a) Evidence that there was at the time 0.05 percent or
less by weight of alcohol 1in the person's Dlcood 1s
prima facie evidence that such a person was not under
the inzluence oI an alcoholic beverages.

(b) Evidence that there was at the time more than 0.05
percent and less than 0.10 percent by wsight of
Zicohcl in th2 person's bioocd 13 re ant evids
but it is not to be given pri eZfsct in
indicating whether or not was undsr Ths
influence of an alcoholic




Under Minn. Stat. 168%.121 subd. 1 (d4), a driver whose blood
contains 0.10 percent or more by weight of alcohol hzas a
blood-alcohol concentration that is illegal per se.

L. Sanctions

Minn. Stat. 189.121 subd. 3 provides that svery person con-
victed under this statute "shall be punishable by imprisonment
of not less than ten days or no more than 90 days, or by a
fine of not .less than $10 nor more than $300, or both, and

his driver's license shall be revoked for not less than 30
days. . ." However, a person whose violation was the proximate
cause of serious injury or death to another person '"shall be
punished by impriscnment for not less than 60 days nor more
than 90 days, or by fine of not more than $300, or both, and
his driver's license shall be revoksd for not less than 80
days."”

Under subd. 6, the court may stay imposition or execution of
any sentence on the condition that the person convicted sub-
mits to a public or private treatment institution or facility
certified by the department of welfare for the purpose of
providing rehabilitation for chemical dependency.

. Right to Counsel

The Minnesota Supreme Court in Prideaux v. State of Minnesota,
October 8, 1976, held that the arrested person before making
The 4=+a“m nation of whether or not to submit to any chemical
testing of his blood-alcchol content, has the right first to
consult with a lawyer of his own choosing. The consultation
with the at;ornej may not, however, unreasonably delay the
administration of thes test. '

The police officer must inform the arrested person of This
right, and aid the person in vindicating it. The Pridsaux
decision indicatad that a2 tzlsphone czall prior to tTesting
will vindicate this right. In a recent case, Minnesota Depdt
of Public Safsty v. Kneisl, March &, 1377, the Minnssota
Supreme Court said that if the attorney arrives at the jail
within time to permit a valid administration of the test,
then the attorney and the arrested person have a right to a
private conference before the administration of any chemiczal

tTest.




that the arrested person had besen driving or operating &
motor vehicle while under the influence of an alcoholic bev-
erazge and that the person had refused to permit The test.
Under Minn. Stat. 189.123 subd. 4, the Commissioner of Pub-
iic Safety upon the receipt of such a certificate "shall
revoke his license or permit to drive and any ncn-residen-
+tial operating privilege for a period of six months. If

the person is a resident without a license or permit, the
Commissioner of Public Safaty shall deny the issuance oI a
license or permit for a period of six months aiter the date
of the alle violation. . ."

Before revocation under the law is effective, the Commission-
er must notify the person by certified or registered mail of
his intention to revoke. The arrested person has a 20 day
period after the receipt of notice of revocation to reguest
in writing, to the Commissioner of Public Safety, a hearing.
Upon the reguest for 2 hearing, no revocation occurs until

a final adverse judicial determination. If no hearing is
requestsed, the Commissioner may issue an order or revocation
after the 20 day notice period has lapsed.

The hearing requssted pursuant to Minn. Stat. 169.123, subd
& will be hezrd before a municipal or county judge in the
county where the allisged offense occurred, unless agreed upon
to be heard in some other county. The hearing procseds a

in a criminal manner, but no right to trial by Jjury exists
for this hearing.

The scope of the hearing includes

1. whethar the peace officer had reascnabls and probabls
grounds *to believe the perscon was driving or cperating
a motor wvehicle while under the influence oI an alco-
holic beverage;

2. whether the person was lawfully placed under arrest
(where applicable);

3. whether hs refused tc permit the test, and if he re-
fused whether he had reasonable grounds for refusing
to permit the test;

4, and whether at the *time of regquest for. the tTest, the
peace o0fficer informed the person that his right 1o
to drive might be revoked or denied 1f he wreiusad 0
permit the test and of his right tTo have additional
tests made by & person ©f his own chocsing



The municipal (or hearing) court must either order that the
revocation or denial of license be rescinded or sustained
and refer such order to the Commissioner of Public Safsty.
If the revocation or denial of license is sustained, the
person within 20 days upon notification of his deniazl or
revocation, may file a petition for a hearing on the matter
in district court. The matter is heard de nove in district
court with a right to trial by Jjury.

H. Open Bottle Law

Minn. Stat. 169.122 states that it is a misdemeancr to drink
or consume intoxicating liquors or non-intoxicating malt
liquors in any vehicle upon a public roadway, or to allow
containers of these beverages which have been unsealed or
the contents partially removed to be in driver or passenger
area of any vehicle upon a public roadway.
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1976 Additions to Supp

A. Pre-Sentance Investigation
When a person arrested under Minn. Stat. 169.121 is convictad
cf an offens=2 under that statute, or is arrested Ifor commit-
ting an offense under that statute and is not convictaed under
1569.121 but is convicted of another offense arising out of
the circumstancas surrounding the 159.121 arrest, then & pra-
sentence investigation 1s conducted upon such person
The pre-sentance investigation, under Minn. Stat. 168.126,
is conductad by one knowlsdgsable in the diagncsis of chemi-
cal dependency. Minn. Stat. 185.128 subd. 2 reguires the
report to contain the following information upon the svalua-
tion oI a convicted d=fendent

1. nhis pricr trzfiic record;

2. characteristics and history of alcohol problems;

3. and his amenability for rehabilitation through an

alconcl sarety program.

The report must also include z recommendaticn &s to the treat-
ment of the dsfendant. 3efcrs sentencing, the court under
165.125 subd. 4% '"shall give due considsration o tThe zg2ncy's
report."”



The pre-sentence investigation need not be conducted for
persons convictad of & second offznse (as described above)
if the court has suificient information zlready 2t hand on
the -person's need for treatment. Non-residents are not re-
quired under 169.126 subd. & to have Dre-sentence investiga-
tions conductad upon them.

B. Reporting of Chemical Tasts

When a chemical test under Minn. Stat. 169.123 has been
administered and the test result indicates a blood-alcohol
content level of 0.10 percent or more by weight of alcohol,
the police officer administering the test must report the
test result to the Commissioner of Public Safety.

The Commissioner of Public Safsty pursuant to Minn. Stat.
189.127 subd. 2 "shall revoke for a2 period of S0 days the
driver's licenss, permit, or nonresident operating privileges
of any person whose blood contains 0.10 percent or more by
weight of alcohol upon the receipt ©of a record of the blood,
breath, or urine test administered by or at the direction of
a peace oificer pursuant *to section 189.123.°"
Before revocation is effective, the Commissioner must notify
+he person by certified or registered mail of the intention
to prevoke The notified person has a 20 day period to re-
guest & hearing. Upcn & request for a hearing, no revocation
is filed until a final judicial determination
The hearing requested will be before a municisal or county
judge in the county where the zlleged ffense occurred, un-
less otherwise agreed to be heard 1in some other county. The
hearing must be held before 30 deys from the receipt of
request for the hearing unless the court grants a ccntinuance
The hearing will not include 2 trial by Jjury
The scope of the hearing includes
1. whether the peace or er had r=2asonable and Drobabis
grounds to belisve the person was driving or oparating
a motor vehicle while under the iniluence of an alco-
holic beverage;
2. whether the person was lawfully placed undsr arrest
(where zpplicablie);

(O]
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11 order that the revocation
fer such order to the Commis-
er action.

The municipal or county court s
be sustained or rescinded and r
sioner of Publig Safety for fur

The Commissioner, upcn an adverse judicial determination,
may revoke the license of the person. The person whose
license is revoked may, within 30 days, file a petition to
have the matter heard in district court under the Drovisions
of Minn. Stat. 171.19. The matter should be set for a hear-
ing within 15 days upon notice to the Commissioner. The
hearing is conducted by the court with no right to trial by
jury.

Minn. Stat. 169.127 subd. S5 provides that when a license has
been revoked under this law, the Commissioner may issue a
limi+ted license to the driver. 1In determining whether to
issue a limited license, the Commissioner is allowed To con-
ider the number and seriousness of the person’'s previous

convictions along with his entire driving record. The
Commissioner on the limited license may ". . . impose the

conditions and limitations which in his judgment are neces-
sary to the interests of the public safety and welfare
including re-examination of the driver's qualifications,
attendance at the driver improvement clinic, or attandance

2t counseling sessions. The license may be limited to the
operation of particular vehicles and to particular classes
and times of opsration.”

The person whose license has bean revoked under this statute
may have his license reinstatsd by ths Commissioner after 60
days of the person's attendance at a driver imp emant
clinic, or counseling sessions, or other participation in
treatmant for an alcohol problsm. Howsver, the issioner
will not be allowed. to reinstats a license unde 15 statuts
to & driver whose license was revokad under 158. or 159.123.
C. Aggravatsd Violzations - Gross Misdemsanor

Minn. Stat. 171.245 makes the operztion of a motor vehicle

in violation of 183.121 while the driver's licsnse 1s can-
celled, under suspansion, or revoked for one of the following
reasons, a gross misdsmeanor.

1. because of the operaticn of a motor vehicle whilile the
person was under the influence of alcohol or 2 nar-
co*ic drug, or while the person's blcod had an zalcchol
contant above a prescribed lavel;

2. because the person odaratsd
tained an oben »oittls of an
nen-intoxicating malt 1liguo

3. because the Dperson rsiused T2
minss the alccholic contant
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Hennevin Countv Municipal Court

g

ersons arrested and charged in Hennepin County with driving
while under the influence of an alcohcolic beverage or driving
by & perscon whose blood contains 0.10 percent or more of
alcohol (both offenses are commonly and intarchangeably called
"DWI" in Minnesota) are tried by the Hennspin County ! Municipal
Court, a unified county court hav1ng jurisdiction over
misdemeanor and lesser offenses.

The Hennepin County Municipal Court is made up of 17 judges
who rctate assignment amoung five divisions located in
Minneapolis, Crystal, Wayzata, Bloomington and St. Louis Park

9

These judgss also woLaLc assignments to different types of

court duties, e.g., "conciliation", "ecriminal'", "iraffic",
"pre~trial hearings', "moticns", etc. Assistants called Jud1 ial
offlcers represented the court in meny pre-+trizl hearings
where plea agreements waere negotiated and sentence recommendations
were developed subject to the approval of a judge
Each of the court divisions handles cases arising from

arres made in the geogr aph_ca& area it serves. Prosecution

is -L”n-ahad by ths community in which *the zarrest is made.

Some communities employ ful-time prosecutors; in others the

c1ty or village attorney prosecutes cases as well as per-

orw;ng other municipal legal duties; in still cthers part-

time Dprosecutors ars retained or perform under zontract.
Court Processing of DWI Cffenses
A description of the court process Ior 2 typical DWI case follows
On the morning following arrest the defendant is arraigned
unless the arresti took place on Saturday, in which case the
arraignment takes place on Monday morning AT the time of
arraignment the defendant enters a plea or asks for a con-
tinuance in order to obtain legal counsel. Judges are sensitive
to the importance of protections for the defendant and do not
accept a plesa withcut making sure that the defendant is aware
of right to counsgel. A public defender is zavailable to
represent those defendants who meet indigency criteris.
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or plea-negotiation, between
the defense takes place.
benefits and drawbacks for all parties,

if the prosecutor has found a serious flaw in the
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* If being found guilty and paying a penalty for a
viclation of the law acts as a deterrant to other
potential violators, than the deterrent value of a
conviction may be lessened if "copping a plea" is
perceived as "getting off easy” or "beating the
rap". This may be especially true when casss in-
voliving well-known public figurss are bargained to
a reduced charge, even though similar cases are
similarly bargzined when the defendant is not well
known.

The pre-trial conference serves principally to dispose of
great numbers of cases which the court does not have the
capacity to handle if they all go to trial. DWI cases make
up the biggest single category of cases demanding & trial.
This comes about for several reascns:

* A jury trial is 2 constitutional right because the
penalty may include incarceration. (In Minnesota
the possibility of any incarceration is desmed to
make a jury trizl a constitutional right)

* Loss of drivers license is mandatory upon con-
viction of DWI and this is viewed by defendants
as worth determined efforts to avoid.

* Sharply increased insurance premiums, continuing
over a period of several vears, results from a DWI
convicticn even after the license is restored

*  Perhaps the most compelling reason for demanding &
jury trial is the delay before the trial can be
held, since this provides & length of time during
which the drivers license remains valid and no add-
tional insurance premium is being paid. This situation
feeds on itself because as more defsndants take ac-
vantags of this delay, the delays become longar and
thus more attractive.

* In a similer way, the fact that plea-bargaining
does take place encourages not guilty pleas and
demands for trial; in order *to receivs the oppor-
tunity of pleading guilty to a lesser offence, the
defendant must first please not guilty to DWI. If
all not guilty pleas did, in fact, ultimately resulz
in trial, it may be that more guilty pl2as would be
antered =zt the outset, but there is not z gresat
deal of evidence tTo support this proposition.

* A jury trizl oifers the deisndant who hés 2 strong
case agzinst him the best odds for being Ifound not
guilty Juries in Hennenin County have nct d=liv
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verdicts of not guilty in any wholesale way (see
following sections for distribution of dispositions),
and we should remember that cases in which there

are grounds for dispute over guilt or innocence

are those most likely to go ultimately to trial.

Yet, for whateaver reasons, & skillful defense at
trial makes a finding of not guilty a possibilty;

a plea of guilty at arraignment or at at any sub-
sequent time forecloses that possibility. An il-
legal per se law, such as Minnesota's, severely
limits the area in which a defense can be mounted, but
it does not mean that there is no defense.

At this point in a discussion of pre- -trial conferences and
plea-bargaining it would be appropriats to set down some of
the proposals for either making plea-bargaining less necessary
for dealing with the case load or making it more appropriate
to dealing with DWI cases.
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it stands but adding a new lesser included offense of "driving
whils impaired by alcochol" and establishing a lower illegal-
per-se BAC level for that offznse. Levels of 0.08 and (.08
have been suggestsed as sstablishing this violation, which
would, like the second suggestion above, not carry a pos-
siblz jazil sentance and thus would obvvatc jury trials. This
lesser offense of "driving while impaired" would prcvide some-
thing tc¢ which some DWI cases could be bar”alned and at the
same *time rétain the identification of the wvioclation as an
alconol related one

Outcome of the pre-trial conference may be any one of the fol-
lowing: *

@ Agreement between defendant and prosecution
a plea of guilty to a lesser charge, most of

" 3 - = S <7 -~
-"careless driving".

: ioc fuses to reduce charge but defendant
changes plea from not guility to guilty of DWI.

= Prosecution refuses to reduce charge and defendant
refuses to change not gullty plea; the case is
then sst for trial.

@ In a smell number of cases (e.g., where a ser-
ious flaw in the case becomes apparent) there may
be a3 dismissal.

If there has besn no resolution of the case at the pre-trial
confarence, @ trial date is set

The time intervals betwesn arraignment, pre-trial conference
and trial are often thought of as a single pericd of time,
with some kind of avesrage of such time referred to as the
court's "lag-time'" with the number of cases on the calendar
for the trial referred *o as the court's "backlog". Becth of
These terms can be very misleading. Certainly if the number
of cases awaiting trizl is growing, and if the average time
between arraignment and trial is growing, then judicial
dispesition is falling Dehind the number of new charges being
brought. It is not surprising if this happens when the capa-
city of the court system is unchanged while the number of
arrests i1s sharply increased. What can be Aisleading, how-
ever, is the proportion of such cases “oost‘rg within the
system compared with the total number being handled by the
system. This subjeact 1s addressed in subsequent seciions of
this study.

I+ should not be assumed thet a2Iter 2 trizl date has Deen



set all cases then proceed to trial and are found quilty or
not guilty only after such trial Very fr equeﬁtly a defendant
will change his plea from not gullty to gu lLy just before
trial. This happens most often when there i1s a strong case

against the dafendant, he has used up all the delaying time
possible, and rather than go to the additional expense of
attcorney's fees for trial, the plea is changed.

A pre-sentence investigation (PSI) is conducted afte r conviction
but before sentencing. State law relating to maﬂdatory pPSI

was presentad earlier in this section under the heading
"Minnesota Laws Pertaining to Alcohol-related Traffic Offenses.”
PSI activity in recent years is discussed near the end of
Section B.

During the ASAP period prior to 1975, the PSI was conducted
by one of three classifications of investigators. These are:
(1) regular ganeral duty probation officers who do not spec-
ialize in alcohol related cases although they have had some
training in the field and must regularly deal with alcohol
problsams since high proportion of all court cases, traffic
and necn-traffic, 1nvolwe alcohol; (2) ASAP probation of-
ficers on the staff of Court Services (Probation Department)
but funded by ASAP,specially trained, and handling alcohol-
related traffic cases exclusively; and (3) paraprofessionals
on the ASAP staff, specially trained and handling alcohol-
related traffic cases exclusively. The cdifference Detween
the last two categories was not sigw&-lcant as to the work
performed. The reason for having two different classifications
was largely administrative. The paraprofessionals conductacd
the same kinds of PSIs and their reports and recommendations
in this specialized field are equally well-received by the
court Minor technical details differentiating between the
handling of their reports are not significant to this study.
3y making use of para-professzonals, with the full zporoval
of the court, ASAP was able to provide more service for tne
court and for more cliants

The separate ASAP PSI unit was absorbed into the regular
Court Services Program at the end of 1974 in anticipation of
the end of ASAP funding. With the extension of ASAP for
1375 and 1375, the Proiject agreed to fund the. paraproless-
sional staif.

The PSI is conducted under severe time resirictions. PSIs
are normally complsted in less than one hour and a report
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with recommendations is returned to the judge. Both Hennepin
County ASAP and the Hennepin County Municipal Court are

in agreement tﬁﬁ‘ +his fast handling of cases is desirable
for reasons otl than simply speeding the court process.
Treatment autnorlties =5 which clients are being refsrred
also agree that the faster clients can be brought into
+treatment the better zble the program can be to begin to get
& handle on the prcblem (To have a client arraigned the
morning following arrest and between sheets at an alcoholism
treatment center the same night is not the norm but it is .not

unusual).

th

uilty, the judge sentences the violator
d/or up to 90 days imprisonment togsther
ation may be involved. More specific
icns of the law were covered earlier in
violator offered a referral to a rehabili-
condition of probation on a jail sentence
hat option. Some do, but this is rare.
client does not comply with the terms of
.g., does not register or appear as dirscted,
court may revoke the probation.
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In mid-1974 +the court began a program by which judicial offi-
cers (l‘”ye“s) were appointed by the court to conduct some
elements of judicial business which had been carried on by
+he judges. The principal item of such business was to
conduct pre-trial conferences of DWI cases, with the outcome
of the conferences presented to a judge for approval.
ASAP participated by funding the eguivalent of one full-time
judicial officer; the equlv:lent of two other full-time
judicial officers were funded from other sources. The
judicial officer program was maintained through.1975. In 1876,
the court utilized administrative employees as Jjudicial
officers.

"Legal Seminars"were planned with the objective of providing judges and
prosecutors with special alcohoT/tﬂa"'c/legaT information

and opportunities for learning and excnancv. The purpcse

of such seminars was served by statewide traffic conferences
for judges and prosecutors which were he‘d in Hennepin

Coun;y and in which Hennepin County ASAP played a signifi-
cant role. Therefore, funds budgeted for these seminars

were re-programmed.
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Hennepin County Municipal Court
Dispositions of DWI Arrests

Table B-~-1

1971 - 1976
Guilty
Guilty Plea Trial All
Plea Lesser Guilty Trial Charges Total
Period To DWI Charge DWI Acquitted Dismissed Dispositions
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Year 1971 2u09 75 571 18 28 1 4l 1 162 5 3211 100
Year 1972 2780 71 814 21 42 1 37 1 270 7 3943 100
Year 1973 3heh 59 2117 36 39 1 27 0 252 Yy 5899 100
Year 1974 3384 W1 4519 51 88 1 37 0 364 " 8392 100 .
(e o]
1975 0 1 969 Ly 1143 53 7 0 8 0 73 3 220? 100 !
Q2 833 Iy 97 52 6 0 L 0 60 3 1877 100
Q 3 590 1 805 56 ] 0 5 0 42 3 1H36 100
Q u 700 b5 786 50 5 0 3 0 61 L 1555 100
Year 19706 30972 Y 3708 52 22 0 20 0 236 3 7078 100
1976 Q1 779 3 927 51 1 0 Yy 0 1056 6 1?16 100
Q 2 821 16 854 48 2 0 4y 0 112 6 1796 100
Q3 731 50 6h0 Uy 0 0 0 0 86 6 1457 100
QN 6595 b3 774 51 3 0 5 0 92 6 1529 100
Year 1976 2989 45 319% 48 6 0 13 0 395 b 6598 100
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Table B-2 *

1978, 1975, and 1973 Dispositions
Sanctions Imposead
Convicted for:
DWI Reduced Chargs
1978 1975 1973 1976 13875 1973
Fine 43% 48% 538% 78% 82% 87%
Workhouse 8% 9% 14% 1% 2% 3%
Both 1% 1% - - - -
Othe LB% 42% 27% 21% 16% 10%
(Stay, etc.)
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Table B-3 *
Court Dispositions, 139768, 1875
Percentage Distributions of Fines when Assessed
Dispositions
Convicted - DWI Reduced Charge
Dollars 1978 % 1975 % 1975 % 19735 5%
1-u8 2 0 3 2
50-23 12 8 12 1l
100-149 38 36 37 31
150-188 23 25 21 20
200-243 14 17 Rt 13
250-235 1 1 2 2
300 10 12 11 15
* Nots This data is tabulated from compliete fil=a.
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ine Assessed® Wnen Convicted of:

Reducead
Year DW1 Charce
1973 123 174

1975 73

-
(3]
w

|—+
[
w

1876 82

Includes dispositions where no fine 1s currently assess-
ed.

Pre-sentence Cuilty Percent
Year Investigations 1SDOSItions Conductead

—
(e}
~J
N
[
()
~J
(@]
w
(0]
w
(o33
fd
w
¥

13873 3419 = 5620 581%

1374 5724 * 7391 72%

1875 3388 £822 50%

18758 3848 &% £1S0 62%

® Includes those PSIs conducted by ASAP funded personnel
or referred to ASAP for follow-up. A few additional
PSIs were conducted during the period. :

S
"

Include
in the
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Table B-3 summarizes the best available data regarding

+he conduct of pre-sentence investigations. The number

0if DPre-sentence an°S-;’athWS actually conductad would

be in excess of the quantity reported due to a decentralized
system and the occasional failure of a probation officer

+o submit a case report. Guilty dispositions include

guilty of DWI as charged or guilty to a reduced charge.

In addition, an 1nd1v1dual may have pleaded guilty

to more than one offense, thusthe number of pre-sgsentence
investigations should be expected to be up to 10% less

than the number of guwlty dispositions even if all candidates
received pre-sentence investigations.

The ASAP PSI unit was inte grafed into the regular County Court
Services Adult Probation unit at the start of 1875.

In August of 1876, state law made pre-sentence investigations
mandatory for Hennepin County Municipal Court guilty
dispositions arising from DWI arrests (See se ection A)
Documentation was not available to support the conclusion
that the law had been fully implemented as of the close of
1973.
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Table C-1
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1875, 1978
COURT DIVISION
2 2 2
18 15 11
43 37 45
53 80 51
il 3 =2
100 100 100
18 18 10
L2 37 45
52 55 51
] 8 -
100 100 109
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20 27
30 32
23 21
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17 100
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43 L3
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25 20
35 32
23 27
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20 100
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This study does not concluds that there is any one »eason Ior
the differences in outcomes betwesen court divisions This
difference has been declining in recant years.

A discussion of the pre-trial conference at which plea nego-
tigtion is conductad is *ounc in Secticn A of this study.

I+ ssems clear that with increased zrrsstis generating mors
load for the court system and with the number of judges avail-
able to handle the case load rsmaining constant, Dlea n=2go-
tiation is one way to meet the problem. Hennepin County

ASAP management agrees with those judges (and alcohcolism
treatment aut northes) who find that the advantage of earlier
identification and rehabilitation for problem drinkers

through quicker adjudication outwsighs the acknowledged

d sadvaﬁLages cf large scale plea nesgotiation. The demonstra-

ever, can give the
ad to meet the
[=%

years.

tion of the problem, through the ASAP, ho
community (and the state) information ne
problsam in & more appropriate way in futu

Thoss concerned about earlier identification and rehabilita-
tion through plez negotiation should also be interestsd in
the percentage of those eligible who received a pre-sentance
investigation Tn 1976, available data indicates that 58%
of those plesading or found guilty to DWI or reduced charges
received a PSI. The actual percentags would be slightly
higher since (1) some PSI reporis cannoct be found for

coding and (2) PSI's from recent prior arrests of the same
Derson may be current.

Table C-3 displays dispositions by BAC category for 1875.
Beczuse the BAC at time of arrest is an important slement of
vlea negotiation, 1t is not surprising that only 7% ©of those
pleading guilty to DWI had a BAC under .15 while 41% of those
convictaed of 2 raduced charge had a BAC of under .15
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Table C-3
Distribution of BACs by Case Disposition for 1976 Dispositions
Plea of Guilty -
Guilty  Reduced Trial - Trial Not Dis- -
to DWI Charge Guilty Guilty missed Total
Number of
Dispositions 2,389 3,195 6 13 385 6,598
Percentags of
All Dispositions 45 48 0 0 8 100
Percentaze Distribution:
BAC
.00 0 1 0 8 2 1
.01-.04 0 0 0 0 2 0
.05-.089 0 5 0 0 4 3
L10-.14 7 35 0 8 16 20
.15-.18 23 35 0 15 25 32
.20-.24 33 8 50 0 22 20
.25+ 12 2 17 8 10 7
Imp./con. 17 11 33 30 1k 1s
Unknown 2 3 0 31 4 3
TCTAL 100 100 190 108 103 100




emographic characteristics of the DWI population are
presented in this secticn. Since 95% of those arrested
zre convicted of DWI or a raduced charge, characteristics of
the population arrested will be used excapt as noted.
Age

1 ws age distribution by year for DWI arrests.
The major finding from examining this table is that the
a roups are becoming relatively more involved
" -
i b=l

(48]
~1
w

Age 1878 1875 1374 13

Under 21 149 12% 12% 8%
21 - 289 39% 37% 35% 35%
30 - 328 22% 22% 25% 25%
L) and above 25% 27% 29% 32%

3
O
1)

[
1
O
O
o®
|_l
(en]
(]
o
._l
O
(@»]
3334
[
(o]
[ai]
S

A cross tabulation of age by court disposition category

was made in 1974. The younger age groups were found To navs
an over representation in reduced chargs convictions.
Turther investigation indicated that this was due to the
younger age Zroups tending to be arrestad with lower 3AC's
as was shown in Table C-3 of this study. Defendents wi

low BACs are more likely to recsive a raduced charge tThan
those with high BACs

Sex

Tomales combrised 10.5% of the total individuals arrestad
or DWI during 1376 in Hennepin County. This presents a slo
but steady increase from 2.7% in 1873 Roadside surveys
indicated that approximately 20% of the night ~ime driver
population in the county were Temals

Y
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Driver Licenss Record Checks

Findings from a study of the relaticnship between case
disposition and driving record indicated that there was

no substantial difference. The average number of prior
convictions for all traffic offenses was 1.62 for DWI
convictions and 1.67 for a reduced charge in a random sample
of 257 DWI arrests during 1974. Other studies have also
reached conclusions of no differences, thus further analyses
have not been conducted in light of costs versus likelihood
fruitful information.
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Section E

This section describes the timeliness of the court adjudi-
cation process Two cont UbLWU terms are citen usad to
describe .timeliness One of these terms is "back-log" to
describe the number of cases awaiting *rial or awaiting
some other court action. The other is "lag-time" or "court
lag" to describe the time interval between arraignment and
final outcome of a case.

Both of these terms are simple and seem to convey what the
mean, but it is doubtful that there 1s a simple, clear-cut

meaning for either of them to convey. Unfortunately, too,
they also carry a pejorative implication: If there is "a
big back-log" it must be somebody's fault, or the system's
fault. This may very well be, but ws should first describe
wnat we are labeling "back-log"
Court backlog can be related to the arrest activity of the
most recent periods For example, in quarter 1 of 1871, the
backlog at the end of March was 576 cases.
Included in
. Month Arrests Backlog Count

March 297 297

Tebruary 233 253

January 218 126 (60% of arrast

TOTAL 213 675
Thus the backlog at that time represantad the arrest volume
of the mecst recent 2.5 months.
If the court system were to keed abreast of the arrest
volume, this measure would remain constant. It should not
be expectaed to be zaro under the current court operation-
al methods, since arrests on New Yzars Eve or onortly beifors
would not be scheduled for court until the following year
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Table E-1

Court Backlog

Number c¢f Months

End of Year Arrests in Process®
871 2.7

1872 4.2

13873 5.6

1974 5.0

875 2.4

1976 » 2.3%

* DPrior to 1975 Bench Warrants issued were treated as
cases not disposed of. By the end of 1874 this
accountad for approximately 1 month of arrests. Bench
Warrants were removed from the 1875 and 1976 quantities.

From examining Tabls Z-1 it is obvious that the court now
operatas in a more timely schedule than it did before ASAP
started. This is the result of two factors, a speed-up
within the court assisted by judicial hearing officers and
a dscreazss in DWI arrests during 1375 and 1975 as compar-
ed to 1%73 and 1974

Table E~2 displays the "lag-time'" between arrsest anc court
disposition.




rime Lag from Date of Arrest to Date of Case
Disposition for 1375 Case Dispositions
Q;Zﬁi: 2;0m Pound Guilty of DWI Found Guilty of Reducsd Charge
Arrest Date Cumuletive Cumulative
To Finding Date Percent Percent Percent Percent

0 28 28 12 12
1 28 56 23 35
2 17 73 28 63

10 83 4 77

83

oW
w
[¢s]
(e0]
[0)]

5 L S ) 87
B Z Su 1 38

37 4 82
100 g 100
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w W

Table E-3
Percent of Casas Dispcsed of Within 3 Months

137u 1978 12785
Tound Guilty of DWI 58 67 73
Found Guilty of Recuced Charges 47 £5 53
Tabls E-3 compares 1874, 1875, and 1976 for the percent
of cases disposed of within 3 months. As can be seen ths
court Drocess has Dbeen accelerated markedly since 13974



Percent of A1l Cases Disposed of Within
¥ Menths - 1875, 1975 - by Division

8 Months
Division 197¢ 1575 18786 1875
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As shown in Tzble Z-4% only mincr differences exisT betwesn
court divisicns.
T lag for jury trials during 1976 and 1375 is shown 1n
T e E-5. 7% percent of the cases which went to a jury
trial in 1275 were disposad of within six months of tThe
o} nse dzte, whils 43% of jury triasls during 1875 ware
c letaed within the same period.
Tabls E-5

Time Lagz for Jury Trizls During 1978 and 1873
Time 3Betwesn Data ¢i Arrest Cevcent of Caces
and Datz of Dispositicon TEreent o eSS

1976 1275

3 months or less 37% 12%
4 to & month 37 38
7 to 9 months 21 7
10 o 12 menths 3 i
More tThan ons year 2 22
Total 133 185








